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ABSTRACT

STOchastic Recursive Momentum (STORM)-based algorithms have been widely developed to solve
one to K-level (K > 3) stochastic optimization problems. Specifically, they use estimators to
mitigate the biased gradient issue and achieve near-optimal convergence results. However, there is
relatively little work on understanding their generalization performance, particularly evident during
the transition from one to K-level optimization contexts. This paper provides a comprehensive
generalization analysis of three representative STORM-based algorithms: STORM, COVER, and
SVMR, for one, two, and K-level stochastic optimizations under both convex and strongly convex
settings based on algorithmic stability. Firstly, we define stability for K -level optimizations and link it
to generalization. Then, we detail the stability results for three prominent STORM-based algorithms.
Finally, we derive their excess risk bounds by balancing stability results with optimization errors. Our
theoretical results provide strong evidence to complete STORM-based algorithms: (1) Each estimator
may decrease their stability due to variance with its estimation target. (2) Every additional level might
escalate the generalization error, influenced by the stability and the variance between its cumulative
stochastic gradient and the true gradient. (3) Increasing the batch size for the initial computation of
estimators presents a favorable trade-off, enhancing the generalization performance.

1 Introduction

In stochastic optimization problems, variance reduction techniques [Fang et al.| [2018]],|Zhou et al.| [2020], Wen et al.
[2018]],|Q1 et al.| [2021]], Liu et al.| [2019, 2024 can significantly mitigate the negative impact of inherent variance
due to the stochastic gradients. In particular, Stochastic Recursive Momentum (STORM) |Cutkosky and Orabona
[2019] stands out for its simple implementation and near-optimal convergence results. STORM carefully designs
momentum-based estimators for model updating, which can dynamically adapt to the optimization challenge without
a large batch or checkpoint gradient computations. Due to these advantages, STORM has been extensively used in
various practical applications: reinforcement learning [Hu et al.| [2019], Mao et al.| [2022]], model-agnostic meta-learning
Ji et al.| [2022]],|Qu et al.|[2023a], risk-averse portfolio optimization Tran Dinh et al.|[2020], Jiang et al.| [2022]], and
deep AUC maximization |Yuan et al.|[2021]], Liu et al.| [2024]).

Subsequently, various STORM-based algorithms |[Hu et al.| [2019], [Yuan et al.|[2021]],/Chen et al.|[2021]], Jiang et al.
[2022]], L1 et al.|[2023a] have extended this methodology to address stochastic two-level and K -level (where K > 3)
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optimization problems. In their definitions, two-level stochastic optimizations are equivalent to stochastic compositional
optimizations and similar to K-level stochastic optimizations Wang et al.|[2017], Ghadimi et al.|[2020], |Chen et al.
[2021]], which pose a challenge in obtaining a biased estimate of the objective function and gradients Dann et al.
[2014],Wang et al.|[2017]]. By leveraging the high-precision estimations, STORM-based algorithms have successfully
addressed the corresponding challenge.

In particular, in two-level optimizations, one of the most popular STORM-based algorithms COVER |Qi et al.|[2021]]
employs estimators for both the value of the inner function and the value of the gradient. When increasing to K -level
optimizations, inherent variances can be magnified, leading to significant gradient deviations and potential explosions.
To mitigate this, the near-optimal algorithm SVMR Jiang et al.| [2022] employs estimators for all function values and
gradients, except the outer function value, and applies gradient projection techniques to the function gradient estimator.

Although STORM-based algorithms have achieved many breakthroughs in algorithmic convergence, their effect on
generalization performance is less understood |[Hardt et al.[[2016], Yang et al.[[2023], i.e., how the model trained by the
training samples would generalize to test samples, especially for optimizations with higher levels. To clearly understand
the generalization of these algorithms, we consider the following two key questions.

Specifically, as the success of STORM lies in leveraging estimators to tackle biased gradient issues, exploring the
influence of these estimators on generalization performance enriches the study |Yuan et al.| [2019], Hu et al.|[2019],
Ghadimi et al.| [2020], Balasubramanian et al.[[2022], |Qu et al.| [2023b|]. Additionally, in K -level optimization, the
gradient estimator at each level is influenced by the function value estimator at the preceding level, which, in turn,
indirectly affects the function value estimator at the subsequent level Chen et al.|[2021]], Jiang et al.|[2022]. Therefore,
addressing the second question can offer guidance for designing corresponding estimators in more complex and general
scenarios.

To answer the above two questions, this paper leverages the algorithmic stability to systematically explore the general-
ization of STORM-based algorithms from one to K -level stochastic optimizations. We believe that this exploration is
important to gain insights into STORM’s scalability and effectiveness across different tiers of stochastic optimization.
In particular, our contributions are summarized as follows.

* To achieve our goal, we first introduce a novel definition of uniform stability, specifically for K-level
optimizations. Leveraging this definition, we establish a quantitative relationship between generalization error
and stability in the context of K -level optimization. Then, we analyze the stability and optimization errors for
three distinct algorithms: STORM, COVER, and SVMR, corresponding to one, two, and K -level stochastic
optimizations in both convex and strongly convex settings. Finally, by analyzing the interplay between stability
and optimization errors, we ascertain their excess risks in these settings.

* Our theoretical results indicate that fewer iterations and proper step sizes will improve algorithm stability of

stability in the convex setting. For the excess risk, our results demonstrate that we need about 7' =< max(nz/ 2),

Vk € [1, K], iterations to achieve the ideal excess risk rate. In the strongly convex setting, a proper step size

will not necessarily make the algorithm stable enough, which must be combined with expanding the batch
. o 7/6

size to ensure stability. Moreover, 7' < max(n,’ ")

setting.

iterations should be used, which is fewer than the convex

* Based on our analysis, we can successfully address the above questions. Firstly, we find that the stability of the
algorithm can be compromised by each estimator, due to the variance between the estimator and its estimated
target, which degrades the generalization performance. Moreover, as the number of levels increases, two main
factors impact the algorithm’s generalization error: the first is the influence of the new level on the algorithm’s
stability, and the second is the variance between the combined stochastic gradient and the true gradient across
all levels. There is one more observation in our analysis: employing more samples for the initial computation
of estimators may enhance performance without significantly increasing computational costs. This strategy
presents a viable approach to improve the efficiency of STORM-based algorithms.

2 Related Work

Algorithmic stability and Generalization. In learning theory, the stability of an algorithm shows that small changes
in the training data result in only minimal differences in the predictions made by the model |Kearns and Ron|[1997],
Vapnik and Chapelle|[2000], Cucker and Smale| [2002]. The landmark work Bousquet and Elisseeff] [2002]] introduces
the notion of uniform stability and establishes the generalization of ERM based on stability, and it has a deep connection
with |Cesa-Bianchi et al.| [2004], Rakhlin et al.| [2005]], |Kutin and Niyogi| [2012]. Furthermore, Bartlett and Mendelson
[2002], Poggio et al.|[2004], Shalev-Shwartz et al.| [2010] discuss the relationship between algorithmic stability and
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complexity measures, and use it on general conditions for predictivity. [Hardt et al.|[2016] contribute significantly to the
understanding of algorithmic stability in optimization algorithms, particularly gradient descent. More recently, |L1 et al.
[2023b] presents in-context learning, showing its effectiveness and stability in different data scenarios. |[Sakaue and Oki
[2023]] demonstrates that coordinate estimation leads to tighter generalization bounds.

Stochastic Compositional Optimization. Extensive studies have mitigated the issue of bias in gradient estimation
due to combination functions. Wang et al.| [2017]] uses stochastic gradients for internal function value computation.
Variance reduction techniques can accelerate the efficiency of Stochastic Compositional Gradient Descent (SCGD).
Algorithms such as SAGA [Zhang and Xiao|[2019]], SPIDER [Fang et al.|[2018]], and STORM |Cutkosky and Orabona
[2019] have been integrated into SCGD. Later, some studies | Yuan et al.| [2019], Zhang and Xiao| [2021], Tarzanagh et al.
[2022] have successfully linked stochastic two-level or K -level optimization challenges. In K -level optimization, Yang
et al.[[2019] leads to the creation of an accelerated technique (A-TSCGD). Subsequently, |[Balasubramanian et al.|[2022]]
introduces the NLASG method, which expands the scope of the NASA |Ghadimi et al.| [2020] algorithm to broader
applications. In a similar vein, (Chen et al.|[2021]], Jiang et al.|[2022] extend STORM for estimating function values to
K levels. However, all the above works only focus on convergence analysis.

3 Preliminaries and Warm Up

In this section, we begin by introducing three optimization problems that we address, accompanied by three popular
STORM-based algorithms designed for these specific problems. Then, we will present the concept of stability as
applied in statistical learning theory James et al.| [2013]]. To this end, we present the first theorem in this paper.

3.1 One to K-level Stochastic Optimziations

In this paper, we extend algorithmic stability analysis to the most popular STORM-based algorithms: STORM |Cutkosky
and Orabona) [2019], COVER |Qi et al.|[2021]], and SVMR |Jiang et al.|[2022]] for stochastic optimization problems
with levels 1, 2, and K > 3, respectively. Detailed update rules for these algorithms are presented in Appendix
Algorithms|[T}j3] Their optimization formulations are introduced subsequently.

One-level optimization. Typically, the one-level stochastic optimization problem Hardt et al.| [2016]], (Cutkosky and
Orabonal[2019], Bousquet et al.|[2020], Levy et al.|[2021]] can be formulated as follows

min{ F(z) = E,[f,(2)]}. (M

where f : R? — R% on a convex domain X € R¢, v is an independent random data sample, and F is the empirical
risk mingex {Fs(z) := fs(z) = + X1 fu.(@)}. Let S = {vy,--- ,1,} be a dataset from which the samples are
drawn independently and identically (i.i.d.). To facilitate the expansion below, we give more symbol definitions: S’ is
the i.i.d copy of S, where S” = {v},--- , v/}, and S is the i.i.d. copy of S where only i-th data point v; in S in change
to v;. Compared with SGD which directly uses stochastic gradients for updates, the main part of STORM |Cutkosky and

Orabonal[2019] is to leverage the corrected momentum variance reduction estimator for updates.

Two-level optimization. We consider the two-level stochastic optimization problem [Yuan et al.| [2019]], Yang et al.
[2019], Balasubramanian et al.|[2022] as follows

grél;l{F(x) = f ] g(x) = Eu[fu(Ew[gw(x)])]}V (2)

where f : R4 — R% and g : R — R% on a convex domain X € R? v and w are independent random
variables. Let S = S, U S, where S, = {v1, -+ ,v,} and S, = {w1, -+ ,wm }, and the empirical risk is defined
as mingex { Fs(z) := fs(gs(2)) = 5+ 2212 fui (5 221 9w, (€))}. In this scenario, altering a single data point can
affect either S, or S,,. For Vi € [1,n] and Vj € [1,m], S*¥ denotes the version of S where only the i-th point in S, is
replaced by v/, with S,, remaining unchanged. S7* is defined similarly. The i.i.d. copied dataset S’ is represented as
S’ =8,US!, where S|, = {v},...,v)} and S, = {w],...,w],}. Note that the two-level optimization problem in
([2) can also be considered as the compositional optimization |[Yuan et al.| [2019], [Yang et al.| [2019]}, [Balasubramanian
et al.| [2022]], Hu et al.|[2023]]. Among the STORM-based algorithms for two-level stochastic optimization, we will
analyze the stability and generalization of the most popular algorithms, COVER |Q1 et al.[[2021]]. Specifically, COVER
utilizes two estimators for both the function and gradient values of the inner function, namely u; and v;.

K-level optimization. The K-level stochastic optimization problem [Chen et al.| [2021]], Jiang et al.| [2022]] can be
formulated as follows

min{ F(@) = fic o fx—1 00 file) = Byoolfk (- By [ff

reX

(1)

@1}, 3)
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where fi : R%*-1 — R on a convex domain X € R?, k € [1,k] nd do = d. v*) are independent random
variables, where k € [1, K|. Similarly, let S = UX_| Sy, where Sk :{ unk)} the empirical risk is defined
w5 it (Fs(@) = s @ v fis = & S0 £08 (T (A} In the Koeve

optimization, where changing one sample data can occur in any layer of the function, we define: S** be the i.i.d. copy
of S where only the I-th data point v/ in Sy, is replaced with v/}, where k € [1,k] and [ € [1,n;]. Moreover, we
denote " = UK | S, where S() = {uy),, . Vﬁf)l}. In this scenario, we consider SVMR Jiang et al.|[2022] with
multiple estimators, which obtains the best convergence result. In particular, u(*) represents the estimate of the k-th
layer function value and v(¥) represents the estimate of the k-th layer function’s gradient value.

3.2 Concept of Excess Risk

As we all know, excess risk is an evaluation for the generalization performance Bousquet and Elisseetf] [2002], James
et al.|[2013]],/Charles and Papailiopoulos|[2018]], which is used to analyze the three tackled STORM-based algorithms in
this paper. For a randomized algorithm A, denote by A(S) its output model based on the training data S. By denoting
F(z.) = infyex F(z) and F(z) = inf,cx Fs(x), then the excess risk is Eg 4 [F(A(S) — F(x )} According to the
decomposition in Bousquet and Elisseeff| [2002] and Fs(z?) < Fg(z,) by the definition of 2%, we can obtain the
excess risk as follows
Es a[F(A(S)) = F(2.)] < Es,a[F(A(S)) = Fs(A(S))] + Es,a[Fs(A(S)) — Fs (7).

We refer to the term Eg 4 [F(A(S)) — Fs(A(S))] as the generalization error, as it quantifies the generalization shift
from training to testing behavior. Similarly, Eg 4 [Fs(A(S)) — Fs(z%)] is termed the optimization error, measuring how
effectively the algorithm minimizes empirical risk. The generalization error in this paper is informed by analyses from
prior studies |Cutkosky and Orabonal [2019], |Q1 et al.| [2021]], Jiang et al.| [2022]. Unlike these works, which primarily
focus on convergence analysis, our main objective is to estimate the generalization error through the algorithmic stability
approach |Bousquet and Elisseetf [2002]. Next, we provide the definitions of stability.

Definition 1 (Uniform Stability). The uniform stability of the three stochastic optimizations is defined as follows

(i) In the one-level optimization, an algorithm A is uniformly stable for () if Vi € [1, n], there holds E 4[| A(S) —
ASHl < e

(ii) In the two-level optimization, an algorithm A is uniformly stable for (2), if Vi € [1,n] and Vj € [1,m], there
holds E4[||A(S) — A(S"")||] < e, and E4[||A(S) — A(S79)|]] < €.

(iii) In the K-level optimization, an algorithm A is uniformly stable for (3)), if Vk € [1, K] and VI € [1, n], there
holds E4[||A(S) — A(SY¥)]|] < ex.

The expectation E 4[] is taken w.r.t. the internal randomness of A not the data points for the above definition.

We aim to elucidate the connection between uniform stability (as outlined in Definition[I)) and the generalization error,
a relation applicable across all randomized algorithms. To achieve this, we state the following assumption.
Assumption 1 (Lipschitz Continuity). The Lipschitz continuity of our focused problems is proposed as follows

(i) In the one-level optimization problem, there exists a constant Ly, such that f, is Lipschitz continuous with
parameters Ly, i.e., sup,, || f.(z) — f,(2)|| < Ly||x — 2||, for all x, % € R%

(ii) In the two-level optimization problem, there exist two constants Ly and L, such that f, and g,, are Lipschitz
continuous with parameters L and L, respectively, i.e., sup,, || f,(y) — fo (9)|| < Lslly — gl forally,§ €
R, and sup,, ||gu (%) — 9, (2)|| < Lyl — 2| for all 7, € R%

(iii) In the K-level optimization problem, there exists a constam Lf, such that Vk € [1, K], f}g’(k) are Lipschitz

continuous with parameter Ly, respectively, i.e., sup,, ) ||f,C ( )— fk ( W< Lelly—9l, Vy,§ € R-1,

3.3 Generalization of the K -level Optimization

Although existing studies have established relationships between the generalization error and the stability under one-
level Hardt et al.| [2016] and two-level |Yang et al.|[2023]] stochastic optimizations, the more complex and general
K-level stochastic optimization remains unexplored. Therefore, by integrating the stability concept, we specifically
define the following theorem for the K -level optimization, which aims to show the quantitative relationship between
the generalization error and the stability.
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Theorem 1. If Assumption|l|(iii) holds true and the randomized algorithm A is uniformly stable, then for K > 3,
Es a[F(A(S)) — Fs(A(S))] is bounded by

K—-1
]ES A[Vark(A(S)]
LE 4L % L ’
S M (e !

where Vary,(A(S)) = E,u [ fu 0 fim1 0 0 f1(A(S) = £ o fumr 0+ 0 fi(A(S)]?].

Remark 1. Theorem|[I|establishes the quantitative relationship between the generalization and the uniform stability
for any randomized algorithm applied to K-level stochastic optimizations. In particular, when K = 1, i.e., the
one-level stochastic optimization, where F(z) = E,[f,(z)] and Fs(z) = 237" | f,,(x), we can see the absence

of randomness with respect to €, Vk € [2,K]. Consequently, we derive Eg 4[F(A(S)) — Fs(A(S))] < Lye,
consistent with the findings in|Hardt et al.| [2016)]. For the two-level scenario, i.e., k = 2, we obtain L?ég + 4L§c61 +

L\/Es a[Vari(A(S))]/n1. Here, the variance term Eg 4[Var1(A(S))] arises from the estimator used for the inner
function values. We only need to alter the notations in Assumption|l|(iii) to obtain results consistent with|Yang et al.
[2023]].

Remark 2. In Theorem|[I] we can find the generalization error depends not only on stability but also on the variance
term, i.e., \/ Eg a[Vary (A(S)]/ny due to the estimators. An interesting observation is that the variance term is not
only determined by the current layer function but also by the combined function of the total number of layers, i.e., for
Vary (A(S)), which is determined by fy, o fy—1 0 -+ o f1, instead of fi. This implies that with an increasing number of
levels, we should enlarge the sample size in order to achieve a better generalization error.

After establishing the quantitative relationship between the generalization error and the stability bound, the next goal is
to establish stability bounds for these corresponding algorithms, i.e., STORM, COVER, and SVMR. In next section, we
will introduce how to approach this in detail.

4 Stability and Generalization

In this section, we present the main results for various optimization problems, which include stability bounds and
optimization errors, and ultimately derive the excess risks. Different results for the convex and strongly convex settings
will be shown in separate subsections. Before giving the theoretical results, we state the following assumptions to
facilitate our proofs.

Assumption 2 (Empirical Variance). With probability 1 w.r.t. S, there exist constants to bound the following:

(i) In the one-level optimization problem, there exist two constants oy and oy, such that
SUD,cx 1 2oie [1fon (@) = fs(2)|P] < 0F and sup,c x5 Yoiy [V £, (2) — Vs (@)[?] < o3

(ii) In the two-level optimization problem, there exist three constants oy, 0; and oy, such that

sUP,e 7 e lll9w, (@) — gs@)IP) < op, sup,en 7 T (Ve (@) — Vos(@)|P] < of, and

supycra = Yy IV (y) = VIs@)I?] < o7
(iii) In the K-level optimization problem, there exist two constants oy and o 5, such that for 1 < k < K, there holds

, ) " ©)
SUDyer,, | i 2yt (1A W)= frsWIP] < oF andsupyeg, | o S5 VAT (9) = Vies@I?] <
3
Assumption 3 (Smoothness and Lipschitz continuous gradient). With probability 1 w.r.t. S, there exist constants to
make following conditions hold true.

>

Viu(x) = V@) < Lz -2

(i) In the one-level optimization, the problem fs(-) is L-smooth, i.e.,
Vo,z' € X.

(ii) In the two-level optimization, the problem fs(gs(-)) is L-smooth, i.e., |[Vgs(z)Vfs(gs(z)) —
Vgs(x )V fs(gs(a))|| < L|lx — &', Va,2’ € X. Also, fs(-) has Lipschitz continuous gradients,

i.e.|Vfs(y) = VIs@)l < Cylly — gl for all y,j € RY.

(iii) In the K-level optimization, the problem Fs(-) is L-smooth, i.e., |TIX | VF; s(z) — K, VF, 5(2)| <
Lllz — 2’|, Vo, 2" € X, where VFj, s(z) =V fi, s(fr—1,5(-- - (f1,5(2))))) and VFy1 s(z) = V f1,5(x). Ad-
ditionally, Vk € [1, K|, the k-level function has Lipschitz continuous gradients, i.e., ||V fr.s(y) =V fr,s ()| <
Lilly =yl forall y,y € Rdk—1




Stability and Generalization for Stochastic Recursive Momentum-based One to /-Level Stochastic Optimizations

Assumptions [2}{3] are widely used in convergence and generalization analysis (Charles and Papailiopoulos| [2018],
Cutkosky and Orabona) [2019],|Zhang et al.|[2021]],/Q1 et al.|[2021]], Jiang et al.|[2022], Yang et al.|[2023]], which ensure
the convergence and stability. It is important to note that Assumption [2|in generalization analysis shows the difference
between the stochastic gradient and the empirical risk gradient V fg(z). We also present the following definition for
our focused settings, i.e., convex and strongly convex.

Definition 2. A function F is p-strongly convex if for all z, ' € X, we have F'(z) > F(2') + (VF(2'),z — 2’y +
Ellz — 2'||?, and if u = 0, we say that F’ is convex.

4.1 Convex setting

Stability Results. The following theorems establish the uniform stability for the three optimizations under the convex
setting, i.e., convex F's. All the theoretical results in this subsection are under Assumptions

Theorem 2 (One-level, Stability, Convex). Consider STORM in Algorithmwith m=n< % and By = B € (0,1),
Vt € [0,T — 1]. Then, the outputs A(S) = x at iteration T are uniformly stable with

T-1
€= O(sgpn j;o Var(v;) + LfnnT),

where Var(v;) = (Ea[llv; — Vfs(;)[*])"/2
Remark 3. We can find that in|Hardt et al.|[|2016|], the uniform stability for SGD with the same setting is of the order
O(%) However, using STORM adds another term supg 1 Z}:Ol Var(v;) caused by the estimator. This new term is

determined by the difference between the estimate v; and the gradient of the empirical risk V fg(x;). In other words,
STORM may not be as stable as SGD.

Theorem 3 (Two-level, Stability, Convex). Consider COVER in Algorithmwith m=n< ﬁ and By = B € (0,1),
Vt € [0, T — 1]. Then, the outputs A(S) = xr at iteration T are uniformly stable with

T-1
L,LnT  L,LnT
el,—i—ew—O(L C’fsupng (Var(uj) + Var(v;)) + LyonVT + =2 1 e )
m n
7=0

where Var(u;) = (Ealllu; — gs(z;)*])"/? and Var(v;) = (Ea[llv; — Vgs(z;)|*])"/?

Remark 4. When comparing the stability of COVER in Theorem[3\with STORM, particularly under the condition where
n = m, COVER in the two-level stochastic optimization is characterized by two additional terms: Lo fn\/T and
L,Cysupgn ZJT;Ol Var(v;). The first term emerges due to the empirical error of the outer function. The second term

is generated by the provided estimator from COVER for the inner function values, which accounts for the difference
between the inner function estimator and the empirical risk of the inner function value.

Theorem 4 (K -level, Stability, Convex). Consider SVMR in Algorithmwith N = m and By = B € (0,1),
Vt € [0, T — 1]. Then, the outputs A(S) = xr at iteration T are uniformly stable with

K T-1 K i-1 T-1 K LKT

Y e&=0 (SUMZZZLK T Vg u +SHP”ZZLK+(2 Vari,s (v +Z K )

k=1 s=1 i=1 j=1 s=11=1 k=1

where Var; o(u) = (Eallul — ;5™ D)|2)1/2 and Var; 4 (v) = (Eal[ol” — Vf;.s(ud)|2)1/2

Remark 5. Compared to the stability of COVER, especially when ny, is equal Vk € [1,K|, SVMR intro-
duces additional terms due to its estimatars Let us discuss the term introduced by the function gradient es-

. K .
timator supsnz ZZ L T Var; s(v), accumulating an extra factor of K due to the need for K es-
timators to estimate the functton gradlent at each level. As for the term from the function value estimator

Supg 1 Z Zl 1 Z K e Var; s(u), it becomes more complex in K -level optimization, involving three
cumulative summatlons Thzs complexzty arises from interactions between multiple levels, where estimators at different
levels have influence instead of them at the same level. The derivatives of the function at the each level are affected by
the function value estimator at the previous level and, in turn, impact the function value estimator at the next level,
indicating their increased importance. The omitted term relates to the use of the gradient value estimator for the outer
function and is equal to Lo fn\/T in Theorem This omission transforms the empirical variance of the outer function
into a discrepancy between the gradient estimator and the empirical gradient value of the outer function.
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Remark 6. Regardless of any algorithm, i.e., SGD or STORM-based, or any number of levels, the choice of step
size n will affect the stability bound, which indicates proper selection of . In addition, we can find that using fewer
iterations can make the algorithms more stable, which may be a potential approach to enhance the generalization of
STORM-based algorithms.

Combining Theorems [T and [5] we have established generahzatlon results for the three algorithms. To get excess risk
bounds, we also need the optimization error results, i.e., E[Fs(A(S) — Fs(z?)].

Generalization results. Before giving the theorems, we give some clarification. We use the assumption that the X
domain is bounded in R? to give the upper bound, i.e., E[||z; — 27 ||?] < D,, Vt € [0, T — 1]. Let ¢ be an arbitrary
constant, the following three theorems hold.

Theorem 5 (Optimization, Convex). Let A(S) = % ZtT: 1 @t be the solution produced by STORM, COVER, and SVMR
in Algorithms respectively. The following results bound the optimization error E[Fs(A(S)) — Fs(z%)].

(One-level). For the problem in (1), by selecting . = 1 and B; = B, then it holds

Lfcn2

.

D, 1
O(n—T+(D +03)B% + L3n+ V(TB)f % +

where E zllvg — Vfs(zo)|> < V.
(Two-level). For the problem in (2)), by selecting n, = 1 and 8y = (3, then it holds

D, 1 cg-b 4 2
O(ﬁ+©16 + Oon + O3(TH) B2 +/33/2>

where ®; = LyCyo? + Ljo? + (Ly + LyCy)Dyy @y = L2L3, & = LyCyU + LV, &4 = L3L3Cy + LALS,
Ealluo — gs(zo)[|> < U, and Ea|lvg — Vgs(xo)||* < V.

(K -level). For the problem in (3), by selecting n, = n and 5; = < max (m, 1), then it holds

0 Dm P 1 LK B —cp—1 (1)7772
(777T+ 582 + Lyn+ ®6(T8)" B 2+B3/2)~
where @5 = L7T(02 + 0% + 0231 L¥ + Dy) + Do, @6 = LP(1, Ui + Vi), @7 = LY 1L§f,

m K—j gt gy (2800 . i) i—1
L} = max(L; T Ly 2 ) forany i,j € [1,K], Ealluy —fi’s(u(() ))H2 < U;, and EAHvl —

Vsl N2 <V, Vi € [1, K.

Remark 7. In Theorem[5] we can see that various factors affect optimization errors. Note that selecting [, and 1,
should be tailored to the specific requirements of diﬁferent problems. In particular, when adjusting 1, to minimize the

2, 2
optimization error in one-level optimizations, 1, impacts T , LK n, and ;Q—/nz Unfortunately, the unknown value of Ly
during training complicates determining the optimal . In addltlon, each theorem features a term influenced by the
first estimation error, i.e., V(TB)_CB_%,QD;),(TB)_CB_%, and <I>6(Tﬁ)_cﬁ_%, where V, ®3, and ®¢ all include the
discrepancy between the estimators and the empirical risk at the first iteration. This suggests that employing a larger

batch size to compute the estimators in the first iteration could effectively reduce the optimization error of the algorithm
without significantly increasing computational costs.

By combining Theorems|T}4] we obtain the generalization error. Further, integrating this with the optimization error
outlined in Theorem [5|allows us to derive the following excess risk bounds.

Theorem 6 (Excess Risk Bound, Convex). Let A(S) = = Zthl x4 be the solution produced by STORM, COVER, and
SVMR in Algorithms[I}3} respectively.

(One-level). For the problem in (1)), by selecting T =< n%, = T*%, and B = T’%, we can obtain that
p y g n

Es,a[F(A(S)) — F(z.)] = 0(%)

(Two-level). For the problem in [2), by selecting T < max(n®/2, m5/2), n= T-5, and 8= T=%, we can obtain that

Es AP(A(S)) ~ Fla)] = 0( 7=+ —=)
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(K -level). For the problem in 3), by selecting T =< max(nk )Wk e[l,K],n=T"%,and 3 = T3, we can obtain
that
S|

E&AMLMSwawﬂy‘O(;;VM%)

Remark 8. Theorem@demmzstrates that STORM, by choosing T < n* and appropriately selecting iteration number
T and parameters 1, 8, achieves a generalization error rate of O( \F) in a convex setting. This is in contrast to SGD,

which requires fewer iterations (' < n) to reach the same bound Hardt et al.| [2016]]. This difference may be caused by
the estimator in STORM, potentially leading to increased generalization error and excess risk due to reduced algorithm
stability. This contrast is further highlighted when comparing with Theorem|[6] where each additional level, denoted
as K + 1, requires reassessing iterations and selecting the maximum sample size T < max(nk/ ), Vk e [1,K +1],
which results in an incremental excess risk increase of O( \/W) with each level while maintaining constant settings
fornand B relative to T

Remark 9. It should be noted that in Theorems we discuss the stability of the final iterate A(S) = xp. Conversely,

in Theorem we address the generalization bound of A(S) = % Zthl x, representing the average of the intermediate
iterates x1, . . ., xp. This distinction arises from the understanding that generalization encompasses both stability and
optimization. In the convex setting, the primary focus of optimization is often on the average of intermediate iterates, as
exemplified in sources such as [Wang et al.| 2017, |Yang et al.||2023]].

4.2 The Strongly Convex Setting

Note that we follow a similar process in the convex setting to analyze the generalization performance in the strongly
convex setting.

Stability Results. The following theorem establishes the uniform Stability in the strongly convex setting. Before
proceeding, we assume that Assumptions|I}{3|and Definition[2]apply to F's, which is strongly convex at the corresponding
level, as outlined in Section[£.2]

Theorem 7 (One-level, Stability, Strongly Convex). Consider STORM in Algonthmwzth m=n<3 T +u) and
By =B €(0,1),Vt € [0,T — 1]. Then, the outputs A(S) = x at iteration T are uniform stable with
T—1
2nLp p_j_y Ly(L+p)
=o(nd (- I Var(uy) + =L )
e=0(n X (- " Vet + T
Theorem 8 (Two-level, Stability, Strongly Convex). Consider COVER in Algorithm 2| with ny = 1 < 54 + I and

By =B €(0,1),Vt € [0,T — 1] and the output A(S) = xr. Then, the outputs A(S) = xr at iteration T are uniform
stable with

€ +e, = O(LngnSI;p Z(l -
j=0

2L
i T Var(uy) + Lgn sup Z

L+p

(L + N)LgLf (L + N)LgLf
* Lum + Lun +Lgo f
) and

Theorem 9 (K -level, Stability, Strongly Convex). Consider SVMR in Algorlthmwith n=n< m

By =p€(0,1),Vt € [0,T — 1] and the output A(S) = . Then, the outputs A(S) = xr at iteration T are uniform
stable with

2Lpn

T M)T_j_1 Var(v;)

~

-1

S S 2nLpN\T=s e G521
z_:ek:O( Z( LJr/L) nL; Var; s(v)

s=1

S
==

T-1
+

o K 7K
277LM) R O PR GRS Li (L + )
L 2 Var,,(u) + )
( L+ pu Ut I ; Lung

[ij

s=1

w
.
Il

1j=1

Remark 10. Many conclusions from the strongly convex setting align with the convex setting, and we analyze them
individually. First, in the one-level stochastic optimization, the stability of SGD is of the order O( ~) in|Hardt et al.



Stability and Generalization for Stochastic Recursive Momentum-based One to /-Level Stochastic Optimizations

[2016|]. Compared to SGD, our results include an additional term, 7 ZT S(1- %)T I=1Var(vj), which is the

same as in the convex setting. This implies that STORM may also be less stable under the strongly convex setting
than SGD. Second, in the two-level scenario, considering m = n, COVER introduces two additional terms. The
reasons for these terms are the same as under the convex setting, stemming from the additional estimator used and the
empirical variance of the outer function. Lastly, in K-level optimization, SVMR includes only one additional coefficient,

(1-— ?’f}’j )T'=3, due to the strongly convex property.

Remark 11. Note that there are some significant differences in the strongly convex setting compared to the convex

; . L . K Lf(L+ -
setting. Under the strongly-convex setting, each situation includes an item, such as » ,_, —t———— ( “), that is independent
k=1 Lunyg

of the step size but depends on the sample size used by each layer function. Therefore, in strongly convex settings,
achieving satisfactory stability may require more than just selecting an appropriate step size; it becomes imperative to
increase the sample size simultaneously to improve stability.

Generalization results. Let ¢ be an arbitrary constant, the following theorems hold, which aim to show the optimization
errors in the strongly convex setting.

Theorem 10 (Optimization, Strongly Convex). Let A(S) = (ZT,l(l — Tty ) (S (1 — )T be the
solution produced by STORM, COVER, and SVMR in Algortthms respectively. The following results bound the
optimization error E[Fs(A(S)) — Fs(z)].

(One-level). For the problem in (1), by selecting n, = n < and By = B € (0,1), then it holds

3(L+ 3(L+p)

D, +Un Lin*
O(—Gﬁﬁ——+L?L +(ﬁT>-+oJﬁ+» 5 )

(Two-level). For the problem in (2)), by selecting n; =1, and 3; = 3 < min (ﬁ, 1), then it holds

D, + Vin 272 W31
o=t L L2y + 0B+ =),
( (nT)¢ (5T) B
where U, = L_,QJC'}%U + L%V, U, = L§C 02 + Lfa ., and Uy = LSC’]%L?r + L‘}Lg.
. . _ _ 1 :
(K -level). For the problem in (3), by selecting n, = n and 5; = < max (W’ ) then it holds
D, + Vyn K, Y5 \UE
0 (””7 + Ly + e+ Y+ )
(nT)e NGO 8

where Wy = LTS 5N U + Vi), Ws = LP S5 (Ui + Vi), U6 = L (02 + 03 + 03(X1s, (L2)7)), and W7 =
m K A

Ly 35 (L3)"

Now, we come to derive the following excess risk bounds for the strongly convex setting

Theorem 11 (Excess Risk Bound, Strongly Convex). Let A(S) (Zt (1= &= )/(Zt (1= BT be
the solution produced by STORM, COVER, and SVMR in Algorzthms[Z]—@ respectzvely

(One-level). For the problem in (1)), by selecting T < n&,n="T"% and = T~%, we can obtain that Es alF(A(S))—

F(z,)] = o(ﬁ).

(Two-level). For the problem in @), by selecting T = max(n7/6, m7/6) andn = f = T—%, we can obtain that

Es,a[F(A(S)) = F(.)] = O( = + &),

(K-level). For the problem in (3), by selecting T' < max(n;/(j), Vk e [1,K]andn == T—%, we can obtain that
K

EsA[F(A(S)) - Fa.)] = O( I, =)

Remark 12. Thearem[jz]demonstrates that, in the case of strong convexity, the generalization error for STORM can
attain a rate of O( f) by carefully choosing the iteration number T, along with constant step sizes 1 and . We can

find that under the strongly convex setting, we only need iteration T =< ns, however, under the convex setting, we
need more iteration T < n2. Summarizing these three theorems, we can easily discern the relationship between the
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excess risk bound and the number of levels. This conclusion is very similar to that in the convex setting. Specifically,

for each additional level, denoted as K + 1, it is necessary to reassess iterations and select the maximum sample size
1
VK41

T = max(nz/ﬁ), Vk € [1, K + 1]. This results in an incremental excess risk increase of O( ) with each level,

while 1 and 3 remain constant relative to T.

To make our paper easy to understand, Table|lI|lists all of our theoretical results in Appendix

S Experiments

In this section, we carried out a series of experiments using simulated data to validate our theoretical findings, consisting
of four separate tests.

First, we examined the performance of STORM versus SGD in fitting a univariate quintic polynomial. We generated
2000 data points based on this polynomial and introduced Gaussian noise with a mean of 0 and variance of 3. The
data was divided into a training and testing split of 60/40. Throughout 500 iterations, using a step size of 0.001 and
a batch size of 128, we monitored both training and testing losses using the mean squared error metric. Although
STORM demonstrated poorer generalization, indicated by a larger discrepancy between training and testing losses, it
outperformed SGD in overall loss metrics.

Second, we investigated how varying the number of levels, k, affects generalization error within a two-level optimization
framework. We represented our target function as F'(x) = f(g(-)), creating two sets of data points, S; and Sy, each
contaminated with Gaussian noise (mean 0, variance 3). The dataset was split into a 60/40 train-test ratio. The goal was
to optimize g(-) to fit Sy and f(-) to fit S5 using SVMR as the optimizer, with a step size of 0.01, a projection operation
L set at 50, and a batch size of 128 over 500 iterations. We recorded the average generalization error during the last 10
iterations while incrementally increasing the level count from 1 to 50. Our results showed a steady rise in generalization
error as the number of levels increased, particularly intensifying beyond 35 levels.
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Figure 1: SGD VS STORM. Figure 2: Effect of Level.

Third, we explored the impact of the initial iteration batch size on generalization. In this experiment, we maintained
a fixed number of levels k£ = 10, with other parameters consistent with above, and varied only the batch size during
the first five iterations before stabilizing it at 128. We observed that when the initial batch size is smaller than the
standard value of 128, the generalization error is higher than at 128. Conversely, setting the initial batch size to 256 and
512 significantly improved the generalization error. This finding supports our observation that under the same initial
conditions, increasing the batch size in the initial few iterations can enhance the generalization performance of SVMR.

Fourth, we investigated the impact of noise on generalization. In this experiment, while keeping the settings consistent
with Experiment 2, we set £ = 10 and maintained the batch size at 128. However, we varied the variance of Gaussian
distribution noise. Specifically, we incrementally increased the Gaussian noise variance from 0.1 to 3 in steps of 0.1 to
observe its effects on generalization. Noise can improve generalization by 1) aiding the model in escaping local minima
to find lower values, and 2) preventing the model from overfitting the training data. The drawback of noise in terms
of generalization is that it challenges an algorithm’s stability; excessive noise can compromise this stability, thereby
diminishing generalization performance. Our results indicated that when the noise variance does not exceed 1.5, it

10
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positively impacts generalization. However, beyond a variance of 1.5, the detrimental effects on algorithm stability
outweigh the benefits, leading to poorer generalization outcomes.
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Figure 3: Effect of batch size. Figure 4: Effect of noise.

6 Conclusion

This paper conducts a thorough generalization analysis of STORM-based algorithms: STORM, COVER, and SVMR,
for one, two, and K -level stochastic optimizations. Firstly, for the K -level optimization, we introduce a tailored stability
notion, paving the way for deeply understanding the relationship between generalization error, stability, and the number
of levels. We further investigate their stability and excess risk bounds in both convex and strongly convex settings.
Based on our analysis, we have found three observations for STORM-based algorithms: (1) Individual estimators can
compromise algorithm stability due to target variances, harming generalization performance. (2) Increasing the number
of levels also affects the algorithm’s generalization error through stability and gradient variances. (3) Using more initial
samples for estimation can boost performance without significantly raising computational costs.
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A Results Summary and Corresponding Algorithms

A.1 Summary of Results

Table 1: Summary of our results.

Setting Bound Level Reference Result

T | [Hardt et al|[2016] Lre

Generation 2 Yang et al.|[2023] L?cGQ + 4L?¢€1 + Ly+/Eg a[Var (A(S))]/m
K Theorem|l L¥ex + 307 (4L§< er + Ly\/Es.a[Varg(A(S)] /nk)
1 Theorem 2 @) (17 ZJT;OI Var(v;) + M)

Stability T ;
c 2 Theorem|3 O(n ijol (Var(u;) + Var(v;)) + nvT + = + 75)

K Theorem |4 O([N/ffl Z;;ll Ljfj Var” (u,v) + S5, nLnkT)
1 Theorem|6 O(ﬁ), T =< n°/?

Excess Risk 2 Theorem |6 O(% + \/—%) T = max(n®/2, m5/?)
K Theorem|6 0(2,{;1 ﬁ) T = max(n?’?), Vk € [L, K]

T—1 77— L; (Lt
Sl 1 Theorem |7 0 (7] Yoo LT Var(vy) + %)
tability = T1)L,L L)L L
s 2 Theorem |8 0(77 ZT ' LT3 (Var(u;) + Var(v;)) + ¢ +L">Lm £y ! +IL;)m f)
T— i i— i—7 LY (L+

K Theorem|9 <7/Z 'LT- SLK 23:11 Ly Var® (u,v) + S5, fL(/mk_“)>
1 Theorem|11 O(ﬁ) T =< n7/6

Excess Risk 776 776
2 Theorem|11 O(T W) = max(n™/6, m7/%)
K Theorem|11 (ZkK_ max(niﬂ) Vk € [1, K]

We use the following parameters to simplify the notations: Var” (u,v) = .. ( ar;,s ( )+ Var; s(v)), L = (1 — %)
Kt (i,—;&)i

and L;{’ = Zfil Ly

A.2 Description of Algorithms

Algorithm 1 STORM.

Inputs: Training data S = {v; : i = 1,--- ,n}; Number of iterations T'; Parameter 7, 5;
1: Initialize ¢ € X, vg € R4
2: Draw a sample jo € [1,7n], obtain Vf,; (o).
3: fort =0toT — 1 do
4 Ty =T — MWy
5: Draw asample ji41 € [1,n], obtain V f,,,  (2:)
6:  Compute estimators vy 1 = Iz, [Vfl,jt+1 (e41) + (1 = Brg1) (v — nyjt“ (z4))]
7: end for
8: Outputs: A(S) = x7 or x, ~ Unif({z;}1 ;)
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Algorithm 2 COVER.

Inputs: Trainingdata S, = {v; :i=1,--- ,n}, S, ={w; : j =1,--- ,m}; Number of iterations 7°, Parameter 7;,
B
- Initialize 29 € X, ug, vy € R?
2 Draw a sample jo € [1,n] and ,ig € [1,m], obtain Vg, (o) and V f,, (uo).
3: fort =0toT — 1 do

4 Ty =24 — tvtVfl,” (ug)

5:  Draw a sample j;11 € [1,m], obtain Gwsy s, (z4+1) and [ (2¢)

6:  Compute estimators ;1 = Gy (e41) + (L — Bry1)(ug — Gy (x¢))

7:  Draw a sample j;11 € [1,m], obtain ngjt+1 (2¢41) and ngjt+1 (x4)

8:  Compute estimators vy = Il ; [ngmrl (Teg1) + (1 — Beg1)(vy — ngjt+1 (x4)]

9:  Draw samples 7,41 € [1,n], obtain V f,,  (ue41)
10: end for
11: Outputs: A(S) = xp or z, ~ Unif({x:}/,)

Algorithm 3 SVMR.

Inputs: Training data S = {z/il), RN 1/,(111), RN I/{K), R 2 K)} Number of iterations 7'; Parameter 7, J;
1 Tnitialize 2o € X, ul”,v§" € Re forall i € [0, K]

2: Draw a sample jo € [1,7n] and , i € [1,m], obtain Vg, (7o) and Vf,, (uo)-

3: fort=0toT —1 do

4w =a—n [, Ut( " and set uft ) — 1,

5. for level v = 1to K do )
6: Draw a sample ut(+)1 € [1 n;], obtain f o (utJrl ) f, o ( Uy W, Vf, o (utJrl )and \i v, (utl ))
7: Compute estimators ut+1 f m (uglll)) +(1 _5t+1)( f o, (u E% 1)))

8: Compute estimators vf(+)1 = HLf[Vf © (“5111)) +(1— ﬁf+1)(ut ~V/, o, (Ut 71)))]

9:  end for

10: end for

11: Outputs: A(S) = 27 or z, ~ Unif({x;}1,)

B Useful Lemmas

Ixchen @sjtu.edu.cnBefore giving the detailed proof, we first give some useful lemmas.

Lemma 1 (Lemma 4 in Yang et al.| [2023]). Let {a;}1 ,, {b;} be two sequences of positive real numbers such that
>, aibi < Eq 1 b
il ai T

a; < a;qq and b; > b1 for all i. Then we have

Lemma 2. Consider a sequence {ﬁt}t>0 € (0,1] and define T; = Hz 1(1 = B;), then we can get for any q; <
(1= B)gi—1 +pe @ < Tilgo + X5, ).

Proof. We divide both side of ¢; < (1 — 3;)g:—1 + p: by T, then we have - q* L -+ L Lt "¢ > 1. Summing up the
above inequalities, we have ¢; < T (qo + Z@ 1 T L), O
Lemma 3 (Lemma 2 in|Yang et al.|[2023]]). Assume that the non-negative sequence u, : t € N satisfies the following
recursive inequality for all t € N,

t—1
ut2 < S+ ZaTuT.

T=1

where {S; : 7 € N} is an increasing sequence, Sy > u? and o, for any T € N. Then, the following inequality holds
true:

t—1
u < /Sy +ZO¢T.
=1
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C One-level Stochastic Optimizations

Lemma 4 (Theorem 3.7 in[Hardt et al [2016]). If Assumption[I{i), (i) and 3] (i) holds true and the randomized
algorithm A is e-uniformly stable then

Es alF(A(S)) = Fs(A(S))] < Lye.

Lemma 5 (Lemma 2 in|Cutkosky and Orabona| [2019])). Let Assumption[I[i), 2] (i) and[3](i) holds hold for the empirical
risk Fs , and x, v, is generated by Algorithm[l} then we have

Ealllor = V£s(zo)|21F] < (1= Bo)llvi—1 — Vs(ze1)|?| + 28707 + 2L} |z — 2o ||
Lemma 6. Let Assumption[l}i), 2|(i) and[3)(i) holds hold for the empirical risk Fs , and x, v, is generated by Algorithm
[7) then for any ¢ > 0, we have
Lfn

Ealllve — Vfs(z)]?] < (g)c(tﬁ)chA[llvo = Vfs(wo)|’] + 2607 + 7

proof of lemmal6] According to Lemma and note that E4[||z; — z;—1|[*] < L}n7_, we have

Ealllve = Vs(ze)?] < (1= Bo)Ealllve—1 — V fs(xi—1)[1?] + 28705 + Lini_,.
Telescoping the above inequality from 1 to ¢, according to Lemma[2} we have

t

t t 9
Ealllve = Vs (@)’ Ill—ﬁjEAMO—VBamn B ) (R Aly pEm s
j=1 j=1 j=1 Hi:l(l - Bi)

o+

t

Lfnj 1
E ?;n a5

Setting 5; = /3 and 1y = 7, we have

t t
Ealllo: = V fs (o)) HlmeAmfvgxw|+§j B)!7(28%0% + Lin?).
j=1 j=1
Note that for all X < N and 3; > 0, we have
N N
(1-5;) <exp(— Y _ Bi), )
i=K i=K
then we have
t
Ealllve = Vs (@)’ < exp(=B8)Ea([vo — Vs (wo)|*] + Y _ (1= 8)'77(26%07 + Lin®).
j=1
According to the fact that for any ¢ > 0, we have
e < (S)a, 8
e
then we can get for any ¢ > 0
t
c
Ealllve = Vs(@)IPP] < (2)°(t8)Ealllvo = V fs(wo)|*] + > (1= 8)"28%7 + Lin).
j=1
Moreover, according to the fact that
t
: 1
> (-8 <3 ©)
j=1
L2
we have Eall[v — V fs(a) 2] < (£)°(t8)~Ealllvo — V fs (wo) 2] + 2803 + 2L O
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We first give some notations used in the one-level optimization to simplify our proof.

For any k € [1,n],let S* = {v1,...,vk—1,V}, Vkt1,. .., Vn} be formed from S by replacing the k-th element.

Let {211}, and {v¢41} be generated by Algorithm |I|based on S. Similarly, {z},,} and {v},;} be generated by
Algorithmbased on S*. Set 2y = x§ as starting points in X.

Next, we give the detailed proof of Theorem 2}

proof of Theorem[2]. We will consider two cases, i.e., i; # k and i, = k.

Case 1 (i; # k). We have
zea1 — 2 |1? = o — nevr — 2f + neof|?
) k k 2 k2 )
<oy — 2|7 = 2melve — vy, 20 — o) + mp [loe — v |7
For the second term on the RHS of (m) we have
— 2 {vy — vf,xt - xf}

—=2ny(vy — V fs(@e), a0 — xf) — 200(V fs(21) — Vs (@f), ar — af) — 200(V fs(2f) — vf, 20 — x}).

Smoothness generally suggests that the gradient update of F' is constrained from being excessively large. Additionally,
the convexity and L-smoothness of F' indicate co-coercivity in the gradients, leading to the following conclusion

(VF(z) = VF(2'),2 —a') > %HVF(x) — VF(a')|”.
Then using Assumption (i), i.e., the smoothness of fg(-), we can get

— 2 (v — vf,xt - xf)
2
< 2mellve = Vfs ()| - e — bl - 2
For the third term on the RHS of (]Z]), we have
i llve = of |1 < 3nfllve = Vis(@)|1? + 307 [V fs(x1) — Vs (@P)I1? + 3nF [l — fs(xf)]1*.

Putting above two inequalities into (7), we have

IV fs(@e) = Vs (@)1 + 2nellof — fs (@)l - e — 2.

lzer1 = 2 l® < llwe = a1 + 2mellve — Vs (@) - oo — 2§l + 2oy — fs (@)l - llze — 2F |

2
+ (307 — %)”vfs(xt) = Vis(@)I? + 307 |lof — fs(p)|.

2

By setting n; < 57, we have

lze+1 — $f+1||2

< lze = 25 |1? + 2nellve — V fs @) - llwe — 2 || + 2nllof — fs (@) - llwe — 2 || + 307 lof — fs(25)]

Case 2 (i; = k). We have
|zer1 — @i ll = llze — meve — 2 + moy|
<we — afll + mellve — of || < llwe — 2| +me Ly
Then we can get
i1 = 2t l* < o —af|* + 2ne Lyl — 2| + 07 L3
Combining Case 1 and Case 2 we have
o1 = a1 < lae = af 1P+ 2melloe = Vs (o)l - oo — 2f ]| + 2nellof = fs(@f)] - o — ]|
+ 307 lof — fs(@f)|® + 2neLyllwe — 27| = + 07 L7 i, —.
Note that

1
Ealllze — 2t 11p,=u] = Ealllze — 27 [15,21] = ~Ealllze — zill) < = (Ballee — «f )2 ®)

S

4
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Then using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can get
Ealllziss — afll”) < Balllee — 2 11*] + 200 (Eallloe — V fs(20) [P ? Ealllee —f]*])?
+ 20 (Ealllof — Vfs@)IDY2Balller —af )2 + 307Ealllvf — fs(@h)]’]

2Lyn, n; L
n n

- (Balllze — 2 |?])/2 +

Telescoping the above inequality from 0 to ¢, and combining with 7o = x§, we have
t

Ealllzess — b1 7] <2 i (Ealllo — Vis(@)IP) Y2 Balllz; — 57D

j=1
t t
23y Ealllh — VEs @) )Y 2(Eallz; — 252)2 +3 3 n2Eallk — fs(@h)]?)
Jj=1 j=1

t

2L n; N
+Z f J Hx ?||2])1/2+Z ]nf
=0

Denote u; = (E[||z; — 2F||?])'/2, then we can get

t—1 t—1
up <2 0 (Eallloy — Vis@)IPDY 2wy +2) 0y Balllvf — Vis@HIPD
j=1 j=1
t—1 -1 ,272
2L n; n; L
+3Z77]2EA [0 — fs(@¥)]1?] +Z Sy, U ZJTf
Jj=1 Jj=0
Define
t—1 —
Sy <3 mEalllvf — fs(x Z L
j=1 7=0
and
_ 9 (E ) N121V1/2 (F k 1/2 2L¢n;
aj = 20 (Ealllv; = VFs(;)P)? + 20 (Ealllvf — Vs(@5)]*]) o
using Lemma[2] we can get
t—1
Ut S vV St —l—Zaj
j=1
t—1 t—1 2 t—1
n; L
20 mEalllvf = Vis@HIPNY2 + O Jn )22 ni(Ealllvy — Vis() )2
j=1 j=0 j=1
t—1 oL,
+23 m(Ealllof = Vis@DIPDY? + >0 =2
Jj=1 j=1
Furthermore, setting 7, = 17, we can get Z;;ll n;(Ealllv; — Vis(z)|?)V? < supsnzz;ll(IEA[Huj -

-1
Vis(@)|P])Y2 and 3577 i (EalvF — V fs(a¥)[|2)1/2 < supgn 35— (Balllv; — V fs(x;)]?]) /2. Consequently,
with T iterations, we obtain that

T—1
nLiNT — 2LT
ur < 6supn Ealllv; — Vfs(z:)|? 2 4 + . 9)
o < 0o 3 @alle; - Vfs(ay)) 7+ B+ 2L
Because often we have 7 > n, and E4[||zr — 2%||] < ur = (Ea[||lzr — 25]|2])'/2, then we can get
T—1
1 L 77T
Ealller — a7] < O(Sgp?? (Ealllv; — Vs(zp)I*])? + fn )-
=0
This completes the proof. O
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Corollary 1. Consider STORM in Algortthmlwnh ne=n<
the output A(S) = 7, € satisfies

2, and B, = B € (0,1), forany t € [0, T — 1]. With

c 1
0 <nT((5T)z + B2 g2 + nTﬂ).
Next, we give the proof of Corollary I}

proof of Corollary[I} Combining (9) and Lemmal6] we can get

Lin? LT  2LnT
e<6supnz “(t8)"“Ealllvo — V fs(xo)[|*] + 2807 + fg )%—Fn\;ﬁ + fln
. T 3LnT
c c 1
< ngpn((g)C]EA[Hvo — Vis()l?1875 Y75 + 20, /BT + L ~3T) + =L,
j=0
Then according to
- T
Nt =0(1 ), vz € (-1,0) U ), Y 7' =0(logT), (10)
=1 t=1

we have
= O(m(BT)" 2T + BT + BT + nTn™?)

Before giving the proof of Theorem [5] we first introduce a useful lemma.

Lemma 7. Suppose Assumption(I[i), 2)(i) and[3|(i) holds for the empirical risk Fs. By running Algorithm[I} we have
forany v, >0

EA[”%H - $f|\2|}_t]

< (L +my)Ealllwe — 25|21 F] — 2m(Fs(x) — Fs(a?)) + nf L + iEA[Hst(fEt) —ve|?| 7,

where Fy is the o-field generated by {v;,, -+ ,vi,_, }-

proof of Lemmal[7} According to the update rule of Algorithm[I} we have

||21”zt+1*517 ||2 |z — ﬂtvt*l’S||2

= ||z — 2 ||® — 2ne(ve, 20 — 2F) + 7 ||ve |
= lwe — 22 |” = 20(V fs(me), me — ) + nfl[oe]|* + 20e(V fs () — ve, 2 — 22).

Let F; be the o-field generated by {v;,,- -, v;,_, }, we have

Ealllzir: — fo2|]:t]

= Ealllz: — 25?1 F] — 2ne(Fs(x:) — Fs(2)) + 7L} + Eal200(V fs (1) — ve, 2 — 23 )| F]

1
< Ealllwe — 2711 F) - 2me(Fs(xe) — Fs(27)) + 17 L} + 2ntEA[—\|st(a:t) —uel* + %th — 27 |*| 7]
Yt
= (1 +ny)Balllwe — 22|21 F] — 2ne(Fs(xe) — Fs(?)) + 17 L} + %EA[IIst(xt) = ve||| 7).
t

This complete the proof. O

Then we give the proof of Theorem 3}
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proof of Theorem[3] Setting n, = 1, 8y = B and ¢ = +/[3, putting Lemma@intowe have
Ealllweer — 2711°] < Ealllzs — a3 |1%) + 0v/BEallle: — 27 1%) — 20Ea[Fs(2¢) — Fs(af)] +7°L}

+ %((E)C(tﬁ)*cm[nvo — Vfs(zo)|?] + 2802 + LJ;7 )

Re-arranging above inequality and telescoping from 1 to ¢ we have

2 Y EalFs () — Fs(a?)

(1D
T
< Do+ DanBV2T + L3nPT + (VB4 Y47+ 20308 T + L8 %T.
t=1
Then From the choice of A(.S), according to (]EI), as long as ¢ > 2, we have
Ea[Fs(A(S)) = Fs(29)] = O(Da(nT) ™" + DofY? + Lin + VT B~ 1/27¢ + 05812 + Lin*p73/2).
This complete the proof. ]
Next we give the proof of Theorem [6]
proof of Theorem[B] Combining Lemma[6]and (9), we have
Lin® L \[ 2Lt
—c n n
Eallla: — 2fll) < GnZ Ealllvo = V fs(o) ] + 2805 + —5=)'/* + jﬁ ;
t—1
c ¢ c WLf\/ 2Lyt
< 6(S)/2Vnp=e/2 5" /2 £ 120 B2 + 6L 2B~V 2t + .
e JZO s vn n
Then according to Theorem ] we have
L 2Lt
Es.alF (@) — Fs(w)] < Lp(6(5)°Vns~/ Zt o 4120 mBM*t+ 6Ly 4 f[ =T,
7=0
Combining above inequality with (TT), and according to Fis(2?¥) < Fs(x.) we have
ZES,A[F(%) — F(z.)]
t=1
c T
1
< (Da+ Dpnf 2T + Lyn®T + (D)°VE™2 "0 Yt + 20508 T + Lyn®5-%/T) /20
t=1
L t
+sz )VnB~ 0/2215 °/2 4 120Jn51/22t+6Lf77 B~ WZHZ 5 o2y
j=0 t=1 =1 t=1
According to (T0), we have
T T T
> > i E=00 t"E(logt)'=) = O(T* % (log T)'=2). (12)
t=1 j=1 t=1
Combining above two inequalities, we have
T
> EsalF(xy) — Fa.)]
t=1
= O™+ BY2T 4 T + (BT)B~/2T + BY/2T 4 1 3/2T 4 ns~/*T2"5 (log T~

i nBl/QTZ T 772671/2112 4 nTzn’l).
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Setting 7 = T~ and 8 = T~?, dividing both sides of above inequality with 7', then from the choice of A(S) we get
Es a[F(A(S)) — F(x.)]
< O<Ta71 L pb/2 a1 /be(1=b)+T

4 opla=b/2 4 pl-2a+b/2 | Tlfan71>.

—b/2—1

T*b/Q +T3b/272a +T17Q+C/2(b71)(10gT)1u=2

As long as ¢ > 4, the dominating terms are O(T'~"%), O(T'*:-29),  O(n~'T'=%), O(T*"!), and
O(T2°-2%), Setting a = b = 4/5, then we have

. T®
E[F(A(S)) — F(z.)] =O0(T"5 + 7)
Choosing T' = O(n?), we have the following bound
1
E[F(A(S)) = F(z.)] = O(—=)
This completes the proof. O

C.1 Strongly-convex-setting

proof of Theorem[7] Similar to the proof for convex setting, we use the same notations.
We will consider two cases, i.e., i; # k and i; = k.
Case 1 (i; # k). We have
lzepr = 2f 0 1? = o — move — 2 + neof ||
<we — @ |* = 2ne(or — of @ — ) + 17 loe — of ||

For the second term on the RHS of (13), we have

(13)

— 2n(vy fvf,xtfxb
= _277t<Ut - va(xt) Tt — $t> - 277t<vfs($t> st(xf),xt - l’f> - 27]t<st($f) - Uf7$t - $f>

Note that if F is p strongly convex, then ¢(z) = F(x) — $||z||? is convex with (L — ;1)-smooth. Then, applying
above to ¢ yields the following inequality

(VF () = VF(2'), 2 —2) > lz = 2'|* + 7= [[VF(z) = VF(2)]*.

L + L +u
Then using Assumption (i), i.e., the smoothness, and combining with the strong convexity of fs(-) we can get

— 2n{vy — vf,xt — xf}

e — (1)

< 2llve — V fs(@o)l| - e — 2| — 27 T IV fs(xe) = V fs(af)|* +

L+p
+2mellvy = fs (@) - e — o).
For the third term on the RHS of (I3), we have
2 k(2 2 2 2 ky |12 2 2
i lloe = of |12 < 30 lloe = V fs(@o)l|” + 302 |V fs () = V fs(@)|” + 30 [lof — fs(ap)|>.

Putting above two inequalities into (T3), we have

2441 — xfﬂHQ

2n:Lp
<(1- Lt Mae = 2fl* + 2nellve = Vfs(@o)ll - llwe — 2f | + 2nellof — fs (@) - lwe — 2|
277
+ G = T sn) = VI Gh)I + 3ok = f(el)
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By setting 7, < ﬁ, we have
2n¢ L

20 L
(1- L+ - e — 21 + 2nellvs = V fs (@) - |z — 27|

ko2
Mer bl < (- F20

+ 2ne|lvy —

Fs@ - llwe — 25 ||+ 3nlloy — fs(p)II.

Case 2 (i; = k). We have
zes1 — 2o |l = llze — meve — zf + ol |
<lwe — 2 | +milloe = vf | < o — @ || +mLy-

Then we can get
|zer1 — @ I” <l — 2f|1” + 2ne Ll — af || + 07 L3

Combining Case 1 and Case 2 we have

QWtLM
)H 2o — 2t |* + 2nelloe — V fs (@)l - Ml — 2|+ 2mellof = fs (@) - e — 2]l

w41 —afq? < (1 - |
+ 307 ||vt — fs@DIP + 2Lyl — of | Vi, = + 07 L3 iy
According to (§), we have
2n¢ L
Eallziir — i |? < (1 - jn M)EA[H% — 2P+ 20e(Ballloe — Vis@) P2 Balllze — zF|1*)"?
+ 20 (Balllvf — VIs@))IIP)"*(Ea
272
k||2D1/2_|_ nth
t n

e — 2§ 1P + 37 Ealllvy — fs (1))

2L
+ Bl @

According to Lemma 2] setting 1, = 1 and 3, = 3, we can get

2nLu

Ealleis — o 7] < 20) (1- T+ o
j=1

) (Ealllvy — Vis(@) P2 (Ealllz; —

e — 252D

23— Qn—L’;)H@AM V()2 (B

= Lt
t t
2nLp 2L E2])1/2 4 277Lu
I nd sl e B MG Lk /
+j§:1( L+u) —— (Ealllz; ¥||%]) Eﬁ L+u
t
2nLp
+32) (1 - ZEE)IE -
n ]EZO( L+u) alllvf = fs(=5)IP)-

Denote u; = (Ea[||z; — zF||?])/2, then we can get

— 277Lu =i L 12y,
up < 2772 (Ealllv; — V£s(z)|?])

21]L,u
+2n Z )TN Ealllof = VEs@H)]P) 2y T+p
0
277Lu . L3 2 2nLp 4
+3n22 I Bl - eI+ S P,

2r2 .
DIZ + 5E So (L — ) and oy = 29(1 —

Define S; = 3n° 22;11(1 - %)tﬁ;l]EA[HUIC - fs(= §=0 T+u
—j— 2L il
TN Ealllog — V fs (@) |P)? 4+ 2n(1 = )71 Ealllvf — Vfs(@h)|P])/? + 51— FE =
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using Lemma 3] we can get

t—1
w<VE+Y o
t=1

t—1 j
2nLu ) (L+ p)nL
<2y (1~ ) I Ealllvy — Fs@IPDY? + Tﬂf

]:1

- 277L/~‘tJ1 o N 121V1/2
+2nz (Ealllvi = Vfs(z)I])

t—1

2y 301 = 2 it g [k - v (b)) +
j=1

Ly(L+p)
L+p ’

Lun

where the last inequality holds by (). Consequently, with T iterations, because of the inequality E4[||zr — 2%[]] < ur,
we have

T-1 2
2nLp p_j_4 k 12 (L+“)77Lf
- <2 1— I L[|k — / —
Ealler o) < 200 - 77 Rl — () T
- 2nLu
+2) (1= )" Balllvy — Vs(ay))?
= L+p
T-1
2nLp iy k etz Lr(L+p)
2 1— 22BN [l — 122 4 2L TR
D T
Then we analyze which one of (23:11(1 - QL"—fl’j)T*j’l]EA[va - fs(x§)||2])1/2 and Z]T;ll(l
%)T_j_l(EA[va — V fs(2k)]|?])"/? is the dominant term.
For the first term, according to Lemma [f] we have
T-1 oL ‘
(D= 25T Ealllof — fs(a)IP)Y?
P
T-1 2.9
2nLp Lin
<(p (- L+M)T - 1(( )$(58) " Ealllvo — V fs(x0)[|*] + 2807 + f )2
j=1

T-1
Cic _e 2nLy 1j- L—i—u L+u
< (=)2 24V 1— J— c
< QT 0= 250 bro T

where the last inequality holds by (6), as for Z}:ll (1 — ZLiyT—j=14=¢ according to Lemma we have

Ttu

_ -1 MLuNT—j—1 ~~T—1 ._¢ T-1 . .
Tzf(l _ 2nLu )T_j_l e Zj:l (1- LHTS)T I Zj:l J 2 < (L+n) Z] 1J (14)
T Tty 7= T = 0TnLy

then according to (T0) we can get

T-1 oy )
(30 =5 ok — fs(@P)
j=1
cve [VIL+p) 0o e (L+wp (L +p)
=(2) S (TB)™ 2 +oy L + Ly 2BLyn

10
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For the second term, according to Lemma|§| we have

T-1 o, o

- L) T Eallle) = Vs

< S0 By ) (18)Ellvo — 9 (o)) + 2803 + L)
>~ =~ L+u A 0 S\ Lo J 6 .

Similar to the first term, we can get

Z 2L g1 gy ok — W fs (@) 2)2 < () 3VT L (18) 7 1oy Bl 4 2

o L+u e nLp nLp ToVBLu
(15)
It’s easily to get the dominating term is the second term Z;:ll (1— QL"—fZL‘)T*j’l (Eall[vf =V fs(zk) 12])'/2. Therefore
T—1 2
277Lu (L + p)nL
Ballor - afl] < 2003 (1 - 22T flof - fse) )2 + | A0
Jj=1
T-1 277L/~L
+27IZ )T Ealllog — Vs ()P
+ QWTZ_lu - PO =i o -V fs (b)) 4 L) (16)
= L+p J J Lun
T—1 2
20Lp i, vz, Ly Li(L+p)
<6 — T Yy |y — V /
<6 30 = LT Eall - VSs(es)) e
T-1
0Ly 1z 2Ly (L + p)
<6p> (1 - =BT LB, [lv; — V /2y 222 TR
<6 301 - LT Bl - Vs s
where the last inequality holds since often we have n < % Then we get the final result
T-1
2Ly p_j_y otz Lp(L+p)
<0 —i- - WAV 4 2L TR
€00 3 (1= 5 Bally = Vst P+ A
This completes the proof. O

Corollary 2 (One-level Optimization). Consider STORM in Algortthmwzth N =1< 3570 +M), and 8, = B € (0,1)
Sforany t € [0,T — 1] and the output A(S) = xp. Then, we have the following results

e<O((TB) 5+ 8% +nf 7 +n7").
Next, we give the proof of Corollary [2]

proof of Corollary2] Combining Theorem[I0]and (T3), we have

€< O((TB)% + 5% +nf~% +n").
This complete the proof. O

Before give the detailed proof of Theorem [T0} we first give a useful lemma.
Lemma 8. Let Assumption[I[i), [2|(i) and[3|(i) holds, as F's is ji-strongly convex. By running Algorithm[I} we have

Ln? L

U
EalFs (a1 < Fs(a) — TV Es(a)|? + —-L

+277t||’l)t VFS(.Tt)”Q

where F is the o-field generated by {v;,, -+ ,vi,_, }-

11
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proof of Lemmal8} According to the smoothness of Fs(-), then we have

L
Fs(wie1) < Fs(@e) + (VEs(20), 21 = 20) + 5 [ = z¢|?

o, LniLj
< Fs(xe) = mlVEs(zo)[I° + —5— = m(VEs (), v = VEs(24))
Ln?L>
< Fs(we) = mlIVFs(@)|* + =L + 2V Fs(@)ll* + 2milloe - VEs(w)l1,
where the last inequality holds by Cauchy-Schwartz. Then we can get
Tt 2 Lnt L 2
EalFs(ze41) 7] < Fs(@e) = 5 [VEs(ze)[” + — L 2mlv, = VFs ()|
This complete the proof. O

Now we move on the proof of Theorem 10}

proof of Theorem[I0} Satisfying strong convexity also satisfies Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) inequality, then we can get for
all z

SIVEs @) 2 u(Fs(z) — Fs(a)).
According to Lemma|[8] we have
s sy, Dnils 2
EalFs(ze1) = Fs(@?)] < (1= ) BalFs (20) — Fs (7)) + —5—= + 2nf|oe — VEs ()"
Setting 7, = n and 8; = f3, using Lemmal[6] we have

s sy, DLy
EalFs(ze41) = Fs()] < (1= pn)Ea[Fs(ze) — Fs(2))] + ——
c Lfn
+ 277(( )°(tB) " “Ealllvo — V fs(xo)[|*] + 2807 + 7)'
Telescoping the above inequality from 1 to 7', accordlng to Lemma 2] we can get
Ea[Fs(zr) — Fs(a?)]
2L2 T-1
< (1= pn)" " EalFs(21) — Fs(z$)] + ——L Z n)’
T—1 T—t—1 91243 Tt
+ 20V (= Gepme St — )" 4 20008 >0 (L )T ST (1 )T
t=1 t=1 B t=1
For t = 0, we have
s sy . L
EalFs(e1) = Fs(ad)] < (1= pun)EalFs(wo) — Fs(a$)] + —=—L +2qV.
Combining the above two inequalities, we have
Ea[Fs(zr) — Fs(a?)]
2L2 T
< (1= ) Ea[Fs(xo) — Fs(23)] + ——L Z — )"+ 2V (1 — )"
T—t—1 2L2773 T—t—1
+277V Zt“ — )" 20508 ) 1*!”7)Tt1+% DCET)
t=1 t=1
According to @), (&) and @, we have
EalFs(or) - Fo(ef)] < () (T) D+ S0k 1 oy Sy v
Alfs(ZT s\® el n T 2% n ) n
+ 2V (S Ztc )Tt 4 238 2L
n —
2 5u

12
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Then according to (T4) we have

_ L77Lf _
Ea[Fs(zr) — Fs(23)] < (ep) (nT) CDw*‘ﬁ"‘ 2n( ,U> (nT)~V
Vie/e)(8T) " | 2038  2Ljn’
I I Bu

Then we can get

E4[Fs(zr) — Fs(a2)] = O(Do(nT) ™ + LiLy + V(yT) = + V(BT) " + 038 + Lin*B ).
This completes the proof. O

Next, we move on to the proof of Theorem [T1]

proof of Theorem[I1] Combining (T6) and Theorem 4] we have

2nLy  p_ . 2L (L +
B alF(or) = Faor)] < Ls(0n 3 (1~ 22 574 Eallu; - Vis(ap )2 + 200,
=1
Then according to (T3], we have
¢ Lt +u p Ltp 254w
— <
Es,alF(or) = Fs(vr)] < 6Lpm((2) \/Vn Jf LR

Combining with Theoremm 10} and using the fact that F(2?) < Fg(x.) we have

2L3(L + p)
Lun

C e L+p —e L+p L+p
Es,a[F(A(S)) — F(x.)] §6Lf77((g) WW(TB) +o5V/B T +Lf2\/BLM)+

c C —C LnL? C C —C
+ (a) (nT)™V + o + 277(?) (nT)~ VvV
Vie/e)*(BT)™ 2036 fch'
% B

Setting ) = T~ %and 8 = T~ with a, b € (0, 1], we have
Es alF(A(S)) = F(z.)]
_ O(T%(b_l) + T—g 4 T%—a 4 T—C(l—a) 4 T—a + T—C(l—a)—a + T—c(l—b) + T—b + Tb_2a>.

Setting ¢ = 3, the dominating terms are O(T279), O(T~%), O(T:®-D) O(T-%), O(T3D),
Setting a = b = =, we have

e

Es. 4 [F(A(S)) — F (2,)] = O (T—
Setting T = O(n ), we have the following

Es.a[F(A(S)) - F (2.)] = O (jﬁ) |

The proof is completed.

D Two-level Stochastic Optimizations

Lemma 9 (Theorem 1 in|Yang et al.|[2023]). If Assumption |Z| (ii) holds true and the randomized algorithm A is
e-uniformly stable then

Es alF(A(S)) = Fs(A(S))] < LyLge, +4LpLge, + Lf\/mfl]ES,A[Varw(gw(A(S)))L
where the variance term Var,, (g, (A(S))) = E,[|| 9. (A(S)) — g(A(S9))]?].

13
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Lemma 10 (Lemma 7 in[Qi et al.| [2021])). Let Assumption|I[ii), [2|(ii) and[3|(ii) hold for the empirical risk, and x, u,
are generated by Algorithm 2|2} then we have

Ellluy — gs(20)|”] < (1= BOE[ue—1 — gs(@i—1)IIP] + 2607 + 2L5 |2y — 21|

Lemma 11 (Lemma 7 in[Qi et al| [2021]). Let Assumption[I}ii), 2| (ii) and 5| (ii) hold for the empirical risk, and x, v,
are generated by Algorithm[2} then we have

Elllve = Vgs(z)*] < (1 = B)E[|[vi—1 — Vgs(@i—1)II’] + 26705 + 2L5[|lze — 21|,

Lemma 12. Let Assumptionl[Ifii), 2| (ii) andB|(ii) hold and x,u; are generated by Algorithm[2} let 0 < n, =n < 1
andlet0 < 8, = 8 < 1, for any ¢ > 0, we have

2 Cye —c 2 2 2L§L?”772
Efllue = gs(@)lI7] < (2)°(¢8) ™ Ellluo — gs(@0)|I"] + 2055 + —5
Proof. According to the rule of update we have E[||z; — 2;1[|*] < L3L2n7_;, then using Lemman andl we have
2 : 2 2 7 472 N 1
Ellus — gs(@)l*] < [T = Bi)Ellluo — gs (o) |*] + 2037, Z 7 T2 Ly ) S
i=1 i=1 " i=1 '
For the term T Z§=1 32 /Y, according to the setting that 3, = /3, we have
t t
7 51 Bi Sl 1 1
T =t = T =08(Ti——+7T — = =38(1-"T) =6.
t; T, -t t;; Tz) B(Ters -t t;(Ti T¢—1)) A( ) =17
Then according to the setting that 7, = 7, we have
‘ 2L L2
E[[[ur — gs(a)[|’] H (1= Bi)E[luo — gs(wo)[|*] + 2078 + gﬁf
Then using (@) and (10), we can get
c ~ 2L4L2772
E[[lus — gs(@)lI”) < ()°(t8)"Ell|uo — gs(z0)lI*] + 2048 + ng

And the proof of E[||v; — Vgs(z)||?] is similarly to Lemma we won’t repeat it.

Lemma 13. Let Assumption(I{ii), 2| (ii) and 8] (ii) hold and x, v, are generated by Algorithm[2] let 0 < n, <n <1
andlet 0 < B, < 8 < 1, for any ¢ > 0, we have

472,.2
2L L3

Eflve — Vgs (@[] < (g)c(tﬂ)_cE[llvo = Vgs (o)’ + 205,83 + 3

We first give some notations used in the two-level optimization to simplify our proof.

For any k € [n], let S*¥ = {vy,...,vp_1, Vs Vkf1s - -+ y Un, W1, . . ., Wi, } be formed from S, by replacing the k-th
element. Similarly, for any [ € [m], define S““ = {v1,..., vy, w1, .., Wi—1,W,, W41, - - -, W, } as formed from S,

by replacing the I-th element. Let {zs41}, {u+1} and {vt+1} be generated by COVER based on S, {a} I {uf ey
and {v} "1} be generated by COVER based on 5% Al ik {ul 1} and {o! 1} be generated by COVER based on

She . Set zg = xlg and xg = xf) as starting points in &’

D.1 Convex-setting

Proof of Theorem[3] Since a change in one sample data can occur in either .S, or S,,, we estimate E4[||z¢+1 — xf’fl M
and E4[|| 41 — a:ff_fl |I] as follows.

Estimation of E 4 [||z;11 — Ifﬁﬁ 1]

14
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We first give the estimation of E 4[||z¢41 — mf’fl |I]. For this purpose, we will consider two cases, i.e., iy # k and i; = k.

Case 1 (i; # k). We have

k,v
|41 — fﬂt+1||2
< e = newiV fo,, () — 2077 + o Vo, (uf )12

k,v k,v k,v k,v
<l = 2 IP = 2000V fu, (W) = 00 g, (), 2 = 20) + 07 07V fu, () = 09 o, ()%

We begin to estimate the second term in (17]).

— 200 (0" fo, () = Wf% (), — )
= o (WY f,, () - nyb, (gs(x}™)), o — a)
— 2, (v "V fu, (gs(zt )) — PV fs(gs (YY), fu — o)
— 200"V fs(gs5(x,™")) — Vs (2t )V fs(gs(@y™), 0" — )
— 20(Vgs(zy" )V fs(gs(@") — Vgs(z)V fs(gs(ze)), 20" — w4
(
(

— 20(Vgs(z:)V fs(gs(2e)) — vV fs(gs (@), 2y — xe) — 200 (e V fs(gs(e)) — vV fs(ue),

— 20 (v V fs(uy) — A (uy), xf — xy).

Now we estimate the terms on the right hand side of (T8) one by one.

For the first term of the RHS, we have

= 2000V fun, (ug™) = 0V o, (g5 (), 2y — )

k, kv k, k,v k, k,
< [V fo, () = 0PV o, (95 (@) -l = @l < 2LgComellug™ — gs (2| - |l

For the second term of the RHS, according to E;, [vf’VVfwt (gs(zP" )] = vF "V f5(gs (")), we have

= 20, (0 V £, (g5 (21™)) = vV (g5 (2f™)) 2™ — @) = 0.

For the third term of the RHS, we have

= 200"V f5(gs (w5 )) Vgs (et )V is(gs(@t™),zy" — z1)

< 2|V fs(gs (et ) (of” = Vas(ar )| - 25" = @il < 2mLgllof” = Vas(ar™)| - [l

Then according to Assumption 3} for the fourth term of the RHS, we have

277t<v95(xt VWY fs(gs (@) = Vgs (@) V fs(gs(x0)), a7 — 24)
IIVgs(xt VWV fs(gs(@")) — Vas(a)V fs(gs (@)

Analogous to the above four terms, we can easily get

— 2 (Vs () V fs(gs (@) — vV fs(gs(@e)), a0 — xe) < 2Lpme||ve — Vgs (@) - [lap

— 20 (0 V fs(gs(x2)) — 0V fs(ue), 2" — x4 < 2LgCpmel|ug — gs(@e)l| - 8" — 2],
— 2R, [(0:V £, (95(20)) — vV fs(gs(24)), 25" — 24)] = 0.

Putting (T9) - (23) into (I8) we have
=2, (oY f () = 0V f (), 2 — )]

— 2|

k k k k
< 2L, Crmillus™ = gs(2y")|| - ot = @ill + 2L el — Vgs(ar ™) -l — x|

— 29 gs () s as (o)) — Vas(w) Vs as (@)

v k
+ 2Ly Cryllue — gs (@) || - 27" — ell + 2L pmellue — gs ()| - 2y

15
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Now we begin to bound the third term of the RHS in (7).
o™V fu, (ug™) vtVfu” ()|
< gV fu, (™) = oV fs (™) + [[of ™V fs(ug™) = vV fs(gs (™))l

+ [l fs (g (2 )) Vgs (2 )V fs(gs(wr )| + [ Vgs (@t ™)V fs(gs (@) = Vgs(@)V fs(gs(ae)|
+ IVgs(@)V fs(gs(@e)) — vV fs(gs (@)l + [0eV fs(gs (1)) = vV fs(u) | + 00V £ (ue) = vV fo, ().

Now because of the fact that (Z _a)r <k SF a2, we have

i=1 ">
sV f ™) = vV f (ue) |
<7m2L2||Vfult( k’”)*st(Uf’”)llz+7773L§C?IIUQ“’ — gs(@)II* + T L3l = Vs (et

+ T} | Vgs(ar™)V fs(gs(2)) = Vgs (@) V fs(gs (@) .
T+ L3V gs ) — vl + RO — gs(a)|? + THRLIY £, () —  fs ()2
Putting (26) and (27) into (T7), we have
Ej, [leen — 235 1)
<oy — @y |7 + 2L Cpmellug™ = gs (@) - 1™ = wel| + 2L gmellof™ — Vgs(ag™)|| - [t — @]
+ 2Ly Cpillus = gs (o) - 1™ — well + 2L pellue — gs (@) - ot — |
LGN fun, (™) = V fs(ug™)|* + T LgCFllug™” — gs ()| + T Lillvf™” — Vs (251
+ 77 LG IIVgs(wt) = vel® + T LyCHllue — gs (o) |I” + T2 L3IV fu, (ur) — V fs ()|
where we use 7; < =5 in the inequality.
Case 2 (i; = k). We have
e — 2yl = e - w0V i () - vy o, ()| o8

<oy — 2y |+ ne oy 'V fun, (™) = 00V foy, ()|l < |l = 2| + 2m Ly Ly,
where the first inequality holds by Assumption|[T] then we have
g1 — 2017 < Ml — a1 + 4 Lo Lyl — 2" || + 4n7 LY L.
Combining above Case 1 and Case 2, we can get
le1 = JCf’+”1||2
< e = 2y |1* + 2Ly Cpnellut™ = gs (@)l - 125" — @il + 2Lymellof™” = Vgs(@t™)| - lly™” = 2|
+2LyCrnellue — gs (@]l - ||$ = @yl + 2L pmefJue — gs (@) || - Hl"ku — x|
+ T0f L[V fu, (™) = V fs (ug™ ) + T LyCFlluy™ — gs (2P + Tof L |lor™ = Vgs (™)
+ T LH|Vgs () — vel|* + 707 LiOF ur — gs(o)||* + 707 L3V fu,, (we) — V fs () ||
A LoLyl|lzy"” — x|l - L, + 492L2L5 - 1.

According to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can get
Ealllwis1 — 2 1°) < Balle — 27" (1P + 2LgCrmy (Ballluy™ = gs(at™)|[PDY? - (Ballzy™ — 2*)"/?

+ 2Ly (Balllog™” — Vgs (@) P2 - Ballag” — )"/
+ 2L Crme(Balllus — gs ()P - (B[l — ]|*])">
+ 2L (Balllve — Vgs(@)[)"? - (Ballat” — a]?])"/?
+ T LyCTEAut™ — gs (™)) + T L3Eaof” = Vgs(ap™)|’]
+ M LIEA[[Vgs(ze) — vel|?) + TP L2CFEA[llue — gs () I°] + 1407 Lio%
+ A Ly LB all|zp"” — o¢l| - 1i,—p] + 492 L2L% - Ea (L.
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Besides, according to
v v 1 » 1 y
Ealllzt" = zel 1y, -] = Balllzy” — 2B, 1j—u)] = ~Ealllzy” — 2] < =(Eallzy” — P2, (29)
n n
we can get

Eall|zt1 — $t+1H ]

SQLngZWj((JEAHIUf —gs(@5)IPDY? + EBalllu; — gs(@)P)Y?) - (Ballz; — 5|7
j=0

+2Lg Yy i (Balllvf” = Vas (@ )PV + Ballly; = Vgs@)I*)'?) - Ballz; — 25 1)

§=0
+7Zn2L20fEA lu; — gs(x5)]1%] +7Zn2L2cfEA [luf = gs (@)1
+7Zn2L2EA o} — Vgs (@517 +7Zn2L2EA |v; — Vgs(z;)]1%] +14Lfafznj
AL,L . LQL2 ¢
+ " me Eal |$J_x ||]1/2 Z
j=0 j=0
For notational convenience, we denote by u; = (E 4[|z, — 21"|2])*/2, define

aj = 2LyCynj (Ballluf™ — gs(ay™)*)"? + 2Ly Cpny(Eallluy — gs ()]

, , AL, L
+ 2Ly (Ballle; = Vgs(;)PDY? + 2Ly Ballloh = Vas(@h) )12 + 2Ly,

and

k,v
St—7Zn2L2CfIEA uf — 2] +7Zn2L20f1EA uj — gs(z;)|1?] +14Lfo—fzn§
. LZ‘L; =1
+7Zn2L2EA 5" = Vs (z™)|] +7Zn2L2EA 1Vgs(2;) — v;]|°] Z .

Using Lemma[3] we can get

t—1
up < \/57-1- Zaj
j=1

t—1 t—1

< (TL30F Y miBalllu}” = gs(x)IPDY? + (TL5CF Y miBalllus — gs(ap)|’)Y? + (141 U?Zm :
7=0 7=0
t—1 t—1 4L2L2t 1
k,v
L3 miBallof” = Vas(@i™)IPDY? + (723 Y njEalllVas(a;) — ;]2 + Z 1z
7=0 7=0
t—1 t—1
+2L,Cr > i (Balluf” = gs(@)IPDY? +2L,Cp Y mj (Eallluy — gs(ay)?)'?
j=1 j=1
- 1/2 - kv 1/2 4L Lf
+2L S nyEallley — Vas () P)Y2 + 205 3y Ealllob” — s (5)]12) 2 S
Jj=1 Jj=1 Jj=1

17
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Then according to the inequality that (3-F_, a;)1/2 < % (a;)'/% we can get

t t—1
uy <5LeCr > i (Eallluf” — gs@y ) P2 +5L,Cr > nj(Ealllu; — gs(x;)[2)?
J=0 j=0
t t—1
+5Ls > mi(Balllof” — Vgs@P )NV + 5L > ni(Ealllv; — Vgs(a;)|*)?
7=0 7=0
L2L2t 1 4LL t—1
(14L2 23 )z + 2)L/2 St -

By setting 1, = 1, with T iterations, we have

T-—1 T-—1
ur < 10L,Cy supn > (Ealllu; — gs(ay)IP)"? +10Lysupn Y (Balllv; — Vgs(ay)[*)"?
j=0 j=0
2L LT AL LT
4, T g™ f gf
+ fonV[7+- xﬂi + ”
T—1 T-—1
< 10L,Cysupn > (Ealllu; — gs(ay)[IP)"? + 10Ls supn Y (Balllv; — Vgs(ay)[*)"?
j=0 =0
6Ly,L T
+4LsomVT + ng"

where the first inequality holds by 3 _, 1 (Balllu™ — gs (&5 )|P])1/2 < supgn 3y (Eallu — gs(e;)]2])1/2
and Z;zl n;(Ealllu; — gs(z;)|?)? < supg n(Ea[|lu; — gs(xj)H 2])1/2. The other terms to the RHS are treated

similarly. And the second inequality follows by the fact that we often have n < T, therefore \/2 < % We further get

Ealllzr — o5"[] < ur

T-1 T-1
< 10L,Cy sup7) > (Balllu; — gs(a)|IP)'? +10L; sup7) > Ealllv; — Vgs(z;)]*])'/?
j=0 j=0
6L,LnT
+*4Lf0fn\/fi+ Agﬁ;fil,.

Then we can get the following result

T-1
5 L,LnT
Ealller — 5[] = O(Z + LyoyaVT + LyCysupn 3~ ((Ballu; — gs(a) )"
j=0

+ (Balles ~ Vst I7)7).

. . L
Estimation of E 4 [||z,11 — 2,7 ]
Next we give the estimation of E 4 [||z¢4+1 — xf&fl] Similarly, we consider two cases, j; # [ and j; = [.

Case 1 (j; # ). We have

2441 — fft ||2

<z — thtvfuu(ut)_xt +77t”t vf’/zt(ut )II”

< e =@ NP = 200 (0 V o, () = 00V i, (we) 2 = 20) + 17 10y V fu, () = 0,V fi, ()2

18
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Similarly to the process of (T7), we have
3
Ej, [lzee1 — 253 (1%
I, I, l, L L L L
<l = 2 l* + 2L Cpmelluy™ — gs ()| -l — well + 2L gmelloy™ = Vs (@) - o™ — 2]
L L
+2LgCpmellue — gs @) - o™ — mell + 2L gmellur — gs(@o)ll - ™ — @]
2712 l,w Lwy 12 2122, l,w Lwy 12 2712 lw Lwy 12
+ T Lg||Vth (u™) =V fs(u )" + Ty LngHut = gs (@ )" + T Lf””t = Vgs(z,”)|l
+ T L3 Vgs(@e) — vell* + T Ly CHlue — gs (o) + T LIV fon, (ue) — V fs () ||*.
where we use 1; < 7% in the inequality.

Case 2 (j; = ). We have

i1 = 2l = e = meveV fon, () = 20 + 00V fu, (ug®) |
|+ 0 [0FV f, (W) = 0V £ (u)]| < [l — 22| + 2 Ly Ly,
where the first inequality holds by Assumptionm then we have

(32)

< oy — 2

1, I, L
ler — 2y 17 < Nl — 2|2 + dneLo Ly llwe — || + 4n?L2L3.
Combining Case 1 and Case 2 we have
l
[e+1 — zt’leZ
< oy — @y |* + 2Ly Cpmilluy® = g5 (2 ) - 12 — @il + 2L gmelloy™ — Vgs ()| - |l — )
l, L
+2LgCpnellur — gs (@) - ™ — el + 2L mellue — gs (@) || - [lay™ —
27r2~2 lLw Lwy 2 272, bLw Lwy 2 2712 2
+ T LyCilluy™ — g5 (@) 17 + 70 Ly llvy™ — Vgs ()1 + Tnp Lyl Vgs (x1) — v
L
+ i L2CT e — gs (o) |* + 1407 Lo} + 4L Ly|lay” — @] - 1j,— + 4nf LILG - 15,

Besides, according to the fact that

(Ealllar™ — )"/

3=

1
lw lw lw
Ealllzy” = zellty,=y] = Ealllzy™ — 2| Ej Ly =gl = —Ealllat™ — 2] <

Then similarly to the estimation of E4[||z¢41 — xﬁr”l [I], we have

Ealler — 27°(]] < ur
T-1 T-1

< 10LyCy sup7] > (Eallu; — gs(z)|IP)"* +10Lssupn Y (Balllv; — Vgs(z;)[IP)*/ (33)
j=0 =0

6Ly LT
+ALjo VT + ng"
Then we can get the following result
L,LnT =
Ealller — 1] = OS5 4 Lyoyny/T + LyCpsupn - (Balllus — gs(;)|*)"

Jj=0

+ (alles - Vas(a)P)2).

Now we combine the above two estimations, we can conclude that
T—1
ey + o =O(LyognVT + LyCy Sup7) > (Eallu; — gs(@)IIPDY? + Balllv; — Vgs(z)IIP)*?
j=0
+ LgLfT]T + LgLfnT
m n

).

This completes the proof. O
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Corollary 3 (Two-level Optimization). ConsiderAlgorithmwith e =n< - and By = B < min{1/8C%, 1}, for
any t € [0, T — 1]. With the output A(S) = xr, then €, + €, satisfies
1

O(nT((BT) % + 52 4 95™) 4 aT(= 4 1)),

Proof of Corollary[3] Considering the upadte rule of Algorithm 2] according to Lemma[I2]and[I3] we have

T-1
e +ew = O(Tm™" +0Tn~t + VT +17) ((18)+ VB + \/"g)

=0
= O(nTm™" +nTn™" + VT +nT~PH =2 £ T2 o 5712,
This complete the proof. O

Before giving the detailed proof of Theorem 5] we first give a useful lemma.
Lemma 14. Let Assumption[I{ii), 2] (ii) andB|(ii) hold for the empirical risk Fs, for Algorithm2]and any ~; > 0, we

have
Li+L,C
Balloess - oS24 < (14 2RO oy o824 220302 — 2 () — Fs(a)
+ L Ealllve — Vs (@) [|>Fe] + meyLgCrEallluy — gs(xe) |2 F).
where Fy is the o-field generated by {wj,, -+ ,wj, |, Vig,"** ,Vi,_, }-

Proof. According to the update rule of Algorithm 2] we have
i1 — 23 || < Jloe — neveV fu,, (ue) — z?|?

= llze = 2211 + 1[0V fon, () |* = 20 (e — 25,00V fo, (ur))

= [lze — 2 |1” + nf eV fo, (ue)ll® = 2me(ae — 23, Vgs () V £y, (95(24))) + 04,

where
0 = 2n (s — If, Vgs(xt)Vfuit (gs(wt)) — Utvfuit (ue))-

Let F; be the o-field generated by {wj,, - ,wj, 1, Vi, ,Vi,_, - Taking expectation to the above inequality and
using Assumption [I] we have

Ealllwis — a2 P F] < llwe — af|1” + LiL307 — 2niBal(w — 22, Vs (2)V fo,, (95(20)) Fi] + Ealf:|Fi]
<lwy — a8 |? + L2LGn} — 2nu(wy — 27, VFs (1)) + Eal6:] F]
<l — 2P| + LoL3n7 — 2ni(Fs (i) — Fs(2f)) + Eal0:|F],
where the last inequality holds by the convexity of Fis. As for the term [E 4 [0;|F;], we have

0 = 2n (s — ﬂffa Vgs(xt)vfuit (gs(wt)) — Utvfu,;t (ue))
= 2ny(w; — 22, Vgs(20)V fu,, (95(20) = 0V fur, (95(20))) + 2ne (e — 22,0V fo,, (g5(24)) — 0V fo, ()
<2 Lyllay — 2l - oo — Vas(@o)|| + 2mLyCrllay — 23 || - [lue — gs ()|
< T]t(Lf + Lng) |
Vi
where the last inequality holds by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.

|2 — 211> + neveLgllor — Vs (@) |? + meyeLgCrllue — gs(we)],

Combining above two inequalities, we have

ne(Ly + LyCy)
Vt

Ealllwer —27|*[F) < (1+ Mae — 27 1? + LiLin? — 2n,(Fs(x:) — Fs(x7))

+ v LyEallve — Vs (@) [PF] + neve LgCrEalllus — gs ()| F].
This complete the proof. O
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Proof of Theorem[)] Now we begin to proof the Theorem[5] According to Lemma|[T4] setting 7, = 1, 8; = /3 and let
f’ by rearranging and adding up, we get

T
> EalFs(x:) — Fs(2f)] < Ealllzy — 27| + 77\/52 Lf + LyCy)|we — a3 |* + L L30T

t=1 t=1

T T
+ % Z(Lf”'l}t — Vs ()| + LyCy Z lur — gs(x2) 7).
-1 t=1

Then according to the definition that E[||z; — 7] is bounded by D,,, and Lemma and Lemma we have

T
20y Ea[Fs(x;) — Fs(a?)]

t=1

< Dy +1v/B( Lf+L Cy)D.T + L.Lin*T

3 (34)
n e n
fL Cf Z “Eallluo — gs (o) 1] + 200n8" L, CfT+2L5LQCfWT
t=1
T
+ —Lf CZ ““Ealllvo — Vgs(zo)||?] + 202082 LT + 2L4L} 63/2T

t=1
According to (T0), without losing generality, let ¢ # 1, we have
E4[Fs(A(S)) — Fs(a?)]
< O(Da(nT) ™ + (L, CyU + LyV)(BT) 8% + (LyCyo? + Lyl + (Ly + LyCp)Dy) 3/
+ L2L3n + (L3L3Cy + LaL)n?6 1),

where E[||uo — gs(w0)[|?] < U and E[[|vo — Vgs(zo)[|*] <V
This complete the proof. O

proof of Theorem|[6] Putting Lemma[I2]and [[3]into (30) and (33), for any ¢ > 0, we have

Ealllze — ]

L4L2

< 10L,Cysupn “Uﬁ Z ViTe+10L Cf’l?\/QO’Z,B + —= 3
s

2L 6L,Lynt
+10Lysupn CVﬁ Z\/ +10Lf77\/2ﬂ0 + gﬁfn t+ gnf77 +4Lso v/t
s

Similarly, we can get

Ealllze — |

. 2LAL%2
< 10LyCy supy () UB™8 Y Vi~ +10L,Crmy 2038 + ngt
7=0

2L3L50?  6L,Lynt
+10Ly supn cvg Z\/ +10Lfn\/25a gﬁfn t+ gmf” +4Lsomvt.
S
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Combining above two inequalities, we have

Ealllz: — 2" [|] + 4Ea[[lo; — o]

< 24L9Lf77t n 6LgLf77t
- m n

2LAL2
+50L,Cy sup 7 ( cUﬁ“ZFMOL cfn\/2o2/3+ Bfnt
S

7=0

4L2772

— g t+20L FomVt

+50L; supn cwa Z\/ —|—50Lf17\/2ﬂ0
S

Putting above inequality into Lemma[J] we have

2L; L2

ES A[ (It) Fs(rt)] < 50L2 LfOf Sup?“ / cUp™ 2 Z ViT¢+ 50L2Lfo’l7\/2(T2ﬂ + —— 3

2LAL%n?
+50L9L?supn ( VB~ E Vj=¢+50L, L \/2603,—1—gﬂfnt (35
s
=0

272
N 24Ly Lyt

2
6L7f nt +Lf\/m Eg a[Var, (9. (A(S)))].

m
Due to
T T
> EgalF(z) — F Z — Fs(.)] ZESA — Fs(w) + Fs(x) — Fs(2)],
t=1 t=1

then combining (33) and (34), we have

Z]ES,A[F(xt) — F(J?*)]
t=1

T

c —c _ 2n1/2 512
> 2\/>L C(f tz:; tﬁ E ||u0 gS(l'O)H }J’_U B L CfT+L L Cfﬁg,/g
T
_ 1/2 512
2fL Lf ; t8)“Elllvo — Vgs(zo)l|”] + o5 82 Ly LT + Ly L} Cfﬁm
D 241212y Z 6L2L%n L
== LyL;+ L,Cp+ Ly)D,T/2+ L2L2nT/2+ — 9L IN 4 — 977 TNy
+2n+\/B(gf+gf+g) /2 + LyLynT/2 + m ;+ n ;
T t—1 2L4L2n2 T
+50L Lfcfsupm/ UB™E> "N " \/j=¢ +50L2LCyn 20§B+9Tf2t
t=1 j=0 t=1
T t—1 2L4L2772 T
+50L Lfsupm/ U875 33 \/5¢ + 50L, L3y 2802 + —2 123"t
t=1 j=0 p t=1
+L fT\/m_lES’A[Varw (9u(A(S)))].
Using (12) we have, for any ¢ > 0,
T 2 11
1 1
> EsalF(x) — F(x.)] < O(@’7TCT176(10%T)IC:1 + B2 77(5 + E)

— o 72T T
+B~ET25 (log T) =2 + T2n/B \/B m)
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Dividing both sides of the above inequality, setting 7 = T~% and 8 = T, and from the choice of A(S), we have
Es a[F(A(S)) = F(x.)]
1

1
S0<T7(17b)c+%(logT)lc:1 _~_ng +T%b72a+Ta71 +T7a+T17a(7+7)
n m

c 1
Tl—a s 1)1 T le=2 Tl-a—3 T1+— 2a )
( Og ) \/ﬁ

Since a,b € (0, 1], as long as we have ¢ > 4, the dominating terms are the following O(T'o=3), O(T*r32%),
O(n='T'=%), O(m~'T'~%), O(T*'),and O(T2>~2%), Setting a = b = 4/5, then we have

EsalF(A(S)) — F(@.)] = 0T+ =2+ + ),
Choosing T' = O(max{n*® m?®}), we have the following bound
Eg a[F(A(S)) — F(z.)] = O(—= + —=).
This complete the proof. O

D.2 Strongly-convex-setting

proof of Theorem (8] Similar to the proof for convex setting, we use the same notations Since changing one sample
data can happen in either S, or S,,, we estimate E[||z;41 — xtH Il and E[|| 41 — xtH Il]-

Estimation of E 4 [||z,+1 — 77 |]
we will consider two cases: i; # k and i; = k.
Case 1 (i; # k). We have

|21 — fft+1||2
<l — mwfult (u) — " + mvt "V fo, ()| (36)
< e — 2|12 = 20 (v Vfu”( ") = vV o, (ur), oY =z + 77t2||7)f’yvfwt (u") — 0V fo,, (ue)||?

We begin to estimate the second term in (36).

27h<vt vfz/L (uy k, )—UtVf,,Lt (ug), xf’” —$t>
= 2 (v} Vi, (ug") = vf" vfult (gs (™)), xp” — @)
WV fo,, (g5(@) — 0¥V fo(gs (@) )) xf Y )
— 20, (0 "V fs(gs (21™)) = Vs (at™)V s (gs (™)) ab” — )
— 20(Vgs(z;" )V fs(gs(@r™) — Vgs(z)V fs(gs(ze)), 20" — 24)
— 2(Vgs(2:)V fs(gs (@) — vV fs(gs(@e)), 2" — ) — 200V fs(gs (@) — veV fs(ue), xp” — o)
(

=20 (v V fs(uy) — vtVf,,lt (uy), xf —xy).
37

Changing the setting from convex to strongly convex will only affect the fourth item on the RHS of (I8)), and the other
items will remain the same as before. Now we estimate the fourth term on the RHS of (37).

(Vs (z")V fs(gs(@t) — VQS(%)VfS(QS(wt))yxf’” — )

L IVgs(25)V f5(gs(x5)) — Vgs(20)¥ fs(gs () ]1*

2
+
> el — ]

L+
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Then substituting above inequality into (36) we have

kv
l|lz¢11 _xt+1H
2Lpmy kv kv ko kv kv ke ko
<(1- L+/~t)”xt — a2+ 2L Cpmellug™” — gs ()| - g = @ell + 2L gmellvog™” = Vs (@ )| - g™ — a4
k,v
+2LgCpnellue — gs(@o)|| - " — el + 2L pnellue — gs (@) - ||y
k,v k,v
FTRLEI fo () = 9 (a2 + T2 — gs(ab™) 2 + TR L3} = Vs (el 2

gs (@2 + L2V f, (ur) — V fs(ug) |2

7=

+ T L7 Vgs (@) — vell* + T L5 CF|lue —
where the inequality holds by 7, < ﬁ
Case 2 (i; = k). We have
L
zer1 — 2zl = lloe — Utvtvful, (u) — 24 + vV fo,, (ug®)|| (38)
< lwe = 2l + melor“V fon, () = eV fo, (o)l < llze — 20| + 2 Lo Ly,
where the first inequality holds by Assumption I} then we have

w1 — aplIP < llwe — 201 + A Lo Ly ||z — ¢ || + 4n7 L2 LS.

Combining above two cases, we have

kv 2Lpmy kv kv
Ealllzet1 — 25 (7] < (1 - L+M)IEA[Ivarzt 1] + 2Ly CmEallluf™ — gs (i)l - [lof — ]

+2LmBallof” — Vs (@) - 25" — ]

+ 2L, CmEalllus — gs (@) - 1z = well] + 2L pmEalllus — gs (x|l - |23
+ T L CFEAl|uy™ — g ()P + T LB [0 — Vs (27)|]
FEAllVgs(xe) = vel®] + 77 LyCFEAlllue — gs(xe)||*] + 1417 Lo}

=]

+ L
+ 40 Ly LB al||ze — 27" |15, =] + 402 L3 L2E a[15,—p)-

By setting 1y = 1, we have

Ealllzern — zp1°)
t—1
2L,U,77 —7 v v v
u)t H(Balluf” = gs@ PN + Balluy — gs(@) X)) Eallle; — 257"

t—1
2Lun . v v v
+2Lmy (1 m)t H(Eallv” = Vas(@y) )2 + (Eallos = Vas(@)|*)?) Ealla; — 25D

2Lpm 4 2Lpn
+7n2L20fZ (1- Tu)t TRalllu}"” = gs(af™)| ]+7n2L2CfZ 1- Tﬂ)t TEallluj — gs ()]

t
2Lpn 4 v v) 2Lw7
+7n2L§Z(1*m)t TEA[lVS” = Vs (@§)P) + m°L7 Y (1 - ) IEA[IVgs(5) — vy]|%]
j=1

j=1
47}L Ly ‘ ZL;m ; b 4772L2L2 ¢ 2Lun = 2Lun
Z ) Ealllz; — @ ”]JFTZ L—&—u)t T+ 140 Lo ?2(1*m

i=1 =1 j=1
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where the inequality holds by Lemma [2| Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the fact that ¢y = zk

= 2", Define u; =
(Ealllze — 257 |2)"/2, we have
t—1 2y
uf 2L, Yo (1 = ) I (Ballf — gs ()M + Ealls - gs () ) 2y
7=0
t—1 2L
+2Lm Yy (1- m)t’]((EAllvf’” — Vgs(@F) Y2 + Eallv; — Vgs(@)*)?)u;
=0
<, 2Ly = 2L
+ L30T (1= ——) TEalllu}” — gs(@}")|P]+ TPL2CT D (1 — ——) Balllu; — gs(z;)]]
j—l L+p = L+p
2Lw7 ; v 2Lw7 »
+ L3 Z ) R[] = Vgs(a) )]+ TP LG Z Y IEA[Vgs(z;) — vj]|?]

t—1 t—1
477L sz 2L,LL’I’] t ]E [ ky| 47]2L2L2

2Ll“7 t j 272 2 2Lun 4
— 14n L 1—7
[|; Z; Z + fz L"‘H
Furthermore, define
t—1
2L,L”7 —9 C,V v
@ SQLngnZ(l—m)t H(Ealllul” = gs(@5)IPDY2 + Balllus — gs(x)1*)"?)
j=0
t—1
2Lpn
+2Lm Y (1= =) (Ballof” = Vgs(@P)I)Y2 + Ballvy — Vgs(z;)[?)?)
= L+p
477LgLf(1_ 2Lpn ji—i-1
n L+pu ’
and
2Lpm v v — 2Lpm
t f A 5 —9s f g~ f g Ys\ty
S <7n2L202 T4 ) B allluy” = gs(a; )P+ T?LECF Y (1— I ——)"Ealllu; — gs(z;)]?]
=1 H =1 Tt
t—1 t—1
2Lpn 4 v ” 2Lun ;
+7772L22(1*m)t TEA[V]” = Vs (z5™)|1?] + °L3 Z ) Eall[Vgs ;) — vsll]
j=1
MPLAL2 2Ly —, . 2Luy,
1— ——)7 "+ 14p’Lio [ —_—
;( L+u) K Z L+u

using Lemma3] we have
t—1

2L L «—,. 2L
ue < 30LyCr(3 (1= ) Bl — s ()P E +30LeC (1 - T

S TR Alllug — gs(x;)]I7])
g ) AlllU; — gs\Zy
j=1 j=1 L+lu
., 2Lun.,_ k21, & <, 2Lun.,_; .
+3nLg(y (1-— Ttp O TRl — Vs (PPN E + 30O (1 ﬁ) EalllVgs(z;) —v;l7])2
j=1 =1 H
t—1
2Lpm v v
+2LyCyn y (1— T+ —) ((EA[Iqu’ —gs(zf’ P2 + (Eallluy — gs(z)II°)"?)
j=0
t—1
2Lpn 4. v v
+2Lsn (1—m)t ]((EAllvﬁ’ —Vgs(xf’ )22 + (Eallv; — Vs (a;)|I*)?)
j=0

L 2LgLy(L+p) 2L3L2n(L + p) N 4L203n(L + )
n Lun Lu ’
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where we use the inequality that (Y-F_, @;)%/2 < 327 (a;)'/2 and (B). Then, with T iterations, we have

T—-1
v 2Lw7
Ealllor — 27"[l] < 6Lngnsup )" I Eallluy — gs(a)lIP)?

:O

<.

2L .
+ 6L sup( a2 T ) Eally - Vs )Y
7=0

2Lpn

7 #)T_j_l(EA[\luj — gs(z;)|IP])/?

T—1
+4L C’fnsu Z
j=

T—1
2L
+4Lmsup2 ’”7 )T YEalllo; — Vs ()22
=0

+QQ@AL+My+¢mPUmL+u) ¢h@?@ﬂL+m.
n

Lun Lu

Estimation of E 4 [||z,+1 — 277, ]
Similarly, we will consider two cases: j; # [ and j; = [.
Case 1 (j; # 1).

Similarly, we have

lw
H$t+1 —$t+1\|
oL
< (1- =)
L+p

+ 2Ly Cpnelur — gs ()] - Hxl’“ — || + 2L lus — gs (o) - [l — @
+TRLGN fun, () = V fs(up )P + 07 Ly CFlug® — gs ()P + Tf L3 oy — Vgs ()|
+ T LIV gs (@) = vell* + T LgCFllue — gs(@e) | + T Lg|IV fus, (ue) = V fis(ue) ||

where the inequality holds by 7; < ﬁ

Case 2 (j; =1). We have
g1 — 222 < e — a2 + dn Ly Lgl|wy — 2| + 4n? L2L3.

Combining the above two cases, we have

lw
Ealllzir1 — x5 7]
L+p

+2LgCpmellue — gs ()| - Hﬂcl’w — 2]l + 2L pmellue — gs (@) - 2 — o

+ L2V fo, (u) = Vs (ug®)|* + TP L2CH |up® — gs(xy)|* + o7 L} vy — Vs (ap)|?
+ L3 Vgs(we) — vel|> + T L2CT ue — gs (o) |* + T LV fu,, (we) — V fs () ||?

+ 40 Ly LB a ||y — 2| 1j,—y] + 4n?L3L2E a[155,—y)-

26

1, 1, l l, 1, 1, 1,
wp — ay|* 4+ 2Ly Cpmelluy® — gs ()| - lw™ — @ell + 2L ey — Vgs ()| - |l

I, l, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1,
e — 20?112 + 2Ly Crmelluy™ — gs (@) - 2 — @ill + 2L pnellog™ — Vs (@) - [l

— x|

_xt‘
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Setting 1y = 0, telescoping above inequality from 1 to ¢ we have

1,
Ealllzis1 — 271 11%)

t—1
2L,L”] —7 w w ,w
<2L,Cym > (1- 7L+u)t H(Eallluy = gs @) IPDY? + Eallluy — gs (@)D Ealllz; — 25)1)"2
j=0
t—1 oL,
+2Lgny (1 L+ u)tﬂ((lEAHU?w — Vs (@) )2 + (Ballv; — Vgs(z) 1)) Ealllz; — 252"
=0

t

t
2LM77 —j l,w lw ZLMU j
+TPLICTY (1 - 7M)t TEallluf® — gs(@f)IIP] + T’ LICT Y (1 - ) IEA[luy — gs(x;)]1?]
j=1

L+ Lum

L+ J =
t t
2Lpm 4 I 2Lun ;
2712 t ,w 2 t 2
+ "L} ;(1 - m) TR A0} — Vs (z5)|1?] + T*L3 ; ) TTEAll|Vgs(x;) — ;]
-1
AnLyL; 2L Loy | APLELY 2L 272 2%
1— 2280 =ig (2 — 2% — LN - R T 14?203y (1
o Z( L+u) [l = 25l + —— Z( L+u) + 14n Z
7j=1 j=1 j=1
Then with 7" iterations, we have
T—1
2L -
Ealllor — 2l < 6L,Crnsup( Z T I Bl — gs(@)?)?
j=
T—1
2L o
+6Lnsup(>_ (1 — 22 T=I71E [|lo; — Vgs(a))|]) /2
s = L+p
T—1
AL Cppsup 3 (1 — 2 T=im3 (Bl — g () |2]) 2
s = L+pu
T—1
+aLgnsup 3 (1 — 22 T=im1 (g [, — Vgs(a;)|2)?
s = L+p
2L, L (L + p) 2L3L20(L + p) 14L20%n(L + p)
4 e TR + .
m Lym Lu
Now we combine the above results for estimating E 4[|z — xl}”H] and E4[||lzr — xlT”H], we have
— 2Lpm T—j—1 ) 121 1/2
ey + €w < 20LyCynsup Y (1 — ———) (Ealllu; — gs(z;)[17])
s = L+p
T—1 2712
oL e 2L3Len(L + )
+20Lmsup > (1~ —“’;)T ImYE Al — Vgs () |22 4+ | L
j=0

AL+l 205 L20(L + p) L AL+ pLLy L2o%n(L + p)

+ Lum Lun Lun Lu

27
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Now we will illustrate why the second inequality of above holds true. According to Lemma[I2] we have

T-1

2Lpn p_j— - | y
(JZ(:)(I? m)T T Bl — gs(@)|?DY?
> 2LAL2p?
Z szz )Fa- 1(( )¢(1B8)°)E [||uo—gs(x0)||2]+203ﬁ+9Tfn)1/2
=0

T-1 472 T-1
2Lpn -y 2, 2LglynT oy 2Lpn \7—j 1 21\ 1
< 1— Z2HI =152 4 29 FT yy5 4 1- —i- uo — gs(zo)|[?])?
< (- Ty e = (S0 - 2T (s Bl ~ st )
< 2041/ B(L + p) +2L2Lf77VL+ (f)% qu(L-l-M)T—gB—g
- VL VLunp e Ly '
Likewise,
T—1
2Lpm \p_j—
(1= )T Balluy — gs ()]
, L+p
7=0
T-1 472,02
QLMn L Cic/m—c 2L L /N
<D= =) ) G8) E luo — gs(x0) %] + 2058 + —LL—)?
. L+p e B8
=0 (4D
T—1 2 T—-1
2Ly v LiLpv2  co. 2040 \p_j 1, o
<N (- I Y og /28 + 25 1 (55T, Yo - =EL T 5
< Y- ) QRIS T
- (L +p)ogv2B N (L+p)V2LLg +(5)s VUL(L + N)ngﬂfg
- 2Lun 2Lu/B e Lpn
According to the above two inequalities, we can get the dominating term is Zsz_ol(l — %’Z’)T’j “HEalllu; —
gs(x;)||?])!/2, then the inequality (@0) holds true. The treatment of the other items is similar, so we won’t go into
details. Since often we have 77 < min(, L), then we have
T-1 2Ly ‘
€ Few < O(LgCﬂ?SHP Y (1= =) T Ballluy — gs ()]
s L+p
7=0
T—1 o
+Lpnsup (1= =) 7" (Eallo; — Vgs(a;)|*)"? (42)
s = L+p
L L,L L L,L L
(L+p)LgLy | (L+p)LyLy Lyoy "‘H\/ﬁ).
Lum Lun Lu
This completes the proof. O

Corollary 4 (Two-level Optimization). Consider Algorithm 2| with i, = n < 1/(4L + 4p), and By = B <
min {1/8C%,1} for any t € [0, T — 1] and the output A(S) = xr. Then, we have the following results

et <OTB) 5 +B7+n> +087 2 +n ' +m™Y).

proof of Corollary[H] Next, we move on to the Corollary ] Combining 1) and #2) we have
et <O Hm™ 4+ B2 42 4Tt 2 4 TTERTE),

The proof is completed. O

Before giving the detailed proof, we first give a useful lemma.
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Lemma 15. Let Assumption [Ifii), 2] (ii) and 3] (ii) hold for the empirical risk Fs, and Fs is p-strongly convex, for
Algorithm|2| we have

EalFs(zt+1)|F] < EalFs(ze)|F] - %HVFS(%)HQ + LimEa(llve — Vs (4)[|*|F]

LL L33

+ L2CinEalllue — gs (o) 1P| 7] + 5

where E 4 denotes the expectation taken with respect to the randomness of the algorithm, and F, is the o-field generated
by {wjm sy Wi 15 Vigy - '7Vit—1}'
Proof. According to the smoothness of Fg, we have

L
Fs(z141) < Fs(@y) + (VFs(2), 2441 — 24) + §||95t+1 —z?

L 2
< Fs(w0) = me(VEs(1), Vgs (@) Vs(gs () + 5[0V, (un)| + 61,
where 0; = 1;(V Fs(x:), gs(2:)V fs(gs(w¢)) — v¢V f;, (ut)). As for the term 0;, we have

Ea [0t|~7:t] = 77tEAKVFS($t), Vgs(xt)st(gs(xt)) - Utvfujt (Ut)>|-7:t]
= (VEs(zt), Vgs(x:)V fs(gs(x1)) — vV fs(gs (1)) Fi
+mEA[(VEs(21),0:V fs(gs (1)) — viV fs(ue))|Fe] + mEA[(VEs(21), 0V fs(ue) — vV f), (ue))|F2]
< ml[VEs(ze)| - [V fs(gs (@)l - lve = Vas (@)l +nellVEs (@)l - lvell - [V fs(gs (@) — V fs(ue) |
<mLf||[VEs(@e)l| - [lve = Vgs(@o)ll + meLgCrl|VEs ()| - lur — gs ()]

n
< éllVFs(xt)H2 + Linlloe = Vs (@o)I” + LgCnellur — gs (o)1,

where the last inequality holds by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Combining above two inequalities, let F; be the o-field
generated by {wjy,...,wj, 1, Vig,---,Vi, , }» We have

EalFs(xi41)|Fi] < EalFs(z)| 7] — %HVFS(J%)H2 + LineEallor — Vgs(ae) || 7]
LL L33

+ LyCimEalllue — gs (x| 7] + —75

Then we complete the proof. O

proof of Theorem[I0] We begin to give the detailed proof of Theorem [T0} Note that strong convexity implies the
Polyak-t.ojasiewicz (PL) inequality

1
SIVEs@)|* > p(Fs(x) — Fs(a?)), Ve
Then according to Lemma and PL condition, subtracting both sides with F5(x?) we have

EalFs(zi41) — Fs(a9)] < (1 — pne)EalFs(ze) — Fs(22)] + LinEa[llve — Vs (ze)|1?| F]

LI2L27?
L0 EA e~ o527+~
Setting 77; = 1 and 3; = 3, using Lemma|[I2]and[T3], we have
EA[Fs(zi41) — Fs(2f)]
LL2L%n? . DAL
< (1— pn)Ea[Fs (i) — Fs(a3)] + ng + chﬁﬁ((g)cU(tﬁ)—c 2026+ ng)
Cic e 2L4L2n2
D)V (8) 7 + 2078 + =50,
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Telescoping the above inequality from 1 to 7' — 1 we have

E[Fs(zr) — Fs(af)]

LL2L%n? 2
< (1= )T ElFs(ay) - Fs(@f)] + — 1= 3" (1 — um)™

t=1

c
L2CiU + LinV) » 71— pp)" 171
+ () BT(LGCU + Lin Z
2,2 2 2 2 QLECfon 2Ly L "~ T—t—1
t=1
For t = 0, we have
s 2 LL L}
EalFs(z1) — Fs(a?)] < (1 — pn)Ea[Fs(x0) — Fs(z2)] + L;CinU + LinV + 5
Then combining the above two inequality we have
E[Fs(ar) — Fs(a?)]
LL2LAn* &
< (1= ) "BalFs(wo) — Fs(a)] + —5 =3 (1 = un)" " + (L3CpU + LinV) (1 — )"

t=1

c c T t—1
+(2)B” “(LZCIU + LinV) Zt

L602L n®  2LiL4nt X
+ (2L2C302Bn + 2L502 By + —* é I+ Bf
t=1
According to the fact that Zthl (1— )Tt < ;%n using Lemma we have

T-1 T-1 T—t—1T-1
(1 — pm)

T—t—1,— — i - —c.
> (1 —pm) t t=1 — Zt *Tunzt

Then we can get

2L2
S C \c —c T] 2 —c
ElFs(zr) — Fs(ay)] < (@) (nT)"“Dq + 7% +(LyCiU + LinV)( M) (nT)
T—1
C 2 1, -1 c
+(2) B 20U + LigV)T~ ' p™' Tt (43)

t=1
202 2 2 2 6,2712,2 474,22
2LC50y8  2Lj0.,B  2L,C3L%n 2LyLn
- - - -
jz Iz Bu Bu

According to 31, t% = O(T"~%) for z € (—1,0) U (—oo,—1) and _, t~' = O(log T), as long as ¢ # 1 we
have

E[Fs(er) — Fs(af)] < O(Do(nT) ™ + LLZL3n + (LEC3U + L3V)(nT)~n

+ (L;CHU + LinV)(BT)~ ¢ + (L3Cjo. + Lioo)B + (LYCFLT + L;%Lg)n%*).
The proof is completed. O
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proof of Theorem|I1] Putting @I)) into (@0), we have
Ealller — 7" [[] + 4Eall 7

]

L 2 L+ p)V2L2L VUL o
< 501, Cynsup(LH 70V (L VRLGLy e VO 4 ) g g
5 2Lpm 2L~/ B e Lun
+50Lfnsup((L+u)ag’m (L+mV2LyLy +(9)5\F(L+“)T 537%2)
s 2Lpn 2Lpy/B e Ly
2LGLIL A1) S(L+wLoLy 2L+ 1) AL+ p)LeLy
From Theorem [9] we have
E[F(zr) — Fs(zr)]
L+ p)V2L2L . I o
< 500y Ly L2 sup( tmogy2B | (L+ V2Ll (s VUL 1) g gogy
s 2Lym 2Lu/B € Lym
(L+p)ogv28  (L+u)V2LEL; ¢ o JUZ(L+p), e«
+ 50L% Lynsu + L (Gs vl i) p
rLgn Sp( 5L SYING (e) T 537%)

on(L 8(L + L2L2 L 2(L + L2L2
9 Lum Lum

+ Ly \/m_llES,A[Varw (9w (A(S)))]

Combining (43 and above inequality, using Fs(x?Y) < Fs(z.) we have

Es.a [F(A(S)) - F (z.)]

L+wogv2B | (L+wV2LE5Ly e o VUL + p) .
< 50CLsL2nsu ( g + I p (D)= T8
= R Sl sp( 2Lun 2Luv/B (6) Lpn )
502 L psup(LE e VIS | (L+ V2Ll | (Cys VUL ) g gosy
ety 2L 2Lu\/B e Lun
20(L +p) | 8(L+wLL] 20(L +p) | 2L+ wLL]
4L2L2 g L2L2 9
+alihy Lum + Lum it Lun + Lun
Liy/m—1E A(S  \eur) <D, + “LaEI +(L2C3 L2 T)~°
+ f\/m s,a[Var,, (9. (A( )))H(J) (nT) mLT (LyCinU + LinV)( u) (nT)
T-1 22 2 2 2 612 4174,2
N (c) 5 (L2C' U+ L2 V)T 1 Z 4 2LngUgB N 2L%0y, N 2LngLf77 N 2Ly Ln
e ! e 7 7 Bu Bu

Setting 7 = 7=, 3 = T~", since often we have 7 < min(Z,

L), then we have
Eg.a [F(A(S)) — F(2,)] SO(T ™3 + T3 %+ T30 4 =3 4! g 7e(i=0) 4 pe(i=b)
ST TP TV TO20 5T TS,
Setting ¢ = 3, the dominating terms are O(T'2 =), O(T~2), O(T3=D), O(T~%), andO(T%~ 1),
Settinga = b = g, we have

Es.a [F(A(S)) = F (2.)] = O (T7%) .
Setting T = O(max{n"/%,m"6}), we have the following

]E&A [F(A(S)) - F(ac*)] =0 < + \/1%> .

Sl-

The proof is completed.
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E K-level Stochastic Optimizations

Lemma 16 (lemma 6 in Jiang et al|[2022)). Let Assumption[lfiii), [ (iii) and[3|iii) hold for the empirica risk. z,,u{”
and vt(l) are generated by Algorithm|3|for any i € [1, K|, then we have

Elllol” - V fis(ut™ )2 < (1 = B)E[[v’) = V fis (w12 + 26207 + 2L2E[[luf ™ — w2 44)

Lemma 17 (lemma 6 in Jiang et al|[2022)). Let Assumption[lfiii), [ (iii) and[3|iii) hold for the empirica risk. z,,u”
and vt(z) are generated by Algorithm|3|for any i € [1, K|, then we have

Ellluf” — fi,s(u{ )% < (1= BOE[ug? ) — fis(ul D)2 + 26202 + 2L2E[|luf’ ) — ol V)2 @5)

Lemma 18 (lemma 7 in Jiang et al|[2022)). Let Assumption[lfiii), [ (iii) and[3|iii) hold for the empirica risk. z,,u”
and vt(l) are generated by Algorithm Elfor any i € [1, K]. Then for any P € [1, K], we have

P

1) i-1 i i—1

Z]E luy” =i ™V < QD@L T Ellwess — wel?] + 287103 P + mlPZE g™ = fiu ™))

i=1 i=1

(46)

Lemma 19. Ler Assumption iii ), E|( iti) and [3| (iii) hold for the empirical risk. xi, ugi) and vgi) are generated by
AlgorithmEIfor anyi € [1,K), let0 <m=n<landlet0 < = <max{l,1/(4K ZzK:l(2Lfc)’} we have

K
STE[u” — fis(uf )

i=1
K . K ‘ oS K (or2yip2p K
< S ORI ~ sl + 403K (S 3y + 1) 4 2Z T
i=1 i=1

proof of Lemma[I9 Now we give the detailed proof of Lemma[I9} According to Lemma[I7)and [I8] we have

K
7 1—1
ZEmu,E ) fis ()]

Mx

(1 - BOE[luf?) — fis(ui )2 + 28203 K (47)

i=1

K
+ (Y@L Ell|we — ze-1]1?] + 268202 K + 262K Y E[llul’y — fi(ul5V)I).

i=1

According to the setting that 3; < max {1,1/(4K Z£1(2L?)i}, we have

K .
D Ellu” — fis(u )]

&

o
Il
—

1
K B K
t % 1—1
<Y (- SElu?y — fis@ 5P+ 28707 K + QL)) Ellla - ze-a|?) +28703K)  @48)
i=1 =1
K ﬂ K K
t i i—1 i 4
<3 (=SB — fis( 5P+ 2850 K (Y (LY +1) + Y (LYW L.
=1 =1 =1
Then using Lemma 3] setting 1, = 1 and 3, = £3, similar to the proof of Lemma[I2} we have
K
% i—1
S Elluf” — fis(u™)|P
i=1
. (49)
K t K K 2Vi 27 K
Bi i i 2> i1 (2L3)'n"L
< D110 =SBl = fis(eo)l*) + 483K (Y (2L5)") +1) + ===
i=1j=1 i=1
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Note that Hf\;K < exp(— Zi\;K B;) for all K < N and f3; > 0, then we have

K
STE[u” — fis(u )
=1

- K ‘ 2K (2L2)in?LK
< 3 expl - ZBII — fustan) )+ 80303 + 1)+ TR BTy,
i=1 i=1
K . K . 9 Ii 21,2)in2 K
SZ(g)c(%)_cﬂﬂ[”ugl)—f@s(xo)”]+4BafK((Z(2L§)’)+1)+ LS
1=1 i=1
Then we finish the proof.

Lemma 20. Let Assumption iii ), E|( iti) and 3| (iii) hold for the empirical risk. x4, u@ and vt(i) are generated by

Algorithm3|for any i € [1,K], let0 <n, =n < landlet 0 < f; = f < max{1,1/(8K Zfil(ZLfc)’} we have

K
STE[of” ~ Vfis(uf ™))

=1
N i ; K (912Vi\n2 K
Z g CE[|ul? = fi.5(z0)]1?] + E[|v{? — V£is(zo)|?]) + 4(21:1(2ﬂf) n”Ly
- K
+4BK (0} + 07 + 207> _(2L3))).
i=1

proof of Lemma[20} Now we give the detailed proof of Lemma[20} According to Lemma[I7] [T8]and[I6] we have

K
S Elllof? — Vs )P+ Ellal” — fisu))12])

1=1
K
< (1= BOE[uf?y — fis(ug )] + 2670 K+Z 1 - BOE[[[o)”) — V f; s(u V)] + 26202 K
=1
K
+2(3° LY (Bll|lze — we-1]|?] + 26203 K + 2/33KZE llut?y — filud)12)).
=1

i=1

According to the setting that 0 < 1, =n < landlet0 < 8; = § < max{1,1/(8K Zfil(QLfc)Z} we have

K
2 (Eller” = fus ™))+ Bl — fus ™))
17 K . K .
<> =EEu?y — fis@T3IA + D00 = BOE[u, — fis(uf )]
i=1 =1
K K
+200) L)LY + 287K (07 + 05 +207(>_(2LF)")).
i=1 i=1
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Using Lemmal[3] we have

K
S Ellor” = Vi (] + Blllu” = fis (™))
i=1
K t K 2\, 2 T K
; 4032, (2L)" )L
gZH El[u” — fi,s(@o)[?] + Elof” = V fi.5(z0)||2]) + e
K .
+4BK (0} + 05 + 203> _(2L3)")).
i=1
Then we have
K
i i1
ZEM )= Vfis(u )P
K K 2\i\, 2T K
Ci o, tB. . i i 4032, (2L)" )L
< D) Bl = fus(ro)l) + Ellol” = Vs (o) |]) + ===
=1
K .
+4BK (0} + 05 + 207> _(2LF)).
i=1
This complete the proof.
proof of Theoreml]]
Es a[F(A(S)) — Fs(A(S))]
e L(E-1) L
=EsalE,0[fx  Eyx-olfi_r T Eolfi ( (SN
(K) NE-1  (K-1) n1 (1)
. ZK 7'K 1, i1
Z G— > f Zh
2K 1 ik —1=1 i1=1
L) L(E-1) L
=EsalE,00[fk (]Ewal)[qu |- Eyolfi (AWS))]
R (K) (-1 o)
-— Z E,cu[fk—1 1 Eua [ff (AS))])
’LK 1
v (R—1) &
‘HESA ZfK v [fro1 T By [fY 7 (AS))))
’LK 1
1 2K <K) NK-1 (K-1) o
-— > FRE B[ (AS)))D]
nKg . nK,
szl ik —1=1
1 nK (K) NK—1 (K 1) o
4+ Egal— ‘K Y E, YUO(A(S
S’A[nK ile nK 11K211f o [f (AS)])
<K) NK-1  (K-1) n1 (1
LS SN/ Sy
ix=1 ZK 1=1 i1=1
Now we estimate the terms of the RHS. Define S(9) = {uﬁl),-~- u,(Lll),-n 7z/fi)l,--- Vél),w-' 7V£K),--~

where i € [1, K].
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For the first term, we have

Es a0 f%  (Eyoe—n[ffoy ”}- E,olff" (A(S)))]
(K) K—-1 1
- — Z Fr By [f50 ] By [ (AGS))

ZK 1
(K> K—1 1 .
< B 00 [ 30 A0 o S5 B (A
ZK 1
(K) K—1 1
- — Z Eycn ks 1 Euo [ (AS))]
’LK 1

LENA(SYS) — A9l
< L?EK

For the second term, we have

e

(K> K—-1
Es,al— Z F By [y 1 By [ (A9)))
’LK 1
<K) R e
—fiKZI (o Zf B[ (A9
NK-—1 (K 1)
< LyEsalllfx-1(fr—20---0 fi(A(S) T > P (fr—z oo f(AS))I.
tg—1=1
Besides,
NK-1 SE=1)
e Zf ST ez oo [i(A(S))
> B e IR iz o0 iAW) — S5 ez 00 AAGSHE D)
Jj=1

(K—-1)

ZM o (B [f527 " (fi 2 0 -+ 0 fr(A(SHE=D)))]

nK 1
LKD) ,
— [l (fr—20--- o0 fi(A(SHE=D )]

nK-1 HE-D) HE=D)

Z B, [fitoy (Frmz oo (AP KT0) = f2 L, (fiemao -0 A(AS))].

nKl

Note that S and S7(K—1) differ by a single example. By the assumption on stability and Deﬁnition we have

nNK—1 LJE=1)
S Y R Ukeao o AAS))]

’LK11

Esalllfx—1(fx—20---0 fi(A(S)

nNK-1
(K—1)

I ZM o By [y (fr—z 00 fi(A(SED)))]

<2LK 16[{ 1+ESA

L E-D )
— o (k=200 fi(A(S D).
Next step, we need to estimate the second term of above inequality. We denote

(K—1) (K 1)

(52)

§(8) =B uery By [ficmy (femz o0 filAS™ I = fid oy (frea 0o (A(STED))].
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Notice that

Es,alll 2 &i(9)|1*) = Es,al 2 IGSIPT+ > Esall&(S),&(9))-
J=1 J=1 Jii€nk—1]:j#i

Using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

NK-—1

Es,al Z 1€;(S)I1?

nNK-—1
(K-1)

=Esal Y B o Bue v [y (fic-a -+ A(AWSTKD))
Jj=1

pE-D

—fKo1 (fr—a o0 iAW)

iy (K1) (K1) vf Y 5, (K=1) ) (|2
SEsal Y By lffsy (fr—20---0 fiA(S I = fir (fr—z oo fi(A(S IDI]

j=1

NK—1 S o(E=D) 9
= ES,A[ Z ||EU(K*1)[fK71 (fK72 ©---0 fl(A(S)” fK 1 (fK72 ©---0 fl(A(S))H ]

j=1
= nK,lES,A[VarK,l(A(S)],

(K—1)

where Varg 1 (A(S) = Eyocn [ fr—1(fr—2 00 fi(A(S) = fi_1  (fr—20--0 fi(A(S)[?].
Next, we will estimate the term > o, 1.5 Bs,a[(§5(5), &(5))]. We first define

i K — 1 K-1 K-1 K-1 K— K

S ! {Vi)""’yr(zll)7 LY z( 1 )’ z( )7Vi(+1 )7""1/7(1;( 11)’V£ )"'7 ’r(LK)}

0,5, — K-1 K-1 K-1 K-1 K-1 K-1 K
SJ ! {Vl ,-~-7V7(111),-~-, 7( 1 )7 7( )7Vz‘(+1 )""’VJ('—l )’VJ(' )’ J('+1 )ﬂ"'7Vr(zK)}'

(K-1)

Due to the symmetry between (5 —1) and v; , we have

E, o [6(5)] = 0% € [1, 1]

If j + i, then we have
Es a[(& (S5 71), &(9)] = EsaE, o [(& (5™ K1), &(9)]
= Es,A[<€j(5i’K_l)7EV§K—1> (& (S))] =0,
Tn a similar way, we can gt for any j # i
Es,a[(6(S), &(S75 1)) = Es.aE, ¢ [(€(S), & (75 1)]
= Esa[(E,ac-n[&(S)), &SP ) =0,

and
Es al(6(5™ 1), (57 1)] = B aB, e [(€ (S 1), &(57 1))

= Es a[(E, o & (S EH] &SP )] =0,
Combining the above identities, we have for any 7 # j

Es,a[(€(S),&(9))]
=Es.al(&(5) — &K1, &(9) — &(S7F1)
< IES All&(S) = &SP (1€(S) — &(SPEH]

< SEs Al () — GNP + SEs ll&(S) — &SP,
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Then
Es,a[ll&;(S) — & (SH5 71|12
= B all 5y (fr—a oo fi(ASTEDN) — iV (fr a0 0 fi(A(SHHED)))|2]
L E=D LE-D

+2Bsallfg_y (fr—oo---o fi(AS™ D)) = 2 (frozo---o fi(A(STFD))|P
<4LK te2 .

In a similar way, we can have
Esall&(S) = &(S™|°] < 4LF ek
According to the above inequalities, we have
> Esal(6(9),&(9)] < Alnk 1 — Dng 1 LE €1,V # .
Jri€[nk-1]:j#i
Then we have

NK-—1
Eg.al| Z &P < 4lng—1 = Dng 1 L ege ) +nx 1B a[Varg _1(A(S)].
Therefore
nNK-—1
]ESA H Z §J || < 277,}{ 1L 6K 1+ nK,1E57A[VaI‘K,1(A(S)]. (53)
Combining (32) and (53)) we have
NK-—1 L(E=1)
Esall fr-1(fr—20---0 fi(A(S) T Soof KT (fica 00 fL(AS)))]]
iK 1= =1
E _1(A
§4L?71€K71+ s,a[Varg 1 ( (S)].
NK—1
Then the second term
(K) J(K—1) e
Z P By [y ] By [ (AS))
ZK 1
(K) NK—1 (K 1)

LS L Y i emel AN

le ik —1=1

ES A [VarK_1 (A(S)]

< 4LK€K_1 + L ” )
! ! K1

(K—-1)

where Varg —1(A(S) = Eyoe-n [ fr-1(fr—2 00 fi(A(S)) = fi—1  (fx—20---0 fi(A(S)[?].
Similarly, we can get, for any ¢ € [2, K], the ¢-th term of (51)) is bounded by

Eg a[Varg —i11(A(5)]

4L;{€K—t+1 + Lf\/ : — ;
NK—t+1

(K—t4+1)

where Varg —41(A(S) = Eyac—ein [ fx—t1(fr—t 00 filA(S)) = fiZon (f—e 0+ 0 f1(A(S))%].

Then we can conclude that

K K
Eg a[Varg_ A(S
Es a[F(A(S)) = Fs(A(S)] < Lfex +ALF > exsp1+ Ly Y sial nr;: t+11( ( ”,
t=2 t=2 i+

(K—t4+1)

where Varg _411(A(S) = Eyc—esv (| fx—t41(Fr—t 0 -+ 0 f1(A(S)) = fi_yy1 (fr—t0-- 0 f1(A(S))]?].
This completes the proof.

37



Stability and Generalization for Stochastic Recursive Momentum-based One to /-Level Stochastic Optimizations

E.1 Convex setting

proof of Theorem{d] Since changing one sample data can happen in any layer of the function, we define

Stk = W L W (k) F) & F) k) () o,

yVny s sV s s Vi VS Vi LY ) y Unge

Let {2411}, {U£21} and {v&)l} be produced by SVMR based on S, where ¢ € [1, K] and represents an estimator of
the function of layer i. {xtﬂ} {ugll k} an d{v&ll k} be produced by SVMR based on S'*. Forany I € [1,nz], k €

[1, K], let 2o = z5* be starting points in X'

We begin with the estimation of the term E 4[||z¢4+1 — xifl |I]. For this purpose, we will consider two cases, i; # [ and
i =1

Case 1(i; # [ ). We have

K K
I,k i I,k i), L,k
|zep1 — by 2 < llze —me [ ] ol - 2} +mHv£” I2

i=1 ‘
K X (54)

K
.k 1.k ) i),k
< oy — ap* ) = 2n ([ ot Hvx cxe = apfy) il [T of” = T o112
1=1 =1

i=1

Now we estimate the second term of above inequality.

K K

(4) (0),L,k 1k

—277t<H _Hvt Ty = T)
1 i=1

1=

K
= —20([ [ vi” = Vf1.5(z2) Hvt Jxp— ")
i=1

=2
K ) K )
— 2 (Vfrs(ae) - [[ol” = Vs - []ot” - Vies@?), 2 — a*)
=2 =3
— 2 (Vhrs() [ ol - Vins@?) = Vivs@) - []of” - Vies(frs(@)), o — 2p")
=3 1=3

— 21, HVFZS ) HVFzs ), m — 2y

=1 i=1
K
— 2 ([ [ VF:s(a} H VE, o(2) - oD g, — ok
i=1
— 2 HVFZ s(ar") 1) . HVF% 1) b sz,s(ugl)’l’k) xy — abF)
=2
K-1
Lk K-1),1, k i
= 2 Hvt() w5 (u ( & Hvt ZCt—xf:k).
=1
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From the above inequality, we decompose it to K (K + 1) + 1 < K (K + 2) terms, where K is the number of layers of
the function. Using Assumption [3](iii) we can get

K K
. 277t<H U]gz) . H vgz),l,k, T — xi,k)
=1 =1
§2mL?*WWF)—V7detmet—wﬁﬂ
+ @0 LE o =V fa,s ()| + 2 LK ug = frs(@o)ll) - o — ab"|

-um&mwm vmsUK”m+ 2 L TR g s(@)) - e — 2b)
27]t
||HVFZ$ xt HVF'LS

(27] LK 1+(K— 1)K/2H (1) I,k l k” I 277tL§rK_1)K/2||va,S(U,EK_1)7l’k) . vvt(K),l,k”) . th o xi,k”

+ Cn L lug ™ = fus (@) 4+ 20 L o =V fas g I - flae — 2"
+ 2, L fof M =V s (2] -l — g

(55)
Conclude above inequality, we have

K K
. )0k
—2n(Jot” = [T ot e — a®)
=1 =1
K i—1

K—j+3(i—1)i 1 i),k i—1),1,k I,k
<o, S EF ROV Y g @l @~ s @) - e — 2t
i=1 j=1

K
K—i+1(i—1)i i i—1 i)kl i—1),k,l 1,k
2 SO LT (o = Vsl )+ 0 = s (@) -l — 2

=1
2mHHVFZS (z:) HVFzs (zb*

Now we consider the thlrd term of @) Slmllar to the (33)), we have

K K
i i),0,k
ITT o =TT v
=1 =1
< LKMol = Vsl -l — 2b")|
_ 2 1 1
+ (Lot = Vhas(ug) |+ LEut? = frs(zo)]) - llze — o]

m K K-—1 K-—1 K-1)K/2 1

+ (L2 o™~V fre s (uf hn+~44¢ FE=DER O f s@ol) - e — 2|
K

+IT] VEis(2e) HVFlS

i=1

K—-1+(K-1)K/2 (1),Lk 1k K-1)K/2 K—1),l,k K),lk I,k
+ (LY /HU§’ xt|«+~-L; T fre s (u™F) = ToEOF )y — 2l

1lk 1),l,k L,k
(LNt — frs @) )+ LE Yo o s -l — 2b
+ LE Yo, — T fy s (@) - e — 2]
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Taking square on both sides of the above inequality, we have that

K
nthvt” [To 1

=1
< L?”K(K +2)n2[lvf” — Vfl,smm?
+ L KK + 27 o =V fas ()P + LF K (K 4 20 ) = fr.s(0)?

+LPK(K + 2>nf||v<K> ~Vik, <u<K‘”>H2 +o o L TR R (R 202l — frs ()2

K(K+277t||HVF15 xt HVF’LS CEt H2
=1

K—-2+(K-1)K Lk K-1)K K—1),l,k K),lk
+ LD K<K+2>m|\u“’ a2 LETVR R (K 4 202V s (a0 — wofOR 2
+ L K(K + 2)n2 ug”" — frs(@b®))? + LE2R(K + 2)n2 o) = V fo,s (w2
+ LK (K + 2)nf o — Vs (b))%
where we have used the fact that (37, a;)2 < S/, Ka2. Then we can conclude that
i),l,k
77t||HUt H o H
=1 1=1
K i—-1
2K —2j+(i—1)i j i—1 i),k i—1),0,k
< YOS LTIV — ()P T~ f s TE)2)
i=1 j=1

K
2K —2i+(i—1)3 i i—1 i),k,l i—1),k,l
2 YL TEEED 0 T f s (ul )2 (ol -V s (T ?)
=1

+ (K +2) KntHHVFzs ) vas

=1
Putting above inequality into (54)), according to 7; < m, we have

I,k
es1 — $t+1H2
K i—1
K—j+3(i—1)i j i—1 i),k 1),1,k Ik
<oy oLy T e = fs )+ = s T - e — 2

i=1 j=1
K K +1( 1),
—it+5(i—1)7 i i—1 i),k,l i—1),k,l
o > Ly (o8 = V fis (@D + 05 = T f s (@FY ) - oy — 2b))

K i—1

2K —2j+(i—1)i i—1 i),k i—1),1,k
2 YN LT ) @l P s @l T2
=1 j=1
K
2K —2i+(i—1)i i i—1 i),k,l i—1),k,l Ik
2 Y LT T f; (a2 (ol =V f s (T 2) + e — 2b R
=1
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Case 2 (i; = [ ). We have

K
L)
|es1 *’Ifsf1|| = [|z¢ *UtHUfF — 2"+ e H o
=t (56)

I,k i i),k
< ||z — ) ||+mqu£)—Hv§> I < llwe — 2| + 20, L.
=1 )

Therefore, we have
Lk I,k
241 — JUt+1||2 < lwe — 2" |* + 477tL l|lz: — xt || + 4n; LZK

Combining above two cases, we have

I,k
2441 — $t+1H2
K i—1

K—j+1(i—1)i i i—1 i),k 1 lk
<o YN Ly U — s Il — £ s TR -l — 2|
i=1 j=1
K K—it+1(i—1)i
—it+5(i—1)7 i i—1 i),k,l i—1),k,l
23, > L} (o8 = V fis (@D + 05 = T f s (@DFY) - o, — 2b))
=1
K i—1
2K —2j+4(i—1)i j i—1 i),k i—1),0,k
2 ST LTIV — £ s )P+ T — f s TE)?)
i=1 j=1

K
DL U = Vs T o = Vs T e o

Lk 2

i
AL | — M| g + 4 LF - g,

According to

1 1
Ealllze — @t ||1;,=n] = Ealllze — ot ||E;, [1;,=)] = o Eallze = z*[] < o Eallle " [1P)M2,

note that ||z — 24" ||> = 0, we have

Eall@ir — ffif1‘|2

K i1—1 P + i

(i—1)2 j—1 L,k

<oy > L (Ealluf” — f5.5uf™D) 22 - (Ballay — 2p*|2)'2

=1 j=1

K =l i i+L(i—1)i Lk Lk
—Jj+5(i—1)i i), j—1),1, I,k
420, 303 LTI R R g (a2 2 (B ey — 2 ?) 2

i=1 j=1

K
K—i+i(i—-1)i i i—
+ 20, 3 LR B0l — Vs (TR Y2 - (Balln — 2?2

=1
K
K—i+i(i—1)i i), ksl i—1),k,l
2, SO Ly RO E Ao - s (TR )Y (B |, — i F)2)?
=1
K 1—1
2K—25+(1—1)2 j—1 1),k 1),l,k
+ 23N DT, o) f (@) P+ BalluF — g s (@l T)?)
=1 j=1

K
P , N - .
$op 30 LR oD T (@l 4 Ea ol - Vs (a2
=1
4n, LK 4n L2K
+Eallz, — ab¥|? + —L (Eallz, — ab¥|?)V2 4+ L
N N
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Telescoping from 0 to ¢ — 1, according to ||zg — z5"||> = 0, we have

Eallz; — 2%
t—1 K i—1
K—j+i(i-1)i i i
<23 S S g LR R ) — £ (D)D) - (Bl — o)
s=1i=1 j=1
t—1 K 1—1
K—j+3(i-1)i )bk f o (U1l (12172 Lk||2)1/2
+23° 3 rh EaludF — f (@D |22 (B g ||z, — 2bF||2)
s=1i=1 j=1
t—1 K
K—i+1(i—1)i i i—
+23° S LT E o) — V£ s (uGD) 22 (Bl — 2b)Y
s=1 =1
t—1 K
9 LK—i+%(i—1)i Eallo@kd — v f, =1,k (12Y1/2 . (F L LEj2\1/2
+23°5 L (Eal[of Fos(uGDRH 22 By oy — 254)?)
s=1 1=1
t—1 K i—1
2L2K—2j+(i—1)i]E () (G—1)y(2 E 4 Gk o G—1),0,k\ (12
35S e (Eallul — f5,5uP D) + Eallul fi.5 (I DER)|2)
s=1i=1 j=1

K
2K —2i+(i—1)i i i Dk i
L7 PO EL ol = V£ s i) + Eallo =V i (=D F)?)
1
4nsL

s=1 i=

Z

t— 14 2L2K

1/2+Z

t—1
>
1

+

]EAHI

Similarly, for notational convenience, denote u; = (E 4[|z — x7¥[2)1/2, and letting

t—1 K 1—1
=SSN 2L E L) — £, 5@ED) P+ EallulE — £ s(ulTD )2

s=11i=1 j=1

-1 K
+ZZn LA E ol — T f; 5wl + Eallol) ™! — V£ s(ulDHR)12)
s= =1
t—
s=1

ELQK
+y —1
Nk
4775)“ UL K—j+i(i—1)i i 1)\ (12\1/2
+23° 3 .t Ealul® — f;.5(uy=D)|2)Y/
i=1 j=1
K i—1 o
+23° 3 L IRV R u bk — g g (G DR )2
i=1 j=1
K : 1/ : . .
+23 LT ECVE o) — Vs (ulY)|2)2
=1
K 1 .
+23 LTV R oD RE _ T g, (DR,
=1
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According to Lemma 3] we have

t—1
up < \/‘S»’t“l‘zas
=1

t—1 K i—1
<SS LTI (a0l — 5 (G2 4+ Bau@EF — £ s (DR 2)12)
s=1i=1 j=1
t—1 K
K—i i—1)1 7 i— 7 z
3SR (B0 — Vi s (@l )Y Eallol -V fi s (ali DR 2)12)
s=11=1
t—1 272K t— 1 K t—1 K i—1
4775L nSL K +1(i—1)i
L Y 2y S S T T Bl — s () )
s=1 s=1 s=11i=1 j=1
t—1 K i—1
K—j+4(i—1)i (G—1),L,k 1/2
+23°5°3 L] (Ealul, — £, 5 (= DE0)|2)
s=11i=1 j=1
t—1 K
K—it3(i—1)i Eallo® — vF (i—1)y12\1/2
+23° 5 . Lh (Eallv® — ¥ fi,s (D)%)
s=11=1
t—1 K
K—itg(i—1)i @kl g (o (i=1),k, 0y [12Y1/2
+23° 3 L] (Balo® =V f; s (ul=DH0) 2)1/2,
s=1i=1

where the inequality holds by (Y., a;)Y/2 < 32K (a;)!/2. Besides, if we let 7, = 7, then it’s easy to get

t—1 K i—1
SN LTI ) — £ 5wl )22
s=1i=1 j=1
t—1 K i—1
K—j+(i—1)i/2
<supn o33 Lf VPR — fs D))
s=11i=1 j=1
and
t—1 K i—1 Kb
SO g T B AU — s (uT IR 2)12
s=11i=1 j=1
t—1 K i—1
<supn I 33 LF V@A — £l )P
s=11i=1 j=1
This inequality is also true for v(J ) and v(j JhE . Consequently, with T iterations, we obtain that
T-1 K i-1
up < 6supn Y0 DS LTI EA ) — fr s (D))
s=1 i=1 j=1
T-1 K T—1 4 272K K
K—i+i(i—1)i i i— 4/)78L 477L T
+6supn Y- YL TV BAN — Vfis ()P 4 (0 = )R =
s=1 i=1 s=1
T-1 K i1
K— i—1)i/2
gasganZZL TIHODIE 0D — £ 5 (ufD)|[2)2
s=1 i=1 j=1
T-1 K K
—i+1(i—1)i i (i— 677L T
+6supy D0 3Ly T Bl - Vsl =
s=1 i=1

where the last inequality holds by the fact that we often have T' > ny, for any k € [1, K]. Besides

Lk I,k
Ealler — X7°(l) < ur = (Balller — X" )%,
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Then we can get the result for the k-th layer
T-1 K i-1

Eallor — Xp'] = 0(supn 30 3030 1y VB — fr5 (0

s=1 i=1 j=1

T-1 K K
K— H— z 1 ,L 77L T
+supy Ly HEallel) = Vs @i + =),
s=1 i=1 k
where k € [1, K. Then we have
K T-1 K i-1
K— + i— 1 /2
D Eallerl) = Otsupn 335 LF 7 VP EAu — fi.5 ()2
k=1 s=11i1=1 j=1
T—-1 K o (i—1)i K T]LKT (57)
'Hr 1—1)2 i—
+supn y > Ly Eallos? = Vs MY+ D ==
s=1 i=1 k=
This completes the proof. O

Corollary 5 (K-level Optimization). Consider SVMR in Algorithm [3|with 0 < n, = n < 2/LK (K + 1) and let
0 < B =f < max {1, W}for any t € [0,T — 1]. With the output A(S) = x7, then we have
1

K

D e = o(nT((ﬁT)—é +BY2 4B + nTZ nlk)
k=1

k=1

Now we give the proof of Corollary [5]

proof of Corollary5} According to (57), we have

K T-1 K i—1 _
Zek— supnzzz ]EAHU(J fj,S(Ugjil))Hz)l/Q
k=1 s=1 i=1 j=1
T-1 K K K
6nL;T
—&—supnzz (Eallvl? — V fis(ulD) )2 + Zin,f )-
s=1 i=1 k=1

According to Lemma([T9]and 20] we can get

K K oy T2 .
e =00) —+ sB)"? + — +
; k (I; ” n;(( B) NG VB)
U
_ O(Z nt T anc/2+1ﬁfc/2 + nQB’%T + nﬂl/QT).
=1 "
This complete the proof. O

Before give the detailed proof of Theorem [5] we first give a useful lemma.
Lemma 21. Let Assumption[I{iii), 2] (iii) andB|(iii) hold for the empirical risk Fs, for SVMR, we have for any ~; > 0
and Ay > 0 we have

EA[”xtJrl - $f||2|-7:t]

K i—1
K—j+1Gi—-1)i
< llae — @S| + LEn? — 20 (Fs(ae) — Fs(@)) +yeme Y 3 Ly 720 oy — 82
i=1 j=1
K + 1
B vis IR uf — £ ()27
’Yt
K pK—i+i(i—1)i (i—=1)y)2 K
Nt Zi:lLf : IEA[H —Viis (uy I 1F] K—it+i(i—1)i S12
+ " +)‘t77tZLf : [z — 2 ||

i=1
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Proof. According to the update rule of SVMR, we have

o1 — 25| = ||z mev“) 5|2

K

<l — 2| + L n? — 2ne(ay — a3, [[ VFis (@) + ue,
i=1

where u; = 2n;(z; — 7, fil VEF,; s(z) — Hfil Ui”}. Let F; be the o field generated by S. Taking expectation
with respect to the internal randomness of the algorithm and using Assumption [T] (iii), we have

Ealllwir1 — a3 |?1F]
K

< lwe — 21> + LEnf — 20Bal(w — 2F, [ [ VFis (@) F] + Ealw F]
=1
= |lay — 25| + LE¥nf — 2nu (e — 2, VFs(24)) + Ealue F)

<l — 22| + L n} — 2nu(Fs () — Fs(a?)) + Ealue Fi,

where the last inequality comes from the convexity of Fs. Now we handle the term E 4 [u| F3].

K K
up = 20, (xy — 22, H VFE; s(xt) — Huﬁ”)
i=1 i=1
= 277t HVFl S l‘t HVFl S l‘t l‘t — J)f>
i=1
K K
+ 2 ([] VEus(ae) - vf) = ] VEus(@n) - o - Vfos(ug) o — 2
i=2 i=3
K
+ 2nt<H VF; g(xe) v Vfg s(u (1) H VF; () - v (1) . vﬁz),xt — xf)
=3 =3

K—-1
+277t<H oV fre () Hvt e
i=1

Conclude above inequality, we have

_277t H,U() Hv()lk Ty — i,k>
K i—1

K—j+i(i-1)i 1 Lk
<2, Y ST sl e — 2

i=1j=1

K
K—it+i(i—1)i i i—1
+27}tZLf i+5(i—1) HUg)—vfi,S(Ug ))”'th_xt H
=1
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Conclude above inequality, for any ; > 0 and A\; > 0 we have

K K
2 (e — a3, H VF; s(x) — Hvt(l)>
i=1 i=1
W i+ 1(i—1)i
—J+5(i—1)1 j ) —1
<oy oLy T = fs () e — 2
i=1 j=1

K
K—it+3(i—1)i 4 —
S DY A TR A [ PO
i=1

K G5 (=i () (=12 K i—1
DYDY u? — fi.5uf )| K—jt1(i—1)i
- ik oy YOS Ly RO g a2

Tt i=1 j=1
K K—i+3(i—1)i, (4) (i—1) K
M D ieq Lf : vy =V fis(uy i K—i+1i(i—1)i 512
+ Y +/\t77t;Lf : e — 2|7
Then we can get
Ealllzea — 27 |1%|F)
i L (-1)i
< lwe — 21> + LEnf — 2nu(Fs (1) — Fs(a9)) +yme D> Ly 72 = 2|2
i=1 j=1
K +1(i—1)i 1
mY i YLy Eallu” — f.s(ui’ )21
Tt
K K—i+i(i—-1)i i) (i—1)\ 12 K
M1 L : Ealllv;” = Vfis(u )IZIF —i+3(i—-1)i
= v t N Al T
t i=1
This completes the proof. O

Then we give the detailed proof of Theorem 3]

proof of Theorem[3] According to Lemma setting ; = n, B; = B and \; = v; = 1/, we have

Eall|lzes — 27|17
K i—1

—j+Lli—1)i
< Ealla, — a5 + LEn? — 2Ba[Fs(z,) — Fs(@®)] +0v/BY Y LF 7 2V [|a, — 252
i=1 j=1
K + 1—1)1
nzz ST @ — f ()]
VB
K ;K—it+i(G-1)i (i) (i— 1
nZizlLf : EA[HUt _vfi,S( || K—it+i(i— 1)z S
+ + L Ty — Ty
N VB Z EAll 2]
< Ealllzs — 252 + L¥n? — 2qEa[Fs(z;) — Fs(a?)]
+77KL”“Z U Ea[lul — fis(ud )12 L S Eallof? = Vi s(ud )]
VB VB
+/BUKLY + KL}?)E ||z, — 257,
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K—j+3 K—it+3i

where Lﬁ = max{L; } forany i, j € [1, K] and L}"* = max{L - 1)i} for any i € [1, K]. Using

Lemmal[I9 and 20l we have

Ealllzet — 237

< Ealllze — a7 1] + LEn® — 20Ea[Fs(2:) — Fs(a?)]

my . Cie % —c (@ _ ¢ 2
+ KL} (3 (5 Ellu” — fisao) )
i=1
K ) 2 fil 2L2 i 2LK
cagi (Y ey + 1)+ =BT
K

ey (S @ ~ fs@o)l?) + Ellol® — ¥ fus(ao)|?)

i=1

A(CK (202))n2LE N ‘
(> iz 5f) Jn*Ly +4I3K(Uf+0J+20f(2(2L%)Z)))/\/B

=1
+nV/BKPLE + KLT)Ea[|l2, — 27]%).

Rearranging and telescoping the above inequality from 1 to 7" we have

T
> B a[Fs(x) — Fs(a?)]

t=1

T K
< D+ LT+ I (Y9 (D) Rl  fuseo) |
t=1 i=1
+4803K (3 (2L3)") +1) + ZZ:l(ﬁf)n f)/\/B
=1
(N~ Cye B e () 2 (3) 2
+ L} (Z(g) (5) " (Elllur” = fis(zo)IF] + Elllvr” = Vfis(20)I7])
t=1 =1
40K (2L2))n2 LK K 4
PRONLL 6f) JrLs +4BK(UJ%+U%+20?(Z(2L?)1))>/\/ﬁ
i=1
+nv/B(K*L* + KL}*)D,T.
Then denote L'} = max{L’"*, L"*} we can get
Ea[Fs(x7) — Fs(2f)]
K K
<O(Da(nT) "+ Lifn+ (Y ULy 52T 1Zt <+ LPa3 (Y (L3 + )52
=1 t=1 =1
=z 2'2—32 & 1/2— 1 — = 2\i\,,2 n—3/2 (58)
HLPY (LB + (O U+ Vi) LT Zt +LPO (LB

i=1 =1 t=1 i=1
K .
+ LY (0} + 05+ a3 (Y (13)))BY + DLy BY2).

i=1

Noting that 31, t~% = O(T'~%) for z € (0,1) U (1,00) and 3", t=* = O(log T), as long as ¢ > 2 we get
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Ea[Fs(z7) — Fs(z?)]

K

K K
(Lo} + 0+ o3 (D)) + DL)BY2 + Ly (O (1) )n*67%2).
i=1 i=1
This complete the proof.

proof of Theorem|[6] According to (37), we have
K t—1 K i—1
K— i—1)i/2 i
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Then using Lemma[T9] and 20| we have
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=1
Thus we get
lewt
(% yeges ~ - N
2 —c/2 —c/2 21rm 2\i 7T K 2n0—1/2
< 6K2L'T ZU D sT2 4 6KALT | 2) (2L3) LK 5B HZTk
s=1 =1 k=1
K t
+12K2L7 | (03 + 03) +2( Z (2L3) K- B2t + 6K LY, | > (Ui + Vi)( 5*6/22370/2.
i=1 i=1

According to Theorem [I] we have
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Eg a[F(x1) — Fs(xt))]

ESA Vark A(S)]

K-—1
< L e + ALY o —2p®) + Ly Z
k=1

¢ K 2477L2Kt
BTN s 4 2aKPLPTR 12 LAY LE n? B 2t Z

s=1 i=1

< 24KZLPHy

+ASKLPTR | (02 + 02) +2 Z 2L3)! K - 8%t

ES A [Vark (A(S)] )
ng

K
2
+24K2L}R+K,’7 ZU+V CCB C/ZZS C/2+L Z
i=1 s=1 k=1
According to (58), we have

ZESA — Fs(27))]

T K c.. tp
K m c
<Dy '+ LET + ) KLY (Y (D) (5

t=1 i=1

)" E[|lul” — f;,5(x0)?]

K « .
+ 4802 K (3 (2L3)) +1) + 22_1(2?) LA
i=1

+ LD ElI ~ fis(eo) )+ Ellof” - ¥ fis (o))

4K L)ALk - /
. (Zz_(ﬁf) )n° Ly +48((0% +0%) +2(3_(LY)) + oK)/ VB

)/ VB

iUz 06 0/22 —c/2

i=1

+V/BK*L}PD,T + 24K*LT

K K 2K
+24K2Lm+K 22(2[12)1[/[( 2 71/2t 2477Lf t
i FILE BT Ay —

n
i=1 k=1 k

K
+HABKPLTHE | (02 + 03) + 200 (2L2)1) + 03K - /%ty

i=1

ESA Vark A(S)]

K
+24K2LT 9, 1Y (U + Vi)( °/QZS—°/2+Lf Z
i=1

Noting that 37, ¢ = O(T"2) for z € (—1,0) U (—o0, —1) and 3_,_, t~1 = O(log T), we have
T T T ‘
o> iti= Ztl 3 (logt)te=2) = O(T?* % (log T)'e=2).

t=1 j=1 =

Setting 7 = T~ and 3 = T~" we can get
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Z]ESA — Fs(a7))]

K
S O(Ta 4 Tlfa 4 Tl*(l*b)c+% (log T)lc:l + T*b/Q + T1+3b/272a 4 T27a Z Tl;l 4 Tl*b/2 4 T27a7b/2
k=1

K
+ T2—a—c/2(1-b) (log T)lc=1 + T2—2a+1/2b +T Z n;l/Z).
k=1

Dividing both side of above inequality with T, then from the choice of A(S) we have
Es,alF(A(S)) — F(x.))]

K
< O(Taq +T 4 Tf(lfb)c+% (log T)lc:1 + T—b/2-1 + T3b/2—2a + Tl Z ”1;1 + T—b/2 + Tl-a—b/2
k=1

K
+ Tl—a—c/2(1—b)(10g T)1“=1 4+ lm2a+1/26 Z n;l/Q).
k=1

As long as we have ¢ > 4, the dominating terms are O(T'~%~3), O(T+3-2%), O(T' = K nit), O(T* '), and
O(T3%2%) Setting a = b = 2, we have

K K
Es.a [F(A(S)) - F)] = 0@ 4 TEY ngt 43 ),
k=1 k=1
Letting 7' = O(max{n?,- -+ ,n%>}) we have the following

Es.a|F(A(S)) - F(a.)] = Z n. %),
This complete the proof. O

E.2 Strongly Convex setting

Similarly, since changing one sample data can happen in any layer of the function, we keep the same notations as in

Section[E1l
Case 1(i; # [ ). We have

K K
i i)l k
Jovss =ty < foe = [ o = [ o1
i=1 :

K K K K
' ):Lk : ‘ )L,
< floe = a1 = 2o ([T ot” = [Tt = alfy) 4 ndll [T = [Tl
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

(59)

Now we estimate the second term of above inequality. we decompose it to K (K + 2) terms. According to the strongly
convexity of Fig(+), we have

HVES Zt) HVES xt xt—xik>

L
L ||HVFZS (2:) HVFZS (")
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Using Assumption [3](iii) and strong convexity, similar to convex setting we can get

K K
—2n(]] v — Hvt(z)’l’ka - ;")
=1 =1
< LE YoV — Vs (@)l - e — 2b)

+ @ LE Yol = Y fo,s ()| + 20 LK [luf” — frs (@) - lze — 2p"|

+ (20 L2 |of™) — VfK,s<u§K‘”>||+ o 2 LTI EEDER D g (@) - e — 2b)

277tLM 24
|| Ty — ||2 L+‘LL||HVFZS -’L‘t HszS .’I:t ||2

K—-1+(K-1)K/2 1lklk K-1)K/2 K 1),l,k K),lk N
+ (2 L IR 0 |+ 2L “nw T S T v S D R P

1),L,k 1),l,k
+ @0 LK luf™ — f1 s (@) + 20 LK oD = fy s (D)) - [l — 2b

- 1)1,k
+ 20 L of M = Vs (@) ] - e — b))
(60)
Conclude above inequality, we have

K K
2 (4) i),k Lk
- 7715<Hvt _H”t STy — ")
i=1 i=1
K i—1

K—j+1(i=1)i ; j— )0,k i—1),0k ik
<2 YOS LE TRV D) sl D) P s T ey - 2|

i=1 j=1

K
K—it+1(i—1)i i i—1 i),k,l i—1),k,l Lk
o YLy UVl — Vsl ot = Vsl T EY ) - e — 2b)

=1

2 Lp Lk 277t
L i, — o - ||||VFzsa:t (Vs
=1

Changing the assumption of convexity to strong convexity does not affect the third term on the right side of (39), so we
have

K K
i i),L,k
n?||Hv§>—Hv£> [k
K i—1
2K —2j+(i—1)i 1 i—1),1,k
<o oD LF T — g s TP+ = f s TP )

i=1 j=1

K
2K —2i+(i—1)i i i—1 i),k,l i—1),k,l
Y LTV - f (a2 [lof = Vs (T E?)
=1

+ (K +2) KntHHVFZS () HVFZS (2"
=1
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By setting 7, < m we have

||517t+1 - IiﬁHQ
2L !
< _ _ )
<( L+th@
K i-1 L . .
— 1
luf? — fr.5 (™) + [uf

+on, Z Z L;(—J'f‘E(Z 1)1(

i=1 j=1

K
+20, 3 LTV 0 g s @) 4 o - fs D) - e
1),l,k
— Fis(uf T 2)

k
I

i—1),l,k I,k
— [ TR Yl — 2R

ok
I

=1
K i—1
i+(i—1)4 1 i),k
9 — 1@ T2 (fu?

2K—25+(i—1
SN i (e
i=1 j=1
i i),k,l i—1),k,1
oI f s (TR,

K
QLT = Vs ok

Case 2 (i; = [ ). We have

K K
Lk ] k i),l,k
i1 — 2y |l = llwe —me Hvt(z) - + e HUf@ |
=1 1=1
K K (61)
I,k i i),1,k I,k
<z — 2p® |+ mell Lo = T o) < lwe — 2% + 20 L.
1=1

i=1

Therefore, we have
I+ dp L g — 2| + 4n? L35

Lk
@1 =z 17 < e

Combining above two cases, and taking the expectation w.r.t. A we have

Ik
Allzirr — |17
2ne Ly 1k
M|z — ||

< _
*( L+u t
K i—1
K—jt3(i-1)i 1 )L,k j—1),1.k Lk
2y Y Ly (lus? = f3.5 @) + [[WH* = 5 s (@)Y -z, — ab®)|
i=1 j=1
i)kl i—1),k,l
WL f @R ) oy — 2l

K
K—i+i(i—1) [ i— [
2 SO LT (o — Vsl D))+ of
=1

K i—1
2K—2 i— 1 1 Lk 1),l,k
2 SN LTIV g s (T2 [l — f s T))

11]1

2K —2i1+(i—1)2 i—1) k,l i—1),k,l
+mZL HEDo® T s 4 ol fs (@l 2) 4 g — 22

=1
+ 4 L e — 2" - g,y + 407 L35 - 1,y
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Then setting 7; = 7 and using Lemma[2] we can get

Lk
Eallz — "

t—1 K i—1

- ZZ - YL IO B — g sl )R - B, - a2
s=1 =1 j=
2YY S - T B — (D) B, - b)Y
s=11i=1 j=1
Y (1= Pyt B — Vsl - Bl — b2
s=11=1
B IE e RO JuOR 0 s (OB B, — b))
s=11=1
B9 — PR L B o) — £GP + Baluf — f s
s=11i=1 j=1
+§§: in—f:z t 8772L30K 2i4(i— 1)Z(EA||U§i) _vfijs(ugifl))HQ+EA||U£i),k,l_vfts(ugifl),k,l)”Q)
=1i=1

-1 2K
2Ly, AnLf by LR 2 2nLp 4 L3

1 — Lyt E /2 )i ,
30 e B a1 +§: Zolityes T

Similarly, setting u; = (E4||z¢ — 2||2)1/2,

t—1 K i—1 277Lu

s 2K—2 1—1)1 ; . . .
=22 P LT B — fs @I+ Balu — fs ()
s=11i=1 j=1

i=1 L+‘LL

S=

t—1 K
2nL it (i—1)i . . . .
+ 30 (1 - T2 2K DN R 0@ — Vs (G V)2 4+ Ballo® R - Vs (uCDR)2)
1
+

Z 2nLu = 54’72L§‘K

L+M ng
and
K i—1
277L,u K— '+l(1'_1)z' . .
_222 an J+3 (EA||Ug])_fj,S(Ug] 1))”2)1/2

i=1 j=1

K i—1

2L s, K5 : -
+QZZ 1—m an J (EA”Ugj)’l’k—fj’s(ugJ 1),l,k)||2)1/2

i= 1] 1

2nLp o L K—itl(i—1)i i i—
+2Z L T EA — fi s (ulD))2)

K
2nL _ it Ll(i—1)i . 2nL 477L
+2§:u—»77”f’%Lf’+ﬂ’”(EMw9$l vﬂ’(zlﬂﬂn u2+§: ;LZts n;.
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Then according to Lemma 3] we have

t—1
Ut S \/LST&*FZCVS

t—1 K i—1
20Lp 4oy o 2K —2j+(i—1)i : - ; -
> )y P L BB ) — £ (D) 4 B a0 — £ (DR )12
s=11i=1 j=1 L+/j,
t—1 K
2nLp s 9 2K —2i4(i—1)i i i i (i—
QD= T TP T Al = Vs () P+ Ballof = Vs (T 2)12
s=11i=1
t—1 K i—1
£2 Y33 P s RO ) — g ()22
L+M n f 4,5\
s=11i=1 j=1
t—1 K i—1
\ 20Lp g L K—j+i(i-1)i Gk _ ¢ (—1),0,k\|12\1/2
+2) ) D (1 - )Ly " (Ballu fis(u )7
s=11i=1 j=1 L+ ® o
t—1 K
Ly L K—itd(i—1)i
+QZZ(1_7)t ‘an (¢ (]E HU(Z) sz (z 1) H )1/2
s=1i=1 L+M
t—1 K
5 1 2Ly 4 K- i+d(i-1)i Eallo@kl _ (i—1),k,l 1/2
#2303 (1= e O g R - Vs )
s=11i=1
LA (L +p)  2LF(L + p)
oy ng Ly

where the last inequality holds by

ti 2L, Ly _AnLf Lap 2LF(L+p)
gt L +M ny ~ np  2nLp npLp

Next, we will discuss which one is the dominant one, (31} S : Zi_l( - i”f;:)t s 2L2K 2R ) —

j—1 —1 K 1—1 K— + 1—1)1 1 .
Fis@d)PY2 or SIS ST (1 - 2k LRV R ) s(u .9 N)|[2)1/2. According
to Lemma[I9] we have

t—1 K i—1
2nLp g K—2j+(i— : i
QoD D= )L T B — frs (D))
s=1i=1 j=1
t—1 K—1
2nL
< VELF(3 3o (1= T T Ballul) = fis (™))%
s=1 j=1
\/> m = 277LM t—s 2c c —c i) 2
< VKnLY (Z( —m) (Z(;) (s8) “E[lluy” — fi,s(zo)"]
s=1 i=1
K K 2Vi 2T K
; 2> -4 (2L%)"n°L
+ABoFK((D_(2L7)) + 1) + ===
=1
|2 V(L + e e M3y (2L3)F) + 1)(L + )y
<VKL} (>CZUZ'(2L:)77T 53 2+2JfK\/ f T g2
=1

m K 2\iT K
+ \/KLf 2= (L7 Ly (L + p) 3/23-1/2
T 7 :
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where the inequality holds by Lemma[T] As for the later,

X = 1 277Lu K—j+3(i—1)i G) (G—1)y(12\1/2
> ULy FEBallud — £ 5 G D)))
s=11i=1 j= 1
t—1 K—1
m 277LM —S8 1 j—
< KnLj (1—ﬁ)t (Eallul? — f5,5(@d D)%)
s=1 j=1 H
t—1 K
2nLp 2c
< K Lm 1 - S ~7\c¢ C]:E
< KoL Y (1= ) (0 60) Bl = fusan) )
K K 2vi 27 K (62)
. 2K (2L2)in2L
a3 ) + 1) 4 P T
i=1
K K
2c (L+,LL) _c H_c 2 ; (L+,LL)
< KLY/ (Z=)e ; T 20 KL 2L2)i) + 1) - L 1/2
< KLP\ Q) U BT 307 w20 0Ly (U GLP) + 1) 570
K
m , L+up)
+ KL} QZ(QLfC)’Lff( oIk Lyg12
i=1

Comparing the above results, we can find the dominant term is Zi;ll iK=1 Z;;ll(l -

QL"_fl’j)t s LK itz (i-) (IE [u) — f.5u¥)|2)1/2. Take a similar action for several other items and

we can get

Ut<\/§t+zas

t—1 K i—1
277LM s, K—j+(i—1)i/2 ; -
<6 SN (1 Sy DR D) — f g (D))
s=11i=1 j=1 (63)
-1 K
277Lu s 7 K—it(i—1)i/2 i i
+GZZ (=gl FETDIZE o) — W f; 5 (ulD)||2) 2
s=11i=1
LF(L+p)  2LF(L+ p)
neLp ngLp
Since often we have n < minn—lk for any k € [1, K. Therefore, we have
i—1
2 L 4 i—1)i . .
< O( 30351 By LIV ) (a2
s=1 i=1 j=1
T-1 K K
2nLp 4 s - K+(i-3)i/2 ; i Ly (L+p)
B N Ellv® — V£ o(ul=1)[2)1/2 7)
+S:1 121( L+u) nL; (Eallvg fis(ud™ 77+ Lo
Moreover, we have
T-1 K i—1
< L p K12 ) o= [12)1/2
Zek<o 3 Y nL! Ealluf) — fj.s@f)P)
s=1 i=1 j=1 L+’u
T-1 K K
QWLM t 2 5y K+(i—3)i/2 (i) _ (i 1) 1/2 LJF/“L
(- e (Eallo® - Vi.sG)]?) Z ).
s=1 i=1 # k= a

This completes the proof.

Corollary 6 (K-level Optimization). Consider Algorithm [2Jwith 0 < ny = n < 2/(L + p)K(K + 2) and let
0< B =p8<max{l,1/(4K Zfil(ZL?c)i}for any t € [0,T — 1] and the output A(S) = xp. Then, we have the
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following results

K . , K
> e <O(TB) "2 + 82 +np 2 Z

k=1

Next, we give the proof of Corollary [6]

proof of corollary[ Putting the result (62) into (63), since often we have 1 < min nik for any k € [1, K|. Therefore,
we have

K K
e <O 2872+ 824 na 724y 0t

k=1 k=1

This complete the proof. O

Before giving the proof of Theorem [I0} we first give a useful lemma.

Lemma 22. Let Assumption[I[iii), 2| (iii) and 8| (iii) hold, Fs is p-strongly convex, then for SVMR, we have for any

Ly

EalFs(@e1)|Fi] < BalFs (@) 7] = SIVEs(@)]” + =5

+AK? fmZEA lu — f,5(ud ™)) F)

+4K? nZEA o) = W £ 5wl D)) F-

where E 4 A denotes the expectation taken with respect to the randomness of the algorithm, and F; is the o-field
generated by S.

proof of Lemma[22] According to the Assumption [3](iii) we have
1 2
Fs(@er1) < Fs(@e) + (VEs (@), @er1 — 20) + Sll2ep1 — 2¢|

K
i 1
< Fs(ae) = m(VEs(xe), [T o) + 5l — ]
i=1

K
1
= Fs(xt) —ne(VFs(zy), H VEs(ze)) + §th+l — xe]® = ue,

i=1

where u; = 0, (VFs(20), [T, v = [1X, VFs(x)).

Let F; be the o-field generated by S. Taking expectation with respect to the randomness of the algorithm conditioned
on F;, we have

niLf

Ea[Fs(z41)|Fe] < EalFs(x)|Fe] — mel [ VEs () ||* + 5

— EA[ut|}"t].
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Now we bound the term E 4 [u; | Fy].

K K
~EalutlFe] = Ealne(VFs (@), [[ VFis(ze) = [[ i) 7]
=1 i=1
K K
Al [ VFis(xe) = [[ VEFus(@e) - vf”, VEs(20)|F]
=1 1=2
+Ealne HVFzs o) HVFZ s(@e) vf”  Vhas(uf”), VEs(w,))| F]
1=2
K
+Ealn(J] VEis(ze) - v - Vfas(u HVFzg 0'? VFs(2,))| Fi
1=3

K-1
+]EA[77t<1_[ v ViksuY)

H’U(Z) VFS SUt |ft]
i=1
Concluding the above inequality, using Assumption [T] (iii) we have
K izl (i)
—j+i(i— z 1
Ealwl Rl <m Y Ly T TV Eallly” — fis ) 19 Es ()17

i=1 j=1

K—i+5(i—1)¢ i—
ey Ly TR - Vsl - IV Fs ()17

=1
K-1

i ,

< KLPne Y Eallluf — fi.5ud )| - [V Es(zo) |7

j=1
K—-1

m [ i—1

+ L Y Eallof — Vfis(ul™ )| - IV Es (o) || F]-

=1

According to Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

&= | Fs ()]
—Ealw|F] < KLEn Z (5771‘ +1Eallluf”

j=1

— frsu PR

N (I Es )
m S 7 i—
L Y (S 4 AEAl” — Vsl D)D),

i=1

Therefore we have

ne L
EalFs(x141)|Fe] < Eal[Fs(ze)|Fe] — el VFs(ze)|* + —+

2

9 K-1
m Sz j j—
. KLf‘m(tht)l + 3 uEAll - s IPIF)
j=1

F 0 i
+ (e IFs @l S( +ZAEA [l — ¥ fis @l 0)2) .
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Setting y; = 4K2L}" and \; = 4K L'}, we have
o

EalFs(zip1)Fi] < EalFs ()| Fi] - @HVFS(%)IF +—

+AK L, Z Eaflluf” — f1.5(uf ™)1 F]
j=1

+ AR LT, ZEA o = V fis(uf = P)IFL-

This complete the proof. O
Next, we will give the detailed proof of Theorem [I0}
proof of Theorem[I0] Note that strong convexity implies the Polyak-Eojasiewicz (PL) inequality
1
SIVEs@)I? > p(Fs(x) - Fs(af)), Vo,
Then according to Lemma and PL condition, subtracting both sides with Fis(2) we have
27K
s sy MLy
EalFs(ze1) = Fs(@))] < (1= une)BalFs(2,) = Fs(23)] + ==
K-1
m j j—1 i—1
+AK L Y Balllu” — fi.s ()] + ALY Z Ealllv;” = Vfis(u'™))-
j=1
By setting 7, = 1), 3 = 3, according to Lemma[I9]and Lemma 20| we have
Ea[Fs(zr41) — Fs(a})]
’172LK
< (1= un)EalFs () = Fs(af)] + =5
K K K 2Vi 27 K
m Cio 1B . i i 23 i (2L3)'n° L
AR L0 (2) () T Elllu” — fus(wo) 1P + 4803 K ((Y_(2L7)") +1) + Fam—
i=1 i=1
K K 2Vi),,2 7 K
m Cie tBy e i i 403221 (2L%)" )L
FARPLEN(Y () () T Elllut” — fis(@o) ]+ Elllor” = Viis(@o)*) + a—
i=1
K
+4BK (0} + 07 + 207> _(2L3)))).
i=1
Telescoping the above inequality from 1 to 7' — 1, we have
Ea[Fs(er) — Fs(z?)]
- T—1
< (1= pn)"'Ea[Fs(z1) - Fs(z Z — )"t 1+4K4Lm( )n Z )Y e — )T
t=1 =1 t=1
K T-1 47m K 2\i3 T—1
" , L SK*L > . (2L%)n o
IR LT oG (3 (RLE)) + 18 3 (1 = )T~ o == B (1= )T
i=1 t=1 t=1
K —1 21m 2 3 T-1
e 2C . . L 16K°L Y. (20%)'n L
HAKELP ()0 Y (Ui + V) Yt (L — )T b= (1= p)™"
i=1 t=1 t=1
K T—1

+16K3 LY (0F + 03 + 207 (> _(2L5) )8 > (1 — pm)" .

=1 t=1
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For t = 0, we have

EA[Fs(J?l) - Fs(l‘f)]

7’]2LK K-1 K-1
< (1= um)EalFs(wo) = Fs(@?)] + =55 + 4K Lfn Y Ui +4K°Lin Y (Ui + Vi),
j=1 j=1
Then combining above two cases, we have
Ea[Fs(zr) — Fs(a))]
2L K T
< (1= pn)"Ea[Fs(z0) — Fs(x Z — )" t+4K4Lm )7 ZU Zt (1= p)t 1
K 41m 2\i,,3 T—1
m - SK*L Zi:l(QL )'n i
+16K° Lo (Y (2L2)1) + 1 nﬁz i — 5 D D ) Et
i=1 t=1
K T—1 27m 24i, 3 T—
2c 16K-°L Z 1(2L%)
4K2L7n “"Ne, p—c U’L Vvl t (1 — T—t—1 f T t—1
+ 7o) s (;( + )); (1 — pm) + 5 g
K T—
+16K3LY (07 + 05 + 203> _(2L3) Z (1— p)T=t1
i=1 t=1
+ (4K* nZU+4K2Lng N = pn)T 1
Then from Lemmal[T} we have
T—1 T—1 T_t_1 T—1 T—1
i1, —y (L —pm) - 1 -
Z(l—/m)Ttlt c < t=1 Zt c§7ztc
t=1 r-1 t=1 Tun =
Therefore,
Ea[Fs(zr) — Fs(z))]
c _ UL;{
< () (nT) Dy + —
(2)0n) ;
m(2c\cn—c K — m K [
AKALY CE) B (ima Us) -, 16K°L o3 (i (2L3)") +1)8
+ dotet
T P I
BKALY Y05, (L)) 4K LY (%) (L, (Ui + Vi) &,
+ + Z t=
B Tn P
16K2L7 S (2L2) i . 16K3LT (0% + 03 + 203(31, (2L2)"))B
B o
K—1 K—1 c
+ @KL U+ 4KPDE (U + V) () i)™
j=1 j=1

Moreover, note that 3., =2 = O(T"~#) for z € (0,1) U (1,00) and 3./, t~' = O(log T). As long as ¢ # 1 we
get
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K K
EalFs(er) - Fs(a$)] = O((nT) "Dy + Ll + L} (3} U3) Lpo3 (3 (L3)) +1)8
i=1 i=1
K ‘ K
+LPY (L)~ + L Z Ui + V7)) (BT)
i=1 i=1
LP Y (L3)'n*B~ + L} (oF + 05 + 07D _(L3))B
i=1 i=1
K-1 K-1
Lr S U+ L S (U + Vi) ) )
j=1 j=1
By rearranging the above inequality, we can obtain
K
EalFs(ar) — Fs(@$)] < O((nT) "Dy +nLf + L (Ui + Vi) (8T) ¢
i=1

K

+ LY (0% + 05+ 07> _(L7)))8

i=1

K-—1
ZL2”5 + L7 S U+ Vi )C).
i=1 j=1

The proof is completed. O

proof of Theorem[I1] Combining Theorem [I] and Theorem[I0] we have

Es a[F(vr) — Fs(zr)]

K-1
E 1(A
< L¥ex +4Lf Zet+LfZ s,a[Varg 41 (A(S)]
t=1 t—2 NK—t+1

K
2 (L1 psgs Eg,a[Varg—¢4+1(A(9)]
<120\ | KLPHE (= pTE4L
= f f ( e ) ZU Ly ﬁ + ftz; NK—t+1

K | rmtK & 2 (L+4) j1/0 K mt+K = ovir ik LR a0
ook oy ) g o g S orpyy
=1 =1

K
2 L+p (L)
k=1 i=1

K K 2K K K
(L+p) 2nL3" (L + p) 2L% (L + p)
1 2LE [ (02 1 02 + 202> (2r2) )y L gie y 3o [ BT g 20 )
\ it d ; 7 Ly ; Ly = el
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Then according to Theorem [0} we have

EA[F(A(S)) — F(x.)]

K
< 12Lf KL’;”K(%) ZUi(LJF“) T-58-% +sz Es a[Varg—+1(A(S)]

¢ = Ly =2 MK —t+1
= (L+p) = (L+p)
+ 240 KLE | LPTR(Y (2L3)) +1) - Tuﬁw + 1205 | KLPHR2 Z(szc)lLJfSTun,@*l/?
i=1 =1
K K
2 7 L + c c . L +
+ 1208 | LPHE (e S+ o) T TS 58 oallf | KL Z(2L§)ZL§MM*V2
\ 3 k=1 Ly i=1 Ly
K 2K K K
L+u) 2nLE* (L + p) 2L§ (L + p)
+24L5F | (03 + 03 +202() (2L3)1)————B"2 + —) 3y
K K )
+(T) "Dy + L + L7 (O U)( “+ L7oi(()_(2L3)) +1)8
i=1 =1
K ) K
+LPY (L)) P87 + LF O (Ui + V) (BT)
i=1 i=1
K ) K
LY (L8 + L (0} + 07 + 07> _(L7)")B
i=1 =1

K-1 K-1
FLPDY U+ LY (Ui + Vi))n(nT)
j=1 j=1

Settingn = T3 = T~?, we have
EA[F(A(S)) — F(z.)]
K
< O(T2(b 1) + T 2 + T*—a 4 Z n[;l 4 T—C(l—a) + T—¢ 4 +T_C(1_b) 4 T—b + Tb—QL‘L + T_C(l_a)_a).
i=1

Setting ¢ = 3, then the dominating terms are O(T2~%), O(T~2), OT:®=D) O~ %), and O(Tc1-),
Then setting a = b = we have

Then setting T’ = O(max{nlg = ,nlg(}) we have
S|
EA[F(A(S)) — F(z.)] =0 —).
A[F(A(S)) = F(z.)] (; m)
Then we complete the proof. O
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