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Abstract

Online learning naturally arises in many statistical and machine learning prob-
lems. The most widely used methods in online learning are stochastic first-order al-
gorithms. Among this family of algorithms, there is a recently developed algorithm,
Recursive One-Over-T SGD (ROOT-SGD). ROOT-SGD is advantageous in that it
converges at a non-asymptotically fast rate, and its estimator further converges to
a normal distribution. However, this normal distribution has unknown asymptotic
covariance; thus cannot be directly applied to measure the uncertainty. To fill this
gap, we develop two estimators for the asymptotic covariance of ROOT-SGD. Our
covariance estimators are useful for statistical inference in ROOT-SGD. Our first
estimator adopts the idea of plug-in. For each unknown component in the formula
of the asymptotic covariance, we substitute it with its empirical counterpart. The
plug-in estimator converges at the rate O(1/+/t), where ¢ is the sample size. Despite
its quick convergence, the plug-in estimator has the limitation that it relies on the
Hessian of the loss function, which might be unavailable in some cases. Our second
estimator is a Hessian-free estimator that overcomes the aforementioned limitation.
The Hessian-free estimator uses the random-scaling technique, and we show that it
is an asymptotically consistent estimator of the true covariance.

Keywords: Stochastic First-Order Method; Covariance Estimation; Online Algorithm;
Random-scaling.



1 Introduction

In statistics, a parameter estimation problem often leads to an optimization problem. Let
0* be the true model parameters. In many widely-adopted models, 8* is the minimizer of a
convex population risk function F(0) := E,.pf(0;x), where £ € R¢ denotes the random
sample from distribution P, and f(@; ) is the loss function at «. This is the assumption

that we uphold throughout this paper. Mathematically, we have that

0" = in F(0). 1
arg min F(6) 1
In offline learning, one is given a fixed number of samples @4, -- , x;, for parameter

estimation. In general, the population risk function F' is unknown, so people use the
empirical risk function as an estimate for F'. This gives us the Empirical Risk Minimization
(ERM) objective:
1

argmeinglzz;f(e;mi)c (2)
Despite its popularity in statistics and machine learning, it is clear from that when the
data size is large, working with ERM will be both computational and memory expensive.
In this case, the online learning framework can be considered.

In Online learning, one has i.i.d. data samples {x;,i = 1,2,---} come in a sequence.
Given the data stream, one need to sequentially update the current parameter estimate 6APZ
based on the past estimate @_1 and the incoming data sample x;. The goal is that the
parameter estimate will approximate 8* in more accurately as we get more and more
data.

The most well-known algorithm in online learning is the Robbins-Monro algorithm, also

known as the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) (Robbins and Monro, (1951). The SGD



algorithm updates the parameter estimate as follows:
§i = @—1 - Uivef(é\i—l; x;), (3)

where Vg f(+;-) is the first-order derivative of f(-;-) with respect to the first argument;
we also simplify Vof(+;-) as Vf(+;-) in the rest of this paper. And 7; is the step size.
In general, one needs to take a diminishing sequence of step sizes such that »; 2890 to
make SGD converge. Note that the SGD updates the parameter estimate using only the
first-order derivative of the stochastic risk function, i.e., Vg f (@-_1; x;). One refers to the
algorithms that only use the stochastic first-order information for parameter update as
stochastic first-order algorithms.

In the family of stochastic first-order algorithms, a lot of advancements have been made
over the SGD algorithm by using the techniques such as averaging (Polyak and Juditsky,
1992), acceleration (Kingma and Ba, [2014; Dozat|, 2016)), and variance reduction (Johnson
and Zhang| 2013|). There are two main goals in those algorithms: the value of the objective
function converges to the minimum quickly, as illustrated by a tight upper bound of the
quantity IEF(@) —F(6*), where 6, is the estimator from the algorithm given ¢ data samples:
the estimator é\t converges in distribution, and one can develop the theoretical expression
of such a distribution. Recently, there is a new algorithm — ROOT-SGD (Li et al., 2022)
— that achieves both goals. We will discuss ROOT-SGD in the following.

The main advantage of ROOT-SGD, as compared to other online first-order algorithms,
is that it achieves non-asymptotically quick convergence and asymptotically normal distri-
bution in a single algorithm. Here we review such properties of ROOT-SGD for a strongly-
convex population risk function that are established in (Li et al., 2022)). The non-asymptotic
convergence result says that the value of the objective function in converges at rate

O(1/t) for the sample size t, which matches the optimal statistical rate up to a constant



factor. The asymptotic convergence result says that the estimator é\t converges in distribu-
tion to a multivariate normal distribution. In particular, one has v/#(8; — %) % N(0, ),
where the theoretical expression of the asymptotic covariance Y has been derived.

The asymptotic covariance of the ROOT-SGD estimator, 3, is unknown since it depends
on the unknown data distribution P and the unknown population risk function F'. However,
the asymptotic covariance is important for uncertainty quantification. We develop two
estimators for the asymptotic covariance, 3, in ROOT-SGD. We show that our estimators
are consistent. Using our estimators, one has reliable uncertainty measurement. With such
uncertainty measurement, one will be able to conduct statistical inference, e.g., hypothesis
testing for the true parameter 8*, or constructing confidence intervals.

We now give a high-level summary of the two estimators and discuss their pros and cons.
Our first estimator uses the plug-in technique. For each component in ¥, we plug in the data
samples to get the empirical version of it. We also made several adjustments to the empirical
estimator so that it is well-defined and can be computed in an online fashion. Our final
plug-in estimator converges to the true asymptotic covariance at a rate O(1/v/t), where ¢ is
the number of data samples. The plug-in estimator has the advantage of fast convergence.
However, it has the limitation of high computation burden and requires the stochastic
Hessian. Thus the plug-in estimator might be hard or even impossible to compute in some
cases. Our second estimator uses the random-scaling technique from the martingale theory.
It only requires the ROOT-SGD point estimator sequences, so the estimator is Hessian-free.
We call it a Hessian-free estimator. The Hessian-free estimator can also be computed in an
online way and is asymptotically consistent. When compared with the plug-in estimator,
the Hessian-free estimator has the advantage of lower computational cost. However, the

convergence rate of the Hessian-free estimator is unknown. Thus there is no guarantee of



a comparable convergence rate.

1.1 Existing Covariance Estimators

There is no work for estimating the covariance of the ROOT-SGD algorithm. But for
other online stochastic algorithms, such as the Averaging SGD (ASGD) algorithm, there is
some literature on covariance estimation. In this section, we review the existing covariance
estimation techniques. We also review the covariance estimators for the ASGD algorithm
in detail.

To provide a context of covariance estimation for the ASGD algorithm, we first quickly
review the ASGD algorithm and its asymptotic distribution. Then we summarize the tech-
niques in the current literature for covariance estimation in online stochastic algorithms and
their detailed application in ASGD algorithms. These techniques motivate us to develop
covariance estimators for ROOT-SGD.

The ASGD estimator is as follows. Recall that SGD updates as
§i = §i—1 - nivof(éi—n x;),
then ASGD estimator, denoted by 6;,’s, initialize as 6; = 51 and update as

0, = : _ 101‘71 + 15@ (4)
1 1

One may notice that such update is equivalent to 8; = % 23:1 éj, i.e., the ASGD estimator
is the averaging of all past SGD estimators. In equation , the ASGD estimator is
updated recursively: the current estimator 8; only depends on the most recent estimator
0;_, and the current SGD estimator @ Such recursive update avoids storing all past

SGD estimators, so the ASGD is memory efficient and compatible with the online learning

scheme.



The asymptotic distribution of the ASGD estimator is established for a special scheme
of decreasing step size as follows. When n; = ni~® for a € (1/2,1), Theorem 2 of (Polyak

and Juditsky, |1992) derives the asymptotic distribution of the ASGD estimator as:
V(8 — 6") % N(0, S asan), (5)

where the asymptotic covariance matrix Y sqp = A"1SA™! for A = V2F(0*) (Hessian of
F() evaluated at 0%), S = E,.p[Vf(0*; )V f(0*;x)T].

In the current literature, there are two classes of estimators for the asymptotic covari-
ance, Y 45D, based on the information required. We review these two classes for the ASGD
algorithm.

The first class is the plug-in estimator (Chen et all [2020, 2021), which requires com-
puting the stochastic Hessian V3 f(-;-). The plug-in estimator estimates each component
in the formula of the asymptotic covariance by their empirical counterparts. For example,
in the asymptotic covariance ¥ 56p = A 1SA™!, the plug-in estimator replaces A and S
by their estimators. Since ¥ 45¢p includes A = V2F(+), the plug-in estimator then requires
Vif (@_1; x;) to compute the empirical counterpart of A.

The plug-in covariance estimator for the ASGD is as follows. For ¥ gap = A~ 1SA™L

(Chen et al., 2020)) estimates A and S by their empirical counterparts as:

A=YV @), Si= (/)Y VIO 2) VI Bipz) (6)

Note that A\t and §t plug in the estimator sequence @-’s from SGD, instead of the ASGD
sequence 6;’s. The plug-in estimator for ¥ 45¢p is f]t7ASGD = (ﬁt)_lgt(ﬁt)_l. Both A, and
§t can be computed in an online fashion, so this plug-in covariance estimator is an online

estimator. Paper (Chen et al| 2020)) further shows that the plug-in estimator f]t’ASGD

'Note that S is a column vector times a row vector, which gives a square and symmetric matrix.



converges to X asgp as

E||Xascp — it,AsczDHz <t (7)

Since we have o € (1/2,1), the convergence rate is strictly slower than O(t~1/2).

The second class is the Hessian-free estimator (Chen et al.,|[2020; Zhu et al., 2021; Chen
et al., [2021; |Su and Zhu, 2018} Lee et al., [2021; Kiefer et al 2000) which does not use the
stochastic Hessian V3f(+;-). The Hessian-free estimator can be computed purely based on
the estimator sequences (@-’s or 0;’s in the ASGD algorithm). The idea is similar to that
of sample covariance: Suppose a;,7 = 1,--- ,t are i.i.d. samples from a distribution with
finite second moment, then (1/t)>"'_,(a; — a;)(a; — @;)” is an asymptotically consistent
estimator for the population covariance, where a;, = (1/t)Y./_, @, is the sample mean.
Then, for @ (or ;), one can also construct a sample covariance estimator by treating each
@ (or ;) as a sample. However, since @ and @-_1 are highly correlated, a vanilla sample
covariance as (1/t) Ele(@ - ét)(BAi —6,)" will not be asymptotically consistent. To solve
this issue, certain modifications will be required. We review them in the following.

There are two types of Hessian-free estimators for ASGD, which use different ways to
deal with the autocorrelation structure in the {@} sequence.

The first approach is the batch-mean estimator that uses batch mean as decorrelated
samples in place of the SGD estimators, (9\/8, to calculate the sample covariance (Chen et al.|
2020; [Zhu et al., [2021)). The idea of batch-mean originates from the covariance estimation
for time-homogeneous Markov-chain, which is an auto-correlated sequence (Politis et al.,
1999; Lahiri and Lahiri, [2003). The batch-mean estimator is constructed as follows: Divide
{é\i}izl,-u,t in to m batches as 51, e ,é\by §b1+17 e 7§b1+b2; e ,§b1+-~~+bm,1+17 e 7§b1+-~-+bmja

-~ -~ -

where b; > 0 is the batch size of the jth batch, and Z;nzl b; = t. Denote the batch mean

for the jth batch as 6’ := (1/b;) ijljb;b]_l 41 6;. Finally, the batch-mean covariance es-



timator is calculated as the (weighted) sample covariance of batch means 9278, denoted as
it, svm- When the batch size is large enough, the batch means are sufficiently decorrelated,
thus the it’BM will be a consistent estimator of ¥ 45¢p as shown by (Chen et al., [2020;
Zhu et al., 2021]).

The second approach is the random-scaling estimator that uses the estimators @’s (or
;s for ASGD algorithm) to calculate a sample covariance, but carefully analyze how the
sample autocorrelation affects the asymptotic distribution (Chen et al. |2021; Lee et al.,
2021)). The random-scaling technique is also referred to as robust testing (Kiefer et al.
2000; |Abadir and Paruolo), [2002). For the ASGD algorithm, (Lee et al., 2021) computes
a random-scaling estimator as V, gg = t% Zﬁzl i2(0; — 0,)(0; — 0,)T. Compared with a
consistent covariance estimator S for Yasep such that VE(E,)"V2(0, — 0) 5 N(0,1),
one instead has that v/#(V; rs)~*/%(0; — 8*) converges to another distribution. Paper (Lee
et al., 2021)) further shows that such distribution is well-defined and independent of the
specific problem setting (i.e., does not depend on f(-;-) or P). In this way, one can construct

a consistent covariance estimator of v/#(8; — 8*) using the random-scaling estimator \_/t RS-

1.2 Overview of the ROOT-SGD Algorithm

In this section, we review the ROOT-SGD algorithm. We also review the asymptotic
distribution of the estimator from the ROOT-SGD algorithm. The asymptotic distribution
is crucial to our analysis since our covariance estimators are based on the covariance of
such distribution.

The ROOT-SGD algorithm (Li et al., 2022) applies the idea of variance reduction
(Johnson and Zhang, 2013; Defazio et al. 2014; Nguyen et al., |2017; |Fang et al, 2018)) to

online learning, so it converges fast for a fixed step size. The ROOT-SGD algorithm is



given in Algorithm [I]

Algorithm 1: ROOT-SGD (Li et al., [2022))

Initialization: éo; set vy to be Vf(éo; x1); choose a step size n and burn-in period

B.

fori=1,--,B-1 do

. i—1 .

v; =V f(0,_1; ;) + T(vi—l — V£(0i—a; i),

01' - 02-,1.

for i = B,---,t do

. i—1 .

v; =V f(Oi_1; ;) + ——(vie1 — Vf(0i_g;x;)),

l

éi = (9\1'71 - N;.

Output: ét

We explain why ROOT-SGD is a variance-reduced algorithm. In Algorithm [} the

intermediate quantity v; serves as a variance-reduced estimator of the population gradient.

~

The estimator v; is developed as follows. One starts with an estimator v} of VF(6,_1) such
that the error v, — VF(8;_;) is the average of the errors {Vf(éj_l; x;)— VF(éj_l)}j:L... -
Mathematically,

%

v~ VEB1) =+ (VB i)~ VF(G,1)) (®)

j=1

~

Then the term v] is an unbiased estimator of VF(0;_1). Moreover, assume the conditional

covariance Cov(Vf(éj_l;mj)|§j_1) < ¥ almost surely, then Cov(v)) < ¥'/i, which is a

7

reduced covariance. One can further rewrite so that v, — VF (é\i,l) only depends on



— VF(OZ 2) and Vf( i 1;T;) — VF(@_l) as follows:

H

i—

of = VE(@, 1) = + (VI Brsi) = V@) + 3 (VI 25;) ~ TF(@; 1)
HVS B m) ~ VFB, )+ (v~ VF(B)). (9)

Since VF(@_l) and VF(@_Q) in (9) are unknown, (Li et al.; [2022) replaces them with the
unbiased estimators V f ( i1;x;) and V f ( i—2; @;), respectively. This gives us the gradient

estimator in the ROOT-SGD algorithm that

= V(B @) + (o~ V(B (10)

Then the ROOT-SGD performs update on parameter 9 using ;.

We now review the asymptotic distribution of ROOT-SGD in (Li et al., 2022). Our
covariance estimators are all based on this asymptotic distribution. Under certain regularity
conditions (see details in Lemma, for a proper step size n and burn-in period B, (Li et al.,
2022) proves that

VO, — 0°) 5 N(0,%) (11)

for ¥ = A7Y(S + B[E,(0")AZ,(0")])A~", where Z,(8) = V2f(6:x) — V2F(6), A =

V2F(0%), S = E,wp[Vf(0*;2)V f(0*;x)T] and A is determined by solving the following

matrix equation of A (a.k.a. the modified Lyapunov equation):

AA + AN — nE[E4(0")AZ,(67)] — nAAA = 1S. (12)

1.3 Convergence of ROOT-SGD for Two Examples

Besides its fast convergence and asymptotic normality, ROOT-SGD is also advantageous

in that we can explicitly illustrate its convergence for some learning examples. In this

10



section, we explain the convergence property of the ROOT-SGD algorithm for two learn-
ing examples: the normal mean estimation and the natural parameter estimation for the

exponential family distribution.

Normal Mean Estimation. We now describe the normal mean estimation problem and
show the convergence of the ROOT-SGD in this situation.

Consider the problem of estimating the mean vector of a multivariate normal distri-
bution. Suppose the data x; s N(6*%;1,). Let the loss function be the negative log-
likelihood:

1 2
1(6:2) = 56

Then we have Vf(0;x) = 6 — x. It is not hard to check that the ROOT-SGD update is:

R R R 1 R t
0t = Ht—l — 77(0t_1 — z ;wz) = (1 — 77)0,5_1 + g ;.’Bl (13)

We now compare the ROOT-SGD estimator with the common estimator of sample mean
T, = % 22:1 x;, which is a consistent estimator for the true mean vector 8*. Then (13)) can
be rewritten as:

0, — 2, =(1-1)(01 — z0). (14)
Thus, for the step size n € (0, 1], the current estimator will be closer to the sample mean
than the last estimator. When the sample mean ; is close to the true parameter 8*, we
will have nearly linear convergence of the ROOT-SGD estimator é\t. Our calculation above

explicitly shows an advantage of the ROOT-SGD algorithm: it converges fast to an optimal

estimator.

Exponential Family Model. We now describe the problem of parameter estimation in
the exponential family model and show the convergence of the ROOT-SGD algorithm in

this case.

11



Consider estimating the natural parameter 8 € RP in an exponential family model,

where the probability density function is given by:
L(x; 0) = h(w) exp[(0, T(x)) — B(6)]

Let the risk function be the negative log-likelihood f(0;x) = —(0,T(x)) + B(), then the
gradient is Vf(0;x) = —T'(x) + VB(0).
Then we write the ROOT-SGD update for the exponential family model. For the

intermediate quantity v;, we can solve its recursive relationship to get:

t—1

v = VB(B,_1) — T(m) + ——(ve_1 — VB(8,2) + T(a,))

L o — VB(6,)

~ 1
= VB(Htfl) — ;T(wt) +
. 1
=VB(61) - ; T (x;),

The parameter update using such v, is
P . . 1
Ht = 015,1 — Ny = 0,571 -1 (VB(Htl) — — ZT(ZI%)) . (15)
tia
Finally, we compare é\t with the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE). The MLE is
equivalent to the estimator in ([2)), and it is asymptotically efficient. In particular, the MLE
converges to the true parameter at rate O(1/t). For exponential family model, the MLE

0; satisfies
t

VB(6) =+ > T(w)

i=1

Thus the ROOT-SGD update in can be rewritten as
0, =0, (VB(@_l) - VB(Q;‘)) .

Under some regularity conditions on B(-), we have Proposition [1] holds. By Proposition [1}

when the MLE 6} is close to the true parameter 8*, we will have nearly linear convergence

12



of the ROOT-SGD estimator. In this way, we have a straightforward explanation for the

convergence of ROOT-SGD that could not be applied to (A)SGD.

Proposition 1. When B(0) is u-strongly convex and l-smooth for 0 < u < I, we can take

1 € (0, pkg), so that 3a € (0,1/n) s.t.

16, — 672 < (1 —1a)||8;_1 — 6} |- (16)

The proof for Proposition [I]is in Appendix [A]

Notations and Paper Organization. We define some notations that we will use
throughout this paper. For matrices X € R"*°)Y € RP*?: let X ® Y denote the standard
Kronecker product; let || X||2 be the operator norm of X and || X || be the Frobenius norm of
X; denote the vectorization of X as Vec(X) = (X1, ..., Xn1, X12, o, X2 ooy Xioy ooy Xno) L -
For two nonnegative real values a(t) and b(t), denote a(t) < b(t) if Je; > 0 such that
a(t) < c1b(t).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section [2, we propose our
plug-in estimator for the asymptotic covariance and show the convergence of the plug-in
estimator to the true covariance. In Section 3, we propose our Hessian-free estimator for the
asymptotic covariance and prove its asymptotic consistency. In Section [4 some numerical
experiments are reported. In Section [5] we discuss the findings of this paper and propose

some future work.

2 A Plug-in Estimator and Its Convergence

In this section, we describe our plug-in covariance estimator in the ROOT-SGD algorithm,

and we prove the convergence rate of the aforementioned plug-in covariance estimator.

13



2.1 A Plug-in Estimator with Thresholding

Our goal is to provide an online estimator for the asymptotic covariance of ROOT-SGD.
Recall that the asymptotic covariance is ¥ = A71(S + E[Z,(0*)AZ,(0*)])A~!. For the
plug-in estimator, we assume that we have access to the stochastic second order term
sz(@—l? mt).

There are two steps in the plug-in estimator: plug-in and thresholding. The plug-in
step approximates each component in ¥ by its empirical version, that is, estimate A, S
and E[=,(0*)A=,(0*)] using the parameter estimates and data samples; the thresholding
step performs spectral thresholding on the empirical estimators. We will explain spectral

thresholding in detail later in our thresholding step.

Plug-in Step. For A, S, E[=,(0*)A=,(0*)] in the asymptotic covariance, we approximate

them by their empirical counterparts as follows. For

A =V*F(6%),
we approximate it by
- 1 i o
At = m i:;rl \V4 f(G,;_l, Q'JZ> (17)

For

S =E,.p[Vf(02)Vf(O;x)],

we approximate it by

. 1 ! ~ ~

St = t—B Z Vf(Oi1; ) V(0ii; )" (18)
i=B+1

For

E[=,(07)AZ,(0")] = E[V2f(8"; ) AV f(8"; )] — AAA

14



we approximate it by

t
1 ~ ~
—5 'Z V2f(0,_1; ) AV2f(0,_1; ;) — ANA. (19)
i=B+1

In the estimator , we need to further estimate A. Since A is the solution of , we can
replace each unknown term in by their empirical estimators, and solve the “perturbed

version” of in A as:

t
A+ AN ——— 3 V246 1 m) AV S(B: 1) = 05, (20)
t—B i=B+1

and we denote the solution as /A\t. Vectorize we have

1 Vee(S,) =(A, @ I) Vee(Ay) + (I ® A,) Vec(A,)

~

1 fo ~ o~
iy V2 f(6i-1; ;) © V2 f(0;_1; ;) Vec(Ay).
=Bt .
That is,
Vee(Ay) = n{A, @ I + 1 ® A, — nP,} ' Vee(S,). (21)

Using the estimators Et,@ and /A\t in equations , , , the plug-in estimator of the
asymptotic covariance ¥ = A~ (S+E[Z5(0")AZ,(07)]) A~ = A7 (JAA+ AN ANA) AT
is
-~ I A N B N T |
Zt = At _AtAt + _AtAt _— AtAtAt At . (22)
U] U]

We add notes on the computation of the plug-in estimator as follows. First, the plug-in
estimator is an online estimator. Since each of Et,f’t, §t can be computed in an online
fashion, the estimator Kt in (21)) is also an online estimator. The plug-in estimator in (22))
then can be computed with the online estimators A, and A,. The plug-in estimator is thus

online. Second, among all components in the plug-in estimator, the term /AXt in is the

hardest to compute. Luckily, there are some cases in which we can avoid computing /A\t.

15



For example, when =,(60*) = 0 (which holds for the exponential family model), one has
Y = A71SA-L In this case, the plug-in estimator is simply S, = A\;lgtj;l' Avoiding

computing /AXt can reduce the computational burden in those cases.

Thresholding Step. Note that in equations and we need to invert Xt RI+I®
fAlt - 77]3t and ﬁt, which are random quantities that might be poorly conditioned or even
non-invertible. To deal with this issue, we do spectral thresholding for A\t and f’t

We briefly explain the spectral thresholding technique as follows. For a positive semi-
definite matrix M, spectral thresholding involves two steps. First, one performs eigen-
decomposition on M, denote M = UDUT. Second, depending on whether one needs upper
thresholding or lower thresholding on the matrix M, one performs upper or lower truncation
on the diagonal matrix D. For example, when upper thresholding using the threhold value
C, one computes a diagonal matrix D such that (D);; = min(C, D;;). On the contrary,
when lower thresholding using the threhold value ¢, one computes a diagonal matrix D
such that (D);; = max(c, D;;). The thresholded matrix is M = UDUT.

In our case, we do lower thresholding for Xt using threshold value § and denote the
thresholded matrix as Zt. We do upper thresholding for ﬁt using threshold value 6" and
denote the thresholded matrix as P,. The choice of thresholding parameters ¢, will be
discussed in Theorem [l

With the thresholded estimator for A and P, we now give the thresholded plug-in
covariance estimator. Similar to equation (21)), we first develop the thresholded estimator
for A:

Vec(Ay) = {4, @ I + 1 ® A, — nP,} " Vec(S)).

16



Then the thresholded plug-in estimator for the asymptotic covariance is

~ ~ 1e ~ 1 ~~ =\ ~
Zt = At_l <5AtAt + EAtAt - AtAtAt) At_l (23)

The thresholding is usually not required in practice, as A\t and ﬁt are close to A and P
with high probability. The thresholding provides a theoretical guarantee that the matrix

inverse in our estimator is doable.

2.2 Convergence of Our Plug-in Estimator

In this section, we show that the thresholded plug-in estimator is consistent. In particular,
we bound E||S — 5¢||r and show that it converges to 0 as t — co. We also specify the
convergence rate as a function of t. For a specific problem, such as linear regression, one can
further analyze the dependence of the convergence rate on the dimension of the problem.

To establish the consistency of the plug-in estimators, we need some regularity condi-
tions on the objective function. These conditions are mild, as we show that some common
learning examples, such as linear regression, logistic regression, and exponential family
model, all satisfy those conditions; see details in Appendix [C] We now define these condi-

tions.

Assumption 1 (y-strong convexity and L;-smoothness). Assume that F(0) is twice con-

tinuously differentiable, vy-strongly convexr and Li-smooth:
F(Ol) Z F<02> + VF(OQ)T(Hl - 02) + %”01 — 92H§,V01, 02,
L
F(6,) < F(6,) + VF(0,)7 (6, — 0,) + 71||¢91 — 0,2,V6,,6,.

Assumption 2 (Finite covariance at optimality). Assume Vf(0;x) is unbiased and has

17



finite covariance at 0* (w.r.t. randomness in x) as follows:
Eap[V£(8;2)] = VF(6),
Ea-plIV/(0"; ) — VF(0")[3 = o < .

Assumption 3 (Lipschitz stochastic noise). Denote §(0;x) := Vf(0;x2)—VF(0). Assume

there exists a constant Lo that
E[|6(61; ) — 6(02;2)[|5 < L3601 — ][5, V6, , 65 (24)

Assumption 4. Assume the stochastic gradient is mean-smooth around 6*. In particular,

there exists a constant Ls such that:
E(|V?f(0;z) — V(6% 2)|5 < L3]|6 — 6°3,V0 € R.

Assume the fourth moments of the stochastic gradient and the stochastic Hessian are

bounded. In particular, there exist constants ly and Ly such that:
E([Vf (0% )5 <,
E[[V2f(6";2)|l; < Li.

Assumption 5 (Ls—smoothness). Assume that V f(0;x) is mean-squared Lipchitz con-

tinuous. In particular, there exists a constant Ly that:
E[Vf(01;2) — V(0 2)|5 < L3]|6: — 65]3, 761, 6,.

Remark 1. Assumption[3 is implied by Assumptions[]] and 5. When Assumptions [1] and

[3 hold, we must have Assumption [d hold for L2 = L? + L3. See the proof in Appendiz B,

Assumption 6. Assume the Kronecker product of the Hessian is smooth around 6* and
has bounded covariance at @*. In particular, there exist constants Lg, Ly and Ly such that:
EIV?f(6;2) @ V*f(0;2) — V*f(8";2) @ V2 (8" )2 < L[| — 67[]s + Lg||0 — 6715,
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E|V*f(6% @) © V*f (6% 2) — E[V* /(6% 2) © V’ (0% 2)]|l; < Lr.

Remark 2. Assumption [0 is implied by Assumption [ When Assumption [§] holds, As-
sumption [0 also holds for Le¢ = 2L3L%, Ly = L2 and L, = Li. See proof in Appendiz

B
We show that the thresholded plug-in estimator is consistent in the following theorem:

Theorem 1 (Asymptotically consistent estimator for ¥). Under Assumption |1| to @ there

exists constants ¢y, ¢ such that when we run ROOT-SGD for n < min <01 (i% A Lll A
2

S1/3

W) , 25/Li>, burn-in period B = {%W and take the thresholding parameter in it be such

4

that § < Amin(A) and &' = L%, we have
ElIE - Sile S [IS12C) +vCy] /VE,

where C, < max{o1/v, L3, v/La,ls,/Ls, Le}. Thus, for a fived C,, when sample size t —

~Y

00, we have B[ — || p — 0.

Remark 3. In Theorem |1, we can further analyze how the upper bound depends on the
parameter dimension for a specific learning problem.
For example, consider the linear regression model. We have data I = (al,b;), where

. iid.
a;’s are the vectors of explanatory variables, and b;’s are the responses. Assume a; ~

N(0,1,), and there is a true parameter 0* such that b; = a} 0* +¢; for ¢ v N(0,1). Here

the additive noises €;’s are independent of a;’s. Use the squared loss
L 2
f(0;x) = i(a 6—0b)".

As shown in Appendix we have C, S /p and ||S||r = ||E[¢aa”]||, = |L|lr = \/p-
Thus the bound in Theorem [1l becomes
E||T - Sil|r S 72/ VE
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The proof of Theorem [1] is in Appendix [D]

By Theorem , our thresholded plug-in estimator 5, is asymptotically consistent. Com-
bined with the asymptotic distribution of the parameter estimator §t in that \/f(ét —
0") AN (0,%), we can build asymptotically exact confidence interval. We summarize this

result in the following corollary:

Corollary 1 (Asymptotically exact confidence interval). Under assumptions of Theorem

when the parameter dimension p s fired and sample size t — oo, we have
P ((80); = 24 = (S)JF IVE< 6, < (8); + 20+ B VE) > 1— ¢

With our plug-in covariance estimator proposed and the asymptotic convergence proved
in this section, we compare our plug-in covariance estimator with that for the ASGD
algorithm. The comparison details are in Appendix [G.I] To summarize the comparison,
our plug-in estimator has faster convergence than that from the ASGD algorithm. However,
the computation of our plug-in estimator is heavier than that of the ASGD, except for the

special case that V2f(0*;x) = V*F(6*).

3 A Hessian-free Estimator and Its Asymptotic Con-

sistency

In this section, we propose a covariance estimator for ROOT-SGD that uses only the pa-
rameter estimates sequence, 51, cee ,é\t. The plug-in estimator in the previous section uses
the stochastic Hessian, which is unknown or hard to compute in some practical problems.
Our covariance estimator in this section does not have this issue: it uses only the parameter

estimates and thus is Hessian-free.
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3.1 A Hessian-free Estimator

Our Hessian-free estimator uses the random-scaling technique. In this section, we review
the random-scaling technique in the ASGD algorithm and discuss the covariance estimator
derived by the random-scaling technique. We further propose a random-scaling estimator
for the ROOT-SGD algorithm.

The random-scaling technique, when applied to the ASGD algorithm, gives the following
result. For the ASGD estimator 8;, (Lee et al., 2021) shows that

\/%’UJT(O_t — 0*) d W
VwVw \/ [N W, — rWh)2dr

where w is any given direction satisfying w # 0, W, is the standard Wiener process

(25)

and V; = 557 i%(6; — 6,)(0; — 6,)T. The term V; is similar to a (weighted) covariance
estimator when we treat ;’s as samples, so we refer to it as the random-scaling estimator.

And we refer to the L.H.S. of (25)), i.e. the w, as the random-scaling quantity.
wTViw
Wi

for a ive
N AT r any given

Now the random-scaling quantity converges in distribution to

direction w. Then Var < \/fol(Wi/VlTW1)2d7') * V; is an estimator for the asymptotic covariance
of v/t(8,—6%), and we refer to such an estimator as the random-scaling covariance estimator.

The random-scaling technique can be applied to other online algorithms. For example,
a similar result as has been proved for the zero-order Kiefer-Wolfowitz algorithm by
Theorem 4.4 of (Chen et al., 2021). These results indicate the usefulness of the random-
scaling technique in different algorithms. For the ROOT-SGD estimator, the random-
scaling technique may also apply.

We now follow the random-scaling quantity in to propose a random-scaling quantity
for the ROOT-SGD algorithm. Observing (25), the random-scaling quantity essentially

treats the averaging sequence 6,’s as samples and calculate the sample covariance. The

asymptotic distribution in ([25)) relies on a substantial extension of the asymptotic normality
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of the averaging sequence v/1(8;—8*) in (Polyak and Juditsky, 1992) to the random function
of Vt(0},q—0*) for r € [0, 1]. Back to the ROOT-SGD algorithm, (Li et al., 2022) shows that
the asymptotic normality holds for the estimators ét, instead of the averaging estimator.
Then ROOT-SGD counterpart of should treat (9\1-’5 as samples instead of the average

0,’s. Thus, the random-scaling quantity for the ROOT-SGD is given by:

Viw™ (6, — 6%)
VuTVaw

(26)

where V; = t% 22:1 @2(@ — @)(@ — §t)T. We refer to V; as the random-scaling estimator.
In the next section, we present the asymptotic distribution of and explain how to use

it to develop an asymptotically consistent covariance estimator for 6*.

3.2 Consistency of Our Hessian-free Estimator

In this section, we present the asymptotic distribution of the random-scaling quantity
in (26)), develop an asymptotically consistent covariance estimator based on the random-
scaling quantity, and explain how to use the random-scaling estimator to conduct statistical
inference for the ROOT-SGD algorithm.

The asymptotic distribution of is provided in the following theorem:
Theorem 2. Suppose Assumption [1] to [f|] hold. Then there exists constants c1, ¢, when
we take the step size n € (O cl(l% A L% A :L%)) and burn-in period B = h—ﬂ in the

ROOT-SGD algorithm, for any given direction w # 0, we have the following

Viw? (6, — 6*) A W,
V! Viw \/fo —rWy) 2d7"

(27)

where V, = 370, i2(0; — 6,)(6; — 6,)T, and W, is the standard Wiener process (i.c.,

W, ~ N(0,r)).
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The proof of Theorem [2] is in Appendix [F]

Remark 4. We add a note on the computation of the random-scaling quantity in .
The random-scaling estimator V; = & >°i_, i2(8; — 6,)(8; —6,)" can be efficiently computed
online. To see this, consider the following decomposition.

t

Imgrar L= amar 1o oap tE+1)2t+1) 4~
V, = t_Q;ﬁeiai —t—z(;ﬁei)ot —t—Qet(;ﬂoiH o 6,6

in which t% 22:1 12@@? and t% Z::l i2(9\i can be efficiently computed online without requiring

ViwT (8;—6%)

storing all past estimators é\z 's. In this way, the random-scaling quantity Y

can

be computed online.

Remark 5. We explain how to derive a consistent covariance estimator from Theorem [

Wi

and how to use it for statistical inference. Denote the asymptotic limit -
 Jo (Wy—rW1)2dr

as X,s. Then X, is a universal random wvariable that does not depend on the opti-
mization problem we study. We refer to X, as the random-scaling variable. Using this
notation, Var (X,s) * wlViw is an estimator for the variance of \/fwT(ét — 0%), and
it” = (Var (X,s)) * V; is a random-scaling covariance estimator for the covariance of
\/5(5,5 — 0%). By Theorem @ f]t,m 15 asymptotically consistent. When calculating the
random-scaling covariance estimator ims, we can use the estimation in|Abadir and Paruolo

(1997) that Var(X,,) ~ 11.177513184. Moreover, (Abadir and Paruolo, |1997, 2002) com-

pute the quantiles for the random wvariable X,, = (Wl/\/fol(WT —rWl)2d7") based on
direct integration. Using their computed quantiles, one can develop asymptotically consis-
tent statistical inference for the parameter estimation, for example, do statistical testing for

0 or build a confidence interval.

We compare our random-scaling estimator with that from the ASGD algorithm. The

comparison details are in Appendix [G.2] The computation costs of the two estimators are
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the same. Both estimators are asymptotically consistent, but the convergence speed is not
proven. Since the ROOT-SGD converges faster than ASGD), there might be an advantage

to use the random-scaling estimator from the ROOT-SGD in practice.

4 Numeric Studies

In this section, we perform numerical studies using both synthetic data and a real dataset.
In particular, in Section [4.1, we show the performance of the confidence intervals con-
structed based on our covariance estimators for linear regression and logistic regression; in
Section (4.2 we visualize the confidence intervals based on our covariance estimator using

the hand-written digit image example.

4.1 Simulation

In this section, we simulate some examples under linear regression and logistic regression
and compare the confidence intervals in these examples based on the plug-in and Hessian-
free covariance estimators. The goal is to check if the confidence intervals have the coverage
probability converging to the nominal value as the sample size increases.

Models. In linear regression model, we have data 7 = (a’,b) € R? x R, where a is
the vector of explanatory variable and b is the response variable. The data is generated by
the true parameter 8* as b = a’0* + €, where € is a zero-mean r.v. that is independent of

a. We use the squared loss for the linear regression task
L7 2
f(6;2) = 5(a’6 —0)".

In logistic regression model, we have data 7 = (a’,b) € R? x {—1,1}. The data

1

is generated by the true parameter 8* as P(b = 1) = Tronl @)

Take the negative
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log-likelihood as the risk function
1(6; @) = log(1 + exp(~b(a, 6))).

Data Generation. The linear regression and logistic regression data are generated as
follows. We first set a data dimension d, and let the explanatory variables a;’s to be i.i.d.
N(0g4,1;). For both models, we set the true parameter 8* to be d equally spaced values in
[0,1]. We generate the response variable b;’s based on a;’s for linear regression and logistic
regression cases, respectively. In particular, in linear regression, we let the additive noises
€;’s be i.1.d. standard normal random variables.

Algorithm Implementation. We compare the confidence intervals built based on our
covariance estimators for ROOT-SGD with those based on the plug-in covariance estimator
(Chen et al., 2020), the non-overlapping batch-mean covariance estimator (Zhu et al., 2021)),
and the random-scaling estimator (Lee et al.,[2021]) for ASGD. So we implement the ROOT-
SGD and ASGD algorithms; the implementation details are as follows. Both algorithms
are initialized as 50 = 0 in linear regression and logistic regression. The total number of
samples (i.e., the algorithm updates) is set to 250, 000. For ROOT-SGD, we take n = 1073
for linear regression and 1 = 5 * 1072 for logistic regression. The burn-in period is set to
B = 1000 for both cases. For ASGD, we take 19 = 0.5 and o = 0.505, which are the same
as the choices in (Zhu et al., [2021)).

Confidence Interval Computation. We compare confidence intervals induced by
different covariance estimators. In particular, we compute the 95% confidence intervals for
each dimension of the parameter estimation and check how they cover the true parameters.
For ROOT-SGD algorithm, denote the plug-in covariance estimator as f]tmoot,pi and rewrite
the random-scaling estimator V; in as Vi roor to distinguish it with the random-scaling

estimator from ASGD. For ASGD algorithm, denote the plug-in covariance estimator from
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(Chen et al.|, [2020) as ﬁt,asgd_m, denote the non-overlapping batch-mean covariance estima-
tor from (Zhu et all 2021)) as it,asgd,bm, and denote the random-scaling estimator in (Lee
et al, 2021) (i.e., V; in (25) as Viasea- Let @wot and §t,a$gd be the point estimators from
ROOT-SGD and ASGD after ¢ updates, respectively. The 95% confidence intervals based

on each estimator are as follows:

ROOT-SGD algorithm, plug-in estimator: (é\woot)i + 20975 * (itymot,pi)i,i/\/i;

ROOT-SGD algorithm, random-scaling estimator: (@moot)i + ¢rs0.075 * (Vt,mot)z‘,i/\/%;

ASGD algorithm, plug-in estimator: (é\t’asgd)i + 20975 * (itvasgd_pi)m/\/%;

ASGD algorithm, batch-mean estimator: (é\t,asgd>i + 20975 * (ityasgd,bm)i,i/\/f;

ASGD algorithm, random-scaling estimator: (ét,asgd)i £ Grs,0.975 * (Vt’asgd)i’i/\/f;

where zg 975 is the 97.5% percentile for the standard normal random variable, and ¢.50.975

is the 97.5% percentile for X, = (Wl/\/fol(Wr — rWl)er> , i.e., the limiting distribution
of the random-scaling quantity in Theorem . By (Abadir and Paruolo, 1997, 2002)), we
have g5 0.975 = 6.747.

Experiment Results. We run 200 repetitions of experiments for each estimator and
compare the average coverage probability and length of the confidence interval from 200
runs. The results of the linear regression experiment are shown in Figure[l], where we have
the two dimension settings: d = 5 and d = 20. Comparing the confidence intervals, we

have the following.

e For d = 5, all confidence intervals (CI) have coverage probability converging to the
nominal value of 0.95, except the one corresponding to the ASGD batch-mean es-
timator. The coverage probability of the CI from the ROOT-SGD random-scaling
estimator is higher than the counterpart from ASGD and is closer to the nominal

coverage rate. For the confidence intervals from plug-in estimators for ROOT-SGD
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Figure 1: Comparison of the confidence intervals in linear regression. The first row is the
coverage probability against the number of updates, with a red dashed line denoting the
nominal coverage rate of 0.95. The second row is the average length of the confidence
interval. The last row is the total computation time to update the covariance estimator

and the confidence interval.
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and ASGD, we observe that they have the same confidence interval length. However,
the coverage probability of CI from ROOT-SGD is higher than that of ASGD and is
closer to the nominal coverage rate. Thus the CIs from ROOT-SGD are better than
those from ASGD. These observations show that the statistical inference of ROOT-
SGD is more accurate than that of ASGD, possibly thanks to the fast convergence of

ROOT-SGD.

e For d = 20, due to the large computation of the plug-in estimators for both ROOT-
SGD and ASGD, we do not compute them. We compare the coverage of Cls from
different Hessian-free estimators and conclude that the coverage probability of the CI
from the ASGD batch mean estimator does not reach the nominal rate. The coverage
probabilities of the CIs from both ROOT-SGD and ASGD random-scaling estimators
are higher than the nominal rate. However, the CI length of the ROOT-SGD random-
scaling estimator is smaller than that of ASGD, which shows the advantage of the

ROOT-SGD algorithm in building the confidence interval.

e In the running time comparison, we can see that the plug-in estimators take more
time than the Hessian-free estimators (including the batch mean estimator and the
random-scaling estimator), which is not surprising due to the second-order nature of
the plug-in estimators. The random-scaling estimators from ROOT-SGD and SGD
take almost the same time, as they have lines on top of each other. The batch-mean

estimator takes slightly more time than the random-scaling estimator.

For the linear regression example, we further check the empirical distribution of the
random-scaling quantity of the ROOT-SGD algorithm (i.e., the Lh.s. of ([27)) to see if it
matches the theoretic limiting distribution X, (i.e., the r.h.s. of (27)). In particular, we

let w be the standard basis vectors in the random-scaling quantity. The result is shown in
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Figure 2: Density of the Random Scaling Quantity.

Figure 2] For both d =5 and d = 20, we can see that the empirical distribution is close to
the theoretical limiting distribution.

The experiment result for logistic regression are in Figure [3] For d = 5, all confidence
intervals (CI) have the coverage probability converge to the nominal value of 0.95, except
the SGD batch mean estimator — it has a much lower coverage probability than the nominal
probability. The plug-in estimator and the random-scaling estimator from ROOT-SGD
have better coverage than the SGD counterparts while having the same length of the
confidence interval. For d = 20, the ROOT-SGD random-scaling estimator has a coverage
probability that converges faster to the nominal rate compared to the estimators from SGD.
Furthermore, the ROOT-SGD random-scaling estimator has a higher coverage probability
than the SGD random-scaling estimator, although their CI lengths are comparable after
200, 000 updates. The observations above all show the advantage of statistical inference by

ROOT-SGD.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the confidence intervals estimators in logistics regression. The
first row is the coverage probability against the number of updates, and the red dashed
line denotes the nominal coverage rate of 0.95. The second row is the average length of the

confidence interval.

4.2 Hand-Written Digit Analysis

This experiment aims to visualize the confidence interval estimator that is induced by our
plug-in covariance estimator. In particular, we consider the parameter estimation problem
of mean estimation for the MNIST hand-written digit image set.

The data-set description is as follows. There are 60,000 training images of dimension

28 x 28, each labeled as a digit between 0 and 9. For each label, we assume that it has a
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mean image and that the image instances are samples from a normal mean model.

We apply the ROOT-SGD algorithm to estimate the mean image and use our plug-in
covariance estimator to estimate the covariance for each digit. The implementation details
are as follows. Recall that the risk function for normal mean estimation is f(0;x) =
116 — x||3. Under this risk function, a stochastic gradient in ROOT-SGD is calculated
by randomly sampling data from the training set of that digit. When implementing the
ROOT-SGD algorithm, we set the step size n = 0.05, the burn-in period B = 10, 000, and
the number of samples ¢t = 100,000. We calculate the plug-in estimator for the covariance
of the mean. Note that for this risk function, we have V2 f(0*;x) = V2F(6*) = I. Thus,
the plug-in estimator for the asymptotic covariance of ROOT-SGD reduces to gt_ 1:5';11; L
This allows a fast computation of the covariance estimator.

Using the mean image estimate and plug-in covariance estimate, we further compute
the confidence interval for the mean image. We show examples of mean image estimation
and the 95% confidence bound of mean estimation of digits 0,1,2 in Figure 4 In Figure [4]

the confidence intervals all look reasonable.

5 Discussion and Future Direction

In this paper, we provide two online covariance estimators for the ROOT-SGD algorithm.
Our plug-in covariance estimator converges to the true asymptotic covariance at the optimal
rate O(1/4/t), where t is the sample size. Our random-scaling covariance estimator is
asymptotically consistent. Comparing the two estimators, the random-scaling covariance
estimator requires less computation but does not have a guaranteed convergence rate.
Numerical studies are performed to verify the asymptotic consistency of our covariance

estimators.
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Figure 4: MNIST example: the mean and confidence intervals are reasonably estimated in

an online fashion.

We discuss some future directions in the following. We have developed asymptotically
consistent statistical inference using our covariance estimators in this paper. One can
consider further improving the statistical inference in a finite learning case. For example,
one may debias the point estimator, then use the debiased point estimator combined with
our covariance estimators for statistical inference. We have shown statistical inference
examples in linear regression, logistic regression, and normal mean estimation in this paper.
One may further apply the statistical inference to other problems since our formulation can
be adapted to a broad range of stochastic optimization problems. For example, one can
consider the statistical inference for the entropic optimal transport (Bercu and Bigot, [2021)),
which is an important problem in modern machine learning. In summary, our work can

have broad applications that will be of interest not only to the statistics community but
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also to the machine learning community.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

proof: All omitted proof in the paper. (.pdf file)
algos: Code for implementing the statistical inference methods in Section . (.py file)

inference: Jupyter notebook to reproduce the experimental result. (.ipynb file)
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A Proof for Proposition

In this section, we prove Proposition [1}
Proof. We start the proof by writing the equivalent condition for inequality (16)).

= 6, - 0;5 < (1 —na)?||0,-1 — 6;]]3

~ ~ 2 ~
61 —n (VBO,-1) — VB(O;)) - ;|| < (1—na)?|6i-1 - 611

= |

22

= |vB@.) - vBO) ;

(VB 1)~ VB©;),0,1 - 0)

2 ~
+ O‘(E —a)||6;1 — 673 <0

Since B(-) is smooth and strongly convex, by some standard equivalent conditions of

smoothness and strongly convexity (for example, Lemma 2 and Lemma 4 in (Zhoul 2018)),

we have
(VB@,-1) - VB©;),0,1 - ;)
2|61 — 013 = £18-1 — 612 | VB(Oi-1) - VB(6))|
For the convenience of proof, we define a new quantity x = "(”TH) Then by our range of 7,

we immediately have x € (0, %]. Using this defined quantity, a sufficient condition for ([16)

to hold is:

|vB®,1) - vB6)

2 2H -~ * -~ *
, = 1802 = 60l [VB@.) - VB@©)

2

9 ~
+Oé(5 — )]0 — 675 < 0. (28)
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H—/ (p+1)2—4pls?
2K

Take o = £ € (0, %), then we have

HVB(ét_l) _VB(6)) VB(8,-1) — VB(6;)

2 2/{ ~
— — |01 — 072
2 n

2

2 - *
+ Of(ﬁ — @)]|6,-1 — 63

_ (va@_l) — VB(6;)

=101 6;1)

R (HVB@H) —VB(6))

=01~ 6;]]:)

<0, (29)

where (23) by 48,1 — 672 < |VB(®-1) — VB(6))

< l||l/9\t_1 — 6;|]5. This conclude
2

the proof for Proposition [T} O

B Connections Between Assumptions

In Section [2.2], we list several assumptions. Among those assumptions, Assumptions [5| and

[6] are consequences of other assumptions. In this section, we prove such statement.

Proof. We check that Assumption [5]is implied by Assumptions [I] and [3| as follows. Assume

Assumptions [T and [3] hold, then we can bound

E[|Vf(81;2) — V(02 2)|;
=[[VF(81) — VF(8,)|3 + E||0(61; ) — 6(6:; )3

<(LT+ L3)]|6: — 62]]3.

Thus, Assumption [5| must hold with L2 = L2 + L2.

We check that Assumption|[f]is implied by Assumption[das follows. Assume Assumption
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holds, then the first inequality in Assumption [6] can be derived by:

E[Vf(0;2) @ V2 f(0:x) — V2 f (0% 2) @ V2 f(0" 2)|
<E[(V*f(8;z) — V*f(6":z)) ® (V*(6;2) — V2 f(8";2))]|2

+E[V?f(6%2) ® (V*f(8;2) — V2 f(8":2))|2

+E([(V2f(0:2) — V2 f(0"2)) @ V2 f(6": )|

=E[|V*f(0;2) — V*f(0";2) |2 + 2E[| V> f(8; ) — V2 £(0";2) || V(8" 2) >

<1316 - 0°[3 + 2\ /B V(8 @) — V(6% )|3B| V2 (6 ) 3

<L3||6 — 65 + 2L3L3]|6 — 67> (30)
And the second inequality of Assumption [6] can be obtained as:

E[V*f(0"2) @ V2 f (0" @) — E[Vf(0":2) @ V' f(6"; x)]|I2

<E[V*f(8"x) @ V*f(0":2); = B[V f(6";2)|; < Li. (31)

In this way, Assumption [ must hold with Ls = 2L3L3, Ly = L2, and L; = L. O

C Check Assumptions for Common Examples

In this section, we check that all assumptions in Section hold for the common parameter

estimation problems of exponential family model, linear regression and logistic regression.

C.1 Exponential Family Model

We consider the exponential family model with natural parameters, where the likelihood

function is

L(6;2) = h(x) exp[(8, T(x)) — B(6)]
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Let the risk function be the negative log-likelihood

f(0;x) = —(0,T(x)) + B(6).
Then

6* = argmin F() = —(8, ET(x)) + B(0),

thus ET(x) = VB(6*). Compute that

Vf(0;x)=-T(x)+ VB(6);

V2f(0;x) = V?B(0).
VF(0) = —ET(x) + VB(0);
V2F(0) = V?B(8).

Suppose that B(-) is u-strongly convex and [-smooth, V2B(-) is I-Lipchitz continuous,
and the true parameter 8* is taken such that the second and fourth moment of T'(x) are

bounded. Then we can check that all assumptions in Section 2.2 hold as follows.

e For Assumption[l} V2F(0) = V2B(0), so F(-) is y-strongly convex and L;-smooth

for v =pu, L1 = L.

e For Assumption 2} It is clear that V f(8; x) is unbiased, and we check its covariance
at @*

E[|Vf(6%x) — VF(6")|3] = E|T(x) — ET(2)||; < of
for a 0% < oo since the second moment of T'(x) is bounded.
e For Assumption [3} We have §(0;z) = ET(z) — T'(x), then
E|[0(61: ) — (62 2)|5 = 0.

so Assumption |3 holds with L3 = 0.
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e For Assumption [4:
E|V*f(0;2) — V[ (0% z)|; = [V*B(0) — V2B(0")|); < ()*]|6 — 673,

E|Vf(0;2)|; =E[VB(O") - T(z); = E|E[T(2)] - T(z)|; < i,

for a I} < oo since the fourth moment of T'(x) is bounded.
E|V2f(0": )|, = [[V*B(0")|l; < I*.
So Assumption [4] holds with L2 = (I')?, L] = I*.
e For Assumption [5}
E[Vf(81;2) — Vf(0z2)]5 = [VB(8:) — VB(8:)[[5 < 1*[|61 — 6,5
So Assumption [5| holds with L2 = I2.
e For Assumption [6; By Remark [2] we have

E[V2f(0:x) @ V2 f(0;x) — V2 f (0" 2) @ V2 f(0";2)|

<L3||0 — 6*||5 + 2L;L3||0 — 6.
And we check that

E[V*f(8% @) ® V*f(0% @) — B[V f(6";2) © V2 f(6";2)]|3

<E|V’B(0*) ® V’B(8*) — EV?B(6*) ® V2B(8*)||2 = 0.

So Assumption [6] holds with L = L3 = (I')?, L = 2L3L3 = 2I'> and L; = 0.

C.2 Linear Regression Model

Consider the standard linear regression framework, where data = = (a!, ;). The input

a; € RP are random samples from the same multivariate distribution, and the response
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b; = aZTO* + €;, where 0% is the true parameter and ¢;’s are i.i.d. centered random variables
independent of a;’s. In particular, to track the dependence of Theorem [I| on the problem
dimension p, we further assume a ~ N(0,1,),e ~ N(0,1).

Use the squared loss

£(6:3) = %(aTB e

Then

0* = argmin F(0) = E, [—(aTB — b)ﬂ :

Compute that

Vf(0;z) =a(a’d—b) = aa’ (0 — 0*) — ac;
V2f(0;x) = aa’;
VF(0) = E[Vf(0;z)] = Elaa’](8 — 6");
V2F(0) = E[V*f(0;x)] = E[aa’] = I,
We check assumptions in Section [2.2}
e For Assumption [1} Since V2F(0) = I,, F(8) is y-strongly convex and L;-smooth
withy=L; = 1.

e For Assumption 2} It is clear that V f(8; x) is unbiased, and we check its covariance
at 6%

E[|Vf(0"2) — VF(0")3] = Ellacll; = p,
so Assumption [2| holds with 0% = p.

e For Assumption [3} We have §(6;z) = (aa” — 1,)(0 — 6*) — ae, then

E[d6(61;x) — (02 2)|3 = Ell(aa” — 1,)(81 — 0:)|[; < Ellaa” — L|[3]|6: — 6|13,
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where Ellaa’ — 1|3 < 2E|aa’|]3 + 2||,||3 = 2p + 2, so Assumption |3 holds with

I2=2p+2.
e For Assumption [4}
E[|V?f(8;2) — V2f(6%; z)|; = E|aa’ — aa’|; =0,
E[Vf(0"; )|, = Ellac|; < Ellallllcll; = Elal;Ell[l; = 3(2p + p°),
B[ V70" @)l = Ellaa” [ = Blal} = p(p-+ 2+ (o +6).
Assumption 4] holds with Lz = 0,1 = 3p(p + 2), L = p(p +2)(p + 4)(p + 6).
e For Assumption
E[Vf(81;2) = V[(022)]; = Ellaa’ (6, — 6:)|; < Ellaa’ [3]|6: — 62]3.
So Assumption [5| holds with LZ = E|laa”||3 = El|lal|3 = 2p + p*.
e For Assumption [6}
E|V*f(0;2) ® V2 f(0:x) — V' f(0"2) @ V' f(0";2)]2 =0,
E|V*f(0"2) @ V2 f (0" ) — E[V*f(6%2) @ V' f (0" 2)]|;
<E[V*f(6"2) ® V2 f(6"2)ll; < plp + 2)(p + 4)(p + 6).
Assumption [6] holds with Lg = L§ = 0, Ly = p(p + 2)(p + 4)(p + 6).

For linear regression, we have the constant in Theorem [1] is

C, S max{o1/v, L, \/ L, la,\/Ls, L} < \/D.
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C.3 Logistic Regression Model

Consider the logistic regression model as follows. The data sample =] = (al,b;) € RP x

—1,1}. Suppose that a ~ N(0, 1), and the data pair (al,b;) is related by a 8* € RP such
p 1

that P(b; =1) = m. Then the negative log-likelihood as objective function

f(6; ) = log(1 + exp(—b(a, B))),

then

ba
1 +exp(bla, )’
exp(b{a,0))aa” aa’

VIO = 0 e v0a, 07~ T+ oxpl(@ 0)(1 + ox(—(@.0)))

VfO;x)=—

We check that all assumptions hold for logistic regression example.

e For Assumption [1; Calculate that

aa”

VO =B (@ 0 1 T oxp(—(a. @) |

Then by Lemma A.3. in (Chen et al., 2020), V2F(0) is positive definite; thus F(0)
is strongly convex.
Furthermore, we have exp(b(a,8))/(1 + exp(b{a, 0)))? < 1/4. Thus

exp(b(a,0))aa”
(1+ exp(b{a, 6)))?

V2F(0) =&
F(0) is 1/4-smooth.

e For Assumption 2} It is clear that V f(0; ) is unbiased, and we check its covariance

43



at 0*

E[|V /(6% ) — VF(6%)|3]
—E[|V/(6%;x) — EVf(6°;2)|3]

<E[|V /(6% )|

5 |- opiaa| 1]

<Ellal; =p
so Assumption [2| holds with 0% = p.
e For Assumption [3} We have §(8;x) = Vf(0;x) — VF(0), then
E[6(601;2) — (02 %)|3 = 2B[|Vf(01;2) — V(02 2) || + 2| VF(81) — VF(82)]l5.
As we have checked in Assumption [I}
IVF(©8:) — VF(:)| < 1161 — 6]

Since exp(b{a, 8))/(1 + exp(b(a, 0)))* < 1/4, we have

exp(b{a,0))aa”
(1 + exp(b(a,d)))?

aaT.

V2f(0;x) = =

1
4
Thus

E[Vf(81;2) — V(022)]; < Ellaa’ /43|61 — 6213 = (2p + p*)/16]|61 — 612

Assumption [3| holds with L3 = (1 + 2p + p?)/8, thus Ly ~ O(p).
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e For Assumption

E[V2f(8;2) — V2 [ (6" )ll3

T T 2

aaq aa

- H (1+exp((a,0)))(1 +exp(—(a,0))) (1+exp((a,8)))(1 + exp(—(a,6)))
1 1

{ ((1 +exp((a, 0)))(1 +exp(—(a, 8))) (1 +exp({a,8)))(1 +exp(—(a, 0*>)))

* IIGGTIIS}

1 " 2 4
E]E((a,@ ) — (@, 0))” x |lal|;

1 * *
<76 Ellallz/" = 612 = [p(p +2)(p + 4)/16][|6" — 613

2

<

E|IVf(6"; ), < Ellalz = 2p +p*,

E[Vf(0%;2)|2 < Ellaa’ /4] = Ellal[3/256 = p(p + 2)(p + 4)(p + 6)/256.
Assumption {4] holds with L3 = p(p + 2)(p +4)/16,1; = p(p + 2), L; = p(p + 2)(p +
4)(p+6)/256. So Ly ~ O(p'?), Iy ~ O(p®), Ly ~ O(p).

e For Assumption [5¢ Since exp(b(a,8))/(1 + exp(b{a,d)))* < 1/4, we have

exp(b{a,0))aa”

(1 + exp(bla, 8)))2 — 4%

Vif(0;x) =

1
< =
— 4

Thus
EVf(01;x) = V[(022)|; < Ellaa’ /4]3]6: — 6:]5.
So Assumption |5| holds with L = E|laa’||3/16 = El|lal/3/16 = (2p + p*)/16, thus

Ls ~ O(p).

e For Assumption |§|: By Remark , Assumption |§| holds with Ly = L%, Lg = 2L3L3

and Ly = Lj. So Ly ~ O(p?), Lg ~ O(p>?), Ly ~ O(p*).
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D Ancillary Lemmas and Proof for Theorem

In this section, we prove Theorem [1} We first provide some ancillary lemmas that will be
used to prove Theorem [I] in Section [D.1I] Then we give the proof of Theorem [I] in Section

D.2

D.1 Lemmas

We first review some ancillary lemmas that will be useful in proving Theorem [I}

Lemma 1 (Implication of strong convexity). The following condition is implied by y— strong

convexity for a differentiable function F:
|\VEF(6,) — VF(6s)|2 > 7|61 — 622,761, 0s.
Lemma 2 (Kronecker product rule). We have
Vec(ABC) = (CT @ A) Vec(B).

Suppose that A and B are square matrices of size m and n, respectively. Let \i,--- , A\, be

the eigenvalues of A and py,- -+ , u, be the eigenvalues of B, then the eigenvalues of A® B

are
Aipij,t=1,--- . m,j=1,--- n.
Thus
[A® Bll2 = [|All2]|Bl|2,
and

IAB[[r = |[ Vec(AB)l2 = [(I ® A) Vece(B)s < [[I @ Allz|| Vec(B)|l2 = [[Alla[| Bl r,

simalarly,

IAB|r < |[Bll2/[All -
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Lemma 3 (Matrix perturbation for inverse, Lemma C.1 in (Chen et al 2020)). Let B =

A+ E and assume that A, B are invertible. If ||A7 E||s < 1/2, we have

1B~ — A7 |2 < 2| E[|[|AT"I3- (32)
Lemma 4 (Asymptotic convergence of ROOT-SGD, Proposition 2 in (Li et al. [2022))).
Suppose that Assumptions [1] to [§] hold. Then there exists constants ¢, ca, given the step
size ) € (07 ci(f= A Lil A zj*_;i’)) and burn-in period B = h—ﬂ we have

2 4
Vi(8, — 6*) 5 N(0,3)

for ¥ = A7Y(S + E[Z4(0%)AZ,(0%)])) A, where =,(0) = V2f(0;x) — V?F(0) (hide the
random variable x) and A is by solving the following equation in A:

AA + AN — E[E,(0")AZ,(87)] — nAAA = 1S. (33)

Lemma 5 (Convergence of ROOT-SGD, Theorem 5 in (Li et al., [2022))). Under Assump-

tions 1,2,3, take step size N < Nmax = g1z /N ﬁ and choose the burn-in time
2

24
o

then for any iteration t > B, the iterate ét from ROOT-SGD satisfies the bound

2700(|VF(6,)|2 2802
n?~y2(t + 1)2 t+1

E|VF(6,)]35 <

Thus

2700|VF(0)|2 2802
Pyt t+1)?2 2+

~ 1 ~
E||0, — 6*|2 < ¥E|!VF<0t>I|§ <

D.2 Proof for Theorem [

In this section, we prove Theorem [I], the convergence of the plug-in estimator, given the

lemmas in the previous section. Recall that the plug-in estimator has each term in the
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asymptotic covariance replaced by their empirical counterparts. We first bound the error
between each term and its empirical estimator in Lemma[6] With those bounds, we finally
prove Theorem . For notation simplicity, we denote gt, }th, /N\t, it, Et, ﬁt, Kt, f]t, §t as

A P A Z A, P, A, X, S, respectively, (i.e., omit all ts in the notation) throughout the

proof.

Lemma 6. Under Assumptions -@ denote C, < max{o1/v, Ls,/La,ls,\/Ls, L}, for step

size 7 < Min(Numax, 20/L3) we have
E||A - A, S Cy/VA,

E|A™ - A7, < 2V,
E(S - 5|, < Cy /v,
EA — Allr $ WIAlIF(LE + C2) +ny/BCo + [|All2C2)/ V.

Proof. First, by Proposition [5] we have the following.

t t t

~ . 2700V F(6y)]|2 28072
S Bl6, o< Y T 5 20

4,2 2
i=B+1 i=B+1 ry i=B+1 7

_ 2700[[VF(80) |3 Z 2801 zt:

17 /Y = B+1 = B+1
2700|VF(O)|2 (4 1, 2 1
< 210V (0>H2/ Lot 801/ Lai

U i—p 1 v Jip 1
_ 2700V F(6y)|2 | 280flogt
,,72,}/43 72 )
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and

Thus

t

i=B+1 1=B+1

t
S B -0l < S VEI6 - 63

t

2803

3 [EIVEGI;

i=B+1
_ V2TO00|VE(8))]l2

- n7y?

< V2100 IVF(8))]]:
m’

7]2742'2

i=B+1

BZ

V2

d Vr_01
zz >

C‘“/B&

2\/5501(v/_—>x/_5‘

n7y?

t A
= B+1

— Z E||fi—1 — 6"[> S

i=B+1
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P > E|6 - 63 <

<

g

Y

2
C, logt
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For E||A — Al

S 2 ) — V2F(0%)
E|lA-Al, =E Z V2 f (1 2;) 2
i=B+1
V(e
S E Z v f 11— 17332 l;l ;
i=B-+1
Z V2£( — V2F(6%)
i=B+1 2

: n . o2 0*;
S_LB > EIV2/Bii@) - V2 (6w

i=B+1
Z V2 ( — V’F(9)
i=B+1 ’ 2 )
t ~ ) 1 V2 f( - V°F (0
< 1 > L:E[6iy — 6| +E ZzB;rl
~t—-B i=B+1
t
¢ R 1 V2 (0 ;) — V2E(6*)
IR e*#JE 52
t—B 51
. 2
- BIv6:2)
_ Ls Z IEH01;1 -0 H2 + t—BJ '—;i-l H
t—Bi:B-H .
e ) 2f(6%; )13
<25 Y Elf -0t =BV (0 )
~t—-B i=B+1
t 1 2r(09*: 5
R ) V(6% 2)|3)
t—B i=B+1
t . N Ly
b S Re, -0+ Vi-B
Ct=B 4
®
S Cp/\/g’
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and

B[ A~ Allz = B[13,.5, %0+ (1 = L35 * (6 — Amin(A))]
SE[L - 1&51]
=1— P(A = 6]
—1— PAmin(A+ (A— A4)) > 6)

(@) ~
< 1- P(IA ~ All2 < Auial4) - 9)

—

i)

< —E|A- Al < B4 - Al

)\min <A>

where (i) by Weyl’s inequality that Amin(A + B) > Amin(A) — || B||2, and (ii) by Markov

inequality. Thus,
E[|A - Al < B[ A - Al + E||A - A, < C2/VA.

For E||A~! — A,

Denote dA = A — A, then

1-1 -1 —172 -1 1-1
AT = A7 |2 < Lja-rgap,<i/22l|dAl[[ A5 + Lja-1aas12(JA |2 + [ATl2)

< 20 dALall A + Lpa-saapast/Ormin(A4) ™ + 57,

thus

Bl A" — A7'|, < 2| A7 [BE[ldAlls + P(JAdAlls > 1/2) uin(A) " +67)
< 2 A BBl ALl + 2(Amin(4) " + 5 E| A A

S ElldAll; £ Gy /v
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For E||S — S||s:

E|S -S| =E %B S V(O 2) V(O )" — E[VF(052)V (0% 2)]
i=B+1 9
< —LB '_; Vf(é\ifh wi)vf(é\z;l; fci)T — # _Z VIO x,)Vf(O; wi)T
1=B+1 i=B+1 2
+E % S V05 @) V(0% 2)T — E[VS(6%2)V (6" )]
i=B+1 9
S—_lB Z IEHVf(éi_l;xi)Vf(@_l;mi)T — V(0 x)VO:x) |,
i=B+1
YB3 V0@V w) ~ BIVO" )V (60" )]
i=B+1 9
B 3 VA0 @)V )~ V(07 2)V (0 2)]
i=B+1 9
i=B+1

+E|V(0;2:)(Vf(Bi1;x:) — VF(6";2:)) |5

FBI(V@riw) - V(0% 2)V (6" w»Tuz}

Zw )V (0% x)" —E[Vf(052)V (0" z)]

i=B+1

1
JETPS

i=B+1

+ 2\/E||Vf(9*; ) BB\ £(Bi-1; ) — V(6 a:»H%]

2

E||Vf(8iv; ;) — V(6% )3

Zw )V (0% @) —E[Vf(6:2)V/(0% )]

i=B+1

2
>

-~

1)

1 ~ . =
b 3 (B0 013 + 2L\ /B (6% %) |3BI8 1 - 0°]3).
i=B+1

(2)
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Where term (1):

:\/t_LBEva(e*; )V (0 2)T — E[Vf(0;2)Vf0;x)T]|>

Zw )V (0% @) —E[Vf(6:2)V /(0% )]

i=B+1

2

2

% S VA0V IO 5T~ E[VS(6% @)V (6T

i=B+1

s\/ BV I(0%2)V (0 )3

¢—Euw o)l

4 2
—t_Bz < G2V,

and term (2):

1 ! . . =~
5 S (BB - 0+ 2L BNV ) BEIO — 0
i=B+1

" ) o =~
R SRV
i=B+1 i=B+1

SLEC?1og T/T + LsC2 /Nt S C VL.
Thus

E[S - S|l, S Ci/VE.

For E||A — A p:

To bound E||A — Al|r, we first claim the following hold, which we will check at the end of

this proof:

IP— Py < L2,
E|P — Plls S (VL7 + C2)/V4,

E||P - Pl S (VI +C)/Vi
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Let us denote

dS =8 —S,d\A=A— A.
Define a linear operator Lz such that
Vec(Lp(A)) = P Vec(A),
then A satisfies the following matrix equality:
AA + AR — nL3(A) = 7S. (39)
That is,
(A+dAN)(A+dA)+ (A+dA)(A+ dA) —nLs(A+ dA) = n(S +dS).
Subtracting we have

dAA + AdA + dAdA + dAN + AdA + dAdA
=nLz(A + dA\) — nE[V>f(6*; 2)AV>f(0*; x)] + ndS.
That is,
dAA + AdA — nLz(dA)
=nLz(A) — nE[V2f(0%;2)AV?f(0*;x)] + ndS — AdA — dAA
\=E€.
Consider the eigen-decomposition of A=UDU T we then have
e = dAUDUT + UDUTdA — nE[V2f(6*; £)dAV*f(0*; )]
+n(E[Vf(6";2)dAV*f(6; )] — Lp(dA))
— UTeU = U'dAUD + DUTdAU — nE[UTV2f(6*; £)dAV*f(0*; z)U]

+ U (E[V*f(0";2)dAV* (8" 2)] — Lp(dA))U.

o4



Thus

lelr = 1U" €Ul

>||UTdAUD + DUTdAU ||p — n||B[U" V2 f(6"; 2)dAV? f(6"; 2)U]||»
— nl|UT(B[V*f(0";2)dAV? (8", 2)] — Lp(dA))U||r

> 20 in||UT dAU || p — ]| Vec(E[V? (0", 2)dAV? f(6"; )] ) |2
— 1| Vec(E[V*f(0"; 2)dAV* £(0"; )] — Li(dA))|l2

>20[|dA|lr — nl|E[VZf (68" ) @ V*f(6"; @)] Vec(dA)|»

—l[(E[V2f(8%; ) @ V2f(8*;2)] — P) Vec(dA)|,

(40)

where d, is the smallest diagonal element of the diagonal matrix D, i.e., the smallest

eigenvalue of E, so we have dy,i, > 9.

We now analyze the terms in . We have that

IE[V2£(07; ) © V2f (0" 2)] Vec(dA)||2 < |E[V2f(0";2) @ V*f(0";2)] ||| Vec(dA)|»

<E|V*f(0";2) ® V*f(0";2)||2]|dA || r = E[IV>f(0";2) |3l dAllr < Li[|dAl|r,

where the last inequality is by Assumption 4l And we have

I[(B[V?£(0;2) © V2f (07 @)] — P) Vec(dA) ||z < ||P = Plla|| Vec(dA) |l S Li[|dA| -

Thus
lell 7 2 20[|dA|lF — nLi[|dA F.
On the other hand,
e =nLs(N) — nE[V?f(6*; 2)AV>f(0%;x)] + ndS — AdA — dAA.
So

lellr < nllLp(A) — E[V2f(0";2)AVf (0% @)]||7 + nlldS||r + [[AdA + dAA| F,

95
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where

E|[Lp(A) — B[V f (6" 2) AV (6% 2)]| »
=E| Vec(Lp(A) — B[V2f(6*;2) AV f(6*; )| .
=E||(P — P) Vec(A) |2

~
<(BIIP - Plly)| Vee)lls < [AI(vTr + C2/VE.

E||dS||r < /PE[|dS|2 S /pCp/ V1,
and the last term:

E|[AdA + dAA||r = E|| Vec(AdA) + Vec(dAA)||y = E||[(I @ A + AT @ I) Vec(dA)|,
< (1 & Allo + AT & T|)E|| Vec(dA) |
= 2||A[]E[| Vec(dA)]|2

= 2||A2E[|dA||r < 2||A|2E[|dA]l2 S [|All2C2/VE.
Thus

Elle]r < WA F(V Lz + Cp) +0y/DC, + [IAC71/VE

< WlAlR(LE + C2) +0y/pCy + [[All2CH1/VE.
Combining and , we have:
(20 = nLDE|dA|lr < AR (L] + Cp) +0y/BC, + [All2CH1/VE.

That is,

E|A = Allr < WIAlIFLE + C) + nv/BCy + [A2CF1/VE.

Check (), 7). 69
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e For |[P — P|, < L%

1P = Pllz < |[Pll2 + [ Pll2

< L7+ |E[V*f(6%;
< L2+ E||V*f (0

= L+ E|V*f (6"

z)|

x) © V2 f(8

x) @ V*f(0"

z)]|2
)|l

< I3+ \JBIVEf (05 @)} < 203

o For B[P — P, < (VL7 + C2)/VE:

E|P — P,

—E |E[V*f(0";2) © V*f(6";2

E[V?f(0*;x) @ V*f(6*;x

ZV2

__ZV2

i=B+1

__Zv2

i=B+1

xy) ® V2f(0*; x;)

i— 1733@ ®V f( i— 17‘731)

) ® VQf(O x;)

2

2

z—B+1
Z v f i— laml)®v2f(01 lymz) ’
i=B+1 2
for which
E[V2f(0*;z) © V2f(0";z)] — —— Z V205 2;) @ V(0" )
i=B-+1 2
2
<\ |E||E[V2f (0% 2) @ V2f (0% 2)] — —= Z V2 (0% x;) © V2 f (6% ;)
i=B+1 2
< Vi ,
T Vt—B

o7

(46)



where the bound comes from Assumption |§| And

Z V(0% ;) @ V2f(0"; ;)

i=B+1

1 < ~ R
t-B Z VEf(Oir; @) @ V2 f(0io1; ;)

i=B+1

2

—_—Z [IV2£(8%2:) @ V2 (6" 1) — V2 f (B 13 w:) @ V2£(8, 5 :)]|2]

i=B+1
eSS e — G+ S Bl6 =6 S i (48)
t_Bi:BJrl o t_Bi=B+1 e .

Thus, E||P — Py < (VL7 + C2)/V%.

o For E||P — P|ly S (VL7 + C2) /v
First, we have
1P = Plla=Lpp3 %0+ (1= Lpgg) * (1 Plla — L3)

STpopar* 04+ (1= 1p_p0,) * (|1P = Pll2 + |P[|2 — L3)

IN

(1= Lpoya)) % (1P = Plls+ L3 = L3) < |P = Pl
Thus

E|P — Pl < E|P — Pll; + E| P — Pl

< 2E||P - Pl S (V/Lr + C2) /1.

With Lemma [6, we now prove Theorem

Proof. We have

S A CRA LAR - AR A = LAR 4 R Sk,
n n n n
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and

S = A Taa C A
U U

Since

EA™A — A7'Allp
—E(A = AT+ AYA-A+A) — ATA|p
<EJ(AT = AYA = N)|r +EI(A = AA|lp +E|AT (A = A)r
<A = ATLE|A = Alp + Al FE[ATN — A7+ AT LE[A — A p
< (67 Amin(ADEIA = Allp + JAPEIA™ = A7 o+ 6" EA = Al

< WlIAE(LF + CF) + ny/pCy + |Al2C1/VE + [|All#C; /VE,
and similarly
E[AA™ = AA7Y[p S Al (L3 + C2) + ny/BCy + [|All2C2]/VE+ |AC2/VE,
we have that
EIIE - e < AR~ A7 ALe + IRA — A4 e+ BIR - Ale

1 1
S+ 5)[77HAHF(L3 +Cp) + nv/pCy + [IAC/VE + ZHAHFCfi/\/z

1
S AR (LS + Cp) + /POl Vit + EHAHFC,?/\/E-
Recall that A is by solving following equation:

AA + AN — nE[V2f(0*; ) AV f(0*; )] = nS.
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Thus,

nlISllr = [AA + AN = nE[V f(6%; 2) AV f(6"; )] ||
> [AA + AA|[p — nl|E[Vf(07;2) AV [ (0" )| r
> 2Xuin (A)[Allp = B[V f(0%; ) @ V2 (8" 2)]||2]| Vec(A) ]2
> 2Xuin(A)[[Allr — nEl[ V£ (0% 2) V(87 2) 3] Vec(A)]l2

> (2Amin(A) = nL)[|Allr-
That is,
A7 < nllSl e
To sum up, we have

[ - Sl S WlISIe(L; + C2) + VCy + |S]12C2/VE

< [WVAC + 18]l #C2)/VE.

E A Preliminary Result for Proving Theorem

In this section, we prove a preliminary result for proving Theorem |2l The result is given
in Proposition 2l It generalizes Lemma [4] to a functional form for the random function
Cy(r) = rVtw" (8,4 — 6%), r € [0,1].

The preliminary result uses the invariance principle of martingale CLT. So we first

review the invariance principle of martingale CLT in the following lemma:

Lemma 7 (Theorem 4.4. in (Hall and Heyde, 2014), rewritten in conditional Linde-

berg condition). For {S;, F;} a zero mean martingale, define X; := Sy — S;_1, V? =
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Zzzl E(X?|F;,_1), s? := E(S?) = Zzzl E(X?). Assume the conditional Lindeberg condi-

tion holds, that is

t
Ve > 0,52 3B [XPI(|X)] > es,)| Fit] 720,

=1

And assume that

VAL 2 >0 as.

(2

Then for the random function defined on r € [0,1]: ¢(r) :== V" {S;+ (VA = V)1 (rV2 —

VA X1} where i is such that V2 < rV2 < Vi3, one have
G(r) S W,

With Lemma [7], we can develop the functional CLT extension of Lemma [4] in the fol-

lowing proposition:

Proposition 2 (Functional CLT extension of Lemma. Under assumptions of Lemma
we have that

rViw" (O — 07) 5 (w”Sw)*W,, (49)

Proof. We make use of the martingale decomposition of ROOT-SGD updates. By equation

-~

(31) in (Li et al., 2022), the ROOT-SGD has the difference z; := v;—VF(0;_1) decomposed

as follows:

In~c 5 LB 1Y ) )
zi= - Z 0s(6s-1) +7ZB + 7 Z(S — 1)(05(05-1) — 05(0s-2)),
s=B s=B

J/

-~

:M7 :\1’7

where §5(0) = §(0;xs) = Vf(O;x;s) — VF(0). Then M; and ¥; are two martingale
sequences. However, it is hard to directly analyze these two sequences. To understand the
behavior of M; and V;, (Li et al., |2022) defines two auxiliary processes in their Appendix

D.1.:



where Z4(0) := V2f(0;x,) — V2F(0), and y, is a zero-mean Markov process defined as:
Yyp—1=0,ys = yo_1 — V> f(0%;x,)y,_1 + 0,(0*) for s > B.

For the auxiliary processes N; and Y;, by bound (81) and (82) in (Li et al. 2022),
we have |[N; — My||o/vt 25 0 and || Ty — U,||o/vt 5 0. Then for a r € (0,1], we have

| Npg — M[Tt]||2/\/7’_t %0 and [Ty — \IJ[Tt]Hg/\/ﬁ % 0. Thus, we must have

supreo1)|| Npg — My H2/\/Z 50, (50)
suprefo | Ty — Yingll2/VE 5 0. (51)

We claim the weak convergence of N, + T} is as follows, which we check later:
(N + i) /VE 5 (S + E(S4(07)AEL(07)))/* W, (52)

where W, is a p - dimensional random variable with each coordinate independently dis-

tributed as W, the standard wiener process.

By to , we have

rt
[_jz[rt]
1 B 1
= My + —z5+ —T,
f [r1] \/% B \/g [rt]
a 1
— (N[rt} + T[Tt])

S + E(Z.(0")AZ,(0")))*W,..

i&

By (Li et al., [2022), vtv; 2 0 and \/EHVF(@) — A(é\t — 6%)||; > 0 (on pages 56 and 57),
we have supre[o’l}r\/f’vt 2 0 and
sup,cio.q "VE|VE(8,) — A6, — 67)s % 0. So

%VF(é\[rt]—l) = [T—\/tg’v[rt] - [T—\/tg]z[rt] i) (S + E(Em(e*)AEm(e*)))l/QWT;

A(Bpy—1 — 607) 2 (S + E(Z4(0%)AZ4(07))/°W,;

—

1t

=y
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S+

(o[m] 6°) & (A71(S + E(Z.(6°)AZ,(0%)) A1) /*W,.

%\

That is,

rViw” (B — 0°) 5 (wTAN(S + E(S4(07)AZ,(67)) A~ w) /2 W,

= (w!Sw)2W,.

As the proposition claim.

It remains to prove that (Npq + Ypg)/VE 2 (S + E(Z4(0°)AZ,(6%)/°W,. We
use Lemma [7] to prove such statement. To apply Lemma [7], we define the quantity X;
as follows: for a fixed w # 0, let X; = wlv; where v; = §;(0*) + n=;(0*)y;_1. Then
w! (N + Tp) = 205 X

We now prove the limiting distribution of (Nygq + Tpq)/ V't in following steps.

We first check s; 2V,2 2 2 > 0 a.s.. By (Li et al., 2022) (page 55), : St B! Fo) B

S+ E(2;(0%)AZ,(0%)), then

ZEX2|E1 [ ZE% \F“]
4 w7 (S + B(Z,(07)AZ,(0))w
%sf =E Evﬁ} — w? (S + E(E4(0")AZ,(6%)))w
Since C' := w’ (S +E(Z,(6%)AZ,(6%)))w > 0 is a constant, we also have $V;* converges in
probability implied by comvergence in distribution
%Vf 5wl (S + E(Z4(0°)AZ,(0")))w
Thus
Ve B
We then check the conditional Lindeberg condition. By (Li et al., 2022)) (page 56), one
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have that as t — oo,
Ve > 0, Ry(e) =t~ ZE {H%HQ (Ilvill2 > 6\/Z)|fi_1} L) (53)
To check the Lindeberg condition for X; sequence for any ¢ > 0, we note that
ZIE) [XZI(|Xi| > esy)|Fimi] ZE[X? I(1X;] > eV/Ct)| Fi_ 1],
where

_ZE[ [(|Xi]| > eV/Cb)| Fi 1}
S—ZE [ Blel 3l > v/ o) 7|

—0 (By taking € = in 1} .

eC
w2
Thus the Lindeberg condition holds.

We now have all the conditions in Lemma [7] hold, thus we have (;(r) satisfies that
Ct (’f') — WT7

where (r) =V, Y{S;+ (V2 — V) (rV2 = V) X1} and i is such that V2 <rV2 < V2.

On the other hand, V%/V2 — r. Thus ¢ (v[,%t] /Vf) — G(r). That is, V, 'Sy =

G (V[ft]/ Vf) % W,, then by Slutsky’s theorem Sy V1 <% /CW,. In this way,

'wT(N[rt] + T[rt])/\/g — SW]/\/E i \/'wT(S + E(Em(e*)AEm(e*)))wWT
Recall that the above holds for any w # 0, so we have
(Niog + T /VE 5 (5 + B(E2(6")AZ4(6)) /* W,

which is the limiting distribution as claimed. O
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F Proof for Theorem 2|

In this section, we prove Theorem [2] using Proposition [2]

Proof. By Proposition , we have that the random function Cy(r) = r\/Z'wT(é\[Tﬂ — 07
satisfies

Cy(r) 5 (wTSw) 2w, (54)

Our statistic is

Ci(1)
T w6y
togo Ci(1)
VI r2t(w? (6, — 6,))2dr
Cu(1)

R - rayar

Cy (1)
\/fo (Cy(r)—rCy(1))2dr

(Theorem 18.11 of (Van der Vaart, [2000))) we have that

is a continuous function of Cy(+), so by continuous mapping theorem

C, (1) 4 (w”Sw)' 2 W, W,
\/fo (Ci(r) —rCy(1))2dr  (wT3w 1/2\/f - — rWh)2dr \/fo —rWh) er
This gives us the theorem claim. O

G Comparison of Our Covariance Estimators with Those

for the ASGD Algorithm

In this section, we compare our plug-in covariance estimator and the random-scaling esti-

mator with their counterparts for the ASDG algorithm.

65



G.1 Plug-in Estimator Comparison

We compare our plug-in estimator with the plug-in estimator for ASGD in (Chen et al.
2020)) from two aspects: the convergence rate and the computational burden.

For the convergence rate comparison, our plug-in estimator converges faster to the
true asymptotic covariance of ROOT-SGD compared to the ASGD counterpart. Recall
that for ASGD, the plug-in covariance estimator it, Asap converges to the true asymptotic
covariance Y asap as E||Xasep — it,ASGDHQ < t7%/2, Since o € (1/2,1), the convergence
rate is strictly slower than O(t~'/2). Our plug-in covariance estimator f]t converges to the
true asymptotic covariance 3 of ROOT-SGD as E||X — itHg < 712, So the convergence
speed of our estimator is strictly faster than that of the plug-in estimator in (Chen et al.|
2020). Moreover, this O(¢t~'/2) rate matches the optimal statistical rate in such a random
sampling scheme.

For the computational aspect of the plug-in estimator, both our estimator and that
in (Chen et al., 2020) can be computed in a fully online fashion. Suppose the algorithm
is updated for ¢ steps, and the parameter is of dimension p. Our plug-in estimator takes
O(p® + tp?) total arithmetic computation, while their estimator takes O(p3 + tp?) total
arithmetic computation. Our plug-in estimator takes more computation. This is due to
the intrinsic structure of the asymptotic covariance of the ROOT-SGD estimator: the

asymptotic covariance depends on the quantity
E(V*f(6":)AV*f(6"; x)); (55)

moreover, one needs to solve an equation that contains in A. Thus, in our plug-
in estimator, we need to evaluate the empirical counter-part of for an unknown A,
which is P(A) = D V2f(0;_1; 2:)AV2f(6;_1: x;). To achieve this, we keep an online
update of P= % 22:1 V2f(l/9\i_1; ;) ® sz(é\,-_l; x;). We further invert P when solving the
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empirical counterpart of A. Computing P € RP**?* and its inverse then needs O(tp* + p°)
operations, which dominates the computation. As a comparison, the asymptotic covariance
of the ASGD estimator does not contain any A term; thus, its plug-in estimator is computed
with fewer computations.

The computation burden of our plug-in estimator for ROOT-SGD is the same as that
for ASGD for the special case of V2f(0*;x) = V*F(0*). Such a special case holds for
the exponential family model. In this case, the asymptotic covariance of ROOT-SGD
reduces to A1SA!, and the plug-in covariance of ROOT-SGD is then A~1SA~!. Then

the computational complexity of our plug-in estimator becomes O(p? + tp?).

G.2 Hessian-free Estimator Comparison

We compare the computation of our random-scaling estimator with the random-scaling
estimator for ASGD in (Lee et al. 2021]).

Both estimators can be computed fully online. For ¢ steps of the algorithm on a problem
of dimension p, our random-scaling estimator takes O(tp*) arithmetic computations, which
is the same as the random-scaling estimator for ASGD and is less than our plug-in estimator.

As for the asymptotic convergence of the random-scaling estimators, both our estimator
and that in (Lee et al., |2021)) are asymptotically consistent. Unfortunately, there is no
convergence rate result in either our work or (Lee et al., 2021). Though the convergence
rates of the random-scaling estimators are not guaranteed, considering that ROOT-SGD
converges faster than SGD, there is still an advantage to use ROOT-SGD and our random-
scaling estimator as compared to the ASGD counterpart. And we do see such an advantage

in our experiment.
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