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Abstract. We explore an explicit link between stochastic gradient descent using common
batching strategies and splitting methods for ordinary differential equations. From this per-
spective, we introduce a new minibatching strategy (called Symmetric Minibatching Strat-
egy) for stochastic gradient optimisation which shows greatly reduced stochastic gradient
bias (from O(h2) to O(h4) in the optimiser stepsize h), when combined with momentum-
based optimisers. We justify why momentum is needed to obtain the improved performance
using the theory of backward analysis for splitting integrators and provide a detailed analytic
computation of the stochastic gradient bias on a simple example.

Further, we provide improved convergence guarantees for this new minibatching strategy
using Lyapunov techniques that show reduced stochastic gradient bias for a fixed stepsize
(or learning rate) over the class of strongly-convex and smooth objective functions. Via the
same techniques we also improve the known results for the Random Reshuffling strategy for
stochastic gradient descent methods with momentum. We argue that this also leads to a
faster convergence rate when considering a decreasing stepsize schedule. Both the reduced
bias and efficacy of decreasing stepsizes are demonstrated numerically on several motivating
examples.

1. Introduction

In machine learning, one common approach to training a model is to frame the task as an
optimisation problem and seek the optimum of an objective function F : Rd → R using an
optimisation algorithm, in the particular case where F corresponds to a finite-sum problem
with gradient

∇F =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∇fi,(1.1)

where fi : Rd → R for i = 1, ..., N .
In this setting the goal is to find the minimiser of F (assuming there is a unique minimum),

X∗ = argmin
X∈Rd

F (X).(1.2)

It is well known that the gradient flow on Rd, where X(0) = x0,

dX

dt
= −∇F (X) ≡ G(X),(1.3)

converges to the minimiser X∗ as t→∞ under appropriate assumptions on F . The Gradient
Descent (GD) algorithm, which, given a stepsize h > 0 and an initial value x0 ∈ Rd, follows
the update rule

xk+1 = xk − h∇F (xk),(GD)
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2 LUKE SHAW AND PETER A. WHALLEY

can be seen as the Euler discretisation of the continuous dynamics Eq. (1.3). Under appro-
priate assumptions on h and F Eq. (GD) also converges to the minimiser X∗ ∈ Rd as k →∞
(see [45]). In particular, under the following assumptions on the objective function, F , one
can easily achieve quantitative convergence guarantees.

Definition 1.1. A continuously differentiable F : Rd → R is L-smooth if for all x, y ∈ Rd

with L > 0,
∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥ ⩽ L∥x− y∥.

Definition 1.2. A continuously differentiable F : Rd → R is µ-strongly convex if for all
x, y ∈ Rd with µ > 0,

F (x) ⩾ F (y) + ⟨∇F (y), x− y⟩+ µ

2
∥x− y∥2.

Further, F is (merely) convex if it is 0-strongly convex.

Assumption 1.3 (µ-strongly convex and L-smooth). F is continuously differentiable and
there exists L > µ > 0 such that F is µ-strongly convex and L-smooth.

Theorem 1.4. Let F satisfy Assumption 1.3 with minimiser X∗ ∈ Rd. For an initialisation
x0 ∈ Rd, stepsize 0 < h < 1/L and K ∈ N, the iterates of Eq. (GD) satisfy

∥xK −X∗∥22 ⩽ (1− hµ)K∥x0 −X∗∥22.
Proof. See [30, Theorem 3.6] for example. □

In particular, for h = 1/L, gradient descent converges to the minimiser with a rate of µ/L,
which is known as the condition number of the objective F .
Gradient descent is the simplest optimisation algorithm that one can use. Depending

on the context, its limitations may be overcome in different ways, which we review in this
introduction. If the gradient is too expensive to calculate, one may use a stochastic gradient
descent algorithm, which we discuss in Section 1.1; one may also introduce momentum, which
has different benefits in the full versus stochastic gradient case, as discussed in Section 1.2;
finally, we propose that the combination of stochastic gradient and momentum may be most
effectively understood via the literature on splitting methods, see Section 1.3.

1.1. Stochastic Gradients. When performing optimisation within the statistics and ma-
chine learning context, where models increasingly rely on large datasets, evaluating the
gradient ∇F requires computations over the entire dataset. It is thus computationally
impractical to evaluate ∇F at every iteration. To address this, full-gradient methods
have largely been replaced by optimisers which use an unbiased estimator ∇fω of ∇F (i.e
Eω[∇fω] = ∇F, ∀x ∈ Rd and where ω ∼ π is a random variable), with reduced computa-
tional cost, called a stochastic gradient. For example, replacing the full gradient in Eq. (GD)
with a stochastic gradient gives Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) [55]

xk+1 = xk − h∇fω(xk), where ω ∼ π.(SGD)

In fact, in machine learning applications, where problems are often non-convex, the use of a
stochastic gradient may be desirable, since the added noise helps: a) find better local minima
[36]; b) escape saddle points [31]; and c) provide greater generalisation [31, 36]. However,
since the stochastic gradients are inexact, the algorithm—when using a fixed stepsize h—no
longer asymptotically converges to the true minimiser X∗ meaning that limK→∞ xK is only
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approximately equal to X∗ (see [32, 13]). Instead, it stabilises at a point some distance away,
an effect known as the “stochastic gradient bias” [2]. Indeed, under appropriate assumptions,
this bias may be quantified.

Assumption 1.5 (Finite Variance of Stochastic Gradient). We assume that the variance of
the stochastic gradient ∇fω at the true minimiser X∗ ∈ Rd of F is finite, i.e.,

σ2
∗ ≡ Eω∼π ∥∇fω(X∗)∥2 <∞.

Theorem 1.6 (SGD-RM). Assume a function F : Rd → R satisfying Assumption 1.3 with
minimiser X∗ ∈ Rd and consider iterates (xk)k∈N generated by SGD with stepsize 0 < h <
1/(2L) and starting iterate x0 ∈ Rd. Assume the stochastic functions fω : Rd → R are
continuously differentiable, convex and L-smooth, ∀ω ∼ π and satisfy Eω[∇fω] = ∇F and
Assumption 1.5 with constant 0 < σ2

∗ <∞ then

E∥xK −X∗∥2 ⩽ (1− hµ)K∥x0 −X∗∥2 + 2h
σ2
∗
µ︸ ︷︷ ︸

stochastic gradient bias

.

Proof. Follows from [32, Proof of Thm. 3.1] or [30, Thm. 5.8]. □

The stochastic gradient bias, present even when K →∞ is a distinct source of error to the
finite contraction (1 − hµ)K , which disappears in the asymptotic limit. In order to remove
the stochastic gradient bias and converge to X∗ one must use a decreasing stepsize schedule
(hk)k∈N satisfying the Robbins-Munro criterion:

∑∞
k=0 hk = ∞ and

∑∞
k=0 h

2
k < ∞ [55].

The bias may also be reduced (but not eliminated entirely) via Polyak-Ruppert averaging,
in which one averages the iterates after a burn-in phase and subsequently improves the
accuracy of the approximation [57, 51].

Another way to reduce the bias is to make a smart choice for the distribution π from which
one samples ω in order to generate the stochastic gradient - that is, the “randomisation
strategy”. Implicitly, we have taken the simplest such strategy, known as Robbins-Monro
(RM) and so the result of Theorem 1.6 may be said to hold for the SGD-RM algorithm. In
fact, an alternative strategy, known as Random Reshuffling (RR), is preferred in practice
[54, 63, 14]. It is now well-established that RR offers not only greater computational efficiency
— owing to improved caching and memory access [4] — but also a reduced stochastic gradient
bias compared to RM when used in stochastic gradient descent (resulting in SGD-RR and
SGD-RM, respectively) [42, 20]. In particular, under the same assumptions on the objective
and stochastic gradients as in Theorem 1.6, one may show that the stochastic gradient bias
is reduced from O(h) to O(h2) (although with a more restrictive limit on the stepsize), and
so, asymptotically, one obtains a better approximation of X∗ [42].

1.2. Momentum and Accelerated Convergence. While in Theorem 1.4, the only con-
tribution to the error in estimating the true minimiser X∗ is due to finite contraction which
disappears completely asymptotically, in Theorem 1.6, the stochastic gradient bias intro-
duces an additional error which is present even as the number of iterations K → ∞. With
respect to contraction, in the full gradient case it is known that the µ/L convergence rate
in Theorem 1.4 may be accelerated by introducing momentum into the gradient descent
method. Two popular choices are the Polyak Heavy Ball [50] and Nesterov methods [45],

xk+1 = xk + β(xk − xk−1)− α∇F (xk),(Polyak)
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xk+1 = xk + β(xk − xk−1)− α∇F (xk + β(xk − xk−1)),(Nesterov)

(for x0 ≡ x−1 given) and α, β > 0. These are available as default choices of optimiser
within the popular pytorch library [47]. For an appropriate choice of parameters and certain
function classes, Polyak and Nesterov accelerate convergence from the rate µ/L for Eq. (GD)

in Theorem 1.4 to
√
µ/L. For the Polyak method, this acceleration is achieved only for

quadratic objectives F [50]; Nesterov’s algorithm achieves the accelerated rate for all µ-
strongly convex and L-smooth F [45].

We shall not be concerned with the accelerated convergence of momentum-based methods
in the full gradient context in this article. It is of greater interest to us how such methods
behave when the full gradient F in Eqs. (Polyak) and (Nesterov) is replaced by a stochastic
gradient. In this way one may derive stochastic gradient momentum-based optimisers [29].
We show in this article that such stochastic gradient momentum-based methods in fact reduce
the (asymptotic) stochastic gradient bias contribution to the error in Theorem 1.6. Results
for such the RR strategy in combination with momentum-type methods have recently begun
to appear in the literature [64]. Our work here follows this trend.

Interestingly, both Eq. (Polyak) and Eq. (Nesterov) may be seen as discretisations of a
continuous system of equations (just as Eq. (GD) discretises Eq. (1.3)) on R2d

dX

dt
= V

dV

dt
= −∇F (X)− γV = G(X)− γV,

(1.4)

where γ > 0 is known as a friction parameter. Note that taking γ → ∞ and introducing a
suitable time-rescaling one recovers (GD) (see [49, Sec 6.5]).

For example, Polyak’s heavy ball method may be rewritten, introducing the momentum
variable vk, (with v0 = 0 and x0 given) as the update rule

xk+1 = xk + he−γhvk − h2∇F (xk)
vk+1 = e−γhvk − h∇F (xk),

(HB)

for a stepsize h > 0 and initialisation (x0, v0) ∈ R2d. Nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent,
on the other hand, corresponds to an Additive Runge-Kutta (ARK) discretisation of (1.4)

xk+1 = xk + he−γhvk − h2∇F (xk + he−γhvk)

vk+1 = e−γhvk − h∇F (xk + he−γhvk),
(NAG)

for a stepsize h > 0 and initialisation (x0, v0) ∈ R2d [24].

1.3. Splitting Methods. Given this connection between both standard and momentum-
based optimisation methods and discretisations of continuous systems Eqs. (1.3) and (1.4), it
seems natural to turn to the numerical analysis literature on ordinary differential equations
(ODEs). In particular, we study “splitting methods”, an important class of numerical inte-
grators [41, 12]. These are typically used when considering ODEs which have the following
form

dX

dt
= G(X) =

N∑
i=1

gi(x),(1.5)
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which is clearly related to Eqs. (1.1) and (1.3). For example, the celebrated “leapfrog”
method which is used to solve Hamiltonian dynamics and within Hamiltonian Monte Carlo
may be understood as a splitting method [25, 15]. We will show in Section 3 that one epoch
of Random Reshuffling (RR) may be understood as a splitting method with a randomised
splitting order. We refer to this type of splitting method as a “randomised splitting method”,
a term used in the literature on quantum simulation [67, 21]. Moreover, inspired by the split-
ting method framework, we propose an alternative randomisation strategy, called symmetric
minibatch splitting (SMS) and justify its superiority using analysis techniques developed for
splitting methods in Section 4. An important consequence of viewing the stochastic gradient
optimisers as splitting methods is that it becomes apparent why momentum-based methods
obtain reduced stochastic gradient bias using SMS (or indeed RR), while plain SGD (with-
out momentum) does not - a benefit that is distinct to the accelerated convergence obtained
by Nesterov for full gradient optimisation as discussed in Section 1.2. These connections
between stochastic gradient methods and splitting methods have also been explored within
the context of MCMC [28, 48, 61].

1.4. Contributions.

• We establish an explicit link between stochastic gradient optimisers (with and without
momentum) and (randomised) splitting methods. In order to do this, we detail
the batching strategies used to generate stochastic gradients in Section 2, and their
relation to splitting methods in Section 3.
• Inspired by the link to splitting methods, we introduce a new randomisation strat-
egy based on the celebrated Strang splitting [62], called symmetric minibatch split-
ting (SMS). We show that, when combined with the Stochastic Heavy Ball method
Eq. (HB), it is provably more accurate, arriving at a convergence guarantee via Lya-
punov function techniques.

This randomisation strategy has recently been proposed in the machine learn-
ing literature under the moniker of “flip-flop” [53]. However, combining SMS with
Eq. (SGD) (as in [53]), giving SGD-SMS, does not yield improved guarantees beyond
the quadratic case. By establishing the connection to splitting methods, we are able
to explain this phenomenon and provide numerical methods which yield improved
accuracy in a more general setting (beyond quadratics). By employing the Heavy
Ball method Eq. (HB) with a stochastic gradient generated with SMS, we are able
to double the order of accuracy compared to SGD-SMS, whilst only requiring one
gradient per step. More precisely, we establish convergence guarantees where the
stochastic gradient bias is O(h4) in MSE compared to the state-of-the-art results of
O(h2) in [42].
• In addition, we improve the known convergence results for Heavy Ball with random
reshuffling (O(h3) in MSE), which is provably more accurate then SGD-RR. We
illustrate that these bounds are tight by constructing a model problem which yields
these bounds.
• We empirically confirm the effects of different strategies on logistic regression prob-
lems.
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2. Randomisation Strategies

Following on from the introduction, an important consideration is how to generate the
stochastic gradient estimator, ∇fω, which is determined by the sampling of ω. We recall
that we consider a class of problems where ∇F is based on a finite sum

∇F =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∇fi.

The different randomisation strategies RM, RR and SMS may then be understood as special
cases of the same algorithm Algorithm 2.1, where one generates a matrix Ωn,N(m) ∈ Rm×n

Ωn,N(m) =


ω11 ω12 . . . ω1n

ω21
. . . . . . ω2n

...
...

. . .
...

ωm1 . . . . . . ωmn

 =


ω1

ω2
...

ωm

 ,(2.1)

of mn distinct entries ωij drawn without replacement from {1, 2, . . . , N}. We will write
simply Ω in the following to suppress the additional notation for brevity.

For the case mn = N , one has maximal m = R = N/n (we assume n divides N exactly
for simplicity), and the matrix exactly partitions the set of indices. A batch is then defined
as the set of indices corresponding to an ωi = (ωi1, ωi2, . . . , ωin) for each i = 1, ...,m, and
gives a stochastic gradient via

∇fωi
≡ 1

n

n∑
j=1

∇fωij
.(2.2)

Note that no two batches in the same matrix then contain the same ∇fi.
We may now define the aforementioned strategies for generating the stochastic gradient,

RM, RR and SMS. Stochastic gradient algorithms are typically run for a total number of
iterations which is an integer multiple of R, K = neR, ne ∈ N. ne is then the number of
epochs, where an epoch is composed of R iterations.

2.1. Robbins-Monro (RM). For RM, one sets m = 1 and the stochastic gradient is
then generated at each step k ∈ N via sampling Ω ∈ R1×n and then calculating ∇fωk

via
Eq. (2.2). In expectation then, after one epoch of R iterations, the algorithm sees every ∇fi
for i = 1, ..., N once [55].

2.2. Random Reshuffling (RR). In the case of RR, one sets m = R first, samples Ω ∈
RR×n and then calculates ∇fω1 . Over the succeeding R − 1 steps one iterates through the
remaining batches ω2, . . . ,ωR, calculating the respective stochastic gradient approximation
at each step before reaching the end of the epoch. One then resamples the matrix Ω and
carries out another R steps. Hence, after one epoch of R iterations, the algorithm has seen
every ∇fi for i = 1, ..., N once and only once. For an intuition as to why RR is superior to
RM, see [6, Exercise 2.10].

2.3. Symmetric Minibatch Splitting (SMS). In the case of SMS, similarly to RR one
sets m = R first, samples Ω ∈ RR×n and then calculates ∇fω1 . Over the succeeding R − 1
steps one iterates through the remaining batches ω2, . . . ,ωR, before reaching the end of the
epoch. One then reverses the order of the batches and carries out another R steps. I.e. over
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the following epoch one iterates through the batches in the order ωR,ωR−1 . . . ,ω1. One then
resamples the matrix Ω and carries out another 2R steps with the same procedure. Similarly,
every epoch the algorithm has seen every ∇fi for i = 1, ..., N once and only once, however
every other epoch the choice of batch is purely deterministic conditional on the ordering in
the previous epoch.

2.4. Stochastic Gradient Algorithm. In Algorithm 2.1 we provide a general stochastic
gradient algorithm which details the minibatching procedure for SGD or momentum SGD
(i.e. using Nesterov or Heavy Ball) if an even number of epochs are run. Note that this can
also be used in combination with any gradient-based optimisation algorithm which relies on
stochastic gradients, for example, more sophisticated optimisation algorithms like Adam or
AdaGrad [37, 26], which are not discussed in this work and for which theoretical guarantees
are much more challenging to derive [22].

Algorithm 2.1 General Stochastic Gradient Algorithm

Input: m,K,N, n, z0, h ▷ m = 1 if RM, m = R = N/n if RR or SMS

1: k ← 0
2: while k ⩽ 2neR do ▷ Assume K = 2neR, ne ∈ N
3: Sample Ωn,N(m) = {ωi}mi=1 according to Eq. (2.1)
4: for i = 1, . . . ,m do
5: Generate zk+1 using ∇fωi

via Eq. (SGD), Eq. (HB) or Eq. (NAG)
6: k ← k + 1
7: end for
8: if SMS then ▷ Reverse the minibatch ordering for next epoch.
9: for i = m, . . . , 1 do
10: Generate zk+1 using ∇fωi

via Eq. (SGD), Eq. (HB) or Eq. (NAG)
11: k ← k + 1
12: end for
13: end if
14: end while
15: return (zk)

K
k=0

3. Splitting Methods

Recall that we are interested in integrating systems of the form

dX

dt
≡ Ẋ = G(X) =

1

R

R∑
i=1

gωi
(X),(3.1)

where G(X) = −∇F (X), gωi
(X) = −∇fωi

(X), over a time Rh, where we do not have

access to the exact solution ϕ
[GF ]
h for the gradient flow. We could then approximately solve

the flow using the simple Euler method, x← x+RhG(x), which gives the gradient descent
algorithm Eq. (GD) with timestep Rh. As is clear from Theorem 1.4, this is not feasible since
it would require that h = O((RL)−1) for convergence. Alternatively, one may have recourse
to a splitting method, since the flow has a natural decomposition as the sum of subproblems
with gωi

[12]. One may then use the gradient descent method to (approximately) solve each

subproblem via ψ
[GD]
h,i (x) = x + (Rh)

gωi (x)

R
= x + hgωi

(x), giving a composition integrator
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with the same cost as the basic Euler method which uses the full gradient G with timestep
Rh

ΨRh(x) = ψ
[GD]
h,R ◦ ψ

[GD]
h,R−1 ◦ . . . ◦ ψ

[GD]
h,1 (x) ≈ x+RhG(x).(3.2)

A Taylor expansion shows that the composition approximates the exact full-gradient flow
over a timestep Rh up to O(h2), and so one could hope that it also converges close to
the minimiser as does the full gradient gradient descent scheme. However, assuming that
each flow gωi

(x) ≈ G(x) (i.e., the Lipschitz constants are similar and all gi are strongly
convex), one has a more reasonable timestep restriction for contraction of h = O(L−1) [42,
Thm. 1]. If one does not randomise the batching to generate {gωi

}Ri=1, this is known as
the Incremental Gradient (IG) method; if one randomly batches once prior to executing the
descent algorithm, this is known as the Shuffle Once (SO) method. Alternatively, one may
re-batch the {gωi

}Ri=1 after one epoch (of duration Rh in ‘time’) and use a new flow Eq. (3.1)
{gi}Ri=1, and apply the corresponding composition Eq. (3.2). This gives the Random Reshuffle
(RR) method, which has the advantage of avoiding using ‘bad’ batchings many times, which
can occur with IG or SO. Finally, one may also consider using a symmetric composition
integrator (using multiplication to denote composition)

Ψ2Rh(x) =
1∏

i=R

ψ
[GD]
h,i ◦

R∏
i=1

ψ
[GD]
h,i (x) ≈ x+ 2RhG(x),(3.3)

with timestep 2Rh, of equivalent cost to Eq. (3.2). One might hope that the symmetric
scheme, due to error cancellation, in general converges to a point even closer to the minimiser
than Eq. (3.2), but in fact this is only the case for linear G, gωi

, (cf. Section 5). In general,
the composition Eq. (3.3) approximates the exact full-gradient flow over a timestep Rh up
to O(h2), the same order as for Eq. (3.2). Naturally, one also expects to be able to use a
timestep h = O(L−1). One can also imagine Symmetric IG and Symmetric SO methods; we
focus on the fully randomised version which we call Symmetric Minibatch Splitting (SMS).

3.1. Second-order dynamics. One may also write the second-order dynamics Eq. (1.4)
based on the gradient G as

Ż =

[
Ẋ

V̇

]
=

[
V

G(X)− γV

]
=

[
V
0

]
+

[
0

G(X)− γV

]
= AZ +BZ,(3.4)

where (ρ : Rd → R)

Aρ(Z) = V∇Xρ(Z), Bρ(Z) = (G− γV )∇V ρ(Z)(3.5)

are operators which act on vector fields and return vector fields. As for Eq. (3.1) one does not

have access to the full solution flow ϕ
[A+B]
h , but instead of using Euler as the basic map, one

may construct a splitting integrator as follows. This formulation is especially advantageous
since one may write

Ż =
1

R

R∑
i=1

[
V

gωi
(X)− γV

]
=

1

R

R∑
i=1

[
V
0

]
+

1

R

R∑
i=1

[
0

gωi
(X)− γV

]
=

1

R

R∑
i=1

AZ +Bωi
Z,

(3.6)
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where the subproblems Ż = AZ = (V, 0) and Ż = Bωi
Z = (0, gωi

− γV ) admit exact
solutions

ϕ
[A]
h (Z) = (X + hV, V ), ϕ

[Bωi ]

h (Z) = (X, e−γhV + hgωi
(X)).(3.7)

To implement each stochastic gradient iteration, one may use a basic composition in either

a non-symmetric form ϕ
[A]
h ◦ ϕ

[Bωi ]

h (called Lie-Trotter), or a symmetric form ϕ
[A]
h/2 ◦ ϕ

[Bωi ]

h ◦
ϕ
[A]
h/2 (called Strang). One sees from the forms of the maps Eq. (3.7) that the Lie-Trotter

composition is equivalent to Heavy Ball:

vk+1 = e−γhvk + hgωi
(xk)

xk+1 = xk + hvk+1 = xk + he−γhvk + h2gωi
(xk).

The full map for an epoch may then be written as a composition integrator based on the
non-symmetric Lie-Trotter-like splitting,

ΨRh = ϕ
[BωR

]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h ◦ ϕ

[BωR−1
]

h ◦ . . . ϕ[Bω1 ]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h ≈ ϕ

[A+B]
h ,(3.8)

or an alternative splitting

Ψ2Rh =
1∏

i=R

(
ϕ
[Bωi ]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h

)
◦

R∏
i=1

(
ϕ
[Bωi ]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h

)
= ϕ

[A]
−h/2 ◦

1∏
i=R

(
ϕ
[A]
h/2 ◦ ϕ

[Bωi ]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h/2

)
◦

R∏
i=1

(
ϕ
[A]
h/2 ◦ ϕ

[Bωi ]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h/2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Symmetric Strang composition

◦ϕ[A]
h/2

(3.9)

which one can see is almost a symmetric composition of symmetric Strang compositions.
Indeed this only becomes more clear by examining the flow over 2K epochs

(Ψ2Rh)
K = ϕ

[A]
−h/2 ◦

(
1∏

i=R

(
ϕ
[A]
h/2 ◦ ϕ

[Bωi ]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h/2

)
◦

R∏
i=1

(
ϕ
[A]
h/2 ◦ ϕ

[Bωi ]

h ◦ ϕ[A]
h/2

))K

◦ ϕ[A]
h/2.

This is important since it is possible to show that the inner symmetric composition in

Eq. (3.9) approximates the full flow ϕ
[A+B]
Rh up to O(h3), while Eq. (3.8) is only O(h2) (the

same as Eqs. (3.2) and (3.3)). This a consequence of the use of maps ϕ
[A]
h , ϕ

[Bωi ]

h which
are exact solutions to an ODE, and thus obey Ψ−1

−h = Ψh (unlike the basic Euler map). In
general then, the symmetric Strang composition scheme will converge to a point closer to the
minimiser (to which the full flow converges) than the other schemes. Since the full scheme
in Eq. (3.9) is conjugate to the inner scheme, (related by simple changes of coordinates at
the beginning and end of the algorithm) it can be expected to have the same long-time
behaviour1 [18]. This is indeed the case, as shown by the proof of Theorem 6.3 for standard
(Lie-Trotter) Heavy Ball. Understanding stochastic optimisers as splitting methods makes
it obvious that momentum is key to obtaining the benefit of SMS for general functions (not
just quadratic functions, as was shown for Eq. (3.3) in [53]).

1This may be seen informally since, if one initialises with v0 = 0, the map ϕ
[A]
h/2 does nothing, and then since

v ≈ 0 at the end of optimisation, the final map ϕ
[A]
−h/2 also does not greatly affect the final x iterate.
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4. Backward Error Analysis of Splitting Methods

In order to analyse splitting methods, several tools have been developed. We now review
these tools and explicitly relate them to the optimisation context. The first of these concepts
is the Lie derivative.
Lie derivative. Consider the gradient flow G = −∇F , G : Rd 7→ Rd which has flow ϕh

solving dX/dt = G(X), i.e. X(t + h) = ϕh(X(t)). Then the Lie derivative LG of a general
function ρ : Rd 7→ R is defined by

LGρ(x) =
d∑

i=1

G(i)(x)∂X(i)ρ(x) = ⟨∇ρ(x), G(x)⟩.(4.1)

Consequently (d/dt)|t=0 ρ(ϕt(x)) = LGρ(x). Note also that the Lie derivative is linear in its
vector field (i.e. its subscript), since for f, g : Rd 7→ Rd,

Lf + Lg = Lf+g.(4.2)

Such relations extend immediately to elementwise operations on functions ρ : Rd → Rm

(see [15, Sec. 9.1]).
The Lie derivative can be used to Taylor expand ρ along the flow ϕh of G about a point x

using ρ(ϕh(x)) = ρ(x)+
∑

n⩾1
dn

dhn

∣∣
h=0

ρ(x), where it may be shown that the iterated operator
dn

dhn

∣∣
h=0

= Ln
G and consequently [33, Sec III.5.1]

ρ(ϕh(x)) = ρ(x) +
∑
n⩾1

hn

n!
Ln

Gρ(x) = ehLGρ(x),(4.3)

a relation which can be shown to hold rigourously [46] (see Definition A.1). Such relations
extend immediately to elementwise operations and thus by setting ρ = id, one recovers that
the solution can be written in the form ϕh(x) = ehLGx.
Taylor Expansion of Optimiser. One then considers the mapping generated by an opti-
miser step Ψh as [11]

ρ(Ψh(x)) = ρ(x) +
∑
n⩾1

hn

n!

dn

dhn

∣∣∣∣
h=0

ρ(Ψh(x)) =

(
I +

∑
n⩾1

hnCn

)
ρ(x) = C(h)ρ(x),(4.4)

so that (taking ρ = id) one sees that the expansion Eq. (4.4) matches that of the flow
Eq. (4.3) up to order p if Cn = LG/n!, 1 ⩽ n ⩽ p.
Similarly one may identify D(h) = log(C(h)), C(h) = exp(D(h)) and thus expand [7]

D(h) =
∑
n⩾1

hn
n∑

m=1

(−1)m+1

m

∑
j1+...+jm=n

Cj1 . . . Cjm ≡
∑
n⩾1

hnDn,

from which one derives the order conditions D1 = LG, Dn = 0, 2 ⩽ n ⩽ p via ρ(Ψh(x)) =
exp(D(h))ρ(x). Note that for the adjoint method Ψ∗

h(x) = Ψ−1
−h(x), ρ(Ψ

∗
h(x)) = exp(−D(−h))ρ(x).

Hence for a symmetric method (for which Ψ∗
h(x) = Ψh(x)) D(−h) = −D(h) and thus

D2m = 0,m = 1, 2, 3 . . ..
Modified Gradient Flow. One may (formally) associate D(h) = hLG̃h

to a modified gra-

dient flow (modified equation in numerical analysis terms)

G̃h = G+ hG1 + h2G2 + . . . ,(4.5)
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such that Dn = hn+1LGn via the linearity of the Lie derivative Eq. (4.2). Note that then the

optimiser converges to the true minimiser X∗ if and only if X∗ is also a fixed point of G̃h.
Thus rather than analysing the error in the iterates ∥xk − X∗∥ for k ∈ N directly, we may
perform backward error analysis using the modified equation, which allows one to study the
long-time behaviour (asymptotic convergence and errors) of optimisation methods. We shall
demonstrate the procedure for the case of gradient descent Eq. (GD).

Example 4.1 (Gradient Descent). For gradient descent, one has Ψh(x) = x + hG(x), and
so the expansion Eq. (4.4) follows

ρ(Ψh(x)) = ρ(x) + h⟨ρ′(x), G(x)⟩+ h2

2
⟨G(x), ρ′′(x)G(x)⟩+O(h3)

= ρ(x) + hLGρ(x) +
h2

2

(
L2

Gρ(x)− ⟨ρ′(x), G′(x)G(x)⟩
)
+O(h3),

giving C(h) = I + hLG + h2

2
(L2

G − LG′G′) + O(h3), where ρ′ : Rd → Rd is a vector and

G′, ρ′′ : Rd → Rd×d are matrices. Using the definition of the logarithm of an operator
Definition A.1, one has that D(h) = log(C(h)) = hLG− h2

2
LG′G +O(h3). Thus the modified

gradient flow of gradient descent is

G̃h = G− h

2
G′G+O(h3).(4.6)

Since G(X∗) = 0, G̃h(X∗) = O(h3). In fact, since the general term of Eq. (4.4) follows

dn

dhn
ρ(X∗+hG(X∗)) =

dn−1

dhn−1
⟨ρ′(X∗+hG(X∗)), G(X∗)⟩ =

〈
dn−1

dhn−1
ρ′(X∗ + hG(X∗)), G(X∗)

〉
= 0,

necessarily one has that G̃h(X∗) = 0, i.e. gradient descent converges to the true minimiser.

Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff . The exponential formalism is useful since compositions of
maps may be written as products of exponentials2,

ϕ
[f ]
t ◦ ϕ

[g]
t (x) = etLgetLf = exp

(
tLg + tLf +

t2

2
[Lg,Lf ] + . . .

)
,

which via the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff (BCH) formula may be expanded in iterated com-
mutators of the operators [A,B] = AB−BA ([65, 52],[33, Sec. III.4]). See also [7, Appendix
A.4].

The commutator of Lie derivatives may be related directly to a vector field in the following
way. Consider two vector fields f, g : Rd 7→ Rd. One can see that the commutator [·, ·] applied
to a test function ρ : Rd 7→ R is

[Lf ,Lg]ρ = ρ′(g′f − f ′g) = L(f,g)ρ

where we define the Lie bracket of vector fields (f, g) = g′f − f ′g, with g′, f ′ the (square)
Jacobian matrices of the vector valued functions. All this may be easily extended to ele-
mentwise operations for ρ : Rd 7→ Rm. Note that the result (f, g) : Rd 7→ Rd, just as the
commutator of two Lie derivatives returns a Lie derivative.

2Note the reversed order of the operators relative to the applied steps [12].
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4.1. Asymptotic Convergence Error in Optimisation. In order to use modified equa-
tions to examine stochastic gradient optimisation, we must understand how the local errors
at each step propagate3. Since the asymptotic error (or bias) is what concerns us, we may
pick any starting point for the iterates, and thus we select x0 = X∗, which facilitates the
analysis. In the following, we define the norm ∥·∥2L2,P = Eω[∥ · ∥2P ] with P a matrix appropri-
ately defined so that the optimiser is contractive, although we shall gloss over these details
for brevity (see [60, Sections 4.3 and 5] for a full treatment4).

Assumption 4.2. Let αh,ω(x)+βh,ω(x) = Ψh(x)−ϕh(x) be a decomposition of the one-step
error of the optimisation algorithm such that

∥αh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P = O(h(p+1)/2), ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P = O(h(p+2)/2),

and with eK = ΨK
h (X∗)−X∗, K ∈ N∣∣E⟨αh,ω(X∗),Ψh(Ψ

K
h (X∗))−Ψh(X∗)⟩L2

∣∣ ⩽ C0h ∥αh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P ∥eK∥L2,P .(4.7)

In addition, Ψh is a contractive mapping (for appropriate choices of problem parameters and
matrix P )

∥Ψh(x)−Ψh(y)∥2L2,P ⩽ (1− C1h) ∥x− y∥2L2,P , ∀x, y, C1 > 0.

Under these assumptions, it can be shown (see Appendix A.2) that, if one has ∥αh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P =

O(h(p+1)/2), ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P = O(h(p+2)/2), one expects the global asymptotic convergence er-

ror limK→∞ ∥eK∥L2,P = O(hp/2) (i.e. a MSE of O(hp)).
We now undertake a backward error analysis of the SGD algorithms.

Example 4.3 (SGD-RM). For stochastic gradient descent with Robbins-Monro sampling of
the gradient, one has that one optimisation step follows Ψh(x) = x + hgω(x), and thus (cf.
Eq. (4.6)) each step follows a (random) modified flow

g̃h,ω = gω −
h

2
g′ωgω +O(h3).(4.8)

Hence X∗ is not a fixed point of g̃h,ω. We may write one step of SGD via the exponential

form exp(hLg̃h,ω). Consequently, the local error admits the decomposition
(
e
hLg̃h,ω − ehLG

)
X∗ =

αh,ω(X∗) + βh,ω(X∗), where αh,ω(X∗) = h (Lgω − LG)X∗ is O(h) and ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P =

O(h2). One may verify that αh,ω(X∗) fulfills Assumption 4.2 (see Eq. (4.9)) with

∥αh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P = h ∥(Lgω − LG)X∗∥L2,P = h ∥gω(X∗)−G(X∗)∥L2,P = hσ∗,

and so the asymptotic error is O(h1/2) as is well known [32, Thm. 3.1].

Remark 4.4. For SGD-RM, one has αh,ω(X∗) = hgω(X∗), which fulfills Eq. (4.7) since (via
the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality)

E⟨−h∇gω(X∗),Ψ
K
h (X∗)−X∗ − h[∇gω(ΨK

h (X∗))−∇gω(X∗)]⟩L2

= hE⟨αh,ω(X∗),−[∇gω(ΨK
h (X∗))−∇gω(X∗)]⟩L2 ⩽ hL ∥αh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P ∥eK∥L2,P ,

(4.9)

3Note that we will understand ‘step’ as either a single iteration (for RM), an epoch (for RR), or 2 epochs
(for SMS).
4For quadratic objectives (3.4) is contractive in a matrix norm for a particular choice of P for all γ > 0 (see
for example [43]). For L-smooth, strongly convex objectives the results of [60] only hold in the overdamped

regime γ ⩾ O(
√
L). In the low-friction regime we later use Lyapunov techniques to establish rigorous bounds

for the Heavy Ball method.
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using that E⟨αh,ω(X∗), eK⟩L2 = 0.

Example 4.5 (SGD-RR). For stochastic gradient descent with Random Reshuffle sampling
of the gradient, one has to perform the analysis at the level of an epoch. One optimisation
‘step’ is thus composed of R iterations of the map x → x + hgω(x), each with a modified
equation of the form Eq. (4.8) for the batches defined by {ωi}Ri=1, and so one has ΨRh(x) =∏R

i=1 exp(hLg̃h,ωi
)x. One may use the BCH formula to derive that

ΨRh = exp

(
h

R∑
i=1

Lg̃h,ωi
+
h2

2

R∑
i=1

[
Lg̃h,ωi

,

R∑
j=i+1

Lg̃h,ωj

]
+O(h3)

)

= exp

(
RhLG +

h2

2

(
R∑
i=1

[
Lgωi

,
R∑

j=i+1

Lgωj

]
− Lg′ωi

gωi

)
+O(h3)

)
.

(4.10)

Hence

G̃Rh,Ω = RG+
h

2

R∑
i=1

g′ωi

(
i−1∑
j=1

gωj
−

R∑
j=i

gωj

)
+O(h2),(4.11)

where G̃Rh,Ω is the (random) modified gradient flow of SGD-RR (over an epoch) for the batch
ordering determined by the random matrix Ω defined in Eq. (2.1). Again, X∗ is not a fixed

point of G̃Rh,Ω. However, since the leading order error

h

2

R∑
i=1

g′ωi

(
i−1∑
j=1

gωj
−

R∑
j=i

gωj

)
,

does not fulfill Assumption 4.2 (since it does not have expectation zero conditioned on eK,
as was the case for SGD-RM in Eq. (4.7)), we set αh,ω(x) = 0, and then, writing one step
of SGD-RR as exp(hLG̃h,Ω

),the local error follows

∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P =
h2

2

∥∥∥∥∥
(

R∑
i=1

[
Lgωi

,

R∑
j=i+1

Lgωj

]
− Lg′ωi

gωi
+O(h)

)
X∗

∥∥∥∥∥
L2,P

=
h2

2

∥∥∥∥∥
R∑
i=1

g′ωi
(X∗)

(
i−1∑
j=1

gωj
(X∗)−

R∑
j=i

gωj
(X∗)

)
+O(h)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2,P

= O(h2),

(4.12)

and so (since p = 2) the asymptotic error one expects to see is O(h), as is indeed the case
[42, Thm. 1].

Example 4.6 (SGD-SMS). For stochastic gradient descent with Symmetric Minibatch Sam-
pling of the gradient, one has to perform the analysis at the level of 2 epochs. One optimi-
sation ‘step’ is thus composed of 2R iterations of the map x → x + hgω(x), and so one has

ΨRh(x) =
∏2R

i=1 exp(hLg̃h,ωi
)x, where ωi = ω2R+1−i. From the equation for RR Eq. (4.11)

one has the (random) modified gradient flow of SGD-SMS (over 2 epochs) is (where Ω is
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defined in Eq. (2.1))

G̃2Rh,Ω = 2RG+
h

2

2R∑
i=1

g′ωi

(
i−1∑
j=1

gωj
−

2R∑
j=i

gωj

)
+O(h2) = 2RG− h

R∑
i=1

g′ωi
gωi

+O(h2),

(4.13)

after relabelling. Again, X∗ is not a fixed point of G̃2Rh,Ω, nor can one find an αh,ω which
fulfills Assumption 4.2. We may then find that SGD-SMS has local error

∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P = h2

∥∥∥∥∥
R∑
i=1

g′ωi
(X∗)gωi

(X∗) +O(h)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2,P

= O(h2),(4.14)

and so the asymptotic error one expects to see is also O(h).

Splitting Optimisers. The BCH formalism is especially useful for optimisers which cor-
respond to splitting integrators [12, 7]. We consider the Heavy Ball method, with steps of

the form ϕ
[A]
h ◦ ϕ

[Bωi ]

h for RM, Eq. (3.8) for RR and Eq. (3.9) for SMS. In the following we
introduce z = (x, v) with Z∗ = (X∗, 0) the fixed point of the flow Eq. (3.4).

Example 4.7 (HB-RM). For the Heavy Ball Method with Robbins-Monro sampling of the
gradient, one has that one optimisation step follows Ψh(z) = ehBωehAz, and thus via the

BCH formula Dω(h) = h(A + Bω) − h2

2
[A,Bω] + O(h3). Hence the local error admits the

decomposition
(
eDω(h) − ehLG

)
X∗ = αh,ω(X∗) + βh,ω(X∗), where αh,ω(X∗) = h (Bω −B)Z∗

is O(h) and ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P = O(h2). One may verify that αh,ω(X∗) fulfills Assumption 4.2

(since E[Bω|eK ] = B), and thus from the definition of B in Eq. (3.5)

∥αh,ω(Z∗)∥L2,P = h ∥(Bω −B)Z∗∥L2,P = h ∥(gω(X∗)−G(X∗)∥L2,P = O(h),(4.15)

and so the asymptotic error is O(h1/2) as for SGD-RM.

Example 4.8 (HB-RR). For Heavy Ball with Random Reshuffle sampling of the gradient,

one optimisation ‘step’ is thus composed of ΨRh(z) =
∏R

i=1 e
hBωiehAz. Applying the BCH

formula, one then has
∏R

i=1 e
h(Aωi+Bωi )−(h2/2)[A,Bωi ]+.... Repeated applications of the BCH

formula then give

ΨRh(z) = exp

(
Rh(A+B) + h2

[
A,

R∑
i=1

aiBωi

]
+
h2

2

R∑
i=1

[
Bωi

,

R∑
j=i+1

Bωj

]
+O(h3)

)
z,

(4.16)

for some coefficients (ai)
R
i=1. Then, as the commutators obey for i = 1, ..., R

[A,Bωi
]ρ = vg′ωi

(x)∇vρ+ (γv − gωi
(x))∇xρ, [Bωi

, Bωj
]ρ = γ(gωj

(x)− gωi
(x))∇vρ,

one has that, since Z∗ = (X∗, 0),

αh,ω(Z∗) = h2
R∑
i=1

ai[A,Bωi
]Z∗ +

h2

2

R∑
i=1

[Bωi
,

R∑
j=i+1

Bωj
]Z∗

= h2

(
−

R∑
i=1

ai

[
gωi

(X∗)
0

]
+

R∑
i=1,j>i

[
0

γ(gωj
(X∗)− gωi

(X∗))

])
,
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which then fulfills Assumption 4.2, with ∥βh(X∗)∥L2,P = O(h3). As ∥αh(X∗)∥L2,P = O(h2)
one finds an asymptotic error of O(h3/2).

Example 4.9 (S-HB-SMS). Finally, we turn to (symmetric) Heavy Ball with SMS5. One
optimisation ‘step’ is thus composed of two epochs of iterations with

Ψ2Rh(z) =
R∏
i=1

(
ehA/2ehBωiehA/2

) 1∏
i=R

(
ehA/2ehBωiehA/2

)
z = e−hA/2

(
R∏
i=1

ehAehBωi

1∏
i=R

ehAehBωi

)
ehA/2z,

i.e. a symmetric composition of symmetric compositions.
This map is then time-symmetric since Ψ−h = Ψ−1

h , which is not the case for SGD-SMS
(nor standard Heavy Ball SMS)[15]. Thus its BCH expansion contains only odd powers of h
[12, Section 2]. Hence for S-HB-SMS one has

Ψ2Rh(x) = exp
(
2Rh(A+B) + h3V3 +O(h5)

)
x,

with

V3 =
R∑

i,j,k=1

dijk
[
Bωi

,
[
Bωj

, Bωk

]]
+

R∑
i=1

bi [A, [A,Bωi
]] +

R∑
i,j=1

cij
[
Bωi

,
[
A,Bωj

]])
,

for some coefficients for some coefficients (bi)
R
i=1, (cij)

R
i,j=1, (dijk)

R
i,j,k=1. Since the commuta-

tors obey

[A, [A,Bωi
]]ρ = −2vg′ωi

(x)∇xρ+ v2g′′ωi
(x)∇vρ, [Bωi

, [Bωj
, Bωk

]]ρ = γ2(gωk
(x)− gωj

(x))∇vρ,

[Bωi
, [A,Bωj

]]ρ = γ(gωi
(x)− γv)∇xρ+

(
g′ωi

(x)gωj
(x) + g′ωj

(x)gωi
(x)− γvg′ωi

(x)
)
∇vρ,

one has that,

[A, [A,Bωi
]]Z∗ = 0, [Bωi

, [Bωj
, Bωk

]]Z∗ = (0, γ2(gωk
(X∗)− gωj

(X∗)),

[Bωi
, [A,Bωj

]]Z∗ =
(
γgωi

(X∗), g
′
ωi
(X∗)gωj

(X∗) + g′ωj
(X∗)gωi

(X∗)
)
,

since Z∗ = (X∗, 0). The first two terms have expectation 0 conditional on previous epochs.
However, except in the case that the Hessian g′ω = ∇2fω is independent of ω, the last term
does not have expectation 0 conditioned on the previous epochs. Hence, one sets αh,ω = 0
and βh,ω(X∗) = O(h3), giving an asymptotic error of O(h2). In the case of constant Hessian,
one may set αh,ω = O(h3) and βh,ω(X∗) = O(h4), giving an error of order O(h5/2). This is
confirmed by the analytic calculation in Section 5.

Remark 4.10. In fact, almost any reasonable discretisation scheme of Eq. (1.4) achieves
the same rates of convergence for the different batching schemes. Applying the Euler scheme,
for example, gives gradient descent steps using the enlarged gradient (x, v) → (x + hv, v −
γhv + hgω(x)), which implies that the expression for RR in Eq. (4.11) becomes (using that

5As discussed above, we expect this to have essentially the same long term behaviour as standard Heavy
Ball, but for a formal calculation it is necessary to use the Strang composition ehA/2ehBωi ehA/2 not the
Lie-Trotter one ehBωi ehA.
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V∗ = 0)

G̃h,Ω(Z∗) = R

[
V∗

−γV∗ +G(X∗)

]
+
h

2

R∑
i=1

(
i−1∑
j=1

[
−γV∗ + gωj

(X∗)
g′ωi

(X∗)V∗ + γ2V∗ − γgωj
(X∗)

]

−
R∑
j=i

[
−γV∗ + gωj

(X∗)
g′ωi

(X∗)V∗ + γ2V∗ − γgωj
(X∗)

])
+O(h2)

=
h

2

R∑
i=1

(
i−1∑
j=1

[
gωj

(X∗)
−γgωj

(X∗)

]
−

R∑
j=i

[
gωj

(X∗)
−γgωj

(X∗)

])
+O(h2),

which has expectation 0 conditional on previous epochs. Consequently, one has αh,ω(X∗) =
O(h2) and βh,ω(X∗) = O(h3) as for Heavy Ball giving the asymptotic error of O(h3/2).

Similarly, the expression for SMS in Eq. (4.13) becomes

G̃h,Ω(Z∗) = h
R∑
i=1

[
gωi

(X∗)
−γgωi

(X∗)

]
+O(h2) = Rh

[
G(X∗)
−γG(X∗)

]
+O(h2) = 0 +O(h2),

and so one has αh,ω(X∗) = 0 and βh,ω(X∗) = O(h3) as for Heavy Ball, giving an asymptotic
RMSE bias of O(h2).

4.2. Overview of Analysis. The rates suggested by the analysis presented here are con-
firmed by experiments in Section 7, analytical calculations in Section 5 and the convergence
results of Section 6, which conclusively demonstrate the superiority of (symmetric) Heavy
Ball as a stochastic gradient scheme.

It is thus clear that on the one hand standard gradient descent cannot be written as a
splitting method based on exact submaps. Without using a momentum-based scheme, only
a higher order method can exploit symmetry. For example, one could consider a Runge-
Kutta methods for (1.3), but they require multiple gradients per step, so they would only
be desirable in high-accuracy regimes. Further, they have undesirable properties in the full-
gradient setting, in particular, in [58] they show there exists Runge-Kutta schemes that fail
to be contractive for any choice of the timestep.

Remark 4.11. In Algorithm 2.1 and elsewhere we have assumed that N/n is an integer (n
is the size of each minibatch, N the number of data points). However, quite often, this is
not the case in practice.

In the case where n does not exactly divide N , the final minibatch contains nR = N −
n⌈N/n⌉ < n datapoints. It is standard to simply average the final stochastic gradient ap-
proximation with this smaller nR, i.e. using n−1

R

∑nR

j=1 fωRj
. This means one can no longer

understand the optimiser as a splitting method, and indeed in experiments using this proce-
dure destroys the higher-order convergence that is shown in this work. Rather, if the final
minibatch is of size nR for nR < n one must premultiply the stochastic gradient approxi-
mation by nR/n, so that the sum of the stochastic gradients used in the epoch remains the
same as ∇F (up to a multiplicative constant). This may alternatively be seen as a variance
reduction technique.
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5. Example with analytic computation

To investigate the minibatching strategies/splitting methods introduced in Section 2 we
first consider the application of RM, RR, SMS to stochastic gradient methods with and
without momentum to a simple 1D problem from [38]. Given a dataset Y = {yi}Ni=1 with
yi ∈ R for i = 1, ..., N we define the objective function

F (X) =
1

2

N∑
i=1

σ−2(X − yi)2.(5.1)

Note that this optimisation problem can be formed via considering {yi}Ni=1 independent
and identically distributed random variables under a parametrised model y|X ∼ N (X, σ2

y),
and formulating an inference problem for the parameter X, applying either a uniform prior
as in [38] or Gaussian prior (and rescaling) as in [66]. Note also that d-dimensional versions
of such problems which result in X ∼ N (m, C) with C ∈ Rd×d positive definite admit diago-
nalisation, giving uncoupled copies of the 1D case Eq. (5.2), reinforcing the relevance of this
problem, since such diagonalisation commutes with the optimisation algorithms considered
here. The gradient indeed takes the form of a finite sum as in Eq. (1.1), for x ∈ Rd defined
by

∇F (x) = 1

N

N∑
i=1

Nσ−2
i (x− yi),(5.2)

where we take σi = σ constant. The continuous gradient flow from Eq. (GD) then takes the
form

dXt

dt
= −Nσ−2(Xt −X∗), X∗ ≡

1

N

N∑
j=1

yi.

The stochastic gradient in Eq. (SGD) is (cf. Eq. (2.2)) then generated, for x ∈ Rd and
i = 1, ...,m via

∇fωi
(x)(x) = Nσ−2(x− ŷωi

), ŷωi
≡ 1

n

n∑
j=1

yωij
,

with n≪ N , and the vectors ωi are generated via either SMS or RR or RM randomisation
procedure according to Algorithm 2.1. For ease in the following we will generically denote
the stochastic estimate at iteration k ∈ N as ŷk, without risk of confusion since the index is
an integer not a vector.
Results for first-order dynamics. Applying SGD to the flow for the model problem gives
iterates (after preconditioning h← hσ2/N)

xK+1 = (1− h)xK + hŷK = (1− h)K+1x0 + h

K∑
k=0

(1− h)K−kŷk.

For simplicity, we set x0 = 0. In the limit K →∞, all SGD (-RM,-RR,-SMS) schemes
converge to ȳ = X∗ and so, following [61], one can examine the MSE limK→∞ E[∥xK −X∗∥2]
which may be identified with the asymptotic variance V[x∞].
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5.1. SGD for the model problem. For SGD-RM, one has simply that V[x∞] = h2V/(1−
(1 − h)2) = V h/2 +O(h2), where V = V[ŷ]. For SGD-RR, after grouping into epochs, one
has

V[x∞] =
∞∑
t=0

(1− h)2RtV[ũ], V[ũ] =
V

R− 1

[
Rh(1− (1− h)2R)

2− h
− (1− (1− h)R)2

]
so that the asymptotic MSE is V[ũ]/(1− (1− h)2R) = V h3R(R+1)

24
+O(h4).

A calculation along similar lines for SMS shows that the iterates obey E[∥xK − X∗∥2] =∑∞
t=0(1− h)4tRV[ũ] where

V[ũ] = h2
2R−1∑
j,j′=0

(1− h)(j+j′)cov(ŷj, ŷj′) = h2
R−1∑
j,j′=0

+2h2
R−1∑
j=0

2R−1∑
j=R

+h2
2R−1∑
j,j′=R

,

(we suppress the repeated summands for brevity) which, using that cov(ŷj, ŷj′) = −V/(R−1)
for j′ ̸= j (where V = E[∥ŷ − ȳ∥2]) and that ŷj = ŷ2R−1−j gives that

V[ũ] =
V

R− 1

(
Rh(1− (1− h)4R)

2− h
− (1− (1− h)2R)2 + 2h2R2(1− h)2R−1

)
.

This then gives the MSE as V[ũ]/(1− (1− h)4R) = h5V R(R+1)(2R−1)(2R+1)
180

+O(h6).

5.2. Model problem with momentum. The dynamics in Eq. (1.4) with a stochastic
gradient for the model problem, after rescaling γ, V by σ/N , and t by N/σ may be brought
to the form

dX

dt
= V

dV

dt
= −(X − ŷ)− γV,

which has exact solution

Z(h) =

[
X(h)
V (h)

]
= ehAZ(0) + (I − ehA)

[
ŷ
0

]
, A =

[
0 1
−1 −γ

]
.

In order to draw conclusions about general momentum-based optimisers, we consider the
stochastic gradient bias incurred when using the exact solution, since all relevant optimisa-
tions schemes, in the h→ 0 limit, will converge to the exact map. It may be seen that after
K + 1 iterations, starting from z0 = 0, with different stochastic gradients ûk ≡ (ŷk, 0)

T one
has

zK+1 = e(K+1)hAz0 + (I − ehA)
K∑
k=0

e(K−k)hAûk = (I − ehA)
K∑
k=0

e(K−k)hAûk.

A has eigenvalues λ± = −γ/2 ±
√
(γ/2)2 − 1; assuming γ ̸= 2, one may diagonalise A

and show that E[z∞] ≡ limK→∞ E[zK ] = (X∗, 0)T . We then consider the limiting MSE
limK→∞ E[∥xK −X∗∥2], i.e. the upper-left entry of the asymptotic covariance matrix of zK ,
V[Z∞].
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MSGD-RM. For RM, the asymptotic variance is simply

V[Z∞] = (I − ehA)
∞∑
k=0

ekhAV[û]ekhAT

(I − ehA)T , V[û] =
[
V 0
0 0

]
,

where V = V[x̂], since the stochastic gradients are independent between iterations. Tedious
calculations give that the upper-left entry is then

V

(λ+ − λ−)2

[
λ2−(1− ehλ+)2

1− e2hλ+
− 2(1− ehλ+)(1− ehλ−)

1− e−γh
+
λ2+(1− ehλ−)2

1− e2hλ−

]
=
V h

2γ
+O(h2).

MSGD-RR. For RR, the asymptotic variance may be broken up into epochs, using inde-
pendence of the stochastic gradients between epochs

V[Z∞] =
∞∑
t=0

eRthAV[ũ]eRthAT

,

where V[ũ] is given by

V[ũ] =
1

R− 1
(I−ehA)

[
R−1∑
k=0

RekhAV[û]ekhAT −
R−1∑
k,k′=0

ekhAV[û]ek′hAT

]
(I−ehA)T , V[û] =

[
V 0
0 0

]
,

using that V[ũj|ũi] = −V/(R−1). Diagonalising, one may obtain the in-epoch variance V[ũ]
with some difficulty, and it is then easy enough to get that the upper-left entry of V[Z∞]

V

(R− 1)(λ+ − λ−)2

[
Rλ2−(1− ehλ+)2

1− e2hλ+
−
λ2−(1− eRhλ+)2

1− e2Rhλ+
− 2R(1− ehλ+)(1− ehλ−)

1− e−γh
+

2(1− eRhλ+)(1− eRhλ−)

1− e−γRh
+
Rλ2+(1− ehλ−)2

1− e2hλ−
−
λ2+(1− eRhλ−)2

1− e2Rhλ−

]
,

which a Taylor expansion shows to be V R(R+1)h3

24γ
+O(h4).

MSGD-SMS. Similarly, for SMS, the asymptotic variance may be broken up into multiples
of 2 epochs, since the stochastic gradients are independent outside the symmetrically batched
epochs

V[Z∞] =
∞∑
t=0

e2RthAV[ũ]e2RthAT

,

where V[ũ] is given by

V[ũ] =
1

R− 1
(I − ehA)

[
R−1∑
k=0

RekhAV[û]ekhAT −
R−1∑
k,k′=0

ekhAV[û]ek′hAT

+
R−1∑
k=0

RekhAV[û]e−khAT

e(2R−1)hAT −
R−1∑
k=0

2R−1∑
k′=R

ekhAV[û]ek′hAT

+
R−1∑
k=0

Re(2R−1)hAe−khAV[û]ekhAT −
2R−1∑
k=R

R−1∑
k=0

ekhAV[û]ek′hAT

+ eRhA

(
R−1∑
k=0

RekhAV[û]ekhAT −
R−1∑
k=0

R−1∑
k=0

ekhAV[û]ek′hAT

)
eRhA

]
(I − ehA)T ,



20 LUKE SHAW AND PETER A. WHALLEY

10−5 10−4 10−3

h

10−11

10−9

10−7

‖x
−
X
∗‖

Model Problem: Different Variances

momentum-SMS

h2

h5/2

Figure 5.1. An experiment for the model problem Eq. (5.2) with σi for
i = 1, ..., N not constant shows that the bias in the RMSE is no longer O(h5/2)
but rather O(h2). We take N = 5 and set σ2 = [σ2

1, . . . , σ
2
N ], taking σ2 =

[2.5, 1.5, 0.05, 0.15, 0.1] with xi = i, i = 1, . . . 5, and use the Euler method to
solve the resulting system Eq. (1.4).

using that V[ũj|ũi] = −V/(R − 1), and that ûj = û2R−1−j. Diagonalising, one may obtain
the in-epoch variance V[ũ] with some difficulty. It is then possible to obtain a cumbersom
expression for the upper-left entry of V[Z∞] which a Taylor expansion shows to be

RV h5 (R + 1) (2R− 1) (2R + 1) (γ2 + 1)

180γ
+O(h6).

Remark 5.1. Hence, for RM, RR, SMS, whether one uses SGD or a momentum-based
method, one has convergence in the MSE of order O(hR),O((hR)3),O((hR)5) respectively.
One thus recovers the bias of Theorem 1.6 for SGD-RM, but these rates are overly optimistic
for the other SGD methods, as shown in [53, 20]. In the case of momentum-RR, this rate
matches tightly our result in Theorem 6.3. In practice, the constant variance σ2 between
batches is unrealistic, and a simple experiment with variable σ2

i in Eq. (5.2) shows that the
O(h2) bound in Theorem 6.3 is also likely tight for momentum-SMS (see Fig. 5.1).

6. Convergence Guarantees

As in [40] we consider the Lyapunov function V : Rd × Rd → R, defined for (x, v) ∈ R2d

by

V(x, v) = F (x)− F (X∗) +
γ2h
4
∥x−X∗∥2 +

γh
2
⟨x−X∗, v⟩+

1

2
∥v∥2,(6.1)

where γh → γ as h→ 0 and depends on the discretisation (see [39]) and ∥ · ∥ is the standard
Euclidean 2-norm. For the Heavy Ball method we choose γh = 1−η

hη
in the convergence

analysis, where η = e−hγ.
We have the following equivalency conditions for this Lyapunov function [40].

Lemma 6.1. For (x, v) ∈ Rd × Rd we have that

V(x, v) ⩾ 1

8
∥v∥2 + γ2h

12
∥x−X∗∥2
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and

V(x, v) ⩽ F (x)− F (X∗) +
γ2h
2
∥x−X∗∥2 + ∥v∥2.

This choice of Lyapunov function or variants of it are popular for proving the convergence
of momentum based optimisation schemes (see [27, 59, 35, 44] and references therein).

In addition to the Lyapunov function Eq. (6.1), we shall also require some assumptions
on F and the component functions fω.

Assumption 6.2 (Components are convex and L-smooth). For some positive constants
µ, L ∈ R+ we assume the potential F : Rd → R is of the form Eq. (1.1) and is continuously
differentiable, L-smooth and µ-strongly convex for some positive constants µ, L ∈ R+. In
addition we assume that for any instance of ω ⊂ {1, 2, ..., N} such that |ω| = n < N ,
fω : Rd → R defined by fω = 1

n

∑
i∈ω fi are continuously differentiable, convex and L-smooth.

Theorem 6.3. Under Assumption 6.2 consider the stochastic gradient Polyak Heavy Ball
scheme Eq. (HB) with γ > 0, 0 < h < min{1/2Rγ, 1/2R

√
L}. Assuming the stochastic

gradients also satisfy Assumption 1.5, then we have that the iterates (xi, vi)i∈N for k ∈ N
satisfy;

E[F (x2kR)− F (X∗)] ⩽ EV(x2kR, v2kR) ⩽ (1− chR)kV(x0, v0) +
C(µ, L, γ)h3R2σ2

∗
c

,

when the stochastic gradients are generated according using Random Reshuffling; and

E[F (x2kR)− F (X∗)] ⩽ EV(x2kR, v2kR) ⩽ (1− chR)kV(x0, v0) +
C(µ, L, γ)h4R3σ2

∗
c

,

when the stochastic gradients are generated according to the Symmetric Minibatching Strat-
egy. Here,

c =
min {γ, µγ/γ2h}

4
− C(µ, L, γ)hR,

where C(µ, L, γ) is a constant depending on m,L and γ.

Proof. Follows from Lemmas B.2 and B.3 □

Corollary 6.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 6.3 we have that for ϵ > 0 setting
h = O(ϵ1/3/R) that E[F (x2kR)− F (X∗)] < ϵ in

O

(
1

ϵ1/3
log

(
V(x0, v0)

ϵ

)+
)
,

epochs with the random reshuffling stochastic gradient policy.
Setting h = O(ϵ1/4/R) we have that E[F (x2kR)− F (X∗)] < ϵ in

O

(
1

ϵ1/4
log

(
V(x0, v0)

ϵ

)+
)

epochs for the symmetric minibatching stochastic gradient policy.

Remark 6.5. Although we prove this for the Polyak Heavy Ball discretisation Eq. (HB),
using the same argument one can arrive at the same bound for the Nesterov Accelerated
Gradient method Eq. (NAG) using the parameterisation of [59]. This is reinforced by the
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experiments in Section 7, which show little difference between the Nesterov and Heavy Ball
schemes.

Remark 6.6. Since it can be shown that σ2
∗ ∝ R (see [61, Lemma 2.1] and [32, Prop. 3.10]),

we can compare the results of Theorem 6.3 to the bound of [42, Thm. 2] for SGD-RR of
O((Rh)2). We see that we are able to reduce the stochastic gradient bias to O((Rh)4) for
SMS and to O((Rh)3) using RR, when using a momentum-based scheme in conjunction with
these strategies. Note that, as confirmed by the analytic calculation in Section 5, HB-RM
(or any other momentum-based scheme) has the same O(Rh) stochastic gradient bias as
SGD-RM Theorem 1.6.

These improved results result in improved dependence on the desired accuracy ϵ in the
complexity guarantees in Corollary 6.4 compared to the respective complexity guarantees for
SGD-RM and SGD-RR.

7. Numerical Experiments

To verify the bias rates found by the three different routes (analytical calculation for model
problem in Section 5, formal calculation based on analysis of splitting methods in Section 3,
and rigorous Lyapunov-type bounds in Section 6), we perform some numerical experiments.
Code to reproduce the plots is available via a repository hosted on GitHub. We consider
SGD, Polyak’s Heavy Ball method and Nesterov’s method combined with the three different
strategies (RM, RR and SMS), for some logistic regression problems adapted6 from [17], with
three real datasets (Chess, CTG, StatLog) and one simulated dataset (SimData). In this
case, the objective takes the form for X ∈ Rd

F (X) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

λ

2
∥X∥22 − ziXT ỹi + log

[
1 + exp

(
XT ỹi

)]
,(7.1)

where the datapoints yi = [zi, ỹi]
T are composed of labels zi ∈ {0, 1} and feature variables

ỹi ∈ Rd for i = 1, ..., N . We set λ = L/
√
N , where L = ∥Y TY ∥2/4N where the matrix

Y has entries Yij = yij, j = 1, . . . d (i.e ∥Y TY ∥2 is the maximum eigenvalue of Y TY ). We
determine the true minimiser up to machine precision using optimally-tuned Nesterov with
the full gradient, and examine the RMSE ∥xk −X∗∥2 averaged over 100 stochastic gradient
realisations. For all experiments, R = 8.

For the bias plots we use an even number of epochs ne = 2⌈max(5/h, 500)/2⌉ for each
timestep h, start from x0 = X∗ and plot the error in the final iterate ∥xK−X∗∥2. Results are
shown in Fig. 7.1, where in fact the convergence for the Nesterov and Heavy Ball methods is
of order O(h5/2) (although for even smaller h, one does eventually see the theoretical O(h2))
since the Hessian for the logistic regression is roughly constant between batches (due to the
Bernstein-von Mises theorem, see [17, Appendix A]).

Since in practice a decreasing stepsize schedule is often used, we examine the convergence
progress of the different methods according to the schedule h−1

k = L(1+δmax(0, k−20R)/R)
where δ varies between 1/3 − 1/7 for the different datasets. Again the momentum-based
SMS methods converge closest to the minimiser, reinforcing their superiority (see Fig. 7.2).

6We use a different prior in this work, and a second, minor, difference is that for the problem with simulated
data we use 1024 datapoints, rather than 104 as in [17].

https://github.com/lshaw8317/symbatchopt
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Figure 7.1. The error norm ∥x − X∗∥ is the RMSE (in the Euclidean 2-
norm) over 100 independent stochastic gradient realisations. Note that the
final batch in each epoch is of a different size to the other batches for all the
datasets except SimData, and that no reduction of order of the bias is observed
(as would be the case if one had not reweighted the gradients correctly as
described in Remark 4.11).

It should be emphasised that all methods have the same cost, and hence the considerable
improvement in performance for momentum-based SMS methods comes at no computational
disadvantage.

8. Conclusion and future directions

To conclude, we establish a clear link between stochastic gradient optimiser minibatching
strategies and splitting methods for ODEs. Through this perspective we investigate a mini-
batch strategy motivated by Strang’s splitting and provide quantitative guarantees for the
Heavy Ball method, which explains the considerable performance gains observed in practice.
We show that these bounds are tight on a Gaussian toy example and provide formal analysis
for these randomisation strategies based on techniques from the splitting method literature.

Further work could examine whether assuming strong convexity of the component func-
tions fω leads to less restrictive requirements on the stepsize h, as is the case for SGD-RR (cf.
[42, Thms. 1 and 2]). In a similar vein, results in the non-convex setting under a bounded
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Figure 7.2. δ = 1/3 for SimData, δ = 1/4 for CTG, δ = 1/6 for StatLog
and δ = 1/7 for Chess.

variance assumption would be of interest, since a major advantage of stochastic gradients is
exploration and reaching “good” local minima in non-convex settings [42]. From a practical
viewpoint, it may be interesting to consider how the improved minibatching strategies be-
have in non-convex scenarios, for example, in neural network training. In particular, recent
work [3] claims that SGD-RR traverses flat areas significantly faster than SGD-RM. One
may expect that the same behaviour holds for SMS.

Often in practice, one uses Polyak-Ruppert averaging to achieve a more accurate approxi-
mation of the minimiser (see [57, 51] and [23] for some recent analysis). A natural extension
would be to examine the asymptotic error of Polyak-Ruppert averaging for the minibatch-
ing strategies discussed in this work. A generalisation of the modified equation analysis in
Section 4 following the framework of e.g. [1] would likely be illuminating.

Finally, there is a extremely rich literature on splitting methods (and related fields, such
as geometric integration). One topic of recent interest is the use of complex timesteps to
attain higher order integrators, which may be of interest to optimisation researchers too,
now that the connection to splitting methods is clear [9, 19, 10, 8, 5, 34, 16].
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Aplicada 45 (2008), 89–146.

12. , Splitting methods for differential equations, Acta Numerica 33 (2024), 1–161. MR 4793678
13. Léon Bottou, Stochastic learning, Advanced Lectures on Machine Learning (Olivier Bousquet and Ulrike

von Luxburg, eds.), Lecture Notes in Artificial Intelligence, LNAI 3176, Springer Verlag, Berlin, 2004,
pp. 146–168.

14. , Curiously fast convergence of some stochastic gradient descent algorithms, Unpublished open
problem offered to the attendance of the SLDS 2009 conference, 2009.
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Appendix A. Relevant Results for Splitting Methods

A.1. Extra definitions.

Definition A.1. The exponential and logarithm of a linear, bounded operator A may be
formally defined as [56]

exp(A) =
∞∑
n=0

1

n!
An = I + A+

A2

2
+ . . . , log(1− A) = −

∞∑
n=1

An

n
= −A− A2

2
− A3

3
− . . . .

(A.1)

Note that then the derivative (d/dt)|t=0 exp(tA) = A.

A.2. Global Convergence Error. Consider applying K + 1 steps of the stochastic opti-
miser defined by Ψh, starting from x. Then∥∥ΨK+1

h (x)− ϕK+1
h (x)

∥∥
L2,P

=
∥∥Ψh(Ψ

K
h (x))−Ψh(ϕ

K
h (x)) + Ψh(ϕ

K
h (x))− ϕh(ϕ

K
h (x))

∥∥
L2,P

=
∥∥Ψh(Ψ

K
h (x))−Ψh(ϕ

K
h (x)) + αh,ω(ϕ

K
h (x)) + βh,ω(ϕ

K
h (x))

∥∥
L2,P

⩽
∥∥Ψh(Ψ

K
h (x))−Ψh(ϕ

K
h (x)) + αh,ω(ϕ

K
h (x))

∥∥
L2,P

+
∥∥βh,ω(ϕK

h (x))
∥∥
L2,P

.

If we let x = X∗ then ϕh(X∗) = X∗ and we write eK = ΨK
h (X∗)−X∗ then one has

∥eK+1∥L2,P =
(
∥αh,ω(X∗)∥2L2,P + 2E⟨αh,ω(X∗),Ψh(Ψ

K
h (x))−Ψh(X∗)⟩L2 +

∥∥Ψh(Ψ
K
h (x))−Ψh(X∗)

∥∥
L2,P

)1/2
+ ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P

⩽
(
∥αh,ω(X∗)∥2L2,P + 2C0h ∥αh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P ∥eK∥L2,P + (1− C1h) ∥eK∥2L2,P

)1/2
+ ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P

⩽
(
2 ∥αh,ω(X∗)∥2L2,P + (1− C1h+ C0h

2) ∥eK∥2L2,P

)1/2
+ ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P

following the argument of [60, Thm. 23], using the contractive properties of Ψh for strongly
convex gω, and Assumption 4.2. In the last line we use 2ab ⩽ a2+ b2. Then, via [60, Lemma
28], since

∥eK+1∥L2,P ⩽
√

(1− C)2 ∥eK∥2L2,P + 2 ∥αh,ω(X∗)∥2L2,P + ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P ,

one has

∥eK∥L2,P ⩽ (1− C)K ∥e0∥L2,P +

√
2

C
∥αh,ω(X∗)∥2L2,P +

∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P

C
=

2 ∥αh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P√
C1h+O(h2)

+
2 ∥βh,ω(X∗)∥L2,P

C1h+O(h2)
,

since ∥e0∥L2,P = 0 and C = C1h/2 +O(h2).

Appendix B. Proofs of Convergence Guarantees

In the following we will use ∥ · ∥L2 := (E∥ · ∥2)1/2. We also introduce the notation ωk

for k ∈ N to denote the vector ω of batch indices at iteration k, which is defined by the
procedure introduced in Section 2.

Proposition B.1. Take 0 < h < min{1/2Rγ, 1/2R
√
L} and consider iterates (xi, vi)i∈N

of the stochastic gradient Polyak discretisation Eq. (HB) with the SMS or RR strategies.
Assume Assumption 6.2 is satisfied. Assuming the stochastic gradients also satisfy Assump-
tion 1.5, then we have for iterate k ⩽ 2R that

∥xk − x0∥L2 ⩽ 8hR∥v0∥L2 + 11h2R2L∥x0 −X∗∥L2 + 11h2R
√
2Rσ∗.
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Proof. For h < 1/(2γR) and k ⩽ 2R (where η = e−γh) one has

∥vk∥L2 ⩽ ηk∥v0∥L2 + h∥
k−1∑
i=0

ηk−1−i(∇fωi
(xi)−∇fωi

(X∗))∥L2 + h∥
k−1∑
i=0

ηk−1−i∇fωi
(X∗)∥L2

⩽ ηk∥v0∥L2 + hL

k−1∑
i=0

∥xi −X∗∥L2 + h
√
2Rσ∗

using that η < 1 and ∥
∑k−1

i=0 η
k−1−i∇fωi

(X∗)∥L2 ⩽ (1+ ηR)
√
R/2σ∗ since via [42, Lemma 1]

one has ∥
∑j−1

i=0 η
j−1−i∇fωi

(X∗)∥L2 ⩽
√
j(R− j)/(R− 1)σ∗ for j < R. One may then derive

∥xk −X∗∥L2 ⩽ ∥x0 −X∗∥L2 + ηh

k−1∑
i=0

∥vi∥L2 + h2L

k−1∑
i=0

∥xi −X∗∥L2 + h2
√
2Rσ∗

⩽ ∥x0 −X∗∥L2 + 2hRη∥v0∥L2 + (2Rη + 1)h2L
k−1∑
i=0

∥xi −X∗∥L2 + (2Rη + 1)h2
√
2Rσ∗

⩽ e5(hR)2L
(
∥x0 −X∗∥L2 + 2hR∥v0∥L2 + 3h2R

√
2Rσ∗

)
.

(B.1)

Finally then,

∥xk − x0∥L2 ⩽ hη
k−1∑
i=0

∥vi∥L2 + h2L
k−1∑
i=0

∥xi −X∗∥L2 + h2R
√
2Rσ∗

⩽ 2hRη∥v0∥L2 + (2Rη + 1)h2L
k−1∑
i=0

∥xi −X∗∥L2 + (2Rη + 1)h2
√
2Rσ∗

∥xk − x0∥L2 ⩽ 2hR∥v0∥L2 + 3h2R2Le5(hR)2L
(
∥x0 −X∗∥L2 + 2hR∥v0∥L2 + 3h2R

√
2Rσ∗

)
+ 3h2R

√
2Rσ∗,

and if we assume that h < 1
2R

√
L
we have

∥xk − x0∥L2 ⩽ 8hR∥v0∥L2 + 11h2R2L∥x0 −X∗∥L2 + 11h2R
√
2Rσ∗.

□

Lemma B.2. Consider the stochastic gradient Polyak discretisation Eq. (HB) with the SMS

or RR strategies such that γ > 0, 0 < h < min{1/2Rγ, 1/2R
√
L} and Assumption 6.2

is satisfied. Assuming the stochastic gradients satisfy Assumption 1.5, then the iterates
(xi, vi)i∈N for k ∈ N satisfy

EV(x2kR, v2kR) ⩽ (1− chR)kV(x0, v0) +
C(µ, L, γ)

[
h5R4σ2

∗ + ∥Jv∥2L2

]
chR

,

where Jv := h
∑2R−1

i=0 η2R−1−i∇fωi
(X∗) and

c =
min {γ, µγ/γ2h}

4
− C(µ, L, γ)hR.



30 LUKE SHAW AND PETER A. WHALLEY

Proof. We consider the Lyapunov function V : Rd × Rd → R, defined for (x, v) ∈ R2d by
(6.1). Using [45, Lemma 1.2.3] we have that

F (x2R)− F (X∗) ⩽ F (x0)− F (X∗) + ⟨∇F (x0), x2R − x0⟩+
L

2
∥x2R − x0∥2,

and thus

V(x2R, v2R) = F (x2R)− F (X∗) +
γ2h
4
∥x2R −X∗∥2 +

γh
2
⟨x2R −X∗, v2R⟩+

1

2
∥v2R∥2

⩽ F (x0)− F (X∗) + ⟨∇F (x0), x2R − x0⟩+
L

2
∥x2R − x0∥2 +

γ2h
4
∥x2R −X∗∥2

+
γh
2
⟨x2R −X∗, v2R⟩+

1

2
∥v2R∥2.(B.2)

Then for iterates generated via the Heavy Ball method and setting γh = 1−η
hη

, one has

v2R = η2Rv0 − h
2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i∇fωi
(xi)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Dv

.

Similarly, one may derive that xk+1 + γ−1
h vk+1 = xk + γ−1

h vk − (h2 + hγ−1
h )∇fωk

(xk) and so
then

x2R = −γ−1
h v2R + x0 + γ−1

h v0 − (h2 + hγ−1
h )

2R−1∑
k=0

∇fωk
(xk)

= x0 + γ−1
h (1− η2R)v0 −

[
h2

2R−1∑
i=0

∇fωi
(xi) + hγ−1

h

2R−1∑
i=0

(1− η2R−1−i)∇fωi
(xi)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Dx

.

Substituting these expressions for x2R, v2R into Eq. (B.2), we arrive at the following bound
on the expectation of V(x2R, v2R), where the first order terms (in terms of the stepsize h) are
given in the same lines as V(x0, v0) (we suppress the E notation, but it is implicit in every
expression)

V(x2R, v2R) ⩽ V(x0, v0) + ⟨∇F (x0), γ−1
h (1− η2R)v0⟩ −

γh
2
⟨x0 −X∗, Dv⟩ −

1

2
(1− η2R)∥v0∥2 − ⟨v0, Dv⟩

− ⟨∇F (x0), Dx⟩+
(
γ2h
4

+
L

2

)
∥γ−1

h (1− η2R)v0 −Dx∥2 −
γ2h
2
⟨x0 −X∗, Dx⟩

− γh
2

〈
Dx, η

2Rv0 −Dv

〉
+

1

2
(1− η2R)⟨v0, Dv⟩+

1

2
∥Dv∥2.

Wemay rewrite h−1Dv =
∑2R−1

i=0 η2R−1−i∇fωi
(xi) =

∑2R−1
i=0 η2R−1−i∇fωi

(x0)+
∑2R−1

i=0 η2R−1−i(∇fωi
(xi)−

∇fωi
(x0)) (which is at least second order in the stepsize) and then use that Ex0

[∑2R−1
i=0 η2R−1−i∇fωi

(x0)
]
=

(1−η2R)
1−η

∇F (x0) to rewrite the above bound as (recall we suppress the E symbol)

V(x2R, v2R) ⩽ V(x0, v0)−
(1− η2R)

2η
⟨x0 −X∗,∇F (x0)⟩ −

1

2
(1− η2R)∥v0∥2
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−γh
2
h

〈
x0 −X∗,

2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i(∇fωi
(xi)−∇fωi

(x0))

〉

− h(1− η2R)⟨∇F (x0), v0⟩ − h⟨v0,
2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i(∇fωi
(xi)−∇fωi

(x0))⟩

− ⟨∇F (x0), Dx⟩+
(
γ2h
4

+
L

2

)
∥γ−1

h (1− η2R)v0 −Dx∥2 −
γ2h
2
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− γh
2

〈
Dx, η

2Rv0 −Dv

〉
+

1

2
(1− η2R)⟨v0, Dv⟩+

1

2
∥Dv∥2.

We then use strong convexity of F and the fact that 1/η > 1 to write

V(x2R, v2R) ⩽ V(x0, v0)−
(1− η2R)

2

(µ
2
∥x0 −X∗∥2 + F (x0)− F (X∗) + ∥v0∥2

)
−γh

2
h

〈
x0 −X∗ + 2γ−1

h v0,
2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i(∇fωi
(xi)−∇fωi

(x0))

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I)

+ h(1− η2R)⟨∇F (x0), v0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(II)

+

(
γ2h
2

+ L

)(
∥γ−1

h (1− η2R)v0∥2 + ∥Dx∥2
)
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(III)

−γ
2
h

2

〈
x0 −X∗ + 2γ−2

h ∇F (x0) + γ−1
h η2Rv0, Dx
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(IV )

+
γh
2
⟨Dx, Dv⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(V )

+
1

2
(1− η2R)⟨v0, Dv⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

(V I)

+
1

2
∥Dv∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(V II)

.

We can bound each term separately in expectation. Firstly, via the Cauchy-Schwartz in-
equality then the Peter-Paul inequality

E[(I)] ⩽
1

32
hr
(
γ2h∥x0 −X∗∥2 + 2∥v0∥2

)
+

32h

r
∥

R−1∑
i=0
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(xR+i)−∇fωR−1−i

(x0))

+ ηR+i(∇fωR−1−i
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⩽
1

2
hrV(x0, v0) +

C(hR)3

r/R
L
(
(1 + hRL/γh)

2V(x0, v0) + h2Rσ2
∗
)
,

where we finish by applying Proposition B.1 and the first bound in Lemma 6.1. By the same
bound one has for (II) and then (III)

(II) ⩽

√
L

2
h(1− η2R)∥v0∥2 +

1

2
√
L
h(1− η2R)∥∇F (x0)∥2

⩽ 6h(1− η2R)max

{
L3/2

γ2h
,
√
L

}
V(x0, v0)
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(III) ⩽

(
γ2h
2

+ L

)(
8γ−2

h (1− η2R)2V(x0, v0) + ∥Dx∥2
)
,

where we apply the Peter-Paul inequality for (II) and the triangle inequality for (III). For
(IV ) we first take the expectation inside the inner product (conditional on (x0, v0)) and then
apply the Peter-Paul inequality (we also use that η4R ⩽ e−2).

(IV ) ⩽
γ4h(hR)

2

4
∥x0 −X∗ + 2γ−2

h ∇F (x0) + γ−1
h η2Rv0∥2 +

∥E[Dx]∥2

2(hR)2

⩽ 6(hR)2γ2h(1 + 4γ−4
h L2)V(x0, v0) +

∥E[Dx]∥2

2(hR)2
.

The remaining bounds for (V ) and (V I) are obtained rather immediately,

(V ) ⩽
γ2h
4
∥Dx∥2 +

1

2
∥Dv∥2

(V I) ⩽
1

4
(1− η2R)2∥v0∥2 +

1

4
∥Dv∥2 ⩽ 2(1− η2R)2V(x0, v0) +

1

4
∥Dv∥2.

Now we wish to bound the stochastic gradient terms Dv and Dx. Firstly we have that

Dv = h
2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i (∇fωi
(xi)−∇fωi

(X∗)) + h
2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i∇fωi
(X∗),

which may thus be bounded in L2 using Eq. (B.1) as

∥Dv∥L2 ⩽ C

hRL
(
(γ−1

h + hR)V1/2(x0, v0) + h2R
√
Rσ∗

)
+

∥∥∥∥h 2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i∇fωi
(X∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Jv

∥∥∥∥
L2

 .

Further considering Dx we have

Dx =
2R−1∑
i=0

(h2 + hγ−1
h (1− η2R−1−i)) (∇fωi

(xi)−∇fωi
(X∗)) +

2R−1∑
i=0

(h2 + hγ−1
h (1− η2R−1−i))∇fωi

(X∗),

with the final term vanishing in expectation. Then as with Dv we can bound Dx in L2 by

⩽ C(h2 + hγ−1
h (1− η2R−1))RL

(
(γ−1

h + hR)V1/2(x0, v0) + h2R
√
Rσ∗

)
+

∥∥∥∥ 2R−1∑
i=0

(h2 + hγ−1
h (1− η2R−1−i))∇fωi

(X∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Jx=γ−1

h Jv (using that
∑2R−1

i=0 ∇fωi (X∗)=0)

∥∥∥∥
L2

.

Combining terms (where we use the second bound in Lemma 6.1) and considering r =
γRmin{1,µ/γ2

h}
2

, we use that h < 1
2γR

and −(1− η2R) ⩽ −Rγh to obtain

V(x2R, v2R) ⩽ V(x0, v0)−
(1− η2R)

2
min

{
1, µ/γ2h

}
V(x0, v0)

+

[
h

2
r + C(µ, L, γ)(hR)2

]
V(x0, v0) + C(µ, L, γ)

[
h5R4σ2

∗ + ∥Jv∥2L2

]
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⩽

(
1− hRmin {γ, µγ/γ2h}

4
+ C(µ, L, γ)(hR)2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=1−chR

V(x0, v0) + C(µ, L, γ)
[
h5R4σ2

∗ + ∥Jv∥2L2

]
,

We end up with

V(x2kR, v2kR) ⩽ (1− chR)kV(x0, v0) +
C(µ, L, γ)

[
h5R4σ2

∗ + ∥Jv∥2L2

]
chR

,

as required. □

Lemma B.3. For the RR randomisation strategy we have∥∥∥∥∥h
2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i∇fωi
(X∗)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2

⩽ 4h2γR3/2σ∗.

For the SMS randomisation strategy we have∥∥∥∥∥h
2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i∇fωi
(X∗)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2

⩽ 2h3γ2R5/2σ∗.

Proof. Firstly, for the RR randomisation strategy we bound (using that (η2R−1)2 = (e−2Rγh−
1)2 ⩽ (2Rγh)2)∥∥∥∥∥h

2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i∇fωi
(X∗)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2

=

∥∥∥∥∥h
2R−1∑
i=0

(η2R−1−i − 1)∇fωi
(X∗)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2

⩽ 2h

√√√√2R−1∑
i=0

(η2R−1−i − 1)2∥∇fωi
(X∗)∥2L2

⩽ 4h2γR
√
Rσ∗,

where we have used [48, Lemma 10] (since η2R−1−i introduces a dependence on the index
i which prevents the use of e.g. [42, Lemma 1]). For the SMS randomisation strategy we
bound∥∥∥∥∥h

2R−1∑
i=0

η2R−1−i∇fωi
(X∗)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2

= h

∥∥∥∥∥
R−1∑
i=0

(ηR−i−1 − 2η(2R−1)/2 + ηR+i)∇fωR−i−1
(X∗)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2

= h

∥∥∥∥∥
R−1∑
i=0

ηR−i−1(1− ηi+1/2)2∇fωR−i−1
(X∗)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2

⩽ 2h

√√√√R−1∑
i=0

η2(R−i−1)(1− ηi+1/2)4∥∇fωR−i−1
(X∗)∥2L2

⩽ 2h(hγR)2
√
Rσ∗,

as required. □
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