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Abstract

We study the common continual learning setup where an overparameterized model is sequentially
fitted to a set of jointly realizable tasks. We analyze the forgetting—Iloss on previously seen tasks—after
k iterations. For linear models, we prove that fitting a task is equivalent to a single stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) step on a modified objective. We develop novel last-iterate SGD upper bounds in the
realizable least squares setup, and apply them to derive new results for continual learning. Focusing on
random orderings over T tasks, we establish universal forgetting rates, whereas existing rates depend on
the problem dimensionality or complexity. Specifically, in continual regression with replacement, we
improve the best existing rate from O((d — 7)/k) to O(min(1/Vk, Vd — 7/k, NTF7/k)), where d is the
dimensionality and 7 the average task rank. Furthermore, we establish the first rates for random task
orderings without replacement. The obtained rate of O(min(1/VT, (d — r)/T)) proves for the first time
that randomization alone—with no task repetition—can prevent catastrophic forgetting in sufficiently
long task sequences. Finally, we prove a similar O(1/Vk) universal rate for the forgetting in continual
linear classification on separable data. Our universal rates apply for broader projection methods, such as
block Kaczmarz and POCS, illuminating their loss convergence under i.i.d. and one-pass orderings.

1 Introduction

In continual learning, tasks are presented sequentially, one at a time. The goal is for the learner to adapt
to the current task—e. g., by fine-tuning using gradient-based algorithms—while retaining knowledge from
previous tasks. A central challenge in this setting is termed catastrophic forgetting, where expertise from
earlier tasks is lost when adapting to newer ones. Forgetting is influenced by factors such as task similarity
and overparameterization (Goldfarb et all, 2024}, and is also related to trade-offs like the plasticity-stability
dilemma (Mermillod et al), 2013). Continual learning is becoming increasingly important with the rise of
foundation models, where retraining is prohibitively expensive and data from prior tasks is often unavailable,
e.g., due to privacy concerns or data retention issues.

Previous work has shown, both analytically (Evron et al., 2022, [2023; [Kong et al., 2023; Jung et al.,
2025;|Cai and Diakonikolas, 2025) and empirically (Lesort et all,2023; Hemati et al., [2024)), that forgetting
diminishes over time when task ordering is cyclic or random. Different orderings can be explored from
multiple perspectives: as a strategy to mitigate forgetting (e.g., by actively ordering an agent’s learning
environments); as a naturally occurring phenomenon, such as periodic trends in e-commerce systems; or as
a means to model and analyze widely used continual learning benchmarks, such as randomly split datasets.
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Our work focuses on a widely studied analytical setting—realizable continual linear regression, where T
tasks are learned sequentially over k iterations according to a uniform random ordering. |[Evron et all (2022)
established that the worst-case expected forgetting lies between Q (1/k) and O ((d —7)/k), where d is the
problem dimensionality, and 7 is the average rank of individual data matrices. This raises a fundamental
question with critical implications in highly overparameterized regimes: Does the worst-case forgetting
necessarily scale with the dimensionality, and if so, is the dependence indeed linear?

To this end, we bridge continual learning and the literature on last-iterate stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) analysis. We revisit an established connection between continual linear regression and the Kaczmarz
method for solving systems of linear equations (Kaczmarz, [1937; [Evron et all, [2022). Given rank-1 tasks,
this method is known to perform a normalized stochastic gradient step on the least squares objective, fully
minimizing the current task’s loss and implying a “stepwise-optimal” step size. Deepening this connection,
we prove that even for general data ranks, learning a task in continual linear regression and performing an
update in the Kaczmarz method, are both equivalent to a single SGD step on a modified objective with a
constant, stepwise-optimal step size.

Motivated by this, we prove convergence rates for the last iterate of fixed-step size SGD that, crucially,
hold for a broad range of step sizes not covered by prior work (e.g.,/Shamir and Zhang,[2013;|Ge et all,2019;
Berthier et al., [2020; [Zou et all,2021; Varre et all,2021;Wu et al.,[2022). Somewhat curiously, prior results
either hold only for the average iterate (e.g., Bach and Moulines, 2013), or for small step sizes, bounded
away from the stepwise-optimal step size crucial for the continual learning setup (e.g., [Varre et all, 2021)).
We overcome this challenge through a careful combination of analysis techniques for SGD (Srebro et al.,
2010;Shamir and Zhang, [2013), further tightening the analysis to accommodate a wider range of step sizes,
including the stepwise-optimal one.

Applying our last-iterate analysis to continual regression, we tighten the existing forgetting rate and also
establish the first dimension-independent rate (see Table[I)). Further, we provide the first rate for random task
orderings without replacement, proving that task repetition is not required to guarantee convergence when
k =T — oo, thus highlighting the effect of randomization as compared to repetition of tasks. Our results
also yield novel rates for the closely related Kaczmarz and Normalized Least Mean Squares methods.

Finally, we prove a matching rate for the squared loss of the broader Projection Onto Convex Sets
framework (POCS; see [Gubin et al., [1967). This extends our results to continual linear classification on
separable data—previously linked to projection algorithms (Evron et all, 2023)—and provides this setting’s
first universal rate, independent of the problem’s “complexity”.

Summary of Contributions. To summarize, our main contributions in this paper are as follows:

* We establish a new reduction from continual linear regression to SGD with a particular choice of a
“stepwise-optimal” step size, generalizing ideas from recent work that only applied to rank-1 tasks, to
tasks of arbitrary rank. This facilitates last iterate-analysis to study forgetting.

* We provide novel last-iterate convergence analysis for SGD in a realizable least squares setup. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first analysis that provides nontrivial rates for large step sizes, which
are crucial to the reduction to continual learning scenarios.

* Our main contribution, building on these techniques, is a set of improved rates of forgetting in contin-
ual linear regression, including the first universal rates, independent of the problem dimensionality or
complexity, as well as the first rates for without-replacement orderings, indicating task repetition is not
mandatory to diminish forgetting. See Table [I] for more details.

* We further relate and extend our results to other settings, including continual linear classification, the
block Kaczmarz method, and the Projection Onto Convex Sets framework (POCS).



2 Main Setting: Continual Linear Regression

We mainly investigate the fundamental continual linear regression setting, as studied in many theoretical
papers. This setting is easy-to-analyze, yet often sheds light on important phenomena in continual learning
(e.g., Doan et al., [2021); [Evron et all, [2022; [Lin et all, 2023; [Peng et al., 2023; |Goldfarb and Hand, 2023;
Li et al., 2023;|Goldfarb et all, [2024; Hiratani, 2024)).

Notation. Bold symbols denote matrices and vectors, e.g., X, w. We denote by ||-|| the Euclidean, spectral,
or standard operator norm for vectors, matrices, or linear operators. The Moore—Penrose inverse of a matrix
X is denoted X*. Finally, [rn] £ 1,...,n.

Formally, the learner has access to a task collection of T finite-dimensional linear regression tasks,
ie, (X1,¥1),...,(Xr,yr) where X,, € R"™*4 y e R™_ For k iterations, the learner learns the tasks
according to a task ordering 7 : [k] — [T]. We analyze random orderings, previously studied in continual
linear models (e.g., [Evron et al., 2022, 2023; Jung et al., 2025).

Definition 1 (Random Task Ordering). A random ordering selects tasks uniformly at random from the
task collection [T1], i.e., T(1),...,7(k) ~ Unif ([T]), with or without replacement.

We are now ready to define the learning scheme we study, which, at each iteration, naively minimizes
the sum of squared errors for the current regression task[1]

Scheme 1 Continual Linear Regression (to Convergence)

Initialize wo = 04
Foreachtaskt=1,...,k:
w; « Start from w,_; and minimize the current loss L) (w) = % ||XT(t)w - ¥Yr(r) H2
with (S)GD to convergenc

Output wy

This scheme was previously linked to the Kaczmarz method and, in a special case, to normalized SGD
(Evron et al.,2022). In Section 3, we explain and develop these connections to enable novel analysis.

Our primary assumption is that there exist offline solutions that perfectly solve all T tasks jointly, as as-
sumed in much of the theoretical continual learning literature (e.g., Evron et all,2022,[2023;|Goldfarb et al.,
2024; \Jung et al),2025). This assumption simplifies the analysis and rules out cases where forgetting previ-
ous tasks is beneficial, as new tasks may directly contradict them. Finally, this assumption is reasonable in
highly overparameterized models and is thus linked to the linear dynamics of deep neural networks in the
neural tangent kernel (NTK) regime (e.g., see Jacot et al., 2018).

Assumption 1 (Joint Linear Realizability). We assume the set of offline solutions that solve all tasks is
nonempty. That is, W, = {W € R4 |me =Ym, Ym € [T] } +0.

To facilitate the results and discussions in our paper, we focus on the offline solution with minimal norm,
often associated with good generalization capabilities.

Definition 2 (Minimum-Norm Offline Solution). We specifically denote,

W £ argming ey, W]l -

I This objective is natural for regression tasks; our analysis also extends to the mean squared error (by adjusting R in the results).
2 earning to convergence facilitates the analysis, but other analytical choices exist (see Jung et all, 2025).



Commonly in continual learning setups, the model performance on past tasks degrades, sometimes
significantly, even in linear models (Evron et al.,2022). Our goal is to bound the worst-case degradation, i.e.,
“forgetting”, in linear models under random task orderings. We follow common definitions (e.g.,/Doan et al.,
2021; [Evron et al., [2023), and define forgetting as the average increase in the loss of the last iterate on
previous tasks. In realizable settings, forgetting takes the form below.

Definition 3 (Forgetting). Let wy, ..., w; be the iterates of Scheme[l|under a task ordering 7. The forget-
ting at iteration k is the average increase in the loss of previously seen tasks. In our realizable setting, the
forgetting becomes an in-sample loss. Formally,

1 <& 1 <
Fok) = 2 D ( Loty 000 = Lo 0) = 52 2 [Xewowe = yeo |
t=1 — t=1
=0

Under arbitrary orderings, [Evron et al. (2022) showed forgetting can be “catastrophic” in the sense that
klim E [F:(k)] > 0. However, as we show, this cannot happen under the random ordering.

Remark 4 (Forgetting vs. Regret). While regret and forgetting are related, they can differ significantly
(Evron et al), [2022). Regret is a key quantity in online learning, defined as ﬁ Zle IXr(yWiz1 = Yz 12
in our setting. That is, it measures the suboptimality of each iterate on the consecutive task. In contrast,
forgetting evaluates an iterate’s performance across all earlier tasks.

We further define the training loss to easily discuss links to other fields, such as Kaczmarz.

Definition 5 (Training Loss). The training loss of any vector w € R< is given by,

| v |+
LW =% L) =55 D 1K =yl
m=1 m=1

Our results bound both the expected forgetting and expected training loss, leveraging a key property:
expected (in-sample) forgetting can be upper bounded using expected training loss across all tasks. Specif-
ically, Lemma [16] (in Appendix [B) states that E.[F, (k)] < 2E, [L (Wx_1)] + w in orderings with
replacement, where R = max,,,¢[7] ||X,,|| is the data “radius” and the dependence of wy_j on 7y,...,7x_1 is

2
implicit. Without-replacement orderings yield a related but more refined bound. The additive w

is negligible compared to the bounds obtained in our work.

term

3 Reductions: From Continual Linear Regression to Kaczmarz to SGD

Previous work established connections between continual linear regression and the Kaczmarz method in
the realizable case (Evron et al., 2022). We revisit these connections pedagogically to ensure our paper is
self-contained. Importantly, this leads to novel links between continual learning, the Kaczmarz method, and
SGD on special functions (Schemes [PI3)), allowing us to improve the rates for continual and Kaczmarz
methods by analyzing the last iterate of SGD algorithms instead.

Scheme 2 The Block Kaczmarz Method Scheme 3 SGD with 7 = 1 on special { f};, }
Input: Jointly realizable (X,,,,y:,),Vm € [T] Input: f,,(w) = % ”X:},Xm (W — W*)Hz,\v’m € [T]
Initialize wo = 04 Initialize wo = 04
For each iteration 7 = 1, . ..., k: For each iteration t = 1,. .., k:

W & Wi — X-:-(t)(XT(t)wt—l - yT(t)) W, — W1 = Vyfro) (Wt_l)




3.1 Revyisit: Continual Linear Regression and the Kaczmarz Method

The (block) Kaczmarz method in Scheme 2l (Kaczmarz, 1937; [Elfving, [1980) is a classical iterative method
for solving a linear system Xw =y, easily mapped to our learning problem by stacking tasks in blocks, i.e.,

Xi y1 T
X=|:|eRV y=|:[eRN, WhereN:an.
Xr yr m=1

In each iteration, the Kaczmarz method (Scheme2)) perfectly solves the current block, i.e., Xe(t)We(t) = Yz (r)
(to see that, recall that X:( ., denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of X:( l)).
The continual Scheme [ﬁ also minimizes the current loss fo convergence, i.e., until it is perfectly solved

(in the realizable case). In fact, [Evron et all (2022) identified the following reduction.

Reduction 1 (Continual Regression = Block Kaczmarz). In the realizable case (Assumption [1)) under
any ordering 7, continual linear regression learned to convergenc is equivalent to the block Kaczmarz
method. That is, the iterates wy, . . . , Wy of Schemes [I] and 2] coincide.

3.2 New Reduction: Kaczmarz Method and Stepwise-Optimal Stochastic Gradient Descent

Rank-1 data. It is known that when each task contains just one row, each update in the Kaczmarz method
corresponds to a gradient step on with a specific “normalizing” step size (Needell et al., [2014). That is,

noticing that in rank-1 we have L) (w) = %”XI( nW =Yz ||2, the Kaczmarz updates hold

1

W =W - ———
1%z () 112

1
(XI(t)Wl_l = Ye())Xe(r) = Wi-1 = vaﬁm)(wz—l) . (D

”XT(Z

What about higher data ranks? We now establish a more general reduction from the block Kaczmarz
method—at any rank—to SGD (in Section [6] we similarly connect SGD and the broader Projection Onto
Convex Sets framework, extending our results to continual linear classification).

Reduction 2 (Block Kaczmarz = SGD). In the realizable case (Assumption [I)) under any ordering 7,
the block Kaczmarz method is equivalent to SGD with a step size of = 1, applied w.r.t. a convex,

1-smooth least squares objective: {fm (w) = % ||X;1Xm (w-— w,..()”2 };:1' That is, the iterates wy, . . ., Wy of
Schemes 2] and B coincide.

The reduction follows from the next lemma, which states the convexity and smoothness of f;,, and
expresses the gradient Vy, f7 (1), subsequently substituted into (w,_l = Vwfro) (w,_l)) to complete the proof.

Lemma 6 (Properties of the Modified Objective). Consider any realizable task collection such that
X, Wy = Yo, ¥m € [T]. Define fo (W) = 1| X5X, (W = wo)|[>. Then, Vm € [T],w € RY

(i) Upper bound: L,,(W) < R* [, (W) £ maxyye(7) X I” fon-

(ii) Gradient: Vwfimn(W) =X X, (W—wy) =X X, w—-X"y,,.

(iii) Convexity and Smoothness: f,, is convex and 1-smooth.

The proof is given in Appendix

3The continual learner minimizes L sy with (S)GD to convergence; they do not explicitly compute pseudo-inverses.



4 Rates for Random-Order Continual Linear Regression and Kaczmarz

This section focuses on improving the best upper bound known in prior continual learning literature on
random orderings, summarized in Table[Il Specifically, for with-replacement random orderings, Evron et al.
(2022) proved a forgetting rate of E, [F. (k)] = O(%) where 7 = % > mrank(X,,;). Notably, this rate
depends on the problem dimensionality d, raising concerns when generalizing insights from linear models to
deep neural networks—which are often highly overparameterized (e.g., in the NTK regime). Encouragingly,
that paper only provided (implicitly) a 1/k lower bound for the worst-case forgetting, calling for further
research into narrowing this gap.

We tighten the existing rate’s problem-dependent term from (d — 7) to min (Vd — 7, VT7) and also prove
a problem-independent rate of 1/Vk. Finally, we provide the first rates for without-replacement orderings,
isolating the effect of randomness versus repetition.

Table 1: Forgetting and Loss Rates in Continual Linear Regression (and Block Kaczmarz). Upper bounds apply
to any T realizable tasks (or blocks). Lower bounds indicate worst cases, i.e., specific constructions. Random ordering
bounds apply to the expected forgetting (or loss).

We omit mild constant multiplicative factors and an unavoidable lwill? R? term. Finally, aAb = min(a, b).
Recall: k =iterations; d = dimensionality; 7, rma.x = average and maximum data matrix ranks.

P / Orderi Bound Random Random Cveli
aper/rderng oun with Replacement w/o Replacement yelue
-7 T? T?(d-
Evionetall 2022) Upper d-r _ I, T(d=rm)
k Vk k
T3
Kong et al! (2023)  Upper — — -
1 d—7 VTF 1 d-F -
Ours (2025) Upper % A A A T % A T
1 1 T2
Evron et all (2022) Lower — (*) = (*) —
k T k

(=) They did not explicitly provide such lower bounds, but the 7' = 2 tasks construction from their proof of Theo-
rem 10, can yield a ®(1/k) random behavior by cloning those 2 tasks | 7/2] times for any general 7.

4.1 A Parameter-Dependent O(1/k) Rate

Here, we present a tighter Vd — 7 term and a term depending only on the rank and number of tasks.

Theorem 7 (Parameter-Dependent Forgetting Rate for Random With Replacement). Under a random
ordering with replacement over T jointly realizable tasks, the expected loss and forgetting of Schemes [I]
after k > 3 iterations are bounded as,

min (V@ =7, «/ﬁ) Wy |[2R? 3min (VA -7, «/ﬁ) 1w |12R?
Er[L(wp)] < 2e(k—1) s E. [F- (k)] < 2(k-2) >

where 7 = %Zme[ﬂ rank(X,,). (Recall that R = maX,,c[1] || Xnl.)

The ||w,||* R? factor is a scaling term, generally unavoidable in this area. The proof is outlined below,
and detailed in Appendix [Cl Our analysis is related to a recent work (Guo et all, 2022) that also analyzes a
linear map to characterize the weak error (resembling our loss). They achieve polynomial rates, that, unlike
ours, involve matrix properties related to the condition number.



Proof Idea. We rewrite the Kaczmarz update (Scheme D)) in a recursive form of the differences, i.e.,
w; — Wy = P4y (W;_1 — W), with a suitable projection matrix P~ ;). We define the linear map Q [A] =
% 22:1 P,,AP,, to capture the evolution of the difference’s second moments, enabling sharp analysis of the
expected loss in terms of Q. Using properties of 0, norm inequalities, and the spectral mapping theorem,
we establish a fast O (1/k) rate with explicit dependence on 7T, d, and 7.

4.2 A Universal O(1/Vk) Rate

Next, we present a forgetting rate independent on the dimensionality, rank, and number of tasks. This is
crucial in highly overparameterized regimes which are connected to deep neural networks.

Theorem 8 (Universal Forgetting Rate for With-Replacement Random Ordering). Under a random
ordering with replacement over T jointly realizable tasks, the expected loss and forgetting of Schemes [1}
after k > 2 iterations are bounded as,

_2waP R

2 p2
oL (vl < = Sliwl” R

E- [Fr(k)] < —
k-1
We prove this result in Appendix by leveraging the connections between continual learning and
SGD. Specifically, in Section 3] we showed that continual linear regression and the Kaczmarz method, are
equivalent to SGD with a step size of exactly 1 on a related least squares problem. Our result follows from
our novel last-iterate SGD bounds that, crucially, apply even to that specific step size. To ease readability,
here we focused on a continual learning perspective, deferring last-iterate analysis to Section

4.3 Random Task Orderings Without Replacement

Evron et al (2022) suggested defining forgetting as “catastrophic” only when limy_, E [F-(k)] > O.
They presented such an adversarial case with a deterministic task ordering where k = T — oo. They
showed that task recurrence, under cyclic or random orderings, mitigates forgetting. So far, in random or-
derings, it was hard to isolate the effect of randomness from that of repetitions. It was thus unclear whether
catastrophic forgetting can be alleviated by randomly permuting the tasks. Below, we provide the first result
demonstrating that no recurrence is needed under random orderings.

Theorem 9 (Forgetting Rates for Without-Replacement Random Ordering). Under a random ordering
without replacement over T jointly realizable tasks, the expected loss and forgetting of Schemes [1} 2 after
k € {2,...,T} iterations are both bounded as,

2 p2
[Wll” R”.

Ll ELF(0)] < min| =, S0

The proof of the dimensionality-dependent term is similar to the one of the with-replacement case, given
in Section D.1.2 of [Evron et all (2022), but requires a more careful upper bound on the (in-sample) forget-
ting. The proof of the dimensionality-independent term again relies on last-iterate analysis, as presented in
Section Both proofs are given in Appendix

In Appendix [Al we discuss relations between without-replacement random orderings and other areas
like shuffle SGD.



5 Last-Iterate SGD Bounds for Linear Regression

In this self-contained section, we derive last-iterate guarantees for SGD in the realizable stochastic least
squares setup. Motivated by the connection with continual regression discussed in Section 3] we focus on
regression problems that are S-smooth individually, and obtain upper bounds for the last SGD iterate that
apply for a significantly wider range of step sizes compared to prior art (Varre et all, 2021). Notably, this is
the first time convergence of SGD in this setup is established for a range of step sizes completely independent
of the optimization horizon. Table 2| compares our bounds with related work and classic results.

Many recent works study SGD in the realizable least squares setting (Ge et al., [2019; [Vaswani et al.,
2019; Berthier et all, [2020; Zou et al., [2021; [Varre et alJ, 2021; [Wu et all, 2022) under a slightly more gen-
eral noise model. These studies are primarily motivated by the connection between this setup and deep
neural networks in the overparameterized regime (Ma et all, [2018), where the model is expressive enough
to perfectly fit the training data. With the exception of [Varre et al! (2021]), most of these works focus on
non-fixed step size schedules and/or provide guarantees for the average iterate. Further discussion of related
work can be found in Appendix [Al Proceeding, throughout this section we consider stochastic, realizable
least squares problem as defined next.

Setup 1. Let 7 be an index set, and D a distribution over 7. We consider the optimization objective:
minycga { f(W) £ Eiep f(W3i) 2 Ejop |3 1AW =D;]1%] },

where A; € R%*4 b; € R™, Vi € T. We specifically focus on 8-smooth functions, i.e., |A;|| < B8,Vi € I,
under a realizable assumption, i.e., 3w, € R : f(wy) = 0.

Table 2: State-of-the-art Loss Bounds for Fixed-Step-Size SGD. We consider stochastic convex optimization
with an objective f(w) £ Egf(w;&), where f(;&) is S-smooth almost surely, o> > E[|Vf(w;€) — VA(w)|%,
o2 2 E||Vf(Wa;€) — V(We)|?, and G > 0 is such that |[Vf(w;€)|| < G for any w and £. Dependence on
constant numerical factors and the distance to an optimal solution is suppressed.

Settin Reference Bound Last Iterate Convergence
g at Iteration T Guarantee fornp=1/8
1
Stochastic (+) Shamir and Zhang (2013) e +1G? logT v X
n
Deterministic Nesterov (1998) _ v v
Smooth (o = 0) (2 =nB)nT
1
Lan (2012) <+ no? X X
Stochastic Smooth | 7
Liu and Zhou (2024) o +no’logT v X
n
Stochastic Smooth 1
Realizable (o, = 0) Srebro et al. (2010) T X X
Bach and Moulines (2013) iT X 4
n
Stochastic 1
Regression Varre et al) (2021)) T 2nploaTIT v X
Realizable (o = 0) |
Ours (2025) PSSR 4 v

(*) IShamir and Zhang (2013) consider bounded domains; |Orabona (2020); [Liu and Zhou (2024) obtain similar bounds for the
unconstrained case. For non-fixed step sizesJain et al! (2019) obtain minimax optimal bounds without log factors.



Our main result establishes last-iterate guarantees for with-replacement SGD, defined next. Given an
initialization wy € R¢ and step-size 7 > 0:

Wil & W, =V f(wiiip), i ~D. ()

Below, we state our theorem and then provide an overview of the analysis.

Theorem 10 (Last-Iterate Bound for Realizable Regression). Consider the 5-smooth, realizable Setup [l
Then, for any initialization wo € R, with-replacement SGD (Eq. @) with step size n < 2/, holds:

eD?

) S e

VT > 1,

where D £ ||Wog — Wy ||. In particular, for n = %

eBD?
2NT
The important feature of Theorem [10]is the (2 — nB) factor in the denominator, replacing the common

(1 — np) of the standard analysis. This difference makes our theorem applicable to the continual regression

setting which requires setting 7 = 1/8 (Reduction ). In addition, for n = 1/(BlogT), we recover the
0 ( BD? logT)
—.

Ef(wr) <

near-optimal rate obtained by [Varre et al! (2021)), i.e., E f(wr) =

5.1 Analysis overview

In this section, we briefly outline the proof of Theorem[I0, which follows immediately by combining the two
lemmas below (while noting that < 2/8 = ¢B1=1B/4) < ¢). The first step of the proof is to establish a
regret bound for SGD when applied to f(w;iy) ... f(W;ir), holding for any step size n < 2/8. This already
departs from the standard n < 1/8 mandated by standard analysis. All proofs for this section are given in
Appendix

Lemma 11 (Gradient Descent Regret Bound for Smooth Optimization). Consider the B-smooth, real-
izable Setup [T} and let T > 1, (i, . ..,ir) € I be an arbitrary sequence of indices in I, and wy € R4
be an arbitrary initialization. Then, the gradient descent iterates given by W1 «— W; —nV f(w;;i;)
for a step size n < 2/B, hold:

liwo = wa |
Zf(wt, i) < 5 g

With the above lemma in place, the second and main step of the analysis is to relate the loss of the last
SGD iterate to the regret of the algorithm. For this, we carefully adapt an existing approach for last-iterate
convergence in the non-smooth case (Shamir and Zhang, 2013). The result, given below, is slightly more
general to accommodate without-replacement sampling, which we address in the next section.

Lemma 12. Consider the 3-smooth, realizable Setup [l Let T > 1. Assume P is a distribution over
I such that for every 0 < t < 11 < 15 < T, the following holds: For any iy, ...i;_y € I',i € I,
Pr(i, = ilio,...,i;—1) = Pr(iz, = ilio,...,i;—1). Then, for any initialization w, € R4, with-replacement
SGD (Eq. @) with step-size n < 2/, holds:

T
Ef(wr,ir) < (eT)PUBE |3 powisio)]

where the expectation is taken with respect to iy, . . ., it sampled from P.



5.2 Extension to Without-Replacement SGD

Here, we extend Theorem[1Q]to the without-replacement setting. Specifically, we assume 7 = {0, ...,n—1},
P = Unif(J), and consider gradient descent w.r.t. a uniformly random permutation of the training examples.
For any initialization wy € R<, step size > 0, and 7, ~ Unif(J) sampled without replacement:

Wil Wy =V f(Wesmp), (3)
where f(w;i) = % |A;w — b; || as defined in Setup[Il Our main result is given below.

Theorem 13 (Without-Replacement Bound). Consider the B-smooth, realizable Setup [Il Define for all
T>2, for(w)2 ﬁ Zsz() f(w; ;). Then, without-replacement SGD (Eq. (3))) with step-size n < 2/, holds:

eD? 48°nD?

72— g Tkt T =2een=

E ﬂ'ﬁ)ZT (WT) <

where D = ||wog — Wy ||. In particular,

1 . 148D*log T 1 . 78D?
= E fo.r— < s =3 E fo.r- < :
n FlogT = Efor-1(wr) < T n 3 = Efor-1(wr) T

The proof, given in Appendix is based on the algorithmic stability of SGD (Bousquet and Elisseeff],
2002;/Shalev-Shwartz et al.,2010;Hardt et all,2016), and more specifically, on a variant of stability, suitable
for without replacement sampling (Sherman et alJ, 2021; [Koren et al., [2022).

6 Extensions

6.1 A Universal O(1/Vk) Rate for General Projections Onto Convex Sets

Projections Onto Convex Sets (POCS) is a classical method that iteratively projects onto closed convex sets
to find a point in their intersection (Gubin et all, [1967; Boyd et all,2003). Formally,

Scheme 4 Projections onto Convex Sets (POCS)

Input: A set of T closed convex sets Cy,...,Cr; aninitial wy € R?; an ordering 7 : [k] — [T]
For each iteration t = 1, ..., k:
W; HT(Z)(Wt—l) £ argminwec,(,) llw—w,_1]|

Generalizing Reduction 2] (Kazcmarz=SGD), we note that POCS algorithms also implicitly perform
stepwise-optimal SGD w.r.t. a convex, 1-smooth least squares objective. This has been partially observed in
the POCS literature (e.g., Nedid, 2010). All proofs for this section are given in Appendix [B

Reduction 3 (POCS = SGD). Consider T arbitrary (nonempty) closed convex sets Cy, . . . , Cr, initial point
wo € R?, and ordering 7. Define f,,, (W) = % lw = IL,,,(w)||*>, ¥m € [T]. Then,

(1) fn is convex and 1-smooth.

(ii) The POCS update is equivalent to an SGD step: w; = IL; ;) (W;—1) = W;—1 — Vi fr (1) (We1).

We can now employ our analysis from Section [3to yield a universal rate.

Theorem 14 (Universal POCS Rate). Consider the same conditions of Reduction[3land assume a nonempty
set intersection Cy = ﬂ;zl Cn # @. Then, under a random ordering with or without replacement, the
expected “residual” of Schemed after Vk > 1 iterations (without replacement: k € [T]) is bounded as,

1 T 2 1 T ) 7 . 2
|57 D ey W6 =TI | = B[ 3737 dist (v G| < = i fwo = w?
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To the best of our knowledge, the above is the first universal rate in the POCS literature, independent
of problem parameters such as regularity or complexity measure, as demonstrated in the next Section
Universal rates are only achievable when analyzing individual distances, i.e., f(w) = |[|[W = L, (W)|)* =
distz(w, C.n), rather than the distance to the intersection, i.e., distz(w, Cy4). In machine learning, the squared
distance from individual sets is linked to important losses like MSE in regression or squared hinge loss in
classification (Evron et al!, 2022, 2023), naturally leading us to our next continual learning model.

6.2 A Universal O(1/Vk) Rate for Random Orderings in Continual Linear Classification

Regularization methods are commonly used to prevent forgetting in continual learning (seeKirkpatrick et al.,
2017). [Evron et al. (2023) studied a regularized linear model for continual classification. They considered
T > 2 jointly separable, binary classification tasks, defined by datasets Sy, ..., St consisting of vectors
x € R? and their labels y € {—1,+1}. They proved that a weakly-regularized scheme implicitly applies
sequential max-margin projections. That is, in the limit as A — 0, the iterates of the two following schemes
align in direction, enabling the study of continual classification through the lens of projection algorithms.

Scheme 5 Regularized Continual Classification Scheme 6 Sequential Max-Margin Projections
Initialize w(()/l) =04 Initialize wog = 0,
Foreachtaskr=1,...,k: Foreachtaskr=1,..., k:

0 ”2 Wy ey (W—1) = argming e llw — w1

wl(/l) «— argmin Z eIV A ”w -w,
2 where Cp 2 {w € RY | ywTx > 1, V(x,y) €S}

WeR? (x VYes,

They studied forgetting under several orderings, using an equivalent of our Definition [3

1 & R2 &
Fr(k) = z Z (Lry(Wi) = Ly (wy)) < o Z [[wi—1 - HT(Z)(Wk—1)||2 :
t=1 t=1

Our POCS rate (Theorem [14)) combined with SGD stability arguments give the following.

Theorem 15. Under a random ordering, with or without replacement, over T jointly separable tasks, the
expected forgetting of the weakly-regularized Schemeld(at A — 0) after k > 1 iterations is bounded as

7 |y l)? R
W k)

As shown in Table[3] our rate is universal while the previous one is highly dependent on ||w,||> R2, often
thought of as the “complexity” of classification problems. For example, after k = 4T ||w, ||* R? iterations, it
gives a e~ (normalized) forgetting rate while our rate gives a potentially much smaller 2

T4 /| wllR

Table 3: Forgetting Rates in Weakly-Regularized Continual Linear Classification on Separable Data. In all
cells, we omit mild constant multiplicative factors and normalize by an unavoidable lwsll* R? term.

E.[F: (k)] < where W, 2 minyec,n...nc; [IWo = wll* .

Paper / Orderin Random Random Cycli
P & with Replacement w/o Replacement yehe
2
Evionetall 2023 exp (_L) — I o exp (_—k )
AT ||w,|I*R? vk 1672l w||*R?
Ours (2025) 1 1 —
Vi T
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7 Discussion

Our work established a reduction from continual linear regression to the (block) Kaczmarz method and then
to “stepwise-optimal” SGD. This enabled the development of analytic tools for last-iterate SGD schemes,
leading to significantly improved and even universal rates for random orderings in continual learning and
the Kaczmarz method. Our main results are summarized in Tables[Iland 2|

Much of the related work has been covered throughout the paper. A further discussion of related work
can be found in Appendix [Al Here, we briefly highlight additional aspects of our work.

Random Continual Benchmarks. Many popular continual benchmarks in deep learning implicitly as-
sume a random ordering, such as the permuted MNIST benchmark (Kirkpatrick et al.,2017). In this paper,
we showed that in sufficiently long task sequences, random ordering is enough to prevent catastrophic for-
getting, and the training loss goes to zero, even in the worst case. In accordance with our results, [Lesort et al.
(2023) examined a continual learning random benchmark—in which a subset of classes is randomly sampled
in each task—and observed that forgetting diminishes as the number of sampled tasks increases, even when
training with standard SGD (without any modifications to mitigate forgetting). This suggests that random
orderings may contaminate continual learning benchmarks, making it harder to isolate the algorithmic ef-
fects being tested. Furthermore, real-world tasks often change gradually, not adhering to random orderings.
Such “gradually evolving” datasets might be more challenging and perhaps more relevant as continual
benchmarks.

Connections to the Kaczmarz Method. In Section[3.Jlwe revisited known connections between continual
regression and the Kaczmarz method (Evron et all, 2022). We broadened this connection in Section [3.2]
bridging the block Kaczmarz method and “stepwise-optimal” SGD, thus applying our novel SGD bounds
to the Kaczmarz method. Using Kaczmarz terminology, given a system Ax = b consisting of 7 blocks
of an average rank 7 where A,, € R''m xd 1, € R™, our rates from Section Ml can be summarized as
ET[% . HAmxk - bmHZ] = O(min (k~1/4, %Vd -7, %\/ﬁ)) for random orderings with replacement
and O (min (k~'/4, } (d - 7))) without replacement. Note that we bounded the loss, rather than the “error”
Wi — w,||%, thus enabling the derivation of rates independent of quantities like the condition number that
can make convergence arbitrarily slow.

Non-uniform Sampling. The seminal work of |Strohmer and Vershynin (2009) proposed a Kaczmarz
method where rows are sampled with probability proportional to their squared norm. Our approach ac-
commodates non-uniform sampling, including the norm-based one, which leads to a tighter version of The-
orem [8] replacing the dependence on the maximum row norm R with the average one. In the block version,
both uniform and non-uniform variants exist (Needell and Tropy, [2014; | Gower and Richtérik, [2015). As in
rank-1, our approach should yield better bounds when weighting samples proportional to block norms, again
improving the dependence on the maximum norm to the average one.

Future Work. We narrowed the gap between existing lower and upper worst-case bounds for random
orderings in continual linear regression (see Table[I)). However, a considerable gap remains between Q(1/k)
and O(1/k'/*). Generally, we conjecture that the last-iterate SGD rates can be improved beyond those in
Theorem and that Theorem [13| can be extended to the multi-epoch setup. Following our reductions
(Section [3), improved rates for “stepwise-optimal” SGD rates would immediately refine the bounds for
continual linear regression and classification.
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A Related Work

Most of the related work is already discussed in the main body of the paper. Here, we elaborate on several
interesting connections that remain open.

Last-iterate Guarantees for SGD. For the general (non-realizable) smooth stochastic setup, the recent
work of [Liu and Zhou (2024) was the first (and only, to our knowledge) to provide upper bounds on the con-
vergence rate of the last SGD iterate. While their bounds are applicable in the realizable setting, they require
non-constant step sizes to obtain non-trivial convergence, and are therefore not useful for our purposes (see
Table 2). Our analysis technique in Section 5.1l borrows from the work of [Shamir and Zhang (2013, also
mentioned in Table [2)) which, in fact, belongs to the comparatively-richer line of work on the non-smooth
setting (Shamir and Zhang, 2013; Jain et all, 2019; [Zamani and Glineur, 2023; [Liu and Zhou, [2024)). No-
tably, SGD in a stochastic non-realizable (either smooth or non-smooth) setup requires uniformly bounded
noise assumptions, and generally cannot accommodate a constant step size independent of the optimization
horizon.

Our analysis for SGD without-replacement is related to a long line of work primarily focused on the av-
erage iterate convergence rates (e.g., Recht and Ré, [2012H; [Nagaraj et alJ, 2019; ISafran and Shamir, 2020;
Rajput et all, 2020; Mishchenko et al!, [2020; (Cha et alJ, [2023; [Cai et alJ, 2023). For the non-strongly con-
vex case, near-optimal bounds (for the average iterate) have been established for the general smooth case
(Nagaraj et al., 2019; Mishchenko et al., 2020). In a subsequent work, [Cai et all (2023) refined the depen-
dence on problem parameters for the smooth realizable case (among others). Guarantees for the last iterate
have only been established recently by (Cai and Diakonikolas (2023). However, their bounds decay with the
number of epochs rather than the number of iterations and apply only to non-constant step sizes, making
them inapplicable to our setting. Specifically, in a realizable S-smooth setup, after J without-replacement
SGD epochs over a finite sum of size n, Mishchenko et al. (2020); [Cai et all (2023) obtained an O(B/J)
bound for the average iterate with step size n = 1/(8n); and|Cai and Diakonikolas (2025) derived a similar
bound for the last iterate up to logarithmic factors.

Another line of work related to ours studies algorithmic stability (Bousquet and Elisseeff, 2002;|Shalev-Shwartz et all,
2010) of gradient methods, which is the main technique we use in the proof of Theorem Our approach
is similar in nature to that of Nagaraj et al. (2019); Sherman et all (2021); [Koren et al. (2022)) and primarily
builds on[Sherman et al! (2021)), who were the first to formally introduce the notion of without-replacement
stability. For with-replacement SGD, Hardt et all (2016) discussed its algorithmic stability under smooth
loss functions. Later, [Lei and Ying (2020), improved this bound in the realizable loss case. The case we
consider—i.e., the stability of without-replacement SGD under smooth and realizable loss functions—is not
covered in the existing literature.

With versus Without Replacement in Kaczmarz Methods. Our results in Section 4] establish universal
bounds for random orderings, both with and without replacement. Both the with- and without-replacement
variants converge linearly towards the minimum-norm solution w, (Gower and Richtarik,[2015;Han and Xie,
2024), but as we explained in Section [7] the rates can be arbitrarily slow. [Recht and Ré (20124) formulated
a noncommutative analog of the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality that, if true, could have shown that
without-replacement orderings lead to faster loss convergence than with-replacement orderings in Kaczmarz
methods, and consequently in continual linear regression. Years later, [Lai and Lim (2020) proved that this
inequality does not hold in general (see also IDe Sa, 2020). Moreover, as in other areas, empirical studies
found that row shuffling followed by cyclic orderings performs as well as i.i.d. orderings (Oswald and Zhou,
2015). This naturally connects to interesting observations and open questions regarding various forms of
shuffled SGD (Bottou, 2009; Yun et all,2021). Our rates are similar for both with- and without-replacement
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orderings (up to small constants), meaning they do not indicate a clear advantage for either. However, we
believe they are far from tight, leaving interesting open questions in this direction.

Connections to Normalized Least Mean Squares. The NLMS algorithm is a classical adaptive filtering
method. In its simplest version (Slock, [1993), the method perfectly fits a single—usually noisy—random
sample at a time, using the same update rule as the Kaczmarz method (and thus, as our continual Scheme
in a rank-1 case). There also exists a more complex version of this method, which uses more samples
per update (Sankaran and Beex, [2000). Both papers give strong O(1/k) MSE rates in the noiseless setting
(matching our realizable setting). However, they assume a very limited data model, where the sampled
vectors are either orthogonal or identical up-to-scaling. Under such conditions, [Evron et al. (2022) showed
that there is no forgetting (of previously learned tasks), implying that the MSE decays as the number of tasks
still unseen at time k.
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B Auxiliary Proofs

Lemma 16 (Bounding Forgetting Using the Training Loss). In a realizable setting (Assumption [I)), the
iterates of Schemellunder a random task ordering T (with or without replacement) hold Vk > 1,

k 2
1 2 2 Iwsll"R
E[F (k)] = [ET[ﬁ Z X)W = ¥zl ] <Er | XeWe-1 = Yoo+ *T
=1
where R = maxXy, e[ | X is the “radius” of the data. Notice that the dependence of Wx_1 on 7y, . .., Tg—1
is implicit. Particularly, in an ordering with replacement, we get,
|, |I* R |w.|I* R

=2E; [L(Wr-1)] +

k

EelFe(k)] < [ Zuxmwkl Yuull® | + p

Proof. As discussed in Section [3.1] Scheme 2] governs the updates of the iterates w, € R¢. Under Assump-

tion[Il we define the orthogonal projection as P,y =1s- XT ( t)XT(l)’ revealing a recursive form:

Wi = X5 Ve + (Lo = X5 Xe ) Wi
[Assumption[dl] = X-r(t)XT(l)w* + (Id XT(Z)XT(t)) w1 =g - PT(,))W* +Pr)yWig

W, —We =Py (Wio1 — Wy) “4)

W, = Wae =Py - Pry (Wo — Wy) . )

‘We show that,

k
EelFe (O] =3¢ Z EclXeiywe = yeoll’ = 5 ; Ee [[Xe () (Wi = wo)

| &
2_ Z ||XT(1‘)PT(/€) T PT(t+1)PT(t) (W1 — W,.()”2
1 ; 5
=% Z Er [ Xe)Prx) - - Priar) (T=Priy = 1) (Wemi — w) ||

~
Il
—

[Jensen] <

x| =
1~

( E. HXT(z)PT(k) o Priany (T=Por(y) (Weoy — W*)H2+

—_

=

<R? || (I—PT(,)) (W1 —Wy) ||2 since projections contract

UET ”XT(Z)PT(k) T P‘r(t+l) (Wt—l - W*)”z )

IA
x| =
1~

1l
—

( RZ[ET ”(I - PT(t)) (wt—l - W*)”2 +

t

2
Er | Xe)Prk) - Prien)Pri—ty - Prgry (Wo — Wi || ) .
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For the first term, we employ the Pythagorean theorem for orthogonal projections to get a telescoping sum
and show that

R < ) RS 2
* Z E. ||(I - P‘r(l)) (W1 — W*)” = % Z (ET llw; -1 — W*Hz -E- ”PT(t) (W — W*)” )
t=1

k
D (Ee Iwey = walP = llw, = wa )

Wl R?
k

~% ~|%
—_—

2 2
Er [[wo = Will” = Ex [[Wi — Wl ) <

2
=Wl =0

For the second term, we use the exchangeability of T which applies with or without replacement,

Er |Xe)Prk) -+ PrienyPrg—1y - Prgry (Wo — W*)H2
= Eq || Xe ) Prie-1y - - Pr1y (Wo — W*)H2 =Eq |[Xr k) (Wit — W*)H2 .

Combining the two, we get

LA
Ee [Fr ()] < Ee|[Xewy Wit = yew [+ ——

which completes the first part of the proof.
For the second part, simply notice that in an i.i.d. setting, the index 7(k) ~ Unif ([T]) is independent of
earlier indices (which yielded wy_;), and thus

1 T
Ee X Weet = Yoo | = [Er[f Z X Wit = Yll® | -
m=1

Proposition 17 (Bounding The Training Loss Using Forgetting in Without-Replacement Orderings).
Under a random ordering v without replacement, the iterates of Scheme [Il (continual regression) satisfy
Vk € [T]:

k T-k 2
Er [£L(wi)] = 7Er [Fr (k)] + —7 Er X (k1) Wk = ¥e ey || -

Similarly, the iterates of Schemed|(POCS) satisfy:

k -k
Ex [£ (W] = 7 [Fr (0] + o Ee [we = Tegerny ]

where in such a POCS setting, the loss and forgetting are defined as:

1 r 1 k 2
£ =37 3 e =T (vl e () = 2 3w = Thecy (o
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Proof. We first prove the claim in the continual regression setting. If k = T then E, [ L (wy)] = E; [F (k)],
and the claim follows. For k < T, we have:

Er [£ (W] = Z Ee X Wi = Yol
m 1

1 T
[without replacement] = ﬁ Z [ET ”X-r(t)wk — Y0 ”2

t=1

k T
1 1 2
=37 Z ”XT(t)wk yT(t)” T 5- T Z E- ”XT(t)Wk - yT(l)”
=1 =k+1
k 1 < 2
= 2o [Fr ()] + 5= Z Ex [[Xr ) Wi = ¥ (o)
t=k+1
o k
[exchangeablllty] = T [F (k)] T(k+1)Wk — y-r(k+1)”
For the POCS case, simply replace ||X,,,w; — ym||2 with ||wg — IL, (wo)|l*. [

Recall Lemmal6l Consider any realizable task collection such that X,,Wx = y,,,, Vm € [T]. Define f,,,(w) =
% ||X+me (w— w*)”z. Then, Vm € [T],w € R4

(1) Upper bound: Lm(w) < szm(w) maX,;/ e[T] ”Xm H fm
(i) Gradient: Vwfm(W) =X} X, (Ww—w,) =X X, w - Xy, .

(iii) Convexity and Smoothness: f, is convex and 1-smooth.

Proof. First, we use the realizability and simple norm inequalities to obtain,

Ln(W) = 11X = Yl = 41X (W = w) I < L X2 X, (w = wy) [P < R2F(w)
Since X X,,, is an orthogonal projection operator—and thus symmetric and idempotent—we get,
VS (W) = (X5 X00) " X5, X (W = Wo) = X5, X (W = Wy ) = X5, X, W — Xy -
Then, the above and the fact that projection operators are non-expansive imply that Yw, z € R¢,
IV fon (W) = Vafn @) = [ X5 X (W = Wae = 2+ W) || = X, Xon (W= 2)|| < [lWw—2]| .

Finally, the convexity of f,, is immediate since V2 afm(w) =X X, > 0. [ ]
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C Proofs for Section4.1: A Parameter-Dependent O(1/k) Rate

Recall Theorem[7l Under a random ordering with replacement over 7 jointly realizable tasks, the expected
loss and forgetting of Schemes [T} Rl after k > 3 iterations are upper bounded as,

| T ) min(Vd—F,VTF) -
Er [£ (Wi)] :[Ef[ﬁmzﬂumk—ymn ]s reG = IWIPR
K 3min (VA= 7, VT7 |
1 2 ( ’
Er [Fe(k)] = [ﬁ2| Xe(We = Yeio | ]s ITE IR

t=1

where 7 = %Zme[ﬂ rank(X,,). (Recall that R £ max,,c(7] [[Xpll.)
Here, we prove the main result, followed by the necessary auxiliary corollaries and lemmas in Ap-

pendix

Proof. We analyze the randomized block Kaczmarz algorithm for solving the linear system Xw =y, where
the matrix and vector are partitioned into blocks as follows:

X Yi

By defining z, = w, — w, and exploiting the recursive form of Eq. (4)) from the proof of Lemma we
obtain z; = P (;)z;_1. Note that zg = 0y — Wy = —W,.
Now, define the linear map Q : R¥*4 — R*4 a5

m~Unif([T])

T
QIAI= E [PuAP,l =1 ) PP, ©)
m=1

This map plays a central role in our analysis and has been studied in similar forms in prior work (Guo et all,
2022). Note that P,, is an orthogonal projection, which implies that it is symmetric and idempotent. Thus,

[E[z,+1zl+l] = [E [sztzTPT] = m[I:ZT [Pnz,2] P = Er;l [Pm[TE [z/2] | Pm] =0 [[E [z,le]] )
It follows that E, [z,th] = Q! [[ET [zozg]] = Q! [Zozg] = Q' [(WO — W) (wo — W*)T] =0 [W*WI]a
where Q' denotes ¢ applications of Q. The map Q captures the evolution of the error’s second-moment under

Kaczmarz updates, offering a tractable approach to analyzing the algorithm’s convergence. The expected
loss at step ¢ is given by

Er [£L(W)] = 2TZMX wo =il | =

57 Z 1 (w: - w*)nz]

' 1
—||th||2] [ TXTXZ,]=[E[tr(—XTXz,th)]

57 Z Xz

~

Il
~

T 2T

1
=tr 2TX XE [z/2] ]) (2TXTXQ [W*WI])
We are now ready to derive the final bound. From Lemmal24] we have

R%XTX <X*X -0 [X*X].
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Additionally, by Corollary 22] Q¥ [W*WI ] is symmetric and positive semidefinite (PSD). We also note that
%XTX is symmetric PSD. The key insight from Lemma combined with the trace product inequality
(Lemma[23), is that it allows the expected loss to be expressed using a polynomial in Q. This reformulation
simplifies the convergence analysis by reducing it to examining the spectral properties of Q. Invoking the
trace product inequality, we obtain:

2
Er[L(wp)] =tr (%XTXQ’ [W*WI]) < R? tr ((X+X -0 [X+X]) ok [W*WI])

R2 R?
[Lommal] = - tr (0" [X"X = @ [X*X]| waw] ) = S-wl 0 [X*X - 0 [X'X]| w

. m Jet pxx - [xx]l, = o (1 g) xex,
- M it - e [xx]],
< w @' (1 - 0)Q [X*X]|,
frese o] < R okt 1 o)) o [xx]
[LemmasZand 3] < g 2= k“_ Ty min (V7. Na=F)
To clarify, the operator norm of a linear map H is defined as [|H|| = supycgasaja,i IH [Alll7. The

reason for switching from the spectral norm to the Frobenius norm is to enable the use of the spectral
mapping theorem to bound the operator norm of Q*~! (I — Q), applicable only for inner-product-based
norms. We complete the proof by bounding the forgetting using the training loss (Lemmal[L6). That is,

2
[[w|l” R?

<2E; [L(Wi—)] + r

1 k
E-[F-(k)] =E; [ﬁ ; [[Xe iy we = miHz

3wil? R? = =
< mmm (\/ﬂ, ‘Vd—r) .
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C.1 Key Properties and Auxiliary Lemmas

Definition 18 (Positive Map). A positive map H : R?*¢ — R9*4 is 3 linear map that maps PSD matrices
to PSD matrices. Formally, if 0 < A € R?%? then 0 < H [A].

Definition 19 (Symmetric Map). A symmetric map H : R4*¢ — R9*4 is a linear map that maps symmet-
ric matrices to symmetric matrices. Formally, if A = AT € R?%4 then H [A] = H [A] .

Corollary 20. Q, defined in Eq. (6), is a positive map.

Proof. Let 0 < A € R4, Then, for all i € [T], 0 < P;AP;. Meaning Q [A] is PSD as a convex
combination of PSD matrices. [ |

Corollary 21. Q is a symmetric map. Moreover, for all A € R4 it satisfies Q [A]" = Q [AT].
Proof. Let A € R%*4. Then,

T T T
1 1 1
Q[A]" = T E (P,AP)T = T § P/A'P] = T § PATP, =Q[AT].
i=1 i=1 i=1

[ |
Corollary 22. For n € N*, the iterated application of the map Q, denoted Q", is a positive symmetric map.
Proof. For n = 1, given by Corollaries 20/ and 21l For n > 1, this follows trivially by induction. [
Lemma 23 (Trace Product Inequality). Let A, B, C € RI%d pe symmetric PSD matrices such that A < B.
Then, tr (AC) < tr (BC).

Proof. Since 0 < C = C7, it has a square symmetric PSD root C'/%. Given that A, B are symmetric and
A < B, it follows that C'/2AC!/?2 < C'/2BC!/2 (from Horn and Johnson, 2012, Theorem 7.7.2.a). Applying
the cyclic property of the trace and using the fact that for symmetric matrices ordered in the Lowner sense,
their traces are also ordered (Horn and Johnson, 2012, Corollary 7.7.4.d), we obtain

r (AC) = tr (Acl/zcl/z) —tr (CI/ZACI/Z) <t (cl/chl/Z) — tr (BC) .

Lemma 24. Let R = max;c(r] [|Xi||. Then, m=X"X < X*X - Q [X*X]

Proof. We perform SVD on each X; = Ul-E,-Vl.T. Then,

T T
1 T _ 1 T _ 1 2vwT
X X = g L X% = g LV,

On the other hand:

T
XX -0 [X'X] =X'X - % Z (I-X7X;) XX (1= X[X;)
i=1

T
1
= XX - = XX - XPXGXOX - XXX + XXGXPXXEX
T
i=1
1 © 1 © 1 «
[Im(X;%) SIm(XX)] = — ; XiX - XX+ XPX = o ; X/Xi == ; V.ErE VT
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Now consider the difference:

1

(X*X -0 [X*X]) - =7

T
1 1
XX = - El V; (zlfzi - —Rzzl?) V.
1=

We know that % (X:);,; € [0, 1]. We analyze two cases for each diagonal entry:

 If (Z0);,; = 0, then (XX - %zg)” = 0.

» Otherwise, (Z;’Ei)j’j =1, and % (2?)].’1. < 1, which gives (E;‘Z,- - %Eﬁ)j . > 0.

Thus,

1
0<V, (zjz,- - ﬁzf) V).

Averaging over all i, we get:
| 1 1
_ - . +y g2 T _ +y _ + - T
0= ;:1 0< T ;:1 V; (Zi):l Rzzi)vi = (X*X - 0 [X*X]) RzTX X

—TXTX <X*X-Q[X*X].

Lemma 25. Let A, B € R4 qnd n € N*. Then, tr (AQ" [B]) = tr (0" [A] B).
Proof. From the definition of Q (Eq. (6)),

T
1
r(AQ"[B]) =u|A— > P;---PBP; P,
Jlseees Jn=1
1 T
[linearity] = Tn Z tr ( AP; ---P;, BP; --. le)
Jlseees, jn=
1 T
[eyclic property] = T Z tr (P.in P, AP, ---P;, B)
Jiseeesjn=1
1 T
linearity | = tr| | — P: ---P:AP: ---P;: |IB
n Jn J1 J1 Jn
Ji-esjn=1
=tr (Q" [A]B) .

Proposition 26. Q is self adjoint.
Proof. Let A, B € R?*?. Then,
(O[A].B) =tr (Q[A]"B) =tr (B"Q [A])
[Lemmal3]| = tr (Q [BT] A)
[Corolary 2T = tr (Q [B]T A) = tr (ATQ [B]) = (A, Q [B]).
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Proposition 27. The spectrum of Q is contained in the interval [0, 1].

Proof. Let A € R*4_ Then, by definition,

1

(Q[A]l,Ay=tr (Q[A]TA) = S (P,ATP,A)

M~

i=1

T T
- 1 1
[1dempotence, ] - _ Z tr (PiATPiPiAPi) = T Z ||P1-AP1-||%: >0.
i=1

cyclic property
i=1

Since each P; is an orthogonal projection, its spectral norm satisfies |P;|l, = 1. Applying the operator
inequality || XY||r < |IX]||5 ||Y]|| twice, we obtain

T
1
7 O IPAP; I < P13 AL = A

i=1
Thus, for any A € RIxd
0 < (Q[A].A) < |A[} .

From the Rayleigh quotient characterization of eigenvalues, this implies that every eigenvalue A of Q satis-
fiesO0<A<1,ie, c(Q) C[0,1]. ]

Lemma 28. |Q" (I - Q)| < X, forn e N

en’
Proof. By Proposition[26] Q is self adjoint. Thus, we can apply the spectral mapping theorem to the polyno-
mial x — x" (1 — x). The eigenvalues of Q" (I — Q) are of the form A" (1 — 1), where A is an eigenvalue of
Q. From Proposition we know that A € [0, 1]. Using an algebraic property of 2" (1 — ) for A € [0, 1],
we conclude that 2" (1 — 1) € [0 L].

> en

Therefore, ||Q™ (I — Q)] < ﬁ [ |

Lemma 29. [|Q [X*X]||z < min («/ﬁ Vd = f) .
Proof. We first bound ||Q [X*X]|| ¢ using the operator norm bound on Q (Proposition 27):
o [X*X]||» < ol -|[X*X|, < [[X*X]||, = Vrank (X*X) = VTF.
~——
<1

Next, we use a pseudo-inverse property—that X*X < I—and the positivity of Q to show,

0
0[x°X]

0 [I-X*X]
Q0 [1]

<
<

Ly
<= ) IPillg
F T —

T T
= % Z yrank (P;) = % Z Vd — rank (X;)
- i=1

i=1

[Jensen (concave)] < Vd — 7.

T
lo X*X]ll, <o il =[5 >,
i=1
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D Proofs of Universal Continual Regression Rates (Sections 4.2 and 4.3)

The proofs in this appendix focus on the properties of forgetting and loss, “translating” them into the lan-
guage of last-iterate SGD. We then apply our last-iterate results, proved in Appendix [El

D.1 Proof of Theorem [8: A Universal O(1/Vk) Rate

Recall Theorem[8l Under a random ordering with replacement over 7 jointly realizable tasks, the expected
loss and forgetting of Schemes after k > 2 iterations are bounded as,

[-L (Wk) [2]‘ Z ”mek - ym”2] < %HW*WRZ ’

5
E. [FT(k)] = [2]( Z ”X-,-(t)Wk y‘r(l)” ] = \/ﬁ ||W*||2R2 .

Proof. Let 7 be a random with-replacement ordering, and wy, . . . , W be the corresponding iterates produced
by the continual Scheme [Tl (or the equivalent Kaczmarz Scheme 2)). By Reduction [2] these are exactly the
(stochastic) gradient descent iterates produced given an initialization wy and a step size of = 1, on the loss
sequence fr(1),. .., fr(k)» where we defined:

(W) 2 3 X5 X (w = W)

Furthermore, Lemma 6] states that for all w € R9,

T
1
LW =55 D IXoW = ¥l = Evr-tiit((71) Lin (W) < R*Eri-tiit((71) fin (W) -
m=1

Therefore, establishing last iterate convergence of with-replacement SGD (Eq. (2))) on the objective function

F(W) 2 Epeir) fin (W),

will imply the desired result. Indeed, again by Lemmal6 f,,(-) is 1-smooth for all m € [T]. Hence, plugging
inA =X} X,, = ||A]| = 1 = Binto Theorem[I0, SGD with = 1 guarantees that after k > 1 gradient steps:

ellwo = wal® _ 2wo — wall®

Ef(wg) < Y < s s

and therefore EL(wy) < 2R2”w+;w*“2, which proves the first claim. The second claim follows immediately
from Lemmal[I6] and we are done. [ ]
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D.2 Proving Theorem [9: Main Result for Without Replacement Orderings

Recall Theorem [0l Under a random ordering without replacement over 7 jointly realizable tasks, the ex-
pected loss and forgetting of Schemes[I] Dl after k € {2, ..., T} iterations are both bounded as,

7 d-r+1
V=1 k-1

E[L(wi)], E[Fr(k)] <min Iwsll* R?.

Proof. From Lemmas[6and[16 we have

2 2
[[w.l* R? [wl* R?

E [Fr (0)] < E [[Xeo Wit = yeqo || + k
T T

<2R* [Ef‘r(k) (Wr-1) +

Combining with Proposition [I7] we get,

o[£ (W] = ZE. [F (B)]+

T E. ”X'r(k+1)wk - Y‘r(z)”2

2
Wl R?

k T -k
<7 (2R2 ﬂTffT(k)(Wk—l) + r ) 57 ﬂTffr(kn)(Wk)

[[waI* R?
+ _—

2k
[k<T] < R* | Z2 E fra) (Wee1) +
T k

E Sr(k+1) (Wk))
Thus, to bound both the expected forgetting and loss, we need to bound expressions like E+ fr(k+1) (Wk)-

We first prove the dimension dependent term. Note that,

2
2E friy (Wiet) = E X5 gy Xe) Wi = wa)| 2 E[[(T=Prgey) (wier = wa

Recall that from Eq. (§)) in the proof of Lemma[16] we have
(Wit = W) =Prory - Prry (Wo = Wy) = =Pty -+ - Py Wa.
Thus, we obtain
E[[(T=Prgo) (Wit =wall” = EJ(T=Prgy) Pegeony - Py wa
< E[(T=Pri) Priemy -+ Pry s - Wl < Iwal PE[|(T=Priay) Pegeosy - Pry [
= [[wall? Etr (Pr(i) -+ Prge-t) (T=Pr) Prge-ty -+ Pry) -
By exchangeability,
tr (Prqry Pty (T=Pri)) Prony -+ Pey) =0 (Prry -+ Pra) (I=Pr1)) Pra) -+ Prr)) -
Let us define a; = tr (P7(;) -+ - Pr2) (I=Pr(1)) Pz(2) -+ - Pr(r)) - Then, we have
a1 =t (Prgrn) - Pro) (T=Pr1)) Pr2) - - - Prgan))
[cyclic property of trace] = tr (Pi(m)PT(Z) Py (I=Pry) Py - .pT(l))
[Von Newmann's trace inequatity] < [[P% [l tr (Pr(r) -+~ Pr2) (1= Pr(1)) Pray - Pri) =
_

=1
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showing (a,), is a non-increasing sequence. Thus, for all k > 2,

2 k
W
2E e Wiet) = E (1~ Prgy) wica[* < Iwa P Eae < *”1 D Ea
T T T =
_ IIW*IIZEE[H(F i Pr) - Prny) =t (Pogry - PryPe(yPr) -+ Prgn))]
k—1 - 7(t) 7(2) 7(t) 7(1) ()T ()T 7(2) 7(1)
t=2
[exchangeable] = ”W*Hz iﬂf [tl‘ (P (-1 " --P - -P (,_1)) —tr (P ()" -P - --P (t))]
k—l p— p T T T T T T
LA
[telescoping] = Z===- E [tr (Pr(1)) = tr (Prqi -+ Priy -+ Pro )|

IIW*II2 Iwxl* (d = 7)
= k — [tl' 7( ))] k-1 :

For the second, parameter independent term, note that from Lemmal6] f,,(-) is 1-smooth for all m € [T],
and recall that the iterates w; follow the SGD dynamics with n = 1 (Reduction 2)). Hence, by Lemma [33]
without-replacement SGD with 8 = = 1 guarantees that after k > 1 gradient steps:

IIW*II
Vi -1

Plugging in the (monotonic decreasing) bounds that we just derived in the inequalities from the begin-
ning of this proof, we get

lEfT(k) (Wi-1) <

2 p2 2 2 - 2 p2
w. R . [2e||lw W d-r w R

E P (0] < 2R°E foy () + IR o (2wl (Wl (@ =7)) | v

T T k 4k_1 k-1 k

7 d— 1
Smin(4 o )n w2 R,
k-1 k-1

k T-k w 2R2
E-[L(We)] <R ( 2ﬂff-r(k)(wk 1)+ 2[EfT(k+1)(wk)) —H */!
k T-k min d - w 2R2
< + — ” *”2 R2 || *H
T \/— k-1 —k
T + k . e d-7 w. |12 R2
(v— = )”W*”ZR“%

7 d-7r+1
I J il 2.

[k<T] < rnin(
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E Proofs of Last-Iterate SGD Bounds (Section 3)

In this section we provide proofs and full technical details of our upper bounds for least squares SGD. We
begin by recording a few elementary well-known facts, which can be found in e.g., Bubeck (2015). We
provide proof for completeness.

Lemma 30 (Fundamental regret inequality for gradient descent). Ler wy € R?, 5 > 0, and suppose

Wiel = W, — g, for all t, where g, . . ., gr € R are arbitrary vectors. Then for any W € R? it holds that:
S ||Wo L S
T o — i 2
;:0 g (W —W) < ——— 2 §:0 llg: -

Proof. Observe,

Wi = W% = [lw, = W11 = 2ng] (e = W) +7° |l |I°

- 1 - -
= g (%= W)= 5 (W= 1P = e = 91 + 5 el

Summing the above over r =0, ..., T and telescoping the sum leads to,

T
ngw, ) = 5 (Iwo = 91 = wrer = ¥1) + 2 Y P
t:O

T
||W0 - W||2 L 2
< +5 0 el
t=0

which completes the proof. [

Lemma 31 (Descent lemma). Ler f : R?Y — R be B-smooth for B > 0, and suppose miny, f(w) € R is
attained. Then, for any n > 0, w € R4, we have for w* = w — nV f(w):

rov) < 7w = (1= B 19 oo
Furthermore, for any w, € argmin,, f(w), it holds that:

IV (W)I? < 28 (F(W) = f(W)) -

Proof. Observe, by B-smoothness:
W) < W)+ VAW - (W= w) + B - wi?
= F(W) =1V 7 (W) - V) + S 19 F o) P
= f(w) - (1 - —) IV (W),
which proves the first claim. For the second claim, apply the above inequality with 1 = 1/8, which gives
1OV < W) = 3=V F P
= (V7P <28 (F(w) - F(w)).

The second claim now follows by using the fact that f(wy) < f(w"). [
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E.1 Proofs for Section [5.1]

As discussed in the main text, our results hold for a wider range of step sizes compared to the classical SGD
bounds in the smooth realizable setting. This is enabled due to the following lemma.

Lemma 32. Assume that f(w) = % |Aw — b||? for some matrix A and vector b, and let w, € R? be such
that f(wy) = 0. Then, we have:
2f(w) = V(W) T (W=wy),

and for any z € R% and y > 0:
2 -7 f(w) - %f(Z) <VFW)T(W-2).

Proof. For any w € R, since Aw, = b and f(w) = %HA(W —w,)||?, we have:

Viw) T (w—z)=(ATA(W-w,),w—1z)
= <ATA(W —Wy),W— w*> - <ATA(W - Wy),Z— w*>
= (Aw—b,Aw—b) - (Aw—b,Az—b>
=2f(w) — (Aw — b, Az — b).

Plugging in z = w,, the second term vanishes (since Aw, —b =b —b = 0) and the first claim follows. For
the second claim, note that by Young’s inequality:

V(W) (w=-2)=2f(w) — (AW — b, Az — b)
1
> 2£(w) - 2 AW - b|* - 2i 1Az =b|* = (2= )/ (W) - ~f(2).
Y Y
|

Recall Lemma [I1l Consider the 8-smooth, realizable Setup[Il and let T > 1, (io,...,i7) € I1*! be an
arbitrary sequence of indices in 7, and wy € R be an arbitrary initialization. Then, the gradient descent
iterates given by w1 «— w, — nV f(w;;i,) for a step size n < 2/, hold:

2
[[wo — Wil

T
tzz(;f(wt;il) < W

Proof. Denote f;(w) = f(w;i,), and observe by Lemma 30}

2
W) — W
Iwo = wall®

T
D VW), Wi —w,) <
2n

T
2 VA w1
=0 t=0

2
Wy — W
_ lIwo - w]

N Iwo—wall® <
< +nﬁ2fz(wt)—fz(w*)=T+nﬁ;fz(wt),

t=0

where the second inequality follows from Lemma[31l On the other hand, by Lemma[32]

T T
D VLW, W= wa) = ) 2fi (W)
t=0 =0
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Combining the two displays above, it follows that

T 2
[IWo — Wl
(2-nB) § fr(wy) < ———— =,
n
t=0
and the result follows after dividing by (2 — 18). [ ]

Recall Lemma [I2} Consider the 3-smooth, realizable Setup [Il Let 7 > 1. Assume % is a distribution
over 7T*! such that for every 0 < t < 7; < 1» < T, the following holds: For any iy, ...i;_1 € I',i € T,
Pr(iz, = ilio,...,i;—1) = Pr(iz, = ilip,...,i;—1). Then, for any initialization wq € R4, with-replacement
SGD (Eq. @) with step-size < 2/, holds:
. —_ T .
Ef(wr.ip) < (eT)POPE 2537 fwisi)|,

where the expectation is taken with respect to i, . . ., ir sampled from P.

Proof. Denote f;(w) £ f(w;i,), g 2V f;(w,), and observe that by Lemma[30] Vz € R4, t < T (w.p. 1):

: ||w i z||2 R
-
D Ewimn) < = S Z e I
=T

t=T-k t=T-k
T
[Descent LemmalBTl] < M Z (W) — fr(Wy)
_ lwr- k—zn N
——— Z [rW) = f(2) + fi(2) = f(Wy).

By Lemma[32] this implies for any y > 0:

-k

2=y —nB)fi(w,) (% - nﬂ) fi(2) =

t t=T-k t=T-k

T

> (- y)ﬁ(w»——ﬁ(z))wﬁz f@) = fi(w)
=T

T

T
[Lemma2] < )" (g, Wi —2)+nB Y. fi(2) = fi(w)
=T-

t=T-k t k

lwr—x — 2l S
[sbove] < === 4nB ), fi(@) = fi(w.)
'7 t=T-k T
C Iwr—x—zl* 1 <
= Q2-y-1p) ), hlw) s —o——+= > fi(o).
t=T-k n yt:T—k
Now, set z = wy_ and take expectations to obtain:
T
(2= -nB) Z Efi(w) <0+~ > Efi(wr_y)
Y t=T-k
1 < 1 a
— Efi(w,) < Efi(Wr-) .
k+ Z o k+1>y<2—v—nﬁ>,;_k ’
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Defining Sy = ﬁ ZszT—k fr(w,), implies that

T

T
(k+1)Sg = kSk-1 = Z fi(w;) = Z fi(we) = fr—x(Wr—g) ,
=T—

t k t=T—-k+1

and by the assumption on the distribution P it follows that E f;_ (Wr_x) = Ef; (Wr_) for any t > T — k.
Thus, combined with our previous display,

T T
1 1
ES; < Ef,(Wr_g) = ((k+ 1)[ESk—kESk_1)
(k+1)y(2=y-np) ,sz_k ' (k+1)y(2=y-np) ,:Tz_k
—
= ((k+ DESk — KESi1 ).
Y2 -y -np)
Rearranging, denoting ¢ = y(2 — y — ), and requiring ¢ € (0, 1), we get
k k+1
SESi; < ( L 1) ESy
c c
k+1-
— ESi_1 < %[Esk
T 1-c
= Efr(wr) =ESp < ]—[ (1 + )[EST
k=1 k
L1-c
[l+x§ex,Vx20] < exp (Z X ) [EST
k=1
T
= exp ((1 -c) Z —) ~ES7 <exp((1—c¢) (1+1ogT))ESt
k=1
| &
_ 1-c
= (eN)'™ Bl ;sz)] : )

. " ’s . « e . _ . _ 1,
Now, getting the “best” rate requires maximizing ¢ = y(2 —y — nf). To this end, we choose y = 1 — ==,

2
B
above). Then, 1 — ¢ = npB(1 - %), and we finally get the required

which implies ¢ = (1 - %)2 (under the < % condition, we now have both y > 0 and ¢ € (0, 1) as required

T
€ vr) = ()P s D).

34



E.2 Proving Theorem

Recall Theorem[I3] Consider the 8-smooth, realizable Setup[dl Define for all 7> 2, fo.r(w) £ ﬁ ST f(wm,).

t=0
Then, without-replacement SGD (Eq. (3)) with step-size n < 2/, holds:

eD? . 48%nD?
n(2 = nB)T'-1B(1-npB/4) T

Exfor(wr) < VI =2,....n—1,

where D £ ||[wy — Wy||. In particular,

1 A 148D?log T 1 A 78D?
= E fo.r_ < = =— E fo-r— <
n BlogT = Efor-1(wr) < T n I = Efor-1(wr) T

The proof of our theorem follows by a combination of two lemmas. The first, stated below, establishes
a bound on the expected “next sample” loss and follows immediately by combining Lemmas [I1] and
(notice that < % = exp (nB(1 - %)) > exp (z(1 — %)) for z € (0,2), which is monotonic increasing
and upper bounded by e).

Lemma 33. For any step-size n < 2/B and initialization wo € R<, without-replacement SGD Eq. (3)
satisfies, forall 1 <T <n-1:

2
e - [lwo — Wl

o fwrin) < 20BN el #)g,

&
f(WtQNz)] < .
T+1 ; 2n(2—np)r 1)

Next, we consider the “empirical loss” objective. Given any permutation # € 7 < I, define:
1 t
or(w) & — 3" fF(wimy).
t+1 Py

In the without-replacement setup, our optimization objective is the expected empirical loss E fo. (W),
which, when ¢ = n, satisfies E fo- (W) = E,f(w). Our second lemma (given next) bounds the expected
empirical loss w.r.t. the next sample loss. This is the crux of extending our with-replacement upper bound
to the without-replacement setup.

Lemma 34. For without-replacement SGD Eq. (3) with step sizen < 2/B, forall 1 < T < n, we have that
the following holds:

4877 lwo — Wy |?

Efor(wr) < 2E.f(Wr;nr) + T

The proof of Lemma[34]builds on an algorithmic stability argument similar to that given in|Lei and Ying
(2020), combined with the without-replacement stability framework proposed by [Sherman et al. (2021).
Before turning to the proof given in the next subsection, we quickly prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem[I3l By Lemmas[33]and

4820 wo = wall® e - lWo = Wall® (1)1 | 480 [Iwo = wal
T+1 - n2-np) T+1

E . for(wr) < 2Exf(Wrsmr) +

The result for = [—13 is straightforward. To see the result for n = [#ﬂ, notice that in this case,
2 1-18/4)-1 2 2 ex (2 - %) 2
eD2TBU=1BI9=1 ¢pD2log T ooy (1-awer) _ BD?logT p iogT) _ 105D logT

_ - 1 1 =
n(2-np) T2~ 7 T P T
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E.2.1 Proving Lemma 34

Notation. We first add a few definitions central to our analysis. Given a permutation 7 € 7 < I, denote:

n(j < k) £ m after swapping the j™ and k™ coordinates,

V9
T

>

w The iterate of SGD on step 7 when run on permutation 7.

Most commonly, we will use the following special case of the above:

w1 & The iterate of SGD on step T when run on 7 (i < 7).

When clear from context, we omit & from the superscript and simply write W(Ti(_’l). Concretely, these defini-
iot) a

tions imply w(() = wy,and Vi, t, 7€ T,

w(i(_,l) _ W‘(ri<—>t) _ nvf(wfrﬂ—)l);ﬂ-(i > I)T) .

T+1

We have the following important relation, to be used later in the proof.

Lemma 35. Foralli,t,7r € I,i <1 <t, we have:

Erxf(Wesm) = Exf(WE7) s m(i o 1))

Proof. The proof follows from observing that the random variables f(w.; ;) and f (W(Ti(_") ;7(i & 1);) are

distributed identically (the indices 7r;, 7, are exhangeable). Formally, let I1(Z7) £ {n € I < I} be the set
of all permutations over J, and observe

E, f (Wi n(i o 1)) = D FwEEin(i o r)).

1
DI, &

On the other hand,

1 _—
Exf(we,m) = D] ne;(.r) fwZism).

Hence, since there is a one-to-one correspondence between 7 and 7(7 < i), in particular,
{rlrell(D)}={r(i o) |rell(1)},

the result follows. [ ]
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Our next lemma, originally given in [Sherman et al. (2021, Lemma 2 therein), can be thought of as
a without-replacement version of the well known stability <= generalization argument of the with-
replacement sampling case (Shalev-Shwartz et all, 2010; Hardt et al., 2016).

Lemma 36. The iterates of without-replacement SGD Eq. ), satisfy for all t:
=
Ex [f(Wis ) = four (W) = = > B | F(Wis ) = F(w{' s my)
t
i=0

Proof. We have, by definition of fo;,_ 1 and Lemma[33t

1 t—1

-1 1=
e Lo 0] = 3 3 Ex [ fwsm)] = - Z e [r i o 0] = 1 Y B [ |,
i=0 i=0 i=0

where the last equality is immediate since by definition, (i < t); = xr,. The claim now follows by linearity
of expectation. [

We are now ready to prove our main lemma. We note that the proof shares some features with that of
the with-replacement case (Lemma [38]).

Proof of Lemma[34. We prove the theorem for every ¢. Any -smooth realizable function 4 : RY — Ry
holds that

[A(W) = h(W)] < [VA(W)T (% - w)| +§ W = wif?
[Young’s ineq.] < % ||Vh(W)||2 + /53 ||\7V - W||2 + 'g ||\7V - W||2
< h(w)+B|lWw - w|? . ®)

Hence, by Lemma

[Ex [ (Wi 70 = foumr (wi)]| = ‘— - Ex [Fwim) = F(w( i) |

1
[Jensen] < 7 Z E,
i=0

) = FwETD )

1 t—1 )
[Eq. @] < 7Z[En [f(Wz§ ’)—Wz” ]
=0
t 1 ) )
=E f(Ws, )+ Wil(_)l) - W,” . ©)

TI‘.
(=]

(1<—>t) 2

.Forany 0 < 7 <r-1,wedenote fr = f(-;71;), f(”_") 2 f(un(i o))

Observe that for any 7 such that T # i, we have f; = fT(iHl), thus, by the non-expansiveness of gradient
steps in the convex and S-smooth regime when 17 < 2/ (see Lemma 3.6 in [Hardt et all, 2016):

t
w‘(ru—» ) —w,

=0,

<

Tﬁi:‘

(i) 2

T+1

(ior)

w 1+l

i<T:,o‘

— Wryig — Wi+l
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Further,

(iest)

2 . . . 2
[wi = wia|| = [wi = 9090 WD) = i = 0¥ fiw)|

’2
. . 2
[Jensen] < 27]2 ||Vfl(”_>t) (Wl(“_}t))” + 2772 ||Vﬁ (Wl) ”2

<4 170 (WD) + 4B fi(wy)

[wi==wi] =

and by Lemma[33| E f; (w;) = [Efl.(th) (wfth)). Hence,

. 2 : 2
Efwi ) —w[ < E|wii - wi | < ssnEf(w).

Now,

wiion W;”2 < (8,32772) E l% lz_l fi(wi)] ;
i=0

-1
72 e
i=0
which, when combined with Eq. @) yields:
-1
A ) 2 1
|[E7r [f(Wt§7Tt) _fO:z—l(Wz)” S Exf(wem) + (8,8 n ) E l? th(wt)] .
i=0
[[wo—w|?

Finally, by the regret bound given in Lemma[I1] ;:_01 filwy) < STTeETTIR and therefore,

4877 llwo — wal>

|[E7r [f(wzm't) - f():z—l(wz)“ S Exf(wim) +

(2-np)t
s Efpuo (i) < 2B, flwyimy + 0 I¥0 Wl
0:r-1 t) = b/s ts Ut (Z—Uﬂ)t
Finally, since fp.; = - fou1 + % f;, we obtain
. r A 1 2t + 1 4877 llwo — wl®
E 1o = ——Efy;- + —IFE < E ; + ,
fo.r (wy) PR fo.r—1(w;) T+ 1 fi(w;) < 1 af (W) 2 —-nB)(t+1)

which completes the proof.
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F Proofs of Extensions (Section [6)
Recall Reduction[3l Consider T arbitrary (nonempty) closed convex sets Cy, . . . , Cr, initial point wy € R¢,
and ordering 7. Define f,,(w) = % lw = IL,,(W)||*>, ¥m € [T]. Then,

(1) fn is convex and 1-smooth.

(ii) The POCS update is equivalent to an SGD step: w; = IL; ;) (W;—1) = W;_1 = Vi fr (1) (W_1).

Proof. First, by Theorem 1.5.5 in[Facchinei and Pang (2003), f,, is continuously differentiable and for every
we RY m e [T], Vfn(w) =w—1I1,,(w). Plugging in V fr()(W;~1) into an appropriate SGD step, we get
W = Wi — wa‘r(l)(wl—l) =W_1 — (Wz—l - HT(Z)(Wt—l)) = HT(t)(Wl—l) >
and the second part of the lemma follows. In addition, Vx, w € R¢, we prove convexity by using a projection

inequality (also from Theorem 1.5.5 in|Facchinei and Pang, 2003). That is,

Fn8) = Fn (W) = (T fn (W), X = W) = 2 % = Ty ()1 = 311w = Ty (W) = o = T (W), x = W)

= %= T (97 = 51w = Tl ()7 = o = T (W), X = T ()

0 = Ty (W), Ty (W) = T (30) + (9 = Ty (W), W = Ty ()
> 2= Ty (1P = Sliw = Ty (W = (W = Ty (W), X = Ty () + 0+ 1w = Ty (W)
= JlIx =T (0 = W+ (W) 2 0.

For the 1-smoothness,

IV fin(X) = V(W) = [[x = T (x) = (W = IL (W) [| = [[(T = TLp) (x) = (T=ILp) (W] < [[x = w][,

where we used the non-expansiveness of I — I1,,, (Propositions 4.2, 4.8 in|Bauschke et al., 2011). [ |

Lemma 37. Let K C R? be a nonempty closed and convex set, and f(w) = % lw = Tgc(W)||>. Then, we
have for any z € R and y > 0

Q=D f W)= 2 f@) < VI (w=2).
In addition, for any u € K we have

2f(w) < Vf(w) (w—-u).

Proof. We have Vf(w) = w — I1g(w). Hence, by Theorem 1.5.5 in [Facchinei and Pang (2003),
(Vf(w),w—1z) = (W —Tg (W), w —z) = (W= IIge(W), W — Igc(W)) + (W — Hgc (W), Hge(W) — z)
=2f(w) + (W — Hg (W), Hgc (W) — g (2)) — (W — g (W), z — g (2))
> 2f(w) —(w —Hgx(w),z - lx(z)) .

Plugging in z = u, the second term vanishes (since u — I1g(u) = 0) and the second claim follows.
For the first claim, note that by Young’s inequality:

(Vf(w),w—2z) =2f(w) — (W= gx(w),z - Ilx(2))

1
> 270 = % Iw =Tl = 5~ 2= Tl = 2(w) = 7 (W) = f(@).
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Recall Theorem [14. Consider the same conditions of Reduction 3] and assume a nonempty set intersection
Cy = ﬂz;l:l Cm # 2. Then, under a random ordering with or without replacement, the expected “residual”
of Scheme M after Yk > 1 iterations (without replacement: k € [T]) is bounded as,

Er| 3z 2 ey IWe =T (W2 | = x| 523" dist?(we, C) < < i [Iwo = wi

Proof. The proof largely follows the same steps of Theorems [8land [0l Let 7 be any random ordering, wy €
R an initialization, and w1, . . ., wx be the corresponding iterates produced by Scheme @ By Reduction 3
these are exactly the (stochastic) gradient descent iterates produced when initializing at wg and using a step
size of n = 1, on the 1-smooth loss sequence f7(1), ..., fr(k) defined by:

fn W) £ 3 [ = T (W)

Proceeding, we denote the objective function:

_ 1 <
F(W) 2 Enunitir)) fn (W) = 57 D 1w = T (W)
m=1

Now, for a with-replacement ordering 7, invoke Theorem[I0] except we use Lemma[37in the proof instead
of Lemma[32] to obtain:

- e
Erf(wy) < 2— miél lwo — w|)* , (t with-replacement)
€0x

kW
which completes the proof for the with-replacement case.

For a without-replacement ordering 7, invoke Theorem (with n = 1/B), except again we use
Lemmal[37in the proof instead of Lemma[32] to obtain:

k-1
" 1 7
Erfox_1(Wg) = [ET[— Zf(wk)] < — min ||wo - w|]* . (t without-replacement)
k =0 J WEC*

Vk

Similarly, by Lemma

s 2 . .
Erfrieet)(Wi) 2 Exd |[Wie = T ety (wo)||” < min lIwo — w||> . (7 without-replacement)

e
2k w

Combining the last two displays with Proposition we now obtain:

T
= 1
Erf(wi) = E; [— Z Wi — Hm(wk)||2] (t without-replacement)
2T —
A T-k 2
= T[E‘rfo:k—l(wk) + T E- ”Wk - HT(k+1) (Wk)”
< (T ETZON L o - wi < = min [wo - i
<|—=—+————|—= min - < — min - ,
T T k weCx 0 ik weCx 0
which proves the without-replacement case and thus completes the proof. [
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Recall Theorem[I3l Under a random ordering, with or without replacement, over T jointly separable tasks,
the expected forgetting of the weakly-regularized Scheme [5l (at 4 — 0) after k& > 1 iterations (without
replacement: k € [T]) is bounded as
7||wall* R?
W b

Proof. We adopt the same notation as used above:

. 2
where W, = minyeg,n...ncy [|Wo — W||

E-[F-(k)] <

Fn (W) £ 5 W = T () P
T
FW) % Enetiit(ir1) fin (W) = Tr;nw—nm(w)nz.

For 7 sampled with replacement, by Lemma [38] (given below) and the with-replacement result (inside the
proof) of Theorem |14} we have

7 llwo — wall®

Er[Fe(k)] = Efor_t(We) < 2EF(wp) + M < ( e

4
)IlWo — Wl <

W V&
For T sampled without replacement, as argued in Theorem [14] by Lemma 33t
< liwo — wal?
Erfrke) (Wi) € 20— T ,
and thus by Lemma [34]
7 [lwo — wall?
2
E[Fr(k)] = Efou-1(Wi) < (T + k) lwo — Wel|” < A
which completes the proof. [

Lemma 38. Consider with-replacement SGD Eq. ) with step size n < 2/B, and define, for every 0 < T,
for(w) 2 25T f(wii,). Forall 1 < T, the following holds:

4877 lwo — Wy |?

Efor-1(wr) < 2Ef(wr) + T

Proof. Our proof here mostly follows the proof of Lemma Recall that from Eq. (8)), any B-smooth
realizable function & : R? — Ry holds that |h(W) — h(w)| < h(w) + B ||W — w||>. Denote 7, = 7(-1i,)
for all ¢ € {0, .., T}. Now, by the standard stability <= generalization argument (Shalev-Shwartz et all,
2010;Hardt et al.,2016), and denoting by wg) the SGD iterate after T steps on the training set where the /™
example was resampled as j;:

£ [Fovr) = forrtwn)]| = |7 S e | rwrsjo = ris |
1 Tl—? . 5 . B T-1 ' )
[Jensen: Eq. @] < T [f(WT;ji) +p ”W(Tl) - WT” ] =Ef(wr) + T Z E ”W(Tl) - WT” .
i=0 i=0
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. 2
Next, we bound ||W(Tl) - WTH . By the non-expansiveness of gradient steps in the convex and S-smooth

regime when 7 < 2/f (see Lemma 3.6 in Hardt et all, 2016):

T<i = |W(Tl)—WT =0,

(i) 2
Wi~ Wetl

2 .
< Hw@ - Wit

z<T:>| i1

Further,

(@)

2 . . 2

® = [W =09 £ W) = i = ¥ frw)|
. 2

[wr=wi] =22 ||V () = Y icwo)|
ensen] < 202V £, (WP + 202|955 (wo)|

oot | < 48n2 £, (W) + 417 fi(wi)

J»

— Wiyl

Therefore,

Elw® —wollP < Ew® —widll’ < 482E £ (w ™) + 48r2E £ (w:) = 8812 - (w:
Wy —wr| < E(w. = Wil <4Bn°Ef; (W) + 4B Efi(wi) = 8B Efi(w:) .

i+1

Now,

. 2
[E”w(T’) —wT” < 128°7°E

1T—l
= fi(Wi) .
50|

Summarizing, we have shown that:

T-1
|E [f(wr) = for—1(wp)]| < Ef(wr) + 'g Z E HW(Ti) - WTH2
i=0

| 7=
= fi(wi)] .
2

llwo—wI?
2n(2-nB)°

< Ef(wr) +86°n°E

Finally, by the regret bound given in Lemmal[l1l i.e., ZiT:Bl fi(w;) < we have

4% [Iwo = W ||
Q-np)T

and the result follows. [ ]

|UE [f(WT) - ﬁ):T—l(WT)]| < Ef(wr) +

42



	Introduction
	Main Setting: Continual Linear Regression
	Reductions: From Continual Linear Regression to Kaczmarz to SGD
	Revisit: Continual Linear Regression and the Kaczmarz Method
	New Reduction: Kaczmarz Method and Stepwise-Optimal Stochastic Gradient Descent

	Rates for Random-Order Continual Linear Regression and Kaczmarz
	A Parameter-Dependent O(1/k) Rate
	A Universal O(1/[4]k) Rate
	Random Task Orderings Without Replacement

	Last-Iterate SGD Bounds for Linear Regression
	Analysis overview
	Extension to Without-Replacement SGD

	Extensions
	A Universal O(1/[4]k) Rate for General Projections Onto Convex Sets
	A Universal O(1/[4]k) Rate for Random Orderings in Continual Linear Classification

	Discussion
	Related Work
	Auxiliary Proofs
	Proofs for Section 4.1: A Parameter-Dependent O(1/k) Rate
	Key Properties and Auxiliary Lemmas

	Proofs of Universal Continual Regression Rates (sec:universalbysgd,sec:clwor)
	Proof of thm:clbysgdmain: A Universal O(1/[4]k) Rate
	Proving thm:clbysgdwor: Main Result for Without Replacement Orderings

	Proofs of Last-Iterate SGD Bounds (sec:sgd)
	Proofs for sec:sgdwranalysis
	Proving thm:worsgdlastiteratemain
	Proving lem:worgeneralization


	Proofs of Extensions (sec:extensions)

