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Abstract

We prove new convergence rates for a generalized version of stochastic Nes-
terov acceleration under interpolation conditions. Unlike previous analyses, our
approach accelerates any stochastic gradient method which makes sufficient
progress in expectation. The proof, which proceeds using the estimating sequences
framework, applies to both convex and strongly convex functions and is easily
specialized to accelerated SGD under the strong growth condition. In this spe-
cial case, our analysis reduces the dependence on the strong growth constant
from p to 4/p as compared to prior work. This improvement is comparable to a
square-root of the condition number in the worst case and address criticism that
guarantees for stochastic acceleration could be worse than those for SGD.
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1 Introduction

A continuing trend in machine learning is the adoption of powerful prediction models
which can exactly fit, or interpolate, their training data (Zhang et al., 2017). Meth-
ods such as over-parameterized neural networks (Zhang and Yin, 2013; Belkin et al.,
2019a), kernel machines (Belkin et al., 2019b), and boosting (Schapire et al., 1997)
have all been shown to achieve zero training loss in practice. This phenomena is par-
ticularly prevalent in modern deep learning, where interpolation is conjectured to be
key to both optimization (Liu et al., 2022; Oymak and Soltanolkotabi, 2019) and
generalization (Belkin, 2021).

Recent experimental and theoretical evidence shows stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
matches the fast convergence rates of deterministic gradient methods up to problem-
dependent constants when training interpolating models (Arora et al., 2018; Ma
et al., 2018; Zou and Gu, 2019). With additional assumptions, interpolation also
implies the strong (Polyak, 1987) and weak (Bassily et al., 2018; Vaswani et al., 2019)
growth conditions, which bound the second moment of the stochastic gradients. Under
strong/weak growth, variance-reduced algorithms typically exhibit slower convergence
than stochastic gradient methods despite using more computation or memory (Defazio
and Bottou, 2019; Ma et al., 2018), perhaps because these conditions already imply a
form of “automatic variance reduction” (Liu et al., 2022). A combination of interpo-
lation and growth conditions has been used to prove fast convergence rates for SGD
with line-search (Vaswani et al., 2019), with the stochastic Polyak step-size (Loizou
et al., 2020; Berrada et al., 2020), for mirror descent (D’Orazio et al., 2021), and for
model-based methods (Asi and Duchi, 2019).

While these results show interpolation is sufficient to break the Q(e~*) complexity
barrier for computing stationary points of smooth, convex functions with stochastic,
first-order oracles (Arjevani et al., 2019), significantly less work has been done to obtain
the accelerated rates possible in the deterministic setting (Nemirovsky and Nesterov,
1985). Vaswani et al. (2019) analyze a stochastic version of Nesterov’s accelerated
gradient method (AGD) (Nesterov, 1983) under the strong growth condition, but their
bounds have a linear dependence on the strong growth constant and can be slower than
SGD (Liu and Belkin, 2020). In contrast, Liu and Belkin (2020) propose a modified
version of stochastic AGD and extend the statistical condition number approach of
Jain et al. (2018) to the interpolation setting. However, their results apply primarily
to quadratics and are not accelerated for general convex functions.

In this work, we apply the estimating sequences analysis developed by Nesterov (2004)
to the interpolation setting. Our approach hinges on a simple, in-expectation progress
guarantee for SGD, which we prove is a sufficient condition for generic acceleration
of stochastic algorithms. This proof technique is completely different from that used
by Vaswani et al. (2019) and yields an improved dependence on the strong growth
constant. In the worst-case, the improvement is proportional to the square-root of the
condition number and guarantees stochastic AGD is always at least as fast as SGD.
In what follows, all proofs are deferred to the corresponding section of the appendix.



1.1 Additional Related Work

A large literature on stochastic optimization under interpolation rapidly developed
following the seminal work by Bassily et al. (2018) and Vaswani et al. (2019). For
instance, Xiao et al. (2022) analyze Frank-Wolfe under interpolation, Vaswani et al.
(2020) prove fast convergence for Adagrad-type methods (Duchi et al., 2011), and
Meng et al. (2020) show fast rates for sub-sampled Newton method under interpola-
tion. Interpolation has also been used to study last-iterate convergence of SGD (Varre
et al., 2021) and subgradient methods (Fang et al., 2021).

Interpolation is a key sufficient condition for growth conditions, which are a set of
general assumptions controlling the magnitude of the noise in stochastic gradients.
Strong growth was introduced by Polyak (1987, Section 4.2.5), who called the condi-
tion relative random noise and used it to prove g-linear convergence of SGD. Solodov
(1998) and Tseng (1998) later used a variation of strong growth to analyze incremen-
tal gradient methods; their variation was also used by Schmidt and Le Roux (2013) to
prove linear convergence of SGD with a constant step-size for strongly-convex func-
tions. Vaswani et al. (2019) returned to the original definition given by Polyak (1987)
and used it to analyze stochastic AGD, as we do in this paper.

Many authors have tried to accelerate stochastic gradient methods, including under a
variety of growth conditions. By accelerate, we mean improve the dependence on the
condition number or improve the order of convergence (i.e. from O(1/k) to O(1/k?))
as compared to SGD. For example, Schmidt et al. (2011) establish orders of growth on
the gradient noise which still permit stochastic proximal-gradient methods to be accel-
erated. In contrast, d’Aspremont (2008) and Devolder et al. (2014) assume bounded,
deterministic gradient errors to derive convergence rates, while Cohen et al. (2018)
develop a noise-resistant acceleration scheme. Most recently, Chen et al. (2020) ana-
lyze stochastic AGD under expected smoothness, but their rate only holds under
interpolation when the strong growth constant is less than two.

As discussed above, Liu and Belkin (2020) extend the approach of Jain et al. (2018)
to the interpolation setting. Their assumptions imply strong growth and the analysis
is limited to least-squares problems, although similar rates have been obtained for
continuized AGD applied to kernel least-squares (Even et al., 2021). Valls et al. (2022)
take a different view and extend the work by Vaswani et al. (2019) to constrained
optimization. Unfortunately, none of these algorithms are necessarily accelerated and
both Assran and Rabbat (2020) and Liu and Belkin (2020) prove that stochastic AGD
may not obtain accelerated rates of convergence even under interpolation. We address
this criticism and make detailed comparisons between convergence rates in Section 4.

2 Assumptions

Consider the unconstrained minimization of a smooth, convex function f : R? — R.
We assume f has at least one minimizer w* and denote the optimal set by W*. At
each iteration k, we sample a stochastic gradient V f(wg, zx) such that,

E., [Vf(wg, z)] = V f(wg),



meaning the stochastic gradient is unbiased. We assume that 2, z; are independent
for k # j, but they do not need to have the same distribution. The stochastic gradients
satisfy the strong growth condition when there exists p > 1 for which

E., [IIVf(wr, z)lI3] < oV f(wi)ll3, (1)
holds given any sequence {wy, 2 }. We say that interpolation is satisfied if
Viw) =0 = Vf(w,z) =0,
for all zp. That is, stationarity of f implies stationarity of the stochastic gradients.

Although the strong growth condition implies interpolation, we will see that the
converse requires further assumptions on f and on the stochastic gradients.

We assume that f is L-smooth, meaning V f is L-Lipschitz continuous. L-smoothness
of f implies the following quadratic upper-bound for all w,u € R? (Nesterov, 2004):

Flu) < () + (F(w), 0~ w) + 2~ )

Similarly, we will sometimes require the stochastic gradients to be Ly a-individually
smooth, meaning they satisfy

max

fu,2) < flw, z) +(V f(w, z1), u — w) + lu— w3, (3)

almost surely for all k. We also assume that f is p-strongly convex, by which we mean
f(U)Zf(w)+<Vf(w),ufw>+%llufwl\§, (4)

holds for all w,u € RY and some g > 0. When p = 0, strong convexity reduces
to convexity of f. If f is strongly convex with p > 0, the stochastic gradients are
L ax-individually smooth, and interpolation holds, then the strong growth constant
is bounded as p < Lyax/p (see Lemma 13). Recalling that the ratio x = L/p is
the condition number of f, we see that the strong-growth constant is bounded by a
quantity like the condition number of the worst-conditioned stochastic function. !

3 Convergence of Stochastic AGD

Our analysis in this section builds on the estimating sequences approach developed
by Nesterov (1988). However, we consider variable step-sizes 7, and allow the iterates
wy, to be set using a general update scheme. The procedure takes 79 > 0 as input and

!Note that f(u, zx) is typically not strongly convex, so this analogy is not formal.



uses the following updates, which we call generalized stochastic AGD:

o = (1 — o) vk + Mo
Vi1 = (1 — o)y + akp
_ 1
e+ o
wit1 = MmNk, Yr, Vf Yk, 25))

Yk [k YRV + Vrprwi] 5 (5)

1
Vg1 = (1 — o) vevr + anpyr — oV f(yr)] -
Ye+1

where m is an as-yet unspecified update for the “primal sequence” wy and vy = wy
(which implies yo = wp). Note that the step-size ny is required at the start of the
iteration to compute ay. As a result, local search methods like the Armijo line-search
(Armijo, 1966) must re-evaluate 11, Yk, and wiy; for each candidate step-size.

Choosing m to be one step of SGD with step-size 7 yields the familiar updates of the
standard version of stochastic AGD (see Nesterov (2004, Eq. 2.2.20)):

Wiy 1 = wr — MV f Yk, 2)
k+1

Aoy = (1— ak+1)ainn—: + Mo 1 Qo1 4

ak(l — Oék)(

W41 — W).
o3 + apq1

Yk+1 = Wi+1 +

Our approach hinges on the fact that, under strong growth, stochastic gradient updates
for wy, give a similar per-step progress condition as deterministic gradient descent.
Since descent in the primal step is the only link between wy and the “dual sequence”
Yk, generalized stochastic AGD with any primal update obtaining similar per-iteration
progress can be analyzed in the same fashion as stochastic AGD. This allows us to
derive a fast convergence rate for the general scheme in Eq. (5).

We start by deriving the progress condition for SGD. It is straightforward to prove
the following bound using L-smoothness, the definition of w41, and strong growth:

Lemma 1. Suppose f is L-smooth, the strong growth condition holds, and ny is
independent of z. Then the stochastic gradient step in Eq. (6) makes progress as,

nkpL

L2V o3 7

E., [f(wrr1)] < flyx) —me(1 —

Substituting any fixed step-size nx < 1/pL into Eq. (7) gives the following equation,
which we call the expected progress condition:

E., [f(win)] < £ () = SNV F ) 3, (®)



which is equivalent to the progress made by gradient descent with step-size np < 1/L
up to a factor of p (Bertsekas, 1997). In order to make use of the expected progress
condition, we now introduce the estimating sequences framework.

Definition 2 (Estimating Sequences). Two sequences A, ¢y are estimating sequences
if the following hold almost surely: (i) A\ > 0 (ii) im A\, = 0, and (iii) for all w € R?,

dr(w) < (1= M) f(w) + Ao (w). 9)

Unlike the standard definition, we permit \; and ¢ to depend on zg, . . ., zx—1, making
them random variables. Typically the first function ¢q is deterministic and chosen to
satisfy ¢g(w) > f(w) for all w near wy. Since Eq. (9) guarantees limy, ¢ (w) < f(w), ¢x
can be interpreted as a sequence of relaxing upper-bounds, where the rate of relaxation
is controlled by A;. The next condition captures when ¢y, is a good local model of f.

Definition 3. The local upper-bound property holds in expectation if

Eagenzims F00)] < Eayoy [inf 1 (w)] (10)

In what follows, we use E without subscripts to denote the total expectation with
respect to zg,...,2x—1. That is, all randomness in the procedure up to iteration k. If
¢, maintains the local upper-bound property in expectation, then Eq. (9) guarantees

E [/ (wy)] < E [inf g (w)| < Efor(w")] SEI(1 = M) (") + Aedo(w’)]
— E[f(w)] - f(w) < E[(do(w") — fw"))], (1)

which shows that generalized stochastic AGD converges in expectation at a rate con-
trolled by Ax. As a result, the bulk of our analysis focuses on establishing the local
upper-bound property for a suitable choice of estimating sequences.

Following Nesterov (2004), choose Ao = 1, ¢o(w) = f(wo) + 2 ||w — wol|3, and

Aer1 = (1 — ag) e

12
Prr1(w) = (1 — ar)pr(w) + ax (f(yk) + (VS (k) w —yr) + %Hw - yk||§) -
The initial curvature 7y is an input parameter; differentiating shows that vy is
actually the minimizer of ¢y41, while V2¢y11 = Y411 (Lemma 14). Thus, the aux-
illary sequences 7, vr can be viewed as arising from our choice of local model. The
next lemma proves these are valid estimating sequences when the step-size sequence
is well-behaved. In what follows, we use the convention 1/0 = oo to cover the case of
non-strongly convex functions.

Lemma 4. Assume f is p-strongly conver with p > 0 and Npmin < nr < 1/p almost
surely. Then X\, and ¢y, given in Eq. (9) are estimating sequences.



The parameter 7y, > 0 is required for A, to decrease sufficiently fast, while the upper-
bound 7, < 1/p is only necessary when g > 0. In this case, it guarantees A\, > 0.
This choice of estimating sequences also satisfies the local error-bound property in
expectation when m(nk, yk, V f (yk, 2x)) matches the progress of fixed step-size SGD.

Proposition 5. If f is L-smooth and p-strongly convex with > 0, Nmin < Mk < 1/
almost surely for every k € N, and the primal update m(ng, yr, V f(yk, 2x)) satisfies
the sufficient progress condition (Eq. (8)), then ¢ has the local upper-bound property
in expectation. That is, for every k € N,

E [f(we)] < E [inf o1(w)]

Proposition 5 is our main theoretical contribution and immediately leads to two
accelerated convergence rates for the generalized stochastic AGD scheme.

Theorem 6. Suppose [ is L-smooth and p-strongly convex with > 0, Npin < Nk <
1/p almost surely for every k € N, and the primal update m(ng, yi, V f (yx, 2x)) satisfies
the sufficient progress condition (Eq. (8)). If y0 = p, then generalized stochastic AGD
has the following rate of convergence:

k

E[f(wg41)] = f(w™) <E lH (1- \/W)] [f(wo) — fw*) + g”wo - uﬁ”%} 13)

k+1 [

< (1= )" [£aw0) = ) + Eloo — 3]

This linear rate of convergence requires knowledge of the strong convexity constant
in order to set yp. However, we can still obtain a O(1/k?) rate without knowing p
so long as the smoothness constant can be estimated. The following theorem is a
generalization of Nesterov (2004) to stochastic optimization under interpolation.

Theorem 7. Suppose f is L-smooth and p-strongly convex with g > 0, Npmin < N <
1/p almost surely for every k € N, and the primal update m(n, yx, V f(yk, 2)) sat-
isfies the sufficient progress condition (Eq. (8)). If vo € (b, 3/Nmin), then generalized
stochastic AGD has the following rate of convergence:

E [f(wksr)]— fw) < !

* "o “12

3.1 Specializations

Theorems 6 and 7 provide accelerated guarantees for any stochastic primal update
m(Nk, Yr, Vf(yk, 2zk)) satisfying the sufficient progress condition. Assuming strong
growth holds, we may specialize m to fixed step-size SGD with n, = 1/pL (sufficient
progress is satisfied according to Lemma 1). This yields the standard version of stochas-
tic AGD analyzed by Vaswani et al. (2019). However, instantiating our convergence
guarantees shows a faster rate for stochastic AGD with an improved dependence on p.



Corollary 8. If f is L-smooth and p-strongly convex with p > 0, strong growth holds,
and ni, = 1/pL, then stochastic AGD with vo = p converges as,

k+1
Bl (w)] - £ < (1 22) " [run) = fw) + Sloo - wlf] . 19
Alternatively, if u >0 and vy € (1, 3pL), then stochastic AGD satisfies,

0 [Fwo) — fwt) + Rlwo w3 (16)

flwgs1) — f(w*) < o=k + 1)

Corollary 8 shows that SGD can be accelerated to obtain the same convergence rate
as deterministic AGD up to a factor of p. We emphasize that some dependence on p
cannot be avoided; generic acceleration of SGD is not possible, even in the interpola-
tion setting (Assran and Rabbat, 2020), so convergence rates must incorporate some
measure of hardness due to stochasticity. In the next section, we compare our conver-
gence guarantees against other results from the literature and give simple conditions
under which acceleration is achieved.

An advantage of our analysis is that it also extends to more complex methods, such
as SGD with full matrix preconditioning,

Wy1 = wi, — Nk Dy 'V f (wy, 2), (17)

where D), € R?*? is a positive-definite matrix and 7, is a step-size sequence. We say
that matrix strong growth holds in the norm ||z[|3,, = =" Dyx with constant pp, if

E., (1950w, 2013, ] < ool VA @)1 (1)

If interpolation holds, V f (u, z) are L2k -individually smooth in ||| p, , and f is up, -
strongly convex in || - ||p,, then pp, < L2 /up, (see Lemma 16) and the following
convergence rate is obtained by combining Lemma 17 with our main convergence

theorems for generalized stochastic AGD.

Corollary 9. Assume f is p-strongly convex and 0 < Dy =< I for every k € N.
Suppose f is Lp,-smooth, pp, matriz strong growth holds, and ny = 1/pp,Lp, . Let
Coo =sup, {pp. LD, }- If 70 = p > 0, then stochastic preconditioned AGD satisfies,

B [flwes)] ) < [ (1= /52 [rtm) = £ + o = w 1] - 19
i=0 kR

Alternatively, if n >0 and vo € (4,3Cw), then we obtain,

Flnen) = Flu") € s [ ) = ')+ Plwo — ] (20



Assumptions SGD S-AGD (Ours) S-AGD (VSB) MasSS
Strongly Convex O (L““Ta" log(%)) O (1 / % log (%)) O (p\/%log (%)) VER log(%)

Convex O(m> O( P—L) (@] (p‘/é) N/A
€ € €
Table 1 Comparison of iteration complexities for stochastic acceleration schemes under strong
growth and individual smoothness. VSB indicates Vaswani et al. (2019) and MasSS is the modified
stochastic AGD iteration proposed by Liu and Belkin (2020). The strongly-convex rate for MaSS

applies only to quadratics; although MaSS has a convergence guarantee for convex functions, we
omit it here because it relies on a hard-to-interpret assumption and is not accelerated.

Compared to standard stochastic AGD, preconditioning allows us to measure stochas-
ticity in the norm induced by Dy. This is advantageous when pp, Lp, < pL, meaning
f is smoother and/or the stochastic gradients are better conditioned in || - || p, than in
the standard Euclidean norm. In such a setting, our theory suggests preconditioning
is a simple way to further speed-up accelerated stochastic optimization.

4 Comparison to Existing Rates

Now we compare our rates to those existing in the literature. Throughout this section,
we assume that f is individually smooth, interpolation holds, and the strong growth
condition is satisfied. Recall that the strong growth constant is bounded above as p <
Lyax/p under these conditions. This worst-case bound on p is critical to understanding
when stochastic AGD does or does not accelerate.

Before proceeding, we introduce the notion of statistical condition number proposed by
Jain et al. (2018) and used by Liu and Belkin (2020) to analyze their modified version
of stochastic AGD (called MaSS) in the least-squares setting. Let P be a probability
distribution over (z,y) and define the least squares objective as

1
Define the stochastic functions and gradients to be fis(w, ) = (2], w — y2,)? and

V fis(w, zi) = x4, (x;w — Yz, ), where (z,,,9,.) ~ P. These stochastic gradients are
Lmax-individually smooth with Lmax = sup {2, [13 : (2=,,¥=,) € Supp(P)}. Assum-
ing we may interchange expectation and differentiation, the Hessian is H = E, [acx—r]
and the condition number s and statistical condition number & are defined as,

k=1inf {t/p: B, [||z[j3(zz")] 2 tH}, F=inf{t:E, [|2|3-.(zz")] 2 tH}. (22)

It is straightforward to prove k, % < Lax/ 4, similar to the strong growth constant.

Table 1 compares our iteration complexities for stochastic AGD to the complexity of
SGD under interpolation, the analysis of stochastic AGD by Vaswani et al. (2019), and
the complexity of MaSS. Unlike Vaswani et al. (2019), who use strong growth to show
both the optimality gap and distance to a minimizer decrease in expectation at each



iteration, our approach only requires the sufficient progress condition. This allows us
to shrink the dependence on the strong growth constant from p to ,/p, which — since
p < Lmax/p — can be larger than /k in the worst case. Substituting this into the
complexity bound shows stochastic AGD requires O((v/LLmax/ 1) log(1/€)) iterations
to reach e-sub-optimality. That is, stochastic AGD is always at least as fast SGD and
faster when L. > L.

Our convergence rate for stochastic AGD also improves over that for SGD under the
strong growth condition (Schmidt and Le Roux, 2013). The improvement is by a factor
v/ p/p, indicating that acceleration actually shrinks the dependence on the noise level.
This quite different from results in the general stochastic setting, where accelerated
methods are typically more sensitive to noise (Honorio, 2012). For example, Schmidt
et al. (2011) show that the noise level must decrease faster for accelerated methods to
converge compared to (proximal) SGD when interpolation does not hold. We conclude
that interpolation seems to be key when proving fast rates for stochastic AGD.

Comparing our results against MaSS is more difficult due to the dependence on . To
understand the difference in convergence rates, we consider two finite-sum example
problems. In what follows, let eq,...,e, be the standard basis for R™.

Example 10 (Lyax > L). Consider the least-squares problem setting in Eq. (21) and
choose y = 0, © ~ Uniform(es,...e,). A short calculation shows Ly = 1, p = n,
L=p=1/n, and Kk = K = n. As a result, stochastic AGD and MaSS have the
following complexity bounds:

saapo(vie (1)) v ssso(ume(M)) e

As expected, stochastic AGD accelerates due to the gap between the smoothness and
individual smoothness constants. In comparison, the complexity bound for MaSS is not
accelerated and only matches that for SGD. The next example considers the opposite
setting, where L = L.« and we do not expect stochastic AGD to be faster than SGD.

Example 11 (Ly,.x = L). Consider the least-squares problem setting in Eq. (21). Let
y =0 and x be distributed as follows: P(x =e1) =1—1/n and P(x = ez) = 1/n. It is
straightforward to show that Lye, =1, p=1/n, and L = (n — 1)/n, while p =n and
k=K =mn. As a result, the complexity estimates for stochastic AGD and MaSS are,

S-AGD: O <m1og (%)) vs MaSS: O <n10g (%)) : (24)

As n — oo, stochastic AGD attains the same complexity as SGD and is not accel-
erated. In comparison, the guarantee for MaSS always matches SGD and is slower
than stochastic AGD for every finite n. We conclude that while both methods are
restricted by lower bounds on stochastic acceleration, AGD can accelerate on some
simple problems where MaSS fails.

10



5 Conclusion

We derive new convergence rates for a generalized version of stochastic Nesterov accel-
eration. Our approach extends the estimating sequences framework to the stochastic
setting and shows that any update scheme making sufficient progress in expectation
can be accelerated. As this sufficient progress condition is satisfied by SGD under
the strong growth condition, our proof immediately specializes to give fast rates for
stochastic AGD. Compared to previous work, our convergence bounds improve the
dependence on the strong growth constant from p to ,/p. This improvement can be
larger than the square-root of the condition number, shows stochastic AGD is at least
as fast as SGD, and explains the strong empirical performance of stochastic acceler-
ation shown by Vaswani et al. (2019). We also leverage our generalized algorithm to
prove convergence guarantees for stochastic AGD with preconditioning. In particular,
we show that preconditioning further speeds-up accelerated SGD when the stochastic
gradients are small in the matrix norm induced by the preconditioner.

In addition to these results, the utility of our theoretical approach is further demon-
strated by recent literature. Our core result for stochastic AGD (Proposition 5) was
previously made available in a master’s thesis (Mishkin, 2020) and the proof tech-
nique has since been leveraged to give optimal bounds for stochastic acceleration in
the general setting (Vaswani et al., 2022). Yet, several questions remain unanswered.
For example, the convergence of stochastic AGD under relaxed conditions, like weak
growth or with a stochastic line-search (Vaswani et al., 2019), has not been proved. And
while our generalized AGD scheme also suggests accelerating methods like stochastic
proximal-point, establishing the expected progress condition appears difficult and new
insights may be required. We leave these questions to future work.
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Appendix A Assumptions: Proofs

Lemma 12. Suppose f is convex and L-smooth, the stochastic gradients {V f(wg, zx) }
are Lpqq tndividually smooth, and interpolation holds. Then the weak growth condition
holds with constant o < Lypqy/L.

Proof. First, recall that the weak growth condition (Vaswani et al., 2019) is given by
E., [IIVf(wr, z)ll3] < 20L (f(wi) = f(w")). (A1)

Now, starting from L,,x individual-smoothness,

Lmax ||
u
2

flu,zi) < flw, zi) + (Vf(w, z),u —w) + —w|?,

1

Lmax

and choosing u = w — V f(w, zx), we obtain

Pl 21) < Fw,2) — o (V (w0, 22), VI (w0, 22)) + 2221V f w, 20)

Lmax 2I’%na,x
1
= fw,z0) = 57— Vw20

Noting that f(u,zr) > f(w*,zx) by convexity of f and interpolation and taking
expectations with respect to z; gives the following:

1

Flw, ) < Fw,20) — 57— 5w, 20
= ]Ezk [f(w*azk)] < Ezk [f(wazk)] - T]I;W(EZk [”vf(wvzk)”ﬂ

1

= f(W*)Sf(w)*E

Re-arranging this final equation gives the desired result as follows:

., (17 (. 20)|%] < 2L (F) — F(0)
=2 (2 ) L(7() - 0.

We conclude that weak growth holds with o < % O
Lemma 13. Suppose f is L-smooth and p-strongly convex, the stochastic gradi-

ents {V f(wg, z£)} are Limqs individually smooth, and interpolation holds. Then strong
growth holds with constant p < Lpaz/ .
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Proof. Lemma 12 implies that f satisfies the weak growth condition with parameter

Vaswani et al. (2019, Proposition 1) now implies that f satisfies strong growth with
parameter

This concludes the proof. [l

Appendix B Convergence of Stochastic AGD:
Proofs

Lemma 1. Suppose f is L-smooth, the strong growth condition holds, and n is
independent of z. Then the stochastic gradient step in Eq. (6) makes progress as,

nkpL

MY f()l3- (7)

Proof. The proof is a modification of the standard descent lemma. Starting from
L-smoothness of f, we obtain

Flunen) < Flow) + ) wesn — i)+ 5 s — vl
2
= ) — V), Ve 2) + R e, )3

Taking expectations with respect to z; and using the strong growth condition,

2

Bz [f(wis1)] < Fyr) — e (VF k), Bz V£ (yk, 210)]) + %Ezk IV 1 (s 20) 3]

2
< )~ el 97wl + LIV )3

T — (1 - ”’“Lp) IV F () 2

2
O
Lemma 14. The ¢ sequence in Eq. (12) satisfies the following canonical form:
Ore1(w) = Gy + L0~ via 13, (B2)
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where the curvature vygy1, minimizer vgi1, and minimum value ¢y, are given as
follows:
Vi1 = (1 — o)y + agp

1
V41 = [(1 — ar)ywor + arpye — arV f(yr)]
Ye+1
. . o} (B3)
G = (1= an)ei + o f (ye) — 5=V )3
Ye+1
ak(l — ak)'yk
Ve (5llyk — vll3 + (Vf (yk)s ok — k)
Furthermore, the relationship between yi4+1 and oy is the following:
Yirt = /. (B4)

Proof. The canonical form for ¢i; follows directly from Nesterov (2004, Lemma
2.2.3). To see the relationship between 54+1 and ay, re-arrange the update for a4
in Eq. (5) to obtain,

042

77_: = (1 — a)yk + agp. (B5)
By comparison to the update for v, we deduce that vx+1 = o3 /n. O

Lemma 15. Assume oy, € (0,1) and nmin < n < 1/p almost surely for all k € N. If
w >0 and vo = p, then

k—1
ne < [0 - Vi), (56)
1=0

Alternately, if vo € (1, o + 3/Nmin), we obtain

A < 4
k> .
nmin(lyo - IU/)(k + 1)2

Proof. Case 1: 79 = p > 0. Then ~; = p for all k and

af = (1 — ag)np + agnipu

= Nkp.
Thus, we deduce that
k—1
M= 110 = Vi),
i=0

and if M > Mmin, then ag > /Mminp and

Alc < (1 RV nmin,u)k-
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Case 2: vo € (u, 3L + ). Using the update rule for v in Lemma 14, we find

Vetr — = (1= ap)ye + (o — Dp = (L = o) (v — 1)
Recursing on this equality implies

k

e = (0 = ) [ [(1 = @) = Mpa (0 — ).
=0

Similarly, using Ag+1 = (1 — ag) A\, and ai /g1 = i yields

A
1= % = o = ()
k
_ 1/2
= (Mept + M Art1(0 — 1))
1/2
1 1 L[ nep ]
—— - = — | — 4+ —
Akl Ak )\zlcﬁ |:/\k+1 (0 = 1)
1 Tlmin 1/2
> — min - .
=N { Moot + Mmin (70 u)}

k+1

Finally, this implies

2 ( 1 1 >>< 1 1 )( 1,1 )
1/2 1/2 1/2 — 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
)\kil )\kil )\k/ )\kil )\k/ )\kil )\k/
1 it 1/2
]
Appp LAk+1

Moreover, this bound holds uniformly for all £ € N. We have now exactly reached
Eq. 2.2.11 of Nesterov (2004, Lemma 2.2.4) with L replaced by nmin. Applying that
Lemma with this modification, we obtain

4
B nmin('YO - ‘LL)(]C + 1)2,

N

Ak
which completes the proof.
O

Lemma 4. Assume f is p-strongly conver with p > 0 and Nmin < nr < 1/p almost

surely. Then X\, and ¢y, given in Eq. (9) are estimating sequences.

Proof. Recalling the update for «y, we obtain,

o = (1= o) Yk + Cwmip.
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Define Lj, = 1 /i to obtain the following quadratic formula,
Ly + (v — p)ew — v, = 0.

Using the quadratic equation, we find

B u—wi\/(u—%)2+4ﬁm
B 2Ls '

Qg
As a result, a, > 0 if and only if

. 1/2
(1 — k) + ((H*Vk)2+4Lk7k) > 0.
If i > 7k, then this holds trivially. Otherwise, we require,

(1 — ) + 4Lk > (1 — )%,

which holds if and only if 7,y > 0. Similarly, i < 1 if and only if
R R . 1
AL + 4Ly (yk — ) + (=) > (=) + 4Lye <= i < n

Since this condition holds by assumption, we have ay, € (0,1) for all k.

Recall \g = 1 and A1 = (1 — ag)Ag. Since oy € (0,1), A > 0 holds by induction.
It remains to show that A; tends to zero. Invoking Lemma 15 establishes this result
almost surely.

Finally, we must show,

Pr(w) < (1= M) f(w) + Apdo(w).

We proceed by induction. Since A\g = 1, we immediately obtain

$o(w) = (1 = Ao)f(w) + Aodo(w).

Now assume the condition holds at ¢; by the construction of ¢x11, we have

Gra1(w) = (1 =)o (w) + | F(e) + (VA k), w = yi) + Sllw —
< (1 = ag)dr(w) + o f(w)
< (=) [(1 = M) f(w) + Aedo(w)] + an f(w)
= Ae+100(w) — Apgr f(w) + (1 = o) f(w) + o fw)
= Ag+100(w) + (1 = Agt1) f(w).
This completes the proof. [l

21



Proposition 5. If f is L-smooth and p-strongly convex with p > 0, Qmin < k. < 1/p
almost surely for every k € N, and the primal update m(ng, yr, V f(yr, 2x)) satisfies
the sufficient progress condition (Eq. (8)), then ¢ has the local upper-bound property
in expectation. That is, for every k € N,

E [f(wi)] < E [inf éu(w)]

Proof. The choice of ¢ = f(xg) ensures inf ¢g(w) = f(wp) deterministically, which is
the base case for induction. The inductive assumption is E[inf ¢y (w)] > E[f (wg)]; let
us use this to show

E [inf g (0)] 2 B{flwis)].

Lemma 14 implies that the explicit form of the minimizer inf ¢y 1 (w) = @5, is

2
* * (&%
b1 = (L — )@y, + an f(yk) — ) : va(yk)HQ
Ve+1
ap(l — ar)ve (p
o+ S (Dl — ol + (T £ ), vk — i)
V41
Taking expectations with respect to zy,..., zx and using linearity of expectation:
i 2
itk = EI(1 — o] + & o f(0) — 5o V1) P
Vk+1

#i | SO (B 24 (97— )|

> E[(1 - an)(00)] + B [ ) — 32 [97) P

+E [0%(17;7?)% (gllyk = vill* + (VF (yr), vk — ykw )

where the inequality follows from the inductive assumption. Convexity of f implies
ft()U}k) = f(yr) + (Vf(yx), wr — yk)- Recalling —== = nj;. from Lemma 14 allows us to
obtain,

E[¢p1] = E[(1 — k) (f(ye) + (Vf(yr), wie — yx))] + E {Oékf(yk) - %kIIVf(yk)IF]

L E le;ijkm (Bl = vell® + (V£ ), v~ yk>>_
=E[f(yr)] + E[(1 — ar) (Vf(yx), wr —yx)] — E {%’“IIW(%)IIQ]
w0 (B, 24 (9 ), - )
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— & [f) ~ B9 £0I7] + |0 - 0 ( (7700001~ )

Rk
Ve+1

(Sl = vl + (V£ @), v =) )}

The sufficient progress condition (Eq. (8)) now implies

El¢in] > E [f(wisr)] + E[u =) ( (7 () — i)

Rk
Ve+1

(5= o + @, = ) )|

The remainder of the proof is largely unchanged from the deterministic case. The

definition of vy gives wi — yr = %(wk — vg), which we use to obtain

B [6h01] 2 ELf(we)] + E[(1 = ) =22 (V). -

QpVE (b
# D (B — o+ (9o - ) ) )|
Ve+1
Noting that vs — yx = ,Y:J’;Ziﬂ (v — wy) gives

E [67,1] > E[f (wes) +E[<1 - ak>(% (V£ (), we — )

QRTE (o 112 _
# D (B o 4 (T o) ) )|
— Bl (wn)] + E[(1 = ) =22 (9 ). -
Vi + Ol
QEVk (1 2 Ye+1
L — — (V —
D (B = (9,00 ) ) )]
pog (1 — o) vk
— Bl ()] + B [P0, e
V41
> E[f (wk+1)].
since %_i")% > 0. We conclude that E[inf ¢y (w)] > E[f(wg)] holds for all k£ € N
by induction. [l

Theorem 6. Suppose f is L-smooth and p-strongly convex with > 0, Npin < Nk <
1/p almost surely for every k € N, and the primal update m(ng, yi, V f (yx, 2x)) satisfies
the sufficient progress condition (Eq. (8)). If y0 = p, then generalized stochastic AGD
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has the following rate of convergence:

k

E[f(wis)] = f(w) SE [H (1- wm] [£w0) = F(w*) + & wo — w|]

=0

k+1 * H *
< (1= Vi)™ [ £a00) = £7) + Ellwoo — 3]
Proof. Under the conditions of the theorem, Proposition 5 holds and Eq. (11) implies

E[f(wi)] = f(w") < E[A(¢o(w”) — f(w"))]

Since 79 = > 0, Lemma 15 implies A\, = Hf;ol(l — /M) and we obtain

]E[f(Wk)]f(w*)SlE[

k—1
[Ta- \/W)l (¢o(w”) = f(w"))

[ )

k
E [ (1- wm] [£(w0) = F(w) + Sllewo — 3]

which completes the proof. O

Theorem 7. Suppose f is L-smooth and p-strongly conver with u > 0, Nmin < M <
1/ almost surely for every k € N, and the primal update m(ng, yk, V f (Y, zk)) sat-
isfies the sufficient progress condition (Eq. (8)). If vo € (1, 3/Nmin), then generalized
stochastic AGD has the following rate of convergence:

* 4 * Y * 12
B[ ()] = f(0) € o s [Twn) = f) + o — w0 ] (14)

Proof. Under the conditions of the theorem, Proposition 5 holds and Eq. (11) implies
E[f (we)] = f(w") < E[Ar(do(w”) — f(w"))]

Since 0 € (i, it + 3/Nmin), Lemma 15 implies A, < 4/Nmin(v0 — 1) (k + 1)? and we
obtain

. 4
Elf o] = f") < o St )

B 4
" Dmin(yo — ) (k+1)

5 (Po(w") — f(w"))

5 [Fwo) = f (") + 2 flwo —w* 3],

which completes the proof. O
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B.1 Specializations: Proofs

Lemma 16. Let D € R be independent of zj. Suppose f is convexr and L-smooth,
the stochastic gradients ¥V f(wy, zx) are LY individually smooth with respect to the
matriz norm ||-||p, and interpolation holds. If f is also pp-strongly convex with respect

to |- ||, then

Lﬁam
E., [IVf(w, 2z0)l5-1] < H—Dllvf(w)ll%—l- (B8)
That is, strong growth holds in || - |p with constant pp < %

Proof. Starting from L, individual-smoothness,

D
Pl z2) < Faw,z2) (9,2, — )+ 22—

and choosing u = w — L}) D=V f(w, z), we obtain

220 < £, 20) = =5 (¥ (w200, D7V £, 20)) + 5o D79 10, 23
1
= f(’w,Zk> - 9LD ||Vf(’LU,Zk)||2D—1

max

Noting that f(u,zr) > f(w*,zx) by convexity of f and interpolation and taking
expectations with respect to z; gives the following:

1
2LD

- Ezk [f(w*;zk)] < Ezk [f(wazk)] -
1
- 2LD

max

f(’w*,Zk) < f(’w,Zk) - ||Vf(’LU,Zk)||2D71

1
2LD

max

Ezk [va(wazk)HQD—l} .

E., [IVf(w,2) 5]
= f(w") < fw)
Re-arranging this final equation and using pp-strong convexity gives the desired result,

E., [IVf(w,zi)[h-1] < 2Liax (f (w) = f(w?))
Lgax 2
< M—DHVf(w)HDfl-

O

Lemma 17. Let D € R¥*?. Assume the f is both Lp-smooth and satisfies pp strong

growth in the matriz norm || - |p. If 0 < D =< I and m, < pD;LD, then preconditioned
SGD satisfies,

Eoy [f(wis1)] < F(yi) = -1V () |
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Proof. Starting from smoothness in || - || p,

Flunen) < Flow) + {9 £ s — i)+ 2 s — ol
2
< flye) — e (V f(yr), D'V f (yis 20)) + #HW (Yr> 2) |1

Taking expectations with respect to zg,

= E., [f(wrs)] < flyr) — e (VF (o), DSV (k) + H%QLDE% IV (yks 2) 151 ]

nippLp
2

- (1 _ M) IV F ) 15

< fye) — e (V£ (yr), Dy 'V f (yi)) + IV f (ye) |-

2
< J() = SV () s

< F(e) = SNV F i) 13-
O

Appendix C Comparison to Existing Rates: Proofs

Example 10 (Lyax > L). Consider the least-squares problem setting in Eq. (21) and
choose y = 0, © ~ Uniform(es,...e,). A short calculation shows Ly = 1, p = n,
L=p=1/n, and Kk = K = n. As a result, stochastic AGD and MaSS have the
following complexity bounds:

saapo(vie (1)) v ssso(ume(M)) e

Proof. Tt is easy to see that Ly ,x = 1. Taking expectations, we find that

1
fistw) = 5w,

which implies L = p = 1/n. It is also straightforward to compute p:

1 — 1 — 1
E [IVAis(w, 2) 3] = = D llei(el w)ll3 = — >~ wf = = [lwl3 = n|| VAs(w)Il3,
=1 =1

which implies p = n. Note that this is tight with the bound p < Lyax/p-
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Now we compute the values of k and k. Since the Hessian satisfies H = I/n, it is
straightforward to see that

1 n
Es [lol3@e )] = = leilldeie] = H
i=1
1 n n
By [lolf(@z")] = = > lleillfireel =3 lleilZese = nH,
i=1 =1

which implies that k = & = n. Substituting these values into the complexity bounds
for stochastic AGD and MaSS completes the example. O

Example 11 (Lyax = L). Consider the least-squares problem setting in Eq. (21). Let
y =0 and x be distributed as follows: P(x =e1) =1—1/n and P(x = e2) =1/n. It is

straightforward to show that Lz =1, p=1/n, and L = (n — 1)/n, while p =n and
k =k =mn. As a result, the complexity estimates for stochastic AGD and MaSS are,

S-AGD: O (mlog G)) vs MaSS: O <n10g (%)) : (24)

Proof. Again, it is easy to see that L. = 1. Taking expectations, we find that

=n|Vf(w)|3,

which implies p < n. It’s easy to see that this is tight by taking w; = 0 and ws # 0.

Now we compute the values of k¥ and . The Hessian is given by

n=1 (
H|:8l7

n

and thus

n—1 1
E, [lel@aT)] = "ere] + ese] = H

27



E. [Hx”?i,,l(z:cT)] =ere] +eseqg =1 <nH,

which implies K = k = n. Substituting these values into the complexity bounds for
stochastic AGD and MaSS completes the example. |

28



	Introduction
	Additional Related Work

	Assumptions
	Convergence of Stochastic AGD
	Specializations

	Comparison to Existing Rates
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Data Availability



	Assumptions: Proofs
	Convergence of Stochastic AGD: Proofs
	Specializations: Proofs

	Comparison to Existing Rates: Proofs

