arXiv:2312.08531v2 [cs.LG] 12 Mar 2024

Revisiting the Last-Iterate Convergence of Stochastic Gradient Methods^∗

Zijian Liu^† Zhengyuan Zhou^‡

Abstract

In the past several years, the last-iterate convergence of the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) algorithm has triggered people’s interest due to its good performance in practice but lack of theoretical understanding. For Lipschitz convex functions, different works have established the optimal O(log(1/δ) log T / √ T ) or O( √ log(1/δ)/T ) high-probability convergence rates for the final iterate, where T is the time horizon and δ is the failure probability. However, to prove these bounds, all the existing works are either limited to compact domains or require almost surely bounded noises. It is natural to ask whether the last iterate of SGD can still guarantee the optimal convergence rate but without these two restrictive assumptions. Besides this important question, there are still lots of theoretical problems lacking an answer. For example, compared with the last-iterate convergence of SGD for non-smooth problems, only few results for smooth optimization have yet been developed. Additionally, the existing results are all limited to a non-composite objective and the standard Euclidean norm. It still remains unclear whether the last-iterate convergence can be provably extended to wider composite optimization and non-Euclidean norms. In this work, to address the issues mentioned above, we revisit the last-iterate convergence of stochastic gradient methods and provide the first unified way to prove the convergence rates both in expectation and in high probability to accommodate general domains, composite objectives, non-Euclidean norms, Lipschitz conditions, smoothness, and (strong) convexity simultaneously. Additionally, we extend our analysis to obtain the last-iterate convergence under heavy-tailed noises.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the constrained composite optimization problem min_{x∈X} F (x) := f(x) + h(x) where both f(x) and h(x) are convex (but possibly satisfying additional conditions such as strong convexity, smoothness, etc.) and X ⊆ R^d is a nonempty closed convex set. Since a true gradient is computationally prohibitive to obtain (e.g., large-scale machine learning tasks) or even infeasible to access (e.g., streaming data), the classic Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) (Robbins and Monro, 1951) algorithm has emerged to be the gold standard for a light-weight yet effective computational procedure commonly adopted in production for the majority of machine learning tasks: SGD only requires a stochastic first-order oracle ^∂f(x) satisfying E[^∂ f(x) | x] ∈ ∂f(x) where ∂f(x) denotes the set of subgradients at x and guarantees provable convergence under certain conditions (e.g., Lipschitz condition for f(x) and finite variance on the stochastic oracle).

A particularly important problem in this area is to understand the last-iterate convergence of SGD, which has been motivated by experimental studies suggesting that returning the final iterate of SGD (or sometimes the average of the last few iterates) – rather than a running average – often yields a solution that works well in practice (e.g., Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2007)). As such, a fruitful line of literature (Rakhlin et al., 2011; Shamir and Zhang, 2013; Harvey et al., 2019a; Orabona, 2020; Jain et al., 2021) developed an extensive theoretical understanding of the non-asymptotic last-iterate convergence rate. Loosely speaking, two optimal upper bounds, ~O(1/ √ T ) for Lipschitz convex functions and ~O(1/T ) for Lipschitz strongly convex functions, have been established for both expected and high-probability convergence when h(x) = 0 (see Subsection

∗The preliminary version has been accepted at ICLR 2024. This extended version was finished in November 2023 and revised in March 2024 with fixed typos.

†Stern School of Business, New York University, zl3067@stern.nyu.edu. ‡Stern School of Business, New York University, zzhou@stern.nyu.edu.

1.2 for a detailed discussion). However, to prove the high-probability rates, the existing works rely on restrictive assumptions: compact domains or almost surely bounded noises (or both), which can simplify the analysis but are unrealistic in lots of problems. Until today, whether these two assumptions can be relaxed simultaneously or not still remains unclear. Naturally, we want to ask the following question:

Q1: Is it possible to prove the high-probability last-iterate convergence of SGD for Lipschitz (strongly) convex functions without the compact domain assumption and beyond bounded noises?

Compared with the fast development of non-smooth problems, the understanding of the last-iterate convergence of SGD for smooth problems (i.e., the gradients of f(x) are Lipschitz) is much slower. The best expected bound for smooth convex optimization under X = R^d until now is still O(1/^3 √ T ) due to Moulines and Bach (2011), which is far from the optimal rate O(1/ √ T ) of the averaging output (Lan, 2020).

However, temporarily suppose the domain is compact, one can immediately improve the rate from O(1/^3 √ T ) to ~O(1/ √ T ) by noticing that we can reduce the smooth problem to the Lipschitz problem^1 and use the known bounds from non-smooth convex optimization. Hence, one may expect the last-iterate convergence rate of SGD for smooth convex optimization should still be O(1/ √ T ) for any kind of domain. If one further considers smooth and strongly convex problems, as far as we know, there is no formal result has been established for the final iterate of SGD in a general domain except for the expected O(1/T ) rate when X = R^d under the PL-condition (which is known as a relaxation for strong convexity) (Gower et al., 2021; Khaled and Richtárik, 2023). The above discussion thereby leads us to the second main question:

Q2: Does the last iterate of SGD provably converge in the rate of O(1/ √ T ) for smooth and convex functions and O(1/T ) for smooth and strongly convex functions in a general domain?

Besides the two aforementioned questions, there are still several important missing parts. First, recalling that our original goal is to optimize the composite objective F (x) = f(x) + h(x), it is still unclear whether – and if so, how – the last-iterate convergence of this harder problem can be proved. Moreover, the previous works are limited to the standard Euclidean norm. Whereas, in lots of specialized tasks, it may be beneficial to employ a general norm instead of the ℓ_2 norm to capture the non-Euclidean structure. However, whether this extension can be done remains open. Additionally, the proof techniques in the existing works vary in different settings, which builds a barrier for researchers to better understand the convergence of the last iterate of SGD. Motivated by these challenges, we would like to ask the final question:

Q3: Is there a unified way to analyze the last-iterate convergence of stochastic gradient methods both in expectation and in high probability to accommodate general domains, composite objectives, non-Euclidean norms, Lipschitz conditions, smoothness, and (strong) convexity at once?

1.1 Our Contributions

We provide affirmative answers to the above three questions and establish several new results by revisiting a simple algorithm, Composite Stochastic Mirror Descent (CSMD) (Duchi et al., 2010), which is based on the famous Mirror Descent (MD) algorithm (Nemirovski and Yudin, 1983; Beck and Teboulle, 2003) and includes SGD as a special case. Specifically, our contributions are as follows.

• We establish the first high-probability convergence result for the last iterate of CSMD in general domains under sub-Gaussian noises to answer Q1 affirmatively.

• We prove the last iterate of CSMD can converge in the rate of ~O(1/ √ T ) for smooth convex optimization and ~O(1/T ) for smooth strongly convex problems both in expectation and in high probability for any general domain X , hence resolving Q2.

• We present a simple unified analysis that differs from the prior works and can be directly applied to various scenarios simultaneously, thus leading to a positive answer to Q3.

1To see why gradients are bounded in this case, we first fix a point x_0 in the domain. Then by smoothness, there is ‖∇f(x) − ∇f(x_0 )‖_2 = O(‖x − x_0‖_2) for any other point x, which immediately implies ‖∇f(x)‖_2 = O(‖x − x_0‖_2 + ‖∇f(x_0 )‖_2) = O(D + ‖∇f(x_0)‖_2) where D is the domain diameter.

By extending the proof idea:

• In Section 5, we provide the first expected convergence bound under heavy-tailed noises for the last iterate of the CSMD algorithm.

• In Section 6, we prove the first high-probability convergence rate under sub-Weibull noises for the last iterate of the CSMD algorithm.

1.2 Related Work

We review the literature related to the last-iterate convergence of plain stochastic gradient methods^2 measured by the function value gap (see Subsection 2.1 for why we use this criterion) for both Lipschitz and smooth (strongly) convex optimization. We only focus on the algorithms without momentum or averaging since it is already known that, without further special assumptions, both operations cannot help to improve the lower order term O(1/ √ T ) for general convex functions and O(1/T ) for strongly convex functions. For the last iterate of accelerated or averaging based stochastic gradient methods, we refer the reader to Nesterov and Shikhman (2015); Lan (2020); Orabona and Pál (2021) for in-expectation rates and Davis and Drusvyatskiy (2020); Gorbunov et al. (2020); Liu et al. (2023); Sadiev et al. (2023) for highprobability bounds. As for the last iterate of stochastic gradient methods for structured problems (e.g., linear regression), the reader can refer to Lei and Zhou (2017); Ge et al. (2019); Varre et al. (2021); Pan et al. (2022); Wu et al. (2022) for recent progress.

Last iterate for Lipschitz (strongly) convex functions: Rakhlin et al. (2011) is the first to show an expected O(1/T ) convergence for strongly convex functions. But such a bound is obtained under the additional assumption, smoothness with respect to optimum^3, meaning their result does not hold in general. Later on, Shamir and Zhang (2013) proves the first expected last-iterate rates O(log T/ √ T ) and O(log T/T ) for convex and strongly convex objectives, respectively. The high-probability bounds turn out to be much harder than the expected rates. After several years, Harvey et al. (2019a) is the first to establish a highprobability bound in the rate of O(log(1/δ) log T/ √ T ) and O(log(1/δ) log T/T ) for convex and strongly convex problems where δ is the probability of failure. Afterward, Jain et al. (2021) improves the previous two rates to O( √ log(1/δ)/T ) and O(log(1/δ)/T ) but with a non-standard step size schedule. They also prove the expected rates O(1/ √ T ) and O(1/T ) under the new step size.

However, a main drawback for the general convex case in all the above papers is requiring a compact domain. To our best knowledge, Orabona (2020) is the first and the only work showing how to shave off this restriction, and thereby obtains an expected O(log T/ √ T ) rate for general domains yet it is unclear whether his proof can be extended to the high-probability case or not. Until recently, Zamani and Glineur (2023) exhibits a new proof on how to obtain the convergence rate for the last iterate but only for the deterministic case. Lastly, we would like to mention that all of these prior results are built for a non-composite objective f(x) with the standard Euclidean norm.

Last iterate for smooth (strongly) convex functions: Compared with Lipschitz problems, much less work is done for smooth optimization. As far as we know, the only result showing a non-asymptotic rate for smooth convex functions dates back to Moulines and Bach (2011), in which the authors prove that the last iterate of SGD on R^d enjoys the expected rate O(1/^3 √ T ) under additional restrictive assumptions (e.g., mean squared smoothness). As for the strongly convex case, the expected rate O(1/T ) under the PL-condition (which is known as a relaxation for strong convexity) has been established but only for non-composite optimization under the Euclidean norm on the domain X = R^d (Gower et al., 2021; Khaled and Richtárik, 2023).

Lower bounds for last iterate: Under the requirement d = T where d is the dimension of the problem, Harvey et al. (2019a) is the first to provide lower bounds Ω(log T/ √ T ) under the step size Θ(1/ √ t) for nonsmooth convex functions and Ω(log T/T ) under the step size Θ(1/t) when strong convexity is additionally assumed. Note that these two rates are both proved for deterministic optimization meaning that they can be also applied to the expected lower bounds. Subsequently, when d < T holds, Liu and Lu (2021) extends the above two lower bounds to Ω(log d/ √ T ) (this bound is also true for the step size Θ(1/ √ T )) and Ω(log d/T )

2To clarify, we mean the algorithm does not contain momentum or averaging operations. 3This means ∃L > 0 such that f(x) − f(x^∗) ≤^L_2 ‖x − x^∗‖^2, ∀x ∈ X where x^∗ ∈ argmin_{x∈X} f(x).

under the same step size in Harvey et al. (2019a). As a consequence, lower bounds Ω(log(d ∧ T )/T ) and Ω(log(d ∧ T )/ √ T ) have been established for both convex and strongly convex problems under the Lipschitz condition. For the high-probability bounds, Harvey et al. (2019a) shows their two deterministic bounds will incur an extra multiplicative factor Ω(log(1/δ)), namely, Ω(log(1/δ) log T/ √ T ) and Ω(log(1/δ) log T/T ).

However, under more sophisticated designed step sizes, better upper bounds without the Ω(log T ) factor are possible, for example, see Jain et al. (2021) as mentioned above.

Another highly related work is Liu et al. (2023), which presents a generic approach to establish the highprobability convergence of the average iterate under sub-Gaussian noises. We will show that their idea can be further used to prove the high-probability convergence for the last iterate.

Additional works about heavy-tailed noises and sub-Weibull noises will be provided in Sections 5 and 6.

2 Preliminaries

Notations: N is the set of natural numbers (excluding 0). [d] := {1, 2, · · · , d} for any d ∈ N. a ∨ b and a ∧ b are defined as max {a, b} and min {a, b}, respectively. ⟨·, ·⟩ is the standard Euclidean inner product on R^d . ‖ · ‖ represents a general norm on R^d and ‖ · ‖_∗ is its dual norm. Given a set A ⊆ R^d , int(A) stands for its interior points. For a function f, ∂f(x) denotes the set of subgradients at x.

We focus on the following optimization problem in this work

min_{x∈X} F (x) := f(x) + h(x),

where f and h are both convex. X ⊆ int(dom(f)) ⊆ R^d is a closed convex set. The requirement of X ⊆ int(dom(f)) is only to guarantee the existence of ∂f(x) for every point x in X with no special reason. We emphasize that there is no compactness requirement on X . Additionally, given ψ being a differentiable and 1-strongly convex function with respect to ‖ · ‖ on X (i.e., ψ(x) ≥ ψ(y) + ⟨∇ψ(y), x − y⟩ +^1_2 ‖x − y‖^2, ∀x, y ∈ X^4), the Bregman divergence with respect to ψ is defined as D_ψ(x, y) := ψ(x) − ψ(y) − ⟨∇ψ(y), x − y⟩. Throughout this paper, we assume that argmin_{x∈X} h(x) + ⟨g, x − y⟩ +^{Dψ (x,y)}_η can be solved efficiently for any g ∈ R^d , y ∈ X , η > 0. Next, we list the assumptions used in our analysis:

1. Existence of a local minimizer: ∃x^∗ ∈ arg min_{x∈X} F (x) satisfying F (x^∗) > −∞.^5 2. (μ_f , μ_h)-strongly convex: For k = f and k = h, ∃μ_k ≥ 0 such that μ_kD_ψ(x, y) ≤ k(x) − k(y) − ⟨g, x − y⟩, ∀x, y ∈ X , g ∈ ∂k(y). Moreover, we assume at least one of (μ_f , μ_h) is zero.

3. General (L, M)-smooth: ∃L ≥ 0, M ≥ 0 such that f(x) − f(y) − ⟨g, x − y⟩ ≤^L_2 ‖x − y‖^2 + M‖x − y‖, ∀x, y ∈ X , g ∈ ∂f(y). 4. Unbiased gradient estimator: For a given x^t ∈ X in the t-th iterate, we can access an unbiased gradient estimator ^g^t, i.e., E [ ^g^t | F^{t−1} ] ∈ ∂f(x^t), where F^t is the σ-algebra defined as F^t := σ(^g^s, s ∈ [t]).

5A. Finite variance: ∃σ ≥ 0 denoting the noise level such that E [ ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ | F^{t−1} ] ≤ σ^2 where ξ^t := ^g^t − E [ ^g^t | F^{t−1} ] . 5B. Sub-Gaussian noises: ∃σ ≥ 0 denoting the noise level such that E [ exp(λ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) | F^{t−1} ] ≤ exp(λσ^2), ∀λ ∈ [ 0, σ^{−2} ] . We briefly discuss the assumptions here. Assumptions 1, 4, and 5A are standard in the stochastic optimization literature. Assumption 2 is known as relative strong convexity appeared in previous works (Hazan and Kale, 2014; Lu et al., 2018). We use it here since the last-iterate convergence rate will be derived for the CSMD algorithm, which employs Bregman divergence to exploit the non-Euclidean geometry. In particular, when ‖·‖ is the standard ℓ_2 norm, we can take ψ(x) =^1_2 ‖x‖^2 to recover the common definition of strong convexity. Assumption 3 is borrowed from Section 4.2 in Lan (2020). Note that both L-smooth functions (by taking M = 0) and G-Lipschitz functions (by taking L = 0 and M = 2G) are subclasses of Assumption 3. Lastly, Assumption 5B is used for the high-probability convergence bound.

4Rigorously speaking, y should be in int(X ). But one can think X ⊆ int(dom(ψ)) to avoid this issue. 5In fact, this assumption is not necessary for most of our results (except theorems and lemmas in Sections 6 and G) since we can bound F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) for any x ∈ X . However, we keep it here and will use it when stating theorems in the main text. When it is possible, we will drop this assumption in the intermediate lemmas and theorems in the appendix.

Our proofs for the high-probability convergence rely on the following simple fact for the centered sub- Gaussian random vector. Similar results have been proved in prior works (Vershynin, 2018; Liu et al., 2023). For completeness, we include the proof in Appendix A.

Lemma 2.1. Given a σ-algebra F and a random vector Z ∈ R^d that is F-measurable, if ξ ∈ R^d is a random vector satisfying E [ξ | F] = 0 and E [ exp(λ‖ξ‖^2_∗) | F ] ≤ exp(λσ^2), ∀λ ∈ [ 0, σ^{−2} ] , then E [exp (⟨ξ, Z⟩) | F] ≤ exp ( σ^2‖Z‖^2 ) . 2.1 Convergence Criterion

We always measure the convergence via the function value gap, i.e., F (x) − F (x^∗). There are several reasons to stick to this criterion. First, for the general convex case, the function value gap is the standard metric. Next, for strongly convex functions, the function value gap is always a stronger measurement than the squared distance to the optimal solution since ‖x−x^∗‖^2 = O(F (x)−F (x^∗)) holds by strong convexity. Even if F (x) is additionally assumed to be (L, 0)-smooth (e.g., f(x) is (L, 0)-smooth and h(x) = 0), the bound on ‖x − x^∗‖^2 cannot be converted to the bound on F (x) − F (x^∗) since F (x) − F (x^∗) ≤ ⟨∇F (x^∗), x − x^∗⟩ +^L_2 ‖x − x^∗‖^2 = O(‖∇F (x^∗)‖_∗‖x − x^∗‖ + ‖x − x^∗‖^2), which is probably worse than O(‖x − x^∗‖^2) as x^∗ is only a local minimizer meaning ‖∇F (x^∗)‖_∗ possibly to be non-zero. Moreover, the function value gap is important in both the theoretical and practical sides of modern machine learning (e.g., the generalization error).

3 Last-Iterate Convergence of Stochastic Gradient Methods

Algorithm 1 Composite Stochastic Mirror Descent (CSMD) Input: x^1 ∈ X , η_{t∈[T ]} > 0. for t = 1 to T do x^{t+1} = argmin_{x∈X} h(x) + ⟨^g^t, x − x^t⟩ +^{Dψ (x,xt)}_{ηt} Return x^{T +1}

The algorithm, Composite Stochastic Mirror Descent, is presented in Algorithm 1. When h(x) = 0, Algorithm 1 degenerates to the standard Stochastic Mirror Descent algorithm. If we further consider the case ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖_2, Algorithm 1 can recover the standard projected SGD by taking ψ(x) =^1_2 ‖x‖^2. We assume T ≥ 2 throughout the following paper to avoid some algebraic issues in the proof. The full version of every following theorem with its proof is deferred into the appendix.

3.1 General Convex Functions

In this section, we focus on the last-iterate convergence of Algorithm 1 for general convex functions (i.e., μ_f = μ_h = 0). First, the in-expectation convergence rates are shown in Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5A with μ_f = μ_h = 0:

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 ) , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} (M^2 +σ^2 ) log T ) , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T ) .

Before moving on to the high-probability bounds, we would like to talk more about these in-expectation convergence results. First, the constant η here is optimized to obtain the best dependence on the parameters M, σ and D_ψ(x^∗, x^1). Indeed, the last iterate provably converges for arbitrary η > 0 but with a worse dependence on M, σ and D_ψ(x^∗, x^1). We refer the reader to Theorem C.1 in the appendix for a full version of Theorem 3.1 with any η > 0.

Next, by taking L = 0, we immediately get the (nearly) optimal ~O(1/ √ T ) convergence rate of the last iterate for non-smooth functions. Note that our bounds are better than Shamir and Zhang (2013) since it only works for bounded domains and non-composite optimization. Besides, when considering smooth problems (taking M = 0), to our best knowledge, our ~O(L/T + σ/ √ T ) bound is the first improvement since the O(1/^3 √ T ) rate by Moulines and Bach (2011). Moreover, compared to Moulines and Bach (2011), Theorem 3.1 does not rely on some restrictive assumptions like bounded stochastic gradients or x^∗ being a global optimal point but is able to be used for the more general composite problems. Additionally, it is worth remarking that the ~O(L/T + σ/ √ T ) rate matches the optimal O(L/T + σ/ √ T ) rate for the averaged output x^{T +1}_{avg} = (

∑_{T +1}

t=2 x^t)/T (Lan, 2020) up to an extra logarithmic factor. Notably, our bounds are also adaptive to the noise σ in this case. In other words, we can recover the well-known O(L/T ) rate for the last iterate of the GD algorithm in the noiseless case. Last but most importantly, our proof is unified and thus can be applied to different settings (e.g., general domains, (L, M)-smoothness, non-Euclidean norms, etc.) simultaneously.

Remark 3.2. Orabona (2020) exhibited a circuitous method based on comparing the last iterate with the averaged output to show the expected last-iterate convergence for non-composite non-smooth convex optimization in general domains. However, it did not explicitly generalize to the broader problems considered in this paper. Moreover, our method is done in a direct manner (see Section 4).

Theorem 3.3. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5B with μ_f = μ_h = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1):

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O LD^ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ √ log^1_δ ) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} (M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O LD^ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ √ log^1_δ ) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T .

In Theorem 3.3, we present the high-probability bounds for (L, M)-smooth functions. Again, the constant η is picked to get the best dependence on the parameters M, σ, D_ψ (x^∗, x^1) and log(1/δ). The full version of Theorem 3.3 with arbitrary η, Theorem C.2, is deferred into the appendix. Compared with Theorem 3.1, the high-probability rates only incur an extra O( √ log(1/δ)) factor (or O(log(1/δ)) for arbitrary η, which is known to be optimal for L = 0 (Harvey et al., 2019a)).

In contrast to the previous bounds (Harvey et al., 2019a; Jain et al., 2021) that only work for Lipschitz functions in a compact domain, our results are the first to describe the high-probability behavior of Algorithm 1 for the wider (L, M)-smooth function class in a general domain even with sub-Gaussian noises, not to mention composite objectives and non-Euclidean norms. Even in the special smooth case (setting M = 0), as far as we know, this is also the first last-iterate high-probability bound being adaptive to the noise σ at the same time for plain stochastic gradient methods. Unlike the previous proofs employing some new probability tools (e.g., the generalized Freedman’s inequality in Harvey et al. (2019a)), our high-probability argument is simple and only based on the basic property of sub-Gaussian random vectors (see Lemma 2.1). Therefore, we believe our work can bring some new insights to researchers to gain a better understanding of the convergence for the last iterate of stochastic gradient methods.

3.1.1 Improved Rates for Non-smooth Functions

In this section, we show that the O( √ log T ) factor appeared in Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 for the case of known T can be removed when the objective is non-smooth (i.e., taking L = 0 in Assumption 3). This is a strict improvement compared to Jain et al. (2021), in which the O(1/ √ T ) rate is obtained under the bounded noises assumption on a compact domain X .

Theorem 3.4. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5A with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0, if T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} = η(T −t+1) T^32

with η = Θ (√_D ψ (x^∗,x^1) M^2 +σ^2 ) , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O ( (M + σ) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) √ T ) . Theorem 3.5. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5B with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1), if T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η(T −t+1)}_{T 32} with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O (M + σ √ log^1_δ ) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) √ T .

The step size schedule^{η(T −t+1)}/T^32 was introduced by Zamani and Glineur (2023), in which the authors proved it ensures that the last iterate of the subgradient method converges in the rate O(1/ √ T ) for the non-composite non-smooth convex objective with the Euclidean norm. Here, we show it can also guarantee the optimal O(1/ √ T ) rate in our setting. Again, the constant η can be set to any positive number. The full statements of Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 are provided in Appendix C.1.

3.2 Strongly Convex Functions

Now we turn our attention to strongly convex functions. Due to the space limitation, we only provide the results for the case of μ_f > 0 and μ_h = 0. The other case, μ_f = 0 and μ_h > 0, will be delivered in Appendix D.2.

Theorem 3.6. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5A with μ_f > 0 and μ_h = 0, let κ_f :=^L_{μf} ≥ 0:

If T is unknown, by taking either η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} or η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μf (t+1+4κf )} , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O (_{LDψ (x∗,x1)} T +^{(M 2 +σ2 ) log T}

μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} O (_{L(1+κf )Dψ (x∗,x1)} T (T +κ_f ) +

(M^2+σ^2 ) log T μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^2

μ_f (t+1+4κ_f ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1

with η := 1.5 and τ := ⌈_T 2 ⌉ , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O LD^ψ(x^∗, x^1) exp (_T 3+4κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2) log T

μ_f (T + κ_f ) .

The in-expectation rates are stated in Theorem 3.6 where the constant η = 1.5 is chosen without any special reason. Generally speaking, it can be any non-negative number satisfying η + κ_f > 1. The interested reader could refer to Theorem D.1 in the appendix for a completed version of Theorem 3.6. We would like to remind that κ_f ≥ 1 is not necessary as we are considering the general (L, M)-smooth functions. Hence, it can be zero.

As before, we first take L = 0 to consider the special Lipschitz case. Due to κ_f = 0 now, all bounds will degenerate to O(log T/T ), which is known to be optimal for the step size^1/μf t (Harvey et al., 2019a) and only incurs an extra O(log T ) factor compared with the best O(1/T ) bound when T is known (Jain et al., 2021). We would also like to mention that Theorem 3.6 is the first to give the in-expectation last-iterate bound for the step size^2/μf (t+1). Interestingly, the extra O(log T ) factor appears again compared to the known O(1/T ) bound on the function value gap for the non-uniform averaging strategy under this step size (Lacoste-Julien et al., 2012). Besides, Lacoste-Julien et al. (2012) also shows E [ ‖x^{T +1} − x^∗‖^2 ] = O(1/T ).

Whereas, it is currently unknown whether our E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] = O(log T/T ) bound can be improved to match the O(1/T ) rate or not.

For the general (L, M)-smooth case (even for (L, 0)-smoothness), our bounds are the first convergence results for the last iterate of stochastic gradient methods with respect to the function value gap^6. Remarkably, all of these rates do not require prior knowledge of M or σ to set the step size. In particular, the bound for known T is adaptive to σ when M = 0, i.e., it can recover the well-known linear convergence rate O(exp(−T/κ_f )) when σ = 0.

Theorem 3.7. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5B with μ_f > 0 and μ_h = 0, let κ_f :=^L_{μf} ≥ 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1):

If T is unknown, by taking either η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} or η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μf (t+1+4κf )} , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O (_{μf (1+κf )Dψ (x∗,x1)} T +^{(M 2 +σ2 log 1δ ) log T}

μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} O (_{μf (1+κf )2Dψ (x∗,x1)} T (T +κ_f ) +

(M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^2

μ_f (t+1+4κ_f ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1

with η := 1.5 and τ := ⌈_T 2 ⌉ , then with

probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O μ^f (1 + κ^f )D^ψ(x^∗, x^1) exp (_T 3+4κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_f (T + κ_f ) .

To finish this section, we provide the high-probability convergence results in Theorem 3.7. Again, the constant η = 1.5 is set without any particular reason. The full statement with general η, Theorem D.2, can be found in the appendix. Besides, κ_f is possible to be zero as mentioned above. Compared with Theorem 3.6, only an additional O(log(1/δ)) factor appears. Such extra loss is known to be inevitable for L = 0 due to Harvey et al. (2019a).

For the Lipschitz case (i.e., L = κ_f = 0), by noticing D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) = O(M^2/μ^2_f )^7, all of these bounds will degenerate to O(log(1/δ) log T/T ) matching the best-known last-iterate bound proved by Harvey et al. (2019a) for the step size^1/μf t. For the step size^2/μf (t+1), Harvey et al. (2019b) has proved the highprobability bound O(log(1/δ)/T ) for the non-uniform averaging output instead of the last iterate. Hence, as far as we know, our high-probability rate for the step size^2/μf (t+1) is new. However, we would like to mention that our bound for known T is worse by a logarithmic factor than Jain et al. (2021), though, which assumes bounded noises.

Finally, let us go back to the general (L, M)-smooth case. To our best knowledge, our results are the first to prove the last iterate of plain stochastic gradient methods enjoying the provable high-probability convergence even for the smooth case (M = 0). Hence, we believe our work closes the gap between the lack of theoretical understanding and good performance of the last iterate of SGD for smooth and strongly convex functions. Lastly, the same as the in-expectation bound for known T in Theorem 3.6, our high-probability bound is also adaptive to σ when M = 0.

6Note that the rates under the PL-condition (e.g., Gower et al. (2021); Khaled and Richtárik (2023)) are incompatible with our settings since they can be only applied to non-constrained, non-composite and (L, 0)-smooth optimization problems with the Euclidean norm.

7This holds now due to μ_f ‖x^∗ − x^1‖^2/2 ≤ μ_f D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) ≤ M‖x^∗ − x^1‖.

4 Unified Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we introduce the ideas in our analysis and present three important lemmas, all the missing proofs of which are deferred into Appendix B.

The key insight in our proofs is to utilize the convexity of F (x), which is highly inspired by the recent work (Zamani and Glineur, 2023). To be more precise, using the classic convergence analysis for non-composite Lipschitz convex problems as an example, people always consider to upper bound the function value gap f(x^t) − f(x^∗) (probably with some weight before it) then sum them over time to obtain the ergodic rate. Whereas, in such an argument, convexity is not necessary in fact (except if one wants to bound the average iterate in the last step). Hence, if the convexity of f can be utilized somewhere, it is reasonable to expect a last-iterate convergence guarantee. Actually, this thought is possible as shown by Zamani and Glineur (2023), in which the authors upper bound the quantity f(x^t) − f(z^t) where z^t is a carefully chosen convex combination of other points and finally obtain the last-iterate rate by lower bounding −f(z^t) via convexity.

Though Zamani and Glineur (2023) only shows how to prove the last-iterate convergence for deterministic non-composite Lipschitz convex optimization under the Euclidean norm, we can catch the most important message conveyed by their paper and apply it to our settings. Formally speaking, we will upper bound the term F (x^{t+1})−F (z^t) for a well-designed z^t rather than directly bound the function value gap F (x^{t+1})−F (x^∗). This idea can finally help us construct a unified proof and obtain several novel results without prior restrictive assumptions. By careful calculations, the new analysis leads us to the following most important and unified result, Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 4.1. Under Assumptions 2 and 3, suppose η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} and let γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s , if

w_{t∈[T ]} ≥ 0 is a non-increasing sequence and v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} > 0 is defined as v_t :=^{wT γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 wsγs} , then for any x ∈ X we have w_T γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) )

≤w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗)

+ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=2 (w_t − w_{t−1})γ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t),

where ξ^t := ^g^t − E [ ^g^t | F^{t−1} ] , ∀t ∈ [T ] and z^t :=^{v0}_{vt} x + ∑_t s=1 v_s−v_{s−1} v_t x s, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ]. Let us discuss Lemma 4.1 more here. The requirement of the step size η_t having an upper bound^1/2L∨μf is common in the optimization literature. γ_t is used to ensure we can telescope sum some terms. For the special case μ_f = μ_h = 0, it degenerates to η_t. ξ^t naturally shows up as we are considering stochastic optimization. The most important sequences are w_t, v_t and z^t. As mentioned above, the appearance of z^t is to make sure to get the last-iterate convergence. For how to find such a sequence, we refer the reader to our proofs in Appendix B for details.

We would like to say more about the sequence w_t before moving on. Suppose we are in the deterministic case temporarily, i.e., ξ^t = 0, then a natural choice is to set w_t = 1, ∀t ∈ [T ] to remove the last residual summation. It turns out this is the correct choice even for the following in-expectation bound in Lemma 4.2. So why do we still need this redundant w_t? The reason is that setting w_t to be one is not enough for the high-probability bound. More precisely, if we still choose w_t = 1, ∀t ∈ [T ], then there will be some extra positive terms after the concentration argument in the R.H.S. of the inequality in Lemma 4.1. To deal with this issue, we borrow the idea recently developed by Liu et al. (2023), in which the authors employ an extra sequence w_t to give a clear proof for the high-probability bound for stochastic gradient methods. We refer the reader to Liu et al. (2023) for a detailed explanation of this technique.

Lemma 4.2. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5A, suppose η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} and let γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s ,

then for any x ∈ X we have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s .

Suppose Lemma 4.1 holds, Lemma 4.2 is immediately obtained by setting w_t = 1, ∀t ∈ [T ] and using Assumptions 4 and 5A. This unified result for the expected last-iterate convergence can be applied to many different settings like composite optimization and non-Euclidean norms without any restrictive assumptions.

Lemma 4.3. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5B, suppose η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} and let γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s ,

then for any x ∈ X and δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ, we have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 2 ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ] . To get Lemma 4.3, we need some extra effort to find the correct w_t and invoke a simple property of sub-Gaussian random vectors (Lemma 2.1). The details can be found in Appendix B. Compared with prior works, this unified high-probability bound can be applied to various scenarios including general domains and sub-Gaussian noises.

Equipped with Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3, we can prove all theorems provided in Section 3 by plugging in different step sizes for different cases.

5 Last-Iterate Convergence under Heavy-Tailed Noises

In Section 3, we have shown how to obtain the convergence rate of the last iterate of CSMD in a unified manner. However, prior expected bounds require the finite variance assumption to obtain the convergence rates, which may be too optimistic in modern machine learning. As pointed out by recent studies, e.g., Mirek (2011); Simsekli et al. (2019); Zhang et al. (2020); Zhou et al. (2020); Gurbuzbalaban and Hu (2021); Camuto et al. (2021); Hodgkinson and Mahoney (2021), the noises in different tasks are observed having heavy tails, meaning that they only have a finite p-th moment where p ∈ (1, 2).

Naturally, one would ask whether the last iterate of stochastic gradient methods can still converge under this new challenging assumption. Surprisingly, the answer is still yes. In this section, we extend our proof idea used before to obtain the expected last-iterate convergence rate of Algorithm 1 under heavy-tailed noises (see Assumption 5C below). As far as we know, this is a new result in the related area.

5.1 Additional Related Work

To the best of our knowledge, for stochastic gradient methods without momentum or averaging operations, there does not exist any work proving a non-asymptotic last-iterate convergence rate for the function value gap. Hence, we only review prior works related to the average iterate.

Averaged convergence under heavy-tailed noises: Zhang et al. (2020) proves that SGD with clipping guarantees the O(T^{2p −2}) rate in expectation for Lipschitz strongly convex objectives. Without clipping and strong convexity, Vural et al. (2022) establishes the expected O(T^{1p −1}) convergence for the stochastic mirror descent algorithm. For the smooth problem, Sadiev et al. (2023) shows that SGD with clipping also admits nearly optimal high-probability convergence rates ~O(T^{1p −1}) and ~O(T^{2p −2}) for convex and strongly convex functions, respectively. For the non-smooth problem, Liu and Zhou (2023) is the first to prove that the clipping stochastic gradient method ensures the optimal rates O(T^{1p −1}) under convexity and O(T^{2p −2}) under strong convexity (for both expected and high-probability convergence). Nguyen et al. (2023) later obtains the optimal high-probability rate O(T^{1p −1}) for the smooth problem.

Lower bounds under heavy-tailed noises: For Lipschitz convex functions, Nemirovski and Yudin (1983); Raginsky and Rakhlin (2009); Vural et al. (2022) have proved a lower bound of Ω(T^{1p −1}). For smooth and strongly convex functions (in the sense of the Euclidean norm), a lower bound of Ω(T^{2p −2}) is provided in Zhang et al. (2020).

5.2 New Assumption and Some Discussions

We formally introduce Assumption 5C to describe the noises having heavy tails. Note that Assumption 5C will be the same as Assumption 5A if we enforce p = 2.

5C. Finite p-th moment: ∃p ∈ (1, 2), σ ≥ 0 denoting the noise level such that E [ ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗ | F^{t−1} ] ≤ σ^p. In order to fit the new assumption, we also need to make a slight change on the mirror map ψ. Instead of being 1-strongly convex, we now require ψ to be (1,^p_{p−1} ) uniformly convex, i.e., D_ψ(x, y) = ψ(x) − ψ(y) − ⟨∇ψ(y), x − y⟩ ≥ p − 1 p ‖x − y‖^{pp−1} , ∀x, y ∈ X . Note that when p = 2, this condition reduces to the standard 1-strong convexity. The idea of using a uniformly convex mirror map was proposed in Vural et al. (2022) before.

Moreover, we will only consider general convex functions (i.e., μ_f = μ_h = 0 in Assumption 2) in this section. The main reason is that if considering the case μ_f > 0 in Assumption 2, we can immediately observe the following fact

μ_f (p − 1) p ‖x − y‖^{pp−1} ≤ μ_f D_ψ(x, y) ≤ f(x) − f(y) − ⟨g, x − y⟩, ∀x, y ∈ X , g ∈ ∂f(y), which implies f itself should be (μ_f ,^p_{p−1} ) uniformly convex. However, this condition is less common and cannot even be satisfied in the case of strongly convex f when considering the Euclidean norm. The other point is that even if f indeed satisfies Assumption 2 with μ_f > 0, then combining Assumption 3, there is

μ_f (p − 1) p ‖x − y‖^{pp−1} ≤ L 2 ‖x − y‖^2 + M‖x − y‖, ∀x, y ∈ X , which implies sup_{x,y∈X} ‖x − y‖ < ∞ due to^p_{p−1} > 2. Note that, with a compact domain, it is possible to obtain convergence bounds but in a non-unified way. However, this is contrary to the purpose of this paper. Due to these two points, we do not consider the case of μ_f > 0. We want to remark that μ_h > 0 will not lead to a result of a bounded domain. But it may also suffer from the first issue (e.g., when h(x) =^1_2 ‖x‖^2). Therefore, the case of μ_f > 0 is also discarded.

Remark 5.1. We want to clarify that if μ_f > 0 or μ_h > 0 indeed holds (for example, taking h(x) = ψ(x) implies μ_h = 1), one can still apply our analysis framework to obtain the last-iterate convergence rate of the CSMD algorithm. This potential work is left to the interested reader.

Lastly, as mentioned before, we will only provide the expected convergence rate for Algorithm 1. The key reason is that we do not consider the clipping technique. As far as we know, all the high-probability results for the averaged output are established with clipping (even under the finite variance assumption). How to obtain the O(polylog^1_δ ) dependence for an algorithm without clipping in a single run remains unknown. Moreover, there is some evidence showing that the dependence of Ω(poly^1_δ ) is inevitable for some cases (e.g., Theorem 2.1 in Sadiev et al. (2023)). Hence, we leave this challenging problem (finding the high-probability last-iterate bound without clipping) as a future direction.

5.3 General Convex Functions under Heavy-Tailed Noises

Now we are ready to provide the convergence results under heavy-tailed noises.

Theorem 5.2. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5C with μ_f = μ_h = 0:

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η∗}_{t 2−pp} ∧^η_{t 1p} with η_∗ = Θ ( [Dψ (x^∗,x^1)]^{2−pp} L ) and η = Θ ([_D ψ (x^∗,x^1) M^p+σ^p ] 1_p ) , there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O L [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1)

]_{2−} 2_p

log T T^{2− 2p} + (M + σ) [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1)

]_{1−} 1_p log T T^{1− 1p} .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η∗}_{T 2−pp} ∧^η_{T 1p} with η_∗ = Θ ( 1 L [_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} log T ] 2−p_p ) and η = Θ ([_D ψ (x^∗,x^1) (M^p +σ^p) log T

] 1_p ) , there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O L [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1)

]_{2−} 2_p (log T )^{2p −1} T^{2− 2p} + (M + σ) [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1)

]_{1−} 1_p (log T )^{1p} T^{1− 1p} .

Theorem 5.2 is the first theoretical result proving the last-iterate convergence of stochastic gradient methods under heavy-tailed noises. Note that the rate is near optimal matching the lower bound Ω(1/T^{1− 1p} ) (Nemirovski and Yudin, 1983; Raginsky and Rakhlin, 2009; Vural et al., 2022) up to a logarithmic factor. In Theorem 5.3, we further show how to remove the unsatisfied extra logarithmic factor when L = 0 (i.e., nonsmooth functions) and T is known. Moreover, it is worth pointing out that Theorem 5.2 recovers Theorem 3.1 perfectly if enforcing p = 2. In Theorem F.1 in the appendix, we provide the convergence theory for arbitrary positive η_∗ and η.

5.3.1 Improved Rates for Non-smooth Functions under Heavy-Tailed Noises

Theorem 5.3. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5C with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0, if T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} = η^{(T −t+1)} 1 p−1 T 2p−1 p(p−1) with η = Θ ([_D ψ (x^∗,x^1) M^p+σ^p ] 1_p ) , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O (M + σ) [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1)

]_{1−} 1_p T^{1− 1p} .

The improved convergence rate for known T is presented in Theorem 5.3. This new step size is a generalization of the learning rate used in Theorem 3.4 to heavy-tailed noises. Hence, for non-smooth optimization, we show that the convergence rate of the last iterate can match the lower bound perfectly. The full version with any positive η is provided in Theorem F.2 in the appendix.

6 Last-Iterate Convergence under Sub-Weibull Noises

In Section 3, we obtain the high-probability last-iterate convergence under the assumption of sub-Gaussian noises. It is natural to ask whether it is possible to relax it to, for example, sub-exponential noises. In this section, we provide an affirmative answer by considering a general family of noises, sub-Weibull noises with parameter p ∈ (0, 2) (see Assumption 5D below), which contain the sub-exponential noise as a special case of p = 1. The sub-Weibull distribution was originally proposed by Vladimirova et al. (2020); Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2022). Later on, it was studied for different problems (e.g., bandit problems (Hao et al., 2019; Kim and Tewari, 2019))

6.1 Additional Related Work

Convergence under sub-Weibull noises: As far as we know, when considering convex optimization, only few convergence results have been established under sub-Weibull Noises. Hence, we include the references that also consider non-convex optimization or online optimization, e.g., Madden et al. (2020); Wood et al. (2021); Li and Liu (2022); Liu et al. (2022); Ospina et al. (2022).

6.2 New Assumption and Some Discussions

The following assumption describes what sub-Weibull noises are:

5D. Sub-Weibull noises: ∃p ∈ (0, 2), σ ≥ 0 denoting the noise level such that E [ exp(λ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) | F^{t−1} ] ≤ exp(λσ^p), ∀λ ∈ [0, σ^{−p}]. If we enforce p = 2 in Assumption 5D, it recovers Assumption 5B (i.e., sub-Gaussian noises). Intuitively, one can think of the tail of the sub-Weibull noise with p < 2 decays strictly slower than the tail of the sub-Gaussian noise. We emphasize that it is also possible to obtain the high-probability bound for p > 2. However, the case of p > 2 is not harder than the sub-Gaussian case (p = 2). So we specify p ∈ (0, 2) in this section.

Next, we only provide the convergence theorems for general convex functions in this section for simplicity. In the unified analysis (see Section G in the appendix), the strongly convex case is stated as well. Therefore, the interested reader can still apply our Lemma G.2 to obtain the high-probability bound for strongly convex case following similar steps used in proving Theorem 3.7.

Moreover, under the new Assumption 5D, some barriers will show up when applying the technique of Liu et al. (2023), i.e., the auxiliary weight sequence w_{t∈[T ]} used in Lemmas 4.1 and 4.3. To deal with this newly risen issue in the high-probability analysis, we will introduce a different technique borrowed from Ivgi et al. (2023) and Liu and Zhou (2023) to replace the weight sequence w_{t∈[T ]} used before. A detailed discussion is provided in Appendix G.

Lastly, we state a useful technical tool, Lemma 6.1 whose proof is included in Section A in the appendix. Compared with Lemma 2.1, the random vector Z is additionally required to be bounded.

Lemma 6.1. Given a σ-algebra F and a random vector Z ∈ R^d that is F-measurable satisfying ‖Z‖ ≤^1_{2σ} almost surely, if ξ ∈ R^d is a random vector satisfying E [ξ | F] = 0 and E [exp(λ‖ξ‖^p_∗) | F] ≤ exp(λσ^p), ∀λ ∈ [0, σ^{−p}] for p ∈ [1, 2), then E [exp (⟨ξ, Z⟩) | F] ≤ exp ( 6σ^2‖Z‖^2 ) . 6.3 General Convex Functions under Sub-Weibull Noises

We first introduce a function C(δ, p) = { O(1 + log^{2 1}_δ ) p ∈ [1, 2) O(1 + log^{1+ 2p 1}_δ ) p ∈ (0, 1)

, which is used to reflect the dependence

on log^1_δ for different p, the detailed definition is provided in (66) in Appendix G. Now we can state the convergence results.

Theorem 6.2. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5D with μ_f = μ_h = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1):

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p) ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ √ C(δ, p)) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} (M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p)) log T ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ √ C(δ, p)) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T ) . As far as we know, Theorem 6.2 is the first to give the last-iterate convergence under sub-Weibull noises. Its full statement is provided in Appendix H. Compared with Theorem 3.3, we only incur an extra O(polylog^1_δ ) factor. However, we want to point out that √ C(δ, p) is not continuous in p. First, there is a difference if p is approaching 1 from two sides. Next when p → 2, √ C(δ, p) → O(log(1/δ)), which cannot recover the √ log(1/δ) dependence in Theorem 3.3. It is an interesting problem to see whether – and if so, how – a continuous dependence on p can be obtained.

6.3.1 Improved Rates for Non-smooth Functions under Sub-Weibull Noises

Theorem 6.3. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5D with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1), if T is known, by

taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η(T −t+1)}_{T 32} with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p) ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( (M + σ √ C(δ, p)) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) √ T ) . With almost the same step size in Theorem 3.5, we can also get rid of the extra O(log T ) factor in Theorem 6.2 to obtain the optimal dependence in time T for non-smooth problems. The detailed version for any positive η can be found in Appendix H.1.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we present a unified analysis for the last-iterate convergence of stochastic gradient methods and obtain several new results. More specifically, we establish the (nearly) optimal convergence of the last iterate of the CSMD algorithm both in expectation and in high probability. Our proofs can not only handle different function classes simultaneously but also be applied to composite problems with non-Euclidean norms on general domains. We believe our work develops a deeper understanding of stochastic gradient methods. However, there still remain many directions worth exploring. For example, it could be interesting to see whether our proof can be extended to adaptive gradient methods like AdaGrad (McMahan and Streeter, 2010; Duchi et al., 2011). We leave this important question as future work and expect it to be addressed.

References

A. Beck and M. Teboulle. Mirror descent and nonlinear projected subgradient methods for convex optimization. Operations Research Letters, 31(3):167–175, 2003.

A. Camuto, X. Wang, L. Zhu, C. Holmes, M. Gurbuzbalaban, and U. Simsekli. Asymmetric heavy tails and implicit bias in gaussian noise injections. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1249–1260. PMLR, 2021.

D. Davis and D. Drusvyatskiy. High probability guarantees for stochastic convex optimization. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1411–1427. PMLR, 2020.

J. Duchi, E. Hazan, and Y. Singer. Adaptive subgradient methods for online learning and stochastic optimization. Journal of machine learning research, 12(7), 2011.

J. C. Duchi, S. Shalev-Shwartz, Y. Singer, and A. Tewari. Composite objective mirror descent. In COLT, volume 10, pages 14–26. Citeseer, 2010.

R. Ge, S. M. Kakade, R. Kidambi, and P. Netrapalli. The step decay schedule: A near optimal, geometrically decaying learning rate procedure for least squares. Advances in neural information processing systems, 32, 2019.

E. Gorbunov, M. Danilova, and A. Gasnikov. Stochastic optimization with heavy-tailed noise via accelerated gradient clipping. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:15042–15053, 2020.

R. Gower, O. Sebbouh, and N. Loizou. Sgd for structured nonconvex functions: Learning rates, minibatching and interpolation. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 1315–1323. PMLR, 2021.

M. Gurbuzbalaban and Y. Hu. Fractional moment-preserving initialization schemes for training deep neural networks. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 2233–2241. PMLR, 2021.

B. Hao, Y. Abbasi Yadkori, Z. Wen, and G. Cheng. Bootstrapping upper confidence bound. Advances in neural information processing systems, 32, 2019.

N. J. Harvey, C. Liaw, Y. Plan, and S. Randhawa. Tight analyses for non-smooth stochastic gradient descent.

In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1579–1613. PMLR, 2019a.

N. J. Harvey, C. Liaw, and S. Randhawa. Simple and optimal high-probability bounds for strongly-convex stochastic gradient descent. arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.00843, 2019b.

E. Hazan and S. Kale. Beyond the regret minimization barrier: optimal algorithms for stochastic stronglyconvex optimization. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 15(1):2489–2512, 2014.

L. Hodgkinson and M. Mahoney. Multiplicative noise and heavy tails in stochastic optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4262–4274. PMLR, 2021.

M. Ivgi, O. Hinder, and Y. Carmon. Dog is sgd’s best friend: A parameter-free dynamic step size schedule.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.12022, 2023.

P. Jain, D. M. Nagaraj, and P. Netrapalli. Making the last iterate of sgd information theoretically optimal. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 31(2):1108–1130, 2021. doi: 10.1137/19M128908X. URL https://doi.org/10.1137/19M128908X.

A. Khaled and P. Richtárik. Better theory for SGD in the nonconvex world. Transactions on Machine Learning Research, 2023. ISSN 2835-8856. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=AU4qHN2VkS. Survey Certification.

B. Kim and A. Tewari. On the optimality of perturbations in stochastic and adversarial multi-armed bandit problems. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32, 2019.

A. K. Kuchibhotla and A. Chakrabortty. Moving beyond sub-gaussianity in high-dimensional statistics:

Applications in covariance estimation and linear regression. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 11(4):1389–1456, 2022.

S. Lacoste-Julien, M. Schmidt, and F. Bach. A simpler approach to obtaining an o (1/t) convergence rate for the projected stochastic subgradient method. arXiv preprint arXiv:1212.2002, 2012.

G. Lan. First-order and stochastic optimization methods for machine learning. Springer, 2020.

Y. Lei and D.-X. Zhou. Analysis of online composite mirror descent algorithm. Neural computation, 29(3):

825–860, 2017.

C. J. Li. A note on concentration inequality for vector-valued martingales with weak exponential-type tails.

arXiv preprint arXiv:1809.02495, 2018.

S. Li and Y. Liu. High probability guarantees for nonconvex stochastic gradient descent with heavy tails. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 12931–12963. PMLR, 2022.

D. Liu and Z. Lu. The convergence rate of sgd’s final iterate: Analysis on dimension dependence. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.14588, 2021.

Z. Liu and Z. Zhou. Stochastic nonsmooth convex optimization with heavy-tailed noises. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.12277, 2023.

Z. Liu, T. D. Nguyen, A. Ene, and H. L. Nguyen. On the convergence of adagrad on R^d : Beyond convexity, non-asymptotic rate and acceleration. arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.14827, 2022.

Z. Liu, T. D. Nguyen, T. H. Nguyen, A. Ene, and H. Nguyen. High probability convergence of stochastic gradient methods. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 21884–21914. PMLR, 2023.

H. Lu, R. M. Freund, and Y. Nesterov. Relatively smooth convex optimization by first-order methods, and applications. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 28(1):333–354, 2018.

L. Madden, E. Dall’Anese, and S. Becker. High-probability convergence bounds for non-convex stochastic gradient descent. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.05610, 2020.

H. B. McMahan and M. J. Streeter. Adaptive bound optimization for online convex optimization. In Conference on Learning Theory (COLT), pages 244–256. Omnipress, 2010.

M. Mirek. Heavy tail phenomenon and convergence to stable laws for iterated lipschitz maps. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 151(3-4):705–734, 2011.

E. Moulines and F. Bach. Non-asymptotic analysis of stochastic approximation algorithms for machine learning. Advances in neural information processing systems, 24, 2011.

A. Nemirovski and D. Yudin. Problem complexity and method efficiency in optimization. Wiley-Interscience, 1983.

Y. Nesterov and V. Shikhman. Quasi-monotone subgradient methods for nonsmooth convex minimization.

Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications, 165(3):917–940, 2015.

T. D. Nguyen, A. Ene, and H. L. Nguyen. Improved convergence in high probability of clipped gradient methods with heavy tails. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.01119, 2023.

F. Orabona. Last iterate of sgd converges (even in unbounded domains). 2020. URL https://parameterfree.com/2020/08/07/last-iterate-of-sgd-converges-even-in-unbounded-domains/.

F. Orabona and D. Pál. Parameter-free stochastic optimization of variationally coherent functions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.00236, 2021.

A. M. Ospina, N. Bastianello, and E. Dall’Anese. Feedback-based optimization with sub-weibull gradient errors and intermittent updates. IEEE Control Systems Letters, 6:2521–2526, 2022.

R. Pan, H. Ye, and T. Zhang. Eigencurve: Optimal learning rate schedule for SGD on quadratic objectives with skewed hessian spectrums. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2022. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=rTAclwH46Tb.

M. Raginsky and A. Rakhlin. Information complexity of black-box convex optimization: A new look via feedback information theory. In 2009 47th Annual Allerton Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing (Allerton), pages 803–510. IEEE, 2009.

A. Rakhlin, O. Shamir, and K. Sridharan. Making gradient descent optimal for strongly convex stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1109.5647, 2011.

H. Robbins and S. Monro. A stochastic approximation method. The annals of mathematical statistics, pages 400–407, 1951.

A. Sadiev, M. Danilova, E. Gorbunov, S. Horváth, G. Gidel, P. Dvurechensky, A. Gasnikov, and P. Richtárik.

High-probability bounds for stochastic optimization and variational inequalities: the case of unbounded variance. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.00999, 2023.

S. Shalev-Shwartz, Y. Singer, and N. Srebro. Pegasos: Primal estimated sub-gradient solver for svm. In Proceedings of the 24th international conference on Machine learning, pages 807–814, 2007.

O. Shamir and T. Zhang. Stochastic gradient descent for non-smooth optimization: Convergence results and optimal averaging schemes. In International conference on machine learning, pages 71–79. PMLR, 2013.

U. Simsekli, L. Sagun, and M. Gurbuzbalaban. A tail-index analysis of stochastic gradient noise in deep neural networks. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 5827–5837. PMLR, 2019.

A. V. Varre, L. Pillaud-Vivien, and N. Flammarion. Last iterate convergence of sgd for least-squares in the interpolation regime. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:21581–21591, 2021.

R. Vershynin. High-dimensional probability: An introduction with applications in data science, volume 47.

Cambridge university press, 2018.

M. Vladimirova, S. Girard, H. Nguyen, and J. Arbel. Sub-weibull distributions: Generalizing sub-gaussian and sub-exponential properties to heavier tailed distributions. Stat, 9(1):e318, 2020.

N. M. Vural, L. Yu, K. Balasubramanian, S. Volgushev, and M. A. Erdogdu. Mirror descent strikes again:

Optimal stochastic convex optimization under infinite noise variance. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 65–102. PMLR, 2022.

K. Wood, G. Bianchin, and E. Dall’Anese. Online projected gradient descent for stochastic optimization with decision-dependent distributions. IEEE Control Systems Letters, 6:1646–1651, 2021.

J. Wu, D. Zou, V. Braverman, Q. Gu, and S. Kakade. Last iterate risk bounds of sgd with decaying stepsize for overparameterized linear regression. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 24280–24314. PMLR, 2022.

M. Zamani and F. Glineur. Exact convergence rate of the last iterate in subgradient methods. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.11134, 2023.

J. Zhang, S. P. Karimireddy, A. Veit, S. Kim, S. Reddi, S. Kumar, and S. Sra. Why are adaptive methods good for attention models? Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:15383–15393, 2020.

P. Zhou, J. Feng, C. Ma, C. Xiong, S. C. H. Hoi, et al. Towards theoretically understanding why sgd generalizes better than adam in deep learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33: 21285–21296, 2020.

A Technical Lemmas

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1

Before giving the proof of Lemma 2.1, we need the following property of sub-Gaussian vectors. This result is already known before (see Vershynin (2018)). We provide a proof here to make the paper self-consistent. Lemma A.1. Given a σ-algebra F, if ξ ∈ R^d is a random vector satisfying E [ exp(λ‖ξ‖^2_∗) | F ] ≤ exp(λσ^2), ∀λ ∈ [ 0, σ^{−2} ] , then for any integer k ≥ 1 we have E [ ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ | F ] ≤ { σ^2 k = 1 e(k!)σ^{2k} k ≥ 2 . Proof. For the case k = 1, given any λ ∈ [ 0, σ^{−2} ] , there is exp ( E [ λ‖ξ‖^2_∗ | F ]) ≤ E [ exp ( λ‖ξ‖^2_∗ ) | F ] ≤ exp(λσ^2) ⇒ E [ ‖ξ‖^2_∗ | F ] ≤ σ^2. For k ≥ 2, we have E [ ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ | F ] = E [∫_∞ 0 2kt^{2k−1}1 [‖ξ‖_∗ ≥ t] dt | F ] = ∫_∞ 0 2kt^{2k−1}E [1 [‖ξ‖_∗ ≥ t] | F] dt ≤ ∫_∞ 0 2kt^{2k−1}E [ exp(σ^{−2}‖ξ‖^2_∗) exp(σ^{−2}t^2) | F ] dt^{(a)}≤ ∫_∞ 0 2ekt^{2k−1} exp(−σ^{−2}t^2)dt (b) = ∫_∞ 0 ekσ^{2k}s^{k−1} exp(−s)ds = ekσ^{2k}Γ(k) = e(k!)σ^{2k}, where (a) is by E [ exp(σ^{−2}‖ξ‖^2_∗) | F ] ≤ exp(σ^{−2}σ^2) = e and (b) is by the change of variable t = σ √ s. Now we are ready to prove Lemma 2.1.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Note that E [exp (⟨ξ, Z⟩) | F] = E [ 1 + ⟨ξ, Z⟩ + ∞∑ k=2 (⟨ξ, Z⟩)^k k! | F ] ≤ E [⟨ξ, Z⟩ | F] + E [ 1 + ∞∑ k=2 ‖ξ‖^k_∗‖Z‖^k k! | F ]

(a) = E [ 1 + ∞∑ k=1 ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k} (2k)! + ∞∑ k=1 ‖ξ‖^{2k+1}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k+1} (2k + 1)! | F ]

(b) ≤ E [ 1 + ∞∑ k=1 ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k} (2k)! + ∞∑ k=1 ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k} + ‖ξ‖^{2k+2}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k+2}/4 (2k + 1)! | F ]

= E [ 1 + 2‖ξ‖^2_∗‖Z‖^2 3 + ∞∑ k=2 ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k} ( 1 4(2k − 1)! + 1 (2k)! + 1 (2k + 1)! ) | F ]

= E [ 1 + 2‖ξ‖^2_∗‖Z‖^2 3 + ∞∑ k=2 ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k} 1 + k/2 + 1/(2k + 1) (2k)! | F ]

(c) ≤ 1 +

2σ^2‖Z‖^2 3 + ∞∑ k=2 σ^{2k} ‖Z‖^{2k} k! · e(1 + k/2 + 1/(2k + 1)) (_{2k} k ) (d) ≤ 1 + σ^2‖Z‖^2 + ∞∑ k=2 σ^{2k}‖Z‖^{2k} k! = exp ( σ^2‖Z‖^2 ) , where (a) is by E [⟨ξ, Z⟩ | F] = ⟨E [ξ | F] , Z⟩ = 0, (b) holds due to AM-GM inequality, (c) is by applying Lemma A.1 to E [ ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ ‖Z‖^{2k} | F ] = ‖Z‖^{2k}E [ ‖ξ‖^{2k}_∗ | F ] and (d) is by 2/3 < 1 and max k≥2,k∈N e(1 + k/2 + 1/(2k + 1)) (_{2k} k ) = e(1 + 1 + 1/5) 6 < 1.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 6.1

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Following a similar way of proving Lemma A.1, we can obtain that for any k ≥ 2, E [ ‖ξ‖^k | F ] ≤ eσ^kΓ ( k p + 1 ) . By the recursive definition of the Gamma function, there is

Γ ( k p + 1 ) = Γ ( k p − ⌊ k p ⌋ + 1 ) ⌊^k_p ⌋−1∏ i=0 ( k p − i ) ≤ Γ ( k p − ⌊ k p ⌋ + 1 )_{k−1}∏ i=0 (k − i) = Γ ( k p − ⌊ k p ⌋ + 1 ) k!.

Note that 1 ≤^k_p − ⌊_k p ⌋ + 1 < 2, so Γ (_k p − ⌊_k p ⌋ + 1 ) ≤ 1, which implies E [ ‖ξ‖^k | F ] ≤ e(k!)σ^k. Combining the condition ‖Z‖ ≤^1_{2σ} almost surely, we can show E [exp (⟨ξ, Z⟩) | F] ≤ 1 + ∞∑ k=2 eσ^k‖Z‖^k ≤ 1 + eσ^2‖Z‖^2 1 − σ‖Z‖ ≤ exp ( eσ^2‖Z‖^2 1 − σ‖Z‖ ) ≤ exp ( 6σ^2‖Z‖^2 ) .

B Missing Proofs in Section 4

In this section, we provide the missing proofs of the most important three lemmas.

B.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Inspired by Zamani and Glineur (2023), we first introduce the following auxiliary sequence

z^t := {( 1 −^{vt−1}_{vt} ) x^t +^{vt−1}_{vt} z^{t−1} t ∈ [T ] x t = 0

⇔ z^t := v_0 v_t x + t∑ s=1 v_s − v_{s−1} v_t x^s, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ] ,

where we recall that v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} :=^{wT γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 wsγs} ≥ 0 is non-decreasing. Note that z^t always falls in the domain X by its definition.

Now, we start the proof from the (L, M)-smoothness of f, f(x^{t+1}) − f(x^t) ≤⟨g^t, x^{t+1} − x^t⟩ + L 2 ‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖^2 + M‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖ =⟨ξ^t, z^t − x^t⟩ + ⟨ξ^t, x^t − x^{t+1}⟩ I + ⟨^g^t, x^{t+1} − z^t⟩ II + ⟨g^t, z^t − x^t⟩ III + L 2 ‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖^2 + M‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖ IV , (1)

where g^t := E [ ^g^t|F^{t−1} ] ∈ ∂f(x^t) and ξ^t := ^g^t − g^t. Next, we bound these four terms respectively.

• For term I, by applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the 1-strong convexity of ψ and AM-GM inequality, we can get the following upper bound I ≤ ‖ξ^t‖_∗‖x^t − x^{t+1}‖ ≤ ‖ξ^t‖_∗ √ 2D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) ≤ 2η_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ +

D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t . (2)

• For term II, we recall that the update rule is x^{t+1} = argmin_{x∈X} h(x) + ⟨^g^t, x − x^t⟩ +^{Dψ (x,xt)}_{ηt} . Hence, by the optimality condition of x^{t+1}, there exists h^{t+1} ∈ ∂h(x^{t+1}) such that for any y ∈ X

⟨h^{t+1} + ^g^t + ∇ψ(x^{t+1}) − ∇ψ(x^t) η_t , x^{t+1} − y⟩ ≤ 0, which implies ⟨^g^t, x^{t+1} − y⟩ ≤ ⟨∇ψ(x^t) − ∇ψ(x^{t+1}), x^{t+1} − y⟩ η_t + ⟨h^{t+1}, y − x^{t+1}⟩ ≤ D_ψ(y, x^t) − D_ψ(y, x^{t+1}) − D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) η_t + h(y) − h(x_{t+1}) − μ_hD_ψ(y, x^{t+1})

where the last inequality holds due to ⟨∇ψ(x^t) − ∇ψ(x^{t+1}), x^{t+1} − y⟩ = D_ψ(y, x^t) − D_ψ(y, x^{t+1}) − D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) and ⟨h^{t+1}, y − x^{t+1}⟩ ≤ h(y) − h(x_{t+1}) − μ_hD_ψ(y, x^{t+1}) by the μ_h-strong convexity of h. We substitute y with z^t to obtain

II ≤

D_ψ(z^t, x^t) − D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) − D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) η_t + h(z_t) − h(x_{t+1}) − μ_hD_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}). (3)

• For term III, we simply use the μ_f -strong convexity of f to get III ≤ f(z^t) − f(x^t) − μ_f D_ψ(z^t, x^t). (4)

• For term IV, we have

IV ≤ LD_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) + M √ 2D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t)

≤ LD_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) + 2η_tM^2 +

D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t , (5)

where the first inequality holds by the 1-strong convexity of ψ again and the second one is due to AM-GM inequality.

By plugging the bounds (2), (3), (4) and (5) into (1), we obtain

f(x^{t+1}) − f(x^t) ≤⟨ξ^t, z^t − x^t⟩ + 2η_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ +

D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t + D_ψ(z^t, x^t) − D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) − D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) η_t + h(z_t) − h(x_{t+1}) − μ_hD_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1})

+ f(z^t) − f(x^t) − μ_f D_ψ(z^t, x^t) + LD_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) + 2η_tM^2 +

D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t . Rearranging the terms to get

F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ≤⟨ξ^t, z^t − x^t⟩ + (η^{−1}_t − μ_f )D_ψ(z^t, x^t) − (η^{−1}_t + μ_h)D_ψ (z^t, x^{t+1}) + ( L − 1 2η_t ) D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) + 2η_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) (a) ≤ ⟨ξ^t, z^t − x^t⟩ + (η^{−1}_t − μ_f )D_ψ(z^t, x^t) − (η^{−1}_t + μ_h)D_ψ (z^t, x^{t+1}) + 2η_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) (b) = v_{t−1} v_t ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + (η^{−1}_t − μ_f )D_ψ (z^t, x^t) − (η^{−1}_t + μ_h)D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) + 2η_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) (c) ≤ v_{t−1} v_t ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + (η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) v_{t−1} v_t D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) − (η^{−1}_t + μ_h)D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) + 2η_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗), (6) where (a) is by η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} ≤^1_{2L} ⇒ L −^1_{2ηt} ≤ 0, (b) holds due to the definition of z^t = ( 1 −^{vt−1}_{vt} ) x^t + v_{t−1} v_t z t−1 implying z^t − x^t =^{vt−1}_{vt} ( z^{t−1} − x^t ) , (c) is by noticing η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} ≤^1_{μf} ⇒ η^{−1}_t − μ_f ≥ 0 and

D_ψ(z^t, x^t)^{(d)}≤ ( 1 − v_{t−1} v_t ) D_ψ(x^t, x^t) + v_{t−1} v_t D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) = v_{t−1} v_t D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) where (d) is by the convexity of the first argument in D_ψ(·, ·).

Multiplying both sides of (6) by w_tγ_tv_t (all of these three terms are non-negative) and summing up from t = 1 to T , we obtain T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) )

≤ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗)

+ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) − w_tγ_t(η^{−1}_t + μ_h)v_tD_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1})

=w_1γ_1(η^{−1}_1 − μ_f )v_0D_ψ(z^0, x^1) − w_T γ_T (η^{−1}_T + μ_h)v_T D_ψ(z^T , x^{T +1}) + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗)

+ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=2 ( w_tγ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) − w_{t−1}γ_{t−1}(η^{−1}_{t−1} + μ_h) ) v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) (e) =w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) − w_T γ_T (η^{−1}_T + μ_h)v_T D_ψ(z^T , x^{T +1}) + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗)

+ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=2 (w_t − w_{t−1})γ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t), (7)

where (e) holds due to γ_1(η^{−1}_1 − μ_f ) = η_1(η^{−1}_1 − μ_f ) = 1 − μ_f η_1, z^0 = x and γ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) = η_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s = (η −1 t−1 + μ_h)η_{t−1} ∏_{t−1} s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s = γt−1(η −1 t−1 + μ_h), ∀t ≥ 2. By the convexity of F and the definition of z^t =^{v0}_{vt} x + ∑_t s=1 v_s−v_{s−1} v_t x s, we have F (z^t) ≤ t∑ s=1 v_s − v_{s−1} v_t F (x^s) + v_0 v_t F (x), which implies T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ) ≥ T∑ t=1 [ w_tγ_tv_tF (x^{t+1}) − w_tγ_t (_t ∑ s=1 (v_s − v_{s−1})F (x^s) + v_0F (x) )]

= T∑ t=1 [ w_tγ_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (x) ) − w_tγ_t t∑ s=1 (v_s − v_{s−1}) (F (x^s) − F (x)) ]

=w_T γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) − (_T ∑ t=1 w_tγ_t ) (v_1 − v_0) ( F (x^1) − F (x) )

+ T∑ t=2 [ w_{t−1}γ_{t−1}v_{t−1} − (_T ∑ s=t w_sγ_s ) (v_t − v_{t−1}) ] ( F (x^t) − F (x) ) . Now by the definition of v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} =^{wT γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 wsγs} , we observe that (_T ∑ t=1 w_tγ_t ) (v_1 − v_0) = (_T ∑ t=1 w_tγ_t ) ( w_T γ_T ∑_T s=1 w_sγ_s − w_T γ_T ∑_T s=1 w_sγ_s ) = 0, and for 2 ≤ t ≤ T , w_{t−1}γ_{t−1}v_{t−1} − (_T ∑ s=t w_sγ_s ) (v_t − v_{t−1}) = (_T ∑ s=t−1 w_sγ_s ) v_{t−1} − (_T ∑ s=t w_sγ_s ) v_t

= (_T ∑ s=t−1 w_sγ_s ) w_T γ_T ∑_T s=t−1 wsγs − (_T ∑ s=t w_sγ_s ) w_T γ_T ∑_T s=t w_sγ_s = 0.

These two equations immediately imply T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ) ≥ w_T γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) . (8)

Plugging (8) into (7), we finally get w_T γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) )

≤w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) − w_T γ_T (η^{−1}_T + μ_h)v_T D_ψ(z^T , x^{T +1}) + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗)

+ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=2 (w_t − w_{t−1})γ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t)

≤w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗)

+ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=2 (w_t − w_{t−1})γ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t).

B.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof of Lemma 4.2. We invoke Lemma 4.1 with w_{t∈[T ]} = 1 to get

γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) + T∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩. Taking expectations on both sides to obtain γ_T v_T E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ]

≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + E [ ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ ] ) + T∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}E [ ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ]

≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + σ^2),

where the last line is due to E [ ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ ] = E [ E [ ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ | F^{t−1} ]] ≤ σ^2 (Assumption 5A) and E [ ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ] = E [ ⟨E [ ξ^t|F^{t−1} ] , z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ] = 0 (z^{t−1} −x^t ∈ F^{t−1} = σ(^g^s, s ∈ [t − 1]) and Assumption 4). Finally, we divide

both sides by γ_T v_T and plug in v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} =^{wT γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 wsγs} =^{γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 γs} to finish the proof.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Proof of Lemma 4.3. We invoke Lemma 4.1 to get w_T γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) ≤w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗)

+ T∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=2 (w_t − w_{t−1})γ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t). (9) Let w_{t∈[T ]} be defined as follows

w_{t∈[T ]} := 1 ∑_t s=2 2γ_sη_sv̄_s σ^2 1−μ_f η_s + ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2

, (10)

where v̄_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} := γ_T ∑_T s=t∨1 γs . (11)

Note that w_{t∈[T ]} ≥ 0 is non-increasing, from the definition of v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} :=^{wT γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 wsγs} , there is always

v_t = w_T γ_T ∑_T s=t∨1 wsγs ≤ γ_T ∑_T s=t∨1 γs = v̄_t, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ] . (12) Now we consider the following non-negative sequence with U_0 := 1 and

U_s := exp (_s ∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ − 2w_tγ_tη_tv_tσ^2 ) ∈ F^s, ∀s ∈ [T ] . We claim U_t is a supermartingale by observing that E [ U_t | F^{t−1} ] = U_{t−1}E [ exp ( 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ − 2w_tγ_tη_tv_tσ^2 ) | F^{t−1} ] (a) ≤ U_{t−1} exp ( 2w_tγ_tη_tv_tσ^2 − 2w_tγ_tη_tv_tσ^2 ) = U_{t−1}, where (a) holds due to Assumption 5B by noticing

2w_tγ_tη_tv_t^{(10)}= 2γ_tη_tv_t ∑_t s=2 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2 1−μ_f η_s + ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2 ≤ v_t v̄_tσ^2

(12) ≤ 1 σ^2 . Hence, we know E [U_T ] ≤ U_0 = 1. Thus, there is Pr [ U_T > 2 δ ]_{(b)} ≤ δ 2 E [U_T ] ≤ δ 2 ⇒ Pr [_T ∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ ≤ T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_tσ^2 + log 2 δ ] ≥ 1 − δ 2 , (13)

where we use Markov’s inequality in (b).

Next, we consider another non-negative sequence with R_0 := 1 and

R_s := exp (_s ∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ − w^2_t γ^2_t v^2_{t−1}σ^2‖z^{t−1} − x^t‖^2 ) ∈ F^s, ∀s ∈ [T ] . We prove that R_t is also a supermartingale by E [ R_t | F^{t−1} ] = R_{t−1}E [ exp ( w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ − w^2_t γ^2_t v^2_{t−1}σ^2‖z^{t−1} − x^t‖^2 ) | F^{t−1} ] (c) ≤ R_{t−1} exp ( w^2_t γ^2_t v^2_{t−1}σ^2‖z^{t−1} − x^t‖^2 − w^2_t γ^2_t v^2_{t−1}σ^2‖z^{t−1} − x^t‖^2 ) = R_{t−1}, where (c) is by applying Lemma 2.1 (note that z^{t−1} − x^t ∈ F^{t−1} = σ(^g^s, s ∈ [t − 1])). Hence, we have E [R_T ] ≤ R_0 = 1, which immediately implies Pr [ R_T > 2 δ ]_{(d)} ≤ δ 2 E [R_T ] ≤ δ 2 ⇒ Pr [_T ∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ≤ T∑ t=1 w^2_t γ^2_t v^2_{t−1}σ^2‖z^{t−1} − x^t‖^2 + log 2 δ ] ≥ 1 − δ 2 ⇒ Pr [_T ∑ t=1 w_tγ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ≤ T∑ t=1 2w^2_t γ^2_t v^2_{t−1}σ^2D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) + log 2 δ ] ≥ 1 − δ 2 , (14)

where (d) is by Markov’s inequality and the last line is due to ‖z^{t−1} −x^t‖^2 ≤ 2D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) from the 1-strong convexity of ψ.

Combining (9), (13) and (14), with probability at least 1 − δ, there is w_T γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) ≤w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + 2 log 2 δ + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + σ^2)

+ T∑ t=1 2w^2_t γ^2_t v^2_{t−1}σ^2D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) + T∑ t=2 (w_t − w_{t−1})γ_t(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t)

= [ w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0 + 2w^2_1γ^2_1 v^2_0 σ^2 ] D_ψ(x, x^1) + 2 log 2 δ + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + σ^2)

+ T∑ t=2 [ (w_t − w_{t−1})(η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) + 2w^2_t γ_tv_{t−1}σ^2 ] γ_tv_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t). Observing that for t ≥ 2

(w_t − w_{t−1})(η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) + 2w^2_t γ_tv_{t−1}σ^2

=2w^2_t γ_tv_{t−1}σ^2 − 1 ∑_{t−1} s=2 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2 1−μ_f η_s + ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2 − 1 ∑_t s=2 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2 1−μ_f η_s + ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2

(η^{−1}_t − μ_f )

=2w^2_t γ_tv_{t−1}σ^2 − w_tw_{t−1} ×

2γ_tη_tv̄_tσ^2 1 − μ_f η_t × (η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) = 2w_t(w_tv_{t−1} − w_{t−1}v̄_t)γ_tσ^2 ≤ 0,

where the last line holds due to w_t ≤ w_{t−1} and v_{t−1} ≤ v_t ≤ v̄_t. So we know w_T γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) ≤ [ w_1(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0 + 2w^2_1 γ^2_1 v^2_0 σ^2 ] D_ψ(x, x^1) + 2 log 2 δ + T∑ t=1 2w_tγ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + σ^2) (e) ≤ w_1 ( 1 − μ_f η_1 + 2w_1γ^2_1 v_0σ^2 ) v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + 2 log 2 δ + w_1 T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + σ^2),

where (e) is by w_t ≤ w_1, ∀t ∈ [T ]. Dividing both sides by w_T γ_T v_T , we get

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ w_1 w_T [ (1 − μ_f η_1 + 2w_1γ^2_1 v_0σ^2) v_0 γ_T v_T D_ψ(x, x^1) + 2 w_1γ_T v_T log 2 δ + 2 T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t γ_T v_T (M^2 + σ^2) ]

(f ) ≤ ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ (2 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2 ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ]

≤ 2 ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ] , where (f) holds due to the following calculations

w_1 w_T = ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2 + ∑_T s=2 2γ_sη_sv̄_s σ^2 1−μ_f η_s ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2

≤ 1 + max_{2≤t≤T} 1 1 − μ_f η_t ; 2w_1γ^2_1 v_0σ^2 =

2γ^2_1 v_0σ^2 ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2 = 2γ_1η_1v_1σ^2 ∑_T s=1 2γ_sη_sv̄_sσ^2

≤ 1;

v_0 γ_T v_T ≤ v̄_0 γ_T v_T = 1 ∑_T t=1 γ_t ; 2 w_1γ_T v_T log 2 δ = 4σ^2 log 2 δ T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv̄_t γ_T v_T = 4σ^2 log 2 δ T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ;

2 T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t γ_T v_T (M^2 + σ^2) ≤ 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv̄_t γ_T v_T = 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s . Hence, the proof is completed.

C General Convex Functions

In this section, we present the full version of theorems for general convex functions (i.e., μ_f = μ_h = 0) with

their proofs.

Theorem C.1. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5A with μ_f = μ_h = 0, for any x ∈ X :

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t , there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η(M^2 + σ^2) log T ]) . In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 ) , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + (M + σ) √ D_ψ(x, x^1) log T √ T ) . If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T , there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η(M^2 + σ^2) log T ]) . In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} (M^2 +σ^2 ) log T ) , there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + (M + σ) √ D_ψ(x, x^1) log T √ T ) . Proof. From Lemma 4.2, if η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} , there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s , (15)

where γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s . Note that μf = μh = 0 now, so both ηt∈[T ] = 1 2L ∧^{η√}_t and η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T

satisfy η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} =^1_{2L} . Besides, γ_{t∈[T ]} will degenerate to η_{t∈[T ]}. Therefore, (15) can be simplified into E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s . (16)

Before proving convergence rates for these two different step sizes, we first recall some standard results. T∑ t=1 1 √ t = T∑ t=1 √ t − t − 1 √ t = √ T + T −1∑

t=1 √ t − t √ t + 1 ≥ √ T ; (17) T∑ s=t 1 √ s ≥ ∫_{T +1} t 1 √ s ds = 2( √ T + 1 − √ t), ∀t ∈ [T ] ; (18) T∑ t=1 1 t ≤ 1 + ∫_T 1 1 t dt = 1 + log T. (19)

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t , we consider the following three cases:

• η <^1_{2L} : In this case, we have η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η√}_t and

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) η ∑_T t=1 1/ √ t + 2η(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 1 t ∑_T s=t 1/ √ s (17),(18) ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) η √ T + η(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 1 t( √ T + 1 − √ t) (a) ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) η √ T + 4η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) √ T = 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + 4η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) ] , (20)

where (a) is by T∑ t=1 1 t( √ T + 1 − √ t) = T∑ t=1 √ T + 1 + √ t t(T + 1 − t) ≤ T∑ t=1 2 √ T + 1 t(T + 1 − t) = T∑ t=1 2 √ T + 1 ( 1 t + 1 T + 1 − t ) = 4 √ T + 1 T∑ t=1 1 t (19) ≤ 4(1 + log T ) √ T .

• η ≥^{√T}_{2L} : In this case, we have η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} and

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) T/2L + M^2 + σ^2 L T∑ t=1 1 T − t + 1 = 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + M^2 + σ^2 L T∑ t=1 1 t (19) ≤ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + (M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) L (b) ≤ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 2η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) √ T , (21)

where (b) is by^1_L ≤^{2η√}_T .

• η ∈ [^1_{2L} ,^{√T}_{2L} ): In this case, we define τ = ⌊4η^2L^2⌋ where ⌊·⌋ is the floor function. Note that

4η^2L^2 ∈ [1, T ) ⇒ τ = ⌊4η^2L^2⌋ ∈ [T − 1] .

By observing^{η√}_t ≥^1_{2L} ⇔ t ∈ [1, τ], we can calculate

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s (c) ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1)

T^2 T∑ t=1 1 η_t I +2(M^2 + σ^2) τ∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s II + T∑ t=τ +1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s III ,

where (c) is by T^2 ≤ (∑_T t=1 η_t ) (∑_T t=1 1 η_t ) . Now we bound terms I, II and III as follows

I = T∑ t=1 2L ∨ √ t η ≤ T∑ t=1 2L + √ t η ≤ 2LT + √ T + ∫_T 1 √ tdt η = 2LT + √ T +^2_3 (T^{32} − 1) η ≤ 2LT + 5T^{32} 3η ;

II = τ∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_τ s=t η_s + ∑_T s=τ +1 ηs = τ∑ t=1 1/(4L^2)

(τ − t + 1)/2L + ∑_T s=τ +1 η/ √ s = 1 2L τ∑ t=1 1 τ − t + 1 + ∑_T s=τ +1 2ηL/ √ s (18) ≤ 1 2L τ∑ t=1 1 τ − t + 1 + 4ηL( √ T + 1 − √ τ + 1)

≤ 1 2L ∑_τ t=1 1 τ −t+1 ≤ 1 2L ( 1 + ∫_τ 1 1 t dt ) =^{1+log τ}_{2L}^{(d)}≤^{η(1+log T )√}_τ 1 2L ∑_τ t=1 1 4ηL( √ T +1− √ τ +1) = τ 8ηL^2( √ T +1− √ τ +1) (e) ≤^η 2( √ T +1− √ τ +1)

⇒ II ≤ η(1 + log T ) ( 1 √ τ ∧ 1 2( √ T + 1 − √ τ + 1) ) ≤ 2η(1 + log T ) √ τ + 2( √ T + 1 − √ τ + 1)

(f ) ≤ 2η(1 + log T ) √ T , where (d) is due to τ ≤ T and √ τ ≤ 2ηL, (e) holds by τ ≤ 4η^2L^2 and (f) is by, for τ ∈ [T − 1] and T ≥ 2, √ τ + 2( √ T + 1 − √ τ + 1) ≥ √ T − 1 + 2 √ T + 1 − 2 √ T ≥ √ T .

III = η T∑ t=τ +1 1 t ∑_T s=t 1/ √ s (18) ≤ η T∑ t=τ +1 1 2t( √ T + 1 − √ t) = η T∑ t=τ +1 √ T + 1 + √ t 2t(T + 1 − t) ≤ η T∑ t=τ +1 √ T + 1 t(T + 1 − t) = η T∑ t=τ +1 1 √ T + 1 ( 1 t + 1 T + 1 − t ) ≤ 2η √ T + 1 T∑ t=1 1 t (19) ≤ 2η(1 + log T ) √ T . Thus, we have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1)

T^2 ( 2LT + 5T^{32} 3η ) + 2(M^2 + σ^2) [ 2η(1 + log T ) √ T + 2η(1 + log T ) √ T ]

≤ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T ( 5D_ψ(x, x^1) 3η + 8η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) ) . (22)

Combining (20), (21) and (22), we know E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + 4η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) ] ∨ [ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 2η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) √ T ]

∨ [ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T ( 5D_ψ(x, x^1) 3η + 8η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) )]

≤ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T ( 5D_ψ(x, x^1) 3η + 8η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) )

=O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η(M^2 + σ^2) log T ]) . (23)

By plugging in η = Θ (√_D ψ (x,x^1) M^2 +σ^2 ) , we get the desired bound.

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T , we will obtain

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) T ( 2L ∨ √ T η ) + 2 ( 1 2L ∧ η √ T ) (M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 1 T − t + 1 = D_ψ(x, x^1) T ( 2L ∨ √ T η ) + 2 ( 1 2L ∧ η √ T ) (M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 1 t (19) ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) T ( 2L ∨ √ T η ) + 2 ( 1 2L ∧ η √ T ) (M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) ≤ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + 2η(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) ]

= O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η(M^2 + σ^2) log T ]) . (24)

By plugging in η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} (M^2+σ^2 ) log T ) , we get the desired bound.

Theorem C.2. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5B with μ_f = μ_h = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1), for any x ∈ X :

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2 log 1 δ ) log T ]) . In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) , there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O LD^ψ(x, x^1) T + (M + σ √ log^1_δ ) √ D_ψ(x, x^1) log T √ T .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2 log 1 δ ) log T ]) . In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} (M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T ) , there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O LD^ψ(x, x^1) T + (M + σ √ log^1_δ ) √ D_ψ(x, x^1) log T √ T .

Proof. From Lemma 4.3, if η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} , with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 2 ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ] , (25)

where γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s . Note that μf = μh = 0 now, so both ηt∈[T ] = 1 2L ∧^{η√}_t and η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T

satisfy η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} =^1_{2L} . Besides, γ_{t∈[T ]} will degenerate to η_{t∈[T ]}. Then we can simplify (25) into

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤

4D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 4 ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s . (26)

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t , similar to (23), we will have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2 log 1 δ ) log T ]) .

By plugging in η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) , we get the desired bound.

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T , similar to (24), we will get

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2 log 1 δ ) log T ]) .

By plugging in η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} (M^2+σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T ) , we get the desired bound.

C.1 Improved Rates for Non-smooth Functions

In this section, we present the full version of Theorems 3.4 and 3.5.

Theorem C.3. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5A with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0, for any x ∈ X , if T is known, by

taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η(T −t+1)}_{T 32} , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η(M^2 + σ^2) ]) .

In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_D ψ (x,x^1) M^2 +σ^2 ) , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( (M + σ) √ D_ψ(x, x^1) √ T ) . Proof. From Lemma 4.2, if η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s , (27)

where γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s . Note that μf = μh = L = 0 now, so ηt∈[T ] = η(T −t+1) T^32

satisfies η_{t∈[T ]} ≤ 1 2L∨μ_f = ∞. Besides, γt∈[T ] will degenerate to ηt∈[T ]. Therefore, (27) can be simplified as follows E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s . (28)

Plugging η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η(T −t+1)}_{T 32} into (28), we have

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ T^{32} D_ψ(x, x^1) η ∑_T t=1 T − t + 1 + 2η(M^2 + σ^2) T^32 T∑ t=1 (T − t + 1)^2 ∑_T s=t T − s + 1 ≤ 2D_ψ(x, x^1) η √ T + 4η(M^2 + σ^2) √ T = O ( 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η(M^2 + σ^2) ]) . (29)

By plugging in η = Θ (√_D ψ (x,x^1) M^2 +σ^2 ) , we get the desired bound.

Theorem C.4. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5B with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1), for any x ∈ X , if T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η(T −t+1)}_{T 32} , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η(M^2 + σ^2 log 1 δ ) ]) . In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) , there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O (M + σ √ log^1_δ ) √ D_ψ(x, x^1) √ T .

Proof. From Lemma 4.3, if η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} , with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 2 ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ] , (30)

where γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s . Note that μf = μh = L = 0 now, hence, ηt∈[T ] = η(T −t+1) T^32

satisfies

η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} = ∞. Besides, γ_{t∈[T ]} will degenerate to η_{t∈[T ]}. Then we can simplify (30) into

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤

4D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 4 ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s . (31)

Similar to (29), we will have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2 log 1 δ )]) . By plugging in η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) , we get the desired bound.

D Strongly Convex Functions

In this section, we present the full version of theorems for strongly convex functions with their proofs.

D.1 The Case of μ_f > 0

Theorem D.1. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5A with μ_f > 0 and μ_h = 0, let κ_f :=^L_{μf} ≥ 0, for any x ∈ X :

If T is unknown, by taking either η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} or η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μf (t+1+4κf )} , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O (_{LDψ (x,x1)} T +^{(M 2 +σ2 ) log T}

μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} O (_{L(1+κf )Dψ (x,x1)} T (T +κ_f ) +

(M^2 +σ^2 ) log T

μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^2

μ_f (t+1+4κ_f ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1

where η ≥ 0 can be any number satisfying

η + κ_f > 1 and τ := ⌈_T 2 ⌉ , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O LD^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2η+4κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2) log T

μ_f (T + κ_f ) .

Proof. When μ_f > 0 and μ_h = 0, suppose the condition of η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} in Lemma 4.2 holds, we have

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s . (32)

Now observing that

γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t t∏ s=2 1 + μ_hη_{s−1} 1 − μ_f η_s = η_t t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = η_tΓ_t = {_{Γt −Γt−1} μ_f t ≥ 2 η_1 t = 1 ,

where Γ_{t∈[T ]} := ∏_t s=2 1 1−μ_f η_s . Hence, (32) can be rewritten as E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf}

+ 2(M^2 + σ^2) [ η^2_1 η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf} + T∑ t=2 μ_f η^2_t (Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(1 − μ_f η_t) ] . (33) Now let us check the condition of η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} for our three choices respectively:

η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (t + 2κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f + 2L ≤ 1 2L ∨ μ_f ; η_{t∈[T ]} = 2 μ_f (t + 1 + 4κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f + 2L ≤ 1 2L ∨ μ_f ;

η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) = 1 μ_f +2L ≤ 1 2L∨μ_f t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f (2κ_f ∨(η+κ_f )) ≤ 1 2L∨μ_f 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f +2L ≤ 1 2L∨μ_f t ≥ τ + 1 .

Therefore, (33) holds for all cases.

First, we consider η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} . We can calculate η_1 =^1_{μf (1+2κf )} and

Γ_{t∈[T ]} = t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = t∏ s=2 s + 2κ_f s − 1 + 2κ_f = t + 2κ_f 1 + 2κ_f .

Hence, using (33), we have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ]

≤ (1 −^1_{1+2κf} )D_ψ(x, x^1) 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) +

Γ_T −1 μ_f + 2(M^2 + σ^2) 1 μ^2_f (1+2κ_f )^2 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) +

Γ_T −1 μ_f + T∑ t=2 μ_f ·^1

μ^2_f (t+2κ_f )^2

(Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(1 − μ_f ·^1_{μf (t+2κf )} ) = 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) (1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f [ 1 (1 + 2κ_f )((1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f ) + T∑ t=2 1 (Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(t − 1 + 2κ_f )(t + 2κ_f ) ]

= 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f [ 1 (1 + 2κ_f )T + T∑ t=2 1 (T − t + 1)(t + 2κ_f ) ]

= 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f T∑ t=1 1 (T − t + 1)(t + 2κ_f ) = 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f T∑ t=1 1 T + 1 + 2κ_f ( 1 T − t + 1 + 1 t + 2κ_f )

≤ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f · 1 + log T +^1_{1+2κf} + log^{T +2κf}_{1+2κf} T + 1 + 2κ_f ≤ 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + 4(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log T ) μ_f (T + 2κ_f ) = O ( LD_ψ(x, x^1) T + (M^2 + σ^2) log T μ_f (T + κ_f ) ) . (34)

Next, for the case of η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μf (t+1+4κf )} , there are η_1 =^1_{μf (1+2κf )} and

Γ_{t∈[T ]} = t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = t∏ s=2 s + 1 + 4κ_f s − 1 + 4κ_f = (t + 4κ_f )(t + 1 + 4κ_f )

(1 + 4κ_f )(2 + 4κ_f ) .

Thus, we have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ]

≤ (1 −^1_{1+2κf} )D_ψ (x, x^1) 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) +

Γ_T −1 μ_f + 2(M^2 + σ^2) 1 μ^2_f (1+2κ_f )^2 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) +

Γ_T −1 μ_f + T∑ t=2 μ_f ·^4

μ^2_f (t+1+4κ_f )^2

(Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(1 − μ_f ·^2_{μf (t+1+4κf )} ) = 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) (1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f [ 1 (1 + 2κ_f )((1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f ) + T∑ t=2 4 (Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(t − 1 + 4κ_f )(t + 1 + 4κ_f ) ]

= 4(1 + 4κ_f )LD_ψ(x, x^1)

T (T + 1 + 8κ_f ) + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f [ 2(1 + 4κ_f ) (1 + 2κ_f )T (T + 1 + 8κ_f ) + T∑ t=2 4(t + 4κ_f ) (T + 1 − t)(T + t + 8κ_f )(t + 1 + 4κ_f ) ]

= 4(1 + 4κ_f )LD_ψ(x, x^1)

T (T + 1 + 8κ_f ) + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f T∑ t=1 4(t + 4κ_f ) (T + 1 − t)(T + t + 8κ_f )(t + 1 + 4κ_f ) ≤ 4(1 + 4κ_f )LD_ψ(x, x^1)

T (T + 1 + 8κ_f ) + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f T∑ t=1 4 2T + 1 + 8κ_f ( 1 T + 1 − t + 1 T + t + 8κ_f )

≤ 4(1 + 4κ_f )LD_ψ(x, x^1)

T (T + 1 + 8κ_f ) + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f · 4(1 + log T + log^{2T +8κf}_{T +8κf} ) 2T + 1 + 8κ_f ≤ 4(1 + 4κ_f )LD_ψ(x, x^1)

T (T + 1 + 8κ_f ) + 8(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log 2T ) μ_f (2T + 1 + 8κ_f ) = O ( L(1 + κ_f )D_ψ(x, x^1)

T (T + κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2) log T μ_f (T + κ_f ) ) . (35)

Finally, if T is known, recall that we choose

η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1 .

Note that we have η_1 =^1_{μf (1+2κf )} and

Γ_{t∈[T ]} = t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{t−1} t ≤ τ (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1 (t−τ +1+4κf )(t−τ +2+4κf )} (1+4κ_f )(2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1 .

So we know E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf}

+ 2(M^2 + σ^2) [ η^2_1 η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf} + T∑ t=2 μ_f η^2_t (Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(1 − μ_f η_t) ]

= 2LD_ψ(x, x^1) (1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f · 1 (1 + 2κ_f )((1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f )

+ 2μ_f (M^2 + σ^2) τ∑ t=2 η^2_t (Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(1 − μ_f η_t) I + T∑ t=τ +1 η^2_t (Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1)(1 − μ_f η_t) II .

(36)

Note that we can bound 1 (1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f = 1 (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1 (T −τ +1+4κf )(T −τ +2+4κf )} 2(1+4κ_f ) − 2κf (a) ≤ 1 (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1} (1 + 2κ_f ) − 2κ_f = 1 2κ_f [(_{η+2κ} f η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1} − 1 ] + (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1} (b) ≤ ( 1 − 1 η + 2κ_f )_{τ −1} ≤ exp ( − τ − 1 η + 2κ_f ) = exp ( −τ η + 2κ_f + 1 η + 2κ_f )

(c) ≤ exp ( − T 2(η + 2κ_f ) + 1 ) , (37)

where (a) holds due to T − τ ≥ 0, (b) is by κ_f ≥ 0 and (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1} ≥ 1, (c) is from τ ≥^T_2 , η + κ_f > 1 and κ_f ≥ 0. We can also bound 1 (1 + 2κ_f )((1 + 2κ_f )Γ_T − 2κ_f ) = 1 (1 + 2κ_f ) [(_{η+2κ} f η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1 (T −τ +1+4κf )(T −τ +2+4κf )} 2(1+4κ_f ) − 2κf ]

≤ 1 (1 + 2κ_f ) [_{(T −τ +1+4κf )(T −τ +2+4κf )} 2(1+4κ_f ) − 2κf ] = 2(1 + 4κ_f ) (1 + 2κ_f )(T − τ + 1)(T − τ + 2 + 8κ_f ) (d) ≤ 2(1 + 4κ_f ) (1 + 2κ_f )(T −^{T +1}_2 + 1)(T −^{T +1}_2 + 2 + 8κ_f ) = 8(1 + 4κ_f ) (1 + 2κ_f )(T + 1)(T + 3 + 16κ_f ) (e) ≤ 8 T + 3 + 16κ_f

, (38)

where (d) is by τ ≤^{T +1}_2 and (e) is by T ≥ 1. Besides, there is I = 1 μ^2_f (η + 2κ_f )(η + 2κ_f − 1) τ∑ t=2 1 (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −t+1 (T −τ +1+4κf )(T −τ +2+4κf )} (1+4κ_f )(2+4κ_f ) − 1

(f ) ≤ 1 μ^2_f (η + 2κ_f )(η + 2κ_f − 1)^{η+2κf}_{η+2κf −1} τ∑ t=2 1 (T −τ +1+4κ_f )(T −τ +2+4κ_f ) (1+4κ_f )(2+4κ_f ) − 1 = 1 μ^2_f (η + 2κ_f )^2 τ∑ t=2 (1 + 4κ_f )(2 + 4κ_f ) (T − τ)(T − τ + 3 + 8κ_f ) = (1 + 4κ_f )(2 + 4κ_f ) μ^2_f (η + 2κ_f )^2 · τ − 1 (T − τ)(T − τ + 3 + 8κ_f ) (g) ≤ (1 + 4κ_f )(2 + 4κ_f )

μ^2_f (η + 2κ_f )^2 · T +1

2 − 1 (T −^{T +1}_2 )(T −^{T +1}_2 + 3 + 8κ_f ) = (1 + 4κ_f )(2 + 4κ_f )

μ^2_f (η + 2κ_f )^2 · 2 T + 5 + 16κ_f (h) ≤ 32 μ^2_f (T + 5 + 16κ_f )

, (39)

where (f) is by τ − t ≥ 0 (w.l.o.g., we can assume τ ≥ 2, otherwise, there is I= 0 ≤^8_{μ2f (T +5+16κf )} ) and

η+2κ_f η+2κ_f −1 ≥ 1, (g) is due to τ ≤

T +1

2 and (h) is by η + κ_f > 1. We also have

II = 4 μ^2_f T∑ t=τ +1 1 [_{(T −τ +1+4κf )(T −τ +2+4κf )} (t−τ +4κ_f )(t−τ +1+4κ_f ) − 1 ] (t − τ + 2 + 4κ_f )(t − τ + 4κ_f ) = 4 μ^2_f T −τ∑

t=1 1 [_{(T −τ +1+4κf )(T −τ +2+4κf )} (t+4κ_f )(t+1+4κ_f ) − 1 ] (t + 2 + 4κ_f )(t + 4κ_f ) = 4 μ^2_f T −τ∑

t=1 t + 1 + 4κ_f [(T − τ + 1 + 4κ_f )(T − τ + 2 + 4κ_f ) − (t + 4κ_f )(t + 1 + 4κ_f )] (t + 2 + 4κ_f ) ≤ 4 μ^2_f T −τ∑

t=1 1 (T − τ + 1 + 4κ_f )(T − τ + 2 + 4κ_f ) − (t + 4κ_f )(t + 1 + 4κ_f ) = 4 μ^2_f T −τ∑

t=1 1 (T − τ + 1 − t)(T − τ + 2 + 8κ_f + t) = 4 μ^2_f T −τ∑

t=1 1 2T − 2τ + 3 + 8κ_f ( 1 T − τ + 1 − t + 1 T − τ + 2 + 8κ_f + t )

≤ 4(1 + log(T − τ) + log^{2T −2τ +2+8κf}

T −τ +2+8κ_f )

μ^2_f (2T − 2τ + 3 + 8κ_f ) ≤ 4(1 + log T ) μ^2_f (T + 2 + 8κ_f )

, (40)

where we use^T_2 ≤ τ ≤^{T +1}_2 in the last inequality.

Plugging (37), (38), (39) and (40) into (36), we have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤2LD_ψ(x, x^1) exp ( − T 2(η + 2κ_f ) + 1 ) + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_f · 8 T + 3 + 16κ_f

+ 2μ_f (M^2 + σ^2) [ 32 μ^2_f (T + 5 + 16κ_f ) + 4(1 + log T ) μ^2_f (T + 2 + 8κ_f ) ]

=O LD^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2η+4κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2) log T

μ_f (T + κ_f ) . (41)

Theorem D.2. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5B with μ_f > 0 and μ_h = 0, let κ_f :=^L_{μf} ≥ 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1), for any x ∈ X :

If T is unknown, by taking either η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} or η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μf (t+1+4κf )} , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O (_{μf (1+κf )Dψ (x,x1)} T +^{(M 2 +σ2 log 1δ ) log T}

μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} O (_{μf (1+κf )2Dψ (x,x1)} T (T +κ_f ) +

(M^2 +σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_f (T +κ_f ) ) η_{t∈[T ]} =^2

μ_f (t+1+4κ_f ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1

where η ≥ 0 can be any number satisfying

η + κ_f > 1 and τ := ⌈_T 2 ⌉ , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( 1 ∨ 1 η + 2κ_f − 1 ) μ^f (1 + κ^f )D^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2η+4κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_f (T + κ_f ) .

Proof. When μ_f > 0 and μ_h = 0, suppose the condition of η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} in Lemma 4.3 holds, we will have with probability at least 1 − δ

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 2 ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ] . (42)

Now observing that

γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t t∏ s=2 1 + μ_hη_{s−1} 1 − μ_f η_s = η_t t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = η_tΓ_t = {_{Γt −Γt−1} μ_f t ≥ 2 η_1 t = 1 ,

where Γ_{t∈[T ]} := ∏_t s=2 1 1−μ_f η_s . Hence, (42) can be rewritten as

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 2 ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf} + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ) . (43)

Now let us check the condition of η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} for our three choices respectively:

η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (t + 2κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f + 2L ≤ 1 2L ∨ μ_f ; η_{t∈[T ]} = 2 μ_f (t + 1 + 4κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f + 2L ≤ 1 2L ∨ μ_f ;

η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) = 1 μ_f +2L ≤ 1 2L∨μ_f t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f (2κ_f ∨(η+κ_f )) ≤ 1 2L∨μ_f 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) ≤ 1 μ_f +2L ≤ 1 2L∨μ_f t ≥ τ + 1 .

Therefore, (43) holds for all cases.

First, we consider η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{μf (t+2κf )} . We can find 1+max_{2≤t≤T}^1_{1−μf ηt} = 1+^1_{1−μf η2} ≤ 3, η_1 =^1_{μf (1+2κf )} and Γ_{t∈[T ]} = t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = t∏ s=2 s + 2κ_f s − 1 + 2κ_f = t + 2κ_f 1 + 2κ_f . Hence, using (43), we have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 6 ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf} + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ) . Following similar steps in the proof of (34), we can get

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( μ_f (1 + κ_f )D_ψ(x, x^1) T + (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_f (T + κ_f ) ) . Next, for the case of η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μf (t+1+4κf )} , there are 1+max_{2≤t≤T}^1_{1−μf ηt} = 1+^1_{1−μf η2} ≤ 4, η_1 =^1_{μf (1+2κf )} and Γ_{t∈[T ]} = t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = t∏ s=2 s + 1 + 4κ_f s − 1 + 4κ_f = (t + 4κ_f )(t + 1 + 4κ_f ) 2(1 + 4κ_f )(1 + 2κ_f ) . Thus, we have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 8 ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf} + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ) .

Following similar steps in the proof of (35), we can get

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( μ_f (1 + κ_f )^2D_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_f (T + κ_f ) ) . Finally, if T is known, we recall the current choice is

η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 μ_f (1+2κ_f ) t = 1 1 μ_f (η+2κ_f ) 2 ≤ t ≤ τ 2 μ_f (t−τ +2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1 ,

where η > 1 and τ = ⌈_T 2 ⌉ . Note that we have

1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t = 1 + 1 1 − μ_f (η_2 ∨ η_{τ +1})

= 2 + 1 η ∧ 1.5 + 2κ_f − 1

= 2 + 1 η + 2κ_f − 1 ∨ 1 0.5 + 2κ_f

≤ 4 + 1 η + 2κ_f − 1 , η_1 =^1_{μf (1+2κf )} and

Γ_{t∈[T ]} = t∏ s=2 1 1 − μ_f η_s = (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{t−1} t ≤ τ (_{η+2κf} η+2κ_f −1 )_{τ −1 (t−τ +1+4κf )(t−τ +2+4κf )} (1+4κ_f )(2+4κ_f ) t ≥ τ + 1 .

Thus, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ ( 8 + 2 η + 2κ_f − 1 ) ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_1 +^{ΓT −1}_{μf} + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ) . Following similar steps in the proof of (41), we can obtain

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( 1 ∨ 1 η + 2κ_f − 1 ) μ^f (1 + κ^f )D^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2η+4κ_f ) + (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_f (T + κ_f ) .

D.2 The Case of μ_h > 0

Theorem D.3. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5A with μ_f = 0 and μ_h > 0, let κ_h :=^L_{μh} ≥ 0, for any x ∈ X :

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μh (t+4κh)} , there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( μ_h(1 + κ_h)^2D_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + κ_h) + (M^2 + σ^2) log T

μ_h(T + κ_h) ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =

{_1

μ_h (η+2κ_h ) t ≤ τ 2 μ_h (t−τ +4κ_h) t ≥ τ + 1

where η ≥ 0 can be any number satisfying

η + κ_h > 0 and τ := ⌈_T 2 ⌉ , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O μ^hD^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2(1+η+2κ_h ) ) − 1 + ( 1 ∨ 1 η + 2κ_h ) (M^2 + σ^2) log T μ_h(T + κ_h) .

Proof. When μ_f = 0 and μ_h > 0, suppose the condition of η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} =^1_{2L} in Lemma 4.2 holds, we will have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ (1 − μ_f η_1)D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s = D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s . (44)

Observing that

γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t t∏ s=2 1 + μ_hη_{s−1} 1 − μ_f η_s = η_t t∏ s=2 (1 + μ_hη_{s−1}) = η_tΓ_{t−1} =

Γ_t − Γ_{t−1} μ_h ,

where Γ_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} := ∏_t s=1(1 + μ_hη_s). So (44) can be rewritten as

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1)

Γ_T − 1

+ 2μ_h(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1

. (45)

We can check that

η_{t∈[T ]} = 2 μ_h(t + 4κ_h) ≤ 1 2κ_hμ_h = 1 2L ; η_{t∈[T ]} =

{_1

μ_h (η+2κ_h) ≤ 1 2κ_hμ_h = 1 2L t ≤ τ 2 μ_h (t−τ +4κ_h) ≤ 1 2κ_hμ_h = 1 2L t ≥ τ + 1 . Therefore, (45) is true for all cases.

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μh (t+4κh)} , we have

Γ_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} = t∏ s=1 (1 + μ_hη_s) =

(t + 1 + 4κ_h)(t + 2 + 4κ_h) (1 + 4κ_h)(2 + 4κ_h) . Hence, by (45), E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ]

≤ μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1)

(T +1+4κ_h )(T +2+4κ_h) (1+4κ_h )(2+4κ_h) − 1 + 8(M^2 + σ^2) μ_h T∑ t=1

1 (t+4κ_h)^2 (T +1+4κ_h )(T +2+4κ_h)

(t+4κ_h )(t+1+4κ_h) − 1 = (1 + 4κ_h)(2 + 4κ_h)μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + 3 + 8κ_h) + 8(M^2 + σ^2) μ_h T∑ t=1 t + 1 + 4κ_h t + 4κ_h · 1 (T + 1 − t)(T + 2 + 8κ_h + t) ≤ (1 + 4κ_h)(2 + 4κ_h)μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + 3 + 8κ_h) + 16(M^2 + σ^2) μ_h T∑ t=1 1 2T + 3 + 8κ_h ( 1 T + 1 − t + 1 T + 2 + 8κ_h + t )

≤ (1 + 4κ_h)(2 + 4κ_h)μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + 3 + 8κ_h) + 16(M^2 + σ^2) μ_h · 1 + log T + log^{2T +2+8κh}

T +2+8κ_h

2T + 3 + 8κ_h ≤ (1 + 4κ_h)(2 + 4κ_h)μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + 3 + 8κ_h) + 16(M^2 + σ^2)(1 + log 2T ) μ_h(2T + 3 + 8κ_h) =O ( μ_h(1 + κ_h)^2D_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + κ_h) + (M^2 + σ^2) log T μ_h(T + κ_h) ) . (46)

If η_{t∈[T ]} =

{_1

μ_h (η+2κ_h ) t ≤ τ 2 μ_h (t−τ +4κ_h) t ≥ τ + 1

, we know

Γ_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} = t∏ s=1 (1 + μ_hη_s) = ( 1 +^1_{η+2κh} )_t t ≤ τ ( 1 +^1_{η+2κh} )_{τ (t−τ +1+4κh)(t−τ +2+4κh)} (1+4κ_h )(2+4κ_h) t ≥ τ + 1 .

So we can obtain E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ]

≤ μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) Γ_T − 1

+ 2μ_h(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1 = μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) ( 1 +^1_{η+2κh} )_{τ (T −τ +1+4κh)(T −τ +2+4κh)} (1+4κ_h)(2+4κ_h ) − 1

+ 2μ_h(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1 (a) ≤ μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) ( 1 +^1_{η+2κh} )_{T /2} − 1 + 2μ_h(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1 (b) ≤ μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2(1+η+2κ_h ) ) − 1 + 2μ_h(M^2 + σ^2) T∑ t=1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1

= μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2(1+η+2κ_h ) ) − 1 + 2μ_h(M^2 + σ^2) τ∑ t=1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1 I + T∑ t=τ +1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1 II , (47)

where (a) is by T − τ ≥ 0 and τ ≥^T_2 , (b) is due to ( 1 + 1 η + 2κ_h )_{T /2} = exp ( T 2 log ( 1 + 1 η + 2κ_h )) ≥ exp ( T 2(1 + η + 2κ_h) ) . Now we bound I = 1 μ^2_h(η + 2κ_h)^2 τ∑ t=1 1 ( 1 +^1_{η+2κh} )_{τ −t+1 (T −τ +1+4κh)(T −τ +2+4κh)} (1+4κ_h)(2+4κ_h ) − 1 (c) ≤ 1 μ^2_h(η + 2κ_h)^2 ( 1 +^1_{η+2κh} ) τ∑ t=1 1 (T −τ +1+4κ_h)(T −τ +2+4κ_h) (1+4κ_h )(2+4κ_h) − 1 = 1 μ^2_h(η + 2κ_h)(η + 1 + 2κ_h) τ∑ t=1 (1 + 4κ_h)(2 + 4κ_h) (T − τ)(T − τ + 8κ_h + 3) = (1 + 4κ_h)(2 + 4κ_h) μ^2_h(η + 2κ_h)(η + 1 + 2κ_h) · τ (T − τ)(T − τ + 8κ_h + 3) (d) ≤ 2(1 + 4κ_h) μ^2_h(η + 2κ_h) · 2(T + 1) (T − 1)(T + 5 + 16κ_h) (e) ≤ 2 ( 2 +^1_{η+2κh} ) μ^2_h · 6 T + 5 + 16κ_h) = 12 ( 2 +^1_{η+2κh} ) μ^2_h(T + 5 + 16κ_h)

, (48) where (c) is by τ − t ≥ 0 and 1 +^1_{η+2κh} ≥ 1. We use η ≥ 0, τ ≤^{T +1}_2 in (d) and T ≥ 2 in (e). Next, there is

II = 4 μ^2_h T∑ t=τ +1 1 (t − τ + 4κ_h)^2 (_{(T −τ +1+4κh)(T −τ +2+4κh)} (t−τ +4κ_h)(t−τ +1+4κ_h) − 1 )

= 4 μ^2_h T −τ∑

t=1 1 (t + 4κ_h)^2 (_{(T −τ +1+4κh)(T −τ +2+4κh)} (t+4κ_h )(t+1+4κ_h) − 1 )

= 4 μ^2_h T −τ∑

t=1 t + 1 + 4κ_h (t + 4κ_h) ((T − τ + 1 + 4κ_h)(T − τ + 2 + 4κ_h) − (t + 4κ_h)(t + 1 + 4κ_h)) ≤ 8 μ^2_h T −τ∑

t=1 1 (T − τ + 1 + 4κ_h)(T − τ + 2 + 4κ_h) − (t + 4κ_h)(t + 1 + 4κ_h) = 8 μ^2_h T −τ∑

t=1 1 (T − τ + 1 − t)(T − τ + 2 + 8κ_h + t) = 8 μ^2_h T −τ∑

t=1 1 2T − 2τ + 3 + 8κ_h ( 1 T − τ + 1 − t + 1 T − τ + 2 + 8κ_h + t )

≤ 8 μ^2_h(2T − 2τ + 3 + 8κ_h) ( 1 + log(T − τ) + log

2T − 2τ + 2 + 8κ_h T − τ + 2 + 8κ_h )

≤ 8(1 + log T ) μ^2_h(T + 2 + 8κ_h)

, (49)

where we use^T_2 ≤ τ ≤^{T +1}_2 in the last inequality.

Plugging (48) and (49) into (47) to get

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2(1+η+2κ_h ) ) − 1 + 2(M^2 + σ^2) μ_h 12 ( 2 +^1_{η+2κh} ) T + 5 + 16κ_h + 8(1 + log T ) T + 2 + 8κ_h

= O μ^hD^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2(1+η+2κ_h ) ) − 1 + ( 1 ∨ 1 η + 2κ_h ) (M^2 + σ^2) log T

μ_h(T + κ_h) . (50)

Theorem D.4. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5B with μ_f = 0 and μ_h > 0, let κ_h :=^L_{μh} ≥ 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1), for any x ∈ X :

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μh (t+4κh)} , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( μ_h(1 + κ_h)^2D_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + κ_h) + (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_h(T + κ_h) ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =

{_1

μ_h (η+2κ_h ) t ≤ τ 2 μ_h (t−τ +4κ_h) t ≥ τ + 1

where η ≥ 0 can be any number satisfying

η + κ_h > 0 and τ := ⌈_T 2 ⌉ , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O μ^hD^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2(1+η+2κ_h) ) − 1 + ( 1 ∨ 1 η + 2κ_h ) (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_h(T + κ_h) .

Proof. When μ_f = 0 and μ_h > 0, suppose the condition of η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} =^1_{2L} in Lemma 4.3 holds, we will have with probability at least 1 − δ

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ 2 ( 1 + max 2≤t≤T 1 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s ]

= 4D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 4 ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_s . (51)

Observing that

γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t t∏ s=2 1 + μ_hη_{s−1} 1 − μ_f η_s = η_t t∏ s=2 (1 + μ_hη_{s−1}) = η_tΓ_{t−1} =

Γ_t − Γ_{t−1} μ_h , where Γ_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} := ∏_t s=1(1 + μ_hη_s). So (51) can be rewritten as

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤

4μ_hD_ψ(x, x^1)

Γ_T − 1

+ 4μ_h ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 1 + 2 log 2 δ ))_T∑ t=1 η^2_t Γ_T /Γ_{t−1} − 1

. (52)

We can check that

η_{t∈[T ]} = 2 μ_h(t + 4κ_h) ≤ 1 2κ_hμ_h = 1 2L ; η_{t∈[T ]} =

{_1

μ_h (η+2κ_h ) ≤ 1 2κ_h μ_h = 1 2L t ≤ τ 2 μ_h (t−τ +4κ_h) ≤ 1 2κ_h μ_h = 1 2L t ≥ τ + 1 . Therefore, (52) is true for all cases.

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^2_{μh (t+4κh)} , following the similar steps in the proof of (46), we can finally get

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O ( μ_h(1 + κ_h)^2D_ψ(x, x^1) T (T + κ_h) + (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_h(T + κ_h) ) .

If η_{t∈[T ]} =

{_1

μ_h (η+2κ_h ) t ≤ τ 2 μ_h (t−τ +4κ_h) t ≥ τ + 1

, following the similar steps in the proof of (50), we can finally get

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ≤ O μ^hD^ψ(x, x^1) exp (_T 2(1+η+2κ_h) ) − 1 + ( 1 ∨ 1 η + 2κ_h ) (M^2 + σ^2 log^1_δ ) log T μ_h(T + κ_h) .

E Unified Theoretical Analysis under Heavy-Tailed Noises

In this section, we present the analysis under heavy-tailed noises. Unlike Lemma 4.1, the requirement of η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L} is removed.

Lemma E.1. Under Assumptions 2 and 3 with μ_f = μ_h = 0, let v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} > 0 be defined as v_t :=^{ηT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 ηs} , then for any x ∈ X we have η_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) ≤v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 η_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩

+ T∑ t=1 η^{p2−p}_t v_t(2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^p_t v_t4^{p−1}(M^p + ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) p . where ξ^t := ^g^t − E [ ^g^t | F^{t−1} ] , ∀t ∈ [T ] and z^t :=^{v0}_{vt} x + ∑_t s=1 v_s−v_{s−1} v_t x s, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ].

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 4.1. Again, we define the sequence

z^t := {( 1 −^{vt−1}_{vt} ) x^t +^{vt−1}_{vt} z^{t−1} t ∈ [T ] x t = 0

⇔ z^t := v_0 v_t x + t∑ s=1 v_s − v_{s−1} v_t x^s, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ] . As before, we start the proof from the (L, M)-smoothness of f f(x^{t+1}) − f(x^t) ≤⟨g^t, x^{t+1} − x^t⟩ + L 2 ‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖^2 + M‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖ =⟨ξ^t, z^t − x^t⟩ + ⟨ξ^t, x^t − x^{t+1}⟩ I + ⟨^g^t, x^{t+1} − z^t⟩ II + ⟨g^t, z^t − x^t⟩ III + L 2 ‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖^2 + M‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖ IV , (53)

where g^t := E [ ^g^t|F^{t−1} ] ∈ ∂f(x^t) and ξ^t := ^g^t − g^t. Next we bound these four terms respectively.

• For term I, by applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality and the (1,^p_{p−1} ) uniform convexity of ψ, we can get the following upper bound

I ≤ ‖ξ^t‖_∗‖x^t − x^{t+1}‖ = (4η_t)^{p−1p} ‖ξ^t‖_∗ · ‖x^t − x^{t+1}‖ (4η_t)^{p−1p} ≤ (4η_t)^{p−1}‖ξ^t‖^p_∗ p + ‖x^t − x^{t+1}‖^{pp−1} p p−1 · 4η_t ≤ η^{p−1}_t 4^{p−1}‖ξ^t‖^p_∗ p + D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t . (54)

• For term II, the same as (3) with μ_h = 0, we can obtain

II ≤

D_ψ(z^t, x^t) − D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) − D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) η_t + h(z_t) − h(x_{t+1}). (55)

• For term III, we simply use the convexity of f to get

III ≤ f(z^t) − f(x^t). (56)

• For term IV, we have

IV = L 2 (4η_t)^{2(p−1)p} ·

‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖^2 (4η_t)^{2(p−1)p}

+ (4η_t)^{p−1p} M · ‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖ (4η_t)^{p−1p}

≤ [_L 2 (4η_t)^{2(p−1)p} ]^p_{2−p} p 2−p + ‖x^{t+1} − x^t‖^{pp−1} p 2(p−1) · 4ηt + (4η_t)^{p−1}M^p p + ‖x^t − x^{t+1}‖^{pp−1} p p−1 · 4η_t ≤ η 2(p−1) 2−p t (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} p + η^{p−1}_t 4^{p−1}M^p p + 3D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t , (57)

where the second line is due to Young’s inequality and the last inequality holds by the (1,^p_{p−1} ) uniform convexity of ψ.

By plugging the bounds (54), (55), (56) and (57) into (53), we obtain f(x^{t+1}) − f(x^t) ≤⟨ξ^t, z^t − x^t⟩ + η^{p−1}_t 4^{p−1}‖ξ^t‖^p_∗ p + D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t + D_ψ(z^t, x^t) − D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) − D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) η_t + h(z_t) − h(x_{t+1})

+ f(z^t) − f(x^t) + η 2(p−1) 2−p t (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} p + η^{p−1}_t 4^{p−1}M^p p + 3D_ψ(x^{t+1}, x^t) 4η_t .

Rearranging the terms to get F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ≤⟨ξ^t, z^t − x^t⟩ + D_ψ(z^t, x^t) − D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) η_t + η 2(p−1) 2−p t (2 − p)L^{p2−p} 2^{3p−42−p} + η^{p−1}_t 4^{p−1}(M^p + ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) p ≤ v_{t−1} v_t ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + v_{t−1} v_t Dψ(z t−1, x^t) − D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1}) η_t + η 2(p−1) 2−p t (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^{p−1}_t 4^{p−1}(M^p + ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) p , (58)

where the last line is again by z^t − x^t =^{vt−1}_{vt} ( z^{t−1} − x^t ) and D_ψ(z^t, x^t) ≤^{vt−1}_{vt} D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t).

Multiplying both sides of (58) by η_tv_t (these two terms are non-negative) and summing up from t = 1 to T , we obtain T∑ t=1 η_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ) ≤ T∑ t=1 η_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ + T∑ t=1 v_{t−1}D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) − v_tD_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1})

+ T∑ t=1 η^{p2−p}_t v_t(2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^p_t v_t4^{p−1}(M^p + ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) p =v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) − v_T D_ψ(z^T , x^{T +1}) + T∑ t=1 η_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩

+ T∑ t=1 η p 2−p t v_t(2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^p_t v_t4^{p−1}(M^p + ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) p . (59)

Similar to the proof of Lemma 4.1, we can prove T∑ t=1 η_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ) ≥ η_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) , (60)

Combining (59) and (60), there is η_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) ≤v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 η_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩

+ T∑ t=1 η p 2−p t v_t(2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^p_t v_t4^{p−1}(M^p + ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) p .

Now we are ready to state the general expected convergence result in Lemma E.2, Lemma E.2. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5C with μ_f = μ_h = 0, then for any x ∈ X we have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} p T∑ t=1 η^{p2−p}_t ∑_T s=t η_s + 4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) p T∑ t=1 η^p_t ∑_T s=t η_s . Proof. We invoke Lemma E.1 to get η_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ) ≤v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 η_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩

+ T∑ t=1 η p 2−p t v_t(2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^p_t v_t4^{p−1}(M^p + ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗) p .

Taking expectations on both sides to obtain η_T v_T E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 η_tv_{t−1}E [ ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ]

+ T∑ t=1 η p 2−p t v_t(2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^p_t v_t4^{p−1}(M^p + E [‖ξ^t‖^p_∗]) p ≤v_0D_ψ(x, x^1) + T∑ t=1 η p 2−p t v_t(2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} + η^p_t v_t4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) p , where the last line is due to E [‖ξ^t‖^p_∗] = E [ E [ ‖ξ^t‖^p_∗ | F^{t−1} ]] ≤ σ^p (Assumption 5C) and E [ ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ] = E [ ⟨E [ ξ^t|F^{t−1} ] , z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ ] = 0 (z^{t−1} − x^t ∈ F^{t−1} and Assumption 4). Finally, we divide both sides by

η_T v_T and plug in v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} =^{ηT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 ηs} to finish the proof.

F General Convex Functions under Heavy-Tailed Noises

In this section, we provide the full version of Theorem 5.2 by using Lemma E.2,

Theorem F.1. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5C with μ_f = μ_h = 0, for any x ∈ X :

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η∗}_{t 2−pp} ∧^η_{t 1p} ,there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤O ( 1 T^{2− 2p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_∗ + η 2p−2 2−p ∗ L^{p2−p} log T + η^p(M^p + σ^p) η_∗ log T )

+ 1 T^{1− 1p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) log T + η^{p2−p}_∗ L^{p2−p} η log T )) .

In particular, by choosing η_∗ = Θ ( [Dψ (x,x^1)]^{2−pp} L ) and η = Θ ([_D ψ (x,x^1) M^p+σ^p ] 1_p )

, there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O L [ D_ψ(x, x^1)

]_{2−} 2_p

log T T^{2− 2p} + (M + σ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1)

]_{1−} 1_p log T T^{1− 1p} .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η∗}_{T 2−pp} ∧^η_{T 1p} , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤O ( 1 T^{2− 2p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_∗ + η 2p−2 2−p ∗ L^{p2−p} log T )

+ 1 T^{1− 1p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) log T )) .

In particular, by choosing η_∗ = Θ ( 1 L [_{Dψ (x,x1)} log T ]^{2−p}_p ) and η = Θ ([_{Dψ (x,x1)} (M^p+σ^p) log T

] 1_p )

, there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ O L [ D_ψ(x, x^1)

]_{2−} 2_p

(log T )^{2p −1} T^{2− 2p} + (M + σ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1)

]_{1−} 1_p

(log T )^{1p} T^{1− 1p} .

Proof. By Lemma E.2, there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} p T∑ t=1 η^{p2−p}_t ∑_T s=t η_s + 4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) p T∑ t=1 η^p_t ∑_T s=t η_s .

Hence, we only need to plug in the different step sizes. Before doing so, we first prove the following simple fact for any a ∈ (0, 1), T∑ t=1 ∑_T s=t s^a t(T − t + 1)^2 ≤ T∑ t=1 T^a t(T − t + 1) = 1 T^{1−a} T∑ t=1 1 t + 1 T − t + 1 ≤ 2(1 + log T ) T^{1−a} . (61)

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η∗}_{t 2−pp} ∧^η_{t 1p} , we have

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) T^2 (_T ∑ t=1 1 η_t ) + (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} p T∑ t=1 η^{p2−p}_t (T − t + 1)^2 (_T ∑ s=t 1 η_s )

+ 4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) p T∑ t=1 η^p_t (T − t + 1)^2 (_T ∑ s=t 1 η_s ) . We can bound T∑ t=1 1 η_t ≤ T∑ t=1 t^{2−pp} η_∗ + t^{1p} η ≤ T^{2−pp} + ∫_T 1 t^{2−pp} dt η_∗ + T^{1p} + ∫_T 1 t^{1p} dt η ≤ T^{2−pp} +^p_2 T^{2p} η_∗ + T^{1p} +^p_{p+1} T^{1p +1} η (a) ≤ T^{2p} η_∗ + 5T^{1p +1} 3η , where (a) is by p ≤ 2 and T ≥ 1. For the other two terms, we have T∑ t=1 η^{p2−p}_t (T − t + 1)^2 (_T ∑ s=t 1 η_s ) ≤ T∑ t=1 η^{p2−p}_t (T − t + 1)^2 (_T ∑ s=t s^{2−pp} η_∗ + s^{1p} η )

≤ η^{2p−22−p}_∗ T∑ t=1 ∑_T s=t s^{2−pp} t(T − t + 1)^2 + η^{p2−p}_∗ η T∑ t=1 ∑_T s=t s^{1p} t(T − t + 1)^2

(61) ≤ η^{2p−22−p}_∗ 2(1 + log T ) T^{2− 2p} + η^{p2−p}_∗ η · 2(1 + log T ) T^{1− 1p} , T∑ t=1 η^p_t (T − t + 1)^2 (_T ∑ s=t 1 η_s ) ≤ T∑ t=1 η^p_t (T − t + 1)^2 (_T ∑ s=t s^{2−pp} η_∗ + s^{1p} η )

≤ η^p η_∗ T∑ t=1 ∑_T s=t s^{2−pp} t(T − t + 1)^2 + η^{p−1} T∑ t=1 ∑_T s=t s^{1p} t(T − t + 1)^2

(61) ≤ η^p η_∗ · 2(1 + log T ) T^{2− 2p} + η^{p−1} 2(1 + log T ) T^{1− 1p} , Hence, we have E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) η_∗T^{2− 2p} + 5D_ψ(x, x^1) 3ηT^{1− 1p} + (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} p [ η^{2p−22−p}_∗ 2(1 + log T ) T^{2− 2p} + η p 2−p ∗ η · 2(1 + log T ) T^{1− 1p} ]

+ 4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) p [ η^p η_∗ · 2(1 + log T ) T^{2− 2p} + η^{p−1} 2(1 + log T ) T^{1− 1p} ]

=O ( 1 T^{2− 2p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_∗ + η 2p−2 2−p ∗ L^{p2−p} log T + η^p(M^p + σ^p) η_∗ log T )

+ 1 T^{1− 1p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) log T + η^{p2−p}_∗ L^{p2−p} η log T ))

By plugging in η_∗ = Θ ( [Dψ (x,x^1)]^{2−pp} L ) and η = Θ ([_D ψ (x,x^1) M^p+σ^p ] 1_p )

, we get the desired bound.

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η∗}_{T 2−pp} ∧^η_{T 1p} , we will obtain

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) T ( T^{2−pp} η_∗ ∨ T^{1p} η ) + (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} p ( η_∗ T^{2−pp} ∧ η T^{1p} )^{2p−2}_{2−p T}∑ t=1 1 T − t + 1 + 4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) p ( η_∗ T^{2−pp} ∧ η T^{1p} )_{p−1 T}∑ t=1 1 T − t + 1 ≤ 1 T^{2p−2p} D^ψ(x, x^1) η_∗ + η 2p−2 2−p ∗ (2 − p)2^{3p−42−p} L^{p2−p} log T p + 1 T^{2− 2p} [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η^{p−1}4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) log T p ]

=O ( 1 T^{2− 2p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η_∗ + η 2p−2 2−p ∗ L^{p2−p} log T )

+ 1 T^{1− 1p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) log T ))

By plugging in η_∗ = Θ ( 1 L [_{Dψ (x,x1)} log T ]^{2−p}_p ) and η = Θ ([_D ψ (x,x^1) (M^p+σ^p) log T

] 1_p )

, we get the desired bound.

F.1 Improved Rates for Non-smooth Functions under Heavy-Tailed Noises

The full version of Theorem 5.3 is stated as follows.

Theorem F.2. Under Assumptions 2-4 and 5C with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0, for any x ∈ X , if T is known, by

taking η_{t∈[T ]} = η^{(T −t+1)} 1 p−1 T 2p−1 p(p−1) , there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O ( 1 T^{1− 1p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) )) .

In particular, by choosing η = Θ ([_D ψ (x,x^1) M^p+σ^p ] 1_p )

, there is

E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ O (M + σ) [ D_ψ(x, x^1)

]_{1−} 1_p T^{1− 1p} .

Proof. By Lemma E.2 with L = 0, there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x) ] ≤ D_ψ(x, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) p T∑ t=1 η^p_t ∑_T s=t η_s .

For η_{t∈[T ]} = η^{(T −t+1)} 1 p−1 T 2p−1 p(p−1) , we can compute T∑ t=1 η_t = η T^{2p−1p(p−1)} T∑ t=1 (T − t + 1)^{1p−1} ≥ η T^{2p−1p(p−1)} ∫_T 0 t^{1p−1} dt = p − 1 p ηT^{1− 1p} ; T∑ t=1 η^p_t ∑_T s=t η_s = η^{p−1} T^{2p−1p} T∑ t=1 (T − t + 1)^{pp−1} ∑_T s=t(T − s + 1)^{1p−1} ≤ η^{p−1} T^{2p−1p} T∑ t=1 (T − t + 1)^{pp−1} ∫_{T −t+1} 0 s^{1p−1} ds = pη^{p−1} (p − 1)T^{1− 1p} .

Hence, there is E [ F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ] ≤ p (p − 1)T^{1− 1p} ( D_ψ(x, x^1) η + 4^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p)η^{p−1} p )

= O ( 1 T^{1− 1p} [ D_ψ(x, x^1) η + η^{p−1}(M^p + σ^p) ]) . (62)

By plugging in η = Θ ([_D ψ (x,x^1) M^p+σ^p ] 1_p ) , we get the desired bound.

G Unified Theoretical Analysis under Sub-Weibull Noises

Lemma G.1 can be viewed as an any-time version of Lemma 4.1. However, this intriguing any-time property only holds for the minimizer x^∗ unlike Lemma 4.1 being true for any x ∈ X . Besides, the weight sequence w_{t∈[T ]} used in Lemma 4.1 is dropped. The reason is that we need an almost surely bounded random vector to use Lemma 6.1 (for the case p ∈ [1, 2)) to bound γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩. However, it is unclear whether ‖ ‖γ_tv_{t−1}(zt−1 − xt) ‖ ‖ is bounded. Hence, the weight sequence technique of Liu et al. (2023) may fail.

Lemma G.1. Under Assumptions 1-3, suppose η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} and let γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s and

v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} > 0 be defined as v_t :=^{γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 γs} , then for any s ∈ [T ], we have γ_sv_s ( F (x^{s+1}) − F (x^∗) ) + γ_{s+1}η^{−1}_{s+1}(1 − μ_f η_{s+1})v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + s∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) + s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩, where ξ^t := ^g^t − E [ ^g^t | F^{t−1} ] , ∀t ∈ [T ] and z^t :=^{v0}_{vt} x^∗ + ∑_t s=1 v_s −v_{s−1} v_t x s, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ]. Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 4.1. Again, we define the sequence

z^t := {( 1 −^{vt−1}_{vt} ) x^t +^{vt−1}_{vt} z^{t−1} t ∈ [T ] x^∗ t = 0

⇔ z^t := v_0 v_t x^∗ + t∑ s=1 v_s − v_{s−1} v_t x^s, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ] . Following the same step when proving Lemma 4.1, we have for any t ≥ 1

F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ≤(η^{−1}_t − μ_f ) v_{t−1} v_t D_ψ(z^{t−1}, x^t) − (η^{−1}_t + μ_h)D_ψ(z^t, x^{t+1})

+ 2η_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) + v_{t−1} v_t ⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩. (63) Multiplying both sides by γ_tv_t (these two terms are non-negative) and summing up from t = 1 to s where s ∈ [T ], we obtain s∑ t=1 γ_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ) ≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) − γ_s(η^{−1}_s + μ_h)v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

+ s∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) + s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩. (64) Next, by the convexity of F and the definition of z^t, we can find s∑ t=1 γ_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ) ≥γ_sv_s ( F (x^{s+1}) − F (x^∗) ) − (_s ∑ ℓ=1 γ_ℓ ) (v_1 − v_0) ( F (x^1) − F (x^∗) )

+ s∑ t=2 [ γ_{t−1}v_{t−1} − (_s ∑ ℓ=t γ_ℓ ) (v_t − v_{t−1}) ] ( F (x^t) − F (x^∗) ) .

Note that v_1 = v_0 and for 2 ≤ t ≤ s there is γ_{t−1}v_{t−1} − (_s ∑ ℓ=t γ_ℓ ) (v_t − v_{t−1}) = (_s ∑ ℓ=t−1 γ_ℓ ) v_{t−1} − (_s ∑ ℓ=t γ_ℓ ) v_t = γ_T (∑_s ℓ=t−1 γℓ ∑_T ℓ=t−1 γℓ − ∑_s ℓ=t γ_ℓ ∑_T ℓ=t γ_ℓ )

= γ_T γ_{t−1} (∑_T ℓ=s+1 γℓ ) (∑_T ℓ=t−1 γℓ ) (∑_T ℓ=t γ_ℓ ) ≥ 0.

Hence, by using F (x^t) − F (x^∗) ≥ 0, we still have s∑ t=1 γ_tv_t ( F (x^{t+1}) − F (z^t) ) ≥ γ_sv_s ( F (x^{s+1}) − F (x^∗) ) . (65)

Combining (64) and (65), we conclude for any s ∈ [T ] γ_sv_s ( F (x^{s+1}) − F (x^∗) ) + γ_s(η^{−1}_s + μ_h)v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + s∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) + s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩. The proof is finished by noticing γ_s(η^{−1}_s + μ_h) = γ_{s+1}η^{−1}_{s+1}(1 − μ_f η_{s+1}), ∀s ∈ [T ].

As described above, our key problem now is to deal with the term ∑_s t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ (the term ∑_s t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ can be bounded by Lemma G.3). Inspired by Ivgi et al. (2023) and Liu and Zhou (2023), we will introduce another sequence y_{t∈[T ]} (see (67) for its definition). By a transformation, we only need to

bound √ y_t max_{ℓ∈[s]} | | | ∑_ℓ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t,^{zt−1 −xt}√_{yt} ⟩| | (this is done by Lemma 5 in Ivgi et al. (2023)). With the

carefully designed y_t, we will make sure that γ_tv_{t−1}^{zt−1 −xt}√_{yt} is bounded almost surely (the choice of y_t is in-

spired by Liu and Zhou (2023), especially from their Theorem 6). Hence, the term | | | ∑_ℓ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t,^{zt−1 −xt}√_{yt} ⟩| | can be controlled in a high-probability way (see Lemma G.4). Finally, we use an induction-based proof like Liu and Zhou (2023) to obtain the following general lemma. We refer the interested reader to our proof for details.

Note that Lemma G.2 can also be used to get the high-probability convergence results for strongly convex objectives. We omit that case for simplicity.

Lemma G.2. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5D, suppose η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} and let γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s ,

then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ, we have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ ( max 2≤t≤T 2 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2 ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) )^T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_t ] , where

C(δ, p) := (_{2e} p ∨ e log^{2e}_δ ) 2_p + 16 ( 6 log^4_δ + log^{2 4}_δ ) = O(1 + log^{2 1}_δ ) p ∈ [1, 2) (_{2e} p ∨ e log^{2e}_δ ) 2_p +^{64} [ 1∨log^{p+2p} ( 4 [ 3+(^3_p )^{2p} 2 ] /δ )]

log^{2p} 2

= O(1 + log^{1+ 2p 1}_δ ) p ∈ (0, 1)

. (66)

Proof. We first introduce the following sequence

y_{t∈[T ]} := max_{ℓ∈[t]} γ_ℓη^{−1}_ℓ (1 − μ_f η_ℓ1 [ℓ ≥ 2])v_{ℓ−1}D_ψ(z^{ℓ−1}, x^ℓ). (67)

Now fix an s ∈ [T ], we invoke Lemma G.1 to get γ_sv_s ( F (x^{s+1}) − F (x^∗) ) + γ_{s+1}η^{−1}_{s+1}(1 − μ_f η_{s+1})v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + s∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) + s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩.

We can bound s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1}⟨ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t⟩ = s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩ √ y_t^{(a)}≤ 2 √ y_s max_{ℓ∈[s]} | | | | ℓ∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | | (b) ≤ y_s 2 + 2 ( max_{ℓ∈[s]} | | | | | ℓ∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | | )_2 , where (a) is by Lemma 5 in Ivgi et al. (2023), (b) is due to Young’s inequality. Hence, for any s ∈ [T ], the following inequality holds γ_sv_s ( F (x^{s+1}) − F (x^∗) ) + γ_{s+1}η^{−1}_{s+1}(1 − μ_f η_{s+1})v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t(M^2 + ‖ξ^t‖^2_∗) + y_s 2 + 2 ( max_{ℓ∈[s]} | | | | | ℓ∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | | )_2 . By Lemmas G.3 and G.4, with probability at least 1 − δ, there are T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ ≤ T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_tσ^2 ( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p ,

max s∈[T ] | | | | s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | ≤ 4 √ 3 log^4_δ ∑_T t=1 γ_tη_t v_t σ^2 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2] + maxt∈[T ] 2 log 4 δ √_{2γtηt vt σ2} 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2] p ∈ [1, 2) [ 1 ∨ log^{p+22p} ( 4 [ 3 + (_3 p ) 2_p 2 ] /δ )] √ 32 ∑_T t=1 2γ_t η_t v_tσ^2

(1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2]) log^{2p} 2

p ∈ (0, 1) ,

which implies with probability at least 1 − δ, for any s ∈ [T ] γ_sv_s ( F (x^{s+1}) − F (x^∗) ) + γ_{s+1}η^{−1}_{s+1}(1 − μ_f η_{s+1})v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

≤(1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t ( M^2 + σ^2 ( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p )

+ y_s 2 + 2 ( 4 √ 3 log^4_δ ∑_T t=1 γ_t η_tv_t σ^2 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2] + maxt∈[T ] 2 log 4 δ √_{2γt ηt vtσ2} 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2]

)_2

p ∈ [1, 2) 64 [ 1 ∨ log^{p+2p} ( 4 [ 3 + (_3 p ) 2_p 2 ] /δ )] ∑_T t=1 2γ_tη_t v_t σ^2

(1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2]) log^{2p} 2

p ∈ (0, 1)

≤ y_s 2 + (1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + 2 [ M^2 + σ^2 (( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p + max 2≤t≤T ~C(δ, p) 1 − μ_f η_t )]_T ∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t, (68)

where ~C(δ, p) := 16 ( 6 log^4_δ + log^{2 4}_δ ) p ∈ [1, 2) 64 [ 1∨log^{p+2p} ( 4 [ 3+(^3_p )^{2p} 2 ] /δ )]

log^{2p} 2

p ∈ (0, 1) .

We then use induction to prove for any s ∈ [T ],

y_s ≤ 2v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + 4 [ M^2 + σ^2 (( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p + max 2≤t≤T ~C(δ, p) 1 − μ_f η_t )]_T ∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t. (69)

First for s = 1, y_1 = v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) is smaller than R.H.S. of (69). Suppose (69) holds for time s where 1 ≤ s ≤ T − 1. Then (68) implies

γ_{s+1}η^{−1}_{s+1}(1 − μ_f η_{s+1})v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

≤2v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + 4 [ M^2 + σ^2 (( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p + max 2≤t≤T ~C(δ, p) 1 − μ_f η_t )]_T ∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t, which gives us

y_{s+1} = y_s ∨ γ_{s+1}η^{−1}_{s+1}(1 − μ_f η_{s+1})v_sD_ψ(z^s, x^{s+1})

≤ 2v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + 4 [ M^2 + σ^2 (( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p + max 2≤t≤T ~C(δ, p) 1 − μ_f η_t )]_T ∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t. Hence the induction is completed.

Finally, we use (68) for time T to obtain γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ) ≤γ_T v_T ( F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ) + γ_{T +1}η^{−1}_{T +1}(1 − μ_f η_{T +1})v_T D_ψ(z^T , x^{T +1}) ≤ y_T 2 + (1 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + 2 [ M^2 + σ^2 (( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p + max 2≤t≤T ~C(δ, p) 1 − μ_f η_t )]_T ∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t

≤(2 − μ_f η_1)v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + 4 [ M^2 + σ^2 (( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p + max 2≤t≤T ~C(δ, p) 1 − μ_f η_t )]_T ∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t

≤ max 2≤t≤T 2 1 − μ_f η_t [ v_0D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) + 2 ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) )^T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_t ] . Dividing both sides by γ_T v_T and plugging in v_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} =^{γT}∑_{Ts=t∨1 γs} , the proof is finished.

The proof of the following lemma is inspired by Vladimirova et al. (2020). Lemma G.3. Under Assumption 5D, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ/2, we have T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ ≤ T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_tσ^2 ( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p , where γ_t, η_t, v_t are the same as in Lemma G.1.

Proof. Let Ξ^t := 2γ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ and Λ_t := 2γ_tη_tv_tσ^2 for t ∈ [T ]. By a similar argument in proving Lemma A.1, for any k ≥ 1, there is E [ |Ξ^t|^k | F^t ] ≤ eΛ^k_t Γ ( 2k p + 1 ) ⇒ ‖ Ξ^t ‖ k ≤ Λ_t [ eΓ ( 2k p + 1 )] 1_k , where ‖·‖_k := ( E [ | · |^k ]) 1_k . Hence, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ T∑ t=1 Ξ^t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_k ≤ T∑ t=1 ‖ Ξ^t ‖ k ≤ (_T ∑ t=1 Λ_t ) [ eΓ ( 2k p + 1 )] 1_k .

Let k := 1 ∨ (_p 2 log^{2e}_δ ) and t := (∑_T t=1 Λ_t ) [_{2e} δ Γ (_{2k} p + 1 )] 1_k , then by Markov’s inequality

Pr [_T ∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ > t ] = Pr (_T ∑ t=1 Ξ^t )_k > t^k ≤ E [( ∑_T t=1 Ξ^t )_k] t^k ≤ δ 2 , which implies with probability at least 1 − δ/2 T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_t‖ξ^t‖^2_∗ ≤ (_T ∑ t=1 Λ_t ) [ 2e δ Γ ( 2k p + 1 )] 1_{k (a)} ≤ (_T ∑ t=1 Λ_t ) [ 2e δ ( 2k p ) 2k_p ]^1k

(b) ≤ (_T ∑ t=1 Λ_t ) ( 2ek p ) 2_p = T∑ t=1 2γ_tη_tv_tσ^2 ( 2e p ∨ e log 2e δ ) 2_p , where (a) is by Γ (_{2k} p + 1 ) = Γ (_{2k} p − ⌊_{2k} p ⌋ + 1 ) ∏⌊_{2kp} ⌋_{−1} i=0 (_{2k} p − i ) ≤ (_{2k} p ) 2k_p and (b) is due to^{2e}_δ ≤ exp (_{2k} p ) . Lemma G.4 is stated for two cases, p ∈ [1, 2) and p ∈(0,1). To prove the first case, we only need to use Lemma 6.1. The other case of p ∈ (0, 1) is tricky. To deal with it, we need Theorem 1 in Li (2018).

Lemma G.4. Under Assumptions 4 and 5D, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ/2, for any s ∈ [T ], we have | | | | | s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | | ≤ 4 √ 3 log^4_δ ∑_T t=1 γ_tη_t v_t σ^2 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2] + maxt∈[T ] 2 log 4 δ √_{2γt ηt vtσ2} 1−μ_f η_t1[t≥2] p ∈ [1, 2) [ 1 ∨ log^{p+22p} ( 4 [ 3 + (_3 p ) 2_p 2 ] /δ )] √ 32 ∑_T t=1 2γ_tη_t v_t σ^2 (1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2]) log^{2p} 2

p ∈ (0, 1) .

where γ_t, η_t, v_t are the same as in Lemma G.1 and y_t := max_{ℓ∈[t]} γ_ℓη^{−1}_ℓ (1 − μ_f η_ℓ1 [ℓ ≥ 2])v_{ℓ−1}D_ψ(z^{ℓ−1}, x^ℓ).

Proof. For p ∈ [1, 2), we define

w := 1 max_{t∈[T ]} 2 √_{2γtηt vt−1 σ2} 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2] ∧ log^{4δ} 12 ∑_T t=1 γ_t η_t v_tσ^2 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2] ,

and consider the following non-negative sequence with R_0 := 1 and

R_s := exp (_s ∑ t=1 wγ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩ − 12w^2γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] ) ∈ F^s, ∀s ∈ [T ] . We claim R_t is a supermartingale by observing that E [ R_t | F^{t−1} ] = R_{t−1}E [ exp ( wγ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩ − 12w^2γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] ) | F^{t−1} ]

(a) ≤ R_{t−1} exp ( 6w^2γ^2_t v^2_{t−1} ‖z^{t−1} − x^t‖^2 y_t σ^2 −

12w^2γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] )

≤ R_{t−1} exp ( 12w^2γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] − 12w^2γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] ) = R_{t−1}, where we apply Lemma 6.1 in (a) by noticing wγ_tv_{t−1} ‖z^{t−1} − x^t‖ √ y_t ≤ w √ 2γ_tη_tv_{t−1} 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] ≤ 1 2σ . Now we consider a stopping time τ := min { s ∈ [T ] : R_s > 4 δ } , with the convention min ∅ = ∞. Note that Pr [ ∃s ∈ [T ] , R_s > 4 δ ] = Pr [τ ≤ T ] = E [1 [τ ≤ T ]] < δ 4 E [R_τ 1 [τ ≤ T ]] = δ 4 E [R_{τ ∧T} 1 [τ ≤ T ]] ≤ δ 4 E [R_{τ ∧T} ]^{(b)}≤ δR_0 4 = δ 4 , where (b) is due to the optional stopping theorem. Hence, with probability at least 1 − δ/4, for any s ∈ [T ] there is R_s ≤^4_δ implying s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩ ≤ 12w s∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] + 1 w log 4 δ .

Similarly, we also have with probability at least 1 − δ/4, for any s ∈ [T ] there is − s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩ ≤ 12w s∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] + 1 w log 4 δ . Hence, we conclude with probability at least 1 − δ/2, for any s ∈ [T ] | | | | s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | | ≤ 12w s∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] + 1 w log 4 δ ≤ 12w T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] + 1 w log 4 δ ≤ 4 3 log 4 δ T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2]

+ max_{t∈[T ]} 2 log 4 δ √ 2γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2]

≤ 4 3 log 4 δ T∑ t=1 γ_tη_tv_{t−1}σ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2]

+ max_{t∈[T ]} 2 log 4 δ √ 2γ_tη_tv_tσ^2 1 − μ_f η_t1 [t ≥ 2] , where the last line is due to v_t is non-decreasing.

For p ∈ (0, 1), by Theorem 1 in Li (2018), there is for any z > 0

Pr [ ∃s ∈ [T ] , | | | | s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | | > z ] ≤ 2 [ 3 + ( 3 p ) 2_p 64 ∑_T t=1 σ^2_t z^2 ] exp − ( z^2 32 ∑_T t=1 σ^2_t

)^p_{p+2} ,

where σ_{t∈[T ]} :=^1_{log 1p 2} √_{2γt ηtvt−1 σ2} 1−μ_f η_t 1[t≥2] .Thus, we take z = u p+2 2p √ 32 ∑_T t=1 σ^2_t and u = 1∨log ( 4 [ 3 + (_3 p ) 2_p 2 ] /δ ) to get

Pr ∃s ∈ [T ] , | | | | | s∑ t=1 γ_tv_{t−1} ⟨ ξ^t, z^{t−1} − x^t √ y_t ⟩| | | | > u^{p+22p} 32^T∑ t=1 σ^2_t ≤ 2 [ 3 + ( 3 p ) 2_p 2 u^{p+2p} ] exp (−u) ≤ δ 2 . Finally by using v_{t−1} ≤ v_t, we get the desired bound.

H General Convex Functions under Sub-Weibull Noises

In this section, we provide the full version of Theorem 6.2.

Theorem H.1. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5D with μ_f = μ_h = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1):

If T is unknown, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p) ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) ) log T ]) . In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p) ) , there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ √ C(δ, p)) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T ) .

If T is known, by taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T with η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} (M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p)) log T ) , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) ) log T ]) .

In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} (M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p)) log T ) , there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + (M + σ √ C(δ, p)) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) log T √ T ) . Proof. From Lemma G.2, if η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} , with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ ( max 2≤t≤T 2 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2 ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) )^T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_t ] , (70)

where γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s . Note that μf = μh = 0 now, hence, both ηt∈[T ] = 1 2L ∧^{η√}_t and η_{t∈[T ]} = 1 2L ∧^{η√}_T satisfy η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} =^1_{2L} . Besides, γ_{t∈[T ]} will degenerate to η_{t∈[T ]}. Then we can simplify (70)

into

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤

2D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 4 ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) )^T∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s . (71)

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_t , similar to (23), we will have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) ) log T ]) .

By plugging in η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2C(δ,p) ) , we get the desired bound.

If η_{t∈[T ]} =^1_{2L} ∧^{η√}_T , similar to (24), we will get

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) ) log T ]) .

By plugging in η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} (M^2+σ^2 C(δ,p)) log T ) , we get the desired bound.

H.1 Improved Rates for Non-smooth Functions under Sub-Weibull Noises

In this section, we provide the full version of Theorem 6.3.

Theorem H.2. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 5D with μ_f = μ_h = L = 0 and let δ ∈ (0, 1), if T is known, by

taking η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η(T −t+1)}_{T 32} , then with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) ) ]) .

In particular, by choosing η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2 C(δ,p) ) , there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( (M + σ √ C(δ, p)) √ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) √ T ) . Proof. From Lemma G.2, if η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} , with probability at least 1 − δ, there is

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ ( max 2≤t≤T 2 1 − μ_f η_t ) [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) ∑_T t=1 γ_t + 2 ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) )^T∑ t=1 γ_tη_t ∑_T s=t γ_t ] , (72) where γ_{t∈[T ]} := η_t ∏_t s=2 1+μ_h η_{s−1} 1−μ_f η_s . Note that μf = μh = L = 0 now, hence, ηt∈[T ] = η(T −t+1) T^32

satisfies

η_{t∈[T ]} ≤^1_{2L∨μf} = ∞. Besides, γ_{t∈[T ]} will degenerate to η_{t∈[T ]}. Then we can simplify (72) into

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤

2D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) ∑_T t=1 η_t + 4 ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) )^T∑ t=1 η^2_t ∑_T s=t η_s . (73)

For η_{t∈[T ]} =^{η(T −t+1)}_{T 32} , similar to (29), we will have

F (x^{T +1}) − F (x^∗) ≤ O ( LD_ψ(x^∗, x^1) T + 1 √ T [ D_ψ(x^∗, x^1) η + η ( M^2 + σ^2C(δ, p) ) ]) .

By plugging in η = Θ (√_{Dψ (x∗,x1)} M^2 +σ^2C(δ,p) ) , we get the desired bound.