arXiv:2405.16954v2 [math.OC] 23 Jun 2024

CONVERGENCE OF SGD WITH MOMENTUM IN THE NONCONVEX SETTING: A TIME WINDOW-BASED ANALYSIS

JUNWEN QIU^∗, BOHAO MA^†, AND ANDRE MILZAREK^∗

Abstract. We propose a novel time window-based analysis technique to investigate the convergence properties of the stochastic gradient descent method with momentum (SGDM) in nonconvex settings. Despite its popularity, the convergence behavior of SGDM remains less understood in nonconvex scenarios. This is primarily due to the absence of a sufficient descent property and challenges in simultaneously controlling the momentum and stochastic errors in an almost sure sense. To address these challenges, we investigate the behavior of SGDM over specific time windows, rather than examining the descent of consecutive iterates as in traditional studies. This time window-based approach simplifies the convergence analysis and enables us to establish the first iterate convergence result for SGDM under the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz (KL) property. We further provide local convergence rates which depend on the underlying KL exponent and the utilized step size schemes.

Key words. Stochastic gradient descent, momentum, Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality, iterate convergence, convergence rates

AMS subject classifications. 90C06, 90C15, 90C26

1. Introduction. In this work, we consider the general optimization problem

(1.1) min_{x∈R}d f(x),

where f : R^d → R is a smooth but potentially nonconvex mapping. Many problems in stochastic approximation and optimization take the form (1.1). Here, the objective function f typically corresponds to some data-driven predictive learning or expected risk task, such as, e.g., f(x) = E_{ξ∼Ξ} [F (x, ξ)], where (Ξ, H, P) is an underlying probability space, [8, 10, 15, 20, 36]. Modern machine learning and deep learning problems frequently serve as important examples of such applications, [8, 11, 18, 39, 41].

Stochastic gradient descent (SGD) [36] is perhaps one of the most classical and successful methods in dealing with (1.1). In practice, momentum-based techniques are broadly used to enhance the performance of SGD, [11, 26, 27, 37]. The stochastic gradient descent method with momentum (SGDM) generates iterates {x^k}_k through the following mechanism: Given x^0 ∈ R^d and x^1 = x^0, the update of SGDM reads as

(1.2) x̃^k = x^k + ν(x^k − x^{k−1}), g^k = ∇f(x̃^k) − e^k, x^{k+1} = x^k − α_kg^k + λ(x^k − x^{k−1}),

where e^k is the stochastic error (or noise), α_k > 0 is the step size and ν ≥ 0, λ ∈ [0, 1) are the momentum parameters. The update rule (1.2) is a general framework encompassing various momentum-based optimization techniques. In the case ν = 0, (1.2) reduces to the stochastic variant of Polyak’s momentum (or heavy ball) method (SHB), [34, 39, 11, 26, 25], while ν = λ corresponds to the stochastic version of Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method (SNAG), [31, 39, 25]. Despite the rich body of work on SGD, the theoretical analysis of its momentum variants (1.2), particularly

∗School of Data Science, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shenzhen (CUHK-Shenzhen), Guangdong, 518172, P.R. China (junwenqiu@link.cuhk.edu.cn and andremilzarek@cuhk.edu.cn).

†School of Data Science, Shenzhen Research Institute of Big Data, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shenzhen (CUHK-Shenzhen), Guangdong, 518172, P.R. China (bohaoma@link.cuhk.edu.cn). 1

in nonconvex settings, remains fairly limited. This paper aims to address this gap by establishing comprehensive asymptotic convergence guarantees for SGDM in the context of nonconvex optimization.

1.1. Related work. Momentum-based methods have been reported to speed up the training of neural networks, [41, 18, 39, 16], and most learning libraries, including TensorFlow [1] and PyTorch [33], provide built-in support for such algorithms. Among these, SHB and SNAG stand out as widely utilized, standard momentum approaches.

In the following, we discuss existing theoretical results for (stochastic) momentum methods with a focus on the nonconvex setting. In the deterministic case, the first convergence result for Polyak’s momentum method for nonconvex problems dates back to [43] showing ∇f(x^k) → 0. When f satisfies the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz (KL) property, iterate convergence (i.e., x^k → x^∗ ∈ crit(f)) of Polyak’s momentum and Nesterov’s accelerated gradient methods has been established in, e.g., [32, 21, 17].

In the stochastic case, a universal and common assumption is that the stochastic gradient, g^k, is an unbiased approximation of the true gradient, ∇f(x̃^k), and satisfies a bounded variance condition (cf. Assumption 2.1). In this setting, Liu et al., [25] have proved E[‖∇f(x^k )‖] → 0 for SGDM. In the case ν = 0, λ ∈ [0, 1), Liu and Yuan [26] showed ∇f(x^k) → 0 almost surely (a.s.) for SHB when f is L-smooth. Furthermore, if f is convex, the authors in [26] derived x^k → x^∗ ∈ crit(f) and verified the asymptotic rate f(x^k) − f^∗ = O(k^{− 13 +ε}), ε > 0 a.s.. Some of the existing asymptotic convergence studies, [13, 37], primarily focused on a particular variant of SHB that requires the momentum parameters to converge to 1, i.e.,

(1.3) x^{k+1} = x^k − α_k(∇f(x^k ) − e^k) + λ_k(x^k − x^{k−1}) with λ_k → 1.

Gadat et al., [13], proved ∇f(x^k ) → 0 a.s. if f is coercive and {x^k}_k is generated by (1.3) with λ_k → 1. In the convex setting, Sebbouh et al., [37], have shown x^k → x^∗ ∈ crit(f) a.s. for an iterative method of the form (1.3) while requiring λ_k → 1.

To the best of our knowledge, global convergence results (∇f(x^k ) → 0 a.s.) for SNAG (i.e., when ν = λ in (1.2)) do not seem to be available in the nonconvex case. In addition, iterate convergence guarantees (x^k → x^∗ ∈ crit(f) a.s.) are not known when SHB or SNAG are applied to nonconvex objectives. Our work focuses on providing comprehensive convergence guarantees for SGDM in the context of nonconvex optimization. Specifically, we aim to establish both global and iterate convergence results and to quantify convergence rates in an almost sure sense.

1.2. Contributions. The analysis of SGDM is challenging due to the inherent entanglement of stochastic errors and the momentum mechanism, which complicates the derivation of convergence properties. Even in the deterministic setting, momentum methods typically do not monotonically decrease the objective function across iterations. This effect is amplified in SGDM, where individual trajectories can exhibit vastly different behavior. To address these challenges, we employ a twofold strategy:

Time window-based analysis. In Subsection 3.2, we introduce time window techniques to effectively estimate the aggregation of stochastic errors (Lemma 3.2) and to provide iterate bounds for SGDM (Lemma 3.3) in an almost sure sense.

Auxiliary iterates and merit function. In Subsection 3.3, we introduce an auxiliary iterate sequence {z^k}_k ⊂ R^d , coupled with a carefully designed merit function M. This strategic pairing allows disentangling the momentum term from the main dynamics of SGDM. Together with the time window techniques, this enables us to establish an approximate descent-type property (Lemma 3.4) for SGDM.

Alg.

Conditions

Almost Sure Convergence

Ref.

noncvx.^{(a)} bounded iter. not required glob. conv. ∇f(x^k) → 0 iter. conv. x^k → x^∗ iter. rate ‖x^k − x^∗‖ SGD � �[40]

SHB^{(b)}� / � / � / � / � / �[37]

SHB� / � / � / � / � / �[26]

SGDM^{(c)}� � �[25]

SGDM� �Ours

Table 1: Overview of convergence results for stochastic (momentum) methods.

(a) Results for strongly convex objective functions are not considered. (b) This work requires {λ k}_k defined in (1.3) to converge to 1. The result on iterate convergence is based on convexity of f (similarly for the second entry on SHB by [26]). (c) E[‖g k‖2] to is required to be bounded; convergence is shown in expectation E[‖∇f(x k)‖] → 0.

These tools allow us to show novel convergence results for momentum methods in the stochastic setting. Our key contributions are summarized as follows:

• In the nonconvex setting, we show the convergence of the function and gradient values for SGDM, i.e., {f(x^k)}_k converges and we have ‖∇f(x^k)‖ → 0 almost surely (Theorem 4.1). Notably, since SGDM subsumes SNAG as a special case, this result provides the first global convergence guarantee for SNAG.

• By leveraging the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz (KL) property — a mild assumption on the local geometry of f — we establish the almost sure convergence of the iterates generated by SGDM to a stationary point of f. To our knowledge, this is the first iterate convergence result for stochastic momentum methods, encompassing both SHB and SNAG. We prove that the iterates generated by SGDM converge to some stationary point almost surely without requiring the ubiquitous “a priori bounded iterate” assumption or convexity of f. This extends the theoretical guarantees for SGDM to a wider spectrum of optimization problems.

• Beyond iterate convergence, we further provide the asymptotic convergence rates of SGDM for general step sizes (Theorem 5.1) and for polynomial step sizes (Corollary 5.2) — depending on the underlying KL exponent. The obtained rates improve the existing results in the convex and nonconvex setting and can match the rates in the strongly convex setting.

2. Modeling the Stochastic Process and Assumptions. We assume that there is a sufficiently rich probability space (Ω, F, {F_k}_k, P) that allows us to model the stochastic components of SGDM in a unified way. We will use bold letters x^k, g^k, etc. to represent random variables while lowercase letters are typically reserved for realizations of a random variable, x^k = x^k(ω), or deterministic parameters. Hence, each approximation of ∇f(x^k) is understood as a realization of a random vector g^k : Ω → R^d . For λ ∈ [0, 1), ν ≥ 0, SGDM generates a stochastic process {x^k}_k via

(2.1) x̃^k = x^k + ν(x^k − x^{k−1}), g^k = ∇f(x̃^k) − e^k, x^{k+1} = x^k − α_kg^k + λ(x^k − x^{k−1}),

where e^k represents the stochastic errors and x^1 = x^0 = x^0 are deterministic initial points. We work with the natural filtration F_k := σ(x^0, x^1, . . . , x^k) (i.e., each x^k is

F_k-measurable). Next, we introduce our main assumptions on the stochastic errors.

Assumption 2.1. Given (Ω, F, {F_k}_k, P), the errors {e^k}_k are assumed to satisfy E[e^k | F_k] = 0 and E[‖e^k‖^2 | F_k] ≤ σ^2 (a.s.) for all k.

This assumption is standard in the analysis of stochastic methods [7, 8, 11, 30]. Next, we impose the following assumption on the objective function f.

Assumption 2.2. The function f is bounded from below by some f̄ ∈ R and the gradient ∇f is Lipschitz continuous with parameter L.

This assumption is ubiquitous among studies on the convergence of first-order methods, see, [5, 6, 22, 8]. Below, we formally introduce the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz (KL) property, a mild assumption on the local geometry of the objective function. The KL property plays a key role in establishing the iterate convergence of SGDM.

Assumption 2.3. The function f satisfies the KL property on crit(f), i.e., for every x^∗ ∈ crit(f), there are η ∈ (0, ∞] and a neighborhood U(x^∗) of x^∗ such that ‖∇f(x)‖ ≥ C_f |f(x) − f(x^∗)|^θ ∀ x ∈ U(x^∗) ∩ {x ∈ R^d : 0 < |f(x) − f(x^∗)| < η}, where C_f = C_f (x^∗) > 0 and θ = θ(x^∗) ∈ [^1_2 , 1) denotes the KL exponent of f at x^∗.

One main feature of the KL inequality is that it holds universally for subanalytic and semialgebraic functions [29, 19, 2]. Moreover, a broad class of problems arising in practice and applications satisfy this property, see [4, Section 4] and [6, Section 5].

3. Time Window Techniques. In this section, we introduce a time windowbased analysis technique, which is tailored to facilitate the iterate convergence analysis of stochastic methods. We start with a toy example to motivate why such a new tool is needed in the nonconvex stochastic setting. We formally define the time window in Subsection 3.2. The time window introduces a new “scaling”, which is then used to derive an approximate descent-type property for SGDM in Subsection 3.3.

3.1. Failure of Classical Approaches. Conventional convergence analyses under the KL inequality are typically based on a verification of the finite length property, i.e., ∑_∞ k=1 ‖x^{k+1} − x^k‖ < ∞, [2, 4, 6, 22, 24, 32]. This readily implies that {x^k}_k is a Cauchy sequence and thus, the iterates {x^k}_k have to converge. However, we will now illustrate that this property generally does not hold for stochastic methods.

Let us consider the two-dimensional case and let the objective function f : R^2 → R and the stochastic error e^k : Ω → R^2 be given by

f(x) = f(x_1, x_2) := sin(x_1) and e^k := { [0, 1]^⊤ w.p. 50%, [0, −1]^⊤ w.p. 50%.

The function f is Lipschitz smooth and analytic (thus, the KL property holds, [29]), and we have E[e^k] = 0, E[‖e^k‖^2] = 1, and ⟨ ∇f(x), e^k ⟩ = 0 for all x ∈ R^2 and k ≥ 1.

By the update rule of SGD, i.e., x^{k+1} = x^k − α_k(∇f(x^k) − e^k), we obtain ‖x^{k+1} − x^k‖ = α_k‖∇f(x^k) − e^k‖ = α_k √ ‖∇f(x^k)‖^2 + ‖e^k‖^2 ≥ α_k‖e^k‖ = α_k. Under the usual condition ∑_∞ k=1 α_k = ∞, [7, 8, 10, 36], it then follows ∑_∞ k=1 ‖x^{k+1} − x^k‖ = ∞ a.s.. Consequently, we can not mimic the conventional, deterministic analysis routine to prove iterate convergence of stochastic methods in the nonconvex case. Discussion. The finite length of {x^k}_k is not necessary for convergence. In fact, it is

α_1α_2α_3α_4α_5α_6α_7α_8α_9α_{10}α_{11}

Δ_{γ1 ,γ2} ≈ T

Δ_{γ2 ,γ3} ≈ T

Δ_{γ3 ,γ4} ≈ T γ_1γ_2 γ_3 γ_4

Fig. 1: Time window and indices. Illustration for α_k =^1_k and T = 1.

sufficient to show that {x^k}_k is a Cauchy sequence. To achieve this, we introduce an infinite and increasing subsequence {γ_k}_k ⊂ N and define Γ_k := {t ∈ N : γ_k < t ≤ γ_{k+1}}. Our goal is to verify that ∑_∞ k=1 ‖x^{γk+1} − x^{γk} ‖ < ∞ and max_{t∈Γk} ‖x^t − x^{γk} ‖ → 0 as k → ∞. Hence, for any given ε > 0, there exists k_0 ∈ N such that for all k ≥ k_0, it holds that ∑_∞ t=k‖x^{γt+1} −x^{γt} ‖ <^ε_3 and max_{t∈Γk} ‖x^t−x^{γk} ‖ <^ε_3 . Furthermore, for all n > m ≥ γ_{k0} , there are integers k_2 ≥ k_1 ≥ k_0 such that m ∈ Γ_{k1} and n ∈ Γ_{k2} . Thus, we obtain ‖x^n − x^m‖ ≤ ‖x^n − x^{γk2} ‖ + ‖x^{γk2} − x^{γk1} ‖ + ‖x^m − x^{γk1} ‖ ≤ max_{t∈Γk1} ‖x^t − x^{γk1} ‖ + max_{t∈Γk2} ‖x^t − x^{γk2} ‖ + ∑_∞ t=k_1 ‖x^{γt+1} − x^{γt} ‖ < ε, which indicates that {x^k}_k is a converging Cauchy sequence. The specific construction of {γ_k}_k is tied to “time windows” and will be presented in the following subsection. The proof strategy sketched here will be formally explored in Section 4.

3.2. The Time Window. Inspired by the stochastic approximation literature, [7, 20, 28, 40], we study the behavior of SGDM using the natural time scales

Δ_{k,k} = 0 and Δ_{k,n} = ∑_{n−1} i=k α_i for k < n. Let us define the mapping ϖ : N × R_+ → N, ϖ(k, T) := max {k + 1, sup{n ≥ k : Δ_{k,n} ≤ T}} . Here, T ∈ R_+ is referred to as a time window and the associated time indices {γ_k}_k are defined recursively via:

γ_1 = 1 and γ_{k+1} := ϖ(γ_k , T) for k ≥ 1.

Based on the time window and indices, we define the collection Γ_k of indices within the k-th time window as Γ_k := {t ∈ N : γ_k < t ≤ γ_{k+1}}.

We now provide a connection between the step sizes {α_k}_k and the time window.

Lemma 3.1. Assume that {α_k}_k satisfies lim_{k→∞} α_k = 0 and ∑_∞ k=1 α_k = ∞.

Then, for any given positive time window T > 0 and δ ∈ [0, 1), there exists K_δ ∈ N such that δT ≤ Δ_{γk ,γk+1} ≤ T for all k ≥ K_δ.

The proof of Lemma 3.1 is elementary. Due to α_k → 0, there is K ∈ N such that α_k ≤ (1−δ)T ≤ T for all k ≥ K. This implies ϖ(k, T) = sup{n ≥ k : Δ_{k,n} ≤ T} for all k ≥ K and Δ_{γk ,γk+1} ≤ T for all k with γ_k ≥ K. By the optimality of γ_{k+1} = ϖ(γ_k, T), we can further infer Δ_{γk ,γk+1} ≥ T − α_{γk+1} ≥ δT for all k and γ_k satisfying γ_k ≥ K.

The time window-based formalism will allow us to control certain aggregated error terms that are related to the stochastic errors {e^k}_k.

Stochastic Error Estimates. We consider step sizes {α_k}_k of the form

(3.1) {α_k}_k ⊂ R_{++} is non-increasing, ∑_∞ k=1 α_k = ∞, ∑_∞ k=1 α^2_kβ^2_k < ∞,

for some non-decreasing sequence {β_k}_k ⊂ R_{++} . The condition (3.1) can be satisfied by, for instance, polynomial step sizes α_k ∼ 1/k^γ , γ ∈ (^1_2 , 1], with β_k ≡ 1.

Based on the time window T and the indices {γ_k}_k, we introduce the aggregated error s_k and the associated event S:

(3.2) s_k := max_{t∈Γk} ‖ ‖ ∑_{t−1} i=γ_k α_ie^i ‖ ‖ and S := { ω ∈ Ω : ∑_∞ k=1 β^2_{γk} s^2_k(ω) < ∞ } , where Γ_k = {t ∈ N : γ_k < t ≤ γ_{k+1}}. Next, we provide an almost sure bound for the aggregated error terms {s_k}_k by showing that the event S occurs with probability 1. The proof of Lemma 3.2 can be found in Appendix A.1.

Lemma 3.2 (Error estimate). Let Assumption 2.1 hold and suppose that {α_k}_k satisfies the condition (3.1). It holds that P(S) = 1.

Note that Lemma 3.2 provides an upper bound for the aggregated errors and implies s_k = o(β^{−1}_{γk} ) almost surely. Since {β_k}_k ⊆ R_{++} is assumed to be non-decreasing, we can further infer ∑_∞ k=1 s^2_k < ∞ almost surely.

3.3. Iterate Bounds and Descent-type Property. To study the convergence of SGDM, we introduce the following auxiliary sequence {z^k}_k:

(3.3) z^k := 1 1 − λ x^k − λ 1 − λ x^{k−1} for all k ≥ 1.

Auxiliary sequences and interpolations of this form are frequently used in the analysis of momentum methods, see, e.g., [14, 27]. Moreover, (3.3) directly implies:

(3.4) z^k − x^k = λ 1 − λ (x^k − x^{k−1}) and z^{k+1} = z^k − α_k 1 − λ g^k for all k ≥ 1.

We further define the stochastic process {d_k}_k:

(3.5) d_k = max{max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖x^ℓ − x^{γk} ‖, max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖z^ℓ − z^{γk} ‖}.

Next, we provide several almost sure iterate bounds for terms involving the sequences {x^k}_k, {z^k}_k, and {s^k}_k. The proof of Lemma 3.3 is deferred to Appendix A.2.

Lemma 3.3 (Iterate bounds). Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold and let {x^k}_k be generated by SGDM with λ ∈ [0, 1), ν ≥ 0, and {α_k}_k satisfying (3.1). For every time window T ∈ (0,^{(1−λ)2}_{20L(1+2ν)} ] and its associated time indices {γ_k}_k, there exists K_T ≥ 1 such that the following bounds hold almost surely for all k ≥ K_T:

d^2_k ≤ 3 2 ‖z^{γk} − x^{γk} ‖^2 + 15 (1 − λ)^2

[T^2‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖^2 + s^2_k], and

(3.6)

‖z^{γk+1} − x^{γk+1} ‖^2 ≤

1 + λ 2 ‖z^{γk} − x^{γk} ‖^2 + 8 (1 − λ)^3

[T^2‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖^2 + 4s^2_k].

(3.7)

In order to establish a descent-type property for SGDM, we introduce a merit function M : R^d × R^d → R. Setting ζ :=^{3L}_{1−λ} , M is defined via: (3.8) M(x, z) := f(z) + ζ‖z − x‖^2 =⇒ ∇M(x, z) = [ 2ζ(x − z) ∇f(z) + 2ζ(z − x) ] . Similar merit functions — typically of the form “f(x^k) + ζ‖x^k − x^{k−1}‖^2” — have been employed in the analysis of deterministic momentum methods [43, 32, 17]. In the stochastic setting, analogous usage of “f(x^k)” in M causes additional complications. Thus, our merit function is based on “f(z^k)” instead of “f(x^k)”. Below, we list several important bounds involving ∇M(x, z):

(3.9) 4ζ^2‖x − z‖^2 ≤ ‖∇M(x, z)‖^2, ‖∇f(z)‖^2 ≤ 2‖∇M(x, z)‖^2, ‖∇M(x, z)‖^2 ≤ 12ζ^2‖z − x‖^2 + 2‖∇f(z)‖^2. The latter inequalities follow from ‖∇M(x, z)‖^2 = 4ζ^2‖x − z‖^2 + ‖∇f(z) + 2ζ(z − x)‖^2 = 8ζ^2‖x − z‖^2 + ‖∇f(z)‖^2 + 4ζ⟨∇f(z), z − x⟩, and −^ε_2 ‖∇f(z)‖^2 −^{8ζ2}_ε ‖z − x‖^2 ≤ 4ζ⟨∇f(z), z − x⟩ ≤ ‖∇f(z)‖^2 + 4ζ^2‖z − x‖^2 for ε ∈ {1, 2}. We now present an approximate, time window-based descent property for SGDM. The proof can be found in Appendix A.3.

Lemma 3.4 (Approximate descent). Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold and SGDM is run with λ ∈ [0, 1), ν ≥ 0, and {α_k}_k fulfilling (3.1). For any time window T ∈ (0,^{(1−λ)3}

50L(1+2ν)^2 ] and its associated time indices {γk}k, there is KT ≥ 1 such that

M(x^{γk+1} , z^{γk+1} ) + L 12 d^2_k + T‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖^2 100(1 − λ) ≤ M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) + 8s^2_k (1 − λ)T . almost surely for all k ≥ K_T.

4. Convergence Analysis. In this section, we provide our main convergence results for SGDM including global convergence and iterate convergence under the KL property. Throughout this section, we utilize the fixed time window

T :=

(1 − λ)^3 50L(1 + 2ν)^2 and {γ_k}_k denotes the associated time indices.

Such choice of T allows us to apply the results in Lemmas 3.2 to 3.4.

4.1. Global Convergence. We first present a basic global convergence result. Theorem 4.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold and let {x^k}_k be generated by SGDM with λ ∈ [0, 1), ν ≥ 0, and {α_k}_k satisfying

(4.1) {α_k}_k ⊂ R_{++} is non-increasing, ∑_∞ k=1 α_k = ∞, ∑_∞ k=1 α^2_k < ∞. Then, the following statements are valid:

(a) It holds that lim_{k→∞} d_k = 0, lim_{k→∞} ‖x^k − z^k‖ = 0, lim_{k→∞} ‖∇f(x^k)‖ = 0 and lim_{k→∞} ‖∇f(z^k)‖ = 0 almost surely.

(b) {f(x^k)}_k and {f(z^k)}_k converge to some f^∗ : Ω → R almost surely.

Proof. We set β_k = 1 in (3.1) and (3.2). Then, by Lemma 3.2, we have P(S) = 1, where S = {ω ∈ Ω : ∑_∞ k=1 s^2_k(ω) < ∞}.

We fix an arbitrary sample ω ∈ S and consider x^k ≡ x^k(ω), z^k ≡ z^k(ω), s_k ≡ s_k(ω), d_k ≡ d_k(ω), etc.. By Lemma 3.4, there is K_T ≥ 1 such that for all k ≥ K_T,

(4.2) M(x^{γk+1} , z^{γk+1} ) + u_{k+1} + L 12 d^2_k + T‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖^2 100(1 − λ) ≤ M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) + u_k, where u_k :=^8_{(1−λ)T} ∑_∞ i=ks^2_i . Since f is bounded from below, we have M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) + u_k ↓ f^∗ for some f^∗ ∈ R. Telescoping (4.2) and using (3.9), this yields

(4.3) ‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖ → 0, d_k → 0, and max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖z^ℓ − x^ℓ‖ → 0 as k → ∞.

Here, the last result follows from (3.4) and the subsequent relations: (1 − λ)‖z^m − x^m‖ = λ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ ≤ λ[‖x^m − x^{γk} ‖ + ‖x^{m−1} − x^{γk} ‖] ≤ 2λd_k → 0, ∀ m ∈ Γ_k. (4.4)

Based on (4.3) and applying the Lipschitz continuity of ∇f, we obtain max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖∇f(x^ℓ)‖ ≤ ‖∇f(x^{γk} )‖ + max_{ℓ∈Γk} L‖x^ℓ − x^{γk} ‖ ≤ ‖∇f(x^{γk} )‖ + Ld_k ≤ ‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖ + L‖z^{γk} − x^{γk} ‖ + Ld_k → 0 as k → ∞. Therefore, we can infer ‖∇f(x^k)‖, ‖∇f(z^k)‖ → 0 as ‖x^k − z^k‖ → 0.

Since {M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) + u_k}_k converges to f^∗ and it holds that u_k, ‖z^{γk} − x^{γk} ‖ → 0 as k → ∞, we conclude that lim_{k→∞} f(z^{γk} ) = f^∗. By Assumption 2.2, we have

(4.5)

|f(y_1) − f(y_2)| ≤ max{‖∇f(y_1)‖, ‖∇f(y_2)‖} · ‖y_1 − y_2‖ +^L_2 ‖y_1 − y_2‖^2 ≤^1_{2L} max{‖∇f(y_1)‖^2, ‖∇f(y_2)‖^2} + L‖y_1 − y_2‖^2, for all y_1, y_2 ∈ R^d .

Substituting y_1 = x^{γk} , y_2 = z^{γk} in (4.5) and using ‖z^{γk} − x^{γk} ‖ → 0, we obtain |f(x^{γk} ) − f(z^{γk} )| ≤^1_{2L} max{‖∇f(x^{γk} )‖^2, ‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖^2} + L‖x^{γk} − z^{γk} ‖^2 → 0. Furthermore, substituting y_1 = x^{γk} , y_2 = x^ℓ in (4.5), it follows max_{ℓ∈Γk} |f(x^ℓ) − f(x^{γk} )| ≤ 1 2L max ℓ∈Γ_k ∪{γ_k } ‖∇f(x^ℓ)‖^2 + L · max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖x^ℓ − x^{γk} ‖^2 → 0, k → ∞. This implies max_{ℓ∈Γk} |f(x^ℓ) − f^∗| ≤ |f(x^{γk} ) − f^∗| + max_{ℓ∈Γk} |f(x^ℓ) − f(x^{γk} )| → 0 and, as a result, we have f(x^k) → f^∗ as k → ∞. Noting ‖x^k − z^k‖ → 0, we can also conclude that lim_{k→∞} f(z^k) = f^∗.

4.2. Iterate Convergence under the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz Property. In this subsection, we establish iterate convergence results, i.e., the stochastic process {x^k}_k generated by SGDM is shown to converge to a crit(f)-valued mapping x^∗ : Ω → crit(f) almost surely. This type of convergence is typically interpreted as a last-iterate convergence result, previously studied in the (strongly) convex setting, [13, 37].

Theorem 4.2. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 to 2.3 hold and let {x^k}_k be generated by SGDM with λ ∈ [0, 1), ν ≥ 0, and non-increasing step sizes {α_k}_k ⊂ R_{++} satisfying:

(4.6) ∑_∞ k=1α_k = ∞ and ∑_∞ k=1α^2_k (∑_k i=1α_i )_{2r} < ∞ for some r > 1 2 . Then, the event I := {ω ∈ Ω : lim_{k→∞} ‖x^k(ω)‖ = ∞ or x^k(ω) → x^∗ ∈ crit(f)} occurs with probability 1.

Remark 4.3. We continue with several remarks on Theorem 4.2. • No a priori boundedness. The statement P(I) = 1 can be interpreted as follows:

If the stochastic process {x^k}_k, generated by SGDM, does not diverge to infinity a.s., then it must converge to some stationary points a.s.. The case ‖x^k(ω)‖ → ∞ can be ruled out if {x^k(ω)}_k has at least one accumulation point. Alternatively, we may define the event X := {ω ∈ Ω : lim inf_{k→∞} ‖x^k(ω)‖ < ∞}. The iterates {x^k}_k then converge a.s. on X . Moreover, if P(X ) = 1, then {x^k}_k converges a.s. to some stationary points of f. The condition P(X ) = 1 is significantly weaker than the a priori (a.s.) boundedness of {x^k}_k required in other KL-based convergence analyses of stochastic methods, [40, 24].

• Step sizes requirements. Condition (4.6) holds, e.g., for polynomial step sizes of the form α_k ∼ k^{−γ} , γ ∈ (^2_3 , 1]. Hence, under proper polynomial step sizes, iterate convergence of {x^k}_k is ensured by Theorem 4.2.

4.3. Proof of Theorem 4.2. We first state two preparatory lemmas. Lemma 4.4. If f : R^d → R satisfies the KL property at x^∗ ∈ R^d with exponent θ ∈ [^1_2 , 1), then the merit function M : R^d × R^d → R has the KL property at (x^∗, x^∗) with exponent θ ∈ [^1_2 , 1), i.e., there are η ∈ (0, ∞] and a neighborhood U(x^∗) of x^∗ such that for all x, z ∈ V (x^∗) := U(x^∗) ∩ {x ∈ R^d : |f(x) − f(x^∗)| < η}, we have ‖∇M(x, z)‖ ≥ C|M(x, z) − f(x^∗)|^θ, for some C = C(x^∗) > 0. Proof. This result essentially follows from the proof of [23, Theorem 3.6]. Notice that the condition “|f(x) − f(x^∗)| > 0” can be dropped here, as the KL inequalities in Assumption 2.3 and Lemma 4.4 trivially hold in the case f(x) = f(x^∗). We will omit further details and refer to [23].

Leveraging Lemma 4.4, we can establish the following technical trajectory-based bound. The proof of Lemma 4.5 is presented in Appendix A.4.

Lemma 4.5. Let Assumptions 2.1 to 2.3 hold and let {x^k}_k be generated by SGDM with λ ∈ [0, 1), ν ≥ 0, and {α_k}_k satisfying (3.1). Consider fixed ω ∈ S, x^k ≡ x^k(ω), z^k ≡ z^k(ω), d_k ≡ d_k(ω), s_k ≡ s_k(ω), etc.. If there are x^∗ ∈ crit(f) and k ≥ K_T such that x^{γk} , z^{γk} ∈ V (x^∗), |M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗)| < 1, and M(x^{γj} , z^{γj} ) + u_j ≥ f(x^∗), for j ∈ {k, k + 1}, then it holds that d_k ≤ 150(1 + 2ν)

(1 − λ)^3

[Ψ_k − Ψ_{k+1}] + 3(1 + 2ν)CTu^ϑ_k , for all ϑ ∈ [θ, 1),

where u_k :=^8_{(1−λ)T} ∑_∞ i=ks^2_i and Ψ_k :=^1_{C(1−ϑ)} [M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗) + u_k]^{1−ϑ}.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Setting β_k = ( ∑_k i=1 α_i)^r in (3.1) and noting ∑_∞ k=1 α_k = ∞, we have P(S) = 1 according to Lemma 3.2. Moreover, the condition ∑_∞ k=1 α^2_kβ^2_k < ∞ readily implies ∑_∞ k=1 α^2_k < ∞. Thus, Theorem 4.1 is applicable. Let us define the master event E:

(4.7)

E := S ∩ {ω ∈ Ω : ∃ f^∗ ∈ R s.t. f(x^k(ω)) → f^∗ and f(z^k(ω)) → f^∗} ∩ {ω ∈ Ω : ∇f(x^k(ω)) → 0, d_k(ω) → 0 and ‖x^k(ω) − z^k(ω)‖ → 0}. Clearly, P(E) = 1 due to Lemma 3.2 and Theorem 4.1. Let us fix ω ∈ E and consider the realizations x^k ≡ x^k(ω), z^k ≡ z^k(ω), d_k ≡ d_k(ω), s_k ≡ s_k(ω), etc..

If ‖x^k‖ ↛ ∞, then {x^k}_k has at least one accumulation point x^∗ ∈ R^d . Since ∇f(x^k) → 0, we conclude that x^∗ ∈ crit(f) and there exists a subsequence {x^{ℓk} }_k ⊆ {x^k}_k converging to x^∗. Since {f(x^k)}_k and {f(z^k)}_k converge to some f^∗ ∈ R and we have f(x^{ℓk} ) → f(x^∗), we can infer f(x^∗) = f^∗. Thus, there is K_f ≥ 1 such that (4.8) max{|f(x^k) − f(x^∗)|, |f(z^k) − f(x^∗)|} < min{1, η} for all k ≥ K_f . Next, we verify that {u^ϑ_k }_k is summable. Due to ∑_∞ k=1 β^2_{γk} s^2_k < ∞ and β_k → ∞, there is K ≥ max{K_δ, K_f } such that ∑_∞ k=t β^2_{γk} s^2_k < 1, β_{γt} > 1, and Δ_{γt ,γt+1} ≥ δT for all t ≥ K (K_δ is defined as in Lemma 3.1). Since {β_k}_k is non-decreasing and we have ϑr >^1_2 , it follows ∑_∞ k=t (∑_∞ i=ks^2_i )_ϑ ≤ ∑_∞ k=t ( β^{−2}_{γk} ∑_∞ i=k β^2_{γi} s^2_i )_ϑ ≤ ∑_∞ k=t (∑_{γk} i=1α_i )_{−2ϑr} < ∞, where the last inequality uses ∑_{γk} i=1α_i ≥ ∑_{k−1} i=K Δ_{γi ,γi+1} + ∑_{γK −1} i=1 α_i ≥ δT(k − K). Hence, by the definition of {u_k}_k, we conclude that

(4.9) ∑_∞ k=tu^ϑ_k → 0 as t tends to infinity.

Due to x^{ℓk} → x^∗, max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖x^ℓ −x^{γk} ‖ → 0, and ⋃ k Γ_k = N, there is a subsequence of {x^{γk} }_k converging to x^∗. Moreover, utilizing Lemma 3.4, f(z^k) → f(x^∗), ‖x^k − z^k‖ → 0, and u_k → 0, it holds that M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) + u_k ↓ f(x^∗) and Ψ_k ↓ 0. Hence, for any given ρ > 0 with B_ρ(x^∗) ⊆ U(x^∗), there is t ≥ K such that |M(x^{γt} , z^{γt} )−f(x^∗)| < 1, z^{γk} , x^{γk} ∈ V (x^∗) (cf. (4.8)), and

(4.10) max{‖x^{γt} − x^∗‖, ‖z^{γt} − x^∗‖} + MΨ_t + 3(1 + 2ν)CT ∑_∞ i=t u^ϑ_i < ρ, where M :=^{150(1+2ν)}

(1−λ)^3 . We now show that the following statements hold for all k ≥ t: (a) x^{γk} , z^{γk} ∈ B_ρ(x^∗) and |f(x^{γk} ) − f^∗| < min{1, η}, |f(z^{γk} ) − f^∗| < min{1, η}. (b) ∑_k i=t d_i ≤ M[Ψ_t − Ψ_{k+1}] + 3(1 + 2ν)CT ∑_k i=t u^ϑ_i . We prove these statements by induction. By Lemma 4.5 and the definition of the index t, (a) and (b) hold for k = t. Assume there is m > t such that the statements (a) and (b) are valid for k = m. Let us consider k = m + 1. From (4.8), it follows max{|f(x^{γm+1} )−f^∗|, |f(z^{γm+1} )−f^∗|} < min{1, η}. Next, we show that x^{γm+1} , z^{γm+1} ∈ B_ρ(x^∗). Using the triangle inequality and statement (b) for k = m, we obtain ‖x^{γm+1} − x^∗‖ ≤ ‖x^{γm+1} − x^{γm} ‖ + ‖x^{γm} − x^{γt} ‖ + ‖x^{γt} − x^∗‖ ≤ ‖x^{γt} − x^∗‖ + ∑_m i=t d_i ≤ ‖x^{γt} − x^∗‖ + M[Ψ_t − Ψ_{m+1}] + 3(1 + 2ν)CT ∑_m i=tu^ϑ_i < ρ, where the last inequality follows from (4.10) and Ψ_k ≥ 0 for all k ≥ t. Repeating this step for z^{γm+1} , we can also show z^{γm+1} ∈ B_ρ(x^∗). This proves (a) for k = m + 1, implying that x^{γm+1} , z^{γm+1} ∈ U(x^∗) and max{|f(x^{γm+1} ) − f^∗|, |f(z^{γm+1} ) − f^∗|} < min{1, η}. Hence, Lemma 4.5 is applicable for k = m + 1, i.e., we have

d_{m+1} ≤ M[Ψ_{m+1} − Ψ_{m+2}] + 3(1 + 2ν)CTu^ϑ_{m+1}.

Combining this inequality with the bound in (b) for k = m, we can infer ∑_{m+1} i=t d_i ≤ M[Ψ_t − Ψ_{m+2}] + 3(1 + 2ν)CT ∑_{m+1} i=t u^ϑ_i , i.e., (b) is also valid for k = m + 1. Therefore, both (a) and (b) hold for all k ≥ t. Statement (b) and (4.10) then imply ∑_∞ k=t d_k ≤ MΨ_t + 3(1 + 2ν)CT ∑_∞ i=t u^ϑ_i < ρ < ∞.

According to the definition (3.5) of d_k and following the discussions in Subsection 3.1, this summability condition ensures that {x^k}_k is a Cauchy sequence and hence, the whole sequence {x^k}_k converges to the stationary point x^∗. Recalling P(E) = 1, this result holds in an almost sure sense.

5. Convergence Rates. As discussed in Remark 4.3, the convergence result in Theorem 4.2 guarantees that the sequence {x^k}_k converges a.s. to some x^∗ : Ω → crit(f) on X = {ω ∈ Ω : lim inf_{k→∞} ‖x^k(ω)‖ < ∞}. Since the goal of this section is to quantify the (local) rates of SGDM, we will investigate the behavior of {x^k}_k on X . If P(X ) = 1, then all of our following results hold almost surely.

5.1. Main Result. We now provide convergence rates for SGDM.

Theorem 5.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 to 2.3 hold and let the sequence {x^k}_k be generated by SGDM with λ ∈ [0, 1), ν ≥ 0. For a given function g : R → R_{++} , we consider non-increasing step sizes {α_k}_k satisfying

(5.1) ∑_∞ k=1 α_k = ∞ and ∑_∞ k=1 α^2_kg(Δ_k)^2 < ∞, where Δ_k := ∑_k i=1 α_i. (a) If g(x) := x^r , r >^1_2 , then {x^k}_k converges to a crit(f)-valued mapping x^∗ : Ω → crit(f) a.s. on X . Moreover, there is an event R with P(X ) = P(R) such that for all ω ∈ R, the corresponding realizations x^k ≡ x^k(ω), x^∗ ≡ x^∗(ω) satisfy

‖x^k − x^∗‖ = O(Δ^{−ϕ(θ)}_k ) and max{|f(x^k) − f(x^∗)|, ‖∇f(x^k)‖^2} = O(Δ^{−ψ(θ)}_k ),

where θ ∈ [^1_2 , 1) denotes the KL exponent at x^∗ and the rate mappings ϕ, ψ are defined as ϕ(θ) := min{r −^1_2 ,^{1−θ}_{2θ−1} } and ψ(θ) := min{2r,^1_{2θ−1} }.

(b) If g(x) := x^p · exp(rx), r > 0, p ≥ 0, then {x^k}_k converges to a crit(f)-valued mapping x^∗ : Ω → crit(f) a.s. on X . Moreover, there is R ∈ F with P(X ) = P(R) such that for all ω ∈ R, the realizations x^k ≡ x^k(ω), x^∗ ≡ x^∗(ω) satisfy

‖x^k − x^∗‖ = O(g(Δ_k)^{−1}) and max{|f(x^k) − f(x^∗)|, ‖∇f(x^k)‖^2} = O(g(Δ_k)^{−2}),

when θ =^1_2 and r < C^2/400. Here, the KL constant C is from Lemma 4.4.

The derivation of rates for SGDM is technical and is deferred to Appendix B. Here, we would like to highlight how our proof strategy differs from other existing ones. In the classical deterministic setting, KL-based rate analyses typically necessitate the step sizes {α_k}_k to be constant or bounded away from zero, see, e.g., [3, 6, 12, 23, 32]. By contrast, in SGDM, we need to utilize diminishing step sizes, α_k → 0, to mitigate the stochastic errors and to ensure convergence. Hence, existing techniques for deterministic algorithms can not be directly applied. A more related rate analysis with diminishing step sizes appeared earlier in [24] for the random reshuffling (RR) method. However, the update errors in RR (when approximating full gradients) can be controlled in a fully deterministic way and hence, the strategies in [24] can not be transferred to SGDM. The verification of Theorem 5.1 will again rely on the introduced time window techniques and on suitable aggregations of the stochastic errors.

The convergence rates in Theorem 5.1 are applicable to a wide spectrum of step size strategies. To use Theorem 5.1, we simply need to verify if the step sizes fulfill the conditions in (5.1). Substituting explicit expressions for Δ_k in Theorem 5.1 then yields specific convergence rates. In the following, we illustrate the application of Theorem 5.1 for polynomial step sizes. The proof is presented in Subsection 5.2.

Corollary 5.2. Under Assumptions 2.1 to 2.3, let {x^k}_k be generated with α_k = α/(k + β)^γ and α > 0, β, ν ≥ 0, γ ∈ (^2_3 , 1], and λ ∈ [0, 1). Then, {x^k}_k converges a.s. to some x^∗ : Ω → crit(f) on X . Moreover, there is R ∈ F with P(X ) = P(R) such that for all ω ∈ R, the following rates hold for realizations x^k ≡ x^k(ω), x^∗ ≡ x^∗(ω): (a) If γ ∈ (^2_3 , 1), then for any ε > 0, we have ‖x^k − x^∗‖ = o(1/k^{Φ(γ,θ)−ε}), |f(x^k) − f(x^∗)| = o(1/k^{Ψ(γ,θ)−ε}) and ‖∇f(x^k)‖^2 = o(1/k^{Ψ(γ,θ)−ε}), where θ ∈ [^1_2 , 1) is the KL exponent at x^∗ and the mappings Φ, Ψ are defined as Φ(γ, θ) := min{^3_2 γ − 1,^{(1−γ)(1−θ)}_{2θ−1} } and Ψ(γ, θ) := min{2γ − 1,^{1−γ}_{2θ−1} }.

(b) If γ = 1, θ =^1_2 and α > 200/C^2, it holds that ‖x^k − x^∗‖ = o(log(k)^12^{+ε}/ √ k), |f(x^k) − f(x^∗)| = o(log(k)^{1+ε}/k) and ‖∇f(x^k)‖^2 = o(log(k)^{1+ε}/k), ∀ ε > 0,

where θ and C denote the KL exponent and constant (of f and M) at x^∗. Theorem 5.1 and Corollary 5.2 provide novel insights into the asymptotic behavior of SGDM. Specifically, the derived rates are obtained under a more general framework while being faster and improving the existing results even for SGD. We now provide additional comparisons and remarks on a.s. convergence rates.

• Function value rates. Liu and Yuan [26, Theorems 2 and 5] establish convergence rates for SHB in the strongly convex and convex case. Using polynomial step sizes, α_k ∼ 1/k^γ, (a.s.) rates of the form f(x^k)−f(x^∗) = o(1/k^{1−ε}) for strongly convex f and f(x^k) − f(x^∗) = o(1/k^{13 −ε}) for general convex f are shown in [26]. Our results in Corollary 5.2 can recover the rates in the strongly convex case (i.e., when θ =^1_2 ) and we can achieve the improved rate o(log(k)^{1+ε}/k) when γ = 1. Due to Ψ(γ, θ) >^1_3 for all θ ∈ [^1_2 , 1), we generally obtain faster convergence compared to the convex setting studied in [26]. For SHB with particular parameter choices (i.e., λ = λ_k → 1 and α_k ∼ 1/k^{32 +ε}), Sebbouh et al. derived the rate f(x^k) − f(x^∗) = o(1/k^{12 −ε}) in the convex case, [37, Corollary 17]. Based on Corollary 5.2, in the nonconvex setting, we can match this result if γ ≥^3_4 and γ + θ ≤^3_2 .

• Iterate rates. In [40, Theorem 2.2], Tadić established rates for SGD-iterates that are more related to our results. If γ ∈ (^3_4 , 1), Tadić’s rates are given by

‖x^k − x^∗‖ = o(1/k^{Φ∘(γ,θ)−ε}) where Φ^∘(γ, θ) = min{2γ −^3_2 ,^{(1−θ)(1−γ)}_{2θ−1} }.

Due to 2γ −^3_2 ≤^3_2 γ −1, γ ≤ 1, this rate is slower than our results in Corollary 5.2 (a). Moreover, Corollary 5.2 (b) allows us to further cover the case γ = 1 (i.e., α_k ∼ 1/k). In this scenario, we obtain the iterate rate o(log^{12 +ε}(k)/ √ k). • On the choice of γ. When the KL exponent θ is known, the rate functions in Corollary 5.2 (a) can be optimized in terms of γ. In particular, the optimal choice is given by γ^∗ =^{2θ}_{4θ−1} resulting in Ψ(γ^∗, θ) =^1_{4θ−1} , Φ(γ^∗, θ) =^{1−θ}_{4θ−1} and |f(x^k) − f(x^∗)| = o(1/k^{14θ−1 −ε})^1 and ‖x^k − x^∗‖ = o(1/k^{1−θ4θ−1 −ε}) ∀ ε > 0. Similarly, the optimal choice of γ for Φ^∘(γ, θ) is γ^∗ =^{4θ−1}_{6θ−2} and the rates in [40] reduce to |f(x^k) − f(x^∗)| = o(1/k^{16θ−2 −ε}) and ‖x^k − x^∗‖ = o(1/k^{1−θ6θ−2 −ε}). In Figure 2, we provide a visualization of the obtained rates in different scenarios.

1The same almost sure and optimal rate for {f(x^k )}_k was recently shown for SHB in the preprint [42, Theorem 4.2]. The result in [42] requires the global θ-Polyak-Łojasiewicz condition to hold (a global variant of the KL property stated in Assumption 2.3).

0.50.60.70.80.91 00.2 0.40.6 0.81

KL exponent θ

Rate parameter Ψ(θ, γ)

|f(x^k) − f(x^∗)| = o(1/k^{Ψ(θ,γ)−ε})

γ ≈ 1.0 γ = 0.9 γ = 0.8 γ = 0.7 Transition Point

0.50.60.70.80.91 0.20.4 0.60.8 1 KL exponent θ

Rate parameter p

|f(x^k) − f(x^∗)| = o(1/k^{p−ε})

Corollary 5.2 [40, Theorem 2.2] [37, Corollary 17] [26, Theorem 2] [26, Theorem 5]

Fig. 2: Left: Function value rates in Corollary 5.2 for different γ. Right: Plot of the rate p for the optimal choice of γ. The rates in [26, Theorems 2 and 5] and [37, Corollary A.1] are derived under (strong) convexity and do not depend on θ.

5.2. Proof of Corollary 5.2. W.l.o.g., we assume β = 0, i.e., α_k = α/k^γ . Clearly, we have α_k → 0 and Δ_k = ∑_k i=1 α_i → ∞ as k → ∞. To derive the claimed rates, we consider the cases γ ∈ (^2_3 , 1) and γ = 1 separately.

Part (a). When γ ∈ (^2_3 , 1), we fix ε ∈ (0, 3γ − 2) and set r =^{2γ−1}_{2(1−γ)} −^ε_{4(1−γ)} >^1_2 . By the integral test, we have Δ_k = ∑_k i=1 α_i = Θ(k^{1−γ} ). Since r <^{2γ−1}_{2(1−γ)} , it follows that ∑_∞ k=1 α^2_kΔ^{2r}_k = O( ∑_∞ k=1 1/k^{2γ−2(1−γ)r}) < ∞. Hence, Theorem 5.1 (a) is applicable.

As a result, {x^k}_k converges a.s. to some x^∗ : Ω → crit(f) on X and there is R ∈ F with P(R) = P(X ) such that the realizations x^k ≡ x^k(ω), x^∗ ≡ x^∗(ω), ω ∈ R, satisfy max{|f(x^k) − f^∗|, ‖f(x^k)‖^2} = O(1/k^{(1−γ)ψ(θ)}) and ‖x^k − x^∗‖ = O(1/k^{(1−γ)ϕ(θ)}), where f^∗ := f(x^∗), ψ(θ) = min{2r,^1_{2θ−1} }, and ϕ(θ) = min{r −^1_2 ,^{1−θ}_{2θ−1} }. Next, we compare (1 − γ)ψ(θ) with Ψ(γ, θ) = min{2γ − 1,^{1−γ}_{2θ−1} }. Noting^{1−γ}_{2θ−1} ≥ Ψ(γ, θ) and 2r(1 − γ) = 2γ − 1 − ε/2 > Ψ(γ, θ) − ε, we have (1 − γ)ψ(θ) > Ψ(γ, θ) − ε. Thus, we can re-express the rates for |f(x^k) − f^∗| and ‖f(x^k)‖^2 as follows: |f(x^k) − f^∗| = o(1/k^{Ψ(γ,θ)−ε}) and ‖f(x^k)‖^2 = o(1/k^{Ψ(γ,θ)−ε}). Similarly, we can derive ‖x^k − x^∗‖ = o(1/k^{Φ(γ,θ)−ε}) by showing that (1 − γ)ϕ(θ) > Φ(γ, θ) − ε, where Φ(γ, θ) = min{^3_2 γ − 1,^{(1−γ)(1−θ)}_{2θ−1} }.

Part (b). When γ = 1, for any ε > 0, we define g(x) = x^{−p} · exp(^x_{2α} ) with p =^1_2 +^ε_4 . By the integral test, we obtain α log(k) ≤ Δ_k ≤ α(1 + log(k)) and ∑_∞ k=1 α^2_k · g(Δ_k)^2 ≤ α^{2−2p} exp(1) · ∑_∞ k=1 1/(k · log(k)^{2p}) < ∞.

The result is due to Theorem 5.1 (b) and^1_{g(Δk )} ≤^{αp[1+log(k)]p√}_k = o(log(k)^{1+ε2} / √ k). Appendix A. Proof of Key Lemmas. To guide the derivations in the following sections, we provide a summary of the main notations in Table 2.

Notation Description M merit function M(x, z) := f(z) + ζ‖z − x‖^2 with ζ :=^{3L}_{1−λ} ; Δ_{m,n} natural time scale Δ_{m,n} = ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i for n > m; T, γ_k, Γ_k time window; associated time indices satisfying Δ_{γk ,γk+1} ≤ T; time indices collections Γ_k := {t ∈ N : γ_k < t ≤ γ_{k+1}}; e^k stochastic approximation errors e^k := ∇f(x̃^k) − g^k; s_k aggregation of stochastic errors s_k := max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖ ∑_{ℓ−1} i=γk αie i‖; d_k iterate distance d_k := max{max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖x^ℓ − x^{γk} ‖, max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖z^ℓ − z^{γk} ‖};

Table 2: List of variables, parameters, and functions.

A.1. Proof of Lemma 3.2. The proof of Lemma 3.2 relies on standard martingale techniques and is based on the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, [9, 38].

Lemma A.1 (Burkholder-Davis-Gundy Inequality). Let {w^k}_k be a given vectorvalued martingale with an associated filtration {U_k}_k and w^0 = 0. For all p ∈ (1, ∞), there then exists C_p > 0 such that E [ sup_{k≥0}‖w^k‖^p ] ≤ C_p · E [(∑_∞ k=1 ‖w^k − w^{k−1}‖^2 )_{p/2}] . We now start with the proof of Lemma 3.2.

Proof. Let us define U_ℓ := F_{γk+ℓ} and let the sequence {y^ℓ}_ℓ be given by y^0 := 0, y^ℓ := ∑_{min{γk +ℓ,γk+1}−1} i=γ_k αiβie i for all ℓ ≥ 1. Then, each of the functions y_ℓ is U_ℓmeasurable and for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , γ_{k+1} − γ_k − 1}, we have

E[y^{ℓ+1} | U_ℓ] = ∑_{γk +ℓ} i=γ_k α_iβ_iE[e^i | U_ℓ] = y^ℓ + α_{γk +ℓ}β_{γk +ℓ}E[e^{γk +ℓ} | F_{γk+ℓ}] = y^ℓ. (similarly for ℓ ≥ γ_{k+1} − γ_k). Thus, {y^ℓ}_ℓ defines a {U_ℓ}-martingale. By Lemma A.1, Assumption 2.1, (3.1), and setting s̄_k := max_{j∈Γk} ‖ ∑_{j−1} i=γ_k αiβie i‖, it follows

E[s̄^2_k] = E [ sup_{ℓ>0}‖y^ℓ‖^2 ] ≤ C_2 · E [∑_∞ ℓ=1 ‖y^ℓ − y^{ℓ−1}‖^2 ]

= C_2 ∑_{γk+1−1} i=γ_k α^2_i β^2_i E[‖e^i‖^2] ≤ C_2σ^2 ∑_{γk+1−1} i=γ_k α^2_i β^2_i < ∞.

(A.1)

Next, for all j ∈ Γ_k and similar to [40, Lemma 6.1], we have ∑_{j−1} i=γ_k α_ie^i = β^{−1}_{j−1} ∑_{j−1} i=γ_k α_iβ_ie^i − β^{−1}_{j−1} ∑_{j−2} i=γ_k α_iβ_ie^i + ∑_{j−2} i=γ_k α_ie^i = · · · = β^{−1}_{j−1} ∑_{j−1} i=γ_k α_iβ_ie^i + ∑_{j−2} ℓ=γ_k (β^{−1}_ℓ − β^{−1}_{ℓ+1}) ∑_ℓ i=γ_k α_iβ_ie^i. Since {β_k}_k is assumed to be non-decreasing, this yields

s_k = max_{j∈Γk} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑_{j−1} i=γ_k α_ie^i ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ max_{j∈Γk} [ β^{−1}_{j−1} + ∑_{j−2} ℓ=γ_k (β^{−1}_ℓ − β^{−1}_{ℓ+1}) ] · s̄_k = β^{−1}_{γk} · s̄_k, for all k ≥ 1. The monotone convergence theorem and (A.1) imply E[ ∑_∞ k=1β^2_{γk} s^2_k] = ∑_∞ k=1E[β^2_{γk} s^2_k] ≤ ∑_∞ k=1E[s̄^2_k] < ∞. Hence, we obtain ∑_∞ k=1 β^2_{γk} s^2_k < ∞ a.s..

A.2. Proof of Lemma 3.3.

Proof. Let us pick any δ ∈ [0, 1) and T ∈ (0,^{1−λ}_{Lτ} ] where τ :=^{20(1+2ν)}_{1−λ} . According to α_k → 0 and Lemma 3.1, there is K_T ≥ 1, such that for all k ≥ K_T, it holds that ∑_{ℓ−1} i=γ_k α_i ≤ Δ_{γk ,γk+1} ≤ T for all ℓ ∈ Γ_k = {t ∈ N : γ_k < t ≤ γ_{k+1}}

Lνα_{γk} ≤ λι where ι := 1 10 · min { 1 10 , ν(1 − λ) 1 + 2ν } . (A.2)

To simplify the notations, we denote m := γ_k and n := γ_{k+1}.

Step 1: Bounding max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖x^ℓ − x^m‖^2. By the update of SGDM in (2.1),

x^ℓ − x^m = λ(x^{ℓ−1} − x^{m−1}) − ℓ−1∑ i=m α_ig^i = λ(x^{ℓ−1} − x^m) + λ(x^m − x^{m−1}) − ℓ−1∑ i=m α_ig^i

holds for all ℓ ∈ Γ_k. Setting y^ℓ := λ^{−ℓ}(x^ℓ − x^m) and η^ℓ := λ^{−ℓ}[(x^m − x^{m−1}) − λ^{−1} ∑_ℓ i=m α_ig^i], we can rewrite the above expression as y^ℓ = y^{ℓ−1} + η^{ℓ−1}. Unfolding this recursion, it follows y^ℓ = ∑_{ℓ−1} j=m η^j and

x^ℓ − x^m = λ^ℓy^ℓ = ∑_{ℓ−1} j=m λ^{ℓ−j} [ (x^m − x^{m−1}) − λ^{−1} ∑_j i=m α_ig^i ]

= λ(1 − λ^{ℓ−m}) 1 − λ (x^m − x^{m−1}) − ∑_{ℓ−m−1} j=0 λ^j ∑_{ℓ−j−1} i=m α_ig^i. Noting g^i = ∇f(x̃^i) − e^i = ∇f(x^m) − e^i + [∇f(x̃^i) − ∇f(x^m)], we obtain

(A.3) x^ℓ − x^m = λ(1 − λ^{ℓ−m}) 1 − λ (x^m − x^{m−1}) − ∑_{ℓ−m−1} j=0 λ^j ∑_{ℓ−j−1} i=m α_i∇f(x^m) + ∑_{ℓ−m−1} j=0 λ^j ∑_{ℓ−j−1} i=m [ α_ie^i + α_i ( ∇f(x^m) − ∇f(x̃^i) )] . Taking norm in (A.3) and using ∑_{ℓ−m−1} j=0 λ^j ≤^1_{1−λ} and ∑_{ℓ−1} i=m α_i ≤ T, this yields

(A.4) (1 − λ)‖x^ℓ − x^m‖ ≤ λ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + T‖∇f(x^m)‖ + max m<j≤ℓ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑_{j−1} i=m α_ie^i ‖ ‖ ‖ + ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i‖∇f(x̃^i) − ∇f(x^m)‖ ≤ λ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + T‖∇f(x^m)‖ + s_k + L ∑_{n−1} i=mα_i‖x̃^i − x^m‖ =: (1 − λ)W , where we applied max_{m<j≤ℓ} ‖ ∑_{j−1} i=m α_ie^i‖ ≤ s_k and Assumption 2.2 to obtain the second inequality. Due to ‖x̃^i − x^m‖ ≤ (1 + ν)‖x^i − x^m‖ + ν‖x^{i−1} − x^m‖ and since {α_k}_k is non-increasing, it further follows ∑_{n−1} i=mα_i‖x̃^i − x^m‖ ≤ να_m‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + (1 + 2ν) ∑_{n−1} i=mα_i‖x^i − x^m‖. Thus, combining this with (A.2) and defining V := ∑_{n−1} i=mα_i‖x^i − x^m‖, we can infer

(1 − λ)W ≤ (1 + ι)λ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + T‖∇f(x^m)‖ + s_k + L(1 + 2ν)V .

Next, using (1−λ)(z^k −x^k) = λ(x^k −x^{k−1}) (cf. (3.4)) and ‖∇f(x^m)‖ ≤ ‖∇f(z^m)‖+ L‖z^m − x^m‖, it follows

(1 − λ)W ≤ (1 + ι)(1 − λ)‖z^m − x^m‖ + T‖∇f(x^m)‖ + s_k + L(1 + 2ν)V ≤ [(1 + ι)(1 − λ) + LT]‖z^m − x^m‖ + T‖∇f(z^m)‖ + s_k + L(1 + 2ν)V ≤ (1 − λ)[1 + ι + τ^{−1}]‖z^m − x^m‖ + T‖∇f(z^m)‖ + s_k =:(1−λ)v +L(1 + 2ν)V ,

(A.5)

where the last line is due to LT ≤ (1 − λ)/τ. Since V = ∑_{n−1} i=mα_i‖x^i − x^m‖ and max_{m≤i≤n} ‖x^i − x^m‖ ≤ W according to (A.4), it holds that V ≤ ( ∑_{n−1} i=mα_i)W ≤ ( ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i) · [^{(1+2ν)L}_{1−λ} V + v], where the last inequality follows from (A.5). Rearranging this estimate and utilizing ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i ≤ T ≤^{1−λ}_{Lτ} , this yields

(A.6) V ≤ [ 1 − 1 + 2ν τ ]_{−1} 1 − λ Lτ v ≤ 1 − λ L(τ − 1 − 2ν) v and W ≤ τ τ − 1 − 2ν v. Invoking τ =^{20(1+2ν)}_{1−λ} , it further follows^τ_{τ −1−2ν} ≤^{20}_{19} and hence, we obtain

(A.7) max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖x^ℓ − x^m‖ ≤ W ≤ 20 19 [( 1 + ι + 1 τ ) ‖z^m − x^m‖ + T‖∇f(z^m)‖ + s_k 1 − λ ] . Finally, using (a + b + c)^2 ≤ (1 + 2/ε)a^2 + (2 + ε)(b^2 + c^2) with ε = 10,^{400·12}_{361} ≤ 15, and (1 +^1_5 )^{400}_{361} (1 + ι + τ^{−1})^2 ≤^4_3 (^{53}_{50} )^2 ≤^3_2 , (due to τ ≥ 20 and ι ≤^1_{100} ), we have

(A.8) max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖x^ℓ − x^m‖^2 ≤ W^2 ≤ 3 2 ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 +

15[T^2‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 + s^2_k] (1 − λ)^2 . Step 2: Bounding max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖z^ℓ − z^m‖. Based on (3.4), it holds for all ℓ ∈ Γ_k that

(1 − λ)(z^ℓ − z^m) = − ∑_{ℓ−1} i=m α_ig^i = −Δ_{m,ℓ}∇f(x^m) + ∑_{ℓ−1} i=m α_ie^i − ∑_{ℓ−1} i=m α_i[∇f(x̃^i) − ∇f(x^m)], (A.9)

which yields

(A.10) max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖z^ℓ − z^m‖ ≤ 1 1 − λ [ T‖∇f(x^m)‖ + s_k + L ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i‖x̃^i − x^m‖ ] ≤ W , where the last step is due to the definition of W in (A.4). Taking square on both sides of (A.10) and using (A.8), this establishes the first statement (3.6) of Lemma 3.3. Step 3: Bounding ‖x^n − x^{n−1}‖^2. W.l.o.g., we assume λ ≠ 0 and obtain x^n − x^{n−1} λ^n = x^{n−1} − x^{n−2} λ^{n−1} − α_{n−1}g^{n−1} λ^n = · · · = x^m − x^{m−1} λ^m − ∑_{n−1} i=m α_ig^i λ^{i+1} . Substituting g^i = ∇f(x^m) − e^i + [∇f(x̃^i) − ∇f(x^m)], using the triangle inequality, and setting τ̃ := (1 + 2ν)^{−1}τ and r̄ := ∑_{n−1} i=m α_iλ^{−i}e^i, we obtain ‖x^n − x^{n−1}‖ ≤ λ^{n−m}‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + λ^{n−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑_{n−1} i=m α_iλ^{−i}g^i ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ λ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i[‖∇f(x^m)‖ + L‖x̃^i − x^m‖] + λ^{n−1}‖r̄‖ ≤ (1 − λ)W − s_k + λ^{n−1}‖r̄‖ (A.11) where the second line utilizes λ^{n−1}/λ^i ≤ 1 and the L-smoothness of f, and the last line follows from ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i ≤ T and (A.4). Setting r^ℓ := ∑_{ℓ−1} i=m α_ie^i, we then obtain

r̄ = λ^{1−n}(r^n − r^{n−1}) + ∑_{n−2} i=m α_iλ^{−i}e^i = · · · = ∑_n i=m+2 λ^{1−i}(r^i − r^{i−1}) + λ^{−m}r^m = λ^{1−n}r^n − (1 − λ) ∑_{n−1} i=m+1 λ^{−i}r^i. Noting ‖r^ℓ‖ ≤ s_k for all ℓ ∈ Γ_k and using ∑_{n−1} i=0 λ^{−i} =^{λ1−n−λ}_{1−λ} , this yields ‖r̄‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑_{n−1} i=m α_iλ^{−i}e^i ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ λ^{1−n}sk + (1 − λ)sk ∑_{n−1} i=m+1 λ^{−i} ≤ 2λ^{1−n}s_k. Recalling τ̃ =^τ_{1+2ν} , τ =^{20(1+2ν)}_{1−λ} and using (A.6) with^τ_{τ −1−2ν} =^{τ̃}_{τ̃ −1} and the relation (1 − λ)v = (1 + ι + τ^{−1})λ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + T‖∇f(z^m)‖ + s_k (cf. (A.5), (3.4)), we have ‖x^n − x^{n−1}‖ ≤ (1 − λ)W + s_k ≤ τ̃ τ̃ − 1 (1 + ι + τ^{−1})λ · ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + τ̃ τ̃ − 1 [T‖∇f(z^m)‖ + 2s_k] ≤ τ̃ + 1 τ̃ − 1 λ · ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖ + τ̃ τ̃ − 1 [T‖∇f(z^m)‖ + 2s_k], where the last line is due to ι ≤^{ν(1−λ)}_{10(1+2ν)} = 2ντ^{−1} and ι + τ^{−1} ≤ (2ν + 1)τ^{−1} = τ̃^{−1}. Thus, applying (a + b + c)^2 ≤ (1 + 2/ε)a^2 + (2 + ε)(b^2 + c^2) with ε =^{2(2λ+1)}_{1−λ} to the last estimate, it holds that

(A.12) ‖x^n − x^{n−1}‖^2 ≤ c_1‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖^2 + c_2[T^2‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 + 4s^2_k].

where c_1 = (^{τ̃+1}_{τ̃ −1} )^{2 2+λ}_{2λ+1} λ^2 and c_2 =^{2(2+λ)}_{1−λ} (^{τ̃}_{τ̃−1} )^2. Moreover, we have^{τ̃ +1}_{τ̃−1} = 1 +^2_{τ̃−1} with^2_{τ̃−1} =^{2(1−λ)}_{19+λ} ,^2_{τ̃ −1} ≤^1_9 and^2_{τ̃−1} ≤^{1−λ}_8 =^9_{40}^{5(1−λ)}_{3·3} ≤^{9(1−λ)(4λ+5)}_{38(λ+2)(2λ+1)} , based on the definition of τ̃ and τ. Next, utilizing λ ≤^{2λ+1}_3 , we obtain

c_1 ≤ ( 1 + 38 9(τ̃ − 1)

)(2 + λ)λ2

(2λ + 1) ≤ [ 1 + (1 − λ)(4λ + 5) 2(2 + λ)(2λ + 1) ] · (λ + 2)(2λ + 1) 9 = 1 + λ 2 , where we first applied (1 +^2_{τ̃ −1} )^2 = 1 +^2_{τ̃ −1} (2 +^2_{τ̃−1} ) ≤ 1 +^{38}_{9(τ̃−1)} . In addition, due to (^{τ̃}_{τ̃−1} )^2 = (^{20}_{19+λ} )^2 ≤ (^{20}_{19} )^2 ≤^4_3 , it holds that c_2 ≤^8_{1−λ} and, by (A.12), we can infer ‖x^n − x^{n−1}‖^2 ≤ 1 + λ 2 ‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖^2 + 8 1 − λ [T^2‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 + 4s^2_k].

Finally, using z^k − x^k =^λ_{1−λ} (x^k − x^{k−1}), this completes the proof of (3.7).

A.3. Proof of Lemma 3.4.

Proof. Let us set δ = 0.99 and pick T ∈ (0,^{(1−λ)3}_{50L(1+2ν)2} ] ⊂ (0,^{(1−λ)2}_{20L(1+2ν)} ]. Then, Lemmas 3.1 and 3.3 are applicable and there is K_δ ≥ 1, such that for all k ≥ K_δ,

(A.13) δT ≤ Δ_{γk ,γk+1} ≤ T, Lν^2α_{γk} ≤ λ^2/80, and (3.6) & (3.7) hold.

We denote m := γ_k and n := γ_{k+1}. First, using the L-continuity of ∇f, it holds that

(A.14) f(z^n) ≤ f(z^m) + ⟨∇f(z^m), z^n − z^m⟩ + L 2 d^2_k.

Next, applying (A.9), we obtain (1−λ)⟨∇f(z^m), z^n −z^m⟩ = Δ_{m,n}T_1 +T_2 +T_3, where

T_1 := −⟨∇f(z^m), ∇f(x^m)⟩, T_2 := ∑_{n−1} i=mα_i⟨∇f(z^m), ∇f(x^m) − ∇f(x̃^i)⟩, and T_3 := ⟨∇f(z^m), ∑_{n−1} i=mα_ie^i⟩. By Young’s inequality and for any ε_1, ε_2 > 0, we further have T_1 = −‖∇f(z^m)‖^2+⟨∇f(z^m), ∇f(z^m)−∇f(x^m)⟩ ≤ −(1−^{ε1}_2 )‖∇f(z^m)‖^2+

L^2 2ε_1 ‖z

m − x^m‖^2 and

T_2 ≤ ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i‖∇f(z^m)‖ · L[(1 + ν)‖x^m − x^i‖ + ν‖x^m − x^{i−1}‖] ≤ ∑_{n−1} i=m α_i[ε_2‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 +^{L2(1+ν)2}_{2ε2} ‖x^m − x^i‖^2 +^{L2ν2}_{2ε2} ‖x^m − x^{i−1}‖^2]

≤ ε_2Δ_{m,n}‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 +^{(1+2ν)2L2}_{2ε2} Δ_{m,n}d^2_k +^{L2ν2}_{2ε2} α_m‖x^m − x^{m−1}‖^2.

By the definition of s_k, it holds that T_3 ≤^{ε3 Δm,n}_2 ‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 +^{s2k}_{2ε3Δm,n} for all ε_3 > 0. Thus, combining the previous estimates, (3.4), and Lν^2α_m ≤ λ^2/80, we obtain ⟨∇f(z^m), z^n − z^m⟩ + (1 −^{ε1 +2ε2 +ε3}_2 )^{Δm,n}_{1−λ} ‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 ≤ [_L2_{Δm,n}

2ε_1 (1−λ) + L 160ε_2 ] ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 +^{(1+2ν)2 L2Δm,n}

2ε_2 (1−λ) · d 2 k +^1

2ε_3 (1−λ)Δ_{m,n} · s 2 k. Setting ε_1 =^1_5 , ε_2 =^1_8 , ε_3 =^1_9 , recalling δ = 0.99, and noticing 1 −^{ε1 +2ε2 +ε3}_2 =^{259}_{360} ≥ 7 10δ , it follows

⟨∇f(z^m), z^n − z^m⟩ +^{7T}_{10(1−λ)} ‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 ≤ [_{5L2 T}

2(1−λ) + L 20 ] ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 +^{4(1+2ν)2 L2T}_{1−λ} · d^2_k +^9_{2(1−λ)δT} · s^2_k, where we applied δT ≤ Δ_{m,n} ≤ T (cf. (A.13)). Plugging this estimate into (A.14) and using T ≤^{1−λ}_{50L(1+2ν)2} ≤^{1−λ}_{50L} and^{4L}_{50} +^L_2 ≤^{7L}_{12} , it holds that

(A.15) f(z^n) +^{7T}_{10(1−λ)} ‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 ≤ f(z^m) +^{7L}_{12} d^2_k +^L_{10} ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 +^5_{(1−λ)T} · s^2_k.

Adding^{3L}_{1−λ} ‖z^n − x^n‖^2 +^L_{12} d^2_k on both sides of (A.15), we can infer

f(z^n) +^{3L}_{1−λ} ‖z^n − x^n‖^2 +^L_{12} d^2_k +^{7T}_{10(1−λ)} ‖∇f(z^m)‖^2

≤ f(z^m) +^{2L}_3 d^2_k +^L_{10} ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 +^{3L}_{1−λ} ‖z^n − x^n‖^2 +^{5s2k}_{(1−λ)T} ≤ f(z^m) + L

[_{11} 10 +^{3(1+λ)} 2(1−λ) ] ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 +^1_{1−λ}

[_{10LT} 1−λ +^{24LT}_{(1−λ)3} ] T‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 +^1_{1−λ}

[_5 T +^{10L}_{1−λ} +^{96L}_{(1−λ)3} ] s^2_k ≤ f(z^m) + L

(_3 1−λ −^2_5 ) ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 +^{17T}_{25(1−λ)} ‖∇f(z^m)‖^2 +^8_{(1−λ)T} s^2_k,

(A.16)

where the second inequality uses (3.6)–(3.7) for d^2_k and ‖z^n − x^n‖^2 and the last line follows from^{11}_{10} +^{3(1+λ)}_{2(1−λ)} =^3_{1−λ} −^2_5 ,^{10LT}_{1−λ} +^{24LT}_{(1−λ)3} ≤^{34LT}_{(1−λ)3} ≤^{17}_{25} and^{10L}_{1−λ} +^{96L}_{(1−λ)3} ≤

106LT (1−λ)^3 T ≤ 3 T . Rearranging the inequality (A.16), we finally obtain

f(z^n) +^{3L}_{1−λ} ‖z^n − x^n‖^2 +^L_{12} d^2_k −^8_{(1−λ)T} s^2_k ≤ f(z^m) + L

(_3 1−λ −^2_5 ) ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 −^T_{50(1−λ)} ‖∇f(z^m)‖^2

≤ f(z^m) +

[_{3L} 1−λ − (_{2L}

5 −^{6Tζ2}

50(1−λ) )] ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 −^T_{100(1−λ)} ‖∇M(x^m, z^m)‖^2 ≤ f(z^m) +^{3L}_{1−λ} ‖z^m − x^m‖^2 −^T_{100(1−λ)} ‖∇M(x^m, z^m)‖^2, where the second inequality follows from the gradient bound (3.9) and the last line is due to^{6Tζ2}_{50(1−λ)} =^{6T}_{50(1−λ)} (^{3L}_{1−λ} )^2 ≤^{2L}_5 as T ≤^{(1−λ)3}_{50L} .

A.4. Proof of Lemma 4.5.

Proof. Let us fix an arbitrary sample ω ∈ S and let us set x^t ≡ x^t(ω), z^t ≡ z^t(ω), s_t ≡ s_t(ω), d_t ≡ d_t(ω), etc. By Lemma 3.4 and as in (4.2), we have

(A.17) M(x^{γt+1} , z^{γt+1} ) + u_{t+1} +

Ld^2_t 12 + T‖∇M(x^{γt} , z^{γt} )‖^2 100(1 − λ) ≤ M(x^{γt} , z^{γt} ) + u_t, for all t ≥ K_T, where u_t =^8_{(1−λ)T} ∑_∞ i=ts^2_i . Due to x^{γk} , z^{γk} ∈ V (x^∗) and |M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )− f(x^∗)| < 1, Lemma 4.4 is applicable and for all ϑ ∈ [θ, 1), it holds that (A.18) ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ ≥ C|M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗)|^θ ≥ C|M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗)|^ϑ. We define ϱ(x) :=^1_{C(1−ϑ)} · x^{1−ϑ} (hence [ϱ^′(x)]^{−1} = Cx^ϑ) and

Ψ_k := ϱ(M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗) + u_k).

Note that Ψ_k and Ψ_{k+1} are well-defined as M(x^{γj} , z^{γj} )+u_j ≥ f(x^∗), for j ∈ {k, k+1}. Based on (A.18) and ϑ ∈ [^1_2 , 1), we have

[ϱ^′(M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗) + u_k)]^{−1} ≤ C[|M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗)| + u_k]^ϑ ≤ C|M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗)|^ϑ + Cu^ϑ_k ≤ ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ + Cu^ϑ_k , (A.19) where the last inequality follows from the subadditivity of x → x^ϑ and (A.18). Using the concavity of ϱ (and, w.l.o.g., assuming ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ + Cu^ϑ_k ≠ 0), we obtain Ψ_k − Ψ_{k+1}

≥ ϱ^′(M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗) + u_k) [M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) + u_k − M(x^{γk+1} , z^{γk+1} ) − u_{k+1}] ≥ ϱ^′(M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗) + u_k)

[_L 12 d^2_k +^T_{100(1−λ)} ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖^2 ]

≥ L 12 d^2_k +^T_{100(1−λ)} ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖^2 ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ + Cu^ϑ_k = (1−λ)^3 600(1+2ν)^2 d 2 k +^{T2}_{100(1−λ)} ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖^2 T‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ + CTu^ϑ_k ≥ (1 − λ)^3 200 · 2[d_k/(3(1 + 2ν))]^2 + 2[T‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖]^2 T‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ + CTu^ϑ_k , where the third line is due to (A.17) and (A.19) and we use L =^{(1−λ)3}_{50(1+2ν)2 T} . Rearranging the above inequality and using (a + b)^2 ≤ 2a^2 + 2b^2 gives [_{dk} 3(1+2ν) + T‖∇M(x γ_k , zγ_k )‖ ]_2 ≤ 2 [_{dk} 3(1+2ν)

]_2 + 2[T‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖]^2 ≤^{200}_{(1−λ)3} [Ψ_k − Ψ_{k+1}] · [T‖M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ + CTu^ϑ_k ].

Taking the square root on both sides of this inequality, it finally follows 1 3(1+2ν) dk + T‖M(x γ_k , zγ_k )‖ ≤ √_{100}

(1−λ)^3 [Ψk − Ψk+1] · 2[T‖M(x γ_k , zγ_k )‖ + CTuϑ k ] ≤^{50}_{(1−λ)3} [Ψ_k − Ψ_{k+1}] + T‖M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖ + CTu^ϑ_k ,

where we applied √ ab ≤^a_2 +^b_2 for all a, b ≥ 0. This completes the proof.

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 5.1. Setting β_k = g(Δ_k) in (3.1), Lemma 3.2 implies that P(S) = 1 where S is defined in (3.1). Moreover, due to ∑_∞ k=1α^2_kg(Δ_k)^2 < ∞ (with g(x) = x^r and g(x) = exp(rx)/x^p), all step size requirements in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 are satisfied. Hence, we have ‖z^k − x^k‖ → 0 a.s. and both {x^k}_k and {z^k}_k converge to some crit(f)-valued mapping x^∗ : Ω → crit(f) a.s. on X . Let us define the event R ∈ F, with P(R) = P(X ), as (B.1) R := S ∩ X ∩ {ω ∈ Ω : x^k(ω) → x^∗(ω) and z^k(ω) → x^∗(ω)}. Let us fix ω ∈ R and consider the realizations x^k ≡ x^k(ω), z^k ≡ z^k(ω), d_k ≡ d_k(ω), s_k ≡ s_k(ω), etc.. Since {x^k}_k and {z^k}_k converge to x^∗ ∈ crit(f) and f is continuous, the sequences {f(x^k)}_k and {f(z^k)}_k converge to f^∗ := f(x^∗). Additionally, there is k̄ ≥ 1 such that xk, zk ∈ V (x∗) for all k ≥ k̄. Restating (A.17), it holds that (B.2) M(x^{γk+1} , z^{γk+1} ) + u_{k+1} +^T_{100(1−λ)} ‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖^2 ≤ M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) + u_k, for all k ≥ k̄, where u_k =^8_{(1−λ)T} ∑_∞ i=ks^2_i . Rearranging and applying Lemma 4.4 yields [M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f^∗ + u_k] − [M(x^{γk+1} , z^{γk+1} ) − f^∗ + u_{k+1}] ≥ 2C_λ|M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f^∗|^{2θ}, where C_λ :=^{C2 T}_{200(1−λ)} .

Adding 2C_λu^{2θ}_k on both sides and using 2(|a|^{2θ} + |b|^{2θ}) ≥ |a + b|^{2θ}, θ ∈ [^1_2 , 1), we get (B.3) y_k − y_{k+1} + 2C_λu^{2θ}_k ≥ C_λy^{2θ}_k where y_k := M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f^∗ + u_k ≥ 0. (We have {y_k}_k ⊂ R_+ , since {y_k}_k decreases monotonically to 0). Part (a). Rates under g(x) = x^r, r >^1_2 . Let us substitute β_k = Δ^r_k. According to Lemma 3.2 and using the monotonicity of {β_k}_k, we have

(B.4) Δ^{2r}_{γk} u_k = β^2_{γk} u_k ≤ 8 (1 − λ)T ∑_∞ i=k β^2_{γi} s^2_i → 0 =⇒ u_k = o(Δ^{−2r}_{γk} ).

Thus, increasing k̄ if necessary, it follows 2C_λu^{2θ}_k ≤ Δ^{−4rθ}_{γk} and (B.3) reduces to (B.5) y_{k+1} ≤ y_k − C_λy^{2θ}_k + Δ^{−4rθ}_{γk} ∀ k ≥ k̄.

Step 1: Rates for {u_k}_k and main recursion for {y_k}_k. By the definition of Δ_k and applying Lemma 3.1, it holds that

(B.6) Δ^{2r}_{γk} = (∑_{γk} i=1 α_i )_{2r} ≥ [∑_{γt−1} i=1 α_i + δT(k − t) ]_{2r} ≥ D^{− 12} k^{2r}, ∀ k ≥ t, for some D ≥ 1 and for some sufficiently large t ≥ max{k̄, K_δ}, where K_δ is specified in Lemma 3.1. W.l.o.g., we assume k ≥ t in the subsequent analysis. Combining (B.5) and (B.6) yields (B.7) y_{k+1} ≤ y_k − C_λy^{2θ}_k + D^θk^{−4θr} ≤ y_k − C_λy^{2θ}_k + Dk^{−4θr}. In addition, by (B.4) and (B.6) the rate for {u_k}_k is readily given by: (B.8) u_k = O(k^{−2r}).

Step 2: Rates for {y_k}_k. In our derivation, we require the following classical result about the rates of certain sequences, cf. [10, Lemma 1 and 4] and [35, Section 2.2].

Lemma B.1. Let {y_k}_k ⊆ R_+ and β ≥ 0, s ∈ (0, 1], t > s be given with y_{k+1} ≤ [ 1 − q · (k + β)^{−s} ] y_k + p · (k + β)^{−t}, for some p, q > 0.

(a) If s = 1 and t < q + 1, then y_k ≤^p_{q+1−t} · (k + β)^{1−t} + o((k + β)^{1−t}) as k → ∞. (b) If s < 1, then y_k ≤^p_q · (k + β)^{s−t} + o((k + β)^{s−t}) as k → ∞. We now continue the proof of Step 2. We consider the two cases θ =^1_2 and θ ∈ (^1_2 , 1). Case I: θ =^1_2 . The recursion (B.7) simplifies to y_{k+1} ≤ (1 − C_λ)y_k + Dk^{−2r}.

If C_λ ≥ 1, then y_{k+1} ≤ Dk^{−2r}, implying y_k = O(k^{−2r}). If C_λ < 1, there exists K ≥ t such that k^{−2r} ≤^{2−Cλ}_{2(1−Cλ)} (k + 1)^{−2r} for all k ≥ K. We now make the following claim: for all k ≥ t it holds that y_k ≤ [ 2 − C_λ C_λ(1 − C_λ)

· D + max_{t≤i≤K} y_i K^{−2r} ] k^{−2r} =: Ek^{−2r}.

We prove this claim inductively. Obviously, due to^{2−Cλ}_{Cλ(1−Cλ )} ≥ 0, it follows y_k ≤ Ek^{−2r} for all t ≤ k ≤ K. Suppose that y_k ≤ Ek^{−2r} holds for some k > K. Then, we have y_{k+1} ≤ (1 − C_λ)y_k + Dk^{−2r} ≤ [(1 − C_λ)E + D]k^{−2r} ≤ E(k + 1)^{−2r}, where the second inequality uses k^{−2r} ≤^{2−Cλ}_{2(1−Cλ )} (k +1)^{−2r}. This yields y_k = O(k^{−2r} ). Case II: θ ∈ (^1_2 , 1). Let us define μ := min{r,^1_{4θ−2} } and D_λ := [(2θ − 1)(C_λθ)]^{−1}. Then, we can reformulate (B.7) as follows (B.9) y_{k+1} ≤ y_k − C_λ[y^{2θ}_k − D^{2θ2θ−1}_λ · k^{−4θμ}] + Dk^{−4θr}. Since θ >^1_2 , the function x → h_θ(x) := x^{2θ} is convex on R_+ , i.e., h_θ(y) − h_θ(x) ≥ 2θx^{2θ−1}(y − x) = 2θx^{2θ−1}y − 2θx^{2θ} ∀ x, y ∈ R_+ . Rearranging the terms in (B.9) and using the convexity of h_θ, we have

y_{k+1} ≤ y_k − C_λ [ h_θ(y_k) − h_θ(D^{12θ−1}_λ k^{−2μ}) ] + D · k^{−4θr} ≤ [ 1 − 2/(2θ − 1) · k^{−2μ(2θ−1)} ] y_k + ( 2θC_λD^{2θ2θ−1}_λ + D ) k^{−4θμ}, where the second inequality utilizes μ ≤ r and θC_λD_λ = (2θ − 1)^{−1}. Notice that 2μ(2θ − 1) ≤ 1 and 4θμ − 2μ(2θ − 1) < 2/(2θ − 1). Hence, Lemma B.1 is applicable and it follows y_k = O(k^{−2μ}). In view of Case I & II, we conclude that (B.10) y_k = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}), where ψ(θ) := min{2r,^1_{2θ−1} }. Step 3: Transition to ‖∇f(x^k)‖. By (B.2) and using y_k ≥ 0, we can infer T‖∇M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} )‖^2 ≤ 100(1 − λ)[y_k − y_{k+1}] ≤ 100(1 − λ)y_k = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}).

Thus, combining the gradient bound (3.9) and the L-smoothness of f, we obtain (B.11) max{‖x^{γk} − z^{γk} ‖^2, ‖∇f(x^{γk} )‖^2, ‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖^2} = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}).

As shown in (B.8), it holds that s^2_k = O(u_k) = O(k^{−2r} ). Hence, in light of Lemma 3.3 and using ψ(θ) ≤ 2r, it follows (B.12) d^2_k ≤^3_2 ‖z^{γk} − x^{γk} ‖^2 +^{15}_{(1−λ)2} (T^2‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖^2 + s^2_k) = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}). By the definition of {d_k}_k (cf. (3.5)) and applying Assumption 2.2, we further have (B.13) max_{ℓ∈Γk} ‖∇f(x^ℓ)‖^2 ≤ 2‖∇f(x^{γk} )‖^2 + 2L^2d^2_k = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}). Notice that this rate still depends on the time window and time indices {γ_k}_k. Hence, our next step is to transfer the obtained results to the original time scale. Mimicking the derivations in (B.6) and as {α_k}_k is non-increasing and t is fixed, we have (B.14) Δ_{γk+1} = Δ_{γt −1} + ∑_k i=t Δ_{γi,γi+1} + α_{γk+1} ≤ Δ_{γt} + T(k + 1 − t) ≤ D̄k for some D̄ > 0 and all k sufficiently large. Let ℓ ∈ N be arbitrary. By construction of {γ_k}_k, there is k ≥ 1 such that ℓ ∈ Γ_k. Thus, by (B.13), we can infer ‖∇f(x^ℓ)‖^2 = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}) and, due to Δ_ℓ ≤ Δ_{γk+1} ≤ D̄k, we finally obtain (B.15) ‖∇f(x^ℓ)‖^2 = O(Δ^{−ψ(θ)}_ℓ ) ∀ ℓ sufficiently large. Step 4: Transition to {f(x^k)}_k. Since y_k = M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f^∗ + u_k = f(z^{γk} ) − f^∗ + ζ‖x^{γk} − z^{γk} ‖^2 + u_k, by utilizing the triangle inequality, we obtain (B.16) |f(z^{γk} ) − f^∗| ≤ y_k + ζ‖x^{γk} − z^{γk} ‖^2 + u_k = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}), where the equality holds thanks to (B.8), (B.10)–(B.11). Next, we want to show |f(x^{γk} ) − f^∗| = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}). Restating (4.5), it holds for all y_1, y_2 ∈ R^d that (B.17) |f(y_1) − f(y_2)| ≤^1_{2L} max{‖∇f(y_1)‖^2, ‖∇f(y_2)‖^2} + L‖y_1 − y_2‖^2. Substituting y_1 = x^{γk} and y_2 = z^{γk} in (B.17) and using (B.11), this yields |f(x^{γk} ) − f(z^{γk} )| ≤^1_{2L} max{‖∇f(x^{γk} )‖^2, ‖∇f(z^{γk} )‖^2} + L‖x^{γk} − z^{γk} ‖^2 = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}), which, along with (B.16), further implies (B.18) |f(x^{γk} ) − f^∗| ≤ |f(z^{γk} ) − f^∗| + |f(x^{γk} ) − f(z^{γk} )| = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}). As discussed before, for every integer ℓ ≥ 1, there is k ≥ 1 such that ℓ ∈ Γ_k. Replacing y_1 = x^ℓ and y_2 = x^{γk} in (B.17), this yields

|f(x^ℓ) − f(x^{γk} )| ≤^1_{2L} max{‖∇f(x^ℓ)‖^2, ‖∇f(x^{γk} )‖^2} + Ld^2_k = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}), where we applied (B.12), (B.13). Combining this with (B.18) gives |f(x^ℓ) − f^∗| ≤ |f(x^ℓ) − f(x^{γk} )| + |f(x^{γk} ) − f^∗| = O(k^{−ψ(θ)}). Using (B.14) and Δ_ℓ ≤ Δ_{γk+1} , we have |f(x^ℓ) − f^∗| = O(Δ^{−ψ(θ)}_ℓ ). Step 5: Rates for {x^k}_k. In this step, we will work with the adjusted KL exponent ϑ ∈ [θ, 1) such that ϑ >^1_{2r} (which ensures the summability of {u^ϑ_k }_k). Summing the recursion in Lemma 4.5 from k = m to n leads to ∑_n k=m d_k ≤ MΨ_m + 3(1 + 2ν)CT ∑_n k=m u^ϑ_k , where Ψ_k =^1_{C(1−ϑ)} [M(x^{γk} , z^{γk} ) − f(x^∗) + u_k]^{1−ϑ} =^1_{C(1−ϑ)} y^{1−ϑ}_k = O(k^{−(1−ϑ)ψ(ϑ)}) and M =^{150(1+2ν)}

(1−λ)^3 . Letting n → ∞ and noting uk = O(k

−2r ) (by (B.8)), we have

(B.19) ∑_∞ k=m d_k = O ( m^{−(1−ϑ)ψ(ϑ)} + ∑_∞ k=m k^{−2rϑ} ) = O(m^{−(1−ϑ)ψ(ϑ)} + m^{1−2rϑ}). Since ϑ > 0 can be selected freely from (^1_{2r} , 1) ∩ [θ, 1), to achieve the best rate given r >^1_2 and θ ∈ [^1_2 , 1), we solve the following constrained optimization problem: (B.20) max_{ϑ∈[θ,1)} φ(ϑ) := min{2rϑ − 1, 2r(1 − ϑ),^{1−ϑ}_{2ϑ−1} } s.t. ϑ >^1_{2r} .

Observe that ϕ(ϑ) = 2rϑ − 1 if^1_{2r} < ϑ ≤^{1+2r}_{4r} and ϕ(ϑ) =^{1−ϑ}_{2ϑ−1} if^{1+2r}_{4r} < ϑ < 1. Clearly, φ(ϑ) increases in (^1_{2r} ,^{1+2r}_{4r} ) and decreases in (^{1+2r}_{4r} , 1). Hence, in the case θ ≥^{1+2r}_{4r} , φ attains the maximum at θ; in the case^1_2 ≤ θ <^{1+2r}_{4r} , the maximum is attained at^{1+2r}_{4r} . Consequently, the solution ϑ^∗ of (B.20) is given by

ϑ^∗ =

{_{1+2r} 4r if^1_2 ≤ θ <^{1+2r}_{4r} , θ if^{1+2r}_{4r} ≤ θ < 1,

=⇒ φ(ϑ^∗) = { r −^1_2 if^1_2 ≤ θ <^{1+2r}_{4r} , 1−θ 2θ−1 if

1+2r 4r ≤ θ < 1, i.e., φ(ϑ^∗) = ϕ(θ) := min{r −^1_2 ,^{1−θ}_{2θ−1} }, and (B.19) reduces to ∑_∞ k=md_k = O(m^{−ϕ(θ)}). Recalling x^k → x^∗ ∈ crit(f), we have x^{γk} → x^∗ as k → ∞ and ‖x^{γm} − x^∗‖ ≤ ∑_∞ k=m‖x^{γk} − x^{γk+1} ‖ ≤ ∑_∞ k=md_k = O(m^{−ϕ(θ)}). Analogous to our previous steps, for any index ℓ ≥ 1, there is m ≥ 1 such that ℓ ∈ Γ_m. Hence, it holds that ‖x^ℓ − x^∗‖ ≤ ‖x^ℓ − x^{γm} ‖ + ‖x^{γm} − x^∗‖ ≤ d_m + ∑_∞ k=m d_k = O(m^{−ϕ(θ)}). Finally, the relation Δ_ℓ ≤ Δ_{γm+1} ≤ D̄m (by (B.14)) yields ‖x^ℓ − x^∗‖ = O(Δ^{−ϕ(θ)}_ℓ ). Part (b). Rates under θ =^1_2 , g(x) =^{exp(rx)}_{xp} and r > 0, p ≥ 0. Substituting θ =^1_2 in (B.3) and noting that g(x) =^{exp(rx)}_{xp} and u_k = o(g(Δ_k)^{−2}) by (B.4), we have

(B.21) y_{k+1} ≤ (1 − C_λ)y_k + Δ^{2p}_{γk} · exp(−2rΔ_{γk} ), where C_λ =^{C2 T}_{200(1−λ)} .

If C_λ ≥ 1, we have y_{k+1} ≤ Δ^{2p}_{γk} exp(−2rΔ_{γk} ) = g(Δ_{γk} )^{−2}. Next, we consider C_λ < 1. Since α_k → 0, there is k̃ ≥ 1 such that α_k ≤ T for all k ≥ k̃. By Lemma 3.1, we further have for all k ≥ i ≥ max{k̄, k̃, K_δ} that

(B.22) Δ_{γk} − Δ_{γi} = ∑_{γk} j=γ_i +1 α_j ≤ α_{γk} + Δ_{γi ,γk} ≤ T + T(k − i). Dividing (B.21) by (1−C_λ)^{k+1} gives^{yk+1}_{(1−Cλ)k+1} ≤^{yk}_{(1−Cλ )k} +^{Δ2pγk ·exp(−2rΔγk )}_{(1−Cλ)k+1} . Summing this estimate for i = t, . . . , k, t ≥ max{k̄, k̃, K_δ}, and multiplying (1 − C_λ)^{k+1} back on both sides, we obtain

y_{k+1} ≤ (1 − C_λ)^{k−t+1}y_t + ∑_k i=t Δ^{2p}_{γi} exp(−2rΔ_{γi} )(1 − C_λ)^{k−i}

≤ (1 − C_λ)^{k−t+1}y_t + Δ^{2p}_{γk} exp(−2rΔ_{γk} ) ∑_k i=t exp(2r(Δ_{γk} − Δ_{γi} ))(1 − C_λ)^{k−i}

≤ (1 − C_λ)^{k−t+1}y_t + Δ^{2p}_{γk} exp(−2rΔ_{γk} ) ∑_k i=t exp(2rT)[exp(2rT)(1 − C_λ)]^{k−i},

24 J. QIU, B. MA, AND A. MILZAREK

where the second line uses Δ_{γk} ≥ Δ_{γi} and the last line is due to (B.22). The condition r < C^2/400 implies exp(2rT)(1 − C_λ) < 1 and hence, we have (1 − C_λ) < exp(−2rT) and ∑_k i=t exp(2rT)[exp(2rT)(1 − C_λ)]^{k−i} ≤ exp(2rT)/[1 − exp(2rT)(1 − C_λ)] =: C̄_λ.

Thus, due to (B.22), it follows

y_{k+1} ≤ exp(−2rT(k − t + 1))y_t + C̄_λg(Δ_{γk} )^{−2}

≤ exp(−2rΔ_{γk} ) · exp(2rΔ_{γt} )y_t + C̄_λg(Δ_{γk} )^{−2}.

Since exp(2rΔ_{γt} )y_t and C̄_λ are fixed, this yields y_{k+1} = O(g(Δ_{γk} )^{−2}). By (B.22), we have Δ_{γk+1} − Δ_{γk} ≤ 2T, which implies exp(−2rΔ_{γk} ) ≤ exp(4rT) exp(−2rΔ_{γk+1} ). Consequently, due to the monotonicity of {Δ_{γk} }_k, we can infer

(B.23) y_{k+1} = O(g(Δ_{γk+1} )^{−2}) ⇐⇒ y_k = O(g(Δ_{γk} )^{−2}).

Based on (B.23) and u_k = o(g(Δ_{γk} )^{−2}), we can obtain the desired rates by fully repeating the procedures used in Step 3–5. We will omit further details.

REFERENCES

[1] M. Abadi, P. Barham, J. Chen, et al., Tensorflow: a system for large-scale machine learning, in 12th USENIX Symp. on Operating Syst. Design and Implementation (OSDI 16), 2016, pp. 265–283.

[2] P.-A. Absil, R. Mahony, and B. Andrews, Convergence of the iterates of descent methods for analytic cost functions, SIAM J. Optim., 16 (2005), pp. 531–547.

[3] H. Attouch and J. Bolte, On the convergence of the proximal algorithm for nonsmooth functions involving analytic features, Math. Program., 116 (2009), pp. 5–16.

[4] H. Attouch, J. Bolte, P. Redont, and A. Soubeyran, Proximal alternating minimization and projection methods for nonconvex problems: an approach based on the Kurdyka- Łojasiewicz inequality, Math. Oper. Res., 35 (2010), pp. 438–457.

[5] H. Attouch, J. Bolte, and B. F. Svaiter, Convergence of descent methods for semialgebraic and tame problems: proximal algorithms, forward-backward splitting, and regularized Gauss-Seidel methods, Math. Program., 137 (2013), pp. 91–129.

[6] J. Bolte, S. Sabach, and M. Teboulle, Proximal alternating linearized minimization for nonconvex and nonsmooth problems, Math. Program., 146 (2014), pp. 459–494.

[7] V. S. Borkar, Stochastic approximation: a dynamical systems viewpoint, Springer, 2008. [8] L. Bottou, F. E. Curtis, and J. Nocedal, Optimization methods for large-scale machine learning, SIAM Rev., 60 (2018), pp. 223–311.

[9] D. L. Burkholder, B. J. Davis, and R. F. Gundy, Integral inequalities for convex functions of operators on martingales, in Berkeley Symp. on Math. Statist. and Prob., Univ. California Press Berkeley, Calif., 1972, pp. 223–240.

[10] K. L. Chung, On a stochastic approximation method, Ann. Math. Stat., (1954), pp. 463–483. [11] A. Cutkosky and H. Mehta, Momentum improves normalized SGD, in Int. Conf. Mach.

Learn., PMLR, 2020, pp. 2260–2268.

[12] P. Frankel, G. Garrigos, and J. Peypouquet, Splitting methods with variable metric for Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz functions and general convergence rates, J. Optim. Theory Appl., 165 (2015), pp. 874–900.

[13] S. Gadat, F. Panloup, and S. Saadane, Stochastic heavy ball, Electron. J. Stat., 12 (2018), pp. 461 – 529.

[14] E. Ghadimi, H. R. Feyzmahdavian, and M. Johansson, Global convergence of the heavy-ball method for convex optimization, in European Control Conf., IEEE, 2015, pp. 310–315.

[15] S. Ghadimi and G. Lan, Stochastic first-and zeroth-order methods for nonconvex stochastic programming, SIAM J. Optim., 23 (2013), pp. 2341–2368.

[16] I. Goodfellow, Y. Bengio, and A. Courville, Deep learning, MIT press, 2016. [17] C. Josz, L. Lai, and X. Li, Convergence of the momentum method for semialgebraic functions with locally Lipschitz gradients, SIAM J. Optim., 33 (2023), pp. 3012–3037.

[18] A. Krizhevsky, I. Sutskever, and G. E. Hinton, Imagenet classification with deep convolutional neural networks, in Adv. Neural Inf. Process. Syst., vol. 25, 2012.

[19] K. Kurdyka, On gradients of functions definable in o-minimal structures, Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble), 48 (1998), pp. 769–783.

[20] H. Kushner and G. G. Yin, Stochastic approximation and recursive algorithms and applications, vol. 35, Springer Science & Business Media, 2003.

[21] S. C. László, Convergence rates for an inertial algorithm of gradient type associated to a smooth non-convex minimization, Math. Program., 190 (2021), pp. 285–329.

[22] G. Li and T. K. Pong, Global convergence of splitting methods for nonconvex composite optimization, SIAM J. Optim., 25 (2015), pp. 2434–2460.

[23] G. Li and T. K. Pong, Calculus of the exponent of Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality and its applications to linear convergence of first-order methods, Found. Comput. Math., 18 (2018), pp. 1199–1232.

[24] X. Li, A. Milzarek, and J. Qiu, Convergence of random reshuffling under the Kurdyka– Łojasiewicz inequality, SIAM J. Optim., 33 (2023), pp. 1092–1120.

[25] J. Liu, D. Xu, Y. Lu, J. Kong, and D. Mandic, Last-iterate convergence analysis of stochastic momentum methods for neural networks, Neurocomputing, 527 (2023), pp. 27–35.

[26] J. Liu and Y. Yuan, On almost sure convergence rates of stochastic gradient methods, in Conf.

on Learn. Theory, PMLR, 2022, pp. 2963–2983.

[27] Y. Liu, Y. Gao, and W. Yin, An improved analysis of stochastic gradient descent with momentum, in Adv. Neural Inf. Process. Syst., vol. 33, 2020, pp. 18261–18271.

[28] L. Ljung, Analysis of recursive stochastic algorithms, IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, 22 (1977), pp. 551–575.

[29] S. Łojasiewicz, Une propriété topologique des sous-ensembles analytiques réels, in Les Équations aux Dérivées Partielles, vol. 117 of Colloq. Internat., CNRS, 1963, pp. 87–89.

[30] A. Milzarek and J. Qiu, Convergence of a normal map-based prox-SGD method under the KL inequality. preprint arXiv:2305.05828, 2023.

[31] Y. E. Nesterov, A method for solving the convex programming problem with convergence rate O(1/k^2), Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR, 269 (1983), pp. 543–547.

[32] P. Ochs, Y. Chen, T. Brox, and T. Pock, iPiano: inertial proximal algorithm for nonconvex optimization, SIAM J. Imaging Sci., 7 (2014), pp. 1388–1419.

[33] A. Paszke, S. Gross, F. Massa, A. Lerer, J. Bradbury, et al., Pytorch: An imperative style, high-performance deep learning library, in Adv. Neural Inf. Process. Syst., vol. 32, Curran Associates, Inc., 2019, pp. 8024–8035.

[34] B. T. Polyak, Some methods of speeding up the convergence of iteration methods, USSR Comp.

Math. Math. Phys., 4 (1964), pp. 1–17.

[35] B. T. Polyak, Introduction to optimization, Translations Series in Mathematics and Engineering, Optimization Software, Inc., Publications Division, New York, 1987.

[36] H. Robbins and S. Monro, A stochastic approximation method, Ann. Math. Stat., (1951), pp. 400–407.

[37] O. Sebbouh, R. M. Gower, and A. Defazio, Almost sure convergence rates for stochastic gradient descent and stochastic heavy ball, in Conf. on Learn. Theory, PMLR, 2021, pp. 3935–3971.

[38] D. W. Stroock, Probability theory: An analytic view, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, second ed., 2011.

[39] I. Sutskever, J. Martens, G. Dahl, and G. Hinton, On the importance of initialization and momentum in deep learning, in Int. Conf. Mach. Learn., PMLR, 2013, pp. 1139–1147.

[40] V. B. Tadić, Convergence and convergence rate of stochastic gradient search in the case of multiple and non-isolated extrema, Stochastic Process. Appl., 125 (2015), pp. 1715–1755.

[41] P. Tseng, An incremental gradient (-projection) method with momentum term and adaptive stepsize rule, SIAM J. Optim., 8 (1998), pp. 506–531.

[42] S. Weissmann, S. Klein, W. Azizian, and L. Döring, Almost sure convergence rates of stochastic gradient methods under gradient domination. preprint arXiv:2405.13592v2, 2024.

[43] S. Zavriev and F. Kostyuk, Heavy-ball method in nonconvex optimization problems, Comput.

Math. Model., 4 (1993), pp. 336–341.