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SMG: A Shuffling Gradient-Based Method with Momentum

Trang H. Tran' Lam M. Nguyen’ Quoc Tran-Dinh?

Abstract

We combine two advanced ideas widely used in
optimization for machine learning: shuffling strat-
egy and momentum technique to develop a novel
shuffling gradient-based method with momentum,
coined Shuffling Momentum Gradient (SMG),
for non-convex finite-sum optimization problems.
While our method is inspired by momentum tech-
niques, its update is fundamentally different from
existing momentum-based methods. We establish
state-of-the-art convergence rates of SMG for any
shuffling strategy using either constant or dimin-
ishing learning rate under standard assumptions
(i.e. L-smoothness and bounded variance). When
the shuffling strategy is fixed, we develop another
new algorithm that is similar to existing momen-
tum methods, and prove the same convergence
rates for this algorithm under the L-smoothness
and bounded gradient assumptions. We demon-
strate our algorithms via numerical simulations
on standard datasets and compare them with ex-
isting shuffling methods. Our tests have shown
encouraging performance of the new algorithms.

1. Introduction

Most training tasks in supervised learning are boiled down
to solving the following finite-sum minimization:

1 n
i F = — 30 }, 1
min, {Fw) = 237 i) M
where f(:;i) : R — R is a given smooth and possibly
nonconvex function for i € [n] := {1,--- ,n}.

Problem (1) looks simple, but covers various convex and
nonconvex applications in machine learning and statistical
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learning, including, but not limited to, logistic regression,
multi-kernel learning, conditional random fields, and neural
networks. Especially, (1) covers the empirical risk minimiza-
tion as a special case. Solution methods for approximately
solving (1) have been widely studied in the literature under
different sets of assumptions. The most common approach
is perhaps stochastic gradient-type (SGD) methods (Rob-
bins & Monro, 1951; Ghadimi & Lan, 2013; Bottou et al.,
2018; Nguyen et al., 2018; 2019) and their variants.

Motivation. While SGD and its variants rely on random-
ized sampling strategies with replacement, gradient-based
methods using without-replacement strategies are often eas-
ier and faster to implement. Moreover, practical evidence
(Bottou, 2009) has shown that they usually produce a faster
decrease of the training loss. Randomized shuffling strate-
gies (also viewed as sampling without replacement) allow
the algorithm to use exactly one function component f(-;)
at each epoch compared to SGD, which has only statistical
convergence guarantees (e.g., in expectation or with high
probability). However, very often, the analysis of shuffling
methods is more challenging than SGD due to the lack of
statistical independence.

In the deterministic case, single permutation (also called
shuffle once, or single shuffling) and incremental gradient
methods can be considered as special cases of the shuffling
gradient-based methods we study in this paper. One spe-
cial shuffling strategy is randomized reshuffling, which is
broadly used in practice, where we use a different random
permutation at each epoch. Alternatively, in recent years,
it has been shown that many gradient-based methods with
momentum update can notably boost the convergence speed
both in theory and practice (Nesterov, 2004; Dozat, 2016;
Wang et al., 2020). These methods have been widely used
in both convex and nonconvex settings, especially, in deep
learning community. Remarkably, Nesterov’s accelerated
method (Nesterov, 1983) has made a revolution in large-
scale convex optimization in the last two decades, and has
been largely exploited in nonconvex problems. The devel-
opments we have discussed here motivate us to raise the
following research question:

Can we combine both shuffling strategy and momentum
scheme to develop new provable gradient-based algorithms
for handling (1)?
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In this paper, we answer this question affirmatively by
proposing a novel algorithm called Shuffling Momentum
Gradient (SMG). We establish its convergence guarantees
for different shuffling strategies, and in particular, random-
ized reshuffling strategy. We also investigate different vari-
ants of our method.

Our contribution. To this end, our contributions in this
paper can be summarized as follows.

(a) We develop a novel shuffling gradient-based method
with momentum (Algorithm 1 in Section 2) for approx-
imating a stationary point of the nonconvex minimiza-
tion problem (1). Our algorithm covers any shuffling
strategy ranging from deterministic to randomized, in-
cluding incremental, single shuffling, and randomized
reshuffling variants.

(b) We establish the convergence of our method in the
nonconvex setting and achieve the state-of-the-art
@ (1 /T?/ 3) convergence rate under standard assump-
tions (i.e. the L-smoothness and bounded variance
conditions), where 7' is the number of epochs. For
randomized reshuffling strategy, we can improve our
convergence rate up to O (1/(n!/3T%/3)).

(c) We study different strategies for selecting learning rates
(LR), including constant, diminishing, exponential, and
cosine scheduled learning rates. In all cases, we prove
the same convergence rate of the corresponding vari-
ants without any additional assumption.

(d) When a single shuffling strategy is used, we show that
a momentum strategy can be incorporated directly at
each iteration of the shuffling gradient method to obtain
a different variant as presented in Algorithm 2. We
analyze the convergence of this algorithm and achieve
the same O(1/T%/3) epoch-wise convergence rate, but
under a bounded gradient assumption instead of the
bounded variance as for the SMG algorithm.

Our O(1/T?/3) convergence rate is the best known so far
for shuffling gradient-type methods in nonconvex optimiza-
tion (Nguyen et al., 2020; Mishchenko et al., 2020). How-
ever, like (Mishchenko et al., 2020), our SMG method only
requires a generalized bounded variance assumption (As-
sumption 1(c)), which is weaker and more standard than the
bounded component gradient assumption used in existing
works. Algorithm 2 uses the same set of assumptions as in
(Nguyen et al., 2020) to achieve the same rate, but has a mo-
mentum update. For the randomized reshuffling strategy, our
O (1/(n!/3T?/3)) convergence rate also matches the rate
of the without-momentum algorithm in (Mishchenko et al.,
2020). It leads to the total of iterations nT = O(y/ne~3).

We emphasize that, in many existing momentum variants,
the momentum mz(.t) is updated recursively at each iteration

as mgl = ﬁmz(-t) +(1- ﬂ)gl(t) for a given weight § €

0, 1). This update shows that the momentum m,(-t) incorpo-
9 p i+1 p

rates all the past gradient terms gi(t),gfi)l,gg?l_, .. ,gét)

with exponential decay weights 1,3, 32,..., 3%, respec-
tively. However, in shuffling methods, the convergence guar-
antee is often obtained in epoch. Based on this observation,
we modify the classical momentum update in the shuffling
method as shown in Algorithm 1. More specifically, the mo-

(t)

mentum term 1y~ is fixed at the beginning of each epoch,

and an auxiliary sequence {vl(t)} is introduced to keep track
of the gradient average to update the momentum term in the
next epoch. This modification makes Algorithm 1 funda-
mentally different from existing momentum-based methods.
This new algorithm still achieves O(1/7%/%) epoch-wise
convergence rate under standard assumptions. To the best
of our knowledge, our work is the first analyzing conver-
gence rate guarantees of shuffling-type gradient methods
with momentum under standard assumptions.

Besides Algorithm 1, we also exploit recent advanced strate-
gies for selecting learning rates, including exponential and
cosine scheduled learning rates. These two strategies have
shown state-of-the-art performance in practice (Smith, 2017;
Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017; Li et al., 2020). Therefore, it is
worth incorporating them in shuffling methods.

Related work. Let us briefly review the most related works
to our methods studied in this paper.

Shuffling gradient-based methods. Shuffling gradient-type
methods for solving (1) have been widely studied in the lit-
erature in recent years (Bottou, 2009; Giirbiizbalaban et al.,
2019; Shamir, 2016; Haochen & Sra, 2019; Nguyen et al.,
2020) for both convex and nonconvex settings. It was em-
pirically investigated in a short note (Bottou, 2009) and also
discussed in (Bottou, 2012). These methods have also been
implemented in several software packages such as Tensor-
Flow and PyTorch, broadly used in machine learning (Abadi
et al., 2015; Paszke et al., 2019).

In the strongly convex case, shuffling methods have been
extensively studied in (Ahn et al., 2020; Giirbiizbalaban
et al., 2019; Haochen & Sra, 2019; Safran & Shamir, 2020;
Nagaraj et al., 2019; Rajput et al., 2020; Nguyen et al.,
2020; Mishchenko et al., 2020) under different assump-
tions. The best known convergence rate in this case is
O(1/(nT)? + 1/(nT?)), which matches the lower bound
rate studied in (Safran & Shamir, 2020) up to some constant
factor. Most results in the convex case are for the incremen-
tal gradient variant, which are studied in (Nedic & Bertsekas,
2001; Nedi¢ & Bertsekas, 2001). Convergence results of
shuffling methods on the general convex case are investi-
gated in (Shamir, 2016; Mishchenko et al., 2020), where
(Mishchenko et al., 2020) provides a unified approach to
cover different settings. The authors in (Ying et al., 2017)
combine a randomized shuffling and a variance reduction
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technique (e.g., SAGA (Defazio et al., 2014) and SVRG
(Johnson & Zhang, 2013)) to develop a new variant. They
show a linear convergence rate for strongly convex prob-
lems but using an energy function, which is unclear how to
convert it into known convergence criteria.

In the nonconvex case, (Nguyen et al., 2020) first shows
O(1/T?/3) convergence rate for a general class of shuffling
gradient methods under the L-smoothness and bounded gra-
dient assumptions on (1). This analysis is then extended
in (Mishchenko et al., 2020) to a more relaxed assumption.
The authors in (Meng et al., 2019) study different distributed
SGD variants with shuffling for strongly convex, general
convex, and nonconvex problems. An incremental gradient
method for weakly convex problems is investigated in (Li
et al., 2019), where the authors show O(1/T"/?) conver-
gence rate as in standard SGD. To the best of our knowledge,
the best known rate of shuffling gradient methods for the
nonconvex case under standard assumptions is O(1/72/3)
as shown in (Nguyen et al., 2020; Mishchenko et al., 2020).

Our Algorithm 1 developed in this paper is a nontrivial mo-
mentum variant of the general shuffling method in (Nguyen
et al., 2020) but our analysis uses a standard bounded vari-
ance assumption instead of bounded gradient one.

Momentum-based methods. Gradient methods with mo-
mentum were studied in early works for convex problems
such as heavy-ball, inertial, and Nesterov’s accelerated
gradient methods (Polyak, 1964; Nesterov, 2004). Nes-
terov’s accelerated method is the most influent scheme and
achieves optimal convergence rate for convex problems.
While momentum-based methods are not yet known to im-
prove theoretical convergence rates in the nonconvex setting,
they show significantly encouraging performance in prac-
tice (Dozat, 2016; Wang et al., 2020), especially in the deep
learning community. However, the momentum strategy has
not yet been exploited in shuffling methods.

Adaptive learning rate schemes. Gradient-type methods
with adaptive learning rates such as AdaGrad (Duchi et al.,
2011) and Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2014) have shown state-
of-the-art performance in several optimization applications.
Recently, many adaptive schemes for learning rates have
been proposed such as diminishing (Nguyen et al., 2020),
exponential scheduled (Li et al., 2020), and cosine sched-
uled (Smith, 2017; Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017). In (Li et al.,
2020), the authors analyze convergence guarantees for the
exponential and cosine learning rates in SGD. These adap-
tive learning rates have also been empirically studied in the
literature, especially in machine learning tasks. Their con-
vergence guarantees have also been investigated accordingly
under certain assumptions.

Although the analyses for adaptive learning rates are gen-
erally non-trivial, our theoretical results in this paper are

flexible enough to cover various different learning rates.
However, we only exploit the diminishing, exponential
scheduled, and cosine scheduled schemes for our shuffling
methods with momentum. We establish that in the last two
cases, our algorithm still achieves state-of-the-art O(T~2/3)
(and possibly up to O(n~1/3T—2/3)) epoch-wise rates.

Content. The rest of this paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 describes our novel method, Shuffling Momentum
Gradient (Algorithm 1). Section 3 investigates its conver-
gence rate under different shuffling-type strategies and dif-
ferent learning rates. Section 4 proposes an algorithm with
traditional momentum update for single shuffling strategy.
Section 5 presents our numerical simulations. Due to space
limit, the convergence analysis of our methods, all techni-
cal proofs, and additional experiments are deferred to the
Supplementary Document (Supp. Doc.).

2. Shuffling Gradient-Based Method with
Momentum

In this section, we describe our new shuffling gradient algo-
rithm with momentum in Algorithm 1. We also compare our
algorithm with existing methods and discuss its per-iteration
complexity and possible modifications, e.g., mini-batch.

Algorithm 1 Shuffling Momentum Gradient (SMG)

1: Initialization: Choose @, € R? and set 71 := 0.

2: fort:=1,2,--- ,Tdo

3:  Set w(()t) = Wi_1; mgt) := my_1; and v(()t) =0,

4:  Generate an arbitrarily deterministic or random per-
mutation 7(*) of [n];

5 fori:=0,---,n—1do
6: Query ggt) = Vf(wgt); 70 +1));
7: Choose 171@ := " and update
m{)y = pm{) + (1 - p)g”
o = ol 4 Lg® )
o = Ol
8:  end for
9:  Setw; := w%t) and m; := v,(f);
10: end for
11: Output: Choose wr € {wy, - ,wr_1} at random
with probability Pl = w;—1] = Z;ﬁ -
t=1 "It

Clearly, if 5 = 0, then Algorithm 1 reduces to the stan-
dard shuffling gradient method as in (Nguyen et al., 2020;
Mishchenko et al., 2020). Since each inner iteration of our
method uses one component f(-,i), we use 771@) = T in
Algorithm 1 to make it consistent with one full gradient,
which consists of n gradient components. This form looks



SMG: A Shuffling Gradient-Based Method with Momentum

different from the learning rates used in previous work for
SGD (Shamir, 2016; Mishchenko et al., 2020), however, it
does not necessary make our learning rate smaller. In the
same order of training samples n, our learning rate matches
the one in (Mishchenko et al., 2020) as well as the state-of-
the-art complexity results. In fact, the detailed learning rate
1, used in Algorithm 1 will be specified in Section 3.

Comparison. Unlike existing momentum methods where
(

i

Yin (2) is updated recursively as mgl S 5m2(»t) +(1-
ﬁ)gl@ for 5 € (0,1), we instead fix the first term méi) in
(2) at each epoch. It is only updated at the end of each

m

epoch by averaging all the gradient components { gEt)}?:_Ol
evaluated in such an epoch. To avoid storing these gradients,
we introduce an auxiliary variable o to keep track of the

%

gradient average. Here, we fix the weight 3 for the sake of
our analysis, but it is possible to make /3 adaptive.

Our new method is based on the following observations.
First, while SGD generally uses an unbiased estimator for
the full gradient, shuffling gradient methods often do not
have such a nice property, making them difficult to analyze.
Due to this fact, updating the momentum at each inner it-
eration does not seem preferable since it could make the
estimator deviate from the true gradient. Therefore, we con-
sider updating the momentum after each epoch. Second,
unlike the traditional momentum with exponential decay
weights, our momentum term mét) is an equal-weighted
average of all the past gradients in an epoch, but evaluated
at different points wgt_l) in the inner loop. Based on these
observations, the momentum term should aid the full gra-
dient VF instead of its component V f(+; ), leading to the
update at the end of each epoch.

It is also worth noting that our algorithm is fundamentally
different from variance reduction methods. For instance,
SVRG and SARAH variants require evaluating full gradient
at each snapshot point while our method always uses single
component gradient. Hence, our algorithm does not require
a full gradient evaluation at each outer iteration, and our
momentum term does not require full gradient of f.

When the learning rate 771@ is fixed at each epoch as 7

%, where 7; > 0, we can derive from (2) that

®

%

w®, = = LB 0 B

N e
i ' n n(1 = B)ns—1 b

where e; 1= W;_1 — Wy_o + Bn_1M4—2. Here, e; plays a
role as a momentum or an inertial term, but it is different
from the usual momentum term. However, we still name
Algorithm 1 the Shuffling Momentum Gradient since it is
inspired by momentum methods.

Per-iteration complexity. The per-iteration complexity of
Algorithm 1 is almost the same as in standard shuffling

gradient schemes, see, e.g., (Shamir, 2016). It needs to
store two additional vectors ml(-i)l and vgt), and performs
two vector additions and three scalar-vector multiplications.

Such additional costs are very mild.

Shuffling strategies. Our convergence guarantee in Sec-
tion 3 holds for any permutation 7(*) of {1,2,--- ,n}, in-
cluding deterministic and randomized ones. Therefore, our
method covers any shuffling strategy, including incremental,
single shuffling, and randomized reshuffling variants as spe-
cial cases. We highlight that our convergence result for the
randomized reshuffling variant is significantly better than
the general ones as we will explain in detail in Section 3.

Mini-batch. Algorithm 1 also works with mini-batches, and
our theory can be slightly adapted to establish the same con-
vergence rate for mini-batch variants. However, it remains
unclear to us how mini-batches can improve the convergence
rate guarantee of Algorithm 1 in the general case where the
shuffling strategy is not specified.

3. Convergence Analysis

We analyze the convergence of Algorithm 1 under standard
assumptions, which is organized as follows.

3.1. Technical Assumptions

Our analysis relies on the following assumptions:
Assumption 1. Problem (1) satisfies:
(a) (Boundedness from below) dom(F) # 0 and F is
bounded from below, i.e. F, := infd F(w) > —oc.
weR

(b) (L-Smoothness) f(-;1) is L-smooth for all i € [n], i.e.
there exists a universal constant L > 0 such that, for
all w,w' € dom (F), it holds that

IV f(wsi) = Vf(w'i)| < Lijw—w']. ()

(¢) (Generalized bounded variance) There exist two non-
negative and finite constants © and o such that for any
w € dom (F') we have

1 n
gz IV £(w;i) = VE(w)||* < O VF(w)|* + 0% (4)
i=1

Assumption 1(a) is required in any algorithm to guaran-
tee the well-definedness of (1). The L-smoothness (3) is
standard in gradient-type methods for both stochastic and
deterministic algorithms. From this assumption, we have
for any w, w’ € dom (F) (see (Nesterov, 2004)):

Pluw) < (') + (VF ('), w—w') + 2w/ ©

The condition (4) in Assumption 1(c) reduces to the stan-
dard bounded variance condition if © = 0. Therefore, (4) is
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more general than the bounded variance assumption, which
is often used in stochastic optimization. Unlike recent ex-
isting works on momentum SGD and shuffling (Chen et al.,
2018; Nguyen et al., 2020), we do not assume the bounded
gradient assumption on each f(-;i) in Algorithm 1 (see
Assumption 2). This condition is stronger than (4).

3.2. Main Result 1 and Its Consequences

Our first main result is the following convergence theorem
for Algorithm 1 under any shuffling strategy.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption I holds for (1). Let
{wgt)}thl be generated by Algorithm 1 with a fixed mo-
mentum weight 0 < B < 1 and an epoch learning rate
ngt) = 1 for every t > 1. Assume that n9y = 11,
N > M1, and 0 < np < ﬁ for t > 1, where

K := max {%, %)é@ﬂ)} Then, it holds that

1 T

Z?:l Mt =1
o AlF(i) —B] |, 95°12(5—36) (Yiania |
- (1-5) 23:1 Nt (1-5) 23:1 Mt

Remark 1 (Convergence guarantee). When a determinis-
tic permutation 71 is used, our convergence rate can be
achieved in a deterministic sense. However, to unify our
analysis, we will express our convergence guarantees in
expectation, where the expectation is taken over all the ran-
domness generated by m*) and wr up to T iterations. Since
we can choose permutations ©*) either deterministically or
randomly, our bounds in the sequel will hold either determin-
istically or with probability 1 (w.p.1), respectively. Without
loss of generality, we write these results in expectation.

E[|VF(ir)|*] = ne|VE(@1)|2 (6)

Next, we derive two direct consequences of Theorem 1 by
choosing constant and diminishing learning rates.
Corollary 1 (Constant learning rate). Let us fix the num-
ber of epochs T > 1, and choose a constant learning rate
Nt 1= iz for somey > 0 such that 7z < ﬁfort >1
in Algorithm 1. Then, under the conditions of Theorem I,
E[|VF(ér)|?] is upper bounded by

1 <4[F(wo) ~F]  90%(5 - 3[3)L272)
A\ (1= B)y 1-8) '

Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is
O(T—2/3) in epoch.

With a constant LR as in Corollary 1, the convergence rate
of Algorithm 1 is exactly expressed as

@ <[F(w0)T_2/§*]+02>’

which matches the best known rate in the literature
(Mishchenko et al., 2020; Nguyen et al., 2020) in term of T’
for general shuffling-type strategies.

Corollary 2 (Diminishing learning rate). Let us choose a
diminishing learning rate ny := Wfor some vy > 0
and A\ > 0 for t > 1 such that ny = W < ﬁ in
Algorithm 1. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 1, after
T epochs with T > 2, we have

. Cl+0210g(T71+)\)
2
E[HVF('LUT)H } < (T+)\)2/3 _ (1+)\)2/3’

where Cy and Cy are respectively given by

o, = 4[F(ig) — F.]  1802L%(5 — 38)y? nd
(1-8)y (1=8)(1+A)
O 902 L%(5 — 33)?
T (1-p)

Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is
O(T~2/%1og(T)) in epoch.

The diminishing LR 7; := W allows us to use large
learning rate values at early epochs compared to the constant
case. However, we loose a log(T') factor in the second term
of our worst-case convergence rate bound.

We also derive the following two consequences of Theo-
rem | for exponential and cosine scheduled learning rates.

Exponential scheduled learning rate. Given an epoch bud-
getT" > 1, and two positive constants v > 0 and p > 0, we
consider the following exponential LR, see (Li et al., 2020):

ya

N 1= T where o := pl/T € (0,1). (7

The following corollary shows the convergence of Algo-

rithm 1 using this LR without any additional assumption.

Corollary 3. Let {wgt)}le be generated by Algorithm 1

with ngt) i= I where 0 is in (7) such that 0 < n; < ﬁ

Then, under Assumption 1, we have

902 L2(5 — 38)v?
(1—B)pT?/3

2y A[F (o) — F.]
E[|VF(or)|*] < {a _ﬁngz/s

Cosine annealing learning rate: Alternatively, given an
epoch budget T > 1, and a positive constant v > 0, we
consider the following cosine LR for Algorithm 1:

0 b _
nt'_Tl/3<1+COST)’ t=1,2,---,T. (8)

This LR is adopted from (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017; Smith,
2017). However, different from these works, we fix our
learning rate at each epoch instead of updating it at every
iteration as in (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017; Smith, 2017).
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Corollary 4. Let ~{u)§t)}tT:1 be generated by Algorithm 1
® Tf’ where 1, is given by (8) such that 0 <
L Ton

Ny < VR Then, under Assumption 1, and for T > 2,
E[|VF(dr)||?] is upper bounded by

with n;

1 (8[F(ﬁzo) —F,]

1440%(5 — 3B8) L%~
s (i )

(1-5)

The scheduled LRs (7) and (8) still preserve our best known
convergence rate O(T~2/3). Note that the exponential learn-
ing rates are available in both TensorFlow and PyTorch,
while cosine learning rates are also used in PyTorch.

3.3. Main Result 2: Randomized Reshuffling Variant

A variant of Algorithm 1 is called a randomized reshuf-
fling variant if at each iteration ¢, the generated permuta-
tion 7 = (7(1),--- ,7®(n)) is uniformly sampled
at random without replacement from {1,--- ,n}. Since
the randomized reshuffling strategy is extremely popular in
practice, we analyze Algorithm 1 under this strategy.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumption I holds for (1). Let

{wgt) VI | be generated by Algorithm I under a randomized
reshuffling strategy, a fixed momentum weight 0 < 8 < 1,

and an epoch learning rate ngt) = L for every t > 1.

Assume that ny > ny41 and 0 < 1y < %/Efort > 1,
where D = max (%, %) and ng = 11. Then

E[|VF(ir)|*] = mE [IVE(@:-1)]?] )

Zt 17t =1
o AlFG@y) ] 60°(5-38)17 (L L )
- B) 23:17% n(l—p) Zt 1™

We can derive the following two consequences.

Corollary 5 (Constant learning rate). Let us fix the num-

ber of epochs T > 1, and choose a constant learning rate
nl/3 nl/3 1

N = Tl/d for some v > 0 such that L s < ﬁfor

t > 1in Algorithm 1. Then, under the conditions of Theo-

rem 2, E[||VF (wr)|?] is upper bounded by

1 4[F(g) — F.] 602(5 — 3B)L%*y?
nl/372/3 < (1-B)y (1-5) ) '

Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is
O(n=Y/3T=2/3) in epoch.

With a constant LR as in Corollary 5, the convergence rate
of Algorithm 1 is improved to

O [F(UNJO)_F*]—'_UQ
nl/372/3 ’

which matches the best known rate as in the randomized
reshuffling scheme, see, e.g., (Mishchenko et al., 2020).

In this case, the total number of iterations 7?01 = nT is
Tl = O (v/ne™3) to obtain ENVF wr)||?] < . Com-
pared to the complexity O(e of SGD, our randomlzed
reshuffling variant is better than SGD ifn <O(e?).

Corollary 6 (Diminishing learning rate). Let us choose a
1/3

Wfor some vy > 0

and A\ > 0 fort > 1 such that m, = (1+;)/f/3 < L\F

Algorithm 1. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 2, after
T epochs with T > 2, we have

diminishing learning rate 7, :

Cs+ Cylog(T — 1+ A)
nl/3 [(T + )\)2/3 _ (1 + )\)2/3} )

E[||VF(wr)|?] <

where C3 and Cy are respectively given by

4 [F (o) — Fi]
(1—=B8)y
602(5 — 33)L3?
(1-5)
Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is
O(n=Y3T=2/310g(T)) in epoch.

Remark 2. Algorithm 1 under randomized reshuffling still
works with exponential and cosine scheduled learning rates,
and our analysis is similar to the one with general shuffling
schemes. However, we omit their analysis here.

1202(5 — 38) L2+?

Cs = T+ N

Cy :=

4. Single Shuffling Variant

In this section, we modify the single-shuffling gradient
method by directly incorporating a momentum term at each
iteration. We prove for the first time that this variant still
achieves state-of-the-art convergence rate guarantee under
the smoothness and bounded gradient (i.e. Assumption 2)
assumptions as in existing shuffling methods. This vari-
ant, though somewhat special, also covers an incremental
gradient method with momentum as a special case.

Our new momentum algorithm using single shuffling strat-
egy for solving (1) is presented in Algorithm 2.

Besides fixing the permutation 7, Algorithm 2 is different

(1) (t)
i+1

as in Algorithm 1.

from Algorithm 1 at the point of updating m,; . Here, m

) instead of mé)

In addition, we update m; := m%) instead of the epoch

gradient average. Note that we can write the main update of
Algorithm 2 as

is updated from m;

w® e p® _ L= B
Wi n

l+1 - gz(t) =+ B(wz(t) - wz(i)l)a

which exactly reduces to existing momentum updates.
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Algorithm 2 Single Shuffling Momentum Gradient

. Initialization: Choose W, € R¢ and set 7 := 0;
: Generate a permutation 7 of [n];
fort:=1,2,--- ,Tdo

(t)

1
2
3
4:  Setw,’ = W and m(()t) :
5
6
7

=My
fori=:0,---,n—1do

Query gl@ = Vf(wz(t)Q m(i+1));
Choose ") := 1t and update

(t) ®),, ) .

(= m
t
= U’L( ) My Mit1s

Wity =
8: end for
9:  Setw; := w,(f) and my = mgf);
10: end for
11: Output: Choose Wy € {wp,- - ,Wr—1} at random
with probability Py = W;—1] = =74

t=1 Mt

Incremental gradient method with momentum. If we
choose 7 := [n], then we obtain the well-known incremental
gradient variant, but with momentum. Hence, Algorithm 2
is still new compared to the standard incremental gradi-
ent algorithm (Bertsekas, 2011). To prove convergence of
Algorithm 2, we replace Assumption 1(c) by the following:

Assumption 2 (Bounded gradient). There exists G > 0
such that |V f(z;4)|| < G, Vo € dom (F) and i € [n).

Now, we state the convergence of Algorithm 2 in the follow-
ing theorem as our third main result.

Theorem 3. Let {wgt)}thl be generated by Algorithm 2
with a LR nz(t) =2 and 0 < n < %fort > 1. Then,
under Assumption 1(a)-(b) and Assumption 2, we have

. Ay
E[|[VF(wr)|?] <
[ i (X, nt)T(l—B") (10,
S & 46"G?
+L2G2 t=1 + ;
Zthl Mt 1=pn

where & 1= max(n, 1) fort > 2, &, = m, and

Ay = 2[F (i) — F.] + (i - 771) IV F (aio) ||

+ 20N G2

Compared to (9) in Theorem 2, (10) strongly depends on

17
(10). Hence, 8 must be chosen in a specific form to obtain

desired convergence rate.

the weight 3 as 48 ngf appears on the right-hand side of

Theorem 3 provides a key bound to derive concrete conver-
gence rates in the following two corollaries.

Corollary 7 (Constant learning rate). In Algorithm 2, let
us fix T' > 1 and choose the parameters:

1/n
e 3= (ﬁ) /m for some constant v > 0 such that

B < (%)Unfor some R > 1, and
* N = i for some y > 0 such that = < %
Then, under the conditions of Theorem 3, we have
R Dy RHVF(@O)H2 2LG? Ry
2
E[HVF(MT)H ] < T2/3 T T4/3

where

2R ., _ R TP
= T[F(wo) - FJ]+ EHVF(U’O)H

DO :
+ L?G?*y? + 4vG?R.
Thus the convergence rate of Algorithm 2 is O(T~2/3).

With a constant learning rate as in Corollary 7, the conver-
gence rate of Algorithm 2 is

0 (L[F(ﬁ)o) — B+ | VF (o) |* + Gz) ,

T2/3
which depends on L[F (o) — F.], | VF (i00)]?, and G2,
and is slightly different from Corollary 1.

Corollary 8 (Diminishing learning rate). In Algorithm 2,
let us choose the parameters:

e 3= (ﬁ)l/n for some constant v > 0 such that
B < (%)l/nforsome R>1, and
* a diminishing learning rate 1, = W for all
t € [T for some v > 0 and A > 0 such that
— ol < 1
m (1+\)1/3 = L*
Then, under the conditions of Theorem 3, we have
D1 4I/G2R
T2/3

E[HVF(wT)HQ] = (T 4+ \)2/3 — (1 + )\)2/3] ™

L2G?~42log(T — 1+ \)
(T AP — (1 £ AP’

forT > 2, where

Dy = 2B[F (i) — F.]+ [ + s | VF (o) |2

2RL~G? 2 12,22
+(1+)\’;2/3+mL G’}/ .

Thus the convergence rate of Algorithm 2 is O( 13?2(/7;))

Remark 3. Algorithm 2 still works with exponential and
cosine scheduled LRs, and our analysis is similar to the one
in Algorithm 1, which is deferred to the Supp. Doc.

5. Numerical Experiments

In order to examine our algorithms, we present two nu-
merical experiments for different nonconvex problems and
compare them with some state-of-the-art SGD-type and
shuffling gradient methods.
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5.1. Models and Datasets

Neural Networks. We test our Shuffling Momentum Gra-
dient (SMGQG) algorithm using two standard network archi-
tectures: fully connected network (FCN) and convolutional
neural network (CNN). For the fully connected setting, we
train the classic LeNet-300-100 model (LeCun et al., 1998)
on the Fashion-MNIST dataset (Xiao et al., 2017) with
60, 000 images.

‘We also use the convolutional LeNet-5 (LeCun et al., 1998)
architecture to train the well-known CIFAR-10 dataset
(Krizhevsky & Hinton, 2009) with 50,000 samples. We
repeatedly run the experiments for 10 random seeds and re-
port the average results. All the algorithms are implemented
and run in Python using the PyTorch package (Paszke et al.,
2019).

Nonconvex Logistic Regression. Nonconvex regularizers
are widely used in statistical learning such as approximating
sparsity or gaining robustness. We consider the following
nonconvex binary classification problem:

:% Z 1Og(1+exp(*yixjw))+)‘r(w)}’

i=1

min {F(w)

weR

where {(x;,y;)}7" = 1s a set of training samples; and

r(w) = 3 Z; 1 TES T is a nonconvex regularizer, and

A:=001lisa regularlzatlon parameter. This example was
also previously used in (Wang et al., 2019; Tran-Dinh et al.,
2019; Nguyen et al., 2020).

We have conducted the experiments on two classification
datasets w8a (49, 749 samples) and i jcnnl (91,701 sam-
ples) from LIBSVM (Chang & Lin, 2011). The experiment
is repeated with random seeds 10 times and the average
result is reported.

5.2. Comparing SMG with Other Methods

We compare our SMG algorithm with Stochastic Gradi-
ent Descent (SGD) and two other methods: SGD with
Momentum (SGD-M) (Polyak, 1964) and Adam (Kingma
& Ba, 2014). For the latter two algorithms, we use the
hyper-parameter settings recommended and widely used in
practice (i.e. momentum: 0.9 for SGD-M, and two hyper-
parameters 31 := 0.9, 82 := 0.999 for Adam). For our new
SMG algorithm, we fixed the parameter 3 := 0.5 since it
usually performs the best in our experiments.

To have a fair comparison, we apply the randomized reshuf-
fling scheme to all methods. Note that shuffling strategies
are broadly used in practice and have been implemented in
TensorFlow, PyTorch, and Keras (Chollet et al., 2015). We
tune each algorithm using constant learning rate and report
the best result obtained.

Results. Our first experiment is presented in Figure 1, where
we depict the value of “train loss” (i.e. F'(w) in (1)) on the
y-axis and the “number of effective passes” (i.e. the number
of epochs) on the z-axis. It was observed that SGD-M
and Adam work well for machine learning tasks (see, e.g.,
(Ruder, 2017)). Align with this fact, from Figure 1, we also
observe that our SMG algorithm and SGD is slightly worse
than SGD-M and Adam at the initial stage when training
a neural network. However, SMG quickly catches up to
Adam and demonstrates a good performance at the end of
the training process.
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Figure 1. The train loss produced by SMG, SGD, SGD-M, and
Adam for Fashion-MNIST and CIFAR-10, respectively.

For the nonconvex logistic regression problem, our result
is reported in Figure 2. For two small datasets tested in
our experiments, our algorithm performs significantly better
than SGD and Adam, and slightly better than SGD with
momentum.

w8a ijjcnnl
27010
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Figure 2. The train loss produced by SMG, SGD, SGD-M, and
Adam for the w8a and i jcnnl datasets, respectively.

5.3. The Choice of Hyper-parameter 3

Since the hyper-parameter 3 plays a critical role in the
proposed SMG method, our next experiment is to investigate
how this algorithm depends on /3, while using the same
constant learning rate.

Results. Our result is presented in Figure 3. We can observe
from this figure that in the early stage of the training process,
the choice 8 := 0.5 gives comparably good performance
comparing to other smaller values. This choice also results
in the best train loss in the end of the training process. How-
ever, the difference is not really significant, showing that
SMG seems robust to the choice of the momentum weight
B in the range of [0.1, 0.5].
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Figure 3. The train loss reported by SMG with different 5 on the
Fashion-MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets, respectively.

In the nonconvex logistic regression problem, the same
choice of § also yields similar outcome for two datasets:
w8a and ijcnnl, as shown in Figure 4. We have
also experimented with different choices of § €
{0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9}. However, these choices of 8 do not
lead to good performance, and, therefore, we omit to re-
port them here. This finding raises an open question on
the optimal choice of 5. Our empirical study here shows
that the choice of 3 in [0.1, 0.5] works reasonably well, and
[ := 0.5 seems to be the best in our test.
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Figure 4. The train loss produced by SMG under different values
of B on the w8a and i jcnn1 datasets, respectively.

5.4. Different Learning Rate Schemes

Our last experiment is to examine the effect of different
learning rate variants on the performance of our SMG
method, i.e. Algorithm 1.

Results. We conduct this test using four different learning
rate variants: constant, diminishing, exponential decay, and
cosine annealing learning rates. Our results are reported
in Figure 5 and Figure 6. From Figure 5, we can observe
that the cosine scheduled and the diminishing learning rates
converge relatively fast at the early stage. However, the
exponential decay and the constant learning rates make
faster progress in the last epochs and tend to give the best
result at the end of the training process in our neural network
training experiments.

For the non-convex logistic regression, Figure 6 shows that
the cosine learning rate has certain advantages compared to
other choices after a few dozen numbers of epochs.

We note that the detailed settings and additional experiments
in this section can be found in the Supp. Doc.
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Figure 5. The train loss produced by SMG under four different
learning rate schemes on the Fashion-MNIST and CIFAR-10
datasets, respectively.
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Figure 6. The train loss produced by SMG using four different
learning rates on the w8a and i jcnnl datasets, respectively.

6. Conclusions and Future Work

We have developed two new shuffling gradient algorithms
with momentum for solving nonconvex finite-sum mini-
mization problems. Our Algorithm 1 is novel and can work
with any shuffling strategy, while Algorithm 2 is similar to
existing momentum methods using single shuffling strategy.
Our methods achieve the state-of-the-art O(1/7%/3) con-
vergence rate under standard assumptions using different
learning rates and shuffling strategies. When a randomized
reshuffling strategy is exploited for Algorithm 1, we can fur-
ther improve our rates by a fraction n'/? of the data size n,
matching the best known results in the non-momentum shuf-
fling method. Our numerical results also show encouraging
performance of the new methods.

We believe that our analysis framework can be extended to
study non-asymptotic rates for some recent adaptive SGD
schemes such as Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2014) and AdaGrad
(Duchi et al., 2011) as well as variance-reduced methods
such as SARAH (Nguyen et al., 2017) under shuffling strate-
gies. It is also interesting to extend our framework to other
problems such as minimax and federated learning. We will
further investigate these opportunities in the future.
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7. Technical Proofs of Theorem 1 and Its Consequences in Section 3

This section provide the full proofs of Theorem 1 and its consequences in Section 3.

7.1. Auxiliary Notation and Common Expressions

ITFEl]

Remark 4. We use the superscript “(t)” for the epoch counter, and the subscript “i
@ .

for the counter of the inner loop of

the t-th epoch. In addition, at each epoch t, we fix the learning rate 1; := "* for given n; > 0.

In this Supp. Doc. we repeatedly use some common notations to analyze the analysis for three different shuffling strategies,
including: Randomized Reshuffling, Shuffle Once and Incremental Gradient. We are ready to introduce the notations here.

Foranyt>1,:=0,...,n, w(()t) € R? generated by Algorithm 1, and two permutations 7(*) and 7(*~1) of [n] generated at
epochstandt — 1, we denote

- HZg(” : an
B | Zgj) , (12)
I = Z HVf 7 (i + 1)) — (13)
HVf w w04 1)) gl ”(27 t>2, (14)

=0
Ky == n(0 + 1)||[VF(wi™)||* + no?, (15)
N, = (n+0)||[VF(w()||” + o2, (16)

and
f max(my,m—1) ift>1,

b= { m ift = 1. (7

Note that we adopt the convention Z —09; () — 0, and Z . g] = 0 in the definitions of Agt) and Bi(t).

For eachepocht =1,--- T, we denote F; by U(w(()l), e (t)) the o-algebra generated by the iterates of Algorithm 1
up to the beginning of the epoch ¢. From Step 4 of Algorlthm 1, we observe that the permutation 7(*) used at time ¢ is
independent of the o-algebra F;. This will be the key factor of our analysis for Randomized Reshuffling methods. We also
denote E,[-] by E[- | F;]. the conditional expectation on the o-algebra F;.

Now, we collect the following expressions derived from Algorithm 1, which are commonly used for every shuffling method.
First, from the update rule at Steps 1, 4, and 5 of Algorithm 1, for ¢ > 1, we have

n—1
_ 1 _ 1 _ 1 _
mét) =My_1 = vs_l) @ vff_ll) + fngff_ll) = v(()t 2 + - E gj(-t b — - E g](-t 1). (18)

For the special case when ¢ = 1, we set m( ) = =0¢cRL

Next, from the update wZ(Jr)1 = wgt) - nl(t)mgi)l with nl(t) = fori=1,2,...,n — 1, at Step 1 of Algorithm 1, we can
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derive
wf? L wfl, — T = uf) - :’ji my =1, (19)
j=0
wl) = w0 2= %mgm =Y - ”t—;l Smﬁf), t>2. (20)
j=i
Note that Z =0 m 1 and Z §t+11) = 0 by convention, these equations also hold true for i = 0 and 7 = n.

7.2. The Proof Sketch of Theorem 1

Due to the technicality of our proofs, we first provide here a proof sketch of our first main result, Theorem 1, while the full
proof is given in the next subsections.

The proof of Theorem 1 is divided into the following steps.

®

* First, from the L-smoothness of f; and the update of w, ’, we can bound

(1) < F(i-1) = SIVF(@e1)|? + T,

where

e
Ty o= 2| VF (@) EZ (B9 + (1 - Bg) |
7=0

Hence, the key step here is to upper bound 7};] by thl ||V F (1) |2

* Next, we upper bound 7jy; < & (81 + (1 — 8).J;), where I; and J; are defined by (13) and (14), respectively, which

— 2n
bound the sum of square errors between g,gt) and the gradient V f (w(()t)7 7 (i 4+ 1)) at t and ¢ — 1, respectively.
* Then, 81; 4+ (1 — 3)J; can be upper bounded as

B+ (1= 8)J <O (&3 BV + &),

Jj=0

as shown in Lemma 4, where &; := max{n;_1, n; } defined in (17).
e We further upper bound the sum of the right-hand side of the last estimate as in Lemma 5 in terms

S | VF(@-1)|%

Combining these steps together, and using some simplification, we obtain (6) in Theorem 1.

7.3. Technical Lemmas

The proof of Theorem 1 requires the following lemmas as intermediate steps of its proof. Let us first upper bound

Hw@ w(t)H and Hw(t D _ (t)HQ in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let {w } be generated by Algorithm I with0 < 3 < 1 and 771( )= 2 foreveryt > 1. Then, fori = 0,1,...,n,
we have

2 2 _ )
(@) o —w?|* < o [5#1455 V(- B)Af»t)] ;> 1 o
e (1 - p)24Y, ift=1,
n—i)? — — .
Hw(t 1) _ (t)H2 < % {B%AS Y+ (1-p)B 1)} . ift>2, 22)
ol &(1-8)2B"Y, ift=2.

Next, we upper bound the quantities Asf ), Z? 01 A(lt , and Z" ! B(lt defined above in terms of I; and K.
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Lemma 2. Under the same setting as of Lemma I and Assumption 1(c), for t > 1, it holds that

n—1
(a) Agf) < 3n<It + Kt> and ; Agt) < 37712 (It + Kt), (23)
n—1
) > BY <3n? (It + Kt)- (24)
i=0

The results of Lemma 3 below are direct consequences of Lemma 1, Lemma 2, and the fact that L2§t2 < %

Lemma 3. Under the same setting as of Lemma 2 and Assumption 1(b), it holds that

1262 [B(Ii1 + Kum1) + 301 = B)(I + )|, ift > 1,

I
ot %L253(1*5)2(1t+Kt)7 ft=1,
< | (Blliz + Ki2) + (1= )L + Kin)], it >2,
T s (1 + o), ift =2,

Ly + Kia) + 52K, it > 1,
38K, ift=1.

2
(¢) If L?¢2 < o then I, + K; < {

One of our key estimates is to upper bound the quantity 8J; + (1 — §8)I;, which is derived in the following lemma.

Lemma 4. Under the same conditions as in Lemma 3, for any t > 2, we have

B+ (1 — B, < w n(©+1) iﬁf—j”vmwgﬂ);ﬁ + 1”:’26 (25)
j=1
Lemma 5. Under the same settings as in Theorem I (or Theorem 2, respectively) and 0y > 1441 fort > 1, we have
Z’?tzﬁt JHVF Wj—1) S ZMVF W1 H .
t=1 j=1 t=1
Lemma 6. Under the same setting as in Theorem 1, we have
DIV E (o) |2 < F(“’&) _g)(ﬁ“) e *f I P | + 9”24(5’1_35;L2 €. (26)

7.4. The Proof of Theorem 1: Key Estimate for Algorithm 1

First, from the assumption 0 < 7; < t > 1,wehave (0 < nt < KlLQ. Next, from (17), we have & = max(n;; n.—1) for

L\/ﬁ
t > 1and & = 11, which lead to 0 < ft < KL2 for ¢ > 1. Moreover, from the definition of X = max (5 w)

in Theorem 1, we have L2¢? < 2 and 9L%¢7(5 —358)(© +1) <1 — Bfort > 1.

Now, letting ¢ = n in Equation (19), for all ¢ > 1, we have

n—1 n—1

t u ty @ M t t t t

ol <) =, 0 (o) 4 0= ) =2 o)+ 0= )
=0 =0

Since m0 =1 ZJ 0 gJ fort > 2 (due to (18)), we have the following update

n—1

w® —w? = —% > (595-“” + (1= ﬁ)g§t))~ @7)

Jj=0
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From the L-smoothness of F' in Assumption (1)(b), (27), and the fact that w(t+1) = wg), for every epoch ¢t > 2, we can
derive

L
t+1 t t t+1 t t+1 t
Pl ™) S F(wf) + VF@) T @l —uld) + £ o™~ ul?)?

n—1
(27) 1 _
2 Pf?) =) | 23 (80 + (- )l
=0
L |1 (4 t-1) N
+ 5 In g (ng + (1 - /B)g_j )H

Jj=0

n—1
(@ n 1 - 2
2 Fwf’) - LIVF@P)? + T VF@?) - =3 (8 + (1 - 80 |

15 ()

< Fluy’) = ZIVE )2 + 5| VF(w)?) %Z(ﬁgﬁl -0 e

Jj=0

where (a) follows from the elementary equality v = % (||lul|* + [|v]|? — ||u — v[|?) and the last equality comes from the

fact that n, < f § , due to the choice of our learning rate 7;.

Next, we use an interesting fact of the permutations 7(*) and 7(*=1) to rewrite the full gradient as

VF(w) = /NF( N+ (1= B)VF(w)

85 (1-8)§~
-0y ARG 1)+ Y Vim0 1)
Z =

= Z (V370G + 1) + (1= BV (7O +1)))

Let us upper bound the last term of (28) as follows:

Ty = Borl?) - L5 (s - ) |
J

z 712_3 [B(V@f w0+ 1)) - ) + (1= 8) (Tl 7O G+ 1) - )] |
(%’;”"1Hﬁ(w<w§>;w<fl><y’+1>>g}t‘”)ﬂ =) (V70 + 1) - o)
=
(é);in { |76+ 1) - 6+ (- )|V s <”<J+1>>g§>\2}
(1%)§(14) L [ﬁJf (- ﬂ)[t} (by the definition of I, and J;),

where (b) is from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (c) follows from the convexity of || - ||? for 0 < 3 < 1.
Applying this into (28), we get the following result:

Fluf ™) < Fuf) = ZIVFi)|? + 35 |80+ (1 - B)1]. 29)
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Remark 5. Note that the derived estimate (29) is true for all shuffling strategies, including Random Reshuffling, Shuffle
Once, and Incremental Gradient (under the assumptions of Theorem 1 and 2, respectively).

Applying the result of Lemma 4 for ¢ > 2, then we obtain

t

7 9(5 — 38)n L2¢} i 2, no’
Pl ™) < Fuf?) - 2V r) + C20EE e 1)y 5 [ rwd) ) + 2|
j=1
which leads to
7 5— 3577L25 O+1 2 9025—351:253
Fluwy ™) < Fuy”) = ZIVE@i)|? + B30l e Zﬁf NV E@)|" + <4(1 ~ 3) :

Since &; satisfies 9L2¢2(5 — 33)(© + 1) < 1 — 3 as proved above, we can deduce from the last estimate that

Pl ™) < Pl - Sperad i+ L2 S g eru| + 2CE I g

Jj=1

Rearranging this inequality and noting that w,_; = wé ), for t > 2, we obtain the following estimate:

~ N N —B8)n, . N 2 o2 (5 2
LV F (@) F(d,-1) — F(@,) + 3220 57 51=0|VF (a5 )||* + 2030 ¢

4(1-p)

F(iy_1)—F (¢ 1—B8)n: 902 (5—38) L>
B ¢ L2 L VR |+ R 6

<
1-B8<1
<

For t = 1, since &; = m; as previously defined in (17), from the result of Lemma 6 we have

v r(ag)? < L ZE0) | LD 5~ g1 g g, |+ 22C=30L

—_— . 3
(-9 2 i-p

Summing the previous estimate for ¢ := 2 to ¢ := 7', and then using the last one, we obtain

1y ~ F(wg) —F.  (1-5) = d t—j _ 2 902L%(5 - 33) r .

Applying Lemma 5 to the last estimate, we get

1< ) Flio)—F. (1-8) 1 < i 952L2(5 — 38) —

which is equivalent to

T y 9 A[F(wg) — F, 90’2L25 36 T

(30)

Dividing both sides of the resulting estimate by Zf 1 Mt» we obtain (6). Finally, due to the choice of w7 at Step 1 in
Algorithm 1, we have E[HVF(wT)H ] ZT Zt 1 M| VF (W, ]2 O

7.5. The Proof of Corollaries 1 and 2: Constant and Diminishing Learning Rates

The proof of Corollary 1. Since T > 1 and n; :=
ZZ;I ne = T?/3 and Zthl n3_, = ~>. Substituting these expressions into (6), we obtain

Tﬁ/s, we have 1y > 1,41. We also have 0 < iy < \F forall¢t > 1, and

A[F (i) ~ F] _90°I2(5-38)
- ppTB ~ T (-p) TR

which is our desired result. O

E[|VF(ir)]?] <
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The proof of Corollary 2. Fort > 1, since 1, = we have 17, > ny+1. We also have 0 < iy < f forallt > 1,

ol
(t+X1)1/3>
and

T
Dot Mt = ’YZf 1 (H)\)l/s = '7f1 T)l/s [(T + )‘)2/3 -1+ )\)2/3] )
T
S =2+ Zt:3 t_1+A < (1+A) +9° ft 27 1+>\ <93 [(142_)\) +log(T — 1+ /\)} .

Substituting these expressions into (6), we obtain

A[F (i) — FL] 90°17(5 — 38) A2 [ﬁ +log(T — 1+ A)}
R (Y S (V) I () N (RSP VEER (Ve
Let us define C; and C5 as follows:
4[F(wo) — F] = 1802L*(5 — 38)+?

E[|VF(wr)|?] <

902L2(5 38)7?

Cy = , and C
' (1-B)y 1=+ g (1-5)
Then, we obtain from the last estimate that
Cyr+ Colog(T — 1+ A)
E||VF
[H ( )H } (T+)\)2/3 ( +)\)2/3’
which completes our proof. O

7.6. The Proof of Corollaries 3 and 4: Scheduled Learning Rates

/T

The proof of Corollary 3: Exponential LR. Fort > 1, since 1y = :,'1%"/2_ where o := p!/T € (0,1), we have 1, > 1,41. We

also have 0 < 1y < f forall ¢ > 1 and

— ZT t T T _ 2/3

Z%:l nt - T?éls =1 & > T?/g § =1 O = ’YpT / s
3 3 _ 3.3 3
Do Miir <D m=0a <o

Substituting these expressions into (6), we obtain

E[||VF(dr)]?] < A[F (o) — F.]  90%2L%*(5-38) +2

(1= B)ypT?/3 (1-8)  pT?/*
which is our desired result. O
The proof of Corollary 4: Cosine LR. First, we would like to show that ZtT:l cos %’T = —1. Let us denote A :=
Zt | cos &% 7. Multiplying this sum by sin 7, we get
T
.o tw . ™ (a) 1 . (2t+ D . 2t—-1)=
A sin & — M gin &~ @ 2 ( wrom 7)
S 2T 2 COS T S 2T D) ; Sin 2T Sin 2T
1(, er+L)mw | 7r) 1( ™ 71') LT
= —|sin ————— —sin — - sin — —sin — | = —sin —
2T 2T 2 2T 2T 27’

where (a) comes from the identity cosa - sinb = i (sin(a + b) — sin(a — b)). Since sin 7%= is nonzero, we obtain
A= Zf Lcos = —1.

For 1 <t <T,since n; = 77 (1 + cos &%), we have 1, > 7;11. We also have 0 < 7, < \ﬁ forall t > 1 and
T (b) /
D1 = T1/3 Zt 1 (1 + cos t%r) = T?/s (T - ? > T?/s : % =15
Zthl n_, <% Zt 123 =873, since (1+cosZ)” <23 forallt > 1,
where (b) follows since Zt 1 €COS ‘& T = —1 as shown above. Substituting these expressions into (6), we obtain
—F.] 902L%*(5—-3B3) 1642
( — BINT3 (1-5) T2/3

which is our desired estimate. O



SMG: A Shuffling Gradient-Based Method with Momentum

7.7. The Proof of Technical Lemmas

We now provide the proof of six lemmas that serve for the proof of Theorem 1 above.

7.7.1. PROOF OF LEMMA 1: UPPER BOUNDING TWO TERMS ||w§t wo ||2 AND Hw(t n_ ((f) [|?

Remark 6. Note that the result of Lemma 1 is true for all shuffling strategies including Random Reshuffling, Shuffle Once
and Incremental Gradient (under the assumptions of Theorem I and 2, respectively).

(a) From Equation (19), for7 = 0,1,...,nand t > 1, we have
i—1 i—1

t t Ui ty @ M t t t (t
ol = TS, 2 S () 1 ) = 2 )+ Zgﬂ)
j=0 j=0
Moreover, by (17), we have n; < &, forallt > 1. Therefore, fort > 1 and? = 0, 1,...,n, we can derive that

o~ i <

1—1 2
5)295-””
j=0
as) & Hﬁ Z (t-1) _6)§g§t)
j=0

(@) & i (- <« o2
< Al e ra-a g7
pr par

an gt (B A(t 1) +(1- B)Agt)> ,

where (a) follows from the convexity of || - |2 and 0 < 3 < 1.

Fort =1andi=0,1,...,n, we have m(()t) = 0, which leads to

2 2 . = 2
s — | < 5 igml + -5 Y o0 = =0 ppal,
=0

& H Z (t)

7=0
Combining these two cases, we obtain (21).
(b) Using similar argument for the second equation (20),fort > 2and i =0, 1,...,n; we can derive that
- n—1
t—1 t MNt—1 t—1) 2 M—1 t—1 (t—1
w2 IS e @I R (0o gy 0]
Jj=t Jj=t
Nt—1 . 1) 1
= tn (n— z)ﬁmét Z g<t )
Note again that 1,1 < &, fort > 2and¢ = 0,1,...,n; we can show that

2
ol = | s%

n—1
(n—i)Bm ™ + (1 8) Zg§“’H2

(1s) ft

Z (t— 2)+ Zgj(t 1)”

(b 5 n—i EPNTE: n—l 2
El S a0 Sa |
=0 =i

2 -\ 2
11,012) n—i)? -
X % {5( n2) A2 4 (1 - BB ”},
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where in (b) we use again the convexity of || - [|[2and 0 < 8 < 1.

For t = 2, we easily get

n—
le(tfl) _w(()t)Hz & H )Bm + (1 _B)Z (t-1) H H (t 1)H S (1 _ gyptn),
j=t
Combining the two cases above, we obtain (22). O
7.7.2. PROOF OF LEMMA 2: UPPER BOUNDING THE TERMS Aﬁf), o ! AE ), AND Y7 2@

(a) Let first upper bound the term AZ(-t) defined by (11). Indeed, fori =0,...,n — 1 and ¢ > 1, we have
i—1 5
=[5t
i—1 i—1 5 i—1 5
@ 3HZ( — Vi 7O + 1) )H +3HZ(W im0+ 1) = VE@)) |+ 3| 3 VR
j=0 j=0 =0

Yy 1Hg(t) Vi 7O+ 1)) H +3ZZHW 703 +1)) = VF(w H + 32| VR ()|

Jj=

< 30 ng — V@70 + 1) H +3zZHVf 0, 70 + ))—VF(wg”)HQ+3¢2HVF(wgt>)H2

(<)31[t+31n[@||VF NP+ o } + 32|V F(wi) ||
< 3l + 3(i* +in@)HVF(wO )H + 3ino?,

where we use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in (a), and (b) follows from Assumption 1(c).

Letting ¢« = n in the above estimate, we obtain the first estimate of Lemma 2, i.e.:

AP < 301, + 3020 + D||[VF ()| +3n%0% < 30 (L + K,), £ > 1.

Now we are ready to calculate the sum ! A(t)
n—1 n—1 n—1
Y AW <31, Zz+3z i +n0)||VF( (t))||2+3n022i
=0 =0 =0 i
3.2
<3%It+—6+ )|V (wf )HQ+3n20 <3%<It+Kt) t>1,

where the last line follows from »_— Yi< "— and >_1 !z <% 2 This proves the second estimate of Lemma 2.

(b) Using similar argument as above, fori =0,1,...,n — 1 and ¢ > 1, we can derive
n—1
+3HZ (Vf(w((f);w(t)(j+1)) )H +3HZVF () H

a0 - vsinos
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n—1
(n—i ZHW 20 ))_VF(wéw)H 30 HVF t))H
< 30— )+ 3(n— Z |V £wls 7O + 1) - mwgt))HQ +3(n— ijn||VF ()|
< 300 - )1, + 300 — i[O TP + 2] + 30 — Dl TP ()

<3mn—-—i)lt+3(n—9)n(© + I)HVF(wO )H +3(n —i)no?,

where we use again the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in (a), and (b) follows from Assumption 1(c). Finally, for all ¢ > 1, we
calculate the sum > ! B(t) as follows:

n—1 n—1 n—1 9 n—1
S BY <3LY (n—i)+33 (n—im(©+ 1)HVF(w(()t))H +3n02 3 (n — i)
i=0 i=0 i=0 =0
2
< 3n%I, + 3n3(0 + 1)HVF(w§f))H + 300>
< 3n2 (It n Kt>,
where the last line follows from the fact that > (n — i) < n?. This proves (24). O
7.7.3. PROOF OF LEMMA 3: UPPER BOUNDING THE TERMS I, J;, AND I; + K;
(a) First, for every ¢t > 1 and 91 = V f(w, @, ;7 (i + 1)), we have
n—1 2
1= [Vi@ia0 + 1) - )|
i=0
Step 1 = 2
2N [T @i 7O+ 1) = V70 1)
i=0
n—1
<25 Juld P &
i=0
where the last inequality follows from Assumption 1(b).
Applying Lemma 1 to (31), for ¢ > 1, we have
L2 o n—1
e Z [/3 A 1 (1 B)AE“]
Lgé.t t 1) n—1 n—1 @
= p2 Z 4
=0
(a) L? 3 2
QL [ﬁ 3n(1t 1+ Ker) + (1= 8) 5 (L + Kt)}
n? 2
3
= L25t2 {5(@—1 + Kt—l) + 5( ( + K )]
where (a) follows from the result (23) in Lemma 2 and the fact that Y, Li2 < %
For ¢t = 1, by applying Lemma 1 and 2 consecutively to (31) we have
n—1 n—1
en 12 5 0y - L0 -8)° T e
I<L2 ( (t)2 = 5t ( 2A(>< t A()
Y - z < Ll z
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(2<3) L?&}(1 - B)* 3n?
- n2 2

(r+1) = ngff(l - 21+ ). (32)

(b) Using the similar argument as above we can derive that

= S [osls a4y ol
=0
sleplevf w7 (4 1)) = V(Y W(tﬂ)(i—l-l))Hz

D e Z w0 — w®|.
1=0

Applying Lemma 1 for ¢ > 2 we get to the above estimate, we get

n—1 .
h2 B[ ]

<
=0
L2§2 Agf_Q) n—1 ' n—1 B
< BT =)’ (1= 8) Y BTV
1=0 1=0
() L2¢2
< ngt [ﬁn : 3n<[t_2 + Kt_Q) +(1-p)-3n2 (It_l + Kt_l)}

= 3L%¢} [5 (It72 + thz) +(1-8) (Itfl + thlﬂ ’

where (b) follows from the results (23), (24) in Lemma 2 and the fact that ) ;. Y(n—1i)2 < nd.

Now applying Lemma 1 for the special case ¢ = 2, we obtain

L2€152 “ 2 p(t—1) LQ&? 2 2 2.9
< — B < =2t (1— . <
Je < — ;(1 BB = —5-(1-6)"-3n (IH +KH) < 3L2¢: (IH +KH),

where we use the result (24) from Lemma 2 and the fact that 1 — § < 1.
(¢) First, from the result of Part (a), for ¢ > 1, we have

3
2

TS 126 3o + Ka) + 50- AR + 50 - LG

Since ngf < % (due to the choice of our learning rate) and 1 — 8 < 1, we further get

2 3 3
<z 21— 2
I; < 5 |:B(It1 “!‘thl) + 2(1 ﬁ)Kt:| + 5It;

which is equivalent to
3
I < ﬁ(-’t71 + thl) + 5(1 - B)K.

Adding K, to both sides of this inequality, for ¢ > 1, we get
5—308

I + K < ﬁ(It—1 + Kt—l) + K. (33)
Finally, for ¢ = 1, since L2§t2 < % and 1 — 8 < 1, we have

3 3 3 3
< S =BP(L+ K ) < S(1= B+ (1= B)*K: < CLi+ £ (1 - DKy,

ol W
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which is equivalent to

2 3
-I; < =(1-B)K;. 34
S < (- B)K (34)
This leads to our desired result for t = 1 as
3 5—-3
I1+K1§§(1—3)K1+K1= 5 BKL (35)
Combining two cases, we obtain the desired result in Part (c). U

7.7.4. PROOF OF LEMMA 4: UPPER BOUNDING THE KEY QUANTITY 8J; + (1 — 8)1I;

First, we analyze the case ¢ > 2 using the results of Lemma 3 as follows:
BJy+ (1= B)I, < 3BL*E {5(@—2 + Kt—2) +(1-0) (It—l + Kt—l)}
3
+ (1 - B)L*¢; {5(@—1 + K1) + 5(1 - B) (It + Kt):l

<L [2(1 + Ki) +4B8(L1 + Ki1) + 35 (Lo + Ki—2) ]
= L’¢P, (36)

where the last two lines follow since 1 — 8 < 1and P, := 2(I; + K;) + 48(I;_1 + Ky_1) + 38%(I;_o + K;_»o) for t > 2.

Next, we bound the term P; in (36) as
Po=2(I; + K;) + 48(L1—1 + K¢—1) + 3% (L1—2 + Ky )

-3
2{5(-’#1 + Kt71> b

=(5-3B)K; + Gﬂ(ft 1+ K 1) + 352 (It,g + Kt,Q)
5-38

K|+ 48(1s + Koo ) 382 (Iia + Kio) apply (33) for ¢

<(5-38)K,+68|8(Ii—2+ Ki—2) +

B } + 352 (It_g + Kt_Q) apply (33) for t — 1
— (5 —38)K, +38(5 — 38)K,_1 + 952 (It_g + KH).

We consider the last term, which can be bounded as

3ﬁ

52 (It,g + Kt,g) = ﬁ?’ (It,;; + Kt,g) apply (33) recursively fort —2 > 1

= BN+ K + 5—235 Zﬁt—jKj
j=2

_15-38

< t
<B 7

5— 33 t—2 '
K+ — Z_:ﬁt_]Kj apply (35)
533 t—2 .
STzlﬁ JKj-
o

Note that this bound is also true for the case t — 2 = 1:

P (lst Ki) = 8 (4 K0) < 222 Pk, apply (35)

Substituting this inequality into P, for ¢ > 2, we get

P, < (5 - 38)K, +38(5 — 38)Ko1 + 982 (I 2 + Ko )
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t—2

26-30)Y 8K,

2 °
j=1

< 35— 38)K, + 55— 35) 3K +

t
< 2(5 —38)> BK;.
j=1

Now we analyze similarly for the case ¢ = 2 as follows:

3
BJs+ (1 — B)I < 3BL*ES (Il + Kl) +(1-B)L%¢ {5(11 + K1) + 5(1 - B) (12 + Kz)}
< L*¢ {2(12 + KQ) + 45(11 + Kl)]
= L2 P;,
where the last line follows since 1 — 8 < 1 and P, := 2([2 + Kg) + 4ﬁ<I1 + Kl).

Next, we bound the term P, as follows:

P =2(L+ K2) +48(1 + K1)
- 383

<2 (5(11 i Kl) 45 Kz) +48 (11 n Kl) apply (33) for ¢ = 2

= (5—-3B)Ks + 65(11 + Kl)
538

< (5 -30)Kz + 60 —5—I apply (35)
= (5-38)K2+3B(5 - 38)K

2
<2630 FIK;

j=1
Hence, the statements 3.J; + (1 — 8)I; < L?>¢?P, and P, < 2(5 — 33) 23:1 Bt=I K are true for every t > 2.
Combining these two cases, we have the following estimates:

t
(5-38)> B'K;

j=1

B+ (1 — B, < L¢P, < L2¢} -

N ©

e 2(5 =38) > 87 [n(© + V||V F(wl)|* + no?]

j=1

t t
§L2§f~§(5—3ﬁ ) [0(0+1) Y B[ VF@)|* + 3 8 Ino?]
= -

9(5 — 38)L2 i 2
< M- 2) gt[ @+1Z=: || VW) +n05},

where the last line follows since 2221 Bt < ﬁ for every t > 2. Hence, we have proved (25).

7.7.5. THE PROOF OF LEMMA 5

Using the assumption that 77 > 1y > - - - > np, we can derive the following sum as

T
Zm Zﬁt‘jHVF(%—l)HQ = > [BHVEG) [P+ 82 VE@)|* + -+ BV E @)

= j=1 t=1
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= B VF (@)

+mBY|[VE@o)||” +meB°|VE ()|’

+ B Y| VE(@@o)|* +meB 2| VE@)||* + - + 08| VE (1) ||

+ BT Y|V E (o) || + nrBT 2| VE@)|)? + ... + neB0||VE ()|
< 771»30HVF(@0>H2

+m B[V (o) ||” + ne8”||VF (w1)||”

+m B |VE@o)||* + mB V@) + - + nt6°||VF<wt_1>||2

+771ﬁT_1HVF wo)Hz +7725T_2HVF W) H2 o+ 77T50HVF(@T—1)H2
<mzﬁ’|VF )| +n2251]VF WP+ oo+ 0B VF(@ry)|”
=0 =0
T
—52 || VE @),
where the last inquality follows since ZZ é Bt <15 fort =12...,T. O

7.7.6. THE PROOF OF LEMMA 6

We analyze the special case ¢t = 1 as follows. First, letting ¢ = n in Equation (19), for t > 1, we have

n—1 n—1

t 2 t b
wff) —wf) = =23 w83 [ml) + (1= B)gy] = T nBml? + ( Z o).
n = n =
For t = 1, since mét) = 0, we have
) —wf) = -2 Z gl (37)
Using the L-smoothness of F'in Assumption 1(b), w((fﬂ) = w; ,and (37), we have

®)
Fuf ) < Ff)) + VE) @l — uf) + ol — wl )

n—1 n—1
@ 1 Li? 1 2
Flug”) = (1= BVF(i)T | =" +%(1—ﬁ)2Hﬁzg§t)H
=0 =
(a)
2 Fw) - 2= BIVP)? + 20 - )| VF@) - - Zg
~2(1-B - Lm(1-B) H* “’H
t N ¢ t 1n—1 . 9
t
< Plug?) = F0=OIVF@)I + 5= B[P’ - 232 &
7=0

where (a) follows from the equality u"v = % (||u|® + [[v[|? — ||u — v||*) and the last equality comes from the fact that

V2 1
"= 5L S Taop-

Next, we bound the last term of (38) as follows:
n—1

ey St = 5 (erwise0 00 -

Jj=0 Jj=0
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b)ln 1

o ot im0 ) -

where (b) is from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.
Applying this into (38) we get the following estimate

1
Fug?) < F(ug”) = 50 = BIVF(wg?) | + (1~ )~ L. (39)

Remark 7. Note that the derived estimate (39) is true for all shuffling strategies, including Random Reshuffling, Shuffle
Once and Incremental Gradient (under the assumptions of Theorem 1 and 2, respectively).

Applying Lemma 3, we further have

Flu®) < Flul") = 2 gIVFai)? + (- )= 1

2
< Fl) - B - g IVEO)P+ B - )21 - ) (1 + 1)
D pul?) - - DIV + L= g5 - 522

Noting that w;_1 = w(()t), 1-p<land Ky :=n(O©+ 1)||VF(w((Jt))H2 +no?, we get

2¢2 _ _
Pin) < Pliio) — (- 9V (i) |2 + M0 C 239 |

(© +1)||VF (o) || +a2} :

Rearranging the terms and dividing both sides by (1 — 3), we have

HZ < F(ﬁ]o) — F(ﬁ)l) 3771L2§%(5 - 3ﬁ)

3mo? L3 (5 — 30)
(1-5) 8 '

8

(©+1)||VF (o H +

IV F (o)

Since &; satisfies 9L%£2(5 — 38)(© + 1) < 1 — 3 as above, we can deduce from the last estimate that

F(uwg) — F(w1) | (1—B)m

2 902L%(5 - 3B)
(1=7) I+

-

DIV E (o) |2 < IV (o)

which proves (26). O

8. Convergence Analysis of Algorithm 1 for Randomized Reshuffling Strategy

In this section, we present the convergence results of Algorithm 1 for Randomized Reshuffling strategy. Since this analysis
is similar to the previous bounds in Theorem 1, we will highlight the similarities and discuss the differences between the
two analyses.

8.1. The Proof Sketch of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 is similar to Theorem 1, except for the fact that E[S1; 4+ (1 — 3).J;] is upper bounded by a different
term. The proof of Theorem 2 is divided into the following steps.

* From Theorem 1 we have
F(i0) < F(ie1) = 5 |VE@)|? + 5581+ (1= )0,

where I; and J; are defined by (13) and (14).
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* Then, E[SI; + (1 — §)J¢] can be upper bounded as

t
B[8L + (1- 87 < 0 (€3 BB [|IVF)|?] + &0?),

Jj=0

as shown in Lemma 9, where &; := max{n;_1, n; } defined in (17).

e We further upper bound the sum of the right-hand side of the last estimate as in Lemma 5 in terms

Y i—o ME [IVF(@-1)]?].

Combining these steps together, and using some simplification, we obtain (9) in Theorem 2.

8.2. Technical Lemmas

In this subsection, we will introduce some intermediate results used in Theorem 2. Lemmas 7 and 8 in Theorem 2 play a

similar role as previous Lemmas 2 and 3 in Theorem 1.

Lemma 7. Assume that the Randomized Reshuffling strategy is used in Algorithm 1. Then, under the same setting as of

Lemma 1 and Assumption 1(c), for t > 1, it holds that

n—1
(@) E[AY] <20 E[L+N] and Y E[AP] <n? E[L+ N,
i=0
n—1
(b) ZE[BP] <22 E[l + Ny.
i=0
The results of Lemma 8 below are direct consequences of Lemma 1, Lemma 7, and the fact that sztz < %
Lemma 8. Under the same setting as of Lemma 7 and Assumption 1(b), it holds that
L2 2[2 “E[l;_1 + Ny_1]+ (1 = B) - E[I; + N, ] ift > 1,
@ E[L] < § |56 Elli—1 4+ Ne—a] + (1 = 8) - E[l; + NeJ |, if
L2 (1= B)* - E[l + N, ift=1,
212 2[ E[l;_0 4+ Ni_o] + (1 — ) -E[l_1 + Ni_ ] ift> 2,
) B, < & |B-E[li—2+ Ne—o] + (1 = 8) - E[l1_1 + Ne—a]|, if
20262 -E (I, + Ny—1], ift=2,
E[L—1 + Ny + 322 B[N, ift > 1,
() [FL2E2 < 3 then I, + Ny] < f , Uiz + Nea] N,
5 58 R[], ift =1.

We will present below Lemmas 9 and 10, which play a similar role as previous Lemmas 4 and 6 in Theorem 1.

Lemma 9. Under the same conditions as in Lemma 8, for any t > 2, we have

t

E[BJ, + (1= L] <305 38) L% ((0 +n) > B E |||VF(wi)|*] + 1= 5).
j=1
Lemma 10. Under the same setting as in Theorem 2, we have
M — 21 o EF(wo) — F(w1)] | (1= B8)m a’(5-3B8)L* 4
5 E[IVF(wo)|*] < 1-5 S {HVF ) } T—B) 3

8.3. The Proof of Theorem 2: Key Estimate for Algorithm 1

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

First, from the assumption 0 < 7, < ﬁ,t > 1,wehave 0 < n? < ﬁ. Next, from (17), we have & = max(n;;n¢—1) for
t > 1and & = ny, which lead to 0 < &7 < &5 for ¢ > 1. Moreover, from the definition of D = max (5 W)

3

in Theorem 2, we have L?¢7 < 2 and 6L2¢2(5 — 38)(© + n) < n(1— j) fort > 1.



SMG: A Shuffling Gradient-Based Method with Momentum

Similar to the estimate (29) in Theorem 1, we get the following result:

Fluf™) < Flug”) = TIVF(i)|? + L8+ (1= B)L)-
Taking expectation of both sides and applying Lemma 9, we get:
E[Fuf™)] <E[F@)] - ZE[IVF@{)I?] + J2E[8: + (1 - )1
< E[F@)] - e [IvFa)?]

t
+ 5-3(5 - 30) L% [ (6 +n) ; BR[|V F@)|*] +

<E[F{")] - 2E[|VF@ >>||}

35— 3ﬁ)77tL (O +n) —j 30 5 3p)mn L€}
T Zﬁt E [[VE]] + ni—p)
j=1
Since &; satisfies 6L%£2(5 — 38)(© + n) < n(1 — ) as proved above, we can deduce from the last estimate that
1- o :
E [Fwf )] <E[F@i)] - “E[Ivra)?] + S22 S ik (Ve ]
j=1
30%(5 — 38)m L&}
21— B)

Rearranging this inequality while noting that n, < &, and wy_; = w((f) we obtain that for ¢ > 2:

LE[IVF(@-1)2] < E[F(@1) — F(@)] + 2 ¥ BIE [[[VFG;-0)|°] + 25520 - ¢

2n(1-5)
A TG Y S st =i |||V F ()| 30°(5-38)L%  ¢3
= e+ 2= B IVE(@;-0II"| + “=my— - &

For t = 1, since &; = n; as previously defined in (17), from the result of Lemma 10 we have

m o1 E[F(@) = F(@)] | (1= B)m <= a1y 21 302(5— 3B)L2
SR [|[VF(wo)|?] < (f_ﬁ) D ]E[||VF(wj_1)|\}+W.gg

j=1

Summing the previous estimate for ¢ := 2 to ¢ := T, and then using the last one, we obtain

~ T t 2
Z”f I9Fe) < O LoB S S sk v, o] + 250200 Zaf.
t=1 j=1

Applying the result of Lemma 5 to the last estimate, we get

T ) — _ o 2
3 k(v < Tl G20 L Zntuz vF @]+ 2500 th,

which is equivalent to
T

2 BV < TS T )

4[F (i) — F.] _ 60%(5 — 38)L ZT: o

t-

Dividing both sides of the resulting estimate by Zle ¢, we obtain (9). Finally, due to the choice of wr at Step 1 in
Algorithm 1, we have E[[|VF(ir)[?] = ﬁ Zle B [||VF (0e—1)|?]. O
t=1"It
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8.4. The Proof of Corollaries 5 and 6: Constant and Diminishing Learning Rates

The proof of Corollary 5. Since T' > 1 and 7, := 7Tnl—l//;, we have 1y > 7,+1. We also have 0 < 7, < ﬁ forallt > 1,
and S n; = yn'/3T%/3 and 3.1, 2, = n~y3. Substituting these expressions into (9), we obtain
E[HVF( )H } 4[F(IDO) _F*] 602(5_3/8)L2 72
B CRC VT STE 1-5) n1/3T2/3
which is our desired result. O
. R l/3
The proof of Corollary 6. Fort > 1, since 1; = W, we have 1; > 1;,1. We also have 0 < 7; < ﬁ forallt > 1,

and

T - - -
D1t = yn!/3 Zt 1 t+)\)1/3 > yn'/? fl T)VS > yn'/? (T + AP — (14 )‘)2/3] )

T - - -
Yiani =2+ Y iy < (21TA) Ty ft 2 = x < |:(1-i2->\) +log(T' -1+ )‘)] :

Substituting these expressions into (9), we obtain

4 [F (o) — Fi 602(5—38)L2 7’ [ﬁ +log(T — 1+ A)}
(1= B)yn/3 [(T + N3 — (1+ \)%/?] (1—-B)  nlB[T+N23—(1+ N3]

E[I[VF(or)]?] <

Let C3 and C} be defined respectively as

A[F (o) — F,]  120%(5 — 38)L%? 602(5 — 38) L3>

Cs = + , and (4 :=
’ (1-8)n (1-8)(1+X) ! (1-5)
Then, the last estimate leads to
. Cs3+ Cylog(T — 14 ))
E[|VF 2 < ;
IV F@EOI) < S (@ s — @+ 0
which completes our proof. O

8.5. The Proof of Technical Lemmas

We now provide the proof of additional Lemmas that serve for the proof of Theorem 2 above.

8.5.1. PROOF OF LEMMA 7: UPPER BOUNDING THE TERMS E[AY], 7V E[AY], anp 307 E[B]

In this proof, we will use (Mishchenko et al., 2020)[Lemma 1] for sampling without replacement. For the sake of references,
we recall it here.

Lemma 11 (Lemma 1 in (Mishchenko et al., 2020)). Let X1, -- ,X,, € R? be fixed vectors, X = % E?:l X; be their
average and o* := L 3" || X; — X ||? be the population variance. Fix any k € {1,--- ,n}, let X, -+ , Xy, be sampled
uniformly without replacement from {X1,--- , X,,} and X, be their average. Then, the sample average and the variance
are given, respectively by

_ _ o —k
E[X,| =X E[|X, — X|]?] = ——" 52,
X.] and B (X~ X = o

Using this result, we now prove Lemma 7 as follows.

(a) Let first upper bound the term Agt) defined by (11). Indeed, fori =0,--- ,n — 1 and ¢t > 1, we have

i—1
Agt) _ H Zgj('t)
§=0

2 (o)
<

QHi_Zl(g;t)_Vf(w(()t);ﬂ‘(t)(j_A'_ )H +2“va )om 20 j+1))“
3=0



SMG: A Shuffling Gradient-Based Method with Momentum

© 212‘)& V(w7 G +1) H +2HZW (w; 7€ (3+1))H2
<2’LZHg(t Vw7 H +2H2Vf (“g+1))H
)91, +2HZW (t)(j-l-l))’

where we have used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in (a).

Now taking expectation conditioned on F;, we get

E,[A"] < 2i B, [I,] + 2K, HZW 7O + 1)) H

Note that [, [Vf( (G + ))} VF( ) for every index j = 0,1,--- ,4 — 1. Hence, we have

oo

E.[A"] < 2i-E, [I] + QEt{

= 20 Ey [I)) + 2||iVF (i) +2Et“ZVf (wd; (t)(j+1))—iVF(w§t))H1

= 2B, [I] + 28| VF (w)||* + 2:2E, {H Zw w70 (j + 1)) M

= 2i- B, (1) + 2| VF (wf?) | 2 T ZHW we ;7 + 1)) = VE ()|
@ 2 (0) i(n w®)

< 2By [I] + 22|V () +ﬁ[®||VF )+ 02,

where we apply the sample variance Lemma from (Mishchenko et al., 2020) and (b) follows from Assumption 1(c).

Letting ¢« = n in the above estimate and taking total expectation, we obtain the first estimate of Lemma 7, i.e.:

E[AP] < 2n-E[L] + 2n°E [||VF | } <2n-E[L + Ny.
Now we are ready to calculate the sum 3" ' E,[A'"] as

ZEt 4] <2 i B 1t+22 IVE @) +zzl((7j [@||VF O+ 0%
i=0

n(n+1
T
<n? By [I] +n3HVF(th )H +n? [GHVF(w(()t))HQ + 02}

<n?-E [It]+7||VF NP+ [@HVF(w(()t))H?—&-oﬂ

<n? By (] + n?[(n + ©) [ VP ()| + o7] R E L]+ N, > 1,

— . — — -3
where we use the facts that 2?201 i= n(” b < " and > 2= % < =

Taking total expectation, we have the second estimate of Lemma 7.
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(b) Using similar argument as above, fori = 0,1,--- ;,n — 1 and ¢ > 1, we can derive

o =[S 2o (0 -wroens e ) s S s

2(a

(a) 2
< 2(n—1) ZHg(t) .70 +1)) H +2HZVwa s (5 +1))H
(13) 2
<2n—z]t+2HZVf <t>j+1))H,

where we use again the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in (a).

Taking expectation conditioned on F;, we get

n—1
E:[B{"] < 2(n—i) B¢ (L] + 2E, [H > Vw7 + 1))\\2}
j=i

Note that E; [Vf( (i +1))] = VF(w") for every index j = i,--- ,n — 1. Hence

S w00 H]

]Et [Bz(t)] S 2(’]7,—Z) ]Et It +2]Et|:

=2(n—i) E, [It]+2||(ni)VF(wé“)HQ+21EtwSvﬂwg“;w(ﬂ(jﬂ)) (n— ) VP () ]
= 2(n — i) - By [I] + 2(n — i)QHVF(w(t))’r

2(n — 1) ]Et[

\*Zw (w70 + 1) - VF ()]

(v)

< 2n—i)-E [It]+2(n—i)2HVF H [@HVF )|\2+02},

where we apply again the sample variance Lemma from (Mishchenko et al., 2020) and () follows from Assumption 1(c).
Finally, for all ¢ > 1, we calculate the sum Z;:Ol E; [B%(t)} similarly as follows

3:1 {B(t):| < i: (n— i), 1) "’22 ZHVF(w(t) H +Z 2i(n [@HVF (t))’|2+g2]
=0 - &
3

<2n? By [I] + 2n3HVF(w(()t))H2 + 2n? [@||VF(w(gt))||2 + 02}

+1 2 +1

]vp(wg’f))H + [@HVF WP +o?]
< 2n? By [I,] 4 2n? [(n +0)||VEw)|]* + 02] Ugé) 2n? (B; [I;] + Ny) .

Taking total expectation, we get (41). |

8.5.2. PROOF OF LEMMA 8: UPPER BOUNDING THE TERMS E[I;], E[J;], AND E[I; 4+ N;]

(a) First, for every ¢ > 1 and g =Vf(w (t); oW (i+1)), we have

lew (i +1)) - g
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Step | ZHVf M+ 1)) — Vf( (t)(7,—|-1))H
<12 Z sz(t) B w(()t)HQ’ 44)

where the last inequality follows from Assumption 1(b).

Applying Lemma 1 to (44), for ¢ > 1, we have

= LQ@MZl[ﬂ AGD 4 (1 ﬁ)AE”]
(t—1) n—

. L2§t{ A¢ Z
=0

(a) L2§t n n—1
- . Z (t)

n? 5
=0

n—1

o

1=0

where (a) follows from the fact that > 12 < " . Taking expectation and applying result (40) in Lemma 7 we get

E[l;] < L} 5.2 .]E{A(t—n] +(1_5)"21E{A(t)}
o 3 ! i=0 i
2¢2
= Ln’ft {5 ' % 20 E[L + N + (1= Bn°E (L + NJ]

gL%[ B-E[lis + Nea] + (1—5)E[A+Nt]}

For ¢ = 1, by applying Lemma 1 and 7 consecutively to (44) we have

n—1 202 n—1 2¢2(1 _ p\2 T
st S P Y B (- aratt) < PO S
1=0

I i=0
Similarly we get

Bl € LA 2 g, v = 22— p2E (L + V. (45)

(b) Using the similar argument as above we can derive that

"‘ 2
Jo= ||V ra w0+ 1) - Y|
=0

2

n—1
Step | ZHVf(wét);ﬂ(t_l)(i-i-l)) V£ (w! (t=1). (t— 1)(1—1-1))”

(3> i
225l -

Applying Lemma 1 for ¢ > 2 to the above estimate, we get

n—1

L2€2 Z [ CACD 41— gBtY
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L2§t2 (t—2) n—1 n—1

< BT Y -+ (1-8) Y BV
1=0 =0
L s = e
<=3HBn AT+ (1-8) > B
=0

where the last line follows from the fact that 2?2—01 (n — )% < n3. Similar to the previous part, taking total expectation we
get

E[J] < 2§t lﬁn ]E{A(t 2)} (1— ﬁ)nZl]E{Bi(tl)}
i=0
(40) L2§t

[2571 E[li—2 + Ni—2) +2(1 — B)n* ‘E[L_1 + Nt—l]:|

<2L%(B-Ellia+ N + (1= 8) - Ellr + Noa] |-

Now applying Lemma 1 for the special case ¢ = 2, we obtain

2n1

Z tl)

Therefore, we have

LQEt

E[J,] < ZE[ “)] L§t< —B)? 20°E (L1 + Ny 1] <2067 B[l 1 + Ny,

where we have used the result (41) from Lemma 7 and the fact that 1 — 5 < 1.

(¢) First, from the result of Part (a), for ¢ > 1, we have
2
E[l] < L% L,)BE[IH + Nea] + (1 - 5)E[Nt]] + (1 — B)L2E2E[L,).
Since L?¢? < % (due to the choice of our learning rate) and 1 — 8 < 1, we further get

Bl < 2 {ﬁm_l N2 mE[Nt]} + 3R,

2 5
which is equivalent to
3
E[l;] < BE[l;—1 + Np—1] + 5(1 — B)E[N¢].

Adding E[N;] to both sides of this inequality, for ¢ > 1, we get

5—-3
E[T, + N < BE[Lo1 + Nt + ~ DR[N] (46)
Finally, for ¢ = 1, since L?¢7 < 2 and 1 — 3 < 1, we have
3 3 3 3
B[] < 1262(1 - )° (EIL] + EIN] ) < (1 9°EIL] + S(1 - /B[N < SE[L] + (1 - HEINI,
which is equivalent to
2 3
EE[M < 5(1 — B)E[Ny]. 47)
This leads to our desired result for t = 1 as
3 5—-3
E[l; + Nq] < 5(1 — B)E[N1] + E[N:] = TﬁE[Nl]- (48)

Combining two cases, we obtain the desired result in Part (c). O
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8.5.3. PROOF OF LEMMA 9: UPPER BOUNDING THE KEY QUANTITY E[3J; + (1 — 5)1}]

First, we analyze the case ¢ > 2 using the results of Lemma 8 as follows:
BELT] + (1 = B)E[L] < 28L%¢} [BE[I;—2 + Ni—2] + (1 — B)E[L;—1 + Ni—1]]

(U= AL | 2BB{Ls + Neoa] + (1 BE[L + N

IN

2
§L2gf [2E[I; + N + 4BE[L;_1 + Ny—1] + 38°E[L,_o + Ny _5]]
~ 212gs, “)

where the last line follows since 1 — 3 < 1 and S; := 2E[I; + Ny| + 4BE[l;_1 + Ny_1] + 3B°E[l;_o + N;_»] fort > 2.

Next, we bound the term .S; in (49) as

S, = 2E[I; + Ny| + 4BE[I,_1 + Ny_1] + 36°E[I,_5 4+ Ny_o]

S 2 ﬁE[It,1 + Ntfl] + > _23ﬂE[Nt}:| + 4ﬂE[It,1 + Ntfl] + 352E[It72 + Ntfg] apply (46) for ¢
= (5 — 3B8)E[N;] + 6BE[L;—1 + Ny—1] + 38°E[I;_2 + Ny o]
533

< (5= 3B)E[N] + 68|BE[L1—2 + Ni—o] +
= (5= 3B)E[N;] + 38(5 — 38)E[N; 1] + 9B°E[l; 2 + Ny a].

E[Nt_l]} 4 38E[L_o + Ny_s]  apply (46) for ¢ — 1

‘We consider the last term, which can be bounded as

5— 3
B2E[I;_o + Ny_o] = BPE[I;_3 + Ny_3] + p [N;_s] apply (46) recursively for ¢ — 2 > 1
—2
= BIE[L + Ny + BIIE[N
=2
15— 38 35 368 <2 s
<B E[ 1]+—2 BIEIN;] apply (48)
j=2

5 _ 3 t—2 )
<2525 sosmim

Note that this bound is also true for the case t — 2 = 1:

e

B2E[I;_a + Ni_] = B?E[[ + N{] < 625 E[N;] apply (48)

Substituting this inequality into S, for ¢ > 2, we get

St < (5= 3B)E[N] + 38(5 — 38)E[Ny_1] + 9B°E[L;—o + Ny o]

t—2
< 2(5— 3B)EIN] + 3 (5~ 38)BEIN, 1] + 5 (5 — 35) > 5Bl
9 t—
< 5(5-38) Zﬂ IE[N
7=1

Now we analyze similarly for the case ¢ = 2 as follows:

BE[Jo] + (1 — B)E[L2] < 2BL*GE[L + N1] + (1 — B)L%&3 ;BE[A + Ny + (1 - B)E[Lz + N
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%L%g [2E[I; + N3] + 4BE[l, + N1]]

IN

2
N §L2§§SQ,
where the last line follows since 1 — 3 < 1 and Sy := 2E[l5 + No] + 48E[[; + N;].
Next, we bound the term Sy as follows:

So = 2E[I; + No| + 4BE[I1 + Nq]

<2 (@E[h + N+ > ;35

E[N2]> + 4BE[I; + N] apply (46) fort = 2
5 —38)E[Na] + GBE[Il + N4]

—35)1@[ )+ 682 B[, apply (48)
SB[V, + 36(5 — 38)E[]

2

(5-38)Y B> /E[N].

J=1

—~

IN

l\.')\@ /—\ /—\

Hence, the statements E[3.J, + (1 — 8)I;] < 2L%¢7S, and S, < §(5 — 33) Zj L B77IE[N;] are true for every ¢ > 2.

Combining these two cases, we have the following estimate

t
E[8J, + (1= B)I] < §L2§t25t < L% ; : 2(5 —38) Zﬂt‘jE[N

t
@ 3225 - 38) Zﬂt J]E[®+n |V E@ws)| +a}

t t
< 3L2¢}(5 - 36) [(e +0) > AR [|VE)F] + >0 BHUQ]
j=1 j=1

<3’ -39)(0-+0) 38R [[VFWi) + 1]

Jj=1

where the last line follows since Z ,Bt J < i3 for every t > 2. Hence, we have proved (42). O

8.5.4. THE PROOF OF LEMMA 10

First, from the assumption 0 < 7y < L\F’t > 1,wehave 0 < n? < Dle. Next, from (17), we have & = max(ny;7n:—1) for
t > 1and & = 1y, which lead to 0 < ft <5 L2 for t > 1. Moreover, from the definition of D = max (g %)
in Theorem 2, we have L?¢7 < 2 and 6L2¢7(5 — 38)(© +n) < n(1— j) fort > 1.

Similar to the estimate (39) in Theorem 2, we get the following result:

Fl?) < P =50 = BIVF@)IE + 50 -5) 11

Taking total expectation and applying Lemma 8 we further have:

E[Fai®)] <E[Pai)] - L0 - B [IVF@)IE] + 21— BB
B [F@i)] - B0 - BE[IVF@)I] + (- HIE0 - ) ElL + Ni]

<E [F( ”)} - %(1 - B)E [||VF(wgl>)||2] + %(1 _ppree. 2 —23/3

E[Ny].
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Noting that w;_1 = wét), 1—8<1land Ny = (0 + n)HVF(w(()t))H2 + 02, we get

BIF(o) < BIFG)] - L0 - SR [I9F () 7] + L A= 0 1 e [|vr (o] +o7].

Rearranging the terms and dividing both sides by (1 — 3), we have

E [F (o) — F(11)] n mL*¢; - (5—30)
(1-0) 4n

Since &; satisfies 6L2£2(5 — 38)(© + n) < n(1 — ) as above, we can deduce from the last estimate that

E [F(wo) — F(11)] + (1-8)n [HVF H } _?’g))

(1-5) 4
which proves (43). (I

H } 771‘72L2§%(5 - 35)

© +n) [HVF =

Mg [|VF(@@o0)|?] <

B [V F()?] < &,

9. The Proof of Technical Results in Section 4

This section provides the full proofs of the results in Section 4. Before proving Theorem 3, we introduce some common
quantities and provide four technical lemmas.

9.1. Technical Lemmas

For the sake of our analysis, we introduce the following quantities:

hgt) _gz Vf<w0a (2+1))a t217Z: ""7n_1; (50)
kY=g - Vi s+ 1), 2200=0, - L GD
n—1
1
P = ﬁz E:—ll)’ t Z 2, (52)
1=0
1_ﬁ n—1 ‘ n—i—1
Z PO K 2 o’ =2 (53)
Jj=n—1i

The proof of Theorem 3 requires the following lemmas as intermediate steps of its proof.

Lemma 12. Let {wgt)} be generated by Algorithm 2 with 0 < § < 1 and ngt) := I for every t > 1. Suppose that
Assumption 2 holds. Then we have

(a) HmHlH2<G2 fort>1andi=0,...,n—1; (54)
(b) ||PtH < G?, fort>2 and ||VF(w(()t))||2 < G?, fort > 1. (55)

Lemma 13. Under the same setting as of Lemma 12 and Assumption 1(b), if & is defined by (17), thenfori =0,1,...,n—1
and t > 2, it holds that

max (||, V1) < L2622, (56)
Lemma 14. Under the same setting as of Lemma 12, fori =0,1,...,n — landt > 2, we have
mfy =B m{D + (1= B) (B gl e+ 8D + g+ 8ol 4 glY).

From this expression we obtain the following sum:

Z m)| = B"py + qi, fort > 2; (57)

where p; and q; are defined in (52) and (53), respectively.
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Lemma 15. Under the same setting as in Theorem 3, the initial objective value F (1) is upper bounded by

. . .
F(i) < F(io) + 5 [IVF(@o)|* + Ly G*. (58)

9.2. The Proof of Theorem 3: Key Bound for Algorithm 2
From the update wz(i)l = wgt) — ngt)m(-t) at Step 2 and Step 2 of Algorithm 2 with 771@ ="t fori=1,...,n—1, wehave

1+1
" " i—1

A > D ®
7=0

Now, letting ¢ = n in the estimate and noting that w(tH) wif ) for all t > 1, we obtain

n—1
wl ™ —wf) = wd) — ) = L3, (60)
=0

From this update and the L-smoothness of F' from Assumption 1(c), for ¢ > 2, we can derive

L. (1 t
5 s ’—wé>||2

(60) t ¢ 1 ¢ Ln
2 Ff’) = mVF@w)T (nZ Ell)+;
=0

Ful™) < Fal)) + VP @) @l — uf?) +

]
Mt

7 " Ln?, .. 2
2 Fwi) =V F Wi T (8 pt+qt)+ﬂH6 pt"’QtH

@ L} L}
< F(”) = m"VE () o=V E i) g+ 508" o + 55— s lael
< P) 4 mB G — P g+ L e+ g2
s t 0 t 5 2(1— 3" t
(©) Ln?
< Flug”) + 208G =V F () a0+ 57 g sl
where (a) comes from the convexity of squared norm: [|3"p; + q¢[|* < B™[Jue]* + (1 — B™)|| 2 i ||2 for0 < 5" < 1, (b)

is from the inequalities || F’ (wo )|| < G and ||p:]| < G noted in Lemma 12, and (c) follows from the fact that Ln; < 1.

Next, we focus on processing the term VF(w0 ))th. We can further upper bound the above expression as

F(w{™) < F(wl) + 2,6"G* = i VF(w) T + 2(1f”t5n)nqt||2
= Flaf?) + 267 - (1= 5V F ) T+ ol
D P + 2mB" G + W”“ — BVE W) — a|”
sl = VR - sl + ol
2 Plp) + 207G + =5 itﬂn)Mt =B 5 ) | v @), (61)

where M, := ||(1 — Bn)VF(w(()t)) — q||*. Here, (d) follows from the equality u" v = 3 (|ju/|* + [|v]|* = [[u — v||?), and
(e) comes from the fact that n; <

-
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Note that 1 — 8™ = (1 — 3) Z;:Ol B3 and VF(w") = Lyt V(w7 (i + 1)), we can rewrite

(1 - B VE(w)) IBZ“ZWwaé”a( D).

(62)

Recall the definition of ¢;, h( , and k from (53), (50), and (51), respectively, we can bound M; as
M, = ||gi — (1 - B)VF(w)||

— 2
0[5 v (55 o (B2 ortinio
[ — | Nj=n—i j=0 §=0
(50),650) 1—6”21 < nil ﬁj>k(t1)+ (nilﬁj)h(ﬁ 2
[ — | Nj=n—i ' =0 '
_ n—1 n—i—1 ) 2
w21 e (5 ]

where the last line comes from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. We normalize the last squared norms as follows:

. : . 2
1 _ 2 n—1 ) 2n—1 n:;:_z J B 77,:171 j
M, < (B)(Zﬂﬂ) > L;_l - 1>+7Z’;21 70
n j=0 i=0 ijo B Zj—O B
R RS AR DY T IPND ) R T . )
< () N [ + 1P| by convexity of | - |
n j=0 i=0 Zj:Oﬁ E; o
(1 _6)2 n—1 ] 2n—1 B
<= (8] X ma (I 7))
§=0 i=0
1—5"2n1 (t=1) 2. 17 ()2 "
ma 1KV 1171 Zﬂ]—l 8

<(1-p") LQGQ& ;
where the last estimate follows from Lemma 13 with £2 = max(n?;n2_,) for t > 2. Substituting the last estimate into (61)
for t > 2, we obtain
n(1 = B")

1-—
> L2G2£t27 77t( HVF (t))H

Fluwg™) < Fug”) + 208G +

(t)

S (t
Since wy_1 = wy

and w; = wy +1), this inequality leads to

- _ - n 2

Now, using the fact that & = 77, we can derive the following statement for ¢ = 1:
mlIVE(@)|? | 48"G?

771HV117(7«50)H2 < m + L*G?&.

1—pm 1—pm
Summing the previous statement for ¢ = 2,3, ..., T, and using the last one, we can deduce that
T - - T T
. 2 2[F (1) — Fu] +m||[VF(wo)|? = 48"G?
Z (77tHVF(wt71)H ) < [F(n) ] 7le|| (o) || 4 B _ Zm+L2G2 ng
t=1 (1-6) 1-pm = t=1
8 2[F (o) — Fi] + (£ +m) [VF(w@o)|* + 2Lii G B”G2
: et [ D! +L2G22a

Finally, dividing both sides of this estimate by Zle n¢, we obtain (10). O
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9.3. The Proof of Corollaries 7 and 8: Constant and Diminishing Learning Rates

The proofofCorollary 7. First, from 8 = (T§/3)1/n we have 8" = 2. Since 8 < (%)Un for some R > 1, we
have 5 B < R. We also have 1, := =5 and n; < { forall ¢t > 1. Moreover, thl n = yT%/% and Zthl & =3
Substltutmg these expressions into (10), we obtain

A LQGQ 2 4671,G2
N 2 1 Y
E[HVF(WT)” ] < ~(1 — 6n)T2/3 + T2/3 + 1— B
AR L2G2A? )
< s T s TATER
AR 2G| WGPR
- 7T2/3 T2/3 T2/3
%Al + L2G?*y? + wG?R
< T2/3

Here, we have Ay = 2[F (o) — Fi] + (1 + 75) [VF (o) + 21726:/232 as defined in Theorem 3. Substituting this
expression into the last inequality, we obtain the main inequality in Corollary 7. O

The proof of Corollary 8. We have n; = W and n; < % for all ¢ > 1. Moreover, we have

T T T -
D=1l =Y e 1W—7f1 (Tflw v [(T+ X027 = (1+ 0],

T
Y& =i Ul i < 1+,\+7 Jito 755 <A [1J2rA +log(T—1+)\)]~

o . . 1/n . .
Substituting these expressions with § = (ﬁ) /m into (10), we obtain

20722 (_2
A L2GPy* (137 +log(T — 14 A) 487 G2
E[|VF(or)*] < : + (”2 ; 7 )4
v [(T+N)2/3 — (1+ XN)2/3] (1 - ) (T +X)2/3 —(1+ N 1— 3
AR . L2G2%H2 (1%\ +log(T — 1+ )\)) + 4GP R
Ty [(T+ X3 = (14 X)2/3] (T +N)2/3 — (1+N)2/3
Ep, 12629 (25 +10g(T =14 N)  g67p
- (T 4+ \)2/3 — (1+ A)2/3 + (T + /\)2/3 —(1+ /\)2/3 T2/3

_ FMHTRDEY 2GPRlog(T—1+4)) | WGPR
(T4 X)23 = (1+ X237 (T+N23 = (1+ )23 T2/3 "

Substituting A; from Theorem 3 and 7; = % into the last estimate, we obtain the inequality in Corollary 8. O

GEDY

9.4. The Proof of Technical Lemmas

We now provide the full proof of lemmas that serve for the proof of Theorem 3 above.

9.4.1. THE PROOF OF LEMMA 12
We prove the first estimate of Lemma 12 by induction.

« Fort = 1, itis obvious that ||m{" |2 = ||rg||2 = 0 < G2.
* For ¢t = 1, assume that (54) holds for i — 1, that is, ||m( )H2 < G2. From the update m} +1 = ﬂm(l) +(1-08)g (1), by
our induction hypothesis, convexity of || - [|2,0 < 8 < 1, and Assumption 2, we have

[l < BllmiP 1+ (1 = B) oV < 862+ (1~ )G = G2

Consequently, for ¢t = 1, we have |m!" |2 < G2 forall i = 0,. - 1.
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» Now, we prove (54) fort > 1. Assume that (54) holds for epoch t—1, that is ||m§3__11) |?> < G*foreveryi =0,...,n—1.

Since m!) 1= m{{™", we have ||m{”||2 = || H2 = ||mY™ |2 < G2. Using the previous argument from the case
t=1, Wealsoget|\mz+1\2<G2f0ra112*0 ,n—1.
Combining all the cases above, we have shown that (54) holds foralli =0,...,n —landt =1,...,T.

Now using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get

n—1

o= |25 it < ZHLPWSﬁmwN.
=0
Similarly, for ¢ > 1, we also have
|VF(w Zw wy s m(i + 1)) ZHVf (wsm(i+ 1) < G2,
which proves the second estimate (55) of Lemma 12. O

9.4.2. THE PROOF OF LEMMA 13

Using the L-smoothness assumption of f(+;4), we derive the following for ¢ > 2:
) 2 [V £ 3w+ 1) = V£ w376+ 1) < L2]|w® — |,
Hkl(tfl)H2 G |’Vf(w§t71);71'< )) Vf(wo : (Z + 1)>H2 < L2le(t71) _ w(()t)HQ-

Now from the update w(t) = (t) l(t) 1(21 in Algorithm 2 with n(t) =" fori=1,...,n—1landt > 2, we have
0 0 i—1
t t t t t t t
=y = Tl ) S ),
n n 4
3=0
n—1
=S o =)
Jj=1
Therefore, fori = 0,...,n — 1 and ¢t > 2, using these expressions and (54), we can bound
2 (54)
ol — w2 = 5 H %H e,
=0

2 (54)
t—1 t—1
||w1( : — W )”2 = ;- 1H* ngﬂ )H < np,G*

Substituting these inequalities into the first two expressions, for¢ = 0,...,n — 1 and ¢ > 2, we get

max(”hz(-

2 —1)12
, }kl(t l)H ) < L?max (nfGQ;r]f_le) < L2G? max (77t2§77152_1) = L*G*max(n;mi—1)? = L2G2§t2,

which proves (56), where the last line follows from the facts that n; > 0 and n;_; > 0. ]

9.4.3. THE PROOF OF LEMMA 14

The first statement follows directly from the momentum update rule, i.e.:

m{ = pml + (1 B)gl" = B2mY + (1 - B)BglY, + (1 - B)gl”
= 5w+ (1= B) (B + -+ el + 01"
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(a) 7 7
BHmIY + (1 5)(5 g -+ B, +9§t))

= gm0 = B) (B gl 4+ B B 4 B+ 7)),

where (a) follows from the rule mét) =My_1 = me -,

Next, summing up this expression from ¢ := 0 to ¢ := n — 1 and averaging, we get

nl

= Z mi) = B"py + q, (63)

where

—
|
=
3

(8779l -+ B + Bl + o+ g,
=0

ngtﬂl) and g =

Now we consider the term g in the last expression:

- B - i i
Z(ﬁ Ll e 8D 4 g+ Bl + gl

1 . .
= nﬁ(ﬁn‘lgﬁt Vg2l gl )

1 ﬁ n— n— i+ 7
+7(ﬁ lgl(t 11 +5 291 2 )++5 195 11)+5g(()t)~-+5gft)1 +gz(t)> +
1 ﬁ n— n—
(ﬁ 19(()t) ﬂ 29?) ﬁg(t) (tf) 1)'

Reordering the terms ggt)

and gz(t_l)

n—1 n—1 n—i—1
W= S8 e[ (O e

i=1 j=n—1 7=0

l—ﬂn_l I n—1 . n—i—1 )
= X ( > ﬂ])g§t1)+< ZO ﬁ3>9§”
j=

i=0 j=n—i

and noting that Z;L;i 7 = 0 by convention, we get

Substituting this expression of ¢; into (63), we obtain Equation (57) of Lemma 14. O

9.4.4. THE PROOF OF LEMMA 15: UPPER BOUNDING THE INITIAL OBJECTIVE VALUE
Using (54), we have

H2 (54)

oo w1 = Juf® w12 =] Zm+1 e (64)

Since F'is L-smooth, we can derive
2), & 1 1 2 1 L, 1
Flwg”) < Fwg) + VF(w”) T (wg? = wg?) + 5 wg? —wg!|?
() 1 1 1 2 1
< Fwy) + 52 [VF (i) + Lilwg® —wg” |1,

© 1 1 1
< Fug”) + g7 IVF(wg?)|* + Lt G,

where (a) follows since u v < o ” + ”v“2

Substituting w(()z) := w; and w(() ) — Wy into this estimate, we obtain (58). O
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10. Detailed Implementation and Additional Experiments

In this Supp. Doc., we explain the detailed hyper-parameter tuning strategy in Section 5 and provide additional experiments
for our proposed methods.

10.1. Comparing SMG with Other Methods

We compare our SMG algorithm with Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) and two other methods: SGD with Momentum
(SGD-M) (Polyak, 1964) and Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2014). To have a fair comparison, a random reshuffling strategy
is applied to all methods. We tune each algorithm with a constant learning rate using grid search and select the hyper-
parameters that perform best according to their results. We report the additional results on the squared norm of gradients of
this experiment in Figure 7. The hyper-parameters tuning strategy for each method is given below:

e For SGD, the first (coarse) searching grid is {0.1,0.01,0.001} and the fine grid is like
{0.5,0.4,0.2,0.1,0.08,0.06,0.05} if 0.1 is the best value we get after the first stage.

* For our new SMG algorithm, we fixed the parameter 3 := 0.5 since it usually performs the best in our experiments.
We let the coarse searching grid be {1,0.1,0.01} and the fine grid be {0.5,0.4,0.2,0.1,0.08,0.06,0.05} if 0.1 is the
best value of the first stage. Note that our SMG algorithm may work with a bigger learning rate than the traditional
SGD algorithm.

* For SGD-M, we update the weights using the following rule:

i, = B + 0
(®) (® ®),,®)

Wiy == Wy " =Ny "My,

where ggt) is the (7 + 1)-th gradient at epoch ¢. Note that this momentum update is implemented in PyTorch with the
default value 5 = 0.9. Hence, we choose this setting for SGD-M, and we tune the learning rate using the two searching
grids {0.1,0.01,0.001} and {0.5,0.4,0.2,0.1,0.08,0.06,0.05} as in the SGD algorithm.

* For Adam, we fixed two hyper-parameters 51 := 0.9, S2 := 0.999 as in the original paper. Since the default
learning rate for Adam is 0.001, we let our coarse searching grid be {0.01,0.001,0.0001}, and the fine grid be
{0.002, 0.001, 0.0005} if 0.001 performs the best in the first stage. We note that since the best learning rate for Adam
is usually 0.001, its hyper-parameter tuning process requires little effort than other algorithms in our experiments.

00 fashionmnist 102 cifarl0 w8a ijcnnl
~ e, . S
100] X « 10t :r/,ng\rm“fj':_’\v'\/k VAR A ~ N 2
P N N -5 | Yo\ / / \ - [ . L
o \ \ 10 VA VYAL 2V XL R\ g
e VTN e N S HA A | o <\ AR
S \ = |5 \ ol WA AV S
= _ \ \ = \ X = = \ VI /A |
R N\ T 5 ) 5| A VAR M A
T SMG |\ | T SMG \ T —— SMG T —— SMG I \}w\‘,/\/ \
B sab \  \ B 102 SGD \ B SGD =3 SGD Y/ 1 \V
- \ \ = = \
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Figure 7. The squared norm of gradient produced by SMG, SGD, SGD-M, and Adam for different datasets.

10.2. The Choice of Hyper-parameter 5

As presented in Section 5, in this experiment, we investigate the sensitivity of our proposed SMG algorithm to the hyper-
parameter 3. We choose a constant learning rate for each dataset and run the algorithm for different values of 3 in the linear
grid {0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9}. However, the choice of 5 > 0.6 does not lead to a good performance, and,
therefore, we omit to report them in our results. Figure 8 shows the comparison of ||V F(w)||?* on different values of 3
for FashionMNIST, CIFAR-10, w8a, and 1 jcnnl datasets. Our empirical study here shows that the choice of 3 in
[0.1,0.5] works reasonably well, and 5 := 0.5 seems to be the best in our test.

10.3. Different Learning Rate Schemes

As presented in Section 5, in the last experiment, we examine the performance of our SMG method with the effect of four
different learning rate schemes. We choose the hyper-parameter 5 = 0.5 since it tends to give the best results in our test.
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Figure 8. The squared norm of gradient reported by SMG with different 8 on FashionMNIST, CIFAR-10, w8a, and i jcnnl datasets

The additional result on the squared norm gradient is reported in Figure 9.

o Constant learning rate: Similar to the first section, we set the coarse searching grid as {1,0.1,0.01} and let the fine
grid be {0.5,0.4,0.2,0.1,0.08,0.06, 0.05} if 0.1 is the best value of the first stage.

* Cosine annealing learning rate: For a fixed number of epoch 7', we need one hyper-parameter 1 for the cosine
learning rate scheme: 1, = 7(1 4 cos(tw/T)). We choose a coarse grid {1,0.1,0.01,0.001} and a fine grid
{0.5,0.4,0.2,0.1,0.08,0.06,0.05} if 0.1 is the best value for the parameter 7 in the first stage.

* Diminishing learning rate: In order to apply the diminishing scheme 7, = W, we need two hyper-parameters ~y
and \. At first, we let the searching grid for A be {1, 2, 4, 8}. For the  value, we set its searching grid so that the initial
value 7 lies in the first grid of {1,0.1,0.01}, and then lies in a fine grid centered at the best one of the coarse grid.

 Exponential learning rate: We choose two hyper-parameters for the exponential scheme 7; = nat. First, let the
searching grid for decay rate o be {0.99, 0.995, 0.999}. Then we set the searching grid for 7 similarly to the diminishing

case (such that initial learning rate 7); is in the coarse grid {1,0.1,0.01}, and then a second grid centered at the best
value of the first).
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Figure 9. The squared norm of gradient produced by SMG under four different learning rate schemes on FashionMNIST, CIFAR-10,
w8a, and i jcnn1 datasets.

10.4. Additional Experiment with Single Shuffling Scheme

Algorithm 2 (Single Shuffling Momentum Gradient - SSMG) uses the single shuffling strategy which covers incremental
gradient as a special case. Therefore in this experiment we compare our proposed methods (SMG and SSMG) with SGD,
SGD with Momentum (SGD-M) and Adam using the single shuffling scheme.
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Figure 10. The train loss produced by SMG, SSMG, SGD, SGD-M, and Adam on the four different datasets: Fashion-MNIST,
CIFAR-10,w8a,and ijcnnl.
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Figure 11. The squared norm of gradient produced by SMG, SSMG, SGD, SGD-M, and Adam on the four different datasets:
Fashion-MNIST, CIFAR-10, w8a,and ijcnnl.

For the SSMG algorithm, the hyper-parameter S is chosen in the grid {0.1,0.5,0.9}. For the learning rate, we let the coarse
searching grid be {0.1,0.01,0.001} and the fine grid be {0.5,0.4,0.2,0.1,0.08,0.06, 0.05} if 0.1 is the best value of the
first stage. For other methods, the hyper-parameters tuning strategy is similar to the settings in subsection 10.1.

The train loss F'(w) and the squared norm of gradient |V F(w)||? of each methods are reported in Figures 10 and 11. We
observe that SSMG does not work well in the first two datasets compared to SMG, SGD, and SGD-M, but it performs
reasonably well in the last two datasets on the binary classification problem.



