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Abstract

In this paper, we propose two new solution schemes to solve the stochastic strongly monotone
variational inequality problems: the stochastic extra-point solution scheme and the stochastic
extra-momentum solution scheme. The first one is a general scheme based on updating the
iterative sequence and an auxiliary extra-point sequence. In the case of deterministic VI model,
this approach includes several state-of-the-art first-order methods as its special cases. The
second scheme combines two momentum-based directions: the so-called heavy-ball direction
and the optimism direction, where only one projection per iteration is required in its updating
process. We show that, if the variance of the stochastic oracle is appropriately controlled, then
both schemes can be made to achieve optimal iteration complexity of O

(
κ ln

(
1
ε

))
to reach an

ε-solution for a strongly monotone VI problem with condition number κ. We show that these
methods can be readily incorporated in a zeroth-order approach to solve stochastic minimax
saddle-point problems, where only noisy and biased samples of the objective can be obtained,

with a total sample complexity of O
(

κ2

ε ln
(
1
ε

))
.

Keywords: variational inequality, minimax saddle-point, stochastic first-order method, zeroth-
order method.

1 Introduction

Given a constraint set Z ⊆ Rn and a mapping F : Z → Rn, the classical variational inequality (VI)
problem is to find z∗ ∈ Z such that

F (z∗)>(z − z∗) ≥ 0, ∀z ∈ Z. (1)

For an introduction to VI and its applications, we refer the readers to Facchinei and Pang [4] and
the references therein.

In this paper, we consider a stochastic version of problem (1), where the exact evaluation of the
mapping F (·) is inaccessible. Instead, only a stochastic oracle is available. The stochasticity in
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question may stem from, e.g., the non-deterministic nature of mixed strategies of the players in a
game-setting, or simply because of the difficulty in evaluating the mapping itself. The latter has
become more pronounced in the literature, due to its recent-found application as a training/learning
subproblem in machine learning and/or statistical learning. The so-called stochastic oracle is a noisy
estimation of the mapping F (·), and an iterative scheme that incorporates such oracle is known
as stochastic approximation (SA). As far as we know, the first proposal to use such approach for
stochastic optimization can be traced back to the seminal work of Robbins and Monro [31]. In
2008, Jiang and Xu [10] followed the SA approach to solve VI models. Since then, efforts have been
made to extend existing deterministic methods to the stochastic VI models; see e.g. [11, 41, 12, 15,
9, 7, 8].

Let us start our discussion by introducing the assumptions made throughout the paper. We
consider VI model (1) where Z is a closed convex set. Moreover, the following two conditions are
assumed: (

F (z)− F (z′)
)>

(z − z′) ≥ µ‖z − z′‖2, ∀z, z′ ∈ Z, (2)

for some µ > 0, and
‖F (z)− F (z′)‖ ≤ L‖z − z′‖, ∀z, z′ ∈ Z, (3)

for some L ≥ µ > 0. Condition (2) is known as the strong monotonicity of F , while Condition (3)
is known as the Lipschitz continuity of F . If Condition 2 is met with µ = 0 then F is known as
monotone. VI problems satisfying (2) with positive µ can be easily shown to have a unique solution
z∗. Let us denote κ := L

µ ≥ 1. Parameter κ is usually known as the condition number of the VI
model (1). We also assume

max
z,z′∈Z

‖z − z′‖ ≤ D, (4)

namely the constraint set is bounded. Remark that this assumption can actually be removed with-
out affecting the results, but then the analysis becomes lengthier and tedious without conceivable
conceptual benefit, and so we shall not pursue that generality in this paper.

The stochastic oracle of the mapping, denote by F̂ (z, ξ), takes a random sample ξ ∈ Ξ from some
sample space Ξ. The oracle is required to satisfy:

E
[
‖F̂ (z, ξ)− F (z)‖

]
≤ δ (5)

E
[
‖F̂ (z, ξ)− F (z)‖2

]
≤ σ2 (6)

for all z ∈ Z, where δ, σ ≥ 0 are some constants. In other words, we assume both the bias and the
deviation are uniformly upper-bounded.

In this paper, we propose two stochastic first-order schemes: the stochastic extra-point scheme
and the stochastic extra-momentum scheme. The first scheme maintains two sequences of iterates
featuring several well-known first-order search directions such as: the extra-gradient [13, 36], the
heavy-ball [29], Nesterov’s extrapolation [23, 25], and the optimism direction [30, 20]. The second
scheme, on the other hand, specifically combines the heavy-ball momentum and the optimism
momentum in its updating formula, and maintains only one sequence throughout the iterations,
therefore requiring only one projection per iteration. These two approaches require different types
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of analysis. Both schemes render a wider range of search directions than the existing first-order
methods, and the parameters associated with each search direction could and should be tuned
differently from problem-class to problem-class in order to secure good practical performances.
The deterministic counterpart of these methods can be found in our previous work [6]. In the
stochastic context, we show that as long as the variance can be reduced throughout the iterations,
they yield the optimal iteration complexity O(κ ln(1/ε)) (cf. [42]) to reach ε-solution: ‖zk−z∗‖2 ≤ ε,
with an additional biased term depending on δ. In a later section, we demonstrate an application
to the stochastic black-box minimax saddle-point problem where only noisy function values f(x, y)
are accessible. This application is particularly relevant, given its applications in machine learning,
where the training data set may be very large and evaluating exact gradient/function value is usually
impractical. Through a smoothing technique, we propose a stochastic zeroth-order gradient as our
update directions in either the stochastic extra-point scheme or the stochastic extra-momentum
scheme. We show that both approaches yield an iteration complexity of O(κ ln(1/ε)) and a sample-

complexity of O
(
κ2

ε ln
(
1
ε

))
.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we survey the relevant literature with a
focus on stochastic VI. In Section 3, we present the main results in this paper, i.e. the convergence
results of the two proposed methods, while the technical proofs are relegated to the appendices.
In Section 4, we introduce a stochastic black-box saddle-point problem and present the sample
complexity results of our methods. We present some promising preliminary numerical results in
Section 5 and conclude the paper in Section 6.

2 Literature Review

The first-order algorithms for deterministic VI (1) serve as a basis for the developments of their
stochastic counterparts. These algorithms include the projection method [4], the proximal method
[18, 32, 36], the extra-gradient method [13, 36], the optimistic gradient descent ascent (OGDA)
method [30, 20, 21], the mirror-prox method [22], the extrapolation method [26, 24], and the
extra-point method [6].

In this section, we shall focus on the developments of algorithms for stochastic VI, starting with a
paper of Jiang and Xu [10], where the authors propose a stochastic projection method for solving
strongly monotone and Lipschitz continuous VI problems and present an almost-sure convergence
result. Koshal et al. [14] propose iterative Tikhonov regularization method and iterative proximal
point method and show almost-sure convergence with monotone and Lipschitz continuous VI prob-
lems. Both methods solve a strongly monotone VI subproblem at each iteration. Yousefian et al.
[39] further introduce local smoothing technique to the above-mentioned regularized methods to
account for non-Lipschitz mappings and show almost-sure convergence. A survey on these methods,
as well as applications and the theory behind stochastic VI can be found in Shanbhag [35].

Juditsky et al. [11] are among the first to show an iteration complexity bound for stochastic VI
algorithms. They extend the mirror-prox method [22] to stochastic settings and prove an optimal
iteration complexity bound for monotone VI: O( 1

ε2
) , or O

(
1
ε

)
when the variance can be controlled

small enough. Yousefian et al. [41] further extend the stochastic mirror-prox method with a more
general step size choice and show an O

(
1
ε2

)
iteration complexity, where they also show an O(1ε )
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complexity for the stochastic extra-gradient method for solving strongly monotone VI problems.
Yousefian et al. [40] use randomized smoothing technique for non-Lipschitz mapping and show an
O
(
1
ε6

)
iteration complexity. Chen et al. [3] consider a specific class of VI model: a mapping that

consists of a Lipschitz continuous and monotone operator, a Lipschitz continuous gradient mapping
of a convex function, and a subgradient mapping of a simple convex function. They propose
a method that combines Nesterov’s acceleration [25] with the stochastic mirror-prox method to
exploit this special structure, resulting in an optimal iteration complexity for such class of problem:

O
(
1
ε2

)
, or O

(
1
ε

)
when the variance can be controlled small enough, or O

(√
1
ε

)
when the operator

consists only of gradient/subgradient mappings from some convex function. Kannan and Shanbhag
[12] analyze a general variant of extra-gradient method (which uses general distance-generating
functions) and show that under a slightly weaker assumptions than the strongly monotonicity, the
optimal O

(
1
ε

)
iteration bound still hold. Kotsalis et al. [15] extend the OGDA method to strongly

monotone stochastic VI with iteration complexity O
(
1
ε

)
, or O

(
κ ln

(
1
ε

))
when the variance can be

controlled small enough.

We shall note that the detailed implementation of variance-reduction is in general not considered
in the above-mentioned methods (although some do present additional complexity term when the
variance is small, such as in [11, 3]). Therefore, the optimal iteration complexity bound is O

(
1
ε2

)
for

monotone VI and O
(
1
ε

)
for strongly monotone VI, as compared to O

(
1
ε

)
and O(κ ln(1/ε)) for their

deterministic counterpart. By increasing the sample size (aka mini-batch) in each iteration, the
variance can be reduced as the algorithm progresses, therefore attaining the same optimal iteration
complexity bound as the deterministic problems.

There have been developments for variance-reduction-based methods in recent years. Jalilzadeh
and Shanbhag [9] extend the method [26] for deterministic strongly monotone VI to stochastic
VI and show that with variance reduction the optimal iteration complexity O(κ ln(1/ε)) can be
achieved, together with a total sample complexity of O

(
1
εβ

)
for some constant β > 1. With

this method as a subroutine, they also propose a variance-reduced proximal point method with
iteration complexity O

(
1
ε ln

(
1
ε

))
and sample complexity O( 1

ε1+2αβ ) for some constants α, β > 1.
Iusem et al. [7] propose a variance-reduced extra-gradient-based method for monotone VI and
show O

(
1
ε

)
iteration complexity and O

(
1
ε

)
sample complexity. They further extend the method

[8] by incorporating line-search for unknown Lipschitz constant, while preserving similar bounds.
Palaniappan and Bach [28] propose variance-reduced stochastic forward-backward methods based
on (accelerated) stochastic gradient descent methods in optimization and show O(κ ln(1/ε)) itera-
tion complexity. For another line of work, which includes the concept of differential privacy in the
stochastic VI, we refer the readers to a recent paper [2] and the references therein. The stochastic
oracle maybe man-made. For instance, the technique of randomized smoothing has been applied
in the so-called zeroth-order methods (i.e. derivative-free methods), refer to [27, 34] or the survey
[16] in the context of optimization and [37, 38, 17, 33, 19] in the context of minimax saddle-point
problems.
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3 The Stochastic First-Order Methods for Strongly Monotone VI

Let us start this section by introducing the notations to facilitate our analysis. We shall denote
the stochastic oracle as F̂ (·), suppressing the notation ξ whenever it is clear from the context. For
example, F̂ (zk) is associated with the random sample ξk ∈ Ξ. In addition, we denote PZ(·) as the
projection operator onto the feasible set Z.

3.1 The stochastic extra-point scheme

We first present the iterative updating rule for the stochastic extra-point scheme: zk+0.5 := PZ

(
zk + β(zk − zk−1)− ηF̂ (zk)

)
,

zk+1 := PZ

(
zk − αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ(F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1))

)
,

(7)

for k = 0, 1, ..., where the sequence {zk | k = 0, 1, ...} is the sequence of iterates, and {zk+0.5 | k =
0, 1, ...} is the sequence of extra points, which helps to produce the sequence of iterates.

In the case of deterministic strongly monotone VI, we introduced in our previous work [6] a
unifying extra-point updating scheme, which includes specific first-order search directions such as
the extra-gradient, the heavy-ball method, the optimistic method, and Nesterov’s extrapolation;
these are incorporated with the parameters α, β, γ, η, τ ≥ 0. As any specific configuration of these
parameters should be tailored to the problem structure at hand, our goal is to provide conditions
of the parameters under which an optimal iteration complexity can be guaranteed. This line of
analysis will now be extended to solve stochastic VI as given in (7). We shall first establish the
relational inequalities between subsequent iterates in terms of the expected distance to the unique
solution z∗, denote by dk = E

[
‖zk − z∗‖2

]
.

Lemma 3.1. For the sequences {zk | k = 0, 1, ...} and {zk+0.5 | k = 0, 1, ...} generated from the
stochastic extra-point scheme (7), the following inequality holds:

(1− 4|γ − β| − τL)dk+1

≤ (1 + 4γ + 6|γ − β|+ 4τL− αµ) dk + (2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL) dk−1

+
(
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 2αµ− 1

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
+8
(
α2 +

τ

L

)
σ2 + 2αδD + 2(η − α)E

[
(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ (zk)

]
. (8)

Proof. See Appendix A.1.

Lemma 3.1 forms a basis to the desired linear convergence, and it is possible to identify the con-
ditions for the parameters α, β, γ, η, τ in order to achieve linear convergence. Consider parameters
satisfying {

η = α,
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 2αµ− 1 ≤ 0,

(9)
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and denote 
t1 = αµ− 4γ − 6|γ − β| − 4τL,
t2 = 2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL,
t3 = 4|γ − β|+ τL.

(10)

Then we obtain from (8) that

(1− t3)dk+1 ≤ (1− t1) dk + t2dk−1 + 8
(
α2 +

τ

L

)
σ2 + 2αδD. (11)

With additional constraints on t1, t2, t3, the variance-reduced convergence result is summarized in
the next theorem.

Theorem 3.2. For non-negative parameters α, β, γ, η, τ satisfying (9) and (10), suppose that{
0 ≤ t3 < t1 < 1,
t2 < t1 − t3.

(12)

Let q = 2(1−t3)
t1−t2−t3 > 1. For a fixed precision ε > 0, denote K = O

(
q · ln

(
1
ε

))
. Then, we have

dK = E
[
‖zK − z∗‖2

]
≤ O(ε) +O(σ2) +O(δD). (13)

Proof. See Appendix A.2.

Regarding Theorem 3.2, a few remarks are in order. First, as we remarked earlier, the boundedness
condition (4) can be removed. However, the analysis will become much longer and cumbersome;
we keep it here for simplicity. Second, a common way to achieve variance reduction is through
increasing the mini-batch sample sizes. In fact, we may fix the sample size at the beginning with

order
(

1− 1
q

)−K
, or it increases linearly at a rate

(
1 + 1

q

)
as k increases. We shall discuss more

on this strategy in Section 4. Finally, we note that without variance reduction, it is possible to
adopt diminishing step sizes (αk, βk, γk, ηk, τk) instead of fixing step sizes as we have assumed so far.
The optimal uniform sublinear convergence rate 1

k can be established through a separate analysis
continued from Lemma 3.1. The details can be found in Appendix B.

Next proposition concludes this subsection with a specific choice of the parameters.

Proposition 3.3. If one chooses the following parameters

(α, β, γ, η, τ) =

(
1

4L
,

1

64κ
,

1

64κ
,

1

4L
,

1

64Lκ

)
in (7) (thus (t1, t2, t3) =

(
1
8κ ,

3
32κ ,

1
64κ

)
) then it holds that

dk ≤
(

1− 1

256κ

)k
· 283

256
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

(
40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

)
· 256κ.

Proof. See Appendix A.3.
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3.2 The stochastic extra-momentum scheme

In this subsection, we present an alternative stochastic first-order method that achieves the optimal
iteration complexity as well, the stochastic extra-momentum scheme:

zk+1 := PZ

(
zk − αF̂ (zk) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

))
, (14)

for k = 0, 1, ....

Compared with the stochastic extra-point scheme (7), the above update (14) manipulates only
the momentum terms alongside the stochastic gradient direction (the notion “gradient” here refers
to the mapping F (·) in the VI model), namely the heavy-ball direction zk− zk−1 and the optimism
direction F̂ (zk) − F̂ (zk−1). Since it maintains a single sequence {zk} throughout the iterations,
this scheme requires one projection per iteration, as compared to two projections in the case of the
stochastic extra-point scheme. We shall remark that the method proposed in Kotsalis et al. [15]
only considers the optimism term. Therefore, the stochastic extra-momentum scheme introduced
above may be viewed as a generalization.

As in the previous subsection, we shall first establish a relational inequality between the iterates.
As we can see from the lemma below, the structure of this relational inequality is in fact quite
different from the previous case. The detailed proof can be found in the appendix.

Lemma 3.4. For the sequence {zk | k = 0, 1, ...} generated from the stochastic extra-momentum
scheme (14), the following inequality holds:

E
[(

1

2
+
αµ

2
− γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+1)

)
+

1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

]
≤ E

[
1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
+8τ2σ2 +

αδ2

2µ
. (15)

Proof. See Appendix A.4.

Observe that each of the terms on the LHS of (15) differs in the iteration index from the RHS
exactly by one. This property enables us to design a possible potential function that measures the
convergence of the iterative process. We shall specify additional conditions on the non-negative
parameters α, γ, τ in order to further simplify (15):

1 + αµ− γ ≥ 1 +
θ

κ
,

α

τ
= 1 +

θ

κ
,

1

8τ2L2 + 2γ
≥ 1 +

θ

κ
, (16)

where θ ∈ (0, 1] is some constant independent of κ. Note that the LHS of each inequality in (16)
is the ratio between the coefficients on the LHS and RHS of (15) for each corresponding term.
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Therefore, the relation (15) can be rearranged as:(
1 +

θ

κ

)
E
[

1

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + τ(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+1)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

]
≤ E

[(
1

2
+
αµ

2
− γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+1)

)
+

1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

]
≤ E

[
1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
+8τ2σ2 +

αδ2

2µ
. (17)

Now, by defining the potential function Vk as

Vk = E
[

1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
,

inequality (17) can be rewritten as(
1 +

θ

κ

)
Vk+1 ≤ Vk + 8τ2σ2 +

αδ2

2µ
. (18)

This leads to our final results, as summarized in the next theorem:

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that the non-negative parameters α, γ, τ satisfy (16) for some constant
θ ∈ (0, 1]. For the sequence {zk | k = 0, 1, ...} generated from the stochastic extra-momentum
scheme (14), the expected distance to the solution of iterate zk is bounded by:

E
[
‖zk − z∗‖2

]
≤ 2

(
1 +

θ

κ

)−k
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

(κ
θ

+ 1
)
· 32τ2σ2 +

2καδ2

θµ
. (19)

Proof. See Appendix A.5.

A simple choice of parameters leads to:

Proposition 3.6. If we choose the parameters as

(α, τ, γ) =

(
1

4L
,

α

1 + θ
κ

,
1

8(κ+ θ)

)
, θ =

1

8
,

then scheme (14) assures that

dk ≤ 2

(
1− 1

8κ+ 1

)k
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

128σ2

µ(8L+ µ)
+

4δ2

µ2
. (20)

Proof. It follows by substituting the parameter choice into (19).

This shows that if we run the stochastic extra-momentum scheme (14) with the above parameter
choice, then in K = O(κ ln 1

ε ) iterations we will reach a solution satisfying

E
[
‖zK − z∗‖2

]
≤ O(ε) +O

(
σ2

µL

)
+O

(
δ2

µ2

)
.
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4 A Stochastic Zeroth-Order Approach to Saddle-Point Problems

In this section, we shall apply the proposed stochastic extra-point/extra-momentum scheme to
solve the following saddle-point problem without needing to compute the gradients of f :

min
x∈X

max
y∈Y

f(x, y), (21)

where X ⊆ Rn, Y ⊆ Rm are convex sets, f(x, y) is strongly convex (with fixed y) and strongly
concave (with fixed x) with modulus µ, and the partial gradients ∇xf(x, y)/∇yf(x, y) are Lipschitz
continuous with constant Lx/Ly for fixed y/x, and with constant Lxy with fixed x/y. We let
L = 2 ·max(Lx, Ly, Lxy). We further assume that the function f(x, y) is Lipschitz continuous for
either fixed x or y with constant M . This implies that the norms of the partial gradients are
bounded by M :

‖∇xf(x, y)‖ ≤M, ‖∇yf(x, y)‖ ≤M.

In particular, we consider the settings when the partial gradients ∇xf(x, y) and ∇yf(x, y) (and
any higher-order information) are not available. Furthermore, the exact evaluation of the function
value itself is also not available; instead, we can only access a stochastic oracle f̂(x, y, ξ), which
satisfies the following assumption:

E
[
f̂(x, y, ξ)

]
= f(x, y),

E
[
∇xf̂(x, y, ξ)

]
= ∇xf(x, y),

E
[
∇yf̂(x, y, ξ)

]
= ∇yf(x, y),

E
[
‖∇xf̂(x, y, ξ)−∇xf(x, y)‖2

]
≤ σ2,

E
[
‖∇yf̂(x, y, ξ)−∇yf(x, y)‖2

]
≤ σ2.

(22)

Now, we shall use the so-called smoothing technique to approximate the first-order information,
which then enables us to apply the proposed stochastic methods for VI, which includes the saddle-
point model as a special case. In particular, we use a randomized smoothing scheme using uniform
distributions Ub/Vb over the unit Euclidean ball B in the Rn/Rm space, respectively. The smoothing
functions with parameters ρx, ρy > 0 are defined as follows:

fρx(x, y) := Eu∼Ub [f(x+ ρxu, y)] =
1

α(n)

∫
B
f(x+ ρxu, y)du,

fρy(x, y) := Ev∼Vb [f(x, y + ρyv)] =
1

α(m)

∫
B
f(x, y + ρyv)dv,

where α(n)/α(m) is the volume of the unit ball in Rn/Rm.

Let us summarize main properties of the smoothing functions fρx , fρy below:

9



Lemma 4.1. Let USp/VSp be the uniform distribution on the unit sphere Sp in Rn/Rm. Then,

1. The smoothing functions fρx , fρy are continuously differentiable, and their partial gradients
∇xfρx ,∇yfρy can be expressed as:

∇xfρx(x, y) := Eu∼USp

[
n

ρx
f(x+ ρxu, y)u

]
=

1

β(n)

∫
u∈Sp

n

ρx
(f(x+ ρxu, y)− f(x, y))udu,

∇yfρy(x, y) := Ev∼VSp

[
m

ρy
f(x, y + ρyv)v

]
=

1

β(m)

∫
v∈Sp

m

ρy
(f(x, y + ρyv)− f(x, y)) vdv,

where β(n)/β(m) is the surface area of the unit sphere in Rn/Rm.

2. For any x ∈ Rn and any y ∈ Rm, we have:
‖∇xfρx(x, y)−∇xf(x, y)‖ ≤ ρxnL

2 ,

‖∇yfρy(x, y)−∇yf(x, y)‖ ≤ ρymL
2 ,

(23)


Eu∼USp

[∥∥∥ n
ρx

(f(x+ ρxu, y)− f(x, y))u
∥∥∥2] ≤ 2n‖∇xf(x, y)‖2 + ρ2xL

2n2

2 ,

Ev∼VSp

[∥∥∥mρy (f(x, y + ρyv)− f(x, y)) v
∥∥∥2] ≤ 2m‖∇yf(x, y)‖2 +

ρ2yL
2m2

2 .

(24)

Proof. For Statement 1, cf. [34] (Lemma 4.4), and for Statement 2, cf. [5] (proofs for Propositions
2.7.5 and 2.7.6). Note that the proofs for the minimax function follows simply by fixing one of the
two variables.

We are now ready to define the stochastic zeroth-order gradient as follows: Fρx(x, y, ξ, u) := n
ρx

(
f̂(x+ ρxu, y, ξ)− f̂(x, y, ξ)

)
u,

Fρy(x, y, ξ, v) := m
ρy

(
f̂(x, y + ρyv, ξ)− f̂(x, y, ξ)

)
v,

(25)

where u and v are the uniformly distributed random vectors over the unit spheres in Rn and Rm
respectively.

The next lemma shows that such stochastic zeroth-order gradients are unbiased with respect to
the gradients of the smoothing functions and have uniformly bounded variance.

Lemma 4.2. The stochastic zeroth-order gradients defined in (25) are unbiased and have bounded
variance for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y:

Eξ,u [Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)] = ∇xfρx(x, y),

Eξ,v
[
Fρy(x, y, ξ, v)

]
= ∇yfρy(x, y),

(26)
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and 
Eξ,u

[
‖Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)−∇xfρx(x, y)‖2

]
≤ σ̃2,

Eξ,v
[
‖Fρy(x, y, ξ, v)−∇yfρy(x, y)‖2

]
≤ σ̃2,

(27)

where
σ̃2 = 2 ·max

{
nM2 + nσ2 + n2ρ2xL

2, mM2 +mσ2 +m2ρ2yL
2
}
.

Proof. See Appendix A.6.

Before applying the stochastic extra-point/extra-momentum scheme to solve (21), let us first
introduce the connections between these two models. As we regard the saddle-point model as a
special case of VI, we shall treat the variables x, y in the saddle-point problem as one variable and
denote Z = X × Y, z = (x, y). Additionally, we define:

F (z) :=

(
∇xf(x, y)
−∇yf(x, y)

)
, Fρ(z) :=

(
∇xfρx(x, y)
−∇yfρy(x, y)

)
, F̂ρ(z, u, v, ξ) :=

(
Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)
−Fρy(x, y, ξ, v)

)
.

These terms correspond to the gradient of f(x, y), the gradient of the smoothing functions fρx(x, y)
and fρy(x, y), and the stochastic zeroth-order gradient, respectively. Note that we have flipped the
sign on partial gradient correspond to y to account for the concavity of f with respect to y.

Finally, as we shall use a sample size of tk ∈ N (a natural number) at iteration k, we reserve the
subscripts for the random vectors ξ, u, v for the sample index (i), i = 1, ..., tk, and denote:

F̂ kρ (zk) =
1

tk

tk∑
i=1

F̂ρ(z
k, uk(i), v

k
(i), ξ

k
(i)).

In the above definition we suppress the notation of the random vectors u, v, ξ on the LHS for cleaner
presentation. Note that by the law of large numbers, together with (26)-(27), we have

E
[
F̂ kρ (zk)

]
= Fρ(z

k), (28)

E
[
‖F̂ kρ (zk)− Fρ(zk)‖2

]
≤ 2σ̃2

tk
. (29)

4.1 Sample complexity analysis: stochastic zeroth-order extra-point method

Recall that our objective is
min
x∈X

max
y∈Y

f(x, y).

With only noisy function value f̂(x, y, ξ) accessible, we propose the stochastic zeroth-order extra-
point method that updates (x, y) := z simultaneously with the following update rule: zk+0.5 := PZ

(
zk + β(zk − zk−1)− ηF̂ kρ (zk)

)
,

zk+1 := PZ

(
zk − αF̂ k+0.5

ρ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ
(
F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)

))
.
(30)
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Compare the above update with its original variant in (7) for solving stochastic VI, the update
direction F̂ (zk) is replaced by the averaged stochastic zeroth-order gradient F̂ kρ (zk) with sample

size tk (similarly F̂ (zk+0.5) is replaced by F̂ k+0.5
ρ (zk+0.5) with sample size tk+0.5). This circumvents

the inaccessible first-order information and equips us with appropriate tools to reduce the variance
and achieve overall linear convergence.

The next lemma establishes the relational inequality between the subsequent iterates in terms of
the expected distance to the solution dk = E

[
‖zk − z∗‖2

]
, similar to what we did in Section 3.1.

The differences lie in the corresponding stochastic error terms shown below. Note that in each
iteration we take two batches of samples tk and tk+0.5. The batch size tk−1 also appears because
the iterate zk−1 is used in each iteration.

Lemma 4.3. For the sequences {zk | k = 0, 1, ...} and {zk+0.5 | k = 0, 1, ...} generated from the
stochastic zeroth-order extra-point method (30), the following inequality holds:

(1− 4|γ − β| − τL)dk+1

≤ (1 + 4γ + 6|γ − β|+ 4τL− αµ) dk

+ (2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL) dk−1

+
(
α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 2αµ− 1

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
+16σ̃2

((
α2 +

τ

L

) 1

tk
+

α2

tk+0.5
+

τ

Ltk−1

)
+ αLD

√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2

+4(τL+ α2L2)(ρ2xn
2 + ρ2ym

2)

+2(η − α)E
[
(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ kρ (zk)

]
. (31)

Proof. See Appendix A.7.

With the relational inequality in Lemma 4.3, we shall adopt the same conditions: (9), (10), and
(12) for the parameters α, β, γ, η, τ . Therefore, the results in Theorem 3.2 are directly applicable.
In addition, we are now equipped with the variable sample size tk/tk+0.5 to control the variance
terms, as well as the smoothing parameters ρx, ρy to control the bias terms

αLD
√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2 + 4(τL+ α2L2)(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2).

We shall utilize the example in Proposition 3.3 to analyze the sample complexity of the proposed
method. The result is provided in the next proposition:

Proposition 4.4 (Sample complexity result 1). The stochastic zeroth-order extra-point method
(30) with the following parameter choice:

(α, β, γ, η, τ) =

(
1

4L
,

1

64κ
,

1

64κ
,

1

4L
,

1

64Lκ

)
and

tk+0.5 = tk =

⌈
K

(
1− 1

256κ

)−(k+1)
⌉
, ρx =

1√
2nκ

(
1− 1

256κ

)K
, ρy =

1√
2mκ

(
1− 1

256κ

)K
,
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where K is the iteration count decided in advance, outputs zK such that dK = E
[
‖zK − z∗‖2

]
≤ ε,

with K = O
(
κ ln

(
1
ε

))
, and the total sample complexity of the procedure is

K−1∑
k=0

(tk + tk+0.5) = O
(
κ2

ε
ln

(
1

ε

))
.

Proof. See Appendix A.8.

4.2 Sample complexity: stochastic zeroth-order extra-momentum method

Next we consider the stochastic zeroth-order extra-momentum method, with one projection per each
iteration:

zk+1 := PZ

(
zk − αF̂ kρ (zk) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ

(
F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)

))
. (32)

The relational inequality, similar to Lemma 3.4, is established in the next lemma:

Lemma 4.5. For the sequence {zk | k = 0, 1, ...} generated from the stochastic zeroth-order extra-
momentum method (32), the following inequality holds:

E
[(

1

2
+
αµ

2
− γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k+1

ρ (zk+1)
)

+
1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

]
≤ E

[
1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)− F̂ kρ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
+16τ2σ2

(
1

tk
+

1

tk−1

)
+ L2

(
4τ2 +

α

8µ

)
(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2). (33)

Proof. See Appendix A.9.

With the same condition as in (16) for the parameters α, γ, τ , we can derive the similar bound
to (17) (with F̂ (zk) replaced with F̂ kρ (zk) and with the new stochastic error expression) and define
the potential function:

Vk = E
[

1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)− F̂ kρ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
.

Therefore, the following inequality holds:(
1 +

θ

κ

)
Vk+1 ≤ Vk + 16τ2σ2

(
1

tk
+

1

tk−1

)
+ L2

(
4τ2 +

α

8µ

)
(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2), (34)

and we can apply the results directly from Theorem 3.5. In addition, with increasing sample sizes
tk and the smoothing parameters ρx, ρy, we are able to control the bias and the variance terms in
the above inequality. We give the results of sample complexity in the next proposition.
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Proposition 4.6 (Sample complexity result 2). The stochastic zeroth-order extra-momentum method
(32) with the following parameter choice:

(α, τ, γ) =

(
1

4L
,

α

1 + θ
κ

,
1

8(κ+ θ)

)
, θ =

1

8
,

and

tk =

⌈
K

(
1− 1

8κ+ 1

)−k⌉
, ρx =

1√
2nκ

(
1− 1

8κ+ 1

)K
2

, ρy =
1√

2mκ

(
1− 1

8κ+ 1

)K
2

,

where K is the iteration count decided in advance, outputs zK such that dK = E
[
‖zK − z∗‖2

]
≤ ε,

with K = O
(
κ ln

(
1
ε

))
and the total sample complexity of the procedure is

K−1∑
k=0

tk = O
(
κ2

ε
ln

(
1

ε

))
.

Proof. See Appendix A.10.

Remark that the sample complexity of VS-Ave proposed in [9] for solving stochastic strongly

monotone VI is given by O
((

κ2

ε

)β)
for some β > 1, and its limiting case (β → 1) differs from our

results given in Proposition 4.4 and 4.6 only by a factor of O
(
ln
(
1
ε

))
.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we conduct an experiment that models a regularized two-player zero-sum matrix
game with some uncertain payoff matrix. In particular, the payoff matrixAξ is randomly distributed
and can only be sampled for each (mixed) strategy. The problem can be formulated as follows:

min
x∈Rn

max
y∈Rm

f(x, y) = E
[
λx
2
‖x‖2 + x>Aξy −

λy
2
‖y‖2

]
(35)

s.t.

n∑
i=1

xi = 1,

m∑
j=1

yj = 1,

x, y ≥ 0.

The experiment consists of two parts. In the first part, the random matrix Aξ is sampled element-
wise from i.i.d. normal distribution, Aξ ∼ N

(
A0, σ

2I(n+m)

)
, where A0 is pre-determined and ran-

domly generated as follows. We partition A0 =

(
A11 A12

A21 A22

)
, with each block matrix Aij ∈ R

n
2
×m

2 .

Each entry in Aij is generated randomly from Unif(aij − bij , aij + bij), where aij and bij are ran-
domly generated from Unif(−30, 30) and Unif(0, 30) respectively. The problem parameters are set

14



as: n = 10, m = 20, σ2 = 0.5, λx = λy = 1, κ = L
µ ≈ 161, where L and µ are the largest and

the smallest singular values of the Jacobian matrix

(
λIn A0

−A>0 λIm

)
respectively. The smoothing

parameters ρx, ρy are set to be in the order 10−8, the total iteration K is set to 1485, and the
sample size tk = k at iteration k.

In the second part, the random matrix Aξ is sampled element-wise from i.i.d. log-normal distribu-
tion, which is known as to have a fat-tail. It is used to model multiplicative random variables that
take positive values. We reuse the parameters A0 and σ2 from the first part. In particular, the sam-

ples are generated by Aξ = e
A0
10

+σZ , where Z is sampled element-wise from i.i.d. standard normal

distribution N(0, 1). Therefore, the mean of such distribution is given by A′0 = E [Aξ] = e
A0
10

+σ2

2 .
We have κ ≈ 146 and set K = 1345 in this part, and other parameters remain the same as the first
part (ρx, ρy are in the same order).

In both parts of the experiment, we first solve the deterministic problem with the mean payoff
matrix A0 (A′0 for the second part) and denote the solution as (x∗, y∗). We then implement the
two proposed methods: the stochastic zeroth-order extra-point method and the stochastic zeroth-
order extra-momentum method. In addition, we compare these two methods with other first order
methods: the extra-gradient method, the OGDA method, and the VS-Ave method (proposed in
[9], which is a variance-reduced stochastic extension of Nesterov’s method [26]), all equipped with
the same stochastic zeroth-order oracle. The results are shown in the following two figures, where
the left plot shows the result from one experiment and the right shows the result from average
of ten experiments. The parameters for each algorithm are manually tuned except for VS-Ave,
where we adopt the recursive rule as proposed in its original paper. The results show that the two
newly proposed methods exhibit comparable (or slightly improved) performance to the stochastic
extra-gradient/OGDA method in this particular example of application.
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Figure 1: Normal distributed payoff matrix A

6 Conclusions

This paper proposes two new schemes of stochastic first-order methods to solve strongly mono-
tone VI problems: the stochastic extra-point scheme and the stochastic extra-momentum scheme.
The first scheme features a high flexibility in the configuration of parameter choices that can be
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Figure 2: Log-normal distributed payoff matrix A

tailored to different problem classes. The second scheme is less general in the choice of search di-
rections. However, it has the advantage of maintaining a single sequence throughout the iterations.
Therefore, it requires only one projection per iteration, as opposed to most other first method that
maintains an extra iterative sequence. Both methods achieve optimal iteration complexity bound,
provided that the stochastic gradient oracle allows the variance to be controllable. The application
of these two schemes to solve stochastic black-box saddle-point problem is also presented. Through
a randomized smoothing scheme, the stochastic oracles required in these two schemes can be con-
structed via stochastic zeroth-order gradient approximation. The variance is thus controllable by
mini-batch sampling with linearly increasing sample sizes per iteration, and the sample complexity
results are derived. Preliminary numerical experiments show an improved (or at least comparable)
performance of the proposed schemes to other existing methods.
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Appendix A Proof of technical lemmas and theorems

A.1 Proof of Lemma 3.1

First of all, by the 1-co-coerciveness (cf. e.g. Proposition 4.4 in [1]) of the projection operator PZ ,
we have

‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 = ‖PZ
(
zk − αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

))
− PZ (z∗) ‖2

≤ (zk+1 − z∗)>
(
zk − αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
− z∗

)
=

1

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 +

1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 − 1

2
‖zk+1 − zk‖2 − τ(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
+(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
−αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)

)
. (36)

We shall first decompose the last term in the above inequality as

(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
−αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)

)
= (zk+1 − zk+0.5 + zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
−αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)

)
= (zk+1 − zk+0.5)>

(
−ηF̂ (zk) + β(zk − zk−1)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(a)

+ (zk+1 − zk+0.5)>
(
−αF̂ (zk+0.5) + ηF̂ (zk) + (γ − β)(zk − zk−1)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(b)

+ (zk+0.5 − z∗)>
(
−αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(c)

. (37)

Let us first use the optimality condition of zk+0.5 to bound term (a):

〈zk+0.5 − zk − β(zk − zk−1) + ηF̂ (zk), z − zk+0.5〉 ≥ 0, ∀z ∈ Z.

Taking z = zk+1, we get

(a) ≤ 1

2
‖zk+1 − zk‖2 − 1

2
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2 − 1

2
‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖2. (38)
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We can also establish the bound for (b):

(b) = (zk+1 − zk+0.5)>
(
−αF̂ (zk+0.5) + αF̂ (zk)− αF̂ (zk) + ηF̂ (zk) + (γ − β)(zk − zk−1)

)
≤ α‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖‖F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+0.5)‖+ (η − α)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ (zk)

+(γ − β)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>(zk − zk−1).

Note the following bound from the Lipschitz continuity:

‖F̂ (z)− F̂ (z′)‖ = ‖F̂ (z)− F (z) + F (z′)− F̂ (z′) + F (z)− F (z′)‖
≤ εz + εz′ + L‖z − z′‖, (39)

for any z, z′ ∈ Z, where we used the definition of the stochastic error term

εz =
∥∥∥F (z)− F̂ (z)

∥∥∥ . (40)

Therefore,

α‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖‖F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+0.5)‖

≤ 1

2

(
‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖2 + α2‖F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+0.5)‖2

)
≤ 1

2
‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖2 + α2(εzk + εzk+0.5)2 + α2L2‖zk − zk+0.5‖2. (41)

Furthermore,

(γ − β)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>(zk − zk−1)

≤ 1

2
|γ − β|

(
‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖2 + ‖zk − zk−1‖2

)
≤ |γ − β|

(
‖zk+1 − zk‖2 + ‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2 + ‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

)
≤ |γ − β|

(
2‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + 2‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2 + ‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

)
= |γ − β|

(
2‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + 3‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2 + ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

)
.

The resulting bound for (b) becomes:

(b) ≤ 1

2
‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖2 + α2(εzk + εzk+0.5)2 +

(
α2L2 + |γ − β|

)
‖zk − zk+0.5‖2

+(η − α)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ (zk)

+|γ − β|
(

2‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + 3‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2
)
. (42)

Next let us bound (c) in (37). We have,

(c) = −α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk+0.5 − z∗)>(zk − zk−1)

≤ −α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5) +
1

2
γ
(
‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖2 + ‖zk − zk−1‖2

)
≤ −α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5) + γ

(
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2 + ‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

)
= −α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5) + γ

(
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2 + 2‖zk − z∗‖2 + ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

)
. (43)
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Combining the bounds for (a), (b), (c) from (38), (42), and (43), it follows from (37) that

(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
−αF̂ (zk+0.5) + γ(zk − zk−1)

)
≤ −α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5) + (η − α)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ (zk) + α2(εzk + εzk+0.5)2

+2 (|γ − β|) ‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + (2γ + 3|γ − β|) ‖zk − z∗‖2 + (|γ − β|+ γ) ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

+
1

2
‖zk+1 − zk‖2 +

(
α2L2 + |γ − β|+ γ − 1

2

)
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2. (44)

We also need to bound the following term in (36):

−τ(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
≤ τ‖zk+1 − z∗‖‖F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)‖
(39)

≤ τL‖zk+1 − z∗‖
(

1

L
(εzk + εzk−1) + ‖zk − zk−1‖

)
≤ τL

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 +

τ

L
(εzk + εzk−1)2 + τL‖zk − zk−1‖2

≤ τL

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 +

τ

L
(εzk + εzk−1)2 + 2τL‖zk − z∗‖2 + 2τL‖zk−1 − z∗‖2. (45)

Combining the bounds in (44) and (45) with (36) and multiplying both sides by 2, we have

(1− 4|γ − β| − τL)‖zk+1 − z∗‖2

≤ (1 + 4γ + 6|γ − β|+ 4τL)) ‖zk − z∗‖2

+ (2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL) ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

+
(
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ − 1

)
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

+2α2(εzk + εzk+0.5)2 +
2τ

L
(εzk + εzk−1)2

−2α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5) + 2(η − α)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ (zk).

Let us now take expectation on both sides. Noting dk+1 = E
[
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2

]
, dk = E

[
‖zk − z∗‖2

]
,

and dk−1 = E
[
‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

]
, and noting that E[ε2z] ≤ σ2 for all z ∈ Z by Assumption (6), we

obtain

(1− 4|γ − β| − τL)dk+1

≤ (1 + 4γ + 6|γ − β|+ 4τL) dk + (2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL) dk−1

+
(
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ − 1

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
+ 8

(
α2 +

τ

L

)
σ2

−2αE
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5)

]
+ 2(η − α)E

[
(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ (zk)

]
. (46)

Notice that

E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ (zk+0.5)

]
= E

[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F (zk+0.5)

]
+ E

[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)

)]
,
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where

E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F (zk+0.5)

]
= E

[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
F (zk+0.5)− F (z∗)

)
+ (zk+0.5 − z∗)>F (z∗)

]
≥ E

[
µ‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖2

]
≥ µ

2
dk − µE

[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
,

and

E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)

)]
≥ −E

[
‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖‖F̂ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)‖

]
= −E

[
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖‖F̂ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)‖|ξ[k]

]]
= −E

[
‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖E

[
‖F̂ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)‖|ξ[k]

]]
≥ −E

[
‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖ · δ

]
≥ −δD.

Further note that we have denoted ξ[k] = (ξ0, ξ0.5, ξ1, ξ1.5, ..., ξk−0.5, ξk) to be the collection of
random vectors sampled up until the iterate zk. Therefore, zk+0.5 is a known vector given ξ[k].

Putting the above two bounds back into (46), we arrive at the desired bound:

(1− 4|γ − β| − τL)dk+1

≤ (1 + 4γ + 6|γ − β|+ 4τL− αµ) dk

+ (2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL) dk−1

+
(
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 2αµ− 1

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
+8
(
α2 +

τ

L

)
σ2 + 2αδD

+2(η − α)E
[
(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ (zk)

]
.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

By condition (12), we have t3 < 1. Let us start with divide both sides of (11) with 1− t3:

dk+1 ≤
(

1− t1 − t3
1− t3

)
dk +

t2
1− t3

dk−1 +
8
(
α2 + τ

L

)
σ2

1− t3
+

2αδD

1− t3
= (1− a)dk + b · dk−1 + c · σ2 + d · δD. (47)

Note that we have 1 > a > b by condition (12). It is elementary to verify that

b ≤
(

1− a− b
2

)
· a+ b

2
,
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and by rearranging terms in (47), we have the following

dk+1 +
a+ b

2
dk ≤

(
1− a− b

2

)
dk + b · dk−1 + c · σ2 + d · δD

≤
(

1− a− b
2

)(
dk +

a+ b

2
dk−1

)
+ c · σ2 + d · δD

A recursive argument yields the following result:

dk+1 +
a+ b

2
dk

≤
(

1− a− b
2

)k+1(
d0 +

a+ b

2
d−1

)
+
(
c · σ2 + d · δD

)
·
k∑
i=0

(
1− a− b

2

)i
≤

(
1− a− b

2

)k+1

· 2 + a+ b

2
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

(
c · σ2 + d · δD

)
· 2

a− b
.

Note that d0 = d−1 = ‖z0 − z∗‖2. The statement in Theorem 3.2 follows by letting q = 2
a−b =

2(1−t3)
t1−t2−t3 .

A.3 Proof of Proposition 3.3

For the choice of parameters

(α, β, γ, η, τ) =

(
1

4L
,

1

64κ
,

1

64κ
,

1

4L
,

1

64Lκ

)
,

we have

(t1, t2, t3) =

(
1

8κ
,

3

32κ
,

1

64κ

)
by the relation (10). Additionally,

2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 2αµ− 1 =
1

8
+

1

32κ
+

1

2κ
− 1 < 0.

Therefore, both conditions (9) and (12) are satisfied.

Now, from (8), we have(
1− 1

64κ

)
dk+1 ≤

(
1− 1

8κ

)
dk +

3

32κ
dk−1 + 8

(
1

16L2
+

1

64L2κ

)
σ2 +

δD

2L

≤
(

1− 1

8κ

)
dk +

3

32κ
dk−1 +

5σ2

8L2
+
δD

2L
.
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Divide both sides with 1− 1
64κ and note that

(
1− 1

64κ

)−1 ≤ 64
63 , we have:

dk+1 ≤
1− 1

8κ

1− 1
64κ

dk +
2

21κ
dk−1 +

40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

=

(
1−

7
64κ

1− 1
64κ

)
dk +

2

21κ
dk−1 +

40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

≤
(

1− 7

64κ

)
dk +

2

21κ
dk−1 +

40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L
.

We can move a part of dk to the LHS and form the following:

dk+1 +
27

256κ
dk

≤
(

1− 1

256κ

)
dk +

2

21κ
dk−1 +

40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

≤
(

1− 1

256κ

)(
dk +

27

256
dk−1

)
+

40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

≤
(

1− 1

256κ

)k+1(
d0 +

27

256
d−1

)
+

(
40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

)
·
k∑
i=0

(
1− 1

256κ

)i
=

(
1− 1

256κ

)k+1

· 283

256
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

(
40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

)
·

1−
(
1− 1

256κ

)k+1

1
256κ

≤
(

1− 1

256κ

)k+1

· 283

256
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

(
40σ2

63L2
+

32δD

63L

)
· 256κ.

Note that d0 = d−1 = ‖z0 − z∗‖2. Finally, the LHS of the above inequality can be lower bounded
by dk+1, thus completing the proof.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 3.4

We start by using the 1-co-coerciveness of the projection operator PZ(·):

‖zk+1 − z∗‖2

= ‖PZ
(
zk − αF̂ (zk) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

))
− PZ (z∗ − αF (z∗)) ‖2

≤ (zk+1 − z∗)>
(
zk − αF̂ (zk) + γ(zk − zk−1)− τ

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
− (z∗ − αF (z∗))

)
= (zk+1 − z∗)>

(
(zk − z∗)− α

(
F̂ (zk)− F (z∗)

)
+ γ(zk − zk−1)− τ

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

))
.

(48)

Next, let us bound the above four terms separately:

(zk+1 − z∗)>(zk − z∗) =
1

2

(
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + ‖zk − z∗‖2 − ‖zk+1 − zk‖2

)
, (49)
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and

(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
F̂ (zk)− F (z∗)

)
= (zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+1) + F̂ (zk+1)− F (z∗)

)
(50)

where

(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
F̂ (zk+1)− F (z∗)

)
= (zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1) + F (zk+1)− F (z∗)

)
≥ (zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)

)
+ µ‖zk+1 − z∗‖2, (51)

and

(zk+1 − z∗)>(zk − zk−1) ≤ γ

2

(
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + ‖zk − zk−1‖2

)
, (52)

and

−τ(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
= −τ(zk+1 − zk + zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
≤ τ‖zk+1 − zk‖‖F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)‖ − τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
≤ 1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2 + τ2‖F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)‖2 − τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)

)
, (53)

where

τ2‖F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk−1)‖2
(39)

≤ 2τ2(εzk + εzk−1)2 + 2τ2L2‖zk − zk−1‖2. (54)

Putting the bounds (49)-(54) back to (48), we get:(
1

2
+ αµ− γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+1)

)
+

1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

≤ 1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

+2τ2(εzk + εzk−1)2 − α(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)

)
.

Taking expectation on both sides gives us

E
[(

1

2
+ αµ− γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+1)

)
+

1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

]
≤ E

[
1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
+8τ2σ2 − E

[
α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)

)]
. (55)
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Note that

−E
[
α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)

)]
≤ αE

[
‖zk+1 − z∗‖‖F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)‖

]
= αE

[
E
[(
‖zk+1 − z∗‖‖F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)‖

)
|ξ[k]

]]
= αE

[
‖zk+1 − z∗‖ · E

[(
‖F̂ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)‖

)
|ξ[k]

]]
≤ αE

[
δ‖zk+1 − z∗‖

]
≤ αE

[
δ2

2µ
+
µ

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2

]
.

Here we define ξ[k] = (ξ0, ξ1, ..., ξk) to be the collection of random vectors sampled up until the
iterate zk, and zk+1 is known given ξ[k].

Therefore, (55) becomes

E
[(

1

2
+
αµ

2
− γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk)− F̂ (zk+1)

)
+

1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

]
≤ E

[
1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
+8τ2σ2 +

αδ2

2µ
,

completing the proof.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 3.5

Continuing from (18), we have:

Vk ≤
(

1 +
θ

κ

)−k
V0 +

k∑
i=1

(
1 +

θ

κ

)−i
·
(

8τ2σ2 +
αδ2

2µ

)

=
1

2

(
1 +

θ

κ

)−k
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

1−
(
1 + θ

κ

)−k
θ
κ

·
(

8τ2σ2 +
αδ2

2µ

)
,

where we use z−1 = z0 for V0.

Finally, with the following bound:

τ(zk − z∗)>
(
F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)

)
≥ −τ‖zk − z∗‖‖F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)‖

≥ −1

4
‖zk − z∗‖2 − τ2‖F̂ (zk−1)− F̂ (zk)‖2

(39)

≥ −1

4
‖zk − z∗‖2 − τ2

(
2L2‖zk−1 − zk‖2 + 2(εzk−1 + εzk)2

)
,
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we can lower bound Vk as
1

4
E
[
‖zk − z∗‖2

]
− 8τ2σ2 ≤ Vk.

Therefore

E
[
‖zk − z∗‖2

]
≤ 2

(
1 +

θ

κ

)−k
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

4κ

θ
·

(
1−

(
1 +

θ

κ

)−k)
·
(

8τ2σ2 +
αδ2

2µ

)
+ 32τ2σ2

≤ 2

(
1 +

θ

κ

)−k
‖z0 − z∗‖2 +

(κ
θ

+ 1
)
· 32τ2σ2 +

2καδ2

θµ
. (56)

The statement in Theorem 3.5 follows by noting
(
1 + θ

κ

)−1
= 1− θ

κ+θ .

A.6 Proof of Lemma 4.2

We will derive the first bound in (27); the second bound is similar and will be omitted.

Notice that

Eξ,u
[
‖Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)‖2

]
= Eξ

[
Eu
[
‖Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)‖2

]]
(24)

≤ Eξ
[
2n‖∇xf̂(x, y, ξ)‖2

]
+
ρ2xL

2n2

2

= 2n
(
Eξ
[
‖∇xf(x, y)‖2 + 2∇xf(x, y)>

(
∇xf̂(x, y, ξ)−∇xf(x, y)

)
+ ‖∇xf̂(x, y, ξ)−∇xf(x, y)‖2

])
+
ρ2xL

2n2

2
(22)
= 2n

(
‖∇xf(x, y)‖2 + Eξ

[
‖∇xf̂(x, y, ξ)−∇xf(x, y)‖2

])
+
ρ2xL

2n2

2

≤ 2n
(
M2 + σ2

)
+
ρ2xL

2n2

2
.

Further note that

Eξ,u
[
‖Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)−∇xfρx(x, y)‖2

]
= Eξ,u

[
‖Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)‖2 − 2Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)>∇xfρx(x, y) + ‖∇xfρx(x, y)‖2

]
(26)
= Eξ,u

[
‖Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)‖2 − ‖∇xfρx(x, y)‖2

]
≤ Eξ,u

[
‖Fρx(x, y, ξ, u)‖2

]
≤ 2n(M2 + σ2) +

ρ2xL
2n2

2
,

completing the proof for (27).
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A.7 Proof of Lemma 4.3

The logic line of the proof for this lemma is very similar to the proof in Appendix A.1, with the
stochastic mapping F̂ (zk) replaced by the stochastic zeroth-order gradient F̂ kρ (zk). Therefore, we
shall refrain from repeating similar analysis, but highlight the main differences instead. First, for

F (z) =

(
∇xf(x, y)
−∇yf(x, y)

)
, we shall have

‖F (z)− F (z′)‖ ≤ L‖z − z′‖, ∀z, z′ ∈ Z (57)

where L = 2 ·max(Lx, Ly, Lxy), because

‖F (z)− F (z′)‖2

= ‖∇xf(x, y)−∇xf(x′, y′)‖2 + ‖∇yf(x, y)−∇yf(x′, y′)‖2

≤ 2L2
x‖x− x′‖2 + 2L2

xy‖y − y′‖2 + 2L2
y‖y − y′‖2 + 2L2

xy‖x− x′‖2

≤ L2(‖x− x′‖2 + ‖y − y′‖2) = L2‖z − z′‖2.

Next, by denoting εzk = ‖F̂ kρ (zk)− Fρ(zk)‖, we have

‖F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k+0.5
ρ (zk+0.5)‖

= ‖F̂ kρ (zk)− Fρ(zk) + Fρ(z
k+0.5)− F̂ρ(zk+0.5) + Fρ(z

k)− Fρ(zk+0.5)‖
≤ εzk + εzk+0.5 + ‖Fρ(zk)− Fρ(zk+0.5)‖
= εzk + εzk+0.5 + ‖Fρ(zk)− F (zk) + F (zk+0.5)− Fρ(zk+0.5) + F (zk)− F (zk+0.5)‖

(23),(57)

≤ εzk + εzk+0.5 + L
√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2 + L‖zk − zk+0.5‖. (58)

Therefore, for a similar bound as in (41), we have

α‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖‖F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k+0.5
ρ (zk+0.5)‖

≤ 1

2

(
‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖2 + α2‖F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k+0.5

ρ (zk+0.5)‖2
)

≤ 1

2
‖zk+1 − zk+0.5‖2 + 2α2(εzk + εzk+0.5)2 + 2α2L2(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2) + α2L2‖zk − zk+0.5‖2.

For another similar bound as in (45), we have

−τ(zk+1 − z∗)>
(
F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)

)
≤ τ‖zk+1 − z∗‖‖F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)‖

≤ τL‖zk+1 − z∗‖
(

1

L
(εzk + εzk−1) +

√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2 + ‖zk − zk−1‖

)
≤ τL

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 +

2τ

L
(εzk + εzk−1)2 + 2τL(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2) + τL‖zk − zk−1‖2

≤ τL

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 +

2τ

L
(εzk + εzk−1)2 + 2τL(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2)

+2τL‖zk − z∗‖2 + 2τL‖zk−1 − z∗‖2.
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Therefore, we reach the bound that

(1− 4|γ − β| − τL)‖zk+1 − z∗‖2

≤ (1 + 4γ + 6|γ − β|+ 4τL)) ‖zk − z∗‖2

+ (2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL) ‖zk−1 − z∗‖2

+
(
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ − 1

)
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

+4α2(εzk + εzk+0.5)2 +
4τ

L
(εzk + εzk−1)2

+4(α2L2 + τL)(ρ2xn
2 + ρ2ym

2)

−2α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ k+0.5
ρ (zk+0.5) + 2(η − α)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ kρ (zk).

By (29), we have E[ε2
zk

] ≤ 2σ̃2

tk
. Taking expectation on both sides for the above inequality, we have

(1− 4|γ − β| − τL)dk+1

≤ (1 + 4γ + 6|γ − β|+ 4τL)) dk

+ (2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 4τL) dk−1

+
(
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ − 1

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
+16σ̃2

((
α2 +

τ

L

) 1

tk
+

α2

tk+0.5
+

τ

Ltk−1

)
+ 4(α2L2 + τL)(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2)

+E
[
−2α(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ k+0.5

ρ (zk+0.5) + 2(η − α)(zk+1 − zk+0.5)>F̂ kρ (zk)
]
. (59)

Note that

E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F̂ k+0.5

ρ (zk+0.5)
]

= E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F (zk+0.5)

]
+ E

[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
F̂ k+0.5
ρ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)

)]
,

where

E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>F (zk+0.5)

]
≥ E

[
µ‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖2

]
≥ µdk

2
− µE

[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
.

Let us denote

ξk[tk] := (ξk1 , ..., ξ
k
tk

), wk[tk] := (wk1 , ..., w
k
tk

)

ξ[k] := (ξ1[t1], ..., ξ
k
[tk]

), w[k] := (w1
[t1]
, ..., wk[tk])

as the collection of all random vectors at iteration k and the collection of all such random vectors
from iteration 1 to k respectively. Notice that for the given (ξ[k], w[k]), zk+0.5 is a deterministic
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vector, we then have the following bound

E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
F̂ k+0.5
ρ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)

)]
= E

[
E
[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
F̂ k+0.5
ρ (zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)

) ∣∣∣ξ[k], w[k]
]]

(28)
= E

[
(zk+0.5 − z∗)>

(
Fρ(z

k+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)
)]

≥ −E
[
‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖

∥∥∥Fρ(zk+0.5)− F (zk+0.5)
∥∥∥]

(23)

≥ −
L
√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2

2
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − z∗‖

]
≥ −

LD
√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2

2
,

where in the last inequality we utilize the boundedness assumption of Z = X × Y and denote
D = max

z,z′∈Z
‖z − z′‖. Combining the above bounds into (59), the desired result follows.

A.8 Proof of Proposition 4.4

Note the variance is upper bounded by

16σ̃2
((

α2 +
τ

L

) 1

tk
+

α2

tk+0.5
+

τ

Ltk−1

)
.

Since we take tk = tk+0.5 and 1
tk−1

= 1
tk

(
1− 1

256κ

)−1 ≤ 2
tk

, the above upper bound can be written
as (

α2 +
τ

L

) 48σ̃2

tk
.

By substituting the specific parameter choice into (31), starting from the last iteration K, we have(
1− 1

64κ

)
dK

≤
(

1− 1

8κ

)
dK−1 +

3

32κ
dK−2 +

σ̃2

tK−1
·
(

3

L2
+

3

4L2κ

)

+

(
1

16κ
+

1

4

)
(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2) +

D
√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2

4

≤
(

1− 1

8κ

)
dK−1 +

3

32κ
dK−2 +

15σ̃2

4tK−1L2
+

5(ρ2xn
2 + ρ2ym

2)

16
+
D
√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2

4
.

≤
(

1− 1

8κ

)
dK−1 +

3

32κ
dK−2 +

15σ̃2

4tK−1L2
+

(
5

16
+
D

4

)
CK1
κ
.
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In the last inequality, we denote C1 = 1 − 1
256κ and ρx =

CK1√
2nκ

, ρy =
CK1√
2mκ

, and use the fact that

C2
1 ≤ C1.

Dividing both sides by 1− 1
64κ and noting that

(
1− 1

64κ

)−1 ≤ 64
63 , we obtain

dK ≤
1− 1

8κ

1− 1
64κ

dK−1 +
2

21κ
dK−2 +

80σ̃2

21tK−1L2
+

(20 + 16D)CK1
63κ

=

(
1−

7
64κ

1− 1
64κ

)
dK−1 +

2

21κ
dK−2 +

80σ̃2

21tK−1L2
+

(20 + 16D)CK1
63κ

≤
(

1− 7

64κ

)
dK−1 +

2

21κ
dK−2 +

80σ̃2

21tK−1L2
+

(20 + 16D)CK1
63κ

.

=

(
1− 7

64κ

)
dK−1 +

2

21κ
dK−2 +

c2
tK−1

+ c3 ·
CK1
κ
.

By moving a part of dK−1 to the LHS, we have:

dK +
27

256κ
dK−1

≤ C1 · dK−1 +
2

21κ
dK−2 +

c2
tK−1

+ c3 ·
CK1
κ

≤ C1

(
dK−1 +

27

256
dK−2

)
+

c2
tK−1

+ c3 ·
CK1
κ

≤ CK1

(
d0 +

27

256
d−1

)
+ c2 ·

K∑
i=1

t−1K−iC
i−1
1 + c3

CK1
κ
·
K∑
i=1

Ci−11

= CK1 ·
283

256
‖z0 − z∗‖2 + c2 ·

K∑
i=1

t−1K−iC
i−1
1 + c3

CK1
κ
· 1− CK1

1
256κ

≤ CK1 ·
283

256
‖z0 − z∗‖2 + c2 ·

K∑
i=1

t−1K−iC
i−1
1 + 256c3C

K
1 .

With the sample size tk = K
(
1− 1

256κ

)−(k+1)
= K · C−(k+1)

1 , we have:

dK ≤
(

1− 1

256κ

)K (283

256
‖z0 − z∗‖2 + c2 + 256c3

)
.

It is then straightforward to see that for K = O
(
κ ln

(
1
ε

))
we have dK ≤ ε, with the sample

complexity given by

K−1∑
k=0

(tk + tk+0.5) = 2
K−1∑
k=0

tk = 2K · 1− C−K1

C1(1− C−11 )
=

2K(C−K1 − 1)

1− C1
.

By noticing that a more precise expression of K = lnC−1
1

(
1
ε

)
, we have C−K1 = O

(
1
ε

)
, 1 − C1 =

O
(
1
κ

)
, the combined sample complexity is then given by O

(
κ2

ε ln
(
1
ε

))
.
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A.9 Proof of Lemma 4.5

With the similar logic to the proof in Appendix A.4, we shall focus on the main differences between
the two proofs.

Firstly, with the similar derivation to (58), we have the following bound:

τ2‖F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)‖2

≤ τ2
(
εzk + εzk−1 + L

√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2 + L‖zk − zk−1‖

)2
≤ τ2

(
4(εzk + εzk−1)2 + 4L2(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2) + 2L2‖zk − zk−1‖2

)
.

By using the variance bound in (29), we will reach the next inequality that is similar to the step
in (55):

E
[(

1

2
+ αµ− γ

2

)
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 + α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ kρ (zk)− F̂ k+1

ρ (zk+1)
)

+
1

4
‖zk+1 − zk‖2

]
≤ E

[
1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 + τ(zk − z∗)>

(
F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)− F̂ kρ (zk)

)
+
(

2τ2L2 +
γ

2

)
‖zk − zk−1‖2

]
+16τ2σ2

(
1

tk
+

1

tk−1

)
+ 4τ2L2(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2)

−E
[
α(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ k+1
ρ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)

)]
. (60)

Denote by

ξk[tk] = (ξk1 , ..., ξ
k
tk

), wk[tk] = (wk1 , ..., w
k
tk

)

ξ[k] = (ξ1[t1], ..., ξ
k
[tk]

), w[k] = (w1
[t1]
, ..., wk[tk])

the collection of all random vectors at iteration k and the collection of all such random vectors
from iteration 1 to k respectively, and note that given (ξ[k], w[k]), zk+1 is a deterministic vector, we
then have the following bound:

E
[
(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ k+1
ρ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)

)]
= E

[
E
[
(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
F̂ k+1
ρ (zk+1)− F (zk+1)

) ∣∣∣ξ[k], w[k]
]]

(28)
= E

[
(zk+1 − z∗)>

(
Fρ(z

k+1)− F (zk+1)
)]

≥ −E
[
‖zk+1 − z∗‖

∥∥∥Fρ(zk+1)− F (zk+1)
∥∥∥]

(23)

≥ −E

‖zk+1 − z∗‖ ·
L
√
ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2

2


≥ −E

[
µ

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 +

L2(ρxn
2 + ρ2ym

2)

8µ

]
,

= −µ
2
dk+1 −

L2(ρ2xn
2 + ρ2ym

2)

8µ
.
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Substituting the above bound into (60), the desired result follows.

A.10 Proof of Proposition 4.6

Let us start from the potential function inequality (34) from iteration K. With θ = 1
8 , let us also

denote C1 =
(
1 + 1

8κ

)−1
=
(

1− 1
8κ+1

)
, then ρx =

√
CK1√
2nκ

, ρy =

√
CK1√
2mκ

. Note that the C1 defined here

is only for this proof, not to be confused with that used in the proof in Appendix A.8. Then we
have

VK ≤ C1VK−1 + 16C1τ
2σ2

(
1

tK−1
+

1

tK−2

)
+ L2

(
4τ2 +

α

8µ

)
· C1 ·

CK1
κ2

≤ CK1 V0 + 48τ2σ̃2
K−1∑
k=0

CK−k1

tk
+ L2

(
4τ2 +

α

8µ

)
·
K∑
k=1

Ck1 ·
CK1
κ2

.

In the second inequality, we take tk = K · C−k1 and note that 1
tk−1

= 1
C1tk

≤ 2
tk

. Then we have
K−1∑
k=0

CK−k1
tk

= CK1 . In addition,

K∑
k=1

Ck1 =
C1(1− CK1 )

1− C1
≤ C1

1− C1
= 8κ.

Therefore, we have

VK ≤ CK1 V0 + 48τ2σ̃2 · CK1 + L2

(
32τ2 +

α

µ

)
CK1
κ
. (61)

Now, let us lower bound Vk by observing:

τ(zk − z∗)>
(
F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)− F̂ kρ (zk)

)
≥ −τ‖zk − z∗‖‖F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)− F̂ kρ (zk)‖

≥ −1

4
‖zk − z∗‖2 − τ2‖F̂ k−1ρ (zk−1)− F̂ kρ (zk)‖2

(58)

≥ −1

4
‖zk − z∗‖2 − τ2

(
2L2‖zk−1 − zk‖2 + 4(εzk−1 + εzk)2 + 4L2(ρ2xn

2 + ρ2ym
2)
)
,

Then we have

VK ≥ 1

4
dK − 16τ2σ̃2

(
1

tK
+

1

tK−1

)
− 4τ2L2CK1

κ2

≥ 1

4
dK − 48τ2σ̃2CK1 −

4τ2L2CK1
κ2

.

Combining with (61), we have

dK ≤ CK1 ·
(

4V0 + 384τ2σ̃2 + L2

(
32τ2

κ
+

4τ2

κ2
+

α

µκ

))
= CK1 O(1).
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It follows immediately that for K = O
(
κ ln

(
1
ε

))
we have dK ≤ ε. With a more precise expression

K = lnC−1
1

(
1
ε

)
, the sample complexity can be estimated:

K−1∑
k=0

tk = K · 1− C−K1

C1(1− C−11 )
=
K(C−K1 − 1)

1− C1
≤ κ

ε(1− C1)
ln

(
1

ε

)
= O

(
κ2

ε
ln

(
1

ε

))
.

Appendix B Proof of the uniform sublinear convergence of the
stochastic extra-point method

In order to establish a uniform sublinear convergence, we have to consider parameters that are
diminishing with iteration number k. Let us return to the one-iteration relation (8) and consider
the following choice of parameters:

(α(k), β(k), γ(k), η(k), τ (k)) =

(
2

(k + 2)µ
,
α2µ2

128
,
α2µ2

128
,

2

(k + 2)µ
,
α2µ

128κ

)
,

where we omit the superscript (k) of α on the RHS for notation simplicity. We shall note that here
α = α(k) which is dependent on iteration k and follow the same simplification for other parameters
throughout the rest of the proof in this appendix unless noted otherwise.

By using the fact 2α ≤ 1
µ + α2µ, we have:

(
2α2L2 + 2|γ − β|+ 2γ + 2αµ− 1

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
≤

(
2α2L2 + 2γ + α2µ

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
≤ α2

(
2L2 +

µ

64
+ µ

)
E
[
‖zk+0.5 − zk‖2

]
≤ α2

(
2L2 +

µ2

64
+ µ2

)
D2,

where in the last inequality we use the boundedness of the feasible set.

Therefore, we could rewrite (8) into:

(1− τL)dk+1

≤ (1 + 4γ + 4τL− αµ) dk + (2γ + 4τL) dk−1

+α2

(
2L2 +

µ2

64
+ µ2

)
D2 + 8

(
α2 +

τ

L

)
σ2 + 2αδD

= (1 + 4γ + 4τL− αµ) dk + (2γ + 4τL) dk−1

+
4

(k + 2)2
·
(

2κ2D2 +
D2

64
+D2 +

8σ2

µ2
+

σ2

128L2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G

+
4δD

(k + 2)µ
.
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Substituting the parameters with their respective values in the rest of the terms:(
1− 1

32(k + 2)

)
dk+1

≤
(

1− 1

32(k + 2)2

)
dk+1

≤
(

1 +
1

8(k + 2)2
+

1

8(k + 2)2
− 2

k + 2

)
dk

+

(
1

16(k + 2)2
+

1

8(k + 2)2

)
dk−1 +

4G

(k + 2)2
+

4δD

(k + 2)µ

≤
(

1− 7

4(k + 2)

)
dk +

3

16(k + 2)
dk−1 +

4G

(k + 2)2
+

4δD

(k + 2)µ
.

Dividing both sides by 1− 1
32(k+2) , and noting that

(
1− 1

32(k+2)

)−1
≤ 32

31 , it follows that

dk+1 ≤
1− 7

4(k+2)

1− 1
32(k+2)

dk +
6

31(k + 2)
dk−1 +

128G

31(k + 2)2
+

128δD

31(k + 2)µ

=

(
1−

55
32(k+2)

1− 1
32(k+2)

)
dk +

6

31(k + 2)
dk−1 +

128G

31(k + 2)2
+

128δD

31(k + 2)µ

≤
(

1− 55

32(k + 2)

)
dk +

7

32(k + 2)
dk−1 +

128G

31(k + 2)2
+

128δD

31(k + 2)µ
.

From the above one-iteration inequality, we shall claim the following inequality

dk ≤
Q

k + 2
+

256δD

93µ
, ∀k ≥ 0,

where

Q = max

{
133G

9
, 2‖z0 − z∗‖2

}
,

and we shall prove the inequality by induction. For k = 0, the inequality holds trivially

d0 = ‖z0 − z∗‖2 ≤ Q

2
.
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Assuming the inequality holds for all index 1, ..., k, we then have

dk+1 ≤
(

1− 55

32(k + 2)

)
dk +

7

32(k + 2)
dk−1 +

128G

31(k + 2)2
+

128δD

31(k + 2)µ

≤
(

1− 55

32(k + 2)

)(
Q

k + 2
+

256δD

93µ

)
+

7

32(k + 2)

(
Q

k + 1
+

256δD

93µ

)
+

128G

31(k + 2)2
+

128δD

31(k + 2)µ

≤
(

1− 55

32(k + 2)

)
· Q

k + 2
+

7

32(k + 2)
· Q

k + 1
+

128G

31(k + 2)2

+
256δD

93µ
− 440δD

93(k + 2)µ
+

56δD

93(k + 2)µ
+

128δD

31(k + 2)µ

=
Q

k + 2
− 55Q

32(k + 2)2
+

7

32(k + 2)
· Q

k + 1
+

128G

31(k + 2)2
+

256δD

93µ

≤ Q

k + 3
+

Q

(k + 2)2
− 55Q

32(k + 2)2
+

7

32(k + 2)
· 2Q

k + 2
+

133G

32(k + 2)2
+

256δD

93µ

=
Q

k + 3
− 9Q

32(k + 2)2
+

133G

32(k + 2)2
+

256δD

93µ

=
Q

k + 3
+

256δD

93µ
.

Note that in the last inequality we used the identities 1
k+1 ≤

2
k+2 and 128

31 ≤
133
32 . This completes

the proof for the uniform O
(
1
k

)
convergence rate.
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