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ABSTRACT

Recently, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) and its variants have become the domi-

nant methods in the large-scale optimization of machine learning problems. A variety

of strategies have been proposed for tuning the step sizes, ranging from adaptive step

sizes (e.g., AdaGrad) to heuristic methods to change the step size in each iteration.

Also, momentum has been widely employed in machine learning tasks to accelerate

the training process. Yet, there is a gap in our theoretical understanding of them. In

this work, we start to close this gap by providing formal guarantees to a few heuristic

optimization methods and proposing improved algorithms if the theoretical results

are suboptimal.

First, we analyze a generalized version of the AdaGrad (Delayed AdaGrad) step

sizes in both convex and non-convex settings, showing that these step sizes allow the

algorithms to automatically adapt to the level of noise of the stochastic gradients. We

show sufficient conditions for Delayed AdaGrad to achieve almost sure convergence
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of the gradients to zero, which is the first guarantee for Delayed AdaGrad in the

non-convex setting. Moreover, we present a high probability analysis for Delayed

AdaGrad and its momentum variant in the non-convex setting.

Second, we present an analysis of SGD with exponential and cosine step sizes,

which are simple-to-use, empirically successful but lack of theoretical support. We

provide the very first convergence guarantees for them in the smooth and non-convex

setting, with and without the Polyak-Łojasiewicz (PL) condition. We show that these

two strategies also have the good property of adaptivity to noise under PL condition.

Third, we study the last iterate of momentum methods. We prove the first lower

bound in the general convex setting for the last iterate of SGD with constant mo-

mentum. Based on the fact that the lower bound is suboptimal, we investigate a

class of (both adaptive and non-adaptive) Follow-The-Regularized-Leader-based mo-

mentum algorithms (FTRL-based SGDM) with increasing momentum and shrinking

updates. We show that their last iterate has optimal convergence for unconstrained

convex stochastic optimization problems without projections onto bounded domains

nor knowledge of the number of iterations.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Modern machine learning has led to remarkable empirical success in a few areas,

including computer vision, natural language processing, generative modeling and re-

inforcement learning. Optimization is one of the core parts of machine learning: most

machine learning algorithms can be reduced to the minimization of an objective func-

tion and constructed using the given data. With the rapid growth of data amount and

model complexity, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) [Robbins and Monro, 1951]

has become the tool of choice to train machine learning models due to its simplicity

and efficiency. In particular, in the Deep Learning community, it is widely used to

minimize the training error of deep neural networks.

In machine learning optimization, SGD often comes with heuristic tricks, such as

momentum, and a variety of strategies in tuning the stepsizes. Indeed, the perfor-

mance of SGD heavily depends on the choice of stepsizes, which sparkles a lot of strate-

gies for stepsize tuning, ranging from coordinate-wise ones (a.k.a. “adaptive” stepsize)

[e.g., Duchi et al., 2011, McMahan and Streeter, 2010, Tieleman and Hinton, 2012,

Zeiler, 2012, Kingma and Ba, 2015] to heuristic approaches to change the stepsize in

each iteration [Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017, He et al., 2019]. Besides, momentum is

often employed to accelerate the optimization process and proved to be important

in many machine learning applications. Although these heuristics are empirically

successful, we are far from a complete theoretical understanding of them. As a conse-

quence, a successful training process comes at a cost of a considerable trial-and-error
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tuning procedure.

Towards the theoretical understanding of these methods, a big challenge is the

non-convex nature of many machine learning objective functions, such as in neural

networks. Indeed, classic convex optimization theories and analysis techniques for

SGD can not be applied to these heuristics of training neural networks. Moreover,

even in the convex setting, it is often the case that an idealized version of the algorithm

is used in the theory rather than the actual one people use in practice. For example,

most existing analyses of adaptive gradient methods are conducted in the context of

online learning, assuming the optimization to be constrained in a convex bounded

set. Also, in the classic analysis of momentum, projections onto bounded domains

at each step, averaging of the iterates [e.g., Alacaoglu et al., 2020], and knowledge of

the total number of iterations [Ghadimi and Lan, 2012] are often assumed.

Motivated by the above facts, we aim to bridge the gap between theory and

practice by providing theoretical guarantees of these advanced SGD-based methods as

well as proposing improved algorithms when the theoretical results are sub-optimal.

In particular, for the stepsize strategies of SGD, we focus on a family of adaptive

stepsizes and two heuristic stepsizes: exponential stepsize and cosine stepsize. Then,

we study the convergence of the last iterate of SGD with momentum and its improved

variants.

In the remainder of this chapter, we start by introducing the problem set-up and

the limitations of the existing analysis, and then give a summary of our results that

will be discussed in this dissertation.
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1.1 Preliminary and Problem Set-Up

Consider the unconstrained optimization problem

min
x∈Rd

f(x), (1.1)

where f(x) : Rd → R is a function bounded from below and we denote its infimum

by f ⋆. In this work, we do not require f to have a finite-sum structure.

Let’s introduce some definitions to characterize family of functions.

A function f is called convex if for any α ∈ [0, 1] and any x,y ∈ R
d,

f(αx+ (1− α)y) ≤ αf(x) + (1− α)f(y).

‖ · ‖ stands for ℓ2 norm.

A real-value function f is called L-Lipschitz if there exists a positive number

L > 0, such that for any x,y ∈ R
d

‖f(x)− f(y)‖ ≤ L‖x− y‖ . (1.2)

A differentiable function f is called M-smooth if its gradients is M-Lipschitz, i.e.,

‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖ ≤M‖x− y‖, ∀x,y ∈ R
d. (1.3)

Note that (1.3) implies [Nesterov, 2004, Lemma 1.2.3]

|f(y)− f(x)− 〈∇f(x),y − x〉| ≤ M

2
‖y − x‖2, ∀x,y ∈ R

d. (1.4)

We assume to have access to a first-order black-box optimization oracle that re-

turns a stochastic (sub)gradient in any point x ∈ R
d. In particular, we assume that

we receive a vector g(x, ξ) such that Eξ[g(x, ξ)] = ∇f(x) for any x ∈ R
d. In words,

g(x, ξ) is an unbiased estimate of ∇f(x). For example, in machine learning, ξ can be
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the random index of a training sample we use to calculate the gradient of the training

loss. SGD starts from an arbitrary point x1 ∈ R
d and iteratively updates the solution

as

xt+1 = xt − ηtg(xt, ξt),

where ηt > 0 is the stepsize or learning rate. In words, the iterate xt moves along the

opposite direction of the vector g(xt, ξt) by ηt at the t-th step. To make the notion

concise, we denote by gt , g(xt, ξt).

In the convex case, our goal is to solve (1.1), that is, to find a global minimum of

f . Yet if f is nonconvex, solving (1.1) is generally NP-hard [Nemirovsky and Yudin,

1983], so we might turn to a less ambitious goal. We assume the function to be smooth.

By its definition in (1.3), when we approach to a local minimum the gradients go to

zero. So minimizing the gradient norm will be our objective for SGD in the nonconvex

case if without extra assumptions.

To warm up, we introduce some classic results.

We consider to minimize a (nonconvex) M-smooth function f using SGD with un-

biased stochastic gradient. We will also assume the variance of noise on the stochastic

gradients is bounded, i.e., E [‖g(xt, ξt, )−∇f(xt)‖2] ≤ σ2.

We start by making use of the property of smooth function (1.4) on the iterates

of SGD:

f(xt+1) ≤ f(xt)− 〈∇f(xt), ηtgt〉+
M

2
‖ηtgt‖2

4



Then, taking expectation with respect to the underlying variable ξ, we will have

Ef(xt+1) ≤ Ef(xt)− ηtE〈∇f(xt), gt〉+
Mη2t
2

E‖gt‖2

= Ef(xt)− ηtE‖∇f(xt)‖2 +
Mη2t
2

(

E‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 + E‖∇f(xt)‖2
)

≤ Ef(xt)−
(

ηt −
Mη2t
2

)

E‖∇f(xt)‖2 +
Mη2t σ

2

2
.

Summing over t from 1 to T and reordering the terms, we have

T
∑

t=1

(

ηt −
Mη2t
2

)

E‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤ f(x1)− Ef(xT+1) +
Mσ2

2

T
∑

t=1

η2t

≤ f(x1)− f ⋆ +
Mσ2

2

T
∑

t=1

η2t .

For any constant ηt = η ≤ 1
M

such that η − Mη2

2
≥ η

2
, we obtain

1

T

T
∑

t=1

E‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤
2f(x1)− f ⋆

ηT
+Mησ2 .

The first term in the right hand side does not depends on the noise level σ and the

second one does. Choosing η is a trade-off between these two terms. In particular,

considering η = min
(

1
L
, c
σ
√
T

)

, where c > 0 is a parameter of the stepsize, we have

1

T

T
∑

t=1

E‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤
M(f(x1)− f ⋆)

T
+

(

c+
f(x1)− f ⋆

c

)

σ√
T
.

In words, it tells that the average gradient norm converges to zero with a rate of

O( 1
T
+ σ√

T
). In addition, due to the fact that the average can be lower bounded by the

minimum of a sequence, we know that there exists at least a point xt in x1, · · · ,xT ,

of which the gradient norm is as small as the rate.

Now, let’s look at the convergence rate. The first term 1
T

is fast in T and the second

terms σ√
T

is slower. That means the algorithm makes fast progress at the beginning
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of the optimization and then slowly converges as long as the number of iterations

becomes big enough compared to the variance of the noise. In case the noise on the

gradients is zero, SGD becomes simply gradient descent and it will converge at a

O(1/T ) rate.

Though SGD with such stepsizes guarantees a convergence rate, we have to assume

we know everything. Yet some factor like the noise level is rarely given in real world

applications. One possible alternative is a decreasing stepsize ηt =
c√
t

where c > 0.

Compared to a constant stepsize, these stepsizes help to fight the disturbance of the

noise when the iterate is close to the optimal point. However, they slow down the

progress in the early stage of optimization process, where the oscillation brought by

the noise is relatively small compared to how far the iterates are from the solution.

Consequently, those stepsizes do not really shine in practice and practitioners turn to

some heuristic stepsizes. In the next section, we will zoom in and focus on SGD with

such stepsizes. We will discuss the weakness of the current results, as well as what

this dissertation contributes in this area.

1.1.1 Convergence of SGD with heuristic stepsizes.

Classic convergence analysis of the SGD algorithm for non-convex smooth function

relies on conditions on the positive stepsizes ηt [Robbins and Monro, 1951]. In par-

ticular, a sufficient condition for limt→∞ E [‖∇f(xt)‖2] = 0 is that (ηt)
∞
t=1 is a deter-

ministic sequence of non-negative numbers that satisfies

∞
∑

t=1

ηt = ∞ and

∞
∑

t=1

η2t <∞ . (1.5)

The first condition basically says the iterates should be able to travel anywhere, and

the second condition suggests that the stepsize should be small in the late stage

to keep the noise under control. Though these conditions cover a broad family of
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stepsizes, they provide limited information on how to set stepsizes when SGD runs

for finite number of iterations.

The state-of-the-art SGD variants use adaptive stepsizes. Among them, AdaGrad

was proposed in Duchi et al. [2011] and has become the basis of all other adaptive opti-

mization algorithms used in machine learning, [e.g., Zeiler, 2012, Tieleman and Hinton,

2012, Kingma and Ba, 2015, Reddi et al., 2018].

AdaGrad can be reduced to SGD with a vector stepsize, that is, instead of using

a scalar as stepsize, it adopts different stepsize in each coordinate. In particular,

the iterates update itself with the following form: xt+1 = xt − ηtgt, where ηt =

(ηt,1, · · · , ηt,d) and

ηt,i =
c

√

ǫ+
∑t

j=1gj,i

, ǫ, c > 0, (1.6)

where the products of vectors are element-wise.

In words, AdaGrad updates ηt on the fly with the information of all previous

stochastic gradients observed on the go.

Towards the theory of these methods, adaptive stepsizes generally do not fit in

the conditions (1.5). For example, for AdaGard, when the stochastic gradients are

upper bounded by a constant, i.e., |gi,j| ≤ G,G > 0,

∞
∑

t=1

η2t,i =

∞
∑

t=1

c2

ǫ+
∑t

j=1 g
2
j,i

≥
∞
∑

t=1

c2

ǫ+ tG2
= ∞, i = 1, · · · , d .

In addition, the adaptive stepsizes are believed to require less tweaking to achieve

good performance in machine learning applications and we have partial explanations

in the convex setting, i.e sparsity of the gradients [Duchi et al., 2011]. However in

the nonconvex setting, little theory is known to explain the better performance. In-

deed, for a large number of SGD variants employed by practitioners, condition (1.5)

are not satisfied. In fact, these algorithms are often designed and analyzed for the

convex domain under restrictive conditions, e.g., bounded domains, or they do not
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provide convergence guarantees at all, [e.g., Zeiler, 2012], or even worse they are

known to fail to converge on simple one-dimensional convex stochastic optimization

problems [Reddi et al., 2018]. Even considering an infinite number of iterations, the

behavior of these algorithms is often unknown.

In Chapter 2, we focus on a generalized version of AdaGrad (Delayed AdaGrad),

with and without momentum, and present theoretical analysis in both convex and

nonconvex settings, going in the direction of closing the gap between theory and

practice. Continuing in this way, we then focus on SGD with two heuristic stepsizes:

exponential and cosine stepsizes and prove for the first time a convergence guarantee

in Chapter 3.

On the other hand, SGD with appropriate stepsizes is already optimal in all many

possible situations, which makes it unclear what kind of advantage we might show. An

interesting viewpoint is to go beyond worst-case analyses and show that these learning

rates provide SGD with some form of adaptivity to the characteristics of the function.

More specifically, an algorithm is considered adaptive (or universal) if it has the best

theoretical performance w.r.t. to a quantity X without the need to know it [Nesterov,

2015]. So, for example, it is possible to design optimization algorithms adaptive

to scale [Orabona and Pál, 2015], smoothness [Levy et al., 2018], noise [Levy et al.,

2018, Li and Orabona, 2019, 2020], and strong convexity [Cutkosky and Orabona,

2018]. On the other hand, as noted in Orabona [2019], it is remarkable that even

if most of the proposed step size strategies for SGD are called “adaptive”, for most

of them their analyses do not show any provable advantage over plain SGD nor any

form of adaptation to the intrinsic characteristics of the non-convex function. Follow-

ing this direction, we show the property of adaptive-to-noise for Delayed AdaGrad

(with momentum) in Chapter 2 and for SGD with cosine and exponential stepsizes

in Chapter 3, providing possible explanations for the empirical success of these kinds

8



of algorithms in practical machine learning applications.

1.1.2 Convergence of SGD with Momentum

SGD with Momentum includes several variants in the literature, such as the stochastic

version of the Heavy Ball momentum (SHB) [Polyak, 1964] and Nesterov’s momen-

tum (also called Nesterov Accelerate Gradient method) [Nesterov, 1983], as well as

exponential moving average of the (stochastic) gradients used to replace the gradi-

ents in the updates [Kingma and Ba, 2015, Reddi et al., 2016, Alacaoglu et al., 2020,

Liu et al., 2020]. In this dissertation, we denote by Stochastic Gradient Descent with

Momentum (SGDM) the following updates

xt+1 = xt − ηtmt, mt = βtmt−1 + νtgt, (1.7)

where νt > 0 and 0 ≤ βt ≤ 1. In particular, when νt = 1, it recovers the updates of

the stochastic version of the Heavy Ball momentum (SHB) [Polyak, 1964]. Instead,

when νt = 1 − βt, it recovers the variant with exponential moving average of the

stochastic gradients.

Momentum seem to accelerate the training process in machine learning optimiza-

tion. However, due to the presence of noise, our theoretical understanding of the

advantage of SGD with momentum over SGD is not clear. Indeed, recent stud-

ies [Liu and Belkin, 2019, Kidambi et al., 2018] reveal that SGD with either Polyak

momentum or Nesterov momentum does not guarantee an accelerated rate of conver-

gence of noise nor any real advantage over plain SGD on linear regression problems.

In fact, a variant of SGD with momentum improves only the non-dominant terms

in the convergence rate on some specific stochastic problems [Dieuleveut et al., 2017,

Jain et al., 2018]. Moreover, often an idealized version of SGD with momentum

is used in the theoretical analysis rather than the actual one people use in prac-
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tice. For example, projections onto bounded domains at each step, averaging of

the iterates [e.g., Alacaoglu et al., 2020], and knowledge of the total number of it-

erations [Ghadimi and Lan, 2012] are often assumed. Overall, recent analyses seem

unable to pinpoint any advantage of using a momentum term in SGD in the stochastic

optimization of general convex functions.

To show a discriminant difference between SGD and SGD with Momentum, we

focus on the convergence of the last iterate of SGD with momentum for unconstrained

optimization of convex functions in Chapter 4. We first show that momentum does

not help to remove the lnT in the lower bound of the last iterate of SGD. Then,

motivated by this result, we analyze yet another variant of SGD with Momentum,

which yields the optimal convergence rate.

1.2 Contributions

We summarize the contributions of this thesis as follows.

• In Chapter 2, we present an analysis of a generalized version of the AdaGrad

(Delayed AdaGrad) step sizes. We prove for the first time in the nonconvex

setting almost sure convergence to zero of the gradients of SGD with both

coordinate-wise and global versions of these stepsizes. We prove that both

in the convex and nonconvex setting, the global Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes

adapts to the noise level with a convergence rate, which interpolates between

the convergence rate of Gradient Descent and the one of SGD, depending on

the noise level. We further present a high probability analysis of SGD with

momentum and adaptive learning rates. We show the first high probability

convergence rates, which are adaptive to the level of noise, for the gradients of

Delayed AdaGrad in the nonconvex setting.

• In Chapter 3, we provide the very first convergence results for SGD with two
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popular stepsizes: exponential and cosine step sizes, which are simple to use, em-

pirically successful, but lack a theoretical justification. We show that, in the case

when the function satisfies the PL condition [Polyak, 1963, Łojasiewicz, 1963,

Karimi et al., 2016], both exponential step size and cosine step size strategies

automatically adapt to the level of noise of the stochastic gradients. Without

the PL condition, we show that SGD with either exponential step sizes or co-

sine step sizes has an (almost) optimal convergence rate for smooth non-convex

functions.

• In Chapter 4, we present an analysis of the convergence of the last iterate of SGD

with momentum. We show for the first time that the last iterate of SGDM can

have a suboptimal convergence rate for any constant momentum setting. Based

on this fact, we investigate a class of Follow-The-Regularized-Leader-based mo-

mentum algorithms (FTRL-based SGDM). We show the optimal convergence

of their last iterate for unconstrained convex stochastic problems without pro-

jections onto bounded domain nor prior knowledge of the number of iterations.

1.3 Notation

We use bold letters to denote vectors and matrices, e.g, x ∈ R
d, and use ordinary let-

ters to denote scalars. The coordinate j of a vector x is denoted by xj and as (∇f(x))j
for the gradient ∇f(x). To keep the notation concise, all standard operations xy,

1/x, x2, x1/2 and max(x,y) on the vectors x,y are supposed to be element-wise. We

denote by E[·] the expectation with respect to the underlying probability space and

by Et[·] the conditional expectation with respect to the past. P denotes the probabil-

ity of an event. As mentioned in Section 1.1, we denote by gt , g(xt, ξt). Also , we

denote the j-th element of the vector gi asgi,j. Any norm without particular notation

is the ℓ2 norm.
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Chapter 2

Adaptive Stepsize

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we focus on a generalized version of the adaptive stepsizes popular-

ized by AdaGrad [Duchi et al., 2011] and present an analysis of the convergence of

SGD (with momentum) with these stepsizes.

We analyze two types of step size: a global step size

ηt =
α

(

β +
∑t−1

i=1 ‖gi‖2
)1/2+ǫ

, (2.1)

and a coordinate-wise one ηt = (ηt,1, . . . , ηt,d),

ηt,j =
α

(

β +
∑t−1

i=1 g
2
i,j

)1/2+ǫ
, j = 1, . . . , d (2.2)

where α > 0 and β, ǫ ≥ 0.

With ǫ = 0, (2.1) have been used in online convex optimization to achieve adaptive

regret guarantees, [e.g., Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2013, Orabona and Pál, 2015].

The additional parameter ǫ allows us to increase the decrease rate of the stepsize

and it will be critical to obtain our almost sure convergence results.

In this chapter, we address the following two basic questions and answer positively

to both of them.

• Are there conditions under which the generalized AdaGrad stepsize converge

almost surely with an infinite number of iterations in the non-convex setting?

12



• Are there conditions under which the rate is better than the one of the plain

SGD with decreasing stepsizes?

In particular, in Section 2.4, we prove an asymptotic convergence to zero of the

gradients of SGD with these stepsizes in the nonconvex case. In Section 2.5, we prove

a convergence rate for SGD with a global version of these stepsizes, showing that they

adapt to the noise level, in both convex and nonconvex cases. Last, in Section 2.6, we

analyze its momentum variant and extend the nonconvex results to a high-probability

analysis.

2.2 Related Work

Adaptive stepsizes in the convex world Adaptive stepsizes were first proposed

in the online learning literature [Auer et al., 2002] and adopted into the stochastic

optimization one later [Duchi et al., 2011]. In particular, Duchi et al. [2011] prove

that AdaGrad can converge faster if the gradients are sparse and the function is

convex. Yet, most of these studies assumed the optimization to be constrained in

a convex bounded set, which is often false in many applications of optimization for

machine learning. Yousefian et al. [2012] analyze different adaptive stepsizes, but only

for strongly convex optimization. Wu et al. [2018] have analyzed a choice of adaptive

stepsizes similar to the global stepsizes we consider, but their result in the convex

setting requires the norm of the gradients strictly greater than zero. Levy et al.

[2018] propose an acceleration method with adaptive stepsizes which are also similar

to our global ones, proving the Õ(1/T 2) convergence in the deterministic smooth case

and Õ(1/
√
T ) in both general deterministic case and stochastic smooth case, but

requiring a bounded-domain assumption.

13



Convergence of SGD in the nonconvex setting The convergence of a random

iterate of SGD for non-convex smooth functions has been proved by Ghadimi and Lan

[2013], and it was already implied by the results in Bottou [1991]. With additional

regularity assumptions, these results imply almost sure convergence of the gradient to

zero [Bottou, 1991, Bottou et al., 2018]. Bottou [1998] assume that beyond a certain

horizon the update always moves the iterate closer to the origin on average, which im-

plies the confinement in a bounded domain and, in turn, the almost sure convergence.

On the other hand, the weakest assumptions for the almost sure convergence of SGD

for non-convex smooth functions have been established in Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis

[2000]: the variance of the noise on the gradient in xt can grow as 1 + ‖∇f(xt)‖2, f

is lower bounded, and the stepsizes satisfy
∑∞

t=1 ηt = ∞ and
∑∞

t=1 η
2
t <∞. However,

both approaches do not cover adaptive stepsizes.

Adaptive stepsize in nonconvex setting The first work we know on adaptive

stepsizes for non-convex stochastic optimization is Kresoja et al. [2017]. Kresoja et al.

[2017] study the convergence of a choice of adaptive stepsizes that require access to the

function values, under strict conditions on the direction of the gradients. Wu et al.

[2018] also consider adaptive stepsizes, but they only consider deterministic gradients

in the non-convex setting. Independently, Ward et al. [2019] improved their guar-

antees proving results similar to our Theorems 3 and 4. In contrast to Ward et al.

[2019], we do not require the assumption of bounded expected squared norm of the

stochastic gradients but the choices of our parameter depend on the Lipschitzness

L. Some other related works were proposed after our submission. Zhou et al. [2018]

analyze an adaptive gradient method in the non-convex setting, but their bounds give

advantages only in very sparse case.

A weak condition for almost sure convergence to the global optimum of non-

convex functions was proposed in Bottou [1998] and recently independently repro-
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posed in Zhou et al. [2017]. However, this condition implies the very strong assump-

tion that the gradients never point in the opposite direction of the global optimum.

In this chapter, in our most restrictive case in Section 2.4, we will only assume the

function to be smooth and Lipschitz.

High probability bounds The results on high probability bounds are relatively

rare compared to those in expectation, which are easier to obtain. Kakade and Tewari

[2009] used Freeman’s inequality to prove high probability bounds for an algorithm

solving the SVM objective function. For classic SGD, Harvey et al. [2019b] and

Harvey et al. [2019a] used a generalized Freedman’s inequality to prove bounds in

non-smooth and strongly convex case, while Jain et al. [2021] proved the optimal

bound for the last iterate of SGD with high probability. As far as we know, there are

currently no high probability bounds for adaptive methods in the nonconvex setting.

2.3 Keeping the Update Direction Unbiased

A key difference between the generalized AdaGrad stepsizes in (2.1) and (2.2) with

the AdaGrad stepsizes in Duchi et al. [2011] is the fact that g(xt, ξt) is not used in

ηt. It is easy to see that doing otherwise introduces a spurious bias in the update

direction and we show an example as follows.

Example 1. There exist a differentiable convex and smooth function, an additive

noise on the gradients satisfying ‖g(x, ξ) − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ S, S > 0, and a sequence of

gradients such that for a given t we have Eξt [〈ηt+1g(xt, ξt),∇f(xt)〉] < 0.

We now present the details of Example 1. Consider the function f(x) = 1
2
x2. The

gradient in t-th iteration is ∇f(xt) = xt. Let the stochastic gradient be defined as

gt = ∇f(xt) + ξt, where P (ξt = σt) =
7
15

, P (ξt = −3
2
σt) =

1
5

and P (ξt = −1
2
σt) =

1
3
.
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Let A ,
∑t−1

i=1 g
2
i + β. Then

〈Etηt+1gt,∇f(xt)〉

= α

[

7

15

(xt + σt)xt

[A+ (xt + σt)2]
1
2
+ǫ

+
1

5

(xt − 3
2
σt)xt

[A+ (xt − 3
2
σt)2]

1
2
+ǫ

+
1

3

(xt − 1
2
σt)xt

[A + (xt − 1
2
σt)2]

1
2
+ǫ

]

.

This expression can be negative, for example, setting xt = 1, σt = 10, A = 10, ǫ = 0

or ǫ = 0.1. In words, including the current noisy gradient in ηt (that is, using ηt+1)

can make the algorithm deviate in expectation more than 90 degrees from the correct

direction. So, in the following, we will analyze this minor variant of the AdaGrad

stepsizes. We call this variant Delayed AdaGrad stepsize.

2.4 Almost Sure Convergence for Nonconvex functions

In this section, we show that SGD with Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes in (2.1) and (2.2)

allows to decrease the gradients to zero almost surely, that is, with probability 1.

This is considered a required basic property for any optimization algorithm.

As shown in Chapter 1, the stepsizes in (2.1) and (2.2) do not satisfy
∑∞

i=1 η
2
t <∞,

not even in expectation. Hence, the results here cannot be obtained from the classic

results in stochastic approximation [e.g., Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis, 2000].

Here, we will have to assume our strongest assumptions. In particular, we will

need the function to be Lipschitz and the noise to have bounded support. This is

mainly needed in order to be sure that the sum of the stepsizes diverges.

We now state our almost sure convergence results.

Theorem 1. Assume f is M-smooth, L-Lipschitz and there exists S > 0 such that

‖g(x, ξ) − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ S, ∀x. The stepsizes are chosen as in (2.1), where α, β > 0

and ǫ ∈ (0, 1
2
]. Then, the gradients of SGD converge to zero almost surely. Moreover,

lim inft→∞ ‖∇f(xt)‖2t1/2−ǫ = 0 almost surely.

We also state a similar result for the coordinate-wise stepsizes in (2.2).
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Theorem 2. Under the assumptions in Theorem 1, the stepsizes are given by a

diagonal matrix ηt whose diagonal values are defined in (2.2), where α, β > 0 and

ǫ ∈ (0, 1
2
]. Then, the gradients of SGD converges to zero almost surely. Moreover,

lim inft→∞ ‖∇f(xt)‖2t1/2−ǫ = 0 almost surely.

As far as we know, the above theorems are the first results on the almost sure

convergence of the gradients using generalized AdaGrad stepsizes and assuming ǫ > 0.

In particular, Theorem 2 is the first theoretical support for the common heuristic of

selecting the last iterate, rather than the minimum over the iterations.

For the proofs of the above theorems, we will need some technical lemmas.

Lemma 1. [Alber et al., 1998, Proposition 2][Mairal, 2013, Lemma A.5] Let (at)t≥1,

(bt)t≥1 be two non-negative real sequences. Assume that
∑∞

t=1 atbt converges and
∑∞

t=1 at diverges, and there exists K ≥ 0 such that |bt+1 − bt| ≤ Kat. Then bt

converges to 0.

Proof of Lemma 1. Since the series
∑∞

t=1 at diverges, given that
∑∞

t=1 atbt converges,

we necessarily have lim inft→∞ bt = 0. So there exists a subsequence {bi(t)} of {bt}
such that limt→∞ bi(t) = 0.

Let us proceed by contradiction and assume that there exists some α > 0 and

some other subsequence {bm(t)} of {bt} such that bm(t) ≥ α for all t. In this case, we

can construct a third subsequence {bj(t)} of {bt} where the sub-indices j(t) are chosen

in the following way:

j(0) = min{l ≥ 0 : bl ≥ α} (2.3)

and, given j(2t),

j(2t+ 1) = min{l ≥ j(2t) : bl ≤
1

2
α}, (2.4)

j(2t+ 2) = min{l ≥ j(2t+ 1) : bl ≤
1

2
α} . (2.5)

Note that the existence of {bi(t)} and {bm(t)} guarantees that j(t) is well defined.

Also by (2.4) and (2.5)

bl ≤
α

2
, for j(2t) ≤ l ≤ j(2t + 1)− 1 .
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Then, denoting φt =
∑j(2t+1)−1

l=2t al, we have

∞ >
∞
∑

t=1

atbt ≥
∞
∑

t=1

j(2t+1)−1
∑

l=2t

albl ≤
α

2

∞
∑

t=1

φt .

Therefore, we have limt→∞ φt = 0.

On the other hand, by (2.4) and (2.5), we have bj(2t) ≥ α, bj(2t+1) ≤ 1
α
, so that

α

2
≤ bj(2t) − bj(2t+1) =

j(2t+1)−1
∑

l=j(2t)

(bl − bl+1) ≤
j(2t+1)−1
∑

l=j(2t)

Kal = Kφt .

So φt ≥ α
2K

, which is in contradiction with limt→∞ φt = 0. Therefore, bt goes to

zero.

Lemma 2. Let a0 > 0, ai ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . , T and β > 1. Then
∑T

t=1
at

(a0+
∑t

i=1 ai)
β ≤

1

(β−1)aβ−1
0

.

Lemma 3. Let ai ≥ 0, . . . , T and f : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) nonincreasing function.

Then

T
∑

t=1

atf

(

a0 +

t
∑

i=1

ai

)

≤

∑T
t=0 at
∫

a0

f(x)dx .

Proof. Denote by st =
∑t

i=0 ai.

aif(si) =

si
∫

si−1

f(si)dx ≤
si
∫

si−1

f(x)dx .

Summing over i = 1, . . . , T , we have the stated bound.

Proof of Lemma 2. The proof is immediate from Lemma 3.

We now state a Lemma that allows us to study the progress made in T steps.

Lemma 4. Assume f is M-smooth and Eξ[g(x, ξ)] = ∇f(x) for any x ∈ R
d. Then,

the iterates of SGD with stepsizes ηt ∈ R
d×d satisfy the following inequality
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E

[

T
∑

t=1

〈∇f(xt),ηt∇f(xt)〉
]

≤ f(x1)− f ∗ +
M

2
E

[

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtg(xt, ξt)‖2
]

.

Proof of Lemma 4. From (1.4), we have

f(xt+1) ≤ f(xt) + 〈∇f(xt),xt+1 − xt〉+
M

2
‖xt+1 − xt‖2

= f(xt) + 〈∇f(xt),ηt(∇f(xt)− gt)〉

− 〈∇f(xt),ηt∇f(xt)〉+
M

2
‖ηtgt‖2.

Taking the conditional expectation with respect to ξ1, . . . , ξt−1, we have that

Et[〈∇f(xt),ηt(∇f(xt)− gt)〉] = 〈∇f(xt),ηt∇f(xt)− ηtEt[gt]〉 = 0.

Hence, from the law of total expectation, we have

E [〈∇f(xt),ηt∇f(xt)〉] ≤ E

[

f(xt)− f(xt+1) +
M

2
‖ηtgt‖2

]

.

Summing over t = 1 to T and lower bounding f(xT+1) with f ⋆, we have the stated

bound.

With Lemma 1 - Lemma 4, we can prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. From the result in Lemma 4, taking the limit for T → ∞ and

exchanging the expectation and the limits because the terms are non-negative, we

have

E

[ ∞
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

≤ f(x1)− f ⋆ +
M

2
E

[ ∞
∑

t=1

‖ηtg(xt, ξt)‖22

]

.

Observe that
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∞
∑

t=1

‖ηtg(xt, ξt)‖2 =
∞
∑

t=1

η2t+1‖g(xt, ξt)‖2 +
∞
∑

t=1

(η2t − η2t+1)‖g(xt, ξt)‖2

≤ α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+max

t≥1
‖g(xt, ξt)‖2

∞
∑

t=1

(η2t − η2t+1)

≤ α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+max

t≥1
‖g(xt, ξt)‖2η21

≤ α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+ 2η21 max

t≥1
‖∇f(xt)‖2 + ‖∇f(xt)− g(xt, ξt)‖2

≤ α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+ 2

α2

β1+2ǫ
(L2 + S2) <∞, (2.6)

where in the first inequality we have used Lemma 2, and in the third one the

elementary inequality ‖x+ y‖2 ≤ 2‖x‖2 + 2‖y‖2.
Hence, we have E [

∑∞
t=1 ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2] < ∞. Now, note that E[X ] < ∞, where

X is a non-negative random variable, implies that X < ∞ with probability 1. In

fact, otherwise P[X = ∞] > 0 implies E[X ] ≥
∫

X=∞ xdP(X) = ∞, contradicting our

assumption. Hence, with probability 1, we have
∑∞

t=1 ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2 <∞.

Now, observe that the Lipschitzness of f and the bounded support of the noise

on the gradients gives

∞
∑

t=1

ηt =

∞
∑

t=1

α

(β +
∑t−1

i=1 ‖g(xi, ξi)‖2)1/2+ǫ
≥

∞
∑

t=1

α

(β + 2(t− 1)(L2 + S2))1/2+ǫ
= ∞ .

Using the fact the f is L-Lipschitz and M-smooth, we have

∣

∣‖∇f(xt+1)‖2 − ‖∇f(xt)‖2
∣

∣

= (‖∇f(xt+1)‖+ ‖∇f(xt)‖) · |‖∇f(xt+1)‖ − ‖∇f(xt)‖|
≤ 2LM‖xt+1 − xt‖ = 2LM‖ηtg(xt, ξt)‖
≤ 2LM(L+ S)ηt .

Hence, we can use Lemma 1 to obtain limt→∞ ‖∇f(xt)‖2 = 0.
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For the second statement, observe that, with probability 1,

∞
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2t1/2−ǫ α

t(2L2 + 2S2 + β)1/2+ǫ
≤

∞
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2 <∞,

where in the first inequality we used the Lipschitzness of f and the bounded

support of the noise on the gradients. Hence, noting that
∑∞

t=1
1
t
= ∞, we have that

lim inft→∞ ‖∇f(xt)‖2t1/2−ǫ = 0.

Proof of Theorem 2. We proceed similarly to the proof of Theorem 1, to get

E

[ ∞
∑

t=1

〈∇f(xt),ηt∇f(xt)〉
]

≤ f(x1)− f(x⋆) +
M

2
E

[ ∞
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖22

]

.

Observe that

∞
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2 =
∞
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

η2t,ig
2
t,i =

d
∑

i=1

∞
∑

t=1

η2t,ig
2
t,i <∞,

where the last inequality comes from the same reasoning in (2.6). Hence, we have

E

[ ∞
∑

t=1

〈∇f(xt),ηt∇f(xt)〉
]

<∞ .

Hence, with probability 1, we have

∞
∑

t=1

〈∇f(xt),ηt∇f(xt)〉 =
∞
∑

t=1

d
∑

j=1

ηt,j∇f(xt)
2
j =

d
∑

j=1

∞
∑

t=1

ηt,j∇f(xt)
2
j <∞ .

and, for any j = 1, . . . , d,
∞
∑

t=1

ηt,j(∇f(xt))
2
j <∞ .

Now, observe that the Lipschitzness of f and the bounded support of the noise on

the gradients gives

∞
∑

t=1

ηt,j =
∞
∑

t=1

α

(β +
∑t−1

i=1(g(xi, ξi)j)2)
1/2+ǫ

≥
∞
∑

t=1

α

(β + 2(t− 1)(L2 + S2))1/2+ǫ
= ∞ .
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Using the fact the f is L-Lipschitz and M-smooth, we also have

∣

∣((∇f(xt+1))j)
2 − ((∇f(xt))j)

2
∣

∣

= ((∇f(xt+1))j + (∇f(xt))j) · |(∇f(xt+1))j − (∇f(xt))j|
≤ 2LM‖xt+1 − xt‖ = 2LM‖ηtgt‖ ≤ 2LM(L+ S)ηt .

Hence, we case use Lemma 1 to obtain

lim
t→∞

((∇f(xt))j)
2 = 0 .

For the second statement, observe that, with probability 1,

∞
∑

t=1

((∇f(xt))j)
2t

1/2−ǫ α

t(2L2 + 2S2 + β)1/2+ǫ
≤

∞
∑

t=1

ηt,j(∇f(xt))j)
2 <∞ .

Hence, noting that
∑∞

t=1
1
t
= ∞, we have that lim inft→∞((∇f(xt))j)

2t1/2−ǫ = 0.

2.5 Adaptive Convergence Rates

We will now show that the global Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes give rise to adaptive

convergence rates. In particular, we will show that for a large range of the parameters

α, β, ǫ and independently from the noise variance σ, the algorithms will have a faster

convergence when σ is small and worst-case optimal convergence when σ is large.

Recall that to achieve the same behavior with SGD we should use a different stepsize

for each level of noise. In the following, we will consider both the convex and non-

convex cases.

2.5.1 Adaptive Convergence for Convex Functions

As a warm-up, in this section, we show that the global stepsizes (2.1) give adaptive

rates of convergence that interpolate between the rate of GD and SGD, for a wide

range of the parameters α, β, and ǫ and without knowledge of the variance of the

noise. Note that, differently from the other proofs on SGD with adaptive rates [e.g.,
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Duchi et al., 2011], we do not assume to use projections onto bounded domains. This

makes our novel proof more technically challenging, but at the same time, it mirrors

the setting of many applications of SGD in machine learning optimization problems.

We make the following assumption on the stochastic gradients g(x, ξ).

Assumption A1. Eξ

[

exp
(

‖g(x,ξ)−∇f(x)‖2
σ2

)]

≤ exp(1), ∀x.

The above assumption has been already used by Nemirovski et al. [2009] to prove

high-probability convergence guarantees. This condition allows to control the ex-

pectation of the maximum of the noise terms ‖∇f(x) − g(x, ξ)‖2. Using Jensen’s

inequality, this condition implies a bounded variance of the noise.

Theorem 3. Assume f is convex, M-smooth and the stochastic gradients satisfy

Assumption A1. Let the stepsizes set as in (2.1), where α, β > 0, 0 ≤ ǫ < 1
2
, and

4αM < β1/2+ǫ. Then, the iterates of SGD satisfy the following bound

E

[

(f(x̄T )− f(x⋆))
1/2−ǫ

]

≤ 1

T 1/2−ǫ
max

(

2
1

1/2−ǫM
1/2+ǫγ,

(

β + Tσ2
)1/4−ǫ2

γ
1/2−ǫ

)

,

where x̄T = 1
T

∑T
t=1 xt and γ =















O

(

1+α2 lnT
α(1− 4αM√

β
)

)

, for ǫ = 0

O

(

1+α2( 1
ǫ
+σ2 lnT )

α(1− 4αM

β
1/2+ǫ

)

)

, for ǫ > 0.

Remark. Using Markov’s inequality, from the above bound it is immediate to get

that, with probability at least 1− δ, we have

f(x̄T )− f(x⋆) ≤ 1

δ
1

1/2−ǫT
max

(

M
1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫγ

1
1/2−ǫ , (β + Tσ2)

1/2+ǫγ

)

.

Up to polylog terms, if σ = 0 this recovers the GD rate, O( 1
T
), and otherwise we

get the worst-case optimal rate of SGD, O( 1√
T
). The same behavior was proved in

Dekel et al. [2012] with the knowledge of σ and stepsize depending on it. Instead,

here we do not need to know the noise level or assume a bounded domain. In the case

the constants of the slow term are small compared with the ones of the first term,
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we can expect a first quick convergent phase, followed by a slow one, as it is often

observed in empirical experiments.

For the proof, we need the following technical lemmas.

Lemma 5. If f is M-smooth, then ‖∇f(x)‖2 ≤ 2M(f(x)−miny f(y)), ∀x.

Proof of Lemma 5. From (1.4), for any x,y ∈ R
d, we have

f(x+ y) ≤ f(x) + 〈∇f(x),y〉+ M

2
‖y‖2 .

Take y = − 1
M
∇f(x), to have

f(x+ y) ≤ f(x) +

(

1

2M
− 1

M

)

‖∇f(x)‖2 .

Hence,

‖∇f(x)‖2 ≤ 2M(f(x)− f(x+ y)) ≤ 2M(f(x)−min
u

f(u)) .

Lemma 6. If x ≥ 0 and x ≤ C(A +Bx)
1
2
+ǫ, then

x < max([C(2B)
1
2
+ǫ]

1
1/2−ǫ , C(2A)

1
2
+ǫ) .

Proof of Lemma 6. If A ≤ Bx, then x ≤ C(2Bx)
1
2
+ǫ, so x ≤

[

C(2B)
1
2
+ǫ
]

1
1/2−ǫ

. And

if A > Bx, then x < C(2A)
1
2
+ǫ. Taking the maximum of the two cases, we have the

stated bound.

Lemma 7. If x ≥ 0, A,C,D ≥ 0, B > 0, and x2 ≤ (A + Bx)(C +D ln(A + Bx)),

then x < 32B3D2 + 2BC + 8B2D
√
C + A/B.

Proof of Lemma 7. Assume that Bx > A. We have that

x2 ≤ (A+Bx)(C +D ln(A+ Bx)) < 2Bx(C +D ln(2Bx)) < 2Bx(C + 2D
√
2Bx),

that is

x < 2BC + 4BD
√
2Bx .

We can solve this inequality, to obtain

x < 32B3D2 + 2BC + 8B2D
√
C .
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On the other hand, if Bx ≤ A, we have x ≤ A
B

. Taking the sum of these two case, we

have the stated bound.

Lemma 8. If x, y ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ p ≤ 1, then (x+ y)p ≤ xp + yp.

Proof of Lemma 8. Let f(x) = (x + y)p − xp − yp. We can see that f ′(x) = p(x +

y)p−1 − pxp−1 ≤ 0 when x, y ≥ 0. So f(x) ≤ f(0) = 0. The inequality holds.

Lemma 9. If x > 0, α > 0, then ln(x) ≤ α(x
1
α − 1).

Proof of Lemma 9. Let f(x) = ln(x) − αx
1
α + α. f ′(x) = 1

x
− x

1
α
−1 is positive when

0 < x < 1, f ′(1) = 0 and f ′(x) < 0 when x > 1. So f(x) ≤ f(1) = 0. The inequality

holds.

Lemma 10. Suppose that f is M-smooth and the stochastic gradients satisfy As-

sumption A1. The stepsizes are chosen as (2.1), where α, β, ǫ ≥ 0. Then,

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t ‖g(xt, ξt)‖2
]

≤ K +
4α2

β1+2ǫ
(1 + lnT )σ2

+
4α

β1/2+ǫ
E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

,

(2.7)

where in the case of ǫ = 0, K = 2α2 ln

(

√

β + 2Tσ2 +
√
2E

[

√

∑T
t=1 ‖∇f(xt)‖2

])

,

when ǫ > 0, K = α2

2ǫβ2ǫ .

Proof of Lemma 10. Using the assumption on the noise, we have

exp

(

E [max1≤i≤T ‖∇f(xi)− gi‖2]
σ2

)

≤ E

[

exp

(

max1≤i≤T ‖∇f(xi)− gi‖2
σ2

)]

= E

[

max
1≤i≤T

exp

(‖∇f(xi)− gi‖2
σ2

)]

≤
T
∑

i=1

E

[

exp

(‖∇f(xi)− gi‖2
σ2

)]

=
T
∑

i=1

E

[

Ei

[

exp

(‖∇f(xi)− gi‖2
σ2

)]]

≤ Te,
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that implies

E

[

max
1≤i≤T

‖∇f(xi)− gi‖2
]

≤ σ2(1 + lnT ) . (2.8)

Hence, when ǫ > 0, we have

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t ‖gt‖2
]

= E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t+1‖gt‖2 +
T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2(η2t − η2t+1)

]

= E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t+1‖gt‖2 +
T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2(ηt + ηt+1)(ηt − ηt+1)

]

≤ E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t+1‖gt‖2 +
T
∑

t=1

2ηt‖gt‖2(ηt − ηt+1)

]

≤ α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+ 2η1E

[

max
1≤t≤T

ηt‖gt‖2
]

≤ α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+ 4η1E

[

max
1≤t≤T

ηt
(

‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 + ‖∇f(xt)‖2
)

]

≤ α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+ 4η21(1 + lnT )σ2 + 4η1E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

=
α2

2ǫβ2ǫ
+

4α2

β1+2ǫ
(1 + lnT )σ2 +

4α

β
1
2
+ǫ
E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

,

where in second inequality we used Lemma 2 and in fourth one we used (2.8). Note

that the analysis after the second inequality also holds when ǫ = 0.

And when ǫ = 0, we have

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t+1‖gt‖2
]

= E

[

T
∑

t=1

α2‖gt‖2
(β +

∑t
i=1 ‖gi‖2)

]

≤ 2α2
E



ln





√

√

√

√β +
T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2








≤ 2α2
E



ln





√

√

√

√β + 2
T
∑

t=1

‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 +

√

√

√

√2
T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2








≤ 2α2 ln





√

β + 2Tσ2 +
√
2E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2






 ,
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where in first inequality we used Lemma 9 and in the third one we used Jensen’s

inequality. Putting things together, we have

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t ‖gt‖2
]

= E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t+1‖gt‖2 +
T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2(η2t − η2t+1)

]

≤ 2α2 ln





√

β + 2Tσ2 +
√
2E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2








+
4α2

β
(1 + lnT )σ2 +

4α

β
1
2

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

.

Now we can proof Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3. For simplicity, denote by δt := f(xt) − f(x⋆) and by ∆ :=
∑T

t=1 δt.

From the update of SGD we have that

‖xt+1 − x⋆‖2 − ‖xt − x⋆‖2 = −2ηt〈g(xt, ξt),xt − x⋆〉+ η2t ‖g(xt, ξt)‖2.

Taking the conditional expectation with respect to ξ1, . . . , ξt−1, we have that

Et[〈g(xt, ξt),xt − x⋆〉] = 〈∇f(xt),xt − x⋆〉 ≥ δt,

where in the inequality we used the fact that f is convex. Hence, summing over t = 1

to T , we have

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηtδt

]

≤ 1

2
‖x⋆ − x1‖2 +

1

2
E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t ‖g(xt, ξt)‖2
]

.

From Lemma 5 and Lemma 10, when ǫ > 0 we have that

(

1− 4αM

β1/2+ǫ

)

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηtδt

]

≤ 1

2
‖x⋆ − x1‖2 +

α2

4ǫβ2ǫ
+

2α2

β1+2ǫ
(1 + lnT )σ2. (2.9)
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On the other hand, when ǫ = 0 we have

(

1− 4αM

β1/2

)

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηtδt

]

≤ 1

2
‖x1 − x⋆‖2 + 2α2

β
(1 + lnT )σ2

+ α2 ln
(

√

β + 2Tσ2 + 2
√
ME

[√
∆
])

.

(2.10)

We can also lower bound the l.h.s. of (2.9) and (2.10) with

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηtδt

]

≥ E [ηT∆] ≥
(

E
[

∆1/2−ǫ
])

1
1/2−ǫ

(

E

[

( 1
ηT
)
1/2−ǫ
1/2+ǫ

])

1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫ

, (2.11)

where the second inequality is due to Hölder’s inequality, i.e. E[Bp] ≥ E[AB]p

E[Aq]p/q
, with

1
p
= 1

2
− ǫ, 1

q
= 1

2
+ ǫ, A = ( 1

ηT
)
1
p , and B = [ηT∆]

1
p . We also have

1

ηT
=

1

α

(

β +
T−1
∑

t=1

‖g(xt, ξt)‖2
)1/2+ǫ

≤ 1

α

(

β + 2

T−1
∑

t=1

(

‖∇f(xt)− g(xt, ξt)‖2 + ‖∇f(xt)‖2
)

)1/2+ǫ

≤ 1

α

(

β + 2

T−1
∑

t=1

(

‖∇f(xt)− g(xt, ξt)‖2 + 2Mδt
)

)1/2+ǫ

,

where in the first inequality we used the elementary inequality ‖x+y‖2 ≤ 2‖x‖2+
2‖y‖2 and Lemma 5 in the second one.

Define

γ =
1

α(1− 4αM
β1/2+ǫ )

(

‖x⋆ − x1‖2 +
4α2

β1+2ǫ
(1 + lnT )σ2

)

+K,

where K will be defined in the following for the case ǫ = 0 and ǫ > 0.
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When ǫ > 0, we have

1

γ
1/2−ǫ
1/2+ǫ

(

E
[

∆
1/2−ǫ

])
1

1/2+ǫ ≤ α
1/2−ǫ
1/2+ǫE





(

1

ηT

)

1/2−ǫ
1/2+ǫ





≤ E

[

(

β + 2
T−1
∑

t=1

(‖∇f(xt)− g(xt, ξt)‖2 + 2Mδt)
)1/2−ǫ

]

≤ E





(

β + 2
T−1
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)− g(xt, ξt)‖2
)1/2−ǫ



+ E





(

4M
T−1
∑

t=1

δt

)1/2−ǫ




≤
(

β + 2(T − 1)σ2
)1/2−ǫ

+ (4M)
1/2−ǫ

E
[

∆
1/2−ǫ

]

, (2.12)

where in the third inequality we used Lemma 8 and we define K =
α2

2ǫβ2ǫ

α(1− 4αM

β
1/2+ǫ

)
.

Proceeding in the same way, for the case ǫ = 0 we get

(

E

[√
∆
])2

≤
(

A+BE

[√
∆
])

×
(

C +D ln
(

A+BE

[√
∆
]))

,

where A =
√

β + 2Tσ2, B = 2
√
M , D = α

1− 4αM√
β

and C = β‖x1−x
⋆‖2+4α2(1+lnT )σ2

2αβ(1− 4αM√
β

)
.

Using Lemma 7, we have that

E

[√
∆
]

≤ 32B3D2 + 2BC + 8B2D
√
C +

A

B
.

We use this upper bound in the logarithmic term, so that for ǫ ≥ 0, we have (2.12)

again, this time with K = D ln(2A+ 32B4D2 + 2B2C + 8B3D
√
C) = O( lnT

1− 4αM√
β

).

Hence, we proceed using Lemma 6 to have for ǫ ≥ 0

E
[

∆
1/2−ǫ

]

≤ max

(

2
1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫ (4M)

1/2+ǫγ, 2
1/2+ǫγ

1/2−ǫ
(

β + 2Tσ2
)1/4−ǫ2

)

. (2.13)

Using Jensen’s inequality on the l.h.s. of last inequality concludes the proof.

2.5.2 Adaptive Convergence for Non-Convex Functions

We now prove that the Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes in (2.1) allow a faster convergence

of the gradients to zero when the noise over the gradients is small.

Given that SGD is not a descent method, we are not aware of any result of conver-
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gence with an explicit rate for the last iterate for non-convex functions. Hence, here

we will prove a convergence guarantee for the best iterate over T iterations rather than

for the last one. Note that choosing a random stopping time as in Ghadimi and Lan

[2013] would be equivalent in expectation to choose the best iterate. For simplicity,

we choose to state the theorem for the best iterate.

Theorem 4. Suppose that f is M-smooth and the stochastic gradients satisfy As-

sumption A1. Let the stepsizes set as (2.1), where α, β > 0, ǫ ∈ (0, 1
2
), and 2αM <

β
1
2
+ǫ. Then, the iterates of SGD satisfy the following bound

E

[

min
1≤t≤T

‖∇f(xt)‖1−2ǫ

]

≤ 1

T 1/2−ǫ
max

(

2
1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫγ, 2

1/2+ǫ
(

β + 2Tσ2
)1/4−ǫ2

γ
1/2−ǫ

)

,

where γ =















O

(

1+α2 lnT
α(1− 2α√

β
)

)

for ǫ = 0

O

(

1+α2( 1
ǫ
+σ2 lnT )

α(1− 2α

β
1/2+ǫ

)

)

for ǫ > 0 .

Remark. Using Markov’s inequality it’s easy to get that, with probability at least

1− δ,

min
1≤t≤T

‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤
1

δ
1

1/2−ǫT
max

(

2
1/2+ǫγ

1
1/2−ǫ , 2

1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫ (β + 2Tσ2)

1/2+ǫγ

)

. (2.14)

This theorem mirrors Theorem 3, proving again a convergence rate that is adaptive

to the noise level. Hence, the same observations on adaptation to the noise level and

convergence hold here as well. The main difference w.r.t. Theorem 3 is that here we

only prove that the gradients are converging to zero rather than the suboptimality

gap, because we do not assume convexity.

Note that such bounds were already known with an oracle tuning of the stepsizes,

in particular with the knowledge of the variance of the noise, see, e.g., Ghadimi and Lan

[2013]. In fact, the required stepsize in the deterministic case must be constant, while

it has to be of the order of O( 1
σ
√
t
) in the stochastic case. However, here we obtain the
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same behavior automatically, without having to estimate the variance of the noise,

thanks to the adaptive stepsizes. This shows for the first time a clear advantage of

the global generalized AdaGrad stepsizes over plain SGD.

Proof of Theorem 4. For simplicity, denote by ∆ :=
∑T

t=1 ‖∇f(xt)‖2.
From Lemma 4, we have

T
∑

t=1

E[ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2] ≤ f(x1)− f ⋆ +
M

2
E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t ‖g(xt, ξt)‖2
]

.

Using Lemma 10, we can upper bound the expected sum in the r.h.s. of the last

inequality. When ǫ > 0, we have

(

1

1− 2αM
β1/2+ǫ

)

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

≤ f(x1)− f ⋆ +
α2M

4ǫβ2ǫ
+

2α2σ2M

β1+2ǫ
(1 + lnT ) .

(2.15)

When ǫ = 0, we have

(

1

1− 2αM√
β

)

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

≤ f(x1)− f ⋆ +Mα2 ln





√

β + 2Tσ2 +
√
2E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2








+
2αM

β
(1 + lnT )σ2 . (2.16)

With similar methods in the proof of Theorem 3, we lower bound the l.h.s. of

both (2.15) and (2.16) with

E

[

T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2
]

≥ E [ηT∆] = E [ηT∆] ≥
(

E
[

∆1/2−ǫ
])

1
1/2−ǫ

(

E

[

( 1
ηT
)
1/2−ǫ
1/2+ǫ

])

1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫ

.

We also have
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1

ηT
=

1

α

(

β +

T−1
∑

t=1

‖g(xt, ξt)‖2
)1/2+ǫ

≤ 1

α

(

β + 2

T−1
∑

t=1

(

‖∇f(xt)− g(xt, ξt)‖2 + ‖∇f(xt)‖2
)

)1/2+ǫ

.

Define

γ =
1

α(1− 2αM

β1/2+ǫ )

(

f(x1)− f ⋆ +
2α2M

β1+2ǫ
σ2

)

+K,

where K will be defined separately for the case ǫ = 0 and ǫ > 0.

When ǫ > 0, we have

(

E
[

∆
1/2−ǫ

])
1

1/2−ǫ ≤ αγ

(

E

[

(
1

ηT
)
1/2−ǫ
1/2+ǫ

])

1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫ

≤ γ



E





(

β + 2
T−1
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)− g(xt, ξt)‖2
)1/2−ǫ





+2E





(

T−1
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2
)1/2−ǫ









1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫ

≤ γ
(

(

β + 2Tσ2
)1/2−ǫ

+ 2E
[

∆
1/2−ǫ

]

)

1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫ

. (2.17)

where in this case we define K =
αM

4ǫβ2ǫ

α(1− 2αM

β
1/2+ǫ

)
. Proceeding in the same way, when ǫ = 0,

we have

(

E

[√
∆
])2

≤
(

A+BE

[√
∆
])

×
(

C +D ln
(

A+BE

[√
∆
]))

,

where A =
√

β + 2Tσ2, B =
√
2, D = αM

1− 2αM√
β

, C = β(f(x1)−f⋆)+2α(1+ln T )σ2

αβ(1− 2αM√
β

)
.

Using Lemma 7, we have that

32



E

[√
∆
]

≤ 32B3D2 + 2BC + 8B2D
√
C +

A

B
.

Similar with Theorem 3, we use this upper bound in the logarithmic term so that

for ǫ ≥ 0, we have (2.17) again, this time with K = D ln(2A + 32B4D2 + 2B2C +

8B3D
√
C) = O( lnT

1− 2αM
β

).

Hence, we proceed using Lemma 6 to have for ǫ ≥ 0

E
[

∆
1/2−ǫ

]

≤ max

(

2
1/2+ǫ
1/2−ǫγ, 2

1/2+ǫ
(

β + 2Tσ2
)1/4−ǫ2

γ
1/2−ǫ

)

.

Lower bounding E
[

∆1/2−ǫ
]

by T 1/2−ǫ
E [min1≤t≤T ‖∇f(xt)‖1−2ǫ], we have the stated

bound.

2.6 A High Probability Analysis for SGD with Momentum

In the previous sections, we presented the convergence rates in expectation. Indeed,

the classic analysis of convergence for SGD in the nonconvex setting uses analysis in

expectation. However, expectation bounds do not rule out extremely bad outcomes.

As pointed out by Harvey et al. [2019a], it is a misconception that for the algorithms

who have expectation bounds it is enough to pick the best of several independent runs

to have a high probability guarantee: It can actually be a computational inefficient

procedure. Moreover, in practical applications like deep learning, it is often the case

that only one run of the algorithm is used since the training process may take a

long time. Hence, it is essential to get high probability bounds that guarantee the

performance of the algorithm on single runs.

In this section, we overcome this problem by proving a high probability analysis

of SGD with momentum and adaptive learning rates.
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2.6.1 A General Analysis for Algorithms with Momentum

We consider a generic stochastic optimization algorithm with Polyak’s momen-

tum [Polyak, 1964, Qian, 1999, Sutskever et al., 2013], also known as the Heavy-ball

algorithm or classic momentum, see Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Algorithms with Momentum

1: Input: m0 = 0, {ηt}Tt=1, 0 < µ ≤ 1, x1 ∈ R
d

2: for t = 1, . . . , T do

3: Get stochastic gradient gt = g(xt, ξt)
4: mt = µmt−1 + ηtgt

5: xt+1 = xt −mt

6: end for

Two forms of momentum, but not equivalent. First, we want to point out that

there two forms of Heavyball algorithms are possible. The first one is in Algorithm 1,

while the second one is

mt = µmt−1 + gt,

xt+1 = xt − ηtmt .
(2.18)

This second is used in many practical implementations, see, for example, Py-

Torch [Paszke et al., 2019]. It would seem that there is no reason to prefer one over

the other. However, here we argue that the classic form of momentum is the right

one if we want to use adaptive learning rates. To see why, let’s unroll the updates in

both cases. Using the update in Algorithm 1, we have

xt+1 = xt − ηtgt − µηt−1gt−1 − µ2ηt−1gt−2 . . . ,

while using the update in (2.18), we have

xt+1 = xt − ηtgt − µηtgt−1 − µ2ηtgt−2 . . . .
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In words, in the first case the update is composed of a sum of weighted gradients,

each one multiplied by a learning rate we decided in the past. On the other hand, in

the update (2.18) the update is composed of a sum of weighted gradients, each one

multiplied by the current learning rate. From the analysis point of view, the second

update destroys the independence between the past and the future, introducing a

dependency that breaks our analysis, unless we introduce very strict conditions on

the gradients. On the other hand, the update in Algorithm 1 allows us to carry out the

analysis because each learning rate was chosen only with the knowledge of the past.

Note that this is a known problem in adaptive algorithms: the lack of independence

between past and present is exactly the reason why Adam fails to converge on simple

1d convex problems, see for example the discussion in Savarese et al. [2019].

It is interesting to note that usually people argue that these two types of updates

for momentum are usually considered equivalent. This seems indeed true only if the

learning rates are not adaptive.

Assumptions on learning rates Note that in the pseudo-code we do not specify

the learning rates ηt ∈ R
d. In fact, our analysis covers the case of generic learning

rates and adaptive ones too. We only need the following assumptions on the stepsizes

ηt:

Assumption C1. ηt is non-increasing, i.e., ηt+1 ≤ ηt, ∀t.

Assumption C2. ηt is independent with ξt.

The first assumption is very common [e.g., Duchi et al., 2011, Reddi et al., 2018,

Chen et al., 2019, Zhou et al., 2018]. Indeed, AdaGrad has the non-increasing step

sizes by the definition. Also, Reddi et al. [2018] has claimed that the main issue of the

divergences of Adam and RMSProp lies in the positive definiteness of 1/ηt − 1/ηt−1.

The need for the second assumption is technical and shared by similar analysis

[Savarese et al., 2019].
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High probability guarantee Adaptive learning rates and in general learning rates

that are decided using previous gradients become stochastic variables. This makes the

high probability analysis more complex. Hence, we use a new concentration inequality

for martingales in which the variance is treated as a random variable, rather than a

deterministic quantity. We use this concentration in the proof of Lemma 12. Our

proof, in the Appendix, merges ideas from the related results in Beygelzimer et al.

[2011, Theorem 1] and Lan et al. [2012, Lemma 2]. A similar result has also been

shown by Jin et al. [2019, Lemma 6]. The following general lemma allows to analyze

these kinds of algorithms. We will then instantiate it for Delayed AdaGrad stepsize.

Lemma 11. Assume that Z1, Z2, ..., ZT is a martingale difference sequence with re-

spect to ξ1, ξ2, ..., ξT and Et [exp(Z
2
t /σ

2
t )] ≤ exp(1) for all 1 ≤ t ≤ T , where σt is a

sequence of random variables with respect to ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξt−1. Then, for any fixed λ > 0

and δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ, we have

T
∑

t=1

Zt ≤
3

4
λ

T
∑

t=1

σ2
t +

1

λ
ln

1

δ
.

Proof of Lemma 11. Set Z̃t = Zt/σt. By the assumptions of Zt and σt, we have

Et[Z̃t] =
1

σt
Et[Zt] = 0 and Et

[

exp
(

Z̃2
t

)]

≤ exp(1) .

By Jensen’s inequality, it follows that for any c ∈ [0, 1],

Et

[

exp
(

cZ̃2
t

)]

= Et

[(

exp
(

Z̃2
t

))c]

≤
(

Et

[

exp
(

Z̃2
t

)])c

≤ exp(c) . (2.19)

Also it can be verified that exp(x) ≤ x+exp(9x2/16) for all x, hence for |κ| ∈ [0, 4/3]

we get

Et

[

exp
(

κZ̃t

)]

≤ Et

[

exp
(

9κ2Z̃2
t /16

)]

≤ exp
(

9κ2/16
)

≤ exp
(

3κ2/4
)

. (2.20)

where in the second inequality, we used (2.19). Besides, kx ≤ 3k2/8 + 2x2/3 holds
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for any k and x. Hence for |κ| ≥ 4/3, we get

Et

[

exp
(

κZ̃t

)]

≤ exp
(

3κ2/8
)

Et

[

exp
(

2Z̃2
t /3
)]

≤ exp
(

3κ2/8 + 2/3
)

≤ exp
(

3κ2/4
)

,

(2.21)

where in the second inequality we used (2.19). Combining (2.20) and (2.21), we get

∀κ,
Et

[

exp
(

κZ̃t

)]

≤ exp
(

3κ2/4
)

. (2.22)

Note that the above analysis for (2.22) still hold when κ is a random variable with

respect to ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξt−1. So for Zt, we have Et [exp (λZt)] ≤ exp (3λ2σ2
t /4) , λ > 0.

Define the random variables Y0 = 1 and Yt = Yt−1 exp (λZt − 3λ2σ2
t /4) , 1 ≤ t ≤

T . So, we have EtYt = Yt−1 exp (−3λ2σ2
t /4) · Et [exp (λZt)] ≤ Yt−1. Now, taking full

expectation over all variables ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξT , we have

EYT ≤ EYT−1 ≤ · · · ≤ EY0 = 1 .

By Markov’s inequality, P
(

YT ≥ 1
δ

)

≤ δ, and YT = exp
(

λ
∑T

t=1 Zt − 3
4
λ2
∑T

t=1 σ
2
t

)

,

we have

P

(

YT ≥ 1

δ

)

= P

(

λ

T
∑

t=1

Zt −
3

4
λ2

T
∑

t=1

σ2
t ≥ ln

1

δ

)

= P

(

T
∑

t=1

Zt ≥
3

4
λ

T
∑

t=1

σ2
t +

1

λ
ln

1

δ

)

≤ δ,

which completes the proof.

We can now present a general lemma, that allows to analyze SGD with momentum

with adaptive learning rates. We will then instantiate it for particular examples.

Lemma 12. Assume f is M-smooth and the stochasitc gradient is unbiased and

satisfies Assumption A1. Also, suppose that the stepsizes satisfy Assumption C1

and C2. Then, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ, the iterates of

Algorithm 1 satisfy

T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉 ≤ 3‖η1‖σ2(1− µT )2

(1− µ)2
ln

1

δ
+ 2(f(x1)− f ⋆) +

M(3 − µ)

1− µ

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2 .
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Lemma 12 accomplishes the task of upper bounding the inner product
∑T

t=1〈ηt∇f(xt),mt〉. Then, it is easy to lower bound the l.h.s by
∑T

t=1〈ηT ,∇f(xt)
2〉

using the assumption C1 followed by the upper bound of
∑T

t=1 ‖ηtgt‖2 based on the

setting of ηt.

To prove Lemma 12, we first need the following technical Lemma.

Lemma 13. ∀T ≥ 1, it holds

T
∑

t=1

at

t
∑

i=1

bi =
T
∑

t=1

bt

T
∑

i=t

ai and
T
∑

t=1

at

t−1
∑

i=0

bi =
T−1
∑

t=0

bt

T
∑

i=t+1

ai .

Proof. We prove these equalities by induction. When T = 1, they obviously hold.

Now, for k < T , assume that
∑k

t=1 at
∑t

i=1 bi =
∑k

t=1 bt
∑k

i=t ai. Then, we have

k+1
∑

t=1

at

t
∑

i=1

bi =

k
∑

t=1

at

t
∑

i=1

bi + ak+1

k+1
∑

i=1

bi =

k
∑

t=1

bt

k
∑

i=t

ai + ak+1

k
∑

i=1

bi + ak+1bk+1

=

k
∑

t=1

bt

k+1
∑

i=t

ai + ak+1bk+1 =

k+1
∑

t=1

bt

k+1
∑

i=t

ai .

Hence, by induction, the equality is proved.

Similarly, for second equality assume that for k < T we have
∑k

t=1 at
∑t−1

i=0 bi =
∑k−1

t=0 bt
∑k

i=t+1 ai.

Then, we have

k+1
∑

t=1

at

t−1
∑

i=0

bi =

k
∑

t=1

at

t−1
∑

i=0

bi + ak+1

k
∑

i=0

bi =

k−1
∑

t=0

bt

k
∑

i=t+1

ai + ak+1

k−1
∑

i=0

bi + ak+1bk

=

k−1
∑

t=0

bt

k+1
∑

i=t+1

ai + ak+1bk =

k
∑

t=0

bt

k+1
∑

i=t+1

ai .

By induction, we finish the proof.

Now we can proof Lemma 12.

Proof of Lemma 12. By the smoothness of f and the definition of xt+1, we have

f(xt+1)− f(xt) ≤ −〈∇f(xt),mt〉+
M

2
‖mt‖2 . (2.23)
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We now upper bound −〈∇f(xt),mt〉.

− 〈∇f(xt),mt〉
= −µ〈∇f(xt),mt−1〉 − 〈∇f(xt),ηtgt〉
= −µ〈∇f(xt−1),mt−1〉 − µ〈∇f(xt)−∇f(xt−1),mt−1〉 − 〈∇f(xt),ηtgt〉
≤ −µ〈∇f(xt−1),mt−1〉+ µ‖∇f(xt)−∇f(xt−1)‖‖mt−1‖ − 〈∇f(xt),ηtgt〉
≤ −µ〈∇f(xt−1),mt−1〉+ µM‖mt−1‖2 − 〈∇f(xt),ηtgt〉,

where the second inequality is due to the smoothness of f . Hence, iterating the

inequality we have

−〈∇f(xt),ηtmt〉 ≤ −µ2〈∇f(xt−2),mt−2〉+ µ2M‖mt−2‖2 + µM‖mt−1‖2

− µ〈∇f(xt−1),ηt−1gt−1〉 − 〈∇f(xt),ηtgt〉

≤M

t−1
∑

i=1

µt−i‖mi‖2 −
t
∑

i=1

µt−i〈∇f(xi),ηigi〉 .

Thus, denoting by ǫt = gt−∇f(xt) and summing (2.23) over t from 1 to T , we obtain

f ⋆ − f(x1) ≤ f(xT+1)− f(x1)

≤M

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

i=1

µt−i‖mi‖2 −
T
∑

t=1

t
∑

i=1

µt−i〈∇f(xi),ηigi〉+
T
∑

t=1

M

2
‖mt‖2

≤M
T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

i=1

µt−i‖mi‖2 −
T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉 −

T
∑

t=1

t
∑

i=1

µt−i〈∇f(xi),ηiǫi〉

+

T
∑

t=1

M

2
‖mt‖2 .

By Lemma 13, we have

M

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

i=1

µt−i‖mi‖2 ≤
M

1− µ

T
∑

t=1

‖mt‖2 .
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Also, by Lemma 13, we have

−
T
∑

t=1

t
∑

i=1

µt−i〈∇f(xi),ηiǫi〉 = −
T
∑

t=1

µ−t〈∇f(xt),ηtǫt〉
T
∑

i=t

µi

= − 1

1− µ

T
∑

t=1

〈∇f(xt),ηtǫt〉(1− µT−t+1) , ST .

We then upper bound ST . Denote by Lt := −1−µT−t+1

1−µ
〈∇f(xt),ηtǫt〉, and Nt :=

(1−µT−t+1)2

(1−µ)2
‖ηt∇f(xt)‖2σ2.

Using the assumptions on the noise, for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , we have

exp

(

L2
t

Nt

)

≤ exp

(‖ηt∇f(xt)‖2‖ǫt‖2(1− µT−t+1)2/(1− µ)2

Nt

)

= exp

(‖ǫt‖2
σ2

)

≤ exp(1) .

We can also see that for any t, Et[Lt] = −1−µT−t+1

1−µ

∑d
i=1 ηt,i∇f(xt)iEt[ǫt,i] = 0. Thus,

from Lemma 11, with probability at least 1− δ, any λ > 0, we have

ST =
T
∑

t=1

Lt ≤
3

4
λ

T
∑

t=1

Nt +
1

λ
ln

1

δ

≤ 3λ(1− µT )2

4(1− µ)2

T
∑

t=1

‖ηt∇f(xt)‖2σ2 +
1

λ
ln

1

δ

≤ 3λ‖η1‖(1− µT )2

4(1− µ)2

T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉σ2 +

1

λ
ln

1

δ
.

Finally, we upper bound
∑T

t=1 ‖mt‖2. From the convexity of ‖ · ‖2, we have

‖mt‖2 =
∥

∥

∥

∥

µmt−1 + (1− µ)
ηtgt

1− µ

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ µ‖mt−1‖2 +
1

1− µ
‖ηtgt‖2 .
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Summing over t from 1 to T , we have

T
∑

t=1

‖mt‖2 ≤
T
∑

t=1

µ‖mt−1‖2 +
1

1− µ

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2

=
T−1
∑

t=1

µ‖mt‖2 +
1

1− µ

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2

≤
T
∑

t=1

µ‖mt‖2 +
1

1− µ

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2,

where in the first equality we used m0 = 0. Reordering the terms, we have that

T
∑

t=1

‖mt‖2 ≤
1

(1− µ)2

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2 .

Combining things together, and taking λ = 2(1−µ)2

3‖η1‖(1−µT )2σ2 , with probability at least

1− δ, we have

f ⋆ − f(x1) ≤
1

λ
ln

1

δ
+

T
∑

t=1

[(

M

2
+

M

1− µ

)

‖ηtgt‖2

−
(

1− 3λ‖η1‖(1− µT )2σ2

4(1− µ)2

)

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉
]

=
3‖η1‖(1− µT )2σ2

2(1− µ)2
ln

1

δ
+

T
∑

t=1

[

(3− µ)M

2(1− µ)
‖ηtgt‖2 −

1

2
〈ηt,∇f(xt)

2〉
]

.

Rearranging the terms, we get the stated bound.

2.6.2 SGD with Momentum with 1√
t
Learning Rates

As a warm-up, we now use Lemma 12 to prove a high probability convergence guar-

antee for the simple case of deterministic learning rates of ηt,i =
c√
t
.

Theorem 5. Let T the number of iterations of Algorithm 1. Assume f is M-smooth

and the stochastic gradient is unbiased and satisfies Assumption A1. Set step size

ηt as ηt,i = c√
t
, i = 1, . . . , d, where c ≤ 1−µT

4M(3−2µ)
. Then, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with
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probability at least 1− δ, the iterates of Algorithm 1 satisfy

min
1≤t≤T

‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤
4(f(x1)− f ⋆)

c
√
T

+
6(1− µT )2σ2

(1− µ)2
√
T

+
4(3− µ)cMσ2 ln 2Te

δ
lnT

(1− µ)
√
T

.

The proof of this Theorem 5 makes use of the following additional Lemma on the

tail of sub-gaussian noise.

Lemma 14. Assume A1, then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ, we

have

max
1≤t≤T

‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 ≤ σ2 ln
Te

δ
.

Proof. By Markov’s inequality, for any A > 0,

P

(

max
1≤t≤T

‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 > A

)

= P

(

exp

(

max1≤t≤T ‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2
σ2

)

> exp

(

A

σ2

))

≤ exp

(

− A

σ2

)

E

[

exp

(

max1≤t≤T ‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2
σ2

)]

= exp

(

− A

σ2

)

E

[

max
1≤t≤T

exp

(‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2
σ2

)]

≤ exp

(

− A

σ2

) T
∑

t=1

E

[

exp

(‖∇f(xt)− gt‖2
σ2

)]

≤ exp

(

− A

σ2
+ 1

)

T .

Now we prove Theorem 5.

Proof of Theorem 5. With the fact that ‖a+ b‖2 ≤ 2‖a‖2 + 2‖b‖2, we have

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2 =
T
∑

t=1

η2t ‖gt‖2 ≤
T
∑

t=1

2η2t ‖∇f(xt)‖2 +
T
∑

t=1

2η2t ‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2

≤
T
∑

t=1

2η2t ‖∇f(xt)‖2 + max
1≤t≤T

‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2
T
∑

t=1

2η2t .

By Lemma 14, Lemma 12 and the union bound, we have that with probability at
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least 1− δ,

ηT
2

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤
(

1− 2M(3− µ)

1− µ
η1

) T
∑

t=1

ηt‖∇f(xt)‖2

≤ 2(f(x1)− f ⋆) +
2(3− µ)c2Mσ2 ln 2Te

δ
lnT

1− µ

+
3c(1− µT )2σ2

(1− µ)2
ln

1

δ
.

Rearranging the terms and lower bounding
∑T

t=1 ‖∇f(xt)‖2 by

T min1≤t≤T ‖∇f(xt)‖2, we have the stated bound.

2.6.3 Delayed AdaGrad with Momentum

Now, we are going to prove the convergence rate of Delayed AdaGrad with momentum.

Recall that the step sizes are defined as ηt = (ηt,j)j=1,...,d

ηt,j =
α

√

β +
∑t−1

i=1 g
2
i,j

, j = 1, . . . , d, (2.24)

where α, β > 0. Obviously, (2.24) satisfies Assumption C1 and C2. Hence, we are

able to apply Lemma 12 to analyze this variant. Moreover, for Delayed AdaGrad, we

upper bound
∑T

t=1 ‖ηtgt‖2 with the following lemma, whose proof is in the Appendix.

Lemma 15. Assume f is M-smooth and the stochasitc gradient is unbiased and

satisfies Assumption A1. Let ηt set as in (2.24), where α, β > 0. Then, for any

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

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2 ≤
4dα2σ2

β
ln

2Te

δ
+

4α√
β

T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉

≤ 2α2d ln





√

β +
2Tσ2 ln 2Te

δ

d
+

√

√

√

√

2

d

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2


 .
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Proof of Lemma 15. First, we separate
∑T

t=1 ‖ηtgt‖2 into two terms:

T
∑

t=1

‖ηtgt‖2 =
T
∑

t=1

‖ηt+1gt‖2 +
T
∑

t=1

〈η2
t − η2

t+1, g
2
t 〉 .

Then, we proceed

T
∑

t=1

〈η2
t − η2

t+1, g
2
t 〉 =

d
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

(η2t,i − η2t+1,i)g
2
t,i

≤
d
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

2ηt,ig
2
t,i(ηt,i − ηt+1,i)

≤ 2
d
∑

i=1

max
1≤t≤T

ηt,ig
2
t,i

T
∑

t=1

(ηt,i − ηt+1,i)

≤ 2
d
∑

i=1

η1,i max
1≤t≤T

ηt,ig
2
t,i

≤ 4

d
∑

i=1

η1,i max
1≤t≤T

ηt,i
(

g2t,i −∇f(xt)
2
i

)

+ 4

d
∑

i=1

η1,i

T
∑

t=1

ηt,i∇f(xt)
2
i

≤ 4

d
∑

i=1

η21,i max
1≤t≤T

|g2t,i −∇f(xt)
2
i |+ 4

d
∑

i=1

η1,i

T
∑

t=1

ηt,i∇f(xt)
2
i

≤ 4dα2

β
max
1≤t≤T

‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 +
4α√
β

T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉 . (2.25)

Using Lemma 14 on (2.25), for δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ
2
, we have

T
∑

t=1

〈η2
t − η2

t+1, g
2
t 〉 ≤

4dα2σ2

β
ln

2Te

δ
+

4α√
β

T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉 . (2.26)
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We now upper bound
∑T

t=1 ‖ηt+1gt‖2:

T
∑

t=1

‖ηt+1gt‖2 =
d
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

α2g2t,i

β +
∑t

j=1 g
2
j,i

≤
d
∑

i=1

α2 ln

(

β +

T
∑

t=1

g2t,i

)

≤ α2d ln

(

β +
1

d

d
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

g2t,i

)

= 2α2d ln





√

√

√

√β +
1

d

T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2




≤ 2α2d ln





√

β +
2T

d
max
1≤t≤T

‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 +

√

√

√

√

2

d

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2


 ,

(2.27)

where in the first inequality we used Lemma 3 and in the second inequality we used

Jensen’s inequality. Then using Lemma 14 on (2.27), with probability at least 1− δ
2
,

we have

T
∑

t=1

‖ηt+1gt‖2 ≤ 2α2d ln





√

β +
2Tσ2

d
ln

2Te

δ
+

√

√

√

√

2

d

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2


 .

Putting things together, we have the stated bound.

We now present the convergence guarantee for Delayed AdaGrad with momentum.

Theorem 6 (Delayed AdaGrad with Momentum). Under the same assumptions in

Lemma 15. Let ηt set as in (2.24), where α, β > 0 and 4α ≤
√
β(1−µ)2

2M(1+µ)
. Then, for any

δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ, the iterates of Algorithm 1 satisfy

min
1≤t≤T

‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤
1

T
max

(

4C(T )2

α2
,
C(T )

α

√

2β + 4Tσ2 ln
3Te

δ

)

,
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where C(T ) = O





1
α
+

d

(

α+σ2

(

α ln T
δ
+

ln 1
δ

1−µ

))

1−µ



.

Adaptivity to noise Observe that when σ = 0, the convergence rate recovers the

rate of Gradient Descent if O( 1
T
) with a constant learning rate. On the other hand, in

the noisy case, it matches the rate of SGD O( σ√
T
) with the optimal worst-case learning

rate of O( 1
σ
√
t
). In other words, with a unique learning rate, we recover two different

optimal convergence rates that require two different learning rates and the knowledge

of σ. This adaptivity of Delayed AdaGrad was already proved in Li and Orabona

[2019], but only in expectation and without a momentum term.

Dependency on µ Observe that the convergence upper bound increases over µ ∈

(0, 1) and the optimal upper bound is achieved when taking the momentum parameter

µ = 0. In words, the algorithms without momentums have the best theoretical results.

This is a known caveat for this kind of analysis and a similar behavior w.r.t. µ is

present, e.g., in Zou et al. [2018, Theorem 1] for algorithms with Polyak’s momentum.

Proof of Theorem 6. By Lemma 12 and Lemma 15, for δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at

least 1− 2
3
δ, we have

(

1− 4αM(3 − µ)√
β(1− µ)

) T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉

≤ 2(f(x1)− f ⋆) +
M(3 − µ)

1− µ

(

K +
4dα2σ2

β
ln

3Te

δ

)

+
3‖η1‖σ2(1− µT )2

(1− µ)2
ln

3

δ
.

where K denotes 2α2d ln

(

√

β + 2Tσ2

d
ln 2Te

δ
+
√

2
d

√

∑T
t=1 ‖∇f(xt)‖2

)

for concise-

ness.
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Rearranging the terms, we have

T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉

≤ 1

1− 4αM(3−µ)√
β(1−µ)

[

2(f(x1)− f ⋆) +
M(3 − µ)

1− µ

(

K +
4dα2σ2

β
ln

3Te

δ

)

+
3‖η1‖σ2(1− µT )2

(1− µ)2
ln

3

δ

]

≤ 4(f(x1)− f ⋆) +
2M(3− µ)

1− µ

(

K +
4dα2σ2

β
ln

3Te

δ

)

+
3‖η1‖σ2(1− µT )2

(1− µ)2
ln

3

δ

, C(T ),

(2.28)

where in the second inequality we used 4α ≤
√
β(1−µ)

2M(3−µ)
. Also, we have

T
∑

t=1

〈ηt,∇f(xt)
2〉 ≥

T
∑

t=1

〈ηT ,∇f(xt)
2〉

=

d
∑

i=1

α
∑T

t=1∇f(xt)
2
i

√

β +
∑T

t=1 g
2
t,i

≥
d
∑

i=1

α
∑T

t=1∇f(xt)
2
i

√

β + 2
∑T

t=1∇f(xt)2i + 2
∑T

t=1(gt,i −∇f(xt)i)2

≥
d
∑

i=1

α
∑T

t=1∇f(xt)
2
i

√

β + 2
∑d

i=1

∑T
t=1∇f(xt)2i + 2

∑d
i=1

∑T
t=1(gt,i −∇f(xt)i)2

≥ α
∑T

t=1 ‖∇f(xt)‖2
√

β + 2
∑T

t=1 ‖∇f(xt)‖2 + 2T max1≤t≤T ‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2
.

By Lemma 14, with probability at least 1− δ, we have

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤
C(T )

α
×

√

√

√

√β + 2
T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2 + 2Tσ2 ln
3Te

δ
. (2.29)
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RHS of (2.29)

≤ C(T )

α
×





√

β + 2Tσ2 ln
3Te

δ
+

√

√

√

√2

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2




≤



C +D ln



A +B

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2






×



A+B

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2


 , (2.30)

where A =
√

β + 2Tσ2 ln 3Te
δ

, B =
√
2, C = 4(f(x1)−f⋆)

α
+ 8M(3−µ)dασ2

β(1−µ)
ln 3Te

δ

+3d(1−µT )2σ2

β(1−µ)2
ln 3

δ
and D = 4αdM(3−µ)

1−µ
. Using Lemma 7, we have that

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤ 32B3D2 + 2BC + 8B2D
√
C +

A

B
. (2.31)

We use this upper bound in the logarithmic term of (2.30). Thus, we have (2.29)

again, this time with

C(T ) = C +D ln(2A+ 32B4D2 + 2B2C + 8B3D
√
C)

= O





1

α
+
d
(

α + σ2
(

α ln T
δ
+

ln 1
δ

1−µ

))

1− µ



 .

Solving (2.30) by Lemma 6 and lower bounding
∑T

t=1 ‖∇f(xt)‖2 by

T min1≤t≤T ‖∇f(xt)‖2, we get the stated bound.

2.7 Conclusion

This chapter provides convergence guarantees for SGD with Delayed AdaGrad step-

sizes, with and without momentum over smooth and (non)convex functions. We

believe these results have twofold importance. First, we go in the direction of closing

the gap between theory and practice for widely used optimization algorithms. Second,

our adaptive rates provide a possible explanation for the empirical success of these

kinds of algorithms in practical machine learning applications.
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Chapter 3

Exponential and Cosine Stepsize

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we look at the two simple to use and empirically successful step

size decay strategies, the exponential and the cosine step size (with and without

restarts) [Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017, He et al., 2019]. The exponential step size

is simply an exponential decaying step size. It is less discussed in the optimization

literature and it is also unclear who proposed it first, even if it has been known to

practitioners for a long time and already included in many deep learning software

libraries [e.g., Abadi et al., 2015, Paszke et al., 2019]. The cosine step size, which

anneals the step size following a cosine function, has exhibited great power in practice

but it does not have any theoretical justification.

We will use the following definition for the exponential step size

ηt = η0 · αt (3.1)

and for cosine step sizes

ηt =
η0
2

(

1 + cos
tπ

T

)

, (3.2)

where η0 > 0 is the initial stepsize, α ∈ (0, 1) is the decay rate.

For both these step size decay strategies, we prove for the first time a convergence

guarantee. Moreover, we show that they have (unsuspected!) adaptation properties.

Finally, our proofs reveal the hidden similarity between these two step sizes.
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Specifically, we show that in the case when the function satisfies the PL condi-

tion [Polyak, 1963, Łojasiewicz, 1963, Karimi et al., 2016], both exponential step size

and cosine step size strategies automatically adapt to the level of noise of the stochas-

tic gradients. Without the PL condition, we show that SGD with either exponential

step sizes or cosine step sizes has an (almost) optimal convergence rate for smooth

non-convex functions.

3.2 Related Work

Exponential step size To the best of our knowledge, the exponential step size

has been incorporated in Tensorflow [Abadi et al., 2015] and PyTorch [Paszke et al.,

2019], yet no convergence guarantee has ever been proved for it. The closest strategy

is the stagewise step decay, which corresponds to the discrete version of the expo-

nential step size we analyze. The stagewise step decay uses a piece-wise constant

step size strategy, where the step size is cut by a factor in each stage. [Yuan et al.,

2019, Ge et al., 2019, Davis et al., 2021, 2019]. The stagewise step decay approach

was first introduced in [Goffin, 1977] and used in many convex optimization prob-

lem [e.g., Hazan and Kale, 2011, Aybat et al., 2019, Kulunchakov and Mairal, 2019,

Ge et al., 2019]. Interestingly, Ge et al. [2019] also shows promising empirical re-

sults on non-convex functions, but instead of using their proposed decay strategy,

they use an exponentially decaying schedule, like the one we analyze here. The

only use of the stagewise step decay for non-convex functions we know are for sharp

functions [Davis et al., 2019] and weakly-quasi-convex functions [Yuan et al., 2019].

However, they do not show any adaptation property and they still do not consider

the exponential step size but its discrete version. As far as we know, we prove the

first theoretical guarantee for the exponential step size.
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Cosine step decay Cosine step decay was originally presented in Loshchilov and Hutter

[2017] with two tunable parameters. Later, He et al. [2019] proposed a simplified

version of it with one parameter. However, there is no theory for this strategy

though it is popularly used in the practical world [Liu et al., 2018, Zhang et al.,

2019c, Lawen et al., 2019, Zhang et al., 2019b, Ginsburg et al., 2019, Cubuk et al.,

2019, Zhao et al., 2020, You et al., 2020, Chen et al., 2020, Grill et al., 2020]. As far

as we know, we prove the first theoretical guarantee for the cosine step decay and the

first ones to hypothesize and prove the adaptation properties of the cosine decay step

size.

SGD with the PL condition The PL condition was proposed by Polyak [1963]

and Łojasiewicz [1963]. It is the weakest assumption we know to prove linear rates

on non-convex functions. For SGD, Karimi et al. [2016] proved the rate of O (1/µ2T )

for polynomial step sizes assuming Lipschitz and smooth functions, where µ is the PL

constant. Note that the Lipschitz assumption hides the dependency of convergence

and step sizes from the noise. It turns out that the Lipschitz assumption is not

necessary to achieve the same rate. Considering functions with finite-sum structure,

Reddi et al. [2016], Lei et al. [2017] and Li et al. [2020] proved improved rates for

variance reduction methods. The convergence rate that we show for the exponential

step size is new in the literature on the minimization of PL functions. Concurrently

with our work, Khaled and Richtárik [2020] obtained the same convergence result

with the PL condition for SGD with a stepsize that is constant in the first half and

then decreases polynomially.

3.3 Assumptions

As in the previous chapter, we consider to minimize a smooth function f . Sometimes,

we will also assume the function f satisfies
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Assumption B. f satisfies the µ-PL condition, that is, for some µ > 0, 1
2
‖∇f(x)‖2 ≥

µ (f(x)− f ⋆) , ∀x.

In words, the gradient grows at least as the square root of the sub-optimality.

We will make the following assumption on the variance of the noise.

Assumption A2. For t = 1, 2, . . . , T , we assume Et[‖gt−∇f(xt)‖2] ≤ a‖∇f(xt)‖2+
b, where a, b ≥ 0.

This assumption on the noise is strictly weaker than the common assumption of as-

suming a bounded variance, i.e., Et[‖gt
−∇f(xt)‖2] ≤ σ2. Indeed, it recovers the bounded

variance case with a = 0 while also allowing for the variance to grow unboundedly far

from the optimum when a > 0. This is indeed the case when the optimal solution has

low training error and the stochastic gradients are generated by mini-batches. This

relaxed assumption on the noise was first used by Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis [1996] in

the analysis of the asymptotic convergence of SGD.

It is worth stressing that non-convex functions are not characterized by a particu-

lar property, but rather from the lack of a specific property: convexity. In this sense,

trying to carry out any meaningful analyses on the entire class of non-convex func-

tions is hopeless. So, the assumptions we use balance the trade-off of approximately

model many interesting machine learning problems while allowing to restrict the class

of non-convex functions on particular subsets where we can underline interesting be-

haviours.

More in detail, the smoothness assumption is considered “weak” and ubiquitous

in analyses of optimization algorithms in the non-convex setting. In many neural

networks, it is only approximately true because ReLUs activation functions are non-

smooth. However, if the number of training points is large enough, it is a good

approximation of the loss landscape.

On the other hand, the PL condition (Assumption B) is often considered a “strong”

condition. However, it was formally proved to hold locally in deep neural networks
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in Allen-Zhu et al. [2019]. Furthermore, Kleinberg et al. [2018] empirically observed

that the loss surface of neural networks has good one-point convexity properties,

and thus locally satisfies the PL condition. Of course, in our theorems we only

need it to hold along the optimization path and not over the entire space, as also

pointed out in Karimi et al. [2016]. So, while being strong, it actually models the

cases we are interested in. Moreover, dictionary learning [Arora et al., 2015], phase

retrieval [Chen and Candes, 2015], and matrix completion [Sun and Luo, 2016], all

satisfy the one-point convexity locally [Zhu, 2018], and in turn they all satisfy the PL

condition locally.

3.4 Convergence and Adaptivity of Cosine and Exponential

Step Sizes

Here, we present the guarantees of the exponential step size and the cosine step size

and their adaptivity property.

3.4.1 Noise and Step Sizes

For the stochastic optimization of smooth functions, the noise plays a crucial role in

setting the optimal step sizes: To achieve the best performance, we need two completely

different step size decay schemes in the noisy and noiseless case. In particular, if the

PL condition holds, in the noise-free case a constant step size is used to get a linear rate

(i.e., exponential convergence), while in the noisy case the best rate O(1/T ) is given

by time-varying step sizes O(1/(µt)) [Karimi et al., 2016]. Similarly, without the PL

condition, we still need a constant step size in the noise-free case for the optimal

rate whereas a O(1/
√
t) step size is required in the noisy case [Ghadimi and Lan,

2013]. Using a constant step size in noisy cases is of course possible, but the best

guarantee we know is converging towards a neighborhood of the critical point or the

optimum, instead of the exact convergence let alone the adaptivity to the noise, as
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shown in Theorem 2.1 of [Ghadimi and Lan, 2013] and Theorem 4 of [Karimi et al.,

2016]. Moreover, if the noise decreases over the course of the optimization, we should

change the step size as well. Unfortunately, noise levels are rarely known or measured.

On the other hand, an optimization algorithm adaptive to noise would always get the

best performance without changing its hyperparameters.

This means that for each noise level, namely mini-batch size in the finite-sum

scenario, we need to tune a different step size decay to obtain the best performance.

This process is notoriously tedious and time-consuming.

Another choice is the stagewise step decay. For example, Ge et al. [2019] propose

to start from a constant step size and cut it by a fixed factor every O(lnT ) steps,

decaying roughly to O (1/T ) after T iterations. However, in practice, deciding when

to cut the step size becomes a series of hyperparameters to tune, making this strategy

difficult to use in real-world applications.

We show that the above problems can be solved by using the exponential step

sizes In the following, we will show that exponential and cosine step sizes achieve

exactly this adaptation to noise. It is worth reminding the reader that any polynomial

decay of the step size does not give us this adaptation. So, let’s gain some intuition

on why this should happen with these two step sizes. In the early stage of the

optimization process, we can expect that the disturbance due to the noise is relatively

small compared to how far we are from the optimal solution. Accordingly, at this

phase, a near-constant step size should be used. More precisely, the proofs shows

that to achieve a linear rate we need
∑T

t=1 ηt = Ω(T ) or even
∑T

t=1 ηt = Ω(T/ lnT ).

This is exactly what happens with (3.1) and (3.2). On the other hand, when the

iterate is close to the optimal solution, we have to decrease the step size to fight with

the effects of the noise. In this stage, the exponential step size goes to 0 as O (1/T ),

which is the optimal step size used in the noisy case. Meanwhile, the last ith cosine
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step size is ηT−i =
η0
2
(1−cos iπ

T
) = η0 sin

2 iπ
2T

, which amounts O(1/T 2) when i is much

smaller than T .

Hence, the analysis shows that (3.1) and (3.2) are surprisingly similar, smoothly

varying from the near-constant behavior at the start and decreasing with a similar

pattern towards the end, and both will be adaptive to the noise level. Particularly,

the exponential step size is emulating the transition between the optimal constant one

at the beginning and optimal decreasing one towards the end in a smooth continuous

way. Next, we formalize these intuitions in convergence rates.

3.4.2 Convergence Guarantees

In this section, we will prove the convergence guarantees for these two step sizes. We

will first consider the case where the function is smooth and satisfies the PL condition.

Before we introduce the convergence rates for these two, let’s take a look at what are

the known rates under the same condition.

Karimi et al. [2016] proved that SGD with an appropriate step size will give a

O(1/T ) convergence for Lipschitz and PL functions. However, it is easy to see that

the Lipschitz assumption can be substituted by the smoothness one and obtain a rate

that depends on the variance of the noise. Even if this is a straightforward result, we

could not find it anywhere so we report here our proof.

Theorem 7. Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies µ-PL condition. Set the step sizes

as ηt = min
(

1
L(1+a)

, 2t+1
µ(t+1)2

)

. Then, SGD guarantees

f(xT+1)− f ⋆ ≤ L2(1 + a)b

2µ3T 2
+

2L

µ2T
b+ (f(x1)− f ⋆)

L2(1 + a)2

µ2T 2

(

1− µ

L(1 + a)

)
L(1+a)

µ

.

Proof. For simplicity, denote Ef(xt)− f ⋆ by ∆t. With the same analysis as in The-

orem 8, we have

∆t+1 ≤ (1− µηt)∆t +
L

2
η2t b .
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Denote by t⋆ = min
{

t : t2

2t+1
≤ L(1+a)−µ

µ

}

. When t ≤ t⋆, ηt =
1

L(1+a)
and we obtain

∆t+1 ≤
(

1− µ

L(1 + a)

)

∆t +
b

2L(1 + a)2
.

Thus, by Lemma 17, we get

∆t⋆ ≤
(

1− µ

L(1 + a)

)t⋆−1

∆1 +
b

2L(1 + a)2

t⋆
∑

i=0

(

1− µ

L(1 + a)

)t⋆−i

≤
(

1− µ

L(1 + a)

)t⋆

∆1 +
b

2µ(1 + a)
.

Instead, when t ≥ t⋆, ηt =
2t+1

µ(t+1)2
, we have

∆t+1 ≤
t2

(t+ 1)2
∆t +

L(2t + 1)2

2µ2(t + 1)4
b .

Multiplying both sides by (t+ 1)2 and denoting by δt = t2∆t, we get

δt+1 ≤ δt +
L(2t + 1)2

2µ2(t + 1)2
b ≤ δt +

2L

µ2
b .

Summing over t from t⋆ to T , we have

δT+1 ≤ δt⋆ +
2L(T − t⋆)

µ2
b .

Then, we finally get

∆T+1 ≤
t⋆2

T 2

(

1− µ

L(1 + a)

)t⋆

∆1 +
t⋆2b

2µ(1 + a)T 2
+

2L(T − t⋆)

µ2T 2
b

≤ L2(1 + a)2

µ2T 2

(

1− µ

L(1 + a)

)
L(1+a)

µ

∆1 +
L2(1 + a)b

2µ3T 2
+

2L

µ2T
b .

Now, we prove the convergence rates for these two stepsizes.

Theorem 8 (SGD with exponential step size). Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies µ-

PL condition. Suppose that the variance of the noise on stochastic gradients satisfies

Assumption A2. For a given T ≥ max{3, β} and η0 = (L(1 + a))−1, with step size

56



(3.1), SGD guarantees

Ef(xT+1)− f ⋆ ≤ 5LC(β)

e2µ2

ln2 T
β

T
b+ C(β) exp

(

−0.69µ

L+ a

(

T

ln T
β

))

· (f(x1)− f ⋆),

where C(β) , exp ((2µβ)/(L(1 + a) lnT/β)).

Choice of β Note that if β = L(1 + a)/µ, we get

Ef(xT+1)− f ⋆ ≤ O

(

exp

(

− µ

L+ a

(

T

ln µT
L

))

+
b ln2 µT

L

µ2T

)

.

In words, this means that we are basically free to choose β, but will pay an exponential

factor in the mismatch between β and L
µ
, which is basically the condition number for

PL functions. This has to be expected because it also happens in the easier case of

stochastic optimization of strongly convex functions [Bach and Moulines, 2011].

Theorem 9 (SGD with cosine step size). Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies µ-PL

condition. Suppose that the variance of the noise on stochastic gradients satisfies

Assumption A2. For a given T and η0 = (L(1 + a))−1, with step size (3.2), SGD

guarantees

Ef(xt+1)− f ⋆ ≤ exp

(

− µ(T − 1)

2L(1 + a)

)

(f(x1)− f ⋆)

+
π4b

32(1 + a)T 4

(

(

8T 2

µ

)4/3

+

(

6T 2

µ

)
5
3

)

.

The original cosine stepsize was proposed with a restarting strategy, yet it has been

commonly used without restarting and achieves good results [e.g., Loshchilov and Hutter,

2017, Gastaldi, 2017, Zoph et al., 2018, He et al., 2019, Cubuk et al., 2019, Liu et al.,

2018, Zhao et al., 2020, You et al., 2020, Chen et al., 2020, Grill et al., 2020]. Indeed,

the previous theorem has confirmed that the cosine stepsize alone is well worth study-

ing theoretically. Yet for completeness, we also cover the analysis in a restart scheme

for SGD with cosine stepsize in the PL condition as following. We obtain the same
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convergence rate µ and T as that in the case of no restarts under the PL condition.

Algorithm 2 SGD with Cosine Stepsize and Restarts

Input: Initial Step size η0, time increase factor r, initial point x1.
for i = 0, . . . , l do

Let Ti = T0 r
i

for t = 0, . . . , Ti − 1 do

Run SGD with cosine stepsize η0
2

(

1 + cos tπ
Ti

)

end for

end for

Theorem 10 (SGD with cosine step size and restart). Under the same assumptions

in Theorem 9. For a given T0, r > 1 , Ti = T0 r
i, T ,

∑l
i=0 Ti, and η0 = (L(1+a))−1,

Algorithm 2 guarantees (where Õ hides the log terms)

Ef(xT )− f ⋆ ≤ Õ

(

exp

(

−µ(T − l − 1)

2L(1 + a)

)

+ b

(

1

µ4/3T 4/3
+

1

µ5/3T 2/3

))

.

Adaptivity to noise From the above theorems, we can see that both the expo-

nential step size and the cosine step size have a provable advantage over polynomial

ones: adaptivity to the noise. Indeed, when b = 0, namely there is only noise relative

to the distance from the optimum, they both guarantee a linear rate. Meanwhile,

if there is noise, using the same step size without any tuning, the exponential step

size recovers the rate of O (1/(µ2T )) while the cosine step size achieves the rate of

O(1/(µ
5
3T

2
3 )) (up to poly-logarithmic terms). In contrast, polynomial step sizes would

require two different settings—decaying vs constant—in the noisy vs no-noise situa-

tion [Karimi et al., 2016]. It is worth stressing that the rate in Theorem 8 is one of

the first results in the literature on stochastic optimization of smooth PL functions

[Khaled and Richtárik, 2020].

Optimality of the bounds As far as we know, it is unknown if the rate we obtain

for the optimization of non-convex smooth functions under the PL condition is optimal

or not. However, up to poly-logarithmic terms, Theorem 8 matches at the same time
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the best-known rates for the noisy and deterministic cases [Karimi et al., 2016]. We

would remind the reader that this rate is not comparable with the one for strongly

convex functions which is O(1/(µT )). Meanwhile, cosine step size achieves a rate

slightly worse in T (but better in µ) under the same assumptions.

Convergence without the PL condition The PL condition tells us that all

stationary points are optimal points [Karimi et al., 2016], which is not always true

for the parameter space in deep learning [Jin et al., 2017]. However, this condition

might still hold locally, for a considerable area around the local minimum. Indeed, as

we said, this is exactly what was proven for deep neural networks [Allen-Zhu et al.,

2019]. The previous theorems tell us that once we reach the area where the geometry

of the objective function satisfies the PL condition, we can get to the optimal point

with an almost linear rate, depending on the noise. Nevertheless, we still have to be

able to reach that region. Hence, in the following, we discuss the case where the PL

condition is not satisfied and show for both step sizes that they are still able to move

to a critical point at the optimal speed.

Theorem 11. Assume f is L-smooth and the variance of the noise on stochastic

gradients satisfies Assumption A2 and c > 1. SGD with step sizes (3.1) with η0 =

(cL(1 + a))−1 guarantees

E‖∇f(x̃T )‖2 ≤
3Lc(a + 1) ln T

β

T − β
· (f(x1)− f ⋆) +

bT

c(a + 1)(T − β)
,

where x̃T is a random iterate drawn from x1, . . . ,xT with P[x̃T = xt] =
ηt

∑T
i=1 ηi

.

Theorem 12. Assume f is L-smooth and the variance of the noise on stochastic

gradients satisfies Assumption A2 and c > 1. SGD with step sizes (3.2) with η0 =

(cL(1 + a))−1 guarantees

E‖∇f(x̃T )‖2 ≤
4Lc(a + 1)

T − 1
· (f(x1)− f ⋆) +

21bT

4π4cL(a + 1)(T − 1)
,

where x̃T is a random iterate drawn from x1, . . . ,xT with P[x̃T = xt] =
ηt

∑T
i=1 ηi

.
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If b 6= 0 in Assumption A2, setting c ∝
√
T and β = O(1) would give the Õ(1/

√
T )

rate1 and O(1/
√
T ) for the exponential and cosine step size respectively. Note that

the optimal rate in this setting is O(1/
√
T ). On the other hand, if b = 0, setting

c = O(1) and β = O(1) yields a Õ(1/T ) rate and O(1/T ) for the exponential and

cosine step size respectively. It is worth noting that the condition b = 0 holds in many

practical scenarios [Vaswani et al., 2019]. Note that both guarantees are optimal up

to poly-logarithmic terms [Arjevani et al., 2019].

In the following, we present the proofs of these theorems. The proofs also show

the mathematical similarities between these two step sizes.

We first introduce some technical lemmas.

Lemma 16. Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies µ-PL condition, and ηt ≤ 1
L(1+a)

.

SGD guarantees

Ef(xt+1)− Ef(xt) ≤ −ηt
2
E‖∇f(xt)‖2 +

Lη2t b

2
. (3.3)

Proof of Lemma 16. By the property of smooth functions, we have

f(xt+1) ≤ f(xt)− 〈∇f(xt), ηtgt〉+
L

2
η2t ‖gt‖2 . (3.4)

Taking expectation on both sides, we get

Ef(xt+1)− Ef(xt) ≤ −
(

ηt −
L(a+ 1)

2
η2t

)

E‖∇f(xt)‖2 +
L

2
η2t b

≤ −1

2
ηtE‖∇f(xt)‖2 +

L

2
η2t b,

where in the last inequality we used the fact that ηt ≤ 1
L(1+a)

.

Lemma 17. Assume Xk, Ak, Bk ≥ 0, k = 1, ..., and Xk+1 ≤ AkXk+Bk, then we have

Xk+1 ≤
k
∏

i=1

AiX1 +

k
∑

i=1

k
∏

j=i+1

AjBi .

1The Õ notations hides poly-logarithmic terms.
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Proof of Lemma 17. When k = 1, X2 ≤ A1X1 + B1 satisfies. By induction, assume

Xk ≤
∏k−1

i=1 AiX1 +
∑k−1

i=1

∏k−1
j=i+1AjBi, and we have

Xk+1 ≤ Ak

(

k−1
∏

i=1

AiX1 +
k−1
∑

i=1

k−1
∏

j=i+1

AjBi

)

+Bk =
k
∏

i=1

AiX1 +
k−1
∑

i=1

k
∏

j=i+1

AjBi + AkBk

=
k
∏

i=1

AiX1 +
k
∑

i=1

k
∏

j=i+1

AjBi .

Lemma 18. For ∀T ≥ 1, we have
∑T

t=1 cos
tπ
T
= −1.

Proof of Lemma 18. If T is odd, we have

T
∑

t=1

cos
tπ

T
= cos

Tπ

T
+

(T−1)/2
∑

t=1

cos
tπ

T
+ cos

(T − t)π

T
= cos π = −1,

where in the second inequality we used the fact that cos(π−x) = − cos(x) for any x.

If T is even, we have

T
∑

t=1

cos
tπ

T
= cos

Tπ

T
+ cos

Tπ

2T
+

T/2−1
∑

t=1

cos
tπ

T
+ cos

(T − t)π

T
= cosπ = −1 .

Lemma 19. For T ≥ 3, α ≥ 0.69 and αT+1

(1−α)
≤ 2β

ln T
β

.

Proof of Lemma 19. We have

αT+1

(1− α)
=

αβ

T (1− α)
=

β

T
(

1− exp
(

− 1
T
ln T

β

)) ≤ 2β

ln T
β

,

where in the last inequality we used exp(−x) ≤ 1− x
2

for 0 < x < 1
e

and the fact that
1
T
ln
(

T
β

)

≤ lnT
T

≤ 1
e
.

Lemma 20. 1− x ≤ ln
(

1
x

)

, ∀x > 0.

Proof of Lemma 20. It is enough to prove that f(x) := x − 1 − ln x ≥ 0. Observe

that f ′(x) is increasing and f ′(1) = 0, hence, we have f(x) ≥ f(1) = 0.

Lemma 21. Let a, b ≥ 0. Then

T
∑

t=0

exp(−bt)ta ≤ 2 exp(−a)
(a

b

)a

+
Γ(a+ 1)

ba+1
.
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Proof of Lemma 21. Note that f(t) = exp(−bt)ta is increasing for t ∈ [0, a/b] and

decreasing for t ≥ a/b. Hence, we have

T
∑

t=0

exp(−bt)ta ≤
⌊a/b⌋−1
∑

t=0

exp(−bt)ta + exp(−b⌊a/b⌋)⌊a/b⌋a + exp(−b⌈a/b⌉)⌈a/b⌉a

+
T
∑

⌈a/b⌉+1

exp(−bt)ta

≤ 2 exp(−a)(a/b)a +
⌊a/b⌋
∫

0

exp(−bt)tadt+
T
∫

⌈a/b⌉

exp(−bt)tadt

≤ 2 exp(−a)(a/b)a +
T
∫

0

exp(−bt)tadt

≤ 2 exp(−a)(a/b)a +
∞
∫

0

exp(−bt)tadt

= 2 exp(−a)(a/b)a + 1

ba+1
Γ(a + 1) .

Proof of Theorem 11 and Theorem 12. We observe that for exponential step sizes,

T
∑

t=1

η2t ≤ α2

L2c2(a+ 1)2(1− α2)
.

and for cosine step sizes,

T
∑

t=1

η2t =
η20
4

T
∑

t=1

(

1 + cos
tπ

T

)2

=
η20
4

T−1
∑

t=0

(

1− cos
tπ

T

)2

= η20

T
∑

t=1

sin4 tπ

2T

≤ η20

T
∑

t=1

t4π4

16T 4
≤ 21η20T

8π4
.

Summing (3.3) over t = 1, . . . , T and dividing both sides by
∑T

t=1 ηt, we get the stated

bound.

We can now prove both Theorem 8 and Theorem 9.

Proof of Theorem 8 and Theorem 9. Denote Ef(xt)−f ⋆ by ∆t. From Lemma 16 and
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the PL condition, we get

∆t+1 ≤ (1− µηt)∆t +
L

2
η2t b

2 . (3.5)

By Lemma 17 and 1− x ≤ exp(−x), we have

∆T+1 ≤
T
∏

t=1

(1− µηt)∆1 +
L

2

T
∑

t=1

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− µηi)η
2
t b (3.6)

≤ exp

(

−µ
T
∑

t=1

ηt

)

∆1 +
Lb

2

T
∑

t=1

exp

(

−µ
T
∑

i=t+1

ηi

)

η2t . (3.7)

We then show that both the exponential step size and the cosine step size satisfy
∑T

t=1 ηt = Ω(T ), which guarantees a linear rate in the noiseless case.

For the cosine step size (3.2), we observe that

T
∑

t=1

ηt =
η0T

2
+
η0
2

T
∑

t=1

cos
tπ

T
=
η0(T − 1)

2
,

where in the last equality we used Lemma 18.

Also, for the exponential step size (3.1), we can show

T
∑

t=1

ηt = η0
α− αT+1

1− α
≥ η0α

1− α
− 2η0β

ln T
β

≥ T · 0.69η0
ln T

β

− 2η0β

ln T
β

,

where we used Lemma 19 in the first inequality and Lemma 20 in the second inequal-

ity.

Next, we upper bound
∑T

t=1 exp
(

−µ
∑T

i=t+1 ηi

)

η2t for these two kinds of step

sizes respectively.
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For the exponential step size, by Lemma 19, we obtain

T
∑

t=1

exp

(

−µ
T
∑

i=t+1

ηi

)

η2t

= η20

T
∑

t=1

exp

(

−µη0
αt+1 − αT+1

1− α

)

α2t

≤ η20C(β)

T
∑

t=1

exp

(

−µη0α
t+1

1− α

)

α2t

≤ η20C(β)
T
∑

t=1

(

e

2

µαt+1

L(1 + a)(1− α)

)−2

α2t

≤ 4L2(1 + a)2

e2µ2

T
∑

t=1

1

α2
ln2

(

1

α

)

≤
10L2(1 + a)2 ln2 T

β

e2µ2T
,

where in the second inequality we used exp(−x) ≤
(

γ
ex

)γ
, ∀x > 0, γ > 0.

For the cosine step size, using the fact that sin x ≥ 2
π
x for 0 ≤ x ≤ π

2
, we can

lower bound
∑T

i=t+1 ηi by

T
∑

i=t+1

ηi =
η0
2

T
∑

i=t+1

(

1 + cos
iπ

T

)

=
η0
2

T−t−1
∑

i=0

sin2 iπ

2T
≥ η0

2T 2

T−t−1
∑

i=0

i2

≥ η0(T − t− 1)3

6T 2
.
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Then, we proceed

T
∑

t=1

exp

(

−µ
T
∑

i=t+1

ηi

)

η2t

≤ η20
4

T
∑

t=1

(

1 + cos
tπ

T

)2

exp

(

−µη0(T − t− 1)3

6T 2

)

=
η20
4

T−1
∑

t=1

(

1− cos
tπ

T

)2

exp

(

−η0µ(t− 1)3

6T 2

)

= η20

T−1
∑

t=1

sin4 tπ

2T
exp

(

−η0µ(t− 1)3

6T 2

)

≤ η20π
4

16T 4

T−1
∑

t=0

t4 exp

(

−η0µt
3

6T 2

)

≤ η0π
4

16T 4

(

2 exp

(

−4

3

)(

8T 2

µ

)4/3

+

(

6T 2

µ

)
5
3

)

,

where in the third line we used cos(π − x) = − cos(x), in the forth line we used

1− cos(2x) = 2 sin2(x), and in the last inequality we applied Lemma 21.

Putting things together, we get the stated bounds.

Proof of Theorem 10. Denote by Si =
∑i

j=0 Tj and S−1 = 1. Given Theorem 9, it is

immediate to have ∀i = 0, . . . , l:

Ef(xSi
)− f ⋆ ≤ π4b

32(1 + a)T 4
i

(

(

8T 2
i

µ

)4/3

+

(

6T 2
i

µ

)
5
3

)

+ exp

(

− µ(Ti − 1)

2L(1 + a)

)

(f(xSi−1
)− f ⋆)

≤ C1

(

1

µ4/3T
4/3
i

+
1

µ5/3T
2/3
i

)

+ exp (−C2µ(Ti − 1)) (f(xSi−1
)− f ⋆) .

Repeatedly using the above inequality, we get

Ef(xSl
)− f ⋆ ≤ C1

l
∑

i=0

l
∏

j=i+1

exp(−C2µ(Tj − 1))

(

1

µ4/3T
4/3
i

+
1

µ5/3T
2/3
i

)

+ exp (−C2µ(Sl − l − 1)) (f(x1)− f ⋆) .
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In the case of r = 1, Ti = T0, we have for any i that

l
∑

i=0

l
∏

j=i+1

exp(−C2µ(Tj − 1))

(

1

µ4/3T
4/3
i

+
1

µ5/3T
2/3
i

)

=

(

1

µ4/3T
4/3
0

+
1

µ5/3T
2/3
0

)

l
∑

i=0

exp (−C2µ(T0 − 1)(l − i))

=

(

1

µ4/3T
4/3
0

+
1

µ5/3T
2/3
0

)

1− exp (−C2µ(T0 − 1)(l + 1))

1− exp (−C2µ(T0 − 1))
.

In the case of r > 1, denote by Ai =
∏l

j=i+1 exp(−C2µ(Tj − 1)) 1
µpT q

i
, p, q > 0.

For any i = 0, ..., l, Ai

Ai+1
= exp(−C2µ(Ti+1 − 1))rq is decreasing over i. Denote by

i⋆ = min{i : Ai

Ai+1
≤ 1}. We have

l
∑

i=0

Ai ≤ A0 · i⋆ + (l − i⋆ + 1) · Al ≤ (l + 1) · (A0 + Al)

=
l + 1

µp
·
(

1

T q
l

+
1

T q
0

exp(−C2µ(T − T0 − l))

)

, p, q > 0 .

Note that Tl = T · rl(r−1)
rl+1−1

≥ r−1
r
T and l = O (lnT ). Then, the stated bound follows.

3.5 Conclusion

We have analyzed theoretically the exponential and cosine step size, two successful

step size decay schedules for the stochastic optimization of non-convex functions. We

have shown that, up to poly-logarithmic terms, both step sizes guarantee convergence

with the best-known rates for smooth non-convex functions. Moreover, in the case of

functions satisfying the PL condition, we have also proved that they are both adaptive

to the level of noise.
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Chapter 4

Last Iterate of Momentum Methods

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we consider SGDM with the following updates

xt+1 = xt − ηtmt, mt = βtmt−1 + (1− βt)gt, (4.1)

where 0 ≤ βt ≤ 1.

Often an average is taken in the analysis of momentum, while in real world appli-

cations, most of the time only the last iterate is taken. Hence, we are interested in

the performance of the last iterate of SGDM. In particular, we study the convergence

of the last iterate of SGDM for unconstrained optimization of convex functions. Un-

fortunately, our first result is a negative one: We show that the last iterate of SGDM

can have a suboptimal convergence rate for any constant momentum setting.

Motivated by the above result, we analyze yet another variant of SGDM. We start

from the very recent observation [Defazio, 2020] that SGDM can be seen as a primal

averaging procedure [Nesterov and Shikhman, 2015, Tao et al., 2018, Cutkosky, 2019]

applied to the iterates of Online Mirror Descent (OMD) [Nemirovsky and Yudin,

1983, Warmuth and Jagota, 1997]. Based on this fact, we analyze SGDM algorithms

based on the Follow-the-Regularized-Leader (FTRL) framework1 [Shalev-Shwartz,

2007, Abernethy et al., 2008] and the primal averaging. The use of FTRL instead of

1FTRL is known in the offline optimization literature as Dual Averaging (DA) [Nesterov, 2009],
but in reality DA is a special case of FTRL when the functions are linearized.
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Table 4.1: Last iterate convergence of momentum methods in convex
setting

Algorithm Assumption
Bounded
Domain

Requires
T

Rate Reference

Adaptive-HB Assumption A5 Yes No O( 1√
T
) Tao et al. [2021]

SHB-IMA Smooth + Assumption A3 No Yes O( 1√
T
) Sebbouh et al. [2021]

No O( lnT√
T
)

AC-SA
Lipschitz/Smooth +

Assumption A5
No Yes O( 1√

T
) Ghadimi and Lan [2012]

FTRL-SGDM Assumption A4 No No O( 1√
T
) Corollary 1

Smooth + Assumption A3, A5 No No O( lnT
T

+ σ√
T
) Corollary 4

OMD removes the necessity of projections onto bounded domains, while the primal

averaging acts as a momentum term and guarantees the optimal convergence of the

last iterate. The resulting algorithm has an increasing momentum and shrinking

updates that precisely allow to avoid our lower bound.

4.2 Related Work

Lower bound Harvey et al. [2019a] prove the tight convergence boundO(lnT/
√
T )

of the last iterate of SGD for convex and Lipschitz functions. Kidambi et al. [2018]

provide a lower bound for the Heavy Ball method for least square regression problems.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no lower bound for the last iterate of SGDM

in the general convex setting.

Last iterate convergence of SGDM Nesterov and Shikhman [2015] introduces

a quasi-monotone subgradient method, which uses double averaging based on Dual

Averaging, to achieve the optimal convergence of the last iterate for the convex and

Lipschitz functions. However, they just considered the batch case. This approach was

then rediscovered and extended by Cutkosky [2019]. Our FTRL-based SGDM is a

generalization of the approach in Nesterov and Shikhman [2015] with generic regular-

izers and in the stochastic setting. Tao et al. [2018] extends Nesterov and Shikhman
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[2015]’s method to Mirror Descent, calling it stochastic primal averaging. They re-

cover the same bound for convex functions, again with a bounded domain assumption.

They also get the optimal bound for strongly convex functions and analyze them in

the stochastic and regularized setting. Defazio [2020] points out that the sequence

generated by the stochastic primal averaging [Tao et al., 2018] can be identical to

that of stochastic gradient descent with momentum for specific choices of the hyper-

parameters. Accordingly, they give a Lyapunov analysis in the nonconvex and smooth

case. Based on this work, Jelassi and Defazio [2020] introduce “Modernized dual aver-

aging method”, which is actually equal to the one by Nesterov and Shikhman [2015].

They also give a similar Lyapunov analysis as in Defazio [2020] with specific choices

of hyper-parameters in the non-convex and smooth optimization setting. Recently,

Tao et al. [2021] propose the very same algorithm as in Tao et al. [2018] and analyze

it as a modified Polyak’s Heavy-ball method (already pointed out by Defazio [2020]).

They give an analysis in the convex cases and extend it to an adaptive version, ob-

taining in both cases an optimal convergence of the last iterate. However, they all

assume the use of projections onto bounded domains.

Last iterate convergence rate O( 1√
T
) Ghadimi and Lan [2012] present the last

iterate of AC-SA [Nemirovski et al., 2009, Lan, 2012] for convex functions in the

unconstrained setting, that in Euclidean case reduces to SGD with an increasing

Nesterov momentum, showing that it can achieve a convergence rate O( 1√
T
) if the

number of iterations T is known in advance. Sebbouh et al. [2021] analyze Stochastic

Heavy Ball-Iterave Moving Average method (SHB-IMA), which is equal to Stochastic

Heavy Ball method (SHB) with a specific choice of hyper-parameters. They prove

a convergence rate for the last iterate of of O( 1√
T
) if T is given in advance, and

is O( logT√
T
) if T is unknown. Jain et al. [2021] conjecture that under the assumption

that the stochastic gradients are bounded“for any-time algorithm (i.e., without apriori
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knowledge of T ) expected error rate of DG lnT√
T

is information theoretically optimal”,

where D is the diameter of the bounded domain. This was already disproved by

the results in Tao et al. [2021], but here we disprove it even in the more challenging

unconstrained setting.

4.3 Assumptions

We will use one or more of the following assumptions on the stochastic gradients gt.

Assumption A3. Bouned Variance: Et‖gt −∇f(xt)‖2 ≤ σ2, σ > 0.

Assumption A4. Bounded in expectation: Et‖gt‖2 ≤ G2, G > 0.

Assumption A5. ℓ2 bounded: ‖gt‖ ≤ G, G > 0.

Assumption A6. ℓ∞ bounded: ‖gt‖∞ ≤ G∞, G∞ > 0.

4.4 Lower bound for SGDM

In this section, we show the surprising result that for SGD with any constant mo-

mentum, there exists a function for which the lower bound of the last iterate is

Ω
(

log T/
√
T
)

. Our proof extends the one in Harvey et al. [2019a] to SGD with

momentum.

We consider SGDM with constant momentum factor β in (4.1), where gt ∈ ∂f(xt)

and a polynomial stepsize ηt = c · t−α, 0 ≤ α ≤ 1
2
.

For any fixed β and α and L > 0, we introduce the following function. Define f :

X → R and hi ∈ R
T for i ∈ [T + 1] by

f(x) = max
i∈[T+1]

hT
i x, hi,j =



























aj , 1 ≤ j < i

−bj , i = j < T

0, i < j ≤ T

(4.2)
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where bj = Ljα

2Tα and aj = L(1−β)
8(T−j+1)

. We have that ∂f(xt) is the convex hull of

hi : i ∈ I(x) where I(x) = {i : hT
i x = f(x)}. Note that f is L-Lipschitz over R

T

since

‖hi‖2 ≤
T
∑

i=1

a2i + b2T ≤ L2(1− β)2

64

T
∑

i=1

1

i2
+
L2

4
≤ L2 . (4.3)

Claim 1. For f defined in (4.2), it satisfies that infx∈RT f(x) = 0.

Proof. First, since f(0) = 0, we have that infx∈RT f(x) ≤ 0.

We continue to prove this claim by contradiction. Assume that there exists x⋆ =

[x⋆1, x
⋆
2, . . . , x

⋆
T ] such that

f(x⋆) < 0 .

By the definition of f , it satisfies that

hT
i x

⋆ < 0, ∀i ∈ [T + 1] . (4.4)

In particular, hT
1 x

⋆ = −b1x⋆1 < 0. Since that b1 is positive, we know that x⋆1 > 0.

Also, hT
2 x

⋆ = a1x
⋆
1 − b2x

⋆
2 < 0. Due to the positiveness of a1, x

⋆
1, and b2, x

⋆
2 has to be

positive. Similarly, we have that for any x⋆j , j ∈ [T ], x⋆j > 0.

Then, we have

hT
T+1x

⋆ =

T
∑

j=1

ajx
⋆
j > 0 .

However, this is contradict with (4.4).

Thus, we conclude that infx∈RT f(x) = 0.

Theorem 13 (Lower bound of SGDM). Fix a polynomial stepsize sequence ηt =

c · t−α, where 0 ≤ α ≤ 1
2
, a momentum factors β ∈ [0, 1), a Lipschitz constant L > 0

and a number of iterations T . Then, there exists a sequence zt generated by SGDM

with stepsizes ηt and momentum factor β on the function f in (4.2), where the T -th

iterate satisfies

f(zT )− f ⋆ ≥ L2(1− β)2c lnT

4T α
.

We stress that lnT cannot be cancelled by any setting of β. Indeed, the above

lower bound can be instantiated by any β and any T . Hence, for a given β, there

exists T large enough such that lnT is constant-times bigger than 1
(1−β)2

.
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When β = 1, the algorithm is basically staying at the initial point. We can choose

arbitrary positive number C > 0 and let z1 = C, then

f(zT )− f ⋆ ≥ C, C > 0 .

We will use the following lemma in the proof.

Lemma 22. For any 1 ≤ j ≤ t ≤ T and 0 < α ≤ 1
2
, we have 1

T−j+1

∑t
k=j+1

1
jα

≤ 2
Tα .

Proof. First, we observe that

t
∑

k=j+1

1

kα
≤

t
∫

j

1

xα
dx =

t1−α − j1−α

1− α
=

1

1− α

t2−2α − j2−2α

t1−α + j1−α

≤ 1

1− α

(2− 2α)t1−2α(t− j)

t1−α + j1−α
≤ 2(t− j)

tα
,

where in the second inequality we used the convexity of f(x) = x2−2α, 0 < α ≤ 1
2
.

Then, we claim 1
T−j+1

t−j
tα

≤ 1
Tα .

Let g(x) = x−j
xα . The derivative g′(x) =

1−α+ j
αx

xα is positive for all x > 0 and j ≥ 0.

So it satisfies that t−j
tα

≤ T−j
Tα , which implies the claim.

Proof of Theorem 13. Define a sequence zt for t ∈ [T + 1] as follows: z = 0, where s

is a positive number decided later, and

zt+1 = zt − (1− β)ηt

t
∑

i=1

βt−ihi . (4.5)

We will show that zt are exactly the updates of SGDM and f(zT+1) ≥ Ω
(

lnT
Tα

)

. We

will use the following two lemmas.

Lemma 23. Let bj =
Ljα

2Tα , aj =
L(1−β)

8(T−j+1)
, and ηj = c · j−α. zt is defined as in (4.5).

Then, for 1 ≤ t < j, zt,j = 0, and for t > j, zt,j ≥ L(1−β)c
4Tα .

Proof of Lemma 23. We first prove by induction that when 1 ≤ t ≤ j, zt,j = 0. First,

z1 = 0 Also, suppose it holds for t. Then, in the case of t+ 1, for any j ≥ t + 1,

zt+1,j = zt,j − (1− β)ηt

t
∑

i=1

βt−ihi,j = 0− 0 = 0,
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which implies t ≤ j, zt,j = 0 holds. Next, we claim that zt satisfies

zt,j ≥ zj,j + (1− β)bjηj − aj

t−1
∑

k=j+1

ηk, 1 ≤ j < t ≤ T . (4.6)

We prove (4.6) by induction. For any t, zt,t−1 satisfies (4.6) since

zt+1,t = zt,t − (1− β)ηt

t
∑

i=1

βt−ihi,t = −(1− β)ηtht,t = (1− β)ηtbt .

Then, suppose (4.6) holds for any j < t. We show that it holds for any j < t+1. We

already proved for j = t. For j < t,

zt+1,j = zt,j − (1− β)ηt

t
∑

i=1

βt−ihi,j = zt,j − (1− β)ηt

t
∑

i=j

βt−ihi,j

= zt,j + (1− β)ηtβ
t−jbj − (1− β)ηt

t
∑

i=j+1

βt−ihi,j

≥ zt,j − (1− β)ηt

t
∑

i=j+1

βt−iaj

≥ (1− β)bjηj − aj

t−1
∑

k=j+1

ηk − (1− β)ajηt

t
∑

i=j+1

βt−i

≥ (1− β)bjηj − aj

t
∑

k=j+1

ηk, (4.7)

where in the second inequality we used the induction hypothesis.

Using that bj =
Ljα

2Tα , aj =
L(1−β)

8(T−j+1)
and ηj =

c
jα

, we have

(4.7) =
L(1− β)c

2T α
− L(1− β)c

8(T − j + 1)

t
∑

k=j+1

1

kα
. (4.8)

By Lemma 22 in the Appendix, we have that for 0 < α ≤ 1
2
,

(4.8) ≥ L(1− β)c

2T α
− L(1− β)c

4T α
≥ L(1− β)c

4T α
,
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and for α = 0,

(4.8) ≥ L(1− β)c

2
− L(1− β)(t− j − 1)c

8(T − j + 1)
≥ L(1 − β)c

4
.

Thus, we have zt,j ≥ L(1−β)c
4Tα ≥ L(1−β)c

4Tα .

Lemma 24. f(zt) = hT
t zt for any t ∈ [T + 1]. The subgradient oracle for f at zt

returns ht.

Proof of Lemma 24. We claim that hT
t zt = hT

i zt for all i > t ≥ 1 and hT
t zt > hT

i zt

for all 1 ≤ i < t.

When i > t ≥ 2, zt is supported on the first t − 1 coordinates, while ht and hi

agree on the first t− 1 coordinates.

In the case of 1 ≤ i < t, by the definition of zt and ht, we have

zT
t (ht −hi) =

t−1
∑

j=1

zt,j(ht,j − hi,j) =
t−1
∑

j=i

zt,j(ht,j − hi,j) = zt,i(ai + bi) +
t−1
∑

j=i+1

zt,jaj > 0,

where in the last inequality we used the fact that ai, bi and zt,i are at least non-

negative.

Thus, we have proved f(zt) = hT
t zt by the definition. Moreover, I(zt) = {i :

hT
i zt = f(zt)} = {t, . . . , T + 1}. So the subgradient evaluated at zt is ht.

Now, we first get a lower bound and an upper bound of zt using Lemma 23. Then,

by Lemma 24, we have shown that zt are exactly the updates of SGDM.

Thus, for β ∈ [0, 1), we have

f(zT+1) = hT
T+1zT+1 =

T
∑

j=1

hT+1,jzT+1,j

≥ L2(1− β)2c

4T α

T
∑

j=1

1

T − j + 1
≥ L2(1− β)2c lnT

4T α
.

4.5 FTRL-based SGDM

The lower bound for the last iterate in the previous Section motivates us to study a

different variant of SGDM. In particular, we aim to find a way to remove the lnT
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Algorithm 3 FTRL-based SGDM

1: Input: A sequence α1, ..., αT , with α1 > 0. Non-increasing sequence
γ1, . . . ,γT−1. m0 = 0. x1 ∈ R

d.
2: for t = 1, . . . , T do

3: Get gt at xt such that Et [gt] = ∇f(xt)

4: βt =
∑t−1

i=1 αi
∑t

i=1 αi
(Define

∑0
i=1 αi = 0)

5: mt = βtmt−1 + (1− βt)gt

6: ηt =
αt+1

∑t
i=1 αi

∑t+1
i=1 αi

γt

7: xt+1 =
∑t

i=1 αi
∑t+1

i=1 αi
xt +

αt+1
∑t+1

i=1 αi
x1 − ηtmt

8: end for

term from the convergence rate.

Defazio [2020] points out that the stochastic primal averaging method [Tao et al.,

2018] (which is also an instance of Algorithm 1 in Cutkosky [2019] with OMD):

zt+1 = zt − γtgt, xt+1 = stxt + (1− st)zt

could be one-to-one mapped to the momentum method

mt+1 = βtmt + gt, xt+1 = xt − αtmt

by setting γt+1 = γt−αt

βt+1
. While this is true, the convergence rate depends on the

convergence rate of OMD with time-varying stepsizes, that in turn requires to assume

that ‖xt − x⋆‖2 ≤ D2. This is possible only by using a projection onto a bounded

domain in each step.

Thus, to go beyond bounded domains, we propose to study a new variant of SGDM

which has the following form (details in Algorithm 3),

mt+1 = βtmt + (1− βt)gt, xt+1 = stxt − αtmt .

This variant comes naturally when using the primal averaging scheme with FTRL

(Algorithm 4) rather than to OMD. Hence, we just denote it by FTRL-based SGDM.
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Algorithm 4 Follow-the-Regularized-Leader on Linearized Losses

1: Input: Regularizers ψ1, . . . , ψT : Rd → (−∞,∞].
2: for t = 1, . . . , T do

3: wt ∈ argmin
w∈Rd ψt(w) +

∑t−1
i=1〈gi,w〉

4: Receive ℓt : R
d → (−∞,∞] and pay ℓt(wt)

5: Set gt ∈ ∂ℓt(wt)
6: end for

4.5.1 Convergence Rates for FTRL-based SGDM

We first present a very general theorem for FTRL-based SGDM.

Theorem 14. Assume f is convex and L-smooth. Algorithm 3 guarantees

E [f(xT )− f(x⋆)] ≤ 1
∑T

t=1 αt

E

[

∥

∥

∥

∥

x1 − x⋆

√
γT−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+
T
∑

t=1

〈γt−1, α
2
tg

2
t 〉
]

.

The above theorem is very general and it gives rise to a number of different

variations of the FTRL-based SGDM. In particular, we can instantiate it with the

following choices.

First, we consider the most used polynomial stepsize c√
t

for convex and Lipschitz

function, and the constant stepsize c√
T

if T is given in advance.

Corollary 1. Assume E‖gt‖2 ≤ G2, G > 0 and set αt = 1 for all t. Algorithm 3 with

either γt−1 =
c

G
√
t
· 1 or γt−1 =

c
G
√
T
· 1 guarantees

E [f(xT )− f(x⋆)] ≤ ‖x1 − x⋆‖2G
c
√
T

+
2cG√
T
.

The above corollary tells that both of these two stepsizes give the optimal bound

O( 1√
T
) for the last iterate. Next, we will show that if we use an adaptive2 stepsize,

Algorithm 3 gives a data-dependent convergence rate for the last iterate. We first

2Even if widely used in the literature, it is a misnomer to call these stepsize “adaptive”: an
algorithm can be adaptive to some unknown quantities (if proved so), not the stepsizes.

76



consider a global version of the AdaGrad stepsize as in Streeter and McMahan [2010],

Ward et al. [2019].

Corollary 2. Assume ‖gt‖ ≤ G,G > 0 and take γt =
α·1√

G2+
∑t

i=1 α
2
i ‖gi‖2

, 1 ≤ t ≤ T

and αt = 1. Then, Algorithm 3 guarantees

E [f(xT )− f(x⋆)] ≤ 2

T

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ α

)

√

√

√

√

T−1
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2 +G2 .

We also state a result for the coordinate-wise AdaGrad step-

sizes [McMahan and Streeter, 2010, Duchi et al., 2011].

Corollary 3. Assume ‖gt‖∞ ≤ G∞, G∞ > 0and set γt =
α√

G2
∞+

∑t
i=1 α

2
i g

2
i

, 1 ≤ t ≤ T

and αt = 1. Then, Algorithm 3 guarantees

E [f(xT )− f(x⋆)] ≤ 2

T

(‖x1 − x⋆‖21
α

+ α

) d
∑

j=1

√

√

√

√

T−1
∑

t=1

g2
t,j +G2

∞ .

They show that the convergence bounds are adaptive to the stochastic gradients.

When the stochastic gradients are small or sparse, the rate could be much faster

than O( 1√
T
). Moreover, the above results give very simple ways to obtain optimal

convergence for the last iterate of first-order stochastic methods, that was still unclear

if it could be obtained as discussed in Jain et al. [2021].

Also, we now show that if in addition f is smooth, the last iterate of FTRL-based

momentum with the global adaptive stepsize of Corollary 2 gives adaptive rates of

convergence that interpolate between O( 1√
T
) and O( lnT

T
).

Corollary 4. Assume f is L-smooth. Then, under the same assumption and param-

eter setting of Corollary 2, Algorithm 3 guarantees

E [f(xT )− f ⋆] ≤ 2C

T

√

16L2C2 ln2 T + 8LGC lnT +G2 +
2
√
2Cσ√
T

.

where C ,

(

‖x1−x
⋆‖2

α
+ α

)

.
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Observe that when σ = 0, namely when there is no noise on the gradients, the

rate of O( lnT
T
) is obtained. As far as we know, the above theorems are the first

convergence guarantees for the last iterate of adaptive methods in unconstrained

convex optimization.

First, we state some technical lemmas for the proofs.

The following lemma is a well-known result for FTRL [see, e.g., Orabona, 2019].

Lemma 25. Let ℓt a sequence of convex loss functions. Set the sequence of regulariz-

ers as ψt(x) =
∥

∥

∥

x1−u√
γt−1

∥

∥

∥

2

, where γt+1 ≤ γt, t = 1, . . . , T . Then, FTRL (Algorithm 4)

guarantees

T
∑

t=1

ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

u− x1√
γT−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+
1

2

T
∑

t=1

〈γt−1, g
2
t 〉 .

Lemma 26. [Gaillard et al., 2014, Lemma 14] Let a0 > 0 and a1, . . . , am ∈ [0, A] be

real numbers and let f : (0,+∞) → [0,+∞) nonincreasing function. Then

m
∑

i=1

aif(a0 + · · ·+ ai−1) ≤

∑m
i=0 ai
∫

a0

f(u)du+ Af(a0) .

Proof. Denote by st =
∑t

i=0 ai.

m
∑

i=1

aif(si−1) =

m
∑

i=1

aif(si) +

m
∑

i=1

ai(f(si−1)− f(si))

≤
m
∑

i=1

aif(si) + A
m
∑

i=1

(f(si−1)− f(si))

≤
m
∑

i=1

si
∫

si−1

f(x)dx+ A
m
∑

i=1

(f(si−1)− f(si))

≤

∑m
i=0 ai
∫

a0

f(u)du+ Af(a0),

where the first inequality holds because f(xi−1) ≥ f(si) and ai ≤ A, while the second

inequality uses the fact that f is nonincreasing together with si − si−1 = ai.

78



We can now present the proofs of the Corollaries 2-4.

Proof of Corollary 2 and Corollary 3. By Lemma 26, for adaptive stepsize

γt =
α·1√

ǫ+
∑t

i=1 α
2
i ‖gi‖2

, we have

T
∑

t=1

γt−1‖gt‖2 =
T
∑

t=1

α‖gt‖2
√

ǫ+
∑t−1

i=1 ‖gi‖2
≤ 2α

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2 +
αG2

√
ǫ
.

Similarly for γt =
α√

ǫ+
∑t

i=1 α
2
i g

2
i

, we have

T
∑

t=1

〈γt−1, g
2
t 〉 =

d
∑

j=1

T
∑

t=1

αg2
t,j

√

ǫ+
∑t−1

i=1 g
2
i,j

≤ 2α

d
∑

j=1

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

g2
t,j +

αdG2
∞√
ǫ

.

Proof of Corollary 4. By Corollary 2, we have

E [f(xT )]− f ⋆ ≤ 1

T





(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)

√

√

√

√ǫ+ E

T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2 +
αG2

√
ǫ



 . (4.9)

From the unbiasedness of the gradients, we have

E

T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2 ≤ E

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2 + Tσ2,

and

E

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt)‖2 ≤ 2L

T
∑

t=1

E [f(xt)]− f ⋆

≤ 2L

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

) T
∑

t=1

√

ǫ+ E
∑t

i=1 ‖gi‖2

t

≤ 2L

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)

·





√

√

√

√

E

T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2 + ǫ+
αG2

√
ǫ



 lnT,

where in the second inequality we used Lemma 5 and Holder’s and Jensen’s inequal-

ities in the third inequality.
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Solve for E
∑T

t=1 ‖gt‖2 to have

E

T
∑

t=1

‖gt‖2

≤ 4L2

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)2

ln2 T + 4L
√
ǫ

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)

lnT +
2αG2

√
ǫ

+ 2Tσ2 .

Putting it back to (4.9), we get the stated bound.

4.5.2 Convergence Rate in Interpolation Regime

Now we assume that F (x) = Eξ[f(x, ξ)] and that the stochastic gradient is calculated

drawing one function in each time step and calculating its gradient: gt = ∇f(xt, ξt).

In this scenario, it makes sense to consider the interpolation condition [Needell et al.,

2015, Ma et al., 2018]

x⋆ ∈ argmin
x

F (x) ⇒ x⋆ ∈ argmin
x

f(x, ξ), ∀ξ . (4.10)

This condition says that the problem is “easy”, in the sense that all the functions

in the expectation share the same minimizer. This case morally corresponds to the

case in which there is no noise on the stochastic gradients. However, this condition

seems weaker because it says that only in the optimum the gradient is exact and noisy

everywhere else. We will also assume that each function f(x, ξ) is L-smooth in the

first argument.

Theorem 15. Assume f is L-smooth and ‖gt‖ ≤ G,G > 0. Then, under the inter-

polation assumption in (4.10), Algorithm 3 with γt =
α·1√

G2+
∑t

i=1 α
2
i ‖gi‖2

guarantees

EF (xT )− F (x⋆) ≤ 2C

T

√

16L2C2 ln2 T + 8LC lnT +G2,

where C ,

(

‖x1−x
⋆‖2

α
+ α

)

.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first rate for the last iterate of momentum
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Algorithm 5 Anytime Online-to-Batch [Cutkosky, 2019]

1: Input: Online learning algorithm A with convex domain D, α1, ..., αT , with α1 >
0.

2: Get Initial point w1 from A
3: for t = 1, . . . , T do

4: xt =
∑t

i=1 αiwi
∑t

i=1 αi

5: Play xt, receive subgradient gt

6: Send ℓt(x) = 〈αtgt,x〉 to A as the tth loss
7: Get wt+1 from A
8: end for

Algorithm 6 Anytime Online-to-Batch with FTRL

1: Input: α1, ..., αT , with αt > 0. 0 < γt+1 ≤ γt.
2: Initialize w1

3: for t = 1, . . . , T do

4: xt =
∑t

i=1 αiwi
∑t

i=1 αi

5: Play xt, receive subgradient gt

6: wt+1 = w1 − γt

∑t
i=1 αigi

7: end for

methods in the interpolation setting.

4.5.3 Proofs

Before presenting the proofs of our convergence rates, we revisit the Online-to-Batch

algorithm (Algorithm 5) by Cutkosky [2019], which introduce a modification to any

online learning algorithm to obtain a guarantee on the last iterate in the stochastic

convex setting.

Lemma 27. [Cutkosky, 2019, Theorem 1] Assume E‖gt − ∇f(xt)‖ ≤ σ2, σ > 0.

Then, for all x⋆ ∈ D, Algorithm 5 guarantees

E[f(xT )]− f ⋆ ≤ E

[

RT (x
⋆)

∑T
t=1 αt

]

. (4.11)

Set ψt(x) = ‖ x1−x√
γt−1

‖2, 1 ≤ t ≤ T as the regularizers of FTRL, where γt+1 ≤ γt
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and γ0 > 0. Then, we write FTRL with loss ℓt(w) = 〈αtgt,w〉 as

wt ∈ argmin
w∈Rd

ψt(w) +

t−1
∑

i=1

〈αigi,w〉 = w1 − γt−1

t−1
∑

i=1

αigi .

We then plug FTRL into Algorithm 5 and it gives Algorithm 6. Hence, using the

well-known regret upper bound of FTRL (Lemma 25), we get the following Lemma.

Lemma 28. Under the same setting with Lemma 27, Algorithm 6 guarantees

E [f(xT )]− f ⋆ ≤ 1
∑T

t=1 αt

E

[

∥

∥

∥

∥

u− x1√
γT−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+
T
∑

t=1

〈γt−1, α
2
tg

2
t 〉
]

.

Now we prove the connection between the FTRL-based SGDM and Algorithm 6.

Proof of Theorem 14. We prove that the updates of xt in Algorithm 3 can be one-to-

one mapped to the updates of xt Algorithm 6 when w1 = x1.

The update of xt in Algorithm 6 can be written as following:

xt+1 =

∑t
i=1 αi

∑t+1
i=1 αi

xt +
αt+1
∑t+1

i=1 αi

wt+1 =

∑t
i=1 αi

∑t+1
i=1 αi

xt +
αt+1
∑t+1

i=1 αi

(

w1 − γt

t
∑

i=1

αigi

)

.

It is enough to prove that for any t, ηtmt =
αt+1

∑t+1
i=1 αi

(

γt

∑t
i=1 αigi

)

. We claim it is

true and prove it by induction.

When t = 1, it holds that η1m1 =
α2α1

α1+α2
γ1g1. Suppose it holds for t = k−1, k ≥ 2.

Then in the case of t = k, we have

ηkmk

=

(

∑k−1
i=1 αi

∑k
i=1 αi

mk−1 +
αk

∑k
i=1 αi

gk

)

· αk+1

∑k
i=1 αi

∑k+1
i=1 αi

γk

=

(

∑k−1
i=1 αi

∑k
i=1 αi

(

1

ηk−1

αk
∑k

i=1 αi

γk−1

k−1
∑

i=1

αigi

)

+
αk

∑k
i=1 αi
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where in the first equation we used the definitions of ηk and mk and in the second

equality we used the induction step. So we proved the above claim. Thus, we can

directly use Lemma 28.

Here we show the proof of Theorem 15.

Proof of Theorem 15. By Theorem 14, we have

E [F (xT )]− F (x⋆) ≤ 2

T

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)

√

√

√

√

E

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt, ξt)‖2 + ǫ+
αG2

√
ǫ
.

(4.12)

Under the interpolation condition and L-smoothness of the functions f , it satisfies

that

E

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt, ξt)‖2 ≤ 2LE

[

T
∑

t=1

(f(xt, ξt)− f(x⋆, ξt))

]

≤ 2L
T
∑

t=1

E [F (xt)]− F (x⋆) .

Use (4.12) on each t to get

T
∑

t=1

E [F (xt)]− F (x⋆)

≤
T
∑

t=1

1

t





(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)

√

√

√

√

E

t
∑

i=1

‖∇f(xi, ξi)‖2 + ǫ+
αG2

√
ǫ





≤
(‖x1 − x⋆‖2

α
+ 2α

)

·





√

√

√

√

E

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt, ξt)‖2 + ǫ+
αG2

√
ǫ



 lnT .

Then, we solve for E
∑T

t=1 ‖∇f(xt, ξt)‖2 and get

E

T
∑

t=1

‖∇f(xt, ξt)‖2

≤ 4L2

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)2

ln2 T + 4L
√
ǫ

(‖x1 − x⋆‖2
α

+ 2α

)

lnT +
2αG2

√
ǫ

.
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Using this expression in (4.12), we have the stated bound.

4.6 Conclusion

We have presented an analysis of the convergence of the last iterate of SGDM in the

convex setting. We prove for the first time through a lower bound the suboptimal

convergence rate for the last iterate of SGDM with constant momentum after T iter-

ations. Moreover, we study a class of FTRL-based SGDM algorithms with increasing

momentum and shrinking updates, of which the last iterate has optimal convergence

rate without projections onto bounded domain nor knowledge of T.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

In this dissertation, we studied the convergence of a series of heuristic variants of

SGD, including the strategies for choosing stepsizes: Delayed AdaGrad, exponential

and cosine stepsize, and the use of momentum. We moved along the way of closing

the gap between the theory and practice by presenting formal guarantees to these

heuristic optimization methods, providing possible explanations for good empirical

performance from a theoretical perspective, and proposing improved algorithms when

the theoretical results are suboptimal.

For future work, on the high probability analysis of SGD with adaptive stepsizes,

an interesting direction is to extend the current analysis of Delayed AdaGrad with

momentum to Adam, the popularly employed algorithm in machine learning applica-

tions. The updates of Adam are composed of a weighted sum of past gradients, each

one multiplied by the current learning rate. The dependency between the past and

the future makes the analysis challenging, as discussed in Section 2.6.1.

Moreover, most of the time we focus on smooth functions, yet some machine learn-

ing objective functions are non-smooth, such as for ReLU neural network. Zhang et al.

[2019a, 2020] analyzed clipped SGD on a class of non-smooth functions. An open

problem is to study SGD with adaptive stepsizes and momentum on such non-smooth

functions.

85



References

M. Abadi, A. Agarwal, P. Barham, E. Brevdo, Z. Chen, C. Citro, G. S. Corrado,
A. Davis, J. Dean, M. Devin, S. Ghemawat, I. Goodfellow, A. Harp, G. Irving,
M. Isard, Y. Jia, R. Jozefowicz, L. Kaiser, M. Kudlur, J. Levenberg, D. Mané,
R. Monga, S. Moore, D. Murray, C. Olah, M. Schuster, J. Shlens, B. Steiner,
I. Sutskever, K. Talwar, P. Tucker, V. Vanhoucke, V. Vasudevan, F. Viégas,
O. Vinyals, P. Warden, M. Wattenberg, M. Wicke, Y. Yu, and X. Zheng. Ten-
sorFlow: Large-scale machine learning on heterogeneous systems, 2015. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/1603.04467 .

J. D. Abernethy, E. Hazan, and A. Rakhlin. Competing in the
dark: An efficient algorithm for bandit linear optimization. In
Rocco A. Servedio and Tong Zhang, editors, Proceedings of Conference
on Learning Theory (COLT), pages 263–274. Omnipress, 2008. URL
http://colt2008.cs.helsinki.fi/papers/123-Abernethy.pdf.

A. Alacaoglu, Y. Malitsky, P. Mertikopoulos, and V. Cevher. A new regret analysis
for Adam-type algorithms. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 202–210. PMLR, 2020.

Ya. I. Alber, A. N. Iusem, and M. V Solodov. On the pro-
jected subgradient method for nonsmooth convex optimization in a Hilbert
space. Mathematical Programming, 81(1):23–35, 1998. URL
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF01584842.

Z. Allen-Zhu, Y. Li, and Z. Song. A convergence theory for deep learning via over-
parameterization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 242–
252. PMLR, 2019.

Y. Arjevani, Y. Carmon, J. C. Duchi, D. J. Foster, N. Srebro, and B. Wood-
worth. Lower bounds for non-convex stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1912.02365, 2019.

S. Arora, R. Ge, T. Ma, and A. Moitra. Simple, efficient, and neural algorithms
for sparse coding. In Grünwald P, E. Hazan, and S. Kale, editors, Proceedings
of The 28th Conference on Learning Theory, volume 40 of Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research, pages 113–149, Paris, France, 03–06 Jul 2015. PMLR.

86

https://arxiv.org/abs/1603.04467
http://colt2008.cs.helsinki.fi/papers/123-Abernethy.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF01584842


P. Auer, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and C. Gentile. Adaptive and self-confident on-line learning
algorithms. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 64(1):48–75, 2002. URL
http://homes.dsi.unimi.it/~cesabian/Pubblicazioni/jcss-02.pdf.

N. S. Aybat, A. Fallah, M. Gurbuzbalaban, and A. Ozdaglar. A universally op-
timal multistage accelerated stochastic gradient method. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, pages 8523–8534, 2019.

F. Bach and E. Moulines. Non-asymptotic analysis of stochastic approximation al-
gorithms for machine learning. In J. Shawe-Taylor, R. S. Zemel, P. L. Bartlett,
F. Pereira, and K. Q. Weinberger, editors, Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 24, pages 451–459. Curran Associates, Inc., 2011.

D. P. Bertsekas and J. N. Tsitsiklis. Neuro-Dynamic Programming. Athena Scien-
tific, 1996.

D. P. Bertsekas and J. N. Tsitsiklis. Gradient convergence in gradient meth-
ods with errors. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 10(3):627–642, 2000. URL
https://epubs.siam.org/doi/pdf/10.1137/S1052623497331063.

A. Beygelzimer, J. Langford, L. Li, L. Reyzin, and R. Schapire. Contextual bandit
algorithms with supervised learning guarantees. In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 19–26, 2011.

L. Bottou. Une Approche théorique de l’Apprentissage Connexioniste; Applications
à la reconnaissance de la Parole. PhD thesis, Universite de Paris Sud, Centre
d’Orsay, 1991.

L. Bottou. Online algorithms and stochastic approximations. In D. Saad, editor,
Online Learning and Neural Networks. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
UK, 1998. URL http://leon.bottou.org/papers/bottou-98x . revised, May
2018.

L. Bottou, F. E. Curtis, and J. Nocedal. Optimization methods for large-scale
machine learning. SIAM Review, 60(2):223–311, 2018.

T. Chen, S. Kornblith, M. Norouzi, and G. Hinton. A simple framework for con-
trastive learning of visual representations. In Hal Daumé, III and Aarti Singh,
editors, Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning, vol-
ume 119 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1597–1607. PMLR,
13–18 Jul 2020.

X. Chen, S. Liu, R. Sun, and M. Hong. On the convergence of a class of Adam-
type algorithms for non-convex optimization. In 7th International Conference on
Learning Representations, ICLR 2019, 2019.

87

http://homes.dsi.unimi.it/~cesabian/Pubblicazioni/jcss-02.pdf
https://epubs.siam.org/doi/pdf/10.1137/S1052623497331063
http://leon.bottou.org/papers/bottou-98x


Y. Chen and E. Candes. Solving random quadratic systems of equations is nearly
as easy as solving linear systems. In C. Cortes, N. D. Lawrence, D. D. Lee,
M. Sugiyama, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 28, pages 739–747. Curran Associates, Inc., 2015.

E. D Cubuk, B. Zoph, D. Mane, V. Vasudevan, and Q. V Le. Autoaugment: Learning
augmentation strategies from data. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 113–123, 2019.

A. Cutkosky. Anytime online-to-batch, optimism and acceleration. In K. Chaudhuri
and R. Salakhutdinov, editors, Proceedings of the 36th International Conference
on Machine Learning, volume 97 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research,
pages 1446–1454, Long Beach, California, USA, 09–15 Jun 2019. PMLR. URL
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/cutkosky19a/cutkosky19a.pdf.

A. Cutkosky and F. Orabona. Black-box reductions for parameter-free online learning
in Banach spaces. In Proceedings of the Conference on Learning Theory (COLT),
2018. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.06293.

D. Davis, D. Drusvyatskiy, and V. Charisopoulos. Stochastic algorithms with
geometric step decay converge linearly on sharp functions. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1907.09547, 2019.

D. Davis, D. Drusvyatskiy, L. Xiao, and J. Zhang. From low probability to high con-
fidence in stochastic convex optimization. Journal of Machine Learning Research,
22(49):1–38, 2021.

A. Defazio. Understanding the role of momentum in non-convex optimization: Prac-
tical insights from a lyapunov analysis. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.00406, 2020.

O. Dekel, R. Gilad-Bachrach, O. Shamir, and L. Xiao. Optimal distributed online
prediction using mini-batches. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 13(Jan):
165–202, 2012.

A. Dieuleveut, N. Flammarion, and F. Bach. Harder, better, faster, stronger conver-
gence rates for least-squares regression. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18
(1):3520–3570, January 2017.

J. C. Duchi, E. Hazan, and Y. Singer. Adaptive subgradient methods for online
learning and stochastic optimization. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 12:
2121–2159, 2011.

Pierre Gaillard, Gilles Stoltz, and Tim Van Erven. A second-order bound with excess
losses. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 176–196. PMLR, 2014.

88

http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/cutkosky19a/cutkosky19a.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.06293


X. Gastaldi. Shake-shake regularization of 3-branch residual networks. In Pro-
ceedings of the International Conference on Learning Representations, 2017. URL
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=HkO-PCmYl .

R. Ge, S. M. Kakade, R. Kidambi, and P. Netrapalli. The step decay schedule: A
near optimal, geometrically decaying learning rate procedure for least squares. In
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 14951–14962, 2019.

S. Ghadimi and G. Lan. Optimal stochastic approximation algorithms for strongly
convex stochastic composite optimization i: A generic algorithmic framework.
SIAM Journal on Optimization, 22(4):1469–1492, 2012.

S. Ghadimi and G. Lan. Stochastic first- and zeroth-order methods for nonconvex
stochastic programming. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 23(4):2341–2368, 2013.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1309.5549 .

B. Ginsburg, P. Castonguay, O. Hrinchuk, O. Kuchaiev, V. Lavrukhin, R. Leary,
J Li, H. Nguyen, Y. Zhang, and J. M Cohen. Stochastic gradient methods
with layer-wise adaptive moments for training of deep networks. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1905.11286, 2019.

J.-L. Goffin. On convergence rates of subgradient optimization methods. Mathemat-
ical programming, 13(1):329–347, 1977.

J. Grill, F. Strub, F. Altché, C. Tallec, P. Richemond, E. Buchatskaya, C. Doersch,
Bernardo Avila P., Z. Guo, M. Gheshlaghi Azar, B. Piot, K. kavukcuoglu, R. Munos,
and M. Valko. Bootstrap your own latent - a new approach to self-supervised
learning. In H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin,
editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages
21271–21284. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020.

N. J. Harvey, C. Liaw, Y. Plan, and S. Randhawa. Tight analyses for non-smooth
stochastic gradient descent. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1579–1613,
2019a.

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

E. Hazan and S. Kale. Beyond the regret minimization barrier: an optimal algorithm
for stochastic strongly-convex optimization. In S. M. Kakade and U. von Luxburg,
editors, Proceedings of the 24th Annual Conference on Learning Theory, volume 19
of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 421–436, Budapest, Hungary,
09–11 Jun 2011. PMLR.

89

https://openreview.net/pdf?id=HkO-PCmYl
https://arxiv.org/abs/1309.5549


T. He, Z. Zhang, H. Zhang, Z. Zhang, J. Xie, and M. Li. Bag of tricks for
image classification with convolutional neural networks. In The IEEE Confer-
ence on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), June 2019. URL
https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content_CVPR_2019/papers/He_Bag_of_Tricks_for_Image_Classification_with_Convolutional_Neural_Networks_CVPR_2019_paper.pdf.

P. Jain, S. M. Kakade, R. Kidambi, P. Netrapalli, and A. Sidford. Accelerating
stochastic gradient descent for least squares regression. In S. Bubeck, V. Perchet,
and P. Rigollet, editors, Proceedings of the 31st Conference On Learning Theory,
volume 75 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 545–604. PMLR,
06–09 Jul 2018.

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

S. Jelassi and A. Defazio. Dual averaging is surprisingly effective for deep learning
optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.10502, 2020.

C. Jin, R. Ge, P. Netrapalli, S.M. Kakade, and M. I. Jordan. How to escape saddle
points efficiently. In Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine
Learning, volume 70, pages 1724–1732. PMLR, 2017.

C. Jin, P. Netrapalli, R. Ge, S. M. Kakade, and M. I. Jordan. A short note on con-
centration inequalities for random vectors with subgaussian norm. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1902.03736, 2019.

S. M Kakade and A. Tewari. On the generalization ability of online strongly convex
programming algorithms. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
pages 801–808, 2009.

H. Karimi, J. Nutini, and M. Schmidt. Linear convergence of gradient and proximal-
gradient methods under the Polyak-Łojasiewicz condition. In Joint European
Conference on Machine Learning and Knowledge Discovery in Databases, pages
795–811. Springer, 2016.

A. Khaled and P. Richtárik. Better theory for SGD in the nonconvex world. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2002.03329, 2020.

R. Kidambi, P. Netrapalli, P. Jain, and S. Kakade. On the insufficiency of existing
momentum schemes for stochastic optimization. In 2018 Information Theory and
Applications Workshop (ITA), pages 1–9. IEEE, 2018.

D. P. Kingma and J. Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. In
International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2015. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980.

90

https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content_CVPR_2019/papers/He_Bag_of_Tricks_for_Image_Classification_with_Convolutional_Neural_Networks_CVPR_2019_paper.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980


B. Kleinberg, Y. Li, and Y. Yuan. An alternative view: When does SGD escape local
minima? In J. Dy and A. Krause, editors, Proceedings of the 35th International
Conference on Machine Learning, volume 80 of Proceedings of Machine Learning
Research, pages 2698–2707, Stockholmsmässan, Stockholm Sweden, 10–15 Jul 2018.
PMLR.

M. Kresoja, Z. Lužanin, and I. Stojkovska. Adaptive stochastic approximation algo-
rithm. Numerical Algorithms, 76(4):917–937, Dec 2017.

A. Kulunchakov and J. Mairal. A generic acceleration framework for stochastic
composite optimization. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
pages 12556–12567, 2019.

G. Lan. An optimal method for stochastic composite optimization. Mathematical
Programming, 133(1):365–397, 2012.

G. Lan, A. Nemirovski, and A. Shapiro. Validation analysis of mirror descent stochas-
tic approximation method. Mathematical programming, 134(2):425–458, 2012.

H. Lawen, A. Ben-Cohen, M. Protter, I. Friedman, and L. Zelnik-Manor. Attention
network robustification for person ReID. arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.07038, 2019.

L. Lei, C. Ju, J. Chen, and M. I. Jordan. Non-convex finite-sum optimization via
SCSG methods. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 30, pages
2348–2358. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017.

K. Y. Levy, A. Yurtsever, and V. Cevher. Online adaptive methods, universality
and acceleration. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages
6500–6509, 2018.

X. Li and F. Orabona. On the convergence of stochastic gradient de-
scent with adaptive stepsizes. In Proceedings of the 22nd International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, AISTATS, 2019. URL
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v89/li19c/li19c.pdf .

X. Li and F. Orabona. A high probability analysis of adaptive SGD with momentum.
In ICML 2020 Workshop on Beyond First Order Methods in ML Systems, 2020.

Z. Li, H. Bao, X. Zhang, and P. Richtárik. Page: A simple and optimal probabilistic
gradient estimator for nonconvex optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2008.10898,
2020.

Chaoyue Liu and Mikhail Belkin. Accelerating sgd with
momentum for over-parameterized learning. In Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations, 2019. URL
https://openreview.net/attachment?id=r1gixp4FPH&name=original_pdf.

91

http://proceedings.mlr.press/v89/li19c/li19c.pdf
https://openreview.net/attachment?id=r1gixp4FPH&name=original_pdf


H. Liu, K. Simonyan, and Y. Yang. Darts: Differentiable architecture
search. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2018. URL
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=S1eYHoC5FX .

Y. Liu, Y. Gao, and W. Yin. An improved analysis of stochastic gradient descent
with momentum. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33, 2020.

S. Łojasiewicz. A topological property of real analytic subsets (in french). Coll. du
CNRS, Les équations aux dérivées partielles, pages 87–89, 1963.

I. Loshchilov and F. Hutter. SGDR: Stochastic gradient descent with warm
restarts. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2017. URL
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=Skq89Scxx.

S. Ma, R. Bassily, and M. Belkin. The power of interpolation: Understanding the
effectiveness of SGD in modern over-parametrized learning. In International Con-
ference on Machine Learning, pages 3325–3334. PMLR, 2018.

J. Mairal. Stochastic majorization-minimization algorithms for large-scale optimiza-
tion. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 2283–2291,
2013. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1306.4650.

H. B. McMahan and M. J. Streeter. Adaptive bound optimization for on-
line convex optimization. In 23rd Conference on Learning Theory,, 2010. URL
http://www.learningtheory.org/colt2010/conference-website/papers/104mcmahan.pdf.

D. Needell, N. Srebro, and R. Ward. Stochastic gradient descent, weighted sam-
pling, and the randomized Kaczmarz algorithm. Mathematical Programming, 155:
549–573, 2015.

A. Nemirovski, A. Juditsky, G. Lan, and A. Shapiro. Robust stochastic approxima-
tion approach to stochastic programming. SIAM Journal on optimization, 19(4):
1574–1609, 2009.

A. S. Nemirovsky and D. Yudin. Problem complexity and method effi-
ciency in optimization. Wiley, New York, NY, USA, 1983. URL
https://books.google.com/books/about/Problem_Complexity_and_Method_Efficiency.html?id=6ULvAAAAMAAJ.

Y. Nesterov. A method for unconstrained convex minimization problem with the
rate of convergence O(1/k2). In Doklady AN SSSR (translated as Soviet. Math.
Docl.), volume 269, pages 543–547, 1983.

Y. Nesterov. Introductory lectures on convex optimization: A basic course, volume 87.
Springer, 2004.

92

https://openreview.net/pdf?id=S1eYHoC5FX
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=Skq89Scxx
https://arxiv.org/abs/1306.4650
http://www.learningtheory.org/colt2010/conference-website/papers/104mcmahan.pdf
https://books.google.com/books/about/Problem_Complexity_and_Method_Efficiency.html?id=6ULvAAAAMAAJ


Y. Nesterov. Primal-dual subgradient methods for convex prob-
lems. Mathematical programming, 120(1):221–259, 2009. URL
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s10107-007-0149-x.pdf.

Y. Nesterov. Universal gradient methods for convex optimization problems. Mathe-
matical Programming, 152(1-2):381–404, 2015.

Y. Nesterov and V. Shikhman. Quasi-monotone subgradient methods for nonsmooth
convex minimization. Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications, 165(3):
917–940, 2015.

F. Orabona. A modern introduction to online learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1912.13213, 2019.

F. Orabona and D. Pál. Scale-free algorithms for online linear optimization. In In-
ternational Conference on Algorithmic Learning Theory, pages 287–301. Springer,
2015. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.05744.

A. Paszke, S. Gross, F. Massa, A. Lerer, J. Bradbury, G. Chanan, T. Killeen, Z. Lin,
N. Gimelshein, L. Antiga, A. Desmaison, A. Kopf, E. Yang, Z. DeVito, M. Raison,
A. Tejani, S. Chilamkurthy, B. Steiner, L. Fang, J. Bai, and S. Chintala. Pytorch:
An imperative style, high-performance deep learning library. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 32, pages 8024–8035. Curran Associates, Inc.,
2019.

B. T. Polyak. Gradient methods for minimizing functionals. Zhurnal Vychislitel’noi
Matematiki i Matematicheskoi Fiziki, 3(4):643–653, 1963.

B. T Polyak. Some methods of speeding up the convergence of iteration methods.
USSR Computational Mathematics and Mathematical Physics, 4(5):1–17, 1964.

N. Qian. On the momentum term in gradient descent learning algorithms. Neural
networks, 12(1):145–151, 1999.

A. Rakhlin and K. Sridharan. Optimization, learning, and games with predictable
sequences. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 3066–
3074, 2013. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.1869 .

S. J. Reddi, A. Hefny, S. Sra, B. Poczos, and A. Smola. Stochastic variance reduction
for nonconvex optimization. In International conference on machine learning,
pages 314–323, 2016.

S. J. Reddi, S. Kale, and S. Kumar. On the convergence of Adam and be-
yond. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2018. URL
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=ryQu7f-RZ .

93

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s10107-007-0149-x.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.05744
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.1869
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=ryQu7f-RZ


H. Robbins and S. Monro. A stochastic approximation method.
Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 22:400–407, 1951. URL
https://projecteuclid.org/euclid.aoms/1177729586 .

P. Savarese, D. McAllester, S. Babu, and M. Maire. Domain-independent dominance
of adaptive methods. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.01823, 2019.

O. Sebbouh, R. M Gower, and A. Defazio. Almost sure convergence rates for stochas-
tic gradient descent and stochastic heavy ball. In Conference on Learning Theory,
pages 3935–3971. PMLR, 2021.

S. Shalev-Shwartz. Online Learning: Theory, Algorithms, and Ap-
plications. PhD thesis, The Hebrew University, 2007. URL
https://www.cs.huji.ac.il/~shais/papers/ShalevThesis07.pdf.

M. Streeter and H. B. McMahan. Less regret via online conditioning, 2010. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/1002.4862. arXiv:1002.4862.

R. Sun and Z. Luo. Guaranteed matrix completion via non-convex factorization.
IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 62(11):6535–6579, 2016.

I. Sutskever, J. Martens, G. Dahl, and G. Hinton. On the importance of initialization
and momentum in deep learning. In International conference on machine learning,
pages 1139–1147, 2013.

W. Tao, Z. Pan, G. Wu, and Q. Tao. Primal averaging: A new gradient evalu-
ation step to attain the optimal individual convergence. IEEE transactions on
cybernetics, 50(2):835–845, 2018.

W. Tao, S. Long, G. Wu, and Q. Tao. The role of momentum pa-
rameters in the optimal convergence of adaptive Polyak’s heavy-ball meth-
ods. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021. URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=L7WD8ZdscQ5.

T. Tieleman and G. Hinton. Lecture 6.5-rmsprop: Divide the gradient by a run-
ning average of its recent magnitude. COURSERA: Neural networks for machine
learning, 4(2):26–31, 2012.

S. Vaswani, F. Bach, and M. Schmidt. Fast and faster convergence of SGD for
over-parameterized models and an accelerated Perceptron. In K. Chaudhuri and
M. Sugiyama, editors, Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on Ar-
tificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 89 of Proceedings of Machine Learning
Research, pages 1195–1204. PMLR, 16–18 Apr 2019.

R. Ward, X. Wu, and L. Bottou. AdaGrad stepsizes: Sharp convergence over non-
convex landscapes. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 6677–
6686. PMLR, 2019.

94

https://projecteuclid.org/euclid.aoms/1177729586
https://www.cs.huji.ac.il/~shais/papers/ShalevThesis07.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1002.4862
https://openreview.net/forum?id=L7WD8ZdscQ5


M. K. Warmuth and A. K. Jagota. Continuous and discrete-time nonlinear gradient
descent: Relative loss bounds and convergence. In Electronic proceedings of the 5th
International Symposium on Artificial Intelligence and Mathematics, volume 326,
1997. URL https://users.soe.ucsc.edu/~manfred/pubs/C45.pdf.

X. Wu, R. Ward, and L. Bottou. WNGrad: Learn the learning rate in gradient
descent. arXiv preprint arXiv:1803.02865, 2018.

J. You, J. Leskovec, K. He, and S. Xie. Graph structure of neural networks. In
International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 10881–10891. PMLR, 2020.

F. Yousefian, A. Nedić, and U. V. Shanbhag. On stochastic gradient and subgradient
methods with adaptive steplength sequences. Automatica, 48(1):56–67, 2012.

Z. Yuan, Y. Yan, R. Jin, and T. Yang. Stagewise training accelerates convergence
of testing error over sgd. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
pages 2604–2614, 2019.

M. D. Zeiler. ADADELTA: an adaptive learning rate method. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1212.5701, 2012.

B. Zhang, J. Jin, C. Fang, and L. Wang. Improved analysis of clipping algorithms
for non-convex optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
33:15511–15521, 2020.

J. Zhang, T. He, S. Sra, and A. Jadbabaie. Why gradient clip-
ping accelerates training: A theoretical justification for adaptivity. In
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019a. URL
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=BJgnXpVYwS .

X. Zhang, Q. Wang, J. Zhang, and Z. Zhong. Adversarial autoaugment.
In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019b. URL
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=ByxdUySKvS .

Z. Zhang, T. He, H. Zhang, Z. Zhang, J. Xie, and M. Li. Bag of freebies for training
object detection neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.04103, 2019c.

H. Zhao, J. Jia, and V. Koltun. Exploring self-attention for image recognition.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR), June 2020.

D. Zhou, Y. Tang, Z. Yang, Y. Cao, and Q. Gu. On the convergence of adaptive
gradient methods for nonconvex optimization, 2018. arXiv:1808.05671.

Z. Zhou, P. Mertikopoulos, N. Bambos, S. Boyd, and P. W. Glynn. Stochastic mirror
descent in variationally coherent optimization problems. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, pages 7043–7052, 2017.

95

https://users.soe.ucsc.edu/~manfred/pubs/C45.pdf
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=BJgnXpVYwS
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=ByxdUySKvS


Z. Zhu. Natasha 2: Faster non-convex optimization than SGD. In S. Bengio, H. Wal-
lach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett, editors, Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pages 2675–2686. Curran
Associates, Inc., 2018.

B. Zoph, V. Vasudevan, J. Shlens, and Q. V. Le. Learning transferable architectures
for scalable image recognition. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer
vision and pattern recognition, pages 8697–8710, 2018.

F. Zou, L. Shen, Z. Jie, J. Sun, and W. Liu. Weighted AdaGrad with unified
momentum. arXiv preprint arXiv:1808.03408, 2018.

96


	1 Introduction
	1.1 Preliminary and Problem Set-Up
	1.1.1 Convergence of SGD with heuristic stepsizes.
	1.1.2 Convergence of SGD with Momentum

	1.2 Contributions
	1.3 Notation

	2 Adaptive Stepsize
	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 Related Work
	2.3 Keeping the Update Direction Unbiased
	2.4 Almost Sure Convergence for Nonconvex functions
	2.5 Adaptive Convergence Rates
	2.5.1 Adaptive Convergence for Convex Functions
	2.5.2 Adaptive Convergence for Non-Convex Functions

	2.6 A High Probability Analysis for SGD with Momentum
	2.6.1 A General Analysis for Algorithms with Momentum
	2.6.2 SGD with Momentum with 1t Learning Rates
	2.6.3 Delayed AdaGrad with Momentum

	2.7 Conclusion

	3 Exponential and Cosine Stepsize
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Related Work
	3.3 Assumptions
	3.4 Convergence and Adaptivity of Cosine and Exponential Step Sizes
	3.4.1 Noise and Step Sizes
	3.4.2 Convergence Guarantees

	3.5 Conclusion

	4 Last Iterate of Momentum Methods
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Related Work
	4.3 Assumptions
	4.4 Lower bound for SGDM
	4.5 FTRL-based SGDM
	4.5.1 Convergence Rates for FTRL-based SGDM
	4.5.2 Convergence Rate in Interpolation Regime
	4.5.3 Proofs

	4.6 Conclusion

	5 Conclusions
	References

