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Abstract

This paper addresses the challenge of solving large-scale nonlinear equations with Hölder continuous
Jacobians. We introduce a novel Incremental Gauss–Newton (IGN) method within explicit superlinear
convergence rate, which outperforms existing methods that only achieve linear convergence rate. In
particular, we formulate our problem by the nonlinear least squares with finite-sum structure, and our
method incrementally iterates with the information of one component in each round. We also provide
a mini-batch extension to our IGN method that obtains an even faster superlinear convergence rate.
Furthermore, we conduct numerical experiments to show the advantages of the proposed methods.

1 Introduction

We study the problem of solving the system of nonlinear equations

f(x) = 0, (1)

where the nonlinear vector function f : Rd → Rn is Lipschitz continuous and its Jacobian is Hölder continuous.
This formulation is a fundamental problem in scientific computing [38], and it is popular in a large number
of applications including machine learning [4, 10, 15], control system [7], data assimilation [45] and game
theory [20, 40].

The Newton-type methods [6, 16, 25, 26, 39, 46] are widely used for solving nonlinear equations. The classical
Newton’s method uses the curvature information in Jacobians to obtain a local quadratic convergence rate
[39], while it suffers from the expensive computational cost to access the Jacobian and its (pseudo) inverse.
Several lines of research focus on approximating Newton’s methods with inexact Jacobians. For example, the
quasi-Newton methods [1, 11, 29, 29] estimate the Jacobians via secant equations, leading to the iteration
scheme that only needs to access the function value and Jacobian-vector calls. The explicit local superlinear
convergence rates of these methods have been established in recent years [30, 31, 32, 49]. Another line of
work [42, 50, 51] introduce matrix sketching technique [48] to reduce the dimension of the Jacobian matrix,
which improves the computational efficiency per iteration. The superiority of their local convergence depends
on the structure of Jacobian in the specific problem. Although quasi-Newton and sketched Newton methods
can benefit from the inexact Jacobians, they still require accessing the full information of the nonlinear vector
function value at every iteration.

For large-scale nonlinear equations, we are interested in methods that do not require the computation of full
function values and Jacobians. In particular, Bertsekas [8] proposed a variant of Gauss–Newton (GN) method
by following the Extended Kalman Filter (EKF) framework [3, 5, 34], which incrementally accesses partial
information of the vector function values and corresponding Jacobian during the iterations. Consequently,
Moriyama et al. [36] incorporated a stepsize into the EKF method, which guarantees the global linear
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convergence rate under the gradient-growth condition [23]. In the past decade, the incremental (quasi)
Newton methods with local superlinear convergence rates are established for strongly convex optimization
[28, 33, 35, 43, 44].1 However, the superiority of local convergence for incremental Newton-type methods in
solving the general nonlinear equations is still unclear.

In this work, we propose an incremental Gauss–Newton (IGN) method for solving the systems of nonlinear
equations. Our method only requires access to one component of the nonlinear vector function and its
gradient per iteration. We maintain an aggregated vector and an aggregated matrix to estimate the vector
function value and its Jacobian by incrementally updating. We also introduce a Gram matrix with a low-rank
update to reduce the computational cost of matrix inverse in vanilla Gauss–Newton methods. The theoretical
analysis shows our IGN method enjoys explicit local superlinear convergence rate for nonlinear equations
problem with Hölder continuous Jacobians. Furthermore, we provide a variant of our IGN that makes use of
the information of a mini-batch of components, which achieves an even faster superlinear convergence rate.
The numerical experiments on real-world applications validate the advantages of the proposed methods.

Paper Organization In Section 2, we formalize the notations and assumptions for our problem. In
Section 3, we propose our incremental Gauss–Newton (IGN) method and present its convergence analysis. In
Section 4, we extend the IGN method with the mini-batch update to obtain an even faster convergence rate.
In Section 5, we provide a discussion to compare the proposed method with related works. In Section 6, we
conduct numerical experiments to show the advantages of our methods. We conclude our work in Section 7.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we formalize the notations and assumptions throughout this paper.

2.1 Notations

We let [n] = {1, . . . , n} and use the notation t%n to present the remainder of t divided by n. We denote
ei ∈ Rn as the i-th standard basis vector of the n-dimensional Euclidean space for all i ∈ [n]. We use ∥·∥ to
represent the Euclidean norm for a given vector and the spectral norm for a given matrix. Moreover, we use
the notation σmin(·) to represent the smallest singular value for a given matrix.

For the system of nonlinear equations (1), we partition the vector function f : Rd → Rn at x ∈ Rd

as f(x) = [f1(x), . . . , fn(x)]
⊤ ∈ Rn, where fi : Rd → R. We also denote the gradient of component fi(·) at

x ∈ Rd as gi(x) = ∇fi(x), and we organize the corresponding Jacobian as J(x) = [g1(x), · · · ,gn(x)]
⊤ ∈ Rn×d.

2.2 Assumptions

Throughout this paper, we suppose the function f : Rd → Rn satisfies the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. We suppose the vector function f : Rd → Rn is Lipschitz continuous, i.e., there exists
constant Lf > 0 such that

∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ Lf ∥x− y∥ (2)

for all x,y ∈ Rd.

Assumption 2. We suppose the Jacobian J : Rd → Rn×d is ν-Hölder continuous for some ν ∈ (0, 1], i.e.,
there exists constant Hν > 0 such that

∥J(x)− J(y)∥ ≤ Hν ∥x− y∥ν (3)

for all x,y ∈ Rd.

1In the view of solving nonlinear equations, the methods designed for convex optimization [28, 33, 35, 43, 44] require an
additional assumption that the Jacobian is symmetric positive-definite.
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Algorithm 1 Incremental Gauss–Newton Method (IGN)

1: Input: x0 ∈ Rd, u0 ∈ Rd, H0,G0 ∈ Rd×d

2: for t = 0, 1, . . .

3: xt+1 = Gtut

4: it = t%n+ 1

5: Ut =
[
− git(z

t
it
), git(x

t+1)
]

6: Vt =
[
git(z

t
it
), git(x

t+1)
]

7: ut+1 = ut −
(
git(z

t
it
)⊤ztit − fit(z

t
it
)
)
git(z

t
it
) +

(
git(x

t+1)⊤xt+1 − fit(x
t+1)

)
git(x

t+1)

8: Ht+1 = Ht − git(z
t
it
)git(z

t
it
)⊤ + git(x

t+1)git(x
t+1)⊤

9: Gt+1 = Gt −GtUt(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt)−1(Vt)⊤Gt

10: zt+1
i =

{
xt+1, if i = it

zti, otherwise

11: end for

Assumption 3. The system of the nonlinear equations (1) holds n ≥ d and has a non-degenerate solution
x∗ ∈ Rd, i.e., there exists some µ > 0 such that

µ = σmin(J(x
∗)) > 0. (4)

Noticing that most of existing work [8, 9, 23, 32, 36, 44, 51] focus on the assumption of Lipschitz continuous
Jacobian, which is a special case of our Assumption 2 by taking ν = 1.

3 The Incremental Gauss–Newton Method

In this section, we propose the Incremental Gauss-Newton (IGN) method and provide its explicit superlinear
convergence rate.

3.1 The Algorithm

We first introduce the intuition of our algorithm design. Solving the system of nonlinear equations (1) can
be regarded as minimizing the norm of the nonlinear vector function f : Rd → Rn, which means we can
reformulate the problem as the following nonlinear least squares minimization problem

min
x∈Rd

ϕ(x) ≜
1

2

n∑
i=1

(fi(x))
2. (5)

For each component fi : Rd → R, we consider its linear approximation

fi(x) ≈ fi(z
t
i) + gi(z

t
i)

⊤(x− zti), (6)

where zti ∈ Rd is some point related to component fi at the t-th iteration. The estimation (6) motivates us to
construct the surrogate problem for the nonlinear least squares (5) as follows

min
x∈Rd

ψ(x) ≜
n∑

i=1

ψi(x), where ψi(x) ≜
1

2

∥∥fi(zti) + gi(z
t
i)

⊤(x− zti)
∥∥2 . (7)

Since each ψi is convex, which implies problem (7) has the closed-form solution

xt+1 =

(
n∑

i=1

gi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

⊤

)−1 n∑
i=1

(
gi(z

t
i)

⊤zti − fi(z
t
i)
)
gi(z

t
i). (8)
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We assume the matrix
∑n

i=1 gi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

⊤ is always non-singular in this subsection, which will be verified
under our assumptions in later analysis.

We propose the Incremental Gauss-Newton (IGN) method by performing an update (8) at the t-th iteration.
It is worth noting that we can take advantage of the inherent finite-sum structure in formulation (5) to
establish incremental methods. Specifically, we update one of {zti}ni=1 at each iteration in a cyclic fashion,
that is

zt+1
i =

{
xt+1, if i = it,

zti, otherwise,
(9)

where it = t%n + 1. This indicates that we only need to address the terms associated with point ztit in
update (8), which can be implemented by introducing the aggregated variables

ut =

n∑
i=1

(
gi(z

t
i)

⊤zti − fi(z
t
i)
)
gi(z

t
i), Ht =

n∑
i=1

gi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

⊤ and Gt =
(
Ht
)−1

. (10)

Then we can write update (8) as

xt+1 = Gtut (11)

and maintain the aggregated variables by following recursions2
ut+1 = ut −

(
git(z

t
it)

⊤ztit − fit(z
t
it)
)
git(z

t
it) +

(
git(x

t+1)⊤xt+1 − fit(x
t+1)

)
git(x

t+1),

Ht+1 = Ht − git(z
t
it)git(z

t
it)

⊤ + git(x
t+1)git(x

t+1)⊤,

Gt+1 = Gt −GtUt(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt)−1(Vt)⊤Gt,

(12)

where the last one is based on Sherman–Morrison–Woodbury formula [47] and definitions

Ut ≜
[
− git(z

t
it), git(x

t+1)
]
∈ Rd×2 and Vt ≜

[
git(z

t
it), git(x

t+1)
]
∈ Rd×2. (13)

Since each of matrices Ut and Vt only contains two columns, updating the variables xt+1, ut+1 and Gt+1

can be implemented within the complexity of O(d2) flops. Additionally, the memory cost for maintaining
variables {zti}ni=1, {git(z

t)}ni=1, u
t and Gt is O(nd+ d2). As a comparison, the vanilla Gauss–Newton (GN)

method [6, 39] performs the iteration

xt+1 =xt −
(
J(xt)⊤J(xt)

)−1
J(xt)⊤f(xt), (14)

which takes a computation cost of O(nd+ d3) flops and a memory cost of O(nd+ d2).

We summarize the procedure of our IGN in Algorithm 1. Observe that the vanilla GN iteration (14) can be
reformulated by

xt+1 =
(
J(xt)⊤J(xt)

)−1
J(xt)⊤(J(xt)xt − f(xt)). (15)

Comparing our updates (7)–(11) with (15), the aggregated variables ut, Ht and Gt can be regarded as the
estimators of terms J(xt)⊤(J(xt)xt − f(xt)), J(xt)⊤J(xt) and (J(xt)⊤J(xt))−1 in scheme of (15) respectively.
The efficiency of our IGN method comes from the strategy that we apply the different zti in the linear
approximation (6) for the different component fi. In contrast, the vanilla GN method is based on the linear
approximation at the identical point xt for all components.

2Noticing that there is no need to explicitly construct matrix Ht in implementation, while this matrix is useful to understand
and analyze our method.
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3.2 The Convergence Analysis

In this subsection, we establish the local superlinear convergence of the proposed IGN method.

We start our analysis from the following proposition, which shows the non-singularity of the Gram matrix
associated with the exact Jacobian at the non-degenerate solution x∗ ∈ Rd.

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 3, it holds that

σmin(J(x
∗)⊤J(x∗)) = µ2 > 0. (16)

Under the continuous assumptions on f(·) and J(·), we can provide the Hölder continuity of the Gram
matrices.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have∥∥J(y)⊤J(y)− J(x)⊤J(x)
∥∥ ≤ 2LfHν ∥y − x∥ν

and ∥∥gi(y)gi(y)
⊤ − gi(x)gi(x)

⊤∥∥ ≤ 2LfHν ∥y − x∥ν

for all x,y ∈ Rn and i ∈ [n].

Recall the design of IGN method is motivated by the estimation Ht ≈ J(xt)
⊤J(xt), which indicates we can

connect Proposition 1 and Lemma 1 to bound the spectrum of Ht as follows.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, running IGN (Algorithm 1) with H0 = J(x0)⊤J(x0) and G0 =
(H0)−1 holds that

σmin(H
t) ≥ µ2 − 2LfHν

n∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν
for all t ≥ 0.

Lemma 2 indicates that if all of the points zt1, . . . , z
t
n are sufficiently close to the solution x∗, the matrix Ht

is positive-definite, which guarantees that the inverse of Ht+1 (i.e., matrix Gt+1) in the algorithm is always
well-defined. Based on this intuition, we use induction to show the positive-definiteness of matrices Ht and
I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt, and the local superlinear convergence rate of the proposed method.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, running IGN (Algorithm 1) with initialization x0 ∈ Rd,
H0 = J(x0)⊤J(x0) and G0 = (H0)−1 such that

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ≤
(

µ2

4LfHνn

)1/ν

,

we have Ht ⪰ (µ2/2)I and σmin(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt) > 0 for all t ≥ 0. Additionally, there exists sequence {rt}
such that ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ rt and it holds

rt+1 ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊t/n⌋−1)

rt with c = 1− 1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)(1+ν)
)

for all t ≥ n.

Observe that the term of c in Theorem 1 is monotonically decreasing with respect to ν ∈ (0, 1], we can bound
it by 1− 15/(16n) ≤ c < 1− 1/(2n) and simplify the superlinear convergence as follows.
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Corollary 1. Under the settings and notations of Theorem 1, we have

rt+1 <
(
1− 1

2n

)(1+ν)(⌊t/n⌋−1)

rt

for all t ≥ n.

Theorem 1 also indicates that the larger ν ∈ (0, 1] leads to faster superlinear convergence rate. In the case of
ν = 1, our Hölder continuous condition (Assumption 2) degenerates to the Lipschitz continuity, then we can
achieve the n-step local quadratic convergence rate as follows.

Corollary 2. Under the settings and notations of Theorem 1 with ν = 1, we have the n-step quadratic
convergence

rt ≤
1

4
r2t−n

for all t ≥ n.

4 The Extension to Mini-Batch Methods

We can also improve the efficiency of IGN method by using the mini-batch update. Specifically, we consider
the mini-batch size k and divide the indices into m = ⌈n/k⌉ non-overlapping subsets, i.e., we partition
the index set [n] = {1, . . . , n} into subsets {S1, . . . ,Sm} such that |S1| = · · · = |Sm−1| = k, ∪m

i=1Si = [n]
and Si ∩ Sj = ∅ for all distinct i, j ∈ [k].

The mini-batch variant of IGN also apply the update of the form xt+1 = Gtut. Different from IGN, we update
variables {zti}mi=1 with the smaller period m = ⌈n/k⌉ such that

zt+1
i =

{
xt+1, if i = it,

zti, otherwise,
(17)

where it = t%m+ 1.

We establish recursions of aggregated variables by a mini-batch way as follows
ut+1=ut−

∑
j∈Sit

(
gj(z

t
it)

⊤ztit−fj(z
t
it)
)
gj(z

t
it)+

∑
j∈Sit

(
gj(x

t+1)⊤xt+1−fj(x
t+1)

)
gj(x

t+1),

Ht+1=Ht −
∑

j∈Sit

gj(z
t
it)gj(z

t
it)

⊤ +
∑

j∈Sit

gj(x
t+1)gj(x

t+1)⊤,

Gt+1=Gt −GtUt(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt)−1(Vt)⊤Gt,

(18)

where we construct matrices Ut,Vt ∈ Rd×2|Sit | asUt =
[
− gj1(z

t
it
), gj1(x

t+1), · · · , − gj|Sit
|(z

t
it
), gj|Sit

|(x
t+1)

]
,

Vt =
[
gj1(z

t
it
), gj1(x

t+1), · · · , gj|Sit
|(z

t
it
), gj|Sit

|(x
t+1)

]
,

and indices j1, . . . , j|Sit | are the elements in subset Sit such that |Sit | ≤ k.

We formally present the procedure of the Mini-Batch Incremental Gauss-Newton (MB-IGN) method in
Algorithm 2 (see Appendix A). The memory cost of MB-IGN is O(nd+ d2), matching the complexity of IGN.
Each iteration of MB-IGN includes the matrix multiplication of Gt, Ut and Vt within the complexity of
O(kd2) flops. It is worth noting that the mini-batch update in MB-IGN can be efficiently implemented by
block matrix operation that takes advantage of parallel computation [14].

Formally, we present the following convergence results of MB-IGN.
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Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, running MB-IGN (Algorithm 2) with mini-batch size k and
initialization x0 ∈ Rd, H0 = J(x0)⊤J(x0) and G0 = (H0)−1 such that

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ≤
(

µ2

4kLfHν⌈n/k⌉

)1/ν

,

we have Ht ⪰ (µ2/2)I and σmin(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt) > 0 for all t ≥ 0. Additionally, there exists sequence {rt}
such that ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ rt and it holds

rt+1 ≤ c(1+ν)
(⌊ t

⌈n/k⌉⌋−1)
rt with c = 1− 1

⌈n/k⌉

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)(1+ν)
)
.

The terms of n/k in the results of Theorem 2 imply that increasing mini-batch size k can speed up the
convergence of MB-IGN. Additionally, the convergence of MB-IGN matches IGN if we take k = 1.

Similar to the discussion in Section 3.2, we have the following corollary for MB-IGN method.

Corollary 3. Under settings of Theorem 2, we have

rt+1 ≤
(
1− 1

2⌈n/k⌉

)(1+ν)
(⌊ t

⌈n/k⌉⌋−1)

rt

for all t ≥ ⌈n/k⌉. In the case of ν = 1, we have the ⌈n/k⌉-step quadratic convergence

rt ≤
1

4
r2t−⌈n/k⌉

for all t ≥ ⌈n/k⌉.

Specifically, Corollary 3 indicates that the MB-IGN method with k = n has the quadratic convergence under
the assumption of Lipschitz continuous Jacobian (Assumption 2 with ν = 1), which matches the rate of
vanilla Gauss–Newton method.

5 Related Work

We compare the theoretical results of proposed IGN and MB-IGN with existing methods in Table 1.

The methods including Gauss–Newton-based BFGS (GN-BFGS) [29], Block Good Broyden’s method (BGB) [32],
Block Bad Broyden’s method (BBB) [32] and Sketched Newton–Raphson (SNR) [51] only focus on establishing
the Jacobian estimator, while each of their iteration depends on accessing all components in the nonlinear
vector function that is expensive for large-scale problems. In addition, the quasi-Newton methods including
GN-BFGS [29], BGB [32] and BBB [32] only work for the scenario of n = d. The SNR method enjoys an efficient
update for large n, while it lacks the local superlinear convergence like classical Newton-type methods.

The Extended Kalman Filter with Stepsize (EKF-S) [23, 36] is based on the incremental update that only
accesses one (or mini-batch) of components and the corresponding gradient at each iteration. Concretely, the
EKF-S method performs the iteration

xt+1 = xt − αt(H̃t)−1git(x
t)fit(x

t)

with some stepsize αt > 0, where H̃t ∈ Rd×d is the estimator for the Gram matrix J(xt)⊤J(xt) which is
constructed by the recursion

H̃t+1 = λtH̃t + git(x
t+1)git(x

t+1)⊤ (19)

7



Table 1: We compare the per-iteration computation complexity, memory cost, convergence rates and the
assumption of Jacobin of proposed methods and baselines. The rightmost column means that the methods
GN, SNR, GN-BFGS, BFB and BBB require to access all of the components f1, . . . , fn at each iteration, while the
other methods only require to access one or mini-batch of components.

Methods Computation Memory Convergence Jacobian fi

GN [6, 39] O(nd2 + d3) O(nd+ d2) quadratic Lipschitz %

SNR [51]♯ O(nτ2 + τ3) O(τd) sublinear Lipschitz %

GN-BFGS [29]‡ O(d2) O(d2) asymptotic superlinear Hölder %

BGB [32]§ O(k̃d2) O(d2) O
(
(1− k̃/d)t(t−1)/4

)
Lipschitz %

BBB [32]§ O(k̃d2) O(d2) O
(
(1− k̃/(κd))t(t−1)/4

)
Lipschitz %

EKF [8] O(d2) O(d2) sublinear Lipschitz !

EKF-S [23, 36] O(d2) O(d2) linear Lipschitz !

IGN (this work) O(d2) O(nd+ d2) O
(
(1− 1/(2n))(1+ν)⌊t/n⌋)

Hölder !

MB-IGN (this work) O(kd2) O(nd+ d2) O
(
(1− k/(2n))(1+ν)⌊kt/n⌋)

Hölder !

♯ The SNR method requires the star convexity in their minimization formulation. The notation τ presents

the sketch size.
‡ The GN-BFGS method requires n = d and the Jacobian is symmetric.
§ The BGB and BBB methods requires n = d. The notation k̃ is rank of the modification matrix and

κ ≜ Lf/µ is the condition number.

for some λt ∈ (0, 1]. The original Extended Kalman Filter method (EKF) [8] takes a fixed stepsize of αt = 1 in
the above iteration and achieves a sublinear convergence rate. Later, Gürbüzbalaban et al. [23] showed that
introducing the adaptive stepsize can achieve the linear convergence rate. Note that EKF-S and EKF will not
explicitly reuse the information of vector git(xt) in later iterations. In other words, the recursion (19) indicates
all information of the historical gradient is heuristically compressed into the term of λtH̃t. In contrast,
the proposed IGN method establishes the Gram matrix approximation Ht ≈ J(xt)⊤J(xt) by equations (10)
and (12), which clearly corresponds to the linear approximation (6)-(7) by reusing all of the historical gradients
{gi(z

t
i)}ni=1. This strategy encourages a more accurate Gram matrix estimation in our method and leads to a

superlinear convergence rate.

The incremental Newton-type methods have also been studied in finite-sum strongly convex optimization [28,
33, 35, 43, 44]. In the view of our formulation (1), this work considers solving the system of nonlinear
equations of the form f(x) = 0, where f : Rd → Rd is the gradient of some objective function and has the

finite-sum structure f(x) ≜ (1/N)
∑N

i=1 fi(x) with symmetric positive-definite Jacobian. These methods can
achieve superlinear convergence rates by accessing one of {fi}Ni=1 and its Jacobian at each iteration. However,
their iterations have to maintain Jacobians for all of the individuals {fi}Ni=1 with a memory cost of O(Nd2),
which is prohibitive for a large N .

6 Experiments

We conduct numerical experiments on the following applications:

• Regularized Logistic Regression: We consider training the binary classifier x ∈ Rd by solving the nonconvex
regularized logistic regression problem [2, 27]

min
x∈Rd

ℓ(x) ≜
1

N

N∑
j=1

log(1 + exp(−bja⊤j x)) + θ

d∑
k=1

νx2k
1 + νx2k

,

where {(aj , bj)}Nj=1 is the training set such that aj ∈ Rd and bj ∈ {−1, 1} for all j ∈ [N ]. We set θ = 10−2

8



and ν = 1 for the model. We formulated the above minimization problem by the formulation of nonlinear
equations (1) with f(x) ≜ ∇ℓ(x). We perform the experiments on dataset “DBWorld” (N = 64 and
d = 4, 702) [19] for this problem.

• Chandrasekhar’s H-Equation: We consider the Chandrasekhar’s H-equation, which is widely used in
analytical radiative transfer theory [13, 24]. It can be formulated by problem (1) with

fi(x) = xi −

1− c

2n

n∑
j=1

µixj
µi + µj

−1

for all i ∈ [n], where µi =
i− 1/2

n
.

We set d = 2, 000 and c = 1− 10−5 for this problem in our experiments. .

• Soft Maximum Minimization: We consider the soft maximum minimization problem [12, 37]

min
x∈Rd

h(x) ≜ µ ln

(
N∑
i=1

exp

(
⟨ai,x⟩ − bi

µ

))
+
λ

2
∥x∥2 , (20)

which can be formulated by problem (1) with f(x) ≜ ∇h(x). We follow the setting of [17, 18] by generating
the entries of a1, · · · , aN ∈ Rd and b ∈ RN randomly and independently from the uniform distribution on
[−1, 1]. We set N = 2000, d = 2000, µ = 5 and λ = 2 in our experiments.

We first investigate the impact of mini-batch size k of MB-IGN method (Algorithm 2) on the performance. We
run MB-IGN by taking the different mini-batch sizes on the three problems and present the empirical results
for time (s) against ||f(x)|| in Figure 1, where the setting k = 1 corresponds to our IGN method (Algorithm 1).
We can observe that the mini-batch update is effective in reducing the time cost. The mini-batch sizes of 500,
200, and 100 achieve the best performance on the problems of robust logistic regression, Chandrasekhar’s
H-equation, and soft maximum minimization, respectively.

We then compare the proposed methods MB-IGN (Algorithm 2) with baseline methods SNR [51], EKF-S [8, 36],
BGB [32] and BBB [32]. We present the empirical results for the number of epochs against ||f(x)|| in Figure 2,
where one epoch means one complete pass of all components of the nonlinear vector function. We can obverse
that the proposed MB-IGN and the baseline method BGB outperforms others on all problems. This is reasonable
since only these two methods enjoy the explicit condition-number-free superlinear convergence rates (see
Table 1). The superlinear convergence rate of BBB method depends on the condition number, which leads to
its performance not always better than the linear convergent method EKF-S.

We also present the empirical results for the cost of time (second) against ||f(x)|| in Figure 3. We can obverse
that the proposed MB-IGN always performs significantly better than all baseline methods. This is in line with
our expectations because only our MB-IGN method enjoys both the superlinear convergence rate and the
cheap iteration cost. Although the BGB method has a comparable number of epochs to our MB-IGN on the
problem of solving Chandrasekhar’s H-Equation, the iteration with accessing all components makes its time
cost expensive.
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Figure 2: Experimental results of epochs vs. ∥f(x)∥ for all methods.
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Figure 1: Experimental results of time (s) vs. ∥f(x)∥ for MB-IGN with different mini-batch size k.
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Figure 3: Experimental results of time (s) vs. ∥f(x)∥ for all methods.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we propose the incremental Gauss–Newton method (IGN) for solving the system of nonlinear
equations. We design the algorithm by tracking the historical gradient of all components to establish the
estimator of the Gram matrix (its inverse). The theoretical analysis shows IGN enjoys the explicit superlinear
convergence rate under the assumption of Hölder continuous Jacobian. We also provide a mini-batch extension
of our IGN method (MB-IGN) and show it has an even faster superlinear convergence rate. The numerical
experiments on the applications of regularized logistic regression, Chandrasekhar’s H-equation, and soft
maximum minimization validate the advantage of the proposed methods over existing baselines.

In the future, it will be interesting to study the incremental Gauss–Newton method to solve nonlinear
equations in the distributed setting. It is also possible to design incremental quasi-Newton methods for
solving the general nonlinear equations.

References

[1] Mehiddin Al-Baali, Emilio Spedicato, and Francesca Maggioni. Broyden’s quasi-Newton methods for a
nonlinear system of equations and unconstrained optimization: a review and open problems. Optimization
Methods and Software, 29(5):937–954, 2014.

[2] Anestis Antoniadis, Irène Gijbels, and Mila Nikolova. Penalized likelihood regression for generalized
linear models with non-quadratic penalties. Annals of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 63:585–615,
2011.

10



[3] Michael Athans, Richard Wishner, and Anthony Bertolini. Suboptimal state estimation for continuous-
time nonlinear systems from discrete noisy measurements. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 13
(5):504–514, 1968.

[4] Shaojie Bai, J. Zico Kolter, and Vladlen Koltun. Deep equilibrium models. Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2019.

[5] Bradley M. Bell. The iterated Kalman smoother as a Gauss–Newton method. SIAM Journal on
Optimization, 4(3):626–636, 1994.

[6] Adi Ben-Israel. A Newton–Raphson method for the solution of systems of equations. Journal of
Mathematical analysis and applications, 15(2):243–252, 1966.

[7] Eloıse Berthier, Justin Carpentier, and Francis Bach. Fast and robust stability region estimation for
nonlinear dynamical systems. In European Control Conference, 2021.

[8] Dimitri P. Bertsekas. Incremental least squares methods and the extended Kalman filter. SIAM Journal
on Optimization, 6(3):807–822, 1996.

[9] Dimitri P. Bertsekas. A new class of incremental gradient methods for least squares problems. SIAM
Journal on Optimization, 7(4):913–926, 1997.

[10] Aleksandar Botev, Hippolyt Ritter, and David Barber. Practical Gauss–Newton optimisation for deep
learning. In International Conference on Machine Learning, 2017.

[11] Charles G Broyden. A class of methods for solving nonlinear simultaneous equations. Mathematics of
computation, 19(92):577–593, 1965.

[12] Brian Bullins. Highly smooth minimization of non-smooth problems. In Conference on Learning Theory,
2020.

[13] Subrahmanyan Chandrasekhar. Radiative transfer. Courier Corporation, 1960.

[14] Timothy A. Davis. Block matrix methods: Taking advantage of high-performance computers. Technical
report, Computer and Information Sciences Department, 1998.
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Appendix

The appendix is organized as follows. In Section A, we provide the detailed procedure of Mini-Batch
Incremental Gauss–Newton Method (MB-IGN). In Section B, we provide some results for Jacobians In
Section C, we introduces an auxiliary sequence and analyze its properties. In Sections D and E, we provide
the convergence analysis for proposed IGN and MB-IGN, respectively.

A The Mini-Batch Incremental Gauss–Newton Method

We provide the detailed procedure of Mini-Batch Incremental Gauss–Newton Method (MB-IGN) in Algorithm
2.

Algorithm 2 Mini-Batch Incremental Gauss–Newton Method (MB-IGN)

1: Input: x0 ∈ Rd, u0 ∈ Rd, H0,G0 ∈ Rd×d, k ≤ n, m = ⌈n/k⌉
2: Partition the index set [n] = {1, . . . , n} into subsets {S1, . . . ,Sm} such that

|S1| = · · · = |Sm−1| = k, ∪m
i=1Si = [n] and Si ∩ Sj = ∅ for all i, j ∈ [k]

3: for t = 0, 1, . . .

4: xt+1 = Gtut

5: it = t%m+ 1

6: Ut =
[
− gj1(z

t
it
), gj1(x

t+1), · · · , − gj|Sit
|(z

t
it
), gj|Sit

|(x
t+1)

]
7: Vt =

[
gj1(z

t
it
), gj1(x

t+1), · · · , gj|Sit
|(z

t
it
), gj|Sit

|(x
t+1)

]
8: ut+1=ut−

∑
j∈Sit

(
gj(z

t
it)

⊤ztit−fj(z
t
it)
)
gj(z

t
it)+

∑
j∈Sit

(
gj(x

t+1)⊤xt+1−fj(xt+1)
)
gj(x

t+1)

9: Ht+1=Ht −
∑
j∈Sit

gj(z
t
it)gj(z

t
it)

⊤ +
∑
j∈Sit

gj(x
t+1)gj(x

t+1)⊤

10: Gt+1 = Gt −GtUt(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt)−1(Vt)⊤Gt

11: zt+1
i =

{
xt+1, if i = it

zti, otherwise

12: end for

B Some Basic Results for Jacobians

This section presents some useful results for our later analysis.

Lemma 3. (Hölder continuity of each gradient) Under Assumption 2, it satisfies that

∥gi(y)− gi(x)∥ ≤ Hν ∥y − x∥ν , (21)

for any x,y ∈ Rd, and i ∈ [n].

Proof. We denote

J̃ =

(g1(y)− g1(x))
⊤

...
(gn(y)− gn(x))

⊤

 ∈ Rn×d with gi(x) = ∇fi(x)
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and let ei ∈ Rn be the i-th standard basic vector in n-dimensional Euclidean space. Then the facts J̃ =
J(y)− J(x) and J̃⊤ei = gi(y)− gi(x) imply we have

∥gi(y)− gi(x)∥ ≤ ∥J̃⊤∥ ∥ei∥ = ∥J̃∥ = ∥J(y)− J(x)∥ ≤ Hν ∥y − x∥ν ,

where the last step is based on the Hölder continuouity of J(·).

Lemma 4. (Bound for Hölder-continuous function) Under Assumption 2, we have

fi(y)− fi(x)− gi(x)
⊤(y − x) ≤ Hν

1 + ν
∥y − x∥1+ν

, (22)

for any x,y ∈ Rd and i ∈ [n].

Proof. Following the proof of [21, 22], we have

fi(y)− fi(x)− gi(x)
⊤(y − x) =

∫ 1

t=0

gi(x+ t(y − x))⊤(y − x)dt− gi(x)
⊤(y − x)

=

∫ 1

t=0

(gi(x+ t(y − x))− gi(x))
⊤
(y − x)dt

≤
∫ 1

t=0

∥gi(x+ t(y − x))− gi(x)∥ ∥y − x∥ dt

≤
∫ 1

t=0

Hνt
ν ∥y − x∥1+ν

dt

= Hν ∥y − x∥1+ν
∫ 1

t=0

tνdt

=
Hν

1 + ν
∥y − x∥1+ν

,

where the first inequality comes from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the second one comes from Lemma 3
that each gradient is Hölder continuous.

Lemma 5. (Bound for Jacobian and gradient) Under Assumption 1, we have

∥gi(x)∥ ≤ ∥J(x)∥ ≤ Lf

for all x ∈ Rd and i ∈ [n].

Proof. For all x,v ∈ Rd, we have

J(x)v = lim
h→0

f(x+ hv)− f(x)

h
.

Taking the spectral norm on both sides, we have

∥J(x)v∥ = lim
h→0

∥f(x+ hv)− f(x)∥
|h|

≤ lim
h→0

Lf ∥x+ hv − x∥
|h|

= lim
h→0

Lf |h| ∥v∥
|h|

= Lf ∥v∥ ,
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where the inequality comes from Assumption 1.

Therefore, for all x ∈ Rd it holds

∥J(x)∥ = sup
v∈Rd

∥J(x)v∥
∥v∥

≤ Lf .

Let ei ∈ Rn be the i-th standard basic vector in n-dimensional Euclid space, then we have

∥gi(x)∥ =
∥∥J⊤ei

∥∥ ≤ ∥J∥ ∥ei∥ = ∥J(x)∥ ≤ Lf

for all i ∈ [n].

C The Auxiliary Sequence and Its Properties

We construct the following sequence for our convergence analysis in later sections.

Definition 1. We define the following sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0 for given n ∈ N+ and ν ∈ (0, 1]:

at(n, ν) ≜



1, t = 0,

1

2(1 + ν)n

t−1∑
j=0

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + n− t

, 1 ≤ t ≤ n,

1

2(1 + ν)n

t−1∑
j=t−n

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν , t > n.

(23)

We then provide several useful properties for the sequence in Definition 1.

Lemma 6. The sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0 satisfies

at(n, ν) ≤ 1

for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. Part I: We first use induction to prove at(n, ν) ≤ 1 for all t = 0, 1 . . . , n. For the induction base, we
can verify that a0(n, ν) = 1 ≤ 1. For the induction step, we assume

aj(n, ν) ≤ 1

holds for all j = 1, . . . , t− 1 such that t ≤ n. Then we have

at(n, ν) =
1

2(1 + ν)n

t−1∑
j=0

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + n− t

 ≤ 1

2(1 + ν)n
(t+ n− t) =

1

2(1 + ν)
≤ 1,

where the first inequality is based on the induction hypothesis and the last inequality is based on the setting
ν ∈ (0, 1]. This finishes the induction.

Part II: We then use induction to prove at(n, ν) ≤ 1 for all t ≥ n+ 1. For the induction base, we can verify
that

an+1(n, ν) =
1

2(1 + ν)n

n∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν ≤ 1

2(1 + ν)n
· n =

1

2(1 + ν)
≤ 1,
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where the first inequality is based on at(n, ν) ≤ 1 for all t ≤ n (which have shown in Part I), and the last
inequality is based on the setting ν ∈ (0, 1]. For the induction step, we assume

an+1(n, ν) ≤ 1

holds for all j = n+ 2, . . . , t− 1 such that t ≥ n+ 3. Then we have

at(n, ν) =
1

2(1 + ν)n

t−1∑
j=t−n

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν ≤ 1

2(1 + ν)n
· n =

1

2(1 + ν)
≤ 1,

where the first inequality is based on the induction hypothesis and the last inequality is based on the setting
ν ∈ (0, 1]. This finishes the induction.

Combining the results of above two parts, we finish the proof of this lemma.

Lemma 7. The sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0 satisfies

at(n, ν) ≥ at+1(n, ν)

for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. Part I: For t = 0, the fact ν ∈ (0, 1] means

a1(n, ν) =
1

2(1 + ν)
≤ 1 = a0(n, ν).

Part II: For all t = 1, . . . , n− 1, we have

at+1(n, ν)− at(n, ν)

=
1

2(1 + ν)n

 t∑
j=0

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + n− t− 1

− 1

2(1 + ν)n

t−1∑
j=0

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + n− t


=

1

2(1 + ν)n

(
(at(n, ν))

1+ν − 1
)
≤ 0,

where the last inequality is based on Lemma 6. This indicates at+1 ≤ at for t = 1, . . . , n− 1.

Part III: For all t ≥ n, we use induction to prove at+1(n, ν) ≤ at(n, ν). For the induction base, we can verify
that

an+1(n, ν)− an(n, ν)

=
1

2(1 + ν)n

n∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν − 1

2(1 + ν)n

n−1∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + 1


=

1

2(1 + ν)n

(
(an(n, ν))

1+ν − 1
)

≤ 0,

where the last inequality is based on Lemma 6.

For the induction step, we assume

aj+1(n, ν) ≤ aj(n, ν)

holds for all j = n+ 1, · · · , t− 1 such that t ≥ n+ 2. Then we have

at+1(n, ν)− at(n, ν)
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=
1

2(1 + ν)n

t∑
j=t−n+1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν − 1

2(1 + ν)n

t−1∑
j=t−n

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν ≤ 0,

where the inequality is based on the induction hypothesis and the fact at+1(n, ν) ≤ at(n, ν) for all t ≤ n− 1
(which have shown in Part I).

Combining the results of above three parts, we finish the proof of this lemma.

Lemma 8. For the sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0, we have

at(n, ν) ≤
1

2(1 + ν)
(at−n(n, ν))

1+ν

for all t ≥ n.

Proof. For all t ≥ n, the definition of at(n, ν) implies

at(n, ν) =
1

2(1 + ν)n

 t−1∑
j=t−n

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν


≤ 1

2(1 + ν)
max{(at−n(n, ν))

1+ν , · · · , (at−1(n, ν))
1+ν}.

Additionally, Lemma 7 implies for all t ≥ n, we have

max{(at−n(n, ν))
1+ν , · · · , (at−1(n, ν))

1+ν} = (at−n(n, ν))
1+ν , t ≥ n.

Combining above results, we achieve

at(n, ν) ≤
1

2(1 + ν)
(at−n(n, ν))

1+ν

for all t ≥ n.

Lemma 9. For the sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0, we have

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c0at(n, ν)

for all t ≥ n, where

c0 = 1− 1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.

Proof. For all t ≥ n, we have

at(n, ν) ≤
1

2(1 + ν)
(at−n(n, ν))

1+ν ≤ 1

2(1 + ν)
at−n(n, ν), (24)

where the first inequality is based on Lemma 8 and the second one is based on Lemma 6.
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Then we also have

at+1 =
1

2(1 + ν)n

(
t∑

j=t−n+1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

)

≤ 1

2(1 + ν)n

((
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν

(at−n(n, ν))
1+ν +

t−1∑
j=t−n+1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

)

=
1

2(1 + ν)n

((
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν

(at−n(n, ν))
1+ν +

t−1∑
j=t−n+1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + (at−n(n, ν))

1+ν − (at−n(n, ν))
1+ν

)

= at(n, ν) +
1

2(1 + ν)n

((
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν

(at−n(n, ν))
1+ν − (at−n(n, ν))

1+ν

)

= at(n, ν)−
1

2(1 + ν)n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
(at−n(n, ν))

1+ν

≤ at(n, ν)−
1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
at(n, ν)

=

(
1− 1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
))

at(n, ν),

for all t ≥ n, where the first inequality is based on equation (24) and the last inequality is based on Lemma 8.
This finish the proof.

Lemma 10. For the sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0, if there exists c1 ∈ (0, 1) and t0 ≥ 0 such that

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c1at(n, ν) (25)

for all t ≥ t0 + n, then we have

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c1+ν
1 at(n, ν)

for all t ≥ t0 + 2n.

Proof. For all t ≥ t0 + 2n, we have

at+1(n, ν) =
1

2(1 + ν)n

t∑
j=t−n+1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

≤ 1

2(1 + ν)n

t−1∑
j=t−n

c1+ν
1 (aj(n, ν))

1+ν = c1+ν
1 at(n, ν),

where the inequality is based on equation (25).

Lemma 11. For the sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0, we have the superlinear convergence

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊
t−1
n ⌋−1)

at(n, ν)

for all t ≥ n, where

c = 1− 1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.
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Proof. According to Lemma 9, we have

at+1(n, ν) ≤ cat(n, ν) for all t ≥ n.

According to Lemma 10, we have

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c1+νat(n, ν) for all t ≥ 2n,

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c(1+ν)2at(n, ν) for all t ≥ 3n,

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c(1+ν)3at(n, ν) for all t ≥ 4n,

· · ·

which implies

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊t/n⌋−1)

at(n, ν)

for all t ≥ n.

The superlinear convergence of the sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0 can be verify by the fact

lim
t→∞

c(1+ν)(⌊t/n⌋−1)

= 0.

Hence, we finish the proof.

D The Convergence Analysis for IGN

In this section, we provide the proofs for result in Section 3.

D.1 The Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. We denote the singular value decomposition of J(x∗) as

J(x∗) = PDQ⊤,

where P ∈ Rn×d,Q ∈ Rd×d are (column) orthogonal matrices and D ∈ Rd×d is diagonal matrix with the
smallest diagonal entry of µ > 0. Therefore, we have

J(x∗)⊤J(x∗) = QD2Q⊤,

which means the smallest singular value of J(x∗)⊤J(x∗) is equal to the smallest value of D2, which is µ2.
Therefore, we have

σmin(J(x
∗)⊤J(x∗)) ≥ µ2.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. The Jacobian holds that∥∥J(y)⊤J(y)− J(x)⊤J(x)
∥∥ =

∥∥J(y)⊤J(y)− J(x)⊤J(y) + J(x)⊤J(y)− J(x)⊤J(x)
∥∥

≤
∥∥∥(J(y)− J(x))

⊤
J(y)

∥∥∥+ ∥∥J(x)⊤ (J(y)− J(x))
∥∥

≤ ∥J(y)∥ ∥J(y)− J(x)∥+ ∥J(x)∥ ∥J(y)− J(x)∥
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≤ 2LfHν ∥y − x∥ν ,

where the first inequality comes from triangular inequality, the second inequality comes from property of
norm, and the last inequality is based on Lemma 5 and Assumption 2.

For all j ∈ [n], the gradient holds that∥∥gi(y)gi(y)
⊤− gi(x)gi(x)

⊤∥∥ =
∥∥gi(y)gi(y)

⊤− gi(x)gi(y)
⊤ + gi(x)gi(y)

⊤− gi(x)gi(x)
⊤∥∥

≤
∥∥(gi(y)− gi(x))gi(y)

⊤∥∥+ ∥∥∥gi(x) (gi(y)− gi(x))
⊤
∥∥∥

≤ ∥gi(y)∥ ∥gi(y)− gi(x)∥+ ∥gi(x)∥ ∥gi(y)− gi(x)∥
≤ 2LfHν ∥y − x∥ν ,

where the first inequality comes from triangular inequality, the second inequality comes from property of
norm, and the last inequality is based on Lemma 3 and 5.

D.3 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. We have

∥∥Ht − J(x∗)⊤J(x∗)
∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

gi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

⊤ −
n∑

i=1

gi(x
∗)gi(x

∗)⊤

∥∥∥∥∥
≤

n∑
i=1

∥∥gi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

⊤ − gi(x
∗)gi(x

∗)⊤
∥∥

≤
n∑

i=1

2LfHν

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν ,
where the first inequality comes from the triangle inequality and the second inequality is based on Lemma 1.
Thus, we have

Ht − J(x∗)⊤J(x∗) ⪰ −
n∑

i=1

2LfHν

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν · I,

which implies that

σmin(H
t) ≥ σmin(J(x

∗)⊤J(x∗))−
n∑

i=1

2LfHν

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν = µ2 − 2LfHν

n∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν ,
where the last step is based on Proposition 1.

D.4 The Proof of Theorem 1

We first show the update

Gt+1 = Gt −GtUt(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt)−1(Vt)⊤Gt

in IGN method (Line 9 of Algorithm 1) is well-defined if the matrices Ht and Ht+1 are non-singular.

Lemma 12. Following the setting of Theorem 1, if the matrices Ht and Ht+1 are non-singular, then the

matrix I+Vt⊤GtUt is also non-singular, where

Ut =
[
−git(z

t
it
) git(x

t+1)
]
∈ Rd×2, Vt =

[
git(z

t
it
) git(x

t+1)
]
∈ Rd×2 and it = t%n+ 1.
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Proof. The recursion of Ht and the definition of Ut and Vt imply

Ht+1 = Ht − git(z
t
it)git(z

t
it)

⊤ + git(x
t+1)git(x

t+1)⊤ = Ht +UtVt⊤.

Since we assume matrices Ht and Ht+1 are non-singular, applying the matrix determinant lemma [41, Section
9.1.2] on above equation leads to

det(Ht+1) = det(Ht +UtVt⊤) = det(I+Vt⊤(Ht)−1Ut) det(Ht).

Then the definition Gt = Ht−1
implies

det(I+Vt⊤GtUt) = det(I+Vt⊤Ht−1
Ut) ̸= 0

which finish the proofs.

Then we show the non-singular assumption on {Hj}tj=0 can upper bound the distance
∥∥xt+1 − x∗

∥∥.
Lemma 13. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we assume matrices {Hj}tj=0 are non-singular and run IGN (Al-
gorithm 1), then it holds

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ LfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ n∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν
,

where Gt = (Ht)
−1

.

Proof. Subtracting the term x∗ on both sides of equation (8), we have

xt+1 − x∗ = Gt

(
n∑

i=1

gi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)−
n∑

i=1

fi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

)

= Gt

(
n∑

i=1

gi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)−
n∑

i=1

fi(z
t
i)gi(z

t
i) +

n∑
i=1

fi(x
∗)gi(z

t
i)

)

= Gt
n∑

i=1

(
gi(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)− fi(z
t
i) + fi(x

∗)
)
gi(z

t
i).

Taking the norm on the both sides of above results, we have

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥Gt
n∑

i=1

(
gi(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)− fi(z
t
i) + fi(x

∗)
)
gi(z

t
i)

∥∥∥∥∥
≤
∥∥Gt

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

(
gi(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)− fi(z
t
i) + fi(x

∗)
)
gi(z

t
i)

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ LfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ n∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

where the first inequality comes from the property of matrix norm, the second inequality is based on Lemma
4 and 5.

We split the results of Theorem 1 into two parts (i.e., Theorem 3 and 4) and provide their proofs as follows.
Our analysis is based on the properties of our the auxiliary sequence constructed in Section C.
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Theorem 3. Under the Assumption 1, 2 and 3, we run IGN (Algorithm 1) with initialization x0 ∈ Rd

and H0 = J(x0)⊤J(x0) such that

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ≤
(

µ2

4LfHνn

)1/ν

,

then it holds

σmin(I+ (Vt)⊤(Ht)−1Ut) > 0, Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥

for all t ≥ 0, where sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0 is defined in equation (23).

Proof. We first show

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ (26)

holds for all t ≥ 0. We split the proof of results (26) into the following three parts.

Part I: For t = 0, the initialization and the fact a0 = 1 leads to∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ = a0(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .

Part II: For all t = 0, · · · , n− 1, we use induction to prove the results of

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ . (27)

For the induction base, we can apply Lemma 2 to verify

σmin(H
0) ≥ µ2 − 2LfHν

n∑
i=1

∥∥z0i − x∗∥∥ν
= µ2 − 2LfHν

n∑
i=1

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν
≥ µ2 − 2LfHνn

µ2

4LfHνn

= µ2 − µ2

2

=
µ2

2
.

This implies

H0 ⪰ µ2

2
and

∥∥G0
∥∥ =

∥∥(H0)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
. (28)

According to Lemma 13, we have

∥∥x1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ LfHν

1 + ν

∥∥G0
∥∥ n∑

i=1

∥∥z0i − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ LfHν

1 + ν
· 2

µ2
·

n∑
i=1

∥∥z0i − x∗∥∥1+ν

=
LfHν

1 + ν
· 2

µ2
· n
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν
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≤ nLfHν

1 + ν
· 2

µ2
· µ2

4LfHνn

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= a1(n, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ,
where the first inequality is based on equation (28) and the second inequality is based on initial condition.
Therefore, the induction base holds

For the induction step, we assume

Hj ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xj+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj+1(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥

hold for all j = 2, · · · , t− 1 such that t ≤ n− 1. Therefore, the update (9) means

zti =

{
xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ t,

x0, t < i ≤ n.
(29)

The induction hypothesis leads to∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ν ≤ (aj(n, ν))
ν
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4LfHνn
,

for j = 1, · · · , t− 1, where the second is based on Lemma 6 and the third comes from the initial condition.
Combining with the result of (29), we achive

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4LfHνn
.

According to Lemma 2, we have

σmin(H
t) ≥ µ2 − 2LfHν

n∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν
≥ µ2 − 2LfHνn

µ2

4LfHνn

= µ2 − µ2

2

=
µ2

2
,

where the second inequality comes from the initial condition. Therefore, we have

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥Gt
∥∥ =

∥∥(Ht)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
.

According to Lemma 13, we have

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ LfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ n∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ LfHν

1 + ν

2

µ2

n∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=1

∥∥xj − x∗∥∥1+ν
+ (n− t)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν
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≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν
+ (n− t)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν


≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

µ2

4LfHνn

 t∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + n− t

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)n

 t∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + n− t

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)n

 t∑
j=0

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν + n− t− 1

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= at+1(n, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ,
where the last equality comes from the fact a0(n, ν) = 1. Therefore, we finish the induction.

Part III: For all t ≥ n, we use induction to prove

Ht ⪰ (µ2/2)I and
∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(n, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
For the induction base, we can verify that it holds (from the result of Part II)

Hj ⪰ µ2

2
I for all j = 0, . . . , n− 1,

and ∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ for all j = 1, . . . , n.

Then we have∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ν ≤ (aj(n, ν))
ν
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4LfHνn
, for all j = 1, . . . , n,

where the second inequality is based on Lemma 6 and the third inequality is based on the initial condition.

From Eq. 9, we have

zni = xi for all i ∈ [n].

Therefore, we have

∥zni − x∗∥ν ≤ µ2

4LfHνn
, for all i ∈ [n].

According to Lemma 2, we have

σmin(H
n) ≥ µ2 − 2LfHν

n∑
i=1

∥zni − x∗∥ν

≥ µ2 − 2LfHνn
µ2

4LfHνn

≥ µ2 − µ2

2
=
µ2

2
,

which implies

Hn ⪰ µ2

2
I and ∥Gn∥ =

∥∥(Hn)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
.
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According to Lemma 13, we have

∥∥xn+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ LfHν

1 + ν
∥Gn∥

n∑
i=1

∥zni − x∗∥1+ν

≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

n∑
i=1

∥zni − x∗∥1+ν

≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 n∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν


≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

µ2

4LfHνn

 n∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)n

 n∑
j=1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= an+1(n, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
Hence, we have shown the induction base holds.

For the induction step, we assume

Hj ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xj+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj+1(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥

holds for all j = n+ 1, · · · , t− 1 such that t ≥ n+ 2. Combining results of Part I and II, we have

∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ for all j = 0, . . . , t,

which implies

∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ν ≤ (aj(n, ν))
ν
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4LfHνn
, for all j = 1, . . . , t,

where the second inequality is based on Lemma 6 and the last inequality is based on the condition condition.

The update (9) means the points {zti}ni=1 can be written as {xt+1−n, · · · ,xt}, which implies

max{
∥∥zt1 − x∗∥∥ , · · · ,∥∥ztn − x∗∥∥} = max{

∥∥xt+1−n − x∗∥∥ , · · · ,∥∥xt − x∗∥∥}.
Therefore, we have

∥zni − x∗∥ν ≤ µ2

4LfHνn
for all i = 1, . . . , n.

Combing with Lemma 2, we have

σmin(H
t) ≥ µ2 − 2LfHν

n∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν
≥ µ2 − 2LfHνn

µ2

4LfHνn

= µ2 − µ2

2
=
µ2

2
.
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Therefore, we achieve

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥Gt
∥∥ =

∥∥(Ht)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
.

According to Lemma 13, we have

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ LfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ n∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

n∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=t−n+1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν


≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=t−n+1

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

µ2

4LfHνn

 t+1∑
j=t−n+1

aj(n, ν)
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)n

 t+1∑
j=t−n+2

(aj(n, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= at+1(n, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
Hence, we finish the induction.

Combining results of Part I, II and III completes the proof of (26).

Since the non-singularity of Ht and Ht+1 has been verified by result (26), we can apply Lemma 12 to achieve

σmin(I+ (Vt)⊤(Ht)−1Ut) > 0.

Theorem 4. We define the sequence {rt}t≥0 such that

rt ≜

max{
∥∥x0 − x∗

∥∥ , 1}, t = 0,

at(n, ν)r0, t ≥ 1,

where the sequence {at(n, ν)}t≥0 is defined by equation (23). Under the Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, running
IGN (Algorithm 1) with initial condition shown in Theorem 3, we have

∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ rt and rt+1 ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊ t
n⌋−1)

rt (30)

for all t ≥ n, where

c = 1− 1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.

Proof. The definition of {rt}t≥0 leads to

r0 = max{
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ , 1} ≥

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
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According to Theorem 3, we have∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ at(n, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ≤ at(n, ν)r0 = rt.

According to Lemma 11, we have

at+1(n, ν) ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊ t
n⌋−1)

at(n, ν) for all t ≥ n.

Thus, achieve

rt+1 = at+1(n, ν)r0 ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊ t
n⌋−1)

at(n, ν)r0 = c(1+ν)(⌊ t
n⌋−1)

rt for all t ≥ n,

where

c = 1− 1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.

Combining the results of Theorem 3 and 4, we finish the proof of Theorem 1.

D.5 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. According to Theorem 1, we have

rt+1 ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊ t
n⌋−1)

rt with c = 1− 1

n

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.

for all ν ∈ (0, 1]. Noticing that the value of c is monotonically decreasing according to ν, we have

1− 1

2n
> c ≥ 1− 15

16n
,

which implies

rt+1 ≤
(
1− 1

2n

)(1+ν)(⌊t/n⌋−1)

rt

for all t ≥ n.

D.6 Proof of Corollary 2

Proof. According to the definition of {rt}t≥0 and Theorem 4, we have

r0 = max{
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ , 1} ≥ 1.

Combining with Lemma 8, we have

rt =at(n, ν)r0

≤ 1

2(1 + ν)
(at−n(n, ν))

1+νr0

=
1

2(1 + ν)rν0
(at−n(n, ν))

1+νr1+ν
0
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=
1

2(1 + ν)rν0
r1+ν
t−n

≤ 1

2(1 + ν)
r1+ν
t−n

for all t ≥ n. This leads to

rt ≤
1

4
r2t−n

in the case of ν = 1.

E The Convergence Analysis for MB-IGN

In this section, we analyze the convergence of MB-IGN (Algorithm 2). Most of the proof in this section can be
achieved by follow the analysis in Section D and we provide the details for the completeness.

E.1 The Additional Lemma for Gram Matrix

We provide the bound for the spectrum of matrix Ht for MB-IGN method as follows

Lemma 14. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, running MB-IGN (Algorithm 2) with batch size k, H0 =
J(x0)⊤J(x0) and G0 = (H0)−1 holds that

σmin(H
t) ≥ µ2 − 2kLfHν

m∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν
for all t ≥ 0, where m = ⌈n/k⌉.

Proof. We have

∥∥Ht − J(x∗)⊤J(x∗)
∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

gj(z
t
i)gj(z

t
i)

⊤ −
m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

gj(x
∗)gj(x

∗)⊤

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤

m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

∥∥gj(z
t
i)gj(z

t
i)

⊤ − gj(x
∗)gj(x

∗)⊤
∥∥

≤
m∑
i=1

2|Si|LfHν

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν
≤

m∑
i=1

2kLfHν

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν ,
where the first inequality comes from the triangle inequality and the second inequality is based on Lemma 1.
Thus, we have

Ht − J(x∗)⊤J(x∗) ⪰ −
m∑
i=1

2kLfHν

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν · I,

which implies that

σmin(H
t) ≥ σmin(J(x

∗)⊤J(x∗))−
m∑
i=1

2kLfHν

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν = µ2 − 2kLfHν

m∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν ,
where the last step is based on Proposition 1.
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E.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Similarly, we then show the update

Gt+1 = Gt −GtUt(I+ (Vt)⊤GtUt)−1(Vt)⊤Gt

in MB-IGN method (Line 10 of Algorithm 2) is well-defined if the matrices Ht and Ht+1 are non-singular.

Lemma 15. Following the setting of Theorem 2, if the matrices Ht and Ht+1 are non-singular, then the

matrix I+Vt⊤GtUt is also non-singular, whereUt =
[
− gj1(z

t
it
), gj1(x

t+1), · · · , − gj|Sit
|(z

t
it
), gj|Sit

|(x
t+1)

]
,

Vt =
[
gj1(z

t
it
), gj1(x

t+1), · · · , gj|Sit
|(z

t
it
), gj|Sit

|(x
t+1)

]
, it = t%m+ 1,

Proof. The recursion of Ht and the definition of Ut and Vt imply

Ht+1 = Ht −
∑
j∈Sit

gj(z
t
it)gj(z

t
it)

⊤ +
∑
j∈Sit

gj(x
t+1)gj(x

t+1)⊤ = Ht +UtVt⊤.

Since we assume matrices Ht and Ht+1 are non-singular, applying the matrix determinant lemma [41, section
9.1.2] on above equation leads to

det(Ht+1) = det(Ht +UtVt⊤) = det(I+Vt⊤(Ht)−1Ut) det(Ht).

Then the definition Gt = Ht−1
implies

det(I+Vt⊤GtUt) = det(I+Vt⊤Ht−1
Ut) ̸= 0

which finish the proofs.

Then we show the non-singular assumption on {Hj}tj=0 can upper bound the distance
∥∥xt+1 − x∗

∥∥.
Lemma 16. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we assume matrices {Hj}tj=0 are non-singular and run MB-IGN (Al-
gorithm 2) with batch size k, then it holds

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ kLfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ m∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν
,

where Gt = (Ht)
−1

and m = ⌈n/k⌉.

Proof. Subtracting the term x∗ on both sides of equation (8), we have

xt+1 − x∗ =

 m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

gj(z
t
i)gj(z

t
i)

⊤

−1 m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

gj(z
t
i)gj(z

t
i)

⊤

 (zti − x∗)−
m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

fj(z
t
i)gj(z

t
i)


= Gt

 m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

gj(z
t
i)gj(z

t
i)

⊤

 (zti − x∗)−
m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

fj(z
t
i)gj(z

t
i) +

m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

fj(x
∗)gj(z

t
i)


= Gt

m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

gj(z
t
i)
(
gj(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)− fj(z
t
i) + fj(x

∗)
)
.
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Taking the norm on the both sides of above results, we have

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥Gt
m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

gj(z
t
i)
(
gj(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)− fj(z
t
i) + fj(x

∗)
)∥∥∥∥∥∥

≤
∥∥Gt

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

(
gi(z

t
i)

⊤(zti − x∗)− fi(z
t
i) + fi(x

∗)
)
gi(z

t
i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ LfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ n∑

i=1

∑
j∈Si

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ kLfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ n∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

where the first inequality comes from the property of matrix norm, the second inequality is based on Lemma
4 and 5, the last inequality is based on |Si| ≤ k for all i ∈ [m].

We split the results of Theorem 2 into two parts (i.e., Theorem 5 and 6) and provide their proofs as follows.
Our analysis is based on the properties of our the auxiliary sequence constructed in Section C.

Theorem 5. Under the Assumption 1, 2 and 3, we run MB-IGN (Algorithm 2) with batch size k, and
initialization x0 ∈ Rd and H0 = J(x0)⊤J(x0) such that

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ≤
(

µ2

4kLfHνm

)1/ν

,

where m = ⌈n/k⌉, then it holds

σmin(I+ (Vt)⊤(Ht)−1Ut) > 0, Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥

for all t ≥ 0, where the sequence {at(m, ν)}t≥0 is defined in equation (23).

Proof. We first show

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ (31)

holds for all t ≥ 0. We split the proof of results (31) into the following three parts.

Part I: For t = 0, the initialization and the fact a0 = 1 leads to∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ = a0(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .

Part II: For all t = 0, · · · ,m− 1, we use induction to prove the results of

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ . (32)

For the induction base, we can apply Lemma 14 to verify

σmin(H
0) ≥ µ2 − 2kLfHν

m∑
i=1

∥∥z0i − x∗∥∥ν
= µ2 − 2kLfHν

m∑
i=1

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν
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≥ µ2 − 2kLfHνm
µ2

4kLfHνm

= µ2 − µ2

2

=
µ2

2
.

This implies

H0 ⪰ µ2

2
and

∥∥G0
∥∥ =

∥∥(H0)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
. (33)

According to Lemma 16, we have

∥∥x1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ kLfHν

1 + ν

∥∥G0
∥∥ m∑

i=1

∥∥z0i − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ kLfHν

1 + ν
· 2

µ2
·

m∑
i=1

∥∥z0i − x∗∥∥1+ν

=
kLfHν

1 + ν
· 2

µ2
·m
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ kmLfHν

1 + ν
· 2

µ2
· µ2

4kLfHνm

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= a1(m, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ,
where the first inequality is based on equation (33) and the second inequality is based on initial condition.
Therefore, the induction base holds

For the induction step, we assume

Hj ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xj+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj+1(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥

hold for all j = 2, · · · , t− 1 such that t ≤ m− 1. Therefore, the update (9) means

zti =

{
xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ t,

x0, t < i ≤ m.
(34)

The induction hypothesis leads to

∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ν ≤ (aj(m, ν))
ν
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4kLfHνm
,

for j = 1, · · · , t− 1, where the second is based on Lemma 6 and the third comes from the initial condition.
Combining with the result of (34), we achive

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4kLfHνm
.

According to Lemma 14, we have

σmin(H
t) ≥ µ2 − 2kLfHν

m∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν
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≥ µ2 − 2kLfHνm
µ2

4kLfHνm

= µ2 − µ2

2

=
µ2

2
,

where the second inequality comes from the initial condition. Therefore, we have

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥Gt
∥∥ =

∥∥(Ht)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
.

According to Lemma 13, we have

∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ kLfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ m∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ kLfHν

1 + ν

2

µ2

m∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2LfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=1

∥∥xj − x∗∥∥1+ν
+ (m− t)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν


≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν
+ (m− t)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν


≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

µ2

4kLfHνm

 t∑
j=1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν +m− t

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)m

 t∑
j=1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν +m− t

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)m

 t∑
j=0

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν +m− t− 1

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= at+1(m, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ,
where the last equality comes from the fact a0(m, ν) = 1. Therefore, we finish the induction.

Part III: For all t ≥ m, we use induction to prove

Ht ⪰ (µ2/2)I and
∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ at+1(m, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
For the induction base, we can verify that it holds (from the result of Part II)

Hj ⪰ µ2

2
I for all j = 0, . . . ,m− 1,

and ∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ for all j = 1, . . . ,m.

Then we have∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ν ≤ (aj(m, ν))
ν
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4kLfHνm
, for all j = 1, . . . ,m,
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where the second inequality is based on Lemma 6 and the third inequality is based on the initial condition.

From Eq. 9, we have

zmi = xi for all i ∈ [m].

Therefore, we have

∥zmi − x∗∥ν ≤ µ2

4kLfHνm
, for all i ∈ [m].

According to Lemma 14, we have

σmin(H
m) ≥ µ2 − 2kLfHν

m∑
i=1

∥zmi − x∗∥ν

≥ µ2 − 2kLfHνm
µ2

4kLfHνm

≥ µ2 − µ2

2
=
µ2

2
,

which implies

Hm ⪰ µ2

2
I and ∥Gm∥ =

∥∥(Hm)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
.

According to Lemma 16, we have

∥∥xn+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ kLfHν

1 + ν
∥Gn∥

m∑
i=1

∥zmi − x∗∥1+ν

≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

m∑
i=1

∥zmi − x∗∥1+ν

≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 m∑
j=1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν


≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

µ2

4kLfHνm

 m∑
j=1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)m

 m∑
j=1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= am+1(m, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
Hence, we have shown the induction base holds.

For the induction step, we assume

Hj ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥xj+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj+1(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥

holds for all j = m+ 1, · · · , t− 1 such that t ≥ m+ 2. Combining results of Part I and II, we have

∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ ≤ aj(m, ν)
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ for all j = 0, . . . , t,
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which implies∥∥xj − x∗∥∥ν ≤ (aj(m, ν))
ν
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ν ≤ µ2

4kLfHνm
, for all j = 1, . . . , t,

where the second inequality is based on Lemma 6 and the last inequality is based on the condition condition.

The update (17) means the points {zti}mi=1 can be written as {xt+1−m, · · · ,xt}, which implies

max{
∥∥zt1 − x∗∥∥ , · · · ,∥∥ztm − x∗∥∥} = max{

∥∥xt+1−m − x∗∥∥ , · · · ,∥∥xt − x∗∥∥}.
Therefore, we have

∥zmi − x∗∥ν ≤ µ2

4kLfHνm
for all i = 1, . . . ,m.

Combing with Lemma 14, we have

σmin(H
t) ≥ µ2 − 2kLfHν

n∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥ν
≥ µ2 − 2kLfHνm

µ2

4kLfHνm

= µ2 − µ2

2
=
µ2

2
.

Therefore, we achieve

Ht ⪰ µ2

2
I and

∥∥Gt
∥∥ =

∥∥(Ht)−1
∥∥ ≤ 2

µ2
.

According to Lemma 16, we have∥∥xt+1 − x∗∥∥ ≤ kLfHν

1 + ν

∥∥Gt
∥∥ m∑

i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

m∑
i=1

∥∥zti − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=t−m+1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν


≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

 t∑
j=t−m+1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥1+ν

≤ 2kLfHν

(1 + ν)µ2

µ2

4kLfHνm

 t+1∑
j=t−m+1

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
=

1

2(1 + ν)m

 t+1∑
j=t−m+2

(aj(m, ν))
1+ν

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥
= at+1(m, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
Hence, we finish the induction.

Combining results of Part I, II and III completes the proof of (31).

Since the non-singularity of Ht and Ht+1 has been verified by result (31), we can apply Lemma 15 to achieve

σmin(I+ (Vt)⊤(Ht)−1Ut) > 0.
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Theorem 6. We define the sequence {rt}t≥0 such that

rt ≜

max{
∥∥x0 − x∗

∥∥ , 1}, t = 0,

at(m, ν)r0, t ≥ 1,

where the sequence {at(m, ν)}t≥0 is defined by equation (23). Under the Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, running
MB-IGN (Algorithm 2) with initial condition shown in Theorem 6, we have

∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ rt and rt+1 ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊ t
m⌋−1)

rt (35)

for all t ≥ m, where

c = 1− 1

m

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.

Proof. The definition of {rt}t≥0 leads to

r0 = max{
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ , 1} ≥

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ .
According to Theorem 5, we have∥∥xt − x∗∥∥ ≤ at(m, ν)

∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ ≤ at(m, ν)r0 = rt.

According to Lemma 11, we have

at+1(m, ν) ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊ t
m⌋−1)

at(m, ν) for all t ≥ m.

Thus, achieve

rt+1 = at+1(m, ν)r0 ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊ t
m⌋−1)

at(m, ν)r0 = c(1+ν)(⌊ t
m⌋−1)

rt for all t ≥ m,

where

c = 1− 1

m

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.

Combining the results of Theorem 5 and 6, we finish the proof of Theorem 2.

E.3 Proof of Corollary 3

Proof. Denote m = ⌈n/k⌉, according to Theorem 2, we have

rt+1 ≤ c(1+ν)(⌊t/m⌋−1)

rt with c = 1− 1

m

(
1−

(
1

2(1 + ν)

)1+ν
)
.

for all ν ∈ (0, 1]. Noticing that the value of c is monotonically decreasing according to ν, we have

1− 1

2m
> c ≥ 1− 15

16m
,
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which implies

rt+1 ≤
(
1− 1

2m

)(1+ν)(⌊t/m⌋−1)

rt

for all t ≥ m.

According to the definition of {rt}t≥0 and Theorem 6, we have

r0 = max{
∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ , 1} ≥ 1.

Combining with Lemma 8, we have

rt =at(m, ν)r0

≤ 1

2(1 + ν)
(at−m(m, ν))1+νr0

=
1

2(1 + ν)rν0
(at−m(m, ν))1+νr1+ν

0

=
1

2(1 + ν)rν0
r1+ν
t−m

≤ 1

2(1 + ν)
r1+ν
t−m

for all t ≥ m. This leads to

rt ≤
1

4
r2t−m

in the case of ν = 1.
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