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Abstract

In this paper, we consider a problem of learning supervissggeRank models,
which can account for some properties not considered byicksapproaches
such as the classical PageRank algorithm. Due to huge hiidemsion of the
optimization problem we use random gradient-free methodslve it. We prove


http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.4282v5

a convergence theorem and estimate the number of arithopi@ations needed
to solve it with a given accuracy. We find the best settingshefdradient-free
optimization method in terms of the number of arithmeticragiens needed to
achieve given accuracy of the objective. In the paper, wdyamuo algorithm to
the web page ranking problem. We consider a parametric graqutel of users’
behavior and evaluate web pages’ relevance to queries bwlgarithm. The
experiments show that our optimization method outperfah@sintuned gradient-
free method in the ranking quality.

1 Introduction

The most acknowledged methods of measuring importancedgaio graphs are based on random
walk models. Particularly, PageRank [18], HITS [11], anditlvariants [8, 9, 19] are originally
based on a discrete-time Markov random walk on a link graptcofding to the PageRank algo-
rithm, the score of a node equals to its probability in théatary distribution of a Markov process,
which models a random walk on the graph. Despite undenialvierdages of PageRank and its men-
tioned modifications, these algorithms miss important etspaf the graph that are not described by
its structure.

In contrast, a number of approaches allows to account féerdifit properties of nodes and edges
between them by encoding them in restart and transitiongtitibes (see [3, 4, 6, 10, 12, 20, 21]).
These properties may include, e.g., the statistics abarsumteractions with the nodes (in web
graphs [12] or graphs of social networks [2]), types of edesh as URL redirecting in web
graphs [20]) or histories of nodes’ and edges’ changes Ra&tticularly, the transition probabilities
in BrowseRank algorithm [12] are proportional to weightsealiges which are equal to numbers
of users’ transitions. In the general ranking frameworkechBupervised PageRank [21], weights
of nodes and edges in a graph are linear combinations of fib&iures with coefficients as the
model parameters. The authors consider an optimizatioblgmmofor learning the parameters and
solve it by a gradient-based optimization method. Howethis, method is based on computation
of derivatives of stationary distribution vectors w.rts parameters which include calculating the
derivative for each element of a billion by billion matrixdrtherefore, seems to be computationally
very expensive. The same problem appears when using catediescent methods like [15] does.
Another obstacle to the use of gradient or coordinate désuethods is that we can’t calculate
derivatives precisely, since we can't evaluate the exatibstary distribution.

In our paper, we consider the optimization problem from [@4§l propose a two-level method to
solve it. On the lower level, we use the linearly convergeethad from [17] to calculate an approx-
imation to the stationary distribution of the Markov proge#/e show in Sectidnl 5 that this method
has the best among others [5] complexity bound for the twellmethod as a whole. However, it
is not enough to calculate the stationary distributionlfifsince we need also to optimize the pa-
rameters of the random walk with respect to an objectivetiancwhich is based on the stationary
distribution. To overcome the above obstacles, we use aegriafitee optimization method on the
upper level of our algorithm. The standard gradient-fretnoigation methods [7, 16] require exact
values of the objective function. Our first contribution diised in Sectiol4 consists in adapting
the framework of [16] to the case when the value of the fumctsocalculated with some known
accuracy. We prove a convergence theorem (Settion 4) f®ntkihod. Our second contribution
consists in investigating the trade-off between the aayucd the lower level algorithm, which is
controlled by the number of iterations, and the computatioomplexity of the two-level algorithm
as a whole (Sectidd 5). For given accuracy, we estimate theauof arithmetic operations needed
by our algorithm to find the values of parameters such thatifierence between the respective
value of the objective and its local minimum does not excéésldccuracy. In the experiments,
we apply our algorithm to the problem of web pages’ rankinge $§ow in Sectiof 613 that our
two-level method outperforms an untuned gradient-frednoubin the ranking quality.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Se@iowe describe the random walk
model. In Sectioh]3, we define the learning problem and dssitaproperties and possible meth-
ods for its solution. In Sectidn 4 we describe the framewdniandom gradient-free optimization

methods and generalize it to the case when the function valkgeinaccurate. In Sectibh 5 we pro-
pose two-level algorithm for the stated learning problerhe €xperimental results are reported in



Sectior[ 6. In Sectionl 7, we summarize the outcomes of ouystligtuss its potential applications
and directions of future work.

2 Mode description

LetT' = (V, F) be a directed graph. Denote pyhe number of vertices ilr. Let
Fi={F(¢1,"): V= R}, Fo={G(p2,-): E—R}

be two classes of functions parameterizedys R, o, € R™2 respectively, wheren; is the
number of nodes’ features,. is the number of edges’ features. We denate= m; + mo and
© = (p1,92)T. Letus describe the random walk on the gr&pwvhich was considered in [21]. The
seed seV’! C V is defined as followsi € V! if and only if F(p1,4) # 0 for somep; € R™:. A
surfer starts a random walk from a random pageV'!, the initial probability of being at vertexis
called therestart probabilityand equals

F(p1,1) _
> ievi Fler, i)

(equalsh fori € V '\ V'). At each step, the surfer (with a current positioa V) either chooses
any vertex fromV/! in accordance with the distributior () (makes arestar) with probability

a € (0,1), which is called thelamping factoyror chooses to traverse an outcoming edge (makes a
transition) with probabilityl — «. The probability

()i = (2.1)

o G(p2,1 — 1)
e S G+ )

of traversing an edgeé — i € E is called the transition probability. Finally, by Equati@idl and
Equation 2.2 the total probability of choosing vertexc V! conditioned by the surfer being at
vertexi equalsa[r’(¢)]; + (1 — a)[P(¢)]; ; (originally [18], a = 0.15). If i € V' \ V', then this
probability equalg1 — a)[P(¢)]; ;- Denote byr € R” the stationary distribution of the described
Markov process. It can be found as a solution of the systemuditgons

[ = alr® (@i + (1=a) Y [P, (2.3)

i—i€E

2.2)

In this paper, we learn the ranking algorithm, which ordbesyertices by their probabilitiedr];
in the stationary distribution.

3 Learning problem statement

Let @) be a set of search queries and weights of nodes and é¢ges I’ andG, := G depend on
q € Q. LetV, be a set of vertices which are relevantgtoln other words, for any € V; either
F,(p1,1) # 0 for somep; € R™* or there exists a patly — i1, ... ,4 — ix1 = ¢ in I such that
Fy(p1,10) # 0, Gg(p2,1; — ij41) # 0 for somep € R™ and allj € {0,...,k}. DenoteE, a set
of all edges — i from E such that, i € V, andG, (2, i — i) # 0 for someyp, € R™z2. For any
q € Q, denotd’, = (V,, E,). For fixedq € Q, the grapHT’; and functiond+,, G4, we consider the
notations from the previous section and add the indeX' := V!, n0 := 7, P, := P, p, := p,
mq := . The parameters andy of the model do not depend @n

Our goal is to find the parameters vectowhich minimizes the discrepancy of the nodes ranking
scoregm,;, i € V,, calculated as the stationary distribution in the abovekdaprocess from the
nodes ranking scores defined by assessors. Foreac, there is a set of nodes i, manually
judged and grouped by relevance lablels. . | k. We denoté/qj the set of documents annotated with
labelk +1 —j (i.e.,Vq1 is the set of all nodes with the highest relevance score)afptwo nodes

iy € VI, ig € V72, leth(ji, ja, [mqli, — [m4ls;) be the value of the loss function. If it is non-zero,
then the position of the node according to our ranking algorithm is higher than the posibf the



nodei, butj; > j>. We consider square loss with margins;, > 0, wherel < j, < j; < k:
h(j1, jo, ) = (min{z + b;, ;,,0})? as it was done in previous studies [12, 21, 22]. We minimize

Q]

fp) |Q|Z > > b e [ralis — [mglin) (3.1)

q=11<j2<j1 <k i1€qul .,izGqu2

in order to learn our model using the data given by assessors.

As it was said above, finding nodes ranking scores for the fixexlyq leads to the problem of find-
ing the stationary distribution, of the Markov process as a solution of Equafion 2.3 or eqeitit

g = omg((p) +(1- oz)PqT(go)wq. (3.2)

The solutionr, (¢) of (3.2) can be found as,(¢) = o [I — (1 — a) P (¢)] - 70 (), wherel is
the identity matrix.

Itis easy to show [17] that the vector

N

iy () = ﬁZ (1-a)' [PT(0)] 72(p) (3.3)
=0

satisfied| 7 (o) —mq(¢)]l1 < 2(1—a)N*!. Asitalso shown there to obtain vect) () satisfying

17 () = mq(@)lls < A (3.4)

one need% In % iterations of simple iteration method. Each iteration aflfsmethod requires one
multiplication of the matriquT(cp) by the vector of dimensiop,. This requiress,p, arithmetic
operations. Here, is the maximum number of non-zero elements over columnseafiitrix P, (¢)
(thesparsity parametgr So the total number of arithmetic operations for obtairapproximation
satisfying [3.4) |sq—pq 1n arithmetic operations. Note thaj < p, and that this algorithm for

finding the vectoer(cp) can be fully paralleled.

Let us now turn to the problem of the minimization of the fuantf () (31). We can rewrite this
function as

Q|

where vectorr. has components: |; = max{z;,0}, the matrix4, € R"«*P« represents asses-
sor’s view of the relevance of pages to the qugryectord, is the vector composed from thresholds
b;, 4, in (3.3) with fixedg, r, is the number of summands [n(B.1) with fixed

Due to huge hidden dimensigy, the calculation of the of () includes calculating the derivative
for each element of thg, x p, matrix P,(y) which is too expensive. So we are going to use
gradient-free methods for minimization of the functipfy). Such methods were introduced rather
long ago, see, e.g., [13]. Note that we have to work in the érmaark of non-exact zero-order oracle.
Note that each row of the matrit, contains ond and one—1, and all other elements of the row

are equal td) and hencd|A,||2 < ,/2r,. This leads to the following Lemma which says how the
error of the approximation of, () affects the error in the value of the functigiy).

Lemma 1. Assume that the vectar) (o) satisfies Equatiof 3.4. Denoie = max,r,, b =
maxg ||bg||2. Then
Q]
’(¢) e Z (A3 () + bo)+ 113 (3.6)

satisfied 2 () — f(p)| < 6 = AV2r(2v2r + 2b).



4 Random gradient-free optimization methods

Let us describe the well-known framework of random gradfes methods [1, 7, 16]. Our main
contribution, described in this section, consists in depiglg this framework for the situation of
presence of error of unknown nature in the objective fumctialue. Apart from [16] we consider
randomization on a Euclidean ball which seems to give b&ttge deviations bounds and doesn’t
need the assumption that the function can be calculated/ai@nt of the spac&®™.

In this section, we consider a general functiffi) and denote its argument hyor y to avoid
confusion with other sections. Assume that the funcfion : R™ — R is convex and has Lipschitz

continuous gradient with constaht(we write f € C’i"l):

7@) ~ F&) ~ (V@) o —9)| < Sle i, oy R

Also we assume that the oracle returns the vallle:) = f(x) + 6(z), whered(z) is the oracle
error satisfyingd(z)| < 6. Consider smoothed counterpart of the functfgm):

fu(@) =1Ef(:v+u§)zvi6/8f(x+ut)dt,

where¢ is uniformly distributed over unit balB = {t € R™ : ||t||2 < 1} random vector}j is the
volume of the unit balB3, » > 0 is a smoothing parameter. It is easy to show that

o If fis convex, thery,, is also convex

o If fe ' thenf, e C}.

o If fe Oy thenf(z) < fu(z) < f(x) + LT“z forall x € R™.
The random gradient-free oracle is defined as follows

gulz) = %(f(x +ps) — f(x)s,

wheres is uniformly distributed vector over the unit sphefe= {t € R™ : ||t]|s = 1}. It can be
shown thaitg, (x) = V f,.(z). Since we can use only zeroth-order oracle with error we dddime
the counterpart of the above random gradient-free oraclehndan be really computed. We will
call it the biased gradient-free oracle:

g5 (x) = %(f% + ) — f2(2))s.

The following estimates can be proved for the introducedawe oracle (the full proof is in the
Supplementary Materials).

Lemma?2. Letf € C,''. Then, for any:,y € R™,

5 2 2 2712 2 86%m?
Ellgn (@)l < m p”L* +4m||V f(z)|5 + ez (4.1)
Py 5m
—E(g,(z),z —y) < —(Vfu(x), 2 —y) + TIII = yll2- (4.2)

We use gradient-type method with ora@l@(:c) instead of the real gradient in order to minimize

fu(z). Since it is uniformly close t¢f () we can obtain a good approximation to the minimum
value of f(z).

Algorithm [T below is the variation of the gradient method. rélélx (z) denotes the Euclidean
projection of a pointz onto a setX.

Next theorem gives the convergence rate of Algorithm 1. Bebgisf, = (so,. .., sk) the history
of realizations of the vectors, generated on each iteration of the methog = f(x¢), andyy, =

Eug,,_, (f(z1)), k> 1.



Algorithm 1 Gradient-type method

Input: The pointzg, radiusR, stepsizér > 0, number of stepd/.
DefineX = {z € R™ : ||z — zo]|2 < 2R}.
repeat
Generate;, and correspondingﬁ(xk).
Calculatery 1 = Ix (xx — hgf,(zx)).
Setk =k + 1.
until & > M
Output: The pointzy.

We say that the smooth function is strongly convex with pat@mr > 0 if and only if for any
z,y € R™ it holds that

I(@) 2 f) + (VI@)a—y) + Slla =yl (4.3)

Theorem 1. Let f € Ci’l and the sequence;, be generated by Algorithid 1 with = ﬁ Then
forany M > 0, we have

M
1 8mLR? p?L(m+8) 8ImR  §°m
L) <
M+1;wl f)_M+1+ 8 + I +Lu2’

(4.4)

where f* is the solution of the problemin,cr~ f(z). If, moreover,f is strongly convex with
constantr, then

. M
b — f* < %L (% n (1 - 16mL) (R? - 5“)) , (4.5)

2
_ p L(m48) 16mdiR 2mé?
whered,, = o + =5t TEr

The full of the theorem proof is in the Supplementary Materidhe estimated_(4.4) also holds for

I By o f(Ear), wheret s = argming { f(z) : € {zo,...,2am}}. To make the right hand

side of the inequality(4]4) less than a desired accuragg need to choose

32mLR? 2e
M=|— =/ —
{ € -‘  H \/ L(m +8)’

5 — i £21/2 € _ £31/2
M 2mRI(m 1 8) em(m 1 8) | 32mR/L(m 1 8)

Let's note that we can also estimate the probability of ladgeiations from the obtained mean
rate of convergence. If(z) is strongly convex, then we have a geometric rate of conviege

(4.3). Consequently, from the Markov’s inequality we obtiiat afteiO (mé In (i—’f)) iterations

Yy — f* < e holds with probability greater than— o. If the functionf(z) is not strongly convex,
then we can introduce the regularization with parameter ¢/(2R?) minimizing the function

f(x)+Z||z||3, which is strongly convex. This will give us that af(ér(mLTR2 In (’:E—If)) iterations
Ya — f* < e holds with probability greater thain— o.

5 Solving thelearning problem

Our idea for minimizing the functiorfi(y) (3.3) is the following. We assume that we start from the
small vicinity of the optimal value and hence the functifiip) is convex in this vicinity (generally
speaking, the functio_(3.5) is nonconvex). We choose tseelaccuracy for approximation of
the optimal value of the functiolfi(¢). This value gives us the number of steps of Algorifiim 1,
the value of the parametgr the maximum value of the allowed error of the oratlé&Knowing the
valued, using Lemmall we choose the number of steps of the algorithanfapproximate solution



of Equation [[3.R), i.e. the numbeé¥ in (3.3). This idea leads us to Algorithm 2. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first time when the idea of randoatdgmt-free optimization methods is
combined with some efficient method for huge-scale optitiomausing the concept of zero-order
oracle with error.

Algorithm 2 Method for model learning

Input: The pointyg, L — Lipschitz constant for the functiofi(p), radiusR, accuracy: > 0,
numbers, b defined in Lemmal1.

; _ m . _ _ LR?> ¢ £33 _ 2¢
DefineX = {p € R™ : [[p—woll2 < 2R}, M = 32m=; '5_32mR\/m'“_”—L<m+8>‘

Setk = 0.
repeat
Generate random vectsy, uniformly distributed over a unit Euclidean sph&én R™.
SetN = L 2V2r(2vari2h)
« B

For everyq from 1 to|Q| calculater) (¢x), ) (¢r + psi) defined in[3.B).

Calculateg), (o) = 2 (f*(¢x + usk) — f2(or))sk, wheref’ () is defined in[(3.5).
Calculatepy,1 = ILx (¢r — g7 90(k))-
Setk =k + 1.

until & > M
Output: The pointpy; = argming{f(¢) : ¢ € {¢o,...,om}}

The most computationally consuming operation on eachtiteraf the main cycle of this method
is the calculation o2|Q| approximate solutions of the equatién {3.2). Hence, e&chtibn of Al-

gorithm[2 needs approximateﬂ@ In w arithmetic operations, where= max, s,

p = max, pq. SO, we obtain the following theorem, which gives the refrltocal convergence of
Algoritghm[Z.

Theorem 2. Assume that the poing, lies in the vicinity of the local minimum poigt* of the
function f(¢) and the functionf(y) is convex in this vicinity. Then the mean total number of
arithmetic operations for the accuraey(i.e. for inequalityFy,,,_, f(én) — f(¢*) < e to hold) is
given by

2
(6713 55\/5

Let us make some remarks. Note that each iteration of the maile of the algorithm above

can be fully paralleled using?| processors. Also it is important that the use of geometyical
convergent method as the inner algorithm leads to the dwenalplexity bound which is the product
of complexity bounds of the inner and outer algorithms.

The direct calculation of the parametehas many obstacles and leads to the overestimation. An-
other way is to use the restart method. Since we know the eggqafred number of iterations for
the fixed accuracy, confidence level abhdwe can use the following procedure. We start with some
initial value of L. Calculate the approximation by Algoritith 2. Then get= 2L and repeat, i.e.
calculate the approximation by the Algorittit 2, workinghwitew L, etc. The stopping criterion
here is stabilization (with the same accuracy as beforehisfgequence of function values. The
total number of such restarts will be of the ordler, (2L). The same can be done with the unknown
parameter?.

Here we have omitted the full description of the generaliratof the fast-gradient-type
scheme [14, 16] for the case of inexact oracle and applicatidghe obtained method for the min-
imization of the functionf(y). The fast-gradient-type scheme is faster but requires thel®to
be more precise. The resulting mean value of the number thinagtic operations to achieve the
accuracy for this method is

0 <mps|Q|\/gln ((7’ + ) me>> .




Algorithm 3 Fast method for model learning

Input: The pointyy, L — Lipschitz constant for the functiofi(y), 7 — the strong convexity
parameter of the functiofi(¢) (note thatr = 0 if the function is convex), numbeR such that
oo — ¢*|l2 < R, accuracy > 0, numbers-, b defined in Lemma@l1.

. 2
Define N = 16m /2L, i =\ [orfearm, 6 = /5455 70 = Ly vo = 90, 0 = grmogs
h 1

= 8mL’
Setk = 0.
repeat
e o2
Computer, > 0 satisfying—+ = (1 — o)k + arT = Yry1.
Set)\, = szilT' Bk = V:‘_{fg’;_r, andyk = (1 — ﬂk)(pk + ﬁkvk.
Generate random vectsy, uniformly distributed over a unit Euclidean sph&tén R™
7 17 2V2r(2v2r+2b)

For everyg calculatefrév(gpk), irff’(gpk + psyi) defined in[(3.B).

Calculategg(gak) = %(fg(gpk + psk) — fs(or))sk, wherefs () is defined in[(316).

Calculatepy 11 = yx — hgl,(y), vir1 = (1= A)ok + Ay — =90 (yr)-

Setk =k + 1.

until £ > N
Output: The pointyy.

Also we want to point that the algorithm for solving equati@2) was chosen consciously from
a set of modern methods for computing PageRank. We useduw§v]eof such methods. Since
for our problem we need to estimate the error which is intoedito the functiory(¢) value by
approximate solution of the ranking problem (3.2), we cdestd only three methods: Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC), Spillman’s and Nemirovski-Nast&s (NN). These three methods
allow to make the differenclgr, (¢) — 74|, wherer, is the approximation, small. This is crucial
to prove results like Lemmid 1. Spillman’s alogoritm conesrgn infinity norm which is usually
/P times larger than 2-norm. MCMC converges in 2-norm and NNveages in 1-norm. Finally,
the full complexity analysis of the two-level algorithm sted that for the dimensions:, p and
accuracy= considered in our work the combination of gradient-freehndtwith NN method is
better than the combination with MCMC in terms of upper botordarithmetic operations needed
to achieve given accuracy.

6 Experimental results

We compare the performances of different learning tectesgour gradient-free method, an untuned
gradient-free method and classical PageRank. In the netibsewe describe the graph, which we

exploit in our experiments (the user browsing graph). Inti®a.2 and Sectioh 8.3, we describe

the dataset and the results of the experiments respectively

6.1 User browsing graph

In this section, we define the web user browsing graph (whiahk first considered in [12]). We
choose the user browsing graph instead of a link graph witpthrpose to make the model query-
dependent.

Letq be any query from the s€}. A user sessioly, (see [12]), which is started from is a sequence
of pages(i1, is, ..., i) such that, for each € {1,2,...,k — 1}, the element; is a web page and
there is a record; — 4,41 which is made by toolbar. The session finishes if the userstypeew
query or if more than 30 minutes left from the time of the lastns activity. We call pages, 4,1,
j€{1,...,k — 1}, the neighboring elementd the sessiotd,,.

We define the user browsing graph= (V, E) as follows. The set of verticds consists of all the
distinct elements from all the sessions which are starta finy query; € @. The set of directed



edgesE represents all the ordered pairs of neighboring elemgnts from the sessions. For any
q € Q, we setF,(p1,7) = 0 for all ¢; € R™* if there is no session which is started frgnand

contains as its first element. Moreover, we {ég(cpgj — i) = 0 for all ¢ € R™2 if there is no
session which is started frognand contains the pair of neighboring elemeits

As in [21], we suppose that for anye @ , anyi € Vq1 andanyi — i € E,, a vector of node’s
featuresV] € R™ and a vector of edge’s featurE% € R™2 are given. We sef,(p1,7) =

(1, V), Gylp1,i = i) = (2, BL).

6.2 Data

All experiments are performed with pages and links crawled popular commercial search engine.
We utilize all the records from the toolbar that were madenf@y October 2014 to 18 January 2015.
We randomly choose the set of querigshe user sessions start from, which containsK queries.
There arex~ 0.6M vertices andk 0.8M edges in graph$,, ¢ € @, in total. For each query a
set of pages was judged by professional assessors hirecelgedtich engine. Our data contains
~ 3.8K judged query—document pairs. The relevance score istseldtom among 5 editorial
labels. We divide our data into two parts. On the first padt4 of the set of querie®) we train
the parameters and on the second part we test the algoriffinaefine weights of nodes and edges
we consider a set of 26 query—document features. Forgaay(@ andi € Vql, the vectorV
contains values of all these feautures for query—documant@ ). We setms, = 2m; = 52 and
Eg,i = ([Vg]la R [Vg]mla [Vg]lv R [Vg]ml)

6.3 Ranking quality

We find the optimal values of the parameters for all the methmd minimizing the objectivef
defined by Equatioh 3.1 by the common untuned gradient-frethod GF1 (Algorithni 1) and our
precise gradient-free method GF2 (Algorithin 2). Besides,use PageRank (PR) as the common
baseline for the algorithms (used as the only baseline fBris §] and one of the baselines for SNP
in [21]).

The sets of parameters which are exploited by the optinozatiethods (and not tuned by them) are
the following: the Lipschitz constarit = 1.6-10~%, the accuracy = 6.9-103 (in GF2), the radius

R =1 (in both GF1 and GF2), the paramefér= 117 (3.3), which defines the approximatiﬁrél\’

of the stationary distributiofi,, of algorithms GF1 and PR is chosen in such a way that the acgur
A [@.4) equald0~8. Moreover,M = 10 (the number of iterations of the optimization method) and
h = 10 (the stepsize) in the algorithms GF1 (the number of itenatis less than the value of this
parameter in GF2).

In Table[d, we present the ranking performances in terms iofoss functiony.

Method | f (Equatiori3.1)
GF2 0.00107
GF1 0.001305

PR 0.0118

Table 1:Performances of GF2, GF and PR methods.

Moreover, the NDCG@3 (@5) gains of both GF1 and GF2 in corspanvith PR exceed®)% for
both metrics. We obtain the-values of the paired-tests for all the above differences in ranking
qualities on the test set of queries. These values are lassOti005. Thus, we conclude that the
obtained values of the parameters by our optimization ntkdine closer to optimal than in the case
of GF1.

7 Conclusion

We consider a problem of learning parameters of supervisg@Rank models, which are based
on calculating the stationary distributions of the Markamdom walks with transition probabilities
depending on the parameters. Due to huge hidden dimensite aiptimization problem and the



impossibility of exact calculating derivatives of the satry distributions w.r.t. its parameters, we
propose a two-level method, based on random gradient-fegkead with inexact oracle to solve it
instead of the previous gradient-based approach. We finbebiesettings of the gradient-free opti-
mization method in terms of the number of arithmetic operatineeded to achieve given accuracy
of the objective. In particular, for the proposed method prnavide an estimate for the total number
of arithmetic operations to obtain the given accuracy imsgeof local convergence. We apply our al-
gorithm to the web page ranking problem by considering aetlietime Markov random walk on the
user browsing graph. Our experiments show that our twokleethod outperforms both classical
PageRank algorithm and the gradient-free algorithm witleosettings (which are, theoretically, not
optimal). In the future, some globalization techniquesloarronsidered (e.g., multi-start), because
the objective function is nonconvex.
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8 Appendix

8.1 Proof of Lemmal2

We will need the following lemma.
Lemma 3. Lets be random vector uniformly distributed over the unit sphgre R™. Then

E(V/(2), ) = [ Vf@)2. 81

Proof. We haveE. ((V f(z),$))* = gy [sm ((VF(2),5))*do(s), whereS.,(r) is the volume of the unit

sphere which is the border of the balllk{" with radiusr. Note thaiS,,, () = S, (1)r™*. Let be the angle
betweenV f(z) ands. Then

1 s 1T o | )
m/m(<Vf(m)7s>) da(s) B M/O ||Vf(£C)H*Cos @Smfl(slnso)dSO_
= Smil(l) 2 " 2 . om—2
=y IV @I / cos? psin™ 2 pdp

First changing the variable using equatior= cos ¢, and thent = 2, we obtain

™ 1 1 m—
. om— m— m— 3 m—1 ﬁr
/o cos® psin™ ? pdp = / 2 (1—a?) =2y = / 2 (1—t)m = 2qt = B (5, 5 ) = +22 )

-1 0

whereI'(+) is the Gamma-function. Also we have

Sm-1(1) _m-—1T ("3

%)
Se)  myE T (2 ®82)

Finally using the relatiol’(m + 1) = mI'(m), we obtain

(97 =191 (1= & ) gzeds =19 (1- 1) oo = Liv s
O
Using [4.1) we obtain
(ot + ) — (@) =
(F(@ -+ 1s) — 1) — (9 (@), 5) + w1 (), ) + Ba + i) — 5(a))? <
2J (e + 1) — F(2) — (T (@), ) + WV @), ))? + 26 + ) — 3(a))” <

2 2
1 (A alsl )+ 410, )+ 88° = W DRI + 42 (95 0) o) 58°

Using [8.1), we get

5 2 m? 452 4 2 2 2 2 2 2,2 2 85%m?
Esllg, (z)]x < 2V, . (" L lls||* 4 4p" ((V f (), 8))" + 857) [|sllido(s) = m " L1 + 4m|V f(z)[s + —5—.

Using the equalitfsg, ) = V f.(z), we have

~Eulgh(@).a— ") = e [ (oo ) = fo(e)) (s, = 9)dr(s) =

- _p,nXZ /S(f(x +ps) — f(@))(s,z — y)do(s)—
_ :‘Z /S(S(m +us) = 8(x))(s,x — y)do(s) < —(Vfu(z),x —y) + %me — 4l
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8.2 Proof of Theorem[I

We extend the proof in [16] for the case of randomization oohese (instead of randomization based on normal
distribution) and for the case when one can calculate thetifumvalue only with some error of unknown nature.

Consider the pointy, £ > 0 generated by the method on theh iteration. Denote, = ||xx — x*||2. Note
thatr, < 4R. We have:

rhpr = |okis — 2|3 < llze — 2" — hgp(zx)|3 =

= llzx — 2|3 = 2h{gh(ar), 2 — 2") + h? gy (@e) 13-

Taking the expectation with respectdp we get

@1),.@d2) 26mh
Eskriﬂ < ri— 21V fu(zk), Tt — ") + m

852m2>

112

T+

<

+ K2 <mQu2L2 + 4m||V f (zx) I3 +

8dmhR

<= 2h(f(zr) — ful@®)) + +

1 (L 4 smL(ro) - )+ 22 <
<ri-— 2h(1 — dhmL)(f(zk) — f7) + M-i-

862m?h?
w2
o RS f(we) = f” +uz(m+8) 82

<r . 8.3
=Tkt ulL 8mL 64m + 8u2L? (8.3)

+ m2hA L + hL® +

Taking expectation with respectf,—, and definingoy+1 def Ey, 7‘1%+1 we obtain

Vi pA(m+8) RS 4
< pp— LA —
Prt1 = Pr 8mL + 64m + ulL + 8u? L2

Summing up these inequalities and dividing By+ 1 we obtain[(4.4).

Now assume that the functigf(x) is strongly convex. Froni{8.3) we get

T ) 2 RS u*(m+8) 52

Esoripr < (1= ——
skThtl = ( TTemn) Tt T eam T Rere
Taking expectation with respecttf,_1 we obtain

T RS p*(m+8) 52
< - — b
Prett = (1 16mL) Pt wL + 64m + 8u2L?

and
-
Prt1 — 0p < (1 - m) (pe = 6u) <
- k41
<(1- —6,).
<(1-15=7)  (P0—00)
Using the fact thapo = R andyy, — f* < 1 Lpx we obtain[45). O
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