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Abstract

Minimizing empirical risk subject to a set of constraintsidze a useful strategy for learning restricted classes
of functions, such as monotonic functions, submodulartions, classifiers that guarantee a certain class label for
some subset of examples, etc. However, these restrictiaggesult in a very large number of constraints. Projected
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is often the defaultcehfuir large-scale optimization in machine learning, but
requires a projection after each update. For heavily-cam&d objectives, we propose an efficient extension of SGD
that stays close to the feasible region while only applyiogstraints probabilistically at each iteration. Theaaiti
analysis shows a compelling trade-off between per-itenatrork and the number of iterations needed on problems
with a large number of constraints.

1 Introduction

Many machine learning problems can benefit from the addibboonstraints. For example, one can learn mono-
tonic functions by adding appropriate constraints to emsur encourage positive derivatives everywhere [e.g.
/Archer and Warg, 1998, Sill. 1998, Spouge ét al., 2003, Dmaied Velikoval 2010, Gupta etlal., 2016]. Submodular
functions can often be learned from noisy examples by inmgpsonstraints to ensure submodularity holds. Another
example occurs when one wishes to guarantee that a classifierorrectly label certain “canonical” examples,
which can be enforced by constraining the function valuethoee examples. See Quand mml] for some other
examples of constraints useful in machine learning.

However, these practical uses of constraints in machimailggare impractical in that the number of constraints may
be very large, and scale poorly with the number of featdi@snumber of training samples In this paper we propose

a new strategy for tackling such heavily-constrained protd, with guarantees and compelling convergence rates for
large-scale convex problems.

A standard approach for large-scale empirical risk mination is projected stochastic gradient descent [e.g.
Zinkevich, 2008, Nemirovski et al., 2009]. Each SGD iteratis computationally cheap, and the algorithm converges
quickly to a solution good enough for machine learning neddiswever, this algorithm requires a projection onto
the feasible region after each stochastic gradient stefhwdan be prohibitively slow if there are many non-trivial

constraints, and is not easy to parallelize. Recently, i=k&lolfe-style algorithms [e.d. Hazan and Kale, 2012, Jaggi
m] have been proposed that remove the projection, buireeg constrained linear optimization at each iteration.

We propose a new strategy for large-scale constrained igatiion that, like_ Mahdavi et all [2012], moves the con-
straints into the objective and finds an approximate satutibthe resulting unconstrained problem, projecting the
(potentially-infeasible) result onto the constraintsyoohce, at the end. Their work focused on handling only one
constraint, but as they noted, multiple constraints:) < 0, g2(x) < 0,...,gm(z) < 0 can be reduced to one con-
straint by replacing then constraints with their maximumnax; ¢;(x) < 0. However, this still requires that alh

This version was also presented at the 29th Conference anibgalrheory (COLT 2016).
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constraints be checked at every iteration. In this papefpas on the computational complexity as a function of the
number of constraints:, and show that it is possible to achieve good convergenes veithout checking constraints
so often.

The key challenge to handling a large number of constrasrdetiermining which constraints are active at the optimum
of the constrained problem, which is likely to be only a srfralttion of the total constraint set. For example, for linea
inequality constraints on édimensional problem, no more thamf the constraints will be active at the optimum,
and furthermore, once the active constraints are knowmritieem reduces to solving the unconstrained problem that
results from projecting onto them, which is typically vastbsier.

To identify and focus on the important constraints, we pegdearning a probability distribution over theconstraints
that concentrates on the most-violated, aadhplingconstraints from this evolving distribution at each iterat

We call this approach LightToufh because at each iteratiy & few constraints are checked, and the solution is
only nudged toward the feasible sét. LightTduch is suitdbleconvex problems, but we also propose a variant,
[MidTouchH, that enjoys a superior convergence rate on slyaogvex problems. These two algorithms are introduced
and analyzed in Sectign 3.

Our proposed strategy removes the per-iteratiodependence on the number of constraint evaluat[ons. Togitf)
andMidTouch do need more iterations to converge, but eaddtion is faster, resulting in a net performance improve-
ment. To be precise, we show that the total number of consthéecks required to achievesuboptimality when opti-
mizing a non-strongly convex objective decreases fém /e2) to O((Inm) /e +m(Inm)*? /e”/?)—notice that the
m-dependence of the dominant éyterm has decreased fromto In m. For aA-strongly convex objective, the dom-
inant (again ire) term in our bound on the number of constraint checks deesgfasmO (m,/\2e¢) to O((Inm)/2e),

but like the non-strongly convex result this bound contddmeger-order terms with worse:.-dependencies. A more
careful comparison of the performance of our algorithmstmafound in Sectiohl4.

While they check fewer tham constraints per iteration, these algorithms do need to pgayma) per-iterationarith-
meticcost. When each constraint is expensive to check, this endbe neglected. However, when the constraints are
simple to check (e.g. box constraints, or the lattice momiotty constraints considered in our experiments), it can b
partially addressed by transforming the problem into anvedgnt one with fewer more costly constraints. This, as
well as other practical considerations, are discusseddtic®és.

Experiments on a large-scale real-world heavily-consé@ranking problem show that our proposed approach works
well in practice. This problem was too large for a project&DSimplementation using an off-the-shelf quadratic
programming solver to perform projections, but was amenttblin approach based on a fast approximate projection
routine tailored to this particular constraint set. Measuin terms of runtime, however, LightTouch was still signif
icantly faster. Each constraint in this problem is trivia@gquiring only a single comparison operation to check, so
the aforementione®(m) arithmetic cost of LightTouch is a significant issue. Desjiitis, LightTouch was roughly

as fast as the Mahdavi et al. [2012]-like algorithm FullToutn light of other experiments showing that LightTouch
checks dramatically fewer constraints in total than Fulidio, we believe that LightTouch is well-suited to machine
learning problems with many nontrivial constraints.

2 Heavily Constrained SGD

Consider the constrained optimization problem:
min f (w) 1)
sit.gi (w) <0 Vie{l,...,m},

whereW C R? is bounded, closed and convex, afid YW — R and allg; : W — R are convex (our notation
is summarized in Tablgl 1). We assume thdtis a simple object, e.g. af? ball, onto which it is inexpensive
to project, and that the “trickier” aspects of the domain specified via the constraintgg(w) < 0. Notice that we



Table 1: Key notation.

Symbol Description Definition

w Bounded, closed and convex domain W C R?

A™ m-dimensional simplex Am={peR™|p;>0AY " p;=1}

d Dimension ofWW

m Number of constraints

f Unconstrained objective function f:W—=R

Gi Convex constraint functions g W—=R

g Combined constraint function g(w) = max; g;(w)

I, Projection ontaV Iy (w) = argming,, ey [lw —w'|l,

11, Projection ontaA™ II,(p) = p/ |Iplly

II, Projection onto constraints I, (w) = ArgMming e yy.g(w) <o} ||wv— w'||,
p Boundary gradient magnitude ¢fw) = 0, thenp < Vi , forall vV e dg(w)
~ Constraint scaling factor v>Ls/p

h Objective function h(w) = f(w) +ymax(0, g(w))

h Relaxed objective function h(w,p) = f(w) +~ 3", pimax(0, g;(w))
Ly Lipschitz constant of Lyllw—wy > |f(w) — f(w)]

L, Lipschitz constant of the;s Ly |lw—w'|y > |gi(w) — gs(w)]

Dy, Bound ¢ 1) on diameter otV Dy > sup,, ey max{l, [[w —w'||,}

Gy Bound on stochastic subgradientsfof G > [|A®]|,

G, Bound on stochastic subgradientggd G, > ||V max(0, gi(w))],

A Stochastic subgradient gf

A, Stochastic subgradient ofw.r.t. w

A, Stochastic supergradient bfw.r.t. p

1 Remembered gradient coordinates [Johnson and Zhang, 2013]

k Minibatch size irf CightTough’g-update

W Average iterate w= (N, w®)/T

consider constraints written in terms of arbitrary conuaxdtions, and are not restricted to e.g. only linear or atéair
constraints.

2.1 FullTouch: A Relaxation with a Feasible Minimizer

We build on the approach bf Mahdavi et al. [2012] to relax Eiguil. Definingg(w) = max; g;(w) and introducing
a Lagrange multipliet yields the equivalent optimization problem:

max min f(w) + ag (w). )
Directly optimizing overw and« is problematic because the optimal value dois infinite for anyw that violates a
constraint. Instead, we follow Mahdavi ef al. [2012, Set#dc?] in relaxing the problem by adding an upper bound of
v onea, and using the fact thahaxo<q<, ag(w) = v max(0, g(w)).

In the following lemma, we show that, with the proper choi€e gany minimizer of this relaxed objective is a feasible
solution of Equatiofll, indicating that using stochastiadignt descent (SGD) to minimize the relaxatidifg) in
the lemma below) will be effective.

Lemma 1. Suppose thaf is L-Lipschitz, i.e|f(w) — f(w')| < Ly [[w — w’'||, for all w,w" € W, and that there is
aconstanp > 0 such that ify(w) = 0 then|| V||, > pforall V € dg(w), wheredg(w) is the subdifferential of (w).

For a parametery > 0, define:
h(w) = f(w)+ymax{0,g (w)}.



Algorithm 1 (FullTouch) Minimizes f on W subject to the single constraiptw) < 0. For problems withmn
constraintgy; (w) < 0, letg(w) = max; g;(w), in which case differentiatingiax{0, g(w)} (line 4) requires evaluating
all m constraints. This algorithm—our starting point—is simtia those proposed by Mahdavi et al. [2012], and like
their algorithms only contains a single projection, at thd,grojecting the potentially-infeasible result vecior

Hyperparameters: T, n

1 Initialize w™ € W arbitrarily

2 Fort =1to 1"

3 SampleA®) /I stochastic subgradient gf(w(*))

4 LetAl) = A® 4 vV max{0, g(w®)}

5 Updatew 1) = IT,,(w® — nAl) Il 11, projects its argument ontd) w.r.t. ||-||,
6  Averagew = (Y., w®)/T

7 ReturnII,(w) /I optional if small constraint violations are acceptable

If v > L¢/p, then for any infeasible (i.e. for whichg(w) > 0):

h(w) = h (g (w))

h(w) > h (Il (w)) = f (g (w))  and  [lw -1 (w)], < po—y

wherell, (w) is the projection ofv onto the se{w € W : g(w) < 0} w.r.t. the Euclidean norm.

Proof. In AppendiXC. O

The strategy of applying SGD ta(w), detailed in AlgorithnidL, which we call FullTouch, has thensa‘flavor” as the
algorithms proposed by Mahdavi ef al. [2012], and we usetlaaseline comparison point for our other algorithms.

Application of a standard SGD bound[io FullTolich shows thabnverges at a rate with no explicit dependence
on the number of constrainia, measured in terms of the number of iterations required hiese some desired
suboptimality (see Appendix d.1), although thearameter can introduce anplicit d or m-dependence, depending
on the constraints (discussed in Secfiod 2.2). The mainlmhekvoflEullTouch is that each iteration is expensive,
requiring the evaluation of ath constraints, since differentiation gfrequires first identifying the most-violated. This

is the key issue we tackle with the TightTolich algorithm mregd in Sectiohl3.

2.2 Constraint-Dependence ofy

The conditions on Lemnid 1 were stated in termg,dfistead of the individuay;s, because it is difficult to provide
suitable conditions on the “component” constraints wittecounting for their interactions.

For a pointw where two or more constraints intersect, the subdiffea¢ofig(w) consists of all convex combinations

of subgradients of the intersecting constraints, with thesequence that even if each of the subgradients of the
gi:(w)s has norm at least, subgradients of(w) will generally have norms smaller thaf. Exactly how much
smaller depends on the particular constraints under ceratidn. We illustrate this phenomenon with the following
examples, but note that, in practieeshould be chosen experimentally for any particular probkthe question of
thed andm-dependence of is mostly of theoretical interest.

Box Constraints Consider then = 2d box constraintg; (w) = —w; — 1 andg;+q4(w) = w; — 1, all of which have
gradients of norni. At mostd constraints can intersect (at a corner of the, 1]¢ box), all of which are mutually
orthogonal, so the norm of any convex combination of theadggnts is lower bounded by that of their average,
p = 1/+/d. Hence, one should choose> v/d L.



As in the above example, « /min(m, d) will suffice when the subgradients of intersecting conatsaare at least
orthogonal, and can be smaller if they always have positive inner productsvéver, if subgradients of intersecting
constraints tend to point in opposing directions, thanay need to be much larger, as in our next example:

Ordering Constraints Suppose then = d — 1 constraints order the componentswfasw; < wy < -+ < wy,
for which g;(w) = (w; — wi+1)/v/2, gradients of which again have norim All of these constraints may be active
simultaneously, in which case there is widespread carticellan the average gradieft; — e,)/(m+/2), wheree; is
theith standard unit basis vector. The norm of this average gnadip = 1/m, so we should choosg> (d —1)Ly.

In light of this example, one begins to wonder if a suitableill necessarilyexist—fortunately, the convexity of
enables us to prove a trivial bound as longy&s) is strictly negative for some € W:

Lemma 2. Suppose that there existsiac W for whichg(v) < 0, and letD,, > sup,, ,sey [[w — w'[|, bound the
diameter ofW. Thenp = —g(v)/D,, satisfies the conditions of Lemira 1.

Proof. Letw € W be a point for whichy(w) = 0, andV € dg(w) an arbitrary subgradient. By convexity(v) >
g(w) + <v —w, V). The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then gives that:

9(v) = = llv = wlly [|V]],,

from which the claim follows immediately. O

Linear Constraints Consider the constraintéw =< b, with each row ofA having unit normp,,;;,, = min; b; > 0,
andW being thef? ball of radiusr. It follows from Lemmd thaty > (2r/bmin) Ly suffices. Notice that the earlier

box constraint example satisfies these assumptions dwith= 1 andr = \/d).

As the above examples illustrate, subgradients will be large at the boundary if subgradients of #e are large,
and the constraints intersect at sufficiently shallow angles,thepresenting boundary subgradientg @fs convex
combinations of subgradients of thgs, the components reinforce each other, or at least do noebaoe much. This

requirement is related to the linear regularity assumpgtitnoduced b96], and considered recently by
Wang et . (2015

3 A Light Touch

This section presents the main contribution of this paperalgorithm that stochastically samples a small subset of
them constraints at each SGD iteration, updates the parametseslton the subgradients of the sampled constraints,
and carefully learns the distribution over the constraiofsroduce a net performance gain.

We first motivate the approach by considering an oracle, #x@hain the algorithm and present convergence results
for the convex (Sectidn 3.2) and strongly convex (Sedii@) Gases.

3.1 Wanted: An Oracle For the Most Violated Constraint

Becausé& FullToudh only needs to differentiate the mosttéal constraint at each iteration, it follows that if one had
access to an oracle that identified the most-violated cainstthen the overall convergence rate (including the abst
each iteration) couldnly depend onm throughy. This motivates us teearnto predict the most-violated constraint,
ideally at a significantly better than linear-inrate.

To this end, we further relax the problem of minimiziAgw) (defined in Lemma&ll) by replacingmax(0, g(w))
with maximization over a probability distribution (as&l.O]), yielding the equivalent convex-tine



Algorithm 2 (LightTouch) Minimizes f on}V subject to the constrainis(w) < 0fori € {1,...,m}. The algorithm
learns an auxiliary probability distributign(lines 9—13) estimating how likely it is that each consttaénthe most-
violated. We assume that< m: if & > m, then the user is willing to check constraints per iteratioanyway so
[EullTouch is the better choice. Like FullTouch, this alglom finds a potentially-infeasible solutiem which is only
projected onto the feasible region at the end. Notice thaevite p-update checks only constraints, it does require
O(m) arithmetic operations. This issue is discussed furtheeirtiSn5.1.

Hyperparameters: T', n, k

1 Initialize w™ € W arbitrarily
2 Initialize p € A™ to the uniform distribution
3 Initialize pu{" = max{0,g;(w™®)} N 0ifw is feasible
4 Fort =1to T
5 SampleA® /I stochastic subgradient gf(w(*))
6 Samplei®) ~ p®)
7 LetAl) = A® 4 AV max{0, g, (w®)}
8 Updatew+1) = IT,,(w® — nAl) Il 11, projects its argument ontd) w.r.t. ||-||,
9 SampleS™® C {1,...,m} with |S()| = k uniformly without replacement
10 Let A =y + (ym k) 3 e g €5 (masc{0, g5 (w®)} — ')
11 Let M§t+1) = max{0, g;(w®)} if j € SO, otherwiseugt“) = u§t)
12 Updatep(t*+1) = exp(Inp® + nAll) Il element-wisexp andln
13 Projectp(t+1) = pt+1) / [5E+D)|,
14 Averagew = (Y, w®)/T
15 ReturnII,(w) I optional if small constraint violations are acceptable

optimization problem:

inh 3
g min, (w, p) 3)

where h (w,p) = f(w) + VZpi max {0, g; (w)} .

Here, A™ is them-dimensional simplex. We propose optimizing oveandp jointly, thereby learning the most-
violated constraint, represented by the multinoulli disttion p over constraint indices, at the same time as we opti-
mize overw.

3.2 LightTouch: Stochastic Constraint Handling

To optimize Equatiofl3, our proposed algorithm (Algorithin ®&jhtTouch) iteratively samples stochastic gradients
ASj) w.r.t. w andAg) w.r.t. p of ﬁ(w,p), and then takes an SGD stepwrand a multiplicative step op

wt =11, (w(t) — nﬁg)) and plth = 11, (exp (lnp(t) + nAét))) ,

where thesxp andln of thep-update are performed element-wibk, projects ontdV w.r.t. the Euclidean norm, and
II, onto A™ via normalization (i.e. dividing its parameter by its sum).

The key to getting a good convergence rate for this algoritto choose\,, andA,, such that they are both inex-
pensive to compute, and tend to have small norms.A5grthis can be accomplished straightforwardly, by sampling
a constraint index according tq, and taking:

Aw = A + ’7v max {Oagl (U})} ;



whereA is a stochastic subgradient gfandV max (0, g;(w)) is a subgradient ofax (0, g;(w)). Calculating each
suchA,, requires differentiating only one constraint, and it isyetsverify thatA,, is a subgradient of w.r.t. w in
expectation oveA andi. TakingG's to be a bound on the norm af andG, on the norms of subgradients of thes
shows that\,’s norm is bounded by ; +~vG,.

ForAp, some care must be taken. Simply sampling a constraint indeiformly and defining:
Ap = yme; max {0, g; (w)},

wheree; is the jth m-dimensional standard unit basis vector, does prodlﬁsg tnat in expectation is the gradient of
h w.r.t. p, but it has a norm bound proportional#o. Such potentially large stochastic gradients would rasute
number of iterations required to achieve some target sirnafity being proportional ten? in our final bound.

A typical approach to reducing the variance (and hence theard magnitude) (ﬁ&p is minibatching: instead of
sampling a single constraint indgxat every iteration, we could instead sample a sulSset size|S| = k without
replacement, and use:

~ ym

Ay = e Zej max {0, ¢g; (w)}.

JjeS

This is effective, but not enough, because reducing theawaé by a factor ok via minibatching requires that we
checkk times more constraints. For this reason, in addition to Ibaitthing, we center the stochastic gradients, as is
done by the well-known SVRG algorithm [Johnson and Zhan@ 3Py storing a gradient estimate with 1, € R™,
at each iteration sampling a s&bf size|S| = k uniformly without replacement, and computing:

Ay =u+ T2 3 e (max {0,g;(w)} - ). ()
JjES

We then update thgth coordinate ofu to bey; = max{0,g;(w)} for everyj € S. The norms of the resulting
stochastic gradients will be small+f: is a good estimate of the gradient, i;g. ~ max(0, g;(w)).

The difference betweep,; andmax(0, g;(w)) can be bounded in terms of how many consecutive iterations ma
have elapsed since; was last updated. It turns out (see Lemima 4 in Appehdix C.2) tihis quantity can be
bounded uniformly byO((m/k)In(mT)) with high probability, which implies that if the;s are L,-Lipschitz,
then|g;(w) — pj| < Lgn(Gy + vG4y)O((m/k)In(mT)), since at mosO((m/k)In(mT')) updates of magnitude
n(Gy + vG4) may have occurred singe; was last updated. Choosingx 1/V/T, as is standard, moves this portion
(the “variance portion”) of thé&p-dependence out of the dominant1 /+/T) term and into a subordinate term in our
final bound.

The remainder of thésp-dependence (the “mean portion”) depends on the nor[ﬁjz&g] =7>_; ejmax(0, g;(w)).
It is here that our use of multiplicative-updates becomes significant, because with such updatesléivant norm
is the /> norm, instead of e.g. th€& norm (as would be the case if we updagedsing SGD), thus we can bound

H[E[Ap] with no explicitm-dependence.

The following theorem on the convergence rate of LightT¢isgiroved by applying a mirror descent bound for saddle
point problems while bounding the stochastic gradient roasdescribed above.

Theorem 1. Suppose that the conditions of Lemia 1 apply, withy) = max;(g;(w)). Define D,, >
max{1l, ||w — w’|,} as a bound on the diameter o0#/ (notice that we also choos®, to be at leastl),
Gy > ||AW]|, and G, > ||V max(0, g;(w))||, as uniform upper bounds on the (stochastic) gradient mageis
of f and theg;s, respectively, for all € {1,...,m} andw,w’ € W. We also assume that gj|s are L,-Lipschitz
WLt |||y, i€ [gi(w) — gi(w')| < Lg [Jw —w'||,. Our result will be expressed in terms of a total iteratiound?
satisfying:

€2

o <(1nm) D2 (Gy + G, +7L9Dw)21n%>



Define:
m (1 —i—lnm)S/4 \/1+Insy/T+InT,

k= Tel/‘l

If & < m, then we optimize Equatidh 1 usifigiterations of Algorithni R (LightTouch), basing the stodiagradients
W.L.t. p on k constraints at each iteration, and using the step size:

V14 InmD,
(G +vGy +vLyDw) VT:

If & > m, ther{LightTouch would check more thanconstraints per iteration anyway, so we instead Tiséerations
of Algorithm (FullTouch) with the step size:

Dy,
(Gr+7Gy) VTe

In either case, we perfor, iterations, requiring a total of”. “constraint checks” (evaluations or differentiations
of a singleg;):

C. =0 -

€

- ((1n m) D2 (G +~Gy + yLyDy)” In +

€2

+m (In m)S/2 Di’f (Gy+~Gy + WLng)S/2 (1n %)5/4>

and with probabilityl — ¢:
€

f (g (@) = f (w) <h(w) —h(w') <e and II@—Hg(@)Hszv

wherew* € {w € W : Vi.g;(w) < 0} is an arbitrary constraint-satisfying reference vector.

Proof. In AppendiXC.2. O

The most important thing to notice about this theorem is thatdominant terms in the bounds on the number of
iterations and number of constraint checks are roughly m times the usual /e? convergence rate for SGD on a
non-strongly convex objective. The lower-order terms haveorsem-dependence, however, with the result that, as
the desired suboptimalityshrinks, the algorithm performs fewer constraint checkstpeation until ultimately (once

e is on the order of /m?) only a constant number are checked during each iteration.

3.3 MidTouch: Strong Convexity

To this point, we have only required that the objective fiorctf be convex. However, roughly the same approach
also works whery is taken to be\-strongly convex, although we have only succeeded in pgpaimin-expectation
result, and the algorithm, Algorithih B{MidTodch), différem|[LightTouch not only in that the) updates use &/t
step size, but also in being a two-phase algorithm, the ffrathich, like[EullTouch, checks every constraint at each
iteration, and the second of which, like CightTolich with= 1, checks only two. The following theorem bounds the
convergence rate if we perforiiy ~ m7? iterations in the first phase afid ~ 72 in the second, where the parameter
7 determines the total number of iterations performed:



Algorithm 3 (MidTouch) Minimizes a\-strongly convexf on )V subject to the constraintg(w) < 0 for i €
{1,...,m}. The algorithm consists of two phases: the fifstterations proceed like FullTouth, with every constraint
being checked; the findl’ iterations proceed like LightTouch, with only a constantiner of constraints being
checked during each iteration, and an auxiliary probabdistributionp being learned along the way. Notice that
while second-phasg-update checks only one constraint, it, I[ke TightTductyuieesO(m) arithmetic operations.
This issue is discussed further in Secfiod 5.1.

Hyperparameters: 71, T», n

1 Il First phase
2 Initialize w™ € W arbitrarily
3 Fort =1toTy:
4 SampleA® I/ stochastic subgradient gf(w®))
5 Let Al = A® 4 AV max{0, g(w®)}
6 Updatew*1) = IT,, (w® — (1/x)AY) /I 1,,, projects its argument ontldy w.r.t. ||-|,
7 /I Second phase
8  Averagew T tD) = (Y71 w®)/Ty /initialize second phase to result of first
9 Initialize p™ Y € A™ to the uniform distribution
10 Initialize 4\ = max{0, g; (w1 1)}
11 Fort =Ty +1t0 Ty + Th:
12 SampleA®)
13 Samplei® ~ p®)
14 Let A = A® 4 4V max{0, g;», (w®)}
15 Updatew 1) = IT,, (w® — (1/A)AY)
16 Samplej®) ~ Unif{1,...,m}
17 Let Ay = yu®) + yme; (max{0, gjo (w®)} = ()
18 Let u,(:H) = u,(:) if k=50, otherwisau;%l) = max{0, g;i» (w™®)}
19 Updatep+1) = exp(Inp® + nAl) Il element-wisexp andln
20 Projectp(t+1) = p(t+1) / [5¢+D)|
21 Averagew = (3, 1% w®)/Ty
22 ReturnII,(w) I optional if small constraint violations are acceptable

Theorem 2. Suppose that the conditions of Lemia 1 apply, with) = max;(g;(w)). DefineG; > ||A®||,

andG, > ||Vmax(0, gi(w))||, as uniform upper bounds on the (stochastic) gradient mage# off and theg;s,
respectively, foralf € {1,...,m}. We also assume thgtis A-strongly convex, and that aj}s are L -Lipschitz w.r.t.
II-ll5, i.e. |gi(w) — gi(w')| < Ly ||w —w'||, forall w,w" € W. If we run AlgorithniB (MidTouch) with the-update
step size) = /\/272L§ for T,, iterations in the first phase arfl, in the second:

S <m (nm)”* (G +~7Gy +~Ly)"? L m*(lnm) (G + ng)> |

\Y3e/s e
7. —o (0m)(Gr +4Gy +9Lg)* | m”? (nm)” (G +1Gy) ™
2= e " UL |

requiring a total ofC, “constraint checks” (evaluations or differentiations osingleg;):

o — [ m) (Gr +9Gy +9Ly)* | m”* (nm)” (G +4Gy)"”
< Ae N2

+m2 (Inm)”* (Gy + Gy +vLy) " N m? (Inm) (G5 +vG,)
\Yse¥/3 A€ ’



Table 2: Comparison of the number of iterations, and numbesstraint checks, required to achieveuboptimality
with high probability when optimizing a non-strongly-caxobjective, up to constant and logarithmic factors, drop-
ping theL,, Gy andG, dependencies, and ignoring the one-time cost of projettiedinal result il FullToudh and
[CightTouch. For LLO- FW the parameter to the local lineaaale has magnitude(v/dv). See Section]4, AppendiX C,
the non-smooth stochastic resuli of Hazan and|Kale [201&pfém 4.3], and Garber and Hazan [2013, Theorem 2].
Notice that because this table compares upper bounds te bppads, subsequent work may improve these bounds
further.

#lterations to achieve | #Constraint checks to achieve
e-suboptimality e-suboptimality
FUlTouch YDy my Dy
(In mé);/2DfU (In m)'y DY + m(In m);//22v3/2Di}
Projected SGD f—;zv N/A (projection)
Online Frank-Wolfe f—% N/A (linear optimization)
LLO-FW d”Zf’ w N/A (local linear oracle)

then:
_ * (12 - %112
E Iy (@) - w' 3] <€ [lo—w 3] <6,

wherew* = argming,,eyy.v; 4, (w)<oy /(@) is theoptimalconstraint-satisfying reference vector.

Proof. In AppendiXD. O

Notice that the above theorem bounds not the suboptimdlify,¢w), but rather its squared Euclidean distance from
w*, for which reason the denominator of the highest order tegpedds on\? rather tham\. Like TheorentlL in the
non-strongly convex case, the dominant terms above, barins of the total number of iterations and number of
constraint checks, match the usudt convergence rate for unconstrained strongly-convex SGb an additional
~%Inm factor, while the lower-order terms have a worsedependence. As before, fewer constraint checks will be
performed per iteration asshrinks, reaching a constant number (on average) oigcen the order of /mS.

4 Theoretical Comparison

Table[2 compares upper bounds on the convergence rates |itdraon costs when applied to a convex (but not
necessanl strong| convex) problem ffor CightTo}ich, Frallch, projected SGD, the online Frank-Wolfe algorithm of
Hazan and Kale 2] and a Frank-Wolfe- Ilke onI|ne algtm for optimization over a polytope [Garber and Hazan,
m] The latter algorithm, which we refer to as LLO-FW, iaeles convergence rates comparable to projected SGD,
but uses a local linear oracle instead of a projection orlinlar optimization. To simplify the presentation, the
dependencies ofi,, Gy andG, have been dropped—please refer to Theoldms 11and 2 andebeeierences for
the complete statements. Table 3 contains the same compgwithout online Frank-Wolfe) foi-strongly convex

problems.

At each iteration, all of these algorithms must find a stotbasibgradient off. In addition, each iteration of
and_MidToudh must perforti(m) arithmetic operations (for the:-dimensional vector operations used
when updating)—this issue will be discussed further in Secfion 5.1. Hosveprojected SGD must project its iterate
onto the constraints w.r.t. the Euclidean norm, online kféflfe must perform a linear optimization subject to the
constraints, and LLO-FW must evaluate a local linear oragkléch amounts to essentially local linear optimization.

10



Table 3: Same as Tal[é 2, except that the results bound theerwhiterations or constraint checks required to
achievel [|w — w*||5] < ¢, and the objective function is assumed to bstrongly convex. The bound given for
[EullTouch assumes that the constgntised in Algorithn{ll has been replaced with the standard dsitrg1 /¢
step size used in strongly-convex SGD. The MidTouch bouadh eontain four terms, listed in order of most-to-
least dominant (ir). For LLO-FW, the parameter to the local linear oracle hagmitadeO(+/dv). See Sectiofl4,
AppendiXD, and Garber and Hazan [2013, Theorem 3].

#lterations to achievee-suboptimality
’72D2
FullTouch —
(Inm)~y2D2 m3/2(1n m)3/2v3/2Df’U/2 m(In m)2/3v4/3Di/3 2(Inm)yD.,
MidTouch! 2o R JZ NEET + x;w\/zgv
Projected SGD %
dv?D?
LLO-FW e
#Constraint checks to achieve-suboptimality
22
FullTouch] s
(Inm)y2D2 ma/z(ln m)3/2,y3/2Di)/2 m?(In m)2/3'y4/3Dt/3 m>(Inm)yD,,
[MidTouch Ae + \3/25/4 + IERZE + Ve
Projected SGD N/A (projection)
LLO-FW N/A (local linear oracle)

[CightTouch[MidTouch and FullTou¢h share the sapadependence, but the-dependence of the convergence rate of
and_MidToudh is logarithmically worse. The nuenbf constraint evaluations, however, is better: in the
non-strongly convex case, ignoring all but theande dependenciek, FullTouch will che€Km /e?) constraints, while
will check onlyO((In m) /€2 +m/€*/?), a significantimprovement wheris small. Hence, particularly for
problems with many expensive-to-evaluate constraints vesuld expedt LightTou¢h to converge much more rapidly.
Likewise, for \-strongly convex optimization, the dominant @phterms in the bounds on the number of constraint
evaluations go as: /¢ for[EullTouch, and a¢ln m) /e for[MidToucH, although the lower-order terms in fhe MidT@uc
bound are significantly more complex than in the non-strpnghvex case (see Taljle 3 for full details).

Comparing with projected SGD, online Frank-Wolfe and LL®/ks less straightforward, not only because we're
comparing upper bounds to upper bounds (with all of the uat#y that this entails), but also because we must relate
the value ofy to the cost of performing the required projection, constdilinear optimization or local linear oracle
evaluation. We note, however, that for non-strongly conwetimization, thec-dependence of the convergence rate
bound is worse for online Frank-Wolfe (¢®) than for the other algorithmg (¢2), and that unless the constraints have
some special structure, performing a projection can beyeasgyensive operation.

For example, with general linear inequality constraingheconstraint check performed [pby LightTolich, MidTduch
or [EullTouch require€)(d) time, whereas each linear program optimized by online Fi&bKe could be solved
in O(d?>m) time [Nemirovski,| 2004, Chapter 10.1], and each projectimrformed by SGD inO((dm)*/?)
time [Goldfarb and Liu| 1991]. When the constraints are mat@ be arbitrary convex functions, instead of linear
functions, projections may be even more difficult.

We believe that in many caseg will be roughly on the order of the dimensiah or number of constraintsz,
whichever is smaller, although it can be worse for difficalhstraint sets (see Sectionl2.2). In practice, we have found
that a surprisingly smaj—we usey = 1 in our experiments (Sectidd 6)—often suffices to result invesgence to

a feasible solution. With this in mind, and in light of the féleat a fast projection, linear optimization, or local lame
oracle evaluation may only be possible for particular caist sets, we believe that our algorithms compare favgrabl
with the alternatives.
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Algorithm 4 (Practical LightTouch) Our proposed “practical” algorithm combinifg LightTolichcdiMidTouch,
along with the changes discussed in Sedfion 5.

Hyperparameters: T', 1,,, 1,

1 Initialize w™ € W arbitrarily

2 Initialize p" € A™ to the uniform distribution

3 Initialize p{") = max{0, g;(w™)} N 0ifw is feasible

4 Fort=1toT:

5 Let ng) = n,/tif fis strongly convexy,, /v/t otherwise

6 Setk;t), k_((,t) andk,(f) as described in Sectign b.2

7 sampleA(” ... Az(:()” i.i.d. /1 stochastic subgradients ¢{w(")

f
8 Sampleil” ... sz()) ~ p® iid.
. JASO . JACON.

9 Let AL = (1/k) 552, AP + (v/k7) 3252, V max{0, g0 (w®)}
10 Updatew®+) =TT, (w® — n AL I 11, projects its argument ontld) w.r.t. ||-[|,
11 Samples™® C {1,...,m} with |S()| = %S uniformly without replacement
12 Let A =y + (ym /) 3 e g € (masc{0, g5 (w®)} = i)
13 Let "™ = max{0, g;(w®)} if j € SO, otherwiseu!' " = 1"
14 Updatep®+D) = exp(Inp® + 5, A) Il element-wisexp andln
15 Projectp(t+l) _ 23(15-1—1)/ Hﬁ(H—l) Hl
16  Averagew = (3.,_, w®)/T
17 ReturnII,(w) I optional if small constraint violations are acceptable

5 Practical Considerations

Algorithms[2 and B were designed primarily to be easy to a®alput in real world-applications we recommend
making a few tweaks to improve performance. The first of thedevial: using a decreasing-update step size
nfﬁ) = 1, /+/t when optimizing a non-strongly convex objective, ajflﬁ = n,,/t for a strongly-convex objective. In
both cases we continue to use a constanpdate step sizg,. This change, as well as that described in Se¢fioh 5.2,
is included in Algorithni 4.

5.1 Constraint Aggregation

A natural concern about Algorithrhs 2 dnld 3 is thetn) arithmetic operations are performed per iteration, evearwh
only a few constraints are checked. When each constrainpisnsive, this is a minor issue, since this cost will be
“drowned out” by that of checking the constraints. Howewenen the constraints are very cheap, and@e:)
arithmetic cost compares disfavorably with the cost of &rega handful of constraints, it can become a bottleneck.

Our solution to this issue is simple: transform a problenhveitlarge number of cheap constraints into one with a
smaller number of more expensive constraints. To this emdpavtition the constraint indicds. .., m into m sets
{M;} of size at mosfm/m], definingg;(w) = max; e, g;(w), and then apply CightTou¢h ér MidTouich on the
aggregated constrains(w) < 0. This makes each constraint chdak/m| times more expensive, but reduces the
dimension ofp from m to /n, shrinking the per-iteration arithmetic cost@gm,).

12



5.2 Automatic Minibatching

Becausg LightTough takes a minibatch siz#s a parameter, and the constants from which we derive themraended
choice ofk (Theorenil) are often unknown, a user is in the uncomforiadétion of having to perform a parameter
search not only over the step sizgsandr,, but also the minibatch size. Furthermore, the fact thatftheretically-
recommended: is a decreasing function df indicates that it might be better to check more constraimtsarly
iterations, and fewer in later ones. Likewise, MidTduchtigstured as a two-phase algorithm, in which every iteratio
checks every constraint in the first phase, and only a constember in the second, but it seems more sensible for the
number of constraint checks to decregsaduallyover time.

In addition, for both algorithms, it would be desirable t@part separate minibatching of the loss and constraint
stochastic subgradients (w.rit), in which case there would be three minibatching pararsgtedetermineky, k,
andk,. This makes things even harder for the user, since now threrthiee additional parameters that must be
specified.

To remove the need to specify any minibatch-size hyperpeatens, and to enable the minibatch sizes to change from

iteration-to-iteration, we propose a heuristic that wilt@matically determine the minibatch siz]e%), kff) and kz(f)

for each of the stochastic gradient components at eachiderantuitively, we want to choose minibatch sizes in such
a way that the stochastic gradients are both cheap to corapdteave low variance. Our proposed heuristic does this
by trading-off the computational cost and “bound impactthe overall stochastic gradient, where the “bound impact”
is a variance-like quantity that approximates the impaat taking a step with particular minibatch sizes has on the
relevant convergence rate bound.

Suppose that we're about to perform thie iteration, and know thatsinglestochastic subgradiert of f(w) (corre-
sponding to the loss portion df,,) has variance (more properly, covariance matrix tra?x.‘,té)and requires a compu-
tational investment oif(t) units. Similarly, if we defined, by samplingi ~ p and takingA, = vV max{0, g;(w)}
(corresponding to the constraint portionAf, ), then we can define variance and cost estimates oo be*(t and
c§f>, respectlvely Likewise, we takéf) andc(t) to be estimates of the variance and cost of a (non-minibdtedision
of) A .

In all three cases, the variance and cost estimates aredhasingle samplgimplying that a stochastic subgradient
of f( ) averaged over a minibatch of sikg) will have varianca‘;(t)/k(t) and require a computational investment of

E(t) k;”, ), and likewise for the constraints and distribution. In toetext of Algorithn{4, with minibatch sizes @1( ,

kf,t andk,(f , we define the overall bound impacand computational costof a single update as:

W o) )

= : g PP OO IR OB OO
b= PG + 0 + 0 and c=c; 'k, + g kg + kg
) 9 P

We should emphasize that the above definitiorh &f merely a useful approximation of how these quantitielytru
affect our bounds.

Given the three variance and three cost estimates, we clmooggatch sizes in such a way as to minimize both the
computational cost and bound impact of an update. Imagmtenk are given a fixed computational budgeThen
our goal will be to choose the minibatch sizes in such a watyttlsaminimized for this budget, a problem that is easily
solved in closed form:

50 | @) () 50

) L.(t) 1.(t) T Uy N’ Vg 1pUp

[kf Ky oy | o EOREE\RRSORER\ I
f g Cp

We propose choosing the proportionality constant (andethethe cost budge) in such a way tha%gf) = 2 (enabling
us to calculate sample variances, as explained below), @nttirthe two other sizes to the nearest integers, lower-
bounding each so thaff) >2 andkét) > 1.
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While the variances and costs are not tikiypwnduring optimization, they are easy to estimate from knowenities.
For the costs:‘(ft), Egt) andég), we simply time how long each past stochastic gradient tatiom has taken, and then

average them to estimate the future costs. For the variaTj@eand @ét), we restrict ourselves to minibatch sizes

kff), két) > 2, calculate the sample varianca%) and vét) of the stochastic gradients at each iteration, and then
average over all past iterations (either uniformly, or agh&td average placing more weight on recent iterations).

For il(f), the situation is a bit more complicated, since fhapdates are multiplicative (so we should use/&h
variance) and centered as in Equafidon 4. Upper-boundingtheorm with the/? norm and using the fact that the
minibatchS(*) is independently sampled yields the following crude estima

o) =Pm? " > (“i‘max{o’gi (“’(t))})Q ’

t
k1(7 ) ieS(t)

We again averag@(f) across past iterations to estimﬁﬁé? .

6 Experiments

We validated the performance of our practical variarft offifi@uch (Algorithn{#) on a YouTube ranking problem
in the style o $[2002], in which the task is to predibat a user will watch next, given that they have just
viewed a certain video. In this setting, a user has just vievigeoa, was presented with a list of candidate videos to
watch next, and clicked obit, with b~ being the video immediately precedihg in the list (if b™ was the first list
element, then the example is thrown out).

We used an anonymized proprietary dataset consisting ef 612 587 training pairs of feature vectofg™, z7),
wherez™ is a vector ofl 2 features summarizing the similarity betweeandb™, andz~ betweer: andb ™.

We treat this as a standard pairwise ranking problem, focktiie goal is to estimate a functig®(z)) = (w, (z))
such thatf(®(z*)) > f(®(x™)) for as many examples as possible, subject to the appropeigtsarization (or, in
this case, constraints). Specifically, the (unconstrgitezaning task is to minimize the average empirical hingsio

n

1
in — 0,1 —{w,® (z) — & (x :
i 7 3 (e 0.1 (w8 o) — 2 (7))
All twelve of the features were designed to provide posigvielence—in other words, if any one increases (holding the
others fixed), then we expef{®(z)) to increase. We have found that using constraints to enthrsenonotonicity

property results in a better model in practice.

We defined(-) as in lattice regression using simplex interpolation [Gaet al.| 2012, Gupta et dl., 2016], an approach
which works well at combining a small number of informativeafures, and more importantly (for our purposes)
enables one to force the learned function to be monotonidingar inequality constraints on the parameters. For
the resulting problem, the feature vectors have dimengien 2'2 = 4096, we chose/V to be defined by the box
constraints—10 < w; < 10 in each of thel096 dimensions, and the total number of monotonicity-enfaydinear
inequality constraints is: = 24 576.

Every ®(x) contains onlyd + 1 = 13 nonzeros and can be computedi( In d) time. Hence, stochastic gradients

of f are inexpensive to compute. Likewise, checking a monotiynéonstraint only requires a single comparison

between two parameter values, so although there are a largbar of them, each constraint is very inexpensive to
check.
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6.1 Implementations

We implemented all algorithms in C++. Before running ourmeiperiments, we performed crude parameter searches
on a power-of-four grid (i.e.. ., /16, /4, 1,4, 16, ...). For each candidate value we performed roudil900 itera-
tions, and chose the parameter that appeared to result fastest convergence in terms of the objective function.

LightTouch Our implementation of LightTouch includes all of the suggdschanges of Sectidd 5, including the
constraint aggregation approach of Secfion 5.1, althougllhised no aggregation until our timing comparison (Sec-
tion[6.3). For automatic minibatching, we took weightedrages of the variance estimatesiéls™) o v 4+ vo(t).

We found that up-weighting recent estimates (taking 1) resulted in a noticeable improvement, but that the precise
value of mattered little (we used = 0.999). Based on the grid search described above, we chesd, 1, = 16
andn, = 1/1e.

FullTouch Our FullTouch implementation differs from that in Algonititl only in that we used a decreasing step size
§5> = 1. /V/t. As with LightTouch, we chose = 1 andr,, = 16 based on a grid search.

ProjectedSGD We implemented Euclidean projections onto lattice monicin constraints using IPOPT
[Wachter and Bieglet, 2006] to optimize the resulting span96-dimensional quadratic program. However, the use
of a QP solver for projected SGD—a very heavyweight solutimasulted in an implementation that was too slow to
experiment with, requiring nearly four minutes per pra@ctobserve that our experiments each ran for millions of
iterations).

ApproxSGD This is an approximate projected SGD implementation udiegfast approximate update procedure
described in Gupta et al. [2016], which is an active set mebthat, starting from the current iterate, moves along the
boundary of the feasible region, adding constraints to thigeset as they are encountered, until the desired step is
exhausted (this is reminiscent of the local linear oractessitlered by Garber and Hazan [2013]). This approach is
particularly well-suited to this particular constraint because (1) when checking constraints for possible ifarius

the active set, it exploits the sparsity of the stochastlgmts to only consider monotonicity constraints whichldo
possibly be violated, and (2) projecting onto an intersectf active monotonicity constraints reduces to uniformly
averaging every set of parameters that are “linked togebyeactive constraints. Like the other algorithms, we used
step sizes ofyf,f) = 1./t and chose),, = 64 based on the grid search (recall that = 16 was better for the other
two algorithms).

In every experiment we repeatedly looped over a random pation of the training set, and generated plots by
averaging oveb such runs (with the sanmierandom permutations) for each algorithm.

6.2 Constraint-check Comparison

In our first set of experiments, we compared the performafidéghtTouch, FullTouch and ApproxSGD in terms
of the number of stochastic subgradientsfadrawn, and the number of constraints checked. BecauseTdgbh's
automatic minibatching fixes!"” = 2 (with the other two minibatch sizes being automaticallyedeiined), in these
experiments we used minibatch sizes2ofor [FullTouch and ApproxSGD, guaranteeing that all thregogathms
observe the same number of stochastic subgradierftabéach iteration.

The left-hand plot of Figurel 1 shows that all three algoristsonverge at roughly comparable per-iteration rates, with
ApproxSGD having a slight advantage over FullTouch, whisélf converges a bit more rapidly than LightTouch. The
right-hand plot shows a striking difference, however—Iltighuch reaches a near-optimal solution having checked
more thanl0x fewer constraints than FullTouch. Notice that we plot theantimalities of the projected iterates
11, (w®) rather than of thev(*)s themselves, in order to emulate the final projection (liné Klgorithm[l and 17 of
Algorithm[4), and guarantee that we only compare the avdoeges ofeasibleintermediate solutions.

In Figure[2, we explore how well our algorithms enforce fbiity, and how effective automatic minibatching is at
choosing minibatch sizes. The left-hand plot shows thaht BatdlTouch has converged to a nearly-feasible solution
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Figure 1: Comparison of convergence rate§ of LightTplcflTBucH and ApproxSGD on the YouTube ranking
problem of Sectiofi]6. The two plots show the objective furetfaverage training hinge losg)(IT, (w®)) as a
function of the number of iterations, and as a function ofttital number of times a single constraint functiprwas
evaluated or differentiated, respectively.

after roughly10 000 iterations, and LightTouch (unsurprisingly) takes momrhapsL00 000 or so. In the right-hand

plot, we see that, in line with our expectations (see Seffiid) LightTouch’s automatic minibatching results in very
few constraints being checked in late iterations.

imi i 0.6 : ;
6' 3 TI mlng Comparlson — LightTouch'(aggregate size = 25p)
= = = FullTouch (minibatch size = 16)

. . . == ApproxSGD {(minibatch size = 1)]
Our final experiment compared the wall-clock runtimes '

of our implementations. Note that, because each mono- oss

1l

L)

[

1 W
'

. 1

N L]

tonicity constraint can be checked with only a single oed ' Ya
comparison (compare with e.@)(d) arithmetic opera- =~ ' ]
tions for a dense linear inequality constraint), then) E oed K E

arithmetic cost of maintaining and updating the proba—E/ !
bility distribution p over the constraints is significant. ~ *®%
Hence, in terms of the constraint costs, this is nearly a 44,
worse-case problem for CightToych. We experimented | "<
with power-of4 constraint aggregate sizes (Secfiod 5.1), 6%
and found that usingh = 96 aggregated constraints, 0 ‘
each of siz&56, worked best. 10° 10°

[EullTouch, without minibatching, draws a single
stochastic subgradient gfand checks every constrainkigyre 3:  Plot of the objective function (average training
at each iteration. However, it would seem to be mofgnge loss)f (I, (w(®)) as a function of runtime for our

efficient to use minibatching to look at more stochagnplementations of TightTougH._FullTouch and Approx-

tic subgradients at each iteration, and therefore fewe&p, on the YouTube ranking problem of Sec{ion 6.
constraints per stochastic subgradientfofHence, for

[EullTouch, we again searched over power4ofini-
batch sizes, and found that worked best.

) 10° 10° 10
Time (seconds)

For ApproxSGD, the situation is less clear-cut. On the onadhé@ncreasing the minibatch size results in fewer
approximate projections being performed per stochastigmdient off. On the other, averaging more stochastic
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Figure 2: Comparison constraint-handling of LightTqucld &ullTouch on the YouTube ranking problem of Sec-
tion[d. The two plots show the constraint violation magnétuchx{0, g(w®)}, and the average number of constraints
checked per iteration up to this point, respectively, batfuactions of the number of iterations.

subgradients results in less sparsity, slowing down thecequpate projection. We found that the latter considera-
tion wins out—after searching again over powerdafiinibatch sizes, we found that a minibatch sizeldf.e. no
minibatching) worked best.

Figure[3 contains the results of these experiments, shavatdoti EullTouch ar{d CightToukh converge significantly
faster than ApproxSGD. Interestingly, ApproxSGD is rasiew in early iterations (clipped off in plot), but accelera

in later iterations. We speculate that the reason for thiebier is that, close to convergence, the steps taken at each
iteration are smaller, and therefore the active sets aactstl during the approximate projection routine do not grow
as large[ EullToudh enjoys a small advantage pver Lightffeuntil both algorithms are very close to convergence, but
based on the results of Sectionl6.2, we believe that thisredga would reverse if there were more constraints, or if
the constraints were more expensive to check.

7 Conclusions

We have proposed an efficient strategy for large-scale lyeawnstrained optimization, building on the work of
IMahdavi et al.[[2012], and analyze its performance, dermatisy that, asymptotically, our approach requires many
fewer constraint checks in order to converge.

We build on these theoretical results to propose a practm@hnt. The most significant of these improvements is
based on the observation that our algorithm takes stepsl loastihree separate stochastic gradients, and that trading
off the variances of computational costs of these three compts is beneficial. To this end, we propose a heuristic
for dynamically choosing minibatch sizes in such a way aswmarage faster convergence at a lower computational
cost.

Experiments on a real-worlt)96-dimensional machine learning problem w2th576 constraints and12 587 training
examples—too large for a QP-based implementation of piejesGD—showed that our proposed method is effective.
In particular, we find that, in practice, our technique clesfelkver constraints per iteration than competing algorithm
and, as expected, checks ever fewer as optimization prsgges
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Table 4: New notation in AppendixIA.

Symbol Description Definition

A Convex domain of dual variables

F Filtration A®AY AY areF,-measurable
111 1111 Unspecified norm and its dual

Il s Illos ~ NormonW and its dual

Il [Il.. ~ Normon. and its dual

v,y A d.g.f. and its convex conjugate

Wy, UF A d.g.f. onWW and its convex conjugate

v, U A d.g.f. onA and its convex conjugate

A Stochastic subgradient

A, Primal stochastic subgradient

A, Dual stochastic supergradient

R. Bound onw*-centered radius ofy R, > |lw—w*|

Ry Bound onw*-centered radius ofy Ry > |lw—w*|[,

R Bound ona*-centered radius ofl Ry > |la—a*|,

o Bound onA error o > ||E[AD | F_q] — AW
Ouw Bound onA,, error Ow > H[E[A&f) | Fooa] — Ag)’[
Ou Bound onA,, error 0o > ’ E[AY | F_q] - AY
1-4, Probability tha bound holds -
1 — 5w Probability thatr,, bound holds

1— 650 Probability thatz,, bound holds

A Mirror Descent

Mirror descent|/[Nemirovski and Yudin, 1983, Beck and Tebs(2003] is a meta-algorithm for stochastic optimiza-
tion (more generally, online regret minimization) whichrioems gradient updates with respect to a meta-parameter,
thedistance generating functic.g.f.). The two most widely-used d.g.f.s are the squanecliean norm and neg-
ative Shannon entropy, for which the resulting MD instditdias are stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and a mul-
tiplicative updating algorithm, respectively. These arecisely the two d.g.f.s which our constrained algorithrit wi
use for the updates of andp. We'll here give a number of results which differ only slightrom “standard” ones,
beginning with a statement of an online MD bound adapted [goebro et a1/[2011]:

Theorem 3. Let ||-|| and ||-||, be a norm and its dual. Suppose that the distance generatincfibn (d.g.f.) ¥
is 1-strongly convex w.r.t.||-||. Let U* be the convex conjugate &, and takeBy (w|w') = ¥(w) — ¥(w') —
(V¥ (w'), w —w') to be the associated Bregman divergence.

Takef, : W — R to be a sequence of convex functions on which we perfoitarations of mirror descent starting
fromw™® € W:

D — v (V\IJ (w(t)) _ nvft (w(t))) ’

w1 = argminBy (w ‘ w t+1)) :
weWw

whereV f;(w®) € df,(w®) is a subgradient of; atw®. Then:

P (0 () ) < P s

wherew™* € W is an arbitrary reference vector.

)
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Proof. This proof is essentially the same as that of Srebrolet al2Demma 2]. By convexity:
n (i (w0) = fo @) < (09 f (0®), 00 —w)
< <Wft (w(t)),w(t) _ @<t+1>> T <Wft (w<t>)7@<t+1> _ w> ,

By Holder’s inequality{w’, w) < ||w’'|| |w]|,. Also, ¥ (w) = sup,, ((v, w)—T*(v)) is maximized whelV ¥*(v) = w,
SOV U(V¥*(v)) = v. These results combined with the definitioni@f 1) give:

) 5:) - 00) < o2 ()],
+ <V\IJ (w(t)) - Vv (ﬁz(t“)),u?(t“) — w*> .

w® — w(m)‘

Using Young’s inequality and the definition of the Bregmavedgence:

(1) -0 = 3 i )

w(t)) — By (w*

g -]

w(t-l—l)) _ By (w(t-l—l) ’ w(t)) .

+ By (w*

Applying the1-strong convexity of? to cancel th|w® — @+ H2 /2 andBy (0 | w®) terms:

" (ft (w“)) —fi (w*)) < ’7; ’vft (wa))

Summing ovet, using the nonnegativity aBy, and dividing through byT" gives the claimed result. O

2
+ By (w* ’ w(t)) — By (w*

w“*l)) .

It is straightforward to transform Theorémh 3 into an in-estpdon result for stochastic subgradients:

Corollary 1. Takef; : W — R to be a sequence of convex functions, &nd filtration. Suppose that we perforin
iterations of stochastic mirror descent starting framh") € W, using the definitions of Theordh 3:

@) = v (Y (w®) - 5A0),

wtt) = argminBy (w ’ @(Hl)) ,
wew

whereA®) is a stochastic subgradient ¢f, i.e. E[A® | F;_1] € 9f;(w®), andA® is F;-measurable. Then:
i

Proof. Define f, (w) = <A(t), w> and observe that applying the non-stochastic MD algoritififiheoreniB to the

sequence of functiong results in the same sequence of iterat€s as does applying the above stochastic MD update
to the sequence of functiorfs. Hence:

el (x) - o] « P e e

t=1

wherew™* € W is an arbitrary reference vector.

A o By (w* [w®) gy &
72 (7 () = Jewn) « ZEm =4 on 3

By convexity, f;(w®) — fy(w*) < (E[A® | F_1],w® —w*), while f,(w®) — fi(w*) = (A w® —w*) by
definition. Taking expectations of both sides of Equafibm8 alugging in these inequalities yields the claimed
result. O

AW

2
*

®)
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We next prove a high-probability analogue of the Corol[@rydsed on a martingale bound of Dzhaparidze and van Zanten
|§§§1L

Corollary 2. In addition to the assumptions of Corollaly 1, suppose thath probability1 — ¢, o satisfies the
following uniformly for allt € {1,...,T}:

<o.

*

e[| 7 -

Then, with probabilityl — §, — §, the abover bound will hold, and:

By (w* ’ w® 2 n \/iR*U\/ 1n% n 2R*aln%

T T
%;(ft (w(t)) — fr (w*)) < n—T)Jr%;HA(t) ) 7T 7

wherew* € W is an arbitrary reference vector anit, > sup,,c)y ||[w — w*|| bounds the radius ofV centered on

*

w.

Proof. Define f; (w) = <A(t), w> as in the proof of Corollarf]1, and observe that Equafion Zinaas to apply.
Define a sequence of random variablds = 0, M, = M;_ + (E[A® | F,_1] — A® w® —w*), and notice that
M forms a martingale w.r.t. the filtratiah. From this definition, Holder’s inequality gives that:

w® — < R.0.

M, — My_y| < H[E [Nt)

]:tfl} —A®

*

the above holding with probability — 6,. Plugginge = R.c andL = T R?c? into the Bernstein-type martingale

inequality of Dzhaparidze and van Zanten [2001, Theorerdd@s:

1 3T
Prd—Mp>eb <6, e ).
r{T = 6} = 0o + exp ( 6R202 + 2R*Ue)

Solving fore using the quadratic formula and upper-bounding gives thi#t, probability1 — 6, — ¢:

! i <[E [A(t) ‘ ft—l} _ A(t),w(t) _ w*> < ﬁR*U\/E n 2R*Uln%'
t=1

JT 3T
As in the proof of Corollanf f;(w®) — f(w*) < (E[A® | F_1],w® —w*), while f(w®) — fi(w*) =
(A® w® —w*) by definition, which combined with Equati@h 5 yields the niaid result. O

Algorithm[Z (LightTouch) jointly optimizes over two sets parameters, for which the objective is convex in the first
and linear (hence concave) in the second. The convergeteceitbbe determined from a saddle-point bound, which
we derive from Corollarfzl2 by following Nemirovski et ], Rakhlin and Sridharah [2013], and simply applying

it twice:

Corollary 3. Let |-, and|-||, be norms with dualg-||,, and|-||,.. Suppose tha¥, and ¥, are 1-strongly
convex w.r.t. ||-||, and|-]|,, have convex conjugateis;, and ¥}, and associated Bregman divergendss, and
By, , respectively.

Takef : W x A — R to be convex in its first parameter and concave in its secatd; be a filtration, and suppose
that we perforni iterations of MD:

@) = 9w, (T, (0) - nAP), a0 = v, (VU (o) +5AD),
wt = argminBy (w ‘ ﬁ)(tﬂ)) , ot = argminBy (a ‘ d(tH)) ,
weWw acA
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whereA is a stochastic subgradient g{w®, a(®) w.rt. its first parameter, and\" a stochastic supergradient
W.L.t. its second, with bot}igﬁ) andAS) beingF;-measurable. We assume that, with probabilities),., and1 —d,,

(respectively)g? ando? satisfy the following uniformly foral € {1,...,T}:
H[E [Agp fH} ~AW| <o, and H[E [Agﬂ fH} ~AD| <o,

Under these conditions, with probability— .., — d,o — 29, the abover,, ando,, bounds will hold, and:

T
K () 5 ()

w(l)) + By (a* a(l)) n T o
o _ (t)
nT * 2T ; <HAM

\/i(Rw*O'w + Ra*Ua) \/ln% " 2 (Rw*crw + RQ*UQ) ln%
JT 3T ’

wherew* € W anda* € A are arbitrary reference vectors, an@,,. > ||lw —w*||, and Ry, > |l — a*|| , bound
the radii of W and A centered onv* anda*, respectively.

S B\pw (w* A(t)

[0}

2
+
w

2
[e2]

+

Proof. This is a convex-concave saddle-point problem, which weaptimize by playing two convex optimization

algorithms against each other, as_in Nemirovski et al. [ROR8khlin and Sridharan [2013]. By Corollafy 2, with
probabilityl — 6., — 6 andl — d,, — d, respectively:

P30 (00e) 1 (o))

2 V2Ry0w \/ In % 2R 40y In %
+ +

nT 27 =17l VT 37
1 T
- (t) ) _ (®) <t>))
23 (7 (00a) -1 (w0
<B\pa (a* | M) L i AW 2 N V2Ra.00/In N 2R0.00 In
- nT 2T —~ @l T 3T '
Adding these two inequalities gives the claimed result. O

B SGD for Strongly-Convex Functions

For A-strongly convex objective functions, we can achieve efasbnvergence rate for SGD by using the step sizes
n: = 1/At. Our eventual algorithm (Algorithinl 3) for strongly-convegavily-constrained optimization will proceed
in two phases, with the second phase “picking up” where tts¢ fiinase “left off”, for which reason we present a
convergence rate, based|on Shalev-Shwartz et al. [2011miae?h, that effectively starts at iterati@fy by using the
step sizesy, = 1/\(Ty + t):

Theorem 4. Takef, : W — R to be a sequence ofstrongly convex functions on which we perfdfhiterations of
stochastic gradient descent starting frash) € W:

WD Z 11, (w(t> —n,Vf; (w(t))) ;
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whereV f; (w®)) € af, (w®) is a subgradient off, at w*), and ||V f; (w¥)||, < G for all ¢. If we choose
for someTl; € N, then:

%i(ﬁ(w@))_ﬁw)) G2(12+1nT ATOH

wherew* € W is an arbitrary reference vector an@ > ||V f; (w(") ||, bounds the subgradient norms for all

_ 1
= XTotD

Proof. This is nothing but a small tweak to Shalev-Shwartz et al1l20.emma 2]. Starting from Equations 10 and
11 of that proof:

> (5 (u) - )
<CS 3 (- 3) oo

(t+1) _

— |lw
2 2

) .

Takingn, =

(To+t)
T
S (5 (u) - )
t=1
L& ;+/T°*T dt) Ty Ly 2 AMTh+T) [+ — ur 2
=9 To+1 Jipi t 2 2
Dividing through byT", simplifying and bounding yields the claimed result. O

As we did AppendiXxA, we convert this into a result for stodimsubgradients:

Corollary 4. Takef; : W — R to be a sequence ofstrongly convex functions, anfl a filtration. Suppose that we
performT iterations of stochastic gradient descent starting frafd) € W:

Wt =11, (w(t) . A(t)) 7

whereA® is a stochastic subgradient ¢f, i.e. E[A® | F,_1] € 9f,(w®), andA®) is Fy-measurable. If we choose
for someT; € N, then:

%;[E [ft (w(t)) — fi (w*)} < (+InT) /\TO H

_ 1
= XTotD

20T

wherew* € W is an arbitrary reference vector and > || A ||, bounds the stochastic subgradient norms fortall

Proof. Same proof technique as Corollaty 1, but based on Theldrethdrithan Theoreif 3. O

We now use this result to prove an in-expectation saddlet poiand:
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Corollary 5. Let|-||, and|-|| ., be a norm and its dual. Suppose thit is 1-strongly convex w.r.t]-||,, and has
convex conjugat®’ and associated Bregman divergenge,, .

Takef : W x A — R to beA-strongly convex in its first parameter and concave in itsec letF be a filtration,
and suppose that we perforfiterations of SGD onv and MD onca:
D = v (VO (a®) +5AD),

(b)) _ 11, <w<t> b R« )
MTo+t) )" oY) = argminBy, (a ‘ d(t+1)) )
acA

whereA!) is a stochastic subgradient gfw®, o) w.rt. its first parameter, and\"’ a stochastic supergradient
w.r.t. its second, with botkig,f) and ASP beingF;-measurable. Then:

T
Pl () 5 ()

<G (1+1InT) /\TO H
- 20T

FENCIEUNER (¥

nT *aor £

)

wherew* € W anda* € A are arbitrary reference vectors, ar@,, > HA&? bounds the stochastic subgradient
2

norms w.r.t.w for all ¢.

Proof. As we did in the proof of Corollaryl3, we will play two convextipization algorithms against each other. By
Corollaries# anfl]1:

T

LS (00,0) -  ,0)] <CBLERD) M

Pl () = (w0)] <P %zm[ ]

t=1 t=1

Adding these two inequalities gives the claimed result. O

C Analyses of FullTouch and LightTouch

We begin by proving that, i is sufficiently large, then optimizing the relaxed objeetiand projecting the resulting
solution, will bring us close to the optimum of the constedrobjective.

Lemmal[l. In the setting of Sectidd 2, suppose tifas L-Lipschitz, i.e.|f(w) — f(w')| < Ly lw —w'|, for all
w,w’ € W, and that there is a constapt> 0 such that ifg(w) = 0 then||V||, > pforall V g(w), wheredg(w)
is the subdifferential of (w).

For a parametery > 0, define:
h(w) = f (w) +ymax{0, g (w)} .
If v > Ly/p, then for any infeasible (i.e. for whichg(w) > 0):
h(w) = h (11, (w))
vp— Ly

h(w) > h (Il (w)) = f (g (w))  and  |lw -1 (w)], <

)

wherell, (w) is the projection ofv onto the se{w € W : g(w) < 0} w.r.t. the Euclidean norm.
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Proof. Letw € W be an arbitrary infeasible point. Becauses L ¢-Lipschitz:

fw) = f (g (w)) = Ly [[w — g (w)], - (6)

Sincell,(w) is the projection ofw onto the constraints w.r.t. the Euclidean norm, we must tgvthe first order
optimality conditions that there exists/a> 0 such that:

0 €0 |w— T, (w)|f5 + vdg (I (w)) .

This implies thatw — T, (w) is a scalar multiple of som& € dg(11,(w)). Becausg is convex andl, (w) is on the
boundaryg(w) > g(II, (w)) (V,w—TIy(w)) = (V,w — 4w )> so:

g(w) = plw —Tg(w)]l, - ™)
Combining the definition of with Equation§b and] 7 yields:

h(w) > f (I, (w)) + (vp — Ly) [[w — T (w)][, .

Both claims follow immediately ifyp > L. O

C.1 Analysis offFullToucH

We'll now use Lemm@&]l and Corollaky 2 to bound the convergeaigeof SGD on the functioh of Lemmdl (this is
[EullTouch). Like the algorithm itself, the convergenceeritlittle different from that found by Mahdavi et|al. [2012]
(aside from the bound ofhw — T, (w)||,), and is included here only for completeness.

Lemma 3. Suppose that the conditions of Lemina 1 apply, witw) = max;(g;(w)). Define D,, >
Sup,, e lw —w'll, as the diameter obV, Gy > [[AW|, and G, > |V max(0,g;(w))|, as uniform
upper bounds on the (stochastic) gradient magnitudefsanid theg;s, respectively.

[

If we optimize Equatiofl1 using AlgoritHrh 1 (FullTouch) witle step size:

Dy,
N (Gf + VGg) \/T’

then with probabilityl — §:

Ur

f @y (@) = f(w") <h (@) =h(w") <Up, and [T (@), < w—L;

wherew* € {w € W : Vi.g;(w) < 0} is an arbitrary constraint-satisfying reference vectaida

| 8DuGyl
UF§(1+2\/§) (G +7Gy) /14 < ,/ fn5.

Proof. We choosel (w) = ||w|\§ /2, for which the mirror descent update rule is precisely SGecadisel,, is (half
of) the squared Euclidean norm, it is triviallystrongly convex w.r.t. the Euclidean norm, ¢ = |||, = |[|,-
Furthermore By (w* | w™M) < D2 /2 andR, < D,,.

We may upper bound thz-norm of our stochastic gradients ﬁAg) H < Gy + vGy. Only the f-portion of the
2

objective is stochastic, so the error of tﬁéf)s can be trivially upper bounded, with probabilitywith o = 2G/.
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Hence, by Corollary]2 (taking; to be e.g. the smallestalgebra making\(*), . . ., A(Y) measurable), with probability
1-6:

(w )) Sour " 2 JT 3T

LS ( () — hw)) < 2oy LTI 2D | 8DuGrlng
t=1

Plugging in the definition ofj, moving the average defining inside’ by Jensen’s inequality, substitutirfgw*) =
h(w*) becausev* satisfies the constraints, applying Lemitha 1 and simplifyietds the claimed result. O

In terms of the number of iterations required to achieve sdeséred level of suboptimality, this bound bz may be
expressed as:

Theorem 5. Suppose that the conditions of Leminas 1[@nd 3 apply, andtisats defined in Lemnia 3.
If we optimize Equatiof] 1 usirif} iterations of AlgorithnilL (FullTouch):

2
-0 <Di (Gr +1Gy) ln%>7

€2

thenUp < e with probabilityl — §. wherew* € {w € W : Vi.g;(w) < 0} is an arbitrary constraint-satisfying
reference vector.

Proof. Based on the bound of Lemrhh 3, define:

x=VT,
c:ngGlfln%,
1
= (14+2v2) D,y (G +7Gy) /1 +1In 5,
a=—c¢,

and consider the polynomi@l= az? + bx + c. Roots of this polynomial ares for whichUy = ¢, while for s larger
than any root we'll have thdfr < e. Hence, we can bound tiférequired to ensure-suboptimality by bounding the
roots of this polynomial. By the Fujiwara boumm].

4(944v2) D2 (G +~Gy)* (1+Inl) 16D,GyInt }
€2 ’ 3¢ ’

T. < max { 8

giving the claimed result. O

C.2 Analysis of[LightTouch

Because we use the reduced-variance algorithm of JohnsoAheng [2013], and therefore update the remembered
gradienty, one random coordinate at a time, we must first bound the marimumber of iterations over which a
coordinate can go un-updated:

Lemma 4. Consider a process which maintains a sequence of vesttrss N for t € {1,..., T}, wheres(!) is
initialized to zero ands(*+1) is derived froms(*) by independently samplinig = |S;| < m random indicesS; C
{1,...,m} uniformly without replacement, and then settig™" = ¢ for j e S; ands\"*" = s'") for j ¢ . Then,
with probablhtyl — 0
_sM) <14 2y, (2L
n%z;x(t s; )_1+kln< 5 .
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Table 5: New notation in AppendixG.2.

Symbol Description Definition

[-lls I/l Norm on)V and its dual Ml = Illepe = 1I-ll2
[-lp» I/l Norm onA™ and its dual -l = 1l Wl =
U, U Ad.g.f. onW and its convex conjugate ¥, (w) = |\w||§ /2

vy, ¥y A d.g.f. onA™ and its convex conjugate ¥, (p) = >_1"; p; Inp;
R Bound onw*-centered radius afy Ryw = Dy > |lw — w*||y
Ry Bound onp*-centered radius aA™ Ry =12>|p—p*;

O Bound onA,, error ow =Gy +7G,

op Bound onA,, error op > ‘[E[Aét) | Fio1] — A;“H
1— 0w Probability thatr,, bound holds 1—050 =1

1 —0gp Probability thatr,, bound holds

Proof. This is closely related to the “coupon collector’s probl,]. We will begin by partitioning
time into contiguous size-chunks, withl, . . ., n forming the first chunkp + 1, ..., 2n the second, and so on.

Within each chunk the probability that any particular indexs never sampled i§m — k)/m)™, so by the union
bound the probability that any one of theindices was never sampled is boundecdhby(m — k)/m)":

m—k\" m—k nk
m|——| <exp|lnm+nln|—— <exp|(lnm-—].
m m m

Definen = [(m/k) In(2mT/d)], so:

m—k n< | . 2mT <i
m E— <exp|Ilnm —In 5 < 57

This shows that for this choice af the probability of there existing an index which is nevengéed in some particular
batch is bounded by/2T. By the union bound, the probability ahyof [T'/n] batches containing an index which is
never sampled is bounded by/2T)[T/n] < (§/2n) + (6/2T) < 6.

If every index is sampled within every batch, then over tret fif T'/n] > T steps, the most steps which could elapse
over which a particular index is not sampleis — 2 (if the index is sampled on the first step of one chunk, and the
last step of the next chunk), which implies the claimed itesul O

We now combine this bound with Corolldry 2 and make apprao@dhoices of the two d.g.f.s to yield a bound on the
convergence rate:

Lemma 5. Suppose that the conditions of Lemida 1 apply, witv) = max;(g;(w)). Define D,, >
Sup,, ey max{l, [lw —w'|,} as a bound on the diameter o# (notice that we also choos®,, to be at

least1), Gy > [[AW]|, and G, > ||V max(0,g;(w))]||, as uniform upper bounds on the (stochastic) gradient
magnitudes of and they;s, respectively, for all € {1,...,m}. We also assume that aj|s are L,-Lipschitz w.r.t.
[I-[]5, i-e. |gi(w) — gi(w')| < Lg [[w — w'||, for all w, w" € W.

Define:
m(1+ lnm)g/4 1+In}v1+InT

k= T

If & < m and we optimize Equatidd 1 using Algorithiin 2 (LightTouclalsibg the stochastic gradients w.ri.on k
constraints at each iteration, and using the step size:

V14 InmD,,
(Gf+vGg +vLgDy) VT’
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then it holds with probability — § that:

UL
vp— Ly’
wherew* € {w € W : Vi.g;(w) < 0} is an arbitrary constraint-satisfying reference vectaida

1 /1
Ur <67V1+4+1InmD, (G +~vGg +vLgDy) (/1 +1n g\/;
If & > m, then we should fall-back to usiig FullTolich, in which cdseresult of Lemmid 3 will apply.

@y (@) = f(w") <h(w) —h(w") <Ur, and [lw—1I (@), <

Proof. We choosel,,(w) = ||w|\§ /2 and¥,(p) = >, p; Inp; to be the squared Euclidean norm dividecgnd
the negative Shannon entropy, respectively, which yididsupdates of Algorithiil2. We assume that thé's are
random variables on some probability space (dependingersdhbrce of the stochastic gradientsfof and likewise
thei,s andj,s on another, s@; may be taken to be the product of the smaltestigebras which makA™®) ... A(®
andiq, j1, ..., 14, j. measurable, respectively, with conditional expectatiogisg taken w.r.t. the product measure.
Under the definitions of Corollafy 3 (taking = p), with probabilityl — d,,, — dp, — 28’

1< 1A
FE ) £ ()

* * T
By ([ w) + Ba, (0" [PV) 0 > ([aw) * ag ’
- 77T 2T =1 w wk p Dk
N V2 (Rus0w + Ryeoy) \/In ¥ N 4 (Rys0w + Rpsop) In &
VT 8T |
As in the proof of Lemm@al3¥,, is 1-strongly convex w.r.t. the Euclidean norm, |54, = |||, = IIllz, Bw,, (w* |

wM) < D2 /2 andR,,. < D,,. Becausel, is the negative entropy, which isstrongly convex w.r.t. thé-norm
(this is Pinsker’s inequality)|-[|,, = |||, and||-[[,.. = [I-|| ., implying thatR,. = 1. Sincep is initialized to the
uniform distribution,By, (p* | pV)) = D1, (p* | pM)) < Inm.

The stochastic gradient definitions of Algorittith 2 give tﬁéig)

< Gy +~G,y ando, < 2(Gy +~G,) with

probabilityl = 1 — §,,, by the triangle inequality, anbi(w*, p*)) = f(w*) becausev* satisfies the constraints. All
of these facts together give that, with probability- ., — ¢’

Ui (@) .
T;h(w 7p)_f(w)

D2 +2Inm n L 9 A 2
«Zw T G el HA(t)

V2(2Dy(Gy +7Gy) + ) /In 5 L 4(2Du (Gr +1Gy) +0p) In %

VT 3T '
We now move the average definiﬁgipsideﬁ (which is convex in its first parameter) by Jensen’s inedquaiind use
the fact that there existspa such thati(w, p*) = h(w) to apply Lemmal:

_|_

D2 +2Inm n a 9 . 2
< Zw T2, . A 9
Uns =57 *or ; <(Gf +7Gy)" + H b OO) ©)
1
. V2(2Dy(Gy +1Gy) +0p) /In g | A2Du (G +1Gy) +op)In g
VT 3T '
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By the triangle inequality and the fact that+ b)? < 242 + 2b:

2 2

80| <2 fap | znl +2 e ar | 7] -]
<303 +2 € [AY | 7] - AP
< 2y’L2D3 + 20,
Substituting into Equatidil 9 and using the fact that b < (v/a + v/0)*:
Up < Di;# n g (Gf +AGy, + \/§7Lng)2 +no? (10)
. V2 (2D (G +1Gy) + ) \/@ L 42Dy (Gr +1Gy) +0y) In ¥

VT 3r
We will now turn our attention to the problem of bounding Notice that because we samjied. j;:s uniformly at

every iteration, they form an instance of the process of Ladmwith ugt) = max(0, g, (w(s§t)))), showing that with
probabilityl — d,:

5 m o (AT
Irg%x(t sj)gl—i- kln(&,p)' (12)
By the definition ofAl" (Algorithm[2):
. 2
el |- -4
2
uk m
=2 €; maux{O,g7 (w(t))} p® i Z (ej max{O,gj (w(t))} ej,u(t))
j=1 JESt o
2
<~? m—k max (max {O gj (w(t))} —u(-t))Q
> L p s Yj j
m—k 2 5 2
< (252 sl -7,
o (m—k ’ 2,2 ®)?
=7\ =% Lyn” (Gy +1Gy) (t—sj)
—k\? 2 2mT\\ >
<y (m7> Lo (G +7G,) <1+ —ln( ;" ))
op

where in the second step we used the definition ofsthh@orm, in the third we used the Lipschitz continuity of the
¢iS (and hence of their positive parts), in the fourth we bodrttle distance between two iterates with the number of
iterations times a bound on the total step size, and in thevi& used Equatidnl1. This shows that we may define:

o, = 6y (%)ngn(Gf +4Gy) (1 +ln <%Z)> ,

and it will satisfy the conditions of CorollaFy 3. Notice thedue to the, factor,s,, will be decreasingn 7'. Substituting
the definitions ofy ando,, into Equatioi.ID, choosind,, = ¢’ = 4/3 and using the assumption that, > 1 gives
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that with probabilityl — §:

/ 1 1

3/2 2 3/o 1 /2 1+InT
e (254 5) 0wy (F) 1m0y G496 (14m5) - (S

2 2
42 <3 + 2\@) (1+1n3)? (%)4 (1+Inm)”* Dy, (G +~Gy) (1 +ln %) (%) .

Rounding up the constant terms:

UL <7™W1+4+InmD, (Gy+~vGy+~vLyDy) /1 +1n (%)

3/3
m\ 2 3 1 14+InT
= /2 z

+19(k) (1+1nm)”" D, (Gy +~Gy) (1—!—1115) ( >

a1 (%)4 (1+mm)” Dy (Gf +1G,) (1 +In 1>2 <M> .

| =

) T?/>
Substituting the definition of, simplifying and bounding yields the claimed result. O

In terms of the number of iterations required to achieve sdesired level of suboptimality, this bound 6, and the
bound of Lemm&I3 o/ may be combined to yield the following:

Theorem[d. Suppose that the conditions of Lemrhs 1[@nd 5 apply. Ourtredlbe expressed in terms of a total
iteration countT satisfying:

7 _of mm D2 (Gy +~4Gy +7LgDy)’ In
€ — 62 .

Definek in terms ofT, as in Lemmals. Ikt < m, then we optimize Equatidn 1 usifig iterations of Algorithni 2
(LightTouch) withn as in Lemmd&l5. It > m, then we usd. iterations of AlgorithniIL (FullTouch) withy as in
LemmaB. In either case, we perfoffa iterations, requiring a total ofC. “constraint checks” (evaluations or
differentiations of a single;):

€2

C -5 <(1n m) D2 (G +~Gy +yLyDy)? In

€2

Lm (Inm)”? D (Gy + Gy +¥LegDy)”” (In %)5/4>

and with probabilityl — §:
€

f @y (@) = f(w") <h (@) —h(w') <e and ||U7—Hg(“7)||2§ﬁ’

wherew* € {w € W : Vi.g;(w) < 0} is an arbitrary constraint-satisfying reference vector.

Proof. Regardless of the value éf it follows from Lemmagb and 3 that:

S 1 [T 8D,Gflni
Up,Up <67V1+1InmD,, (Gy+~vGg+vLyD.) 1+1n5 =+ S
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As in the proof of Theorem]5, we define:

x =VT,
8 1
==D,Gsln—,
c 3 Gy n(s
1 /1
b:67\/1+1anw(Gf+7Gg+’YLng)N/1+1D31/T,
a=—c¢

3

and consider the polynomi@l= az? + bz + ¢. Any upper bound on all roots = /T of this polynomial will result
in a lower-bound the values @f for which U, Ur < e with probability1 — 6. By the Fujiwara bounia,

]Z

S { (134)* (1 + lnm) DZ (Gy + 1G4 +7LyDw)* (1+1n3) 16D,Grln }
€ 62 Y 36 ’

giving the claimed bound offi.. For C,, we observe that we will perform no more thanr- 1 constraint checks at

each iterationk + 1 by[CightTouch ifk < m, andm + 1 by[FullTouch ifk > m), and substitute the above bound on
T. into the definition ofk, yielding:

; 1
+ e 2Tc+m(1+Inm +In <77 +InT,
k+1)T. <2T. 1+Inm)”* /141 5T:/4 1+InT,

_ {2 (134)* (1 +Inm) D2 (Gy +vGy +vLyDy)* (1 +1n}) 32D,GyInt }
< max

€2 ’ 3e

(134)72 m (1 + lnm)*”> DY (Gy + 4Gy + 7LyDo)”* (141 )7
+ max = ,

<16)3/4 m(1+ 1nm)3/4 DZ4G;/4 (1+1In %)5/4

3 = } vV1+InT,.

giving the claimed result (notice thél + In 7. factor on the RHS, for which reason we haw@ aound onC., instead
of O). O

D Analysis of[MidTouchl

We now move on to the analysis of gur CightTolich variantfestrongly convex objectives, Algorithimh B(MidTouch).
While we were able to prove a high-probability boundfor TifpLCch, we were unable to do so forMidTolich, because
the extra terms resulting from the use of a Bernstein-typdintmle inequality were too large (since the other terms
shrank as a result of the strong convexity assumption)edaktwe give an in-expectation result, and leave the proof
of a corresponding high-probability bound to future work.

Our first result is an analogue of Lemnias 3 Bhd 5, and boundsitieptimality achieved dy MidToukh as a function
of the iteration count%; andT; of the two phases:
Lemma 6. Suppose that the conditions of Lemia 1 apply, with) = max;(g;(w)). DefineG; > ||A®M]|,

andG, > ||V max(0, g:(w))]|, as uniform upper bounds on the (stochastic) gradient mage# of/ and theg;s,
respectively, foralf € {1,...,m}. We also assume thgtis A-strongly convex, and that aj};s are L,-Lipschitz w.r.t.
II-[]5, .. |gi(w) — gi(w')| < Lg [Jw — w'||, for all w, w" € W.
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If we optimize Equatiofl 1 using AlgoritHrh 3 (MidTouch) witle p-update step sizg = \/2+°L2, then:
E |y (@) —w 3] < E [l —w|3]

2(Gy+7Gy)* (2+InTy +InTp) + 8y*L2Inm . 3m* (1 +Inm)? (Gy +~G,)?
- 22T )\2T12 ’

wherew* = argming,,eyy.vi 4, (w)<oy /(@) is theoptimalconstraint-satisfying reference vector.

Proof. As in the proof of LemmE@l3, the first phase of Algorithin 3 is nieghbut (strongly convex) SGD on the overall
objective functior, so by Corollary}:

23w (u0) )] < ST

so by Jensen’s inequality:
G2 (1 + In Tl)
(Th+1)\ _ * w
E [h (w ) h(w )] <R (12)
For the second phase, as in the proof of Leriina 5, we chbgge = > | p; Inp; to be negative Shannon entropy,
which yields the second-phase updates of Algor{thm 3. Byoany[3:

5,2 El (0 ) i)

2

t=T71+1
G:(1+InT) ATy H (T 2 By, (p* N g & A1
Twi o T D || 4 22 +— E[|AD] |.
- 20T 2T, 2 nTs 2T, t:;-i-l Pl ps
As before |||, = |-y, I, = Iloe» @ndBy, (p* | p" V) = D (p* | p™" V) < Inm. Hence:
1 & - -
7 2 E[p(wr) - (wr )]
2 =T 11

LGL(+InTy) AT Hw<T1+1> _
=T oTy

wlf e mm s E{Aa)m
2 77T2 2T2 (= Tra1 p [e%e] ’

Sinceh is A-strongly convex anab* is optimal, ||w (71 +) — w* HZ < 2(h(w™*V) — h(w*)). By Equatior IR:

T, . }
£ o) 1)
_Gfu(2+;r/1\§;+lnT2)+1nm 2L i { ]

t=T1+

Since the (uncentered) second moment is equal to the meanhgwariance, and using the fact tmtu*,p(t)) =
f(w*) since all constraints are satisfieduat:

LS 6 ()] - ) (13

2 =Tyl
na
D)

< AT WTs 2T

<Gfu(2+1nT1+lnTg)+lnm n i ( {

t=T1+1
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whereo? is the variance oH APl . Next observe that:

(]

’ oo

2 2
A(t)H _ A 0p®
A J)" = (2| e, e o () )
2712 (t) * 2
<7 Lg[E [Hw 2]
292L2% . -
< g (t) %) _ * %
<—2E [b (w®,p") =R (w,pY)]
the first step using the fact that thes areL,-Lipschitz and Jensen’s inequality. For the second stepcheesep*

such thatw™, p* is a minimax optimal pair (recall that* is optimal by assumption), and use thetrong convexity
of h. Substituting into Equatidn-13 and using the fact that*, p*) = f(w*):

272 T> 2 2
Ly 1 - G?(2+InT;+InTy) Inm 70
1— _ E A (t) % _ * < w p'
< ) ) <T2 t_;ﬂ { (“’ P )} Jw )> = 2T, Tun T2
=41

Substituting) = A/2~v*L? and using Jensen’s inequality:

G2 (2+1InTy +InTy) N 4y*L2 Inm Ao
\T» IV 29712

(14)

We now follow the proof of Lemmial5 and bounﬁ. By the definition ofAét) (Algorithm[3):
o2 = [H[E A Oo]
e Inax O 2 9§ ( (t))} — u(t) —-m (ejt max {O,gjt (w( )}

Jj=1

<% (m — 1) E [max (max{O 9; (w(t))} Mg-t))z] .

The indicesj are sampled uniformly, so the maximum tmmﬁxj (t— st )) since we last sampled the same index is an
instance of the coupon collector’s probIBbcause the;s areL,-Lipschitz:

2
.
2 22
v (m_ ) LgGw (t) 2
< )\2T12 E mjax (t—sj )
v2m? (1 + (Inm)” + 7"2/6) LG,
<
- \2T?

- 3y?m* (1 + Inm)? LG,

-5

2

MS
~
=
|
D

<

P

=

S~

& T
=

S—

o0

op <v* (m — 1)? LIE {max Hw —w?

the second step because, between iterat_fj'arand iterationt we will perform¢ — (t) updates of magnitude at most

G., /Ty, and the third step because, as an instance of the coupectoot problemmax7 (t— s ) has expectation
mH,, <m +mlnm (H,, is themth harmonic number) and variang€ =2 /6. Substituting |nto Equatidni4:

G2 (24+InTy +InTy) N 42L2Inm  3m* (1 +Inm)* G2

~ « _ % < w
E {h (wup )} f (w ) > 2T, 2T, 2/\T12
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By the A-strong convexity ofu:

2G2 2+ Ty +InTy) 8y*L2lnm  3m* (14 1Inm)’> G2,
T, T, NeT?

— * 12
E [l —w|3] <

Using the facts thaIl,(w) — w*|| < ||w — w*|| becausev* is feasible, and tha#,, = G; + vG,, completes the
proof. O

We now move on to the main result: a bound on the number oftibem (equivalently, the number of stochastic loss
gradients) and constraint checks required to achiesghoptimality:

Theorem[2. Suppose that the conditions of Lemias 1[dnd 6 apply, with-tipelate step sizeas defined in Lemnia 6.
If we run AlgorithniB (MidTouch) fof,; iterations in the first phase arifl., in the second:

S <m (um)”* (G +~7Gy +~Ly)"? L m*(lnm) (G + ng)> |

N/se/s Ve
7. o (m) Gy +9Gy +9Ly)* | m¥* (lnm)” (Gy +9Gy)™
2 e + PNETE ’

requiring a total ofC, “constraint checks” (evaluations or differentiations osingleg;):

o — [ m) (Gr +9Gy +9L)* | m* (nm)” (G +4Gy)"”
o A2e N2

+m2 (In m)z/3 (G +~Gy + 7L9)4/3 . m3 (Inm) (G5 +vGy)
/3¢ A\/E ’

then:
_ %12 _ %112
E Iy (@) - w' 3] < E [lo-w'3] <6,

wherew* = argming,,cyy.v; 4, (w)<oy /(@) is theoptimalconstraint-satisfying reference vector.

Proof. We begin by introducing a numbere R with 7 > 1 that will be used to define the iteration coufiisand7:
as:
T, = {m7‘2—| and T = {TB—I .

By Lemmd®, the above definitions imply that:

E [Ty (@) - w* 3]

- 2(Gf +~7Gy)° (4+Inm+5InT) +8y?L2Inm N 3m* (1 +1nm)” (Gy +~G,)

= 273 2274

10(1+1nm) (Gy +~vGy + VLQ)2 (1+In7)  3m2(1+Inm)’ (Gy + VGQ)Q
< + .
= 273 24

Defininge = E |:HHg(7i}) - w*||§] and rearranging:

4
A2 T
el — T
(1—|—lnT)1/3

<10(1 +1nm) (Gy 4+ G, +7Lg)2 (

T

———— | +3m* (1 + Inm)? (G +~vGy,)>.
(I+In7)
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We will now upper-bound all roots of the above equation withuantity 7., for which all = > 7. will result in
e-suboptimality. By the Fujiwara bounld [WikipeHia, 2015hdsincluding the constraint that> 1:

1/3
. 10(1+1 » Lg)°
T <max 12 (U (GG Fak,) )
(I+1In7) Ae

1/
5 3m2 (1 + Inm)* (Gy + VGQ)Q ’
2)\2%e '

Substituting the above bound eninto the definitions ofl} and7; gives the claimed magnitudes of thegg and
T.2, and using the fact that th&. = O(mT.; + T.2) gives the claimed bound afi.. O
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