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Abstract

The Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm is of key importance for inference
in latent variable models including mixture of regressors and experts, missing ob-
servations. This paper introduces a novel EM algorithm, called SPIDER-EM, for
inference from a training set of size n, n > 1. At the core of our algorithm is
an estimator of the full conditional expectation in the E-step, adapted from the
stochastic path-integrated differential estimator (SPIDER) technique. We derive
finite-time complexity bounds for smooth non-convex likelihood: we show that
for convergence to an e-approximate stationary point, the complexity scales as
Kopt(n,e) = O(e7!) and Kcg(n, €) = n+ v/nO(e~ 1), where Kopi(n, €) and
Kcg(n, €) are respectively the number of M-steps and the number of per-sample
conditional expectations evaluations. This improves over the state-of-the-art algo-
rithms. Numerical results support our findings.

This paper is close to the final version accepted for publication in the Conference on Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2020). The final version can be found at
https://papers.nips.cc/paper/2020/hash/c589¢3a8f99401b24b9380e86d939842-Abstract.html

1 Introduction

Expectation Maximization (EM) is a key algorithm in machine-learning and statistics [20]. Ap-
plications are numerous including clustering, natural language processing, parameter estimation in
mixed models, missing data, to give just a few. The common feature of all these applications is the
introduction of latent variables: the “incomplete” likelihood p(y; ) where § € © C R? is defined
by marginalizing the “complete-data” likelihood p(y, z; 6) defined as the joint distribution of the
observation y and a non-observed latent variable z € Z, i.e. p(y;0) = [ p(y, z;0)pu(dz) where Z is
the latent space and p is a measure on Z. We focus in this paper on the case where p(y, z; ) belongs
to a curved exponential family, given by

Py, z:0) = p(y, 2) exp { (s(y,2), () — ¥(6)} ; )

where s(y,z) € R? is the complete data sufficient statistics, ¢ : © — R?and ¢ : © — R,
p Y x Z — RT are vector/scalar functions. Given a training set of n independent observations

34th Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2020), Vancouver, Canada.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.01929v1

{yi}1_,, our goal is to minimize the negated penalized log-likelihood with respect to 6 € ©:

. def 1 def
F) = — 516’ RG,QG = —1 i;@, 2
min F(6) nZ}(H() (0) = —logp(yi; 0) @
such that R(0) is a regularizer. A popular solution approach to (2) is the EM algorithm [10] which is
a special instance of the Majorize-Minimization (MM) algorithm. It alternates between two steps:
in the Expectation (E) step, using the current value of the iterate 0.,,, we compute a majorizing
function 6 — Q(6, Ocyyr) given up to an additive constant by

c ef 1\~
QB Beusr) ' — (5(Bur). S(8)) +w(0) +R(0) where 5(0) <~ si(6): ()
i=1
and 3,(0) is the ith sample conditional expectation of the complete data sufficient statistics:
_ def def
50) S [ st 2plelsOude) . plelyis) ™ ol :0)/n(0is0). @)

As for the Maximization (M) step, a new value of .y, is computed as a minimizer of 6 +—
Q(0,0cuyr). The majorizing function is then updated with the new 6..,,. This process is iterated
until convergence. One of the distinctive advantage of EM algorithms with respect to (w.r.t.) first-
order methods stems from the fact that it is invariant by change of parameterization and that EM is,
by construction, monotone; see [20].

The conventional EM algorithm is not suitable for analyzing the increasingly large data sets, such
as those that could be considered as big data in volumes [5, 14]: in such case, the explicit computa-
tion of §(Ocuyr) in each E-step of the EM algorithm involves evaluating n conditional expectations
[20]. As a remedy, incremental methods were designed which reduce the number of samples used
per iteration to a mini-batch. Among the incremental methods, the first approach to cope with
large-scale EM setting is the incremental EM (1EM) algorithm [21] (also see [22] for a refined algo-
rithm). At each iteration, 1EM selects a minibatch B, of size b and updates the associated statistic

3:(Ocurr), © € Beurr, in the current estimate §Curr of §(Ocurr); and then updates the parameters by a
classical M-step. Later, an alternative approach was proposed in [6] as the Online EM algorithm,
which shares some similarities with stochastic gradient descent [4] even though Online EMis nota
first-order method. Recent papers have proposed improvements to Online EM by combining it with
variance reduction techniques. For instance, [7] and [18] proposed respectively the stochastic EM
with variance reduction (sEM-vr) and the fast incremental EM (FIEM) algorithms. These methods
are extensions to the EM algorithm of the SVRG [15] and the SAGA [8] techniques.

The complexity of these algorithms have been analyzed under the assumption that F'(6) is smooth
but possibly non-convex. They are expressed as the number of M-steps updates, Kopi(n, €), and
the number of per-sample conditional expectations evaluations K¢g(n, €), in order to find an e-
approximate stationary point of F'(6); see (11) for the definition. It was established in [18] that
Kopi(n,€) = Kcp(n,e) = n + n?/30(e~!) updates/evaluations are needed for the sEM-vr and
FIEM algorithms (the rate for FIEM can be sharpened, see [12]). These complexity bounds match
those of the SVRG and the SAGA algorithms for smooth non-convex optimization [25].

For smooth non-convex problems, the Stochastic Path-Integrated Differential EstimatoR (SPIDER)
technique has recently been introduced by [11] (see also [27] for SPIDER-BOOST and [24] for
SARAH), which established an n + /nO(e~!) bound of calls to first order oracles to find an e-
approximate stationary solution of a general finite sum optimization problem. Furthermore, the
\/n-dependence was proven to be optimal. This motivates the current work to explore new EM
algorithms with reduced complexity. Our contributions are:

* We propose a novel SPIDER-EM algorithm, inspired by the SPIDER estimator in [11] and tailored
to the EM framework for curved exponential family class of distributions. The SPIDER-EM
uses an outer loop to maintain a control variate that requires a full scan of the dataset to compute
3(0curr ), and inner loops which perform low complexity updates by drawing random minibatches
of samples.

e We introduce a unified framework of stochastic approximation (SA) within EM which covers
the convergence analysis of Online EM, sEM-vr, FIEM, SPIDER-EM. In this general framework,
SPIDER-EM may be seen as a stochastic approximation algorithm using variance reduced esti-

mate Scyrr-



» Using the SA analysis framework, we prove that the complexity bounds for SPIDER-EM are
Kopt(n,e) = O(e71), Kcg(n,€) = n + v/nO(e~!). Among the incremental-EM techniques,
we provide state of the art complexity bounds that overpass all the previous ones.

* The EM is not a first-order method contrary to SPIDER. Therefore, the convergence analysis of
SPIDER-EM methods require specific mathematical developments which differ significantly from
the original SPIDER analysis. In addition, the analysis of SPIDER-EM differs from previous ones
for incremental EM algorithms, since it involves biased approximations, which makes the proof
more challenging (see section 9, Lemma 11).

* We provide a new perspective to interpret SPIDER-EM as an equivalent algorithm to a perturbed
Online-EM where the perturbation acts as a control variate to reduce variance - see algorithm 7.

Furthermore, the SPIDER-EM algorithm operates with a significantly lower memory footprint than
iEM and FIEM, and the memory footprint is on par with sEM-vr and Online EM. To our best knowl-
edge, the proposed algorithm offers the best of both worlds — having a low complexity bounds and
a low memory footprint. Lastly, we support the theoretical findings with numerical experiments and
show that SPIDER-EM performs favorably compared to existing algorithms.

Notations. For two vectors a,b € R", (a,b) denotes the usual Euclidean product and ||a|| the
associated norm. By convention, vectors are column vectors. For a vector  with components
(x1,..., ), z;; denotes the sub-vector with components (x;, T;y1, . .., Z;—1, ;). For two matri-
ces A € R™*™ and B € R"#*™, A ® B denotes the Kronecker product. I, is the  x r identity
matrix. AT is the transpose of A.

2 EM Algorithm and its Variants using Stochastic Approximation

We formulate the model assumptions and introduce the SPIDER-EM algorithm. Recall the definition
of the negated penalized log-likelihood F'(#) from (2) and consider a few regulatory assumptions:

H1. © C RY is a measurable convex set. (Z, Z) is a measurable space and ji is a o-finite positive
measure on Z. The functionsR : © - R, ¢ : 0 = R% ¢ : © = R, and p(y;,-) : Z — Ry,
s(yi,+) : Z — R fori € {1,...,n} are measurable functions. Forany 0 € © andi € {1,...,n},
the log-likelihood is bounded as —co < L;(6) < oc.

H2. Forall® € © and i € {1,...,n}, the conditional expectation 3;(0) is well-defined.

H3. For any s € RY, the map s — Argming.q {¥(0) + R(8) — (s, 9(8))} exists and is unique;
the singleton is denoted by {T(s)}.

As discussed in the Introduction, the EM algorithm is an MM algorithm associated with the ma-
jorization functions {6 — Q(0, 0curr), Ocurr € O} Thus, the EM algorithm defines a sequence
{0y, k > 0} that can be computed recursively as 01 = T o 5(6), where the map T is defined in
H3 and 5 is defined in (3). On the other hand, the EM algorithm can be defined through a mapping
in the complete data sufficient statistics, referred to as the expectation space. In this setting, the EM
iteration defines a sequence in RY {§k, k > 0} given by §k+1 =50 T(§k) To summarize, we
observe that the EM algorithm admits two equivalent representations:

(Parameter space) 041 = T 0 35(0;); (Expectation space) §k+1 =50 T(§k). 5)
In this paper, we focus on the expectation space representation. Let 6, def T(s4) where s, € R?. It
has been shown in [9] that if s, is a fixed point to the EM algorithm in the expectation space, then
0, = T(s4) is a fixed point of the EM algorithm in the parameter space, i.e., §, = T o 5(6,). Note
that the converse is also true. The limit points of the EM algorithm in the expectation space are the

roots of the mean field
def _

h(s) = 50T(s)—s, seR?. (6)
Consider the following assumption.

H4. 1. The functions ¢, and R are continuously differentiable on ©". If © is open, then OV = O,
otherwise ©" is a neighborhood of ©. T is continuously differentiable on RY.

2. The function F is continuously differentiable on ©V and for any § € ©, VF(0) =
—Vo(0)"5(0) + Vi (0) + VR().



3. Forany s € RY, B(s) def V(¢ o T)(s) is a symmetric matrix with positive minimal eigenvalue.

These assumptions are classical, see for example, [18] and the references therein.

A key property of the EM algorithm is that it is monotone: in the parameter space 0511 = T o 5(6y)
decreases the objective function with F'(0x1) < F(0). The same monotone property also holds
in the expectation space. Define

W(s) & FoT(s) = -3 Li(T(s) +R(T(s)), 5 € RY. 9

It can be shown that F'(fy 1) < F(6) implies W (S 1) < W(Sk). In addition, [9] showed that:

Proposition 1. Under HI, H2, H3 and H4, W (s) is continuously differentiable on RY and for any
s € RY, VW(s) = —B(s) h(s).

Hence, s, is a fixed point to the EM algorithm in expectation space, with s, = § o T(s4) and
h(ss) = 0 if and only if s, is a stationary point satisfying V W(s,) = 0. This property has made
it possible to develop a new class of algorithms that preserve desirable properties of the EM (e.g,
invariant in the choice of parameterization) while replacing the computation of 5(6) by a stochastic
approximation (SA) scheme; see [26, 2, 3] for a survey on SA. This scheme has been exploited in
[9] to deal with the case where the computation of the conditional expectation 5(¢) is intractable.

We consider yet another form of intractability in this work which is linked with the size of the dataset

n > 1. To alleviate this problem, the Online EM algorithm [6] defines a sequence {§k, k > 0}
with the recursion:

Skt+1 = Sk + s (EBM o T(Sk) - §k) : ®)
where {11,k > 0} is a deterministic sequence of step sizes, B4 is a mini-batch of b examples
sampled at random in {1, ..., n} and for a mini-batch B of size b, we set 55 def -1 Y icB Si

The Online EM algorithm can be viewed as an SA scheme designed for finding the roots of the
mean-field /; indeed, the mean-field of Online EM satisfies E[s5, ., o T(Sk) — Sk] = h(Sk).
Hence, the possible limiting points of Online EM are the roots of i(s), such a root s, is a stationary
point of W (see Proposition 1 and (7)), and T(s,) corresponds to a stationary point of the penalized
likelihood (2); see [6] for a precise statement and [17] for a detailed convergence analysis.

Variance Reduction for SA with EM Algorithm. For the finite-sum problem (2), more efficient
algorithms can be developed by introducing a control variate in order to achieve variance reduction.

Suppose that we have a random variable (r.v.) U and our aim is to estimate u ef E[U]. For any
zero-meanr.v. V, the sum U + V is an unbiased estimator of u. Now, if V' is negatively correlated
with U and Var(V?) < —2Cov(U, V), then the variance of U + V will be lower than that of the
standalone estimator U; V' is a control variate.

This approach has been proven to be effective for stochastic gradient algorithms: emblematic exam-
ples are Stochastic Variance Reduced Gradient (SVRG) introduced by [15] and SAGA introduced
by [8]. Whereas control variates have been originally designed to the stochastic gradient framework,
similar ideas can be applied to SA procedures for finite-sum optimization. For Online EM, variance
reduction amounts to expressing the mean-field as h(s) = E [sg 0 T(s) — s + V] where V is a con-
trol variate. These methods differ in the way the control variate is constructed. The efficiency of
such variance reduction methods improves with the correlation of V' with 55 0 T(s) — s.

An SVRG-like algorithm is the Stochastic EM with Variance Reduction (sEM-vr) algo-
rithm [7]. In sEM-vr, the control variate is reset in an outer loop every k;, iterations: in the outer
loop #t fort € {1,..., kout }, and the inner loop #(k + 1) for k € {0,. .., ki, — 2}, the complete
data sufficient statistic is updated using Online EM and a recursively defined control variate

§t,k+1 = §t,k + Y,k 41 (58, 41 © T(§t,k) - §t,k + Vikt1) )

Vi1 = 50 T(Sim 1 bia—1) = 502 © T(Sho1,0 1) (10)
When k = 0, the complete data sufficient statistic St o 1s obtained by performmg first a full-pass on
the dataset S, 0= soT(St 1.k,—1) and then updating St 0= St 1kin—1+t, O(St 0— St Lhin—1)-



An SAGA-like version is the Fast Incremental EM (FIEM) algorithm proposed in [18]. The
construction of the control variate for FIEM is more involved; for details, see algorithm 5 in the
supplementary material.

In [18], the sEM-VR and FIEM algorithms have been analyzed with a randomized terminating iter-
ation (7,&), uniformly selected from {1,...,kout} X {0,..., kin — 1} where ki, (resp. kout) is
the number of inner loops per outer one, and ko, is the total number of outer loops. The random
termination is inspired by [13] which enables one to show non-asymptotic convergence of stochastic
gradient methods to a stationary point. Consider first sEM-VR. For any n, €, we define C(n, ¢) C N?
such that, for any (kin, kout, b) € K(n,€),

o def - out ln_
E[[h(Sr.e)l2] = Fmax " Sp2 g P EIIA(S k)12 < (11)

where kpax = Kkinkout- In words, the randomly terminated algorithm computes a solution §T,£
such that the expected squared norm of the mean field is less than €; see [13]. The finite sample
complexity in terms of the number of M-steps is KSEM R(n,€) = infi () kinkout-

The complexity in terms of the total number of per-sample conditional expectations evaluations, is
defined as K&5 " (n, €, b) = infi(,, {1 + koutn + bkinkout + (n A (bkin))kout }. Similar results
can be derived for FIEM and other incremental EM algorithms (see section 6). In such case, define by
kmax = kmax(n, €) the minimal number of iterations such that (11) is satisfied and set K FIEM(n €) =

Emax(n, €) and KEE"(n,€) = 2kmax(n, €)b. It can be shown (see [18] and the supplementary

material) that K& (n,€) = K§(n,e) = n??0(c™!) and K& "™ (n,e) = KFM(n,¢) =

n+n2/30(e~1). These bounds exhibit an O(¢~1) growth as the stationarity requirement e decreases.
Such a rate is comparable to a deterministic gradient method for smooth and non-convex objective
functions. However, the complexity of M-step computations as well as of conditional expectations
evaluations grow at the rate of n2/3, which can be undesirable if n > 1. Hereafter, we aim to design
a novel algorithm with better finite-time complexities.

3 The SPIDER-EM Algorithm

To reduce the dependence on n and the overall complexity, we propose to design a new control
variate, and to optimize the size of the minibatch. To this regard, we borrow from [11, 27] (see
also [24] and the algorithm SARAH) a new technique called Stochastic Path-Integrated Differential
Estimator (SPIDER) to generate the control variates for estimating the conditional expectation of the
complete data for the full dataset.

Algorithm Description. We propose the SPIDER-EM algorithm formulated in the expectation space.
The outer loop is the same as that of sEM-vr. The difference lays in the update of Sy, as follows:

Data: k;, € N, kout € N,, §init € RY, {y; k41,t > 1,k > 0} positive sequence.
Result: The SPIDER-EM sequence: Sy y,t = 1,..., kouy and k =0,... ki, — 1

1 51 0= 51 _1 = Sinit» Sio=350 T(§1,—1) ;
2 fort_ 1,..., kout do

3 fork:0,...,kin—2d0
4 Sample a mini-batch By ;.41 in {1,...,n} of size b, with or without replacement;
5 Stik+1 = Stk + 5B, 4 o T(S;, k) 5By oin o T(Sx-1) s
6 5t,k+1 St,k + Ve, k41 (Stoh1 — St,k)
7 §t+1 -1 = §t hin—1 3
St+1 0=S50 T(St+1 71)
9 | Si+1,0 = Stkm—1 + Veden (St1,0 — Stokin—1)

Algorithm 1: The SPIDER-EM algorithm.

We discuss the design considerations of the SPIDER-EM algorithm and provide insights on how it
can accelerate convergence as follows.



Control Variate and Variance Reduction. We shall analyze SPIDER-EM as an SA scheme with
control variate to reduce variance. While the description of SPIDER-EM algorithm in the above does
not present the control variates explicitly, it is possible to re-interpret the inner loop (line 4-line 6)
with a control variate defined, for t € N, and k € {0, ..., ki, — 2}, as

~ ~

Vik+1 = Vik +58,, © T(St.k-1) = 58, 40y © T(St.k—1)

koo - 5 _ ~ (12)
= Zj:O{SBt,j © T(Styjfl) — SB¢j41 © T(Styjfl)}a
. . . . def .
where V; o = 0 is reset at every outer iteration and, by convention, B; o = {1,...,n}. Ttis seen
that line 6 can be rewritten as (see Lemma 3 in the supplementary material)
St1 = St + Yokt (58,ars © T(Ste) — St + Viks1) - (13)

Note that, by construction, the control variate V; ; is zero mean because, E[Egt’j o T(§t,j,1)] =
E[55, ., © T(§t7j_1)] = E[5 0 T(S¢,;—1)]- Eq. (12) shows how SPIDER-EM constructs a control
variate by accumulating information — similar to SPIDER and SARAH in the gradient descent setting.
Comparing (12)-(13) to (9)-(10), the SPIDER-EM algorithm differs from sEM-vr only in the con-
struction of the control variate. To obtain insights about their performance, let us denote the filtration
as Fix def a(§init, Bii, .oy Bigg—1s---sBia, ..., Bii). Observe that the conditional variances
(given Fy ) of S; k41 of the sSEM-VR and SPIDER-EM algorithms are:

Var [§f,iM+‘frlfnk] =V} i1 Var[ss, ., © T(Sek) = 58101 © T(Si—tm—1)|Fe]

Var [SE,I;CIE%R_EMLF’&J“] = ’YikJrl Var[ggt,k+1 o T(Styk) - gBt,k+1 ° T(Stykfl)u:t-,k] :
As a comparison, the variance of §(t71)kin+k+1 for the Online EMis given by
2 = a 0—EM
W(tfl)kinJrkJrl Var [SB(t—l)kin+k+1 o T(S(tfl)kinJrk)|]:(t_1)kin+]g]'

Here, F2—EM def a(§init, Bi,...,B;). In this sense, both sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM are variance-
reduced versions of the Online EM. Additionally, SPIDER-EM and sEM-VR are designed to ex-

ploit two values §t, ks §t, r—1 and §t7k, §t_1, ki —1, Tespectively. The former thus takes the benefit
of a stronger correlation between two successive values of {S; ;, k > 1} than between S; j, and
St—1,k,—1 in the variance reduction step. As a result, SPIDER-EM should inherit a better rate of
convergence — an intuition which is established will be Theorem 2.

Step Size and Memory Footprint. The SPIDER-EM algorithm is described with a positive step
size sequence {7, x+1,t > 1,k > 0}. Different strategies are allowed: (a) a constant step size
Yi,k+1 = 7y for any k > 0, or (b) a random sequence. We focus on case (@) in the following, while
we refer the readers to [11] for such a strategy in the gradient setting. Lastly, we observe that the
SPIDER-EM algorithm has the same memory footprint requirement as the sEM-vr algorithm.

Convergence Analysis. Let (7, &) be uniformr.v. on {1, ..., kout } X {0, ..., kin — 1}, independent
of the SPIDER-EM sequence {S; s, t = 1, ,kout; & = —1,--+ , kin — 1}. Our goal is to derive

explicit upper bounds for E[Hh(gﬂg,l) |?] for the SPIDER-EM sequence given by algorithm 1 with
a constant step size (7,41 = v forany ¢ > 1, k > 0). We strengthen the assumption H4 as follows:

[vmina vmax]; B(S) is dEﬁI’lEd in H4.
(b) Foranyi € {1,...,n}, the map 5; o T is globally Lipschitz on R? with constant L;.

H5. (a) There exist 0 < Vmin < Umax < 00 such that for all s € RY, the spectrum of B(s) is in

(c) The function s — ¥V W(s) = —B(s)h(s) is globally Lipschitz on RY with constant Ly w.

From H5-(a) and Proposition 1, we have E[||h(S,.¢-1)[?] > vp2 B[V W(S,.¢-1)?] so that a

max
control of E[||h(S7.¢—1)||?] provides a control of E[|[V W(S-¢_1)|[?]. The convergence result for
SPIDER-EM is summarized below:



Theorem 2. Assume HI, H2, H3, H4 and HS and set L? def nt Z?:l Lf. Fix koug, kin € Ny,
b € Ny and set v, def afL forany t,k > 0 where o € (0, Umin/ fox (Kin, b)) with

s (ki ) = Vmaxy/Fin /B + Ly w/(2L) (14)
The SPIDER-EM sequence {§t7k, t > 1,k > 0} given by algorithm 1 satisfies
1 o? 2L 1 ~
WSre-n)IP] < (—+ 5 — (E[W(Sini)] ~ min W) .
H ( e 1)” (kin * b ) a{vmin - OZ,LL*(kin,b)} kout [ ( t)] i

Our analysis, whose detail can be found in the supplementary material, shares some similarities
with the one in SPIDER-Boost [27]. Nevertheless, there are a number of differences because (a)
SPIDER-EM algorithm recursion uses two spaces (the expectation space and the parameter space)
which are connected by the maps s and T; (b) SPIDER-EM is not a gradient algorithm in the ex-
pectation space, but an SA scheme to obtain a root for &; (C) there is a Lyapunov function W(s)
where VW (s) # —h(s), but which satisfies (VW (s), h(s)) < —vmin||h(s)||*. In addition, in rela-
tion to the above points, our analysis took insights from [16, 17] to analyze SPIDER-EM as a biased
SA scheme. Our challenge lies in carefully controlling the bias/variance of the SPIDER estimator
employed, which is not reported in the prior literature.

Proof Sketch. While we shall omit the proof details, an outline of the proof is provided. Set

Hy ot def Vik +1(St k41 — St k). A key property is the following descent condition for the Lya-

punov function W. There exist positive sequences A 1, St ;, such that forany ¢ > 1, £ > 0,
W(Srt1) < W(Sek) = Mgt | Heps1 |2 4+ Yekrn 2;;":; | Hy g1 — h(Ses)]? .
Itholdsforany ¢t > land 0 < k < ki, — 2,
E [ Hoki1 = RSP Fit1| < L S5 02 B H 2 1] - (15)
The above conditions can be combined to yield
Fot kgt Ak [ Hpll?] < B [W(Shi)| = min W

where the A, ;’s are positive. D1V1d1ng both sides of the 1nequa11ty by Zt ou Z;a ! Ay i, leads to

a bound on ]E[HH:H | forsomer.v. Zon {1,..., kous} x {O0,... -1} For the concerned case
when 7y, = v, wehave A, , = Aand = = ( {) is the uniform distribution thus the convergence

rate for E[||H,¢[|?] is O(1/kinkout)- Lastly, we obtain a bound for the mean field ||h(Sy.c_1)]|
using the standard inequality (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b? and (15) again.

Choice of ki, b, kout and Complexity Bounds. The maximum of af{vmin — ap.(kin, b)} on

(0, Umin/ fix (Kins b)) is 0ty (kin, b) 2 vimin/{21tx (Kin, b)} which yields v = vmin/{2/tx (Kin, b) L}
and the upper bound

H*(kina b) kin 8L e~ .
E[11(Sr.e-1)I1P] < ( B b)b) T (E[W ()] — min W)
The number of parameter updates is 1 + kout + Kinkout. The number of per-sample conditional
expectation computations is 7 + koutn + 2bkinkout. Assume that n and € > 0 are given. Set for
simplicity b = ki, = [/n] which means that the number of per-sample conditional expectations

evaluations in the inner loop is equal to n, i.e., is an epoch (see subsection 9.3 for a discussion on

other strategies). With this choice, we get iy (Kin, b) = my def Umax + Lvw/(2L). Taking

kout > ( e + ) % (E[W(é\lmt)] - man) ’

then we have E[||h(S,. e—1)||?] < e. With these choices of kin, kout, b, the complexity in terms of
the number of per-sample conditional expectations evaluations 5; is Kcg(n,€) = n++/nLO(e71).
The number of parameter updates is Kopt(n,€) = O(e~1). Note that the step size is chosen to be
~v = &y (kin, b) /L, which is independent of the targeted accuracy e.

Linear convergence rate. In section 10, we provide a modification of SPIDER-EM which exhibits
a linear convergence rate when W satisfies a Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality. Note that the latter
condition (or its variants) has been used in a few recent works, e.g., [1, 7].



[y
o

N2

-©-SPIDER-EM -©-SPIDER-EM
-5-SEM-VR -5 SEM-VR
0 iEM N 10°H iEM
o) 10
= ~A-FIEM = “#-FIEM
E 104H on?3 E N o2
3 - - oM 3 107F|- - on??)
- -
o o
o o
4 4

=
o

10° 10* 10
Problem size (n) Problem size (n)

Figure 1: [Left] Median estimated number of parameter updates Ko, (n, €) needed to reach an

accuracy of 2.5 x 1075 [Right] Median estimated number of per-sample conditional expectations

Kcg(n, €) — n needed to reach an accuracy of 2.5 x 10~°. The median is taken from a Monte-Carlo

simulation among 50 trials.

4 Numerical illustration

Synthetic Data. We evaluate the efficiency of SPIDER-EM against the problem size. We gener-
ate a synthetic dataset with n observations from a scalar two-components Gaussian mixture model
(GMM) with 0.2N(0.5,1) + 0.8 N (—0.5,1). The variances and the weights are assumed known.
We fit the means p1, 2 of a GMM to the observed data. For SPIDER-EM, we set b = [1/n/20],
kin = [n/b] and a fixed step size v, = 0.01. We define Temp = tempkin + kemp as the total

number of updates of Sj, evaluated, such that tey,p, kemp are the indices of outer, inner iteration,
respectively. To estimate Kopi(n,€) and Kcg(n,€), we run the SPIDER-EM algorithm until the

first iteration Temp, when the solution satisfies || (St,.... ko, )||* < € = 2.5 X 1075, We take the
median of Tepmp over 50 runs to give an estimate of Kopi(n, €); similarly, we take the median of
Ntemp + 2bTemp to give an estimate of K cr(n, €). Note that the conditional expectations computed
during the initialization step are ignored.

Figure 1 compares SPIDER-EM to the state-of-the-art incremental EM algorithms for different set-
tings of m. The results illustrate that the empirical performance of SPIDER-EM agrees with the
theoretical analysis. In particular, we observe that for SPIDER-EM, the estimated K opt(n, €) is in-
dependent of the problem size n while Kcg(n, €) — n grows at the rate of \/n.

MNIST Dataset. We perform experiment on the MNIST dataset to illustrate the effectiveness of
SPIDER-EM on real data; this example is taken from [23, Section 5]. The dataset consists of n =
6 x 10* images of handwritten digits, each with 784 pixels. We pre-process the dataset as follows.
First, we eliminate the uninformative pixels (67 pixels are always zero) across all images to obtain
a dense representation with dgense = 717 pixels per image. Second, we apply principal component
analysis (PCA) to further reduce the data dimension. We keep the dpc = 20 principal components
(PCs) of each observation.

We estimate a multivariate GMM model with g = 12 components. Unlike in the previous experi-
ment, here the parameter 6 collects the mixture’s weights {ay, 1 < ¢ < g}, the expectations of each
component and a pulled full covariance matrix. SPIDER-EM is compared to 1EM [21], Online EM
[6], FIEM [18], and sEM-vr [7]. Details on the multivariate Gaussian mixture model are given in
the supplementary material, section 11, where we give technical conditions required to verify the
assumptions of Theorem 2.

~

In Figure 2, we display the sequence of parameter estimates {6 }, the objective function { — W(S;)}
and the squared norm of the mean field {||2(S,)||?}. Figure 3 gives insights on the distribution of
||h(St.k)||* along SPIDER-EM paths. The mini-batches {13, }, are independent, and sampled at

random in {1, ..., n} with replacement. For a fair comparison, we use the same seed to sample the
minibatches { B}, }; another seed is used for FIEM which requires a second sequence of minibatches

{B,}.. The minibatch size is set to be b = 100 and the stepsize v, = 5x 1073 except for iEM where
~vr = 1. The same initial value Siy;¢ is used for all experiments. We have implemented the procedure

~

of [19] in order to obtain the initialization 6;,;; and then we set §init def 5(Oinit) ( — W(Sinit) =
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—58.3). The plots illustrate that SPIDER-EM reduces the variability of Online EM and compares
favorably to 1EM and FIEM. Additional details and results are given in the Supplementary material.

5 Conclusions

We have introduced the SPIDER-EM algorithm for large-scale inference. The algorithm offers low
memory footprint and improved complexity bounds compared to the state-of-the-art, which is veri-
fied by theoretical analysis and numerical experiments.
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Notations. For two vectors a,b € R", (a,b) denotes the usual Euclidean product and | a|| the
associated norm. By convention, vectors are column vectors. For a vector  with components
(x1,...,%y), z;; denotes the sub-vector with components (z;, Tit1,. .., Tj—1,Z;).

For two matrices A € R"*"2 and B € R"*" A ® B denotes the Kronecker product. I, is the
r x r identity matrix. AT is the transpose of A.

6 Complexity of incremental EM-based methods for smooth non-convex
finite sum optimization

We first compare the complexities of the incremental EM based methods using the following table
which summarizes the state-of-the-art results.

algorithm ¥ Kopt Kcg Optimal Kcg
EM [10] - T+ Fmax N+ Nkmax N/A
online-EM [6] | decaying; O(L~'k~1/?%) 1 4 Emax n + bkmax e ?

iEM [21] 1 1+ Emax N + bkmax e n
SEM-vr [7, 18] O(L~'n=2/3) 1+ Einkous | n(1 =+ kous) + (bkin + n)kout e %3
FIEM [18] O(L~'n=2/3) 1+ Fmax N+ 2bkmax e %3
FIEM[12] O(L "0 2 kmal®) 1+ Fmax 1+ 2k 32 /m
SPIDER-EM O(L™™ 1+ kinkout n + kouwtn + 2bkinkout e 'Vn

Table 1: Comparison between different EM-based algorithms for smooth non convex finite sum
optimization. Except sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM which have nested loops (ko is the maximal number
of outer loops and k;,, is the number of inner loops per outer loop), kax is the maximal number of
iterations. The last column is the optimal complexity to reach an e-approximate stationary point.

Next, we provide the psuedo-codes of several existing incremental EM-based algorithms, following
the notations defined in the main paper.
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~

Data: k.. € Ny, Sinie € R?
Result: The EM sequence: §k, k=0,..., knax
So = 50 T(Siit) ;
forkA: O,...,kmai— 1do
L Sk+1 =350 T(Sk)

Algorithm 2: The EM algorithm in the expectation space.

o~

Data: kyax € Ny, Sinit € R, v, € (0,00) fork =1, ..., knax

Result: The SA sequence: §k, k=0,..., knax

So =50 T(Siit) :

fork =0,...,knax — 1 do

L Sample a mini-batch By in {1,...,n} of size b, with replacement ;

Skt = Sk + ka1 (EB,C+1 o T(S)) — §k)

Algorithm 3: The Online EM algorithm.

"

NS N R W

Data: kmax € N, Simie € R%, v, € (0,00) fork = 1,.. ., kmax
Result: The iEM sequence: §k, k=0,..., knax
Soﬂ' =35;0 T(§init) foralli=1,...,n;
So=2Sy=n"" i1 S0,
fork =0,...,knax — 1 do
Sample a mini-batch By in {1,...,n} of size b, with replacement ;
Skt1i =Sk fori ¢ Biyy;
Sk+171‘ =35;0 T(gk) fori € Byy1;
Skt1 =Sk +n7! Ziegkﬂ (Sk+1,i — Sk,i) s

§k+1 = §k + 7k+1(§k+1 - §k)

Algorithm 4: The Incremental EM (iEM) algorithm.

[

D-TE- I - 7 B N

o
=)

~

Data: kyax € Ny, Sinit € R%, v, € (0,00) fork =1, ..., knax

Result: The FIEM sequence: §k, k=0,..., knax

SO,i = 5;0 T(S’\init) foralli=1,...,n;

So=2Sy=n"" i1 S0,

fork =0,...,knax — 1 do

Sample a mini-batch By in {1,...,n} of size b, with replacement ;
Skt1.i =Sk fori ¢ Biyr;

Sk+171‘ =35;0 T(gk) fori € Byy1;

Skt1 =Sk +n7 Yicp, ., (S, — k)

Sample a mini-batch B, 4 in {1,...,n} of size b, with replacement ;
Vi1 = Sg41 — b7t ZZ—GB;H Skt1,is

Ski1 = Sk +11(58;,, © T(Sk) = Sk + Viya)

Algorithm 5: The Fast Incremental EM (FIEM) algorithm.

13




Data: ki, € N, koue € Ny, Sinie € R%, 51, € (0,00) fort > 1,k > 1
Result: The sEM-vr sequence: St i, t =1,...,kousand k =0,... ki — 1

~

S1,0 =50 T(Sinit)

[

2 51,0 = Shnit 3

3fort=1,..., ko do

4 fork =0,...,ky—2do

5 Sample a mini-batch B, 41 in {1,...,n} of size b, with replacement ;
6 Vik+1 = 56,0 = 5B, 401 © T(St—1,kin—1) 3

7 St k+1 = Stk + Ve k1 (EBM+1 o T(Stk) — Ser + Vt,kﬂ)

8 Sit1,0 =350 T(gt,kirl) ;

9 St+170 = Stvkin_l + 7t7kin (St+1a0 - St7k3in_l)

Algorithm 6: The sSEM-vr algorithm.

7 An equivalent definition of the SPIDER-EM algorithm

Using Lemma 3 below this page, we deduce that SPIDER-EM can be equivalently described by the
following algorithm 7.

Data: k;, € N, kout € N,, §init € RY, a positive sequence {7y x,t,k > 1}.
Result: The SPIDER-EM sequence: S; ., t =1,...,kout, K =0,...,kin — 1
S1,—1 = Shnit 3

"

Viks1 = Vir + Stk — 58, 0 © T(Stp-1) 3
St7k+1 = gBt,k+1 © T(St-,k) 5

9 Str+1 = Stk + Ve k1 (St,k+1 — Sk + Vt,k+1)
10 St+170 =350 T(St,kinfl) )

1 St41,0 = Sthin—1 + Vekin (5t+1,0 - St,kin—l)

2 810=50T(Sim)

3fort=1,..., ko do

4 Vio=0;

5 fork=0,...,ky —2do

6 Sample a mini-batch B, ;41 in {1, ..., n} of size b, with or without replacement ;
7

8

Algorithm 7: The SPIDER-EM algorithm (equivalent description)

Lemma 3. Let {~i, k > 1} be a positive deterministic sequence and {By,,t,k > 1} be a family of
mini-batches sampled from {1,... ,n}. Fix S_1,So and Sg. Define for k =0, -+ ki, — 2

Sk-l-l déf Sk + gBkH © T(§k) - §Bk+1 © T(§k—l) )
o~ def & -
Sk+1 = Sk + Vi1 (Sk+1 - Sk)

Set S_1 S 1 S %Sy, Vo 0 and define for k =0, .. kin — 2,

V/H-l déf Vi + 5By, © T(gk—l) - 53k+1 © T(gk—l) )
Skt & S + (§Bk+1 o T(Sk) — Sk + Vk+1) ;

by convention, set g, 0 T(S_1) = So.

Then forany k = —1,... ki, — 1, gk = §k
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Proof. We prove by induction that for any k > 1, Vj, = S, — 3, o T(§k_1) and Sj, = §;€ We have

by definition of Vj, §5, 0 T(S_1), S_1 and S4,
Vi =So— 58, 0T(S_1) =So — 58, 0 T(S_1) =S1 — 55, o T(S) .
In addition, by definition of §0, §1 and V7, we have
S =Sy +m (551 0 T(Sp) — So+S1 — 3p, © T(§_0)) .

Assume that the property holds for any 0 < j < k. Then, by definition of Vj_, the induction
assumption on Vj, and the definition of Sy 1, it holds

Vk+1 =V + SBy, © T(§/€—1) - 53k+1 © T(gk—l)
=S, — §Bk+1 o T(Sk_l) = Sk-‘,—l — 56k+1 o T(Sk) .
This concludes the induction for the property on {Vj, k& > 0}. In addition, by the induction assump-

tion on §k, the definition of V4 1, the induction assumption on Vj, and the definition of Si1, we
have

§k+1 = §k + Yk+1 (Eb’k“ o T(gk) — §k + Vi + SB,, © T(g\kfl) — §Bk+l o T(g\kfl))
= Sk + Y1 (§Bk+1 o T(Sk) — Sk + Sk — 55,4, © T(§k—1))

= S + Vst (Sk+1 - §k) = Sit1 -

This concludes the proof. O

8 General convergence results

The purpose of this section is to show the general convergence results of a SPIDER-EM like algo-
rithm, and these results will be specialized in section 9. For allt = 1,...,n, 5; o T is a function

from R? to RY; for a selection of b indices B in {1,...,n} with or without replacement, we set
_ def _ _ def _

sSgoT = bt > ;e 8i o T. More generally, 50 T = n~13" | 5 o T. For some results below,
specific assumptions may be introduced on 5; o T.

Let {7yx, k > 1} be a positive deterministic sequence. Let {8y, k > 1} be a family of independent
random mini batches sampled in {1,...,n} of size b, (either with replacement or without replace-
ment). Finally, let U_1, Uy be random variables. Assume that (U_1, Up) are independent from the
sequences { By, k > 1} and set

Uo ¥ 50T(U_1) =E |85, o T(U_1)|U_1] . (16)
Consider the recursive definition for k& > 0,
U1 = Uk + 564, 0 T(UR) — 38,4, 0 T(Up—1)
Uk+1 = Uk + Y41 (ﬁk-i-l - Uk) :
Finally, define the filtration

do = o(U-1,00), for k>0, Gey1 = o (G UBisa) |
and define the sequence of random variables
def def 77 _
Ao = h(U_4), fork >0, A1 = Ursr — Up = v (Uksr — Uk) -

Lemma 4. Forany k > 0, By1 and Gy, are independent. For any u € RY,
E[58,., 0 T(u)] =50 T(u).

Assume that 5; o T is globally Lipschitz with constant L;; set L*? def -1 2?21 L2. Forany u,u’' €
RY,
E [||§Bk+1 © T(u) - 53k+1 © T(u/) —s5o T(u) + 50 T(U‘/)HQ]
1
< (LPlu— P =[50 T(w) =50 T(W)[?) .
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Proof. By assumption, By, and (U, U_1) are independent, and therefore By and Gy are also.
In addition, By 1 is independent of B, for any ¢ < k so By is independent of Gy,.

e Case: sampling with replacement. We write By1 = {[1,--- , I, } where the random variables are
independent, and uniformly distributed on {1, --- ,n}. Then

b
E (850, 0 T(w)] = £ S E[s, 0 Tw)] = Efs, o T(w)] = 50 T(w)

In addition, since the variance of the sum is the sum of the variance for independent r.v.
E [HEBHI oT(u)— 5By © T(u')—50T(u)+50 T(u')||2]

b
:%ZE[H%oT(u)_g,[oT(u')_goT( )+ 50 T()|?]

Then we have
E [HEIZ oT(u) =8, 0T(u')—50T(u)+350 T(u/)||2]

= % D E[8ioT(u) = 8 o T(W)|?] = |50 T(u) + 50 T(u)|?
i=1

1 n

<u—d[?P=Y L?—|50T 50 T(u)|? 17

< Ju UIIn; i —lsoT(u) +50T(W) (17)
which concludes the proof.
e Case: sampling with no replacement. [ is a uniform random variable on {1,---,n} so that
E[57, o T(u)] = 50T (u). Conditionally to Iy, I3 is a uniform random variable on {1, - -- ,n}\{I1}.
Therefore
Blsr, o T = —— (3550w~ Elsn 0 T(w)] | = —-50 T(w) - ——50T(w

2 = ' n—1 n—1

By induction, for any ¢ > 2,

n -1
i 1 i i
E[57, o T(u)] = T > 5i0T(w) =Y E[sr, 0 T(u)]
Jj=1 q=1
n _ (-1 _
—771_@_’_18 T(u)—in_é_’_lsoT(u)

As a conclusion, b~! ZIZ:IE[EIE o T(u)] = 50T (u). Letu, v € R set (1) et Sr,0T(u)—350
T(u)+57,0T(u)—50T(u). Then E [¢(I;)] = 0. We first prove by induction that E [||¢(Z)[|?] =
E [||¢(11)]?]. Upon noting that I; is a uniform random variable on {1, --- ,n},

E [le()?] = — €+1<ZII¢ I* = E flle(m)1* + -+||¢<Ie_1>|2}>

n

-1
B [le0I] - — S Ello)I

which concludes the induction. Second, let us prove that for any £ > 0,

141
[IIZfb IQ] ¢+ DE [[le(1)]7] - (18)

<i o1, 3 00 - quup)ﬂ -1 [n > o, H



so that

I\§¢ ||2] (1--2%)e HZ¢ Ik

The proof follows from (18) and (17) since here again, I; is uniformly distributed on {1,--- ,n}.

+E [[lo(Te1)[I?] < (C+DE [lo(I)[?] -

Lemma 5. Forany k > 0,
E[Ag41]Grk] — M(Uk) = A — h(Ug-1) -

Proof. Let k > 0. Since conditionally to Gy, Br+1 = {I1,..., Iy} where the random variables I},’s
are independent and uniformly distributed on {1,...,n}, we have

E [ﬁk+1|gk} =Up+50T(U) —50 T(Up_1) -
In the case £ = 0, we have by using (16)
E[A; — h(Up)|Go] = E [(71|g0] C50T(Up) =0=Ag— h(U_1) ;
the last equality explains the convention for Ag. In the case & > 0,
E [Ag11]Gk] = E [ﬁkJrl - Uk|gk} = Up + h(Ux) — 50 T(Ug-1)
=Ap + Up_1 + h(Ux) —3T(Ug_1) = W(Ux) + Ay, — h(Ug_1) -
O

Proposition 6. Assume that forallt = 1,--- ,n, 5; o T is globally Lipschitz, with constant L;; set
L2 =1 L2 Then Ay — E [Ao|Go] = 0,

E[|A1 — E[A:[Go] [121G0] = E[| A1 — A(Up)|?Go)
1 L2
< —BHEO T(Uy) — 50 T(U_1)||2 + FHUO — U—1H2 .

and for any k > 1,

1 L?
E[|Ak1 — E[Ak1|Gx]II7IGk] < —plsoTWUk) =50 T(Ur—1)|I? + + A VAVA [
k
1
E[[| Axt1 — h(UR)[1G0] < 5 > E[50T(W;) 50 T(U;-1)|%|G0]
=0

2 [ &
Ty > AV E[IAP1G0] + 1Uo — U-1|?

Proof. The statement on A is trivial since Ag = h(U_1) € Gy. By definition of A, by Lemma 4
and by (16)

E[A|Go] = E [ﬁﬂgo} Uy =Uo+50T(Up) —50T(U_1) — Uy = h(Up) .
The equation
Ay —E[A1]|Go] =588, 0T(Up) — 88, 0o T(U-1) — (50 T(Uy) —50T(U-1))
and Lemma 4 provides the upper bound for A;. Let k£ > 1. By definition of Ay and by Lemma 4,

A1 —E[Ap1|Gh] = Upy1 — E [ﬁk+1|9k}
= §3k+1 o T(Uk) — §Bk+1 o T(kal) + Sso T(Uk) — S0 T(kal)

17



and we then conclude by Lemma 4 again. For the second statement, since we have E [||U ||2} =
E [||[U — E[U|V]||?] +E [|[E[U|V]|?] for any random variables U, V, it holds for any k > 0,
E [[|Ak+1 = h(UR)I*1Gk] = E [[|Ar+1 — E[Ars1]Gi] I%1Gk] + IE[Ar41]Gr] = R(U)|?
=E [ Acr1 = E[Aur1lGr] 121Gk] + 1Ak = A(Us—1)I?

where we used Lemma 5 in the last equality By induction, this yields

E [[| A1 — h(U)[1?|G0] ZE (18741 —E[A;111G5] 1171G;] 1G0]

where we have used that Ag—h(U-1) =0 (by definition). We then conclude with the first statement.
O

Lemma 7. Forany h,s,S € R? and any q X q symmetric matrix B, it holds
—2(Bh,S) = —(BS,S) — (Bh,h) + (B{h— S},h— S) .
Proposition 8. Assume HI, H2, H3 and H4 and H5. It holds for any K > 2,
K—1 K—2

>0 E [|Ue = Uer|*1G0] + 2 Z 1 E [[[2(U)]1%[Go]

=1 =

< W(lo) — E[W(Uk-1)|G0] + L%mdx (Z %) 1Uo = U-1]1?,

where (by convention, Zf:}?_l =0)
K—2
def [ Umin LVVV Umax L?
0 = - - -
‘ < 20 D) 2 b ; 7k+1>

Proof. Letk € {0,--- , K —2}. By Proposition 1 and H5-Item (c), W is continuously differentiable
with globally Lipschitz gradient, which implies

L
W(Uk1) = W(UR) < (VW(UR), Usr = Ur) + = [Urr = Ui

By Proposition 1, we have VW (U, ) = —B(Ux)h(Uy); hence,

(VW (Uy),Ug+1 — Uy = — (B(Uk)h(Uk), U1 — Ug,) -
We apply Lemma 7 with B < B(Uy), h < h(Uy) and S + Ag1 = (Ugy1 — Uk)/Yk+1. This
yields by H5-Item (a),

Umin Umin Umax
(VW (UL), U1 = Uk) < =200 | Ay [P 22 (U |2 =22 (V) ~ A |

and since Agy1 = (Ug+1 — Uk)/Yk+1, we obtain

Umin Umin Umax
(VW (Uyg),Ugy1 — Ug) < e Uks1 — Ukl = ﬁﬂh(Uk)HQ + ¢||Ak+1 — h(UR)|*.

2 2

Therefore, we established

VUmin L Umin Umax
Tt — SO [[Ukn = Ul]? + =2 (U ? < =22 Ay — h(U)?
Vi+1 2 2 2
+ W(Uk) — W(Uk+1) .

Applying the conditional expectation and using Proposition 6 (and again v7||A;[|* = [|U; — U; 1|
for 7 > 1), this yields

( Umin LVW

2941 2

VB 101 = OulPiGe] + 22052 (103 o

max L
< R ZE U~ Us-1IPIGo] + E[W(UL) ~ W(Us1)1Go] -

18



We now sum from k = 0 to k = K — 2 and obtain by using Lemma 9 with A; +
E[1U; = Uj-11?IGo].

( Umin LVVV
2'7K 1 2

>E [1Uk -1 — U —s|I?IGo]

K—
Umin Umax L 2
+ Z <2W - Bl ; ”Yk+1> [1Ue = Ue—1]1%1Go]

+ 2 Z 1B [[|(U)[21G0] < B [W(Uo) — W(Ux 1)|Go]

K—-1 LU
+|Uo — U_y|? <Z%> S

This concludes the proof. O

Lemma 9. For any real numbers a;, b;, A;and K > 2,

K—1 ) -l ) K-l K—2 K—1 .
Z <akAk — by, Z Ae) =ag_1AKg_1 — A Z b + <ae - Z bk) AV
k

k=1 =0 k=1 (=1 =(+1

Lemma 10. Forany k > (t — 1)kiy,

k q
Z _anrquJrl + bq+1 Z Y + Cq+1 Z dej
g=(t—1)kin =(t—1)kin =(t—1)kin
k
= —art1 X k1 + d-1)k, Z Cqt1 | X(t—1)kin
q=(t—1)kin
k k k
SID DR 71 ) Sre) B PR z >ty | i
j=(t—1)kin+1 q=J =(t—1)kin \9=J

9 Proof of Main Results in section 3
Fort=1,--- ko and k =0, --- , ki, — 2, define the o-field F j:

F0,kin—1 o U(Smlt) , Fi0 o Ft1 k-1 Fi k41 Ly (Fre UBirt1) -
With these definitions, we have fort =1, -+ ,koug and k =0, - - - , ki, — 2,
§t,k+1 € Fikt1 s St.kt1 € Frht1 Bik+1 € Frt1 ;
and §t_,0 € Fi0.St0 € Fro. Fort =1, [koygand k =0, -- -, ki, — 2 set
Hi 1 o W;kﬂ (St k1 — §t,k) =St k1 — §t,k € Fihst; (19)
and choose the convention H; g def h(§17,1), and

Hip10=Hep,, % k (St+1 0—3S, Jin—1) = St41,0 — St,kin—l =h (§t,kin—1) . (20)

9.1 Preliminary lemmas

The following results are consequences of the general analysis in section 8.
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Lemma 11. Assume HI, H2, H3. Let {§t7k,t =1, kout,k =0, , kin — 1} be the sequence
given by algorithm 1. Fort =1,--- [kow and k =0, -+ kip — 2

E [Hp 1| Fir) — h(Ser) = Hyg — h(Six1)
Hio—h(S; 1) =0=Hy g — (S p1) -

Proof. Lett > 1: apply Lemma 5 with Uy < §t,0, U_q §t7_1, Vi+1 Ve, k41> Bit1 < Begt1.

Then (70 < S;,0 satisfies the condition (16) and for any £ > 0, we have U1 = St k41, U1 =
Stht1> A1 = He g1 and Gi1 = F¢ p41. This yields the result.

Corollary 12 (of Lemma 11). Fort =1, --- Jkoutand k =0,--- , kin
E[Hy k — h(Stp-1)|Feol = 0.

Proof. Lett > 1. If k = 0 then by Lemma 11, the property holds. Let & € {0,..., ki, — 2}. We
write by using Lemma 11

E[Hy i1 — h(Ser)|Frol = EE[H i1 — h(Ser) | Firl| Frol = B[He g — h(Sek—1)|Frol -

The proof is concluded by induction:

E[Hy i1 — h(Ser)| Frol = E[Hio — h(Si._1)|Frol = 0.
O

Proposition 13. Assume HI, H2, H3, H5-(b) and set L? def -1 S L2 Foranyt =1, kout,
Ht70 — h(St)_l) = 0, and

1 5 5 L5 &
E[|H:1 — E[He | Frol 7| Frol < —BHEO T(St0) =50 T(Se—1)I” + THSt,o — S -al?
In addition, fork =1,--- ki, — 2,

{|30T Sij) =50 T(Se; I Fro

O'|)—‘

E[||Ht g1 — (St )| Feo] < —

2
E [l He I Feo] + 1500 = Se-all* |

(5

A ~ L2
El|He k1 — B[ Hp g1 [ Fe ] 1P Fe] < —B||§o T(Sek) — 50 T(Ser—1)l* + b i x 1 Herll

Finally,
[ He i — B(Stki—1)|| = [ He sy — E|[

JI=0.

Proof. Lett > 1. Apply Proposition 6 with vx < V¢ k. Brt1 < B g+1, Up §t70, U_q §t7,1,
Gy < Fr. Since Sy o = 50 T(S¢,—1), then the condition (16) is satisfied with Uy = S; . Conclude
by observing that U, = S; 1, and A1 = Hy joy1. O

9.2 Proof of Theorem 2
Proposition 14. Assume HI, H2, H3, H4 and H5. Set L2 <
numbers B i, set fort =1, koyyand k =0, , kin — 1

2 Fein—2
A, def Bk Lyw L*02,, Ve, o1
tk = Vt,kVmin | 1 — — Ytk — Ve, k 5

n~t 3" | L2. For any positive

2vmin 2vmin 2vmmb —k ﬂt,f-l—l
2 kin—2 kin—2
def Umax Z Vte+1 |
Btk — 2b ﬁg )
k=0 \ ¢=k "t0+1
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by convention Bt o = 0, ¥¢,0 = Vt—1,kin» Y0,kin = 0 and By j,, —1 = 0.

Let {gtyk,t =1, kout; k = 0, ,kin — 1} be the sequence given by algorithm 1. For any
= 17 7k0uty

~ ~ Ly
W(St0) < W(St,-1) = V-1, ks Umin (1 — Vi—1,k

in
2 mln

) WG 7 @D

and

kout km

(At WE[l Heil|?] + BorE[[5 0 T(Ses) — goT(@,k,l)H?]) < E[W(Sini¢)]—min W .
=1 k=0

-~

Proof. Lett > 1. By H5-(c), we have forany k = —1,--- | ki, — 1,

. ~ . L
W(Stk+1) < W(Sik) + Ve k+1 <V W (St.1), Ht,k+1> + k1 =L

2
def §t+1,0. By Proposition 1, H5-(a) and (20), we have

[Herl®; (22

by convention, we set Sy i,

in

(TW k1) Hipin ) < =tminlA(Stkn )l = = timin Hg |2

so that
Ly w I

2
This concludes the proof of (21) since gt,kin = §t+170 and St,kirl = Sk+17,1. Now, let us fix
ke {0, -, kin — 2}. We write

<V W(§t7k),Ht7k+1> = - <B(§t,k)h(§t,k)aHt,k+1>
= - <B(§t,k) (h(gt,k) - Ht,k+1) aHt,k+1> - <B(§t,k)Ht,k+laHt,k+1>

< = (B(Sux) (A(Si) = Hor ) s Hogerr ) = v [ Hegr |2 24)
Note that for a,b € R? and 5 > 0,

W(Ss k) < WSk k1) = Ve.ksn Venin | Ht s || 2 (23)

+ FYt kin T o t,kin

2
2 2
(@0 < G lall + 5 b1

By H5-(a), we have for any 3; ;41 > 0,

g & B; w2 _
[(BBuk) (M(Bew) = Hipin) s Hogr )| < =55 [ oo |2 + 5222 | Hyesn = RS,
2 2615 k+1 25

(25)

Combining (22), (24) and (25) yield
2

~ ~ v ~
W(Sthr1) < W(Sek) — Aeprrl[ He ka1 + Vet sop— | He g — h(Se)l1?

2Bt 1
where for{ =1,..., ki, — 1,

2
L
Ao ef Vt,0Umin | 1 — ot — Y0 NALES I
2Umin 2’Umim
By Proposition 13,

W (St Fro] < B [W(Sta) 1 Fio] = AtpaE [ Hoera]]*|Fio]

Vi 1 & _
s> (1150 T(Ses) = 50 TS50l 1 Fio]
t,k+1 j=0




by taking the expectation, this yields

E [W(gt,k+1)] <E [W(g\t,k)} — At 1 E [HHt,k—i-l”ﬂ
2
v _ 3 2
g ZE (150 T(85) = 50 T(Sh-0) 2]

2 L2 k

35 | LA ENHS T+ E 1500~ 8] ) -
t,k+1 j=1

+ Yt k+1

By summing from time & = 0 to k = k;, — 2, we have (see Lemma 10)

E[W(Si1,-1)] = E [W(Sh,-1)] <E[W(5e0)] = A1 [ Hr, 1]

L2 (=2 s &
+ m;f, ( %)E[H&,o—&,—lﬂ

/=0 Bt,é-‘rl

2 kin_2 kin_2
Umax > S S, S S,
~ e (X B BlIse TG 50 TG I?]
2b ﬁte
k=0 \ ¢=k "t.L+1

kin L2 kin—2 ")/
max t,0+1
LS (B, ) 6 ) B[]
k=1 l=k ﬁt75+1

With (21) and using H; g, (§t kin—1) = h(§t+1 ~1); §170 = §17,1 = §init; and for ¢t > 2,
St 0— St 1= Y1 k,nh(st Tkin—1) = Vi1 ki Hi—1 kn = Yi—1 ki H1,0°

E [W(Si110)] — E [W(Ss0)]

2 Ur2naxL2 e ? Yt 41 2
S _At;kin_l]E I:HHtJCin_lH ] 2b /yt 1 k]n /82 ]E I:HHt7O|| } ]]‘t>1
=0 t,0+1

2 kin 2 kin_2
e DI ECEL CASEEER
= \ = Bren

e L*v 12nax 2 e Yt 041 2 Ly
+ Z T =5 | = Atk | B IHewll*] = Yok Vmin { 1= Yo kins—— or. E [[|Hit10l%]
k=1 (=k ﬂt,é-ﬁ-l

kin—1 kin—2
R R in L2 2 in
< =BisE (|50 T(Suk) = 50 TEh-)l2] + D ( S, ( %) —Am) E [||Hy il|?]

k=1 o=k Bien
vr2naxL2 2 e VYt l+1 2 Low 2
+ Vie1,kin 3 E [[[Heoll*] Tes1 = Yok Umin | 1 = Yk 5—— ) E [ Hiz1,0l%] -
2b —0 ﬁt75+1 2v Umin

We now sum from ¢ = 1 to t = koys. O

Corollary 15 (of Proposition 14). Choose o > 0, 3 > 0 such that
Cla,) @ 1— o LIvw _ vy ki

2'Umin 2vmin L - 2ﬂ2vmin b

is positive; and set

def O def
Ve, k+1 = 7 ﬁt k+1 = 8.
Then, for uniform random variables T,€ on {1, - [ kout } and {0, - - - , ki, — 1} respectively, inde-

pendent from Fi, . ki —1,

avming(a,ﬁ) kinllgout (E [W(ginit)} ~ win W) ’

E [||H-.¢]*] <
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Proof. We have

A > QVmin _ B? . «a Lyw QQUIQMX @
bk = L 2Umin 2Umin L 26 Umin b ,
’02 «
B > max _kln ,
b= Top LB
from which the conclusion follows. O
Proof of Theorem 2 Let 7,& be uniform random variables resp.  on {1, ,kout} and
{0,--+ , ki — 1}. Since 5’1 = 5’10 and for ¢t > 2, St—l = St 1,km—1. then Stg 1 is well

defined. We write
EIA(Sre-0)I?| < 2E[I|Hrel?] + 2E ||| Hre = h(Sre-)|l

For the second term, we have

out Kin—1

E[||Hyx — h(Ser-1)]? (26)

k
1
kin kout t—1 ke

E[||Hre — h(Sre-1)|%] =

[}

by Proposition 13, since §1,0 = §1,_1, the RHS of (26) is upper bounded by

2}'

2

kou
kln
e ZZEWMH S E[IH,
t=1

The proof is concluded by Corollary 15:
1 a? 2L 1 ~
h(S, — ) (EW(Sw)] - min W) . @7
EllGre DI < (4 5 ) o (WG] - minW) . @7
Let us choose 3 > O so that 5 +— C(a, ) is maximal: for A, B > 0, the function z — /A + B/x
is minimal at x* = \/ AB. This yields

e kin
BQ( ) d:f QUmax .
b
and
ef e kin L
Umin C(Oé, B(a)) d:t Umin — Oy Hox d:f Umax\/ /— + VW

b 2L

The function @ — @ vmin C(a, B(«)) is maximal when o, Lof Umin/ (2p4+) thus yielding
Qs Vmin O, B(aw)) = v2 . /(441,). By replacing 8 < B(a) and a < a in (27), we have

kin r2nin 8L 1 ra .
Eflh(Sre- I < (e + St ) S (EW )]~ minW) . @8)

vmm km kout

9.3 On the Batch Size b and Epoch Length £;,
Assume that b = O(n?) and ki, = O(n°) for some a,c > 0. Let € > 0.

Case a > c. When n — 00, pix(kin,b) = O(1). Choose o € (0, vryin/fi+(Kin, b)) such that
a = O0(n~9) for some d > 0.

The RHS in (15) is lower than € by choosing
kout = O (e 'n¢ nd—l—# ;
out — ndta—c ’
this implies that

Kcg(n,e) =0 (n +(n+ naJrc)kout) , Kopt(n,€) =0 (1 + (1 +nkout) -
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In order to make k¢ as small as possible, we choose d = 0 and c as large as possible (i.e. a = ¢).
Hence kou, = O(e~'n™2). This implies that Kopt(n,€) = O(e™1). For fixed a > 0, Kcg(n, €) is
optimized by choosing a < 1 — a, which implies a < 1/2. The largest value of a will provide the
best rate for k... Hence, the conclusion is

a=c=1/2, d=0,
which yields b = O(v/n), kin = O(V/1), kouws = O(e 'n~1/?), Kcg(n,€) = O(n 4+ ¢ 'y/n) and
Kopt(n,e) = O(e™1).
Casea < c. Whenn — 00, jix(kin,b) = O(n(c=2/2). Choose o € (0, Vmin/ pts (kin, b)) such
that « = O(n~9) for some d > (c —a)/2.
The RHS in (15) is lower than e by choosing

1 1
kout = O (6 Lpy=e (nd + —nd+a°>) ;
we also have

Kcg(n,e) =0 (n +(n+ na“)kout) , Kopi(n,e) =0 (1 + (1 4+ nkout) -

In order to make kot as small as possible, we choose d = (c — a)/2 50 kout = O(efln*(”c)ﬂ),

and then we choose c-+a as large as possible. Hence This implies that Ko (1, €) = O(e~1n(c=2)/2)
and Kopt(n, €) is optimized by choosing ¢ — a as small as possible. Finally, Kcg(n, €) is optimized
with a + ¢ < 1. Hence, the conclusion is: choose § > 0 and set

a=(1-19)/2, c=(1+4+46)/2, d=4/2,
which yields b = O(n'/279/2), ki, = O(n'/279/2), koue = O(e7'n"Y?), Kcg(n, ) = O(n +
e ty/mn) and Kopi(n, €) = O(etnd/2).

Conclusion. The above discussion shows that the best complexity in terms of the number of com-
putations of per-sample conditional expectations and the one in terms of number of parameter up-
dates are both optimized in the case a = ¢ = 1/2.

10 Linear convergence rate of SPIDER-EM-PL

In this section, we establish a linear convergence rate of a slightly modified version of SPIDER-EM,
see algorithm 8, the main modification being in the initialization. The proof is adapted from [27,
Theorem 5].

Data: kin S N*, kout S N*, §init S Rq, {Fyt,k+17t - 17 e akout and k = O, o 7kin - 1}
positive sequence.
Result: A SPIDER-EM-PLsequence: Sy, t =1, - ,kout, K =0,...,kin — 1
1 S1,0 =350 T(Siit), 51,0 = S1,-1 = Sinit ;
2 fort=1,..., ko do

3 Sample &; a uniform random variable on {1, -, k;, — 1} ;
4 fork=0,---,§& —1do
5 Sample a mini-batch B, ;11 in {1, ..., n} of size b, with or without replacement ;
6 Stkt1 =Stk + 58,451 © T(St.k) — 88,50 © T(Se,k—1) 3
7 Stk+1 = Stk + Ve k+1 (St,k+1 — St,k)
8 §t+1,0 = §t+1,71 = S’\t,{t 5
| St41,0 =50T(See,)

Algorithm 8: The SPIDER-EM-PL algorithm.

By Proposition 8, we have
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Proposition 16. Assume HI, H2, H3 and H4 and H5. Set L? def -1 i, L2. For any integers
t>1land K > 2

K-1 K-2

ral ral Umin ral
> 00 E IS = StemlPFro] + 252 37 erriE [[5(S2) 11 Fio]
=1 k=0

<E [W(gtyo) - W(:g\t,Kflﬂft,O} )

where (by convention, Zf:}?_l =0),

K-—2
def Umin LV W Umax L2
5rp 22 - Nl .
t,0 <2%1£ 5 2 b — Ve, k+1

Corollary 17 (of Proposition 16). For any v > 0 such that

L b Uminb
2 VW _ min
T vmaXL2(K - 1)7 UmaxLz(K - 1) <0 ’
we have
e K-1 R R ~
2 S B [IAG I F] < B [W(Sko) - W(Eix0)| Fo]
k=0
As a consequence of Corollary 17, if & is a uniform random variable on {1, - - - , kj, —1} independent
of the other random variables, then
~ 2 Y )
E |:Hh(St,§t)||2:| < mE [W(Stﬂo) — HllIlW:| .

When the Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality holds
37* > 0 such that Vs, W(s) —min W < 7% [V W(s)||?, (29)
this yields by H5-Item (a)

2
’Umin/y(kin - 1)

* .2
2TV ax

E[I(3e)I?] < R

E [W(S,0) — min W] < o (110 I] -

The above discussion establishes the following result.

Theorem 18. Assume HI, H2, H3, H4 and H5 and set L*? def -1 Sor L2, Assume also that

the Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality (29) holds. Fix kout, kin € Ni, b € N; set vy 41 Lef v for any
t > 1,k > 0 for some v > 0 satisfying

L b Uminb
2 VW min

- 0.
7 * UmaxL2(kin - 1)7 UmaxL2(kin - 1) =

Let {§t,;€, t=1," ,kout,k =0, ,&} be the sequence given by algorithm 8. Then

E [14Gs0)l] = E 1G] < 8 [j1(3,01]

11 Mixture of Gaussian distributions

In this section, we use the common notation {§g, ¢ > 0} for a path. For sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM,

§g stands for §te,ke where tp > 1 and k¢, € {0,--- ,kj, — 1} are the unique integers such that
é - (t[ - 1)kin + kg.
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11.1 The model

Consider a mixture of Gaussian distributions on R?,

g
y= YNy (ue D)yl ; (30)

=1
N, (e, ) [y] denotes the density of a RP-valued Gaussian distribution with expectation /14, covari-

ance matrix X and evaluated at y € RP. We consider a parametric statistical model indexed by

g et (a1,...,0q, 11, ., fig,2) in © where

g
@d—d{agZO,Zagzl}xRpgxM;; 31)

=1
/\/l;r denotes the set of positive definite p x p matrices.

Given n examples y1, . . ., y, modeled as independent realizations of a mixture of Gaussian distri-
butions as described by (30), the log-likelihood is

9»—>Zlog2agj\/' we, X)) [yi] -
i=1

Proposition 19 shows that the minimization of the negative log-likelihood on © is covered by the
optimization problem addressed in the paper.

Proposition 19. Set T’ -1 and define fory € RP and z € {1,...,g},
def [ 1 (1+p) ger [12=1
1e] g 9(14p)xg 1ol
Ay—{lg@)y}eR , p(z) = N
z=g

The negative normalized log-likelihood is of the form (2) with p(y, z) = 1, s(y, z) def Ay p(2) and
Ina; — 0.5u Ty

def |Ina —'()..'5qu#
¢(9) - g FMI g g ’ (32)
F')Aq
d_cfp 1
(0) < L in(2r ( Zyz,%) S ndet(T) (33)

Proof. The likelihood of a single observation y; is given by

— ﬁ ;az\/det(f‘) exp (—%(yi — uz)Tl—‘(yi — Mz))

v/ det(T’
= % exp (——yl I‘yl) Zexp (Z 1.— {ln oy — 0.5uf Tpag + puf l"yl}>
2 z=1 {=1

det(I" 1
_ —(p)exp( Tr(Tyiy?) )ZeXp le o{Inay = 0.5 FMHZ Tpies yilo=e)
V2T =1

\c/le_t(p ) ex D <——Tr Tyiy) > ZGXP s(yi, z), 0(0)))

where we used that Tr(Auu®) = uTAu. Since the observations are modeled as independent, the
log-likelihood of the n observations ¥, . . ., Yy is

0 — g (logdet(T") — plog(2m)) — —Tr I‘Zyzyl —l—ZlogZexp s(yi, 2), 0(0))) .

This yields the expression of the negative normahzed log-hkehood. |
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The following statement gives the expression of the optimization map T. It relies on standard com-
putations; the proof is omitted.

Proposition 20. Let ¢,v and © resp. given by Proposition 19 and (31). For any s =
(815 -+ Sg+4pg) € RITPI in the set

I~ 7 N~ T iy .
<51 >0,...,84 >0, - E YilY; — 5 Sp  SgH(b—1)p+1ig+Lp Sga(£—1)p+1:g+Lp POSUHIVE definite
i=1 (=1

the minimizer of 0 — — (s, $(0)) + 1¥(0) under the constraint that 0 € ©, exists and is unique and
is given by

def S¢
= =— > L=1,...,9,
u=1 Su
def 1
He = S_Sng(lfl)erl:ngEp ) =1,... 9
14

n g
_1def 1
e - E yiys — E Seftetly -
i=1 (=1

Proposition 21 provides the expression of the conditional probabilities z — p(z|y;; 0) on {1,...,g};
as a corollary of this statement, we also have the expression of the per sample conditional expecta-
tions

_ def
5:0) =D s(yi2) p(2lyi; 0)
z=1
foralli =1,...,n.

Proposition 21. Foranyy € R?, z € {1,..., g} and 0 € © where © is defined by (31), we have
lef _a: Np(pe, D[y

d
p(zly;0) = : (34)
G0 = S Nyl DI
and
p(1ly; 0)
;
p(gly; 0)
> sy, 2) plzly: 0) = vl
— y p(Lly; 0)
y p(gly; 0)
where s(y, z) is defined in Proposition 19.
As a corollary of this statement, we have
[ p(L]y:;0)
1520
e | plaly) |, [P0
5(0) = p(Lys 0) | = P )
sy (9lyi; 0)
Ly p(9ly:: 0)
[t p(1yis 0)
N I, n 1]y;; 6)
cydet | T o p(glys ) 1 Pl
5(0) | ™ Zyi=1 PN 25", | 35
(©) nt Y0y p(1yis 0) n; i (glyi; 0) 33)
[t 0 v p(glyis 0)

where the probability p(-|y; #) is given by (34).
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11.2  On the Assumption H3

Let A, be the matrix defined in Proposition 19. It is proved in [12, Section 5] that T(s) € O if

n
def 1
ESE{S:EE Ayipiapi:(Pi,la---uPz,q E plé_l}
i=1

The following statement shows that the SPIDER-EM sequence {§k, k > 0} is at least in
S def !
= ZAyzpupzz pZ,la---api,g)ERgaZPi,Ezl .
=1

Proposition 22. Assume that §init € S. Then, foranyt € N, Sy o € S and for any k > 0, §t_,k €S
and St i, € S.

Proof. 1t is trivially seen from (35) that S; o € S for any ¢ € N. Define p(t 0 e (R4)9 and
pgt 0 ¢ € (R4 )9 such that

1 i t,0 -~ 1 " ~(t,0
St,OZEZAyiPE ), St,0=g2AyiP§ '

0) _

note that by (35), >_7_; p (t0) _ 1 and by assumption, > 7_; plt (t0) _ 1.

From line 5 of algorithm 1, we have when k < ki, — 1,

Siin = ZA% (P + T iemonns {PCIyis T(Sew)) = pC1yi T(Sen-1)) )
where p(-|y; 0) is defined by (34), thus implying that

N L ~ N
pEED = ) 4 B o {PC1s T(S0) = POl T(Shim)) | -

Hence by a trivial induction, Y 7_, p(t k1)

algorithm 1, we have for any £ > 0,

= 1forany? = 1,...,n. From ?? and line 9 of

. 1 &
St,k-i-l:EZAyi(l_'Ytk-i-l)( R Y H))

thus implying that

HERFD (tk+1)

(1 = Ve kt1)0; pt )+7 1P,

Here again, by a trivial induction, we have Y 7_, p E /Hl) =1lforanyi=1,...,n. |

11.3 Numerical Analysis
11.3.1 The data set

We consider n = 6 x 10* observations in R?, p = 20; modeled as independent observations from
a mixture of Gaussian distributions with ¢ = 12 components. These data are obtained from the
MNIST data training set available at http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist.

The set contains n = 6 x 10% examples of size 28 x 28; among these pixels, 67 are constant over all
the images and are removed yielding to observations of length 717. A PCA is performed in order to
reduce the dimensionality to p = 20 features.
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11.3.2 The algorithms

We compare EM, iEM, Online EM, FIEM and sEM-vr implemented as described in algorithm 2 to
algorithm 6. The map T is given by Proposition 20.

The design parameters b, y; ;41 are fixed to

* b =100,
« for all the algorithms except iEM, the step size is constant and equal to 51073, In iEM,
Vi1 = 1.

Initialization. For all the algorithms and all the paths, the same initial value §init is considered. It is

obtained as follows: we run the random initialization technique described in [19] in order to obtain
ef _

Oinit € ©, and then we set §init def 5(Oinit ). Below, §init is such that — W(§init) = —58.3097 (the
constant term plog(2)/2 is omitted in this evaluation, and in any evaluation of the log-likelihood
given below).

Mini-batch. The mini-batches are independent, and sampled at random in {1, . .., n} with replace-
ment. For a fair comparison of the algorithms, they share the same seed; another seed is used for
FIEM which requires a second sequence of minibatches {Bx1,k > 0}.

An epoch. In the analyses below, an epoch is defined as the selection of n examples:

» For EM, an epoch is one iteration S — Sk1. It necessitates the computation of n condi-

~

tional expectations §; and of a single optimization T(S).

» For iEM and Online EM, an epoch is n/b iterations §k — §k+1. It necessitates the com-

-~

putation of n conditional expectations 5; and of n/b optimizations T(S5).

 For FIEM, an epoch is n/b iterations §k — §k+1. It necessitates the computation of 2n

-~

conditional expectations §; and of n/b optimizations T(.S).

* For sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM, an epoch is either one iteration §t_’,1 — §t70 orn /b iterations
Stk — Spg+1 for k < ki, — 1. They resp. necessitate the computation of n and 2n /b

-~

conditional expectations §; and of 1 and n/b optimizations T(S5).

Hybrid methods. Since FIEM, sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM are variance reduction methods w.r.t.
Online EM, we advocate to combine them with few steps of Online EM. Here, we start with

kswitch = 2 epochs of Online EM and obtain §1, §2; before switching to FIEM, sEM-vr and
SPIDER-EM.

Value of k... The number k. is fixed in order to compare the algorithms with the same number
of epochs equal to 150. For EM, kyax = 150; for Online EM and iEM, kp,ax = 150 n/b; for FIEM,
kmax = (150 — kswitch) n/b; for sSEM-vr, koyue = (150 — kswitch)/2 and ki, = 1 + n/b; and for
SPIDER-EM, kot = (150 — kswitch)/2 and ki, = 1 + n/b.

11.3.3 Experimental Results

We first analyze the behavior of the functional W along a path of the algorithm. We display on
Figure 4 a Monte Carlo approximation, computed from 40 independent runs, of the expectation
of the normalized log-likelihood as a function of the number of epochs. Different algorithms are
considered: EM remains trapped in a local extremum while the stochastic EM algorithms succeed
in exiting to a better limiting point. Online EM is far more variable than iEM, FIEM, sEM-vr and
SPIDER-EM. The convergence of iEM is longer, when compared to FIEM, sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM.

On Figure 5 and Figure 6, for each of the algorithms FIEM, sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM, four different
realizations of a path of the normalized likelihood are displayed as a function of the number of
epochs. These four sets of curves differ from the selection of the sequence of mini-batches. The
staircase behavior of the paths of sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM comes from the two successive kinds
of epoch: one corresponds to a single optimization and a full scan of the data set and the other
one corresponds to n/b optimizations and the use of n/b minibatches; the largest increase of W
corresponds to the second type of epoch. Based on this criterion, the three algorithms are equivalent.
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Figure 4: Monte Carlo approximation (computed over 40 independent runs) of —E[W(gg)] =
—E[F o T(S;)] against the number of epochs. [left] Epochs 1 to 25; [right] epochs 25 to 150.
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Figure 5: The objective function — W(gg) =—-Fo T(S’\g) against the number of epochs along two
(left, right) independent runs of FIEM, sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM. The first 25 epochs are discarded.

Figure 7 displays the evolution of the g = 12 iterates {a1, . .., oy } along a path of many algorithms.
Figure 8 display the evolution of the p = 20 eigenvalues of the covariance matrix > along a path of
many algorithms. Here again, we observe a strong variability of Online EM when compared to the
other algorithms.

Figure 9 and Figure 10 display 40 independent realizations of the squared norm of the mean field
h as a function of the number of epochs for different algorithms. It may be seen that Online EM
has a strong variability and FIEM, sEM-vr, SPIDER-EM succeed in reducing this variability. FIEM
converges more rapidly than iEM, and they achieve the same level of accuracy (here not better than
10~%). sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM have the same level of accuracy, which is most often far smaller
than the one reached by FIEM (more than 75% of the paths reached an accuracy level of 10~ after
150 epochs). Based on this criterion, we will definitively advocate the use of sEM-vr or SPIDER-EM
when compared to iEM, Online EM and FIEM.

Figure 11 and Figure 12 display the boxplots of 40 independent realizations of ||(S;)||? at time
in {20, 40, 60, 80, 110} epochs for different algorithms. In Figure 12, Online EM is not displayed
since it is too large (compare the third plot on Figure 11 and the first one on Figure 12). The quan-
tities { || (S¢)||2, £ > 0} are the key informations for deriving the complexity bounds in Theorem 2.
The plots below show again that for small, medium and large values of the number of epochs k,
sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM provide the best results.
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Figure 6: The objective function — W(gg) =—-Fo T(gg) against the number of epochs along two
(left,right) independent runs of FIEM, sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM. The first 25 epochs are discarded.
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Figure 7: Evolution of the g = 12 iterates o, = (a1, - -, Qk,¢) against the number of epochs, for
EM, iEM and Online EM on the top from left to right; FIEM, sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM on the bottom

from left ro right.
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Figure 8: Evolution of the p = 20 eigenvalues of the iterates {3y, ¢ > 0} against the number of
epochs ¢, for EM, iEM and Online EM on the top from left to right; FIEM, sEM-vr and SPIDER-EM

on the bottom from left ro right.
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Figure 9: [left] We display 40 independent realizations of the squared norm of the mean field ¢/ —
|| (Se)||? as a function of the number of epochs, along a iEM path. [center] same analysis for Online

EM. [right] same analysis for FIEM.
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Figure 10: [left] We display 40 independent realizations of the squared norm of the mean field
¢+ ||h(Se)||* as a function of the number of epochs, along a sEM-vr path. [right] same analysis

for SPIDER-EM.
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Figure 11: Boxplots of 40 independent points of || 4(S;)||2 [left] at time 20 epochs; [center] at time
40 epochs; [right] at time 60 epochs. The outliers are removed.
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Figure 12: Boxplots of 40 independent points of ||(S)
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