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Abstract

This paper considers stochastic convex optimization problems with two sets of constraints: (a) deterministic
constraints on the domain of the optimization variable, which are difficult to project onto; and (b) deterministic
or stochastic constraints that admit efficient projection. Problems of this form arise frequently in the context of
semidefinite programming as well as when various NP-hard problems are solved approximately via semidefinite
relaxation. Since projection onto the first set of constraints is difficult, it becomes necessary to explore projection-free
algorithms, such as the stochastic Frank-Wolfe (FW) algorithm. On the other hand, the second set of constraints
cannot be handled in the same way, and must be incorporated as an indicator function within the objective function,
thereby complicating the application of FW methods. Similar problems have been studied before; however, they suffer
from slow convergence rates. This work, equipped with momentum based gradient tracking technique, guarantees fast
convergence rates on par with the best-known rates for problems without the second set of constraints. Zeroth-order
variants of the proposed algorithms are also developed and again improve upon the state-of-the-art rate results. We
further propose the novel trimmed FW variants that enjoy the same convergence rates as their classical counterparts, but
are empirically shown to require significantly fewer calls to the linear minimization oracle speeding up the overall
algorithm. The efficacy of the proposed algorithms is tested on relevant applications of sparse matrix estimation,

clustering via semidefinite relaxation, and uniform sparsest cut problem.

I. INTRODUCTION

We consider problems of the form

P | P+
minyec E[f(x, §)] minyec E[f (%, §)]
st. Gxe X s.t. G(§)x € X (&) almost surely,

where C C R™ is a convex and compact set, £ is a random variable with unknown distribution, and f(-,¢) : R™ — R
is a smooth and convex function. The matrices G, G(§) € R"*™ are arbitrary, and the sets X', X'(§) C R™ are
convex. We write G(&) and X (£) as explicit functions of £ in order to emphasize their stochastic nature and

require the constraint G(£)x € X(&) to be satisfied with probability one. While such a requirement is stronger than
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satisfying the constraints in expectation, it is also impossible to check. Therefore, we will instead seek to find an
x whose expected distance from the feasible set can be made arbitrarily small.

Affine-constrained stochastic optimization problems of the form in P arise in a number of areas, such as
control theory, multiple kernel learning, blind deconvolution, matrix learning, and communications [1]], [2]. Efficient
algorithms for solving these problems make use of the stochastic gradient Vf(x,¢) at every iteration, usually
obtained from one or a few data points. In many cases, such a stochastic gradient can be calculated efficiently and
exactly, giving rise to the first-order stochastic gradient algorithms. On the other hand, in some problems, such as
those arising in simulation-based optimization [3]], one must contend with only the function values f(x,&), which
are then used to approximate the required stochastic gradients V f(x, £). Algorithms using such gradient estimators
are referred to as gradient-free or zeroth-order (ZO) algorithms, and find applications in parameter estimation and
classification of black-box systems [4]. Finally, deterministic constraints such as those in P can be handled in
different ways, such as through the use of projection [5]], homotopy [6]], or duality theory [7].

The problem P7 is less standard, and involves stochastic constraints, which must be satisfied with probability
one. Such a formulation is useful in settings where the constraints are not known in advance or are too many to
be processed in one batch. For instance, the constraints in some online learning problems, such as online portfolio
optimization [8|] and online compressed sensing [9], are revealed in a sequential fashion. Likewise, the number of
constraints in the semidefinite relaxed versions of k-means clustering [[10], uniform sparsest cut [11], and maximum
a posterior estimation [12] problems, is very large, ranging from O(m?) to O(m?). In both such cases, efficient
algorithms for solving P™ must rely on using only a minibatch of the constraints at every iteration. Again, both
first-order and ZO algorithms are well-motivated for solving PT.

In this work, we focus on problems of the form P and P, where the projection onto the set C is computationally
expensive, but projection onto the set X’ is simpler. Such templates are prevalent among semidefinite programming
(SDP) problems, where C is the positive semidefinite (PSD) cone, while X incorporates simple affine or box
constraints. Examples include relaxations of combinatorial optimization problems such as quadratic assignment [[13]],
maximum cut [[14], etc. SDPs are also encountered frequently in machine learning problems such as for certifying the
robustness of neural networks [15]], unsupervised clustering and embedding [16]], and Lipschitz constant estimation
[17]. However, solving such large-scale SDPs is almost always difficult, even when utilizing first- or zeroth-order
stochastic methods due to the presence of the PSD cone constraint. Projection onto the PSD cone requires carrying
out a singular value decomposition, which is a prohibitively expensive operation in large-scale settings.

Let us motivate the issue by illustrating it on the SDP formulation of the k-means clustering problem [[10]:

)rggclﬁ Z [M];;[X]3; ey
(1,5)€Q
st. X1=1, [X];; >0, (i,j) €&, )

where M € RV is the pairwise distance matrix, 1 denotes the N x 1 vector of all ones, C := {X = 0, tr(X) < K},
E:={(,5)|1<i,j <N} and Q C &. A possible solution to problem (TJ) is to incorporate the additional constraint

into the objective and then use a projection-based algorithm. However, projection onto the set C will require
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the eigenvalue decomposition of an N x N matrix, thus incurring an O(N?3) complexity per iteration.

Stochastic Frank-Wolfe (FW) algorithms, also known as conditional gradient methods (CGM), avoid the compli-
cated projection operation, and have been applied to solve P and P in [18] and [19], respectively. In the FW class
of algorithms, the projection step is replaced with a linear minimization step, which in many cases, is significantly
cheaper. For instance, when C is a PSD cone, the linear minimization step involves finding only the largest singular
vector, which can be efficiently calculated by using the Lanczos method [20].

The affine constraints in P and P present another challenge, as they cannot generally be incorporated within
C. For instance, in the k-means clustering problem (I}, incorporating the constraints (2)) into C will no longer allow
us to use the efficient Lanczos method. The works in [18]] and [[19]] proposed incorporating the constraints within
the objective function using indicator functions, and subsequently applying homotopy and Nesterov smoothing
techniques [21] to make them differentiable.

Finally, the stochastic nature of 7 and PT obviates the use of the classical FW algorithm. The stochastic FW
(SFW) algorithms, unlike the stochastic projected gradient counterparts, require the use of increasingly accurate
gradient estimates, i.e., gradient estimates whose bias and variance decrease with iterations. Typically, such gradient
estimates are constructed using mega-batches whose size increases with iterations, but result in impractical algo-
rithms. More recently, one-sample-per-iteration variants of SFW have become popular, where a gradient tracking
approach is utilized to maintain good quality gradient estimates; the same is employed in [[18] and [19]]. However,
a key issue with the gradient tracking approach in these works is that it results in suboptimal convergence rates of
the SFW algorithm.

Building on the techniques introduced in [18]]- [19], we put forth improved first-order algorithms for solving
P and PT. The proposed algorithms utilize a superior momentum-based gradient tracking approach and newer
convergence proofs that allow us to obtain better convergence rates. While the momentum-based gradient tracking
is well-known in the context of non-convex optimization and has been applied to vanilla SFW, its application to
constrained problems such as in P and P throws up technical challenges that must be addressed. Specifically, the
presence of the affine constraints, which are incorporated within the objective via smoothed penalty functions, makes
the momentum-based gradient tracking process complicated and requires careful choice of step-size, which now
becomes coupled with the smoothing parameter. The optimality gap of the proposed MOmentum-based STochastic
FW (MOST-FW) algorithm for solving P decays at the rate of O(k~'/?), at par with the rate for the standard
SFW case [22]- [23]. The corresponding algorithm for P+, namely MOST-FW™, achieves a rate of O(k~1/%),
which is again better than the O(k~'/6) rate achieved in [19]. We also propose the corresponding ZO variants for
MOST-FW and MOST-FW™, useful for scenarios where the stochastic gradient of the objective function is not
readily available, and must be estimated using ZO information.

Existing deterministic and stochastic FW algorithms, including the proposed ones, generally require one call to the
linear minimization oracle (LMO) per iteration. Consequently, the wall-clock time of large-scale problems is largely
dominated by the time required to solve the linear minimization sub-problems [24]-[26]]. In order to alleviate the
issue, we put forth trimmed-FW variants, wherein LMO calls are made only when the observed stochastic gradient

causes sufficient change in the gradient estimate. Otherwise, the LMO call is skipped, and the previously available
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LMO output is re-utilized to carry out the update. The trimming technique is novel in the context of FW algorithms,
and gives rise to the Trimmed-MOST-FW and Trimmed-MOST-FW algorithms. Although intuitive as a technique,
we also establish that the trimming process does not hurt the overall rate of convergence of the proposed algorithms.
From the experiments, however, we observe that the trimmed-FW variants need to make only a fraction of calls to

the LMO as compared to their regular (non-trimmed) counterparts.

A. Related Work

We review some of the related work in the context of FW algorithms, smoothing, affine-constrained optimization,
momentum techniques, and ZO methods.

1) FW for smooth functions: Though the FW method was first proposed in 1956, it has only been recently used
for solving large-scale optimization problems in a projection-free manner [20]. Subsequently, online and stochastic
variants of the FW method for minimizing smooth convex functions have been widely studied [27], [28]]. Many
of the early variants of the stochastic FW algorithms utilized a double loop structure, wherein the inner loop
utilizes a single mini-batch of stochastic gradients per iteration, while the outer loop is used to update some of
the algorithm parameters. Equivalently, these algorithms can be seen as using “checkpoints” for updating various
algorithm parameters, with the interval between checkpoints increasing polynomially [29]] or even exponentially
[28]]. Such mega-batches result in infrequent update of algorithm parameters, which is not desirable in practice [30].
Modern stochastic FW algorithms require only a single stochastic gradient as well as a single linear minimization
step per iteration [22], [23]], [31], [32]. Of these, works in [22], [23] were the first to utilize a momentum-based
gradient tracking routine, achieving the state-of-the-art convergence rate of O(k~1/2).

2) FW for non-smooth functions: Complications arise when extending these results to constrained problems, such
as P and PT. Unlike proximal methods, the constraints cannot be handled using an indicator penalty function,
since the resulting objective would be non-smooth. On the other hand, the stochastic FW variants discussed so
far can handle only smooth objective functions. For instance, [33] deals with additional expectation constraints
using penalty reformulation but requires the functional constraints to be smooth. For non-smooth but Lipschitz
continuous objectives, it may still be possible to apply stochastic FW through the use of Nesterov’s smoothing
[34]. The indicator function is, however, not Lipschitz continuous, and hence the constrained formulations in P
and P are not amenable to the techniques proposed in [34], [35]. Another approach, proposed in [36], entails
incorporating the constraints within the linear minimization step. However, such inclusion may significantly increase
the complexity of carrying out the linear minimization, since the special structure present in C may be lost. The
deterministic counterpart of P was first considered in [37]], and combines the ideas of homotopy and smoothing to
handle the non-smooth component of the objective. The idea there was to replace the non-smooth component with
its smooth approximation. The error due to this approximation is controlled by decreasing the smoothing parameter
(and hence tightening the approximation) at an appropriate rate. The problem in P was first considered in [[18]],
which again used the homotopy and smoothing ideas from [37]], but used gradient tracking estimator to handle the
stochastic gradient noise. The stochastic homotopy CGM (SHCGM) of [18] attains a convergence rate of O(k~1/3)

for the optimality gap and O(k~5/12) for the constraint violation. As we shall establish later, the proposed MOST-
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Reference Objective Additional Affine Optimality Constraint Query Oracle
Type Affine Constraint | Constraint Type Gap Feasibility Size

SFW [32] Stochastic X - O(k=1/3) - O(1) | SFO
1-SFW [22] Stochastic X - O(k—1/2) - O(1) | SFO
ORGFW [23] Stochastic X - Ok=1/2) - O(1) | SFO
HFW [37] Deterministic v Deterministic Ok=12) | Ok=1/2) - FO
SHCGM 18] Stochastic v Deterministic | O(k~1/3) | O(k=3/12) | O(1) | SFO
HI-SFW [19] Stochastic v Stochastic Oy | Ook~16) | ©@1) | SFO
MOST-FW Stochastic v Deterministic | O(k~1/2) | Ok~1/2) | O(1) | SFO
MOST-FW+ Stochastic v Stochastic OE=YY | ok-Y% | ©@1) | SFO
ZO-FW [38] Deterministic X - Ok—h - O(m) Z0
ZO-SFW [38] Stochastic X - O(k=1/3) - O(m) | SZO
MOST-FW Stochastic v Deterministic | O(k=1/2) | O(k~=2) | O(m) | SzO
MOST-FW+ Stochastic v Stochastic Ok=Y4Y | ok&=1YY | O(m) | SzO

TABLE I: Summary of related works. For zeroth order oracle, query size indicates the number of function evaluations required
in estimating an m-dimensional gradient. For first-order oracle, it denotes the number of stochastic gradient samples required

at each iteration.

FW algorithm also uses homotopy and smoothing, but combines it with momentum-based gradient tracking, thus
achieving a rate of (9(/{*1/ 2) for both, optimality gap and constraint violation.

Stochastically constrained stochastic optimization problems of the form in P have been well-studied in the
context of proximal stochastic algorithms [39] and proximal online algorithms [8]]. The works in [40] and [39] can
also accommodate large number of constraints, but cannot handle the additional difficult-to-project set C. Motivated
by these works, the development of a projection-free algorithm for solving P+ was pursued in [19], building
upon the techniques from [18]]. The HI-SFW algorithm in [[19] achieves a convergence rate of O(k~'/6) for the
optimality gap and constraint violation. In comparison, the MOST-FW T algorithm proposed here achieves the rate
of O(k~'/*) for the same.

3) Variance-reduced FW: Variance-reduced algorithms have been widely used in the context of FW methods;
examples include SCGS [34], SVRF [28]], STORC [28]], SAGA-FW [41], and SPIDER-FW [42]. However, none
of these approaches can handle affine constraints as in P or P*. A variance-reduced approach called H-SPIDER-
FW is proposed in [[19], but requires stochastic gradient batch-sizes that increase exponentially with the iteration
index. The proposed MOST-FW™ algorithm converges at the same rate but works with a standard mini-batch of
stochastic gradients, akin to the state-of-the-art FW algorithms in the standard setting. Recently, a momentum based
deterministic accelerated-FW (AFW) algorithm was proposed in [43] by mimicking the steps of accelerated gradient
methods. Although it covers many important cases, it is not applicable to general constraint set C. Unlike AFW,
propose stochastic algorithms that perform momentum-based tracking over the gradient with the target to reduce

the gradient approximation noise.
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4) FW under zeroth order oracle: Projection-free ZO algorithms have been studied in [38]], [44], [45]. Of these,
the work in [44] proposed a stochastic zeroth-order (SZO) FW algorithm using the gradient estimation technique of
[46], but the number of samples of directional derivatives required at each epoch scaled linearly with the iteration
index as well as the problem dimension. An improved variant was proposed in [38]], which adopted the gradient
averaging technique from [32]], achieving a convergence rate of O(k~1/3) with a query size of O(m). Recently, a
ZO projection-free algorithm was proposed in [45], and resulted in state-of-the-art rates for the non-convex case.

To the best of our knowledge, there are no ZO algorithms for solving P or P+.

B. FW with reduced LMO calls

There have been few attempts at reducing the number of LMO calls of conditional gradient methods, all
in deterministic settings. Among these, the oldest one is the lazy conditional gradient approach designed for
deterministic FW that replaces the linear optimization oracle by a (weak) separation oracle which approximately
solves a separation problem. One recent direction to improve the LMO complexity is to use a randomized linear
oracle [24], [25]], [47]], wherein linear minimization is performed only over a random sample of the original atomic
domain. However, the effectiveness of such a technique depends on whether a specified fraction of the constraint
set can be efficiently subsampled. Another relevant recent approach is that of using the set-membership oracle
instead of the LMO [26]. The approach does not generally improve upon the FW algorithm, because for many
problems, linear minimization may actually be cheaper than determining the set membership, even approximately.
In summary, no existing works have attempted to improve the LMO complexity by conditionally skipping the LMO
calls. Such a trimming process is novel in the context of FW algorithms, but bears resemblance to the censoring

idea in wireless sensor networks and more recently in distributed optimization [48]].

C. Contributions

In this work, we develop stochastic first- and zeroth-order FW algorithms for solving P and P+. The proposed
algorithms uses momentum-based gradient tracking and novel proof techniques to provide stronger guarantees than
the existing FW variants 18], [19], while still using one mini-batch per iteration. Our contributions are summarized
as follows:

« We propose MOST-FW to solve P and show that it achieves the state-of-the-art convergence rate of O(k~'/2)

for both optimality gap and constraint feasibility. Remarkably, the state-of-the-art convergence rate of SFW
for solving the standard version (without additional constraint set X)) of P is also (’)(k_l/ 2) 221, 123].

o We further propose MOST-FW* to solve P that achieves a convergence rate of (’)(k’l/ 4) for both op-
timality gap and constraint feasibility. The proposed MOST-FW™ algorithm is a fully stochastic version of
MOST-FW and follows the same idea of momentum-based gradient tracking; however, now it tracks the
gradient of both objective and smoothed affine constraints.

o For the first time, we propose ZO methods for solving the above problems. Interestingly, the proposed ZO
versions have the same iteration complexity as their first-order counterparts. The obtained rates even improve

over the state-of-the-art ZO algorithms for solving the set-constrained version of P or P+ [38].

March 21, 2022 DRAFT



o We further propose trimmed variants of both the algorithms called T-MOST-FW and T-MOST-FW™ by em-
ploying a novel trimming technique to improve LMO complexity while maintaining identical convergence rates
up to small constant factors. The key idea is to skip the LMO calls when the observed stochastic gradients
are not sufficiently new.

« We provide numerical evidence of the superiority of the proposed approaches on various relevant applications,
namely, sparse matrix estimation, clustering via semidefinite relaxation, and uniform sparsest cut problem. We
also demonstrate the computational superiority of the trimmed variants by extensive numerical comparisons
with their non-trimmed version. In all cases, we report a significant reduction in the total number of LMO
calls.

A complete comparison of the proposed algorithm with related works is provided in Table [I} We only compare
with algorithms that make use of a standard mini-batch of stochastic gradients per iteration, and do not include the
algorithms relying on mega-batches, as those are generally considered impractical [30].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We begin with reviewing the notions of smoothing, linear
minimization oracle, and the coordinate-wise gradient estimation techniques before proceeding to discuss the
proposed algorithms of MOST-FW and MOST-FW™ in Sec. [lIl Various theoretical results are presented in Sec.
while the numerical validation is provided in Sec. Finally, Section |[V|concludes the paper.

Notation: A matrix (vector) is denoted by uppercase (lowercase) letters in bold font. The (i, j)-th element of a
matrix X is denoted by [X];;. The notation ||-|| refers to the norm, which when applied to vectors, represents the
Euclidean norm and when applied to matrices, the spectral norm. The ¢; and Frobenius norms are denoted by ||-||,
and ||-|| ., respectively. The inner product is represented by (-,-). The distance between the point x and the set X

is denoted by Dy (x) := infycx ||lu — x||.

II. ALGORITHM DEVELOPMENT

In this section we develop the MOST-FW and MOST-FW™ algorithms (and their trimmed version T-MOST-FW and
T-MOST-FW ) for solving the problems P and P, respectively. We begin with discussing some preliminaries.
The performance of the proposed algorithms will be characterized in terms of their oracle complexities. Depending
on the problem at hand, we allow two possible choices of the oracle:

o The Stochastic First-Order (SFO) oracle, which provides V f(x, &) for a given x; and

o The Stochastic Zeroth-Order (SZO) oracle provides f(x,§) for a given x.

When using the SZO oracle, the stochastic gradient is estimated using the so-called coordinate-wise gradient

estimator (CGE) [49], [50]:

e gy = Y Lt o6 = Jx - puind)

% u;, €))

i=1
where p is the element-wise smoothing parameter, and u; € R™ is a standard basis vector with [u;] j=1if j =1,

otherwise zero.
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Observe here that the calculation of V f(x,&) requires 2m calls to the SZO oracle. For the sake of brevity, we
will henceforth use g(x,&) to denote the stochastic gradient, with the understanding that g(x, ) may either be
Vf(x,€) or Vf(x,&), depending on the oracle being used.

As stated earlier, we are interested in settings where the projection over X is easy but the projection over C is
difficult. In particular, we will require access to a linear minimization oracle (LMO), that provides the solution to
the optimization problem miny,ec (u,x) for a given x. The number of calls to the LMO will also be a performance
metric.

Towards using the SFW framework to solve these problems, let us define the indicator function

0 xedX
1x(x) = “)
oo x¢X,

which allows to write the problems P and PT compactly as

I)?EIELF(X) =E[f(x,8)] + 1x(Gx) %)
and  min F(x) := B[f(x,€) + 1. (G(§)x)], (6)

respectively. Observe here that only the affine constraints have been incorporated within the indicator function while
the constraint x € C is retained as is.

A projection free algorithm, relying instead on the LMO described earlier, along the lines of [23[], [27], [28]],
[32] may now be applied to (3)-(6). Note however that the analysis of SFW in these works requires the objective
function to be smooth, which is not the case here due to the presence of indicator functions. To this end, we must
use a smooth approximation of the objective functions. We adopt the Nesterov’s smoothing technique [37]], which

entails replacing the indicator function 1x(y) in (8)-(6) with its smooth approximation [51]:

1 1
by, X) = 3 DR () = oo lly — el )

where 11 > 0 is an algorithm parameter, Iy (y) := argmin,cy [|u — y||? is the projection operator, and Dy (y) :=
lly —x(y)|l5- More generally, the scaled squared set-distance function h,, is the Moreau envelope of 1y, and
therefore convex as well as l%—smooth [51]. It is remarked that the idea of using a smooth approximation of the
objective, so as to allow the use of projection free algorithms (such as SFW) is well known [6], [8]]. Typically,
the parameter p must be carefully tuned so as to ensure that the approximation error, arising from the use of A,

instead of 1y, remains less than or equal to the optimality gap at a given iteration.

A. Performance Metrics
We will analyze the performance of the proposed algorithms in terms of the following parameters
 Average optimality gap E[f(x,&)] — f(x*); and

o Average constraint violation give by

D(x) := (8)
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Algorithm 1 MOST-FW

Initialization: x(,x; € C,yo, parameters {vi, Nk, L, Ok }
for k=1,2,... do
Compute: y = (1 — ) yr—1 + £9(xk, &)
+(L = v)(9(xk, &) — 9(xk-1,&k))

where,

Vf(x,€) for SZO oracle
9(x,8) =
Vfix,&) for SFO oracle

Compute: W, = yi, + ;' GT (Gxj, — Iy (Gxy,))
Compute: z; = argmin, . (z, W)
Update: xx11 = Xk + ni (25 — Xk)

end for

A point X is said to be (e, )-optimal if it satisfies E[f(X)] — f(x*) < e and D(x) < §. The algorithms will be
designed such that the constraint x € C will always be satisfied for all iterates. The goal will be to obtain the
SFO/SZO complexities of finding an (e, §)-optimal solution to (P) and (P1). It is remarked that for the proposed
algorithms, the LMO complexity, which counts the number of calls to the LMO oracle, is the same as the SFO/SZO
complexity as both MOST-FW and MOST-FW™ solves only a single linear minimization problem at each iteration.

Having discussed the preliminaries, we are now ready to detail the proposed algorithms.

B. MOST-FW

We begin with writing the smoothed approximation of P, which takes the form:

min F;
xeC

For the sake of brevity, let us denote F,(x,&) := f(x,£) + h,(Gx, X), so that F,,(x) = E [F,(x,£)].

M(X) =E [f(X, f)] + h;L(GXa X) (Pu)

As mentioned earlier, the problem in P was first considered in [18]], where the first order SFW variant called
SHCGM was proposed for the case when V f(x, {) was available. The SHCGM approach relies on three key steps:
(a) tracking VE [f(xx,&)] through the recursive update rule

i == %)yr-1+ %V (XK, &), 9)
(b) calling the LMO to solve the problem
Z), = argenéin (2, ¥k + Vihp, (Gxp, X)), (10)
and (c) carrying out the update

Xp+1 = X + Mk (2 — Xi). (11)
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Algorithm 2 MOST-FW+

Initialization: x¢,x; € C,yo, parameters {vx, Nk, Lk, Pk }
for k=1,2,... do
Compute: yr = (1 — v)¥k—-1 + Ve 0k (Xk, Ek)
(1 = v) (G (X5 Ek) — Gre—1(Xk—1, k)
where, gi(x, &) = g(x,§) + Vhy,, (G(§)x, X¢) and
@f(x, &) for SZO oracle

9(x,8) =
Vf(x,&) for SFO oracle

Compute: z; = argmin, . (2, y&)
Update: xj11 = X, + Wi (21 — Xi)

end for

It can be seen that the gradient of the smooth approximation h,, is well-defined and given by
1
Vxh,(Gx,X) = GTVh,(Gx, X) = ~GT (Gx — I1x(Gx)). (12)
i

We emphasize that one cannot directly use the stochastic gradient VF),, (xy, &) in the place of y,+Vxh,, (Gxy, X)
in (I0), as the resulting algorithm does not converge. This is because the variance of the stochastic gradient
V f(xk, &) does not go to zero with k. The situation can be remedied by using the average of several iid samples
of Vf(xx,&), though such an approach yields poor SFO complexity [28]. A more sophisticated variance-reduction
approach was proposed in [28]], which achieved a better SFO complexity but still required prohibitively large
batches of samples per iteration. Finally, tracking-updates in (@) were proposed in [32], wherein yy, serves as a
biased estimator for E [V f(xg, £)] but has a much lower variance, and hence achieves the same SFO complexity
but using a single sample (or a small mini-batch) per iteration. Similar gradient-tracking updates have since been
used in other SFW variants [18]], [19], [38]].

The proposed MOST-FW algorithm introduces two key innovations over these variants. First, to allow for the
SZO oracle, we replace V f(x, ) with g(x, &), which could either be V f(x, &) or Vf(x,£). Second, we make use

of a momentum-based gradient tracker instead of that in (9)), which takes the form:

Ve = (1 = Y)yre—1 + %9 Xk, &) + (1 — ) (9(Xk, Ek) — 9(Xk—1,&k))- (13)

The momentum term in (T3) was first introduced in [52] in the context of classical stochastic gradient descent,
and has been shown to improve the gradient tracking performance. In the present case, we will establish that the
momentum-based updates in yield improved oracle complexity bounds. The updates in (I0)-(TT) remain the
same, and the full algorithm is summarized in Algorithm [T] Recall that pj, is the smoothing parameter associated

with the gradient estimator. The choice of various algorithm parameters {7, k., ftr, P } Will be specified later.
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C. MOST-FW+

The derivation of the MOST-FW algorithm for solving P+ follows along similar lines. We begin by first writing

down the smoothed approximation of () as

I){lelél F“(X) = E[f(x,8) + h(G(&)x, Xe)] P

where h,, is the smooth approximation of 1y, defined in (7). For the sake of brevity, we denote VFH (x,¢) :=

Vf(x,€&) + Vih,(G(&)x, X¢). Observe here that the gradient of h,,, given by

Vihu(G(€)x, Xe) = G(§)TVh,(G(E)x, Xe) (14)
= LGTO(G(E)x ~ T (G(O)
is also random and must also be tracked.
To this end, let us define
3%, ) = 9%, ) + Vel (G(E)x, Xe) (1)

where, as earlier, g(x, &) may either be V f(x, &) or Vf(x, ), depending on the oracle available. Then the gradient

tracking update takes the form:

Vi = (1= v)yr—1 + Ve Xk, &) + (1 — %) (96 (X5, E6) — Gr—1(Xk—1,&x))- (16)

Observe that different from , the smoothed component of the objective in 1| is also random and hence its
gradient must also be tracked via (I6). Next, the LMO is called and finally we carry out the updates (I8)

Zp = argmin (Za Yk>7 (17)
zeC

X1 = X + k(2 — Xg). (18)

The full algorithm is summarized in Algorithm [2} Before proceeding to introduce a novel trimmed variant of our
proposed algorithms, we provide a remark below to better understand the use of momentum technique in our work.
Remark 1: There have been recent attempts to improve the performance of deterministic Frank-Wolfe algorithms
using Nesterov momentum [43]]. However, faster rates for deterministic FW has been achieved under very specific
circumstances when the constraint set C is either a polytope [53]], active strongly convex set [54]], or active ,-norm
ball [43]. Different from Nesterov momentum, the goal of momentum in stochastic optimization @]) is to reduce
the gradient approximation noise. Our use of this particular momentum technique in the FW context results in key
Lemmas [T] and [3] which yield improved rates. The analysis in these lemmas is new and instrumental as they provide
us the flexibility to set both the v, and 7, decaying at the same rate, unlike the gradient tracking strategy (9). Of
particular note is the usage of momentum to track not only the objective gradient but also the constraint in the

MOST-FW™ algorithm, thanks to its versatility.
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Algorithm 3 T-MOST-FW / T-MOST-FW+
Initialization: parameters {7, Nk, Tk, tk, Pk} and Xg, X1 € C, yo, Vo
for k=1,2,... do
Obtain:

wy  for MOST-FW
Sk =
yi for MOST-FW+

Trimming:
if ||sg — vi—1]| > 7 or k =1 then
Set v = si
Compute: z;, = argmin, . (2, Vi)
else
Z) = Zp—1 and set Vi = Vi_1
end if
Update: xx11 = xg + ni(2r — Xk)

end for

D. Trimmed MOST-FW and MOST-FW+

This section presents a novel trimmed version of both the proposed algorithm. The initial steps of the algorithm
remains the same, i.e., start with obtaining the tracked gradient s = wj for MOST-FW and s;, = y for
MOST-FW™ . However, before proceeding to solve the linear minimization problem (or call to the LMO), we
first compare s; with its old copy vi_1 and solve by calling LMO only when s provides sufficient new
information. The sufficiency is determined by comparing the norm difference ||s;, — vi_1|| with a threshold 7. In
nutshell, a new call to LMO is only made if ||sy — vi—1]|| > 7%, where ||-|| is the norm induced by the inner product
used in the linear minimization step. Finally, we carry out the updates as (T1). We will show that for carefully
designed Ty, this simple thresholding strategy can scale down the number of LMO calls significantly while still

converging at almost the same rate. The full algorithm is summarized in Algorithm [3]

III. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we study the convergence rate of the proposed MOST-FW and MOST-FW™ algorithms. We begin

with stating the assumptions required for the analysis:

Assumption 1 (Smoothness) The objective function f(-,£) is L-smooth on C, i.e.,

L|x —y|| forall x, y € C.

Assumption 2 (Compact domain) The convex set C is compact, so that ||[x —y| < D for all x, y € C.
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Assumption 3 (Bounded variance): The variance of the stochastic gradients V f(x, ) is bounded by o2, i.e.,
E[IVi(x€) - V)] <o (19)
where f(x) = E[f(x, )]

Assumption 4 (Bounded spectral norm) The spectral norm of the linear operators G and G(¢) are bounded, i.e.,
IG©)]* < La < o0 (20)

IG|?> < Lg < o0 QD

Assumption 5 (Slater’s Condition) Slater’s condition holds for P and P*. In other words, for P,
relint(C x X)N{(x,b) € R™ x R" : Gx = b} # (. (22)

and for P*, Let C' : H — RU{oo}, C(Gx) := E[dx, (G()x)], with the linear operator G : R™ — H defined as
G(x)(€) = G(&)x, for all x, we require that

0 € sri(dom(C) — G(dom(f))) (23)
here, sri stands for strong relative interior [S5]] and defined as
sriC = {x € C|cone(C — x) = span(C — x)} (24)

Assumptions and |3| are standard in the context of SFW algorithms. Observe that Assumption [I] also implies

that f(x) is L-smooth. Further we have from [50, Lemma 3] that

V56,6 = Vx| < vimLp, 25)

which in turn, implies that H@f(x) - Vf(x)” < /mLp.
Assumptions |1 and |3 imply that the variance of i (x,¢) is bounded since

~ ~ 27 ~
| [9760 - s | £ [19760+ 9700 26)

HV(x,€) = V() + V(x,€) - V(x,0)]

~ 2
<38 |[9760 - V100 | + 3 [19160) - V10 O]
+3E [HVf(x, £) - Vf(x, 5)“2] < 302 + 6mL2p?

Assumption E is intuitive and required to ensure that the composite objectives F), (cf. ) and FM (cf. ) are
smooth; see also ], [19]]. Finally, Slater’s condition in Assumption [5] implies that for the convex problems P and
P, strong duality holds and that the dual optimum variable, denoted by A*, is bounded and ensures the constraint
set to have a non-empty strong relative interior.

We begin with a brief outline of the proof. We will decrease p with each iteration so that the decision variable
converges to the original solution as the algorithm proceeds. However, we will observe that the variance of

the stochastic gradient Vh,(G(§)x, X¢) is inversely proportional to the smoothing parameter p (c.f. (72))) and
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hence reducing p results in a proportional increase in the gradient approximation noise. The same issue was also
encountered in [19] because of which their algorithm (H1-SFW) settled at the convergence rate of (’)(k‘l/ 6‘). In this
work, we will show that by careful selection of smoothness parameter ; and using the momentum-based gradient
tracking given in (I6), our algorithm can deal with this issue of gradient approximation noise in a much better way

than H1-SFW and helps in achieving better results.

A. Convergence Analysis of MOST-FW

We begin with establishing a key lemma characterizing the evolution of the tracking error E [y, — g(xx)], where
g(xx) :=E[g(xx, £)]. To allow us to present the results in a unified manner, we adopt the convention that p;, = 0
when using the SFO oracle, and p; > 0 when using the SZO oracle. Since a zero value of p; does not make sense

in @]), the usage should be clear from the context.

Lemma 1 (a) Under Assumptions the iterates generated by MOST-FW satisfy:

E[llyx = 9] < (1= 3)%E [Ilye-r = glxi—1)I*] +6970% + 24mL2p3_, + 607, L*D*  27)

(b) For the choice v, = %, Nk = ki—l-l’ and pj, < %, it holds that

0.2 212
& [lyi — V1G] < 12O DT

’ (28)

Proof: We start by subtracting g(xy) from both sides of and introducing g(xx—1) on the right to obtain

yi—9(xk) = (1 =) (Ye-1 — 9(Xk-1))
+ (g(xn> &) — 9(xx)) + (1 = 70) (9(xk-1) — 9(Xn—1,&k)). (29)

From the definition of g, it holds that, E [¢(x) — g(x, )] = 0 for all x, implying that the last two terms in (29) are

zero mean. Hence, taking squared-norm on both sides and taking expectation with respect to &, we obtain
2 2 2
Ex [llye = 90| = (1= 7% lyn-1 = glxic—1)|
+ Ey, {H(Q(Xk, &) — g(xi)) +(1 = ) (9(x—1) — 9(xk—1, &) |1%] (30)

where E;, denotes the expectation with respect to the random variable £, while keeping everything else fixed. Next,

let us consider the second term and bound it separately. Defining

Xk = Y (9(Xk, &) — 9(Xx)) (31
Yi = (1 —v)(9(Xk, §k) — 9(Xk—1,k)), (32)

we see that the second term in (30) is given by E|| Xy, + Y — E.Y||? and can be bounded by using the inequality
Erl[Xe 4+ Yi — ExYg|? < 2E4|[Xk||? + 2Ee || Y2

To obtain bounds on E||Xy||? and E||Y}||?, we consider the SFO and SZO cases separately.
SFO oracle: In this case, g(x,&r) = V f(xx, &), so it follows that

Ex|Xel* =12E [ V£ (1) =V £ (i &) | < 2o (33)
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from Assumption @ Likewise, from Assumption |I| we have
B2 = (1= ) [V (k. 66) = V ok, 6017
< L2 ||k — X1 )7
< L?ni_,D? (34)

where we have also used the update (TT)), dropped the factor (1 — ~yx)?, and used Assumption
SZO oracle: In this case, g(x, &) = Vf(xk, &), so that

Bl =28 [[97600 - 90560 |
< 39i(0? +2mL?p)
< 3vio® + 6mL*p} (35)
from (26) and since v, < 1. Next, expanding Y}, and using (25)-(26), we obtain
eVl = (1= 0B |97k, 60 = 9,0 |

= (1= ) B[V f (xk-1,€x) = V(i1 €6) + Vi (o1, €6) = VI (k0 &6) + Vf (x, &) = V. (e, 60
< BR[|V f(xh—1,€x) — VF (k15 0)II° + BE&[IV f (xk: &) = VF (0, )12 + BEx [V f (-1, k) — V (x5, &)1
< 3mL2pj, + 3mL?pi_y + 3L%||x, — xp—1?
< 3mL2pi +3mL?p3i_, + 3n;_, L>D?. (36)
where we again used (TI), Assumption [2} and dropped the factor (1 — ;). Finally, if we ensure that p < pi_1,
then the right-hand side of (36) can be written as 6mL?p3 | + 3n7_, L>D?.

Since the bounds for the SFO and SZO cases differ only in constant factors and in terms depending on pg, they

can be unified as
Ei (X6 + Yo = By [Yi]I| < 69702 + 24mE2p3 _, + 67, L2 D? (37)

where recall our convention that p;, = 0 for SFO case. Substituting (37) into (30), we obtain the required result.

(b) Substituting in (27), we obtain
2
B [llyx — 90| (38)
2 1
< (1= 1) E[llye-1 = goxu-)|?] + 6(0% + 8L2D%)
Subsequently, using Lemma |§| with a = 2 and A = 6(0? + 8L2D?), we obtain

24(0? 4+ 8L%D?)

A (39)

E [llyx - gl <
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For SFO case, we get the desired bound simply by setting g(xx) = V f(xx) in (39). For SZO case, we start with
- . - 2
E||lyr — Vf(xk)||2}, introduce V f(xx), set g(xx) = Vf(xx) in (39), and recall that HVf(xk) - Vf(xk)H <

mL2p?, so as to yield:

E [lye - V()] < 2E [nyk — g |+ ||V £ 3c0) w<xk>]ﬂ (40)

- 16(302 + 25L2D?)
< A :
Observe that the bound in is less than that in (41]), and differs only in constant factors. Therefore, for the sake

(41)

of simplicity, we use as the unified bound. [

Bound for Lemma || establishes that the auxiliary variable yy, tracks the actual gradient V f(x;) with average
error bounded as O (#)
Remark 2: The gradient tracking approach defined in provides a modification of the approach in (9) by adding
a correction term (1 — ) (g(xk, &) — 9(Xk—1,&k)). This correction term plays a crucial role in variance reduction

by exploiting the smoothness of f(-,€). To see this, let us inspect the tracking error Ej, = E ||y, — g(xx)||* for

both the cases, which yield bounds:

Er < (1= 7,)Ex—1+003) + O /i), (42)
Er < (1 —v)Ex—1+ O(N}) +O(np), (43)

respectively. Observe here that the error dynamics differs only in the last term, where for (9), we have a O(n3 /~3)
term while for (T3), we only have an O(n?) term. This means that if we want Ej, to decrease with k, we would
have to ensure for (9) that the term % = O(y%) — 0, while no such restriction applies to (I3). It turns out that
this flexibility is the key to achieving a better rate for the proposed algorithms; in fact we set 7 = v, = O(k~1)
for MOST-FW and 7, = v, = O(k~/?) for MOST-FW+ to obtain the required rates. This particular choice of
step-size parameters would not have been possible had we used the classical gradient tracking estimator (9). Next,

we have the following lemma regarding the evolution of the smoothed objective function.

Lemma 2 (a) Under Assumptions and [5| and for py, > pu—1(1 — ), it holds that
2 L
* * G
Flp (xp1) = F(x*) < (1= ng) (Flp_, (xx) — f(x¥)) + %k (L + M) D? + 0D ||V f(xx) = yill (44)
(b) Under Assumptions and for n, = k%rl Vi = % Pk < m, and i, = %, the smoothed function gap
is bounded by

8vV30D+ (41 L+ Lo, t)D?
vk

Proof: The proof of Lemma [2]is provided in Sec[C-A]of the supplementary material and is largely similar to proof

E[Fl (xp11)] = f(x7) < (45)

vk
and will allow us to infer the optimality gap and the constraint violation in the subsequent theorem. It is remarked

of Theorem 9 in [|18]. For a constant p., Lemma [2| establishes that the smoothed gap evolves as O (M>,

here that pj, is not a tuning parameter. Ideally, we would like p; to be as small as possible, so as to minimize the

approximation error. In practice though, a very small value of p; may not be viable due to computational issues.
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The results developed here make sense provided that pj is not too large so as to impact the rate of convergence.

Therefore, the statement of the results require an explicit upper bound on pj as a function of k.

X

Theorem 1 Under Assumptions cmdfor N = %H, Vi = % E < %, and py = %, we have:

(a) Optimality gap:
- 8v30 D+ (41L+ Lau; ') D?

E[f(xx)] — f(x") < 7 (46)
(b) Constraint violation:
B(Dx(Gx)) < = @7

where Q := 2. |\*|| + 6v/o D + 10D+/Lu. + 2D/ L.

Proof: The proof is provided in Sec. of the supplementary material. Theorem [1| establishes an upper bound on
the expected suboptimality and constraint feasibility for the iterates generated by MOST-FW and shows that they
converge to zero at least at the rate of O(k’l/ 2). These results can be directly translated to oracle complexities
of finding an (e, §)-optimal solution to P. Defining Y := oD + (L + Lg)D?, it can be seen that the SFO oracle
complexity is given by O (max{f—;, m#}) while the SZO complexity is O (m max{f—;, ”A*[‘s#}), since

gradient calculation requires 2m calls to the SZO oracle. This concludes our analysis of the MOST-FW algorithm.

B. Convergence Analysis of MOST-FW+

We now consider the MOST-FW* algorithm for solving P*. As in MOST-FW , we begin with bounding the

mean square tracking error E[|VF),, (xx) — y&||>.

Lemma 3 (a) Under Assumptions the iterates generated by MOST-FW™ satisfy:

Ex [llye = 91 0e0)l] < (=) Iye-r = g (i)

+ 12930% + 60mL?p7_, + 1803 _, L?D? (48)
44212, D? 1 1 \? 24n}_,LiD?
n Vi 2G +6LéD2(— ) + 77k21 G
K N Hi—q

(b) For the choice v = %, P < W7 N = k%rl, and py, = (k-&-ﬂﬁ it holds that

96(c? + 12L?D? + 9L% u; 2 D?)
Vi

Proof: The proof of Lemma [3|is provided in Appendix |Al Bound for Lemma [3| establishes that for a constant .,

. . . ~ . 024+ (L2+L%)D?
the auxiliary variable yy, tracks the actual gradient VF),, (x) with average error bounded as O (TG)

E[V £, (xx) —yil? <

(49)

Next, we present the following lemma on the evolution of the smoothed objective function.

Lemma 4 Under Assumptions P <

< m, Ve = %, and |y = (kﬁﬁ, the smoothed function gap is
bounded by

—1 2
E[F,, (Xkt1)]— f(x*) §8(4\/60D+ (352:; 31Lgu;)D?)

(50)
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Proof: The proof of Lemma (@) is provided in Sec[C-C] of the supplementary material. For a constant ., Lemma
establishes that the smoothed gap evolves as O (%W), and will allow us to infer the optimality gap
4

and the constraint violation in the subsequent theorem.

Theorem 2 Under Assumptions andfor Nk = %, Ve = % Pk < %, and i, = W’ we have:

(a) Optimality gap:
8(4v60D + (35L + 31Lgu; ') D?)

E[f(xk)] — f(x*) < 1 : (51)
(b) Constraint violation:
+
E[Dx &) (G(§)xk+1)] < FEy (52)

where

Q" =2 (e I + 9v/oDpc + 17D/ Lic + 16DVLG)

Proof: The proof is provided in Sec. of the supplementary material. Theorem [2] establishes an upper bound
on the expected suboptimality and constraint feasibility for the iterates generated by MOST-FW™ and shows that
they converge to zero at least at the rate of O(k'/4). These results can be directly translated to oracle complexities
of finding an (e, §)-optimal solution to P*. Defining Y := oD + (L + Lg)D?, it can be seen that the SFO oracle
complexity is given by O (max{f—f7 ”)‘*‘L#}) while the SZO complexity is O (m max{f—f, ”’\*ll;#}), since
gradient calculation requires 2m calls to the SZO oracle. Note that although the variance reduced algorithm H-
SPIDER-FW [19] achieved the sfo complexity of O(e~*,6*), it requires evaluating a batch of gradients at each
iteration with batch size changing with iteration as O(2¥). This restricts the use of H-SPIDER-FW in online setting
where at each iteration we have access only to a single stochastic gradient.

Remark 3: We can explore the dependency of convergence results on the smoothness parameter p; by setting
e = (kiicl)b with b € (1/6,1/4) in Theorem For this choice of /1, we obtain an optimality gap of O(k?~2) and
a constraint feasibility of O(k~™"{%:3}), Varying b in the range (1/6,1/4) one can observe the trade-off between
optimality gap and constraint feasibility. This trade-off can be better understood from Fig[I] which compares the
convergence rates of all the discussed algorithms. For instance, on setting b = 1/6, for the same order of constraint
feasibility (O(k~1/9)), the proposed algorithm MOST-FW+ shows an improved optimality gap of O(k~'/3) over
O(k~1/6) of HI-SFW. Similarly on setting b = 1/4, MOST-FW™ attains (O(k~'/*)) optimality gap and while the
constraint feasibility gets improved to O(k~'/%) compared to O(k~1/%) of HI-SFW.

Remark 4: Note that CGE in (@) is only a representative of various ZO gradient estimators. One can also use other
estimators as long as it is ensured that the numerical gradient is asymptotically unbiased with p; — 0. For instance,
we can use I-RDSA [38] where only 7 < m directions are sampled at each iteration. Although such an approach
reduces the SZO call from 2m to 27 at each iteration, it makes the final rate proportional to 7. Hence, the total
calls to SZO oracle to achieve e-optimal solution remains the same as in our case at O(me=2) for P and O(me*)

for P+.
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Fig. 1: Comparison of convergence rates for different algorithms. Red color denotes existing state-of-the-art algorithms while blue

color represents the proposed algorithms. Star is used to represent FW-algorithms for problems without additional constraints.

C. Convergence Analysis of T-MOST-FW and T-MOST-FW+

We begin the analysis of trimmed variant with establishing a key lemma characterizing the error introduced due

to trimming operation and then provide the convergence rates.

Lemma 5 For Algorithm 3] the error introduced is upper bounded by the threshold Ty, i.e.,

ex = ||sk — vi|| < mifor allk > 0 (53)

Proof: According to the trimming strategy, we have v = sy, if ||sp — vi_1]| > 7 and v = vi_q if ||sg — vi_1|| <

7. Therefore, in both cases, we have e = ||sx — vi| < 7%.

Theorem 3 Under Assumptions with n, = %_H Ve = % and py, < m,

(a) for T-MOST-FW with 1, = W and g = %, we have the following bounds
1 819D
Blf )] - fx) <0 () + 2. (54
1 4v/19D
EDx(Gxi)]| <O | — | + , 55
(b) and for T-MOST-FW™ with 1), = W and py = W, we have the following bounds
. 1\  8mD
E[f(xx)] - f(x) <O (k) 3 (56)

E[Dx(Gx)] < O (;) + 6”kaD (57)

I
Proof: The proof is provided in Sec. [C-E] of the supplementary material. Theorem [3] establishes an upper bound
on the expected suboptimality and constraint feasibility for the iterates generated by T-MOST-FW (part(a)) and T-

MOST-FWT (part(b)). Note that, as compared to the non-trimmed version, these convergence rates are reduced by
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Fig. 2: Sparse matrix estimation (Sec : (a)-(b): Comparison of the proposed algorithm MOST-FW with HFW and SHCGM,
(c): percentage of LMO (compared to MOST-FW) skipped and (d) convergence performance of T-MOST-FW at different threshold

values (79).

the factor of 7. Hence, the SFO oracle complexity for T-MOST-FW and T-MOST-FW* will be O ((lt%f) and
@) ((HE%)‘I), respectively. Although it is not possible to directly quantify the LMO complexity for trimmed case,
we expect it to be a fraction of SFO complexity. In fact, experimentally (in Section we observe a significant
reduction in LMO calls (more than 30%) when compared to the non-trimmed version while maintaining almost

similar accuracy.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we compare the performance of proposed algorithms MOST-FW and MOST-FW+ with that of

HFW [37], SHCGM (18] and H1-SFW [19]. We set 7 = ¢, 7k = 537, and pup = = for MOST-FW and 7; = ¢,
Mk = 727> and pg = 745 for MOST-FW , as dictated by theory.. Further, we set 7 as gy and

for T-MOST-FW and T-MOST-FW™ | respectively. The parameter u. and 7o are tuned to yield the best possible
performance. We plot the objective and constraint violation for different applications to highlight the improved
convergence bounds obtained theoretically. Further, to understand the effect of the trimming scheme, we plot the
total number of times the trimmed variant of the algorithms skipped the LMO calls (in %) for different values of
threshold 7y as compared to the total LMO calls required by the non-trimmed version (79 = 0) of the algorithm. We
also demonstrate the potential advantage of the trimmed version over the original methods by plotting the evolution

of optimality gap at different threshold values.
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Fig. 3: K-means clustering (Sec : Comparison of (a) Optimality Gap (d) Constraint violation of the proposed algorithms.
Percentage of LMO calls skipped at different threshold values (b) by T-"MOST-FW (compared to MOST-FW) and (e) by T-
MOST-FW* (compared to MOST-FW™). Convergence performance (c) for -MOST-FW and (f) for -MOST-FW™ at different

threshold values.

A. Sparse matrix estimation

We consider the problem of estimating a sparse covariance matrix, given independent samples of a Gaussian
random vector, observed in a sequential fashion [56]. The problem arises in a number of disciplines, such as
physics, finance, machine learning, genome sequencing, and portfolio optimization [57], [58]]. The problem can be

formulated as

. 2
)I?érclf(X) ::EHX—WWTHF (58)
s.t. [lvec (X)|; < a, (59

where C := {X = 0,tr(X) < K} and the expectation is over random vector w. For the experiments, we consider
the setup in [18]. The underlying covariance matrix W € R1000x1000 jg generated as W = 2221 ’(,bi’l/);r where the
entries of b, are drawn uniformly at random from [—1, 1]. At each ¢, we observe w; ~ A (0, W) and the goal is
to estimate W by solving (58)-(59), which matches the template in MOST-FW . Observe that the projection over C
is difficult, but projection over the ¢; norm ball is easy. For this problem, we set v = tr(W) and K = |[vec (W)][,.
We compare the performance of the deterministic HFW, its online version SHCGM, and the proposed MOST-FW
algorithms, the latter two (being stochastic) uses a mini-batch of 200 data points.

We set p. = 1 for MOST-FW while the parameters of HFW and SHCGM are kept the same as in [37], [18]],
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Fig. 4: Uniform Sparsest Cut (Sec : Comparison of (a) Optimality Gap (d) Constraint violation of the proposed algorithms.
Percentage of LMO calls skipped at different threshold values (b) by T-MOST-FW (compared to MOST-FW) and (e) by T-
MOST-FW™* (compared to MOST-FW ™). Convergence performance (c) for -MOST-FW and (f) for T-MOST-FW ™ at different

threshold values.

respectively. We run all three algorithms for 10? iterations and analyze their performance in terms of objective
convergence as || X — W||§, / ||W||§7 and constraint violation as max(||X||; — «,0)/c.

The convergence plots for this experiment are shown in Fig2] HFW, being a deterministic algorithm, con-
verges fast but gets saturated at some accuracy as it uses the same datapoints at all the iterations. Advantages of
MOST-FW over both the compared algorithms are evident from the plots of optimality gap Fig[2a] and constraint
violation Fig[2b] which converges much faster and to a better accuracy level. Next, we analyze the performance
of T-MOST-FW at different threshold values 7o and plot the variation of LMO(%) in Fig As expected, the
algorithm frequently skips calls to the LMO with the increase in the threshold value. We proceed to study the effect
of trimming on the convergence in Fig[2d) Observe that though trimming affects the convergence, for properly chosen
threshold we can get comparable performance with that of the non-trimmed version. For instance, at 7o = 3.5,

T-MOST-FW skips around 28% of LMO calls while maintaining almost the same performance as MOST-FW .

B. Clustering via semidefinite relaxation

In this experiment, we will consider the K-means clustering problem defined in (I)-(2) which is also considered
in the previous related works [[18]], [37]], [59].
Observe that (T)-(2) is of the form in P when only the entries of M corresponding to a randomly selected subset

Q, C Q) are revealed at every iteration. The K -means problem can therefore be solved using the SHCGM algorithm
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from [18]] and the proposed MOST-FW algorithm. Further, if a randomly selected subset of the constraints are
imposed at every iteration, we obtain the formulation in P, allowing us to use the H1-SFW algorithm [19] and
the proposed MOST-FW™ algorithm. It is remarked that the projection over a subset constraints is simpler, and
therefore the formulation in P is better suited to larger scale problems.

For the experiment, we use N = 1000 samples from MNIST dataset [60]] with K = 10 clusters. For MOST-FW ,
MOST-FW , SHCGM, and H1-SFW, we estimate objective gradient using only 1% of the data at each iteration
while HFW being deterministic in nature, uses full data. In addition, for MOST-FW* and H1-SFW, we use only
1% of the randomly sampled constraints at each iteration. We tune p. to achieve the best performance for all
the algorithms and finally set p. = 10 for MOST-FW and p. = 2.75 for MOST-FW™ while for HFW, SHCGM
and H1-SFW we use the same parameters as in [[18]], [[19], [37]], respectively. We run all the algorithms for 10°
iterations and analyze their performance in terms of objective convergence as |f(X) — f*|/|f*| where f* = f(X*)
is derived from the ground trutlﬂ and constraint violation as the sum of violation of both the constraints of {2), i.e.,
[X1—1] /1] and | X — Hix), ;>0(X) HF The convergence results are shown in Fig.and It can be observed
that MOST-FW shows the best practical performance, very similar to the deterministic algorithm HFW, although
it uses only 1% of the data at each iteration. Also, MOST-FW™ shows slightly better performance compared to
H1-SFW. These results support our theoretical findings.

Next, to analyze the performance of trimmed variants, in our experiment, we use N = 2000 samples while
keeping all other settings the same as above. The experimental results are shown in Fig[3] (b-c) and Fig[3] (e-f).
Observe that both the trimmed algorithms skip more LMO calls with the increase in the threshold value. Although
T-MOST-FW skips only around 15% of LMO calls at 79 = 5, we observed slightly improved performance for T-
MOST-FW™ that skips 25% of LMO calls (at 7o = 14) while maintaining almost the same convergence performance
as MOST-FWT .

C. Uniform Sparsest Cut Problem

Consider the problem of graph partitioning where the target is to divide the graph into two or more sub-graphs
by cutting the smallest number of edges. The problem arises in the design of divide-and-conquer algorithms for a
number of other problems including, communications in distributed networks, cluster analysis and, machine learning
[61]], [62]].

Consider a graph G = (V, &), where V is a set of d vertices, and & is a set of edges. Let A, A C V denote
two disjoint sets of vertices and let F(.A, fl) denote the number of edges between these sub-graphs. The uniform
sparsest cut problem considered in [11] aims to find the cut (A, fl) which minimizes

Il

where the |-| operator returns the cardinality of the corresponding set. However, finding such a partition is NP-hard,

and a number of approximation algorithms for solving it exist [63]], [64]. Of particular interest is the O(4/log(d))-

The ground truth is obtained using kmeans-sdp of [59]; see also https:/github.com/solevillar/kmeans_sdp
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approximation proposed in [11]], that relies on embedding the nodes of the graph onto the d-dimensional space.

The embedding can be obtained by solving the SDP [19]

!
glélé 22 Z[L]ij [X]ij (61)
2,3
d2
s.t. d Tr(X) — Tr(17%9X) = 5 (62)
XE+X] — X}, — XJ <0, foralli,jkeV, (63)

where L is the Laplacian of G and C := {X * 0,tr(X) < d}. The problem can be formulated as P and solved
using MOST-FW by considering only a subset of the summands in the objective function at every iteration. Further,
if only a subset of the constraints are considered at every iteration, the problem is cast as P and can be solved
using MOST-FW™ .

We will adopt the experimental setup of [19] and use mammalia-primate-association-13 graph from the Network
Repository dataset [65] which has 25 nodes and 181 edges. The SDP dimension for this graph is X € R25%2°
while the number of constraints is around 6.9 x 103. We set the batch size to 5% for all algorithms and additionally
use only 5% of the randomly sampled constraints at each iteration for H1-SFW and MOST-FW™ . Finally, we
set y, = 1.5 and 1 for MOST-FW and MOST-FW™ | respectively. For SHCGM and H1-SFW, we use the same
parameters as in [[18]] and [[19]], respectively.

We also test the performance of the ZO methods by assuming that only the loss function values are available but

not its gradients. We set p, = with m = d? = 625, and the approximate gradients are obtained using (3)).

Ve

We run all the algorithms for 10° iterations and plot the convergence results in Fig and Fig Both the
proposed algorithms outperform SHCGM and H1-SFW. Also, the ZO variants of the proposed algorithms show
almost similar performance. However, these require 2m SZO calls per iteration. Next, we plot the performance
variation with trimming threshold 7 for the trimmed variant of both the proposed algorithms. The center plots
(Figltb| and Figlde) show the variation in LMO (%) while the right plots (Figldd and Figldf) show the effect of
trimming on the objective for few threshold values. Observe that, for both the cases, the trimmed version provides
a significant reduction in total LMO calls. In particular, at 79 = 1, TTMOST-FW skips around 40% of LMO calls

while at 79 = 5, TMOST-FW™ skips around 37% of LMO calls while maintaining a similar performance compared

to their non-trimmed version.

V. CONCLUSION

This work puts forth projection-free algorithms MOST-FW and MOST-FW™ to solve constrained stochastic
optimization algorithms. The problems considered here contain two sets of constraints. The first set of constraints are
deterministic and difficult to project onto, motivated from the semidefinite cone constraints that arise in semidefinite
programming. The second set of constraints are easy to project onto, but may be large in number or stochastic,
and can model the very large number of constraints that arise in context of semidefinite relaxation. We use the
stochastic Frank-Wolfe (FW) method to develop projection-free algorithms for solving these problems. The second

set of constraints is incorporated using an indicator function within the objective and Nesterov’s smoothing is applied
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to simplify the application of the FW method. Different from existing FW methods to solve similar problems, we
utilize a momentum-based gradient tracker that results in improved convergence rates, at par with the set-constrained
problems. We also develop zeroth-order algorithms for solving the same problems, yielding gradient-free and
projection-free algorithms for solving the same problems while again achieving state-of-the-art convergence rates.
We have also proposed a variant of both the algorithms employing a novel trimming strategy that reduces the number
of times linear minimization problem required to be solved over the domain to reach a certain accuracy. Finally,
the performance of the different algorithms is validated numerically on the problems of sparse matrix estimation,
clustering, and sparsest cut. Also, to highlight the usefulness of the trimming scheme, in experiments, we plot the
reduction in LMO calls at different threshold and studied the effect of trimming (LMO calls) on the optimality
gap. Results showed that the trimmed versions provide significant reduction in total LMO calls while maintaining

a similar convergence performance as the original non-trimmed methods.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF LEMMA 3]

To begin with, using the definition of the projection operation as well as Assumptions [2] and 4] we state the

following result that will be used repeatedly:
B[t (G @ - 1w, @em) |
< B [1G(60) 7] e |G les — T, (Glenx) | (64
< LB, |G (g%, — G(&)x" || < LgD? (65)

(a) Starting with definition of yj from (T6)), observing that E [x(x) — g (x,£)] = E [gr—1(x) — gr—1(x,&)] = 0,
and proceeding similarly as in (29)-(30), we can write

B [lye = 3G = (1 =) [¥0-1 = o (o)
+ Ep [H(Qk(xk,ﬁk) — gr(xk)) +(1 = v) (Gr-1(X6-1) — Ge—1 (-1, &)[I?]  (66)
Defining

Xy = i (G (% k) — G (%)) (67)
Yi = (1= 7e) (G (%%, &) — o1 (Xn-1,&)); (63)
and using the inequality Eg|/Xy + Y5, — Ex Y4 |2 < 2B || Xi||? + 2B || Yz |2, we obtain
Exllyr — gr ()1 < (1= 70)? [[yn-1 = G-t (k1) [* + 2B [ Ky |1* + 2B [ Vi[> (69)
Let H,(Gx) := E[h,(G(€)x, X¢)], so that V, H,(Gx) = E[Vyh,(G(£)x, X¢)] and Ey||Xx||? can be bounded as
Er [ X1 = Ex|1r (xk, &) — Gr(xx) 12

< 2Bl g(sck) — g6, )2+ 2B [ Vi (G(E0)%k Xey) = VocHy (G| 70
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We can further bound the last term of (70) using the non-negativity of the variance and from (T4) as
2
Ep [ 1Vxhu (GU& )%k Xe,) = VcHi (G|

< Eg |:||vxh;tk (G(gk)xkv ka) H2:|

- K, U]G(&)T(G(sk)xk - ngk(G(sk)xk))m an
k

< L2G§)27 (72)
P

where follows from (63)). Substituting, we obtain
292L2,D?

Ex|[Xe||? <207 E[llg(xr) — g(xx, &) [I°]+ 2 (73)
k

Now, taking norm square of Y}, defined in (88), dropping the factor (1—v;)? and introducing Vh,., , (G (&)X, Xe, )

we obtain
EulVull? = Bx |90, €6) = g1 (k1,601 %)
< 3Ey [Hg(xk,&) - g(Xk—lvfk)HQ] +3Bp. + 3Ck (75)
where,
By, := Bg [ Vach (G (€)%, Xe,) = Vichyuy (G (€)% Xey ) |1?] (76)
Cr = Bi [ Vol (G(&) Xk, Xey,) — Vi, (G(€k)xk1, X, )||?] (77)

Here, By, can be bounded using (63) as

Be= (i — - )2 X Exl|GT(60)(G(&)xi — T, (G(&)xi))1”

Mk He—1
2
< (ﬁ - M{l) L2.D2. (78)

Likewise, C; can be bounded using (T4) as:

Ch = B2 G766 () (o — xm1) + G760 (T, (G(60)xe-1) — T, (G600 ]
Hi—1

< Ey [ |67 (€0)G &) (xe = xi-)[|” + | GT(60) (T, (GlER)xe-1) — T, (Gle)x1)) Hz} 9

Here, the last term can be bounded using the non-expansiveness property of the projection operator as

B {760 (1t (@)% - e, (Gl |

< E[|G(&0) I Ex [y, (G(en)xe—) — I, (G|
< LEEe[G(8k) (k-1 — x) || (80)

Substituting and simplifying, we obtain

AL2 42 I2D?
Cr < S B |G (&) (xp—1 — x3)||° € ——5—5—
K1 K1

(81)
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where we have used the update equation and Assumption [2] Thus, we have

Ex|[Vel* < 3Exllg(xk, k) — g(xk-1,6)|* + 3LE D ((; - H;,l)z + ‘Z’) : (82)
From (33) and (34) for SFO oracle, we have
T2E [lg ) —g o, 6017 < 920%, (83)
Ex [HQ(Xkafk) - Q(Xk—h&c)Hz} < L?ni_,D? (84)
Likewise, for SZO oracle, from (33) and (36), we have
T2 llg(xe) = gk, €0)I1°] < 320 + 6mL2 (85)
Er [lg(xio1,€) = 90xu )| < 3mL2p} +3mL%}_, + 30} ,L2D? (86)
Using bounds from (83)-(86), the results for both SFO and SZO cases can be unified as
E [ka + ¥, — Ky, [\?k} m < 129202 + 60mL2p?_, + 18n2_, L2D? (87)
+2L%D? <2;]§ + % +3 (ﬁ - ,L,fl)2> (88)

where recall our convention that pj, = 0 for SFO case. Substituting (87) into (69), we obtain the desired expression.

(b) Setting v, = 1, pu = G Pr S m, and 7, = 37 in (@), we obtain

2
1
B [Ivs - aus0l] < (1= 1) Iyics = s (o)

N 12(0? + 11L2D?) N (4v2+ 2 +96)LE D?

k2 M%kS/Q (89)

k+1)1/2 k+1)1/4—gt/4 1/4
where we have used the fact that £~ < \52 and L — 1 — (k+D) < {3 -
k k Mk Hik—1 He Hek

that £%/2 < k? and using Lemma|§| with @ = 3/2 and A = 12(0? + 11L2D?) + 103L% D?u_ 2, we obtain
48(0?+ 1102 D>+ 9L ;D)
k1/2 ’

Now, using the fact

Ex llyx — gn(xi)[> < (90)

For SFO case, we get the desired bound simply setting gi.(xx) = VF,, (x;) in @0). For SZO case, we start
A 2 ~ -
with E [Hyk —VEF,, (xk)H }, introduce VF),, (x) := E[V f(xk, &) + Vxhy, (G(§)x, X¢)], and obtain the bound
by setting §i.(x1) = Vf(xz) in (©0), to yield

E(VE,, (x1) — yill*> < 2E|VE,, (xk) — VE,, (x)[|? + 2BV E,, (xx) — vl

= 2E(|Vf(xx) = V.f(xi)[|> + 2|V Ep, (x4) — yil®

48(0? +11L2D? + 9LZ u 2 D?)
k1/2

_ 96(0® +12L°D? + 9L, > D?)

- k1/2 ’

<2 {mpiLz +

oD

where we have used (Z5) and the inequality k'/? < k2. Since, the bounds for the SFO (@0) and SZO [@I) cases

differ only in constant factors, we will use (9I) as a unified bound for both the cases.

March 21, 2022 DRAFT



[1]
[2]

[3]
[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

(11]

(12]

(13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]
[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

28

REFERENCES

A. Shapiro, D. Dentcheva, and A. Ruszczyniski, Lectures on stochastic programming: modeling and theory. SIAM, 2014.

A. Ahmed, B. Recht, and J. Romberg, “Blind deconvolution using convex programming,” /IEEE Transactions on Information Theory,
vol. 60, no. 3, pp. 1711-1732, 2013.

A. R. Conn, K. Scheinberg, and L. N. Vicente, Introduction to derivative-free optimization. SIAM, 2009.

P-Y. Chen, H. Zhang, Y. Sharma, J. Yi, and C.-J. Hsieh, “Zoo: Zeroth order optimization based black-box attacks to deep neural networks
without training substitute models,” in Proceedings of the 10th ACM Workshop on Artificial Intelligence and Security, 2017, pp. 15-26.
A. Nemirovski, A. Juditsky, G. Lan, and A. Shapiro, “Robust stochastic approximation approach to stochastic programming,” SIAM Journal
on optimization, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 1574-1609, 2009.

Q. Tran-Dinh, O. Fercoq, and V. Cevher, “A smooth primal-dual optimization framework for nonsmooth composite convex minimization,”
SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 96-134, 2018.

A. Yurtsever, O. Fercoq, and V. Cevher, “A conditional-gradient-based augmented lagrangian framework,” in International Conference on
Machine Learning. PMLR, 2019, pp. 7272-7281.

O. Fercoq, A. Alacaoglu, I. Necoara, and V. Cevher, “Almost surely constrained convex optimization,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.00126,
2019.

P. Garrigues and L. Ghaoui, “An homotopy algorithm for the lasso with online observations,” Advances in neural information processing
systems, vol. 21, pp. 489-496, 2008.

J. Peng and Y. Wei, “Approximating k-means-type clustering via semidefinite programming,” SIAM journal on optimization, vol. 18, no. 1,
pp. 186-205, 2007.

S. Arora, S. Rao, and U. Vazirani, “Expander flows, geometric embeddings and graph partitioning,” Journal of the ACM (JACM), vol. 56,
no. 2, pp. 1-37, 2009.

Q. Huang, Y. Chen, and L. Guibas, “Scalable semidefinite relaxation for maximum a posterior estimation,” in International Conference
on Machine Learning, 2014, pp. 64-72.

Q. Zhao, S. E. Karisch, F. Rendl, and H. Wolkowicz, “Semidefinite programming relaxations for the quadratic assignment problem,”
Journal of Combinatorial Optimization, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 71-109, 1998.

M. X. Goemans and D. P. Williamson, “Improved approximation algorithms for maximum cut and satisfiability problems using semidefinite
programming,” Journal of the ACM (JACM), vol. 42, no. 6, pp. 1115-1145, 1995.

A. Raghunathan, J. Steinhardt, and P. S. Liang, “Semidefinite relaxations for certifying robustness to adversarial examples,” Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 31, 2018.

B. Kulis, A. C. Surendran, and J. C. Platt, “Fast low-rank semidefinite programming for embedding and clustering,” in Artificial Intelligence
and Statistics. PMLR, 2007, pp. 235-242.

F. Latorre, P. Rolland, and V. Cevher, “Lipschitz constant estimation of neural networks via sparse polynomial optimization,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2004.08688, 2020.

F. Locatello, A. Yurtsever, O. Fercoq, and V. Cevher, “Stochastic Frank-Wolfe for composite convex minimization,” in Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2019, pp. 14269-14279.

M.-L. Vladarean, A. Alacaoglu, Y.-P. Hsieh, and V. Cevher, “Conditional gradient methods for stochastically constrained convex
minimization,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.03795, 2020.

M. Jaggi, “Revisiting Frank-Wolfe: Projection-free sparse convex optimization,” in Proceedings of the 30th international conference on
machine learning, no. CONF, 2013, pp. 427-435.

Y. Nesterov, “Smooth minimization of non-smooth functions,” Mathematical programming, vol. 103, no. 1, pp. 127-152, 2005.

M. Zhang, Z. Shen, A. Mokhtari, H. Hassani, and A. Karbasi, “One sample stochastic frank-wolfe,” in International Conference on Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR, 2020, pp. 4012-4023.

J. Xie, Z. Shen, C. Zhang, B. Wang, and H. Qian, “Efficient projection-free online methods with stochastic recursive gradient.” in AAAI,
2020, pp. 6446-6453.

G. Braun, S. Pokutta, and D. Zink, “Lazifying conditional gradient algorithms,” in International conference on machine learning. PMLR,
2017, pp. 566-575.

T. Kerdreux, F. Pedregosa, and A. d’ Aspremont, “Frank-wolfe with subsampling oracle,” in International Conference on Machine Learning.
PMLR, 2018, pp. 2591-2600.

March 21, 2022 DRAFT



[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

(38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

29

Z. Mhammedi, “Efficient projection-free online convex optimization with membership oracle,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.05818, 2021.
E. Hazan and S. Kale, “Projection-free online learning,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1206.4657, 2012.

E. Hazan and H. Luo, “Variance-reduced and projection-free stochastic optimization,” in International Conference on Machine Learning.
PMLR, 2016, pp. 1263-1271.

Z. Shen, C. Fang, P. Zhao, J. Huang, and H. Qian, “Complexities in projection-free stochastic non-convex minimization,” in The 22nd
International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR, 2019, pp. 2868-2876.

A. Defazio and L. Bottou, “On the ineffectiveness of variance reduced optimization for deep learning,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1812.04529,
2018.

Z. Akhtar and K. Rajawat, “Momentum based projection free stochastic optimization under affine constraints,” in 2021 American Control
Conference (ACC). 1EEE, 2021, pp. 2619-2624.

A. Mokhtari, H. Hassani, and A. Karbasi, “Stochastic conditional gradient methods: From convex minimization to submodular
maximization,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 21, no. 105, pp. 1-49, 2020.

Z. Akhtar, A. S. Bedi, and K. Rajawat, “Conservative stochastic optimization with expectation constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Signal
Processing, vol. 69, pp. 3190-3205, 2021.

G. Lan and Y. Zhou, “Conditional gradient sliding for convex optimization,” SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 1379-1409,
2016.

G. Lan, S. Pokutta, Y. Zhou, and D. Zink, “Conditional accelerated lazy stochastic gradient descent,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1703.05840,
2017.

H. Lu and R. M. Freund, “Generalized stochastic Frank—Wolfe algorithm with stochastic “substitute” gradient for structured convex
optimization,” Mathematical Programming, pp. 1-33, 2020.

A. Yurtsever, O. Fercoq, F. Locatello, and V. Cevher, “A conditional gradient framework for composite convex minimization with
applications to semidefinite programming,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.08544, 2018.

A. K. Sahu, M. Zaheer, and S. Kar, “Towards gradient free and projection free stochastic optimization,” in The 22nd International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR, 2019, pp. 3468-3477.

A. Patrascu and I. Necoara, “Nonasymptotic convergence of stochastic proximal point methods for constrained convex optimization,” The
Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 7204-7245, 2017.

M. Wang, Y. Chen, J. Liu, and Y. Gu, “Random multi-constraint projection: Stochastic gradient methods for convex optimization with
many constraints,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.03760, 2015.

S.J. Reddi, S. Sra, B. Péczos, and A. Smola, “Stochastic Frank-Wolfe methods for nonconvex optimization,” in 2016 54th Annual Allerton
Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing (Allerton). 1EEE, 2016, pp. 1244-1251.

A. Yurtsever, S. Sra, and V. Cevher, “Conditional gradient methods via stochastic path-integrated differential estimator,” in International
Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2019, pp. 7282-7291.

B. Li, M. Coutifio, G. B. Giannakis, and G. Leus, “A momentum-guided frank-wolfe algorithm,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing,
vol. 69, pp. 3597-3611, 2021.

K. Balasubramanian and S. Ghadimi, ‘“Zeroth-order (non)-convex stochastic optimization via conditional gradient and gradient updates,”
in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2018, pp. 3455-3464.

F. Huang, L. Tao, and S. Chen, “Accelerated stochastic gradient-free and projection-free methods,” in International Conference on Machine
Learning. PMLR, 2020, pp. 4519-4530.

Y. Nesterov and V. Spokoiny, “Random gradient-free minimization of convex functions,” Foundations of Computational Mathematics,
vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 527-566, 2017.

E. Frandi, R. Nanculef, and J. Suykens, “Complexity issues and randomization strategies in frank-wolfe algorithms for machine learning,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:1410.4062, 2014.

W. Li, Z. Wu, T. Chen, L. Li, and Q. Ling, “Communication-censored distributed stochastic gradient descent,” IEEE Transactions on
Neural Networks and Learning Systems, 2021.

S. Liu, B. Kailkhura, P.-Y. Chen, P. Ting, S. Chang, and L. Amini, “Zeroth-order stochastic variance reduction for nonconvex optimization,”
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 31, pp. 3727-3737, 2018.

K. Ji, Z. Wang, Y. Zhou, and Y. Liang, “Improved zeroth-order variance reduced algorithms and analysis for nonconvex optimization,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.12166, 2019.

A. Beck, First-order methods in optimization. SIAM, 2017.

March 21, 2022 DRAFT



[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]
[56]

(571

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

30

A. Cutkosky and F. Orabona, “Momentum-based variance reduction in non-convex sgd,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 2019, pp. 15236-15245.

T. Kerdreux, A. d’Aspremont, and S. Pokutta, “Projection-free optimization on uniformly convex sets,” in International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR, 2021, pp. 19-27.

D. Garber and E. Hazan, “Faster rates for the frank-wolfe method over strongly-convex sets,” in International Conference on Machine
Learning. PMLR, 2015, pp. 541-549.

H. H. Bauschke, P. L. Combettes et al., Convex analysis and monotone operator theory in Hilbert spaces. Springer, 2011, vol. 408.

E. Richard, P.-A. Savalle, and N. Vayatis, “Estimation of simultaneously sparse and low rank matrices,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1206.6474,
2012.

Q. Zhao, D. Meng, Z. Xu, W. Zuo, and L. Zhang, “Robust principal component analysis with complex noise,” in International conference
on machine learning, 2014, pp. 55-63.

S. Deshmukh and A. Dubey, “Improved covariance matrix estimation with an application in portfolio optimization,” IEEE Signal Processing
Letters, 2020.

D. G. Mixon, S. Villar, and R. Ward, “Clustering subgaussian mixtures by semidefinite programming,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1602.06612,
2016.

Y. LeCun, C. Cortes, and C. Burges, “Mnist handwritten digit database. 2010,” URL http://yann. lecun. com/exdb/mnist, vol. 7, p. 23,
2010.

V. Chatziafratis, R. Niazadeh, and M. Charikar, “Hierarchical clustering with structural constraints,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1805.09476,
2018.

P. Bonsma, H. Broersma, V. Patel, and A. Pyatkin, “The complexity of finding uniform sparsest cuts in various graph classes,” Journal of
discrete algorithms, vol. 14, pp. 136-149, 2012.

T. Leighton and S. Rao, “Multicommodity max-flow min-cut theorems and their use in designing approximation algorithms,” Journal of
the ACM (JACM), vol. 46, no. 6, pp. 787-832, 1999.

D. B. Shmoys, “Cut problems and their application to divide-and-conquer,” Approximation algorithms for NP-hard problems, pp. 192-235,
1997.

R. A. Rossi and N. K. Ahmed, “The network data repository with interactive graph analytics and visualization,” in AAAZ, 2015. [Online].

Available: http://networkrepository.com

March 21, 2022 DRAFT


http://networkrepository.com

31

APPENDIX B

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Before proceeding we replicate some technical results as following corollaries that are borrowed from related
works and will be used in proving our theorems. We also state a preliminary lemma [6] that will apply to most of

the proofs.

Corollary 1 (Lemma 10 in [0]): Suppose h,(x) be the smooth approximation of a non-smooth convex function h

and )\;() be the solution of the dual problem, then following inequalities holds true

hlox1) 2 Iy (o¢2) + (T (x2), 31 = x2) + 5 A () ©2)

By () < By () + 2 E NG (02 ©3)
Corollary 2 (Theorem 2(a) in [18]): Let (x*,\*) be a saddle point of L(x,r,\*) = f(x) + (X, Gx —r), then
from Lagrange saddle point theory following bound holds for all x € C and r € X
E[f(xx)] = f(x7) 2 ~Efmin A"} |Gx —r|]

= — [N E[Dx (Gx4)]. (94)

Corollary 3 (Lemma B.1 in [|19)]): Consider problem P and its Lagrangian formulation as

LX) = £+ [(GOXA©) — sup (v A(©)aldd).

YEX(E)

here o denotes the probability measure of the random variable . Let (x*,X*) be a saddle point of L, then
P el Gl <P 40l )~ 1) )

Lemma 6 Let {1} }!_, be a sequence of numbers satisfying either of the following recursions:

1\? A

¢k<(1—) Y— 1+F (96)
2 A

¢k§( k+1>1/1k 1+k o7

for some A >0 and 1 < a < 2. Then it holds that 1y, < 4A/k“_1 for all t > 1.

Proof of (96): Multiplying both sides of (96) by k2, we obtain

Ke < (k= 1)%Pp-1 + AK*7° (98)
for all £ > 1. Carrying out telescopic sum over £ = 1,..., K, we obtain
K .
A _ (K +1)3-¢ 4A
< =) kPe<A <
VK < Z =7 B3-a)K?2 T Ke1 ©9)
where we have used the inequality Z w1 k" < % for n > 0. [ ]
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Proof of (@7): Multiplying both sides of (97) by k(k + 1), we obtain

k(k + 1)y, < (k= Dktpy—1 + A" (k + 1) (100)
< (k= Dktpp—1 + 24K~ (101)

for all £ > 1. Carrying out telescopic sum over kK = 1,..., K, we obtain

K
2A (K +1)27% 44
<———— ) k*<24 < 102
wK_K(K—kl); =" B-a)K T Kol (102)
where we have used the inequality Zszl k™ < % for n > 0. [ ]
APPENDIX C

A. Proof of Lemma

(a) Since hy, is 1/p-smooth by construction and f(x) is L-smooth from Assumption (1} it follows from Assumption

that F,(x) is (L + Lf
in (TT) to obtain

)-smooth. We can therefore write the quadratic upper bound on F),, and use the update

2 L
Fo (%pq1) < Fpy (x1) + e (VFp, (X), 20 — Xi) + %k (L + MZ) 2k — x||”
< F, (xz) + i (VF (x)z—x>+i’3 L+ k<) p2 (103)
> Ly \ Xk Tk pr\2k)s 4k k 2 L1 ’

where we have used the compactness assumption on C (Assumption[2). Recall from (T2) that VF,,, (xx) = V f(xx)+
G'Vh,, (Gx, X), which allows us to write the second term on the right of (T03) as

(VE,, (x1), 26 — xx) = (Vf(x1), 26 — Xx) + (GTVh,, (Gxy, X), 2, — Xx)
= (Vf(xk) — Vi, 2k — Xk) + (Yr + GTVhy, (Gxp, X), 2, — Xp). (104)
From the definition of z; in (]E[), we therefore have that
(VEu, (x1), 21 — Xi) <V f(Xk) — Yi, 2k — X)) + (¥ + GT VA, (Gxp, X), x* — xp). (105)
Adding and subtracting (V f(xj),x* — x;), and using the convexity of f, we obtain
(VEu, (k) 2k — Xk) <V F(XR) = Yi, 26 — X7) + (V] (x0), X" — xp)
+{(GTVhy, (Gxp, X), X" — x1) (106)

< IVF(xr) = yulllze = x| + F(x7) = fxx)

+(GVh,, (Gxp, X),x* — xz) (107)
<|IVf(xk) = yell D+ f(x*) — f(xx)
+(GTVh,, (Gxp, X), x* — xz), (108)

where we have used the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality on the first term in (T06)) and then the compactness assumption

on C.
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Next, we rewrite (92) in context of our problem as
L (Gx?) 2 Ry (Gxp, X) + (Vg (G, &), Gx* — Goxi) + 22 A7, (G2 (109)
implying that
(GTVh,, (x5, X),x* — %) = (Vhy, (Xk, X), GX* — Gxp)
< 1 (Gx*) — By, (G X) = EE AL (G (110)
Using (T10) in (T08) we therefore obtain
(VEFu, (%K), 26 = %K) < IV (xk) = yell D+ f(x") = f(xk) + 12 (GX7)
— By (G X) = EEIA, (G [ (111
Also, rewriting (93) in context of our problem we get
Py (G, X) < By (G, X) + EEER s (G2
Hence, we can write
Fo, (xx) = E[f(xx,&)] + hp, (Gxp, X) = f(x) + by, (Gxp, X)
< FO0R) 4 i (G, ) + FEEE A (G2
= B, (i) + F R A (G| (112)

Substituting the bounds obtained in (TTI)) and (T12) into (T03) and subtracting f(x*) from both sides, we obtain

Fi Geisn) = FO) < (1= ) (Fi, G) = F6<))
+ %I% (L + LG) D? 4|V f(xx) = yi| D
Mk
5 (= mdes — e) X5, (G (113)

here we used the fact that 1, (Gx*) = 0. Now, since we have assumed that pj > pr—1(1 — n), the last term in
(TT3) is non-positive and can be dropped, yielding the desired result.
(b) Taking expectation in (@4) and using the inequality E [||X]|]] < {/E {HXHQ}, we obtain

B [Fu (xk41) = FOM)] < (1= ne)E [F,_, (o) — f(x)]

2
Lg

+y (“uk) D2+”kD\/E (197 6c4) = il (114)
Substituting the result of Lemma [T] and that of the various parameters, we obtain

E [P (k1) = 0] < (1= 0B [P, Ock) — £ 115)

2 2N2
L L+Lg\/ﬁ D2y 8D /302 + 25L2D
(k+1)2 He k+1 k
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Note that for this choice of parameters,

satisfied. The bound on the right can therefore be simplified as

E[Fu (%k41)— f(x)] < (1 -

k+1

2

8v30D-H41L+Lgu;Y)D?

)E [Fyy,, (xi) = f(x*)] + 13/2

Finally, application of Lemma [f] yields the required result.

B. Proof of Theorem [I}

(a) The bound on the optimality gap follows directly from Lemma [}

Elf (xxs1)] - F(x7) < E[f (xx41)] — F(x*) + %E[Di(kam]

:E[

Fu ()] = f(x7) <

8v30D 4 (41L + Lou; ') D?

Vk

(b) Since xj41 € C, it follows from corollary |Z| that

E[f(xk41)] = F(x*) = = [N E[Dx (GXp41)]-

Substituting (TT8) into (I17) and using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

IV EDx (Gpi)] + 5 (B[P (Gxeiin))? < — A B (Goxic)] +

Kk

which is a quadratic inequality in E [Dx(Gxy41)], and can be solved to yield the required result:

E[Dx(Gxp+1)] <

%\

C. Proof of Lemma

Since, h,,(G(§)x, X¢) is 1/p-smooth and f(x) is L-smooth (assumption , it follows that F),(x) is (L + =

smooth. Starting with the upper bound

Fuk (Xk-‘rl) < Fﬂk

Sl-

24
- 8v30D + (41L + Lou; ') D?
- vk

L B[P (Gxi )]

<2uc A+ \/2(8\/§0Duc + (41Lpc + LG)D2)>

(2uc IA“[) + 63/0 e + 10Dy e +2DV/I

(k) + e (VEFp, (xk), 26 — Xp) + i (L + LG) D?

2 Mk

and following the steps same as (T03)-(T13)), we can obtain the following bound

Fu (1) = f(x7) <

March 21, 2022

+

(1= 0e) Ep (xi) = f(x7)

Lo
%D <L+) +nkDHVFM (xz) ka

< L — ) (pr—1 — #k)nkﬂk> A% (G (&r)xk)]]?
1223 '

34

u‘k‘f - = \/ 5t > B =1 -, so the condition required for @7) is

(116)

(117)

(118)

(119)

(121)

(122)
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Now, setting 7y, and py such that (1 — ng)(ug—1 — k) — Mepr < 0, we get rid of last term of (IZI). Taking full
expectation:

EFu, (k1)) = f(X7) < (1= me)E[Fp,_, (x0)] = f(X7)

n? L f
+ %DQ (L + uf) + nkD\/]EHVFM (1) = yel[*.

Substituting i, = W, Nk = k%l, and pg < ﬁ:

BIF 5]~ S0 < (12 o ) Bl Gee)] - S0
2 Lo(k+1)3

2D \/96(02 + 12L2D2 + 9LQG,LL§2D2)
(k+1) ki

< (17 ) Bl o)) - )

8v60D 4 2(35L + 31 Lgu; ') D?
+ k5/4

(123)

since k°/* < (k + 1)2. Note that our selection of y;, and 7, satisfies the assumption ju;, > px—1(1 — 7). Finally,

application of Lemma [§] yields the required result.

D. Proof of Theorem 2}

(a) The bound on the optimality gap follows from Lemma [}

1

E[f (k)] = f(X") S E[f (Xps1)] = F(x7) + ﬂE[Dgc@)(G(ﬁ)XkH)]

= E[Fj, (xk41)] — f(x*)
_ 8(4v60D +35LD% + 31Lgp; ' D?)
1

124
< 1 (124)

(b) We use Jensen’s inequality and Corollary [3] to obtain bound on feasibility as
E[Dx(e) (G()xk+1)] < 1/EIDY, ¢ (G(&)x141)] (125)

< VU NP + Bl (i) — S0

2t Nl 18/ Dp. + 34D\/Ii, + 32D/Ig
T (k+1)% (k+1)5 (k)%

2 (e |N*]| +9v&Dpe + 17Dv/Ijic + 16DVLg)
k

Al

March 21, 2022 DRAFT



36

E. Proof of Theorem [3}

(a) Recall from that VF,, (xx) = Vf(xx) + GTVh,, (Gx, X), which allows us to write the second term on
the right of (T03) as
(VFM (Xk), Zi — Xk> = <Vf(Xk), Zi — Xk> + <GTVth (ka, X), Zi — Xk> (126)

= <Vf(Xk) — Vi, Zp — Xk> + (Vk, Zi — Xk»> + (GTthk (ka., X), Z — Xk>

<AV f(xk) — Vi, 2k — Xg) + {(V, X" — x5) + <GTthk(ka,X),zk — Xk,
Note that if trimming is not performed at iteration k, then we call the LMO to solve the problem z;, = argmin, .. (z, Vi)
while if trimming is done we set v, = vi_1 and z = z;_1. Suppose that trimming was not performed at iteration
k—1, then we can say that z; = z;_ = argmin, . (2, vg—1) = argmin, . (2, vi). The same argument can again
be applied to conclude that z; = argmin, . (z, vi) if trimming was not performance at some iteration kg < k.
We can assume that trimming is not performed at the first iteration. Hence, irrespective of whether trimming is

done or not zy, is the minimizer of (zj,vy). Thus, at each iteration we have (zx, vi) < (x*,vy) using which we

obtain (I26). Adding and subtracting (V f(xj),x* — x), and using the convexity of f, we get
(VEyu, (xk), 2 — X)) < (Vf(xk) = Vi, 2k — X*) + (V(x0),x* — xx) + (GTVhy, (Gxp, X), 2k — Xp)
<AV F(xk) = Vi Zk — XY + F(X*) — f(xk) + (G Vhy (Gxp, X), 21, — xi)  (127)
Further, adding and subtracting (wy, z; — X*) we get,
(VE,, (xk), 2 — x) < (VF(Xp) — Vi + Wi — Wi, 2, — X*) + f(x*) — f(xi) + (GTVhy,, (Gxy, X), 2 — X
<AV f(Xk) — Wi, 2 — X5) + (Wg — Vi, 2 — X5)
+ ) = FOk) + (G TV (G, X), 25 — X
<V f(xk) = yu 2k = X7) + (GTVhy, (Gxg, X),x* — 1)
+ (Wi — Vi, 2, — X) + f(x*) — f(xx)
+(GTVh, (Gxp, X), z), — X)
= (Vf(xK) = Y 2k — X*) + (Wg — Vi, 2 — X7)
+ () = f(xi) + (GTVhy (Gxg, X), X" — xp)
< IV f(xk) = yil D+ [[wi — viell D+ f(x*) = f(xx)
+ (G Vhy, (Gxp, X),x* = xp) (128)
< |IVFxk) = yull D+ 7D + f(x*) = f(xx)
+(G"Vh,, (Gx, X),x* — xz) (129)

here (128) is obtained using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality the compactness assumption on C while the last

inequality comes from the use of Lemma [3
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Now using (IT0) in (T29) we obtain
(VE,, (xk), 2k —xk) < [|[Vf(xx) = yrll D+ 7D+ f(x*) = f(xx) + 1x(Gx")
— by, (Gxp, X) — %||A;k(cxk)\|2. (130)

Substituting the bounds obtained in (I30) and (I12) into (I03) and subtracting f(x*) from both sides, we obtain

L
Fy (ai41) = FO7) < (1= i) (Fuy (x0) = F(x) + o (L i uf> v
+ 0l Vf(xk) = yell D+ memD + % (1= mm) -1 = o) |7, (Gx) |12, (131)

here we used the fact that 1, (Gx*) = 0. Now, since we have assumed that p, > pp—1(1 — 7)), the last term in

(I3T) is non-positive and can be dropped, yielding
* * 7713 Lg 2
Fu (1) = F(x*) < (1= ng) (Fup_, (%) — F(X)) +o ( L+ ) D
+ eV f(xx) = yillD + ni7iD. (132)

Now, taking expectation on (I32), we have

* ’r] Lg
By (xur) = 6] < (1= m)E (B () = £0)] + 2 (142 D2
+ nkD\/E [11V£6ce) = yull*] +memD (133)
Substituting the result of Lemma [T] and that of the various parameters, we obtain
2 2TOD

B [Fu, (k1) — f(x7)] < (1 - m)E [Flue_, (xx) — F(x")] + [CESIEE

L 8D /302 +25L2%2D?2
Gf 2 | 304+ 25 (134)
k+1 k+1 k

Note that for this choice of parameters, M’k““ = /EL > Bl — 1y so the condition required for 27) is

satisfied. The bound on the right can therefore be 31mphﬁed as

E [Fl, (x41) — f(x7)] (135)
2 8 D 41L + Lapu-Y)YD? + 270D
< (1= B (B () = F)] + V3aD + U JD” 7+ 2m (136)

Finally, application of Lemma [6] yields the required result.
The bound on the optimality gap follows from (T33):
4(8v30D + (41L + Lgu;')D? + 279D)

E[f(x — f(x*) < 137
[f(&rt1)] = f(x7) < NG (137)
For constraint violation, following (IT9) and using (I37) we have
. 1 4(8v/30D + (41L + L Y)D? + 219D
~ IV EIDx (Goepi)) + 5 (BIDx(G)])? < WL Lape JD7H20D) (435

2k Vi
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which is a quadratic inequality in E [Dx(Gxg41)], and can be solved to yield the required result:

E[Dx(Gxp11)] < NG

1
< 7 (2uc [IA*]| + 11\/0cDpe + 19D/ Lpe + 3D/ Le + 4\/T0D> (139)

(b) Following the steps same as (126)-(133), we can obtain the following bound for MOST-FW

(20 N1+ (50530 Dy + (1L + LD+ 2mD) )

2
Fus(xn) = 7)< (1= )y () = ) + 507 (142

+ D HVFM (xk) — YkH + T D

n ((1 — ) (k-1 — i) — W%) ||)\;k(G(€k)Xk)H2~ (140)

2
Now, setting 7, and py such that (1 — ng)(pr—1 — pr) — nepr < 0, we get rid of last term of (T40). Taking full

expectation:

E[F), (xk41)] — F(X7) < (1= i) E[F, _, (x1)] — f(x*) + %DQ (L + LG)

+ e DV/EI[V By, (xi) — il + mmiD. (141)

c D

Substituting pg = (k+"1)1/4, T = (k+T1°)1/4, M = 751> and p < NS get

BIF )] - 7)< (1= ) Bl (e - )

2 La(k+1)3) 270D
L D ———
+ (k+1)2 ( * Pe (k +1)5/4
2D /96(o% + 12L2D2 + OL2,;2D2)
(k+1) ki
2 n *
< (1= ) Bl ol - 1)
—1\)2
N 860D + 2(35L + 31Lgu; ') D? + 270D (142)
k5/4
Finally, application of Lemma [f] yields the required results.
For constraint violation, following proof of Theorem [2b), we obtain the required bound as
E[Dx () (G(&)xk11)] (143)
< 2uc INI| - 18v/oDpe + 34D\/Lise + 32D+\/Lg + 619D
T (k+1)i (k+1)5 (k)=
2 (uc [IN|| + 9v/o D + 17D/Ly. + 16 D\/Lg + 3\/7'0D)
— k% .
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