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Abstract

We present and analyze several strategies for improving the performance of
stochastic variance-reduced gradient (SVRG) methods. We first show that the
convergence rate of these methods can be preserved under a decreasing sequence
of errors in the control variate, and use this to derive variants of SVRG that use
growing-batch strategies to reduce the number of gradient calculations required
in the early iterations. We further (i) show how to exploit support vectors to re-
duce the number of gradient computations in the later iterations, (ii) prove that the
commonly—used regularized SVRG iteration is justified and improves the conver-
gence rate, (iii) consider alternate mini-batch selection strategies, and (iv) consider
the generalization error of the method.

1 Introduction

We consider the problem of optimizing the average of a finite but large sum of smooth functions,

. 1 ¢
min f(x) = n;fz(x)- (1)
A huge proportion of the model-fitting procedures in machine learning can be mapped to this prob-
lem. This includes classic models like least squares and logistic regression but also includes more
advanced methods like conditional random fields and deep neural network models. In the high-
dimensional setting (large d), the traditional approaches for solving (I)) are: full gradient (FG) meth-
ods which have linear convergence rates but need to evaluate the gradient f; for all n examples on
every iteration, and stochastic gradient (SG) methods which make rapid initial progress as they only
use a single gradient on each iteration but ultimately have slower sublinear convergence rates.

Le Roux et al. [[1l] proposed the first general method, stochastic average gradient (SAG), that only
considers one training example on each iteration but still achieves a linear convergence rate. Other
methods have subsequently been shown to have this property [2, 3, 4], but these all require storing a
previous evaluation of the gradient f/ or the dual variables for each 7. For many objectives this only
requires O(n) space, but for general problems this requires O(np) space making them impractical.

Recently, several methods have been proposed with similar convergence rates to SAG but without the
memory requirements [} 16} [7, |8]]. They are known as mixed gradient, stochastic variance-reduced
gradient (SVRG), and semi-stochastic gradient methods (we will use SVRG). We give a canonical
SVRG algorithm in the next section, but the salient features of these methods are that they evaluate
two gradients on each iteration and occasionally must compute the gradient on all examples. SVRG



methods often dramatically outperform classic FG and SG methods, but these extra evaluations
mean that SVRG is slower than SG methods in the important early iterations. They also mean that
SVRG methods are typically slower than memory-based methods like SAG.

In this work we first show that SVRG is robust to inexact calculation of the full gradients it requires
(§3), provided the accuracy increases over time. We use this to explore growing-batch strategies that
require fewer gradient evaluations when far from the solution, and we propose a mixed SG/SVRG
method that may improve performance in the early iterations (§4). We next explore using support
vectors to reduce the number of gradients required when close to the solution (§3)), give a justification
for the regularized SVRG update that is commonly used in practice (§6)), consider alternative mini-
batch strategies (7)), and finally consider the generalization error of the method (§8).

2 Notation and SVRG Algorithm

SVRG assumes f is p-strongly convex, each f; is convex, and each gradient f/ is Lipschitz-
continuous with constant L. The method begins with an initial estimate 29, sets o = 2 and
then generates a sequence of iterates x; using

xy = a1 —n(fi, (1) = fi (2°) + p°), ()
where 7 is the positive step size, we set u* = f/(x*), and i, is chosen uniformly from {1,2,...,n}.
After every m steps, we set 25! = z, for arandom ¢t € {1,...,m}, and we reset t = 0 with
xo = 5L,

To analyze the convergence rate of SVRG, we will find it convenient to define the function
1 1
,b) = —— +2bn .
pla.b) 1—2na (m;m " 77)

as it appears repeatedly in our results. We will use p(a) to indicate the value of p(a, b) when a = b,
and we will simply use p for the special case when a = b = L. Johnson & Zhang [6] show that if n
and m are chosen such that 0 < p < 1, the algorithm achieves a linear convergence rate of the form

E[f(z™*) = f(2")] < pE[f(2*) = f(2")],
where z* is the optimal solution. This convergence rate is very fast for appropriate n and m. While
this result relies on constants we may not know in general, practical choices with good empirical
performance include setting m = n, n = 1/L, and using 25! = z,,, rather than a random iterate.

Unfortunately, the SVRG algorithm requires 2m + n gradient evaluations for every m iterations
of (), since updating z; requires two gradient evaluations and computing u* require n gradient
evaluations. We can reduce this to m + n if we store the gradients f/(x*), but this is not practical in
most applications. Thus, SVRG requires many more gradient evaluations than classic SG iterations
of memory-based methods like SAG.

3 SVRG with Error

We first give a result for the SVRG method where we assume that p® is equal to f'(x*®) up to
some error e®. This is in the spirit of the analysis of [9]], who analyze FG methods under similar
assumptions. We assume that ||z; — z*|| < Z for all ¢, which has been used in related work [10] and
is reasonable because of the coercity implied by strong-convexity.

Proposition 1. If u® = f/'(x°) + e® and we set ) and m so that p < 1, then the SVRG algorithm
with 2511 chosen randomly from {1, s, ..., Ty} satisfies

Elf(*) - (@) < pBLf(a*) — f(a")] + 22N nBer

1—2nL

We give the proof in Appendix A. This result implies that SVRG does not need a very accurate
approximation of f’(x*) in the crucial early iterations since the first term in the bound will dominate.
Further, this result implies that we can maintain the exact convergence rate of SVRG as long as the
errors e® decrease at an appropriate rate. For example, we obtain the same convergence rate provided
that max{E||e*||, E|[e*||*} < ~p° for any v > 0 and some j < p. Further, we still obtain a linear
convergence rate as long as ||e?|| converges to zero with a linear convergence rate.



Algorithm 1 Batching SVRG
Input: initial vector x°, update frequency m, learning rate 7.
for s =0,1,2,... do
Choose batch size | B

B* = | B*| elements sampled without replacement from {1,2,...,n}.
= % ZieBS i (z*)
zo=2°

fort=1,2,...,mdo
Randomly picki; € 1,...,n

/

xr = xe1 = 1(f;, (Be-1) — fi, (%) + p%) (*)
end for
option I: set z°t! = z,,
option II: set z°*! = x, for random ¢ € {1,...,m}
end for

3.1 Non-Uniform Sampling

Xiao & Zhang [[11] show that non-uniform sampling (NUS) improves the performance of SVRG.
They assume each f!is L;-Lipschitz continuous, and sample i; = 7 with probability L;/nL where
L= % Z?:l L;. The iteration is then changed to

o= aver = (U wren) = £ @+ )

1t

which maintains that the search direction is unbiased. In Appendix A, we show that if 1° is computed

with error for this algorithm and if we set 7 and m so that 0 < p(L) < 1, then we have a convergence
et Je*]) + mEllee]?

s . - N ZE|e?| + nE| e®

BL () = Ja)] < pDEL @) = f@")] + = g

which can be faster since the average L may be much smaller than the maximum value L.

3.2 SVRG with Batching

There are many ways we could allow an error in the calculation of ;° to speed up the algorithm. For
example, if evaluating each f/ involves solving an optimization problem, then we could solve this
optimization problem inexactly. For example, if we are fitting a graphical model with an iterative
approximate inference method, we can terminate the iterations early to save time.

When the f; are simple but n is large, a natural way to approximate ° is with a subset (or ‘batch’)
of training examples 3° (chosen without replacement),

s __ 1 ! S
pe= 5] Z fi(@®).

icBs

The batch size |3%| controls the error in the approximation, and we can drive the error to zero by
increasing it to n. Existing SVRG methods correspond to the special case where |B°| = n for all s.

Algorithm [T] gives pseudo-code for an SVRG implementation that uses this sub-sampling strategy.
If we assume that the sample variance of the norms of the gradients is bounded by S? for all 2%,

LS A - 1)) < 52
=1

then we have that [12, Chapter 2]
n — |B%|
Elle’]? < ——— 162
e < 2
So if we want E||e*||? < v/52%, where v > 0 is a constant for some 5 < 1, we need
nS?

B>
| I— 52+n7ﬁ2s

3)



Algorithm 2 Mixed SVRG and SG Method
Replace (*) in Algorithm 1 with the following lines:
if f;, € B° then
zr =21 = (f;, (Te—1) = fi, (27) + 1%
else

2 = w1 — nf;, (T4-1)
end if

If the batch size satisfies the above condition then

ZE|le* | +nElle* 1 < ZyAp° + myp®
< 2max{Z\/v,np}p",

and the convergence rate of SVRG is unchanged compared to using the full batch on all iterations.

The condition (3)) guarantees a linear convergence rate under any exponentially-increasing sequence
of batch sizes, the strategy suggested by [[L3] for classic SG methods. However, a tedious calculation
shows that (B) has an inflection point at s = log(S?/yn)/2log(1/p), corresponding to |B*| =
5. This was previously observed empirically [14, Figure 3], and occurs because we are sampling
without replacement. This transition means we don’t need to increase the batch size exponentially.

4 Mixed SG and SVRG Method

An approximate p° can drastically reduce the computational cost of the SVRG algorithm, but does
not affect the 2 in the 2m+n gradients required for m SVRG iterations. This factor of 2 is significant
in the early iterations, since this is when stochastic methods make the most progress and when we
typically see the largest reduction in the test error.

To reduce this factor, we can consider a mixed strategy: if i; is in the batch B* then perform an
SVRG iteration, but if 7; is not in the current batch then use a classic SG iteration. We illustrate this
modification in Algorithm [2} This modification allows the algorithm to take advantage of the rapid
initial progress of SG, since it predominantly uses SG iterations when far from the solution. Below
we give a convergence rate for this mixed strategy.

Proposition 2. Let i° = f/(x°)4€® and we set ny and m so that 0 < p(L,aL) < 1 with o = |B®|/n.
If we assume E|| f!(z)||? < o2 then Algorithm 2| has

ZE| e® Ele’|? + 22 (1 - a
Elf(r) = f(a")] < p(LaL)Elf () — f(o")] + T I B0 — o)
— 2L

We give the proof in Appendix B. The extra term depending on the variance o2 is typically the
bottleneck for SG methods. Classic SG methods require the step-size 7 to converge to zero because
of this term. However, the mixed SG/SVRG method can keep the fast progress from using a constant
7 since the term depending on o2 converges to zero as o converges to one. Since o < 1 implies that
p(L,aL) < p, this result implies that when [f(x*) — f(z*)] is large compared to e and o that the
mixed SG/SVRG method actually converges faster.

Sharing a single step size 1 between the SG and SVRG iterations in Proposition [2|is sub-optimal.
For example, if z is close to z* and |B°| &~ n, then the SG iteration might actually take us far
away from the minimizer. Thus, we may want to use a decreasing sequence of step sizes for the SG
iterations. In Appendix B, we show that using n = O*(/(n — |B|)/n|B|) for the SG iterations can

improve the dependence on the error e® and variance 2.

5 Using Support Vectors

Using a batch B° decreases the number of gradient evaluations required when SVRG is far from
the solution, but its benefit diminishes over time. However, for certain objectives we can further



Algorithm 3 Heuristic for skipping evaluations of f; at
if sk; = 0 then
compute f/(z).
if f!/(x) = 0 then

ps; = ps; + 1. {Update the number of consecutive times f/(x) was zero. }
sk; = 2max{0psi=2}  [Skip exponential number of future evaluations if it remains zero.}
else
ps; = 0. {This could be a support vector, do not skip it next time. }
end if
return f](x).
else
sk; = sk; — 1. {In this case, we skip the evaluation. }
return 0.
end if

reduce the number of gradient evaluations by identifying support vectors. For example, consider
minimizing the Huberized hinge loss (HSVM) with threshold € [15]],

L 0 if T >1+e¢,
min — E f(bla;rx)7 f(T): 1—7 ifT<1—6,
zeRI M (14e—7)> .

In terms of (I), we have f;(z) = f(b;al'z). The performance of this loss function is similar to
logistic regression and the hinge loss, but it has the appealing properties of both: it is differentiable
like logistic regression meaning we can apply methods like SVRG, but it has support vectors like the
hinge loss meaning that many examples will have f;(z*) = 0 and f/(z*) = 0. We can also construct
Huberized variants of many non-smooth losses for regression and multi-class classification.

If we knew the support vectors where f;(z*) > 0, we could solve the problem faster by ignoring
the non-support vectors. For example, if there are 100000 training examples but only 100 support
vectors in the optimal solution, we could solve the problem 1000 times faster. While we typically
don’t know the support vectors, in this section we outline a heuristic that gives large practical im-
provements by trying to identify them as the algorithm runs.

Our heuristic has two components. The first component is maintaining the list of non-support vectors
at z°. Specifically, we maintain a list of examples ¢ where f/(2®) = 0. When SVRG picks an
example i; that is part of this list, we know that f; (z°) = 0 and thus the iteration only needs
one gradient evaluation. This modification is not a heuristic, in that it still applies the exact SVRG
algorithm. However, at best it can only cut the runtime in half.

The heuristic part of our strategy is to skip f/(z®) or f/(z;) if our evaluation of f/ has been zero
more than two consecutive times (and skipping it an exponentially larger number of times each time
it remains zero). Specifically, for each example ¢ we maintain two variables, sk; (for ‘skip’) and ps;
(for ‘pass’). Whenever we need to evaluate f/ for some z° or x;, we run Algorithm [3| which may
skip the evaluation. This strategy can lead to huge computational savings in later iterations if there
are few support vectors, since many iterations will require no gradient evaluations.

Identifying support vectors to speed up computation has long been an important part of SVM solvers,
and is related to the classic shrinking heuristic [[16]]. While it has previously been explored in the con-
text of dual coordinate ascent methods [[17], this is the first work exploring it for linearly-convergent
stochastic gradient methods.

6 Regularized SVRG

We are often interested in the special case where problem (T)) has the decomposition

min f(2) = h(r) + > gi(e). @
i=1

r€R4



A common choice of & is a scaled 1-norm of the parameter vector, h(x) = A||z||;. This non-smooth
regularizer encourages sparsity in the parameter vector, and can be addressed with the proximal-
SVRG method of Xiao & Zhang [11]]. Alternately, if we want an explicit Z we could set & to the
indicator function for a 2-norm ball containing z*. In Appendix C, we give a variant of Proposition|[I]
that allows errors in the proximal-SVRG method for non-smooth/constrained settings like this.

Another common choice is the {>-regularizer, h(z) = %|z[|%. With this regularizer, the SVRG
updates can be equivalently written in the form
Tep1 =T — 1) (hl(xt> +gi, (ze) — g, (%) + '“s) ) ®)

where p° = % >, gi(x®). That is, they take an exact gradient step with respect to the regularizer
and an SVRG step with respect to the g; functions. When the g, are sparse, this form of the update
allows us to implement the iteration without needing full-vector operations. A related update is used
by Le Roux et al. to avoid full-vector operations in the SAG algorithm [} §4]. In Appendix C, we
prove the below convergence rate for this update.

Proposition 3. Consider instances of problem (1)) that can be wriiten in the form {@) where h' is

Ly,-Lipschitz continuous and each g is Lg-Lipschitz continuous, and assume that we set 1) and m
so that 0 < p(Ly,) < 1 with L,, = max{L, Ly }. Then the regularized SVRG iteration (3)) has

E[f (") = f(2")] < p(Lin)E[f (2*) — f(z")],

Since L,, < L, and strictly so in the case of ¢y-regularization, this result shows that for /-
regularized problems SVRG actually converges faster than the standard analysis would indicate (a
similar result appears in Kone¢ny et al. [[18]]). Further, this result gives a theoretical justification for

using the update (3) for other h functions where it is not equivalent to the original SVRG method.

7 Mini-Batching Strategies

Konecny et al. [[18] have also recently considered using batches of data within SVRG. They consider
using ‘mini-batches’ in the inner iteration (the update of x;) to decrease the variance of the method,
but still use full passes through the data to compute p°. This prior work is thus complimentary to
the current work (in practice, both strategies can be used to improve performance). In Appendix D
we show that sampling the inner mini-batch proportional to L; achieves a convergence rate of

E [f(z*™") = f(2")] < pmE[f(2®) = f(z")],
where M is the size of the mini-batch while
1 M -
=——|——+2Lny |,
PMT N oL (m/m - 77)
and we assume 0 < pjps < 1. This generalizes the standard rate of SVRG and improves on the result
of Konec¢ny et al. [[18] in the smooth case. This rate can be faster than the rate of the standard SVRG

method at the cost of a more expensive iteration, and may be clearly advantageous in settings where
parallel computation allows us to compute several gradients simultaneously.

The regularized SVRG form (3)) suggests an alternate mini-batch strategy for problem (I): consider
a mini-batch that contains a ‘fixed’ set B and a ‘random’ set B;. Without loss of generality, assume
that we sort the f; based on their L; values so that L; > Ly > --- > L,,. For the fixed By we will
always choose the M values with the largest L;, By = {f1, f2,..., fu, }. In contrast, we choose
the members of the random set B; by sampling from B, = {fas;41,..., fn} proportional to their
Lipschitz constants, p; = (Mfil/i, with L, = (1/M,) 377/, 1 Li- In Appendix D, we show the
following convergence rate for this strategy:
Proposition 4. Let g(x) = (1/n) Zig[sf] fi(x) and h(z) = (1/n) Zie[Bf] fi(x). If we replace
the SVRG update with
‘Z’T‘ s s
Tpp1 =Tg — 1) (h/(xt) + (1/M;) Z f(f“%) — fi@®) +¢'(= )> 5
i€By "
then the convergence rate is
E[f(z°™) — f(2")] < p(k, QE[F(z°) — f(z*)].
(nfﬂff)ir

where C = m [lndﬁ = max{%7 C}



If L, < nL /M and M < % with a = %, then we get a faster convergence rate than
SVRG with a mini-batch of size M. The scenario where this rate is slower than the existing mini-
batch SVRG strategy is when L1 < nL/M. But we could relax this assumption by dividing each
element of the fixed set B into two functions: 3 f; and (1 — 3) f;, where 5 = 1/M, then replacing
each function f; in By with 8f; and adding (1 — 3)f; to the random set B,. This result may be
relevant if we have access to a field-programmable gate array (FPGA) or graphical processing unit
(GPU) that can compute the gradient for a fixed subset of the examples very efficiently. However,
our experiments (Appendix F) indicate this strategy only gives marginal gains.

In Appendix F, we also consider constructing mini-batches by sampling proportional to f;(z*) or
[l £/(z®)||. These seemed to work as well as Lipschitz sampling on all but one of the datasets in our
experiments, and this strategy is appealing because we have access to these values while we may
not know the L; values. However, these strategies diverged on one of the datasets.

8 Learning efficiency

In this section we compare the performance of SVRG as a large-scale learning algorithm compared
to FG and SG methods. Following Bottou & Bousquet [19], we can formulate the generalization
error £ of a learning algorithm as the sum of three terms

&= gapp + gest + gopt

where the approximation error &,p, measures the effect of using a limited class of models, the es-
timation error &£ measures the effect of using a finite training set, and the optimization error gy
measures the effect of inexactly solving problem (I). Bottou & Bousquet [19] study asymptotic
performance of various algorithms for a fixed approximation error and under certain conditions on
the distribution of the data depending on parameters « or v. In Appendix E, we discuss how SVRG
can be analyzed in their framework. The table below includes SVRG among their results.

Algorithm  Time to reach £,y < € Time to reach £ = O(&,pp +€)  Previous with k ~ n
FG O (nrdlog (1)) 0 (& 10g” (1)) O (4 log’ (1))
SG O (222 0 (222 O (%2108 (1))

SVRG O ((n+wm)dlog (1)) O (Azlog” (1) +rdlog (1)) 0 (Hzlog” (1))

In this table, the condition number is x = L/u. In this setting, linearly-convergent stochastic
gradient methods can obtain better bounds for ill-conditioned problems, with a better dependence
on the dimension and without depending on the noise variance v.

9 Experimental Results

In this section, we present experimental results that evaluate our proposed variations on the
SVRG method. We focus on logistic regression classification: given a set of training data
(a1,b1)...(an,b,) where a; € R? and b; € {—1,+1}, the goal is to find the = € R? solving

A e 1L T
2 =Y T log(1 —b;al ),
aigeﬁlg;n 2II:L"II +"i§:1 og(1 + exp(—b;a; x))

We consider the datasets used by [1]], whose properties are listed in the supplementary material. As
in their work we add a bias variable, normalize dense features, and set the regularization parameter A
to 1/n. We used a step-size of @ = 1/L and we used m = |B°| which gave good performance across
methods and datasets. In our first experiment, we compared three variants of SVRG: the original
strategy that uses all n examples to form p® (Full), a growing batch strategy that sets |B*| = 2°
(Grow), and the mixed SG/SVRG described by Algorithm [2Junder this same choice (Mixed). While
a variety of practical batching methods have been proposed in the literature [[13| 20} 21]], we did not
find that any of these strategies consistently outperformed the doubling used by the simple Grow
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Figure 1: Comparison of training objective (left) and test error (right) on the spam dataset for the
logistic regression (top) and the HSVM (bottom) losses under different batch strategies for choosing
w® (Full, Grow, and Mixed) and whether we attempt to identify support vectors (SV).

strategy. Our second experiment focused on the 5-regularized HSVM on the same datasets, and we
compared the original SVRG algorithm with variants that try to identify the support vectors (SV).

We plot the experimental results for one run of the algorithms on one dataset in Figure [T} while
Appendix F reports results on the other 8 datasets over 10 different runs. In our results, the growing
batch strategy (Grow) always had better test error performance than using the full batch, while for
large datasets it also performed substantially better in terms of the training objective. In contrast,
the Mixed strategy sometimes helped performance and sometimes hurt performance. Utilizing sup-
port vectors often improved the training objective, often by large margins, but its effect on the test
objective was smaller.

10 Discussion

As SVRG is the only memory-free method among the new stochastic linearly-convergent methods,
it represents the natural method to use for a huge variety of machine learning problems. In this
work we show that the convergence rate of the SVRG algorithm can be preserved even under an
inexact approximation to the full gradient. We also showed that using mini-batches to approximate
1® gives a natural way to do this, explored the use of support vectors to further reduce the number of
gradient evaluations, gave an analysis of the regularized SVRG update, and considered several new
mini-batch strategies. Our theoretical and experimental results indicate that many of these simple
modifications should be considered in any practical implementation of SVRG.
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A Convergence Rate of SVRG with Error

We first give the proof of Proposition 1, which gives a convergence rate for SVRG with an error and
uniform sampling. We then turn to the case of non-uniform sampling.

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

We follow a similar argument to Johnson & Zhang [6], but propagating the error e® through the
analysis. We begin by deriving a simple bound on the variance of the sub-optimality of the gradients.

Lemma 1. For any z,

*leﬂ o) < 2L[f(2) — f(a")].

Proof. Because each f,i’ is L-Lipschitz continuous, we have [22, Theorem 2.1.5]

Fil@) 2 fily) + (@) =) + 527G — FLw)IP

Setting y = * and summing this inequality times (1/n) over all ¢ we obtain the result. O

In this section we’ll use Z to denote x*, e to denote ¢*, and we’ll use v, to denote the search direction
at iteration ¢,
ve = fi,(we—1) — f;,(Z) + i+ e
Note that E[v;] = f/(2;—1) + e and the next lemma bounds the variance of this value.
Lemma 2. In each iteration t of the inner loop,

Elvel® < AL[f(2e-1) = f(@")] + 4LIf(@) — f(2")] + 2]

Proof. By using the inequality ||z + y||* < 2[|z||* + 2||y||* and the property
E[fi,(2) - fi,(z")] = f'(2),

we have
Ellvel|* = E|lf}, (we—1) — f;,(Z) + fi +¢|®
< 2E| fi, (we—1) = f1, (@) + 2E||[f7, () — fi,(z*)] = f'(@) — e|®
= 2B f}, (we1) — fi, (") + 2B|[[f}, (&) — f,(«)] = Ef}, (&) — f,(a")] —e]?
=2E| fj,(we-1) — ’t(w*)ll2 +2E|[f, () — fi,(2")] = E[f}, (&) — fi, (")]|* + 2lle]®
—4E([f;,(2) = f;,(=")] = E[f;,(Z) - f;,(z")].€)
= 2B f}, (we—1) — fi, (x")* + 2B|[[f}, (&) — f,(a)] = Ef}, () — f, (@) + 2[|e]|,
If we now use that E[|| X — E[X ]|| 1< ]E||X ||2 for any random variable X, we obtain the result by
applying Lemmato bound ]E||f%(a:t 1) — fi, (@ *)||? and E||[f; ( )—let(x*)]Hz O

The following Lemma gives a bound on the distance to the optimal solution.
Lemma 3. In every iteration t of the inner loop,

Ellze — a** < [lwe—1 — 2”1 = 2n(1 = 2nL)[f (22-1) — f(a")]
+4L?[f(7) = f(@)] + 20(Z]lell + nlle]®).

Proof. We expand the expectation and bound E||v;||? using Lemmato obtain
Ellz, —2*|?
= llwer — 2*||* = 2 (2e-1 — 2 E[ma]) + n’Ewe®
= [lwey — 2*|* = 2 (ze-1 — 2", f'(21-1) + €) + 1 El|ve]|?
= llwe-1 = 2" |* = 2 (2e-1 — 2, f'(@e-1)) = 20 (2e-1 — 2", €) + 0’E|e]?
< lwer — a1 = 20 (we1 — 2%, €) = 20l (we1) — f(2")] + 2% |le]]?
+ AL [f (2-1) = f(@)] + 4L [f() — f(27)]



The inequality above follows from convexity of f. The result follows from applying Cauchy-
Schwartz to the linear term in e and that |z,_1 — z*|| < Z. O

To prove Proposition 1 from the main paper, we first sum the inequality in Lemma [3] for all ¢t =
1, ..., m and take the expectation with respect to the choice of z° to get

Ellzy —z*[|? < Ellzo — ™[ = 2n(1 — 2Ln)mE[f (z,-1) — f(z*)]
+AL*mE[f (%) — f(2*)] + 2mn(ZE| e|| + nElle]/?).
Re-arranging, and noting that o = Z,—1 and E [f(z:—1)] = E [f(«*®)], we have that

2n(1 = 2Ly)mE[f(zs) — f(z7)]
< E[[Zs-1 — "||* + ALp*mE[f (Z5-1) — f(2")] + 2mn(ZE[e* || + nE[le*™|?)
< %E[f(a?s—l) = f@)] +ALPmE[f (Zs-1) — f(2")] + 2mn(ZE| e|| + nE]e]?),

where the last inequality uses strong-convexity and that f'(z*) = 0. By dividing both sides by
2n(1 — 2Ln)m (which is positive due to the constraint < 1/2L implied by 0 < p < 1 and n > 0),
we get

E[f(zs) = f(z7)]

1 2Ln _ i}
<mu(1 “Lyy 1= 277L> Elf(@s—1) = f(=")] +

1
1—277L(

IN

ZEl|le*™| + nElle* ) -

A.2 Non-Uniform Sampling

If we sample 4; proportional to the individual Lipschitz constants L;, then we have the following
analogue of Lemmal[I]

Lemma 4. For any x,

EH%’[W ~ )]

Proof. Because each f/ is L;-Lipschitz continuous, we have [22] Theorem 2.1.5]

HORSHOI S

Setting y = x* and summing this inequality times (1/n) over all i we have

filz) = fily) + (fi(x), 2 —y) +

2

E‘Lf[f{( )= f(@") f_ZL v Fale) - O = S THO RSO
<3 g2 ) (S )
= 2L[f(x) - $(z")]

O

With this modified lemma, we can derive the convergence rate under this non-uniform sampling
scheme by following an identical sequence of steps but where each instance of L is replaced by L.

B Mixed SVRG and SG Method

We first give the proof of Proposition 2 in the paper, which analyzes a method that mixes SG and
SVRG updates using a constant step size. We then consider a variant where the SG and SVRG
updates use different step sizes.

10



B.1 Proof of Proposition 2
Recall that the SG update is
Ty = Tt—1 — 77f¢/t (1)
Using this in Lemma [3]and following a similar argument we have
Ellz, —2*||* < afflas—r — 2*[|? = 20(1 = 2nL)[f (we—1) — f(2*)] +4Ln?[f(Z) — f(z*)] + 20(Z el + nlle]|*)}
+ B{llwe—r = " + Bl £, (2e-1)|1* = 20 (@1 — @™, E[f, (2e-1)])}
< lwey — 2|1 = 20(1 = 2nL)[f (we—1) — f(z")] + @dLi?[f(Z) — f(2")] + a2n(Z]lel| +nllel*) + Bn*o?,

where the second inequality uses convexity of f and we have defined 5 = (1 — «). We now sum up
both sides and take the expectation with respect to the history,

El|zy — a*[|* < Ellzo — 2*(|* = 2n(1 — 2Ln)ymE[f (w,—1) — f(x*)]
+daLn*mE[f(Z) — f(z*)] + 2man(ZE|e|| + nE|l|?)
+ mpBn?o2.

By re-arranging the terms we get

2n(1 = 2Ln)mE[f (z;) — f(27)] < %E[f(i“s—l) = f(@")] + daL®mE[f (Ts-1) — f(z")]
+ 2man(ZE|e|| + nElle[|?) + mpn*o?,

and by dividing both sides by 27(1 — 2Ln)m we get the result.

B.2 Mixed SVRG and SG with Different Step Sizes

Consider a variant where we use a step size of 1 in the SVRG update and a step-size 7, in the SG
update (which will decrease as the iterations proceed). Analyzing the mixed algorithm in this setting
gives

Ellze —o** < afl|ze-1 — 27| = 29(1 = 20L) [f (1) — f(2")]
+ALP?[f(2*) = f(2")] + 2n(Z]le*|| +nlle* %)}
+ B{llwe—r — " + BN £, (e-) |1 = 205 (o1 — 2" B[f, (we-1)])}
=E [lze-1 — 2"[*] = 2an(1 = 2nL)[f(ze-1) — f(a")]
+daLn?[f(2°) = f(2")] + 2an(Z]|e*|| + nlle”|*)
+ BRENf, (we-1)|1* = 2815 (we1 — 27, f(we-1)])
< E[llee-1 — 2*[?] = {2am(1 = 2nL) + 280} [f (1-1) — f(z")]
+daLn?(f(2®) = f(@)] + 20m(Z]le*|| + nlle*||*) + pnio.

As before, we take the expectation for all £ and sum up these values, then rearranage and use strong-
convexity of f to get

2m{a77(1 - 277L) + ﬂns}[f(ms) - f(.’)S*)}

< {z + 4maLn2} @) — F(@)] + 2man(Z)e* | + nlle’]P) + mBro>.

If we now divide both side by 2m(an(1 — 2nL) + Bns), we get

E[f(zs) — f(z")]
< { 1 n 20 Ln?
= Lum(an(l —2nL) + Bns)  an(l —2nL) + f1;

amn . .
* an 2Dy + B, ZEN I+ (e +

b = fa)]
1
2(an(1 = 2nL) + Bns)

Bnzo’.

11



To improve the dependence on the error e® and variance o compared to the basic SVRG algorithm

with error e® (Proposition 1), we require that the terms depending on these values are smaller,

el S 5112
an —2nD) 1 B, ZEUe N+ 7B [lle*]])
1
" 2an(1 =20 + ) =

Let k = (1 —2nL) and ¢ = ZE [||e*[|] + nE [||e*||?], this requires

Bnjo* < (ZE[le*|I] +nE [lle*]|*]) -

on N Bn?
ank + Bns 2(amk + Bns)

Thus, it is sufficient that 7, satisfies

0% <

<
.

2¢
s < —.
s = o
Using the relationship between expected error and S2, while noting that S? < o2 and % <1,

a step size of the form n; = O*(y/(n — |B|)/n|B|) will improve the dependence on e® and o
compared to the dependence on e® in the pure SVRG method.

C Proximal and Regularized SVRG

In this section we consider objectives of the form

fx) = h(z) + g(x),
where g(z) = 13" | gi(z). We first consider the case where % is non-smooth and consider a
proximal-gradient variant of SVRG where there is an error in the calculation of the gradient (Algo-
rithm ). We then consider smooth functions i where we use a modified SVRG iteration,
zep1 =z — 1 (W (20) + g5, () — g, (2°) + 1)

where p° = g(z°).

C.1 Composite Case

Similar to the work of [[L1]], in this section we assume that f, g and h are -, fi4-, pu-Strongly convex
(respectively). As before, we assume each g; is convex and has an L-Lipschitz continuous gradient,
but i can potentially be non-smooth. The algorithm we propose here extends the algorithm of [[11]],
but adding an error term. In the algorithm we use the proximal operator which is defined by

o1
prox(y) = argmin { 2|z — y||* + h(z)}
h rERP

Below, we give a convergence rate for this algorithm with an error e®.

Proposition 5. If we have [i; = g’ (2®) + e® and set the step-size ) and number of inner iterations

m so that
1 4Lnp(m+1)

= 1
P mu(l —4nL)ny (1 —4nL)m e
then Algorithm[d has
* ~ * 1 s s
Bl (oss) — S(a°)) < pEU () — 1) + T (ZEI] + aEle |

where||z, — z*|| < Z

To prove Proposition 5] we use Lemma 1,2 and 3 from [L1]], which are unchanged when we allow
an error. Below we modify their Corollary 3 and then the proof of their main theorem.

Lemma 5. Consider v, = g;t (x¢-1) — g;t (Z) + ¢'(Z) + e. Then,
Ellve — g (we-1)|* < llel* +4L[f (we-1) — f(2*) + £(Z) — f(2")]

12



Algorithm 4 Batching Prox SVRG

Input: update frequency m and learning rate 1 and sample size increasing rate o
Initialize =
fors=1,2,3,... do

Choose batch size |B|

B = randomly choose |B| elements of {1,2,...,n}.
ﬂ:\%ﬂ > ien 9i(T)
LCOZi'

fort=1,2,...,mdo
Randomly picki; € 1,...,n

ve = g;, (xe-1) — g3, (%) + i1

Ty = pToxnh(xt,l - 77Vt) (*)
end for
setZ = L3 @y
end for

Proof.
Elv — g'(we-1)]?
= Ellg;, (1) — 9;, (&) + 9/ (2) + € = g/ ()|
= llell® + Ellg;, (x:-1) — ; (@) +9'(@) = ¢ (ze-1)|?
< llell® + Elg;, (ze-1) = g;, (@)
< |lell® +2E|g;, (ze-1) = g;, (2")I* + 2B g;(%) — g5, (")
Using Lemma 1 from [11] and bounding the two expectations gives the result. O

Now we turn to proving Proposition 5]

Proof. Following the proof of Theroem 1 in [[11], we have
e = 2™[* < laem1 — 2|2 = 20[f (we) — F(27)] = 20 (Ap, 2 — 27)
where A; = v — ¢’ (2¢—1) and E[A;] = e. Now to bound (A, z; — *), we define
= prowp(zi—1 — ng' (Te-1)),
and subsequently that
=20 (A, e — a*) < 27| A|* = 20 (A, 3 — 2¥)
Combining with the two previous inequalities we get
lwe = a*[|* < llwe—y — 2*||* = 20[f (ze) = f@)] + 20°[|A]|* = 20 (A, 20 — 27)..
If we take the expectation with respect to ¢; we have
< ey — 2™ 1* = 20E[f (z0) — f(2")] + 20°El| Al — 20 (EA, 7 — 27) .
Now by using the Lemma[5|and ||z, — z*|| < Z we have
Elze —2*||?
< lweer — 2™ 1* = 20E[f (ze) — £(2")] + 8P Lf (2-1) — f(2") + f(@) = f(2")] + 20*|le]|* + 2nlle]| Z.

The rest of the proof follows the argument of [[11], and is simlar to the previous proofs in this
appendix. We take the expectation and sum up values, using convexity to give

2n(1 = 4Ln)m[Ef(z*) — f(z")] < (% + 8L (m + 1))[f(Zs—1 — f(&")] +20%|le||* + 2n]e]|Z.

Elz; — 27|

By dividing both sides to 2n(1 — 4Ln)m, we get the result. O

13



C.2 Proof of Proposition 3

We now turn to the case where h is differentiable, and we use an iteration that incorporates the
gradient A’ (). Recall that for this result we assume that ¢’ is L,-Lipschitz continuous, i’ is Lp-
Lipschitz continuous, and we defined L,, = max{L,, Ly}. If we let vy = h'(x;) + gj, (1) —
g, (x®) + p°, then note that we have E [14] = f'(x;). Now as before we want to bound the expected
second moment of v,

E [llvell*] = E [II1 (xe) + gi, (2¢) — g5, (&%) + °|]?]

= E[|n(ze) + gi, (w) — g, (2°) + p° + B (27) + gj, (&%) = B (2") = g;, («7) + b (z®) = B

< 2||W () = B (2)|* + 2B [llgi, (ze) — g5, (™))
+2E [|| - gi, (%) + p* + B (27) + gf, (&%) + B (2%) = I (2*)|]?]

= 2|1/ () — b (2*)|1> + 2E [|| g}, (z¢) — g7, (z7)[|]
+2B[llg;, (2°) — p* = W' (27) — g, (27) — W' (z )+h’($s)+h’( ) +9' ()]
= 2||1/(we) — 1 (2)I* + 2E [llg;, (xe) — gi, ()] + 2E [|lg;, (=° — 9., (") +g
< 2|1 () — B (@) |* + 2B [llgi, (ze) — g5, (@)]?] + 2E [|lg7, (° gz,( 7]
Now using that [|’(2*) — '(z*)[|* > O and || f () — f(y)[I* < 2L[f(x) — f(y) —{(f'(w), = y)l,
E [llvel|*] < 2018/ (ze) — b’ (a")* + 2E [llgf, (2¢) — g7, (=7)II]
+2E [||gi, (%) — i, (2" }+2Hh'(x ) = I (z%)]?

< ALp[h(we) — h(a™) = (B (27), 2 — 7)) + 4Lg[g(xe) — g(a™) — (g’ ("), 2¢ — )]

(*)1I°]

(=)

+4Lp[h(2®) = h(z") = (W(2"), 2° — 27)] + 4Lg[9(2") — g(2™) — (¢ (27), 2" — 27)]

< ALp[f(z4) — f(2")] + 4Ly [f () — f(27)]
From this point, we follow the standard SVRG argument to obtain

Bl (e — 1) £ (o o+ gt ) e = f(o)L

D Mini-Batch

We first give an analysis of SVRG where mini-batches are selected by sampling propotional to the
Lipschitz constants of the gradients. We then consider the mixed deterministic/random sampling
scheme described in the main paper.

D.1 SVRG with Mini-batch

Here we consider using a ‘mini-batch’ of examples in the inner SVRG loop. We use M to denote
the batch size, and we assume that the elements of the mini-batch are sampled with a probability of
p; = L;/nL. This gives a search direction and inner iteration of:

s 1

3 nipiu;(xt)—f;(ﬁ)) ,

Tt4+1 = Tt — NVt
Observe that E [v¢] = f/(x+), and since each f; is L;-smooth we still have that

I @) = Fi)I? < Li (fie) = fily) = (Fi@w),x = y) -

It follows from the definition of p; that

i) = £i)

2
] =2 @) - LW
<2L(f(2) = fly) = {f' W),z =),

14



which we use to bound E [ ||, ||?] as before,

E [lve]?] = E

=E
| |
+£2iEU<;Jﬂ@ﬂ—ﬁ@w—uﬁ
] 7

si%%]ﬁM(l(ﬂwa—ﬂ@ﬂo
(o (10 = i)

np;
np;

(oo (a0 - 217

T

2
e 4EU

It subsequently follows that

M 2Ln
mu(M —2nL)y ~ M —2nL

EU@”Uﬂﬁﬂ§<

D.2  Proof of Proposition 4

We now consider the case where we have g(x) = (1/n) Zig[Bf] fi(z) and h(z) =
(1/n) Zie[Bf] fi(z) for some batch By. We assume that we sample 1, elements of g with proba-

bility of p; = and that we use:

L; _
(H—Mf)LT

1
M. |.

ve = g'(2°) + B’ (z) +

—_
—~
h
&
I
e
&)
[
=

1
M,

= p° o+ W () +

> 1} (fi(we) — f{(fvs))] — W' (x*),

i€ M,

Tt41 = Ty — N,



where as usual p® = 237" | f/(2%) = ¢/(2%) + K/ (2*). Note that E [v;] = f(x;). We first bound
E [[lve]l?].

E [l]?] = E {

1t _|_h/(([t) +1/M, [Z

ieM,

= E[l|p* + 1(z0) = K (2*) + 1/M, [ 2

i€ M,

M| Y () - fé(w*))] () + K@)
ieM, Tt
2
<2m? Y [ fllan) - )P +2/02 3B H L (flla) — fi(a) ]
i€By i€B, "Pi
Fixed part Random part

R @)~ W (@) -

1M, [Z — (fl(a) - fl(a")

np;
ient, P

where the inequality uses |la + b||* < 2||al|? + 2||b]|>. Now we bound each of the above terms
separately,

2/n Y | fi(w) = fi@)I? <2/n Y 2Li(filw) — file™) = {fi(a"), 20 — 2¥))

i€By i€By
<ALy/n(h(ze) — h(z®) — (B ("), 2 — 27))

2/ M2 ZE[H ! (f{(xof;(x*))ﬂ

icB, np;
<2/MPY 1/ 1 pill i) - @)
i€B, ¢ By
<2/M2Y 1/n* Y (n— My)Ly (fi(wr) — fi(z™) = (f](z"), 20 — 27))
i€B, j¢B;s
4(n — Mf)f/

= Wr(g(mt) — g(z*) — (¢ (z"), 2 — 27)).

Finally for the last term we have,

R @)~ W (") -

=g/ (e) =g/ (")

1 1 / s / *
2E{ - [ZM (f1() = L))

T

7

2
<z [ o > (i) = ) ]
< M= 20 (g(0%) — gla) — {5/ @), = )

where the first inequality uses variance inequality (E[|X — EX > < E[/X|?) and the second one

comes from Lemma Since h is convex we can add % (h(x®)—h(z*)—(h'(x*), 2 — x*))
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to the right side of the above term, giving
2

1 1 / S ! * / s / * s
2% || o [an (fila®) — fia™) | +H(a*) — Wi(z") —p
< M= MpLepsy — pamy).

- nM.,

Now following the proof technique we used several times, we can show that:

B [0 = 16)] < (g + o ) ELG) — 1)

n—My)L,

Where C = ((M—Mf)n and R = max{%v C}

E Learning efficiency

In this section we closely follow Bottou and Bousquet [[19} 23]] to discuss the performance of SVRG,
and other linearly-convergent stochastic methods, as learning algorithms. In the typical supervised
learning setting, we are giving n independently drawn input-output pairs (x;, y;) from some distri-
bution P(z,y) and we seek to minimize the empirical risk,

Fa(f) = = 32 (7). w0) = Ealt(f(@), )
=1

where ¢ is our loss function. However, in machine learning this is typically just a surrogate for the
objective we are ultimately interested in. In particular, we typically want to minimize the expected
risk,

E(f) = / 0(f (), 9)dP(x.y) = E[E(f (2).9)),

which tells us how well we do on test data from the same distribution. We use f* to denote the
minimizer of the expected risk,

£ (@) = argmin E[(3,y) | .

which is the best that a learner can hope to achieve.

Consider a family JF of possible functions that we use to predict y; from ;. We write the minimizer
of the expected risk over this restricted set as fr,

f3 = argmin E(),
feF

while we denote the empirical risk minimizer within this family as f,,,

fn = argmin En(f)
feF

But, since we are applying a numerical optimizer we only assume that we find a p-optimal minimizer
of the empirical risk f,,,

E’VL(.]Z:TL) < En(fn) J’_ p7

In this setting, Bottou & Bousquet consider writing the sub-optimality of the approximate empirical
risk minimizer f,, compared to the minimizer of the expected risk f* as

€ =E[E(f.) - E(f")]

=E[E(fF) — BE(f")] +E[E(f.) — E(/F)]+EE(fa) — B(fa)], ©)
Eapp Eest Eopt

where the expectation is taken with respect to the output of the algorithm and with respect to the
training examples that we sample. This decomposition shows how three intuitive terms affect the
sub-optimality:
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1. Eqpp is the approximation error: it measures the effect of restricting attention to the function
class F.

2. & is the estimation error: it measures the effect of only using a finite number of samples.

3. Eopt is the optimization error: it measures the effect of inexactly solving the optimization
problem.

While choosing the family of possible approximating functions JF is an interesting and important
issue, for the remainder of this section we will assume that we are given a fixed family. In particular,
Bottou & Bousquet’s assumption is that F is linearly-parameterized by a vector w € R?, and that
all quantities are bounded (z;, y;, and w). This means that the approximation error &, is fixed so
we can only focus on the trade-off between the estimation error £ and the optimization error Eypy.

All other sections of this work focus on the case of finite datasets where we can afford to do several
passes through the data (small-scale learning problems in the language of Bottou & Bousquet). In
this setting, & is fixed so all we can do to minimize £ is drive the optimization error p as small
as possible. In this section we consider the case where we do not have enough time to process
all available examples, or we have an infinite number of possible examples (large-scale learning
problems in the language of Bottou & Bousquet). In this setting, the time restriction means we need
to make a trade-off between the optimization error and the estimation error: should we increase n
in order to decrease the estimation error g or should we revisit examples to try to more quickly
decrease the optimization error &, while keeping the estimation error fixed?

Bottou & Bousquet discuss how under various assumptions we have the variance condition

VfeF E [(Z(f(X),Y) - g(f;(X)’Y))z} < o (BUf) - BUE)

and how this implies the bound

d n\“

To make the second and third terms comparable, we can take p = (% log %)a. Then to achieve an
accuracy of O(&pp + €) it is sufficient to take n = O (61% log(1/€)) samples:

d n\“
E=0 <5app + (n log d) + p)
d

= O(Epp + €).

The results presented in the main paper follow from noting that (i) the iteration cost of SVRG is O(d)
and (ii) that the number of iterations for SVRG to reach an accuracy of p is O((n + «) log(1/p)).

F Additional Experimental Results

We list properties of the dataset considered in the experiments in Table[T] In Figures 1-4, we plot the
performance on the various datasets in terms of both the training objective and test error, showing
the maximum/mean/minimum performance across 10 random trials. In these plots, we see a clear
advantage for the Grow strategy on the largest datasets (bottom row), but less of an advantage or no
advantage on the smaller datasets. The advantage of using support vectors seemed less dependent
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Data set Data Points | Variables | Reference
quantum 50 000 78 [24]
protein 145 751 74 [124]
sido 12 678 4932 [25]
revl 20242 47 236 [26]
covertype 581 012 54 [27]
news 19996 | 1355191 [28]]
spam 92 189 823 470 [29.130]
revl Full 697 641 47 236 [26]
alpha 500 000 500 | Synthetic

Table 1: Binary data sets used in the experiments.

on the data size, as it helped in some small datasets as well as some large datasets, while in some
small/large datasets it did not make a big difference.

In Figures 5-6, we give the result of experiments comparing different mini-batch selection strategies.
In particular, we consider mini-batch SVRG with a batch size of 16 and compare the following
methods: uniform sampling of the mini-batch (Uniform), sampling proportional to the Lipschitz
constants (Lipschitz), and a third strategy based on Proposition 4 in the main paper (Lipschitz+). On
each iteration, the Lipschitz+ strategy constructs the mini-batch using the 100 examples with the
largest Lipschitz constants (the ‘fixed’ set) in addition to 16 examples sampled according to their
Lipschitz constants from among the remaining examples. We assume that the fixed set is computed
“for free’ by calculating these gradients on a GPU or FPGA. In these experiments, there was often no
difference between the various methods because the rows of the data were normalized. For the two
Lipschitz sampling strategies, we used a step size of 1/L. In some cases, the new sampling scheme
may have given a small improvement, but in general the theoretical advantage of this method was
not reflected in our experiments.

In Figure 7-8, we repeat the mini-batch experiment but include two additional method: sampling
example 4 proportional to f;(x*) (Function) and sampling ¢ proportional to || f/(x*)|| (Gradient).
For these strategies we used a step size of 1/L, and on eight of the nine datasets we were surprised
that these strategies had similar performance to the Lipschitz sampling strategy (even though they
do not have access to the L;). However, both of these strategies had strange behaviour on one of
the datasets. On the covertype dataset, the Function method seemed to diverge in terms of training
objective and test error while the Gradient seemed to converge to a sub-optimal solution in terms of
training objective but achieved close to the optimal test error.
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Figure 2: Comparison of training objective of logistic regression for different datasets. The top row
gives results on the quantum (left), protein (center) and sido (right) datasets. The middle row gives
results on the rcvi 1 (left), covertype (center) and news (right) datasets. The bottom row gives results
on the spam (left), rcviFull (center), and alpha (right) datasets.
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Figure 3: Comparison of test error of logistic regression for different datasets. The top row gives
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Figure 7: Comparison of test error of logistic regression with different mini-batch strategies. The
top row gives results on the quantum (left), protein (center) and sido (right) datasets. The middle
row gives results on the rcevil (left), covertype (center) and news (right) datasets. The bottom row
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25



Effective Passes

Effective Passes

Effective Passes

1004 I 1004 I 1004 I
== ni f ornj == Uni f or n} == ni f or n}
E Li pschi £ Li pschi " E Li pschi
£ :uncnan'_ E Function| E Funct i on
= 1024 Gadieft. = -1 Gadient | = G adi en}
510 510 5
H 3 H
2 2 H
E E E
01077 [ 102 o107 r
¢ 2 $
8 g g )
8 10° - 8103 58
10° T T T T 10" T T T T 10° T T T
0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25 0 10 15 20 25
Effective Passes Effective Passes Effective Passes
1004 | I I 1004 I | I 100 4 I | I
Uni fornp Uni f or np 'Uni f or nj
£ Li pschi £ Li pschi E Li pschi
g Fanctich| 2 funetioh] Funct o
z @ adi en} Z 102 Gadienf | = @ adi en}
g & s
91077 « » 101
3 2 E
2 2 2
£ E ., £
o o 1077 [ o
g H g
& 102 8 8102
8 810° 5 8
10° T T T T 10 T T T T 10°° T T T
0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25 0 10 15 20 25
Effective Passes Effective Passes Effective Passes
10° 4 I I I 1004 N I 104 I I I
Uni for £ Wni for Uni for
£ Li pschi Lipschitd E Li pschi
H Functioh| E Function| E Functi o
= -1 Gadienf | = -1 Gadienf | = G adi en|
10
& & &
» 9 »
2 E 21027
€ E £
0 1077 o 1027 °
¢ B H
8 g g
8103 8107 8
107
10 T T T T T 104 T T T T T T T T 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25 0 10 15 20 25
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Figure 9: Comparison of test error of logistic regression with different mini-batch strategies. The
top row gives results on the quantum (left), protein (center) and sido (right) datasets. The middle
row gives results on the rcvii (left), covertype (center) and news (right) datasets. The bottom row
gives results on the spam (left), rcviFull (center), and alpha (right) datasets.
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