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ABSTRACT

In this paper we consider finite sum composite convex optimization problems with
many functional constraints. The objective function is expressed as a finite sum of
two terms, one of which admits easy computation of (sub)gradients while the other
is amenable to proximal evaluations. We assume a generalized bounded gradient
condition on the objective which allows us to simultaneously tackle both smooth
and nonsmooth problems. We also consider the cases of both with and without a
strong convexity property. Further, we assume that each constraint set is given as
the level set of a convex but not necessarily differentiable function. We reformulate
the constrained finite sum problem into a stochastic optimization problem for which
the stochastic subgradient projection method from [17] specializes to a collection of
mini-batch variants, with different mini-batch sizes for the objective function and
functional constraints, respectively. More specifically, at each iteration, our algo-
rithm takes a mini-batch stochastic proximal subgradient step aimed at minimizing
the objective function and then a subsequent mini-batch subgradient projection step
minimizing the feasibility violation. By specializing different mini-batching strate-
gies, we derive exact expressions for the stepsizes as a function of the mini-batch
size and in some cases we also derive insightful stepsize-switching rules which de-
scribe when one should switch from a constant to a decreasing stepsize regime. We
also prove sublinear convergence rates for the mini-batch subgradient projection
algorithm which depend explicitly on the mini-batch sizes and on the properties
of the objective function. Numerical results also show a better performance of our
mini-batch scheme over its single-batch counterpart.

KEYWORDS

Finite sum convex optimization, functional constraints, stochastic subgradient
method, mini-batching, convergence rates.

1. Introduction

In this work we consider the following composite convex optimization problem with
many functional constraints:
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F ∗ = minx∈Y⊆Rn F (x)
(

:= 1
N

∑N
i=1(fi(x) + gi(x))

)

subject to hj(x) ≤ 0 ∀j = 1 : m,
(1)

where fi, gi and hj are proper lower semi-continuous convex functions, Y is a simple
closed convex set and the number of sum-additive objective function components, N ,
and/or the number of constraints, m, are assumed to be large. Hence, we separate
the feasible set in two parts: one set, Y, admits easy projections and the other
part is not easy for projection as it is described by the level sets of some convex
functions hj ’s. This model is very general and covers many practical optimization
applications, including machine learning and statistics [2,34], distributed control [16],
signal processing [18,33], operations research and finance [28]. It can be remarked that
more commonly, one sees a single g representing the regularizer on the parameters.
However, we are interested in the more general problem as there are also applications
where one encounters more g’s, such as e.g., in Lasso problems with mixed ℓ1 − ℓ2
regularizers, and in the case of regularizers with overlapping groups [11]. Multiple
functional constraints can arise from multistage stochastic programming with equity
constraints [36], robust classification [2], and fairness constraints in machine learn-
ing [37]. In the aforementioned applications the corresponding problems are becoming
increasingly large in terms of both the number of variables and the size of training
data. The use of regularizers and constraints in a composite objective structure
make proximal gradient methods particularly natural for these classes of problems,
see, e.g. [18,31]. Moreover, when the composite objective function is expressed as
a large finite sum of functions, then by computational practical necessity, we may
have access only to stochastic estimates via samples of the (sub)gradients, proximal
operators or projections. In this setting, the most popular stochastic methods are
the stochastic gradient descent (SGD) [8,18,19,30] and the stochastic proximal point
(SPP) algorithms [15,18,22,26,31]. However, in practice it has been noticed that these
stochastic methods converge slowly. To improve the convergence speed, one can use
techniques such as mini-batching [1,3,21,23,29,32], averaging [22,25,35] or variance
reduction strategies [7,12,14]. In this work we consider a versatile mini-batching
framework for a stochastic subgradient projection method for solving the constrained
finite sum problem (1), and demonstrate, theoretically and experimentally, its
favorable convergence properties.

The papers most related to our work are [17,21,29]. However, the optimization
problem, the algorithm and consequently the convergence analysis are different from
the present paper. In particular, [21] considers the optimization problem (1) with
a single nonsmooth convex function f and gi ≡ 0 for all i = 1 : N . Additionally,
the objective function f is assumed to be strongly convex. Under this setting, [21]
proposes a stochastic subgradient scheme with mini-batch for constraints and derives
a sublinear convergence rate for it, whose proof heavily relies on the strong convexity
property of f , bounded subgradients of f assumption, and uniqueness of the optimal
solution. In this work, these conditions do not hold anymore as we consider more
general assumptions (i.e., smooth/nonsmooth functions fi’s, objective function F is
convex or satisfies a strong convexity condition) and a more general optimization
problem (i.e., finite sum composite objective). Moreover, our mini-batch subgradient
method differs from the one in [21]: we consider mini-batching to handle both the
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objective function and the constraints, while [21] considers only mini-batching for
constraints; moreover, the data selection rules used to form the mini-batches are also
different in these two papers. Due to these distinctions, our convergence analysis
and rates are not the same as the ones in [21]. In [29] an unconstrained finite sum
problem is considered, i.e., in problem (1) gi ≡ 0 for all i = 1 : N , and hj ≡ 0 for all
j = 1 : m, and reformulated as a stochastic optimization problem. This reformulation
is then solved using SGD. In this paper we extend the stochastic reformulation from
[29] to the finite sum composite objective function in (1) and add a new stochastic
reformulation for the constraints. Then, we use the stochastic subgradient projection
method from [17] to solve the reformulated problem, leading to an array of mini-batch
variants depending on the data selection rule used to form mini-batches. This is the
first time such an analysis is performed on the general problem (1), and most of our
mini-batch variants of the stochastic subgradient projection method are new.

Contributions. In this paper we propose mini-batch variants of stochastic subgradi-
ent projection algorithm for solving the constrained finite sum composite convex prob-
lem (1). The main advantage of our formulation is that the theoretical convergence
guarantees of the corresponding numerical scheme only require very basic properties of
our problem functions (convexity, bounded gradient type conditions) and access only
to stochastic (sub)gradients and proximal operators. The main contributions are:

Stochastic reformulation: we propose an equivalent stochastic reformulation for the
finite sum composite objective function and for the constraints of problem (1) using
arbitrary sampling rules. We also extend the assumptions considered for the origi-
nal problem to the new stochastic reformulation and derive explicit bounds for the
corresponding constants appearing in the assumptions, which depend on the random
variables that define the stochastic problem. By specializing our bounds to different
mini-batching strategies, such as partition sampling and nice sampling, we derive exact
expressions for these constants.

Convergence rates: the stochastic problem is then solved with the stochastic subgra-
dient projection method from [17], which specializes to a range of possible mini-batch
schemes with different batch sizes for the objective function and functional constraints.
Based on the constants defining the assumptions, we derive exact expressions for the
stepsize as a function of the mini-batch size. Moreover, when the objective function
satisfies a strong convexity condition we also derive informative stepsize-switching
rules which describe when one should switch from a constant to a decreasing stepsize
regime. At each iteration, the algorithm takes a mini-batch stochastic proximal
subgradient step aimed at minimizing the objective function, followed by a feasibility
step for minimizing the feasibility violation of the observed mini-batch of random
constraints. We prove sublinear convergence rates for a weighted averages of the
iterates in terms of expected distance to the constraint set, as well as for expected
optimality of the function values/distance to the optimal set. Our rates depend
explicitly on the mini-batch sizes and on the properties of the problem functions. This
work is the first analysis of a mini-batch stochastic subgradient projection method
on the general problem (1), and most of our mini-batch variants were never explicitly
considered in the literature before.

Content. In Section 2 we introduce some basic notation and present the main as-
sumptions. In Section 3 we provide a stochastic reformulation for the original problem,
present several sampling strategies and derive some relevant bounds. In Section 4 we
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present a mini-batch stochastic subgradient projection algorithm and analyze its con-
vergence. Finally, in Section 5, the performance on numerical simulations is presented,
providing support for the effectiveness of our method.

2. Notations and assumptions

For the finite sum problem (1) we assume that Y is a simple convex set, i.e., it is easy
to evaluate the projection onto Y. Moreover, we assume that the effective domains of
the functions fi, gi and hj contain the interior of Y. Additionally, all the functions
gi have the common domain, dom g. We make no assumptions on the differentiability
of fi and use, with some abuse of notation, the same expression for the gradient or
the subgradient of fi at x, that is ∇fi(x) ∈ ∂fi(x), where the subdifferential ∂fi(x) is
either a singleton or a nonempty set for any i = 1 : N . Similarly for gi’s. Throughout
the paper, the subgradient of h(x, ξ) w.r.t. x, ∇xh(x, ξ), is denoted simply by ∇h(x, ξ).
Let us denote Fi(x) = fi(x) + gi(x). Assuming gi’s are convex functions, then from
basic calculus rules we have ∇Fi(x) = ∇fi(x) +∇gi(x). Further, for a given x ∈ R

N ,
‖x‖ denotes its Euclidean norm and (x)+ = max{0, x}. The feasible set of (1) is
denoted by:

X = {x ∈ Y : hj(x) ≤ 0 ∀j = 1 : m} .

We assume the optimal value F ∗ > −∞ and X ∗ 6= φ denotes the optimal set, i.e.:

F ∗ = min
x∈X

F (x) :=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

Fi(x), X ∗ = {x ∈ X | F (x) = F ∗}.

For any x ∈ R
n we denote its projection onto the optimal set X ∗ by x̄, that is:

x̄ = ΠX ∗(x).

We consider additionally the following assumptions. First, we assume that the objec-
tive function satisfies some bounded gradient condition.

Assumption 2.1. The (sub)gradients of F satisfy the following bounded gradient
condition: there exist nonnegative constants L ≥ 0 and B ≥ 0 such that:

B2 + L(F (x)− F ∗) ≥ 1

N

N
∑

i=1

‖∇Fi(x)‖2 ∀x ∈ Y. (2)

To the best of our knowledge this assumption was first introduced in [18] and further
studied in [17,29]. We present two examples of functions satisfying this assumption
below (see [17] for proofs).

Example 1 [Non-smooth (Lipschitz) functions satisfy Assumption 2.1]: Assume that
the convex functions fi and gi have bounded (sub)gradients:

‖∇fi(x)‖ ≤ Bfi and ‖∇gi(x)‖ ≤ Bgi ∀x ∈ Y.
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Then, Assumption 2.1 holds with L = 0 and B2 = 2
N

∑N
i=1(B

2
fi
+B2

gi).

Example 2 [Smooth (Lipschitz gradient) functions satisfy Assumption 2.1]: Condi-
tion (2) contains the class of convex functions formed as a sum of two convex terms,
one having Lipschitz continuous gradients with constants Lfi ’s and the other having
bounded subgradients over bounded set Y with constant Bg. Then, Assumption 2.1
holds with (here D denotes the diameter of Y):

L = 4 max
i=1:N

Lfi and B2=
4

N

N
∑

i=1

B2
g+4 max

x̄∈X ∗

(

1

N

N
∑

i=1

‖∇fi(x̄)‖2 +D max
i=1:N

Lfi‖∇F (x̄)‖
)

.

In our analysis below we also assume F to satisfy a (strong) convexity condition:

Assumption 2.2. The function F satisfies a (strong) convex condition on Y, i.e.,
there exists non-negative constant µ ≥ 0 such that:

F (y) ≥ F (x) + 〈∇F (x), y − x〉+ µ

2
‖y − x‖2 ∀x, y ∈ Y. (3)

Note that when µ = 0 relation (3) states that F is convex on Y. Additionally, we
assume the following bound for the functional constraints:

Assumption 2.3. The functional constraints hj have bounded subgradients on Y, i.e.,
there exists Bj > 0 such that:

‖∇hj(x)‖ ≤ Bj ∀∇hj(x) ∈ ∂hj(x), x ∈ Y , j = 1 : m. (4)

Note that this assumption implies that the functional constraints hj are Lipschitz
continuous. Additionally, we assume a Hölderian growth condition for the constraints.

Assumption 2.4. The functional constraints satisfy additionally the following
Hölderian growth condition for some constants c̄ > 0 and q ≥ 1:

dist2q(y,X ) ≤ c̄

(

max
j=1:m

(hj(y))

)2

+

∀y ∈ Y . (5)

Note that this assumption has been used in [32] in the context of convex feasibility
problems and in [17] for q = 1 in the context of stochastic optimization problems. It
holds e.g., when the feasible set X has an interior point, see e.g. [13], or when the
feasible set is polyhedral. However, Assumption 2.4 holds for more general sets, e.g.,
when a strengthened Slater condition holds for the collection of functional constraints,
such as the generalized Robinson condition, as detailed in [13] Corollary 3.

3. Stochastic reformulation

In this section we reformulate the deterministic problem (1) into a stochastic one
wherein the objective function is expressed in the form of an expectation. We analyze
its main properties and then use the machinery of stochastic sampling to devise efficient
mini-batch schemes. For this we use an arbitrary sampling paradigm. More precisely,
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let (Ω1,F1,P1) be a finite probability space with Ω1 = {1, ..., N} and a random vector
ζ ∈ R

N drawn from some probability distribution P1 having the property E[ζ i] =
1 for all i = 1 : N . Then, let us define the following functions:

f(x, ζ) =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

ζ ifi(x) and g(x, ζ) =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

ζ igi(x). (6)

Note that if fi and gi, with i = 1 : N , are convex functions and ζi ≥ 0, then f(·, ζ) and
g(·, ζ) are also convex functions. Also consider a probability space (Ω2,F2,P2), with
Ω2 = {1, ...,m} and a random vector ξ ∈ R

m drawn from some probability distribution
P2 having the property E[ξj ] > 0 and 0 ≤ ξj ≤ ξ̄, for all j = 1 : m and some ξ̄ < ∞.
Then, let us define the functional constraints:

h(x, ξ) = max
j=1:m

(ξjhj(x)). (7)

Since ξj ≥ 0, then h(·, ξ) is a convex function provided that hj , with j = 1 : m,
are convex functions. Then, we can define a stochastic reformulation of the original
optimization problem (1):

F ∗ = min
x∈Y⊆Rn

E[f(x, ζ) + g(x, ζ)]

subject to h(x, ξ) ≤ 0 ∀ξ ∈ F2.
(8)

Note that F (x, ζ) = f(x, ζ)+g(x, ζ) and ∇F (x, ζ) = ∇f(x, ζ)+∇g(x, ζ) are unbiased
estimators of F (x) and ∇F (x), respectively. Indeed:

E[∇F (x, ζ)]
(6)
=

1

N

N
∑

i=1

E[ζ i](∇fi(x) +∇gi(x))
E[ζi]=1
= ∇F (x).

In the following lemma we prove that under some basic conditions on the random
vectors, the deterministic problem (1) is equivalent to the stochastic problem (8).

Lemma 3.1. Let the random vectors ζ and ξ satisfy E[ζ i] = 1 for all i = 1 : N and
ξ ≥ 0, with E[ξj ] > 0 for all j = 1 : m. Then, the the deterministic problem (1) is
equivalent to stochastic problem (8).

Proof. For the objective function in problem (8), we have:

E[f(x, ζ) + g(x, ζ)] = E

[

1

N

N
∑

i=1

ζ i(fi(x) + gi(x))

]

=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

E[ζ i](fi(x) + gi(x)) =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

(fi(x) + gi(x))

= F (x).

For the functional constraints, if x is feasible for the stochastic problem (8), i.e.
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h(x, ξ) ≤ 0, then we have:

h(x, ξ) = max
j=1:m

(ξjhj(x)) ≤ 0 =⇒ ξjhj(x) ≤ 0 ∀j = 1 : m.

Taking expectation on both sides, we get:

E[ξjhj(x)] ≤ 0
E[ξj]>0
=⇒ hj(x) ≤ 0 ∀j = 1 : m,

x is feasible for the original problem (1). On the other hand, if hj(x) ≤ 0, for all
j = 1 : m, then using ξj ≥ 0, we get:

ξjhj(x) ≤ 0 =⇒ max
j=1:m

(ξjhj(x)) ≤ 0 =⇒ h(x, ξ) ≤ 0.

This concludes our proof.

3.1. Properties of stochastic problem

In this section we prove that the assumptions valid for the original problem (1) can
be extended to the stochastic reformulation (8). Moreover, we derive explicit bounds
for the corresponding assumptions’ constants depending on the random variables that
define the stochastic problem. Let ∇F̂ (x) be the matrix of dimension n×N obtained
by arranging ∇Fi(x)’s as its columns. In the next lemma we prove that a stochastic
bounded gradient type condition holds for the objective function of problem (8).

Lemma 3.2. Let Assumption 2.1 hold and consider the random vector ζ satisfying
E[ζ i] = 1. Then, the (sub)gradients of F (·, ζ) from the problem (8) satisfy a stochastic
bounded gradient condition:

B2 + L(F (x)− F ∗) ≥ Eζ [‖∇F (x, ζ)‖2] ∀x ∈ Y, (9)

with the parameters B2 = E[‖ζ‖2]
N B2 and L = E[‖ζ‖2]

N L.

Proof. Using the definition of F (x, ζ), we get:

‖∇F (x, ζ)‖2 =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N

N
∑

i=1

ζ i∇Fi(x)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=
1

N2
‖∇F̂ (x)ζ‖2 ≤ 1

N2
‖∇F̂ (x)‖2‖ζ‖2

≤ 1

N2
‖∇F̂ (x)‖2F ‖ζ‖2 =

‖ζ‖2
N

(

1

N

N
∑

i=1

‖∇Fi(x)‖2
)

(2)

≤ ‖ζ‖2
N

B2 +
‖ζ‖2
N

L(F (x) − F (x̄)),

where the second inequality follows from the fact that the Frobenius norm is larger
than the 2-norm of a matrix. Then, the statement follows after taking expectation
with respect to ζ.
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From Jensen’s inequality, taking x = x∗ ∈ X ∗ in (2), we get:

B2 ≥ Eζ [‖∇F (x∗, ζ)‖2] ≥ ‖Eζ [∇F (x∗, ζ)]‖2 = ‖∇F (x∗)‖2 ∀x∗ ∈ X ∗. (10)

Since F (x, ζ) is an unbiased estimator of F (x), it also follows that if Assumption
2.2 holds for the original objective function, then the same condition is valid for the
objective function of the stochastic problem (8) with the same constant µ. Further, for
a given x let us define the set of active constraints by J∗(x) = {j = 1 : m | h(x, ξ) =
ξjhj(x)}. In the next lemma we provide a bounded subgradient condition for the
functional constraints of the stochastic problem (8).

Lemma 3.3. Let Assumption 2.3 hold and consider the random vector ξ ≥ 0 satisfying
E[ξj] > 0 and ξj ≤ ξ̄, for all j = 1 : m and some ξ̄ < ∞. Then, the functional
constraints h(·, ξ) of the problem (8) have bounded subgradients on Y, i.e.:

‖∇h(x, ξ)‖ ≤ Bh ∀x ∈ Y and ξ ∈ F2, (11)

where ∇h(x, ξ) ∈ ∂h(x, ξ) and Bh = ξ̄maxj=1:mBj .

Proof. Let x ∈ Y and ∇h(x, ξ) ∈ ∂h(x, ξ). Then, from the definition of h(·, ξ) and of
the index set J∗(x), we have:

h(x, ξ) = max
j=1:m

(ξjhj(x)) = ξj
∗ · hj∗(x) ∀j∗ ∈ J∗(x).

Then, we further have (see Lemma 3.1.13 in [20]):

∇h(x, ξ) = Conv{ξj∗∇hj∗(x)|j∗ ∈ J∗(x)}

=⇒ ‖∇h(x, ξ)‖ ≤ max
θj∗≥0,

∑
j∗∈J∗(x) θj∗=1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

j∗∈J∗(x)

θj∗ξ
j∗ · ∇hj∗(x)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ max
θj∗≥0,

∑
j∗∈J∗(x) θj∗=1

∑

j∗∈J∗(x)

θj∗ξ
j∗ · ‖∇hj∗(x)‖

≤ max
θj∗≥0,

∑
j∗∈J∗ θj∗=1

∑

j∗∈J∗(x)

θj∗ ξ̄ · ‖∇hj∗(x)‖

= ξ̄ max
j∗∈J∗(x)

‖∇hj∗(x)‖
(4)

≤ ξ̄ max
j=1:m

Bj = Bh, (12)

which proves our statement.

In the next lemma we provide a Hölderian growth type condition for the functional
constraints of the stochastic problem (8).

Lemma 3.4. Let Assumption 2.4 hold and consider the random vector ξ satisfying
ξ ≥ 0 and E[ξj] > 0 for all j = 1 : m. Then, the functional constraints of the problem
(8) satisfy the following Hölderian growth type condition:

dist2q(y,X ) ≤ c · E
[

(h(y, ξ))2+
]

∀y ∈ Y, (13)
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with the parameter c =
(

c̄
minj=1:m E[ξj]

)

.

Proof. Let y ∈ Y, using the definition of h(·, ξ) and Jensen’s inequality, we have:

E
[

(h(y, ξ))2+
]

= E

[

(

max
j=1:m

(ξjhj(y))

)2

+

]

≥
(

max
j=1:m

(E[ξj ]hj(y))

)2

+

E[ξj]>0

≥ min
j=1:m

E[ξj]

(

max
j=1:m

(hj(y))

)2

+

(5)

≥
(

min
j=1:m

E[ξj]

)

1

c̄
dist2q(y,X ).

Thus, we have:

dist2q(y,X ) ≤ c̄

min
j=1:m

E[ξj]
E
[

(h(y, ξ))2+
]

, (14)

which proves our statement.

3.2. Choices for random vectors ζ and ξ

In this section, we provide several choices for the two random vectors ζ and ξ. Let
I ⊆ [1 : N ] and let eI =

∑

i∈I ei, where {e1, ..., eN} is the standard basis of RN . These
subsets will be selected using a random set valued map, i.e. sampling S. A sampling
S is uniquely characterized by choosing the probabilities pI ≥ 0 for all subsets I:

P[S = I] = pI ∀I ⊂ [1 : N ],

such that
∑

I⊂[1:N ] pI = 1. A sampling S is called proper if pi = P[i ∈ S] = E[1i∈S ] =
∑

I:i∈I pI is positive for all i = 1 : N , see also [27,29]. We now define some practical

sampling vectors ζ = ζ(S). For example, let S be a proper sampling and let P̂ =
Diag(p1, ..., pN ). Then, we can consider the sampling vector as:

ζ = P̂
−1eS =⇒ ζ i =

1i∈S
pi

. (15)

Note that E[ζ i] = E[1i∈S ]
pi

= 1 and since ζT ζ =
∑N

i=1(ζ
i)2 =

∑N
i=1 1i∈S/p

2
i , then

E[‖ζ‖2] =∑N
i=1 1/pi. For constraints, if we let I ′ ⊆ [1 : m] and define eI′ =

∑

j∈I′ ej ,

then a sampling S′ is uniquely characterized by choosing probabilities pI′ ≥ 0 for
all subsets I ′ of [1 : m]. Let S′ be a proper sampling vector, then we can define the
practical sampling vector ξ = ξ(S′) as:

ξ = eS′ =⇒ ξj = 1j∈S′ . (16)

Note that E[ξj ] = E[1j∈S′ ] = pj > 0 and ξj ≤ ξ̄ = 1. Furthermore, each sampling S
and S′ give rise to a particular sampling vector ζ = ζ(S) and ξ = ξ(S′). Below we
provide some sampling examples.

Partition sampling: A partition P of [1 : N ] is a set consisting of subsets of [1 : N ]
such that ∪I∈PI = [1 : N ] and Ii ∩ Il = φ for any Ii,Il ∈ P with i 6= l. A partition
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sampling S is a sampling such that pI = P[S = I] > 0 for all I ∈ P and
∑

I∈P pI = 1.

τ -nice sampling: We say that S is τ–nice if S samples from all subsets of [1 : N ] of
cardinality τ uniformly at random. In this case we have that pi =

τ
N for all i = 1 : N .

Then, pI = P [S = I] = 1/
(

N
τ

)

for all subsets I ⊂ {1, ..., N} with τ elements.

The reader can also consider other examples for sampling, see e.g., [29] for more details.
Let the cardinality of samples S and S′ be τ1 and τ2, respectively. In the next theorem,
using Lemmas 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4, we derive explicit expressions. which depend on the
mini-batch sizes τ1 and τ2, for the assumptions’ constants B,L,Bh and c for the two
sampling given previously.

Theorem 3.5. Let Assumption 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4 hold. Let also S and S′ be sampled
uniform at random with partition sampling having the same cardinality τ1 and τ2, or
alternatively with τ1- and τ2-nice sampling. Then, the constants B,L,Bh and c are:

B2 =
N

τ1
B2, L =

N

τ1
L, Bh = max

j=1:m
Bj and c =

(

c̄m

τ2

)

.

Proof. From Lemma 3.2, for the parameters B and L, we have:

B2 =
E[‖ζ‖2]

N
B2 (15)

=
1

N

∑

S

pS
∑

i∈S

1

p2i
B2, (17)

L =
E[‖ζ‖2]

N
L

(15)
=

1

N

∑

S

pS
∑

i∈S

1

p2i
L.

For partition sampling given the realization S = I, we have pi = pI if i ∈ I. Since
the cardinality of each I is τ1 and the sampling S ∈ {I1, ...,Iℓ} is chosen uniform at
random, then pi = pI = 1

ℓ = τ1
N . Thus, using (17) we have:

B2 =
1

N

∑

I∈P

pI
∑

i∈I

1

p2i
B2 =

1

N

∑

I∈P

τ1
N

τ1
N2

τ21
B2 =

∑

I∈P

B2 = ℓB2 =
N

τ1
B2.

Similarly, we can prove that L = N
τ1
L. For τ1-nice sampling given the realization S = I,

we have, pi =
τ1
N for all i and pI = 1/

(N
τ1

)

. Using (17), we get:

B2 =
B2

N

∑

I

pI
∑

i∈I

1

p2i
=

B2

N

∑

I

1
(N
τ1

)τ1
N2

τ21
=

N

τ1
B2
∑

I

1
(N
τ1

) =
N

τ1
B2.

Similarly, we can get the value for other parameter, i.e., L = N
τ1
L. By Lemma 3.3, for

the parameter Bh, we have:

Bh = ξ̄ max
j=1:m

Bj .

Using the definition of ξj from (16), i.e., ξj ≤ ξ̄ = 1, we get:

Bh = max
j=1:m

Bj.

10



Note that this bound holds for both types of sampling. Finally, from Lemma 3.4, for
the parameter c, we have:

c =
c̄

minj=1:m E[ξj ]

(16)
=

c̄

minj=1:m pj
.

Here we use the fact that E[ξj] = E[1j∈S′ ] = pj . Now for the given realization S′ = I ′,
we have pj = pI′ = τ2

m for partition sampling and pj = τ2
m for τ2-nice sampling,

respectively. Therefore, c =
(

c̄m
τ2

)

. These prove our statements.

4. Mini-batch stochastic subgradient projection algorithm

For solving the stochastic reformulation (8) of the optimization problem (1) we adapt
the stochastic subgradient projection method from [17]. We refer to this algorithm as
the Mini-batch Stochastic Subgradient Projection method (Mini-batch SSP).

Algorithm 1 (Mini-batch SSP):
Choose x0 ∈ Y and stepsizes αk > 0, β ∈ (0, 2).
For k ≥ 0 repeat:

Draw sample vectors ζk ∼ P1 and ξk ∼ P2 independently. (18)

uk = proxαkg(·,ζk) (xk − αk∇f(xk, ζk)) , vk = ΠY(uk) (19)

Compute h(vk, ξk) = max(ξ1kh1(vk), ..., ξ
m
k hm(vk))

zk = vk − β
(h(vk, ξk))+
‖∇h(vk, ξk)‖2

∇h(vk, ξk) (20)

xk+1 = ΠY(zk).

Using the sampling paradigm in Section 3, the Mini-batch SSP algorithm can incorpo-
rate a diverse array of mini-batch variants, each of which is associated with a specific
probability law governing the data selection rule used to form mini-batches. Most
of our variants of Mini-batch SSP, with different mini-batch sizes for the objective
function and functional constraints, were never explicitly considered in the literature
before, e.g., the variants corresponding to partition and nice samplings. Note that
at each iteration our algorithm takes a mini-batch stochastic proximal subgradient
step aimed at minimizing the objective function (see (19)) and then a subsequent
mini-batch subgradient projection step minimizing the feasibility violation (see (20)).
More precisely, if the random vector ζk has ζ ik = 1 for all i ∈ Ik and ζ ik = 0 for all
i ∈ {1, · · · , N} \ Ik, then step (19) is a mini-batch proximal subgradient iteration and
followed by a projection step onto the set Y:

uk = proxαk

∑
i∈Ik

gi

(

xk − αk

∑

i∈Ik

∇fi(xk)

)

, vk = ΠY(uk).

Similarly, if the random vector ξk has ξik = 1 for all i ∈ I ′
k and ξik = 0 for all

i ∈ {1, · · · ,m} \ I ′
k, then step (20) minimizes the feasibility violation of the observed

mini-batch of constraints, i.e., we choose from the mini-batch the constraint that is
violated the most, h(vk, ξk) = maxj∈I′

k
hj(vk) = hj∗k(vk) for some index j∗k ∈ I ′

k, and

11



then perform a Polyak’s subgradient like update on it [24]:

zk = vk − β
(h(vk, ξk))+
‖∇h(vk, ξk)‖2

∇h(vk, ξk) = vk − β
(hj∗k (vk))+

‖∇hj∗k (vk)‖2
∇hj∗k(vk).

Consider any arbitrary nonzero sh ∈ R
n. Disregarding the abuse of notation, we

compute the vector ∇h(vk, ξk) = ∇hj∗k(vk) by:

∇hj∗k (vk) =

{

∇hj∗k(vk) ∈ ∂hj∗k (vk) if hj∗k(vk) > 0

sh 6= 0 if hj∗k(vk) ≤ 0.

When (h(vk, ξk))+ = (hj∗k (vk))+ = 0, we have zk = vk for any choice of sh 6= 0.
Note that in the Mini-batch SPP algorithm αk > 0 and β > 0 are deterministic
stepsizes. Moreover, when β = 1, zk is the projection of vk onto the hyperplane given
by the functional constraint that is violated the most in the observed mini-batch of
constraints given by the index set I ′

k:

Hvk,ξk = {z : h(vk, ξk)+∇h(vk, ξk)
T (z−vk)≤0}={z : hj∗k (vk)+∇hj∗k (vk)

T (z−vk)≤0},

that is, we have zk = ΠHvk,ξk
(vk) when we choose β = 1. In the next sections we analyse

the convergence behaviour of Mini-batch SSP algorithm and derive rates depending
explicitly on the mini-batch sizes and on the properties of the objective function.

4.1. Convergence analysis: convex objective function

In this section we consider that the functions fi, gi and hj in problem (1) are convex
and the random vectors ζ and ξ are non-negative. Let us define the filtration as the
sigma algebra generated by the history of the random vectors ζ and ξ:

F[k] = σ({ζt, ξt : 0 ≤ t ≤ k}).

The next lemma, whose proof is similar to Lemma 5 in [17] provides a key descent
property for the sequence vk (recall that v̄k = ΠX ∗(vk) and x̄k = ΠX ∗(xk)).

Lemma 4.1. Let fi and gi, with i = 1 : N , be convex functions and ζ ≥ 0. Addi-
tionally, let the bounded gradient condition from Assumption 2.1 hold. Then, for any
k ≥ 0 and stepsize αk > 0, we have the following recursion:

E[‖vk − v̄k‖2] ≤ E[‖xk − x̄k‖2]− αk(2− αkL)E[F (xk)− F (x̄k)] + α2
kB2, (21)

with B and L given in Lemma 3.2.

The following lemma establishes a relation between xk and vk−1. The proof is similar
to Lemma 6 in [17].

Lemma 4.2. Let hj , with j = 1 : m, be convex functions and ξ ≥ 0. Additionally,
assume that the bounded subgradient condition from Assumption 2.3 holds. Then, for

12



any y ∈ Y such that (h(y, ξk−1))+ = 0, the following relation holds:

‖xk − y‖2 ≤ ‖vk−1 − y‖2 − β(2 − β)

[

(h(vk−1, ξk−1))
2
+

B2
h

]

, (22)

with Bh given in Lemma 3.3.

Taking now y = ΠX (vk−1) ⊆ X ⊆ Y, then (h(ΠX (vk−1), ξk−1))+ = 0 and

dist2(xk,X ) = ‖xk −ΠX (xk)‖2 ≤ ‖xk −ΠX (vk−1)‖2
(22)

≤ dist2(vk−1,X )− β(2− β)
(h(vk−1, ξk−1))

2
+

B2
h

≤ dist2(vk−1,X ).

Thus for any q ≥ 1, we have:

dist2q(xk,X ) ≤ dist2q(vk−1,X ). (23)

Lemma 4.3. Let Assumptions 2.3 and 2.4 hold and the random vectors ξ and ζ be
nonnegative. Then, the following relation is valid:

E[‖xk − x̄k‖2] ≤ E[‖vk−1 − v̄k−1‖2]−
β(2− β)

cB2
h

E
[

dist2q(xk,X )
]

,

with Bh and c given in Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4, respectively.

Proof. Note that for v̄k−1 ∈ X ∗ ⊆ X ⊆ Y we have (h(v̄k−1, ξk−1))+ = 0 and using
Lemma 4.2 with y = v̄k−1, we get:

‖xk − x̄k‖2 ≤ ‖xk − v̄k−1‖2 ≤ ‖vk−1 − v̄k−1‖2 − β(2 − β)

[

(h(vk−1, ξk−1))
2
+

B2
h

]

.

Taking conditional expectation on ξk−1 given F[k−2], we get:

Eξk−1
[‖xk − x̄k‖2|F[k−2]] ≤ ‖vk−1 − v̄k−1‖2 − β(2− β)Eξk−1

[

(h(vk−1, ξk−1))
2
+

B2
h

|F[k−2]

]

(13)

≤ ‖vk−1 − v̄k−1‖2 −
β(2 − β)

cB2
h

dist2q(vk−1,X )

(23)

≤ ‖vk−1 − v̄k−1‖2 −
β(2 − β)

cB2
h

dist2q(xk,X ).

Taking now the full expectation, we obtain our statement.

For simplicity of the exposition let us introduce the following constant:

Cβ,c,Bh
:=

β(2− β)

cB2
h

> 0. (24)
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We impose the following conditions on the stepsize αk:

0 < αk ≤ αk(2− αkL) < 1 ⇐⇒ αk ∈







(

0, 12
)

if L = 0
(

0,
1−
√

(1−L)+
L

)

if L > 0.
(25)

Then, we can define the following average sequence generated by the algorithm SSP:

x̂k =

∑k
j=1 αj(2− αjL)xj

Sk
, where Sk =

k
∑

j=1

αj(2− αjL).

Note that this type of average sequence is also consider in [5] for unconstrained stochas-
tic optimization problems. The next theorem derives an estimate for the average se-
quence x̂k.

Theorem 4.4. Let fi, gi, with i = 1 : N , and hj , with j = 1 : m, be convex functions.
Additionally, Assumptions 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4 hold and the random vectors ζ, ξ are
nonnegative. Further, consider a nonincreasing positive stepsize sequence αk satisfying
(25) and stepsize β ∈ (0, 2). Then, we have the following estimates for the average
sequence x̂k in terms of optimality and feasibility violation for problem (1):

E [F (x̂k)− F ∗] ≤ ‖v0 − v0‖2
Sk

+
B2
∑k

t=1 α
2
t

Sk
,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
(

1

Cβ,c,Bh
· Sk

) 1

q

[

‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q + B
2

q

k
∑

t=1

α
2

q

t

]

.

Proof. Combining Lemma 4.3 with Lemma 4.1, we have:

E
[

‖vk − v̄k‖2
]

+
β(2− β)

cB2
h

E[dist2q(xk,X )] + αk(2− αkL)E [F (xk)− F (x̄k)]

≤ E[‖vk−1 − v̄k−1‖2] + α2
kB2.

Together with the fact that αk(2− αkL) < 1, it yields:

E
[

‖vk − v̄k‖2
]

+ Cβ,c,Bh
αk(2− αkL)E[dist2q(xk,X )] + αk(2− αkL)E [F (xk)− F (x̄k)]

≤ E[‖vk−1 − v̄k−1‖2] + α2
kB2.

Summing this relation from t = 1 : k, we get:

E
[

‖vk − v̄k‖2
]

+ Cβ,c,Bh

k
∑

t=1

αt(2− αtL)E
[

dist2q(xt,X )
]

+

k
∑

t=1

αt(2− αtL)E [F (xt)− F ∗] ≤ ‖v0 − v̄0‖2 + B2
k
∑

t=1

α2
t .

From the definition of the average sequence x̂k and the convexity of F and of dist2(·,X ),
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we get sublinear rate in expectation for the average sequence in terms of optimality:

E [F (x̂k)− F ∗] ≤
k
∑

t=1

αt(2− αtL)
Sk

E [F (xt)− F ∗] ≤ ‖v0 − v̄0‖2
Sk

+ B2

∑k
t=1 α

2
t

Sk
.

Also by using Jensen’s inequality and q ≥ 1, we have:

Cβ,c,Bh

(

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
])q ≤ Cβ,c,Bh

E
[

dist2q(x̂k,X )
]

≤ Cβ,c,Bh

k
∑

t=1

αt(2− αtL)
Sk

E
[

dist2q(xt,X )
]

≤ ‖v0 − v̄0‖2
Sk

+ B2

∑k
t=1 α

2
t

Sk
.

These conclude our statements.

For stepsize αk = α0

(k+1)γ , with γ ∈ [1/2, 1) and α0 satisfying (25), we have:

1

α0
Sk

(25)

≥ 1

α0

k
∑

t=1

αt ≥ O(k1−γ) and
1

α2
0

k
∑

t=1

α2
t ≤

{

O(1) if γ > 1/2

O(ln(k)) if γ = 1/2.

Consequently, for γ ∈ (1/2, 1) we obtain from Theorem 4.4 the following sublinear
convergence rates:

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤ ‖v0 − v̄0‖2
α0O(k1−γ)

+
α0B2O(1)

O(k1−γ)
, (26)

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
(

1

Cβ,c,Bh
· α0O(k1−γ)

)
1

q
[

‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q + (α2
0B2O(1))

1

q

]

.

For the particular choice γ = 1/2 we can perform the same analysis as before and
obtain similar convergence bounds (by replacing O(1) with O(ln(k))). Now, if we
neglect the logarithmic terms, we get exactly the same rates as in (26), but replacing
k1−γ with k1/2. Hence, we omit the details for this case.

Minimizing the right hand side of the bound for optimality in (26) w.r.t.

α0, we get an optimal choice for the initial stepsize, i.e., α∗
0 = ‖v0−v̄0‖

B .

Since α0 must be in

(

0,min

(

1
2 ,

1−
√

(1−L)+
L

))

, then we consider α∗
0 =

min

(

‖v0−v̄0‖
B ,min

(

1
2 ,

1−
√

(1−L)+
L

)

− δ

)

for some δ ∈ (0, 12). We distinguish two cases:

Case 1: If α∗
0 = R0

B ≤ min

(

1
2 ,

1−
√

(1−L)+
L

)

− δ, where R0 is an estimate of ‖v0 − v̄0‖,
then the expressions for the rates from (26) are (after ignoring O(1)/O(ln(k)) terms):

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤ B‖v0 − v̄0‖2
R0O(k1−γ)

+
R0B

O(k1−γ)
,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
( B
Cβ,c,Bh

R0 · O(k1−γ)

) 1

q
[

‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q + (R0)
2

q

]

.
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Using the definition of Cβ,c,Bh
and replacing the values for L, B, Bh and c from Theorem

3.5 for both types of samplings, i.e., partition or τ1-, τ2-nice samplings, we get:

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤
√

N

τ1

B

O(k1−γ)

(‖v0 − v̄0‖2
R0

+R0

)

,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
(

√

N

τ1

Bmc̄max2j=1:mBj

τ2 · β(2− β)R0 · O(k1−γ)

)
1

q
[

‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q + (R0)
2

q

]

.

Case 2: If α∗
0 = min

(

1
2 ,

1−
√

(1−L)+
L

)

− δ < ‖v0−v̄0‖
B , for some δ ∈ (0, 1/2). Then, the

expressions for the rates from (26) are (after ignoring O(1)/O(ln(k)) terms):

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤ ‖v0 − v̄0‖2
α∗
0 · O(k1−γ)

+
α∗
0 · B2

O(k1−γ)
≤ 2‖v0 − v̄0‖2

α∗
0 · O(k1−γ)

, (27)

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
(

1

Cβ,c,Bh
α∗
0 · O(k1−γ)

) 1

q
[

‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q +
(

(α∗
0)

2B2
)

1

q

]

≤
(

1

Cβ,c,Bh
α∗
0 · O(k1−γ)

) 1

q
[

2‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q

]

. (28)

Consider the case when α∗
0 =

1
2 − δ, from (27), and (28), we have:

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤ 4‖v0 − v̄0‖2
(1− 2δ)O(k1−γ )

,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
(

2

Cβ,c,Bh
(1− 2δ)O(k1−γ)

) 1

q
[

2‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q

]

.

Using the definition of Cβ,c,Bh
and the expressions for Bh and c from Theorem 3.5 for

the partition or τ1-, τ2-nice samplings, we get:

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤ 4‖v0 − v̄0‖2
(1− 2δ)O(k1−γ )

,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
(

2mc̄max2j=1:mBj

τ2 · β(2 − β) · (1− 2δ)O(k1−γ)

) 1

q
[

2‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q

]

.

When α∗
0 =

1−
√

(1−L)+
L − δ, from (27), and (28), we have:

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤ 2L‖v0 − v̄0‖2
(1−

√

(1− L)+ − δL)O(k1−γ)
,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤
(

2L
Cβ,c,Bh

(1−
√

(1− L)+ − δL)O(k1−γ)

)
1

q
[

2‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q

]

.

Using the definition of Cβ,c,Bh
and the expressions for L, B, Bh and c from Theorem
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3.5 for the partition or τ1-, τ2-nice samplings, we get:

E [(F (x̂k)− F ∗)] ≤ N

τ1

2L‖v0 − v̄0‖2
(

1−
√

(1− N
τ1
L)+ − δN

τ1
L
)

· O(k1−γ)
,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤







N

τ1

m

τ2

Lc̄max2j=1:mBj

β(2− β)
(

1−
√

(1− N
τ1
L)+ − δN

τ1
L
)

· O(k1−γ)







1

q

[

2‖v0 − v̄0‖
2

q

]

.

Note that for the initial stepsize choices α∗
0 = R0

B or α∗
0 =

1−
√

(1−L)+
L − δ and

for the two particular choices of the sampling (partition or nice samplings), we
obtain convergence rates depending explicitly on mini-batch sizes τ1 and τ2, namely
(

√

N
τ1
,
(√

N
τ1

m
τ2

)1/q
)

or

(

N
τ1
,
(

N
τ1

m
τ2

)1/q
)

, respectively. Hence, in these settings we

have linear dependence on the mini-batch sizes (τ1, τ2) for algorithm Mini-batch SSP.

Furthermore, since in the convex case we can consider a stepsize sequence αk = α0

(k+1)γ ,

then for α0 =
R0

B or α0 =
1−
√

(1−L)+
L − δ one can notice immediately that our stepsize

sequence αk also depends linearly on the mini-batch size τ1 for the two particular

choices of sampling (partition or nice samplings), i.e., αk = O
(

τ1
N(k+1)γ

)

.

Finally, one can notice that when B = 0, from Theorem 4.4 improved rates can be
derived for Mini-batch SSP in the convex case. For example, for stepsize αk = α0

(k+1)γ ,

with γ ∈ [0, 1) and α0 = min

(

1
2 ,

1−
√

(1−L)+
L

)

− δ, we obtain convergence rates for

x̂k in optimality and feasibility violation of order O
(

N
τ1k1−γ

)

and O
(

Nm
τ1τ2k1−γ

) 1

q

, re-

spectively. In particular, for γ = 0 these rates become of orderO
(

N
τ1k

)

andO
(

Nm
τ1τ2k

) 1

q

.

In conclusion, by specializing our Theorem 4.4 to different mini-batching strategies,
such as partition or nice samplings, we derive explicit expressions for the stepsize αk

as a function of the mini-batch size and, consequently, convergence rates depending
linearly on the mini-batch sizes (τ1, τ2). Hence, Theorem 4.4 shows that a mini-batch
variant of the stochastic subgradient projection scheme is more beneficial than the
nonmini-batch variant.

4.2. Convergence analysis: strongly convex objective function

In this section, we additionally assume the inequality from Assumption 2.2 holds. The
next lemma derives an improved recurrence for the sequence vk under the strongly
convex assumption. The proof is similar to Lemma 8 in [17].

Lemma 4.5. Let fi, gi, with i = 1 : N and hj , with j = 1 : m, be convex functions.
Additionally, Assumptions 2.1–2.4 hold, with µ > 0, and the random vectors ζ, ξ are
nonnegative. Define k0 = ⌊8Lµ − 1⌋, β ∈ (0, 2), θL,µ=1−µ/(4L) and αk =

4
µγk, where
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γk is given by:

γk =

{ µ
4L if k ≤ k0
2

k+1 if k > k0.

Then, the iterates of Algorithm Mini-batch SSP satisfy the following recurrence:

E[‖vk0
− x∗‖2] ≤

{

B2

L2 if θL,µ ≤ 0

θk0

L,µ‖v0 − x∗‖2 + 1−θ
k0
L,µ

1−θL,µ

(

1 + 2
Cβ,c,Bh

θL,µ

)

B2

L2 if θL,µ > 0,

E[‖vk − x∗‖2] + γkE[‖xk − x∗‖2] + 1

6
Cβ,c,Bh

E[dist2q(xk,X )]

≤ (1− γk)E[‖vk−1 − x∗‖2] +
(

1 +
6

Cβ,c,Bh

)

16

µ2
γ2kB2 ∀k > k0.

Let us define for k ≥ k0 + 1 the sum:

Sk =

k
∑

t=k0+1

(t+ 1)2 ∼ O(k3 + k20k + k2k0)

and the corresponding average sequences:

x̂k =

∑k
t=k0+1(t+ 1)2xt

Sk
, and ŵk =

∑k
t=k0+1(t+ 1)2ΠX (xt)

Sk
∈ X .

Theorem 4.6. Let fi, gi, with i = 1 : N and hj , with j = 1 : m, be convex functions.
Additionally, Assumptions 2.1–2.4 hold and the random vectors ζ, ξ are non-negative.

Further, consider the stepsizes-switching rule αk = min
(

1
L ,

8
µ(k+1)

)

, β ∈ (0, 2) and

k0 = ⌊8Lµ − 1⌋. Then, for k > k0 we have the following sublinear convergence rates for

the average sequence x̂k in terms of optimality and feasibility violation for problem (1)
(keeping only the dominant terms):

E
[

‖x̂k − x∗‖2
]

≤ O
( B2

µ2Cβ,c,Bh
(k + 1)

)

,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤ O





B2/q

µ2/qC
2/q
β,c,Bh

(k + 1)2/q



 .

Proof. Using Lemma 4.5, we get the recurrence:

(k + 1)2E[‖vk − x∗‖2] + 2(k + 1)E[‖xk − x∗‖2] + Cβ,c,Bh

6
(k + 1)2E[dist2q(xk,X )]

≤ k2E[‖vk−1 − x∗‖2] +
(

1 +
6

Cβ,c,Bh

)

64

µ2
B2 ∀k > k0.

Summing this inequality from k0+1 to k and using linearity of the expectation operator
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and convexity of the norm, we get:

(k + 1)2E[‖vk − x∗‖2] + 2Sk

(k + 1)
E[‖x̂k − x∗‖2] + SkCβ,c,Bh

6
E[‖ŵk − x̂k‖2q]

≤ (k0 + 1)2E[‖vk0
− x∗‖2] +

(

1 +
6

Cβ,c,Bh

)

64

µ2
B2(k − k0).

After simple calculations and keeping only the dominant terms, we get the following
convergence rate for the average sequence x̂k in terms of optimality:

E[‖x̂k − x∗‖2] ≤ O
( B2

µ2Cβ,c,Bh
(k + 1)

)

,

(

E[‖ŵk − x̂k‖2]
)q ≤ E[‖ŵk − x̂k‖2q] ≤ O

(

B2

µ2C2
β,c,Bh

(k + 1)2

)

.

Since ŵk ∈ X , we get the following convergence rate for the average sequence x̂k in
terms of feasibility violation:

E[dist2(x̂k,X )] ≤ E[‖ŵk − x̂k‖2] ≤ O
(

B2

µ2C2
β,c,Bh

(k + 1)2

)
1

q

.

These prove our statements.

Note that our previous theoretical convergence analysis naturally imposes a stepsize-
switching rule which describes when one should switch from a constant regime (depend-

ing on mini-batch size τ1) to a decreasing stepsize regime, i.e., αk = min
(

1
L ,

8
µ(k+1)

)

.

For the particular choice of the stepsize β = 1, we have (see (24)):

C1,c,Bh
=

(

1

cB2
h

)

> 0,

since we can always choose c such that cB2
h > 1. Using this expression in the conver-

gence rates of Theorem 4.6, we obtain:

E
[

‖x̂k − x∗‖2
]

≤ O
( B2(cB2

h)

µ2(k + 1)

)

,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤ O
( B2(cB2

h)
2

µ2(k + 1)2

)1/q

.

By replacing the values for L, B, Bh and c from Theorem 3.5 for both types of sampling,
i.e., partition or τ1, τ2-nice samplings, we get:

E
[

‖x̂k − x∗‖2
]

≤ O
(

m

τ2

N

τ1
·
B2c̄max2j=1:mBj

µ2(k + 1)

)

,

E
[

dist2(x̂k,X )
]

≤ O
(

(

m

τ2

)2 N

τ1

B2c̄2 max4j=1:mBj

µ2(k + 1)2

)1/q

.
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One can easily see that also in this case the obtained rates have linear dependence on
the mini-batch sizes (τ1, τ2). Therefore, Theorem 4.6 also proves that in the quadratic
growth convex case a mini-batch variant of the stochastic subgradient projection
scheme with a stepsize-switching rule brings benefits over the nonmini-batch variant.

5. Numerical simulations

In this section, we consider a general quadratic program with quadratic constraints:

minx∈Rn
1
2‖Ax− b‖2 + ‖∆x‖1

subject to Cx+ d ≥ 0, cTi x+ di ≥ ‖Q−1/2
i x‖ ∀i = 1 : m,

(29)

with the matrices A ∈ R
N×n, ∆ ∈ R

N×n, C ∈ R
m×n, Qi ∈ R

mi×n and ci ∈ R
n, with

i = 1 : m. One can notice that this problem fits into our general modeling framework
(1) (e.g., define fi(x) = 1/2(aTi x−bi)

2, with ai the ith row of matrix A, gi(x) = ‖δTi x‖1,
with δi the ith row of matrix ∆, for all i = 1 : N , and hj are either linear or quadratic
constraints, for all j = 1 : 2m). Moreover, (29) is a general constrained Lasso problem
which appears in many applications from machine learning, signal processing and
statistics, see [2,4,9,10,17]. In particular if one considers appropriate matrices A, ∆, C
and Qi, one can recast the robust (sparse) SVM problem from [2,17] as problem (29).
Indeed, the robust (sparse) SVM problem is defined as [2,17]:

min
w,d,u

λ

2
‖w‖2 + δ

m
∑

i=1

ui + ‖w‖1

subject to: u ≥ 0, yi(w
T z̄i + d) ≥ 1−ui,

yi(w
T z̄i + d) ≥ ‖Q−1/2

i w‖ − ui ∀i = 1:m,

where (z̄i)
m
i=1 is the training dataset, (yi)

m
i=1 ∈ {−1, 1} are the corresponding labels,

Qi’s are diagonal matrices with positive entries, ui’s are the slack variables, δ > 0
and (w, d) ∈ R

n × R are the parameters of the hyperplane to separate the data (see
Section 5.1 in [17] for more details).

In the numerical experiments we consider random matrices A and C and diag-
onal matrices ∆ and Qi, all generated from normal distributions. We consider

as epoch max
(

N
τ1
, mτ2

)

iterations of Mini-batch SSP algorithm and our stopping

criteria are ‖max(0, h(x))‖2 ≤ 10−2 and F (x) − F ∗ ≤ 10−2 (we consider CVX

solution [6] for computing F ∗, when CVX finishes in a reasonable time). The codes are
written in Matlab and run on a PC with i7 CPU at 2.1 GHz and 16 GB RAM memory.

Figure 1 shows the convergence behaviour of Mini-batch SSP algorithm along epochs
with four different choices for mini-batch sizes (τ1, τ2) as (1, 1), (20, 80), (60, 160) and
(N = 120,m = 240) in terms of optimality (left) and feasibility (right) for solving the
constrained Lasso problem (29) with N = 120, n = 110,m = 240. As we can see from
this figure, increasing the minibatch sizes (τ1, τ2) leads to better convergence than the
nonmini-batch counterpart, as our theory also predicted.
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Figure 1. Behaviour of Mini-batch SSP algorithm in terms of optimality (left) and feasibility (right) for
N = 120, n = 110, m = 240 and different mini-batch sizes (τ1, τ2).

Finally, in Table 1 we compare Mini-batch SSP algorithm with CVX in terms of cpu
time (in seconds) for solving problem (29) over different dimensions of the problem
ranging from several hundreds to thousands of functions (N) and constraints (m),
respectively (note that if N < n, then the objective function F is convex, otherwise F
is strongly convex). For Mini-batch SSP algorithm we consider four different choices
for mini-batch sizes and in the table we also give the number of epochs. The results we
present in the table is the average of 10 runs on the same problem. From the table we
observe that for some choices of mini-batch sizes Mini-batch SSP algorithm is even 10
times faster than CVX (”*” means that CVX has not finished after 3 hours). Moreover,
Mini-batch SSP is much faster than its nonmini-batch counterpart.

6. Conclusions

In this paper we have considered a deterministic general finite sum composite opti-
mization problem with many functional constraints. We have reformulated this prob-
lem into a stochastic problem for which the stochastic subgradient projection method
from [17] specializes to an infinite array of mini-batch variants, each of which is asso-
ciated with a specific probability law governing the data selection rule used to form
mini-batches. By specializing different mini-batching strategies, we have derived exact
expressions for the stepsizes as a function of the mini-batch size and in some cases we
have derived stepsize-switching rules which describe when one should switch from a
constant to a decreasing stepsize regime. We have also proved sublinear convergence
rates for the mini-batch subgradient projection algorithm which depend explicitly on
the mini-batch sizes and on the properties of the objective function. Preliminary nu-
merical results support the effectiveness of our method in practice.
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Sizes
Mini-batch SSP

sizes(τ1, τ2)
epochs cpu time

CVX

cpu time

N = 120,
m = 240,
n = 110

(1, 1) 655 0.17
(20, 80) 148 0.06 1.44
(60, 160) 131 0.07
(N, m) 166 0.11

N = 100,
m = 240,
n = 110

(1, 1) 1023 0.25
(20, 80) 202 0.08 1.51
(60, 160) 175 0.08
(N, m) 357 0.21

N = 1200,
m = 2400,
n = 1100

(1, 1) 8131 51.94
(200, 800) 958 9.38 177.08
(600, 1600) 713 9.59
(N, m) 2327 48.81

N = 1000,
m = 2400,
n = 1100

(1, 1) 13115 66.15
(200, 800) 1983 14.70 179.67
(600, 1600) 1158 12.07
(N, m) 5771 61.33

N = 3600,
m = 7200,
n = 3300

(1, 1) 19491 2008.60
(600, 2400) 298 52.94 *
(1800, 4800) 1432 387.91

(N, m) 1200 464.79

N = 3000,
m = 7200,
n = 3300

(1, 1) 40168 3618.37
(600, 2400) 2990 457.99 *
(1800, 4800) 2130 471.87

(N, m) 24903 7260.44
Table 1. Comparison between Mini-batch SSP and CVX for different dimensions and mini-batch sizes.

and I. Necoara. The OP VVV project CZ.02.1.01/0.0/0.0/16 019/0000765 Research
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