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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a new multilevel stochastic framework for the solution of op-
timization problems. The proposed approach uses random regularized first-order models
that exploit an available hierarchical description of the problem, being either in the classical
variable space or in the function space, meaning that different levels of accuracy for the
objective function are available. The converge analysis of the method is conducted and its
numerical behavior is tested on the solution of finite-sum minimization problems. Indeed,
the multilevel framework is tailored to the solution of such problems resulting in fact in a
nontrivial variance reduction technique with adaptive step-size that outperforms standard
approaches when solving nonconvex problems. Differently from classical deterministic mul-
tilevel methods, our stochastic method does not require the finest approximation to coincide
with the original objective function. This allows to avoid the evaluation of the full sum in
finite-sum minimization problems, opening at the solution of classification problems with
large data sets.

1 Introduction

Many modern applications require the solution of large scale stochastic optimization problems,
i.e., the minimization of functions whose value can only be computed with some noise [2]. An
important challenge in this context is to develop scalable stochastic methods able to handle the
increasing dimension of such problems.

In classical scientific computing, multilevel methods represent powerful techniques that have
been developed to cope with structured optimization problems where the limiting factor is the
number of variables. When the structure of the problem at hand allows for a hierarchical descrip-
tion of the problem itself, these methods reduce the cost of the problem’s solution by computing
cheap steps by exploiting function approximations defined on subspaces of progressively smaller
dimension. Thanks to this, they achieve not only considerable speed-ups but also an improved
quality solution in various applications, spanning from the solution of partial differential equa-

tions to image reconstruction [22] 26}, 27, 29].
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Existing multilevel methods are limited to a deterministic context and thus are unsuitable
to address stochastic optimization problems. Moreover, they have always been used on prob-
lems whose structure allows for the construction of a hierarchy in the variables space, such as
discretizations of infinite dimensional problems on selected grids. However, in many modern
applications the limiting factor can be the accuracy of the function estimates rather than the
size of the model. This is the case, for instance, when the objective function is the outcome of a
simulation or if it arises from a data-fitting application over a large dataset.

In this work we propose an extension of multilevel methods to a stochastic setting,
which considers hierarchies built not only in the variables space, as it is classically
done, but also in the “function space”, i.e., using function approximations with
different accuracies. More specifically, we consider the setting of derivative free optimization
in which we seek the solution of

min f(z) 1)
where f is a function that is assumed to be smooth and bounded from below, whose value can
only be computed with some noise, and whose gradient is not available. When considering prob-
lem (I, it is usually assumed that realizations of f of the form f(xz,¢) are computable, with &
a random variable [I'7, [§]. In this work we allow for more flexibility by assuming that we have
access to a hierarchy of noisy representations of f, built either by reducing the dimension in
the variables space or by reducing the noise of the function approximation, or both. A level
¢ will thus correspond to a subset of variables and to a noise level in the function approxima-
tion. As in the classical case, a multilevel method in this context alternates “fine steps”, i.e.,
steps computed considering large subsets of variables and accurate function approximations and
“coarse steps”, computed taking into account just small subsets of variables and/or inaccurate
function approximations. However, differently from the classical setting, the steps at each level
are stochastic.

Inspired by the stochastic trust-region framework STORM, proposed in [I7], we propose a
stochastic multilevel Adaptive Regularization (AR) techniqu named MU‘STREG
for MUltilevel STochastic REegularized Gradient method, where ¢ refers to the number
of levels in the hierarchical description of the problem. As in standard AR techniques, the
automatic step selection choice is made possible at each level by the use of models regularized by
an adaptive regularization parameter. As for STORM, we prove that our method converges to
a first order stationary point as long as at each iteration at the finest level, the local models of
the objective function are fully linear and the function estimates are sufficiently accurate, both
with sufficiently high probability.

Link to the finite sum problem and variance reduction methods A strong motivation
for the interest in this setting is given by the following approximation of

N
1
in — : 2
min Z;fz(w) (2)
=

with f; : R® = R for i = 1,..., N smooth and bounded from below. Usually either n or N (or
both) are really large. In fact, this problem has its origin in large-scale data analysis applications
where models depending on a large number of parameters n are fitted to a large set of N training
samples.

1We choose to employ AR techniques rather than trust-region techniques as they are easier to adapt to a
multilevel context, cf. [13].



Several methods have been developed to cope with the large sizes of the datasets. In par-
ticular, optimization techniques based on subsampling techniques have been proposed, among
them the numerous variations of classical stochastic gradient descent (SGD). The main problem
with such methods is the tuning of the step size, which is a difficult task that requires trial and
error. Moreover, to ensure convergence it is often necessary to employ a decreasing step size,
which leads to really slow convergence. In order to avoid this issue, variance reduction methods
have been proposed in the literature [I0], i.e., techniques to reduce the variance of the stochastic
gradient estimates. Among them, we focus on gradient aggregation methods, which improve the
quality of search directions by storing gradient estimates corresponding to samples employed in
previous iterations, updating one (or some) of these estimates in each iteration, and defining the
search direction as a weighted average of these estimates. Among these we mention SVRG and
SAGA [I8, 24, 31].

When considering problem , there is a natural way of building a hierarchy in the “function
space” through the definition of nested subsample sets S' C {1,.., N} such that () # S' C ... C
St C ... C 8max-1 C Slmax C {1,..., N} and by considering a hierarchy of subsampled functions
obtained by averaging the functions f; in S'. As in the classical case, a multilevel method in
this context can alternate “fine steps”, i.e., steps computed considering large subsets of data and
“coarse steps” computed taking into account just small subsets of data. The coarse steps are
computed by minimizing a model that is built from the coarse level approximations by adding a
correction term, usually known as “first order coherence” in the multilevel literature, which (in
this context) accounts for the discrepancy between the full gradient and the subsampled gradient.
This is exactly the same term that is added in the reduced variance gradient estimate of the mini-
batch version of SVRG [24] (cf. equations and below). Multilevel methods can thus
also be interpreted as variance reduction methods, cf. [1I]. Their advantage is that
they allow for an automatic choice of the step size, either in the form of a line-search
[29] or in the form of a trust-region like strategy [22]. Indeed, even if this usually requires a
function evaluation per iteration, by keeping the number of steps taken at the finest level limited
and by leveraging the coarse steps, updating the step-size remains feasible even when evaluating
the objective function for large datasets, thus resulting in a variance reduction method with
automatic step-size selection.

In this paper we investigate from a practical point of view the behaviour of multilevel methods
as variance reduction methods with adaptive step-size. Specifically, we specialize the MU*STREG
method to problem by considering the hierarchy in the function approximations only. We
test the resulting method on both convex and non-convex problems and we compare it to a mini-
batch SVRG. We show that while achieving comparable performance of non-fine tuned versions
of mini-batch SVRG on convex problem, our method greatly outperforms SVRG on nonconvex
ones.

Moreover, we investigate in practice the theoretical advantage of the stochastic multilevel
framework over the deterministic one. Notably, the stochastic framework does not require the
fine level objective function to coincide with the original objective. Thus in the context of problem
, considering the full sample set is not necessary, while it is required by the convergence theory
of classical variance reduction methods. We show in practice that the method remains robust
without dropping accuracy when considering fine levels with smaller sample sets.

Contributions

e This is the first stochastic framework for multilevel methods, that are currently limited to
the deterministic case.

e The multilevel framework allows for hierarchies in the function space, i.e., building by



considering function approximation with variable accuracy.

e The stochastic multilevel framework allows us to overcome the limiting factor of classical
deterministic multilevel methods whose convergence theory requires the fine level function
to coincide with the original target function, so that such methods cannot be used in cases
where the original problem has a too large size.

e This is the first stochastic analysis of first-order adaptive regularization methods (our
multilevel framework covers also the classical one-level case).

e Our method can be specialized for finite sum problems and offers a variance reduction tech-
nique with adaptive stepsize that outperforms mini-batch SVRG on nonconvex problems.

Related work Multilevel methods. As a natural extension of multigrid methods [12] to a non-
linear context, multilevel methods were first proposed by Nash through the MG/OPT framework
[29] and later extended to trust region schemes [22]. Recently these methods have been extended
to other contexts: high-order models [I3], non-smooth optimization [27] [30], machine learning
[20, 211 25]. A multilevel method that exploits hierarchies in the function space has been ex-
plored in [11], where a multilevel variance reduction method is proposed for deterministic convex
problems of the form ([2)) leveraging the multilevel scheme of MG/OPT developed in [29]. Recent
research [20] proposes a (deterministic) multilevel version of the OFFO method that does not
require function evaluations and that is based on the classical multilevel scheme constructed on
the variable space.

Deriwative free optimization An idea close to that of multilevel methods to alternate between
accurate steps and cheap steps using more or less information can be found in full-low evaluation
derivative free optimization for direct search methods [7, [33]. Another technique that has been
considered to reduce the cost of DFO problems is random subset selection [I5]. In [§] the authors
propose an Levenberg-Marquardt adaptation of the STORM framework for stochastic derivative
free least squares problems. As in our work, the step size in this context is updated through
a regularization parameter. We inherited from this work the dependence of the regularization
parameter from the norm of the gradient (cf. below) and the definition of accurate models
(cf. Definition [1)). The recent literature on variants of the standard trust-region method based
on the use of random models is very extensive, we refer to [4, [5 [6, 23] B2] to name a few and
references therein.

Stochastic variance reduced gradient methods. SVRG was originally proposed in [24] with a
convergence analysis for smooth and strongly convex objective functions. Since then the practical
behaviour of the method and strategies to fix the hyperparameters have been studied for instance
in [3] and [3I] for both the convex and nonconvex cases.

Organization of the paper In section [2| we introduce our MU*STREG method and we pro-
pose its convergence analysis in section [3l In section [4] we specialize the MU*STREG framework
to the finite sum setting of problem and we analyze the numerical performance of the method
in section Bl We draw some conclusions in section [6l

2 The multilevel stochastic regularized gradient method

In this section we describe our new MUItilevel STochastic REegularized Gradient method (MU*-
STREG)H for the solution of problem .

2The ¢ denotes the number of levels in the hierarchical problem description.



Hierarchical representation of problem We assume to have a hierarchy of stochastic
functions {f*} for £ =1,..., f1,ax, that approximate f. More precisely, our function approxima-
tions will take the form f¢:= f(z" '), where {'}\m3 are random variables such that, for fixed
h, the evaluation of f*(z" ') is more accurate (less noisy) than the evaluation of fh(z",e!=1)
for each [ = 2,...,lnax. Moreover, fh for h = 1,..., hnax are function approximations defined
on lower dlmensmnal spaces, i.e., zh e Vh, with V1 C V2 C ... C Yhmax,_ This structure defines
a stochastic multilevel problem descmptzon of problem q where flmax = fhmax(ghmax clmax)
corresponds to the fine level function and f¢ = f"(x" &') are the coarse approximations for
0= (h,1), £=2,... ,lmax. For each level ¢, ¢’(z) will denote a computable version of f(z", el),
where ¢! is a random variable, and we assume that V¢*(z) is available as well. If the hierarchy
is built in both spaces, the level £ = (h,!) is identified by a subset of variables and a noise level
[, such that h < h+1 and [ <1+ 1 and at least one of these inequalities is strict. As in classical
multilevel methods, we assume to have at disposal some transfer operators R’ (restriction) and
P! (prolongation) to transfer the information (variables and gradients) from level £ to level £ — 1
and vice-versa, such that R’ = v(P*)T for some v > 0 [I2]. Differently from the classical frame-
work, such operators may be random. If the hierarchy is built just in the functions space all the
variables will have the same dimension and the transfer operators will thus just be the identity.

Example 1. In the case of problem , if the hierarchy is built just in the samples space (i.e.,
h = hmax for all £) the approzimations ¢* would be the averaged sum of the f; over nested subsets
of this large set, that is ¢* := fSZ where:

£5 () |S,Z|Z€Z$£fz

for 8¢ C S for all € (cf. section . If the sampling is done randomly, such function approzi-
mations will depend on a random variable €' = £°.

Example 2. Consider the following problem

n
;2%32 (Au(z;) — g(z;))? + Z (u(z;) — @

j=1 iceM
arising from the discretization of a partial differential equation on a grid with n points. The
first term takes into account the residual of the partial differential equation and the second one
is a data fitting term to a set of available measures M = {u;}. For this problem we can build a
hierarchy in both spaces. Let us consider a level £ = (h,1): h will be associated to a coarser grid,
i.e., to a possibly random subset of the variables V" C R™, while | to a subset of the measurements
S, drawn randomly from M. In classical multigrid such subsets are chosen in a deterministic
way, in our framework they can be chosen randomly. The function approximation for level £ will

thus be
o) = Y (Aulay) = g(2))? + Y (ulwi) — @),
JETM 1€S!
where I" C {1,...,n}.

Example 3. Consider the setting proposed in [15]: given xy, € R™, assume to randomly choose
a p*-dimensional affine space V), C R™ with p® < n given by the range of Qy, € R”Xpe, i.€e.,

£
Vi ={zp +Qrs:s RV }.
A random lower-dimensional approximation to f would be given by

' (x) = f(zr + Qpx), forxz e RP".



For any level ¢ and at each iteration k, our multilevel gradient method can choose between
two different types of stochastic steps: a gradient step, which is known as the fine step, or a coarse
step computed by exploiting the approximations of f. Notice that the steps are all stochastic
as, differently from classical deterministic multilevel schemes, all the function approximations
(including ¢“m=x which does not need to be equal to f) are random approximations. In both cases,
given the objective function f¢ of that level, the step is computed by minimizing a regularized

model of the form ’ I g( g)H
MV £t
mit(s) = mi(s) + SIS 2, (3)

for some )\i > 0. If £ = yax then f¢ = ¢fmax is the finest approximation. For the lower levels,
f* is the regularized model from the immediate upper level, as specified below. The definition
of m¥ also depends on the kind of step taken.

e Fine step. In this case, we define mf; as the first-order Taylor series
Tl f)(s) := fi(ap) + Vo f (@),

of f*in x%, the objective function of that level. Minimizing the regularized model thus
amounts to choose the step

1

B 0ot
e

of =
i.e., a classical (stochastic) gradient step, where the stepsize depends on the norm of the
gradient as in [8], cf. discussion in [8] section 3.1].

e Coarse step. The random model mi is in this case built exploiting the stochastic approxi-
mations {(ﬁe}ﬁg" of f and is thus either defined in a lower dimensional space, or employs
inaccurate function approximations, or both. The algorithm in this case recursively calls
itself to find the coarse step. More precisely, starting at the finest level £,0x = (Amax, fmax)
and considering the finest approximation ¢ of f and the immediately coarser approxi-

. . . Lrmax —
mation ¢fmax—1 at iteration k we define m! !

=gy where

Lrnax — - ,
o 1(5€mx71) — ¢€max 1(R€maxximdx _‘_Semax—l)
. : Limax max — max ,.fmax Lmax —
+ (Rfmxvxgbfmdx (kaa ) — qusl I(RZ apme ))Tsk L
ie., @i‘“"“‘fl is a modification of the coarse function ¢‘m>—1 through the addition of a
correction term. This correction aims to enforce the following relation:

Vstpimaxfl(o) — R&nawi(b@max (ajimax)7

which ensures that the behaviour of the coarse model is coherent with the fine objective
function, up to order one.

The regularized model mkR’em‘“‘ is then (approximately) minimized wrt s, by calling the

R,

multilevel procedure in a recursive way with ffmax—1 = m,, %, thus taking either a fine

step on level £, — 1 or building a coarse model for mkR’Z‘“a" (s) involving the approximation
¢fax=2 and so on. At a generic level ¢, the recursive call is stopped as soon as a step si_l

is found that satisfies the following conditions:

m (517 < mt ), [ amsEh|| < s (4)



for some =1 > 0, and we set si = Pesf;*l. As we will see, these conditions will ensure the
convergence of the multilevel method in the spirit of the Adaptive-Regularization algorithm
with a first-order model described e.g., in [14] Sec. 2.4.1]. Note that even if we use a first
order model at fine level, we could use a higher order method to minimize the lower level
model.

In order to be meaningful, the coarse steps are restricted to iterations such that
IRV f (@)l = &IV f ()]
for k* € (0, min{1, || R*|}) 22].

This framework is flexible and encompasses several actual implementations: at each iteration
k one needs to choose whether to employ the fine or the coarse step. A sketch of a possible
MU*‘STREG cycle of iterations is depicted in Figure

e T = a4 s

Level 2: (;52

Level 1: ¢1

Figure 1: Sketch of a possible iteration scheme for MU*STREG. Horizontal arrows represent fine
steps.

The step acceptance The step st is used to define a trial point x% + s{ and two estimates

of ff(zf) and f*(zf + si), denoted by f,f’o and flf’s, which involve approximations of f*(z%)
and f(zf + st). The achieved reduction given by f,f’o — ,f’s over the predicted reduction
m4(0) — mé(st) is computed to decide whether to accept the trial point or not. More precisely,

the step acceptance is based on the ratio:

’f,O _ If,s
P8 g 0) — mi (o) )
A successful iteration is declared if the model is accurate, i.e., pi is larger than or equal to a
chosen threshold 7; € (0,1) and ||V ff(z%)| > i for some 72 > 0; otherwise the iteration is
declared unsuccessful and the step is rejected. The]; test for the step acceptance is combined with
the update of the regularization parameter A{ for the next iteration. The update is still based
on the ratio . If the step is successful, the regularization parameter is decreased, otherwise it
is increased.
The full multilevel procedure with ¢ levels, specialized for problem , is described in Algo-
rithm [2] and will be introduced in section [4] In the following section, for sake of simplicity, we
detail the procedure in the two-level case.

2.1 MU?STREG: the two-levels case

We assume here that we have just two approximations to our objective at disposal and therefore
we omit the superscript /: we denote by ® the approximation at the highest level (® = ¢fmex =



@’max in the previous notation) and by ¢ the other less accurate approximation available. More-

over, let n; and ns be the dimensions of the fine and coarse spaces, respectively, and let R and P
be the grid operators. We sketch the MU*STREG procedure in Algorithm where we rename it
as MU2STREG. Below we collect the main assumptions on the algorithmic steps that will used
in the convergence analysis in the next section.

Assumption 1. At each iteration k of Algorithm/[1] let

mj(s) =mk(s)+wnsn2, 6)
and
() = T1.[®](s) := ®(x1) + Vo ®(z1) s, (fine step), )
oi(s) = ¢(Ray + s) + (RV,®(z1) — Vod(Ray))T's, (coarse step).

The step s € R™ is computed so that either:

VJB‘I)(xk)

Sp = ————F—", ne step) or 8
e WINATE]] (fine step) (8)
sp = Ps*, s* e R"?, (coarse step) (9)
where
mi(s*) <mif(0) and [[Vemi(s")| = [IVspr(s™) + Ml Vo @(aw)lls*|| < 0]ls*[|  (10)

for some 8 > 0. The definition of the coarse model ensures that
Vs (0) = RV, (zy). (11)

The use of the coarse step is restricted to iterations k such that
IRV ®(z)[| > £m||Va® ()]l (12)

for k€ (0,min{1, ||R||}). We assume that R = vPT with v = 1, without loss of generality, and
that |R| = |P|| < kg for kg > 0.

Remark 1. From @, and , when the coarse model is used, it follows:

or(5%) = 21 (0) < SNl T () 571 (13)

3 Convergence theory

In this section, we provide a theoretical analysis of the proposed multilevel method proving the
global convergence to first-order critical points. Note that, as the method is recursive, we can
restrict the analysis to the two-levels case. We thus focus on MU2STREG as described in section
The analysis follows the scheme proposed in [I7] and is extended to adaptive regularization
methods while including the multilevel steps. Let us now first state some regularity assumptions
as in [9].



Algorithm 1 MU2STREG (z¢, @, ¢, Ao, €) two-levels stochastic regularized gradient method

1: e Initialization: Choose g € R™ and A\g > Amin With Apnin > 0. Set the constants
m € (0,1), 72 >0 and v € (0,1). Set k= 0.

2: e Model choice: If holds, choose if to use the fine level model and go to Step [3], or
the lower level model and go to Step [d] Otherwise go to Step

3: e Fine step computation: Define my(s) = Ti[®](s) = ®(zx) + Vo @(x1)Ts. Set s, =
— xSty Go to Step[3

4: e Coarse step computation: Define a lower level model and its regularized version as:

0i(s) = o(Rag + s) + [RV, ®(zr) — Vad(Rak)]"s,

1
mi(s) = er(s) + 5/\k||Vx‘I>($k)||||8||2-

Approximately minimize mkR7 yielding an approximate solution sj satisfying . Define
my(s) = @k(s).

5:  Acceptance of the trial point and regularization parameter update: Obtain
fi— 1
mi(0) — my(sk)

If pp > and ||V, @(x)|| > n2/Mx then set zx11 = xx + sk and A1 = YAg.
Else set xx41 = x and Ay = 'y’l)\k.
6: o Check stopping criterion. If satisfied stop, otherwise set k = k + 1 and go to Step

estimates f{ and f§ of f(zx) and f(z+sk), respectively and compute py =

Assumption 2. Let f : R" - R, ® : R™ — R and ¢ : R™ — R with n > ny > na, be
continuously differentiable and bounded below functions. Let us assume that the gradients of f,
® and ¢ are Lipschitz continuous, i.e., that there exist constants Ly, La, Ly such that

IVaf(x) = VafW) < Ly llz =yl forall 2,y € R,
IVa®(z) = Vo)l < Lo [lz =yl forall z,yeR™,
IVag(x) = Vo)l < Lo [le =yl for all z,y € R™.

Moreover, we assume that the models in this work are random functions and so is their
behavior and influence on the iterations. Hence, M} will denote a random model in the k-th
iteration, while we will use the notation my = Mj(w) for its realizations. As a consequence
of using random models, the iterates Xy, the regularization parameter Ay and the steps Sk
are also random quantities, and so z = Xp(w), Ay = Ax(w), sy = Sk(w) will denote their
respective realizations. Similarly, let random quantities F; ,? , F¢ denote the estimates of f(X})
and f(Xj + Sk), with their realizations denoted by fo = F?(w) and fi = Fj(w). In other
words, Algorithm [1| results in a stochastic process {My, X, Sk, Ak, FY, Fi}. Our goal is to
show that under certain conditions on the sequences { My} and {F}, F¢} the resulting stochastic
process has desirable convergence properties with probability one. In particular, we will assume
that models M} and estimates F; ,S, Fy are sufficiently accurate with sufficiently high probability,
conditioned on the past. To formalize conditioning on the past, let FF" denote the o-algebra
generated by My,..., Mr_1 and Fpy,...,Fr_1 and let .F,i‘f'lF/Q denote the o-algebra generated
by My, ..., My and Fy, ..., Fr_1. To formalize sufficient accuracy we use the measure for the
accuracy introduced in [8], which adapts to regularized models those originally proposed in [17].

Definition 1. Suppose that V f is Lipschitz continuous. Given A\ > 0, a function m is a k-fully
linear model of f around the iterate xy, provided for k = (ky, k), that for all y in a neighbourhood



of xy:

Vo f(y) = Vam(y)| < r (14)
f(y) —m(y)| < Af (15)

We will ask for this requirement on the fine level model T;[®]. Notice that imposing this
condition on the file level only will be enough to ensure convergence of the method. The first-
order correction imposed on the coarser levels will indeed ensure that (at least locally) the coarse
model are fully-linear too. Specifically, we will consider probabilistically fully-linear models,
according to the following definition [I7]:

Definition 2. A sequence of random models { My} is said to be a-probabilistically -fully linear
with respect to the corresponding sequence { Xy, Ay} if the events

I, = {My, is a k -fully linear model of f around Xy}

satisfy the condition

P(Ix| FlT) > o,
where f,ﬂ{f 1s the o-algebra generated by My, ..., My_1 and Fy, ..., Fip_1.
We will also require function estimates to be sufficiently accurate.

Definition 3. The estimates f and f; are said to be € ;-accurate estimates of f(xy) and f(zy+
si) respectively, for a given Mg if

€ €
R = Flaen)l < 35 and |ff = fan+ s)] < 35
k k

In particular we will consider probabilistically accurate estimates as in [17]:

Definition 4. A sequence of random estimates {FQ, F3} is said to be (-probabilistically €g-
accurate with respect to the corresponding sequence { Xy, A, Sk} if the events

Ji. = {F, F§ are eg-accurate estimates of f(wx) and f(xy, + si), respectively, around X}

satisfy the condition
P(Je|FelT)e) = B,

where €5 15 a fized constant and ]-",?{52 is the o-algebra generated by My, ..., My and Fy, ..., Fr_1.

Following [I7], in our analysis we will require that our method has access to a-probabilistically
k-fully linear models, for some fixed ~ and to B-probabilistically €; accurate estimates, for some
fixed, sufficiently small e;. Cf. [I7, Section 5] for procedures for constructing probabilistically
fully linear models, and probabilistically accurate estimates. Basically, when the function ap-
proximations come from a subsampling this construction is possible if the model accounts for
enough samples.

10



3.1 Convergence analysis

We start by recalling three useful relations, following from Taylor’s theorem, see for example [14
Corollary A.8.4].

Lemma 1. Let g : R™ — R be a continuously differentiable function with Lipschitz continuous
gradient, with L the corresponding Lipschitz constant. Given its first order truncated Taylor
series in x Tg](s) := g(z) + Vag(x)T's, it holds:

oo+ 5) = Tla)(s) + [ (Vaglo+€5) = Vgl sde, (16)
o+ )~ Tlg)(s)] < s, a7)
[Veg(e+ )~ VTl < Lisl. (18)

We now propose two technical lemmas on the coarse step.

Lemma 2. Let Assumptions [1] and [4 hold. Consider a realization of Algorithm [1 where at
iteration k the coarse model is used and let s, = Ps* be the resulting step. Then it holds:

* L *
lor(0) — pr(s™) = (Ti[P](0) — Ti[®](sk))| < f”s [ (19)
Proof. Using the first order Taylor expansion of ¢, and applied to ¢y, and considering that
from , Vspor(0)Ts* = V. ®(z1) 7 s, we can write:

1
ok(0) — i(s%) = ~Va(a) sy — / (Vagn () — Vagn(0))7 " de.

Since V. ®(z)T sk = T [®](sk) — Tk[®](0), using Assumption [2| and recalling that ¢, and ¢
differ just by a linear term, we obtain:

ok (0) — pi(s™) — (Tu[®](0) — Ti[®](sk))]
/ (Vapn(6s”) = VeplON 57 d6 < [ [9upn(657) = Vi O)I5°] de < 2"
0
O

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions[1] and[3, for any realization of Algorithm[1] and for each iteration
k where the coarse step is used, it exists a constant K > 0 such that:

RV ®(xx)| < (K + Xe||[Va®(z)|)||s*|l, with K = 2Lok% + Ly + 0. (20)
Proof. From the Lipschitz continuity of V,®(zy), we have:
RV @(zg)|| < [|R(V2®(zk) — Va®(z) + 88))|| + [RV P (21 + 55)|
< Lo|| Rllllskll + [|1RVo®(zr + si)| < Lorg|ls™|| + |RVa@(ak + s1) |
where the last inequality follows from s, = Ps*. Moreover,

RV ®(x + si)|| <IR(Ve®(xk 4 sk) — VTr[®](sk))]l
+ [|RV Ty [@](s1) — Vspr(s")]|
+ [ Vspr(s™) + M|V @ () ||s™|
+ Al Ve @ (@) [|[s* |-

Let us bound the first three terms separately.

11



1. By 7
IR(Vo®(zr + s1) = VsTul@](s)| < Lasrllskll < Lorfls™ -

2. For the second term it holds:
RV Ty [®](sk) — Vsr(s™)]|
= ||RV,P(xg) — Vood(Ray + s*) — (RVP(zr) — Vid(Ray))||
< Lg||s™[I-
3. The third term from is bounded by 0||s*||.
Thus we finally obtain the thesis. O
The following lemma relates the coarse step size and the regularization parameter \.

Lemma 4. Let Assumptions[]] and[3 hold. Assume that at iteration k the coarse step is used.
Let K be defined as in and assume that

1 1 1
— <min{—, — Y|V, P , 21
5 < { g Vel (21)
then 4
KH * KR
<[Is*lh < ——- (22)

20, ~
Proof. The first inequality follows from:

BV, 2@l @ k| Va0 ED kg
= K+ MVe®(z)ll T K+ M Ve®(z)| T 20

s

(23)
The second inequality follows from applied to py:
* * * * L *
|or(5") = @1(0)] = [Vsor(0)"s™| < lon(s™) — 9r(0) = Visipr (0)s*| < %HS I,
where we have used the fact that from Assumption and @ ¢k is Ly smooth. Thus, from ,
* * L * L *
2k(0) = or(s™) < [Vapr(0)Ts"| + 2115717 = [Va (i) sl + 515"
L * * L *
< IVa® ()l skll + 7¢IIS 1 < &RV ®(an)lllls*| + flls 1%
Combining this with we have:
1 * * * L *
SV @(@)llls™1* < 0(0) = pi(s™) < rrl| Vo (ze) 5"l + 7¢||8 I

Thus . I
(V20 = 52 ) 171 < wall Vo257

From (21)) we have I, [|V,®(xz1)|| — %2 > LA ||V, ®(2)| and thus

| *
1/\k||Vx‘1>(93k)H||8 | < KRV (i)l

12



In the following lemma we measure the decrease predicted by the model.

Lemma 5. Let Assumptions[I] and[g hold. For any realization of Algorithm[1] and for each k it

holds:
_ IV @)l

3 if fine step
my(sx) — mx(0) < {_,\kw’;@(zkn Is*[2  if coarse step (24)
2
Proof. If the fine step is used,
my(sk) — mg(0) = Ti[®](sx) — Tk [P](0)
V. ®(zy)|? [Va® ()|l
= V., 0(z;)Ts z—H =- :
S W R TE A
If the coarse step is used:
E M| V@ (2
mi(s) — mi(0) = ou(s) — () < VR e
O

We now prove some auxiliary lemmas that provide conditions under which the decrease of
the true objective function f is guaranteed. The first lemma states that if the regularization
parameter is large enough relative to the size of the model gradient and if the model is fully
linear, then the step s; provides a decrease in f proportional to the size of the model gradient.

Lemma 6. Under Assumptions and@, suppose that T [®] is a (ky, kq)-fully linear model of f
in a neighbourhood of xy. If

1 1 K2 1
- < H
" min { K’ 6, }HV D(zp)ll, (25)

then the trial step si leads to an improvement in f(xy + si) such that

f(zr +sk) — flzr) < —%W
Proof. We distinguish two cases depending on the used step.
1. In the fine step case, from we get
f(or+ i) = fon) = fon + si) = Te[®](sk) + Ti[®](sk) — Ti[P](0) + Ti[®)(0) — f (1)
@ 26y [IVaP(e)l| B 1| Va®(zi)| . #% [Va ‘P(xk)ll
- )\2 Ak -2 Ak - 32 Ak

where we have used that, from (25), )\ < 64}{ ||V D ()] < ’if IV @(z)l-

2. When the coarse step is used, we have

flze +sk) = fzr) = fzr + sk) — Ti[®](sk)
+ T3[®](sk) — Tk[P](0) — pr(s™) + ¢x(0)
— or(0) + pr(s™)
+ T [®](0) — f(zk).

13



K

The first and the last terms are bounded by < from . The second term from Lemma
k

)
is bounded by % |/s*[|2. The third term is bounded by —MHS*HQ from (L3).
Thus
%; (Lo Ml|Vad(z )
Flan+ i) = flax) < 55+ (; - ’“”2(’“)') Is* I
k
B 2rp Ml Va®(zi)ll .
D 2y MlVe ol e
k

D 20, Vo0l

- )\z 16\,

@ w2, V.0l

- 32 Ak '

O

The next lemma shows that for a sufficiently large regularization parameter Ay relative to the
size of the true gradient V, f(xy), the guaranteed decrease in the objective function, provided
by sk, is proportional to the size of the true gradient.

Lemma 7. Let Assumptions and@ hold and suppose that Ty [®] is a (kf, kq)-fully linear model
of f in a neighbourhood of xy. If

1 1
PV {K—i—/ig’(64/<Vf//i§{)—|—/ig’2L¢+/<vg

then the trial step sy leads to an improvement in f(xy + sx) such that

[Vaf (i)

f(xr +sk) — far) < —Ch N

2
: — K K 64ryp 2Ly
with O 1= 35 max { K+ry’ 6dr,trgrd’ 2Lgtrg |

Proof. We first prove that the assumption of Lemmal|[6]is satisfied, and we use its result to deduce
the decrease of the objective function in terms of |V, f(zx)| rather than ||V, ®(xy)]||, by linking
these two quantities through the assumption of x-fully linear model, which yields that

V22 > Ve f )| - 52 (27)
From assumption it holds
|V f(zr)|| > max{K + K, 64k /K3 + Kg,2L4 + /Qg}%k,
and thus from we have
Vo) 2 [V )] - 32 2 max(K, 64 /iy, 2L}

Thus the assumption of Lemmal[f] is satisfied and

_ s [ Va@(an)|

f@r + sk) = f(an) < 39 "

14



In the same way from and we have

IV (an)|| > | Vo f (zi)] — 7

1 1 1
> vz - i { ) 9
2 Ve f(@i)]| = fig min K+ Ky 64ks /K% + Ky 2L + Ky
K 64 2L, ) .
@ = C1|| Vs .
P e et NIV @] = GV £

HIVaf @l

= max{

We conclude that

— < :
s+ i) = floe) < =55 e 32 A A

O

We now prove a lemma that states that, if the estimates are sufficiently accurate, the fine
model is fully-linear and the regularization parameter is large enough relatively to the size of the
model gradient, then a successful step is guaranteed.

Lemma 8. Let Assumptions and@ hold. Suppose that T[®] is a (K¢, Kkg)-fully linear model
in a neighbourhood of x) and that the estimates {fy, fi} are es-accurate with €5 < k. If

1 1 1 1-—
— < min n

= |V, D , 2
/\k {K7772732Hf/1€%_1+L¢,}”v (mk)H ( 8)

then the k-th iteration is successful.

Proof. Let us consider py in Step [l of Algorithm
fi— 1

_ =Sy ) = ma(0) | me(0) = ma(si)
mk(O) — mk(sk) mk(O) — mk(sk) mk(O) — mk(sk)
mu(sk) — f @k + sk) n flze +sK) — fi

Pk =

= or + 1. (29)

Let us now consider the numerators in this expression. Those of the the first and the last terms
are bounded from the assumption on the function estimates (cf. Definition [3):

€ K € K
7= f)l < 35 <57 |2 = Flow+si)l < 55 < 55
k k k

To bound the other terms, let us now consider two cases. First, when the fine step is used
my = Tj[®], which is a k-fully linear model of f by assumption, thus the numerator of the
second and fourth terms are bounded by . Consequently, the numerator of |gx| = |pr — 1] is
bounded by %f. The denominator is given in . Thus by the assumption

4/£f
orl = lpp — 1] < ——F <1y,

If the coarse step is used we have my = ) and we need to further develop the expression of py:

15



=1
mk(O) —mk(sk)
fo— fla) f(xr) — Ti[®](0) N —T5[®](s) — @1 (0) + wi(s*) + Tx[P](0)

Pk =

mk(O) — mk(sk) mk(O) — mk(sk) mk(O) — mk(sk)
©k(0) — pr(s*) | Til®l(sk) — flzr +s6) | floe+sk) — fi
©r(0) — pr(s*) my(0) — my(sk) my(0) — mg(sk)

T [@](sr) — #x(0) + pr(s”) + Ti[2](0)

=opt+1+—
o mi(0) — ma(sy)

With respect to the previous development we thus just have an additional term. Let us bound
its absolute value:
* L *
—T3[®])(sk) — 9k (0) + pr(s™) + Ti[®](0) | CDED il kil Ly
mk(O) —mk(sk) - MHS*HQ )\kHVwCD(xk)H

The numerators of the terms in ¢; can be bounded as in the first case. We thus have

4Ky 4k
| H pYa H Pyl 32k ¢
Okl > Nv.e Ty Do) K5 2
ALAIERIAE AV @)l o Ml |V ®(zr) || k%
Thus from
32k¢ /K + L
o1 < 2l Lo 4
ARV ® ()|
Hence in every case py > 1. Moreover, since ||V, ®(zy)|| > §2 from (28), the k-th iteration is
successful O

Finally, we state and prove the lemma that guarantees an amount of decrease of the objective
function on a true successful iteration.

Lemma 9. Under Assumptions |1 and @ , suppose that the estimates {fy, fi} are €s-accurate

m 772/#;

with ey < “=5*. If a trial step sy is accepted then the improvement in f is bounded below by:
Cs
f@ry1) = flog) < -5
A
k
2
where Cy = TENL — ¢,

Proof. 1f the iteration is successful, this means that ||V, ®(zy)|| > 32 and p > m1. Thus, if the
fine step is used,

V. ®(x
5= 12 mm (@) maf)) 2 2P e
k

If the coarse step is used

s :

Fi = 17 = m(m(0) = ma(si)) = %MIIVI@(%)IIHS I
MK
-8

1 _mmerd 1
)\k”V:v‘I)(l"k)HpZ 3 Hﬁ-
k k

16



Then, since the estimates are es-accurate, we have that the improvement in f can be bounded
as

C
flan+s1) = flan) = flox+s6) = fi+ fi = O+ 2= Flaw) < =55
k
where Cy = L5 _ 9¢ > (. 0

To prove convergence of Algorithm 1| we need to assume that the fine-level models {M},}
(whose realizations are given in ) and the estimates {FY, F;} are sufficiently accurate with
sufficiently high probability.

Assumption 3. Given values of o, € (0,1) and ey > 0, there exist kg and K¢ such that
the sequence of fine-level models {My} and estimates {Fy, F¢} generated by Algorithm 1 are,
respectively, a-probabilistically (k s, kq)-fully-linear and B-probabilistically € f-accurate.

The following theorem states that the regularization parameter A, converges to 4+oo with
probability one. Together with its corollary it gives conditions on the existence of k, and xf
given a, § and €.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions [1] [3 and [3 be satisfied and assume that in Algorithm [1] the
following holds.

o The step acceptance parameter ny is chosen so that

N2 > max{K, 24ks}.

e The accuracy parameter of the estimates satisfies

2
€r < min {I{f7 771222@{ } .

Then o and B can be chosen so that, if Assumption[3 holds for these values, then the sequence
of regularization parameters {Ay} generated by Algorithm satisfies

iAi<oo

k=0

El V]

almost surely.

Proof. The scheme of the proof is the same as that of [I7, Theorem 4.11]. We outline here just
the differences. Let O be defined as in Lemma[7] We defind’]

1
k
with v € (0,1) such that
v S { 4 16 1 }
max , ,
1—v V2G0T ek v 3Ky

3Note that ®j in this proof is not the same as ®(zj) used before. Despite the similarity of these notations,
we decided to keep here the notation ®j from [I7] to facilitate the comparison of the results in the two articles.
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where
64k /K% + L
it
Under this assumption, the results in the proof of [I7, Theorem 4.11] hold with
1
v

¢ > kg + max {172,

b= (1- 1)~ 1)

1 1 1
b i= OS5+ (1= 0) (55 1) 53
k

1 1 1
by = v Col IV (@)l + (1= ) (72 - 1) 5.
k

with C3 := % + 4. In particular, there exists o > 0 such that for all &

E[®)41 — PulFL] < 0.

—0-— <
2
Ak

The choice of a and § is specified in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Let all assumptions of Theorem [1] hold. The statement of Theorem [1] holds if o
and 3 are chosen to satisfy the following conditions:

1 40L;
ab-3 ¢ *+4
I-a)1-8)~ O
and
= —1
(1-a)1-5) =< 1 1 . 4 16 1\’
? _1+,Y*2(40Lf+4C)max{gﬁ7nln2}€%{,%}
. K2 64K 2L
with C, = TgmaX{Kfmg, 64Kf+,fw%{, 2L¢J‘:Hg} and ¢ = kg + 1.

The following results can be derived as in [I7, Theorem 4.16], [I7, Lemma 4.17] and [I7,
Theorem 4.18], their proof is therefore omitted for sake of brevity.

Theorem 2. Let the assumptions of Theorem hold. Suppose additionally that af > % Then
the sequence of random iterates generated by Algom'thm {Xy}, almost surely satisfies

lim inf ||V, f(Xz)| = 0.
k—o0

Theorem 3. Let the assumptions of Theorem[1] hold. Let {X)} and {Ay} be the sequences of
random iterates and random regularization parameters generated by Algorithm[1 Fiz e > 0 and
define the sequence {K.} consisting of the natural numbers k for which |V, f(X)|| > €. Then

almost surely
1
Z Ai]c < oQ.
ke{K.}

Theorem 4. Let the assumptions of Theorem |1| hold. Let {X} be the sequence of random
iterates generated by Algorithm[1 Then, almost surely,

lim |V, £(X3)] = 0.
k—o0
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4 MU'STREG for finite sum minimization

In this section we describe how to adapt Algorithm [I| to the solution of finite sum minimization
problems of the form using a multilevel setting with ¢ levels. We assume that N > n and
we consider hierarchies built just in the samples space, thus ¢ = [. We first assume that the
computation of the objective function is affordable and we postpone to section a discussion
on the case when N is too large to evaluate the full sum.

Recalling that the objective function in is the average of the set of functions { ﬁ}Z 1, we
can easily define a hierarchy of approxnnatlons by subsampling. In particular, given the number
of levels lpax > 2, for every £ € {1, ..., {max} we define the subsampled function as:

|Se > fil@)

€St

where S¢ C {1,.., N} is a subsample set such that ) # S* C ... ¢ S* C ... € Sfmax-1 C Shmax =
{1,...,N}. In this particular case, the operators R and P are the identity and all the iterates
belong to R™. We thus drop here the indexes ¢ from the iterates and the steps. We use the

functions { fS }

level in a recursive Wayl In the notations of section |2 l the f s corresponds to the ¢e
In particular, at level 1 < £ < lpax, glven the objective function of that level m™* and an
iterate x), we define the objective function m;~ R=1at xy, for the lower level ¢ — 1 as

max

to define the regularized models {mRé } sy that are minimized at each

st —
li” Y(s) = [mR’é] (g +8) + (v i hr s+regi (s)
(71) denotes the subsampled version of mf* evaluated at zy,

Lo VomP () — Vo [P (@), (30)

s||? with AL > 0 if £ < £ax, and zero otherwise.

fmax—1

Sz‘nax -1 max . . max —
At the finest level [mR’Zm“X] = [ f‘g/Z ] is simply fSZ " However, when

0 < lmay mt incorporates also the regularization and the vector vﬁ. Given that this quantities
are not defined on a samples set, the subsampled version of mf* differs from m®* just for
the term f"ggf1 that is subsampled on S*~2, while the correction and the regularization vectors
remain unchanged’]

We report in Algorithm I 2| the complete MU*STREG algorithm for problem (2)) and we now
discuss its main steps. Algorithm [2] is recursive and a generic level £ > 1 of the hierarchy is
described. The main hyperparameters of the algorithm are the number of levels in the hierarchy
lmax and the cardinality N¢ of the subsample sets S for every level of the hierarchy. At the
very first call MU‘STREG starts from the top level £, and the objective function is set as
fhmax At each iteration k the algorithm either calls itself recursively or performs a fine step
at level ¢, with the exception of £ = 1. For ¢ = 1 the bottom of the hierarchy is reached and
no more recursions are allowed. An approximate minimizer of mfj’l is sought that satisfies
by the Adaptive-Regularization algorithm with a first-order model (AR1) described e.g. in [14]

and regj (s) = A ||[Vom B (2h)]| |

4Note that each model mf*¢ should be indexed by the index of the iterate at level £ + 1 for which it was
defined. We omit this index here to avoid confusion with the index k of the iterate considered to define, given
m™L ) its lower level model.

5Notice that each time we go down a level we accumulate in m®¢

a regularization term and a vector v’.
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Algorithm 2 MU‘STREG for finite-sum minimization - MU‘STREG (¢,{(f*, €/, N*)}im2)

Input: 2o € R", {fﬂﬁgi‘ﬂ f¢:R™ — R defined on N* samples with N1 < N¥, tolerance ¢’ > 0 .
Given 0 <m <m3 <1,m2>0,0< 72 <7 <1<73, Amin > 0.

1: k=0

2: while the stop criterion for level ¢ is not satisfied do
Hierarchy definition

3: if £ > 1 then

4: Build S~ ¢ & drawing N~ indices randomly.
5: else

6: Go to Step 9

7 end if

Model choice
Choose to go to Step [ or to Step

Regularized Taylor step

9: Define mj,(s) = T} (s) the first-order Taylor series of f* in xx. Set sf = 7%. Go to
Step [[4 *
Sub-sampled model

10: Compute the correction vector v, as in to define the lower level model ot '(s) and its
regularization m ‘"' (s) as

o

St—1

i = [T @ (v - v 1] @) s

w0 =70+

11: Recursive call
12: Call MU‘ZSTREG(O,m,@R’e*1 ,VsmkR’“l €71 N*~1) to find approximate solution s* of the problem

min mR‘éfl(s)
seR™ k ’
such that condition is satisfied.
13: Set st = s* and mj,(s) = ¢} ' (s).
Step acceptance of trial point

) Y7
14: Compute pl = L@ @rtsy) ;ﬂk()(])fn:’;’z;s)‘»)
k k\k

15: if pr > m1 and Hvzfe(zk)H > n2/Ai then

16: Tk4+1 = Tk + S,
17: else
18: Tky1 = Si

19: end if
Regularization parameter update
20: if pf > n and Hvzfl(xk)H > 72/ then

21:
>‘£+1 _ { max{)\min/yg)\z;}, %f pé > ns,
max{Amin, 1AL}, if pp <3
22: else
23: MNor1 = 130k

24: end if
25: k=k+1
26: end while
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Sec. 2.4.1] with a regularization parameter weighted by the norm of the gradient of m,}:”l at

the current approximation. Notice however that the theoretical results would still hold if the
minimization algorithm was replaced by another one, provided that the stopping criterion can
be satisfied.

When ¢ > 1 the algorithm can be called recursively and, if we choose to use the lower
level model, the surrogate minimization problem of the new approximation mkp”’ef1 is built by
sampling a subset of indices S*~! C S* by drawing randomly N*~! indices from S¢ (Step [4)) and
MU*‘STREG is recursively called at Step [12| providing the search direction sf.

Steps [[5}23] are dedicated to the standard step acceptance rule and regularization parameter
update based on the ratio p defined at Step e remark that the condition ||VmR’e(:vk)H >
M2/ )\f; is in fact checked at the beginning of each iteration in order to save useless computations
in case it fails.

The stopping criterion checks if the norm of the gradient is below some tolerance that depends
(implicitly) on the level £ and on the iteration k. Indeed, when £ = /,,,,x the tolerance is a positive
scalar € chosen by the user and we get a classical stopping criterion

Hvxfsz“‘“ (xk)H <e (31)

Else if £ < £,ax, we use the stopping condition . A safeguard is added that imposes a maximum
number of iterations.

Note that the choice of the alternate scheme between the coarse and fine steps is left to the
user.

5 Numerical experiments

In this section we illustrate the performance of MU*STREG for the computation of an approx-
imate first-order critical point of the finite sum minimization problem . Due to the variance
reduction interpretation of multilevel methods presented in the introduction, we compare our
method to a mini-batch version of Stochastic Variance Reduced Gradient (SVRG) [24], which is
a method where the iterates are updated as:

Th41 =Tl — & lll) Z Vi (k) + (Vf(fO) - % Z me@@)] ) (32)

ik€lE ir €l

where Z( is updated every m iterations, when the full gradient is re-evaluated. Remark the
similarity between the term in round brackets and the correction vector defined in when
= gma)@

The hyperparameters that characterize SVRG are the number m of iterations after which the
full gradient is re-evaluated, the steplength (or learning rate) «, and the mini-batch size b.

The next sections are organized as follows. After introducing some implementation details and
the description of the problems test set, we study in section[5.2the tuning of the hyperparameters
of our Algorithm [2] in particular the number of levels and the sample set cardinalities and we
compare the performance of all the variants to the reference one-level method. The method that
shows the best performance results to be a three-level method that we refer to as MU3STREG. In
section we compare it to a mini-batch version of SVRG. Finally, we investigate the behavior
of MU3STREG when the size of sample size N™3* at the finest level is smaller than the full size
N.
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5.1 Implementation issues and test problem set

Algorithm 2| has been implemented in MATLAB R2024a using HPE ProLiant DL560 Genl0 with
4 Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6140 CPU @ 2.30GHz with 512 Gb RAMH The algorithmic parameters
are chosen as follows:

m =005, 7o =10"2, 13 =0.75, 71 = 0.5, 72 = 0.3, v3 = 2, Amin = 1072,

The algorithm terminates when condition holds with € = 1073 or 10% iterations are per-
formed. Moreover we set §# = 1073 in and we impose a maximum number of iterations
maxity = 5 for every recursive call at level £ < £,,.« — 1. Finally, for £ > 1 we set )\é =10"* and
A} = 1073. In every test all the runs are repeated 5 times for different random initial guesses x.

Notice that Algorithm [2| is quite generic and allows for different multilevel schemes. Here,
we used a recursion scheme that encompasses a fine step after each recursive call, as depicted in
Figure[2] where the horizontal arrows represent the fine steps. Notice that this involves computing
the full gradient of the function f¢ (for £ > 1) with increasing computational cost depending on
the level £, thus such a step should be used with parsimony for high /.

: T Tpi1 = Tp + S
Level3: 83 () M k+1 = Tj + Sk

Level 2: 82 fSQ(l‘) ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Level 1: Sl fsl(:L‘)

Figure 2: Iteration scheme used in our implementation of MU*STREG for problem .

SVRG has been implemented in MATLAB too and we chose different configurations for the
parameters m, b and « as proposed in [3I] for nonconvex problems. We thus set the mini-batch
size b = 10 and b = 20 and m = N/b while we set « € {1072, 10’1,0.5}. We used for SVRG the
same stopping criterion as for MU‘STREG ﬂ

In order to compare the efficiency of the various methods, we considered the number of
weighted gradient evaluations performed during the execution: a full-gradient evaluation is
counted as 1, while the sub-sampled one as NWZ, where N* = |S| is the size of the sub-sample set.
In the same way, weighted objective function evaluations are taken into account. Taking into
account that the size of the gradients is n, the same system of gradient weights is used for the
objective function and its sub-models, just multiplied by % From now on, we will consider the
sum of the weighted evaluations of gradients and functions as a measure of the efficiency of the
method and we will refer to this sum as computational effort or more simply weighted number
of evaluations, which will be denoted by #f/g.

Beside the efficiency of the methods, we also take into account the quality of the solutions
found. In particular, we focus on the classification accuracy (in percentage) on the testing set
that will be denoted by %tA.

Finally, we will also use performance profiles in the forthcoming Figures [d] and [6} We remind
the reader that a performance profile graph p4(7) of an algorithm A at point 7 shows the fraction
of the test set for which the algorithm is able to solve within a factor of 7 of the best algorithm
for the given measure [19]. The measure used in Figures [4] and [f] is the total number of #f/g to
get the maximum %tA.

6We kindly acknowledge the Department of Mathematics of the University of Bologna for making the depart-
ment’s HPC resources available for this work.

"The stopping criterion is thus checked for SVRG only every m iterations and is checked for MU!STREG only
at fine level.

22



In our experiments, we consider two binary classification problems with different losses. The
first problem considers the logistic classification loss with ¢5 regularization:

N

. 1 T 1 2
nin f(z) = 5 ;:;log(l +exp(—yir” z)) + 5o 2l (Pb-LOG)
where for every ¢ = 1,..., N the pairs (z;,y;) € R™ x {—1,1} contain the features vector and

the corresponding label. Note that (Pb-LOG) is a strongly convex problem. The second one is
a nonlinear least squares problem with sigmoid loss:

N 2
1 1
: _ ,_ . Pb-L
win S@) = 9y 2 (y 1+exp<—yiﬂzi>) .

Here (z;,y;) € R™ x {0, 1}, for every i = 1,..., N.

The tests are performed in four different datasets for binary classification: MNIST [28], MUSH
[1], A9A and IJCNN1 [I6]. The data sets are divided into a training set and a testing set as
specified in Table

Data set nr. of features (n) Training set size (N) Testing set size (Ny)

MNIST 784 60000 10000
MUSH 112 6503 1621
A9A 123 22793 9768
IJCNN1 22 49990 91701

Table 1: Data sets with number of features n and number of instances of the training set N and
the testing set IV;.

5.2 Preliminary parameter tuning: number of levels and sample set
cardinalities

Our method is characterized by two parameters that may be problem-dependent: the number
of levels f1,.x and the cardinality N of each sub-sample set S, for £ = 1, ..., pax — 1 with
Ntmax = N, Clearly, these parameters affect the weight of each gradient and function evaluation
during the execution of the method.In this section we present the results of the experimental
investigation on the influence of these parameters on the performance of the method by comparing
the performance of different variants of MU‘STREG against the the one-level version of our
algorithm that corresponds in fact to a weighted AR1 method.

In Tables [2] and [4] we consider the weighted evaluations. We report for both problems
(Pb-LOG) and (Pb-LS) the values normalized with respect to the one-level version, for which
we indicate also in parenthesis the total number of weighted evaluations. In every column, we
underline the best result (minimum number of weighted evaluations) for the multilevel variants
and we highlight in italic the results that are worse than those of the one-level version (those
corresponding to a factor larger than one). In addition, Tables [3[ and [5| report the maximum
classification accuracy (in percentage) achieved by the methods considered.

5.2.1 Two-levels

In this section, we fix fax = 2, that is |S?| = N2 = N, and consider different values for the
cardinality of S'. Since N depends on the dataset, we choose the values of N! = |S!| proportional

to N to have a fixed ratio r := %1‘ € {0.5,0.2,0.1,0.05,0.025,0.01}.
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The methods reach convergence for both problems and for every dataset. For efficiency,
Table [2| shows that the use of two-level hierarchy yields improvements in lowering the number of
evaluations for most of the problems and for most of the values of the cardinality ratios r, and
is especially favorable when the ratio of the cardinalities is low.

[Pb-LOG] [Pb-LS|

MNIST MUSH A9A IJCNN1 MNIST MUSH A9A IJCNN1

1-level 1(1308) | 1 (94) | 1 (139) | 1 (21) | 1 (1158) | 1 (103) | 1 (119) | 1 (18)
r= 0.5 1.2 0.6 2.3 1.1 1.0 0.4 2. 1.2
o [ r=0.2 1.3 0.5 1.6 0.6 0.6 0.4 1.6 0.8
g [r=o0.1 0.9 0.4 1.6 0.6 0.4 0.2 1.1 0.7
2 [r=10.05 0.9 0.4 1.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 1.3 0.7
N [r=0.025 0.7 0.5 1.8 0.6 0.3 0.3 1.2 0.6
r= 0.01 0.5 0.4 1.2 0.7 0.4 0.3 1.1 0.6

Table 2: One-level vs. two-levels: computational effort. Different variants of two-levels
methods based on r = |S|/N. Value of #f/g to reach convergence, normalized with respect to
the one-level version, for which #f/g is reported in parenthesis.

Notably for the MUSH dataset for both the convex and nonconvex problems we have a sig-
nificant reduction in the number of evaluations in each test with two levels. On the other hand,
for the A9A dataset the use of our two-level method with any cardinality of S' results in even
more computational effort than the case with one level. In between these two cases, for the rest
of the datasets, we always have a decrease in computational effort with respect to the one-level
method with |S*| < 0.1N (MNIST ) or |S*| < 0.2N (IJCNN1 ). However, note that the correlation
between the ratio % and the computational effort is not monotonic, meaning that with the
decrease of the cardinality of S' there is no systematic decrease in the number of evaluations.

From Table[3] we note that the classification accuracy reached by MU2STREG is comparable
with that obtained with the one-level version, with the only exception of the MUSH dataset where
we have a small increase in the convex case with MU2STREG with |S| = 0.5N and a decrease
for all the two-level versions in the nonconvex case.

[Pb-LOG] [Pb-LS|

MNIST | MUSH | A9A | IJCNN1 MNIST | MUSH | A9A | IJCNN1

1-level 80.7 | 987 | 847 | 915 | 89.9 | 99.4 | 847 | 97
r= 0.5 80.6 | 99.1 | 848 | 915 | 89.6 | 97.2 | 847 | 9L.7

o [r=02 80.5 | 98.2 | 848 | 915 | 89.7 | 97.5 | 847 | 9L7
S [r=o0.1 89.5 | 98.5 | 848 | 915 | 89.6 | 96.2 | 847 | 918
S [r=005 | 80.5 | 981 | 848 | 915 | 89.6 | 96.6 | 84.7 | 918
& [7=10.025 | 89.6 | 98.5 | 84.8 | 91.5 | 89.7 | 96.0 | 84.7 | 91.8
r=0.01 | 89.6 | 982 | 848 | 915 | 89.7 | 97.3 | 847 | 917

Table 3: One-level vs. two-levels: testing set accuracy. Different variants oftwo-
levelsmethods based on r = |S|/N. Value of %tA at convergence.

5.2.2 Three-levels

We now investigate what happens with a deeper hierarchy and we set ¢,,,x = 3 and, as in the
previous section, we choose the cardinality of the sub-sampling sets by fixing the same fraction
of the number of samples N for all datasets in both problems. Specifically, given |S3| = N, we
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fix the cardinality of 8% such that IS—;‘ = 0.1 and vary the cardinality of S! so that r = ‘STll €
{0.025,0.01,0.005,0.001}. MU3STREG in now compared with the one-level method and with
one version of the two-level method. Taking into account the experiments conducted in Section
we choose the two-level method with |S?| = N and |S!| = 0.1N for which the three-level
methods tested here are a natural extension.

It can be seen from Table [4] that for each problem type (convex or nonconvex) and for each
dataset the method that uses the least number of evaluations is always a three-level method.
More interestingly, Table [4| reveals that the use of MU?STREG results in a significant drop in
the number of evaluations needed to achieve convergence with respect to the one and two-levels
variants. Moreover, Table [p| shows that the classification accuracy obtained using the one-level
method, MU2STREG and MU3STREG are similar, regardless of problem type and dataset.

[Pb-LOG] [Pb-LS|

MNIST MUSH A9A IJCNN1 MNIST MUSH A9A IJCNN1

1-level 1(1308) | 1(94) | 1 (139) | 1 (21) | 1 (1158) | 1 (103) | L (119) | 1 (18)
2-levels r= 0.1 0.9 0.4 1.6 0.6 0.4 0.2 1.1 0.7
» [ 1= 0.025 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.4
g [r=0.01 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4
£ [r=0.005 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.4
® [r= 0.001 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.5

Table 4: One-level, two-levels vs. three-levels: computational effort. Different variants
of three-level methods based on r = |St|/N (|S?|/N = 0.1). Value of #f/g to reach convergence,
normalized with respect to the one-level version, for which #f/g is reported in parenthesis and
the same value for the two-level version with r = 0.1.

[Pb-LOG]| Pb-LS)|

MNIST | MUSH | A9A | IJCNN1 MNIST | MUSH | A9A | IJCNN1

1-level 89.7 | 98.7 | 847 | 9015 | 89.9 | 994 | 847 | 917
2-levels r= 0.1 | 895 | 985 | 848 | 915 | 89.6 | 96.2 | 847 | 918
o | r=0.025 | 89.6 | 98.0 | 850 | 9OL5 | 89.6 | 99.1 | 849 | 9L7
¢ [r=o0.01 89.6 | 98.8 | 849 | 915 | 89.6 | 985 | 84.7 | 923
2 r=10.005 | 89.7 | 985 | 849 | 915 | 89.8 | 99.3 | 847 | OLT7
® [r=10.001 | 89.6 | 975 | 850 | 915 | 89.6 | 99.1 | 847 | 9L7

Table 5: One-level, two-levels vs. three-levels: testing set accuracy. Different variants
of three-level methods based on r = [S!|/N (|S?|/N = 0.1), the two-level method with r = 0.1
and the one-level version. Value of %tA at convergence.

We have tested also a deeper hierarchy with five levels, but the performance of the method
does not improve with respect to the three-level one, so in the following we will consider the
three-levels method.

5.3 Comparison with SVRG

In this section we compare MU’STREG against a mini-batch version of SVRG on the convex

problem (Pb-LOG]|) and on the nonconvex one (Pb-LS|) using the four datasets MNIST, MUSH, A9A
and IJCNN1. Specifically, for each problem and for each dataset we perform five runs starting
from five different random initial guesses for a total of forty numerical tests.
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We use the version of MU‘STREG that gave the best performance for most of the problems
in the tuning tests reported in section that is the three-level MUSSTREG version with the
sample cardinalities N® = |§3| = N, N2 = |S?| = 0.1N and N! = |S!| = 0.01N.

MU3STREG and SVRG are compared reporting the maximum classification accuracy on the
testing set achieved and the corresponding required computational effort. Moreover, we declare
a run as a failure when the achieved classification accuracy is below 80%.

5.3.1 Convex problem: logistic classification (Pb-LOG)

Here we consider the results of the tests performed on problem (Pb-LOG). Figure [3| shows the
classification accuracy on the testing set against the number of evaluations for every dataset. For
each solver, among the five runs per problem, we select the one that returns the highest accuracy.
Table [6] considers all the five runs instead and shows mean values and standard deviation for
the classification accuracy and the computational effort. We only report the runs obtained with
b = 10 for SVRG (and three choices for the learning rate «) as those obtained with b = 20 are
rather similar. Both values of the mini-batch size b are considered in the performance profiles in

Figure [

(a) MNIST dataset

(b) MUSH dataset
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Figure 3: (Pb-LOG)) Comparison between MU?*STREG and SVRG with mini-batch size b = 10 on
MNIST , MUSH ((3b]), A9A and IJCNN1 datasets. Plot of classification accuracy on testing set
against the number of function and gradient evaluation for the successful run with the highest accuracy
for every method.
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On these tests both SVRG and MU2STREG always reach convergence with an accuracy on
the testing set higher than 80%. Moreover, the maximum accuracy for each dataset does not
vary much depending on the method applied (see Table @)

Regarding the efficiency of the various methods, looking at the plots in Figures [3| we can see
that SVRG is quite effective on these convex problems. In these cases the choice of the stepsize
is not very critical and a quite large one (o = 0.5) can be safely used for all the datasets with
the best results. In these experiments, our MU3STREG does not outperform the best version of
SVRG, but it shows a comparable performance to SVRG with « = 0.1 and is (almost) always
better than the worst version of SVRG, with the advantage of not requiring the tuning of the
step-size.

This is clearly summarized in Figure where we show the performance profiles of MU3STREG
against the three versions of SVRG with minibatch size b = 10 in the left-hand side plot and
b = 20 on the right-hand side. Each profile is constructed from the twenty runs performed
and are based on the weighted number of gradient and objective function evaluations to achieve
maximum accuracy on the testing set. We can see that on average MU?STREG is comparable
to/slightly better than SVRG with o = 0.1 and far better than SVRG with small step-size.

MNIST
SVRG b =10 3
a=001 | a=0.1| a=0.5 MU’STREG
Avg. %tA 89.70 89.73 89.73 89.62
StD %tA 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.10
Avg. # f/g 105.00 14.40 21.60 138.70
StD # f/g 9.25 3.29 2.51 25.97
MUSH
SVRG b =10 3
a=001 | a=0.1 | a=0.5 MU'STREG
Avg. %tA 97.42 97.51 97.68 97.88
StD %tA 0.27 0.27 0.20 1.45
Avg. # f/g 989.10 102.57 17.99 13.63
StD # f/g 25.66 2.51 8.48 2.13
A9A
SVRG b =10 3
a=001 | a=0.1 | a=0.5 MU’STREG
Avg. %tA 84.74 84.77 84.87 84.75
StD %tA 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.05
Avg. # f/g 144.59 15.60 8.40 25.28
StD # f/g 16.07 1.34 2.51 6.66
IJCNN1
SVRG b =10 3
a=001 | a=0.1 | a=0.5 MU’STREG
Avg. %tA 91.50 91.50 91.50 91.54
StD %tA 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.05
Avg. # f/g 250.20 30.00 6.00 8.05
StD # f/g 17.31 0.00 0.00 0.98

Table 6: (Pb-LOG])) Comparison between MU3STREG and SVRG with mini-batch size b = 10.
Average of maximum classification accuracy and number of evaluations, with corresponding
standard deviation.
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(PH-LOG) - MUSSTREG vs SVRG (b=10)  (Pb-LOG) - MUSTREG vs SVRG (b = 20)
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Figure 4: (Pb-LOG]|) Number of weighted evaluations to achieve maximum classification accuracy per-
formance profile: MU?STREG and SVRG with minibatch size b = 10 (left) and b = 20 (right) with
various stepsizes .

5.3.2 Nonconvex problem: nonlinear Least Squares

In this section we report the results of the tests on the nonconvex problem . As in the
previous section, for each dataset we perform five tests with random initial guesses. Then we
show the averaged values in Table[7] while in Figure [§] we plot for each method the run that gives
the maximum accuracy, and the performance profiles in Figure [f] take into account the whole 20
runs.

In general, all the methods tested reach convergence but the accuracy reached varies a lot
because of the nonconvexity of the problem. In particular, many versions of SVRG find solutions
with a classification accuracy lower than 80% and are therefore considered as a failure. The
number of failures is reported in Table [7] as # fails. If the failure occurs for all the initial
guesses, the symbol “-” is used. Generally, SVRG fails with large values of the step size «, which
are feasible just for the IJCNN1 dataset. MU3STREG on the contrary is quite efficient on these
nonconvex problems and not only always returns solutions that lead to a classification accuracy
greater than 80%, but also always proves to be by far the most efficient method in terms of
computational effort to obtain these solutions. All of this is further summarized in Figure [f] in
which the performance profiles over the twenty tests of MU3STREG against the three versions
of SVRG with b = 10 (Figure [6] left) and b = 20 (Figure [6] right) are shown. The advantage of
an automatic step selection is thus clear in the context of nonconvex problems.

5.4 Numerical investigation on the finest sample size

We recall that Algorithm [2|is the adaptation of Algorithm |1 to problem assuming that the
finest level function f‘sl{max is the exact objective f in |D i.e., N is such that the full sum can
be computed. However, the stochastic framework of Algorithm [I] discussed in sections 2] and [3]
is by far more general. Indeed, it allows for inexact approximations of f even at the finest level,
thus allowing for the solution of problems in which the full sample evaluation is not affordable,
a situation that is not covered by SVRG convergence theory.

Specifically, in the definition of pi™> at Line [14] the values ffmex(z),) and fémax(zy + s3) do
not need to coincide with f(xg) and f(zr + si). Algorithm [2| can thus be called at fine level
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Figure 5: (Pb-LS) Comparison between MU*STREG and SVRG with mini-batch size b = 10 on MNIST

(5a)), MUSH (5b)), A9A and IJCNN1 (5d)).Plot of classification accuracy on testing set against the number
of function and gradient evaluation for the successful run with highest accuracy for every method. The

curves that are not plotted correspond to methods that fail for every run for that dataset.

with a function fS™ defined on a subset Sfmex C {1,..., N}, as long as the Taylor model at
fine level remains a fully linear model for f, or, even if the full sample set is used to evaluate the
gradient and to compute the step, the functions approximations can be evaluated on a smaller

subset.
In Table we investigate these settings and we report the results obtained using MU3STREG

varying
Nfmax = {1,0.85,0.75}N. (33)
If the full gradient is not evaluated, the stopping criterion might not be meaningful. Below

we thus use a heuristic stopping test. When is satisfied for the first time, after a fine or
a coarse step, a new set of N‘m> randomly chosen samples is drawn and fine steps are taken
until is satisfied again. In our tests, one additional fine step was sufficient for the stopping
criterion to be satisfied.

In Table results in the columns with header f are obtained computing the full gradient (i.e.,
taking into account all the N samples) at the finest level and using the usual stopping criterion
on the gradient norm, while the computation of pi’“a" involves the objective function averaged
on Nfmax samples as given in . Differently, results in columns with with header f,Vf are
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MNIST
SVRG b =10 SVRG b =20 3
a=001 | a=01 | a=05 | aa=001 | a=0.1| a=0.5 MU’STREG
# fails 0 2 5 0 5 5 0
Avg. %tA 90.28 90.23 - 90.43 - - 89.84
StD %tA 0.01 0.01 - 0.13 - - 0.03
Avg. # f/g 29646.60 20032.00 - 17843.40 - - 84.86
StD # f/g 217.25 3156.21 - 6336.56 - - 7.14
MUSH
SVRG b=10 SVRG b=20 3
a=001 | a=01 | a=05 | a=001 | a=0.1| a=0.5 MU’STREG
# fails 0 0 5 0 0 5 0
Avg. %tA 98.78 98.49 - 98.69 99.27 - 98.04
StD %tA 0.27 0.03 - 0.25 0.55 - 0.84
Avg. # f/g 125.36 885.33 - 341.89 230.33 - 20.23
StD # f/g 19.37 14.75 - 722.65 121.18 - 2.70
A9A
SVRG b=10 SVRG b=20 3
a=001 | «a=01 | =05 | aa=001 | a=0.1 | a=0.5 MU’STREG
# fails 0 0 5 0 5 5 0
Avg. %tA 84.66 85.15 - 85.00 - - 84.66
StD %tA 0.02 0.04 - 0.05 - - 0.10
Avg. # f/g 1310.88 1199.29 - 840.77 - - 23.61
StD # f/g 15.44 582.12 - 300.51 - - 4.11
IJCNN1
SVRG b =10 SVRG b =20 3
a=001 | a=01 | aa=05|a=001 | a=0.1| aa=0.5 MU’STREG
# fails 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Avg. %tA 91.68 91.72 90.43 91.68 90.52 89.89 91.69
StD %tA 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.18
Avg. # f/g 2785.20 303.60 76.80 553.87 31.80 34.80 9.28
StD # f/g 22.51 1.34 1.64 1.64 1.64 4.55 0.55

Table 7: (Pb-LS) Comparison between MU2STREG and SVRG with mini-batch size b = 10 and
b = 20. Average of maximum classification accuracy reached and number of evaluations, with
corresponding standard deviation. The average is evaluated only on the successful tests.

obtained averaging both the objective function and its gradient on N*max samples, and using the
proposed heuristic stopping criterion.

As in the previous section, results are averaged over 5 runs (for 5 random initial guesses) in the
solution of on the 4 data sets. We can observe that in all cases, the classification accuracy
is not affected by the value of N‘»=x and the computational effort mildly varies. The 2 fails in the
solution of MUSH when using inexactness in both gradient and function values (columns header
fs V), correspond to the computation of stationary points with an unsatisfactory classification

accuracy.

6 Conclusions

We have proposed a new framework for the multilevel solution of stochastic problems, assum-
ing that the stochastic objective function admits a hierarchical representation. Our framework
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MNIST

85% 75%
100% <7 7 [, v/
# fails 0 0 0 0 0
Avg. %tA 89.84 89.85 89.92 89.87 90.01
StD %tA 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.08
Avg. #f/g | 84.86 | 176.08 | 200.42 | 170.08 | 438.67
StD #f/g 7.14 31.56 51.83 20.84 166.86
MUSH

85% 75%
W00% <7 7 [/, V]
# fails 0 0 0 1 1
Avg. %tA 98.04 97.96 98.37 97.90 98.52
StD %tA 0.84 0.35 0.39 1.03 0.42
Avg. #f/g 20.23 28.53 33.03 31.35 30.58
StD #f/g 2.70 15.04 5.50 8.63 4.01

A9A
85% 75%
100%
T TAVF F ThHVS
# fails 0 0 0 0 0

Avg. %tA 84.66 84.74 84.84 84.76 84.85
StD %tA 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.13 0.08
Avg. #f/g 23.61 37.88 32.55 31.07 29.06
StD #f/g 4.11 8.18 5.87 10.92 11.18
TJCNN1
85% 75%
100% T <7 7 [,/
# fails 0 0 0 0 0
Avg. %tA 91.69 91.63 91.76 91.67 91.74
StD %tA 0.18 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.06
Avg. #f/g | 9.28 | 30.99 | 33.76 | 29.80 | 29.71
StD #f/g 0.55 6.02 0.76 5.56 2.92

Table 8: Comparison between MU3STREG varying N*max = {1,0.85,0.75} N. In every
column are shown the average of maximum classification accuracy reached by every method and
every dataset with corresponding standard deviation and average number of evaluations with
standard deviations.
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Figure 6: (Pb-LS)) Number of weighted evaluations to achieve maximum classification accuracy perfor-
mance profile: MU*STREG and SVRG with minibatch size b = 10 (left) and b = 20 (right) with various
stepsizes a.

encompasses both hierarchies in the variable space and in the function space, meaning that the
function can be represented at different levels of accuracy.

We propose MU‘STREG, a new multilevel stochastic gradient method based on adaptive
regularization that generalizes the AR1 method [14] and we propose a stochastic convergence
analysis for it. This convergence theory is the first stochastic convergence study both for multi-
level methods and for adaptive regularization methods.

We show that MUYSTREG can be interpreted as a variance reduction method for finite-
sum minimization problems and we numerically compare it to a mini-batch version of SVRG.
We show the advantage of our automatic step selection in the context of nonconvex problems.
We also investigate the practical advantages of the stochastic framework over the deterministic
one, which allows for the solution of finite-sum problems without the need of evaluating the
function/gradient over the full samples set. This makes our method feasible also for problems
defined over very large sample sets, a situation that is not covered by the convergence theory of
standard variance reduction methods.
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