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Abstract
Large-scale problems in data science are often modeled with optimization, and

the optimization model is usually solved with first-order methods that may con-
verge at a sublinear rate. Therefore, it is of interest to terminate the optimization
algorithm as soon as the underlying data science task is accomplished. We con-
sider FISTA for solving two binary classification problems: the ellipsoid separation
problem (ESP), and the soft-margin support-vector machine (SVM). For the ESP,
we cast the dual second-order cone program into a form amenable to FISTA and
show that the FISTA residual converges to the infimal displacement vector of the
primal-dual hybrid gradient (PDHG) algorithm, that directly encodes a separating
hyperplane. We further derive a data-dependent iteration upper bound scaling as
O(1/δ2A), where δA is the minimal perturbation that destroys separability. For the
SVM, we propose a strongly-concave perturbed dual that admits efficient FISTA
updates under a linear time projection scheme, and with our parameter choices, the
objective has small condition number, enabling rapid convergence. We prove that,
under a reasonable data model, early-stopped iterates identify well-classified points
and yield a hyperplane that exactly separates them, where the accuracy required
of the dual iterate is governed by geometric properties of the data. In particular,
the proposed early-stopping criteria diminish the need for hard-to-select tolerance-
based stopping conditions. Our numerical experiments on ESP instances derived
from MNIST data and on soft-margin SVM benchmarks indicate competitive run-
times and substantial speedups from stopping early.

1 Introduction

Binary classification is a central task in machine learning with numerous applications.
Given data separated into two classes, the task is to construct a decision boundary called
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a classifier that separates the classes completely, or with minimal misclassifications. Since
many binary classification models, including the support vector machine (SVM), can be
modeled as convex optimization problems, first-order methods are a popular choice for
training these models, especially in large-scale settings. Typically, algorithms for binary
classification are guaranteed to yield a classifier under the assumption that numerical
convergence of the underlying optimization problem is achieved. In practice, however,
high-accuracy optimization is often unnecessary to correctly classify most points: a hy-
perplane that correctly classifies “well-separated” or “easy to classify” points may emerge
after only a small number of iterations. One would expect that the ability to obtain such
an approximate separator in few iterations depends on the classifiability of the data, i.e.
the extent to which the data contain points that are robustly separable from the oppo-
site class. In such cases, the computational effort required to find a useful classifier is
not solely determined by worst-case complexity bounds of the optimization problem, but
can instead be characterized in terms of data-dependent complexity, where the number of
iterations required to obtain a classifier scales with geometric properties of the dataset
rather than purely algorithmic constants.

The work herein investigates data-dependent complexity in two related binary clas-
sification tasks. The first is the ellipsoid separation problem (ESP), in which each class
is represented by a finite family of ellipsoids, and the task is to determine a separating
hyperplane that completely separates one class of ellipsoids from the other. This problem
can be seen as an extension of classic binary classification, where the locations of the data
are known only up to an ellipsoid, and a separating hyperplane must be found which sep-
arates all possible locations of the data. Modeling data uncertainty in this way is a form
of robust classification, and was considered by Shivaswamy et al. in [26]. In the ellipsoid
separation setting, we show that the FISTA algorithm [4] applied to a second-order cone
program (SOCP), which models the dual of the ESP, yields iterates whose residual vectors
encode a separating hyperplane. Furthermore, we prove that the ESP can be solved in
O(1/δ2A) iterations, where δA represents the smallest perturbation to the ellipsoid cen-
ters, such that the ellipsoids are no longer separable. The second problem we consider
is the soft-margin support vector machine (SVM) for non-separable data introduced in
[10]. Here, a perfect separator does not exist, but many points may still be classifiable.
We propose a perturbed dual formulation of the soft-margin SVM that is strongly con-
cave and converges quickly in FISTA due to the objective having a condition number
κ = L/µ ≤ 513. We prove that, under a suitable data model, an approximate solution to
the perturbed dual can be used to identify all well-classified points, and furthermore we
show how one can construct a separating hyperplane from this approximate dual solution
that can separate the well-classified points exactly. The degree of approximation required
of the dual solution is also itself dependent on the geometry of the data.

For both the ESP and soft-margin SVM, we perform numerical experiments that show
considerable speedup can be achieved using our methods. In particular, our method for
approximately solving soft-margin support vector machines performs similarly to LIBSVM
[9] and LIBLINEAR [13], and on average outperforms Pegasos [25] in terms of runtime in
seconds and accuracy on select problems from the UCI Machine Learning Dataset [18].

Binary classification has been extensively studied in the contexts of convex optimiza-
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tion and machine learning, most notably through the development of the soft-margin
support vector machine by Cortes and Vapnik [10]. Various specialized algorithms to
solve the SVM have been proposed over time. Osuna, Freund, and Girosi [22] devel-
oped a decomposition method for the dual SVM, which partitions the quadratic program
(QP) into smaller subproblems and makes training feasible even when the number of
support vectors is large. Platt then refined this work in his development of Sequential
Minimal Optimization (SMO) [23], which instead decomposes the QP into the smallest
possible subproblems, allowing them to be solved analytically. Around the same time,
Joachims independently developed SVMlight [17], a more general decomposition frame-
work than Platt’s. Further refinements to the decomposition ideas of Osuna et al., Platt,
and Joachims were proposed in [14], which forms the basis of the widely used LIBSVM
library for solving SVMs [9]. In parallel, primal-based algorithms were also developed,
most notably Pegasos [25], which employs stochastic subgradient descent to solve the pri-
mal SVM efficiently on very large-scale datasets. Shortly after, the LIBLINEAR solver
was developed specifically for large-scale linear classification [13]. Beyond algorithmic
advances, there is also a line of research analyzing the data-dependent complexity of algo-
rithms. These ideas have been investigated recently in [12, 1, 20, 21, 27], but are related
to earlier work done by Freund and Vera [15], and Cucker and Peña [11] on convergence
rates for optimization algorithms that depend on the conditioning of the problem instance.
However, all these works focus on the optimization problem itself, without an underlying
data science problem such as binary classification.

The rest of this paper is separated into two main sections. The first, Section 2, covers
the ESP, where in Section 2.1 we model the ESP, and in Section 2.2 we discuss using
FISTA to solve the ESP. Section 2.3 builds on the theory of the Primal-Dual Hybrid
Gradient algorithm to show how to obtain a separating hyperplane from the iterates of
the FISTA formulation, and Section 2.4 introduces a data-dependent bound on the number
of FISTA iterates required to find an approximate separator. The second main section is
Section 3, which covers using FISTA to approximately solve the soft-margin SVM problem.
Section 3.1 discusses how FISTA can be used to solve the standard SVM problem by
considering its dual. In this section it is observed that the problem of projecting onto the
constraint set of the dual SVM is a continuous quadratic knapsack problem, which can be
solved in linear time. The section ends by noting that the dual SVM may have multiple
minimizers, motivating Section 3.2, which introduces a perturbed dual SVM formulation
and subsequently finds its dual to be a perturbed version of the standard primal SVM
problem. Relevant theory is also introduced in this section that will be relied upon later.
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 introduce the assumptions and algorithmic parameters we use to
obtain the results of this main section. Section 3.5 details how well-classified points can
be identified from an approximate dual solution, while Section 3.6 contains the main
result of Section 3: how FISTA stopped early can obtain a hyperplane that separates
the well-classified points. Implementation details and numerical experiments for both the
ESP and SVM are provided in Section 4, before the conclusion of the paper. Details not
essential to the readability of the paper are left to the appendix.

The contributions of this paper are both theoretical and practical. We show that
two binary classification problems, namely the ellipsoid separation problem and the soft-
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margin support vector machine, can be solved using FISTA. Moreover, we develop data-
dependent complexity results for both the ESP and SVM that show that a good approx-
imate separator can be obtained from the FISTA iterates when stopping early, giving
rise to data-dependent stopping conditions that diminish the need for tolerance-based
stopping conditions that may be difficult to select. In numerical experiments, our FISTA
implementation for the SVM problem is competitive with widely used algorithms for solv-
ing SVMs, especially on large-scale problems, making it a candidate for routine use on
large-scale instances of SVM.

2 Ellipsoid separation

2.1 Modeling the ellipsoid separation problem

In the ellipsoid separation problem, we are given j + l ellipsoids C1, . . . , Cj, D1, . . . , Dl

in Rd and we want to know if there exists a hyperplane {z ∈ Rd : wTz = s} such that
wTz < s for all z ∈ C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Cj and w

Tz > s for all z ∈ D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dl.
Denote the ellipsoids as

Ci = {z : ∥A−1
i (z − ci)∥ ≤ 1}, i = 1, . . . , j,

Di = {z : ∥B−1
i (z − di)∥ ≤ 1}, i = 1, . . . , l,

where Ai and Bi are d×d nonsingular matrices, and ci and di are d-vectors that represent
the centers of the ellipsoids. We make the assumption throughout this section that

max

{
max

i
{∥ci∥, ∥Ai∥} ,max

j
{∥dj∥, ∥Bj∥}

}
= 1. (1)

Let us begin with a lemma that characterizes the containment of an ellipsoid in a
halfspace.

Lemma 2.1. Consider the ellipsoid E := {z : ∥A−1(z − c)∥ ≤ 1}, where A ∈ Rd×d, c ∈
Rd, and s ∈ R. Let w ∈ Rd \ {0}. Then E lies in a halfspace H := {z : wTz ≤ −s}
if and only if −s ≥ ∥ATw∥ + cTw. Further, E ⊆ int(H) if and only if this inequality is
strict.

Proof. See Section A of the appendix.

For each i = 1, . . . , j, we want the ellipsoids Ci to be contained in the halfspace defined
by (w,−s), i.e. {z : ∥A−1

i (z − ci)∥ ≤ 1} ⊆ {z : wTz ≤ −s}. We have shown this is
equivalent to requiring ∥AT

i w∥ ≤ −s − cTi w and the reader may observe that this is
equivalent to writing (

s+ cTi w
AT

i w

)
∈ −Cd+1

2 ,
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where Cd+1
2 is the second-order cone. Similarly, we wish for all i = 1, . . . , l that {z :

∥B−1
i (z − di)∥ ≤ 1} ⊆ {z : wTz ≥ t}, or equivalently(

t− dT
i w

BT
i w

)
∈ −Cd+1

2 ,

The problem of finding two disjoint halfspaces parameterized by (w,−s) and (w, t) such
that the ellipsoids Ci for i = 1, . . . , j are contained in the former halfspace and the
ellipsoids Di for i = 1, . . . , l are contained in the latter, can be written as a homogeneous
second-order cone program (SOCP):

maxs,t,w s+ t

s.t. AT

 s
t
w

 ⪯C 0,
(2)

where the matrix AT ∈ R(j+l)(d+1)×(d+2) is

AT :=



ĀT
1
...

ĀT
j

B̄T
1
...

B̄T
l


,

where

ĀT
i :=

(
1 0 cTi
0 0 AT

i

)
, B̄i

T
:=

(
0 1 −dT

i

0 0 BT
i

)
,

and the notation a ⪯C b means that a− b ∈ −C, where

C := Cd+1
2 × · · · × Cd+1

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(j+l) times

.

Due to homogeneity, the objective does not yield a finite maximum; rather, feasibility
with s+ t > 0 certifies that the halfspaces are disjoint and a separator exists. Otherwise,
the optimum is 0, certifying that no separating hyperplane exists.

2.2 FISTA for ellipsoid separation

It is not apparent how to apply FISTA [4] directly to (2), since there is no closed-form
expression to project onto the constraint set {(s, t,w) : AT (s, t,w) ⪯C 0}. It turns
out that the dual SOCP admits a constraint set that can be efficiently projected onto.
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Introduce the dual variables λ1, . . . , λj, µ1, . . . , µl ∈ R and p1, . . . ,pj, q1, . . . , ql ∈ Rd, and
define

x :=



λ1
p1
...
λj
pj
µ1

q1
...
µl

ql


.

The dual SOCP is then
minx 0
s.t. Ax = b

x ⪰C 0,
(3)

where b = (1, 1,0). Written explicitly, the constraint Ax = b becomes

λ1 + · · ·+ λj = 1

µ1 + · · ·+ µl = 1,
j∑

i=1

(λici + Aipi)−
l∑

i=1

(µidi −Biqi) = 0,

(4)

while the constraint x ⪰C 0 becomes

∥pi∥ ≤ λi ∀i = 1, . . . , j

∥qi∥ ≤ µi ∀i = 1, . . . , l.

The above constraints have a nice geometric interpretation: they characterize the points
in conv (C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Cj)∩conv (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dl), so solving (3) is equivalent to finding a point
in the above intersection of convex hulls. Strong duality holds for (3) due to the geometric
fact that either a point exists in the above intersection or there exists a strict separating
hyperplane for the two convex hulls. In this context, strong duality means that either
the primal optimizer is 0 and the dual is feasible and attains the value 0 (there is no
separating hyperplane), or the primal maximum is +∞ and the dual is infeasible (there
is a separating hyperplane).

In order to formulate (3) for FISTA, we use the fact that the objective is identically
zero to move the constraint Ax = b to the objective, obtaining the new problem:

minx f(x)
s.t. x ⪰C 0,

(5)

where f(x) := 1
2
∥Ax−b∥2. Our SOCP (5) is now in a form FISTA can solve: min f(x)+

iC(x), where we note that projection onto the second-order cone can be done in linear
time (cf. [3, Example 6.37]).
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2.3 From PDHG to FISTA: obtaining a separating hyperplane
from the iterates

Primal-dual hybrid gradient (PDHG) [8] can also be applied to the primal-dual formula-
tion of the ESP formed by (2) and (3), however its convergence rate in terms of function
values is O(1/k), compared to FISTA which converges at a rate of O(1/k2). Despite this,
PDHG has rich theory that we make use of throughout Section 2. For the theoretical
results from PDHG related to this section, we refer the reader to Section A.1 of the ap-
pendix. With the results of Section A.1, we may prove a theorem connecting the infimal
displacement vector of PDHG to the residuals of FISTA when applied to (5):

Theorem 2.1. Consider the FISTA formulation of the standard conic form problem where
c = 0, namely min{f(x) := 1

2
∥Ax − b∥2 : x ∈ C}, and assume that Null(A) ∩ C = {0}

and v = (vR,vD) is the infimal displacement vector of PDHG applied to the ESP. Then
the following hold:

(i) There exists x̄ ∈ C such that b−Ax̄ = vD.

(ii) vD is the unique minimal residual vector for FISTA, i.e. S := {x ∈ C : b −Ax =
vD} is the set of optimizers for (5).

Proof. Since Null(A) ∩ C = {0}, we have from Theorem A.1 that vR = 0 and v ∈
Range(Id− T ), which means that there exists some (x̄, ȳ) such that v = (Id− T )(x̄, ȳ).
Referring to the PDHG update (29), where σ > 0 satisfies σ < 1/∥A∥2 and τ = 1, we get

x̄ = projC(x̄− σAT ȳ) (6)

vD = ȳ − ȳ −A(2projC(x̄− σAT ȳ)− x̄) + b. (7)

From (6), x̄ ∈ C, thus (7) reduces to b−Ax̄ = vD, which proves (i).
To prove (ii), use (i) to find some x̄ such that b−Ax̄ = vD. Then for any u ∈ C we

may write

(u− x̄)TATvD = uTATvD − x̄TATvD

≤ −vTDAx̄
= 0,

where the inequality comes from Theorem A.1 (i) and the fact that u ∈ C, while the final
equality comes from Theorem A.1 (iii). The inequality (u − x̄)TATvD ≤ 0 is equivalent
to the condition that ATvD ∈ NC(x̄), which is itself equivalent to −∇f(x̄) ∈ NC(x̄),
where NC(x̄) is the normal cone at the point x̄. It follows that x̄ is an optimal solution
to min{f(x) : x ∈ C}, since f has full domain, is proper and convex, and C has nonempty
interior (cf. [3, Theorem 3.67]).

To complete the proof of (ii), we note that 1
2
∥·∥2 is strongly convex, so any optimal

solution must have the same value as b−Ax̄, which we know is precisely vD. Hence, vD
is the unique minimal residual vector for the FISTA formulation.
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Now, let

vD =

 s∗

t∗

w∗

 .

From Theorem A.1, we have ATvD ∈ C◦, so AT (s∗, t∗,w∗) ⪯C 0 and vD is feasible for
(2). Since vD is the limiting residual vector of FISTA, the following lemma tells us that
in the separable case of the ESP, vD encodes a separating hyperplane.

Lemma 2.2 ([16, Theorem 6.19]). vD ̸= 0 ⇐⇒ s∗ + t∗ > 0.

To obtain a separating hyperplane from the FISTA residual vD = (s∗, t∗,w∗), we sim-
ply choose any s′ ∈ (−s∗, t∗). The corresponding separating hyperplane is {z : (w∗)Tz =
s′}. It remains to deduce a separator from the residual of the FISTA iterates vk := b−Axk,
and determine after how many iterations k is this separator valid.

Recall for vD = (s∗, t∗,w∗), we have

(w∗)Tz ≤ −s∗, ∀z ∈ C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Cj,

(w∗)Tz ≥ t∗, ∀z ∈ D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dl.

Define vk := (sk, tk,wk) and let mk := (−sk+ tk)/2 so that we have a candidate separator
{z : wT

k z = mk}. We wish to determine when this candidate separates C1 ∪ . . .∪Cj from
D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dl.

Theorem 2.2. The residual vk = (sk, tk,wk) defines an approximate separator {z :
wT

k z = mk} provided

∥vk − vD∥ <
∥vD∥2√

18

Proof. For any z ∈ C1 ∪ . . .∪Cj, we have that (w
∗)Tz ≤ −s∗. This inequality holds true

if and only if
wT

k z ≤ mk + (wk −w∗)Tz − s∗ −mk.

Let

r := ∥wk −w∗∥ · ∥z∥ − s∗ − sk
2

+
t∗ − tk

2
− s∗ + t∗

2
.

By Cauchy-Schwarz, any z ∈ C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Cj satisfies

wT
k z = mk + (wk −w∗)Tz +w∗Tz −mk

≤ mk + ∥wk −w∗∥ · ∥z∥ − s∗ −mk

= mk + r.

It follows that if we have r < 0, then wT
k z ≤ mk. Under the normalization assumption

(1), we have that ∥z∥ ≤ 2, and it is easy to verify that r < 0 is implied by the condition

s∗ + t∗ > |s∗ − sk|+ |t∗ − tk|+ 4∥wk −w∗∥. (8)
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The implication z ∈ D1 ∪ . . . ∪ Dl =⇒ wT
k z > mk holds under the same assumption.

Therefore, the satisfaction of the condition (8) implies that the residual vk defines an
approximate separator.

Now observe the bound

|s∗ − sk|+ |t∗ − tk|+ 4∥wk −w∗∥ ≤
√
18∥vk − vD∥

holds, so a new condition for vk defining an approximate separator is

∥vk − vD∥ ≤ s∗ + t∗√
18

.

Applying Lemma A.1 completes the proof.

2.4 Obtaining a data-dependent bound on the number of FISTA
iterations

In order to derive a data-dependent bound on the number of FISTA iterations needed to
obtain a separating hyperplane, we must relate ∥vD∥ to the geometry of the underlying
data. This is done in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.3. Define δA to be the smallest perturbation to the points ci and di such that
their ellipsoids are no longer separable. Then

δA ≤ 3∥vD∥.

Proof. See Section A.2 of the appendix.

Corollary 2.1. The residual vk = b−Axk = (sk, tk,wk) defines an approximate separator
{z : wT

k z = mk}, where mk = (−sk + tk)/2, provided

∥vk − vD∥ <
δ2A

27
√
2
.

Proof. We have shown in Theorem 2.2 that vk is an approximate separator provided
∥vk − vD∥ < ∥vD∥2/

√
18. We have also shown in Theorem 2.3 that we can lower bound

∥vD∥ by the minimum perturbation δA that makes the ESP no longer separable: ∥vD∥ ≥
δA/3. Hence, to ensure ∥vk − vD∥ < ∥vD∥2/

√
18, we require that

∥vk − vD∥ <
δ2A

27
√
2
.

Theorem 2.4. FISTA applied to the reformulation of the ESP (5) finds an approximate
separating hyperplane in at most

54
√
2∥A∥ · ∥x0 − x̄∥

δ2A
− 1

iterations.
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Proof. From Corollary 2.1, we know that vk = (sk, tk,wk) encodes a separating hyper-
plane when ∥vk − vD∥ < δ2A/27

√
2. We want to know when vk lies in a ball of radius

δ2A/27
√
2 around vD. Recall (cf. [3, Theorem 10.34]) that for iterates xk generated by

FISTA and any x̄ ∈ S = {x ∈ C : b−Ax = vD},

f(xk)− f(x̄) ≤ 2L∥x0 − x̄∥2

(k + 1)2
,

where x0 is the starting point of the algorithm and L is the Lipschitz parameter of the
gradient of f . One can verify that L = ∥A∥2, so we obtain

f(xk)− f(x̄) ≤ 2∥A∥2∥x0 − x̄∥2

(k + 1)2
.

From Theorem A.2, we have ∥vk − vD∥ ≤
√
2
√
f(xk)− f(x̄), so applying this to the

above we obtain the bound

∥vk − vD∥ ≤ 2∥A∥∥x0 − x̄∥
k + 1

.

It follows that we can guarantee that vk lies in a ball of radius δ2A/27
√
2 around vD when

2∥A∥∥x0 − x̄∥/(k + 1) ≤ δ2A/27
√
2. That is, when

k ≥ 54
√
2∥A∥∥x0 − x̄∥

δ2A
− 1. (9)

The termination test (28) used in the numerical experiments for the ESP efficiently
checks whether the algorithm has found a separator, ensuring termination when (9) is
satisfied.

3 Support Vector Machines

The ellipsoid separation problem assumes the data are separable. We now suppose the
data are not separable, but we still look for a hyperplane that separates the points well.
This problem can be modeled as a soft-margin support vector machine (SVM).

In this section we assume the data are points rather than ellipsoids. Let the points be
c1, . . . , cj,d1, . . . ,dl ∈ Rd. Let the (a priori unknown) separating hyperplane be (w, t),
i.e. we want wTci < −t for i = 1 . . . j and wTdi > −t for i = 1, . . . , l. The soft-margin
SVM is modeled as a convex quadratic programming problem:

mins,t,w
1
2
∥w∥2 + γ

∑j+l
i=1 si

s.t. cTi w + t ≥ 1− si, i = 1, . . . , j,
dT
i w + t ≤ −1 + si+j, i = 1, . . . , l,
s ≥ 0,

(10)
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where we say a point ci or di is misclassified if its corresponding entry of s is positive,
and γ > 0 is a hyperparameter that penalizes misclassification. Observe that (10) is
bounded below by zero and always feasible, since one may always choose s to ensure the
constraints are satisfied. In fact, we can rewrite (10) as unconstrained nonsmooth convex
optimization by letting ϕ(θ) := γmax(1− θ, 0) and writing

min
w,t

1

2
∥w∥2 +

j∑
i=1

ϕ(cTi w + t) +
l∑

i=1

ϕ(−dT
i w − t) =: f(w, t). (11)

Unlike in the ESP, there is no question of whether a separating hyperplane exists, but
finding the optimal separating hyperplane requires convergence to (w∗, t∗). To develop
the theory for only an approximate solution, we need to impose a data model. We return
to this point in Section 3.3.

3.1 FISTA for support vector machines

The soft-margin SVM problem (10) is a sum of a convex smooth term and several convex
nonsmooth terms. Unfortunately, there is no closed-form prox of the nonsmooth terms.
We get around this problem by again passing to the dual, which for (10) is the following:

maxu,v −1
2

∥∥∥∑j
i=1 uici −

∑l
i=1 vidi

∥∥∥2

+ eTu+ eTv

s.t. eTu = eTv,
0 ≤ u ≤ γe,
0 ≤ v ≤ γe.

(12)

Let Ω := {(u,v) : eTu = eTv, 0 ≤ u ≤ γe, 0 ≤ v ≤ γe}. The projection projΩ(x,y) is
the solution to the following optimization problem:

minu,v
1
2
∥u− x∥2 + 1

2
∥v − y∥2

s.t. eTu = eTv,
0 ≤ u ≤ γe,
0 ≤ v ≤ γe.

(13)

After dropping constants, (13) can be rewritten in the form of a continuous quadratic
knapsack problem:

minr
1
2
rT Ir − qTr

s.t. eTr = 0,
ℓ ≤ r ≤ ν,

(14)

where r := (u,−v), q := (x,−y), ℓ := (0,−γe), and ν := (γe,0). An algorithm for
exactly solving (14) in O(j + l) operations was introduced in [7], yielding a linear time
method for projecting onto Ω.

11



3.1.1 Difficulties with identifying well-classified points

Since we have a linear time algorithm to compute projΩ(x,y), FISTA can be applied
efficiently to (12). In fact, the complementarity relation of the KKT (Karush-Kuhn-
Tucker) conditions says that an optimal primal-dual pair for (10) and (12) must satisfy
si(γ−ui) = 0 for all i ∈ [j] and sj+i(γ−vi) = 0 for all i ∈ [l]. Thus, if we have an optimal
dual solution with ui < γ, then si = 0 and ci is correctly classified. The same applies for
v. A preliminary idea for identifying well-classified points is then to run FISTA on the
dual of the soft-margin SVM problem (12) until the indices i such that ui < γ or vi < γ
at the optimum are identified.

The difficulty with this approach is that the dual problem may have multiple mini-
mizers. Furthermore, in some cases there exist minimizers where a well-classified point ci
or di satisfies ui = γ or vi = γ. For an example of such a case, see Section B.1 in the Ap-
pendix. The convergence of the iterates of FISTA was recently proved in [5]; however, for
convex problems with multiple minimizers, these results do not identify which minimizer
FISTA converges to.

3.2 Solving the perturbed dual

To get around the problem of (12) having multiple minimizers, our approach is to make
the dual (12) µ-strongly concave via a perturbation to the objective:

max g(u,v) := −1
2
∥CTu−DTv∥2 + eTu+ eTv − µ

2
∥u∥2 − µ

2
∥v∥2

s.t. (u,v) ∈ Ω,
(15)

where C = (cT1 , . . . , c
T
j ) ∈ Rj×d and D = (dT

1 , . . . ,d
T
l ) ∈ Rl×d. For the remainder of the

section, we will focus on solving the formulation (15).

Theorem 3.1. Suppose all points lie within a fixed distance R from the origin. The
objective function g(u,v) defined in (15) is L-smooth, where L = µ+ nR2.

Proof. The gradient of g with respect to u is −C
(
CTu−DTv

)
+ e − µu, while the

gradient of g with respect to v is D
(
CTu−DTv

)
+ e− µv. By letting

z :=
(
u v

)
and HT :=

(
CT −DT

)
,

we may write
∇g(z) = −HHTz + e− µz,

and easily obtain the Hessian:

∇2g(z) = −HHT − µI.

It follows that

∥∇2g(z)∥2 = ∥HHT + µI∥2
= ∥H∥22 + µ

≤ nR2 + µ,

12



where in the final inequality we used Cauchy-Schwarz and that the norm of each row of
H is bounded by R, under the assumption that all data lie within a fixed distance from
the origin.

The next theorem gives a bound that allows us to monitor proximity to the optimizer
(u∗,v∗) of the perturbed dual (15) in terms of the projected gradient. Since the projected
gradient is computed on each FISTA iteration, this theorem implies the projected gradient
step is a low cost measure of convergence.

Theorem 3.2. Let r := (u,v) ∈ Rj × Rl and let

(u+,v+) = r+ := projΩ
(
r + 1

L
∇g(r)

)
.

Then,

∥r+ − r∗∥ ≤ 2L

µ
∥r − r+∥,

where r∗ = (u∗,v∗) is the optimal solution of (15).

Proof. Since r∗ is optimal, there must exist some z∗ ∈ NΩ(r
∗) with z∗ = ∇g(r∗). Also,

from Lemma B.1, there exists some z+ ∈ NΩ(r
+) such that ∥∇g(r+)−z+∥ ≤ 2L∥r−r+∥.

By µ-strong convexity of −g,

−
(
∇g(r+)−∇g(r∗)

)T
(r+ − r∗) ≥ µ∥r+ − r∗∥2,

while by the definition of the normal cone, (r+ − r∗)Tz+ ≥ 0 and (r+ − r∗)Tz∗ ≤ 0. We
may write ∇g(r∗) = z+ + (z∗ − z+), which gives

−
(
∇g(r+)−∇g(r∗)

)T
(r+ − r∗) = −

(
∇g(r+)− z+

)T
(r+ − r∗) + (z∗ − z+)T (r+ − r∗)

≤
(
∇g(r+)− z+

)T
(r∗ − r+)

≤ ∥∇g(r+)− z+∥ · ∥r+ − r∗∥
≤ 2L∥r − r+∥ · ∥r+ − r∗∥.

Combining the inequality obtained by strong concavity, and the above, we get

µ∥r+ − r∗∥2 ≤ 2L∥r − r+∥ · ∥r+ − r∗∥,

which under the assumption that r+ ̸= r∗, gives

∥r+ − r∗∥ ≤ 2L

µ
∥r − r+∥.

In order to connect the perturbed dual back to the problem of finding a separating
hyperplane, we take the dual of (15):

mins,t,w,z
1
2
∥w∥2 + γeTs+ 1

2µ
∥z∥2

s.t. Cw + te+ z1 ≥ e− s1,
Dw + te− z2 ≤ −e+ s2,
s ≥ 0,

(16)

13



where s1 = s(1 : j), s2 = s(j + 1 : j + l) and z1 = z(1 : j),z2 = z(j + 1 : j + l). The
KKT conditions relating (15) and (16) are

u = z1/µ

v = z2/µ

w = CTu−DTv

eTu = eTv

z1 = (1− t)e− s1 − Cw + ζ1

z2 = (1 + t)e− s2 +Dw + ζ2

sT1 (u− γe) = 0

sT2 (v − γe) = 0

ζT1 u = 0

ζT2 v = 0

0 ≤ u ≤ γe

0 ≤ v ≤ γe

s ≥ 0

ζ ≥ 0,

(17)

where ζ1 = ζ(1 : j) and ζ2 = ζ(j + 1 : j + l). If we suppose w, t are known in (16), then
the entries of s and z separate. That is, if for some i = 1, . . . , j we let θ = cTi w+ t or for
some i = j + 1, . . . , l, θ = −dT

i w − t, then the optimal si, zi solve the problem

ψ(θ) := min

{
γs+

1

2µ
z2 : θ ≥ 1− s− z, s ≥ 0

}
, (18)

which can be written in closed form as the following differentiable approximation to hinge
loss:

ψ(θ) =


−1

2
µγ2 + γ(1− θ), θ ∈ (−∞, 1− µγ],

1
2µ
(1− θ)2, θ ∈ [1− µγ, 1],

0, θ ∈ [1,+∞).

(19)

In the context of (16), θ can be viewed as the signed margin of a point pi with corre-
sponding class label yi, where yi = 1 and pi = ci for i = 1, . . . , j, and yi = −1 and pi = di

for i = j + 1, . . . , l:
θ = yi(w

Tpi + t).

With a closed-form solution to ψ(θ), we may now write (16) as an unconstrained
convex optimization problem which will be helpful for our analysis.

min
w,t

f(w, t) :=
1

2
∥w∥2 +

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi w + t) +
l∑

i=1

ψ(−dT
i w − t). (20)

14



3.3 Assumptions on the data

We will assume throughout the rest of this section that the data form two clusters, each
with a center, plus noisy points. Let n := j+ l, and suppose σ1, σ2 ∈ [1/2, 1] and 0 < ρ <
min(σ1, σ2). We assume that there are j0 “well-classified” points in B(σ1e1, ρ), there are
l0 “well-classified” points in B(−σ2e1, ρ), and the nnoise noisy points are contained in the
ball that encloses the two balls of well-classified points:

B

(
σ1 − σ2

2
e1,

σ1 + σ2
2

+ ρ

)
.

Figure 1: An illustration of the assumption on the data, where we have two balls of well-
classified points centered at −1 and +1, and a larger ball containing the two, which also
includes the noisy points.

In our model we have j0 + l0 + nnoise = n, where j0 ≥ n/3, l0 ≥ n/3, and nnoise ≤ νn
with ν > 0. This assumption also implies that all points must lie within a fixed distance
R := max(σ1, σ2) + ρ from the origin.

Now we have a data model, we can consider two useful questions:

1. Can well-classified points be identified with an approximate solution?

2. Can a (suboptimal) separator be identified from an approximate solution that sep-
arates the well-classified points?

3.4 Algorithmic parameters

In order to solve (15), we must select values for the misclassification penalty γ and the
strong-concavity parameter µ. We fix γ := 64/n and µ := n/128, and observe that this
makes 1 − µγ = 1/2, ensuring that the breakpoints of the quadratic portion of ψ(θ)
are θ ∈ [1/2, 1]. Hence, if the signed margin θ ≥ 1, the corresponding point makes no
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contribution to the objective, but as the margin decreases to θ ∈ [1/2, 1], the contribution
begins to increase quadratically, before becoming linear when θ ≤ 1/2. This behavior is
depicted in Figure 2. Our choice of γ follows the common convention of normalizing the
hinge-loss term by the sample size, which ensures that the objective function remains well-
scaled as n varies. Such normalization appears throughout the literature, for example in
[24, Equation (15.4)] and [25, Equation (1)]. Another benefit of this choice of parameters
is very fast convergence when using the strongly convex variant of FISTA (cf. [3, Chapter
7]). Indeed the strongly convex variant of FISTA converges at the rate O((1− 1/

√
κ)k),

where κ = L/µ, and Theorem 3.1 gives L = µ+ nR2, so

κ = 1 + 128R2 ≤ 513,

which is sufficiently small to ensure fast convergence of FISTA.

Figure 2: A plot of ψ(θ), where n = 100, γ = 64/n, µ = n/128.

3.5 Identifying well-classified points

We say that a point is properly classified if its optimal value for (15) satisfies u∗i < γ or
v∗i < γ. The goal of this section is to prove that all well classified points are properly
classified by FISTA provided that the distance ∥(uk,vk) − (u∗,v∗)∥ ≤ ∆, where ∆ is a
data-dependent quantity defined in (26). This result is stated precisely in Theorem 3.5.
The termination test in this theorem depends on parameters that may be unknown a
priori when the algorithm is run. In Section 4.2, we explain how to terminate FISTA in
practice even when the parameters are unknown.

As in the unperturbed case, the complementarity relation of the KKT conditions (17)
says that an optimal primal-dual pair for (15) and (16) must satisfy s∗i (γ − u∗i ) = 0 for
all i ∈ [j] and s∗j+i(γ − v∗i ) = 0 for all i ∈ [l]. This implies that for a properly classified
point, s∗i = 0.
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The derivative of ψ(θ) for our choices of µ, γ is

ψ′(θ) =


−64

n
, θ ∈ (−∞, 1/2),

128
n
(θ − 1), θ ∈ [1/2, 1],

0, θ ∈ (1,+∞),

(21)

which we use in the following theorem that connects the separator obtained from the
primal optimizers (w∗, t∗) to the optimal dual variables. Here, we define ψ′

c(w, t) :=∑j
i=1 ψ

′(cTi w+ t)ei and ψ
′
d(w, t) :=

∑l
i=1 ψ

′(−dT
i w− t)ei, i.e. ψ′

c(w, t) is the vector with
entries ψ′(cTi w + t).

Theorem 3.3. Suppose (u∗,v∗) are optimal solutions to the perturbed dual SVM problem
(15). Then

u∗ = −ψ′
c(w

∗, t∗), and v∗ = −ψ′
d(w

∗, t∗).

Proof. We will prove this result for u∗ since the v∗ case follows the same reasoning.
From the KKT conditions (17), we have u∗i = z∗i,1/µ = (1 − θ∗i − s∗i,1 + ζ∗i,1)/µ, where

θ∗i := c
T
i w

∗ + t∗.
First, consider the case where θ∗i ≥ 1. In this case, ψ′(θ∗i ) = 0, and in the dual of the

dual (16), z∗i,1 = 0 = s∗i,1 must hold. It follows that u∗i = 0 = −ψ′(θ∗i ).
The next case is θ∗i ∈ (1−µγ, 1). Suppose for sake of contradiction that u∗i = 0, then by

the complementary slackness condition s∗i,1(ui−γ) = 0, s∗i,1 = 0, and u∗i = (1−θ∗i +ζ∗i,1)/µ.
But then

0 = u∗i = (1− θ∗i + ζ∗i,1)/µ ⇐⇒ ζ∗i,1 = θ∗i − 1,

where θ∗i − 1 < 0. This is a contradiction because ζ∗i,1 ≥ 0. So u∗i > 0, which from the
other complementary slackness condition u∗i ζ

∗
i,1 = 0, means ζ∗i,1 = 0. Now suppose that

u∗i = γ. This leads to a contradiction also, since

γ = u∗i = (1− θ∗i − s∗i,1)/µ ⇐⇒ s∗i,1 = 1− µγ − θ∗i ,

but 1 − µγ − θ∗i < 0 whereas s∗i,1 ≥ 0. It follows that u∗i ∈ (0, γ), which implies by
complementary slackness that s∗i,1 = 0 = ζ∗i,1, and

u∗i =
1

µ
(1− θ∗i ) = −ψ′(θ∗i ).

Finally, consider the case where θ∗i ≤ 1−µγ. Suppose that u∗i < γ. Then s∗i,1 = 0, and

γ > u∗i = (1− θ∗i + ζ∗i,1)/µ ⇐⇒ µγ > 1− θ∗i + ζ∗i,1,

but 1− θ∗i + ξ∗i,1 ≥ µγ, which is a contradiction. It follows that

u∗i = γ = −ψ′(θ∗i ).
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The following lemma says that, for iteration k, under the assumption that ci is properly
classified, once u+k,i := (u+

k )i lies in an open ball of radius ∆/2 around u∗i , we can be sure
that uk,i := (uk)i is more than ∆/2 away from its upper bound of γ. The exact same
reasoning can be applied to v+k,i := (v+k )i for i ∈ [l].

Lemma 3.1. Suppose γ − u∗i = ∆ for some ∆ > 0 and i ∈ [j]. If |u+k,i − u∗i | < ∆/2, then

γ − u+k,i > ∆/2. Likewise, if γ − v∗i = ∆ for some ∆ > 0 and i ∈ [l], then γ − v+k,i > ∆/2.

Proof. Suppose γ − u∗i = ∆ for some ∆ > 0 and i ∈ [j]. Then

∆

2
> |u+k,i − u∗i | = |u+k,i − γ +∆|

≥ −|u+k,i − γ|+ |∆|
= −(γ − u+k,i) + ∆.

The same argument applies for any v∗i .

In fact, the two inequalities above in terms of u+k,i can tell us that u∗i is properly
classified.

Lemma 3.2. Let ∆ > 0 and i ∈ [j]. If |u+k,i−u∗i | < ∆/2 and γ−u+k,i > ∆/2, then u∗i < γ
and u∗i is properly classified.

Likewise, if |v+k,i − v∗i | < ∆/2 and γ− v+k,i > ∆/2, then v∗i is properly classified for any
i ∈ [l].

Proof. Suppose |u+k,i − u∗i | < ∆/2 and γ − u+k,i > ∆/2. Then we may write

∆

2
> |u+k,i − γ + γ − u∗i |

≥ |u+k,i − γ| − |γ − u∗i |

>
∆

2
− |γ − u∗i |,

which implies |γ − u∗i | > 0, so u∗i < γ. The proof for the case of vi is identical.

The conditions |u+k,i − u∗i | < ∆/2 and γ − u+k,i > ∆/2 can be easily verified in FISTA.
Recall Theorem 3.2 says that the size of the projected gradient step is an upper bound
on ∥(u+

k ,v
+
k )− (u∗,v∗)∥, so we may check upon each iteration if the size of the projected

gradient step is less than ∆/2 and then verify for which i we satisfy γ − u+k,i > ∆/2 and

γ − v+k,i > ∆/2 to determine the properly classified points.
The auxiliary primal variables (s, z) are determined by (w, t) as the solutions to (18).

In the remainder of this section we characterize (w∗, t∗) with the goal of finding bounds
for z∗ and subsequently expressing the optimal dual variables u∗ and v∗ via the identities
u∗ = z∗1/µ and v∗ = z∗2/µ.

Lemma 3.3. If cTi w
∗+ t∗ ≥ 1−K for some K ∈ [0, 1/2), then u∗i ≤ 2Kγ < γ. Likewise,

if −dT
i w

∗ − t∗ ≥ 1−K for some K ∈ [0, 1/2), then v∗i ≤ 2Kγ < γ.
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Proof. Suppose K ∈ [0, 1/2). From the KKT conditions of (18) it can be shown that
z∗i = max(1 − θ, 0) for all θ ≥ 1/2, and in either case of θ = cTi w

∗ + t∗ ≥ 1 − K
or θ = −dT

i w
∗ − t∗ ≥ 1 − K, θ ∈ (1/2, 1]. We may now apply the KKT conditions

(17) for the perturbed dual formulation (15), in particular the stationarity conditions
u∗i = z∗i /µ = 128(1 − θ)/n = 2Kγ or v∗i = z∗i /µ = 128(1 − θ)/n = 2Kγ. Since K < 1/2,
2Kγ < γ.

The above lemma is useful because it implies that if cTi w
∗ + t∗ ≥ 1/2 + Ω(1), then

u∗i ≤ γ − Ω(1), certifying that ci is properly classified. The case for di is symmetric.
We now prove a bound on the norm of w∗ in terms of the positive constant ξ. Notably,
limρ,ν→0 ξ = (1− σ)/σ ∈ [0, 1], where σ := min(σ1, σ2).

Lemma 3.4. ∥w∗∥ ≤ 1 + ξ, where ξ :=
√
(1 + δ)2 + 32ν (11 + 8δ)− 1 and δ := 1

σ−ρ
− 1.

Proof. Recall the objective in (20):

f(w, t) =
1

2
∥w∥2 +

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi w + t) +
l∑

i=1

ψ(−dT
i w − t)

and note thatw = (1+δ)e1, t = 0 is a valid solution, where the definitions σ = min(σ1, σ2)
and ρ < σ ensure δ > 0. Under this choice of δ, we have for all ci well-classified:

cTi w + t = cTi w

= (1 + δ)cTi e1

≥ (1 + δ)(σ1 − ρ)eT1 e1

= (1 + δ)(σ1 − ρ)

=
σ1 − ρ

σ − ρ

≥ 1,

where we used that all well-classified points ci lie in B(σ1e1, ρ) and that ρ < min(σ1, σ2).
The same argument can be made to see that dT

i w ≤ −1 for all di well-classified. Therefore,
f(w, t) for this choice of w and t has contributions only from the term 1

2
∥w∥2 and the

misclassified points, since ψ(θ) = 0 for all well-classified points. For ci not well-classified,
we have that

cTi w + t = cTi w ≥ −2(1 + δ),

where −2(1 + δ) < −2. The quadratic portion of ψ is bounded above by 64/n, while the
linear portion corresponding to the interval (−∞, 1/2) is always strictly larger than 64/n
for θ < −2. Hence, we may use the linear portion of ψ to obtain the upper bound

ψ(cTi w + t) ≤ ψ(−2(1 + δ)) ≤ 16

n
(11 + 8δ) .
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The argument for ψ(−dT
i w−t) ≤ 16

n
(11+8δ) for di not well-classified is similar. Therefore,

the sum terms in (20) must be bounded as follows, since nnoise ≤ νn.

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi w + t) +
l∑

i=1

ψ(−dT
i w − t) ≤ 16ν (11 + 8δ) .

Moreover, 1
2
∥w∥2 = 1

2
(1 + δ)2, so we have

f(w, t) ≤ 1

2
(1 + δ)2 + 16ν (11 + 8δ) ,

and thus

f(w∗, t∗) ≤ f(w, t) ≤ 1

2
(1 + δ)2 + 16ν (11 + 8δ) .

We may now obtain a bound on ∥w∗∥ by noting that ∥w∗∥2 ≤ 2f(w∗, t∗):

∥w∗∥ ≤
√
f(w∗, t∗) ≤

√
(1 + δ)2 + 32ν (11 + 8δ).

Letting ξ :=
√

(1 + δ)2 + 32ν (11 + 8δ) − 1, we may rewrite this bound as ∥w∗∥ ≤ 1 +
ξ.

For the rest of this section we make the assumption that ρ, ν in our data model are
chosen sufficiently small to ensure that

1 + ξ + 64ν

σ − ρ
≤ 64

3
. (22)

Lemma 3.5. Let J ⊆ {1, . . . , j} be the well-classified points in the c-class, and L ⊆
{1, . . . , l} be the well-classified points in the d-class. There exists an i ∈ J such that

cTi w
∗ + t∗ ≥ 1− 3(1 + ξ + 64ν)

128(σ1 − ρ)
.

Likewise, there exists an i ∈ L such that

−dT
i w

∗ − t∗ ≥ 1− 3(1 + ξ + 64ν)

128(σ2 − ρ)
.

Proof. We will prove the inequality for the c-points only, the proof for the d-points pro-
ceeds analogously.

By optimality of (w∗, t∗), the following derivative must be zero:

d

dw1

f(w∗, t∗) = w∗
1 +

j∑
i=1

ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗)c1,i −

l∑
i=1

ψ′(−dT
i w

∗ − t)di,1.

Define

q := max
i∈J

ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗)ci,1,

r := max
i∈L

(−ψ′(−dTi w∗ − t∗)di,1).
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Note that in the definition of ψ′(θ), −1/2 ≤ θ − 1 ≤ 0 on the interval θ ∈ [1/2, 1], so
|ψ′(θ)| ≤ 64/n. Moreover, |ci,1| ≤ 2 and |di,1| ≤ 2 for ci and di not well-classified, allowing
us to write the bound:

0 =
d

dw1

f(w∗, t∗)

= w1 +
k∑

i=1

ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗)c1,i −

l∑
i=1

ψ′(−dT
i w

∗ − t)di,1

≤ (1 + ξ) + |J |q + |L|r + 64nnoise

n
≤ (1 + ξ) + |J |q + |L|r + 64ν.

Here, the first term comes from Lemma 3.4, i.e. w1 ≤ ∥w∗∥ ≤ 1+ ξ, the second and third
terms come from the well-classified points, while the last term comes from the ill-classified
points. Rearranging the above inequality we obtain

|J |q + |L|r ≥ −1− ξ − 64ν.

Since both terms on the left hand side are nonpositive (because ψ′(·) ≤ 0 and ci,1 ≥ 0
for well-classified c-points, and di,1 ≤ 0 for well-classified d-points), we can deduce two
separate inequalities:

|J |q ≥ −1− ξ − 64ν,

|L|r ≥ −1− ξ − 64ν.

The first inequality is rearranged to:

q ≥ −1 + ξ + 64ν

|J |
.

Thus, for i ∈ J giving the maximum in the definition of q,

ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗)ci,1 ≥ −1 + ξ + 64ν

|J |
,

and since ci,1 ≥ σ1 − ρ, we must have that ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗)ci,1 ≤ ψ′(cTi w

∗ + t∗)(σ1 − ρ), so

ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗) ≥ −1 + ξ + 64ν

|J |(σ1 − ρ)
. (23)

By the assumption (22) on ρ, ν we can ensure that

1 + ξ + 64ν

σ1 − ρ
≤ 64

3
,
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in which case the assumption that |J | ≥ n/3 allows us allows us to write

ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗) ≥ − 3

n

(
1 + ξ + 64ν

σ1 − ρ

)
≥ − 3

n
· 64
3

= −64

n
.

At the same time, we know that ψ′(cTi w
∗ + t∗) ≤ 0, thus ψ′(cTi w

∗ + t∗) ∈ (−64/n, 0]
and we can be sure from the definition of ψ′ in (21) that cTi w

∗+ t∗ ∈ (1/2, 1]. This allows
us to rewrite (23) as

128(cTi w
∗ + t∗ − 1)

n
≥ −1 + ξ + 64ν

|J |(σ1 − ρ)
.

Multiply both sides by n, use the assumption on the data that n/|J | ≤ 3, and divide by
128 to obtain

cTi w
∗ + t∗ − 1 ≥ −3(1 + ξ + 64ν)

128(σ1 − ρ)
. (24)

Corollary 3.1. For any i ∈ J ,

cTi w
∗ + t∗ ≥ 1− 3(1 + ξ + 64ν)

128(σ − ρ)
− 3ρ(1 + ξ).

Likewise, for any i ∈ L

−dT
i w

∗ − t∗ ≥ 1− 3(1 + ξ + 64ν)

128(σ − ρ)
− 3ρ(1 + ξ).

Proof. Again we prove this for c-points only because the proof for the d-points is analo-
gous.

Let i be some other index in J . We may use Lemma 3.4 and (24) in Lemma 3.5 to
write

cTi′w
∗ + t∗ − 1 = ci′,1w

∗
1 + c(2 : d)Tw∗(2 : d) + t∗ − 1

≥ (σ1 − ρ)w∗
1 − ∥c(2 : d)∥ · ∥w∗(2 : d)∥+ t∗ − 1

≥ (σ1 − ρ)w∗
1 − ρ(1 + ξ) + t∗ − 1

= (σ1 + ρ)w∗
1 + t∗ − 1− ρ(1 + ξ)− 2ρw∗

1

≥ ci,1w
∗
1 + t∗ − 1− ρ(1 + ξ)− 2ρw∗

1

≥ −3(1 + ξ + 64ν)

128(σ1 − ρ)
− ρ(1 + ξ)− 2ρw∗

1

≥ −3(1 + ξ + 64ν)

128(σ − ρ)
− 3ρ(1 + ξ).
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Define K(ρ, ν) := 3(1 + ξ + 64ν)/(128(σ − ρ)) + 3ρ(1 + ξ). Observe that as ρ, ν tend
to zero, the right hand side in the inequality K(ρ, ν) → 3/128σ2 ≤ 3/32 ≤ 1/2 − Ω(1).
Hence, for each i ∈ J , a sufficiently small choice of ρ, ν will give cTi w

∗ + t∗ ≥ 1 −K for
K ≤ 1/2− Ω(1), and by Lemma 3.3, u∗i ≤ γ − Ω(1). Likewise for v∗i where i ∈ L.

3.5.1 Identifying the well-classified points in FISTA

By Corollary 3.1 and Lemma 3.3, for ρ, ν sufficiently small per (22), the well-classified
points at the optimum satisfy u∗i , v

∗
i ≤ 2K(ρ, ν)γ.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose ρ, ν satisfy (22), and K(ρ, ν) < 1/2. For all i ∈ J , u∗i ≤
2K(ρ, ν)γ and for all i ∈ L, v∗i ≤ 2K(ρ, ν)γ.

Proof. This follows directly from Corollary 3.1 and Lemma 3.3.

If the data are such that K(ρ, ν) < 1/2, then γ − u∗i ≥ (1 − 2K(ρ, ν))γ := ∆0 for all
i ∈ J and γ−v∗i ≥ ∆0 for all i ∈ L. By Lemma 3.1, when ∥(uk+1,vk+1)−(u∗,v∗)∥ < ∆0/2,
it must be the case that γ − uk+1,i > ∆0/2 for all i ∈ J and γ − vk+1,i > ∆0/2 for all
i ∈ L. But then we are in the case of Lemma 3.2, i.e. ∥(uk+1,vk+1)− (u∗,v∗)∥ < ∆0/2,
and γ − uk+1,i > ∆0/2 for all i ∈ J and γ − vk+1,i > ∆0/2 for all i ∈ L.

In the iterations of FISTA, we don’t have access to (u∗,v∗), however we do have
the bound ∥(uk+1,vk+1)− (u∗,v∗)∥ ≤ 2L

µ
∥(uk,vk)− (uk+1,vk+1)∥ from Theorem 3.2. If

∥(uk,vk)−(uk+1,vk+1)∥ < ∆0µ/4L, we can be sure that ∥(uk+1,vk+1)−(u∗,v∗)∥ < ∆0/2
as desired. It follows that we can find all the well-classified points in FISTA by checking
the condition ∥(uk,vk) − (uk+1,vk+1)∥ < ∆0µ/4L, and once this condition is satisfied,
finding all points such that γ − uk+1,i > ∆0/2 and γ − vk+1,i > ∆0/2. These points are
properly classified and must include the well-classified points given by the sets J and
L. Since the projected gradient is computed on each FISTA iteration, it is efficient to
compute ∥(uk,vk)− (uk+1,vk+1)∥ on each iteration.

3.6 Obtaining a hyperplane that separates the well-classified
points

So far we have shown how to determine which points are well-classified from the dual
problem (15), but it remains to show how to obtain a hyperplane from an approximate
dual solution that separates the well-classified c-points from the well-classified d-points.
In this section we make the assumption that cTi w

∗ + t∗ ≥ 1 − K for all i ∈ J and
−dTi w∗ − t∗ ≥ 1 − K for all i ∈ L, where K := K(ρ, ν) ∈ [0, 1/2) and K̄ ∈ [1/2, 1) is
chosen such that

K̄ − 3K2 > 3ρ (1 + ξ)

(
4

3
+ 2ν

)
+ 3ν

(
9

4
+ 2ξ

)
+

1

2
. (25)

The above requires that ρ, ν are sufficiently small. Note that the right hand side above
tends to 1/2 as ρ, ν → 0.
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Suppose we stop early with ∥(uk,vk)− (u∗,v∗)∥ ≤ ∆, where

∆ :=
1
3
(K̄ − 3K2)− ρ(1 + ξ)

(
4
3
+ 2ν

)
− ν

(
9
4
+ 2ξ

)
− 1

6

4
√
2n

(
1 + 2

3
ρ
) , (26)

and we compute wk := CTuk − DTvk. We take tk to be the optimal solution to the
unconstrained optimization problem

min
t
f(wk, t), (27)

Since f(wk, t) is the sum of convex functions, it is convex. Moreover, ψ(θ) is Lipschitz
continuous. This allows us to show our main result, that upon stopping early, we obtain a
hyperplane from (wk, tk) that separates the well-classified points with a margin of 1− K̄.

Theorem 3.5. Let K̄ and K be given according to (25). Suppose ∥(uk,vk)− (u∗,v∗)∥ ≤
∆, wk := CTuk−DTvk, and tk is the solution to (27). Then (wk, tk) encode a separating
hyperplane for the well-classified points, in particular

cTi wk + tk ≥ 1− K̄, ∀i ∈ J,

dT
i wk + tk ≤ −1 + K̄, ∀i ∈ L.

Proof. See Theorem B.1 in Section B.3 of the appendix.

4 Implementation and numerical experiments

4.1 Ellipsoid Separation Problem

The FISTA update for the ESP formulation (5) is

xk+1 = projC
(
yk +

1
L
AT (b−Ayk)

)
tk+1 =

1 +
√
1 + 4t2k
2

yk+1 = xk+1 +
(

tk−1
tk+1

)
(xk+1 − xk)

vk+1 = b−Axk+1,

where x0 is the chosen starting point, y0 = x0, t0 = 1, and L = ∥A∥22. Since at every
iteration we compute vk+1 = (sk+1, tk+1,wk+1), it is only a small amount of extra work
at the end of each iteration to check if the hyperplane {z ∈ Rd : wT

k+1z = mk+1 =
(−sk+1 + tk+1)/2} separates C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Cj from D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dl by verifying that

cTi wk+1 + ∥AT
i wk+1∥ < mk+1, ∀i ∈ [j]

dT
i wk+1 − ∥BT

i wk+1∥ > mk+1, ∀i ∈ [l],

or that

cTi wk+1 − ∥AT
i wk+1∥ > mk+1, ∀i ∈ [j]

dT
i wk+1 + ∥BT

i wk+1∥ < mk+1, ∀i ∈ [l].

(28)
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By Lemma 2.1, if either of these conditions succeed, {z ∈ Rd : wT
k+1z = mk+1} is a

separating hyperplane. Moreover, one of these conditions is guaranteed to be satisfied
once (9) is satisfied.

We tested our Julia implementation of FISTA for the ESP by separating ellipsoids
derived from the digits 0 and 1 of the MNIST handwritten digits dataset [19]. A single
digit from the MNIST dataset is a 28 × 28 matrix with entries in [0, 255] representing
pixel intensity, where 255 corresponds to a completely black pixel and 0 corresponds to
a completely white pixel. In order to model an MNIST digit x as an ellipsoid, we first
flatten x into a vector in R784 and normalize the entries to lie in [0, 1]. An ellipsoid is
then constructed using x as the center:

Ex =
{
z ∈ R784 : Σ−1

x (z − x)
}
,

where
Σx = diag(ϵe+ α(e− θ)),

and θi represents the “confidence” in a pixel being black or white:

θi = |2xi − 1|.

This model of an MNIST digit as an ellipsoid ensures that the ellipsoid stretches more in
directions where the pixel color (black or white) becomes more uncertain, and contracts
where confidence in the pixel color increases.

In our numerical experiments, we randomly select N digits from each class (0 or 1),
varying N from 1 to 125. For each digit, we construct an ellipsoid using the process
described above, with parameters ϵ = 10−10 and α = 1/2. Before each experiment, the
data are normalized according to (1). The results of these experiments can be seen in
Table 1, which compares our method for solving the ellipsoid separation problem by early
stopping to using FISTA with tolerance-based stopping: ∥yk−projC(x+

1
L
ATvk)∥ ≤ tol,

where tol = 10−6. We also performed the same experiments on various unbalanced sets
of ellipsoids, the results of which are listed in Appendix C, Table 3.

To study how the proposed stopping condition behaves as the sets of ellipsoids be-
come better separated, we consider a simple two-dimensional ellipsoid separation prob-
lem. We first sample two random positive definite matrices A0, A1 ∈ R2×2 of the form
Aj = ωQjQ

T
j +ϵI, where Qj has i.i.d. standard normal entries, ω = 0.1, and ϵ = 10−3. For

a given distance d, we then define two ellipsoids E0(d) and E1(d) with centers c0 = (−d, 0)
and c1 = (d, 0), and fixed shape matrices A0 and A1. These ellipsoids are normalized by
dividing both centers and shape matrices by a common factor so that the assumption (1)
is satisfied. For each d ∈ {0.01, 0.02, . . . , 1.0} we run FISTA on the corresponding ESP
instance, starting from x0 = 0, using the proposed stopping condition with a maximum
of 100 iterations. The results of this experiment are shown in Figure 3.

4.2 Support-Vector Machines

In order to compute an approximate separator for the SVM problem, we develop a stop-
ping condition based on the results of Sections 3.2 and 3.5. In particular, from Theorem 3.2
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Table 1: Comparing the number of iterations and time taken before finding a separating
hyperplane in balanced data between early-stopping and tolerance-based stopping (tol =
10−6).

Ellipsoids per class (N) Columns in A FISTA (early-stopping) FISTA (tolerance-based)

iterations time(s) iterations time(s)

1 1570 1 0.172 531 0.372
5 7850 1 0.180 887 3.355
10 15700 2 0.193 988 7.522
25 39250 2 0.223 1374 26.662
50 78500 3 0.300 1627 66.916
75 117750 7 0.779 1686 118.945
100 157000 6 0.685 1818 166.617
125 196250 3 0.513 1856 256.162

Figure 3: Plot showing the number of iterations before obtaining a separating hyperplane
vs the distance between the centers of two ellipsoids in two dimensions. A vertical red
dashed line is used to mark the first distance at which the ESP was able to be solved.
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∥(uk+1,vk+1)− (u∗,v∗)∥ ≤ 2L
µ
∥(uk,vk)− (uk+1,vk+1)∥, so set

∆ :=
2L

µ
∥(uk,vk)− (uk+1,vk+1)∥.

Clearly, ∥(uk+1,vk+1)− (u∗,v∗)∥ < ∆ always holds, so by Lemma 3.2, if for any i ∈ [j],
γ − uk+1,i > ∆, then u∗i is properly classified. Similarly, if for any i ∈ [l], γ − vk+1,i > ∆,
then v∗i is properly classified. This means that throughout the FISTA iterations, we can
keep a list T of the properly classified points i ∈ n, and on each iteration check if any
more points should be added to T . To determine when to stop, we let pk+1 denote the
percentage of points that have been properly classified at iteration k + 1:

pk+1 =
|T |
n
,

and let δmin > 0 be some parameter that represents the minimum acceptable percentage
change in properly classified points. Initially, we set two variables pbest = 0 and stale = 0,
then at each iteration we verify pk+1 > pbest+ δmin. If the inequality is false, we increment
stale by one, and if stale ≥ 2, we stop the algorithm because it has stalled. If the
inequality is true, we update pbest to pk+1 and reset stale to zero.

In all, we perform the following steps to solve the SVM:

1. Run FISTA on (15) with some choice of δmin > 0 until it stalls as described above.

2. Compute
wk+1 := CTuk+1 −DTvk+1.

3. Solve the unconstrained optimization problem

tk+1 := argmin
t

f(wk+1, t)

by bisection.

By our choice of stopping condition, our theory guarantees that this method will produce
a separator (wk+1, tk+1) that separates all points in T .

We tested our implementation of this method on binary classification problems of
various sizes chosen from the UCI Machine Learning repository [18]. Our numerical ex-
periments used δmin = 10−4, and compared our FISTA implementation with three widely
used SVM solvers: LIBSVM, LIBLINEAR, and Pegasos. All numerical experiments were
written in Julia, so for LIBSVM and LIBLINEAR we used the LIBSVM.jl1 and LIB-
LINEAR.jl2 interfaces respectively, under the package defaults and with a linear kernel
for LIBSVM. For Pegasos, we used the MLJ.jl library3 and set the maximum number of
epochs to 500. All other parameters for Pegasos were left at their defaults.

1https://github.com/JuliaML/LIBSVM.jl
2https://github.com/JuliaML/LIBLINEAR.jl
3https://juliaai.github.io/MLJ.jl/stable/
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(a) breast-cancer (b) australian

(c) a9a (d) flocking

Figure 4: Plots depicting ∥yk − projΩ(yk − 1
L
∇g(yk))∥ for k ∈ [0, 10000].

The results of the experiments are displayed in Table 2, which show that our method
is competitive with LIBSVM and LIBLINEAR, and outperforms Pegasos. Notably, for
the problem “a9a”, our method significantly outperformed the other solvers in time, while
still achieving the highest accuracy. In this paper, the following definition of accuracy is
used, where ŷ ∈ Rn is the vector of predictions for each point and y ∈ Rn is the vector of
true labels:

classification accuracy =
correct classifications

total classifications
=

|{i : ŷi = yi}|
n

.

Figure 4 plots the quantity ∥yk −projΩ(yk − 1
L
∇g(yk))∥ over the number of iterations for

each problem, where yk is the auxiliary sequence of FISTA. The plots include a horizontal
dashed red line, which marks the value of ∥yk − projΩ(yk − 1

L
∇g(yk))∥ at which we stop

early and obtain an approximate separator. These plots make it clear that the a good
separator can often be found without having to solve the underlying optimization problem
to optimality.
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Table 2: Classification accuracy and runtime for each algorithm and dataset.

Datasets Samples Features FISTA LIBSVM LIBLINEAR Pegasos

accu. time(s) accu. time(s) accu. time(s) accu. time(s)

breast cancer 568 31 0.986 0.581 0.988 0.602 0.989 0.002 0.910 2.353
australian 589 14 0.858 0.577 0.856 0.029 0.872 0.005 0.779 0.350
a9a 22,696 123 0.847 1.919 0.847 146.434 0.741 2.695 0.786 30.992
flocking 24,014 2,400 0.999 46.005 0.999 38.174 1 7.867 0.795 677.247

5 Conclusion

We studied when FISTA applied to binary classification problems could be stopped early
while still producing a useful classifier. For both the ellipsoid separation problem (ESP)
and soft-margin support-vector machine problem (SVM), we showed how from the iterates
of FISTA applied to the underlying optimization problem, we could extract a separator.
Furthermore, we obtained data-dependent complexity results which showed that the effort
to obtain a good separator scales with geometric properties of the data, rather than
parameters of the underlying optimization problem.

For the ESP, we reformulated the dual second-order cone program so that we could
apply FISTA, and showed that the FISTA residuals converge to the primal-dual hybrid
gradient (PDHG) infimal displacement vector, which itself encodes a separating hyper-
plane. We showed that the number of iterations sufficient to produce a separating hyper-
plane scales as O(δ−2

A ), where δA is the smallest perturbation that destroys separability
of the data. Our numerical experiments showed that as the classes of ellipsoids grew
farther apart, the algorithm needed fewer iterations to find a separator, corroborating our
data-dependent complexity theory.

For SVMs, we proposed a strongly concave perturbation of the standard soft-margin
SVM dual, which ensures unique minimizers, and with our parameter choices, converges
rapidly. Under a reasonable data model, we show that early-stopped iterates of FISTA
applied to the perturbed dual identify well-classified points and can be used to effi-
ciently compute a hyperplane. We obtain a data-dependent upper bound on the error
∥(uk,vk)− (u∗,v∗)∥, after which the hyperplane computed from the FISTA iterates be-
comes a separating hyperplane for the well-classified points. In our experiments, our
method for obtaining an approximate separating hyperplane performs well, and is com-
petitive with LIBSVM and LIBLINEAR while outperforming Pegasos in runtime and
accuracy.

Finally, we highlight two directions for future research. Specifically in the realm of
binary classification, we selected parameter γ = 64/n because this parameter worked well
in both our theoretical developments and computational experiments. However, there
could be data sets with either an exceptionally large or exceptionally small number of
misclassified points in which another value for γ might be appropriate. Future research
could extend our theory so that γ is selected in a data dependent manner. Looking
beyond binary classification, there are countless problems in data science that are solved
by optimization, both convex and nonconvex, and, to the best of our knowledge, few if
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any have data dependent termination tests. Therefore, much work remains to be done in
this arena.
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A Detailed results and proofs of Section 2

Lemma 2.1. Consider the ellipsoid E := {z : ∥A−1(z − c)∥ ≤ 1}, where A ∈ Rd×d, c ∈
Rd, and s ∈ R. Let w ∈ Rd \ {0}. Then E lies in a halfspace H := {z : wTz ≤ −s}
if and only if −s ≥ ∥ATw∥ + cTw. Further, E ⊆ int(H) if and only if this inequality is
strict.

Proof. Suppose ∥ATw∥+wTc ≤ −s. For any z ∈ E, we get

wTz = wTAA−1(z − c) +wTc

= ∥ATw∥∥A−1(z − c)∥+wTc

≤ ∥ATw∥+wTc

≤ −s,

so z ∈ H. Now suppose E ⊆ H and let z := AATw/∥ATw∥ + c. Then A−1(z − c) =
ATw/∥ATw∥ and clearly z ∈ E ⊆ H. It follows that

−s ≥ wTz

= wTAA−1(z − c) +wTc

= wTAA−1
(
AATw/∥ATw∥

)
+wTc

= ∥ATw∥+wTc.

The proof that E ⊆ int(H) if and only if the inequality is strict proceeds in the same
way.

A.1 Related results from primal-dual hybrid gradient

PDHG applies to the saddle-point problem

inf
x∈Rn

sup
y∈Rm

ϕ(x)− ψ∗(y) + yTAx,

where ψ∗ denotes the Fenchel conjugate of ψ. Specializing to the standard conic form
problem min{cTx : Ax = b,x ∈ C}, we take ϕ(x) := cTx + iC(x) and ψ∗(y) := bTy,
then the PDHG iteration for standard conic form is(

x+

y+

)
= T

(
x
y

)
:=

(
projC(x− σATy − c)
y + τA(2x+ − x)− τb

)
, (29)

where σ, τ > 0 are parameters of PDHG. We make the assumption that σ < 1/∥A∥2, τ =
1. If PDHG converges to (x,y), then (x,y) = T (x,y), i.e. (x,y) ∈ zer(Id − T ). If the
problem is inconsistent, then 0 /∈ Range(Id − T ) and we define the infimal displacement
vector (

vR
vD

)
= argmin {∥v∥M : v ∈ cl (Range(Id− T ))} ,
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where

M =

(
1
σ
I −AT

−A 1
τ
I

)
=

(
1
σ
I −AT

−A I

)
.

Note that cl (Range(Id− T )) is a closed nonempty convex set, so the argmin above has a
unique solution. It is a well-known fact (see [6] or [2]) that if the dual is infeasible, then
the iterates (xk,yk) do not converge. Instead, (xk+1,yk+1) − (xk,yk) → (vR,vD). We
now recount some useful results from [16].

Lemma A.1. s∗ + t∗ = ∥vD∥2.

Proof. From [16, Lemma 6.8 (viii)], ∥vD∥2 = bTvD, and by definition b = (1, 1,0), so

s∗ + t∗ = bTvD = ∥vD∥2.

Theorem A.1 ([16]). For the standard conic form problem min{cTx : Ax = b,x ∈ C},
we have the following:

(i) ATvD ∈ C◦.

(ii) If Null(A) ∩ C = {0}, then vR = 0.

(iii) If Null(A) ∩ C = {0}, then vTDAx = 0 for all x such that b−Ax = vD.

(iv) If c = 0 and Null(A) ∩ C = {0}, then v ∈ Range(Id − T ), where v is the infimal
displacement vector.

In the case of the ESP dual problem (3), both c = 0 and Null(A) ∩ C = {0}, so all
of the items in Theorem A.1 apply. We connected the results from PDHG to the FISTA
formulation in Theorem 2.1, so we may now prove a theorem that bounds the distance
between a residual vector v and vD by the distance to the optimal function value. This
theorem implies that an approximation to the infimal displacement vector converges at the
rate O(1/k) under FISTA, since it is known that the function values of FISTA converge
at the rate O(1/k2) [3, Theorem 10.34].

Lemma A.2 ([16, Lemma 6.8 (iv)]). Let z ∈ A(C) and suppose Null(A)∩C = {0}. Then

vTD(vD − (b− z)) ≤ 0.

Lemma A.3. For arbitrary vectors a, b, c of the same length, we have the following
identity

∥b− a∥2 + 2(a− c)T (b− a) = ∥b− c∥2 − ∥a− c∥2

Theorem A.2. Fix x̄ such that b−Ax̄ = vD. If x ∈ C and v := b−Ax, then

∥v − vD∥2 ≤ 2
(
f(x)− f(x̄)

)
,

where f(x) := 1
2
∥Ax− b∥2.
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Proof. First, x̄ exists by Theorem 2.1, so the statement is well-defined. By Lemma A.3,
we may write

∥Ax− b∥2 − ∥Ax̄− b∥2 = ∥Ax−Ax̄∥2 + 2(Ax̄− b)T (Ax−Ax̄).

Using that b−Ax̄ = vD, we may rewrite the above as

∥Ax− b∥2 − ∥Ax̄− b∥2 = ∥Ax−Ax̄∥2 − 2vTD(vD − (b−Ax)).

We may now use Lemma A.2 to obtain the desired inequality:

∥Ax− b∥2 − ∥Ax̄− b∥2 = ∥Ax−Ax̄∥2 − 2vTD(vD − (b−Ax))
≥ ∥Ax−Ax̄∥2

= ∥v − vD∥2.

A.2 Obtaining a data-dependent bound on the number of FISTA
iterations

Our strategy is to perturb the data points c1, . . . , cj to ĉ1, . . . , ĉj, yielding a perturbation

of A to Â such that there exists x̂ ∈ C satisfying Âx̂ = b.
Let x∗ ∈ C such that b − Ax∗ = vD, which exists by Theorem 2.1 (i). We will say

that

x∗ :=



λ∗1
p∗1
...
λ∗j
p∗j
µ∗
1

q∗1
...
µ∗
l

q∗l


and x̂ :=



λ̂1
p̂1
...

λ̂j
p̂j
µ̂1

q̂1
...
µ̂l

q̂l


,

where λ∗ = (λ∗1, . . . , λ
∗
j), λ̂ = (λ̂1, . . . , λ̂j), µ

∗ = (µ∗
1, . . . , µ

∗
j), µ̂ = (µ̂1, . . . , µ̂j), and define

λ̂ := proj∆j(λ∗)

µ̂ := proj∆l(µ∗)

p̂i :=

{
λ̂i

λ∗
i
p∗i , λ̂i < λ∗i ;

p∗i , otherwise

q̂i :=

{
µ̂i

µ∗
i
q∗i , µ̂i < µ∗

i

q∗i , otherwise.
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Lemma A.4. ∥λ∗ − λ̂∥1 ≤ |1− eTλ∗| = |s∗| and ∥µ∗ − µ̂∥1 ≤ |1− eTµ∗| = |t∗|.

Proof. We will prove ∥λ∗ − λ̂∥1 ≤ |1 − eTλ∗| = |s∗| only, since the proof of the second
expression is analogous.

The equality s∗ = 1−eTλ∗ comes from the explicit definition of the constraintAx∗ = b
in (4) and the assumption that (s∗, t∗,w∗) = vD = b−Ax∗.

If λ∗ = 0, since λ̂ ∈ ∆j,

∥λ∗ − λ̂∥1 = ∥λ̂∥1 = 1 = |1− eTλ∗|.

Suppose λ∗ ≥ 0 and let r := ∥λ∗∥1 =
∑j

i=1 λ
∗
i = e

Tλ∗. Defining λ̄ := 1
r
λ∗, we have that

λ̄ ∈ ∆j, so

∥λ∗ − λ̂∥1 ≤ ∥λ∗ − λ̄∥1

= |1− q|∥λ
∗∥
q

= |1− eTλ∗|.

Lemma A.5. ∥p̂i − p∗i ∥ ≤ |λ̂i − λ∗i | and ∥q̂i − q∗i ∥ ≤ |µ̂i − µ∗
i |.

Proof. If λ̂i ≥ λ∗i , then the inequality is clear. If λ̂i < λ∗i , then p̂i = λ̂ip
∗
i /λ

∗
i , so ∥p̂i−p∗i ∥ =

∥(λ̂i − λ∗i )p
∗
i /λ

∗
i ∥ ≤ |λ̂i − λ∗i |, since ∥p∗i ∥ ≤ λ∗i . The proof of ∥q̂i − q∗i ∥ ≤ |µ̂i − µ∗

i | is
analogous.

Theorem 2.3. Define δA to be the smallest perturbation to the points ci and di such that
their ellipsoids are no longer separable. Then

δA ≤ 3∥vD∥.

Proof. Since b−Ax∗ = vD = (s∗, t∗,w∗), we have that b−Ax̂ = (0, 0, r), where

r := w∗ +

j∑
i=1

(
(λ∗i − λ̂i)ci + Ai(p

∗
i − p̂i)

)
+

l∑
i=1

(
− (µ∗

i − µ̂i)di +Bi(q
∗
i − q̂i)

)
.

From Lemma A.4,
j∑

i=1

|λ∗i − λ̂i| ≤ |s∗|,
l∑

i=1

|µ∗
i − µ̂i| ≤ |t∗|,

so from Lemma A.5, we have that

j∑
i=1

∥p∗i − p̂i∥ ≤ |s∗|,
l∑

i=1

∥q∗i − q̂i∥ ≤ |t∗|.
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Also by the normalization assumption (1), ∥ci∥ ≤ 1, ∥Ai∥ ≤ 1, ∥di∥ ≤ 1, ∥Bi∥ ≤ 1.
These inequalities allow us to conclude that

∥r∥ ≤ ∥w∗∥+ 2|s∗|+ 2|t∗| ≤ 3∥vD∥.

We have established that

j∑
i=1

(λ̂ici + Aip̂i) +
l∑

i=1

(−µ̂idi +Biq̂i) = r,

which is equivalent to

j∑
i=1

(λ̂i(ci − r) + Aip̂i) +
l∑

i=1

(−µ̂idi +Biq̂i) = 0.

So we may define Â with all the data the same as A except with centers at ci− r instead
of ci, for each i. After this perturbation, the ESP is no longer separable. It follows that
the minimum perturbation is at most 3∥vD∥.

B Details of Section 3

B.1 An example of a dual formulation of the soft-margin SVM
problem with multiple optimizers

Consider the one-dimensional case of (12), where c1 = c2 = c3 = 1, c4 = −1 and d1 =
d2 = −1, d3 = 1, and γ ≥ 1. The well-classified points are clearly c1, c2, c3 and d1, d2. The
KKT conditions for this problem are as follows:

x = CTu−DTv

eTu = eTv

z1 = γe− u
z2 = γe− v
cix+ xi ≥ 1− s1,i, ∀i ∈ [j]

dix+ xi ≤ −1 + s2,i, ∀i ∈ [l]

ui(1− s1,i − cix− ξ) = 0, ∀i ∈ [j]

vi(1− s2,i + dix+ ξ) = 0, ∀i ∈ [l]

zTs = 0

0 ≤ u ≤ γe

0 ≤ v ≤ γe

s, z ≥ 0

(30)
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One KKT solution of this problem is given by x = 1, ξ = 0, z1 = γe− u, z2 = γe− v,

u =


γ/3 + 1/6
γ/3 + 1/6
γ/3 + 1/6

γ

 , v =

γ/2 + 1/4
γ/2 + 1/4

γ

 , s1 =


0
0
0
2

 , s2 =

0
0
2

 .

Indeed, this optimal solution is desirable, since for the properly classified points, ui < γ
and vi < γ. However, we can construct another KKT solution from the above by adding
2γ/3− 1/6 to u1 and subtracting γ/3− 1/12 from both u2 and u3:

u =


γ
1/4
1/4
γ

 , v =

γ/2 + 1/4
γ/2 + 1/4

γ

 .

We still set z1 = γe−u and z2 = γe−v, and the values of all other variables remain the
same. This new optimal solution is undesirable in that the well-separated point c1 has
u1 = γ, preventing it from being identified by simply verifying the value of u4 is strictly
less than γ. This example can be easily extended to having many more points, in which
case even more well-classified points can have corresponding optimal dual equal to γ.

B.2 Solving the perturbed dual

Lemma B.1. Let r := (u,v) ∈ Rj × Rl and let

r+ := projΩ
(
r + 1

L
∇g(r)

)
.

Then,
dist

(
∇g(r+),NΩ(r

+)
)
≤ 2L∥r − r+∥.

Proof. The problem (15) can be rewritten as the unconstrained maximum of the function
G, where G := g(u,v)− iΩ(u,v), which is equivalent to the convex problem min{−G(r) :
r ∈ Ω}. The projection of r + 1

L
∇g(r) is the minimizer of

h(z) = −g(r)−∇g(r)T (z − r) + L
2
∥z − r∥2 + iΩ(z),

hence z = r+ must satisfy the first-order optimality condition 0 ∈ ∂h(r+), or equivalently

0 ∈ −∇g(r) + L(r+ − r) +NΩ(r
+).

Hence, the optimality conditions are L(r − r+) +∇g(r) ∈ NΩ(r
+). If we add −∇g(r+)

to both sides we obtain

L(r − r+) +∇g(r)−∇g(r+) ∈ −∇g(r+) +NΩ(r
+) = ∂

(
−G(r+)

)
,
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where the final equality uses that the subdifferential sum rule holds since g is proper and
convex with full domain, and Ω has nonempty interior. Since L(r−r+)+∇g(r)−∇g(r+)
is contained in ∂ (−G(r+)), it gives an upper bound on dist(0, ∂ (−G(r+))):

dist(0, ∂
(
−G(r+)

)
) ≤

∥∥L(r − r+) +∇g(r)−∇g(r+)
∥∥

≤ L
∥∥r − r+∥∥+

∥∥∇g(r)−∇g(r+)
∥∥

≤ 2L
∥∥r − r+∥∥ ,

where we used the triangle inequality and L-smoothness of g.

B.3 Obtaining a hyperplane that separates the well-classified
points

Lemma B.2. ψ(θ) is Lipschitz continuous with constant γ.

Proof. The derivative of ψ(θ) defined in (21) is continuous, and on each interval we have
the upper bound |ψ′(θ)| ≤ γ.

Theorem B.1. Let K̄ and K be given according to (25). Suppose ∥(uk,vk)− (u∗,v∗)∥ ≤
∆, wk := CTuk−DTvk, and tk is the solution to (27). Then (wk, tk) encode a separating
hyperplane for the well-classified points, in particular

cTi wk + tk ≥ 1− K̄, ∀i ∈ J,

dT
i wk + tk ≤ −1 + K̄, ∀i ∈ L.

Proof. Fix an ic ∈ J . Then

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi wk + tk) = j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk)

+
∑

i∈J\{ic}

(
ψ(cTi wk + tk)− ψ(cTicwk + tk)

)
+
∑
i/∈J

ψ(cTi wk + tk).

(31)

Let us focus on bounding j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk). Suppose (w

∗, t∗) are optimal solutions to (20).
By definition of tk and since minimizing the objective in (27) is equivalent to minimizing
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∑j
i=1 ψ(c

T
i wk + t) +

∑l
i=1 ψ(−dT

i wk − t), we may write

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi wk + tk) +
l∑

i=1

ψ(−dT
i wk − tk) ≤

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi wk + t∗) +
l∑

i=1

ψ(−dT
i wk − t∗)

=

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi w
∗ + t∗) +

l∑
i=1

ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗)

+

j∑
i=1

(
ψ(cTi wk + t∗)− ψ(cTi w

∗ + t∗)
)

+
l∑

i=1

(
ψ(−dT

i wk − t∗)− ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗)
)
.

Since ψ is always nonnegative,

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi wk + tk) ≤
j∑

i=1

ψ(cTi wk + tk) +
l∑

i=1

ψ(−dT
i wk − tk),

so using (31), we have an upper bound on j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk), namely

j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk) ≤

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi w
∗ + t∗) +

l∑
i=1

ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗)

+

j∑
i=1

(
ψ(cTi wk + t∗)− ψ(cTi w

∗ + t∗)
)

+
l∑

i=1

(
ψ(−dT

i wk − t∗)− ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗)
)

−
∑

i∈J\{ic}

(
ψ(cTi wk + tk)− ψ(cTicwk + tk)

)
−

∑
i/∈J

ψ(cTi wk + tk).

Using Lemma B.2, we can upper bound the following

j∑
i=1

(
ψ(cTi wk + t∗)− ψ(cTi w

∗ + t∗)
)
≤

j∑
i=1

γ|cTi wk − cTi w∗| ≤ jγR∥wk −w∗∥,

l∑
i=1

(
ψ(−dT

i wk − t∗)− ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗)
)
≤

l∑
i=1

γ|dT
i wk − dT

i w
∗| ≤ lγR∥wk −w∗∥.

To bound ∥wk−w∗∥, we use that ∥(uk,vk)−(u∗,v∗)∥ ≤ ∆ along with the KKT conditions
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(17), which tell us that w∗ = CTu∗ −DTv∗:

∥wk −w∗∥ =
∥∥ (CTuk − CTu∗)+ (

DTv∗ −DTvk
) ∥∥

≤ ∥CT∥2∥uk − u∗∥+ ∥DT∥2∥vk − v∗∥
≤

√
jR∥uk − u∗∥+

√
lR∥vk − v∗∥

≤ (
√
j +

√
l)R∆.

So we get the bound

j∑
i=1

(
ψ(cTi wk + t∗)− ψ(cTi w

∗ + t∗)
)
≤ j

(√
j +

√
l
)
γR2∆,

l∑
i=1

(
ψ(−dT

i wk − t∗)− ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗)
)
≤ l

(√
j +

√
l
)
γR2∆.

(32)

We may again use that ψ is Lipschitz to bound ψ(cTicwk + tk)− ψ(cTi wk + tk):

−
∑

i∈J\{ic}

(
ψ(cTi wk + tk)− ψ(cTicwk + tk)

)
=

∑
i∈J\{ic}

(
ψ(cTicwk + tk)− ψ(cTi wk + tk)

)
≤

∑
i∈J\{ic}

γ|cTicwk − cTi wk|

≤
∑

i∈J\{ic}

γ∥cic − ci∥∥wk∥

≤ (j0 − 1)γ2ρ
(
(1 + ξ) +

(√
j +

√
l
)
R∆

)
,

(33)

where the last line uses ∥cic −ci∥ ≤ 2ρ, and ∥wk∥ ≤ ∥w∗∥+∥wk−w∗∥ ≤ (1+ ξ)+(
√
j+√

l)R∆. Since cTi w
∗ + t∗ ≥ 1−K and −dT

i w
∗ − t∗ ≥ 1−K for all well-classified points,

we have that for well-classified points, ψ(cTi w
∗ + t∗) and ψ(−dT

i w
∗ − t∗) are bounded

above by γK2 = 64K2/n. It follows that∑
i∈J

ψ(cTi w
∗ + t∗) +

∑
i∈L

ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗) ≤ n0γK
2.

For points that are not well-classified, we use the bound on t∗ from the statement of
Corollary 3.1:

(1−K)− cTjcw
∗ ≤ t∗ ≤ (−1 +K)− dT

jd
w∗,

where jc := argminj∈J c
T
j w

∗ and jd := argminj∈L−dT
j w

∗. Then for all i /∈ J , we have

cTi w
∗ + t∗ ≥ (1−K) + (ci − cjc)Tw∗ ≥ (1−K) + ∥ci − cjc∥∥w∗∥.

Under the data assumptions, ∥ci − cjc∥ ≥ −(σ1 + σ2)− 2ρ, so

cTi w
∗ + t∗ ≥ (1−K)− (σ1 + σ2 + 2ρ) (1 + ξ).
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Feeding this into ψ and bounding σ1, σ2 by 1, we get that

ψ(cTi w
∗ + t∗) ≤

(
1− 1

4

)
γ + (1 + 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)) γ.

Similar work can be done to show the same bound for ψ(−dTi w∗ + t∗). In all, we obtain
the below bound, where n0 = j0 + l0.

j∑
i=1

ψ(cTi w
∗ + t∗) +

l∑
i=1

ψ(−dT
i w

∗ − t∗) ≤ n0γK
2 + nnoise

(
2− 1

4
+ 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)

)
γ.

(34)

Putting together (32), (33), (34), and that −ψ(cTi wk + tk) ≤ 0, we obtain the bound

j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk) ≤ n0γK

2 + nnoise

(
7

4
+ 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)

)
γ

+ n(
√
j +

√
l)γR2∆

+ (j0 − 1)γ2ρ
(
(1 + ξ) + (

√
j +

√
l)R∆

)
≤ n0γK

2 + νn

(
7

4
+ 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)

)
γ

+ n
√
2nγR2∆

+ j0γ2ρ
(
(1 + ξ) +

√
2nR∆

)
.

Grouping terms with ∆ we have

j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk) ≤ n0γK

2 + νn

(
7

4
+ 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)

)
γ

+ j0γ2ρ(1 + ξ) +
(
n
√
2nR2 + j02ρ

√
2nR

)
γ∆.

Since l0 ≥ n/3, and nnoise > 0, j0 = n− l0 − nnoise ≤ 2n/3, thus

n
√
2nR2 + j02ρ

√
2nR ≤ n

√
2nR2 +

4n

3
ρ
√
2nR

= 4
√
2n3/2

(
1 +

2

3
ρ

)
,

where on the last line we use that R ≤ 2. The bound on j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk) now becomes

j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk) ≤ n0γK

2 + νn

(
7

4
+ 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)

)
γ

+ j0γ2ρ(1 + ξ) + 4
√
2n3/2

(
1 +

2

3
ρ

)
γ∆,
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and if we substitute ∆ from (26), this becomes

j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk) ≤ n0γK

2 + νn

(
7

4
+ 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)

)
γ + j0γ2ρ(1 + ξ) +

n

3

(
K̄ − 3K2

)
γ

− nρ(1 + ξ)

(
4

3
+ 2ν

)
γ − νn

(
9

4
+ 2ξ

)
γ − n

6
γ.

We can bound n
3
(K̄ − 3K2):

n

3
(K̄ − 3K2) ≤ n

3
(K̄ −K2)− 2n

3
K2 ≤ j0(K̄ −K2)− l0K

2 = j0K̄ − n0K
2,

and also

−n
6
= −2n/3

4n
n ≤ − j0

4n
n = −j0

4
, and 2j0ρ(1 + ξ) ≤ 4nρ

3
(1 + ξ).

So

j0ψ(c
T
icwk + tk) ≤ j0γK̄ + νn

(
7

4
+ 2ρ+K + ξ(2 + 2ρ)

)
γ + γ

4nρ

3
(1 + ξ)

− nρ(1 + ξ)

(
4

3
+ 2ν

)
γ − νn

(
9

4
+ 2ξ

)
γ − j0

4
γ

≤ j0γK̄ + νn

(
9

4
+ 2ρ(1 + ξ) + 2ξ

)
γ + γ

4nρ

3
(1 + ξ)

− nρ(1 + ξ)

(
4

3
+ 2ν

)
γ − νn

(
9

4
+ 2ξ

)
γ − j0

4
γ

= j0

(
K̄ − 1

4

)
γ,

where in the second inequality we used the assumption that K < 1/2. We have shown
that ψ(cTicwk + tk) ≤

(
K̄ − 1

4

)
γ. Since, ic was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that for any

well-classified ci

ψ(cTi wk + tk) ≤ γ

(
K̄ − 1

4

)
= γ

(
3

4
−
(
1− K̄

))
.

By our choice of γ and µ, for θ ≤ 1
2

ψ(θ) = γ

(
3

4
− θ

)
.

Moreover, since K̄ ∈ [1/2, 1), we have 1− K̄ ∈ (0, 1/2], and

ψ(1− K̄) = γ

(
3

4
− (1− K̄)

)
≥ ψ(cTi wk + tk).

We know ψ is decreasing, so the only way this can happen is if cTi wk + tk ≥ 1 − K̄.
Identical steps show that for any well-classified di, we have that −dT

i wk− tk ≥ 1−K̄.
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C Numerical experiment on unbalanced data for the

ESP

Table 3: Comparing the number of iterations and time taken before finding a separat-
ing hyperplane in unbalanced data between early-stopping and tolerance-based stopping
(tol = 10−6).

0 Ellipsoids 1 Ellipsoids Columns in A FISTA (early-stopping) FISTA (tolerance-based)

iterations time(s) iterations time(s)

5 25 23550 5 0.268 1270 15.088
25 5 23550 6 0.285 1166 13.612
10 100 86350 10 0.734 1773 97.589
100 10 86350 11 0.722 1468 79.105
1 125 98910 24 1.476 1516 97.442
125 1 98910 34 1.933 1906 101.261
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