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Abstract

Since the late 1950’s when quasi-Newton methods
first appeared, they have become one of the most
widely used and efficient algorithmic paradigms
for unconstrained optimization. Despite their im-
mense practical success, there is little theory that
shows why these methods are so efficient. We pro-
vide a local rate of convergence for a randomized
BFGS method which can be significantly better
than that of gradient descent, thus giving theoret-
ical evidence supporting the superior empirical
performance of quasi-Newton methods.
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1. Introduction
In this paper we consider the optimization problem

x4 € arg min f(x), (1)
z€R4

where f : R? — R is a twice continuously differen-
tiable function. While the BFGS method (Broyden, |1967;
Fletcher, [1970; |Goldfarb, |1970; Shannol, |1970)) is one of
the most efficient and celebrated algorithms for solving (T)),
a clear theoretical justification for its success, or the suc-
cess of any quasi-Newton method, has been elusive. We do
know, however, that the quasi-Newton methods converge
Q-superlinearly (Powell,|1971)), and this is often pointed to
as the justification for their success. Yet this superlinear con-
vergence occurs only asymptotically, in an arbitrarily small
ball around the solution, and at an unknown superlinear rate.
In particular, this superlinear rate could be arbitrary close to
linear.

In this work we provide the first meaningful convergence
rate of (a randomized variant of) BFGS. By meaningful,
we mean a rate that can be faster then the rate of gradient
descent, thus giving much stronger support to the practical
success of the BFGS method than what has been available
so far. Furthermore, for our results to hold, we only need to
assume f to be self-concordant.

Let S denote the set of d x d symmetric matrices, and let
H, = V2f(x) be the Hessian matrix of f evaluated at
x. For x = x;, we will further abbreviate H;, := H,, . In
this paper we consider the randomized BFGS update first
introduced by |Gower & Richtarikl (2017)), and later used
in the context of machine learning by |Gower et al.| (2016)),
given by the formula

BFGS(B,H,S) = G+ (I- GH)B(I- HG), (2)

where G = G(H,S) := S(STHS)"!ST,S € R™*7 isa
(typically thin) random matrix with 7 < d columns and
full column rank, H € S? is a non-singular target Hessian
matrix and B € S? is the current estimate of the inverse
Hessian matrix. Note that STHS is invertible since we
assume that S has full column rank and H is invertible. We
use this BFGS update in the randomized BFGS method
stated as Algorithm [I]

In order to update our estimate of the inverse Hessian H; !,
we use a random linear measurement H;S; of the true
Hessian H;,. Random linear transformations are often al-
ternatively called sketches, and we adopt this terminology.
We thus refer to the random matrix Sj, € R?*7 by the name
sketching matrix, and to the product H;S; by the name
Hessian sketch. Note that the sketch can be computed by
doing T directional derivatives of the gradient since

- V2f(xk)si = Hgsi;, (3)

d
%Vf(xk +ts;) .

Algorithm 1 RBFGS

1: Parameters: z, € R? By € S? distribution D over
matrices from R4X7
2: fork=0,1,2,...do

3: Tyl = T — Bka(xk)
4:  Monotonic option:
5: Tpqr = argmin { f(zp41), f(zr)}
6:  Sample random Sy ~ D
7: Compute By 11 = BFGS(Bk7 H;, Sk)
8: end for
fori=1,...,7, where s; is the ith column of S.

Standard BFGS performs very similar iterations to RBFGS,
but uses deterministic sketching matrices of the form Sy =
) — xk—1 (in particular, BFGS is forced to use 7 = 1),
where xp, xp_1 € R? are the last two iterates produced by
BFGS, and approximates the Hessian sketch via first-order
information as follows: HySy, ~ V f(z1) — Vf(2x—1).

Our forthcoming theoretical results hold for any distribu-
tion D of sketching matrices. Based on the intuition our
general theory provides, in the case of generalized linear
models (see Section [3.3) we also develop a particular dis-
tribution D based on the singular value decomposition. In
Section 4| we show that our new sketching matrix is well
suited to highly ill-conditioned problems. We also com-
pare our new sketch against other standard sketches and the
original BFGS method in a series of numerical experiments.

1.1. Background

We now recall the background on the convergence of BFGS,
some modern randomized BFGS variants and their con-
vergence results, and also techniques surrounding self-
concordance.

Classic convergence results. The BFGS method was first
shown to converge locally and superlinearly about 50 years
ago (Powell, [1971). This proof was later extended to in-
clude a larger family of quasi-Newton methods by [Broyden
et al. (1973). Much more recently,|Gao & Goldfarb|(2019)
showed that the block BFGS method first introduced by
(Gower et al., 2016)) also converges superlinearly (and with-
out the need for line search).

Modern randomized variants of BFGS. Byrd et al.
(2016) proposed the SQN method which uses a sin-
gle Hessian-vector product in the BFGS update, as op-
posed to using differences of stochastic gradients. Sub-
sequently, Moritz et al.| (2016) proposed combining SQN
with the variance reduced gradient method SVRG (Johnson
& Zhang| 2013)), and provided a global linear convergence
rate for the resulting method. |Gower et al.| (2016) extended



the SQN method to allow for sketching matrices (3), and
also provide an improved linear convergence rate. However,
their rate is still orders of magnitude worse than the rate
of convergence of gradient descent. Very recently, Meng
et al.| (2019) gave a global convergence rate for a stochastic
variant of the BFGS method combined with stochastic gra-
dient descent. The reason that the rates of convergence in
all of these previous works are significantly inferior to that
of gradient descent, is that they do not factor in the contri-
bution of the quasi-Newton matrix towards the convergence.
Instead, the previous analysis focus on obtaining bounds on
the estimated inverse Hessian

cd <Bp XCI, where 0<ec<C, 4)

and then use this to “bound away” the contribution of the
quasi-Newton method, for which a cost is paid. Following
this step, the analysis follows verbatim the standard analysis
of gradient-based methods, albeit with the added burden
that the constants ¢ and C' () bring.

Self-concordance. It was a revolution'|in the optimiza-
tion community when, in the late 70’s and early 80’s, it
was shown that a large class of convex optimization prob-
lemsE] could be solved in polynomial time by interior point
methods (Nesterov & Nemirovskii, |1987). A key concept
that facilitated this revolution was that of self-concordance,
which describes a large class of convex functions whose
second order derivative could be naturally “controlled” by
the third derivative. We rely on self-concordant functions
in this paper in Theorem 2.1] and in the proof, show how
the convergence of the BFGS method can leverage self-
concordance.

1.2. Notation and definitions

Both quasi-Newton methods and self-concordance are de-
fined using weighted norms. For every W € R%*? and
H ¢ S and positive definite we write

2
||W||%(H) = Trace  HWHW ') = HHl/QWHl/QHF
to denote a weighted Frobenius norm. Let
[v]|2 = (Hv,v)

be the local inner product (Renegar, 2001). To further
abbreviate our notation, we will use [[v|, = [|v]|,_. Let

B = {yeR?: |ly—af, <o}

'A precursor of this result made the front page of 1979 New
York Times entitled “Soviet Discovery Rocks World of Mathe-
matics”. It also made the headlines of the Guardian, with a hu-
morously incorrect title “Soviet Answer to Travelling Salesman
Problem” (Floudas & Pardalos| [2006).

The self-concordant barrier functions with closed bounded
domains.

be the ball of size d > 0 around z under the local norm. Us-
ing the local inner product, we can now state the definition
of the key concept of self-concordance.

Definition 1.1. A functional f : R? — R is self-
concordant if for all z in its domain the Hessian is positive
definite, and for each y € B; and v # 0 we have

v
[ T
ol = 1= Ty ==,

1—ly —=| (5)

2. Convergence Results

In this section we establish our main convergence results:
local linear convergence for self-concordant functions and
for smooth and strongly convex functions, and superlinear
convergence.

2.1. Local linear convergence for self-concordant
functions

Under the assumption of self-concordance only, we now
prove local linear convergence of the randomized BFGS
method in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Let

pi= inf Aun (E [HY?S(STH,S) 'S H}?|)

zERA
(6)
and consider the Lyapunov function
k._ -1)|2
O =0 ||Br — B gy + o — 2l
where 0 = %. If f is self-concordant and
1 1-— 2—
q)g < 5 min § - 2p » P P )
2 2 —2p" "69d + 5p
)
then Algorithm [T|converges linearly according to
E[2t] < (1-2)E[24]. ®)

Unrolling this recurrence, we get

Efox —o.l.) < (1-2)" a9,

We now provide a few key insights and a brief outline of the
proof technique of Theorem [2.1} the complete proof is given
in Appendix [B| Our starting point is the work of |(Gower &
Richtarik| (2017) who studied randomized algorithms for
inverting a fixed invertibleE] matrix H. Their methods can

3 An extension to the computation of the Moore-Penrose pseu-



be interpreted as randomized, non-adaptive (and possibly
block) variants of classical quasi-Newton matrix inversion
formulas. In particular, they studied randomized BFGS
updates for inverting H >~ 0 and showed that the sequence
of random matrices given by the randomized BFGS rule

B)..1 = BFGS(By, H, S;)

converges linearly to H~! in mean square.

In this work, we face the additional challenge of a moving
target H. Indeed, in our setting, H is not fixed, but is set
to H = Hy, = V2 f(z}) in iteration k, and hence changes
from iteration to iteration. If the Hessian Hj, changes too
fast, then there is no reason why the randomized BFGS
update should be able to “catch up” with the change, and be
any good at maintaining a good estimate of the inverse of
H, throughout the iterations, let alone improve the estimate
and converge to (V2f(x,))~ ! as k — oo.

This is the place where self-concordance comes to our aid.
Indeed, self-concordance provides control over how fast the
Hessian, and the inverse Hessian, changes as the point xj,
changes; see Lemma[B.I|in the Appendix. By carefully com-
bining these intuitions, we are able to control how much By
deviates from the Hessian H,; see Lemma[B.3] Yet string-
ing this result into an induction argument is difficult due
to the changing local norm. Fortunately, self-concordance
allows us to “change the norm” to another point (8). Using
this defining property of self-concordance, we state all of
our results with respect to the local norm at the optimal
point. This allows for a more straightforward induction
argument and the resulting recurrence in (g).

2.2. Local linear convergence for smooth and strongly
convex functions

Here we prove that BFGS converges with same rate of
convergence as in Theorem [2.I] but under an alternative
(though also common) set of assumptions. We also now
use the Monotonic option on line 8 of Algorithm [T} This
enforces that the function values f(xy) are monotonically
decreasing. That is, let Q@ := {x : f(x) < f(z0)}. By
we have that z;, € Q for all k.

Instead of self-concordance, we now rely on strong convex-
ity, Lipschitz gradients and Hessians.

Assumption 2.2. Function f is p-strongly convex. That
18,

f@) 2 f@HV @)y - )+5 ly—al;, oy eR

€))

doinverse of a general rectangular matrix was developed in (Gower
& Richtarik} 2016)).

Assumption 2.3. Function f has L;-Lipschitz gradient.
That is,

IVF(y) = Vi@, < Lilly —2ll,, Ve,y € R%

(10)

Assumption 2.4. Function f has Ly-Lipschitz Hessian.
That is,

IH, —H,|l, < La|ly — zll,, Va,y R (1)

Under these assumptions we have the following theo-
rem.

Theorem 2.5. Let Assumptions and[2.4]hold and
let

U, = v/F() — @) + 6 |Bi — B [y

5/2
where 3 = 4\/53] and where p is defined in (6). If

f(zo) — f(zs) < F, where

—2
12070,  32v2dL"%L
]: = Z 21 2 + \/> 1 2 ) (]2)

I ppt

then E [¥r41] < (1 — £) E[¥;], where

p = inf Amin (11«: {Hi”S(STHxS)*lSTH;/QD .
zeQ (13)

A disadvantage of using Assumptions and[2.4] as
we do in Theorem [2.5] as compared to self-concordance, as

we do in Theorem [2.1] is that now the region of local con-
vergence (I2) depends on constants which can be hard, or
almost numerically impossible (such as p), to compute. As
such, it would be very difficult to use Theorem [2.5]together
with globalization strategies to develop a global linear con-
vergence. In contrast, we only need to have a bound on p
to compute the size of the region of convergence in Theo-
rem[2.5](see (7). We give some insights into bounding p in
SectionBl The downside of Theorem[2.3]is that the norms
[I]|, cannot be computed since it relies on x,. This issue
can be dealt with by using a continuation scheme to design
a globalization strategy (Renegar, [2001)).

2.3. Superlinear convergence

For completion, we also prove the superlinear convergence
of Algorithm |l{with high probability.

Theorem 2.6. \/f(xy) — f(z.) converges to 0 at super-

linear rate with probability 1.

Proof. The proof follows by combining Lemma [D.T] and
Lemma[D.2l O



3. Examples and Applications

To gain some insight into the consequences of Theorems[2.5]
and2.1] we first examine two extreme cases for the choice
of the sketching matrix:

(i) S isinvertible (full curvature),

(i) S has only one column.

We then develop a more involved SVD sketch, and apply it
to generalized linear models and linear programming.

3.1. Invertible S

When the sketching matrix S is invertible with probability
one, then p = 1. In view of (7)), if

12 . 1 1 1
3HB0_H* ||F(H*) + [lzo _T*”* §m1n{4, 2769d—|—5
_1 1
T 269d+5

then ||z — z.||, < (%)k @Y. This is not surprising. Indeed,
given that when S is invertible, it is not hard to show that
B, = H,;l; that is, the quasi-Newton matrix equals the
inverse Hessian. Consequently, Algorithm |l|is equivalent to
Newton’s method.

3.2. One column S

On the other extreme, if we choose the sketch matrix to have
a single column only, S = s € R?, then p can be much
smaller than 1 and will also depend on the spectrum of the
Hessian.

Corollary 3.1 (Single column sketches). Let 0 < U €
R™*™ be a symmetric positive definite matrix such that
H, < U, Vzx € R Let D = [dy,...,d,] € R™*"
be a given invertible matrix such that d] H,d; # 0 for
allz € R%and i = 1,. .., n. Furthermore, suppose that
f is convex and the Hessian matrix is Lipschitz. If we
T

sample according to P (S, = d;) = p; == %,
then, under the assumptions of Theorem [2.5] Algorithm [I]
converges at a rate of at least

AF (HY*DDTHY?)

Trace (DTUD)

p > min (14)

x€Q

Proof. This quantity p also appears as the convergence rate
of the randomized subspace Newton method of (Gower et al.,
2019). In particular, it was shown in Corollary 1 in (Gower|
et al] [2019) that under these assumptions, (I4) holds. [

Thus, by carefully choosing the sketching matrix S, we
can see that the rate of convergence p is bounded below

} ol (t) € [lu], and ¢'(t)<U for i=1,...,n.

as in (T4). Since in this example we have not assumed the
spectrum of the Hessian to be bounded from below, p still
depends on H,, in (T4).

3.3. Generalized linear models

We now show that in situations where the Hessian matrix
has a bounded spectrum, we can choose a sketching ma-
trix so that p essentially does not depend on the spectra
or ill-conditioning of the Hessian matrix. This leads to a
more precise bound on the rate of convergence p that high-
lights how it can be arbitrarily bigger (leading to faster rate)
than the rate of convergence of gradient descent. This also
extends to accelerated gradient descent.

Definition 3.2. Let0 < / < u.Let¢; : R+— R, bea
twice differentiable function such that

(15)
Leta; € Rifori = 1,...,nand A = [ay,...,a,] €
R¥*™, We say that f : R? — R is a generalized linear
model when

flz) = (16)

Si=

; bi((ai,3))

Theorem 3.3. Let A have full row rank. Let f be given
by (T6). Let A = UXV T be the reduced singular value
decomposition of A with U € R%*4 ¥ ¢ R4*? and
V € R™*?, Consider a sketching matrix such that

1
P[S =UX 'e] = - for i=1,...,n. (17)
It follows that p give in (6) is bounded by
p 171
1-L<r 222 1
2~ 2ud (18)

Proof. Since A has full row rank we have that ¥ is in-
vertible, U is orthonormal and VTV = I. Consequently
AT = VE~1UT. The Hessian of f is thus given by

1
H, = —Ad"(AT2)AT,
n

19)

where ®/(A T z) = Diag (¢} ((a1,z)), ..
It is now not hard to show that

- O ((an, 7)) -

14 min A 2
n n

and thus f is strongly convex with Lipschitz gradient. Fur-

thermore, ¢!’ (t) < U guarantees that the Hessian is Lips-

chitz. Consequently, Theorem [2.5]holds. It now remains to



bound p. With probability é, we have

STH,S

1
—e] 2TIUTURVT O/ (AT2)VEUTUR g
n
1
= ¢/ VId"(ATz)Ve,. 1)
n

Now, since VIV =T, we get /I < V' ®"(AT2)V < ul.
Consequently,

P = Aun (E[HY’S(STH,S)'STHY?|)

1/2 Tyyl/2
= )\min (E Hx S5 Hm ‘|)

LeIVTa"(ATz)Ve;
n, 1/2 T7 £71/2
> hnin (HI E[SST] H! )

= A (HY2USE [ee] ] £ UTHY?)
u
n

oy —177T -1
= ud)\mm(E U'H,Us ™)

1

= 7Amin VT@H AT A%
—Amin ( (A'2)V)
‘1

> ——.

- ud

O

We refer to the sketch in as the SVD-sketch. To con-
trast the bound on p given in (I8), let us compare it to the
rate of convergence of gradient descent. Gradient descent
converges at a rate of

pop =1 — maXy Amin (Hz) <
P ming Amax(Hy)

and is thus at the mercy of the condition number

Omax(A)
Jmin(A)

R =

of the matrix A. To highlight this, consider the extreme case
where A is a square d x d Hilbert matrix (Hilbert, |1894). In

this case
k=0 ((1 + \@)4(1) :

and thus pgp grows exponentially with d while p grows at
most linearly due to (I8)) . Even the rate of convergence of
accelerated gradient descent (Nesterov, [2014) would grow
exponentially with an exponent of 2d in this case.

Though in practice it is well known that the convergence
of gradient descent is far more sensitive to ill conditioning
as compared to the convergence of the BFGS method, to
the best of our knowledge, this is the first clear theoretical
justification to support this observation.

3.4. Linear programs

The original problem that motivated the introduction of self-
concordant functions was linear programming,

mir{li (c,x) subjectto Az <b, (22)

z€R
where ¢ € R?, A € R"*? and b € R" are the given data.
Interior point methods and barrier methods for solving (22))
are based on solving a sequence of problems such as
f@) =X, z) — > log(b; — (a;, x)), (23)
i=1

where A > 0 is the barrier parameter, see (Renegar, 2001).
The objective function in (23) is self-concordant. Further-
more, the logarithmic barrier enforces that the constraint

Az < bhold. The Hessian of (23)) is given by

1

V2 = ATDi — ] A. 24
fe) = ATDing (s ) A 24

Let 2* be the iterates of Algorithm |I|applied to minimiz-
ing with the monotonic option on line 8.

Theorem 3.4. Let A have full row rank, f be given
by 23), and A = UXV ' be the reduced singular value
decomposition of A with U € R¥*? 3 ¢ R4 and
V € R"*4, Consider the SVD-sketch given in (T7). Let

1
u =
. . bZ o i 27
A TR O e )
(= L (25)
© max  max (b — (a;,z))?
i=1,....,n = : Ax<b
It follows that p given in () is bounded by
p 141
1-P<1-222 26
2 2ud (26)

As the barrier parameter A becomes larger, the minimizer
of (23) will get closer to the boundary of the set Az <
b. Consequently, the Hessian becomes increasing ill-
conditioned, which is a well known issue with log-barrier
methods. This in turn also implies that the constants «
and ¢ in @]) will increase and decrease, respectively, as
A grows. Thus like all methods for solving the log-barrier
problem (23), this ill-conditioning needs to be treated with
care.

4. Numerical Experiments

‘We run numerical tests for the Randomized BFGS algorithm
and compare three different distributions of S:

1. gauss: All entries of S are generated independently
and have standard Gaussian distribution.
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Figure 1: Hilbert matrix 10000 x 10000

2. svd: SVD-sketch from Proposition [3.3] i.e., for sin-
gular value decomposition of A = UXV' take

P[S=Ux"le) =1 fori=1,...,n.

QU=

3. coord: Coordinate sketch, i.e., P[S = ¢;] =

We also experiment with the sketch size, i.e. the number
of columns 7 of the sketching matrix S. We use distr_7 in
the legends of our plots to denote which distribution (distr)
and which sketch size 7 was used. For example, gauss_10
corresponds to using a Gaussian sketch with sketch size
10. Finally, we compare the performance of RBFGS to
the classical BFGS and accelerated Nesterov method both
on synthetic and real data. For a fair comparison across
algorithms, we use the Wolfe line search (Wolfe, |1971) to
determine the stepsizes for the Randomized BFGS, classical
BFGS and Nesterov methods.

4.1. Synthetic Quadratic Problem

Consider a quadratic problem

min { f(z) = § | Al = a7 (AT A)e},
z€R

where A € R%*4 is a Hilbert matrix (Hilbert, |1894) defined
as [A];; = Z-H%l fori = 1,...,n. This problem is inter-
esting due to the large condition number of A. For each
distribution, we experiment with different sketch sizes and
choose the one that gives the best results in terms of compu-
tational time. Another possibility is to compare the number
of iterations. However, due to the fact that the complexity
of Algorithm|[T]depends on 7, this would not lead to a fair
comparison.

When using the svd sketch, we only include singular values
above tolerance 10~8. This is done to improve numerical

o 5 1o 15 2 25 32 3 o 1 2 3 & 5 & 71
Time, s

(c) svd (d) methods compared

Figure 2: w8a, A = 1073, (n, d) = (49749, 300)

stability. As a benchmark, we also compare to the classical
BFGS method and accelerated Nesterov gradient descent,
see Figure[T] We observe in Figure|[T]that for this particular
quadratic problem small sketch sizes (10 or below) perform
better. We note that svd distribution yielded the best results.
This is to be expected, since according to Proposition [3.3]
the rate of convergence when using the svd sketch is essen-
tially invariant to ill-conditioning.

4.2. Classification Problem on Real Data

Now consider the logistic regression problem with L2 regu-
larizer given by

@)=L 3 log (1 + exp(—b; {as,2))) + 3 12112, @7
=1

where a1, ...,a, € R are the data points, by,...,b, €
{—1, 1} are the class labels and A > 0 is a regularization
coefficient. In our experiments, we used LIBSVM datasets
(Chang & Lin, 2011)). We set the regularization parameter
A ~ 1073 L, where L denotes the smoothness constant of
logistic loss without regularizer. Similar to Section .1}
we experiment with different sketch sizes and choose ones
which perform better.

The experiments show that a good general strategy of choos-
ing sketch size is 7 ~ /d; see Figures and @

Contrary to the simulation results in Section 41| we find
that svd sketch is outperformed by others. Overall, gauss
yielded the best results throughout all numerical tests. Ran-
domized BFGS is comparable to the classical BFGS method
on datasets with small d and moderate number of sam-
ples, see Figures 2] 3] @] but it performs better than clas-
sical BFGS on datasets with a high number of samples;
see Figures 0] 8] Moreover, Randomized BFGS signifi-
cantly outperforms the classical BFGS method on larger
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Figure 6: colon-cancer, A = 10~%. (n, d) = (62, 2000)
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Time, s

Figure 7: epsilon, A = 10~%. (n, d) = (400000, 2000)

dimensional problems such as gisette (d = 5,000),
colon-cancer (d = 2,000) and epsilon (d =
2,000); see Figures 3] [6 and [7}

5. Conclusion, Consequences and Future
Work

With a meaningful rate for the local convergence of random-
ized BFGS, we now point to several new open avenues for
further study.

Recovering size of local convergence neighborhood of
Newton’s method. In Section2.2lwe show that when S =
I, we recover Newton’s method and its rate of convergence.
We also show that the size of the region of convergence
is proportional to 1/d. On the other hand, in the classic
analysis of Newton’s method, the size of this region is 1/4.
This is a marked difference, and we believe it is because
we not only establish the convergence of the iterates, but
also the convergence of the inverse Hessians! It seems
that showing that the Hessians also converge at a favorable



linear rate has come at the cost of a smaller local region
of convergence. We believe it makes sense to investigate
whether this apparent deficiency is improvable or not.

Beyond access to sketched Hessian. While RBFGS does
not require access to the full Hessian, it requires access to
a Hessian sketch. Note that the required Hessian sketch
can correspond to as little as a single row of the Hessian
only, and that this can be computed at the same cost as
gradient evaluation (e.g., by doing backprop twice) as we
pointed out in the paper. On the other extreme, when S =
I, RBFGS recovers the full Newton’s method. As such,
RBFGS can be thought of as a randomized second-order
method, or a method lying somewhere on the spectrum
between a first-order method and second-order method. It
should be interesting to investigate whether similar theory to
ours can be established for some variants of RBFGS which
do not require explicit sketch of the Hessian, but instead use
difference of gradients as an approximation thereof.

De-randomizing. One immediate question is whether ran-
domization is necessary to establish a good convergence rate
for the BFGS method. That is, can we show that a (suitably
constructed) deterministic variant of BFGSﬂ also enjoys a
fast convergence rate? Based on our techniques, we believe
it may be possible to achieve this through the following.
First, we would need to establish a rate at which the esti-
mates of the inverse matrix converge to a fixed constant
Hessian matrix. In other words, we need to understand how
fast would the BFGS matrices By, converge to the inverse
Hessian were we to apply BFGS to minimizing a quadratic.
We believe this step could perhaps be answered by using the
equivalence of the BFGS method and the conjugate gradi-
ents method (CG) (Nazareth,|1979). Since the CG method
has been shown to converge linearly at an accelerated rate
(as compared to gradient descent), we suspect that the Hes-
sian estimates of the BFGS method might also converge at
an accelerated rate. If this is confirmed, the remaining steps
of the proof would follow verbatim from our proofs.

Globalizing. By using a globalization strategy, such as the
trust region framework (Conn et al.,|2000), line-search or
a carefully designed continuation scheme (Renegar, |2001),
we believe it may be possible to extend our results to obtain
a global convergence theory.

Practical consequences. The general rate of convergence
and the bound in suggest that new sketching matrices
could be devised for accelerating our randomized BFGS
method. We believe that by exploring the use of modern fast

“Note that RBFGS becomes deterministic when S = I with
probability 1. However, this is not what we have in mind here. We
are talking about deterministic variants RBFGS in cases when the
sketching matrix S has a small number of columns.

randomized sketches, such as the ROS sketch of |Pilanci &
‘Wainwright (2017), it may be possible to further accelerate
the convergence of RBFGS.

Beyond self-concordance. It may be possible to extend
our results beyond the class of self-concordant functions
to the class of generalized self-concordant functions (Sun
& Tran-Dinhl 2019} Bach, 2010) which also allow for one
to control how fast the Hessian (and the inverse Hessian)
changes.
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Supplementary Material of Fast Linear Convergence
of Randomized BFGS

A. Extra Experiments: Figures[§and[9|
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Figure 8: SUSY; A = 10~%; n = 5,000,000; d = 18; k = 6.1 - 103
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Figure 9: HIGGS, A = 10~ (n, d) = (11000000, 28)

B. Proof of Theorem 2.1

First we collect some more notation.

Further notation. For matrices W € R4 Jet

[Woll,
[W|,, := sup

i

denote the induced norm. Note that |[W|| = HHQIC/ WH, '/ H and thus |[|-||, is sub-multiplicative. Indeed,
2

WV, = [mewve 2| = eewa e Ve 2| < (W V-

To further abbreviate our notation we will write | W], := |W

Ty

B.1. Properties of self-concordant functions

We now collect some known consequences of self-concordance and develop some additional properties that we need for our
main proof.

Lemma B.1. For all y € B we have that

1

|H H TRT————E
(A= lly —=l.)

(28)

s H||



and |
< —_— 1 (29)

o o 1 7L
! ’ 1= lly —=l,)
Proof. See Theorem 2.2.1 of Renegar| (2001)). O
Lemma B.2. If ||z — 2. ||, < 1 then
& — 2. — H'Vf(2)||, < o=l (30)
" R Sl E R M
" . = a4
_ Ty — Tk
H'Vf(z < = (31)
Proof. Note that
1
r—z.—H'Vf(z) = 2—2.— / H, 'H, (o (z — z.)dt
0
1
= / (I-H,'H, (0, (x — z)dt. (32)
0
Taking norms on both sides and using the sub-multiplicativity of the induced norm gives
) 1
oo 2@, B | [ HO ) o i
0 *
1
< / HI_H:1H1*+t(xfr*) N |z — 2., dt
0
@ ! 1
< Hx—x*H*/ 1)
o \(I—tllz—=z..)
2
& — .|,
L=z — 2.,
The proof of (1)) follows from (28)) since
1 1
@ [, — ] 2, — ]
BV, < ool [ B | dt S [ -t — “_
| ' o | el o =t —a])?"  1T—z—zl,
O
Using self-concordance we can change the metric in the weighted Frobenius.
Lemma B.3. Let W € S%. For all y € B! the following inequality holds:
Wil 7 e,y
IWllp@,) < ———— - (33)
= =y -,
Furthermore, if z € Bé/ 2 then
1-lly=zl, \’
—ly—=
w < | — W . (34)



Proof.

IWiee,) < IWilpgs,) |[H2/2H, B2
= ||WHF(H1,) ‘Hwa_le
@ Wl )
— 2'
(1= lly - all,)

The bound (34)) follows from the fact that for z € B;/ ? we have that y € B! and the definition of self-concordance () that

ly — |, 1 oMy -, .
CT =y ==, L=y —=ll, = 1 =2y —=l,

ly — |

B.2. The distance of the iterates
Next we need an upper bound on ||xg+1 — T ||z

Lemma B4. If z € B._then

lze — @412 3= 2ok — ],
2 (1= [lag —a,)?

1
|21 — @]l < + 5 B = B [, - (35)

Consequently if x € 331014 we have that

1
s = 2all, < 5llen = all? + 5 [Br = - (36)

Proof. Tt starts with

|2k —zll, = ok — 20 = BV ()],
= |jor — 2. =BV f(2x) + (H' = Br) V()]
ok — 2z — H'V ()], + [|[(HST = Br)V (),

lzx — .|

IN

+||Be —H YV f ()|, »

1= [lzg — .|,
where we used in the last step. As for the second term we have that

|Br—H YV (x|, = |(BeH. —DH 'V (a)],
IBiH. —I|, [H 'V (1)

Mee — 2,
) 1- ka —l'*H*’

IN

*

INZ

1B = | e,

where we used that
IByHL, — 1|, = [H)*B,H)? - IH2 < [miBml? - IHF LT o

llzr—z |l

Azrze oy
Tz —a.|, 81VES

Finally using that ab < % + % forall a,b > 0 with a = || By, — H;1||F(H yand b=

] 1 SRS G VS A
|8 =BV @ < 3 1B =l + 35 oy — w7 o0

The above combined with (37) gives the result. O



B.3. The distance of the quasi-Newton matrix
We start by establishing a lemma.

Lemma B.5. If z € B._then

—1)12 12 2 (2~ |lzk — 2ll,)?
Ey, [HBk+1 —H; \F(Hk)} < (1= p) |Br = B gy, + ok — .l A (38)
where
pi= inf Amin (E [H;/QS(STHQES)*STH;/Q]) . (39)
r€R
Consequently, if € 5%4, then
—1112 —1112 2
Er [ Brsr = B[ g,y ] < (1= 0) 1B = B[S g, + 100 [l — )2 (40)
Proof. We define the following projection matrix:
Z, = H/’S(STH,S) 'sTH}/%. (41)
Hence from (2)) we have that
B = H '/ (2 + (- 2B *BoHy*(1-2,) ) B2 “2)
To abbreviate the calculations we define the linear operator P : S — S%:
P(A) = (1—-Zy)A(I-Zy). (43)
Using this notation we rewrite HBk+1 —H! ‘i‘(Hk):
_1y2 1/2 _1verl/2]?
[Brsr — HL 1||F(Hk) - HHk (B —HIHH, HF
2
_ sz + PHY?BHY?) - H;/QHSH;/QHF
2
_ HP(H}/?(B,c ~HIHHY?) + PEYVPHIHY?) + 2, - H;/2H;1H,1/2HF .
Now note that the following equality holds
7, =1- P(I) = H/*H;'"H,/? - P(H°H,_'H}/?). (44)

Using this equality and the shorthand

R, = H,/’B,-H;Y)H?€s? and D, :=H/? H'-HHH/? e,

*

we have that

—1112 1/2 — 1/2 1/2 — — 1/2 1/2 — — 1/2 2
[Brrs = B [, = [ PO/ (B — HOOHY?) 4 PO (- BOH) - B2 - B

= |PR)II% + | P(Dr) = Di||7: +2 (P(Ry), P(Di) — Dy.). (45)

(I) (I1) (IIT)

One can show that (I77) = 0. Note that (I) has the following upper-bound:
IP(Ry)||7 = Trace (Ry(I— Zy)Ry(I— Zy))

= Trace (Rk(I — Zk)Rk) — Trace (ZkRk(I — Zk)Rka)
< Trace (Rx(I — Zx)Ry) . (46)



Taking expectation conditioned on z; now gives

Ei |IP(ROIG| < Trace (Ry(I ~ E[Zy])Ry)
< (0= Awin(B[Ze) B — B gy, (47)
< 00 B H o, (48)

where we used that Trace (AB) > Ayin(A)Trace (B) for any symmetric positive semi-definite matrices A and B.
Furthermore, (I7) has the following upper-bound:

|P(Dy) — Di|% = Trace ([Dk — (I - Z,)Dy(I - zk)]Q)
= |Dul[% — Trace (I — Zy)Dy(I — Zy)Dy(I - Zy))
[ — H [ gy » (49)

IN

where we used that Trace (I — Zg)Dy (I — Z;)Dy (I — Zi)) > 0 since the matrix within this trace is symmetric positive
semi-definite. Using the above together with (48)) and [@3) gives

Br [[Bros = B[ g, | < (0= 0) B = B[, + IH = g (50)

Now we need to bound the term ||[Hy — H. || o451, using the properties of self-concordant functions. For zj, € By (x4, 1),
we have

2
L o L At o 8} e

)
2

< d HH:1/2(Hk - H*)H*_l/QH
2

= a1

2
2 d( ! - 1)
(1= [log — 24,)

2 — oy — x|, \*
2 *
= dek_x*H* (( 2 .

L= [lzn —2.l,)

For z € B/* the final bound (@0) follows by using that

2 — ||z — 74),)? 2—1)2

Qo —wllf @0

(1= llzr =2l )* 7 3220 (1 - 1)

O
B.4. Detailed proof of Theorem
For convenience we repeat the statement of the theorem here.
Theorem B.6. Let
pi= inf A (E [H;/QS(STH:CS)*STH;/Q]) . (51)

Consider the Lyapunov function

Ok = o | B — By + 2k — 2l (52)



where 0 = %. If f is self-concordant and

1 3 2-p
P < Zmin{ = — , , 53
o =3 MY 3 »’ P60d+5p >3)
then Algorithm|[I]converges linearly according to
E[ot] < (1-2)E[e}]. 54
(@] < (1-3) B[] (54)
Unrolling this recurrence, we get E [||zy, — z.[|,] < (1 - g)k 0.
Proof. We will proof (54) by induction. Assuming
1 3 1-— 2—
BF < S ming © — e b (55)
2 2 1-2p" "69d+5p
we will now show that it holds for k + 1 and that holds. Note that due to (53] we have that
1
loe — x|, < 1 (56)

Indeed, since

p 2—p
—a < ——r
e — 2ol < 269d + 5p

which holds because 0 < p < 1. Throughout the proof we will use many of the preceding intermediate results, many of
which rely on (56).

1

Taking expectation conditioned on xy, using (34) and then Lemma [B.5| gives

( 1= fJzg, — 2|l

12
Ex {HBk—H —H*1||F(H*>} < 1= 2 ln — |

2
—112
) ||Bk+1_H*1HF(Hk)

]‘_”xk’_x*”* 2 1 2 2
(12” (1= 0) By = B g, + 100 [z — 22
L—p
<
S A= 2fe—wl)

—1112
‘Bk - H, 1||F(Hk)

1= flzg, — 2. >2

2
+10d ||z — x| (1—2”51% —
* 1%

Now using the change of norm bound (33) and tha|
o € Bu(zy,1/4) = Lolee el Ny o
FeT L= 2y —afl, ) =777

in the above gives

12 3 1—p 12
B I1Be =B e S e 2w 1B B e
+23d ||y, — .|| . (57)

>This follows by taking the derivative

d(t—1)2_ t—12—1-2(t—-1) _t—1 1

4 —9 0
i \ 2 — 1 %1 (21—1)2 21212

since ¢t < 1/4. Thus it is an increasing function and its maximum is at ¢t = 1/4.



Turning our attention to the Lyapunov function (32)) and combining (57) with (36)) gives

, 1—p
Pl < 0‘(
(1= llzr = 2l[)?(1 = 2 flzg — 2][,)?

11—, 1—p 2p
148 N <l——, (58
1-2p (U= [k — 221 — 2l — 2.],)? 3

which we prove in Lemma [B.7] further down. Consequently, by imposing the constraint on the left hand side of (38) we have
that

1
b o) B = g+ (2300+5) g — .

Now we have that

lon — .l < 7 =

N

2 1 _112
PEL < o (1 _P g) |Br — H; IHF(H*) + (230d +5) |z, — 2.7 . (59)

Now choosing o = % so that

2 1 2 P —1y|2
7 (13 5 ) 1B ey = o (1 ) B~ B

and further restricting ||z — x| so that

2_
o — ], < 2L

P 27P o (230d+5 —*2<(1—3) —z, 60

we have from (39) that
k+1 _°r —HYP (,B) — f(,ﬁ) k
(I)U < o (1 2) HBk H* HF(H*) 1 9 ”wk x*H* = (1 9 (I)a"

Finally, since 0 < p < 1 we have that ®**1 < ®* and thus (53) holds with k + 1 in place of k, which proves the induction.

O
Lemma B.7. Fort<%andp< 1 we have that
3 1—p 1—p 2p
t< S — =P P q_Z
4 1-2p (1—1)2(1 —2t)2 — 3
Proof. Using thatt < 1/2 and p < 1 we have that
1—p 2p
——<1-— &
(1—-¢6)2(1—2¢t)%2 — 3
2 2 2p
1—p< (1 —=0)*(1-2t) 1—? &
1—p
- < (1—t)(1 —2t). (61)
3P

Lety =,/ 11:%’),). The above holds to equality if

1—1) —3t+2t2 = ¢+ bt + a°t.



Furthermore (61)) holds for all ¢ < 3 — 7”1’8‘1’. This is because p(t) :== 1 — 3t + 2t? is decreasing on the interval ¢ < 2 as

can be verified by taking the derivative p'(¢) = 4t — 3.

C. Proof of Theorem 2.3

For this proof we use the Monotonic option in Algorithm 1} Furthermore, for the proof we will use the notation
Ty =T — Bka(ack)
C.1. Getting ready for the proof

We first state and prove four lemmas.

Lemma C.1. Let W € S?. For all z, y € R¢ the following inequality holds:

Lo
W, < (1 v L2 ylg) Wl ear, -

Proof.
IWiegey < IWile, | By 2H 2|
< Wi, (1 B2 - B2 )
< W, (14 [, 1B, — 1, ,)
< W,y L+ A7 L2 o = yll,) -

Lemma C.2. Let H, := V2 f(z,). It follows that

L
|2x — 2 — H 'V f(22)]], < 2*; s — .l3 -

Proof. By the fundamental theorem of calculus,

Vf(zy) =V f(zr) = Vf(z.) = /0 V2 (s + t(ag — 22))(2h — x2)dt.

O

(62)

(63)



The result now follows from

1
|2k — 2 — H'V f (2, H2 & HH*1 (H* —/ V2 f(2y + t(zy — x*))dt> (2 — @)
0
1
S A RN e [ PP
0
1
= =, / [H, — V?f(zs + t(zp — 2,))] dt
0
1
< HH;lH2 [/0 HH* — V2 f(x, +t(xp, — m*))Hth] lzk — 245
M+® L !
<0 L ([ et 2l at) o - .l
14 0
= L
2/11 k *[[9 -
Lemma C.3.

JALLL 75/2 -
Flan) =7 < L2522 (w0 = ) + 5 A [Be = B e,

Proof. We start with an upper-bound for ||z — x.||,:

2y — 2l = [2x — 2 — BiV f(a1)]l,
= H«Tk — Tx — _1Vf(l‘k) (H* ! Bk)Vf Tk H2
< e - HOVS @), + |67 - BOV @),

L L
20 ﬁllwrz*uém [H! = By, [z — 2]l -

Now using that ab < §a” + 3-b* for every a, b, ¢ > O with a = ||z, — x|y, b = ||[H;' — By, and c = uL

gives
N |\2+’“‘L1 [ - By
e L L
< %IIM-MH?*F _Bkav(Hk)'

Using smoothness (10), the above inequalitym and then strong convexity (9) in that order, we have that

flzy) = flze) < \/Tl||$+ = Tl

Ly Ly 2 L?/Z 1 2
N AP+ A |H -B
2 lze — @5 + aul, |[H; kHF(Hk)

<
V3L Ly L g P
e () = f@) + o [ = Bl

[f® _13*H2
2

(64)

21 in the above



Lemma C.4.

2dL3
Ep [[Bros — B far, ]| < (1= ) [1Br = B g,y + 5 ) = f(z.)). (65)
Proof. Recalling (50) we have that
Ei [[Bror = B 7 gp | < (0= ) [1Br = B gy, + I = FL (66)

Now note that

~1/2 —1/2||2 12 2
{1 Sale A - ) S N < o 1 P s M
@+ dL3
< ek -2l (67)
w
Finally, taking expectation over (66) and using the above gives

dr?
(=) [Be = B g,y + 5 = el

d 2
(1= 0) B =B [, + 22 () = ).

12
Eg [HB’Hl —H, 1”F(Hk)}

IN

Now, we consider the following Lyapunov function:

= /Flae) — Fa) + BB~ B} g (68)

. 4\/§L5/2
where 8 = Lo
C.2. The Proof

Having established several key lemmas, we are now ready to prove Theorem [2.3]
Proof.

EWen] = Vw7 + BE [[Be — B3, |
V) = F) + 0 [|[Bis — |

&+6 \/2L,L, L? .
5 — f(x.) + —2— ||By — H;
< @) = fa) + 5 By

IN

2

I 2
+4 {1 + 72 llzx — $*|2} E [HB’Hl - HIIHQF(Hk)}

® V2Ll Ly’ 2
< T(f(xk)—f(x*))+m‘|Bk—H* HF(Hk)

2 2
81+ 22—l (0= ) By~ By, + 22 (70 — £(02)

V2LiLy | 28d13
p? I

5/2

+ + —
28v2uLs

L2 4 L2 2 2
1
(1-p) {1+M||xk—w*||2] [1+H|$k—3f*||2] BBy — H; HF(H*)'




Now, since f(x) — f(x.) is non-increasing by linein Algorithm we have that ||z — x|, < \//% (f(zk) = f(zy)) <

VR @) = f@) < /2

2
2
Blua) < |V 2O [1+ “f??] (f(an) = S(22)

4 2

V2FL LY? V2FL L2
+ | (T=p) |1+ 3/22 : 3/22 BHB’@_H*luF(H)'
0 268v2uLs p -
Equation (T2) implies % < 1 and we get
V2LiLy  8BdL2
Bl < |V 4 B0 () - )
15v2F Ly | V2LY?

—1112
B HBk - H, 1||F(H*)

+

(1-p) [1+ e il
[m“ 8 dﬂ (Flew) - f(z2)

G w3

15V2F Ly 2LY? L2
T|l-p+ 1372 + BuLs B|Bx — H; ’F(H*)'

5/2
Using 3 = 4\1/32; and using % < £, which follows from (12), we get
VZLiLs  32v/2dLY%L, p L2
E[Wiiq] < [ 2 + pM41 \/f(f(xk)_f(x*))'i‘ (1—§>ﬁ“Bk—H*1HF(H*)'

Finally, using (12) we get

B[] < 5V 7@+ (1-2) 8B By < (1-2) ws (69)

D. Proof of Theorem

Lemma D.1. % converges to 0 with probability 1.



Proof. We start with an upper-bound for / f(xgt1) — f(z4):

fae) = f) < — ()
< \fm i
- \Fu«k — 2. — BeV(ze)lly
_ \fnxk_x*_H;lwum(H =BV ()],
< ka — @, —H V()| + \/§ I(H =BV )],

3/2
Lemma S(‘ 2h-(T0) L2‘ /T, || oy — x*llg N Ll/
2V2u V2

[F5 = B, ok — 2.l

3/2
@ L}f( (#1) = F)) + o B = B, Vo) 7
3/2
< L}zg (Far) = Fla)) + by B = B g, VI = 7o)
This leads to
T — [z Lav/L L?/ -
\/W < fg 7w = F@) + 37 [ = B e,

< a¥yi + by Uy,

3
where a = L\% st and b = 3 /2 75 After taking expectation, we get

flare) — ()
. N Fan) — (@) ]

IN

E [a\IJk + b\/@}
aE V] + b/ E [¥g]

a(l = p)*Wo + by /(1 = p)k T,

IN A

IN

k
cq,

where ¢ = /1 —p € (0,1) and ¢ = a¥ + b\/¥o. Now, we choose arbitrary ¢ and apply Markov’s inequality:
P f(@re) — fla) Sl < L) f@rg1) — flas) < @
flar) = f(@) € flar) = f(x2) €

— f(@p1) — fle) ) <o
ZIP)<\/ fw) — 1)~ >< | 70

k=0

Hence, for all ¢ > 0

which means that % converges to 0 in probability sufficiently quickly and hence it converges to 0 almost

surely.

O



Lemma D.2. /f(x) — f(z.) converges to 0 with probability 1.

Proof. E [ flzp)—f (:c*)} converges linearly to 0, thus it converges in probability to 0 sufficiently quickly. Hence,

f(zr) — f(x.) converges to 0 almost surely. O

E. Proof of Theorem 3.4
Proof. The proof follows verbatim the proof of Theorem3.3] O
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