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ABSTRACT

We explore the application of preconditioning in optimisation algorithms, specifically those appear-
ing in Inverse Problems in imaging. Such problems often contain an ill-posed forward operator
and are large-scale. Therefore, computationally efficient algorithms which converge quickly are
desirable. To remedy these issues, learning-to-optimise leverages training data to accelerate solving
particular optimisation problems. Many traditional optimisation methods use scalar hyperparameters,
significantly limiting their convergence speed when applied to ill-conditioned problems. In contrast,
we propose a novel approach that replaces these scalar quantities with matrices learned using data.
Often, preconditioning considers only symmetric positive-definite preconditioners. However, we
consider multiple parametrisations of the preconditioner, which do not require symmetry or positive-
definiteness. These parametrisations include using full matrices, diagonal matrices, and convolutions.
We analyse the convergence properties of these methods and compare their performance against
classical optimisation algorithms. Generalisation performance of these methods is also considered,
both for in-distribution and out-of-distribution data.

1 Introduction

A linear inverse problem is defined by receiving an observation y € ), generated from a ground-truth . via some
linear forward operator A : X — ), such that

Y= Axtrue +¢, (1.0.1)

where £ € ) is some random noise. In this formulation, y and A are known, and the goal is to recover Zyy.. Such a
problem is often ill-posed due to the noise inherent in the observation. To remedy this, one may introduce a data-fidelity
term D : ) x Y — R to enforce Az and y are "close" and a regularisation function R : X — R to enforce the solution
has desired properties, such that the minimiser of the function

f(z) == D(Az,y) + R(z), (1.0.2)
approximates Zipe.
In this paper, we refer to solving the optimisation problem given by
mxin f(z), (1.0.3)

with the assumption that f : R™ — R is continuously differentiable, convex, and L-smooth, and that a global minimiser
exists.

*Corresponding author. Patrick Fahy is supported by a scholarship from the EPSRC Centre for Doctoral Training in Statistical
Applied Mathematics at Bath (SAMBa), under the project EP/S022945/1.
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To approximate a solution to this optimisation problem, one can use gradient descent:
Ti41 = Tt — othf(xt). (104)

Various strategies exist for determining the step size o, including using fixed step size, exact line search, and
backtracking line search [18]]. However, especially for ill-conditioned problems, gradient descent leads to very slow
convergence.

1.1 Preconditioning

The issue of slow convergence in gradient descent can be remedied by introducing a matrix value step size, otherwise
referred to as a preconditioner. Preconditioned Gradient Descent often considers a symmetric positive-definite matrix
P, such that the update is now given by

Ty = ¢ — PV (). (1.1.1)
One such choice of P; is Newton’s method, which considers an update equation given by
-1
T = xp — (V2f (1)) V(). (1.1.2)

This method, given that f is twice continuously differentiable, L-smooth and p-strongly convex for some L, 1 > 0,
achieves quadratic convergence, compared to linear convergence for gradient descent [3]]. However, this method comes
with multiple drawbacks:

* For ill-conditioned problems, the computation of (V2 f(z;))~! may be unstable and lead to an incorrect
estimate.

* To remedy this, one may calculate the inverse Hessian as the solution d; to the equation

(V2 f(z0)) dp = V f(z). (1.1.3)
This can be approximated, for example, by using Conjugate Gradient.

* Approximating the solution to equation (I.1.3) can be computationally expensive. This can be an issue when
optimising f quickly is important.

 Storing the inverse Hessian requires storing an n X n matrix, which may be infeasible for large n, often
occurring in imaging inverse problems.

Other choices of P, include quasi-Newton methods. Such methods construct P; as an approximation of the inverse
Hessian and can change over iterations. One example is the BFGS algorithm [10], which starts with some symmetric
positive matrix By and calculates B, from B, using a rank-2 update. Quasi-Newton methods lie within ’variable
metric’ methods [7]], which construct a symmetric, positive definite matrix P; at each iteration. This general class of
methods has been studied for nonsmooth optimisation [4].

One application of hand-crafted preconditioners in inverse problems is in parallel MRI. The authors of [[12] propose
hand-crafted preconditioners with the aim of speeding up the convergence of a plug-and-play approach [21], whereas
[14] consider a circulant preconditioner which leads to an acceleration factor of 2.5. Preconditioning has also been
applied for PET imaging [9].

Learning preconditioners offline can remedy the issues of calculating preconditioners online and improve performance
on a ’small’ class of relevant functions f. Learned preconditioners have been considered in [11]], where the precon-
ditioner is constrained to the set of symmetric, positive-definite matrices by learning a mapping Ay such that the
preconditioner is given by AgAg. In [14], a convolutional neural network preconditioner is learned as a function of the
observation. However, this preconditioner is not required to be symmetric or positive-definite. Due to the learning of
the preconditioner, the resulting optimisation algorithm is not necessarily convergent.

1.2 Learning-to-optimise

Although there exist optimisation algorithms that are optimal for large problem classes, practitioners usually only focus
on a very narrow subclass. For example, one may only be interested in reconstructing blurred observations y generated
from a distribution y ~ ) with a known constant blurring operator A. One might then consider the following class of
functions:

1
F= {1 R R fl0) = 4o~ 3l + Ry ~ (12

where R : R™ — R is a chosen regularisation function. Learning-to-optimise [6] aims to minimise objective functions
quickly over a given class of functions (see (1.2.1)) and a distribution of initial points zy ~ Xj. If the class of functions
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chosen is small, an optimisation algorithm that massively accelerates optimisation within this class can likely be
learned. However, the performance on functions outside of this class may be poor. If the optimisation algorithm can be
parametrised by

Ti1 = Gp, (24, V f (1), 2), (1.2.2)
for Gét : R™ x R™ x Z;. Then, the parameters ¢, can be chosen to satisfy
T
(6o,--- ,0r_1) € argmin E¢or moox, Zf(act), (1.2.3)
(60, ,07—1) t=1

for some fixed T' > 0, for example.

Algorithm unrolling [[16], otherwise known as unrolling, directly parameterises the update step as a *neural network’,
often taking previous iterates and gradients as arguments. Parameters 6, - - - ,07_1 are found to approximate the
solution (T.2.3). These methods have been empirically shown to speed up optimisation in various settings. However,
many learned optimisation solvers do not have convergence guarantees, including those using reinforcement learning
[15] and RNNs [1]]. However, others come with provable convergence; for example, Banert et al. developed a method
[2] for nonsmooth optimisation inspired by proximal splitting methods. However, such methods often greatly limit the
number of learnable parameters and, therefore, the extent to which the algorithm can be adapted to a particular problem
class. Learned optimisation algorithms exist where the parameters 6; are chosen constant throughout iterations, i.e.
0; =0 forallt € {0,--- ,T — 1}. For example, [20] learn mirror maps using input-convex neural networks within the
mirror descent optimisation algorithm.

1.3 Our approach

We consider learning a preconditioner P; at each iteration of gradient descent. Therefore, we seek to learn a parametrised
update map of the form

Ti4+1 = Tt — Gét (th, Vf(a:t), Zt)Vf(Tt) (131)
We simplify the learning procedure by reducing this to the following parametrisation:
T = 2 — Go, V f (). (1.3.2)

In other words,

* The parametrisation is constant throughout different iterations: Gét = Gy, for all ¢ (but with potentially
different parameters).

* GGy, € R™*™ is a matrix and does not take any inputs.

We create an optimisation algorithm that is provably convergent on training data without requiring learned precon-
ditioners confined to symmetric positive-definite matrices. We propose parameter learning as a convex optimisation
problem using greedy learning and specific parameterisations GGg. Therefore, any local minimiser is a global minimiser,
removing the issue of being ’stuck’ in local optima. We also derive closed-form preconditioners in the case of least-
squares objective functions f. There is also an investigation into the generalisation properties of these methods, with
out-of-sample data (data within the class used in training but not seen in training) and out-of-distribution data (data with
a different distribution to those used in training). Firstly, we require a few definitions.

2 Background

We require the following definitions.
Definition 2.1. Convexity
A function f : R™ — R is convex if for all z,y € R™ and for all X € [0, 1]:
FOa+ (1= V) < M(@) + (01— Nf). 2.0.1)
Definition 2.2. Strong Convexity
A function f : R"™ — R is strongly convex with parameter p. > 0 if f — 5| - ||2 is convex.

Definition 2.3. L-smoothness
A function f : R™ — R is L-smooth with parameter L > 0 if its gradient is Lipschitz continuous, i.e., if for all
z,y € R™, the following inequality holds:

IVf(@) =V IW)l2 < Lllz — yll2- (2.0.2)
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We say

s fe .Fi’l if f is convex, continuously differentiable and L-smooth.

e fe .Fii if, in addition, f is p-strongly convex.

3 Greedy preconditioning

With these definitions, we can now formulate our method. This paper considers learning from a class of functions given

by some F. With this in mind, we consider a dataset of functions {fy,--- , fx} with initial points {z9,--- , 2%} and
minimisers {x},--- ,z% }, respectively. Throughout this paper, we assume that f;, € ]-"i’kl for some Ly, > 0, for each
ke{l,--- N}

We parametrise a preconditioner Gg, € R™*" at each iteration ¢ in the preconditioned gradient descent algorithm
(T:3:2), and restrict Gy, such that Gy, V fi(z}) is affine in the parameters 6, € R”, where z!, represents the iterate at
iteration ¢ for datapoint k. Then there exist B}, € R™*" vt € R™ such that

zy — Go(V fr(2},)) = v, — Bio. (3.0.1)
Note that when GV fj.(x},) is affine in its 6, then the optimisation problem

min fi. (v}, — GV fi(2})) (3.0.2)

is convex as it is the composition of a convex function with an affine function [3]. Therefore, if a local minimiser exists,
it is a global minimiser, and we avoid local minima traps. Note that if Gy = 61, then the problem (3.0.2)) reduces to
exact line search for fj.

If instead we chose to learn T sets of parameters ; for ¢t € {0,1,2,--- ;T — 1} simultaneously, such that
(00, ,6:) = min  f(ze(fo, - ,07-1)), (3.03)
0o, ,0r—1

we have obtained a nonconvex optimisation problem for 7" > 1 (shown in Appendix |A]), where
$t+1(9~0> T ;ét) = xt(é()a T >6~t71) - th (Vf(ﬂct(éo’ T 7ét71)))~ (3.04)

Consider the optimisation problem at iteration ¢ given by

1 N
6; € argmin {gt(e) = > fulah - Gemmm} : (3.0.5)
k=1

As GoV fi(x}) is affine in 6 and each function fj, is convex, this optimisation problem is convex. In this optimisation
problem, given the current iterates x, for k € {1,---, N}, we seek to choose the optimal greedy parameters 6, at
iteration ¢ such that we minimise the mean over every f (33’,;“). In learning-to-optimise, learning parameters is often
a non-convex optimisation problem. Therefore, the performance of learned optimisers is highly dependent on the
optimisation algorithm used and its hyperparameters. However, as our problem is convex, one can use any convex
optimisation algorithm with convergence guarantees.

We focus on the following four parameterisations of Gy, presented in Table[I] These four parametrisations can have a

Label | Description Parametrisation

(P1) | A scalar step size Go=al,a eR

(P2) | A diagonal matrix G)p, = diag(pt),pr € R”
(P3) | A full matrix Gp, = P, e R™*"

(P4) | Image convolution G, = Kt xx, ke € RT1XM2

Table 1: Parametrisations

wildly varying number of parameters if n is large. An increasing number of parameters may make Gy more expressive,
enabling better performance on training data. However, it may cause lower generalisation performance on out-of-sample
data. However, some parameterisations may be more expressive than others, given as many or even fewer parameters as
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seen in section [/| Note that using a full-matrix preconditioner corresponds to the same memory usage as Newton’s
method.

Suppose that training is terminated after 7" iterations, after learning parameters 60, - - - , 87_1, due to an apriori choice of
stopping iteration 7" or some stopping condition, for example. Then, preconditioners Gy, - - - , Gg,_, are learned and,
for a new test function f with initial point xo, the minimum of f can be approximated using the following optimisation
algorithm:

— Gy, V ift<T
P LA (1), " (3.0.6)
xt — Gopr_, Vf(xt), otherwise.
One other choice is to ’recycle’ the learned parameters 6, - - - , Op_1, such that at iteration ¢, the parameters 0; yoq T

are used.

In section 4] we restrict each fj, to least-squares problems and see closed-form solutions for parameterisations (P1),
(P2) and (P3). In particular, we will see that a diagonal preconditioner can cause preconditioned gradient descent to
converge instantly. In section 5] we will see how to approximate the optimal preconditioner using optimisation for a
more general class of functions. Then, in section[6] we provide convergence results, including rates for the closed-form
and approximated greedy preconditioners for all parameterisations Gy. Following this, in section[7, we apply these
methods to a series of problems and compare performance with classical optimisation methods and other learned
approaches.

4 Closed-form solutions
In this section, we assume each fj can be written as
1 )
fi(@) = 5l Akz = y"113, (4.0.1)

with corresponding y* € R™ and forward model A; € R™*™. Under these assumptions, there exists a closed-form
solution for affine parametrisations.

Proposition 4.1. For an affine parameterisation Gy, let B}, v}, be given as in (3.0.1)). Then for all fy, given as a least
squares problem [@.0.1)), then 0; given by

N T N

1 1

0, = (N Z(Asz)T(AkBi)> <N Z(BZ)Tka(v@) (4.0.2)
k=1 k=1

is the least-norm solution to (3.0.3). Where M represents the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of a matrix M.

Proof. Because this problem is convex, if a solution 6, is found by differentiating and equating equal to zero, this is a
global minimiser. First, note that

1
Fi(vf, = Bio) = Sl Ak(vk — B#) — v"[13 (4.0.3)
1 1
= 5l Ak = 9115 + 51| = ABrOll3 + (= Ak BL0, Agvi — ) (4.04)
1 1
= §HAkUZ — "5+ §||Ak31§9||§ — (0, (BL)"V fr(v}))- (4.0.5)
(4.0.6)
Now,
1 N
Vo > flvi — BLO) 4.0.7)
k=1
1L (1 1
= Vo 3 {Ghuek ~ 1B + SIACBLOIR - 6. BTV Aok 403)
k=1
N
1 t\T t t\T t
=N Z(AkBk) (AkBpo) — (By)" V fr(vg) (4.0.9)

>
Il

1
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is equal to zero if and only if
1 & 1
~ 2 ARBT (ARBLO) = = > (BT V fi(vh) (4.0.10)
k=1 k:l
Note that
1 & 1
~ 2 (ARB) T (AxBLo) = (N Z(AkBZ)T<Asz>> 0, (4.0.11)
k=1 k=1
and so 6 can be given by
1 & g
0= (N Z(AkB,DT(Aka) (N Z(BE)Tka(vZ)) : (4.0.12)
k=1 k=1
Due to the properties of the pseudoinverse, this is the least-norm solution. O

The following proposition tells us when the parameters satisfying (3.0.5) are unique.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose fi; is convex and twice continuously differentiable for k € {1,---

,N'}. Furthermore,

suppose there exists some j € {1,--- | N} for which both B; is injective and also f; is p;-strongly convex. Then g:(0)

defined in (3.0.5)) is strongly convex and has a unique global minimiser 0;.

Proof. Each fj, is twice continuously differentiable; therefore, g; is twice continuously differentiable. It is then

sufficient to show there exists m > 0 such that

V29:(0) = ml,

for all 6, as this implies that g; is strongly convex and has a unique global minimiser. Note that

Z (BL)TV? fr(vi — BLO)BE.

Each fy is convex and so for all v € R",
vV fr(vh — BLO)v > 0,
and f; is p;-strongly convex, therefore
TVZfJ( Btﬂ)v 2 HJ”U”Q
For v € R™,

(BL)"V? fi(v B,@@)B,@) v
1

2‘»—! /—:
MZTTMz

vT(BL)TV? fi.(vh — BLO)Blv

=~
Il

1

(Bio)" V2 fi(vj, — BLO)(Bjv)
1

ES
Il

Il
— Z‘H
) MZ
M@(‘h

> Nﬂ]
1
NujvT(Bﬁ)TB;iv
1

NMJ mmHU”Q

1
= (050 ) 01,

Y

(4.0.13)

(4.0.14)

(4.0.15)

(4.0.16)

(4.0.17)

(4.0.18)

(4.0.19)

(4.0.20)
4.0.21)

(4.0.22)

(4.0.23)

(4.0.24)
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where )/ is the minimum eigenvalue of (B%)” B. Due to the symmetry of (BH)TBE, XL, > 0and is greater than
zero if and only if BY is injective. As B is injective, then X} ; > 0 and

min

vTV2g,(0)v (4.0.25)
JN
> (ij“‘> lv]13 (4.0.26)
(4.0.27)
and therefore g;(#) is strongly-convex. O

This result can then be used when considering least-squares functions.

Corollary 4.1. Uniqueness of optimal parameters in the least-squares case
When our fi, can be written as least-squares functions (@.0.1)), then g.(0) has a unique global minimiser 0} if there
exists some j € {1,--- , N} for which both Bj and A; are injective.

Proof. If Aj is injective then AT A; is invertible which means that f;(x) = 3[|A;x — y7||3 is strongly convex. O

4.1 Diagonal preconditioning

We first consider the diagonal parametrisation (P2). With this parametrisation, the optimisation problem (3.0.5) with
Gp, = diag(p;) has the following closed-form solution.

Proposition 4.3. p, defined by

1 N trq N
p= (5 2 (VAEIVAEGT) © (U A0) (5 X VA 0 VA ) @1
k=1

k=1

is the minimal-norm solution to (3.0.5) with G, = diag(p;), where © represents the Hadarmard (element-wise)
product.

Furthermore, suppose that there exists j € {1,--- N} such that A; is injective ( A]TAj is invertible) and that
[Vfi(ah)]i # 0 foralli € {1,--- ,n}, where [v]; denotes the i™ component of the vector v. Then the inverse exists,
and one can write
XN 1, N
pe= (N > (Vi) Vfi(ah)T) © (AESA@) (N > Vi(a) © ka<m2)> (4.1.2)
k=1 k=1
Proof. For a diagonal preconditioner diag(p) for p € R™ we have that
ottt = 2t — diag(p)V fi(2}) = =}, — diag(V fi.(z}))p (4.1.3)
and so we take
0 =p, 4.1.4)
Bj, = diag(V fi(z},)), (4.1.5)
vh =t (4.1.6)
Now,
(AxBp)T (ArBL) = diag(V fi(2},)) AL Ay diag(V fi(z)) “4.1.7)
= (A7 AR) © (Vi) VFr(a) ), (4.1.8)
and
(BR)"V fio(vp) = diag(V fu(z})) V fu(vi) = Vfr(zh) © V fi(z},)- 4.1.9)
Inserting these values in (4.0.2)) gives
1 g
p= (N (AR A) © (ka(xZ)ka(x}i)T)> (N > Viklat) © ka@i)) : (4.1.10)
k=1 k=1
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In this case we have B}, = diag(V fx(z})) and v}, = z}. B} is therefore injective if and only if [V fj(z})]; # 0 for
1 € {1,--- ,n} and therefore by propositionthere is a unique solution, and so the inverse exists.

O

Proposition 4.4. In the case N = 1, we consider a lone function f = f1 with an initial point 29 = zo. Then, the
preconditioned gradient descent algorithm (1.3.2)) with diagonal preconditioner converges in one iteration.

Proof. Denote by x the starting point and z* a global minimum of f. As pg is chosen to be the global minimum of
go(p), it is sufficient to show there exists some diagonal preconditioner which leads to 21 = x*. Choose the vector

po € R™ such that
[zo f] .
ol = {WO L if [V f(w0)]i #0, @i

0, otherwise,

then let
Py = diag(po). (4.1.12)
Due to the fact that if [V f(x0)]; then [xg — 2*]; = 0, we have
p O Vf(xg) =z — ™. (4.1.13)
Then
Tr1 = T — P()Vf(xo) (4114)
=z0—p©® Vf(2o) (4.1.15)
=x9 — (g — %) (4.1.16)
=z (4.1.17)
as required. O

4.2 Full matrix preconditioning

Next, we consider the full matrix parametrisation (P3). We consider the optimisation problem (3.0.3) with Gp, = P,.
Proposition 4.5. Let 0, R" be such that

| X try N
@Vizvhxkvﬂ())®@ﬁﬂw><N§:Vh@@®Vﬁ®@) (4.2.1)
k=1 k=1
Then define P; by
0:i [Otlnrr - Ol —1)nt1
(02 [Oclnte - [0](n—1)nt2
P=|". L : . 42.2)
Bdn Bon - [0

This is the minimal-norm solution to (3.0.3) with Gp, = P, where & represents the Kronecker product of two matrices,
defined as

anB  a2B -+ a1, B

ang aggB agnB
A®B =

amlB amZB e amnB

Note the matrix in (#2:1) is of dimension n*. If n is large, this dimension becomes extremely large.

Proof. For a full matrix preconditioner P € R™*", we require

— PV fi(x}) = v — Bib, 4.2.3)
where, in this instance § € R"”. From (@#2.4) we have that
0
50 1@ = GoV ik(@))} = (Br)s. (4.2.4)
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Note that
0 [z} — PV fi(xh)]q = — 0 [PV fi(x})] (4.2.5)
aP’L] k k/lq 8P1] k/lq e
- Pu Z;qu [V fi(zt)], (4.2.6)
_J0,if g #1,
N {[ka. (x1)];, otherwise . (4.2.7)
Therefore,
0
AT {zf, = PV fi(z})} = =[V fi(@})];6: (4.2.8)
ij
where §; € R", such that
_Jo,ifi#Er
193] = {1 otherwise . (4.2.9)
Therefore, By, is the matrix with columns [V fy, (z%)];6; for i, j € {1,--- ,n}. Therefore,
By = [[Vfe(@hln - [Vir(zp)lal ] (Vfil(zh) @ In)T, (4.2.10)
which corresponds to 6 defined as
Py
P;Ll
Py
0= : (4.2.11)
Pngi
Pun
We can also write
vh = (4.2.12)
Note that then
ABE = [[VE)hAe - [Vilah)]n A (4.2.13)
[V fr(zi)h AF
(AxBY)T (A By) = : ([Vi@)hAe - [Vr(e))]n Ak (4.2.14)
[V fi(@)]n AR
[ (V)AL A [ka(xi)]l[vfk(xi)}nAfAk
= : (4.2.15)
[V (@)L [V fe(@f)]n Af Ae - [V fi(x )]QATAk
= (Ve V fi(2i)T) @ (A} Ax).- (4.2.16)
Secondly,
[V fi(af)] L
(B fulvp) = : V fr(}) 4.2.17)
[V e (@))lnTn
[V fi (wi)hvfk(wk)
= (4.2.18)
_[ka(ivi)}nvfk(mi)
= Vfi(z}) @ Vfi(zh). (4.2.19)
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Therefore, 6, the vectorised form of P can be given by

N T N
0= (;, D (V) V fil(a)") © (AfA,Q) (;r S Vi) @ ka(x;)> . (4.2.20)
k=1 k

= =1

O

While diagonal preconditioning obtains instant convergence for one function, full matrix preconditioning, under certain
conditions, can obtain immediate convergence for all functions in the dataset if N < n.

Corollary 4.2. Suppose that {V f1(2%),--- ,V fn(2%)} is a linearly independent set, then if N < n, the full matrix
preconditioner P causes instant convergence for all datapoints. In particular,

x} = x) — PV fi(2}) = 27, 4.2.21)
forallk e {1,--- ,N}.

Proof. 1t is sufficient to show there exists a matrix P such that @.2.21) is satisfied for all k. We require
vl =a} = PVfi(ah),
: (4.2.22)
z; =% — PVfn(a%).

Each of these equations gives n linear equations in n? unknowns. There are N such equations and so we have n N
linear equations in n? unknowns. Rewritten, these read

PV [Vin@R)] = [2] =il -2l — 23] (4.2.23)
For such a P to exist we require
* The columns V fj (z?) to be linearly independent,

» nN < n2, which is equivalent to N < n.

Note in the case that N = n, we have a unique choice of P:
-1 * *
P=[VAa@E)]---[Vin@R)]  [2) =il 2% — 2] (4.2.24)
O
4.3 Scalar step-size

Consider now the case where we learn scalars o in (P1) such that G, = o [.
Proposition 4.6. If each fi. can be written as a least-squares function (4.0.1), then oy can be given as

X VARG £y —
ap = { & Zi— ARV ()13 if AV fr(@y) = O forall k 4.3.1)
0, otherwise .
Note that in the case N = 1, this reduces to exact line search for least-squares functions.
Proof. In this case, we wish to calculate the optimal greedy scalar step size «, such that
zh — aV fi(z}). (4.3.2)
Then we take
B}, = V fr(x}) (4.3.3)
vi = at. 4.3.4)
Then (@.0.2)) reduces to
{0, if ApV fi(2t) =0 forall &,
a= & >y IV A3 : (4.3.5)
IS T v g g Otherwise.
O

10
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5 Approximating optimal parameters

In the general case, we can’t simply consider least-squares functions, a closed-form solution does not exist for choosing
at, pt, P in (P1)-(P3). Instead, we require an optimisation algorithm to approximate these quantities. With information
of

* Vg:(0), and

* L,,, the Lipschitz constant of Vg;(6),
one can use a first-order convex optimisation algorithm, such as gradient descent FISTA, or stochastic methods

(especially for large V) to approximate ¢; . For example, one can start at an initial guess 0} at iteration ¢ and update via
gradient descent

1
Ot =g — 7 Va(07). (5.0.1)
gt

The following result illustrates how these values can be calculated.
Proposition 5.1. For a general affine preconditioner G, the gradient of g, with respect to 0 can be calculated as

V(0 Z BTV fulzl, — GoV fulal)), (5.0.2)
and gy is Lg,-smooth, where
N
1
Ly, = > Lel Bl (5.0.3)
k=1
Proof. As
TR N
N Z Ggik $k Z (5~O~4)
k=1 k=1
then by the chain rule
N
1
Vou(0) =~ D Bi Viu(vg, — Bio), (5.0.5)

as required. To calculate the smoothness constant, we have

IVg:(61) — Vg (02)|]2 = % XN:(B;C)T(ka(UItg — Bl0) — V fi(vi, — BL62)) (5.0.6)
Nf 2
SN kz:: (BR)T(V fi(vf, = Bib2) — V fi(vf, — Bioh)) |, (5.0.7)
N
<§ Z |BLI |V £ (vh — BLa) — V fi(vh — BL6y)|, (508)
N
=y Z Li|| Byl || Br (61 — 02) (5.0.9)
;
<% Z el B 161 — el (5.0.10)
7 (5.0.11)

Due to the properties of the triangle inequality, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the operator norm, this bound is
tight. Therefore the Lipschitz constant of Vg,(6) is given by

N

1

~ 2 Ll BIP® (5.0.12)
k=1

as required. O
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With this result, we can now see how to approximate the optimal diagonal and full matrix preconditioners, and the
optimal scalar step size.

Corollary 5.1. Suppose each f;, € ]-'i’kl.
Diagonal preconditioning
For diagonal preconditioning, § = p € R" gives G, = diag(p) and B, = diag(V fx(z})). Then by (5.0.2)

Vi (p) = —— Z V fu(wk — diag(p)V fu(})) © fu(z}), (5.0.13)

and the Lipschitz constant of Vg is given by
1
Le,g=« > Li(max{[[V fi (")l -+ [V fi ()]l 1) (5.0.14)
k=1

Full matrix preconditioning
In this case we have § € R™, 0 has a corresponding n x n matrix P, such that Gy = P. The gradient of g:(0) is given
by
| N
Voi(0) = = D Viilal, = PV fi(a})) @ Vfi(a}), (5.0.15)

and the Lipschitz constant of V g¢(0) is given by
1 & 2
~ 2 Le [V ()] - (5.0.16)
k=1

Scalar step size
We now take 6y = iy € R. The derivative of g, with respect to o is given by

N
1
J (o) = N (V fu(xh — aV fr(zh)), Ve(zh)), (5.0.17)
k=1
and the Lipschitz constant of ' () is given by
N
ZLknm )l3- (5.0.18)
k:
Proof. Diagonal preconditioning
In this case, we have 8 € R" and that
B} = diag(V fi(zt)), and
o vl =at.
Therefore, Vgg:(6) is given by
| XN
Vogr(0) = = > V(i = Bif) © Vi(w}) (5.0.19)
k=1
and the smoothness constant of g; is
1 1 &
i > LillBil? = i > Li(max{|[V fi(")la], - [V fi(@)]al 1) (5.0.20)
k=1 k=1

Full matrix preconditioning

For the proof of full matrix preconditioning, we require the following propositions.

12
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Lemma 5.1. Let v,w € R™. Then
(v@I)w=vw. (5.0.21)
Proof. Note that
vl-[n
v I, = : (5.0.22)
vpdy,
then
Ulfn
(v@I)w= | w (5.0.23)
IUTLIH
vmw
= : (5.0.24)
VW
=vQw. (5.0.25)
O
Lemma 5.2. For vectors v,w € R,
v @ wllz = [[vl2]lwl]l2 (5.0.26)
Proof.
lv@wls =Y Y v2w? (5.0.27)
\ i=1 j=1
= D 02> w? (5.0.28)
i=1  j=1
= [[vllzflwll2, (5.0.29)
O
Lemma 5.3.
IV fi(@t) @ Lol = IV fi(a) |12 (5.0.30)
Proof. Note that for v € R",
1V fr(zh) @ Ln)vllz = [(V fi(xh) @ v)ll2 (5.0.31)
= IV fe@)ll2]lv]l2, (5.0.32)
where both Lemma[5.1]and Lemmal[3.2] were used. O
In the case of full matrix preconditioning, we have that 6, € R
+ B = (Vfiu(e}) ® I,)". and
o vl =at.
Therefore, the gradient is given by
LN
Vor(0) = = D_(Vfiu(wh) ® L)V fi(v), — BLO) (5.0.33)
k=1
1N
=~ 2 VIi(vh = BiO) ® V fu(a}) (5.0.34)
k=1

13
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the smoothness constant of g, is given by

N N

1 1

~ 2 LullBil* = § L[V fi(ah) @ Il = 5 > Lill V()13 (5.0.35)
k=1 k=1

where the last equality is as a result of Lemma@
Scalar step size
In this case, we have 8 = o € R and that

* B} = Vfi(zt), and
o vl =at.

Therefore, Vgg;(0) is given by

N
1
Vogi(0) = = D Vi(ai) "V fi(ah — BLo) (5.0.36)
k=1
1 N
=~ 2 (Vr(ah), Vit — BL0)) (5.037)
k=1
First, note that
IV fr(@p)ll = IV fr(p) 2, (5.0.38)
and therefore, the smoothness constant of g; is
1 o 2
~ 2 LrllBi* = ZLkHka )II3- (5.0.39)
k=1
O

5.1 Convolutional preconditioning

We now introduce convolution preconditioning, which enables the preconditioner to consider local information instead
of information at each pixel individually, unlike diagonal preconditioning.

Let x € R™*™2 (therefore the corresponding dimension is given by n = mjms). Define a convolution kernel
K € R"2*M and define r; = L= € {1,2}. Define

K(=ry,—rg) - k(1 + 01, —T2)
K= : : (5.1.1)
k(=r1,r2+d2) -+ K(r1+ 01,72 + 02)
where, for i € {1,2},

Z‘:{0, if h; is odd , (5.12)

1, otherwise.

The convolution (k * x)(n1, ns) at coordinate (n1, ng) is given by

(KJ * x)(nth) = Z Z k‘l,kjg k‘l,ng — k‘g) (5]3)

k1=—OO k2——OO

Z Z kl,kg —kl,’fLQ —kg). (514)

klffoo k27700

Notice that the convolution is linear in its parameters, and so the optimisation problem given by

N
1
K¢ = min N;mz—mmuz» (5.1.5)

rERM Xh2

for fixed hy, hs is convex. The following proposition provides the gradient and smoothness constant of g, using the
convolutional parametrisation.

14
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Proposition 5.2. Firstly, define

K(—=r1,—r2)

T1,1
pa— K’(Tl +61777n2) — :
k= k(—r1,—ra+1) |’ T=| Zmi,1 |- (5.1.6)
: xm' me
k(r1 + 01,72 + 62) 1M

Finally, denote by £(“:%2) the image x translated by a, pixels down and a5 pixels right, in other words, for an image
r € Rmixma

(a1,a2) Litay,j+aszs lfl +a; € {17 e 7m1} a}’ldj +ag € {17 e 7m2}7
[ Jij = ; (5.1.7)
’ 0, otherwise.
Then
B},tC = {ka,(g;Z)(—Tl,—m) R ka(g;Z)(T1+517—7’2) e ka(xz)(rl+51,7’2+52):| (5.1.8)

Then the gradient of g, with respect to K is given by

T
L& ka(:ci)(i”’*rz) t t
Vo (R N Z : V iz}, — 5% V fr(x},)). (5.1.9)

h=1 v fi (1‘2)(7"1+51,7“2+52)T

Furthermore, an upper bound for the smoothness constant of g; is given by

hih 2 mh

L2 ZLk |VAGED|, = = ZLk |V fu()]5 (5.1.10)
(5.1.11)

where || - || represents the Frobenius norm of a matrix.

Proof. We have that
a ny—1 ng—1
Fr (i 7) (k*2)(n1,ne) = m Z Z k(k1, k2)x(ny — k1, ne — ko) (5.1.12)
J J ki=ni1—my ka=ngz—ma

=xz(ny —i,n9 — j). (5.1.13)
(5.1.14)

Furthermore, an upper bound for the smoothness constant of g; is given by

1 N
LS LB
k=1

2

—ZL;CH[Vf,c )=o) ka<x}5€)(r1+61,—7‘2)...ka(x};)(rl-&-&l,rz-&-éz)}HF (5.1.15)

(5.1.16)

SOV I ol s

k1:—r1 kgi—’r‘g

NZLk Z Z vak H (5.1.17)

k)l =—T1 k;2:77‘2

| /\

_ h}é” ZLk Hka(g;g)Hz (5.1.18)
k=1

(5.1.19)

0
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6 Convergence results

The following results are required before introducing the convergence results of our learned preconditioning.

Lemma 6.1. Suppose that each fy, are Li-smooth then define

for

Then F' is L-smooth, with
where max{Li,--- ,Ln}.

Proof. We have

and for any y € RN

Then

= |z —y* |15
k=1
) Vfi(at) ) Vii(yh)
IVE(z) = VEW)lz2 = || : - — :
Vin(@™) VinyY)
1| & )
= Al 2 V() = Vbl
k=1

Therefore, F' is L-smooth, where

1 N
F(z) =+ > fulah),
k=1

21 y!
lz—ylla = : ) -1
N v,

IN
2

1 2
A 2 LE llz* = vels
k=1

N

max{Ll,--- ,LN} 2

< = > llak =5
k=1

_ max{Lq," - ’LN}H&L‘ B
N

yll2-

max{Ly, -+, Ly}

L =
N
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Lemma 6.2. Suppose each fi are py-strongly convex. Then F is p-strongly convex, with

Homin
N 9

o= (6.0.14)

where Mmin = min{,u/la T aMN}

Proof. Tt is sufficient to show that (F(z) — w ||z||3) is convex, and that this is the smallest such constant.
We have

(F() - mm{“l}'v” 3 ) (60.15)
1
= S o(let) — minfpn, bt B) (6.0.16)
k=1
Notice that
(fr(@®) = minfpr, -, pn Hla®(13) (6.0.17)
is convex for all k, as each f, is py-strongly convex and p > min{pq, -+, pun}. This property would no longer
hold if we chose a constant m such that i, < m. Therefore (6.0.13) is convex and so F is W—strongly
convex. O
Firstly, define
2 . .
—=—— if F'is L-smooth and p-strongly convex,
— Hmin+Lmax ’ 60.18
T { A if Fis L-smooth. (0018)

The following result shows that our parametrisations generalise gradient descent with a constant step size given by 7.
This property will be used to prove the convergence rate of our learned preconditioners on the training set.

Lemma 6.3. For all parametrisations Gy (P1-P4) in Table there exists 0 such that
G; =l (6.0.19)

Proof. 1. For scalar step sizes, Gy = 01, take 0 =r.
2. For diagonal preconditioning, Gy = diag(), take 6 = 71.

3. For full matrix preconditioning, Gy = 6, take

s [T ifi=j,
(0)is = {0, otherwise. (6020

4. For convolutional preconditioning, Ggx = 0 * x, take

. T,ifi=7=0
=< ’ 6.0.21
w0, 7) {0, otherwise. ( )
O
Theorem 6.1. Convergence in training set algorithm.
Assuming fi € ]-'i’kl is bounded below for all k € {1,--- , N'}. Then, for any learned optimisation algorithm such that
9:(0,) < g:(0), (6.0.22)
we have that
Vfe(xh) — 0ast — oo. (6.0.23)
Furthermore, if we denote
xy y
ro=| |, 2= 1 ]. (6.0.24)
Ty TN
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Then ( In)
* max ) *
F(z;) — F(z*) < ;tN M@ — 23 (6.0.25)
If, in addition, each fy is p-strongly convex, then we have linear convergence given by
max{ Ly, ,LN}>t
Flr,) — Fx*) < (1—— F(xg) — F(z%)). (6.0.26)
(a) - Fa) < (1 2RI () - (o))
Proof. We have
F(xi1) = g4(6:) < gt(~) (6.0.27)
1 Y t t
=5 >t (ah — TV (2}) (6.0.28)
k=1
Vfi(a)
=F|a—71 : (6.0.29)
Vin(zly)
for
o ﬁ, ifF is L-smooth and y-strongly convex, 6.0.32)
1, if F'is L-smooth.
Fis L-smooth as each f}, is Li-smooth and p-strongly convex if each fj, is p-strongly convex, where
Li.--- . L
= max{ly, -, Ly} (6.0.33)
N
min{s, -, pun}
= 6.0.34
L N (6.0.34)
and therefore, using standard convergence rate results of gradient descent [17]], we have
L
Fzy) = F(2") < ol — z*||3, (6.0.35)
as F'is L—smooth, and if F' is also pu-strongly convex we have
L t
F(z;) — F(z*) < (1 - ) (F(zg) — F(z)). (6.0.36)
o

In both cases, we have that VF(x;) — 0, meaning that |V F (2)|3 = 2 Sopy IV fx(24)]13 — 0 as ¢ — oo, which
implies that V fi(2}) — Oast — oo forall k € {1,--- , N}. O

Note that this result gives a worst-case convergence bound among train functions. However, provable convergence is
still acquired. Also, note that this is not an issue for a function class with constant smoothness and strongly convex
parameters. Furthermore, although a weak convergence bound has been found, it is very likely that one can far exceed
this rate when learning is applied to a specific class of functions.

We have proved convergence for the mean of our train functions. The following proposition proves the same convergence
rate for each function in our training set.

Proposition 6.1. Suppose we have a convergence rate for F of

F(x;) — F* < C(t)(F(xo) — F7). (6.0.37)
Then the convergence rate for some fi, k € {1,--- , N} is given by
fi(x}) — £ < M;C () (fu(wo) — £7), (6.0.38)

where N
Zk:l,k;ﬁi(fk(xg) - %)
filxd) — fF

M, =1+ (6.0.39)

is constant in t.
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Proof. (6.0.37):
Note that we may write
1 1 &
t t
F(a) = Nfi(%) TN E Jr(@),

NN
k=1,k#i
Therefore, using our convergence rate on F' gives
=Ll S (- <L - L S (e —). 6040
N T N Ty ‘kk k) = A i) TN ‘kk k) ) DU
k=1,k#i k=1,k#i
which implies
N N
=g+ S (b= ) <co(UE -+ 3 (B -).  ©oan
k=1,k#i k=1,k#i
N
— flel) - 7 <O =)+ Y (e - 1)), 6042)
k=1,k#1
Note that
N
= > (fulad) = £7) (6.0.43)
k=1,k#1i
is constant in ¢. Then
filah) = f7 < CO(filay) = 7 + Di). (6.0.44)
Let D; be given by
- D;
D, =1+ 6.0.45
eI .
Then
filah) = ff < DiC()(fia?) — f7)- (6.0.46)
O

7 Numerical example

We now consider an image deblurring problem, with forward operator A given by a Gaussian blur with o = 2.0. We
take the following:
* Ground truth data x ~ X, where X is the set of 28 x 28 pixel MNIST images [8]].
* For x ~ X, generate an observation y = Az + &, where ¢ is noise sampled from a zero-mean Gaussian
distribution, with |y — Ax||2/[|Az]2 ~ 0.04.

Figure [I] shows an example observation and ground-truth pair. For the purpose of recovering an approximation to e
using our observation y, we formulate a minimisation problem given by

mmin {f(x) = %HA.% —yl%+ cuHE(m)} , (7.0.1)

with « = 10~%, and H., given as the Huber regularised Total Variation [13|19] with ¢ = 0.01, defined as

m,n

H.Duw= Y h (\/(Du)”1+(Du)”2) (7.0.2)

i=1,j=1
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Figure 1: Observation (Left) and reconstruction (Right)

with the Huber loss defined as

1.2
582, if [s] < e
he(s)=<¢2¢"" -, 7.0.3
() {|s| — 5, otherwise, ( )
and the gradient operator D : R™*" — R™*X"*2 equal to
Uit1,5 — Ui, if 1 <4< m,
Du)s 51 — 04
( U)w,1 {O else , (7.04)
Ui 41— U 1< j<n
D iio = ,J+ 5] ’ 7.0.5
(Du)is.2 {0 else. ( )
Then, each function f is L-smooth, where [3]]
D|? 8
L= HAH2+M < 1422 _ 108 (7.0.6)
€ €
Learning preconditioners Gy, :
Let
X = {x € X : z has label k}, (7.0.7)

then define the training set and two testing sets by the following:

* Training set: Image set 7; 1 C A7 of MNIST ones, with |77 1| = 1000 .

* Testing set 1: Image set 71 2 C X o of MNIST ones not in training set, with |71,2] = 100.

* Testing set 2: Image set 7o C X'\ X of MNIST digits in {2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,0}, with |T2| = 100.
The learned convolutional kernel is chosen to be of size 28 x 28.

At iteration ¢, for a parametrisation G, we learn 6, via the following procedure, for a tolerance v = 10~ we have the
stopping condition given by
Vg:(63)12

1Vg:(0)l2
at some sub-iteration w, for § defined in (6.0.19) and ;" as in (5.0.1). A stopping iteration T = 5000 is also used, such
that if the optimisation algorithm hasn’t terminated due to the criterion (7.0.8), set §; = 6.

v, (7.0.8)

Preconditioners are learned up to iteration 7" = 100, such that we learn preconditioners Gy,, - - - , Gg,,, for our
parameterisations (P1-P4) in Table
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Comparison of learned parametrisations with classical hand-crafted optimisation algorithms

In Figure 2] we see the performance of the learned preconditioners over the first 100 iterations against gradient
descent with a constant step size equal to 1/L. In particular, we see that, despite the diagonal preconditioner and the
convolutional preconditioner having the same number of parameters, the convolutional preconditioner dramatically
outperforms the diagonal preconditioner in this numerical experiment. In this case, there is evidence that adding local
information is more important than adding pixel-specific flexibility.

Validation ON ONES Convergence Plots for Image Deblurring
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Figure 2: Performance of learned preconditioners on the test set 71 », compared to a step-size given by 1/L. On the
x-axis, we have the iteration number, and on the y-axis, we have f (:cfg) — fi averaged over all data points.

Furthermore, we see more comparisons in Figure 3] For example, in the left image, we compare our learned precondi-
tioning with FISTA and BFGS. The methods we learned initially significantly outperformed these methods. However,
these handcrafted methods outperform at further iterations, as shown in Figure[d Figure [5]shows that these further
iterations may be of little importance as the images at these iterations are very similar to those at slightly higher objective
values.

Validation ON ONES Convergence Plots for Image Deblurring Validation On Other Numbers Convergence Plots for Image Deblurring
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Figure 3: (Left) Performance of learned preconditioners on the test set 71 2, compared to a step-size given by 1/L,
backtracking line-search, and BFGS. (Right) Performance of learned preconditioners on the test set 72, compared to a
step-size given by 1/L, backtracking line-search, and BFGS.

Freeze vs recycle
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Performance vs BFGS -

—— Freeze - Full P
—— Freeze - Convolution
BFGS

fix*) — fix") Averaged Over Dataset of size 100

[[

|

25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200

Figure 4: A comparison of the learned convolutional and full matrix preconditioners to BFGS on the test set 7; 5. We
observe much faster initial convergence for the learned methods, but BFGS is eventually overtaken. In Figure 5] we see

this may not be relevant as the images do not visually change much below a loss of %.

Iteration 10 Iteration 20 Iteration 50 Iteration 90

Full

Convolution

BFGS

Figure 5: A comparison of BFGS, convolution and full matrix preconditioning reconstructions.

Now we compare whether freezing our final preconditioner or recycling all learned preconditioners is favourable. Figure
[] shows that recycling preconditioners can produce more unstable behaviour, for example, in the case of the learned
step-sizes in blue and the learned full matrix in green. In the case of the learned full matrix, however, we see that
the final performance is better when recycling preconditioners. However, when freezing the final preconditioner, the
learned diagonal preconditioner leads to divergence. Therefore, it is not obvious which choice is better; it depends on
which parameterisation is under consideration.

Learned preconditioners:
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Freeze or Recycle?
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Figure 6: Performance comparison freezing the final preconditioner vs recycling the final preconditioner on iterations
AFTER training, i.e. starting at iteration 100.

Now, we visualise the learned parameters for convolutional and diagonal preconditioning and learned step sizes. We see
learned convolutional kernels in Figures[§land[9] Note that these learned kernels contain negative values. While this
does not necessarily imply that the corresponding matrices learned are not positive-definite, in Figures[TTand[12] we
see that the learned diagonals have negative values, meaning that the learned matrices are not positive-definite!

Iteration 0 Iteration 1 Iteration 2 Iteration 3

o B | 0 o ] o
15 15 — 1 15-
20- S 20- ) S 2 -
25 10 25 10 25 10 25 ~10
0 5 10 15 20 25 4 5 10 it 2 25 0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20
Iteration 4 Iteration 5 Iteration 6 Iteration 7
o 0 0 o
10 10 - 10 10
5 -5 5
10 10 10 10
L] o ] 0 n o n 0

o H 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25 0 s 10 15 20 25 o 5 10 15 20

Figure 8: Learned convolutional kernels for the first 8 images, on the same scale.

Figure[I3]shows learned step sizes. Note that these values often fluctuate up and down. Furthermore, the learned step
sizes are initially all greater than 2/ L and, therefore, out of the range of provable convergence. However, after iteration
55, the learned step sizes fluctuate above and below this threshold.

8 Conclusions and future work

8.1 Conclusions
This paper introduced how one can learn preconditioners for gradient descent for use in ill-conditioned optimisation

problems. We formulated how to generate a sequence of preconditioners learned using a convex optimisation problem
on a dataset such that
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Figure 9: Learned convolutional kernels at iteration 10, 25, 50, 75.
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Figure 11: Learned diagonal preconditioner (reshaped to an image) for the first 8 images, on the same scale.
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Figure 12: Learned diagonal preconditioner (reshaped to an image) at iteration 10, 25, 50, 75.

 The preconditioners need not be positive definite, nor symmetric,

* the preconditioner at iteration ¢ is constant over all functions,

* these preconditioners have a closed-form equation for least-squares problems,
* and convergence is guaranteed for all functions in the training set,

» with proved convergence rates for each train function.

* Empirical performance was tested, with good results, especially for convolutional preconditioning in the image
deblurring example, with maintained performance on out-of-distribution test images.

8.2 Future Work

As was seen in the numerical experiments, despite the tremendous early-iteration performance of the full-matrix and
convolutional preconditioning, we saw that the performance of FISTA eventually overtook that of the learned algorithms.

24



Learning Preconditioners for Inverse Problems PREPRINT

Learned step sizes

-— 2L
2.6-

2.4 -

N
o

Step size

o
=]

18-

0 20 40 60 80 100
Iteration

Figure 13: Learned step sizes.

Future research aims to extend these learned methods to include momentum terms. One way of achieving this is to
extend the minimisation problem (3.0.3)) to include a momentum preconditioner.

One potential drawback of the learned preconditioning is not knowing lim;_,~, Gg,, which limits the convergence
analysis on unseen data. To remedy this, one can introduce regularisation of the learned parameters. Another use of
regularisation is to encourage preconditioners to exhibit specific behaviours. One may encourage preconditioners to
exhibit symmetry or smoothness, for example.

This paper considered only diagonal, full matrices, and convolution, which is not an exhaustive list of potential
parametrisations. Despite significantly fewer parameters learned, we saw that convolution may offer a more expressive
update than the diagonal preconditioner. One could also consider an update similar to Quasi-Newton methods.

This paper only considered an explicit dataset of functions fi,--- , fy, equivalent to sampling from the class of
functions F using a Dirac delta distribution. One can instead consider sampling from a class of function JF using an
arbitrary probability distribution.

Finally, in this paper, we only considered learning a matrix preconditioner. Future work would extend this to consider
preconditioners as a function of x; and V f(x;), for example.
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A Nonconvexity for multiple steps

This can be seen as

f(x2(00,01)) = f(z1 — Go,(Vf(21(60))) (A.0.1)
= f(zo — G,y (Vf(20)) — Go, (Vf(x0 — Ga, (V f(20)))) (A.0.2)
(A.0.3)

is non-convex in general. In particular, if we wish to learn a single step-size « for a least-squares function f(z) =
1|Az — y||, then V f(z) = AT (Az — y) and

f(za(a)) = f(xo — aV f(xg) — AT (A(xg — aV f(x0)) — y) (A.0.4)
= f(zo — aV f(zo) — aAT Az + o> AT AV f(z0) — aATy) (A.0.5)
(A.0.6)

and we see we get the composition of a quadratic function in a with f, which is not convex in general. If we consider
h(zx) convex and define g(x) = h(z2), then assuming that g is convex, we have

q(0) =¢ (;w + ;(—@) < %q(w) + %q(—x) = h(z2), (A.0.7)

a contradiction.
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