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Abstract Recent years have seen a growing interest in understanding acceler-
ation methods through the lens of ordinary differential equations (ODEs). De-
spite the theoretical advancements, translating the rapid convergence observed in
continuous-time models to discrete-time iterative methods poses significant chal-
lenges. In this paper, we present a comprehensive framework integrating the in-
ertial systems with Hessian-driven damping equation (ISHD) and learning-based
approaches for developing optimization methods through a deep synergy of the-
oretical insights. We first establish the convergence condition for ensuring the
convergence of the solution trajectory of ISHD. Then, we show that provided the
stability condition, another relaxed requirement on the coefficients of ISHD, the
sequence generated through the explicit Euler discretization of ISHD converges,
which gives a large family of practical optimization methods. In order to select the
best optimization method in this family for certain problems, we introduce the
stopping time, the time required for an optimization method derived from ISHD
to achieve a predefined level of suboptimality. Then, we formulate a novel learn-
ing to optimize (L2O) problem aimed at minimizing the stopping time subject
to the convergence and stability condition. To navigate this learning problem, we
present an algorithm combining stochastic optimization and the penalty method
(StoPM). The convergence of StoPM using the conservative gradient is proved.
Empirical validation of our framework is conducted through extensive numeri-
cal experiments across a diverse set of optimization problems. These experiments
showcase the superior performance of the learned optimization methods.

Zhonglin Xie
Beijing International Center for Mathematical Research, Peking University
E-mail: zlxie@pku.edu.cn

Wotao Yin
Alibaba US, DAMO Academy
E-mail: wotao.yin@alibaba-inc.com

Zaiwen Wen
Beijing International Center for Mathematical Research, Peking University. Research sup-
ported in part by the NSFC grant 12331010.
E-mail: wenzw@pku.edu.cn

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

02
00

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 4

 J
un

 2
02

4



2 Zhonglin Xie et al.

1 Introduction

In recent years, there has been substantial work aimed at understanding the nature
of acceleration methods using ordinary differential equations (ODEs). The seminal
work of Su, Boyd, and Candes [55] proposes a second-order differential equation
as the continuous-time counterpart of the Nesterov accelerated gradient method
(NAG) [49]. This work provides theoretical insights into the nature of NAG. By
combining the continuous-time model of NAG with Hessian-driven damping, a dif-
ferential equation called the inertial system with Hessian-driven damping (ISHD)
has been investigated in [5,7]:

ẍ(t) +
α

t
ẋ(t) + β(t)∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t) + γ(t)∇f(x(t)) = 0, (1)

where x(t) belongs to Rn and f is twice differentiable and convex. Here, t0, α > 0,
and β, γ are non-negative continuous functions defined on [t0,+∞). By choos-
ing different values for α, β, and γ, the equation (1) can coincide with many other
optimization-inspired ODEs, providing a unified framework for understanding var-
ious optimization methods.

Although the ODE viewpoint has been successful in understanding optimiza-
tion methods, significant practical gaps exist between iterative optimization meth-
ods and their continuous-time counterparts. The fast convergence rate of x(t) in
continuous-time cases may not be translated directly to the sequence {xk}∞k=0 ob-
tained via discretizing the corresponding ODE. Designing iterative optimization
methods using the ODE viewpoint often requires a case-by-case discussion and
equation-specific discretization schemes.

For example, in [59], it focuses on a subfamily of (1) with α = p+ 1, β(t) ≡ 0,
and γ(t) = Cp2tp−2, where p, C > 0. According to [59], the convergence rate of the
trajectory x(t) is given by f(x(t))− f⋆ ≤ O(1/tp). However, the arbitrary nature
of the parameter p suggests that the convergence rate of the trajectory cannot be
bounded by any inverse polynomial function for any convex differentiable func-
tions. This finding starkly contrasts with the well-known lower bound of O(1/k2)
for first-order methods when the function f is L-smooth convex, as discussed in
[48]. The underlying issue is attributed to the notation x(t), which glosses over the
challenges posed by differential equations with varying curvatures. In numerical
computations, achieving a solution of comparable accuracy significantly depends
on the curvature of the objective functions. It is misleading to directly compare
the convergence rates of continuous-time models with their discrete-time counter-
parts. The empirical results show that a naive explicit Euler discretization scheme
diverges even for a quadratic objective function. A stable discretization that recov-
ers the O(1/kp) rate requires an implicit update using extra higher-order gradient.
Hence, a core problem in this field remains:

(P1) “Can we translate the fast convergence properties of the trajectory of ODEs
into the discretized sequences using explicit discretization schemes?”

We provide a positive answer to this problem by giving conditions for dis-
cretizing the ODE (1) stably using the explicit Euler scheme. Our emphasis on
explicit schemes, such as the explicit Euler discretization, stems from the desire to
develop a general framework for translating continuous-time ODE properties into
discrete-time algorithms. By doing so, we can avoid the need for ad hoc, equation-
specific designs and case-by-case analyses, which are often required for implicit
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schemes. This exploration of explicit Euler discretization serves as a foundational
step towards adapting more sophisticated explicit schemes, such as Runge-Kutta
methods, to preserve the properties of continuous trajectories in discrete iterative
algorithms.

Given the flexibility of the coefficients α, β(t), and γ(t) in the ODE (1), the
choice of these coefficients can significantly impact the convergence rate and sta-
bility of the ODE solution, which in turn affects the performance of the discretized
iterative algorithm. While the ODE (1) provides a unifying framework, finding the
optimal coefficients for a given problem is a non-trivial task. This leads to a crucial
question:

(P2) “What are the optimal coefficients of the ODE (1) for specific problems?”

This issue, referred to as the “best tuning of the coefficients”, has also been
highlighted by [3]. We demonstrate that the optimal coefficients can be determined
numerically using learning to optimize.

1.1 Related works

1.1.1 ODE viewpoint of optimizetion methods

The ODE viewpoint of optimization methods have a long history. The work by Su,
Boyd, and Candes [55] has revived interest in using ODEs to understand accelera-
tion methods. The concept of gradient correction, which uncovers the mechanism
behind acceleration, is found within the high-resolution differential framework [53].
This framework notably explains the linear convergence of FISTA in composite
optimization problems when the smooth function are strongly convex [38]. These
advancements pave the way for further research and development in optimiza-
tion algorithms. It is crucial to recognize that, despite their similar forms, the
high-resolution differential equation and ISHD have different motivations. The
high-resolution differential equation is designed for NAG, whereas the second-
order information in ISHD is derived from Newton’s method [6], which is used to
analyze the forward-backward algorithm.

Besides the high-resolution framework and the ISHD, the acceleration methods
have also been explained through the lens of numerical stability [43,67]. Addition-
ally, some studies consider closed-loop ODEs as analogous to adaptive optimization
methods. For instance, a closed-loop dynamical system has been proposed to an-
alyze high-order tensor algorithms for unconstrained smooth optimization from
a control-theoretic perspective [40]. Another study explores the development of
fast optimization methods through inertial continuous dynamics with nonlinear
damping [4].

There are several works focused on designing iterative optimization methods
by discretizing ODEs. In [65], the authors demonstrate that to ensure the l-th
Runge-Kutta integrator applied to a subfamily of (1) with α = 2p + 1, β(t) ≡ 0,
and γ(t) = Cp2tp−2, where p, C > 0, is convergent, the objective function must be
sufficiently flat and the step size must be diminishing. Other methods that develop
iterative optimization techniques by discretizing corresponding ODEs typically
only consider strongly convex cases [56,57,66], which are not general enough and
may difficult to generalize to other scenarios.
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Some research, such as [46], considers the optimal selection of ODEs through
the performance estimation problem (PEP). However, this approach does not fo-
cus on designing practical iterative optimization methods. Another straightfor-
ward approach is to tune the coefficients analytically. By exploiting the geometric
properties of the function f in (1), several studies focus on tuning coefficients an-
alytically with provable fast convergence rate [9,10,11,12]. Two main properties
used in these works are the growth condition and flatness condition. When these
conditions are absent, we show that the coefficients can be tuned numerically using
machine learning techniques.

1.1.2 Learning to optimize

Learning to optimize (L2O) is a paradigm that leverages machine learning to auto-
mate the design of optimization algorithms. This approach aims to uncover the un-
derlying structure of a collection of optimization problems through machine learn-
ing [19]. L2O can be broadly categorized into two classes: model-based methods
and model-free methods. Model-based methods, which are derived from iterative
optimization methods, involve identifying learnable parameters. Two prominent
classes of model-based methods, algorithm unrolling [45] and plug-and-play [1,
36], have been successfully applied to various tasks in signal processing and image
processing.

Seminal work of model-based methods has demonstrated that the iterative
shrinkage-thresholding algorithm (ISTA) can be viewed as a recurrent neural net-
work (RNN), and by introducing learnable parameters, significant improvements
in sparse coding can be achieved [34]. This concept has been extended by unrolling
the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm to construct a
neural network with prior knowledge of compressive sensing problems [62]. Further,
by designing an efficient algorithm to compute the proximal operator induced by
sparsity regularity, ISTA has been reformulated as a deep neural network in [63],
which demonstrates substantial improvements in compressed sensing performance.

In contrast, model-free methods do not rely on existing models. By treating
designing an optimization algorithm as a policy search within a reinforcement
learning framework, the improved optimization algorithms has been discovered
[39]. The generalization of the L2O paradigm within a derivative-free black-box
optimization context was realized through the use of RNNs [22]. Further advance-
ments were made by [2], who employed long short-term memory networks (LSTMs)
to implement learned optimization methods, achieving superior performance com-
pared to generic algorithms. In [20], the design of optimization algorithms is ap-
proached as a program search problem. It utilizes evolutionary search to develop
the LION algorithm, which exhibits performance comparable to Adam. More re-
cently, a transformer-based neural network has been proposed to represent the
update step, incorporating a preconditioning matrix to enhance efficiency, as re-
ported in [32].

In spite of the significant performance improvement, only a few works estab-
lish a non-trivial convergence guarantee for learned optimization methods. For
instance, the learned ISTA has been thoroughly analyzed, with [21] showing that
there exist weights that achieve a theoretical linear convergence rate on the LASSO
problem, surpassing ISTA theoretically. An explicit formula to calculate the op-
timal learnable weights is further provided [41], effectively removing most of the
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computational overhead of training, and numerical experiments verify the theo-
retical results. The necessary condition for a learned optimization method to con-
verge is investigated in [42]. The result partially addresses the primary difficulty
in designing learned optimization algorithms with convergence guarantee. Other
methods exist that search for parameters while ensuring convergence. For example,
a general formulation with learnable parameters for solving nonsmooth compos-
ite optimization problems is presented [14]. The conditions for establishing the
convergence property of the learned methods are then derived, and unsupervised
learning is employed to find more efficient methods under these conditions. The
effectiveness of this methodology in ensuring the convergence of learned optimiz-
ers on smooth unconstrained optimization and composite optimization problems
is also demonstrated [15].

1.2 Our contributions

The framework of this paper is presented in Figure 1.
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Fig. 1: Our learning and testing framework.

We address the first problem (P1) by providing conditions that ensure the
convergence of the sequence {xk}∞k=0, which is generated by applying the explicit
Euler discretization to equation (1). These conditions comprises a convergence
condition and a stability condition. The convergence condition ensures that the
continuous-time trajectory x(t) converges. The stability condition ensures that
when applying the explicit Euler scheme to the ODE (1), which satisfies the con-
vergence condition, the discretization remains stable. The requirements of these
conditions on the coefficients are relaxed, allowing us to generate numerous itera-
tive optimization methods.

For the second problem (P2), we utilize a L2O framework and develop a cor-
responding algorithm to solve the L2O problem numerically. L2O is a paradigm
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that automatically designs optimization methods using machine learning tech-
niques. The core idea is to leverage a training dataset of diverse optimization
problems to tune the parameters of optimization methods, in order to improve
their performance while ensuring convergence. L2O uses a metric of the efficiency
of the optimization methods as the training loss. In our framework, we take the
“stopping time” as the training loss, which measures the number of iterations that
the the algorithms generated by discretizing the ODE (1) need to achieve a pre-
defined suboptimality. This measure generalizes complexity from discrete-time to
continuous-time cases. We then define the probability distribution of a parameter-
ized function family by establishing equivalence with corresponding parameters.
The training formulation of our L2O framework is posed as a problem that mini-
mizes the expected stopping time under the expectation constraints that ensure the
convergence and stability conditions hold for each function. Due to the existence of
the expectation constraints, we combine the stochastic optimization methods with
the penalty function method to solve the training formulation. Additionally, we de-
rive conservative gradients of the stopping time and constraint functions, making
our algorithm more robust and general. We also provide convergence guarantees
for the training algorithm under the sufficient decrease assumption, using only
the conservative gradients. Finally, we get the learned optimization methods by
applying the explicit Euler scheme to the ODE (1) with learned coefficients.

Our contributions can be divided into two major parts. The first part involves
an ODE methodology that derives the conditions necessary to ensure the conver-
gence of the sequence obtained through discretization. The second part utilizes the
L2O approach to find the optimal coefficients under these conditions. Although
the convergence rate of the sequence is O(1/k) under these conditions, we argue
that these conditions allow for more flexible coefficient selection and facilitate the
design of various practical iterative optimization methods. We also provide default
values that satisfy these conditions. Numerical experiments demonstrate that the
sequence with these default values exhibits comparable performance to other op-
timization methods with a theoretical O(1/k2) convergence rate. In contrast to
most L2O methods, our framework has a solid theoretical foundation, which is a
crucial step towards designing practical optimization methods. Compared to other
methods that ensure the convergence of learned optimization methods [14,15], our
result also includes an explicit convergence rate, whereas their results do not. Fur-
thermore, the theoretical linear rate in [21] relies on the specific form of LASSO,
whereas our result can be applied to various unconstrained convex smooth mini-
mization problems. We summarize the key contributions of this paper as follows:

• We establish conditions under which the sequence {xk}∞k=0, obtained by apply-
ing the explicit Euler discretization to equation (1), is guaranteed to converge.
In the proof, we take a fresh perspective based on the global error analysis
from numerical solutions of differential equations.

• We introduce a metric named “stopping time”, which is the continuous-time
counterpart of the complexity. We show that “stopping time” is differentiable
under mild conditions hence can be optimized numerically.

• We propose a general L2O framework to select optimal coefficients for the
ISHD, addressing the challenge of optimally tuning damping coefficients. An
algorithm with convergence guarantee for this L2O framework is also derived.
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We conduct extensive numerical experiments to evaluate our algorithms. The
optimization problems include the logistic regression and ℓpp minimization on real
world datasets, e.g. a5a, mushrooms, w3a, covtype, and phishing. The training
process demonstrates that our algorithm for the training formulation converges to
a feasible stationary point of the training formulation, verifying the effectiveness
of our theory. The numerical experiments on the testing process highlight the
advantages of the learned algorithms. The code and datasets used to produce the
results and analyses presented in this paper are available in the GitHub repository:
https://github.com/optsuite/O2O.

1.3 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We begin by analyzing the condi-
tions for stabilizing the explicit Euler discretization of (1) in sec. 2. In sec. 3, we
present our methodology for finding efficient optimization methods that guarantee
worst-case convergence, which leads to an stochastic optimization problem with
expectation constraints. Next, sec. 4 focuses on deriving expressions for the con-
servative gradients of the stopping time and constraint functions. We then analyze
our model under modest hypotheses in sec. 5. The effectiveness of our training algo-
rithm is demonstrated through numerical experiments in sec. 6. Further numerical
experiments are conducted in sec. 7 to showcase the efficiency and theoretical con-
sistency of the learned optimization algorithms. Finally, we conclude our work and
discuss future directions in sec. 8.

2 Conditions that ensure a stable discretization of ISHD

2.1 Preliminaries

To simplify the presentation, we bundle the coefficients α, β, and γ into a single
collection denoted as Ξ. Considering the coefficients Ξ, the function f , and the
given time t, we define the trajectory associated with the system (1) as follows:

X : R+ × C(R,R+)× C(R,R+)× R× C(Rn,R) → Rn,
(Ξ, t, f) → X(Ξ, t, f).

(2)

We set the initial conditions for system (1) as follows: the initial time t0 > 0,
initial position x(t0), and initial velocity ẋ(t0) are all fixed.

For our notation, Sn and Sn+ represent the sets of all n×n symmetric matrices
and symmetric positive semidefinite matrices, respectively. We denote the convex
hull of a set S by co(S). The notation [·]+ represents the maximum of a value and
zero, defined as [·]+ := max{·, 0}. The set {0, 1, . . . ,M}, whereM is a non-negative
integer, is denoted by [M ].

2.2 A condition that ensures the trajectory of ISHD converges

Throughout this paper, we make the following basic assumptions about (1).

https://github.com/optsuite/O2O
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Assumption 1 α > 1, t0 > 0, ε > 0 are real numbers, β and γ are nonnega-
tive continuously differentiable functions defined on [t0,+∞). The function f is
twice differentiable convex with its domain dom f = Rn. The set of minimizers of
minx f(x) is not empty and the corresponding optimal value is f⋆.

Assumption 1 also appears in the literature [3,53] and is not restrictive. Given
κ ∈ (0, 1], λ ∈ (0, α− 1], we define

δ(t) = t2(γ(t)− κβ̇(t)− κβ(t)/t) + (κ(α− 1− λ)− λ(1− κ))tβ(t),

w(t) = γ(t)− β̇(t)− β(t)/t.
(3)

Then, we provide a condition that ensures the convergence of the solution trajec-
tory of (1).

Theorem 1 Suppose that Assumption 1 and the following conditions hold true:

δ(t) > 0, and δ̇(t) ≤ λtw(t). (4)

Then, the solution trajectory of (1), x(t), is bounded and the following inequalities
can be derived:

f(x(t))− f⋆ ≤ O
(

1

δ(t)

)
, ∥∇f(x(t))∥ ≤ O

(
1

tβ(t)

)
, ∥ẋ(t)∥ ≤ O

(
1

t

)
, (5)∫ ∞

t0

(λtw(t)− δ̇(t))(f(x(t))− f⋆) dt <∞, (6)∫ ∞

t0

t(α− 1− λ)∥ẋ(t)∥2 dt <∞, (7)∫ ∞

t0

t2β(t)w(t)∥∇f(x)∥2 dt <∞, (8)∫ ∞

t0

t2β(t)⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t), ẋ(t)⟩dt <∞. (9)

The proof of Theorem 1 is presented in sec. 5. This theorem extends [5, Theo-
rem 1] by providing estimations (6)-(9) for f(x(t)) − f⋆, ∥ẋ(t)∥, ∥∇f(x(t))∥, and
∥ẋ(t)∥2∇2f(x(t)). They guarantee that these quantities are integrable when cou-
pling with certain coefficients. The results on (5) imply that the convergence rate
of f(x(t))−f⋆, ∇f(x(t)) can be controlled by the coefficients α, β(·), and γ(·). Us-
ing the integrability with the convergence rate in (5), we can analyze the long-time
behavior of the solution trajectory x(t). This provides the guidance for deriving
the conditions that guarantee the convergence of the sequence discretized form the
equation (1).

2.3 A condition that ensures the stability of the explicit Euler discretization

Let v(t0) = x(t0) + β(t0)∇f(x(t0)) and

ψΞ(x(t), v(t), t) =

 v(t)− β(t)∇f(x(t))

−α
t
(v(t)− β(t)∇f(x(t))) + (β̇(t)− γ(t))∇f(x(t))

 . (10)
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The equation (1) can be reformulated as the first-order system(
ẋ(t)
v̇(t)

)
= ψΞ(x(t), v(t), t). (11)

We denote the flow associated with this system as s(t, s0,Ξ, f) with s0 = (x0, v0).
Let h be the step size, tk = t0 + kh, k ≥ 0. The explicit Euler scheme of (1) writes

xk+1 − xk
h

= vk − β(tk)∇f(xk),
vk+1 − vk

h
= − α

tk
(vk − β(tk)∇f(xk)) + (β̇(tk)− γ(tk))∇f(xk).

(12)

The sequence {xk}∞k=0 denotes the position, while {vk}∞k=0 corresponds to the
auxiliary variable sequence. Eliminating the auxiliary variable sequence {vk}∞k=0

in the equation (12) gives

xk+2 =xk+1 − h2
(
γ(tk)− β̇(tk) +

β(tk+1)− β(tk)

h

)
∇f(xk)

+

(
1− αh

tk

)
(xk+1 − xk)︸ ︷︷ ︸

inertia

−hβ(tk+1) (∇f(xk+1)−∇f(xk))︸ ︷︷ ︸
gradient correction

.
(13)

For clarity in our discussion, we reformulate the equation (12) in Algorithm 1. Since
this algorithm is derived through the explicit Euler discretization of the ISHD, it
includes an inertial term from the temporal discretization of the damping ẋ(t) and
a gradient correction term from the temporal discretization of the Hessian-driven
damping ∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t). We name it the Explicit Inertial Gradient Algorithm with
Correction (EIGAC). This algorithm is intended for the unconstrained smooth
convex minimization problems:

min
x∈Rn

f(x), (14)

where f satisfies Assumption 1. Importantly, the temporal discretization of the
Hessian-driven damping∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t) only contains first-order information, which
makes EIGAC a first-order algorithm. Through the selection of various coefficients,
Algorithm 1 offers a diverse range of optimization methods.

Algorithm 1 Explicit Inertial Gradient Algorithm with Correction (EIGAC)

1: Input: the function f , the initial time t0, the initial values x0 and v0, the step size h, the
coefficients Ξ = {α, β(·), γ(·)}.

2: for k = 1, 2, . . . do
3: Update the time: tk = t0 + kh.
4: Update xk by (12).
5: Update vk by (12).
6: end for
7: Output: the solution x⋆ reaching the given accuracy.

Building upon the foundation established by Theorem 1, we introduce a crite-
rion termed the stability condition. This condition ensures the convergence of the
Algorithm 1.
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Theorem 2 (Convergence rate) Suppose Assumption 1 and the convergence
condition (4) hold. Given an initial time t0, an initial value s0, and a step size h,
the sequence {xk}∞k=0 is generated by Algorithm 1. We denote the continuous time
interpolation x̄(t) as

x̄(t) = xk +
xk+1 − xk

h
(t− tk), t ∈ [tk, tk+1). (15)

Assume three constants 0 ≤ C1, 0 < C2 ≤ 1/h−1/t0, and 0 < C3 fulfill the growth
condition:

|β̇(t)| ≤ C1β(t), |γ̇(t)− β̈(t)| ≤ C2(γ(t)− β̇(t)), β(t) ≤ C3w(t). (16)

Then, it holds f(xk)− f⋆ ≤ O(1/k) under the following stability condition:

Λ(x, f) ≥ ∥∇2f(x)∥, αβ(t)/t ≤ γ(t)− β̇(t) ≤ β(t)/h, (17)√∫ 1

0

Λ((1− τ)X(t,Ξ, f) + τ x̄(t), f) dτ ≤

√
γ(t)− β̇(t) +

√
γ(t)− β̇(t)− α

t β(t)

β(t)
.

(18)

Remark 1 Theorem 2 demonstrates that for an L-smooth convex function f , se-
lecting Λ(x, f) ≡ L, α > 3, β(t) = (4−2αh/t)/L, and γ(t) = β(t)/h guarantees the
convergence of Algorithm 1. This encompasses a fairly large family of algorithms.

Remark 2 The condition (16) is not restrictive, since it only requires the growth
rate of the coefficients does not excess the exponential rate. In practice, they
are often dominated by some polynomials. Our stability condition shows that the
Hessian-driven term∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t) is crucial for achieving the stable discretization.
When β ≡ 0, which corresponding to the vanishing Hessian-driven damping, the
condition (17) cannot be satisfied.

Remark 3 When ∇2f is LH -Lipschitz continuous, the condition (18) can be sim-
plified as

β(t)

√
Λ(X(t,Ξ, f), f) +

LHM3

2
√
t

≤
√
γ(t)− β̇(t) +

√
γ(t)− β̇(t)− α

t
β(t), (19)

where M3 is a constant determined by f,Ξ, x0, t0, κ, and λ. We prove this con-
clusion as a corollary of Theorem 2 in sec. 5. The simplified condition (19) is
important for reducing the computation overhead.

The proof of Theorem 2 is deferred in sec. 5. We establish this result by con-
trolling the deviation between the sequences {xk}∞k=0 and {X(Ξ, tk, f)}∞k=0. The
key step involves decomposing the global discretization error and adjusting the co-
efficients to prevent it from exploding during the propagation process. This results
in the stability condition that aligns with the conventional wisdom in numerical
solutions of ODEs: the curvature of the trajectory cannot be excessively large.

The observation in sec. 1 underscores that the convergence rate in Theorem
2 cannot be directly analogous to its continuous-time counterpart, O(1/δ(t)), as
presented in Theorem 1. A stable discretization, achievable over a broad range of
coefficients, comes at the cost of a reduced convergence rate. The primary factor



ODE-based Learning to Optimize 11

in this reduction is the error introduced during the discretization process. To the
best of our knowledge, in comparison with other conditions that ensure the stable
discretization of (1), our results offer distinct advantages: 1) They allow for more
flexible requirements on the coefficients, whereas other approaches may mandate
specific values for the coefficients; 2) They introduce tools from the numerical so-
lution of differential equations to analyze iterative optimization algorithms, which
we believe is a valuable effort in bridging these two fields; 3) They theoretically
establish the stability of an explicit discretization with a constant step size applied
to optimization-inspired ODEs in a general convex setting, contrasting with other
convergence results that necessitate modifying the setting to strong convexity or
diminishing step size [56,57,65,66].

3 Selecting the best coefficients of ISHD using L2O

3.1 The problem formulation of L2O

Before introducing the loss function used in the problem formulation of L2O, we
briefly review oracle complexity. It assesses the efficiency of optimization methods
by the computational effort required to achieve a specified level of suboptimality.
Suppose F is a collection that contains a family of functions with certain struc-
ture, e.g., convex functions, L-smooth functions. The iterative algorithm M(·, ·, ·)
maps the triplet (f, x0, N) to the point xN = M(f, x0, N). The computational
cost for obtaining the output M(f, x0, N) is proportional to N . Let m(f, xn) be
an optimality measure. For example, a popular choice in unconstrained smooth op-
timization is m(f, xn) = ∥∇f(xn)∥. Then, the complexity for method M applied
to function class F is defined as

NF := inf{N : m(f,M(f, x0, N)) ≤ ε, for all f ∈ F}. (20)

The analysis of complexity has motivated the development of numerous efficient
optimization algorithms, as comprehensively discussed in [47]. Inspired by this
paradigm of developing efficient algorithms through complexity analysis, we define
the continuous-time counterpart of complexity using the trajectory of (1) as a
surrogate for optimization methods in the continuous-time case, which serves as
the loss function in the problem formulation of L2O.

Definition 1 (Stopping Time) Given the initial time t0, the initial value x0,
the initial velocity ẋ(t0), the trajectory X(Ξ, t, f) of the ISHD (1), and a tolerance
ε, the stopping time of the criterion ∥∇f(x)∥ ≤ ε is

T (Ξ, f) = inf{t | ∥∇f(X(Ξ, t, f))∥ ≤ ε, t ≥ t0}. (21)

From the definition, we have T = ∞ if inft≥t0 ∥∇f(X(Ξ, t, f))∥ ≥ ε. We men-
tion that while x(t) glosses over the challenges in numerical computation, the
stopping time measures the efficiency of Algorithm 1 when the corresponding ODE
can be stably discretized with a fixed step size. The stopping time measures the
efficiency of Algorithm 1, when the sequence converges to the optimal value.

As we will see in sec. 4, the stopping time is differentiable with respect to Ξ.
This fact gives us the hope of integrating the stopping time into L2O. In L2O, a
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Bayesian approach is used to describe a (parametric) function class F . Consider a
mapping from a set of parameters to a set of functions:

H : Ω → F , ζ → f(·; ζ). (22)

To ensure measurability, we assume that H is a bijection, which allows us to define
a probability distribution on F through the probability distribution on Ω.

Definition 2 (Induced Probability Space) Given the probability space of the
parameter ζ, (Ω,A ,P), where Ω is the sample space, A is the σ-algebra, and P is
the corresponding probability. We define a σ-algebra H(A ) as

H(A ) = {H(A) | A ∈ A }. (23)

The probability for an event B ∈ H(A ) is given by PH(B) = P({Ω | H(Ω) ∈
B}). Consequently, the space (F ,H(A ),PH) is isomorphic to (Ω,A ,P), and it is
referred to as the induced probability space of F .

In this paper, to support intuitive understanding, we assume that when dis-
cussing the distribution of functions, integrability over this distribution is main-
tained, and that the differentiation operator with respect to variables and the ex-
pectation operator with respect to the functions are interchangeable. A thorough
examination of the interchangeability between the integral and differentiation op-
erators will be left for future work.

Using this definition, we obtain an explicit expression for the expectation of f .
This expression is exemplified by using the stopping time:

Ef [T (Ξ, f)] =
∫
f

T (·, f) dPH(f) =

∫
ζ

T (·,H−1(f)) dP(ζ) = Eζ [T (·, f(·, ζ))].

In this way, we can directly calculate the expectation with respect to a probability
distribution of functions. Given that the spaces (F ,H(A ),PH) and (Ω,A ,P) are
isomorphic, we frequently interchange their notation without causing confusion.

Now, we present the problem formulation for selecting the best coefficients
of the equation (1). Given the probability space of the parameterized functions
(F ,H(A ),PH), we use the expectation of stopping time over P to measure the
efficiency of the trajectory of the equation (1) with coefficients (α, β(·), γ(·)). To
make the stopping time also be a reasonable metric of the efficiency of Algorithm
1, we add the stability condition (17), (18) and convergence condition (4) for
each f ∈ F as constraints. These constraints ensure that the sequence {xk}∞k=0

generated by Algorithm 1 with the learned coefficients converges for each f ∈ F .
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To simplify the notations used in our L2O problem, with w(t), δ(t) defined in
(4), and an integrable function satisfying Λ(x, f) ≥ ∥∇2f(x)∥, we introduce

p(x, x̄,Ξ, t, f) =

[
β(t)

√∫ 1

0

Λ((1− τ)x+ τ x̄, f) dτ −
√
γ(t)− β̇(t)

−
√
γ(t)− β̇(t)− α

t
β(t)

]
+

, (24)

q(Ξ, t) =
[
γ(t)− β̇(t)− β(t)/h

]
+
+
[
β̇(t) + αβ(t)/t− γ(t)

]
+

+
[
δ̇(t)− λtw(t)

]
+
+ [−δ(t)]+ .

(25)

Using notations (24) and (25), we set

P (Ξ, f) =

∫ T (Ξ,f)

t0

p(X(t,Ξ, f), x̄(t),Ξ, t, f) dt, Q(Ξ, f) =

∫ T (Ξ,f)

t0

q(Ξ, t) dt.

(26)
Here Ξ represents the triplet of coefficients (α, β(·), γ(·)). Using the property of
integration and notations in (26), simply setting P (Ξ, f) ≤ 0 and Q(Ξ, f) ≤ 0
ensures that the conditions (4), (17), and (18) hold almost surely in [t0, T (Ξ, f)].

The L2O problem writes

min
Ξ

Ef [T (Ξ, f)], (27a)

s.t. Ef [P (Ξ, f)] ≤ 0, (27b)

Ef [Q(Ξ, f)] ≤ 0. (27c)

Using the property of the expectation, constraints (27b) and (27c) guarantee that
P (Ξ, f) ≤ 0 and Q(Ξ, f) ≤ 0 hold almost surely for functions in F . As we have
argued, P (Ξ, f) ≤ 0 and Q(Ξ, f) ≤ 0 are sufficient to guarantee that the conver-
gence condition (4) and stability condition (17), (18) hold almost surely in interval
[t0, T (Ξ, f)]. Hence, given the integrability of (27b), (27c), these constraints ensure
that the learned ODE is convergent and can be stably discretized until it achieves
the specific suboptimality metric ε, for every function that can be sampled from
the distribution P.

In a word, the L2O problem (27) selects the best ODE by minimizing the
expectation of stopping time over a distribution of functions while keeping the
stability of the discretization using scheme (12) for every function that can be
sampled from the distribution. We argue that the constraints of the problem are
indispensable. Without the guarantee for the stability, one may achieve arbitrary
fast convergence rate in continuous time. However, this rate can not be translated
into discrete-time cases, and does not derive a practical optimization method.

3.2 Solving the L2O problem using penalty method and stochastic optimization

To solve problem (27) numerically, we parameterize β(·) as βθ1(·) and γ(·) as
γθ2(·), and collectively denote the parameters (a, θ1, θ2) as θ, the total count of all
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parameters as nθ. For instance, when β and γ are parameterized through neural
networks, θ1 and θ2 represent the trainable weights. Alternatively, one might opt
for different models, such as polynomials, for parameterization. To streamline the
notation, we substitute the symbol Ξ with θ to distinguish between models with
and without parameterization. Consequently, the mapping ψΞ, delineated in (10),
is rearticulated as ψθ. The functions P and Q, initially introduced in (26), are now
expressed as P (θ, f) and Q(θ, f), respectively.

In problem (27), both the objective function and the constraint functions are
expectations of the same probability distribution of functions f . Based on the
linearity of expectation, it is appealing to use an exact penalty method for solving
problem (27). Given the penalty parameter ρ, the ℓ1 exact penalty problem for
framework (27) writes

min
θ

Υ(θ) = Ef [T (θ, f)] + ρ (Ef [P (θ, f)] + Ef [Q(θ, f)])

= Ef [T (θ, f) + ρ (P (θ, f) +Q(θ, f))] .
(28)

We omit the ℓ1 norm of the constraints, since they are nonnegative functions. The
penalty function has an expectation form. Hence, we can solve problem (28) using
a suitable stochastic optimization method.

Before approaching the algorithm, we give the formulas for calculating the
gradients of different components of Υ(θ) directly. We implicitly assume that the
required level of smoothness is satisfied. When the parameterization is based on
neural networks, this can be achieved via using differentiable activation functions
like SoftPlus [68]. The formula for of the stopping time writes

dT

dθ
=
(
∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X) (v(T )−X − β(T )∇f(X))

)−1
∫ T

t=t0

r⊤
∂ψθ
∂θ

dt, (29)

The notation X represents the position of the trajectory at time T and v is cal-
culated through the equation (11). The function r is a solution of the following
ODE ṙ(t) = −r(t)⊤ ∂ψθ

∂s
(s(t), t) from t1 to t0,

r(t1) = (∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X),0⊤)⊤.

(30)

Applying the formula of the gradient of the stopping time and the chain rule to
(26), we have

dP (θ, f)

dθ
=

∫ T (θ,f)

t0

∂ψθ(s(t), t, f)

∂θ
w(t) +

∂p(x(t), x̄(t), θ, t, f)

∂θ
dt

+ p(x(T ), x̄(T ), θ, T, f)
dT (θ, f)

dθ
,

dQ(θ, f)

dθ
=

∫ T (θ,f)

t0

dq(θ, t)

dθ
dt+ q(θ, T )

dT (θ, f)

dθ
,

(31)

where x̄(·) is the interpolation defined in (15), w(·) is the solution of the following
differential equation

−
(
∂p(x(t),x̄(t),θ,t,f)

∂x
0n×1

)
− ∂ψθ(s(t), t, f)

∂s
w(t) = ẇ(t), w(T (θ, f)) = 02n×1. (32)
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The gradient ∂p/∂x are contingent on the estimator Λ(x, f) for the local Lipschitz
constant of ∇f . A detailed discussion is reserved for sec. 4.4.

The derivation of these formulas are postponed in sec. 4. All of them can be
computed using the automatic differentiation, which largely reduces the complex-
ity in practical implementation. We also offer a version for cases where the param-
eterized coefficients lack smoothness. This alternative is grounded in a recently
developed concept known as the conservative gradient, a generalized derivative
that accommodates the use of non-smooth activation functions in neural network
parameterization. Using conservative gradients, we can also confirm that our im-
plementation based on the automatic differentiation is reasonable and has a sound
theoretical foundation.

Given the formula for the gradients with respect to the objective function and
constraint functions, we use stochastic gradient descent to minimize the exact
ℓ1 penalty function (28). The procedure is outlined in Algorithm 2. In iteration
k, a function fk is sampled from the distribution of functions, and the sampled
penalty function is constructed. Then, the gradient is calculated, followed by a
stochastic gradient update. This algorithm could be enhanced with mini-batch
training, variance reduction, and adaptive optimization methods. For simplicity,
we implement the basic form of SGD.

Algorithm 2 Stochastic Penalty Method (StoPM) for Problem (27)

1: Input: step size for Algorithm 1: h, step size for stochastic gradient descent: η, initial
weight: θ0, penalty coefficient: ρ, a probability space of functions: (Ω,A ,P).

2: while Not(Stopping Condition) do
3: Sample a function in fk ∈ Ω according to the probability P.
4: Computing the (conservative) gradients dT

dθ
, dP
dθ

and dQ
dθ

using (29) and (31) ((43), (50),
and (48)).

5: Update the parameter: θk+1 ← θk − η
(

dT
dθ

+ ρ
(

dP
dθ

+ dQ
dθ

))
.

6: Update index: k ← k + 1.
7: end while
8: Output: the trained weight θ⋆.

We note that step 4 in Algorithm 2 allows for the use of conservative gradients
in nonsmooth cases. While the conservative gradient does not possess an explicit
formula, it can be computed through automatic differentiation. This approach,
albeit a bit indirect, is viable and practical.

4 Deriving the conservative gradient of the penalty function

In this section, our primary goal is to enhance the theoretical rigor of Algorithm
2. We utilize the conservative gradient to characterize the outputs obtained from
applying automatic differentiation to Υ(θ). This characterization becomes essen-
tial when the parameterization includes nonsmooth components such as the ReLU
and max operators, which are prevalent in neural network architectures. The con-
servative Jacobian offers a generalized approach to derivatives in scenarios where
traditional differentiability does not apply. This is particularly pertinent to both
forward and backward nonsmooth automatic differentiation techniques crucial in
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machine learning, especially within backpropagation algorithms. The parameter-
ization discussed here aligns with that introduced in sec. 3.2. For readers more
interested in the computational and implementation aspects of the algorithm, it
is sufficient to directly apply the corollaries following each theorem, as they are
intuitive and straightforward.

4.1 The conservative Jacobian of the flow X(t, θ, f)

This subsection investigates the conservative Jacobian for the flowX(t,Ξ, f), start-
ing with basic concepts in set-valued maps. The double arrow notation ⇒ used in
set-valued maps like D : Rd1 ⇒ Rd2 indicates that each element in the domain
maps to a subset of the codomain, highlighting the multi-valued aspect of these
mappings. A set-valued map is termed locally bounded if, for any x ∈ Rd1 , there
exists a neighborhood Vx such that the union

⋃
y∈Vx

D(y) remains a bounded sub-

set of Rd2 . Furthermore, such a map is graph closed if for any converging sequences
(xk)k∈N ⊆ Rd1 and (vk)k∈N ⊆ Rd2 , with vk ∈ D(xk), the limit limk→∞ vk belongs
to D(limk→∞ xk). These properties are critical in defining and understanding the
conservative Jacobian, as detailed below.

Definition 3 (Conservative Jacobian) Consider a nonempty, locally bounded,
and graph-closed set-valued map D : Rd1 ⇒ Rm×d1 , and a locally Lipschitz con-
tinuous function F : Rd1 → Rm. The map D is termed the conservative Jacobian
of F if and only if

d

dt
F (r(t)) = Aṙ(t), for all A ∈ D(r(t)),

holds for any absolutely continuous curve r : [0, 1] → Rd1 and almost every t ∈
[0, 1]. When m = 1, we refer to D as a conservative gradient.

Based on conservative Jacobian, we give the definition of path differentiability.
This concept is introduced in [18] and enables the application of the chain rule
and various calculus operations on nonsmooth functions.

Definition 4 (Path differentiability) A function F : Rd → Rm is termed
path differentiable if there exists a set-valued map D that serves as a conservative
Jacobian for F .

To investigate the relationship between the path differentiability of the vector
field and the flow in a general ODE, we consider the ordinary differential equation
for t1 ≥ t0 > 0

Ẏ (t) = F (Y (t)), Y (0) = y0, ∀t ∈ [t0, t1], (33)

where F : Rd → Rd is a path differentiable Lipschitz function and y0 ∈ Rd. Let
ϕ(y0, t) be the flow associated with (33) and DF be a uniformly bounded convex
valued conservative Jacobian of function F , i.e., supy∈Rd,J∈DF (y) ∥J∥op ≤ K for
certain K > 0. Then, the adjoint sensitivity equation of (33) based on conservative
Jacobian writes

Ȧ(t) ∈ DF (ϕ(y0, t))A(t), for almost all t ∈ [t0, t1],

A(t0) = I ∈ Rd×d.
(34)
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Since DF is uniformly bounded, the existence of the solutions of (34) is established
by [8, Theorem 4, p. 101].

Using these notations, we now present a fundamental theorem on the path
differentiability of ODE flows. For a comprehensive proof, which is both lengthy
and complex, the reader is referred to Theorem 1 of [44].

Theorem 3 (Path differentiability of ODE flows) Define the set-valued map
U : Rd × [t0, t1] → Rd×d as:

U : Rd × [t0, t1] → Rd×d,
(y0, t) ⇒ U(y0, t) := A(t), A(·) is a solution to (34).

(35)

The map y0 ⇒ U(y0, t1) constitutes a conservative Jacobian for the mapping y0 7→
ϕ(y0, t1).

This theorem demonstrates that a path differentiable vector field ensures the
path differentiability of the corresponding ODE flow. We have adapted the nota-
tion for clarity and to maintain consistency with the conventions of this paper. To
apply it in (11), we need the following projection lemma, adopted from [44], to
focus on the part of the conservative Jacobian we are interested in.

Lemma 1 (The projection preserves the conservativity) Let G(y, z) :
Rdy+dz → Rm be a path differentiable function whose conservative Jacobian is
denoted by DG : Rdy+dz → Rm×(dy+dz). Consider

ΠzD
G(y, z) := {M2 ∈ Rm×dz ,∃M1 ∈ Rm×dy , (M1,M2) ∈ DG(y, z)}.

Then, for all y ∈ Rdy , ΠzD
G(y, z) is a conservative Jacobian for the function

z 7→ G(y, z).

For clarity, we denote the conservative Jacobian of function G with respect
to (projected onto) z as DGz (y, z) = ΠzD

G(y, z). Note that we may omit some
variables when they are clear from the context. Applying Theorem 3 and Lemma
1, we confirm the path differentiability of the flow X(t, θ, f) associated with (11).
We consider the parameterized vector field ψθ in equation (11) as a mapping from
R2n+1+nθ to R2n, defined as:

ψ : (s, t, θ) 7→ ψθ(s, t).

Here, we use ψ to highlight that the parameter θ, previously considered fixed, is
now treated as a variable alongside s and t. This allows us to analyze the behavior
of the vector field as both the input variables and the parameter vary.

Theorem 4 Assume that ψ is path differentiable, its corresponding conservative
Jacobian Dψ : R2n+1+nθ ⇒ R2n×(2n+1+nθ) exists and (x(t), v(t)) is the flow of

the equation (11). Let Jψs (t) and Jψθ (t) be measurable selections such that for all

t ∈ [t0, t1], J
ψ
s (t) ∈ Dψs (x(t), v(t), t, θ) and Jψθ (t) ∈ Dψθ (x(t), v(t), t, θ) (existence

ensured by [44, Lemma 2]). Consider A(·) as the solution to the matrix differential
inclusion

Ȧ(t) = Jψs (t)A(t) + Jψθ (t),

A(t1) = 02n×nθ for all t ∈ [t0, t1].
(36)

Then, the map θ 7→ A(t0) is a conservative Jacobian of θ → s(t, s0, θ, f), where s
is the flow associated with the equation (11).
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Proof Concatenate the vector as Y (t) = (x(t), v(t), t, θ), giving the autonomous
form of (11) as Ẏ (t) = F (Y (t)) where

F (Y (t)) =

ψθ(x(t), v(t), t)1
0nθ×1

 . (37)

With ψ being path differentiable, the function F also exhibits path differentiability.
A conservative Jacobian of F writes

DF : R2n × R× Rp ⇒ R(2n+1+nθ)×(2n+1+nθ)

(x̂, v̂, t, θ) ⇒

 Js Jt Jθ
01×2n 1 01×nθ

0nθ×2n 0nθ×1 0nθ×nθ

 , ∀(Js, Jt, Jθ) ∈ Dψ.

Invoking Theorem 3, we partition the matrix A(t) appearing in the sensitivity
equation (34) as

A(t) =

A1(t) A2(t) A3(t)
A4(t) A5(t) A6(t)
A7(t) A8(t) A9(t)

 ,

where A1(t) ∈ R2n×2n, A5(t) ∈ R, A9(t) ∈ Rnθ×nθ . Combining the partition above
with the boundary condition A(t1) = I(2n+1+nθ)×(2n+1+nθ) yields

A4(t) ≡ 01×2n, A5(t) = exp(t− t1), A6(t) ≡ 01×nθ ,

A7(t) ≡ 0nθ×2n, A8(t) ≡ 0nθ×1, A9 ≡ Inθ×nθ .

The matrix differential inclusion (34) resolves to

Ȧ1(t) = Js(Y (t))A1(t), A1(t0) = I2n×2n, (38)

Ȧ2(t) = Js(Y (t))A2(t) + Jt(Y (t)) exp(t− t1), A2(t0) = 02n×1,

Ȧ3(t) = Js(Y (t))A3(t) + Jθ(Y (t)), A3(t0) = 02n×nθ , (39)

for all (Js, Jt, Jθ) ∈ Dψ, t ∈ [t0, t1].

Applying Lemma 1, we know A3 is a conservative Jacobian of θ → X(t1, θ, f).
Omitting the subscription of A3 leads to (36). ⊓⊔

Theorem 4 demonstrates that the flow s maintains the path differentiability of
the vector field ψθ and gives the form of the conservative gradient Dsθ(t, s0, θ, f).
By considering the part associated with x of Dsθ, say the first n rows, we get
DXθ (t, θ, f), the conservative gradient ofX(t, θ, f), where the influence of x0 and v0
omitted as they are fixed. Consequently, we primarily need to verify the conditions
ensuring the path differentiability of ψθ. Notably, when parameterization employs
neural networks, the vector field ψθ is almost invariably path differentiable. This
follows from the observation that each element of ψθ is derived through finite oper-
ations of addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division applied to t, ∇f(x), v,
α, and the neural networks β̇θ1 , βθ1 , and γθ2 . Assuming the path differentiability
of ∇f with respect to x, and based on the principle that the product and compo-
sition of path differentiable functions are also path differentiable, the remaining
task is to ensure the path differentiability of the parameterized β̇θ1, βθ1 , and γθ2 .
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Indeed, the path differentiability of most neural networks can be substantiated
using [18, Theorem 8].

We now give a definition of the o-minimal structures, following [24,29].

Definition 5 (o-minimal structure) An o-minimal structure is a collection
{Od}d∈N, where Od is a family of subsets of Rd such that for each d ∈ N:

1. Od contains Rd and is stable under the operations of complementation, fi-
nite union, and finite intersection, meaning that any set resulting from these
operations on elements of Op will also be a member of Op.

2. if A belongs to Od, then A× R and R×A belong to Od+1;
3. if Π: Rd+1 → Rd denotes the coordinate projection on the first d coordinates,

then for any A ∈ Od+1, we have Π(A) ∈ Od;
4. Od contains all sets of the form {x ∈ Rd : p(x) = 0}, where p is a polynomial

on Rd;
5. the elements of O1 are exactly the finite unions of intervals (possibly infinite)

and points.

The sets A belonging to Od, for some d ∈ N, are called definable in the o-minimal
structure. A set valued mapping (or a function) is said to be definable in O when-
ever its graph is definable in O. In algorithmic aspect, it has been proved in [18]
that the forward and backward automatic differentiation outputs a conservative
Jacobian for the corresponding definable function [18, Theorem 8].

A typical example of the o-minimal structures is given by semialgebraic sets.
A set A ⊆ Rd is called semialgebraic if it is a finite union of sets of the form

{x ∈ Rd : pi(x) = 0, i = 1, . . . , k; pi(x) < 0, i = k + 1, . . . ,m}, (40)

where pf are real polynomial functions and k ≥ 1. We remark that the property
3 of Definition 5 for semialgebraic sets is not trivial and can be obtained from the
Tarski-Seidenberg theorem. Another profound result by Wilkie [60] shows that
there exists an o-minimal structure that contains both the exponential function
x 7→ ex and all semialgebraic functions. According to the inverse function theorem
of definable functions appearing in Chapter 7.3 of [28], the logarithm function
x 7→ log(x) is also definable to Wilkie’s o-minimal structure. The Proposition 1.6
of [24] ensures the composition of two definable maps is definable.

Using these results, we conclude that the following functions are definable using
Wilkie’s o-minimal structure.

t 7→ t, t 7→ t2, t 7→ log(1 + exp(t)),

t 7→ max{0, t}, t 7→ tanh(t), t 7→ 1

1 + exp(−t) .

Additionally, all polynomials and functions whose domains can be segmented into
finitely many intervals, coinciding with the previously mentioned functions, are
definable. These results confirm that almost all activation functions utilized in
deep learning are definable. Consequently, [18, Theorem 8] validates the existence
of conservative fields for the parameterized ψθ within neural networks.
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4.2 The conservative gradient of the stopping time T (θ, f)

We present a characterization of the conservative gradient of the stopping time,
which is grounded in the integration by parts formula for absolutely continuous
functions.

Lemma 2 (Integration by parts) Suppose a, b : [t0, t1] → Rd are absolutely
continuous functions. We have∫ t1

t0

a(t)⊤ḃ(t) dt = a(t1)
⊤b(t1)− a(0)⊤b(0)−

∫ t1

t0

ȧ(t)⊤b(t) dt.

The proof of Lemma 2 is provided in Theorem 10 of Chapter 6 in [52]. Utilizing
this lemma in conjunction with Theorem 4, we derive the conservative gradient of
∥∇f(X(T, θ, f))∥2, which serves as a fundamental component in the characteriza-
tion of the conservative gradient of the stopping time.

Proposition 1 Adopting the notations from Theorem 4, let Dss0 and Dsθ denote
the conservative Jacobians of s(t, θ, s0, f) with respect to s0 and θ, respectively. As-
sume Jss0 : [t0, T ] → R2n×2n and Jsθ : [t0, T ] → R2n×nθ are measurable selections
satisfying Jss0(t) ∈ Dss0(t, θ, s0, f) and Jsθ (t) ∈ Dsθ(t, θ, s0, f) for all t ∈ [t0, T ]. Ac-
cording to [31, Chapter 0, Theorem 2], there exists a unique absolutely continuous
solution ω : [t0, T ] → R2n to the differential equation

ω̇(t) = −Jss0(t)ω(t),

ω(T ) = (∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X), 01×n)
⊤.

(41)

Then, an element of D∥∇f(X(T,·,f))∥2

is given by
∫ T
t=t0

ω(t)⊤Jψθ (t) dt.

Proof Consider the solution A(t) of the sensitivity equation (36) for computing the
conservative Jacobian of X(t, θ, f) in Theorem 4. For any absolutely continuous
function ω : [t0, T ] → R2n, applying Lemma 2 and the initial condition A(t0) =
02n×nθ gives∫ T

t0

ω(t)⊤Ȧ(t) dt = ω(T )⊤A(T )−
∫ T

t0

A(t)⊤ω̇(t) dt

=

∫ T

t0

ω(t)⊤Jψs (t)A(t) + ω(t)⊤Jψθ (t) dt.

Setting ω as the solution of (41) results in:

∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X)A(T ) =

∫ T

t0

ω(t)⊤Jψθ (t) dt.

Given that the product of conservative gradients maintains the conservative gra-
dient property [18, Lemma 5], the expression on the left hand side of the equation
qualifies as an element of the conservative gradient in question. This completes
the proof. ⊓⊔

The next theorem derives the conservative gradient of T (θ, f) with respect
to θ, applying the formal non-smooth implicit differentiation via the conservative
Jacobian, as detailed in [17, Theorem 2].
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Proposition 2 Let the squared gradient norm ∥∇f(X(·, ·, f))∥2 : R×Rnθ → R be
path differentiable on an open set U × V ⊂ R× Rnθ and T (θ, f) : V → U a locally
Lipschitz function such that, for each θ ∈ V

∥∇f(X(T (θ, f), θ, f))∥2 = ε2. (42)

Assume that for each θ ∈ V and for each B ∈ D
∥∇f(X(·,·,f))∥2

t (T (θ, f), θ), the
matrix B is invertible. Then, T : V → U is path differentiable, with its conservative
gradient given by:

DT (θ) := {−B−1A : ∀A ∈ D
∥∇f(X(·,·,f))∥2

θ , B ∈ D
∥∇f(X(·,·,f))∥2

t }, (43)

where D
∥∇f(X(·,·,f))∥2

θ is the conservative gradient of ∥∇f(X(T (θ, f), ·, f))∥2, as
specified by Proposition 1.

Proof Let θ(ι) : [0, 1] → U be an absolutely continuous loop. Since T is locally
Lipschitz, the composition function T ◦ θ must also be absolutely continuous.
Consequently, ∥f(X(θ(ι), T (θ(ι), f), f))∥2 is differentiable with respect to ι almost
everywhere. By differentiating it and applying the chain rule, for almost every

ι ∈ [0, 1] and for any A ∈ D
∥∇f(X(·,·,f))∥2

θ , B ∈ D
∥∇f(X(·,·,f))∥2

t , we have:

Aθ̇(ι) +B
dT

dθ
θ̇(ι) = 0. (44)

Thus, according to the definition of a conservative gradient 3, we conclude that
−B−1A is an element of the conservative gradient of T (θ, f). ⊓⊔

While the conservative gradient of T can indeed be computed using automatic
differentiation, the process is not inherently intuitive or straightforward. To fa-
cilitate a clearer grasp of the underlying theories, we give a direct derivation of
the gradient of T in smooth cases, starting with a corollary of Proposition 1. This
corollary calculates the gradient of ∥∇f(X(t1, θ, f))∥2 in smooth cases.

Corollary 1 Given ψθ is continuously differentiable with respect to θ, r ∈
C1([t0, t1],R2n) is the solution of (30), we have

∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X)
∂X

∂θ
=

∫ t1

t=t0

r⊤
∂ψθ
∂θ

dt. (45)

Proof Consider the ODE system

ds

dt
(t) = ψθ(s(t), t), t ∈ [t0, t1], s(t0) = (x⊤0 , v

⊤
0 )⊤.

For any continuously differentiable function r(t) ∈ C1([t0, t1],Rn), we have∫ t1

t=t0

r(t)⊤ ds(t) =

∫ t1

t=t0

r(t)⊤ψθ(s(t), t) dt.

Applying d/dθ to above equation and using d
dθ

d
dts(t) =

d
dt

d
dθ s(t) yields∫ t1

t=t0

r⊤ d

(
ds

dθ

)
=

∫ t1

t=t0

r⊤
(
∂ψθ
∂s

ds

dθ
+
∂ψθ
∂θ

)
dt.
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Here we omit the variables for simplicity. Integrating by parts and using the fact
that ds(t0)/dθ ≡ 0 gives

r(t1)
⊤ ds

dθ
(t1) =

∫ t1

t=t0

(
ṙ⊤ + r⊤

∂ψθ
∂s

)
ds

dθ
+ r⊤

∂ψθ
∂θ

dt. (46)

It should be noted that ds/dθ includes the term dx/dθ. To evaluate the value of
∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X)∂X/∂θ, we solve the backward ODE (30). Plugging the solution
into equation (46) gives the formula (45). ⊓⊔

Remark 4 Using the same technique in Corollary 1, we can give a direct derivation
of Theorem 4 in smooth case through choosing r(t1) = I:,i for i = 1, 2, . . . , n.

Similar to the process for deriving conservative gradients, once the gradient
of ∥∇f(X(t, θ, f))∥2 is established, the gradient of T with respect to θ can be
computed using implicit function theorem. This calculation serves as a corollary
to Proposition 2.

Corollary 2 Let T = T (θ, f) and X = X(T (θ, f), θ, f). Assuming that ψθ is
continuously differentiable with respect to θ and that ∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X)∂X∂θ is non-
zero, the gradient of T is then given by the formula (29).

Proof From the definition of the stopping time and the continuity of ∥∇f(·)∥, we
have ∥∇f(X(T (θ, f), θ, f))∥2 − ε2 ≡ 0. The implicit function theorem implies

∂∥∇f(X(t, θ, f))∥2

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=T

dT

dθ
+∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X)

∂X

∂θ
= 0. (47)

The second term can be calculated using Proposition 1. The chain rule gives

∂∥∇f(X(t, θ, f))∥2

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=T

= ∇f(X)⊤∇2f(X)
∂X

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=T

.

Using equation (11), we have

∂X

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=T

= ẋ(T ) = v(T )−X − β(T )∇f(X),

where x(t) = X(t, θ, f). Combining these results we get the formula (29). ⊓⊔

4.3 The conservative gradients of the constraint functions P (θ, f) and Q(θ, f)

In this subsection, we present the conservative gradients of P (θ, f) and Q(θ, f).
These functions can be expressed as definite integrals of the functions p(θ, t, f)
and q(θ, t) over the interval [t0, T (θ, f)]. Assuming that both p and q are path
differentiable, our results rely on a characterization of the conservative gradient
of the integral of a path differentiable function. For the sake of completeness, we
present this characterization here, while the proof can be found in [44, Theorem 2].
The notations used throughout this section are consistent with those introduced
in Theorem 3.
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Theorem 5 Let δ : Rd → R be a locally Lipschitz continuous and path differen-
tiable function. Let Dδ : Rd → Rd be a conservative gradient for δ with convex
values. For t1 > 0, set

∆(y0) =

∫ t1

t0

δ(ϕ(y0, t)) dt,

where ϕ is the flow of the equation (33). Then, given any solution of (34), denoted
by A(t), the following set valued field is a conservative gradient for ∆,

D∆ : y0 ⇒

{∫ t1

t0

A(t)⊤w(t) dt, w ∈ W(y0)

}
where W(y0) is the set of measurable selections w(t) ∈ Dδ(ϕ(y0, t)).

Based on Theorem 5, we provide the conservative gradients of P and Q, given
that the conservative gradients Dpθ and Dqθ can be readily evaluated.

Proposition 3 Assume that the function q(θ, t) is path differentiable and Jqθ (t)
is a measurable selection of the conservative gradient Dqθ(θ, t), satisfying J

q
θ (t) ∈

Dqθ(θ, t) for t ∈ [t0, T (θ, f)]. Then, the following holds:∫ T (θ,f)

t0

Jqθ (t) dt+ q(θ, T (θ, f))JTθ ∈ DQ, (48)

where DQ is the conservative gradient of Q(θ, f).

Proof The conservative gradient of Q is determined by substituting F from equa-
tion (37) into Theorem 5. Notably, since q does not involve x(t) or v(t) as variables,
this substitution leads directly to equation (48). ⊓⊔

Next, we explore the conservative gradient of P . The steps here are similar to
those in Proposition 3. However, a key difference is that p involves the estimator
Λ(x, f), with X(t, θ, f) as an input. This estimator is significant both theoreti-
cally and practically. We will discuss this term and its corresponding conservative
gradient in the next subsection and directly apply Dqx in the following proposition.

Proposition 4 Assume that the functions p(x, x̄, θ, t, f) is path differentiable,
Jpx(t) is a measurable selection of Dpx(X(t, θ, f), x̄(t), θ, t, f), JXθ (t) is a measurable
selection of DXθ (t, θ, f), and Jpθ (t) is a measurable selection of the conservative gra-
dient Dpθ(X(t, θ, f), x̄(t), θ, t, f), ω is the unique solution to the following equation

−Jps (t)− Jψs (t)ω(t) = ω̇(t), ω(T (θ, f)) = 02n×1. (49)

We have
∫ T (θ,f)

t0
Jsθ (t)

⊤Jps (t) dt = −
∫ T (θ,f)

t0
Jψθ (t)

⊤w(t) dt and

∫ T

t0

Jψθ (t)
⊤w(t) + Jpθ (t) dt+ p(X(T, θ, f), x̄(T ), θ, T, f)JTθ ∈ DP . (50)

For simplicity, we abbreviate T (θ, f) as T .
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Proof The existence of the conservative gradients of P,Q are ensured by Theorem
4 through augmenting the function F with two additional dimensions (p, q). Since
the flow inherits the path differentiability of the corresponding vector field, we must
have P,Q are path differentiable given p, q are path differentiable. Substituting the
F defined at the equation (37) in Theorem 5, the conservative gradient of P writes∫ T

t0

JXθ (t)⊤Jpx(t) + Jpθ (t) dt+ p(X(T, θ, f), x̄(T ), θ, T, f)JT ∈ DP (θ). (51)

Proposition 1 gives the method for obtaining an element JT from DT (θ). However,
a direct evaluation of JXθ (t) requires to solve a differential equation with the
variable of the size (2n + 1 + nθ) × (2n + 1 + nθ). We derive a computational
tractable way that only need solve a differential equation with size (2n+1+nθ)×1
to evaluate the integral in (51). Noticing that Jps (t) = (Jpx(t)

⊤, 0)⊤, we know

JXθ (t)⊤Jpx(t) = Jsθ (t)
⊤Jps (t)

holds for any t. We use the fact that Jsθ (t) satisfies the equation (36), say

d

dt
Jsθ (t) = Jψs (t)

⊤Jsθ (t) + Jψθ (t), Jsθ (t1) = 02n×p.

Setting t1 = T (θ, f), for any absolutely continuous function ω(t) : [t0, t1] → Rn,
we have∫ t1

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤Jps (t) dt

=

∫ t1

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤Jps (t) +

(
Jψs (t)

⊤Jsθ (t) + Jψθ (t)− Jψs (t)
⊤Jsθ (t)− Jψθ (t)

)⊤
w(t) dt

=

∫ t1

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤Jps (t) +

(
Jψs (t)

⊤Jsθ (t) + Jψθ (t)
)⊤

w(t) dt−
∫ t1

t0

(
d

dt
Jsθ (t)

)⊤
w(t) dt.

(52)
Using Lemma 2, we get∫ t1

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤Jps (t) dt

=

∫ t1

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤Jps (t) +

(
Jψs (t)

⊤Jsθ (t) + Jψθ (t)
)⊤

w(t) dt

− Jsθ (t1)w(t1) + Jsθ (t0)w(t0) +

∫ t1

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤ẇ(t) dt

=

∫ t1

t0

Jψθ (t)
⊤w(t) dt+

∫ t1

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤
(
Jps (t) + Jψs (t)w(t) + ẇ(t)

)
dt

− Jsθ (t1)w(t1) + Jsθ (t0)w(t0).

(53)

Given Jsθ (t0) = 02n×1, setting ω to the solution of (49) gives∫ T (θ,f)

t0

Jsθ (t)
⊤Jps (t) dt = −

∫ T (θ,f)

t0

Jψθ (t)
⊤w(t) dt.

Combining this conclusion with (51) completes our proof. ⊓⊔



ODE-based Learning to Optimize 25

Using Remark 4 and the same argument as Proposition 4, we get a direct
derivation of it in the smooth case. This is because the key steps (51) and (52) can
be similarly derived by replacing the conservative gradient in the argument with
the corresponding partial derivatives. The only challenge lies in deriving a smooth
version of Theorem 4, which can be addressed using the approach of Proposition
1 and the technique mentioned in Remark 4.

Corollary 3 Suppose the functions p, q, and T are differentiable with respect to
θ. Then, the gradients of P and Q are given by the equation (31).

Proof Applying the chain rule and the gradient of stopping time derived in Corol-
lary 2 gives

dP (θ, f)

dθ
=

∫ T (θ,f)

t0

∂p(x(t), x̄(t), θ, t, f)

∂x

∂X(t, θ, f)

∂θ
+
∂p(x(t), x̄(t), θ, t, f)

∂θ
dt

+ p(x(T ), x̄(T ), θ, T, f)
dT (θ, f)

dθ
,

dQ(θ, f)

dθ
=

∫ T (θ,f)

t0

dq(θ, t)

dθ
dt+ q(θ, T )

dT (θ, f)

dθ
.

Then, the equation (31) can be proved verbosely like Lemma 4. One simply needs
to replace the conservative gradient Jψs with the partial gradient ∂ψ/∂s and so
forth. ⊓⊔

4.4 Choices of the estimators Λ(x, f) for the local Lipschitz constant of ∇f

This subsection discusses the computation of Dpx(X(t, θ, f), x̄(t), θ, t, f). The fol-
lowing proposition characterizes the structure of the conservative gradient Dpx.

Proposition 5 Assume Λ: Rn → R is path differentiable. Then, an element of
the conservative gradient Dpx(X(t, θ, f), x̄(t), θ, t, f) is given by

βθ1(t)

2
√∫ 1

0
Λ((1− τ)X(t, θ, f) + τ x̄(t), f) dτ

∫ 1

0

JΛ
x (τ) dτ, (54)

where JΛ
x (τ) is a measurable selection satisfying

JΛ
x (τ) ∈ DΛ

x ((1− τ)X(t, θ, f) + τ x̄(t), f), ∀τ ∈ [0, 1].

Proof The equation (54) follows from the definition of conservative gradients and
Theorem 5. ⊓⊔

As indicated by the proposition, the main challenge lies in computing the
conservative gradient of the local Lipschitz constant estimator Λ(x, f). We provide
three choices of the estimator and derive the corresponding conservative gradients,
with each choice determined by the underlying assumptions on the function f .
We first consider the most general case: functions with local Lipschitz continuous
gradient.
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Proposition 6 Suppose f is twice differentiable and ∇2f(x) is path differentiable.
Denote Λ(x, f) = λmax(∇2f(x)) as the largest eigenvalue of f on point x. Then,
Λ(x, f) is path differentiable and

d

dη2

(
d

dη1
∇f(x+ η1z + η2z)

∣∣∣∣
η1=0

)∣∣∣∣∣
η2=0

∈ DΛ(x), (55)

where ∥z∥ = 1 and z⊤∇2f(x)z = λmax(∇2f(x)).

Proof A well known formula for the largest eigenvalue is

λmax(A) = sup
∥z∥=1

z⊤Az, for all A ∈ Sn. (56)

Using the fact that the point-wise maximum of a family of convex functions is
convex, we know λmax is convex. Furthermore, the subgradient of the supremum
function at any point is the convex hull of the gradients of those functions in the
family that attain the supremum at that point. This property gives the following
characterization of the subgradient of λmax:

∂Cλmax(A) = Dλmax(A) = co

 ⋃
z⊤Az=λmax(A)

{zz⊤}

 . (57)

This helpful formula also appears in Corollary 2.4 of [54]. Here ∂C denotes the
Clarke subdifferential as defined in Definition 10. The first equality arises from
the property of conservative gradients, as outlined in [18], where the conservative
gradient D coincides with ∂C for convex functions. Combining the equation (57)
and the chain rule for conservative gradients [18, Lemma 5], we get the following
characterization of the conservative gradient:

DΛ(x, f) :=
{
Jλmax ◦ J∇2f | Jλmax ∈ Dλmax(∇2f(x)), J∇2f ∈ D∇2f (x)

}
,

where Dλmax(∇2f(x)) = co

 ⋃
z⊤∇2f(x)z=λmax(∇2f(x))

{zz⊤}

 .
(58)

The conservative gradient for ∇2f is a tensor of the size Rn×n×n and the operator
◦ is defined as (

Jλmax ◦ J∇2f
)
k
=
〈
Jλmax , J∇2f

k

〉
, (59)

where the subscription k denotes the projection onto the k-th coordinate of x.
Next, we give a computationally tractable method to get an element of (58).

Given the definition of the conservative gradients, we have

d

dη
z⊤∇2f(x+ ηz)

∣∣∣∣
η=0

= zz⊤ ◦ J∇2f , ∀z ∈ Rn, J∇2f ∈ D∇2f (x).

Setting ∥z∥ = 1 and z⊤∇2f(x)z = λmax(∇2f(x)) gives zz⊤ ∈ Dλmax(∇2f(x)).
Hence, combining the equation above and (58) gives the equation (55). ⊓⊔
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Note that the argument in Proposition 6 remains valid when the assumptions
on f are more relaxed. Therefore, we do not repeat the derivation for the corollary
in the smooth case. Next, we demonstrate that the computational complexity of

zz⊤ ◦ J∇2f is effectively just a constant multiple of the cost of evaluating f(x).

Suppose the function f(x) is automatically differentiable and can be evaluated
with a computational complexity of O(N). According to [35], the gradient ∇f(x)
can also be computed with the same complexity, O(N), via backward differentia-
tion. Furthermore, using forward differentiation for ∇f(x+ η1z), we can compute
the directional derivative z⊤∇2f(x) for a vector z and a small perturbation η1 with
complexity O(N). This method applies equally to z⊤∇2f(x+ η2z), affirming that
the complexity for evaluating the specified equation (55) remains O(N). In cases
where the function f is not automatically differentiable, the gradient ∇f must
be calculated symbolically, but this does not change the overall computational
complexity for these operations.

Using power iteration [33] combined with forward automatic differentiation,
the eigenvector z referenced in equation (55) can be computed efficiently. The
iterative process is defined as follows:

zk+1 =
zk+1/2

∥zk+1/2∥
, zk+1/2 =

d

dη1
∇f(x+ η1zk)

∣∣∣∣
η1=0

.

In our numerical experiments, iterating this process between 6 and 10 times typi-
cally yields a sufficiently accurate eigenvector z. Thus, the computational complex-
ity remains at a manageable level of O(N), a constant multiple of the complexity
for evaluating f and its derivatives.

To enhance the computational efficiency of the framework outlined in equation
(27), we propose two alternatives for calculating the conservative gradient DΛ.
In Theorem 1, we established that x(t) remains bounded under the convergence
condition specified in equation (4). This boundedness justifies the assumption that
∇f has a global Lipschitz constant, particularly since ∇2f(x) is continuous over
the bounded set. One straightforward approach to estimating this constant is to
use ∥∇2f(x0)∥, under the assumption that the local Lipschitz constant decreases
as the iterations progress. This estimation method does not rely on the changing
values of x(t), thus simplifying the computational process. Additionally, under this
assumption, the conservative gradient Dpx consistently equals zero.

Using a global Lipschitz constant for ∇f may limit the flexibility of our frame-
work as represented in equation (27). As illustrated in Figure 2, the local Lipschitz
constant can vary significantly during iterations. This variability is crucial for en-
hancing the performance of our algorithm, and our framework (27) is designed to
capture such variations. The concept of (L0, L1)-smoothness, which has recently
gained significant attention [64], offers a useful compromise. A function is defined
as (L0, L1)-smooth if it satisfies the condition:

∥∇2f(x)∥ ≤ L1∥∇f(x)∥+ L0.

This definition can be extended to include:

∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ (L1∥∇f(x)∥+ L0)∥x− y∥, for all ∥y − x∥ ≤ 1.
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This class of functions encompasses classic L-smooth functions when L1 = 0 and
L0 is the global Lipschitz constant of ∇f . By defining Λ(x, f) = L1∥∇f(x)∥+L0

and assuming ∇f is path differentiable, we obtain:

L1
∇2f(x)J∇f

∥∇f(x)∥ ∈ DΛ(x), ∀J∇f ∈ D∇f (x).

This approach leverages first-order information to obtain higher-order informa-
tion efficiently. It significantly reduces the computational effort by simplifying the
estimation of ∥∇f(x)∥ to determining the upper bounds for constants L1 and L0.

5 Theoretical analysis

5.1 Proof of Theorem 1

This subsection explores the convergence properties of the trajectory of the ISHD.
We give a proof of Theorem 1 by constructing a Lyapunov function. This function
includes the terms ∥x(t)−x⋆∥2, ∥tβ(t)∇f(x(t))∥2, and tβ(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), x(t)−x⋆⟩,
which are rarely seen in other Lyapunov function-based proofs. We add these terms
to get a point-wise estimation of ∥ẋ(t)∥ and ∥∇f(x(t))∥.

Proof Consider the Lyapunov function

E(t) =δ(t) (f(x(t))− f⋆) +
1

2
∥λ(x(t)− x⋆) + t(ẋ(t) + κβ(t)∇f(x(t)))∥2

+ λ(1− κ)tβ(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), x(t)− x⋆⟩+
κ(1− κ)

2
∥tβ(t)∇f(x)∥2

+
λ(α− 1− λ)

2
∥x(t)− x⋆∥2.

(60)

We show that (60) is a decreasing function in the remaining part of this proof. Let
u(t) = γ(t)− κβ̇(t)− κβ(t)/t. Notice that

d

dt

(
λ(x(t)− x⋆) + t(ẋ(t) + κβ(t)∇f(x(t)))

)
= (λ+ 1− α)ẋ(t)− tu(t)∇f(x(t))− (1− κ)tβ(t)∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t).

Plugging in the formula above and expanding the inner product give

1

2

d

dt
∥λ(x(t)− x⋆) + t(ẋ(t) + κβ(t)∇f(x(t)))∥2

=− ⟨(α− 1− λ)ẋ(t) + (1− κ)tβ(t)∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t) + tu(t)∇f(x(t)),
λ(x(t)− x⋆) + t(ẋ(t) + κβ(t)∇f(x(t)))⟩

=− λ(α− 1− λ)⟨ẋ(t), x(t)− x⋆⟩ − λ(1− κ)tβ(t)⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t), x(t)− x⋆⟩

− κ(α− 1− λ)tβ(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), ẋ(t)⟩ − κt2β(t)u(t)∥∇f(x(t))∥2

− (1− κ)t2β(t)⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t), ẋ(t)⟩ − t2u(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), ẋ(t)⟩

− λtu(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), x(t)− x⋆⟩ − (α− 1− λ)t∥ẋ(t)∥2

− κ(1− κ)t2β(t)2⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t),∇f(x(t))⟩.
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Direct calculation gives λ(α−1−λ)
2

d
dt∥x(t) − x⋆∥2 = λ(α − 1 − λ)⟨x(t) − x⋆, ẋ(t)⟩

and

κ(1− κ)

2

d

dt
∥tβ(t)∇f(x)∥2

= κ(1− κ)
(
t2β(t)2⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t),∇f(x(t))⟩+ tβ(t)(β(t) + tβ̇(t))∥∇f(x(t))∥2

)
.

We also have

λ(1− κ)
d

dt
(tβ(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), x(t)− x⋆⟩)

=λ(1− κ)tβ(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), ẋ(t)⟩+ λ(1− κ)tβ(t)⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t), x(t)− x⋆⟩

+ λ(1− κ)(β(t) + tβ̇(t))⟨∇f(x(t)), x(t)− x⋆⟩.

Using these results and combining similar terms yield

d

dt
E(t) =δ̇(t)(f(x(t))− f⋆)− λtw(t)⟨∇f(x(t)), x(t)− x⋆⟩ − (α− 1− λ)t∥ẋ(t)∥2

+
(
δ(t)−

(
t2u(t) + (κ(α− 1− λ)− λ(1− κ))tβ(t)

))
⟨∇f(x(t)), ẋ(t)⟩

− κt2β(t)w(t)∥∇f(x(t))∥2 − (1− κ)t2β(t)⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t), ẋ(t)⟩.

According to (4) and ∇2f(x(t)) ⪰ 0, we have Ė(t) ≤ 0 and further

Ė(t) + (λtw(t)− δ̇(t))(f(x(t))− f⋆) + (α− 1− λ)t∥ẋ(t)∥2

+ (1− κ)t2β(t)⟨∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t), ẋ(t)⟩+ κt2β(t)w(t)∥∇f(x(t))∥2 ≤ 0.

Integrating the inequality above from t0 to t gives

E(t) +

∫ t

t0

(λsw(s)− δ̇(s))(f(x(s))− f⋆) ds+

∫ t

t0

κs2β(s)w(s)∥∇f(x(s))∥2 ds

+

∫ t

t0

(α− 1− λ)s∥ẋ(s)∥2 ds+
∫ t

t0

(1− κ)s2β(s)⟨∇2f(x(s))ẋ(s), ẋ(s)⟩ds ≤ E(t0).

(61)
The nonnegativity of E(t) and the arbitrary of t imply (6), (7), (8), and (9).
Plugging in the expression (60) to (61) gives the first two terms of (5) and ∥x(t)−
x⋆∥ ≤

√
2E(t0)/

√
λ(α− 1− λ). A direct calculation gives

∥ẋ(t)∥ ≤ 1

t

(√
2E(t0) + λ∥x(t)− x0∥

)
+ κβ(t)∥∇f(x(t))∥ ≤ O

(
1

t

)
.

Therefore, x(t) is bounded and the third term in (5) are proved, which completes
our proof. ⊓⊔

Theorem 1 ensures that the stopping time T is well-defined when β is lower
bounded. It also enlightens a way to analyze the sequence {xk}∞k=0 generated by
(12) with the help of the continuous-time trajectory, as we will show in the next
subsection.
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5.2 Proof of Theorem 2: Estimating the summation of the local truncated errors

To measure the deviation introduced at step k and the cumulative deviation at
step k between the discretization xk and the continuous-time trajectory x(tk), we
introduce two quantities before proceeding to the analysis.

Definition 6 (Local Truncated Error) Given the coefficients α, β, and γ, the
local truncated error of (12) associated with a differentiable function f using a
stepsize h is

φ(t) =

(
x(t+ h)− x(t)
v(t+ h)− v(t)

)
−h

(
v(t)− β(t)∇f(x(t))

−α
t v(t) +

(
α
t β(t) + β̇(t)− γ(t)

)
∇f(x(t))

)
. (62)

The local truncated error computes the difference between the exact solution
of the differential equation at time t + h and the approximate solution obtained
using the explicit Euler method starting at time t. As pointed by its name, it only
contains the information obtained at one step. To study how them accumulate in
the proceeding iterations, we introduce the global truncated error, the difference
between the exact solution of (11) and the approximate solution obtained using
(12).

Definition 7 (Global Truncated Error) Let x(t0) = x0, v(t0) = v0. Given the
differentiable function f , the coefficients α, β, γ, and the stepsize h, if x(t) and xk
are the solution of (11) and (12), respectively, the vector

ek =

(
rk
sk

)
=

(
x(tk)− xk
v(tk)− vk

)
(63)

is the global truncated error at time tk.

Before proceeding, we present a lemma derived from the conditions (17) and
(18), which provides an estimate for the growth rate of β(t).

Lemma 3 (Growth rate of β(t)) Under the Assumption 1 and given that the
inequalities in (17) and (18) are satisfied, we have

β(t)∥∇2f(x(t))∥ ≤ 4/h. (64)

Proof The non-negativity of α, β(·), and t ensures that γ(t) − β̇(t) − αβ(t)/t ≤
γ(t)− β̇(t). Therefore, combining (17) and (18) leads to

β(t)
√
Λ(f,X(t,Ξ, f)) ≤ 2

√
γ(t)− β̇(t) ≤ 2

√
β(t)/h.

Squaring both sides completes this proof. ⊓⊔

We are now at the position to present the analysis using a two-step procedure.
We begin our analysis of {xk}∞k=0 by investigating the local truncated error. In the
first step, we provide an enhanced estimation of the sequence {∥φ(tk)∥}∞k=0 using
Theorem 1. A byproduct of this estimation shows that under some mild conditions
the local truncated error vanishing with O(1/t) rate. In the second step, we show
that the global truncated error inherits the convergence properties of the local
truncated error under some mild conditions.
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Lemma 4 (Estimating the Summation of the Local Truncated Error)
Assume the conditions (16), (17), and (18) hold. Using the notations in Theorem
1 and the energy function defined in (60), we set

M1 = max{1 + (α+ 1)/t0, C2/h+ (1 + α/t0)(1/h+ C1), α/t0 + 1/h+ 1}, (65)

M2 = max

{√
E(t0)

2(α− 1)(α− 1− λ)t0
,

√
C3E(t0)

κ(2α− 1)
,

√
4E(t0)

(1− κ)(2α− 1)h

}
. (66)

Let tk = t0 + (k − 1)h and M3 =M1M2. Then,

∥φ(t)∥ ≤ o(1/t) and
n∑
k=0

tαk∥φ(tk)∥ ≤M3t
α−1/2
n . (67)

Proof In order to get (67), we first bound the local truncated error as follows:

∥φ(t)∥ ≤
∫ t+h

t

∫ s

t

(∥ẍ(τ)∥+ ∥v̈(τ)∥) dτ ds ≤ h

∫ t+h

t

(∥ẍ(τ)∥+ ∥v̈(τ)∥) dτ.

(68)
Using (1), the second term in (17), and the condition (16), we have the following
estimation:∫ t+h

t

∥ẍ(τ)∥ dτ ≤α
t

∫ t+h

t

∥ẋ(τ)∥dτ +

∫ t+h

t

β(τ)∥∇2f(x(τ))ẋ(τ)∥dτ

+

(
1

h
+ C1

)∫ t+h

t

∥β(τ)∇f(x(τ))∥dτ.
(69)

Invoking (12), we obtain

v̈(t) = αẋ(t)/t2−αẍ(t)/t−(γ(t)−β̇(t))∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t)−(γ̇(t)−β̈(t))∇f(x(t)). (70)

Using (69) and (70) yields∫ t+h

t

∥v̈(τ)∥ dτ ≤
∫ t+h

t

(α
τ
∥ẍ(τ)∥+ α

τ2
∥ẋ(τ)∥+ |γ̇(τ)− β̈(τ)|∥∇f(x(τ))∥

+ (γ(τ)− β̇(τ))∥∇2f(x(τ))ẋ(τ)∥
)
dτ

≤
(
C2

h
+
α

t

(
1

h
+ C1

))∫ t+h

t

∥β(τ)∇f(x(τ))∥dτ

+

(
α

t
+

1

h

)∫ t+h

t

β(τ)∥∇2f(x(τ))ẋ(τ)∥dτ

+
α(α+ 1)

t2

∫ t+h

t

∥ẋ(τ)∥dτ.

(71)

Combining (65), (68), (69), and (71) gives

∥φ(t)∥ ≤M1

∫ t+h

t

(α
t
∥ẋ(τ)∥+ ∥β(τ)∇f(x(τ))∥+ β(τ)∥∇2f(x(τ))ẋ(τ)∥

)
dτ.

(72)
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The inequalities (8) and (9) imply

√
β(t)w(t)∥∇f(x(t))∥ = o

(
1

t

)
, ∥

√
β(t)∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t)∥ = o

(
1

t

)
.

Using Lemma 3, the third inequality in (5), and the third inequality in (16), we
get ∥φ(t)∥ ≤ o(1/t), which is the first inequality in (67).

For the second inequality in (67), we transform the summation in (67) to
integral by

n∑
k=0

tαk∥φ(tk)∥

≤M1

n∑
k=0

tαk

∫ tk+1

tk

( 1

tk
∥ẋ(τ)∥+ ∥β(τ)∇f(x(τ))∥+ β(τ)∥∇2f(x(τ))ẋ(τ)∥

)
dτ

≤M1

∫ tn+1

t0

(
τα−1∥ẋ(τ)∥+ τα∥β(τ)∇f(x(τ))∥+ ταβ(τ)∥∇2f(x(τ))ẋ(τ)∥

)
dτ.

Applying the Cauchy inequality with (61) gives

∫ tn+1

t0

τα−1∥ẋ(τ)∥dτ

≤

√∫ tn+1

t0

τ2α−3 dτ

∫ tn+1

t0

τ∥ẋ(τ)∥2 dτ ≤

√
E(t0)

2(α− 1)(α− 1− λ)
tα−1
n+1 .

(73)
Lemma 3 and the equation (61) imply

∫ tn+1

t0

τα∥β(τ)∇f(x(τ))∥dτ

≤

√∫ tn+1

t0

τ2α−2 dτ

∫ tn+1

t0

τ2∥β(τ)∇f(x(τ))∥2 dτ ≤

√
C3E(t0)

κ(2α− 1)
t
α−1/2
n+1 .

(74)
Finally, using Lemma 3, β(t) ≤ C3w(t), and (61), we have

∫ tk+1

t0

ταβ(τ)∥∇2f(x(τ))ẋ(τ)∥dτ

≤

√
4

h

∫ tn+1

t0

τ2α−2 dτ

∫ tn+1

t0

τ2β(τ)∥ẋ(τ)∥2∇2f(x(τ)) dτ

≤

√
4E(t0)

(1− κ)(2α− 1)h
t
α− 1

2
n+1 .

(75)

Combining (66), (73), (74), and (75) yields (67). ⊓⊔
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5.3 Proof of Theorem 2

This subsection gives the convergence analysis of Algorithm 1. As the discretization
scheme (12) is repeatedly applied, the local truncation errors {∥φ(tk)∥}∞k=0 from
each step accumulate and interact in a complex manner, causing the global error
to grow. The contraction factor helps characterize how the local errors propagate
and interact.

Definition 8 (Contraction Factor) Let G ∈ Sn+ be an approximation matrix
of ∇2f(x(t)). Given the coefficients α, β, and γ, the contraction factor for scheme
(12) associated with at time t is

ρ(t, G) :=

∥∥∥∥( I − hβ(t)G hI

(αβ(t)/t+ β̇(t)− γ(t))G (1− αh/t)I

)∥∥∥∥ . (76)

The contraction factor establishes a relationship between the amplification of
global errors and the magnitude of local errors through a process of linearization.
A smaller contraction factor leads to a more gradual increase in global errors,
as it results in a stronger damping of local errors during their propagation. This
argument is demonstrated in sec. 7.1. Following this, we present an explicit formula
for calculating the contraction factor, grounded in the following lemma.

Lemma 5 (Root Location) Given µ, ν ∈ R and 0 < ϱ < 1, the ϱ-strong root
condition is formulated for the roots of the equation

r2 + µr + ν = 0, (77)

to lie within |r| ≤ ϱ. The condition is expressed as:

ν ≤ ϱ2, ϱµ− ϱ2 ≤ ν, −ϱµ− ϱ2 ≤ ν. (78)

Proof Based on the properties of Schur polynomials [37, Lemma 1.5], the necessary
and sufficient condition for the roots (which can be complex) of (77) to lie within
the unit circle is given by

ν ≤ 1, ν ≥ µ− 1, ν ≥ −µ− 1. (79)

Ensuring that the roots lie within the circle |r| ≤ ϱ is equivalent to the roots of
r̃2 + µ

ϱ r̃ +
ν
ϱ2 = 0 being within the unit circle, where r̃ = r

ϱ . Applying (79) to this
condition yields

ν ≤ ϱ2, ϱµ− ϱ2 ≤ ν, −ϱµ− ϱ2 ≤ ν, (80)

which is the desired result. ⊓⊔

As an application of Lemma 5, we give the explicit formula for the contraction
factor.

Proposition 7 Given the matrix G ∈ Sn+, coefficients α, β(·), and γ(·) in (76),
we denote the eigenvalues of G as λ1 ≥ . . . ≥ λn ≥ 0 and introduce

A(t, L) = h2(γ(t)−β̇(t))L, B(t, L) =
h

2
(β(t)L+α/t), C(t, L) = B(t, L)2−A(t, L).

(81)
Assuming the condition (17) holds, the contraction factor is

ρ(t, G) = max{
√
[1− 2B(t, λn) +A(t, λn)]+,B(t, λ1)− 1 +

√
[C(t, λ1)]+,

1−B(t, λ1) +
√
[C(t, λ1)]+}.

(82)
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Proof Since G is symmetric semi-positive definite, it has the decomposition G =
QΛQ⊤, where Q is orthogonal and Λ is a non-negative diagonal matrix. Using
a block diagonal matrix Diag(Q,Q) to perform the similar transform to G, it is
sufficient to consider Diag(G1, . . . , Gn) with

Gi =

(
1− hβ(t)λi h

(αβ(t)/t+ β̇(t)− γ(t))hλi 1− αh/t

)
. (83)

This fact can be derived by switching the columns and rows to form a block
diagonal matrix with 2× 2 sub-matrices.

The characteristic equation of Gi is

λ2 − (2− 2B(t, λi))λ+ 1− 2B(t, λi) +A(t, λi) = 0. (84)

Denote the spectral radius of (84) as ρi. Using Lemma 5 and elementary algebra,
ρi must satisfies

1− 2B(t, λi) +A(t, λi) ≤ ρ2i , (85)

C(t, λi) ≤ (1 + ρi −B(t, λi))
2 , (86)

C(t, λi) ≤ (1− ρi −B(t, λi))
2 . (87)

Notice that

1− 2B(t, λi) +A(t, λi) + C(t, λi) = (1−B(t, λi))
2. (88)

When C(t, λi) < 0, only (85) takes effect. We have 1−2B(t, λi)+A(t, λi) > 0 and√
1− 2B(t, λi) +A(t, λi) ≥ |1−B(t, λi)| ≥ max{1−B(t, λi), B(t, λi)− 1}. (89)

When C(t, λi) ≥ 0, we have√
1− 2B(t, λi) +A(t, λi) ≤ |1−B(t, λi)| ≤ max{1−B(t, λi), B(t, λi)− 1}. (90)

This inequality excludes the possibility of ρi ≤ 1 − B(t, L) −
√
[C(t, L)]+ and

ρi ≤ B(t, L)−1−
√

[C(t, L)]+. Combining the equations (89) and (90), the spectral
radius of Gi is

ρi = max{
√
[1− 2B(t, λi) +A(t, λi)]+,B(t, λi)− 1 +

√
[C(t, λi)]+,

1−B(t, λi) +
√
[C(t, λi)]+}.

(91)

Since γ(t)− β̇(t) ≤ β(t)/h, it is easy to verify that
√
[1− 2B(t, L) +A(t, L)]+

is an decreasing function with respect to L. Meanwhile, the derivative of B(t, L)−√
C(t, L) with respect to L is

h

2

(
β(t)− 2β(t)(β(t)L+ α/t)− 4(γ(t)− β̇(t))

2
√

4
h2C(t, L)

)

=
hβ(t)

2
√

4
h2C(t, L)

(
2

√
(β(t)L+ α/t)2 − 4(γ(t)− β̇(t))L

−
(
2(β(t)L+ α/t)− 4(γ(t)− β̇(t))/β(t)

))
.
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Elementary calculation gives

4(β(t)L+ α/t)2 − 16(γ(t)− β̇(t))L− 4
(
(β(t)L+ α/t)− 2(γ(t)− β̇(t))/β(t)

)2
= −16(γ(t)− β̇(t))L+ 16

(γ(t)− β̇(t))

β(t)
(β(t)L+ α/t)− 16

(γ(t)− β̇(t))2

β(t)2

= 16
(γ(t)− β̇(t))

β(t)2

(α
t
β(t)− (γ(t)− β̇(t))

)
≤ 0.

We have d
dL

(
B(t, L)−

√
C(t, L)

)
≤ 0. Considering the following relationships:

B(t, L)− 1 +
√
[C(t, L)]+ = 2B(t, L)− 1− (B(t, L)−

√
C(t, L)),

1−B(t, L) +
√

[C(t, L)]+ = 1− (B(t, L)−
√
C(t, L)),

we observe that the functionsB(t, L)−1+
√
[C(t, L)]+ and 1−B(t, L)+

√
[C(t, L)]+

are increasing. By using ρ(t, G) = maxi ρi and the monotonicity of each component
in (91), we derive the formula (82). ⊓⊔

A useful estimation of the contraction factor can be obtained through a more
detailed investigation of Proposition 7. We use the same notations as Proposition
7 in the following corollary.

Corollary 4 Given the condition (17), if the matrix G ∈ Sn+ satisfies

β(t)
√

∥G∥ ≤
√
γ(t)− β̇(t) +

√
γ(t)− β̇(t)− α

t
β(t), (92)

then ρ(t, G) ≤ 1− αh/(2t).

Proof The roots of C(t, L) = 0 are

L± =
−
(
α
t β(t)− 2(γ(t)− β̇(t))

)
± 2
√
(γ(t)− β̇(t))2 − α

t β(t)(γ(t)− β̇(t))

β(t)2

=


√
γ(t)− β̇(t)±

√
γ(t)− β̇(t)− α

t β(t)

β(t)


2

.

When L− ≤ λ1 ≤ L+, we know C(t, λ1) ≤ 0. Hence, the formula (89) implies

1−B(t, λ1) +
√

[C(t, λ1)]+ ≤
√
1− 2B(t, λ1) +A(t, λ1)

≤
√
1− 2B(t, λn) +A(t, λn).

When L ≤ L−, we have C(t, L) ≥ 0. The monotonicity of B(t, L) −
√
C(t, L)

implies

B(t, L)− 1 +
√
C(t, L) ≤ B(t, L−)− 1 +

√
C(t, L−)

=
√

1− 2B(t, L−) +A(t, L−)

≤
√

1− 2B(t, λn) +A(t, λn),
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where the last inequality comes from λn ≤ λ1 ≤ L− and the monotonicity of√
1− 2B(t, L) +A(t, L).
Combining these results, we know λ1 ≤ L+ ensures that

ρ(t, G) ≤
√

1− 2B(t, λn) +A(t, λn) ≤ 1− αh

2t
.

The second inequality comes from 0 ≤ λn, γ(t)− β̇(t) ≤ β(t)/h, and
√
1− αh/t ≤

1− αh/2t. Simplifying λ1 ≤ L+ gives the equation (92). ⊓⊔

Next, we give the proof of Theorem 2 by analyzing the propagation of the
global truncated error.

Proof To investigate the global truncated error, we consider the relationship be-
tween it and the local truncated errors. Subtracting (62) with (12) at time tk and
using the definition (63) yield(

rk+1

sk+1

)
=

(
I − hβ(tk)G hI

(αβ(tk)/tk + β̇(tk)− γ(tk))G (1− αh/tk)I

)(
rk
sk

)
+ hφ(tk), (93)

where G =
∫ 1

0
∇2f(x(tk) + τrk) dτ . Our proof is based on the error propagation

equation (93). Denote ρ(tk) = ρ(tk, G) with G =
∫ 1

0
∇2f(x(tk) + τrk) dτ . We

enhance the theorem and prove the following conclusions for each k:

ρ(tk) ≤ 1− αh

2tk
, ∥ek∥ ≤ M3√

tk
, and f(xk)− f⋆ ≤ O

(
1

k

)
. (94)

The constantM3 come from Lemma 4. To facilitate our presentation, we designate
the first inequality in (94) with index k as H0(k), and the second as H1(k). We
employ a mathematical induction on k to demonstrate the theorem.

We begin by confirming the base case when k = 0. The restriction on α, β(t0),
and γ(t0) ensures ρ(t0) ≤ 1 − αh/(2t0). Since, x(t0) = x0, v(t0) = v0, we have
∥e0∥ = 0. These results guarantee that both propositions H0(0) and H1(0) are
satisfied.

Assume as our induction hypothesis that both H0(l) and H1(l) are valid for
all indices less than or equal to k. We will now prove that they remain true for
the index k + 1. For k ≤ K, a useful estimation of

∏K
l=k ρ(tl) is

K∏
l=k

ρ(tl) = exp

(
K∑
l=k

ln (ρ(tl)− 1 + 1)

)
≤ exp

(
K∑
l=k

(ρ(tl)− 1)

)

≤ exp

(
−

K∑
l=k

αh

2tl

)
≤ exp

(
−α
2

∫ tK+1

tk

1

t
dt

)
=

(
tk

tK+1

)α/2
.

(95)

We first prove that H1(k + 1) holds. Applying (93) successively, we have

∥en+1∥ ≤
(
1− αh

2tk

)
∥ek∥+ ∥φ(tk)∥

≤
n∏
k=0

(1− ρ(tk))∥e0∥+ ∥φ(tn)∥+
n−1∑
k=0

n∏
j=k+1

(1− ρ(tj))∥φ(tk)∥

≤
n∑
k=0

(
tk+1

tn+1

)α/2
∥φ(tk)∥ ≤M3

1√
tn+1

.
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The last inequality are derived from Lemma 4.
For H0(k + 1), we note that the condition (18) ensures that

β(t)

√∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

∇2f(x(tk) + τrk) dτ

∥∥∥∥ ≤ β(t)

√∫ 1

0

Λ(X(tk,Ξ, f) + τ x̄(tk,Ξ, f), f) dτ

≤
√
γ(t)− β̇(t) +

√
γ(t)− β̇(t)− α

t
β(t).

Using Corollary 4, we get ρ(tn+1) ≤ 1/(2tn+1).
Combining these results, we know H0(k) and H1(k) hold for all k. The function

value minimization rate is

f(xk)− f⋆ ≤|f(xk)− f(x(tk))|+ |f(x(tk))− f⋆|

≤∥∇f(x(tk))∥∥ek∥+
1

2

∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

∇2f(x(tk) + τek) dτ

∥∥∥∥ ∥ek∥2 + E(t0)

t2kw(tk)
,

(96)
which means the convergence rate is at least O(1/k). ⊓⊔

Using the same assumptions and notations as in Theorem 2, we present a simplified
version of the stability condition under the Lipschitz continuity of the Hessian
matrix.

Corollary 5 Suppose the Hessian matrix satisfies the Lipschitz continuity condi-
tion

∥∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)∥ ≤ LH∥x− y∥.

Using the same notations and conditions as in Theorem 2, but replacing the con-
dition (18) with the simplified condition (19), we obtain that f(xk)−f⋆ ≤ O(1/k).

Proof We use the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2. The parts besides
H0(k+ 1) can be proven verbosely as Theorem 2. For H0(k+ 1), assuming H1(k)
holds, the Hessian continuity and the condition (19) implies

β(t)

√∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

∇2f(x(tk) + τrk) dτ

∥∥∥∥
≤ β(t)

√
∇2f(x(tk)) +

LT
2

∥rk∥ ≤ β(t)

√
Λ(X(tk),Ξ, f) +

LTM3

2
√
tk

≤
√
γ(t)− β̇(t) +

√
γ(t)− β̇(t)− α

t
β(t).

The second inequality follows from H1(k). Corollary 4 establishes H0(k + 1). ⊓⊔

The convergence rate given in Theorem 2 is only O(1/k) rather than the ac-
celerated rate O(1/k2). The reason is that our technique in the proof makes the
discretization error accumulates and eventually gives a slow convergence rate. How-
ever, the flexibility of the coefficients make it suitable for deriving a large range
of optimization methods. We also show that the empirical performance of (12) is
comparable to and can even be better than the discretized scheme with O(1/k2)
rate in theory after some tuning of the coefficients.
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5.4 Convergence analysis of Algorithm 2

Before presenting the main result, we first give several useful definitions.

Definition 9 (Clarke directional derivative) Let κ be Lipschitz continuous
near θ̄. The Clarke directional derivative of κ at θ̄ along a nonzero vector ϑ is
given by

κ◦(θ̄;ϑ) ≜ lim sup
θ→θ̄
τ↓0

κ(θ + τϑ)− κ(θ)
τ

. (97)

Based on Definition 9, we define the Clarke subdifferential.

Definition 10 (Clarke subdifferential) For a function κ that is Lipschitz con-
tinuous near θ, the Clarke subdifferential of κ at θ is given by

∂κ(θ) ≜
{
a ∈ Rdθ : κ◦(θ;ϑ) ≥ a⊤ϑ, ∀ϑ ∈ Rdθ

}
.

Another definition of the Clarke subdifferential is

∂κ(θ) = co
{
ϑ ∈ Rdθ : ∃ {θn}n∈N ⊂ domκ, s.t. (θn,∇κ (θn)) → (θ, ϑ)

}
.

For the proof of the equivalence, one may refer to [23, Theorem 2.5.1]. Using the
Clarke subdifferential, we define the Clarke stationarity. Besides, we also define
the D-stationarity using conservative gradient.

Definition 11 (Clarke stationary point) θ is a Clarke stationary point of κ
if 0 ∈ ∂κ(θ).

Definition 12 (D-stationary point) θ is aD-stationary point of κ if 0 ∈ Dκ(θ).

We apply Definition 9 and get the following criterion for Clarke stationary
point based on Clarke directional derivative.

Proposition 8 (Criterion of Clarke stationary point) θ is a Clarke station-
ary point of κ if and only if κ◦(θ;ϑ) ≥ 0 for all ϑ ∈ Rdθ .

After addressing these preliminaries, we begin our proof, which is divided into
two parts. In the first part, we establish a condition that ensures the feasibility of
each stationary point of the penalty function (28). Within the context of the prob-
ability space for parameterized functions (F ,H(A ),PH), we define the residual
function as:

R(θ) = Ef [P (X(T (θ, f), θ, T (θ, f), f))] + Ef [Q(θ, T (θ, f))] .

This function quantifies the violation of constraints. The feasible set is defined by
the equation:

S = {θ | R(θ) ≤ 0}. (98)

With these notations, we proceed to introduce the sufficient decrease condition
based on Clarke directional derivatives.
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Assumption 2 (Uniform sufficient decrease condition) For each infeasible
point θ ∈ Rdθ , i.e. θ /∈ S, there exists a nonzero vector ϑ, such that R◦(θ;ϑ) ≤
−c∥ϑ∥. Here the constant c is uniform uniform across all θ.

This condition is crucial for ensuring the effectiveness of the penalty function
method as noted in the literature [13,26]. It guarantees that for every infeasible
point, there is a direction in which the point can move toward the feasible set. This
intuitive notion ensures that the solutions generated by Algorithm 2 are feasible.
We now formally demonstrates that the sufficient decrease condition effectively
precludes any infeasible stationary points.

Theorem 6 Suppose Ef [T (θ, f)] is globally Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz
constant LT . Let Assumption 2 hold. Given the penalty parameter ρ > LT /c, any
infeasible point of the penalty function (28) can not be a D-stationary point.

Proof Rewrite the penalty function as Υ(θ) = Ef [T (θ, f)] + ρR(θ). For any infea-
sible point θ, using Assumption 2, there must exists a direction ϑ, such that

Υ◦(θ;ϑ) = Ef [T (·, f)]◦(θ;ϑ) + ρR◦(θ, ϑ) ≤ LT ∥ϑ∥ − cρ∥ϑ∥ < 0.

Invoking proposition 8, the criteria of Clarke stationary point, we know θ cannot
be a Clarke stationary point of Υ. Meanwhile, according to [18, Corollary 1], Clarke
subdifferential is a minimal conservative gradient. For any conservative gradient
DΥ of Υ, we have ∂Υ ⊂ DΥ. Hence, θ can not be a D-stationary point of Υ. ⊓⊔

Next, we show that Algorithm 2 converges a D-stationary point of the penalty
function (28). We take the viewpoint of differential inclusion and utilize some fun-
damental results in this field [27,16]. Consider the following differential inclusion

dθ(t)

dt
= −DΥ(θ(t)), for a.e. t ≥ t0. (99)

Then, the update scheme in Algorithm 2 can be viewed as a noisy discretization
of the differential inclusion (99)

θk+1 = θk − ηk(ϱk + ξk), ϱk ∈ DΥ(θk). (100)

The existence and uniqueness of solutions to equation (99) are established in [8].
The following lemma, also found in [27] but presented here using the conventions
of conservative gradients, guarantees a descent property for Υ(ζ(t)) when ζ is a
trajectory of (99) with G = DΥ. This property directly stems from the outer-
semicontinuity of the conservative gradient.

Lemma 6 Set G = DΥ in (99). Then the differential inclusion (99) satisfies the
descent property: For any trajectory ζ : R+ → Rd of the differential inclusion (99)
where 0 /∈ G(ζ(0)), there exists a real t1 > 0 such that

κ(ζ(t1)) < sup
t∈[0,t1]

κ(ζ(t)) ≤ κ(ζ(0)).
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Proof We first verify the outer-semicontinuity of DΥ. Employing the definition
from [51, sec. 5B], the outer limit of a mapping S is

lim sup
θ→θ̄

S(θ) :=
⋃
θν→θ̄

lim sup
ν→∞

S (θν) =
{
u | ∃θν → θ̄,∃uν → u with uν ∈ S (θν)

}
.

A set-valued mapping S is outer-semicontinuous (osc) at θ̄ if lim supθ→θ̄ S(θ) ⊂
S(θ̄). The graph-closed property ensures that the conservative gradient DΥ is
outer-semicontinuous.

Suppose ζ is a solution of the differential inclusion (99) with G = DΥ and
0 /∈ DΥ(ζ(0)), the outer-semicontinuity of DΥ guarantees that there exist δ > 0
and t1 > 0, such that

∥DΥ(ζ(t))∥ := min
ϱ∈DΥ(ζ(t))

∥ϱ∥ ≥ δ, for all t ∈ [0, t1].

Using the fact ∥ζ̇(t)∥ = ∥DΥ(ζ(t))∥ [27, Lemma 5.2] and the chain rule for con-
servative gradient we get

dΥ(ζ(t))

dt
= ⟨ϱ, ζ̇(t)⟩ = −∥ζ̇(t)∥2 = −∥DΥ(ζ(t))∥2, ϱ ∈ DΥ(ζ(t)) a.e..

Combining both results we get the descent property. ⊓⊔

To derive a convergence guarantee for Algorithm 2, we make the following
assumptions of (100).

Assumption 3 (Assumptions of the SGD)

1. The step sizes {ηk}k≥1 satisfy

ηk ≥ 0,
∞∑
k=1

ηk = ∞, and
∞∑
k=1

η2k <∞.

2. Almost surely, the iterates {θk}k≥1 are bounded, i.e., supk≥1 ∥θk∥ <∞.
3. {ξk}k≥1 is a uniformly bounded difference martingale sequence with respect to

the increasing σ-fields

Fk = σ(θj , ϱj , ξj : j ≤ k).

In other words, there exists a constant Mξ > 0 such that

E[ξk | Fk] = 0 and E[∥ξk∥2 | Fk] ≤Mξ for all k ≥ 1.

4. The complementary of {Υ(θ) | 0 ∈ DΥ(θ)} is dense in R.

Assumption 3 (4) is a technical assumption termed the weak Sard property.
It is necessary since there exist a famous counter example [58]. Using [27, Lemma
4.1], we know Assumption 3 (1-3) implies [27, Assumption A] almost surely. One
difference is that they assume there exists a function κ that bounded on bounded
sets such that

E[∥ξk∥2 | Fk] ≤ κ(θk).

Given the boundedness of {θk}, we know that this equals to Assumption 3 (3).
We are now at the position to give the convergence result for Algorithm 2.
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Theorem 7 (Convergence guarantee for Algorithm 2) Suppose Assumption
2 and 3 hold, Ef [T (θ, f)] is local Lipschitz smooth, and {θk}k≥1 is generated by
Algorithm 2. Then almost surely, every limit point θ⋆ of {θk}k≥1 satisfies θ⋆ ∈ S,
0 ∈ DΥ(θ⋆) and the sequence {Υ(θk)}k≥1 converges.

Proof When Assumption 3 (1-3) hold, using our comment we know that [27, As-
sumption A] holds almost surely. Invoking Assumption 3 (4) and Lemma 6, we
know Assumption [27, Assumption B] holds. Then, applying [27, Theorem 3.2],
we get 0 ∈ DΥ(θ⋆) and the convergence of {Υ(θk)}k≥1.

Assumption 3 (2) and the local Lipschitz smoothness of Ef [T (θ, f)] justify
treating Ef [T (θ, f)] as globally Lipschitz smooth. By integrating this observation
with Assumption 2, we invoke Theorem 6 to eliminate the possibility of any infea-
sible points being stationary. This line of reasoning ensures that all limiting points
must be feasible, that is, θ⋆ ∈ S, thereby completing the proof. ⊓⊔

To conclude this section, we note that it’s possible to establish a connection
between the stationary points obtained using finite sample approximations and
the true stationary points at the population level. Specifically, as the number
of samples increases indefinitely, the limit points of the finite-sample stationary
points converge to the population-level stationary points. For a detailed discussion
of this result, one can refer to Proposition 17 in [25].

6 Numerical results on the training process

This section presents the results obtained from running Algorithm 2 and veri-
fies Theorem 7 through numerical experiments. We provide a detailed description
of the dataset, the approach used to construct the training problems, and the
implementation details of the training process. The numerical experiments were
implemented using the PyTorch platform on a Lenovo workstation equipped with
an Intel i9 processor, 64 GB of RAM, and an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU, running
the Windows Subsystem for Linux.

6.1 Methodology for constructing minimization problems

In this subsection, we describe the methods used to construct the minimization
problems referenced in (14). Given a dataset Σ, in k-th iteration of Algorithm
2, we draw finite instances from Σ and construct the set Dk. Then, the function
fk := fDk

is constructed and can be used in Algorithm 2.
We test Algorithm 2 in two type minimization problems. Consider a finite set

of instances, D , consisting of data pairs {ai, bi} ∈ Rn × {0, 1}, i ∈ [|D |]. The first
type of minimization problem is a logistic regression problem defined by:

min
x∈Rn

fD(x) =
1

|D |
∑

(ai,bi)∈D

log(1 + exp(−bi⟨ai, x⟩)),

Let σ(t) = 1
1+exp(−t) belong to the interval (0,1). The Hessian matrix of fD is

given by:

∇2fD(x) =
1

|D |
∑

(ai,bi)∈D

b2i aia
⊤
i σ(bi⟨ai, x⟩)(1− σ(bi⟨ai, x⟩)).



42 Zhonglin Xie et al.

Let A = (a1, . . . , a|D|). The Lipschitz constant of ∇fD is bounded by L =

∥AA⊤∥/|D |.
Given an even integer p ≥ 4, the second type of minimization problem is the

ℓpp minimization, defined as follows:

min
x∈Rn

fD(x) =
1

|D |
∑

(ai,bi)∈D

1

p
(⟨ai, x⟩ − bi)

p.

The Hessian matrix of fD is expressed as:

∇2fD(x) =
1

|D |
∑

(ai,bi)∈D

(p− 1)(⟨ai, x⟩ − bi)
p−2aia

⊤
i .

As (⟨ai, x⟩−bi)p−2 is unbounded for each i, the Lipschitz constant for ∇fD cannot
be globally bounded.

6.2 Datasets for constructing minimization problems

The datasets used in our experiments are summarized in Table 1. In this table,
n,Ntrain, and Ntest represent the dimension of the variable, the number of in-
stances in the training dataset, and the number of instances in the test dataset,
respectively.

Table 1: A summary of the datasets used in experiments.

Dataset n Ntrain Ntest Separable References
a5a 123 6, 414 26, 147 No [30]
w3a 300 4, 912 44, 837 No [50]

mushrooms 112 3, 200 4, 924 Yes [30]
covtype 54 102, 400 478, 612 No [30]
phishing 68 8, 192 2, 863 No [30]
separable 101 20, 480 20, 480 Yes [61]

All the datasets are designed for binary classification problems, and down-
loaded from the LIBSVM data, except the separable dataset. We construct the
separable dataset using the code snippet downloaded from [61]. They are gener-
ated by sampling 10240 instances from N (µ, Id) with label bi = 1 and N (µ+ν, Id)
with label bi = 0, respectively. Here, Id ∈ Rd×d denotes the identity matrix. Each
element of the vector µ ∈ Rd is sampled from {0, 1, . . . , 19} uniformly, while the
elements of the margin vector ν are drawn from {0, 0.1, . . . , 0.9} uniformly.

For each dataset, the label of each sample belongs to {0, 1}. The value of each
attribute are normalized to [−1, 1] by dividing the data-matrix (a1, a2, . . . , aN )
with the max absolute value of each attribute. The training and testing sets are
pre-specified for a5a and w3a. For datasets that do not specify the testing set and
training set, we divide them manually.

https://www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/~cjlin/libsvmtools/datasets/
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6.3 Verifying the (L0, L1)-smoothness assumption

Both the objective function used in logistic regression and the ℓpp minimization
problem exhibit (L0, L1)-smoothness. This characteristic remains consistent across
various datasets, with the constants L0 and L1 depending on the specific dataset
D . To illustrate this, we applied four different algorithms to two datasets, the
details of which will be provided in subsection 7.2. Each algorithm was executed
for 300 steps, and every 30 steps, we plotted the point (∥∇f(xk)∥,Λ(xk, f)) on
a log-log scale scatter plot. Despite the diversity in the methods used, all points
aligned along the same line, underscoring the (L0, L1)-smoothness as an intrinsic
property of the function fD . Figure 2 shows a pronounced decline in Λ(xk, f)
corresponding to decreases in ∥∇f(xk)∥, confirming the arguments in sec. 4.4.
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Fig. 2: Numerical verification of the (L0, L1)-smoothness.

6.4 Implementation details and the training process

Let σ(·) represent applying the SoftPlus function element-wise, i.e., [σ(x)]i =
log(1+exp(20xi))/20. Given the dimension of the hidden state dh, we parameterize
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β and γ as follows:

βθ1(t) =W⊤
3 σ(W2σ(W1t+ b1)+ b2)+ b3, γθ2(t) = V ⊤

3 σ(V2σ(V1t+ c1)+ c2)+ c3,

where W1, V1,W3, V3, b1, c1, b2, c2 ∈ Rdh ,W2, V2 ∈ Rdh×dh and b3, c3 ∈ R. In
this context, the SoftPlus function ensures the differentiability of βθ1 and γθ2
with respect to t. We define Λ(x, f) := λmax(∇2f(x)) to leverage the variabil-
ity of the local Lipschitz constant of ∇f . To control the computational com-
plexity for evaluating Λ(x, f), we combine the power iteration with the forward
automatic differentiation. We initiate the algorithm with a randomly generated
vector u0. In each iteration, zk+1 is computed successively using the formula
zk+1 = ∇2f(x)zk/∥∇2f(x)zk∥. The algorithm terminates when either the Eu-
clidean norm of the difference between two successive iterations is less than or
equal to 10−6, i.e., ∥zk+1 − zk∥ ≤ 10−6, or the number of iterations reaches or
exceeds 10, i.e., k ≥ 10. The output of the algorithm is denoted as u⋆. We restore
it for the backpropagation and use the approximation Λ(x, f) ≈ u⊤⋆ ∇2f(x)u⋆. The
penalty terms P and Q can be calculated by augmenting (11) as

(ṡ(t), Ṗ , Q̇) = (ψθ(s(t), t), p(t, f, θ), q(t, f, θ)) .

Integrating this system from t0 to T (f, θ) gives the value of P and Q. The pack-
age torchdiffeq implemented using PyTroch provides the implementation of the
adjoint sensitivity method. We integrate it with our implementation of the back-
propagation of T (θ, f) and Λ(x, f). This combination enables the automatic dif-
ferentiation through Υ(θ).

The initial point is chosen as x0 = x1 = 1/n − ∇fD(1/n)/L, and v0 =
x0 + β(t0)∇f(x0). All elements of the n-dimensional vector 1 are equal to 1.
We set h = 0.04, t0 = 1, and L = min{∥A⊤A∥/N, 4Λ(1/n, fD)}. Here L is a tight
estimate of the Lipschitz constant of ∇fD . For each dataset, the stopping crite-
rion is ∥∇f(x)∥ = ε with ε = 3 × 10−4, and the penalty coefficient ρ of (28) is
0.1. We adopt the SGD optimizer in PyTorch with the learning rate 0.001 and the
momentum 0.9. The number of epochs is nepoch = 60. We initialize the coefficient
functions as α = 6, β(t) = (4 − 2αh/t)/L, and γ(t) = β(t)/h. In k-th step of Al-
gorithm 2, we construct a problem fk := fDk

by sampling nsp = 10240 instances
from the training dataset for mushrooms dataset and nsp = 1024 instances for
other datasets. Then, we perform one step of the Algorithm 2 to update θ.

Figure 3 illustrates the training process, where logistic mushrooms signifies
logistic regression on the mushrooms dataset, lpp mushrooms refers to ℓpp minimiza-
tion on the same dataset, and so forth. The training loss is decomposed into the
stopping time and penalty term. The subfigures within Figure 3 clearly demon-
strate a decrease in both constraint violation and stopping time across all exper-
iments. This aligns with Theorem 7, confirming that Algorithm 2 converges to a
feasible D-stationary point of problem (27).

7 Numerical results on the testing process

In this section, we present a series of numerical experiments to illustrate the ad-
vantages of our L2O framework (27). We will demonstrate that by discretizing the
learned ODE, our approach achieves acceleration compared to baseline methods.
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(a) Stopping time on logistic regression
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(b) Penalty on logistic regression
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(c) Stopping time on ℓpp minimization
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(d) Penalty on ℓpp minimization

Fig. 3: The training process in different tasks.

7.1 Effects of the contraction factor and the relay EIGAC

In this subsection, we investigate the effects of the contraction factor using the
lpp a5a problem. A relay strategy for EIGAC is proposed to generalize the learned
EIGAC to unseen scenarios while maintaining convergence. The parameterized
ODE is trained for 80 epochs using Algorithm 2. As shown in Figure 4, the perfor-
mance of the learning-based method is compared with different training epochs on
the same lpp a5a testing problem. The corresponding contraction factor at each
step is plotted with the following legend descriptions:

• default represents the EIGAC method with initial coefficients α = 6, β(t) =
(4/h− 2α/t) /L, and β(t) = hγ(t), where L = min

{
∥A⊤A∥/N, 4Λ (1/n, f)

}
;

• epoch 10 represents the EIGAC method with coefficients trained for 10 epochs,
and similarly for epoch 80;

• relay combines the coefficients trained for 80 epochs with a safeguard strat-
egy to extrapolate the method to untrained scenarios. When ∥∇f(xk)∥ ≥
5∥∇f(x0)∥ and ∥∇f(xk)∥ < 3 × 10−4, the coefficients γ(t) are replaced with
(4/h− 2α/t) /Λ(xk, f) and β(t) = hγ(t).

Here the estimator is chosen as Λ(x, f) = λmax(∇2f(x)). Besides the gradient
norm, we also provide the figures of the contraction factor ρk = ρ(tk, Gk), the

determination Ck = C(tk, ∥Gk∥), and Bk = B(tk, ∥Gk∥) with Gk =
∫ 1

0
∇2f((1 −

τ)x(tk) + τxk) dτ . The functions B,C are defined in Proposition 7.
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Fig. 4: Different indicators of ℓpp minimization problem on a5a dataset.

The results demonstrate that the contraction factor is a reliable predictor for
the behavior of the sequence {xk}∞k=0 generated by Algorithm 1, supporting the
intuition behind the proof of Theorem 2. Despite initial oscillations, the default

method does not diverge, as the contraction factor remains strictly less than 1.

The epoch 10method, trained for 10 epochs, converges faster than the default
method but diverges quickly after reaching a threshold ∥∇f(x)∥ = 3× 10−5. This
divergence occurs because its contraction factor is greater than 1 after 330 itera-
tions, leading to an exponential accumulation of the global truncated error. The
epoch 80 method, which converges even faster, also faces divergence. However,
the divergence patterns differ: the contraction factor for the epoch 10 method
increases gradually above 1, causing a gradual divergence with oscillation. In con-
trast, the epoch 80 method diverges rapidly due to Ck becoming greater than 0,
forcing max{Bk − 1, 1 − Bk} to quickly increase the contraction factor far above
1, leading to immediate divergence without gradual error accumulation.

The relay method remains stable after the epoch 80 method diverges. This is
due to the relay strategy, which reduces the contraction factor to below 1, main-
taining stability. Upon detecting divergence, relay is applied to the coefficients,
resulting in a quick decrease in Ck to ensure it stays below 0. This relay strategy
method will be applied for comparison with other methods.
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7.2 Compared methods

In testing process, we adopt the same implementation details and convention used
in the training process 6.4. Suppose the minimization problem used for testing is
constructed from the set D . we set L = min{∥A⊤A∥/N, 4Λ(1/n, fD)}, x0 = x1 =
1/n−∇fD(1/n)/L, and v0 = x0 + β(t0)∇fD(x0). The compared methods in our
experiments are listed below, where we abbreviate the fD as f for simplicity.

• GD. The vanilla gradient descent GD is the standard method in optimization.
We set the stepsize as s = 1/L and perform xk+1 = xk − s∇f(xk) in each
iteration.

• NAG. Nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent method NAG is a milestone of
the acceleration methods. We employ the version for convex functions

yk+1 = xk − s∇f(xk), xk+1 = yk+1 +
k − 1

k + 2
(yk+1 − yk),

where the stepsize is chosen as s = 1/L.
• IGAHD. Inertial gradient algorithm with Hessian-driven damping. This

method is obtained by applying a NAG inspired time discretization of

ẍ(t) +
α

t
ẋ(t) + β∇2f(x(t))ẋ(t) +

(
1 +

β

t

)
∇f(x(t)) = 0. (101)

Let s = 1/L. In each iteration, setting αk = 1− α/k, the method performsyk = xk + αk (xk − xk−1)− β
√
s (∇f (xk)−∇f (xk−1))−

β
√
s

k
∇f (xk−1) ,

xk+1 = yk − s∇f (yk) .
(102)

In [5], it has been show that IGAHD owns O(1/k2) convergence rate when 0 ≤
β < 2/

√
s and s ≤ 1/L. Its performance may not coincide with NAG due to the

existence of the gradient correction term. In our experiments, IGAHD serves
as a baseline of the optimization methods derived from the ODE viewpoint
without learning.

• EIGAC. Explicit inertial gradient algorithm with correction, i.e. Algorithm
1. We provide two versions of EIGAC with default coefficients as described
in sec. 7.1 and the coefficients learned by Algorithm 2. The numerical experi-
ments effectively show that the EIGAC with default coefficients are sufficient
to converge and the performance is comparable with NAG, while EIGAC with
learned coefficients is superior over other methods.

7.3 Exemplary cases

To get a detailed observation of the behavior of each method, we show the per-
formance of them in exemplary cases. For each problem, we generate one testing
minimization problem using the method described in sec. 6.1.

In Figures 5 and 6, the gradient norm versus the number of iterations for
logistic regression and ℓpp minimization are plotted, respectively. To emphasize the
improvement obtained from the training process, these methods are terminated
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when the gradient norm is smaller than 3 × 10−4 or the number of iterations is
larger than 300. The threshold 3 × 10−4 is plotted using a red dash line. In the
hard cases lpp phishing and logistic phishing, EIGAC also saves at least half
of the iterations. These exemplary cases suggest that EIGAC is general enough
and has strong potential to be used in practice.
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Fig. 5: Comparison on logistic regression.

Figure 7 presents the function value versus the number of iterations of four
different minimization problems. In these problems, we do not terminate the meth-
ods and show how our relay strategy helps stabilize the behavior of relay EIGAC.
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Fig. 6: Comparison on ℓpp Minimization.

The results demonstrate that EIGAC surpasses other methods, even in the stage
that not specifically trained for it. In the easiest case logistic phishing, EIGAC
achieves the optimal value much faster than others. In Figure 7c, after achieving
the optimal value, EIGAC does not diverge and oscillate. This shows the effective-
ness of our relay strategy.



50 Zhonglin Xie et al.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
iteration

10 1

f(x
)

GD
NAG
IGAHD
EIGAC(default)
EIGAC

(a) Logistic regression on phishing

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
iteration

f(x
)

GD
NAG
IGAHD
EIGAC(default)
EIGAC

(b) Logistic regression on covtype

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
iteration

10 2

f(x
)

GD
NAG
IGAHD
EIGAC(default)
EIGAC

(c) ℓpp minimization on phishing

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
iteration

f(x
)

GD
NAG
IGAHD
EIGAC(default)
EIGAC

(d) ℓpp minimization on covtype

Fig. 7: Comparison on logistic regression.

7.4 Averaged statistics

In this subsection, we randomly generate 100 testing minimization problems, de-
noted as Ftest = {fi}100i=1, for each type of minimization problem using different
datasets. The construction methodology follows that described in sec. 6.1. A prob-
lem is defined by the dataset and the type of the minimization problem. For ex-
ample, the problem lpp a5a refers to the a5a dataset with the ℓpp minimization
formulation. Multiple test functions for the same problem can be generated by
varying the instances from the dataset used.

Given the type of the minimization problem and the dataset, for each method,
we provide two statistics. The first one is the averaged performance measure at
the N -th iteration:

m̄(Ftest) =
1

|Ftest|
∑

f∈Ftest

log ∥∇f(xN )∥.

We set N = 500 for comparison. The second one is the averaged complexity:

N̄(Ftest) =
1

|Ftest|
∑

f∈Ftest

inf{n | ∥f(xn)∥ ≤ ε}

with ε = 3 × 10−4. If the method does not reaching the threshold, we denote its
complexity in this test as 500.
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The averaged performance measure with the stand error in the parenthesis is
reported in Table 2 and 3. The Win Rate row represents the rate of EIGAC outper-
forms other methods. In these experiments, we observed that the performance of
NAG, IGAHD, and EIGAC(default) is similar, both in performance measure and
complexity. The non divergence of EIGAC also verifies the effectiveness of the relay
strategy. The result shows that EIGAC outperforms other methods with at least
a magnitude in most cases. In the hard cases logistic covtype and lpp covtype,
the improvement is still significant and shows the potential of the learning-based
method.

Table 2: The averaged performance measure in logistic regression problems.

mushrooms a5a w3a phishing covtype separable

GD -1.55(0.016) -1.81(0.031) -1.90(0.022) -1.35(0.007) -1.89(0.008) -1.56(0.000)
NAG -3.37(0.027) -3.11(0.059) -3.26(0.061) -3.01(0.074) -3.07(0.012) -3.66(0.000)

EIGAC(default) -3.02(0.020) -2.97(0.065) -3.02(0.044) -2.80(0.064) -3.48(0.059) -3.32(0.000)
IGAHD -3.02(0.020) -2.97(0.065) -3.02(0.043) -2.80(0.064) -3.48(0.059) -3.31(0.000)
EIGAC -4.83(0.017) -4.38(0.062) -4.46(0.093) -4.82(0.120) -4.37(0.055) -5.49(0.090)

Win Rate 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

In Tables 4 and 5, we present the averaged complexity for logistic regression
and ℓpp minimization problems, respectively. Since the value of log10(3 × 10−4)
is approximately −3.52, GD, EIGAC, and IGAHD do not reach the threshold
in most logistic regression problems within 500 iterations, as indicated by the
performance measure statistics. In most logistic regression problems, the averaged
complexity of EIGAC is only half that of other methods. In the easiest case,
logistic separable, EIGAC requires just 1

40 of the iterations needed by NAG
to reach the threshold. In the relatively easier ℓpp minimization problems, EIGAC
also shows a consistent improvement in complexity. While other methods achieve
the threshold quickly, the averaged complexity of EIGAC is approximately half
that of the others in each problem.

Table 3: The averaged performance measure in ℓpp minimization problems.

mushrooms a5a w3a phishing covtype separable

GD -2.49(0.018) -2.79(0.042) -3.18(0.053) -2.36(0.015) -2.65(0.008) -2.95(0.001)
NAG -4.35(0.033) -4.19(0.058) -4.72(0.085) -4.06(0.052) -4.43(0.091) -6.11(0.077)

EIGAC(default) -4.16(0.022) -3.99(0.069) -4.66(0.085) -4.37(0.147) -4.47(0.043) -6.15(0.048)
IGAHD -4.16(0.022) -4.05(0.068) -4.66(0.085) -4.37(0.150) -4.51(0.037) -6.14(0.049)
EIGAC -5.27(0.049) -5.11(0.081) -5.71(0.145) -5.65(0.091) -5.14(0.110) -7.55(0.044)

Win Rate 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Table 4: The averaged complexity in logistic regression problems.

mushrooms a5a w3a phishing covtype separable

GD 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000)
NAG 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 424.71(0.456)

EIGAC(default) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 497.12(5.741) 500.00(0.000)
IGAHD 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 497.36(5.509) 500.00(0.000)
EIGAC 153.48(2.525) 227.32(17.759) 216.42(16.462) 182.15(21.568) 237.88(34.565) 11.49(0.502)

Win Rate 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Table 5: The averaged complexity in ℓpp minimization problems.

mushrooms a5a w3a phishing covtype separable

GD 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000) 500.00(0.000)
NAG 183.77(4.583) 211.87(17.323) 92.61(7.590) 252.43(16.373) 167.31(1.650) 52.15(0.359)

EIGAC(default) 235.07(6.331) 245.68(26.391) 96.17(9.527) 224.36(21.168) 203.02(2.040) 22.10(0.302)
IGAHD 235.84(6.419) 239.49(27.857) 96.03(9.682) 224.53(21.373) 204.12(1.996) 29.98(0.141)
EIGAC 93.12(2.124) 122.16(11.176) 50.93(4.529) 85.57(5.385) 109.15(0.999) 11.00(0.000)

Win Rate 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

8 Conclusion and future directions

In this paper, we have introduced a framework that integrates ISHD with L2O
to develop efficient optimization methods. By establishing convergence conditions
and analyzing the stability of discretization schemes, we give a large set of effec-
tive optimization algorithms with solid theoretical foundation. The introduction of
the learning problem, which minimizes the stopping time subject to convergence
and stability constraints, marks a noteworthy step forward in L2O. Our approach,
which employs penalty methods, stochastic optimization, and conservative gradi-
ents, is designed to effectively address the learning problem. The convergence of
the learning process and the promising performance of the learned optimization
methods, supported by extensive numerical experiments, suggest the robustness
and practical potential of our framework.

However, the analysis in our framework may not be optimal. As shown in the
numerical experiments, the EIGAC with default coefficients also surpasses the
NAG and IGAHD, despite the former having a theoretical O(1/k) convergence
rate based on our analysis. We aim to improve the theoretical results to better
align with the numerical experiments in future work. Another future direction of
this work is to generalize our methodology to other optimization problems, such as
non-smooth optimization, constrained optimization, and non-convex optimization.
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