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Abstract

We introduce a new framework for analyzing (Quasi-)Newton type
methods applied to non-smooth optimization problems. The source of
randomness comes from the evaluation of the (approximation) of the
Hessian. We derive, using a variant of Chernoff bounds for stopping
times, expectation and probability bounds for the random variable rep-
resenting the number of iterations of the algorithm until approximate
first order optimality conditions are validated. As an important dis-
tinction to previous results in the literature, we do not require that
the estimator is unbiased or that it has finite variance. We then show-
case our theoretical results in a stochastic Quasi-Newton method for
X-ray free electron laser orbital tomography and in a sketched Newton
method for image denoising.

Keywords: Newton’s Method, Stochastic Optimization, Higher Order
Methods, Nonsmooth Optimization, Subspace Methods

1 Introduction

Stochastic optimization is a critical approach to numerous problems of cur-
rent interests. The randomness can come from sampling large data sets, as in
machine learning, or from inherent properties of the physical systems mod-
eled, as in quantum mechanical simulations. While for deterministic and
unconstrained problems, (semismooth) Newton’s method reigns supreme in
terms of speed of convergence and quasi-Newton methods shine due to the
performance per cost ratio, it seems that the stochastic optimization com-
munity has focused primarily on gradient descent based approaches. The
aim of this work is to bridge this gap and to bring the tools of non-smooth
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(Quasi-)Newton-type methods to the world of stochastic optimization. Nu-
merical experiments in tomography and image denoising confirm the validity
and applicability of the proposed approach.

Frameworks for the analysis of stochastic (Quasi-)Newton-type methods
applied to non-smooth and non-convex problems have been studied and
developed in [9, 28, 27, 21, 20, 7, 22].

In our work, we are interested in a general optimization problem,

min
x∈U⊆Rn

f(x),

with a (nonsmooth) objective, f : Rn → R. The difficulty stems from the
fact that higher order information such as Hessian, directional derivatives,
or second order Clarke subdifferential, is only accessible via a possibly bi-
ased stochastic oracle. Such examples abound in the sciences, where the
objective can be constructed statistically from large datasets or where the
randomness is intrinsic in physical systems. Another source of random-
ness comes from stochastic approximations of the higher order information
as encountered in sketching methods, based on the Johnson-Lindenstrauss
Embedding Lemma.

For this purpose, we propose an algorithm based on a backtracking strat-
egy for accepting a step. The final section of this work presents some con-
crete practical applications of our algorithm.

In order to fully analyze such frameworks, the machinery of stochastic
processes has to be involved. In the rest of this section, we recall some of
the key aspects of stochastic processes required in the rest of this work. The
second section deals with the notion of regularity that is behind our analysis
and derives some properties of the Newton-like update, under this regularity
assumption. The third section assembles everything together into our main
result.

1.1 Stochastics

We assume that the reader is familiar with the standard notions of proba-
bility theory, such as random variables, expected values, conditional expec-
tations and so on. For a standard reference covering these topics, the reader
should consult [12].

In this work, we consider the standard Euclidean spaces equipped with
the standard Borel sigma algebra, σ and the standard cylindrical sigma
algebra defined on the space of functions between Euclidean spaces (so a
random function is a measurable function, with respect to the cylindrical
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sigma algebra). For the definitions in this section, π is an arbitrary prob-
ability measure. To set the stage and to fix some notation, we provide the
following definitions.

Definition 1.1. A function X : N → (Rn, σ, π), usually denoted as a se-
quence {Xk}k∈N

, is called a stochastic process. A random variable, K ∈ N,
is called a stopping time for the process X if for any k ∈ N, the random
variable I{K > k} is independent from any Xn with n ≥ k.

The following properties of a special class of stopping times are well
known.

Proposition 1.2 (Hitting Times are Stopping Times). Let {T k}k∈N
∈

[0,∞) be a sequence of independent random variables. Let ε > 0 and
assume that E(T k) < ∞ and E(T k) > ε for all k. Consider the stochastic
process {Sk}k∈N

defined by

Sn =
n−1
∑

k=0

T k.

Then K, defined by

K = min{n ∈ N | Sn ≥ α},

is a stopping time for Sk and for any α ≥ 0. Furthermore E(K) <∞. Such
a stopping time is called a hitting time.

The first statement we recall is a classic result from martingale theory,
namely Doob’s optional stopping theorem (see [14] for the proof).

Theorem 1.3 (Doob’s Optional Stopping Theorem). Let {Xk}k∈N
≥ 0 be

a stochastic process with E(Xk) <∞ for all k and let K be a stopping time
for this process with E(K) <∞. Assume that for all k

E(Xk|Xk−1, . . . , X0) ≤ Xk−1.

Then XK is bounded almost surely and E(XK) ≤ E(X0).

We are also going to use the well known behavior of the expectation of
a particular kind of stochastic process evaluated at a stopping time.

Proposition 1.4 (Expectation of Sums). Let {T k}k∈N
≥ 0 be a sequence of

independent random variables, with E(T k) ≥ α for all k. Let Sn =
∑n−1

k=0 T k

be a stochastic process and K a stopping time for {Sk}k∈N
with E(K) <∞.

Then
E(SK) ≥ E(K)α.
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The next result is due to Young [29]. We adapted the proof of a much
more general statement to fit better into our context.

Proposition 1.5 (Chernoff Bound for Stopping Times). Let {T k}k∈N
be

a sequence of independent Bernoulli random variables, with P(T k = 1) ≥
1 − δ ≥ 1

2 for all k. Let Sn =
∑n−1

k=0 T k be a stochastic process and K a
stopping time for {Sn}n∈N

with E < ∞. Then for any γ ∈ (0, 1) and for
any E ∈ N,

P((1− γ)K ≥ 2SK + γ(1− γ2)E) ≤ e−γ2E.

Proof. We define the stochastic process {Φk}k∈N
by Φ0 = e−γ2E and

ΦN = (1 + γ)
∑N−1

k=0
(1−T k)(1− γ)

∑N−1

k=0
(T k)e−γ2E.

Let N ∈ N. Using the inequality

∀x, y, ε ∈ [0, 1], (1± ε)x ≤ 1± εx,

we can bound, recognizing the fact that ∀k ∈ N, T k ∈ [0, 1],

ΦN

ΦN−1
= (1 + γ)1−T N−1

(1− γ)T N−1 ≤ (1 + (1− T N−1)γ)(1 − γT N−1)

≤ 1 + ((1− T N−1)− T N−1)γ − γ2T N−1(1− T N−1)

≤ 1 + ((1− T N−1)− T N−1)γ. (1)

From the assumption, for any k ∈ N,

E(T k) ≥ 1

2
≥ E(1− T k),

and equivalently
E(1− T k − T k) ≤ 0.

Because T N−1 is independent on all T k with k < N − 1,

E(1− T N−1 − T N−1|T N−2, . . . , T 0) = E(1− T N−1 − T N−1) ≤ 0.

We can take conditional expectations in (1)

E

(

ΦN

ΦN−1
|T N−2, . . . , T 0

)

≤ 1 + γE((1− T N−1)− T N−1|T N−2, . . . , T 0) ≤ 1.
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Because Φ is defined in terms of T and Φ0 is a constant, we can rewrite the
previous equation as

E

(

ΦN

ΦN−1
|ΦN−1, . . . , Φ1

)

≤ 1.

Pulling out the known factor and using the properties of conditional expec-
tations, shows

1

ΦN−1
E

(

ΦN |ΦN−1, . . . , Φ1
)

≤ 1.

Because K is a stopping time with finite expectation for {Sk}k∈N
and

because we can define {T k}k∈N
in terms of {Sk}k∈N

, and then we can define
{Φk}k∈N

in terms of {T k}k∈N
, so K is a stopping time for {Φk}k∈N

with
finite expectation. Because {Φk}k∈N

is positive, we can use Doob’s optional
stopping theorem to conclude that

E(ΦK) ≤ E(Φ0).

The last part of the proof requires us to use Markov’s inequality for ΦK ,
yielding

P(ΦK ≥ 1) ≤ E(φt) ≤ E(Φ0) = e−γ2E . (2)

It is a classic result that if γ is sufficiently small, for any x ∈ [−γ, γ], x
1+x ≤

log(1 + x), so we can conclude

1

1 + γ

K−1
∑

k=0

(1− T k)− 1

1− γ

K−1
∑

k=0

T k =
1

γ

(

γ

1 + γ

K−1
∑

k=0

(1− T k) +
−γ

1− γ

K−1
∑

k=0

T k

)

≤ log(1 + γ)

γ

K−1
∑

k=0

(1− T k) +
log(1− γ)

γ

K−1
∑

k=0

T k.

This bound transforms into a relation between probabilities, i.e.

P

(

1

1 + γ

K−1
∑

k=0

(1− T k)− 1

1− γ

K−1
∑

k=0

T k ≥ γE

)

≤ P

(

log(1 + γ)
K−1
∑

k=0

(1− T k) + log(1− γ)
K−1
∑

k=0

T k ≥ γ2E

)

.

The exponential is monotone, so

P

(

1

1 + γ

K−1
∑

k=0

T k − 1

1− γ

K−1
∑

k=0

(1− T k) ≥ γE

)

≤ P

(

(1 + γ)
∑K−1

k=0
T k

(1− γ)
∑K−1

k=0
(1−T k) ≥ eγ2E

)

,

(3)
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and using the definition of ΦT ,

P

(

(1 + γ)
∑K−1

k=0
(1−T k)(1− γ)

∑K−1

k=0
T k ≥ eγ2E

)

= P(ΦT ≥ 1).

Combining (3) with (2) gives

P

(

1

1 + γ

K−1
∑

k=0

(1− T k)− 1

1− γ

K−1
∑

k=0

T k ≥ γE

)

≤ e−γ2E . (4)

In order to complete the proof, we investigate the expression from the
left hand side of (4). By our definition SK =

∑K−1
k=0 T K , so K − SK =

∑K−1
k=0 (1− T K). This allows us to rewrite (4), yielding

P

(

1

1 + γ
(K − SK)− 1

1− γ
Sk ≥ γE

)

= P((1− γ)(K − SK)− (1 + γ)SK ≥ γ(1− γ2)E)

= P((1− γ)K ≥ 2SK + γ(1− γ2)E) ≤ e−γ2E ,

completing the proof.

Corollary 1.6. In the setting of Proposition 1.5, set E = E(K). Then

P((1− γ)K ≥ 2SK + γ(1− γ2)E(K)) ≤ e−γ2E(K).

This result is a generalization of the standard Chernoff bounds.

Proposition 1.7 (Chernoff Bound). Let {T k}k∈N
be a sequence of inde-

pendent Bernoulli random variables, with P(T k = 1) ≥ (1− δ) for all k ∈ N.
Then for any γ ∈ (0, 1) and for any n ∈ N

P

(

n−1
∑

k=0

T k ≤ (1− γ)E

(

n−1
∑

k=0

T k

))

≤ e−n(1−δ) γ2

2 .

2 Regularity

The notion of smoothness that emerged as the key ingredient in the analy-
sis of non-smooth Newton-type methods is that of Newton differentiability.
This notion has its roots in the work on semismooth optimization and it
was introduced by Qi in [25], where it was called C-differentiability. Further
works, such as [6], where it was used in the context of infinite dimensional
optimization, renamed this notion to Newton differentiability.
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Definition 2.1 (Weak Uniform Newton differentiability). A function F :
U ⊂ R

n → R
n is called weakly uniformly Newton differentiable on U if there

exists a set valued mapping HF : V ⇒ R
n×n and c > 0 such that for all

x ∈ U and all y ∈ U ,

sup
H∈HF (x)

‖F (x)− F (y)−H(x− y)‖
‖x− y‖ ≤ c.

The smallest such number c is called the constant of Newton differentiability.

In order to replace the (Clarke) subdifferential with a single valued object
that can equally characterize first order stationarity, we require the following
adaptation.

Definition 2.2 (Single-Valued Adaptation). Let F : U ⇒ R
n. Consider

the auxiliary function F m
1 : U ⇒ R

n, defined by

F m
1 (x) = proj

F (x)
0.

Any selection F1 : U → R
n of F m

1 is called a single-valued adaptation of F .
Clearly 0 ∈ F (x) if and only if 0 = F1(x), so the problem of finding a zero
of F is the same as the problem of finding a zero of F1.

For the remaining of this work, we impose the following assumption on
the regularity of the objective.

Assumption 2.3 (Regularity Assumption). Let f : U ⊆ R
n → R be Lip-

schitz continuous and assume U is small enough and with an isolated local
minimum and unique critical point at x̄ and denote by ∂f1 the single-valued
adaptation of the Clarke subdifferential of f . Assume that ∂f1 is uniformly
weakly Newton differentiable on U . Denote the Newton differential of ∂f1

by Hf and assume that ∀x ∈ U all H ∈ Hf(x) are positive definite and fur-
ther assume that the set

⋃

x∈U{‖H−1‖ | H ∈ Hf(x)} is bounded by Ω <∞
and the set

⋃

x∈U{‖H‖ | H ∈ Hf(x)} is bounded by ω <∞. Let c be as in
Definition 2.1 and assume that cΩ < 1.

This regularity assumption can be used to construct a Newton-like se-
quence with strong convergence guarantees. In our work, we focus on the
notions of sufficient decrease and subdifferential lower bound. These notions
have been looked at by Bolte et al. in [3].

Lemma 2.4 (Sufficient Decrease). If Assumption 2.3 is satisfied, then there
exists ρ > 0 such that for all x ∈ U and for all x+ ∈ {x−H−1∂f1(x) | H ∈
Hf(x), det H 6= 0} ∩ U ,

f(x)− f(x+) ≥ ρ‖x+ − x‖2.
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Proof. Let x+ ∈ {x − H−1∂f1(x) | H ∈ Hf(x), det H 6= 0} ∩ U and set
H ∈ Hf(x) such that H(x+ − x) = ∂f1(x). In order to prove this lemma,
we require two model decrease bounds. Pursuant to this, we introduce the
model

Q(x) = f(x) + 〈∂1f(x), x− x〉+
1

2
〈x− x, H(x− x)〉

The first bound we need is

Q(x+)− f(x+) = f(x)− f(x+) + 〈∂1f(x), x+ − x〉+
1

2
〈x+ − x, H(x+ − x)〉

=

∫ 1

0
〈−∂1f(x + t(x+ − x)), x+ − x〉dt + 〈∂1f(x), x+ − x〉

+
1

2
〈x+ − x, H(x+ − x)〉

=

∫ 1

0
〈∂1f(x)− ∂1f(x + t(x+ − x)), x+ − x〉dt

+
1

2
〈x+ − x, H(x+ − x)〉

=

∫ 1

0
〈∂1f(x)− ∂1f(x + t(x+ − x)), x+ − x〉dt

+

∫ 1

0
t dt〈x+ − x, H(x+ − x)〉

=

∫ 1

0
〈∂1f(x)− ∂1f(x + t(x+ − x)), x+ − x〉

+ 〈t(x+ − x), H(x+ − x)〉dt

≤
∫ 1

0
‖∂1f(x)− ∂1f(x + t(x+ − x)) + Ht(x+ − x)‖‖x+ − x‖dt

≤
∫ 1

0
tc‖(x+ − x)‖‖x+ − x‖dt

=
c

2
‖x+ − x‖2. (5)

The second bound is derived from the observation that x+−x = −H−1∂1f(x),
so

Qk(x+)− f(x) = 〈∂1f(x), x+ − x〉+
1

2
〈x+ − x, H(x+ − x)〉

= −〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉+
1

2
〈H−1∂1f(x), HH−1∂1f(x)〉

= −1

2
〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉,

8



where we have used the fact that H is symmetric. Equivalently, and using
the positive definiteness of H

f(x)−Qk(x+) =
1

2
〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉 ≥ 0. (6)

After a simple algebraic manipulation, we see

1− f(x)− f(x+)

f(x)−Q(x)
=

f(x+)−Q(x)

f(x)−Q(x)
.

Substituting (5) and (6) in the previous bound yields

1− f(x)− f(x+)

f(x)−Q(x)
≤ c

‖x+ − x‖2
〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉 . (7)

The final hurdle consists in computing

‖x+ − x‖2 = 〈H−1∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉
≤ ‖H−1‖|〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉|
= ‖H−1‖〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉
≤ Ω〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉 (8)

and equivalently
‖x+ − x‖2

〈∂1f(x), H−1∂1f(x)〉 ≤ Ω. (9)

Combining (7) with (9) and using the assumption cΩ < 1, we see that

1− f(x)− f(x+)

f(x)−Q(x)
≤ 1− (1− cΩ),

yielding
f(x)− f(x+) ≥ (1− c)Ω(f(x)−Q(x)).

Finally, using (6) and (8) produces the desired result

f(x)− f(x+) ≥ 1− c

2
‖x+ − x‖2.

Lemma 2.5 (Subdifferential Lower Bound). If Assumption 2.3 is satisfied,
then there exists τ ∈ (0,∞) such that for all x ∈ U and for all x+ ∈
{x−H−1∂f1(x) | H ∈ Hf(x), det H 6= 0} ∩ U ,

‖∂1f(x)‖ ≤ τ‖x+ − x‖.

9



Proof. Let x+ ∈ {x − H−1∂f1(x) | H ∈ Hf(x), det H 6= 0} ∩ U and set
H ∈ Hf(x) such that H(x+ − x) = ∂f1(x), so

‖x+ − x‖ = ‖H−1∂1f(x)‖

and because of the bound on ‖H‖

‖∂1f(x)‖ = ‖HH−1∂1f(x)‖ ≤ ‖Hk‖‖Hk−1
∂1f(x)‖ ≤ ω‖H−1∂1f(x)‖,

we can derive the conclusion

‖x+ − x‖ ≥ 1

ω
‖∂1f(x)‖.

3 Stochastic Framework

In this section we present an algorithmic framework for solving the problem

min
x∈U

f(x),

where f satisfies Assumption 2.3, but the Newton differential, Hf is only
available through a stochastic oracle. In this context this, the minimization
problem is equivalent to the problem of finding the zero of ∂f1, i.e. x̄.

Our proposed algorithm works by sampling the oracle, represented by a
random variable concentrated on the Newton differential, Hf . The stochas-
tic framework employs a backtracking approach in order to check if an in-
stance of the random variable is part of the Newton differential. This insight
is made concrete by Algorithm 1.

Remark 3.1. In Algorithm 1, if an iteration executes the then branch of
the conditional, we call this iteration a successful iteration. Otherwise we

call it an unsuccessful iteration. Similarly, if Bk−1 ∈ Hf(xk) we call the
iteration true, and otherwise false.

Based on the discussion from the previous section, the number of true,
but unsuccessful iterations is going to be bounded. This guarantees that all
successful iterations make some progress towards the critical point of f and
all true iterations are going to be successful.
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Algorithm 1: Stochastic Newton-type Method

Data: f, ∂1f, x0, c0 ∈ [0,∞), α ∈ (0, 1), ε ∈ (0, 1);
1 k ← 0;

2 while ‖∂1f(xk)‖ ≥ ε do

Sample: Bk;

3 y ← xk −Bk∂1f(xk);

4 if f(xk)− f(y) ≥ c‖y − xk‖ and ‖∂1f(xk)‖ ≤ ck‖y − xk‖ then

5 xk+1 ← y;
6 ck+1 ← ck;

7 else

8 xk+1 ← xk;
9 ck+1 ← αck;

10 end

11 k ← k + 1;

12 end

13 return xk;

Theorem 3.2. Assume Assumption 2.3 is satisfied and let H : U → {A ∈
R

n×n | det A 6= 0} be a random function such that for any x ∈ U

P(H(x) ∈ Hf(x)) ≥ 1− δ. (10)

Consider for any x0 ∈ U the sequence generated by Algorithm 1 with

X0 ∼ δx0 and Bk−1 ∼ H(Xk) random variables. Further assume that
for all k, Xk ∈ U (a.s.). Let K be the (possibly infinite) random variable
representing the number of iterations before the algorithm terminates.

1. Then there exists ρ > 0 and τ > 0 such that

E(K) ≤ 1

1− δ

(

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log ρ

c0

log α

)

Furthermore, for any γ ∈ (0, 1)

P

(

K ≥ 2 + γ(1 − γ2)

1− γ

1

1− δ

(

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log ρ

c0

log α

))

≤ e

−γ2

1−δ

(

f(x0)−f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log

ρ
c0

log α

)

.

11



2. Then there exist ρ > 0 and τ > 0, such that for all γ ∈ (0, 1),

P









min
n≤K
‖∂1f(xn)‖ ≥

√

√

√

√

√

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρτ2

(

(1− γ)K − log ρ
c0

log α

)









≤ e−K(1−δ) γ2

2 .

Proof.

1. From Lemma 2.4 there exists ρ > 0 such that for any x ∈ U and for
all H ∈ Hf(x)

f(x)− f(x−H−1∂1f(x)) ≥ ρ‖H−1∂1f(x)‖, (11)

and from Lemma 2.5 we know that there exists τ > 0 such that for
any x ∈ U and for all H ∈ Hf(x)

‖H−1∂1f(x)‖ ≥ τ‖∂1f(x)‖. (12)

We consider the sequence {xk}k∈N
produced by the successful iterates

of the algorithm. We call an iteration k true if Bk ∈ {H−1 | H ∈
Hf(xk)} and define the Bernoulli random variable T k to be 1 if the
kth iteration is true and 0 otherwise.

From (10) we know that for any iteration k

P(T k = 1|Xk) = P(Bk−1 ∈ Hf(Xk)|Xk)

= P(H(Xk) ∈ Hf(Xk)|Xk)

≥ 1− δ.

Because T k are Bernoulli,

E(T k|Xk) = P(T k = 1|Xk) ≥ 1− δ.

Using the law of total expectation,

E(T k) = E(E(T k|Xk)) ≥ E(1− δ) = 1− δ.

We can conclude from (11) and (12) that for any true and successful
iteration k ∈ R

n it holds that

f(xk)− f(xk+1) ≥ ρ‖xk+1 − xk‖2

12



and
‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≥ τ‖∂1f(xk)‖.

For any successful but false iteration, clearly

f(xk)− f(xk+1) ≥ 0 (13)

and
‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≥ 0. (14)

We can unify these two bounds in

f(xk)− f(xk+1) ≥ T kρ‖xk+1 − xk‖2 (15)

and
‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≥ T kτ‖∂1f(xk)‖. (16)

for any successful iteration.

Remark 3.3. The bounds in (13) and (14) can easily be improved to
involve αnumber of unsuccessful iterationsc0 instead of 0, yielding a slightly
tighter result.

Denote by TS the random number of true successful iterations and
denote by S the total number of successful iterations. We can assume
that the algorithm did not terminate before the Sth iteration, so

min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖ > ε. (17)

Clearly, for any iteration k one has

T kτ‖∂1f(xk)‖ ≥ T kτ min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖,

and using 16
‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≥ T kτ min

n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖.

Squaring everything and multiplying by T kρ, and using the fact that

T k is Bernoulli, and as such T k2
= T k, we obtain

T kρ‖xk+1 − xk‖2 ≥ T kρτ2min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖2.

Using 15 shows

f(xk)− f(xk+1) ≥ T kρτ2min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖2,

13



followed by summing and telescoping, to arrive at

f(x0)− f(xS+1) ≥
S
∑

k=0

T kρτ2min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖2. (18)

To complete this part of the proof, we use the fact that x̄ is the
minimum of f , so f(x̄) ≤ f(xS+1) and the fact that T k for k ∈ N

are Bernoulli variables indicating if a successful iteration is true, so
their sum counts the number of true and successful iterations, together
with 17, yielding

TS =
S
∑

k=0

T k ≤ f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 . (19)

Next we focus on the number of unsuccessful iterations. For this pur-
pose, now consider the entire, sequence {xk}k∈N

produced by the algo-
rithm, including all the repeated points yielded by unsuccessful itera-
tions. As before, we denote with T k the random variable representing
whether an iteration is true or not, and by I and TI the total number
of unsuccessful, and true and unsuccessful iterations respectively. We
remark that TI ≤ I.

Clearly, when ck ≤ min ρ, τ we can use Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 2.5
to see that a true iteration is successful. Any unsuccessful iteration
decreases ck by a factor of α. This provides the bound

αIc0 ≥ ρ

and rearranging

TI ≤ I ≤
log ρ

c0

log α
. (20)

We can easily see that TS + TI = T . By the definition of T k, we know

T =
K−1
∑

k=0

T k. (21)

From the two bounds (19) and (20) we can derive

T ≤ f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log ρ

c0

log α
. (22)
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This allows us to express K as

K = min

{

N ∈ N

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

K−1
∑

k=0

T k ≤ f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log ρ

c0

log α

}

and to conclude, that K is a hitting time for the stochastic process
and thus K is a stopping time with finite expectation for the stochastic
process. Next we use (21) to compute the expectation of T

E(T ) = E

(

K−1
∑

k=0

T k

)

,

which can be bounded by employing Proposition 1.4

E(T ) ≤ E(K)(1− δ).

Rearranging in (22) and using Proposition 1.4 yields

E(K) ≤ E(T )

1− δ
=

E(TS + TI)

1− δ
≤ 1

1− δ

(

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log ρ

c0

log α

)

,

(23)
finishing the first part of the proof.

For the second part, we use Corollary 1.6 to conclude that, for any
γ ∈ (0, 1)

P((1− γ)K ≥ 2T + γ(1 − γ2)E(K)) ≤ e−γ2E(K).

Using (22) together with (23)

2

1− γ
T + γ(1 + γ)E(K) ≤ 2 + γ(1− γ2)

(1− γ)(1− δ)

(

f(x0)− f(x̄)

(τε)2 +
log ρ

c0

log α

)

,

and this allows us to relate the probabilities

P

(

K ≥ 2 + γ(1− γ2)

(1− γ)(1 − δ)

(

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log ρ

c0

log α

))

≤ P((1− γ)K ≥ 2T + γ(1− γ2)E(K))

≤ e−γ2E(K).

From (23), we compute

e−γ2E(K) ≤ e
−γ2 1

1−δ

(

f(x0)−f(x̄)

ρ(τε)2 +
log

ρ
c0

log α

)

,

finalizing the argument.
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2. We consider again the sequence produced by the successful iterations
and we use the same notation as before. From Proposition 1.7, we
bound

P(T ≤ (1− γ)K) ≤ e−K(1−δ) γ2

2 . (24)

Like in the proof of the previous part, we can bound the number of
true but unsuccessfully iterations by

TI ≤
log ρ

c0

log α
,

so

TS ≥ T −
log ρ

c0

log α
.

Using the probability from (24)

P

(

TS ≤ (1− γ)K −
log ρ

ρ0

log α

)

≤ P(T ≤ (1−γ)K) ≤ e−K(1−δ) γ2

2 . (25)

Recalling from 18, together with the definition of TS , one obtains that

f(x0)− f(x̄) ≥ TSρτ2min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖2.

Rearranging, gives

min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖ ≤

√

f(x0)− f(x̄)

TSρτ2
. (26)

Using 26, we can conclude that the event

√

√

√

√

√

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρτ2

(

(1− γ)K − log ρ
c0

log α

) ≤ min
n≤S
‖∂1f(xn)‖

implies the event

√

√

√

√

√

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρτ2

(

(1− γ)K − log ρ
c0

log α

) ≤
√

f(x0)− f(x̄)

TSρτ2
.

Then

TS ≤ (1− γ)K −
log ρ

c0

log α
.
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This induces the probability relation

P









min
n≤TS

‖∂1f(xn)‖ ≥
√

√

√

√

√

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρτ2

(

(1− γ)K − log ρ
c0

log α

)









≤ P

(

TS ≤ (1− γ)K −
log ρ

c0

log α

)

.

Substitution in (25) yields

P











min
n≤TS

‖∂1f(xn)‖ ≥
√

√

√

√

√

f(x0)− f(x̄)

ρmind2

(

(1− γ)K −
log

ρmin
ρ0

log α

)











≤ e−K(1−δ) γ2

2 ,

finishing the proof.

The first part of Theorem 3.2 provides a probability distribution on the
number of iterates required in order to achieve approximate first order opti-
mality. The second part provides a dual result on the probability distribution
of the first order residual after a fixed amount of iterations.

Remark 3.4. Different to a significant part of the literature, see for exam-
ple [27, 26, 8, 13, 5, 2], we do not require that the estimator is unbiased,
i.e. E(H(x)) ∈ Hf(x), or that it has finite variance, i.e E(trH(x)2) < ∞.
Also, the sub-exponential tail condition encountered in [22] is not present in
our work.

4 Applications

In this section we showcase the wide applicability of our framework. We first
present a theoretical result covering random additive noise. Then we cover
the numerical analysis of a quasi-Newton method involved in a physical
experiment from X-FEL imaging. The relationship between Newton dif-
ferentiability and quasi-Newton methods has further been explored in [23].
The final example provides a theoretical analysis of a sketching approach to
Newton-type methods, together with numerical results. The advantage of
our approach when compared to previous methods, such as the ones devel-
oped in [27, 21, 20], lies in the applicability of our strong theoretical results
to a large class of algorithms and problems.
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4.1 Random Noise

Regarding the algebraic setup for this subsection, we consider the Frobenius
norm of a matrix and we denote the closed ball in this norm with radius ρ and
center M ∈ R

n by Bρ[M ]. We recall that the Frobenius norm is given by an
inner product, i.e. ‖M‖2 = tr MT M and that this inner product coincides
with the usual inner product if we identify R

n×n with R
n2

. We denote this
identification with ν : Rn×n → R

n2
and remark that ν(M)ν(M)T ∈ R

n2×n2

and tr ν(M)ν(M)T = ‖M‖2.
The purpose of this subsection is to work thorough an example of a

Newton-type method where the Newton differential is evaluated with noise,
showing that if the noise is normally distributed, with sufficient mass con-
centrated in a small enough neighborhood of 0, we can characterize the
expected number of iterations in order to attain approximate first order
optimality.

Proposition 4.1 (Noisy Newton-type Methods). Using the same assump-
tions and notations as in the setting of Theorem 3.2, let Σ ∈ R

n2×n2
be a

covariance (positive semidefinite) matrix acting on R
n×n. Consider the noisy

version of the Newton Differential, Gf(x) = Hf(x)+N , where N ∈ R
n×n is a

random variable. Let K the random number of iterations until Algorithm 1

with Bk−1
sampled from Gf(xk) terminates. If N follows the multivariate

normal distribution N (0, Σ) and c + n3/2
√

tr Σ < Ω−1, then

E(K) ≤ 1

1− n−1





f(x0)− f(x̄)

0.5(1 − c)(ω−1ε)2 +
log 0.5(1−c)

ρ0

log α



 .

Remark 4.2. Because the space of non-invertible matrices has Lebesgue
measure 0, the probability that B sampled from Gf(x) is not invertible is
0. This allows us to remove the non-invertible matrices from the output of
this random variable, without changing its distribution.

For the proof, we first need an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 4.3. If HF (x) is a Newton differential for F , then so is Hf(x) +
Bβ[0] with constant at most c + β.

Proof. This follows simply by using the triangle inequality and the defini-
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tions, showing that for any x, y and G ∈ Hf(x) + Bβ[0] and H ∈ HF (x)

‖F (x)− F (y)−G(x− y)‖
‖x− y‖ ≤ ‖F (x)− F (y)− (G−H + H)(x− y)‖

‖x− y‖

≤ ‖F (x)− F (y)−H(x− y)‖
‖x− y‖

+
‖(H −G)(x− y)‖

‖x− y‖

≤ ‖F (x)− F (y)−H(x− y)‖
‖x− y‖ + ‖H −G‖

≤ ‖F (x)− F (y)−H(x− y)‖
‖x− y‖ + β.

Because x, y, H and G are arbitrary, taking the supremum and using the
definition of Newton differentiability proves the desired result.

We can now prove the main result from this subsection.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. From the previous lemma, we know that Hf(x) +
Bn3/2

√
tr Σ[0] is a Newton differential for ∂1f(x) with constant at most c +

n2
√

tr Σ.
Using the properties of the Wishart distribution

E(ν(N)ν(N)T ) = n2Σ,

and applying the trace, which is a linear operator, we obtain

E(‖N‖2) = n2 tr Σ.

Markov’s inequality shows that

P(‖N‖ ≥ n3/2
√

tr Σ) = P(‖N‖2 ≥ n3 tr Σ) ≤ n2 tr Σ

n3 tr Σ
=

1

n

holds, so

P(Gf(x) ∈ Hf(x) + Bn3/2
√

tr Σ[0]) ≥ 1− 1

n
.

If the noise is small enough, such that c + n3/2
√

tr Σ < Ω−1, we can use
Theorem 3.2. Recall the formula for the constant of sufficient decrease from
Lemma 2.4, and for the constant of a gradient lower bound from Lemma 2.5.
This allows for the explicit formula for the expectation of K, the random
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variable representing the total number of iterations of Algorithm 1, for a
given ε. Namely

E(K) ≤ 1

1− n−1





f(x0)− f(x̄)

0.5(1 − c)(ω−1ε)2 +
log 0.5(1−c)

ρ0

log α



 .

4.2 X-ray, Free Electron Laser

This subsection is based on the mathematical formulation of the X-ray Free
Electron Laser (XFEL) of Luke, Schultze, and Grubmüller, in [19] and on
the author’s quasi-Newton the numerical algorithms implemented for this
problem. The Julia code that produced the plots can be found in [24].

Single-shot femtosecond X-FEL imaging represents a useful test case for
our stochastic Newton-type methods framework. This is an imaging tech-
nique that aims to recover the electron density of various biomolecules, by
interpreting a diffraction pattern. Mathematically, a molecule can be repre-
sented by a probability distribution on R

3. Diffraction, through a random
orientation of the molecule, represented by an element of SO(3), induces
a probability distribution on the detector plane, represented by R

2. The
component-wise amplitude of a Fourier transform represents the likelihood
of detecting a photon at a particular place on the detector plane. A point
process generates around a hundred photon counts using these likelihoods.
The problem we aim to solve is a maximum likelihood estimation, where
the distribution is over photon counts in each discrete pixel of the detector
plane, and the parameter is the representation of the biomolecule. Random-
ness enters the system, both through the stochastic nature of photon hits
and through the random orientation of the molecule.

Remark 4.4. Due to Compton radiation, the pulse of photons that can hit
a sample has to be very small. As such, we cannot create enough photon
samples in order to build their probability distribution, via a histogram.

As far as this work is concerned, the only properties of the problem that
are of importance are the smoothness of the objective and the fact that ora-
cle information is only estimated randomly. Nonetheless, for completeness,
we present a detailed mathematical formulation. Consider E the finite di-
mensional parameter space and let u ∈ E ⊆ L2(R3,C), where SO(3) acts
on E , and ρ = Unif SO(3). Let |F| : E → Π(R2), where Π(R2) is the set
of all probability measures on the plane. In practice this map is related to
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the amplitudes of the Fourier transform. This induces a map δ : E → Π(R2)
defined by

δu(A) =

∫

SO(3)
|F|(u ◦ ρ)(A) dρ.

This δu is a parametric probability distribution. We assume that δu is
Lebesgue absolutely continuous for all u, and denote the Radon-Nykodim
derivative by

f(u, ·) =
∂δu

∂λ
.

Consider the maximum likelihood estimator for k photon samples Uk :

R
2k → E , defined by

Uk(x1, . . . , xk) = argmin
u∈E

k
∑

i=1

− log f(u, xi).

Let u ∈ E the true electron distribution and let X1, . . . , XN ∼ δu. The
problem consists in understanding the distribution of UN (X1, . . . , XN ) as N
goes to ∞.

In our numerical approach, we consider the objective function v : E → R

defined by

v(u) =
N
∑

i=1

− log f(u, Xi).

Consider a fixed batch size B < N and a random sequence of permutations
of {1, 2, . . . , N}, {σk}k∈N

. With this, we define the gradient estimator

gk(u) = ∇
B
∑

i=1

− log f(u, Xσk(i)).

Let S : E × E × R
n×n → R

n×n be a method of producing a quasi-Newton
matrix from an iterate, an estimation of the gradient, and a previous quasi-
Newton matrix, such as Broyden, DFP, or BFGS. We run an inner loop of
quasi-Newton steps with a given dataset Xσ(1), . . . , Xσ(B), followed by re-
sampling the dataset and reinitializing the quasi-Newton method, but main-
taining the current iterate. The points of interest to us are the points pro-
duced by the outer iteration. Let M be the number of inner iterations and
let ⌊k/M⌋ be the integer part of k/M , i.e. the iteration counter of the outer
loop. The sequence of stochastic Newton differentials is then generated by

Hk+1 =

{

α I if M divides k,
S(uk, g⌊k/M⌋(u

k), Hk) else,
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for some algorithm parameter α.
In Figures 1 and 2, we see the behavior of this method, with M = 10 and

M = 300 respectively, compared to a more traditional stochastic gradient
descent, set up in the same inner and outer loop way. For constructing the
quasi-Newton matrices, we use Samsara [16, 18], a reverse communication
nonlinear optimization solver for smooth unconstrained objectives developed
by Luke et al. Under standard statistical assumptions, it is known that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N−1
∑

k=0

UM (XkM+1, . . . , XkM+M ) = δu (a.s.),

where u is the true representation that has produced the data X1, X2, . . . .
This is the reason why we plot the means, k−1∑k

i=0 ui. We can see in the
figure, that the variance produced by the stochastic quasi-Newton method,
for M = 300, is lower, and this suggests that the inner loop functions as
a significantly better approximation of the maximum likelihood estimator,
and thus the behavior of the outer loop is dominated by statistics and not
by optimization. Paradoxically, the minimal variance is achieved by the
stochastic gradient descent with M = 10. This happens because the steps
taken by 10 iterations of gradient descent are smaller, producing thus a
smaller variance. When looking at the objective value, the Newton-type
method with M = 300 is significantly better than that obtained by the
other methods.

4.3 Sketched Newton-type Methods

The Johnson-Lindenstrauss Embedding Lemma has been a tool of choice in
solving large scale optimization systems, see for instance [10]. For complete-
ness, we recall this important result here.

Lemma 4.5 (Johnson-Lindenstrauss). For any n ∈ N and for any ε > 0
and δ < 1/2 and any d ∈ O(−ε−2 log(δ)) there exists a distribution over
R

d×n such that for any vector x ∈ R
n with ‖x‖ = 1

P(|‖Ax‖2 − 1| ≤ ε) ≤ δ.

An example of such a distribution is given by matrices with components
independent and identically distributed from the standard normal distribu-
tion.

Remark 4.6. The dimension d depends on the desired error bound ε. In
practice, in our algorithmic implementation, the dimension be given and the
error analysis follow from this fixed dimension.
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Figure 1: Mean and variance over k of the steps xk+1−xk, and the objective
value compared between Stochastic Gradient Descent and Stochastic Quasi-
Newton with M = 10 inner iterations

This approach involves modifying an iterative solver by using a randomly
selected sketching matrix R

d×n to reduce the dimension of the objects in-
volved. The computational advantages stem from the fact that d ≪ n, so
all the numerical linear algebra subroutines should be significantly faster.

In our Newton-type methods, we employ sketching both for the function,
i.e. F (x) 7→ SF (x) and for the Newton differential, i.e. H 7→ ST HS. Using
this approach yields a step in R

d, and in order to map this step back to R
n

we use the ST map. Next, we put this intuitive explanation into a formal
definition.

Definition 4.7 (Sketched Newton-type Operator). Let F : U ⊆ R
n → R

n

be pointwise weakly Newton differentiable at x̄ with Newton differential
HF , and let d ≪ n. The fixed point iteration of the set-valued operator
NHF : Rn × R

d×n
⇒ R

n, defined by

NHF (x, S) = {x− ST (SHST )
−1

SF (x) | H ∈ HF (x), det SHST 6= 0},
is called a sketched Newton-type method.

Lemma 4.8. Let F : U ⊆ R
n → R

n be pointwise weakly Newton differen-
tiable at x̄ with F (x̄) = 0 and Newton differential HF , and let d ≪ n. Let
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Figure 2: Mean and variance over k of the steps xk+1−xk, and the objective
value compared between Stochastic Gradient Descent and Stochastic Quasi-
Newton with M = 100 inner iterations

S be a distribution over R
d×n as in Lemma 4.5 and c > 0 be such that

∀x ∈ U, sup
H∈HF (x)

‖F (x) −H(x− x̄)‖ ≤ c‖x− x̄‖.

Let y ∈ U and H ∈ HF (y) and let S be sampled from S, and assume further
that there exist ε > 0 and δ > 0 such that

P







‖ST SHST S −H‖ ≤ ε and

‖y − x̄− ST (ST HS)
−1

SF (y)‖ ≤ (1 + ε)‖Sy − Sx̄− (ST HS)
−1

SF (y)‖ and
‖SF (y)− (SHST )S(y − x̄)‖ ≤ (1 + ε)‖F (y) − ST (SHST )S(y − x̄)‖






≥ 1−δ.

(27)
Let y+ ∈ NHF (y, S) be defined by

y+ = y − ST (SHST )
−1

SF (y). (28)

Then

P(‖y+ − x̄‖ ≤ (1 + ε)2(c + ε)‖(SHST )
−1‖‖y − x̄‖) ≥ 1− δ. (29)
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Proof. Let E denote the event inside the probability in (27). If E implies
the event inside the probability in (29), then we can deduce

P(E) ≤ P(‖y+ − x̄‖ ≤ (1 + ε)2(c + ε)‖(SHST )
−1‖‖y − x̄‖). (30)

Indeed, we now show that E implies the event inside the probability in (29).
To show this implication, we assume that S is such that

‖ST SHST S −H‖ ≤ ε, (31)

and

‖SF (y) − (SHST )S(y − x̄)‖ ≤ (1 + ε)‖F (y) − ST (SHST )S(y − x̄)‖, (32)

and

‖y− x̄−ST (SHST )
−1

SF (y)‖ ≤ (1+ε)‖Sy−Sx̄− (SHST )
−1

SF (y)‖. (33)

Using (33), we can express

‖y−x̄−ST (SHST )
−1

SF (y)‖ ≤ (1+ε)‖(SHST )
−1‖‖(SHST )S(y−x̄)−SF (y)‖,

and recalling the definition of y+ from (28),

‖y+ − x̄‖ ≤ (1 + ε)‖(SHST )
−1‖‖(SHST )S(y − x̄)− SF (y)‖. (34)

Combining (34) with (32) gives

‖y+− x̄‖ ≤ (1 + ε)2‖(SHST )
−1‖‖F (y)−F (x̄)−ST (SHST )S(y− x̄)‖. (35)

Using (31) shows that
ST (SHST ) ∈ Bε[H],

and Lemma 4.3 gives

‖F (y)− F (x̄)− ST (SHST )S(y − x̄)‖ ≤ (c + ε)‖y − x̄‖. (36)

Finally, using (36) in (35) yields

‖y+ − x̄‖ ≤ (1 + ε)2(c + ε)‖(SHST )
−1‖‖y − x̄‖.

Returning to the probability interpretation from (30), we complete the proof,
computing

1− δ ≤ P(E) ≤ P(‖y+ − x̄‖ ≤ (1 + ε)2(c + ε)‖(SHST )
−1‖‖y − x̄‖).
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Remark 4.9. In [11], it was shown that the d-principal component analysis
(PCA) of a matrix H can be computed by

minimize
S∈Rd×n

‖H − ST SH‖.

This suggests that sketched Newton-type methods behave best, when the
sketching mapping behaves like the PCA of the Newton differential.

We apply the sketched Newton-type method to the problem of denoising
tubulin images coming from [1, 17]. This is a multicriteria optimization
problem, with the state space consisting of m1 × m2 real matrices. We
identify this space with R

m1m2 . Let o ∈ R
m1×m2 be the original image.

The two objectives are given by the functions n : R
m1×m2 → R and d :

R
m1×m2 → R. The first function measures the noise level of the image and

is defined as

n(x) = ‖∇x‖2 :=
m1−1
∑

i=2

m1−1
∑

i=2

(xi,j+1 − xi,j−1)2 + (xi+1,j − xi−1,j)
2,

and the second one measures the distance to the original image, d(x) =
‖x − o‖2F . To associate to it a scalar optimization problem that can be
solved using the approach proposed in this paper, we employ a scalarization
strategy, yielding

min
x∈Rm1×m2

n(x) + αd(x)

for some parameter α ∈ (0,∞). How such a parameter α is chosen belongs
to multicriteria optimization, and is beyond the scope of this work. For the
interested reader, the author recommends [15, 4] for a reference on how to
choose such a parameter. Both functions are smooth, so we can use the
gradient and the Hessian in implementation of the algorithm. Our frame-
work is then required in order to handle the randomness steaming from the
sketching approximation.

In Figure 3 we see the convergence of the algorithm when d, the dimen-
sion from the Johnson-Lindenstrauss Embedding Lemma 4.5, varies through
different proportions of the full dimension m1m2. We also see a Newton-
type method without sketching for comparison. The sketching distribution,
S, from which S is drawn is N (0, I) in Subfigure 3a and Unif Π(n, d) in Sub-
figure 3b. Here the set Π(n, d) represents the canonical projection matrices,
i.e.

Π(n, d) =







(pij)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∀i ≤ d, j ≤ n, pij ∈ {0, 1},
n
∑

j=0

pij = 1







.
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(a) The probability distribution of the embedding matrices is N (0, I)

0 25 50 75 100

10−10

10−5

100

k

‖x
k

+
1
−

x
k
‖

10%

15%

20%

30%

50%

No Sketching

(b) The probability distribution of the embedding matrices is Unif Π(n, d)

Figure 3: The step size of the sketched Newton algorithm with the dimension
of the embedding space given as a percentage of the full space compared to
a standard Newton method

Remark 4.10. Using a sketching matrix from Π(n, d) corresponds to se-
lecting d elements from the gradient and d2 from the Hessian.
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5 Conclusions

Contrary to the standard view in the machine learning community, (Quasi-
)Newton methods can be successfully employed in big data environments.
We have seen that the fast convergence of these methods can remove un-
certain behavior due to inner optimization loops, thus the dynamics of the
system can be interpreted from a purely statistical perspective. This pa-
per shows that a backtracking approach can be used to maintain strong
guarantees on the behavior of Newton-type methods. As a future research
direction different backtracking strategies can be investigated. Finally, our
approach only handles randomness in the Hessian approximation. While
some structured noise in the objective can be seen as noise in the Hes-
sian approximation, not all random estimators of the objective can easily
be treated by our methods. As such, an investigation of a fully stochastic
method, with a stochastic objective along the lines presented here would be
of great interest.
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