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ABSTRACT
Unfolded proximal neural networks (PNNs) form a family of
methods that combines deep learning and proximal optimiza-
tion approaches. They consist in designing a neural network
for a specific task by unrolling a proximal algorithm for a
fixed number of iterations, where linearities can be learned
from prior training procedure. PNNs have shown to be more
robust than traditional deep learning approaches while reach-
ing at least as good performances, in particular in compu-
tational imaging. However, training PNNs still depends on
the efficiency of available training algorithms. In this work,
we propose a lifted training formulation based on Bregman
distances for unfolded PNNs. Leveraging the deterministic
mini-batch block-coordinate forward-backward method, we
design a bespoke computational strategy beyond traditional
back-propagation methods for solving the resulting learning
problem efficiently. We assess the behaviour of the proposed
training approach for PNNs through numerical simulations
on image denoising, considering a denoising PNN whose
structure is based on dual proximal-gradient iterations.

Index Terms— Image Gaussian denoising, unfolding,
proximal neural networks, Bregman distance

1. INTRODUCTION

In the last decade, deep learning approaches have become
state-of-the-art in solving a great variety of tasks in data sci-
ence [1]. In particular, they have shown to be highly success-
ful for solving image restoration problems. In this context,
feedforward convolutional neural networks (CNNs) are com-
monly used, such as celebrated DnCNN [2], Unet [3] and their
variations. Such CNNs can be formulated as a composition of
operators

(∀x ∈ RN ) Gθ(x) = FθK ◦ TθK−1
· · · ◦ Tθ0(x), (1)

where θ = (θk)1≤k≤K ∈ Θ are the underlying parameters of
the network (e.g. convolution kernels, biases), FθK : RNK →
RN is an affine function parametrized by θK and, for every
k ∈ {0, . . . ,K − 1},

Tθk : RNk → RNk+1 : u 7→ Dk(Fθk(u)), (2)

withFθk : RNk → RNk+1 being an affine function parametrized
by θk, and Dk : RNk+1 → RNk+1 being an activation func-
tion. More recently, inspired by the seminal work of Gregor
and Lecun [4] on LISTA, the optimization community started
developing unfolded networks based on proximal optimiza-
tion algorithms, namely proximal neural networks (PNNs).
These network architectures basically unroll a fixed number
of iterations of proximal algorithms (then renamed layers),
where different linear operators can be learned at each layer.
Within the formulation (1)-(2), for every k ∈ {0, . . . ,K},
Dk corresponds to a proximity operator, and Fθk often cor-
responds to a gradient step. It has been shown that most of
the activation functions used for feedforward networks corre-
spond to proximity operators [5–7].

On the one hand, PNNs have shown to outperform tradi-
tional proximal algorithms, and to reach similar performance
as advanced CNNs for image restoration tasks [8, 9]. On the
other hand, since their structure is reminiscent of optimization
theory, they also gain in interpretability and robustness [10].
Nevertheless, the robustness gained in the network architec-
ture is still limited by the training procedure, as deep neural
networks rely on highly parametrized nonlinear systems.

Standard methods for learning parameters θ (such as SGD
and Adam [11]) employ first order optimization methods
where the (sub-)gradient information is evaluated using the
back-propagation algorithm [12]. Despite its popularity, this
standard approach can suffer from potential drawbacks. First,
the associated minimization problem is typically non-convex
and existing algorithms offer no guarantee of optimality for
the delivered output parameters. A second major issue is
vanishing and exploding gradients, where gradients become
extremely small or large, causing computation challenges,
especially for deeper architectures [13]. Finally, the sequen-
tial nature of back-propagation makes it difficult to distribute
computation for individual partial derivatives across multiple
workers, hence constraining the overall training efficiency.

These limitations have inspired fruitful research in seek-
ing alternative training methods [5,14–21]. One strategy con-
sists in reformulating the original network parameter estima-
tion problem as a penalized problem that can be solved by dis-
tributed optimization methods. In particular, in [21] the lifted
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Bregman (LB) training strategy has been proposed, that splits
the training process over the different layers and associates
the proximal activation functions with tailored Bregman dis-
tance functions. By construction, the LB formulation leads to
a relaxed problem, involving a collection of bi-convex penalty
functions, paving the way to the use of advanced optimization
algorithms for the parameter estimation. Due to its particu-
lar structure that leverages proximity operator theory, the LB
approach appears to be particularly well suited for training
PNNs. Hence, in this work, we explore a bespoke training pro-
cedure for PNNs in the simplified context of image denoising,
leveraging the LB approach [21].

The paper is structured as follows. We provide back-
grounds on optimization and PNNs in Section 2. In Section 3
we review lifted training strategies, focusing on the LB for-
mulation. We then introduce in Section 4 a LB formulated
training strategy for our PNN. In Section 5, we give numerical
experiment setups and show the efficiency of the proposed
approach for image denoising. We conclude in Section 6.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1. Notation

We begin this section by first introducing useful definitions.
Let ψ : RN →]−∞,+∞] be a proper, lower semi-continuous
and convex function. The proximity operator of ψ at v ∈ RN
is defined as proxψ(v) = argmin

u∈RN

ψ(u) + 1
2∥u − v∥2. The

Fenchel-Legendre conjugate function of ψ at u ∈ RN is de-
fined as ψ∗(u) = supx∈RN {⟨x, u⟩ − ψ(x)}. The Bregman
penalty function [21] associated with ψ at (u, v) ∈ (RN )2 is
defined as

Bψ(u, v) := qψ(u) + q∗ψ (v)− ⟨u, v⟩ (3)

where qψ(u) = 1
2∥u∥

2 + ψ(u) and q∗ψ refers to the Fenchel-
Legendre conjugate of qψ . As a Bregman distance [22, 23],
Bψ(u, v) is non-negative and, for v ∈ RN fixed, its global
minimum value is zero and proxψ(v) = argmin

u∈RN

Bψ(u, v). It

is differentiable with respect to its second argument, with

(∀(u, v) ∈ (RN )2) ∇vBψ(u, v) = proxψ(v)− u. (4)

2.2. Image denoising

An image denoising problem seeks to find an estimate x̂ ∈
RN of an original clean image x ∈ RN from noisy obser-
vations z ∈ RN . We focus on the case of additive Gaussian
noise, where the forward model is given by z = x̄ + ϵ where
ϵ ∈ RN is a realization of a random zero-mean Gaussian vari-
able with standard deviation σ > 0. A common strategy con-
sists in defining x̂ as

x̂ = argmin
x∈RN

1

2
∥x− z∥2 + g(Lx), (5)

where g : RS → RN is some regularization function and
L : RN → RS is a linear operator [24–26].

2.3. PNNs for image denoising

Problem (5) can be solved efficiently by the dual forward
backward algorithm (dual-FB) [27], given by

for k = 0, 1, . . .⌊
τk ∈ [τ , (2− τ)∥L∥−2]
uk+1 = proxτkg∗

(
uk − τkL(L

∗uk − z)
)
,

(6)

where τ > 0. Then, according to [27], we have x̂ =
limk→+∞ z − L∗uk.

Recently, a few works have proposed to unroll the dual-FB
algorithm to design unfolded PNNs. In particular, in [28–30],
the authors unrolled the dual-FB algorithm for the denois-
ing problem, and shown that despite having 103 less parame-
ters than a DRUnet [31], it reaches similar performances. We
hence adopt a similar strategy and unroll algorithm (6) over a
fixed number of iterations K ∈ N∗ to construct a composited
nonlinear mapping Gθ of the form of (1)-(2) with{

Tθ0 : RN → RS : x 7→ Lθ0x

FθK : RS → RN : u 7→ z − L∗
θK
u,

and for every k ∈ {1, . . . ,K − 1},

(∀u ∈ RS) Tθk = T̃
(D)
θk

(
T̃

(P)
θk

(u)
)

(7)

with

T̃
(P)
θk

: RS→ RN×RS : u 7→
(
L∗
θk
u+ z, u

)
, (8)

T̃
(D)
θk

: RN×RS→RN: (x, u) 7→ proxτkg∗(u− τkLθkx) (9)

and τk ∈ [τ , (2 − τ)∥Lθk∥−2]. Each intermediate layer
is a composition of a proximal activation function over an
affine transformation where the underlying parameters of
(Tθk)0≤k≤K−1 and FθK are θ = (θk)0≤k≤K , corresponding
to a parametrization of the linear operators (Lθk)0≤k≤K . We
define by Θ the feasible space for θ. In this context, the un-
folded network allows the use of different linear operator Lθk
across layers, hence providing higher adaptivity to the task of
interest by enlarging the feasibility space.

3. LEARNING STRATEGIES

3.1. Lifted training strategies

In the context of supervised learning for image denoising, we
assume that we have access to a training dataset composed
of couples of groundtruth/noisy images (x(s), z(s))s∈S. Then,
standard supervised learning approaches often aim to

minimize
θ∈Θ

1

#(S)
∑
s∈S

ℓ
(
Gθ(z

(s)), x(s)
)
, (10)



where ℓ : RN × RN → R is a data error function (e.g., ℓ2

loss) measuring discrepancy between the output of the net-
work Gθ(z) and the groundtruth x. Standard computational
approaches for solving (10) are (sub-)gradient based algo-
rithms (e.g., (sub-)gradient descent or its stochastic variants),
where the evaluation of the gradient with respect to θ is com-
puted using back-propagation [12].

In the context of feedforward networks of the form of (1)-
(2), problem (10) can be split over layers by introducing auxil-
iary dual variables such as, for every s ∈ S, u(s)0 = Tθ0(z

(s)),
x(s) = FθK (u

(s)
K−1), and, for every k ∈ {1, . . . ,K − 1},

u
(s)
k = Tθk(u

(s)
k−1). Hence, Problem (10) can equivalently be

written as a constrained minimization problem:

minimize
θ,(u(s))s∈S

1

#(S)
∑
s∈S

ℓ
(
FθK (u

(s)
K−1), x

(s)
)

s.t.

{
u
(s)
0 = Tθ0(z

(s))

(∀k ∈ {1, . . . ,K − 1}) u(s)k = Tθk(u
(s)
k−1),

(11)

where, for every s ∈ S, u(s) = (u
(s)
k )0≤k≤K−1 denotes the

auxiliary dual variables for a given pair (x(s), z(s)). In this
equivalent formulation, the popular back-propagation algo-
rithm can be deduced from a Lagrangian formulation [32].
In this context, alternative pathways to standard stochastic
back-propagation algorithms can then be considered. Never-
theless, (11) necessitates to handle a collection of non-linear
constraints, which can be inefficient in practice.

An approach to overcome this issue is to adopt a penalty
approach, where a relaxed formulation of (11) is considered
by replacing the constraints by penalty terms [16, 17]. In the
next section, we review one such approach that appears to be
particularly suited for training PNNs.

3.2. Lifted Bregman approach

Following [21], a relaxed version of problem (11) consists
of penalizing the constraints in (11) with penalty functions
instead of strictly enforcing them. Here, the penalty func-
tions are chosen as a compositions of the Bregman func-
tions defined in (3) and the affine-linear transformations
Fθk . More precisely, we consider the particular case where
activation functions (Dk)0≤k≤K−1 in (2) are proximity op-
erators of some functions (ψk)0≤k≤K−1, and N0 = N and
N1 = . . . = NK = S (i.e., all inner-layers have input/output
of the same dimension). This leads to the relaxed formulation

minimize
θ,(u(s))s∈S

1

#(S)

(∑
s∈S

ℓ
(
FθK (u

(s)
K−1), x

(s)
)

+Bψ0
(u

(s)
0 , Fθ0(z

(s)))+

K−1∑
k=1

Bψk
(u

(s)
k , Fθk(u

(s)
k−1))

)
. (12)

The LB approach can be viewed as a generalization of some
classical lifted training methods [16, 17]. However, unlike

quadratic penalty approaches that still need to differentiate
non-smooth activation functions when first-order optimiza-
tion methods are applied, the Bregman penalty function Bψ
is continuously differentiable with respect to its second ar-
gument (see (4)), and hence with respect to the network pa-
rameters θ. Further, the following properties can be deduced
from [21, Theorem 10] (see [21, 33] for more properties).

Proposition 3.1 (i) Problem (11) and problem (12) share
the same set of solutions.

(ii) Problem (12) is convex with respect to θ when (u(s))s∈S
is fixed.

(iii) For every k ∈ {0, . . . ,K − 1}, problem (12) is convex
with respect to (u

(s)
k )s∈S when θ and the other layer’s

auxiliary variables are fixed.

The LB training framework fits naturally to the structure
of PNNs whose activation functions are proximity operators.
In this context, computing the gradient of Bψ with respect to
θ would boil down to using the activation function itself. In
the next section, we formulate the LB training problem for the
PNN described in Section 2.3.

4. PROPOSED LB TRAINING FOR PNNS

In this section we design a LB training strategy for the denois-
ing PNN described in Section 2.3.

4.1. Proposed lifted Bregman formulation

One can note that the inner layers of the PNN network de-
scribed in Section 2.3 are themselves compositions of two
feed-forward layers of the form of (2), where the first sub-
layers T̃ (P) (see (8)) provide outputs in RN × RS and the
second sub-layers T̃ (D) (see (9)) take inputs from RN × RS .
Due to this change of space in the sub-layers, the LB for-
mulation described in Section 3.2 cannot be directly applied,
and instead we will need to apply it to the global inner-layers
(Tθk)1≤k≤K−1 defined in (7).

We thus introduce the following LB formulation for our
PNN. For the training, we aim to

minimize
θ,(u(s))s∈S

1

#(S)
∑
s∈S

E
(
θ,u(s)

∣∣∣z(s), x(s)) (13)

where, for any (u,θ) ∈ (RS)K−1 ×Θ and (x, z), we have

E
(
θ,u

∣∣z, x) = ℓ
(
F̃θK (uK−1, z), x

)
+Bτ1g∗

(
u1, F̃θ0,θ1(z)

)
+

K−1∑
k=2

Bτkg∗
(
uk, F̃θk(uk−1, z)

)
(14)

with
F̃θ0,θ1(z) = (Id− τ1Lθ1L

∗
θ1)Lθ0z + τ1Lθ1z,

F̃θk(uk−1, z) = uk−1 − τkLθk(L
∗
θk
uk−1 − z),

F̃θK (uK−1, z) = z − L∗
θK
uK−1.

(15)



In this context, the loss (14) is only convex with respect to
the auxiliary variables (u(s))s∈S, but not with respect to the
parameters θ, due to the quadratic terms appearing in (15).
Nevertheless, Proposition 3.1(ii) still holds in this case.

4.2. Proposed computational strategy

Solving (13)-(14) requires to estimate the network parameters
and the auxiliary dual variables. It can be noticed that (14) can
be rewritten as the sum of a Lipschitz-differentiable function
and a proximable function, i.e., for every u ∈ (RS)K−1, θ ∈
Θ and (x, z) ∈ (RN )2,

E
(
θ,u

∣∣z, x) = h(u) + f(u,θ|z, x) (16)

where h is a proximable lower-semicontinuous, proper, con-
vex function, and f is the Lipschitz-differentiable function.
In particular, we define h(u) =

∑K−1
k=1 τkg

∗(uk), while f
contains all the other terms.

Then, we can rely on a block-coordinate forward-backward
(FB) strategy to solve (13), alternating between the optimiza-
tion of θ and the optimization of the auxiliary variables,
whose iterations can be summarized as

for n = 0, 1, . . .⌊
θ(n+1) = θ(n) − βn∇θf(u

(n),θ(n)|z) ,
u(n+1) = proxγnτg∗

(
u(n) − γn∇uf(u

(n),θ(n+1)|z)
)

(17)
where τ = Diag((τk)1≤k≤K−1) and, for every n ∈ N,
(βn, γn) ∈]0,+∞[2 are step-sizes that must be chosen to
ensure convergence of the iterates generated by (17) (see,
e.g., [34]). The partial gradients of f in (17) are evaluated
using auto-differentiation combined with the differentiation
property (4) of the Bregman function. Finally, to use the pro-
posed approach in a training setting, we consider a mini-batch
approach in our simulations, where the partial gradients are
approximated on sub-parts of the training dataset.

Step-size backtracking strategy. The choice of step-sizes
(βn)n∈N and (γn)n∈N in (17) relies on the computation of
the Lipschitz constants associated with the gradients of func-
tion f . In the considered training context, such a computation
can be very expensive, and instead we propose a backtrack-
ing strategy that relies on monotone properties of the block-
coordinate FB algorithm (that holds even for non-convex ob-
jective functions). Indeed, according to [34], the step-sizes
should be chosen to satisfy, for every n ∈ N,

f(u(n),θ(n+1)|z) ≤ f(u(n),θ(n)|z)

+ ⟨θ(n+1) − θ(n),∇θf(u
(n),θ(n)|z)⟩

+
1

2βn
∥θ(n+1) − θ(n)∥2 (18)

and

f(u(n+1),θ(n+1)|z) ≤ f(u(n),θ(n+1)|z)

+ ⟨u(n+1) − u(n),∇uf(u
(n),θ(n+1)|z)⟩

+
1

2γn
∥u(n+1) − u(n)∥2. (19)

Since the partial gradients in (18) and (19) need to be evalu-
ated in the iterations (17), verifying these inequalities appears
to have a very low computational cost, that only necessitates
extra forward passes to evaluate function f . We hence pro-
pose to use them to design our backtracking strategy. In par-
ticular, since the objective is non-convex, we adopt a two-way
backtracking approach (i.e., we automatically either increase
or decrease the step-sizes at each iteration) in order to choose
the largest step-sizes satisfying the majorant properties.

5. SIMULATIONS AND RESULTS

In this section, we aim to demonstrate the performance of the
proposed strategy on an image denoising example. All nu-
merical results are computed using Pytorch 2.2.2 on NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 2080 Ti.

5.1. Experiment setup

Datasets. For the training groundtruth set, we consider a
subset of 1, 000 images randomly selected from the Tiny Im-
ageNet dataset [35], and we use patches of size 32 × 32. The
associated noisy images are generated as, for every s ∈ S,
z(s) = x̄(s) + ϵ(s), with ϵ(s) ∈ RN being a realization of
a zero-mean Gaussian variable with standard deviation σ =
0.1. We then evaluate the resulting networks on 9 images se-
lected from the BSDS dataset [36].

Network architectures. We evaluate our training proce-
dure for the PNN defined in Section 2.3 for different network
depthK ∈ {5, 10, 15}. For the three cases, we fix the number
of features to 16. We set τk at 1.8/∥Lk∥2, where the spectral
norm is computed via power iteration following the method
proposed in [28]. For all our experiments, the network weights
are initialized following the strategy proposed in [37].

Evaluation. We consider two experiment settings to evalu-
ate the performances of the proposed LB-FB training strategy.
For both we use the ℓ2 loss and run algorithms over 50 epochs.
Mini-batch stability: We fix the number of layers to K = 5
and investigate the stability of the proposed alternating FB
algorithm when considering a mini-batch approach. We vary
the batch size at {1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100} and train the net-
works on a small collection of 100 images.
Comparison with SGD: We fix the mini-batch size to saturate
memory, vary K ∈ {5, 10, 15}, and compare the proposed
LB-FB training approach to a standard stochastic gradient de-
scent approach (SGD) implemented in Pytorch. We run both



Fig. 1. Mini-batch stability: ℓ2 loss values with respect to compu-
tation time (left) and epochs (right), for different batch sizes.

Fig. 2. Comparison with SGD: ℓ2 loss values comparing with SGD,
with respect to computation time (left), and epochs (right).

Fig. 3. Denoising results obtained with the proposed LB-FB training
strategy on two sample images from the BSDS dataset.

algorithms on the 1, 000 images. For LB-FB, learning rates
(βn, γn)n∈N are determined via the backtracking strategy. For
SGD, the choice of learning rate is made via a grid search over
values in the range [1 × 10−6, 5 × 10−4], where it is chosen
empirically such that the training loss value is the lowest.

5.2. Numerical results

Mini-batch stability. Figure 1 gives the ℓ2 loss values as de-
fined in Section 4.1 with respect to computational time (left)
and epochs (right). On the one hand, we observe that using
bigger batch sizes leads to slower convergence. On the other

Table 1. Average SSIM and PSNR (and standard deviation) ob-
tained for the 9 BSDS test images.

SSIM PSNR
Noisy 0.3773± 0.0929 19.7534± 0.3378

LB-FB 0.6504± 0.0874 26.3502± 0.4448

SGD 0.6413± 0.0921 26.1366± 0.4836

hand, using smaller batch sizes seems to enable better opti-
mization of ℓ2. However the computation of the 50 epochs
takes longer runtime with very small batch sizes (e.g., 1 or 2).
Hence a trade-off should be adopted, to avoid saturating the
memory while keeping high performances.

Comparison with SGD. Figure 2 gives the ℓ2 loss values with
respect to epochs, obtained with the proposed LB-FB training
approach and with the standard SGD, for the 3 considered net-
work depths. Overall, we see that LB-FB needs fewer epochs
than SGD to converge, and seems more stable (no oscillation
ensured by the backtracking approach). We also observe that,
as we increase the network depth, a light discrepancy appears
between the curves. This suggests that the proposed LB-FB
strategy remains stable for deeper network architectures. This
is most likely due to the LB formulation, where the training
objective is decomposed to layer-wise local objectives.

Finally, for visual inspection, we provide examples of de-
noised images obtained with our training strategy for K = 15
in Figure 3. In Table 1 we summarize PSNR and SSIM av-
erage scores and standard deviation obtained on the 9 BSDS
test images.

6. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have proposed a lifted Bregman training strat-
egy combined with a mini-batch block-coordinate forward-
backward algorithm for training an unfolded PNN specifically
designed for the image Gaussian denoising task. Through nu-
merical experiments, we demonstrated the efficiency of the
proposed strategy and showed its competitive performance in
training deeper network architectures, comparing to standard
SGD approaches using the back-propagation methods.
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