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Abstract—Stochastic optimization methods have actively been
playing a critical role in modern machine learning algorithms
to deliver decent performance. While numerous works have pro-
posed and developed diverse approaches, first-order and second-
order methods are in entirely different situations. The former is
significantly pivotal and dominating in emerging deep learning
but only leads convergence to a stationary point. However,
second-order methods are less popular due to their computational
intensity in large-dimensional problems. This paper presents a
novel method that leverages both the first-order and second-order
methods in a unified algorithmic framework, termed FUSE, from
which a practical version (PV) is derived accordingly. FUSE-PV
stands as a simple yet efficient optimization method involving a
switch-over between first and second orders. Additionally, we de-
velop different criteria that determine when to switch. FUSE-PV
has provably shown a smaller computational complexity than
SGD and Adam. To validate our proposed scheme, we present
an ablation study on several simple test functions and show a
comparison with baselines for benchmark datasets.

Index Terms—Stochastic optimization, first-order & second-
order optimization, SGD, Adam, convergence, machine learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Modern machine learning has dramatically benefited from
stochastic optimization algorithms that provide highly effective
iterative methods to attain optimal solutions. The emerging
deep learning particularly motivates the broad development
and applications of these methods. Among them, first-order
stochastic optimization approaches have gained considerable
attention. Stochastic gradient descent (SGD) [1] has provably
and empirically shown its pronounced efficiency and efficacy
for various problems. Albeit adopted widely, SGD suffers
from slow convergence behavior that inevitably increases the
computational complexity. To mitigate this issue, the tech-
nique of adaptive moment has already been utilized to yield
another class of first-order methods, such as AdaGrad [2],
RMSProp [3] and Adam [2], [3]. Such adaptive gradient
methods are primarily driven by applying the first and/or
second moments of gradients into the gradient descent step,
leading to adaptive step sizes. Nevertheless, this causes the
issue of poor generalization, regardless of the empirically
faster convergence compared to SGD. More recently, advanced
optimizers, e.g., AdaBound [4] and RAdam [5] were also
developed to enhance the training performance and testing
accuracy, but their applicability to different types of problems
may not necessarily be on par with that of Adam, which
thus remains the most popular one. However, all first-order
methods, in theory, can only guarantee the convergence to
the first-order stationary point (FOSP) under the first-order

necessary condition [6].

Another line of work of interest that has not thoroughly been
investigated is second-order stochastic optimization, which
leverages the second-order information of the objective loss.
Compared to first-order algorithms, second-order algorithms
calculate or approximate the Hessian matrix and/or its inverse,
resulting in a large computational overhead. Moreover, empir-
ically, some popular second-order methods, such as Limited-
memory Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno (L-BFGS) [7]
and Conjugate Gradient (CG) [8], still underperform first-
order methods particularly in solving deep learning-based
optimization problems. However, second-order approaches re-
tain the convergence to the local minimum, possibly with a
much faster convergence rate given the proper initialization.
Recently, some works [9]–[16] have attempted to develop
effective second-order schemes for training overparameterized
models in deep learning. A more recent work [17] adopted
SGD as a warmup for some iterations before applying a variant
of L-BFGS, but this work was under the distributed setting.

To alleviate the generalization error while retaining the fast
convergence in training over-parameterized models, a previous
work [18] combined Adam and SGD together by defining a
switchover point that determined when to switch from Adam to
SGD. More recent works [19], [20] have also reported similar
ideas to mix these two optimizers. However, the guarantee
of local minimum is still not necessarily true due to the
property of FOSP. In this work, we take another way of
combination between first-order and second-order methods
that has not been explored and developed. Specifically, this
paper presents the following contributions. a) We develop a
novel algorithm framework, termed FUSE (First-order and
second-order Unified SynthEsis), for solving the stochastic op-
timization problems in machine learning, through combining
the first-order adaptive gradient method (e.g., Adam) with the
second-order method (e.g., L-BFGS). b) We derive a practical
version, termed FUSE-PV, which involves a “switchover”
point between first-order and second-order methods. We define
three metrics, iteration (epoch)-based, gradient-based and loss-
based for the implementation. FUSE-PV provably shows the
improvement of computational complexity compared to SGD
and Adam. Please also see Table I for comparison. c) To val-
idate the proposed algorithm, we utilize simple test functions
and popular benchmark datasets with multiple models. The
empirical results show the superiority of FUSE-PV over other
baseline optimizers.
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TABLE I
COMPARISON AMONG DIFFERENT METHODS.

Method function Order Complexity

SGD NC First O( 1
ϵ2

)

Adam NC First O( 1
ϵ2

)

L-BFGS
SC Second O(log 1

ϵ
)

NC Second O( 1
ϵ2

)

FUSE-PV
SC F+S O(max{ 1

ζ
, log( 1

ϵ
)})

NC F+S O( 1
ϵ2

)

NC: non-convex, SC: strongly convex; F+S: First + Second;
ζ > ϵ > 0. Please note that due to the stochastic gradient,
the L-BFGS and FUSE-PV are in a stochastic version.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND PROPOSED ALGORITHM

We introduce the preliminary background knowledge for
first-order and second-order methods, which will characterize
the proposed algorithmic frameworks presented later. In this
context, we select Adam and L-BFGS for representatives
while deferring other algorithms to future work. Recalling the
empirical risk minimization, we have

minx∈Rdf(x) :=
1

n

∑
i∈D

f i(x), (1)

where D is the dataset, n is the size of D, f : Rd → R is
the loss function and f i is the function value corresponding
to a sample i. Depending on concrete problems, f possesses
different properties, such as convexity or non-convexity, which
has an impact on the convergence rate of the designed algo-
rithm. It has been well-known that most first-order algorithms
attain the ϵ-optimality within O(ϵ−2) iterations based on
E[∥∇f(x)∥2] ≤ ϵ. ∥ · ∥ signifies the Euclidean norm.
A. Adam and L-BFGS

Despite other variants, Adam can be regarded as the most
popular stochastic optimizer. By leveraging the exponential
moving average to the stochastic gradient and its square, Adam
resorts to the first-order (mk) and second-order (vk) moments
for adjusting step size during optimization. Specifically, the
update law of Adam can be framed as follows:

mk+1 = β1mk + (1− β1)g(xk) (2a)
vk+1 = β2vk + (1− β2)g(xk)⊙ g(xk) (2b)

xk+1 = xk − α

√
1− βk

2

1− βk
1

mk+1 ⊘
√
vk+1 + a, (2c)

where g(x) is the stochastic gradient (we will drop stochastic
for simplicity) and it is assumed to be the unbiased estimate
of ∇f(x), i.e., ∇f(x) = E[g(x)], a is a user-defined small
positive constant and k is the time step. ⊙ is the Hadamard
product and ⊘ is the element-wise division. The term in this

context
√

1−βk
2

1−βk
1

serves for bias correction due to the exponen-
tial moving average in the algorithm. In terms of theoretical
and empirical findings, Adam enables a faster convergence,
in particular at the beginning of training. However, after a
sufficient number of iterations, it converges to a FOSP, which
can be implied by the saturation from the training loss.

According to the previous discussion, SGD requires acceler-
ation for effectively solving optimization problems, and Adam

has shown one valid technique. Alternatively, the information
from the Hessian matrix can also be used to accelerate the
convergence and improve the performance. L-BFGS is in
between gradient descent and Newton’s method, as it ap-
proximates the Hessian without direct calculation, leading to
faster convergence and the reduction of high computational
cost. We first review the updated laws for L-BFGS. Suppose
that the starting point is x0. L-BFGS involves a two-loop
recursion that requires gradient, parameter difference and
gradient difference as the input. Denote by sk and yk the
parameter and gradient difference respectively at time step k
such that sk = xk+1 − xk and yk = gk+1 − gk. The key
of L-BFGS is to calculate a new direction pk to update the
parameter xk+1 = xk + αkpk by using current gradient gk,
the historical m states of s and y. Specifically, the direction
pk is obtained in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 1: L-BFGS Algorithm Outline
Data: starting point x0, integer history size m > 0,

k = 1
Result: x∗

k = 0;
while no converge do

Calculate gradient gk at position xk;
Compute direction pk using Algorithm 2;
Compute xk+1 = xk + αkpk where αk is chosen
to satisfy Wolfe conditions;

if k > m then
Discard vector pair sk−m, yk−m from memory
storage

end
sk = xk+1 − xk, yk = gk+1 − gk;
k = k + 1;

end

Algorithm 2: L-BFGS two-loop recursion
Data: gk, si, yi, i = k −m, ..., k − 1
Result: new direction pk

p = −gk;
for i = k − 1 : k −m do

αi =
sip
siyi

, p = p− αiyi

end
p = ( sk−1yk−1

yk−1yk−1
)p;

for i = k − 1 : k −m do
β = yip

siyi
, p = p+ (αi − β) · si

end

In Algorithm 1 the gradient gk is calculated in a mini-
batch way such that it is equal to 1

|B|
∑

i∈B ∇f i(xk), where
B is a mini-batch of D. L-BFGS has a significant advantage
when solving linear/quadratic minimization problems as the
convergence is in finite steps. However, modern machine
learning problems are naturally highly nonlinear and non-
convex, particularly when they are overparameterized neural



networks. Due to the two-loop recursion, it could probably
take a long time for L-BFGS to converge to a decent optimum.
For instance, if K iterations must be run before satisfying the
convergence criterion, then the total run time cost is O(Kmd).
For a large deep neural network model, this could be extremely
time-consuming. Our work presents an approach to reduce
such computational overhead.
B. First-order and second-order Unified SynthEsis (FUSE)

The proposed FUSE is shown in Algorithm 3. One obser-
vation from Algorithm 3 is that FUSE utilizes a parameter
to control the update for x, which can be treated as a “soft”
update by using xA

k+1 and xL
k+1 that are obtained from Adam

and L-BFGS respectively. θ provides a convenient way to put
importance to different algorithms at the current epoch. A good
practice is in the early phase of optimization, θ can be close
to 1 and then gradually reduce to 0. When approaching the
optimal solution, L-BFGS reduces the number of iterations.
Another observation is that FUSE has more iteration costs
compared to either Adam or L-BFGS only. During each
iteration, it needs to calculate the parameter updates using
both first-order and second-order methods. When d is large,
FUSE could become computationally intractable. Thus, in
this context, we derive a practical version of FUSE, i.e.,
FUSE-PV, which introduces a switchover condition to de-
cide between first-order and second-order algorithms. Equiva-
lently, in FUSE-PV, two phases are established based on the
switchover point and θ is selected from {0, 1}. The algorithmic
framework is in Algorithm 4. The switchover point can be
determined by any proper condition. We defer the explicit
expression to the later section. While FUSE-PV simply allows
Adam and L-BFGS to take control of different stages of the
optimization, this procedure has led to a decent empirical
performance. During optimization, Adam triggers a fast search
for the optimal solution at the early stage, in which both SGD
and second-order algorithms can perform poorly. While in
the later stage, close to the optimal solution, second-order
algorithms are able to take significantly fewer iterations to
reach it compared to first-order algorithms, given its additional
curvature information. This is equivalent to a scenario in which
the initialization point was selected in a proper way such
that the convergence is pretty fast. We now introduce the
switchover condition in what follows.

Algorithm 3: FUSE: Adam + L-BFGS

Data: β1, β2 ∈ (0, 1],x0, α,m0,v0,K, ϵ, θ ∈ [0, 1]
Result: xK

k = 0;
while k < K do

Update xA
k+1 using Eq. 2;

Update xL
k+1 using Algorithm 1;

xk+1 = θxA
k+1 + (1− θ)xL

k+1;
k = k + 1;

end

Algorithm 4: FUSE-PV
Data: β1, β2 ∈ (0, 1],x0, α,m0,v0,K, ϵ
Result: xK

k = 0;
while k < K do

if switchover condition is satisfied then
Update xk+1 using Algorithm 1

else
Update xk+1 using Eq. 2

end
k = k + 1;

end

C. Metrics for Switchover
Simple iteration (epoch). A simple method that can be imme-
diately used as a switchover condition is to define how many
iterations for first-order and second-order methods to run,
respectively. Such a method is easy to implement and has more
practical efficiency. Furthermore, it doesn’t add any additional
computational cost when running the algorithm. However,
correctly determining the accurate number of iterations could
be a quite challenging problem, which may require some trials.
Though one can regard it as a hyperparameter and use grid
search or hyperparameter optimization methods to determine,
this is out of our study scope. Gradient norm. We introduce
another switchover condition that is related to the gradient
norm. In an ideal optimization process, the gradient will decay
to 0 along with iterations. However, due to stochasticity and
the typical requirement of non-asymptotic convergence, the
gradient only converges to a sufficiently small value within an
acceptable accuracy. According to this, we have

1

K

K∑
k=1

E[∥g(xk)∥2] ≤ ζ, (3)

where ζ is a user-defined positive constant. This condition
guarantees that when activating the second-order algorithm,
xk has been properly initialized with the first-order algorithm,
even close to x∗. It has been well-known that first-order
algorithms, such as SGD, can suffer from slow convergence
when xk → x∗, while second-order algorithms have superior
performance in this region. Thus, the gradient norm condition
with a properly defined ζ facilitates the convergence to the
optimal solution. Though Eq. 3 can only guarantee local
optimality, it has been adopted quite often in non-convex
optimization. When applying the gradient norm condition, we
are not aware of how many times the value of ζ is the final
accuracy (say ϵ). While ζ should be defined as larger than
ϵ, their relationship is one future work to be investigated.
Objective loss. The final switchover condition in this work
we want to introduce is to leverage the loss. When evaluating
an optimization algorithm, one can observe the loss directly.
Generically, we would like the designed algorithm to keep
descending the loss when searching for a minimum. Hence,
the difference between two consecutive losses can be used
to determine when to switch over from the first-order to the



second-order methods, i.e.,
E[|f(xk)− f(xk−1)|] ≤ σ, (4)

where σ is also a user-defined small positive constant. How-
ever, this condition has relied on an implicit fact that the
gradient is bounded in optimization. We also assume f∗ =
f(x∗) > −∞ throughout the rest of the analysis, where x∗ :=
argminx∈Rdf(x). Other conditions such as E[∥xk −x∗∥] ≤ σ
or E[|f(xk)−f(x∗)|] ≤ σ could also be used as the switchover
condition, but typically x∗ is unknown a priori.

III. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we present theoretical analysis for the
proposed FUSE-PV algorithm and leave the more general
analysis of FUSE in our future work. Due to the space
limit, we only present the proof sketch for the non-convex
case, skipping the strongly convex one. We first present some
assumptions to characterize the main results.

Assumption 1: (a) f i is smooth with constant L > 0 and
twice continuously differentiable, for all i; (b) There exist
constants η > 0 and γ ≥ 0 such that Ei∼D[∥∇f i(x)∥2] ≤
γ2 + η∥∇f(x)∥.
Assumption 1 (b) implies the bounded variance that has been
generic in previous works [21]–[23] and reduces to strong
growth condition if γ = 0 [24]. Another popular assumption
is bounded gradient when showing the proof for adaptive
gradient algorithms. The authors [21] have presented proof
techniques without this stronger assumption, which can be
violated easily even with a simple quadratic loss. We first
analyze the complexity of the strongly convex functions.

Theorem 1: (Informal) Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and
that f i is strongly convex with constant µ > 0. There exists
constant ζ > 0 and ϵ > 0 such that ζ > ϵ. Then FUSE-PV
incurs the complexity with the order of O(max{ 1

ζ , log( 1ϵ )}).
Remark 1: In Theorem 1, O( 1ζ ) is due to Adam, which

matches the result in [25], and this still holds if other first-
order algorithms are used in this context such as SGD. The
faster component O(log( 1ϵ )) is attributed to L-BFGS. Such
an order is obtained by using a constant step size, which
leads to convergence to the neighborhood of the optimal
solution. One can instead utilize a diminishing step size
to achieve x∗ but with the cost of a larger computational
overhead. Without stochasticity, FUSE-PV can even attain
a better convergence with only O(max{log( 1ζ ), loglog( 1ϵ )}),
which will be validated by empirical evidence. We next give
another main result for the non-convex case.

Theorem 2: (Informal) Suppose that Assumption 1 holds.
There exists constant ϵ > 0 such that FUSE-PV incurs the
complexity with the order of O( 1

ϵ2 ).
Proof sketch: Denote by K1 the number of epochs for
Adam and K2 the number of epochs for L-BFGS. To
quantify the complexity for Adam, we adopt the metric
1
K1

∑K1−1
k=0 E[∥∇f(xk)∥2] ≤ ϵ. We first use the smoothness

condition to obtain the descent lemma for f(x). Subsequently,
following the proof techniques from [2], we can obtain
1
K1

∑K1−1
k=0 E[∥∇f(xk)∥2] ≤ O( 1√

K1
). With the initializa-

tion xK1 for L-BFGS, we have the initialization error as

f(xK1
) − f∗. We still establish the similar descent lemma

by using Assumption 1. With the analogous proof techniques
from [13], we have 1

K2

∑K2−1
k=0 E[∥∇f(xk)∥2] ≤ O( logK2√

K2
).

Hence, the combined complexity is roughly O( 1
ϵ2 ).

Remark 2: Theorem 2 suggests that generically, if the
objective loss is non-convex, then the complexity is similar
to that attained by most first-order algorithms. However, to
make the most advantage of L-BFGS, a larger batch size can
be employed in training to boost the performance, which has
also been stressed in [23]. Likewise, a constant step size is
adopted to get O( 1

ϵ2 ). A diminishing step size leads to the
convergence to the optimal solution, but with the compromise
of convergence rate, in an asymptotic manner.

IV. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

To validate the proposed approach, we use both low-
dimensional non-convex functions and real datasets with
multiple models (logistic regression, multi-layer perceptron
(MLP), convolutional neural network (CNN) (2 layers), and
Densely Connected Convolutional Networks (DenseNet) (5
layers)) to show the performance. To compare the proposed
optimizer, we use SGD, Adam+SGD and Adam as baselines.
For SGD and Adam, their step sizes are respectively 0.01
and 0.001. Though larger models typically result in better
performance, we are concerned more about the performance
w.r.t. various optimizers in this work. The datasets we employ
consists MNIST, FashionMNIST, KMNIST [26], USPS, and
CIFAR 10 [27]. To keep the indication simple, we drop PV
from FUSE-PV in empirical results.

Fig. 1. Optimizer performance for 2D Rosenbrock function.

Fig. 2. Optimizer performance for 2D Rastrigin function.

Simple non-convex test function. Fig. 1 to Fig. 4 show
different loss landscapes and curves by using optimizers
to optimize popular low-dimensional non-convex functions,
including 2D Rosenbrock, Rastrigin, Ackley, and Himmelblau
functions [28]. To have a fair comparison, we set the same
initialization for all optimizers in different scenarios. All plots
depict the superiority of the proposed FUSE over baselines.
Particularly, the switchover from Adam to L-BFGS improves



TABLE II
PERFORMANCE (MEANSTD ) OF DIFFERENT MODELS.

Dataset/Models SGD Adam Adam+SGD FUSE

MNIST/Logistic Reg. 0.786∼0.0 0.9050.0008 0.894∼0.0 0.9080.0042

KMNIST/MLP 0.6560.0014 0.7880.0064 0.7870.0016 0.7950.0016

CIFAR/DenseNet 0.1500.0024 0.3430.0050 0.2950.0053 0.3660.0100

USPS/CNN 0.229∼0.0 0.8990.0056 0.8220.0017 0.9120.0091

the performance compared to those only using first-order
methods, which could get stuck with poor local minimum or
have no progress, as observed from Fig. 2 and Fig. 4. On the
contrary, the currently most popular optimizer Adam saturates
after some epochs when solving simple non-convex functions
with larger variance. This evidently supports that Adam suffers
from a bad stationary point even in low-dimensional problems.
From all loss curves plots, FUSE has shown the superlinear
convergence without stochastic gradients, validating the theo-
retical claim in Remark 1.

Fig. 3. Optimizer performance for 2D Ackley function.

Fig. 4. Optimizer performance for 2D Himmelblau function.

Real datasets with diverse models. Table II shows testing
performance for a variety of models and datasets. For a few
cases, the standard deviation is close to 0 (∼ 0) with different
random seeds. Overall, FUSE outperforms all baselines. In
Fig. 5, different switchover criteria are used in the FUSE
optimizer and the result indicates that the epoch-based cri-
terion slightly outperforms the other two. Hence, we use this
simple criterion, while determining the nearly optimal epoch
number by manual tuning. However, it can be regarded as a
hyperparameter to be tuned as others in regular deep learning
models. Fig. 6 and Fig. 7 show the training loss and testing
accuracy w.r.t. the number of epochs. Evidently, FUSE leads to
improvement over baselines since the initialization by Adam
helps generalization in testing data. However, we also notice
that FUSE may result in slightly higher variance relative to
first-order methods, particularly after switching to the second-
order method. This is primarily attributed to the stochasticity
in approximating the Hessian, which can be mitigated by
increasing the batch size. Another interesting observation from

both figures is that though given a sufficient number of epochs,
Adam can still be on par with FUSE. But given the limited
computational budget, FUSE ensures a faster convergence
speed and enables computational cost reduction. In summary,
our proposed FUSE is able to outperform the popular first-
order optimizers, particularly when computing resources are
insufficient. Additionally, training different model architec-
tures also necessitates a suitable optimizer selection instead
of sticking to only first-order optimizers consistently.

Fig. 5. Training loss for different criteria (DenseNet on CIFAR-10)

Fig. 6. Logistic Regression performance on FashionMNIST

Fig. 7. DenseNet performance on CIFAR-10

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present a novel algorithm that synthesizes
both first-order and second-order algorithms in a unified
framework. Specifically, we develop FUSE and FUSE-PV
based on Adam and L-BFGS optimization algorithms. We



also introduce different metrics for determining when to switch
from first-order to second-order algorithms. We theoretically
analyze the computational complexity for FUSE-PV. To val-
idate our proposed method, simple non-convex functions and
multiple models with diverse datasets are evaluated, and the
results show superiority over diverse baselines.
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