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Abstract

We propose a new first-order method for minimizing nonconvex functions with Lipschitz
continuous gradients and Holder continuous Hessians. The proposed algorithm is a heavy-ball
method equipped with two particular restart mechanisms. It finds a solution where the gradient

norm is less than ¢ in O( V“% 57%) function and gradient evaluations, where v € [0, 1] and
H,, are the Holder exponent and constant, respectively. This complexity result covers the classical
bound of O(e~2) for v = 0 and the state-of-the-art bound of O(¢~7/) for v = 1. Our algorithm
is v-independent and thus universal; it automatically achieves the above complexity bound with
the optimal v € [0, 1] without knowledge of H,. In addition, the algorithm does not require
other problem-dependent parameters as input, including the gradient’s Lipschitz constant or the
target accuracy €. Numerical results illustrate that the proposed method is promising.
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1 Introduction

This paper studies general nonconvex optimization problems:

min f(z
i f()
where f: R? — R is twice differentiable and lower bounded, i.e., inf,cga f(x) > —oc. Throughout
the paper, we impose the following assumption of Lipschitz continuous gradients.

Assumption 1. There exists a constant L > 0 such that ||V f(z) — Vf(y)|| < L|lz — y|| for all
z,y € RY.

First-order methods [3, 31], which access f through function and gradient evaluations, have
gained increasing attention because they are suitable for large-scale problems. A classical result
is that the gradient descent method finds an e-stationary point (i.e., z € R? where ||V f(z)|| <€)
in O(e72) function and gradient evaluations under Assumption 1. Recently, more sophisticated
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first-order methods have been developed to achieve faster convergence for more smooth functions.
Such methods [2, 6, 28, 33-35, 53] have complexity bounds of O(¢~7/4) or O(e~7/*) under Lipschitz
continuity of Hessians in addition to gradients.!

This research stream raises two natural questions:

Question 1. How fast can first-order methods converge under smoothness assumptions stronger
than Lipschitz continuous gradients but weaker than Lipschitz continuous Hessians?

Question 2. Can a single algorithm achieve both of the following complexity bounds: O(e~2) for
functions with Lipschitz continuous gradients and O(e~7/%) for functions with Lipschitz
continuous gradients and Hessians?

Question 2 is also crucial from a practical standpoint because it is often challenging for users of
optimization methods to check whether a function of interest has a Lipschitz continuous Hessian. It
would be nice if there were no need to use several different algorithms to achieve faster convergence.

Motivated by the questions, we propose a new first-order method and provide its complexity
analysis with the Hélder continuity of Hessians. Holder continuity generalizes Lipschitz continuity
and has been widely used for complexity analyses of optimization methods [12, 13, 18, 20, 22—
25, 30, 38]. Several properties and an example of Hélder continuity can be found in [23, Section 2].

Definition 1. The Hélder constant of V2 f with exponent v € [0,1] is defined by

2 _ 2
Hoe oy ITY@=GI
z,y€RY, £y ”1’ - y”

(1)

The Hessian V2f is said to be Hélder continuous with exponent v, or v-Hélder, if H, < 4o0.

We should emphasize that f determines the value of H, for each v € [0,1] and that v is not a
constant determined by f. Under Assumption 1, we have Hy < 2L because the assumption implies
IV2f(2)|| < L for all z € R? [37, Lemma 1.2.2]. For v € (0, 1], we may have H, = +oc, but we will
allow it. In contrast, all existing first-order methods [2, 6, 28, 33-35, 53] with complexity bounds
of O(e="/*) or O(¢~"/*) assume H; < 400 (i.e., the Lipschitz continuity of V2f) in addition to
Assumption 1. We should note that it is often difficult to compute the Hélder constant H, of a
real-world function for a given v € [0, 1].

The proposed first-order method is a heavy-ball method equipped with two particular restart
mechanisms, enjoying the following advantages:

e For v € [0,1] such that H, < +o0, our algorithm finds an e-stationary point in
1 v
0(H3+2Ve—3%) 2)

function and gradient evaluations under Assumption 1. This result answers Question 1 and
covers the classical bound of O(¢~2) for v = 0 and the state-of-the-art bound of O(¢~7/4) for
v=1.

e The complexity bound (2) is simultaneously attained for all v € [0, 1] such that H, < +oco by a
single v-independent algorithm. The algorithm thus automatically achieves the bound with the
optimal v € [0, 1] that minimizes (2). This result affirmatively answers Question 2.

e Our algorithm requires no knowledge of problem-dependent parameters, including the optimal v,
the Lipschitz constant L, or the target accuracy e.

'The O-notation hides polylogarithmic factors in e !. For example, the method of [28] has a complexity bound of
O(e~*(loge™1)").



Let us describe our ideas for developing such an algorithm. We employ the Hessian-free
analysis recently developed for Lipschitz continuous Hessians [35] to estimate the Hessian’s Holder
continuity with only first-order information. The Hessian-free analysis uses inequalities that include
the Hessian’s Lipschitz constant H; but not a Hessian matrix itself, enabling us to estimate H;.
Extending this analysis to general v allows us to estimate the Holder constant H,, given v € [0, 1].
We thus obtain an algorithm that requires v as input and has the complexity bound (2) for the
given v. However, the resulting algorithm lacks usability because v that minimizes (2) is generally
unknown.

Our main idea for developing a v-independent algorithm is to set v = 0 for the above v-dependent
algorithm. This may seem strange, but we prove that it works; a carefully designed algorithm for
v = 0 achieves the complexity bound (2) for any v € [0,1]. Although we design an estimate for H,
it also has a relationship with H,, for v € (0, 1], as will be stated in Proposition 1. This proposition
allows us to obtain the desired complexity bounds without specifying v.

To evaluate the numerical performance of the proposed method, we conducted experiments
with standard machine-learning tasks. The results illustrate that the proposed method outperforms
state-of-the-art methods.

Notation. For vectors a,b € R?, let (a,b) denote the dot product and ||a| denote the Euclidean
norm. For a matrix A € R™*" let ||A|| denote the operator norm, or equivalently the largest
singular value.

2 Related work

This section reviews previous studies from several perspectives and discusses similarities and
differences between them and this work.

Complexity of first-order methods. Gradient descent (GD) is known to have a complexity
bound of O(¢~2) under Lipschitz continuous gradients (e.g., [37, Example. 1.2.3]). First-order
methods [12, 22] for Holder continuous gradients have recently been proposed to generalize the

bound; they enjoy bounds of O(S_HTN), where 1 € (0,1] is the Holder exponent of V f. First-order
methods have also been studied under stronger assumptions. The methods of [2, 6, 28, 53] enjoy
complexity bounds of O(e~7/4) under Lipschitz continuous gradients and Hessians,? and the bounds
have recently been improved to O(e~7/4) [33-35]. This paper generalizes the classical bound of
O(£72) in a different direction from [12, 22] and interpolates the existing bounds of O(¢~2) and
O(e~7/*). Table 1 compares our complexity results with the existing ones.

Complexity of second-order methods using Holder continuous Hessians. The Holder
continuity of Hessians has been used to analyze second-order methods. Grapiglia and Nesterov [23]

proposed a regularized Newton method that finds an e-stationary point in 0(67%) evaluations of
f, Vf, and V2f, where v € [0,1] is the Hélder exponent of V2f. The complexity bound generalizes
previous O(¢~3/2) bounds under Lipschitz continuous Hessians [10, 11, 14, 40]. We make the same
assumption of Holder continuous Hessians as in [23] but do not compute Hessians in the algorithm.
Table 2 summarizes the first-order and second-order methods together with their assumptions.

2 We note that some methods [1, 7, 48, 49] also attain the complexity of 0(677/4), but they employ Hessian-vector
multiplications and thus are beyond first-order methods.



Table 1: Complexity of first-order methods for nonconvex optimization. “Exponent in complexity”
means « in O(e™%).

p-Holder gradient p e (0,1] pw=1 pw=1 w=1

v-Holder Hessian — (v =0) v € [0,1] v=1
1 443 7
Exponent in complexity Ll 2 +ov -
I 2+ 2v 4

Reference / Algorithm [12,22]  Gradient descent This work [33-35]

Table 2: Nonconvex optimization methods under smoothness assumptions.

Assumption ‘ First-order method Second-order method
Lipschitz gradient (p=1) Gradient descent —

Holder gradient (1€ (0,1]) (12, 22] —
Lipschitz Hessian (v =1) (2, 6, 28, 33-35, 53] [10, 11, 14, 40]
Holder Hessian (v €10,1]) This work [23]

Universality for Holder continuity. When Hoélder continuity is assumed, it is preferable that
algorithms not require the exponent v as input because a suitable value for v tends to be hard to
find in real-world problems. Such v-independent algorithms, called universal methods, were first
developed as first-order methods for convex optimization [30, 38] and have since been extended to
other settings, including higher-order methods or nonconvex problems [12, 13, 20, 22-25]. Within
this research stream, this paper proposes a universal method with a new setting: a first-order method
under Holder continuous Hessians. Because of the differences in settings, the existing techniques
for universality cannot be applied directly; we obtain a universal method by setting v = 0 for a
v-dependent algorithm, as discussed in Section 1.

Heavy-ball methods. Heavy-ball (HB) methods are a kind of momentum method first proposed
by Polyak [43] for convex optimization. Although some complexity results have been obtained for
(strongly) convex settings [21, 32|, they are weaker than the optimal bounds given by Nesterov’s
accelerated gradient method [36, 39]. For nonconvex optimization, HB and its variants [15, 29, 46, 50]
have been practically used with great success, especially in deep learning, while studies on theoretical
convergence analysis are few [34, 41, 42]. O’Neill and Wright [42] analyzed the local behavior of the
original HB method, showing that the method is unlikely to converge to strict saddle points. Ochs
et al. [41] proposed a generalized HB method, iPiano, that enjoys a complexity bound of O(e~2)
under Lipschitz continuous gradients, which is of the same order as that of GD. Li and Lin [34]
proposed an HB method with a restart mechanism that achieves a complexity bound of O(e~7/4)
under Lipschitz continuous gradients and Hessians. Our algorithm is another HB method with a
different restart mechanism that enjoys more general complexity bounds than Li and Lin [34], as
discussed in Section 1.

Comparison with [35]. This paper shares some mathematical tools with [35] because we utilize
the Hessian-free analysis introduced in [35] to estimate Hessian’s Holder continuity. While the
analysis in [35] is for Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method under Lipschitz continuous Hessians,



we here analyze Polyak’s HB method under Hélder continuity. Thanks to the simplicity of the
HB momentum, our estimate for the Holder constant is easier to compute than the estimate for
the Lipschitz constant proposed in [35], which improves the efficiency of our algorithm. We
would like to emphasize that a v-independent algorithm cannot be derived simply by applying
the mathematical tools in [35]. It should also be mentioned that we have not confirmed that it is
impossible or very challenging to develop a v-independent algorithm with Nesterov’s momentum
under Holder continuous Hessians.

Lower bounds. So far, we have discussed upper bounds on complexity, but there are also some
studies on its lower bounds. Carmon et al. [8] proved that no deterministic or stochastic first-order
method can improve the complexity of O(¢~2) with the assumption of Lipschitz continuous gradients
alone. (See [8, Theorems 1 and 2| for more rigorous statements.) This result implies that GD is
optimal in terms of complexity under Lipschitz continuous gradients. Carmon et al. [9] showed a
lower bound of Q(e~12/7) for first-order methods under Lipschitz continuous gradients and Hessians.
Compared with the upper bound of O(¢~7/4) under the same assumptions, there is still a ©(¢~1/28)
gap. Closing this gap would be an interesting research question, though this paper does not focus
on it.

3 Preliminary results

The following lemma is standard for the analyses of first-order methods.

Lemma 1 (e.g., [37, Lemma 1.2.3]). Under Assumption 1, the following holds for any z,y € R%:

F(@) ~ 1) < (VH) o ) + 2l — ol

This inequality helps estimate the Lipschitz constant L and evaluate the decrease in the objective
function per iteration.
We also use the following inequalities derived from Holder continuous Hessians.

Lemma 2. For any 21,...,2, € R% let z := Y1 | \;jz;, where A\j,...,\, > 0and >0 A\ = 1.
Then, the following holds for all v € [0, 1] such that H, < +oc:
14+v

H, <& H, 2
< v Aillz: — z||HHY < —¥ Az — 24012 )
1 ;1 illze = 2|77 < 1o E iz — z |

1<i<j<n

va(z) — > AVf(z)
i=1

Lemma 3. For all z,y € R and v € [0, 1] such that H, < 400, the following holds:

1 2H,

(Vf(@)+Vf(y),z—y + 14+v)2+v)3+v) o

fl@) = fy) < [z = yll

N |

The proofs are given in Appendix A.1. These lemmas generalize [35, Lemmas 2 and 3| for Lipschitz
continuous Hessians (i.e., v = 1). It is important to note that the inequalities in Lemmas 2 and 3
are Hessian-free; they include the Hessian’s Holder constant H, but not a Hessian matrix itself.
Accordingly, we can adaptively estimate the Holder continuity of V2f in the algorithm without
computing Hessians.



4 Algorithm

The proposed method, Algorithm 1, is a heavy-ball (HB) method equipped with two particular
restart schemes. In the algorithm, the iteration counter k is reset to 0 when HB restarts on Line 8
or 10, whereas the total iteration counter K is not. We refer to the period between one reset of k
and the next reset as an epoch. Note that it is unnecessary to implement K in the algorithm; it is
included here only to make the statements in our analysis concise.

The algorithm uses estimates ¢ and hj, for the Lipschitz constant L and the Holder constant Hy.
The estimate £ is fixed during an epoch, while hj, is updated at each iteration, having the subscript
k.

4.1 Update of solutions

With an estimate ¢ for the Lipschitz constant L, Algorithm 1 defines a solution sequence (zy) as
follows: vg = 0 and

1
Vg = Op—10p—1 — va(xk—D? (3)

Tp = Tp—1 + Uk (4)

for k > 1. Here, (vg) is the velocity sequence, and 0 < 6; < 1 is the momentum parameter. Let
x_1 = xg for convenience, which makes (4) valid for k = 0. This type of optimization method is
called a heavy-ball method or Polyak’s momentum method.

In this paper, we use the simplest parameter setting:

0, =1

for all K > 1. Our choice of 0 differs from the existing ones; the existing complexity analyses

[16, 17, 21, 32, 34, 43] of HB prohibit §; = 1. For example, Li and Lin [34] proposed 6 =

1— 5(H1€)1/4/\E. Our new proof technique described later in Section 5.1 enables us to set 6, = 1.
We will later use the averaged solution

1 k—1
=0

to compute the estimate hj for Hy and set the best solution x7. The averaged solution can be
computed efficiently with a simple recursion: Zx11 = kiﬂjk + %‘ka

4.2 Estimation of Holder continuity

Let

k
Sk =) llill”
i=1

to simplify the notation. Our analysis uses the following inequalities due to Lemmas 2 and 3.

Lemma 4. For all £ > 1 and v € [0, 1] such that H, < +o0, the following hold:

@) = flaxas) € V@) + VI @ o) + Trpmroaryol ©
Vsl < gl + 1 (555) @)



Algorithm 1 Proposed heavy-ball method

Input: Tigie € RY, £y >0, a > 1,0 < B < 1. Recommended: (finit, @, 3) = (1073,2,0.1)
1: (1‘0,1)0) — (l'inityo), { &nit, k « 0, K« 0
2: repeat

3: k+—k+1, K+ K+1

4: Vg < V-1 — %Vf(a:k_l)

5: Tp & Tp—1 + Vg

6: Tp < argminge o ooz 5y f(T) > Ty, is defined by (5)
7: if Condition (13) does not hold :

8: (x0,v0) < (x7,0), £ < al, k <0

9: else if k(k+ 1)hy > 30 > hy is defined by (10)
10: (o,v0) < (x7,0), £ < B, k+ 0

11: until convergence
12: return xj

Proof. Eq. (6) follows immediately from Lemma 3. The proof of (7) is given in Appendix A.2. [

Algorithm 1 requires no information on the Holder continuity of V2 f, automatically estimating
it. To illustrate the trick, let us first consider a prototype algorithm that works when a value of
v € [0,1] such that H, < 400 is given. Given such a v, one can compute an estimate h of H, such
that

1 2h v
k) = Foer) € G (V) + V@b + e ®
1950l < gho + 5 (55E) )

which come from Lemma 4. This estimation scheme yields a v-dependent algorithm that has the
complexity bound (2) for the given v, though we will omit the details. The algorithm is not so
practical because it requires v € [0, 1] such that H, < 400 as input. However, perhaps surprisingly,
setting v = 0 for the v-dependent algorithm gives a r-independent algorithm that achieves the
bound (2) for all v € [0, 1]. Algorithm 1 is the v-independent algorithm obtained in that way.

Let hg := 0 for convenience. At iteration k£ > 1 of each epoch, we use the estimate hy for Hy
defined by

hi, = max {hk_l, ”ing (Fox) — Flanr) = 5 (Vi) + Vi), u)),

NEN(LIETREE] (10)

Flon) = fon1) < 3V Fns) + V5 en), )+ o, (1)

L kS,
IVF@ON < Llloell + Ty 7’“- (12)

The above inequalities were obtained by plugging v = 0 into (8) and (9).

so that hy > hj_1 and



Although we designed hy, to estimate Hy, it fortunately also relates to H, for general v € [0, 1].
The following upper bound on hj shows the relationship between hy and H,, which will be used in
the complexity analysis.

Proposition 1. For all £ > 1 and v € [0, 1] such that H, < 400, the following holds:
hi, < H, (kSk).

Proof. Lemma 4 gives

3

2
o |

— V) + V), u)) < Fllol”

14
) B ¢ H, (kS,\? _ H, v
_ - < — < .
\/ksk<va($k)H k\wH) < 1+1/< S ) < 1+V(k5k)2

Hence, definition (10) of hy yields

(£l@w) = Floen)

6H, H, v
hi < hy— v, ——(k
i _max{ Ee1 (1+y)(2+y)(3+v)”vk” , 1+V( Sk)z}
< max{he_1, Hy o, H,(kSp)% } (by v > 0)
= max{ hy1, B, (kSp)? } (by okl < v/Sk < /%Sk)-
The desired result follows inductively since H, ,,(k‘Sk)% is nondecreasing in k. t

For v = 0, Proposition 1 gives a natural upper bound, h; < Hjy, since the estimate hy is designed
for Hy based on Lemma 4. For v € (0, 1], the upper bound can become tighter when kSj, is small.
Indeed, the iterates (xj) are expected to move less significantly in an epoch as the algorithm proceeds.
Accordingly, (Sk) increases more slowly in later epochs, yielding a tighter upper bound on hy. This

trick improves the complexity bound from O(e~2) for v = 0 to 0(5_%) for general v € [0, 1].

4.3 Restart mechanisms

Algorithm 1 is equipped with two restart mechanisms. The first one uses the standard descent
condition

flar) = f(@r—1) < (Vf(zp-1),00) + gllvkll2 (13)

to check whether the current estimate ¢ for the Lipschitz constant L is large enough. If the
descent condition (13) does not hold, HB restarts with a larger ¢ from the best solution z} =
argminge oo o 7 51 f(z) during the epoch. ~ We consider not only o, ...,z but also the
averaged solutions Zi,...,Z; as candidates for the next starting point because averaging may
stabilize the behavior of the HB method. As we will show later in Lemma 6, the gradient norm
of averaged solutions is small, which leads to stability. For strongly-convex quadratic problems,
Danilova and Malinovsky [16] also show that averaged HB methods have a smaller maximal deviation
from the optimal solution than the vanilla HB method. A similar effect for nonconvex problems is
expected in the neighborhood of local optima where quadratic approximation is justified.
The second restart scheme resets the momentum effect when k becomes large; if

k(k+ 1)y > gz (14)



is satisfied, HB restarts from the best solution x}. At the restart, we can reset £ to a smaller value in
the hope of improving practical performance, though decreasing ¢ is not necessary for the complexity
analysis. This restart scheme guarantees that

k(k — 1)yt < ge (15)

holds at iteration k of each epoch.

The Lipschitz estimate ¢ increases only when the descent condition (13) is violated. On the
other hand, Lemma 1 implies that condition (13) always holds as long as ¢ > L. Hence, we have the
following upper bound on /.

Proposition 2. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Then, the following is true throughout Algo-
rithm 1: ¢ < max{lipit, aL}.

5 Complexity analysis

This section proves that Algorithm 1 enjoys the complexity bound (2) for all v € [0, 1].

5.1 Objective decrease for one epoch
First, we evaluate the decrease in the objective function value during one epoch.

Lemma 5. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and that the descent condition

f(@i) = f(zim1) < (Vf(@i1),v) + §||vz'||2 (16)

holds for all 1 <4 < k. Then, the following holds under condition (15):

wmin fzg) < flao) — ok

—=, 1
1<i<k 4k (17)

Before providing the proof, let us remark on the lemma.

Evaluating the decrease in the objective function is the central part of a complexity analysis.
It is also an intricate part because the function value does not necessarily decrease monotonically
in nonconvex acceleration methods. To overcome the non-monotonicity, previous analyses have
employed different proof techniques. For example, Li and Lin [33] constructed a quadratic approxi-
mation of the objective, diagonalized the Hessian, and evaluated the objective decrease separately
for each coordinate; Marumo and Takeda [35] designed a tricky potential function and showed that
it is nearly decreasing.

This paper uses another technique to deal with the non-monotonicity. We observe that the
solution x; does not need to attain a small function value; it is sufficient for at least one of x4, ...,z
to do so, thanks to our particular restart mechanism. This observation permits the left-hand side
of (17) to be minj<;<y f(z;) rather than f(xj) and makes the proof easier. The proof of Lemma 5
calculates a weighted sum of 2k — 1 inequalities derived from Lemmas 1 and 3, which is elementary
compared with the existing proofs. Now, we provide that proof.

Proof of Lemma 5. Combining (16) with the update rules (3) and (4) yields

14

f(xi) = fxic1) < (Vf(zio1),vi) + g”w”2 = l(vi-1,vi) — §||Uz'||2 (18)



for 1 <i<k. For1<1i<k, we also have

flai) = f@iz1) < %Wf(ﬂfi—l) + Vf(zi),vi) + hk3_1 losl > (by (11) and h; < hg_1)
= Sl o) — i)+ P (by (3)). (19)
We will calculate a weighted sum of 2k — 1 inequalities:
e (18) with weight 1 for 1 <i <k,
e (19) with weight 2(k — i) for 1 <i < k.
The left-hand side of the weighted sum is
k k—1
D (f@) = flrimn) + ) 20k — i) (f(a) = f(wim1))
i=1 i=1

k—1
= (2= ) (a0)+ 320 e) + fla) = 26~ 1) pmin )~ Se) )
=1 -

On the right-hand side of the weighted sum, some calculations with vy = 0 show that the inner-
product terms of (v;_1,v;) cancel out as follows:

k k-1
EZ(W—h vi) + 52(7? — 1) ((vi-1,vi) — (v, Vit1))
0 - ‘
= KZ(vi_l,vi) + €Z<k — Z‘><UZ‘_1,’UZ'> — KZ(]{ -1+ 1)<’U7;_1,UZ'> =0.
1=2 =2 1=2

The remaining terms on the right-hand side of the weighted sum are

E k hk k—1
—§levi|!2+TZ2(1€—@)HWII2
=1 =1
& . ¢ 2
< _Z 12 kL _ N2 = (2 _ 2(1 _ ]
< —5 2l + 3020k~ Dl = (5= 50— Db ) 5o

We now obtain

{2 S

Finally, we evaluate the coefficient on the right-hand side with (15) as

¢ 0 2%k—1
E—Dhp > — — —
( i1 Z 5 = 4 4k

N~
Wl N

which completes the proof. O

The proof elucidates that the second restart condition (14) was designed to derive the lower
bound of (251 in (20).

10



For an epoch that ends at Line 10 in iteration k£ > 1, Lemma 5 gives

LSk
< < - —.
k) < min f(x:) < f(wo) = - (21)
For an epoch that ends at Line 8 in iteration k£ > 2, the lemma gives
£S;_1 0551
< < )< - < — .
FR) < Fai) € | min Flo) < floo) — g7 < Sloo) — (22)

These bounds will be used to derive the complexity bound.

5.2 Upper bound on gradient norm
Next, we prove the following upper bound on the gradient norm at the averaged solution.

Lemma 6. In Algorithm 1, the following holds at iteration k > 2:

8Sk—1
lfgln V@) < ¢ .

Proof. For k = 2, the result follows from |V f(Z1)|| = ||V f(z0)| = ¢||vi]|. Below, we assume that
k> 3. Let Ay, = Zf 11 i%; we have

k(k —1)(2k — 1)
6

k.B

for k > 3. A weighted sum of (12) over k yields

Ag min IV £(z ||<Z PV £z, ||<eZ Joill + v/t 12 i

1<i<k

since hi and Sy are nondecreasing in k. Each term can be bounded by the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality as

k1 e e e S k-1 3\ /2 "
. .2 .
SUENEE =N SETEED SENEEIVZR ot IETEDTY

and thus
. Sk—1 \/ Sk— L Sk-1 3
< < 1
2in V7 @)l Z\/ g4, " U = O\ M g s )
where the last inequality uses (15). Using (23) and 1 + f \2[ concludes the proof. O

5.3 Complexity bound

Let ¢ denote the upper bound on the Lipschitz estimate £ given in Proposition 2: £ := max{fin;t, «L}.
The following theorem shows iteration complexity bounds for Algorithm 1. Recall that o > 1 and
0 < 8 <1 are the input parameters of Algorithm 1.

11



Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and inf, cpa f(x) > —o0. Let

A = f(xing) — inf f(z), c1:= loga<1>, and c¢g:=1+log, <Z> (24)

z€R4 ,8 P

In Algorithm 1, when ||V f(Zx)|| < € holds for the first time, the total iteration count K is at most

- 1 v 1 v =
iﬂfl]{f”(l + ) AVIHZ P e~ 55 4 25601 AH) si} + 6V Al + ¢
ve|0,

In particular, if we set 8 = 1, then ¢; = 0 and the upper bound simplifies to

- _1 » =
n v € 2 + 2 Ale " + ca.
inf {9IAVIHZ P e 32 b 4 61/cyAle—] %

ve(0,1]

Proof. We classify the epochs into three types:

e successful epoch: an epoch that does not find an e-stationary point and ends at Line 10 with
the descent condition (13) satisfied,

e unsuccessful epoch: an epoch that does not find an e-stationary point and ends at Line 8 with
the descent condition (13) unsatisfied,

e last epoch: the epoch that finds an e-stationary point.

Let Ngye and Nypsue be the number of successful and unsuccessful epochs, respectively. Let K¢
be the total iteration number of all successful epochs. Below, we fix v € [0, 1] arbitrarily such that
H, < +o00. (Note that there exists such a v since Hy < 2L < +00.)

Successful epochs. Let us focus on a successful epoch and let & denote the total number of
iterations of the epoch we are focusing on, i.e., the epoch ends at iteration k. We then have

e2k3
>
Sk > Y2 (26)

as follows: if k = 1, we have S = |lv1||* = Z%HVf(ﬂ:o)HZ > ‘Z—; > ESQTk;; if £ > 2, Lemma 6 gives

£ < £+/8S)_1/k3 < £+/88}/k3. On the other hand, putting the restart condition (14) together with
Proposition 1 yields

1 v
1< ge < k(k + 1)hy < 2k%hy, < 2k2H, (kS})2
and hence
1 g 2/1/
> ——— . 2
Sk 2 k<8k2H,,> 27)
Combining (26) and (27) leads to
24v v
QLUV % 52'1{:3 2+2v /] Y 2/v 5Ta0 1243w — 11/ 240 k
Sk= 58T 2 <8£2> 8sz”> ) = 27 B H, e

k
4+3v v 62]{73 I+ (] /¢ 2/v It+4v 1849y  ——L1 4430 k;2
_ 44+-4v 4+4v _ o~ o 24-2v 5190
S = Sk Sk: > <8£2 ) (k: <8/€2H ) > =2 4w [, c2+2 7



Plugging them into the (21) yields

f(.%’(]) - f( ) > % >2 126;57””]{ 1+”51+u > 27 8H 1+u51+y
LS}, 26+17u at30 k o k

o) — > > o mw H, 2+2”52+2u >2—*H 2+2“s2+2u -

since v > 0. Summing these bounds over all successful epochs results in

__1 24 4+3v K.
A> 2_8Hl/ 1-"_U?":H'”]Vsum A>27 2 H 2+2V€2+2V it

)

N

and hence
1 v - 1 v
Nawe < BAHT7 e 150, Kape < 25 AVIHZT e 2520, (28)

Other epochs. Let ki,..., kN, ... a0d kN, ...+1 De the iteration number of unsuccessful and last
epochs, respectively. Then, the total iteration number of the epochs can be bounded with the
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality as follows:

unsuc+1
3 k= Y ke Sk
i k=1 ik >2
S Nunsuc+1+ Z kz SNunsuc"i'l"’ \V ]\'funsuc“‘1 Z klZ’ (29)
ik >2 ik >2
where ) .. ki>2 denotes a sum over ¢ = 1,..., Nynsuc + 1 such that k; > 2. We will evaluate Nynsuc

and the sum of k? . First, we have lin;;3VsueaNwsuee < ¢ and hence

. v
Nunsuc < Cleuc + co — 1 < 2801AH1}+V€_% +co — 1 (30)

from (28), where ¢; and ¢ are defined by (24). Next, let us focus on an epoch that ends at iteration
k > 2. Lemma 6 gives ¢ < £1/8S;_1/k3 and hence Sx_1 > %. Plugging this bound into (22)
yields

ESk_l 62/{2
4k 250

fxo) = f(af) =

v

Summing this bound over all unsuccessful and last epochs results in

2°Al
k< (31)
ik >2
Plugging (30) and (31) into (29) yields
Mt == = 25A0
Z k < 2 ClAH 8 1+V —|— Co —|— 2861AH E‘ 1+u _|_02 2
£
i=1

L o4y - L 443 =
< B AHI e 1 4 ey + 2% JOAAVIHT® e 52 4+ 25/ cpAle ™!,
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where the last inequality uses v/a + b < v/a 4+ v/b for a,b > 0. Putting this bound together with
(28) gives an upper bound on the total iteration number of all epochs:

Nunsuc +1 1

= 3v 1 v —
Ksue + Z ki <9L(1+ \/a)A\/EHVQHD&‘_% + 25601 AH e 1 + 61/ ea Al + ¢,
i=1

where we have used 2% < 91, 2% = 256, and 23 < 6. Since v € [0, 1] is now arbitrary, taking the
infimum completes the proof. O

Algorithm 1 evaluates the objective function and its gradient at two points, x; and Ty, in each
iteration. Therefore, the number of evaluations is of the same order as the iteration complexity in
Theorem 1.

The complexity bounds given in Theorem 1 may look somewhat unfamiliar since they involve
an inf-operation on v. Such a bound is a significant benefit of v-independent algorithms. The
v-dependent prototype algorithm described immediately after Lemma 4 achieves the bound

- _1_ v 1 v =
91(1 + /e ) AVIHZT e~ 2550 4 2566, AHF e~ 15 + 6y/ca Al + ¢,

only for the given v. In contrast, Algorithm 1 is v-independent and automatically achieves the
bound with the optimal v, as shown in Theorem 1. The fact that the optimal v is difficult to find
also points to the advantage of our v-independent algorithm.

The complexity bound (25) also gives a looser bound:

_1 3y — _
ir[lf ]{91A\/2H3+2v5—313u} +0(e™Y) <9IAVIH)e 2 + O(e™Y) < 91V2AL2 + O(e7Y),
vel0,1

where we have taken v = 0 and have used Hy < 2L < 2¢. This bound matches the classical bound
of O(¢72) for GD. Theorem 1 thus shows that our HB method has a more elaborate complexity
bound than GD.

Remark 1. Although we employed global Lipschitz and Hélder continuity in Assumption 1 and Def-
inition 1, they can be restricted to the region where the iterates reach. More precisely, if we assume
that the iterates (r3) generated by Algorithm 1 are contained in some convex set C' C RY, we can
replace all R? in our analysis with C’; we can obtain the same complexity bound as Theorem 1 with
Lipschitz and Hélder continuity on C.3

6 Numerical experiments

This section compares the performance of the proposed method with several existing algorithms.
The experimental setup, including the compared algorithms and problem instances, follows [35]. We
implemented the code in Python with JAX [4] and Flax [26] and executed them on a computer
with an Apple M3 Chip (12 cores) and 36 GB RAM. The source code used in the experiments is
available on GitHub.*

3 We omit the proof, which is essentially the same, only replacing all R with C. The convexity of C' is necessary
to guarantee that the averaged solution Zj also belongs to C.
‘https://github.com/n-marumo/restarted-hb
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6.1 Compared algorithms
We compared the following six algorithms.

e Proposed is Algorithm 1 with parameters set as (4init, o, ) = (1073,2,0.1).

e GD is a gradient descent method with Armijo-type backtracking. This method has input param-
eters finit, o, and 3 similar to those in Proposed, which were set as (finit, o, ) = (1072,2,0.9).

e JNJ2018 [28, Algorithm 2] is an accelerated gradient (AG) method for nonconvex optimization.
The parameters were set in accordance with [28, Eq. (3)]. The equation involves constants ¢ and
X, whose values are difficult to determine; we set them as ¢ = y = 1.

e 112022 [33, Algorithm 2] is another AG method. The parameters were set in accordance with
[33, Theorem 2.2 and Section 4].

e MT2022 [35, Algorithm 1] is another AG method. The parameters were set in accordance with
[35, Section 6.1].

e L-BFGS is the limited-memory BFGS method [5]. We used SciPy [52] for the method, i.e.,
scipy.optimize.minimize with option method="L-BFGS-B".

The parameter setting for JNJ2018 and LL2022 requires the values of the Lipschitz constants
L and H; and the target accuracy . For these two methods, we tuned the best L among
{1074,1073,...,101°} and set H; = 1 and ¢ = 106 following [33, 35]. It should be noted that if
these values deviate from the actual ones, the methods do not guarantee convergence.

6.2 Problem instances

We tested the algorithms on seven different instances. The first four instances are benchmark
functions from [27].

e Dixon—Price function [19]:
d
min (z1— 1)+ i(227 — 21)% (32)

d
(z1,-,xq)ER o

The optimum is f(z*) = 0 at 2¥ = 22" "~ for 1 <i < d.
e Powell function [44]:

Ld/4]
min Z (($4z‘—3 + 1024 -2)° + 5(wai1 — 243)” + (Tai—2 — 224i-1)" + 10(2ai 3 — H?4i)4>~

(®1,...,zq)ERY i—1
(33)

The optimum is f(z*) =0 at z* = (0,...,0).
e Qing Function [45]:
d-1
- 2 _ 2

min x; —1)°. 34
L ) (39)

The optimum is f(z*) = 0 at z* = (£v1,+v2,..., £Vd).
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e Rosenbrock function [47]:

d—1
min Z(lOO(le — 22+ (i — 1)2). (35)

d
(®1,...,q) ER i—1

The optimum is f(z*) =0 at z* = (1,...,1).
The dimension d of the above problems was fixed as d = 10%. The starting point was set as
Tinit = * + 0, where x* is the optimal solution, and each entry of § was drawn from the normal
distribution A/(0,1). For the Qing function (34), we used z* = (v/1,v/2,...,v/d) to set the starting

point.
The other three instances are more practical examples from machine learning.

e Training a neural network for classification with the MNIST dataset:

J}%}de N7 Z KCE yu (bl (xla )) (36)
The vectors z1,...,zxy € RM and y1,...,yn € {0, 1}K are given data, {cg is the cross-entropy

loss, and ¢1(;w) : RM — RE is a neural network parameterized by w € R%. ~ We used a
three-layer fully connected network with bias parameters. The layers each have M, 32, 16,
and K nodes, where M = 784 and K = 10. The hidden layers have the logistic sigmoid
activation, and the output layer has the softmax activation. The total number of the parameters
is d = (784 x 32+ 32 x 16 + 16 x 10) + (32 4+ 16 4+ 10) = 25818. The data size is N = 10000.

e Training an autoencoder for the MNIST dataset:

The vectors z1,...,oxy € RM are given data, and ¢o(-;w) : RM — RM is a neural network
parameterized by w € R?.  We used a four-layer fully connected network with bias parameters.
The layers each have M, 32, 16, 32, and M nodes, where M = 784. The hidden and output
layers have the logistic sigmoid activation. The total number of the parameters is d = (784 x
32+32x 16416 x 32+ 32 x 784) + (32 + 16 + 32 + 784) = 52064. The data size is N = 10000.

e Low-rank matrix completion with the MovieLens-100K dataset:

gggn 21 ( ,j,%e&)((UVT)ij - 3)2 n %HUTU - VTVH;. (38)

The set Q consists of N = 100000 observed entries of a p x ¢ data matrix, and (4, j, s) €  means
that the (7, j)-th entry is s. The second term with the Frobenius norm ||-||r was proposed in [51]
as a way to balance U and V. The size of the data matrix is p = 943 times ¢ = 1682, and we set
the rank as r € {100,200}. Thus, the number of variables is pr + gr € {262500, 525000}.

Although we did not check whether the above seven instances have globally Lipschitz continuous
gradients or Hessians, we confirmed in our experiments that the iterates generated by each algorithm
were bounded. Since all of the above instances are continuously thrice differentiable, both the
gradients and Hessians are Lipschitz continuous in the bounded domain. Considering Remark 1, we
can say that in the experiments, the proposed algorithm achieves the same complexity bound as
Theorem 1.
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6.3 Results

Figure 1 illustrates the results with the four benchmark functions.” The horizontal axis is the
number of calls to the oracle that computes both f(x) and Vf(z) at a given point z € R?.

Let us first focus on the methods other than L-BFGS, which is very practical but does not have
complexity guarantees for general nonconvex functions, unlike the other methods. Figures 1(a)
and 1(b) show that Proposed converged faster than the existing methods except for L-BFGS, and
Figure 1(c) shows that Proposed and MT2022 converged fast. Figure 1(d) shows that GD and LL2022
attained a small objective function value, while GD and Proposed converged fast regarding gradient
norm. In summery, the proposed algorithm was stable and fast.

L-BFGS successfully solved the four benchmarks, but we should note that the results do not imply
that L-BFGS converged faster than the proposed algorithm in terms of execution time. Figure 2
provides the four figures in the right column of Figure 1, with the horizontal axis replaced by the
elapsed time. Figure 2 shows that Proposed converged comparably or faster in terms of time than
L-BFGS. One reason for the large difference in the apparent performance of L-BFGS in Figures 1
and 2 is that the computational costs of the non-oracle parts in L-BFGS, such as updating the
Hessian approximation and solving linear systems, are not negligible. In contrast, the proposed
algorithm does not require heavy computation besides oracle calls and is more advantageous in
execution time when function and gradient evaluations are low-cost.

Figure 3 presents the results with the machine learning instances. Similar to Figure 1, Figure 3
shows that the proposed algorithm performed comparably or better than the existing methods
except for L-BFGS, especially in reducing the gradient.

Figure 4 illustrates the objective function value f(xj) and the estimates ¢ and hy at each iteration
of the proposed algorithm for the machine learning instances. The iterations at which a restart
occurred are also marked; “successful” and “unsuccessful” mean restarts at Line 10 and Line 8 of
Algorithm 1, respectively. This figure shows that the proposed algorithm restarts frequently in the
early stages but that the frequency decreases as the iterations progress. The frequent restarts in the
early stages help update the estimate ¢; ¢ reached suitable values in the first few iterations, even
though it was initialized to a pretty small value, finiy = 1073, The infrequent restarts in later stages
enable the algorithm to take full advantage of the HB momentum.

A Omitted proofs

A.1 Proof of Lemmas 2 and 3

Proof of Lemma 2. Since f is twice differentiable, we have

1
VI (5) = VI(2) = VAI(2) (20 — 2) + /0 (V2(2 + t(zi — 2)) — V2F(2)) (2 — 2)dt,

and its weighted average gives

n n 1
ZANf(zz') —-Vfz) = Z /\i/o (V2f(Z+t(zi — 2)) — V2£(2)) (2 — 2)dt.
=1 =1

5 To obtain results of L-BFGS, we ran the SciPy functions multiple times with the maximum number of iterations
set to 2°,21,22 .. because we cannot obtain the solution at each iteration while running SciPy codes of L-BFGS, but
only the final result. The results are thus plotted as markers instead of lines in Figures 1-3.
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Figure 1: Numerical results with benchmark functions.
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Figure 2: Numerical results with benchmark functions. The horizontal axis is the elapsed time in
seconds.

Therefore, we obtain the first inequality as follows:

n n 1
DAV =VIE| <D N /0 IV2f(2 + t(zi — 2)) = V2 £(2)|| |12 — 2| dt
i=1 =1

n 1
< Z/\i/ Hy\|t(zi — 2)||” || — z||dt (by definition (1))
=1 70
H, <& iy
= 1 —|—VV ZAZHZZ - Z”1+ .
=1
Next, we will prove the second inequality. Holder’s inequality gives

n n 1-v
> Al =2 =Yo7 (M= - 217)
i=1 =1

—v 14+v 14+v

n 1T n 2 n 2
< <Z /\Z-) (Z Aillzi — zH?) = (Z Aillzi — zH?)
=1 =1 =1

1+v
2
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since Y27 \; = 1. Furthermore, we have 37 \[|z; — 2||° = di<icj<n Nijllzi — zi||? because

1 n
D Aillai—zl* =5 30 Az - 5l

1<i<j<n ij=1
= > Nl + 3 > ANl =D iz Agzg)
t,j=1 4,j=1 i,j=1
n n
2 -2 2112
= Aillzll® = 1217 =D Az — 217,
i=1 i=1
which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 3. We obtain the desired result as follows:

f(@) = fly) — 5(Vf(2) +VI(y),z —y)

1
3
1
= [ (Vsta+ (=)0 =)t = (9@ + VI @).a )
1
= [ {(Vstta+ (=10 = 195() = (1= )V )2 = y )

</ 9 s+ (1= 1) = 19 1@) = (1 =09 1) -
W
“14v )

(L1 — )" + (1= )t | — y|* Tt (by Lemma 2)

2I_Il/ 24v

“Troerag T

For the last inequality, we used Lemma 2 with n = 2, 2y =z, 20 =y, \1 = ¢, and Ay = 1 — ¢,
obtaining

IVf({tz+ (1 =t)y) =tV f(z) = (1 =)V f(y)ll

< 2 (tlle = (g (L= )+ (1= Dy = (e + (L= )] )
_ ﬁyy (t(1 =) + (1= )t ) lz — y [

A.2 Proof of (7)

Inequality (7) is a modification of [35, Eq. (22)], which was originally for an accelerated gradient
method with Lipschitz continuous Hessians, for our heavy-ball method with Holder continuous
Hessians. The following proof of (7) is based on the one for [35, Eq. (22)] but is easier, thanks to
our simple choice of 6, = 1.
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Proof. Using the triangle inequality and Lemma 2 with n = k, z; = x;, and \; = % yields

e
—

Vf(x;)

IVf@l < ¢

o
(|
= O

Sf

V(i)

0

7

and we will evaluate each term.

k—1

> Vi) =t > (v

1=0

e
—_

@
Il
=)

V(@) —

p e (L
1+v\ k2

First, it follows from the update rule (3) that

1 k—1
%va(l"z’)
1=0
14w
2
2
> i — ) :
0<i<j<k

— Ui-i-l) = E(Uo — ’Uk) = —E’Uk.

(39)

Therefore, the first term on the right-hand side of (39) reduces to %”UkH Next, we bound the second
term. Using the triangle inequality and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields

2
Yo izl

0<i<j<k 0<i<j<k \l=i+1

and interchanging the summations leads to

= Y G-l i(

0<i<I<j<k =

> ( ZJ: ||sz|>2 <

-1 k-1

> 36-0)

=0 j=l

J J
(595
0<i<j<k \l=i+1 I=i+1

YooG=0 ) lul?,

0<i<j<k

I=i+1

) [or)?

ko k:3
525 —l||’Ul” _22*’\ H Sk

We obtain the desired result by evaluating the right-hand side of (39).
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