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Abstract— In this paper, we present an analysis of the
convergence rate of gradient descent with a varying step size,
on strongly convex functions. We assume that a line search
has been carried out and produces a step size that varies
in a known interval. The algorithm is then handled as a
linear, parameter-varying (LPV) system. Building on prior work
that uses Integral Quadratic Constraints (IQCs) to analyze
optimization algorithms, we construct a linear matrix inequality
(LMI) condition to numerically obtain convergence rates. For
the LPV system, this condition is solved by a gridding approach
on the step size interval. Our results indicate that the algorithm
converges in a restricted set within the step size interval.
Further, when this interval reduces to a point, i.e., when a
constant step size is used, the algorithm recovers the gradient
rate corresponding to constant step sizes.

I. I NTRODUCTION
There exist numerous iterative algorithms to solve unconstrained optimization problems, particularly under the
assumption of strong convexity. Some of these include firstorder methods such as gradient descent [1], [2], Polyak’s
heavy-ball algorithm [3] and Nesterov’s accelerated method
[4], as well as second-order methods such as Newton’s
method [2] and quasi-Newton methods including BFGS
and DFP [2], [5], [6]. Each of these algorithms can be
implemented using either constant or varying step sizes. A
disadvantage of using constant step sizes is that this usually
requires additional information to guarantee performance,
such as knowledge of the Lipschitz constant L of the
gradient.
A popular technique to implement varying step sizes in
optimization algorithms is known as a line search. In this
method, a step size is chosen at each iteration according
to pre-defined conditions. For instance, the condition in an
Armijo line search [7] is that the function must sufficiently
decrease along the direction of movement, and the largest
step size satisfying this is chosen. The Wolfe line search
[8] includes an additional condition (known as the curvature
condition) that the gradient must decrease along the direction
of movement. While these algorithms are computationally
more intensive, they do not require any prior knowledge
about function parameters and do not result in a reduction
in performance.
In this paper, we present an analysis of a restricted class of
line search algorithms using the notion of Integral Quadratic
Constraints (IQCs) from robust control theory. IQCs were
first introduced by Yakubovich [9] in the context of imposing
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quadratic constraints on an infinite-horizon control problem.
The basic configuration considered is a known, linear system
in feedback with a nonlinear component that we wish to
analyze. In [10], Megretski and Rantzer unified the approach
to robustness analysis using IQCs, covering passivity and
dissipativity arguments and presenting a list of IQCs for common nonlinear components. Using the Kalman-YakubovichPopov (KYP) lemma [11], it was shown that verifying
stability reduces to solving a linear matrix inequality (LMI).
While these results were primarily in the frequency domain,
the idea of time-domain IQCs was pursued in [12] for
verifying stability.
In [13], Lessard et al. developed a framework for analyzing
first-order optimization algorithms using IQCs, when the
objective function is m-strongly convex with L-Lipschitz
gradients. The IQC framework was presented in discretetime, and a number of IQCs for convex functions were
derived. In particular, a class of ρ-hard IQCs were introduced
for characterizing convergence rates. It was shown that an
upper bound on the convergence rates of these algorithms
can be numerically obtained by solving a small semidefinite
program (SDP). This framework is also strongly tied to the
work in [14], where a frequency-domain approach is used
to certify exponential stability in discrete-time linear, timeinvariant (LTI) systems. In [15], analytical and numerical
solutions of the SDP were obtained for the heavy-ball
algorithm. More recently, IQCs have been used to analyze
robustness and transient properties of accelerated methods
such as the heavy-ball algorithm and Nesterov’s method [16],
[17].
In this work, we analyze the convergence of gradient
descent using a line search for strongly convex functions,
based on the framework developed in [13]. We assume a
line search has been carried out, and produces a step size
that lies in a restricted interval about α = L1 . Note that this
step size is a popular choice for gradient descent on strongly
convex functions. The algorithm is no longer time-invariant,
but is now a linear, parameter-varying (LPV) system. In
[18], [19], the robustness of an LPV system was analyzed
in terms of its worst-case L2 gain. Here, we combine those
approaches with the technique in [13] to obtain convergence
rates for the parameter-varying algorithm. The algorithm
is first represented in its LPV form, and the convergence
theorem in [13] is adapted for the considered formulation.
The resulting SDP is solved by gridding over the step size
interval. Finally, the results of our study are discussed, using
a simple sector IQC on the gradient.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In

Section II, we provide some background on IQCs, a few
example IQCs for convex functions, and state the main
convergence theorem from [13]. In Section III, the details
of our algorithm are presented and characterized as an LPV
system. Our main result is stated and proved, and a few
implementation details are provided. Section IV discusses the
results of our study, in terms of the variation of convergence
rate with condition number of the objective function and with
different step size intervals. Finally, concluding remarks are
provided in Section V, and a few avenues for future work
are discussed.
Throughout this paper, In denotes the n×n identity matrix
and 0n denotes the n × n matrix of zeros. For a vector x =
[x1 , . . . , xn ] ∈ Rn , kxk denotes the Euclidean norm.
II. P RELIMINARIES
The goal of unconstrained optimization is to solve the
following problem:
minn f (x),
(1)

∇f
yk

uk
G

Fig. 1.

Feedback representation for Gradient Descent.

φ is a static, memoryless nonlinear function that we wish
to analyze, and is simply equal to ∇f in the problem we
consider. We now define the two important classes of IQCs
for analyzing convergence rates.
Definition 1: Consider the sequence zk = Ψ(yk , uk ),
where u = φ(y). φ is said to satisfy the pointwise IQC
defined by (Ψ, M ) if for all k ≥ 0,
zkT M zk ≥ 0,

x∈R

where f : Rn → R. We assume that f has L-Lipschitz
gradients and is m-strongly convex, i.e., for all x, y ∈ Rn ,
k∇f (y) − ∇f (x)k ≤ Lky − xk,

(2)

and this is written as φ ∈ IQC(Ψ, M ).
Definition 2: Let ρ > 0 be given. Consider the sequence
zk = Ψ(yk , uk ), where u = φ(y). φ is said to satisfy the ρhard IQC defined by (Ψ, M, ρ) if for all y ∈ ℓ2e and k ≥ 0,

and
m
f (y) ≥ f (x) + ∇f (x)T (y − x) + ky − xk2 , (3)
2
where ∇f (x) denotes the gradient of f at the point x.
The class of functions f that satisfy (2) and (3) is denoted
S(m, L), and every f ∈ S(m, L) has a unique solution x∗ to
(1). We assume, without loss of generality, that this optimal
point occurs at the origin.
Numerous methods exist to solve (1), and one of the
simplest is gradient descent:
ξk+1 = ξk − α∇f (ξk ),

(4)

where α is the step size, or learning rate. This algorithm can
be represented as a linear, time-invariant (LTI) system G:
ξk+1 = AG ξk + BG uk
yk = CG ξk + DG uk ,
with

(5)

∞
X

ρ−2k zkT M zk ≥ 0,

and this is written as φ ∈ IQC(Ψ, M, ρ).
Note that if φ satisfies a pointwise IQC defined by (Ψ, M ),
it also satisfies the ρ-hard IQC defined by (Ψ, M, ρ) for all
ρ < 1. If the dimension of z is nz , then the dimension of
the system Ψ is nz × 2n, and M is a symmetric matrix of
dimension nz × nz . Typically, M is indefinite.
We now provide three examples of IQCs for convex
functions, adapted from [13], [14].
Lemma 1 (Sector IQC, [13]): Let f ∈ S(m, L), and φ =
∇f . Then, ∇f satisfies the pointwise IQC defined by:




0n In
LIn
−In
.
(7)
; M=
Ψ=
In 0n
−mIn In
Ψ is simply a static map in this case, and does not include
a state or possess dynamics.

AG = In ; BG = −αIn ; CG = In ; DG = 0n ,
and yk = ξk , uk = ∇f (yk ) = ∇f (ξk ).
A feedback representation of gradient descent is shown
in Fig. 1, depicting the LTI system G in feedback with a
nonlinear component φ = ∇f , where u = φ(y) = ∇f (y).
Such a representation can be analyzed using the framework
of Integral Quadratic Constraints (IQCs) [10], [13]. This
framework is developed from constraints imposed by a
nonlinear component φ on the input-output pair (u, y).
Fig. 2 illustrates the general representation used for the
IQC framework. Here, Ψ is a stable LTI system that constructs an auxiliary sequence zk from yk and uk , and can be
written as:


y
u
BΨ
AΨ BΨ
.
Ψ=
y
u
CΨ DΨ
DΨ

(6)

k=0

Ψ

zk

φ
yk
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G

Fig. 2. Representation of the IQC framework. φ is a nonlinear component
and is simply equal to ∇f in the optimization setting.

Lemma 2 (Weighted Off-by-1 IQC, [13]): Let
f ∈ S(m, L), and φ = ∇f . Then, for any h1 ∈ [0, ρ2 ], ∇f
satisfies the ρ-hard IQC defined by:




−LIn
In
0n
0n In


. (8)
Ψ = h1 In
LIn
−In ; M =
In 0n
−mIn In
0n
Lemma 3 (Zames-Falb ρ-IQC, adapted from [14]): Let
f ∈ S(m, L), and φ = ∇f . Let h1 , h2 , . . . , hk be any
sequence of real numbers that satisfies:
(i) 0 ≤ hj ≤ 1 for all j = 1, 2, . . . , k.
Pk
−2j
hj ≤ 1.
(ii)
j=1 ρ
Then, ∇f satisfies the ρ-hard IQC defined by:
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 (9)
 h1 In h2 In . . . hk In
LIn
−In 
−mIn In
0n
0n
. . . 0n


0
In
M= n
.
In 0n
The Zames-Falb ρ-IQC is also known as the “off-by-k”
IQC, where k is the number of non-zero components in the
sequence {hj }j=1,2,...,k . When k = 1, the off-by-k IQC (9)
reduces to the weighted off-by-1 IQC (8), as expected. Note
that if h1 = 0 in (8), or if hj = 0 for each j in (9), both the
weighted off-by-1 IQC and the Zames-Falb ρ-IQC reduce to
the sector IQC in (7).
We now state the main result from [13], the convergence
theorem for the representation in Fig. 2. First, recall that the
systems G and Ψ have the following forms:




y
u
BΨ
AΨ BΨ
AG BG
and Ψ =
. (10)
G=
y
u
CG 0n
CΨ DΨ
DΨ
Note that in most optimization algorithms, the system G does
not have a feedthrough term. Let ξ denote
the state of G, and
T
∆ ξ
η denote the state of Ψ. Let x =
denote the augmented
η
state. Then, on eliminating yk , the representation in Fig. 2
has the following dynamics:
xk+1 = Axk + Buk ,
zk = Cxk + Duk ,

(11)

where:


AG
A=
y
BΨ
CG
 y
C = DΨ CG


 
BG
0
; B=
Bu
AΨ

 uΨ
CΨ ; D = DΨ

The main result in [13] can be stated as follows:
Theorem 1 ( [13]): Suppose φ satisfies the ρ-hard IQC
defined by (Ψ, M, ρ), and suppose the following LMI is
feasible for some P ≻ 0 and λ ≥ 0:
 T


T


A P A − ρ2 P AT P B
+ λ C D M C D  0,
T
T
B PA
B PB
(12)

where A, B, C and D are defined above. Then, for any ξ0 ,
we have:
p
kξk k ≤ cond(P )ρk kξ0 k.
(13)
Proof: The proof follows from defining a storage
function
V (xk ) = xTk P xk ,
and showing that
V (xk ) ≤ ρ2k V (x0 ),
using the system (11) and the LMI (12). Further details are
provided in [13].
Using the gradient method and the sector IQC (7), it was
shown in [13] that eq. (12) reduces to:




(1 − ρ2 ) −α
−2mL L + m
+λ
 0,
(14)
−α
α2
L+m
−2
with λ ≥ 0. Using Schur complements and simplifying, it
was shown that ρ = max{|1 − αm|, |1 − αL|}. Note that
on setting α = L1 , a popular choice of step size for gradient
descent on convex functions, we obtain:
1
m
=1− ,
(15)
ρ=1−
L
κ
L
where κ = m
is the condition number of the function f .
This rate bound is tighter than the bound proven in [4].
While this bound was also proven in [20], f was assumed to
be twice differentiable. In contrast, the only assumption we
make about f here is that ∇f satisfies the sector IQC (7).
Further, note that since the sector constraint is pointwise, this
bound holds for any any sequence of functions fk as long
as each fk satisfies the sector constraint. In other words,
fk can vary in any manner – stochastically, adversarially or
otherwise, and the bound still holds if each ∇fk satisfies (7).

III. A LGORITHM
In Section II, we reviewed the core concepts of IQCs and
their application to optimization algorithms from [13]. However, the technique proposed in [13] is for the constant step
size variants of different optimization algorithms, including
gradient descent. In this section, we present the details of a
strategy that addresses varying step sizes in gradient descent,
which considers the algorithm to be a linear parametervarying (LPV) system Gα .
One of the most common methods to incorporate varying
step sizes in optimization algorithms is using a line search
[2]. The Armijo line search [7] and the Wolfe line search [8]
are two popular examples of this technique. In our setup, we
assume that a line search has been carried out, and produces
a step size α at each time step k, that satisfies the following
condition:
c
1
α=
≤ αk ≤ = α,
(16)
cL
L
where c > 0 is some constant. In other words, the step size
α is not constant in time, but takes a value in this interval
at each time step k. The rationale behind this approach is
that a gridding approach can be used between these bounds
to analyze convergence rates. While conditions on the step

size after carrying out a Wolfe line search can be derived,
the resulting bounds can be too conservative to be useful,
particularly for high condition numbers.
∆
Let A = [α, α]. Consider gradient descent with a varying
step size:
ξk+1 = ξk − αk ∇f (ξk ).
(17)
This algorithm can now be represented as an LPV system
Gα , where
AG = In ; BG (α) = −αIn ; CG = In ; DG = 0n ,
where BG depends on the parameter α ∈ A. As before, we
can construct Fig. 2 to represent the IQC framework, and
construct dynamics similar to (11):
xk+1 = Axk + B(α)uk ,
zk = Cxk + Duk ,

(18)

where:
A=



AG
y
BΨ
CG

 y
CG
C = DΨ




BG (α)
0
; B(α) =
Bu
AΨ

 u Ψ
CΨ ; D = DΨ

Note that the augmented input matrix B is now parameter
dependent, as BG is parameter dependent. The procedure of
constructing the augmented system is unchanged.
We can now restate Theorem 1 for the LPV system (18)
as follows:
Theorem 2: Suppose φ satisfies the ρ-hard IQC defined
by (Ψ, M, ρ), and suppose there exists P ≻ 0 and λ ≥ 0
such that:
 T


T 

A P A − ρ2 P
AT P B(α)
+λ C D M C D
T
T
B (α)P A
B (α)P B(α)
 0 (19)

is feasible for all α ∈ A. Then, for any ξ0 , we have:
p
kξk k ≤ cond(P )ρk kξ0 k.
Proof: Define a storage function
∆

V (xk ) = xTk P xk .

(20)

Multiply the LMI (19) on the left and right by [xTk , uTk ] and
its transpose, respectively. Then, (19) simplifies to:
V (xk+1 ) − ρ2 V (xk ) + λzkT M zk ≤ 0.

(21)

Multiplying this by ρ−2k for each k, and summing the
resulting equations over k, notice that the first two terms
telescope and the third term is non-negative:
k−1
X

ρ−2j zjT M zj ≥ 0,

and hence, from the definition (20), we have kxk k ≤
 T
p
ξ
k
cond(P )ρ kx0 k. As xk = k , we finally have:
ηk
p
(23)
kξk k ≤ cond(P )ρk kξ0 k.
Observe that the LMI (19) is an infinite family of constraints, as it must be satisfied for every α ∈ A. For
implementation purposes, this is addressed by approximating
A by a finite number of grid points. Thus, if Ngrid points
are used for gridding in A, (19) is a family of Ngrid
constraints. As with the LMI (12), the best upper bound on
the convergence rate ρ is obtained by a bisection search,
solving the LMI (19) at each fixed ρ.
Further, note that the proof of Theorem 2 is very similar
to that of Theorem 1. This follows from the fact that the
matrix P used in (19) is constant, and hence the storage
function V (xk ) is independent of the parameter α. We can
reformulate the LMI (12) with a parameter dependent matrix
P (α), and enforce the constraint P (α)  0 for all α ∈ A.
This addresses bounded rates of variation of α, as discussed
in [21]. However, the decision variable P is now parameter
dependent, and must be restricted to a finite-dimensional
subspace. A common approach is to restrict P (α) as follows:
P (α) =

Nb
X

hi (α)Pi ,

i=1

where the hi (α) act as basis functions, and Pi are decision variables constrained to be positive semi-definite. This
approach is currently under investigation for the considered
problem.
IV. R ESULTS
In this section, we present the results of our study on the
convergence rate of gradient descent with varying step sizes.
First, we plot the convergence rate obtained by solving the
L
.
SDP (19), as a function of the condition number κ = m
We
use
N
=
10
points
for
approximating
the
set
A
=
grid
 1 c
cL , L , and use a bisection search on ρ to solve (19). A
depends on the constant c, and we choose three values of
c to test: c = 1, c = 1.4 and c = 1.8. Note that c = 1
implies that αk = α = 1/L, which is a popular constant step
size variant of gradient descent. We expect the algorithm to
recover the theoretical rate bound from (15) in this case. We
test the sector IQC (7) in all experiments. While our results
are generated for m = 1, these results are unchanged for
other values of m. This is because for any f ∈ S(m, L), we
can use a scaling argument to define a function g ∈ S(1, κ)
such that f (x) = mg(x), with ∇f (x) = m∇g(x). Note that
the IQC for ∇g(x) depends only on the condition number κ.
An algorithm of the form (17) to minimize f (x) is equivalent
to an algorithm of the form:

j=0

as φ satisfies the ρ-hard IQC defined by (Ψ, M, ρ). Then,
eq. (21) simplifies to:
V (xk ) ≤ ρ2k V (x0 ),

(22)

ξk+1 = ξk − βk ∇g(ξk )
1
≤ βk ≤ κc . As we can see,
that minimizes g(x), where cκ
the entire procedure has been recast into one that depends
only on κ.

Fig. 3. Variation of convergence rate with condition number for gradient
descent with a varying step size, using the sector IQC. The dashed red curve
represents the theoretical rate bound in (15), and coincides with c = 1.

Fig. 4. Variation of convergence rate with constant c for gradient descent
with a varying step size, using the sector IQC. The convergence rate worsens
with both increasing c and increasing κ.

Fig. 3 shows the results for variation of convergence rate ρ
with condition number κ, for different values of the constant
c while using the sector IQC. As expected, when c = 1, the
algorithm recovers the gradient rate in (15), and ρ → 1 as
κ → ∞. This is shown by the black curve coinciding with the
dashed red curve that represents the gradient rate. For larger
values of c, the convergence rate is generally worse. This is
because the gridding approach to solve (19) has to cover a
larger set A when c increases, and this can introduce some
conservatism in the rate bound. For c = 1.4, the algorithm
converges until κ ≈ 18, and for c = 1.8, the algorithm
converges until κ ≈ 5.
A few additional points are worth noting. Convergence is
obtained only when c ≤ 2, even if κ = 1. In other words,
there is no value of ρ < 1 for which the SDP (19) is feasible
at each grid point in A, when c > 2. As c increases, the
condition number κ∗ for which ρ < 1 decreases, and the
convergence rates for a given condition number worsen. We
also note that the convergence rates do not improve when
using dynamic IQCs such as the weighted off-by-1 or offby-k IQC. This is partly because the rate bound in (15)
was obtained using the sector IQC, and dynamic IQCs do
not improve that rate. Further investigation is required to
understand this behavior for other values of c.
Finally, note the saturation in convergence rate as κ → 1,
for a given c > 1. This is most noticeable when c = 1.8 in
Fig. 3. As the condition number decreases, the convergence
rate does not seem to decrease beyond a threshold. This is
explained as follows. Note that for a particular value of α,
eq. (19) is a single LMI and not a family of LMIs, and is
hence identical to (12). As discussed earlier, the solution to
this is given by ρ = max{|1 − αm|, |1 − αL|}. When κ → 1,
this simplifies to ρ = |1 − αL| as L → m. Now, using (16),
we have 1c ≤ αL ≤ c for a particular value of α ∈ A.
Finally, as c ∈ [1, 2], 1 − 1c ≤ ρ ≤ |1 − c|. Thus, the upper
bound on the convergence rate ρ saturates at around |1 − c|,
which is seen in Fig. 3.
Fig. 4 illustrates the variation of convergence rate with c,

for different condition numbers. When c = 1, as before,
we see that ρ = 1 − κ1 . For increasing values of c, the
convergence rate worsens for a given κ. As was seen in
Fig. 3, when κ increases, the convergence rate worsens for a
given value of c. When κ = 2, the algorithm converges for
all values of c ∈ [1, 2], but diverges at c ≈ 1.25 and c ≈ 1.55
for κ = 10 and κ = 50 respectively.
V. C ONCLUDING R EMARKS
In this paper, we analyzed the convergence rate of gradient
descent with a varying step size obtained based on a line
search, applied to strongly convex functions. The algorithm
is now an LPV system, and we used a gridding approach
on the set of possible step sizes to certify convergence
rates. Building on previous results by Lessard et al. [13],
we used the IQC framework to construct an SDP that
numerically obtains upper bounds on the convergence rate
of this algorithm. Our results indicate that the algorithm
converges in a restricted set around α = 1/L, and recovers
the corresponding gradient rate when the set reduces to the
point 1/L.
Further work is underway on using a parameter-dependent
storage function V (xk , α) to prove convergence in Theorem
2, which will address bounded rates of variation of α.
Another avenue under investigation is incorporating α into
the nonlinear component φ in Fig. 2. This would result in the
use of two IQCs, one for ∇f and one for α, and the algorithm
would reduce to an LTI system. Throughout this paper, we
have used the step size choice α = L1 as a benchmark and to
construct the set A. However, the optimal step size for gra2
, as
dient descent on strongly convex functions is α∗ = L+m
discussed in [13]. We intend to investigate the behavior of our
algorithm when the set A is constructed around this optimal
step size. Other avenues include investigating the behavior of
dynamic IQCs for the gradient method for different values of
c, and explaining the negligible improvement in performance
when using them compared to the sector IQC. The behavior
of this gridding approach can also be investigated when the

set A is asymmetric about the central point.
i
h For instance,
using α = 1/L, we can construct A = c11L , cL2 where
c1 6= c2 , and analyze the algorithm.
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