arXiv:1805.09639v2 [math.OC] 21 Jun 2019

Online Regularized Nonlinear Acceleration

Damien Scieur Department of Computer Science Princeton University, Princeton, USA dscieur@cs.princeton.edu

Edouard Oyallon CVN & INRIA CentraleSupélec, Gif-sur-Yvette, France edouard.oyallon@centralesupelec.fr

Alexandre d’Aspremont CNRS & D.I., UMR 8548, École Normale Supérieure, Paris, France.

aspremon@di.ens.fr

Francis Bach INRIA & D.I., UMR 8548, École Normale Supérieure, Paris, France.

francis.bach@inria.fr

Abstract

Regularized nonlinear acceleration (RNA) estimates the minimum of a function by post-processing iterates from an algorithm such as the gradient method. It can be seen as a regularized version of Anderson acceleration, a classical acceleration scheme from numerical analysis. The new scheme provably improves the rate of convergence of fixed step gradient descent, and its empirical performance is comparable to that of quasi-Newton methods. However, RNA cannot accelerate faster multistep algorithms like Nesterov’s method and often diverges in this context. Here, we adapt RNA to overcome these issues, so that our scheme can be used on fast algorithms such as gradient methods with momentum. We show optimal complexity bounds for quadratics and asymptotically optimal rates on general convex minimization problems. Moreover, this new scheme works online, i.e. extrapolated solution estimates can be reinjected at each iteration, significantly improving numerical performance over classical accelerated methods.

1 Introduction

First-order methods are popular tools to minimize high dimensional functions, as their memory requirements and cost per iteration are relatively low. The convergence rate of these methods, however, can be relatively slow in some cases. Consider for example, a L−smooth, μ−strongly convex function f. The gradient descent scheme with fixed step size h reads

x_{i+1} = x_i − h∇f(x_i), (1)

where x_i ∈ R^d. If h = 1/L, we have the following bound f(x_i) − f(x^∗) ≤ O ( ( 1 −^μ_L )_i (f(x_0) − f(x^∗)) ) , (2)

where κ = μ/L is usually referred to as the inverse condition number [16]. The number of iteration to reach a precision ϵ is thus, in theory, proportional to κ^{−1} and bad conditioning has indeed a significant impact on empirical performance. This can be partly fixed using the fast gradient method, an optimal accelerated first-order method derived by Nesterov [15], which matches the lower complexity bound [16]. This algorithm maintains two sequences, and reads

x_{i+1} = y_i − h∇f(y_i), y_{i+1} = (1 + β)x_{i+1} − βx_i, β =^{1−√κ}_{1+}^√_κ . (3)

It has an improved convergence rate compared to gradient methods. If h = 1/L, its convergence is bounded by f(x_i) − f(x^∗) ≤ O ( (1 − √ κ)^i (f(x_0) − f(x^∗)) ) , (4)

Preprint. Under review.

hence the fast gradient method is roughly √ κ^{−1} faster than the gradient method. Unfortunately, the algorithm requires knowledge of the parameter κ, hence that of μ. This strong convexity constant is typically hard to estimate, and obtaining an accurate online estimation is still an open problem (see [7] for more details).

Quasi-Newton methods form another class of accelerated first-order methods. These algorithms approximate the Newton step by estimating H ≈ ∇^{−2}f(x_i), then perform the step x_{i+1} = x_i − hH∇f(x_i), where h is the step-size. The most heavily used scheme of this kind is L-BFGS, which maintains a symmetric positive definite H using efficient rank-two updates. [18] presents some result about its rate of convergence, but those are very conservative compared to their gradient descent counterpart. In practice, L-BFGS is particularly efficient even in non-convex and non-smooth settings [14].

Recently, Scieur et al. [19] proposed a generic way to accelerate an iterative algorithm derived from Anderson acceleration [2], which is a classical acceleration scheme from numerical analysis. Contrary to standard accelerated optimization schemes, this algorithm does not require information on problem-dependent parameters. It mixes the approaches of Nesterov and quasi-Newton, as it linearly combines the points x_j using coefficients computed from previous iterates (hence the nonlinear name). Scieur et al. [19, 20] show that RNA produces solutions asymptotically reaching the optimal convergence rate of [16], using only iterates from the fixed-step gradient method in (1).

Unfortunately there are big limitations for the RNA algorithms. First, their theoretical analysis was limited to basically gradient descent. Practically, it was unable to accelerate other algorithms. For instance, accelerating Nesterov’s method usually leads to a method with a slower emprirical rate of convergence. The second limitation was the way RNA accelerates algorithms. In [19], the RNA algorithm was used in a restart fashion, waiting N iterates from gradient descent, then restarting the gradient algorithm from an extrapolated point. This raises the two following questions:

1. Can we derive a generic acceleration algorithm that works when accelerating methods with momentum (such as Nesterov Method)?

2. Is it possible to design an acceleration algorithm whose acceleration step is done online, i.e., after each iteration?

Contributions. This work makes the following contributions.

• We adapt the RNA scheme from [19] to handle multi-step algorithms. The previous version was limited to basically gradient descent which precluded its application to faster momentum methods for example.

• We analyse the convergence and stability of our algorithm. For quadratic functions its rate is similar to conjugate gradient, and we show asymptotically optimal convergence rates for optimizing non-quadratic or stochastic problems.

• We also combine RNA and Nesterov’s method in a way that ensures the optimal convergence rate on smooth and (strongly)-convex functions, while being adaptive to the smooth and strong convexity parameters.

• We perform extensive numerical experiments on convex and nonconvex problems, showing that our approach in competitive with state-of-the-art methods such as Nesterov’s fast gradient or BFGS. We also show the scalability of Online RNA with some experiments on convolutional neural networks (CNNs) with millions of parameters.

1.1 Related work

Our result improves the RNA algorithm, originally derived from the minimal polynomial extrapolation method [5] and directly related to Anderson acceleration. In short, both methods focus on accelerating the following class of algorithm, written

x_{i+1} = g(y_i), y_{i+1} = x_{i+1}, (5)

where g(x) is typically the gradient step (1). The augmented notation with y will be useful later for the generalization of this class.

After N iterations, RNA or Anderson acceleration computes coefficients c to combine the iterates following y^{extr} = ∑_N i=1 c_ix_i, and the extrapolated solution y^{extr} usually converges faster to x^∗ than x_N as N grows. This uses the information of the past N iterates, contained in the matrices X and Y defined below,

X = [x_1 . . . x_N ], Y = [y_0 . . . y_{N−1}].

The biggest difference between the two algorithms comes from the formula for the c^′_is. Consider the residual r(x) and the residual matrix R r(x) ≜ x − g(x), R ≜ [r(y_0), r(y_1), . . . , r(y_N )] = Y − X. (6) Using those notations, RNA solves for λ > 0

c := argmin_c ‖Rc‖^2 + λ‖c‖^2, ∑_N i=1 c_i = 1 (where R ≜ X − Y ),

while Anderson use the same formula in the particular case where λ = 0. There is a closed-form formula for the minimization problem (cf. Algorithm 1) with complexity bounded by O(N^2d) where N is usually around 10. In practice, the additionnal computation time required by RNA is negligible compared to gradient steps for medium or large-scale problems.

Recent results [19, 20] produce theoretical convergence guarantees for linear, nonlinear or stochastic functions g using a perturbation argument on the quadratic case where g is affine. For instance, RNA on fixed step gradient descent is asymptotically optimal, matching the complexity bound of [16]. There is no such proof for Anderson acceleration, as the algorithm is shown to be unstable in some cases [19]. For the special case where we apply RNA to a nonsymmetric algorithm (i.e., the Jacobian of g(x) is not symmetric), Bollapragada et al. [3] derived a bound that shows acceleration in the convergence. However, their results do not show an optimal rate for the class of algorithm in (7).

2 Nonlinear Acceleration of Linear Algorithms

We consider the following class of algorithms, written

x_i = g(y_{i−1}) ; y_i = ∑_i j=1 α^{(i)}_j x_j + β^{(i)}_j y_{j−1}, (7)

where x_i, y_i ∈ R^d and g : R^d → R^d is an iterative update, potentially stochastic. For example, g(x) can be a gradient step with fixed stepsize as in (1), with g(x) = x − h∇f(x). We assume the following condition on the coefficients α and β, that ensure the consistency of the algorithm [21],

1^T (α + β) = 1, ∀k, α_j ≠ 0.

Nesterov’s fast gradient method for instance belongs to this class of algorithms. We can write these updates in matrix format, with

X_i = [x_1, x_2, . . . , x_i], Y_i = [y_0, y_1, . . . , y_{i−1}]. (8)

Using this notation, (7) reads (assuming x_0 = y_0)

X_i = g(Y_{i−1}) , Y_i = [x_0, X_i]L_i, (9)

where g(Y ) stands for [g(y_0), g(y_1), . . . , g(y_{i−1})] and the matrix L_i is upper-triangular of size i × i with nonzero diagonal coefficients, whose columns sum to one. The matrix L_i is constructed iteratively, following the recurrence

L_i = [ L_{i−1} α_{[1:i−1]} + L_{i−1}β 0_{1×i−1} α_i ] , L_0 = 1. (10)

In short, L_i gathers coefficients from the linear combination in (7). This matrix, together with g, characterizes the algorithm.

2.1 Linear Algorithms

In this section, we focus on iterative algorithms g that are linear, i.e., where g(x) = G(x − x^∗) + x^∗. (11) Here, x^∗ is a fixed point of g, which corresponds in optimization to the minimum of an objective function. We first treat the case where g(x) is linear, as the nonlinear case will then be extended as a perturbation of the linear one.

Its worth mentionning that (11) is equivalent to Ax + b. We suppose G symmetric. The case where G is nonsymmetric is studied in [3], but it leads to a more complicated analysis. We write P^{(1)}_{[N]}, the set of all polynomials p whose degree is exactly N (i.e., the leading coefficient is nonzero), and whose coefficients sum to one. More formally, P^{(1)}_{[N]} = {p ∈ R[x] : deg(p) = N, p(1) = 1}. (12) The following proposition extends a result by Scieur et al. [19] showing that (7) can be written using polynomials in P^{(1)}_{[N]}.

Proposition 2.1. Let g be the linear function (11). Then, the N-th iteration of (7) is equivalent to x_N = x^∗ + G(y_{N−1} − x^∗), y_N = x^∗ + p_N (G)(x_0 − x^∗), for some p_N ∈ P^{(1)}_{[N]}.

Proof. We prove the result iteratively. Of course, at iteration 0, y_0 = x^∗ + 1 · (x_0 − x^∗), and 1 is indeed polynomial of degree 0 whose coefficient sum to one. Now, assume y_{i−1} − x^∗ = p_{i−1}(G)(x_0 − x^∗), p_{i−1} ∈ P^{(1)}_{[i−1]}.

We now show that y_i − x^∗ = p_i(G)(x_0 − x^∗), p_i ∈ P^{(1)}_{[i]} .

By definition of y_i (7), y_i − x^∗ = ∑_i j=1 α^{(i)}_j x_j + β^{(i)}_j y_{i−1} − x^∗, where (α + β)^T 1 = 1. This also means that y_i − x^∗ = ∑_i j=1 α^{(i)}_j (x_j − x^∗) + β^{(i)}_j (y_{j−1} − x^∗).

By definition, x_j − x^∗ = G(y_{j−1} − x^∗), so y_i − x^∗ = ∑_i j=1 ( α^{(i)}_j G + β^{(i)}_j I ) (y_{j−1} − x^∗). By the assumption of recurrence, y_i − x^∗ = ∑_i j=1 ( α^{(i)}_j G + β^{(i)}_j I ) p_{j−1}(G)(x_0 − x^∗).

This is a linear combination of polynomials, thus y_i − x^∗ = p(G)(x_0 − x^∗). It remains to show that p ∈ P^{(1)}_{[i]} . Indeed,

deg(p) = max_j max { (1 + deg(p_{j−1}(G)))1_{αj ≠0}, deg(p_{j−1}(G))1_{βj ≠0} } , where 1_{αj ≠0} = 1 if α_j ≠ 0 and 0 otherwise. By assumption, α_i ≠ 0 thus deg(p) ≥ 1 + deg(p_{i−1}(G)) = i.

Since p is a linear combination of polynomials of degree at most i, deg(p) = i.

It remains to show that p(1) = 1. Indeed,

p(1) = i∑ j=1 ( α^{(i)}_j 1 + β^{(i)}_j ) p_{j−1}(1). Since ( α^{(i)}_j 1 + β^{(i)}_j ) = 1 and p_{j−1}(1) = 1, p(1) = 1 and this prove the proposition.

2.2 Offline Acceleration

We now propose a modification of RNA that can accelerate any algorithm of the form (7) by combining the approaches of [2] and [19]. We introduce a mixing parameter β, as in Anderson acceleration. Throughout this paper, the RNA algorithm now refers to Algorithm 1 below. To simplify the theoretical analysis, we also introduce constrained nonlinear acceleration CNA as Algorithm 2.

Algorithms 1 and 2 both lead to an equivalent solution (Section 2.3), using different trade-offs. RNA is computationally more efficient as we have a closed-form formula for its solution, while CNA leads to a simpler convergence analysis. The two algorithms are in fact equivalent, because the solution of one can be deduced from the other. A more detailed discution can be found in Section 2.3.

1: Data: Matrices X and Y of size d × N constructed from the iterates as in (7) and (8). 2: Parameters: Mixing β ≠ 0, regularization λ ≥ 0.

3: 1. Compute matrix of residuals R = X − Y . 4: 2. Solve c^λ =^{(RT R+(λ‖R‖2 )I)−11N} 1^T_N (R^T R+(λ‖R‖^2 )I)^{−1}1_N . (13)

5: 3. Compute extrapolated solution y^{extr} = (Y − βR)c^λ.

Algorithm 1: Regularized Nonlinear Acceleration (RNA)

Data: Matrices X and Y of size d × N constructed from the iterates as in (7) and (8). Parameters: Mixing β ≠ 0, constraint τ ≥ 0.

1. Compute matrix of residuals R = X − Y . 2. Solve c^{(τ )} = argmin_{c:c}T_{1=1} ‖Rc‖_2 s.t. ‖c‖_2 ≤^{1+τ√}_N (14)

3. Compute extrapolated solution y^{extr} = (Y − βR)c^{(τ )}.

Algorithm 2: Constrained Nonlinear Acceleration (CNA)

Computational Complexity of RNA. Scieur et al. [19] discuss the complexity of Algorithm 1 in the case where N is small (compared to d). When the algorithm is used once on X and Y (batch acceleration), the computational complexity is O(N^2d), because we have to multiply R^T and R. However, when Algorithm (1) accelerates the iterates on-the-fly, the matrix R^T R can be updated using only O(Nd) operations. The complexity of solving the linear system is negligible as it takes only O(N^3) operation. Even if the cubic dependence is bad for large N, in our experiment N is typically equal to 10, thus adding a negligible computational overhead compared to the computation of a gradient in large dimension which is higher by orders. This is confirmed by our numerical experiments in Section 6.

2.3 Equivalence Between Constrained & Regularized Nonlinear Acceleration

The parameters λ in Algorithm 1 and τ in Algorithm 2 play similar roles. High values of λ give coefficients close to simple averaging, and λ = 0 retrieves Anderson Acceleration. We have the same behavior when τ = 0 or τ = ∞. We can jump from one algorithm to the other using dual variables, since (13) is the Lagrangian relaxation of the convex problem (14). This means that, for all values of τ there exists λ = λ(τ) that achieves c^λ = c^{(τ )}. In fact, we can retrieve τ from the solution c^λ by solving_{1+τ√} N = ‖c^λ‖_2. Conversely, to retrieve λ from c^{(τ )}, it suffices to solve ‖ ‖ ‖ (R^T R + (λ‖R‖^2)I)^{−1}1_N

1^T_N (R^T R + (λ‖R‖^2)I)^{−1}1_N ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 = (1 + τ)^2 N , (15) assuming the constraint in (14) tight, otherwise λ = 0. Because the norm in (15) is increasing with λ, a binary search or one-dimensional Newton methods gives the solution in a few iterations. The next proposition bounds the norm of the coefficients of Algorithm 1 with an expression similar to (14).

Proposition 2.2. The norm of c^λ from (13) is bounded by

‖c^λ‖_2 ≤^{1√}_N √ 1 +^1_λ (16)

Proof. See Scieur et al. [19], (Proposition 3.2).

Having established the equivalence between constrained and regularized nonlinear acceleration, the next section discusses the computational complexity of RNA.

2.4 Optimal Convergence Rate We now analyze the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 with λ = 0, or equivalently Algorithm 2 with τ = ∞, which corresponds to Anderson acceleration [2]. In particular, we show its optimal rate of convergence when g is a linear function. In the context of optimization, this is equivalent to the application of gradient descent for minimizing quadratics. Using this special structure, the iterations produce a sequence of polynomials (see Proposition 2.1) and the next theorem uses this special property to prove the optimal convergence rate. Compared to previous work in this vein, [19, 20] where the results only apply to algorithm of the form x_{i+1} = g(x_i), this theorem applies to any algorithm of the class (7).

Theorem 2.3. Let X, Y in (8) be formed using iterates from (7). Let g be the linear function in (11) where G ∈ S_d, 0 ⪯ G ⪯ (1 − κ)I, 0 < κ < 1, where S_d is the set of symmetric matrices of size d × d. The norm of the residual (6) of the extrapolated solution y^{extr} produced by Algorithm 1 with λ = 0, or equivalently by Algorithm 2 with τ = ∞, is bounded by ‖r(y^{extr})‖_2 ≤ ‖I − β(G − I)‖_2 ‖p^∗_{N−1}(G)r(x_0 )‖_2, where p^∗_{N−1} solves p^∗_{N−1} = argmin_{p∈P} (1)_{[N −1]} ‖p(G)r(x_0)‖_2.

We have the following bound on p^∗_{N−1},

‖p^∗_{N−1}(G)r(x_0)‖_2 ≤ (_{1−√κ} 1+ √ κ )_{N−1} ‖r(x_0)‖_2, N ≤ d, 0, N > d. which control the convergence rate.

Proof. First, we write the definition of y^{extr} from Algorithm 1 when λ = 0, y^{extr} − x^∗ = (Y − βR)c − x^∗.

Since c^T 1 = 1, we have X^∗c = x^∗, where X^∗ = [x^∗, x^∗, . . . , x^∗, ]. Thus, y^{extr} − x^∗ = (Y − X^∗ − βR)c.

Since R = G(Y − X^∗), y^{extr} − x^∗ = (I − β(G − I))(Y − X^∗)c.

We have seen that the columns of Y − X^∗ are polynomials of different degrees, whose coefficients sums to one (Proposition 2.1). This means

y^{extr} − x^∗ = (I − β(G − I)) N−1∑ i=0 c_ip_i(G)(x_0 − x^∗).

In addition, its residual reads

r(y^{extr}) = (G−I)(y^{extr}−x^∗) = (G−I)(I−β(G−I)) N−1∑ i=0 p_i(G)(x_0−x^∗) = (G−βI) N−1∑ i=0 c_ip_i(G)r(x_0 ).

Its norm is thus bounded by ‖r(y^{extr})‖ ≤ ‖I − β(G − I)‖‖ N−1∑ i=0 c_ip_i(G)r(x_0) =Rc ‖.

By definition of c from Algorithm 1, ‖r(y^{extr})‖ ≤ ‖I − β(G − I)‖ min_{c:cT 1=1} ‖ N−1∑ i=0 c_ip_i(G)r(x_0 )‖. Because p_i are all of degree exactly equal to i, the p_i are a basis of the set of all polynomial of degree at most N − 1. In addition, because p_i(1) = 1, restricting the sum of coefficients c_i to 1 generates the set P^{(1)}_{[N−1]}. We have thus ‖r(y^{extr})‖ ≤ ‖I − β(G − I)‖ min_{p∈P (1)} [N −1] ‖p(G)r_0‖. This prove the first statement of the Theorem. The second statement is proved in [9], which shows that min p∈P^{(1)}_{[N −1]} max G:0⪯G⪯1−κ ‖p(G)‖ ≤ ( 1 − √ κ 1 + √ κ )_{N−1} . when N ≤ d. Finally, when N > d, it suffice to take the minimal polynomial of the matrix G named p_{min,G}, whose coefficient are normalized by p_{min,G}(1). Since the eigenvalues of G are strictly inferior to 1, p_{min,G}(1) cannot be zero.

This rate is optimal according to [16], and is actually similar to bounds on Krylov methods (like GMRES or conjugate gradients [9, 8]) for quadratic minimization. In optimization, the quantity ‖r(y^{extr})‖_2 is propotional to the norm of the gradient of the objective function computed at y^{extr}.

2.5 Online Acceleration

We now discuss the convergence of online acceleration, coupling iterates in g with the extrapolation Algorithm 1 at each iteration when λ = 0. Equivalently, all the following results also hold for Algorithm 2 when τ = ∞. Consider the online acceleration strategy,

x_N = g(y_{N−1}), y_N = RNA(X, Y, λ, β), (17)

where RNA(X, Y, λ, β) = y^{extr} with y^{extr} the output of Algorithm 1. By construction, y^{extr} is written

y^{extr} = ∑_N i=1 c^λ_i (y_{i−1} − β(x_i − y_{i−1})). If c^λ_N ≠ 0 then y^{extr} matches (7), thus online acceleration iterates in (17) belong to the class of algorithms in (7). If we can ensure c^λ_N ≠ 0, applying Theorem 2.3 recursively will then show an optimal rate of convergence for online acceleration iterations in (17). We show that under mild conditions this property is satisfied (see Proposition A.1 in Appendix A).

Thus, with our modification of the original RNA method in [19] and with our theoretical result, we have that RNA can accelerate iterates coming from RNA. In numerical experiments, we will see that this new approach significantly improves empirical performance.

2.6 Constrained Chebyshev Polynomial

The previous results consider the special cases where λ = 0 or τ = 0, which means that ‖c‖ is unbounded. However, Scieur et al. [19] show instability issues when ‖c‖ is not controlled. Regularization is thus required in practice to make the method more robust to perturbations, even in the quadratic case (e.g., round-off errors). Unfortunately, this section will show that robustness comes at the cost of a potentially slower rate of convergence.

We first introduce constrained Chebyshev polynomials. Earlier work in [19] considered regularized Chebyshev polynomials, but using a constrained formulation significantly simplifies the convergence analysis here. This polynomial plays an important role in Section 2.7 in the convergence analysis.

Definition 2.4. The Constrained Chebyshev Polynomial T^{τ,κ}_N (x) of degree N solves, for τ ≥ 0,

minimize max_{x∈[0,κ]} p(x) s.t. ‖p‖_2 ≤^{1+τ√}_{1+N} (18)

in the variable p ∈ P^{(1)}_{[N]}. Its optimum value is written C^{τ,κ}_N ≜ max_{x∈[0,κ]} T^{τ,κ}_N (x).

2.7 Convergence Rate of CNA

The previous section introduced constrained Chebyshev polynomials, which play an essential role in our convergence results when g is nonlinear and/or iterates (7) are noisy. Instead of analyzing Algorithm 1 directly, we focus on its constrained counterpart, Algorithm 2. Proposition 2.5. Let X, Y (8) be build using iterates from (7) where g is linear (11) and satisfies the assumptions of Theorem (2.3). Then, the norm of the residual (6) of the extrapolation produced by Algorithm 2 is bounded by ‖r(y^{extr})‖_2 ≤ ‖I − β(G − I)‖_2‖r(x_0)‖_2 C^{τ,κ}_{N−1}, (19)

where τ ≥ 0 and C^{τ,κ}_N is defined in (18).

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Theorem 2.3. It suffices to use the constrained Chebyshev polynomial rather than the rescaled Chebyshev polynomial from [9].

Proposition 2.5 with τ = ∞ gives the same result than Theorem 2.3. However, smaller values of τ give weaker results as C^{τ,κ}_{N−1} increases. However, smaller values of τ also reduce the norm of coefficients c^{(τ )} (14), which makes the algorithm more robust to noise.

Using the constrained algorithm in the context of non-perturbed linear function g yields no theoretical benefit, but the bounds on the extrapolated coefficients simplify the analysis of perturbed non-linear optimization schemes as we will see below.

3 Nonlinear Acceleration with Perturbations

In this section, we analyze the convergence rate of Algorithm 2 for simplicity, but the results also hold for Algorithm 1 (cf. Section 2.3). We first introduce the concept of pertubed linear iteration, then we analyse the convergence rate of RNA in this setting.

Perturbed Linear Iterations. Consider the following perturbed scheme, X̃_i = X^∗ + G(Ỹ_{i−1} − X^∗) + E_i, Ỹ_i = [x_0, X̃_i]L_i, (20)

where X̃_i and Ỹ_i are formed as in (8) using the perturbed iterates x̃_i and ỹ_i, and L_i is constructed using (10), and we write E_i = [e_1, e_2, . . . , e_i]. For now, we do not assume anything on e_i or E_i. This class contains many schemes such as gradient descent on nonlinear functions, stochastic gradient descent or even Nesterov’s fast gradient with backtracking line search for example.

The notation (20) makes the analysis simpler than in [19, 20], as we have the explicit form of the error over time. Consider the perturbation matrix P_i,

P_i ≜ R̃_i − R_i, (21) Proposition 3.1 shows that the magnitude of the perturbations ‖P_i‖ is proportionnal to the noise matrix ‖E_i‖, i.e., ‖P_i‖ = O(‖E_i‖).

Proposition 3.1. Let P_i be defined in (21), where (X̃_i, Ỹ_i) and (X̃_i, Ỹ_i) are formed respectively by (9) and (20). Let L̄_j = ‖L_1‖_2‖L_2‖_2 . . . ‖L_j ‖_2. Then, we have the following bound ‖P_i‖ ≤ ‖E_i‖(1 + ∑_i j=1(1 − κ)^jL̄_j ).

Proof. First, we start with the definition of R and R̃. Indeed, R̃_i − R_i = X̃_i − X_i − (Ỹ_{i−1} − Y_{i−1}).

By definition,

X̃_i − X_i = G(Ỹ_{i−1} − X^∗) + X^∗ + E_i − G(Y_{i−1} − X^∗) − X^∗ = G(Ỹ_{i−1} − Y_{i−1}) + E_i On the other side, Ỹ_{i−1} − Y_{i−1} = [0; X̃_{i−1} − X_{i−1}]L_{i−1} We thus have

P_i = X̃_i − X_i − (Ỹ_{i−1} − Y_{i−1}), = G(Ỹ_{i−1} − Y_{i−1}) + E_i − [0; X̃_{i−1} − X_{i−1}]L_{i−1}, = G([0; X̃_{i−1} − X_{i−1}]L_{i−1}) + E_i − [0; G(Ỹ_{i−2} − Y_{i−2}) + E_{i−1}]L_{i−1}, = G[0; P_{i−1}]L_{i−1} + E_i − [0; E_{i−1}]L_{i−1}.

Thus, P_i − E_i = G[0; P_{i−1}]L_{i−1} − [0; E_{i−1}]L_{i−1} = G[0; P_{i−1} − E_{i−1}]L_{i−1} + (G − I)[0; E_{i−1}]L_{i−1}. Finally, it suffice to expand ‖P_i − E_i‖ = ‖G‖‖P_{i−1} − E_{i−1}‖‖L_{i−1}‖ + ‖G − I‖‖E_{i−1}‖‖L_{i−1}‖, and use ‖G − I‖ ≤ 1 to have the desired result.

Convergence Analysis. Now, we analyze how close the output of Algorithm 2 is to x^∗. To do so, we compare scheme (20) to its perturbation-free counterpart (9). Both schemes have the same starting point x_0 and “fixed point” x^∗. It is important to note that scheme (20) may not converge due to noise. The next theorem bounds the accuracy of the output of CNA.

Theorem 3.2. Let y^{extr} be the output of Algorithm (2) applied on (20). Its accuracy is bounded by ‖(G − I) (y^{extr} − x^∗) ‖ ≤ ‖I − β(G − I)‖ ( C^{τ,κ}_{N−1}‖(G − I)(x_0 − x^∗)‖ acceleration

+^{1+τ√}_N ( ‖P_N ‖ + ‖E_N ‖ ) stability ) .

Proof. We start with the following expression for arbitrary coefficients c that sum to one, (G − I) ( (Ỹ − βR̃)c − x^∗ ) . Since R̃ = X̃ − Ỹ = (G − I)(Ỹ − X^∗) + E, we have (G − I)(Ỹ − X^∗) = (R̃ − E). So, (G − I)(Ỹ − X^∗ − βR̃)c = (R̃ − E)c − β(G − I)R̃c. After rearranging the terms we get (G − I) ( (Ỹ − βR̃)c − x^∗ ) = (I − β(G − I))R̃c − Ec. (22) We bound (22) as follow, using coefficients from (14), ‖I − β(G − I)‖‖R̃c^{(τ )}‖ + ‖E‖‖c^{(τ )}‖.

Indeed, ‖R̃c^{(τ )}‖^2 = min c:c^T 1=1, ‖c‖≤^{1+τ}√_N ‖R̃c‖^2. We have min c:1^T c=1, ‖c‖≤^{1+τ}√_N ‖R̃c‖_2, ≤ min c:1^T c=1 ‖c‖≤^{1+τ}√_N ‖Rc‖_2 + ‖P_Rc‖_2,

≤ ( min c:1^T c=1 ‖c‖≤^{1+τ}√_N ‖Rc‖_2 ) + ‖P_R‖_2

1 + τ √ N , ≤ C^{τ,κ}_{N−1}‖r(x_0)‖ + ‖P_R‖(1 + τ) √ N . This prove the desired result.

This theorem shows that Algorithm 2 balances acceleration and robustness. The result bounds the accuracy by the sum of an acceleration term bounded using constrained Chebyshev polynomials, and a stability term proportional to the norm of perturbations. In the next section, we consider the particular case where g corresponds to a gradient step when the perturbations are Gaussian or due to non-linearities.

4 Convergence Analysis for First-Order Methods

We now apply our results when g in (9) corresponds to the gradient step g(x) = x − h∇f(x), (23) where f is the objective function and h a step size. We assume the function f twice differentiable, L-smooth and μ-strongly convex. This means μI ≤ ∇^2f(x) ≤ LI. (24) Also, we assume h =^1_L for simplicity. In the next sections, we study two different cases. First, we assume the objective quadratic, but (23) is corrupted by Gaussian noise. Then, we consider a general nonlinear function f, with the additional assumption that its Hessian is Lipchitz-continuous.

4.1 Random Perturbations

We perform a gradient step on the quadratic form f(x) = 1 2 (x − x^∗)A(x − x^∗), μI ⪯ A ⪯ LI. The gradient step (23) thus reads g(x) = x − 1 L A(x − x^∗) = (I − A/L)(x − x^∗) + x^∗. Given (11), we identify the matrix G = I − A/L, as well as κ =^μ_L . However, each iteration (20) is corrupted by e_i, where e_i is a stochastic noise with bounded variance σ^2.

The next proposition is the application of Theorem 3.2 to our setting. To simplify results, we consider β = 1.

Proposition 4.1. Assume we use Algorithm (2) with β = 1 on N iterates from (20), where g is the gradient step (23) and e_i are zero-mean independent random noise with variance bounded by σ^2. Then, E[‖∇f(y^{extr})‖] ≤ (1 − κ) C^{τ,κ}_{N−1}‖∇f(x_0)‖ + E, (25) where E ≤ (1 − κ) 1 + τ √ N Lσ N∑ j=1 (1 − κ)^jL̄_j .

In the simple case where we accelerate the gradient descent algorithm, all L_i = I and thus E ≤^{1+τ√}_N^{Lσ}_κ .

Proof. Since β = 1, ‖I − β(G − I)‖ = ‖G‖ ≤ 1 − κ. Now, consider E[‖E‖]. Because each e_i are independents Gaussian noise with variance bounded by σ, we have, E[‖E‖] ≤ √ E[‖E‖^2] ≤ σ. Similarly, for P (21), we use Proposition (3.1) and we have E[‖P ‖] ≤ E[‖E_i‖] ( 1 + ∑_i j=1(1 − κ)^jL̄_j )

≤ σ ( 1 + ∑_i j=1(1 − κ)^jL̄_j )

Thus, E^{κ,τ}_N in Theorem 3.2 becomes E^{κ,τ}_N ≤^{σ(1+τ )√}_N ( 2 + ∑_N j=1(1 − κ)^jL̄_j ) Finally, it suffice to see that

(G − I)(x − x^∗) + x^∗ = (A/L)(x − x^∗) + x^∗ = 1 L ∇f(x), and we get the desired result. In the special case of plain gradient method, L_i = I so L̄_i = 1. Then, we bound ∑_N j=1(1 − κ)^j ≤ ∑_∞ j=1(1 − κ)^j ≤^1_κ .

This proposition also applies to gradient descent with momentum or with our online acceleration algorithm (17).

With this proposition, we can distinguish two different regimes when accelerating gradient descent with noise. One when σ is small compared to ‖f(x_0)‖, and one when σ is large. In the first case, the acceleration term dominates. In this case, Algorithm 2 with large τ produces output y^{extr} that converges with a near-optimal rate of convergence. In the second regime where the noise dominates, τ should be close to zero. In this case, using our extrapolation method when perturbation are high naturally gives the simple averaging scheme. We can thus see Algorithm (2) as a way to interpolate optimal acceleration with averaging.

4.2 Nonlinear Perturbations

Here, we study the general case where the perturbation e_i are bounded by a function of D, where D satisfies ‖ỹ_i − x^∗‖_2 ≤ D ∀i. (26) This assumption is usually met when we accelerate non-divergent algorithms. More precisely, we assume the perturbation are bounded by ( ‖I − β(G − I)‖‖P_N ‖ + ‖E‖ ) ≤ γ √ ND^α. (27)

where γ and α are scalar. This is typically the case when ‖e_i‖ ≤ O(D^α). We call these perturbations "nonlinear" because the error term typically corresponds to the difference between g and its linearization around x^∗. For example, the optimization of smooth non-quadratic functions with gradient descent can be described using (27) with α = 1 or α = 2, as shown in Section 4.2.1. The next proposition bounds the accuracy of the extrapolation produced by Algorithm (2) in the presence of such perturbation.

Proposition 4.2. Consider Algorithm (2) with β = 1 on N iterates from (20), where perturbations satisfy (26). Then,

‖(G − I)(y^{extr} − x^∗)‖ ≤ (1 − κ) ( C^{τ,κ}_{N−1} ‖(G − I)(x_0 − x^∗)‖ + E )

where E ≤ (1 + τ)γD^α.

Proof. Combine Theorem 3.2 with assumption (27).

Here, ‖x_0 −x^∗‖ is of the order of D. This bound is generic as does not consider any strong structural assumption on g, only that its first-order approximation error is bounded by a power of D. We did not even assume that scheme (20) converges. This explains why Proposition 4.2 does not necessary give a convergent bound. Nevertheless, in the case of convergent scheme, Algorithm 2 with τ = 0 output the average of previous iterates, that also converge to x^∗.

However, Proposition 4.2 is interesting when perturbations are small compared to ‖x_0 − x^∗‖. In particular, it is possible to link τ and D^α so that Algorithm 2 asymptotically reach an optimal rate of convergence, when D → 0.

Proposition 4.3. If τ = O(D^{−s}) with 0 < s < α − 1, then, when D → 0, Proposition 4.2 becomes

‖(G − I)(y^{extr} − x^∗)‖ ≤ (1 − κ) ( 1 − √ κ 1 + √ κ )_{N−1} ‖(G − I)(x_0 − x^∗)‖ The same result holds with Algorithm 1 if λ = O(D^r ) with 0 < r < 2(α − 1).

Proof. By assumption, ‖x_0 − x^∗‖ = O(D). We thus have, by Proposition 4.2

‖(G − I)(y^{extr} − x^∗)‖ ≤ (1 − κ) ( C^{τ,κ}_{N−1}O(D) + (1 + τ)O(D^α) ) . τ will be a function of D, in particular τ = D^{−s}. We want to have the following conditions, lim_{D→0}(1 + τ(D))D^{α−1} = 0, lim_{D→0} τ = inf .

The first condition ensures that the perturbation converge faster to zero than the acceleration term. The second condition ask τ to grow as D decreases, so that CNA becomes unconstrained. Since τ = D^{−s}, we have to solve lim_{D→0} D^{α−1} + D^{α−s−1} = 0, lim_{D→0} D^{−s} = inf .

Clearly, 0 < s < α − 1 satisfies the two conditions. For the second result, by using (16), ‖c^λ‖_2 ≤ 1 √ N √ 1 + 1 λ . Setting 1 + τ √ N = 1 √ N √ 1 + 1 λ with τ = D^{−s} gives the desired result.

This proposition shows that, when perturbations are of the order of D^α with α > 1, then our extrapolation algorithm converges optimally once the ỹ_i are close to the solution x^∗. The next section shows this holds, for example, when minimizing function with smooth gradients.

4.2.1 Optimization of Smooth Functions

Let the objective function f be a nonlinear function that follows (24), which also has a Lipchitzcontinuous Hessian with constant M, ‖∇^2f(y) − ∇^2f(x)‖ ≤ M‖y − x‖. (28) This assumption is common in the convergence analysis of second-order methods. For the convergence analysis, we consider that g(x) perform a gradient step on the quadratic function 1 2 (x − x^∗)∇^2f(x^∗)(x − x^∗). (29)

This is the quadratic approximation of f around x^∗. The gradient step thus reads, if we set h = 1/L, g(x) = ( I − ∇^2f(x^∗) L ) (x − x^∗) + x^∗. (30)

The perturbed scheme corresponds to the application of (30) with a specific nonlinear perturbation,

x̃_{i+1} = g(ỹ_i) −^1_L (∇f(ỹ_i) − ∇^2f(x^∗)(ỹ_i − x^∗)) =e_i . (31)

This way, we recover the gradient step on the non-quadratic function f. The next Proposition shows that schemes (31) satisfies (26) with α = 1 when D is big, or α = 2 when D is small. Proposition 4.4. Consider the scheme (31), where f satisfies (28). If ‖y_i − x^∗‖ ≤ D, then we satisfy (26) with α = 1 for large D or α = 2 for small D.

Proof. Nesterov and Polyak [17] show that Le_i ≤ min{L‖y_i − x^∗‖,^M_2 ‖y_i − x^∗‖^2} Since ‖y − x^∗‖ ≤ O(D) we get the desired result.

The combination of Proposition 4.3 with Proposition 4.4 means that RNA (or CNA) converges asymptotically when λ (or τ) are set properly. In other words, if λ decreases a little bit faster than the perturbations, the extrapolation on the perturbed iterations behave like it accelerates an perturbation-free scheme. This means its rate of convergence is optimal (Theorem (2.3)). Our result improves the one in [19, 20], where r ∈]0,^{2(α−1)}_3 [.

5 Combining RNA and Nesterov Acceleration: an Optimal and Adaptive Algorithm

We now briefly discuss a strategy that combines the Nesterov’s acceleration and RNA approaches. This means using RNA instead of the classical momentum term in Nesterov’s original algorithm. Using RNA, we can produce iterates that are adaptive to the problem constants, while ensuring an optimal upper bound if one provides constants L and μ. We show below how to design a condition that decides after each gradient steps if we should combine previous iterates using RNA or Nesterov coefficients.

Nesterov’s algorithm [16] first performs a gradient step, then combines the two previous iterates following (3). However, a more generic version with a basic line search reads { Find x_{i+1} : f(x_{i+1}) ≤ f(y_i) −^1_{2L} ‖f(y_i)‖^2 y_{i+1} = (1 + β)x_{i+1} − βx_i, β =^{1−√κ}_{1+}^√_κ .

(32)

The first condition is automatically met when we perform the gradient step x_{i+1} = x_i − ∇f(x_i)/L. Based on this, we propose the following algorithm.

Algorithm 3 has an optimal rate of convergence, and the proof is straightforward. If we do not satisfy the condition, then we perform a standard Nesterov step. Otherwise, we pick z instead of the gradient step, and we combine

y_{i+1} = (1 + β)z − βx_{i−1} = y^{extr}.

By construction this satisfies (32), and inherits its properties, like an optimal rate of convergence.

6 Numerical Experiments on Logistic Regression and CNN

Logistic regression. We test Algorithm 1 on a standard machine learning problem, logistic regression with ℓ_2 regularization. We use the Sido0 dataset from [11], binary classification of 12000 instances with 5000 features each, and the MNIST dataset [13] (in this section, for this dataset, we used a one-versus-all approach with the digit 9). We set the regularization parameter so that κ is

Compute gradient step x_{i+1} = y_i −^1_L ∇f(y_i). Compute y^{extr} = RNA(X, Y, λ). Let z = y^{extr} + βx_i 1 + β

Chose the next iterate, such that

y_{i+1} = { y^{extr} If f(z) ≤ f(x_i) −^1_{2L} ‖f(x_i)‖^2, (1 + β)x_i − βx_{i−1} Otherwise.

Algorithm 3: Optimal Adaptive Algorithm

bounded by 10^{−6} in the deterministic case, or L/(100 × #samples) in the stochastic case. Both situations correspond to ill-conditioned strongly convex functions. We present further numerical experiments on more datasets in Appendix B.5 (deterministic algorithms) and Appendix B.6 (stochastic algorithms). We also apply our algorithm to the MNIST dataset in Appendix C.

We first solve the problem using deterministic methods, then stochastic methods for minimizing finite sums. In all experiments, we use RNA with parameters N = 10, β = 1 and λ = 10^{−8}. Figure 4 in Appendix 6 shows that the parameter λ controls the stability of the method. Even in this simple example, with the presence of “nonlinear” noise, the unregularized Algorithm 1 (a. k. a. Anderson acceleration) is clearly unstable. Regularization is thus crucial to ensure convergence.

In Figure 1 we highlight the benefits of the combination of RNA with another optimization algorithm. On the left, we accelerate deterministic algorithms, gradient descent and Nesterov fast gradient [16]. In Appendix 5 we show how to combine RNA and fast gradient methods to preserve the optimal convergence rate. In the center, we only accelerate gradient descent, as this approach gives better results. Online RNA significantly improves the performance of the accelerated algorithm. Our acceleration algorithm applied to gradient method is also competitive with BFGS, but does not need a line-search. Furthermore, the extension of quasi-Newton methods to stochastic algorithms is not straightforward as it requires the computation of Hessian-vector products [4] while our technique applies in this setting.

On the right of Figure 1, we combine RNA with stochastic algorithms such as SGD or SAGA [6]. Again, we see that Algorithm 1 improves significantly the convergence rate of the method, without the requirement of a line-search, and is competitive with, e.g., Katyusha [1], an accelerated algorithm for minimizing finite sums of functions. We notice that RNA on SGD does not converge. This is predicted by Proposition 4.1 (and this was also an observation from [20]), because contrary to SAGA, in SGD the variance of the noise σ^2 does not decrease as x_i converges to x^∗.

CNN preliminary experiments. We conduct neural network experiments on the ImageNet dataset in order to show the scability of our method, using a standard ResNet-50, which incorporates a momentum at training time. We compare the offline and online acceleration, the latter being less efficient on this non-convex problem.

Our models are trained via SGD with momentum 0.9, an ℓ^2-regularization of 10^{−4} and standard data-augmentation. At each epoch, the step-size is linearly decreased from 10^{−1} to 10^{−3}. At test time, we report the accuracy of a single central crop. The model is accelerated via RNA at the end of each epoch, with N = 10, λ = 10^{−9}. Figure 2 highlights that combined with offline-RNA, the performance of a ResNet-50 is not altered but this is not the case of online RNA.

We now describe the differences raised by the use of RNA. First, we observe that the computations involved are negligible. Given the fact that, on standard hardware, a GPU is about 2 orders of magnitude faster than CPUs for solving a linear problem, Figure 3 indicates that a fordward and backward pass of a single batch of a deep neural network requires more flops than a RNA pass. For this experiment, we used two P100 GPUs (a single forward+backward for a batch of size 256 × 3 × 224 × 224) and a 24 cores CPU (a single acceleration via RNA for various values of N); we remark that, in general, a single acceleration step of RNA at the end of an epoch would also be diluted by order of magnitudes in the mass of computations due to the SGD with mini-batches on a whole epoch. Note also that RNA is more appropriate for CPU computations as N increases, the memory consumption being higher. Secondly, we noticed that the weights c_λ obtained via RNA are close to an uniform averaging. Obtaining those weights is not surprising given Theorem 3.2, since the noise in the SGD step is particularly high in this setting.

Figure 1: (Left) Logistic regression on sido0 using deterministic algorithms; (middle) logistic regression on MNIST dataset (digit 9 vs all) with deterministic algorithms; (right) logistic regression on Sido0 dataset with stochastic algorithms.

Figure 2: Validation error on ImageNet with offline or online RNA and a standard training on a ResNet-50.

Figure 3: Speed comparison between RNA (CPU) and a forward+backward pass(GPU), for ResNet-50.

References

[1] Zeyuan Allen-Zhu. Katyusha: The first direct acceleration of stochastic gradient methods. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18(1):8194–8244, 2017.

[2] Donald G. Anderson. Iterative procedures for nonlinear integral equations. Journal of the ACM (JACM), 12(4):547–560, 1965.

[3] Raghu Bollapragada, Damien Scieur, and Alexandre d’Aspremont. Nonlinear acceleration of primal-dual algorithms. In The 22nd International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 739–747, 2019.

[4] Richard H. Byrd, Samantha L. Hansen, Jorge Nocedal, and Yoram Singer. A stochastic quasinewton method for large-scale optimization. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 26(2):1008–1031, 2016.

[5] Stan Cabay and LW Jackson. A polynomial extrapolation method for finding limits and antilimits of vector sequences. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 13(5):734–752, 1976.

[6] Aaron Defazio, Francis Bach, and Simon Lacoste-Julien. SAGA: A fast incremental gradient method with support for non-strongly convex composite objectives. In Advances in neural information processing systems, pages 1646–1654, 2014.

[7] Olivier Fercoq and Zheng Qu. Restarting accelerated gradient methods with a rough strong convexity estimate. arXiv preprint arXiv:1609.07358, 2016.

[8] Gene H. Golub and Charles F. Van Loan. Matrix Computations, volume 3. JHU Press, 2012.

[9] Gene H. Golub and Richard S. Varga. Chebyshev semi-iterative methods, successive overrelaxation iterative methods, and second order Richardson iterative methods. Numerische Mathematik, 3(1):157–168, 1961.

[10] R. Paul Gorman and Terrence J. Sejnowski. Analysis of hidden units in a layered network trained to classify sonar targets. Neural Networks, 1(1):75–89, 1988.

[11] I. Guyon. Sido: A phamacology dataset. URL: http://www. causality. inf. ethz. ch/data/SIDO.

html, 2008.

[12] Isabelle Guyon, Steve Gunn, Masoud Nikravesh, and Lofti A Zadeh. Feature extraction: foundations and applications, volume 207. Springer, 2008.

[13] Yann LeCun, Koray Kavukcuoglu, and Clément Farabet. Convolutional networks and applications in vision. In Proceedings of International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS), pages 253–256. IEEE, 2010.

[14] Adrian S. Lewis and Michael L. Overton. Nonsmooth optimization via bfgs. Submitted to SIAM J. Optimiz, pages 1–35, 2009.

[15] Yurii Nesterov. A method of solving a convex programming problem with convergence rate O(1/k^2). In Soviet Mathematics Doklady, volume 27, pages 372–376, 1983.

[16] Yurii Nesterov. Introductory lectures on convex optimization: A basic course, volume 87.

Springer Science & Business Media, 2013.

[17] Yurii Nesterov and Boris T Polyak. Cubic regularization of Newton method and its global performance. Mathematical Programming, 108(1):177–205, 2006.

[18] Jorge Nocedal and Stephen J. Wright. Nonlinear Equations. Springer, 2006.

[19] Damien Scieur, Alexandre d’Aspremont, and Francis Bach. Regularized nonlinear acceleration.

In Advances In Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 712–720, 2016.

[20] Damien Scieur, Francis Bach, and Alexandre d’Aspremont. Nonlinear acceleration of stochastic algorithms. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 3985–3994, 2017.

[21] Damien Scieur, Vincent Roulet, Francis Bach, and Alexandre d’Aspremont. Integration methods and optimization algorithms. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 1109–1118, 2017.

Appendices for the paper Online Regularized Nonlinear Acceleration

This part contains the supplementary materials for the paper Online Regularized Nonlinear Acceleration. The appendices are structured as follow. We first present in Appendix A a poposition that shows the special structure of iterates of the online RNA algorithm. In Appendices B and C we present additionnal experiments on logistic regression on several datasets.

Table of Contents (Appendix)

A Proposition A.1 19

B Additional Figures 20 B.1 Comparison between Anderson Acceleration (or RNA without regularization) and RNA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 B.2 Dataset Description . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 B.3 Experiments on Logistic regression . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 B.4 Legend for Logistic Regression . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 B.5 Logistic regression, deterministic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 B.6 Logistic regression, stochastic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

C Logistic Regression on MNIST Dataset 27

A Proposition A.1

Proposition A.1. Let X, Y (8) be build using iterates from (7). Let g be the linear, satisfying the assumptions of Theorem (2.3). Consider y^{extr} the output of Algorithm 1 with λ = 0 and β ≠ 0. If R = X − Y is full column rank, then c^λ_N ≠ 0. Otherwise, y^{extr} = x^∗.

Proof. Since, by definition, 1^T c^λ = 1, it suffices to prove that the last coefficient c^λ_N ≠ 0. For simplicity, in the scope of this proof we write c = c^λ We prove it by contradiction. Let R^− be the matrix R without its last column, and c^− be the coefficients computed by RNA using R^−. Assume c_N = 0. In this case, Rc = R^−c^−. In other words, because R (and by consequence R^−) are full column rank, c = [c^−; 0].

This also means that, using the explicit formula for c (13),

(R^T R)^{−1}1 1(R^T R)^{−1}1 = [ ((R^−)^T R^−)^{−1}1 1((R^−)^T R^−)^{−1}1 ; 0 ] , ⇔ (R^T R)^{−1}1 = [ ((R^−)^T R^−)^{−1}1; 0 ] . The equivalence is obtained because 1(R^T R)^{−1}1 = 1^T c = 1^T c^− = 1((R^−)^T R^−)^{−1}1.

We can write c and c^− under the form of a linear system, R^T Rc = α1_N , ((R^−)^T R^−)c^− = α1_{N−1}, where α = 1(R^T R)^{−1}1 = 1((R^−)^T R^−)^{−1}1, which is nonzero. We augment the system with c^− by concatenating zeros, R^T Rc = α1_N , [ ((R^−)^T R^−) 0_{N−1×1} 0_{1×N−1} 0 ] [ c^− 0 ] = α [ 1_{N−1} 0 ]

Let r^+ be the residual at iteration N. This means R = [R^−, r^+]. We substract the two linear systems, [ 0 R^T r^+ (r^+)^T R (r^+)^T r^+ ] [ c^− 0 ] = [ 0 α ≠ 0 ]

The N − 1 first equations tells us that either (R^T r^+)_i or c^−_i are equal to zero. This implies (R^T r^+)^T c = ∑ i = 1^{N−1}(R^T r^+)^T_i c_i = 0.

However, the last equation reads (R^T r^+)^T c + 0 · (r^+)^T r^+ ≠ 0.

This is a contraction, since (R^T r^+)^T c + 0 · (r^+)^T r^+ = 0.

Now, assume R is not full rank. This means there exist a non-zero linear combination such that Rc = 0. However, due to its structure R is a Krylov basis of the Krylov subspace K_N = span[r_0, Gr_0, . . . , G^N ] If the rank of R is strictly less N (says N − 1), this means K_N = K_{N−1}. Due to properties of the Krylov subspace, this means that

r_0 = N−1∑ i=1 α_iλ_iv_i where λ_i are distinct eigenvalues of G, and v_i the associated eigenvector. Thus, it suffices to take the polynomial p^∗ that interpolates the N − 1 distinct λ_i. In this case, p^∗(G)r_0 = 0.

Since p(1) ≠ 0 because λ_i ≤ 1 − κ < 1, we have

min ‖Rc‖ = min_{p∈P (1)} [N −1] ‖p(G)r_0‖ = p^∗(G) p(1) r_0 = 0.

B Additional Figures

B.1 Comparison between Anderson Acceleration (or RNA without regularization) and RNA

Figure 4: Comparing regularized and unregularized RNA.

B.2 Dataset Description In the following experiments, we use the following datasets.

• Sonar UCI [10]: 208 samples, 60 features. • Madelon UCI [12]: 4400 samples, 500 features. • Sido0 Dataset [11]: 12678 samples, 4932 features.

B.3 Experiments on Logistic regression We test Algorithm 1 on a standard machine learning problem, logistic regression with ℓ_2 regularization. We use the dataset presented in section B.2. We set the regularization parameter so that κ is bounded by 10^{−3} ("good condition number"), 10^{−6} ("regular condition number") and 10^{−9} ("bad condition number") in the deterministic case, or 100L/(×#samples) ("good condition number"), L/(1 × #samples) ("regular condition number"), L/(100 × #samples) ("bad condition number") in the stochastic case.

We first solve the problem using deterministic methods, then stochastic methods for minimizing finite sums. In all experiments, we use RNA with parameters N = 10, β = 1 and λ = 10^{−8}.

B.4 Legend for Logistic Regression

Figure 5: Left: legend for deterministic algorithms. Right: legend for stochastic algorithms. B.5 Logistic regression, deterministic B.5.1 Dataset: sonar (Top to bottom: good, regular and bad condition number)

B.5.2 Dataset: madelon (Top to bottom: good, regular and bad condition number)

B.5.3 Dataset: sido0 (Top to bottom: good, regular and bad condition number)

B.6 Logistic regression, stochastic B.6.1 Dataset: sonar (Top to bottom: good, regular and bad condition number)

B.6.2 Dataset: madelon (Top to bottom: good, regular and bad condition number)

B.6.3 Dataset: sido0 (Top to bottom: good, regular and bad condition number)

C Logistic Regression on MNIST Dataset

We now present our result for optimizing a logistic regression using the MNIST dataset. MNIST contains handwritten digits, and consists in 10 different classes of points, each containing 6000 samples with 784 features. We train each class separately, using a one-versus-all approach. Use compare plain gradient method with backtracking line-search with its accelerated version using online RNA (with N = 10 and λ = 10^{−8}). In all cases, RNA outperform gradient descent and Nesterov’s fast gradient.

Figure 6: From left to right, top to bottom: Loss value when optimizing a logistic regression (one vs all) on MNIST dataset for the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 0.

Figure 7: From left to right, top to bottom: percentage validation error when optimizing a logistic regression (one vs all) on MNIST dataset for the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 0.