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Abstract

We consider the finite-sum optimization problem, where each
component function is strongly convex and has Lipschitz con-
tinuous gradient and Hessian. The recently proposed incre-
mental quasi-Newton method is based on BFGS update and
achieves a local superlinear convergence rate that is dependent
on the condition number of the problem. This paper proposes a
more efficient quasi-Newton method by incorporating the sym-
metric rank-1 update into the incremental framework, which
results in the condition-number-free local superlinear conver-
gence rate. Furthermore, we can boost our method by applying
the block update on the Hessian approximation, which leads
to an even faster local convergence rate. The numerical exper-
iments show the proposed methods significantly outperform
the baseline methods.

1 Introduction

We study the following finite-sum minimization problem:

: 1 ¢
min f(z) = ngz(:v), ()
i=1

where each individual function f; : RY — R is strongly
convex and has Lipschitz continuous gradient and Hessian.
This formulation is ubiquitous in various machine learning
models, including maximum likelihood estimation (MLE)
(Bishop and Nasrabadi 2006; Bottou, Curtis, and Nocedal
2018) and unsupervised learning problems (Hastie et al. 2009;
Murphy 2012). A notable example of the problem (1) is the
empirical risk minimization in supervised learning, where n
is the number of data examples and f;(-) corresponds to the
loss function incurred by each training instance.

In this paper, we are interested in solving the large-scale
finite-sum problem, that is, the number of components n in
formulation (1) is large. In this scenario, accessing the exact
gradient or Hessian over the entire dataset is too expensive for
each iteration. To circumvent this issue, stochastic or incre-
mental optimization methods were introduced since they only
require computing an estimation of the gradient or Hessian
by a single sample (or a small mini-batch of samples) at each
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round. The most popular of these methods is stochastic gra-
dient descent (SGD). It has been widely used in large-scale
optimization problems thanks to its cheap computational cost
per iteration (Bottou, Curtis, and Nocedal 2018). Applying
the variance reduction (Defazio, Bach, and Lacoste-Julien
2014; Johnson and Zhang 2013; Schmidt, Le Roux, and Bach
2017; Zhang, Mahdavi, and Jin 2013) and acceleration tech-
niques (Allen-Zhu 2017; Nesterov 2003) can improve the
vanilla SGD, and it achieves a linear convergence rate with
optimal incremental first-order oracle complexity (Wood-
worth and Srebro 2016).

The second-order methods (Nesterov 2003) incorporate
the additional curvature information in every iteration, and
it is possible to establish the local superliner convergence
rate with these methods. For the finite-sum problem (1),
Rodomanov and Kropotov (2016) proposed the Newton in-
cremental method (NIM), which requires accessing the exact
gradient and exact Hessian of one individual function in each
iteration and attains the local superlinear convergence rate.
The classical quasi-Newton methods (Broyden, Dennis Jr,
and Moré 1973; Dennis and Moré 1974; Powell 1971) es-
timate the second-order information with first-order oracle
calls and still hold the superlinear convergence rate. However,
most of the stochastic variants for quasi-Newton methods
(Lucchi, McWilliams, and Hofmann 2015; Moritz, Nishi-
hara, and Jordan 2016) that employ gradient estimators only
achieve linear convergence rates.

Mokhtari, Eisen, and Ribeiro (2018) proposed the In-
cremental quasi-Newton (IQN) method by using classical
BFGS update (Broyden 1970; Fletcher 1970; Goldfarb 1970;
Shanno 1970), which is the first superlinear convergent
quasi-Newton method without exact second-order oracle
call in each iteration. However, the best-known analysis
of IQN (Mokhtari, Eisen, and Ribeiro 2018) only provided
the asymptotic convergence result. Several follow-up works
(Gao, Koppel, and Ribeiro 2020; Lahoti et al. 2023) attempted
to characterize the convergence rate by fusing the greedy
quasi-Newton update (Rodomanov and Nesterov 2021a) into
the framework of IQN. Specifically, Lahoti et al. (2023) pro-
posed sharpened lazy incremental quasi-Newton (SLIQN) by
utilizing lazy propagation strategy and showed it achieves
the superlinear convergence rate of O ((1 —d~!s~1)[t/"] ’ ),
where ¢ is the condition number and ¢ is the number of
iterations. Gao, Koppel, and Ribeiro (2020) proposed the



Incremental Greedy BFGS (IGS) method with the same con-
vergence rate as the SLIQN, but it requires more expensive
per-iteration complexity.

In this work, we propose an efficient quasi-Newton method
named the Lazy Incremental Symmetric Rank-1 (LISR-1)
method for the finite-sum minimization problem. Our ap-
proach takes advantage of the well-known symmetric rank-1
(SR1) update to construct the Hessian estimator with sharper
error bound than BFGS methods, and it also exploits the lazy
propagation strategy to maintain a low per-iteration complex-
ity. We show that LISR-1 achieves a local superlinear conver-

gence rate of O ((1—d 1)t/ *), shaving off the dependency
on the condition number s compared with the convergence
rate achieved by SLIQN and IGS. Each iteration of LISR-1
requires only O(1) incremental gradient/Hessian-vector or-
acle calls and O(d?) flops in matrix operations, matching
the existing IQN methods. Furthermore, we extend LISR-1
by making use of the symmetric rank-k update (Liu, Chen,
and Luo 2023) to construct the more accurate Hessian esti-
mator where k < d is the rank of the update, resulting in
the block IQN method called Lazy Incremental Symmetric
Rank-£ (LISR-k). It enjoys the local convergence rate up
to O((1 — kd=1H)I¥/ ”WQ) with additional computational cost
of O(kd?) flops per-iteration. The numerical experiments on
quadratic programming problems and the model of regular-
ized logistic regression demonstrate significant improvements
over baseline methods and confirm our theoretical findings.

Paper Organization In Section 2, we provide a literature
review for quasi-Newton methods and their variants for finite-
sum optimization problems. In Section 3, we formalize the
notations and assumptions of our problem and introduce the
background of the Broyden family update. In Section 4, we
propose our LISR-1 method and provide its convergence anal-
ysis. In Section 5, we present the LISR-k method by incorpo-
rating the block-type update. In Section 6, we demonstrate
the numerical experiments to show the improved efficiency
of the proposed methods. Finally, we conclude this work in
Section 7. All the proofs and more experimental results are
deferred to the appendix.

2 Related Work

In this section, we review related work of quasi-Newton meth-
ods and their variants for large-scale optimization problems.

Classical Quasi-Newton Methods Past decades have wit-
nessed extensive research progress on quasi-Newton meth-
ods. The main advantage of quasi-Newton methods is their
capability to reach a superlinear convergence without com-
puting the exact Hessian or its inverse. To estimate the
second-order information, the classical quasi-Newton meth-
ods are based on the secant equation and the corresponding
closeness criteria between successive Hessian estimations.
The choice of closeness criteria leads to different types of
quasi-Newton methods, including Broyden’s method (Broy-
den 1965; Broyden, Dennis Jr, and Moré 1973; Gay 1979),
the Davidon-Fletcher-Powell (DFP) method (Davidon 1991;
Fletcher and Powell 1963), the Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-
Shanno (BFGS) method (Broyden 1970; Fletcher 1970; Gold-

farb 1970; Shanno 1970) and the symmetric rank-1 (SR1)
method (Conn, Gould, and Toint 1991). The asymptotic super-
linear convergence of quasi-Newton methods was established
in the 1970s (Broyden, Dennis Jr, and Moré 1973; Dennis
and Moré 1974; Dixon 1972a,b; Powell 1971), while the
explicit superlinear rates of quasi-Newton methods were ob-
tained only recently. Rodomanov and Nesterov (2021a) first
proposed greedy quasi-Newton methods and gave its non-
asymptotic superlinear convergence guarantees. Later, Lin,
Ye, and Zhang (2022) provided a sharper analysis for these
methods. After that, Jin and Mokhtari (2023); Rodomanov
and Nesterov (2021b,c); Ye et al. (2021) established the ex-
plicit rates for the classical (secant equation-based) quasi-
Newton methods.

Block Quasi-Newton Methods Schnabel (1983) proposed
block quasi-Newton methods. These methods construct the
Hessian estimator along multiple directions during each it-
eration, and they achieve better empirical performance than
classical quasi-Newton methods like BFGS (O’Leary and
Yeremin 1994). After several decades, the superlinear conver-
gence of these methods was established by Gao and Goldfarb
(2018); Gower, Goldfarb, and Richtarik (2016); Gower and
Richtarik (2017). Very recently, Liu, Chen, and Luo (2023)
presented explicit superlinear convergence rates of block
quasi-Newton methods, which explains why the use of multi-
ple directions benefits the convergence behaviors.

Stochastic/Incremental Quasi-Newton Methods Due to
the sheer volume of data in modern machine learning appli-
cations, researchers have been investigating the extension
of quasi-Newton methods on large-scale optimization prob-
lems. Several early works established the stochastic quasi-
Newton methods to reduce the computational cost at each iter-
ation (Byrd et al. 2016; Chang, Sun, and Zhang 2019; Lucchi,
McWilliams, and Hofmann 2015; Mokhtari and Ribeiro 2014,
2015; Moritz, Nishihara, and Jordan 2016), but these meth-
ods cannot obtain the superlinear convergences like classical
quasi-Newton methods. Incremental quasi-Newton methods
(IQN) (Gao, Koppel, and Ribeiro 2020; Lahoti et al. 2023;
Mokhtari, Eisen, and Ribeiro 2018) use the aggregated in-
formation to construct a more accurate gradient and Hessian
estimator, which leads to superlinear convergence. We com-
pare the proposed methods with related work in Table 1.

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we formalize the notations and assumptions
throughout this paper, then we introduce the well-known
Broyden family updates which are widely used in quasi-
Newton methods.

3.1 Notations

We denote e; € R? as the i-th standard basis vector of d-
dimensional Euclidean space, where i € [d]. We define the
index i; as t mod n. For vectors u, v € R?, we denote their
inner product by (u, v) := u"v. We use ||-|| to represent the
Euclidean norm of the vector and the spectral norm of the
matrix. Given a positive semi-definite matrix A € R?*? and
a vector u € R%, we define the norm of u with respect to A



Algorithm

Computation Cost

Convergence Rate

IQN (Mokhtari, Eisen, and Ribeiro 2018) O(d?) asymptotic superlinear
IGS (Gao, Koppel, and Ribeiro 2020) O(d?) O ((1 —d7 el ft/n12)
SLIQN (Lahoti et al. 2023) O(d?) (@] ((1 —d 1)) ft/"12)
LISR-1 (this work) O(d?) O((1 — d=1)ln1?)
LISR-£ (this work) O(kd?) O((1 — kd™") WHT")

Table 1: We compare the per-iteration computation cost and the convergence rates of incremental fashion quasi-Newton methods.
Note that the explicit convergence rate of the vanilla IQN method still remains a mystery.

as |Jul| 4 == /(u, Au). We let
Ek(A) = [eil;"';eik] ERkaa ()
where i1, ..., are the indices for the largest &k entries in

the diagonal of A. We also use tr(-) to present the trace
of a square matrix. Additionally, we denote the solution of
problem (1) as z* := arg min,cpa f(2).

3.2 Assumptions

In the remainder of this paper, we always suppose Problem (1)
satisfies the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.1. We suppose each function f;(-) is twice-
differentiable, L-smooth and p-strongly convex, i.e., there
exist constants L > 0 and p > 0 such that

pl < V2 fi(z) < LI 3)
for any x € R%.

Assumption 3.2. We suppose each f;(-) has a L-Lipschitz
continuous Hessian, i.e., there exists a constant L such that

V2 fi(x) = V2 fi)|| < L e —y]| -

for any =,y € R%.

The strong convexity and the Lipschitz continuity of Hes-
sian in our assumptions imply that each f;(-) is strongly
self-concordant with constant M := Ly ~3/2 (Rodomanov
and Nesterov 2021a), i.e, we have

V2ily) = V2fi(@) < M ly - allga, o) V2Silw)

for any x, v, z,w € R%.
Additionally, we let > := L/ be the condition number of
our problem which could be very large in practice.

3.3 Broyden Family Update

Many popular quasi-Newton methods such as DFP, BFGS,
and SR1 belong to the Broyden family update (Nocedal and
Wright 1999, Section 6.3), which is defined as follows.

Definition 3.3. Let G € R?*? and A € R¥? be two
positive define matrices satisfying G = A. For any non-
zerou € R? and 7 € [0,1], if Gu = Au, we define

Broyd.. (G, A,u) := G. Otherwise, we define
Broyd, (G, A, u)

—r Auu' G + Guu' A u' Gu Auu' A
o u'l Au u'l Au ul Au | (4)
3 _(G=Auu' (G- 4A)
+(1-7) {G ul (G —A)u

We can recover several well-known quasi-Newton methods
by taking the different values of 7:

* For 7 = 1, Eq. (4) corresponds to the DFP update

Auu' G+ Guu' A
DFP(G, A =G —
( ) 7u) UTAU
L u' Gu AuuT A
u' Au ul Ay
TA
e For = uTiu’ we recover the BFGS update
u' Gu

Guu'G AuwuTA

BFGS(G,Au) =G — — =l

* For 7 = 0, we achieve the SR1 update

(G — Auu' (G - A)

SR1(G, A, u) =G — W (G = A

&)

We can generalize the Broyden family updates with multi-
ple directions (Gao and Goldfarb 2018; Gower, Goldfarb, and
Richtarik 2016; Gower and Richtarik 2017; Liu, Chen, and
Luo 2023). In particular, Liu, Chen, and Luo (2023) establish
the block version of the SR1 update called the symmetric
rank-k (SR-k) update, which is defined as follows.

Definition 3.4. Let A € R%4 and G € R4 be two
positive-definite matrices satisfying G > A. For any full rank
matrix U € R¥* with k < d, we define SR-k(G, A,U) ==
G if GU = AU. Otherwise, we define

SR-k(G,A,U) =G — (G=AUWU"(G-AU)' U (G-A).

Remark 3.5. Note that the SR-k update shown in the above
definition is equivalent to the SR1 update when k£ = 1.



Algorithm 1: LISR-1
Input: 2° € R? and {BY € R¥*4}7_,.
Initialize t = 0 and 2 = 20 for any i € [n].

while not converged do
Update z**+! as per (6).
Update 2™ as per (7).
Update Bf“ as per (8)-(11).
Increment the iteration counter ¢.
end while
Output: z°.

YRRy

4 Methodology

In this section, we propose the lazy incremental symmetric
rank-1 (LISR-1) method and provide theoretical analysis
to show it enjoys condition number-free local superlinear
convergence.

4.1 The Algorithm

We first introduce the main intuitions of LISR-1. For each
component function f;(x), we consider its quadratic approxi-
mation at point 2! € R? as

filz) ~fi(x)
1
=fi(z) + V(2D T (@ — 20 + §(az — 2D " Bi(z - 2}),
where we estimate V2 f;(2!) by a positive-definite matrix

B! € R4*?_ Then we obtain z‘*! by minimizing the average
of { f}(x)}_,, which has the closed form solution

1~
' = arg min — Z fi(=)
zeRd T i—1

= (Z Bf) <Z Bizi =), Vfi<zf)) :

We only update one of {z!}"_; at each iteration in a cyclic
fashion to make the algorithm efficient, that is

t4+1 e
T ifi =4
t+1 ) )
z = { (N

2! otherwise,

79

(6

where i; = t mod n is the index of the component we choose
at the ¢-th iteration.

We also wish to construct the Hessian estimators efficiently
and keep a fast convergence rate. In particular, we introduce
the scaling parameter w'*! and apply the SR1 update on one
of the individual Hessian estimators in each iteration:

e For¢ = i;, we let
BT =W TISRI(BL, VA Fi2 ), w(BLL VP i), ®)
where @(-, ) is the greedy direction which is defined as

(G, A) == argmax u' (G — A)u. )

uefe;}¢ |

* For i # iy, we let
Bt = ,tHBE (10)

Additionally, we set

AT
wt:{(1+M\/ETOP[’L]), if n mod ¢ = 0, an

1, otherwise,

for some p € (0,1 — d~') and let ry be an upper bound of
|lzo — *||. This setting implies the step of scaling is exe-
cuted once every n iterations.

We present the whole procedure of the proposed LISR-1 in
Algorithm 1. We can verify that the per-iteration cost of our
algorithm is O(d?) flops. Notice that the main cost of LISR-1
comes from the computation of Eq. (6), which is dominated
by maintaining the inverse of the following sum of individual
Hessian estimators

n
nt+1 .__ t+1
B =" Bt
i=1

We can rewrite the above matrix in the recursive form as
pt+l _ Dt t+1 ¢
B =B +Bit - B;,. (12)

In the case of ¢t mod n # 0, no scaling is performed
since we have w!™t = 1. Denote u' as the abbreviation
of u(Bf,,V?f;,(z!)), then applying the Sherman-Morrison
formula on Eq. (12) implies

(Bt)—lvt(vt)T(Bt)—l

pt+1\—1 _ (pty—1
(B ) - (B ) + (ﬁt)Tvt _ (,Ut)T(Bt)flfUt’

(13)

where v? is defined as

vt = (Bj, = V2 fi, (2 ))ut.

1t

It is easy to observe that computing the right-hand side of
Eq. (13) takes O(d?) flops for given (B')~! and v'. In the
case of £ mod n = 0, each Hessian estimator may be scaled
by a factor wt # 1, which results in the additional com-
putational cost of O(nd?) flops. However, the amortized
per-iteration complexity of this step is still O(d?) because
the scaling occurs once per n iterations. We provide a more
efficient implementation of LISR-1 in the appendix.

4.2 Convergence Analysis

We analyze the convergence of LISR-1 by considering the
Euclidean distance to the optimal solution x*. Firstly, the
formula (6) indicates the general result:

Lemma 4.1. The iteration formula (6) satisfies
It & 112
S ER
! (14)

T B = VLD |2 =27
i=1

H:Ct+1 _ CL‘*

forallt > 1, where T := || (31, BY) ™'.



Remark 4.2. Notice that the proof of Lemma 4.1 only re-
quires the Lipschitz continuity of each V2 f;(-) and the iter-
ation formula (6). The validity of this lemma does not rely
on the specific choice of Hessian estimators {B!}” ; and
it also can be used to analyze the other incremental fashlon
methods (Gao, Koppel, and Ribeiro 2020; Lahoti et al. 2023;
Mokhtari, Eisen, and Ribeiro 2018).

In view of Lemma 4.1, the more accurate Hessian estima-

tor B! =~ V2 fi(z}) can lead to the tlghter upper bound of
th+1

the proposed method is bounding the difference between B!
and V2 £;(z!). In particular, we introduce the quantity

dsxtr(G — A)
V(G A) = = (15)
to describe the difference between two positive definite ma-
trices G € R4*4 and A € R%*4 guch that G > A. Based
on the measure v(-,-) and Lemma 4.1, we provide the lin-
ear convergence of the distance to solution and the error of
Hessian approximation as follows.
Lemma 4.3. For any p satisfying p € (0,1 — d=1), there
exist positive constants ro and oo such that running LISR-1
(Algorithm 1) with the initial conditions H 0
BY = wOV2f1( 9) and V(( N=IBY V2 fi(2%)) < a9 for
anyi=1,...,n results in

I e S R e

and
t+1y—1 pt+1 t+1 1 [%.'
v((WHTIBIT VA i (20Th) < (1 - &) 5, (7
where M = f//,u3/2, wy follows the definition in (11) and
( AMAL3 21ty ) <4M\/Zr0>
d:= {09 exp| ——

1-(1-=d1H)=1p 1—p
Remark 4.4. In the proof of Lemma 4.3, we show that the
relation (w'™) "1 B! = V2 f;, (2/") holds for each itera-
tion. This guarantees the update rule (6) and the error measure
v((wth)TIBEF V2 £ (24F1)) are well-defined.

We estabhsh the mean-superlinear convergence based on
Lemma 4.3. Specifically, we have the following result.
Lemma 4.5. Following the initial conditions of Lemma 4.3,
the sequence of iterates generated by the LISR-1 method
(Algorithm 1) satisfies

et o (1= ) POt

Using Lemma 4.5, we can achieve the local superlinear
convergence rate of the proposed LISR-1 method by induc-
tion. We formally present our main result as follows.
Theorem 4.6. For the sequence {x;} generated by LISR-1
(Algorithm 1) with the initial conditions shown in Lemma 4.3,
there exists a sequence {('} such that ||zt — z*|| < ¢te/nl
forany t > 1 and it satisfies

(14+2)(14+1)
2

&< <1 - ;) . (18)

4.3 Discussion

The convergence analysis in the last subsection shows that
LISR-1 enjoys the condition number-free superlinear conver-
gence rate, which is significantly better than all of the exist-
ing incremental fashion quasi-Newton methods (see Table 1).
The improvement is due to that we adopt the greedy SR1 up-
date to maintain the Hessian estimator in formula (8) and the
analysis characterizes the Hessian approximation error by the
measure (-, -) defined in (15). In contrast, the prior methods
IGS (Gao, Koppel, and Ribeiro 2020) and SLIQN (Lahoti
et al. 2023) only consider the general Broyden family up-
date and characterize the Hessian approximation error by the
measure o (G, A) = tr(A~Y(G — A)) for positive definite
G € R¥*d gnd A € R?*4 which leads to additional depen-
dency on condition number in the superlinear convergence
rate. On the other hand, the implementations of these meth-
ods are more complicated than ours. Concretely, IGS requires
scaling a Hessian estimator at each iteration which results in
O(d®) computational cost, and SLIQN maintains B/,"' by a
combination of secant equation-based and greedy Broyden
family updates while our LISR-1 only has one step of greedy
SR1 update (8).

5 Extension to Block Quasi-Newton Methods

It is possible to incorporate the idea of block quasi-Newton
methods into the framework of the LISR-1. Specifically, we
only need to modify Line 6 of Algorithm 1 by replacing the
update rule (8) with

Bi! = SRA(BL, VP fil (21,0 (BL V2 Fin (2111)), (19)
where U (-, -) contains greedy directions which is defined as
U(G,A) = EL(G — A). (20)

We name the variant of LISR-1 with the above modification
as Lazy Incremental Symmetric Rank-%k (LISR-k) method.

The LISR-k method requires O(kd?) flops in each iter-
ation. Since we typically set k£ to be much smaller than d,
such computational cost is acceptable. Similar to the previous
analysis, the cost of LISR-k is dominated by maintaining the
inverse of the sum of individual Hessian estimators

n
nt+1 .__ t+1
Bt =Y "Bt

which can be written as B? 4—Bft‘H — B! . The main difference

between the two algorithms is the update on B**! (its inverse)
in the case of ¢t mod n # 0. For the LISR-%£ method, we have

vt ((ﬁt)‘l’vt)_l wHT
where we define V! = (B!, — V2f;, (211)) Ut € R¥*F
and Ut = U(B!,V2f; (z t“)) € Rk, Applying the

i) -
Sherman-Morrison formula, we achieve

1+(Bt)_lvt(Dt)_l(Vt)T(Bt)_l, (2])

B+l —_pt _

(B =(B)”

'These work present their theoretical results by analyzing BFGS
update, while their analysis can be directly applied to the general
Broyden family update and achieves the identical convergence rate.
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Figure 1: Normalized error vs. the number of effective passes for the quadratic programming problem.

where D = (U') TVt — (V) T(B*)~1V* € R*** Tt can be
observed that constructing D* takes O(kd?) flops for given
(B;)~!. Additionally, the complexity of computing (D*)~*
is not the leading cost since we take k < d. Hence, the total
cost for computing Eq. (21) is O(kd?) flops. Similar to LISR-
1, the setting of w'*! guarantees the scaling occurs once
every n iterations and its amortized per-iteration complexity
is no more than O(kd?) flops.

Even Faster Convergence Rate The rank-% update in the
LISR-k leads to sharper upper bounds on the distance to op-
timal solution and approximation error of Hessian estimators.
Compared with Lemma 4.5, the LISR-£ holds the following
tighter upper bounds

* k [%—‘ 1 . —1 *
[+ — 2 < (1 - d) - ; [
and

t+1
N
@B < (1-7) T8
Consequently, we can show the mean-superlinear conver-
gence result like Lemma 4.5, and the new result improves the
base of convergence rate from 1 — d~! to 1 — kd~!. Finally,
we achieve the main result of the LISR-£ method as follows.

Theorem 5.1. We follow the initial conditions of Lemma 4.3
but initialize p with p € (0,1 — kd™1). For the sequence of
iterates {x'} generated by the LISR-k method, there exists
sequence {C'} such that ||zt — z*| < ¢LED/") for any
t > 1 and it satisfies

2

¢t <o (1 ~ ’fl) : (22)

Remark 5.2. For k = 1, the LISR-k method degenerates
to the LISR-1 method. For k£ > 2, the superlinear conver-
gence rate of LISR-%k (Theorem 5.1) is strictly tighter than
the counterpart of LISR-1 (Theorem 4.6).

6 Experiments

We compare the proposed methods LISR-1 and LISR-k
with baseline methods including IQN (Mokhtari, Eisen, and

Ribeiro 2018) and SLIQN (Lahoti et al. 2023). We test all
methods on the problems of quadratic programming and reg-
ularized logistic regression. For the LISR-k method, we set
k =5 for all of the cases. For the fairness of comparison, we
run all algorithms from the same initial point.

6.1 Quadratic Function Minimization

We consider the following quadratic function minimization
problem

, 1o~ /1
min flz) = - ,:ZI (§<337Ai$> + <bi,.1‘>>, (23)
where A; € R%*? is positive definite and b; € R¢. Following
the setup of Mokhtari, Eisen, and Ribeiro (2018), we let each
A; be diagonal matrix by setting the first half of diagonal
entries be independent uniformly sampled from [1, 105/2]
while the others are independent uniformly sampled from
[107¢/2,1], where £ > 0 is the parameter that affects the
condition number of the problem. For each b;, we let its
entries be independently uniformly sampled from [0, 103].
We run the experiments by taking n = 1000, d = 50 and
¢ € {4,8,12}, and we present the results in Figure 1. We
observe that the condition number heavily affects the con-
vergence behaviors of IQN and SLIQN, while the proposed
methods LISR-1 and LISR-£ are insensitive to the varying
condition numbers. These results validate our theoretical anal-
ysis since we have shown the superlinear convergence rates
of our methods do not depend on the condition number.

6.2 Regularized Logistic Regression
We consider ¢5-regularized logistic regression problem

I A
min f()i= 1 3 m(rexp(—yide, z0)+ 5 el @4

where z; € RY is the feature of the i-th training sample and
y; € {1, —1} is the corresponding labels. We conduct our ex-

9 < ELIY3

periments on nine real-world datasets (“a9a”, “w8a”, “ijenn”,

9 CLINNT)

“mushrooms”, “phishing”, “svmguide3”, “german.numer”,
“splice” and ‘covtype”) from LIBSVM repository. We take

A = 1073 for “a9a”, “mushrooms”, “svmguide3”, “ger-

CEINT3

man.numer”, “covtype” and A = 10~ for others.



100 {Rgr—] oy
. . " — ION C L 10714 N
. ] 1 : SLIQN £ N\ £
w 10 [ s S LISR1 W o104 N ION W04 ION
K ‘. Rk ? AN SLIQN b5 SLIQN
210761 = LISR- = 907 LN e LISR1 S 07 e LISR1
£ '. . £ I =—-- LISRk £ ---- LISR-k
o -9 | 1 <] -10 | : o 10| e e -
=10 S N =10 L S =10
0 100 200 300 0 200 400 0 50 100
No. of effective passes No. of effective passes No. of effective passes
(a) a9a (b) w8a (c) ijennl
S 10_1< —Tj\-‘; .................... : B 10_1< _:\\"" ........... I IQN B 10_1< "'ill‘-‘\-\..\\\‘ - IQN
£ : ION £ \ SLIQN £ by SLIQN
5 1074 | 5 104 L LISR1 - 10741 TS m e EEPRPS LISR1
° . SLIQN 3 . ® |
N ! N 1 ---- LISR-k N ! ---- LISR-k
T 10771 o LISR1 T 10771 - T 10774 —
£ DY - LisRk £ '. \ £ :
O 1n- ! : S 10-10 ! O 1p-10] | “TTTTTEEEEEEEEEeEeEs
=10 10 L e = 10 ||L = 10
0 50 100 150 0 50 100 150 0 50 100
No. of effective passes No. of effective passes No. of effective passes
(e) mushrooms (f) phishing (g) svmguide3
M -1
5 10721 1 5 10 5
w — ION W04 W
-5
3 10 SLIQN 3 3
= q0-8] LISR1 = 1077{ =
£ ~-—- LISR-k E £
S107t S 10710, S
| T T T AT T T T, H "
0 50 100 0 25 50 75 0 20 40 60
No. of effective passes No. of effective passes No. of effective passes
(h) german.numer (1) splice (j) covtype

Figure 2: Normalized error vs. the number of effective passes for the regularized logistic regression problem on several real-world

datasets .

We present the experimental results in Figure 2. We ob-
serve that the proposed LISR-k significantly outperforms
other methods on all datasets. The LISR-1 enjoys a faster
convergence rate than IQN and SLIQN when it starts to
converge, while it may be slower at the early stage. We con-
jecture that IQN and SLIQN contain the steps of classical
quasi-Newton updates. By accessing the exact gradient in-
formation, Rodomanov and Nesterov (2021b,c) theoretically
showed that classical quasi-Newton methods converge faster
than greedy quasi-Newton methods at the early stage. We
empirically observe similar results for incremental quasi-
Newton methods, while the rigorous theory for such a phe-
nomenon is still unclear. On the other hand, the block update
in LISR-£ leads to much better Hessian estimators. Hence,
the early stage of LISR-% only contains a few iterations.

7 Conclusion

This paper has proposed the efficient incremental quasi-
Newton method called LISR-1 and its extension named LISR-
k method for the finite-sum convex optimization. We have
theoretically shown the proposed methods enjoy faster super-
linear convergence rates than the state-of-the-art incremen-
tal quasi-Newton methods. The numerical experiments on
quadratic programming and regularized logistic regression
also validate the advantages of the proposed methods over
existing IQN baselines.

In future work, it is interesting to study incremental quasi-
Newton methods for more general settings, such as minimiz-
ing nonconvex functions (Wang et al. 2017; Yang et al. 2021).
It is also possible to leverage the idea to design efficient in-
cremental quasi-Newton methods for solving minimax prob-
lems (Liu et al. 2022; Liu and Luo 2022) or nonlinear equa-
tions (Liu et al. 2023).
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The appendix is organized as below, Section A introduces several key lemmas which are essential for the convergence analysis
of the LISR-1 and LISR-%. Section B presents the proof of lemmas and theorems introduced in Section 4 and Section 5. Section
C shows the efficient implementation of the LISR-1 and LISR-k method which achieve a computation complexity of O(d?) at
every iteration. Section D presents more details of the dataset. It also presents additional comparison results on the quadratic
function minimization task and general function minimization task.

A Established Results
In this section, we revisit some key lemmas which are essential for the analysis of the proposed algorithms.

Lemma A.1 (Rodomanov and Nesterov (2021a)). Let f be a strongly self-concordant function with some constant M, and let
= |y = llg2 g forany z,y € R%. Then,

VQ
TIE 292 < 4 M0 ), es)
Also, for J = fol V2f(x + t(y — x))dt, we have
V2 f M
1+§Z") <J = (1+2’") V2 (@), (26)
V2f(y) Mr 2

Lemma A.2 (Banach’s Lemma). Let A € R¥*? be a matrix such that its norm satisfies | A|| < 1. Then the matrix (I + A) is
invertible and

<|[T+A4)71 <

o ot
L+ 4] 1— Al

Lemma A.3 (Ye et al. (2021)). Consider positive definite matrices A, G € R*¢ and suppose G, = SR1(G, A, u), where
u # 0. Suppose for some n > 1, we have
A=G=2n4,

then, for any u # 0, we also have:

Lemma A.4 (Lin, Ye, and Zhang (2022)). Consider positive definite matrices A, G € R4*? such that A < G. Suppose that
G, = SRI(G, A, u(G, A)), where u(G, A) (equation (9)) is the greedy vector of G with respect to A. Then, the following
holds:

(G4, A) < (1 - ;) (G, A).

Lemma A.5 (Liu, Chen, and Luo (2023)). For any positive-definite matrices A € R¥*? and G € R¥>*¢ with A < G < nA for
some n > 1, we let G = SR-k(G, A, U) for some full rank matrix U € RY¥F, Then it holds that

A= Gy < nA. (28)

Lemma A.6 (Liu, Chen, and Luo (2023)). Suppose that
G4 =SR-k(G,A,U),
where G = A € R4 and select U € R¥* by equation (20). Then we have

(G4, A) < (1 - S) (G, A). (29)

B Convergence Analysis of the LISR-1/LISR-% method

In this section, we present the theoretical analysis of the Theorem 4.6 and Theorem 5.1. To facilitate the analysis of main
theorems, we introduce the following quantity given two PSD matrices G and A such that G > A:

7(G, A) = tr(G — A).



B.1 Supporting Lemmas
The norm of the difference between two PSD matrices can be upper bounded as below:
Lemma B.1. For all positive definite matrices A, G € Raxd if A= Gand A <X LI, then

AL (G, A)
t

6 - a1 < =05

= v (G, A).

Proof. For any PSD matrix X, let A4, (X) denote the i-th largest eigenvalue of X, we have
d
IG = Al = M(G — A) < NG — A) = tr(G — A) = 7(G, A).
i=1

Furthermore, we can bound tr(A) by:
tr(A) <dL.

Therefore, we have:
dL7(G, A) S dL |G — A

tr(A) dL

=[G = All.
O

Now we show how the Hessian approximation metric v(B, V2 f(z)) changes after applying one step of greedy SR1 update:

Lemma B.2. Let f : RY — R be a real-valued function that is ji-strongly convex, L-smooth, and M -strongly self-concordant.
Let 7,7, € R?\ {0} and B be a matrix such that B > V?f(x). Define the constant r = ||z, — |lg2 () and the matrix

P = (1 + %)2 B. Consider the following SR-k updates:
B = SR-k(P,V?f(z4),U(P,V?f(z4))).
Here the vector U(P,V? f(x.)) is the greedy matrx defined in equation (20). Then B, = V?f(z) and

Proof. Since B = V2 f(x), we have:
Mr Mr

P=(1+ 7)2B = (1+ 7)2v2f(z) =1+ %)K = V2f(xy),

where the matrix K = le:O f(z + 7(z4 — x))dr. The first inequality follows from the problem assumption and the last two
inequalities are due to Lemma A.1.
Apply Lemma A.6, and we have:

(B ) = (12 ) f(R V)

The last term can be bounded as

tr(P — V2 f(z4))
D <(1 4 MT)Q p_ V)




2 r\? T 2f(x
2 <1 + Ag) (1+ Mr) (t(ﬁ’vzfﬁ)))) + 2Mr) (V2 f(24)),

By 1+ Mr < (1 + )2 and rearrange the terms we have:

(V2 f(22)) o) aver@)

where ¢ := 1 — kd 1. O

—|—2M7‘> ,

Applying the result of Lemma B.2, we can upper bound the Hessian approximation error with the following lemma:

Lemma B.3. Let f : RY — R be a real-valued function that is ji-strongly convex, L-smooth, and M -strongly self-concordant.
Let & € R be some fixed vector and 0 < ~y < 1 be some fixed constant such that the sequence {z'}, for all t € [T satisfies

lo* = &} <+*[|l=" — 2] (30)
Define the constant ry = th — =t wa(m,,,l) for every t. Let B® be a matrix such that it satisfies By = V2 f(z). Consider
the following SR-k update:
B' :=SR-k(P'"', V2 f(2"),U(P", V? (")),
where P! = (14 M)2Bt=1 and U(P'~1, V2 f(a!)) is the greedy matrix (20). Then the following holds for all t € [T):

k

t aMVI||z0-z
v(B', V?f(z") < (1 - d) ew <u(30,v2f(m0)) + []2° - & (31)

|| 4dM L3 p~!
1—(1—Fk/d)~ty )"

Proof. From Lemma B.2, it can be shown that B! = V2 f(z!) for t € [T]. Therefore, 7(Bt, V2 f(z')) and v(B!, V2 f(x!)) are
both well defined.
First, we can apply the triangle inequality on r; to obtain:

o= ot = g sy VE ot =2
SVE(Jo! 3] + o~ 2 < 2T o0 - 5

Where the first inequality is due to the L-smoothness of function f(-). The last inequality follows from equation (30). Applying
Lemma B.2 for the SR-£ update, we have:

)

(B V2f(@Y) _ (Mo (1B VR ET)
tr(V2f(2t)) : <1+ 2 > ( tr(V2f(zt-1)) Nk t1>
Tt—1 T(Bt_lﬂ VQf(xt_l))

SCezM ( tr(va(xt—l)) + 2M7"t1>

e AMVEy Y [o—z|| (T(BTL V2 f(a' )
- tr(V2f(2'1))
where ¢ = 1 — kd~*! for the SR-k update. The second inequality follows from 1 4+ = < e®. Expand the recursion, then:
T(B, V2 f(2") _ amviyt||eo—z| (T(BTL V(@) - -
) < o Ha, J,H ’ AMVIL t—1 0 _
w(VE i) TCae U

<P MMVt B2 V2 (@ 2))
- tr(V2f(xt=2))

4MﬁHx0 =l (cvt_le“MﬁVt*lH’”O—i|| + 027'5_264]‘/[@(7172**71)H””O—iH)

+AMVILY T |2 - ng) ,

+

<otV 3] izt TBY V2 f(2%) |

B tr(V2f(29))

AMVL ||2° — || th—jvjew\/f\lw —a|| iz
7=0



<t AMVI||0 ]| 1% JT(BO V2f(?))
tr(V2f(29))

t—1

AMVL ||2° — || M VEI* =2 25 (Z ct—jvj)
j=0

4MVL )

41v1\/f||z0—i|| BO V2 0
Scteﬁ 7’( ,V f(x ))4—”1:0—55”1 s
—cly

tr(V2f(2))
Multiply both sides of the above inequality by dx and we get the desired result. O

B.2 Proof of Lemma 4.1

For the completeness of the paper presentation, we show the proof of Lemma 4.1 below:

Proof. Forall t > 0, we define H' := (3" | B!)~'. From the update for z*!, we have:
[ — 2| =H* (ZB *vaz )
i (z Bl(et o) - ZVﬂ»(zE))
i=1 i—1
_pr <iB;<zf o) i(%( H-Vh *)))
i=1
_Ht<ZBtz —z" / V2 f(x* + (2 —x))(zf—x*)dv)

=H' <Z< = V2 fi(z))(z — ") + Vsz / V2 f(a® + (2] —x)v))(zf—m*>dv>,

i=1

where the second last equality follows from the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus. Taking the norm on both sides and applying
the triangle inequality, we have

ot o) < (3t - 9l -+ 3
<||H!| (; 1B = V2 £z |2 — 2" || + g / [(V2£i(2) = V2 F (@™ + (2 — 2*)0)) (2 — 27) )
<o (3 ot - w1« )
<lir) (S0t - e xII+ZL / =it -

V2fz = V2f(a* + (2f — a")v))(2f — 2")dv

filz) = VA (" + (25 = 2" )| ||

<lir) (3018 - a4 - i+ £ 31 =)
i=1 =1

where the second inequality follows from the result that if g : R — R? is a continuous function, then H fol g(v)de <

fol l|lg(v)|| dv, and the fourth inequality follows the assumption that the Hessian of f; is L-Lipschitz.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 4.3

We present and prove a more generalized version of Lemma 4.3:



Lemma B.4. We initialize each Hessian approximation Bl=(1+M VL Lro)?E? where EY is some PSD matrix that satisfies
EY = V2 fi(2°). Forany p such that0 < p <1— % 4> there exists positive constants ro and o such that if Hz —x || < roand
v(EQ, V2 fi(2°)) < 00, forall i € [n], the sequence of iterates generated by the LISR-k satisfies

[ (32)

t+1
| < pl

Furthermore, it holds that

[52]
v((W ) TBIL VA fi (2) < (1 - ’;) S, (33)

4M VL ~
where § = ¢ 17 (o0 + TO%)’ M=L/u?, w=(1+ ariyn1)? if tis a multiple of n and 1 otherwise, and the

sequence {ay} is defined as ay, == M~/Lrop¥, Vk > 0.

Proof. Definec:=1— kd™".
For a given p that satisfies 0 < p < ¢, we choose ry,d > 0 such that they satisfy

Lu~'rg

5 + (14 MVIro)? + MLE ™' ro(2 + MV Iro) < ?pp. (34)

Base case: Att = 1, from Lemma 4.1, we have
|t — = y|<—§:y|2 sl +FOZIIB0 V2 fi(2D)|| ||

For the initialization, we have that BY = (1 + a)?E? and 2? = 29, for all i € [n],
the above expression, we obtain:

|zt — || <I° <nL2rO + Z (14 a0)?EY — V%(z?)”) [|2° — =

i=1

iro
SFO<n2+(1+ao ZHEO V2£i(20)| + ao (a0 + 2) ZHV% H)H

i=1 i=1

" AL (EO. V2 £ (40
a3 AL ¢ oo 2 o -
i=1 g

Lro
2
Lrg
SFO< TT (1+M\f7’0) nu00+nML2ro(M\Fr0+2 ) onfx*H

L
<1’ (n;O + (1+ M~VLro)*npé + nML2ro(MvVLro + 2)> [|2® —2*|.

The second inequality follows from the triangle inequality and the third inequality is due to Lemma B.1 and the initialization
condition 7(EY, V2 f;(29)) < oy.
We now upper bound I'?. Define X0 := L 3" B and YO := L 3"  V2f;(2?). Then we have

)

LB~ TR 2 XY = 0000 K 2 00

*

where the second inequality follows from each f; is u-strongly convex. By tracking the steps for deriving the bound of ||x1 -
we have

>

S TBY = V2£i(20)|| < (1 + MVLro)*nus + nML2ro(MVLrg + 2).
i=1

Combining the above two inequalities, we obtain

ML%r

(MVIre+2) < ——

0y—1y0 _ 2
[(¥O)71X0 — || < (1 + MVLro)?s + s



We can now upper bound I'’ using Lemma A.2. Since the matrix (Y°)~* X% — I = 0, we can deduce that

N7 < ! <
I CORSSE

XY = (T + (") X") = 14 p.

Recall that ] < Y. Consequently, we can bound I'° with

1

= oy < ol
ni

Therefore, using equation (34), we have

-1
|2t — ]| < (1+p) (L“ 0

+ (14 MV'Lro)%s + ML%;flro(M\/Zro + 2)) [|2° =2 || < p||2° — ™|
To complete the base step, we now upper bound v(w; 13%, V2fi(21)), where w; = 1. Applying Lemma B.3 with parameters as
T=1%=az" P°= (14 ag)’l{ = BY, we get

4MVIrg

v(B', V2 f(x')) <ce” 1=+ (V(BO,VQf(JCO))-i-

4Mdmﬁr0
1—c1p

3 -1
§ce4Mli?O o0 4 AMdLz2 = rg
1—c1p

<cé.

This completes the proof for the base case.
Induction Hypothesis: Let equation (16) and equation (17) hold for all ¢ € [jn + m — 1] for some j > 0and 0 < m < n.
Induction Step: We then prove that equation (16) and equation (17) also hold for ¢ = jn + m. Recall that the tuples are
updated in a deterministic cyclic order, and at the current time ¢, we are in the jth cycle and have updated the mth tuple.

Therefore, it is easy to note that z2" "™ = 27" % forall i € [m], and 27"t = 27"~ *" forall i € [n] \ [m]. From the induction

hypothesis, we have
[T o9
‘ < {p Jj— 1)71-{”7

pl =
Upper Bound of "', HB:j"er - V2 fi(z 7n+m)H We will establish an upper bound on >, HB7n+m V2 fi(z 7n—Hn)H.

Since B75 is updated in a different manner for ¢ mod n # 0 and t mod n = 0, we analyze these two cases separately.

(a). t mod n#0

Since t = jn + m + 1, this case is equivalent to considering 0 < m < n — 1. From the structure of the cyclic updates and
equation (8), we can observe that B/" " = B/"** foralli € [m], BI""™ = (14+M/Lrop?)BI" "% foralli € [n—1]\[m],
and BZ"'H" = Bf", fori = n.

For all ¢ € [m], from the induction hypothesis, we have

i € [m)
Hje® = a||, i€\ [m]

in+m
2 g

L LB R e
(V2 fi(2]"1)) a '

| B = v pr || = || B - R <

The first inequality follows from Lemma B.1.
Foralli € [n — 1]\ [m], we have:

HBZJHm - V2fi(zgn+m)H = H(l + MV Lrop? 2BI" " — 2 f; (297
<1+ M\FLropj 2 HB?”_"‘” _ sz,;(xjnfnﬂ)

+ MVLrop (2 4+ MV Lrop?) ) [V fi(@?m )

<(1+ MVIrep')? HB?”’"“ ~ V2 (2 |+ MLErop? (2 + MV Lrop?)

<(14 MVLrop? )2 us + ML%ropj(Z + MV Lrgp?).

The first inequality follows from the triangle inequality. The second inequality is due to the assumption that each f; is L-smooth.
The last inequality is deduced from the induction hypothesis.




For ¢ = n, we have

| B =g | =B - VR

= [Jwin Wil B = V2R + (win — DV

wit BI" = V2 fi(2]")

+ (win = 1) | V2R
<(14 MVLrop? ) ué + ML%ropj(2 + MV Lrop?).

The last inequality follows from the induction hypothesis and the assumption that each f; is L-smooth.
We can now bound the quantity > ., HB{ M _ 2 f (2 H as follows:

Swjn

indi

S| B = 9 a2 <mel 516 + (0 = m) (1 + MV I 2 s
1=1

+ ML3rop! (2 + MV Lrop’)) (35)
<mud + (n —m)((1 + MvLro)2us + ML2ro(2 + M/Lry))
<n(1 4 MVLro)?usé + nML?rg(2 + Mv/Lry).

(b). tmodn =0 ‘ ‘ .

Since t = jn +m + 1, we can infer that 1 = n — 1. Here we have B)" = (1 + M/Lrop?)?B!" """ foralli € [n — 1],
and BJ" would be used as it is.

Similar to the case ¢ mod n # 0, for i € [n — 1], we get

HBf"er - Vin(Zf"er)H < (14 MV Lrop?)?udc + ML%ropj(Q + MVLrop),
For 7 = n, we have

HBgner - V%(zﬁ"*’”)H < (1+ MV Lrop? )2 pdc® + ML%ropj(Q + MV Lrop?),

We can now bound the term ) ;_; HBﬁ 2 f (2T H in the following manner:

Z HBf”er - V2f1(23n+m)H <n(14 MV Lrop? ) uéce + nML%ropj(Q + MV Lrop”)
=1 (36)

<n(1 4+ MVLre)?ué + nML?ro(2 + Mv/Lrg).

Upper Bound of ’zﬁ,?jlmﬂfx* We now give the bound of Hzf,?flmﬂfx* using the bound of
n jn+m 2 Jjn+my ||,
Dict HBi = V= fi(% )”
- Lrintm oy 2
T P P
i=1
n
in+m Jjn+m 2 jn+m Jjn+m *
+ IV E HBl — V= fi(#] )H z —x
i=1

L .
% +n(1+ MV Lro)2us +nML3ro(2 + Mﬁr@) P2’ — 2

Srjn-i-m <’I’L

The first inequality is due to Lemma 4.1. The last inequality follows from equation (35), equation (36), and the induction
hypothesis. . 4
To bound T7"+™ Jet XIn+m .= L0 BInH™ apg yintm .= LS g2 £,(2"F™). Observe that:

%Z HB?”+m _ VQfZ(ziner)H > HXjn-i-m _ an-‘rmH > H(an-i-m)—lXjn-t,-m i IH )
=1



The last inequality follows from the assumption that each f; is p-strongly convex. Furthermore, using the equation (35) and
equation (36), we can see that:

1 — : »
- Z HB?"HR - V2fi(zf”+m)H < (1 4+ MVLro)ud + ML3ro(2 + MV/Lrq).
n
i=1
Combining the above two inequalities, we can infer that:
[[(yamtmy=txantm _ J|| < (14 MV/Lrg)28 + ML = tro(2 + MV/Lrg) < T i .
p

We can now bound I'V"*™ using Banach’s Lemma following the same way we derive for the base case. We get that

pLintm — ||(Xjn+m)—1H < 1 : P
Consequently, we have

. , L .
Hzﬁﬂmﬂ — || <Pt (n;’o +n(1 4+ MVLre)?us + nML3rg(2 + M\/ZT0)> P || — 27|
1 L _ (37)
< Rl (n;’o +n(1 4+ MVLre)?usé + nML3rg(2 + M\/Zro)> P |20 = *||
np
<P o
The last inequality follows from equation (34).
Upper Bound of u(w;nl m +1Bfglflm+1, V2 frnt1 (z%fﬁ“)) To provide the upper bound of the given metric, our first step is
to establish that 7'((,uj_n1 m +le‘:—:—1m+17 V2 frns1 (20551 1)) is well-defined, by showing that:
i1 Bt 2 V2 frnga (2. (38)
To establish the above relation, we need two observations. The first relation is that
. _ Mo -
wj_nl-l-nLBgr?lem t vzfm-i-l(zg:jlm) t <1 + J"2+7n+1) an+ma
where the first inequality follows from the induction hypothesis and the second inequality follows from Lemma A.1.
In addition, using the deductions from Lemma B.3, we have:
20
rjn+m+1 = ﬁj (39)

Now we consider two cases depending on m.
(a): 0 < m < n — 1 Since all the B; were scaled by a factor (1 + aj)2 at the end of the cycle j — 1, i.e., at ¢ = jn, we have

Bt = (1+ 0&j)2B£Z;} Jn+mHL Furthermore, from the induction hypothesis, we have:

_ j—1)n+m-+1 j—1)n+m+41
"J((j:!_1)n_5_m+1)+ 7(7(1]+1 ) ¥ = szm-s-l(zy(r(zj-u ) )+)-
where we define (z) = max(z,0).

= 1. Also zjn+m — ((J—1)n+m+1)4

Since 0 < m < n — 1, we have W —1)ntm+1 s Ztl Zmia1 . Therefore,

jn-+m j—1)n+m+1 in+m
Bt = (1L P Bl V™ 2 (14 0V fa (20

Mr; -t
(1 + a;)? (1 + 3"2‘*‘"”"1) Jintm+l

=(1+ aj) KIntm+L,

The second inequality follows from Lemma A.1. The last inequality can be inferred from equation (39).
(b)m=n-1
jn+m

Since the current index m + 1 was last updated at time ¢ = jn, we have Bf;fflm = Bﬁ: Lpand z; N = zﬁf _1- Further, the

induction hypothesis yields that wj_le: = Vg (20" 't1). Also, w;, = (14 a;)? by definition. Therefore,

n

Bgr?-:_lm = wjn(w;nlBgnZ-l) =(1+ aj)szfm—s-l(Z%Tlm)



=(1+a;)?(1+ %)—qﬁ'mrmﬂ
(14 aj) KImtmtt,

To sum up, for both cases 0 < m < n and m = n — 1, we have established that BZ"'\[™ = (1 + o) K/nHm+1,
Applying Lemma A.1 to B" ™ = (1 4 o) K7"+™+1 we have:

Bzy:z—:-lm t (1 + aj)KJn+m+1 t (1 + Tjn2+m+1) K]n+m+1 t vam+1(zinn:1m+l).

For Lemma 4.3, applying Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.3, we have:
B , 1 . . o A 1
o"’jnl—i-m—i-l‘ijvle;rlm+ =SR1 (ijq;ljlmv szm+1 (Z%irler )7 u(vaZirlmv v2fm+1 (Z%leer ))
j 1
?V2fm+1(237?++1m+ )-
For Lemma B.4, applying Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.5, it follows that:
il B =SB (BI 2 i (), DBV o (1)
a 1
=V fra (i )-
m—+1 jn+m+1

Now define the sequence {y;}, for k = 0,...,5 + 1, such that {y} = {z°, Zmiise > Zma1 ). From the induction

hypothesis and the upper bound of (37), we can infer that [y, — 2*|| < p¥ ||2° — 2*||, for all k. Since {y;} comes from the
application of SR1 updates (SR-k updates), the sequence satisfies the conditions (30) from Lemma B.3, this implies that

-1 intm+1 o2 i+1
V(Winima1 Bt Vo fng1(yj41) <7706
Since ;11 = szjf"“, this completes the proof. O

B.4 Proof of Lemma 4.5
We present and prove a more generalized version of Lemma 4.5:

Lemma B.5. The sequence of iterates generated by the LISR-k method satisfies
t+1
k [5] 1 & ,
t+1 * t+1—: *
st =< (1-5) T SR e

Proof. Define c:=1—k/d.
We prove the Lemma for a generic iteration t = jn + m + 1, for some j > 0 and 0 < m < n. We restate a few observations

derived in the proof of Lemma 4.3. First, the upper bound of ['/"+™ = H (o, By~ H is:

: 1
Tintm < ﬂ (40)
nj

Next, we recall the upper bound of HBgnﬂn — V2 (2™ H is:

AT s, i € [m]

BImt™ _ 2 ()| < Y s .
H : VG )H* (1 4+ M~VLrop?) 2/ ué + M L2rop? (2 + MNLrop?), i€ [n]\ [m]

Both cases can be summarized with a common upper bound:

H33"+m - VQﬁ:(ZZW”)H < (14 MVIrop') 2 pué + MLErop? (2 + MV Irep?), i€ [n). 1)

Finally, we can also establish that

jn+m ek

] || <p/ Tt H:I:O —z*

<P

z , 1 €[m]

_ (42)
qn+m

— x| <p? on —a*||, ie[n]\[m]

z




Algorithm 2: The LISR-1 method

Input: Initial point 2, a predefined sequence {ay}72,, and a sequence of initial matrices {EP}? ; s.t. EY = V2fi(2)),
Vi € [n].
Output: The last iterate x*.

1: Initialize 29 = 29, Vi € [n]; Initialize BY = (1 + ap)?E?, Vi € [n];

2: Maintain running auxiliary variables x, u.

3: Lett =0.

4: while not converged do

5:  Current 1ndex to be updated is 7; <t mod n;

6: Update 2! as x < (B)~1(¢ — g).

7: Compute wys// wy = (1 + apy /n]) if t mod n = 0 and 1 otherwise

8:  Update w as 4 < argmax, ¢, y¢ (U, (1 + afen )2B;,u) — (u, V2 f;, (xt)u));
9:  Update Q < SR1((1 + afs/n1)?Bi,, V2 fi, (a*), 0);

10:  Update B% «+— B;,;
11:  Update B;, <+ @

12:  Update z/ as 2} =’
13:  Update ¢ as ¢ < wy (¢ — Bomzl ) + By, xt;

14:  Update g as g —g+ (szt( ) Vi (zi,))s

15:  Update (B)~! as (B)~! + w; 'Sherman-Morrison(B =1, v, v, (@, v)); // v = (1 + afy/n1)?Bi, — V2 fi,(2:,)) .
16:  Increment the iteration counter t.

17: end while

18: return z'.

From Lemma 4.1, we have

. , L . 2 , " . . .
‘ Z%Z’:Flmﬁ»l . x* §F3n+m§ anrm . .T* + F]n+m § HBfn+m o szz(zl Z:Zn+m o 1'*
i=1
+ Jn+m jn+m 2 jn+m jn+m
<pintm g ( -z H — V= fi(#] )H) ] —a*

L Y .
S ( 027 (1+M\/ZTOPJ)2C]N5+ML%TUpJ@—i-M\/ErOp] >Z‘ gntm _ox
nu -
<11 Lol _ . .
e (’ZTO + (1 + MVLro)2d pd + ML3rop (2 + Mﬁr0)> g
" i=1
, [~ 1 Lo
Scj(l +p) < I’I‘Q To + (1 + M\/ZTO)26+ML%M_1TO(2 + M\/ETQ > EZ ‘ Jn-‘r’m _
By . 1
<cp(= S| =)
n
i=1
1 n
<CJ+1 - i
O Lt

The third inequality is due to equation (40), (41) and (42). The fifth inequality follows from p < 1 — d~! in the condition of
Lemma 4.3 for Lemma 4.5 and p < 1 — kd~! in the condition of Lemma B.4 for Lemma B.5. O

B.5 Proof of Theorem 4.6 and Theorem 5.1

Proof. The proof is the same as Theorem 1 by (Lahoti et al. 2023) with ¢ := pud~!L~! replaced by ¢ := d~! for Theorem 4.6
and ¢ := kd~! for Theorem 5.1. O



Algorithm 3: The LISR-k method

Input: Initial point 2°, a predefined sequence {ay}7,, and a sequence of initial matrices {E?}? ; s.t. E? = V2f;(29),
Vi € [n].

Output: The last iterate x°.

1: Initialize 2{ = 2°, Vi € [n]; Initialize BY = (1 + a)%E?, Vi € [n];

2: Maintain running auxiliary variables x, u.

3: Lett = 0.

4: while not converged do

5 Current index to be updated is ¢; - ¢ mod n;

6: Update 2t as x + (B)"1(¢ — g).

7. Compute wyi// wy = (1 + afyyn1)? if ¢ mod n = 0 and 1 otherwise
8: Update U as U + Er((1+ a[t/n])2Bit — V2fi, (2h));

9:  Update Q ¢ SR-k((1 + api/n1)2Bi,. V2fi, (1), U);

10:  Update B°Y < B;,;
11:  Update B;, + @

12:  Update z{ as z{ =z’
13:  Update ¢ as ¢ <+ wy(¢ — BMz;,) + By, at;

14:  Updategas g < g+ (Vfi, (z*) — Vfi,(2:,));

15 Update (B)~! as (B)™! + w; 'Sherman-Morrison(B~2, V, V,U TV ); /1 V = (1 + e[y /n1)?Bi, — V2 fi,(2:,))U.
16:  Increment the iteration counter ¢.

17: end while

18: return z’.

Algorithm 4: Sherman-Morrison(A =1, U, V, W)

Input: A~! € R4 U ¢ RXF V€ RIXF W € RFXE,
Output: The updated A~

I: return A~ + AU (W —UTAV) ' vTAL

C Efficient Implementation of the LISR-1/LISR-% method

Recall that although Algorithm 1 enjoys per-iteration complexity of O(d?), it applies scaling to all Hessian approximations at
the iteration ¢ satisfying ¢ mod n = 0. It results in the total FLOPs of O(nd?) at that iteration. We can improve the algorithm
by carrying out the scaling of B;’s lazily. In particular, by only scaling the Hessian approximations when they are used, we can
improve the per-iteration complexity of LISR-1 (LISR-k) to O(d?) for any iteration. The resulting algorithm for the LISR-1
(LISR-k) is specified in the Algorithm 2 (Algorithm 3). For Algorithm 2, it leverages the Sherman-Morrison Formula (Algorithm
4 with k = 1). On the other hand, Algorithm 3 applies the general Sherman-Morrison Formula (Algorithm 4 with & > 1).

D Experiment Details

In this section, we present more details of the experiment. First, we give an overview of the datasets used in the logistic regression
task. Then we study the impact of different hyperparameters on the quadratic function minimization task. Finally, we present the
comparison result of the LISR-k methods with different choices of k.

D.1 Datasets

We present more details of real-world datasets used in Table 2. Specifically, each line shows the name of the dataset, the number
of data instances, the dimension of each data, the regularization parameter we chose for the logistic regression objective function
(24), and the resulting conditional number. All datasets can be found on the LIBSVM website. We preprocess the datasets by
changing {0, 1} labels to {£1}.

D.2 Effect of different hyperparameters on the Quadratic Function Minimization Task

We present the comparison result of our proposed method and baseline methods on the quadratic function minimization task
in Figure 3. It can be observed that tuning different choices of hyperparameters n and d does not have much impact on the
superlinear convergence of the LISR-1 and LISR-%£ methods. However, the time that superlinear convergence kicks in is correlated
with the dimension of the underlying problem. Interestingly, the normalized error of the IQN method starts to diverge after
reaching certain accuracy.



Table 2: Details of the real-world datasets.

Dataset n d A K
a%a 32,561 123 1x1073 4.71 x 107
w8a 49,749 300 1x10~* 293 x 108
ijennl 49,749 22 1x107* 1.37x 107

mushrooms 8,124 112 1x10~2% 2.08 x 107
phishing 11,055 68 1x107* 1.79 x 107
svmguide3 1,243 21 1x1072 6.67 x 10°
german.numer 1,000 24 1x1073 2.11 x 108
splice 1,000 60 1x10~* 4.34 x 106
covtype 50,000 54 1x1073 3.93 x 107
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Figure 3: Comparison of the proposed methods with baselines for the quadratic function minimization problem.

D.3 Effect of & on the Logistic Regression Task

In this subsection, we present the comparison result of the LISR-k method with different choices of & on real-world datasets
shown in Table 2. The comparison result of normalized loss against number of the effective passes can be viewed in Figure 4. It
is not surprising to see that the LISR-% generally converges at a faster rate if k is set larger.

Additionally, we plot the comparison result of the normalized loss against seconds in Figure 5. It can be seen that the LISR-k
method converges fastest if £ is set to 10 or 20. Although the per-iteration cost of LISR-% is larger, the overall time to converge is
still shorter than LISR-1 thanks to the faster convergence rate.
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Figure 4: Comparison of the LISR-k method with different choices of £ for the general function minimization.
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Figure 5: Comparison of the LISR-k method with different choices of £ for the general function minimization.



