
Bartolomeo Stellato — Fall 2024

ORF522 – Linear and Nonlinear Optimization
18. Acceleration schemes



Today’s lecture
[Section 2.2, ILCO][Chapter 1, FMO]

First-order methods acceleration 

• Lower bounds


• Acceleration and convergence analysis


• Examples 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Lower bounds



Sublinear convergence rates
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Gradient descent Proximal gradient
<latexit sha1_base64="GtV+JyYNmUl69ROICE3Uuf+cK9g="></latexit>

xk+1 = proxtg(x
k − t∇f(xk))

<latexit sha1_base64="WyDpfevunCf0qIgECKKFWO2yEm0="></latexit>

xk+1 = xk − t∇f(xk)

<latexit sha1_base64="zRrY7SU3Sxfrvg5N0LtKs1KcqHE="></latexit>

-VY H JVU]L_ L�ZTVV[O M\UJ[PVU f ^L OH]L

<latexit sha1_base64="DbhaxdL5NyQrwaYtzSyFHoZFA6M="></latexit>

f(xk)− f(x!) ≤ ‖x0 − x!‖22
2tk

Convergence
<latexit sha1_base64="IfjSJOJZIBlvgtnncgMv8G8++vI="></latexit>

O(1/k)
<latexit sha1_base64="gOigpmv6gV/rQ9a15L+ZWsVCeYs="></latexit>

O(1/ε)
distance
iterations

Can we do better? Is there a lower bound?



Lower bounds
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First-order methods

<latexit sha1_base64="8MQsTG6YAqk6kTWy0SHreyNo4YM="></latexit>

xk+1 ∈ x0 + span{∇f(x0),∇f(x1), . . . ,∇f(xk)}

Any algorithm that selects

<latexit sha1_base64="/0xSXz4kvi7YjseUxH1QrHcT790="></latexit>

O(1/k2)distance
iterations <latexit sha1_base64="hY/oC0QWGz/qzFarIANsTK1JH1U="></latexit>

O(1/
√
ε)

Theorem (Nesterov ’83)

<latexit sha1_base64="N9qzQTSd7S1sS72kz45a0cwBQrc="></latexit>

f(xk)− f(x!) ≥ 3L

32(k + 1)2
‖x0 − x!‖2

<latexit sha1_base64="/gBObtEGySyax2IGD/0VrnzQfYw="></latexit>

-VY L]LY` PU[LNLY k  (n�1)/2� [OLYL L_PZ[ H JVU]L_ L�ZTVV[O M\UJ[PVU f Z\JO
[OH[� MVY HU` ÄYZ[�VYKLY TL[OVK



Lower bound proof
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<latexit sha1_base64="KpxeeGV0056hqVRgbn4qPWpKyFk="></latexit>

TPUPTPaL f(x) =
L

4

(
1

2
xTAx− eT1 x

)
<latexit sha1_base64="Tr0Dcqjf5WsEkriiinaTD6/h4dM="></latexit>

∇f(x) =
L

4
(Ax− e1)

Gil. Strang 
(MIT) 

“cupcake 
matrix”

<latexit sha1_base64="h0xk/789G7q/bvlmsvqBTNhdtpU="></latexit>

A =





2 −1

−1 2 −1
� � � � � � � � �

−1 2 −1

−1 2





, e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0)

<latexit sha1_base64="DDnWrSL2eyzV8X/lryukKIugkdI="></latexit>

• f is convex and L-smooth
• x? is the optimizerwith x?

i = 1� i

n+ 1
(Solvesrf(x?) = 0!Ax? = e1)

• f(x?) =
L

4

✓
1

2
eT1 x

? � eT1 x
?

◆
= �L

8
x?
1 = �L

8

n

n+ 1
, kx?k2  n+ 1

3



Lower bound proof
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Iterates

Upper bound
<latexit sha1_base64="+xGWRHRGCd8+hnyNfX0mWHCqA7s="></latexit>

f(xk) ≥ min
x∈span{∇f(x0),...,∇f(xk−1)}

f(x) = min
xk+1=···=xn=0

f(x) = −L

8

k

k + 1

<latexit sha1_base64="GGgDpLxpQSzaP9BE/n/97NH1+gY="></latexit>

f(xk)− f(x!)

‖x0 − x!‖2 ≥ L

8

(
− k

k + 1
+

2k + 1

2k + 2

)
/

(
2k + 2

3

)
=

3L

32(k + 1)2

<latexit sha1_base64="vMUD8dQmX0P6w1wXqtnKFS3mJlA="></latexit>

-VY k ⇡ n/2 VY n = 2k + 1�

<latexit sha1_base64="Dom7jpmNQO3SIv8wTEjhFN+eRHY="></latexit>

0M x0 = 0 [OLU xk 2 span{rf(x0), . . . ,rf(xk�1)} = span{e1, . . . , ek}



Convergence rates

8Can we achieve the lower bound?
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Acceleration



Heavy ball acceleration
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Gradient descent <latexit sha1_base64="28ik6HcQ72fS1cak5YICzck6OW4="></latexit>

x!
<latexit sha1_base64="WyDpfevunCf0qIgECKKFWO2yEm0="></latexit>

xk+1 = xk − t∇f(xk)

Adding momentum
<latexit sha1_base64="28ik6HcQ72fS1cak5YICzck6OW4="></latexit>

x!

momentum 
(to mitigate zigzag)

<latexit sha1_base64="8029CXiyq5y2P2/jDG3wc7vmMCI="></latexit>

xk+1 = xk − t∇f(xk) + βk(x
k − xk−1)



Nesterov momentum
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<latexit sha1_base64="da+s+SrcMuc7j8jyxgLPVYjOKs8="></latexit>

xk+1 = yk � trf(yk)

yk+1 = xk+1 +
k

k + 3
(xk+1 � xk)

Properties
<latexit sha1_base64="JvHyJPGlWh0Ck1K2/zLdJC8Ahkw="></latexit>

• Original Momentum proposed by Nesterov (’83)
• No longer a descent method (i.e., we can have f(xk+1) > f(xk))
• Same complexity per iteration as gradient descent
• One of the most interesting results in optimization



ODE interpretation
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<latexit sha1_base64="da+s+SrcMuc7j8jyxgLPVYjOKs8="></latexit>

xk+1 = yk � trf(yk)

yk+1 = xk+1 +
k

k + 3
(xk+1 � xk)

<latexit sha1_base64="nXHCANvJYXKhzDAEcLUdXSAaH1A="></latexit>

Ẍ(τ) +
3

τ
Ẋ(τ) +∇f(X(τ)) = 0

<latexit sha1_base64="gAhkUiDe12vEyiX7rAJiMMOYWAo="></latexit>

xk ≈ X(k
√
t) = X(τ)

<latexit sha1_base64="pa2SpMsHu4cRgKplR/nMfLbGP8c="></latexit>

t → 0
<latexit sha1_base64="7MhwhiBCpIklIWV59UHYLEbp6N8="></latexit>

−3

τ
Ẋ

Time-varying  
damping

<latexit sha1_base64="a6N0J/Kl4hSi4Ml9hw12pHOVTPs="></latexit>

−∇f(X)Spring

damping  
coefficient

[A Differential Equation for Modeling Nesterov’s Accelerated Gradient Method: Theory and Insights, Su, Boyd, Candes]

<latexit sha1_base64="32JE7gRfNjE+I4PcFzyHHE2bA7c="></latexit>

5V[L! 3 PZ [OL ZTHSSLZ[ JVUZ[HU[
[OH[ N\HYHU[LLZ O(1/⌧2) JVU]LYNLUJL

Nesterov acceleration



Accelerated proximal gradient method
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<latexit sha1_base64="3K0OrSH3RAcIOJzagZGb2cnB7HY="></latexit>

TPUPTPaL f(x) + g(x)

<latexit sha1_base64="80Q3v1uCd6fm8tm9uWK/WC3VuYQ="></latexit>

f(x) JVU]L_ HUK ZTVV[O
g(x) JVU]L_ �TH` IL UV[ KPɈLYLU[PHISL�

Iterations

<latexit sha1_base64="6VEmZyMVnAQ8lfr5ihurPOOyvHc="></latexit>

5V[L! g(x) = 0 NP]LZ HJJLSLYH[LK NYHKPLU[ KLZJLU[

<latexit sha1_base64="9mwvIz04kDtIwDo2jVbBIT5nbkE="></latexit>

xk+1 = proxtg

�
yk � trf(yk)

�

yk+1 = xk+1 +
�k � 1

�k+1
(xk+1 � xk)

<latexit sha1_base64="qyOG47OU+XC1XZqxwbOCi15rNfM="></latexit>

(same as λ2
k+1 − λk+1 − λ2

k = 0)

<latexit sha1_base64="OnpOHj5LQDObCpNOdjZyPmWV7QE="></latexit>

where y0 = x0,

λ0 = 1 and λk+1 =
1 +

√
1 + 4λ2

k

2



Proximal gradient and Nesterov weights
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<latexit sha1_base64="AW1cNtRm476I00W9Pci6eMA+Q34="></latexit>

λk+1 =
1 +

√
1 + 4λ2

k

2
<latexit sha1_base64="3c8fsZNXu0DYceUN/vOnH7J5plw="></latexit>

λ0 = 1

<latexit sha1_base64="qFeEVCqgLCeky5TZAGNhKDtx0dQ="></latexit>

�k � 1

�k+1
⇡ k

k + 3
HZ k ! 1
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Convergence rate for accelerated proximal gradient method
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Theorem

<latexit sha1_base64="Lu5LVJmk/oqquuDRImj6IJSiGvQ="></latexit>

f(x) JVU]L_ HUK L�ZTVV[O
g(x) JVU]L_ �TH` IL UV[ KPɈLYLU[PHISL�

Note (proof as exercise)<latexit sha1_base64="jbA6+GE6SX0aGqrq3il/BFGdDyo="></latexit>

For momentum weights λ0 = 1 and λk+1 =
1 +

√
1 + 4λ2

k

2
, we have

<latexit sha1_base64="/KVIj0DI1osEE8DTaiz25Hq4qjg="></latexit>

λk ≥ k + 2

2
∀k ≥ 1

<latexit sha1_base64="+GNmgWYJ+9vceP0GahbtHG/ZjrE="></latexit>

minimize F (x) = f(x) + g(x)

<latexit sha1_base64="cz9qA70DM8OnbQ/yJaobyplHV8Q="></latexit>

f(xk)− f(x!) ≤ 2L‖x0 − x!‖2

(k + 1)2

<latexit sha1_base64="8kAGl4lW/MIvW6ypJhdlY4Y/aS4="></latexit>

The accelerated proximal gradient method with step-size t = 1/L satisfies



Convergence rate for accelerated proximal gradient method
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<latexit sha1_base64="XGlGbn5f5elTWeKmO36wOgSg98E="></latexit>

f(xk)− f(x!) ≤ 2‖x0 − x!‖2

t(k + 1)2

<latexit sha1_base64="QW9VSbWtUnbqrBgkZU/SPBpPRHY="></latexit>

࠮ )L[[LY P[LYH[PVU JVTWSL_P[` O(1/k2) �P�L� O(1/
p
✏)

࠮ -HZ[ PM prox L]HS\H[PVUZ HYL JOLHW

࠮ *HU»[ KV IL[[LY� �MYVT SV^LY IV\UK�

<latexit sha1_base64="3K0OrSH3RAcIOJzagZGb2cnB7HY="></latexit>

TPUPTPaL f(x) + g(x)

<latexit sha1_base64="Lu5LVJmk/oqquuDRImj6IJSiGvQ="></latexit>

f(x) JVU]L_ HUK L�ZTVV[O
g(x) JVU]L_ �TH` IL UV[ KPɈLYLU[PHISL�



Convergence analysis



Fundamental inequality
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From prox grad lecture

Lemma (fundamental inequality)
<latexit sha1_base64="atBp1SXD/rVNQ+QSW3NPDyGaCQY="></latexit>

Let y+ = prox(1/L)g(y − (1/L)∇f(y)). then
<latexit sha1_base64="erzpffxssILkCx48Kb1wVv2lO1g="></latexit>

F (y+)− F (x) ≤ L

2
‖x− y‖22 −

L

2
‖x− y+‖22 − h(x, y)

<latexit sha1_base64="urqY/7VhEVlH+wqMYNwnUJjIKR0="></latexit>

with h(x, y) = f(x)− f(y)−∇f(y)T (x− y) ≥ 0 (by convexity)

<latexit sha1_base64="fsRBpDQyE6nAQhKbtYqE/Zyb1as="></latexit>

y+ = proxtg

(
y − 1

L
∇f(y)

)

= argmin
z

φ(z) = g(z) + f(y) +∇f(yk)T (z − y) +
L

2
‖z − y‖22



Proof of Lemma
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<latexit sha1_base64="FaQPnRpg6uim58pvckgkmfXJg74="></latexit>

φ(x) ≥ φ(y+) +
L

2
‖x− y+‖22

<latexit sha1_base64="Ke3mnNegA3pGf4xuxj+vIS7Klh8="></latexit>

(smoothness of f to strong convexity of φ)

<latexit sha1_base64="Lx1fUDhvs0hWgqGqCoUBH+UQj20="></latexit>

From smoothess of f , then
<latexit sha1_base64="OGk+DGQH835nfB6NqFKARShMZcI="></latexit>

φ(y+) = f(y) +∇f(yk)T (y+ − y) +
L

2
‖y+ − y‖22 + g(y+)

≥ f(y+) + g(y+) = F (y+)

<latexit sha1_base64="HmVGAPe/HI+tRuNifKEmYYaubT0="></latexit>

Since φ is L-strongly convex and minimized at y+, then

<latexit sha1_base64="7+o+3xHoicBbDG8YhpbsNYcAtgk="></latexit>

φ(z) = g(z) + f(y) +∇f(yk)T (z − y) +
L

2
‖z − y‖22

from previous slide

Together, we have
<latexit sha1_base64="vfa4UUe+H5nLhvGrGlmroxSUPEk="></latexit>

φ(x) ≥ F (y+) +
L

2
‖x− y+‖22 ⇐⇒

f(y) +∇f(y)T (x− y) + g(x) +
L

2
‖x− y‖22 ≥ F (y+) +

L

2
‖x− y+‖22 ⇐⇒

F (x)− h(x, y) +
L

2
‖x− y‖22 ≥ F (y+) +

L

2
‖x− y+‖22



Convergence rate accelerated proximal gradient method
Proof

20

1. Construct Lyapunov function

2. Lyapunov function is non-increasing when Nesterov’s coefficients are used!



Constructing Lyapunov function
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Lemma (Lyapunov function decrease)
<latexit sha1_base64="ivIUNQtuaPt243YlWbz4VcCdHbI="></latexit>

Let uk = λk−1xk−(x!+(λk−1−1)xk−1) = λk−1(xk−x!)−(λk−1−1)(xk−1−x!)

then
<latexit sha1_base64="A9BxdgS4EG3F07AgN6tzQZ2TnRE="></latexit>

‖uk+1‖22 +
2

L
λ2
k(F (xk+1)− F !) ≤ ‖uk‖22 +

2

L
λ2
k−1(F (xk)− F !)



Proof of Lyapunov function decrease
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<latexit sha1_base64="hElsUKos8UKqqZEI4Z063egtxUc="></latexit>

Let x = 1
λk

x" +
(
1− 1

λk

)
xk and y = yk. From funamental inequality,

last equality follows from

<latexit sha1_base64="hC5oXNJd6mlLcFwaXNMotyWJKt4="></latexit>

uk = λk−1x
k − (x! + (λk−1 − 1)xk−1)

yk = xk +
λk−1 − 1

λk
(xk − xk−1)

<latexit sha1_base64="SUHRNyCCbu6wM94bAZ0hGkXCO6w="></latexit>

F (xk+1)− F (x) ≤ L

2
‖x− yk‖22 −

L

2
‖x− xk+1‖22

≤ L

2
‖λ−1

k x! + (1− λ−1
k )xk − yk‖22 −

L

2
‖λ−1

k x! + (1− λ−1
k )xk − xk+1‖22

=
L

2λ2
k

‖x! + (λk − 1)xk − λky
k‖22 −

L

2λ2
k

‖x! + (λk − 1)xk − λkx
k+1‖22

=
L

2λ2
k

(‖uk‖22 − ‖uk+1‖22)



Proof of Lyapunov function decrease (cont.)
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<latexit sha1_base64="2IY4TY/juQfmYHrIXFwO01pmD30="></latexit>

By convexity of F
<latexit sha1_base64="xBFbnlp8azbqItrdPeyUzgPMz2I="></latexit>

F (λ−1
k x! + (1− λ−1

k )xk) ≤ λ−1
k F (x!) + (1− λ−1

k )F (xk)

= λ−1
k F ! + (1− λ−1

k )F (xk)

<latexit sha1_base64="nvuMWjfim+G+U1gs/cK0ESpoylw="></latexit>

F (xk+1)− F (x) = F (xk+1)− F (λ−1
k x! + (1− λ−1

k )xk)

≥ (1− λ−1
k )(F (xk)− F !)− (F (xk+1)− F !)

Therefore

<latexit sha1_base64="OCUp8GsaWvMVBbz2cUiWQu9fwBA="></latexit>

We can also lower bound F (xk+1)− F (x)

<latexit sha1_base64="HFbplCMXRbfkQsAK7U3gCC/rlAA="></latexit>

L

2
(‖uk‖22 − ‖uk+1‖22) ≥ λ2

k(F (xk+1)− F !) + (λ2
k − λk)(F (xk)− F !)

= λ2
k(F (xk+1)− F !) + λ2

k−1(F (xk)− F !)

<latexit sha1_base64="8L9XkQNvYN59hdEyKdyzRAGg7Cg="></latexit>

By combining lower and upper bounds on F (xk+1)−F (x) and λ2
k−λk = λ2

k−1,



Convergence rate accelerated proximal gradient method
Proof

24

1. Construct Lyapunov function 👍

2. Lyapunov function is non-increasing when Nesterov’s coefficients are used!



Convergence rate accelerated proximal gradient method
Proof

25

<latexit sha1_base64="xW843tP41y8lA7p/5i8UamEqjTE="></latexit>

2

L
(F (x1)− F !) ≤ ‖x0 − x!‖22 − ‖x1 − x!‖22 ⇐⇒ ‖x1 − x!‖22 +

2

L
(F (x1)− F !) ≤ ‖x0 − x!‖22

<latexit sha1_base64="MOcE9d+F5yGmOsiRPI5Hds60n1g="></latexit>

Because of the fundamental inequality lemma with y+ = x1, y = x0, x = x!,

Therefore
<latexit sha1_base64="E45Cyb8+d4aIcxN8jfCPUi9CItI="></latexit>

2

L
λ2
k−1(F (xk)− F !) ≤ ‖x0 − x!‖22

⇒ F (xk)− F ! ≤ L‖x0 − x!‖22
2λ2

k−1

≤ L‖x0 − x!‖22
2(k + 1)2

<latexit sha1_base64="t7NQ0jFh/0CrMMB68cwBY9ENYPU="></latexit>

(since λk ≥ k+2
2 )

<latexit sha1_base64="nDznZ5TJ4956UesjKOXcxO2yXlU="></latexit>

From Lyapunov function Lemma between iterations k and 0 (noting ‖uk‖ ≥ 0)
<latexit sha1_base64="naiVVxq1MUgLWw2VGw3Bm4J8jCw="></latexit>

2

L
λ2
k−1(F (xk)− F !) ≤ ‖u1‖22 +

2

L
λ2
0(F (x1)− F !) = ‖x1 − x!‖22 +

2

L
(F (x1)− F !)



Example



Example: Lasso without linear convergence
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<latexit sha1_base64="9tWD6vd4wqPKBdOXNCPJAw5yoko="></latexit>

f(x)
<latexit sha1_base64="5bvc1mron/a8QvF2Mu95ZLZueMs="></latexit>

g(x)

Proximal gradient descent 
(Iterative Shrinkage Thresholding Algorithm)

<latexit sha1_base64="1Qs5bm78a4XrF686jf1TF6elqJQ="></latexit>

TPUPTPaL (1/2)‖Ax− b‖22 + γ‖x‖1

<latexit sha1_base64="lEozlChZ8iJJumWHvM57nJvrJuo="></latexit>

xk+1 = Sγt

(
xk − tAT (Axk − b)

) ISTA

Accelerated proximal gradient descent 
(Fast Iterative Shrinkage Thresholding Algorithm)

FISTA

<latexit sha1_base64="PyqHJ93CnUn2VKNXsgjiuevXXro="></latexit>

xk+1 = S�t

�
yk � tAT (Ayk � b)

�

yk+1 = xk+1 +
�k � 1

�k+1
(xk+1 � xk)

[A Fast Iterative Shrinkage-Thresholding Algorithm for Linear Inverse Problems, Beck, Teboulle]



Example: Lasso without linear convergence
Fast Iterative Soft Thresholding Algorithm (FISTA)

28

<latexit sha1_base64="1Qs5bm78a4XrF686jf1TF6elqJQ="></latexit>

TPUPTPaL (1/2)‖Ax− b‖22 + γ‖x‖1

0 200 400 600 800 1000
k
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10°4

10°2

100

102

(f
°

f
? )

/f
?

ISTA t = 0.001

FISTA t = 0.001

Example
randomly  
generated

<latexit sha1_base64="DeCRiH9h7DUc4cbNtbQ8qgATWkE="></latexit>

A 2 R300⇥500

<latexit sha1_base64="GywuUa+Qz6Lim9gA0/vVbdii63M="></latexit>

) r2f = ATA ⌫ 0
<latexit sha1_base64="1PmXDlCX1ckJW+tosQJgv/nxbj8="></latexit>

) f UV[ Z[YVUNS` JVU]L_

FISTA is much faster

Typical rippling behavior 
(not a descent method)



Image deblurring
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<latexit sha1_base64="1Qs5bm78a4XrF686jf1TF6elqJQ="></latexit>

TPUPTPaL (1/2)‖Ax− b‖22 + γ‖x‖1
<latexit sha1_base64="2/FkcH8B3HvH3RtdpXqX0bL/z5E="></latexit>

x! YLJVUZ[Y\J[LK PTHNL
PU ^H]LSL[ IHZPZ �ZWHYZL�

[A Fast Iterative Shrinkage-Thresholding Algorithm for Linear Inverse Problems, Beck, Teboulle]

A FAST ITERATIVE SHRINKAGE-THRESHOLDING ALGORITHM 197

original blurred and noisy

Figure 1. Deblurring of the cameraman.

5. Numerical examples. In this section we illustrate the performance of FISTA compared
to the basic ISTA and to the recent TWIST algorithm of [3]. Since our simulations consider
extremely ill-conditioned problems (the smallest eigenvalue of ATA is nearly zero, and the
maximum eigenvalue is 1), the TWIST method is not guaranteed to converge, and we thus
use the monotone version of TWIST termed MTWIST. The parameters for the MTWIST
method were chosen as suggested in [3, section 6] for extremely ill-conditioned problems. All
methods were used with a constant stepsize rule and applied to the l1 regularization problem
(1.3), that is, f(x) = ‖Ax − b‖2 and g(x) = λ‖x‖1.

In all the simulations we have performed, we observed that FISTA significantly outper-
formed ISTA with respect to the number of iterations required to achieve a given accuracy.
Similar conclusions can be made when compared with MTWIST. Below, we describe repre-
sentative examples and results from these simulations.

5.1. Example 1: The cameraman test image. All pixels of the original images described
in the examples were first scaled into the range between 0 and 1. In the first example we look
at the 256×256 cameraman test image. The image went through a Gaussian blur of size 9×9
and standard deviation 4 (applied by the MATLAB functions imfilter and fspecial) followed
by an additive zero-mean white Gaussian noise with standard deviation 10−3. The original
and observed images are given in Figure 1.

For these experiments we assume reflexive (Neumann) boundary conditions [22]. We
then tested ISTA, FISTA, and MTWIST for solving problem (1.3), where b represents the
(vectorized) observed image, and A = RW, where R is the matrix representing the blur
operator and W is the inverse of a three stage Haar wavelet transform. The regularization
parameter was chosen to be λ = 2e-5, and the initial image was the blurred image. The
Lipschitz constant was computable in this example (and those in what follows) since the
eigenvalues of the matrix ATA can be easily calculated using the two-dimensional cosine
transform [22]. Iterations 100 and 200 are described in Figure 2. The function value at
iteration k is denoted by Fk. The images produced by FISTA are of a better quality than
those created by ISTA and MTWIST. It is also clear that MTWIST gives better results than
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Figure 2. Iterations of ISTA, MTWIST, and FISTA methods for deblurring of the cameraman.

ISTA. The function value of FISTA was consistently lower than the function values of ISTA
and MTWIST. We also computed the function values produced after 1000 iterations for ISTA,
MTWIST, and FISTA which were, respectively, 2.45e-1, 2.31e-1, and 2.23e-1. Note that the
function value of ISTA after 1000 iterations, is still worse (that is, larger) than the function
value of FISTA after 100 iterations, and the function value of MTWIST after 1000 iterations
is worse than the function value of FISTA after 200 iterations.
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More sophisticated accelerations
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[Fast Alternating Direction Optimization Methods, Goldstein, O’Donoghue, Setzer, Baraniuk]
Acceleration can also be applied also to ADMM

Improved 
convergence rate

<latexit sha1_base64="JkO8g1dFd0C/lSv2jOnyAxncf1k="></latexit>

O(1/k2)

Momentum with restarts  
(reset momentum when it makes 

small progress)

Other algorithms

Nonlinear acceleration

[Acceleration Methods, d'Aspremont, Scieur, Taylor]


(e.g., Anderson Acceleration)
Adaptively pick weights by solving 

a small optimization problem  
(usually least-squares)



Momentum intuition and much more
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https://distill.pub/2017/momentum/

All deep learning optimization 
algorithms 

are based on  
Momentum/Acceleration: 

 
RMSprop, AdaGrad, Adam, etc.



Acceleration in nonlinear optimization 

Today, we learned to:


• Derive lower bounds on cost optimality for first-order methods


• Accelerate first-order algorithms by adding momentum term


• Apply acceleration schemes to get the best possible convergence
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Next lecture

• Computed-assisted proofs

33


