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Non-asymptotic Global Convergence Analysis of BFGS

with the Armijo-Wolfe Line Search

Qiujiang Jin∗ Ruichen Jiang† Aryan Mokhtari‡

Abstract

In this paper, we establish the first explicit and non-asymptotic global convergence
analysis of the BFGS method when deployed with an inexact line search scheme that
satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe conditions. We show that BFGS achieves a global conver-
gence rate of (1− 1

κ
)k for µ-strongly convex functions with L-Lipschitz gradients, where

κ = L
µ
denotes the condition number. Furthermore, if the objective function’s Hessian

is Lipschitz, BFGS with the Armijo-Wolfe line search achieves a linear convergence rate
only determined by the line search parameters and independent of the condition num-
ber. These results hold for any initial point x0 and any symmetric positive definite
initial Hessian approximation matrix B0, although the choice of B0 affects the itera-
tion count required to attain these rates. Specifically, we show that for B0 = LI, the
rate of O((1 − 1

κ
)k) appears from the first iteration, while for B0 = µI, it takes d log κ

iterations. Conversely, the condition number-independent linear convergence rate for

B0 = LI occurs after O
(

κ
(

d +
M
√

f(x0)−f(x∗)

µ3/2

))

iterations, whereas for B0 = µI, it

holds after O
(

M
√

f(x0)−f(x∗)

µ3/2 (d log κ+ κ)
)

iterations. Here, d denotes the dimension of

the problem, M is the Lipschitz parameter of the Hessian, and x∗ denotes the optimal
solution. We further leverage these global linear convergence results to characterize the
overall iteration complexity of BFGS when deployed with the Armijo-Wolfe line search.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on solving the following unconstrained convex minimization problem

min
x∈Rd

f(x), (1)

where f : Rd → R is strongly convex and twice differentiable. Quasi-Newton methods are
among the most popular algorithms for solving this class of problems due to their simplic-
ity and fast convergence. Like gradient descent-type methods, they require only gradient
information for implementation, while they aim to mimic the behavior of Newton’s method
by using gradient information to approximate the curvature of the objective function.

There are several variations of quasi-Newton methods, primarily distinguished by their up-
date rules for the Hessian approximation matrices. The most well-known among these
include the Davidon-Fletcher-Powell (DFP) method [Dav59; FP63], the Broyden-Fletcher-
Goldfarb-Shanno (BFGS) method [Bro70; Fle70; Gol70; Sha70], the Symmetric Rank-One
(SR1) method [CGT91; KBS93], and the Broyden method [Bro65]. Apart from these classi-
cal quasi-Newton methods, other variants have also been proposed in the literature, includ-
ing randomized quasi-Newton methods [GGR16; GR17; KGRR20; LYZ21; LYZ22], greedy
quasi-Newton methods [RN21a; LYZ21; LYZ22; JD23], and those based on online learning
techniques [JJM23; JM23]. In this paper, we mainly focus on the global convergence anal-
ysis of the BFGS method, which is arguably the most successful quasi-Newton method in
practice.

The classic analyses of BFGS, including [BDM73; DM74; GT82; DMT89; Yua91; Al-98;
LF99; YOY07; MER18; GG19], primarily focused on demonstrating local asymptotic su-
perlinear convergence without addressing an explicit global convergence rate when BFGS
is deployed with a line-search scheme. While there were attempts to establish global con-
vergence for quasi-Newton methods using line search or trust-region techniques in [Pow71;
Pow76; BNY87; BN89; KBS93; BKS96], these efforts did not provide explicit global conver-
gence rates. Instead, they offered only asymptotic convergence guarantees, failing to fully
characterize the global convergence rate of classical quasi-Newton methods.

In recent years, there have been efforts to characterize the explicit convergence rate of BFGS
within a local neighborhood of the solution, establishing a superlinear convergence rate of
the form ( 1√

k
)k; see, for example, [RN21c; RN21b; YLCZ23; JM20]. However, these results

focus solely on local convergence analysis of BFGS under conditions where the stepsize is
consistently set to one, the iterate remains close to the optimal solution, and the initial
Hessian approximation matrix meets certain necessary conditions. Consequently, these
analyses do not extend to providing a global convergence guarantee. For more details on
this subject, we refer the reader to the discussion section in [JJM24].

To the best of our knowledge, the only two works closely related to this paper that char-
acterize an explicit global linear convergence rate for the BFGS method are [KTSK23]
and [JJM24]. Both studies focus on the convergence analysis of BFGS with exact line
search. In [KTSK23], it was demonstrated that BFGS achieves a global linear rate of

(1 − 2µ3

L3 (1 +
µTr(B−1

0 )
k

)−1(1 + Tr(B0)
Lk

)−1)k, where µ is the strong convexity parameter and
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L represents the Lipschitz constant of the gradient, B0 is the initial Hessian approximation
matrix, and Tr(·) denotes the trace of a matrix. Notably, after running BFGS for k = O(d)

iterations, this rate approaches the rate of (1− 2µ3

L3 )
k, which is significantly slower than the

convergence rate of gradient descent. In [JJM24], the authors improved this result by show-
ing a better global linear convergence rate as well as a faster superlinear convergence rate.
Specifically, when the function is L-Lipschitz and µ-strongly convex, it is shown that BFGS

initialized with B0 = LI achieves a global linear rate of (1− µ3/2

L3/2 )
k for k ≥ 1, while BFGS

with B0 = µI achieves the same linear rate after d log L
µ
iterations. Under the additional

assumption that the objective’s Hessian is Lipschitz, the authors further showed that BFGS

attains an improved linear convergence rate of
(

1− µ
L

)k
and eventually a superlinear rate

of the form ( 1√
k
)k when the number of iterations exceeds some specific thresholds.

In this paper, we aim to expand upon the framework presented in [JJM24] by exploring the
use of an inexact line search. Specifically, we focus on the BFGS method combined with
the Armijo-Wolfe line search, the most commonly used line search criteria in the practical
application of BFGS [NW06]. For minimizing a L-smooth and µ-strongly convex function,
we present a global convergence rate of the form (1− µ

L
)k. To the best of our knowledge, this

is the first result demonstrating a global linear convergence rate for BFGS that matches the
rate of gradient descent. Furthermore, we demonstrate that if the objective function’s Hes-
sian is Lipschitz continuous, BFGS with the Armijo-Wolfe line search converges at a linear
rate determined solely by the line search parameters and not dependent on the problem’s
condition number, κ = L

µ
, when the number of iterations is sufficiently large. By combining

both linear convergence results, we further establish the total iteration complexity of BFGS
with the Armijo-Wolfe line search.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we present the assumptions, notations, and intermediate results useful for
the global convergence analysis. First, we state the following assumptions on the objective
function f .

Assumption 2.1. The function f is strongly convex with parameter µ > 0, i.e.,

‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖ ≥ µ‖x− y‖, ∀x, y ∈ R
d.

Assumption 2.2. The gradient of f is Lipschitz continuous with parameter L > 0, i.e.,

‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖ ≤ L‖x− y‖, ∀x, y ∈ R
d.

Both Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 are common in the convergence analysis of the quasi-Newton
methods. These two conditions, together with the fact that the function is twice differen-
tiable, lead to µI � ∇2f(x) � LI for any x ∈ R

d. Using these two assumptions, we will
show a global linear convergence rate where the contraction factor is O(1− µ

L
).

To achieve a faster linear convergence rate that is independent of the problem condition
number, we would require an additional assumption that the objective function Hessian is
Lipschitz continuous, as stated next.
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Assumption 2.3. The Hessian of f is Lipschitz continuous with parameter M > 0, i.e.,

‖∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)‖ ≤ M‖x− y‖, ∀x, y ∈ R
d.

Assumption 2.3 is also commonly used in the analysis of quasi-Newton methods. This
assumption provides a fundamental smoothness condition for the Hessian of the objective
function f .

2.1 BFGS Update

Next, we state the general update rule for quasi-Newton methods at iteration k. If we denote
xk as the iterate at time k, the vector gk = ∇f(xk) as the objective function gradient at
xk, and Bk as the Hessian approximation matrix at step k, then the update is given by

xk+1 = xk + ηkdk, dk = −B−1
k gk, (2)

where ηk > 0 is the step size and dk can be regarded as the descent direction. Now we
proceed to state the update of the Hessian approximation matrix. To formally define the
update of BFGS, we first define the variable difference and gradient difference vectors as

sk = xk+1 − xk, yk = ∇f(xk+1)−∇f(xk),

respectively. Given these two vectors, the Hessian approximation matrix update for BFGS
can be written as

Bk+1 = Bk −
Bksks

⊤
k Bk

s⊤k Bksk
+

yky
⊤
k

s⊤k yk
. (3)

To circumvent the computationally expensive task of Hessian inversion, one can define the
inverse Hessian approximation matrix as Hk := B−1

k and apply the Sherman-Morrison-
Woodbury formula to obtain

Hk+1 :=

(

I − sky
⊤
k

y⊤k sk

)

Hk

(

I − yks
⊤
k

s⊤k yk

)

+
sks

⊤
k

y⊤k sk
.

It is well-known that when the objective function is strongly convex, the Hessian approxi-
mation matrices Bk are always symmetric and positive definite as long as the initial matrix
B0 is symmetric positive definite. Hence, throughout this paper, we assume that all Bk and
Hk matrices are symmetric positive definite.

As mentioned earlier, to establish a global convergence guarantee for the BFGS method, it
is necessary to pair it with a line search scheme to properly select the stepsize ηk. In this
paper, we focus on implementing BFGS with the Armijo-Wolfe line search, which we will
detail in the following subsection.
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2.2 Armijo-Wolfe Line Search

We consider inexact line search step size ηk > 0 that satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe conditions

f(xk + ηkdk) ≤ f(xk) + αηk∇f(xk)
⊤dk, (4)

∇f(xk + ηkdk)
⊤dk ≥ β∇f(xk)

⊤dk, (5)

where 0 < α < β < 1 and 0 < α < 1
2 . The first condition in (4) is known as the Armijo

condition, which ensures that the step size ηk gives a sufficient decrease in objective function
f . The second condition in (5) is known as the curvature condition, which guarantees that
the slope ∇f(xk + ηkdk)

⊤dk at ηk is not strongly negative. Otherwise, it indicates that
we can significantly decrease the function value by further moving along the direction dk.
Together, the conditions in (4) and (5) provide an upper and lower bound on the admissible
step size ηk, respectively. We should also add that in some references, the conditions in the
Armijo-Wolfe line search are known as the weak Wolfe conditions [Wol69], [Wol71]. In the
following lemma, we present some key properties for the case that the step size ηk satisfies
the Armijo-Wolfe conditions.

Lemma 2.1. Consider the BFGS method with Armijo-Wolfe inexact line search, where the
step size satisfies the conditions in (4) and (5). Then, for any initial point x0 and any
symmetric positive definite initial Hessian approximation matrix B0, the following results
hold for all k ≥ 0:

f(xk)− f(xk+1)

−g⊤k sk
≥ α,

y⊤k sk
−g⊤k sk

≥ 1− β, and f(xk+1) ≤ f(xk).

Proof. Recall that gk = ∇f(xk). Given the condition in (4) and the fact that sk = ηkdk,
we have

f(xk+1) ≤ f(xk) + αg⊤k sk.

Moreover, since Bk is symmetric positive definite, we have −g⊤k sk = ηkg
⊤
k B

−1
k gk > 0 (unless

gk = 0 and we are at the optimal solution). This further leads to the first claim, which is

f(xk)− f(xk+1)

−g⊤k sk
≥ α.

Similarly, the above argument implies that αg⊤k sk < 0 and as a result f(xk+1) ≤ f(xk) and
the last claim also follows.

To prove the second claim, we leverage the condition in (5). Specifically, if we subtract
g⊤k dk from both sides of that condition, we obtain that

(gk+1 − gk)
⊤dk ≥ (β − 1)g⊤k dk

Next, using the fact that sk = ηkdk, by multiplying both sides by ηk and use the simplifica-
tion yk = gk+1 − gk we obtain that

y⊤k sk ≥ (β − 1)g⊤k sk = −g⊤k sk(1− β).

Again using the argument that −g⊤k sk is positive (if we are not at the optimal solution), we
can divide both sides of the above inequality by −g⊤k sk, leading to the second claim.

5



Remark 2.1 (Discussion on other line search schemes). While in this paper we only focus
on the Armijo-Wolfe line search (specified by conditions in (4) and (5)), our results are also
valid for some other line search schemes that require stricter conditions. For instance, in
the strong Wolfe line search scheme, the required conditions for the step size are

f(xk + ηkdk) ≤ f(xk) + αηk∇f(xk)
⊤dk, |∇f(xk + ηkdk)

⊤dk| ≤ β∇f(xk)
⊤dk, (6)

with 0 < α < β < 1 and 0 < α < 1
2 . Indeed, if a step size ηk satisfies the strong Wolfe

conditions, it also satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe conditions.

Another commonly employed line search scheme is Armijo–Goldstein, which imposes the
conditions

−c1ηk∇f(xk)
⊤dk ≤ f(xk)− f(xk + ηkdk) ≤ −c2ηk∇f(xk)

⊤dk,

with 0 < c1 ≤ c2 < 1. Note that the lower bound on f(xk) − f(xk + ηkdk) in the
Armijo–Goldstein line search indicates that the step size ηk satisfies the sufficient decrease
condition in (4) required for the Armijo-Wolfe conditions, with α = c1. Moreover, given the
convexity of f , the upper bound on f(xk)−f(xk+ηkdk) in the Armijo–Goldstein line search
suggests that −ηk∇f(xk + ηkdk)

⊤dk ≤ f(xk) − f(xk + ηkdk) ≤ −c2ηk∇f(xk)
⊤dk. Thus,

the step size ηk also meets the curvature condition in (5) required in the Armijo-Wolfe con-
ditions with β = c2. Consequently, all convergence results derived in this paper under the
Armijo-Wolfe line search conditions are also valid for both the strong Wolfe line search and
the Armijo–Goldstein line search.

3 Convergence Analysis

In this section, we present our theoretical framework for analyzing the global linear conver-
gence rates of the BFGS method with the Armijo-Wolfe line search scheme. Our convergence
framework is inspired by the approach introduced in [JJM24] for analyzing BFGS with an
exact line search. To simplify our presentation, we first introduce some necessary definitions
and notations in the following subsection.

3.1 Preliminaries

We use ‖ · ‖ to denote the ℓ2-norm of a vector. We denote S
d
++ as the set of symmetric

positive definite matrices with dimension d × d. Given two symmetric matrices A and B,
we write A � B if and only if B − A is symmetric positive semi-definite. We define Tr(A)
as the trace of a matrix A and Det(A) as the determinant of a matrix A. Further, define
the sequence Ck as

Ck :=
M

µ
3
2

√

2(f(xk)− f(x∗)), ∀k ≥ 0, (7)

where M is the Lipschitz constant of the Hessian defined in Assumption 2.3 and µ is the
strong convexity parameter introduced in Assumption 2.1. Note that Ck is an important
parameter in our analysis for measuring the suboptimality of the iterates.
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To analyze the dynamics of the Hessian approximation matrices {Bk}+∞
k=0, we will use the

following potential function Ψ(A)

Ψ(A) := Tr(A)− d− logDet(A), (8)

which is well-defined for any matrix A ∈ S
d
++. This potential function was first introduced

in [BN89] and it captures the discrepancy between A and the identity matrix I. Note that
Ψ(A) ≥ 0 for any A ∈ S

d
++ and Ψ(A) = 0 if and only if A = I.

Before we start convergence analysis, given any weight matrix P ∈ S
d
++, we first define the

weighted versions of the vectors gk, sk, yk, dk and the matrix Bk as

ĝk = P− 1
2 gk, ŝk = P

1
2 sk, ŷk = P− 1

2 yk, d̂k = P
1
2 dk, (9)

B̂k = P− 1
2BkP

− 1
2 . (10)

Note that these weighted matrices and vectors preserve many properties of their unweighted
counterparts. Below, we list two key properties:

ĝ⊤k ŝk = g⊤k sk and ŷ⊤k ŝk = y⊤k sk. (11)

Similarly, the update for the weighted version of Hessian approximation matrices closely
mirrors the update of their unweighted counterparts, as noted in the following expression:

B̂k+1 = B̂k −
B̂kŝkŝ

⊤
k B̂k

ŝ⊤k B̂kŝk
+

ŷkŷ
⊤
k

ŝ⊤k ŷk
, ∀k ≥ 0.

Finally, we need to define a key quantity, θ̂k, which captures the angle between the weighted
descent direction and the negative of the weighted gradient direction. In other words, cos(θ̂k)
is formally defined as:

cos(θ̂k) =
−ĝ⊤k ŝk

‖ĝk‖‖ŝk‖
. (12)

The behavior of this parameter cos(θ̂k) plays a fundamental role in the convergence analysis
of BFGS as we show in our analysis.

3.2 Intermediate Results

In this section, we formally present our framework used for the convergence analysis of BFGS
with an inexact line search scheme. First, in the following proposition, we characterize
the relationship between the function value decrease at each iteration and some quantities
including the key angle θ̂k defined in (12).

Proposition 3.1. Let {xk}k≥0 be the iterates generated by the BFGS method, where the
step size satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe conditions in (4) and (5). For a given weight matrix
P ∈ S

d
++, recall the weighted vectors defined in (9). For any weight matrix P and for all

k ≥ 0, we have

f(xk+1)− f(x∗) ≤
(

1− α(1 − β)
q̂k
m̂k

cos2(θ̂k)

)

(f(xk)− f(x∗)), (13)

7



where q̂k and m̂k are defined as

q̂k :=
‖ĝk‖2

f(xk)− f(x∗)
and m̂k :=

ŷ⊤k ŝk
‖ŝk‖2

. (14)

As a corollary, we have that for any k ≥ 1,

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤



1− α(1− β)

(

k−1
∏

i=0

q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

)

1
k





k

. (15)

Proof. First, we note that ĝ⊤k ŝk = g⊤k sk and ŷ⊤k ŝk = y⊤k sk by (11). Using the result
f(xk)−f(xk+1)

−ĝ⊤k ŝk
≥ α in Lemma 2.1, we can show that

f(xk)− f(xk+1) ≥ −αĝ⊤k ŝk = α
−ĝ⊤k ŝk
‖ĝk‖2

‖ĝk‖2. (16)

Moreover, note that we have
ŷ⊤k ŝk

−ĝ⊤k ŝk
≥ 1 − β by Lemma 2.1. Hence, using the definition of

θ̂k in (12) and the definition of m̂k in (14), it follows that

−ĝ⊤k ŝk
‖ĝk‖2

=
(ĝ⊤k ŝk)

2

‖ĝk‖2‖ŝk‖2
‖ŝk‖2
−ĝ⊤k ŝk

=
(ĝ⊤k ŝk)

2

‖ĝk‖2‖ŝk‖2
‖ŝk‖2
ŷ⊤k ŝk

ŷ⊤k ŝk
−ĝ⊤k ŝk

≥ (1− β)
cos2(θ̂k)

m̂k

.

Furthermore, we have ‖ĝk‖2 = q̂k(f(xk) − f(x∗)) from the definition of q̂k in (14). Thus,
the inequality in (16) can be rewritten as

f(xk)− f(xk+1) ≥ α(1− β)
q̂k
m̂k

cos2(θ̂k)(f(xk)− f(x∗)).

By rearranging the term in the above equality, we obtain (13). To prove the inequality
in (15), note that for any k ≥ 1, we have

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

=

k−1
∏

i=0

f(xi+1)− f(x∗)
f(xi)− f(x∗)

≤
k−1
∏

i=0

(

1− α(1 − β)
q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

)

,

where the last equality is due to (13). Note that all the terms of the form 1 − α(1 −
β) q̂i

m̂i
cos2(θ̂i) are non-negative, for any i ≥ 0. Thus, by applying the inequality of arithmetic

and geometric means twice, we obtain

k−1
∏

i=0

(

1− α(1 − β)
q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

)

≤
[

1

k

k−1
∑

i=0

(

1− α(1 − β)
q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

)

]k

=

[

1− α(1 − β)

k

k−1
∑

i=0

q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

]k

≤



1− α(1− β)

(

k−1
∏

i=0

q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

)

1
k





k

.

This completes the proof.
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Remark 3.1. The result in Proposition 3.1 provides a relatively tight bound on the contrac-
tion factor, as it closely resembles the contraction factor that would be achieved if BFGS
were run with an exact line search, as shown in Proposition 1 of [JJM24]. In fact, the only
difference is the additional α(1 − β) term in the contraction factor, which stems from the
inexact line search. This term is an absolute constant dependent on the line-search parame-
ters and has minimal impact on the convergence rate, while effectively avoiding the need for
an exact search in the choice of step size.

We observe from the above proposition that the convergence rate of BFGS with Armijo-

Wolfe line search depends on two products:
∏k−1

i=0 q̂i and
∏k−1

i=0
cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
. Thus, to establish

an explicit rate, we need to lower bound on
∏k−1

i=0 q̂i and
∏k−1

i=0
cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
. As we will demon-

strate, the lower bounds established for
∏k−1

i=0 q̂i depend on the choice of the weight matrix.
Since different weight matrices are used in various sections of the paper, we will establish
appropriate lower bounds for

∏k−1
i=0 q̂i separately for each case. However, the lower bound

for the product
∏k−1

i=0
cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
does not require separate treatment. We explicitly establish

this in the forthcoming proposition by directly referencing Proposition 2 from [JJM24], a
classical result for the quasi-Newton method, as discussed in [NW06, Section 6.4].

Proposition 3.2 ([JJM24, Proposition 2]). Let {Bk}k≥0 be the Hessian approximation
matrices generated by the BFGS update in (3). For a given weight matrix P ∈ S

d
++, recall

the weighted vectors defined in (9) and the weighted matrix in (10). Then we have

Ψ(B̂k+1) ≤ Ψ(B̂k) +
‖ŷk‖2
ŷ⊤k ŝk

− 1 + log
cos2 θ̂k
m̂k

, ∀k ≥ 0,

where m̂k is defined in (14) and cos(θ̂k) is defined in (12). As a corollary, we have for all
k ≥ 1,

k−1
∑

i=0

log
cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
≥ −Ψ(B̂0) +

k−1
∑

i=0

(

1− ‖ŷi‖2
ŷ⊤i ŝi

)

. (17)

If we take exponentiation on both sides of the above inequality (17) in Proposition 3.2,

we can obtain a lower bound for the product
∏k−1

i=0
cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
with the sum

∑k−1
i=0

‖ŷi‖2
ŝ⊤i ŷi

and

Ψ(B̂0). This classical inequality describing the relationship between the ratio cos2(θ̂k)
m̂k

and
the potential function Ψ(.) plays a critical role in the following convergence analysis.

With these preparations and preliminaries in place, we are now set to demonstrate the
global linear convergence rates of the BFGS quasi-Newton method using the Armijo-Wolfe
line search in the following sections.

4 Global Linear Convergence Rates

Building on the tools introduced in Section 3, we are ready to establish explicit global
linear convergence rates for the BFGS method when implemented using the Armijo-Wolfe

9



line search. Our proof is based on the fundamental inequality in (15) from Proposition 3.1,

combined with lower bounds on cos2(θ̂k)
m̂k

and q̂k. In this section, we choose the weight matrix

P as P = LI and accordingly define the weighted initial matrix B̄0 as:

B̄0 =
1

L
B0.

The following theorem presents our first global linear convergence rate of the BFGS method
for any choice of B0 ∈ S

d
++. Note that the following result only assumes the objective

function is µ-strongly convex and its gradient is L-Lipschitz.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. Let {xk}k≥0 be the iterates
generated by the BFGS method, where the step size satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe conditions in
(4) and (5). For any initial point x0 ∈ R

d and any initial Hessian approximation matrix
B0 ∈ Sd++, we have the following global linear convergence rate:

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− e−
Ψ(B̄0)

k
2α(1 − β)

κ

)k

, ∀k ≥ 1. (18)

Proof. Recall that we choose P = LI throughout the proof. Note that given this weight

matrix, it can be easily verified that ‖ŷk‖2
ŝ⊤k ŷk

≤ 1 for any k ≥ 0 by using [JJM24, Lemma 5(a)].

Hence, we use (17) in Proposition 3.2 to obtain

k−1
∑

i=0

log
cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
≥ −Ψ(B̄0) +

k−1
∑

i=0

(

1− ‖ŷi‖2
ŝ⊤i ŷi

)

≥ −Ψ(B̄0),

which further implies that
k−1
∏

i=0

cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i

≥ e−Ψ(B̄0).

Moreover, for the choice P = LI, it can be shown that q̂k = ‖gk‖2
L(f(xk)−f(x∗))

≥ 2
κ
by using

[JJM24, Lemma 4(a)], which leads to

k−1
∏

i=0

q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i) ≥
k−1
∏

i=0

q̂i

k−1
∏

i=0

cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
≥
(

2

κ

)k

e−Ψ(B̄0).

Thus, it follows from Proposition 3.1 that

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤



1− α(1 − β)

(

k−1
∏

i=0

q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

)

1
k





k

≤
(

1− e−
Ψ(B̄0)

k
2α(1 − β)

κ

)k

.

This completes the proof.

Remark 4.1. The authors in [JJM24] considered the BFGS method with an exact line

search and established a global linear convergence rate of
(

1− e−
Ψ(B̄0)

k
1

κ(1+
√
κ)

)k

. In com-

parison, our result in (18) achieves a faster linear rate by eliminating a factor of
√
κ in

10



the denominator. We note that this improvement comes from the use of Armijo-Wolfe line

search conditions. Specifically, under these conditions, we prove that
f(xk)−f(xk+1)

−g⊤k sk
≥ α as

shown in Lemma 2.1, where α ∈ (0, 1/2) is a line search parameter. In contrast, using exact

line search, the authors in [JJM24] proved that
f(xk)−f(xk+1)

−g⊤k sk
≥ 2√

κ+1
, thus leading to the

extra
√
κ factor in their rate.

From Theorem 4.1, we observe that the linear convergence rate is determined by the quantity
Ψ(B̄0) (recall that B̄0 =

1
L
B0). Thus, we consider two different initializations: B0 = LI and

B0 = µI. Specifically, note that in the first case where B0 = LI, we have Ψ(B̄0) = 0 and
thus it achieves the best linear convergence results according to Theorem 4.1. We present
the corresponding global linear rate in Corollary 4.2.

Corollary 4.2 (B0 = LI). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. Let {xk}k≥0

be the iterates generated by the BFGS method, where the step size satisfies the Armijo-
Wolfe conditions in (4) and (5). For any initial point x0 ∈ R

d and the initial Hessian
approximation matrix B0 = LI, we have the following global linear convergence rate:

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)

κ

)k

, ∀k ≥ 1. (19)

In the second case where B0 = µI, we have Ψ(B̄0) = Ψ(µ
L
I) = d( 1

κ
− 1 + log κ) ≤ d log κ.

The corresponding global linear rate is presented in Corollary 4.3.

Corollary 4.3 (B0 = µI). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. Let {xk}k≥0 be the
iterates generated by the BFGS method, where the step size satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe con-
ditions in (4) and (5). For any initial point x0 ∈ R

d and the initial Hessian approximation
matrix B0 = µI, we have the following global convergence rate:

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− e−
d log κ

k
2α(1 − β)

κ

)k

, ∀k ≥ 1.

Moreover, when k ≥ d log κ, we have

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)

3κ

)k

. (20)

Corollary 4.2 demonstrates that, when initialized with B0 = LI, the BFGS method employ-

ing the Armijo-Wolfe line search achieves a linear rate of
(

1− 2α(1−β)
κ

)k

, which matches

the rate of gradient descent. Conversely, as shown in Corollary 4.3, BFGS initialized with
B0 = µI also attains a similar linear convergence rate but requires additional d log κ itera-
tions. This observation might suggest we should prefer the initialization B0 = LI. However,
as will be discussed in the following section, when the number of iterations is sufficiently
large, BFGS with either initialization can achieve a faster linear convergence rate that is
independent of the condition number κ. Moreover, in some scenarios, initializing with
B0 = µI may actually result in fewer total iterations needed to reach this faster conver-
gence rate. We will discuss this trade-off in more detail after presenting the linear rate in
the following section.

11



5 Condition Number-Independent Linear Convergence Rates

In this section, we improve the result in the previous section and establish a non-asymptotic,
condition number-free global linear convergence rate of the BFGS method when deployed
with the Armijo-Wolfe line search. As mentioned earlier, this result requires an additional
assumption that the objective function’s Hessian is also Lipschitz continuous. Our analysis
builds upon the methodology used to analyze global linear convergence rates in the previous
section, with a primary difference in the choice of the weight matrix: rather than using
P = LI, we use P = ∇2f(x∗) for proving our condition number-independent global linear
rate. As a result, in this section, the weighted initial matrix B̃0 is given by:

B̃0 = ∇2f(x∗)
− 1

2B0∇2f(x∗)
− 1

2 .

In the following proposition, we first provide a general global convergence bound with
an arbitrary initial Hessian approximation matrix B0 ∈ S

d
++. Later, we will specialize

Proposition 5.1 with the initialization B0 = LI and B0 = µI and obtain concrete global
linear convergence rates independent of the condition number.

Proposition 5.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 hold. Let {xk}k≥0 be the
iterates generated by the BFGS method, where the step size satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe con-
ditions in (4) and (5). Recall the definition of Ck in (7) and Ψ(·) in (8). For any initial
point x0 ∈ R

d and any initial Hessian approximation matrix B0 ∈ S
d
++, the following result

holds:
f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)e−
Ψ(B̃0)+3

∑k−1
i=0

Ci
k

)k

, ∀k ≥ 1.

Proof. Recall that we choose the weight matrix as P = ∇2f(x∗) throughout the proof.
Similar to the proof of Theorem 4.1, we start from the key inequality in (13), but we apply

different bounds on the q̂k and cos2(θ̂k)
m̂k

. Specifically, by using [JJM24, Lemma 5(b)], we

have ‖ŷi‖2
ŝ⊤i ŷi

≤ 1 + Ci for any i ≥ 0. Hence, we use (17) in Proposition 3.2 to obtain

k−1
∑

i=0

log
cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
≥ −Ψ(B̃0) +

k−1
∑

i=0

(

1− ‖ŷi‖2
ŝ⊤i ŷi

)

≥ −Ψ(B̃0)−
k−1
∑

i=0

Ci,

which further implies that

k−1
∏

i=0

cos2(θ̂i)

m̂i
≥ e−Ψ(B̃0)−

∑k−1
i=0 Ci . (21)

Moreover, since q̂k ≥ 2
(1+Ck)2

for any k ≥ 0 by using [JJM24, Lemma 4(b)], we get

k−1
∏

i=0

q̂i ≥
k−1
∏

i=0

2

(1 + Ci)2
≥ 2k

k−1
∏

i=0

e−2Ci = 2ke−2
∑k−1

i=0 Ci , (22)

12



where we use the inequality 1 + x ≤ ex for any x ≥ 0. Combining (22), (21), and (15) from
Proposition 3.1, we prove that

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤



1− α(1− β)

(

k−1
∏

i=0

q̂i
m̂i

cos2(θ̂i)

)

1
k





k

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)e−
Ψ(B̃0)+3

∑k−1
i=0

Ci
k

)k

.

This completes the proof.

Proposition 5.1 demonstrates that the convergence rate of BFGS with the Armijo-Wolfe
line search is influenced by Ψ(B̃0) and the sum

∑k−1
i=0 Ci. The first term Ψ(B̃0) is a constant

that depends on our choice of the initial Hessian approximation matrix B0. To establish
an upper bound on the second term

∑k−1
i=0 Ci, we will leverage the non-asymptotic global

linear convergence rate provided in Theorem 4.1. This analysis culminates in the following
theorem, which guarantees that BFGS with the Armijo-Wolfe line search, initialized with
any Hessian approximation matrix B0 ∈ S

d
++, achieves a linear convergence rate independent

of the condition number when the number of iterations is sufficiently large.

Theorem 5.2. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 hold. Let {xk}k≥0 be the iterates
generated by the BFGS method, where the step size satisfies the Armijo-Wolfe conditions in
(4) and (5). For any initial point x0 ∈ R

d and any initial Hessian approximation matrix
B0 ∈ S

d
++, when

k ≥ Ψ(B̃0) + 3C0Ψ(B̄0) +
9

α(1− β)
C0κ, (23)

we have
f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)

3

)k

. (24)

Proof. When we have k ≥ Ψ(B̃0) + 3
∑k−1

i=0 Ci, Proposition 5.1 implies that f(xk)−f(x∗)
f(x0)−f(x∗)

≤
(

1− 2α(1−β)
e

)k

≤
(

1− 2α(1−β)
3

)k

, which leads to the linear rate in (24). Hence, it is

sufficient to establish an upper bound on
∑k−1

i=0 Ci. Recall that Ci :=
M

µ
3
2

√

2(f(xi)− f(x∗))

defined in (7). We decompose the sum into two parts:
∑⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉−1

i=0 Ci and
∑k

i=⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉ Ci.
For the first part, note that since f(xi+1) ≤ f(xi) by Lemma 2.1, we also have Ci+1 ≤ Ci

for i ≥ 0. Hence, we have
∑⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉−1

i=0 Ci ≤ C0⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉ ≤ C0(Ψ(B̄0) + 1). Moreover, by
Theorem 4.1, when k ≥ Ψ(B̄0) we have

f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− e−
Ψ(B̄0)

k
2α(1 − β)

κ

)k

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)

eκ

)k

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)

3κ

)k

.

13



Hence, this further implies that

k
∑

i=⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉
Ci = C0

k
∑

i=⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉

√

f(xi)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤ C0

k
∑

i=⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉

(

1− 2α(1 − β)

3κ

)
i
2

≤ C0

∞
∑

i=1

(

1− 2α(1 − β)

3κ

)
i
2

≤ C0

(

3κ

α(1 − β)
− 1

)

,

where we used the fact that
∑∞

i=1(1− ρ)
i
2 =

√
1−ρ

1−√
1−ρ

=
√
1−ρ+1−ρ

ρ
≤ 2

ρ
− 1 for any ρ ∈ (0, 1).

Hence, by combining both inequalities, we have

k−1
∑

i=0

Ci =

⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉−1
∑

i=0

Ci +
k
∑

i=⌈Ψ(B̄0)⌉
Ci ≤ C0Ψ(B̄0) +

3C0κ

α(1− β)
.

Hence, this proves that (24) is satisfied when k ≥ Ψ(B̃0) + 3C0Ψ(B̄0) +
9C0κ

α(1−β) .

The result in Theorem 5.2 demonstrates that when the number of iterations meets the
condition k ≥ Ψ(B̃0) + 3C0Ψ(B̄0) +

9
α(1−β)C0κ, BFGS with the Armijo-Wolfe line search

achieves a condition number-independent linear convergence rate. The choice of the initial
matrix B0 is critical, as it directly influences the required number of iterations to achieve this
rate through B̃0 = ∇2f(x∗)−

1
2B0∇2f(x∗)−

1
2 and B̄0 = 1

L
B0. Specifically, different choices

of B0 lead to variations in Ψ(B̃0) + 3C0Ψ(B̄0), thereby affecting the number of iterations
needed to reach condition-free linear convergence. While it is possible to optimize the
choice of B0 to minimize the expression Ψ(B̃0) + 3C0Ψ(B̄0), in this paper we focus on two
practical initialization schemes: B0 = LI and B0 = µI. In the forthcoming corollaries, we
will present the specific convergence results derived from Theorem 5.2 using these initial
Hessian approximations.

Corollary 5.3 (B0 = LI). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 hold. Let {xk}k≥0

be the iterates generated by the BFGS method, where the step size satisfies the Armijo-
Wolfe conditions in (4) and (5). For any initial point x0 ∈ R

d and the initial Hessian
approximation matrix B0 = LI, when

k ≥ dκ+
9

α(1 − β)
C0κ,

we have
f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)

3

)k

. (25)

Proof. Since B0 = LI, we have B̄0 = 1
L
B0 = I and B̃0 = ∇2f(x∗)

− 1
2B0∇2f(x∗)

− 1
2 =

L∇2f(x∗)
−1. Thus, it holds that Ψ(B̄0) = Ψ(I) = 0. Moreover, by Assumptions 2.1 and
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2.2, we have 1
L
I � ∇2f(x∗)

−1 � 1
µ
I, which implies that I � B̃0 � κI. Thus, we further

have
Ψ(B̃0) ≤ Tr(κI)− d− logDet(I) = dκ− d ≤ dκ.

Combining these two results, the threshold in (23) can be bounded by Ψ(B̃0)+3C0Ψ(B̄0)+
9

α(1−β)C0κ ≤ dκ + 9
α(1−β)C0κ. Hence, by Theorem 5.2, the linear rate in (25) is achieved

when k ≥ dκ+ 9
α(1−β)C0κ.

Corollary 5.4 (B0 = µI). Let {xk}k≥0 be the iterates generated by the BFGS method with
inexact line search (4), (5) and suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 hold. For any
initial point x0 ∈ R

d and the initial Hessian approximation matrix B0 = µI, when

k ≥ (1 + 3C0)d log κ+
9

α(1− β)
C0κ,

we have that
f(xk)− f(x∗)
f(x0)− f(x∗)

≤
(

1− 2α(1 − β)

3

)k

. (26)

Proof. Since B0 = µI, we have B̄0 = 1
L
B0 = 1

κ
I and B̃0 = ∇2f(x∗)

− 1
2B0∇2f(x∗)

− 1
2 =

µ∇2f(x∗)
−1. Thus, it holds that Ψ(B̄0) = Ψ( 1

κ
I) = d

κ
− d+ d log κ ≤ d log κ. Moreover, by

Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, we have 1
κ
I � B̃0 � I. This implies that

Ψ(B̃0) = Tr(B̃0)− d− logDet(B̃0) ≤ Tr(I)− d− logDet(
1

κ
I) = d log κ.

Combining these two results, the threshold in (23) can be bounded by Ψ(B̃0)+3C0Ψ(B̄0)+
9

α(1−β)C0κ ≤ (1 + 3C0)d log κ + 9
α(1−β)C0κ. Hence, by Theorem 5.2, the linear rate in (26)

is satisfied when k ≥ (1 + 3C0)d log κ+ 9
α(1−β)C0κ.

As evident in the proofs of Corollaries 5.3 and 5.4, the choice of B0 = LI minimizes the
second term Ψ(B̄0), yet the first term Ψ(B̃0) can be as large as κd. On the other hand,
the choice of B0 = µI ensures that both Ψ(B̄0) and Ψ(B̄0) can be upper bounded by

d log κ. Thus, if the initial point satisfies C0 ≪ κ, or equivalently f(x0) − f(x∗) ≪ L2µ
M2 ,

then BFGS with B0 = µI requires fewer number of iterations to achieve the condition
number-independent linear convergence rate.

5.1 Discussions on the total iteration complexity

Using the two established linear convergence results in Theorems 4.1 and 5.2, we can charac-
terize the total number of iterations required for the BFGS method with the Armijo-Wolfe
line search to find a solution with function suboptimality less than ǫ. However, as discussed
above, the choice of the initial Hessian approximation B0 heavily influences the number of
iterations required to observe these rates. To simplify our discussion, we focus on the two
practical initialization schemes: B0 = LI and B0 = µI.
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(a) B0 = LI: In this case, the first linear convergence result established in Corollary 4.2
leads to a global complexity of O(κ log 1

ǫ
), which is on par with gradient descent. More-

over, the second result in Corollary 5.3 implies a complexity of O
(

(d+ C0)κ+ log 1
ǫ

)

,
where the first term represents the number of iterations required to attain the lin-
ear rate in (25), and the second term represents the additional number of iterations
needed to achieve the desired accuracy ǫ from the condition number-independent lin-
ear rate. Given these points, if we regard the line search parameters α and β as
absolute constants, the overall iteration complexity of BFGS with B0 = LI is given
by

O
(

min

{

κ log
1

ǫ
, (d+ C0)κ+ log

1

ǫ

})

.

(b) B0 = µI: Similarly, in this case, the first linear convergence result in Corollary 4.3
establishes a global complexity of O

(

d log κ+ κ log 1
ǫ

)

, where the first term represents
the number of iterations before the linear convergence rate in (20) begins, and the sec-
ond term arises from the linear rate itself. Additionally, following the same argument,
the second result in Corollary 5.4 indicates a complexity of O(C0d log κ+C0κ+log 1

ǫ
).

Given these points, the overall iteration complexity of BFGS with B0 = µI is given
by

O
(

min

{

d log κ+ κ log
1

ǫ
, C0d log κ+ C0κ+ log

1

ǫ

})

.

We remark that the comparison between these two complexity bounds depends on the
relative values of κ, d, C0, and ǫ, and neither is uniformly better than the other. It is worth
noting that for BFGS with B0 = LI, we achieve a complexity that is consistently superior
to the O

(

κ log 1
ǫ

)

complexity of gradient descent. Moreover, in scenarios where C0 = O(1)
and d ≪ κ, BFGS with B0 = µI could result in an iteration complexity of O

(

κ+ log 1
ǫ

)

,
which is much more favorable than that of gradient descent.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we analyzed the global non-asymptotic linear convergence rates of the BFGS
method when implemented with the Armijo-Wolfe line search. We demonstrated that for
an objective function that is µ-strongly convex and has an L-Lipschitz gradient, BFGS
achieves a global convergence rate of (1 − 1

κ
)k, where κ = L

µ
. Additionally, assuming

that the objective function’s Hessian is M -Lipschitz, we show that BFGS achieves a linear
convergence rate determined only by the line search parameters and independent of the
condition number. Both are global convergence results that hold for any initial point x0
and any initial Hessian approximation matrix B0 ∈ S

d
++, yet the choice of B0 influences

the number of iterations required to observe these rates. Specifically, when initialized with
B0 = LI, we demonstrate that BFGS with the Armijo-Wolfe line search achieves a total

iteration complexity of O
(

min{κ log 1
ǫ
, (d+ C0)κ+ log 1

ǫ
}
)

, where C0 =
M
√

f(x0)−f(x∗)

µ3/2

depends on the initial function suboptimality. Moreover, the initialization B0 = µI leads
to an iteration complexity of O

(

min{d log κ+ κ log 1
ǫ
, C0d log κ+C0κ+ log 1

ǫ
}
)

.
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