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Abstract

In this work, we study the iteration complexity of gradient methods minimizing the class
of uniformly convex regularized quadratic functions. We prove lower bounds on the functional
residual of the form Ω(N−2p/(p−2)), where p > 2 is the power of the regularization term, and N
is the number of calls to a first-order oracle. A special case of our problem class is p = 3, which
is the minimization of cubically regularized convex quadratic functions. It naturally appears as
a subproblem at each iteration of the cubic Newton method. The corresponding lower bound
for p = 3 becomes Ω(N−6). Our result matches the best-known upper bounds on this problem
class, rendering a sharp analysis of the minimization of uniformly convex regularized quadratic
functions. We also establish new lower bounds on minimizing the gradient norm within our
framework.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider regularized quadratic optimization problems of the following form, for
p ≥ 2:

min
x∈Rd

[

f(x) :=
1

2
x⊤Ax− b⊤x+

s

p
‖x‖p

]

, (1)

where A = A⊤ � 0 is a symmetric and positive semidefinite matrix, b ∈ R
d, and s > 0 is a

regularization parameter. The norm ‖ · ‖ is the standard Euclidean. We denote by L ≥ µ ≥ 0 the
largest and the smallest eigenvalues of the matrix: L = λmax(A), µ = λmin(A), which are important
parameters of our problem class.

The most popular example of problem (1) is when p = 2. In this case, the problem is strongly
convex, and a closed-form expression for the solution is given by

x⋆ =
(

A+ sI
)−1

b. (2)

In general, for arbitrary p ≥ 2, the problem is uniformly convex [29] and always has the unique
solution x⋆. However, for p > 2, we do not have an explicit expression for x⋆ using only a matrix
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inversion operation. In this case, the solution to (1) can be found by solving a univariate nonlinear
equation and employing matrix factorization techniques from computational linear algebra [8, 33].

In a large-scale setting, an alternative approach consists of applying first-order gradient methods
to (1). These methods typically have a low per-iteration complexity, with the main operation being
a computation of a matrix-vector product. However, they might require a significant number of
iterations to converge. Therefore, it is crucial to study worst-case bounds for the convergence rate
of these methods.

The first lower bounds on the number of oracle calls required to solve an optimization problem,
and the notion of problem class, were introduced in [27], initiating the development of the com-
plexity theory of optimization. Such results are important because they give information about the
fundamental difficulty of a given optimization problem, and, in the presence of an upper bound,
show how far it is from the optimal one. Complexity-theoretic results allow us to characterize how
much computational resources are required for minimizing functions from a particular problem
class.

For problem (1), the best-known convergence rate in terms of the functional residual was es-
tablished [35, 32] for the composite version of the Fast Gradient Method [28], which is, for p > 2
and s > 0:

O
(

1/N
2p
p−2

)

, (3)

whereN is the number of iterations of the method. Thus, we see that first-order methods can exploit
the uniform convexity of the problem and achieve faster rates of convergence than O(1/N2), which
is for minimizing a convex smooth objective (s = 0). It is widely known that the Fast Gradient
Method is optimal for the standard classes of convex and strongly convex functions with Lipschitz
continuous gradient [30], but it has remained an open question whether convergence rate (3) is the
best possible for first-order methods minimizing regularized quadratic functions of the form (1).

A line of work has focused on justifying complexity lower bounds for the function classes with
non-standard smoothness or convexity assumptions [25, 18, 1, 2, 9]. Lower bounds matching (3)
were recently proven for the classes of uniformly convex functions with Hölder continuous gradient
in [10]. However, the construction of this lower bound employs a smoothing technique, while the
target resisting function is not a regularized quadratic function of the form (1). It has therefore
been unknown whether rate (3) is tight for quadratic objectives.

Contributions. In this paper, we address this open question and establish the matching com-

plexity lower bound for first-order methods of Ω(1/N
2p
p−2 ), by proving the following theorem:

Theorem. Let p > 2, s > 0, and L > 0. For any first-order method running for N ≤ d−1
2

iterations, there is a function f of the form in (1) with λmax(A) = L such that

f(xN )− f⋆ ≥ Ω
(

L
s2/pN2

)
p

p−2
. (4)

The full theorem statement with proof can be found in Section 3.1. More general results
that apply broadly to our class of problems are proven in Section 2. Our result is continuous in
2 ≤ p ≤ +∞ and thus it also recovers the known complexity bounds for the class of smooth strongly
convex functions (p = 2) in Section 3.2, and convex functions (p = +∞) in Section 3.3.

Related work. Oracle lower bounds for the class of smooth convex functions frequently employ
quadratic functions in their constructions. A classic example is a lower bound of Ω

(

N−2
)

for
gradient methods minimizing smooth convex functions that is built by using a particular quadratic
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function with a tridiagonal matrix, and assuming that the iterates of the method remain within
the span of the observed gradients [30]. A similar construction can also be used to prove the
corresponding lower bound for smooth strongly convex functions. These rates are achieved by the
Fast Gradient Method [30, 28].

It is possible to avoid the assumption that the method produces iterates from the span of
previous queries, using the idea of a resisting oracle and constructing the worst-case quadratic
function adversarially [26]. Therefore, the same lower complexity bounds hold for even large fam-
ilies of first-order algorithms, including the composite gradient methods [30] and quasi-Newton
methods [34]. The framework developed in the lecture notes [26] has been adapted to analyze
regularized quadratic functions of the form given in (1) in an unpublished master’s thesis [3], and
this paper contains a shortened version of the proof.

An important example of a problem of form (1) is the subproblem of the cubically regularized
Newton method [17, 33, 5]. For minimizing a twice-differentiable function g, the next iteration of
the cubic Newton is chosen according to the rule

xk+1 := xk + argmin
z∈Rd

{

1
2z

⊤∇2g(xk)z +∇g(xk)
⊤z + s

3‖z‖3
}

, (5)

where s is the Lipschitz constant of ∇2g(xk). Thus, when ∇2g(xk) � 0, the subproblem in (5)
exactly corresponds to our class of functions (1) for p = 3.

Another interesting case is 2 ≤ p ≤ 3, which is related to subproblems of regularized Newton
methods that have been studied in [15, 16], and the case p = 4, which is important in the context
of high-order tensor methods [31].

In the previous work [4], the authors also considered cubically regularized quadratic functions,
allowing µ := λmin(A) < 0, i.e., non-convex problems. Note that due to the regularization term,
for p > 2, the non-convex problems with µ < 0 are still tractable and attain the global minima.
Therefore we can consider the complexity of finding it by the first-order methods. Lower bounds
corresponding to both linear and sublinear rates were derived in [4], by finding the correspondence
betweenthe global minimum of the original problem and to the minimum of an associated trust-
region problem. However, in our work, we assume that our function is always convex (µ ≥ 0), and
therefore we are able to derive tight rates, which are significantly better than the corresponding
ones for the general non-convex case.

A closely related and equivalent problem to the cubic Newton subproblem is the trust-region
subproblem [8, 12, 13, 14]. It corresponds to a constrained optimization problem on a quadratic,
where solution candidates are restricted to a closed ball of some given radius from the origin. Once
reformulated as a trust-region subproblem, it can be solved by further reformulating it as a sequence
of eigenvalue problems [20] or by solving a corresponding smooth, convex function [21]. The cubic
Newton subproblem can also be solved by formulating it as a linear system and applying iterative
solvers [5].

Another instance in which we see problems of the form described in (1) is the case of finding
the global minimizer of the ℓ2-regularized linear regression problem

min
w∈Rd

‖Xw − y‖2 + λ‖w‖p,

where X ∈ R
n×d is a given data matrix and y ∈ R

n is a given set of observations. This includes
higher degrees of regularization than ridge regression [19], where p = 2 but does not generalize
beyond the case where the number of training samples is equal to the dimensionality of the problem
n = d. The state-of-the-art methods are sketching algorithms [7, 23], and there are probabilistic
computational lower bounds for this problem [23].
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Notation. We denote by ‖v‖ the standard Euclidean norm of the vector v. For a matrix B, we
use the notation ‖B‖ for the spectral norm. We say that a matrix U is b-invariant, where b is a
given vector, if Ub = b. We denote the standard simplex by ∆d := {x ∈ R

d
≥0 : e⊤x = 1}, where

e is the vector of all ones. We denote the standard orthonormal basis by e1, . . . , ed, and by I the
identity matrix. Pn refers to the space of polynomials with degree ≤ n.

2 Lower Bounds

2.1 Trajectories of First-order Methods

In this section, let us study the trajectory of any first-order method when applied to our regular-
ized quadratic problem (1). We start with a formal notion of the first-order black-box oracle If ,
originating from [27]. For any given point, the oracle returns local information about the objective
function of the first order, which is the function value and the gradient vector:

If (x) =
{

f(x),∇f(x)
}

, x ∈ R
d.

Then, any first-order method M can be uniquely characterized by a sequence of mappings: M =
(M0,M1,M2, . . .). Each mapping Mk defines the next point xk+1 of the algorithm, given all
information known prior to the current iteration:

xk+1 := Mk

(

If (x0), If (x1), . . . , If (xk)
)

, k ≥ 0.

We assume that x0 = 0, and that the number of iterations N ≥ 1 is fixed. Then, without loss of
generality, we always assume that the last iterate xN is the result of the method when applied to
a particular objective f . For a fixed method M, we will design a resisting objective function from
our class (1), which will provide us with the lower bound for the performance of any first-order
method.

Let us introduce the following matrix:

A⋆ := A+ s‖x⋆‖p−2I, (6)

where x⋆ is the unique solution to our problem (1). Note that the first-order stationarity condition
provides us with the following expression for the solution:

x⋆ = A−1
⋆ b. (7)

An object that will be central to our analysis is the notion of the i-th order Krylov subspace

Ei(f), where i ≥ 0, which is associated with regularized quadratic functions of the form (1). We
define:

Ei(f) := span{b, A⋆b, A
2
⋆b, . . . , A

i−1
⋆ b}. (8)

Due to the structure of the matrix A⋆, it is easy to see that Ei(f) are equal to the standard Krylov
subspaces associated with matrix A and vector b. Thus, we have Ei(f) = span{b,Ab,A2b, . . . , Ai−1b}.

Note that the following inclusion clearly holds:

Ei(f) ⊆ Ei+1(f), i ≥ 0.

Moreover, if one of these inclusions is an equality (i.e., Ei(f) = Ei+1(f)), then so are the following.
This implies that the preceding inclusions are strict until we arrive at a subspace invariant to further
applications of A⋆. Hence, we obtain the following chain:

E0(f) ⊂ E1(f) ⊂ . . . ⊂ Eℓ(f) = Eℓ+1(f) = . . .

4



The dimension of the subspace at index ℓ where the following Krylov subspaces are equal is com-
monly referred to as the maximal dimension of the sequence of Krylov subspaces.

The classic Cayley-Hamilton theorem [22], implies that x⋆ = A−1
⋆ b can be represented in a

polynomial form: x⋆ = c0b + c1A⋆b + . . . + cd−1A
d−1
⋆ b, for some sequence of real coefficients

c0, . . . , cd−1 ∈ R. Therefore,
x⋆ = A−1

⋆ b ∈ Eℓ(f). (9)

We will construct an instance of problem (1), using the spectral representation

A = UΛU⊤, (10)

where Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λd), and U is an orthogonal matrix: UU⊤ = I. The matrix Λ is our fixed
parameter, while the matrix U will be constructed adversarially to ensure that the trajectory of the
method lies in the Krylov subspaces. This construction is classical, and it was developed initially
for quadratic problems in the works of Nemirovski [26], and adapted for analysis on functions of
form (1) in an unpublished master’s thesis [3]. For the sake of completeness, we provide proofs of
our statements in what follows.

For a fixed arbitrary r > 0 and a vector π ∈ ∆d from the standard simplex, we set

b := r(Λ + srp−2I)
√
π ∈ R

d, (11)

where
√
π ∈ R

d is the vector whose entries are square roots of the corresponding entries of π:
[
√
π ]i ≡

√
πi. This choice of b is justified by the following simple lemma.

Lemma 1. For any λ1, . . . , λd ≥ 0, r > 0, and π ∈ ∆d, let Λ := diag(λ1, . . . , λd), and b ∈ R
d be

chosen according to (11). Then, for an arbitrary orthogonal b-invariant matrix U , we have that the

solution x⋆ to the corresponding regularized quadratic problem is

x⋆ = rU
√
π, (12)

and, consequently,

‖x⋆‖ = r. (13)

Proof. Using the first-order stationarity condition and uniform convexity, we know that the solution
x⋆ to (1) is the unique solution of the following nonlinear equation,

Ax⋆ + s‖x⋆‖p−2x⋆ = b. (14)

Now, let us consider the vector

x̄ := (A+ srp−2I)−1b = U(Λ + srp−2I)−1U⊤b

(∗)
= U(Λ + srp−2I)−1b

(11)
= rU

√
π,

where we used in (∗) that U is b-invariant, thus U⊤b = b. Hence, ‖x̄‖2 = r2‖√π‖2 = r2, and we
conclude that x⋆ = x̄, which completes the proof.

Corollary 2. For any choice of the parameter r > 0, there exists a regularized quadratic function

from our family, such that ‖x⋆‖ = r.

Under suitable conditions, our choice of b implies that the associated Krylov subspaces are
strictly nested in one another until the Krylov subspace is of the d-th order (thus covering the
whole space). We formalize this notion in the following lemma:
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Lemma 3. Let λd > . . . > λ2 > λ1 ≥ 0. Then, for A = diag(λ1, . . . , λd) and b given by (11), we
have

E0(f) ⊂ E1(f) ⊂ . . . ⊂ Eℓ(f) = Eℓ+1(f) = . . . (15)

and

x⋆ ∈ Eℓ(f), (16)

where ℓ is the number of non-zero components in the vector b.

Proof. Consider the following Krylov matrix associated with a d-th order Krylov subspace:

Kd(f) = diag(b1, . . . , bd)V ∈ R
d×d,

where bi = r
√
πi(λi + srp−2) are the entries of the vector b, and V is the Vandermonde matrix:

V =











1 λ1 · · · λd−1
1

1 λ2 · · · λd−1
2

...
...

. . .
...

1 λd · · · λd−1
d











.

It is known that the Vandermonde matrix has full rank if λi 6= λj ,∀i, j. Clearly, diag(b1, . . . , bd)
has the rank equal to the number of non-zero components of b. Consequently, the rank of Kd(f)
is equal to the rank of diag(b1, . . . , bd), which we denote by ℓ. The d-th order Krylov subspace is
the column space of Kd(f), and as a result, we have dimEd(f) = ℓ. The whole chain in (15) now
follows from the fact that the dimension of every next Krylov subspace can be increased no more
than by one, and dim E0(f) = 0. Therefore, all Krylov subspaces of lower orders are strictly nested
within Eℓ(f), and the higher order subspaces are all equal.

Remark 4. Note that Lemma 3 extends to any matrix A = UΛU⊤ with orthogonal b-invariant
matrix U , due to the simple observation:

span{b, UΛU⊤b, . . . , (UΛU⊤)kb} = U span{b, Λb, . . . , Λkb}.

Therefore, under the same conditions, we have the strict inclusion of the Krylov subspaces for any

regularized quadratic, whose matrix A is of the form in (10) with b-invariant U .

The following lemma is the main tool of analyzing the trajectory of any first-order method when
applied to our regularized quadratic function.

Lemma 5. Let parameters p ≥ 2, s ≥ 0, λd > . . . > λ1 ≥ 0, r > 0, and π ∈ ∆d be fixed. Let ℓ
be the maximal dimension of the sequence of Krylov subspaces. For any method M that performs

N ≤ ℓ
2 iterations, there exists a regularized quadratic function from our family, such that the full

trajectory {xk}Nk=0 of the method when applied to f belongs to the Krylov subspaces:

xk ∈ E2k(f), 0 ≤ k ≤ N. (17)

Proof. We construct a sequence of functions f0, . . . , fN , each of the form

fk(x) := 1
2x

⊤Akx− b⊤x+ s
p
‖x‖p, (18)

where Ak = UkΛU
⊤
k , and {Uk}k≥0 is a sequence of orthogonal b-invariant matrices, generated in an

adversarial way in response to the iterations of the method. We start with U0 := I. Let us denote
by xk⋆ the solution to (18), which according to Lemma 1 has the following explicit representation:

xk⋆ = rUk

√
π.

6



Thus, all xk⋆ have the same length: ‖xk⋆‖ = r.
We are going to ensure the following key property: any pair of functions fk and fℓ for ℓ > k

are informationally indistinguishable by the first-order oracle during the first k iterations of the
method, i.e.,

fk(xi) = fℓ(xi) and ∇fk(xi) = ∇fℓ(xi), 0 ≤ i ≤ k, (19)

where {xi}ki=0 are iterations of M when applied to the function fk. In other words, the method
cannot recognize whether it runs on fk or on fℓ, ℓ > k, when performing the first k steps.

Let us verify by induction the following statement: for every 0 ≤ k ≤ N , we have

x0, . . . , xk ∈ E2k(fk). (20)

Then, we will choose f ≡ fN , and (17) will follow immediately.
Inclusion (20) trivially holds for k = 0, since we always choose x0 := 0, and, by definition,

E0 ≡ {0}. Now, assume that (20) holds for some k ≥ 0, and consider one step of our resisting
strategy.

Due to our assumption that k + 1 ≤ N ≤ ℓ/2, by Lemma 3 we have a strictly increasing
sub-chain of Krylov subspaces:

E2k(fk) ⊂ E2k+1(fk) ⊂ E2k+2(fk).

Let us build an orthogonal matrix H such that it is identical on E2k+1(fk): H|E2k+1(fk) ≡ I, and
xk+1 ∈ HE2k+2(fk). We can construct such a matrix explicitly, as follows. First, we choose an
orthonormal basis v1, . . . , v2k+1 ∈ R

d in E2k+1(fk) and complement it by a vector v2k+2 ∈ R
d to

have an orthonormal basis in E2k+2(fk). Consider the corresponding projector onto E2k+1(fk):

Π :=
2k+1
∑

i=1
viv

⊤
i .

Then, the vector xk+1 can be decomposed into a direct sum of two vectors: xk+1 = Πxk+1 ⊕ (I −
Π)xk+1. Let H ∈ R

d×d be a Householder reflection that sends the vector v2k+2 to y :=
(I−Π)xk+1

‖(I−Π)xk+1‖ ,
defined by the following formula:

H := I − 2ww⊤, where w :=
v2k+2−y

‖v2k+2−y‖ .

It is immediate to check that such H satisfies the required properties, and we set Uk+1 := HUk.
Let us verify that fk and fk+1 remain informationally indistinguishable for the first k iterates

of the method. Indeed, we have Ak+1 = HAkH
⊤, and due to our inductive assumption (20),

Ak+1xi ≡ Akxi, 0 ≤ i ≤ k.

Therefore, (19) is satisfied. It remains to check (20), which follows from the following representation:

E2(k+1)(fk+1) = HE2(k+1)(fk).

This completes the proof.

As a consequence, we can represent the result of the method, when applied to our constructed
function f in the following form:

xN = q(A⋆)b, (21)

where q ∈ P2N is a 2N -degree polynomial. This reduction allows us to state the following proposi-
tion, which is the main result used in the next section.

7



Proposition 6. Let M be a first-order method that performs N iterations. Let Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λd),
where λd > . . . > λ2 > λ1 ≥ 0, and b be given by (11), such that π ∈ ∆d. Then, for any p ≥ 2
and s ≥ 0, there exists a regularized convex quadratic function f of the form (1) with the given

parameters, such that the distance between the solution x⋆ to f and the result of the method xN ,

when applied to f , is bounded as:

‖xN − x⋆‖ ≥ min
q∈P2N

‖q(A⋆)b− x⋆‖. (22)

Proof. We divide the proof of this proposition into two cases. Let us first consider the case when
2N ≤ ℓ, where ℓ is the the maximal dimension of the sequence of Krylov subspaces. Then we use
Lemma 5 to create an instance of a regularized quadratic function f such that xN ∈ E2N (f). This
allows us to write xN = q(A⋆)b, for some q ∈ P2N . For this specific polynomial, we have

‖xN − x⋆‖ = ‖q(A⋆)b− x⋆‖,

and the statement follows from minimizing the right-hand side over the space of 2N -degree poly-
nomials.

Let us now consider the case 2N > ℓ. We already know that x⋆ ∈ Eℓ(f) by (9). We can therefore
select a 2N -degree polynomial q such that x⋆ = q(A⋆)b, and (22) becomes the trivial lower bound:

‖xN − x⋆‖ ≥ ‖q(A⋆)b− x⋆‖ ≡ 0,

which completes the proof.

2.2 Complexity Lower Bound

In this section, we use the fact that Lemma 1 leaves us a degree of freedom to choose the norm of
the solution ‖x⋆‖ for the construction. We assume that ‖x⋆‖ > 0, since we always start at x0 = 0,
and therefore if x⋆ = 0 the solution would be found in 0 iterations.

We use the following standard notion of uniform convexity [29]. We say that a differentiable
function f is uniformly convex of degree p ≥ 2 if there exists a constant σp > 0, such that

f(y) ≥ f(x) +∇f(x)⊤(y − x) +
σp

p
‖y − x‖p, ∀x, y ∈ R

d. (23)

Note that the power of the Euclidean norm, g(x) := s
p
‖x‖p, p ≥ 2, is uniformly convex with

constant (see, e.g., Lemma 2.5 in [11]):

σp = s22−p. (24)

As a consequence, our regularized quadratic objective (1) is uniformly convex with the same pa-
rameter (24). Substituting x := x⋆ into (23), we obtain the following useful bound on the functional
residual,

f(y)− f⋆ ≥ σp

p
‖y − x⋆‖p, ∀y ∈ R

d. (25)

A further useful consequence follows from minimizing both sides of (23) with respect to y (see (5)
of [11]):

f(x)− f⋆ ≤ p−1
p

(

1
σp

) 1
p−1‖∇f(x)‖

p
p−1 , ∀x ∈ R

d. (26)

In order to prove our lower bound, we will also need the following technical result, which
characterizes the solution to the problem of the best uniform polynomial approximation. We
provide it without the proof.
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Lemma 7. Let n ≥ 1, 0 < a ≤ b and c = b/a. Then

min
q∈Pn

max
a≤t≤b

|1− tq(t)| = Θ(c) := 2
[(√

c+1√
c−1

)n

−
(√

c−1√
c+1

)n]−1
. (27)

Moreover, there exist a finite grid a ≤ t1 < . . . < tn+1 ≤ b, and a set of coefficients π1, . . . , πn+1

from the standard simplex ∆n+1 such that

min
q∈Pn

n+1
∑

i=1
πi[1− tiq(ti)]

2 = [Θ(c)]2. (28)

Note that (27) is a classical result from the field of approximation theory [24, 6]. The problem
on the left-hand-side is equivalent to the normalized uniform approximation problem

min
u∈Pn+1

s.t.u(0)=1

max
a≤t≤b

|u(t)|,

and it is known that the solution to this problem is the polynomial u⋆(t) = Θ(c) · Tn

(

c+1− 2
a
t

c−1

)

,

where Tn is the Chebyshev polynomial of the first kind [24, 26, 4]. Equation (28) similarly follows
by the fact that the solution to (27) is given by Chebyshev polynomials. These have n+1 extrema
of the same magnitude in the given range, allowing us to represent the problem using a convex
combination of these n+1 points [24, 4]. See Lemma 4 of [4] for a complete proof of these results.

We are now in a position where we can prove a general complexity lower bound using our
construction on problems of the form (1):

Theorem 8. Let p ≥ 2, s > 0, 0 ≤ µ ≤ L and fix r > 0. For any first-order method running for

N ≤ d−1
2 iterations, there is a regularized quadratic function f such that ‖x⋆‖ = r, λmin(A) = µ,

λmax(A) = L, and

‖xN − x⋆‖ ≥ 2r exp
(

− 2N√
Q⋆−1

)

, (29)

where

Q⋆ := L+srp−2

µ+srp−2 ≥ 1,

is a modified condition number of the associated problem. Furthermore, the functional residual of

the last iteration satisfies the lower bound:

f(xN )− f⋆ ≥ 4s
p
rp exp

(

− 2pN√
Q⋆−1

)

, (30)

and the gradient norm is bounded as:

‖∇f(xN )‖ ≥ 2s
(p−1)(p−1)/p r

p−1 exp
(

− 2(p−1)N√
Q⋆−1

)

. (31)

Proof. Let M be a fixed first-order method running for N iterations, where 2N + 1 ≤ d. Further-
more, let A be of the form in (10), where µ = λ1 < λ2 < . . . < λd = L, and we construct U in
accordance with Lemma 5. This choice of U lets us represent the last iteration using a polynomial
in A⋆ = A + s‖x⋆‖p−2I = A + srp−2I, with eigenvalues λ∗

i = λi + srp−2. We continue defining b
as in (11), leaving us the choice of the coefficients πi and the eigenspectrum of A before we have a

9



fully-defined construction of a regularized quadratic function. Using Proposition 6 and Lemma 1
we get

‖xN − x⋆‖2 ≥ min
q∈P2N

‖q(A⋆)b− x⋆‖2

= min
q∈P2N

‖[q(A⋆)A⋆ − I]x⋆‖2

(12)
= min

q∈P2N

‖[q(A⋆)A⋆ − I]Ur
√
π‖2

= r2 min
q∈P2N

d
∑

i=1
πi[1− λ∗

i q(λ
∗
i )]

2,

(32)

which holds for any π ∈ ∆d on the standard simplex. Since the choice of π is arbitrary, we can
lower bound the resulting expression by a simplex of a smaller number of terms (cutting the index
off at i > 2N + 1):

‖xN − x⋆‖2 ≥ r2 min
q∈P2N

d
∑

i=1
πi[1− λ∗

i q(λ
∗
i )]

2 ≥ r2 min
q∈P2N

2N+1
∑

i=1
πi[1− λ∗

i q(λ
∗
i )]

2.

Now, we can simply use Lemma 7 with µ⋆ := µ+ srp−2, L⋆ := L+ srp−2, and Q⋆ := L⋆/µ⋆. Taking
the square root, we obtain the following bound:

‖xN − x⋆‖ ≥ r min
q∈P2N

max
µ⋆≤t≤L⋆

|1− tq(t)| = 2r

[

(√
Q⋆+1√
Q⋆−1

)2N
−

(√
Q⋆−1√
Q⋆+1

)2N
]−1

≥ 2r
(√

Q⋆−1√
Q⋆+1

)2N
≥ 2r exp

(

− 2N√
Q⋆−1

)

.

(33)

completing the first part of the theorem. The final part of the theorem now follows from the uniform
convexity inequalities, for the functional residual,

f(xN )− f⋆
(25),(24)

≥ s
p2p−2‖xN − x⋆‖p

(33)

≥ 4s
p
rp exp

(

− 2pN√
Q⋆−1

)

, (34)

and for the gradient norm:

‖∇f(xN )‖
p

p−1

(26),(24)

≥ p
p−1(s2

2−p)
1

p−1 (f(xN )− f⋆)
(34)

≥ (2s)
p

p−1

p−1 rp exp
(

− 2pN√
Q⋆−1

)

.

Remark 9. Note that setting µ = 0 and ensuring that Q⋆ ≥ 4, we obtain the following simplified

expressions for our lower bounds:

f(xN )− f⋆ ≥ 4srp

p
exp

(

− 4pN√
Q⋆

)

≥ 4srp

p
exp

(

−4pN
√

srp−2

L

)

, (35)

and

‖∇f(xN )‖ ≥ 2srp−1

(p−1)(p−1)/p exp

(

−4(p − 1)N
√

srp−2

L

)

. (36)
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3 Implications for Specific Classes of Functions

3.1 Uniformly Convex Functions

Throughout this section, we assume that p > 2 and s > 0. We can set the smallest eigenvalue
µ = λmin(A) to be 0. In this scenario, our function is uniformly convex (but not strongly convex).

Note that r > 0 is a free parameter of Theorem 8, which means that we can maximize the lower
bounds with respect to it. Let us look at the simplified expression of the lower bound provided
by (35). We denote

L(r) := rp exp

(

−4pN
√

srp−2

L

)

,

and consider its extremum values. The first-order optimality condition gives

L′(r) = prp−1 exp

(

−4pN
√

srp−2

L

)

[

1− 2N(p− 2)
√

s
L
r

p−2
2

]

= 0,

which, taking into account r > 0, implies that the optimum value is

r⋆ =

[

1
2N(p−2)

√

L
s

]
2

p−2

∝
[

L
sN2

]
1

p−2
.

This expression suggests the right choice for the value of r. Now, let us simply set

r :=
[

L
3sN2

] 1
p−2

. (37)

Then, for any N ≥ 1, it holds that 3srp−2 = L
N2 ≤ L. Thus, we ensure that Q⋆ =

L+srp−2

srp−2 ≥ 4 and
we can use the simplified bounds from Remark 9. Substituting our choice (37) into (35), we get

f(xN )− f⋆ ≥ 4s
p

[

L
3sN2

]
p

p−2
exp

(

−4pN

√

s
L

[

L
3sN2

]

)

=
[

L
s2/pN2

]
p

p−2 · 4
p
exp

(

− 4p√
3

)

,

and substituting it into (36), we obtain

‖∇f(xN )‖ ≥ 2s
(p−1)(p−1)/p

[

L
3sN2

]
p−1
p−2

exp

(

−4(p− 1)N

√

s
L

[

L
3sN2

]

)

=
[

L
s1/(p−1)N2

]
p−1
p−2 · 2

(p−1)(p−1)/p3(p−1)/(p−2) exp
(

−4(p−1)√
3

)

.

Therefore, we have established our main result on the lower bound of minimizing regularized
convex quadratic functions by first-order methods:

Theorem 10. Let p > 2, s > 0 and L > 0. For any first-order method that performs 1 ≤ N ≤ d−1
2

iterations, there exists a regularized quadratic function f with λmax(A) = L, such that the functional

residual is bounded as:

f(xN )− f⋆ = Ω

(

[

L
s2/pN2

]
p

p−2

)

. (38)

And for minimizing the gradient norm, we have the following lower bound:

‖∇f(xN )‖ = Ω

(

[

L
s1/(p−1)N2

]
p−1
p−2

)

. (39)
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Note that lower bound (38) for the functional residual is the same as it was established in [10]
for a general smooth uniformly convex functions, with a non-quadratic worst-case instance of the
resisting function. Therefore, our result confirms that regularized quadratic functions remain some
of the the most difficult objectives for the gradient methods.

Moreover, the convergence rate from (38) was established for the composite version of the
Fast Gradient Method [35, 32]. Therefore, our result shows that this rate is tight for regularized
quadratic objectives. It remains an interesting open question, whether it is possible to achieve the
corresponding bound (39) for minimizing the gradient norm.

3.2 Strongly Convex Functions

Now, let us demonstrate that our main Theorem 8 also allows us to recover the classical lower
bounds well-known in the literature. We set p = 2 to analyze the class of strongly convex functions
with Lipschitz continuous gradients. A direct consequence of Theorem 8 is the following statement.

Corollary 11. Let r > 0, s > 0, µ > 0, and L > µ. For any first-order method that performs 1 ≤
N ≤ d−1

2 iterations, there is a strongly convex quadratic function f with λmin(A) = µ, λmax(A) = L,
and ‖x⋆‖ = r, such that the functional residual of the last iteration is lower bounded by

f(xN )− f⋆ ≥ 2sr2 exp
(

− 4N

Q
1/2
⋆ −1

)

,

and

‖∇f(xN )‖ ≥ 2sr exp
(

− 2N

Q
1/2
⋆ −1

)

,

where r = ‖x⋆‖ and Q⋆ =
L+s
µ+s

is the modified condition number of f .

For s > 0, this bound is stronger than the classic bound for smooth strongly convex functions
as the numerator and denominator of our modified condition number have been shifted by the
regularization parameter s. One should note that when p = 2,

f(x) =
1

2
x⊤Ax− b⊤x+

s

p
‖x‖2 =

1

2
x⊤(A+ sI)x− b⊤x,

and problems of the form in (1) correspond directly to instances of quadratic functions. The theory
we present thus also recovers existing complexity results from the literature on smooth strongly
convex functions.

3.3 Convex Functions

Let us now consider a setting in which problems of the form in (1) are equivalent to instances of
the trust-region subproblem. For this section, we let s = 1

Dp , where D > 0 is a fixed parameter,
and consider what happens when p → +∞. Then the problem of the form in (1) is equivalent to

min
x∈Rd:
‖x‖≤D

[

f(x) =
1

2
x⊤Ax− b⊤x

]

,

and becomes an instance of a constrained optimization problem. The corresponding bound from
Theorem 10 is

f(xN )− f⋆ = Ω

(

[

LD2

N2

]
p

p−2

)

−→
p→+∞

Ω
(

LD2

N2

)

,
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which is the standard bound for minimizing smooth convex functions over the Euclidean ball. At
the same time, it is also known that the accelerated version of the projected gradient method [30]

achieves the convergence rate of O(LD
2

N2 ), which matches the lower bound. We conclude that our
theory appears consistent with existing results on this class of trust-region subproblems.

4 Discussion

In this paper, we present the oracle complexity for gradient methods minimizing the class of uni-
formly convex regularized quadratic functions. It contains a shortened version of a broader frame-
work adapted from a set of lecture notes by Arkadi Nemirovski [26], and developed in an unpublished
master’s thesis [3]. It covers both existing results for smooth and strongly convex functions and
establishes new rates for the classes of uniformly convex functions.

Our results confirm that quadratic functions constitute the main computational difficulty for
the first-order methods. At the same time, exploiting the uniform convexity of the problem, we
see that the rate can be significantly improved compared to purely convex rates. Thus, for the
case p = 3 (cubically regularized convex quadratic functions), the optimal rate becomes O(1/N6),
which is significantly better than the standard rate of the order O(1/N2).
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