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Abstract

We develop algorithms for the optimization of convex objectives that have Hölder continuous q-th
derivatives with respect to a p-norm by using a q-th order oracle, for p, q ≥ 1. We can also optimize
other structured functions. We do this by developing a non-Euclidean inexact accelerated proximal
point method that makes use of an inexact uniformly convex regularizer. We also provide nearly
matching lower bounds for any deterministic algorithm that interacts with the function via a local
oracle.

1. Introduction

In this work, we study the optimization of a general convex q-times differentiable function f whose
q-th derivative is (L, ν)-Hölder continuous with respect to ∥ · ∥p, for p ∈ [1,∞], that is,

∥∇qf(x)−∇qf(y)∥p∗ ≤ L∥x− y∥p for all x, y ∈ Rd, (1)

where p∗
def
= (1 − 1/p)−1, q ∈ Z+ and ν ∈ (0, 1]. In this case, we say f is q-th order (L, ν)-Hölder

smooth. We make use of an oracle that returns all derivatives of f at a point up to order q. We also
study the optimization of convex functions with a reduction to inexact p-norm ball optimization
oracles. That is, using an oracle to approximately minimizing the function in balls of fixed radius
with respecto to a p-norm, we minimize the function globally. The oracle can be implemented fast
for some functions with structure.

We note that [Bae09] was the first work to develop (unaccelerated) general high-order methods
under convexity and high-order smoothness, defined with respect to the Euclidean norm. [Nes21]
showed that choosing the right weight for the regularizer, the proximal subproblems appearing in
[Bae09] are convex. Previously, Monteiro and Svaiter [MS13] developed a general accelerated inex-
act proximal point algorithm, for which they achieved near optimal second-order oracle complexity
for convex functions with a Lipschitz Hessian with respect to the Euclidean norm. Building on
this framework, three works [GDG+19; BJL+19; JWZ19] independently achieved near optimal

. ∗Equal contribution.

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

08
98

7v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 1

3 
N

ov
 2

02
4

mailto:jcontrere@uc.cl
mailto:crguzmanp@mat.uc.cl
mailto:dmrubio@ing.uc3m.es


q-th order oracle complexity for high-order Euclidean smooth convex optimization. Later [KG22;
CHJ+22] concurrently achieved optimal q-th order oracle complexity, up to constants, by improving
over previous solutions by logarithmic factors, via two very different techniques. [SJM19] studied
the problem above in its full generality for functions with p-norm regularity, but they only solved
the case where p < q + 1, where q is the degree of the high-order oracle. Besides, their algo-
rithm requires solving two different regularized Taylor expansions of the function with different
regularization functions, and also a binary search per iteration.

In this work, we propose an inexact accelerated proximal point algorithm that, by making use
of an inexact uniformly convex regularizer and a q-th order oracle, it solves the problem for every
p, q ≥ 1, and does not need a binary search per iteration. We also provide lower bounds for any
deterministic algorithm that interacts with a local oracle of the function. The upper and lower
bounds match up to constant and logarithmic factors.

Regarding lower bounds, Arjevani, Shamir, and Shiff [ASS19] showed a lower bound for de-
terministic algorithms for convex functions with Lipschitz q-th derivatives with respect to the
Euclidean norm, by providing a hard function in the form of a (q+1)-degree polynomial, which af-
terward the algorithms mentioned proved to be optimal. Later and independently, [AH18] developed
some suboptimal lower bounds by an interesting technique consisting of compounding randomized
smoothing by repeated convolution of a hard convex Lipschitz instance resulting in a function with
Lipschitz high-order derivatives. In this spirit and inspired by them, [GKN+21] developed a nearly
optimal lower bound via applying randomized smoothing to a construction similar to the classical
Lipschitz instance consisting of a maximum of linear functions, but using the maximum of a variant
of these functions via applying several softmax. They achieve, up to logarithmic factors, the lower
bound in [ASS19], but they also provide lower bounds for highly parallel randomized algorithms,
and for quantum algorithms. To the best of our knowledge, before this work no lower bound was
developed for the non-Euclidean convex q-th order Hölder smooth case, except for q = 1.

In this work, in the spirit of [GKN+21], we construct lower bounds by composing a non-
Euclidean randomized smoothing with a hard Lipschitz instance built as the maximum of softmax
of an increasing sequence of linear functions. We firstly prove by the divergence theorem that if a
function f is G-Lipschitz with respect to a p-norm, then the function that at each point x evaluates
to the average of f in a p-norm ball of fixed radius is differentiable with Lipschitz gradient with
respect to ∥ · ∥p. Interestingly, our technique to construct a smoothing of a hard instance for
the convex Lipschitz case to obtain a hard instance for the convex high-order smooth case works
seamlessly for all values of p ∈ [1,∞], whereas all previous non-Euclidean smoothing techniques,
e.g. [GN15; Guz15; DG20], would only work for p ≥ 2. All existing lower bounds for smooth convex
optimization with respect to ∥ ·∥p, and p ∈ [1, 2) had come from intricate reductions based on high-
dimensional embeddings from the p = ∞ case, even for deterministic algorithms in the first-order
smooth case. In fact, it is known that the requirements for a local infimal convolution smoothing
kernel are unattainable for p ∈ [1, 2) without paying polynomial in the dimension factors (this is
implicit in e.g. [dGJ18, Example 5.1]). However, our combination of composing a local randomized
smoothing with the construction based on the softmax function circumvents this difficulty. We
believe this technique will simplify current non-Euclidean lower-bound analyses and will become
suitable for generalizations.

Concurrent independent work. We note that the concurrent work [ABJ+24], independently
showed primal convergence of an analogous accelerated non-Euclidean proximal algorithm. As op-
posed to them, we also introduced the notion of inexact uniformly convex regularizers and proved
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primal-dual convergence when we use such regularizers, as well as when we allow for the inexact
implementation of the proximal oracles. [ABJ+24] also apply their framework to the optimiza-
tion of non-Euclidean high-order smooth convex functions by exactly solving a regularized Taylor
expansion of the function. However, we studied the more general q-order ν-Hölder smooth case
with respect to a p-norm and established the optimal or near-optimal convergence, by inexactly
solving a regularized Taylor expansion, for all cases p ≥ 1, q ≥ 1, ν ∈ (0, 1], where the smooth case
corresponds to ν = 1. The analysis of [ABJ+24] is limited to p ≥ 2 and q + 1 ≤ p, .

2. Preliminaries

Throughout, we consider a finite-dimensional normed space (Rd, ∥ · ∥), endowed with an inner
product ⟨·, ·⟩. Importantly, we do not assume the norm is induced by the inner product. We will
primarily focus on the case ∥ · ∥ = ∥ · ∥p, where 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞.

Definition 1 (Young’s conjugate number) Given p ∈ [1,∞], we define its Young’s conjugate

as p∗
def
= (1 − 1/p)−1 so that 1

p +
1
p∗

= 1. For p = 1 it is p∗ = ∞ and vice versa. It is well known
that the dual norm of ∥ · ∥p is ∥ · ∥p∗.

Definition 2 (Enlarged subdifferential) Given a function f : Rd → R and δ ≥ 0, we define
the δ-enlarged subdifferential of f as

∂δf(y)
def
= {g ∈ Rd | f(z) ≥ f(y) + ⟨g, z − y⟩ − δ} for all z ∈ Rd.

We say any g ∈ ∂δf(y) is a δ-enlarged subgradient of f at y.

Definition 3 (Non-Euclidean Moreau envelope) Given a norm ∥·∥, and a parameter λ ≥ 0,
define the Moreau envelope of a convex, proper, and closed function f : Rn → R ∪ {+∞} as

Mλ(x)
def
= min

y∈Rn
{f(y) + 1

2λ
∥x− y∥2}, (2)

where for λ = 0 we define M0(x)
def
= f(x). Similarly, we define Prox λ(x)

def
= argminy∈Rn{f(y) +

1
2λ∥x− y∥

2} and proxλ(x) ∈ Proxλ(x) to be an arbitrary element. We omit subindices if λ is clear
from context.

We now present some properties of this envelope. The proof can be found in Appendix B.

Proposition 4 (Envelope properties) [↓] Using Definition 3 and letting x∗ be a minimizer of
f , the following holds:

1. If ∥ · ∥ = ∥ · ∥p, for p ∈ (1,∞), Prox(x) contains a single element. This may not be the case
for p = 1 or p =∞.

2. Mλ(x) is convex.

3. f(prox(x)) ≤Mλ(x) ≤ f(x). In particular, f(x∗) =M(x∗).
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4. Let hx(y)
def
= ∂x

∥x−y∥2
2λ be the subdifferential of ∥·−y∥2

2λ at x. Then ∂M(x) = conv{hx(z) : z ∈
Prox(x)}
and there is g ∈ hx(prox(x)) such that g ∈ ∂f(prox(x)).

5. For all y ∈ Rn and g ∈ hx(y), it is λ⟨g, y − x⟩ = ∥x − y∥2 = λ2∥g∥2∗. In particular, for any
g ∈ hx(prox(x)) ⊆ ∂M(x) we have ∥g∥∗ = 1

λ∥x− prox(x)∥.

6. For any λ1 > 0, λ2 ≥ 0, we have the following descent condition:

Mλ1(x)−Mλ2(proxλ1(x)) ≥
1

2λ1
∥x− proxλ1(x)∥

2.

Given a function class F and a set X , a local oracle is a functional, mapping (f, x) 7→ Of (x)
to a vector space, such that when queried with the same point x ∈ X for two different functions
f, g ∈ F that are equal in a neighborhood of x, it returns the same answer [NY83; Nem95]. An
example of such an oracle that we use for our upper bounds is a q-th order oracle, for q ∈ Z+.
Given the family F of functions that are q-times differentiable, the q-th order oracle is defined
as Of (x) = (f(x),∇f(x), . . . ,∇qf(x)). The main problem we study is the optimization of high-
order Hölder-smooth functions convex functions by making use of a q-order oracle. Similarly to
the definition of Hölder smoothness, we say a function is L-Lipschitz with respect to ∥ · ∥p if
|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ L∥x− y∥p. For a convex function that has (L, 1)-Hölder continuous first derivative
with respect to some norm, we simply say that the function is L-smooth with respect to that norm.

Definition 5 (Bregman divergence) Given a differentiable function ψ, we define the Bregman
divergence of ψ at x, y as

Dψ(x, y)
def
= ψ(x)− ψ(y)− ⟨∇ψ, x− y⟩.

We also introduce the following definition. Our algorithms make use of regularizers with the
property of inexact uniformly convexity, which we introduce in the following and which is key in
order to fully solve all cases of high-order smooth convex optimization.

Definition 6 (Uniform and inexact uniform convexity) Given µ > 0, σ ≥ 2, a differentiable
function ψ is said to be (µ, σ)-uniformly convex with respect to a norm ∥ · ∥, in a convex set X , if
for all x, y ∈ X we have

Dψ(x, y) ≥
µ

σ
∥x− y∥σ.

Similarly, ψ is δ-inexact uniformly convex in X if for all x, y ∈ X :

Dψ(x, y) ≥
µ

σ
∥x− y∥σ − δ.

for δ > 0, where now we allow for any σ > 0.

Uniformly convex functions with respect to some exponent are inexact uniformly convex functions
with respect to smaller exponents.

Lemma 7 Let ψ be a function that is (1, σ)-uniformly convex, σ ≥ 2. If 0 < s < σ, then ψ is also

(a
σ2

s(σ−s) s(σ−s)
σ )-inexact (s2a

σ
s , s)-uniformly convex for any a > 0.
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Note that although (µ, σ)-uniform convexity is a property that requires σ ≥ 2, our definition of
δ-inexact (µ, s)-uniform convexity, and the example provided in the previous lemma, allows for any
s > 0. Our algorithms work with inexact uniformly convex regularizers for s > 1.
Proof By using Young’s inequality with conjugate exponents σ/s > 1 and σ/(σ − s) > 1:

∥x− y∥s ≤ 1

a
σ
s σ/s

∥x− y∥σ + a
σ
σ−s

σ − s
σ

,

or equivalently we have 1 below

(s2a
σ
s )

1

s
∥x− y∥s − a(

σ
σ−s+

σ
s
) s(σ − s)

σ

1
≤ 1

σ
∥x− y∥σ

2
≤ Dψ(x, y),

where 2 holds by (1, σ)-uniform convexity of ψ. Simplifying the left hand side yields the statement.

We will make use of the following regularizers.

Fact 8 (Regularizers’ properties) If p ≥ 2, the regularizer ψ(x) = 1
p∥x−x0∥

p
p, is (2

− p(p−2)
p−1 ,m)-

uniformly convex regularizer with respect to ∥ · ∥p , and if p ≤ 2, ψ = 1
2(p−1)∥x − x0∥

2
p is (1,m)-

uniformly convex with respect to ∥ · ∥p, where m
def
= max{2, p}.

See [Zal83, Proposition 3.2] and [BCL94] for these facts, respectively.

Notation. In this work, we mostly use functions that are regular with respect to p-norms, and use
regularizers that are, possibly δ-inexact, (µ, r)-uniformly convex, and reserve the letters p, q, r, δ, µ

for this. We always use m
def
= max{2, p}. We denote 1A the event indicator that is 1 if A holds

true and 0 otherwise. We use Op(·) and Õ(·) as the big-O notation omitting, respectively, factors
depending on p and logarithmic factors.

3. Accelerated Inexact Proximal Point with an Inexact Uniformly
Convex Regularizer

In this section, we study an accelerated optimization method that interacts with a function f via an
inexact proximal oracle, in the spirit of the one by Monteiro and Svaiter [MS13], as in the following.

Inexact Proximal Oracle Given a function f , the oracle yk, vk ← Or(xk) returns an inexact
proximal point yk of the proximal problem miny{f(y)+ 1

rλk
∥y−xk∥r}, and an enlarged subgradient

vk ∈ ∂εkf(yk). Given σ, σ′ ∈ [0, 1/2), a norm ∥ · ∥, and exponent r, the requirement on the oracle is

∥vk − v̂k∥∗ ≤
σ

λk
∥xk − yk∥r−1 for some v̂k ∈ ∂y(−

1

rλk
∥y− xk∥r)(yk), and εk ≤

σ′

λk
∥xk − yk∥r. (3)

It is straightforward to check that an exact solution of the proximal problem satisfies the
properties in (3) for σ = σ′ = 0. We also have the following, by Proposition 4, Property 5 and
v̂k ∈ ∂(− 1

λkr
∥y − xk∥r)(yk) = ∥yk − xk∥r−2∂(− 1

2λk
∥y − xk∥2)(yk):

∥v̂k∥∗ =
1

λk
∥xk − yk∥r−1 and ⟨v̂k, yk − xk⟩ = −

1

λk
∥xk − yk∥r. (4)
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Algorithm 1 Non-Euclidean Accelerated Inexact Proximal Point with Inexact Uniformly Convex
Regularizer

Input: Convex function f with a minimizer at x∗. Regularizer ψ that is a δ-inexact (µ, r)-uniformly
convex function w.r.t. a norm ∥ · ∥, and r > 1. Inexactness constants σ, σ′.

1: z0 ← y0 ← x0; A0 ← 0; C ← µ
2

(
r∗(1−σ−σ′)

1+σr∗

)r−1

2: for k = 1 to T do
3: Ak = ak +Ak−1

4: ak = (Cr−1Ar−1
k λk)

1/r ⋄ r-degree equation on ak > 0.

5: xk ←
Ak−1

Ak
yk−1 +

ak
Ak
zk−1

6: yk, vk ← Or(xk) ⋄ Oracle satisfying (3)
7: zk ← argminz∈Rn{

∑k
i=1 ai⟨vi, z⟩+Dψ(z, x0)}

8: end for
9: return yT .

Making use of this oracle, we show the following convergence rate. In Section 4 we discuss how
to implement such an oracle in different settings.

Theorem 9 Let f : Rd → R be a convex function and let ψ be a δ-inexact (µ, r)-uniformly convex
regularizer w.r.t. a norm ∥ · ∥, for r > 1. Given some constants σ, σ′ and proximal parameters
λi > 0, the iterates yt of Algorithm 1 satisfy for any u ∈ Rd:

f(yt)− f(u) = Or

 Dψ(u, x0) + δt

µ
(∑t

k=1 λ
1/r
k

)r
 .

In particular, it holds for a minimizer u = x∗ of f , if it exists.

Proof Our algorithm makes use of a δ-inexact (µ, r)-uniformly convex regularizer with respect to

a norm ∥ · ∥, i.e. Dψ(x, y) ≥ µ
r ∥x−y∥

r− δ. Note that for convex h we have that ℓ(x)
def
= ψ(x)+h(x)

is also δ-inexact (µ, r)-uniformly convex and if z is a global minimizer of ℓ, then by the first-order
optimality condition, we have ℓ(x)− ℓ(z) ≥ Dℓ(x, z) ≥ µ

r ∥x− z∥
r − δ.

We use a primal-dual technique in the spirit of Nesterov’s estimate sequences [Nes04] and the
approximate duality gap technique of Diakonikolas and Orecchia [DO19] in order to naturally define

a Lyapunov function that allows to prove convergence. Given ai > 0, for i ≥ 1 and Ak
def
=
∑k

i=1 ai
to be chosen later, we define the following lower bound Lk on f(u), for all k ≥ 1:

Akf(u)
1
≥

k∑
i=1

aif(yi) +

k∑
i=1

ai⟨vi, u− yi⟩ − aiεi

2
≥

k∑
i=1

aif(yi) + min
z∈Rn

{
k∑
i=1

(ai⟨vi, z − yi⟩ − aiεi) +Dψ(z, x0)

}
−Dψ(u, x0)

3
=

k∑
i=1

aif(yi) +
k∑
i=1

(ai⟨vi, zk − yi⟩ − aiεi) +Dψ(zk, x0)−Dψ(u, x0)

def
= AkLk,

(5)
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where 1 holds because vi ∈ ∂εif(yi). In 2 , we added and subtracted the regularizer D(u, x0) and
took a minimum to remove the dependence of u in the lower bound (except for the term −Dψ(u, x0)
that is irrelevant for defining the algorithm, as it will become evident in a moment). Equality 3
simply uses that zk was defined as the argmin of that minimization problem. Since A0 = 0, we
define A0L0

def
= 0. We define the δ-inexact (µ, r)-uniformly convex function

ℓk(z)
def
=

k∑
i=1

(ai⟨vi, z − xi⟩ − aiεi) +Dψ(z, x0),

which is part of the bound above, and recall that its minimizer is zk. Now, if we define an upper
bound Uk ≥ f(yk) and we show that for some numbers Ek, the duality gap Gk

def
= Uk −Lk satisfies

AkGk −Ak−1Gk−1 ≤ Ek for all k > 1, and A1G1 −A0G0 = A1G1 ≤ Dψ(u, x0) + E1, (6)

then telescoping the inequalities above, we obtain the following convergence rate after T steps:

f(yT )− f(u) ≤ UT − LT = GT ≤
A1G1 +

∑T
i=2Ei

AT
≤
Dψ(u, x0) +

∑T
i=1Ei

AT
, (7)

We choose the upper bound Uk = f(yk). Thus, we have, for all k ≥ 1:

AkGk −Ak−1Gk−1 − 1{k=1}Dψ(u, x0)
1
= Ak−1(f(yk)− f(yk−1)) +����akf(yk)

�
���

���

−
k∑
i=1

aif(yi)−

(
k−1∑
i=1

(ai⟨vi, zk − yi⟩ − aiεi) +Dψ(zk, x0)

)
− ak⟨vk, zk − yk⟩+ akεk

�
���

���

+

k−1∑
i=1

aif(yi) +

(
k−1∑
i=1

(ai⟨vi, zk−1 − yi⟩ − aiεi) +Dψ(zk−1, x0)

)
2
≤ ⟨vk, Ak−1(yk − yk−1)− ak(±zk−1 + zk − yk)⟩ −

µ

r
∥zk−1 − zk∥r + δ +Akεk

3
= ⟨vk, Ak(yk − xk) + ak(zk−1 − zk)⟩ −

µ

r
∥zk−1 − zk∥r + δ +Akεk

4
≤ Ak⟨vk, yk − xk⟩+

ar∗k
µ1/(r−1)r∗

∥vk∥r∗∗ + δ +Akεk

5
≤ Ak⟨v̂k, yk − xk⟩+Ak∥vk − v̂k∥∗ · ∥yk − xk∥+

(
2

µ

) 1
r−1 1

r∗
ar∗k (∥v̂k∥r∗∗ + ∥vk − v̂k∥r∗∗ ) + δ +Akεk

6
≤

(
−Ak
λk

+
σAk
λk

+
a
r/(r−1)
k

λ
r/(r−1)
k

(
2

µ

) 1
r−1 1 + σr∗

r∗
+
σ′Ak
λk

)
∥yk − xk∥r + δ

7
≤ δ

def
= Ek.

Above, we wrote the definition of the gaps in 1 , we canceled some terms and we used the indicator
on the left hand side to handle the cases k = 1 and k > 1 at the same time. In 2 , we applied
the enlarged subgradient property on the first term, which gives an error of Ak−1εk that we group
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with the other akεk error, and we grouped the resulting expression with another term, and we
used that the terms in parentheses are ℓk−1(zk−1) − ℓk−1(zk). The inexact uniform convexity of
ℓk−1(·) and the fact that zk−1 is its minimizer implies the bound. In 3 , we used that by definition
of xk it is Akxk = Ak−1yk−1 + akzk−1. We had added and subtracted zk−1 to apply Hölder’s
and Young’s inequalities in 4 , namely ⟨v, u⟩ ≤ ∥v∥∗∥u∥ ≤ c

r∗
∥v∥r∗∗ + 1

cp∥u∥
r, with c = ak, and

where r∗
def
= (1 − 1/r)−1. In 5 , we added and subtracted some v̂k terms and use bounds to make

∥vk − v̂k∥∗ appear, and other terms that we can bound with something proportional to ∥yk − xk∥r.
For the second summand, after applying the triangular inequality we used the means inequality
a+b
2 ≤ (a

r∗+br∗
2 )1/r∗ , for r∗ > 1. In 6 we applied the inequalities of our oracle Or criterion for the

second and fourth terms and used (4) that yields equality for the first terms and ∥v̂k∥r∗∗ .

Let C
def
= µ

2

(
r∗(1−σ−σ′)

1+σr∗

)r−1
. It is enough to satisfy ark ≤ CAr−1

k λk to make 7 hold, and

then we define Ek as δ. We choose ak > 0 as large as possible, that is, ark = CAr−1
k λk. For

notational simplicity, let Dk
def
= Cλk. Then, since Ak = ak + Ak−1, we can express the equation as

â
r/(r−1)
k = âk + Âk−1, where âk

def
= akD

−1
k and Âk−1

def
= Ak−1D

−1
k . Now, using this expression and

Young’s inequality, we obtain

Â
1/r
k−1 = â

1/r
k (â

1/(r−1)
k − 1)1/r ≤

â
1/(r−1)
k

r∗
+
â
1/(r−1)
k − 1

r
= â

1/(r−1)
k − 1

r
,

which implies 1 below

âk + Âk−1

1
≥
(
Â

1/r
k−1 +

1

r

)r−1

+ Âk−1

2
≥
(
Â

1/r
k−1 +

1

r

)r
.

Above, 2 holds by Bernoulli’s inequality (1 − 1/x)r ≥ 1 − r/x for x, r > 1, since dividing by the

right hand side and simplifying gives r

Â
1/r
k−1r+1

+

(
1− 1

Â
1/r
k−1r+1

)r
≥ 1, where here x = Â

1/r
k−1r+1 > 1

Multiplying by Dk and taking an r-th root, we obtain

A
1/r
k = (ak +Ak−1)

1/r ≥ A1/r
k−1 +

1

r
D

1/r
k = A

1/r
k−1 +

1

r
C

1
rλ

1/r
k , (8)

and thus, A
1/r
k ≥ 1

rC
1
r
∑k

i=1 λ
1/r
i . Hence, we conclude by (7) that for any T ≥ 1, we have:

f(yT )− f(u) ≤
Dψ(u, x0) + δT

AT
≤
rr(Dψ(u, x0) + δT )

C
(∑T

i=1 λ
1/r
i

)r = Or

Dψ(u, x0) + δT

µ
(∑T

i=1 λ
1/r
i

)r
 .

3.1. Adaptive version

In this section, we present a generalized algorithm, where make use of a more general inexact
proximal oracle, that uses a guess for the proximal parameter. The purpose of this generalization,
inspired by the adaptive Euclidean analysis in [CHJ+22], is avoiding double dependencies in the
definition of the proximal parameter, that occur in some cases for Algorithm 1 when implementing
the oracle for high-order Hölder smooth functions via a q-th order oracle. We note that adaptivity
solely refers to adapting for the value of the proximal parameter λk, not for the Hölder constant L.
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Generalized Inexact Proximal Oracle Given a function f , the oracle ỹk, vk, λk ← Ôr(xk, λ̂k)
returns a proximal parameter λk, an inexact proximal point yk of the proximal problem miny{f(y)+
1
rλk
∥y − xk∥r}, and an enlarged subgradient vk ∈ ∂εkf(yk), possibly using λ̂k for these estimations.

Given σ, σ′ ∈ [0, 1/2), a norm ∥ · ∥ and exponent r, the output satisfies

∥vk − v̂k∥∗ ≤
σ

λk
∥xk − ỹk∥r−1 for some v̂k ∈ ∂y(−

1

rλk
∥y− xk∥r)(ỹk), and εk ≤

σ′

λk
∥xk − ỹk∥r. (9)

Note that for a convex function f , the points in argmin{f(y)+ 1
rλk
∥y−xk∥r} satisfy the properties

above. Recall that for any r ∈ [1,∞], we define r∗
def
= r

r−1 so that r−1
∗ + r−1 = 1. Then, we obtain

the following theorem for our generalized algorithm, whose proof can be found in Appendix A.

Algorithm 2 Non-Euclidean Adaptive Accelerated Proximal Point with Uniformly Convex Regu-
larizer

Input: Convex function f : Rd → R. Regularizer ψ that is (1, r)-uniformly convex function wrt a
norm ∥ · ∥. Initial λ̂0. Adjustment constant factor α > 1. Inexactness constants σ, σ′.

1: z0 ← y0 ← x0; A0 ← 0; C ← 1
2

(
r∗(1−σ−σ′)

1+σr∗

)r−1

2: ỹ1, v1, λ1 ← Ôr(x0, λ̂0); λ̂1 ← λ1
3: for k = 1 to T do
4: Âk = âk +Ak−1; âk = (CÂr−1

k λ̂k)
1/r ⋄ r-degree equation on âk > 0.

5: xk ← Ak−1

Âk
yk−1 +

âk
Âk
zk−1

6: if k > 1 then ỹk, vk, λk ← Ôr(xk, λ̂k) ⋄ Oracle satisfying (9)
7: γk ← min{λk/λ̂k, 1}; ak ← γkâk; Ak ← ak +Ak−1

8: yk ← argmin{f(ỹk), f(yk−1)} ⋄ Or yk ← (1−γk)Ak−1

Ak
yk−1 +

γkÂk
Ak

ỹk

9: zk ← argminz∈Rn{
∑k

i=1 ai⟨vi, z⟩+Dψ(z, x0)}
10: if λ̂t ≤ λt then λ̂t+1 ← αλ̂t else λ̂t+1 ← α−1λ̂t
11: end for
12: return yT .

Theorem 10 [↓] Let f : Rd → R be a convex function and let ψ be a (µ, r)-uniformly convex
regularizer w.r.t. a norm ∥ · ∥. Given some constants σ, σ′ and initial proximal parameter λ̂0 > 0,
every iterate yt of Algorithm 2 satisfies, for any u ∈ Rd:

f(yt)− f(u) = Or

(
Dψ(u, x0)

At

)
.

In particular, it holds for a minimizer u = x∗ of f , if it exists, in which case we also have:

Dψ(x
∗, x0) ≥

t∑
k=1

Âk∥ỹr − xk∥r
1− σ − σ′

2max{λ̂k, λk}
. and A

1/r
t ≥ C1/r

2r

∑
i∈Λ

(αri−2λ̂i)
1/r,

for some set of indices Λ and some numbers ri ≥ 0 satisfying
∑

i∈Λ ri =
t−1
2 .

9



The second statement allows for lower bounding Ak in different contexts, in order to characterize
the convergence of the method. We also note that above we could have used inexact uniformly
convex regularizers instead of exact ones but we used the latter for simplicity. Moreover, we note
that a similar statement as the second of the three results in the previous theorem can be made for
Algorithm 1 by slightly reducing the step size.

4. High-Order Smooth Convex or Structured Optimization

In this section, we use Algorithms 1 and 2 in order to optimize high-order Hölder smooth convex
functions with respect to p-norms by using a q-th order oracle. The main result of this section is
the following theorem. In Section 4.1, we also show convergence for structured functions for which
we can implement an inexact p-norm ball optimization oracle.

Theorem 11 [↓] Let f : Rd → R be a q-times differentiable convex function with a minimizer at
x∗ whose q-th derivative is (L, ν)-Hölder continuous w.r.t. ∥ · ∥p, p ∈ (1,∞). By making use of

Algorithm 1 or its generalized version Algorithm 2, initialized at x0 and defining Rp
def
= ∥x∗− x0∥p,

m
def
= max{2, p}, we obtain a point yT after T iterations, satisfying

f(yT )− f(x∗) = Oq+ν,p

(
LRq+νp T− (m+1)(q+ν)−m

m

)
,

Each iteration of the algorithm makes 1 query to a q-th order oracle of f .

In Section 5, we show that for convex functions with high-order smoothness, i.e., when ν = 1, our
bounds are nearly optimal for any algorithm that accesses f via a local oracle. We note that if
we use the alternative definition of yk in Line 8 of Algorithm 2, our algorithms do not require the
knowledge of the function’s 0-th order information.

Remark 12 The bound above also holds in the case p = 1 up to some log(d) factors, by noticing
that for p̂ = 1+log−1(d), we have ∥x∥p = Θ(∥x∥p̂), so we can work in the corresponding new p̂-norm
and the constants depending on p̂ in the bound above amount to O(log(d)) factors. Moreover, for
the case p = ∞, we can nearly match the lower bound by making use of an unaccelerated method
with convergence rate Oq+ν(LR

q+ν
p T−(q+ν−1)), as specified in Appendix C.

Before proving the theorem, we show in the following lemma how we can implement an inexact
proximal oracle using one call of the q-th order oracle by building the q-th order Taylor expansion
of f at one point.

Lemma 13 Under the conditions of Theorem 11, let fq(y;x)
def
=
∑q

i=0
1
i!∇

if(x)[y − x]⊗i be the

q-th-order Taylor expansion of f around x, and consider F (y)
def
= fq(y;xk)+

1
λ̂(q+ν)

∥y−xk∥q+ν , for

λ̂
def
= σ(q−1)!

2L . The tuple (yk, vk, λk)← (yk,∇f(yk), λ̂∥yk−xk∥r−q−ν) implements the oracle Ôr(xk, ·)
for εk = 0, if yk is an approximate critical point of F satisfying

∥∇fq(yk;xk)− v̂k∥ ≤
L

(q − 1)!
∥yk − xk∥q+ν−1,

for some v̂k ∈ ∂(− 1
λ̂(q+ν)

∥y − xk∥q+ν)(yk) = ∂(− 1
λkr
∥y − xk∥r)(yk).

10



Proof Firstly, we have ∥∇f(y)−∇fq(y;x)∥∗ ≤ L
(q−1)!∥y−x∥

q+ν−1, see [SJM19, Lemma 2.5]. Then,

for vk = ∇f(yk) and λk
def
= λ̂∥yk − xk∥r−q−ν = σ(q−1)!

2L ∥yk − xk∥r−q−ν we have

λk∥vk − v̂k∥∗ ≤ λk (∥∇f(yk)−∇fq(yk;xk)∥∗ + ∥∇fq(yk;xk)− v̂k∥∗)
1
≤ λk

L

(q − 1)!

(
∥yk − xk∥q+ν−1 + ∥yk − xk∥q+ν−1

)
= σ∥yk − xk∥r−1.

where 1 uses the bound above in [SJM19, Lemma 2.5] and the guarantee on yk.

Remark 14 The function F has a global minimizer, and thus at least one critical point. This is
due to F being a polynomial of degree q plus the (q + ν)-homogeneous term 1

λ̂(q+1)
∥y − xk∥q+ν and

so it is continuous and tends to +∞ in every direction. Finding an approximate critical point does
not require any further interaction with any oracle from f . Since f is convex, in the cases q = 1
and q = 2, its Taylor expansion, and thus F , is also convex.

We are now ready to prove the theorem.
Proof of Theorem 11.

Solving the case q + ν ≤ max{2, p}. Recall that we defined m
def
= max{p, 2}. We use the

regularizers in Fact 8. Depending on whether p > 2, one or the other of these two regularizers is
(Op(1),m)-uniformly convex with respect to ∥ · ∥p and therefore that regularizer is, by Lemma 7,
δ-inexact (µ, q + ν)-uniformly convex regularizer with respect to ∥ · ∥p, for some δ, µ that are a
function of a constant a, that we will determine later. We use such regularizer. Note that if p ≤ 2,
the restriction q+ ν ≤ m = max{2, p} = 2 along with q ≥ 1, ν ∈ (0, 1] implies q = 1. But for p > 2
we may still be working in greater order q > 1.

As established in Lemma 13, we can solve the inexact proximal problems in Algorithm 1 with a
single call of the q-th order oracle if we set r = q+ ν for the proximal parameter λk =

σ(q−1)!
2L . This

parameter λk, unlike for other cases, does not depend on yk. This fact avoids having to perform a
binary search or an adaptive guess on the value of the proximal parameter. Set σ = σ′ = 1/4 for
simplicity. Applying the results from the previous section, we obtain a convergence rate of

f(yT )− f(x∗) ≤ Op,r
(
L(Rmp + δT )

µT r

)
= Op,r

(
L∥x− x0∥mp

a
m
r T r

+ La
m
m−rT 1−r

)
,

where Rp = Θp(Dψ(x
∗, x0)

1/r) is the initial distance ∥x∗−x0∥p measured with the p-norm. But we
could also set it to an upper bound. The bound above is convex on a > 0. By taking derivatives

and finding a zero, the bound is found to be optimized at a value a = Op,r

(
R
rm−r

m
p T− r(m−r)

m2

)
.

Thus, if we make this choice of a, the convergence rate becomes:

f(yT )− f(x∗) = Op,r

(
LRrp

T
mr+r−m

m

)
= Op,r

(
LRq+νp

T
(m+1)(q+ν)−m

m

)
.

Our lower bounds were designed for ν = 1. In such a case this convergence rate matches our lower
bounds up to constants and log factors. Note that the step sizes ak depend on the constant a via
µ via the constant C.
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Solving the case q + ν > max{2, p}. We run Algorithm 2 with r = m = max{2, p} with
σ = σ′ = 1

4 for simplicity. From (12) we have that there is a set of iterates QT and some numbers
rk ≥ 0 such that

A
1/r
T ≥ Ĉ

∑
k∈QT

λ̂
1/r
k (α1/r)rk−2. (10)

for the constant Ĉ
def
= C1/r/(2r) where C is defined in Algorithm 2, and such that

∑
k∈QT rk = (T −

1)/2. For notational convenience, we use q̂
def
= q+ν. By Lemma 13, in the case of high-order methods,

we can implement the oracle with one call to the q-th order oracle for λ
r
r−q̂
k

def
= λ̂

r
r−q̂ ∥ỹk − xk∥r for

λ̂
def
= σ(q−1)!

2L . Thus, the analysis in Theorem 10 yields

Dψ(x
∗, x0) ≥

1− σ − σ′

2

∑
k∈QT

Ak∥ỹk − xk∥rλ̂−1
k =

1− σ − σ′

2
λ̂

r
r−q̂

∑
k∈QT

Akλ̂
q̂
r−q̂
k .

We will make use of the reverse Hölder inequality, with which is a common tool in analysis of
Monteiro-Svaiter acceleration. For s > 1 and positive numbers αi, βi, we have

∑
i

αiβi ≥

(∑
i

α
1/s
i

)s(∑
i

β
1/(1−s)
i

)1−s

.

We apply this inequality in 2 below, for s = q̂+rq̂−r
rq̂ > 1 where the inequality for s holds by the

assumption of this section q̂ = q + ν > max{2, p} = r. Also take into account that 1
1−s = rq̂

r−q̂ .
Thus, we obtain the following estimate

Ĉ−1A
1/r
t

1
≥
∑
k∈Qt

λ̂
1/r
k (α1/r)rk−2 =

∑
k∈Qt

(
As−1
k (α1/r)rk−2

)
(A1−s

k λ̂
1/r
k )

2
≥

∑
k∈Qt

A
1−1/s
k (α1/(rs))rk−2

s∑
k∈Qt

Atλ̂
q̂
r−q̂
k

1−s

3
≥

∑
k∈Qt

A
q̂−r

q̂+rq̂−r
k rkcα,s

s(
2Dψ(x

∗, x0)

1− σ − σ′
λ̂
− r
r−q̂

)1−s

(11)

where 1 uses (10). In 3 we used Lemma 15 with cα,s = α−2/(rs)min{1, 1
rs ln(α)}. Now by using

the notation Bk
def
= A

q̂−r
q̂+rq̂−r
k and

Γ
def
= Ĉ1/scα,s

(
2Dψ(x

∗, x0)

1− σ − σ′
λ̂
− r
r−q̂

) 1
s
−1

we have

B
q̂
q̂−r
t = A

1
rs
t ≥ Γ

∑
k∈Qt∩[t]

Bkrk for all t.
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and note that the exponent above on the left hand side is q̂
q̂−r > 1. Thus, we can use [CHJ+22,

Lemma 3] which yields

BT ≥

 q̂ − r + r2

q̂ + rq̂ − r
Γ
∑
k∈QT

rt


q̂−r
r

,

or equivalently

AT ≥
(
q̂ − r + r2

q̂ + rq̂ − r
Γ
T − 1

2

) q̂+rq̂−r
r

= Ωq̂,r

(
Dψ(x

∗, x0)
r−q̂
r λ̂−1T

q̂+rq̂−r
r

)
.

Note that above we took into account that α is a constant. The lower bound on AT and (7) yield
the convergence rate

f(yT )− f(x∗) = Oq̂,r

(
LRq̂p

T
(r+1)q̂−r

r

)
= Oq̂,r

(
LRq+νp

T
(m+1)(q+ν)−m

m

)
,

where Rp = Θp(Dψ(x
∗, x0)

1/r) is the initial distance to a minimizer measured with the p-norm, up
to constants, due to our choice of regularizer. Our lower bounds apply to the case ν = 1, they
match up to constants and logarithmic factors.

Lemma 15 For a > 1 and b ≥ 0, we have ab−2 ≥ a−2min{1, ln(a)}b.

Proof It holds at b = 0. Taking derivatives with respect to b, it is clear that the derivative of the
left hand side is greater than the one of the right hand side for all b ≥ 0.

4.1. Ball optimization oracle

For a function f for which we can implement the oracle in (9) while satisfying ∥xk − ỹk∥p ≥ ρ, for
some constant ρ, we can obtain faster rates. This is the case for instance for a function f that is
quasi-self concordant with respect to a p-norm, cf. [CJJ+20]. In such a case, we have that the
Hessian of f is stable in a p-norm ball of some radius ρ and any center x, that is, there exists a
constant c such that c−1∇2f(y) ≼ ∇2f(x) ≼ c∇2f(y), for all y satisfying ∥x − y∥p ≤ r. Under
this assumption f can be approximated fast in such p-norm ball by solving some linear systems
with the Hessian at the center of the ball, since by Hessian stability, if we transform the space by
x→ (∇2f(x))−1x, we obtain a smooth and strongly convex function with O(1) condition number.
As an example, for the ℓ∞-regression problem, [CJJ+20, Section 4.2] proved that a smoothed
version of the objective –whose optimization is enough for approximating the solution– satisfies
quasi-self-concordance with respect to the ℓ∞-norm. Thus, for certain radius ρ, one can implement
a ball optimization oracle of radius ρ for any p ∈ [2,∞], by using a few linear system solves, while
only p = 2 was exploited in [CJJ+20]. That is to say, we can implement an oracle like (9), for
∥xk− ỹk∥ = Ω(ρ). This results in a trade-off where a p-norm for greater p may give a smaller initial
distance versus a slower convergence rate dependence on the problem parameters.

Indeed, analogously to the case q+ ν > max{2, p} in the proof of Theorem 11, we have that by
Theorem 10:

Dψ(x
∗, x0) = Ω

1− σ − σ′

2

∑
k∈Qt

Akρ
rλ̂−1
k

 ,
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and thus, using the same as (11) where the reverse Hölder’s inequality is applied for s = 1+r
r > 1,

we obtain

ĈA
1/r
t = Ωr


∑
k∈Qt

A
1
r+1

k rk

 r+1
r

ρDψ(x
∗, x0)

−1/r

 .

Taking a power of r
r+1 and using Bk

def
= A

1
r+1

k we obtain

Bt = Ωr

ρ r
r+1Dψ(x

∗, x0)
− 1
r+1

∑
k∈Qt

Bkrk

 for all t.

Thus, by [CHJ+22, Lemma 3], and the fact that for our regularizers it is Rp = Θp(Dψ(x
∗, x0)

1/r),

we obtain BT ≥ exp
(
Ωr

(
T (ρ/Rp)

r
r+1 + log(A1)

))
. Note that by (6) and the fact that Ei ≤ 0, it is

enough to obtain AT ≥
Dψ(x

∗,x0)
ε in order to reach an ε-minimizer. Hence, there is a T = Θ̃r(

Rp
ρ )

r
r+1

such that after at most that number of iterations, we find an ε-minimizer.

5. Lower bounds

In this section, we establish lower bounds for a general deterministic algorithm aimed at minimizing
a convex function that is q-times differentiable and has (L, ν)-Hölder continuous q-derivatives with
respect to the ∥ · ∥p norm, where p ∈ [1,+∞]. In particular, we prove the following.

Theorem 16 [↓] Let p ≥ 1 and m = max{2, p}. Then, for all accuracy ε > 0, initial distance
Rp > 0 and Lipschitz constant L > 0, and for any deterministic algorithm A querying a local oracle,
there exists a function g : Rd → R that is q-times differentiable with L-Lipschitz q-th derivatives

with respect to ∥ · ∥p such that the algorithm must make Ω̃q(
(
LRq+1

p

ε

) m
mq+q+1

) queries to the local

oracle to reach an ε-optimal solution. Moreover, when p = ∞, the algorithm must make at least

Ω̃q(
(
LRq+1

p

ε

) 1
q
) queries to the local oracle.

We observe that for p = 2 we recover the bound Ω(ε
− 2

3q+1 ) for the Euclidean setting in [ASS19;

GKN+21], up to logarithmic factors. Moreover, for q = 1 and p ≥ 2, we recover the bound Ω̃(ε
− p
p+1 )

determined in [GN15; DG20]. When p =∞ our lower bound is Ω̃q(ε
−1/q) that in the case q = 1 was

established in [GN15]. Interestingly, our proof is the first to establish lower complexity bounds on
the smooth ℓp-setting for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, without resorting on high-dimensional embedding reductions
[GN15], making these proofs arguably more constructive.

Our construction builds upon the approach in [GKN+21], combining randomized smoothing,
similar to that proposed in [AH18], with a modified, truncated softmax version of the classical
hard instance function from [NY83]. Randomized smoothing enables the approximation of a non-
smooth function by one with Lipschitz continuous higher-order derivatives, which was not possible
by previous approaches based on infimal-convolution smoothing [GN15]. Meanwhile, the truncated
softmax function maintains the convexity and smoothness necessary for the lower-bound analysis
while allowing one term of the hard instance to dominate in specific regions. This controlled
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dominance is used to gradually reveal information from the instance, effectively establishing the
lower bounds in a stepwise manner.

We generalize the results of [GKN+21] to accommodate general ℓp norms by noting that the
properties of the truncated softmax operator hold in a broader context than previously stated in
[GKN+21, Lemmas 2 & 3] (see Lemma 18). For the randomized smoothing technique, we derive
new bounds on the Lipschitz and smoothness constants of the smoothing operation using a novel
application of the divergence theorem, allowing for tighter control over the smoothing properties
(see Lemma 17). Additionally, we estimate the Lipschitz constant of the smoothed function in
Lemma 19 and we lower bound the optimality gap distinguishing the cases p ≥ 2 and 1 ≤ p < 2
in Lemma 20, which is essentially inherited from the different hard instances for the Lipschitz case
before the smoothing [NY83].

5.1. Randomized smoothing

In what follows, let ν(S) be the uniform distribution on a set S ⊆ Rd. Given a function f : Rd 7→ R,
we define its randomized smoothing

Sβ[f ](x)
def
= Ev∼ν(Bpβ)

[f(x+ v)],

where Bp
β ⊂ Rd is the ℓp ball of center 0 and radius β. For a given β > 0, define

S(q)β [f ]
def
= (Sβ/2q ◦ Sβ/2q−1 ◦ · · · ◦ Sβ/2)(f).

The following lemma briefs the main properties of our randomized smoothing.

Lemma 17 Assume that f : Rd → R is G-Lipschitz w.r.t. ∥ · ∥p. Then,

1. Sβ[f ] is G-Lipschitz and β−1dG-smooth w.r.t ∥ · ∥p.

2. S(q)β [f ] is q-times differentiable and ∇iS(q)β [f ] is Li-Lipschitz in an ℓp ball of radius β/2q with

Li ≤ di2i(i+1)/2

βi
G, for i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , q}.

3. |S(q)β [f ](x)− f(x)| ≤ βG.

4. If f is a convex function, then S(q)β [f ] is also a convex function.

5. The value S(q)β [f ](x) only depends on the values of f within the ℓp ball of radius (1 − 2−q)β
and center x.

Proof

1. Let X = Bp
β. The Lipschitzness is a direct consequence of the smoothing as an averaging

and f being G-Lipschitz. For the smoothness, we first note that we have ∇Sβ[f ](x) =
vol(∂X )
vol(X ) Ev∼ν(∂X )[f(x+ βv)wv], where wv is defined as an outward ∥ · ∥2 unit vector normal to
∂X . In our case this vector will be unique except possibly for a set of measure zero, and so
the selection in this set does not affect the value of the expectation.
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Then, recalling that p∗ = (1− 1/p)−1, and assuming f is G-Lipschitz w.r.t. ∥ · ∥p, we have

∥∇Sβ[f ](x)−∇Sβ[f ](y)∥p∗ =
vol(∂X )
vol(X )

∥Ev∼ν(∂X )[f(x+ v)wv − f(y + v)wv]∥p∗

≤ vol(∂X )
vol(X )

Ev∼ν(∂X )[|f(x+ v)− f(y + v)|∥wv∥p∗ ]

≤ G∥x− y∥p
vol(∂X )
vol(X )

Ev∼ν(∂X )[∥wv∥p∗ ].

Recall that X = Bp
β, therefore maxx∈X ∥x∥p = β. We also have vol(∂X )

vol(X ) Ev∼ν(∂X )[∥wv∥p∗ ] =
β−1d. Indeed, for p ∈ (1,∞), by taking the gradient of ∥v∥pp and normalizing we can compute

wv =
1√∑d

i=1 |vi|2p−2

(sign(v1)|v1|p−1, . . . , sign(v1)|vd|p−1)

and thus

∥wv∥p∗ =
∥v∥p−1

p√∑d
i=1 |vi|2p−2

=
∥v∥p−1

p

∥v∥p−1
2p−2

.

By the divergence theorem on the identity function ϕ(v) = v and on X and by denoting µp
the uniform probability measure on ∂X , we have

d vol(X ) =
∫
X

d∑
i=1

∂ϕ(v)

∂vi
dV (v) = vol(∂X )

∫
∂X
⟨v, wv⟩dµp(v) = vol(∂X )

∫
∂X

∥v∥pp
∥v∥p−1

2p−2

dµp(v)

= vol(∂X )β
∫
∂X

∥v∥p−1
p

∥v∥p−1
2p−2

dµp(v) = vol(∂X )βEv∼ν(∂X )[∥wv∥p∗ ].

So we obtain the result. For p = 1 one can see that Ev∼ν(∂X )[∥wv∥p∗ ] = d−1/2 and vol(∂X )
vol(X ) =

β−1d3/2. Similarly, for p =∞ it is Ev∼ν(∂X )[∥wv∥p∗ ] = 1 and vol(∂X )
vol(X ) = β−1d. So in any case,

we have vol(∂X )
vol(X ) Ev∼ν(∂X )[∥wv∥p∗ ] = β−1d.

2. It can be argued by induction similarly to [AH18, Corollary 2.4] but using the previous part.

We can prove the result by induction on q. We have the statement for q = 0 since the Lips-
chitzness of a function is preserved after smoothing. Let v1, . . . , vq be arbitrary unit vectors

with respect to ∥ · ∥p, and let Gi =
di2i(i+1)/2

βi
G. If the result holds for q − 1, we have that

Sβ/2q∇q−1S(q−1)[f ](x)[v1, . . . , vq−1] is differentiable and its differential is∇qS(q)β [f ](x)[v1, . . . , vq−1],
by commutativity of the smoothing and differential operator, hence by the first part it is Lip-
schitz w.r.t ∥ · ∥p with constant d2q

β Gq−1 = Gq. Similarly, for i < q, by the commutativity of

the operators again, we have that ∇iS(q)β [f ](x)[v1, . . . , vi] = Sβ/2q∇iS(q−1)[f ](x)[v1, . . . , vi],
and we know that the right hand side is Gi Lipschitz by induction hypothesis and the fact
that Sβ/2q preserves the Lipschitzness.

3. By Lipschitzness of f , |S(q)β [f ](x)− f(x)| ≤ maxx∈X ∥x∥pG = βG.
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4. This is a direct consequence of the convexity of f and the smoothing as an averaging.

5. By expanding the expectations in the definition of S(q)β , we get that S(q)β [f ](x) = Ey∼µx [f ](y)

where µx is a distribution supported in Bp
(1−2−q)β(x).

5.2. Hard instance construction

For x ∈ Rd, and n ≤ d, define, respectively, the softmax and partial softmax as

smaxµ(x)
def
= µ ln

( d∑
i=1

exp(xi/µ)
)
, smax≤nµ (x)

def
= µ ln

( n∑
i=1

exp(xi/µ)
)
.

Lemma 18 The following properties hold

(a) smaxµ is 1-Lipschitz w.r.t. ∥ · ∥∞.

(b) ∇q smaxµ(x) is Lq-Lipschitz (w.r.t. ∥ · ∥∞), and Lq :=
(

q+1
ln(q+2)

)q+1
q!
µq .

(c) Let x ∈ Rd and n < d. If 1
µ [smaxµ(x)− smax≤nµ (x)] = δ < 1 then

∥∇ smaxµ(x)−∇ smax≤nµ (x)∥1 ≤ 4δ.

See [Bec17, Example 5.15], [Bul20, Theorem 7], and [GKN+21, Lemma 3], respectively, where some
properties were only stated in the original sources with respect to ∥ · ∥2 but the same proof works
in general with our norms above. For [GKN+21, Lemma 3], inequality (43) in the reference holds
now with equality.

Setting Our construction of the hard function family combines the maximum of several partial
softmax smoothings with the high-order convolutional smoothing described above. We proceed
with the details below.

Fix k ∈ N and recall that we set m := max{p, 2}. We define the parameters

d ≥ 8k1+1/m, γ ≤ 1

4k1+1/m
, α = q +

m

m+ 1

for p ∈ [1,∞). In the case p = ∞, we use d ≥ 8k, γ ≤ 1
4k , and α = q + 1. Define in addition

β = γ
ln d and µ = γ

4α ln d .
Fix a sequence {vj}j∈[d] of orthogonal vectors such that ∥vj∥p∗ ≤ 1 for every j ∈ [d]. Define

also a sequences of signs ξ ∈ {−1, 1}d. For i = 1, . . . , k define the functions fi : R
d 7→ R by

fi(x)
def
= smax≤iµ ((ξj⟨vj , x⟩+ (k − j)γ)j∈[d]) + µ(k + 1− i)d−α,

Finally, define

h(x)
def
= max

i∈[k]
fi(x), g(x)

def
= S(q)β [h](x).

The following lemma establishes the Lipschitzness of the hard function g.
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Lemma 19 For any choice of orthogonal vectors (vj)j∈[d] with ∥vj∥p∗ ≤ 1 and signs (ξj)j∈[d], the

function g is convex, q-times differentiable and ∇qg(x) is Lq-Lipschitz with Lq = Õq(k
m+1
m

q(ln k1+1/m)q)

if p ∈ [1,∞), and Lq = Õq(k
q(ln k)q) if p =∞.

Proof Each fi is an instance of softmax up to a translation. Therefore, the high-order Lipschitzness
and convexity properties of smaxµ in Lemma 18 also apply to fi, and thus fi is convex, q-times
differentiable with Oq (µ

−q)-Lipschitz q-th derivatives, regardless of the choices of ξi. The function

h is also convex, since it is a maximum of convex functions. Since the smoothing operator S(q)β

consists of an average of convex functions, the function g = S(q)β [h] is also convex.

Let x ∈ Rd. Let j ∈ [k] be the minimum number such that there is a point ω ∈ Bp
β(x) for

which h(ω) = fj(ω). For every z ∈ Bp
β(x), h(z) = fj(z) + maxi≥j {fi(z)− fj(z)}. The term fj(z)

is smooth in the ball whereas the term maxi≥j {fi(z)− fj(z)} may not be smooth. If all points
z ∈ Bp

β(x) satisfy h(z) = fj(z), then the nonsmooth term is 0 and so h is as smooth as fj , and the

i-th derivative of g = S(q)β [h] enjoys the same Lipschitzness as the i-th derivative of fj by Lemma 17.

We show that the nonsmooth term has a small Lipschitz constant in Bp
β(x), which will be later

used in conjunction with Lemma 17 to conclude. We can now assume that the non-smooth term is
nonzero at some point in Bp

β(x). Towards this let x
′ ∈ Bp

β(x), and I(x
′) = {i ∈ [k] | h (x′) = fi (x

′)}.
The set of subgradients of the nonsmooth term at x′ is the convex hull of {∇ (fi − fj) (x′)}i∈I(x′).
So if we show that for an arbitrary i ∈ I (x′) , ∥∇ (fi − fj) (x′) ∥p∗ ≤ L, then we know that the
nonsmooth part is L-Lipschitz at x′. If i = j, then the gradient is zero. Let us take an i ̸= j (since
j is the smallest, in fact i > j). By convexity of the ball and the continuity of fi and fj , there
must be a point y in Bp

β(x) for which h(y) = fi(y) = fj(y). Note that x′ ∈ Bp
2β(y). The statement

fi(y) = fj(y) translates to 1 below

(i− j)d−α
1
=

smax≤iµ ((ξℓ⟨vℓ, y⟩+ (k − ℓ)γ)ℓ∈[d])− smax≤jµ ((ξℓ⟨vℓ, y⟩+ (k − ℓ)γ)ℓ∈[d])
µ

= ln

∑i
ℓ=1 exp

(
ξℓ⟨vℓ,y⟩+(k−ℓ)γ

µ

)
∑j

ℓ=1 exp
(
ξℓ⟨vℓ,y⟩+(k−ℓ)γ

µ

)
 = ln

1 +

∑i
ℓ=j+1 exp

(
ξℓ⟨vℓ,y⟩+(k−ℓ)γ

µ

)
∑j

ℓ=1 exp
(
ξℓ⟨vℓ,y⟩+(k−ℓ)γ

µ

)


2
≥ e−4β/µ ln

1 +
e2β/µ

∑i
ℓ=j+1 exp

(
ξℓ⟨vℓ,y⟩+(k−ℓ)γ

µ

)
e−2β/µ

∑j
ℓ=1 exp

(
ξℓ⟨vℓ,y⟩+(k−ℓ)γ

µ

)


3
≥ e−4β/µ

smax≤iµ ((ξℓ⟨vℓ, x′⟩+ (k − ℓ)γ)ℓ∈[d])− smax≤jµ̄
(
(ξℓ⟨vℓ, x′⟩+ (k − ℓ)γ)ℓ∈[d]

)
µ

4
= e−4β/µ

(
fi(x

′)− fj(x′) + (i− j)d−α
)
,

where 2 holds since for all c > 0, it is ln(1+c) ≥ e−4β/µ ln(1+e4β/µc) and 3 is due to |x′ℓ−yℓ| ≤ 2β
which for any ℓ is implied by the fact that ∥x′ − y∥p ≤ 2β. Finally 4 holds by the definition of fi
and fj .

Therefore, by Lemma 18 (c) ∥∇ (fi − fj) (x′) ∥p∗ ≤ 4(i − j)d−αe4β/µ ≤ 4kd−α(e4β/µ − 1). The

q-th derivatives of g = S(q)β [h] = S(q)β [fj ] + S(q)β [maxi≥j {fi − fj}] are thus the sum of Lipschitz

with constants Oq (µ
−q) and Oq (d

qβ−qkd−α(exp(4β/µ)− 1)), where the last is a consequence of

18



Lemma 17. Using the values of the parameters for p ∈ [1,∞] to balance the two terms we have

max
{
µ−q, dqβ−qkd−α(exp(4β/µ)− 1)

}
=


Oq

(
k
m+1
m

q(ln k1+1/m)q
)

if p ∈ [1,∞)

Oq (k
q(ln k)q) if p =∞.

5.3. Optimality gap

Our hard function is g(x), with the choices of ξj that we specify in the following. Given an algorithm
A, we denote x0, x1, . . . , xk−1 the first k query points, and the choice of ξi is made to depend only on
{x0, . . . , xi}. In particular, our sign choices are based on inductively defined sets It = {ij}tj=0 ⊆ [d],
as follows. First, I−1 = ∅, and given It−1, let It = It−1 ∪ {it}, where it ∈ argmaxi∈[d]\It |⟨vi, xt⟩|,
and we let ξt = sign(⟨vit , xt⟩).

The following lemma lower bounds the optimality gap g(xk)−minx∈X g(x) where X is the unit
ℓp ball.

Lemma 20 Let p ≥ 1 and m = max{2, p}. For any deterministic algorithm A generating a
sequence x0, ..., xk, there exists an instance of the hard function g, and x∗ with ∥x∗∥p ≤ 1 such that
we have g(xk)− g(x∗) ≥ ε where ε = 1

16k
−1/m for p ∈ [1,∞), and ε = 1

16 for p =∞.

Proof

• For the case p ≥ 2 we use canonical vectors vj = ej . Now, we note that h(xk) ≥ fk(xk) ≥ 0,
by dropping every argument in the softmax term (ξj+1xk,j+1+(k−j)γ)j except for j = k, and
noticing that it is not negative. Since h is 1-Lipschitz with respect to ∥ · ∥p, we have g(xk) ≥
h(xk)− 2β ≥ −γ/2 ≥ − 1

16k
−1/p. On the other hand, for the point x∗ = −k−1/p

∑k
i=1 ξiei, we

have ∥x∗∥p ≤ 1 and for all i ∈ [k]:

fi(x
∗) ≤ µ log

(
k exp

(
−k−1/p + kγ

µ

))
+ (k + 1)d−α

≤ µ log k − 1

k1/p
+ kγ + (k + 1)d−α

≤ k−1/p(
1

4
− 1 +

1

4
+

1

4
) ≤ −1

4
k−1/p.

Thus, g(x∗) ≤ h(x∗) + 2β < −1
8k

−1/p. Therefore, at least k steps are necessary in order to

find an ε = 1
16k

−1/p minimizer.

Similarly, for p = ∞ we can take x∗ = −
∑k

i=1 ξiei that satisfy ∥x∗∥∞ = 1. Using that by
definition γ ≤ 1

4k and d−α ≤ 1
(8k)q+1 we obtain g(xk) ≥ − 1

16 and g(x∗) ≤ −1
4 and therefore

g(xk)− g(x∗) ≥ 1
16 .

• Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2. Consider d = 2s with s ∈ N such that 2s−1 < 8k3/2 ≤ 2s, and the Hadamard
bases defined recursively as H0 = [1], and

Hs+1 =
1√
2

[
Hs Hs

Hs −Hs

]
.
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Given k and corresponding dimension d = 2s ≥ k3/2, let {ê1, . . . , êd} be the columns of matrix
Hk. It is easy to see that

∥êj∥2 = 1, ∥êj∥∞ = 1/
√
d.

Using interpolation inequalities for p norms, we have that for all j ∈ [d],

∥êj∥p∗ ≤ ∥êj∥
2
p∗
2 ∥êj∥

1− 2
p∗∞ = d

− 1
2
(1− 2

p∗
)
= d

1
q
− 1

2 .

In particular, we have that {vj}j∈[d], where vj = d1/2−1/p∗ êj , is such that these vectors are
orthogonal and have unit ℓp∗-norm.

We note now that for all ξ ∈ {−1,+1}k

∆
def
= min

x∈X
max
j∈[k]

ξj⟨vj , x⟩ = min
x∈X

max
λ∈∆k

∑
j∈[k]

λj⟨vj , x⟩ = max
λ∈∆k

−
∥∥∥ ∑
j∈[k]

λjξjvj

∥∥∥
p∗

= − min
λ∈∆k

∥∥∥ ∑
j∈[k]

λjξjvj

∥∥∥
p∗
.

In order to estimate this quantity. Consider first the ∥ · ∥2:∥∥∥ ∑
j∈[k]

λjξjvj

∥∥∥
2
=

√∑
j∈[k]

λ2j∥vj∥22 = k
1
2
− 1
p∗

1√
k
= k−1/p∗ .

Now, using Hölder’s inequality:

k
− 1
p∗ =

∥∥∥ ∑
j∈[k]

λjξjvj

∥∥∥
2
≤ k

1
2
− 1
p∗

∥∥∥ ∑
j∈[k]

λjξjvj

∥∥∥
p∗
,

hence

∆ = min
x∈X

max
j∈[k]

ξj⟨vj , x⟩ ≤ −
1√
k
.

In particular, there exist x∗ ∈ X , ∥x∗∥p ≤ 1 such that for every i

fi(x
∗) ≤ kγ +∆− γi ≤ kγ +∆ ≤ − 3

4
√
k
.

Therefore, h(x∗) ≤ − 3
4
√
k
and

g(x∗) ≤ h(x∗) + 2β ≤ − 1

4
√
k
.

Moreover, as before, we have g(xk) ≥ −γ/2 ≥ − 1
16k

−1/2, hence, at least k steps are necessary

in order to find an ε = 1
16k

−1/2 minimizer.

Now we are ready to prove the main result of this section.
Proof of Theorem 16.

Let yt ∈ Bβ(xt), we show that h(yt) does not depend on ξi, for i > t. That is, ft+1(yt) ≥ fi+1(yt).
Assume for simplicity from now on by relabeling the coordinates without loss of generality that
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the index at the ℓ-th step is ℓ, that is iℓ−1 = ℓ. Inequality ft+1(yt) ≥ fi+1(yt) holds if the following
expression is ≤ (i− t)d−α

log

∑i+1
j=1 exp(

ξj⟨vj ,yt⟩+(k−j)γ
µ )∑t+1

j=1 exp(
ξj⟨vj ,yt⟩+(k−j)γ

µ )

 1
≤
∑i+1

j=t+2 exp(
ξj⟨vj ,yt⟩+(k−j)γ

µ )∑t+1
j=1 exp(

ξj⟨vj ,yt⟩+(k−j)γ
µ )

2
≤

k max
t+2≤j≤i+1

exp(
ξj⟨vj ,yt⟩+(k−j)γ

µ )

exp( ξt+1⟨vt+1,yt⟩+(k−t−1)γ
µ )

where 1 uses log(1+ c) ≤ c, in 2 we drop all summands in the denominator but the last one and
bounded the sum by a max and we bound j by t + 2 in the exp in the numerator. It suffices to
prove that the right hand side is upper bounded by d−α ≤ (i − t)d−α. Equivalently, it suffices to
show

µ log k + max
t+2≤j≤i+1

ξj⟨vj , yt⟩ − ξt+1⟨vt+1, yt⟩+ γ ≤ −µα log d.

By the definition of it = t+1, we have ξi+1⟨vi+1, xt⟩− ξt+1⟨vt, xt⟩ ≤ 0 for any i > t. Thus, we have
ξi+1⟨vi+1, yt⟩ − ξt+1⟨vt, yt⟩ ≤ 2β. So it suffices that

µ(log k + α log d) + 2β ≤ γ,

which holds by construction.
Now, take g̃ = L

Lq
g so g̃ is has L−Lipschitz q−th derivative. For p ∈ [1,∞) we have g̃(xk) −

g̃(x∗) ≥ L
16Lq

k−1/m def
= ε. Setting x0 = 0 so Rp = ∥x0 − x∗∥p = 1, and recalling that Lq =

Õ(k
m
m+1

q(ln(k1+1/m))q) we obtain(
LRq+1

p

ε

) m
mq+q+1

(
log

LRq+1
p

ε

)−q

≤ Oq(k).

And since we have a lower bound of k on the number of calls to a q-order oracle in order to achieve
an ε-minimizer, we obtain the statement.

Similarly, for p = ∞ we have g̃(xk) − g̃(x∗) ≥ L
16Lq

def
= ε, ∥x0 − x∗∥∞ = 1 and recalling that

Lq = Õ(kq(ln(k))q) we obtain the complexity Ω̃q(
(
LRq+1

p

ε

) 1
q
).
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Appendix A. Convergence of the adaptive algorithm

Algorithm 3 Non-Euclidean Adaptive Accelerated Proximal Point with Uniformly Convex Regu-
larizer
Input: Convex function f with a minimizer at x∗. Regularizer ψ that is (1, r)-uniformly convex

function wrt a norm ∥ · ∥. Initial λ̂0. Adjustment factor α > 1. Inexactness constants σ, σ′.

1: z0 ← y0 ← x0; A0 ← 0; C ← 1
2

(
r∗(1−σ−σ′)

1+σr∗

)r−1

2: ỹ1, v1, λ1 ← O(x0, λ̂0); λ̂1 ← λ1
3: for k = 1 to T do
4: Âk = âk +Ak−1; âk = (CÂr−1

k λ̂k)
1/r ⋄ r-degree equation on âk > 0.

5: xk ← Ak−1

Âk
yk−1 +

âk
Âk
zk−1

6: if k > 1 then ỹk, vk, λk ← O(xk, λ̂k)
7: γk ← min{λk/λ̂k, 1}; ak ← γkâk; Ak ← ak +Ak−1

8: yk ← argmin{f(ỹk), f(yk−1)} ⋄ Or yk ← (1−γk)Ak−1

Ak
yk−1 +

γkÂk
Ak

ỹk

9: zk ← argminz∈Rn{
∑k

i=1 ai⟨vi, z⟩+Dψ(z, x0)}
10: if λ̂t ≤ λt then λ̂t+1 ← αλ̂t else λ̂t+1 ← α−1λ̂t
11: end for
12: return yT .

This section proves convergence of the generalized version of our Algorithm 1 that is, Algo-
rithm 2. We restate the algorithm for convenience.
Proof of Theorem 10. We use an adaptive scheme inspired by [CHJ+22] used to guess the
proximal parameter λk. In some cases of high-order smooth convex optimization, we can implement
the inexact proximal oracle of Algorithm 1, but with a parameter of λk that depends on yk. Because
yk also depends on λk, this double dependence leads to problems that can be solved by using a
binary search at each iteration. However, the adaptive scheme removes the need for the binary
search.

We use the same lower bound as in (5) but this time for simplicity we only use r-uniformly
convex regularizers, r ≥ 2, instead of inexact ones. As opposed to Algorithm 1, this time we denote
by ỹk the points that the inexact proximal oracle returns. Therefore, vk ∈ ∂εkf(ỹk). We define a

different convex combination for the point where we compute the gradient xk =
Ak−1

Âk
yk−1+

âk
Âk
zk−1

for some âk to be determined later, that satisfies ak = γkâk, where γk
def
= min{λk/λ̂k, 1}, and where

λ̂k is a guess on the proximal parameter of our next oracle and λk is the proximal parameter that
the oracle actually returns. We also have Âk

def
= Ak−1 + âk.

We define the upper bound Uk
def
= f(yk) and the primal dual gap Gk

def
= Uk − Lk but this

time we want Uk ≤ (1−γk)Ak−1

Ak
f(yk−1) +

γkÂk
Ak

f(ỹk). Therefore, we can define the combination

yk
def
=

(1−γk)Ak−1

Ak
yk−1 +

γkÂk
Ak

ỹk, which note it is a convex combination, or we can simply define it
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as yk ∈ argmin{f(yk−1), f(ỹk)}. With these definitions, we have

AkGk −Ak−1Gk−1 − 1{k=1}Dψ(u, x0)
1
≤ (�1− γk)Ak−1f(yk−1) + γkÂkf(ỹk)−(((((((

Ak−1f(yk−1)

− akf(ỹk)
���

����

−
k−1∑
i=1

aif(ỹi)−

(
k−1∑
i=1

ai(⟨vi, zk − ỹi⟩ − εi) +Dψ(zk, x0)

)
− ak⟨vk, zk − ỹk⟩+ akεk

+

�
�
�
�
��k−1∑

i=1

aif(ỹi) +

(
k−1∑
i=1

ai(⟨vi, zk−1 − ỹi⟩ − εi) +Dψ(zk−1, x0)

)
2
≤ ⟨vk, γkAk−1(ỹk − yk−1)− ak(±zk−1 + zk − ỹk)⟩ −

1

r
∥zk−1 − zk∥r + γkÂkεk

3
= ⟨vk, γkÂk(ỹk − xk) + ak(zk−1 − zk)⟩ −

1

r
∥zk−1 − zk∥r + γkÂkεk

4
≤ γkÂk⟨vk, ỹk − xk⟩+

ar∗k
2
∥vk∥r∗∗ + γkÂkεk

5
≤ γkÂk⟨v̂k, ỹk − xk⟩+ γkÂk∥vk − v̂k∥∗ · ∥ỹk − xk∥+

21/(r−1)

r∗
ar∗k (∥v̂k∥r∗∗ + ∥vk − v̂k∥r∗∗ ) + γkÂkεk

6
≤

(
γkÂk(−1 + σ)

λk
+
a
r/(r−1)
k

λ
r/(r−1)
k

21/(r−1)

r∗
(1 + σr∗)

)
∥ỹk − xk∥r + γkÂkεk

7
≤

(
−Âk(1− σ − σ′) +

â
r/(r−1)
k

λ̂
1/(r−1)
k

21/(r−1)

r∗
(1 + σr∗)

)
γk
λk
∥ỹk − xk∥r

8
≤ −Âk(1− σ − σ

′)

2
min

{
λ̂−1
k , λ−1

k

}
∥ỹk − xk∥r

def
= Ek.

Above, we wrote the definition of the gaps in 1 , we canceled some terms and we used the
indicator on the left hand side to handle the cases k = 1 and k > 1 at the same time. We
also used the bound AkUk ≤ (1 − γk)Ak−1f(yk−1) + γkÂkỹk. In 2 , we applied the enlarged
subgradient property on the remaining terms with f(·), namely γkAk−1(f(yk) − f(ỹk)) and used
ak = γkâk, Âk = Ak−1 + âk, yielding error γkAk−1εk which gives γkÂkεk after merging it with
the other error. We grouped the resulting expression with another term, and we used that the
terms in parentheses are ℓk−1(zk−1) − ℓk−1(zk). The (1, r)-uniform convexity of ℓk−1(·) and the
fact that zk−1 is its minimizer implies the bound. In 3 , we used that by definition of xk it is
Âkxk = Ak−1yk−1 + âkzk−1, along with ak = γkâk. We had added and subtracted zk−1 to apply
Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities in 4 , namely ⟨v, u⟩ ≤ ∥v∥∗∥u∥ ≤ 1

r∗
∥v∥r∗∗ + 1

r∥u∥
r. In 5 , we

added and subtracted some v̂k terms and use simple bounds to make ∥vk− v̂k∥∗ appear. We do this
because the first and third resulting terms are proportional to ∥yk − xk∥r and with our criterion
we can make the rest to be as well. So indeed, in 6 we applied the properties of the oracle (3) for
the second and fourth terms and used (4) which also holds in this algorithm, and this application
yields equality for the first and third terms. We obtain 7 by substituting ak = γkâk, and using

that by definition of γk
def
= min{λk/λ̂k, 1}, it is γk/λk = min

{
λ̂−1
k , λ−1

k

}
≤ λ̂−1

k . We also used the

assumption εk ≤ σ′

λk
∥ỹk − xk∥r.

26



Finally, for 8 , we find âk > 0 so the second summand is half of the absolute value of the first
summand. This only changes the value of âk slightly with respect to making the bound 0, and at
the same time, it provides a good negative term that can be used to guarantee fast growth of Ak

when ∥yk − xk∥ is large enough. Let C
def
= 1

2

(
r∗(1−σ−σ′)
2(1+σr∗ )

)r−1
. It is enough to solve the equation

ârk = CÂr−1
k λ̂k. And this does not require to know the value of λk, which is only revealed after we

choose xk and receive the answer from the oracle Ôr. The first part of the second statement now
holds by (7) and the definition of our Ek.

Borrowing from [CHJ+22] (note that our convention ofor the proximal parameter λ being in

the denominator of the Moreau’s envelope definition reverses the order), we define S≥
T

def
= {k ∈

[T ] | λk ≥ λ̂k} = {k ∈ [T ] | γk = 1} the set of up iterates, and recall that after any iterate k of

them we have that λ̂k is increased to λ̂k+1
def
= αλ̂k. Similarly, the set of down iterates is defined

as S<T
def
= {k ∈ [T ] | λk < λ̂k} and after any of these iterates k, we have λ̂k+1 = α−1λ̂k. The first

iterate is an up iterate by construction, see Line 2 of Algorithm 2.
The sequence of iterates up to T can be split into subsequences of maximal length with only

up or only down iterates. We denote the last iterate of the i-th subsequence of down iterates as
di+1. And for convenience, even if the first and last iterates are not down iterates we denote them
by d1 = 1 and dS = T , where S − 1 is the number of up subsequences. We denote the last iterate
of the i-th of these S − 1 up subsequences as ui. As an example:

U︸︷︷︸
d1

U U︸︷︷︸
u1

D D D︸︷︷︸
d2

U U U︸︷︷︸
u2

D D D D︸︷︷︸
d3

U︸︷︷︸
u3

D︸︷︷︸
d4

U U U︸︷︷︸
u4

D D︸︷︷︸
d5

Because of how we update λ̂k, and the indices definitions, we have for i ∈ [S − 1] that λ̂ui ≥
αdi+1−ui−2λ̂di+1

, where the inequality is an equality for i = S in case that the last iterate is an up

iterate in which case uS−1 = dS and λ̂uS−1 = λ̂dS ≥ αdS−uS−1−2λ̂dS . We also have for all i ∈ [S]

that λ̂ui ≥ αui−di−2λ̂di , where the inequality is also an equality except for i = 1 in case that the

first subsequence of up iterates is of length one in which case d1 = u1 and so λ̂u1 ≥ αu1−d1−2λ̂d1 .

Now, given the relation ârk = 1
2CÂ

r−1
k λ̂k, and ak = âk and Ak = Âk for all , and Ak ≥ Ak−1,

we have 1 below by (8):

A
1/r
T

1
≥ A

1/r
T−1 + 1{T∈S≥

T }
C1/r

r
λ̂
1/r
T

2
≥
∑
i∈S≥

T

C1/r

r
λ̂
1/r
i .

≥ C1/r

2r

 ∑
i∈[S−1]

λ̂1/rui +
∑

i∈[S−1]

λ̂1/rui


3
≥ C1/r

2r

(
S∑
i=2

(αdi−ui−1−2λ̂di)
1/r +

S−1∑
i=1

(αui−di−2λ̂di)
1/r

)
4
≥ C1/r

2r

(
(α

1
2
(u1−d1)−2λ̂d1)

1/r +

S−1∑
i=2

(α
1
2
(ui−ui−1)−2λ̂di)

1/r + (α
1
2
(dS−uS−1)−2λ̂dS )

1/r

)
5
≥ C1/r

2r

∑
i∈Q

(αri−2λ̂di)
1/r,

(12)
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where 2 applied the same as 1 recursively. In 3 we applied the bounds on λ̂ui that we computed
above. In 4 , for the indices i = 2, 3, . . . , S − 1, we used the r- and geometric mean inequality:
1
2(α

a/r + αb/r) ≥ α(a+b)/(2r) ≥ 1
2α

(a+b)/(2r) for any r > 0, where losing a factor of 2 is done
just for convenience. In the first and third summands, we just reduce the value of the exponent
in order to have a unified structure in 5 , where we just used the numbers ri ≥ 0 defined as

r1
def
= 1

2(n1 − d1) =
1
2(n1 − 1), rS = 1

2(dS − nS−1)
def
= 1

2(T − nS−1), and for i = 2, 3, . . . , S − 1, it is

ri
def
= 1

2(ni − ni−1). And note
∑S

i=1 ri =
T−1
2 .

Finally, we note that T was arbitrary, and also that the numbers defined by the subsequence
are compatible with a longer subsequence, except for the last one. The theorem statement holds,
after some indices relabeling and using a set Λ.

Appendix B. Other proofs

Proof of Proposition 4.
Proof of Property 1. For the norm ∥ · ∥p and p = 1, we can consider the function f(x) = 1

2∥x∥
2
1,

then for instance for x = 1 and λ = 1
2 , there is not a unique minimizer. Similarly, if p = ∞

and f(x) = 1
2∥x∥

2
∞ then for instance for x = e1 and λ = 1

2 there is not a unique minimizer. For
p ∈ (1,∞) the minimizer prox(x) is unique since 1

2λ∥x− ·∥
2 is strictly convex.

Proof of Property 2. The function to be optimized in the definition of M(x) is jointly convex
on x, y. Consequently, the epigraph of (x, y) 7→ f(y) + 1

2λ∥x− y∥
2 is convex and so the epigraph of

M(x) is the projection of a convex set and therefore convex. The joint convexity is derived from
the joint convexity of (x, y) 7→ ∥x− y∥2 which holds since for points x, x′, y, y′ ∈ Rn, we have

∥(x+ x′)/2− (y + y′)/2∥2
1
≤
(
1

2
∥x− y∥+ 1

2
∥x′ − y′∥

)2

≤ 1

2
∥x− y∥2 + 1

2
∥x′ − y′∥2,

where we used the triangular inequality in 1 and (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 in 2 .
Proof of Property 3. By definition of M , we have

f(prox(x)) ≤ f(prox(x)) + 1

2λ
∥x− prox(x)∥2 =M(x) ≤ f(x) + 1

2λ
∥x− x∥2 = f(x).

In particular, since f(x∗) = minx∈Rn f(x), it must be f(prox(x∗)) =M(x∗) = f(x∗).
Proof of Property 4. By the generalized Danskin’s theorem [BNO03], we have ∂M(x) =

conv{hx(prox(x)) | prox(x) ∈ Prox(x)}. Moreover, by the first order optimality condition of
any prox(x) ∈ Prox(x) in the optimization problem defining M(x), we have 0 ∈ ∂f(prox(x)) +

∂y
∥x−y∥2

2λ

∣∣∣
y=prox(x)

and so there is g ∈ hx(prox(x)) such that g ∈ ∂f(prox(x)). Note that our proof
relies on the symmetry of the function that we use to convolve with f , or more in particular, on
hx(y) = −hy(x) for all x, y. (compare to Bregman proximal point, in which one uses the Moreau

envelope M(x)
def
= miny∈Rn{f(y) +Dψ(x, y)} where Dψ is not symmetric in general).

Proof of Property 5. Let f(x) = 1
2∥x∥

2 and let g ∈ ∂f(x), for some x ∈ Rn. We have

1

2
∥x∥2 = f(x)

1
= ⟨g, x⟩ − f∗(g)

2
≤ ∥g∥∗ · ∥x∥ − f∗(g)

3
≤ 1

2
∥g∥2∗ +

1

2
∥x∥2 − f∗(g)

4
=

1

2
∥x∥2.
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where 1 uses Fenchel duality, 2 uses Cauchy-Schwarz, 3 is due to Young’s inequality and 4
uses the duality between norms. Because we arrived to an equality, then 2 and 3 must be
equalities, which only holds if ⟨g, x⟩ = ∥x∥2 = ∥g∥2∗. By shifting, scaling, and Property 4, defining

any g ∈ hx(prox(x)) and gM ∈ ∂M(x), we have λ⟨g,prox(x) − x⟩ = ∥x − prox(x)∥2 = ∥λg∥2∗
?
=

λ2∥gM∥2∗
?
= λ⟨gM ,prox(x)− x⟩, as desired.

Proof of Property 6. We have

Mλ1(x)−
1

2λ1
∥x− proxλ1(x)∥

2 1
= f(proxλ1(x))

2
≥ Mλ2(proxλ1(x)),

where 1 holds by definition of M(x) and prox(x), and 2 uses Property 3.

Appendix C. Unaccelerated Proximal Point Algorithm Analysis

In this section we present an analysis of an unaccelerated proximal point algorithm, that is optimal
for convex functions with q-th high-order Lipschitz derivative for the case p =∞. We focus on the
exact proximal point case, whereas a generalization to the inexact implementation of the proximal
point using oracle in (3) yields similar rates. For a possibly non-Euclidean norm ∥ · ∥, we define the
algorithm

xk+1 ∈ argmin
x∈X

{
f(x) +

1

2λk
∥xk − x∥2

}
,

for a closed convex set X and a function f with minimizer x∗ when constrained to X . Let gk ∈
∂f(xk+1) such that ∥gk∥∗ = 1

λ∥xk−xk+1∥, see Definition 3, Property 5. Define R
def
= maxk∈[T ] ∥xi−

x∗∥. For instance, if X is compact, we can use its diameter, or we can choose X = B∥·∥p(x0, O(∥x0−
x∗∥p)). Also define Uk

def
= Mk+1(xk+1) and the lower bound Lk on f(x

∗) as AkLk
def
=
∑k

i=1 aiMi(xi)+∑k
i=1 ai⟨gi, x∗ − xi⟩ ≤ Akf(x

∗). Recall Ak = Ak−1 + ak =
∑k

i=1 ak, for ak > 0 to be determined

later, and let Gk
def
= Uk − Lk. We have, for all k ≥ 1 (note A0 = 0):

AkGk −Ak−1Gk−1
1
= Ak−1(Mk+1(xk+1)−Mk(xk)) + akMk+1(xk+1)

− akMk(xk)

���
���

��

−
k−1∑
i=1

aiMi(xi)−
��

���
����k−1∑

i=1

ai⟨gi, x∗ − xi⟩ − ak⟨gk, x∗ − xk⟩

��
���

���

+
k−1∑
i=1

aiMi(xi) +

�
���

���
��k−1∑

i=1

ai⟨gi, x∗ − xi⟩

2
≤ −Ak

2λ
∥xk − xk+1∥2 +

ak
λ
∥xk − xk+1∥R.

(13)

Above, 1 just uses the definitions and cancels some terms, and 2 groups some terms, uses the
descent Definition 3, Property 6, Hölder’s inequality along with the definition of R, and ∥gk∥∗ =
1
λ∥xk − xk+1∥. We can analyze now a few cases:
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• Now suppose that, regardless of the value of λ, we can guarantee that either ∥xk+1− xk∥ ≥ c
for a constant c > 0, or we find a minimizer (i.e., we implement a ball optimization oracle).
Then, choosing ak = Ak∥xk − xk+1∥/(4R) we obtain that the right hand side of (13) is
≤ − Ak

4λt
∥xk − xk+1∥2 ≤ 0. If we solve the equation ak = (Ak−1 + ak)∥xk − xk+1∥/(4R), we

obtain ak = Ak−1(
4R

∥xk−xk+1∥ − 1)−1 and so Ak = Ak−1 + ak = Ak−1

(
1

1−∥xk−xk−1∥/(4R)

)
≥

Ak−1(
1

1−c/(4R)) ≥ A1(
1

1−c/(4R))
k−1 ≥ A1 exp((k − 1) c

4R). Thus, we conclude:

f(xT+2)− f(x∗) ≤MT+1(xT+1)− f(x∗) ≤ GT ≤
A1G1

AT
≤ G1 exp(−(k − 1)

c

4R
).

So we obtain an ε-minimizer is Õ(Rc log(
G1
ε )) iterations.

• Now instead let us upper bound ak∥xk−xk+1∥R/λ on the right hand side of (13) by Ak
4λ ∥xk−

xk−1∥2 +
a2kR

2

λAk
by using Young’s inequality. Suppose 1/λ ≤ c, which is a movement bound

that can be easily implemented inexactly for L-smooth functions by using 1/λ ≤ L and the

negative term we produced. Then, the right hand side can be bounded by
a2kcR

2

Ak
, and we

conclude

f(xT+2)− f(x∗) ≤MT+1(xT+1)− f(x∗) ≤ GT ≤
1

AT

T∑
k=1

a2kcR
2

Ak

1
≤ 4cR2

T + 2
.

We obtain 1 above if we choose ak
def
= k + 1 and so Ak =

(k+1)(k+2)
2 .

• More in general than in the previous point, suppose that 1/λk = c∥xk+1 − xk∥q+ν−2. For
example, this is what happens if we implement xk+1 ∈ argmin{f(x) + c

q+ν ∥xk − x∥
q+ν} and

can be implemented inexactly for high-order Hölder-smooth functions, as detailed in Section 4.
Indeed, we have by the first-order optimality condition:

∂f(xk+1)+c∥xk+1−xk∥q+ν−2∂(
1

2
∥x−xk∥2)(xk+1) = ∂f(xk+1)+

c

q + ν
∂(∥x−xk∥q+ν)(xk+1) = 0.

(14)

For notational convenience, let q̂
def
= q+ ν. Now arguing similarly as before, by using Young’s

inequality ab ≤ 1
r (ωa)

r + 1
s (b/ω)

s for r = q̂/(q̂ − 1) > 1, s = q̂ > 1 and ω = A
(q̂−1)/q̂
k , we have

− Ak
2λk
∥xk − xk+1∥2 +

ak
λk
∥xk − xk+1∥R

= −cAk
2
∥xk − xk+1∥q̂ + cak∥xk − xk+1∥q̂−1R

≤ −cAk
2
∥xk − xk+1∥q̂ +

c(q̂ − 1)

q̂

(
Ak

q̂∥xk − xk−1∥q̂

4(q̂ − 1)

)
+
c

q̂

(
(4(q̂ − 1)/q̂)(q̂−1)Rq̂aq̂k

Aq̂−1
k

)

= −cAk
4
∥xk − xk+1∥q̂ +

c(4(q̂ − 1))(q̂−1)

(q̂)q̂
Rq̂aq̂k

Aq̂−1
k

.

(15)
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So if we choose ak = Θq(k
q̂−1), we obtain Ak = Θq(k

q̂) and thus

f(xT+2)−f(x∗) ≤MT+1(xT+1)−MT+1(x
∗) ≤ GT = Oq̂

(
1

AT

T∑
k=1

caq̂kR
q̂

Aq̂−1
k

)
= Oq+ν

(
cRq+ν

T q+ν−1

)
.

.
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