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Abstract

We develop algorithms for the optimization of convex objectives that have Holder continuous g-th
derivatives with respect to a p-norm by using a ¢-th order oracle, for p, ¢ > 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 g-times differentiable function f whose
g-th derivative is (L, v)-Hélder continuous with respect to || - ||, for p € [1, 00], that is,

IVIf(x) = Vif(y)llp. < Lllx—ylp for all z,y € R, (1)

where p, & (1 —1/p)~%, ¢ € Z, and v € (0,1]. In this case, we say f is g-th order (L,v)-Holder
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
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g-th order oracle complexity for high-order Euclidean smooth convex optimization. Later [KG22;
CHJ+22] concurrently achieved optimal ¢g-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 < ¢ + 1, where ¢ 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 ¢-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 ¢-th derivatives with respect to the
Euclidean norm, by providing a hard function in the form of a (¢ + 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 g-th order Hoélder smooth case, except for g = 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 || - ||,. 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, 00|, whereas all previous non-Euclidean smoothing techniques,
e.g. [GN15; Guzl5; DG20], would only work for p > 2. All existing lower bounds for smooth convex
optimization with respect to || - ||, and p € [1,2) had come from intricate reductions based on high-
dimensional embeddings from the p = oo 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



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 g-order v-Holder 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, ¢ > 1, v € (0, 1], where the smooth case
corresponds to v = 1. The analysis of [ABJ+24] is limited top > 2 and ¢+ 1 < p, .

2. Preliminaries

Throughout, we consider a finite-dimensional normed space (R% | - ||), 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 || - || = || - ||, where 1 < p < o0.

Definition 1 (Young’s conjugate number) Given p € [1,00], we define its Young’s conjugate

as py = (1 —1/p)~* so that L + % = 1. For p =1 it is p, = 0o and vice versa. It is well known
that the dual norm of || - ||, is || -ﬁp*.

Definition 2 (Enlarged subdifferential) Given a function f : R? — R and § > 0, we define
the d-enlarged subdifferential of f as

1) = {g €RY| f(2) 2 F(y) + (9,2 — ) — 6} for all z € R™.
We say any g € 8° f(y) is a 6-enlarged subgradient of f at y.

Definition 3 (Non-Euclidean Moreau envelope) Given a norm ||-||, and a parameter A > 0,
define the Moreau envelope of a convex, proper, and closed function f: R™ — R U {+oc0} as

def

Maa) = wind ) + 5 lle = P, (2)

where for X = 0 we define My(x) < f(z). Similarly, we define Prox »(z) & arg min,cgn{f(y) +
sxllz — yl|?} and prox,(z) € Proxzx(z) to be an arbitrary element. We omit subindices if X is clear
from contert.

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 | -l = - llps for p € (1,00), Prox(z) contains a single element. This may not be the case
forp=1 orp=o0.

2. My(x) is conver.

3. f(prox(z)) < Mx(z) < f(z). In particular, f(z*) = M (z*).



4. Let hy(y) = 8:3% be the subdifferential of H'XHQ at z. Then OM (x) = conv{hy(z) : z €
Prox(z)}

and there is g € hgy(prox(x)) such that g € 0f(prox(x)).

5. For ally € R™ and g € he(y), it is Mg,y — z) = ||z — y||?> = N||g||2. In particular, for any
g € hy(prox(z)) € OM(z) we have ||g||« = %/ — prox(z)].

6. For any Ay > 0, A2 > 0, we have the following descent condition:

My, (x) = My, (prox,, (z)) lz — proxy, ()|

>
— 2\

Given a function class F and a set X, a local oracle is a functional, mapping (f,z) — Oy(x)
to a vector space, such that when queried with the same point z € X for two different functions
fyg € F that are equal in a neighborhood of z, it returns the same answer [NY83; Nem95]. An
example of such an oracle that we use for our upper bounds is a ¢-th order oracle, for ¢ € Z,.
Given the family F of functions that are ¢-times differentiable, the ¢-th order oracle is defined
as Of(z) = (f(x),Vf(x),...,Vif(z)). The main problem we study is the optimization of high-
order Holder-smooth functions convex functions by making use of a g-order oracle. Similarly to
the definition of Holder smoothness, we say a function is L-Lipschitz with respect to || - ||, if
|f(z) — f(y)| < L||lx —yl[p. For a convex function that has (L, 1)-Hélder 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 v, we define the Bregman
divergence of ¥ at x,y as

Dy(z,y) = ¥(z) —¥(y) — (Vib,z — ).

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 > 0, 0 > 2, a differentiable
function ¢ is said to be (u,o)-uniformly conver with respect to a norm || - ||, in a convex set X, if
for all x,y € X we have

I
Dy(a,9) 2 Bl 7.

Similarly, v is 0-inexact uniformly convex in X if for all x,y € X:
H -
Dy(r,) > Llle — )" ~ 6

for & > 0, where now we allow for any o > 0.

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

Lemma 7 Let v be a function that is (1, 0)-uniformly conver, o > 2. If 0 < s < o, then ¢ is also

02 o
(aste=9 @)—inemact (s2a’s, s)-uniformly convex for any a > 0.



Note that although (u,o)-uniform convexity is a property that requires o > 2, our definition of
d-inexact (u, 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 /s > 1 and o/(c — s) > 1:

1 _o 0 — S
le —yl* < —=——llz—yll” +a" ,
/ o

aso/S

or equivalently we have (1) below

o—S

o ayS\o — S @ o
( +5)(U)§ |z —yll7 < Dy(z,y),

o 1 1
2 oLy s -
(s*a®)_lle — yll* —a .

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

|
We will make use of the following regularizers.
_p=2)
Fact 8 (Regularizers’ properties) Ifp > 2, the reqularizer ¢(z) = %||:U—x0||£, is (2 = ,m)-
uniformly convex reqularizer with respect to || - ||, , and if p < 2, ¢ = mﬂx — o2 is (1,m)-

uniformly convex with respect to || - ||p, where m = 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 d-inexact, (u,r)-uniformly convex, and reserve the letters p, q,r, 9,
for this. We always use m < max{2,p}. We denote T4 the event indicator that is 1 if A holds
true and 0 otherwise. We use O,(-) and 6() 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 yi,vi < Op(zk) returns an inexact
prozimal point yy, of the prozimal problem min,{ f(y) + % ly —xk||"}, and an enlarged subgradient
v € O f(yx). Given o,0’ €10,1/2), a norm ||-||, and exponent r, the requirement on the oracle is

/

R o _ . 1 o
ok = O lle < = llaw =yl for some By € By (———Ily — &l (w), and e, < —llzx — il (3)
Ak T Ak Ak

It is straightforward to check that an exact solution of the proximal problem satisfies the

properties in (3) for o = ¢/ = 0. We also have the following, by Proposition 4, Property 5 and

o € I —xzlly — 2kl (k) = lue — 2" 20(= g5 lly — 2al) (ur):

‘7'71

. 1 R 1
10kl = Il — Yl and (O, yr — 2k) = — |z — yrl|" (4)
Ak Ak

5



Algorithm 1 Non-Euclidean Accelerated Inexact Proximal Point with Inexact Uniformly Convex
Regularizer

Input: Convex function f with a minimizer at *. Regularizer 1 that is a d-inexact (u, 7)-uniformly
convex function w.r.t. a norm || - ||, and > 1. Inexactness constants o, o’

T*(l—cr—a/)>r_1

1: 2o < Yo < Zo; AO%O; C(—%( TTom

2: for k=1 to T do
3: Ak = qa, + Ak—l
a, = (CT LA I\ )MT o r-degree equation on ay > 0.

Apq a
Tk 4 Y1t /lezk—l

4
5
6: Yk, vk < Op(zk) o Oracle satisfying (3)
7.z < arg minzeRn{Zle a;(vi, z) + Dy(z,20)}

8: end for

9: return yr.

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: RY — R be a convex function and let 1 be a §-inexact (u,r)-uniformly convex
regularizer w.r.t. a norm || - ||, for r > 1. Given some constants 0,0’ and proximal parameters
i > 0, the iterates y; of Algorithm 1 satisfy for any u € R%:

Dy (u, ) + Ot
1/r\"
H (Zi;:l )‘k/ )

In particular, it holds for a minimizer uw = x* of f, if it exists.

f(ye) = f(u) = O,

Proof Our algorithm makes use of a d-inexact (u,r)-uniformly convex regularizer with respect to
def

anorm |- ||, i.e. Dy(xz,y) > ||z —y||" —J. Note that for convex h we have that £(z) = ¢(x) +h(z)
is also d-inexact (u,r)-uniformly convex and if z is a global minimizer of ¢, then by the first-order
optimality condition, we have £(x) — £(z) > Dy(x,z) > ||z — 2||" — 4.

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 a; > 0, for ¢ > 1 and Ay = Zle a;

to be chosen later, we define the following lower bound Ly on f(u), for all k > 1:

k

@ k
Apf(u) =Y aif(yi) + ) a;(vi,u— yi) — aies
i=1

=1

k
g) Zaif(yi) + min {
i1

k
zeR™ —

(a;(vi, z — yi) — a;€i) + Dy(z, 560)} — Dy (u, o) 5)

=1

@& k
= aif (i) + Y (aivi, 2k — i) — 4;65) + Dy (2x, 20) — Dy (u, o)

P i=1
def
= ApLy,



where (1) holds because v; € 9% f(y;). In (2), we added and subtracted the regularizer D(u, ) and
took a minimum to remove the dependence of u in the lower bound (except for the term — D, (u, zq)
that is irrelevant for defining the algorithm, as it will become evident in a moment). Equality (3)
simply uses that z; was defined as the arg min of that minimization problem. Since Ag = 0, we
define AgLy < 0. We define the d-inexact (j, r)-uniformly convex function

k

lk(2) et Z(ai@i, z —x3) — a;eq) + Dy(2, 20),
=1

which is part of the bound above, and recall that its minimizer is z;. Now, if we define an upper
bound Uy > f(yx) and we show that for some numbers Ej, the duality gap G ' Uy — Ly, satisfies

ALGr — Ap_1Gp_1 < Ep for all k > 1, and A1G1 — AgGo = A1G1 < D¢(U,SUQ) + Eq, (6)
then telescoping the inequalities above, we obtain the following convergence rate after T' steps:

A1G1 + ZZT:2 E; < Dy (u, o) + Eszl E;

flyr) — f(u) <Ur — Ly =Gr < ™ y : (7)

We choose the upper bound Uy = f(yx). Thus, we have, for all £ > 1:

ApGr — A 1Gr1 — V=13 Dy (u, 70) @ Ak—1(f(yr) = f(yk—1)) + apHyx)

k k-1
=D ) (i) — (Z(fli(vi, 2k — Yi) — a;€i) + Dy (2, iUo)) — ag Uk, 2k — Yk) + axEr
=1

i=1
k-1 k—1

+ ) i) (i) + (Z(GK% Zk—1 = ¥i) — 4;&i) + Dy (21, 500))

i=1 i=1
(v At (g = ym1) = ag (2t + 2 = yi)) = Sz — 2l + 6+ Agen

(v, Ay = @)+ ax(zio1 = 2)) = Dl = 2l 46+ Ayer

@ ay*
< Ak<vk7yk - xk> + 1/( k
7

T)T*HWHZ* + 0+ Aey

® 2\ 7T 1
< Auton =)+ Ao = oo = ol 4 (2) 7 L (ol + o - 0l + 6+ Ay
@ A A r/(r—1) 2 Tiil 1 T 'A
k  OAg ay, +o o' Ag r
< |-+ + - + — x|+ 6
@
< S5YE,.

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 Ay_1e that we group



with the other apep error, and we grouped the resulting expression with another term, and we
used that the terms in parentheses are f_1(zx_1) — fx—1(2x). The inexact uniform convexity of
lk—1(-) and the fact that z;_; is its minimizer implies the bound. In (3), we used that by definition
of xp it is Az = Ap_1yp—_1 + arzp—1. We had added and subtracted z;_; to apply Holder’s
and Young’s inequalities in (4), namely (v,u) < [Jv[|«[lul] < &|lv]l7 + éHuH", with ¢ = ag, and

where 7, < (1—1/r)~L. In (®), we added and subtracted some 9, terms and use bounds to make
|lug — Uk ||« appear, and other terms that we can bound with something proportional to ||yr — zx||".
For the second summand, after applying the triangular inequality we used the means inequality
%*b < (%)1/ ™ for r, > 1. In (6) we applied the inequalities of our oracle O, criterion for the
second and fourth terms and used (4) that yields equality for the first terms and ||og]|5*.

A\ Tr—1
Let C & %(%) . It is enough to satisfy aj, < CAZ_l)\k to make (7) hold, and

then we define Ej as 6. We choose a;, > 0 as large as possible, that is, aj = CA};_lx\k. For
notational simplicity, let Dy Ok Then, since Ay = ai + Ar_1, we can express the equation as
(r=1) ar + Ag_1, where ay 4 alezl and Ap_, 4 Ak_le*l. Now, using this expression and
Young’s inequality, we obtain

~r/
ay

L1/(r=1)  A1/(r—1)
Al/r ~L/r A1/ (r— r -1 ~ r— 1
Azlg/q _ allg/ (allg/( 1 _ NV < A 4 A _ ai/( n_ 4

T r r

bl

which implies (1) below

R @ R 1 r—1 R @ R 1 r
ag + Agp—1 > <A;1£1 + r) +Ap_1 > <A,1£1 + ) .

Above, (2) holds by Bernoulli’s inequality (1 — 1/x)" > 1 — r/x for x,7 > 1, since dividing by the
T
. . . - . r _ 1 > _ 1/r
right hand side and simplifying gives 7Allc/jlr+1 +11 AIIC/ZTH) > 1, where here z = A, ;r+1 > 1
Multiplying by D; and taking an r-th root, we obtain

r r r 1 r r 11 r
A,lf/ = (a, + A1)/ > Allg/_l + ;D/i/ = Ali/—1 + ;Ci)\,i/ , (8)

and thus, A,lﬁ/r > %C% SOk AT Hence, we conclude by (7) that for any 7' > 1, we have:

i=1""
Dy (u, xo) + 6T < 7" (Dy(u, o) +0T) O Dy (u, o) + 6T
Ar T (s p (LA

flyr) — f(u) <

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 Holder smooth functions via a g-th order oracle. We note that adaptivity
solely refers to adapting for the value of the proximal parameter A, not for the Holder constant L.



Generalized Inexact Proximal Oracle Given a function f, the oracle §j, Vg, Ap < (5 (a:k,/):k)
retums a proximal parameter A\, an inexact proximal point yi of the pmmmal problem min,{ f (y)+
r/\k lly — ka }, and an enlarged subgradient vy, € 0% f(yx), possibly using N for these estimations.
Given o,0’ € [0,1/2), a norm || - || and exponent r, the output satisfies

. o i . 1 5 o’ -
ok, = Oklls < —llax — Gell™™" for some By € 8y (———lly — z&l|")(Gr), and ex < —llzx —Grll"- (9)
AL T AL

Note that for a convex function f, the points in arg min{ f(y) + % lly —x||"} satisfy the properties

above. Recall that for any r € [1,0c], we define r, = L= so that r;' 4+ r~! = 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:R? — R. Regularizer ¢ that is (1, r)-uniformly convex function wrt a
norm || - [|. Initial Xo. Adjustment constant factor a > 1. Inexactness constants o, o”.

LA 0 Ol (raizea)\!
1: 2o < Yo < Zo; 0(—0, <—§ T ixore
2: J1,v1, A1 = Op(T0, Ao); A1 < A1

3. for k=1to T do

4: Ek = ak —|— A ak = (CAT X\ )1/" o r-degree equation on ay > 0.
5: Zk: 1

6 if k> 1 thenAyk,vk, Ak (/’)\r(a:k,//\\k) o Oracle satisfying (9)
7oy & min{ g /g, 1} ag < eags Ag < a4+ Ag

8 yp < argmin{f(gx), f(yx—1)} o Or y + %y 4 A ’“yk
0 2 argmin,en{ S a;(vi2) + Dy(z,20)}

10: if )\t < )\t then )\t+1 — Oé)\t else )\t+1 — Oé_l)\t
11: end for
12: return yr.

Theorem 10 [|] Let f : R? — R be a convex function and let ¥ be a (u,r)-uniformly/\convex
reqularizer w.r.t. a norm || -||. Given some constants 0,0’ and initial prozimal parameter Ao > 0,
every iterate y; of Algorithm 2 satisfies, for any u € R%:

) = ) =0, (P,

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

t

l—0o—0o e CYT 27 1
(", x Ur — k|| ————. and A, > o 2T
023 Al el EE Ve G T

for some set of indices A and some numbers r; > 0 satisfying Y ;cx1mi = 5



The second statement allows for lower bounding Ay 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 Hélder smooth convex
functions with respect to p-norms by using a ¢-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 : R? = R be a q-times differentiable convex function with a minimizer at
x* whose q-th derivative is (L,v)-Hélder continuous w.r.t. | - |, p € (1,00). By making use of

Algorithm 1 or its generalized version Algorithm 2, initialized at xo and defining R, S |lz* — xol|p,
m < max{2,p}, we obtain a point yr after T iterations, satisfying

* v— (mtD(gtr)—m
f@ﬂ—f@):oﬁw4L%+T 0 )

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 v = 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 y; 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 p = 1+log™'(d), we have ||z||, = O(||z|5), s0 we can work in the corresponding new p-norm
and the constants depending on p in the bound above amount to O(log(d)) factors. Moreover, for
the case p = 0o, we can nearly match the lower bound by making use of an unaccelerated method
with convergence rate Oq+y(LRq+V —(g+v—1) ), as specified in Appendiz C.

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

def

Lemma 13 Under the conditions of Theorem 11, let fq(y;x )
q-th-ordeT Taylor expansion of f around x, and consider F(y ) = fq(y7 xr) +

o erlf(l')[y — 2]®" be the
ly — x|t for

5\(q+u)
&t G(%Ll) . The tuple (yg, vi, A\k) < Yk, Vi (k) Mye — xk]|"~2Y) implements the oracle O, (zy, -)
for e, =0, if yr. is an approzimate critical point of F' satisfying

R L v
IV fo(yrs xn) — 0l < ﬁ“yk — a7,

for some i € O(= k5 lly = wul7)(w) = D=5 Iy = @) we).
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Proof Firstly, we have ||V f(y) =V fy(y; )|« < ﬁ”y—x\\qﬂ’_l, see [SJM19, Lemma 2.5]. Then,

for v = V f(y) and A = Al — |7 = T4 |y, — 2[4 we have

Aellor = Olls < M (IVF (k) — Vifq(yrs ze) |« + IV fo(yrs or) — Oxll«)

® L

lye = 2wl + llye — @l 7)) = ollye — @l

where (1) uses the bound above in [SJM19, Lemma 2.5] and the guarantee on yj. |

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 + v)-homogeneous term ——|ly — x1]|9T" and

Alg+1)
so it is continuous and tends to +oo 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 ¢ = 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.

ef

Solving the case ¢ + v < max{2,p}. Recall that we defined m = 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 || - ||, and therefore that regularizer is, by Lemma 7,
d-inexact (u,q + v)-uniformly convex regularizer with respect to || - ||,, for some J, p that are a
function of a constant a, that we will determine later. We use such regularizer. Note that if p < 2,
the restriction ¢ + v < m = max{2,p} = 2 along with ¢ > 1, v € (0, 1] implies ¢ = 1. But for p > 2
we may still be working in greater order ¢ > 1.

As established in Lemma 13, we can solve the inexact proximal problems in Algorithm 1 with a
single call of the ¢-th order oracle if we set r = ¢+ v for the proximal parameter \;, = U(qil)!. This
parameter A\, unlike for other cases, does not depend on y. This fact avoids having to perform a
binary search or an adaptive guess on the value of the proximal parameter. Set o = ¢/ = 1/4 for
simplicity. Applying the results from the previous section, we obtain a convergence rate of

L(R™ 4 6T L||x — xol|™ m
f(yT) - f(ﬂj‘*) § Op,r ((p)) = Op,r <Hm0‘p + LamrTl_r> )

pIr

where R, = ©,(Dy(z*,20)'/") is the initial distance ||* — x|, 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

m=—r  r(m-=r)
and finding a zero, the bound is found to be optimized at a value a = O, R; moTT T m?2 )

Thus, if we make this choice of a, the convergence rate becomes:
i LR" L Rq+u
flyr) — f(a*) = Op,r <W> = Opyr <T<m+1)f;+l,>m .

Our lower bounds were designed for ¥ = 1. In such a case this convergence rate matches our lower
bounds up to constants and log factors. Note that the step sizes a; depend on the constant a via
1 via the constant C.

11



Solving the case ¢ + v > max{2,p}. We run Algorithm 2 with r = m = max{2,p} with
o = ¢’ = 1 for simplicity. From (12) we have that there is a set of iterates Q7 and some numbers
r, > 0 such that R R

AL =C Y W@y, (10)

keQr

for the constant C' &< C'/" /(2r) where C is defined in Algorithm 2, and such that > ke T = (T'—
1)/2. For notational convenience, we use ¢ © g+v. By Lemma 13, in the case of high-order methods,
we can implement the oracle with one call to the ¢-th order oracle for )\F ] |G — xg||" for

AE U(%il) Thus, the analysis in Theorem 10 yields

* 1— 1_
Dy(a*, x9) > f Z Al — zill"N;

keQr keQr

—O'—

We will make use of the reverse Holder inequality, with which is a common tool in analysis of
Monteiro-Svaiter acceleration. For s > 1 and positive numbers «y, §8;, we have

s 1-s
Zazﬂi > (Z ail/s> (Z ,81'1/(1_8)) )

. . . o _ AJ'— A— . o
We apply this inequality in (2) below, for s = % > 1 where the inequality for s holds by the

assumption of this section ¢ = ¢ + v > max{2,p} = r. Also take into account that 1—; = T’"qu_
Thus, we obtain the following estimate
@
A1 41 1 _ _ _ |
C 1At/r > Z Ak/r‘(al/r)rk 2 _ Z (AZ 1(a1/r)rk 2) (1411c sAk/T)
keQt keQ:
1—
@ 1-1/s, 1/( —2 ) ~L )
(5 o) (5 as )
keQq keQ:
S
® o 2D . 1=s
> Z A13+Tq_r7’kca7s <M/\ >
keQ

where (D uses (10). In 3) we used Lemma 15 with cas = a~%® min{1, L In(a)}. Now by using

g—r

the notation By, & AT and

[ Glse, <2Dw($ xo);\ ) ‘
’ 1—0—0o

® =
|
—

we have

1
=Ar >T Z Byry, for all t.
keQq:N[t]
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and note that the exponent above on the left hand side is qi, > 1. Thus, we can use [CHJ+22,
Lemma 3] which yields

g—r
i —r+7r? '
PR bt o
q+rq—r
keQr
or equivalently
dtrg—r

g — 2 T_]_ T r—G ~ GG —1

Ar > <({ Tj—r r > ZQQT(Dw(x*,:Eo) AT )
qg+rg—r 2 '

Note that above we took into account that « is a constant. The lower bound on Ap and (7) yield

the convergence rate

i LR} LRI
flyr) — f(z¥) = Ogr <T<+1i-> = Ogr <T<m+1>£+)-m> ;

m

where R, = ©,(D,(x*,20)'/") 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 v = 1, they
match up to constants and logarithmic factors. |

Lemma 15 Fora > 1 and b >0, we have a®*2 > a~?min{1,In(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 ||z — 3|, > p, for
some constant p, 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 p and any center z, that is, there exists a
constant ¢ such that ¢~ !V2f(y) < V2f(x) < cV2f(y), for all y satisfying ||z — y||, < 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
r — (V2f(x))"12, we obtain a smooth and strongly convex function with O(1) condition number.
As an example, for the /y-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 ¢oo-norm. Thus, for certain radius p, one can implement
a ball optimization oracle of radius p for any p € [2, 00, 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
lxx — Ukl = Q(p). 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 ¢ + v > max{2, p} in the proof of Theorem 11, we have that by
Theorem 10:

. l—o—0o ~_
Dw(w ,20) = € 9 Z AkPTAkl )
keQq
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and thus, using the same as (11) where the reverse Holder’s inequality is applied for s = % > 1,

we obtain
r4+1
™

~ 1
oA =, | | Y At pDy(*, z0) "
keQt

1
. . def .
Taking a power of -T5 and using B, = A;*" we obtain

B, =9, pﬁDw(w*,xo)_ﬁ Z Byr, | for all ¢.
keQy

Thus, by [CHJ+22, Lemma 3], and the fact that for our regularizers it is R, = ©,(Dy(z*, x0)V/7),
we obtain By > exp <Qr (T(p/Rp)ﬁ + log(Al))>. Note that by (6) and the fact that E; <0, it is

Dy (z*,x0) - e . =~ Rp\ <
——"== in order to reach an e-minimizer. Hence, thereisa T = ©, (=)

enough to obtain Ap > -

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

5. Lower bounds

In this section, we establish lower bounds for a general deterministic algorithm aimed at minimizing
a convex function that is g-times differentiable and has (L, v)-Hélder continuous g-derivatives with
respect to the || - ||, norm, where p € [1,4o00]. In particular, we prove the following.

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

m
LRI ma+a+1
: )

with respect to || - ||, such that the algorithm must make ﬁq(( queries to the local

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

1
~ q+1 =
Qq((LRE” )q) queries to the local oracle.

We observe that for p = 2 we recover the bound 9(5_34%) for the Euclidean setting in [ASS19;

GKN+21], up to logarithmic factors. Moreover, for ¢ = 1 and p > 2, we recover the bound (Nl(s_r)%)
determined in [GN15; DG20]. When p = oo our lower bound is Q,(¢~/9) that in the case ¢ = 1 was
established in [GN15]. Interestingly, our proof is the first to establish lower complexity bounds on
the smooth /,-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 ¢, 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 v/(S) be the uniform distribution on a set S C R%. Given a function f : R? — R,
we define its randomized smoothing

def

SpLI1@) 2 E ey ) [ (2 4 0)],

where Bg C R? is the 7 ball of center 0 and radius 8. For a given 8 > 0, define

SIS E (Sgj20 0 Spjaa-1 00 Sgs)(f).

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

Lemma 17 Assume that f : RY — R is G-Lipschitz w.r.t. || - |,. Then,

1.

Sglf] is G-Lipschitz and f~1dG-smooth w.r.t || - ||,

2. 8;(1) [f] is g-times differentiable and VngZ) [f] is Li-Lipschitz in an £, ball of radius 5/29 with
Li < L20RG, fori € {0,1,... g}

3. IS5 1f](x) = f(@)] < BG.

4. If f is a convex function, then NG f] is also a convex function.

B

5. The value Séq) [f](z) only depends on the values of f within the £, ball of radius (1 —279)5

and center x.
Proof
1. Let X = Bg. 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 VSs[f](z) =

%va,j(aﬂ [f(z + Bv)w,], where w, is defined as an outward || - ||2 unit vector normal to

0X. 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)~!, and assuming f is G-Lipschitz w.r.t. || - ||, we have

IVS5171@) = V5710l = S [Eveston 0w = £+ o),
< B B 1f@+ )~ D)l

vol(0X
< Gl = sl S E oyl

Recall that X = Bg, therefore max ey ||z, = 8. We also have %?X))[EUNV(@X)[HwUHp*] =

B~1d. Indeed, for p € (1,00), by taking the gradient of ||v||h and normalizing we can compute

1

\/d—“(sign(vl)h}l ]pfl, ... ,sign(v1)|vd|p71)
D i (il

Wy =

and thus . B
o]l ~vllp

1
lwollp. = :
VL [vi[2e2 lig2

By the divergence theorem on the identity function ¢(v) = v and on X and by denoting 1,
the uniform probability measure on X, we have

dvol(X /Z avl —VOl((?X)/aX(U,wU>de(v):vol(a)()/a [v]lp sy (v)

x [lol5,

v
—voto)s [ VI ) < vol(00), o ).
ox [|0ll5, 25
So we obtain the result. For p = 1 one can see that E,.,x)[l|lwsllp.] = d=1/? and Vf(il((af)) =
B~1d3/2. Similarly, for p = 0o it is Eyw,ga [[|we =1 and YY) — 3-17 So in any case
Y. p vrv(0X) D vol(X) y )

vol(0 -
we have Y2 OUE, 1) llwolp.] = B7d.

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 g. We have the statement for ¢ = 0 since the Lips-

chitzness of a function is preserved after smoothing. Let v1,...,v, be arbitrary unit vectors
with respect to || - ||, and let G; = ‘1121/;7“)/26* If the result holds for ¢ — 1, we have that

Sg/2a VI LS@ D[ f](z)[v1, . . . , v4_1] is differentiable and its differential is VqSéq) [f1(@)[v1, ... vg—1],
by commutativity of the smoothing and differential operator, hence by the first part it is Lip-
schitz w.r.t || - ||, with constant 11’%0qu1 = (4. Similarly, for i < ¢, by the commutativity of

the operators again, we have that ViSEq)[f](x)[vl, coL) = Sﬁ/ngiS(q_l)[f](x)[vl, AN

and we know that the right hand side is G; Lipschitz by induction hypothesis and the fact
that Sg/os preserves the Lipschitzness.

3. By Lipschitzness of f, \SIgJ) [fl(z) = f(z)] < maxgzex ||z],G = BG.
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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), we get that Séq) [fl(x) = Eyp, [f](y)

where p, is a distribution supported in B€1_2_q) B(a:)

5.2. Hard instance construction

For z € R%, and n < d, define, respectively, the softmax and partial softmax as

smax,,(z) < ln (iexp(wi/u)), smaxE”(a:) < n (iexp(:rﬂ,u)).

i=1 =1
Lemma 18 The following properties hold

(a) smax, is 1-Lipschitz w.r.t. || - [|oc-

q+1
(b) Vismax,,(z) is Ly-Lipschitz (w.r.t. || - || ), and Ly := (%) ,%!1'

(c) Letx € RY andn < d. If %[smaxu(az) - smaxE”(m)] =06 <1 then

|V smax, () — Vsmaxf”(w)Hl < 46.

See [Becl7, 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

m

¢+

42 BT S g @ m+ 1

for p € [1,00). In the case p = oo, we use d > 8k, v < ﬁ, and a = ¢ + 1. Define in addition
’B = ﬁ and = 4()¢Ynd‘

Fix a sequence {v;}eq of orthogonal vectors such that [lvj[,« < 1 for every j € [d]. Define
also a sequences of signs & € {—1,1}%. For i = 1,...,k define the functions f; : R¢ — R by

filz) = smax ((&(vj, @) + (k — 5)7)jea) + plk + 1 —i)d™*,

Finally, define
hiz) © max fi(z),  g(a) € SYh]().

The following lemma establishes the Lipschitzness of the hard function g.
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Lemma 19 For any choice of orthogonal vectors (vj);eiq with [[vjllp, <1 and signs (&;);e(a), the

function g is convex, g-times differentiable and V4g(z) is Ly-Lipschitz with Ly = 6q(kaHq(ln Eit1/mya)
if p€[1,00), and Ly = Oy(k%(Ink)?) if p = oo.

Proof Each f; is an instance of softmax up to a translation. Therefore, the high-order Lipschitzness
and convexity properties of smax, in Lemma 18 also apply to f;, and thus f; is convex, g-times

differentiable with O, (n~?)-Lipschitz g-th derivatives, regardless of the choices of &;. The function
(9)

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

consists of an average of convex functions, the function g = ng) [h] is also convex.

Let # € R Let j € [k] be the minimum number such that there is a point w € BZ(ZE) for
which h(w) = f;(w). For every z € Bg(x), h(z) = fi(z) + max;>; {fi(2) — fj(2)}. The term f;(2)
is smooth in the ball whereas the term max;>; { fi(2) — fj(2)} may not be smooth. If all points
z € Bz(x) satisfy h(z) = fj(z), then the nonsmooth term is 0 and so h is as smooth as f;, and the
i-th derivative of g = S [gq) [h] enjoys the same Lipschitzness as the i-th derivative of f; by Lemma 17.

We show that the nonsmooth term has a small Lipschitz constant in BZ (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 Bj(z). Towards this let 2’ € Bj(z), and I(z') = {i € [k] | h (2') = f; (2")}.
The set of subgradients of the nonsmooth term at 2’ is the convex hull of {V (f; — f;) (z')},¢ ()"
So if we show that for an arbitrary i € I (2'),||V (fi — f;) (@) ||lp. < L, then we know that the
nonsmooth part is L-Lipschitz at ’. 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 f; and f;, there
must be a point y in Bg(x) for which h(y) = fi(y) = f;(y). Note that 2’ € szﬁ(y). The statement

fi(y) = f;(y) translates to D below

@ smax ((&(ve,y) + (k — 07 eela) — smaxz” ((€e(ve,y) + (k — 07)eeja)
i

(1 —j)d

Sjy exp Sttt SL_ o oxp (Seeestit)
j =In|1+ :

7 ve,y)+(k—L
2B/ S exD (E o(ve >u( )v)

=28/ ZLI exp (5 o(ve, y):(k é)v)

© g st (Geve, ') + (k= 0)eeia)) — smaxi” ((§efor, #) + (k = O7)reia)
- %

=1In

@
> e B/ [ 1+

D o (50) — (0 + G~ )
where (2) holds since for all ¢ > 0, it is In(14c) > e /" In(1+e*/#c) and @) is due to |2}, —y,| < 23
which for any ¢ is implied by the fact that ||z’ — y||, < 28. Finally (4) holds by the definition of f;
and fj~
Therefore, by Lemma 18 (c) ||V (fl £i) (@) |lp, < 4(i — j)d e/ < Akd—(e*B/* —1). The
g-th derivatives of g = Séq) [h] = S [f]] + S(q) [max;>; {fi — f;}] are thus the sum of Lipschitz
with constants O, (1~7) and O, (dq,B kd™ (exp(45/u) — 1)), where the last is a consequence of
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Lemma 17. Using the values of the parameters for p € [1, 00| to balance the two terms we have

m—+1

0, (kTq(ln k1+1/m)q) if p & [1,00)
max {,u_q, dBkd™*(exp(48/p) — 1)} =
O (k1(Ink)?) if p = oo.

5.3. Optimality gap

Our hard function is g(z), with the choices of §; that we specify in the following. Given an algorithm
A, we denote g, 1, ..., Tr_1 the first k query points, and the choice of §; is made to depend only on
{zo,...,x;}. In particular, our sign choices are based on inductively defined sets I; = {i; }320 C [d],
as follows. First, I_1 = 0, and given I;_1, let [; = I;_1 U {i;}, where 4y € argmax;ec g\, [{vi, 7t)|,
and we let & = sign((v;,, x¢)).

The following lemma lower bounds the optimality gap g(«*) — min,cx g(x) where & is the unit
¢, ball.

Lemma 20 Let p > 1 and m = max{2,p}. For any deterministic algorithm A generating a
sequence Ty, ..., i, there exists an instance of the hard function g, and x* with ||z*||, < 1 such that
we have g(zy) — g(a*) > ¢ where ¢ = 11—6147*1/7” forp € [1,00), and & = {5 for p = cc.

Proof

e For the case p > 2 we use canonical vectors v; = e;. Now, we note that h(zy) > fr(zr) > 0,
by dropping every argument in the softmax term (412 j4+1+ (k—7j)7); except for j = k, and
noticing that it is not negative. Since h is 1-Lipschitz with respect to || - ||, we have g(xy) >
h(zk) —28 > —v/2 > —%k‘l/p. On the other hand, for the point * = —k~1/7 Z§:1 &ei, we
have ||z*||, <1 and for all 7 € [k]:

—k-Y
fi(z®) < plog (k exp (W)) +(k+1)d™ @

1 —a
Sulogk—m+k7+(k+1)d
1 1 1

1
< p-Up(Z _ S P SV
<k (4 1+4+4)_ 4k:

Thus, g(z*) < h(z*) + 25 < —%kil/ P, Therefore, at least k steps are necessary in order to
find an € = %Gk:_l/p minimizer.
Similarly, for p = co we can take z* = — Zle &e; that satisfy ||z*||ooc = 1. Using that by
definition v < ﬁ and d7¢ < W we obtain g(z¥) > —1—16 and g(z*) < —% and therefore
g(a*) = g(a*) > 3.

e Let 1 < p < 2. Consider d = 2° with s € N such that 257! < 8k3/2 < 2%, and the Hadamard
bases defined recursively as Hy = [1], and

1 H; H;

H, —H, |



Given k and corresponding dimension d = 25 > k3/2 let {é1,...,€4} be the columns of matrix
Hj,. Tt is easy to see that

lejlz =1, [I&jllee = 1/Vd.
Using interpolation inequalities for p norms, we have that for all j € [d],

2

TSP 1-2 _1
pe ZIE51157 [[€j]loc 7 =d~ s0=2) _ gi—3

1€,

In particular, we have that {v;}cq), where v; = dl/2=1/p- €j, is such that these vectors are
orthogonal and have unit £, -norm.

We note now that for all £ € {—1,+1}*

def .
A migmac(vy,0) = mig max 3 iloy,2) = max || 3 v = min | 3 v
Jelk] (k] e[kl
In order to estimate this quantity. Consider first the || - |2
11
| 3 v, = [ Xl = w2 = = st
JElk] JE[k]
Now, using Hélder’s inequality:
Rl PR g PO
Jjelk] P
hence 1
A= < ——.
e ) < -

In particular, there exist 2* € X, ||x*||, < 1 such that for every i

3
() <EYy+FA -y <EkEv+ AL ——.
fi(z®) < ky ¥ 7y N

* 3
Therefore, h(z*) < s and

* * 1
g(x*) < h(z )+2ﬂ§—m.

Moreover, as before, we have g(xp) > —v/2 > _Tlc;k_l/ 2 hence, at least k steps are necessary

in order to find an € = 1—1616*1/ 2 minimizer.

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

Let y; € Bg(x¢), we show that h(y;) does not depend on &;, for ¢ > t. That is, fir1(ye) > fir1(ye)-
Assume for simplicity from now on by relabeling the coordinates without loss of generality that
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the index at the ¢-th step is ¢, that is iy—1 = £. Inequality fi+1(y¢) > fi+1(y:) holds if the following
expression is < (i — t)d~*

; (s _ ; (v iy & (i ye)+(k—5)y
| Zzill exp(gj <vj7yz>u+(k j)’Y) D Z;gﬁ exp(£]<1}]:yt>u+(k J)'Y) ®) kHQIg]aé(iH exp(=1- ) )
og o — < —— — < — =

S exp(Slsd iy |7 g e (Saltapd 1) T (Sl it

where (1) uses log(1 +¢) < ¢, 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 ¢ + 2 in the exp in the numerator. It suffices to
prove that the right hand side is upper bounded by d=* < (i — t)d~“. Equivalently, it suffices to
show

log k Ay . < —uolozd
plog +t+21£%+1§g<vj,yt> it (vrst, y) + 7 < —palog

By the definition of iy = t + 1, we have &11(vit1,2) — 41 (ve, 2¢) < 0 for any i > t. Thus, we have
§ir1(Vin1, y) — &r1{ve, ) < 2B. So it suffices that
u(logk + alogd) + 28 < 7,
which holds by construction.
Now, take g = L%g so § is has L—Lipschitz ¢—th derivative. For p € [1,00) we have §(z*) —
g(z*) > ﬁk‘_l/m < e, Setting g = 0 so R, = |[zg — 2*||, = 1, and recalling that L, =
O(km+19(In(k*1/™))7) we obtain

[ RI+L\ matart LRI\ Y
(45) 5 () <o

3

And since we have a lower bound of k& on the number of calls to a g-order oracle in order to achieve
an e-minimizer, we obtain the statement.
L def

Similarly, for p = oo we have j(z*) — g(z*) > oL, — & |20 — 2*||o = 1 and recalling that
1

~ . oo (LRI Y\
Ly = O(k(In(k))?) we obtain the complexity Qq(< = ) ).

£

Acknowledgements

C. Guzman’s research was partially supported by INRIA Associate Teams project, ANID FONDE-
CYT 1210362 grant, ANID Anillo ACT210005 grant, and National Center for Artificial Intelligence
CENIA FB210017, Basal ANID. J.P. Contreras was supported by Postdoctoral Fondecyt Grant No.
3240505.

21



References

[ABJ+24]

[AH18]

[ASS19]

[Bae09]

[BCLY4]

[Becl7]
[BIL+19]

[BNOO3]

[Bul20]

[CHJ+22]

[CIT+20]

[DG20]

Deeksha Adil, Brian Bullins, Arun Jambulapati, and Aaron Sidford. “Convex opti-
mization with p-norm oracles”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.24158 (2024) (cit. on
pp. 2, 3).

Naman Agarwal and Elad Hazan. “Lower Bounds for Higher-Order Convex Optimiza-
tion”. In: Conference On Learning Theory, COLT 2018, Stockholm, Sweden, 6-9 July
2018. Ed. by Sébastien Bubeck, Vianney Perchet, and Philippe Rigollet. Vol. 75. Pro-
ceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2018, pp. 774-792 (cit. on pp. 2, 14,
16).

Yossi Arjevani, Ohad Shamir, and Ron Shiff. “Oracle complexity of second-order meth-
ods for smooth convex optimization”. In: Math. Program. 178.1-2 (2019), pp. 327-360
(cit. on pp. 2, 14).

Michel Baes. “Estimate sequence methods: extensions and approximations”. In: Insti-
tute for Operations Research, ETH, Zirich, Switzerland 2.1 (2009) (cit. on p. 1).

Keith Ball, Eric A Carlen, and Elliott H Lieb. “Sharp uniform convexity and smooth-
ness inequalities for trace norms”. In: Inequalities: Selecta of Elliott H. Lieb (1994),
pp. 171-190 (cit. on p. 5).

Amir Beck. First-Order Methods in Optimization. Vol. 25. STAM, 2017 (cit. on p. 17).

Sébastien Bubeck, Qijia Jiang, Yin Tat Lee, Yuanzhi Li, and Aaron Sidford. “Near-
optimal method for highly smooth convex optimization”. In: Conference on Learning
Theory. PMLR. 2019, pp. 492-507 (cit. on p. 1).

Dimitri Bertsekas, Angelia Nedic, and Asuman Ozdaglar. “Convex analysis and opti-
mization”. In: vol. 1. Athena Scientific, 2003, pp. 245247 (cit. on p. 27).

Brian Bullins. “Highly smooth minimization of non-smooth problems”. In: Confer-
ence on Learning Theory, COLT 2020, 9-12 July 2020, Virtual Event [Graz, Austria].
Ed. by Jacob D. Abernethy and Shivani Agarwal. Vol. 125. Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research. PMLR, 2020, pp. 988-1030 (cit. on p. 17).

Yair Carmon, Danielle Hausler, Arun Jambulapati, Yujia Jin, and Aaron Sidford.
“Optimal and Adaptive Monteiro-Svaiter Acceleration”. In: NeurIPS. 2022 (cit. on
pp. 2, 8, 13, 14, 24, 26).

Yair Carmon, Arun Jambulapati, Qijia Jiang, Yujia Jin, Yin Tat Lee, Aaron Sidford,
and Kevin Tian. “Acceleration with a Ball Optimization Oracle”. In: Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems 33: Annual Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems 2020, NeurIPS 2020, December 6-12, 2020, virtual. Ed. by Hugo
Larochelle, Marc’Aurelio Ranzato, Raia Hadsell, Maria-Florina Balcan, and Hsuan-
Tien Lin. 2020 (cit. on p. 13).

Jelena Diakonikolas and Cristébal Guzmén. “Lower Bounds for Parallel and Random-
ized Convex Optimization”. In: J. Mach. Learn. Res. 21 (2020), 5:1-5:31 (cit. on pp. 2,
14).

22


https://arxiv.org/pdf/2410.24158
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2410.24158
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v75/agarwal18a.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v75/agarwal18a.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10107-018-1293-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10107-018-1293-1
https://optimization-online.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/08/2372.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01231769
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01231769
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9781611974997
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1812.08026
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1812.08026
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v125/bullins20a.html
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.15371
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/hash/dba4c1a117472f6aca95211285d0587e-Abstract.html
http://jmlr.org/papers/v21/19-771.html
http://jmlr.org/papers/v21/19-771.html

[dGJ18]

[DO19]

[GDG+19]

[GKN+-21]

[GN15]

[Guzl5]

[TWZ19]

[KG22]

[MS13]

[Nem95]
[Nes04]

[Nes21]

Alexandre d’Aspremont, Cristébal Guzman, and Martin Jaggi. “Optimal Affine-Invariant
Smooth Minimization Algorithms”. In: STAM J. Optim. 28.3 (2018), pp. 2384-2405
(cit. on p. 2).

Jelena Diakonikolas and Lorenzo Orecchia. “The Approximate Duality Gap Technique:
A Unified Theory of First-Order Methods”. In: STAM J. Optim. 29.1 (2019), pp. 660
689 (cit. on p. 6).

Alexander Gasnikov, Pavel Dvurechensky, Eduard Gorbunov, Evgeniya Vorontsova,
Daniil Selikhanovych, and César A Uribe. “Optimal tensor methods in smooth convex
and uniformly convex optimization”. In: Conference on Learning Theory. PMLR. 2019,
pp. 1374-1391 (cit. on p. 1).

Ankit Garg, Robin Kothari, Praneeth Netrapalli, and Suhail Sherif. “Near-Optimal
Lower Bounds For Convex Optimization For All Orders of Smoothness”. In: Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems 34: Annual Conference on Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems 2021, NeurIPS 2021, December 6-14, 2021, virtual. Ed.
by Marc’Aurelio Ranzato, Alina Beygelzimer, Yann N. Dauphin, Percy Liang, and
Jennifer Wortman Vaughan. 2021, pp. 29874-29884 (cit. on pp. 2, 14, 15, 17).

Cristébal Guzméan and Arkadi Nemirovski. “On lower complexity bounds for large-
scale smooth convex optimization”. In: Journal of Complexity 31.1 (2015), pp. 1-14
(cit. on pp. 2, 14).

Cristébal A Guzman Paredes. “INFORMATION, COMPLEXITY AND STRUCTURE
IN CONVEX OPTIMIZATION”. PhD thesis. Georgia Institute of Technology, 2015
(cit. on p. 2).

Bo Jiang, Haoyue Wang, and Shuzhong Zhang. “An optimal high-order tensor method
for convex optimization”. In: Conference on Learning Theory. PMLR. 2019, pp. 1799-
1801 (cit. on p. 1).

Dmitry Kovalev and Alexander V. Gasnikov. “The First Optimal Acceleration of High-
Order Methods in Smooth Convex Optimization”. In: Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 35: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems
2022, NeurIPS 2022, New Orleans, LA, USA, November 28 - December 9, 2022. Ed.
by Sanmi Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, Danielle Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh.
2022 (cit. on p. 2).

Renato DC Monteiro and Benar Fux Svaiter. “An accelerated hybrid proximal extra-
gradient method for convex optimization and its implications to second-order meth-
ods”. In: SIAM Journal on Optimization 23.2 (2013), pp. 1092-1125 (cit. on pp. 1,
5).

Arkadi Nemirovski. “Information-based complexity of convex programming”. In: Lec-
ture notes 834 (1995) (cit. on p. 4).

Yurii E. Nesterov. Introductory Lectures on Convex Optimization - A Basic Course.
Vol. 87. Applied Optimization. Springer, 2004. 1SBN: 978-1-4613-4691-3 (cit. on p. 6).

Yurii E. Nesterov. “Implementable tensor methods in unconstrained convex optimiza-
tion”. In: Math. Program. 186.1 (2021), pp. 157-183 (cit. on p. 1).

23


https://doi.org/10.1137/17M1116842
https://doi.org/10.1137/17M1116842
https://doi.org/10.1137/18M1172314
https://doi.org/10.1137/18M1172314
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v99/gasnikov19a/gasnikov19a.pdf
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v99/gasnikov19a/gasnikov19a.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2021/hash/fa6c94460e902005a0b660266190c8ba-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2021/hash/fa6c94460e902005a0b660266190c8ba-Abstract.html
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1307.5001
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1307.5001
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1812.06557
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1812.06557
http://papers.nips.cc/paper%5C_files/paper/2022/hash/e56f394bbd4f0ec81393d767caa5a31b-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper%5C_files/paper/2022/hash/e56f394bbd4f0ec81393d767caa5a31b-Abstract-Conference.html
https://bpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/sites.gatech.edu/dist/0/1467/files/2021/02/prox-accel7.pdf
https://bpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/sites.gatech.edu/dist/0/1467/files/2021/02/prox-accel7.pdf
https://bpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/sites.gatech.edu/dist/0/1467/files/2021/02/prox-accel7.pdf
https://www2.isye.gatech.edu/~nemirovs/Lec_EMCO.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-8853-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10107-019-01449-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10107-019-01449-1

[NY83]

[STM19]

(Zal83]

A.S. Nemirovskii and D.B. Yudin. Problem Complezity and Method Efficiency in Opti-
mization. A Wiley-Interscience publication. Wiley, 1983. 1SBN: 9780471103455 (cit. on
pp. 4, 14, 15).

Chaobing Song, Yong Jiang, and Yi Ma. “Unified Acceleration of High-Order Algo-

rithms under Holder Continuity and Uniform Convexity”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.00582
(2019) (cit. on pp. 2, 11).

Constantin Zalinescu. “On Uniformly Convex Functions”. In: Journal of Mathematical
Analysis and Applications (1983), pp. 344-374 (cit. on p. 5).

24


https://books.google.cl/books?id=6ULvAAAAMAAJ
https://books.google.cl/books?id=6ULvAAAAMAAJ
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.00582
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.00582
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-247X(83)90112-9

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 z*. Regularizer ¢ that is (1, r)-uniformly convex
function wrt a norm || - ||. Initial }\\0. Adjustment factor o > 1. Inexactness constants o,o”.

—_

A . C 1 (r«(l1—0—0’) r—1
Z()(—y0<—1170, 0<—0, <—§ T igorr

2: 171,1}1, )\1 < O(xo,/):()); /Xl < )\1
3 forAkzltono L
4:  Ap = Zik —|— A oap = (C’Az_l)\k)l/’” o r-degree equation on ag > 0.
. ai
5: + ;{ka_l ~
6: if k> 1 thenAyk,vk, A O(mk, )\k)
7oy < min{ A /Ag, 1} ap < el Ag < ak + Agy
. ~ A
8 yr < argmin{ f(r), f(yx—1)} o Or yp, wy 1+ FVA,C T
9: 2 < arg 1[1r111r1Z€R,«L{ZZ La <vz, z) + Dd,(z xo)}

10: if )\t < )\ then )\t+1 — a)\t else )\t+1 — 1)\15
11: end for
12: return yg.

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 A\g. In some cases of high-order smooth convex optimization, we can implement
the inexact proximal oracle of Algorithm 1, but with a parameter of \;, that depends on y;. Because
yr also depends on Ak, 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 @i the points that the inexact proximal oracle returns. Therefore, vy € 0., f(Jr). We define a
different convex combination for the point where we compute the gradient x; = Ar— a

Ak
for some @y, to be determined later, that satisfies a; = yay, where v, = min{\/ Xk, 1}, and where
Xk is a guess on the proximal parameter of our next oracle and A is the proximal parameter that
the oracle actually returns. We also have /Tk S Ap_1 + ay.

We define the upper bound U, S f(yk)Aand the primal dual gap Gy E Ui — L; but this

time we want U < %tf (Ye—1) + %f (). Therefore, we can define the combination

def (1—yp)Agp_1
k — Ag

Yk—1 + “”X:’“ Uk, which note it is a convex combination, or we can simply define it
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as y € argmin{ f(yx—1), f(gx)}. With these definitions, we have

@® .
ApGr — A 1Gr1 — Tgmy Dy (u, 20) < (X — ) Ap—1f (Yr—1) + A Sf (Gr) — A (]

k—1 k—1
—ap f ()= ) _aif (i) — (Z a;((vi, 2k — §i) — &) + Dy (2, wo)) — ar{vk, 2k — Uk) + axcr
i=1 =1

k-1
i) + (Z a;({vi, 2k—1 — i) — &) + Dy (261, 1‘0))

i=1

- 5 1 -~
< (U Ve Ak—1(Uk — Yr—1) — ap(£2zp—1 + 21 — U)) — ;sz—l — 2k||" + Arerk

()

1 —~
(0, VARG — 1) + ag (261 — 21)) — ;IIZJC_1 — 2k||" + Y Aker

Tx

v T e Aker

YAy (Vg G — T1) +

1/(r—1)

N IANE

*+ Hvk — UkHT*) + Vi Ageg

ag (|[o

VAR Ok, T — 1) + R Axl ok — Orlle - |5k — x2]) +

INS

(1+ UT*)) G5 — axl|” + v Arer

=r/(r=1) 51/(r—1)
o / ay, 2 T ﬂ ~ r
Ayl = —o')+ A (I+o )) )\kHyk |

INQ)

kAk -1+ O') + a};/(r_l) 21/(r—1)

( )\r/(rfl) Ty
A

k
r(1—0—0)

2

I/\@

min {X;l, )\,:1} ok — x| B

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 AxUr < (1 — vg)Ak—1f(yk—1) + i Arge. In (2), we applied the enlarged
subgradient property on the remaining terms with f(-), namely vxAr_1(f(yx) — f(gx)) and used
ap = ViQk, A\k = Ap_1 + ay, yielding error v;Ag_15, which gives %A\kEk after merging it with
the other error. We grouped the resulting expression with another term, and we used that the
terms in parentheses are {x_1(zx—1) — ¢x—1(2x). The (1,7)-uniform convexity of ¢x_1(-) and the
fact that z,_; is its minimizer implies the bound. In (3), we used that by definition of zj, it is
A\k:pk = Agp_1Yg—1 + agzi—_1, along with ap = vypa,. We had added and subtracted z;_1 to apply
Holder’s and Young’s inequalities in (4), namely (v,u) < [Jv[l[lull < =[]t + Lul|”. In B, we
added and subtracted some vy, terms and use simple bounds to make ||vy, — V||« appear. We do this
because the first and third resulting terms are proportional to ||yx — zx||” 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 a; = v, and using

that by definition of ~g ot min{Ak/Xk, 1}, it is yx/Ax = min {/):,:1, )\,;1} < //\\,;1 We also used the

assumption ey < %ngk —xzi|".
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Finally, for (8), we find @, > 0 so the second summand is half of the absolute value of the first
summand. This only changes the value of ay 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 A

r«(l—o—o’)

r—1
2(1Fo™) ) . It is enough to solve the equation

when ||y — || is large enough. Let C' = 1 (

ay, = CA’,;_l)\k. And this does not require to know the value of Ag, which is only revealed after we
choose xj and receive the answer from the oracle @T. The first part of the second statement now
holds by (7) and the definition of our Fj.

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

the denominator of the Moreau’s envelope definition reverses the order), we define SZ o {k €

T] | M\ > Ak} = {k: € [T] | v = 1} the set of up iterates, and recall that after any iterate k of
them we have that )\k is increased to )\k+1 o a)\k Similarly, the set of down iterates is defined
as S5 (k€ [T] | A\e < A} and after any of these iterates k, we have Aprq = oA, The first
iterate is an up iterate by construction, see Line 2 of Algorithm 2.

The sequence of iterates up to 1T 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
d;i+1. And for convenience, even if the first and last iterates are not down iterates we denote them
by di =1 and dg = 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 u;. As an example:

v U UDDDUUUDDD D U DUUUD D
~—  ~~ ~— ~—~ N~~~ ~— " ~~
d1 ui d2 u2 d3 us d4 U4 d5

Because of how we update A, and the indices definitions, we have for i € [S — 1] that Xul >
adm—ur?Xdi +1, Where the inequality is an equality for ¢« = S in case that the last iterate is an up
iterate in which case ug_1 = dg and /):US—I = de > ads—qul_Qde. We also have for all i € [5]
that Xuz > a“i_di_f):di, where the inequality is also an equality except for ¢ = 1 in case that the
first subsequence of up iterates is of length one in which case d; = u; and so Xul > a“lfdlfzxdl.

Now, given the relation @) = %Cﬁ;—%, and a; = dy, and A, = Ay, for all ,and Ap > A,_q,
we have (1) below by (8):

@ o, @ ol
1/r 1/r 1/r 1/r
AT S A e M S Y A
i€Sg
cyr N1/r N1/r
2. PP AR VA

1€[S—1] 1€[S—1]

@ Cl/r S R S—1 R
di—uj—1—2 1/r w;—d;—2 1/r 12
= 2r } :(Oz ! Adi) / + § ,(a )\di) / ( )

=2 =1

1/r S—1
@ cY/ ((QQ(m d1)— 2)\ 1/T+Z ;ul—ui_l)—2’):d_)1/r+(aé(ds—us1)—2de)1/T>

- 2r
=2

@ Cl/r
>

Z ri— 2)\ 1/7"
i€Q
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where (2) applied the same as (1) recursively. In (3) we applied the bounds on )\ . that we computed
above. In (4), for the indices i = 2,3,...,5 — 1, we used the 7 and geometrlc mean inequality:
L™ + by > alatt)/Cr) > 1o(a+h)/(1) 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 r; > 0 defined as
r = Ly —dy) = L — 1), rg = $(ds —ng_1) = LT —ng_y), and for i = 2,3,...,S — 1, it is
r & %(nz —n;—1). And note EZ LT = Tgl.

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 A. |

Appendix B. Other proofs

Proof of Proposition 4.
Proof of Property 1. For the norm || - ||, and p = 1, we can consider the function f(z) = &||z|3,

then for instance for x = 1 and A = %, there is not a unique minimizer. Similarly, if p = oo
and f(z) = 3||2|% then for instance for z = e; and A = 3 there is not a unique minimizer. For
p € (1,00) the minimizer prox(z) is unique since 5 ||z — -||? is strictly convex.

Proof of Property 2. The function to be optimized in the definition of M (z) is jointly convex
on z,y. Consequently, the epigraph of (z,4) — f(y) + 3 [l — y||* 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 (z,y) — ||z — y||?> which holds since for points =, 2’,y,y’ € R", we have

@ 11 1 | 1
l(@+2)/2—(y+y)/21? < (QHw—yHQ\x’—y’H) §§\Iw—y\\2+§llw’—y’\\2,

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

F(prox(@) < f(prox(e) + gy e = prox(a)[F = M(z) < f(x) + 5l — o] = f(z).

In particular, since f(z*) = mingegrn f(x), it must be f(prox(z*)) = M(z*) = f(z*).

Proof of Property 4. By the generalized Danskin’s theorem [BNOO3|, we have OM(x) =
conv{h,(prox(z)) | prox(z) € Prox(x)}. Moreover, by the first order optimality condition of
any prox(z) € Prox(z) in the optimization problem defining M (x), we have 0 € 9f(prox(z)) +

2
Oy % @ and so there is g € hy(prox(z)) such that g € 9f(prox(z)). Note that our proof
y=prox(z
relies on the symmetry of the function that we use to convolve with f, or more in particular, on

ha(y) = —hy(x) for all z,y. (compare to Bregman proximal point, in which one uses the Moreau
envelope M () = minyern{f(y) + Dy(x,y)} where Dy is not symmetric in general).
Proof of Property 5. Let f(z) = 3||z[|> and let g € 0f(z), for some € R". We have

@ ©F] 1 D1

Ll = 1@ L 0.0) = £0) 2 Nl ol = () 2 gl + 2112~ £(0) D S
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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) = ||z||*> = ||¢g||?>. By shifting, scaling, and Property 4, defining
any g € hy(prox(z)) and gy € OM(x), we have Mg, prox(x) — z) = |z — prox(z)|? = | Ag|? =
A2|garll? L Xgar, prox(z) — ), as desired.

Proof of Property 6. We have

My, (2) = ghle — prosy, @2 2 f(prosy, () = My, (pros (),

where (1) holds by definition of M (x) and prox(z), 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 g-th high-order Lipschitz derivative for the case p = co. 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
Tt € argmin {f(w) F o x||2},
zeX k

for a closed convex set X and a function f with minimizer x* when constrained to X. Let g; €
O f(w41) such that ||gx|ls = }|lzr — k41|, see Definition 3, Property 5. Define R « maxje 7y |7 —
x*||. For instance, if X' is compact, we can use its diameter, or we can choose X = By |, (2o, O(||zo —
z*||,)). Also define Uy = Mjy 1 (2141) and the lower bound Ly on f(z*) as AgLy <= Ele a; M;(z;)+
Zle a;(gi,x* — x;) < Apf(a*). Recall Ay = Ap_1 +ay = Zle ay, for ap > 0 to be determined
later, and let Gj, = Uy, — L. We have, for all k > 1 (note Ag = 0):

ArGr — Ap1Grq D Ap 1 (M1 (wpg1) — My(z)) + ap M1 (2p41)

(13)

@ 4
< —7§||$k — |2+ aj\kaﬂk — T || R.

Above, (D) just uses the definitions and cancels some terms, and (2) groups some terms, uses the
descent Definition 3, Property 6, Holder’s inequality along with the definition of R, and ||gk||« =
1llze — zk41]|. We can analyze now a few cases:
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e Now suppose that, regardless of the value of A\, we can guarantee that either ||z — x| > ¢
for a constant ¢ > 0, or we find a minimizer (i.e., we implement a ball optimization oracle).
Then, choosing ar, = Ag|zr — xk4+1]|/(4R) we obtain that the right hand side of (13) is

< —%Ha}k — 2341||? € 0. If we solve the equation ap = (Ap_1 + ai)||zr — Trs1|/(4R), we

4R —1 _ . 1
a1 and so Ap = Apy +ap = Apy (1—||xk—xk_1||/<4R)> =

Ak,l(m) > Al(%)k_l > Ay exp((k —1)4%). Thus, we conclude:

obtain ay = Ag_1(

A1G1 i

4R)‘

f@ry2) = f(@") < Mpia(zria) — f(27) < Gr < < Gyexp(—(k—1)

%)) iterations.

So we obtain an e-minimizer is 6(% log(

e Now instead let us upper bound ag||zx — zx+1||R/A on the right hand side of (13) by %ka -
2 p2
Th_1||? + a)@i by using Young’s inequality. Suppose 1/A < ¢, which is a movement bound
that can be easily implemented inexactly for L-smooth functions by using 1/A < L and the
2 2
negative term we produced. Then, the right hand side can be bounded by a’ff , and we
conclude

T

Z aicR2 @ 4cR?

f(xry2) — f(@*) < Mryi(zri1) — f(27) < Gr A STia

1
=4
T3

We obtain (1) above if we choose aj, k+1 and so A = (kH)QM

e More in general than in the previous point, suppose that 1/\; = c||zpy1 — zx][9T7 2. For
example, this is what happens if we implement xj11 € argmin{f(z) + 7 |lzx — z||9TV} and
can be implemented inexactly for high-order Holder-smooth functions, as detailed in Section 4.

Indeed, we have by the first-order optimality condition:

0 @i+l —aul 205 la—ax ) i) = OF @)+ — 0 la=ax|[7) wrs) =0,
(14)

For notational convenience, let ¢ © q + v. Now arguing similarly as before, by using Young’s

inequality ab < 1(wa)" + 1(b/w)* for r =G/(G—1)>1,s=¢>1and w = Al(j_l)/q, we have

Ay 2, Ok
~2E g — Y\l — st || R
2)\k”% Tyl +)\k||$k Tyl
cAr ; §-1
= _7”$’“ — g1 || + cagl|lrr — TR [T R
cAy ,clg—1) < dllzr — e |7\ e (43 —1)/)4 "V Ria]
< ——llzk — 2pa |+ —— Ay - + - -
> | 41l i 1G=1 ; 41
Ay &, c(4(g — 1)) Riq]

(15)
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So if we choose aj, = O,4(ki™1), we obtain Ay = ©,(k?) and thus

T
fery2)—f(z") < My (2rp1)—Mri(2¥) < Gr = Oy <1 Z
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