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Abstract

Second-order methods are of great importance for composite convex op-
timization problems due to their local super-linear convergence rates (under
appropriate assumptions). However, the presence of even a simple nonsmooth
function in the model most often renders the subproblems in proximal Newton
methods computationally-difficult to solve in high-dimension. We introduce
a novel approach based on a weak proximal Newton oracle (WPNO), which
only requires to solve such subproblems to accuracy that is comparable to
that of the optimal solution of the global problem, while maintaining local
super-linear convergence under standard assumptions. We show that when
the optimal solution of the global problem admits some sparse structure,
a WPNO could be implemented very efficiently using specialized first-order
methods.

1 Introduction

We consider the following standard composite convex optimization problem:

min
x∈E
{F (x) := f(x) +R(x)}, (1)

where E is a Euclidean vector space of dimension n, R : E→ R∪{+∞} is a proper
closed convex function, and f(·) is convex and twice continuously differentiable over
dom(R). We let β2 denote the Lipschitz continuity parameter of the Hessian of f ,
i.e., ∥∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)∥ ≤ β2∥x− y∥ for all x,y ∈ dom(R), where ∥·∥ denotes
the Euclidean norm. Throughout we shall assume that Problem (1) is bounded
from below and admits a unique minimizer x∗ with corresponding optimal value
F ∗. Throughout we shall also assume either one of the following two assumptions
holds true.

Assumption 1. Given an initialization point x1 ∈ dom(R), there exists positive
scalars α, β such that for every x in the initial level set L1 := {x ∈ E | F (x) ≤
F (x1)} it holds that βI ⪰ ∇2f(x) ⪰ αI.
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Assumption 2. The function R has bounded domain with Euclidean diameter
D <∞, and the quadratic growth property holds with some constant α > 0, i.e.,

∀x ∈ dom(R) : ∥x− x∗∥2 ≤ 2

α
(F (x)− F ∗) .

In this paper we will be interested in efficient second-order methods for Problem
(1) with local super-linear convergence rates (under either Assumption 1 or 2), which
could highly beneficial, at least at a certain proximity of the optimal solution, when
Problem (1) is ill-conditioned for first-order methods in the sense that the first-
order condition number β/α is very large, where β denotes the Lipschitz continuity
parameter of ∇f .

The literature on second-order methods for convex optimization is of course
huge, and we do not presume to thoroughly survey it here. Instead we refer the
interested reader to [14, 21, 20, 7, 16, 22, 5] and references therein.

Standard Newton methods, when applied to Problem (1) often require on each
iteration t to solve a subproblem of the form:

min
w∈E
{Ψt(w) := ⟨w − xt,∇f(xt)⟩+

η

2
⟨w − xt,∇2f(xt)(w − xt)⟩+R(w)}, (2)

where xt is the current iterate, η > 0 is a step-size, and ⟨·, ·⟩ is the standard inner-
product, see for instance [14, 21, 7, 22]. Some methods consider a cubic-regularized
variant of (2), see for instance [20, 19].

Problem (2) is most often difficult to solve even when R is quite simple. For
instance, already when f is non-linear and R is the indicator function for an ℓ1
ball in Rn, Problem (2) does not admit a closed-form solution and requires the use
of iterative optimization methods, e.g., first-order methods, to solve it to sufficient
accuracy, within each iteration of the Newton method.

Unfortunately, solving Problem (2) using standard first-order methods can often
defeat the purpose of using a second-order method. For instance, even an optimal
first-order method with an accelerated linear convergence-rate ,e.g., [18, 3, 17], will
require in worst-case

√
β/α number of gradient computations of Ψt(·) and prox

computations (e.g., Euclidean projections) w.r.t. R. Computing the gradient of
Ψt requires in general dense matrix-vector product computations (multiplication
with Hessian matrix), and in case R is for instance the indicator function for a
nuclear norm ball of matrices or a non-trivial polytope, computing the prox op-
erator may also be computationally difficult. Thus, such methods will introduce
computationally-intensive operations into the Newton method whose number scales
with the first-order condition number β/α, which may ultimately limit the benefit
of using second-order information.

In case the bottleneck in solving (2) via proximal gradient methods is the com-
plex structure of R, some works such as [6, 15] have considered using the Frank-
Wolfe (aka conditional gradient) method, which only requires a linear minimization
oracle w.r.t. dom(R). However, the slow convergence rate of the Frank-Wolfe
method, which is typically 1/t, may again result in an overall prohibitive runtime,
in particular when the overall desired accuracy is medium-high. In case R is the
indicator function for a polytope, some variants of Frank-Wolfe enjoy a linear con-
vergence rate, however this comes, in worst-case, with a multiplicative factor that
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scales at least linearly with both the first-order condition number of f and the
ambient dimension of the problem [6]. We note that while some Frank-Wolfe vari-
ants for polytopes can replace the explicit dependence on the ambient dimension
with the dimension of the optimal face (containing the optimal solution), which
can indeed be low-dimensional in certain settings [11, 1], even if x∗ indeed lies on
a low-dimensional face, there is in general no guarantee that the solutions to the
subproblems (2) will also lie on a low-dimensional face.

We shall also mention the classical work [4] that considered the case in which
R is the indicator function for the non-negative orthant in Rn, and considered a
method that is based on a considerably simplified version of subproblem (2), namely
replacing the computation of the projection onto the non-negative orthant w.r.t.
the norm induced by the Hessian ∇2f(xt), with the standard Euclidean norm. [4]
established a local super-linear convergence for this simplified method, however it
holds only under an additional strong assumption known as strict complementarity
which we do not make here (see Proposition 4 in [4]).

In this work we develop a new principled approach towards making proximal
Newton methods more efficient to implement while maintaining local super-linear
convergence rates. Our approach will be mostly of interest in case the optimal
solution x∗ admits a certain sparse structure. Indeed in many cases, for example
when R is the indicator function for an ℓ1 ball or matrix nuclear norm ball, or even
a convex and compact polytope, we may expect that x∗ is indeed sparse, may it be
entry-wise sparsity for the ℓ1 ball case, low rank for the matrix nuclear norm ball
case, or that it lies on a low-dimensional face in the polytope case.

Our approach is based on two main observations. First, we observe that in
order to obtain local super-linear convergence (in function value and under either
Assumption 1 or Assumption 2), subproblem (2) (or a regularized variant of it)
need not be solved to optimality (or even with very good approximation), but only
to value that is comparable with that of x∗ — the optimal solution to our original
Problem (1). We refer to these as weak proximal Newton oracles (Definition 1 in
the sequel). Second, we show that specialized first-order methods, when applied to
subproblems such as (2), but require to solve it only to the level of error achieved
by x∗, can leverage the sparse structure of x∗ to solve these with better complex-
ity than standard first-order methods. This is despite the fact that the optimal
solutions to subproblem (2) need not inherit the sparse structure of x∗ in general.
The specialized first-order methods considered include those based on first-order
weak proximal oracles, recently introduced in [9, 10], and decomposition-invariant
conditional gradient methods [11, 1].

We note that while a significant part of the literature on second-order methods
focuses on quasi-Netwon methods in which the second derivative in subproblem
(2) is replaced with certain approximation Ht ≈ ∇2f(xt) which is computationally
more efficient to work with [14], such developments are in a sense orthogonal to
the approach proposed here and are beyond the scope of this current work. It can
indeed be an interesting future direction to examine whether the combination of the
ideas presented here and quasi-Newton methods could lead to even more efficient
methods.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: In section 2 we define our main
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object of interest — weak proximal Newton oracles (WPNO), and establish their
local super-linear convergence. In Sections 3 and 4 we discuss efficient implementa-
tions based on first-order weak proximal oracles, and conditional gradient methods,
respectively. Finally, in Section 5 we bring some preliminary empirical evidence to
demonstrate the plausibility of our approach.

2 Weak Proximal Newton Oracles

Definition 1 (weak proximal Newton oracles). We say a map A : dom(R)×R+ →
dom(R) is a (approximated) weak proximal Newton oracle for Problem (1) with
some parameter CA ≥ 0, abbreviated as WPNO, if given input (x, η) ∈ dom(R) ×
R+, it outputs a point v ∈ dom(R) such that

ϕx,η(v) ≤ ϕx,η(x
∗) + η2CA∥x− x∗∥3, (3)

where

ϕx,η(w) := ⟨w − x,∇f(x)⟩+ η

2
⟨w − x,∇2f(x)(w − x)⟩+R(w). (4)

We say a map A : dom(R) × R+ → dom(R) is a (approximated) weak regularized
proximal Newton oracle for Problem (1) with some parameter CA ≥ 0, abbreviated
as WRPNO, if given input (x, η) ∈ dom(R) × R+, it outputs a point v ∈ dom(R)
such that

ϕr
x,η(v) ≤ ϕr

x,η(x
∗) + η2CA∥x− x∗∥3, (5)

where

ϕr
x,η(w) := ϕx,η(w) +

η2β2
6
∥w − x∥3. (6)

Let us comment why we consider both regularized and unregularized WPNOs.
As we shall see in Theorem 1, the use of the regularized WRPNO will lead to a
preferable super-linear convergence rate, however it will mostly be interesting when
assuming Assumption 2 holds. This is because under Assumption 2, the function
ϕr
x,η admits a bounded Lipchitz parameter for the gradient of its smooth part over

dom(R) (since dom(R) itself is bounded), which is compatible with the use of first-
order methods to implement the WRPNO. When only Assumption 1 holds, we can
no longer assume the smooth part of ϕr

x,η has bounded Lipchitz parameter for its
gradient (due to the cubic term), and instead we rely on its unregularized version
ϕx,η, which is in particular quadratic, but which will lead to a slightly inferior (in
terms of constants) super-linear convergence rate.

We introduce some useful notation. For any x ∈ dom(R) and z ∈ E we denote
∥z∥x =

√
z⊤∇2f(x)z. Throughout we shall denote the differential parts of ϕx,η(·)

and ϕr
x,η(·) as:

Qx,η(w) := ⟨w − x,∇f(x)⟩+ η

2
⟨w − x,∇2f(x)(w − x)⟩;

Qr
x,η(w) := ⟨w − x,∇f(x)⟩+ η

2
⟨w − x,∇2f(x)(w − x)⟩+ η2β2

6
∥w − x∥3.
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In particular, when η = 1 (unit step-size), we shall simply write Qx(w) and Qr
x(w),

respectively.

Lemma 1 (Lemma 1 in [20]). For any x,y ∈ dom(R) it holds that∣∣∣∣f(y)− f(x)− ⟨y − x,∇f(x)⟩ − 1

2
⟨y − x,∇2f(x)(y − x)⟩

∣∣∣∣ ≤ β2
6
∥x− y∥3.

Lemm 1 leads to the following inequality which will be of use.

Lemma 2. For any x,y ∈ dom(R) it holds that,

ϕr
x,1(y)− ϕr

x,1(x
∗) ≥ F (y)− F ∗ − β2

3
∥x− x∗∥3.

Proof. Fix some x,y in dom(R). From Lemma 1 we have the following two in-
equalities:

Qr
x(x

∗) ≤ f(x∗)− f(x) + β2
3
∥x− x∗∥3 and Qr

x(y) ≥ f(y)− f(x).

Combining, we have that

Qr
x(y)−Qr

x(x
∗) ≥ f(y)− f(x∗)− β2

3
∥x− x∗∥3.

Adding R(y)−R(x∗) to both sides completes the proof.

The following lemma bounds the distance of the output of a WPNO (Definition
2) from the optimal solution x∗.

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and let x ∈ L1. Let v ∈ dom(R) be
the output of a WPNO with approximation parameter CA, when called with input
(x, η) ∈ dom(R)× R+. Then,

∥v − x∗∥ ≤ β

α

(
3 +

2

η

)
∥x− x∗∥+ ηCA

α
∥x− x∗∥2.

Proof. Define the function:

θ(w) := ⟨w − x∗,∇f(x∗)⟩+ η

2
⟨w − x∗,∇2f(x)(w − x∗)⟩+R(w).

Note that due to the first-order optimality condition, x∗ is a minimizer of θ(·) over
dom(R). Furthermore, under Assumption 1, we have that θ(w) is ηα-strongly
convex. Thus,

∥v − x∗∥2 ≤ 2

ηα
(θ(v)− θ(x∗)) =

2

ηα
(θ(v)−R(x∗)) . (7)
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We have that,

θ(v)−R(x∗) = ⟨v − x∗,∇f(x∗)⟩+ η

2
∥v − x∗∥2x +R(v)−R(x∗)

≤
(a)
⟨v − x∗,∇f(x)⟩+ β∥v − x∗∥∥x− x∗∥+ η

2
∥v − x∗∥2x +R(v)−R(x∗)

=
(b)
ϕx,η(v)− ϕx,η(x

∗)− η

2
∥v − x∥2x +

η

2
∥x∗ − x∥2x

+ β∥v − x∗∥∥x− x∗∥+ η

2
∥v − x∗∥2x

≤
(c)
η2CA∥x− x∗∥3

− η

2
∥v − x∥2x +

η

2
∥x∗ − x∥2x + β∥v − x∗∥∥x− x∗∥+ η

2
∥v − x∗∥2x,

where (a) holds since, under Assumption 1, f is β-smooth over the level set L1, (b)
holds by plugging-in the definition of ϕx,η (Definition 2), and (c) holds since v is
the output of the WPNO.

Note that,

∥v − x∗∥2x − ∥v − x∥2x = (∥v − x∗∥x + ∥v − x∥x) (∥v − x∗∥x − ∥v − x∥x)
≤
(a)

(2∥v − x∗∥x + ∥x− x∗∥x) ∥x− x∗∥x

= ∥x− x∗∥2x + 2∥x− x∗∥x∥v − x∗∥x,
≤
(b)
∥x− x∗∥2x + 2β∥x− x∗∥∥v − x∗∥,

where (a) follows from using the triangle inequality twice, and (b) follows since,
under Assumption 1, ∇2f(x) ⪯ βI, and so for any z ∈ E, ∥z∥x ≤

√
β∥z∥.

Plugging into the previous inequality, we have that

θ(v)−R(x∗) ≤ η2CA∥x− x∗∥3 + η∥x− x∗∥2x + (ηβ + β) ∥x− x∗∥∥v − x∗∥
≤ η2CA∥x− x∗∥3 + ηβ∥x− x∗∥2 + β(η + 1)∥x− x∗∥∥v − x∗∥, (8)

where in the last inequality we used again the fact that ∥z∥x ≤
√
β∥z∥ for any

z ∈ E.
Combining Eq. (7) and Eq. (8) we obtain,

∥v − x∗∥2 ≤ 2ηCA

α
∥x− x∗∥3 + 2β

α
∥x− x∗∥2 + 2β(η + 1)

αη
∥x− x∗∥∥v − x∗∥. (9)

Let us consider now two cases. First, the case that ∥v − x∗∥ ≤M∥x− x∗∥ for some
M > 0 to be determined soon. In the complementing case, ∥v − x∗∥ > M∥x− x∗∥,
we have from (9) that

∥v − x∗∥ ≤ 2ηCA

Mα
∥x− x∗∥2 +

(
2β

Mα
+

2β

α
+

2β

αη

)
∥x− x∗∥.

Since β/α ≥ 1, setting M = 2 gives that in either one of the cases,

∥v − x∗∥ ≤ β

α

(
3 +

2

η

)
∥x− x∗∥+ ηCA

α
∥x− x∗∥2.
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2.1 Local super-linear convergence

Theorem 1 (local super-linear convergence with WPNOs and unit step-size).
Suppose either Assumption 1 or Assumption 2 holds true, and let A be a weak
regularized proximal Newton oracle with parameter CA, as defined in Eq. (5). Con-
sider a sequence of points (xt)t≥1 such that x1 ∈ dom(R) and

∀t ≥ 1 : xt+1 ←
{
A(xt+1, 1) if F (A(xt+1, 1)) < F (xt);
xt else.

(10)

(i.e., using fixed step-size η = 1). Then,

∀t ≥ 1 : F (xt+1)− F ∗ ≤ 2
√
2

α3/2

(
CA +

β2
3

)
(F (xt)− F ∗)3/2 . (11)

If the oracle A in (10) is replaced with a (non-regularized) weak proximal Newton
oracle with parameter CA, as defined in Eq. (3), and Assumption 1 holds true, then
the resulting sequence of points (xt)t≥1 satisfies,

∀t ≥ 1 : F (xt+1)− F ∗ ≤ 2
√
2

α3/2

(
5β2
6

+ CA +
1000β2β

3

3α3

)
(F (xt)− F ∗)3/2

+
64β2C

3
A

3α6
(F (xt)− F ∗)3 . (12)

In both cases of the theorem, if CA = O(β2), then the local super-linear con-

vergence rate is of the form F (xt+1) − F ∗ = O
(
(F (xt)− F ∗)3/2

)
. In particular,

the rate in (11) is the same, up to a universal constant, as the rate obtained in [20]
(Theorem 5) for the exact cubic-regularized Newton method in the unconstrained
case (i.e., R ≡ 0).

As already discussed above, while the rate in (11) is clearly preferable to (12),
it will be mostly of interest when Assumption 2 holds (since then the regularized
WPNO could be implemented efficiently), while the rate in (12) will be relevant
under Assumption 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. Using Lemma 1 we have that for any t ≥ 1,

F (xt+1) = f(xt+1) +R(xt+1)

≤ f(xt) + ⟨xt+1 − xt,∇f(xt)⟩+
1

2
⟨xt+1 − xt,∇2f(xt)(xt+1 − xt)⟩

+
β2
6
∥xt+1 − xt∥3 +R(xt+1). (13)

Using the definition of ϕr
xt,1 (Eq. (6)) and the definition of xt+1 in (10) we have

that,

F (xt+1) ≤ f(xt) + ϕr
xt,1(xt+1) ≤ f(xt) + ϕr

xt,1(x
∗) + CA∥xt − x∗∥3.

Using Lemma 1 again we have that,

ϕr
xt,1(x

∗) ≤ f(x∗)− f(xt) +
β2
3
∥x∗ − xt∥2 +R(x∗).
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Combining the last two inequalities yields,

F (xt+1) ≤ F ∗ +

(
CA +

β2
3

)
∥xt − x∗∥3.

Both Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 imply that ∥xt − x∗∥2 ≤ 2
α
(F (xt)− F ∗).

Using this, and subtracting F ∗ from both sides, we have that indeed

F (xt+1)− F ∗ ≤ 2
√
2

α3/2

(
CA +

β2
3

)
(F (xt)− F ∗)3/2 ,

which proves the first part of the theorem.

Let us now prove in similar fashion the second part of the theorem under As-
sumption 1. Starting from Eq. (13) and using the definition of ϕxt,1 (Eq. (4)) and
the definition of xt+1 we have that,

F (xt+1) ≤ f(xt) + ϕxt,1(xt+1) +
β2
6
∥xt+1 − xt∥3

≤ f(xt) + ϕxt,1(x
∗) +

β2
6
∥xt+1 − xt∥3 + CA∥xt − x∗∥3

≤ f(xt) + ϕxt,1(x
∗) +

β2
6
(∥xt+1 − x∗∥+ ∥xt − x∗∥)3 + CA∥xt − x∗∥3

≤ f(xt) + ϕxt,1(x
∗) +

2β2
3
∥xt+1 − x∗∥3 +

(
2β2
3

+ CA

)
∥xt − x∗∥3,

where the last inequality follows the inequality (a+ b)3 ≤ 4(a3 + b3) that holds for
any two non-negative scalars a, b.

Using Lemma 1 we have that,

ϕxt,1(x
∗) ≤ f(x∗)− f(xt) +

β2
6
∥x∗ − xt∥2 +R(x∗).

Using this and Lemma 3 w.r.t. the term ∥xt+1 − x∗∥, we obtain that

F (xt+1) ≤ F ∗ +

(
5β2
6

+ CA

)
∥xt − x∗∥3

+
2β2
3

(
5β

α
∥xt − x∗∥+ CA

α
∥xt − x∗∥2

)3

≤ F ∗ +

(
5β2
6

+ CA +
1000β2β

3

3α3

)
∥xt − x∗∥3 + 8β2C

3
A

3α3
∥xt − x∗∥6,

where in the last inequality we have used again the inequality (a+ b)3 ≤ 4(a3+ b3).
Using the fact that under Assumption 1, F (·) is α-strongly convex over the

initial level set L1, and subtracting F ∗ from both sides we have that,

F (xt+1)− F ∗ ≤ 2
√
2

α3/2

(
5β2
6

+ CA +
1000β2β

3

3α3

)
(F (xt)− F ∗)3/2

+
64β2C

3
A

3α6
(F (xt)− F ∗)3 ,

which proves the second part of the theorem.
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3 Implementing WPNOs via First-Order Weak

Proximal Oracles

In this section we discuss the efficient implementation of WPNOs (Definition 1)
using specialized first-order methods based on first-order weak proximal oracles
[9, 10]. In particular, we shall derive novel convergence results for these first-
order methods that allow to leverage sparse structure of x∗, even when applied to
optimization problems whose optimal solutions do not necessarily admit such sparse
structure.

Throughout this section we fix some iteration t of the iterations described in
Eq. (10). Accordingly, in case Assumption 1 holds we shall use the short notation
Qt = Qxt and ϕt = ϕxt,1, and in case Assumption 2 holds, we shall denote Qt = Qr

xt

and ϕt = ϕr
xt,1. In particular, under Assumption 1, Qt is quadratic, and under

Assumption 2 dom(R) is bounded, and thus we can conclude that in both cases Qt

has Lipschitz continuous gradient over dom(R), which we denote throughout this
section by β̃. If ϕt = ϕxt,1 then we have ∇2ϕt = ∇2f(xt) and thus according to
Assumption 1 we can set β̃ = β. If ϕt = ϕr

xt,1, then a simple calculation yields that

β̃ ≤ β + β2D
2
. That is, we can set

β̃ =

{
β if Assumption 1 holds;

β + β2D
2

if Assumption 2 holds,
(14)

Definition 2 (first-order weak proximal oracle). We say a map A1 : dom(R) ×
R+ → dom(R) is a (first-order) weak proximal oracle (for ϕt), abbreviated as WPO,
if given inputs (y, λ) ∈ dom(R)× R+, it outputs a point w ∈ dom(R) such that

ψy,λ(w) ≤ min{ψy,λ(x
∗), ψy,λ(y)}, (15)

where

ψy,λ(z) := ⟨z− y,∇Qt(y)⟩+
λβ̃

2
∥z− y∥2 +R(z). (16)

In Section 3.1 we discuss in detail cases of interest in which a first-order weak
proximal oracle could be implemented very efficiently be leveraging sparse structures
in x∗.

Algorithm 1 W(R)PNO via First-Order WPO

input: A1 — a first-order WPO (Definition 2), xt ∈ dom(R) — init. point
y1 ← xt

for i = 1, 2, . . . do
choose step-size λi ∈ [0, 1]
wi ← output of A1 when called with input (yi, λi)
yi+1 ← (1− λi)yi + λiwi

end for

9



Theorem 2. If Assumption 1 holds and ϕt = ϕxt,1, then the sequence (yi)i≥1 pro-
duced by Algorithm 1 with a fixed step-size λi = α/β̃ (α as in Assumption 1) satisfies
for all i ≥ 1:

ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x
∗) ≤

(
F (xt)− F ∗ +

β2
6
∥xt − x∗∥3

)(
1− α

β̃

)i−1

. (17)

If Assumption 2 holds and ϕt = ϕr
xt,1, then using a fixed step-size λi = α/β̃ ( α as

in Assumption 2) satisfies that for all i ≥ 1:

ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x
∗) ≤ (F (xt)− F ∗)

(
1− α

4β̃

)i−1

+
β2
3
∥xt − x∗∥3. (18)

Thus, we can conclude that in both scenarios (Assumption 1 or Assumption
2), by running Algorithm 1 for sufficiently-many iterations (Õ(β̃/α), where Õ(·)
suppresses logarithmic factors), we can implement a W(R)PNO with parameter
CA = O(β2).

Proof of Theorem 2. Fix some iteration i of Algorithm 1. Since Qt(·) is β̃-smooth
and R(·) is convex, we have that

ϕt(yi+1) = Qt((1− λi)yi + λiwi) +R((1− λi)yi + λiwi)

≤ Qt(yi) + λi⟨wi − yi,∇Qt(yi)⟩+
λ2i β̃

2
∥wi − yi∥2

+ (1− λi)R(yi) + λiR(wi)

= ϕt(yi)− λiR(yi) + λiψyi,λi
(wi). (19)

By definition we have that ψyi,λi
(wi) ≤ ψyi,λi

(yi) = R(yi), which implies that
ϕt(yi+1) ≤ ϕt(yi). In particular, if for some iteration i0 we have that ϕt(yi0) ≤
ϕt(x

∗) then also for all i > i0 we have that ϕt(yi) ≤ ϕt(x
∗). Thus, for the remaining

of the proof we shall thus assume ϕt(yi) > ϕt(x
∗).

Continuing from the RHS of (19) and using the definition of wi, we have that

ϕt(yi+1) ≤ ϕt(yi)− λiR(yi) + λiψyi,λi
(x∗)

= ϕt(yi)− λiR(yi) + λi⟨x∗ − yi,∇Qt(yi)⟩+
λ2i β̃

2
∥x∗ − yi∥2 + λiR(x∗).

(20)

We now consider two cases. If Assumption 1 holds, then Qt(·) is α-strongly
convex which implies that

⟨x∗ − yi,∇Qt(yi)⟩ ≤ Qt(x
∗)−Qt(yi)−

α

2
∥x∗ − yi∥2.

Plugging this into (20) and subtracting ϕt(x
∗) from both sides, we obtain

ϕt(yi+1)− ϕt(x
∗) ≤ (1− λi)(ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x

∗)) +
λi
2

(
λiβ̃ − α

)
∥x∗ − yi∥2.

10



In particular, for λi = α/β̃ we obtain

ϕt(yi+1)− ϕt(x
∗) ≤

(
1− α

β̃

)
(ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x

∗)).

Result (17) now follows by recalling that, under Assumption 1, we have ϕt = ϕxt,1

and so,

ϕt(y1)− ϕt(x
∗) = Qt(xt) +R(xt)−Qt(x

∗)−R(x∗)

= R(xt)−Qt(x
∗)−R(x∗)

≤ f(xt)− f(x∗) +
β2
6
∥xt − x∗∥3 +R(xt)−R(x∗)

= F (xt)− F ∗ +
β2
6
∥xt − x∗∥3,

where the inequality follows from Lemma 1.

Now we turn to consider the case that Assumption 2 holds and to prove result
(18). We proceed from Eq. (20) via a slightly different route. Using the convexity
of Qt(·) and the quadratic growth of F (·), we have that

ϕt(yi+1) ≤ ϕt(yi)− λiR(yi) + λi (Qt(x
∗)−Qt(yi)) +

λ2i β̃

α
(F (yi)− F ∗) + λiR(x∗)

= ϕt(yi) + λi(ϕt(x
∗)− ϕt(yi)) +

λ2i β̃

α
(F (yi)− F ∗) .

Recall that under Assumption 2 we have that ϕt = ϕr
xt,1. Thus, by Lemma 2 we

have that,

ϕt(yi+1) ≤ ϕt(yi) +
λi
2
(ϕt(x

∗)− ϕt(yi)) +
λi
2
(ϕt(x

∗)− ϕt(yi)) +
λ2i β̃

α
(F (yi)− F ∗)

≤ ϕt(yi) +
λi
2
(ϕt(x

∗)− ϕt(yi))

+
λiβ2
6
∥x− x∗∥3 +

(
λ2i β̃

α
− λi

2

)
(F (yi)− F ∗) .

Setting λi =
α
2β̃

and subtracting ϕt(x
∗) from both sides we obtain,

ϕt(yi+1)− ϕt(x
∗) ≤ (ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x

∗))

(
1− α

4β̃

)
+
αβ2

12β̃
∥xt − x∗∥3

≤ (ϕt(y1)− ϕt(x
∗))

(
1− α

4β̃

)i

+
1

1−
(
1− α

4β̃

) αβ2
12β̃
∥xt − x∗∥3

= (ϕt(y1)− ϕt(x
∗))

(
1− α

4β̃

)i

+
β2
3
∥xt − x∗∥3.

11



The proof is completed by recalling that, under Assumption 2 we have ϕt = ϕr
xt,1,

and so

ϕt(y1)− ϕt(x
∗) = Qt(xt) +R(xt)−Qt(x

∗)−R(x∗)

= R(xt)−Qt(x
∗)−R(x∗)

≤ f(xt)− f(x∗) +R(xt)−R(x∗) = F (xt)− F (x∗),

where the inequality follows from Lemma 1.

3.1 Efficient implementation of first-order WPOs

We now discuss concrete cases in which a first-order WPO could indeed be imple-
mented very efficiently by leveraging the sparsity of x∗.

3.1.1 Symmetric subsets of Rn

Assumption 3. R(x) is the indicator function for a convex and closed subset
K ⊂ Rn that is closed under permutation over coordinates. Furthermore, either K
is non-negative (i.e., K ⊆ Rn

+), or K is closed to coordinate-wise sign-flips.

Note assumption 3 covers ℓp balls in Rn (for p ≥ 1), their restrictions to the
non-negative orthant, and the unit simplex.

Let us introduce some useful notation. For any subset of indices T ⊆ [n] and
x ∈ Rn, we denote the restriction of x to T as the vector xT ∈ R|T | such that for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , |T |}, xT (i) = x(Ti), where Ti denotes the ith element in T . We denote
the n× |T | matrix IT which is obtained by deleting from the n× n identity matrix
all columns which are not indexed by T . Thus, ITxT maps xT ∈ R|T | to x ∈ Rn

by setting each entry i ∈ [n] in x to [xT ]j in case the jth element in T is i, and
zero in case i /∈ T . Accordingly, we denote the restriction of K to T as the set
KT = {xT ∈ R|T | | ITxT ∈ K}, and we let ΠKT

[·] denote the Euclidean projection
onto KT . In the following we let nnz(x∗) denote the number of non-zero entries in
the unique optimal solution to Problem (1).

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumption 3 holds. Let s ∈ [n] such that s ≥ nnz(x∗).
Fix some iteration i of Algorithm 1, denote ψ = ψyi,λi

(see Eq. (16)) and set
z := yi − 1

λiβ̃
∇Qt(yi).

If K is non-negative, letting T ⊂ [n] be a set of s largest (signed) entries in z,
and defining z′ = ITΠKT

[zT ], we have that w ∈ argminu∈{yi,z′} ψ(u) satisfies Eq.
(15) (that is, w is a valid output of the first-order weak proximal oracle (Definition
2), when called with inputs yi, λi).

If K is closed to coordinate-wise sign-flips, letting T ⊂ [n] be a set of s largest
in absolute value entries in z, and defining z′ = ITΠKT

[zT ], we have that w ∈
argminu∈{yi,z′} ψ(u) satisfies Eq. (15)

Proof. Note that in both cases it suffices to prove that ψ(z′) ≤ ψ(x∗). First note
that in both cases of the lemma z′ is feasible w.r.t the indicator function R, i.e.,
R(z′) = R(x∗) = 0. Thus, from the definition of ψ (Eq. (16)) we can see that

12



ψ(z′) ≤ ψ(x∗) if and only if ∥z′ − z∥2 ≤ ∥x∗ − z∥2. Denote Ks := K ∩ {x ∈
Rn | nnz(x) ≤ s} and note that under the assumption of the lemma, x∗ ∈ Ks.

In both cases of the lemma it follows from [2] that z′ satisfies z′ ∈ argminp∈Ks ∥p− z∥
(see Algorithm 2 in [2] for the first case and Algorithm 3 for the second). Thus, we
indeed have that ∥z′ − z∥2 ≤ ∥x∗ − z∥2.

Let us now discuss concrete computational implications of Lemma 4 for our
Problem (1).

Corollary 1. Suppose Assumption 3 holds and that nnz(x∗) ≤ s for some s << n.
Algorithm 1 admits an implementation based on Lemma 4 such that given the initial
information xt,∇f(xt),∇2f(xt)xt, each iteration requires:

1. Single projection computation of a s-dimensional vector onto a s-dimensional
restriction of the set K (e.g., if K is an ℓp ball in Rn, then the projection is
onto the ℓp ball in Rs).

2. Single computation of the product of ∇2f(xt) with a s-sparse vector1

3. Additional O(n log s) time.

Proof. On each iteration i of Algorithm 1, given the gradient ∇Qt(yi), computing
the point z′ (as defined in Lemma 4) requires finding the s largest entries in an
n-dimensional array, which takes O(n log s) time and to to project a s-dimensional
vector onto the corresponding s-dimensional restriction of K. Since z′ is s-sparse,
a straightforward inspection reveals that the time to compute the next gradient
direction ∇Qt(yi+1) is dominated by the time to multiply the Hessian ∇2f(xt)
with a s-sparse vector.

Example: sparse optimization with an ℓ1 constraint. A classical example
in which x∗ is expected to be sparse is when R(·) is the indicator function for a
ℓ1 ball in Rn. Table 1 compares the complexity of Algorithm 1 to that of state-
of-the-art methods such as accelerated gradient methods [17, 3] (which require in
worst-case computing products of the Hessian with dense vectors to evaluate the
gradient ∇Qt(·)) and away-step Frank-Wolfe [13] (which require products of the
Hessian with only 1-sparse vectors but whose worst-case convergence rate scales at
least linearly with the dimension n). We can see that in a meaningful regime of
parameters, namely when β̃/α << (n/s)2, Algorithm 1 can indeed be considerably
faster.

3.1.2 Spectrally-symmetric subsets of matrix spaces

In the following, given positive integers m,n and z ∈ Rmin{m,n}, we let diag(z)
denote the m× n diagonal matrix with z as its main diagonal.

Assumption 4. R(·) is the indicator function for a closed and convex subsetM⊂
Rm×n, M = {Udiag(σ)V⊤ | U⊤U = I, V⊤V = I, σ ∈ K}, where K is a convex

and compact subset of Rmin{m,n} that is non-negative (i.e., K ⊆ Rmin{m,n}
+ ) and

closed to permutation over coordinates.

1i.e., vector in Rn with at most s non-zero entries

13



Algorithm time per iteration #iterations

Algorithm 1 sn β̃/α

Accelerated Gradient methods [17, 3] n2

√
β̃/α

Away-step Frank-Wolfe [13] n nβ̃/α

Table 1: Comparison for solving subprobelm of minimizing ϕt(x) when R is an
indicator function for a ℓ1 ball in Rn, when the Hessian ∇2f(xt) is explicitly given
and nnz(x∗) ≤ s << n. Universal constants and logarithmic factors are suppressed.

Note Assumption 3 covers Schatten p-norm balls in Rm×n (matrices in Rm×n

with singular values lying in the corresponding ℓp ball in Rmin{m,n}).

Lemma 5. Suppose Assumption 4 holds and write the SVD of x∗ as x∗ = U∗diag(σ∗)V∗⊤

with σ∗ ∈ K. Let s ∈ [min{m,n}] such that nnz(σ∗) ≤ s (i.e., rank(x∗) ≤ s). Fix
some iteration i of Algorithm 1 and denote ψ = ψyi,λi

(see Eq. (16). Denote z =
yi − 1

λiβ̃
∇Qt(yi) and let z = Uzdiag(σz)V

⊤
z denote its SVD. Let T ⊂ [min{m,n}]

be a set of s largest entries in σz, set σ
′
z = ITΠKT

[zT ] ∈ K and z′ = Uzdiag(σ
′
z)V

⊤
z .

Then, w ∈ argminu∈{yi,z′} ψ(u) satisfies Eq. (15) (that is, w is a valid output of
the first-order weak proximal oracle (Definition 2), when called with inputs yi, λi).

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 4, it suffices to prove that ∥z′ − z∥2F ≤ ∥x∗ − z∥2F ,
where ∥·∥F denotes the Frobenius (Euclidean) norm for matrices. Similarly to the
proof of Lemma 4, using the results of [2], we have that ∥σ′

z − σz∥ ≤ ∥σ∗ − σz∥.
This implies that

∥z′ − z∥F = ∥Uzdiag(σ
′
z)V

⊤
z − z∥F ≤ ∥Uzdiag(σ

∗)V⊤
z − z∥F .

It thus remains to be shown that

∥Uzdiag(σ
∗)V⊤

z − z∥F ≤ ∥U∗diag(σ∗)V∗⊤ − z∥F .

Since ∥Uzdiag(σ
∗)V⊤

z ∥F = ∥U∗diag(σ∗)V∗⊤∥F , it suffices to show that

⟨Uzdiag(σ
∗)V⊤

z , z⟩ ≥ ⟨U∗diag(σ∗)V∗⊤, z⟩.

From von-Neumann’s inequality for the singular values we have that,

⟨U∗diag(σ∗)V∗⊤, z⟩ ≤
min{m,n}∑

i=1

σ∗(i)σz(i) = ⟨Uzdiag(σ
∗)V⊤

z , z⟩,

which completes the proof.

Corollary 2. Suppose Assumption 4 holds and that rank(x∗) ≤ s for some s <<
min{m,n}. Then, Algorithm 1 admits an implementation based on Lemma 5 such
that given the initial information: xt,∇f(xt),∇2f(xt)xt, each iteration requires:

1. Single rank-s singular value decomposition (i.e., computing only the top s
components in the SVD) of a m× n real matrix.
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Algorithm SVD rank #iterations

Algorithm 1 s β̃/α

Accelerated Gradient methods [17, 3] min{m,n}
√
β̃/α

Frank-Wolfe [12] 1 β̃τ2/ϵ

Table 2: Comparison for solving subprobelm of minimizing ϕt when R is an indi-
cator function for a nuclear norm ball in Rm×n of radius τ and rank(x∗) ≤ s <<
min{m,n}. Universal constants and logarithmic factors are suppressed. ϵ denotes
the target accuracy.

2. Single projection computation of a s-dimensional vector onto a s-dimensional
restriction of the set K (e.g., if K is the restriction of an ℓp ball in Rmin{m,n}

to the non-negative orthant, then the projection is onto the restriction of an
ℓp ball to the non-negative orthant in Rs).

3. Single computation of the product of ∇2f(xt) with a rank-s m × n matrix
(given by it SVD).

4. Additional O(smn) time.

Proof. On each iteration i of Algorithm 1, given the gradient ∇Qt(yi), computing
the matrix z′ (as defined in Lemma 5) requires finding the s largest components
in the SVD of z and to to project a s-dimensional vector onto the corresponding
s-dimensional restriction of K. Since z′ has rank at most s, a straightforward
inspection reveals that the time to compute the next gradient direction ∇Qt(yi+1)
is dominated by the time to multiply the Hessian ∇2f(xt) with a rank-s matrix
given by its SVD.

Example: low-rank optimization with a nuclear norm constraint. A clas-
sical example in which x∗ is expected to be a low-rank matrix is when R(·) is the in-
dicator function for a nuclear norm ball in Rm×n: {x ∈ Rm×n |

∑min{m,n}
i=1 σi(x) ≤ τ}

for some τ > 0, where σi(·) denotes the ith singular value. In this setting, a frequent
computational bottleneck in solving the subproblems within Newton methods are
high-rank SVD computations required to project onto the nuclear norm ball. Table
2 compares Algorithm 1 to state-of-the-art methods such as accelerated gradient
methods [17, 3] (which require in worst-case full rank SVD computations) and the
Frank-Wolfe method [12] (which requires only rank-one SVDs, but converges only
with a sublinear rate in this setting). For instance, when m = n, and considering
that the time to compute a rank-s SVD is often ≈ O(sn2) in practice while the time
to compute a full rank SVD is O(n3) in standard implementations, if β̃/α << (n/s)2

then Algorithm 1 may indeed be considerably faster.
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Algorithm #iterations scales with

cond. grad. for general polytopes [8, 13] n

DICG - standard analysis [11, 1] n

DICG - our analysis n∗

Table 3: Comparison of conditional gradient methods for solving subprobelm of
minimizing ϕt when R is an indicator function for a polytope satisfying Assumption
5 and n∗ = dimF∗ + 1 << n.

.

4 Implementing WPNOs via the Decomposition-

Invariant Conditional Gradient Method

In this section we will be interested in the case that R is the indicator function
for a convex and compact polytope in Rn. For the polytopes that will be relevant
here, Euclidean projection is most often computationally difficult in high dimension,
while there exists a much more efficient procedure for linear optimization over the
polytope, and hence the interest in implementations of WPNOs (Definition 1) based
on state-of-the-art conditional gradient methods for polyhedral sets [11, 1]. In case
x∗ lies on a low-dimensional face of the polytope, these conditional gradient methods
will enable to obtain linear convergence rates that scale only with the dimension
of the optimal face (as opposed to the ambient dimension n in standard linearly-
converging conditional gradient methods [8, 13]).

Throughout this section we assume Assumption 2 holds true, as well as the
following assumption:

Assumption 5. R(·) is an indicator function for a convex and compact polytope
P ⊂ Rn given in the form P = {x ∈ Rn | x ≥ 0, Ax = b}, and the set of vertices
of P, denoted by V(P), are binary-valued, i.e., V(P) ⊂ {0, 1}n, and |V(P)| ≥ 2.

Notable polytopes satisfying Assumption 5 include the flow polytope of a com-
binatorial graph, the perfect matchings polytope of a combinatorial bipartite graph,
the marginal polytope associated with certain graphical models, and of course also
the unit simplex [8].

We denote n∗ = dimF∗+1, where F∗ is the lowest dimensional face of P contain-
ing x∗ and dimF∗ denotes its dimension. Note in particular that Carathéodory’s
theorem implies that x∗ can be written as a convex combination of at most n∗ points
from V(P).

Throughout this section we fix some iteration t of the iterations described in
Eq. (10), and accordingly we shall use the short notation ϕt = ϕr

xt,1, Qt = Qr
xt

and

define the first-order smoothness parameter β̃ as in Eq. (14).

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 2 and 5 hold. Set γi = c
1/2
1 (1− c1)

i−1
2 in Algo-

rithm 2, where c1 =
α

32n∗β̃D2 . The sequence of iterates (yi)i≥1 is feasible (w.r.t. P),
and

ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x
∗) ≤ max

{
β̃D2

2

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i−1

,
β2
3
∥xt − x∗∥3

}
. (21)
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Algorithm 2 WRPNO via the DICG Algorithm (see also [11])

Input: sequence of step-sizes (γi)i≥1 ⊂ [0, 1]
y1 ← argminw∈V(P)⟨w,∇Qt(xt)⟩
for i = 1, 2, . . . do
w+

i ← argminw∈V(P)⟨w,∇ϕt(yi)⟩ {compute Frank-Wolfe }
Define the vector ∇̃Qt(yi) ∈ Rn as follows:[

∇̃Qt(yi)
]
j
=

{
[∇Qt(yi)]j if yi(j) > 0

−∞ if yi(j) = 0

w−
i ← argmaxw∈V(P)⟨w, ∇̃Qt(yi)⟩ {compute away direction }

qi ← smallest non-negative integer such that 2−qi ≤ γi
λi ← 2−qi

if ϕt((yi + λi(w
+
i −w−

i )) < ϕt(yi) then
yi+1 ← yi + λi(w

+
i −w−

i )
else
yi+1 ← yi

end if
end for

Thus, by running Algorithm 2 for sufficiently-many iterations (Õ(n∗β̃D2/α),
where Õ(·) suppresses logarithmic factors), we can implement a WRPNO with
parameter CA = O(β2).

Before we prove the theorem we shall need the following lemma.

Lemma 6. Fix an iteration i of Algorithm 2 such that ϕt(yi)−ϕt(x
∗) ≥ β2

3
∥xt − x∗∥3.

Then,

⟨w−
i −w+

i ,∇Qt(yi)⟩ ≥
√

α

4n∗ (ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x∗)).

Proof. x∗ can be written as x∗ =
∑n∗

j=1 δjuj, where (δ1, . . . , δn∗) is a distribution
over {1, . . . , n∗} and {u1, . . . ,un∗} ⊆ V(P). Using Lemma 5 from [1], it follows that
yi can be written as yi =

∑n∗

j=1(δj − ∆j)uj +
∑n∗

j=1∆jz, where z ∈ P , 0 ≤ ∆j ≤
δj, j = 1, . . . , n∗, and the following bound holds:

n∗∑
j=1

∆j ≤
√
n∗∥yi − x∗∥. (22)

This gives,

⟨x∗ − yi,∇Qt(yi⟩ =
n∗∑
j=1

∆j⟨uj − z,∇Qt(yi)⟩.
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Note that for all j ∈ [n], yi(j) = 0 implies that z(j) = 0. Using the definition
of w+

i ,w
−
i in Algorithm 2, we have the following inequalities:

⟨uj −w+
i ,∇Qt(yi)⟩ ≥ 0, j = 1, . . . , n∗,

⟨z−w−
i ,∇Qt(yi)⟩ = ⟨z−w−

i , ∇̃Qt(yi)⟩ ≤ 0.

Thus, using the convexity of Qt(·), we have that

n∗∑
j=1

∆j⟨w+
i −w−

i ,∇Qt(yi)⟩ ≤ ⟨x∗ − yi,∇Qt(yi)⟩ ≤ Qt(x
∗)−Qt(yi)

= ϕt(x
∗)− ϕt(yi),

where the last equality holds since yi is feasible and so R(yi) = R(x∗) = 0.
Using the bound in (22), Assumption 2, and Lemma 2, we have that

n∗∑
j=1

∆j ≤
√
n∗∥yi − x∗∥ ≤

√
2n∗

α
(F (yi)− F ∗)

≤

√
2n∗

α

(
ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x∗) +

β2
3
∥xt − x∗∥3

)
≤
√

4n∗

α
(ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x∗)),

where the last inequality is due to the assumption of the lemma that ϕt(yi) −
ϕt(x

∗) ≥ β2

3
∥xt − x∗∥3.

Combining the last two inequalities then gives,

⟨w−
i −w+

i ,∇Qt(yi)⟩ ≥
√

α

4n∗ (ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x∗)).

Proof of Theorem 3. First, note that since V(P) ⊆ {0, 1}n, it follows that D ≥ 1
and thus, the sequence of step-sizes listed in the theorem satisfies (γi)i≥1 ⊂ [0, 1]
which, due to Lemma 1 in [11], implies that the sequence (yi)i≥1 is indeed feasible
w.r.t. P .

Note also that by design, the sequence (ϕt(yi))i≥1 is monotone non-increasing.
Thus, if on some iteration i0 we have that ϕt(yi0) − ϕt(x

∗) ≤ β2

3
∥xt − x∗∥3 occurs

for the first-time, then (21) indeed holds for all i ≥ i0. Thus, in the remaining of
the proof, in which we prove the first term inside the max in the RHS of (21), we
consider the iterations of Algorithm 2 before iteration i0.

Applying Lemma 6 we have that,

ϕt(yi+1) = Qt(yi+1) ≤ Qt(yi) + λi⟨w+
i −w−

i ,∇Qt(yi)⟩+
λ2i β̃

2
∥w+

i −w−
i ∥2

≤ ϕt(yi)− λi
√

α

4n∗ (ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x∗)) +
λ2i β̃D

2

2
,
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where we have used the fact that both yi,yi+1 are guranteed to be feasible and so
ϕt(yi+1) = Qt(yi+1) and ϕt(yi) = Qt(yi).

Observe that the choice of step-size λi in Algorithm 2 implies that γi
2
≤ λi ≤ γi.

This gives, using the choice of γi stated in the lemma,

ϕt(yi+1) ≤ ϕt(yi)−
γi
2

√
α

4n∗ (ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x∗)) +
γ2i β̃D

2

2

≤ ϕt(yi)−
α

4
√
32n∗

√
1

β̃D2

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

) i−1
2 √

ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x∗)

+
α

64n∗

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i−1

. (23)

We are now ready to prove by simple induction that:

∀i < i0 : ϕt(yi)− ϕt(x
∗) ≤ β̃D2

2

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i−1

.

For the base case i = 1, note that by the definition of y1 in the algorithm and
the β̃-smoothness of Qt(·) we have that,

ϕt(y1)− ϕt(x
∗) = Qt(y1)−Qt(x

∗)

≤ Qt(xt)−Qt(x
∗) + ⟨y1 − xt,∇Qt(xt)⟩+

β̃

2
∥y1 − xt∥2

≤ Qt(xt)−Qt(x
∗) + ⟨x∗ − xt,∇Qt(xt)⟩+

β̃D2

2
≤ β̃D2

2
,

where the last inequality is due to the convexity of Qt(·).
For the induction step let us denote hi = ϕt(yi)−ϕt(x

∗) for all i ≥ 1. Using the
induction hypothesis and Eq. (23) we have that,

hi+1 ≤ hi −
α

4
√
32n∗

√
1

β̃D2

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

) i−1
2 √

hi +
α

64n∗

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i−1

≤
(a)
hi −

√
2α

4
√
32n∗β̃D2

hi +
α

64n∗

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i−1

= hi

(
1−

√
2α

4
√
32n∗β̃D2

)
+

α

64n∗

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i−1

≤
(b)

β̃D2

2

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i−1
(
1−

√
2α

4
√
32n∗β̃D2

+
α

32n∗β̃D2

)

=
β̃D2

2

(
1− α

32n∗β̃D2

)i

,

where both (a) and (b) follow from the induction hypothesis.
Thus, the induction holds.
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5 Preliminary Numerical Evidence

We provide preliminary demonstration for the plausibility of our approach on a
simple model of sparse logistic regression in the following ℓ1-constrained formulation:

min
w∈Rn: ∥w∥1≤τ

{
f(w) :=

m∑
i=1

log
(
1 + exp

(
−yiw⊤xi

))}
. (24)

We draw m = 12000 random feature vectors xi in dimension n = 3000 from a
Gaussian distribution with random covariance matrix with condition number = 300.
The labels yi are set according to a random sparse ground-truth regressor w♯ such
that nnz(w♯) = k, where k varies in our experiment, and ∥w♯∥1 = 10. We set
τ = 1.3 in (24) which ensures that the optimal solution to (24), w∗, has sparsity
level similar to w♯. We implement the cubic-regularized proximal Newton method,
with regularization parameter 1 and with unit step-size (i.e., setting β2 = 1, η = 1 in
(6)) in two ways. The first (the baseline) uses a standard implementation of FISTA
[3] with backtracking to solve the inner optimization problem (Cubic FISTA in
Figure 1). The second uses our weak proximal oracle approach detailed in Section
3.1.1, where we choose the step-size on each inner-iteration by trying the values
0.3 · 10−j, j ∈ {0, 1, .., 4} and taking the one which most reduces the inner objective
(Cubic WPO in Figure 1). For each value of the sparsity parameter k we average
the results of 20 i.i.d. runs.

Figure 1 presents the (average) log approximation error (log(f(wt) − f(w∗)))
vs. the runtime. We can see that for low values of k (highly sparse w∗) indeed
our approach is faster than the FISTA baseline due to the highly efficient Hessian
- sparse vector products employed by our method (as opposed to Hessian - dense
vector products in the baseline, see discussion in Section 3.1.1). However, as k
increases, the better dependence of the FISTA baseline on the condition number of
the inner optimization problems triumphs.

(a) k = 10 (b) k = 20 (c) k = 30

Figure 1: Comparison of FISTA-based and first-order WPO-based implementations
of the cubically-regularized proximal Newton method for various values of the spar-
sity parameter k.
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