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Abstract

It is often useful to have polynomial upper or lower bounds on a one-
dimensional function that are valid over a finite interval, called a trust
region. A classical way to produce polynomial bounds of degree k in-
volves bounding the range of the kth derivative over the trust region, but
this produces suboptimal bounds. We improve on this by deriving sharp
polynomial upper and lower bounds for a wide variety of one-dimensional
functions. We further show that sharp bounds of degree k are at least
k + 1 times tighter than those produced by the classical method, asymp-
totically as the width of the trust region approaches zero. We discuss how
these sharp bounds can be used in majorization-minimization optimiza-
tion, among other applications.

1 Introduction

Taylor polynomials are among the most useful tools in science and engineering.
However, their usefulness is limited by the fact that they provide only a local
approximation to a function, with no guarantees about the approximation’s
accuracy. In many applications, it is preferable to derive polynomial upper and
lower bounds that are valid over a small trust region [2),[15] [16]. We will see that
such bounds can be obtained by modifying the maximum-degree coefficient of
the Taylor polynomial. However, prior to this work, it was not known how to
compute optimal bounds even for rather simple functions.

In this paper we will develop theory that lets us compute optimal Taylor pol-
ynomial enclosures. Like Taylor polynomials, a Taylor polynomial enclosure is
centered at a point xg, and is tight at this point. However, rather than approx-
imating a function f, a Taylor polynomial enclosure provides upper and lower
bounds that are valid over some trust region [a,b]. A sharp Taylor polynomial
enclosure provides the tightest possible bounds. Figure (1| illustrates the sharp
quadratic Taylor polynomial enclosure for the function f(x) = % exp(3z) — 2522,
at g = %, for the trust region [0, 1].

*This work first appeared as chapter 2 of https://arxiv.org/pdf/2212.11429v1 . pdf.
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Figure 1: Sharp quadratic upper and lower bounds for the function f(x) = % exp(3x)—
252°, centered at zo = 1, and valid over the interval [0, 1].

Observe that the upper bound in Figure [1] is tight at two points: = = =z,
and x = 1, the maximum value in the trust region. Likewise the lower bound
is tight at * = z9 and at x = 0, the minimum value in the trust region. Having
the lower and upper bounds be tight at two (or more) points is a general feature
of sharp quadratic bounds [24].

To further illustrate the idea, suppose we are interested in the behavior of
the exp function around the point zo = %. Using the second degree Taylor

2
polynomial, we may obtain the approximation

2
exp(z) ~ Ve + e (x . ;) +0.82436 (x . ;) for z ~ % (1)

The approximation is tight at ©z = %, but its error grows exponentially for
xr > xg.

Because exp(z) grows faster than any polynomial, no polynomial upper
bound can hold for all z € R. However, if we only require the bounds to
hold for x belonging to some finite interval, the theory developed in this paper
will allow us to compute the tightest polynomial bounds that are valid over that
interval. For example, we will be able to show

exp(r) € Ve+ye (x - ;) +[0.70255, 1.4522] <x - ;)2 for z € [0, 2] (2)

The expression on the right hand side of defines a Taylor polynomial
enclosure, which is similar to a Taylor polynomial except that the maximum-
degree coefficient is an interval rather than a scalar. The enclosure is called
sharp if this interval is as narrow as possible, as is the case in . A Taylor
polynomial enclosure can be thought of as a function that returns an interval,
or equivalently, as a pair of real-valued functions, one of which returns a lower
bound and one of which returns an upper bound.

1Recall that the product of an interval I = L, 7}, and a scalar o is defined as Ja £
{za:z € I} = [min {la, Ia} , max {la, Ia}].



1.1 Contributions

The primary contributions of this work are as follows:

e In we derive sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures of arbitrary degree
k for functions whose kth derivative is monotonically increasing or de-
creasing (such as exp or log). We also derive sharp quadratic Taylor pol-
ynomial enclosures for functions whose Hessian is even-symmetric (such
as softplus, relu, and a number of other commonly-used neural network
activation functions).

e In §6| we show that sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures of degree k offer
at least a factor k + 1 improvement over a classical baseline [ [9] [T 20],
asymptotically as the width of the trust region approaches zero. The
classical baseline obtains (non-sharp) Taylor polynomial enclosures using
the range of the kth derivative, as discussed further in §4

e In §7] we present several methods for computing Taylor polynomial enclo-
sures for arbitrary one-dimensional functions. The enclosures produced by
these methods are not sharp in general, but become sharp asymptotically
as the width of the trust region approaches zero.

1.2 Applications

The motivation for this work was to derive tighter majorizers for use in majorization-
minimization (MM) optimization [4, [13]. MM is a class of optimization methods
that iteratively reduce a loss by minimizing a locally-tight upper bound on the
loss, called a majorizer. On iteration ¢, an MM optimizer minimizes a majorizer
that is tight at some point z; in order to obtain a point x;y; with lower (or in
trivial cases, equal) loss, as illustrated in Figure[2] This process can be repeated
until a local minimum is reached.
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Figure 2: Majorization-minimization (MM) optimization. Starting at a point z1, an
MM optimizer computes an upper bound (majorizer) that is tight at 21, then minimizes
the upper bound to obtain a point 3 with lower loss. The process can be repeated
until a local minimum is reached.



By design, the upper bound provided by a Taylor polynomial enclosure is
a majorizer, and our theory therefore provides the tightest possible majorizers
(of a given polynomial degree) for certain one-dimensional functions. At first
glance, this may not seem to be a practically useful result given that our theory
does not apply directly to most losses that arise in practice. But in fact, our
work can serve as the basis of a recursive algorithm that computes majorizers
for much more complex losses. In concurrent work [23], we define such an
algorithm and use it to automatically derive MM optimizers for training deep
neural networks. This yields neural network optimizers that converge to a local
minimum from any starting point, without the need for time-consuming tuning
of learning rate hyperparameters.

Taylor polynomial enclosures can also be applied to problems to which Taylor
models [16] have been previously applied, such as verified numerical integration
[2] and verified global optimization [I9]. We also believe our sharp Taylor pol-
ynomial enclosures could be used to derive tighter Taylor models, but defer
exploration of this possibility to future work.

In addition to these practical possibilities, we see our work as providing a
large number of mathematical inequalities of the type that are often derived by
hand for use in proofs. For example, for z € [—1,1], it implies 1 4+ = + %1’2 <

exp(l+a)<l+z+ #4_3;22. Additional examples are given in Table

2 Related Work

Deriving polynomial upper and lower bounds on functions has been the subject
of much research. A classical approach, discussed in detail in §4] uses interval
arithmetic to obtain bounds on the range of the kth derivative of f over [a, b],
then uses these bounds to construct a degree k£ Taylor polynomial enclosure
[8) @, 111 20].

A different type of polynomial upper and lower bounds are provided by
Taylor models [14, [16, [T'7, 18]. In Taylor models, the upper and lower bounds
differ only in the constant term (whereas in a Taylor polynomial enclosure, the
upper and lower bounds differ only in the maximum-degree coefficient). This
means that Taylor models give upper and lower bounds that are not tight at xg,
as illustrated in Figure [3] which rules out the application to MM optimization
discussed in §1.2]

The work in this paper was inspired by a paper by de Leeuw and Lange [5],
who introduced the notion of sharp quadratic majorizers for one-dimensional
functions, and derived closed-form majorizers for a number of common func-
tions. Using our terminology, deriving a sharp quadratic majorizer for a func-
tion f : R — R is equivalent to deriving the upper bound of a degree 2 sharp
Taylor polynomial enclosure, over the trust region [a,b] = [—o00, 00]. Thus, our
results generalize those of [5] in three ways: by deriving polynomial bounds of
arbitrary degree, by providing both upper and lower bounds, and by deriving
the tightest bounds that are valid over an arbitrary trust region. We note that
the use of a finite trust region is essential for computing Taylor polynomial en-
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Figure 3: The difference between Taylor models and Taylor polynomial enclosures.
Only the latter provide bounds that are tight at xo, which is necessary for the appli-
cation to majorization-minimization optimization.

closures for functions such as exp, which asymptotically grow faster than any
fixed degree polynomial.

A different approach to obtaining tighter bounds for one-dimensional func-
tions was taken in [6]. Observing that higher-degree polynomials provide tighter
bounds near xg but that lower-degree polynomials can provide tighter bounds
far from z, [0] derives piecewise-polynomial bounds that attempt to get the
best of both worlds. This technique is complementary to our work, and can be
applied on top of it.

Extending the results of de Leeuw and Lange in a different direction, Browne
and McNicholas [3] derived sharp quadratic majorizers for multivariate func-
tions. Generalizing their results to take into account a trust region would be an
interesting area of future work.

3 Definitions and Notation

For a j-times differentiable function f : R — R, and a scalar zg € R, we denote
the degree j Taylor polynomial of f at xy by

| =

Tj(x; fm0) ) .|f(i)(a:0)(m — )" (3)

0

~

(2

We denote the corresponding remainder term by
Rj(; f,w0) = f(x) — Tj(w; f, 20). (

Consistent with this definition, we define T (; f, 2¢) 2 0 and R_1(z; f, 29) =
f(e).

We now define notation that is standard in interval analysis [11} 20]. The
set of closed real intervals is denoted by IR = {[a,b] : a,b € R,a < b}. We use

N
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capital letters for intervals. The product of an interval I = [I, I] € IR and scalar
a € R is defined as Ta £ {za: 2 € I}, and ol is defined identically. Observe
that if a > 0, I = [La, Ia], while if a <0, Ta = [[a, La].

With this notation in place, we can now define Taylor polynomial enclosures.

Definition 1 (Taylor polynomial enclosure) If, for some (k—1)-times dif-
ferentiable function f : R — R, scalar zo € R, and trust region [a,b] € IR, an
interval I € IR satisfies

Ry_1(z; f,x0) € I(x — 20)*  Va € [a,b]
then the function F : R — IR defined by
F(x) = Typ_1(z; f,20) + I(x — x0)"
is a degree k Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at xo over [a,b].

Observe that if F' is a degree k Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at zq over [a, b],
then f(z) € F(x) for all z € [a, b].

Of all the intervals I that define a Taylor polynomial enclosure, there is a
unique narrowest interval, whose end points are given by the following proposi-
tion.

Proposition 1 For a (k — 1)-times differentiable function f : R — R, scalar

zo € R, and trust region [a,b], an interval I = [I,I] € IR defines a degree k
Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at xg over [a,b] if any only if

. {Rk—1(1‘;f, 330)}
1 R YR
z€la,b]\{zo} (.’E — QL'())

TZ sup {Rkl(‘r;faxO)}.

z€la,b)\{zo} (.13 - mO)k

1<

and

Proposition [I] follows from Definition [T] using elementary properties of inter-
val arithmetic; see Appendix A for a formal proof.

Proposition [1| shows that there is a unique sharp Taylor polynomial enclo-
sure, defined formally in Definition

Definition 2 (Sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure) For a (k—1)-times dif-
ferentiable function f: R — R, scalar xg € R, and trust region [a,b], the degree
k sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at xo over [a,b] is the Taylor polyno-
mial enclosure defined by the interval

I* ) ) 7b é i
% (fs o, [a,b]) lIE[a}ﬁ\{wo} { (z — z0)F ecla b\ {zo} (z — x0)k

We will use I and 7: to denote the left and right endpoints, respectively, of I};.



3.1 Discussion of Definitions when £ is Odd

It is worth noting that the upper and lower bounds given by a Taylor polynomial
enclosure are only polynomials when £ is even. When £ is odd, the bounds are
piecewise polynomials, with one piece for z < zg and one piece for x > xg.
This stems from the fact that if I = [I, I] defines a degree k Taylor polynomial
enclosure, then if k is even, I(x —x¢)* = [I(x — z0)*, I(z — x0)¥] for all z, while
if k£ is odd this equality holds only for x > z(, and for z < zg we instead have
I(z — x0)* = [I(z — 20)*, I(x — z0)*].
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Figure 4: Sharp degree-1 enclosures for the convex function f(z) = at zo = .5.

One possibly surprising consequence of this is that if f is convex, the lower
bound given by the sharp degree 1 Taylor polynomial enclosure may be looser
than the lower bound given by the degree 1 Taylor polynomial, as illustrated in
Figure [4] (left). This happens because the slopes of the four line segments that
comprise the upper and lower bounds are defined by just two parameters, which
for odd k are shared between the upper and lower bounds, and in Figure [4] (left)
it is not possible to make the lower bound tighter without making the upper
bound invalid.

At first, this might seem like a flaw in the definition of sharp Taylor poly-
nomial enclosures. However, this surprising behavior can be avoided by always
making xy one of the endpoints of the trust region if k is odd. As illustrated
in Figure [4] (right), computing separate sharp enclosures for the trust regions
[a, xo] and [xg, b] and combining them yields a piecewise-linear lower bound that
is at least as tight as any affine lower bound that is exact at zg.

A tempting alternative definition, which coincides with Definition [I| when
k is even, would define a Taylor polynomial enclosure by a pair (a, ) such
that a(x — 20)* < Rp_1(z; f, 20) < B(z — 10)¥, thereby avoiding the parameter
sharing between upper and lower bounds. The downside of this approach is that
such « and S do not typically exist when k is odd. In particular for & = 1, it
can be shown that such an («, ) pair only exists if f is affine. In contrast, the
use of interval arithmetic in Definition [I|ensures that degree k Taylor enclosures
exist for arbitrary analytic functions.



4 Baseline: Non-Sharp Enclosures via Bounded
Derivatives

Before attempting to derive sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures, we review a
well-known way to derive (possibly non-sharp) Taylor polynomial enclosures
using bounds on derivatives.

Suppose we desire a degree k Taylor polynomial enclosure of a function
f:R =R, valid over [a,b], and tight at zo € [a,b], and further suppose that f
is k times differentiable (rather than merely k—1 times differentiable, as required
by Definition . Then, using the Lagrange form of the Taylor remainder series
and the mean value theorem [1I], we can show that for any x € R there exists a
y in the closed interval between xy and x, such that

Ria(es fr) = 73/ )z — ) o)

Because xg,z € [a,b] we have y € [a, b] also, and thus

Rea(as f0) € 3 [ inf {f®@)}, sup]{ﬂ“(y)}] (=) (6)

y€(a,b] y€la,b

Equation @ thus defines a Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at xy over [a,b].

In special cases, the end points of the interval in @ can be computed in
closed form. For example, if f(*) is monotonically increasing, the interval in @
simplifies to [f*)(a), f(*)(b)]. Even in these special cases, however, the resulting
Taylor polynomial enclosure will not be sharp in general. For example, if used
to compute a Taylor polynomial enclosure of exp at xy = % over the trust region
[0, 2], this method yields the Taylor polynomial enclosure

exp(z) € Ve + e (:c - ;) +[0.5,3.6945] (ac - ;)2 for z €[0,2. (7)

In contrast, as shown in , the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure is defined by
the interval [0.70255,1.4522], which gives significantly tighter upper and lower
bounds. A more extreme example of non-sharpness arises when computing
a quadratic upper bound for the function relu(r) = max{z,0}. As long as
0 € [a,b], the interval in (@ is [0, o], leading to a vacuous upper bound. In
contrast, the sharp quadratic Taylor polynomial enclosure will give a finite upper
bound as long as xg # 0.

If f*) is not known to have any special properties (such as being mono-
tonically increasing or decreasing), an interval that encloses the interval on the
right hand side of (6] can be obtained by first deriving an expression for f*)(y)
(e.g., using automatic differentiation), and then evaluating this expression using
interval arithmetic [8 [, 11, 20]. Given an interval that contains y (here [a, b]),
this procedure provides an interval that is guaranteed to contain f(*) (y) for all
y € la,b], and hence contains the interval on the right hand side of (6)). Note,
however, that the resulting interval depends on the expression for f*)(y), and



may be much wider than the interval in @, introducing an additional source of
non-sharpness.

5 Sharp Taylor Polynomial Enclosures

We now develop theory that lets us compute sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures
of arbitrary degree for one-dimensional functions with certain properties:

e In we show how to compute sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures for
functions whose kth derivative is monotonically increasing or decreasing
(such as exp or log).

e In §5:2] we show how to compute sharp quadratic Taylor polynomial en-
closures for functions whose Hessian is even-symmetric (such as softplus,
relu, and a number of other commonly-used neural network activation
functions).

5.1 Functions with Monotone Derivative

We will now show that the interval defining the sharp Taylor polynomial enclo-
sure of f (at some xo € R over some trust region [a,b] € IR) can be computed in
closed form in the special case where f*) is monotonically increasing or mono-
tonically decreasing. Among other things, this will let us compute sharp Taylor
polynomial enclosures for exp over any interval, for log over any interval [a, ]
with @ > 0, and for the reciprocal function over any [a, b] with 0 ¢ [a, b].

To build intuition, we will first show that if f'(x) is monotonically increasing,
then the degree 1 sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure of f is defined by the

interval
Ro(a;f,xo) RO(b;fva)

If(f,xo,[(l,b]): a— 9 b—l‘o

(8)

To see this, observe that if f’ is monotonically increasing, then for kK = 1 and
T # xg we have

d Ri—a(z; fomo) _ d fz) — flzo)

dr (z—z0)*  dz x—x0
_ f'®)  f=) = flxo)
T — o (z —x0)?
=L (a0 @)~ (@)~ Fo))
(z — x0)
1 ¥ , /
_ @_W/y_m f'(@) = f'(y)dy
>0. (9)

Thus, for k = 1, we see that if f’ is monotonically increasing, then M
(z—=0)

is also monotonically increasing. Therefore, by Definition [2] the end points of
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Ilt(fa Zo, [a7 b]) are infxe[a,b] { By—1(zif:z0) } = Ry _1(afz0) and SUpze[a,b] { Bec i) } =

(z—x0)F (a—z0)* (z—x0)F
W, respectively. Plugging in k = 1 then gives (g).
We will generalize this result to obtain the following theorem, which allows
us to compute a sharp degree k Taylor polynomial enclosure of any function
whose kth derivative is monotonically increasing or decreasing.

Theorem 1 Let f : R — R be a function that is k-times differentiable over an
interval [a,b], for k> 0. If f*) is monotonically increasing over [a,b], then for
xo € (a,b), the degree k sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at xy over [a,b]
is given by I} (f, xo, [a,b]) = [R’“’l(a;f’“), R’“’l(b:’f’f())], If f%) is monotonically

(a—=z0)F (b—zo)F
decreasing over [a,b], we instead have I} (f, xo, [a,b]) = [Rk(_bl_(zif;’:o) . Rk(;_(;if;fo)} .

In the special case k = 0, Theorem [I] says that if f is monotonically in-
creasing, then I§(f,xo,[a,b]) = [f(a), f(b)], recovering the trivial fact that if
f is monotonically increasing, then [f(a), f(b)] is the narrowest interval that
contains {f(z) : « € [a,b]}. In the special case k = 1, Theorem [1| recovers the
result we just derived.

We now outline the proof of Theorem [1] for arbitrary k. First note that, to
prove the theorem, it suffices to show that if f*) is monotonically increasing
(resp. decreasing), then %W is non-negative (resp. non-positive) for

d Rik-1(z;f,z0)
dz  (z—x0)k

integral of f*). To do so, we use the following two propositions.

x € [a,b]. The first step in showing this is to write as a weighted

Proposition 2 For any j-times differentiable function f: R — R,

d
@Rj(x;ﬁ x0) = Rj_1(x; f',20).

Note that the proposition is valid for 7 = 0, in which case it simply says that
L Ry(x; f,0) = f'(2) (recall that we define R_y(z; f', o) = f'(z)). Propo-
sition [2] is straightforward to prove, and a formal proof is given in Appendix
A.

We will also use the well-known integral form of the Taylor remainder series

-

Proposition 3 (Integral form of Taylor remainder series) For any func-
tion f: R — R, and any integer j > 0, where f9) is absolutely continuous over
the closed interval between xg and x,

Ryws frao) = [ f<j+1><t>}<x iyt

t:wo '

Taking the derivative %w and applying Propositions and we

(x—z0)k
obtain the following lemma, whose proof is given in Appendix A.
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Lemma 1 For any function f: R — R, scalars xg,x € R, and integer k > 2,
where f5=1) s absolutely continuous over the closed interval between xo and .,

d Ri_1(z; f, 1 r
L) o e [ S

dz (x —x9)

where

) & (2 = ) g o= 07 - -0

The final and most involved step of the proof is to carefully analyze the sign of
the expression given in Lemmato show that if f*) is monotonically increasing
(decreasing), then W
This is proved in Lemma [2] from which Theorem [l| immediately follows. The

proof is given in Appendix A.

is monotonically increasing (decreasing) as well.

Lemma 2 Let f : R — R be a function that is k times differentiable over the

interval [a,b], for k > 0. If f*) is monotonically increasing (decreasing) over
[a,b], then for zo € (a,b), W is monotonically increasing (decreasing)
over [a, b].

5.1.1 Examples

We conclude this section by using Theorem [I|to derive sharp Taylor polynomial
enclosures for a handful of elementary functions.

Table 1: Sharp degree k£ Taylor polynomial enclosures for functions with monotone
kth derivative.

f CoNDITIONS  I%(f, zo, [a, b]) T (f, zo, [a,b])
T ca’fzfgol % In(c)?c®0 (a—mzq)* cbfzfgol % In(c)?c®0 (b—azg)*
(c>0) NONE (a—w0)F (b=z0)F
k=0
1 ’ 1 1
og a0 og(a) og(b)
L1 ()i (p_ ) L1 ()it (g
k opp, 105(%)_253:11 (-1 “"(Ob 0) log(%)_z:?:f (-1 m(% 0)
a>0 (b—=g)¥ (a—zq)k
log(aY_sk—1 (=D Fa—2g)® | b\ k-1 (=D b—ag)’
k EVEN, ox(5) -Ti in) oz(75) -Ti iw)
a>0 (a—z0)F (b—zo)*
abs k=1 la| —|zo] LIEEN
a—xo —x0
k <ec, ) ) ) )
eyt T @i (e fazwo)! b -Sisg (eg (b-ao)’
(cez) (C)R >0 (a—z0)F (b—wg)F
a -
k<c X 1 ey e—i i . 1 e\ e—i i
c—k vy, T Tizo (5 "oz a®=%isg (9)e5 " (a=w0)

b<0

(b—z0)k

(a—z0)k
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For ¢ > 0, the function f(x) = ¢® has kth derivative f*)(z) = In(c)*c?,
which is monotonically increasing for all . Thus, by Theorem

I (f, o, [a, b])

_ c* — Zf;ol % In(c)c* (a — xg)* ” — Zi:ol %m(c)icxo(b —x0)° (10)
(a — x0)* ’ (b — x0)k ’

Theorem (1| can similarly be applied to the log function, the absolute value
function and the function z — z¢, as summarized in Table [T}

Of course the theorem can also be applied to more complex functions. For
example, the function f(z) = %exp(?)x) — 2522 has a monotonically increasing
second derivative, and Theorem [I| can therefore be used to derive the sharp
quadratic Taylor polynomial enclosure, illustrated in Figure The theorem
can also be applied to the sin and cos functions so long as the trust region does
not contain any integer multiples of 7 (which guarantees that the kth derivative
is monotone over the trust region).

In addition, Theorem [I| yields as collaries a large number of mathematical
inequalities of the type often derived on a one-off basis for use in proofs. Table[2]
gives a handful of examples, each of which appeared on a recently-published
cheat sheet of useful mathematical inequalities [12].

Table 2: Some commonly-used mathematical inequalities [I2] that can be derived as
corollaries of Theorem [T}

INEQUALITY VALID FOR
1-zIn(2) <27°<1-£ x € [0,1]
e"<1-3 x € [0,1.59]
e® <1+z+a> r < 1.79
xfﬁgln(1+x) x>0
z—z° <In(l1+z) x> —.68

T z—12 T z—12
et - B < e st B peo, ]

5.2 Functions with Even-Symmetric Hessian

Many commonly-used neural network activation functions, such as ReLU [21],
GELU [I0], SiLU (a.k..a. Swish) [7, 22] and Softplus, have Hessians that are
even-symmetric (meaning f’(z) = f”(—z) Yz € R). In this section we derive
Taylor polynomial enclosures for functions with even symmetric Hessians. Un-
like the results in the previous section, here we will only consider quadratic
Taylor polynomial enclosures (k = 2), which are arguably the most relevant in
a neural network optimization context.
Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 2 Let f: R — R be a twice-differentiable function, and suppose for
some a >0, " is even symmetric over [—a, & (meaning f'(z) = f"(—x) Va €
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[—a,a]), and f" is decreasing over [0,a]. Then, the sharp quadratic Taylor
polynomial enclosure of f over [a,b] C [—a, a] at x¢ € (a,b) is given by:

{mm{Rl(a;f, o) Ri(b; f, m)} Ri(e: f, xo)}

I3(f w0, [a,b]) = (a—20)2 " (b—w0)? (c — x0)?

where ¢ = min {b, max {—xg, a}}.

To prove Theorem [2] we analyze the minimum and maximum possible values
of the ratio r(z) £ W for x € [a, b], which by definition are the end points
of the interval I5(f,xo,[a,b]). To do so, we first use Lemma [l| to write r'(x)
in terms of a weighted integral of f”(¢), and then carefully analyze the sign of
the resulting expression in order to show that r(z) is maximized at z = —x,
decreasing for z > —=z¢, and increasing for x < —x. This implies that the
minimum value of r(x) for z € [a, b] is either r(a) or r(b) (whichever is smaller),
while the maximum value is r(c), where ¢ is the point in [a,b] that is closest
to —xg, yielding the expression given in Theorem [2 The full proof is given in
Appendix A.

Figure [5| plots a number of commonly-used activation functions whose Hes-
sian is even symmetric.

For the Hard SiLLU, LeakyReLU, ReLLU, and Softplus functions, the Hessian
is monotonically decreasing for x > 0, and Theorem [2| can be used to derive
a sharp quadratic Taylor polynomial enclosure for any trust region [a,b]. For
GELU and SiLU (a.k.a. Swish), Theorem [2| can be used so long as the trust
region [a, b] does not include the regions far from the origin in which the Hessian
is non-monotonic (for trust regions not satisfying this condition, bounds on
the Hessian can be used to derive a non-sharp quadratic Taylor polynomial
enclosure, as discussed in .

Activation functions Activation function Hessians
—-- GELU 0.8 ~ —- GELU
- Hard SiLU 7N ~=- Hard SiLU
wee Leaky RelU / L Leaky ReLU
-~ RelU 0.6 RelU
- SiLU/Swish
- Softplus

----- SiLU/Swish
--- Softplus

0.4
0.2

001 =

Figure 5: Some commonly-used neural network activation functions (left) and their
Hessians (right).

6 Improvement over Classical Baseline

How much better are sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures than the non-sharp
Taylor polynomial enclosures discussed in §4] obtained via bounds on the range
of the kth derivative?
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In general, the answer to this question depends on the function being bounded.
However, as the size of the trust region approaches zero, it turns out that the
interval defining the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure is always at least k + 1
times narrower than an interval based on the range of the kth derivative, except
in the trivial case where the function being bounded is a polynomial of degree
k or smaller (in which case both intervals have zero width). This is established
in the following theorem, whose proof is given in Appendix [A]

Theorem 3 For any integer k > 0, any analytic function f : R — R that is
not a polynomial of degree k or smaller, and any xo € R,

., Vidth (L850 (f, [wo, w0 + e]))  (k+¢
0 width (I7(f, z0, [z0, 70 + €]))  \ £

where I} is the interval defining the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure (see

Definition @/,

I}%agrange(f’ [a,b]) é% [ inf ] {Jc(lc)(y)}7 sup {f(k)(y)}] )

y€la,b y€la,b]

¢ > 1 is the smallest positive integer such that pilan? (z9) # 0, and for any
interval I = [I,1], we define width (I) 2T — I.

Furthermore, both I*8*"¢(f, [xo, 0 + €]) and I} (f, o, [xo,zo + €]) have
width O(e’) (as e —0).

7 Taylor Polynomial Enclosures for Arbitrary
Functions

We now discuss three ways to compute Taylor polynomial enclosures for arbi-
trary functions. The first two methods apply only to one-dimensional functions.
Both of these methods are never worse than the classical baseline discussed in
and return the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure once the trust region be-
comes sufficiently small. The final method is presented in concurrent work [23],
and applies to arbitrary functions.

7.1 Using Knowledge of Local Extrema

For certain functions, such as sin and cos, it is straightforward to enumerate all
local extrema within an arbitrary trust region [a, b]. Given a function f : R — R,
and an oracle that returns all local extrema of f(*) within a given trust region,
we can compute a degree k Taylor polynomial enclosure as follows:

e If f*) has no local extrema within the trust region, then f®*) is either
monotonically increasing or monotonically decreasing, and we can invoke
Theorem [I] to obtain the sharp enclosure.
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e If the trust region contains one or more local extrema, we can use knowl-
edge of the local extrema to bound the range of the kth derivative, then
plug this into the classical bound discussed in §4]

This procedure always yields a valid Taylor polynomial enclosure, and yields
the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure for sufficiently small trust regions, as
shown in the following corollary of Theorem

Corollary 1 Let f : R — R be an analytic function, and denote the set of local
extrema of f*) within the interval [a,b] by Xy ([a,b]) £ {z € [a,b] : f**+D(2) = 0}.
Define the interval

Ri—1(a;f,w0) Rr—1(bif,wo) if X(f(k), [a,b]) = 0 A f(k)(b) > f(k)(a)

(a—zo)* 7 (b—mo)*
Ii(f.0, [a,b]) £ § [Bacilifize) Raca@hao)) i (8, [a,8]) = ) A fB () < fP(a)
% [k ([a, b)), uk([a, b])] otherwise

(11)
where U, ([a, b)) = min,e x, ([ n)ufasy LFF (@)} is the minimum value of f*)(z)
for x € [a,b], and uy([a,b]) = max,ex, ((a,b0])U{a,b} {f(k)(x)} 18 the mazimum
value.

Then, for any [a,b] € IR and any zo € [a,b] the interval Iy(f,xo,[a,b])
defines a Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at xg over [a,b]. Furthermore, for
any xo € R, there exists a 6 > 0 such that

fk:(fv Zo, [.1?0,.’1}0 + GD = I;(fa Zo, [xf))xo + 6]) Ve € [07 6]

where I} is the interval that defines the sharp degree k Taylor polynomial en-
closure (see Definition @)

7.2 Using Interval Evaluation of the (k + 1)st Derivative

In cases where it is not practical to enumerate all local extrema of f*), one
can instead first obtain a formula f(**1) for f(*+1) (e.g. using automatic dif-
ferentiation), and then evaluate f**1)([a, b]) using interval arithmetic If the
resulting interval I contains only non-negative values, then f*) is monotoni-
cally increasing, and we can obtain the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure via
Theorem We can similarly return the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure if
I contains only non-positive values. Finally, if 0 € I, we can fall back to the
classical baseline method discussed in §4

The following corollary of Theorem [I| shows that, like the method described
in this procedure always returns a valid Taylor polynomial enclosure, and
returns the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure when the trust region is suffi-
ciently small.

2For a function g : R — R whose value is given by a formula g, and an interval I € IR, g(I)
denotes the interval obtained by plugging I into the formula g and evaluating the resulting
expression using the rules of interval arithmetic.
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Corollary 2 Let f: R — R be an analytic function given by a formula f, and
define

4™ ([a,b]) if 0 € f+F1) ([a, b])
(w0, la,b]) 2 { | PGadeet, Bk | i (8 (e, b) >0 (12)
R’“(*bl_(mb;o’;’f“), Rk(jll_(zojg,fc o) otherwise

where we use f*+1)([a,b]) to denote the left endpoint of f¢+1) ([a,b]).

Then, for any integer k > 0, trust region [a,b] € IR, and xy € [a,b], the
interval Iy (f, xo, [a,b]) defines a degree k Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at
xg over [a,b]. This enclosure is always at least as tight as the one given by the
baseline method described in §j)

7 ([a,b]).

| =

jk(fa Zo, [aa b]) -
Furthermore, if f*+1 (z0) # 0, then there exists a 6 > 0 such that
jk(f, Zo, [l‘o,l’o + ED - Il:(fa Zo, [x071'0 =+ 6]) Ve € [07 5]

where I} is the interval that defines the sharp degree k Taylor polynomial en-
closure (see Definition @)

7.3 Composing Taylor Polynomial Enclosures

In concurrent work [23], we show that it is possible to compute Taylor polyno-
mial enclosures recursively, combining Taylor polynomial enclosures for simple
functions in order to obtain enclosures for more complex functions. The result-
ing algorithm, called AutoBound, uses the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures
derived in this work wherever possible. AutoBound handles arbitrary mul-
tivariate functions composed of known univariate functions (such as exp and
log) as well as known bilinear operations (such as matrix multiplications and
convolutions). Among other applications, it can be used to derive majorization-
minimization optimizers for the losses used to train deep neural networks.

8 Conclusions and Future Work

In this work we derived sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures for functions whose
kth derivative is monotonically increasing or monotonically decreasing over the
trust region, and sharp quadratic Taylor polynomial enclosures for functions
whose Hessian is even-symmetric. Sharp enclosures improve on a classical base-
line that uses bounds on the range of the kth derivative to obtain degree k
bounds, by a factor of at least k + 1 asymptotically (as the trust region width
approaches zero). We also presented two methods for computing Taylor poly-
nomial enclosures for arbitrary functions, both of which produce sharp results
asymptotically.
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Our results suggest several possibilities for future work. Perhaps the most

obvious one is to develop theory that applies to additional one-dimensional func-
tions. For example, we do not currently have a way to compute sharp Taylor
polynomial enclosures for periodic functions, such as sine or cosine (except in
special cases where the trust region is sufficiently small). It would also be nice to
generalize Theorem [2| to Taylor polynomial enclosures of degree > 2. Finally, it
would be very interesting to derive sharp Taylor polynomial enclosures for mul-
tivariate functions, perhaps building on the results of Browne and McNicholas

31.
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interval I € IR and scalar a € R, we defined T = {az : z € I}. It follows that
for any interval I € IR and scalars «, 8 € R,

(Ia)8 = I(aB). (13)

Proposition 1 For a (k — 1)-times differentiable function f : R — R, scalar

xo € R, and trust region [a,b], an interval I = [I,I] € IR defines a degree k
Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at xy over [a,b] if any only if

I< - {Rkl(ﬂf;f,kxo)}
z€[a,b)\{zo} (x — x0)

and

TZ Sup {Rk—l(x;fax())}.

celab\{zo} L (T — o)k

Proof: By Definition[l] I defines a Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at zo over
[a, b] iff. for all x € [a, b],

Ry_1(z; f, o) € I(x — x0)". (14)

Because Ry—1(zo; f,20) = 0, (14) holds trivially for z = xg. For & # o,

multiplying both sides by m and using (13) shows that (14)) is equivalent

to Ry —1(z;f,z0)

(z—z0)*

Ry 1 (z;f,20)
(z—z0)k

listed in the proposition. [J

€ I. Thus, I defines a Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at x iff.
€ I for all x € [a,b]\{zo}, which is equivalent to the two inequalities

A.1 Proof of Theorem [1]

The idea of the proof will be to identify conditions under which the ratio
W is increasing or decreasing. To do so, we first derive an expres-
sion for the derivative of this ratio with respect to z. In doing so we will make
use of the following proposition, which provides an expression for the derivative

of the numerator of the ratio.
Proposition 2 For any j-times differentiable function f: R — R,

d
@Rj@?fv To) = Rj—1(3?; f/,CUo)-
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Proof:
< Ry(a o) = <f(x) -3 370 (o) - >>

R ACEDI E i/ @) - 2o
i=1 !

AGEDD (i _1 1)l(f/)(l Y (wo)(x — mo) !
i=1 '

= F@) = 3 31 ()P o) e — 20)
h=0

= Rj_1(z; f', w0)

O

d Ri—1(z;f,w0)

With this proposition in hand, we can now derive an expression for 4~ G0l

Lemma 1 For any function f : R — R, scalars g,z € R, and integer k > 2,
where {5~V s absolutely continuous over the closed interval between zo and x,

Sl L T e
where
p(t) = (. — xo)( —5)i (x —t)F2 - ﬁ(m — )k

Proof: Using the rule for the derivative of a ratio, then applying Proposition
we have

d Rp_a(w; fime) g Ri—i(w; f,20) kRk—l(’I;f,ﬂ?o)

dz  (x —z9)k (x — mo)* (@ — zg)P+1
| Riafaif'm) ) Ri(eif.m0)
B (aj - xO)k (.’E — {L‘())IH'I
= Gt (0 Rl o) = KR )

(15)

Using the integral form of the Taylor remainder series (Proposition |3) to rewrite
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Ri_o(z; ', x0) and Ri—1(x; f, xg), we have
( — x0)Rp—o(w; f',20) — kRg—1(z; f, o)

~ ) [0 gt — 0

klivﬂm@%kinwxwkﬁi

-/ C ), (16)

Plugging the expression on the right hand side of into completes the
proof. [
Lastly, we prove Lemma [2| from which Theorem [l| immediately follows.

Lemma 2 Let f : R — R be a function that is k times differentiable over the
interval [a,b], for k> 0. If f*) is monotonically increasing (decreasing) over

[a,b], then for zo € (a,b), W is monotonically increasing (decreasing)

over [a, b].
Proof: For k = 0, we have f®)(2) = f(z) = W, and the theorem is
trivially true. For k = 1, the proof was given in the main text. We now consider
the general case, k > 2.
Suppose that f*) is either monotonically increasing or monotonically de-
creasing, and define
1 if f**) is monotonically increasin
Sé{ / Y 5 (17)

—1 otherwise.

To simplify the proof, we will assume that f(*) is differentiable, and that
% f®)(t) is never exactly 0. This assumption, together with the assumption
that f() is either monotonically increasing or decreasing over [a,b], implies
that sign (& f*)()) is the same for all ¢ € [a,b], and we have

S:g@(iﬂ“@> Vt € [a,b]. (18)

To prove the lemma, it suffices to show that sign (%M) =S5. To

(z—x0)*

do so, we first rewrite %W in terms of f*). By Lemma

d Ry (a: :
d Rya(x; frmo) 1 — /t:m F® )p(t)dt (19)

dz  (z— o)k (z — 2o0)

where
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The bulk of the proof is contained in the following claim.
Claim 1. N
sign ( ) (t),u(t)dt) = sign ((z — xo)k_l) -S.
t:wo

Proof of Claim 1. To prove the claim, we first express the sign of u(t) in terms
of the sign of t — t*, where

-1
"2z — kk (x — x0). (21)

Using the definition of u(t), and the fact that sign(ab) = sign(a)sign(b) for any
a,b € R, we have

sen(u(t) = sign((z — 02 psign (@ = 20) g5~ (o 0)

= sign((z — t)F~?)sign ((x — ) k ; L_ (z — t))
= sign((z — t)*2)sign (t — (z _k ; L (z — x0)>>

= sign((z — t)*~?)sign(t — t*). (22)

Next, we show that j?:mo FEED () p(t)dt is equivalent to a different integral
whose sign is easier to analyze. To do so, first note that

/tIxOu<t>dt (0= ) gyt = 0" = 2 pgte = 0*)

Therefore,

x

—0. (23)

Zo

SO Opt)dt = / (19 - 190 e (24)

t:ajg

We now compute the sign of the integrand on the right hand side of | . To
do so, first note that because f*) is either monotonically increasing or mono-
tonically decreasing,

sign ( F®E @) — f(’“)(t*)) = sign(t — ) - S. (25)
It follows that, for any ¢ in the closed interval between xy and =z,
sign ((f(’“)(t) IIG0)
ign (£0)(8) = £ (")) sign(u(t))
sign (t ) S - 51gn((a: —t)*?)sign(t —t*) by and

x—mo)k 2) S (26)
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where the last step uses the fact that if ¢ is between zy and x, then x — ¢t has
the same sign as = — xg.

To complete the proof, note that for any function h : R — R, if sign(h(t))
C for all ¢ in the closed interval between z( and z, then sign ft:xo h(t)dt)

C - sign(z — o). Thus, using (26)),

sign (/tixo(f(k) (t) — f(k)(t*)),u(t)dt> = sign((z — 20)*2) - S - sign(z — z)

= sign((z — 20)*1) - S. (27)

Taking the sign of both sides of , and using completes the proof of
Claim 1.
|

To complete the proof, we take the sign of both sides of and apply
Claim 1:

sign <d R (x 'faxo))

dz (x — o)k t?

- m (k) 1
s (G —ar [ 1V 0n00) by (@)

= ®) (¢

= <x—:1:0 k+1>81gn</ f ())

— k—1 .

= sign < = k+1> sign((x —xo)" ") - S by Claim 1

= sign ((z —a0)7%) - §

= (28)

O

A.2 Proof of Theorem (2]
We now prove Theorem [2] We will need the following technical lemma.
Lemma 3 Let o > 0 be a positive real number, and let I = [—a,a] be an

interval. Let h : R — R be a function that is even-symmetric over I (meaning
h(z) = h(—z) Y € I), and decreasing over [0,a]. Then, for any t,§ € R such
thatt+d6 €1 andt —9d €1,

sign(h(t + §)) — sign(h(t — 8)) = —sign(t)sign(d).
Proof: Because h is even symmetric over I,
h(y) = h(lyl) Vyel. (29)
Because h is decreasing over [0, o],

sign(h(lyl) — h(|z[)) = —sign(ly| — [z]) Vz,y el (30)
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Thus,

sign(h(t + 0)) — sign(h(t — 6)) = sign(h(|t + 6])) — sign(h(|t — 6])) by 9]
= —sign (|t + 8] — [t — 3]). by (30)

To complete the proof, it suffices to show
sign(|t + ] — |t — J|) = sign(¢)sign(d). (32)

We prove by considering three cases. If either ¢ or § is 0, then both sides of
are 0. Otherwise, if ¢t and § have the same sign, then |t + 0| > |t — §]|, and
both sides of are 1. Finally, if ¢t and 0 have opposite sign, then [t+0| < [t—4],
and both sides of are -1. [

Theorem 2 Let f: R — R be a twice-differentiable function, and suppose for
some a >0, " is even symmetric over [—a, & (meaning f'(x) = f"(—x) Va €
[—a,al), and f" is decreasing over [0,«]. Then, the sharp quadratic Taylor
polynomial enclosure of f over [a,b] C [—«, ] at z¢ € (a,b) is given by:

Rl(a;faxO) Rl(bﬂ f,il?o)} Rl(c;fax()):|

(a—z0)? " (b—m0)? (c —z0)?

13 (f,0, [a, b)) = {min{

where ¢ £ min {b, max {—xg,a}}.

Proof: Consider some fixed = € [a,b] \ {zo}, and define

p(t) = 2t — x — . (33)
By Lemma
d Ri(z; f, 7o) 1 /:C "
— = t)u(t)dt. 34
& (@—c0?  @—a Jos, 1 On(t) (34)
The bulk of the proof is contained in the following claim.

Claim 1.
sign (/ f”(t)u(t)dt) = —sign(z + xo)sign(z — xo).
t=xg

Proof of Claim 1. First, observe that for

a T+ To
2

t*

we have

Pt +8) =26 = —p(t* — ) Vs eR. (36)
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We now use to rewrite the integral on the right hand side of :

/t Pt

t)dt + f”(t) p(t)dt

t=t*

/ f//
/ () u(t)dt + /r f”(t* + &) p(t* + 6)ds (62t —1t%)
5=0
- / =t =3+ [ e a5 2 )
8'=0 6=0
_ / " — )t + 8)do + / P+ O +0)ds by
5/ 5:0
_ / e — ot + 6)ds + / e 4 Syt + 6)ds
=0 6=0
= [ 8 ) - £~ 5)ds (37)

It is easy to verify that t* +8 € [a,b] and t* —§ € [a,b]. Therefore, by Lemma [3]
sign(f”(t* + ) — f"(t* — §)) = —sign(t*)sign(9). (38)

We are now ready to analyze the sign of the integral on the right hand side
of . First, we show that the integrand has a constant sign (independent of
0):

sign (u(t™ + 6)(f"(t" +9) — f(t" = 9)))
— sign (u(t" + 8))sign (F(t" +8) — £"(¢ — )
= sign(28)sign (f"(t* + ) — f'(t* - 0))

= —sign(20)sign(¢*)sign(d) by (38)
= —sign(t*)
= —sign(z + x9). (39)

To complete the proof, note that for any function h : R — R, if sign(h(t)) =
C for all ¢ in the closed interval between 0 and t* — x¢, then sign(ft:‘c:gﬁ0 h(t)dt) =
C' - sign(t* — zp). Thus, using , we have

=0

sign ( /5 L O+ 8) — i — 6))d5> — _sign(z + zo)sign(t* — zo)

= —sign(x + xo)sign(z — xo).

(40)

Combining and completes the proof of Claim 1.
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|
To complete the proof, we use and Claim 1 to show that for any = €

[a, 0]\ {wo}:

sign (iW) — sign ((1 ' f”(t)u(t)dt> by ()

xr — xo)g t=x‘0

e [

= —sign ((x—la:o)?’) sign(x + xg)sign(x — x9) by Claim 1

= —sign(x + xg). (41)

It follows from that the function r(z) £ Ba(@il20) i increasing for # < —,

r—x0)?
decreasing for x > —xg, and locally maxim(izedO)aLt x = zg. Thus, over the
interval [a,b], r(z) is maximized at the point = min {b, max {—x¢,a}}, and
minimized at either © = a or x = b. Using the definition of I3 (f, xo, [a,b]) then
proves the lemma. [J

A.3 Proof of Theorem (3]
To prove Theorem [3] we will need the following corollary of Theorem

Corollary 3 Let f : R — R be an analytic function. If f*) is monoton-
ically increasing over an interval [a,b] with b > a, then the degree k sharp
Taylor polynomial enclosure of f at a over [a,b] is given by I}(f,a,la,b]) =

(1709, B
Proof: By Theorem |1} for any € € (0,b — a) we have

Ry_1(a; f,a+¢€)
(—e)* '

Because f is analytic, I (f, zo, [a, b]) is continuous as a function of 2. Therefore,

lZ(fa a+ € [av b]) = (42)

Li(f,a.[a.b]) = lim Li(f.a-+ €, [a.b)
Ri_1(a; fya+e)

= lim

e—0 (76)]“
i S 5O ) (=)
= (—e)F

1
= Hf(k)($0)~

A similar argument shows TZ( fya,la, b)) = W, completing the proof.

O
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Theorem 3 For any integer k > 0, any analytic function f : R — R that is
not a polynomial of degree k or smaller, and any xo € R,

m width (Ilgagrangc(f’ [I’(), To + 6])) _ k + ¢
>0 width (I (f,z0, [t0, 20 +€¢]))  \ ¢

where I} is the interval defining the sharp Taylor polynomial enclosure (see

Definition @),

I]I;agrange(f’ [a,b]) S % [ inf } {f(k) (y)}, sup {f(k)(y)}] )

y€la,b y€la,b]

¢ > 1 s the smallest positive integer such that FEED(20) # 0, and for any
interval I = [I,1], we define width (I) 2T — I.

Furthermore, both I*8*"¢(f, [xo, 0 + €]) and I} (f, o, [xo,zo + €]) have
width O(e’) (as e —0).

Proof: Because f is analytic,

fe) = 5/ D)~ )’ (43)
i=0
Therefore,
ﬂ“uﬂ=§;uf¢ﬁﬂ“@wu—xMF? ()

For sufficiently small €, f*) must be either monotonically increasing or monoton-
ically decreasing over the interval [zg, zo +€]. Assume without loss of generality
that f(*) is monotonically increasing over [zg, zo + €|. Under this assumption,

~ ®) ()L — (k)
Jnf {70 ) f =70 o) (45)
and
sup {FP )} =P +e)
y€la,b]
- 1 i i—
— £ () +i:zk;1 s k)!f( ) ()e ™" by
= ) () + i:zkie o F@D(z0)e™* by definition of £.
(46)
Therefore,
agrange Lo b e e
Width(lzg BINEE(f, [z, o + €])) = 7 Z mf( (o) ™", (47)

i=k+L
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Dividing both sides of by €, and taking the limit as e — 0, we have

width (L5 (f, [wo, 20 + ) 1

(k+¢0)
oy ot =l @) (48)

At the same time, by Corollary

" 1 Ri_1(xog+e€ f,x
Ik(f7 Zo, ['/EOaxO + 6]) = |:k’f(k)($0), u 1( Oek f 0):| . (49)
Therefore,
: * Ri_1(xo+¢€ f,x 1
width (5 (7,20, [eg, w0 + ) = TEHELET0) L gib) g
=1 i 1
- (Z SO @o)e ’“) — 9 o)
i=k
oo
1 .
= Z .*,f(z)(l‘o)ei b
i=k-+1 v
— 1. ik
= > 7o) (50)
i=k+0
(51)
Dividing both sides of by €’, and taking the limit as € — 0, we have
Wldth (I]:(f, Zo, [I‘o, o —+ 6])) o 1 (kJrZ)

By definition of £, the right hand side of is nonzero. Dividing by
then proves the first part of the theorem.

The second part of the theorem (that both intervals have width O(ef) as
€ — 0) follows immediately from and (52). O
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