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Directional Smoothness and Gradient Methods: Convergence and Adaptivity
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Abstract

We develop new sub-optimality bounds for gradi-
ent descent (GD) that depend on the conditioning
of the objective along the path of optimization,
rather than on global, worst-case constants. Key
to our proofs is directional smoothness, a measure
of gradient variation that we use to develop upper-
bounds on the objective. Minimizing these upper-
bounds requires solving implicit equations to ob-
tain a sequence of strongly adapted step-sizes;
we show that these equations are straightforward
to solve for convex quadratics and lead to new
guarantees for two classical step-sizes. For gen-
eral functions, we prove that the Polyak step-size
and normalized GD obtain fast, path-dependent
rates despite using no knowledge of the direc-
tional smoothness. Experiments on logistic regres-
sion show our convergence guarantees are tighter
than the classical theory based on L-smoothness.

1. Introduction

Gradient methods for differentiable functions are typically
analyzed under the assumption that f is L-smooth, meaning
V f is L-Lipschitz continuous. This condition implies f is
upper-bounded by a quadratic and guarantees that gradient
descent (GD) with step-size n < 2/L decreases the opti-
mality gap at each iteration (Bertsekas, 1997). However,
experience shows that GD can still decrease the objective
when f is not L-smooth, particularly for deep neural net-
works (Bengio, 2012; Li et al., 2020; Cohen et al., 2021).
Even for functions verifying smoothness, convergence rates
are often pessimistic and fail to predict optimization speed
in practice (Paquette et al., 2023).
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One way to avoid global smoothness of f is to use local Lip-
schitz continuity of the gradient (“local smoothness”). Local
smoothness uses different Lipschitz constants for different
neighbourhoods, thus avoiding global assumptions and ob-
taining improved rates. However, such analyses typically re-
quire the iterates to be bounded, in which case local smooth-
ness reduces to L-smoothness over a compact set (Malitsky
& Mishchenko, 2020). Boundedness can be enforced in a
variety of ways: Zhang & Hong (2020) break optimization
into stages, Patel & Berahas (2022) develop a stopping-time
framework, and Lu & Mei (2023) use line-search and a mod-
ified update. These approaches either modify the underlying
optimization algorithm, require local smoothness oracles
(Park et al., 2021), or rely on highly complex arguments.

In contrast, we prove simple sub-optimality bounds for gra-
dient descent without global smoothness assumptions by
deriving upper-bounds of the form,

f(@ri1) < f@e) +(Vf(an), 2r1 — k)
1

Mo gy,
where the directional smoothness function M (zy1,xy,) de-
pends only on properties of f along the chord between x4 1
and x;. Our bounds provide a path-dependent perspective
on GD and are tighter than conventional analyses when the
step-size sequence is adapted to the directional smoothness,
meaning n;, < 2/M (xj11, ). See Figure 1 for two real-
data examples highlighting our improvement over classical
rates. We summarize all our contributions as follows.

Directional Smoothness. We introduce two related direc-
tional smoothness functions M (y, x); one depends only
on the end-points y, x and is easily computed, while the
other yields a tighter bound but depends on the chord
C={ar+ (1—-a)y:ac]|0,1]}. We show that the first
notion of directional smoothness is a valid notion of smooth-
ness for any differentiable and convex function, without
assuming that global smoothness holds at all. We show the
second notion is valid for all differentiable functions.

Sub-optimality bounds. We leverage these directional
smoothness functions to prove new sub-optimality bounds
for GD on convex functions as well as functions satisfying
a new directional strong convexity assumption. Our bounds
(given in Section 3) are localized to the GD trajectory, hold
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Figure 1. Comparison of actual (solid lines) and theoretical (dashed lines) convergence rates for GD with step-sizes adapted to the
directional smoothness (nx = 1/M (zk+1,2x)) and GD with the Polyak step-size. Both problems are non-strongly convex logistic
regressions on datasets from the UCI repository (Asuncion & Newman, 2007). Our new bounds using directional smoothness are tighter
than those based on global L-smoothness of f and adapt to the optimization path. For example, on mammographi c our theoretical rate
for the Polyak step-size concentrates rapidly exactly when the optimizer shows fast convergence.

for any possible step-size sequence, and are tighter than the
classic analysis based on L-smoothness. They are also more
general than the classical analysis since we do not need
to assume that f is globally L—smooth in order to show
progress; all we require is a sequence of step-sizes adapted
to the directional smoothness function.

Adaptive Step-Sizes in the Quadratic Case. In the general
setting, computing step-sizes which are adapted to the direc-
tional smoothness requires solving a challenging non-linear
root-finding problem. For quadratic problems, we show that
the ideal step-size that satisfies )y = 1/M (241, ) is the
Rayleigh quotient and is connected to the hedging algorithm
(Altschuler & Parrilo, 2023).

Exponential Search. Moving beyond quadratics, we prove
that the equation g, = 1/M (241, ) admits at least one
solution under mild conditions, meaning ideal step-sizes
can be computed using Newton’s method. Since computing
these step-sizes is typically impractical, we instead adapt ex-
ponential search (Carmon & Hinder, 2022) to obtain similar
path-dependent complexities up to a log-log penalty.

Polyak and Normalized GD. More importantly, we show
that the Polyak step-size (Polyak, 1987) and normalized
GD achieve fast, path-dependent rates without knowledge
of the directional smoothness. Our analysis reveals that the
Polyak step-size adapts to any directional smoothness to
obtain the tightest possible convergence rate. This property
is not shared by constant step-size GD and may explain the
superiority of the Polyak step-size in many settings.

1.1. Additional Related Work

Directional smoothness can be viewed as a relaxation of
non-uniform smoothness (Mei et al., 2021), which restricts
the smoothness function M to depend only on the origin

point, z. Mei et al. (2021) develop methods which lever-
age non-uniform smoothness and a non-uniform version of
the Lojasiewicz inequality to break classical lower-bounds
for first-order optimization. Similar work by Berahas et al.
(2023) shows that a weaker local smoothness oracle is also
sufficient to break lower bounds for gradient methods. A
major advantage of our work over these oracle-based ap-
proaches is that we construct explicit directional smoothness
functions which can be evaluated in hindsight.

Our work is closely connected to that by Malitsky &
Mishchenko (2020), who use a smoothed M (y, x) to set the
step-size. Vladarean et al. (2021) apply a similar step-size to
primal-dual hybrid gradient methods, while Zhao & Huang
(2024) relate directional smoothness to Barzilai-Borwein
updates (Barzilai & Borwein, 1988) and Vainsencher et al.
(2015) use local smoothness in neighbourhoods of the global
minimizer to set the step-size for SVRG. Finally, Orabona
(2023) show convergence bounds that depend on the smooth-
ness in the direction of the optimal set, whereas we are
interested in smoothness over the optimization trajectory.

Finally, we note that adaptivity to directional smoothness
is different from adaptivity to the sequence of observed
gradients obtained by methods such as Adagrad (Duchi
et al., 2010; Streeter & McMahan, 2010). Adagrad and its
variants are most useful when the gradients are bounded,
such as in Lipschitz optimization, although they can also be
used to obtain rates for smooth functions (Levy, 2017). We
do not address adaptivity to gradients in this work.

2. Directional Smoothness

We say that the function f is L-smooth if for all z,y € R?,

F) < F@)+ (Vi@y o)+ Fly -l @
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Minimizing this quadratic upper bound in y gives the classi-
cal GD update with step-size 7, = 1/L. However, this view-
point gives rates which depend on the global, worst-case
growth of f. This is both counter-intuitive and undesirable
because the iterates of GD,

Tpt1 = Tk — MV f(xk), 3)

depend only on local properties of f. Intuitively, the analysis
should also depend only on the local conditioning along
the optimization path {z1, 2, ...}. Towards this end, we
generalize the smoothness upper-bound as follows:

Definition 2.1. We call M : R? x R? — R a directional
smoothness function for f if for all 2,y € R?,

1) < 1@+ @) y—a) TED @)

If a function is L-smooth, then M (z,y) = L is a trivial
choice of directional smoothness function. In the rest of this
section, we construct different M functions that provide
tighter bounds on f while still being possible to evaluate.
The first is the point-wise directional smoothness,

_ 2V = V@)l

Point-wise smoothness is a directional estimate of L and
satisfies D(y, x) < 2L. Indeed, L can be equivalently de-
fined as the supremum of D(z,y)/2 over the domain of f
(Beck, 2017). When f is convex and differentiable, D(z, y)
satisfies Definition 2.1.

Lemma 2.2. If f is convex and differentiable, then the
point-wise directional smoothness (Equation (5)) satisfies,

1) < @)+ a) + 28Dy a3 @)

See Appendix A (we defer all proofs to the relevant ap-
pendices). However, in the worst-case, the point-wise di-
rectional smoothness D is weaker than the standard upper-
bound M (x,y) = L by a factor of two. This factor of two is
not an artifact of the analysis and is generally unavoidable,
as the next proposition shows.

Proposition 2.3. There exists a convex, differentiable f s.t.

1) < f(@) + (VS @),y = 2)
L U@ - Vi)
2[ly = a2

@)
Ly — 22

does not hold for all z,y € R4 ift < 2.

While the point-wise smoothness is easy to compute, this
additional factor of two can make Equation (6) looser than

L-smoothness — on isotropic quadratics, for example. As an
alternative, we define the path-wise directional smoothness,

A(.I, y) = sup <Vf(x+t(y—x))—Vf(x),y—x) 7 (8)

t€[0,1] tly—=|?

and show that it verifies the quadratic upper-bound and
satisfies Definition 2.1 even without convexity.

Lemma 2.4. For any differentiable function f, the path-
wise smoothness (8) satisfies

Aly, z)
2

fy) < f@)+(Vf(x),y—z)+ ly — z[l5. (9)

Path smoothness is tighter than point-wise directional
smoothness since A(y,z) < D(y,z), but hard to com-
pute because it depends on the chord between z and y.
That is, it depends on the properties of f on the line
{tx 4+ (1 — t)y : t € [0, 1]} rather than solely on the points
z and y like the point-wise smoothness.

Point-wise and path-wise smoothness are constructive, but
they may not yield the tightest bounds in all situations. The
tightest directional smoothness function, which we call the
optimal point-wise smoothness, is defined to be the smallest
number for which the quadratic upper bound holds,

Hpa) - MW =10 — (V@2

2
3lly — =]

By definition, H is the tightest possible directional smooth-
ness function we can hope for; it lower bounds any constant
C that satisfies the quadratic bound Equation (2). Thus,
H(y,xz) < M(y,x) for any M (y, ).

The different notions of directional smoothness introduced
in this section, including the optimal point-wise smooth-
ness, represent different trade-offs between computability
and tightness. Computing H (x, y) requires access to both
the function and gradient values, whereas the point-wise
directional-smoothness D(z, y) requires only access to the
gradients and that f be convex. On the other hand, the
bound we established on the path-wise directional smooth-
ness A(z,y) in Lemma 2.4 holds with or without convexity,
at the cost of a harder-to-compute function.

3. Path-Dependent Sub-Optimality Bounds

Given directional smoothness M, we obtain a version of the
descent lemma which depends only on local geometry,

MM (zy1, 1)

frot1 < fx— (nk - 5

) 19 F@l2, (1)

where fi, = f(x) and fr41 = f(zr+1) (see Lemma A.1).
If Ny, < 2/M (2p+1,2), then GD is guaranteed to decrease
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Figure 2. Nllustration of GD with 1, = 1/L. Even though the step-size exactly minimizes the upper-bound from L-smoothness, M;
directional smoothness better predicts the progress of the gradient step. Our rates improve on L-smoothness because of this tighter bound.

the function value and we call 7, adapted to M (x11, Tk).
However, finding a sequence of adapted step-sizes is not
always straightforward. For instance, computing 7, =
1/M(xg+1(nk), zk) requires solving a non-linear equation.

The rest of this section leverages directional smoothness
to derive new guarantees for GD with arbitrary step-sizes.
We emphasize that the following results are sub-optimality
bounds, rather than convergence rates; a sequence of adapted
step-sizes is required to convert our propositions into a con-
vergence theory. As a trade-off, we obtain bounds reflecting
the locality of GD, rather than treating it as a global method.

We start with the case when f has lower curvature. Instead
of using strong convexity or the PL-condition (Karimi et al.,
2016), we propose the directional strong convexity constant,

(Vi(z+ty—2)) -V f(z),y—z)

. (12)
tlly — |3

= i f
#y,z) tel0.1]

If f is convex, then u(y, x) is non-negative and verifies the
standard lower-bound from strong convexity,

1y, )

Fy) = f(@) + (Vf(@),y — o) + =5 lly = @ll3. (13)
Moreover, we have p(y, x) > p when f is y—strongly con-
vex. We prove two bounds for convex functions using di-
rectional strong convexity. For brevity, we denote M; :=
M(xiy1,2:), i := pi(Tig1, ), 0; = f(x;) — f(2*), and
A; = ||z; — x*||3, where z* is a minimizer of f.
Proposition 3.1. If f is convex with minimizer x*, then GD
with step-size sequence {ny} satisfies,

o < [H (1+ 77i/\i/14i)‘| do
i€g
(14)

771')\1'
IV £ ()3,

+> 01 T a+mram) 5

i€B | j>1,5€G

where \i =n; M;—2, G = {z s < m}, B = [k\G.

The analysis splits iterations into good steps G, where 7y,
is adapted to the directional smoothness, and bad steps B,

where the step-size is too large and GD may increase the

optimality gap. When f is L-smooth and p-strongly convex,

using the step-size sequence 7, = 1/L gives

k

— * i(2—M,;/L

f(@k41) f(f)g H<1_M( / )) (15)
flxo) = f(z*) L

=0

where p; (2 — M;/L) > p. As aresult, Equation (14) gives
a at least as tight a rate under standard assumptions by local-
izing to the convergence path as described by any directional
smoothness M. When M}, < L, the gap in constants yields
a strictly improved rate, as shown by Figure 2. We also
prove the following, more elegant bound.

Proposition 3.2. If f is convex with minimizer x*, then GD
with step-size sequence {ny,} satisfies,

k

Ap < [H (1= pimi)

=0

AV

(16)
k
> TT Q=pgmy) | (Mind =n?) [V £ ()15

i=0 | j>i

Unlike Proposition 3.1, this analysis shows linear progress
at each iteration and does not divide k into good steps and
bad steps. In exchange, the second term in Equation (16)
reflects how much convergence is degraded when 7, is not
adapted to the directional smoothness function M.

‘We conclude this section with a bound for when there is no
lower curvature, meaning p; = 0.

Proposition 3.3. Let T) = Zf:o NiTit1/ Zf:o ni. If f is
convex with minimizer x*, then GD satisfies,

_ax||2
221‘:0 i
(17)
L S~ DIV @)
22?:0 i

This rate is at least as tight as the standard analysis because
M; < L. It is key to our developments in the next sections.
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4. Adaptive Learning Rates

The main challenge in converting our sub-optimality bounds
into convergence rates is the requirement for adapted step-
sizes, meaning 1, < 2/M (2yt1, k). Given an adapted
step-size, the directional descent lemma (Equation (11))
implies GD decreases the loss at step k£ and we can obtain
fast rates. However, 1 is itself a function of 7, meaning
adapted step-sizes are not straightforward to compute.

If f is L-smooth, then M (xgy1,2zx) < 2L for all the di-
rectional smoothness functions introduced so-far, meaning
e < % is trivially adapted. However, these step-sizes don’t
capture any local properties of f, so we instead consider
strongly adapted step-sizes satisfying,

Ne = M (21 (), o) " (18)

Using such an 7, GD makes guaranteed progress as,

F@rg1) < Fxr)—2M (2, 2] IV F(@n)3, (19)

which is significantly greater than that guaranteed by L-
smoothness when M (241, 2%) < L. When f is not glob-
ally smooth, we achieve a sub-optimality bound that de-
pends on the directional smoothness along the trajectory
(21,22, ...). In such a situation, we cannot guarantee GD
minimizes f because the constants M (1, x) may di-
verge too quickly. In either case, it is not clear a-priori or
if the strongly adapted step-sizes defined in Equation (18)
exist or if any iterative method can attain Equation (19). The
main question of this section is therefore,

Can we find step-sizes that achieve the same
progress as the strongly-adapted step-sizes de-
fined in Equation (18)?

Surprisingly, we provide an affirmative answer. Not only
are strongly adapted step-sizes computable, but we also
prove GD with the Polyak step-size adapts to any choice
of directional smoothness, including the optimal point-wise
smoothness. Before presenting this strong result, we con-
sider the illustrative case of quadratic minimization.

4.1. Adaptivity in Quadratics

In this section, we show that step-sizes adapted to both the
point-wise smoothness M and the path-wise smoothness
A exist when f is quadratic. Suppose f(x) = 2" Bx/2 —
¢z, where B is a positive semi-definite matrix. Assuming
access to a sequence of step-sizes 7, strongly adapted to the
directional smoothness, Equation (17) implies

3 _ llwo—2”ll3

= Z 1
2 Zizo M(wiJrl,ZL’i)

o — 2*|[3 S5 M (41, 7:)
- 2(k+1) k41 ’

f(@p) — f* <

(20)

where in the first step we used that n;M; — 1 = 0, in the
second we used the definition of 7;, and in the third we used
Jensen’s inequality. This guarantee depends solely on the
average directional smoothness along the trajectory.

When f is quadratic, the point-wise directional smoothness
has the closed form expression,

BV f ()]l
IV £l

Notably, D(x;4+1,2;) has no dependence on z;;; and
the corresponding strongly adapted step-size is given by
ni = [V f(z:)]l /(2| BV f(24)]|2) — see Lemma C.1. Re-
markably, this expression recovers the step-size proposed by
Dai & Yang (2006), who show it approximates the Cauchy
step-size and converges to % Combining this simple ex-
pression with Equation (20) gives a fast, non-asymptotic
convergence rate for GD and new theoretical justification
for their work.

D(@it1,2;) =2

Despite the complexity of path-wise directional smoothness,
it also possible to compute for quadratics. Lemma C.2 shows

_ V(i) "BV f(x:)
A, mi) = Vi) Vi)

andn; = Vf(2) "V f(z)/[Vf(z;) T BV f(x;)]is the well-
known Cauchy step-size. Path-wise directional smoothness
thus provides another interpretation (and convergence guar-
antee) for the Cauchy step-size, which is traditionally de-
rived by minimizing f(z — nV f(x)) in 7.

4.2. Adaptivity for Convex Functions

In the last subsection, we proved that strongly adapted step-
sizes for the point-wise and path-wise directional smooth-
ness functions have closed-form expressions when f is
quadratic. Moreover, these step-sizes recover two classi-
cal schemes from the optimization literature, giving them
new justification and fast convergence rates. Now we con-
sider the existence of strongly adapted step-sizes for general
convex functions. Our first result gives simple conditions
for Equation (18) to have at least one solution when M is
the point-wise directional smoothness.

Proposition 4.1. If f is convex and continuously differ-
entiable, then either (i) f is minimized along the ray
x(n) = x —nV f(z) or (ii) there exists n > 0 for which
n=1/D(x —nV f(x),x) holds.

Convexity of f implies the directional derivative is mono-
tone increasing along V f(x), which we use to show the
point-wise smoothness is well-defined for sufficiently large
7. This allows us to prove existence of a strongly adapted
step-size. The next proposition uses a similar argument to
show existence of strongly adapted step-sizes for the path-
wise smoothness under twice differentiability of f.
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Figure 3. Performance of GD with different step-size rules for a synthetic quadratic problem. We run GD for 20,000 steps on 20 random
quadratic problems with L = 1000 and Hessian skew. Left-to-right, the first plot shows the optimality gap f(zx) — f(x*), the second
shows the point-wise directional smoothness, and the third shows step-sizes used by the different methods.

Proposition 4.2. If f is convex and twice continuously
differentiable, then either (i) f is minimized along the ray
z(n) = x — nV f(x) or (ii) there exists n > 0 for which
n=1/A(x —nVf(z),z) holds.

Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.2 do not assume the exis-
tence of a global smoothness constant L, meaning both hold
for functions with potentially unbounded global smoothness.
Although neither proof is not constructive, it is possible to
compute strongly adapted step-sizes for the point-wise direc-
tional smoothness using root-finding methods. If f is twice
differentiable, then strongly adapted step-sizes can be found
via Newton’s method using only Hessian-vector products,
V2 f(z)V f(z). We experiment with this in Section 5.

4.2.1. EXPONENTIAL SEARCH

Now we show that the exponential search algorithm de-
veloped by Carmon & Hinder (2022) can be used to find
step-sizes that adapt on average to the directional smooth-
ness. Consider a fixed optimization horizon &k and denote by
x;(n) the sequence of iterates obtained by running GD from
x( using a fixed step-size 7). Define the criterion function,

k
_ Zi:o ||Vf(35z(77))H%
= — ,
Dico M(zip1(n), i)V (2:i(0)]3
and suppose that we have a step-size 7 that satisfies

¥(n)/2 < n < 1H(n). Using these bounds in Proposition 3.3
yields the following convergence rate,

¥(n) 2

f(ik)_f*

leo—2*l3 —

EXk  M(zip1,z) |1V S ()13 ] ]

SF o IV @3 (22)

We see that while the step-size 1 does not adapt to each di-
rectional smoothness M (z;41, ;) along the path, it adapts
to a weighted average of the directional smoothness con-
stants, where the weights are the observed squared gradient
norms. This is always smaller than the maximum directional
smoothness along the trajectory, and can be much smaller
than the global smoothness.

We have reduced our problem to finding n € [1)(n)/2,¥(n)],
which is similar to the problem Carmon & Hinder (2022)
solve with bisection. We adopt their approach as Algo-
rithm 1. Our next theorem gives a convergence guarantee
for exponential search:

Theorem 4.3. Assume the objective f is convex and L-
smooth. Then Algorithm 1 with ng > 0 requires at most
2T (log log 271"1 V' 1) iterations of GD and in the last run it
outputs a step-size 1 and point T = % ZtT;Ol x¢(n) such
that exactly one of the following holds:

w0 — 213

Case I: = d < ————7222
ase Ui Mo and < 2T770
Case2: mn#mny and
2 k 12
for) - 1. <l =l | By MV >2||2] |
o IV ()3
where M; < Mz}, ;) and ', x5, . .. are the iterates

generated by GD with step-size ' satisfying ' € [n, 2n).

Theorem 4.3 requires f to be L-smooth, but has only a
log log dependence on the global smoothness constant while
obtaining a convergence rate that scales with the weighted
average of the directional smoothness constants along a very
close trajectory a, x5, . . .. In the next section, we alleviate
this weakness and give convergence bounds that depend
on the unweighted average of the directional smoothness
constants along the actual optimization trajectory.

4.2.2. POLYAK’S STEP-SIZE RULE AND NORMALIZED
GRADIENT DESCENT

In general, it is not computationally efficient to solve a
root-finding problem at every iteration of GD. Exponential
search is faster, but has a double-loop structure that makes it
less practical than single-loop algorithms. Our theory so-far
suggests using strongly adapted step-sizes, but many other
step-size selection rules exist in the literature. For example,
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the Polyak step-size sets

_ ) = f@)
LT ST

for some v > 0. The Polyak step-size is optimal for both
smooth and non-smooth optimization (Hazan & Kakade,
2019), but needs the side information of f(w*). Our next
result shows that GD with the Polyak step-size achieves the
same guarantee as using strongly adapted step-sizes despite
using no direction smoothness information.

(23)

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that f is convex with minimizer x*
and let M be any directional smoothness function for f.
Then GD with the Polyak step-size and v € (1, 2) satisfies

%112
f(j) _ f* < C(’Y)Hif() - ||2 ) (24)

T2 M (2, )
where c¢(v) = v/(2 —v)(y — 1) and,

t—1 1
M
Ty = k= [M(@is1, k) ‘r’“}. (25)

f—1
o M (zpg1, 2x) !

Theorem 4.4 measures sub-optimality at an average iter-
ate obtained using the directional smoothness. However, it
also holds for the best iterate, & = arg min,, f(x), so that
no knowledge of the directional smoothness is required to
obtain the guarantee.

Now we compare Theorem 4.4 with the standard guaran-
tee for the Polyak step-size under L-smoothness (Hazan &
Kakade, 2019), which states

. « _ 2L|xg — 2~ 2
flar) = f* < M (26)
Specializing Theorem 4.4 with v = 1.5, yields

3|y — 2*||5

f@@r) = [* < —=
5201 M (xpt1, 1)1
_ 3o — 2" 1
T LSy M(zhgr, )~

Setting M (xg+1,2r) = L, we immediately recover the
convergence of Polyak’s method up to a 1.5 constant fac-
tor. However, in the case that M (xg41,2%) # L, we can
potentially do much better. By Jensen’s inequality, we have

T-—1
1 < k=0 M(-xk-i-lamk))

%)
T—1 _
T o M(pyr, mp) !

Equation (27) shows that the convergence of the method
depends on the average directional smoothness along the
trajectory rather than L. Moreover, Theorem 4.4 applies to
any convex f, even in the absence of global smoothness.

Comparison with strongly adapted step-sizes. As we saw
for quadratics, strongly adapted step-sizes for any direc-
tional smoothness function allow us to obtain the following
convergence rate:

< lzo — =*[|5
T2 M (i, @)t

This is the same as the guarantee given by Equation (24) up
to constant factors. As a result, we give a positive answer to
our main question posed earlier in this section: GD with the
Polyak step-sizes achieves the same progress in aggregate
for any directional smoothness M as running GD with step-
sizes strongly adapted to M.

f@e) = f(2")

Application to the optimal directional smoothness. The-
orem 4.4 holds for every directional smoothness function
M. Therefore we can specialize Equation (24) with the op-
timal point-wise directional smoothness H (as defined in
Equation (5)) and v = 1.5 to get the guarantee,

3|0 — x* 3

min  [f(z) — f7] <

ke[T—1]

. (28

hmo H(whin,ap) ! oo
This rate requires computing the iterate with the minimum
function value, but that is easy to track during optimization.
Unlike our previous results, Equation (28) requires no ac-
cess to the optimal point-wise smoothness, yet obtains a
dependence on the tightest constant possible.

Now we change directions slightly and provide another
algorithm whose convergence depends on the directional
smoothness. The normalized GD method uses step-sizes
which are normalized by the gradient magnitude,

o . Nk
Thl = T G e (39

Our next theorem shows that normalized GD obtains a guar-
antee which depends solely on the average of the point-wise
directional smoothness D(zy, x+1) encountered along the
trajectory despite no explicit knowledge of the smoothness.

Theorem 4.5. Suppose that f is convex with minimizer x*.
Let D be the point-wise directional smoothness defined by
Equation (5) and Ay = ||xg — 2+ ||3. Then normalized GD
with a sequence of non-increasing step-sizes 1y, satisfies

e DR (fl)  f
fla) - < B0 o) _
o Ui 30)
n Af + ZtT;ol n; :§ M (x4, 2e41)
2T T ’

t=0

where & = argminy, f(zy). Consequently, for n, = 1/\/T
we have f(3) — f* = O(1/T) and for n; = 1/\/t we get
the anytime result f (%) — f* = O(log(t)/t).
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Figure 4. Comparison of GD with the optimal fixed step-size (n; = 1/L), step-sizes strongly adapted to the point-wise smoothness
(mk = 1/D(xk41,xk)), and the Polyak step-size against normalized GD (Norm. GD) and the AdGD method on three logistic regression
problems. AdGD uses a smoothed version of the point-wise directional smoothness from the previous iteration to set the step-size. We find
that GD methods with adaptive step-sizes consistently outperform GD with 7 = 1/L and even obtain a linear rate on horse—colic.

Theorem 4.5 gives a rate for normalized GD which is valid
for any convex function f and does not depend on any global
smoothness constants. It does not, however, match the better
guarantee achieved by GD with Polyak step-sizes.

5. Experiments

We evaluate the practical improvement of our convergence
rates over those based on L-smoothness using two logis-
tic regression problems taken from the UCI repository
(Asuncion & Newman, 2007). Figure 1 compares GD with
strongly adapted step-sizes n = ﬁk’ where Mj, is taken to
be the point-wise smoothness, against GD with the Polyak
step-size. We also plot the exact convergence rates for each
method, Equation (17) and Equation (24), respectively, and
compare against the classical guarantee for both methods.
Our convergence rates are an order of magnitude tighter on
the ionosphere dataset and display a remarkable ability
to adapt to the path of optimization on mammographic.

Figure 3 compares the performance of GD with strongly
adapted step-sizes and with the fixed step-size 1, = 1/L for
a synthetic quadratic with Hessian skew (Pan et al., 2022).
Results are averaged over twenty random problems. We
find that strongly adapted step-sizes lead to significantly
faster optimization. Since Ay, D < L, the adapted step-
sizes are larger than 2/, especially at the start of training;
they eventually converge to 2/ L, indicating these methods
operate at the edge-of-stability (Cohen et al., 2021; 2022).

Finally, we conclude with a comparison of empirical conver-
gence rates on three additional logistic regression problems

from the UCI repository. We compare GD with n, = 1/L,
GD with step-sizes strongly adapted to the point-wise
smoothness (1, = 1/Dy), GD with the Polyak step-size
(Polyak), and normalized GD (Norm. GD) against the
AdGD method (Malitsky & Mishchenko, 2020). The Polyak
step-size performs best on every dataset but ozone, where
GD with 0, = 1/ D, solves the problem to high accuracy in
just a few iterations. Thus, although Polyak step-sizes have
the optimal dependence on directional smoothness, comput-
ing strongly adapted step-sizes can still be advantageous.

6. Conclusion

We present new sub-optimality bounds for GD under novel
measures of local gradient variation which we call direc-
tional smoothness functions. Our results hold for any se-
quence of step-sizes, improve over standard analyses when
7y 1s adapted to the choice of directional smoothness func-
tion, and depend only on properties of f local to the opti-
mization path. For convex quadratics, we show that com-
puting step-sizes which are strongly adapted to directional
smoothness functions is straightforward and recovers two
well-known step-size schemes, one of which is the Cauchy
step-size. In the general case, we prove that an algorithm
based on exponential search gives a weighted-version of the
path-dependent convergence rate with no need for adapted
step-sizes. We also show that GD with the Polyak step-size
and normalized GD both obtain fast rates with no depen-
dence on the global smoothness parameter, L. The Polyak
step-size, in particular, adapts to any choice of directional
smoothness, including the tightest possible parameter.
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A. Proofs for Section 2

Lemma 2.2. If f is convex and differentiable, then the point-wise directional smoothness (Equation (5)) satisfies,

1) < @)+ 1)y ) + 28Dy a3 ©®

Proof. By the convexity of f we have

f@)+(Vf(@),y — =) < fy).
Rearranging and then using Cauchy-Schwarz we get
y) +(Vf(z),x—y)

< f( ), T —

=fy) +{(Vf(y)z—y) +(Vf(x) = Vf(y),z —y)
fW)+(VfW),z—y) + V() = VIl -yl
f( )

y) +(Vf(y),z—y) + M

28 o — ), =

Lemma 2.4. For any differentiable function f, the path-wise smoothness (8) satisfies

Ay, z)
2

fy) < f@) +(Vf(x),y—z)+ ly — 2|3 )

Proof. Starting from the fundamental theorem of calculus,
1
£@) = (VS @y =) = [ (Vfla+tly = 2)) = Vi(@)y - ) di
0

1
< / Az, y)t|z — yl|2dt
0

= AT,

which completes the proof. O
Proposition 2.3. There exists a convex, differentiable f s.t.

fy) < f@) +(V[f(x),y — )

HVF(x) - V)
Ty =l

N

|
ly — I3
does not hold for all z,y € R% ift < 2.

Proof. Let Hy denote the optimal pointwise directional smoothness associated with some convex and differentiable function

f: R? — R (as defined in Equation (5)), and D denote the pointwise directional smoothness associated with f (as defined
in Equation (5)). For any ¢, statement of (7) is equivalent to saying H < tw for all 2, € R? and convex,

differentiable f. Observe that Lemma 2.2 already shows that for all convex and differentiable functions f : R — R

LIV f(z) = Vi
=yl

Hf(xvy) < Df(x7y)

for all 2,y € R<. In order to show that this is tight, we suppose by the way of contradiction that there exists some 2 > ¢ > 0
such that for all convex and differentiable functions f : R — R

IVf(x) = VI
=y

He(z,y) <t- 31)

11
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for all =,y € R. We shall show that no such ¢ exists by showing for each such ¢ there exists a function f; such that

Equation (31) does not hold.
Consider f(x) = va? + €2 for e < 1. The function f is differentiable. Moreover

2
! x " €

fe(w) = \/ﬁ’

Therefore f is convex. Let g(z) = |«|. Fix + = 1 and y = 0, we have

lg(x) — g(y) —sign(y) - (z —y)| < |fe(x) — fe(y) = fi(y) - (z —y)]

(€2 +22)%

+ lg(@) = fe(z)| +19(y) = feW)| + |(fi(y) — sign(y)) - (z — )|

fi(@) = ——55 =0

= |fela) = fey) = L) - @ =)l + |1 = VI+ | + 0= Ve[ +]0-0)- (1 - 0)

<|felw) = fely) = fi(y) - (x = y)| + 2e.
Now observe that
g(z) —g(y) —sign(y) - (x —y) =[1] - [0]-0- (1 -0) = 1.
Therefore
[fe(x) = fe(y) = fily) - ( —y)] > 1 = 2e.
By definition we have 1 ||z — y||* = 1, therefore

O 11Co R A1) R 11 B U} SO

2
sllz =yl

(32)

(33)

But by our starting assumption we have that there exists some ¢ < 2 such that Hy(z, y) < tw for all differentiable

and convex functions f. Applying this to f = f. we get

1, (o) < L= LOI

1
< t.
1] V1+e2

Combining Equations (33) and (34) we have
2—4e<Hyp (1,0) <t
Rearranging we get

2—t<4e
convex and differentiable f is ¢t = 2.
Lemma A.1. One step of gradient descent with step-size 1y, > 0 makes progress as

Fann) < S = (1= 2 ) 19 10,

Proof. Starting from Equation (5), we have

fara) < fae) + (Vf(@r), Trr — o) + MHWH — akll3
2
= Ja) = mlV )l + BT g
R e [

12

(34)

2)

Choosing € = % > 0 we get a contradiction. It follows that the minimal ¢ such that H (x,y) < tM for all

—f
lz—y

[
O



Directional Smoothness and Gradient Methods

B. Proofs for Section 3

Lemma B.1. If f is convex, then for any y, x € R?,

F0) 2 1) + (TF@).y - a) + LDy s 65)

If [ is u strongly convex, then u(y,x) > pu.

Proof. The fundamental theorem of calculus implies

1
F(@) — (V) — ) = / (VF (@ +t(y - 2)) — V(@)y— ) dt

Note that we have implicitly used convexity to verify the inequality in the second line in the case where p(y, ) = 0. Now
assume that f is p strongly convex. As a standard consequence of strong-convexity, we obtain:

(Viw+tly—2) =Vi@)y—z (Vfle+tly—2)-Vi@)z+tly—2z) -

the —yll3 - t2]lz — yl13
o —t(y — =) — =3
t2lly — I3
= /_L.
O
Proposition 3.1. If f is convex with minimizer x*, then GD with step-size sequence {ny,} satisfies,
Ok < lH (L4 niAipi) | 0o
i€g
(14)
niNi
| TT a+mdm) | BV r@)3.
i€B |j>ij€g
where \i=n;M;—2, G = {Z : ni<m}, B = [k]\G.
Proof. First note that A\; < 0 fori € G and A; > 0 for ¢ € B. We start from Equation (11),
M (41, T
Fonn) < flan) 4 (I 1) s
_ Mk Ak 2 Mk 2
= far) + Lieg - | 5 IV (2i)ll2| + Tres - | = IV (r)ll2
. N Ak 2
< flazx) + Lieg - ImAwpin (f(2x) = f(@)] + Lres - | IV fzi)ll2 ]
where we used that directional strong convexity gives
IV f )3 = 20 (f(zn) = f(z7)) .
Subtracting f(«*) from both sides and then recursively applying the inequality gives the result. O

13
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Proposition 3.2. If f is convex with minimizer x*, then GD with step-size sequence {ny. } satisfies,

k
H (1 — pimi)
=0

- (16)
H 1 #ﬂ?g (Mi7713777i2) ||Vf($z)||§
J>1
Proof. Let Ay = ||z, — 2*||% and observe
A = ||z = Tpr + @1 — 273 = Dpr + e — 2|3 + 2 (25 — g1, Tpn — 7).
Using this expansion in Ay, 1 — Ag, we obtain
Apy1 — A = —||op — pp1 )3 — 2 (0 — Thp1, s — 2F)
= =iV f(z)|13 = 20k (V f (1), 2p41 — 27)
= —nlIVF(@i)l3 = 20 (Vf(@r) 21— xx) — 2 (V f ), 20 — ) -
Now we control the inner-products with directional strong convexity and directional smoothness.
* Hi
< =RV f@)l3 = 20 (V f (k) w1 — ax) + 2 | f(2*) = fax) — 7Ak}
M Tk y LTk 772
< IV )3+ 20 | F(@) — ) + LIV G )
+ 2 [ £(@*) = fon) - ]
= (M (g1, 2)me — 1) HVf(:vk)llg + 20 [f(2") = f(@rt1)] — pene D
< 0 (M (@prrs w)me — 1) IV f(@n) 3 — pemmee.
Re-arranging this expression allows us to deduce a rate with error terms depending on the local smoothness,
= A1 < (10— ) Ag + 0 (M (zpep1, 20)n — 1) [V ()3
k k k
< [H(l =) | Do+ Y | TT (0= mymp) | nf (M (i, wi)m = V) IV f (@33
i=0 i=0 |j=i+1
O
Proposition 3.3. Let T = Z?:o NiTiv1/ Zf:o n;. If f is convex with minimizer x*, then GD satisfies,
. To — x*
) — sy < Lol
2 Z’L oM (17)
+ Zz 0" (771 i 1 va(xl H
2 Zz 0 i

Proof. Let Ay = ||z1, — 2*||% and observe
Ay = ok = thir + @ppr — 275 = Aper + lloe — w3 +2 (2 — a1, g1 — 2).
Using this expansion in Ay 1 — Ag, we obtain

Api1 — A = —||zp — 2413 — 2 (T — D1, Tpogr — 2°)
_ 2 2 *
= -0V F(@)llz — 206 (Vf(2r), 1 — 27)
= —nilIVF(@e)ll5 — 20k (VS (2k), Trgr — 2) — 200 (V f (k) 25 — %) .
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Now we use convexity and directional smoothness to control the two inner-products as follows:

Apyr — A < =RV F(@i)l3 — 2 (f (@) — F(2") = 20k (V f (2h), Tpg1 — k)
< —nlIVf(@i)l3 = 20k (f (k) — f(2) + 206 (f(zk) = f(@r41)) + M (ps1, 22) |V (22 ||
M (M (g1, 2) — DIV (@)[|5 — 20k (f (241) — f(27)) .

A

Re-arranging this equation and summing over iterations implies the following sub-optimality bound:

k K
ni . Ao+ Yo nimiM (i1, 2i) — DIV f(20)]]3
f@iz1) = f < )
; Zf:o i i) ) 22?:0 i

Convexity of f and Jensen’s inequality now imply the final result,

Ao+ Yo M (@ien, xi) = V|V (@)}

= f(@k) — f(2") < 25 o ni

C. Proofs for Section 4.1

Lemma C.1. Let B be a positive semi-definite matrix and suppose that

1
f(z) = §a:TBx —c'z.

Let x; 11 = x; — nV f(x;). Then for any n > 0, the pointwise directional smoothness between the gradient descent iterates
i, Tit1 IS given by

BV f ()]l

1
=D(wit1,2;) = D

2

Proof. We have by straightforward algebra,
[Vf(@is1) = V(i)

1

g Dl a) = @i+1 — 4|
_ [ [Bziy1 — ] — [Bz; — |
- LTi+1 — L4
_IBlzi — =i

LTi+1 — Ly
B0V |
| =nVf(z)ll
1BV £
IV f(all

Lemma C.2. Let B be a positive semi-definite matrix and suppose that

1
flz) = ia:TBx —c'z.

Let x; 11 = x; — nV [ (x;). Then for any n > 0, the path-wise directional smoothness between the gradient descent iterates
Ti, Tiy1 1S given by by
V(@) "BV f(x:)

V() TV (i)
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Proof. Let A(z,y) = {Lettu—a)) =V (@)v=) e haye

tla—yl?
Ay, y) = (Vf(z+ t(yt];)) ;HZVf(w),y —x)
_(Blz+tly—=z)) —c—[Bx—c,y—1x)
]z -yl
_({t-Bly—xz),y—x)
tlle -yl
_(y-2)"By—x)
lz—y|*

The path-wise directional smoothness A is therefore

A(z,y) = sup Ai(z,y)

telo,1]
_ T _
— suwp (y — =) B(y2 z)
t€[0,1] |z =yl
_(y—2)"By—x)
= y)?

Plugging iny = © — nV f(z) = © — n[Bz — ¢] in the above gives
(=n[Bx — c]) B(—n) [Bz — ]

Az =V f(z),z) =

In[Bz — d]||?
_ (Bx —¢)" B(Bz — ¢)
| Bz — c|®
_ (Bx —¢)" B(Bz — ¢)
| Bz — c||?
V@) BYS(@)
V)TV f(x)

D. Proofs for Section 4.2

Proposition 4.1. If f is convex and continuously differentiable, then either (i) f is minimized along the ray x(n) =
x — nV f(x) or (ii) there exists 1 > 0 for whichn = 1/D(x —nV f(z), x) holds.

Proof. LetZ = {n: Vf(zx —nVf(z)) = Vf(x)}. Forevery n € Z, it holds that
—(Vf(e =V f(2)),Vf(2) = V()3

However, since f is convex, the directional derivative

—(Vfl@—n'Vf()), V@),

is monotone non-decreasing in 7’. We deduce that Z must be an interval of form [0, 77]. If 7] is not bounded, then f is linear
along —V f(z) and is minimized by taking 77 — co. Therefore, we may assume 7 is finite.

Let » > 7. Then we have the following:

e -y f(z) — o
N —avie) Vi@
B 2V (@) 2 )
= VIO = e V@) - i@k &)

z—nVf(z)=2— Vf(x)
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from which we deduce
IVf(x—=nVf(z)) = V@)l =2Vf(z)l2,

is sufficient for the implicit equation to hold. Squaring both sides and multiplying by 1/2, we obtain the following alternative
root-finding problem:

hn) = 51V I @ — 0V F@)IE — (V@ — V1 @), V() ~ 5 IV @3 =0 (36)

Because fis C' L h is a continuous function and it suffices to show that there exists an interval in which h crosses 0. From
the display above, we see
(@) = —[VF()]3 < 0.
Continuity now implies 3n" > 7 such that h(n’) < 0. Now, suppose h(n) < 0 for all > . Working backwards, we see
that this can only occur when
2|z —nV f(z) — 2|2 1

"V @ —iVI@) - Vi@ M@ — gV i@), )

for all n > 7. The directional descent lemma (Equation (11)) now implies

o =¥ @) < ) = (1= PO jos ol < 1(0) - 10 ol

Taking limits on both sides as ) — oo implies f(z — nV f(z)) is minimized along the ray z(n) = x — nV f(x). Thus,
we deduce that either there exists n”” > 7’ such that h(n") > 0 exists, or f is minimized along the gradient direction as
claimed. O

Proposition 4.2. If f is convex and twice continuously differentiable, then either (i) f is minimized along the ray x(n) =
x — 0V f(x) or (ii) there exists n > 0 for whichn = 1/A(x — nV f(z), z) holds.

Proof. Let
T ={n: (V@ —nVf(), Vi) =|VI@)5}-

Since f is convex, the directional derivative

—(Vf(z—n'Vf(2)), V@),

is monotone non-decreasing in 7'. We deduce that ;7 must be an interval of form [0, 7j]. If 77 is not bounded, then convexity
implies

lim f(z—nVf(x)) < Jim £ (x) =n(Vf(x =V f(z)),Vf(x))

n—oo
= —OQ7
meaning f is minimized along —V f(z). Therefore, we may assume 7 is finite.

We have
1
T A= r@ e
o VS ()13
te0,1] (Vf(z) = Vf(z =tV f(2)), Vf(z))

Thus, for 7 > 7, the equation we must solve reduces to

x—nVf(x)==x

o V£ ()13 _
oo (V1) = V(o — 00V (@), V(@)

Since f is C2, h is continuous (see, e.g. Hogan (1973, Theorem 7)) and it suffices to show that there exists an interval over
which h crosses 0.

h(n) :==

17
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Using Taylor’s theorem, we can re-write this expression as

- 143
o) V@), V2 (o = altn)V F@) V@)

where for some a(tn) € [0, tn]. Examining the denominator, we find that,

h(n) =n—

/0 V(@) V2 fe =tV f(2))V f(z)dt = (V f(x =7V f(x)) = Vf(2), Vf(z)) =0,

which, since f is convex, implies
Vi(2) V2 f(z — aV f(2))Vf(x) =0,

for every « € [0, 7). By continuity of the Hessian, for every € > 0, there exists § > 0 such that ' € [7,7] + 0] guarantees,
Vi) V(@ =0V @)V [(2) <e.

Substituting this into our expression for A,

N IV/@)3

h(n') =n te[oﬂ] (Vf(x),V2f(z — atn)Vf(z))Vf(x))
<M+6— w
<0,

for ¢, ¢ sufficiently small. Thus, there exists ' > 7 for which h(n’) < 0.

Now let us show that ~(n’") > 0 for some 7"’. For convenience, define

o IV £(2)]3
<o) (VI (@) = Vi@ — tn¥ £ (), V@)

which is a continuous and monotone non-increasing function. Take 17 — oo and let

g(n)

lim g(n) = ¢,

n—o0

where the limit exists, but may be —oo. Indeed, it must hold that ¢ < oo since,

lim g(n) < g(n') < cc.

n—00

If ¢ < 0, then taking 1"’ large enough that g(n”) < 0 suffices. Alternatively, if ¢ > 0, then there exists 7} such that
g(n) < ¢+ e for every n > 7. Choosing " > max {7, ¢} + € yields

hn")=n"—g(n")>c+e—c—e=0.
This completes the proof. -

Theorem 4.3. Assume the objective f is convex and L-smooth. Then Algorithm 1 with ng > 0 requires at most
2T (log log ET’I V 1) iterations of GD and in the last run it outputs a step-size 1 and point & = % ZtT;Ol x¢(n) such that
exactly one of the following holds:

lzo — =13

Casel: mn=mny and < 5o

Case2: mn#mny and

. 2o — .3
— <
f@r) — fu < 5T

PO Minw(x;)u%]
NCA R

where M; défM(xgH, x}) and ', x5, . . . are the iterates generated by GD with step-size 1’ satisfying ' € [n, 2n).
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Algorithm 1 Gradient Descent with Exponential Search
1: Procedure ExponentialSearch(x, Lg)

2: fork=1,2,3,...do

3 Nout + (RootFindingBisection)z, 9-2" 70, 10-

4 if 7oyt < oo then

5 Return 7o,

6: endif

7

8

9

: end for
: End Procedure
: Procedure RootFindingBisection(z, 010, hi)
10: Define ¢(n) = n — 1»(n) where 1(n) is given in (21) \\ One access to ¢ requires 7' descent steps.
11:if¢(nh0 < 0 then
12:  Return ny;
13: end if
14: if ¢(mo) > O then
15:  Return co
16: end if
17: while n,; > 21, do

18 Mmid = /Mohi

19:  if ¢(Mmia) > 0 then

20: Thi = Mmid
21:  else

22: Mo = MNmid
23:  end if

\\ Invariant: ¢(ny;) > 0, and ¢(1n1,) < 0.
24: end while
25: Return 7,
26: End Procedure

Proof of Theorem 4.3. This analysis follows (Carmon & Hinder, 2022). First, instantiate Equation (17) from Proposition 3.3
with n; = n for all ¢ to obtain

o2 1 [0S0 Mz VA )2 - S IV F )]
2nk + 2k '

f@k) — f* < 37

Now, observe that if we get a “Lucky strike” and ¢(nn;) = ¢(n0) < 0, then specializing Equation (37) for n = ny we get

l|zo —33*||

210k Qk ZM Tip1, i) [V f (2 ZHVf 1

o =z mo Zi:O M($i+1,xi)HVf(xi)H
= ok + o #(no)

2
[0 — ]|
2n0k

f@y) = fu <

This covers the first case of Theorem 4.3.

With the first case out of the way, we may assume that ¢(ny;) > 0. This implies that ny,; > %, since if n < % we have

&(n) < 0. Now observe that when 7, = 2219 < +, we have that () < 0, therefore it takes at most k = [ 72 |
to find such an 7;,. From here on, we suppose that ¢(n;) > 0 and ¢(1,) < 0. Now observe that the algorithm’s main
loop always maintains the invariant ¢(ny;) > 0 and ¢(m,) < 0, and every iteration of the loop halves log ’7‘“ , therefore we
make at most [log log 79 L] loop iterations. The output stepsize 7y, satisfies ¢ < 71, < np; and (o) < O Specializing
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Equation (37) for n = 7o and using that ¢(n,) < 0 we get

Jzo =], o T4 M (@41 o), ()| 9 )

) — f < . o
f@e) = [ < Sk ok ¢ (o)
2T}lok ( )
By the loop invariant ¢(n,;) > 0 we have
T 2
ieo IV (@i (i
Som) > 0o my > Tica IV lm)
> im0 IV (@i (i) 1" M (@ig1 (i), i (i)
By the loop termination condition we have 7, > ‘2, combining this with the last equation we get
T 2
I T ST IV £ lma) |
o= = T 2 ‘
2 2 o IV @i )M (@i (i), 2 (i)
Plugging this into Equation (38) we obtain
2 T 2
F@) = o < [0 — [ 2oio IV (@i (i) )™M (i1 (i), 2 (Mni))
* = T 2
k ico IV f(zi(m))ll
It remains to notice that ny; € [Mo, 2110 O

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that f is convex with minimizer x* and let M be any directional smoothness function for f. Then
GD with the Polyak step-size and v € (1,2) satisfies

i@ - < —llzo a3

< - ; (24)
23 o M(2ps1, 2p) !
where c(y) = /(2 —v)(y — 1) and,
7, = Lkmo [M (i1, 7)o 25)
t — — .
Ym0 M (k1 wx) !
For the proof of this theorem, we will need the follow proposition:
Proposition D.1. Let - € R% Define n, = 'nyv(“})#f”“; for some vy € (1,2) and let & = x — 0,V f(x). Then,
-1 2 2
F@) ~ o2 T g IV @)
Proof. Observe
f(@) = fo = f(@) = f(2) + f(2) = /s
> f(x) — f(2). (39)
By smoothness we have
- - M(z,x), .
F&) < @) + (V@) ) + LD ya g2
2 ~
naM(z,x
= f@) — V)P + D gy 2
Plugging back into Equation (39) we get
2 ~
naM(z,x
F@) £ 2l V)P - LI g i
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_ @t
= Nvi@I?

Let us now use the definition of 7, to get

F@) ~ £ 240 ) £ - I (),

Assuming that f(x) # f. then we get by cancellation

Using the definition of 7, again

M () f(x) - f.
2 Vi@

L—q>—9?

Rearranging we get

@)= . > Tt g IV @

If f(x) = f. then ||V f(z)||> = 0, both sides are identically zero and the statement holds trivially. O
Now we can prove our theorem on the convergence of GD with Polyak step-sizes:

Proof of Theorem 4.4. We start by considering the distance to the optimum and expanding the square

ki1 = 2all* = ok — 2all® + 2 (@rr1 — 2ro 2k — 22) + [@p41 — 221
= [k — 2a]|* = 2 (V£ (1), 25 — 2) + 02|V f () I (40)

Let 65, = f(z1)— f«. By convexity we have f, > f(zr)+(V f(xr), z« — x). Therefore we can upper bound Equation (40)
as
Iz = @l® <l = 2 = 28, + |V f (211
= ||z — zl” — 2000k + M (’Y%) IV £ ()|I?
IVf (i)l

= [k = @al® = (2 = 7)o, (41)
where in the second line we used the definition of 7. By Proposition D.1 we have

v—1 2

o0 >
BTy M(xg, o)

IV £ (@) (42)
Using this in Equation (41) gives

2 2 y—1 2
_ < — —(2-
[Zrt1 — 2™ < lzge — 2" = (2 = ) v2 M(zgt1,xr)

- 5
=k — 2] = (2= 1)~ 21 2 < u |2> IV f () ||

IV (i)

72 M(xkt1,xk) 7||Vf($k)

2(2 — -1
o — |? — 2-M )5k

’YM(karlvmk)
Rearranging we get

22-7)(v—-1)

5k§ T — X z_ Tp4+1 — T 2.
'YM(:Ek-I—laxk) || *H H + *”
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Summing up and telescoping we get
T—1
Z 22-7)(y—1)

Or < ||lxg — x4 2,
M (rerior) | |

k=0

1
Shle M(zkq1,mk) "t

Letzp = ;‘::_01 M ()41, 7)) txy, then by the convexity of f and Jensen’s inequality we have

1 T-1

f@r) = fu < — M (zpq1,2) " Ok
hmo M(@ppr, i)t I;)
g 1 2
< lzo — "
2(277)( 1) -0 M(‘rk+17$k>71
O
Lemma D.2. Normalized GD with step-sizes 1, satisfies
||Vf( Dl (VF(@0), V f(@es1)) <0 M(xe,2e1) = 0|V () (43)
Proof. By convexity we have
flaee) < f(@e) + (@es1 — 20, V(@041))
Ui
= f(x;) — = (Vf(x¢),Vf(x 44)
f( t) ||vf($t)H < f( t) f( t+1)>
Now note that
"t e
————— (Vf(x:),Vf(x Vf(x:),Vf(zy) —Vf(z —n¢||Vf(x
||Vf(mt)|| < ( t) ( t+1)> va( )” < ( t) ( t) ( t+1)> tH ( t)”
<0l Vf(@e) = V@)l —ne[V (@)l (45)
where we used Cauchy-Schwarz. Recalling the definition of directional smoothness
Moy mp,y) & 1970 = VF )] _ V(o) = V(o)
¢ — 241 i
in Equation (45) gives
n
”Vf(t )H <Vf(l‘t), Vf(xt-i-l» < ntQM(mt’ xt"rl) - ’f]t”Vf(.Tt)”
O
Theorem 4.5. Suppose that f is convex with minimizer x*. Let D be the point-wise directional smoothness defined by
Equation (5) and N := ||zo — .||3. Then normalized GD with a sequence of non-increasing step-sizes 1, satisfies
e AT i (f(a f
f(x)_ff 21;0 t<(20)_ 5 >
2T o Nr—1 (30)
T—1
n A3+ Z M (x4, 2441)
2T — T ’

where & = arg miny, f(zy). Consequently, for n; = 1/\/T we have f(&) — f* = O(1/T) and for n; = 1/\/t we get the
anytime result f(&) — f* = O(log(t)/t).
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Proof. Here we will first establish that for any non-increasing sequence of step-sizes 1; > 0 we have that

* T—
1d0+2t o M [ f(=o) - f +21M($t,xt+1) '
Tr]g Tn%_l P T

t:O}r.r}.i,anlf( x) — f* < T

The specialized results follow by assuming that ZT ! M is bounded, which it is the case of L-Lipschitz gradients.

In particular the miny—q ... 7—1 f(x¢) — f* = O(1/T) result follows by plugging in 7; = 1/4/T and using that

T— 11
Zm —Z*—l
t=0
f(z0) f* B .
3 Tn_, = flwo) = 1"

Alternatively we get ming—g_... 7—1 f(z¢) — f* = O(log(T')/T') by plugging in n; = 1/+/t + 1 and using that

T—1 T—1 1
2
m= ) = <log(T)
t=0 t=0 t+1
(o) o fl@e) .
2 2 - -
Tng Tng_4 T

By convexity,

F@en) < f(20) = otV f(wr) TV f (141)

IV £ ()]l
< flae) = nellV (@)l + 07 M (2, 2441). Using (43)
Re-arranging, dividing through by n? and summing over t = 0,--- , T — 1 gives
T—2 T—1
IVf z f o 1 1 [
I o) 5 ) (- ) = o+ X M
P Mo =1 e M -1 15
fl@o)
0
S 2 ) + Z M(.’L‘t,xt+1), (46)
"o -1 5

where we used that ;1 <7, — n% — n21 < 0. Using Jensen’s over the map a — 1/a, which is convex for a positive,
t t—1

gives
T2 6) T?
ZIV > e R - (47
V7@l = ST @l L =+ 52 Mar, o)
Meanwhile, denote d; := ||z; — «*||. Expanding the squares and using that f(x) is convex we have that
d? :dQ—QLfo Ty — ) + 12
t+1 t ||Vf(93t)|| ( t) ( t ) t
flze) — f~ 2
<di -2ttt
' [V f ()]
Let Ay := f(x;) — f*. Re-arranging, summing both sides of the above over t = 0,...,7 — 1 and using telescopic

cancellation gives

Zm Ay d0+2t =0 77t
IV £( -

LIJt 2
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Using the above and (47) gives

T-1
min A; < — M=
t =0 W = ”Vf 0

<= 1 d2+2t 0 n;

Zt 0 HVf(It)H
. T-1
1 4+ n? fl@o)  f i M (24, x41)
-2 T Tns  Tni — T

E. Experimental Details

In this section we provide additional details necessary to reproduce our experiments. We run our logistic regression
experiments using PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019). For the UCI datasets, we use the pre-processed version of the data provided
by Fernandez-Delgado et al. (2014), although we do not use their evaluation procedure as it is known have test-set leakage.
Instead, we randomly perform an 80-20 train-test split and use the test set for validation. Unless otherwise stated, all
methods are initialized using the Kaiming initialization (He et al., 2015), which is standard in PyTorch.

In order to compute the strongly adapted step-sizes, we run the SciPy (Virtanen et al., 2020) implementation of Newton
method on Equation (36). In general, we find this procedure is surprisingly robust, although it can be slow.

Figure 1: We pick two datasets from the UCI repository to showcase different behaviors of the upper-bounds. We compute a
tight-upper bound on L as follows. Recall that for logistic regression problems the Hessian is given by

) 1
V2f(z) = A" Diag (0(_y TAz) 2+ oy - Aac)) 4,

where A is the data matrix and o(z) = is the sigmoid function. A short calculation shows that the diagonal matrix

1
1+exp(z)

1 1
Di < -I
e <o(—y~Aw)+2+a(y-Ax)> -1

which is tight when 2 = 0. As a result, L = Apax (AT A) /4. We compute this manually. We also compute the optimal value
for the logistic regression problem using the SciPy implementation of BFGS (Liu & Nocedal, 1989). We use this value
for f(z*) to compute the Polyak step-size and when plotting sub-optimality. It turns out that the upper-bound based on
L-smoothness for both GD with the Polyak step-size (Hazan & Kakade, 2019) and standard GD (Bubeck et al., 2015) is

N 2L||xo — *||3
Flaw) - flat) < 200 227l
Figure 3: We run these experiments using vanilla NumPy. As mentioned in the text, we generate a quadratic optimization
problem
1

min §:rTAx —b'z,
where the eigenvalues of A were generated to follow power law distribution with parameter o = 3. We scaled the eigenvalues
to ensure L = 1000. The dimension of the problem we create is d = 300. We repeat the experiment for 20 random trials and
plot the mean and standard deviations.

Figure 4: We pick three different datasets from the UCI repository to showcase the possible convergence behavior of
the optimization methods. We compute L and f(w*) as described above for Figure 1. For normalized GD, we use the
step-size schedule 7, = 19/v/k as suggested by our theory. To pick 7y, we run a grid search on the grid generated by
np.logspace (-8, 1, 20).Weimplement AdGD from scratch and use a starting step-size of 79 = 1073, We use the
same procedure to compute the strongly adapted step-sizes as described above.
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