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A CONSTRUCTIVE APPROACH TO STRENGTHEN ALGEBRAIC
DESCRIPTIONS OF FUNCTION AND OPERATOR CLASSES

Anne Rubbens; Julien M. Hendrickx; Adrien TaylorJr

Abstract It is well known that functions (resp. operators) satisfying a property p on a subset
Q c R? cannot necessarily be extended to a function (resp. operator) satisfying p on the whole
of R%. Given Q C R, this work considers the problem of obtaining necessary and ideally sufficient
conditions to be satisfied by a function (resp. operator) on Q, ensuring the existence of an extension
of this function (resp. operator) satisfying p on R,

More precisely, given some property p, we present a refinement procedure to obtain stronger
necessary conditions to be imposed on Q. This procedure can be applied iteratively until the
stronger conditions are also sufficient. We illustrate the procedure on a few examples, including the
strengthening of existing descriptions for the classes of smooth functions satisfying a Lojasiewicz
condition, convex blockwise smooth functions, Lipschitz monotone operators, strongly monotone
cocoercive operators, and uniformly convex functions.

In most cases, these strengthened descriptions can be represented, or relaxed, to semi-definite
constraints, which can be used to formulate tractable optimization problems on functions (resp.
operators) within those classes.

1 INTRODUCTION

This work addresses the question of extending functions and operators within certain classes. Before
formally stating this problem in Section 2.1, we informally describe it, considering function classes only.
Informally, let Tp(Rd) be a set of functions f : R¢ — R U {co} satisfying some algebraic property “p”
everywhere. For instance, we say f belongs to the set of convex functions %, , (R9) if

(Po,c0) flax+ (1-a)y) < af(x)+(1-a)f(y), Vx,y € R% Va € [0,1].

There are generally several ways to describe a set of functions (i.e., via different properties). In the
case of convex functions, one can, for instance, define the class via subdifferentials [45, Section 23]

(Pheo) f() > f(x) +{gey—x) VyeR’ xR’ Igc €RY: go € Of (x).
In this context, given a set Q C R¥, we seek to answer the following question.

What conditions must a function f satisfy on Q to ensure existence of an extension of f that
is identically equal to f on Q and belongs to ?;,(Rd)?

We refer to such necessary and sufficient conditions as interpolation/extension conditions. A necessary
extension condition for Tp(Rd) is p itself, which is satisfied on Q by functions that admit an extension
to R¢. However, this is not always sufficient since p can be satisfied on Q by functions that are not
consistent with any function in ?;,([Rd), see, e.g., [52, Figure 1] for the case of smooth convex functions.
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In addition, several properties p(l), p(z), ... such that 7‘},(1) ([Rd) = 7’;,(2) (Rd) = ... are generally
not equivalent when imposed on sets Q ¢ R?. We refer to such a condition as being stronger than
another if the set of functions satisfying it on Q is contained within the set of functions satisfying
the other condition on Q. Given a property p, the strongest property p” such that %, (RY) = T;,([Rd)
is a sufficient condition for extension to ﬂ(Rd), satisfied on Q exactly by functions admitting an
extension to R

We illustrate the different stages of this work via the running example of smooth convex functions.

Example. The class %,L(Rd) of L-smooth convex functions on R? can be described in numerous
equivalent ways, see, e.g., [42, Section 2.1.1]. Arguably the most natural one consists in juxtaposing a
convexity condition with Lipschitz continuity of the gradients, thereby obtaining a condition pg 1. to
be satisfied on R? by L-smooth convex functions f, in the sense that p; is negative, Vx, y € R?

(Po.L)
— \v4 ,X — <
po,L«x,f(x),Vf(x)),(y,f<y>,Vf<y>>><o<:>{f )=S0 () x ) < 0

IVf(x) = VDIl = Lllx - yll < 0.

Another description of g 1 (R) consists in juxtaposing convexity and another definition of smooth-
ness, obtained by integration of the Lipschitz continuity of the gradients, see, e.g., [42, Theorem 2.1.5],
and imposing, Vx, y € RY,

(Po.)
, f) = fx)+(Vf(y)x-y) <0
Po (e f(x), VX)), (3, f(»), Vf(¥) < 0 & {

fx) = f(y) = (Vf(y).x—y) = £llx - yl* < 0.

By combining the two inequalities in p; ;, one can further show that Fo.. (RY) can be equivalently
defined by the following single condition p(/;, see, e.g., [42, Theorem 2.15], to be imposed on all
x,y € R4
(Pgs
PG F. VR, (3 FOLVFD) <0 & f(x) = () = (Vf (), x = y) = ILETIWIE <,

These three definitions are equivalent when imposed on any pair in R? and are thus all necessary
extension conditions when imposed on sets Q ¢ R?, i.e., on any pair x, y € Q. However, they are not
equivalent anymore when imposed on such smaller sets. In particular, p(; is stronger than both pg ;
and py 1, since one can find counterexamples which, on some sets Q ¢ R, satisfy Pz OF po.L, but do

not admit an extension satisfying p to R? [52]. These two definitions are thus not sufficient extension
conditions. On the contrary, it has been shown [52, Theorem 4] (see also [3, 13] for alternate viewpoints)
that p{; is a necessary and sufficient extension property for FoL(R?), ie., for any Q ¢ R?, functions

satisfying p/, on Q are exactly those admitting a smooth convex extension to Re.

Motivation. Extension conditions are particularly relevant for problems where functions in some
class ?;,([Rd) are variables to certain optimization, (see, e.g., [43, 52]), or regression problems, (see,
e.g., [26, 33]). In this situation, one typically only needs or has access to evaluations of the function at
a discrete set of points Q = {x1, X2, .. ., xn}, and requires this dataset to be consistent with a function
in ﬁ(Rd ). It is then often easier to formulate conditions of existence of such functions in ﬁ,(le)
by imposing conditions on Q rather than on the full space R¢, which would imply dealing with
infinite-dimensional variables. Among others, this kind of discretization technique became popular for
obtaining worst-case performance bounds for optimization methods in a computer-aided way [16, 51].
In this context, it has been shown that using conditions that guarantee extensibility/interpolation
allows computing tight performance bounds. The same motivation holds for operators; see e.g., [48].
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1.1 RELATED WORKS

Extension/interpolation conditions. The interest in extension conditions can be traced back to at
least 1934, with [54] asking the question of whether or not a function with given properties, e.g.,
continuity, could be extended outside of its domain. The properties are formulated qualitatively, i.e.,
it is not required for the extension to satisfy the property with the same parameters as the initial
function. In this context, extension conditions were obtained, e.g., for non-negative functions [18],
Lipschitz continuous functions [24] and convex functions [3, 4, 5, 55].

The quest for interpolation conditions to obtain exact performance guarantees on optimization
methods started in 2017 with smooth (weakly) convex functions [51, 52]. In this context, initial functions
and extensions are required to satisfy properties with the same parameters. Building on this work, such
conditions were then obtained, e.g., for smooth Lipschitz functions [50], indicator functions of (strongly)
convex sets [36, 50, 51], difference-of-convex functions and relatively smooth and convex functions [14],
and (strongly) monotone, cocoercive, Lipschitz or linear operators [12, 48], and for a variety of other
classes of functions (see, e.g., [25, 23] and a partial list provided in the, PEPit documentation [22]).
A comparison of the different versions of an interpolation condition arising from these contexts is
provided in [47, Section 2]. Natural consequences of knowing (or not knowing) interpolation conditions
in the context of first-order optimization are discussed at length in, e.g., [50, 21].

To this date, however, obtaining extension conditions for specific function (resp.operator) classes
remains a challenge. In particular, there exists no principled way (i) to strengthen a non-sufficient
candidate extension condition or to prove it is sufficient, nor (ii) to combine extension conditions
associated with several properties, as showcased in [52, Section 2.2] and [48, Section 2.2].

Positive polynomials: SOS and co-positive formulations. Throughout this work, we propose de-
scriptions of classes that can be expressed as convex conditions to be imposed on a dataset (discrete
version of functions/operators) and reformulate/relax these conditions to obtain tractable forms for
them. In particular, for some k, n € N, these convex conditions are often expressed as n-dimensional
polynomials of degree k: P(6) € Ri[6,,...,0,], whose coefficients depend on the dataset, and which
must be non-positive for all f > 0. Representing convex expressions, and in particular (co)-positive
polynomials, in tractable/nontractable ways has been a long-lasting subject of interest, and we quickly
mention a few key techniques.

Setting y = 62, enforcing P(6) < 0, Y0 > 0 is equivalent to enforcing a n-dimensional polynomial of
degree 2k, P(y) € Ryk[y1, .- ., yn] to be non-positive everywhere. Interest in non-negative polynomials
can be traced back to 1888 [27], and they have been widely studied since; see, e.g., [34, 37] for surveys.
While the set of non-negative polynomials is non-tractable in general, it can be relaxed in several
tractable ways, e.g., by requiring polynomials to be sum of squares (SOS). That is, there exists a matrix
M = 0 such that P(y) = —XTMX, where X is a vector of size (k;") containing all monomials of degree
< k in y. It is well-known that for the special cases (n =Lk € N), (n € Nk =1) and (n = 2,k = 2),
non-negative and SOS polynomials are equivalent [27]. In any case, the set of SOS polynomials provides
a natural path to tractable convex relaxations of positive polynomials in general. Alternatively, when
n =1, one can use the Markov-Lukasc theorem, see, e.g., [49, Theorem 1.21], to express non-negativity
of polynomials as SDPs.

Finally, in some cases, enforcing P(6) < 0, VO > 0 can be equivalently formulated as requiring
existence of a co-positive matrix M (i.e, xT Mx > 0, Vx > 0), such that P(8) = —X(6)T MX(0) for
some vector X (0). Co-positive programming has been widely investigated since 1952 [39], see, e.g.,
[17] for a survey. While certifying the co-positivity of a matrix is generally NP-hard, it is semi-definite
representable for small problem dimensions (< 4, see, e.g., [38]) and can naturally be relaxed to tractable
convex representations otherwise.

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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1.2 CONTRIBUTIONS

We propose a systematic approach for searching extension conditions for given classes %, (R9), starting
from p itself. To do so, we constructively and iteratively strengthen p via a refinement procedure. That is,
we iteratively propose alternative conditions p(), p(?), ... that are equivalent to p on R but stronger
than p on subsets Q C R¥. Those alternatives become stronger and stronger as we proceed (i.e., the
sets of functions satisfying them get smaller). This technique naturally complements the constructive
approach to counterexamples proposed in [47].

The contribution of this work is twofold. First, Section 2 presents the refinement technique, and
illustrates it on the class of smooth convex functions, providing an original approach (not relying on
integration arguments) to obtain p(/; from po . Then, Section 3 exploits the technique to obtain new
conditions for function and operator classes that have sparked interest in the optimization community
(see, e.g., [2, 10, 15, 30, 40, 41, 42, 48]) and for which no extension condition yet exists. These refined
conditions are obtained via a single round of the refinement procedure, and are hence a priori only
necessary extension conditions. However, we show on several examples how they quantitatively
improve upon classical descriptions. In addition, we provide, for most cases, SDP representations (in
terms of the conditions imposed on a dataset) of those refined conditions. In particular, we strengthen
existing descriptions of

« smooth functions satisfying a Lojasiewicz condition, see, e.g., [9, 10, 11, 35, 44] for motivations,
and [2] for recent analyses of the gradient method on this class: SDP formulation (Section 3.1),

« convex blockwise smooth functions, see, e.g., [8, 40] for motivations, and [1, 29] for recent
analysis of the cyclic or randomized blockwise coordinate descent methods on this class: SDP
formulation (Section 3.2),

« Lipschitz strongly monotone operators, see, e.g., [7, 48] for motivations, and [19, 20, 32] for recent
analysis of the extra gradient and optimistic gradient on this class: SDP formulation (Section

3-3),

. strongly monotone cocoercive operators, see, e.g., [7, 48] for motivations: SDP formulation
(Appendix F),

- uniformly convex functions, see, e.g., [56] for an introduction and [28, 41] for applications
(Appendix G),

« smooth convex functions defined on convex subsets of R, i.e., it is not required for the extension
to be defined everywhere, see, e.g., [15] for a study of this case (Appendix H).

1.3 NOTATION

We consider the standard Euclidean space R¢ with standard inner product (-, -) and induced norm || - ||.
Given N € N, we let [N] = {1,---, N}. Given a set Q C R?, we denote by |Q| its cardinality, where
|0| = IN| = 8 for Q countably infinite, |Q| = |R¢| = ¢ for Q uncountable, and K < 8, < ¢, VK € N.
Given a symmetric matrix M € R%*¢ we denote by M * 0 its positive definiteness. Given a convex
function f : R — R, we refer by af(x) to the subdifferential [45] of f at x, defined as the set of
vectors v, € R? satisfying f(y) > f(x) + (0x, y — x). When clear from the context, we denote by v, a
subgradient of f at x (i.e., v, € If (x)).

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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2 ITERATIVE STRENGTHENING OF A PROPERTY

2.1 FORMAL EXTENSION PROPERTY

This work considers properties that can be translated into one or several inequalities involving a
finite number of points. Such properties can always be reduced to a single inequality, taking the
supremum/maximum of the algebraic expressions among all points, see, €.g., po,., P OF Py .

Formally, let 0 € R? and let F : Q = RP U 0 a multi-valued mapping, and consider properties
p: (RYx RP)™ — R. We say F satisfies p at some tuple in Q" if p((xy, Fy), ..., (xm, Fy,)) < 0, for
all Fy, € F(x;),i € [m].

Mapping classes. Given a property p : (R? x RP)™ — R and sets Q C Q C R¢, we define families
of mappings satisfying p on Q as

Fo(Q) = {F+ Q. B pl(n o (i By ) 0
for all tuples in Q™, and for all Fy, € F(x;), i € I[m]]}

As such, ?;,(Q) and ¥,(Q) describe different objects and cannot be compared (as the mappings in
¥»(Q) and 7, (Q) are not defined on the same sets). We thus further introduce the family of mappings
satisfying p on Q, but restricted to Q, or equivalently, the mappings F satisfying p on Q, and admitting
an extension to Q, i.e. 3F € F,(Q) such that F = F on Q.

Fo(Dlo ={F: 0 3R :3F € F,(Q) : F(x) = F(x), Vx € Q}.

Interpolation/extension properties.  Clearly, 7,(Q)|o € ¥,(Q) always holds, but the contrary is not
necessarily true, as some mappings F € ¥,(Q) may not admit an extension F € %,(Q). Such mappings
thus satisfy p on Q but cannot be extended to Q in a way as to still satisfy p, see, e.g., the example of
smooth convex functions [52, Figure 1].

Given a property p, we search for a property py such that (i) 7—;3@ (Q) = F»(Q), and (ii) mappings
satisfying py on any Q C Q always admit an extension in ¥, (0Q), i.e.,

F50(Q) = Fj5 (Qlo = Fp(Qlo, VO € Q : Q countable.

We denote such a condition pg an interpolation condition for F»(Q).

Definition 2.1 (Interpolation/extension condition). Given O C R?, and a property p, we say p is an
interpolation condition for %, (Q) if

YO € Q, Q countable : VF € F,(Q), 3F’ € F,(Q) such that F(x) = F'(x) Vx € Q.

A detailed discussion on differences between this definition and classical ones [52, Definition 2] is
provided in [47, Section 2].

Goal and method. Starting from a condition p, a domain O € R and K € N,K < |Q|, we seek to
obtain an interpolation condition for %, (Q), which can be p itself. To this end, we construct a sequence
of properties p, p®, ... pT) such that T (Q) = Fp(Q), but iteratively stronger on Q, in the
sense that on all Q € O, p'**V is satisfied by less mappings than p(): Fpin (Q) € Fp (Q), YO C 0.
Ideally, we hope that the iterative refinement procedure admits a limiting property p‘® that will be
an interpolation condition.

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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2.2 ONE-POINT STRENGTHENINGS

Consider a property p : (R x RP)™ — R, a domain Q € R¢ and some K € N, m < K < |Q|. We take
a first step into obtaining an interpolation condition for ¥, (Q) and build from p a stronger definition
of this class, which ensures that any mapping F € ¥,(Q’) where Q" C Q and |Q’| = K, admits an
extension satisfying p to any z € Q. Requiring an extension to any z € Q individually is weaker than
requiring an extension to Q, i.e., an extension to any z € 0 simultaneously.

We denote by pg 5 : (R? x RP)K — R such a stronger definition, that thus satisfies (i) Fix Q(Q) =
Fp(Q), () YO € Q. 55, ,(Q) € Fp(Q),and (iii) VQ” € Q:Q’| = K,andforanyz € Q,F € F;, (Q') &
F € ¥,(Q" U z)|o . Observe that the number of points and mapping values taken as arguments by p
and ﬁK,Q-, respectively, varies from m to K.

We construct pg o as follows. Given Q" = {(xy,...,xx)} € O, |Q’| =K, F € ,(Q’),and z € Q, it is
possible to extend F from Q’ to z if there exists some F, € RP compatible with p and F on Q’, i.e., if
and only if

0> ll’_rgR{l {rst.p(n((x1, Fx), - .., (Xm-1, Fx,, ), (2. F;))) < T
erRb
V tuple in Q'm_l, Fy, € F(x;), i € [m — 1], and permutation 7 }.

Since this must hold for any z € Q, px 5 should enforce it for the “worst” z, i.e.,

(21)  0>max min {rst p(w((x;,Fy),..., (xm-1,Fx, ) (2. F;))) <t
zeQ TGRD
F.eR

V tuple in Q™% F,, € F(x;), i € [m — 1], and permutation r}.

Letting pg o be the solution to the optimization problem defined in (2.1) implies that any F € ¥; (Q ),
hence satisfying pg o ((x1, Fx,), - - -» (XK, Fx)) < 0, admits an extension in #,(Q" U 2), for any z € Q.
In particular, letting z € Q’ naturally implies F € F,(Q’).

We now formally define py o and prove that 7, , (Q) = 7,(Q), and pg 5 is stronger than p on Q,
before illustrating the definition on the example of smooth convex functions.
Definition 2.2 (K-wise one-point strengthening). Consider a property p : (R? x R?)™ — R, 0 C R,
and K € N,m < K < |Q|. We define py g : (R? x RP)K — R, the K-wise one-point strengthening of
p with respect to Q, as

ﬁK,Q-((xl, Fy), ..., (xk, Fxy)) = man - eﬁ}m {rst.p(w((x1, Fy,), .- ., (Xm-1, Fx,, ), (2. Fz))) < T
zE TE

(2.2) V tuple in {xy,...,xx}™", permutation 7,
and VFy, € F(x;),i € [m—1]}.

Lemma 2.3. Given QO C R? K € N,K < |Q|, consider a property p and its one-point strengthening py o,
as defined in (2.2). Then,VQ C Q, Foro(Q) € Fp(Q), and F»(Q) = ﬁ;KQ(Q_).
Proof. Taking z € Q in (2.2), it holds that all F € ¥ (Q) satisfy p on Q, hence the first implication

holds. Similarly, all F € Fix o (Q) satisfy p on Q, hence TK’ o (Q) € F»(Q).
Suppose now by contradiction the existence of some F € ¥,(Q) which does not belong to ‘7’},}(@ (Q).

Then, at some (xy,...,Xn_1) € O, for some Fy, € F(x;), i € [m— 1], and for some permutation r, it
holds that

0 <max min _ 7s.t. p(7((xy, Fy), ..., (Xm-1, Fx,, - (2. F;))) < 7T
z€Q 7€R, F,eRP

Hence, at some z € Q there exists no F, extending p from (xi, ..., X;,—1) to z, in contradiction with the
assumption F € F,(Q). ]

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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Remark 2.4. Definition 2.2 allows evaluating pg ; on any set Q C Q, by simply enforcing the solution
to (2.2) to be non-positive for all tuples in Q. Alternatively, one can obtain a closed-form expression
of px o by computing the solution to (2.2) in a parametric way in {x;, ..., xk}, i.e., keeping these as
parameters. Evaluating py 5 on any set Q C Q then reduces to simply imposing a set of conditions on
F : Q — RP, without having to solve an optimization problem.

In what follows, when K, Q are clear from the context, we drop the explicit dependence on K, Q and
denote py, o via the simpler p instead.

Example 2.5 (Smooth convex functions). Let Q = {(x1,x2)} and F : Q — R™? : x; — (f;,g;), where

gi is a priori unrelated from f; while meant to belong to its differential, see Remark 2.4. The 2-wise
airwise) one-point strengthening of p/ = with respect to R¢ is given b
P P g gOoLp,; p g y

(Po.r)

. . I |

P01 ((x1, fi 1), (x2, f2,92)) = max  min st fi—fi—{gnz—x;)— =|lz— xlP<r i=12
’ zeR4 reR, 2
gzeRd,fzeR

L 2 .
fimfetlgnz—x) = Sllz-xil’ <r =12
f_f_<gzaz_xi><f, i:ljz
fi—fe+{gz-x) <7, i=12.

Stability of a strengthening. Given Q € R? K € N,K < |Q|, and starting from a given property p,

one can strengthen p by iteratively computing one-point strengthenings p!) = Pr.o 5, p) = p(l)

with the goal of reaching a property p that is stable under K-wise one-point strengthening, i.e.,

pI(;OQ) =5 pl(:oQ) in the sense that T(oo) (Q) = 77 ) (0), YO C Q'.

Definition 2.6 (Stability under one-pomt strengthemng). Given Q C R%, K € N,K < |Q|, and a property
p, we say p is stable under K-wise one-point strengthening with respect to Q if Pro =0 P> where
Pk o is defined in (2.2).

The iterative procedure can, for instance, reach such a stable property in finite time, see, e.g.,
Proposition 2.8, or as a limit to which the sequence of properties, under their closed-form, converges,
see, e.g., Proposition 2.9.

K-wise one-point extensible properties and extension properties. The final property of the refinement
procedure, p{™), is K-wise one-point extensible, in the sense that it can be extended from any subset
Q C Q of cardinality K, to any z € Q. To obtain a global one-point extensible property for Q, i.e.,
a property that can be extended from any finite subset to any additional point, it then suffices to
relaunch the procedure for a sequence of larger and larger K,ie,K; < KZ ... < |Q|, with typically
(o) o)

Py, o0 pK Q where each pK _is computed by initializing

K; = K;_; + 1, to obtain a sequence pK Q 0

the procedure at pKi) =Py, .o
In addition, under reasonable regularity assumptions, interpolation conditions and global one-point

extensible conditions are equivalent [47, Theorem 2].

2.3 COMPUTING OF ONE-POINT STRENGTHENINGS

Starting from a given p, obtaining pg 5 requires the ability to solve (2.2). We tackle this task by
dualizing the inner problem in (2.2), which can be done explicitly for a range of natural conditions used
in the optimization community. Afterwards, whenever there is no duality gap, solving (2.2) amounts

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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to solving a single maximization problem, whose number of variables grows with the number of
inequalities in p, and K. There is no general recipe to solve this maximization problem, which often
admits several solutions that can lose the initial structure of p in F, e.g., linearity.

Hence, in most cases, we do not solve (2.2) exactly but instead propose relaxations of px 5, which
might not be optimal solutions to (2.2), but are nevertheless stronger properties than p. In particular, we
often conserve only a limited number of non-zero dual coefficients for the inner problem. Then, when the
resulting conditions are polynomials in the remaining coefficients (see Proposition 3.1 describing initial
constraints for which it is the case), we reformulate/relax them as SDPs, see Section 1.1. Alternatively,
one can choose to impose particular numerical values for the non-zero coefficients. Both relaxations
of pg o conserve the same structure in terms of F as p and can thus be straightforwardly relied upon
when imposed on datasets that are variables to given optimization problems.

Remark 2.7. Note that relaxing py 5 involves trading off between (i) obtaining conditions as close as
possible to pg o, e.g., via convex reformulations (e.g., co-positive reformulations, semi-definite, etc.),
and (ii) obtaining conditions whose one-point strengthening are easily computable.

For similar reasons, we are, in general, not able to prove stability of a one-point strengthening. For
exploring this venue, we provide some insight into the iterative process on two examples for which
extension conditions are known: that of smooth convex functions (see Section 2.5) and that of Lipschitz
operators (see Appendix A).

2.4 OPERATOR AND FUNCTION CLASSES

Section 2.1 introduced the proposed iterative refinement procedure in a general context. For the sake
of readability, we now introduce lighter notation related to the cases we analyze in what follows.

Function classes and differentially consistent properties. We first consider function classes charac-
terized by properties involving function values and first-order derivatives, e.g., the class of L-smooth
convex functions and its definition p(’; . Mappings of interest then take the form F : Q = R*: x 3
(f(x),g(x)) € R x R While meant to satisfy g(x) € df(x), the mappings g(x) and f(x) are a priori
unrelated, other than satisfying a certain algebraic relationship. We call a property p whose satisfaction
everywhere implies g(x) € df (x), Vx € R? differentially consistent [47, Definition 2]. We denote by
S ={(xy, fi, gi) }ie 1 for an index set 7 the set of points Q together with the associated value of mapping
F € ¥,(Q) to be extended, where a multivalued mapping is accounted for by letting several points in
S be equal, with different associated values of g;’s.

Compact notation for a property and its strengthening. For any property p, we denote (i) with an
index (e.g., po) the possible parameters for this property, (i) with a superscript the points at which it is
evaluated (e.g., po’ = pa((x, f(x), 9(x)), (3. f(),9(¥)) ot pg = pa((xi, fi. gi). (x;. £, 97))), (i) with
a tilde the corresponding one-point strengthening (2.2) of p (e.g., p, the one-point strengthening of
pe obtained by (2.2)), and (iv) with a superscript in between parentheses the iterates of the one-point

strengthening procedure (e.g., pgﬂ) = ﬁ(g,i))—we never use two types of superscripts simultaneously.

Operator classes. Section 3.3 and Section F provide examples of property strengthenings for the case
of operators (as opposed to functions). Mappings of interest take the form F : R? — R? : x — t(x),
and in this case we denote by S = {(x;, t;) };c s the dataset to be extended, where again a multivalued
mapping is accounted for by letting several points in S be equal, with different associated ¢;’s. To avoid
notation clashes, we refer to properties of operators using the letter g instead of p, with all variations
around this notation also used (e.g., g, and its one-point strengthening g,).

Finally, we denote 2-wise by pairwise, 3-wise by terwise, etc..

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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2.5 EXAMPLE: SMOOTH CONVEX FUNCTIONS

This section illustrates the refinement procedure on a known and well-studied case: that of smooth
convex functions ([42]). We argue that it is a perfect example to illustrate how the technique can be
used, as interpolation conditions p(/; are known for this class. We show how to obtain p{/;, first from
p;; and then from the most natural definition po 1, without resorting to integration—which is the
classical way to obtain those inequalities, albeit arguably not a natural argument given the nature of

the problem. To this end, consider first the following one-point strengthening.
Proposition 2.8. Let Q = {(x1,x2)} and consider p, ;. Denote by p; , the pairwise one-point strengthening
of p}, on R%. It holds that py ; =py/; -

Proof. The one-point strengthening of p; ,, p; ;, can be relaxed to

, L ,
poli >max min Tst fi—fi-{(gnz—x)—=|lz-xl*< 7T, i=12 (A)
” zeRd 7€R, 2
g.€R?, f,eR

fi-fitlgpz-x) <nj=12 (1)

where A; and p; are the associated dual coefficients. Setting A; = y; =0, 4; = pyj = % for some choice
i # j =1,2, and dualizing the inner problem yields

i1 L
poli > -max fj+(gj,z2—xj) = fi— (92— xi) — =z = xill%,
’ 2 zeRd 2

9j—9i
L

which is maximized in z = x; + , hence

i 1 72
0> poy © 0> fj—fi+{gjoxi—x;) + ingj —gil*®0>p,7.

Starting from p( ;, we thus recover p(; after a single round of one-point strengthenings. As a secon?l
step in our example, we show how to recover p/; from po 1, which requires several iterations of
one-point strengthenings that all share the same structure. Figure 1 illustrates the iterative refinement
procedure for %o ;. We first present a single iteration of the strengthening procedure starting with pg 1
(when a = 0).

Proposition 2.9. Consider Q = {(x1,x3)}, @ > 0, and p, a pairwise condition defined by Vi, j = 1,2,

iz fi+ 49 xi —x;5) + Zllgi — g;I°
g = g;lI” < L*|lxi — x; 1%

(Pa) pikO@{

Then, pg, the pairwise one-point strengthening of p,, with respect to R%, is satisfied only if, Vi,j=12,
p p y4 g g ofp P Yy
1+a)/2
(2.3) W<o= £i> £+ gpxi—x) + S5 g - g1
. a X
llgi = g;1I* < L|lxi = x;1*.

Proof. The one-point strengthening of p, is given by

- . [24 .
pa(f.Q)=max min rst —fi+fit(gz-x)+ —llgi—g:M<r i=12 (A)
zeR4 T€R, 2L
g-€R?, feR

a
_fi+fz_<gZaz_xi>+i”gi_gzllz<T, i=12 )

1 L ,
Tl =gl = Zllz—xlP < 7 i =12, (8)

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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where A;, y;, 6;, i =1, 2, are the associated dual coefficients. Dualization of the inner problem yields

2

Pel£,Q > max 3 (L(fi+ gz )+ 5l = gXI)

) ':1
Ais i, 820

i (Aitpi+6:)=1

o O;
+pi(—fi =95,z —xi) + AL —glI®) + i(llgi - gill> = L*||lz — x;|*))

2
s£.0= ) (A — ),
i=1
z o d;
= A =(a* —a) — ui(z —x:) + =(g* — g
O—Z((MHI)L(% 9i) = pi(z = x1) + (92 = g1) |

i=1

where g} minimizes the inner problem in p,.

In particular, setting A; =0, ; = 0,6; = % i=12,g; = Wng and z = xl;—xz yields a feasible solution
of |lg1 — g2||* = L?||x1 — x2]|%, hence p, cannot be satisfied unless this quantity is negative. In addition,
setting A; =0, y1; =0, 8, =0, A; = p; = 6; = % z=x;+ % and g = % yields a feasible solution
of —fj + fi + (gi, xj — x;) + 1%‘”ﬁllg, —g;lI% i, j =1,2. Hence, p, is at least as strong as (2.3). O

To recover p;'; from po, it suffices to successively apply the one-point strengthening of Proposi-
tion 2.9, starting with p(®) =p 1, to reach p(*) =py;-
Proposition 2.10. Consider Q = {(x1,x2)}, po.L, the sequence {ay }k=o...., initiated at oy = 0 and defined by

a +1
2

(2"4) ak+1 = s
and the associated sequence of conditions {p(k) Yi=o,... = {Pay Yk=0,..., where pg, is defined in p,.

Then, p**V is a relaxation of p'¥) as defined in (2.3). In addition, p\™, the final result of the refinement
procedure defined in Section 2.1, satisfies p(®) = 13[(;2 = Pay = Pa=1=Py | -
Proof. By Proposition 2.9 and definition of {(ax)}x=o,.., the first statement holds.

In addition, {(a)}x=o,.., converges to &(.) = 1. Hence, applying recursively Proposition 2.9 starting
from « = 0 allows iteratively strengthening p until p(*) = Pao) =Py 1> Which is stable under one-point
strengthening. O

Concluding observations. In this example, the iterative strengthening procedure described in Sec-
tion 2.1 converges towards the same property even when initialized from two different descriptions of
Fo.. (RY). This holds despite relaxations in the computations of the one-point strengthenings involved.
In addition, in both cases, the iterative procedure even converges towards an interpolation condition for
Fo.. (R9). However, the initial condition given to the procedure has a non-trivial impact on the number
of iterations required to reach this condition, which varies from a single iteration to an asymptotic
convergence. Note that the same observations apply to the other known case on which we applied the
procedure: that of Lipschitz operators, presented in Appendix A.

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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92
Figure 1: From [47, Figure 1]. Given L =1, x; = fi = 0, g; = x; =1, allowed regions for f; as a function
of g3, according to p(i) = Pa;» 1 =0,...,4, where ap = 0, a1 = (1+ a;)/2, and py, is defined
in p,, and according to p(*) = Pa=1=Py | -

3 APPLICATIONS: IMPROVED DESCRIPTIONS OF A FEW PROBLEM CLASSES

This section strengthens the description of a few classical classes of functions or operators. For all of
them, we perform a single round of the refinement procedure described in Section 2.1. We propose
several reformulations/relaxations of these one-point strengthenings and show that the corresponding
refined descriptions are strictly stronger than the classical descriptions serving as starting points.

A particularly common scenario is that of initial properties that are linear in the function values and
the Gram matrix of the point and subgradient (or operator) values. That is, properties that are linear in
fi’s as well as linear in terms of (g;, x;), [|g:||% ||x;||? (or ¢; instead of g; for operators). In this case, we
show that the resulting strengthening can be expressed as requiring non-negativity of a degree 2k
polynomial (for some k € N), whose coefficients are linear in f;’s and the Gram matrix.

Proposition 3.1. Given S = {(x;, fi, 9i) }ie[ ], let p be a linear constraint in f;’s and in the Gram matrix of
Xi’s, gi’s, i.e., that can be expressed as a set of conditions

k k k k
P a3 (B0 i) + 8 (g x) + i (xix)) < 0, k=12,
i i Jj

In addition, let (i) either all conditions in p be linear in g;’s, i.e., all ﬂi(ik) =0, or at least one of them be
strictly convex in g;’s, i.e., at least one ﬁl(lk) > 0, (ii) all conditions be concave in x;’s, i.e., all ryi(l.k) < 0, (iii)
all conditions in p be invariant under translation of f;, i.e., Vk, 3 ; al.(k) =0, and (iv) the inner problem

in py Ra(S), the one-point strengthening of p as described in (2.2) possess strong duality. Then, for some
k,n € N and some n-dimensional polynomial of degree 2k: P(6) € Ry [0y, ..., 0,], it holds

(3.1) PNra(S) <0 & P(0) >0, VO € R™.

Similarly, given S = {(x;, t;) }ie[ N7 let p be a linear constraint in the Gram matrix of x;’s, t; s, and such
that (i) either all conditions in p are linear in t;’s, or at least one of them is strictly convex in t;’s, (ii) all
conditions in p are concave in x;’s, and (iii) the inner problem in py ra(S) possesses strong duality. Then,
for some k,n € N and some n-dimensional polynomial of degree 2k: P(8) € Ryx[64, ..., 60,], it holds

(3.2) PNRra(S) <0 & P(6) >0, VO € R™.

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is deferred to Appendix B.

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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While the set of non-negative polynomials is generally intractable, it can be approximated, e.g.,
by constraining the polynomial to lie within the set of SOS polynomials [27, 34, 37], which can be
expressed as an SDP, linear in f;’s and Gram matrix, see Section 1.1 for details. In particular, for
one-dimensional polynomials, or two-dimensional polynomials when k = 2, SOS-polynomials and non-
negative polynomials are strictly equivalent. Table 1 summarizes these applications of the refinement
procedure.

Class Section | Proposed formulations/relaxations

of the one-point strengthening

Smooth functions satisfying | 3.1 (3.3): Pairwise linear inequalities, involving
a Lojasiewicz condition maximization over a single variable in R,

(3.4): SDP exact reformulation of (3.3).

Convex blockwise smooth 3.2 (3.5): Pairwise linear inequalities, involving
functions maximization over a single variable in R,
(3.6): SDP exact reformulation of (3.5),

(3.7): Terwise quadratic inequalities, involving a if condition.

Lipschitz strongly 3.3 (3.8): Terwise linear inequalities, involving
monotone operators maximization over 3 variables in R,

(3.9): SDP relaxation of (3.8).

Strongly monotone F (r.1): Terwise linear inequalities, involving
cocoercive operators maximization over 3 variables in R?,

(F.2): SDP relaxation of (F.1).

Uniformly convex functions | G (G.3): Terwise convex inequalities, involving

maximization over a single variable in R? .

Smooth convex functions H Pairwise linear inequalities.

on convex subsets of R

Table 1: Summary: function and operator classes studied within this work, along with the nature of
the strengthened conditions as expressions of the function values and Gram matrix (of (x;, g;)

or (x;, t;)).

3.1 EXTENSION OF SMOOTH FUNCTIONS SATISFYING A LOJASIEWICZ CONDITION

This section studies the class 73, ( R9) of L-smooth functions f satisfying a quadratic Lojasiewicz
condition, that is satisfying, Vx, y € R4 [2, 9, 10, 35],

(PL,,,L)

F(x) < fo o+ LI
P, <0e 1 f)>f
fG) = )+ 5V + V() x = y) + g lIVF ) = VWP = Fllx -yl

where f, = min, f(x) is guaranteed to exist and 0 < y < L. The last condition imposes smoothness of
the function, equivalently to ||f(x) — f(y) = (Vf(y),x — y)|| < Igllx — y|I? [51, Theorem 4].

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes



Manuscript, 2025-09-17 page 13 of 34

Exploiting the iterative refinement technique, pi,,, can be strengthened as follows.
Proposition 3.2. Consider Q = {(x1, X2, xx)}, and (py,, ). Then, py,,, , the pairwise one-point strengthening
of pr,, with respect to RY, is satisfied only if

(3:3)

N
b
+
Ny

e

~i]’
Pr,,

N

0=

= =
vV VA
:'s
—+
t;S

i+ 39+ g5 xi —x;) + =g — g;11° = Ellxi — x;1?

+ ma)gy W((l—a)z(l,+p)(ﬁ_f* ”91” ) (L_'u)(f;_f; ”9}“ ))

0<as< 2L+p

The detailed proof of Proposition 3.2 is deferred to Appendix c.1. It consists in (i) formulating the
pairwise one-point strengthening (2.2) of py,, , (ii) dualizing the inner problem (minimization over
T € R, f, € R, g, € RY) in this one-point strengthening as to relax it into a maximization problem over
positive dual variables and z € R, (iii) explicitly maximizing this relaxation in z, and (iv) computing
several feasible solutions to this relaxation, by setting some dual variables to 0 and either explicitly

maximize over the remaining variables (e.g., to obtain f; > fi + ”g : ”

one of the remaining variables (e.g., @ in the last condition in (3.3)).

, or obtain a constraint involving

Remark 3.3. Setting a = 0 in the last condition in (3.3) allows recovering the last condition in py,,,,
hence these conditions, although relaxations of py,, , are indeed at least as strong as py,,, . The example
illustrated in Figure 2 allows concluding (3.3) is strictly stronger than py,, .

In principle, one could obtain a closed form expression for the last condition in (3.3), by solving the
associated maximization problem and obtaining an optimal a,, function of {(x;, f;, gi) }i=1.2.«. However,
seeking a formulation that involves only linear expressions in f;’s as well as in the Gram matrix of
gi’s,x;’s, we propose instead an SDP reformulation of (3.3).

Proposition 3.4. Consider a pair S = {(x;, f;, gi) }i=1.2. It holds that S satisfies (3.3) if and only (i) f; <
fe + ”g’” =12, (i) f; = fa + lgill® 5 =1,2, and (iii) Vi, j = 1, 2, there exists some

2L
i | M My i [ AQRL +p) My,
. MY = w0, MY = » 0,
(3.4) My My, My, My,
such that
My — My + —F Ny = —(B— C — (L + 31)A)
11 11 oL + y 12 = H >
2M;5 — 2M12 + i Mzz = —(L + IU)A + 2B,
U

Myy — My; = —B,

where A = (=fi + £+ Hgi + g5 = %) + & llgi = g511° = £llxi = x51%), B = (L + ) (i - fu - 1),
and C = (L - (£ - fu + 14L).

The detailed proof of Proposition 3.4 is deferred to Appendix c.2, and relies on Markov-Lukacs
theorem, see, e.g., [49, Theorem 1.21].

While (3.4) is an exact reformulation of (3.3), it remains a relaxation of py,,, since (3.3) is itself a
relaxation of this one-point strengthening.

Figure 2 illustrates, on a numerical example, the difference in datasets satisfying py,,, as compared
to (3.3), the relaxation of py,,, . Observe that in this context of simply verifying whether or not a dataset
satisfies (3.3), one can directly solve the maximization problem in (3.3).

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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Figure 2: Allowed regions for f; as a function of g¢,, according to (3.3) and Pr,, given pi=1 /2, L=1,
(x*’f;"g*) = (0’ 0, 0)> (xlyﬁ: 91) = (1? 4_11’ %) and X2 = %

Alternatively, if one aims for conditions that share the same structure as py,,, , one can relax (3.3)
by imposing the last condition for k specific values of a. This could allow strengthening (p,, ) by
conducting a second one-point iteration, starting from this relaxation, see Remark 2.7.

3.2 CONVEX BLOCKWISE SMOOTH FUNCTIONS

This section studies the class %,[L(Rd) of convex blockwise L-smooth functions f, that is functions
satisfying, Vx, y € R? [40],

(por) oy SO Sf(x) > f(9) +(Vf(y)x = y) + 5 IVif () = Vif (DI, Vi € [[n],

where n € [d] and V; f denotes the ih block-component of the gradient of f.
It is known that this condition is a pairwise interpolation condition on R¢, but no K-wise interpola-
tion conditions for K > 3.

Example 3.5 (Counterexample to sufficiency of poy [29]).Letn =d = 2,L; = L, = L,and S =
(G fo g hiepspwhere (o o g0) = (3,5 () G fio2) = (23 (2))-and Gos, £ 99) = ((3).0, (%),
Then S satisfies po . while not consistent with a function in %o .

Exploiting the one-point refinement technique, we strengthen p,; on sets of cardinality 3 as follows.

Proposition 3.6. Let Q = {(x1, x2,x3)}, and po . Then, poy , the terwise one-point strengthening of po,.
with respect to R, is satisfied only if

(3:5)

Sijk s = fa fod i 3 — 3y 4 1™ gl

po,[L\Oﬁo/(l ) ﬁ+f]+<g]>xz x]>+2L ”gi gj ”
m

1
+ )L( — fit fe+ (grxi =) + —llgf™ —g,i’”>||2)
m

Lo oz L m  me2
#2002 mgx 9" = oI = g™ = o), v € ], ¥ € .1

where gsm) denotes the m' component of g;.

The detailed proof of Proposition 3.6 is deferred to Appendix D.1. It consists in (i) formulating
the pairwise one-point strengthening (2.2) of poy , (ii) dualizing the inner problem in this one-point

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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strengthening as to relax it into a maximization problem over positive dual variables and z € R, (i)
explicitly maximizing this relaxation in z, and (iv) computing a feasible solution to this relaxation, by
setting some dual variables to 0 and obtaining a constraint involving one of the remaining variables,
that is A € [0,1]. Observe that the max over [ can be easily dealt with by simply imposing (3.5) to be
true for every I.

Remark 3.7. Observe that the counterexample 3.5 is discarded by (3.5) with A = %

Remark 3.8. Setting A = 0 or A = 1in (3.5) allows recovering p, , hence again this relaxation of pg is
at least as strong as pg . Remark 3.7 allows concluding that (3.5) is actually strictly stronger than py .

Similarly to Section 3.1, seeking a formulation that involves only linear expressions in f;’s as well as
in the Gram matrix of g;’s,x;’s, we propose a reformulation of (3.5) as an SDP.

Proposition 3.9. Consider a triplet S = {(xi, fi, gi) }ic[3]- It holds that S satisfies (3.5) if and only if
Vm € [n] and Vi, j, k € [ 3], there exists some

ij —Aijm M ijk
6 Mk = | } 0, Kp“ >0,
(3 ) m M]2 M22 m

such that

ijk ijk
2M + K" = Aijm — Aikm — Bjkms

m,12
ijk ijk
Mni,zz - K = Bjkm,
where A;jjm = —fi + fi + (gj, xi — xj) + ﬁllgl(m) - g](~m)||2,
1 )
and Bjem = max; 7119y — g 17 = 7= Nlgi™ — g™ |12

The detailed proof of Proposition 3.9 is deferred to Appendix p.2, and relies on Markov-Lukacs
theorem, see, e.g., [49, Theorem 1.21].

While (3.6) is an exact reformulation of (3.5), it remains a relaxation of pyy since (3.5) is itself a
relaxation of this one-point strengthening.

Alternatively, optimizing (3.5) in A straightforwardly allows obtaining a closed-form for this condition.

Proposition 3.10. With the same notation as in Proposition 3.9 and considering a tripletS = {(x;, fi, gi) }ie[3]s
it holds that S satisfies (3.5) if and only if Vm € [[n] and Vi, j, k € [[3],

Aitm <0
Aikm — Aijm + Bjkm
ZBjkm

(3.7) (Aijm — Aikm)” + Bikm + 2Bjkm(Aijm + Aikm) < 0 if € [0,1].

Proof. Note that (3.5) is quadratic in A, and possesses a maximum in A, = I%W. When
jkm

Av € [0,1], (3.5) is thus maximized in A, and its maximum is given by (3.7). Otherwise, (3.5) is

maximized in A = 0 or A =1, leading to Ak, Aijm < 0. O

We illustrate in Figure 3 on a numerical example the difference in datasets satisfying p, as compared
to (3.5), the relaxation of p .

Similarly to Section 3.1, one can obtain conditions that share exactly the same structure as po; by
imposing (3.5) for k specific values of A, which could provide a starting point for a second iteration of
the refinement procedure, see Remark 2.7.

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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Figure 3: Allowed regions for f3 as a function of hs, according to (3.5) and pg , given Ly = L, =1,

G fog) = (303 () Graforg) = ()3 (3)) s = (§) and gs = ().

3.3 STRONGLY MONOTONE LIPSCHITZ OPERATORS

This section studies the class Q,,,L(Rd) of maximally monotone Lipschitz operators, that is operators
T satisfying, for some 0 < p < L,and Vx, y € R4 [7, 48],

(q;:,L)

i <0 —(T(x) = T(y),x—y)+pllx—yl* <0
wl IT(x) =T(y)Il-Lllx-yll <o.

To prevent any confusion with properties related to function classes, we use the notation g instead of
p to denote a property.

It is known [48, Proposition 4] that g, is a pairwise interpolation condition on R¢, and a global
interpolation condition when d = 1. However, when K > 3 ord > 2, g, is no longer a K-wise
interpolation condition and is only necessary.

Example 3.11 (Counterexample to sufficiency of g, 1. [48]). Letd =2,y =0,L =1, and S = {(x;, t:) }ie[3)»
where (x, 1) = ((g), (g)), (x2,82) = ((é), (8)), (x3,13) = ((1{)2), (_?/2)). Then S satisfies g,,; while not
consistent with a function in Q.

The refinement procedure described in Section 2.1 allows strengthening g, 1, starting with a set of
cardinality 3.
Proposition 3.12. Consider Q = {(x1, x2,x3)}, and q,,1.. Then, G,,1, the terwise one-point strengthening of
qu,L With respect to R, is satisfied only if

(3.8)
YAk, pis pj =0
ik
CILJ,L <0= Ak (i + ) (Aigpti + Ajicptj) = AeptiptjAij + A7 (Bigpti + Bjiepty) + Bijpipti (pi + p1j — 2px)

0 =
0 > (i + 117) (Bipti + Bjieptj) = AwptiptjBij + A% (Aiwpti + Ajiepty) + Aijpigty (i + pj — 2p),
where A;j = ||t; — t;1|* = L||x; — x;||* and B;; = —=2L{t; — t;,x; — x;) + 2Lp||x; — x;||*.

The detailed proof of Proposition 3.12 is deferred to Appendix E.1. It consists in (i) formulating
the pairwise one-point strengthening (2.2) of g, 1, (ii) dualizing the inner problem in this one-point
strengthening as to relax it into a maximization problem over positive dual variables and z € R, (i)
explicitly maximizing this relaxation in z, and (iv) computing a feasible solution to this relaxation,
by setting some dual variables to 0 and obtaining a constraint involving the remaining variables, i.e.,
/1](, Hi and Hj-

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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Remark 3.13. Observe that the counterexample 3.1 does not satisfy (3.8), and separates ¥, (Q) from
F s (Q)-

Remark 3.14. Setting Ax = 0 in (3.8) allows recovering g,,1, hence again this relaxation of g, is at least
as strong as g,,1. Remark 3.13 allows concluding (3.8) is actually strictly stronger than g, ;.

Similarly to Sections 3.1 and 3.2, we propose a relaxation of (3.8) as an SDP.
Proposition 3.15. With the same notation as in Proposition 3.12 and considering a triplet S = {(xi, t:) }ic[3]»
it holds that S satisfies (3.8) if Vi, j, k € [3]], there exists some Mj‘jg =0, Mgﬁ %= 0, where

[—Bi; 0 0 My Ms Mg My ]
0 —ajx —-Ms 0 My Mys My
- 0 -Ms —pij My -Ms¢ 0 My
(3.9) M;j; =My 0 My i —My M 0
M;s —-My —My —My; Mss —Ms; —Myg
Mg Mo 0 My  —Ms;  —aik 0
| My; My, My 0 My O —Pik |
and

Mss + 2My7 + 2Mye + 2M34 = ajj + Zﬂﬁl‘j - Qjk — Ajf.

The detailed proof of Proposition 3.15 is deferred to Appendix E.2.
We illustrate in Figure 4 on a numerical example the difference in datasets satisfying g,,; as compared
to (3.8), the relaxation of g .

0.65 T T
I:|QO‘,L |
[ (3.10)

0.6

0.35 -

03

0.25 -

015 02 025 03 035 04 045 05 055 06
(1)
t3

Figure 4: Allowed regions for t3, according to g, or (3.8), given y = 0, L =1, (x1,t;) = ((8) (8))

(x2, 1) = (((l)) (—f/z))’ and x3 = Gﬁ)

4 CONCLUDING REMARKS

This work presents a one-point strengthening method, that can be seen as a principled and constructive
approach to interpolation/extension conditions. The approach starts from any characterization of
a class of functions/operators and constructs a refined characterization of this class. Repeating the
procedure iteratively allows obtaining extension conditions as a final product. In particular, it allows
for strengthening given sets of conditions based only on their algebraic properties, leading to improved
conditions that would have been challenging to guess based solely on the class’ analytical properties.

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes
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In addition, starting from linear conditions in function values and Gram representation of points and
subgradients (or operator values) yields refined conditions that are SDP-representable and can be used
as such when imposed on datasets that are variable to some optimization problem.

The approach naturally showcases some limitations and raises open questions. First, our main
technical tools for computing one-point strengthening consist of dualizing the inner problem in (2.2).
Hence, the approach fails as soon as the initial property under consideration is not convex in F,.
Similarly, the approach is naturally limited to properties for which this dualization yields a zero duality
gap. In other cases, the approach might attain only a very loose strengthening. Furthermore, we
generally have to work with closed-form solutions to this inner problem, and we are thereby quickly
limited to having to deal with reasonably simple expressions. Indeed, we quickly arrive at formulations
that turn out to be hardly manipulable, both for computing their one-point strengthening and for
proving their stability.

The many remaining open challenges thus include the questions of tackling conditions whose
one-point strengthenings are not convex in F,. Another venue for improvement is that of specializing
the approach to more specific classes of problems (e.g., smooth functions that are defined on specific
sets instead of smooth functions with general convex domains; see Appendix ). Yet another possible
improvement could be to search for one-point strengthenings without relaxations, for instance, by
relying on quantifier elimination techniques (see, e.g.,[6])—that do not scale well in the number of
variables and parameters in general, but that could handle our problems with very few of them.

Codes. Codes for reproducing and verifying technical parts of this work can be found at
https://github.com/AnneRubbens/Constraints_Strengthening

As this work is strongly motivated by algorithm analyses—it was recently shown that interpola-
tion/extension conditions are key for systematically analyzing their performance; see, e.g., [52] or
recent presentations [21, 46]—, we provide a few examples of such applications using the conditions
obtained in Section 3. These include analysis of the gradient method on smooth function satisfying
a Lojasiewisz condition [11, 2, 30] (see Section 3.1), of the random or cyclic coordinate descent on
convex blockwise smooth functions [1, 8, 29, 40] (see Section 3.2), and of the optimistic gradient and
extragradient on Lipschitz monotone operators [20, 19, 32] (see Section 3.3). In addition, the SDP
formulations (3.4), (3.6) and (3.9) of the improved descriptions of (i) smooth functions satisfying a
Lojsiewicz condition, (ii) blockwise smooth convex functions, and (iii) (strongly) monotone Lipschitz
operators, have been added to the PEPit Python library PEPit documentation [22], which allows solving
PEPs on these classes straightforwardly.
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APPENDIX A SHOWING STABILITY OF A CONDITION ON AN EXAMPLE: LIPSCHITZ
OPERATORS

Consider the class Q_p 1 of Lipschitz operators T, satisfying, Vx, y € RY,
(q-L.1) g7, <0e [IT(x) =TI < Llix = yll.

It is known [31, 53] that g_; 1 is a global interpolation constraint for Q_p ;.
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This section shows how to retrieve this result via the refinement procedure described in Section 2.1,

by analyzing different formulations of the one-point strengthening of q_r ..
Consider Q = {(xi) };e[n]- The N-wise strengthening of g, ; with respect to R is given by

§_rr =max min 7s.t ||t, — ;]|° = L¥||z = x| < 7, i € [N], A)
zeRd 7€R,
t,eR4
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where A; are the associated coefficients. Observe that this strengthening is convex in ¢, and 7, and
that (t,,7) = (0, max; ||t;]|* + 1) satisfy Slater’s condition, hence there is no duality gap for this inner
problem. Dualization of the inner problem yields

Gorp = max > Al =6l = LPllz - xll?) stoef = 3 At andx = ) A
Y=l i i

where ¢} minimizes the inner problem in ¢_y ;. This condition is homogeneous of degree 2 in A;. Hence,
for any K > 0, it must hold with A; = KA; replacing A;, which allows removing the condition }}; 4; = 1.

The second derivative of §_r ; with respect to A; € [ N] is given by
(a2) H. = P _ Jlti =112 = L2l = xj11%, i # )

' Y ook 0 otherwise.
Satisfaction of ¢G_r 1 is thus equivalent to requiring —H, whose elements are given by (A.1), to be
co-positive, i.e.

xTHx < 0, Vx > 0.

Equivalently, building on the elements of H, it holds
(a-2) Goro=max > kil =l - Ll - x)).

A ije[N], j>i
Necessarily, for G_1 1, to be negative, it must hold ||#; — £;||* = L?||x; — x;||* < 0,4, j € [ N]. In addition,
if this condition is satisfied, then g_r; < 0. Hence, §_r1 = q-L1.

APPENDIX B PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.1

Proof. Clearly, if p consists of inequalities that only involve a single point, or if N =1, p = p. Hence,
we suppose N > 2 and p involves more than one point.

Consider first the case of function classes. The N-wise one-point strengthening of p on R? as defined
in (2.2) is satisfied if and only if for some A,, linear in the Gram matrix of x;’s, g;’s and in f;’s, D, and
Fp, linear in x;’s, g;’s, and By, Cp,, Em, G, scalar values,

0 > max min 7
zeR4d 7R

gzeRd
fzeR

st. Am + B f: + Cm”gz”2 + (Dm> 9z) + Em(9z, 2) + (Fm, 2) + Gm“Z”2 <0ome[M] (An)
where M is determined by the number of inequalities in p, the number of points they involve, and N.
For instance, if p is expressed as a single inequality involving 2 points and N = 2, then M = 4. Hence,
M > 4.
Suppose first there exists at least one C,, # 0. Since the inner problem possesses strong duality,
dualization of the inner problem implies

1 S A(Emz + D) I2

zeR
Am=0

p=max ) (AmAm + App(Fmy 2) + Ame||z||2)
d
m
s.t. Dualization over 7 : Z Am =1
m
Dualization over f; : ZAmBm =0
m

Dualization over g,: Z AmCm > 0.
m
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where the last inequality ensures that the inner problem is minimized in g,. The constraints are always
feasible due to the strict convexity in g;’s, the invariance under translation in f;’s and the fact that p is
enforced for all tuples, i.e., 3, By, = 0. Multiplying by 4 >,, 4,,C,, and maximizing over z yields

s _ 2 420 21 AmACnFi = 2 3 X1 EmDi|?
L ! Zm: Zl: AmAiCnfls = | ; AmDmll” + 4D AmEm)? =16 Xy X1 AmAiCiGy

st. Zam =1, ZAmBm =0, Zamcm > 0,
m m m

where (3, AmEm)? > 43, 21 AnAiCmG) by concavity of p in x;’s, ensuring the objective function
was indeed maximized in z. Multiplying by 4(3.,,, AmEm)? =16 3,,, X1 AmAiCinG; yields

p = max (4(2 AmEm)* =16 ) > Amazcmcz) (4 20D AmhiCr =11 ) AmDng)
m= m m m m
4D AniCnFi =2 3" > AmAiEm Dy
m ] m ]
st. lem -1 ZAmBm -0, ZAmcm > 0.

This condition is homogeneogs of degree 4 in A = (Ay,..., Ap). Hence, for any K > 0, p is satisfied if
and only if it must hold with A, = KA,,, which allows removing the constraint },, A, = 1. Replacing
the maximization over A,, by requiring the objective function to be non-positive for all feasible values
of A yields

VA, : Ay >0, Z/lmBm =0, Zamcm >0,
m m

13 :(4(2 AmEm)z —16 Z Z AmAlCmGl) (4 Z Z AmAlCmAl - ” Z AmDmllz)
m m m | m
14D AnCnFi =2 3 " AnEmDil*
m ] m ]

The one-point strengthening of p is thus be satisfied if and only if a given polynomial of degree 4
in A, is non-positive on a given domain. The coefficients of the polynomial are all scalar products
multiplying either A, ||Dwml|?, |Fmll?, ||Dm||? or {Fp, D;), hence they are linear in function values and
Gram matrix. It thus remains to translate requiring a polynomial to be non-positive on a given domain
to another polynomial to be non-positive on the whole domain.

If all conditions on A,, except for its positivity are naturally satisfied, e.g., because all C,, > 0 and
all B, = 0, it suffices to set A,, = 0%,Vm, to obtain a polynomial of degree 8 in 0, that should be
non-positive everywhere. Else, the equality constraint ;,, A,,B;, can be satisfied by expressing a dual
variable, typically 4, as a function of the other variables, leading to a further inequality ensuring this
function to be positive. Afterwards, the two remaining inequalities can be ensured by enforcing two dual

variables, e.g., A3, A3, to belong to a given interval [0, U(A,,)]. Setting A; = W, An =02, m> 4

and 4,, = U(i'gg 0’2", m = 2,3, and multiplying the polynomial by [],,,-,5(1 + 62,)* allows obtaining a

polynomial in 6, that should be non-positive everywhere.
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Suppose now all C,, = 0. Dualization of the inner problem implies

p = max Z (AmAm + Am(Fm, z) + /1me||2||2)
zeRY, m
Am>0

s.t. Dualization over 7 : Z Am =1
m
Dualization over f; : Z/lmBm =0
m

Dualization over g,: Z AmEmz = — Z AmDm.
m

m

Eliminating z and multiplying by (3,,, AmEm)? yields

P = max (D AnEn)” D AmAm = Qm] KonEm) Em] zl] A1 (F, D) + Qm] AnG)| ; A Do

m m
Am=0

sit. Z’I’" -1 ZAmBm - 0.

Again, this can be expressed as requiring a polynomial of degree 3 in A, whose coeflicients are linear in
the function values and Gram matrix, to be non-positive on a specific domain, which can be reformulated
as requiring another polynomial to be non-positive everywhere.

The case of operators follows the same lines, except with all B, = 0. O

APPENDIX C SMOOTH FUNCTIONS SATISFYING A QUADRATIC LOJASIEWICZ CONDITION

APPENDIX C.1 DERIVATION OF THE ONE-POINT STRENGTHENING: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.2

Proof. Without loss of generality, we let fi, x4 = 0. The pairwise one-point strengthening of p;,, on
R¢ is given by

pr, , =mMax min T
P wl zeR4 7€R,
gzeRd, fzeR

1 L 1
st. fo—fi+ 5(92 +9iXi — 2) — Z||z—xi||2 + E”gl’ —gillP <t i=12% ()
1 L 1
fi-fi+=@Gitgnz—xy—=llz=xl’+ =g —gill> <7, i=12% (L)
2 4 4],
1
fz_ﬂngz”z ST (1)

_ﬁ <7, (aZ)

Algebraic strengthening of function/operator classes



Manuscript, 2025-09-17 page 26 of 34

where oy, as, and A;, p;, i =1, 2, % are the dual coefficients. Dualization of the inner problem yields

~ 1
Pr.. > max 3 i+ 5 oi+ g2 = x) = 2lle = xll* + - llg? - gill)

Ai>0, /11-’20, ier
ag, az=0
1 L 1
+pi(—fi + 5(9: + i, Xi — 2) — ZHZ - xi||2 E“Q: _9i||2))
* |2
o ozl
2p
=Z/1i+052 =Z,Ui+0!1,
iel iel
1 Ai — pi o
0= Z ((lli + Ai)i(gZ —gi) + — > L (z—x)| - 051%,
iel
Z ,U, +/1 0(1
iel

where I = {1,2, %}, g7 minimizes the inner problem in iy, , and the last condition ensures that g is a
minimizer and no maximizer.

In particular, setting all dual coefficients to 0 except for oy, = p; = for agivenie€ I,z =x; - g .
and g7 = 0 leads to a feasible solution of —f; + ng’L” , hence (3.3) cannot be satisfied unless this quant1ty

is negative.

In addition, setting all dual coefficients to 0 except for o < ﬁ Aj = % Ui = % — o, for any
i, j € 7, and maximizing over z, leads to a feasible solution
i 1 1 , L )
Pr.=>—fitfi+ 5(9:‘ +9gj,xi — xj) + E”gi -gill° = ZHX:’ = x|
o ||g ||2 ||g ||2
(1-20)* L+ (fi—fim =) = L-p)(f5 - fu + =)

T = 2a)(u— L+ pay)

Hence, py,,, cannot be satisfied unless this quantity is negative for all 0 < a; < ﬁ and in particular
for its maximal value with respect to ;. Setting a = 2a, it holds that py,, is at least as strong as
(3.3)- o

APPENDIX C.2 DERIVATION OF A SOS REFORMULATION: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.4

Proof. The first conditions are strictly equivalent to the first ones in (3.3). The last inequality in (3.3)
can be equivalently written as

a 2
: 0>A+ 1-a)’B-0)), Ya € [0, ,
() o Crpe (70 B-0) Yaclo ]
where
1 1 L
A:(_ﬁ+ﬁ+5<gi+gjsxi_xj>+E”gi_ '||2_Z||xi_xj”2

2
s %f P n%n)
HwW)

=(L—p) (f] frt
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In the interval [0, Zf—fy], a< LZT”y < 1, hence (c.1) is equivalent to
2
0> (1-a) (2 — (L + pa)A+ (1— a)’aB - aC, Ya € [0, ——]
2L+ p
2
©0> 2uA+a(B=C~ (L+30)A) +a*(L+p)A-2B) +a’B. Va € [0, ﬁ ]
U

2
&0 > ag + aa + aza’ + asa® == P(a), Ya € [0, H 1,
2L +p

where ag = 2pA, a1 =B—-C— (L +3u)A, a2 = (L + p)A— 2B and a3 = B.
By Markov-Lukacs theorem, see, e.g., [49, Theorem 1.21],

2 - 1 2 - |1
P(a) <O,V € [0, ——] & AM M » 0st. P(a) =—a 1 a|M| |- (——-a)[1 a|M

2L+ p a 2L+p a
This condition can be stated linearly in terms of the coefficients of M, M and those of P(+). Denoting

the i, jth entrance of M by M;j, i, j € [2], the list of constraints is given by

2p - - 4pu
Mn = —ay, M11 - M11 + M12 = -
2L+ p 2L+ p

2Mypy — 2Mpp + M,y = —ay,
12 12 2L+/1 22 2

APPENDIX D CONVEX BLOCKWISE SMOOTH FUNCTIONS
APPENDIX D.1 DERIVATION OF THE ONE-POINT STRENGTHENING: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.6

Proof. The terwise one-point strengthening of po; on R? is given by

pol =max min 7
zeR4 T€R,

g.€R?, f,eR
1 .
stfo=fitgoxi=2)+ o lg" g™ IP <z ie 3] meln] (um)
m

1
i forgnz=x)+ ollg™ g™ P < v ic[3] meln] (A

where Ajm, ftim, i € [3], m € [n], are the associated dual coefficients. Dualization of the inner

problem yields
por = mmax Z ; pim(=fi + (97, xi = 2)
ﬂi,mZO,
Aim=>0
1 1
+o—lg2"™ = g™ 1) + i (fi + (912 = x) + —lgz"™ = g™ ")
2L, 2L,
1
s.t. Z Zm:,ul-,m = Z Zml/l,-,m =3 and Vm € [ n],
*(m) (m) *(m) (m)
g -9 9 -9
Z Z :ui,m(xi(m) - Z(m)) + Him : : + Ai,m i : =0,
i m Lm Lm
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where g} minimizes the inner problem in pg . In particular, setting all dual coefficients to 0 except for
Him = 3. Ak and Ay = 1 — Ay for some i, j € [3] and m, [ € [n] fixed yields

1 1
0>(5 = ) (—fi + fi + (g xi — x50 + —lg"™ = g'™|1?)
2 2L, J

1
+ Ak (= fi + fio + (G Xi — xx) + f”gsm) - gl(cm) %)

I l
()_gl(c)llz_

! (m) _ (m) 2 1
* As (1= 24g.1) (max 2—L1||g,- g9;" =g "), vm e [[n], YA € [0, 1.

— |
2L,
Setting A = 24 yields (3.5), hence po is at least as strong as (3.5). O

APPENDIX D.2 DERIVATION OF A SOS REFORMULATION: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.9

Proof. Condition (3.5) can be equivalently expressed as
0>(1=MN)Aijm + AAikm + A(1 = 1) Bjikm := P(A), Vm € [[n], VA € [0,1],

1 1
()_915)”2_

where Ajjm = —fi + fj + {9j, xi — xj) + ﬁ“g("’) —g;.m)”2 < 0, and Bk, = max; 51-lg;

1
g™ = g™ 112 > o.

By Markov-Lukasc theorem [49, Theorem 1.21],
P(A)<0¥Ae[0,1] ©3IM > 0,K>0st.P(A)=—[1 A|M H - A(1-MK.

This condition can be stated linearly in terms of the coefficients of M, of K and of the coefficients of
P(-). Denoting the i, j™ entrance of M by M; j» i, j € [2], the list of constraints is given by

My = —Ajjm,  2Mip + K = Ajjm — Aikm — Bjkm»  Mz2 — K = Bjpm.

APPENDIX E STRONGLY MONOTONE LIPSCHITZ OPERATORS

APPENDIX E.1 DERIVATION OF THE ONE-POINT STRENGTHENING: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.12

Proof. The terwise one-point strengthening of g,,; on R¢ is given by

. It —tll> L 2
=max min 7s.t. ———— — —||lz—-x||* < 7, i €3 A
quL O Tel. oL 2” ill© < II ]] (A)
t,eR4
—(t:—tiz—x) +pllz —xil* < 7, i € [[3] )

where A;, y1; are the associated dual coefficients. Dualization of the inner problem yields

. 1
Gue > g max > (=20 (1 = tll* = LPllz = xill*) + 2L (=4t =tz = xi) + pllz = i)
110

1
st At =) =z =) =0, ) (it ) =1

1

1
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where £ minimizes the inner problem in g, ;. Minimizing over z, multiplying by 2L((X; A:)*+ (X; p1:)?)
and rearranging the terms yields

W2 v ) ‘ .(Aij (Rids D e+ Aapy (D p) + Agpis( Q) = (- Ay = 2 Y i) didy)
Si(Atpp)=1 BIEI3]: 7> k k k K %

By (it Y pi + i (O ) + idi Q) = (O )iy = 2u() Ak)yiuj)),
k k k k k

where A;; = ||t; — t;||* = L?||x; — x;||* and B;; = —2L{t; — tj, x; — x;) + 2Lpllx; — x;||*.
This condition is homogeneous of degree 3 in Ay, y;, p;. Hence, for any K > 0, it must hold with
i = Ky, X =K\ replacing y;, A; respectively, which allows removing the condition };(4; + y;) = 1.
Setting only A, p; and p; non-zero yields the first condition in (3.8), and setting only i, A; and A;
non-zero yields the second condition in (3.8), hence g, is at least as strong as (3.8). O

APPENDIX E.2 DERIVATION OF A SOS REFORMULATION: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.15
Proof. Take the first condition in (3.8), and set Ay = y?, y; = 6% and p; = a*. The condition becomes
0> yz(az + 92)(A,-k02 + Ajkaz) - yZQZaZAij + y4(B,-k92 + Bjkaz) + Bij92a2(92 +a’ - 2,uy2) =P(a,0,y).

P(a,8,y) is an homogeneous polynomial of 3 variables and degree 6, which must be negative for all
0, a, y € R. This negativity condition can be relaxed by requiring P to be Sum of Squares, that is, by
requiring the existence of some M < 0 such that

P(a,0,y) = (a®0 a’y ab® ay* aby 0%y Oy )M (a®0 o’y ab® ay* aby 6% HyZ)T,

which can be stated linearly in terms of the coefficients of M and those of P(-). Denoting the i, j™
entrance of M by M; ;, i, j € [[7]), the list of constraints is given by

M1 = M35 = Bj;
My = A;j
M4 = Bj
Mss = Aix
M7 = Bi

M5’5 + 2M1,7 + 2M2,6 + 2M3’4 = _Aij + Aik + Ajk - Z;UBij
My =Mz =Myy =Mz =My7 =Mg7=0
Mis+ Moz = Mg+ Mys =M+ Mss=My7+Mys=Ms7+Mss=Mys+ Ms7;=0.

Translating the second condition in (3.8) follows exactly the same argument, with A(.) and B.)
inverted. =

APPENDIX F STRONGLY MONOTONE COCOERCIVE OPERATORS

This section studies the class Qﬂ,ﬁ(Rd) of strongly monotone cocoercive operators, that is operators T
satisfying, Vx, y € R9 [7, 48],

xy @{ (T(x) = T(y).x -

[l = yII?
(9u.5) Bup < O (T(x) =T(y),x -

y) = H
y) = BIT(x) =TI,
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where again we use the notation g instead of p to denote a property.

Similarly to the case of monotone Lipschitz operators, g, s is a pairwise interpolation condition
on R, and a global interpolation condition when d = 1. However, when K > 3 or d > 2, gL is only
necessary for interpolation and is no longer a K-wise interpolation condition. [48, Proposition 4].

APPENDIX F.1 DERIVATION OF THE ONE-POINT STRENGTHENING

We thus strengthen g, 4, starting with a set of cardinality 3.

Proposition F.1. Consider Q = {(x1,x2,x3)}, and q,, 5. Then, q,, 5, the terwise one-point strengthening of
qup With respect to R, is satisfied only if

(r.1)
V/lk9 lll.s H_] > 09
~ijk
CIZ/; 0= M (i + 1) (Biefti + Bjkcptj) = AcptiptjBij + AL (Aigepti + Ajiepty) + Ajptipt (i + p1j + 22k — 4Ppdy),

Z
> (i + 1) (Aikcpti + Ajicpty) — AcptiptjAij + A% (Bixpti + Bjiepty) + Bijpiptj (pi + 1 + 2, — 4fpd).

whereAij = —<ti - tj,x,- - Xj> + y||x,~ - Xj”Z andBij = —<ti - tj,xl- - Xj> + ﬁ”ti - tj||2.
Proof. The terwise one-point strengthening of g, 5 on R¢ is given by

dup = max mint

zeR4d T€R,

t,eR4
st.—(t; —tiz—x;) + fllt. —till* < 7, ie[3] (A:)
—(tz—tpz—x) +pllz - xl* < 7, ie[3]. (pi)

where A;, y1; are the associated dual coefficients. Dualization of the inner problem yields

qup > max Z (/h( —(t; — ti,z — x;) + Bt — tillz) + ;11-( —(ty—t,z—x;) + pl|lz — xi||2)
ZERd, -
Ai, 1i=0
st > 2BA(E 1) = (A + ) (z=x) =0, > (i + ) =1,
i i
where ¢ minimizes the inner problem in g, g. Minimizing over z, multiplying by 1—-48u(3; ;) (X; p:)
and rearranging the terms yields

0 max Z
Aiy >0 el =i
(R A (Zim)) <t
2i(Ai+p;)=1

Vv

(Bij (Aiﬂj Z A + Ai,uj(z k) + Aj,”i(z pr) + (2 = 4ﬁﬂ)(z Hr)Aidj = (Z Ak).”iﬂj)
k k k k k

Ay (it ) e+ (A A) + A M) + (2 = 4By O Adpapty = () ukmAj))).
k k k k k

This condition is homogeneous of degree 3 in Ax, p;, ;. Hence, for any K > 0, it must hold with
i = Ky, j.i = KA; replacing p;, A; respectively, which allows removing the conditions }};(A; + y;) =1
and 4fu(X; A) (X ) < 1.

Setting only Ak, p; and pj non-zero yields the first condition in (r.1), and setting only p, A; and 4;
non-zero yields the second condition in (r.1), hence g, s is at least as strong as (.1). ]

Remark F.2. Setting Ax = 0 in (¥.1) allows recovering g, 5, hence again this relaxation of g, s is at least
as strong as g, 5. Given the example illustrated in Figure 5, (r.1) is actually strictly stronger than g, 5.
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APPENDIX F.2 DERIVATION OF A SOS REFORMULATION

Similarly to Section 3.3, we propose a relaxation of (f.1) as an SDP.
Proposition r.3. With the same notation as in Proposition r.1 and considering a triplet S = {(x;, t:) }ic[3]
it holds that S satisfies (¥.1) if and only if Vi, j, k € 3], there exists some MX]; = 0, Mé{f& = 0, where

[—Bi; O 0 My Ms Me My]
0 —aj My 0 My My My
0 My —pij My Ms 0 My

(F.2) Map=|Mg 0 My =B My My 0 |,
M;s  Mys  Mss  Mys Mss Msg  Msy
Mg My 0 My Msg —aix O

| My My Ms; 0 Ms; 0 —fi]

and

Mg + Mps = Mis + Moz = Myg + Mzs = Ma7 + Mys = Mzy + Msg = Mys + Ms7 = 0
Mss + 2My7 + 2Mag + 2Msg = ajj — aji — aig — (2 — 4Pp) Pij.

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as that of Proposition 3.15. O

We illustrate in Figure 5 the difference in datasets satisfying g, 5 as compared to (r.1).

0.25

| SQO,L | ]
(1))

0.2

0.15
0.1
0.05
-0.05 -
-0.1r
-0.15
-0.2

-0.25

-0.2 -0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
/@
3

Figure 5: Allowed regions for t3, according to g, 5 or (r.1), given p = % B =1 (1) = ((0), (0)),

(o) = (o). () %5 = (2).

APPENDIX G UNIFORMLY CONVEX FUNCTIONS

This section studies the class ﬂ,q(Rd) of uniformly convex functions f satisfying, Vx, y € R [28],
(Puq) Py < 0 ©f(x) = f(9) +(Vf(y).x = y) + Lllx = yll?, where p > 0, ¢ > 2,

We first prove that p, , serves as a pairwise extension condition for ﬂ,q(Rd) .

Proposition G.1. Let ﬂ,q(Rd). Then, p,. 4 is a pairwise extension condition for ﬂ,q(Rd).
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Proof. Consider a set S = {(x;, f;, gi) }iz12 satisfying p,, ;. We show that, given any arbitrary x € R,
Puq can be extended to x. To this end, we propose quantities f € R, g € R¢ extending Pp.q to x, that is
such that Vi, j = 1, 2, it holds

(1) Fefi+ (gux—x)+ gnx — x|,
7.

(G.2) fi >f+(g,xj—x)+a||x—xj||q.

Let

i = argmax(f; + (gi, x — x;) + gllx - x;[|%),
i=1,2

f :ﬁ* + <gi*’x _xi*> + gllx _xi*”q’ g =9i, +iu||x _xi*”q_z(x _xi*) +K(x _xi*):
where K > 0. Then, (G.1) is automatically satisfied. In addition, it holds
£ g i, =)+l = 1 = i = e =14 20 W = 1 = Kl = x| < f
and
H q
f+{gxj—x)+ a”x—xj”
=fin + (Gias Xj = X1, ) + (K(x = 7,02 = x) + pllxc = 3, 1972 Q= x3,, x5 = x) + g(llx = xi, |7+ |lx — x;])

7] _
< = X5 XG0 + (G + I = 16, = X517 = gl 7706, X)),

*

where X;, = x — x;, and X; = x — x;. Suppose first (X;,, X;) < 0, and let K = 0. Then, by Bernoulli’s
inequality, and since (x + y)? > x9 + y?forq > 2, x, y > 0, it holds

<XV*!X.>
1, = X119 =(11X;, I + X112 = 20, X0 V2 = (X, 12 + X112 92(1 — 2222 _yar2
1, 117 + 11Xl
X, 19+ 1IXG1T = g X X 1P+ 1XG1IH 2 2 11X 1+ 1XG1 = g4 X I 1972,

hence (G.2) holds. Suppose now (X;,,X;) > 0. Then there exists a sufficiently large K such that (G.2)
holds. O

Relying on the refinement procedure of Section 2.1, we now show that p,, ; can be strengthened by
considering sets of higher cardinality.
Proposition G.2. Consider Q = {(x1, X2, x3)}, and p, 4. Then, p,, 4, the terwise one-point strengthening of
Ppg ON R, is satisfied only if
Pilg < 0= 0> max A(=fi + fi+ (g xi = 200) + (1= D) (= + fic+ (g ) = x1)
(6.3) ’
+ g (A= + 1= DADlx; = x5 117 + [l = Axi = (1= Dx;l9) -

Proof. The terwise one-point strengthening of p,, on R¢ is given by

Pug=max min Tst —f+fi+{giz—x)+ E||z —xill?9< 7, i €3] (A;)
zeR4 T€R, q
g.€R?, f,eR
—fit o gaz—x) + guz—xinq <niels]  (w)
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where A;, y; (i € [[3]]) are the associated dual coefficients. Dualization of the inner problem yields

3

. p p
= max Ailfi +(gisz —xi) + =z = xil|) + pi(—fi = {9z 2 — xi) + = ||z — x3||?
Pug = max § (Ai(fi + 49 ) qll 1) + mi(=fi = {g ) qll 1))

i=1

3 3 1 3
s.t. Z/L- :Zy,— ZE’ zzZZ(yixi).
i i=1

In particular, setting only Ay = % His flj = % — p; non-zero yields a feasible solution of
1
0 >pi(=fi + fie + {Gio-xi = x10)) + (5 = ) (= f5 + fie + 4Gk X5 = %))
1 1 1 1
+§ ((Ili(a - )7+ (5 - /Ji),u?)ij = xil| T+ |lxg = pixi — (5 - ,Ui)xj”q) Vi € [0, 5]-

Hence p,, is at least as strong as (G.3). O

Remark G.3. Setting A = 1in (G.3) allows recovering p,, 4.
Remark G.4. The case p = 2 can be simplified as
BS <0290 3 A=fi+ fi + (g =31 + Bl —xall®) + (L= (= + fi + (g1 35 = 06) + b = el
H
Sfi > fit (g = 1) + Sl = il and £ > fi + (s = ) + by -l

We recover the classical definition of p-strongly convex functions.

APPENDIX H SMOOTH CONVEX FUNCTIONS WITH CONSTRAINED CONVEX DOMAIN

Given an open convex subset O ¢ R?, consider the class % (Q) of functions that are smooth and
convex on Q, in the sense of (po 1), but not necessarily outside of Q. It is known that Py no longer
holds in general for this function class [15, Section 2], but that it remains valid for pairs (x, y) of points
x,y € Q that are sufficiently close. In particular, it holds at every x, y € Q such that [15, Theorem 3.1]

(H.1) llx =yl < dist(y, R\ Q),

This result is obtained by showing that in this case, all quantities involved in the strengthening of
Py, into p7’, belong to Q. Building on the iterative strengthening of p 1, we improve this description
by showing p(’, holds at pairs that are twice as distant.

Proposition H.1. Let O € R%an open convex set and f € Fo.(Q). Then, for any x, y € Q such that

(H.2) lIx = yll < 2disi(y,R?\ ),

it holds
f() = ) +(Vf(x), y =x) + £ IIVF(x) = VAP
Proof. Letz =y + g(x)z_#. It holds

lz =yl = 5 llg(y) — gl < 3y — x| 5 dist(y, R\ Q),

hence z € Q. Setting x, = x and x; = y in the proof of Proposition 2.9, observe that the strengthening
of po into p/, remains valid since it only involves quantities belonging to Q. O
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Building on [15, Theorem 3.1], the author of [15] obtained properties valid for all x, y € Q, however
far from each other, that consists of bounds on f(y) — f(x), solutions to given optimization problems.
Relying on Proposition 1.1 instead of [15, Theorem 3.1] allows improving this description of %1 (Q).

Corollary H.2 (From [15], Corollary 3.2). Given {(x, gx, fx), (¥, 9y, fy)} € (R4 x R x R)?, let
Un (resp. BN) (%, g o ¥, 9y) =max(resp. min), cpa e fu

1 1
s.t. ﬁ”gi —ginll® < fi— fin— ﬁ<gi+bx -, 0<i<N

1 1
i”gi—gm”‘? <ﬁ+1_ﬁ_ﬁ<gi:y_x>, 0<i<N
fo = fer 90 =9x, N = gy-

Then,

1L Iff € For(Q), then for any x,y € Q, and VN > 2min(dist(x,Rle\;jJ)/,”dist(y,Rd\Q))’

BN(x, VI(x), f(x), . V() < f(y) < Un(x VI (x), f(x), 3, V().
2. If{(x. g, £), (3. 9y f)} € (RY X RY x R)? satisfy, for some L, N > 0,
BN (%, 9x> for ¥, 9y) < fy < UN(X, G, fror ¥, 9)

then there exists a function f € o, (Q) such that f(x) = fx, f(y) = fy, Vf(x) = gx, and Vf(y) = gy.

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as in [15, Corollary 3.2], replacing Proposition [15, Theorem
3.1] by Proposition H.1. O

In [15, Corollary 3.2], a similar result is proved, except for the factor 2 in the definition of N: Corollary
H.2 allows bounding f(y) by Uy, By for twice smaller values of N than [15, Corollary 3.2].

To illustrate how this strengthens the description of %1 (Q), consider the following numerical
example, from [15, Figure 3]. Given f : Q — R, suppose L =1,x =0, Vf(x) =0, f(x) =0, ||yl =1,
IVF(»)II* = 4 and min(dist(x, R? \ Q), dist(y, R? \ Q)) = 1. We show in Figure 6 the allowed regions
for f(y) as a function of (Vf(y), y), according to [15, Corollary 3.2] and Corollary H.2.

0.5

[ 1[Dro20], Corollary 3.2
I Corollary H.2

0.45

0.4 -

42035

03

0.25

0.2

0.5 052 054 056 0.58 0.6 0.62 0.64 066 0.68 0.7
{9y, y)

Figure 6: From [15, Figure 3]. Allowed regions for f(y) as a function of (Vf(y), y), according to [15,
Corollary 3.2] and Corollary 1.2, and given L = 1, (x, f(x), Vf(x)) = (0,0,0), |[y|* = 1,
IVF(p)II? = % and min(dist(x, R? \ 0), dist(y, R? \ Q)) = 1. Corollary 1.2 allows bounding
fy by 81, U,, while [15, Corollary 3.2] can only rely on B;, U,.
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