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Convergence Analysis of Adaptive Gradient Methods under Refined

Smoothness and Noise Assumptions

Devyani Maladkar∗ Ruichen Jiang† Aryan Mokhtari†

Abstract

Adaptive gradient methods are arguably the most successful optimization algorithms for
neural network training. While it is well-known that adaptive gradient methods can achieve
better dimensional dependence than stochastic gradient descent (SGD) under favorable geometry
for stochastic convex optimization, the theoretical justification for their success in stochastic non-
convex optimization remains elusive. In this paper, we aim to close this gap by analyzing the
convergence rates of AdaGrad measured by the ℓ1-norm of the gradient. Specifically, when the
objective has L-Lipschitz gradient and the stochastic gradient variance is bounded by σ2, we

prove a worst-case convergence rate of Õ(
√

dL
√

T
+

√

dσ

T 1/4 ), where d is the dimension of the problem.

We also present a lower bound of Ω(
√

d
√

T
) for minimizing the gradient ℓ1-norm in the deterministic

setting, showing the tightness of our upper bound in the noiseless case. Moreover, under more
fine-grained assumptions on the smoothness structure of the objective and the gradient noise
and under favorable gradient ℓ1/ℓ2 geometry, we show that AdaGrad can potentially shave a
factor of

√
d compared to SGD. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result for adaptive

gradient methods that demonstrates a provable gain over SGD in the non-convex setting.
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1 Introduction

Adaptive methods, such as variants of AdaGrad [MS10; DHS11], are the workhorses of training
massive neural networks and large language models. Their extensive applicability has spurred
significant effort in identifying their convergence properties and complexity bounds. The major
advantage of these algorithms, compared to classic stochastic gradient descent (SGD) methods
[RM51], is that they do not require knowledge of any problem parameters, such as the gradient’s
Lipschitz constant or the variance of stochastic gradients.

In this paper, our main focus is on the analysis of AdaGrad-type methods, which were proposed
simultaneously by [MS10] and [DHS11], in the non-convex setting. Perhaps the most commonly
analyzed AdaGrad-type method in the literature is the AdaGrad-Norm, which was first considered
in [MS10]. Specifically, when we aim to minimize an objective function F : Rd → R, AdaGrad-Norm
updates the iterates wt according to the following update rule:

wt+1 = wt −
η

bt + δ
gt, (AdaGrad-Norm)

where gt is the stochastic gradient of F atwt, the scalar η is a free constant, δ > 0 is a small constant
to ensure numerical stability, and b2t =

∑t
s=0 ‖gs‖2. While this method has been extensively used

in practice, most prior works demonstrated convergence similar to the guarantees obtained by SGD
under stronger assumptions.

Specifically, it is well-known that in the non-convex setting, after T iterations, SGD can find a
point such that the squared gradient ℓ2-norm is bounded above by O(1/

√
T ) (in expectation),

when the objective function is smooth and the stochastic gradients are unbiased with bounded
variance [GL13; BCN18]. This rate is, in fact, known to be optimal for any algorithm with only
first-order oracle access under these assumptions [ACDFSW23]. Several works have managed to
prove a similar convergence rate for AdaGrad-Norm, but under stronger assumptions, such as
bounded gradients [WWB20; KLC21; GG22], the step-size being (conditionally) independent of
the stochastic gradient [LO19; LO20], or sub-Gaussian noise [LO20; KLC21].

Recently, [FTCMSW22] addressed this issue and showed that under standard assumptions—Lipschitz
gradients and bounded variance—AdaGrad-Norm achieves the complexity of SGD for finding an
approximate first-order stationary point (up to a logarithmic factor). They further explored the
setting where the stochastic gradient has affine variance. The extension to the generalized smooth-
ness setting, where the Lipschitz constant for the gradient can grow with the norm of the gradient,
was shown in [FRCS23].

However, all these results focus solely on the AdaGrad-Norm algorithm and do not offer any guar-
antees for the more commonly used variant known as AdaGrad. In AdaGrad, instead of selecting
a universal step size for all coordinates by accumulating all gradient norms over time, a coordinate-
specific step size is used. This is obtained by accumulating the squared norms of a specific coordinate
of the gradient for the update of each coordinate. The updates are given by

wt+1,i = wt,i − η
gt,i

bt,i + δ
, where b2t,i = b2t−1,i + g2t,i ∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d}, (AdaGrad)

where constant δ is introduced to ensure numerical stability. It should be noted that in some
literature, the update in (AdaGrad) is referred to as diagonal AdaGrad or coordinate-wise AdaGrad,
while the variant with full matrix inversion is called AdaGrad. Here, we refer to the diagonal version
as AdaGrad, as it is the commonly used variant in practice.
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Since in (AdaGrad) we tune a specific step size for each coordinate, unlike AdaGrad-Norm, it is ex-
pected to provide better convergence guarantees. However, the current convergence rate guarantees
for these methods in the “non-convex setting” do not demonstrate this advantage. In fact, most
results present a dimension-dependent bound for achieving a point with a small gradient ℓ2-norm,
showing worse complexity compared to AdaGrad-Norm or SGD, even under stronger assumptions.
Specifically, [CLSH19] showed that if the gradient and stochastic gradient ℓ2-norms are both uni-
formly bounded above, then the squared ℓ2-norm of the gradient converges at the rate of Õ(d/

√
T ).

The work in [DBBU22], under the assumption that the ℓ∞-norm of the stochastic gradients is
uniformly almost surely bounded, showed that the squared ℓ2-norm of the gradient converges at
a rate of Õ(d/

√
T ). The work in [ZCCTYG18] studied the rate for the case that the ℓ∞-norm of

the stochastic gradient is uniformly bounded above and showed that the squared ℓ2 norm of the
gradient is bounded above by Õ(d/

√
T ). In this paper, we argue that since these analyses are

not specific to coordinate-wise variations of adaptive methods, they fail to prove any improvement
for AdaGrad compared to SGD or AdaGrad-Norm, and they are consequently doomed to a worse
complexity bound.

Contributions. In this paper, we address this issue and provide a novel analysis for AdaGrad that
takes into account its coordinate-specific structure. Specifically, we argue that the ℓ1-norm of the
gradient is a more appropriate metric for capturing the convergence behavior of AdaGrad, leading
to a tighter convergence guarantee than using the ℓ2-norm. We show that when the objective
function has an L-Lipschitz gradient and the variance of the stochastic gradient is bounded above
by σ2, in the worst case, after T iterations, AdaGrad ensures that ℓ1-norm of gradient is bounded

above by Õ
(√

dL√
T

+
√
dσ

T 1/4

)

, where d is the problem’s dimension. To the best of our knowledge, this is

the best-known result for AdaGrad in the non-convex setting in terms of the ℓ1-norm. Additionally,
we discuss the conditions under which the complexity of AdaGrad could be better than that of
AdaGrad-Norm and SGD. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result to show a provable
gain for AdaGrad over AdaGrad-Norm and SGD in the non-convex setting. Finally, we establish

a lower bound of Ω
(√

d√
T

)

for minimizing the ℓ1-norm of the gradient in the deterministic setting,

demonstrating that a dimensional dependence bound is unavoidable. This result also illustrates
the tightness of our analysis in the noiseless setting.

1.1 Related work

Recently, few papers have examined the convergence of adaptive gradient methods with respect to
the gradient’s ℓ1-norm, which are more closely related to our work. In [LNNEN23], the authors
provided a high probability convergence guarantee for (AdaGrad) under the stronger distributional
assumption that the gradient noise is coordinate-wise subgaussian. They established a convergence

rate of Õ
(

dL√
T
+ dσ

T 1/4

)

in terms of the gradient ℓ1-norm, which is worse than ours by a factor of
√
d.

Moreover, in a concurrent work [LL24], the authors analyzed the RMSprop method, another popular
variant of adaptive gradient methods, under the standard smoothness assumption and coordinate-

wise bounded noise variance assumption. They established a convergence rate of Õ
( √

d√
T
+

√
d

T 1/4

)

,

which matches our bound in the worst case setting. However, their convergence result only showed
the possibility of matching the convergence rate of SGD instead of surpassing it, and thus it did
not fully explain the advantage of adaptive gradient methods. In our work, we present a more
fine-grained analysis of Adagrad under the refined smoothness assumption, which enables us to
demonstrate a provable gain for AdaGrad over SGD. To the best of our knowledge, our work
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presents the first theoretical result in non-convex optimization showing the advantage of coordinate-
wise adaptive methods over SGD.

Notation. In this paper, we use boldface letters for vectors and normal font letters for scalars.
The Euclidean or ℓ2 norm of a vector w is denoted by ‖w‖2 and its ℓ1 norm is indicated by ‖w‖1.
For a vector w ∈ R

d, we denote its i-th coordinate by wi. For any integer n ≥ 1, We use [n] to
denote the set {1, 2, . . . , n}. Further, we use Ft as the sigma algebra generated after time index
t. In our case, Ft contains all iterates w0, . . . ,wt+1 and all stochastic gradients g0, . . . ,gt. In this
paper, the notation Õ hides logarithmic dependence.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we present the assumptions and definitions required to outline our results. As
mentioned earlier, our objective is to identify an approximate stationary point of a non-convex
function F : Rd → R over the unbounded domain R

d. To characterize the complexity of Ada-
Grad in achieving this goal, we require some mild conditions on the objective function F and its
stochastic gradient, which are customary for the analysis of stochastic gradient-based methods. We
introduce these assumptions and some necessary definitions here. Specifically, we adopt fine-grained
assumptions similar to those in [BWAA18], which allow for a clearer analysis of how coordinate-wise
AdaGrad exploits structural features.

Assumption 2.1. The stochastic gradient gt is an unbiased estimate of the exact gradient ∇F (wt),
i.e., E[gt | Ft−1] = ∇F (wt).

Assumption 2.2. The stochastic gradient gt with elements [gt,1, . . . , gt,d] has a coordinate-wise
bounded variance. In other words, for all i ∈ [d], we have

E[|gt,i −∇iF (wt)|2 | Ft−1] ≤ σ2
i ,

where σi is a fixed non-negative constant corresponding to the variance of the i-th coordinate of
stochastic gradient gt, and ∇iF (wt) represents the i-th coordinate of the gradient ∇F (wt). More-
over, we define the vector σ as σ = [σ1, σ2, .., σd] ∈ R

d.

The above condition on the variance of the stochastic gradient is a more fine-grained assumption
compared to the standard assumptions used in the literature to analyze stochastic gradient methods.
The common assumption is given by E[‖gt − ∇F (wt)‖2 | Ft−1] ≤ σ2. Indeed, our considered
assumption is more refined as it implies the standard assumption when we consider σ2 =

∑d
i=1 σ

2
i .

As discussed earlier, since we aim to study an algorithm with a coordinate-specific update, the
above assumption better captures the convergence behavior of the method of interest.

Assumption 2.3. The function F (.) is coordinate wise smooth, i.e., for any vectors x,y ∈ R
d

|F (x) − F (y) − 〈∇F (x),x − y〉| ≤
d
∑

i=1

Li

2
|xi − yi|2,

where the constant Li ≥ 0 is the Lipschitz constant of the gradient associated with the i-th coordinate.
Moreover, we define the vector L as L = [L1, L2, .., Ld] ∈ R

d.

This is similar to the fine-grained assumptions made in the literature for coordinate-wise analysis
of algorithms [RT11; BWAA18]. We recover the standard smoothness assumption by considering
the Lipschitz constant as L := maxi Li = ‖L‖∞.
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3 Convergence analysis

In this section, we present our convergence guarantees for (AdaGrad). Specifically, we upper bound
the number of iterations required for both algorithms to find a near-stationary point in terms of
ℓ1-norm, instead of the more conventional ℓ2-norm. As discussed earlier, this measure of optimality
is more suitable given the coordinate-specific structure of (AdaGrad) and it better highlights the
advantages compared to the AdaGrad-Norm method, as we will demonstrate.

Our starting point is applying Assumption 2.3 to two consecutive iterates wt and wt+1 to obtain

F (wt+1) ≤ F (wt) + 〈∇F (wt),wt+1 −wt〉+
d
∑

i=1

Li

2
|wt+1,i − wt,i|2

= F (wt)−
d
∑

i=1

ηt,i∇iF (wt)gt,i +

d
∑

i=1

Li

2
η2t,ig

2
t,i,

(1)

where we used the fact that wt+1,i = wt,i − ηt,igt,i in the last equality. If the step size ηt,i
were conditionally independent of the stochastic gradient gt,i, then by taking the conditional ex-
pectation with respect to Ft−1, the second term in the right-hand side of (1) would result in
−ηt,i∇iF (wt)E [gt,i | Ft−1] = −ηt,i∇iF (wt)

2 by Assumption 2.1. However, one of the main chal-
lenges of analyzing adaptive gradient methods is the correlation between ηt,i and gt,i. Specifically,
by the update rule in (AdaGrad) we can also write the step sizes as

ηt,i :=
η

√

b2t−1,i + g2t,i + δ
(2)

which depends on the stochastic gradient at the current iterate wt. Consequently, this dependence
implies that E [ηt,igt,i | Ft−1] 6= ηt,iE [gt,i | Ft−1] in general, which complicates the analysis. There-
fore, it is crucial to introduce a “proxy” of the step size that is decorrelated from gt, ensuring that
with respect to the filtration Ft−1, it remains deterministic. We refer to this as the “decorrelated
step size” [WWB20; FTCMSW22], which we will formally define next.

Definition 3.1 (Decorrelated step sizes). For any i ∈ [d] and t ≥ 1, the decorrelated step size is
defined as

η̂t,i =
η

√

b2t−1,i + σ2
i +∇iF (wt)2 + δ

,

Based on Definition 3.1, in the decorrelated step size η̂t,i we replace the stochastic gradient g2t,i by

∇iF (wt)
2+σ2

i . Consequently, η̂t,i belongs to the filtration Ft−1 and thus E [η̂t,i∇iF (wt)gt,i | Ft−1] =
η̂t,i∇iF (wt)

2, leading to the desired squared gradient that we aim to bound. Equipped with the
decorrelated step size, in the following lemma we prove an upper bound on a (weighted) gradient
square norm at the current iterate wt. Its proof can be found in Appendix A.1.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3 hold. Consider the update rules given in (AdaGrad)
and recall the decorrelated step sizes defined in Definition 3.1. Then we have

d
∑

i=1

η̂t,i∇iF (wt)
2 ≤ E [F (wt+1) | Ft−1]− F (wt)

+

d
∑

i=1

E [(η̂t,i − ηt,i)∇iF (wt)gt,i | Ft−1] +

d
∑

i=1

Li

2
E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

.

(3)
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In Lemma 3.1, the left-hand side is a weighted version of the squared gradient norm at wt, where
the weights for each coordinate are given by the decorrelated step sizes η̂t,i. Note that this is
the key difference compared to the analysis of (AdaGrad-Norm) in [FTCMSW22]. Indeed, for
(AdaGrad-Norm), the left-hand side will become η̂t‖∇F (wt)‖2, and thus the squared ℓ2-norm of
the gradient naturally arises from the analysis. On the other hand, as we shall see later, in our
case ℓ2-norm is not the best choice of the norm and instead we will relate the left-hand side in (3)
to the ℓ1-norm of the gradient.

In light of Lemma 3.1, we need to manage the bias term
∑d

i=1 E [(η̂t,i − ηt,i)∇iF (wt)gt,i | Ft−1],
which is due to the difference between the step size ηt,i and its decorrelated version η̂t,i, and a

quadratic term
∑d

i=1 E[η
2
t,ig

2
t,i], which comes from Assumption 2.3. The following lemma addresses

these two terms and the proofs for these two results are presented in Appendix A.2. Note that
similar terms also appear in the analysis of (AdaGrad-Norm) [FTCMSW22], and ours can be viewed
as a refined coordinate-wise counterpart of the previous analysis.

Lemma 3.2. Consider the update rule in (AdaGrad). For any t ∈ [T ] and i ∈ [d], we have

E [(η̂t,i − ηt,i)∇iF (wt)gt,i | Ft−1] ≤
η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2 +

2σi
η

E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

. (4)

Moreover, we have

E

[ T
∑

t=1

η2t,ig
2
t,i

]

≤ η2 log hi(T ), (5)

where hi(T ) = 1 +
Tσ2

i
δ2

+ T (‖∇F (w1)‖+η
√
dLiT )2

δ2
= O(dT 3).

The first result in Lemma 3.2 shows that for each coordinate i ∈ [d], we can upper bound the

bias term in terms of the squared gradient
η̂t,i
2 ∇iF (wt)

2 and the quadratic term E

[

η2t,ig
2
t,i

]

. The

second result in the above lemma shows that the accumulation of the quadratic terms η2t,ig
2
t,i over

T iterations can be bounded in expectation by O(η2 log(dT )). By combining Lemma 3.2 with
Lemma 3.1, we obtain the following key corollary.

Corollary 3.3. Define h(T ) = 1 + T‖σ‖2
∞

δ2
+ T (‖∇F (w1)‖+η

√
d‖L‖∞T )2

δ2
. For (AdaGrad), we have

E

[

T
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

≤ F (w1)− F ∗ +

(

2η‖σ‖1 +
η2‖L‖1

2

)

log h(T ). (6)

To simplify the notation, let us denote the right-hand side of (6) by Q. This implies that, if we
ignore the logarithmic term, we have Q = Õ

(

F (w1)− F ∗ + η‖σ‖1 + η2‖L‖1
)

. Corollary 3.3 shows
that the sum of weighted squared gradient norms is bounded by a constant depending on problem
parameters, up to log factors. Hence, the remaining task is to establish lower bounds on the step
sizes η̂t,i. For instance, if we were able to show that all the step sizes η̂t,i are uniformly lower
bounded by Ω̃( 1√

T
), then Corollary 3.3 would immediately imply a rate of Õ( 1

T 1/4 ) in terms of

the gradient ℓ2-norm ‖∇F (wt)‖2. However, there are several challenges: (i) The step sizes η̂t,i are
determined by the observed stochastic gradient rather than specified by the user. (ii) To further
complicate the issue, due to correlation between the step size η̂t,i and the iterate wt, this implies
that E

[

η̂t,i∇iF (wt)
2
]

6= E [η̂t,i]E
[

∇iF (wt)
2
]

and hence a lower bound on E [η̂t,i] would not suffice.
(iii) Finally, since the step sizes for each coordinate are updated independently, it is unclear how
to construct a uniform lower bound across all the coordinates.
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To address the last challenge, we study each coordinate and construct a uniform lower bound on
η̂t,i for t ∈ [T ]. Specifically, for each coordinate i ∈ [d], we define a new auxiliary step size η̃T,i as

η̃T,i =
η

√

∑T−1
i=1 g2t,i +

∑T
t=1 ∇iF (wt)2 + σ2

i + δ
. (7)

From Definition 3.1 and bt−1,i =
∑t−1

s=1 g
2
s,i in (AdaGrad), it can be shown that η̂t,i ≥ η̃T,i for all

t ∈ [T ]. To address the second issue, we separate the step sizes from the gradients as follows:

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

≥ E

[

η̃T,i
2

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)
2

]

≥
E

[

√

∑T
t=1 ∇iF (wt)2

]2

E

[

2
η̃T,i

] , (8)

where we used the elementary inequality that E
[

X2

Y

]

≥ E[X]2

E[Y ] for any two random variables X and

Y . Hence, in the following lemma, we will establish an upper bound on E

[

1
η̃T,i

]

, instead of directly

lower bounding E [η̃T,i]. The proof is in Appendix A.4.

Lemma 3.4. Consider the step size η̃T,i defined in (7). For any i ∈ [d], we have

E

[

1

η̃T,i

]

≤ σi
√
2T + δ

η
+

√
3

η
E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



 .

Lemma 3.4 establishes an upper bound on E

[

1
η̃T,i

]

in terms of the sum E

[

√

∑T
t=1 ∇iF (wt)2

]

,

which also appears on the right hand side of (8). By combining Corollary 3.3, (8) and Lemma 3.4,
we arrive at the following lemma. The proof is in Appendix A.5.

Lemma 3.5. Consider the update in (AdaGrad) and recall that Q denotes the right-hand side
in (6). It holds that

E





d
∑

i=1

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



 ≤ 2
√
3

η
Q+

√

2dδQ

η
+ 2

√

‖σ‖1Q
η

T
1

4 . (9)

Having established Lemma 3.5, the last step is to relate the left-hand side of (9) to the ℓ1-norm of
the gradients. Specifically, we can write:

1

T

T
∑

t=1

‖∇F (wt)‖1=
1

T

T
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

|∇iF (wt)|=
1

T

d
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

|∇iF (wt)|≤
1√
T

d
∑

i=1

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

|∇iF (wt)|2,

where we switched the order of the two summations in the second equality and used the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality in the last inequality. This leads to our main theorem below.

Remark 3.1. We choose to use the ℓ1-norm of the gradient as the measure of convergence since
it is the tightest bound we can derive from the inequality in (9). Indeed, note that the ℓ1-norm is
always an upper bound on the ℓ2-norm, and thus the above bound also immediately implies an upper
bound on 1

T

∑T
t=1 ‖∇F (wt)‖2. However, this relaxation will ruin the advantage of (AdaGrad) when

compared to SGD or (AdaGrad-Norm).
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Theorem 3.6 (Main result). Let {wt}Tt=1 be the iterates generated by AdaGrad in (AdaGrad) and
suppose that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 hold. Recall that Q denotes the right-hand side in (6)
and further assume that δ < 1

d . Then, we have

E

[

1

T

T
∑

t=1

‖∇F (wt)‖1

]

≤ 2
√
3Q

η
√
T

+

√

2Q

ηT
+ 2

√

‖σ‖1Q
η

1

T
1

4

.

Recall that Q = Õ
(

F (w1)− F ∗ + η‖σ‖1 + η2‖L‖1
)

if we ignore logarithmic terms. Thus, Theo-
rem 3.6 implies that the averaged gradient ℓ1-norm can be bounded by

Õ
(

F (w1)− F ∗

η
√
T

+
η‖L‖1√

T
+

√

‖σ‖1(F (w1)− F ∗)
√
ηT

1

4

+
‖σ‖1
T

1

4

+

√

η‖σ‖1‖L‖1
T

1

4

)

(10)

An important feature of the upper bound in (10) is that, except inside the logarithmic term, it
does not depend on the dimension d explicitly. Instead, the dependence is implicit via the noise
variance vector σ and the Lipschitz constant vector L introduced in Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3.

3.1 Discussion about the main result

As mentioned above the upper bound in (10) is independent of problem dimension, as such depen-
dence is absorbed in ‖σ‖1 and ‖L‖1. To facilitate our discussions and the comparison with the
existing results in Section 4, we will rewrite our bound in terms of the gradient’s Lipschitz constants
and the gradient noise variance, which are more standard in the existing works. Specifically, note
that Assumption 2.3 implies that the function F is ‖L‖∞-Lipschitz, i.e., ‖∇F (x) − ∇F (y)‖2 ≤
‖L‖∞‖x− y‖2. Moreover, Assumption 2.2 implies that E

[

‖gt −∇F (wt)‖22
]

≤∑d
i=1 σ

2
i = ‖σ‖22.

Therefore, when we translate our bounds to the standard assumptions that are not tailored for
coordinate-wise analysis, the ratios of ‖L‖1/‖L‖∞ as well as ‖σ‖1/‖σ‖2 will appear in the upper
bound. Given the behavior of these ratios, the dependence of our final bound on d could change as
we describe in the following cases.

• Worst case: In this case, we have ‖L‖1
‖L‖∞ = Θ(d) and ‖σ‖1

‖σ‖2 = Θ(
√
d). To achieve the best

dependence on d, we set η = η′√
d
, where η′ is a constant. The bound in (10) reduces to

Õ
(√

d(F (w1)− F ∗)

η′
√
T

+
η′
√
dL√
T

+

√

dσ(F (w1)− F ∗)
√
η′T

1

4

+

√
dσ

T
1

4

+

√
η′dσL

T
1

4

)

. (11)

Focusing on the dependence on the dimension d, we obtain the rate of Õ(
√
d√
T
+

√
d

T
1

4

). Moreover,

this bound is adaptive to the noise level σ: when the noise level is relatively small, i.e.,

σ ≪ 1√
T
, then (AdaGrad) will automatically achieve a faster rate of Õ

(√
d√
T

)

. As we shall

prove in Section 5, this rate is optimal and it matches our lower bound.

• Well structured case: In this case, we have ‖L‖1
‖L‖∞ = O(1) and ‖σ‖1

‖σ‖2 = O(1). This means
that the curvature and the noises of the gradient are heterogeneous and dominated by a few
coordinates. Under such circumstances, we can set η as a constant and our convergence rate
in (10) becomes a dimensional-independent rate of O( 1√

T
+ 1

T
1

4

).
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Comparison with existing results on (AdaGrad). Most of the existing works use the ℓ2-norm
as a measure of convergence [SCZJSL23; DBBU22; WZMC23; HL24]. The state-of-the-art result
is [HL24]: with a fine-tuned step size, the authors show that, with high probability, (AdaGrad)

satisfies 1
T

∑T
t=1 ‖∇F (wt)‖22 = Õ

(

d
T 1/2 + d2

T

)

. If we use this result to show a bound for the ℓ1

norm, since ‖∇F (wt)‖1 = Θ(
√
d‖∇F (wt)‖2) in the worst case, the upper bound becomes worse by

a factor of
√
d and leads to

min
t=1,...,T

‖∇F (wt)‖1 = O
(

d

T 1/4
+

d1.5√
T

)

, (12)

which is worse than the bound that we presented.

Also, in [LNNEN23], the authors considered the case that that the function is L-smooth and the
noise of gradient is coordinate-wise subgaussian, i.e., E

[

exp(λ2(gt,i −∇iF (wt))
2)
]

≤ exp(λ2σ2
i )

for all λ such that |λ| < 1
σi
. Note that the subgausian noise assumption is stronger than the

bounded variance assumption in Assumption 2.2. Under these assumptions, they characterized the
convergence rate of (AdaGrad) in terms of ℓ1-norm of the gradient as

1

T

T
∑

t=1

‖∇F (wt)‖21 ≤ Õ

(

(∆1 + ‖σ‖33 + d‖σ‖1 + dL)

(‖σ‖1√
T

+
∆1 + Ld+ ‖σ‖22 + ‖σ‖1

T

))

,

where ∆1 = F (w1) − F ∗ is the initial function gap. Hence, in terms of the averaged unsquared

gradient ℓ1-norm, their result is no better than Õ
(

∆1√
T
+ dL√

T
+

√
∆1‖σ‖1
T

1
4

+
√
d‖σ‖1
T

1
4

+

√
dL‖σ‖1
T

1
4

)

.

Compared to our bounds in (10), we observe that their term
√
d‖σ‖1
T

1

4

is worse than ours by a factor

of
√
d. Moreover, in the worst case where ‖L‖1

‖L‖∞ = Θ(d) and ‖σ‖1
‖σ‖2 = Θ(

√
d), their overall bound is

worse than ours in (11) by a factor of
√
d.

4 Comparison with AdaGrad-Norm and SGD

In this section, we compare the rate obtained in Theorem 3.6 for (AdaGrad) with the existing
rates of SGD and (AdaGrad-Norm). Note that the existing convergence results for these methods
typically work under the assumption that the function F is L-smooth and the gradient noise variance
is bounded by σ2. Under Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3, the function F is ‖L‖∞-smooth and the gradient
noise variance is bounded by E

[

‖gt −∇F (wt)‖22
]

≤ ‖σ‖22. Therefore, we will set L = ‖L‖∞ and
σ = ‖σ‖2 to report their results.

With a constant step size η, SGD achieves the following rate [GL13; BCN18]:

1

T

T
∑

t=1

E
[

‖∇F (wt)‖22
]

≤ η‖L‖∞‖σ‖22 +
2(F (w1)− F ∗)

ηT
(13)

for any η ≤ 1
‖L‖∞ . Specifically, if one chooses η = min

{

1
‖L‖∞ ,

√
2((F (w1)−F ∗)

‖σ‖2
√

‖L‖∞T

}

to optimize the

bound, the right-hand side of the above expression becomes

min
t=1,...,T

E

[

‖∇F (wt)‖22
]

= O
(

‖L‖∞(F (w0)− F ∗)
T

+
‖σ‖2

√

‖L‖∞(F (w0)− F ∗)√
T

)

(14)

9



In addition, note that (AdaGrad-Norm) achieves a similar rate as in (14) up to logarithmic fac-
tors [FTCMSW22]. Hence, in the following, we focus on the comparisons with the rate in (14).
Note that the above rate for SGD and the one we presented in (10) for AdaGrad are not directly
comparable, since one is established for the ℓ2-norm of the gradient and the other for the ℓ1-norm.
Hence, we proceed to obtain a result for ℓ1 norm using the bound in (14).

Inspired by the analysis in [BWAA18], we introduce the density function to do this conversion.
Specifically, we define the two density functions φ, φ̃ : Rd → [0, 1] as follows:

φ(v) :=
‖v‖21
d ‖v‖22

∈
[

1

d
, 1

]

and φ̃(v) :=
‖v‖1
d‖v‖∞

∈
[

1

d
, 1

]

. (15)

Specifically, a larger value of φ(v) or φ̃(v) indicates that the vector v is denser. Moreover, we let
φ(∇F ) as a uniform upper bound such that φ(∇F (wt)) ≤ φ(∇F ) for all t ∈ [T ]. Under these

notations, we can write ‖σ‖2 = ‖σ‖1√
dφ(σ)

and ‖L‖∞ = ‖L‖1
dφ̃(L)

. Moreover, we can write ‖∇F (wt)‖1 =
√

dφ(∇F (wt))‖∇F (wt)‖2 ≤
√

dφ(∇F )‖∇F (wt)‖2. Using these expressions, the bound in (14)
leads to

min
t=1,...,T

E [‖∇F (wt)‖1] =O






R1

√

‖L‖1(F (w1)− F ∗)
T

+R2
‖σ‖

1

2

1 ‖L‖
1

4

1 (F (w1)− F ∗)
1

4

T
1

4






(16)

where

R1 =

√

φ(∇F )

φ̃(L)
and R2 =

√

φ(∇F )

(φ(σ)φ̃(L))
1

4

. (17)

For the sake of argument, assume that we fine tune the step size parameter η in (AdaGrad) to
achieve the best convergence bound. Then (10) will become

Õ







√

‖L‖1(F (w1)− F ∗)
T

+
‖σ‖

1

2

1 ‖L‖
1

4

1 (F (w1)− F ∗)
1

4

T
1

4

+
‖σ‖1
T

1

4






. (18)

Except the last additional term ‖σ‖1
T

1

4

in (18), we observe that the two bounds in (16) and (18) are

similar. If we assume that the noise is relatively small, i.e., ‖σ‖1 ≪
√

‖L‖1(F (w1)− F ∗), then the
first two terms dominate. Then we can consider two extreme cases:

• At one extreme, if the gradients are dense and both the smoothness vector L and the noise
vector σ are sparse, then R1 = Θ(

√
d) and R2 = Θ(

√
d). Under this setting, the convergence

rate of (AdaGrad) is better than that of SGD by a factor of
√
d.

• Conversely, if the gradients are sparse and both the smoothness vector L and the noise vector
σ are dense, then R1 = Θ( 1√

d
) and R2 = Θ( 1√

d
). Under this setting, the convergence rate of

(AdaGrad) is worse than that of SGD by a factor of
√
d.

To the best of our knowledge, our results provide the first problem setting where (AdaGrad) prov-
ably achieves a better dimensional dependence than SGD in the non-convex setting. Interestingly,
our discussions here mirror the comparison between AdaGrad and Online Gradient Descent in

10



[MS10; DHS11] regarding online convex optimization problems. Similarly, depending on the geom-
etry of the feasible set and the density of the gradient vectors, it is shown that the rate of AdaGrad
can be better or worse by a factor of

√
d. In this sense, our result complements this classical result

and demonstrates that a similar phenomenon also occurs in the non-convex setting.

5 Lower bound result

In this section, we give a lower bound result for the query complexity of finding a stationary point
for a non-convex but smooth function p : Rd → R. We consider deterministic algorithms with
access to the first-order oracle, i.e., the gradient ∇p(x), to obtain an ǫ-stationary point measured
using ℓ1-norm given by ‖∇p(x)‖1 ≤ ǫ.

Theorem 5.1. There exists a function p : Rd → R such that: (i) The gradient of p is 1-Lipschitz;
(ii) p(0) − inf p ≤ 1; (iii) For any first-order methods, it takes at least Ω(d/ǫ2) queries to find a
point x̂ with ‖∇p(x̂)‖1 ≤ ǫ.

Proof sketch: For constructing the function p : Rd → R in our lower bound proof, we use the
result presented in Theorem 4 of [CBS23]. In this work, a function f : R → R of dimension d = 1
was proposed that is 1-smooth and satisfies f(0)− inf f ≤ 1. It was shown that any deterministic
algorithm with access to a first-order oracle (i.e., one that provides f ′(x)) requires at least 1

32ǫ2

oracle calls to find a point where |f ′(x)| ≤ ǫ for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1). The details of the function f are
given in Appendix B.

Given the above scalar function, we construct the function p : Rd → R corresponding to our lower
bound in R

d as

p(x) :=
1

d

d
∑

i=1

pi(xi) with pi(xi) = f(
√
dxi), (19)

where xi is the i-th coordinate of x. This function is coordinate-wise decomposable and the function
associated with each coordinate is the one introduced in [CBS23]. It can be verified that each
coordinate of the function p is 1-smooth, and it satisfies the condition p(0)− inf p ≤ 1.

Now consider any deterministic first-order method with access to the gradient ∇p(x), and suppose
that it outputs a point x̂ after making fewer than d

32ǫ2
first-order oracle queries. Note that the

constant 32 here is the same constant as in the lower bound of [CBS23, Theorem 4]. We claim that
the condition ‖∇p(x̂)‖1 > ǫ must hold. To prove this, let us focus on the first coordinate x1 and the
associated function p1(x1). Since each query to the oracle ∇p(x) reveals exactly one value of p′1, the
considered first-order method also makes fewer than d

32ǫ2
= 1

32ǫ̃2
queries to p′1, where ǫ̃ = ǫ√

d
. By

definition, we have p′1(x1) =
√
df ′(

√
dx1). Moreover, using the property of f constructed in [CBS23],

we obtain that |f ′(
√
dx̂1)| > ǫ̃ = ǫ√

d
, which further implies |p′1(x̂1)| =

√
d|f ′(

√
dx̂1)| > ǫ. With the

same arguments, we can also show that |p′i(x̂i)| > ǫ for all i ∈ [d]. Thus, we conclude that

‖∇p(x̂)‖1 =
1

d

d
∑

i=1

|p′i(x̂i)| > ǫ.

Therefore, any deterministic methods require at least d
32ǫ2

queries to the first-order oracle to find
an ǫ-stationary point of the function p, in terms of ℓ1-norm.
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Note that our upper bound in (10) can be simplified in the noiseless case to Õ
(

F (w1)−F ∗

η
√
T

+ η‖L‖1√
T

)

.

In the worst case, it becomes Õ
(

F (w1)−F ∗

η
√
T

+ ηdL√
T

)

. Setting η = 1/
√
d, it simplifies to Õ

( √
d√
T

)

,

assuming (F (w1) − F ∗) = O(1) and L = O(1). This result is equivalent to a complexity of Õ( d
ǫ2 )

and matches the lower bound established in Theorem 5.1 up to logarithmic terms. Hence, in the
noiseless case, our upper bound is tight up to a logarithmic factor.

6 Conclusion and limitations

In this work, we presented the convergence analysis of adaptive gradient methods, specifically
AdaGrad, measured by the ℓ1-norm of the gradient. Under the general assumptions of an L-
Lipschitz gradient and bounded stochastic gradient variance, we proved a worst-case convergence

rate of O
(√

dL√
T

+
√
dσ

T 1/4

)

, where d is the dimension. Under more refined assumptions on the structure

of the gradient and noise, we analyzed different ℓ1/ℓ2 geometries where AdaGrad outperforms
SGD and AdaGrad-Norm in terms of dimensional dependence. Moreover, we provided a lower
bound result of Ω(

√

d/T ) for deterministic algorithms with access to first-order information when
minimizing the ℓ1 norm of the gradient for a smooth non-convex function.

Limitations: We focused on the setting where the Lipschitz constant of the gradient is fixed.
Extending our theory to scenarios where the Lipschitz constant grows with the gradient norm is a
potential direction for future work. Additionally, we considered the classic setting with bounded
stochastic gradient variance. A more general analysis could extend our theory to the affine variance
assumption explored in the literature.
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Appendix

A Results from Section 3

A.1 Proof of Lemma 3.1

We begin with the L-smoothness Assumption 2.3 and the definition of the Algorithm,

F (wt+1)− F (wt) ≤ 〈∇F (wt), wt+1 − wt〉+
d
∑

i=1

Li

2
|wt+1,i − wt,i|2

=

d
∑

i=1

∇iF (wt)(wt+1,i − wt,i) +

d
∑

i=1

Li

2
|wt+1,i − wt,i|2

Since wt+1,i = wt,i − ηt,igt,i, we further have

F (wt+1)− F (wt) =
d
∑

i=1

−ηt,i∇iF (wt)gt,i +
Li

2
η2t,ig

2
t,i.

Taking the expectation with respect to Ft−1, we obtain:

E [F (wt+1) | Ft−1]− F (wt) =

d
∑

i=1

−E [ηt,i∇iF (wt)gt,i | Ft−1] +
Li

2
E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

.

Since E [−η̂t,i∇iF (wt)(∇iF (wt)− gt,i) | Ft−1] = 0, we further have

E [F (wt+1) | Ft−1]− F (wt)

≤
d
∑

i=1

[

−η̂t,i∇iF (wt)
2 − E [(ηt,i − η̂t,i)∇iF (wt)gt,i | Ft−1] +

Li

2
E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

]

Hence we have the stated result.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2

We consider (AdaGrad). Recall from the definition that

ηt,i =
η

√

b2t−1,i + g2t,i + δ
and η̂t,i =

η
√

b2t−1,i +∇iF (wt)2 + σ2
i + δ

.

Let a = b2t−1,i + g2t,i and b = b2t−1,i +∇iF (wt)
2 + σ2

i . Then

|ηt,i − η̂t,i| = η

∣

∣

∣

∣

1√
a+ δ

− 1√
b+ δ

∣

∣

∣

∣

= η

∣

∣

∣

∣

b− a

(
√
a+ δ)(

√
b+ δ)(

√
a+

√
b+ 2δ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

= η

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇iF (wt)
2 + σ2

i − g2t,i

(
√
a+ δ)(

√
b+ δ)(

√
a+

√
b+ 2δ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
η|∇iF (wt)

2 − g2t,i|
(
√
a+ δ)(

√
b+ δ)(

√
a+

√
b)

+
ησ2

i

(
√
a+ δ)(

√
b+ δ)(

√
a+

√
b)
.
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Since
√
a ≥ |gt,i|,

√
b ≥ max{|∇iF (wt)|, σi}, and |∇iF (wt)

2 − g2t,i| ≤ |∇iF (wt)− gt,i|(|∇iF (wt)|+
|gt,i|), we further have

|ηt,i − η̂t,i| ≤
η|∇iF (wt)− gt,i|+ ησi

(
√
a+ δ)(

√
b+ δ)

=
1

η
(|∇iF (wt)− gt,i|+ σi) ηt,iη̃t,i.

Hence we have,

|ηt,i − η̂t,i||∇iF (wt)||gt,i| ≤
1

η
ηt,iη̃t,i(|∇iF (wt)− gt,i|+ σi)|∇iF (wt)||gt,i|

=
1

η
ηt,iη̃t,i|∇iF (wt)− gt,i||∇iF (wt)||gt,i|+

1

η
σiηt,iη̃t,i|∇iF (wt)||gt,i|

Using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we further have

E [ηt,iη̃t,i|∇iF (wt)− gt,i||∇iF (wt)||gt,i| | Ft−1]

≤ η̃t,i|∇iF (wt)|
√

E [|∇iF (wt)− gt,i|2 | Ft−1]E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

≤ σiη̃t,i|∇iF (wt)|
√

E

[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

where the last step follows from the bounded-variance in Assumption 2.2. We proceed to bound
the second term in a similar manner,

E [σiηt,iη̃t,i|∇iF (wt)||gt,i| | Ft−1] ≤ σiη̃t,i|∇iF (wt)|
√

E

[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

Combining the results, the term E [|(ηt,i − η̂t,i)〈∇iF (wt), gt,i〉||Ft−1] is bounded as follows,

E [|ηt,i − η̂t,i||∇iF (wt)||gt,i| | Ft−1] ≤
2σiη̃t,i|∇iF (wt)|

η

√

E

[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

≤ 1

2
η̃t,i||∇iF (wt)||2 +

2η̃t,iσ
2
i

η2
E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i | Ft−1

]

(20)

where we used Young’s inequality in (20) in the last inequality. Finally, note that we have η̃t,i ≤ η
σi
.

It remains to prove the bound in 5 for Lemma 3.2. We first prove some intermediate results.

Lemma A.1. Suppose that Assumption 2.3 holds. Then for any two iteration indices t2 ≥ t1,

| ‖∇F (wt2)‖ − ‖∇F (wt1)‖ | ≤ η
√
dL(t2 − t1),

In particular, this implies that

‖∇F (wt)‖ ≤ ‖∇F (w1)‖+ η
√
dLt,

and it further follows that for all i,

∇iF (wt)
2 ≤ ‖∇F (wt)‖2 ≤

(

‖∇F (w1)‖+ η
√
dLt
)2

16



Proof. Using the triangle inequality we have,

| ‖∇F (wt2)‖ − ‖∇F (wt1)‖ | ≤ ‖∇F (wt2)−∇F (wt1)‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

t2−1
∑

s=t1

∇F (ws+1)−∇F (ws)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

Given the coordinate-wise smoothness assumption, the general smoothness assumption also holds
by considering the Lipschitz constant as L := maxi Li = ‖L‖∞. This can be used to bound the
term above,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

t2−1
∑

s=t1

∇F (ws+1)−∇F (ws)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
t2−1
∑

s=t1

‖∇F (ws+1)−∇F (ws)‖

≤
t2−1
∑

s=t1

L ‖ws+1 −ws‖ =

t2−1
∑

s=t1

L

√

√

√

√

d
∑

i=1

|ws+1,i −ws,i|2

Using the update rule wt+1,i = wt,i − ηt,igt,i,

| ‖∇F (wt2)‖ − ‖∇F (wt1)‖ | ≤
t2−1
∑

s=t1

L

√

√

√

√

d
∑

i=1

η2g2t,i
b2t−1,i + g2t,i

≤
t2−1
∑

s=t1

η
√
dL = η

√
dL(t2 − t1)

Hence we have the stated result.

Lemma A.2. Let {as}∞s=1 be any sequence such that as ≥ 0 for all s. Moreover, define At =
At−1 + at, where A0 = 0. Then we have

T
∑

t=1

at
At + δ2

≤ log

(

1 +
AT

δ2

)

(21)

Proof. The proof is similar to [FTCMSW22, Lemma 15] and we repeat here for completeness. Note
that for any t ≥ 1, we have

at
At + δ2

= 1− At−1 + δ2

At + δ2
≤ log

(

At + δ2

At−1 + δ2

)

.

The last step follows from x ≤ − log(1 − x). Summing the above inequalities from t = 1 to t = T ,
we obtain that

T
∑

t=1

at
At + δ2

≤ log

(

AT + δ2

A0 + δ2

)

= log

(

1 +
AT

δ2

)

.

Now we are ready to prove (5) in Lemma 3.2. From the definition of the step size for (AdaGrad)
we have the following equation,

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η2t,ig
2
t,i

]

≤ η2E

[

T
∑

t=1

g2t,i
b2t,i + δ2

]

17



Using Lemma A.2, we can bound the summation with a log term as follows,

η2E

[

T
∑

t=1

g2t,i
b2t−1,i + g2t,i + δ2

]

≤ η2E

[

log

(

1 +
b2T,i
δ2

)]

≤ η2 log



1 +
E

[

b2T,i

]

δ2



,

where we apply Jensen’s Inequality to the concave log function in the last inequality. Moreover,
since b2T,i =

∑T
t=1 g

2
t,i, by using Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 we have

E
[

b2T,i
]

=

T
∑

t=1

E
[

g2t,i
]

≤
T
∑

t=1

(

σ2
i +∇iF (wt)

2
)

≤ Tσ2
i +

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)
2.

Using the result from Lemma A.1, for any t ∈ [T ], we further have

∇iF (wt)
2 ≤

(

‖∇F (w1)‖+ η
√
dLt
)2

≤
(

‖∇F (w1)‖+ η
√
dLT

)2

Combining all the inequalities above, we obtain that

η2E

[

T
∑

t=1

g2t,i
b2t−1,i + g2t,i + δ2

]

≤ η2 log

(

1 +
Tσ2

i

δ2
+

T (‖∇F (w1)‖+ η
√
dLT )2

δ2

)

Hence we have proved the bound in (5) of Lemma 3.2. This completes the proof of the results in
Lemma 3.2.

A.3 Proof of Corollary 3.3

We begin with the result from Lemma 3.1, rearranging we have,

E [F (wt+1)|Ft−1]− F (wt) ≤
d
∑

i=1

[

− η̂t,i∇iF (wt)
2 − E [(ηt,i − η̂t,i)〈∇iF (wt), gt,i〉|Ft−1]

+
Li

2
E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i|Ft−1

]

]

.

From the result in Lemma 3.2 we can bound the bias term,

E [F (wt+1)− F (wt)|Ft−1] ≤
d
∑

i=1

−η̂t,i∇iF (wt)
2 +

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2 + 2ησiE

[

g2t,i
b2t−1,i + g2t,i

|Ft−1

]

+
Li

2
E
[

η2t,ig
2
t,i|Ft−1

]

≤
d
∑

i=1

− η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2 +

(

2ησi +
Liη

2

2

)

E

[

g2t,i
b2t−1,i + g2t,i

|Ft−1

]

.

Rearranging the terms and taking the sum over the iterations we have,

T
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2 ≤ F (w1)− E [F (wT )|Ft−1] +

T
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

(

2ησi +
Liη

2

2

)

E

[

g2t,i
b2t−1,i + g2t,i

|Ft−1

]

18



We can now take the expectation and use (5) from Lemma 3.2:

E

[

T
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

≤ F (w1)− E [F (wT )] +

d
∑

i=1

(

2ησi +
Liη

2

2

)

E

[

T
∑

t=1

g2t,i
b2t−1,i + g2t,i

]

E

[

T
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

≤ F (w1)− F ∗ +
d
∑

i=1

(

2ησi +
Liη

2

2

)

log hi(T )

Using h(T ) = 1 + T‖σ‖2
∞

δ2 + T (‖∇F (w1)‖+η
√
d‖L‖∞T )2

δ2 we have,

E

[

T
∑

t=1

d
∑

i=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

≤ F (w1)− F ∗ +

(

d
∑

i=1

2ησi +

d
∑

i=1

Liη
2

2

)

log h(T )

≤ F (w1)− F ∗ +

(

2η‖σ‖1 +
η2‖L‖1

2

)

log h(T )

Hence we have proved the lemma.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 3.4

From the definition of η̃T,i and using b2t−1,i =
∑t−1

s=1 g
2
s,i ≤

∑T−1
t=1 g2t,i,

E

[

η

η̃T,i

]

= E

[√

b2t−1,i + σ2
i +∇iF (wt)2 + δ

]

≤ E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

g2t,i + σ2
i +

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2 + δ





We can use the upper bound of g2t,i ≤ 2((gt,i −∇iF (wt))
2 +∇iF (wt)

2),

E

[

η

η̃T,i

]

≤ E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

2((gt,i −∇iF (wt))2 +∇iF (wt)2) + σ2
i +

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2 + δ





≤ E





√

√

√

√2

T−1
∑

t=1

(gt,i −∇iF (wt))2 + 3

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2 + σ2
i + δ





≤ E





√

√

√

√2

T−1
∑

t=1

(gt,i −∇iF (wt))2 + σ2
i



+ E





√

√

√

√3

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



+ δ

Applying Jensen’s inequality and bounded variance from Assumption 2.2,

E

[

η

η̃T,i

]

≤

√

√

√

√2

T−1
∑

t=1

E [(gt,i −∇iF (wt))2] + σ2
i + E





√

√

√

√3

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



+ δ

≤
√

2Tσ2
i +

√
3E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



+ δ
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Rearranging the terms we have,

E

[

1

η̃T,i

]

≤ σi
√
2T + δ

η
+

√
3

η
E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2





Hence we have proved the stated lemma.

A.5 Proof of Lemma 3.5

From equation 8 we have,

E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2





2

≤ E

[

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

E

[

2

η̃T,i

]

Using the result from Lemma 3.4 we get a quadratic inequality as follows,

E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



 ≤

√

√

√

√

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)2

]
√

E

[

2

η̂T,i

]

≤
√

2

η

√

√

√

√

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)2

]

√

√

√

√

√(σi
√
2T + δ) +

√
3E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2





Solving the quadtratic we have he following bound,

E





√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



 ≤ 2
√
3

η
E

[

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

+

√

2

η

√

(σi
√
2T + δ)

√

√

√

√

E

[

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)2

]

Combining the bounds from all the coordinates and using Cauchy-Schwartz for the second term,

E





d
∑

i=1

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



 ≤ 2
√
3

η
E

[

d
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)
2

]

+

√

2

η

√

√

√

√(

d
∑

i=1

σi
√
2T + dδ)

√

√

√

√

E

[

d
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

η̂t,i
2

∇iF (wt)2

]

(22)

We can further bound the term using the result from Corollary 3.3,

E





d
∑

i=1

√

√

√

√

T
∑

t=1

∇iF (wt)2



 ≤ 2
√
3

η

(

F (w1)− F ∗ +

(

2η‖σ‖1 +
η2‖L‖1

2

)

log h(T )

)

+

√

2

ηT

√

(‖σ‖1
√
2T + dδ)

√

F (w1)− F ∗ +

(

2η‖σ‖1 +
η2‖L‖1

2

)

log h(T )

where h(T ) = 1 + T‖σ‖2
∞

δ2
+ T (‖∇F (w1)‖+η

√
d‖L‖∞T )2

δ2
. Hence the result in the lemma follows. This

completes the proof.
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B Lower Bound Result

In this section we provide details of the lower bound function. The function p : Rd 7→ R to prove
the lower bound result is stated below,

p(x) =
1

d

d
∑

i=1

fi(
√
dxi)

From the result in Theorem 4 in [CBS23], the explicit definition of fi : R 7→ R can be constructed
as follows. Consider the queries made as yt, . . . ,yN and for some coordinate i the queries are then
y1,i, . . . , yN,i such that yt,i ∈ (0, 1/ǫ) ∀t ∈ [N ]. Let lt,i := yt+1,i−yt,i. Further there exists a function
Φt,i that satisfies the following properties,

1. Φt,i is continuously differentiable and 1-smooth on [yt,i, yt+1,i]

2. Φt,i(yt,i) = 0 and Φt,i(yt+1,i) = lt,i(
lt,i
4 − ǫ)

3. Φ′
t,i(yt,i) = Φ′

t,i(yt+1,i) = −ǫ

The definition of the main function for each coordinate is as below,

fi(zi) :=























1− ǫzi zi ∈ (−∞, 0]

fi(yt,i)− ǫ(zi − yt,i) z ∈ [yt,i, yt+1,i] and lt,i < 8ǫ(0 ≤ t ≤ N)

fi(yt,i) + Φt,i(zi) z ∈ [yt,i, yt+1,i] and lt,i < 8ǫ(0 ≤ t ≤ N)

fi(zi − 1/ǫ) + fi(1/ǫ) − fi(0) z ∈ [1/ǫ,∞)

The function is 1-smooth and satisfies fi(0) − inf fi ≤ 1 when N ≤ O(1/ǫ2), this completes the
construction.
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