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Improved Complexity for Smooth Nonconvex Optimization: A

Two-Level Online Learning Approach with Quasi-Newton Methods

Ruichen Jiang∗ Aryan Mokhtari∗ Francisco Patitucci∗

Abstract

We study the problem of finding an ε-first-order stationary point (FOSP) of a smooth func-
tion, given access only to gradient information. The best-known gradient query complexity
for this task, assuming both the gradient and Hessian of the objective function are Lipschitz
continuous, is O(ε−7/4). In this work, we propose a method with a gradient complexity of
O(d1/4ε−13/8), where d is the problem dimension, leading to an improved complexity when
d = O(ε−1/2). To achieve this result, we design an optimization algorithm that, underneath,
involves solving two online learning problems. Specifically, we first reformulate the task of find-
ing a stationary point for a nonconvex problem as minimizing the regret in an online convex
optimization problem, where the loss is determined by the gradient of the objective function.
Then, we introduce a novel optimistic quasi-Newton method to solve this online learning prob-
lem, with the Hessian approximation update itself framed as an online learning problem in the
space of matrices. Beyond improving the complexity bound for achieving an ε-FOSP using a
gradient oracle, our result provides the first guarantee suggesting that quasi-Newton methods
can potentially outperform gradient descent-type methods in nonconvex settings.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we address the problem of finding a near-stationary point of a smooth, nonconvex
function f . When the gradient of f is Lipschitz continuous, it is known that gradient descent can
find an ε-first-order stationary point (FOSP)—where ‖∇f(x)‖2 ≤ ε—in at most O(ε−2) iterations.
Furthermore, with only first-order information and a Lipschitz continuous gradient, this complexity
is optimal and matches the established lower bound in [CDHS20].

Interestingly, even with the same oracle, where only the function’s gradient is available, addi-
tional assumptions can reduce the complexity for finding an ε-FOSP. Specifically, [CDHS17] intro-
duced an accelerated gradient descent variant that leverages negative curvature to reach an ε-FOSP
in at most O(ε−7/4 log(1/ε)) gradient queries, assuming that both the gradient and Hessian of the
objective function are Lipschitz continuous. They further showed that if the third derivative is also
Lipschitz, the number of gradient queries can be reduced to O(ε−5/3 log(1/ε)). In concurrent work,
[AABHM17] achieved a similar complexity under the assumption that both the gradient and Hes-
sian are Lipschitz continuous. Notably, they introduced a variant of the cubic regularization Newton
method [NP06] that requires access only to the gradient of the objective function and Hessian-vector
products. Their method finds an ε-FOSP using O(ε−7/4 log(d/ε)) Hessian-vector products.

In follow-up work, [LL22; LL23] successfully removed the polylogarithmic factor from the com-
plexity of the previous results by introducing a restarted variant of the accelerated gradient descent
method and the heavy ball method. Specifically, they demonstrated that it is possible to achieve
an ε-FOSP with O(ε−7/4) gradient queries, assuming both the gradient and Hessian are Lipschitz
continuous. Later, the authors in [MT24a; MT24b] further developed parameter-free methods by
incorporating line search, thus removing the need for prior knowledge of problem parameters.

It is also worth mentioning that several studies have investigated the problem of finding a
second-order stationary point, which is a more difficult task [AABHM17; CDHS18; JNJ18; AL18;
XJY17; RW18; ROW20]. Although these methods also yield an ε-FOSP as a byproduct, none
achieves a gradient complexity better than O(ε−7/4) to find an ε-FOSP.

Contributions. Our main contribution is breaking the existing O(ε−7/4) complexity barrier
using only gradient oracles, assuming Lipschitz continuity of both the gradient and Hessian. We
achieve this goal by proposing an optimization method that integrates a two-level online learning
approach. At the first level, inspired by [CMO23], we reformulate the task of finding a first-order
stationary point for a nonconvex function as an online convex optimization problem, where the loss
is defined by the gradient of the objective function. We introduce a novel optimistic quasi-Newton
method to address this online learning problem. Guided by our convergence analysis, the update of
the Hessian approximation in this quasi-Newton method naturally leads to a second online learning
problem, framed in the space of matrices with a quadratic loss. This approach enables our method
to rely exclusively on gradient queries, eliminating the need for any second-order information,
including Hessian-vector products. We establish that our method achieves a gradient complexity of
O(d1/4ε−13/8) for finding an ε-FOSP, which outperforms the best existing complexity of O(ε−7/4)
when the problem dimension satisfies d = O(ε−1/2). Moreover, we show that the total number of
matrix-vector products required by our algorithm is bounded by Õ(d1/8ε−29/16 + d3/8ε−27/16).

1.1 Additional Related Work

Quasi-Newton methods in nonconvex settings. Quasi-Newton methods, widely used for un-
constrained minimization, include popular updates like DFP [Dav59; FP63], BFGS [Bro70; Fle70;
Gol70; Sha70], and SR1 [Dav59; CGT91; KBS93]. Despite their practical success, convergence
properties for these methods have been established primarily for strongly convex or convex func-
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tions [Pow71; BDM73; Pow76; BNY87]. For decades, the global convergence of BFGS on non-
convex objectives remained an open question. [Noc92; Fle94]. While pathological examples show
that BFGS update may fail to converge [Dai02; Mas04], the authors in [LF01a; LF01b] estab-
lished that, with regularization or a skipping mechanism, the iterates generated by BFGS satisfy
lim inft→∞ ‖∇f(xt)‖ = 0. However, these results only show asymptotic convergence and no explicit
convergence rate was given. To our knowledge, no theoretical results have yet demonstrated a prov-
able advantage for quasi-Newton methods in the nonconvex setting. An additional contribution of
our result is to provide the first guarantee that a quasi-Newton method can outperform gradient
descent-based methods in finding a first-order stationary point of a nonconvex function.

2 Preliminaries and Background

Formally, we consider the unconstrained minimization problem:

min
x∈Rd

f(x), (1)

where f : Rd → R is smooth but possibly nonconvex. We assume that f(x) is bounded below with
an optimal value f∗ and satisfies the following two assumptions. Unless otherwise specified, we use
‖ · ‖ to denote the ℓ2-norm for vectors and the operator norm of matrices.

Assumption 2.1 (Lipschitz gradient). ‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖ ≤ L1‖x− y‖ for any x,y ∈ R
d.

Assumption 2.2 (Lipschitz Hessian). ‖∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)‖ ≤ L2‖x − y‖ for any x,y ∈ R
d.

2.1 Online-to-nonconvex Conversion

To lay the groundwork for our algorithm, we first review the approach introduced by [CMO23],
which converts the problem of finding a stationary point of a function f into solving an online
learning problem. Specifically, consider the general update rule xn = xn−1+∆n, where we assume
that ‖∆n‖ ≤ D. Rather than directly prescribing the update rule, the key idea in [CMO23] is to
let the convergence analysis guide our choice of ∆n.

Note that given Assumption 2.1, one can show that f(xn−1)−f(xn) ≥ −∇f(xn−1)
⊤
∆n− L1

2 D2.

Hence, to maximize the function value decrease, ∆n = −D ∇f(xn−1)
‖∇f(xn−1)‖ is the best choice and recovers

the update of (normalized) gradient descent. Following standard analysis and a suitable choice
of D, this yields a complexity of O(1/ε2). The main observation in [CMO23] is that we can
derive a tighter lower bound on the function value decrease by either leveraging randomization or
applying Assumption 2.2. Specifically, if gn is the gradient at a random point along the segment
between xn−1 and xn, the change in the function value, f(xn) − f(xn−1), is exactly equal to
E[g⊤

n∆n]. Alternatively, as in [CMO23, Section 6.1], one can set gn as the gradient at the midpoint
between xn−1 and xn to remove randomness from the analysis, which we adopt in this paper.
Specifically, define wn = 1

2(xn−1 + xn) and set gn = ∇f(wn). This modification introduces an
error in approximating f(xn)− f(xn−1) by g⊤

n∆n, but we show in the next lemma that this error
is negligible when D is small under Assumption 2.2. The proof is in Appendix A.1.

Lemma 2.1. Consider xn = xn−1 +∆n where ‖∆n‖ ≤ D. Further, define gn = ∇f(wn) where

wn = 1
2(xn−1 + xn). If Assumption 2.2 holds, then f(xn−1)− f(xn) ≥ −g⊤

n∆n − L2D3

48 .

This selection of gn refines the approximation error from O(L1D
2) to O(L2D

3), a crucial
improvement for achieving better complexity. By Lemma 2.1, the optimal choice for ∆n is −gn.
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However, computing gn at wn requires xn, which is unavailable when selecting ∆n. This point
suggests that choosing ∆n to maximize function decrease can be viewed as an online learning
problem, where ∆n is the action, and the loss is the linear function g⊤

n∆n. This perspective implies
that minimizing iterations to reach a stationary point relates to an online learning problem aimed
at minimizing the cumulative loss

∑

n g
⊤
n∆n. To formally connect the online learning formulation

of selecting ∆n and the function decrease to finding a stationary point, we use Lemma 2.1 stating
that for any arbitrary u, after T updates, we have f(xT )−f(x0) ≤

∑T
n=1 g

⊤
n (∆n−u)+

∑T
n=1 g

⊤
nu+

TL2D3

48 . Now if we set the arbitrary vector as u = −D(
∑T

n=1
gn)/‖

∑T

n=1
gn‖, it can be shown:

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

n=1

gn

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ f(x0)− f(xT )

DT
+

1

DT

T
∑

n=1

g⊤
n (∆n − u) +

L2D
2

48
. (2)

Although the above bound connects the norm of the average gradient to the regret term
∑T

n=1 g
⊤
n (∆n−

u), we aim to have the norm of the gradient at an average point on the left-hand side to guarantee
stationarity. This leads us to the following lemma, similar to [CMO23, Proposition 15].

Lemma 2.2. Recall the definition of gn = ∇f(wn). If Assumption 2.2 holds, then ‖∇f(w̄)‖ ≤
‖ 1T
∑T

n=1 gn‖+ L2
2 T 2D2, where w̄ = 1

T

∑T
n=1wn.

Indeed, combining the above result with the expression in (2) connects the norm of the gradient
at the average iterate to the regret bound on the right-hand side. To generalize this framework, we
consider a multi-episode online learning problem. In this setting, after every T iterations—referred
to as the episode length—the arbitrary vector u changes, and we reset the gradient averaging. This
leads to the following proposition for the case when we have K episodes.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that Assumption 2.2 holds and consider Algorithm 1. Define w̄k =
1
T

∑kT
n=(k−1)T+1wn and uk = −D

∑kT

n=(k−1)T+1
gn/‖

∑kT

n=(k−1)T+1
gn‖. Then we have:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ f(x0)− f∗

DKT
+

1

DKT
RegT (u

1, . . . ,uK) +
L2

48
D2 +

L2

2
T 2D2,

where RegT (u
1, . . . ,uK) =

∑K
k=1

∑kT
n=(k−1)T+1〈gn,∆n − uk〉.

Given the above discussion, any standard online learning algorithm can be employed to min-
imize the regret term corresponding to the presented online linear optimization problem, thereby
establishing a complexity bound for reaching a stationary point of the objective function f . In-
terestingly, using a standard first-order online learning method, such as the optimistic gradient
method, results in an overall complexity of O(1/ε7/4), as shown in [CMO23]. While this framework
provides a simple algorithmic scheme to recover the complexity of O(1/ε7/4), it does not improve the
best-known complexity bound. In the next section, we introduce a novel optimistic quasi-Newton
method, which relies solely on first-order information and achieves a regret bound that results in a
better complexity bound than O(1/ε7/4) when the dimension d is sufficiently small.

3 Proposed Algorithm

In this section, we introduce our proposed method and explain its key ideas. Building on the frame-
work in [CMO23], we formulate the problem of finding a stationary point of the function f as an
online learning problem. In Section 3.1, we present a novel optimistic quasi-Newton method to solve
it. Then in Section 3.3, we show that the update for the Hessian approximation in our quasi-Newton
algorithm boils down to solving a second online learning problem, this time in the space of matrices.
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3.1 Learning Update Directions: Optimistic Quasi-Newton Algorithm

According to Proposition 2.3, our primary goal shifts to minimizing the K-shifting regret associated
with this online learning formulation:

Online Learning Problem 1

For n = 1, . . . ,KT :

• The learner chooses ∆n ∈ R
d such that ‖∆n‖ ≤ D;

• gn = ∇f(12(xn + xn−1)) is computed, where xn = xn−1 +∆n;

• The learner observes the loss ℓn(∆n) = 〈gn,∆n〉;

Goal: Minimize the regret given by RegT (u
1, . . . ,uK) =

∑K
k=1

∑kT
n=(k−1)T+1〈gn,∆n − uk〉.

To develop our optimistic quasi-Newton (OQN) method for addressing Online Learning Prob-
lem 1, we begin by briefly reviewing the core concepts of optimistic methods [RS13; JGS20]. In
our online learning setup, at each iteration n, we first select an action ∆n and then observe the
loss ℓn(∆n) = 〈gn,∆n〉, where gn represents the gradient at iteration n. Ideally, we would like to
update ∆n using the current loss gradient gn, but since gn is only available after selecting ∆n, we
cannot use it directly. The optimistic method addresses this challenge by employing a prediction
or hint hn to estimate gn based on the information available up to time n. We refine this estimate
by correcting it with the previous estimation error, resulting in the adjusted descent direction:
dn = hn − (gn−1 − hn−1). This approach is founded on the optimistic assumption that the differ-
ence between the true gradient and the hint remains consistent across iterations—that is, gn−hn ≈
gn−1−hn−1. The hint hn can be any function based on the information available up to time n. Note
that for Online Learning Problem 1, the general update of optimistic method can be written as:

∆n = Π‖∆‖≤D (∆n−1 − ηhn − η(gn−1 − hn−1)) , ∀n > 1, (3)

while for n = 1 it is simply ∆1 = Π‖∆‖≤D (∆0 − ηh1). With access to only first-order oracle, a
natural choice is to set hn = gn−1 and this will lead to a complexity of O(1/ε2). However, due to the
structure of the problem, one can construct another hint hn that better approximates gn. Recall
that gn = ∇f(wn) and wn = xn−1+

1
2∆n. Specifically, based on the assumption that ∆n ≈∆n−1,

one can define zn−1 = xn−1 +
1
2∆n−1 and set hn = ∇f(zn−1), which would lead to a complexity of

O(1/ε7/4). While this hint improves the complexity of O(1/ε2), it fails to show any improvement
over the best-known bound. To overcome this issue, we propose a quasi-Newton optimistic method
that, while utilizing only first-order information, manages to provide a hint better than the choice
of hn = ∇f(zn−1) used in the optimistic gradient method.

For the sake of argument, assume we have access to the function’s second-order information. In
that case, a natural choice for the hint hn would be hn = ∇f(zn−1)+∇2f(zn−1)(wn−zn−1). This
expression offers a more accurate approximation of the gradient gn compared to simply using the
gradient ∇f(zn−1) as the hint, since it incorporates curvature information through the Hessian.

Further, given the definition of wn, we have wn−zn−1 =
∆n−∆n−1

2 . Substituting this into the hint
vector, we obtain hn = ∇f(zn−1) +

1
2∇2f(zn−1)(∆n −∆n−1). While this hint is more accurate,

it introduces two challenges: (i) The Hessian ∇2f(zn−1) is not available in our setting. (ii) The
hint depends on ∆n, making the update implicit, since ∆n appears on both sides of the update
equation. To overcome the first issue, we replace the Hessian with an approximate matrix Bn that
depends only on gradient information, as is common in quasi-Newton methods. To address the

5



Algorithm 1 Optimistic Quasi-Newton for Online-to-nonconvex Conversion

Require: Initial point x0, initial matrix B1 s.t. ‖B1‖op≤L1, K,T ∈ N, radius D, subproblem accuracy δ

Initialize: ∆1 = −D ∇f(x0)
‖∇f(x0)‖ , h1 = ∇f(x0)

1: for n = 1 to KT do

2: Set xn = xn−1 +∆n

3: Set wn = xn−1 +
1
2∆n, gn = ∇f(wn), zn = xn + 1

2∆n

4: Set ∆n+1 = TRSolver(An,bn, D, δ), where An = 1
2Bn+

1
η I, bn = ∇f(zn)+gn−hn− 1

2Bn∆n− 1
η∆n

5: Set hn+1 = ∇f(zn) + 1
2Bn(∆n+1 −∆n)

6: # We have ∆n+1 ≈ Π‖∆‖≤D (∆n − ηhn+1 − η(gn − hn)); See Section 3.1
7: Set yn = gn+1 −∇f(zn), sn = 1

2 (∆n+1 −∆n), and ℓn(B) = ‖yn −Bsn‖2
8: UpdateBn+1 using Subroutine 1 # See Section 3.3
9: end for

10: Set wk
t = w(k−1)T+t for k = 1, . . . ,K and t = 1, . . . , T

11: Set w̄k = 1
T

∑T
t=1 w

k
t for k = 1, . . . ,K

12: return ŵ = argminw̄∈{w̄1,...,w̄K} ‖∇f(w̄)‖

second issue, we develop an efficient subroutine that allows us to perform the resulting implicit
update effectively. This ensures that the dependency on wn does not impede the computational
efficiency of the algorithm. To summarize, the hint function that we propose is:

hn+1 = ∇f(zn) +
1

2
Bn(∆n+1 −∆n) ∀n ≥ 1, (4)

and for the initial step we set h1 = ∇f(x0). We will later clarify how the matrix Bn is selected.
Given this hint function, the update for our quasi-Newton optimistic method to pick the next action
for Online Learning Problem 1 is given by:

∆n+1=Π‖∆‖≤D

[

∆n − η
(

∇f(zn) +
Bn

2
(∆n+1−∆n)

)

− η
(

gn −∇f(zn−1)−
Bn−1

2
(∆n−∆n−1)

)]

.

(5)
Our proposed method is summarized in Algorithm 1. Now, there are two key questions we need
to address: how to efficiently perform the update in (5), given that it is an implicit update where
∆n+1 appears on both sides of the equation, and how to select the matrix Bn. We subsequently
address these questions in the following sections.

3.2 Efficient Subroutine for OQN Update

As noted earlier, the update rule in (5) is implicit since the right-hand side also depends on ∆n+1.
However, this update can still be efficiently executed by casting it as a solution to an inclusion
problem, which closely resembles a trust-region problem. To highlight this connection, we first
introduce a sequence of matrices and a sequence of vectors:

An =
1

2
Bn +

1

η
I and bn = ∇f(zn) + gn − hn −

1

2
Bn∆n −

1

η
∆n. (6)

The following lemma shows that the update in (5) relates to an inclusion problem with An and bn.

Lemma 3.1. Implementing the update in (5) is equivalent to solving the following inclusion problem
0 ∈ An∆n+1+bn+N{‖∆‖≤D}(∆n+1), where N{‖∆‖≤D}(∆n+1) denotes the normal cone to the set
{‖∆‖ ≤ D} at the point ∆n+1.
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With this connection, it becomes straightforward to relate (5) to the subproblem in trust-
region methods. Specifically, note that the inclusion problem above corresponds to the first-order
optimality condition for the following trust-region problem [CGT00]:

min
‖∆‖≤D

{

1

2
∆

⊤An∆+ 〈bn,∆〉
}

. (7)

Thus, by finding a solution ∆n+1 that satisfies the first-order optimality condition for (7), we also
obtain a ∆n+1 that satisfies (5). Furthermore, as we will demonstrate, it suffices to solve the
subproblem in (7) to a specified accuracy δ. Specifically, we set ∆n+1 = TRSolver(An,bn,D, δ),
where the TRSolver oracle is defined as follows.

Definition 3.1. Given the inputs A ∈ S
d, b ∈ R

d, D > 0 and δ > 0, the TRSolver(A,b,D, δ) oracle
returns ∆̂ ∈ R

d such that ‖∆̂‖ ≤ D and there exists v ∈ N{‖∆‖≤D}(∆̂) with ‖A∆̂+ b+ v‖ ≤ δ.

In Lemma 3.2, we analyze how errors from solving the trust-region subproblem affect the update
in (5) and the regret analysis. We then select an accuracy level to optimize overall complexity.

3.3 Hessian approximation update via online learning

In this section, we focus on the selection and update of the matrix Bn used in the hint function
of our optimistic quasi-Newton method. To design its update, we first analyze the regret defined
in Proposition 2.3, which the update in (5) aims to minimize. We then demonstrate that the best
regret guarantee can be achieved if the Hessian approximation matrices Bn follow an additional
online learning update in the matrix space. In other words, we propose an online learning scheme
for updating Bn, motivated by the regret analysis of the optimistic method in (5) for solving the
main online learning problem of finding a stationary point of f . Next, we characterize the regret
obtained by performing the update of the optimistic quasi-Newton method proposed in (5).

Lemma 3.2. Consider the optimistic quasi-Newton update in (5) for solving the online learning
problem described above. If we define yn := gn+1 −∇f(zn), sn := wn+1 − zn = 1

2(∆n+1 −∆n),
and δ is the accuracy level for solving (7), then we have:

RegT (u
1, . . . ,uK) ≤ 4KD2

η
+

3η

2

KT
∑

n=1

‖yn −Bnsn‖2 + 2DKTδ.

This lemma shows how the regret in OQN depends on the choice of matrices Bn. To achieve
the smallest regret bound, we need to minimize

∑KT
n=1 ‖yn−Bnsn‖2. The challenge is that both yn

and sn depend on Bn: we select Bn, compute ∆n+1, then determine yn and sn. Hence, minimizing
the cumulative sum associated with the choice of Bn can itself be formulated as an online learning
problem. Given that Assumption 2.1 implies −L1I � ∇2f(x) � L1I, it is reasonable to select
matrices from the set Z , {B ∈ S

d : ‖B‖op ≤ L1}. Specifically, this constraint not only aligns
with Assumption 2.1 but also allows us to characterize the computational cost of TRSolver and to
bound the dynamic regret for our Hessian approximation online learning problem, as explained in
the following remarks.

Remark 3.1. If we remove the constraint and consider an unconstrained online learning problem,
two key issues arise. First, as discussed in Section 3.2, our algorithm involves solving a trust-region
subproblem (7) every iteration, which depends on Bn. As we shall establish in Lemma 4.4, the

number of matrix-vector products required by TRSolver scales with
√

‖Bn‖op. Therefore, without
a bound on Bn, the total computational cost of our algorithm cannot be controlled. Second, in the

7



Subroutine 1 Online Learning Guided Hessian Approximation Update

1: Input: Initial matrix B1 ∈ S
d s.t. ‖B1‖op ≤ L1, step size ρ > 0

2: Initialize: set W1 ← B1 and G̃1 ← ∇ℓ1(B1)

3: Update W2 ←
√
dL1

max{
√
dL1,‖W0−ρG̃0‖F } (W0 − ρG̃0)

4: for n = 1, . . . ,M − 1 do

5: Query the oracle (γn,Sn)← SEP(Wn)
6: if γn ≤ 1 then

7: Set Bn ←Wn and G̃n ← ∇ℓn(Bn)
8: else

9: Set Bn ←Wn/γn and G̃n ← ∇ℓn(Bn) + max{0,−〈∇ℓn(Bn),Bn〉}Sn

10: end if

11: UpdateWn+1 ←
√
dL1

max{
√
dL1,‖Wn−ρG̃n‖F } (Wn−ρG̃n) # Euclidean projection onto B√dL1

(0)

12: end for

absence of constraints, it becomes more challenging to bound the dynamic regret in terms of the
path length, as done in Lemma 4.2. However, this issue may be addressed using more advanced
techniques, as proposed in recent works [JC22; ZCP22; LZZZ22; JC23; JO24].

Remark 3.2. Instead of constraining the operator norm, one could alternatively impose a constraint
on the Frobenius norm, selecting the matrices from the set {B ∈ S

d : ‖B‖F ≤ L1

√
d}. In this case,

we can establish a regret bound similar to Lemma 4.2. However, this approach does not resolve
the computational cost issue. To bound the cost of TRSolver using Lemma 4.4, we would need to
bound the operator norm by ‖Bn‖op ≤ ‖Bn‖F ≤ L1

√
d, which introduces a worse dependence on

the problem’s dimension d.

Online Learning Problem 2

For n = 1, . . . ,KT :

• The learner chooses Bn ∈ Z

• It observes the quadratic loss function ℓn(Bn) = ‖yn −Bnsn‖2

Goal: Minimize the cumulative loss given by
∑KT

n=1 ‖yn −Bnsn‖2.

To update Bn, one could simply apply the projected online gradient descent (POGD) update with
stepsize γ, which is given by Bn+1 = ΠZ (Bn − γ∇ℓn(Bn)). However, this approach requires a
costly projection onto the set Z, involving a full eigenvalue decomposition with a cost of O(d3). To
avoid this, we adopt the projection-free online learning framework proposed in [Mha22] and later
developed in [JJM23; JM23], which bypasses the need for full projection. Instead, it builds on an
approximate separation oracle for the feasible set Z = {B ∈ S

d : ‖B‖op ≤ L1} defined below. As
we later discuss in Section 4.2, it only requires calculating the largest and smallest eigenvalues,
maintaining a cost of O(d2). Notably, the cumulative loss for ℓn(Bn) in this projection-free method
matches the cumulative loss achieved by POGD.

Definition 3.2. The SEP(W) oracle takes W ∈ S
d as input and returns a scalar γ > 0 and a

matrix S ∈ S
d with one of the following possible outcomes:

• Case I: γ ≤ 1, which implies that ‖W‖op ≤ 2L1.

• Case II: γ > 1, which implies that ‖W/γ‖op ≤ 2L1, ‖S‖F ≤ 1/L1 and 〈S,W −B〉 ≥ γ − 1
for any B ∈ S

d such that ‖B‖op ≤ L1.

8



In words, there are two possible outcomes for a given input W ∈ S
d: we either certify that

W ∈ 2Z, or we find a scaling factor γ > 1 such that the scaled matrix W/γ ∈ 2Z and a separating
hyperplane given by S between W and the set Z.

Equipped with the SEP oracle, we are ready to present our projection-free online learning
algorithm for {Bn}n≥0, which is given in Subroutine 1. The core idea is to introduce an auxiliary
online learning problem over a larger feasible set, defined as B√dL1

(0) = {W ∈ S
d : ‖W‖F ≤

√
dL1},

where projections are easy to compute. This auxiliary problem employs carefully designed surrogate
loss functions ℓ̃n(W) = 〈G̃n,W〉, where G̃n ∈ S

d will be defined later. Instead of directly tackling
the original online learning problem, we apply projected online gradient descent on the surrogate
loss function ℓ̃n(W) to update the auxiliary iterates {Wn}n≥0 (see Line 11 in Subroutine 1). The
sequence {Bn}n≥0 is then generated from {Wn}n≥0 using the SEP oracle. Specifically, let γn and Sn

denote the output of SEP(Wn). If γn ≤ 1, this certifies that ‖Wn‖op ≤ 2L1 and we set Bn ←Wn

and G̃n ← ∇ℓn(Bn). Otherwise, if γn > 1, we rescale Wn to obtain Bn ← Wn/γn and update
G̃n ← ∇ℓn(Bn)+max{0,−〈∇ℓn(Bn),Bn〉}Sn. By Definition 3.2, this ensures that ‖Bn‖op ≤ 2L1.
To demystify our choice of G̃n, note that the surrogate loss function is designed such that the
immediate regret of the auxiliary online learning problem serves an upper bound for the original
problem, i.e., we have ℓn(Bn) − ℓn(B) ≤ ℓ̃n(W) − ℓ̃n(B) for any B ∈ Z. Thus, this allows us to
apply the standard regret analysis of projected OGD to bound the regret of the auxiliary problem,
which in turn implies a regret bound for the original problem.

Remark 3.3. Unlike the standard online learning setting, we do not strictly require B ∈ Z, but we
ensure ‖B‖op ≤ 2L1, equivalent to B ∈ 2Z. This relaxation suffices for our analysis.

4 Complexity Analysis

To characterize the overall complexity of the proposed method, we begin by establishing the regret
associated with the updates in our proposed optimistic method. Building on Lemma 3.2 and Propo-
sition 2.3, we study the gradient complexity of our method. Next, we analyze the computational cost
of the TRSolver oracle used in Algorithm 1, as well as the computational cost of the projection-free
online learning scheme for updating the Hessian approximation in Subroutine 1. These analyses
together allow us to characterize the total computational cost of our proposed method.

4.1 Convergence Rate

In this section, we present the final convergence rate of our algorithm by selecting appropriate
values for the hyperparameters. Notably, we have four free parameters, η, D, K, and T , that can
be chosen subject to the constraint KT = M . We also characterize the accuracy level δ for solving
the subproblem to ensure that the overall complexity remains unaffected by this inexactness.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. If we run Algorithm 1 with parameters

D = Θ(
( f(x0)−f∗

d2/5L
2/5
1

L
3/5
2

M

)
5
13 ), η = Θ(( 1

dL1L
2/3
2

D2/3
)
3
5 ), T = Θ((DL2η)

− 1
3 ), and δ = D

ηT , then we have:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ = O
(

(f(x0)− f∗)
8
13L

2
13
1 L

3
13
2

d
2
13

M
8
13

)

. (8)

This result implies that after M iterations, min1≤k≤K ‖∇f(w̄k)‖ is at most O(d 2
13/M

8
13 ). Thus,

to ensure we find an ε-FOSP, we require at most M = O(d1/4/ε13/8) iterations, giving our method a
gradient complexity of O(d1/4/ε13/8). As discussed, the best-known complexity bound for achieving
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an ε-FOSP with a first-order oracle under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 is O(1/ε7/4) gradient queries.
The above result shows that our method improves this complexity when d = O(1/√ε).

Proof Sketch. Based on Proposition 2.3, achieving the final convergence rate requires bounding the
K-shifting regret. By Lemma 3.2, this entails controlling the loss ℓn(Bn) = ‖yn − Bnsn‖2. To
address this, we use a dynamic regret analysis, where our algorithm sequentially selects actions
while competing against an adversary with an alternative action sequence. The dynamic regret
is formally defined as: D-Reg(H1, . . . ,HKT ) =

∑KT
n=1 ℓn(Bn) − ℓn(Hn), and our goal now is to

minimize D-Reg(H1, . . . ,HKT ). We demonstrate that our projection-free online learning method
for updating the Hessian approximation yields the following result.

Lemma 4.2. Let ρ = 1
16D2 in Algorithm 1. Then we have:

KT
∑

n=1

ℓn(Bn) ≤ 16D2‖W1 −H1‖2F + 2
KT
∑

n=1

ℓn(Hn) + 64L1D
2
√
d

KT
∑

n=1

‖Hn+1 −Hn‖F .

Next, we establish upper bounds for the terms on the right-hand side of the above lemma. First,
note that ‖W1−H1‖2F ≤ 4dL2

1. To bound
∑KT

n=1 ℓn(Hn) and the path length
∑KT

n=1 ‖Hn+1−Hn‖F ,
we select an appropriate competitor sequence {Hi}ni=1 by setting Hn = ∇2f(zn). Using this choice,
we apply the following result to bound the last two terms in Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.3. Recall that zn = xn + 1
2∆n. If we set Hn = ∇2f(zn), then we have ℓn(Hn) ≤ L2

2
4 D4

and ‖Hn+1 −Hn‖F ≤ 2L2

√
dD.

Combining Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 implies
∑KT

n=1 ℓn(Bn) ≤ L2
2D

4KT

2 +64dL2
1D

2+128dL1L2D
3KT .

Then, given Lemma 3.2, if we set δ = D
ηT , then we obtain:

RegT (u
1, . . . ,uK) ≤ 6KD2

η
+

3η

2

(

KTL2
2D

4

2
+ 64dL2

1D
2 + 128dL1L2D

3KT

)

,

and the finally by leveraging Proposition 2.3, we obtain:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ f(x0)− f∗

DM
+

6D

Tη
+

3η

2

[

L2
2D

3

2
+

64dL2
1D

M
+ 128dL1L2D

2

]

+
L2D

2

48
+

L2D
2T 2

2
.

Finally, by optimizing the free parameters η, D, K, and T as suggested in the theorem’s statement,
the main claim follows.

4.2 Characterizing the Computational Cost

Implementation of the TRSolver oracle. We first discuss the implementation of TRSolver used
in our optimistic quasi-Newton algorithm (see Algorithm 1). Recall the trust-region problem:

min
‖∆‖≤D

{

1

2
∆

⊤A∆+ 〈b,∆〉
}

. (9)

We aim to find ∆̂ such that ‖A∆̂+b+v‖ ≤ δ for some v in the normal coneN{‖∆‖≤D}(∆̂). Inspired
by [HK17; WX17], we reformulate (9) as a convex minimization problem. First, we approximately
compute the minimum eigenvalue of A, which we denote by λmin(A). If λmin(A) ≥ 0, then the
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problem in (9) is already convex, and there exist fast algorithms to find an approximate first-
order stationary point. Specifically, we will apply FISTA+SFG proposed in [LPR21; KOPR23],

and it is shown that we can find ∆̂ satisfying the condition after O
(

√

λmax(A)D/δ
)

iterations (see

Appendix D.2). Otherwise, if λmin(A) < 0, we can instead consider a regularized problem:

min
‖∆‖≤D

{

1

2
∆

⊤(A− λmin(A)I)∆+ 〈b,∆〉
}

, (10)

which is convex. Hence, we can apply FISTA+SFG to obtain an approximate first-order stationary
point ∆̃ of (10). Moreover, if vmin is an (approximate) eigenvector corresponding to the minimum
eigenvalue of A, then we can construct the solution ∆̂ to (9) from a linear combination of ∆̃

and vmin. We defer the details to Appendix D and present the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Given inputs A ∈ S
d, b ∈ R

d, D > 0 and δ > 0, let B be an upper bound on

max{λmax(A) − λmin(A), λmax(A)}. Then, TRSolver(A,b,D, δ) requires Õ
(
√

BD
δ

)

matrix-vector

products with success probability at least 1−q, where we hide logarithmic terms of d,B,D, q, and δ.

Implementation of the SEP oracle. In this part, we provide implementation details for the SEP
oracle used in our projection-free online learning algorithm (see Subroutine 1). While this oracle
has also been employed in [JJM23], we include its construction here for completeness.

As noted in [JJM23], the SEP oracle is closely related to computing the extreme eigenvalues
and eigenvectors of a given matrix. Specifically, for an input matrix W ∈ S

d, let λmax(W) and
λmin(W) denote the maximum and minimum eigenvalues of W, with corresponding unit eigen-
vectors vmax and vmin, respectively. Note that ‖W‖op = max{λmax(W),−λmin(W)}. Hence,

by setting γ = max{λmax(W),−λmin(W)}
L1

, we observe that γ ≤ 1 certifies ‖W‖op ≤ L1 (Case I in
Definition 3.2). Otherwise, if γ > 1 (Case II), then scaling W by γ yields |W/γ|op = L1, and
the eigenvectors vmax and vmin can be used to construct the separating hyperplane. Indeed, as-
sume without loss of generality that λmax(W) ≥ −λmin(W). By setting S = 1

L1
vmaxv

⊤
max, this

ensures that ‖S‖F ≤ 1/L1, and for any B satisfying ‖B‖op ≤ L1, it holds that 〈S,W − B〉 =
1
L1

(v⊤
maxWvmax − v⊤

maxBvmax) ≤ 1
L1

(λmax(W) − L1) = γ − 1. Moreover, as discussed in Ap-
pendix E, it is sufficient to compute the extreme eigenvalues and eigenvectors of W approximately,
which can be achieved efficiently by the Lanczos algorithm with a random start [KW92]. We
summarize the computation cost in the following lemma and defer the details to Appendix E.

Lemma 4.5. Given an input W ∈ S
d, we can implement SEP(W) using O

(

log d
q2

)

matrix-vector

products with success probability at least 1− q.

Now we are ready to state the total computational cost of Algorithm 1 in terms of the number of
matrix-vector products. Note that each iteration of Algorithm 1 requires one call to the TRSolver

oracle and one call to the SEP oracle. By using Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5 and setting the proper
parameters, we arrive at the following result. The proof is given in Appendix F.

Theorem 4.6. To find an ε-FOSP using Algorithm 1, the total number of matrix-vector products re-

quired by the TRSolver and SEP oracles are bounded by Õ
(

d1/8

ε29/16
+ d3/8

ε27/16

)

and Õ
(

d1/4

ε13/8

)

, respectively.

5 Discussion on the Lower Bound and Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we proposed a novel method for improving the complexity of finding an ε-first-
order stationary point (FOSP) by integrating a two-level online learning framework. Our results
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demonstrated that by leveraging this method, we can achieve an improved complexity bound of

O( d1/4

ε13/8
), which surpasses the best-known bound with a first-order oracle if d = O( 1√

ε
).

To better understand the upper bound on the complexity of our proposed method, we compare
it with the best-known lower bound for the relevant setting. Specifically, for the setting where the
gradient and Hessian are both Lipschitz and only gradient information is accessible, the authors in
[CDHS21] established a lower bound of Ω( 1

ε12/7
) for the number of gradient queries required to find

an ε-FOSP. While our dependency on ε initially appears more favorable than this lower bound,
our result does not violate it because the lower bound only applies when d ≥ 1

ε12/7
. Since our

bound also depends on d, when d ≥ 1
ε12/7

, our upper bound could degrade to O( 1
ε(3/7)+(13/8) ), which

simplifies to O( 1
ε115/56

). This complexity is indeed worse than the lower bound of Ω( 1
ε12/7

).
Based on the above discussion, a promising direction for future research is to establish a lower

bound that is either dimension-independent, applying for any d, or specifically suited to small-to-
moderate values of d, particularly in the regime d ≤ 1√

ε
, where our proposed method outperforms

the known complexity of O( 1
ε7/4

).
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Appendix

A Proofs for Online-to-non-convex Conversion

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1

By the fundamental theorem of calculus and using xn − xn−1 = ∆n, we have

f(xn)− f(xn−1) =
∫ 1

0
〈∇f(xn−1 + s(xn − xn−1)),xn − xn−1〉 ds =

〈

∫ 1

0
∇f(xn−1 + s∆n) ds,∆n

〉

.

(11)
Moreover, recall that gn = ∇f(wn) and wn = 1

2(xn−1 + xn) = xn−1 +
1
2∆n. Hence, we can bound

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ 1

0
∇f(xn−1 + s∆n) ds− gn

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ 1

0

(

∇f(xn−1 + s∆n)−∇f
(

xn−1 +
1

2
∆n

))

ds

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ 1

0

(

∇f(xn−1 + s∆n)−∇f
(

xn−1 +
1

2
∆n

)

−∇2f

(

xn−1 +
1

2
∆n

)(

s− 1

2

)

∆n

)

ds

∥

∥

∥

∥

(12)

≤
∫ 1

0

∥

∥

∥

∥

∇f(xn−1 + s∆n)−∇f
(

xn−1 +
1

2
∆n

)

−∇2f

(

xn−1 +
1

2
∆n

)(

s− 1

2

)

∆n

∥

∥

∥

∥

ds

≤
∫ 1

0

L2

2
‖∆n‖2

(

s− 1

2

)2

ds =
1

48
L2D

2, (13)

where we used the fact that
∫ 1
0 (s− 1

2) ds = 0 in (12) and Assumption 2.2 in (13). Combining (11)
and (13) leads to

f(xn)− f(xn−1) =

〈∫ 1

0
∇f(xn−1 + s∆n) ds,∆n

〉

= 〈gn,∆n〉+
〈∫ 1

0
∇f(xn−1 + s∆n) ds− gn,∆n

〉

≤ 〈gn,∆n〉+
∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ 1

0
∇f(xn−1 + s∆n) ds− gn

∥

∥

∥

∥

‖∆n‖

≤ 〈gn,∆n〉+
1

48
L2D

3.

where the first inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the second inequality is
due to (13) and the fact that ‖∆n‖ ≤ D. Lemma 2.1 follows by rearranging the above inequality.
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A.2 Proof of Lemma 2.2

Recall that w̄ = 1
T

∑T
n=1wn, which implies that

∑T
n=1∇2f(w̄)(wn − w̄) = 0. Hence, we can write

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

n=1

∇f(wn)−∇f(w̄)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

n=1

(∇f(wn)−∇f(w̄))

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

n=1

(

∇f(wn)−∇f(w̄)−∇2f(w̄)(wn − w̄)
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 1

T

T
∑

n=1

∥

∥

∥∇f(wn)−∇f(w̄)−∇2f(w̄)(wn − w̄)
∥

∥

∥

≤ L2

2T

T
∑

n=1

‖wn − w̄‖2. (14)

Here, the first inequality is due to the triangle inequality and the second inequality follows from
Assumption 2.2. To bound ‖wn − w̄‖, recall that wn = xn−1 +

1
2∆n and xn = xn−1 + ∆n for

1 ≤ n ≤ T . Consider any s, t ∈ {1, . . . , T} and assume that s > t without loss of generality. Then
we have:

wt −ws = xt−1 +
1

2
∆t − xs−1 −

1

2
∆s = xt−1 +

1

2
∆t −

(

xt−1 +
s−1
∑

i=t

∆i

)

− 1

2
∆s

= −1

2
∆t −

s−1
∑

i=t+1

∆i −
1

2
∆s.

Since ‖∆n‖ ≤ D for any n ∈ {1, . . . , T}, it follows from the triangle inequality that ‖wt −ws‖ ≤
D(s− t) ≤ TD for any s, t ∈ {1, . . . , T}. Since w̄ = 1

T

∑T
n=1wn, we further have ‖wn − w̄‖ ≤ TD

for any n ∈ {1, . . . , T}. Consequently, we obtain from (14) that

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

1

T

T
∑

n=1

∇f(wn)

)

−∇f(w̄)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ L2

2
T 2D2.

Therefore, it follows from the triangle inequality that

L2

2
T 2D2 ≥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

n=1

∇f(wn)−∇f(w̄)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≥ ‖∇f(w̄)‖ −
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

n=1

∇f(wn)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

Noting that gn = ∇f(wn), this completes the proof of Lemma 2.2.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 2.3

Consider the k-th episode (k = 1, 2, . . . ,K) from n = (k − 1)T + 1 to n = kT . By applying the
inequality in (2), we obtain

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

T

kT
∑

n=(k−1)T+1

gn

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
f(x(k−1)T )− f(xkT )

DT
+

1

DT

kT
∑

n=(k−1)T+1

g⊤
n (∆n − uk) +

L2D
2

48
.
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Moreover, recall that w̄k = 1
T

∑kT
n=(k−1)T+1 wn and it follows from Lemma 2.2 that ‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

1
T

∑kT
n=(k−1)T+1 gn

∥

∥

∥

∥

+ L2
2 T 2D2. Together with the above inequality, this leads to

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤
f(x(k−1)T )− f(xkT )

DT
+

1

DT

kT
∑

n=(k−1)T+1

g⊤
n (∆n − uk) +

L2D
2

48
+

L2

2
T 2D2.

Summing the above inequality from k = 1 to k = K and dividing both sides by K yields:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ f(x0)− f(xM )

KDT
+

1

KDT

K
∑

k=1

kT
∑

n=(k−1)T+1

g⊤
n (∆n − uk) +

L2D
2

48
+

L2

2
T 2D2.

Finally, we note that f(xM ) ≥ f∗ and this completes the proof.

B Proofs for Section 3

B.1 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Recall that hn = ∇f(zn−1) +
1
2Bn−1(∆n −∆n−1). By the property of Euclidean projection, the

equation in (5) is satisfied if and only if

∆n − η

(

∇f(zn) +
1

2
Bn(∆n+1 −∆n)

)

− η (gn − hn)−∆n+1 ∈ N{‖∆‖≤D}(∆n+1). (15)

Moreover, given our definitions in (6), we can rewrite the right-hand side of (15) as −η(An∆n+1+
bn). By dividing both sides by η and rearranging, we obtain the inclusion problem stated in
Lemma 3.1.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Before presenting the proof of Lemma 3.2, we first establish the following auxiliary lemma.

Lemma B.1. Consider the update rule ∆n+1 = TRSolver(An,bn,D, δ). Then for any u such that
‖u‖ ≤ D, it holds that

〈gn+1,∆n+1 − u〉 ≤ ‖∆n − u‖2
2η

− ‖∆n+1 − u‖2
2η

+ 〈gn+1 − hn+1,∆n+1 − u〉 − 〈gn − hn,∆n − u〉

+ η‖gn − hn‖2 −
1

4η
‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2 + 2Dδ.

Proof. By using the definition of TRSolver in Definition 3.1, there exists v ∈ N{‖∆‖≤D}(∆n+1) such
that ‖An∆n+1 + bn + v‖ ≤ δ. Hence, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

〈An∆n+1 + bn + v,u −∆n+1〉 ≥ −‖An∆n+1 + bn + v‖‖u −∆n+1‖ = −2Dδ.

Moreover, it follows from the definition of the normal cone that 〈v,∆n+1 − u〉 ≥ 0 for any u ∈
{∆ ∈ R

d : ‖∆‖ ≤ D}. Hence, we further have

〈An∆n+1 + bn,u−∆n+1〉 ≥ −2Dδ + 〈v,∆n+1 − u〉 ≥ −2Dδ. (16)
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From (6) and (4), we can rewrite An∆n+1 + bn = 1
η (∆n+1 −∆n) +hn+1 + (gn −hn). Combining

this with (16) leads to

〈1

η
(∆n+1 −∆n) + hn+1 + (gn − hn),u−∆n+1

〉 ≥ −2Dδ.

Hence, it implies that

〈gn+1,∆n+1 − u〉 ≤ 〈gn+1 − hn+1,∆n+1 − u〉 − 〈gn − hn,∆n+1 − u〉

+
1

2η
‖∆n − u‖2 − 1

2η
‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2 −

1

2η
‖∆n+1 − u‖2 + 2Dδ,

where we have used the three-point equality 〈∆n+1 −∆n,u−∆n+1〉 = 1
2‖∆n − u‖2 − 1

2‖∆n+1 −
∆n‖2 − 1

2‖∆n+1 − u‖2. Furthermore, we have:

−〈gn − hn,∆n+1 − u〉 = −〈gn − hn,∆n − u〉+ 〈gn − hn,∆n −∆n+1〉.

We can further bound the second term as follows:

〈gn − hn,∆n −∆n+1〉 ≤ ‖gn − hn‖‖∆n −∆n+1‖ ≤ η‖gn − hn‖2 +
1

4η
‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2,

where the last inequality is due to a weighted version of Young’s inequality. Combining all the
inequalities gives us the desired result.

Using Lemma B.1, we can bound the regret for each episode in the following lemma.

Lemma B.2. Consider the optimistic quasi-Newton update in (5). Then for k = 1 and any u1

such that ‖u1‖ ≤ D, we have

T
∑

n=1

〈gn,∆n − u1〉 ≤ 2D2

η
+

T
∑

n=1

η‖gn − hn‖2 + 2DTδ. (17)

For k ≥ 2 and any uk such that ‖uk‖ ≤ D, we have

kT
∑

n=(k−1)T+1

〈gn,∆n − uk〉 ≤ 4D2

η
+

η

2

∥

∥

∥g(k−1)T − h(k−1)T

∥

∥

∥

2
+

kT
∑

n=(k−1)T

η‖gn − hn‖2 + 2DTδ. (18)

Proof. To prove (17), we set u = u1 and sum the inequality in Lemma B.1 from n = 1 to n = T −1:

T
∑

n=2

〈gn,∆n − u1〉 ≤ 1

2η
‖∆1 − u1‖2 − 1

2η
‖∆T − u1‖2 + 〈gT − hT ,∆T − u1〉 − 〈g1 − h1,∆1 − u1〉

+
T−1
∑

n=1

(

η‖gn − hn‖2 −
1

4η
‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2

)

+ 2DTδ.

Moreover, recall that h1 = ∇f(x0) and∆1 = −D∇f(x0)
‖∇f(x0)‖ , which satisfies∆1 = argmin‖∆‖≤D〈h1,∆〉.

Thus, this implies that 〈h1,∆1 − u1〉 ≤ 0. Furthermore, using the Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s
inequalities, we can show

〈gT − hT ,∆T − u1〉 ≤ ‖gT − hT ‖‖∆T − u1‖ ≤ η

2
‖gT − hT ‖2 +

1

2η
‖∆T − u1‖2.
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Combining all the inequalities, we obtain that

T
∑

n=1

〈gn,∆n−u1〉 ≤ 1

2η
‖∆1−u1‖2+η

2
‖gT−hT ‖2+

T−1
∑

n=1

(

η‖gn − hn‖2 −
1

4η
‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2

)

+2DTδ.

Dropping the negative term − 1
4η‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2 and using η

2‖gT − hT ‖2 ≤ η‖gT − hT ‖2 lead to:

T
∑

n=1

〈gn,∆n − u1〉 ≤ 1

2η
‖∆1 − u1‖2 +

T
∑

n=1

η‖gn − hn‖2 + 2DTδ.

Finally, since we have ‖∆1‖ = D and ‖u1‖ ≤ D, this leads to (17).
Now we move to (18). To simplify the notation, we let ∆

k
t := ∆(k−1)T+t, g

k
t := g(k−1)T+t

and hk
t = h(k−1)T+t. Then by setting u = uk and summing the inequality in Lemma B.1 from

n = (k − 1)T to n = kT − 1, we obtain:

T
∑

t=1

〈gk
t ,∆

k
t − uk〉 ≤ ‖∆

k
1 − uk‖2
2η

− ‖∆
k
T − uk‖2
2η

+ 〈gk
T − hk

T ,∆
k
T − uk〉 − 〈gk−1

T − hk−1
T ,∆k

T−1 − uk〉

+
kT−1
∑

n=(k−1)T

(

η‖gn − hn‖2 −
1

4η
‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2

)

+ 2DTδ.

Following a similar argument as in the proof of (17), we have the following inequalities:

• 〈gk
T − hk

T ,∆
k
T − uk〉 ≤ η

2

∥

∥

∥gk
T − hk

T

∥

∥

∥

2
+ 1

2η‖∆k
T − uk‖2.

• 〈gk−1
T − hk−1

T ,∆k
T−1 − uk〉 ≤ η

2

∥

∥

∥gk−1
T − hk−1

T

∥

∥

∥

2
+ 1

2η‖∆k
T−1 − uk‖2.

•
∑kT−1

n=(k−1)T

(

η‖gn − hn‖2 − 1
4η‖∆n+1 −∆n‖2

)

≤∑kT−1
n=(k−1)T

η‖gn − hn‖2.

Thus, combining all the inequalities above, we obtain:

T
∑

t=1

〈gk
t ,∆

k
t − uk〉 ≤ 1

2η
‖∆k

1 − uk‖2 + η

2

∥

∥

∥gk
T − hk

T

∥

∥

∥

2
+

η

2

∥

∥

∥gk−1
T − hk−1

T

∥

∥

∥

2
+

1

2η
‖∆k

T−1 − uk‖2

+
kT−1
∑

n=(k−1)T

η‖gn − hn‖2 + 2DTδ

≤ ‖∆
k
1 − uk‖2
2η

+
η
∥

∥

∥gk−1
T − hk−1

T

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+
‖∆k

T−1 − uk‖2
2η

+
kT
∑

n=(k−1)T

η‖gn − hn‖2

+ 2DTδ.

Finally, since we have ‖∆k
1‖ ≤ D, ‖u‖ ≤ D, and ‖∆k

T−1‖ ≤ D, we get
‖∆k

1−uk‖2
2η +

‖∆k
T−1

−uk‖2
2η ≤

4D2

η . This completes the proof of (18).

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 3.2.
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Proof of Lemma 3.2. Summing the inequality in (17) and the inequality in (18) for k = 2, 3, . . . , T
in Lemma B.2, we have:

RegT (u
1, . . . ,uK) =

K
∑

k=1

T
∑

n=1

〈gk
n,∆

k
n − uk〉

≤ 4KD2

η
+

K
∑

k=1

η

2

∥

∥

∥gk−1
T − hk−1

T

∥

∥

∥

2
+

kT
∑

n=1

η‖gn − hn‖2 + 2DKTδ

≤ 4KD2

η
+

3η

2

kT
∑

n=1

‖gn − hn‖2 + 2DKTδ

=
4KD2

η
+

3η

2

kT
∑

n=1

‖yn −Bnsn‖2 + 2DKTδ.

This completes the proof.

C Complete Version and Proof of Theorem 4.1

In this section, we first present the complete version of Theorem 4.1, where we provide the precise
values of the algorithm parameters D, η, T , and δ (including absolute constants). We also report
the complete version of the final upper bound that includes all terms with absolute constants, and
even the non-dominant terms are reported for completeness. Then, we present the proof of this
theorem.

Theorem C.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. If we run Algorithm 1 with parameters

D =

(

f(x0)−f∗

52d
2
5L

2
5
1
L

3
5
2
M

)
5
13

, η =

(

1

24dL1L
2
3
2
D

2
3

)
3
5

, T = 3

(DL2η)
1
3
, and δ = D

ηT , we get:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ 2(f(x0)− f∗)
8
13 (52L

2
5
1 L

3
5
2 )

5
13

d
2
13

M
8
13

+
L2(f(x0)− f∗)

416dL1M
+

7L
17
13
1 (f(x0)− f∗)

3
13

L
7
13
2

d
4
13

M
16
13

+
L

7
13
2

48





f(x0)− f∗

52d
2
5L

2
5
1M





10
13

.

C.1 Proof of Lemma 4.2

To follow the approach outlined in the proof sketch, we first need to upper bound the cumulative loss
∑KT

n=1 ℓn(Bn) associated with our projection-free online learning method for updating the Hessian
approximation. This is the primary claim of Lemma 4.2. To achieve this, we begin by establishing
two intermediate lemmas, i.e., Lemma C.2 and Lemma C.3. Before stating these results, recall that

ℓn(Bn) = ‖yn −Bnsn‖2 and Z = {B ∈ S
d : ‖B‖op ≤ L1}. (19)

In addition, {Wn}n≥0 is the auxiliary sequence used in Subroutine 1, and γn and Sn denote the
output of SEP(Wn). Moreover, if γn ≤ 1, then Bn ← Wn and G̃n ← ∇ℓn(Bn). Otherwise, if
γn > 1, then Bn ←Wn/γn and G̃n ← ∇ℓn(Bn) + max{0,−〈∇ℓn(Bn),Bn〉}Sn.
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Lemma C.2. Let {Bn} be generated by Subroutine 1. Then we have ‖Bn‖op ≤ 2L1. Moreover,
for any B such that ‖B‖op ≤ L1, we have

〈Gn,Bn −B〉 ≤ 〈G̃n,Wn −B〉 ≤ 1

2ρ
‖Wn −B‖2F −

1

2ρ
‖Wn+1 −B‖2F +

ρ

2
‖G̃n‖2F , (20)

‖G̃n‖F ≤ ‖Gn‖F + |〈Gn,Bn〉|‖Sn‖F ≤ 2‖Gn‖∗. (21)

Proof. We consider two cases depending on the value of γn returned by SEP(Wn).

(a) In the first case where γn ≤ 1, we have Bn = Wn and G̃n = Gn. Moreover, it holds that
‖Bn‖op = ‖Wn‖op ≤ 2L1 by Definition 3.2. Thus, 〈Gn,Bn − B〉 = 〈G̃n,Wn − B〉 and
‖G̃n‖F = ‖Gn‖F .

(b) In the second case where γn > 1, we haveBn = Wn/γn and G̃n = Gn+max{0,−〈Gn,Bn〉}Sn.
Moreover, by Definition 3.2 it holds that ‖Bn‖op = ‖Wn/γn‖op ≤ 2L1 and 〈Sn,Wn −B〉 ≥
γn − 1 for any B such that ‖B‖op ≤ L1. Therefore,

〈G̃n,Wn −B〉 = 〈Gn,Wn −B〉+max{0,−〈Gn,Bn〉}〈Sn,Wn −B〉
= 〈Gn,Bn −B〉+ (γn − 1)〈Gn,Bn〉+max{0,−〈Gn,Bn〉}〈Sn,Wn −B〉
≥ 〈Gn,Wn −B〉,

where we used the fact that 〈Sn,Wn−B〉 ≥ γn−1 in the last inequality. Furthermore, it fol-
lows from the triangle inequality that ‖G̃n‖F ≤ ‖Gn‖F +|〈Gn,Bn〉|‖Sn‖F , which proves (21).

Finally, we prove the last inequality in (20), which follows from the standard online gradient descent
analysis. By using the property of Euclidean projection, we have

〈Wt+1 −Wn + ρG̃n,B−Wt+1〉 ≥ 0.

Hence, this leads to

〈G̃n,Wn −B〉 ≤ 1

ρ
〈Wt+1 −Wn,B−Wt+1〉+ 〈G̃n,Wn −Wt+1〉

≤ 1

2ρ
‖Wn −B‖2F −

1

2ρ
‖Wt+1 −B‖2F −

1

2ρ
‖Wn −Wt+1‖2F + 〈G̃n,Wn −Wt+1〉

≤ 1

2ρ
‖Wn −B‖2F −

1

2ρ
‖Wt+1 −B‖2F +

ρ

2
‖G̃n‖2F .

This completes the proof.

We first present the following lemma showing a self-bounding property of the loss function ℓn.

Lemma C.3. Recall the definition of ℓn : Sd → R in (19). For any B ∈ S
d, we have ‖∇ℓn(B)‖∗ ≤

2D
√

ℓn(B).

Proof. By direct calculation, we have ∇ℓn(B) = − (yn −Bsn) s
⊤
n − sn (yn −Bsn)

⊤. Taking the
nuclear norm and using the triangle inequality, we have

‖∇ℓn(B)‖∗ =
∥

∥

∥(yn −Bsn) s
⊤
n + sn (yn −Bsn)

⊤
∥

∥

∥

∗

≤
∥

∥

∥(yn −Bsn) s
⊤
n

∥

∥

∥

∗
+
∥

∥

∥sn (yn −Bsn)
⊤
∥

∥

∥

∗

≤ 2 ‖yn −Bsn‖ ‖sn‖ ≤ 2‖sn‖
√

ℓn(B).

Finally, recall that sn = 1
2(∆n+1 −∆n). Since ‖∆n‖ ≤ D and ‖∆n+1‖ ≤ D, we have ‖sn‖ ≤ D.

This completes the proof.
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Now we move to the proof of Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Since Hn ∈ Z, it follows from (20) in Lemma C.2 that:

〈Gn,Bn −Hn〉 ≤
1

2ρ
‖Wn −Hn‖2F −

1

2ρ
‖Wn+1 −Hn‖2F +

ρ

2
‖G̃n‖2F

≤ 1

2ρ
‖Wn −Hn‖2F −

1

2ρ
‖Wn+1 −Hn‖2F + 2ρ‖Gn‖2∗,

(22)

where we used (21) in the last inequality. Recall that Gn = ∇ℓn(Bn). Since ℓn is convex, we have
ℓn(Bn) − ℓn(Hn) ≤ 〈Gn,Bn −Hn〉. Therefore, applying this inequality and summing (22) from
n = 1 to n = KT , we get:

KT
∑

n=1

(ℓn(Bn)− ℓn(Hn)) ≤
KT
∑

n=1

2ρ‖∇ℓn(Bn)‖2∗ +
KT
∑

n=1

1

2ρ

(

‖Wn −Hn‖2F − ‖Wn+1 −Hn‖2F
)

.

Now we choose ρ = 1
16D2 . Using Lemma C.3, the first sum on the right-hand side can be bounded

as
KT
∑

n=1

2ρ‖∇ℓn(Bn)‖2∗ ≤
KT
∑

n=1

8ρD2ℓn(Bn) =
1

2

KT
∑

n=1

ℓn(Bn).

Moreover, the second sum on the right-hand side can be bounded by:

KT
∑

n=1

1

2ρ

(

‖Wn −Hn‖2F − ‖Wn+1 −Hn‖2F
)

= 8D2
KT
∑

n=1

(

‖Wn −Hn‖2F − ‖Wn+1 −Hn‖2F
)

≤ 8D2‖W1 −H1‖2F + 8D2
KT
∑

n=1

(

‖Wn+1 −Hn+1‖2F − ‖Wn+1 −Hn‖2F
)

Furthermore, note that ‖Wn+1 − Hn+1‖2F − ‖Wn+1 − Hn‖2F = (‖Wn+1 − Hn+1‖F − ‖Wn+1 −
Hn‖F )(‖Wn+1 −Hn+1‖F + ‖Wn+1 −Hn‖F ). By using the triangle inequality, we have ‖Wn+1 −
Hn+1‖F − ‖Wn+1 − Hn‖F ≤ ‖Hn+1 − Hn‖F . Also, since Hn,Hn+1 ∈ Z, we have ‖Hn‖F ≤√
d‖Hn‖op ≤

√
dL1 and ‖Hn+1‖F ≤

√
dL1. Together with Wn+1 ∈ B√dL1

(0), it follows from the
triangle inequality that

‖Wn+1 −Hn+1‖F ≤ ‖Wn+1‖F + ‖Hn+1‖F ≤ 2
√
dL1, ‖Wn+1 −Hn‖F ≤ 2

√
dL1.

Hence, we obtain ‖Wn+1 −Hn+1‖2F − ‖Wn+1 −Hn‖2F ≤ 4L1

√
d‖Hn+1 −Hn‖F . Thus, overall we

get:
KT
∑

n=1

ℓn(Bn) ≤ 16D2‖W1 −H1‖2F + 2
KT
∑

n=1

ℓn(Hn) + 64L1D
2
√
d

KT
∑

n=1

‖Hn+1 −Hn‖F .

This completes the proof.
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C.2 Proof Lemma 4.3

Recall that yn = gn+1−∇f(zn) = ∇f(wn+1)−∇f(zn) and sn = wn+1− zn = 1
2(∆n+1−∆n). By

using the definition of ℓn (see (19)), we have

ℓn(Hn) =
∥

∥

∥yn −∇2f(zn)sn
∥

∥

∥

2
= ‖∇f(wn+1)−∇f(zn)−∇2f(zn)(wn+1 − zn)‖2

≤
(

L2

2
‖wn+1 − zn‖2

)2

=
L2
2

4

∥

∥

1

2
(∆n+1 −∆n)

∥

∥

4 ≤ L2
2

4
D4,

where the first inequality follows from Assumption 2.2, and the second inequality holds because
‖∆n‖ ≤ D and ‖∆n+1‖ ≤ D.

To prove the second inequality, note that by Assumption 2.2 and the relationship between the
Frobenius norm and the operator norm:

‖Hn+1 −Hn‖F = ‖∇2f(zn+1)−∇2f(zn)‖F ≤
√
d‖∇2f(zn+1)−∇2f(zn)‖op ≤

√
dL2‖zn+1 − zn‖.

Recall that zn = xn + 1
2∆n, zn+1 = xn+1 +

1
2∆n+1 and xn+1 = xn + ∆n+1. Thus, zn+1 − zn =

xn+1 +
1
2∆n+1 − xn − 1

2∆n = 3
2∆n+1 − 1

2∆n. Since ‖∆n‖ ≤ D and ‖∆n+1‖ ≤ D, we further have
‖zn+1 − zn‖ ≤ 2D. This completes the proof.

C.3 The Choices of Hyperparameters

The logic behind selecting the hyperparameters is to balance the dominant terms in the upper
bound, thereby optimizing the parameters to achieve the lowest possible convergence bound. Recall
the following inequality from the last equation in the Proof Sketch:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ f(x0)− f∗

DM
+

6D

Tη
+

3η

2

[

L2
2D

3

2
+

64dL2
1D

M
+ 128dL1L2D

2

]

+
L2D

2

48
+

L2D
2T 2

2
.

To proceed, we first balance the two terms involving T to find an optimal value. This leads to
our choice of T = 3

(DL2η)
1
3
, and substituting this back into the bound yields:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ f(x0)− f∗

DM
+

13

2

D
4
3L

1
3
2

η
2
3

+
3η

2

[

L2
2D

3

2
+

64dL2
1D

M
+ 128dL1L2D

2

]

+
L2D

2

48
.

Next, we balance the two terms 13
2

D
4
3 L

1
3
2

η
2
3

and 3η
2 128dL1L2D

2 to obtain η, as it will be clear later

that the second term is the leading term inside the brackets. This yields η =

(

1

24dL1L
2
3
2 D

2
3

)
3
5

,

resulting in the following bound:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ f(x0)− f∗

DM
+ 52(dL1)

2
5D

8
5L

3
5
2 +

1

8

(

1

dL1

)
3
5

L
8
5
2 D

13
5 + 15

d
2
5L

7
5
1 D

3
5

L
2
5
2 M

+
L2

48
D2.
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Finally, we balance D between the first and second terms. This results in D =

(

f(x0)−f∗

52d
2
5L

2
5
1
L

3
5
2
M

)
5
13

,

leading to:

1

K

K
∑

k=1

‖∇f(w̄k)‖ ≤ 2(f(x0)− f∗)
8
13 (52L

2
5
1 L

3
5
2 )

5
13

d
2
13

M
8
13

+
L2(f(x0)− f∗)

416dL1M
+

7L
17
13
1 (f(x0)− f∗)

3
13

L
7
13
2

d
4
13

M
16
13

+
L

7
13
2

48
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52d
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10
13

.

To summarize, the hyperparameters in our algorithm are chosen as follows (ignoring absolute
constants):

D =





f(x0)− f∗

d
2
5L

2
5
1 L

3
5
2M





5
13

, η =
M

2
13

(f(x0)− f∗)
2
13 d

7
13L

7
13
1 L

4
13
2

, T =
(dL1)

3
13M

1
13

(f(x0 − f∗))
1
13L

2
13
2

. (23)

D Implementation of TRSolver

In this section, we describe the implementation details of the TRSolver oracle defined in Defini-
tion 3.1, which approximately solves the trust-region subproblem in (9). As mentioned in Sec-
tion 4.2, our first step is to approximately compute the minimum eigenvalue of A to determine
whether the problem is convex. To this end, we define the following oracle:

Definition D.1. The MinEvec(A; δ) oracle takes A ∈ S
d and δ > 0 as inputs. It outputs λ̂min ∈ R

and v̂min ∈ R
d such that one of the following outcomes holds:

(a) λ̂min ≥ 0, which implies that λmin(A) ≥ λ̂min ≥ 0;

(b) λ̂min < 0, which implies that λ̂min + δ ≥ λmin(A) ≥ λ̂min and ‖Av̂min − λ̂minv̂min‖ ≤ δ.

To summarize, theMinEvec oracle has two possible outcomes. In the first case, we have λ̂min ≥ 0,
which certifies that the input matrix A is positive semidefinite (PSD). In the second case, we have
λ̂min < 0, and further we guarantee that the actual minimum eigenvalue λmin(A) lies in the interval
[λ̂min, λ̂min + δ] and v̂ is an approximate eigenvector such that ‖Av̂ − λ̂minv̂‖ ≤ δ. We implement
the MinEvec oracle based on the Lanczos method with a random start [KW92] and the details
are given in Appendix D.1. For now, we present the following proposition that summarizes the
computational cost of the MinEvec oracle.

Proposition D.1. Given an input matrix A ∈ S
d, suppose B > 0 is an upper bound on λmax(A)−

λmin(A). Then the MinEvec(A; δ) oracle can be implemented, with success probability at least 1− q,

using at most ⌈14
√

2B
δ log(44dB

q2δ
) + 1

2⌉ matrix-vector products.

Another building block of our implementation is a fast algorithm for solving convex-constrained
optimization problems. Specifically, consider the minimization problem

min
x∈Q

g(x), (24)

where g is a convex function with Lg-Lipschitz gradients and Q is a closed convex set. Then we
have the following convergence results based on [LPR21; KOPR23] and we defer the details to
Appendix D.2.
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Subroutine 2 TRSolver(A,b,D; δ)

1: Input: A ∈ Sd, b ∈ Rd, D > 0, δ > 0
2: Set (λ̂min, v̂min) = MinEvec(A; δ

2D )

3: if λ̂min ≥ 0 then

4: Run FISTA+SFG on Problem (9) to find ∆̃ ∈ BD(0) with min
v∈N (∆̃) ‖A∆̃+ b+ v‖ ≤ δ

5: Return ∆̂← ∆̃

6: else

7: Run FISTA+SFG on Problem (26) to find ∆̃ ∈ BD(0) with min
v∈N (∆̃) ‖(A− λ̂minI)∆̃+ b+ v‖ ≤ δ

2

8: if ‖∆̃‖ = D then

9: Return ∆̂← ∆̃

10: else

11: Compute α =
√

(∆̃⊤v̂min)2 + (D2 − ‖∆̃‖2)− ∆̃
⊤v̂min

12: Return ∆̂← ∆̃+αv̂min # The choice of α ensures that ‖∆̂‖ = D
13: end if

14: end if

Proposition D.2. Suppose g : Rd → R is convex with Lg-Lipschitz gradients and Q is closed and
convex. Let x∗ denote the optimal solution of (24). There exists an algorithm FISTA+SFG that,

initialized at x0, finds x̂ ∈ Q satisfying minu∈NQ(x̂) ‖∇g(x̂) + u‖ ≤ δ after at most 2
√

10Lg‖x0−x∗‖
δ

gradient queries and projections onto Q.

Now we are ready to describe our procedure for solving (9), which is presented in Subroutine 2.
Specifically, we first call the MinEvec(A; δ

2D ) oracle to obtain the approximate eigenvalue λ̂min and

the approximate eigenvector v̂min. Depending on the sign of λ̂min, we consider the following two
cases:

• If λ̂min ≥ 0, we are in the first case of Definition D.1 and this implies that λmin(A) ≥ 0,
which certifies that Problem (9) is convex. Hence, we run FISTA+SFG on Problem (9) with
g(∆) = 1

2∆
⊤A∆ + b⊤

∆, Q = BD(0) and ∆0 = 0. Note that the gradient of g(∆) is
λmax(A)-Lipschitz and sup∆∈Q ‖∆0 − ∆‖ ≤ D. Thus, by Proposition D.2, after at most

2
√

10λmax(A)D
δ iterations, we can find ∆̃ ∈ Q such that:

min
v∈NQ(∆̃)

‖A∆̃+ b+ v‖ ≤ δ, (25)

which shows that ∆̃ satisfies the requirement in Definition 3.1.

• If λ̂min < 0, we are in the second case of Definition D.1, which implies that λ̂min ≤ λmin(A) ≤
λ̂min +

δ
2D and ‖Av̂min − λ̂minv̂‖ ≤ δ

2D . Consider the regularized problem:

min
‖∆‖≤D

{

1

2
∆

⊤
(

A− λ̂minI
)

∆+ b⊤
∆

}

. (26)

Since λ̂min ≤ λmin(A), the matrix A− λ̂minI is PSD and the problem in (26) is convex. Hence,
we can similarly run FISTA+SFG on Problem (26) with Q = BD(0) and ∆0 = 0. Again by
Proposition D.2, after at most:

2

√

20(λmax(A)− λ̂min)D

δ
≤ 2

√

20(λmax(A)− λmin(A) + δ
2D )D

δ

= 2

√

20(λmax(A)− λmin(A))D

δ
+ 10 (27)
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iterations, we can find ∆̃ ∈ Q such that:

min
v∈NQ(∆̃)

‖(A− λ̂minI)∆̃+ b+ v‖ ≤ δ

2
. (28)

We further consider two subcases similar to the approach in [HK17; WX17].

– If ‖∆̃‖ = D, i.e., ∆̃ is on the boundary ofQ, we can show that ∆̃ satisfies the requirement
in Definition 3.1. Indeed, in this case, NQ(∆̃) = {c∆̃ : c ≥ 0}. Since λ̂min < 0,

we have −λ̂min∆̃ + v ∈ NQ(∆̃) for any v ∈ NQ(∆̃). Thus, it follows from (28) that

minv∈NQ(∆̃) ‖A∆̃+ b+ v‖ ≤ minv∈NQ(∆̃) ‖(A− λ̂minI)∆̃+ b+ v‖ ≤ δ
2 .

– If ‖∆̃‖ < D, then we set ∆̂ ← ∆̃ + αv̂min, where α is chosen such that ‖∆̂‖ = D
(note that we can ensure |α| ≤ D). We claim that ∆̂ satisfies the requirement in
Definition 3.1. Indeed, since ∆̃ is in the interior of D, we have NQ(∆̃) = {0} and (28)

becomes ‖(A− λ̂minI)∆̃+ b‖ ≤ δ
2 . Moreover, we can compute:

min
v∈NQ(∆̂)

‖A∆̂+ b+ v‖ ≤ ‖(A− λ̂minI)∆̂+ b‖ (since − λ̂min∆̂ ∈ N (∆̂))

≤ ‖(A− λ̂minI)∆̃+ b‖+ α‖(A − λ̂minI)v̂min‖

≤ δ

2
+D · δ

2D
= δ.

Considering all cases, we can conclude that ∆̂ returned by Subroutine 2 satisfies the condition in
Definition 3.1. Moreover, together with Proposition D.1, we have the following guarantee on the
computational cost of Subroutine 2.

Corollary D.2.1. Given an input matrix A ∈ S
d, suppose B > 0 is an upper bound on λmax(A)−

λmin(A). Then we can implement the TRSolver oracle with success probability at least 1 − q, with
the total number of matrix-vector products bounded by:

⌈

1

2

√

BD

δ
log(

88dBD

q2δ
) +

1

2

⌉

+max

{

2

√

10λmax(A)D

δ
, 2

√

20BD

δ
+ 10

}

.

Proof. The first term corresponds to the computational cost of calling MinEvec(A; δ
2D ), as estab-

lished in Proposition D.1. The second term corresponds to the cost of running the FISTA+SFG

algorithm. As discussed above, in the first case, this cost is bounded by 2
√

10λmax(A)D
δ , while in

the second case, it is bounded by 2
√

20BD
δ + 10.

D.1 Implementation of MinEvec

Our goal in this section is to describe the implementation of the MinEvec oracle in Definition D.1
and to prove Proposition D.1. As mentioned in the previous section, our approach is based on
the Lanczos method with a random start [KW92], which approximates eigenvectors and eigenval-
ues within a Krylov subspace. Hence, we first recall the following lemma that characterizes the
convergence property of the Lanczos process.

Lemma D.3 ([KW92, Theorem 4.2]). Consider a symmetric matrix A ∈ S
d and let λmax(A) and

λmin(A) be its maximum and minimum eigenvalues, respectively. Let u ∈ R
d be a random vector

drawn uniformly from the unit sphere. Define the Krylov subspace Kt(A,u) as:

Kt(A,u) = span{u,Au, . . . ,At−1u}. (29)
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Then we have:

Pr
(

min
v∈Kt(A,u)

v⊤Av
v⊤v

≥ λmin(A) + ρ(λmax(A)− λmin(A))
)

≤ 1.648
√
de−

√
ρ(2t−1),

Pr
(

max
v∈Kt(A,u)

v⊤Av
v⊤v

≤ λmax(A)− ρ(λmax(A)− λmin(A))
)

≤ 1.648
√
de−

√
ρ(2t−1).

Lemma D.3 describes how the Rayleigh quotient, v⊤Av
v⊤v

, converges to the extreme eigenvalues
of A as the order of the Krylov subspace increases. As will be evident later, we also require an

additional result that characterizes the convergence behavior of ‖Av‖
‖v‖ . Since we could not find such

a result in the existing literature, we follow the analysis in [KW92] to derive the following lemma.

Lemma D.4. Consider a symmetric matrix A ∈ S
d and let λmax(A) and λmin(A) be its maximum

and minimum eigenvalues, respectively. Let u be a random vector drawn uniformly from the unit
sphere and recall the definition of the Krylov subspace from (29). Then we have:

Pr

(

min
v∈Kt(A,u)

‖Av‖
‖v‖ ≥ λmin(A) + ρ(λmax(A)− λmin(A))

)

≤ 2.34

√

d

ρ
e−

√
ρ(2t−1).

Proof. We aim to upper bound minv∈Kt(A,u)
‖Av‖2
‖v‖2 = minv∈Kt(A,u)

v⊤A2v
v⊤v

. Since v ∈ Kt(A,u), we

let v = P (A)u, where P can be any non-zero polynomial of degree less than or equal to t−1. Also,
let λ1, λ2, . . . , λd denote the eigenvalues of A in decreasing order. Then:

v⊤A2v

v⊤v
=

∑d
i=1 u

2
i λ

2
iP

2(λi)
∑d

i=1 u
2
iP

2(λi)
,

and we further have:

1

(λ1 − λd)2

(

v⊤A2v

v⊤v
− λ2

d

)

=
1

(λ1 − λd)2

∑d
i=1 u

2
i (λ

2
i − λ2

d)P
2(λi)

∑d
i=1 u

2
iP

2(λi)
.

Note that for any i = 1, 2, . . . , d, we can write: λ2
i − λ2

d = (λi − λd)
2 + 2λd(λi − λd). Thus, the

above further becomes:
∑d

i=1 u
2
i

(

λi−λd
λ1−λd

)2
P 2(λi)

∑d
i=1 u

2
iP

2(λi)
+

2λd

λ1 − λd

∑d
i=1 u

2
i
λi−λd
λ1−λd

P 2(λi)
∑d

i=1 u
2
iP

2(λi)
. (30)

Now define the auxiliary variables xi =
λ1−λi
λ1−λd

∈ (0, 1] for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d} andQ(x) = P (λ1−(λ1−λd)x)
P (λd)

.

It is easy to see that xd = 1 and Q is a polynomial of degree less or equal to t−1 satisfying Q(1) = 1.
Moreover, under this notation, we have λi−λd

λ1−λd
= 1 − xi, xd = 1, and P (λi) = Q(xi)P (λd). Thus,

for any ρ < 1, we can upper bound the first term in (30) as:
∑d

i=1 u
2
i (1− xi)

2Q2(xi)
∑d

i=1 u
2
iQ

2(xi)
= ρ2 +

∑d
i=1 u

2
i ((1− xi)

2 − ρ2)Q2(xi)
∑d

i=1 u
2
iQ

2(xi)

= ρ2 +

∑d−1
i=1 u2i ((1− xi)

2 − ρ2)Q2(xi)− ρ2u2d
∑d

i=1 u
2
iQ

2(xi)

≤ ρ2 +

∑d−1
i=1 2u2i (1− ρ− xi)Q

2(xi)− ρ2u2d
∑d

i=1 u
2
iQ

2(xi)

≤ ρ2 +
2
∑d−1

i=1 u2i max0≤x≤1−ρ{(1− ρ− x)Q2(x)} − ρ2u2d
u2d

,
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where we used xd = 1 and Q(1) = 1 in the second equality, the first inequality is due to the fact
that (1 − xi)

2 − ρ2 = (1 + ρ − xi)(1 − ρ − xi) ≤ 2(1 − ρ − xi), and the last inequality is because
xi ∈ [0, 1] and (1− ρ− xi)Q

2(xi) ≤ 0 when xi > 1− ρ. Similarly, we can upper bound the second
term in (30) as:

2λd

λ1 − λd

∑d
i=1 u

2
i (1− xi)Q

2(xi)
∑d

i=1 u
2
iQ

2(xi)
≤ 2λd

λ1 − λd
ρ+

2λd

λ1 − λd

∑d−1
i=1 u2i max0≤x≤1−ρ{(1− ρ− x)Q2(x)} − ρu2d

u2d
.

We recall the following two helper lemmas from [KW92, Theorem 4.2].

Lemma D.5. There exists a polynomial T of degree t− 1 and T (1) = 1 such that:

max
0≤x≤1−ρ

{(1− ρ− x)T 2(x)} ≤ 4ρ
(1−√ρ
1 +
√
ρ

)2t−1(

1−
(1−√ρ
1 +
√
ρ

)2t−1)−2
=

4ργ

(1− γ)2
,

where we define γ :=
(

1−√
ρ

1+
√
ρ

)2t−1
to simplify the notation.

Lemma D.6. Let u ∈ R
d be a random vector drawn from the unit sphere and let ui denote its i-th

coordinate (1 ≤ i ≤ d). Then Pr(
∑d−1

i=1 u2i > cu2d) ≤ 0.824
√

d
1+c .

Recall that P can be any non-zero polynomial of degree less than or equal to t− 1. Specifically,
we choose P (λ) = T ( λ1−λ

λ1−λd
) with the polynomial T given in Lemma D.5, which corresponds to

Q(x) = T (x). Thus, we obtain:

min
v∈Kt(A,u)

1

(λ1 − λd)2

(

v⊤A2v

v⊤v
− λ2

d

)

≤ ρ2 +
2λd

λ1 − λd
ρ+

2λ1

λ1 − λd

8ργ
(1−γ)2

∑d−1
i=1 u2i − ρ2u2d

u2d
. (31)

Moreover, by Lemma D.6, it holds that:

Pr

(

8ργ

(1− γ)2

d−1
∑

i=1

u2i > ρ2u2d

)

≤ 0.824

√

√

√

√

d

1 + ρ(1−γ)2

8γ

≤ 0.824

√

8dγ

ρ
≤ 2.34

√

d

ρ
e−

√
ρ(2t−1),

where we used the fact that 1+ ρ(1−γ)2

8γ = 1+ ρ
8γ −

ρ
4 +

ργ
8 ≥ 3

4+
ρ
8γ ≥

ρ
8γ in the second inequality and

the fact that
√
γ ≤ e−

√
ρ(2t−1) in the last inequality. Finally, we note that when 8ργ

(1−γ)2
∑d−1

i=1 u2i ≤
ρ2u2d holds, we obtain from (31) that:

min
v∈Kt(A,u)

1

(λ1 − λd)2

(

v⊤A2v

v⊤v
− λ2

d

)

≤ ρ2 +
2λd

λ1 − λd
ρ

⇔ min
v∈Kt(A,u)

v⊤A2v

v⊤v
≤ ρ2(λ1 − λd)

2 + 2λdρ(λ1 − λd) + λ2
d

⇔ min
v∈Kt(A,u)

‖Av‖
‖v‖ ≤ λd + ρ(λ1 − λd).

This completes the proof.

Now we are ready to describe the implementation of MinEvec in Subroutine 3, which consists
of two stages. In the first stage, we run the Lanczos method to obtain a good approximation of
λmin(A). Specifically, recall that B is an upper bound on λmax(A) − λmin(A). We initiate the
process with a random vector v1 uniformly drawn from the unit sphere and execute the Lanczos
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Subroutine 3 MinEvec(A; δ, q)

1: Input: A ∈ Sd, δ > 0, q ∈ (0, 1), an upper bound B on λmax(A) − λmin(A)
2: Initialize: sample v1 ∈ Rd uniformly from the unit sphere, β1 ← 0, v0 ← 0

3: Set N1 ← ⌈ 14
√

2B
δ log(11dq2 ) + 1

2⌉
4: for k = 1, . . . , N1 do

5: Set wk ← Avk − βkvk−1

6: Set αk ← 〈wk,vk〉 and wk ← wk − αkvk

7: Set βk+1 ← ‖wk‖ and vk+1 ← wk/βk+1

8: end for

9: Form a tridiagonal matrix T← tridiag(β2:N1
, α1:N1

, β2:N1
)

10: # Use the tridiagonal structure to compute the minimum eigenvalue of T
11: Compute λ̄min ← MinEig(T) and set λ̂min ← λ̄min − δ

2

12: if λ̂min ≥ 0 then # Case (a)

13: Set v̂min ← 0 and return (λ̂min, v̂min)
14: else # Case (b)

15: Set N2 ← ⌈ 14
√

2B
δ log(44dBq2δ ) + 1

2⌉
16: for k = N1 + 1, . . . , N2 do

17: Set wk ← Avk − βkvk−1

18: Set αk ← 〈wk,vk〉 and wk ← wk − αkvk

19: Set βk+1 ← ‖wk‖ and vk+1 ← wk/βk+1

20: end for

21: Form a tridiagonal matrix T′ ← tridiag(β2:N2
, α1:N2

, β2:N2
)

22: Form a pentadiagonal matrix M← (T′ − λ̂minI)2 + β2
N2+1eN2

e⊤N2

23: # Use the pentadiagonal structure to compute the minimum eigenvector of M

24: Compute z̃min ← MinEvec(M) and set v̂min ←
∑N2

k=1 z̃
(k)
minvk

25: Return (λ̂min, v̂min)
26: end if

Lanczos iteration

Lanczos iteration

method for N1 = ⌈14
√

2B
δ log(11d

q2
) + 1

2⌉ iterations (see Lines 4 to 8). It is known that the Lanczos

vectors {vk}N1
k=1 form an orthonormal basis of the Krylov subspace KN1(A,v1). Moreover, if we

define V(N1) = [v1, . . . ,vN1 ] ∈ R
d×N1 , then (V(N1))⊤AV(N1) is a tridiagonal matrix T ∈ R

N1×N1

given by:

T =



















α1 β2
β2 α2 β3

β3
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . . βN1

βN1 αN1



















.

Due to the tridiagonal structure, the eigenvalues ofT can be computed in O(N1) time. In particular,
we compute its minimum eigenvalue λ̄min, which satisfies:

λ̄min = min
z∈RN1

z⊤Tz
z⊤z

= min
z∈RN1

z⊤(V(N1))⊤AV(N1)z

z⊤z
= min

v∈KN1
(A,v1)

v⊤Av
v⊤v

. (32)

Then we set λ̂min ← λ̄min − δ
2 . As we shall prove in Proposition D.7, we have λ̂min ≤ λmin(A) ≤

λ̂min +
δ
2 with probability at least 1− q

2 .
In the second stage, we compute the output v̂min in the definition of the MinEvec oracle. We

distinguish two cases depending on the sign of λ̂min.

27



• If λ̂min ≥ 0, we simply set v̂min = 0 and return the pair (λ̂min, v̂min).

• Otherwise, if λ̂min < 0, we continue to run the Lanczos method for N2 = ⌈14
√

2B
δ log(44dB

q2δ
)+ 1

2⌉
iterations (see Lines 16 to 20). Define V(N2) = [v1, . . . ,vN2 ] ∈ R

d×N2 , then from the Lanczos
iteration it holds that:

AV(N2) = V(N2)T′ + βN2+1vN2+1e
⊤
N2

,

where T′ is a tridiagonal matrix given by tridiag(β2:N2 , α1:N2 , β2:N2) and eN2 is the N2-th
standard unit vector. Therefore, one can show that (V(N2))⊤(A− λ̂minI)

⊤(A− λ̂minI)V
(N2)

is a pentadiagonal matrix M given by (T′−λ̂minI)
2+β2

N2+1eN2e
⊤
N2

. Similarly, we can compute

the minimum eigenvector z̃min of M in O(N2) time. We further define v̂min = V(N2)z̃min and
it satisfies:

v̂min = argmin
v∈KN2

(A,v1)

v⊤(A− λ̂minI)
⊤(A− λ̂minI)v

v⊤v
= argmin

v∈KN2
(A,v1)

‖(A− λ̂minI)v‖
‖v‖ . (33)

Finally, we return the pair (λ̂min, v̂min).

In the following proposition, we will prove that the pair (λ̂min, v̂min) returned by Subroutine 3
satisfies the conditions specified in Definition D.1.

Proposition D.7. With probability at least 1−q, Subroutine 3 successfully implements the MinEvec

oracle defined in Definition D.1 and the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by

⌈14
√

2B
δ log(44dB

q2δ
) + 1

2⌉.

Proof. To begin with, we prove that λ̂min ≤ λmin(A) ≤ λ̂min+
δ
2 with probability at least 1− q

2 . By
using the property of λ̄min in (32),we have λ̄min ≥ λmin(A). Furthermore, by applying Lemma D.3
with ρ = δ

2B , we obtain that:

Pr
(

λ̄min ≥ λmin(A) +
δ

2B
(λmax(A)− λmin(A))

)

≤ 1.648
√
de−

√

δ
2B

(2N1−1) ≤ q

2
.

Since B ≥ λmax(A) − λmin(A), this implies that, with probability at least 1 − q
2 , we have λ̄min ≤

λmin(A)+ δ
2B (λmax(A)−λmin(A)) ≤ λmin(A)+ δ

2 , leading to λmin(A) ≤ λ̄min ≤ λmin(A)+ δ
2 . Since

λ̂min = λ̄min − δ
2 , we get λ̂min ≤ λmin(A) ≤ λ̂min +

δ
2 with probability at least 1− q

2 .

Hence, in the first case where λ̂min ≥ 0, we have λmin(A) ≥ λ̂min ≥ 0 and thus the condition in
Definition D.1 is satisfied with probability at least 1− q

2 . In the second case where λ̂min < 0, it still

holds that λ̂min+
δ
2 ≥ λmin(A) ≥ λ̂min with probability at least 1− q

2 . Moreover, using the property

of v̂min in (33), by applying Lemma D.4 with the matrix A− λ̂minI and ρ = δ
2B , we obtain that:

Pr
(

‖(A−λ̂minI)v̂min‖ ≥ λmin(A)−λ̂min+
δ
2B (λmax(A)−λmin(A))

)

≤ 2.34

√

2Bd

δ
e−
√

δ
2B

(2N2−1) ≤ q

2
,

where we used N2 = ⌈14
√

2B
δ log(44dB

q2δ
) + 1

2⌉ in the last inequality. Using the union bound, with
probability at least 1− q, we have:

λ̂min +
δ

2
≥ λmin(A) ≥ λ̂min and ‖(A− λ̂minI)v̂min‖ ≤ λmin(A)− λ̂min +

δ

2B
(λmax(A)− λmin(A)).

Together, these two inequalities imply that ‖(A − λ̂minI)v̂min‖ ≤ δ
2 + δ

2 = δ. Hence, we conclude
that all the conditions in Definition D.1 are satisfied.
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D.2 Reducing Gradient Norm for Constrained Convex Optimization

Recall the general constrained problem in (24). In this section, we describe the FISTA+SFG algo-
rithm in Proposition D.2, which consists of a total of 2N iterations. In the first N iterations, we
run the FISTA algorithm proposed in [BT09] with the initialization x0 = y0 ∈ Q and t0 = 1. It
follows the following update: for any k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N − 1},

xk+1 = ΠQ

(

yk −
1

Lg
∇g(yk)

)

, tk+1 =
1 +

√

1 + 4t2k

2
, yk+1 = xk+1 +

tk − 1

tk+1
(xk+1 − xk).

It is known that FISTA achieves the convergence rate:

f(xN )− f∗ ≤ 2Lg‖x0 − x∗‖2
(N + 1)2

. (34)

For the second N iterations, we switch to the Super FISTA-G method from [KOPR23], initializing
with x̃0 = ỹ0 = xN . The updates for Super FISTA-G are given by:

x̃k+1 = ΠQ

(

ỹk −
1

4Lg
∇f(ỹk)

)

, ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1},

ỹk+1 =







x̃k+1 +
(N−k)(2N−2k−3)

(N−k+2)(2N−2k−1) (x̃k+1 − x̃k) +
(4N−4k−5)(2N−2k−3)
6(N−k+2)(2N−2k−1) (x̃k+1 − ỹk), if k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 3},

x̃N−1 +
3
10(x̃N−1 − x̃N−2) +

3
40 (x̃N−1 − ỹN−2), if k = N − 2.

As shown in [KOPR23], this method achieves the following convergence bound:

min
u∈NQ(x̃N )

‖∇g(x̃N ) + u‖ ≤
√

50Lg(f(x̃0)− f∗)
(N + 1)(N + 2)

. (35)

Combining (34) and (35), we obtain

min
u∈NQ(x̃N )

‖∇g(x̃N ) + u‖ ≤
√

50Lg(f(xN )− f∗)
(N + 1)(N + 2)

≤ 10Lg‖x0 − x∗‖
(N + 1)2

.

Hence, to satisfy minu∈NQ(x̃N ) ‖∇g(x̃N )+u‖ ≤ δ, we can set N =
√

10Lg‖x0−x∗‖
δ and thus the total

number of gradient queries are bounded by 2N = 2
√

10Lg‖x0−x∗‖
δ . This proves Proposition D.2.

E Implementation of SEP

This section describes the implementation of the SEP oracle, as defined in Definition 3.2. As
outlined in Section 4.2, our approach relies on the Lanczos algorithm with a random start, and
the procedure is presented in Subroutine 4. Specifically, starting from a random vector v1 ∈ R

d

uniformly drawn from the unit sphere, we execute the Lanczos method for N iterations, where

N = min
{⌈

1
2 log

11d
q2

+ 1
2

⌉

, d
}

(see Lines 4 to 8). It is known that the Lanczos vectors {vk}Nk=1 form

an orthonormal basis of the Krylov subspace KN (W,v1) = span{v1,Wv1, . . . ,W
N−1v1}. Using

this basis, the matrix W is represented in the Krylov subspace by a tridiagonal matrix

T =



















α1 β2
β2 α2 β3

β3
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . . βN
βN αN



















.
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Subroutine 4 SEP(W; q)

1: Input: W ∈ Sd, q ∈ (0, 1)
2: Initialize: sample v1 ∈ Rd uniformly from the unit sphere, β1 ← 0, v0 ← 0

3: Set the number of iterations N ←
⌈

1
2 log

11d
q2 + 1

2

⌉

4: for k = 1, . . . , N do

5: Set wk ←Wvk − βkvk−1

6: Set αk ← 〈wk,vk〉 and wk ← wk − αkvk

7: Set βk+1 ← ‖wk‖ and vk+1 ← wk/βk+1

8: end for

9: Form a tridiagonal matrix T← tridiag(β2:N , α1:N , β2:N )
10: # Use the tridiagonal structure to compute eigenvectors of T
11: Compute (λ̂1, z(1))← MaxEvec(T) and (λ̂d, z(d))← MinEvec(T)

12: Set u(1) ←∑N
k=1 z

(1)
k vk and u(d) ←∑N

k=1 z
(d)
k vk

13: Set γ ← max{λ̂1,−λ̂d}/L1

14: if γ ≤ 1 then

15: Return γ and S = 0 # Case I: γ ≤ 1, which implies ‖W‖op ≤ 2L1

16: else if λ̂1 ≥ −λ̂d then

17: Return γ and S = 1
L1

u(1)(u(1))⊤ # Case II: γ > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane
18: else

19: Return γ and S = − 1
L1

u(d)(u(d))⊤ # Case II: γ > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane
20: end if

Lanczos method

Due to the tridiagonal structure, the eigenvectors of T can be computed in O(N) time. This
computation yields two unit vectors, u(1) and u(d), such that (see Lines 9 to 12):

u(1) = argmax
u∈KN (W,v1)

u⊤Wu

u⊤u
, u(d) = argmin

u∈KN (W,v1)

u⊤Wu

u⊤u
.

We then set γ ← max{λ̂1,−λ̂d}/L1, where λ̂1 = (u(1))⊤Wu(1) and λ̂d = (u(d))⊤Wu(d). Now we
distinguish two cases based on the value of γ.

• Case I: If γ < 1, then we set S = 0 and return (γ,S).

• Case II: If γ ≥ 1, we proceed with two subcases. If λ̂1 ≥ −λ̂d, we set S = 1
L1

u(1)(u(1))⊤.

Otherwise, if −λ̂d ≥ λ̂1, we set S = − 1
L1

u(d)(u(d))⊤.

In the next proposition, we will prove that the output (γ,S) satisfy the conditions specified in
Definition 3.2 with probability at least 1− q.

Proposition E.1. With probability at least 1 − q, Subroutine 4 successfully implements the SEP

oracle and the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by
⌈

1
2 log

11d
q2

+ 1
2

⌉

.

Proof. First, we show that ‖W‖op ≤ 2γL1 holds with probability at least 1− q. By using Propo-
sition D.3, we have:

Pr
(

λ̂1 ≤ λmax(W) − 1

4
(λmax(W) − λmin(W))

)

≤ 1.648
√
de−

1
2
(2N−1) ≤ q

2
,

Pr
(

λ̂d ≥ λmin(W) +
1

4
(λmax(W) − λmin(W))

)

≤ 1.648
√
de−

1
2
(2N−1) ≤ q

2
.
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Hence, by using the union bound, with probability at least 1− q, it holds that:

λ̂1 ≥ λmax(W)− 1

4
(λmax(W)− λmin(W)), λ̂d ≤ λmin(W) +

1

4
(λmax(W) − λmin(W)).

Combining these two inequalities yields λ̂1 − λ̂d ≥ 1
2(λmax(W)− λmin(W)), which implies that:

λmax(W) ≤ λ̂1 +
1

4
(λmax(W)− λmin(W)) ≤ 3

2
λ̂1 −

1

2
λ̂d, (36)

λmin(W) ≥ λ̂d −
1

4
(λmax(W)− λmin(W)) ≥ −1

2
λ̂1 +

3

2
λ̂d. (37)

Recall that γ = max{λ̂1,−λ̂d}/L1, which means that max{λ̂1,−λ̂d} = γL1. Hence, (36) and (37)
further lead to λmax(W) ≤ 2γL1 and λmin(W) ≥ −2γL1. Since ‖W‖op = max{λmax(W),−λmin(W)},
this further implies that ‖W‖op ≤ 2γL1.

In the following, we assume that ‖W‖op ≤ 2γL1, which happens with probability 1− q. Thus,
in Case I where γ < 1, we have ‖W‖op ≤ 2L1 and the condition in Definition 3.2 is satisfied
Otherwise, in Case II where γ ≥ 1, note that ‖W/γ‖op = ‖W‖op/γ ≤ 2L1. Moreover, without

loss of generality, assume that λ̂1 ≥ −λ̂d; we can use the argument when λ̂1 ≤ −λ̂d. In this case,
we have γ = λ̂1/L1 and S = 1

L1
u(1)(u(1))⊤. Since u(1) is a unit vector, it is easy to verify that

‖S‖F = 1
L1

. Moreover, for any B ∈ S
d such that ‖B‖op ≤ L1, it holds that:

〈S,W −B〉 = 1

L1
(u(1))⊤Wu(1) − 1

L1
(u(1))⊤Bu(1).

Note that 1
L1

(u(1))⊤Wu(1) = λ̂1
L1

= γ and 1
L1

(u(1))⊤Bu(1) ≤ 1
L1
‖B‖op‖u(1)‖ ≤ 1. Thus, we ob-

tain that 〈S,W − B〉 ≥ γ − 1. Hence, we conclude that all the conditions in Definition 3.2 are
satisfied.

F Proof of Theorem 4.6

Having established Corollary D.2.1 and Proposition E.1, we proceed to analyze the total compu-
tational cost of our proposed Algorithm 1. Recall that in each iteration, we have one call to the
TRSolver oracle (Line 5 in Algorithm 1) and one call to the SEP oracle (Line 5 in Subroutine 1).
Moreover, by Theorem 4.1, we can find an ε-FOSP after at most M = O(d1/4/ε13/8) iterations.

First, for a given failure probability p ∈ (0, 1), we can pick q = p
2M so that, by the union

bound, all of our calls to the TRSolver oracle and the SEP oracle (Line 5) are successful with
probability at least 1 − p. Now we consider the computational cost of TRSolver. Recall that the
input matrix is given by An = 1

2Bn + 1
η I and we set δ = D

ηT in Theorem 4.1. Moreover, since

‖Bn‖ ≤ 2L1 (see Lemma C.2), we have λmax(An) − λmin(An) ≤ 1
2(λmax(Bn) − λmin(Bn)) ≤ 2L1

and λmax(An) ≤ L1 +
1
η . Hence, it follows from Corollary D.2.1 that the number of matrix-vector

products for each call of TRSolver is bounded by:

⌈

1

2

√

2ηL1T log(
704dL1ηTM

2

p2
)+

1

2

⌉

+max

{

2
√

10(ηL1 + 1)T , 4
√

10ηL1T + 10

}

= Õ(
√

ηL1T+
√
T ).

Hence, after M iterations, the total number of matrix-vector products is given by

Õ(
√

ηL1TM +
√
TM) = Õ





d1/8L
5/8
1 L

3/16
2 (f(x0)− f∗)

ε29/16
+

d3/8L
3/8
1 L

5/16
2 (f(x0)− f∗)

ε27/16
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where we used the expression of η and T in (23) and M = O(d1/4/ε13/8). Furthermore, regarding
the computational cost of the SEP oracle, it follows from Proposition E.1 that the total number of
matrix-vector products is given by

⌈1

2
log

44dM2

p2
+

1

2

⌉

M = Õ




d1/4L
1/4
1 L

3/8
2 (f(x0)− f∗)

ε13/8



 .

Combining the two results, we complete the proof.
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[HK17] N. Ho-Nguyen and F. Kılınç-Karzan. “A second-order cone based approach for solv-
ing the trust-region subproblem and its variants”. In: SIAM Journal on Optimization
27.3 (2017), pp. 1485–1512 (pages 10, 24).

[Noc92] J. Nocedal. “Theory of algorithms for unconstrained optimization”. In: Acta numer-
ica 1 (1992), pp. 199–242 (page 3).

[Pow76] M. J. D. Powell. “Some global convergence properties of a variable metric algorithm
for minimization without exact line searches”. In: Nonlinear Programming. Vol. IX.
SIAM-AMS Proceedings. Philadelphia: Society for Industrial and Applied Mathe-
matics, 1976 (page 3).

34



[Pow71] M. Powell. “On the convergence of the variable metric algorithm”. In: IMA Journal
of Applied Mathematics 7.1 (1971), pp. 21–36 (page 3).

[RS13] A. Rakhlin and K. Sridharan. “Online learning with predictable sequences”. In:
Conference on Learning Theory. PMLR. 2013, pp. 993–1019 (page 5).

[ROW20] C.W. Royer, M. O’Neill, and S. J. Wright. “A Newton-CG algorithm with complexity
guarantees for smooth unconstrained optimization”. In: Mathematical Programming
180 (2020), pp. 451–488 (page 2).

[RW18] C. W. Royer and S. J. Wright. “Complexity analysis of second-order line-search
algorithms for smooth nonconvex optimization”. In: SIAM Journal on Optimization
28.2 (2018), pp. 1448–1477 (page 2).

[Sha70] D. F. Shanno. “Conditioning of quasi-Newton methods for function minimization”.
In: Mathematics of computation 24.111 (1970), pp. 647–656 (page 2).

[WX17] J. Wang and Y. Xia. “A linear-time algorithm for the trust region subproblem based
on hidden convexity”. In: Optimization Letters 11 (2017), pp. 1639–1646 (pages 10,
24).

[XJY17] Y. Xu, R. Jin, and T. Yang. “NEON+: Accelerated gradient methods for extracting
negative curvature for non-convex optimization”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.01033
(2017) (page 2).

[ZCP22] Z. Zhang, A. Cutkosky, and I. Paschalidis. “PDE-based optimal strategy for uncon-
strained online learning”. In: International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR.
2022, pp. 26085–26115 (page 8).

35


	Introduction
	Additional Related Work

	Preliminaries and Background
	Online-to-nonconvex Conversion 

	Proposed Algorithm
	Learning Update Directions: Optimistic Quasi-Newton Algorithm
	Efficient Subroutine for OQN Update
	Hessian approximation update via online learning

	Complexity Analysis
	Convergence Rate
	Characterizing the Computational Cost

	Discussion on the Lower Bound and Concluding Remarks
	 Proofs for Online-to-non-convex Conversion 
	Proof of Lemma 2.1
	Proof of Lemma 2.2
	Proof of Proposition 2.3

	Proofs for Section 3
	Proof of Lemma 3.1
	Proof of Lemma 3.2

	Complete Version and Proof of Theorem 4.1
	Proof of Lemma 4.2
	Proof Lemma 4.3
	The Choices of Hyperparameters

	Implementation of TRSolver
	Implementation of MinEvec 
	Reducing Gradient Norm for Constrained Convex Optimization

	Implementation of SEP
	Proof of Theorem 4.6

