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Abstract

We study fundamental limits of first-order stochastic optimization in a range of non-
convex settings, including L-smooth functions satisfying Quasar-Convexity (QC), Quadratic
Growth (QG), and Restricted Secant Inequalities (RSI). While the convergence properties
of standard algorithms are well-understood in deterministic regimes, significantly fewer
results address the stochastic case, where only unbiased and noisy gradients are available.
We establish new lower bounds on the number of noisy gradient queries to minimize these
classes of functions, also showing that they are tight (up to a logarithmic factor) in all the
relevant quantities characterizing each class. Our approach reformulates the optimization
task as a function identification problem, leveraging divergence composition arguments to
construct a challenging subclass that leads to sharp lower bounds. Furthermore, we present
a specialized algorithm in the one-dimensional setting that achieves faster rates, suggesting
that certain dimensional thresholds are intrinsic to the complexity of non-convex stochastic
optimization.

Keywords: Non-convex optimization, stochastic first-order optimization, oracle complex-
ity, minimax lower bounds.

1 Overview and Main Contributions

In recent years, the optimization community has increasingly shifted its attention toward
non-convex optimization problems. One strategy for addressing the intrinsic complexity of
such problems is to focus on broad function classes that exhibit particular structural properties,
such as Quasar-Convexity (QC), Restricted Secant Inequalities (RSI), the Polyak- Lojasiewicz
(PL) condition, and Error Bound (EB) properties. Although the theoretical guarantees of
first-order methods for these function classes are relatively well-understood under deterministic
assumptions (i.e., when exact gradients are available), considerably less attention has been
devoted to the stochastic setting, where only noisy gradient estimates are provided. In this
paper, we study the task of minimizing a differentiable function f : Rd → R

min
x∈X

f(x), (1)
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where X is either Rd or a compact, convex subset of Rd, depending on the function class
under consideration. The optimal value f∗ := minx∈X f(x) is assumed to be finite and the
set of global minimizers, denoted by X ∗, to be convex. The objective is to identify a point
x∗ in the set of minimizers, x∗ ∈ arg minx∈X f(x). Our focus is on algorithms that proceed
via iterative queries to an oracle supplying information about f in the form of stochastic
unbiased gradients. Given a function class F and a fixed budget of (potentially noisy) gradient
evaluations, we aim to establish lower bounds on the achievable optimization error, quantified
by the suboptimality gap f(x̂)− f∗, where x̂ is the solution returned by the algorithm.

We consider the classes of L-smooth functions1 satisfying one or a combination of the
following properties:2 Quasar-Convexity (QC), Quadratic Growth (QG), and Restricted-
Secant-Inequality (RSI) with τ ∈ (0, 1] and µ > 0:

(τ −QC) : ∀x ∈ Rd f(x)− f∗ ≤ 1
τ
⟨∇f(x), x− xp⟩

(µ−QG) : ∀x ∈ Rd f(x)− f∗ ≥ µ

2 ∥x− xp∥2

(µ− RSI) : ∀x ∈ Rd ⟨∇f(x), x− xp⟩ ≥ µ ∥x− xp∥2 ,

where xp is the projection of x onto the set of global minimizers of f .
Given a function class F , an algorithm A that solves this problem interacts iteratively with

a first-order oracle, sequentially querying noisy gradients at points in X . In this work, our
main objective is to establish lower bounds on the information-based complexity, specifically
focusing on how many noisy gradient evaluations are needed to achieve a given accuracy for
any function in the considered class. Moreover, we aim at obtaining lower bounds that are
tight in all the relevant parameters of each function class (up to logarithmic terms).

Our approach is motivated by techniques in the statistical literature for deriving minimax
lower bounds on the risks of estimation procedures [Tsybakov, 2003]. We reformulate the
optimization task as one of function identification by constructing a finite set of functions. The
challenge in identifying the correct function arises from the relative entropy—more precisely,
the Kullback-Leibler divergence—between the feedback distributions corresponding to any pair
of distinct functions. Ideally, this divergence should be minimized. However, to obtain tighter
performance guarantees, the functions must be sufficiently separated so that misidentifying
the underlying objective leads to a significant error. The function construction is therefore
carefully chosen to balance these competing requirements.

For the class of convex functions, lower bounds are established using quadratic and piece-
wise linear functions that ensure a relative entropy between the distributions of oracle feedbacks
at a given point that is uniform (independent of the queried point) [Agarwal et al., 2009,
Raginsky and Rakhlin, 2011]. Such constructions suffice to obtain sharp lower bounds for
convex functions.

In contrast, the function classes we consider here offer greater flexibility in constructing a
“difficult” subclass of functions. Specifically, the non-convexity allows us to create functions
whose curvature varies across different regions, leading to a relative entropy between the
oracle feedback distributions that depend on where the query is made. We leverage this by

1We say a function is L-smooth if the gradient is L-Lipschitz, i.e., ∥∇f(x) − ∇f(y)∥ ≤ L ∥x − y∥.
2In this paper ∥·∥ and ⟨·, ·⟩ denote the Euclidean norm and scalar product respectively. Bd(x, r) denotes

the ball centered at x with radius r.
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designing functions that exhibit large curvature locally around the minimizer and smaller
curvature away from it. Such a construction guarantees that misidentifying the function
incurs a substantial error due to the large local curvature, while the overall relative entropy
between feedback distributions remains limited because the algorithm must query near the
minimizer (unknown a priori) in order to observe a higher relative entropy compared to other
regions. This intuition is captured by the following result, known as divergence composition
in the bandits/active learning literature [Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020]. To the best of
our knowledge, this technique has not been previously leveraged in the analysis of stochastic
first-order optimization, and its application here provides a novel way to derive lower bounds.

Divergence Composition. Let PT
0 and PT

1 denote the probability distribution of the T
feedbacks observed by the learner under two different objective functions f0 and f1, and let
E0[·] be the expectation with respect to P0. Let Pi,x, for i ∈ {0, 1}, be the distribution of the
oracle feedback when querying x ∈ X with the objective function fi, assumed constant across
rounds. Define R ⊂ X and let NR be the number of rounds in which the algorithm queries a
point x ∈ R. Then, we have3

KL
(
PT

0 ,PT
1

)
≤ E0[NR] sup

x∈R
KL (P0,x,P1,x) + E0[T −NR] sup

x/∈R
KL (P0,x,P1,x) .

We choose R to be a ball centered at the minimizer of the objective function, where
the relative entropy is large according to our construction. Because the environment selects
the objective function uniformly at random from the constructed subclass, the average
contribution of relative entropy in the region near the minimizer can be kept small relative to
its contribution outside this region. In other words, there is a minimal cost for slightly larger
relative entropy across all rounds, while the penalty from misidentifying the objective function
remains significant. However, to ensure this argument holds, the subclass must be sufficiently
large, and the regions R around the functions’ minimizers must be disjoint. Achieving this
requires that the ambient dimension d exceed a certain threshold determined by the problem
parameters.

Main Results. We tailor the above analysis to different classes of non-convex functions,
yielding the following new results. Throughout, σ2 denotes the bound on the variance of the
stochastic gradients provided by the oracle.

Theorem 1.1. (Informal) Let X = Bd(0, D). Suppose that d = Ω (log(2/τ)) and T exceeds a
threshold depending on σ, L, and D. For any optimization algorithm, there exists an L-smooth,
τ -QC function f such that

E[f(x̂)]− f∗ = Ω
(

Dσ

τ
√

ln(2/τ)T

)
.

This lower bound is optimal up to a
√

log(2/τ) factor, since Stochastic Gradient Descent
(SGD) guarantees E[f(x̂)] − f∗ = O

(
σ2

τ
√

T

)
. Within the QC class, faster rates are possible

when the objective function also satisfies the QG condition.
3Formal definitions and a proof for this bound are presented in Section F.
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Theorem 1.2. (Informal) Let X = Rd. Suppose that d = Ω (log(2/τ)). For any optimization
algorithm, there exists an L-smooth, τ -QC, and µ-QG function f such that

E[f(x̂)]− f∗ = Ω
(

σ2

µτ2 log(2/τ)T

)
.

In Section 2, we demonstrate that any function exhibiting both QC and QG properties
is strongly quasar-convex, implying that the previously stated result also extends to this
class of functions. In Section 4, we also show an upper bound for SGD differing only by a
log(2/τ) factor. Next, we introduce a corresponding lower bound for the class of RSI functions.
Additionally, based on the comparisons in Section 2, this lower bound is also valid for other
non-convex function classes.

Theorem 1.3. (Informal) Let X = Rd and κ = L/µ. Suppose that d = Ω (log(2κ)). For any
optimization algorithm, there exists an L-smooth, µ-RSI function f such that

E[f(x̂)]− f∗ = Ω
(

Lσ2

µ2 log(2κ)T

)
.

A matching upper bound, up to a log(κ) factor, is shown in Section 4 via SGD. Note that
the µ-RSI class contains µ-strongly convex functions, revealing a factor-κ gap between the
best possible rates for these two classes.

Finally, we present an argument indicating that the necessity for d to exceed a certain
problem-dependent threshold is an intrinsic characteristic of the optimization problem itself
rather than merely a byproduct of our analysis. Specifically, in Section 4, we propose a novel
algorithm tailored for the one-dimensional setting and demonstrate the following better upper
bound.

Theorem 1.4. (Informal) Let f : R→ R be an L-smooth, µ-RSI function. For T sufficiently
large (depending on the problem parameters), there is an algorithm whose output satisfies4

with probability at least 1− δ:

f(x̂T )− f∗ = Õ
(

σ2 log(1/δ)
µT

)
.

If f is µ−QG and τ −QC, then with probability at least 1− δ:

f(x̂T )− f∗ = Õ
(

σ2 log(1/δ)
µτT

)
.

Paper outline. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
review related work and position our contributions within the existing literature and provide
a comparative analysis to highlight their relevance to our framework. In Section 3, we present
a proof sketch establishing a lower bound on the performance of any algorithm in this setting,
demonstrating inherent limitations. Section 4 complements this result by deriving matching
upper bounds, up to logarithmic terms. Finally, we conclude with a discussion on potential
extensions and implications of our results.

4Õ(·) hides poly-logarithmic factors in the problem parameters.
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2 Related Work and Classes Comparisons

Various classes of non-convex functions have received attention in the optimization literature.
Notable examples include the Polyak- Lojasiewicz (PL) condition [Polyak, 1963], Error Bounds
(EB) [Luo and Tseng, 1993], Quadratic Growth (QG) [Anitescu, 2000], Essential Strong
Convexity (ESC) [Liu et al., 2014], Restricted Secant Inequality (RSI) [Polyak, 1963], Restricted
Strong Convexity (RSC) [Zhang and Yin, 2013], and Quasi-Strong Convexity [Necoara et al.,
2019]. All these classes can be seen as gradual weakening of the strong convexity (SC)
assumption, till including non-convex functions [Karimi et al., 2016].

Other classes of non-convex functions have been introduced as relaxations of convexity, as
the quasar-convex functions that we consider [Hardt et al., 2018, Hinder et al., 2020].5 This
class is characterized by a parameter τ ∈ (0, 1] (see the definition in Section 1), where the
special case τ = 1 corresponds to the class of star-convex functions [Nesterov and Polyak,
2006]. In the deterministic setting, Guminov et al. [2023], Nesterov et al. [2021] established
upper bounds of the order O(L ∥x0 − x∗∥2 /(τ2T )) under the assumption of L-smoothness
and quasar-convexity. More recently, Hinder et al. [2020] showed that this bound is tight,
up to logarithmic factors, by deriving a matching lower bound. A subclass of quasar-convex
functions, known as Strongly Quasar-Convex (SQC) functions, was also analyzed in Hinder
et al. [2020] in the deterministic setting. Notably, the class of strongly quasar-convex functions
includes quasar-convex functions that satisfy the quadratic growth condition, as we show later
in this section.

Most of the previous work on both upper and lower bounds has focused on the deterministic
setting, i.e., when the gradients are exact, or on in the finite-sum setting.

In the stochastic optimization setting, guarantees for SGD were developed for L-smooth
µ-PL objective functions by6 Li et al. [2021] and Khaled and Richtárik [2023], independently
and at the same time. They showed that using a step size αt = O(1/(µt)), the guarantee
E[f(xt)]− f∗ = O(Lσ2/(µ2T )) can be achieved. This is in contrast to the class of µ-strongly
convex functions, where the known optimal guarantees are O(σ2/(µT )) [Agarwal et al., 2009,
Raginsky and Rakhlin, 2011].

The presence of the gap between the rates of PL and strongly convex functions begs the
question if these non-convex optimization rates are optimal or not. Yet, to the best of our
knowledge, we are not aware of any result for the stochastic case that covers the classes of
functions we list above. Our work fills the knowledge gap by providing the first lower bounds
for some of the above class of functions and at the same time proving their (almost) optimality.

Classes Comparison. To better understand our results and the relationship with known
upper bounds, it is important to take into account the relationships between these different
classes. Indeed, it is known that these classes are included one into the other, as proved in
Theorem 5 of Karimi et al. [2016]. Hence, we recall the comparison of several non-convex
function classes, including functions that satisfy Star Strong Convexity (*SC)—we give the
precise definitions of the classes in Section A.1:

(SC)→ (*SC)→ (RSI)→ (EB) ≡ (PL)→ (QG), (2)
5Also referred to as weakly quasi-convex.
6The guarantee in Karimi et al. [2016] needs the additional assumption of bounded stochastic gradients.
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Table 1: Complexity bounds for various classes under the L-smoothness condition. The
notation Ω̃ hides a 1/ log(2/τ) factor for τ -QC and τ -QC+µ-QG, and a 1/ log(2κ) factor
for µ-RSI. Here, σ2 represents the variance of the stochastic gradient. For τ -QC in the last
column, D denotes the diameter of the optimization domain.

Fast Rate Slow Rate

Setting µ-SC τ QC+µ-QG µ-RSI µ-EB µ-PL τ-QC

Upper Bound O( σ2

µT )
[Hazan and Kale, 2014]

O( σ2

τ2µT
)

(Theorem 4.1)
O(κσ2

µT )
(Theorem 4.1)

O(κ3σ2

µT )
[Li et al., 2021]

O(κσ2

µT )
[Li et al., 2021]

O( Dσ
τ

√
T

)
[Jin, 2020]

Lower Bound Ω( σ2

µT )
[Agarwal et al., 2009]

Ω̃( σ2

τ2µT
)

(Theorem 3.2)
Ω̃(κσ2

µT )
(Theorem 3.3)

Ω̃(κσ2

µT )
(Theorem 3.3)

Ω( σ2

µT )
[Agarwal et al., 2009]

Ω̃( Dσ
τ

√
T

)
(Theorem 3.4)

where → indicates an implication and ≡ indicates an equivalence with potentially difference
constants. Note that a more detailed comparison, incorporating class parameters, can be found
in Guille-Escuret et al. [2021]. Moreover, we complement these comparisons with additional
results presented in Lemma 2.1 below (proved in Section A.2).

Lemma 2.1. Let µ > 0 and τ ∈ (0, 1]. We have:

• µ-RSI ⊊ µ-EB.

• τ -QC ∩ µ-QG ⊊ ( τ
2 , µ

2 )-SQC.

• ∃f : R2 → R, f ∈ µ-EB such that f /∈ a-RSI for any a > 0.

• ∃f : R→ R, f ∈ µ-RSI such that f /∈ a-*SC for any a > 0.

In particular, Lemma 2.1 shows that the lower bound derived for the class of µ-RSI
functions also holds for the class of µ-EB functions. Likewise, the lower bound for the class of
τ -QC ∩ µ-QG functions extends to the class of (τ, µ)-strongly quasar functions. Furthermore,
it confirms that the inclusion of RSI functions is strict, as is the inclusion of star strongly
convex functions within RSI functions. Equipped with this lemma and the inclusions in (2),
we can summarize upper and lower bounds in Table 1, including our new results.

3 Lower Bounds

In this section, we present the formal statement of the lower bound results and a detailed
sketch of the proof of one of the results. We start by giving a definition of the stochastic oracle
considered, then we introduce the quantity of interest, that is the minimax optimization error.
We adopt some of the notation used in Agarwal et al. [2009].

Let F be a class of objective functions. An algorithm A solving the problem (1) interacts
iteratively with a stochastic first-order oracle. At each iteration t = 1, . . . , T , the algorithm
selects a query point xt ∈ X and receives an oracle response ϕ(xt, f), which represents a
noisy gradient of f at xt. The noise is assumed to be zero-mean with bounded variance or
sub-Gaussian, depending on the oracle considered. Based on the sequence of past responses,
{ϕ(x1, f), . . . , ϕ(xt, f)}, the algorithm determines the next query point xt+1. Our analysis
focuses on the information-theoretic complexity of this procedure, aiming to determine the
number of oracle queries required to achieve a given accuracy for any function in F .

6



Let AT denote the class of optimization algorithms that perform T oracle queries. For any
algorithm A ∈ AT , we define the optimization error on the function f : X → R as

ϵT (A, f,X , ϕ) := f(x̂T )− f∗,

where x̂T is the final output of A after T queries. When the oracle responses are stochastic,
this error becomes a random variable due to the inherent noise in the oracle outputs. In this
case, the quantity of interest is the expected optimization error, given by Eϕ [ϵT (A, f,X , ϕ)].

For the given function class F over X and the set of all optimization algorithms with T
oracle queries, we define the minimax optimization error as

ϵ∗
T (F ,X ; ϕ) := inf

A∈AT

sup
f∈F

Eϕ [ϵT (A, f,X , ϕ)] .

Throughout the paper, when the oracle function is clear from the context, we simplify the
notation to ϵ∗

T (F ,X ). Below, we give the definition of stochastic first-order oracles considered
in this work.
Definition 3.1. Given a set X ⊆ Rd, a class of functions F , and σ > 0, the class of first-order
stochastic oracles consists of random mappings ϕ : X × F → Rd such that ∀x ∈ X

E[ϕ(x, f)] = ∇f(x) and E[∥ϕ(x, f)−∇f(x)∥2] ≤ σ2 .

Within this class, we say that ϕ is a sub-Gaussian oracle if, additionally, the random vector
ϕ(x, f) is σ-sub-Gaussian.

We denote Oσ the class of first-order stochastic oracles and Osg
σ the class of first-order

σ-sub-Gaussian. Note that we have Osg
σ ⊂ Oσ. Therefore a lower bound that holds over the

class Osg
σ holds over the class Oσ. We state below the lower bounds for the classes considered.

Theorem 3.2. Let µ, L > 0 and τ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that d ≥ 3 log5/4(2/τ) and L/µ ≥ 202.
Let X = Rd and QC∩QG denote the set of τ -Quasar convex and L-smooth functions satisfying
the µ-Quadratic growth condition. For some universal constant c > 0, we have

sup
ϕ∈Osg

σ

ϵ∗
T (QC ∩QG,X ; ϕ) ≥ c · σ2

µτ2 log(2/τ)T .

Theorem 3.3. Let µ, L > 0. Suppose that d ≥ 2 log5/4(2κ). Let X = Rd and RSI denote the
set of L-smooth functions satisfying the µ-RSI condition. For some universal constant c > 0,
we have

sup
ϕ∈Osg

σ

ϵ∗
T (RSI,X ; ϕ) ≥ c · Lσ2

µ2 log(2κ)T .

Theorem 3.4. Let D, L > 0 and τ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that d ≥ log16/15(4/τ2) and T ≥
30σ2

L2D2 log16/15(2/τ) . Let X = Bd(0, D) and QC denote the set of τ -Quasar convex and L-smooth
functions. For some universal constant c > 0, we have

sup
ϕ∈Osg

σ

ϵ∗
T (QC,X ; ϕ) ≥ c · Dσ

τ
√

ln(2/τ)T
.

In the following, we give a detailed proof sketch of Theorem 3.2. Its complete proof, as well
as the proofs of the other results, can be found in Sections B, C, and D. The main difference
between the proofs lies in the function construction.
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Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.2. Let L, µ > 0, τ ∈ (0, 1], and σ > 0. Suppose κ := L
µ ≥ 202

and d ≥ 3 log5/4
(
2/τ

)
. We begin by constructing a finite family of “difficult” functions. Next,

we introduce an explicit form of the stochastic oracle. Then, we reduce the optimization
problem to a function identification one. Finally, we employ the divergence decomposition
lemma together with Pinsker’s inequality to derive the lower bound.

We introduce the following additional notation. For any integer n ≥ 1, let Fn denote the
class of real-valued functions on Rn that are L-smooth, τ −QC, and satisfy the µ−QG. Let
A := {1, . . . , d0} and Ā := [d] \ A. For any x ∈ Rd, let xA ∈ Rd0 be the vector of its first
d0 coordinates, and xĀ ∈ Rd−d0 be the vector of its remaining coordinates. For two vectors
a ∈ Rd0 and b ∈ Rd−d0 , we write (a, b) to denote the vector in Rd whose first d0 components
are a and last d− d0 components are b.

Functions Construction. Define d0 := ⌈2 log5/4(2/τ)⌉. For d ≥ 3 log5/4(2/τ), we
construct a function F : Rd → R that depends only on the first d0 coordinates. Concretely,
there is a function f : Rd0 → R such that F (x) = f(xA). Because F does not depend on the
remaining d− d0 coordinates, its partial derivatives in those directions are zero. Hence, the
gradient of F is ∇F (x) =

(
∇f(xA), 0Ā

)
, so it matches ∇f(xA) in the first d0 entries and is

zero elsewhere. Before detailing the expression of f , we present the following lemma (proved
in Appendix E), which ensures that the properties of f carry over to F .

Lemma 3.5. If f ∈ Fd0 and f has a unique global minimizer, then F ∈ Fd.

Let ∆ > 0 and a ∈ (0, 1) be parameters to be specified later. Let m ≥ 2 denote the size
of the function subclass we are constructing. We pick m elements z1, . . . , zm in Bd0(0A, 5∆),
and define a set of functions f1, . . . , fm so that each fi belongs to Fd0 and admits zi as its
unique global minimizer. Following the insight from Section 1, we design each fi so that its
curvature is large near zi but smaller elsewhere, subject to the constraint that fi must lie in
Fd0 . For each i ∈ [m], let fi be a function whose value at zi is zero and whose gradient for all
x ∈ Rd0 is given by

∇fi(x) =



169µ(x− zi), if ∥x− zi∥ < ∆,

−169µ
(
x− zi −∆ x−zi

∥x−zi∥

)
+ 169µ∆ x−zi

∥x−zi∥ , if ∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ < (1 + a)∆,

169µ(1− a)∆ x−zi
∥x−zi∥ , if x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆),

169µ
(
x− 8∆ x

∥x∥

)
+ 169µ(1− a)∆ x−zi

∥x−zi∥ , if ∥x∥ > 8∆ .

The corresponding explicit form of fi is provided in Section B. We now specify the choice
of the parameter a. Our goal is to make the norm of the differences among the gradients
(∇fi)i∈[m] small so that the associated relative entropy between feedback distributions remains
small. To achieve this, we choose a to be as large as possible while assuring that the functions
fi are τ -QC and µ-QG. This requirement corresponds to choosing a as the positive root of the
function r 7→ 1− τ

2 − τr −
(
1− τ

2
)
r2, which implies 1− a ≤ τ . To gain a geometric intuition,

we present in Figure 1 a plot of fi in the one-dimensional case.
In Lemma B.1, we prove that each fi lies in Fd0 . Consequently, by Lemma 3.5, the

functions Fi : Rd → R defined by Fi(x) = fi(xA) for i ∈ [m] belong to Fd. Observe that each

8



Figure 1: Plots of fz(x) and its derivative f ′
z(x) in one dimension, with µ = 100, ∆ = 0.1, τ =

0.2, z = 0.4. The red dot marks the global minimizer.

Fi achieves its minimum value of 0, and its set of global minimizers is {(zi, y) : y ∈ Rd−d0},
which is convex.

Oracle Construction. We now specify the stochastic oracle ϕ : Rd × Fd → Rd used
in the proof. Let ξ be a sample from a d0-dimensional normal distribution with zero mean
and covariance matrix σ2

d0
Id0 , i.e., ξ ∼ Nd0

(
0A, σ2

d0
Id0

)
. Given an input x ∈ Rd and a function

H ∈ Fd, we define ϕ(x, H) = ∇H(x) + (ξ, 0Ā). Thus, ϕ is a σ-sub-Gaussian stochastic oracle
as specified in Definition 3.1. Moreover, for each i ∈ [m], we have ϕ(x, Fi) =

(
∇fi(xA)+ξ, 0Ā

)
.

Divergence Composition. We reduce the optimization problem to one of function
identification. To that end, consider a “reference function” G : Rd → R that also depends only
on its first d0 coordinates. In other words, there exists a function g : Rd0 → R such that for
every x ∈ Rd, G(x) = g(xA). We choose g so that its gradient satisfies, for any x ∈ Rd0 ,

∇g(x) =


0, if ∥x∥ < 8∆,

169µ (x− 8∆x/ ∥x∥) , if ∥x∥ ≥ 8∆ .

Let x̂ ∈ Rd denote the output of the optimization algorithm. For each i ∈ [m], let Pi and Q
denote the probability distributions of the T oracle feedbacks7 when the objective function is
Fi and G, respectively (we omit the dependence on T in our notation). Also, let Ei[·] and E[·]
denote the expectations with respect to Pi and Q, respectively. For each i ∈ [m], we define
the “good identification event” as Ei := {x̂A ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆)}. In the remainder of the proof,
we derive a lower bound on the misidentification event ¬Ei and then use this bound to relate
misidentification to the optimization error using the bound below. For any i ∈ [m], we have

Ei[Fi(x̂)] = Ei[fi(x̂)]
≥ Pi(Ei) inf

x∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
{fi(x)}+ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf

x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf
x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)

{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei))
169
2 µ∆2 . (3)

7For a rigorous definition of these quantities, see Section F where we define the canonical model.
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Next, we specify the choice of m and zi. We select m to ensure that the balls Bd0(zi, 2∆) for
i ∈ [m] remain disjoint. Recall that zi is defined as a sequence of elements within Bd0(0A, 5∆).
The largest possible m ensuring disjointness of these balls corresponds to the packing number
of Bd0(0A, 5∆) with radius 2∆. A lower bound for this number is provided in Lemma E.5, that
implies that it suffices to take m =

⌈
1
2

(
5
4

)d0
⌉
. Also, we select zi as a sequence of elements

such that Bd0(zi, 2∆) ∩Bd0(zj , 2∆) = ∅ for i ̸= j.
To derive an upper bound on P(Ei) (or equivalently, a lower bound on the probability of ¬Ei),
we apply Pinsker’s inequality. This gives

1
m

m∑
i=1

P(Ei) ≤
1
m

m∑
i=1

Q(Ei) +

√√√√ 1
2m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) .

Since the events Ei for i ∈ [m] are disjoint, it follows that

1
m

m∑
i=1

(
1− Pi(Ei)

)
≥ 1− 1

m
−

√√√√ 1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) . (4)

At this step, we develop an upper bound on the average 1
m

∑m
i=1 KL (Q,Pi). Let Ni denote

the number of times the algorithm queries a point x such that xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆), Id0 denote
the d0 × d0 identity matrix, and Nd0(·, ·) the normal distribution in dimension d0. Using
Lemma F.1 in the Appendix, we obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤ E[Ni] sup
x∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)

KL
(
Nd0

(
∇g(x), σ2

d0
Id0

)
,Nd0

(
∇fi(x), σ2

d0
Id0

))

+ E[T −Ni] sup
x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)

KL
(
Nd0

(
∇g(x), σ2

d0
Id0

)
,Nd0

(
∇fi(x), σ2

d0
Id0

))

≤ d0
2σ2E[Ni] sup

x∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
∥∇g(x)−∇fi(x)∥2

+ d0
2σ2E[T −Nzi ] sup

x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
∥∇g(x)−∇fi(x)∥2.

Applying the definitions of g and fi to bound ∥∇g(x)−∇fi(x)∥ in the above expression, we
obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
1692d0µ2∆2

2σ2 E[Ni] + 1692d0τ2µ2∆2

2σ2 T.

Averaging over m and using the fact that ∑m
i=1 Ni ≤ T , which holds due to our choice of the

sequence (zi), we derive the bound

1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
1692d0µ2∆2

2σ2

(
τ2 + 1

m

)
T. (5)

The factor τ2 + 1
m is of the order τ2 +

(
4
5

)d0 . The term τ2 arises from the relative entropy

when querying a point x such that ∥xA − zi∥ ≥ 2∆, while the term
(

4
5

)d0 originates from

10



querying a point near the global minimum, weighted by the probability of selecting a given
objective function from the subclass of size m. This underscores the necessity of choosing d0
on the order of log(2/τ), as this ensures that τ2 dominates.

Combining (4) with (5) yields a lower bound on the average misidentification error
1
m

∑m
i=1(1− Pi(Ei)). This, in turn, leads to the following lower bound when applying (3):

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ 169
2 µ∆2

1− 1
m
−

√
1692d0µ2∆2

4σ2

(
τ2 + 1

m

)
T

 .

Substituting the expressions for d0 and m and optimizing this expression with respect to
∆ > 0 leads to the final lower bound.

4 Upper Bounds

In this section, we establish upper bounds for two classes of L-smooth functions, those satisfying
the µ-RSI condition, and those satisfying both the τ -QC and µ-QG conditions. We show that
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) with decreasing step size ηt = O

( 1
µ t

)
and ηt = O

( 1
µτ t

)
,

given access to stochastic gradients of bounded variance σ2, achieves rates of order O
(

L σ2

µ2 T

)
for the first class and O

(
σ2

µ τ2 T

)
for the second class, respectively. These bounds match the

lower bounds in Theorems 3.3 and 3.2, up to logarithmic factors in L/µ and 1/τ , respectively.
Next, we analyze the problem of minimizing an L-smooth function satisfying the µ-RSI

condition in the one-dimensional setting. We propose a novel procedure that, with high
probability, converges at a rate of Õ

( log(1/δ)
µ T

)
, up to logarithmic factors in T and other

parameters. This result suggests that, in one dimension, the dependence on the condition
number κ—which appears in the lower bound when d ≥ Ω(log(2κ))—can be avoided for µ-RSI
functions, and that for µ-QG and τ -QC functions, the dependence on 1/τ2 can be improved to
1/τ . The proof of Theorem 4.1 is in Section G, and the proof of Theorem 4.2 is in Section H.

Theorem 4.1. Let f : Rd → R be a L-smooth function. Run SGD with initial point x1
and step sizes (ηt) for T iterations, given access to a stochastic gradient oracle with variance
bounded σ2.

• If f is µ− RSI and ηt = 2
µ(t+ 2L2

µ2 +1)
, then

E[f(x̂T )]− f⋆ ≤ µ2L3 + L5

2µ4T (T + 1) ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 2Lσ2

µ2(T + 1) ,

where x∗
1 is the projection of x1 on the set of global minimizers.

• If f is τ −QC and µ−QG, and ηt = 4
τµ

(
t+ 16L

τ2µ

) , then

E[f(x̂T )]− f⋆ ≤ 145L2

τ4µ2T (T + 1) + 16σ2

τ2µ(T + 1) .

In both cases, x̂T is sampled from x1, . . . , xT with weights wt = 2t
T (T +1) .
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Next, we present an algorithm for solving the optimization problem in the class of µ-RSI
and L-smooth functions in the one-dimensional case, providing guarantees that hold with high
probability given access to a subGaussian oracle. The primary motivation is to demonstrate
that the dependency of the optimization error on L and µ can be improved, at least in the
one-dimensional setting.

Consider a function f : R→ R that is L-smooth and µ-RSI. Suppose we are given D > 0
such that the interval [−D/2, D/2] contains at least one minimizer of f . If such prior knowledge
is unavailable, one can determine D using the observation in Remark 4. We assume access to
T queries from a σ-subGaussian oracle for the derivatives of f .

Finding a minimizer of f is equivalent to locating a point x such that f ′(x) = 0. This
suggests formulating the problem as a stochastic root-finding problem, for which a natural
approach is to apply a dichotomic search over the interval [−D/2, D/2] based on estimates of
the derivatives. However, due to the stochastic nature of the oracle, the precision of these
estimates is subject to deviations of order O(

√
log(1/δ)/T ).

This raises a key challenge: given a point x where the derivative estimate is minimal,
we cannot rule out the possibility that f(x) remains large. Indeed, due to the potential
non-convexity of f , the derivative f ′ may attain large values between x and a true minimizer
x∗, leading to a significant optimization gap f(x)− f∗. This suggests that solving the problem
requires not only ensuring that the derivative estimates at the output are small but also
verifying that the derivative estimates in the surrounding region are similarly small.

Building on this insight, we develop a procedure performing a dichotomic search over the
interval [−D/2, D/2] using aggregates of the derivative estimates at each iteration point. The
connection between the aggregated derivative estimates and the optimization gap is established
via the fundamental theorem of calculus. The pseudocode of the algorithm is presented in
Section H.
Theorem 4.2. Let f : R → R be a L-smooth and µ-RSI function. Suppose that T ≥
2(κ + 1) log4/3

(
Lµ2D2T

192σ2

)
, and for some minimizer of f we have |x∗| ≤ D/2. Then, given

access to T queries from a σ-subGaussian oracle, the output of Algorithm 1 with input
(T, D, µ, L, σ, δ) satisfies with probability at least 1− δ

f(a)− f(x∗) ≤ 128σ2

µT
log4/3

(
LµD2T

192σ2

)
log

κ log4/3

(
LµD2T
192σ2

)
δ

.

Remarks. • The requirement that D/2 serves as an upper bound on a minimizer of f is
not restrictive. One way to ensure such a bound is by allocating a fraction of the total
budget T to querying derivative samples at 0 and concentrating the empirical estimate.
Then, leveraging the RSI property of f , we use |x∗| ≤ 1

µ |f
′(0)| for some minimizer x∗.

• A direct corollary of Theorem 4.2 follows from the fact that in one dimension, a function
that is µ-QC and τ -QG is also (µτ/2)-RSI (see Lemma H.5).

The dependency on the problem parameters L and µ is improved compared to the upper
bound obtained using SGD. The bound in Theorem 4.2 can be used to derive an upper bound
on the expected optimization gap, for instance, by setting δ = 1/T 2 and leveraging the fact
that the function f is bounded on the considered interval. Developing an algorithm for the
case of a bounded variance oracle remains an open direction for future work.
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5 Conclusion

In this work, we establish new lower bounds for first-order stochastic optimization for several
non-convex function classes. Specifically, we derive lower bounds on the number of noisy
gradient queries necessary to minimize L-smooth functions satisfying quasar-convexity plus
quadratic growth or restricted secant inequalities. Our approach leverages a divergence
composition technique, allowing us to construct hard instances that lead to nearly tight lower
bounds on optimization complexity.

Despite these advances, several open directions remain for future work. Our lower bounds
include logarithmic factors in problem parameters (e.g., log(2/τ)) and removing these terms
remains an open challenge. Finally, closing the gap in the Polyak- Lojasiewicz and error
bound function classes would provide a more complete understanding of stochastic first-order
optimization in non-convex settings.
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A Results on Classes Comparisons

Let f : Rd → R be such that f∗ := infRd f > −∞.

A.1 Definitions of Classes

Definition A.1. Suppose that S is the set of minimizers of f .

• We say that f is µ-strongly convex if for all x, y ∈ Rd

f(y) ≥ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), y − x⟩+ µ

2 ∥y − x∥2 .

• We say that f is µ-star strongly-convex if for all x

f(xp) ≥ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), xp − x⟩+ µ

2 ∥xp − x∥2 ,

where xp is ProjS(x).

• We say that f satisfies µ-Error-Bound (EB) if for all x

∥∇f(x)∥ ≥ µ ∥x− xp∥ ,

where xp is ProjS(x).

• We say that f satisfies µ-Polyak- Lojasiewicz (PL) inequality if for all x

1
2 ∥∇f(x)∥2 ≥ µ(f(x)− f(xp)) .

• We say that f satisfies (τ, µ)-Strongly-Quasar-Convexity if for all x ∈ Rd

f(x)− f∗ ≤ 1
τ
⟨∇f(x), x− xp⟩ −

µ

2 ∥xp − x∥2 ,

where xp is ProjS(x).

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2.1

Proof. • The first statement directly follows from Cauchy–Schwarz inequality:

∥∇f(x)∥ ∥x− xp∥ ≥ ⟨∇f(x), x− xp⟩ ≥ µ ∥x− xp∥2 .

• To prove the strict inclusion and statement three, we consider the following function in
R2:

f(x, y) =
(√

2
√

x2 + y2 + x sin
(√

x2 + y2
)
− y cos

(√
x2 + y2

)
+ 1

)2
, (6)
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Figure 2: Contour lines (left) and 3d plot (right) of the function in (6). The gradient in the
point in red in the left plot is perpendicular to x− xp.

which is plotted in figure 2. It can be expressed in the polar coordinates (x, y) =
(r cos θ, r sin θ) as:

g(r, θ) =
(√

2r + r sin(r − θ) + 1
)2

,

where

r =
√

x2 + y2 and θ = atan2(y, x) =



arctan( y
x) if x > 0,

arctan( y
x) + π if x < 0, y ≥ 0,

arctan( y
x)− π if x < 0, y < 0,

+π
2 if x = 0, y ≥ 0,

−π
2 if x = 0, y < 0,

undefined if x = 0, y = 0 .

The proof of statement three consists of four steps:

– f has a unique minimum at the origin.
– Verify that f is differentiable at the origin.
– Show that there exists τ > 0 such that f is τ -EB but can not be µ-RSI for any

µ > 0 in B(0, 1).
– Extend the function outside B(0, 1).

For the first part, since | sin(r−θ)| ≤ 1, (
√

2r+r sin(r−θ)+1)2 ≥ ((
√

2−1)r+1)2 ≥ f(0, 0).
Thus, f has a unique minimum at the origin.
To show that f is differentiable everywhere, we first calculate the partial derivatives
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with respect to r and θ:

gr = 2
(√

2r + r sin(r − θ) + 1
) (

sin(r − θ) + r cos(r − θ) +
√

2
)

,

gθ = −2r cos(r − θ)
(√

2r + r sin(r − θ) + 1
)

.

Notice that the relationship between (fx, fy) and (gr, gθ) is given by(
fx

fy

)
=
(

cos θ − sin θ
r

sin θ cos θ
r

)(
gr

gθ

)
.

Therefore,

xfx + yfy = x cos θgr + y sin θgr −
sin θ

r
xgθ + cos θ

r
ygθ = rgr .

Hence, we have

(fx)2 + (fy)2 =
(

cos θgr −
sin θ

r
gθ

)2
+
(

sin θgr + cos θ

r
gθ

)2
= (gr)2 + 1

r2 (gθ)2 .

It suffices to show that f is differentiable at the origin. To test the differentiability at
the origin, we calculate the following limit:

lim
(x,y)→(0,0)

f(x, y)− f(0, 0)− ⟨(fx(x, y), fy(x, y)), (x, y)⟩√
x2 + y2

= lim
(x,y)→(0,0)

(
√

2r + r sin(r − θ) + 1)2 − 1− rgr

r

Fix θ and consider the limit as r → 0+:

lim
r→0+

(
√

2r + r sin(r − θ))2 + 2(
√

2r + r sin(r − θ)) + 1− 1− rgr(r, θ)
r

= lim
r→0+

(
√

2r + r sin(r − θ))2 + 2(
√

2r + r sin(r − θ))− rgr(r, θ)
r

= lim
r→0+

r(
√

2 + sin(r − θ))2 + 2(
√

2 + sin(r − θ))− gr(r, θ)
1

= 0(
√

2 + sin(−θ))2 + 2(
√

2 + sin(−θ))− 2(
√

2 + sin(−θ)) = 0,

which shows that f is differentiable at the origin since it is independent of θ.
We now show that there exists (x, y) ∈ B(0, 1)\(0, 0) such that (fx(x, y), fy(x, y))(x, y)T =
0.
The RSI ratio is given by:

(fx(x, y), fy(x, y))(x, y)T

r2 = gr(r, θ)
r

=
2
(√

2r + r sin(r − θ) + 1
) (

sin(r − θ) + r cos(r − θ) +
√

2
)

r
,
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which is zero when r = 1 and θ = (1− 5π
4 ).

On the other hand, since (fx)2 + (fy)2 = (gr)2 + 1
r2 (gθ)2, the EB ratio

√
(gr)2+ 1

r2 (gθ)2

r is
lower bounded above zero. To prove the claim, consider r ≤ 1, the EB-ratio is larger
than (gr)2 + (gθ)2. We only need to worry that the EB-ratio is zero when r = 1 and
θ = (1− 5π

4 ) or cos(r − θ) = 0. However, gθ(1, 1− 5π
4 ) = −2−

√
2

2 (
√

2−
√

2
2 + 1) > 0 and

when cos(r − θ) = 0, gr ≥ 2(
√

2− 1) > 0. This ensures the function is τ ′-EB for some
τ ′ > 0.
To find a function that is τ -EB but not µ-RSI for any µ > 0 in entire R2, we consider
the function

w(r, θ) = g(r, θ) + h(r, θ),

where h(r, θ) = a(r − 1)2 for r > 1 and 0 otherwise. Since for r > 1, |gr(r, θ)| ≤ 2(
√

2 +
2)(2 +

√
2)r and there exist 1 > δ > 0 such that ∥∇g∥ > c > 0 for r ∈ [1, 1 + δ]. Picking

a1 = 4(
√

2+2)2

δ ensures for 1+ δ < r < 2, ∥∇w∥ ≥ 2a1(r−1)−2(
√

2+2)22 ≥ 2(
√

2+2)2r.
And for r ≥ 2, picking a2 = 4(

√
2+2)2 ensures ∥∇w∥ ≥ 2a2(r−1)−2(

√
2+2)2r ≥ 2(

√
2+

2)2r. Choosing a = 4(
√

2+2)2

δ ensures the function w is at least τ = min(c, τ ′, 2(
√

2 + 2)2)-
EB.

• For statement two, suppose f is τ -weakly convex and µ-QG, that is

f⋆ − f(x) ≥ 1
τ
⟨∇f(x), x⋆ − x⟩ ,

f(x)− f⋆ ≥ µ

2 ∥x− x⋆∥2 .

Then
1
2(f⋆ − f) = f⋆ − f(x) + 1

2(f(x)− f⋆)

≥ 1
τ
⟨∇f(x), x⋆ − x⟩+ µ

4 ∥x− x⋆∥2 ,

which shows f is ( τ
2 , µ

2 )-strongly quasar-convex.

• We consider an instance of the function used in the lower bound proof of Theorem 3.3
in dimension 1. Its expression is given by

f(x) =



3
2x2, if |x| < 1,

−3
2x2 + 6 |x| − 3, if 1 ≤ |x| < 3

2 ,

3
2 + 1

2x2, otherwise .

f is 1-RSI, has a minimum value 0 attained at the origin. At the point x = 3/2 we have
f(3/2) = 21

8 and f ′(3/2)3/2 = 9/4, which shows that it cannot be star strongly convex
at all.
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B Complete Proof of Theorem 3.2

Let L, µ > 0, τ ∈ (0, 1], and σ > 0. Suppose κ := L
µ ≥ 202 and d ≥ 3 log5/4

(
2/τ

)
, let

d0 := ⌈2 log5/4(2/τ)⌉.

Additional Notation. For any integer n ≥ 1, let Fn denote the class of real-valued functions
on Rn that are L-smooth, τ−QC, and satisfy the µ−QG. Let A := {1, . . . , d0} and Ā := [d]\A.
For any x ∈ Rd, let xA ∈ Rd0 be the vector of its first d0 coordinates, and xĀ ∈ Rd−d0 be the
vector of its remaining coordinates. For two vectors a ∈ Rd0 and b ∈ Rd−d0 , we write (a, b)
to denote the vector in Rd whose first d0 components are a and last d− d0 components are b.

B.1 Functions Construction.

For d ≥ 3 log5/4(2/τ), we construct a function F : Rd → R that depends only on the first
d0 = ⌈2 log5/4(2/τ)⌉ coordinates. Concretely, there is a function f : Rd0 → R such that
F (x) = f(xA). Lemma E.1 shows that if f is in Fd0 , then F is in Fd.
Let ∆ > 0 be a parameter to be specified later. Let a be defined by

a := −τ +
√

2τ2 − 4τ + 4
2− τ

.

Since τ ∈ (0, 1], we have a ∈ [
√

2− 1, 1] and 1− a ≤ τ .
Let m ≥ 2 denote the size of the function subclass we are constructing. We pick m elements

z1, . . . , zm in Bd0(0A, 5∆), and define a set of functions f1, . . . , fm so that each fi belongs to
Fd0 . For each i ∈ [m], let fi be a function whose value at zi is zero and whose gradient for all
x ∈ Rd0 is given by

∇fi(x) =



169µ(x− zi), if ∥x− zi∥ < ∆,

−169µ
(
x− zi −∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥

)
+ 169µ∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, if ∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ < (1 + a)∆,

169µ(1− a)∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, if x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆),

169µ

(
x− 8∆ x

∥x∥

)
+ 169µ(1− a)∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, if ∥x∥ > 8∆ .

Let r := ∥x− zi∥ and define

fi(x) =



169 µ

2 r2, if r < ∆,

− 169 µ

2 r2 + 338 µ ∆ r − 169 µ ∆2, if ∆ ≤ r < (1 + a) ∆,

169 µ (1− a) ∆ r + 169 µ

2 ∆2 (a2 + 2 a− 1
)
, if x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(z, (1 + a)∆),

169µ
(

1
2 ∥x∥

2 − 8 ∆ ∥x∥+ 32∆2
)

+ 169 µ (1− a) ∆ r + 169 µ
2 ∆2 (a2 + 2 a− 1

)
, if ∥x∥ > 8 ∆.
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Lemma below shows that the constructed functions fzi are in Fd0 .
Lemma B.1. The functions (fi)i∈[m] are τ -WQC, µ-QG and L-smooth.

Proof. Let i ∈ [m], in the following, we will use that τ ∈ (0, 1], therefore following the
expression of a we have

1− τ

2 − τa−
(
1− τ

2
)
a2 = 0 and a ∈ [

√
2− 1, 1] .

Verifying L-smoothness: First, we will show that ∇fi is L-Lipschitz on each region in its
expression, then we will conclude using Lemma E.2. We have

• Case x ∈ Bd0(zi, ∆): since L ≥ 169µ, the expression of ∇fi shows that it is L-Lipschitz.

• Case x ∈ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) \Bd0(zi, ∆): we have 1 + a ≤ 2, therefore using Lemma E.3
∇fi is L-Lispchitz.

• Case x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆): recall that for x /∈ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) we have
that x→ ∆ x−zi

∥x−zi∥ is the projection of x onto Bd0(zi, ∆). Therefore, ∇fi is L-Lipschitz.

• Case x /∈ Bd0(0, 8∆): We first calculate the Hessian:

I

(
1− 8∆
∥x∥

)
+ 8∆
∥x∥3

xxT + (1− a)∆
(

I

∥x− zi∥
− (x− zi)(x− zi)T

∥x− zi∥3

)
.

The matrix H1 = I(1− 8∆
∥x∥) + 8∆

∥x∥3 xxT has eigenvalues 1 and 0.

The matrix H2 = (1− a)∆( I
∥x−zi∥ −

(x−zi)(x−zi)T

∥x−zi∥3 ) has eigenvalues (1−a)∆
∥x−zi∥ and 0. Since

169µ(1 + (1−a)∆
∥x−zi∥ ) ≤ 202µ ≤ L, it is L-Lipschitz.

The conclusion follows from the fact that ∇fi is continuous and Lemma E.2.
Verifying τ-WQC: Observe that the minimizer of fi is zi and the minimum is 0. We will
show that fi satisfies τ -WQC on each of the four regions in the definition of ∇fi.

• Let x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆). To ease notation define r := ∥x− zi∥. Then, the expression of fi is
given by

fi(x) =



169 µ

2 r2, if r < ∆,

− 169 µ

2 r2 + 338 µ ∆ r − 169 µ ∆2, if ∆ ≤ r < (1 + a) ∆,

169 µ (1− a) ∆ r + 169 µ

2 ∆2 (a2 + 2 a− 1
)
, if x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) .

Therefore, we have
⟨∇fi(x), x− zi⟩ − τfi(x)

=



169µr2
(

1− τ

2

)
, if r < ∆,

169µ

[
τ∆2 + 2∆r(1− τ) + r2

(
τ

2 − 1
)]

, if ∆ ≤ r < (1 + a)∆,

169µ(1− a)∆r(1− τ)− 169τµ∆2

2 (a2 + 2a− 1), if x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) .
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Since τ ≤ 1, we have that ⟨∇fi(x), x−zi⟩−τfi(x) ≥ 0 in the first region. For the second
region, observe that Q : r → τ∆2 + 2∆r(1− τ) + r2 ( τ

2 − 1
)

is increasing (−∞, 1−τ
1− τ

2
∆]

and decreasing on [ 1−τ
1− τ

2
∆, +∞), therefore for r ∈ [∆, (1 + a)∆], we have:

Q(r) ≥ min{Q(∆), Q((1 + a)∆)}.

We have

Q(∆) = τ∆2 + 2∆2(1− τ) + ∆2
(

τ

2 − 1
)

=
(

1− τ

2

)
∆2 ≥ 0,

and

Q((1 + a)∆) = τ∆2 + 2∆2(1 + a)(1− τ) + (1 + a)2∆2
(

τ

2 − 1
)

= ∆2
(

1− τ

2 − τa−
(
1− τ

2
)
a2
)

= 0 .

Therefore Q(r) ≥ 0 for r ∈ [∆, (1 + a)∆], and for any x in the second region we have

⟨∇fi(x), x− zi⟩ − τfi(x) = 169µQ(r) ≥ 0 .

For the third region, observe that since ∇fi is continuous, so is fi is ⟨∇fi(x), x− z⟩ −
τfi(x). Moreover, ⟨∇fi(x), x− z⟩ − τfi(x) is increasing with respect to r in the third
region, therefore ⟨∇fi(x), x − z⟩ − τfi(x) ≥ 0, which shows that fi is τ -WQC in the
third region.

• Let x /∈ Bd0(0, 8∆). We have〈
∇fi(x), x− zi

〉
− τ fi(x)

=
〈

169µ

(
x− 8∆ x

∥x∥

)
+ 169µ(1− a)∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, x− zi

〉
− τ

(
169µ

[1
2 ∥x∥

2 − 8∆ ∥x∥+ 32∆2
])

− τ

(
169µ(1− a)∆ ∥x− zi∥+ 169µ

2 ∆2(a2 + 2a− 1)
)

=
〈

169µ

(
x− 8∆ x

∥x∥

)
, x− zi

〉
− 169τµ

[1
2 ∥x∥

2 − 8∆ ∥x∥+ 32∆2
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 1

+
〈

169µ(1− a)∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, x− zi

〉
− 169µτ

(
(1− a)∆∥x− zi∥+ ∆2

2 (a2 + 2a− 1)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 2

.
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We have

Term 1 = 169µ

[
(∥x∥2 − 8∆∥x∥)−

〈
x− 8∆ x

∥x∥
, zi

〉
− τ

(1
2∥x∥

2 − 8∆∥x∥+ 32∆2)
]

≥ 169µ

[(
∥x∥2 − 8∆∥x∥

)
− ∥zi∥

∥∥∥∥x− 8∆ x

∥x∥

∥∥∥∥− τ
(1

2∥x∥
2 − 8∆∥x∥+ 32∆2)]

≥ 169µ

[(
∥x∥2 − 8∆∥x∥

)
− 5∆ (∥x∥ − 8∆)− τ

(1
2∥x∥

2 − 8∆∥x∥+ 32∆2)]

= 169µ

[(
1− τ

2
)
∥x∥2 + ∆

(
−13 + 8τ

)
∥x∥+

(
40− 32τ

)
∆2
]
,

where in the second inequality we used the fact that ∥zi∥ ≤ 5∆. The last expression is
positive for ∥x∥ ≥ 8∆ (the two roots of the quadratic above are 8∆ and 10−8τ

2−τ ∆ ≤ 5∆).
For the second term, we have

Term 2 = 169
[
µ(1− a) ∆ ∥x− zi∥ (1− τ)− τ

2 µ∆2 (a2 + 2a− 1)
]

≥ 169µ∆2
[
3(1− a) (1− τ)− τ

2 (a2 + 2a− 1)
]

,

where we used ∥x− zi∥ ≥ ∥x∥ − ∥zi∥ ≥ 3∆. Using the expression of a = −τ+
√

2τ2−4τ+4
2−τ ,

we have that: 3(1 − a) (1 − τ) − τ
2 (a2 + 2a − 1) ≥ 0 (by plotting the function) for

τ ∈ [0, 1]. As a conclusion, if x /∈ Bd0(0, 8∆), we have ⟨∇fi(x), x − zi⟩ − τfi(x) ≥ 0.
Therefore fi is τ -WQC.

Verifying µ-QG: For any x ∈ Rd0 , we want to show that fi(x) ≥ µ
2 ∥x− zi∥2. Let u :=

x−zi
∥x−zi∥ , let h : R≥0 → R defined as h(t) := fi(zi + t · u). Therefore, for any x ∈ Rd0 :
fi(x) − µ

2 ∥x− zi∥2 = h(∥x− zi∥) − µ
2 ∥x− zi∥2. The expression of the derivative of h is

h′(t) = ⟨u,∇fi(zi + t ·u)⟩. Let t0 be the (unique) number such that ∥zi + t0 · u∥ = 8∆. Then,
we have

h′(t) =



169 µ t, if 0 ≤ t < ∆,

169 µ
(
2 ∆− t

)
, if ∆ ≤ t < (1 + a) ∆,

169 µ (1− a) ∆, if (1 + a) ∆ ≤ t ≤ t0,

169µ

(
1− 8∆
∥zi + t u∥

) 〈
u, zi + t u

〉
+ 169 µ (1− a) ∆, if t > t0 .

It is easy to see that the QG is verified in Bd0(zi, ∆), hence we only have to consider the other
regions.

• Suppose that x ∈ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) \Bd0(zi, ∆). Therefore, ∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ ≤ (1 + a)∆.
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From the continuity of h′, we have

fi(x) = h(∥x− zi∥)− h(0)

=
∫ ∥x−zi∥

0
h′(s) ds

=
∫ ∆

0
169µs ds +

∫ ∥x−zi∥

∆
169µ(2∆− s) ds

≥ 169
2 µ∆2 ≥ µ

2 ∥x− zi∥2 ,

where we used a ≤ 1, therefore 2∆− s ≥ 0 for s ∈ [∆, ∥x− zi∥].

• Suppose that x ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆). Therefore, (1 + a)∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ and
∥x∥ ≤ 8∆. Recall that since ∥x∥ = ∥zi + ∥x− zi∥u∥ ≤ 8∆, by the definition of t0 we
have ∥x− zi∥ ≤ t0. We have

fi(x) = h(∥x− zi∥)− h(0)

=
∫ ∥x−zi∥

0
h′(s) ds

=
∫ ∆

0
169µs ds +

∫ (1+a)∆

∆
169µ(2∆− s) ds +

∫ ∥x−zi∥

(1+a)∆
h′(s) ds .

From the expression of h′ we have h′(s) ≥ 0 for s ∈ [(1 + a)∆, ∥x− zi∥]. Therefore, we
obtain

fi(x) ≥
∫ ∆

0
169µs ds +

∫ (1+a)∆

∆
169µ(2∆− s) ds

= 169
2 µ∆2 + 169µ∆2

(
a− a2

2

)

≥ 169
2 µ∆2 + 169(2

√
2− 5)µ∆2

≥ µ

2 (13∆)2 + 55µ∆2

≥ µ

2 ∥x− zi∥2 + 55µ∆2, (7)

where we used a − a2

2 ≥ 2
√

2 − 5
2 for a ∈ [

√
2 − 1, 1], and the fact that ∥x− zi∥ ≤

∥x∥+ ∥zi∥ ≤ 13∆.

• Suppose now that ∥x∥ > 8∆. Recall that t0 is the positive number such that ∥zi + t0u∥ =
8∆. Observe that ∥zi + t0u∥ ≤ ∥zi∥ + t0 ≤ 5∆ + t0, therefore t0 ≥ 3∆. Moreover,
t0 − ∥zi∥ ≤ ∥zi + t0u∥, therefore t0 ≤ 13∆. We conclude that t0 ∈ [3∆, 13∆]. For any
t ≥ t0, we have

h′(t)− µt = 169µ

(
1− 8∆
∥zi + tu∥

)
⟨u, zi + tu⟩+ 169µ(1− a)∆− µt

= 169µ

(
1− 8∆
∥zi + tu∥

)
(⟨u, zi⟩+ t) + 169µ(1− a)∆− µt .
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Recall that 169µ(1 − a)∆ ≥ 0, ∥x∥ = ∥zi + tu∥ ≥ 8∆ and ⟨u, zi⟩ ≥ −∥zi∥ ≥ −5∆.
Therefore, we obtain

h′(t)− µt ≥ 169µ

(
1− 8∆
∥zi + tu∥

)
(t− 5∆)− µt

= 169µ

(
1− 8∆
∥zi + t0u + (t− t0)u∥

)
(t− 5∆)− µt

= 169µ

1− 8∆√
∥zi + t0u∥2 + (t− t0)2 + 2(t− t0)⟨u, zi + t0u⟩

 (t− 5∆)− µt .

From the definition of t0, we have ∥zi + t0u∥ = 8∆, therefore ∥zi∥2 + t2
0 + 2t0⟨zi, u⟩ =

64∆2. Using ∥zi∥ ≤ 5∆ and t0 ≥ 0, we get: t0
2 + ⟨u, zi⟩ ≥ 0. Hence, we have

⟨u, zi + t0u⟩ = ⟨u, zi⟩+ t0 ≥ ⟨u, zi⟩+ t0/2 ≥ 0 .

Therefore, for any t ≥ t0, we have

h′(t)− µt ≥ 169µ

1− 8∆√
∥zi + t0u∥2 + (t− t0)2 + 2(t− t0)⟨u, zi + t0u⟩

 (t− 5∆)− µt

≥ 169µ

1− 8∆√
∥zi + t0u∥2 + (t− t0)2

 (t− 5∆)− µt

= 169µ

(
1− 8∆√

64∆2 + (t− t0)2

)
(t− 5∆)− µt . (8)

We distinguish between the following cases:

– If t ∈ [t0, t0 + 3∆], recall that we have h′(t)− µt ≥ −µt. So, if we take the integral
between t0 and t, we get

h(t)− µ

2 t2 ≥ h(t0)− µ

2 t2
0 +

∫ t

t0
(−µs) ds .

Recall that (7) gives h(t0) − µ
2 t2

0 = fzi(zi + t0u) − µ
2 t2

0 ≥ 55µ∆2. Therefore, the
inequality above gives

h(t)− µ

2 t2 ≥ h(t0)− µ

2 t2
0 +

∫ t

t0
(−µs) ds

≥ 55µ∆2 − µ

2 (t2 − t2
0)

≥ 55µ∆2 − µ

2
(
(t0 + 3∆)2 − t2

0

)
= 55µ∆2 − µ

2 (9∆2 + 6t0∆)

≥ 55µ∆2 − µ87
2 ∆2 ≥ 0, (9)

where we used t0 ≤ 13∆ in the second to last inequality.
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– If t ≥ t0 + 3∆, given that t0 ≥ 3∆, we have t ≥ 6∆. So, using (8), we have for any
t ≥ t0 + 3∆

h′(t)− µt ≥ 169µ

(
1− 8√

73

)
(t− 5∆)− µt

≥ 10µ(t− 5∆)− µt

= 9µt− 50µ∆ ≥ 6µ∆ > 0 .

Therefore, we have

h(t)− µ

2 t2 = h(t0 + 3∆)− µ

2 (t0 + 3∆)2 +
∫ t

t0+3∆

(
h′(s)− µs

)
ds

≥ h(t0 + 3∆)− µ

2 (t0 + 3∆)2

≥ 0,

where we used (9) with t = t0 + 3∆ in the last inequality.

We conclude that for any t ≥ t0 we have h(t)− µ
2 t2 ≥ 0 which proves that fi is µ-QG.

We conclude using the lemma above that each fi lies in Fd0 . Consequently, by Lemma 3.5,
the functions Fi : Rd → R defined by Fi(x) = fi(xA) for i ∈ [m] belong to Fd. Observe that
each Fi achieves its minimum value of 0, and its set of global minimizers is {(zi, y) : y ∈ Rd−d0},
which is convex.

B.2 Oracle Construction and Information Theoretic tools.

Oracle Construction. We now specify the stochastic oracle ϕ : Rd ×Fd → Rd used in the
proof. Let ξ be a sample from a d0-dimensional normal distribution with zero mean and
covariance matrix σ2

d0
Id0 , i.e., ξ ∼ Nd0

(
0A, σ2

d0
Id0

)
. Given an input x ∈ Rd and a function

H ∈ Fd, we define ϕ(x, H) = ∇H(x) + (ξ, 0Ā). Thus, ϕ is a σ-sub-Gaussian stochastic oracle
as specified in Definition 3.1. Moreover, for each i ∈ [m], we have ϕ(x, Fi) =

(
∇fi(xA)+ξ, 0Ā

)
.

Information theoretic tools. We reduce the optimization problem to one of function
identification. To that end, consider a “reference function” G : Rd → R that also depends only
on its first d0 coordinates. In other words, there exists a function g : Rd0 → R such that for
every x ∈ Rd, G(x) = g(xA). We choose g so that its gradient satisfies, for any x ∈ Rd0 ,

∇g(x) =


0, if ∥x∥ < 8∆,

169µ

(
x− 8∆ x

∥x∥

)
, if ∥x∥ ≥ 8∆ .

We introduce the following technical lemma, which will be instrumental in computing the
relative entropy between feedback distributions.
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Lemma B.2. Let i ∈ [m]. For any x ∈ Rd, we have

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ ≤


169µ∆, if xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆),

169µτ∆, if xA /∈ Bd(zi, 2∆).

Proof. Let i ∈ [m]. This result is a consequence of the expressions of ∇fi and ∇g. We have

• If xA ∈ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆), given that a ≤ 1 we have Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) ⊆ Bd0(zi, 2∆).
Therefore,

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ = ∥∇fi(xA)−∇g(xA)∥
= ∥∇fi(xA)∥
≤ 169µ∆ .

• If xA ∈ Bd0(0, 8∆) \Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆), then

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ = ∥∇fi(xA)−∇g(xA)∥
= ∥∇fi(xA)∥
= 169µ(1− a)∆ ≤ 169µτ∆ .

• If xA ∈ Rd0 \Bd0(0, 8∆), then

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥
= ∥∇fi(xA)−∇g(xA)∥

=
∥∥∥∥169µ

(
xA − 8∆ xA

∥xA∥

)
+ 169µ(1− a)∆ xA − zi

∥xA − zi∥
− 169µ

(
xA − 8∆ xA

∥xA∥

)∥∥∥∥
= 169µ(1− a)∆ ≤ 169µτ∆ .

Let x̂ ∈ Rd denote the output of the optimization algorithm. For each i ∈ [m], let Pi and
Q denote the probability distributions of the T oracle feedbacks8 when the objective function
is Fi and G, respectively (we omit the dependence on T in our notation). Also, let Ei[·] and
E[·] denote the expectations with respect to Pi and Q, respectively. For each i ∈ [m], we define
the “good identification event” as Ei := {x̂A ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆)}. In the remainder of the proof,
we derive a lower bound on the misidentification event ¬Ei and then use this bound to relate
misidentification to the optimization error using the bound below. For any i ∈ [m], we have

Ei[Fi(x̂)] = Ei[fi(x̂)]
≥ Pi(Ei) inf

x∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
{fi(x)}+ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf

x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf
x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)

{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei))
169
2 µ∆2 . (10)

8For a rigorous definition of these quantities, see Section F where we define the canonical model.
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Next, we specify the choice of m and zi. We select m to ensure that the balls Bd0(zi, 2∆) for
i ∈ [m] remain disjoint. Recall that zi is defined as a sequence of elements within Bd0(0A, 5∆).
The largest possible m ensuring disjointness of these balls corresponds to the packing number
of Bd0(0A, 5∆) with radius 2∆. A lower bound for this number is provided in Lemma E.5, that
implies that it suffices to take m =

⌈
1
2

(
5
4

)d0
⌉
. Also, we select zi as a sequence of elements

such that Bd0(zi, 2∆) ∩Bd0(zj , 2∆) = ∅ for i ̸= j.
To derive an upper bound on P(Ei) (or equivalently, a lower bound on the probability of ¬Ei),
we apply Pinsker’s inequality. This gives

1
m

m∑
i=1

P(Ei) ≤
1
m

m∑
i=1

Q(Ei) +

√√√√ 1
2m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) .

Since the events Ei for i ∈ [m] are disjoint, it follows that ∑m
i=1 Q(Ei) ≤ 1, therefore the bound

above gives
1
m

m∑
i=1

(
1− Pi(Ei)

)
≥ 1− 1

m
−

√√√√ 1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) . (11)

At this step, we develop an upper bound on the average 1
m

∑m
i=1 KL (Q,Pi). Let Ni denote

the number of times the algorithm queries a point x such that xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆). Using
Lemma F.1 in the Appendix, we obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
d0

2σ2E[Ni] sup
xA∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)

∥∇G(x)−∇Fi(x)∥2

+ d0
2σ2E[T −Ni] sup

xA /∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
∥∇G(x)−∇Fi(x)∥2 .

Using the bounds in Lemma B.2 , we obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
1692d0µ2∆2

2σ2 E[Ni] + 1692d0τ2µ2∆2

2σ2 T.

Averaging over m and using the fact that ∑m
i=1 Ni ≤ T , which holds due to our choice of the

sequence (zi), we derive the bound

1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
1692d0µ2∆2

2σ2

(
τ2 + 1

m

)
T. (12)

Combining (11) with (12) yields a lower bound on the average misidentification error
1
m

∑m
i=1(1− Pi(Ei)). This, in turn, leads to the following lower bound when applying (10):

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ 169
2 µ∆2

1− 1
m
−

√
1692d0µ2∆2

4σ2

(
τ2 + 1

m

)
T

 .
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To conclude, we use the fact that m = ⌈1
2(5/4)d0⌉, and d0 = ⌈log5/4(4/τ2)⌉, which gives

m ≥ 2
τ2 .

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ 169
2 µ∆2

1− τ2

2 −

√
10711

log5/4(5/τ2)
σ2 µ2τ2∆2T


≥ 169

2 µ∆2

1
2 −

√
10711

log5/4(5/τ2)
σ2 µ2τ2∆2T

 .

We choose ∆ that maximizes the expression above

∆∗ = 1
4
√

10711 µτ
· 1√

log5/4
(

5
τ2
)

σ2 · T
.

This leads to
1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ c · σ2

µτ2 log(2/τ)T ,

where c is a numerical constant.

C Complete proof of Theorem 3.3

Let L, µ > 0 and σ > 0. Denote κ := L
µ , d0 := 2 log5/4

(
2κ
)
, and suppose that d ≥ 3 log5/4

(
2κ
)
.

Additional notation. For any integer n ≥ 1, let Gn denote the class of real-valued functions
on Rn that are L-smooth and µ−RSI. Let A := {1, . . . , d0} and Ā := [d] \A. For any x ∈ Rd,
let xA ∈ Rd0 be the vector of its first d0 coordinates, and xĀ ∈ Rd−d0 be the vector of its
remaining coordinates. For two vectors a ∈ Rd0 and b ∈ Rd−d0 , we write (a, b) to denote the
vector in Rd whose first d0 components are a and last d− d0 components are b.

C.1 Functions construction.

For d ≥ 3 log5/4(2κ), we construct a function F : Rd → R that depends only on the first d0
coordinates. Concretely, there is a function f : Rd0 → R such that F (x) = f(xA). Lemma E.1
shows that if f is in Gd0 , then F is in Gd.
Let ∆ > 0 be a parameter to be specified later. Let a be defined by

a := κ− 1
κ + 1 .

Since κ ≥ 1, we have a ∈ (0, 1) and 1− a ≤ τ .
Let m ≥ 2 denote the size of the function subclass we are constructing. We pick m elements

z1, . . . , zm in Bd0(0A, 5∆), and define a set of functions f1, . . . , fm so that each fi belongs to
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Gd0 . For each i ∈ [m], let fi be a function whose value at zi is zero and whose gradient for all
x ∈ Rd0 is given by

∇fi(x) =



L(x− zi), if ∥x− zi∥ < ∆,

−L
(
x− zi −∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥

)
+ L∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, if ∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ ≤ (1 + a)∆,

µ
(
x− zi

)
, if x /∈ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) .

The expression of fi is given by

fi(x) =



L

2 ∥x− zi∥2, if ∥x− zi∥ < ∆,

−L

2 ∥x− zi∥2 + 2 L ∆ ∥x− zi∥ − L ∆2, if ∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ < (1 + a) ∆,

L ∆2 1 + 2a− a2

2 + µ

2
(
∥x− zi∥2 − (1 + a)2 ∆2), if ∥x− zi∥ ≥ (1 + a) ∆ .

Lemma below shows that the constructed functions fi are in Gd0 .

Lemma C.1. The functions (fi)i∈[m] are µ− RSI and L-smooth.

Proof. Let i ∈ [m], we will first verify that fi is µ− RSI then we will check for smoothness.
Verifying µ-RSI. Recall that the minimizer of fi is zi, and the minimum is 0. We have for
any x ∈ Rd0

〈
∇fi(x), x−zi

〉
−µ ∥x−zi∥2 =



(L− µ) ∥x− zi∥2, if 0 ≤ ∥x− zi∥ < ∆,

− (L + µ) ∥x− zi∥2 + 2 L ∆ ∥x− zi∥, if ∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ < (1 + a) ∆,

0, if ∥x− zi∥ ≥ (1 + a) ∆ .

This expression is clearly non-negative if x ∈ Bd0(zi, ∆) or x /∈ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆). If x ∈
Bd0(zi, (1+a)∆)\Bd0(zi, ∆), we have that r → −(L+µ)r2+2L∆r is decreasing on [ L

L+µ∆, +∞).
The last interval contains [∆, (1 + a)∆], therefore for each x ∈ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) \Bd0(zi, ∆)
we have 〈

∇fi(x), x− zi
〉
− µ ∥x− zi∥2 ≥ −(L + µ)(1 + a)2∆2 + 2L(1 + a)∆2 = 0 .

Verifying L-smooth: It is straightforward that ∇fi is L-Lipschitz on the regions Bd0(zi, ∆)
and Rd0 \ Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆). Using Lemma E.3, ∇fi is L-Lipschitz on Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) \
Bd0(zi, ∆). The conclusion follows using Lemma E.2.

We conclude using the lemma above that each fi lies in Gd0 . Consequently, by Lemma 3.5,
the functions Fi : Rd → R defined by Fi(x) = fi(xA) for i ∈ [m] belong to Gd. Observe that
each Fi achieves its minimum value of 0, and its set of global minimizers is {(zi, y) : y ∈ Rd−d0},
which is convex.
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C.2 Oracle construction and information-theoretic tools.

The oracle we use is the same one introduced in the proof of Theorem 3.2.
Information theoretic tools. We reduce the optimization problem to one of function
identification. To that end, consider a “reference function” G : Rd → R that also depends only
on its first d0 coordinates. In other words, there exists a function g : Rd0 → R such that for
every x ∈ Rd, G(x) = g(xA). We choose g so that its gradient satisfies, for any x ∈ Rd0 ,

∇g(x) =


0, if ∥x∥ < 2∆,

µx, if ∥x∥ ≥ 2∆ .

We introduce the following technical lemma, which will be instrumental in computing the
relative entropy between feedback distributions.

Lemma C.2. Let i ∈ [m]. For any x ∈ Rd, we have

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ ≤


L∆, if xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆),

5µ∆, if xA /∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆).

Proof. Let i ∈ [m]. This result is a consequence of the expressions of ∇fi and ∇g. We have

• If xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆), given that a ∈ (0, 1), then we have Bd0(zi, (1 + a)∆) ⊂ Bd0(zi, 2∆).
Therefore,

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ = ∥∇fi(xA)−∇g(xA)∥
= ∥∇fi(xA)∥
≤ L∆ .

• If x /∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆), then

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ = ∥∇fi(xA)−∇g(xA)∥
= ∥∇fi(xA)− µxA∥
= µ ∥zi∥ ≤ 5µ∆ .

We follow similar steps as in the proof of Theorem 3.3. Let x̂ ∈ Rd denote the output of
the optimization algorithm. For each i ∈ [m], let Pi and Q denote the probability distributions
of the T oracle feedbacks9 when the objective function is Fi and G, respectively (we omit
the dependence on T in our notation). Also, let Ei[·] and E[·] denote the expectations with

9For a rigorous definition of these quantities, see Section F where we define the canonical model.
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respect to Pi and Q, respectively. For each i ∈ [m], we define the “good identification event”
as Ei := {x̂A ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆)}. For any i ∈ [m], we have

Ei[Fi(x̂)] = Ei[fi(x̂A)]
≥ Pi(Ei) inf

x∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
{fi(x)}+ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf

x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf
x/∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)

{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei))L∆2 1 + 2a− a2

2
≥ (1− Pi(Ei))

L

2 ∆2 . (13)

Next, we specify the choice of m and zi. We select m to ensure that the balls Bd0(zi, 2∆) for
i ∈ [m] remain disjoint. Using Lemma E.5, we choose m = ⌈1

2

(
5
4

)d0⌉, and zi as a sequence of
elements such that Bd0(zi, 2∆) ∩Bd0(zj , 2∆) = ∅ for i ̸= j.
We use Pinsker’s inequality to derive an upper bound on P(Ei). This gives

1
m

m∑
i=1

P(Ei) ≤
1
m

m∑
i=1

Q(Ei) +

√√√√ 1
2m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) .

Since the events Ei for i ∈ [m] are disjoint, it follows that ∑m
i=1 Q(Ei) ≤ 1, therefore the bound

above gives
1
m

m∑
i=1

(
1− Pi(Ei)

)
≥ 1− 1

m
−

√√√√ 1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) . (14)

Let us develop an upper bound on the average 1
m

∑m
i=1 KL (Q,Pi). Let Ni denote the number

of times the algorithm queries a point x such that xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 2∆). Using Lemma F.1 in the
Appendix, we obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
d0

2σ2E[Ni] sup
xA∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)

∥∇G(x)−∇Fi(x)∥2

+ d0
2σ2E[T −Ni] sup

xA /∈Bd0 (zi,2∆)
∥∇G(x)−∇Fi(x)∥2 .

Using the bounds in Lemma B.2 , we obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
d0L2∆2

2σ2 E[Ni] + 25d0µ2∆2

2σ2 T .

Averaging over m and using the fact that ∑m
i=1 Ni ≤ T , which holds due to our choice of the

sequence (zi), we derive the bound

1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
d0µ2∆2

2σ2

(
κ2

m
+ 25

)
T . (15)
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Combining (14) with (15) yields a lower bound on the average misidentification error 1
m

∑m
i=1(1−

Pi(Ei)). This, in turn, leads to the following lower bound when applying (13)

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ L

2 ∆2

1− 1
m
−

√
d0µ2∆2

2σ2

(
κ2

m
+ 25

)
T

 .

To conclude, we use the fact that m = ⌈1
2(5/4)d0⌉, and d0 = ⌈log5/4(4κ2)⌉, which gives

m ≥ 2κ2.

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ L

2 ∆2

1− 1
2κ2 −

√
26

log5/4(5κ2)
σ2 µ2∆2T


≥ L

2 ∆2

1
2 −

√
26

log5/4(5κ2)
σ2 µ2∆2T

 .

We choose ∆ that maximizes the expression above

∆∗ = 1
4µ

√
σ2

26 log5/4(5κ2)T .

This leads to
1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ c · Lσ2

log(2κ)µ2T
,

where c is a numerical constant.

D Complete Proof of Theorem 3.4

Let D, L > 0 and τ ∈ (0, 1]. Denote d0 := ⌈2 log16/15(2/τ)⌉ and suppose that d ≥
3 log16/15(2/τ) and T ≥ 35σ2

L2D2 log16/15(2/τ) .

Additional Notation. For any integer n ≥ 1, letHn denote the class of real-valued functions
on Rn that are L-smooth and τ −QC. Let A := {1, . . . , d0} and Ā := [d] \A. For any x ∈ Rd,
let xA ∈ Rd0 be the vector of its first d0 coordinates, and xĀ ∈ Rd−d0 be the vector of its
remaining coordinates. For two vectors a ∈ Rd0 and b ∈ Rd−d0 , we write (a, b) to denote the
vector in Rd whose first d0 components are a and last d− d0 components are b.

D.1 Functions Construction.

For d ≥ 3 log16/15(2/τ), we construct a function F : Rd → R that depends only on the first d0
coordinates. Lemma E.1 shows that if f is in Hd0 , then F is in Hd.
Let ∆ ∈ (0, D/16) be a parameter to be specified later. Let Q : R → R be defined by
Q(r) =

(
τ
2 − 1

)
r2 +

(
(1− τ)− D

4∆

)
r + τ

2 . Observe that Q is a concave parabola and Q(0) > 0.
Let a be the positive root for Q. We prove in Lemma D.1 that

a ∈ [1− τ, 1] .
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Let m ≥ 2 denote the size of the function subclass we are constructing. We pick m elements
z1, . . . , zm in Bd0(0A, 2D/3), and define a set of functions f1, . . . , fm so that each fi belongs
to Hd0 . For each i ∈ [m], let fi be a function whose value at zi is zero and whose gradient for
all x ∈ Rd0 is given by

∇fi(x) =



L(x− zi), if ∥x− zi∥ < ∆,

L∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, if ∆ ≤ ∥x− zi∥ < D

4 ,

−L

(
x− zi −

D

4
x− zi

∥x− zi∥

)
+ L∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, if D

4 ≤ ∥x− zi∥ < D
4 + a∆,

L(1− a)∆ x− zi

∥x− zi∥
, if x /∈ Bd0(zi, D/4 + a∆) .

Let r := ∥x− zi∥ and define

fi(x) =



L

2 r2, if 0 ≤ r < ∆,

L ∆ r − L

2 ∆2, if ∆ ≤ r <
D

4 ,

L
(D

4 r + ∆ r − r2

2

)
− L

(
∆2

2 + D2

32

)
, if D

4 ≤ r <
D

4 + a ∆,

L (1− a) ∆ r + a
4 LD∆− 1−a2

2 L∆2, if r ≥ D

4 + a ∆,

Lemma D.1. Consider the parabola Q(r) =
(

τ
2 − 1

)
r2 +

(
(1− τ)− D

4∆

)
r + (1− τ) D

4∆ + τ
2 .

Let a be the positive root of Q. Then, we have

1− τ ≤ a ≤ 1 .

Proof. We have:

• Proof of 1− τ ≤ a:

Q(1− τ) =
(

τ

2 − 1
)

(1− τ)2 +
(

(1− τ)− D

4∆

)
(1− τ) + (1− τ) D

4∆ + τ

2
= τ

2 (1− τ)2 + τ

2 ≥ 0 .

Therefore a ≥ 1− τ .

• Proof of a ≤ 1:

Q(1) = τ

2 − 1 + 1− τ − D

4∆ + (1− τ) D

4∆ + τ

2 = −τ
D

4∆ ≤ 0 .

Therefore a ≤ 1.
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Lemma below shows that the constructed functions fi are in Hd0 .

Lemma D.2. For each i ∈ [m], the function fi is τ -WQC and L-smooth.

Proof. Let i ∈ [m], in the following, we will use that τ ∈ (0, 1] and ∆ ∈ (0, D/16), and from
the definition of a we have(

τ

2 − 1
)

a2 − D

4∆a + (1− τ) D

4∆ + (1− τ)a + τ

2 = 0 and a ∈ [1− τ, 1] . (16)

Verifying L-smoothness: First, we will show that ∇fi is L-Lipschitz on each region in its
expression, then we will conclude using Lemma E.2. We have

• Case x ∈ Bd0(zi, ∆): The expression of ∇fi shows that it is L-Lipschitz

∥L(x− zi)− L(y − zi)∥ = L ∥x− y∥ .

• Case x ∈ Bd0(zi, D/4) \ Bd0(zi, ∆): recall that for x /∈ Bd0(zi, ∆) we have that x →
∆ x−zi

∥x−zi∥ is the projection of x onto Bd0(zi, ∆). Therefore, ∇fi is L-Lipschitz.

• Case x ∈ Bd0(zi, D/4 + a∆) \ Bd0(zi, D/4): we have 2(D
4 + δ) ≥ D

2 , therefore using
Lemma 4.2 shows ∇fi is L-Lipschitz.

• Case x /∈ Bd0(zi, D/4 + a∆): since for x /∈ Bd0(zi,
D
4 + a∆) we have that the mapping

x → ∆(1 − a) x−zi
∥x−zi∥ is the projection of x onto Bd0(zi, (1 − a)∆). Therefore, ∇fi is

L-Lipschitz.

The conclusion follows from the fact that ∇fi is continuous and Lemma E.2.
Verifying τ-WQC: Observe that the minimizer of fi is zi and the minimum is 0. We

will show that fi satisfies τ -WQC on each of the four regions in the definition of ∇fi. Define
r := ∥x− zi∥. We have

⟨∇fi(x), x− zi⟩ − τfi(x)

=



L r2(1− τ
2
)
, if 0 ≤ r < ∆,

L ∆ r (1− τ) + τL
2 ∆2, if ∆ ≤ r < D

4 ,

L

(
τ

2 − 1
)

r2 + L(1− τ)
(

∆ + D

4

)
r + Lτ

(
D2

32 + ∆2

2

)
, if D

4 ≤ r < D
4 + a ∆,

L (1− a) (1− τ) ∆ r + L τ
[

1−a2

2 ∆2 − a
4 D ∆

]
, if r ≥ D

4 + a ∆ .

Since τ ≤ 1, we have that ⟨∇fi(x), x − zi⟩ − τfi(x) ≥ 0 in the first region. For the second
region, we use the fact that ⟨∇fi(x), x − zi⟩ − τfi(x) is non-decreasing with respect to r
and that by continuity of the last expression, it is non-negative for r = ∆. For the third
region, observe that the function R : r → L

(
τ
2 − 1

)
r2 + L(1− τ)

(
∆ + D

4

)
r + Lτ

(
D2

32 + ∆2

2

)
is concave, therefore for r ∈ [D/4, D/4 + a∆], we have

R(r) ≥ min{Q(D/4), Q(D/4 + a∆)} .
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For the first term, we have

R(D/4) = L

(
τ

2 − 1
)

D2

16 + L(1− τ)
(

∆ + D

4

)
D

4 + Lτ

(
D2

32 + ∆2

2

)

= L(1− τ)D∆
4 + Lτ

∆2

2
≥ 0 .

For the second one, we have

R(D/4 + a∆) = L

(
τ

2 − 1
)(

D

4 + a∆
)2

+ L(1− τ)
(

∆ + D

4

)(
D

4 + a∆
)

+ Lτ

(
D2

32 + ∆2

2

)

= L

(
τ

2 − 1
)

∆2a2 + L

(
(1− τ)∆2 − 1

4D∆
)

a + L(1− τ)D∆
4 + Lτ

∆2

2

= L∆2
[(

τ

2 − 1
)

a2 +
(

(1− τ)− D

4∆

)
a + (1− τ) D

4∆ + τ

2

]
= 0,

where we used in the last line the fact that a satisfies (16). We therefore conclude that R(r) ≥ 0
for any r ∈ [D/4, D/4 + a∆]. For the last region, we use the fact that ⟨∇fi(x), x−zi⟩− τfi(x)
is continuous in Rd0 and increasing in r for r ≥ D/4 + a∆ (since we have a ≤ 1).

We conclude using the lemma above that each fi lies in Hd0 . Consequently, by Lemma 3.5,
the functions Fi : Rd → R defined by Fi(x) = fi(xA) for i ∈ [m] belong to Hd. Observe that
each Fi achieves its minimum value of 0, and its set of global minimizers is {(zi, y) : y ∈ Rd−d0},
which is convex.

D.2 Oracle Construction and Information-Theoretic Tools.

The oracle we use is the same introduced in the proof of Theorem 3.2.
Information Theoretic Tools. As for the previous sections, we reduce the optimization
problem to one of function identification. We consider the zero function G : Rd → R such
that for all x ∈ Rd, G(x)) = 0 as a “reference distribution”. We introduce the following
technical lemma, which will be instrumental in computing the relative entropy between
feedback distributions.

Lemma D.3. Let i ∈ [m]. Then, for any x ∈ Rd, we have

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ ≤


L∆, if xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 5D/16),

Lτ∆, if xA /∈ Bd0(zi, 5D/16) .

Proof. Let i ∈ [m]. This result is a consequence of the expression of ∇fi. We have for any
x ∈ Rd
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• If xA ∈ Bd0(zi, D/4+a∆), given that a ≤ 1 and ∆ ≤ D/16, we have Bd0(zi, D/4+a∆) ⊂
Bd0(zi, 5D/16). Therefore,

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ = ∥∇fi(xA)∥
= ∥∇fi(xA)∥
≤ L∆ .

• If xA ∈ Rd0 \Bd0(zi, 5D/16), then

∥∇Fi(x)−∇G(x)∥ = ∥∇fi(xA)∥ = L(1− a)∆ ≤ Lτ∆ .

We follow similar steps as in the proof of Theorem 3.3. Let x̂ ∈ Rd denote the output of
the optimization algorithm. For each i ∈ [m], let Pi and Q denote the probability distributions
of the T oracle feedbacks10 when the objective function is Fi and G, respectively (we omit
the dependence on T in our notation). Also, let Ei[·] and E[·] denote the expectations with
respect to Pi and Q, respectively. For each i ∈ [m], we define the “good identification event”
as Ei := {x̂A ∈ Bd0(zi, 5D/16)}. For any i ∈ [m], we have

Ei[Fi(x̂)] = Ei[fi(x̂A)]
≥ Pi(Ei) inf

x∈Bd0 (zi,5D/16)
{fi(x)}+ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf

x/∈Bd0 (zi,5D/16)
{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei)) inf
x/∈Bd0 (zi,5D/16)

{fi(x)}

≥ (1− Pi(Ei))
(

5− a

16 LD∆− 1− a2

2 L∆2
)

≥ (1− Pi(Ei)) ·
7
32LD∆ . (17)

where in the last inequality we used the fact that a ∈ [0, 1] and ∆ ≤ D
16 . Next, we specify the

choice of m and zi. We select m to ensure that the balls Bd0(zi, 5D/16) for i ∈ [m] remain
disjoint. Using Lemma E.5, we choose m = ⌈1

2

(
16
15

)d0⌉, and zi as a sequence of elements in
Bd0(0, 2D/3) such that Bd0(zi, 5D/16) ∩Bd0(zj , 5D/16) = ∅ for i ̸= j.
We use Pinsker’s inequality to derive an upper bound on P(Ei). This gives

1
m

m∑
i=1

P(Ei) ≤
1
m

m∑
i=1

Q(Ei) +

√√√√ 1
2m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) .

Since the events Ei for i ∈ [m] are disjoint, it follows that ∑m
i=1 Q(Ei) ≤ 1, therefore the bound

above gives
1
m

m∑
i=1

(
1− Pi(Ei)

)
≥ 1− 1

m
−

√√√√ 1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) . (18)

10For a rigorous definition of these quantities, see Section F where we define the canonical model.

36



Next, we develop an upper bound on the average 1
m

∑m
i=1 KL (Q,Pi). Let Ni denote the

number of times the algorithm queries a point x such that xA ∈ Bd0(zi, 5D/16). Using
Lemma F.1 in the Appendix, we obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
d0

2σ2E[Ni] sup
xA∈Bd0 (zi,5D/16)

∥∇G(x)−∇Fi(x)∥2

+ d0
2σ2E[T −Ni] sup

xA /∈Bd0 (zi,5D/16)
∥∇G(x)−∇Fi(x)∥2 .

Using the bounds in Lemma D.3 , we obtain

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
d0L2∆2

2σ2 E[Ni] + d0L2τ2∆2

2σ2 T .

Averaging over m and using the fact that ∑m
i=1 Ni ≤ T , which holds due to our choice of the

sequence (zi), we derive the bound

1
m

m∑
i=1

KL (Q,Pi) ≤
d0L2∆2

2σ2

( 1
m

+ τ2
)

T . (19)

Combining (18) with (19) yields a lower bound on the average misidentification error 1
m

∑m
i=1(1−

Pi(Ei)). This, in turn, leads to the following lower bound when applying (17)

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ L

2 ∆2

1− 1
m
−

√
d0µ2∆2

2σ2

(
κ2

m
+ 25

)
T

 .

To conclude, we use the fact that m = ⌈1
2(16/15)d0⌉, and d0 = ⌈log16/15(4/τ2)⌉, which gives

m ≥ 2
τ2 .

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[Fi(x̂)] ≥ 7
32LD∆

1− τ2

2 −

√
3

log16/15(5/τ2)
4σ2 L2τ2∆2T


≥ 7

32LD∆

1
2 −

√
3

log16/15(5/τ2)
4σ2 L2τ2∆2T

 .

We choose ∆ that maximizes the expression above

∆∗ = 2σ

4
√

3Lτ
√

8 log16/15(5/τ2)T
.

Since we have T ≥ 35σ2

L2D2 log16/15(2/τ) , we necessarily have ∆∗ ≤ D/16. We conclude that

1
m

m∑
i=1

Ei[fzi(x̂)] ≥ c · D σ

τ
√

log(2/τ)T
,

where c is a numerical constant.
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E Technical Results

Lemma E.1. Let f : Rd0 → R be a differentiable function having a unique global minimizer.
For any x ∈ Rd0, let xA ∈ Rd be the vector of its first d coordinates and d ≤ d0, define
F : Rd → R by F (x) = f(xA). We have:

• If f is τ −QC then F is τ −QC.

• If f is µ−QG then F is µ−QG.

• If f is µ− RSI then F is µ− RSI.

• If f is L-smooth then F is L-smooth.

Proof. Let z ∈ Rd0 be the global minimizer of f , given the expression of F , we have that the
set of global minimizers of F is given by X ∗ = {(z, y)s.t.y ∈ Rd−d0}. Observe that X ∗ is
convex, and the minimum of F denoted F ∗ is the same as the minimum of f denoted f∗. It is
straightforward that if f is L-smooth, then so is F . Let us verify µ−QG property, for any
x ∈ Rd, the projection of x onto X ∗, denoted xp is given by xp = (z, xĀ).
Verifying τ −QC we have for any x ∈ Rd

F (x)− F ∗ = f(xA)− f∗

≥ µ

2 ∥xA − z∥2

= µ

2 ∥x− (z, xĀ)∥2

= µ

2 ∥x− xp∥2 ,

where we used the µ−QG property of f in the second line. This proves that F is also µ−QG.
Verifying µ−QG we have for any x ∈ Rd

F (x)− F ∗ = f(xA)− f∗

≤ 1
τ
⟨∇f(xA), xA − z⟩

= 1
τ
⟨(∇f(xA), 0Ā) , (xA, xĀ)− (z, xĀ)⟩

= 1
τ
⟨∇F (x), x− xp⟩ .

Verifying µ− RSI we have for any x ∈ Rd

⟨∇F (x), x− xp⟩ = ⟨∇f(xA), xA − z⟩
≥ µ ∥xA − z∥2

= µ ∥x− xp∥2 .

Verifying L-smoothness we have for any x, y ∈ Rd

∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥ = ∥∇f(xA)−∇f(yA)∥ ≤ L ∥xA − yA∥ ≤ L ∥x− y∥ .
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Lemma E.2. Let R > 0 and f : Bd(0, R)→ Rd such that for some z ∈ Bd(0, R) and r < R,
we have Bd(z, r) ⊆ Bd(0, R), f is L-Lipschitz on Bd(z, r) and on Bd(0, R) \Bd(z, r), and f
is continuous on Bd(0, R). Then, we have f is L-Lipschitz on Bd(0, R).

Proof. Let x, y ∈ Bd(0, R). If x, y are both in Bd(z, r) or in Bd(0, R) \Bd(z, r) the result is
straightforward. Suppose that x ∈ Bd(z, r) and y ∈ Bd(0, R) \Bd(z, r), let x′ be the point
on the segment [x, y] such that ∥x′ − z∥ = r, and let λ ∈ [0, 1] such that x′ = λx + (1− λ)y.
We have

∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤
∥∥f(x)− f(x′)

∥∥+
∥∥f(x′)− f(y)

∥∥
≤ L

∥∥x− x′∥∥+ L
∥∥x′ − y

∥∥
= L ∥x− y∥ ,

where in the second inequality we use the L-Lipschitz and continuity property of f in both
domains Bd(z, r) and Bd(0, R) \Bd(z, r), and in the equality the fact that x′ ∈ [x, y].

Lemma E.3. The function f : Bd(0, 2) \ Bd(0, 1) → Rd defined as f(x) = −x + 2 x
∥x∥ , is

1-Lipschitz.

Proof. Let x, y ∈ Bd(0, 2) \Bd(0, 1). We have

∥f(x)− f(y)∥ =
∥∥∥∥−x + 2 x

∥x∥
+ y − 2 y

∥y∥

∥∥∥∥
=
∥∥∥∥(2− ∥x∥) x

∥x∥
− (2− ∥y∥) y

∥y∥

∥∥∥∥ .

To ease the notation, let u = x
∥x∥ , v = y

∥y∥ and c := ⟨u, v⟩ ∈ [−1, 1]. Therefore, we have

∥f(x)− f(y)∥2 − ∥x− y∥2 = ∥(2− ∥x∥)u− (2− ∥y∥)v∥2 − ∥∥x∥u− ∥y∥v∥2

= 4(2− (∥x∥+ ∥y∥))(1− c) .

Then, the conclusion follows from c ≤ 1 and ∥x∥+ ∥y∥ ≥ 2.

We consider the following Pinsker inequality from Gerchinovitz et al. [2020].

Lemma E.4. Given an underlying measurable space, for all probability pairs Pi, Qi and for
all [0, 1]-valued random variables Zi defined on this measurable space, with i ∈ {1, . . . , N},
where

0 <
1
N

N∑
i=1

EPi [Zi] < 1,

we have
1
N

N∑
i=1

EQi [Zi] ≤
1
N

N∑
i=1

EPi [Zi] +

√√√√√ 1
N

∑N
i=1 KL (Qi,Pi)

− log
(

1
N

∑N
i=1 EPi [Zi]

) ,

and
1
N

N∑
i=1

EQi [Zi] ≤
1
N

N∑
i=1

EPi [Zi] +

√
1
N

∑N
i=1 KL (Qi,Pi)

2 .
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Lemma E.5. Let ∆ > 0, the maximal number m of elements (zi)i∈[m] in Rd such that
∥z∥i ≤ 5∆ and ∥zi − zj∥ > 4∆ for each i ̸= j satisfies

m ≥
(5

4

)d

.

Proof. The number m described above corresponds to the packing number of the set Bd(0, 5∆)
with radii 2∆ (see Definition 4.2.3 in Vershynin [2018]). Using Lemma 4.2.5 and Corollary
4.2.11 from Vershynin [2018], we obtain the bound.

F Canonical Model and Divergence Composition

We introduce a formal framework that enables a rigorous development of information-theoretic
tools, adapting the one considered in Garivier et al. [2019], Lattimore and Szepesvári [2020],
Hadiji [2019].

Let f0, f1, . . . , fm : Rd0 → R be differentiable objective functions. Suppose there are T
rounds in total. For each t, define the measurable space Ωt = ∏t

s=1
(
Rd0 × Rd0

)
, equipped

with the usual Borel σ-algebra. Let yt = (x1, g1, . . . , xt, gt) ∈ Ωt represent all information
available to the learner up to time t.

We consider an optimization algorithm A specified by a sequence
(
Kt
)

1≤t≤T
of probability

kernels Kt : Ωt−1 → Rd0 , which model the choice of the query point xt at time t. At the first
round, x1 is chosen according to a distribution defined by K1.

For each i ∈ {0, . . . , m}, let Hi,t : Ωt−1 × Rd0 × Rd0 → Rd0 be the probability kernel that
models the feedback observed by the learner. For any measurable set B ⊆ Rd0 , we take

Hi,t(yt−1, xt, B) =
(

d0
2πσ2

)d0/2 ∫
x∈B

exp
(
− d0

2σ2 ∥x−∇fi(xt)∥2
)

dx .

These kernels define the probability laws Pi,t = Hi,t ◦Kt ◦ Pi,t−1 over Ωt. This construction
ensures that, under Pi,t, the coordinate random variables Xt : Ωt → Rd0 and Gt : Ωt → Rd0 ,
defined by Xt(x1, g1, . . . , xt, gt) = xt and Gt(x1, g1, . . . , xt, gt) = gt, satisfy the following
property: given Xt, the stochastic gradient Gt is distributed according to Nd0

(
∇fi(Xt), σ2

d0
Id0

)
,

where Id0 is the d0 × d0 identity matrix. We denote by Ei the expectation taken with respect
to Pi,t.

Lemma F.1. Consider the notation above, let S ⊂ Rd0 and NS denote the variable corre-
sponding to the total number of times the learner queries a point from S after T rounds. Then,
for any i ∈ {0, . . . , m}, we have

KL
(
PT

0 ,PT
i

)
≤ d0

2σ2E0[NS ] sup
x∈S

∥∇f0(x)−∇fi(x)∥2

+ d0
2σ2E0[T −NS ] sup

x/∈S
∥∇f0(x)−∇fi(x)∥2 .
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Proof. Under the setting introduced, we have the chain rule

KL(P0,t,P1,t) = KL (H0,t ◦Kt ◦ P0,t−1, Hi,t ◦Kt ◦ Pi,t−1)
= KL(Kt ◦ P0,t−1, Kt ◦ P1,t−1)

+
∫

Ωt−1×Rd0
KL (H0,t(yt−1, xt, ·), Hi,t(yt−1, xt, ·)) dKt ◦ P0,t−1(yt−1, xt)

= KL(P0,t−1,Pi,t−1)

+
∫

Ωt−1×Rd0
KL (H0,t(yt−1, xt, ·), Hi,t(yt−1, xt, ·)) dKt ◦ P0,t−1(xt)

= KL(P0,t−1,Pi,t−1)

+
∫
Rd0

KL
(
Nd0

(
∇f0(xt),

σ2

d0
Id0

)
,Nd0

(
∇fi(xt),

σ2

d0
Id0

))
dKt ◦ P0,t−1(xt)

= KL (P0,t−1,Pi,t−1)

+ E0

[
KL

(
Nd0

(
∇f0(Xt),

σ2

d0
Id0

)
,Nd0

(
∇fi(Xt),

σ2

d0
Id0

))]
,

where we used in the third line the fact that given a fixed history input yt−1, the selected point
xt by A have the same distribution regardless of the objective function, and the penultimate
inequality comes from the fact that the density of the kernel Hi,t−1 depends only on the last
coordinate xt, and is exactly that of a Gaussian variable.

Iterating T times, we obtain

KL
(
PT

0 ,PT
i

)
= E0

[
T∑

t=1
KL

(
Nd0

(
∇f0(Xt),

σ2

d0
Id0)

)
,Nd0

(
∇fi(Xt),

σ2

d0
Id0)

))]

=
T∑

t=1
E0

[
d0

2σ2 ∥∇f0(Xt)−∇fi(Xt)∥2
]

, (20)

where we used the expression of the KL between two normal distributions with the same
covariance matrix and difference means. Let S ⊂ Rd0 , for each i ∈ {0, . . . , m}, we have

E0
[
∥∇f0(Xt)−∇fi(Xt)∥2

]
= P0 (Xt ∈ S)E0

[
∥∇f0(Xt)−∇fi(Xt)∥2 |Xt ∈ S

]
+ P0 (Xt /∈ S)E0

[
∥∇f0(Xt)−∇fi(Xt)∥2 |Xt /∈ S

]
≤ P0 (Xt ∈ S) sup

x∈S
∥∇f0(x)−∇fi(x)∥2

+ P0 (Xt /∈ S) sup
x/∈S
∥∇f0(x)−∇fi(x)∥2 . (21)

We have

E0[NS ] = E0

[
T∑

t=1
1 (Xt ∈ S)

]
=

T∑
t=1

P0 (Xt ∈ S) . (22)

Combining (20), (21), and (22), we have the stated result.
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G Proof of Theorem 4.1

We show the guarantees for the two considered classes separately.

Theorem G.1. Let f be a function satisfying the µ-RSI with respect to all the global minimizers
of f and L-smooth. Then, running SGD with step-sizes ηt = 2

µ(t+ 2L2
µ2 +1)

and initial point x1

guarantees

E[f(x̂T )− f⋆] ≤ µ2L3 + L5

2µ4T (T + 1) ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 2Lσ2

µ2(T + 1) ,

where x∗
t is the projection of xt on the set of global minimizers and x̂T is chosen from

x1, . . . , xT with weights wt = 2t
T (T +1) .

Proof. From L-smooth, we have

E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ L

2 E
[
∥xt − x∗∥2

]
.

Using µ-RSI, we further have

E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ L

µ
E ⟨∇f(xt), xt − x∗

t ⟩]−
L

µ
E [⟨∇f(xt), xt − x∗

t ⟩] + L

2 E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

≤ L

µ
E [⟨∇f(xt), xt − x∗

t ⟩]−
L

µ
µE
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

+ L

2 E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

= L

µ
E [⟨∇f(xt), xt − x∗

t ⟩]−
L

2 E
[
∥xt − x∗∥2

]
.

That is,
µ

L
E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ E [⟨∇f(xt), xt − x∗

t ⟩]−
µ

2E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

≤ 1
2ηt

E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]
− 1

2ηt
E
[
∥xt+1 − x∗

t ∥
2
]

+ ηt

2 E
[
∥gt∥2

]
− µ

2E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

≤ 1
2ηt

E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]
− 1

2ηt
E
[∥∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1
∥∥2
]

+ ηt

2 E
[
∥gt∥2

]
− µ

2E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

.

Multiplying both sides by t + a and choosing ηt = 2
µ(t+a+1) , yields

µ

L
(t + a)E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ t + a

2ηt
E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]
− t + a

2ηt
E
[∥∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1
∥∥2
]

+ ηt(t + a)
2 E

[
∥gt∥2

]
− µ(t + a)

2 E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

≤ µ(t + a)(t + a + 1)
4 E

[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]
− µ(t + a)(t + a + 1)

4 E
[∥∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1
∥∥2
]

+ t + a

µ(t + a + 1)(E
[
∥∇f(xt)∥2

]
+ σ2)− µ(t + a)

2 E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]

≤ µ(t + a− 1)(t + a)
4 E

[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]
− µ(t + a)(t + a + 1)

4 E
[∥∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1
∥∥2
]

+ t + a

µ(t + a + 1)
(
E
[
∥∇f(xt)∥2

]
+ σ2

)
.
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From L-smooth, we have ∥∇f(xt)∥2 ≤ 2L(f(xt)− f∗). Summing from t = 1, . . . , T yields

T∑
t=1

(t + a)E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤
(1 + L2

µ2 )L2

µ
L
µ

4 E
[
∥x1 − x∗

1∥
2
]

+ 2L2

µ2 E [f(xt)− f∗] + LTσ2

µ2

Picking a = 2L2

µ2 , we have

T∑
t=1

tE [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ µ2L3 + L5

4µ4 E
[
∥x1 − x∗

1∥
2
]

+ LTσ2

µ2 .

Consider x̂t as sampling iterates from x1, . . . , xT with weights 1, . . . , T , we have

E [f(x̂t)− f∗] =
T∑

t=1

t
T (T +1)

2
E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤

(
µ2L3 + L5

4µ4 E
[
∥x1 − x∗

1∥
2
]

+ LTσ2

µ2

)
2

T (T + 1)

= µ2L3 + L5

2µ4T (T + 1)E
[
∥x1 − x∗

1∥
2
]

+ 2Lσ2

µ2(T + 1) .

Theorem G.2. Let f be a function satisfying the µ-QG and τ -WQC condition with respect
to all the global minimizers of f . Consider running SGD,

xt+1 = xt − ηtgt .

If f is L-smooth with ηt = 4
τµ(t+a) , we have

E[f(x̂T )− f⋆] ≤ µ(1 + a)2

2T (T + 1) ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 16σ2

τ2µ(T + 1) ,

where a = 16L
τ2µ

, x∗
t is the projection of xt on the set of global minimizers, and x̂T is chosen at

random from x1, . . . , xT with weights wt = 2t
T (T +1) .

Proof. Let t ∈ [T ], denote by x∗
t the projection of xt onto the set of global minimizers S, using

the fact that f is WQC, we have

ηt (f(xt)− f∗) ≤ ηt

τ
⟨∇f(xt), xt − x∗

t ⟩

= 1
τ
Et [⟨ηtgt, xt − x∗

t ⟩]

= 1
2τ
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2 − 1

2τ
Et

[
∥xt+1 − x∗

t ∥
2
]

+ η2
t

2τ
Et

[
∥gt∥2

]
≤ 1

2τ
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2 − 1

2τ
Et

[∥∥xt+1 − x∗
t+1
∥∥2
]

+ η2
t

2τ
Et

[
∥gt∥2

]
.
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Dividing by ηt

t+a and summing for t from 1 to T , we have

T∑
t=1

(t + a)E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤
T∑

t=1

(
t + a

2τηt
E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]
− t + a

2τηt
E
[∥∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1
∥∥2
])

+
T∑

t=1

ηt(t + a)
2τ

E
[
∥gt∥2

]

≤
T∑

t=1

(
t + a

2τηt
E
[
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2
]
− t + a

2τηt
E
[∥∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1
∥∥2
])

+
T∑

t=1

ηt(t + a)
τ

E
[
∥∇f(xt)∥2

]
+

T∑
t=1

ηt(t + a)σ2

τ

≤ 1 + a

2τη1
∥x1 − x∗

1∥
2 +

T −1∑
t=1

(
t + 1 + a

2τηt+1
− t + a

2τηt

)
E
[∥∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1
∥∥2
]

+
T∑

t=1

ηt(t + a)
τ

E
[
∥∇f(xt)∥2

]
+

T∑
t=1

ηt(t + a)σ2

τ
.

Using t+1+a
2τηt+1

− t+a
2τηt

= µ(2t+2a+1)
8 and the definition of the QG condition stating that

∥∥xt+1 − x∗
t+1
∥∥2 ≤ 2

µ
(f(xt+1)− f∗),

we get

T∑
t=1

(t + a)E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ µ(1 + a)2

8 ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 1
4

T∑
t=1

(2t + 2a)E [f(xt)− f∗] +

+
T∑

t=1

ηt(t + a)
τ

E
[
∥∇f(xt)∥2

]
+

T∑
t=1

ηt(t + a)σ2

τ

≤ µ(1 + a)2

8 ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 1
2

T∑
t=1

(t + a)E [f(xt)− f∗]

+
T∑

t=1

4
τ2µ

E
[
∥∇f(xt)∥2

]
+

T∑
t=1

4σ2

τ2µ
.

We conclude that in that case that f is L-Lipschitz, picking a = 0 we have

T∑
t=1

tE [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ µ

4 ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 8T

τ2µ

(
E
[
∥∇f(xt)∥2

]
+ σ2

)
.

Sampling proportional to t yields

E[f(x̂T )− f⋆] ≤ µ

2T (T + 1) ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 16(L2 + σ2)
τ2µ(T + 1) .

For smooth functions, since ∥∇f(xt)∥2 ≤ 2L(f(xt)− f⋆), we conclude that

T∑
t=1

(
(t + a)− t + a

2 − 8L

τ2µ

)
E [f(xt)− f∗] ≤ µ(1 + a)2

8 ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 4Tσ2

τ2µ
.

44



Setting a = 16L
τ2µ

, we have

E[f(x̂T )− f⋆] ≤ µ(1 + a)2

2T (T + 1) ∥x1 − x∗
1∥

2 + 16σ2

τ2µ(T + 1) .

H Proof of Theorem 4.2

First, we present the pseudocode for the Algorithm 1. Below we restate Theorem 4.2.

Theorem H.1. Let f : R → R be a L-smooth and µ-RSI function. Suppose that T ≥
2(κ + 1) log4/3

(
Lµ2D2T

192σ2

)
, and for some minimizer of f we have |x∗| ≤ D/2. Then, given

access to T queries from a σ-subGaussian oracle, the output of Algorithm 1 with input
(T, D, µ, L, σ, δ) satisfies with probability at least 1− δ

f(a)− f(x∗) ≤ 128σ2

µT
log4/3

(
LµD2T

192σ2

)
log

κ log4/3

(
LµD2T
192σ2

)
δ

.

Proof. Suppose that κ is a multiple of 4. Let X ∗ denote the set of global minimizers of f ,
recall that following Lemma H.4, X ∗ is a convex set, therefore it corresponds to an interval.
Since we assumed that for some element x∗ ∈ X ∗ we have |x∗| ≤ D/2, we conclude that
the intersection of S∗ = X ∗ ∩ [−D/2, D/2] is an interval. First, let us show that the total
number of queries made by the algorithm is upper bounded by T . In each iteration of the
while loop, the algorithm queries at most T

n gradients and the maximum number of iterations
is n, therefore the total number of queries is at most T .
The proof is organized into 3 parts:

• Part 1: We develop a concentration bound on the empirical means computed.

• Part 2: We show that if the procedure performs k iterations for some k ∈ {1, . . . , n},
then, with probability at least 1− δ, for each q ∈ {1, . . . , k} we have S∗ ∩ [b(q)

ℓ , b
(q)
u ] ̸= ∅.

• Part 3: We develop an upper bound on f(ak)−f∗ if the procedure stops after k iterations,
for k ∈ {1, . . . , n} and conclude.

Notation: In iteration k of the while loop, let ak denote the value of the variable a, b
(k)
ℓ

and b
(k)
u be the values of bℓ and bu respectively. Let γk = min{∆, (b(k)

u − b
(k)
ℓ )/2} be the value

of the variable γ at iteration k. Let Pk−1 denote the conditional probability distribution with
respect to the gradients received prior to iteration k, denote by a∗

k the projection of ak onto
the set S∗. Let x

(k)
1 , . . . , x

(k)
κ+1 be the uniform grid sequence chosen in Algorithm 1 at iteration

k. For i ∈ {1, . . . , κ + 1}, let g
(k)
i denote the value of gi. Let λ

(k)
i be defined as

λ
(k)
i := Ek−1

[
g

(k)
i

]
.
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Algorithm 1
Input: T, D, µ, L, σ, δ.
Let n =

⌈
log4/3

(
LµD2T
192σ2

)⌉
and ∆ = 8

µσ
√

2n log(2n(κ+1)/δ)
T

Initialize: Let a← 0, bℓ ← −D/2, bu ← D/2.
while k ≤ n do

Let D ← (a− bℓ) = (bu − a).
I ← [a−min{∆/2, D/2}, a + min{∆/2, D/2}].
Let γ ← min{∆, D} be the diameter of I.
Let x1, . . . , xκ+1 be sequence creating a uniform grid for I.
Query

⌊
T

n(κ+1)

⌋
gradients at each point xi for i ∈ {1, . . . , κ + 1}.

Compute for each i ∈ {1, . . . , κ + 1} let gi denote the empirical mean of all the gradients
of the points in the set Pi defined as follows:

• For i ∈ {1, . . . , κ/4− 1}: Pi = {xi, . . . , xi+κ/4}.

• For i ∈ {κ/4, . . . , κ/2}: Pi = {xi, . . . , x3κ/4}.

• For i ∈ {κ/2 + 1, . . . , 3κ/4}: Pi = {xκ/4, . . . , xi}.

• For i ∈ {3κ/4 + 1, . . . , κ + 1}: Pi = {xi−κ/4, . . . , xi}.

Let: z ∈ argmax
i∈[κ/4,3κ/4]

{|gi|}

if |gz| ≤ µ
2 ∆ then

if max
i∈[1,κ/4−1]

gi < µ
2 ∆ and min

i∈[3κ/4+1,κ+1]
gi ≥ −µ

2 ∆ then

Break (out of the while loop)
else if max

i∈[1,κ/4−1]
gi ≥ µ

2 ∆ then

bu ← a, a← 1
2(bu + bℓ), k ← k + 1

else if min
i∈[3κ/4+1,κ+1]

gi < −µ
2 ∆ then

bℓ ← a, a← 1
2(bu + bℓ), k ← k + 1

end if
else if gz ≥ 0 then

bu ← a + γ/4, a← 1
2(bu + bℓ), k ← k + 1

else
bℓ ← a− γ/4, a← 1

2(bu + bℓ), k ← k + 1
end if

end while
return a
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Part 1: From the assumptions, we have T ≥ 2(κ+1)n. Observe that the number of gradients
used to compute g

(k)
i is at least equal to κ+4

4 ⌊
T

n(κ+1)⌋ ≥ ⌈
T
4n⌉.

We use the following concentration bound, which is a direct consequence of Lemma H.3.
For each iteration of the while loop k ∈ {1, . . . , n} and for each i ∈ {1, . . . , κ + 1}, we have

Pk−1

∣∣∣g(k)
i − λ

(k)
i

∣∣∣ ≥ 2σ

√
2n log(2n(κ + 1)/δ)

T

 ≤ δ

(κ + 1)n .

Recall that following the expression of ∆ we have µ
4 ∆ = 2σ

√
2n log(2n(κ+1)/δ)

T . Define the event

E :=
{
∃k ∈ {1, . . . , n},∃i ∈ {1, . . . , κ + 1} :

∣∣∣g(k)
i − λ

(k)
i

∣∣∣ ≥ µ

4 ∆
}

.

Therefore, using a union bound, we obtain

P (E) ≤ δ . (23)

Part 2: Next, let us show the following result: if Algorithm 1 makes at least k iterations, if
¬E holds, then at iteration k we have that S∗ ∩ [b(k)

ℓ , b
(k)
u ] ̸= ∅.

Let k ∈ {1, . . . , n}, suppose that the total number of iterations is at least k. We use a
contradiction argument: suppose that event ¬E holds, assume that for some q ∈ {2, . . . , k} we
have S∗ ∩ [b(q)

ℓ , b
(q)
u ] = ∅, and let q be the such smallest integer (i.e., S∗ ∩ [b(q−1)

ℓ , b
(q−1)
u ] ̸= ∅).

Recall that S∗ is an interval, without loss of generality, assume that max{S∗} < b
(q)
ℓ —the

other case, min{S∗} > b
(q)
u , can be treated using similar arguments.

Let zm be the value of z at iteration q − 1 and zu ∈ argmini∈{3κ/4+1,...,κ+1} g
(q−1)
i and

zℓ ∈ argmaxi∈{1,...,κ/4−1} g
(q−1)
i . Following the procedure, the fact that max{S∗} ≥ b

(q−1)
ℓ and

max{S∗} < b
(q)
ℓ implies that the variable bℓ was updated, which implies that we either have

E1 :=
{

g(q−1)
zm

≤ −µ

2 ∆
}

(24)

or
E2 :=

{∣∣∣g(q−1)
zm

∣∣∣ ≤ µ

2 ∆ and g(q−1)
zu

< −µ

2 ∆
}

. (25)

• Case 1: E1 holds.
Recall that event ¬E implies in particular that∣∣∣g(q−1)

zm
− λ(q−1)

zm

∣∣∣ ≤ µ

4 ∆ .

Using the bound above with (24), we conclude that λ
(q−1)
zm < 0. Recall that λ

(q−1)
zm is an

average of derivatives of a subset of points from {x(q−1)
κ/4 , . . . , x

(q−1)
3κ/4 }, this average being

negative implies that there is some point j ∈ {κ/4, . . . , 3κ/4} such that

f ′(x(q−1)
j ) < 0 . (26)
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Recall that following the procedure, we have that when E1 happens, then the variable
bu is unchanged and bℓ is updated as

b
(q)
ℓ = aq−1 −

γq−1
4 = x

(q−1)
κ/2 −

x
(q−1)
κ+1 − x

(q−1)
1

4 ≥ x
(q−1)
κ/4 , (27)

where we used in the second line the fact that γq−1 is the diameter of the interval I over
which the uniform grid is introduced, and in the last line the fact that the last grid is
uniform.
In particular (27) implies that we have x

(q−1)
j ≥ x

(q−1)
κ/4 ≥ b

(q)
ℓ . We assumed that

max{S∗} < b
(q)
ℓ , since f ′ is continuous and its roots S∗ are a interval, we conclude that

for each x ≥ b
(q)
ℓ , we have f ′(x) > 0, which contradicts (26).

• Case 2: E2 holds.
The event ¬E gives: ∣∣∣g(q−1)

zu
− λ(q−1)

zu

∣∣∣ ≤ µ

4 ∆.

Using the bound above with (25), we have λ
(q−1)
zu < 0. Since λ

(q−1)
zu is an average of the

derivatives of a subset of {x(q−1)
κ/2 , . . . , x

(q−1)
κ+1 }, we have that necessarily for some point

j ∈ {κ/2, . . . , κ + 1} : f ′(x(q−1)
j ) < 0, this contradict the fact that max{S∗} < b

(q)
ℓ ≤

x
(q−1)
κ/2 ≤ x

(q−1)
j since the last inequalities imply that f ′(x(q−1)

j ) > 0.

We conclude that if event ¬E holds (which happens with probability at least 1− δ), we have
that for all iterations k reached by the algorithm: S∗ ∩ [b(k)

ℓ , b
(k)
u ] ̸= ∅.

Part 3: Assume that the algorithm stops at some iteration k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}. Following
the procedure this implies that {(28) and (29) and (30)} hold, where

∀i ∈ {κ/4, . . . , 3κ/4} :
∣∣∣g(k)

i

∣∣∣ ≤ µ

2 ∆, (28)

∀i ∈ {1, . . . , κ/4− 1} : g
(k)
i ≤ µ

2 ∆, (29)

∀i ∈ {3κ/4 + 1, . . . , κ + 1} : g
(k)
i ≥ −µ

2 ∆ . (30)

Suppose that ¬E holds. Recall that we proved in Part 2 that this implies S∗∩ [b(k)
ℓ , b

(k)
u ] ̸= ∅.

First let us prove that {(28) and (29) and (30)} implies S∗ ∩ [x(k)
1 , x

(k)
κ+1] ̸= ∅:

• In the case where b
(k)
u − b

(k)
ℓ ≤ ∆, the result is straighforward since we have in this case

[b(k)
ℓ , b

(k)
u ] = [x(k)

1 , x
(k)
κ+1] and we showed in Part 2 that S∗ ∩ [b(k)

ℓ , b
(k)
u ] ̸= ∅.

• If b
(k)
u − b

(k)
ℓ > ∆, we have following (28) that

∣∣∣g(k)
κ/4

∣∣∣ < µ
2 ∆, since ¬E holds, we also have

that
∣∣∣g(k)

κ/4 − λ
(k)
κ/4

∣∣∣ ≤ µ
4 ∆, therefore

∣∣∣λ(k)
κ/4

∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣g(k)
κ/4

∣∣∣+ µ

4 ∆ ≤ 3
4µ∆ . (31)
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Using the definition of λ
(k)
κ/4, we have

λ
(k)
κ/4 = 2

κ + 2

3κ/4∑
i=κ/4

f ′(x(k)
i ) .

If the derivates f ′(x(k)
i ), for i ∈ {κ/4, . . . , 3κ/4}, don’t have the same sign, by continuity

of f ′, it has at least one root in [x(k)
κ/4, x

(k)
3κ/4], which proves the result. Otherwise, if all

the last derivatives have the same sign then

∣∣∣λ(k)
κ/4

∣∣∣ = 2
κ + 2

3κ/4∑
i=κ/4

∣∣∣f ′(x(k)
i )

∣∣∣ . (32)

Recall that the RSI condition gives for each i ∈ {κ/4, . . . , 3κ/4}: µ
∣∣∣x(k)

i − x
(k)
∗,i

∣∣∣ ≤∣∣∣f ′(x(k)
i )

∣∣∣, where x
(k)
∗,i is the projection of x

(k)
i onto S∗, using the last inequality along

with (31) and (32) we obtain

2µ

κ + 2

3κ/4∑
i=κ/4

∣∣∣x(k)
i − x

(k)
∗,i

∣∣∣ ≤ µ∆ .

Using Jensen’s inequality, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣ 2
κ + 2

3κ/4∑
i=κ/4

x
(k)
i −

2
κ + 2

3κ/4∑
i=κ/4

x
(k)
∗,i

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆
2 .

Recall that 2
κ+2

∑3κ/4
i=κ/4 x

(k)
i = x

(k)
κ/2, and x

(k)
∗ := 2

κ+2
∑3κ/4

i=κ/4 x
(k)
∗,i ∈ S∗ since S∗ is convex.

Therefore:
∣∣∣x(k)

κ/2 − x
(k)
∗
∣∣∣ ≤ ∆/2, using x

(k)
κ/2 − x

(k)
1 = x

(k)
κ+1 − x

(k)
κ/2 = ∆/2, we conclude

that x
(k)
∗ ∈ [x(k)

1 , x
(k)
κ+1].

We conclude that when ¬E holds, then: S∗ ∩ [x(k)
1 , x

(k)
κ+1] ̸= ∅.

Now, we prove bound on the gap f(ak)− f∗. Suppose ¬E holds, we consider the following
cases:

• If S∗ ∩ [x(k)
κ/4, x

(k)
3κ/4] ̸= ∅. Let a∗ be a point from the last intersection. Let p ∈

{κ/4, . . . , 3κ/4} such that if a∗ < x
(k)
κ/2 then p is the smallest element of {κ/4, . . . , 3κ/4}

such that x
(k)
p ≥ a∗ and if a∗ ≥ x

(k)
κ/2 then p is the largest element of {κ/4, . . . , 3κ/4}

such that a∗ ≥ x
(k)
p . Observe in both cases we have:

∣∣∣a∗ − x
(k)
p

∣∣∣ ≤ γk
κ , because of the

definition of the sequence (x(k)
i )1≤i≤κ+1 as a uniform grid.
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Suppose that a∗ < x
(k)
κ/2. We have (recall that ak = x

(k)
κ/2)

f(ak)− f(a∗) = f(ak)− f(x(k)
p ) + f(x(k)

p )− f(a∗)

≤ f(ak)− f(x(k)
p ) + L

2
∣∣∣a∗ − x(k)

p

∣∣∣2
≤ f(ak)− f(x(k)

p ) + L

2
γ2

k

κ2

≤ f(ak)− f(x(k)
p ) + µ

2κ
∆2, (33)

where in the second line, we used the smoothness of f , and in the last line the definition
of γk giving γk ≤ ∆. Let us upper bound the first term in the last expression. Recall
that x

(k)
p ≥ a∗, therefore f ′(x) ≥ 0 for x ≥ x

(k)
p , thus f is non-decreasing on [x(k)

p , x
(k)
3κ/4].

We have (recall that we assumed a∗ < x
(k)
κ/2):

f(ak)− f(x(k)
p ) ≤ f(x(k)

3κ/4)− f(x(k)
p )

=
∫ x

(k)
3κ/4

x
(k)
p

f ′(x)dx

≤
x

(k)
3κ/4 − x

(k)
p

3κ
4 − p

3κ/4∑
i=p

f ′(x(k)
i ) + L

2

(
x

(k)
3κ/4 − x

(k)
p

)2

3κ
4 − p

=
(3κ

4 − p + 1
)

γk

κ
· 1

3κ
4 − p + 1

3κ/4∑
i=p

f ′(x(k)
i ) + L

2

(3κ

4 − p

)
γ2

k

κ2 , (34)

where we used Lemma H.2 in the third line. Next, observe that 3κ/4−p ≤ κ/4 (following
the definition of p and since we assumed a∗ < x

(k)
κ/2), and that by definition of (λ(k)

i )i:
λ

(k)
p = 1

3κ
4 −p+1

∑3κ/4
i=p f ′(x(k)

i ), and that γk ≤ ∆. Therefore we have:

f(ak)− f(x(k)
p ) ≤ 5

4∆ · λ(k)
p + µ

8 ∆2. (35)

We have p ∈ {κ/4, . . . , κ/2}, therefore using (28):
∣∣∣g(k)

p

∣∣∣ ≤ µ
2 ∆, since ¬E holds we have

λ
(k)
p ≤

∣∣∣g(k)
p

∣∣∣+ µ
2 ∆ ≤ 3

4µ∆. Using the last bound in (35), we have:

f(ak)− f(x(k)
p ) ≤ 17

16µ∆2, (36)

combining the last bound with (33) we conclude that

f(ak)− f∗ ≤ 25
16µ∆2 .

The case where a∗ ≥ x
(k)
κ/2 can be considered using the same steps.

• If S∗∩ [x(k)
κ/4, x

(k)
3κ/4] = ∅ and x

(k)
1 ≤ a∗ ≤ x

(k)
κ/4: let p be the smallest integer in {1, . . . , κ/4}

such that a∗ ≤ x
(k)
p . We follow similar steps as in the last case: we have for all
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x ≥ x
(k)
p : f ′(x) ≥ 0. We use similar development to the one that led to (34):

f(x(k)
3κ/4)− f(x(k)

κ/4) =
∫ x

(k)
3κ/4

x
(k)
κ/4

f ′(x)dx

≤
(3κ

4 −
κ

4 + 1
)

γk

κ
· 1

3κ
4 −

κ
4 + 1

3κ/4∑
i= κ

4

f ′(x(k)
i ) + L

2

(3κ

4 −
κ

4

)
γ2

k

κ2

≤
(

κ

2 + 1
) ∆

κ
λ

(k)
κ/4 + Lκ

4
∆2

κ2

≤ 3
2∆ · 3

4µ∆ + µ

4 ∆2 ≤ 11
8 µ∆2.

Therefore, we have

f(ak)− f(x(k)
p ) = f(x(k)

κ/2)− f(x(k)
κ/4) + f(x(k)

κ/4)− f(x(k)
p )

≤ f(x(k)
3κ/4)− f(x(k)

κ/4) + f(x(k)
p+κ/4)− f(x(k)

p )

≤ 11
8 µ∆2 + f(x(k)

p+κ/4)− f(x(k)
p ), (37)

Next let us upper-bound f(x(k)
p+κ/4)− f(x(k)

p ). We have the following similar steps:

f(x(k)
p+κ/4)− f(x(k)

p ) =
∫ x

(k)
p+κ/4

x
(k)
p

f ′(x)dx

≤
x

(k)
p+κ/4 − x

(k)
p

κ/4

p+κ/4∑
i=p

f ′(x(k)
i ) + L

2

(
x

(k)
p+κ/4 − x

(k)
p

)2

κ/4

=
(

κ

4 + 1
)

γk

κ
· 1

κ
4 + 1

p+κ/4∑
i=p

f ′(x(k)
i ) + L

2
κ

4
γ2

k

κ2

≤ 5
4∆ · λ(k)

p + L

8κ
γ2

k

≤ ∆
4 λ(k)

p + µ

8 ∆2.

Now we use (29) with ¬E which gives λ
(k)
p ≤ g

(k)
p + µ

4 ∆ ≤ 3
4µ∆, therefore we have

f(x(k)
p+κ/4)− f(x(k)

p ) ≤ 5
16µ∆2 . (38)

Finally, we use f(x(k)
p )− f(a∗) ≤ L

2 (x(k)
p − a∗)2 ≤ L

2
γ2

k
κ2 ≤ µ

2κ∆2 combined with (37) and
(38) to have:

f(ak)− f∗ ≤ 2µ∆2 .

• If S∗ ∩ [x(k)
κ/4, x

(k)
3κ/4] = ∅ and x

(k)
3κ/4 ≤ a∗ ≤ x

(k)
κ+1, we can follow the same steps as the last

case.
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As a conclusion, when the algorithm halts at an iteration k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}, if ¬E holds:

f(ak)− f∗ ≤ 2µ∆2 ≤ 128
µ

σ2 n log(2nκ/δ)
T

, (39)

where we used the definition of ∆. Otherwise, suppose that the algorithm does n iteration.
Following the procedure the value of (bu − bℓ) shrinks by a factor of at most 3/4 in each
iteration. Recall that with probability at least 1− δ we have S∗ ∩ [b(n)

ℓ , b
(n)
u ] ̸= ∅, let a∗ be an

element of the last intersection. We have using smothness:

f(ak)− f∗ ≤ L

2 (a∗ − ak)2 ≤ L

2 D2
(3

4

)n

. (40)

Combining (39) and (40), with probability at least 1− δ, we have

f(ak)− f∗ ≤ max
{128

µ
σ2 n log(2nκ/δ)

T
,
L

2 D2
(3

4

)n}
,

and using the expression of n we have

f(ak)− f∗ ≤ 128σ2

µT
log4/3

(
LµD2T

192σ2

)
log

κ log4/3

(
LµD2T
192σ2

)
δ

.

Lemma H.2. Let g be an L-Lipschitz function on an interval I ⊂ R→ R. Let a < b such that
[a, b] ⊂ I. For n ≥ 2, let a1, . . . , an be a sequence defined by: a1 = a and ai = a + i−1

n−1(b− a).
We have: ∣∣∣∣∣

∫ b

a
g(x)dx− b− a

n− 1

n∑
i=1

g(ai)
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ L

2
(b− a)2

n− 1 .

Proof. We have∣∣∣∣∣
∫ b

a
g(x)dx− b− a

n− 1

n∑
i=1

g(ai)
∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
n−1∑
i=1

∫ ai+1

ai

g(x)dx−
∫ ai+1

ai

g(ai)dx

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

n−1∑
i=1

∫ ai+1

ai

|g(x)− g(ai)| dx

≤
n−1∑
i=1

∫ ai+1

ai

L(x− ai)dx

= L

2

n−1∑
i=1

(ai+1 − ai)2

= L

2
(b− a)2

n− 1 .
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Lemma H.3. Let X1, . . . , XT be a sequence of independent variables that are σ-subGaussian
with means E[Xi] = µi. Let X̂T = 1

T

∑T
t=1 Xt and µ = 1

T

∑T
t=1 µt. Then, for any δ ∈ (0, 1),

with probability at least 1− δ, we have

∣∣∣X̂T − µ
∣∣∣ ≤ σ

√
2 log(2/δ)

T
.

Lemma H.4. Let g be a differentiable function in R; suppose g is µ-RSI and has a non-empty
set of global minimizes S∗, then S∗ is a convex set.

Proof. Since g is continuous, we only need to worry about there exists a closed interval E such
that only the endpoints are global minimizers. Since g is differentiable on Eo, from Rolle’s
theorem, there exists a point c in Eo such that g′(c) = 0. However, g is µ−RSI,

0 = ⟨g′(c), c− cp⟩ ≥ µ ∥c− cp∥2 > 0,

which is a contradiction.

Lemma H.5. Let f : R→ R be τ −QC and µ−QG. Then f is (µτ/2)− RSI.

Proof. Let x ∈ R, denote xp its projection on the set of minimizers of f . Using the fact that
f is τ −QC then µ−QG, we have

f ′(x)(x− xp) ≥ τ(f(x)− f∗) ≥ µτ

2 (x− xp)2 .

53


	Overview and Main Contributions
	Related Work and Classes Comparisons
	Lower Bounds
	Upper Bounds
	Conclusion
	Results on Classes Comparisons
	Definitions of Classes
	Proof of Lemma 2.1

	Complete Proof of Theorem 3.2
	Functions Construction.
	Oracle Construction and Information Theoretic tools.

	Complete proof of Theorem 3.3
	Functions construction.
	Oracle construction and information-theoretic tools.

	Complete Proof of Theorem 3.4
	Functions Construction.
	Oracle Construction and Information-Theoretic Tools.

	Technical Results
	Canonical Model and Divergence Composition
	Proof of Theorem 4.1
	Proof of Theorem 4.2

