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Abstract
Gradient-based minimax optimal algorithms have greatly promoted the development of con-

tinuous optimization and machine learning, with the measurement of performance based on
the hardest instance. One seminal work due to Yurii Nesterov [Nes83a] with successive follow-
up works established Õ(

√
L/µ) gradient and computational complexities for minimizing an

L-smooth µ-strongly convex objective. However, an ideal algorithm would adapt to the explicit
complexity of a particular objective function and incur faster rates for simpler problems, trig-
gering our reconsideration of two defeats of existing optimization modeling and analysis. (i) The
worst-case optimality is neither the instance optimality nor such one in reality. (ii) Traditional
L-smoothness condition may not be the primary abstraction/characterization for modern prac-
tical problems. For example, for empirical risk minimization problems, not merely the spectrum
of Hessian is bounded from above by a constant, but even the nuclear norm [Zha05].

In this paper, we open up a new way to design and analyze gradient-based algorithms with
direct applications in machine learning, including linear regression and beyond. We introduce
two factors (α, τα) to refine the description of the degenerated condition of the optimization
problems based on the observation that the singular values of Hessian often drop sharply. We
design adaptive algorithms that solve simpler problems without pre-known knowledge with
reduced gradient or analogous oracle accesses. The algorithms also improve the state-of-art
complexities for several problems in machine learning, thereby solving the open problem of how
to design faster algorithms in light of the known complexity lower bounds. Specially, with the
O(1)-nuclear norm bounded, we achieve an optimal Õ(µ−1/3 ) (v.s. Õ(µ−1/2)) gradient com-
plexity for linear regression. We hope this work could invoke the rethinking for understanding
the difficulty of modern problems in optimization.

1 Introduction
Gradient-based algorithms play as workhorses in a large range of practical applications and have
been developed vigorously for a long period. One common model that tailors to study the algorithms
is to consider the L-smooth condition which requires the objective to have L-Lipschitz continuous
gradients. It is well-known that during the period from 1983 to 1985, Yurii Nesterov [Nes83b,
Nes84, NN85] invented several accelerated gradient algorithms that achieve Õ(

√
L/µ) gradient and

computational complexities for minimizing an L-smooth and µ-strongly convex objective. Such
kinds of algorithms are often called optimal gradient algorithms in the sense that they achieve min-
max optimal gradient complexity. That is to say, there is a hard instance among the L-smooth and
µ-strongly convex functions for which any algorithm needs Ω̃(

√
L/µ) gradient evaluations to find

an ϵ-suboptimal solution.
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Up to now, lots of accelerated algorithms have been successfully designed based on the pio-
neer framework under different or more specific settings. See e.g. accelerated coordinate method
[AZQRY16, Nes12] and high-order acceleration under high-order Lipschitz conditions [NP06, MS13].
One more typical example in machine learning is Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM), for which
the objective is often an average of n smooth functions. And one is able to achieve Õ(n +

√
n/µ)

[AZ17a, LMH15, ZL15] individual gradient costs when each individual function is µ-strongly convex.
Accordingly, lower bound complexities are also established to show the optimality of algorithms us-
ing more involved techniques [Nes98]. Seeing the situation, we might feel that the research area is
relatively mature and it remains open to further accelerate these plausibly unimprovable algorithms
in light of the known complexity lower bounds.

Though the progress of designing the optimal algorithms is breathtaking and worthy of a warm
celebration, an introspection is – are we still climbing the right hill? One essential question that
we are more concerned about is – is the current default problem characterization and complexity
analysis the best one for studying the real difficulty of modern practical problems, such as for machine
learning? We argue that there are two unconscious misunderstandings in modeling and analyzing
the optimization problems that potentially hinder further progress for optimization on modern
problems.

(i) Traditional L-smoothness condition may not always be the primary characterization for opti-
mization problems. Taking the usual ERM problem as an instance, the goal of the task is to
minimize the objective of the form:

min
x

F (x) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

fi(a
⊤
i x). (1.1)

To show the objective (1.1) satisfies the smoothness conditions, we often assume that for each
i ∈ [n], the data ai is normalized to ∥ai∥2 ≤ R2 and f ∈ C2 is convex and L0-smooth. Then
we have

∥∥∇2F
∥∥
2
≤
∥∥∇2F

∥∥
∗ =

1

n

n∑

i=1

f ′′
i (a

⊤
i x)tr(aia

⊤
i ) ≤

n∑

i=1

L0

n
∥ai∥2 ≤ L0R

2. (1.2)

One can observe from (1.2) that not merely the spectrum of Hessian is bounded by L0R
2, but

also the nuclear norm. The result demonstrates a sharp drop in singular values of Hessian.

(ii) Worst-case optimality is not the instance optimality. The real practical problems may usu-
ally not be as difficult as the hardest case. Consider the hard instance in convex opti-
mization constructed by Nesterov [Nes83a]. It is a quadratic function with form: 1

2(1 −
x1)

2 + 1
2

∑d−1
i=1 (xi+1 − xi)

2. For any linear-span algorithm producing the iterations as xt ∈
Span (x0,∇f(x0), · · · ,∇f(xt−1)) with initialization at x0 = 0, the objective constrains the
algorithm per-iteratively solving only one entry of the variable. So once the function has a suf-
ficiently high dimension, limited access to the gradient cannot solve the rest entries. Although
for modern tasks, the optimization problems are often high-dimensional, it is not clear that
the number of effective entries that really need to be recovered step by step is large. Let us
take note of the evidence from preliminary experiments in machine learning. We conduct both
linear regression and neural network training on two benchmark datasets: MNIST [LBBH98]
and CIFAR10 [KH+09]. The experiment description is deferred to Appendix D. The exper-
imental result, shown in Fig. 1.1, indicates that the convergence on MNIST is significantly
faster than that on CIFAR10. For simpler problems, reduced complexities can be obtained.
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Figure 1.1: The loss convergence speed of linear regression and neural networks. (a) plots the linear
regression loss against the number of epochs on MNIST [LBBH98] and CIFAR10 [KH+09]. (b) plots
the ResNet18 with cross-entropy loss value against the number of epochs on MNIST and CIFAR10.

1.1 What We Do

With this reconsideration, we attempt to answer the following questions in this paper:

(A) Can we propose a more refined model/characterization of optimization problems to study the
difficulty of solving practical problems closer to reality?

(B) Based on the model, is it possible to achieve reduced complexities beyond those lower bounds
under realizable and common conditions?

To answer the question (A), we introduce two factors (α, τα) to refine the characterization of
an optimization problem. The main intuition is based on the commonly accepted observation that
the singular values of Hessian for objectives always drop rapidly. We use α ∈ (0,∞] to describe the
level of the degeneracy of the Hessian matrices and define

τα = sup
x∈Rd

(
d∑

i=1

∣∣λi(∇2f(x))
∣∣α
) 1

α

, α > 0 (1.3)

to describe the magnitude of the degeneracy at the α-level, where λi(·) is the i-th eigenvalue.
Compared with the smoothness and the dimension of the variables, we think the (α, τα) description
is a more accurate and fine-grained indicator to describe the difficulty of problems. When α =∞,
τ∞ reduces to the standard L-smoothness condition. For ERM under the data normalization setting,
we have for α ≥ 1, τα ≤ L0R

2 and can pick α = 1. For simpler problems, we might have τα ≈ 1
for α ≪ 1. The description can also be understood as a structural condition for the optimization
problems. When the structure is pre-known such as for the aforementioned ERM problems, one
can design a specific algorithm under the structural assumption. However, when the structure is
not pre-known, choosing the best pair (α∗, τα∗) before applying the algorithm still requires non-
negligible expenses, even for quadratic objectives. The general solution proposed by this paper is
to design adaptive algorithms that can automatically fit the structure of the optimization problem.

In Section 4, we start our analysis from the quadratic objective. The quadratic functions
class stands as a representative objective in the convex world. It appears to be the hard case
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for many gradient oracle models [Nes98] and many methods ground on quadratic optimization
locally [NS17, YYFL23]. We propose an adaptive algorithm named AGMAS that uses at most
Õ
(
mink

{
k +

√
λk
µ

})
gradient calls to find an ϵ-approximate minimizer. Under the (α, τα) descrip-

tion, the algorithm does not need to acquire α or τα. The algorithm adaptively searches for the op-
timal degeneracy characterization of the problem. This will lead to an Õ

(
min{µ− 1

2 , infα τ
α

1+2α
α , d}

)

complexity. For linear regression, the most common case in ERM, we can obtain the O(µ−1/3)

gradient complexity, outperforming accelerated gradient descent [Nes83a] by a µ− 1
6 factor. Note

that the acceleration is not a consequence of the normalization of the problem but the fast drop of
eigenvalues. To see it, a scale shift does not change the condition number of the problem and thus
cannot make accelerated gradient descent convergence faster. The reason for the opportunity to
attain the faster convergence rate is based on the fact that τ1 ≈ τ∞. We thereby solve the open prob-
lem in machine learning of how to design faster algorithms in light of the known complexity lower
bound. The core idea of algorithm design is intuitive: by noting that the Hessian drops quickly, we
can adaptively separate the space of the variable into two subspaces according to the magnitude of
eigenvalues. At a high level, provided the rapid dropping eigenvalues under the Hessian degeneracy
assumption, the eigenspace with large eigenvalue is low-dimensional. This leads to a prospect of
acceleration via performing computation methods on large eigenspace. As for the remaining small
eigenspace, the gradient method is applied since the leading eigenvalue is much smaller.

After proposing the refined and close-to-reality conditions, it is natural to come up with the
following question: is the proposed adaptive algorithm min-max optimal? We provide an affirmative
answer to this question. We show that the gradient complexity of AGMAS cannot be further
improved. We construct a lower bound in terms of our degeneracy description. To be specific,
following the seminal work from [Sim18, BHSW20], we obtain an oracle lower bound of finding the
largest eigenvalue using a distribution over a 3×3 block diagonal matrix, and establish an according
lower bound for quadratic optimization using the shift-and-inverse paradigm. The lower bound
states that for any randomized algorithm, it requires at least Õ

(
min{µ− 1

2 , τ
α

1+2α
α , d}

)
gradient

oracle calls to achieve an accurate approximate of the minimizer with a constant probability.
Our algorithm is simple and versatile for further improvement and generalization using tech-

niques from optimization and numerical computation. In Section 5, we consider the algorithm for
optimizing the general objective under additional Hessian smoothness conditions. In the convex
case, by extending Algorithm 2, we achieve Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)
gradient

oracle complexity, and in non-convex case we achieve Õ
(
H

1+α
2+4α ·∆ · τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

3+7α
2+4α

)
gradient oracle

complexity to find an
(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-order stationary point. Considering the com-

mon case when α = 1, our results are beyond the state-of-the-art result Õ(ϵ−1/2) in convex case
[Nes98] and Õ(ϵ−7/4) in non-convex setting [JNJ18].

In Section 6, we extend our algorithm to solve the ERM problem. We consider two types of
complexities: the number of data access and the computational costs. For data access complexity,
we solve the problem using a mini-batch version of accelerated stochastic gradient method in primal
space [AZ17a], and perform our eigenvector extractor algorithm over each mini-batch. We obtain
an Õ

(
n+ n

5
6 ϵ−

1
3

)
data access complexity to obtain an ϵ-approximate minimizer. And when d ≤ n,

using a leverage score sampling technique [AKK+17], the algorithm has data access complexity
is Õ

(
n+ d

5
6 ϵ−

1
3

)
. For computational costs, we achieve different complexities in different regimes

divided by α, d, n, µ and τ . For instance, we prove that given a block-weight-function, we can achieve
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complexity Õ
(
(nd)

1−5α
1−3α

(
τ
µ

) α
1−3α

)
in the regime when α ≤ 1/5, d ≥ n3/2 and τ

µ ≥ (nd)
4α+2
5α through

combining our technique and interior point methods. We show that this surpasses accelerated
stochastic variance reduction algorithms in some regimes.

2 Previous Work
In this section, we review the previous representative works that we think are most related. Some
works form the basic of our work. And we discuss the relations and differences.

Part I: Gradient-based Algorithms and Results on Classical Setting. For the clas-
sical general L-smooth and µ-stongly convex objective function, Nesterov proposed the acceler-
ated gradient descent (AGD) [Nes83b, Nes84, NN85] methods reaching Õ

(√
L/max(µ, ϵ)

)
gra-

dient complexities. The proximal version of AGD is proposed later [BT09]. When the convex
objective is an average of n smooth functions, the individual gradient complexities can be up-
per bounded by Õ

(
n+

√
n/max(µ, ϵ)

)
[AZ17a, LMH15, ZL15] or Õ

(
n+ n3/4

√
1/max(µ, ϵ)

)

[AZ18, AZ17b, CDHS18] depending on the convexity of each individual function.
On the lower bound part, Nesterov [Nes98] studied the iteration complexity of deterministic

linear-span algorithms and showed that Ω̃
(√

L/max(µ, ϵ)
)

iteration steps are indispensable. Due
to the restriction of the algorithm class, the iteration complexity cannot imply a lower bound on
computation costs for more general algorithms, whereas, implies a record-breaking lower bound on
gradient oracle accesses. Indeed, Nemirovskij and Yudin [NY83] generalize the gradient complexity
lower bound for any deterministic algorithm. The inspiring works from [WS17, BHSW20, Sim18]
consider any randomized algorithms and establish the same lower bound up to logarithmic factors.

Part II: Newton Method and Beyond. Our algorithm is a kind of damped Newton
method equipped with the limited-memory trick. Both the damped Newton methods (see e.g.
[Rob94, Ral94]) and limited-memory trick (see e.g. [LN89, Noc80, NN91, BNS94]), such as the
commonly used quasi-Newton method L-BFGS [LN89, Noc80, NN91, BNS94], are prevalent and
developed dating back to more than 50 years ago. So our algorithms are not brand new. The novel
ingredient is to design the algorithms that dynamically choose the size of subspace and so attain
adaptive and provably faster convergence rates under our setting. We also use the cubic regular-
ization trick to extend the algorithm on generic optimization under Hessian smoothness conditions.
Cubic Regularization Newton Method [NP06] uses the second-order oracle to minimize a regular-
ized objective function in each step. For non-smooth functions, the cubic regularization achieved an
O
(
ϵ−3/2

)
convergence rate. For convex functions, cubic regularization method can be accelerated

to an Õ (−1/3) convergence rate [Nes08]. For convex functions, the optimal second-order algo-
rithm is the large-step A-HPE method [MS13], achieving an optimal Õ

(
ϵ−2/7

)
convergence rate.

The large-step A-HPE method can be extended to higher-order algorithms, achieving an optimal
convergence rate of Õ

(
ϵ

2
3k+1

)
for kth-order algorithms. Many previous works studied the conver-

gence rate of cubic regularization methods using first-order algorithms as the sub-problem solver
[CGT11, CD22, TSJ+18, YYFL23].

The modern interior-point methods are improvements of Newton method, which are designed
usually for structural constrained problems such as linear programming of either the following form:

(P) = min
x∈Rd

≥0:A
⊤x=b

c⊤x and (D) = max
y∈Rr:Ay≥c

b⊤y, (2.1)

where A ∈ Rd×r, b ∈ Rr and c ∈ Rd. Karmarkar is the first to prove that interior point methods
can solve linear programs in polynomial time [Kar84], and the interior methods were developed
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both in theory and efficiency by several works [Ren88, Vai89a, Vai89b, NN94]. These years, the
research has entered another prosperous age since Lee and Sidford [LS14, LS15, LS19] innovatively
developed weighted path finding and inverse maintenance technique and made important break-
throughs upon both iteration numbers and amortized cost per iteration to reduce the solving time
to Õ

(
(nnz(A) + r2)

√
r log 1

ϵ

)
and was recently improved to Õ

(
dr + r3

)
by [vdBLSS20] in 2020.

For the regime of r = Ω(d), [CLS19, JSWZ20, LSZ19, vdB20] improved the time to O∗ ((dω) log d
ϵ

)

for (2.1)(P) and ERM where ω ≈ 2.37 is the current matrix multiplication constant [WXXZ23].
Part III: Adaptive Algorithms and Works on Hessian Trace Bounded Problems.

The idea of designing adaptive algorithms is widely considered in the field of statistical learning,
where one often expect algorithms adaptively fit an underlying structure of the data. In the field
of optimization, the idea is also not new. Representative and earlier works include the space
dilation methods, (see e.g. [Sho70, Sho72, Sho75]) which compute the deflected gradients by using
a transformed metric based on the Hessian, and variable metric methods, such as the BFGS family
of algorithms (see e.g. earlier works [Bro70, Fle70, Gol70, Sha70]). One notable online algorithms
are adaptive sub-gradient methods, such as AdaGrad [DHS11], Adam [KB14] and AdamW [LH17]
which are the mainstream algorithms used for training deep neural networks. The main tuition of
these algorithms is based on the observation that the data instance only has a few non-zero features.
Since these features are often highly informative and discriminative, it is preferred to adopt a large
step size for these features. Our work explicitly digs out the complexity advantages of algorithms
under the setting where eigenvalues of Hessian drop fast and improve the state-of-art complexities
for several problems in machine learning.

There are also some works that study more efficient algorithms for Hessian trace bounded prob-
lems [Zha05, AZQRY16, Nes12, LS13]. For example, the state-of-the-art accelerated coordinate
descent achieves Õ

(∑d
i=1

√
Aii/max{µ, ϵ}

)
oracle complexity where A is the Hessian matrix of

the objective. Moreover, recent research on zeroth-order optimization [YYFL23] and distributed
optimization [YZF+23] shows that an Õ

(
τ1/2/

√
max(µ, ϵ)

)
zeroth-order oracle accesses is enough

for quadratic functions. However, these researches only study the case when α = 1 or α = 1/2,
which is a special case of (α, τα)-degenerated functions and is not adaptive for α. Besides, consid-
ering the gradient-based method proposed by [YZF+23, YYFL23], to the best of our knowledge,
the gradient oracle complexity does not break the existing lower bound Õ

(
max{µ, ϵ}−1/2

)
. In this

paper, we achieve remarkable Õ
(
max{µ, ϵ}−1/3

)
beyond the existing results.

3 Notations
Orders Analysis: Use the conventional notations O(·),Θ(·),Ω(·) that ignore the absolute con-
stants. Õ(·), Θ̃(·), Ω̃(·) ignore the logarithmic factors and O∗(·), Θ∗(·), Ω∗(·) ignore the no(1) factors.
We adopt the notations that f(x) ≲ g(x) if f(x) = O(g(x)) and f(x) = poly(x) if f can be bounded
by a polynomial of x.

Vectors Operations: We let ⟨x,y⟩ denote the inner product of two vectors x and y in the
Euclidean space. Besides we apply scalar operators to vectors with the interpretation that these
operations should be applied to each coordinate of two vectors, e.g. for x,y ∈ Rd, we denote
x/y ∈ Rd with [x/y]i = xi/yi.

Matrices: We call a matrix A non-degenerate if it has full column rank without zero rows.
Use λi(A) to denote the i-th largest eigenvalue of symmetric matrix A, and use λmin(A), λmax(A)
to denote its smallest, largest eigenvalue. We call a symmetric matrix B ∈ Rd×d positive definite
if for all x ∈ Rd, x⊤Bx > 0, and positive semidefinite if for all x ∈ Rd, x⊤Bx ≥ 0. We define
diag(A) ∈ Rd with diag(A)i = Aii for all i ∈ [d] for A ∈ Rd×d.

Matrix Operations: Let A ⪯ B indicate that for all x ∈ Rd, x⊤Ax ≤ x⊤Bx for two symmetric
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matrices A,B ∈ Rd×d, and define ≺, ⪰ and ≻ analogously. We let nnz(A) denote the number of
nonzero entries in A. We let P(A) = A(A⊤A)−1A⊤ denote the orthogonal projection matrix onto
a non-degenerate matrix A’s image. We define σ(A) = diag(P(A)) the leverage scores of A.

Norms: We let ∥·∥ denote the Euclidean norm of a vector. We let ∥·∥A denote the Mahalanobia
norm of a vector where ∥x∥A =

√
x⊤Ax for all x ∈ Rd and positive definite matrix A ∈ Rd×d. For

positive w ∈ Rd
>0 we let ∥ · ∥w denote the norm where ∥x∥w =

√∑d
i=1wix2i for all x ∈ Rd.

Calculus: For a function f(x) ∈ C2, which means that f is second-order derivative. We use
∇f(x) and ∇2f(x) to denote the first-order and second-order derivative of f . For a function of two
vectors g(x,y) for all x ∈ Rn1 and y ∈ Rn2 , we let ∇xg(a,b) ∈ Rn1 denote the gradient of g as a
function of x for fixed y at (a,b), and define ∇y, ∇2

xx and ∇2
yy analogously. For h : Rn → Rm and

x ∈ Rn, we let Jh(x) ∈ Rm×n denote the Jacobian of h.
Optimization: We use x∗ to denote the minimizer, i.e. x∗ △

= argminx f(x) and f∗ to denote
its minimum value, i.e. f∗ △

= minx f(x). We say a function f is L-smooth (or has L-Lipschitz
continuous gradients), if ∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥, ∀x,y ∈ Rd. We say a function f is convex
if f(y) ≥ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x),y − x⟩ + µ

2∥x − y∥2, ∀x,y ∈ Rd, where µ ≥ 0. Moreover, if µ > 0, f is
said to be µ-strongly convex. We say f ∈ C2 has H-Hessian Lipschitz continuous Hessian matrices
if ∥∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)∥ ≤ H∥x−y∥, ∀x,y ∈ Rd. We say x is an ϵ-minimizer of f if f(x)− f(x∗) ≤ ϵ.
And we say x is an ϵ-approximate first-order stationary point of f if ∥∇f(x)∥ ≤ ϵ and we say x is
an (ϵ, δ)-approximate second-order stationary point of f if ∥∇f(x)∥ ≤ ϵ and ∇2f(x) ⪰ −δ.

Sets: We call U ⊆ Rk convex if t ·x+(1− t) ·y ∈ U for all x,y ∈ U and t ∈ [0, 1] and symmetric
if x ∈ Rk if and only if −x ∈ Rk. We use [n] to denote the set {1, 2, · · · , n} for any n ∈ N+.
Use Sd×d to denote the set of d-dimensional symmetric matrices and Sd×d

+ to denote d-dimensional
positive definite matrices.

4 Quadratic Optimization Problems
We start the analysis from quadratic functions for the following reasons. The eigenspace of quadratic
functions stays invariant over the iterations, which paves the way towards a space-specific optimiza-
tion. Further, most gradient methods ground on the quadratic optimizations locally, and quadratic
functions appear to be the hard case for many gradient-based methods [Nes98]. Formally, the
problem we consider writes

min
x∈Rn

1

2
x⊤Ax+ b⊤x. (4.1)

We propose an algorithm that utilizes the degeneracy of A and finds the optimal degeneracy level and
magnitude adaptively. If A satisfies tr(Aα) = τα and λmin(A) = µ > 0, the algorithm guarantees a

Õ
(
min

{
µ− 1

2 , τ
α

1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α , d
})

gradient oracle complexity. And this improves the vanilla analysis

of Õ
(

1√
µ

)
or O(d). We also emphasize that our result adaptively finds the optimal (α, τα).

Correspondingly, we establish the algorithmic lower bound on our oracle model. We show that
under the interested setting, our gradient oracle complexity nearly matches the algorithmic lower
bound. The lower bound indicates that we have also explored the full region where improvement
upon the classical methods can be obtained.

4.1 Eigen Extractor

Our method decomposes into two stages: first, we use gradient oracles to detect the large eigenvalue
space, then we handle two parts appropriately.

The first stage iteratively searches the largest eigenvalue of a series of matrices, and adaptively
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finds the optimal proportion of dimension that is part of the large eigenvalue space. Our setting
is different from the common eigendecomposition results [AZL16, MM15, Sha16] since we require
(1) the large eigenspace being low-rank, (2) the decomposition taking an additive form, (3) the
smallest eigenvalue of the remaining matrix changing up to a constant multiplicative error and (4)
the algorithm should be adaptive and the largest eigenvalue change slowly. Specifically, we have the
following theorem for finding the large eigenvalue space.

Theorem 1 (Eigen Extractor)

Theorem 1. For a given positive definite matrix A ∈ Rd×d and l ∈ N+. Denote the l-th
largest eigenvalue of A by λl. With high probability, we can find a rank r = Õ(l) matrix
A1 =

∑r
i=1 aiviv

⊤
i using Õ(l) gradient oracle calls. A1 satisfies A −A1 ⪰ λd

2 I and ∥A −
A1∥ = O(λk).

Leveraging Theorem 1, we can perform a downstream optimization, which is based on (1)
a specialized proximal accelerated gradient, (2) accelerated gradient descent, and (3) conjugate
gradient depending on the result from the eigen extractor. We now state our gradient oracle bound
for optimizing quadratic functions.

Theorem 2 (Gradient Complexity for Quadratic Functions)

Theorem 2. For any accuracy ϵ > 0, with high probability, there is an algorithm that finds
an ϵ-approximate minimizer of problem (4.1) with Õ

(
mink∈[d]

{
k +

√
λk

max{µ,ϵ}

})
gradient

oracle calls, where λk is the k-th largest eigenvalue of A.
If the function class is confined to (α, τα)-degenerated functions, the gradient oracle complexity

is Õ
(
min

{
µ− 1

2 , τ
α

1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α , d
})

. Specifically, with high probability,

a. When max{µ, ϵ}− 1
2 ≤ ταα , one can find x such that f(x) ≤ f(x∗) + ϵ using Õ

(
µ−1/2

)

gradient oracle calls.

b. When max{µ, ϵ}− 1
2 ≥ ταα and τ

α
1+2α
α max{µ, ϵ}− α

1+2α ≤ d, one can find x such that

f(x) ≤ f(x∗) + ϵ using Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α max{µ, ϵ}− α

1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls.

c. When τ
α

1+2α
α max{µ, ϵ}− α

1+2α ≥ d, one can find x such that f(x) ≤ f(x∗)+ ϵ using Õ(d)
gradient oracle calls.
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max{µ, ϵ}−1

τα

max{µ, ϵ}−1/2

d
1+2α

α max{µ, ϵ}

(a): Õ
(
max{µ, ϵ}−1/2

)

(c): Õ (d)

(b): Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α max{µ, ε}− α

1+2α

)

1

We emphasize that the algorithm does not need
to acquire (α, τα). Theorem 2 gives a thorough dis-
cussion on how the degeneracy of Hessian makes it
possible to break the barrier of the classical lower
bounds. If we confine the function class to be (α, τα)-
degenerated, taking the high accuracy strongly con-
vex example, when τα ≤ µ−1/2, it is profitable to
apply Theorem 1 to detect large eigenvalue space
until the number of the gradient oracle calls come
to d, entering the regime dominated by the conju-
gate gradient method [HS52]. At the wide middle
regime, the improved convergence guarantees can be
obtained and we will show that the gradient ora-
cle complexity nearly matches the algorithmic lower

bound. As a particular example, when α = 1 and τα = 1, the theorem can be translated into
a Õ

(
µ−1/3

)
convergence guarantee, which would be strictly faster than classical methods when

1
d3
≤ µ ≤ 1. Again, we strengthen that the acceleration is not a consequence of the normalization

of the problem but the fast drop of eigenvalues. The left picture demonstrates the three regions and
the corresponding upper bound.

4.2 Lower Bound

Regarding the lower bound, we consider the oracle model consisting of randomized and adaptive
calls of function gradient. The lower bound is confined to the function class of (α, τα)-degeneracy
quadratic functions. To demonstrate that we achieve optimal oracle complexity in the entire region
where improvement upon the classical methods can be obtained, we require a lower bound framework
with a delicate dimension-accuracy relation.

We extend the seminal result of [BHSW20] to adapt to our framework. [BHSW20] reduces the
oracle lower bound of optimization to the one of principle component analysis and constructs the
randomized lower bound upon a Wishart distribution. Inspired by this, we construct a 3× 3 block
diagonal random matrix for PCA lower bound, which can be reduced to a lower bound for solving
quadratic problems. The theorem is stated below.
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Theorem 3 (Lower Bound)

Theorem 3. Let C, µ0, d0, δ < 1 be universal constants. For any µ ≤ µ0 and d ≥ d0,
suppose the algorithm Alg outputs x̂ such that

PAlg,x0

(
∥x̂−A−1b∥2A ≤ Cµ∥x0 −A−1b∥2

)
≥ δ

for any objective f(x) = 1
2x

⊤Ax + b⊤x and initial point x0 such that tr(Aα) ≲ ταα and
λmin(A) ≳ µ. Then the gradient oracle calls of Alg should satisfy the following claims.

• When µ− 1
2 ≤ ταα , Alg requires at least Ω̃

(
µ− 1

2

)
gradient oracle calls.

• When µ− 1
2 ≥ ταα and τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α ≤ d, Alg requires at least Ω̃
(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
gradient

oracle calls.

• When τ
α

1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α ≥ d, Alg requires at least Ω̃ (d) gradient oracle calls.

5 Generic Optimization Problems in Convex and Non-convex Setting
Compared with linear regression or least square problems, generic convex and non-convex optimiza-
tion problems occupy more important positions. For example, in machine learning, training of deep
neural networks in general is a non-convex optimization problem.

Concretely speaking, we extend our analysis of (α, τα)-degenerated quadratic functions to generic
convex and non-convex optimization. To be specific, we restrict the objective functions to have H-
continuous Hessian matrices.

We combine the analysis for quadratic function with the A-NPE framework [MS13]. With a
binary search routine for hyper-parameters, optimizing the general convex functions reduces to opti-
mizing a series of quadratic sub-problems. Similarly, we use Cubic Regularization Newton’s Method
[NP06] and related techniques to find an

(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-order stationary point for

non-convex problems. For general convex objectives, we achieve Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)

gradient oracle complexity, and for non-convex optimization we can find an
(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate

second-order stationary point with Õ
(
H

1+α
2+4α τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

3+7α
2+4α

)
gradient oracle calls. In this paper, we

mainly focus on the gradient complexity improvement based on our analysis of (α, τα)-degenerated
functions. We will consider designing simpler algorithms to solve such problems in future work.
Moreover, to solve these problems it is not necessary to know the exact α and τα. Our designed
Algorithm 4 and Algorithm 7 can adaptively solve the problem only based on local (α, τα).

We propose our result of finding an ϵ-approximate solution of the general convex problems in
Theorem 4 and the result of finding an

(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-order stationary point for the

general non-convex problems in Theorem 5 as below.
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5.1 Convex Objective Functions

Theorem 4 (General Convex Setting)

Theorem 4. Assume the (α, τα)-degenerated objective function f is convex and has H-
continuous Hessian matrices. Under the same hyper-parameters setting in Algorithm 4, it
requires

Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)
(5.1)

gradient oracle calls to find an ϵ-approximate solution, where

D = inf
x∗∈X∗

sup {∥x− x∗∥ : f(x) ≤ f(x0)} . (5.2)

Remark 5.1. Based on the Hessian degeneracy and our analysis of the (α, τα)-degenerated quadratic
functions, we improve the gradient oracle complexity of solving a general convex optimization problem
from Õ

(
ϵ−1/2

)
to Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)
. In a representative case where

α = 1, we obtain Õ
(
τ
1/3
α ϵ−3/7

)
gradient oracle complexity. Another vital fact we notice is that

when α → ∞, the complexity of our algorithm matches the lower bound of the traditional result
O
(
ϵ−1/2

)
, which means that our algorithm is strictly faster than the conclusions in classical convex

optimization.

5.2 Non-convex Objective Functions

Theorem 5 (Non-convex Setting)

Theorem 5. Assume the (α, τα)-degenerated objective function f has H-continuous Hessian
matrices. Under the corresponding hyper-parameters setting in Algorithm 7, it requires

Õ
(
H

1+α
2+4α ·∆ · τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

3+7α
2+4α

)
(5.3)

gradient oracle calls to find an
(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-order stationary point, where

D = inf
x∗∈X∗

sup {∥x− x∗∥ : f(x) ≤ f(x0)} , ∆ = f(x0)− f∗. (5.4)

Remark 5.2. Theorem 5 indicates that our Algorithm 7 can find an
(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-

order stationary point in Õ
(
ϵ−5/3

)
in most cases when α = 1, which is faster than the best-known

result Õ
(
ϵ−7/4

)
in [JNJ18]. When α → ∞, the lower bound of our complexity matches Õ

(
ϵ−7/4

)
,

which means our algorithm is strictly faster than the result in [JNJ18]. Moreover, in Section 9, we
give an example and prove that a two-layer neural network has H-continuous Hessian matrices.
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6 Empirical Risk Minimization
Empirical risk minimization (ERM) problems occur in many machine learning problems and typi-
cally take the form of 1

min
x

1

n

n∑

i=1

fi(a
⊤
i x) +

µ

2
∥x∥2. (6.1)

Note that the We seek methods that solve ERM problems with mild conditions and gain improve-
ment from the degenerated Hessian assumption. Specifically, we are into two different aspects, data
access complexity, and computation time.

The data access complexity is one of the bottlenecks for problems such as privacy [Dwo06,
DR+14] and distributed optimization [SBB+17, YZF+23]. We propose a mini-batch accelerated
stochastic gradient method combined with the large eigenspace finding and achieve a state-of-the-
art data access oracle for linear regression. For computation complexity, we achieve improved
computation time based on the Hessian degenerated assumption. The method applies a similar
routine as in the quadratic case to the dual problem and solves the proximal operator via the
interior point method (IPM).

6.1 Data Access Reduction

When fi(x) = 1
2(a

⊤
i x − bi)

2, where ai,x ∈ Rd, we can step along the aforementioned idea, using
Theorem 1 to find large effective dimensions. To leverage the finite-sum structure, we propose a mini-
batch version of the accelerated stochastic gradient method and a batch-wise effective dimension
finding. Our theorem on gradient oracle calls for finite sum setting is as follows.

Theorem 6 (Data Access Complexity for ERM)

Theorem 6. Consider optimizing problem 6.1 with fi(x) =
1
2(a

⊤
i x− bi)

2. With normalized
data ∥ai∥ ≤ 1, there is an algorithm that generates an ϵ-approximate minimizer of the problem
with high probability, using Õ

(
n+ n

5
6µ− 1

3

)
data accesses and Õ

(
n+ d

5
6µ− 1

3

)
data accesses

when n ≥ d.

The data access complexity surpasses accelerated stochastic gradient methods [AZ17a, LMH15,
ZL15] when µ ≥ min{n, d}−2.

6.2 Solve ERM with IPM Subroutine

We discuss the prospect of combining our framework and interior point methods. Given ERM
problem (6.1), for simplicity of the notation, define A = (a1,a2, · · · ,an)⊤, and we impose a 1-
smoothness condition on fi(x). With a slight abuse of the notations, its dual problem writes

min
x

n∑

i=1

f∗
i (xi) +

1

2nµ
x⊤AA⊤x, (6.2)

where x ∈ Rn.
Leveraging Theorem 1, we separate AA⊤ into A1 and A2, where A1 =

∑r
i=1 piuiu

⊤
i is a r ≤ d

rank matrix. We apply proximal accelerated gradient method [BT09] to problem (6.2) via letting
g(x) = 1

µx
⊤A2x and h(x) =

∑n
i=1 f

∗
i (xi) + x⊤b + 1

2nµx
⊤A1xi. Given the assumption on the

1The regularization term does not affect the analysis since the magnitude of each eigenvalue only changes by µ.
The µ-level change does not affect our results.
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Lipschitz smoothness and convexity of fi,
∑n

i=1 f
∗
i (xi) is 1-strongly convex and thus the iteration

complexity of accelerated gradient descent is Õ
(√

τα

r
1
α µ

)
. The proximal operator writes

argmin
x

{
n∑

i=1

f∗(xi) +
1

µ

r∑

i=1

pi (⟨ui,x⟩)2 +
1

2µr
∥x− γ∥2

}
, (6.3)

where γ ∈ Rn is the one-step gradient descent from the previous iteration. A key observation
on (6.3) is that the objective function is element-wise separable except for the 1

ϵ

∑r
i=1 pi (⟨ui, λ⟩)2

component, which is low-rank quadratic form when r ≪ d. One can leverage the interior point
method [LS14, LS19] to solve (6.3). This leads to a Õ(√r) iteration, amortised Õ(r(n + d) + r2)-
cost IPM. Optimizing r to trade off the iteration number and amortized cost, we will demonstrate
that our method improves upon the previous accelerated variance reduction methods [AZ17a, ZL15]
in a wide regime. Our formal result for ERM is as follows.

Theorem 7 (Computation Time for ERM)

Theorem 7. Given a block-weight-function for IPM subroutine (Section 11), there is an
algorithm optimizing (6.1) to an ϵ-approximate minimizer with high probability in

Õ


ndr +

√
τα

µr
1
α

(
nr1.5 + r2.5 + nd

)



total computation time.

Remark 6.1. When α ≤ 1
5 , setting r =

(√
τ
µ · 1d

) 2α
1−α ∨

(√
τ
µ · 1

nd

) 2α
1−3α ∨

(√
τ
µ

) 2α
2α+1 , the total

computation complexity is

Õ
(
nd

((√
τ

µ
· 1
d

) 2α
1−α

∨
(√

τ

µ
· 1

nd

) 2α
1−3α

∨
(√

τ

µ

) 2α
2α+1

))
.

When α > 1
5 , in the regime of d ≥ n3/2, setting r =

(
τ
µ

) α
2α+1 ∧ (nd)2/5, the total computation

complexity is

Õ
(
nd

√
τ

µ

(√
τ

µ

− 1
2α+1

∨ (nd)−
1
5α

))
.

Specifically, when α ≤ 1/5, d ≥ n3/2 and τ
µ ≥ (nd)

4α+2
5α , we reach Õ

(
(nd)

1−5α
1−3α

(
τ
µ

) α
1−3α

)
com-

plexity.

7 Conclusion
It is always our ultimate goal to design provably faster algorithms that work on practical problems.
An ideal algorithm is expected to adapt to the complexity of a particular objective function and
incur faster rates for simpler problems. This paper studies the potential based on the degeneracy
of Hessian matrices of the objective function by introducing the factors (α, τα). We then propose
several provably better and adaptive algorithms that can fit the underlying structure without pre-
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known the knowledge. The algorithms also improve the state-of-art complexities for several problems
in the field of machine learning under suitable settings.

Several directions remain to be studied in the future. (A) Based on the pioneering work of
[CDHS17], can we simplify our algorithm for the generic objective function into a single loop? (B)
Can we extend our algorithm to the online setting where data is given on the fly? (C) For the task
of neural network training, can we propose a more efficient algorithm? (D) More broadly, it remains
open to provide a further refined description of the optimization.

We would say that understanding the difficulties of modern problems, such as training deep
neural networks, is still in its infancy. One promising potential is to study the instance complexity
based on the intrinsic structure of the problems. We hope this work could invoke rethinking and
inspire new design and analysis for more efficient optimization algorithms.
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√
rank) iterations and faster algorithms for maximum

flow. In 55th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS),
pages 424–433. https://arxiv.org/pdf/1312.6677.pdf, https://arxiv.org/pdf/
1312.6713.pdf, 2014.

[LS15] Yin Tat Lee and Aaron Sidford. Efficient inverse maintenance and faster algorithms for
linear programming. In 56th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer
Science (FOCS), pages 230–249. https://arxiv.org/pdf/1503.01752.pdf, 2015.

[LS19] Yin Tat Lee and Aaron Sidford. Solving linear programs with
√
rank linear system

solves. In arXiv preprint. http://arxiv.org/pdf/1910.08033.pdf, 2019. Journal
submission.

[LSZ19] Yin Tat Lee, Zhao Song, and Qiuyi Zhang. Solving empirical risk minimization in the
current matrix multiplication time. In Conference on Learning Theory (COLT), pages
2140–2157. https://arxiv.org/pdf/1905.04447.pdf, 2019.

[MM15] Cameron Musco and Christopher Musco. Randomized block krylov methods for
stronger and faster approximate singular value decomposition. Advances in neural
information processing systems, 28, 2015.

16

https://arxiv.org/pdf/1312.6677.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1312.6713.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1312.6713.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1503.01752.pdf
http://arxiv.org/pdf/1910.08033.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1905.04447.pdf


[MS13] Renato DC Monteiro and Benar Fux Svaiter. An accelerated hybrid proximal extra-
gradient method for convex optimization and its implications to second-order methods.
SIAM Journal on Optimization, 23(2):1092–1125, 2013.

[Nes83a] Yurii Nesterov. A method for solving the convex programming problem with con-
vergence rate o(1/k2). Proceedings of the USSR Academy of Sciences, 269:543–547,
1983.

[Nes83b] Yurii Nesterov. A method for unconstrained convex minimization problem with the
rate of convergence o (1/k2). In Dokl. Akad. Nauk. SSSR, volume 269, page 543, 1983.

[Nes84] Yu E Nesterov. One class of methods of unconditional minimization of a convex func-
tion, having a high rate of convergence. USSR Computational Mathematics and Math-
ematical Physics, 24(4):80–82, 1984.

[Nes98] Yurii Nesterov. Introductory lectures on convex programming volume i: Basic course.
Lecture notes, 3(4):5, 1998.

[Nes08] Yu Nesterov. Accelerating the cubic regularization of newton’s method on convex
problems. Mathematical Programming, 112(1):159–181, 2008.

[Nes12] Yu Nesterov. Efficiency of coordinate descent methods on huge-scale optimization
problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 22(2):341–362, 2012.

[NN85] Arkaddii S Nemirovskii and Yu E Nesterov. Optimal methods of smooth convex mini-
mization. USSR Computational Mathematics and Mathematical Physics, 25(2):21–30,
1985.

[NN91] Stephen G Nash and Jorge Nocedal. A numerical study of the limited memory bfgs
method and the truncated-newton method for large scale optimization. SIAM Journal
on Optimization, 1(3):358–372, 1991.

[NN94] Yurii Nesterov and Arkadii Semenovich Nemirovskii. Interior-point polynomial algo-
rithms in convex programming, volume 13. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathe-
matics, 1994.

[Noc80] Jorge Nocedal. Updating quasi-newton matrices with limited storage. Mathematics of
computation, 35(151):773–782, 1980.

[NP06] Yurii Nesterov and B.T. Polyak. Cubic regularization of Newton method and its global
performance. Mathematical Programming, 108(1):177–205, August 2006.

[NS17] Yurii Nesterov and Vladimir Spokoiny. Random gradient-free minimization of convex
functions. Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 17:527–566, 2017.

[NY83] Arkadij Semenovič Nemirovskij and David Borisovich Yudin. Problem complexity and
method efficiency in optimization. 1983.

[Ral94] Daniel Ralph. Global convergence of damped newton’s method for nonsmooth equa-
tions via the path search. Mathematics of Operations Research, 19(2):352–389, 1994.

[Ren88] James Renegar. A polynomial-time algorithm, based on newton’s method, for linear
programming. Mathematical programming, 40(1-3):59–93, 1988.

17



[Rob94] Stephen M Robinson. Newton’s method for a class of nonsmooth functions. Set-Valued
Analysis, 2(1-2):291–305, 1994.

[RR09] José A Ramírez and Brian Rider. Diffusion at the random matrix hard edge. Commu-
nications in Mathematical Physics, 288:887–906, 2009.

[SBB+17] Kevin Scaman, Francis Bach, Sébastien Bubeck, Yin Tat Lee, and Laurent Massoulié.
Optimal algorithms for smooth and strongly convex distributed optimization in net-
works. In international conference on machine learning, pages 3027–3036. PMLR,
2017.

[SBL16] Levent Sagun, Leon Bottou, and Yann LeCun. Eigenvalues of the hessian in deep
learning: Singularity and beyond. arXiv preprint arXiv:1611.07476, 2016.

[Sha70] David F Shanno. Conditioning of quasi-newton methods for function minimization.
Mathematics of computation, 24(111):647–656, 1970.

[Sha16] Ohad Shamir. Fast stochastic algorithms for svd and pca: Convergence properties and
convexity. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 248–256. PMLR,
2016.

[Sho70] Naum Z Shor. Convergence rate of the gradient descent method with dilatation of the
space. Cybernetics, 6(2):102–108, 1970.

[Sho72] Naum Z Shor. Utilization of the operation of space dilatation in the minimization of
convex functions. Cybernetics, 6(1):7–15, 1972.

[Sho75] NZ Shor. Convergence of a gradient method with space dilation in the direction of the
difference between two successive gradients. Cybernetics, 11(4):564–570, 1975.

[Sim18] Max Simchowitz. On the randomized complexity of minimizing a convex quadratic
function. arXiv preprint arXiv:1807.09386, 2018.

[TSJ+18] Nilesh Tripuraneni, Mitchell Stern, Chi Jin, Jeffrey Regier, and Michael I Jordan.
Stochastic Cubic Regularization for Fast Nonconvex Optimization. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018.

[Vai89a] Pravin M Vaidya. A new algorithm for minimizing convex functions over convex sets.
In 30th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 338–343. IEEE
Computer Society, 1989.

[Vai89b] Pravin M Vaidya. Speeding-up linear programming using fast matrix multiplication.
In 30th annual symposium on foundations of computer science, pages 332–337. IEEE
Computer Society, 1989.

[vdB20] Jan van den Brand. A deterministic linear program solver in current matrix multi-
plication time. In Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on
Discrete Algorithms, pages 259–278. SIAM, 2020.

[vdBLSS20] Jan van den Brand, Yin Tat Lee, Aaron Sidford, and Zhao Song. Solving tall dense
linear programs in nearly linear time. In Proceedings of the 52nd Annual ACM SIGACT
Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 775–788, 2020.

18



[WS17] Blake Woodworth and Nathan Srebro. Lower bound for randomized first order convex
optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1709.03594, 2017.

[WXXZ23] Virginia Vassilevska Williams, Yinzhan Xu, Zixuan Xu, and Renfei Zhou. New bounds
for matrix multiplication: from alpha to omega. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.07970,
2023.

[YYFL23] Pengyun Yue, Long Yang, Cong Fang, and Zhouchen Lin. Zeroth-order optimization
with weak dimension dependency. In The Thirty Sixth Annual Conference on Learning
Theory, pages 4429–4472. PMLR, 2023.

[YZF+23] Pengyun Yue, Hanzhen Zhao, Cong Fang, Di He, Liwei Wang, Zhouchen Lin, and
Song chun Zhu. Core: Common random reconstruction for distributed optimization
with provable low communication complexity, 2023.

[Zha05] Tong Zhang. Learning bounds for kernel regression using effective data dimensionality.
Neural computation, 17(9):2077–2098, 2005.

[ZL15] Yuchen Zhang and Xiao Lin. Stochastic primal-dual coordinate method for regularized
empirical risk minimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages
353–361. PMLR, 2015.

19



Contents

1 Introduction 1
1.1 What We Do . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

2 Previous Work 5

3 Notations 6

4 Quadratic Optimization Problems 7
4.1 Eigen Extractor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
4.2 Lower Bound . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

5 Generic Optimization Problems in Convex and Non-convex Setting 10
5.1 Convex Objective Functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
5.2 Non-convex Objective Functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

6 Empirical Risk Minimization 12
6.1 Data Access Reduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
6.2 Solve ERM with IPM Subroutine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

7 Conclusion 13

8 Details of Quadratic Optimization Problems 22
8.1 Proof of Theorem 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
8.2 Lower Bound for Quadratic Functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

9 Details of Generic Optimization Problems in Convex and Non-convex Setting 28
9.1 Convex Objective Functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28
9.2 Non-convex Objective Functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

10 Details of Data Access Complexities of Linear Regression 29
10.1 Proof of Theorem 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

11 Details of Interior Point Methods for ERM 30
11.1 From Empirical Risk Minimization to IPM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30
11.2 Some Notations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
11.3 Weight Function and Centering Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
11.4 Inverse Maintenance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

A Proofs in Section 8 34
A.1 Proof of Theorem 11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

B Algorithms and Proofs in Section 9 37
B.1 Convex Case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

B.1.1 Algorithms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37
B.1.2 Proof of Theorem 12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37
B.1.3 Useful Results in [MS13] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

B.2 Non-convex Case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41
B.2.1 Algorithms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

20



B.2.2 Detecting the smallest eigenvalue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41
B.2.3 Proof of Theorem 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51
B.2.4 Properties of Approximate Solutions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51
B.2.5 Useful Results in [NP06] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55

C Proofs in Section 11 55
C.1 Additional Supplements in Weighted Path Finding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55
C.2 Additional Supplements in Inverse Maintenance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56

D Experiment Details and Additional Experiments 58

21



8 Details of Quadratic Optimization Problems
This section centers around the quadratic optimization problem, which appears to be the hard case
for multiple gradient-based optimization problems [Nes98, Sim18, YYFL23]. In this section, we
present our quadratic optimization algorithm and complete the proof in Section 4. The problem
formally writes as minx∈Rd f(x) where f(x) = 1

2x
⊤Ax+ b⊤x. Here A ∈ Rd×d.

8.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We prove an extended version of Theorem 1 stated as follows.

Theorem 8 (Eigen Extractor, Generalization of Theorem 1). For a given positive definite matrix
A ∈ Rd×d and l ∈ [d]. Denote the l-th largest eigenvalue of A by λl. For any accuracy ϵ = O(al),
with high probability, we find a rank r = Ω(l) matrix A1 =

∑r
i=1 aiviv

⊤
i using Õ(l) gradient oracle

calls. A1 satisfies A−A1 ⪰ (λd(A)− ϵ) I and ∥A−A1∥ = O(λk).

To unveil our eigen extractor theorem, we introduce a classical 1-PCA algorithm as a preliminary.
We leverage the shift-and-invert paradigm [GH15], a well-known reduction from finding the leading
eigenvector to solving a linear system. It approximates the leading eigenvector of M by applying
power method on (γI −M)−1, where γI −M ⪰ 0. Power method with iterations wk+1 = (γI −
M)−1wk can be implemented by solving a linear system (equal to minimizing 1

2x
⊤(γI−M)x−w⊤

k x).
We use a key result regarding the shift-and-inverse algorithm which is proved in [GH15, AZL16]. The
lemma shows an error analysis of the shift-and-inverse algorithm on matrix A that takes argument
δ, ϵ, and we will present it without proof as in Lemma 9.

Lemma 9 (Shift-and-inverse guarantee, Thoerem 1.1 of [GH15], Theorem 3.1 of [AZL16] (gap-free)).
Let A ∈ Rn×n be a symmetric matrix with eigenvalues λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λn and corresponding
eigenvector u1,u2, · · · ,un.

Then with high probability, the shift-and-inverse algorithm taking argument δ, ϵ produces a wf

such that
∑

λi≤λ1(1−δ)

(w⊤
f ui)

2 ≤ ϵ, and w⊤Aw ≥ (1− δ)(1− ϵ)λ1 (8.1)

with Õ(
√

1
δ ) gradient oracle calls.

Further, suppose there exists an algorithm solving quadratic function with quadratic term A and
accuracy ϵ within gradient oracle calls C (A, ϵ), then there exists an algorithm find u in time C (A, δ).

Lemma 8.1 (Byproduct of Theorem 3.1 of [AZL16]). If there exists an algorithm that solves the
quadratic optimization problem to an ϵ-approximate minimizer of a quadratic problem with quadratic
term A using gradient oracle calls C(A, ϵ), then there exists an algorithm that finds the smallest
eigenvalue µ̂ of matrix A up to a constant level multiplicative error using Õ(C(A, µ)) gradient
oracle calls.

Provided the 1-PCA analysis, we design an algorithm that iteratively searches the largest eigen-
value of a series of matrices and adaptively finds the optimal proportion of dimension that is part
of the large eigenvalue space. Our method is presented as Algorithm 1.

We demonstrate that Algorithm 1 achieves the claimed result in Theorem 8.

Proof. We show the invoking Algorithm 1 for A with option 1 can obtain the claimed result.
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Algorithm 1 Eigen Extractor
Input: A, accuracy/ strongly convex parameter ϵ, λl(in option 1)
A1 ← A;
k ← 0;
Set: ϵ0 = Õ( ϵ

d2
) and δ ← 1

2 ;
while True do

k ← k + 1;
Apply shift-and-inverse with δ and ϵ0 to find the approximated eigenvector vk;
ak ← v⊤

k Avk;
Ak+1 ← Ak − ak

5 vkv
⊤
k . if ak ≤ O(λl) (criteria 1) then

Break; #(option 1, in the proof on Theorem 1)
end

if k = Ω
(√

ak
ϵ

)
or k = Ω(d) or k = Ω

(
ϵ−

1
2

)
(criteria 2) then

Break; #(option 2, adaptive algorithm)
end

end
Output: a1, a2, · · · , ak, v1,v2, · · · ,vk and A1 =

∑k
i=1

ai
5 viv

⊤
i .

We begin by proving the strong convexity of the output. Denote the eigenvalue decomposition of
Ak by Ak = UkΛkU

⊤
k and writes ak = v⊤

k Akvk for simplicity. For any γ = Ukθ, where θ,γ ∈ Rd,
we have

γ⊤
(
Ak −

1

5
(v⊤

k Akvk)vkv
⊤
k

)
γ = θ⊤Λkθ −

ak
5

(
v⊤
k Uθ

)2
.

Lemma 9 indicates that we can acquire an approximation of the leading vector that (1) brings
an arbitrarily small perturbation to the space the corresponding eigenvalues of which are below
a multiplicative error,(2) only increases the burden by a logarithmic factor. We leverage this to
analyze the eigenvalue change.

Let Λ
(1)
k be a diagonal matrix that contains the eigenvalue that is greater than ak

2 , and Λ
(2)
k

be the diagonal matrix that contains the remaining eigenvalue. Let Uk = (U
(1)
k ,U

(2)
k ) with each

is the corresponding eigenvalue of Λ(1)
k and Λ

(2)
k , respectively. Further, we divide θ = (θ⊤

1 ,θ
⊤
2 )

⊤

accordingly. Then we have the control

γ⊤
(
Ak −

1

5
(v⊤

k Akvk)vkv
⊤
k

)
γ =θ⊤

1 Λ
(1)
k θ1 + θ⊤

2 Λ
(2)
k θ2 −

ak
5

(
v⊤
k U1θ1 + v⊤

k U2θ2

)2

≥ak
2
∥θ1∥2 + λmin(Ak)∥θ2∥2 −

2ak
5

(
v⊤
k U1θ1

)2
− 2ak

5

(
v⊤
k U2θ2

)2

≥
(
ak
2
− 2ak

5

)
∥θ1∥2 +

(
λmin(Ak)− ∥v⊤

k U2∥2
)
∥θ2∥2

≥min
{ak
10

, λmin(Ak)− ∥v⊤
k U2∥2

}
∥θ∥2

≥
(
λmin(Ak)− ∥v⊤

k U2∥2
)
∥θ∥2.

Thus we have λmin(Ak) ≥ λmin(A)− kϵ20 ≥ λmin(A)− ϵ.
Then we show that the algorithm uses Õ(l) gradient oracles to find the Ak such that ∥Ak∥ =
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O(λl). We define ρ = 2
(1−δ)(1−ϵ0)

, which is a constant given our choice of ϵ0 and δ. Find r such that
λ1 ∈ [λlρ

r−1, λlρ
r), then r = Õ(1). Provided the above terms, we prove by induction that with at

most Õ (l) calls of shift-and-inverse algorithm, we can obtain the claimed result.
Concretely speaking, we inductively prove the following statement for i = r, r − 1, · · · , 2

1. λmax(Aki) ≤ λlρ
i,

2. ki − ki+1 = Õ(l).

Note that r = Õ(1), and each iteration we call the shift-and-inverse algorithm once, which only
consumes Õ(1) gradient oracles. Thus the gradient oracle bound immediate follows from the above
claim.

To prove the claim inductively, base case i = r is obvious given that λ1 < λlρ
r. Suppose that

the claims establish for i+ 1. We track the following positive term along the iterations

S(k)i =
∑

λ
(k)
j ≥ρi−1λl

[
λ
(k)
j − ρi−1λl

]
+
,

where [·]+ = max{·, 0} and λ
(k)
j is the j-th eigenvalue of Ak. Suppose V being a column orthogonal

matrix. Its columns Vi are eigenvectors of Ak such that corresponding eigenvalue V⊤
i AkVi ≥

ρi−1λl. Denote PV be the projection matrix on V, then

Ak −
ak
5
v⊤
k vk =Ak −

ak
5

PVvkv
⊤
k PV

∥PVvk∥2
+

ak
5

PVvkv
⊤
k PV

∥PVvk∥2
− ak

5
v⊤
k vk

≤Ak −
ak
5

PVvkv
⊤
k PV

∥PVvk∥2
+

ak
5

max
u∈Rd

(〈
PVvk

∥PVvk∥
,u

〉2

− ⟨vk,u⟩2
)
I.

And the latter maximum terms can be bounded by
〈

PVvk

∥PVvk∥
,u

〉2

− ⟨vk,u⟩2 ≤
∥∥∥∥

PVvk

∥PVvk∥
+ vk

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥

PVvk

∥PVvk∥
− vk

∥∥∥∥

≤2
∥∥∥∥

PVvk

∥PVvk∥
− vk

∥∥∥∥
≤2 (1− ∥PVvk∥) + 2∥PV⊥vk∥
≤2ϵ0 + 2

√
ϵ0.

By Weyl’s inequality, there are at most l eigenvalues lying on the intervals [ρi−2λl, λlρ
i+1). Com-

bining the above two controls, and thus when λmax(Ak) ≥ λlρ
i, the change of S(k)i over iterations
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can be bounded by

S(k+1)
i ≤S(k)i +

2lak
5

(ϵ0 +
√
ϵ0)−

ak
5

≤S(k)i +
4l

5

√
ϵ0λmax(Ak)−

2

5ρ
λmax(Ak)

≤S(k)i +
2l

5

√
ϵ0λlρ

i+1 − 2

5ρ
λlρ

i

≤S(k)i − 1

5
λlρ

i−1.

Given that S(ki)i ≤ lλl(ρ
i+1 − ρi−1) and ρ is a constant, after k̃ = O (l) iterations, λmax(Aki+k̃) ≤

λlρ
i, otherwise S(ki+k̃)

i would be negative.

Theorem 2 follows from combining Theorem 1 and an eigenvalue control under the Hessian
degeneracy condition. We formally write the our algorithm in Section 4.1 as Algorithm 2 and
restate Theorem 2.

Theorem 10 (Gradient Complexity for Quadratic Functions, Theorem 2 restated). For any ac-
curacy ϵ > 0, with high probability, there is an algorithm that finds an ϵ-approximate minimizer of
problem (4.1) with Õ

(
mink∈[d]

{
k +

√
λk

max{µ,ϵ}

})
gradient oracle calls, where λk is the k-th largest

eigenvalue of A.
If the function class is confined to (α, τα)-degenerated functions, the gradient oracle complexity

is Õ
(
min

{
µ− 1

2 , τ
α

1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α , d
})

. Specifically, with high probability,

a. When max{µ, ϵ}− 1
2 ≤ ταα , one can find x such that f(x) ≤ f(x∗)+ ϵ using Õ

(
µ−1/2

)
gradient

oracle calls.

b. When max{µ, ϵ}− 1
2 ≥ ταα and τ

α
1+2α
α max{µ, ϵ}− α

1+2α ≤ d, one can find x such that f(x) ≤
f(x∗) + ϵ using Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α max{µ, ϵ}− α

1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls.

c. When τ
α

1+2α
α max{µ, ϵ}− α

1+2α ≥ d, one can find x such that f(x) ≤ f(x∗) + ϵ using Õ(d)
gradient oracle calls.

Proof. We only show that Algorithm 2 can achieve the claimed result for high precision case (i.e.
result depending on µ). And the high precision case result can be extended to a convergence
guarantee depending on max ϵ, µ using the proximal point method.

First, we have that for any l ∈ [d],

ταα = tr(Aα) ≥
l∑

i=1

λα
i ≥ lλα

l ,

and thus λl ≤ τα

l
1
α

. Therefore by Theorem 1, when the iteration k of Algorithm 1 satisfies that
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k = Ω̃
(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
, then there exists l = Ω̃(k)

√
ak
µ

= Õ
(√

λl

µ

)
≤ Õ



√

τα

l
1
αµ


 = Õ



√

τα

k
1
αµ




This indicates that k = Ω̃

(√
τα

k
1
α µ

)
= Ω̃

(√
ak
µ

)
when k = Ω̃

(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
. Thus Algorithm 1

stops with no more than Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
iterations, with each iteration consuming Õ(1) gradient

oracle calls. The stopping criteria k = Ω
(√

ak
µ

)
and classical accelerated proximal gradient descent

method analysis indicate an overall Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
gradient complexity upper bound.

Further, stopping criteria k = Ω
(
µ− 1

2

)
and classical accelerated gradient analysis guarantee

a Õ
(
µ− 1

2

)
gradient oracle complexity upper bound. Stopping criteria k = Ω(d) and conjugate

gradient analysis guarantee a Õ (d) gradient oracle complexity upper bound.

Combining these bounds yields the claimed overall Õ
(
min

{
µ− 1

2 , τ
α

1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α , d
})

gradient
complexity guarantee.

Algorithm 2 Accelerated Gradient Method with Adaptive Subspace Search (AGMAS)
Input: f(x) = 1

2x
⊤Ax+ b⊤x, accuracy ϵ, strongly convex parameter µ;

Invoke option 2 of Algorithm 1 with A and strongly convex parameter µ/2 to obtain A1;
if Algorithm 1 stop with k = Ω

(√
ak
µ

)
then

Obtain x̂ by proximal AGD with f(x) = 1
2x

⊤(A − A1)x + b⊤x and h(x) = 1
2x

⊤A1x to an
ϵ-approximate minimizer;

end

if Algorithm 1 stop with k = Ω
(
µ− 1

2

)
then

Obtain x̂ by accelerated gradient descent on f to an ϵ-approximate minimizer;
end
if Algorithm 1 stop with k = Ω(d) then

Obtain x̂ by conjugate gradient method on f to an ϵ-approximate minimizer;
end
Output: x̂.

8.2 Lower Bound for Quadratic Functions

In this section, we formalize our lower bound setting and prove Theorem 3. We investigate the
algorithm class using adaptive and randomized gradient oracles and the objective function is con-
strained to quadratic functions. Specifically, we consider the randomized algorithms that maps
function f : Rd → R to a sequence of iterations

xk = Ak−1 (ξ,∇f(x0), · · · ,∇f(xk−1)) ,

where ξ is a distribution over [0, 1] representing the randomness of the algorithm. And the function
class Fτα,µ = {f(x) = 1

2x
⊤Ax+ b⊤x : (tr(Aα))

1
α = τα, λmin(A) = µ}.
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Our lower bound construction follows a series of seminal works [Sim18, BHSW20], utilizing the
shift-and-inverse reduction and a Wishart random matrix construction. We step along the path
of [BHSW20] in our specific setting, where Lemma 8.2 states that one can reduce the problem of
approximating the leading eigenvector to solving O(1) quadratic functions with each µ = O( 1

gap),
and Theorem 11 establish the algorithmic lower bound of finding leading eigenvector. We adapt the
analysis in two major extensions, (1) accommodating to the analysis in terms of effective dimensions,
(2) making the lower bound flexible to any ratio of τα, µ and d. Throughout the proof, c1, c2, · · ·
are universal constants, and they may represent different constants as in different contexts.

Lemma 8.2. Let (d, τα, µ) satisfies that d ≥ d0, µ ≤ µ0 and ταα ≥ dµα (eigenvalue constrain) for
some universal constants d0 and µ0. C0 ≤ 1 and δ0 are universal constants. Suppose that Alg
solving a linear system with output x̂ satisfies

PAlg,x0

(
∥x̂0 −A−1b∥2A ≤ C0µ∥x0 −A−1b∥2

)
≥ 1− δ0,

for any A ∈ Sd×d
+ satisfying tr(Aα) ≲ ταα , λmin(A) ≳ µ and starting point x0 ∈ Rd. And Alg uses

T gradient oracle calls. Then for any δ ∈ (0, δ0) and constant c, there exists an algorithm Algeig
with output b̂ satisfying

P
(
b̂⊤Mb̂ ≥ (1− cgap)λ1(M))

)
≥ 1− δ (8.2)

for any M satisfying that (a) gap(M) ≳ c1µ, (b) tr
(
((1 + cgap)I −M)α

)
≲ ταα and (c) 0 ⪯M ⪯

(1− c1gap)I. And its gradient oracle call number is bounded by Õ (T ).

We omit the proof Lemma 8.2 since it is a direct extension of Proposition 8 in [BHSW20]. It
is an application of the shift-and-inverse method and noise power method [HP14]. Apart from the
notation change, the main difference to Proposition 8 in [BHSW20] is that we adapt the range of
the matrix where the claim holds to our interested one.

Theorem 11. For any constant β ∈ (0, 1), let (d, τα, µ) satisfy that d ≥ d0(β), µ ≤ µ0(β) and
ταα ≥ dµα (eigenvalue constrain) for some universal constants d0(β) and µ0(β).

For any algorithm finding the leading eigenvalue of a positive definite matrix Alg, denote TD the
gradient oracle call number for finding λ̂ such that

PM∼D,Alg

(∣∣∣λ̂− λ1(M)
∣∣∣ ≤ Cgap(M)

)
≥ 1−Θ(

√
β). (8.3)

Assume D satisfies that any M ∼ D, (a) gap(M) ≳ c1µ, (b) tr
(
((1 + cgap)I−M)α

)
≲ ταα and (c)

0 ⪯M ⪯ (1− c1gap)I. Then for each following case, there exists a distribution D such that

1. TD = Ω
(
µ− 1

2

)
if µ− 1

2 ≤ ταα .

2. TD = Ω
(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
if µ− 1

2 ≥ ταα and τ
α

1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α ≤ d.

3. TD = Ω(d) if τ
α

1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α ≥ d.

We prove Theorem 11 by constructing a distribution over a parameterized 3× 3 block diagonal
matrix, and we show that by balancing the order of the parameter, we can obtain the lower bound
construction in the near complete regime. The detailed construction is postponed to Appendix A.
Theorem 3 immediately follows from combining Lemma 8.2 and Theorem 11.
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Proof. For any algorithm Alg finding the leading eigenvector of matrix A, if Alg satisfies (8.2) with
δ = Θ(

√
β) (We can select β to make sure Θ(

√
β) ≤ δ0) and c sufficiently small, it meets condition

of (8.3). Provided the algorithmic lower bound in Theorem 11, we conclude the claimed results.

9 Details of Generic Optimization Problems in Convex and Non-convex Setting
In this section, we consider the general optimization problems to move forward a single step from our
analysis of quadratic optimizing problems. We combine the analysis for Algorithm 2 with the Cubic
Regularization Newton’s Method [NP06] and related technologies [MS13]. For general convex ob-

jectives, we achieve Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)
gradient oracle complexity and

for non-convex optimization we can find an
(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-order stationary point

with Õ
(
H

1+α
2+4α τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

3+7α
2+4α

)
gradient oracles.

9.1 Convex Objective Functions

For generic convex objective functions, we propose a method to reduce one iteration of solving the
general convex optimization problem to logarithmic times of solving another quadratic sub-problem
and achieve improved oracle complexity. Specifically, we consider the large-step A-NPE framework
proposed by [MS13] but turn the search of hyper-parameters process from a solution of a proximal
Newton equation to a binary search with a solution of a quadratic function in each step. The detail
of the algorithm is shown in Appendix B, combining with our Algorithm 2. We achieve the improved
gradient oracle complexity Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)
. The result is shown in

Theorem 12 and the proof of Theorem 12 is shown in Appendix B.

Theorem 12. Assume the (α, τα)-degenerated objective function f is convex and has H-continuous
Hessian matrices. Under the same hyper-parameters setting in Algorithm 4, it requires

Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)
(9.1)

gradient oracle calls to find an ϵ-approximate solution, where

D = inf
x∗∈X∗

sup {∥x− x∗∥ : f(x) ≤ f(x0)} . (9.2)

9.2 Non-convex Objective Functions

We consider finding an (ϵ,O(√ϵ))-approximate second-order stationary point (SSP) for a second-
order smooth objective function in the general non-convex setting. We propose our Algorithm 7
by combining the Cubic Regularization Newton’s Method designed by Nesterov [NP06] with our
Algorithm 2 to solve the quadratic sub-problem in Appendix B. We obtain the improved gradient
oracle complexity Õ

(
H

1+α
2+4α τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

3+7α
2+4α

)
. We show our results in Theorem 13 and the proof of

Theorem 13 is shown in Appendix B.

Theorem 13. Assume the (α, τα)-degenerated objective function f has H-continuous Hessian ma-
trices. Under the corresponding hyper-parameters setting in Algorithm 7, it requires

Õ
(
H

1+α
2+4α ·∆ · τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

3+7α
2+4α

)
(9.3)
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gradient oracle calls to find an
(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-order stationary point, where

D = inf
x∗∈X∗

sup {∥x− x∗∥ : f(x) ≤ f(x0)} , ∆ = f(x0)− f∗. (9.4)

10 Details of Data Access Complexities of Linear Regression
We restate the data access oracle complexities in Section 6.1.

Theorem 14 (Data Access Oracle Bound, Theorem 6 restated). Consider optimizing problem 6.1
with fi(x) =

1
2(a

⊤
i x− bi)

2. With normalized data ∥ai∥ ≤ 1, there is an algorithm that generates an

ϵ-approximate minimizer of the problem with high probability, using Õ
(
n+ n

5
6µ− 1

3

)
data accesses

and Õ
(
n+ d

5
6µ− 1

3

)
data accesses when n ≥ d.

We propose a mini-batch accelerated stochastic gradient method combined with the large eigenspace
finding. To leverage the large eigenspace finding techniques, instead of using a single stochastic gra-
dient per iteration, we adopt a Θ(

√
n)-mini-batch setting with an according mini-batch size Θ(

√
n).

Next, we invoke Algorithm 1 to perform large eigenspace finding on each mini-batch. We perform
accelerated stochastic gradient descent on primal space [AZ17a] of the mini-batch optimization
problem. We summarize our algorithm as Algorithm 3. And we can make use of the adaptive
leverage score computation procedure in [AKK+17], to improve the data access complexity in the
large sample regime.

Algorithm 3 Regression Solver
Input: accuracy ϵ, mini batch number m, f(x) = 1

2n

∑n
i=1(a

⊤
i x− bi)

2.
Divide the finite-sum problem into m mini batches f(x) = 1

m

∑m
i=1 fi(xi).

for l = 1, 2, · · · ,m do
Apply Algorithm 1 to fi(x) +

µ
2∥x∥2 and obtain Ai.

end
Apply Katyusha with f(x) = 1

m

∑m
i=1

(
fi(x)− 1

2x
⊤Aix+ µ

2∥x∥2
)

and h(x) = 1
2x

⊤ (
∑m

i=1Ai)x.

10.1 Proof of Theorem 6

We first state two results regarding the accelerated stochastic gradient and leverage score sampling.

Lemma 10.1 (Theorem 5 of [AKK+17], with nonspecific regression solver). Suppose an algorithm
solving linear regression problem for A ∈ n, d using data access complexty C(n). There is an algo-
rithm solving the linear regression problem using data access Õ(n+ C(d))), with high probability.

Lemma 10.2 (Theorem 2.1 of [AZ17a]). Consider optimizing function f(x) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 fi(x)+h(x),

with each fi(x) convex and L-smooth, and h(x) µ-strongly convex. Katyusha algorithm achieves an
ϵ-approximated minimizer using at most Õ

(
n+

√
nL/µ

)
data accesses.

Proof. We invoke Algorithm 3 with m = Θ(
√
n). Denote that gi(x) = fi(x)− 1

2x
⊤Aix+

µ
2∥x∥2. Note

that each gi(x) is convex given by Theorem 1, Katyusha algorithm converges to an ϵ-approximate
minimizer with Õ

(
m+

√
m
(
maxi∈[m] λmax(∇2gi(x))

)
/µ
)

gradient calls of gi(x). And each gradi-

ent call of gi(x) or fi(x) accesses O
(
n
m

)
data.
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Since we assume that the data is normalized, for each fi(x), we have that tr
(
∇2fi(x)

)
≤ 1.

This indicates that maxi∈[m] λr(∇2fi(x)) ≤ 1
r . Combining Theorem 1, we can use Õ

(
n− 1

6µ− 1
3

)

gradient oracle calls of fi(x) to find λk

(
∇2gi(x)

)
≤ n

1
6µ

1
3 . Thus the overall data access complexity

is Õ
(

n√
n

(√
n+ n

3
4

√
n1/6µ−2/3

)
+ nn− 1

6 + µ− 1
3

)
= Õ

(
n+ n− 5

6µ− 1
3

)
.

And that claim under d < n follows immediately follows from the previous analysis and
Lemma 10.1.

11 Details of Interior Point Methods for ERM

11.1 From Empirical Risk Minimization to IPM

In this section, our goal is to discuss the prospect of leveraging IPM (specifically, weighted path
finding) to solve the proximal operator of ERM, which writes

argmin
x

{
n∑

i=1

f∗
i (xi) + b⊤x+

1

µ

r∑

i=1

pi (⟨ui,x⟩)2 +
1

2µr
∥x− γ∥2

}
. (11.1)

Let ζi
def
= ⟨ui,x⟩ for i ∈ [r], then (11.1) is equivalent to

min
x,ζ

{
n∑

i=1

[
f∗
i (xi) +

1

2µr
x2
i

]
+

1

µ

r∑

i=1

piζ
2
i + Linear

}
. (11.2)

Note that minimizing convex function u(x) is equivalent to minimizing y over {(x, y) : u(x) ≤ y}.
Therefore the minimization problem can be reformulated as

min
x ∈ Rd : A⊤x = b

∀i ∈ [d/2] : (x2i−1,x2i) ∈ Ki

c
⊤
x , (11.3)

where d = O(n), A ∈ Rd×r is non-degenerate (or we can add O(1) auxiliary constraints), b ∈ Rr

and c ∈ Rd. And all Ki ∈ R2 are bounded convex sets with self-concordant barrier functions ϕi

whose gradient and Hessian can be computed in O(1) time. For simplicity, we assume d is an even
number, or we can add an additional dummy variable. We denote Ω as the domain of x, and Ω◦

as its relative interior. We assume that all ϕi have barrier parameter no more than 2. Such barrier
functions for epigraphs are well known for a variety of univariate convex functions. We have the
following theorem.

Theorem 15 (Complexity of IPM Subroutine). Given a block-weight-function g(x) (Definition 17),
for Problem (11.1), we can compute x that is ϵ-optimal in time Õ

(
nr1.5 + r2.5 log(1/ϵ)

)
.

Proof. The proof is a direct result of the Theorem 18 which shows that Õ(√r)-iteration algorithm
to find an ϵ-optimal solution and Theorem 21 which show that the per iteration cost can be reduced
to Õ(dr + r2) = Õ(nr + r2).

Theorem 18 and Theorem 21 will be proved in the Section 11.3 and 11.4, respectively. Now we
prove Theorem 7.
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Proof of Theorem 7. Algorithm 1 takes O(ndr) time to extract the first r eigenvalues. The accel-
erated gradient method takes O

(
τ

µr1/α

)
, and each iteration consists of calculating gradient which

takes O(nd) time, and IPM subroutine which costs Õ
(
dr1.5 + r2.5 log(1/ϵ)

)
time.

11.2 Some Notations

Vector, Matrices, Norm: Given a vector b ∈ Rd, we define its infinity norm ∥b∥∞ def
= maxi |bi|

and its square norm ∥v∥□ ≜ maxi∈[d/2]

√
v22i−1 + v22i.

We say a 2−block diagonal matrix M ∈ ⊕d/2
i=1R

2×2 if M can be written as

M =




M1

M2

. . .
Md/2


 .

Moreover, if each Mi is PSD, we write M ∈ ⊕d/2
i=1R

2×2
+ and we define its square norm as ∥M∥□ ≜

maxi∈[d/2] ∥M∥op.
Leverage Scores We denote the leverage scores of a matrix A ∈ Rd×r by vector σ(A) and

when A is clear in the context, we simply use σ. We say a leverage score of the i-th row of A is
σi

def
=
[
A(A⊤A)−1A⊤]

ii
for i ∈ [d]. σ(k) is an abbreviation of σ(M(k)1/2A).

Analysis For bivariable functions ϕ1, . . . , ϕd/2, we let Φ′′(x) ∈ ⊕d/2
i=1R

2×2
+ be a 2-block matrix

with the i-th 2×2 block being the Hessian of ϕi at x. Let ϕ′(x)
def
= (ϕ′

1(x1,x2)
⊤, . . . , ϕ′

d/2(xd−1,xd)
⊤)⊤.

Quotient of matrices We define the log-quotient between two 2× 2 positive definite matrices
M1 and M2 to be the minimal ϵ ≥ 0 such that e−ϵM1 ⪯ M2 ⪯ eϵM1. For simplicity we denote
log (M1/M2). For two 2-block diagonal matrices M,N ∈ ⊕d/2

i=1R
2×2
+ , we let log (M/N) be a vector

v in Rd such that v2i−1 = v2i = log (Mi/Ni) .

11.3 Weight Function and Centering Analysis

In this part we follow the reweighted path finding technique of Lee and Sidford [LS14, LS19]. The
main difference is that we deal with bivariate barrier functions rather than univariate functions.
Therefore we need a new definition of weight function. Given this, the proofs are essentially identical
to the counterparts in [LS14, LS19] up to minor modifications of notation and constants.

Starting from a feasible point x(0), we alternates increasing t and minimizing the penalized
objective function

min
A⊤x=b

ft(x, w) = t · c⊤x+

d/2∑

i=1

wiϕi(x2i−1,x2i), (11.4)

where ϕ(x2i−1,x2i) is the self-concordance barrier function for Ki, and wi > 0 is the weight. Denote
xt

def
= minA⊤x=b ft(x, w). Note that when t→∞, we have xt → x∗.
Let δt(x, w) denotes the centrality that will define later. It is a distance to measure how close

between x and xt, with δt(x, w) = 0 iff x = xt. Our goal is to increase t while maintaining the
centrality small (specifically, let δ below some sufficiently small fixed constant) through a Newton
step on x. And the weight w updates each time after x updates.

In the rest parts we let w denotes a length-d vector, with w2i−1 = w2i = wi for all i ∈ [d/2],
and we write W as the diagonal matrix form of w. We denote ft(x,w) instead of ft(x, w).
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In order to control the magnitude of a Newton step, we need the following definition.

Definition 16 (Centrality Measure). For {x,w} ∈ Ω◦ ×Rd
>0 and t ≥ 0, we let ht(x,w) denote the

projected newton step for x on the penalized objective ft given by

ht(x,w)
def
= −Φ′′(x)−1/2Px,wW

−1Φ′′(x)−1/2 (∇xft(x,w)) ,

where Px,w
def
= I−W−1Ax

(
A⊤

xW
−1Ax

)−1
A⊤

x for Ax
def
= Φ′′(x)−1/2A. We measure the centrality

of {x,w} by
δt(x,w)

def
= min

η∈Rn

∥∥∥W−1Φ′′(x)−1/2 (∇xft(x,w)−Aη)
∥∥∥
w+□

, (11.5)

where for all y ∈ Rm we let ∥y∥w+□
def
= ∥y∥□ + Cnorm∥y∥W for Cnorm > 0 defined in Definition 17.

Upon a Newton step on x, we can reduce the centrality to 4δt(x,w)2 if δt(x,w) is below some
efficiently small constant and the weight w satisfies some certain properties. Upon increase t to
(1 + α)t, we increase the centrality by O(α

√
∥w∥1).

For our situation we define the block-weight-function to assign the weights w.

Definition 17 (Block Weight Function). Differentiable g : Ω◦ → Rd
>0 is a (c1, cγ,ck) -block-weight

function if the following hold for all x ∈ Ω◦ and i ∈ [d]:

• The block property, that is g(x)2j−1 = g(x)2j for all j ∈ [d/2].

• The size, c1, satisfies c1 ≥ max{1, ∥g(x)∥1}.

• The sensitivity, cs, satisfies cs ≥ 4e
⊤
i G(x)−1Ax

(
A⊤

xG(x)−1Ax

)−1
A⊤

xG(x)−1ei.

• The consistency, ck, satisfies ∥G(x)−1Jg(x)(Φ
′′(x))−1/2∥g(x)+□ ≤ 1− c−1

k < 1.

For efficiency, we need c1 = O(r), cs, ck = Õ(1). Besides, we require that the weight function is
easy to compute:

• There is an algorithm ComputeApxWeight(x,w(0), ϵ) such that given a initial weight w(0) with
∥w−1

(0)(g(x) − w(0))∥∞ ≤ 2−20, it can w.h.p. output w with ∥g(x)−1(g(x) − w(0))∥∞ ≤ ϵ in
Õ(poly(1/ϵ)) steps. Each step we can be implemented in Õ(dr+T ), where T is the complexity
needed to solve (A⊤MA)−1z.

• there is an algorithm ComputeInitialWeight(A,x) such that even without w(0), the algorithm
have the same guarantee in Õ(

√
d) steps.

Through we assume we have such a weight function and define Cnorm
def
= 24

√
csck, cγ

def
= 1+

√
2cs

Cnorm
≤

1 + 1
16ck

.

Remark 11.1. Besides the block property, only the consistency is essentially different from the
original definition in [LS19]. We left the construction of such block-weight-function in future work.

Remark 11.2. The weight function is crucial for reducing the iteration from Õ(
√
d) to Õ(√r). In

the framework of self-concordance theory by Nesterov and Nemirovski [NN94], wi is set to 1 so t
can only increase by 1 + d−1/2 each time. Hence Õ(

√
d) iterations are needed. There is a trade-off

on the choice of w since large w results in more iterations while small w can cause instability in
Newton steps.

A breakthrough of Lee and Sidford [LS14, LS19] shows that one can construct a weight function
g(x) to assign w such that ∥w∥1 = Õ(r) and that the Newton step for x can decrease the centrality
quadratically. Hence the iterations can be reduced to Õ(√r).
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In each iteration, we first apply a Newton step for x, then approximately calculate the weight
function g(x) and update the weight w such that keep w and g(x) close and that the update of w
is relatively small. The algorithm CenteringStep formally describe the procedure.

Lemma 11.3 (Centrality Change in Each Step). We have

• (Changing t) For {x,w} ∈ Ω◦ × Rd
>0, t > 0 and α > 0, we have

δ(1+α)t(x,w) ≤ (1 + α)δt(x,w) + α
(√

2 + Cnorm

√
∥w∥1

)
.

• (Changing x) For {x,w} ∈ Ω◦ × Rd
>0 such that δt(x,w) ≤ 1

10 and 4
5g(x) ≤ x ≤ 5

4g(x) and
consider a Newton step x(new) = x+ ht(x,w), we have

δt(x
(new),w) ≤ 4(δt(x,w))2.

• (Changing w) For w, b such that ϵ = ∥log(w)− log(b)∥w+□ ≤ 1
10 , we have

δt(x, b) ≤ (1 + 4ϵ)(δt(x,w) + ϵ).

Given Lemma 11.3, there exists an algorithm CenteringStep that preforms a single step on x
and w, and decrease the centrality by (1− 1

4ck
). The proof essentially follows from Theorem 19 in

[LS19]. By alternates updating (x,w) and increasing t, we can prove the following theorem.

Theorem 18 (Path Finding for Linear-Objective Optimization Problem). For problem (11.3), given
a block-weight-function (Definition 17) and a starting feasible point x(0), there exist an algorithm
PathFollowing that outputs an ϵ-optimal solution in Õ(√r) iterations, where each iteration con-
sists of solving Õ(1) linear systems and linear systems between iterations satisfy block-σ-stability
assumption(Definition 20).

We left the detailed algorithms and proofs in C.1.

11.4 Inverse Maintenance

In this part we follow the inverse maintenance technique of [LS15] which exploits the leverage score
sampling technique to approximately and implicitly maintains a sequence of matrices (A⊤D(k)A)−1.
Our situation requires sampling each two rows in a block simultaneously

In the previous parts, it is shown that problem (11.3) can be solved in Õ (
√
r) iterations provided

a block-weight-function. Furthermore, the sequence of linear systems are slowly changing. In this
part, we will adopt and slightly modify the original inverse maintenance technique to adapt the
case for A⊤M(k)A when each M(k) is a 2-block matrix and do not change too rapidly. The main
difference is that we have to sample each two rows in a block simultaneously.

For formality, we need the following definitions.

Definition 19 (Linear System Solver [LS15]). Given a PD matrix B ∈ Rd×d, an algorithm S w.r.t.
B is a T -time solver of if for all b ∈ Rd and ϵ ∈ (0, 1/2], the algorithm outputs a vector S(b, ϵ) ∈ Rd

in time O(T log(ϵ−1)) such that with high probability in d, ∥S(b, ϵ)−B−1b∥2B ≤ ϵ∥B−1b∥2B. We call
the algorithm S linear if S(b, ϵ) = Qϵb for some Qϵ ∈ Rd×d that depends only on B and ϵ.

Definition 20 (Block-σ-Stability Assumption). We say that the inverse maintenance problem sat-
isfies the block-σ-stability assumption if for each k ∈ [l] we have ∥ log(M(k)/M(k−1))∥σ(k) ≤ 0.1,
∥ log(M(k)/M(k−1))∥∞ ≤ 0.1, and β−1A⊤M(0)A ⪯ A⊤M(k)A ⪯ βA⊤M(0)A for β = poly(n).
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Remark 11.4. Note that ∥ log(M(k)/M(k−1))∥σ(C(k)A) is invariant under different decompositions

of C(k)
i

⊤
C

(k)
i = M

(k)
i since if C(k)

i

⊤
C

(k)
i = F

(k)
i

⊤
F
(k)
i = M

(k)
i for PD matrix M

(k)
i , there exists an

orthogonal matrix O
(k)
i such that C(k)

i O
(k)
i = F

(k)
i .

In Section C.2 we will how to adopt the original proof to our situation and give a modified
algorithm InverseMaintainer.

Theorem 21. Suppose that the inverse maintenance problem satisfies the block σ stability assump-
tion. Then Algorithm 12 maintains a Õ(nnz(A)+ r2)-time solver with high probability in total time
Õ(rω + l(nnz(A) + r2)) where l is the number of rounds. Specifically, when l = Õ(√r), the total
time for constructing solvers and solving linear systems is Õ(dr1.5 + r2.5).

A Proofs in Section 8

A.1 Proof of Theorem 11

We leverage the following theorem on the Wishart random matrix’s largest eigenvalue computing
and its spectral properties.

Lemma A.1 (Extentsion of Theorem 10 of [BHSW20]). There exists a universal constant p0 and
function d : (0, 1) → N such that the following holds: for all β ∈ (0, 1), and all d ≥ d(β), we have
that W ∼Wishart(d) satisfies

(a) Any algorithm Alg which makes T ≤ (1 − β)d adaptively chosen oracle calls, and returns an
estimate λ̂min of λmin(W) satisfies

P

(∣∣∣λ̂min − λmin(W)
∣∣∣ ≥ 1

4d2

)
≥ cwish

√
β

(b) There exists constants C1(β), C2(β) and C3(β) such that

PW

( {
λd(W) ≤ C1(β)d

−2
}
∩
{
C2(β)d

−2 ≤ λd−1(W )− λd(W ) ≤ C3(β)d
−2
}

∩ {∥W∥ ≤ 5}
)
≥ 1− cwish

√
β

2

Proof. The difference of Lemma A.1 and Theorem 10 of [BHSW20] is that we convert the event{
λd−1(W )− λd(W ) ≥ C2(β)d

−2
}

to
{
C2(β)d

−2 ≤ λd−1(W )− λd(W ) ≤ C3(β)d
−2
}
. The correct-

ness follows from the limiting distribution of (d2λd(Wd), d
2λd−1(Wd)) as in [RR09].

Proof of Theorem 11. Denote the event in the claim (b) of Lemma A.1 by E .
Case 1: Define

M =




c
(
Is − 1

5Ws

)
+ (1− c)Is 0 0

0

(
1−

(
ταα
d

)1/α)
Id−s−1 0

0 0 0


 , (A.1)

where s = Θβ

(
µ− 1

2

)
. Suppose that Ws in the construction of M follows the Wishart distribution

conditioned on E . There exists a constant c ∈ (0, 1), such that M satisfies the following conditions

(a). λmax

(
Is − 1

5Ws

)
≥ 1− µ. And c1µ ≤ gap(Is − 1

5Ws) ≤ c2µ. Note that here Is − 1
5Ws refers

to the first block in (A.1) and so is the below.
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(b). 0 ⪯M ⪯ I.

(c). (λ1(M), λ2(M)) =
(
λ1

(
c
(
Is − 1

5Ws

)
+ (1− c)Is

)
, λ2

(
c
(
Is − 1

5Ws

)
+ (1− c)Is

))
.

(d). tr (((1 + c0gap(M))I−M)α) ≲ ταα .

We prove the above claims in sequence.
Claim (a) and (b) are direct consequences of Lemma A.1 since we choose s = Θ(µ− 1

2 ).
For claim (c), it suffices to show that there exists c such that 1−

(
τα
d

)1/α ≤ 1−c(1+c2)µ, where
the latter is demonstrated as in Claim (a) to be the lower bound of Is− 1

5Ws. The aforementioned
control is equivalent to µ ≲

(
τα
d

)1/α, which is obvious since we impose the constrain ταα ≥ dµα.
For claim (d), we have

tr
(
((1 + cgap)Id −M)α

)
≤(cs+ 1)(1 + c0gap)

α + (d− s)

(
gap +

(
ταα
d

)1/α
)α

≲cs+ 1 + dgapα + ταα
a
≲s+ dgapα + ταα
b
≲ταα + ταα + ταα

≲ταα ,

where
a
≲ follows from gap = Θ

(
µ− 1

2

)
and ταα ≥ dµα;

b
≲ follows from that s = Θ(µ− 1

2 ) = O(ταα ) in
case 1.

Claim (c) shows that gap(M) = cgap
(
Is − 1

5Ws

)
. Further, claim (c) indicates that finding the

leading eigenvector of M is equivalent to the problem for Is− 1
5Ws. Specifically, if a algorithm Alg

finds λ̂ under distribution induced by our (A.1) such that

PM∼D,Alg,x0

(
|λ̂− λ1(M)| ≤ Cµ

)
≥ Θ(

√
β).

Then with the same oracle complexity, there is an algorithm Alg′ finds the largest eigenvalue of
I− 1

5W under the Wishart distribution conditioned on the event E such that

PW∼D′,Alg′,x0

(∣∣∣∣λ̂− λ1

(
I− 1

5
W

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
1

s2

)
≥ Θ(

√
β)

and vice versa. By claim (a) in Lemma A.1, the output λ̂ of any algorithm Alg using less than
s(1− β) gradient oracles satisfies that

PAlg,M∼D

(∣∣∣λ̂− λ1(M)
∣∣∣ ≥ Cµ

)
=PAlg′,W∼D′

(∣∣∣λ̂− λ1(W)
∣∣∣ ≥ C

1

s2

)

≥PAlg′,W∼Wishart(d)

(∣∣∣λ̂− λ1(W)
∣∣∣ ≥ C

1

s2

)
− P(E)

≥cwish

√
β

2

=Θ(
√
β).

(A.2)
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Recall we set s = Θ
(
µ− 1

2

)
, the gradient oracle condition we adopt during the control (A.2) is equal

to Θ
(
(1− β)µ− 1

2

)
. Then we finish the first proof.

Case 2: Define

M =




c
(
Is − 1

5Ws

)
+ (1− c)Is 0 0

0

(
1−

(
ταα
d

)1/α)
Id−s−1 0

0 0 0


 . (A.3)

Set s = Θ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
and c = Θ

(
µ

1
1+2α τ

2α
1+2α
α

)
. Similar to the previous case, we state a series

of claims and prove them in sequence. Suppose that Ws in the construction of M follows the
Wishart distribution conditioned on E . We have

(a). λmax(Is − 1
5Ws) ≥ 1− µ. And c1µ ≤ gap(M) ≤ c2µ.

(b). 0 ⪯M ⪯ I.

(c). (λ1(M), λ2(M)) =
(
λ1

(
Is − 1

5Ws

)
, λ2

(
Is − 1

5Ws

))
.

(d). tr (((1 + c0gap(M))I−M)α) ≲ ταα .

Claim (a) follows from

1− λmax

(
I− 1

5
Ws

)
≲ µ

1
1+2α τ

α
1+2α

2α τ
− 2α

1+2α
α µ

2α
1+2α = µ

and

λ1

(
I− 1

5
Ws

)
− λ2

(
I− 1

5
Ws

)
= Θ

(
µ

1
1+2α τ

2 α
1+2α

α τ
− 2α

1+2α
α µ

2α
1+2α

)
= Θ(µ).

For claim (b), if it suffices to prove that c ∈ (0, 1), which can be attained through µ− 1
2 ≥ ταα in

case 2.
For claim (c), similar to the previous proof, it is equivalent to cµ ≤

(
ταα
d

)1/α
, which is obvious

since c ∈ (0, 1) and we impose the condition dµα ≤ ταα
For claim (d), the trace of the shifted matrix is

tr
(
((1 + c0gap)Id −M)α

)
≤1 + c0gap + s(c0gap + c)α + (d− s)

(
gap +

(
ταα
d

)1/α
)α

≲1 + sgapα + scα + dgapα + ταα
a
≲ταα + scα + dgapα + ταα
a
≲ταα + ταα + ταα + ταα

≲ταα ,

where in
a
≲ we use that gap = O(c);

b
≲ follows from scα = Θ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2αµ
α

1+2α τ
2α2

1+2α
α

)
= Θ(ταα )

and gap = O
(
µ− 1

2

)
and ταα ≥ dµα.
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Equipped with the claims, we can step along the similar analysis as in (A.2), which demon-
strates that any algorithm with oracle calls less than s(1 − β), satisfies the analysis in (A.2).

Recall that we set s = Θ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
. The oracle upper bound that we adopt is equivalent to

Θ
(
(1− β)τ

α
1+2α
α µ− α

1+2α

)
, which completes our proof for case 2.

Case 3: We consider the same matrix as in Case 2, i.e. (A.3). Here we set s = Θ(d) and we
can prove similar results as in the previous two cases. Thus we omit the proof in case 3.

B Algorithms and Proofs in Section 9
In this section, we present the missing algorithms and proofs in Section 9.

B.1 Convex Case

B.1.1 Algorithms

In this section, we present the algorithms for generic smooth convex and non-convex functions. We
define fx(y) to be the second-order Taylor expansion (SOE) of f at x:

fx(y) = f(x) + ⟨∇f(x),y − x⟩+ 1

2
⟨∇2f(x)(y − x),y − x⟩. (B.1)

The complete algorithm for smooth convex functions is shown in Algorithm 4. In each iteration,
Algorithm 4 uses Algorithm 5 to find an inexact solution that satisfies the following conditions:

ak+1 =
γk+1 +

√
γ2k+1 + γk+1Ak

2
,

x̃k =
Ak

Ak + ak+1
yk +

ak+1

Ak + ak+1
xk,

γk+1∇fx̃k+1
(yk+1) + yk+1 − x̃k ≈ 0,

2σl
H
≤ γk+1∥yk+1 − x̃k∥ ≤

2σu
H

.

(B.2)

In the third line of Equation B.2, we notice that if the equality holds, then yk+1 is the exact solution
of the following quadratic optimization problem:

min
y∈Rd

fx̃k
(y) +

1

2γk+1
∥y − x̃k∥2. (B.3)

We use binary search in Algorithm 5 to determine γk+1, and apply Algorithm 2 to B.3 to find an
ϵA-approximated solution.

B.1.2 Proof of Theorem 12

We give the proof of Theorem 12 below.

Proof of Theorem 12. In each call of Algorithm 5, the problem B.3 is solved O
(∣∣∣log γk+1

γk

∣∣∣
)

times,
and in each time γtemp ≤ max{γk, γk+1}. Now we consider the gradient complexity of solving
problem B.3. Denote g(y) = fx̃(y) +

1
2γtemp

∥y − x̃k∥2. We use the eigen extractor in Algorithm 1
to extract some of the large eigenvectors and use accelerated methods to optimize the remainder
of the problem. Specifically, λl(∇2g(y)) ≤ λl(∇2f(y)) + 1

γtemp
≤ τα

l
1
α
+ 1

γtemp
. As in the proof of
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Algorithm 4 Inexact Large-step A-NPE with Algorithm 2

Input: σl < σu < σ < 1, σl = σu
2 , A0 = 0, ϵA < (σ−σu)2

2γk+1(Lγk+1+1+(σ−σu)2)

(
L+ 1

γk+1

) ·
(
f(x̃k)−miny

{
fx̃k

(y) + 1
2γk+1

∥y − x̃k∥2
})

, k = 0, γ0 =
σl(1−σ2)1/2

16DH ;

while k < N do
(yk+1, ak+1, γk+1)← CBinarySearch(x̃k, H, σl, σu, Ak, γk, ϵA);
vk+1 ← ∇f(yk+1);
Ak+1 ← Ak + ak+1;
xk+1 ← xk − ak+1vk+1;
k ← k + 1;

end

Algorithm 5 CBinarySearch: Binary search to find γk
Input: (x̃k, H, σl, σu, Ak, γk, ϵA);
γk+1 ← γk;
while True do

ak+1 ←
γk+1+

√
γ2
k+1+4γk+1Ak

2 ;
x̃k ← Ak

Ak+ak+1
yk +

ak+1

Ak+ak+1
xk;

Solve (B.3) with Algorithm 2, and find an ϵA-approximated solution yk+1;
if γk+1∥yk+1 − x̃k∥ ≤ 2σl

H then
γk+1 ← 2γk+1;

else if γk+1∥yk+1 − x̃k∥ ≥ 2σu
H then

γk+1 ← 1
2γk+1;

else
return (yk+1, ak+1, γk+1); ▷ Require: 2σl

H ≤ γk+1∥yk+1 − x̃k∥ ≤ 2σu
H .

end
end

Theorem 2, we choose k = Θ̃
(
τ

α
1+2α
α γ

α
1+2α

temp

)
. This requires Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α γ

α
1+2α

temp

)
gradient oracle calls.

Applying the results of accelerated optimization problems, the optimization of the remainder term

needs Õ
(√(

τα

k
1
α
+ 1

γtemp

)
· γtemp

)
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α γ

α
1+2α

temp

)
gradient oracle calls. Therefore, the overall

number of gradient oracle calls is Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α γ

α
1+2α

temp

)
.

In order to find an ϵ-approximated solution, we need to find the first N such that AN ≥ D2

ϵ .

Suppose that AN = Θ
(
D2

ϵ

)
. According to Theorem B.1, N = Õ

(
D6/7H2/7ϵ−2/7

)
iterations.
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Ignoring all the logarithmic factors, the total gradient complexity is:

N∑

k=1

(
Õ (ταmax{γj , γj+1})

α
1+2α + 1

)

= Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α

(
N∑

k=1

γ
α

1+2α

k

)
+N

)

≤ Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α

(
N∑

k=1

(√
Ak −

√
Ak−1

) 2α
1+2α

)
+N

)

≤ Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ·N 1

1+2αA
α

1+2α

N +N
)

= Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α D

14α+12
14α+7 H

2
14α+7 ϵ−

7α+2
14α+7 +D

6
7H

2
7 ϵ−

2
7

)
.

(B.4)

B.1.3 Useful Results in [MS13]

We first present a theorem on the number of iterations of Algorithm 4, whose proof can be found
in [MS13]:

Theorem B.1 (Theorem 4.1 in [MS13]). If all the parameters satisfy the requirements of Algorithm
4, then for every integer 1 ≤ k ≤ n, the following statements hold:

Ak ≥
(
2

3

)7/2

·
(
σl(1− σ2)1/2

16DH

)
· k7/2, (B.5)

and

f(yk)− f∗ ≤ 37/2√
2

HD3

σl
√
1− σ2

1

k7/2
. (B.6)

We present a new framework for considering errors from inexactly solving solutions. With
Lemma B.2, we show that if ϵA is small enough, the (yk+1, γk+1) returned by Algorithm 5 meets
the requirements in the A-NPE method in [MS13], thus the results in [MS13] still hold.

Lemma B.2. If

ϵA <
(σ − σu)

2

2γk+1(Lγk+1 + 1 + (σ − σu)2)
(
L+ 1

γk+1

) ·
(
f(x̃k)−min

y

{
fx̃k

(y) +
1

2γk+1
∥y − x̃k∥2

})
,

yk+1 satisfies
∥γk+1∇f(yk+1) + yk+1 − x̃k∥2 ≤ σ2∥yk+1 − x̃2

k∥. (B.7)

Proof of Lemma B.2. Denote

g(y) = fx̃k
(y) +

1

2γk+1
∥y − x̃k∥2. (B.8)
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By the L+ 1
γk+1

-Lipschitz contiouity of ∇g, we have

g(y)− g∗ ≥ 1

2
(
L+ 1

γk+1

)∥∇g(y)∥2. (B.9)

Let y = yk+1 in (B.9). We have

∥γk+1∇fx̃k
(yk+1) + yk+1 − x̃k∥2

(B.8)
= γ2k+1∥∇g(y)∥2

(B.9)
≤
(
2Lγ2k+1 + 2γk+1

)
(g(yk+1)− g∗)

≤
(
2Lγ2k+1 + 2γk+1

)
ϵA.

(B.10)

The optimal solution to (B.3) is

y∗ = x̃k −
(
∇2f(x̃k) +

1

γk+1
I

)−1

∇f(x̃k) (B.11)

and

g∗ = f(x̃k)−
1

2

〈(
∇2f(x̃k) +

1

γk+1
I

)−1

∇f(x̃k),∇f(x̃k)

〉

≥ f(x̃k)−
1

2

(
L+

1

γk+1

)
∥x̃k − y∗∥2

≥ f(x̃k)−
(
L+

1

γk+1

)(
∥x̃k − yk+1∥2 + ∥yk+1 − y∗∥2

)

a
≥ f(x̃k)−

(
L+

1

γk+1

)(
∥x̃k − yk+1∥2 + 2γk+1ϵA

)
,

(B.12)

where
a
≥ uses the γk+1-strong convexity of g. Therefore, if ϵA < (σ−σu)2

2γk+1(Lγk+1+1+(σ−σu)2)

(
L+ 1

γk+1

) ·
(f(x̃k)− g∗), we have

∥γk+1∇fx̃k
+ yk+1 − x̃k∥2

(B.10)
≤

(
2Lγ2k+1 + 2γk+1

)
ϵA

≤(σ − σu)
2

L+ 1
γk+1

(f(x̃k)− g∗)

+
(
2Lγ2k+1 + 2γk+1 − (2Lγ2k+1 + 2γk+1 + 2(σ − σu)

2γk+1)
)
ϵA

(B.12)
= (σ − σu)

2∥yk+1 − x̃k∥2, (B.13)
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and we have

∥γk+1∇f(yk+1) + yk+1 − x̃k∥2

= ∥(γk+1∇fx̃k
(yk+1) + yk+1 − x̃k) + (γk+1∇fx̃k

(yk+1)− γk+1∇f(yk+1))∥2

≤ ∥γk+1∇fx̃k
(yk+1) + yk+1 − x̃k∥2

+ 2∥γk+1∇f(yk+1) + yk+1 − x̃k∥ · ∥γk+1∇f(x̃k)∇2f(x̃k)(yk+1 − x̃k)− γk+1∇f(yk+1)∥
+ ∥γk+1∇f(x̃k) +∇2f(x̃k)(yk+1 − x̃k)− γk+1∇f(yk+1)∥2

(B.13)
≤ (σ − σu)

2∥yk+1 − x̃k∥2 + 2(σ − σu)∥yk+1 − x̃k∥ ·
Hγk+1∥yk+1 − x̃k∥

2

+

(
Hγk+1∥yk+1 − x̃k∥

2

)2

≤
(
σ − σu +

H

2
· 2σu
H

)2

= σ2.

B.2 Non-convex Case

B.2.1 Algorithms

An illustration of the algorithm is shown in Algorithm 6. To solve the subproblem, we use a binary
search to determine rk ≈ ∥xk+1 − xk∥. With a given rk, the subproblem can be transferred to a
quadratic minimization problem and is solvable by Algorithm 2. The whole algorithm is shown in
Algorithm 7, where the updates use Algorithm 8. In this section, c1, c2 and c are positive constants.

Algorithm 6 Illustration: Inexact Cubic Regularization Algorithm
while stopping criterion is not met do

Approximately solve the following optimization problem using Binary Search and Algorithm 2:

xk+1 ← argmin
y

f(xk) + ⟨∇f(xk),y − xk⟩+
1

2
⟨∇2f(xk)(y − xk),y − xk⟩+

H

6
∥y − xk∥3.

k ← k + 1;
end

Algorithm 7 Inexact Cubic Regularization Algorithm with Algorithm 2
Input: Desired accuracy ϵ;
while rk ≥

√
ϵ
H do

(xk+1, rk+1)← CCubicBinarySearch(xk, H, rk);
k ← k + 1;

end

B.2.2 Detecting the smallest eigenvalue

Theorem B.3 (Finding Smallest Eigenvalue). For any matrix A ∈ Sd×d with ∥A∥ ≤ 1 satisfying

the (α, τα)-degeneracy, with Õ
(
ϵ−

α
1+2α τ

α
1+2α
α

)
gradient oracles, there exists an algorithm that finds

λ̂ satisfying |λ̂− λd(A)| ≤ ϵ with high probability.
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Algorithm 8 CCubicBinarySearch: Binary search to find rk
Input: (xk, H, ϵB);
Detect the smallest eigenvalue of ∇2f(xk): Compute λ such that

∣∣λ− λd(∇2f(xk))
∣∣ < c1

2

√
ϵH;

lk+1 ← max{0,−2λ
H }+ (5c1 + 2c2)

√
ϵ
H , uk+1 ←∞;

rtemp ← lk+1;
while True do

Solve (B.14) with Algorithm 2, and find an ϵB-approximated solution yk+1:

min
y∈Rd

fxk
(y) +

Hrtemp

4
∥y − xk∥2. (B.14)

if ∥yk+1 − xk∥ ≤ rtemp − c2
√

ϵ
H then

uk+1 ← rtemp;
if uk+1 == lk+1 then

return (yk+1, ∥yk+1 − xk∥);
end
while True do

ltemp ← uk+1

2 ;
lk+1 ← uk+1

2 ;
i← 0;
while True do

rtemp ← uk+1+ltemp

2 ;
Solve (B.14) with Algorithm 2, and find an ϵB-approximated solution yk+1;
if ∥yk+1 − xk∥ > rtemp − c2

√
ϵ
H then

ltemp ← rtemp;
else if ∥yk+1 − xk∥ < lk+1 + c2

√
ϵ
H then

rk+1 ← rtemp;
else

return (yk+1, ∥yk+1 − xk∥);
end
i← i+ 1;
if i > K then

Break;
end

end
end

else if ∥yk+1 − xk∥ > rtemp − c2
√

ϵ
H then

rtemp ← 2rtemp;
end

end

To prove Theorem B.3, we propose a two stage algorithm the finds the smallest eigenvalue of
the symmetric matrix A.

The first stage is Algorithm 9, which uses an shift-and-inverse method to find the smallest
eigenvalue. And for each quadratic optimization problem of the shift-and-inverse problem, we follow
the similar procedure as in the Section 4, applying eigen extractor to find the large eigenvalue space
and then performing accelerated proximal gradient descent. However, this method may fail to
achieve the claimed gradient complexity when the smallest eigenvalue exceeds certain threshold.
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Algorithm 9 Smallest Eigenvalue Finder I
Input: A ∈ Sd×d, accuracy ϵ.;
ϵ1 = O

(
d
p2

)
, ϵ2 = O

(
ϵ
d2

)
, l = Õ(1);

Initial guess δ0 of leading eigenvalue of uI−A;
k ← 0;
Initialize w0 with uniform distribution on d-dimensional sphere;
for t = 1, 2, · · · , l do

Find wt such that
∥∥1
2w

⊤
t ((δk − u)I+A)wt −w⊤

t wt−1

∥∥ ≤ ϵ1;

end
Find w such that

∥∥1
2w

⊤ ((δk − u)I+A)w −w⊤wl

∥∥ ≤ ϵ1;
∆k ← 1

2
1

wlw−ϵ1
;

while True do
s = 1;
A

(k)
1 ← (δk − u)I+A;

Apply shift-and-inverse on A
(k)
s with δ = 1

3 , ϵ2 to obtain vs;
a
(k)
s ← v⊤

s A
(k)
s vs;

while a
(k)
s < 3

2 (δk − u) and s ≤ 1
2

√
a
(k)
s
∆k

do

A
(k)
s+1 ← A

(k)
s − a

(k)
s
5 vsv

⊤
s ;

Applying shift-and-inverse to A
(k)
s+1 with δ = 1

3 and ϵ2 to obtain vs+1;
a
(k)
s+1 ← v⊤

s A
(k)
s+1vs;

s← s+ 1;
end
s(k) ← s;
if ∆k ≤ ϵ

3 (criteria 1) then
Output: δk;

end
if a

(k)
s ≤ 2(δk − u) and ∆k ≤ 1

3(δk − u) (criteria 2) then
Output: A

(k)

s(k)
, a

(k)

s(k)
;

end
Initialize w0 with uniform distribution on d-dimensional sphere;
for t = 1, 2, · · · , l do

Find wt such that
∥∥1
2w

⊤
t ((δk − u)I+A)wt −w⊤

t wt−1

∥∥ ≤ ϵ1;

end
Find w such that

∥∥1
2w

⊤ ((δk − u)I+A)w −w⊤wl

∥∥ ≤ ϵ1;
∆k+1 ← 1

2
1

wlw−ϵ1
and δk+1 = δk − ∆k

2 ;
k ← k + 1;

end

Specifically, the amount eigenvalue around 0 can be up to Θ(d) even given the degeneracy result,
and thus there can be at most Θ(d) eigenvalues of δI−A that are around δ. Therefore, when δ is
large, we cannot find a low rank matrix that represents the large eigenvalue space of A even if the
it is highly degenerated.
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Algorithm 10 Smallest Eigenvalue Finder II
Input: M ∈ Sd×d

+ , accuracy ϵ.;
k ← 0, l = Õ(1), M0 ←M, U← ();
ϵ3 = O

(
ϵ2

d2

)
;

Apply shift-and-inverse to M with δ = 1
900 and ϵ3 to obtain δ̂ approximating ∥M∥;

while True do
k ← k + 1;
Applying shift-and-inverse to Mk with δ = 1

900 and ϵ3 to obtain v;
v←

(
(I−Uk−1U

⊤
k−1)v

)
/∥(I−Uk−1U

⊤
k−1)v∥;

bk ← v⊤Mv;
Uk ← (Uk−1,v);
Mk ← (I− vv⊤)Mk−1(I− vv⊤);

if k ≥
√

δ̂
ϵ then

Apply shift-and-inverse on M with δ = ϵ
3δ̂

and ϵ3 to obtain v;
Output: v⊤Mv.

end
if bk ≤ 19

20 δ̂ then
Sample V0 ∈ Rd×k with i.i.d. N

(
0, 1d
)

entries.;
for i = 1, 2, · · · , l do

Vi ←MVi−1;
end
Perform QR decomposition on Vl and obtain Vl = QR;
Output: the largest eigenvalue of Q⊤MQ.

end
end

The second stage is Algorithm 10. When the first stage fails, we show that we can find a matrix
M that enters the regime of Algorithm 10 and its largest eigenvalue can be transformed into an
approximation of the smallest eigenvalue of A. Algorithm 10 finds a largest eigenvalue of M and
consists of two parts. According to the norm of the M, Algorithm 10 either directly applies the
shift-and-inverse method, or finds a vector space that almost contains the largest eigenvector of A,
and then solves the full PCA of A on this vector space.

Before entering the proof of Theorem B.3, we first state some useful lemmas. Lemma B.4 is used
in Algorithm 10. It shows that if λk(A) ≤ ρλ1(A) for some constant ρ < 1, with Õ(k) gradient
oracles, we can find a vector space that almost contains the largest eigenvector of A.

Lemma B.4 (Simultaneous Iteration). Let A ∈ Sd×d
+ and λk+1(A) ≤ ρλ1(A) for some constant

ρ < 1. Then for any accuracy ϵ, there exist l = Õ
(

1
1−ρ

)
satisfies the following property. Let a

random matrix V0 that has i.i.d. N
(
0, 1d
)

elements. QR = AlV0 is the QR decomposition of
AlV0. And Q satisfies

∥QQ⊤u∥ ≥ 1− ϵ.

Proof. Write the eigenvalue decomposition of A as UΛU⊤. Let Λ1 ∈ Rk×k and Λ1 ∈ Rk×k be
diagonal matrices and diag(Λ1) = (λ1(A), λ2(A), · · · , λk(A)), diag(Λ2) = (λk+1(A), · · · , λd(A)).
Denote U = (U1,U2) where U1 ∈ Rd×k,U2 = U1 ∈ Rd×(d−k). Then writs V0 = UL and
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L = (L1,L2)
⊤ where L1 ∈ Rk×k,L1 ∈ R(d−k)×k.

Then

AkV0 = U

(
Λk
1L1

Λk
2L2

)
= U

(
I

Λk
2L2L

−1
1 Λ−k

1

)
Λk
1L1.

Since QR is the QR decomposition of AkV0, QQ⊤u is the projection of u on the column space of

AkV0. The column space of AkV0 is equal to the one of U
(

I

Λk
2L2L

−1
1 Λ−k

1

)
. Denote a1 to be

the first column of U
(

I

Λk
2L2L

−1
1 Λ−k

1

)
. Then we have

QQ⊤u ≥ QQ⊤
(

a1
∥a1∥

)(
a1
∥a1∥

)⊤
u =

(
a1
∥a1∥

)⊤
u

(
a1
∥a1∥

)
.

And
(

a1
∥a1∥

)⊤
u can be controlled by

(
a1
∥a1∥

)⊤
u =

(
u1 +

d∑

i=k+1

λk
i

λk
1

(
L2L

−1
1

)
i,1

ui

)⊤

u1/

∥∥∥∥∥u1 +

d∑

i=k+1

λk
i

λk
1

(
L2L

−1
1

)
i,1

ui

∥∥∥∥∥

≥1/
(
1 + ρk

d∑

i=k+1

(
L2L

−1
1

)
i,1

)
.

Since L1 is a Gaussian ensemble, again by Lemma A.1, we have (λmin(L1))
2 = 1

poly
(
d, 1

p

) , where

p is the failure probability. Besides, we have ∥L2∥F = poly
(
d, 1p

)
directly. A simple bound on

∑d
i=k+1

(
L2L

−1
1

)
i,1

indicates that
∑d

i=k+1

(
L2L

−1
1

)
i,1
≤ ∥L2∥F /λmin(L1) = poly

(
d, 1p

)
. Therefore,

with logρ

(
ϵ

poly(d,1/p)

)
= Õ

(
1

1−ρ

)
iterations, we have

∥QQ⊤u∥ ≥
∥∥∥∥∥

(
a1
∥a1∥

)⊤
u

(
a1
∥a1∥

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≥
1

1 + ϵ
≥ 1− ϵ,

which completes the proof.

Note that after neglecting the method solving the quadratic problem, the update of δ, ∆ in
Algorithm 9 follows the course of shift-and-inverse method of uI − A. Therefore we have the
following Lemma adapted from [GH15].

Lemma B.5 (Lemma 4.2 of [GH15]). With high probability, for any iteration k, we have u, δk, ∆k

in Algorithm 9 satisfy:

(a) 0 ≤ 1
2 (δs − u+ λd(A)) ≤ ∆s ≤ δs − u+ λd(A);

(b) ∆k+1 = Θ(∆k);

(c) δk − u ≤ δk−1 − u.
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Besides, ignoring the stopping criteria and the followup procedure, Algorithm 10 follows the
course of Lazysvd of [AZL16] to perform the adaptive search on the eigenvalue. And thus bk in
Algorithm 10 satisfies the following lemma.

Lemma B.6 (Theorem 4.1 of [AZL16]). Let δ be the parameter of the shift-and-inverse subroutine
in Algorithm 10. Then with high probability, for each iteration k, bk in Algorithm 10 satisfies that

(1− 2δ)λk(M) ≤ bk ≤
λk(M)

1− 2δ
.

Proof of Theorem B.3. Equipped with the above lemmas, we begin our proof of Theorem B.3.
The proof is a combination of the following Lemma B.7 and B.8. These two lemma corresponds the
two stages of our algorithm.

Lemma B.7 (Output of Algorithm 9). Let matrix A ∈ Sd×d and ϵ > 0 be the desired accuracy.
Assume A is (α, τα)-degenerated, and we can assume ϵ ≤ τα without loss of generality. Then with
high probability, the output Algorithm 9 satisfies that: if algorithm stops with criteria 1, |u − δk −
λd(A)| ≤ ϵ; if algorithm stops with criteria 2, we have

0. λd(A) ≤ 0.

1. 2a
(k)

s(k)
I−A

(k)

s(k)
⪰ 0.

2. a
(k)

s(k)
≤ −6λd(A)

3.
∣∣∣λl

(
2a

(k)

s(k)
I−A

(k)

s(k)

)
− (2a

(k)

s(k)
− δk + u− λd−l+1(A))

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ
2 for any l satisfying λd+1−l(A) ≤ 0.

And the total gradient oracle calls of Algorithm 9 is Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
.

Proof. We first show that the procedure takes Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls. First, we

claim the inexact power method outside the iteration can be solved within Õ(1) gradient oracle
calls since we can find a large enough initial δ0 to ensure a constant level condition number of this
initial quadratic problem.

Note that each iteration of the algorithm can be split into following two parts:

(a) Eigen extractor of (δk − u)I+A;

(b) A series of quadratic problems that consists the inexact power method.

By Lemma 9, each iteration of the eigen extractor part takes Õ(1) gradient oracle calls. We

now begin with showing that this procedure will stop in Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
iterations. For any k in

the iterations, consider s satisfying a
(k)
s > 3

2(δk − u) and s < 1
2

√
a
(k)
s
∆k

. By Theorem 1, there exists

l = Θ̃(s), such that a
(k)
s = O

(
λl

(
(δk − u)I+A

))
. We have the following control on a

(k)
s

a(k)s = O
(
λl

(
(δk − u)I+A

)) a
= O (λl(A))

b
= O

( τα

l1/α

)
c
= Õ

( τα

s1/α

)
. (B.15)
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where the a
= follows from a

(k)
s > 3

2(δk − u) and as ≥ 0; b
= follows from the degeneracy condition; c

=

follows from l = Θ̃(s). Plugging (B.15) into s = O
(√

a
(k)
s
∆k

)
yields

s = Õ
(

τα

s1/α∆k

)
, (B.16)

which indicates that

s
a
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ∆

− α
1+2α

k

)
b
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ∆

− α
1+2α

k−1

)
c
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
,

where a
= is an immediate consequence of (B.16); b

= follows from Lemma B.5 that ∆k = Θ(∆k+1);
c
= follows from the stopping criteria 1 and Algorithm 9 does not stop at the (k − 1)-th iteration.

This shows that the eigen extractor part takes Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls.

After the eigen extractor part, we solve Õ(1) quadratic optimization method with quadratic
problem having the same quadratic term at each iteration. We can solve these quadratic optimiza-
tion problems by accelerated proximal gradient method that uses the gradient of 1

2w
⊤A

(k)

s(k)
w−w⊤b

and solves the proximal operator on 1
2w

⊤
(
(δk − u)I+A−A

(k)

s(k)

)
w for any b ∈ Rd.

Given the stopping criteria s ≥ 1
2

√
a
(k)
s
∆k

, for any s < s(k), we have λ1(A
(k)
s ) ≥ a

(k)
s ≥ 4s2∆k ≥

4∆k. Further, Lemma B.5 indicates that ∆k ≥ 1
2λd((δk − u)I+A) ≥ 1

2λd(A
(k)
s ). Thus λ1(A

(k)
s ) ≥

2λd(A
(k)
s ), and a similar argument as the smallest eigenvalue control in Theorem 1 shows that the

λd(A
(k)
s ) = Θ(λd((δk − u)I−A)) for any s ≤ s(k). (Here s = s(k) holds since the we do not extract

a
(k)

s(k)
/5vs(k)v

⊤
s(k)

from A
(k)

s(k)
.) Then by Lemma 9 and B.5, the condition number of the matrix As is

bounded by O
(
a
(k)

s(k)
/∆k

)
.

For any k in the iteration, if a
(k)

s(k)
> 2(δk − u), the eigen extractor step stops with stopping

criteria s ≥ 1
2

√
a
(k)
s
∆k

. By the analysis in the previous part we have s(k) = Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
. Then

the gradient complexity of the optimization is bounded by

Õ
(√

a
(k)

s(k)
/∆k

)
= Õ

(
s(k)
)
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
.

Therefore the quadratic problem can be solved within Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls.

Then we consider the case where a
(k)

s(k)
≤ 2(δk − u). Since the the last iteration (here we refer to

the last iteration of k) of the algorithm may conflict with the property of the other iterations, we
consider bounding the gradient complexity of the quadratic problem in the k-th iteration by: (1)
considering the previous iteration; (2) bound the difference between two iterations.

If a(k−1)

s(k−1) ≤ 2(δ(k−1) − u), since the algorithm does not stop at the previous iteration, we have
∆k−1 ≥ 1

3(δk−1 − u). Then, we have

a
(k)

s(k)

∆k

a
= O

(
δk − u

∆k−1

)
b
= O

(
δk−1 − u

∆k−1

)
= O(1),

where a
= follows from a

(k)

s(k)
≤ 2 (δk − u) in the interested case and ∆k = Θ(∆k−1);

a
= follows from
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δk ≤ δk−1. If a(k−1)

s(k−1) > 2(δk−1 − u),

a
(k)

s(k)

∆k
= O

(
δk − u

∆k−1

)
= O

(
δk−1 − u

∆k−1

)
= O

(
a
(k−1)

s(k−1)

∆k−1

)
.

From the previous analysis of the situation as ≥ 2(δk−u), we have a(k−1)

s(k−1)/∆k−1 = Õ
(
τ

2α
1+2α
α ϵ−

2α
1+2α

)
.

These analysis conclude that the gradient oracle calls of the optimization problem is bounded by
Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
.

Combining the analysis from the eigen extractor part and quadratic problem part, the gradient
complexity of each iteartion is Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
. To obtain the claimed gradient complexity, it

remains proving a Õ(1) iteration complexity bound of Algorithm 9. Noting that by Lemma B.5
∆k ≥ 1

2(δs − u+ λd(A)),

δk+1 − (u− λd) ≤ δk − (u− λd(A))− 1

4
(δk − u+ λd(A)) =

3

4
(δk − (u− λd(A))).

Again by Lemma B.5, ∆k ≤ δk − (u− λd) ≤
(
3
4

)k
(δ0 − (u− λd)), which implies that the algorithm

will stop within Õ(1) iterations.
Then we prove the claim properties of Algorithm 9 output. If Algorithm 9 stops with criteria

1, then Lemma B.5 shows that δk − u + λd(A) ≤ ∆k ≤ ϵ
3 and δk − u + λd(A) ≥ 0. This indicates

that λd(A)− ϵ ≤ u− δk ≤ λd(A). Thus we obtain an ϵ approximate estimate of λd(A).
Then we consider the case when Algorithm 9 stops with criteria 2. For claim 0, if λd(A) ≥ 0,

by Lemma B.5, ∆k ≥ 1
2 (δk − u+ λd(A)) ≥ 1

2 (δk − u) > 1
3 (δk − u). This violates the condition

that the algorithm stops with criteria 2 and therefore λd(A) < 0. For claim 1, by Lemma 9,

λ1

(
A

(k)

s(k)

)
≤

a
(k)

s(k)

(1− 1
3)(1−ϵ2)

≤ 2a
(k)

s(k)
.

For claim 2, combining the stopping criteria ∆k ≤ 1
3(δk − u) and Lemma B.5 yields 1

2(δk − u+
λd(A)) ≤ ∆k ≤ 1

3(δk − u), which indicates δk − u ≤ −3λd(A). Thus we have as ≤ 2(δk − u) ≤
−6λd(A), which proves claim 2.

For claim 3, we have

λl

(
2a

(k)

s(k)
I−A

(k)

s(k)

)
=λl

(
2a

(k)

s(k)
I−A1

)
+ λl

(
2a

(k)

s(k)
I−A

(k)

s(k)

)
− λl

(
2a

(k)

s(k)
I−A1

)

=2a
(k)

s(k)
− δk + u− λd−l+1(A) +

(
λd−l+1(A1)− λd−l+1

(
A

(k)

s(k)

))
.

For any s < s(k) a
(k)
s ≥ 3

2(δk − u) and by Lemma 9, we have 1
1− 1

3

· 32(δk − u) ≥ δk − u. Further, for

any l satisfying λd−l+1(A) ≤ 0, we have

λd−l+1

(
A(k)

s

)
≤ λd−l+1(A1) = (δk − u) + λd−l+1(A1) ≤ δk − u.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 8, iteratively applying Lemma 9 yields
∥∥∥λd−l+1

(
A

(k)
(k)

)
− λd−l+1(A1)

∥∥∥ ≤
s(k)ϵ2 ≤ ϵ

2 (since s(k) ≤ d), which proves claim 3.

In the following lemma, we omit the (k) superscript on s and As indicating the iteration of

48



Algorithm 9, since we only consider the stopping iteration. And we apply Algorithm 10 on M =
2asI−As.

Lemma B.8 (Output of Algorithm 10). Assume A ∈ Sd×d and satisfies the (α, τα)-degeneracy
condition. Let ϵ be the desired accuracy, we assume τα ≥ ϵ with loss of generality. If as and As

are the output of Algorithm 9 when stopping with criteria 2. Then with high probability, applying
Algorithm 9 on M = 2asI−As generates δ̂ that satisfies |(−δ̂ + 2as − (δk − u))− λd(A)| ≤ ϵ with

Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls.

Proof. We first show that the algorithm will stop within Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
iterations. We consider

two scenarios. The first one is that λd(A) ≤ −2τ
2α

1+2α
α ϵ

1
1+2α . We consider l = 2τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α . We

assume that τ
2α

1+2α
α ϵ

1
1+2α = Ω(ϵ), otherwise we have

√
δ̂
ϵ = O(1) and the algorithm will stop within

O(1) iterations because of the stopping criteria k ≥
√

δ̂
ϵ . When λd−l+1(A) ≤ 0, we have

l| − λd−l+1(A)|α ≤
l∑

i=1

| − λd−i+1(A)|α ≤ ταα ,

which indicates that −λd−l+1(A) ≤ 1
2τ

2α
1+2α
α ϵ

1
1+2α ≤ −1

4λd(A). Provided this analysis, we have

49

52
(−λd(A))− (−λd−l+1(A))

a
≥ 9

13
(−λd(A))

b
≥1

6
· 9
13

as

c
≥ 3

52
(2as − (δk − u)),

(B.17)

where
a
≥ is by the control of λd−l+1(A);

b
≥ follows from the property of the Algorithm 9 output;

c
≥

follows from Lemma B.5 and property of the Algorithm 9 output, which shows that δk−u ≥ −λd ≥ 0.
Rewriting (B.17) yields 2as− (δk−u)−λd−l+1(A) ≤ 49

52 (2as − (δk − u)− λd(A)). By the property
of Algorithm 9 output,

λl(M) = λl(2asI−As)
a
≤2as − (δk − u)− λd−l+1(A) +

ϵ

2

≤49

52
(2as − (δk − u)− λd(A)) +

ϵ

2
b
≤49

52
λ1(2asI−As) +

101

104
ϵ

c
≤17

18
λ1(2asI−As) =

17

18
λ1(M),

(B.18)

where
a
≤ and

b
≤ come from the property of the output of Algorithm 9;

c
≤ comes from τ

2α
1+2α
α ϵ

1
1+2α =

Ω(ϵ). And when λd−l+1(A) > 0, we have λd−l+1(As) ≥ (δk − u)− ϵ
2 . And thus a similar argument
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to (B.18) states that

λl(M) = λl(2asI−As) ≤2as − (δk − u) +
ϵ

2

≤12

13
(2as − (δk − u)− λd(A)) +

ϵ

2

≤12

13
λ1(2asI−As) +

25

26
ϵ

≤17

18
λ1(2asI−As) =

17

18
λ1(M).

Given that λl(M) ≤ 17
18λ1(M), by Lemma B.6, we have bl ≤ 1

1− 1
450

λl(M) ≤ 1
1− 1

450

· 1718λ1(M) ≤
18
19

1
1−1/450 δ̂ ≤ 19

20 δ̂, which meets the stopping criteria bk ≤ 19
20 δ̂. Since we set l = 2τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α , this

indicates that the algorithm will stop in O
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
iterations.

The second scenario is that λd(A) ≥ −2τ
2α

1+2α
α ϵ

1
1+2α . In this case, the iteration upper bound in

(criteria 1) satisfies that
√

δ̂
ϵ

a
= O

(√
−λd(A)

ϵ

)
= O

(√
τ

2α
1+2α
α ϵ

1
1+2α

ϵ

)
= O

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
, where

a
= comes from δ̂ = O(∥M∥) = O(as) = O(−λd(M)). This leads to a Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
iteration

bound.
If the algorithm stops with criteria k ≥

√
δ̂
ϵ , by Lemma 9, the shift-and-inverse algorithm takes

Õ
(√

∥M∥
ϵ

)
= Õ

(√
δ̂
ϵ

)
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls. And also by Lemma 9, the

output satisfies λ1(M) − 1
2ϵ ≤ (1 − ϵ

3δ̂
)(1 − ϵ3)λ1(M) ≤ v⊤Mv ≤ λ1(M). Thus we obtain an

ϵ
2 -approximation of λ1(M). Further, by the property of Algorithm 9 output, −λ1(M)+2as− δk+u
is an ϵ

2 -approximation of λd(A). Combining two error bound shows that we can obtain an ϵ-
approximation of λd(A).

If the algorithm stops with criteria bk ≤ 19
20 δ̂, we enter the part of simultaneous iteration.

Algorithm takes Õ(1) iterations of Vi = MVi−1 and each one takes k gradient oracle calls. Further
finding the largest eigenvalue of Q⊤MQ does not take additional gradient calls. Therefore the
total gradient complexity of this procedure is Õ (k) = Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
. Meanwhile, Lemma B.6

indicates that

λk(M) ≤ 1

1− 1
450

bk ≤
1

1− 1
450

19

20
δ̂ ≤ 20

21
λ1(M).

Let u the eigenvector corresponding the largest eigenvalue of M. Lemma B.4 shows that

(Qu)⊤Q⊤MQ
(
Q⊤u

)
=u⊤QQ⊤MQQ⊤u− u⊤Mu+ λ1(M)

=u⊤QQ⊤M(I−QQ⊤)u+ u⊤(I−QQ⊤)Mu+ λ1(M)

≥λ1(M)(1− 2ϵ4),

(B.19)

where ϵ4 is an arbitrary error that is of the order ϵ4 = poly(1ϵ , d). We set ϵ4 ≤ ϵ
8δ̂

. Plugging
this into (B.19) yields (Qu)⊤Q⊤MQ

(
Q⊤u

)
≥ λ1(M) − ϵ

2 . Since ∥Qu∥ ≤ 1, λ1

(
Q⊤MQ

)
is an

ϵ
2 -approximation of λ1(M). Similar to the previous discussion, we can obtain an ϵ approximation
of λd(A).
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Besides, each iteration of the algorithm invokes a shift-and-inverse algorithm with constant
multiplicative gap, which consumes Õ(1) gradient oracle calls. To conclude, Algorithm 10 obtains

an ϵ-approximation of λd(A), using Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α + τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

α
1+2α

)
gradient

oracle calls.

B.2.3 Proof of Theorem 5

We give the proof of Theorem 5 below.

Proof of Theorem 5. In each call of Algorithm 8, the problem B.14 is solved polylog times. We
consider the inner gradient complexity of solving problem B.14. We denote g(y) = fxk

(y) +
Hrtemp

4 ∥y − xk∥2 and use the eigen extractor in Algorithm 1 to extract some of the large eigen-
vectors, and use accelerated methods to optimize the remainder of the problem. Specifically,
λl(∇2g(y)) ≤ λlf(y) + Hrtemp ≤ τα

l
1
α

+ Hrtemp. As in the proof of Theorem 2, we choose

k = Θ̃
(
τ

α
1+2α
α (Hrtemp)

− α
1+2α

)
. This requires Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α (Hrtemp)

− α
1+2α

)
gradient oracle calls. Then

according to the accelerated gradient-based algorithms for optimization problems, the optimization

of the remainder term needs Õ
(√(

τα

k
1
α
+Hrtemp

)
· (Hrtemp)−1

)
= Õ

(
τ

α
1+2α
α (Hrtemp)

− α
1+2α

)
gra-

dient oracle calls. Therefore, the overall number of gradient oracle calls is Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α (Hrtemp)

− α
1+2α

)
.

Now we consider the outer iteration to find an
(
ϵ,
√
Hϵ
)
-approximate second-order stationary

point for the non-convex objective. To obtain it, we need to find a sequence of rk such that rk ≥
√

ϵ
H

and rN ≤ O
(√

ϵ
H

)
where N = O(H1/2∆ϵ−3/2). We note that rtemp ≥ Ω

(√
ϵ
H

)
. Ignoring all the

logarithmic factors, the total gradient complexity is:

N∑

k=1

(
Õ
(
τ

α
1+2α
α (Hrtemp})−

α
1+2α

)
+ 1
)

≤ Õ
(
H− α

2+4α · τ
α

1+2α
α ϵ−

α
2+4α ·N +N

)

≤ Õ
(
H

1+α
2+4α ·∆ · τ

α
1+2α
α ϵ−

3+7α
2+4α

)
.

(B.20)

B.2.4 Properties of Approximate Solutions

To prove Theorem 13, we first analyze the properties of the output of Algorithm 8. Suppose M ≥ H
is the regularization parameter. For the ease of notations, we define hx,r(y), ḡx,M (y), TM (x) and
r̄M as follows:

hx,a(y)
△
= fx(y) +

a

4
∥y − x∥2,

gx,M (y)
△
= fx(y) +

M

6
∥y − x∥3,

TM (x)
△
= argmin

y∈Rd

gx,M (y),

r̄M
△
= ∥TM (x)− x∥.

(B.21)
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Note that if we perform an exact Cubic regularization optimization step at xk, we arrive at TM (xk).
However, the exact solution TM (xk) cannot be directly computed with gradient oracles. Instead,
we optimize gx,M (y) to give an inexact solution. The following lemma establishes the link between
optimizing gx,M (y) and optimizing hx,Mr̄M (y):

Lemma B.9. hx,r̄M (y) is convex, and

TM (x) ∈ argmin
y∈Rd

hx,Mr̄M (y). (B.22)

Proof. The Hessian matrix of hx,r̄M is:

∇2hx,Mr̄M (y) = ∇2f(x) +
Mr̄M
2
· I. (B.23)

According to Lemma B.14, ∇2hx,Mr̄M (y) ⪰ 0. Therefore, hx,Mr̄M (y) is convex. Using the first-order
condition of x̃k+1, we have:

∇gx,M (TM (x)) = ∇f(x) + ⟨∇2f(x), TM (x)− x⟩+ M

2
r̄M · (TM (x)− x) = 0. (B.24)

We can verify that
∇hx,Mr̄M (TM (x)) = ∇gx,M (TM (x)) = 0. (B.25)

Therefore, TM (x) is also a minimizer of hx,Mr̄M , namely

TM (x) ∈ argmin
y∈Rd

hx,Mr̄M (y). (B.26)

With Lemma B.9, we optimize hx,Mr̄M (y) instead of gx,M (y) in each Cubic regularization step.
The optimization of hx,Mr̄M (y) can be handled by Algorithm 2, as hx,Mr̄M (y) is a convex quadratic
function. However, the function hx,Mr̄M (y) cannot be directly computed and optimized, as r̄M is
unknown in prior. We propose Algorithm 8 to search for the parameter r̄H . We add an c2

√
ϵ
H term

to rk+1 as a regularization, to make hxk,Hrk+1
(y) c2

√
ϵ
H -strongly convex.

Lemma B.10. If M1 ≥M2 and ∥∇f(x)∥ > 0, then r̄M1 ≤ r̄M2 .

Proof. We prove the lemma by contradiction. ∥∇f(x)∥ > 0 implies that r̄M (x) > 0. If r̄M1 > r̄M2 ,
we have:

hx,M1r̄M1
(TM1(x))

a
≤ fx(TM2(x)) +

M1r̄M1

4
∥TM2(x)− x∥2

= fx(TM2(x)) +
M1r̄M1

4
∥TM2(x)− x∥2

= fx(TM2(x)) +
M1r̄M2

4
∥TM2(x)− x∥2 + M1(r̄M1 − r̄M2)

4
∥TM2(x)− x∥2

b
≤ fx(TM1(x)) +

M1r̄M2

4
∥TM1(x)− x∥2 + M1(r̄M1 − r̄M2)

4
∥TM2(x)− x∥2

c
< fx(TM1(x)) +

M1r̄M2

4
∥TM1(x)− x∥2 + M1(r̄M1 − r̄M2)

4
∥TM1(x)− x∥2

= hx,M1r̄M1
(TM1(x)),

(B.27)
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which is a contradiction. In (B.27),
a
≤ uses TM1(x) ∈ argminy∈Rd hx,M1r̄M1

(y),
b
≤ uses TM2(x) ∈

argminy∈Rd hx,M2r̄M1
(y), and

c
< uses r̄M (x) > 0.

Define x̃k+1 = argminy∈Rd hxk,Huk+1
, and r̃k+1 = ∥x̃k+1 − xk∥. We note that x̃k+1 = THuk+1

r̃k+1

(xk).

We have the following Lemmas:

Lemma B.11. In Algorithm 7, if rk+1 ≥ (4c1 + 2c2) ·
√

ϵ
H and ϵB <

c32
2 ·
√

ϵ3

H , then f(xk+1) ≤
f(xk)−

(
8c31+24c21c2+12c21c2+c32

12(4c1+2c2)3

)
·Hr3k+1.

Proof. The objective function hxk,Huk+1
in Algorithm 8 is c2

√
ϵH-strongly convex. Therefore, to

ensure that xk+1 is an ϵB-approximated solution, we have |rk+1− r̃k+1| ≤ ∥x̃k+1− xk+1∥ ≤ c2
√

ϵ
H .

Combined with the assumption that rk+1 ≥ (4c1 + 2c2)
√

ϵ
H , we have 4c1+c2

4c1+2c2
rk+1 ≤ r̃k+1 ≤

4c1+3c2
4c1+2c2

rk+1.
Finally, using Lemma B.17, we have:

f(xk+1)− f(xk)

= f(xk+1)− g
x,

Huk+1
r̃k+1

(xk+1) + g
x,

Huk+1
r̃k+1

(xk+1)− g
x,

Huk+1
r̃k+1

(x̃k+1) + g
x,

Huk+1
r̃k+1

(x̃k+1)− f(xk)

≤ ϵB + g
x,

Huk+1
r̃k+1

(x̃k+1)− f(xk)

≤ c32
4
·
√

ϵ3

H
− 1

12
· Huk+1

r̃k+1
· r̃3k+1

≤ c32
4 · (4c1 + 2c2)3

·Hr3k+1 −
1

6
· (4c1 + c2)

2

(4c1 + 2c2)2
·Hr3k+1

= −
(
8c31 + 24c21c2 + 12c21c2 + c32

12(4c1 + 2c2)3

)
·Hr3k+1.

(B.28)

Lemma B.12. In Algorithm 7, if rk+1 ≥ (4c1+2c2)·
√

ϵ
H and ϵB < 2−cmin

{
c32
2 ·
√

ϵ3

H , (4c1+2c2)4ϵ2.5H0.5

2τ2α

}
,

we have:
∥∇f(xk+1)∥ <

(
1 +

(4c1 + 3c2)(12c1 + 7c2)

2(4c1 + 2c2)2

)
·Hr2k+1, (B.29)

∇2f(xk+1) ⪰ −
(
1 +

c2
4c1 + 2c2

)
·Hrk+1I. (B.30)

Proof. We have ∥x̃k+1 − x̃k∥ ≤ (4c1+2c2)2ϵ
τα

, ∥x̃k+1 − x̃k∥ ≤ c2
√

ϵ
H and 4c1+c2

4c1+2c2
rk+1 ≤ r̃k+1 ≤

4c1+3c2
4c1+2c2

rk+1. With Lemmas B.14 and B.16, we have:

∇2f(x̃k+1) ⪰ −
Huk+1

2r̃k+1
· r̃k+1I ⪰ −Hrk+1I, (B.31)

∥∇f(x̃k+1)∥ ≤
H

2

(
1 +

uk+1

r̃k+1

)
r̃2k+1 ≤

H

2

(4c1 + 3c2)(12c1 + 7c2)

(4c1 + 2c2)2
· r2k+1. (B.32)
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Using the Hessian-Lipschitz property of f , we have:

∇2f(xk+1) ⪰ ∇2f(x̃k+1)−H∥x̃k+1 − xk+1∥I ⪰ −
(
1 +

c2
4c1 + 2c2

)
·Hrk+1I. (B.33)

Using the Gradient-Lipschitz property of f , we have:

∥∇f(xk+1)∥ ≤
(
1 +

(4c1 + 3c2)(12c1 + 7c2)

2(4c1 + 2c2)2

)
·Hr2k+1. (B.34)

Lemma B.13. In Algorithm 7, if rk+1 < (4c1+2c2)·
√

ϵ
H and ϵB < 2−cmin

{
c32
2 ·
√

ϵ3

H , (4c1+2c2)4ϵ2.5H0.5

2τ2α

}
,

we have:

∥∇f(xk+1)∥ ≤
68c21 + 79c1c2 + 23c22

2
ϵ (B.35)

∇2f(xk+1) ⪰ −
4c1 + 3c2

2

√
Hϵ (B.36)

Proof. We have ∥x̃k+1−x̃k∥ ≤ (4c1+2c2)2ϵ
τα

and ∥x̃k+1−x̃k∥ ≤ c2
√

ϵ
H . If rk+1 < (4c1+2c2)·

√
ϵ
H , then

r̃k+1 < (4c1+3c2) ·
√

ϵ
H . By Lemma B.10, we have r̄H = ∥TH(xk)−xk∥ ≤ r̃k+1 ≤ (4c1+3c2) ·

√
ϵ
H .

Using Lemma B.14, we have:

∇2f(TH(xk)) ⪰ −
Hr̄H
2

I ⪰ −4c1 + 3c2
2

√
Hϵ. (B.37)

Using the Hessian-Lipschitz property of f , we have:

∇2f(xk+1) ⪰ ∇2f(TH(xk))− (r̄H + rk+1)H ⪰ −
16c1 + 11c2

2

√
Hϵ. (B.38)

Using the first-order condition at x̃k+1, we have:

∇f(xk) +∇2f(x̃k) · (x̃k+1 − xk) +
Huk+1

2
(x̃k+1 − xk) = 0. (B.39)

;
Using the Hessian-Lipschitz property of f , we have:

∥∇f(x̃k+1)−∇f(xk)−∇2f(xk) · (x̃k+1 − xk)∥ ≤
1

2
H∥x̃k+1 − xk∥2. (B.40)

Combining (B.39) and (B.40), we have:

∥∇f(x̃k+1)∥ ≤
Hr̃k+1(r̃k+1 + uk+1)

2
≤ (4c1 + 3c2)(9c1 + 5c2)

2
ϵ. (B.41)

Using ∥x̃k+1 − x̃k∥ ≤ (4c1+2c2)2ϵ
L and the gradient-Lipschitz property of f , we have:

∥∇f(xk+1)∥ ≤
(4c1 + 3c2)(9c1 + 5c2) + 2(4c1 + 2c2)

2

2
ϵ =

68c21 + 79c1c2 + 23c22
2

ϵ. (B.42)
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B.2.5 Useful Results in [NP06]

In this subsection, we present some results in [NP06], which we use in our analysis.

Lemma B.14 (Proposition 1 of [NP06]).

∇2f(x) +
Mr̄M
2

I ⪰ 0. (B.43)

Lemma B.15 (Lemma 2 of [NP06]). For any k ≥ 0, we have

⟨∇f(x),xk − TM (x)⟩ ≥ 0. (B.44)

Lemma B.16 (Lemma 3 of [NP06]). For any k ≥ 0, we have

∥∇f(TM (x))∥ ≤ H +M

2
r̄2M . (B.45)

Lemma B.17 (Lemma 4 of [NP06]).

f(x)− gx,M (TM (x)) ≥ f(x)− f(TM (x)) ≥ M

12
r̄3M . (B.46)

C Proofs in Section 11

C.1 Additional Supplements in Weighted Path Finding

Proof of Lemma 11.3. This result is very similar to Lemma 14, 15, 17 of [LS19]. Here we emphasis
the "global" differences:

• The original mixed norm ∥ · ∥w+∞ should be replaced by ∥ · ∥w+□.

• The matrices in [LS19] are mostly diagonal matrices, and in the proof their vector form is
used for convenience. However, the matrices we deal with are mostly 2-block matrices so we
need to keep the order of matrix operations.

• The norm for
∥∥√ϕ′′∆x

∥∥
∞ and

∥∥∥
√

ϕ′′
t

ϕ′′
0

∥∥∥
∞

should be replaced by
∥∥∥
√
Φ′′∆x

∥∥∥
∞

and
∥∥∥Φ1/2

t Φ
−1/2
0

∥∥∥
∞

respectively. We still keep the infinity norm for measuring distance between weight functions
such as

∥∥∥gs−gt
gt

∥∥∥
∞

.

The modified algorithm CenteringStep. Given Lemma 11.3, we can directly follow the original
proof(Theorem 19 of [LS19]). The constant in log(·) changes from 36 to 72 since in the chasing
game procedure, there exists a less than

√
2 multiplicative factor between ∥ · ∥x+∞ and ∥ · ∥x+□.
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Algorithm 11 (x(new), w(new)) = CenteringStep(x,w,K)

Input: K ≤ 1
16ck

Let R = K
48ck log(72c1csckd)

, δ = δt(x, w) , ϵ = 1
2ck

, µ = ϵ
12R , function Φ(x) =

∑d
i=1(e

µxi + e−µxi).
Input: x ∈ Ω◦,w ∈ Rd

>0 such that δ ≤ R and Φµ(log(g(x))− log(w)) ≤ 72c1csckd.
x(new) = x− Φ′′(x)−1/2Px,wW

−1Φ′′(x)−1/2 (tc−Wϕ′(x)) .
Let U = {x ∈ Rm | ∥x∥w+□ ≤ (1− 6

7ck
)δ}.

Find z such that ∥z− log(g(x(new)))∥∞ ≤ R.
w(new) = exp

(
log(w) + argminu∈(1+ϵ)U ⟨∇Φµ(z− log(w)),u⟩

)
.

Output: x(new) ∈ Ω◦,w(new) ∈ Rd
>0 such that δt(x

(new),w(new)) ≤ (1 − 1
4ck

)δt(x, w) and
Φµ(log(g(x))− log(w)) ≤ 72c1csckd.

Proof of Theorem 18 follows from Theorem 40-42 in [LS19].

C.2 Additional Supplements in Inverse Maintenance

Proof of Theorem 21. The algorithm is a modification of Algorithm 3 in [LS15]. The main difference
is that each time we sample a block instead of sampling a row. For completeness, we argue that
through some modification, we can safely leverage those technical results in [LS15].

• The condition for Lemma 14 in [LS15] is replaced by ∥ log(M(k)/M(k−1))∥∞ ≤ ϵ, and the
result is modified to At each time k, we can inductively construct non-degenerate C

(k)
i ∈ R2×2

such that C
(k)
i

⊤
C

(k)
i = M

(k)
i for i ∈ [d/2] and ∥ log σ(C(k)A) − log σ(C(k)A)∥σ(C(k)A) ≤

eϵ∥ log(M(k)/M(k−1))∥σ(k). Using Remark 11.4 and diagonalizing C
(k)
i

−⊤
M

(k+1)
i C

(k)
i

−1
, we

can reduce the case to Lemma 14 in [LS15].

• Leverage Score Sampling (Lemma 5 in[LS15]) holds if ui ≥ 2maxσ2i−1, σ2i for i ∈ [d/2] for
following matrix concentration results in the original proof(Lemma 4 in [CLM+15]).

• The complexity in Theorem 9 in [LS15] will not increase by more than a constant factor if D
is replaced by a 2-block matrix M.

Given the theoretical results, our proof consists of three parts.
Correctness: It suffices to show that Q(k) ≈O(1) A

⊤
M(k)A. Note that in each iteration k we

maintain
M(old) ≈0.2 M

(k),Σold ≈0.2 Σ
(k),where Σ

def
= diag(σ).

Thus, in each iteration k, we see that the sample probability of each M
(k)
i was chosen to satisfy the

assumptions of Lemma 5 in [LS15]. Hence we have A⊤H(k)A ≈0.1 A
⊤M(old)A ≈0.2 A

⊤M(k)A.
Update Times: Following Lemma 15 of [LS15], we prove that the Algorithm 12 only changes

O(l2) blocks (in expectation) in total.
Suppose we resample the i-th block at time k2, and the last resampling time for block i is k1,

we can see that the probability of an actual change of the matrix A⊤HA is O(τ
(k)
i log(d)).

Observe that whenever we re-sampled the i-th block, either τ (k)i or Mi has changed by more than
a multiplicative constant. If Mi changes by more than a multiplicative constant, then the proof is
similar to the original case (Lemma 15 of [LS15]). If τ (k)i changes by more than a multiplicative
constant. WLOG, we assume σ(C(k1)1/2A)2i−1 ≥ σ(C(k1)1/2A)2i. If σ(C(k)1/2A)2i−1 changes by
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more than a multiplicative constant, then following the original proof, we have

k2−1∑

k=k1

σ(C(k)1/2A)2i−1

(
log σ(C(k+1)1/2A)2i−1 − log σ(C(k)1/2A)2i−1

)2

=Ω

(
σ
(k1)
2i−1

l

)
= Ω

(
τ
(k1)
i

l

)
= Ω

(
τ
(k2)
i

l

)
.

If it is not the case, we must have σ(C(k2)1/2A)2i−1 ≤ σ(C(k2)1/2A)2i and σ(C(k)1/2A)2i changes
by more than a multiplicative constant. Then similarly, we have

k2−1∑

k=k1

σ(C(k)1/2A)2i

(
log σ(C(k+1)1/2A)2i − log σ(C(k)1/2A)2i

)2

=Ω

(
σ
(k2)
2i

l

)
= Ω

(
τ
(k2)
i

l

)
.

Both the cases lead to

k2−1∑

k=k1

σ(C(k)1/2A)2i−1

(
log σ(C(k+1)1/2A)2i−1 − log σ(C(k)1/2A)2i−1

)2

+

k2−1∑

k=k1

σ(C(k)1/2A)2i

(
log σ(C(k+1)1/2A)2i − log σ(C(k)1/2)2i

)2
= Ω

(
τ
(k2)
i

l

)
.

Hence similar to the original proof, the total change is less than Õ(l2).
Total Complexity: Now the problem is reduced to low rank update case, the derivation is

similar to the proof of Theorem 13 of [LS15].
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Algorithm 12 InverseMaintainer(M)

Input: Initial M(0).
Set M(old) := M(0) and γ

def
= 2000cs log r where cs defined in Lemma 5 of [LS15].

Use Lemma 6 of [LS15] to find σ(apr) such that 0.99σ
(apr)
i ≤ σ(M(0)1/2A)i ≤ 1.01σ

(apr)
i .

For each i ∈ [d/2] : let τ
(apr)
i := max{σ(apr)

2i−1 , σ
(apr)
2i }

For each i ∈ [d/2] : let H
(0)
i := Mi/min{1, γ · τ (apr)i } with probability min{1, γ · τ (apr)i }

and is set to 0 otherwise.
Q(0) def

= ATH(0)A.
Let K(0) be an approximate inverse of Q(0) computed using Theorem 9 of [LS15].
Output: A Õ(r2+nnz(A))-time linear solver for ATM(0)A (using Theorem 10 of [LS15] on K(0)).
for each round k ∈ [l] do

Input: Current M(k).
Compute C(k) as in Theorem 21
Use Lemma 6 of [LS15] and the solver S(k−1) to find σ(apr) such that
0.99σ

(apr)
i ≤ σ(C(k)A)i ≤ 1.01σ

(apr)
i .

for each block i ∈ [d/2] do
τ
(apr)
i := max{σ(apr)

2i−1 , σ
(apr)
2i }

if either 0.9τ
(old)
i ≤ τ

(apr)
i ≤ 1.1τ

(old)
i or 0.9M

(old)
i ⪯M

(k)
i ⪯ 1.1M

(old)
i is violated then

M
(old)
i := M

(k)
i .

τ
(old)
i := τ

(apr)
i .

H
(k)
i := M

(k)
i /min{1, γ · τ (apr)i } with probability min{1, γ · τ (apr)i }

and is set to 0 otherwise.
else

H
(k)
i := H

(k−1)
i .

end
end
Q(k) def

= A
⊤
H(k)A, satisfies Q(k) ≈O(1) A

⊤
M(k)A using Theorem 21.

Let K(k) be an approximate inverse of Q(k) computed using Theorem 9 of [LS15].
Output: A linear Õ(r2 + nnz(A))-time solver S(k) for ATM(k)A (using Theorem 10 of [LS15]
on K(k)).

end

D Experiment Details and Additional Experiments
We conduct basic experiments to verify such a phenomenon: even though training the same linear
model or neural network, different data distribution has a great effect on the convergence speed.
Specifically, we conduct linear regression and neural network training on two benchmark datasets:
MNIST [LBBH98] and CIFAR10 [KH+09]. For linear regression, we use mean squared error loss
with L2 regularization (set the hyper-parameter weight decay to 5E-4) as the objective function
and use full-batch Accelerated Gradient Descent to update. For neural network training, we use a
common neural network structure in solving picture classification tasks, ResNet [HZRS16]. We use
the most basic ResNet18 and use SGD as an optimizer.

The results are shown in Fig.1.1, which indicate that for the same linear regression problem or
neural network training, the convergence speed on MNIST is significantly faster than on CIFAR10.
Moreover, we compute the eigenvalues of the Neural Tangent Kernal (NTK) [JGH18] of MNIST
dataset. The result is shown in Fig. D.1, indicating that the eigenvalues decrease fast. Another
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(a) (b)

Figure D.1: (a) The eigenvalues of the NTK matrix on MNIST. (b) The eigenvalues of a three-layer
neural network on MNIST. (b) is taken directly from [SBL16].

similar result in [SBL16] shows the eigenvalues of a three-layer neural network on MNIST, which
shows the same trend.
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