arXiv:2205.11470v1 [cs.LG] 23 May 2022

Exploiting the Curvature of Feasible Sets for Faster Projection-Free Online Learning

Zakaria Mhammedi Massachusetts Institute of Technology

mhammedi@mit.edu

May 24, 2022

Abstract

In this paper, we develop new efficient projection-free algorithms for Online Convex Optimization (OCO). Online Gradient Descent (OGD) is an example of a classical OCO algorithm that guarantees the optimal O( √ T ) regret bound. However, OGD and other projection-based OCO algorithms need to perform a Euclidean projection onto the feasible set C ⊂ R^d whenever their iterates step outside C. For various sets of interests, this projection step can be computationally costly, especially when the ambient dimension is large. This has motivated the development of projection-free OCO algorithms that swap Euclidean projections for often much cheaper operations such as Linear Optimization (LO). However, state-of-the-art LO-based algorithms only achieve a suboptimal O(T^{3/4}) regret for general OCO. In this paper, we leverage recent results in parameter-free Online Learning, and develop an OCO algorithm that makes two calls to an LO Oracle per round and achieves the near-optimal ~O( √ T ) regret whenever the feasible set is strongly convex. We also present an algorithm for general convex sets that makes ~O(d) expected number of calls to an LO Oracle per round and guarantees a ~O(T^{2/3}) regret, improving on the previous best O(T^{3/4}). We achieve the latter by approximating any convex set C by a strongly convex one, where LO can be performed using ~O(d) expected number of calls to an LO Oracle for C.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we are interested in developing efficient algorithms for Online Convex Optimization (OCO). In OCO, at each round t ≥ 1, a learner (the algorithm) outputs a point w_t in a closed convex set C ⊆ R^d . Then, the environment chooses a convex loss function f_t : C → R that can depend on w_t and the past history (w_s, f_s)_{s<t}, and the learner suffers a loss f_t(w_t). The goal of the learner is to minimize the regret ∑_T t=1(f_t(w_t) − f_t(w)) against any comparator w ∈ C not known to the learner in advance. OCO generalizes the offline and stochastic optimization settings, and any algorithm/guarantee for OCO is readily transferred to these settings via online-to-batch conversion techniques (see e.g. [CBCG04, SS^+11, Cut19]). OCO has many ML applications beyond offline and stochastic optimization. For example, OCO algorithms have been successfully used in controls [AHS19, FS20, ZCP21] and reinforcement learning [FKQR21]. See [Haz16] for examples of problems that can be modeled via OCO.

Online Gradient Descent (OGD) [Zin03] is an example of an OCO algorithm that guarantees the optimal O( √ T ) regret for any sequence of adversarially-chosen losses (f_t). Remarkably this worst-case regret does not deteriorate with the dimension d of the ambient space. On the other hand, the computational complexity of OGD (and other projection-based algorithms) can become prohibitively large when d is large due to the complexity of the Euclidean projections that need be performed whenever the iterates of the algorithm step outside the feasible set C [Jag13]. This computational challenge has motivated the search for efficient projection-free OCO algorithms. The vast majority of projection-free algorithms are based on the Frank-Wolfe (FW) algorithm [FW^+56] that was initially used for offline smooth optimization on polyhedral sets. The FW algorithm swaps potentially expensive projections onto the set C for Linear Optimization on C, which can often be performed efficiently [Jag13]. The algorithm was later extended to the OCO setting with linear losses [KV05] and subsequently to general online and stochastic optimization; see e.g. [HK12, HL16, HM20].

The computational advantage that FW-style algorithms bring comes at the cost of a worse performance as measured by regret. In fact, for general convex sets and convex functions, the bestknown regret bound of any FW-style algorithm in OCO is of order O(T^{3/4}) [HK12], which is much worse than the optimal O( √ T ) regret bound guaranteed by, for example, OGD. As we detail in the related works paragraph below, many works have leveraged additional structure of the OCO setting of interest, such as the smoothness/strong convexity of the losses or the smoothness of the set C itself, to improve on the O(T^{3/4}) regret. In this paper, we exploit the curvature (strong convexity) of the feasible set to improve over the state-of-the-art regret bound of FW-style projection-free algorithms.

Contributions. We present a new projection-free algorithm for OCO that achieves the nearoptimal ~O( √ T ) regret bound when the set C is strongly convex (see §2 for a definition and examples).

Our new algorithm makes at most two calls/round to a Linear Optimization Oracle (LOO) on the set C. Among algorithms that use a similar number of LOO calls, our algorithm is the first to guarantee a ~O( √ T ) regret bound on strongly convex sets and general convex losses, improving on the previous best O(T^{2/3}) by [WZ21]. Our solution relies on recent techniques in parameter-free Online Learning.

For our second contribution, we present an algorithm for general convex sets and convex losses that makes ~O(d) expected # of calls per round to an LOO and achieves a O(T^{2/3}) regret bound (improving over the previous best O(T^{3/4}) for this setting). To achieve this result, we show how any convex set can be approximated by a strongly convex one, where our algorithm from the previous paragraph can be applied. Here, a natural trade-off between set approximation and regret arises. Optimal tuning of the parameters leads to our ~O(T^{2/3}) regret bound (see Tab. 1 for a results’ summary). One of the major hurdles we overcome involves showing that Linear Optimization on the approximate set can be done efficiently with only ~O(d) expected # of calls to an LOO for the original set C (this may be of independent interest).

Related Works. Our paper adds to the long line of research into efficient projection-free algorithms for online, offline, and stochastic optimization [FW^+56, KV05, Haz08, HK12, Jag13, HL16, Gar16, Ker20, HM20, BRZ21]. [HK12] were the first to obtain the O(T^{3/4}) regret for general OCO. This regret bound has been improved to O(T^{2/3}) for smooth [resp. strongly convex] losses by [HM20] [resp. [KG21]] using an algorithm that makes a single call to an LOO per round. The geometry of the set C has also been exploited in the design of efficient projection-free algorithms. [GH16] presented an algorithm that achieves a O( √ T ) regret when the feasible set is a polytope while making a single call to an LOO per round. [MYJ^+12] and [LK19] exploited the smoothness of the feasible set to achieve better regret bounds. In particular, when the set C is smooth, [LK19] present a projection-free algorithm that guarantees the optimal O( √ T ) regret. However, the algorithms of [LK19] and [MYJ^+12] use a Separation/Membership Oracle instead of an LOO. Along the

Loss Functions Feasible Set Oracle Type # Oracle Calls Regret Bound C ⊂ R^d per Round General General Linear Optimization 1 T^{3/4} [HK12, GK22] General General Linear Optimization d ln(dκT ) (κT )^{2/3} Theorem 16 General μ-strongly conv. Linear Optimization 1 μ^{−1}T^{2/3} [WZ21] General μ-strongly conv. Linear Optimization 2 √ μ^{−1}T ln T Theorem 8 α-strongly conv. General Linear Optimization 1 α^{−1}T^{2/3} [KG21] α-strongly conv. μ-strongly conv. Linear Optimization 1 αμ^{−2} √ T [WZ21] Smooth General Linear Optimization 1 (β + √ d)T^{2/3} [HM20] Linear General Linear Optimization 1 √ T [KV05] Linear with μ-strongly conv. Linear Optimization 1 (μL)^{−1} ln T [HLGS16, Mol20] ‖G_t‖ ≥ Lt, ∀t General λ-smooth Membership/Separation 1 (λ + 1) √ T [LK19] General General Membership/Separation 1 to ln T κ √ T [Mha21, GK22]

Table 1: Summary of new (this paper) and existing regret bounds for different OCO settings. In the rows containing κ, it is assumed that C satisfies B (r) ⊆ C ⊆ B (R) for some r, R > 0 and κ = R/r. In the antepenultimate row, G_t := ∑_t s=1 g_s denotes the sum of the observed subgradients (g_t).

same lines, [Mha21, GK22] recently presented algorithms that achieve the optimal O( √ T ) regret for general OCO using ~O(1) calls per round to a Separation/Membership Oracle. Algorithms that use Separation/Membership Oracles can be viewed as complementary to those that use an LOO (see Appendix A). In this paper, our focus is on algorithms that use an LOO.

We also exploit the geometry of the feasible set to achieve improved regret bounds. In particular, we consider the case where C is strongly convex. Strong convexity of a set has been leveraged in the offline optimization setting by [GH15, ALLW18] to achieve the fast O(1/T^2) rate for smooth, strongly convex objectives. Their algorithms make O(T ) calls to an LOO after T rounds. [KdP21] proved fast rates for FW on strictly convex sets. Like in this paper, [WZ21] also considered OCO with strongly convex feasible sets. However, their algorithm achieves the suboptimal O(T^{2/3}) regret for general losses. To guarantee a O( √ T ) regret bound, they require strong convexity of the losses—something that we do not require in this work. Finally, [HLGS16] presented an algorithm that achieves a logarithmic regret in Online Linear Optimization whenever the norm of the sum of the loss vectors grows linearly with the number of rounds. A similar condition was exploited in the works of [AW17, Mol20] to achieve a logarithmic regret. In this paper, we impose no such condition on the growth of the sum of the subgradients. In Table 1, we summarize the existing results just discussed and contrast them with ours.

To build our algorithms, we put together various techniques from OCO an convex geometry. Our main algorithm relies crucially on a comparator adaptive subroutine—an algorithm whose regret scales with the norm of the comparator [MS12, MO14, OP16, FKMS17, CO18, MK20]. The idea of sleeping experts [AKCV12, GSVE14] will also be central to the design of our algorithm. When it comes to applying our result for general convex sets, we use a recent result by [Mol20] that approximates a bounded convex set by a strongly convex one. Our contribution here is an explicit, efficient algorithm for LO over the approximate set.

Outline. In §2, we introduce our notation and necessary definitions. In §3, we present some background results in OCO we need to develop our algorithms. In §4, we present our main algorithm for strongly convex sets, and in §5, we extend our method to general sets by approximating them with strongly convex sets and designing efficient LOOs for the latter. We conclude with a discussion in §6.

2 Notation and Definitions

In this section, we present our notation and necessary definitions for the remainder of the paper. Throughout, we will assume that C is a closed convex set containing the origin and such that C ⊆ B (R), where B (R) denotes the Euclidean ball of radius R > 0. For a convex function f : R^d → R ∪ {+∞}, we let ∂f(x) := {g ∈ R^d : f(y) ≥ f(x) + ⟨g, y − x⟩, ∀y ∈ R^d } denote the subdifferential of f at x ∈ R^d . As is standard in OCO [CBL06], we will express our bounds in terms of the linearized regret ∑_T t=1⟨g_t, w_t − u⟩ where (w_t) are the iterates of the algorithm; (g_t ∈ ∂f_t(w_t));

(f_t) the sequence of convex losses chosen by the environment; and u is a comparator in C. By convexity, we have f_t(w_t) − f_t(u) ≤ ⟨g_t, w_t − u⟩, for all u, and so a bound on the linearized regret immediately implies a bound on the standard regret. We let ‖ · ‖ denote the Euclidean norm in R^d . For any f : K → R, we let argmin_{u∈K} f(u) denote the subset of points in K that minimize f. For any a, b ∈ N s.t. a ≤ b, we let [a..b] := {a, a + 1, . . . , b}, [b] := [1..b], and x_{a..b} := (x_a, . . . , x_b), for any sequence (x_i). We use ~O(·) to hide poly-log-factors in problem parameters. We now present necessary definitions in convex analysis (see e.g. [HUL04]), where we assume that K ⊆ R^d is a convex set.

Definition 1. The support function σ_K of K is σ_K(w) := sup_{u∈K}⟨u, w⟩, for w ∈ R^d . The Gauge function γ_K of K is defined as γ_K(w) := inf{λ > 0 : w ∈ λK}, for w ∈ R^d .

Definition 2. The polar set K^∘ of K is defined as K^∘ := {u ∈ R^d : ⟨u, w⟩ ≤ 1, ∀w ∈ K}.

Definition 3 ([GH15]). The set K is μ-strongly convex w.r.t. a norm ‖ · ‖, for μ > 0, if for any θ ∈ [0, 1] and any x, y ∈ K and v ∈ R^d s.t. ‖v‖ ≤ μθ(1−θ)‖x−y‖^2/2, we have θx+(1−θ)y+v ∈ K. Strongly convex sets include, for example, the balls induced by ℓ_p norms, shatten norms, and group norms [GH15]. A partial characterization of strongly convex sets is given in [GH15, Lemma 2]. It is known that strong convexity of a set K implies a form of Lipschitz-continuity of the support function σ_K [Via82, Pol96, ALLW18]. We now state this result (see [ALLW18, Lemma 18]), which will be key in our analysis:

Lemma 4. If K is μ-strongly convex for μ > 0 w.r.t. ‖ · ‖, then for any x, y ∈ R^d \ {0}, we have ∀(u, v) ∈ ∂σ_K(x) × ∂σ_K(y), ‖u − v‖ ≤ 2‖x − y‖(μ(‖x‖ + ‖y‖))^{−1}. 3 Building Blocks: Helper OCO Algorithms

In this section, we present some OCO algorithms that will constitute the building blocks of our main algorithm. In particular, we present the classical Follow-The-Leader (FTL) algorithm, which is projection-free, and state its regret guarantee on strongly convex sets. We then present the comparator-adaptive algorithm FreeGrad [MK20], whose regret bound scales with the magnitude of the comparator. Finally, we will combine FTL and FreeGrad into a single algorithm that we call Follow-The-Scaled-Leader (FTSL). FTSL inherits the projection-free and comparator-adaptive properties of FTL and FreeGrad, respectively. FTSL is the main building block of our projectionfree algorithm (introduced in §4) that we show guarantees the optimal (up to log-factors) ~O( √ T ) regret bound on strongly convex sets (the comparator-adaptive property of FTSL is key here).

Follow-The-Leader. To build our projection-free algorithm for strongly convex sets, we will use the Follow-The-Leader (FTL) subroutine displayed in Algorithm 1. It is clear that FTL requires only one Linear Optimization step per round and no projections onto C. When the set C is strongly convex, one can use the ‘Lipschitz-continuity’ property of the support function in Lemma 4 and the standard regret decomposition of FTL to derive the following regret bound for FTL (see e.g. [Mol20] for a similar statement and App. B.1 for a proof):

Lemma 5 (Regret of FTL on C). Suppose that C is a μ-strongly convex set w.r.t. ‖·‖ for μ > 0. Let (w_t) be the iterates of A_{FTL}(C) (Alg. 1) in response to any sequence of subgradients (g_s ∈ ∂f_s(w_s)). If (g_s) satisfy ‖ ∑_t s=1 g_s‖ > 0, for all t ∈ [T ], then for all T ≥ 1 and all u ∈ C, T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, w_t − u⟩ ≤ T∑ t=1 2‖g_t‖^2 μ‖ ∑_t s=1 g_s‖ .

FreeGrad. Another building block in our main algorithm is a comparator-adaptive subroutine A_{FG} in 1d, whose regret against any comparator u ∈ R is less than ~O(|u| √ T ) after T rounds.

Though there are many recent algorithms that achieve such a guarantee, we choose A_{FG} to be FreeGrad [MK20] since I) its outputs have a closed-form expression; and II) it has a data-dependent regret bound that can be much smaller than ~O(|u| √ T ) in practice. We first describe FreeGrad in R^d . If we let G_{t−1} := ∑_{t−1} s=1 g_s [resp. V_{t−1} := ∑_{t−1} s=1 ‖g_s‖^2] be the sum of past subgradients [resp. squared subgradient norms], then the output of FreeGrad at round t is given by w_t = −G_{t−1} · Ψ_L(‖G_{t−1}‖, V_{t−1}), where

Ψ_L(s, v) := (2v + L|s|) · L^2 2(v + L|s|)^2 √ Lv · exp ( |s|^2 2v + 2L|s| ) , (1)

and L > 0 is a scale parameter for the norm of the subgradients. The quantity Ψ_L(‖G_{t−1}‖, V_{t−1}) can be seen as an adaptive learning rate. The instantiation of FreeGrad in one dimension, which we denote by A_{FG} from now on, is summarized in Alg. 2 and has the following guarantee [MK20, Thm. 6]:

Lemma 6. Let L > 0 and (z_t) be the outputs of A_{FG}(L) in response to any sequence of subgradients (g_t ∈ ∂f_t(z_t)) s.t. |g_t| ≤ L. Then, for all z ∈ R, V_T := ∑_T t=1 g^2_t , and R_T (z) := ∑_T t=1⟨g_t, z_t − z⟩: R_T (z) ≤ 2|z| √ V_T ln(1 + 2|z|V_T /L^2) + 4L|z| ln(4|z| √ V_T /L) + L. A crucial property of this bound is that the regret against the origin is a constant.

Algorithm 1 Follow-The-Leader A_{FTL}(C) Require: Convex set C.

Set w_1 ∈ C.

for t = 1, 2, . . . do Play w_t and observe g_t ∈ ∂f_t(w_t). Set w_{t+1} ∈ argmin_{w∈C} ∑_t s=1 w^⊺g_s.

end for

Algorithm 2 1d FreeGrad w. param. L > 0. A_{FG}(L) Set z_1 = G_0 = V_0 = 0. for t = 1, 2, . . . do Play z_t and observe g_t ∈ ∂f_t(z_t). Set G_t = G_{t−1} + g_t and V_t = V_{t−1} + g^2_t . Set z_{t+1} = −G_t · Ψ_L(G_t, V_t), with Ψ_L as in (1).

end for

Comparator Adaptive Algorithm Wrapper. We now present an algorithm wrapper A_{CA} (Alg. 3) that takes in any base algorithm B defined on C and uses A_{FG} to essentially turn B into a comparator adaptive algorithm. A_{CA} is based on a recent R^d -to-R OCO reduction by [CO18, Section 3]. In the next section, where we consider a strongly convex set C, we will set the subroutine B to FTL. We call the resulting algorithm Follow-The-Scaled-Leader, and we write

A_{FTSL}(·) := A_{CA}(A_{FTL}(C), ·). (2)

Algorithm 3 Comparator Adaptive Algorithm Wrapper A_{CA}(B, L). (A_{FTSL}(·) = A_{CA}(A_{FTL}(C), ·)) Require: OCO subroutine B on C. Parameter L > 0. Instance A_{FG} ≡ A_{FG}(L) of Alg. 2. 1: for t = 1, 2, . . . do 2: Get z_t and w_t ∈ C from A_{FG} and B, respectively. 3: Play u_t = z_tw_t ∈ C and observe g_t ∈ ∂f_t(u_t).

4: Send z → ⟨w_t, g_t⟩z and w → ⟨w, g_t⟩ as the t^{th} loss function to A_{FG} and B, respectively. 5: end for

Like FTL, A_{FTSL} will be projection-free. But unlike FTL, the regret of A_{FTSL} at the origin will be a constant—regardless of the magnitude of the sum of the subgradients. Leveraging this property will be key in showing that our main algorithm, which uses A_{FTSL} as a subroutine, guarantees a ~O( √ T ) regret bound on strongly convex sets. We now state a guarantee for Alg. 3 whose proof follows simply by adding and subtracting ∑_T t=1 γ_C (u)g^⊺_t w_t from the regret of Alg. 3, where γ_C is as in Definition 1.

Lemma 7. Let L > 0. Further, let A_{FG} ≡ A_{FG}(L) and B be the subroutines within Algorithm 3. Then, the outputs (u_t) of Alg. 3 in response to any sequence of subgradients (g_t ∈ ∂f_t(u_t)), satisfy ∀u ∈ C, T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, u_t − u⟩ = R^{AFG}_T (γ_C (u)) + γ_C (u) · R^B_T (u/γ_C (u)), (3)

where R^{AFG}_T (·) := ∑_T t=1(z_t − ·)⟨w_t, g_t⟩ [resp. R^B_T (·) := ∑_T t=1⟨g_t, w_t − ·⟩] is the regret of A_{FG} [resp. B] in response to the losses (z → ⟨w_t, g_t⟩z) [resp. w → ⟨w, g_t⟩].

4 A Projection-Free Algorithm for Strongly Convex Sets

In this section, we start by describing the ideas leading up to our main algorithm (displayed in Alg. 4). Along the way, we illustrate how using the A_{FTSL} subroutine defined in (2) as a building block allows us to achieve the desired ~O( √ T ) regret bound for strongly convex sets. We state the guarantee of Alg. 4 in Thm. 8, which we follow by a proof sketch. The full proof is presented in App. B.3. We now discuss the key ideas leading to our solution. In what follows, R > 0 is such that C ⊆ B (R).

Warmup: an impracticable algorithm. Let τ ∈ [T ] and consider an Algorithm A that outputs w_{1..T} ⊂ C, where w_{1..τ} [resp. w_{τ +1..T} ] are the iterates of an instance of A_{FTSL} (see (2)) that is initialized at round 1 [resp. round τ + 1]. Suppose τ is the last round such that ‖G_τ ‖^2 ≤^{Vτ}_{μR} , where G_τ := ∑_τ s=1 g_s, V_τ := ∑_τ s=1 ‖g_s‖^2, and (g_s ∈ ∂f_s(w_s)) are the observed subgradients. That is, τ = max{t ∈ [0..T ]: ‖G_t‖ ≤ √ V_t/(Rμ)}. (4) Under this assumption, we can bound the regret of A between the rounds 1 and τ as follows: ∀u ∈ C, τ∑ s=1 ⟨g_s, w_s − u⟩ ≤ τ∑ s=1 ⟨g_s, w_s⟩ + ‖u‖ · ‖G_τ ‖ ≤ L + √ RV_τ /μ = O(L √ RT/μ), (5) where the last inequality follows by the definition of τ and the fact that the regret at the origin of A_{FTSL}, i.e. ∑_τ s=1⟨g_s, w_s⟩, is bounded by L (by Lemma 7 and the fact that γ_C (0) = 0). Note that had we used A_{FTL} instead A_{FTSL}, we would not have been able to guarantee a non-vacuous bound on the regret when τ = T . This is because, without a lower bound on the norm of the sum of the observed subgradients (which is the case when τ = T ), the regret bound of FTL in Lemma 5 can be vacuous (this is true for any comparator including the origin). A_{FTSL} bypasses this limitation by ensuring its regret at the origin is always bounded by a constant. We also recall that A_{FTSL} is projection-free, which is why we use it instead of alternative OCO algorithms.

We now consider the regret bound of A on the interval [τ + 1..T ]. Recall that w_{τ +1..T} are the outputs of an instance of A_{FTSL} that is initialized at round τ + 1. Thus, using that the regret of A_{FTSL} against u ∈ C is equal to R^{AFG}_T (γ_C (u)) + γ_C (u)R^{AFTL}_T (u/γ_C (u)), (Lem. 7) and Lem. 5, we get ∀u ∈ C, T∑ s=τ +1 ⟨g_s, w_s − u⟩ ≤ R^{AFG}_T (γ_C (u)) + T∑ t=τ +1 2γ_C (u)‖g_t‖^2 μ‖ ∑_t s=τ +1 gs‖ (∗) ≤ ~O (√ RT μ ∧ R^{−1} ) , (6)

where (∗) follows by the fact that I) γ_C (u) ≤ 1 (since u ∈ C); II) R^{AFG} (γ_C (u)) ≤ ~O( √ V_T ) (Lem. 6);

and III) that ‖G_t‖ ≥ √ V_t/(Rμ) for all t > τ (a more detailed justification of (∗) will be given below in the proof sketch of Thm. 8). By combining (5) and (6), we get a ~O( √ T ) regret bound for A. A practicable algorithm using sleeping experts. The above analysis for the regret of Algorithm A relies crucially on τ satisfying (4). In the adversarial setting of this paper, where the environment can change the sequence of loss functions depending on the learner’s current and past outputs, it is not possible for the learner to know τ in advance. One way around this challenge is to seek an algorithm A whose outputs (x_t) guarantee, ∀ intervals I ⊆ [T ], ∀u ∈ C, ∑ t∈I ⟨g_t, x_t − u⟩ ≤ ∑ t∈I ⟨g_t, w^{(min I)} t − u⟩ + O( √ T ), (7)

where (g_t ∈ ∂f_t(x_t)) and (w^{(s)}_t ) are the outputs of an instance of A_{FTSL} initialized on round s ≤ t in response to the sequence of losses (w → ⟨w, g_t⟩). In words, (7) means that for any interval I = [i..j], Alg. A performs well on I relative to an instance of A_{FTSL} initialized at round i. Requiring this for any i, j ∈ [T ], means we can instantiate (7) with I = [1..τ] and I = [τ + 1..T ], with τ as in (4), and invoke the regret bounds in (5) and (6), which would now hold for (w_t = w^{(1)}_t ) and (w_t = w^{(τ +1)}_t ), respectively. This would imply a ~O( √ Rμ^{−1}T ) regret bound for A. We stress that the round τ in (4) need not be known by A in this case, thanks to the ‘adaptive’ guarantee of A in (7).

It remains to build an Algorithm A that satisfies (7). By treating instances of A_{FTSL} initialized at different rounds as ‘experts’, there exist algorithms in the setting of Prediction with Expert Advice (PEA) that can be used to build an algorithm A that satisfies (7). The PEA setting (in particular the sleeping experts’ setting) and the algorithmic ideas we borrow from it are detailed in App. B.3. The only challenge remaining is computational in nature, since this approach would require keeping track of at least T experts; instances of A_{FTSL} initialized at different rounds. Since each instance of A_{FTSL} requires one call to an LOO per round, this would result in a total of Ω(T^2) calls to the Oracle after T rounds. To circumvent this problem, we design a tailored sleeping experts’ algorithm for our setting that requires only two active experts per round, and thus makes only two LOO calls per round.

We now state the guarantee of our main algorithm (Alg. 4) that puts all the above ideas together.

Algorithm 4 Projection-free OCO using Sleeping Experts and comparator adaptive algorithms. Require: OCO subroutine B on C. Parameters L, η, μ > 0. Base algorithms (A_s), where A_s is an instance of A_{CA}(B, L) (Alg. 3) that is initialized at the beginning of round t = s.

1: Set τ = 1, q_1 = 1/2, and U_0 = W_0 = S_0 = 0. 2: for t = 1, 2, . . . do 3: Get u_t and w_t from A_1 and A_τ , respectively. // wt is Aτ ’s (t − τ + 1)^{th} output 4: Play x_t = q_tu_t + (1 − q_t)w_t ∈ C and observe g_t ∈ ∂f_t(x_t) and set g̃_t = g_t1{‖g_t‖ ≥^L_t }. 5: Send w → ⟨w, g̃_t⟩ to A_1 [resp. A_τ ] as the t^{th} [resp. (t − τ + 1)^{th}] loss function. 6: Set U_t = U_{t−1} + ⟨g̃_t, u_t⟩, W_t = W_{t−1} + ⟨g̃_t, w_t⟩, and S_t = S_{t−1} + ⟨g̃_t, x_t⟩. 7: if Rμ‖ ∑_t s=1 g̃_s‖^2 ≤ ∑_t s=1 ‖g̃_s‖^2 · ln T then 8: Set τ = t + 1 and W_t = S_t. 9: end if 10: Set q_{t+1} = e^{−ηUt} /(e^{−ηUt} + e^{−ηWt} ). 11: end for

Theorem 8. Let (x_t) be the outputs of Alg. 4 in response to any sequence of subgradients (g_t ∈ ∂f_t(x_t)). If C is a μ-strongly convex set w.r.t. ‖ · ‖ and Alg. 4 is run with B = A_{FTL}(C) (Alg. 1) and parameters η, μ, L > 0 such that max_{t∈[t]} ‖g_t‖ ≤ L and 2RLη ≤ 1, then for V_T := ∑_T t=1 ‖g_t‖^2, T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, x_t − u⟩ ≤ ln(T + 1) η + 3ηR^2 4 V_T + ~O( √ RV_T /μ), ∀u ∈ C.

Parameter-Turning. Setting η = √ ln T /(RL √ T ) in Theorem 8 leads to the first OCO algorithm that makes two calls per round to an LOO and guarantees a ~O( √ T ) regret bound for strongly convex sets and general convex functions. We note that it is possible to tune η adaptively using, for example, the doubling trick (see e.g. [CBL06]) to achieve a data-dependent regret bound of the form: ∀u ∈ C, T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, x_t − u⟩ ≤ O (√ Rμ̃^{−1}V_T ln T ) , where μ̃ := min(μ, 1/R) (8)

and V_T := ∑_T t=1 ‖g_t‖^2. Since this bound scales with O( √ V_T ) it can be much smaller than the standard worst-case O( √ T ) regret; especially when the loss functions are smooth [SST10, CO18].

Furthermore, via online-to-batch conversion, (8) leads to the fast O(1/T ) rate in offline smooth optimization [Cut19].

Proof Sketch of Theorem 8. Let T := {t ∈ [T ]: Rμ‖ ∑_{t−1} s=1 g̃_s‖^2 ≤ Q_{t−1} ln T }, where Q_t := ∑_t s=1 ‖g̃_s‖^2, for t ∈ [T ]. Set τ̄ = max T (note that T ≠ ∅ since 1 ∈ T ). First note that to get the desired result, it suffices to bound the ‘pseudo’ regret ∑_T t=1⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩, where g̃_t := g_t1{‖g_t‖ ≥^L_t }.

In fact, by Cauchy Schwarz, we have, for all u ∈ C and B_T := 2RL ln T , T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, x_t − u⟩ ≤ T∑ t=1 (⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩ + I{‖g_t‖ <^L_t }⟨g_t, x_t − u⟩) ≤ T∑ t=1 ⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩ + B_T . (9) Thus, we now focus on bounding the ‘pseudo’ regret. By our choice of weights (q_t) and a result from the Sleeping Experts’ setting, we show (see full proof in App. B.3) that the pseudo regret of

Alg. 4 is comparable to that of the subroutine A_1 [resp. A_{τ̄} ] on [1..τ̄ − 1] [resp. [τ̄..T ]]. In particular, τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩ − ln(T + 1) η − 3ηR^2 4 Q_T ≤ τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ⟨g̃_t, u_t − u⟩, (RHS = regret of A_1) (10a) T∑ t=τ̄ ⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩ − ln(T + 1) η − 3ηR^2 4 Q_T ≤ T∑ t=τ̄ ⟨g̃_t, w_t − u⟩, (RHS = regret of A_{τ̄} ) (10b)

Note that Q_T ≤ V_T = ∑_T t=1 ‖g_t‖^2. Thus, to get the desired regret bound, it suffices to bound the right-hand-sides of (10a) and (10b) by O( √ Rμ^{−1}Q_T ln T ). We start with (10a). Since (u_t) are the outputs of A_1 (the instance of Alg. 3 initialized at the beginning of round 1). Therefore, if we let R^{A1}_{1:τ̄ −1}(0) be the regret of A_1 against the comparator 0 on the interval [1..τ̄ − 1], we have τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ⟨g̃_t, u_t − u⟩ = R^{A1}_{1:τ̄ −1}(0) − u^⊺ τ̄ −1∑

t=1 g̃_t ≤ L + √ Rμ^{−1}Q_T ln T , (11)

where the last inequality follows by the fact that R^{A1}_{1:τ̄ −1}(0) ≤ L (Lem. 7 and γ_C (0) = 0) and that |u^⊺ ∑_{τ̄ −1} t=1 g̃_t| ≤ R‖ ∑_{τ̄ −1} t=1 g̃_t‖ ≤ √ Rμ^{−1}Q_T ln T (by definition of τ̄). It remains to bound the RHS of (10b). Note that by definition of τ̄, (w_t)_{t∈[τ̄ ..T ]} are the outputs of A_{τ̄} (the instance of Alg. 3 initialized at the beginning of round τ̄). Therefore, the RHS of (10b) is the regret R^{Aτ̄}_{τ̄ :T} (u) of A_{τ̄} against comparator u between the rounds [τ̄..T ]. Using Lem. 7 and 5, the regret R^{Aτ̄}_{τ̄ :T} (u) satisfies

R^{Aτ̄}_{τ̄ :T} (u) ≤ R^{AFG}_T (γ_C (u)) + T∑ t=τ̄ 2γ_C (u)‖g̃_t‖^2 μ‖ ∑_t s=τ̄ g̃s‖ ≤ O(R √ Q_T ln T ) + T∑ t=τ̄ 2‖g̃_t‖^2 μ‖ ∑_t s=τ̄ g̃s‖ , (12)

for all u ∈ C, where we used that γ_C (u) ≤ 1 for u ∈ C. We now bound the last term in (12). By definition of τ̄ and the triangle inequality, we have ∀t ≥ τ̄, ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=τ̄ g̃_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ≥ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 g̃_s ‖ ‖ ‖ − ‖ ‖ ‖ τ̄ −1∑

s=1 g̃_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ≥ √ R^{−1}μ^{−1}Q_{1:t} ln T − √ R^{−1}μ^{−1}Q_{1:τ̄−1} ln T ,

where Q_{i:j} := ∑_j s=i ‖g̃_s‖^2. Using this, we can bound the last sum in (12) by T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 ‖ ∑_t s=τ̄ g̃s‖ ≤ T∑ t=τ̄ √ Rμ(ln T )^{−1}‖g̃_t‖^2 √ Q_{1:t} − √ Q_{1:τ̄ −1} = √ Rμ ln T T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2( √ Q_{1:t} + √ Q_{1:τ̄ −1}) Q_{τ̄ :t} ,

≤ 2 √ RμQ_{1:τ̄−1} ln T T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 Q_{τ̄:t} + √ Rμ ln T T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 √ Q_{τ̄ :t} ,

≤ 4 √ RμQ_T ln T ln Q_{τ̄ :T} ‖g̃_{τ̄} ‖^2 + 2 √ RμQ_{τ̄:T} ln T

. (13)

(See (26) in App. B.3 for the last step.) Finally, note that by definition of τ̄, we have ‖g̃_{τ̄} ‖ > 0. This in turn implies that ‖g̃_t‖ ≥ L/t since g̃_t = g_t · 1{‖g_t‖ ≥ L/t}. Therefore, we have Q_{τ̄ :T} /‖g̃_{τ̄} ‖^2 ≤ T . Combining this with (13), (12), (11), (10a), (10b), and (9), we obtain the desired result.

5 An Algorithm for General Convex Sets

In this section, we show how our algorithm for strongly convex sets can be used in the general setting. The proofs are deferred to Appendix B. Without loss of generality (by applying a reparametrization if necessary, see e.g. [Mha21, Sec. 6]), we assume that there exists r, R > 0 such that the set C satisfies B (r) ⊆ C ⊆ B (R). (14) By approximating C with a strongly convex set we will be able to apply the algorithm from §4 and get a ~O(T^{2/3}) regret guarantee. We show that this can be achieved with an ~O(dT ) expected number of calls to an LO Oracle for C after T rounds. To achieve this, we will approximate the feasible set C by the strongly convex set C_ϵ:

C_ϵ := ( √ 1 − ϵC^∘ ⊕ √ ϵB (r)^∘ )^∘, (^∘ denotes the polar as in Def. 2) (15)

where ⊕ is the L_2 addition of sets; for any two convex sets A, B, A ⊕ B is the unique closed convex set whose support function satisfies σ^2_{A⊕B} = σ^2_A + σ^2_B [Fir62]. [Mol20] showed that C_ϵ approximates C well. Furthermore, C_ϵ is strongly convex with respect to ‖ · ‖. We note that using the set ((1 − ϵ)C^∘ + ϵB (r)^∘ )^∘ (also strongly convex [Mol20]) in lieu of C_ϵ would lead to a suboptimal O(T^{3/4}) regret after tuning ϵ.

Lemma 9. Suppose that C satisfies (14) and let κ := R/r. Then, for all ϵ ∈ [0, 1], the convex set C_ϵ in (15) is I) 2ϵ/(r √ 1 + ϵκ^2)-strongly convex with respect to ‖ · ‖, and II) C_ϵ ⊆ C ⊆ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ · C_ϵ.

The proof of the lemma is in App. B.4. Since C_ϵ is strongly convex and approximates C well, the idea now is to run our algorithm from the previous section (Alg. 4) on C_ϵ, which would require A_{FTL}(C_ϵ) as the subroutine B in Alg. 4, and tune ϵ to obtain a ~O(T^{2/3}) regret bound against comparators in C. The only challenge remaining is the ability to perform Linear Optimization on C_ϵ efficiently (to have an efficient implementation of the A_{FTL}(C_ϵ) subroutine). We note that [Mol20] essentially showed that LO on C_ϵ can be done using ~O(d^m) calls to an LOO O_C for C, for some m ∈ N. However, [Mol20] did not provide any upper bound on m. In this work, we take a different approach to [Mol20] and show that LO on C_ϵ can be done efficiently using only ~O(d) expected number of calls to O_C . We do this by reducing LO on C_ϵ to Euclidean projection onto C^∘ (Lem. 10 and Rem. 12 below). We then show that the latter can be done using ~O(d) expected number of calls to O_C . The next lemma constitutes our main technical result for this section:

Lemma 10. Let ϵ ∈ (0, 1), w ∈ R^d \ {0} and define Ψ(γ, u) := γ^2 + r^2‖γu − w‖^2. For (γ_∗, u_∗) ∈ argmin_{γ≥0,u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ Ψ(γ, u), let λ_∗ := √ Ψ(γ_∗, u_∗) and z_∗ := w − γ_∗u_∗. Then, ⟨z_∗, w⟩ > ‖w‖^2ϵ 2κ^3(1 + κ^2ϵ)^{3/2}

, and v_∗ := λ_∗z_∗ ⟨z_∗, w⟩ ∈ argmax v∈C_ϵ ⟨v, w⟩. (16) The lemma, whose proof is in App. B.5, tells us that Linear Optimization on the approximate set C_ϵ can be performed efficiently whenever optimizing the function Ψ in Lemma 10 can be done efficiently. The next lemma gives us a clue as to how we can perform the latter (the proof is in App. B.6):

Lemma 11. Let ϵ, r > 0, w ∈ R^d . Then, for all b > 0, Θ: γ → γ^2 + r^2 inf_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ ‖γu − w‖^2 is a differentiable 1-strongly convex function on (0, b] and |Θ^′(γ)| ≤ 4b + 2r‖w‖, ∀γ ∈ (0, b].

Remark 12. Lem. 11 implies that as long as we can evaluate S(γ, w) := inf_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ ‖γu − w‖^2 efficiently, which amounts to performing a Euclidean projection of w onto γ √ 1 − ϵC^∘, minimizing the function Ψ in Lem. 10 reduces to minimizing the convex function Θ in Lem. 11. The latter can be done at a linear rate using a Golden-Section search thanks to the Lipschitzness of Θ (see Lem. 11).

We now show that approximate Euclidean Projections onto the set √ 1 − ϵC^∘, which are needed to compute the function S in Remark 12, can be done using only ~O(d) expected # of calls to a LOO for C:

Proposition 13. Let ϵ ∈ (0, 1), b > 0, and U := √ 1 − ϵC^∘. If C satisfies (14) with r, R > 0, then there exists a randomized algorithm A^U_{proj} that given any (w, γ, δ) ∈ R^d ×(0, b]×(0, 1), outputs û ∈ U s.t. ‖γû −w‖^2 −inf_{u∈U} ‖γu−w‖^2 ≤ δ, with prob. ≥ 1−δ, using O(d·ln ρ) expected # of calls to an LOO for C and O(d^3 ln^{O(1)}(ρ)) additional arithmetic operations, where ρ := dR(b/r + ‖w‖)/(rδ).

This result follows from I) a recent result on the Oracle complexity of convex optimization (which subsumes Euclidean projection) using a Separation Oracle [LSV18]; and II) a Separation Oracle for C^∘ (or √ 1 − ϵC^∘) can be implemented with one call to an LOO for C [Mha21]. The proof is Appendix B.7.

In light of Rem. 12, the approximate projection algorithm onto √ 1 − ϵC^∘ from Prop. 13 brings us a step closer to being able to perform efficient LO on C_ϵ. We still need a 1d optimization algorithm to minimize the convex function Θ in Lem. 11. For this, we use the Golden-section search algorithm A_{GS} (Alg. 7 in App. B.8) and leverage the Lipschitzness of Θ (see Lem. 11) to show the following:

Lemma 14. Let ϵ, C, r, R, U and A^U_{proj} be as in Prop. 13 and κ := R/r. Let w ∈ R^d \ {0}, δ ∈ (0, 1), and Θ be as in Lem. 11. There exists an algorithm A_{GS} (Alg. 7) that given input (w, δ) outputs γ̂ such that P[|Θ(γ̂) − inf_{γ≥0} Θ(γ)| ≤ r^2δ] ≥ 1 − δ using K ≤ 3 ln((8κ^2 + 4κ)‖w‖^2/δ) =: N calls to A^U_{proj} with inputs (w, γ_1,^δ_{5N} ), . . . , (w, γ_K ,^δ_{5N} ), for some γ_i ∈ [0, R‖w‖], i ∈ [K].

Using Lemma 10 and the algorithm A_{GS} from Lemma 14, we now have all the ingredients to build our LOO for C_ϵ. Our candidate LOO is displayed in Algorithm 5, whose guarantee we now state:

Lemma 15 (Weak LOO on C_ϵ). Suppose that C satisfies (14) with r, R > 0, and let κ := R/r. Given any w ∈ R^d \ {0}, ϵ > 0, and δ ∈ (0, 1) such that δ ≤^{ϵ4}_{294κ12} , Algorithm 5 outputs ṽ such that P [ ṽ ∈ C_ϵ and ∃v_∗ ∈ argmin_{v∈Cϵ} ⟨w, v⟩, s.t. ‖ṽ − v_∗‖ ≤ 484^4Rδ^{1/4}κ^{32}ϵ^{−4} ] ≥ 1 − 2δ, (17)

using O(d · ln(dκ/δ)) expected number of calls to an LOO for C.

For ϵ, δ > 0, we define the Follow-The-Approximate-Leader algorithm A_{FTAL}(ϵ, δ) (approximation of A_{FTL}(C_ϵ)) as being Alg. 1 with the step w_{t+1} ∈ argmin_{w∈C} ∑_t s=1 w^⊺g_s replaced by w_{t+1} = O_C ( ∑_t s=1 g_s, ϵ, δ) (Alg. 5). We now state the guarantee of Alg. 4 with subroutine B = A_{FTAL}(ϵ, δ):

Theorem 16. Let ρ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose C satisfies (14) for r, R > 0, and let κ := R/r. Let (x_t) be the outputs of Alg. 4 in response to any sequence of subgradients (g_t ∈ ∂f_t(x_t)). If Alg. 4 is run with B = A_{FTAL}(ϵ, δ) and params. η, μ, L, ϵ, δ > 0 s.t. max_{t∈[t]} ‖g_t‖ ≤ L, 2RLη ≤ 1, μ =^{2ϵ}_r^√_{1+ϵκ2} ,

and δ =^{ρϵ16}

484^{16} T κ^{128} , then for VT := ∑_T t=1 ‖g_t‖^2, with probability ≥ 1 − ρ, (x_t) ⊂ C and ∀u ∈ C, T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, x_t − u⟩ ≤ L + LRT κ^2ϵ + η^{−1}ln(T + 1) + 3ηR^2 4 V_T + ~O ( R √ (1 + κ^2ϵ)^{1/2}V_T /ϵ ) .

Algorithm 5 Weak LOO on C_ϵ. O_C (w, ϵ, δ) Require: Inputs w ∈ R^d , ϵ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1). Instance of A^U_{proj} [resp. A_{GS}] from Prop. 13 [resp. Lem. 14].

1: If ‖w‖ = 0, Then Return ṽ = 0; Else Set w̄ = w/‖w‖ // argmin_{v∈Cϵ} ⟨v, w⟩ = argmin_{v∈Cϵ} ⟨v, w̄⟩. 2: Set γ̂ = A_{GS}(w̄, δ).

3: Set û = A^U_{proj}(w̄, γ̂, δ). // We recall that U = √ 1 − ϵC^∘. 4: Set ẑ = w̄ − γ̂û and λ̂ = γ̂^2 + r^2‖ẑ‖^2. 5: Set v̂ = λ̂ẑ/⟨ẑ, w̄⟩ and θ = 1 +^{5762δ1/4 κ15}_{ϵ2} . 6: Return ṽ = v̂/θ.

Parameter Tuning and Oracle Complexity. By setting ϵ = 1/(κ^{4/3}T^{1/3}) and η = 1/(LR √ T ) in the setting of Theorem 16, we obtain a regret bound of the form ~O(κT )^{2/3}. By applying a certain reparametrization to C if necessary, the constant κ may be assumed to be less than d [resp. √ d] for general [resp. centrally-symmetric] sets, without loss of generality (see e.g. [FKM05, Mha21]). For the Oracle complexity, we have that by Lemma 15 and our choice of δ in Theorem 16, the instance of Alg. 4 in the setting of Theorem 16 makes O(d ln(dκT/(ρϵ))) expected number of calls to an LOO for C.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we presented the first projection-free algorithm to guarantee the optimal (up to-log-factors) ~O( √ T ) regret bound in OCO with strongly convex sets, while using two LOO calls per round. Furthermore, this regret bound is dimension-free, unlike those of some existing projectionfree algorithms [HM20, Mha21, GK22]. Our method leads to a ~O(T^{2/3}) regret bound for general convex sets—improving over the previous best O(T^{3/4}) by [HK12, GK22]—at the cost of ~O(d) more LO Oracle calls in expectation. This provides the practitioner with a new non-trivial way to tradeoff computation for performance, which should be particularly useful when C is specified by an LOO (e.g. in combinatorial optimization). Since our algorithm for general convex sets uses projections onto C^∘ (see Rem. 12), one may wonder why not implement projections on C directly. The answer is that projections onto C^∘ can be done more efficiently using ~O(d) expected # of calls to an LOO for C (see Prop. 13). In Appendix C, we show that projections onto C can be done using ~O(d^2) expected # of calls to an LOO for C and an additional ~O(d^4) arithmetic operations. Combining this observation with Thm. 16 and the O(T^{3/4}) regret due to [HK12], one can conclude that a ~O(T^{1+i2+i} ) regret is achievable for general OCO using ~O(d^{2−i}) LOO calls/round, for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}. Finally, we note that our algorithms currently require a scale parameter L as input. However, using recent reductions due to [MKVE19, MK20], our algorithms can easily be made scale-free.

Acknowledgment

We thank Adam Block, Sasha Rakhlin, and Max Simchowitz for their helpful comments on the presentation. We acknowledge support from the ONR through awards N00014-20-1-2336 and N00014- 20-1-2394.

References

[AGNS11] Antonio Azócar, José Giménez, Kazimierz Nikodem, and José Luis Sánchez. On strongly midconvex functions. Opuscula mathematica, 31(1):15–26, 2011.

[AHS19] Naman Agarwal, Elad Hazan, and Karan Singh. Logarithmic regret for online control. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32, 2019.

[AKCV12] Dmitry Adamskiy, Wouter M Koolen, Alexey Chernov, and Vladimir Vovk. A closer look at adaptive regret. In International Conference on Algorithmic Learning Theory, pages 290–304. Springer, 2012.

[ALLW18] Jacob Abernethy, Kevin A Lai, Kfir Y Levy, and Jun-Kun Wang. Faster rates for convex-concave games. In Conference On Learning Theory, pages 1595–1625. PMLR, 2018.

[AW17] Jacob D Abernethy and Jun-Kun Wang. On frank-wolfe and equilibrium computation. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

[BRZ21] Immanuel M. Bomze, Francesco Rinaldi, and Damiano Zeffiro. Frank–wolfe and friends: a journey into projection-free first-order optimization methods. 4OR, 19(3):313–345, 2021.

[CBCG04] Nicolo Cesa-Bianchi, Alex Conconi, and Claudio Gentile. On the generalization ability of on-line learning algorithms. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 50(9):2050–2057, 2004.

[CBL06] Nicolo Cesa-Bianchi and Gábor Lugosi. Prediction, learning, and games. Cambridge university press, 2006.

[CO18] Ashok Cutkosky and Francesco Orabona. Black-box reductions for parameter-free online learning in banach spaces. In Conference On Learning Theory, pages 1493– 1529. PMLR, 2018.

[Cut19] Ashok Cutkosky. Anytime online-to-batch, optimism and acceleration. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1446–1454. PMLR, 2019.

[DRVEGK14] Steven De Rooij, Tim Van Erven, Peter D Grünwald, and Wouter M Koolen. Follow the leader if you can, hedge if you must. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 15(1):1281–1316, 2014.

[Fir62] Wm J Firey. p-means of convex bodies. Mathematica Scandinavica, 10:17–24, 1962.

[FKM05] Abraham D Flaxman, Adam Tauman Kalai, and H Brendan McMahan. Online convex optimization in the bandit setting: gradient descent without a gradient. In Proceedings of the sixteenth annual ACM-SIAM symposium on Discrete algorithms, pages 385–394, 2005.

[FKMS17] Dylan J Foster, Satyen Kale, Mehryar Mohri, and Karthik Sridharan. Parameterfree online learning via model selection. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

[FKQR21] Dylan J Foster, Sham M Kakade, Jian Qian, and Alexander Rakhlin. The statistical complexity of interactive decision making. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.13487, 2021.

[FS97] Yoav Freund and Robert E Schapire. A decision-theoretic generalization of on-line learning and an application to boosting. Journal of computer and system sciences, 55(1):119–139, 1997.

[FS20] Dylan Foster and Max Simchowitz. Logarithmic regret for adversarial online control. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 3211–3221. PMLR, 2020.

[FW^+56] Marguerite Frank, Philip Wolfe, et al. An algorithm for quadratic programming. Naval research logistics quarterly, 3(1-2):95–110, 1956.

[Gar16] Dan Garber. Faster projection-free convex optimization over the spectrahedron. In Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 874–882, 2016.

[GH15] Dan Garber and Elad Hazan. Faster rates for the frank-wolfe method over stronglyconvex sets. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 541–549. PMLR, 2015.

[GH16] Dan Garber and Elad Hazan. A linearly convergent variant of the conditional gradient algorithm under strong convexity, with applications to online and stochastic optimization. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 26(3):1493–1528, 2016.

[GK22] Dan Garber and Ben Kretzu. New projection-free algorithms for online convex optimization with adaptive regret guarantees. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.04721, 2022.

[GSVE14] Pierre Gaillard, Gilles Stoltz, and Tim Van Erven. A second-order bound with excess losses. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 176–196. PMLR, 2014.

[Haz08] Elad Hazan. Sparse approximate solutions to semidefinite programs. In Latin American symposium on theoretical informatics, pages 306–316. Springer, 2008.

[Haz16] Elad Hazan. Introduction to online convex optimization. Foundations and Trends in Optimization, 2(3-4):157–325, 2016.

[HK12] Elad Hazan and Satyen Kale. Projection-free online learning. In Proceedings of the 29th International Coference on International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1843–1850, 2012.

[HL16] Elad Hazan and Haipeng Luo. Variance-reduced and projection-free stochastic optimization. In Maria Florina Balcan and Kilian Q. Weinberger, editors, Proceedings of The 33rd International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 48 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1263–1271, New York, New York, USA, 20–22 Jun 2016. PMLR.

[HLGS16] Ruitong Huang, Tor Lattimore, András György, and Csaba Szepesvári. Following the leader and fast rates in linear prediction: Curved constraint sets and other regularities. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 29, 2016.

[HM20] Elad Hazan and Edgar Minasyan. Faster projection-free online learning. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1877–1893. PMLR, 2020.

[HUL04] Jean-Baptiste Hiriart-Urruty and Claude Lemaréchal. Fundamentals of convex analysis. Springer Science & Business Media, 2004.

[Jag13] Martin Jaggi. Revisiting frank-wolfe: Projection-free sparse convex optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 427–435. PMLR, 2013.

[KdP21] Thomas Kerdreux, Alexandre d’Aspremont, and Sebastian Pokutta. Projection-free optimization on uniformly convex sets. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 19–27. PMLR, 2021.

[Ker20] Thomas Kerdreux. Accelerating conditional gradient methods. PhD thesis, Université Paris sciences et lettres, 2020.

[KG21] Ben Kretzu and Dan Garber. Revisiting projection-free online learning: the strongly convex case. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 3592–3600. PMLR, 2021.

[KV05] Adam Kalai and Santosh Vempala. Efficient algorithms for online decision problems. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 71(3):291–307, 2005.

[LK19] Kfir Levy and Andreas Krause. Projection free online learning over smooth sets. In The 22nd International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 1458–1466. PMLR, 2019.

[LSV18] Yin Tat Lee, Aaron Sidford, and Santosh S Vempala. Efficient convex optimization with membership oracles. In Conference On Learning Theory, pages 1292–1294. PMLR, 2018.

[LSW15] Yin Tat Lee, Aaron Sidford, and Sam Chiu-wai Wong. A faster cutting plane method and its implications for combinatorial and convex optimization. In 2015 IEEE 56th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 1049–1065. IEEE, 2015.

[LYC18] Kfir Y Levy, Alp Yurtsever, and Volkan Cevher. Online adaptive methods, universality and acceleration. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31:6500– 6509, 2018.

[LYZ12] Erwin Lutwak, Deane Yang, and Gaoyong Zhang. The brunn–minkowski–firey inequality for nonconvex sets. Advances in Applied Mathematics, 48(2):407–413, 2012.

[Mha21] Zakaria Mhammedi. Efficient projection-free online convex optimization with membership oracle. arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.05818, 2021.

[MK20] Zakaria Mhammedi and Wouter M. Koolen. Lipschitz and comparator-norm adaptivity in online learning. In Proceedings of Thirty Third Conference on Learning Theory, volume 125, pages 2858–2887. PMLR, 2020.

[MKVE19] Zakaria Mhammedi, Wouter M Koolen, and Tim Van Erven. Lipschitz adaptivity with multiple learning rates in online learning. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 2490–2511. PMLR, 2019.

[MO14] H Brendan McMahan and Francesco Orabona. Unconstrained online linear learning in hilbert spaces: Minimax algorithms and normal approximations. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1020–1039. PMLR, 2014.

[Mol20] Marco Molinaro. Curvature of feasible sets in offline and online optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.03213, 2020.

[Mor62] Jean Jacques Moreau. Fonctions convexes duales et points proximaux dans un espace hilbertien. Comptes rendus hebdomadaires des séances de l’Académie des sciences, 255:2897–2899, 1962.

[Mor65] Jean-Jacques Moreau. Proximité et dualité dans un espace hilbertien. Bulletin de la Société mathématique de France, 93:273–299, 1965.

[MS12] Brendan Mcmahan and Matthew Streeter. No-regret algorithms for unconstrained online convex optimization. Advances in neural information processing systems, 25, 2012.

[MYJ^+12] Mehrdad Mahdavi, Tianbao Yang, Rong Jin, Shenghuo Zhu, and Jinfeng Yi. Stochastic gradient descent with only one projection. Advances in neural information processing systems, 25:494–502, 2012.

[OP16] Francesco Orabona and Dávid Pál. Coin betting and parameter-free online learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 29, 2016.

[Pol96] Evgenii Sergeevich Polovinkin. Strongly convex analysis. Sbornik: Mathematics, 187(2):259, 1996.

[SS^+11] Shai Shalev-Shwartz et al. Online learning and online convex optimization. Foundations and trends in Machine Learning, 4(2):107–194, 2011.

[SST10] Nathan Srebro, Karthik Sridharan, and Ambuj Tewari. Smoothness, low noise and fast rates. In J. Lafferty, C. Williams, J. Shawe-Taylor, R. Zemel, and A. Culotta, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 23. Curran Associates, Inc., 2010.

[Via82] Jean-Philippe Vial. Strong convexity of sets and functions. Journal of Mathematical Economics, 9(1-2):187–205, 1982.

[WZ21] Yuanyu Wan and Lijun Zhang. Projection-free online learning over strongly convex sets. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 35, pages 10076–10084, 2021.

[ZCP21] Zhiyu Zhang, Ashok Cutkosky, and Ioannis Ch Paschalidis. Adversarial tracking control via strongly adaptive online learning with memory. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.01623, 2021.

[Zin03] Martin Zinkevich. Online convex programming and generalized infinitesimal gradient ascent. In Proceedings of the 20th international conference on machine learning (icml-03), pages 928–936, 2003.

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Notation and Definitions 4

3 Building Blocks: Helper OCO Algorithms 4

4 A Projection-Free Algorithm for Strongly Convex Sets 6

5 An Algorithm for General Convex Sets 10

6 Discussion 12

A Algorithms Based on Linear Optimization vs Separation/Membership Evaluation 18

B Proofs 18 B.1 Proof of Lemma 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 B.2 Proof of Lemma 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 B.3 Proof of Theorem 8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 B.4 Proof of Lemma 9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 B.5 Proof of Lemma 10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 B.6 Proof of Lemma 11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 B.7 Proof of Proposition 13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 B.8 Proof of Lemma 14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 B.9 Proof of Lemma 15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 B.10 Proof of Theorem 16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

C Euclidean Projection using a Linear Optimization Oracle 34

A Algorithms Based on Linear Optimization vs Separation/Membership Evaluation

As observed by [Mha21], when it comes to the computational complexity of the Oracles, projectionfree algorithms that use LO Oracles (e.g. FW-style algorithms [HK12, HM20]) and those that use Separation/Membership Oracles (e.g. [LK19, Mha21, GK22]) may be viewed as complementary. This is because there are convex sets C on which LO can be done more efficiently than Membership Evaluation (e.g. Matroid polytopes [HK12]), and vice versa. The complexity of Membership Evaluation on C is essentially equivalent to the complexity of LO on C^∘ (see Appendix C), the polar set of C (see e.g. [Mha21]). This, together with the fact that (C^∘)^∘ = C for a closed convex set C, means that LO on C can be viewed as testing membership/performing separation on C^∘ (for a closed convex C). Therefore, when it comes to the computational complexity of the Oracles, algorithms that use an LOO and those that use Separation/Membership Oracles may be viewed as complementary.

B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof of Lemma 5. Let G_t := ∑_t s=1 g_s. By the standard regret decomposition of FTL, we have ∑_T t=1⟨g_t, w_t − u⟩ ≤ ∑_T t=1⟨g_t, w_t − w_{t+1}⟩, for all u ∈ C (see e.g. [CBL06]). We now bound the RHS of this inequality. Since w_t ∈ argmin_{w∈C} w^⊺G_t = ∂σ_C (G_t) [HUL04], we have by the Cauchy Schwarz inequality and Lemma 4, T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, w_t − w_{t+1}⟩ ≤ T∑ t=1 ‖g_t‖‖w_t − w_{t+1}‖ ≤ 2 T∑ t=1 ‖G_{t−1} − G_t‖^2 μ(‖G_t‖ + ‖G_{t−1}‖) . This implies the desired result after dropping ‖G_{t−1}‖ from the denominator.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 7

Proof of Lemma 7. To obtain the desired equality it suffices to add and subtract ∑_T t=1 γ_C (u)⟨g_t, w_t⟩ from the RHS of (3), where γ_C is the Gauge function of the set C as in Definition 1.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 8

Sleeping Experts. To prove the regret bound of Theorem 8, we will use a result from the Sleeping Experts’ setting that we now review. In this setting, there are k ∈ [N] experts, each of whom is either “active” or “asleep” at any given round. In particular, at the beginning of any round t ≥ 1, the learner receives a vector I_t ∈ {0, 1}^N (which can be an arbitrary function of the past), such that I_{t,k} = 1 if and only if expert k ∈ [N] is active at round t. In this setting, we want an algorithm whose outputs (p_t) ⊂ Δ_N guarantee a small regret ∑_T t=1 I_{t,k}(p^⊺_t ℓ_t − ℓ_{t,k}) against expert k on the rounds where they were active, where ℓ_t ∈ R^N is the vector of experts’ losses at round t. This can be achieved thanks to a known technique that reduces the Sleeping Experts’ setting to the standard experts’ setting [AKCV12, GSVE14]. Next, we describe this reduction.

Given any base algorithm B for the standard experts’ setting with N experts, the technique consists of feeding the experts’ algorithm B surrogate losses ℓ̃_{t,k} = I_{t,k}ℓ_{t,k} + (1 − I_{t,k})p^⊺_t ℓ_t, where p_t is the weight vector played at round t and ℓ_t is the observed loss vector. The weight vector p_t is such that p_{t,k} =^{It,kπt,k} ∑_N i=1 I_{t,i}π_{t,i} , where πt is the output vector of the base algorithm B at round t

given the history of surrogate losses (ℓ̃_s)_{s<t}. This strategy is summarized in Algorithm 6, whose guarantee is as follows:

Lemma 17. Let R^B_s (e_k) denote the regret after s ≥ 1 rounds of the base algorithm B within Alg. 6 against expert k ∈ [N]. Then, the outputs of Alg. 6 in response to any sequence of loss vectors (ℓ_t) satisfy ∀s ≥ 1, ∀k ∈ [N], s∑ t=1 I_{t,k}(p^⊺_t ℓ_t − ℓ_{t,k}) ≤ s∑ t=1 π^⊺_t ℓ̃_t − ℓ̃_{t,k} = R^B_s (e_k).

This bound follows by a standard Sleeping Experts’ reduction (see e.g. [GSVE14]). When Algorithm 6 is instantiated with B set to the Hedge algorithm [FS97] A_{Hedge}(η) with learning rate η ∈ (0, 1); that is, when π_{t+1} in Line 6 of Alg. 6 is such that π_{t+1,k} ∝ e^{−η ∑ts=1 ℓ̃t,k} for all k, then we have the following guarantee which follows from Lemma 17 and the regret bound of the Hedge algorithm:

Algorithm 6 Sleeping Experts’ Reduction.

Require: Base expert algorithm B, parameter η > 0, and number of experts N ∈ N. 1: Set π_1 to the first output of B. 2: for t = 1, 2, . . . do 3: Get vector I_t ∈ {0, 1}^N from the environment. // Determines the ‘awake’ state of experts. 4: Play p_t such that p_{t,k} =^{It,kπt,k}∑_{Ni=1 It,iπt,i} , for all k ∈ [N], and observe loss vector ℓ_t.

5: Define the surrogate losses ℓ̃_{t,k} := I_{t,k}ℓ_{t,k} + (1 − I_{t,k})p^⊺_t ℓ_t, for every k ∈ [N]. 6: Get output π_{t+1} from B given the history (ℓ̃_s)_{s≤t}. 7: end for s∑ t=1 I_{t,k}(p^⊺_t ℓ_t − ℓ_{t,k}) ≤ s∑ t=1 π^⊺_t ℓ̃_t − ℓ̃_{t,k} ≤ ln N η + 3η 4 s∑ t=1 Var_{i∼πt} [ℓ̃_{t,i}] ≤ ln N η + s∑ t=1 3η‖ℓ̃_t‖^2_∞ 4 , (18)

for all k ∈ [N], s ≥ 1, and η > 0 such that η · (max_{i∈[N]} ℓ_{t,i} − min_{j∈[N]} ℓ_{t,j}) ≤ 1, for all t ≥ 1. The bound in (18) follows from [DRVEGK14, (5) and Lemmas 1 and 4]. We will use this guarantee to prove Theorem 8 next:

Proof of Theorem 8. First, we will show that Algorithm 4 is an instance of the Sleeping Experts’ algorithm (Alg. 6) with B ≡ A_{Hedge}(η) and where the experts’ losses correspond to the losses of instances of A_{FTSL} (Alg. 3) initialized at different rounds. This will allow us to invoke (18) for certain intervals and show the desired regret bound.

Alg. 4 as instance of sleeping experts. We now describe an instance of Algorithm 6 that uses B ≡ A_{Hedge}(η) and whose losses match those of Algorithm 4. This will allow us to invoke Lemma 17 to bound the regret of the latter. Let (x_t) be the outputs of Algorithm 4 and g̃_t := g_t ·1{‖g_t‖ ≥ L/t}, where g_t ∈ ∂f_t(x_t), for all t ≥ 1. We will bound the ‘pseudo’ regret ∑_T t=1⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩ as this will immediately imply a bound of the regret thanks to (9).

Consider the instance of Algorithm 6 with N = T + 1 experts such that only two are awake at any given round t ∈ [T ]; namely, expert N and expert τ ∈ [N − 1], where

τ = max T_t; T_t := {s ∈ [t]: Rμ ‖G_{s−1}‖^2 ≤ Q_{s−1} ln T };

and (G_s, Q_s) := ( ∑_s i=1 g̃_i, ∑_s i=1 ‖g̃_i‖^2). Let I_{t,N} = 1, for all t ∈ [T ]. Further, for any k ∈ [N], let I_{t,k} = I{k = max T_t} and I_k := {t ∈ [T ]: I_{t,k} = 1}. It is easy to verify that I_k, which represents the subset of rounds where expert k is awake, is an interval.

Now that we have described the sleep/awake schedule of the experts, we move to the definition of their losses (ℓ_{t,k}). For k ∈ [N − 1] and t ∈ I_k, let v_{t,k} be the (t − k + 1)^{th} output of A_{FTSL} (Alg. 3) given loss history (f_s : w → ⟨g̃_s, w⟩)_{k≤s<t}. Let v_{t,k} = 0, for t < k. Further, let v_{t,N} be the t^{th} output of A_{FTSL} given loss history (f_s : w → ⟨g̃_s, w⟩)_{s∈[t−1]}. We define the loss ℓ_{t,k} [resp. surrogate loss ℓ̃_{t,k}] of expert k ∈ [N] at round t as ℓ_{t,k} := ⟨g̃_t, v_{t,k}⟩, and [resp. ℓ̃_{t,k} = I_{t,k}ℓ_{t,k} + (1 − I_{t,k})p^⊺_t ℓ_t], ∀k ∈ [N] (19) where (p_t) is the played weight vector on Line 4 of the Sleeping Experts’ Algorithm 6. We now show that the instantaneous losses (p^⊺_t ℓ_t) of the instance of Alg. 6 under consideration match the (linearized) losses (⟨g̃_t, x_t⟩) of Algorithm 4, which will allow us to take advantage of Lemma 17 and derive a regret bound for the latter.

According to the definitions of (v_{t,k}), one can check that the iterates u_t and w_t in Algorithm 4 satisfy u_t = v_{t,N} and w_t = v_{t,τ} for τ = max T_t. Furthermore, since the instance of Alg. 6 under consideration (whose outputs we denoted by (p_t)) uses B ≡ A_{Hedge}(η), one can verify that at any round t, the scalar weight q_t in Algorithm 4 satisfies

(q_t, 1 − q_t) = (p_{t,N} , p_{t,τ} )^⊺ ∈ Δ_2,

Therefore, we have ⟨x_t, g̃_t⟩ = ⟨q_tu_t + (1 − q_t)w_t, g̃_t⟩ = q_tℓ_{t,N} + (1 − q_t)ℓ_{t,τ} = p^⊺_t ℓ_t, where the last equality follows by the fact that only experts N and τ = max T_t are awake at around t. This shows that, indeed, the loss ⟨g̃_t, x_t⟩ of Alg. 4 matches that of the instance of Alg. 6 under consideration. Using this fact, we can now invoke Lemma 17 (the Sleeping Experts’ regret bound) and (18) to bound the regret of Alg. 4. We will invoke the bound in (18) on two intervals; [1, τ̄ − 1] and [τ̄, T ], where τ̄ := max T_T ,

which represents the round τ such that, for all t ≥ τ, ‖ ∑_t s=1 g̃_s‖^2 > (Rμ)^{−1} ∑_t s=1 ‖g̃_s‖^2 · ln T .

Regret on the interval [1..τ̄ − 1]. By definition of (ℓ̃_t) in (19), we have |ℓ̃_{t,k}| ≤ R‖g̃_t‖. for all k ∈ [N]. (20) Thus, the choice of η in the theorem statement ensures that η · (max_{i∈[N]} ℓ_{t,i} − min_{j∈[N]} ℓ_{t,j}) ≤ 1, which means we can in instantiate the regret bound in (18) against expert k ∈ [N]. Doing so for expert k = N (who is awake in all rounds) between the rounds s = 1 and τ̄ − 1, we get (recall that N = T + 1) τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ⟨g̃_t, x_t − u_t⟩ = τ̄ −1∑

t=1 (p^⊺_t ℓ_t − ℓ_{t,N} ) ≤ ln(T + 1) η + 3η 4 τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ‖ℓ̃_t‖^2_∞, (21) where the first equality follows by the definition of (ℓ_t) in (19) and the fact that v_{t,N} = u_t (see previous paragraph). Using (20) again and rearranging (21), we get that for all u ∈ C, τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩ ≤ τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ⟨g̃_t, u_t − u⟩ + ln(T + 1) η + 3ηR^2 4 τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ‖g̃_t‖^2,

≤ R^{A1}_{1:τ̄ −1}(0) − u^⊺ τ̄ −1∑

t=1 g̃_t + ln(T + 1) η + 3ηR^2 4 τ̄ −1∑

t=1 ‖g̃_t‖^2, ≤ L + ‖u‖ √ R^{−1}μ^{−1}Q_T ln T + ln(T + 1) η + 3ηR^2Q_T 4 , (22)

where the last inequality follows by I) the regret bound of A_1 from Lem. 7 and that of A_{FG} at the origin; II) γ_C (0) = 0; and III) the definition of τ̄ which implies that ‖ ∑_{τ̄ −1} t=1 g̃_t‖ ≤ √ R^{−1}μ^{−1}Q_{1:τ̄−1} ln T , where Q_{1:τ̄−1} := ∑_{τ̄ −1} t=1 ‖g̃_t‖^2 ≤ ∑_T t=1 ‖g̃_t‖^2 =: Q_T .

Regret on the interval [τ̄ ..T ]. We now bound the regret between the rounds τ̄ and T . By definition of τ̄, the instance A_{τ̄} in Alg. 4 is active between the rounds τ̄ and T . Thus, invoking the regret bound in (19) for the instance A_{τ̄} between rounds s = τ̄ and T , we get, for any u ∈ C, T∑ t=τ̄ ⟨g̃_t, x_t − u⟩ ≤ T∑ t=τ̄ ⟨g̃_t, w_t − u⟩ + ln(T + 1) η + 3η 4 T∑ t=τ̄ Var_{k∼πt} [ℓ̃_{t,k}],

≤ T∑ t=τ̄ ⟨g̃_t, w_t − u⟩ + ln(T + 1) η + 3ηR^2 4 T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2, (by (20))

≤ R^{Aτ̄}_{τ̄ :T} (u) + ln(T + 1) η + 3ηR^2Q_T 4 , (23)

It remains to bound the regret R^{Aτ̄}_{τ :T} (u) of Algorithm 3 using Lemma 7. By the regret bounds of A_{FTSL} and A_{FG}, we have

R^{Aτ̄}_{τ̄ :T} (u) = T∑ t=τ̄ ⟨g̃_t, w_t − u⟩ ≤ R^{AFG}_T (γ_C (u)) + γ_C (u) 2μ T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 ‖ ∑_t s=τ̄ g̃s‖ ,

≤ O(R √ Q_T ln T ) + γ_C (u) 2μ T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 ‖ ∑_t s=τ̄ g̃s‖ , (24)

We now bound the last term in (24). By definition of τ̄ and the triangle inequality, we have ∀t ≥ τ̄, ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=τ̄ g̃_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ≥ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 g̃_s ‖ ‖ ‖ − ‖ ‖ ‖ τ̄ −1∑

s=1 g̃_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ≥ √ R^{−1}μ^{−1}Q_{1:t} ln T − √ R^{−1}μ^{−1}Q_{1:τ̄−1} ln T .

Using this, we can bound the last sum in (24) by T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 ‖ ∑_t s=τ̄ g̃s‖ ≤ √ Rμ ln T T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 √ Q_{1:t} − √ Q_{1:τ̄ −1} = √ Rμ ln T T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2( √ Q_{1:t} + √ Q_{1:τ̄ −1}) Q_{τ̄ :t} ,

≤ 2 √ RμQ_{1:τ̄−1} ln T T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 Q_{τ̄ :t} + √ Rμ ln T T∑ t=τ̄ ‖g̃_t‖^2 √ Q_{τ̄ :t} ,

≤ 4 √ RμQ_T ln T ln Q_{τ̄ :T} ‖g̃_{τ̄} ‖^2 + 2 √ RμQ_{τ̄ :T} ln T

, (25)

where the last inequality follows by the fact that for any for positive numbers α_0, . . . , α_n, n∑ i=1 α_i √∑_i j=1 α_j ≤ 2 n ∑ i=1 α_i n∑ i=1 α_i α_0 + ∑_i j=1 α_j ≤ ln α_0 + ∑_n i=1 α_i α_0 . (26)

(See e.g. [Cut19, LYC18].) Finally, note that by definition of τ̄, we must have ‖g̃_{τ̄} ‖ > 0. This in turn implies that ‖g̃_t‖ ≥ L/t since g̃_t = g_t · 1{‖g_t‖ ≥ L/t}, and so Q_{τ̄ :T} /‖g̃_{τ̄} ‖^2 ≤ T . Combining this with (25), (24), (23), (22), and (9), (where the latter relates the pseudo regret to the actual regret) we obtain the desired result.

B.4 Proof of Lemma 9 For the proof of Lemma 9, we need the following result:

Lemma 18. Let C_ϵ be as in (15) and define ψ : w → γ_{Cϵ} (w)^2. Then, ψ is ϵ/r^2 midpoint strongly convex; that is, for any x, y ∈ R^d , ψ ( x + y 2 ) ≤ ψ(x) + ψ(y) 2 − ϵ 4r^2 ‖x − y‖^2. Proof. This proof closely follows steps in [Mol20]. By definition of the operator ⊕ and the fact that for any convex set K, σ_K∘ (·) = γ_K(·) (see e.g. [Mol20]), we have γ^2_{Cϵ} (u) = (1 − ϵ)γ^2_C (u) + ϵ‖u‖^2/r^2, for any u ∈ R^d . Thus, we have ψ ( x + y 2 ) = γ_{Cϵ} ( x + y 2 )_2 , = (1 − ϵ)γ_C ( x + y 2 )_2 + ϵ r^2 ‖ ‖ ‖ x + y 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 , ≤ (1 − ϵ) ( γ_C (x)^2 2 + γ_C (y)^2 2 ) + ϵ r^2 ‖ ‖ ‖ x + y 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 , (Jensen’s inequality)

= (1 − ϵ) ( γ_C (x)^2 2 + γ_C (y)^2 2 ) + ϵ r^2 ( ‖x‖^2 2 + ‖y‖^2 2 − ‖x − y‖^2 4 ) , = γ_{Cϵ} (x)^2 2 + γ_{Cϵ} (y)^2 2 − ϵ 4r^2 ‖x − y‖^2, where the penultimate equality follows by the fact that ‖x + y‖^2 = 2‖x‖^2 + 2‖y‖^2 − ‖x − y‖^2.

Proof of Lemma 9. The second point follows from [Mol20, Theorem 6]. For the first point, we use the fact that the function ψ : w → γ_{Cϵ} (w)^2 is ϵ/r^2 is midpoint strongly convex (see Lemma 18). Now, by [AGNS11, Theorem 2.3], the function ψ is 2ϵ/r^2 strongly convex; that is, for any x, y ∈ R^d and λ ∈ [0, 1], ψ(λx + (1 − λ)y) ≤ λψ(x) + (1 − λ)ψ(y) − 2ϵ r^2 λ(1 − λ)‖x − y‖^2. (27) Thus, for any x, y ∈ C_ϵ, λ ∈ [0, 1] and v ∈ R^d , we have, by subadditivity of the Gauge function γ_{Cϵ} (λx + (1 − λ)y + v) ≤ γ_{Cϵ} (λx + (1 − λ)y) + γ_{Cϵ} (v), (27) ≤ √ λγ_{Cϵ} (x)^2 + (1 − λ)γ_{Cϵ} (y)^2 − 2λ(1 − λ)ϵ r^2 ‖x − y‖^2 + γ_{Cϵ} (v), ≤ √ 1 − 2λ(1 − λ)ϵ r^2 ‖x − y‖^2 + √ 1 + ϵκ^2 ‖v‖ r , (28) ≤ 1 − λ(1 − λ)ϵ r^2 ‖x − y‖^2 + √ 1 + ϵκ^2 ‖v‖ r , (29)

where (28) follows by the facts that I) γ_{Cϵ} (x) ∨ γ_{Cϵ} (y) ≤ 1 since x, y ∈ C_ϵ II) B (r/ √ 1 + ϵκ^2) ⊆ C_ϵ (implies by the second point of the lemma), and III) γ_K(u) ≤ ‖u‖/r^′ whenever B (r^′ ) ⊆ K (see [Mha21, Lemma 2]); and (29) follows by the fact that √ 1 − x ≤ 1 − x/2, for x > 0. By (29), if v is such that ‖v‖ ≤ ϵλ(1 − λ)/(r √ 1 + ϵκ^2), we have γ_{Cϵ} (λx + (1 − λ)y + v) ≤ 1, and so λx + (1 − λ)y + v ∈ C_ϵ. Therefore, C_ϵ is 2ϵ/(r √ 1 + ϵκ^2)-strongly convex w.r.t. ‖ · ‖.

B.5 Proof of Lemma 10

Proof of Lemma 10. To simplify notation, let U := √ 1 − ϵC^∘ and K := C^∘_ϵ = U ⊕ √ ϵB (1/r). For λ_∗ as in the lemma’s statement, our first step in this proof is to show that λ_∗ = γ_C∘_ϵ (w), which reduces to showing that λ_∗ ∈ inf{λ > 0: w ∈ λK}. Thanks to a known characterization of the L_2 set addition (see e.g. [LYZ12, Mol20]), we can write K as K = { √ 1 − αu + √ αv : α ∈ [0, 1], u ∈ U, v ∈ B (1/r)}. (30) Thus, if w ∈ λK, for λ > 0, then there exists α ∈ [0, 1], u ∈ U, v ∈ B (1/r) such that λ √ 1 − αu + λ √ αv = w. By letting γ = λ √ 1 − α, the latter equality implies that

inf_{u′∈U} ‖γu^′ − w‖^2 ≤ ‖γu − w‖^2 = λ^2α‖v‖^2 ≤ λ^2α/r^2 = (λ^2 − γ^2)/r^2. (31)

Thus, rearranging (31) implies that λ ≥ inf_{γ≥0,u∈U} Ψ(γ, u)^{1/2} = λ_∗. We now show that if λ = λ_∗ then w ∈ λK. Let (γ_∗, u_∗) be as in the lemma’s statement. First note that if λ_∗ = 0 we must necessarily have γ_∗ = 0 which in turn implies that w = 0. This is not possible under the assumptions of the lemma, and so λ_∗ > 0. Define α_∗ := 1 − γ^2_∗ /λ^2_∗. In this case, we have w − λ √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ = w − γ_∗u_∗ (we are considering the case where λ = λ_∗). Therefore, by definition of (γ_∗, λ_∗, u_∗), we have ‖w − λ √ 1 − α_∗u_∗‖^2 = λ^2/r^2 − γ^2_∗ /r^2 = λ^2_∗α_∗/r^2.

This implies that there exists v_∗ ∈ B (1/r) such that λ √ α_∗v_∗ = w−λ √ 1 − α_∗u_∗, which is equivalent to λ √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ + λ √ α_∗v_∗ = w. (32)

Thus, by (30), we have w ∈ λK, and so we conclude that λ_∗ = inf{λ > 0: w ∈ λK}.

Now, it remains to show the lower bound on ⟨z_∗, w⟩. Let α_∗ and v_∗ be as in the previous paragraph. We first establish a lower bound on α_∗. Since λ_∗ = inf{λ > 0: w ∈ λK}, we have that w is on the boundary of λ_∗K and so (32) implies that √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ + √ α_∗v_∗ ∈ ∂K, where ∂K denotes the boundary of K. On the other hand, we know that C^∘ ⊆ C^∘_ϵ = K, which implies that (1 − ϵ)^{−1/2}u_∗ ∈ K. This rules out the case where α_∗ = 0 since this would mean that u_∗ ∈ ∂K. Now, let x_∗ ∈ argmax_{x∈Cϵ} ⟨x, w⟩. Using (32), (30), and that λ_∗ = σ_{Cϵ} (w), we have 1 = ⟨x_∗, w⟩/λ_∗ = ⟨x_∗, √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ + √ α_∗v_∗⟩ ≥ ⟨x_∗, √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ + √ α_∗v⟩ (33)

for all v ∈ B (1/r), where the last inequality follows by the fact that √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ + √ α_∗v ∈ K and x_∗ ∈ K^∘. Now, since (33) holds for all v ∈ B (1/r) and λ_∗ · α_∗ > 0, we have ⟨x_∗, v_∗⟩ ≥ ⟨x_∗, v⟩, ∀v ∈ B (1/r), from which we get that

v_∗ = x_∗ r‖x_∗‖ . (34)

Similarly, we have 1 = ⟨x_∗, w⟩/λ_∗ = ⟨x_∗, √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ + √ α_∗v_∗⟩ ≥ ⟨x_∗, √ 1 − α_∗u + √ α_∗v_∗⟩, for all u ∈ U, which implies that ⟨x_∗, u_∗⟩ ≥ ⟨x_∗, u⟩, for all u ∈ U. Setting u = √ 1 − ϵx_∗/(R‖x_∗‖) (which is guaranteed to be in U = √ 1 − ϵC^∘ since B (1/R) ⊆ C^∘), we get that ⟨x_∗, u_∗⟩ ≥ ⟨x_∗, u⟩ = √ 1 − ϵ‖x_∗‖ R ≥ √ 1 − ϵ κ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ

. (35)

where the last inequality follows by the fact that B (r)/ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ ⊆ C_ϵ (Lemma 9) and x_∗ ∈ C_ϵ. Now, using the fact that (1 − ϵ)^{−1/2}u_∗ ∈ K as established earlier, we get that 1 = ⟨x_∗, √ 1 − α_∗u_∗ + √ α_∗v_∗⟩ ≥ ⟨x_∗, (1 − ϵ)^{−1/2}u_∗⟩. By plugging (34) and (35) into the inequality in the previous display, we get 0 ≤ √ (1 − ϵ)(1 − α_∗) − 1 κ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ + ‖x_∗‖ r √ α_∗ ≤ √ (1 − ϵ)(1 − α_∗) − 1 κ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ + κ √ α_∗, where the last inequality follows by the fact that x_∗ ∈ C_ϵ ⊆ C ⊆ B (R) (Lemma 9 and (14)). This implies that for κ̃ := κ^2 √ 1 + κ^2ϵ α_∗ ≥ ϵ^2 − (κ̃^2 + 1)ϵ + 2κ̃^2 − κ̃ √ (ϵ − 1) (ϵ − κ̃^2) (κ̃^2 − ϵ + 1)^2 ≥ ϵ^2 4κ̃^2

. (36)

Now, since γ_∗ = λ_∗ √ 1 − α_∗, we have z_∗ = λ_∗ √ α_∗v_∗, by (32). Therefore, we have ⟨z_∗, v_∗⟩ = λ_∗ √ α_∗⟨v_∗, w⟩^{(∗)}= λ_∗ √ α_∗ λ_∗ r‖x_∗‖ (∗∗) ≥ λ^2_∗ rR √ α_∗ ≥ λ^2_∗ϵ 2rRκ̃ , (37)

where (∗) follows by (34); (∗∗) follows by the fact that x_∗ ∈ B (R) as argued earlier; and the last inequality we used (36). It remains to bound λ_∗ from below. By Lemma 9, we have that B (r) ⊆ C ⊆ √ 1 + κ^2ϵC_ϵ. Therefore, since λ_∗ = γ_K(w) = σ_{Cϵ} (w), we have that λ_∗ ≥ ‖w‖r/ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ, which follows from the fact that B (r)/ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ ⊆ C_ϵ and [Mha21, Lemma 2]. Plugging this into (37) implies the desired lower bound on ⟨z_∗, v_∗⟩.

B.6 Proof of Lemma 11 The indicator function ι_K of a set K ⊆ R^d is the function ι_K : R^d → R ∪ {+∞} defined by ι_K(x) = 0 if x ∈ K and +∞ otherwise.

Proof of Lemma 11. We first show convexity. The function φ: w → inf_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ ‖u − w‖ is convex [CO18, Proposition 1]. Therefore, its perspective transform (γ, w) → γφ(w/γ) is convex on R_{>0} × R^d (see e.g. [HUL04, Proposition 2.2.1]). In particular, for any w ∈ R^d , ψ : γ → γφ(w/γ) = γ inf_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ ‖u − w/γ‖ = inf_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ ‖γu − w‖ is convex. Thus, since x → x^2 is convex and non-decreasing on R_{≥0} , the function γ → ψ^2(γ) = inf_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ ‖γu − w‖^2 is convex. Therefore, since γ → γ^2 is 1-strongly convex, the function γ → γ^2 + r^2ψ^2(γ) is also 1-strongly convex.

Now we show that Θ: γ → γ^2 + r^2ψ^2(γ) is differentiable. For this it suffice to show that φ^2 is differentiable, since ψ^2(γ) = γ^2φ^2(w/γ). The function φ^2 can be written as

φ^2(w) = inf_{u∈Rd} { ι^√_{1−ϵC}∘ (u) + ‖u − w‖^2 } , which is the Moreau envelop of the indicator function ι^√_{1−ϵC}∘ of the set √ 1 − ϵC^∘, and so it is C^1 [Mor62, Mor65]. Furthermore, the derivative of Θ is given by Θ^′(γ) = 2γ + 2r^2u^⊺_∗(γu_∗ − w), for all γ ∈ (0, b], where u_∗ ∈ argmin_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵC}∘ ‖γu − w‖. Using that C^∘ ⊆ B (1/r), we get that |Θ^′(γ)| ≤ 2(γ + r^2γ‖u_∗‖^2 + r^2‖u_∗‖‖w‖) ≤ 2(2b + r‖w‖), ∀γ ∈ (0, b], where we used that ‖u_∗‖^2 ≤ 1/r^2 (since u_∗ ∈ C^∘ ⊆ B (1/r)). This shows the Lipschitzness claim for Θ. B.7 Proof of Proposition 13 For the proof of Proposition 13, we need to introduce a few notions. For a set K ⊆ R^d , we define B (K, δ) := {x ∈ R^d : ∃y ∈ K such that ‖x − y‖ ≤ δ}. We also define B (K, −δ) := {x ∈ R^d : ∀y ∈ B (δ), x + y ∈ K}. For a convex function f : R^d → R ∪ {+∞}, we let dom(f) := {x ∈ R^d : f(x) < +∞} be its domain. We now define the epigraph of a convex function:

Definition 19 (Epigraph). The epigraph of a function f : R^d → R ∪ {+∞} is the defined as the set epi(f) := {(x, v) ∈ R^d × R : f(x) ≤ v}. We now defined two types of Oracles that will be useful in the proof of Proposition 13.

Definition 20 (Separation Oracle (SEP) [LSV18]). Queried with a vector y ∈ R^d and a real number δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability 1 − δ, the Oracle either

• asserts that y ∈ B (K, δ), or • finds a vector c ∈ R^d such that y ∈ B (K, δ) and c^⊺x ≤ c^⊺y + δ, for all x ∈ B (K, −δ).

We let SEP_δ(K) be the time complexity of this oracle.

In the next definition, we let f : R^d → R ∪ {+∞} be a closed convex function.

Definition 21 (Subgradient Oracle (GRAD) of f on K). Queried with a vector y in some convex subset K ⊆ R^d and a real number δ > 0, the Oracle outputs an extended real number α and a vector c ∈ R^d such that ∀x ∈ R^d , α + c^⊺(x − y) < max_{z∈B (x,δ)} f(z) + δ, and min_{x∈B (y,δ)} f(x) − δ ≤ α ≤ max_{x∈B(y,δ)} f(x) + δ. We let GRAD_δ(f) be the time complexity of this oracle.

In what follows, we let GRAD(f) := GRAD_0(f) and SEP(f) := SEP_0(f). The next lemma essentially shows that we can easily build a Separation Oracle for the epigraph of a convex function f using a Subgradient Oracle for f and a Separation Oracle of its domain.

Lemma 22. Let b > 0 and f : R^d → R∪{+∞} be a closed convex function s.t. sup_{x∈dom(f)} f(x) ≤ b. Further, let K := dom(f) and suppose that we have a Separation Oracle SEP(K) for the set K and a Subgradient Oracle GRAD(f) for f that can be queried on any point x ∈ K. Then, a Separation Oracle for K_f := epi(f) ∩ {(y, v): v ≤ b} can be implemented with 1 calls to SEP(K) and GRAD(f).

Proof. Let z = (x, v) ∈ R^{d+1} . Using the available Oracles in lemma’s statement, we will show that it is possible to build a Separation Oracle SEP(K_f ) whose output c̃ on input z requires only one call to the available Oracles.

Query SEP(K) with input x. First, suppose that SEP(K) asserts that x ∈ K. In this case, query GRAD(f) with input point x and let (s, g) be its output. In this case, we have s = f(x) and

s + g^⊺(y − x) ≤ f(y), for all y ∈ R^d . (38)

If s ≤ v ≤ b, our desired Separation Oracle SEP(K_f ) asserts that (x, v) ∈ K_f . Otherwise, from (38) it follows that v ≤ s =⇒ (g, −1)^⊺(x, v) ≥ (g, −1)^⊺(y, f(y)) ≥ (g, −1)^⊺(y, v^′), ∀(y, v^′) ∈ K_f , v ≥ b =⇒ (0, 1)^⊺(x, v) ≥ (0, 1)^⊺(y, v^′), ∀(y, v^′) ∈ K_f . Now, suppose that SEP(K) does not assert that x ∈ K, and let c be its output. In this case, we have c^⊺x ≥ c^⊺y, for all y ∈ K. Combining this with the fact that (y, v^′) ∈ K_f only if y ∈ K, we get that (c, 0)^⊺(x, v) ≥ (c, 0)^⊺(y, v^′), ∀(y, v^′) ∈ K_f . Thus, we can define SEP(K_f ) to be the Oracle that given input z = (x, v) asserts z ∈ K_f when x ∈ K and s ≤ v ≤ b. And, otherwise, outputs c̃ such that

c̃ := (g, −1), if x ∈ K and v ≤ s, (0, 1), if x ∈ K and b ≤ v, (c, 0), if x /∈ K, where s, b, g and c are as above.

We base our proof of Proposition 13 on the following reduction from Separation to Linear Optimization:

Theorem 23 (Theorem 15 of [LSV18] rephrased). Let K ⊂ R^d be a convex set satisfying B (r) ⊆ K ⊆ B (R) and let κ := R/r. For any c ∈ R^d and ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists an algorithm that given input (c, ε) outputs x such that, with probability 1 − ε, x ∈ B (K, Rε) and c^⊺x ≤ min_{y∈K} c^⊺y + Rε‖c‖, Furthermore, the algorithm returns x with an expected running time of O(d · SEP_δ(K) ln(dκ/ε) + d^3 ln^{O(1)}(dκ/ε)).

Theorem 23 leads to the following proposition:

Proposition 24. Let K ⊂ R^d be a convex set satisfying B (r) ⊆ K ⊆ B (R) and let κ := R/r. For any c ∈ R^d and ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists an algorithm A that given input (c, ε) outputs x such that, with probability 1 − ε, x ∈ B (K) and c^⊺x ≤ min_{y∈K} c^⊺y + Rε‖c‖, (39) Furthermore, the algorithm returns x with an expected running time of O(d · SEP_δ(K) ln(dκ/ε) + d^3 ln^{O(1)}(dκ/ε)).

The difference between Proposition 24 and Theorem 23 is that in the former the vector x is in B (K) instead of B (K, Rε).

Proof of Proposition 24. Let x^′ be the output of the algorithm in Theorem 23 given input (c, ε^′), where ε^′ := ε/(3κ). First, we note that min_{y∈K} c^⊺y = −σ_K(−c) ≤ −r‖c‖, where the last inequality follows by [Mha21, Lemma 2]. This, together with the guarantee on x^′ from Theorem 23 and the fact that ε ≤ 1, implies that with probability at least 1 − ε, x^′ ∈ B (K, Rε^′ ) and c^⊺x^′ ≤ min_{y∈K} c^⊺y + ε^′R‖c‖ ≤ −r‖c‖ + εR/(3κ) ≤ 0. (40) In what follows, we condition on the event that (40) holds. Now, by Lemma [Mha21, Lemma 10], we can compute γ̃ such that γ_K(x^′) ≤ γ̃ ≤ γ_K(x^′) + ε/3. using at most ⌈log_2(48κ^2/ε)⌉ calls to SEP(K). We let x = x^′/γ̃ be the output of Algorithm A in the Corollary’s statement given input (c, ε). We now show that x satisfies (39). By the fact that γ̃ ≥ γ_K(x^′) and positive homogeneity of the Gauge function, we have γ_K(x) = γ_K(x^′)/γ̃ ≤ 1, and so x ∈ K. On the other hand, by the fact that γ̃ ≤ γ_K(x^′) + ε/3 and the guarantee of x^′ in (40), we have Rε‖c‖/3 + min_{y∈K} c^⊺y ≥ c^⊺x^′ = γ̃c^⊺x^{(∗)}≥ γ_K(x^′)c^⊺x^′ − ε|c^⊺x|/3, (41) where (∗) follows by the fact that c^⊺x^′ ≤ 0 (see (40)) and γ̃ ≤ γ_K(x^′) + ε/3. Now, since x^′ ∈ B (K, Rε^′ ) (see (40)), there exists y ∈ K such that ‖x^′ − y‖ ≤ Rε^′. Using this and the subadditivity of the Gauge function, we have

γ_K(x^′) ≤ γ_K(y) + γ_K(x^′ − y) ≤ 1 + ‖x^′ − y‖/r ≤ 1 + κε^′ ≤ 1 + ε/3, (42)

where the second inequality follows by the fact that B (r) ⊆ K and [Mha21, Lemma 2]. Plugging (42) into (41) and using that c^⊺x ≤ 0 (see (40)), we get that Rε‖c‖/3 + min_{y∈K} c^⊺y ≥ c^⊺x − |c^⊺x|ε/3 − |c^⊺x|ε/3, Using this and the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, we get the desired inequality.

We now use Proposition 24 to give an upper bound on the complexity of optimizing a convex function.

Proposition 25. Let K be a closed convex set satisfying B (r) ⊆ K ⊆ B (R), and let f : K → R be a closed convex function such that sup_{y∈K} f(y) − inf_{y∈K} f(y) ≤ B/2, for some B > 0. Then, for any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists an algorithm that outputs x on input ε s.t., with probability at least 1 − ε,

f(x) ≤ inf_{y∈K} f(y) + ε · (1 + B) ,

Furthermore, the algorithm outputs x with an expected running time of

O(d(SEP(K) + GRAD(f)) ln(dκB/ε) + d^3 ln^{O(1)}(dκB/ε)), where κ := R r . Proof. Let g : R^d → R ∪ {+∞} be the closed convex function defined by g(x) = f(Rx) if x ∈ K/R and g(x) = +∞, otherwise. Define the sets K^′ = dom(g) and

K_g := epi(g) ∩ { (y, v) ∈ R^d × R : v ≤ B } . Since sup_y′_{∈K}′ g(y^′) − inf_y′_{∈K}′ g(y^′) = sup_{y∈K} f(y) − inf_{y∈K} f(y) ≤ B/2 and B (1/κ) ⊆ K^′ ⊆ B (1), we have that B ((κ ∧ (B/2))^{−1}) ⊆ K_g ⊆ B (1 ∨ B).

Let A be the algorithm in Proposition 24 instantiated with (K = K_g, r = (κ ∧ (B/2))^{−1}, R = 1 ∨ B), and let z = (x^′, v) be the output of A given input (c, ε), where c = (0, 1). Then, by Proposition 24 and the fact that K_g ⊆ B (1 + B), we have, with probability at least 1 − ε,

(x^′, v) ∈ K_g and v = c^⊺(x^′, v) ≤ min_{(y′,s)∈Kg} c^⊺(y^′, s) + (1 + B) ε. (43)

Furthermore, A outputs x with an expected running time of

O(d · SEP(K_g) ln(dκB/ε) + d^3 ln^{O(1)}(dκB/ε))

which, by Lemma 22, is equal to O(d(SEP(K) + GRAD(f)) ln(dκB/ε) + d^3 ln^{O(1)}(dκB/ε)). For the rest of this proof, we condition on the event that (43) holds. Let y_∗ ∈ argmin_{y∈K}′ g(y) and v_∗ := g(y_∗), and note that (y_∗, v_∗) ∈ K_g and g(y_∗) = inf_{y∈K} f(y). Thus, instantiation (43) with (y^′, s) = (y_∗, v_∗) we obtain that,

v ≤ g(y_∗) + ε · (1 + B) = inf_{y∈K} f(y) + ε · (1 + B) .

Now, the fact that (x^′, v) ∈ K_g implies that x^′ ∈ K/R and g(x^′) ≤ v. Thus, the vector x := Rx^′ satisfies

f(x) = g(x^′) ≤ v ≤ inf_{y∈K} f(y) + ε · (1 + B) .

This completes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 13. Let f : U → R be the convex function defined by f(u) := ‖γu − w‖^2, for γ, w, and U as in the lemma’s statement. Note that for any point u ∈ U, we have ∇f(u) = 2γ(γu − w). Thus, a Subgradient Oracle for f on K can be implemented with complexity GRAD(f) ≤ O(d). Furthermore, by definition of the polar set C^∘, a Separation Oracle for the latter

Algorithm 7 Golden-section search for optimizing the function Θ in Lemma 11. A_{GS}(w, δ) Require: Input point w ∈ R^d \ {0} and δ ∈ (0, 1). A^U_{proj} as in Proposition 13.

Set φ := ( √ 5 + 1)/2 and K = ⌈ − log_{φ−1}^{8κ2‖w‖2+4κ‖w‖2} δ ⌉ . // κ =^R_r with r, R as in (14) Define Θ̃(·) = (·)^2 + r^2‖γA^U_{proj}(w, ·,^δ_{4Kφ} ) − w‖^2. Set γ_1 = 0, and μ_1 = R‖w‖.

Set γ̄_1 = μ_1 − (μ_1 − γ_1)φ^{−1} and μ̄_1 = γ_1 + (μ_1 − γ_1)φ^{−1}. Set θ̃_{γ,1} = Θ̃(γ̄_1) and θ̃_{μ,1} = Θ̃(μ̄_1) for i = 1, . . . , K do if θ̃_{γ,i} < θ̃_{μ,i} then Set γ_{i+1} = γ_i and μ_{i+1} = μ̄_i.

Set γ̄_{i+1} = μ_{i+1} − (μ_{i+1} − γ_{i+1})φ^{−1} and μ̄_{i+1} = γ̄_i. Set θ̃_{γ,i+1} = Θ̃(γ̄_{i+1}) and θ̃_{μ,i+1} = θ̃_{γ,i}.

else

Set γ_{i+1} = γ̄_i and μ_{i+1} = μ_i.

Set γ̄_{i+1} = μ̄_i and μ̄_{i+1} = γ_{i+1} + (μ_{i+1} − γ_{i+1})φ^{−1}. Set θ̃_{γ,i+1} = θ̃_{μ,i} and θ̃_{μ,i+1} = Θ̃(μ̄_{i+1}) end if end for Return γ̂ = (γ_K + μ_K )/2.

(and as a result for U) can be implemented with one call to an LOO for C. So we have available a Separation Oracle SEP(U).

Since U = √ 1 − ϵC^∘ ⊆ C^∘ ⊆ B (1/r) and γ ∈ (0, b], we have (max_{u∈U} f(u) − min_{v∈U} f(v)) ≤

2b^2 r^2 +2‖w‖ 2. Instantiating Proposition 25 with ε = δ/(1+4b^2/r^2 +4‖w‖^2) and B = 4b^2/r^2 +4‖w‖^2 yields an algorithm A^U_{proj} that outputs z ∈ U with our desired suboptimality and computational complexity guarantees.

B.8 Proof of Lemma 14

For the proof of Lemma 14, we need the following result on the Golden-search algorithm in Alg. 7 :

Lemma 26. Let (θ̃_{γ,i}, θ̃_{μ,i}, γ̄_i, μ̄_i, γ_i, μ_i, φ, K) be as in Algorithm 7, and for ϵ > 0 define the event E := {|θ̃_{γ,i} − Θ(γ̄_i)| ∨ |θ̃_{μ,i} − Θ(μ̄_i)| ≤ ϵ, ∀i ∈ [K]}. (44) If E holds, then min_{γ∈[γi,μi]} Θ(γ) ≤ min_{γ≥0} Θ(γ) + 2(i − 1)φϵ, for all i ∈ [K].

Proof. We proceed by induction. By Lemma 10, we have λ_∗ = σ_{Cϵ} (w), which together with the fact that C_ϵ ⊆ C ⊆ B(R) implies that γ_∗ ≤ λ_∗ ≤ R‖w‖, where γ_∗ ∈ argmin_{γ∈R} Θ(γ). Thus, the claim of the lemma holds for i = 1 since γ_1 = 0 and μ_1 = R‖w‖. Now suppose the claim holds for i, and we will show that it holds for i + 1. Assume without loss of generality that θ̃_{μ,i} > θ̃_{γ,i}. In this case, we have μ_{i+1} = μ̄_i and γ_{i+1} = γ_i, and by (44), we have

Θ(γ̄_i) < Θ(μ̄_i) + 2ϵ. (45)

Let ν_i ∈ argmin_{ν∈[γi,μi]} Θ(ν). If ν_i ∈ [γ_i, μ̄_i], then min_{γ∈[γi+1,μi+1]} Θ(γ) ≤ min_{γ∈[γi,μi]} Θ(γ) ≤ min_{γ≥0} Θ(γ) + 2iφϵ, by the induction hypothesis. Now, suppose that ν_i ∈ (μ̄_i, μ_i].

By convexity of Θ (Lemma 11), we have Θ(μ̄_i) + Θ^′(μ̄_i) · (γ̄_i − μ̄_i) ≤ Θ(γ̄_i). Plugging this into (45), we get that Θ^′(μ̄_i) · (γ̄_i − μ̄_i) ≤ 2ϵ. This, together with the fact that Θ^′(μ̄_i) < 0 (since ν_i ∈ (μ̄_i, μ_i] and Θ is convex) implies that |Θ^′(μ̄_i)| · (μ̄_i − γ̄_i) ≤ 2ϵ.

Combining this with the fact that Θ(μ̄_i) ≤ Θ^′(μ̄_i) · (μ̄_i − ν_i) + Θ(ν_i) implies that Θ(μ̄_i) ≤ 2ϵφ + Θ(ν_i), (46) where we used that (ν_i − μ̄_i) ≤ (μ_i − μ̄_i) ≤ φ · (μ̄_i − γ̄_i). Using (46), together with Θ(ν_i) = min_{γ∈[γi,μi]} Θ(γ) ≤ min_{γ≥0} Θ(γ) + 2(i − 1)φϵ (by the induction hypothesis), we get that min γ∈[γ_{i+1},μ_{i+1}] Θ(γ) ≤ Θ(μ_{i+1}) = Θ(μ̄_i) ≤ min_{γ≥0} Θ(γ) + 2iφϵ, which completes the induction.

Proof of Lemma 14. Let (θ̃_{γ,i}, θ̃_{μ,i}, γ̄_i, μ̄_i, γ_i, μ_i) be as in Algorithm 7. Further, let Θ: γ^2 + r^2 inf_{u∈}^√_{1−ϵU} ‖λu − w‖^2 and γ_∗ ∈ argmin_{γ≥0} Θ(γ). By Proposition 13 and a union bound, we have that with probability at least 1 − δ, |θ̃_{γ,i} − Θ(γ̄_i)| ∨ |θ̃_{μ,i} − Θ(μ̄_i)| ≤ r^2δ^′, ∀i ∈ [K], (47) where δ^′ = δ/(4Kφ). Let E be the event in (47). For the rest of this proof, we condition on the event E. By Lemma 26, we have min γ∈[γ_K ,μ_K ] Θ(γ) ≤ 2Kr^2φδ^′ + Θ(γ_∗). (48) Now, by the fact that Θ is convex, (4R‖w‖ + 2r‖w‖)-Lipschitz on (0, R‖w‖] (Lemma 11), and [γ_K , μ_K ] ⊆ [0, R‖w‖], we have Θ(γ̂) ≤ min γ∈[γ_K ,μ_K ] Θ(γ) + (4R‖w‖ + 2r‖w‖) · (μ_K − γ_K ), ≤ 2Kr^2φδ^′ + (4R‖w‖ + 2r‖w‖) · (φ − 1)^K + Θ(γ_∗), (49) where the last inequality follows by (48) and the fact that μ_i − γ_i ≤ (φ − 1)(μ_{i−1} − γ_i), for all i ∈ [2..K], and μ_1 − γ_1 = R‖w‖. Substituting the expression of K from Algorithm 7 into (49), leads to the desired result. B.9 Proof of Lemma 15 Proof of Lemma 15. Let ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1), w ∈ R^d \ {0}, and U := √ 1 − ϵC^∘. Consistent with Algorithm 5, we let w̄ := w/‖w‖ and note that argmin v∈C_ϵ ⟨v, w⟩ = argmin_{v∈Cϵ} ⟨v, w̄⟩. (50) Further, define S(γ) := inf_{u∈U} ‖γu − w̄‖, Θ: γ → γ^2 + r^2S(γ)^2, and let u_γ ∈ argmin_{u∈U} ‖γu − w̄‖^2. When γ = γ_∗, we have u_∗ = u_γ , where γ_∗ and u_∗ are as in Lemma 10 with w replaced by w̄; that is (γ_∗, u_∗) ∈ argmin γ≥0,u∈ √ 1−ϵC^∘ { γ^2 + r^2‖γu − w̄‖^2 } .

Also, consistent with Lemma 10, we let λ_∗ := √ γ^2_∗ + r^2‖γu_∗ − w̄‖^2. Throughout, we will use the fact that λ_∗ = σ_{Cϵ} (w̄) (follows from Lemma 10), which together with the fact that C_ϵ ⊆ C ⊆ B(R) implies γ_∗ ≤ λ_∗ ≤ R‖w̄‖ = R. (51) We first show that Δ := ‖γ_∗û − w̄‖^2 − ‖γ_∗u_∗ − w̄‖^2 ≤ O(δ^{1/2}) (û defined in Alg. 5). We have Δ = ‖γ_∗û − w̄‖^2 − ‖γ̂û − w̄‖^2 A + γ̂^2/r^2 + ‖γ̂u_{γ̂} − w̄‖^2 − (γ^2_∗ /r^2 + ‖γ_∗u_∗ − w̄‖^2) B + γ^2_∗ /r^2 − γ̂^2/r^2 C + ‖γ̂û − w̄‖^2 − ‖γ̂u_{γ̂} − w̄‖^2 D . (52)

We now bound each term on the RHS of (52). By Lemma 14 and the fact that Θ is 1-strongly convex (Lemma 11), we have with probability at least 1 − δ,

|γ̂ − γ_∗|^2/2 ≤ |Θ(γ̂) − Θ(γ_∗)| ≤ r^2δ. (53)

Let E_1 be the event that (53) holds. Proposition 13 guarantees that û ∈ U and so ‖û‖ ≤ 1/r. Using this and (53), we can bound the terms A, B, and C in (52) in terms of b := 2R + (2δ)^{1/2}r ≥ γ̂ + γ_∗ (the inequality follows by (51) and (53)) under the event E_1 as

A = (γ^2_∗ − γ̂^2)‖û‖^2 − 2(γ_∗ − γ̂)⟨û, w̄⟩ ≤ (2δ)^{1/2}b/r + (8δ)^{1/2}, (54) B = Θ(γ̂) − Θ(γ_∗) r^2

≤ δ, C = (γ_∗ − γ)(γ̂ + γ_∗)/r^2 ≤ b(2δ)^{1/2} r , (55)

Proposition 13 immediately implies that D ≤ δ. (56) with probability at least 1 − δ. Let E_2 be the event that (56) holds. Define the event E := E_1 ∩ E_2 and note that P[E] ≥ 1 − 2δ via a union bound. In what follows, we assume that E holds. By (52), (54), (55) and (56), we have ‖γ_∗û − w̄‖^2 − inf_{v∈γ∗U} ‖v − w̄‖^2 = ‖γ_∗û − w̄‖^2 − ‖γ_∗u_∗ − w̄‖^2 ≤ C_{δ,w}, (57) where C_{δ,w} := 2δ + (8δ)^{1/2} (_b r + 1 ) . Since û ∈ U (and hence γ_∗û ∈ γ_∗U) and the function v → ‖v − w̄‖^2 is 1-strongly convex on γ_∗U, (57) implies that ‖γ_∗û − γ_∗u_∗‖^2 ≤ 2C_{δ,w}. Using this and (53), we have

‖γ̂û − γ_∗u_∗‖^2 ≤ 2C_{δ,w} + (γ̂^2 − γ^2_∗ )‖û‖^2 − 2(γ̂ − γ_∗)γ_∗⟨û, u_∗⟩ ≤ C^′_{δ,w} := 2C_{δ,w} + (2δ)^{1/2}b/r + (8δ)^{1/2}κ, (58)

where we used the fact that γ_∗ ≤ R, ‖û‖ ∨ ‖u_∗‖ ≤ 1/r, and γ̂ − γ_∗ ≤ (2δ)^{1/2}r. We now use (58) to show the claim of the lemma. Let ẑ := w̄ − γ̂û and z_∗ := w̄ − γ_∗u_∗. From (58), we have |⟨w̄, ẑ⟩ − ⟨w̄, z_∗⟩|^2 ≤ C^′_{δ,w}, and so since ⟨w̄, z_∗⟩ ≥ ν :=^ϵ_{2κ3(1+κ2ϵ)3/2} (Lem. 10), we have 1 ⟨w̄, ẑ⟩ ≤ 1 ⟨w̄, z_∗⟩ − √ C^′_{δ,w} ≤ 1 ⟨w̄, z_∗⟩ 1 + 2 √ C^′_{δ,w} ⟨w̄, z_∗⟩ ≤ 1 ⟨w̄, z_∗⟩ + 2 √ C^′_{δ,w} ν^2

, (59) where the second inequality follows by the fact that 1/(1 − x) ≤ 1 + 2x, for all x ∈ [0, 1/2], and the fact that C^′_{δ,w} ⟨w̄, z_∗⟩^2 ≤ C^′_{δ,w} ν^2 ≤ 64 √ δκ^{12}(7 √ δ + 8 √ 2κ) ϵ^2 ≤ 1/4, by the range restriction on δ. Also from (58), we immediately get ‖ẑ − z_∗‖^2 ≤ C^′_{δ,w}. Let λ^2_∗ := γ^2_∗ + r^2‖γ_∗u_∗ − w̄‖^2 and λ̂ := γ̂^2 + r^2‖γ̂û − w̄‖^2. By (55) and (56), we also have

r^2δ + (2δ)^{1/2}br ≥ r^2(B + D) ≥ |λ̂^2 − λ^2_∗| ≥ |λ̂ − λ_∗| · λ_∗ ≥ |λ̂ − λ_∗| r √ 1 + κ^2ϵ

, (60)

where the last inequality follows by the fact that λ_∗ = σ_{Cϵ} (w̄) and B (r)/ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ ⊆ C_ϵ, which implies that λ_∗ ≥ ‖w̄‖r/ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ (see proof of Lemma 10). Rearranging (60), we get |λ̂ − λ_∗| ≤ (rδ + (2δ)^{1/2}b) √ 1 + κ^2ϵ ‖w̄‖ ≤ C̃_{δ,w} := 6 √ δ(κ + 1)R(‖w̄‖ + 1) ‖w̄‖ , (61)

where the last inequality follows by definition of b and the fact that ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1). Let v_∗ := λ_∗/⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ (⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ > 0 by Lemma 10), then by Lemma 10 and (50), we have

v_∗ ∈ argmin v∈C_ϵ ⟨v, w⟩, (62) and ‖v̂ − v_∗‖ = | | | λ̂ẑ ⟨ẑ, w̄⟩ − λ̂ẑ ⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ + λ̂ẑ ⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ − λ̂z_∗ ⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ + λ̂z_∗ ⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ − λ_∗z_∗ ⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ | | | ,

≤ 2 √ C^′_{δ,w} ν^2 ‖λ̂ẑ‖ + |λ̂| ⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ ‖ẑ − z_∗‖ + ‖z_∗‖ ⟨z_∗, w̄⟩ |λ̂ − λ_∗|, where the last step follows by the triangle inequality and by (59). Now, by the facts that ‖ẑ‖ ≤ ‖w̄‖ + γ_∗‖û‖ + |γ̂ − γ_∗|‖û‖ ≤ (1 + κ) + (2δ)^{1/2}r, ‖û‖ ≤ 1/R, and |λ̂| ≤ λ_∗ + C̃_{δ,w} ≤ R + C̃_{δ,w} (by (61) and (51)), we get

‖v̂ − v_∗‖ ≤ 2 √ C^′_{δ,w} ν^2

(R + C̃_{δ,w})((1 + κ) + (2δ)^{1/2}) + (R + C̃_{δ,w}) · √ C^′_{δ,w} ν^2 + (1 + κ)C̃_{δ,w} ν^2 , ≤ 72^2Rδ^{1/4}κ^3/ν^2, (63) ≤ 405^2Rδ^{1/4}κ^{15} ϵ^2

, (64)

where to get to (63) we simplified expressions using that κ ≥ 1 and δ ≤ 1, and the last inequality we used that ν = ϵ/(2κ^3(1 + κ^2ϵ)^{3/2}) ≥ ϵ/(2^{5/2}κ^6). Now, by sub-additivity of the Gauge function and the fact that γ_{Cϵ} (·) ≤ √ 1 + ϵκ^2‖ · ‖/r (since B (r) ⊆ √ 1 + ϵκ^2C_ϵ), we have

γ_{Cϵ} (v̂) ≤ γ_{Cϵ} (v_∗) + γ_{Cϵ} (v̂ − v_∗) ≤ 1 + √ 1 + ϵκ^2‖v̂ − v_∗‖/r, (since v_∗ ∈ C_ϵ by (16)) ≤ 1 + (1 + κ)‖v̂ − v_∗‖/r, ≤ 1 +

576^2δ^{1/4}κ^{17} ϵ^2

. (65)

This implies that γ_{Cϵ} (ṽ) ≤ 1, where ṽ is as in Algorithm 5. This implies that ṽ ∈ C_ϵ. Now using (63), the triangle inequality and the fact that (1 − 1/(1 + x)) ≤ x, for all x ≥ 0, we get ‖ṽ − v_∗‖ ≤ ‖ṽ − v̂‖ + ‖v̂ − v_∗‖, = ( 1 − 1 1 + 576^2δ^{1/4}κ^{17}ϵ^{−2} ) ‖ṽ‖ + ‖v̂ − v_∗‖, ≤ 576^2δ^{1/4}κ^{17}

ϵ^2 ‖v̂‖ + ‖v̂ − v_∗‖, ≤ 576^2δ^{1/4}κ^{17}

ϵ^2 ‖v̂ − v_∗‖ + 576^2δ^{1/4}κ^{17}

ϵ^2 ‖v_∗‖ + ‖v̂ − v_∗‖, ≤ 484^4Rδ^{1/4}κ^{32}

ϵ^4 + 576^2Rδ^{1/4}κ^{17} ϵ^2

, (66) ≤ 484^4Rδ^{1/4}κ^{32}

ϵ^4

, (κ ≥ 1 and ϵ ∈ (0, 1)) (67)

where (66) follows by (64) and the fact that ‖v_∗‖ ≤ R (v_∗ ∈ C_ϵ ⊆ C ⊆ B (R) by (62) and Lemma 9). Both (65) and (67) hold under the event E, which satisfies P[E] ≥ 1 − δ. This together with (62) shows the first claim of the lemma, i.e. (17). The upper bound on the number of Oracle calls follows from Proposition 13, Lemma 14, and the fact that ‖w̄‖ = 1.

B.10 Proof of Theorem 16 Proof of Theorem 16. Let u ∈ C and u^′ := u/ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ. Further, let A_∗ be the instance of Alg. 4 with B ≡ A_{FTL}(C_ϵ) (A_{FTL}(C_ϵ) is Alg. 1 with C = C_ϵ), where we require the iterates (w_t) of the latter (i.e. the instance of A_{FTL}(C_ϵ)) to satisfy

w_{t+1} = 0 whenever t∑ s=1 g_s = 0, ∀t ∈ [T − 1]. (68)

Note that this is a valid choice for the iterates (w_t) of A_{FTL}(C_ϵ) since 0 ∈ argmin_{w∈Cϵ} ∑_t s=1 g^⊺_s w whenever ∑_t s=1 g_s = 0. Then, since C_ϵ is^{2ϵ}_r^√_{1+ϵκ2} -strongly convex and u^′ ∈ C_ϵ (see Lemma 9), Theorem 8 implies that the outputs (x^′_t) of A_∗ in response to (f^′_t : w → ⟨w, g_t⟩) with (g_t ∈ ∂f_t(x_t)) satisfy

ln(T + 1) η + ηR^2 4 V_T + ~O ( R √ (1 + κ^2ϵ)^{1/2} V_T 2ϵ ) ≥ T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, x^′_t − u^′⟩

≥ T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, x^′_t − u⟩ + ⟨G_T , u⟩ − ⟨G_T , u⟩ √ 1 + κ^2ϵ ,

≥ T∑ t=1 ⟨g_t, x^′_t − u⟩ − LRκ^2ϵT, (69)

where G_T := ∑_T t=1 g_t. Let E be the event that {∀t ∈ [T ], ‖x_t − x^′_t‖ ≤ R/T, and x_t ∈ C}. By our choice of δ in the setting of the theorem, Lemma 15, the requirement on A_∗ in (68), and the fact that x_t = 0 whenever ∑_{t−1} s=1 g_s = 0 (see Alg. 5), we have that P[E] ≥ 1 − ρ/T . Furthermore, under the event E, we have ⟨g_t, x^′_t − x_t⟩ ≤ LR/T . Combining this with (69) implies the desired result.

C Euclidean Projection using a Linear Optimization Oracle

In this section, we argue that Euclidean projection onto C can be done using ~O(d^2) calls to an LOO for C. Euclidean projection of a point w onto C is the problem of finding x_∗ ∈ argmin_{x∈C} f(x), where f(x) := ‖x − w‖^2. Since the gradient f at a point x can be computed in closed form as ∇f(x) = 2(x − w), a Subgradient Oracle for f can be implemented with complexity O(d). Thus, Proposition 25 implies that there exists an algorithm that finds x_∗ ∈ argmin_{x∈C} f(x) (i.e. performs Euclidean projection) with an expected running time of O(d · SEP(C) ln(dκ‖w‖/ε) + d^3 ln^{O(1)}(dκ‖w‖/ε)), (70) where SEP(C) is the computational complexity of a Separation Oracle for C. We now bound the complexity of a (weak) Separation Oracle for C in terms of the number of calls to an LOO for C. For this, we use the following facts:

Facts. For a closed convex set K ⊂ R^d , the following is true:

1. A Separation Oracle for K^∘ can be implemented with one call to a Linear Optimization Oracle for K (follows by definition of the polar).

2. Linear Optimization on K can be implemented using ~O(d) expected # of calls to a Separation Oracle for K and an additional ~O(d^3) arithmetic operations (see Proposition 24).

Instantiating Fact 1 with K = C, implies that we can implement a Separation Oracle for C^∘ with one call to an LOO for C. Using this and instantiating Fact 2 with K = C^∘, we get that we can implement an LOO for C^∘ with ~O(d) expected # of calls to an LOO for C and an additional ~O(d^3) arithmetic operations. Now, instantiating Fact 1 again, with K = C^∘ and using that (C^∘)^∘ = C, we get that we can implement a Separation Oracle for C with ~O(d) expected # calls to an LOO for C and an additional ~O(d^3) arithmetic operations. Combining this with the expected complexity upper bound of Euclidean projection in (70) implies that Euclidean projection can be performed with ~O(d^2) expected # of calls to an LOO for C and an additional ~O(d^4) arithmetic operations.