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Abstract

We present new efficient projection-free algorithms for online convex optimization (OCO),
where by projection-free we refer to algorithms that avoid computing orthogonal projections
onto the feasible set, and instead relay on different and potentially much more efficient oracles.
While most state-of-the-art projection-free algorithms are based on the follow-the-leader frame-
work, our algorithms are fundamentally different and are based on the online gradient descent
algorithm with a novel and efficient approach to computing so-called infeasible projections. As a
consequence, we obtain the first projection-free algorithms which naturally yield adaptive regret
guarantees, i.e., regret bounds that hold w.r.t. any sub-interval of the sequence. Concretely,
when assuming the availability of a linear optimization oracle (LOO) for the feasible set, on a
sequence of length T', our algorithms guarantee O(TS/ 1) adaptive regret and O(TS/ 1) adaptive
expected regret, for the full-information and bandit settings, respectively, using only O(T) calls
to the LOO. These bounds match the current state-of-the-art regret bounds for LOO-based
projection-free OCO, which are not adaptive. We also consider a new natural setting in which
the feasible set is accessible through a separation oracle. We present algorithms which, us-
ing overall O(T) calls to the separation oracle, guarantee O(v/T) adaptive regret and O(T%/*)
adaptive expected regret for the full-information and bandit settings, respectively.

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider the problem of Online Convex Optimization (OCO) [12} 20] with a particu-
lar focus on so-called projection-free algorithms. Such algorithms are motivated by high-dimensional
problems in which the feasible decision set admits a non-trivial structure and thus, computing or-
thogonal projections onto it, as required by standard methods, is often computationally prohibitive.
Instead, projection-free methods access the decision set through a conceptually simpler oracle which
in many cases of interest admits a much more efficient implementation than that of an orthogonal
projection oracle. Indeed, for this reason such algorithms have drawn significant interest in recent
years, see for instance [I5} 9, [3, [10] 17, [13], 18] 211, 5l 21 22].

Let us introduce some formalism before moving on. Throughout the paper we assume without
loosing much generality that the underlying vector space is R". We recall that in OCO, a decision
maker (DM) is required throughout T iterations (we will assume throughout that 7" is known in
advanced for ease of presentation), to pick on each iteration t € [T], a decision in the form of a
point x; from some fixed convex and compact decision set K C R™. After choosing x; € K, the DM

*This version subsumes the version published in the Conference on Learning Theory (COLT) 2022 and fixes an
error in the proof of Theorem 10 (convergence for strongly convex losses) in the COLT version. The new regret bound
is worse by a logarithmic factor.
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incurs a loss given by fi(x:), where f; : R — R is convexl]. We will make the standard distinction
between the full-information setting, in which after incurring the loss, the DM gets to observe the
loss function fi(+), and the bandit setting, in which the DM only learns the value fi(x¢). In the
full-information setting we shall assume that the sequence of losses f1, ..., fr is arbitrary, and may
even depend on the plays of the DM, while in the bandit setting we shall make a standard simplifying
assumption that fi1,..., fr are chosen in oblivious fashion, i.e., before the DM has made his first
step (and thus are in particular independent of any randomness introduced by the DM). We recall
that the standard measure of performance in OCO, which is also the objective that the DM usually
strives to minimize, is the regret (or its expectation in the bandit setting) which, given the entire
history {x;, f;}1_,, is given by

T T
Regret = > _ fi(x;) —miny _ fy(x). (1)
t=1 t=1

Most projection-free OCO algorithms are based on a combination of the Follow-The-Leader (FTL)
meta-algorithm, and in particular its deterministically regularized variant known as Regularized-
Follow-The-Leader (RFTL) [12], and the use of a linear optimization oracle (LOO) to access the
feasible set, e.g., [15, B, T0]. We shall refer to these as RFTL-LOO algorithms. Indeed, for many
feasible sets of interest and in high-dimensional settings, implementing the LOO can be much more
efficient than implementing an orthogonal projection oracle, see many examples in [16 [15]. For
arbitrary (convex and compact) feasible set and nonsmooth convex losses, the current best regret
bound for both the full-information and bandit settings obtainable by these REFTL-LOO algorithms
is O(T?/%), using overall O(T) calls to the LOO, due to [I5] and [10].

However, the RFTL approach for constructing online algorithms has well known inherent limita-
tions. While the regret, as given in ({J), can in principle be negative — due to the ability of the online
algorithm to change decisions from iteration to iteration while the benchmark’s decision is fixed, it
is known that RFTL-type algorithms always suffer non-negative regret [11]. As a consequence, such
algorithms are also inherently non-adaptive in a sense that we now detail. It is often the case that
there is no fixed decision in hindsight that has reasonable performance w.r.t. the entire data (i.e.,
the sequence of loss functions) and thus, the standard regret measure becomes insufficient. In such
cases, adaptive performance measures which, on different parts of the data, allow to be competitive
against different actions, are much more preferable. Such standard adaptive performance measure
introduced in [I4] is called adaptive regret and is given by

Adaptive Regret = sup { fe(x¢) —min » fi (x)} ,
[s,e]C[T] ; xe’ct;

is the supremum over all standard regrets w.r.t. all sub-intervals of the sequence of loss functions.
We refer the interested reader to [I4] 4] for many useful discussions on the adaptive regret and its
connection to other notions of adaptivity in the literature.

Unfortunately, due to their inherent non-negative regret property, RFTL-based algorithms cannot
guarantee non-trivial adaptive regret bounds. Thus, it is natural to ask:

Is it possible to design efficient projection-free algorithms for OCO with non-trivial adaptive regret
bounds?

One attempt towards this goal could be to instantiate the strongly adaptive online learner of [4]
with the non-adaptive state-of-the-art RETL based algorithm for the full-information setting of [I5],
known as Online Frank-Wolfe (OFW), which will result in an adaptive algorithm with O(7%/4)

In fact, it suffices that f; is convex on a certain Euclidean ball containing the set iC.



adaptive regretE However, this approach is somewhat artificial and will require to run in parallel
O(log T) copies of OFW, which will require log T-fold memory and calls to the LOO. Moreover, this
approach is not applicable to the bandit setting.

Another possibility is to design new projection-free algorithms which are not based on the FTL
approach, but instead on the Online Mirror Descent meta-algorithm, and in particular its Euclidean
variant — Online Gradient Descent (OGD) [23], which naturally yields an O(v/T) adaptive regret
bound [12]. While OGD requires to compute on each iteration an orthogonal projection onto the
feasible set, a naive approach to making it projection-free using a LOOQO, is to only approximate
the projection on each iteration via the well known Frank-Wolfe method for offline constrained
minimization of a smooth and convex function, which only uses the LOO [I6] [7]. However, as
recently noted in [§], such an approach strikes an highly suboptimal tradeoff between regret and
number of calls to the LOO. Instead, [§] considered using OGD with so-called infeasible projections,
which on one hand can be computed efficiently with a LOO (at least in terms of the model in [8] which
is significantly different than ours), and on the other-hand could be translated into feasible points,
without loosing too much in the regret. Our approach in this paper is inspired by [8], however, our
technique for computing such infeasible projections will be very different (in particular, the setting in
[8] is not concerned with the dimension and thus the Ellipsoid method is used, which is not suitable
for our setting, due to its polynomial dependence on the dimension).

Two projection-free oracles: While our discussion so far has focused on the assumption that
the feasible set is accessible through a linear optimization oracle, which is indeed the most popular
assumption in the literature on projection-free methods, in this paper we introduce an additional
new natural projection-free setting in which the feasible decision set K is given by separation oracle
(SO). Given some x € K, the SO either verifies that x is feasible, in case it indeed holds that x € K
or, returns a hyperplane separating x from /C, in case x ¢ K. For instance, a setting in which the SO
model arrises naturally is when the feasible set is given by a functional constraint of the form K =
{x € R" | g(x) < 0}, where g(-) is convex. Implementing the SO in this setting simply amounts to
calling the first-order oracle of g(-) (i.e., computing g(x) and some gx € dg(x), for a given input point
x € R™). In particular, when g(-) has the following max structure: g(x) := maxj<;<m ¢i(X), where
m is not very large and gy, .. ., g are convex functions which admit simple structure, implementing
the SO can be very efficient, while orthogonal projections can still be prohibitive. One such example
is a polytope given by the intersection of m halfspaces for moderately-large m. Importantly, the
SO model allows to efficiently handle the intersection of several simple convex sets, each given by a
SO. Note that in the LOO setting there is no simple approach to implement a LOO for a convex set
given as the intersection of several sets, each given by a LOO.

The following example demonstrates the complementing nature of the LOO and SO oracles.
Consider the following two, dual to each other, unit balls of matrices which are common in several
applications:

B, ={XeR™™" [ |X]. <1}, Ba ={XeR™"|[X]2<1},

where for a real matrix X we let ||X||. denote its nuclear/trace norm, i.e., the sum of singular
values, and we let || X||2 denote its spectral norm, i.e., its largest singular value. Euclidean projection
onto either B, or Bs requires in general a full-rank singular value decomposition (SVD), which is
computationally prohibitive when both m,n are very large. Linear optimization over B, is quite
efficient and only requires a rank-one SVD (leading singular vectors computations) however, linear
optimization over Ba requires again a full-rank SVD [16]. On the other-hand, denoting ¢.(X) :=
[IX]l« =1, g2(X) := | X||2 — 1, we have that implementing the SO for B, which requires to compute a

2In fact, such an algorithm will have for any interval I, regret bounded by O(|I|3/% 4 [I|*/21og T) w.r.t. the
interval.



subgradient of the nuclear norm, also requires in worst case a full-rank SVD. However, implementing
the SO w.r.t. Bs, requires to compute a subgradient of the spectral norm, which is w.l.o.g. a rank-
one matrix (corresponding to a top singular vectors pair of X), and thus requires only a rank-one
SVD which is far more efficient. Thus, while a LOO is efficient to implement for B,, the SO is
efficient to implement for Bs.

Contributions: Our main contributions, stated only informally at this stage, and treating all
quantities except for T and the dimension n as constants, are as follows (see also a summary in
Table [J).

1. Assuming the feasible set is accessible through a LOO, we present an OGD-based algorithm
for the full-information setting with adaptive regret of O(T3/%) using overall O(T) calls to
the LOO. This improves over the previous state-of-the-art (RFTL-based) not-adaptive regret
bound of O(T3/*) due to [I5]. We give a similar algorithm for the bandit setting which
guarantees O(,/nT%/*) adaptive expected regret using O(T') calls to the LOO in expectation,
which improves upon the previous best bound of O(y/nT?/*) due to [I0] which only applies to
the standard regret.

2. Assuming the feasible set is accessible through a LOO and all loss functions are strongly
convex, we show that a projection-free OGD-based algorithm can recover the state-of-the-art
O(T?/3) (standard) regret bound, up to an additional logarithmic factor, using O(T') calls to
the LOO, which matches (up to a log factor) the RETL-based method due to [I7].

3. Assuming the feasible set is accessible through a SO, we present an OGD-based algorithm for
the full-information setting with adaptive regret of O(v/T) using overall O(T) calls to the SO.
In the bandit setting, we give a similar algorithm with O(T3/*) adaptive expected regret using
overall O(T) calls to the SO.

We remark that aside of standard subgradient computations of the loss functions observed, and
calls to either the LOO or SO, all of our algorithms require only O(n) space, and O(nT’) additional
runtime (over all T iterations).

Theorem [3] Theorem Theorem M Theorem Theorem [1]
. adaptive adaptive adaptive adaptive

Objective regret expected regret regret regret expected regret

Losses convex convex strongly convex convex convex
Feedback full bandit full full bandit

Oracle LOO LOO LOO SO SO

Regret T3/4 T3/ T2/3 VT T3/4

Table 1: Summary of results. For clarity, in the regret bounds we treat all quantities except for T'

as constants and we omit logarithmic factors.

We acknowledge a parallel work [19], in which the author proves that given a separation oracle, it
is possible to guarantee a O(\/T ) regret bound for general Lipschitz convex losses, and the techniques
could be readily used to also give adaptive regret guarantees in the full information setting (but not
in the bandit setting). However, the approach of [19], which uses substantially different techniques
than ours, requires overall O(T log T') calls to the separation oracle to guarantee O(\/T ) regret, while
our result only requires O(T') calls in order to achieve this regret bound.



Feedback Objective Oracle Reference Regret
adaptive regret | projection [23] VT
Full adaptive regret SO This work (Thm. [6) VT
Information regret LOO [15] T34
adaptive regret LOO This work (Thm. B) | 753/
adaptive regret | projection [6] T3/4
Bandit adaptive regret SO This work (Thm. [7) | 73/4
regret LOO [10] T34
adaptive regret LOO This work (Thm. B) | 73/

Table 2: Comparison of results to previous works. This is a non-exhaustive list. Here we only list
the most relevant works which are suitable for arbitrary convex and compact sets and convex and
nonsmooth losses, make overall O(T) calls to the oracle of the set, and use O(n) memory and O(nT)
additional runtime. For clarity, in the regret bounds we treat all quantities except for T" as constants.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Additional notation, assumptions and definitions

Throughout this work we assume without loss of generality that the feasible set K contains the
origin, i.e., 0 € K and we denote by R > 0 a radius such that L C RB, where B denotes the unit
Euclidean ball centered at the origin. We also denote by S the unit sphere centered at the origin,
and we write u ~ B and u ~ S to denote a random vector u sampled uniformly from B and S,
respectively. We assume the loss functions are bounded by M in fo, norm and are Gy-Lipschitz over
RB, that is, for all t € [T], x € RB and g € 9fi(x), |fi(x)] < M and ||g|l2 < Gy.

In our results for the bandit feedback setting and when assuming the feasible set is accessible
through a SO we shall make the following additional standard assumption.

Assumption 1. The feasible set fully contains the ball of radius r around 0, for some r > 0, i.e.,
rB C K.

For every ¢ € (0,1) we define the d-squeezed version of IC as K5 = (1 -9)K = {(1-0)x | x € K}.
Note that if Assumption [l holds, then for all x € K5/, it holds that x + B C K (see [12]).

2.2 Basic algorithmic tools
2.2.1 The Frank-Wolfe algorithm with line search

The Frank-Wolfe algorithm [7] [16] is a well known first-order method for minimizing a smooth and
convex function over a convex and compact set, accessible through a LOO. In this work we use the
Frank-Wolfe with exact line-search variant, see Algorithm [

Algorithm 1: Frank-Wolfe with line-search
Data: feasible set K, initial point x¢ € K, objective function f(-).
for i =0,... do
v; € argmin, . {Vf(x;) "x} ; /* call to LOO of K */
01 = argmin o {f(x; + o(v — x.))}
Xiy1 = X + 0i(Vi — X;)
end




Theorem 1. [Primal convergence of FW [16]] Let f : R™ — R be convex and /-smooth over a convex
and compact set K C R"™ with Euclidean diameter 2R, and denote x* € argmin, o f(x). Algorithm
[ guarantees that Vi > 1: f(x;) — f(x*) < 28(2R)?/(i + 2).

Theorem 2. [Dual convergence of FW [16]] Under the same assumptions of Theorem [I Algorithm
[ guarantees that for every number of iterations K > 2, there exists an iteration ¢, K > i > 2, such
that maxyex(x; — v) ' Vf(x;) <6.753(2R)?/(K + 2).

Note that for a convex function f(-) and a feasible point x € K, the dual gap in Theorem
serves as an easy-to-compute certificate for the optimality gap of x w.r.t. any optimal solution x* €
argming ¢ f(y), since from the convexity of f(-) it follows that, f(x) — f(x*) < (x —x*) TV f(x) <

maxyex(x — v) T VF(x).

2.2.2 Online Gradient Descent Without Feasibility

As discussed, our online algorithms are based on the well known Online Gradient Descent method
(OGD) [23], which applies the following updates:

Vt>1: Virl < X¢ — 08, 8t € 0fe(Xt), Xpq1 argming . x llx — }’t+1||2-

Where {n;}_, are the step-sizes and x; is an arbitrary feasible point. However, motivated by
[8], instead of considering exact projections on the feasible set, which may be computationally
prohibitive, we consider using only infeasible projections, as we now define.

Definition 1. We say y € R™ is an infeasible projection of some y € R™ onto a convex set I, if
Vz € K it holds that ||y —z||? < ||y — z||?>. We say a function O;rp(y,K) is an infeasible projection
oracle for the set K, if for every input point y, it returns some y + O;p(y, K) which is an infeasible
projection of y onto K.

This definition gives rise to the online gradient descent without feasibility algorithm — Algorithm
Bl and its corresponding regret bounds captured in Lemmal[ll While this algorithm will play a central
role in our projection-free online algorithms, clearly, another central piece, which we will detail later
on, will be to transform such infeasible projections into feasible points without loosing too much in
the regret bound.

Algorithm 2: Online Gradient Descent Without Feasibility

Data: horizon T, feasible set K, step-sizes {n;}1_,, infeasible projection oracle Orp(K,-)
y1 < arbitrary point in K
for t=1,...,7 do
Play ¥, observe fi(¥:), and set V¢ € 9f(y+)
Update yrr1 = ¥t — 7 Ve, and set ¥41 + Orp(K, ye41)
end

Lemma 1. Let Orp an infeasible projection oracle (Definition [IJ).

1. Suppose all loss functions are convex. Fix some 1 > 0 and let n, = n for all ¢ > 1. Algorithm
guarantees that the adaptive regret is upper-bounded as follows:

€ €

V=[5 CIT): S A5 - min 3 fir) < WXl ’”” ”vaw



2. Suppose all loss functions are a-strongly convex for some o > 0. Let n, = é for all ¢t > 1.
Algorithm [2] guarantees that the (static) regret is upper-bounded as follows:

T T T
D fi3e) —mind " fi(x) <D [ Vil*/2at.
t=1 t=1 t=1

The proof which follows from standard analysis of OGD (see for instance [12]) is given in the
appendix for completeness.

2.2.3 Infeasible projections via separating hyperplanes

Continuing the discussion on infeasible projections, our approach for transforming such infeasible
projections into feasible points without sacrificing the regret bounds too much, will be to design
infeasible projection oracles that always return points that are sufficiently close to the feasible set.
The following simple lemma will be instrumental to all of our constructions of such oracles, and
shows how using a separating hyperplane we can “pull” an infeasible point closer to the feasible set.

Lemma 2. Let K C R™ be convex and compact, let y be infeasible w.r.t. K, i.e., y ¢ K, and let
g € R” be a separating hyperplane such that for allz € K: (y—z) g > @, for some @ > 0. Consider
the point y =y — g, for v = Q/C?, where C' > ||g||. It holds that
vz e K|y —zl* <y —z|* - (Q/C)*.

Proof. Fix some z € K. It holds that

- 2 2

Iy —zl* = ly —z—gll” < lly —z|" = 27(y —2)"g +7°C*.

Since (y —z)' g > @, we indeed obtain

17 = 2lI” < ly — 2" = 29Q ++°C* < |y — 2|* — Q*/C”,

where the last inequality follows from plugging-in the value of ~. [l

2.2.4 Smoothed loss functions for bandit optimization

A standard component of bandit algorithms [6] [2] [10} [I7], is the use of smoothed versions of the
loss functions and their unbiased estimators. We define the d-smoothing of a loss function f by
f5(x) = Euun [f(x + 0u)] . We now cite several standard useful lemmas regarding such smoothed
functions.

Lemma 3 (Lemma 2.1 in [12]). Let f : R™ — R be convex and Gj-Lipschitz over a convex and
compact set  C R"™. Then fs5 is convex and G ¢-Lipschitz over Ks, and Vx € Ks it holds that

[Fs(x) = f(x)] < 4G
Lemma 4 (Lemma 6.5 in [I2]). fs5(x) is differentiable and V f5(x) = Eyosn [2f(x + du)u], where
u is sampled uniformly from S™.

Lemma 5 (see [I]). Let f : R™ — R be convex and suppose that all subgradients of f are upper-
bounded by Gy in ¢>-norm over a convex and compact set  C R™. Then, for any x € K5 it holds

that ||V f5(x)|| < Gy.

3 Projection-free Algorithms via a Linear Optimization Or-
acle

In this section we present and analyze our LOO-based algorithms.



3.1 LLO-based computation of (close) infeasible projections

The main step towards obtaining our novel algorithms will be to construct an efficient LOO-based
infeasible projection oracle (Definition [Il). A first step towards this goal will be to show how an
LOO could be efficiently used to construct separating hyperplanes for the feasible set K. This will
be achieved via the Frank-Wolfe algorithm, when applied to computing the Euclidean projection
of the given point onto K, i.e., to solve minyex ||x — y||?, where y is the point which should be
separated from K. See Algorithm [3]and the corresponding Lemma

Algorithm 3: Separating hyperplane via Frank-Wolfe

Data: feasible set IC, error tolerance e, initial vector x; € K, target vector y.
for i=1,... do

v; € argmin{(x; —y) " x}; /* call to LOO of K */
xeK
if (x; —y)"(xi —vi) <e€orlx; —yl|? < 3e then

| return x < x;
o; = argmin{|ly — x; — o(v; — x;))|*}
o€l0,1]
Xit1 = X; + 05(vi — X;)
end

Lemma 6. Fix € > 0. Algorithm Bl terminates after at most {(27R2 / e) — 2—| iterations, and returns
a point x € K satisfying:

L[l = yl* < [l = yl*.
2. At least one of the following holds: ||x —y||? <3ecorVz € K: (y —2) (y — %) > 2e.
3. If dist?(y, K) < € then [|% — y||? < 3.

Proof. Since Algorithm [ is simply the Frank-Wolfe method with line-search (Algorithm [I) when
applied to the function f(x) = 1||x — y||?, which is 1-smooth and with gradient vector V f(x) = x—y,
the upper-bound on the number of iterations follows directly from Theorem 2] which guarantees that
the stopping condition of the algorithm will be met within the prescribed number of iterations.

Similarly, Item 1 in the theorem follows directly since the line-search guarantees that the function
value f(x;) = 1||x; — y||? does not increase when moving from iterate x; to x;41.

Item 2 follows from the stopping condition of the algorithm and by noting that in case for some
iteration i it holds both that (x; —y) " (x; — v;) < € and ||x; — y||?> > 3¢ (in which case the algorithm

will return X = x;), then for all z € K it holds

(z-y) (xi—y)=(z—x)" (xi—y)+x—yl*> (vi—x)" (xi = y) + 3¢ > 2,

where the first inequality is due to the definition of v;. Finally, to prove Item 3, denote x* =
argmin, . ||x — y||?. Suppose by contradiction that dist?(y, K) = ||x* — y||? < e and that ||x — y||> >
3e. Denote the function f(x) = 1||x — y||? and its gradient vector V f(x) = x —y. According to the
assumption and by the stopping condition of the algorithm, on the last iteration executed i it must

hold that (X —y) ' (X — v;) = maxyex (X — v) ' VF(X) < ¢, which means that

%= yI? — dist?(y, ) = 2(%) = 2/(x") < 2% — x") V/(%) < 2max(x —v) V() < 2,

where the first inequality is due to the gradient inequality and the convexity of f(-). Thus, we have
that ||% — y||? < 2e + dist*(y, K) < 3¢, which contradicts the assumption that ||% — y||? > 3e. O



We can now use Algorithm [Blas a subroutine in an iterative algorithm which takes as input some
infeasible point y ¢ K, and returns an infeasible projection of it w.r.t. the feasible set K that is also
guaranteed to be at a bounded distance for . In a nutshell, as long as the infeasible point is too far
from the set, Algorithm [ iteratively calls Algorithm [B] to obtain a separating hyperplane which is
then used to “pull” the point closer to the set while maintaining the infeasible projection property.

Algorithm 4: Close infeasible projection via a linear optimization oracle

Data: feasible set IC, feasible point x¢ € K, initial point yg, error tolerance ¢, step size ~y
y1 < yo/ max{1, ||y||/R} ; /* y1 is projection of yy over RB */
if ||xo — yol|/? < 3¢ then
| Return x < Xg, ¥y < y1
end
fori=1... do
x; < Output of Alg. BBl with set I, feasible point x;_1, initial vector y;, and tolerance e.
if ||x; — yi||* > 3¢ then

Viti=yi —7(yi — %) ; /* (y; — X;) separates y; from K */
else
| Return x < x;,y <y
end
end
Lemma 7. Fix e > 0. Setting v = HXOEW’ Algorithm @l stops after at most max{ o —oll (JJ:;" vol”~¢) +

1, 1} iterations, and returns (x,y) € K x RB scuh that
vzeK: |y —z|*<lyo—zl® and [x—y|*<3e
Furthermore, if the for loop has completed overall k iterations, then the point y satisfies
dist?(y, K) < min {R, dist?(yo, K) — (k — 1)4€2/||x0 — yOHQ}.

Before proving Lemma [7] we require and additional auxiliary lemma.
Lemma 8. Consider Algorithm @l and fix some € such that 0 < 3¢ < ||xg—yol|?. Setting v = m’

we have that on every iteration 7 of Algorithm []it holds that ||x; — y:|| < ||x0 — ¥ol|-

Proof. Using the update step of the algorithm, for every iteration ¢ > 1 we have that y; = y;—1 —
v (yi—1 — Xi—1), and thus, for every i > 1 we have that

[xi-1 —yill = [[xi—1 —yi-1 + 7 (yi-1 = %i—1)|| = (L =) [[xi-1 = yi-1ll < [[xi-1 — yi-1,

where the last inequality holds since our choice of v satisfies v € [0, 1).
From Lemma [0 we also have that for all i > 1, x; satisfies ||x; — y;|| < ||xi—1 — ¥4||. Combining
this with the inequality above gives

[%i = yill < lxie1 —yiall < - < [lx1 = y1ll < %o = y1ll < lx0 = yoll,

where the last inequality follows since xg € K and y1 < yo/ max{1, ||yo||/R}, i.e. y1 is the projection
of yo over the set RB (K C RB), and thus ||xo — y1|| < ||%x0 — ¥ol|- O



Proof of Lemma[7] First, we note that since y; is the projection of y, onto RB and K C RB, it
holds that Vz € K : ||y1 — z[|? < |lyo — z[|>. When ||xo — yo||? < 3¢ or ||x1 — y1]|? < 3¢ the lemma
holds trivially.

For the remaining of the proof we shall assume that ||x; — y1||* > 3e. Let us denote by k > 1
the overall number of iterations of Algorithm [ i.e. |lyr — xx||? < 3e and |ly; — x;]|* > 3e for all
i < k. Using Lemma [6] we have that for all ¢ < k it holds that (y; — Z)T (yi — %) > 2e for every
z € K. Using Lemma [§ we also have that |ly; —x;|| < [[yo — xo|| for all i < k. Thus, using Lemma
Rlwith g = (yi —x:),C = ||lyo — Xol|, and @ = 2¢ , we have that for every 1 < i < k,

Vae Ky —2l? < llyi — 2l? - 4¢/lyo — ol (2)

This already guarantees that indeed forall z € K, the returned point y satisfies: ||y — z[|? <
lly: — z||? < |lyo — 2z||?. Since 0 € K, it in particular follows that ||y|| < |ly1]] < R, i.e. y € RB.
Note also that x € K since it is the output of Algorithm [3

Now we continue to upper-bound the number of iterations until Algorithm@stops and dist? (v, K).
Denote x; = argmin, - [|y; — x||? for every iteration i < k. Using Eq. (@), for every iteration i < k
it holds that

dist*(yir1, ) = lyies = xl* < llyi — x5
< lyi =% [1” = 4€*/llyo — xol* = dist® (ys, K) — 4€*/[lyo — xo]*.

Unrolling the recursion and using dist?(y;, K) < dist?(yo, K), we have

dist?(yir1,K) < dist*(y1, K) — i4€*/|lyo — xol|* < dist®(yo, K) — i4€*/[lyo — xo?

< llyo = xol* — i4€*/|lyo — xo|%,

Then, after at most k—1 = (|lyo — xol|?(|lyo — Xo||* — €)) /4€? iterations, we obtain dist® (yx, ) < €,
which by using Lemmal6l implies that the next iteration will be the last one, and the returned points
x,y will indeed satisfy||x — y||? < 3¢, as required. O

3.2 LOO-based algorithms for the full-information setting

We are now ready to fully detail our algorithm for the full information setting using a LOO, Algo-
rithm Bl and analyze its regret and oracle complexity. The algorithm combines the OGD without
feasibility algorithm, Algorithm 2] and the LOO-based infeasible projection oracle given in Algo-
rithm [ Since each invokation of Algorithm Ml may call (through Algorithm [B] the LOO several
times, Algorithm [ considers the iterations in blocks of K disjoint iterations (K is a parameter to
be determined in the analysis), and uses the same prediction for the entire block. Thus, a single call
to the infeasible projection oracle, Algorithm M, is made on each block. Finally, we note that for
more practical considerations, the update to predictions of the algorithm is delayed in such a way
that, at the end of each block m, the algorithm does not need to wait until the prediction for the
next block m + 1 will be computed but, it is already computed during the course of block m.
Theorem 3. Setting 1, = n = (R/G;)T~%, €, = € = 60R>T~% for all m > 1, and K = 577 in
Algorithm [ guarantees that the adaptive regret is upper bounded by

sup fie) = min " fi(xr) p < 20GRT 420G RTY,
r=[s, <1 | =% xrek iy

and that the overall number of calls to the LOO is upper bounded by

Ncalls < T.
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Algorithm 5: Blocked Online Gradient Descent with LOO (LOO-BOGD)

Data: horizon T, feasible set K, block size K, update steps {nm}g:Kl, error tolerances
T/K
{em}m-

Xg, X1 ¢ arbitrary points in K.

5’0 — X0,¥Y1 5707571 — X1.

for t=1,...,K do

Play xo and observe fi(xo) )

Set V; € dfi(y0) and update y; 11 =yt — m Vs

end

for m:2,...,% do

Let (X, Ym) € K x RB be the output of Algorithm [ when called with set K, feasible
point X,,, 2, initial point y(,,_1)x+1, and tolerance ¢, (execute in parallel to the
following for loop over s)

Set Y(m—1)k+1 = Ym—1

for s=1,...,K do

Play x,,,—1 and observe fi(Xm—1) ; /¥ t=(m—-1)K+s */
Set Vi € 0ft(¥m-1) and update yi11 = y: — nm Ve

end

Note: YmK+1 = 5’m71 —m ;nzl((mfl)KJrl V.

end

Before proving the theorem we need an additional lemma.

T_
Lemma 9. Let {ym};;:; C RB be as in Algorithm [B] when ran with some block size K, for some
positive integer K, and step-sizes 1, = n > 0 for all m > 1 . It holds that

- . RN N . o 4R?
sup {th()’t))glgllc;ft(xj)}§§KGfT+4RKGf+T.

1=[s.ejcir) =

Proof. Denote T, = {(m — 1)K + 1,...,mK} for every m € [T/K]. Since for every m € [T/K],
Vm+1 is the output of Algorithm [4] when called with the input y.,,x+1, we have from Lemma [7] that
Vx € K¢ ||[¥me1 — x[1? < |lymrxs1 — x/|2. Note also that y,x11 = Ym—1 — UDI V., where
V. € Oft(¥m-1). Thus, we have that

VxeK: ||5’m+1_x|‘2§ HymK-i-l_XH2: Ym—1—1 Z Vi—x
teTm
~ 2 d ~
<|NYm—1 —x|” + P’ K*G7 — 21 Z V! (Fm-1 — %),
teTm

where in the last inequality we have used the assumption that for all ¢ € [T] and x € RB it holds
IVfi(x)| < Gy
Rearranging, we have for every block m that

~ 2 ~ 2
~ _1—X — X
> V] Fme1 %) < 1 = [¥mes =" 7 g 3)
teT, 2n 2n 2

Fix some interval [s,e],1 < s < e < T. We define two scalars m, and m. which are set to the smallest
block index and the largest block index that are fully contained in the interval [s, €], respectively.

11



Recall that for a certain block m, all iterations ¢ € T, share the same prediction y,,_1.Thus, for
every x € K we have that

e ms—1 K Me
DV Fm1 =% < Y VI Fme =)+ D, >V (w1 —X)
—s t=s m=ms tETm
+ Z @:(yme - X)'
t=m.K+1

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, recalling that §,, € RB for all m, and ||V fi(z)|| < G for all
t > 1 and z € RB, we have that @j(ym(t) —x) < 2GyR for every t > 1 and x € K. Using Eq.(3),
and this last observation, we have that for every x € K,

e Me G 2 ~ _ 2 K2ﬁG2
D>V Fmw-1—x) < Y (Hym X e = x] + f) +4KGsR.

2n 2n 2

Since for every t € [T, f:(-) is convex in RB, we have that
- ~ AR* 1 2
Vx €K D fi (Fm-1) — fi(%) gT + 5 KGT +4KGR,
t=s
and thus the lemma follows. O

Proof of Theorem[3 Denote m(t) = [£] and V; € 0 fi(X4)—1) for all t € [T]. Fix some interval
[s,€],1 < s < e <T, and fix some minimizer x € argmin,c,c Y ;_, ft(x). From the convexity of
fi () for every t € [T'], we have that for every x € RB it holds that

th m(t)—1) th mt)=1) — St Tm@y—1) + fr (Fm@)—1) — fe(x)

<ZV m(t)—1 — Ym(t)— +th (Fmy—1) — fr(x). (4)

Using Lemma [ for every block m, Algorithm Ml returns points (X,,,¥m) € K x RB such that
I%m — ¥ml|? < 3¢ (recall that €, = € for every m € [T'/K]). Since for every t > 1, fi(-) is
G y—Lipschitz over RB, from both observations and using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for every
t € [T] we have that,

v (X1 = Ymt)-1) < G |[Xm@)—1 = Ymy-1]| < G V3e. (5)

Since Eq. ) holds for any interval [s,e], using Eq.([5) and the fact that sup,{fi(x) + f2(x)} <
sup,{f1(x)} + sup,{f2(x)}, we have that

sup {th m(t)—1) _tz:ft(xj;)}_ sup {th Ym()-1 —tz:ft(xj?)}

=[s.e]C[T] I=[s,e]C[T]
+ G V3T
Using Lemma [ we have that
4R? G
Sup {th (Ym()-1) — min th x7) } SARGIK + ==+ I kT
I=[s,e]C[T]

12



Combining the last two equations and plugging-in the values of €,n, K stated in the theorem, we
obtain the adaptive regret bound stated in the theorem.

We now move on to upper-bound the overall number of calls to the linear optimization oracle.
Recall that on each block m € [2,...,T/K], the call to AlgorithmHlreturns points (x,,, ym) € KxRB

which satisfy |[|xm, — ¥ml||? < Be and Algorithm B updates ymxi1 = Ym-1 — nzt (m—1)K+1 V.
Thus, the points X,,—1, Ymk+1 which are the input sent to Algorithm [ on the following block m + 1
satisfy:

||Xm71 - ymKJrlH S me,1 - ymle + ||ym71 - YmKJrlH S \/§+ K?]Gf
Using (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b2, we have that for any block m,
[%m—1 — Ymr+1]|* < 6€+ 2K2772G?.

Using Lemma [7] each call to Algorithm [ on some block m makes at most

_ 2 _ 2
max{ 1%m—1 — Ymr+1l (L‘Lxg%l Yk 41| €) 41, 1}
€

iterations. On each iteration of Algorithm Ml it calls Algorithm Bl which according to Lemma [@]

makes at most [@ — 2—| calls to a linear optimization oracle. Thus, Algorithm Bl on block m
makes

- 2 11— 2 27 R?

nmgmax{|xm 1~ Ymk+1] (HX;n 1= Ymk+1] €) +1’1}_
4e €
K2 2G2 K4 4G4 27R2
< (8.5+5.5 Lt AR
€ € €

calls to linear optimization oracle. Thus, the overall number of calls to a linear optimization oracle

is
T/K 2,212 4, 44
T K*n*G}  K°n*G\ 27R?
Nca s — § mS . . .
1 n K<85+55 B + 62 6

m=1

3.2.1 (standard) Regret bound for strongly convex losses

We now consider the case in which all loss functions are a-strongly convex, for some known a > 0.
In this setting, vanilla OGD does not yield adaptive regret guarantees, and the same goes for our
OGD-based approach for constructing new LOO-based projection-free algorithms. Instead, here we
show that our approach can recover, up to a logarithmic factor, the state-of-the-art (standard) regret
bound for this setting of O(T2/3) [I7], i.e. O(T?/?). This result is obtained by using Algorithm
with an appropriate choice of parameters.

Theorem 4. Suppose all loss functions {f;}7_; are a-strongly convex, for some a > 0, and that

2 z
T > 27(aR/Gy)%. Setting em = (stadsy) +im = s for allm > 1, and K = (22)° 7% in

a(m+3)
Algorithm [ guarantees that the (static) regret is upper bounded by

ift(xt manft ) < 36(GLR?/a)3T 3(1+§1n (\/TGf/(aR))),

and that the overall number of calls to the linear optimization oracle is upper bounded by

Neatts <0.94T.

w
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Proof of Theorem[4} Recall that according to Lemma [7, Algorithm [l is an infeasible projection
oracle. Denote m(t) = [T/K] and V; € 0fi(¥mu)—1) for all t € [T]. Note that the sum of a K

a-strongly convex functions, Zfil fi(+), is aK-strongly convex. Since for every t € [T], f:(-) is
a-strongly convex, and since for every m € [T/ K| we have that n,,, = ﬁ, and y,, is an infeasible
projection of y(,—1)x41 over K, by applying Lemma [ w.r.t. to prediction in blocks of length K
(as in Algorithm [B), it follows that for every x € IC,

2
T/K mK

T
1 5
; (Ym(r)-1) ft(X)SmZ:lQaKm Z Vi

t=(m—1)K+1

Denote Vi € 0 fi(Xpm)—1) for all t € [T]. Since for every t € [T], fi(-) is also G y—Lipschitz, using
Lemma [7 we have that

T T/K T/K
Z Xm(t)—1) = [t(¥m(t)-1) Z Z V! (Xm-1—Ym-1) < V3KGy Z Veém—1,
t=1 m=1t= (m—-1)K+1 m=2

where we have used the fact that xg = yo.
Denote x* = argmin, . Zthl f+(x). Using Lemmal[Tfor every m € [T/ K], it holds that y,,, € RB
and thus, it holds that |V,|| < G for every ¢ € [T]. Combining the last two equations, we have

T/K 2 T/K

th Xm(t)—1) — fe(X )<\/_KGJ‘Z\/a Z_

T/K m-1 <

Plugging-in the values of {em}m 1, K listed in the theorem, and using the fact that > /-
14+ In(T/K), we obtain the regret bound listed in the theorem.
We turn to upper-bound the number of calls to the linear optimization oracle. Recall that for

every block m € [T'/K], Algorithm H returns the points X,,, ¥, such that [|X, — ¥m|? < 3em, and
(m+1)K @
t-

KA1 Thus, for every

that the update step in Algorithm Bl is Yy k41 = Ym — Mm+1
m > 1 we have that,

I%m—1 — Ymk+1ll < |Xm=1 — ¥m-1+Ym-1 — Ymk+1l| < /3€m-1 + nmKGy.
Using the inequality (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b%, for any m > 1 we have that
2
||Xm—1 - ymK+1H4 = (”Xm—l - Y’rnK+1H2) S 7263”_1 + 877;1,1[(467‘;10 (6)

Recall that for every block m € [T'/K], Algorithm [ recives the points X, 2,y (m—1)x+1 and the
tolerance €,,. Using Lemma[7] each call to Algorithm [ on some block m + 1 makes at most

X1 — 2 (%1 — 2 _¢
max{” m—1—Ymr+1 ] (| 7271 1— Ymk+il m+1) +171}
4€m+1

iterations. On each iteration m + 1 of Algorithm [ it calls Algorithm B which according to Lemma

[6] makes at most PZ—PE - 2—‘ calls to a linear optimization oracle. Thus, by using Eq. (@), on block

m + 1, Algorithm [B makes

me1—Vm 4 27R? 18€2 ot KAG4 27R?
nm+1§max{|x 14623’ K+1|| +1,1} S( m— 1+ m +1>

2 2
Em+1 €m+1 €m+1 Em+1
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T/K

calls to linear optimization oracle. Thus, by plugging-in the values for {em}m 1 {nm 27 and K

listed in the theorem, the overall number of calls to the linear optimization oracle is

T T

X X /18(m+3)*  2(m +3) Ra \? )
ca s — S 1 —_— 3
= n ( mt D 2002(m —1)F )(200,«) (m+3)

m=2 m=2

23 " (m+3)2,

N

<0.35 (Ra/Gy)
m=2
where the last inequality is since m—ﬁ < % and m+3 < 5, for every m > 2.
Since T > 3K, it holds that ZT/K+3 2 < ZQT/Km Thus, since >’ T/K m? < & (

%)3, and

by plugging-in K = ( ) T3 it indeed holds N 415 < 0.947.

3.3 LOO-based algorithm for the bandit setting

Our algorithm for the bandit information setting using a LOO, Algorithm [ (given below), follows
from a simple combination of Algorithm [l and the standard technique for bandit optimization
pioneered in [6], which generates unbiased estimators for gradients of smoothed versions of the
original (unknown) loss functions via random sampling in a small neighbourhood of the feasible
point. For this reason, Algorithm [@ applies the full-information Algorithm [B] on a slightly squeezed
version of the feasible set — the set K5/ = (1 — 0/r)K, so that the sampled points will remain
feasible. We remind the reader that in the bandit setting we make the standard assumption that
the loss functions are chosen obliviously, i.e., they are independent of any randomness introduced
by the algorithm.

Algorithm 6: Blocked Bandit Gradient Descent using Linear Optimization Oracle (LOO-
BBGD)

Data: horizon T', feasible set K with parameters r, R, block size K, step size 7, smoothing
parameter § € (0, 7]

Xo, X1 ¢ arbitrary points in s,

Yo < X0, Y1 < Y0, ¥1 < X1.

for t=1,...,K do

Set u; ~ S™ and play z; = Xg + duy.

Observe fi(z:), set g = % fi(z¢)u; and update yi11 =y — ngs.

end

for m:2,...,% do

Let (Xm,¥m) be the output of Algorithm H with set Ks/,., feasible point x,,_», initial

vector y(,m—1)k+1, and tolerance & (execute in parallel to following for loop over s)

3
Set Y(m—1)k+1 = Ym—1
for s=1,...,K do

Set uth” and play z; = X;,—1 + duy. ; /¥ t=(m—-1)K+s */
Observe fi(z:), set g = % fi(z:)u; and update yi11 =yt — ngs.
end
- K
Note: Yimxi1 = Ym_1—17 Z;i(m—l)KH g:.

end
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Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption III holds. For all ¢ > 0 such that ﬂ < 1, Setting n =

\/S—MT*’ = 6nMT=,6 = ¢TI~ % in Algorithm [0 guarantees that the adaptwe expected regret

is upper-bounded as follows
; ft(Zt)] — Join ; ft(XI)} <

R 3 1 RnM vnM 1
<(4+= GcT4+\/W(4R+ +3RG% + )T + 24Rn M<—+G>T
- ( r ) ! NG I e o6 !
and the expected overall number of calls to the linear optimization oracle is upper bounded by
27R?> [ 6°R*(nM)* 6°R*(nM)’G37 6°R*'(nM)°G}
E[Ncans] < 1
[Neans] < 2nM c? < 4c8 + 26 + 3ct 19

I=[s,e]C[T]

AERT = sup {IE

4
In particular, if (% m\4) < T then, setting ¢ = 20RvnM, we have

1

R 3 1
AERr < RVnM (80G; +20Gy— +4+ 5= +3Gf+4R2 T + 24nM +RGf T?,

2R
and
E[Neais] < 73 ¢ <L + =5 G; L4 G} + 1) T,
(nM)? \ R* * R2
where 0 < ¢ < 1 is an universal constant.
Before proving Theorem [Bl we need an additional lemma.

Lemma 10. Fix some interval T = {7+1,...,7+L} of size L, a set of i.i.d. samples {u;}1c7,u; ~ S™,
and some y € (1 —6/r)K = K5/, for some 6 € (0,7). Define g; = % fi(y + dus)us,t € 7, and let

g7 = > g: Then, it holds that
teT

~ 2 ~ M2
L Ellgrll” <E[lgrll’] < L(%*) + L*GF.
o nM nM )2
2. E [|lgr|*] < 3L% (2M)" 4 613 (2M)? G2 4+ LG
Proof. We start with the first item. It holds that

th =E > led*+ Y ele

E [I[gr]]

teT teT (1,7)ET2,i#j
> lleell? > Elg's]- (7)
teT (i,§)ET2,i#]

Since maxxe | fe(x)| < M, we have that ||g:|| < %|fi(y + 0uy)|[lue|| < %, and thus,

Sl < 2 (%) 0

teT
Using Lemma [B] we have that for all t € T, ||E[g:|y]l| = HVﬁ,a(y)H < Gy. Furthermore, since,
conditioned on y, Vi # j, g;, g; are independent random vectors, we have that
> Elglg]= >  E[Ely Elglyl] < (L*-1L)G}. 9)
(4,5)ET?,i#) (6,5)ET2,i#]
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Combining Equations (@), ([8), and (@), we obtain the first part of the lemma:

N R M\?
Ellgr)’ <E[lgrl?) < L ("T) L (P-1)c,

where the first inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality.
We move on to prove the second part of the lemma. It holds that

4 2
e ] =E[[ D e+ > sie
= (1)ET2 i

t€Tm
2 2
—E[<legtl2> + 2 <legtll2> > sleg || +E > oele| |-
teT teT (4,§)ET2,i#] (4,§)ET2,i#]

Using Eq. ([§) and Eq. (@) we have,

E[lgrl'] =E [

2
~ nM\* nM\?
E[llgrl*] <L? <T) +2L (T) > Elg'g]+E > glg
(1,5)ET2,i#] (,9)E€T 2 i#]
2
o (M ! i) 2 2 T

(1.5)ET2,i#j

Now we upper-bound the last term in the RHS. Note that, the expectation argument has (L? — L)?
summands. Since conditioned on y, for every four indices ¢ # j # k # [, the random vectors g;, g;,
gk, g are independent, we have that

E (g gigr &) = E [Elg; yElg;|yIElg; [yEleily]] < G}, (10)
where the last inequality follows, as before, from Lemma Bl which yields | E[g:|y]|| < Gy forallt € T.
In the case of three different indices i # j # k, we have
E g/ gigie;] =E[g]eig] &) =E[g] g8l 8] = E[g] g8/ &1]
=E [Elgily]"Elg;g] Iy|Elgxlyl] < E [|Elgilyll|Elg;e] [y)l|Elgxly]l]

n2M2G?
< Ellg, |76} < L (11)

There are L(L — 1)(L — 2)(L — 3) summands with four different indices, and 2(L* — L) summands
with exactly two different indices. Thus, since there are overall (L? — L)? summands, there are
4L3 — 12L? + 8L summands wiht exactly three different indices. Thus, using Lemma [, Eq. (I0),
and Eq. (), it holds that

2

M\* M\ 2
el(5, o) e () o () v
(1,5)ET2,i#j

Thus, we obtain that

M\* M2
E [lgrl] <3L? <HT> +6L3 <HT) @3 + LG,
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Proof of Theorem[3. First, we establish that Algorithm @ indeed plays feasible points. Using Lemma
[0 for each block m € [2,...,T/K], Algorithm dl returns x,, € K5/ = (1 —J/r)K. Thus, for every
iteration ¢ € [T] it indeed holds that z, € K.

We now turn to prove the upper-bound to the adaptive expected regret. Throughout the proof
of the regret bound let us fix some interval I = [s,e],1 < s < e < T. We start with an upper
bound on E {Z::S ﬁs,t ( m(t)— ) f5 t(x )} which holds for every x € Ks/,. We will first take a few

preliminary steps. For all ¢ € [T], denote the history of all predictions and gradient estimates by
Fi = {X1,. ., Xpm(t-1),81,---,8t—1}, Where m(t) := [%] Since for all ¢t € [T], g; is an unbiased

estimator of Vﬁ,g (Xin(t)=1), Le., Eg|Fy] = Vft(;( t)-1)> and E [Xp)—1]|Ft] = Xpmgy—1, we
have that for every t € [T] and x E Ks/r it holds that,

E (g (Xmw-1—%)] =E {E (gl 7" (Xmgy—1 — X)} [Vfa t(Zm(y—1) " Km()—1 — x)} . (12)

For every block m € [T'/K], denote T, = {(m — 1)K +1,...,mK}. Using Lemma [7] we have that
for every block m € [T/ K], the point ¥,,+2 is an 1nfeas1b1e projection of ¥ (m+1)K+1 over Ks,.. Since
Y(m+1)K+1 = Ym — 1D _4eT,,,, 8> we have that for every block m € [T'//K] and x € K/, it holds
that

2

¥tz =% < Iy ninyx1 —xI° = Hym - nZtGT LB Tx

2

= 2, 2 T/~
= [lym —x[I" +n gt 72772%7%1 g (Yym —x).

t€ETm+1

Rearranging, we have for every block m that,

S 2
S | & e fxn
ZtGTm+1 gt (ym X> - 27’] ZtGTm+l

(13)

Denote by ms and m, the smallest and the largest index of block that is fully contained in the interval
[s, €], respectively, i.e., {(ms—1)K+1,..., mcK} = {Tm., ..., Tm.} C [s,€]. Recall that all iterations
t € T, share the same prediction y,,—1. Since {s,...,ms_1K} C Tph._, and {m.K +1,...,e} C
Tinesr for every x € Kj,, we have that

e ms_1K Me
E lZgZ Fmi-1=%) | =E| D &l Gm. =% | +E| > > gl (Fm x)]
—s t—s m=ms tET,
+E| > g Fm —x)
t=m.K+1

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma [7] (which yields that ¥, € RB), and Lemma [T0, with
the fact that for alla,b € Rt : va + b < \/a++/b, we obtain the bound: E [ngnt}(fl 8 (Ym(t) — x)}

2RK( N Gf) for every t € [T], and x € K;/,. Combining Eq.(I3), and this bound, we have
that
z M 4R — ’
EE T (Fontr—1 — X <4RK<”—+G) — QE E
lt_s gt (y (t) ' ) B 5\/E d 2m:m teT, ®
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Combining Eq.([I2) and Lemma [0, we have that for every x € K;,, it holds that,

ZE {Vfat m(t)— 1) (Xim(t)—1 —X)} <E tz:;g: (Xim(t)=1 — Ym(t)—1) +T

nM n n2M?
ARK | —=+G -K G7
arc (3 + 1) + 31 (e +
From Lemma [7, we have that for every block m, ||xm—1 — ¥m—1]] < . Using Lemma [I0 with the
fact that for all a,b € R* : Va+b < /a+ vb, we have that E [|| Yt &ll] < VK (25) + KGy
for every block m. Plugging-in these two observations, we have that for every x € K5/, it holds that,

T nM nM
ZE[Vfét m(t)— 1) (Xm(t)fl—X)} < (W—I—(SGf)T—i-élRK (6\/?+Gf)
4R2 n 2M2 9
+T+ K( 2K + G >

Since for every t € [T], f:(-) is convex in K, using Lemma [3 it holds that the smoothed function

4R?

ﬁ75(~) is convex in ks, for all ¢ € [T']. Thus, for every x € K5/, we obtain that,

[Zf&t (Xim(ty—1) — fo.(x) _(T/—]\éﬁ—éGf)T—HLRK(é\/A%—FGf)

4R? nkK M2
+T+T(K(52 JrGf) (14)

Let us now denote by x} a feasible minimizer w.r.t. the interval I = [s, €], i.e. X} € argminy ;__ f¢(x).
xeK

Denote also X} = (1 — 2) x} € K5/,. It holds that,

E [th(zt fe(xT)

Since for every t € [T], Z; = Xp(1)—1 + duy, and f; is Gy-Lipschitz over K, we have that

=E [Z fi(ze) = fr (Xmy—1) + fr (Kmy—1) — fe(XT) + fe(XT) — ft(xf):| . (15)

th Zt m(t 1 ZE ft Xm(t) 1+511t) ft( (t)— 1)]

< Y E[Gyd|lui] < GoT,

t=s

and since ||x}|| < R, we have

e e RG
E lz fe(X7) = fe(x] ] th X7) = fulx7) <D Gylx; —xj < f5T
t=s

t=s
Using Lemma Bl and Eq.(Id), we have

ST

E Zfis,t (1) = FoaED)| +E |3 Fral®h) - %)
t=s
nM nM AR (n2M? 2)
< 20GT+ (= +0Gr | T+4RK (== + Gy ) + —— + 1K e
d <\/K f) <5\/K f> 0 (521(
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Combining the last three equations and Eq.(IZ]), we obtain that

nM nM
E 34+ —|GiT+ | —=+0Gf | T+4RK | —— + G
l ft Zt — fi XI)‘| < ) f <\/? f> ((5\/? f>
4R? 1 (n?M> 9
+7+§< 52 +KG>

Plugging-in the values of K, 7,6 listed in the theorem, we obtain the regret bound of the theorem.
We now turn to prove the upper-bound on the expected overall number of calls to the LOO. We
start with find an upper-bound on E [|[xm—1 — ymx+1]/*]. Since (a + b)* < 8(a* + b*), we have

E [me,1 - YmKJrlHﬂ =E [me,1 - S’mfl + S’mfl - YmK+1||4]
S 8E [me,1 - ym71H4 + H5’m71 - YmKJrl”ﬂ .

Using Lemma[7] for every block m, Algorithm [ returns points X,,, ¥, such that ||[x,, — y.. | < 6%
Since Algorithm [B updates ymxi1 = ¥m—1— 12,7, &t using Lemma [[0 we have that

4
th

t€ETm

4
4 nM nM 4 4
<38 (5 + 3 K*? (T) + 60 K3 (T) Gi+n K4Gf>.

Using Lemma [7] for every block m, Algorithm [ makes at most

It =Y ? (Iem 1 =y |* = %)
max N + 1,1
5
(%)
1rerations, wnere 1S € error tolerance. n each 1teration o oritnm 1t calls oritnm
iterati here 62/3 is th tol @) h iteration of Algorith it calls Algorith

which in turn, by Lemma Bl makes at most RZI/D”; - 2—‘ calls to a linear optimization oracle. Thus,

E [[|%m-1 — Ymr+1lI'] <8 | 6* +7'E

the call to Algorithm [ in block m executes

2

[Xm—1 = Ymr+1]? (||Xm—1 — Ymr+1* — %) 41 81R?

E[n,] <E — 5
4(%) ’

189 K2 (3 (24)" 4+ 6K (212)° G} + K36} 1R

= 5 L e

calls to linear optimization oracle in expectation. Thus, the expected overall number of calls to a
linear optimization oracle is bounded by

E [Neaus] = Z E 58 56 54 52

m=1

T/K 472 4 47-3 2 ~2 4 74 ~4 2
An* K= (nM 108" K M) G 18n°K°G
[nm]§%<5" (nM)” | 108w K" (nM) Gy | 181 f+19>81R.

It only remains to plug-in the value of K, 7, listed in the theorem. O
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4 Projection-free Algorithms via a Separation Oracle

In this section we discuss our SO-based algorithms. Similarly to our LOO-based algorithms, here
also we will begin by showing how to efficiently compute infeasible projections using the SO, and
then we will combine it with the OGD without feasibility approach (Algorithm [2)), to obtain our
algorithms. More concretely, our SO-based algorithms will be based on the following idea, which is
slightly different than the one used for our LOO-based algorithms. Note that under Assumption [1
for any 60 € [0, 1] it holds that ICs = (1 — §)K C K. Thus, our approach will be to fix some ¢ € (0, 1]
and to treat K5 as if it was the feasible set, and compute infeasible projections w.r.t. to it, while
ensuring that at all times, the points played by the algorithms remain within the enclosing feasible
set IC.

For clarity, throughout this section we introduce the notation Ks, 5, = (1 — d1)(1 — 52)K =
{(1 —61)(1 —d2)x | x € K}, for any (61, d2) € [0,1]?.

4.1 Efficient (close) infeasible projection via a SO

We now turn to detail the main ingredient in our SO-based online algorithms — efficient infeasible
projections onto the set Kj 5/, for any given (4,0") € [0,1] x [0, 7], using the SO.

As in our LOO-based construction, the first step will be to show how the SO of K can be used
to construct separating hyperplanes w.r.t. Kjs /., which will in turn be used to “pull” infeasible

points closer to the set, while maintaining the infeasible projection property.
Lemma 11. Suppose Assumption [ holds. Fix (4,6") € (0,1) x [0,7), and let y € R™ such that
#,/T ¢ K. Let g € R" be the output of the SO of K w.r.t. %,/T, ie., for all x € K,

-
(#//T — X) g > 0. Then, it holds that,

Vz € Ksypr: (y—2)'g>6d(r—25)|gl

Before proving the lemma we require an additional observation.
Observation 1. Suppose Assumption [ holds and fix some (4,d’) € [0,1] x [0,7]. Then, for all
z € K4 r = (1 —0)(1=0"/r)K, it holds that z + d(r — 0")B C Ky /y-.
Proof of Lemmallll Note that K5 = (1 —0)K C K, and Ks 5/ = (1 —¢'/r)(1 = 6)K C Ks. Since
forall x € K, (y — (1 —6'/r)x)"g > 0, we have that for all w € K5/, (y — w) g > 0. Fix some

z € K54/, and note that using Observation[I] it holds that z + d(r — 0')g € Ky /., where g = @.
Then, we have that,

0<(y—(z+d(r—01g) g=(y—2) g~ d(r—)gl.
Rearranging, we obtain the lemma. |

We can now present our SO-based infeasible projection oracle, see Algorithm [7]

Lemma 12. Suppose Assumption[Ilholds. Let 0 < § < 1, and 0 < §’ < r. Setting v; = §(r—27")/|1:ll,

. dist?(y0,/Cs 57 /) —dist? (y,Ks s/ /0 . .
Algorithm [7 stops after at most — (o ‘5’552/(:75,1;2 &Kastye) | 1, iterations, and returns y € K¢ =

(1 = ¢§)K such that

Vz € Kssryrt Iy —2l” < llyo — 2]*

Proof. Denote by k the number of iterations until Algorithm[fstops. Then, for every iteration i < k,

it holds that #i/r ¢ K, which implies that y; ¢ Ky /. = (1 —0'/r)K. Thus, using Lemma [T}, we
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Algorithm 7: Infeasible projection via a separation oracle

Data: feasible set K, radius r, squeeze parameters (4,4’) € [0,1] x [0, r], initial vector yyq.
v1 < yo/ max{1,||y|l/R} ; /* y1 is projection of yo over RB */
fori=1... do

Call SO;C with input 5,/T

if = 6,/T¢1Cthen B}
Set g; < hyperplane outputted by SO ; /*x Vx € K (#,/T — x) gi >0 %/
Update yit1 =yi — 7i&i

else

| Returny < y;
end
end

have that for every i < k, it holds for all z € K5 5/, that (y; — z) g > 6(r —&)|gi||. From these
observations and using Lemma 2l with g = g;, C' = ||g;||, and @ = §(r — §")||g;||, we have that for
every i < k,

V2 € Kogryrt Ilyisr —2ll” < llyi —2]* = 6*(r — &')%, (16)

Specifically for ¢ = k — 1, and unrolling the recursion, we obtain that for all z € Ks 5 /., [ly —z[|* <
lly: — z|%, and since y; is the projection of y, onto RB and Ks.s:/r © RB, it holds that for
all z € Kss/r, |ly1 — 2[* < |lyo — 2%, and we can conclude that indeed for all z € Ks g/ /y,
ly — zl|* < |lyo — z||*, as needed.

Now, we upper-bound k£ — the number of iterations until Algorithm [7] stops. Denote x} =
argminy e, lly: — x||?. Using Eq. (6) for every iteration i < k it holds that,

dist”(yir1, Koo /r) = Iyier = xil® < lyiss — x5
< lys = x{|I* = 6%(r — 8')? = dist*(yi, Ks,50/) — 0% (r — 8')*.
Unrolling the recursion, and Since y; is the projection of yo onto RB and K5 5 /. C RB, we have
dist®(y, Ks,r/r) < dist®(y1, Ks5/0) — (k — 1)5°(r = 6)?
< dist*(yo, Ks.orr) — (k = 1)6°(r — &),
Thus, after at most

 dist® (yo, Ko /) — dist?(y, Ks 5 /r)
= 2(r—5)?

iterations Algorithm [l must stop. O

+1

4.2 SO-based algorithm for the full-information setting

Our SO-based algorithm for the full-information setting, Algorithm [{), is given below.
Theorem 6. Suppose Assumption [ holds. Fix ¢ > 0 such that § = T~z € (0,1), and set n =

C17T

3G T- 3. Algorithm [§] guarantees that the adaptive regret is upper bounded by

G 4R?G
Sup {th (¥ *)gléant Xr) }S (Gch+T—f+—f) VT,

=[s,e]C[T] 4 r
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Algorithm 8: Online gradient descent via a separation oracle (SO-OGD)

Data: horizon T, feasible set I, update step 7, squeeze parameter §.
571 +—0e€ ’Cg.
for t=1,...,7 do
Play y: and observe fi(3:).
Set V; € df:(y:) and update y;y1 = ¥+ — nVs.
Set y:+1 + Outputs of Algorithm [ with set &, radius r, initial vector y;y1, and squeeze
parameters (d, 0).
end

and that the overall number of calls to the SO is upper bounded by

R 1
Ncalls_( +F+1)T

In particular, if % < /T, then setting ¢ = %, we have that
2 r  8RZ
sup ) — min f XI}SG (—+—) VT,
[s,e]cm{; x/ E'CZ ' Tat

and

5 72
< (24—
Ncalls >~ <4 + 64R2> T
Before proving the theorem we need an additional observation.
Observation 2. Fix § € (0,1). For any y € K it holds that dist(y, Ks) < R6.

Proof of Theorem[@ First, we note that since for every t € [2,T], ¥; is output of Algorithm [7 using
Lemma [I2] with ¢’ = 0, it follows that y; € K, and thus, Algorithm [}l indeed plays feasible points.
Now, we prove the upper-bound on the adaptive regret. Fix an interval I = [s,e],1 < s <e < T, and
a feasible minimizer w.r.t. this interval, xj € argmin, x> ;_, fi(x). Define x; = (1 — §)x} € Ks.
Since for every t € [T, fi(-) is Gy—Lipschitz over K, we have that

th (¥¢) — fe(x7) th — fe (X1) + fo (X1) — fe(xT)
t=s

< GyROT + Z fe(3¢) = fe (%r).

t=s

Using Lemma [[2] with ¢’ = 0 for all ¢ > 1 we have that, y; € K is an infeasible projection of y; over
Ks. Thus, from Lemma [I, we have that

2

e € _ G
th(f’t)—z:ft(i ||y5 nZHV I < TfT.
t=s t=s

Combining the last two equations, we obtain that

G 2R?
th ve) — fe(x7) < <GfR5+ 5 >T+—.
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The regret bound in the theorem now follows from plugging-in the values of §, n listed in the theorem.
We turn to upper-bound the number of calls to the SO. For every t > 1, denote X; = argmin, ¢y, [[x—
¥l Since yi141 = ¥+ — nVy, we have

dist(ye41,Ks) < 1%} = yeqr |l < %7 = el + [1y¢ — yesall < dist(ye, Ks) + [[nVel]-
It follows that, for any iteration ¢t > 1, Algorithm [ calls Algorithm [7] with y:11 such that
dist® (i1, Ks) < dist” (F¢, Ks) + 2dist(F¢, Ks)nG s + 1G5 (17)

Using Lemma [[2] with initial point y;1, feasible set I, radius r, squeeze parameters (J, = 0), and
the returned point y;.1, we have that for every iteration ¢ > 1, Algorithm [7] makes at most

dist? (y41,Ks) — dist® (§,11, Ks)
62r2

iterations. Thus, using Eq.([I7) and Observation 2] the overall number of calls to the SO of K that
Algorithm [7] makes is

+1

T
1 - e
Neans < Z 22 (d1s’52(y,57 Ks) +2RomG ¢ + nQG? — dist® (F11, IC(s)) +1
t=1
2RGyn,, G
< =T+ ——=T+T
- r2z + r2 §2 5
where the last inequality is since dist? (1, KCs) = 0. O

4.3 SO-based algorithm for the bandit setting

Similarly to our LLO-based algorithm for the bandit setting, our SO-based bandit algorithm follows
from combining our SO-based algorithm for the full-information setting together with the use of
unbiased estimators for the gradients of smoothed versions of the loss functions, as pioneered in
[6]. Our algorithm for the bandit feedback, Algorithm [ is given below. As opposed to the full-
information setting which used a single squeeze parameter (i.e., we set ' = 0 when considering
the squeezed set Ks 5 /), in the bandit setting, due to the ball-sampling technique which is used
to construct the unbiased gradient estimators, in order to keep the iterates feasible, we set §’ to be
strictly positive.

Algorithm 9: Bandit online gradient descent via a separation oracle (SO-BGD)

Data: horizon T, feasible set IC with parameters r, R, update step 7, squeeze parameters
(6,4").
5’1 +—0¢€ IC(;,(;/
for t=1,...,7 do
Set u; ~ S™, play z; = y; + 6'us, and observe fi(z:).
Set g¢ = % fi(z¢)u; and update y;11 = ¥+ — ng;.
Set y:4+1 < output of Algorithm [ with set K, radius r, initial vector y;y1, and squeeze
parameters (,d’).
end
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Theorem 7. Suppose AssumptlonlIIholds Fix some ¢, ¢ > 0such that 2¢T Y4 < rand ¢T—V/* < 1.
Setting n = 4\/nTT 1,0 = ¢I'"Y4§ = ¢T~% in Algorithm [ guarantees that the adaptive

expected regret is upper bounded as follows

th Z ‘| —)gnn th X7 }

AERy = sup {
I=[s,e]C[T]

3 4v/nM  (nM)% r 3 cd | 1
<GfR|—=+— T+ 4+ GyR—T>
! <R+r+c+ rGy " 8GR ? B A

and the overall number of calls to SO is upper bounded by

2R\/ nM iT% + nM 1 1
r

P 2
cc! 4 202

Ncalls < T+

In particular, if T%/4 > max{ Q—VT”M, %}, then setting ¢ = % and ¢’ = v/nM, we have

AG; 4 8GR \/Ml
AERTSR\/nM( =4 = +@)T + =78 L G4R T3,

and

R
Nca s ST T4 _T7
i + — 1 + 256

Proof. First, we establish that Algorithm [ indeed plays feasible points, meaning z; € K for all
t € [T]. Since for every ¢t > 1, Algorithm [0 returns y; € Ky = (1 —¢'/r)K and rB C K, it follows
that indeed z; = y; + 6'u; € K for every t € [T7].

Now, we turn to prove the upper-bound on the adaptive expected regret. Let us fix some interval

I=1lse],1<s<e<T. We start with an upper bound on E |>"7__ ﬁ,(;/ (¥¢) — ﬁ,(;/ (x)| for every

X € Ks50/p = (1-0"/7)(1—6)K. We will first take a few preliminary steps. For every ¢ € [T'], denote
by F: = {¥J1,---,¥t-1,81,---,8t—1} the history of all predictions and gradient estimates up to time

t. Since for all t > 1, g; is an unbiased estimator of Vﬁyg/ (¥1), ie., Elg|F] = Vﬁg/ (¥t), we have
that for all ¢ € [T'] and x € K55y, it holds that

Elg) 50 —%)] =E [ElglF]T 30— %] =E[Vie @) G -x)] . (18)

From Lemma [2lwith ¢’ # 0, we have that for every ¢ € [T, the point y; € Ks /., and is an infeasible
projection of y; over K s5/.. Thus, we have that

Vi€ [T]Vx € Ksgpr: 5er1 — x| < [lyesr — x|
Since yi11 = ¥+ — 18t for every ¢t € [T] and x € Ks 5/ we have that
. . 2 - 2 2 -
[Fe41 = %01 < N15¢ = nge = xII” = 17 = x[I” +n* [lee]” — 2ng (5 — %)

Rearranging, we obtain that for every ¢ € [T] and x € Ks 5/, it holds that

~ 2 ~
Iye = %" 5041 — %]
2n 2n

- n 2
gl (F: —x) < + 5 llgell™ -
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Summing over the interval [s, e] and taking expectation, we have that
~ T L
E> e 5:i-%) ZE[Hg 7]
t=s
Since y; € Ky, for every t € [T, then [|§; — x|| < 2R for every x € Ks 5/, and thus,
]E - T (& R n - 2
th (¥t —x) §E+§ZE gl -
t=s t=s

Using Eq. (I8), for every x € K5 57/ we have that,

> B [V (507 (50~ x)] = SB[l 5] < 24 ”ZE[HgM
t=s t=s =

~ [l7e —x|I* Hyt+1—XH
SElZ 2n

Since for every t € [T, fi(-) is convex in K, using Lemma [3] it holds that ﬁ15/(~) is convex in Ks ;..
Thus, for every x € K5 s/, we obtain that,

E | fior (50) = fus <x>] < % + 23 B |l (19)
t=s t=s

Let us denote by x7} a feasible minimizer w.r.t. to interval I = [s, e], i.e., X} € argmin,cxc > y_, fi(X),
and define accordingly X7 = (1 — ¢'/7)(1 — 0)x} € Ks 5. It holds that,

E [Z ft(Zt)] - > filx1) =E [Z felze) = fo (30) + D fe (30) = (XD | + D fel(%D) th x7). (20)

Since for every t € [T] f:(-) is Gy-Lipschitz, we have that

E th(zt — fi(¥: ] ZE fe(¥e 4+ 6'u) — fi(ye)] < Gf5lT7
t=s

and

oy o8
th(xl — fi(x7) <vat xp) " (Xf —x7) <ZGf||XI_XIH<GfR( +5+_>T
t=s

t=s

Using Lemma Bland Eq. ([I9), we have

lth ft X[

+E

=E lz fe (31) = Fror (30)

t=s

S Fo (%)) ft(i?)]

t=s

°e - _ - R 7 ¢ 5
E | fur (50) — fos(x3)| <28G,T+—+ 13 E{ |-
+ 2 fror (¥) — fro(X7)| < M+ 7 T3 2 lleell
Combining the last three equations and Eq. (20), and using the fact that [|g:| < 2%, we obtain

that

/ / 2ar12
<Gy (35’+R((S +5+ﬁ))T+§+n;W (%T

lth zy) — fe(x7)
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Plugging-in the values of 7, d, §’ listed in the theorem, we obtain the adaptive expected regret bound
in the theorem.

We now move on to upper-bound the overall number of calls to the SO of K. For every ¢ € [T,
let us denote xj = argmin e, , lx — ¥¢||. Since Algorithm [0 updates y:11 = ¥+ — ngt, we have

dist (ye41, Koo /r) < 1% — yegrll S N%5 = yell + 17¢ — yea || = dist (3¢, Kss/) + 82l

which, by plugging-in the upper-bound on ||g;||, gives

nM nM)?
L p

o 5
For any ¢ € [T], using Lemma [[2 with initial point y; 1, feasible set K, radius r, squeeze parameters
(6,¢"), and the returned point y;1, we have that Algorithm [l makes at most

diSt2 (ytJrl, ’Cg,(;//r) < diSt2 (yta ’C6,6’/r) + 2dist (S’tv IC(S,(?//T) n (21)

diSt2 (yt+17 ]C(g’(;//r) - diSt2 (yt+1; IC&,(S’/T)
8% (r — ')
iterations. Since y; € Ky, € K and (1 — 0)Ks ), = Ks 5/, using Observation B it holds that

dist (S’t, Ks,s /T) < R§. Thus, using this observation and Eq.([21l), the overall number of calls to the
SO of K that Algorithm [7l makes is

+1

T
1 .2 [~ nM 2 ('I’LM)2 .2/~
< _— ’ — ,
Neants <T + o) ; (dlSt (¥t,Ks,50 /) + 2R6n 5 T2 dist” (F141, Ks57 /1)
8RnM n 4(nM)? n?
= (1 T T T wer)
where last inequality follows since dist? (5’1, ICM,/T) =0, and §' < r/2. O
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A Proof of Lemma [

Proof. Fix some iteration ¢ of Algorithm Since y:y1 is an infeasible projection of yy41, and
Yi+1 = ¥t — e Ve, we have that

~ ~ 2
Vx € Kt [[Fie1 — %[ < [lyegr — %[ = |§: — Ve — x|
~ 2 ~
<|lye = x|I” + 02 IVel* = 20V (30 — x).

Rearranging, then we have

~ 2 - 2 2
~ — X — X \V4
vxeK: V] (§,—x) < [y 1= Iyesr [ 4 e[ Ve '

2, 2my 2
Fix some positive integers 1 < s < e < T. Summing over the interval [s, ], we have that
e ~ 2 e 1
wek: S0 Pl 3 (L LY g s Z IV (22)
t=s s t=s+1

Using the convexity of each fi(-) and plugging-in 7 = 7 for all ¢ > 1, we have that

weks Y nig) - it <l X "ZHW

t=s
which yields the first guarantee of the lemma.
In case all loss function f(-),1 <t < T, are a-strongly convex, using the inequality f¢(y)—f:(x) <
Viy) (y—x)— 2|y —x|? (x,y) € R" xR", and setting (s,e) = (1,T) in Eq.(@2), for every x € K
we have that,

T
V 1 a -
th 70~ £ <32 TR (=5 ) I3

Plugging in n; = we obtain the second guarantee of the lemma. O

at’

B  Proofs of Additional Observations

Proof of Observation[d. First we prove that (r—0")B C Ky /. = (1-0"/7)K. Fix some u € (r—9")B,
ie, ul <r-14¢. Since rB C K, it holds that u(lTl,/T) = u—5 € rB C K. This in turn implies
that u = (1 — ' /r)u——7 6,/T €(1=0"/rK =Ky

Now, we recall that if a convex set P C R"™ satisfies that pB C P, for some p > 0, then for any
v € [0,p] and any z € (1 —+/p)P, it holds that z + vB C P (see for instance the chapter on bandit
algorithms in [I2]. Applying this with P = Ks/ ., p = (r — ¢'), and v = 0(r — ¢’), we have that for
any z € (1 =0(r —0")/(r =9¢")Ks )r = (1 = 0)Ks r = K56y, it holds that z 4 5(r — ¢')B C Ks:p,
as needed. |
Proof of Observation[2. Denote x* = argmin ||x — y||? and y5 = (1 — §)y. Sincey € K and ys € Ks

xes

it holds that

dist(y, Ks) = [[x* =yl < llys =yl = [|6y[l < oR.
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