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Abstract

This paper considers the stability of online learning alpons and its implica-
tions for learnability (bounded regret). We introduce aelaantity calledor-
ward regretthat intuitively measures how good an online learning atbor is if

it is allowed a one-step look-ahead into the future. We shH@t given stability,
bounded forward regret is equivalent to bounded regret. M show that the
existence of an algorithm with bounded regret implies thisterce of a stable al-
gorithm with bounded regret and bounded forward regret.ehavalence results
apply to general, possibly non-convex problems. To the bestr knowledge,
our analysis provides the first general connection betwtsdility and regret in
the online setting that is not restricted to a particulasslaf algorithms. Our
stability-regret connection provides a simple recipe foalgzing regret incurred
by any online learning algorithm. Using our framework, walgmae several exist-
ing online learning algorithms as well as the “approximar’sions of algorithms
like RDA that solve an optimization problem at each itenatidOur proofs are
simpler than existing analysis for the respective algarghshow a clear trade-off
between stability and forward regret, and provide tightgret bounds in some
cases. Furthermore, using our recipe, we analyze “appwaigihversions of sev-
eral algorithms such as follow-the-regularized-lead@RE) that requires solving
an optimization problem at each step.

1 Introduction

The fundamental role of stability in determining the gefieation ability of learning algorithms in
the setting of iid data is now well recognized. Moreover, kaowledge of the connection between
stability and generalization is beginning to achieve adaigree of maturity (see, for instancé, |
13, 18, 27]). However, the same cannot be said regarding our undelis@of the role of stability
in online adversarial learning.

Recently, several results have shown connections betwaemebility of a concept class and stability
of its empirical risk minimizer (ERM). Apart from theoretitinterest, such insights into stability
and learnability, can potentially help in designing moraqgical algorithms. For examplel|
show that under certain settings, stability is a more gémdraracterization than VC-dimension;
good generalization performance can be guaranteed foepbolasses with stable ERM, even if its
VC-dimension is infinite.

However, most of the existing implications of stability amehe batch or i.i.d. learning setting, with
only a few results in the online adversarial setting. Onlesning can be modeled as a sequential
two-player game between a player (learner) and an advesseane, at each step, the player takes an
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action from a set and the adversary plays a loss function player’s loss is evaluated by applying
the adversary’s move to the player’s action and key quatttisontrol is theregret of the player in
hindsight. Understanding stability in the online learnggdting is not only a challenging theoretical
problem but is also important from the point of view of apptions. For instance, stability allows us
to derive guarantees that apply to dependent (non-iid)[@htand is critical in areas such as privacy
[11].

There is a fundamental challenge in extending the connettgween stability and learnability
from the iid to the online case. In the iid setting, empiridak minimization (ERM) serves as a
canonical learning algorithn2p]. Thus, giveranyhypothesis class, it is sufficient to just analyze the
stability of ERM over the class to characterize its learligtin the batch setting. Unfortunately, no
such canonical scheme is known for online learning, makisgynificantly more involved to forge
connections between online learnability and stability. ®Weumvent this difficulty by studying
connections between stability and regreadfitrary online learningalgorithms

In this paper, we circumvent the above mentioned issue llystg connections between stability
and regret of learninglgorithms rather than online learnability of individuabncept classesn a
generic sense.To this end, we first define stability for anlearning algorithms. Our definition is
essentially “leave last one out” stability, also considdg [20]. We also define a uniform version
of this stability measure. However, stability alone cangpearantee bounded regret. For example,
an algorithm that always plays one fixed move is clearly thetretable any algorithm can be. But
its regret can hardly be bounded. Hence, an additional tonds required that forces the algorithm
to makeprogress To this end, we introduce a novel measure caledard regret the excess loss
incurred with a look-ahead of one time step (i.e., when playakes itst™ moveafter seeing the
adversary’s™ move). We show fundamental results relating the three ¢iomgi namelyonline
stability, bounded forward regret andbounded regret First, assuming stability, bounded regret
and bounded forward regret are equivalent. Second, givaalggmithm with bounded regret, we
can always obtain atablealgorithm with bounded regret and bounded forward regres. vituld
like to stress that these general resditsnotrely on convexity assumptions and aret restricted

to a particular family of learning algorithms. In contrd&0] provides equivalence of stability and
regret for only certain families of algorithms and concdpsses.

We illustrate the usefulness of our general framework bysi@ring several popular online learning
algorithms like Follow-The-Leader (FTLLD, 7], Follow-The-Regularized-Leader (FTRL) T, 1],
Implicit Online Learning (I0OL) 2], Regularized Dual Averaging (RDARH] and Composite Ob-
jective Mirror Descent (COMID)§]. We obtain regret bounds for all of them using the fundaralent
connections between forward regret and stability theredmahstrating that our framework is not
restricted to a particular class of algorithms. Our regretlgsis is arguably simpler than existing
ones and, in some cases such as IOL, provides tighter geasaas well.

Finally, we consider “approximate” versions of RDA, IOL,daRTRL algorithms where the opti-
mization problem at each step is solved only up to a small botzero additive error. It is important
to consider such an analysis because, in practice, the iaation problems arises at each step will
not be solved to infinite precision. For each of these thrgerdhms, we use our general stability
based recipe to provide regret bounds for their approximat&ons.

We introduce our setup in Sectigh We introduce the online learning framework in Secti®dn
and review existing work and contrast it to our work in sect#io We introduce our three online
learning conditions and show their connections in SeclionWe provide several illustrations of
the usefulness of our conditions in analyzing existing rlalgorithms in Sectios and finally
conclude with SectioB.

2 Bregman Divergences and Strong Convexity

Here we recall the definition of a Bregman divergensef] which finds use in online learning
algorithms. We also relate it to the notion of strong contyexd key property behind many regret
bounds for online learning.

Definition 1. LetR : C — R be a strictly convex function on a convex et R¢. Also, letR be
differentiable on the relative interior df, 7i(C), assumed to be nonempty. The Bregman divergence
Drg : C x 1i(C) — R* generated by the functioR is given by

Dr(x,y) = R(x) = R(y) = VR(y) " (x — )
whereV R(y) is the gradient of the functioR aty.



Definition 2. A convex functiorf : R? — R is strongly convex with respect to a nofi| if there
exists a constant > 0 such that

Dﬂmvﬁz%m—vw Yu,v € R

« is called the modulus of strong convexity afids also referred to as-strongly convex.

Now, we present a useful lemma characterizing optima ofoagty convex function.

Lemma 3. Let f : R? — R be ana-strongly convex function and It C R¢ be a convex set. Let
w* € C be a minimizer off overC, i.e.,w* = argmin,, .. f(w). Then, foranyu € C,

* « *
flu) = f(w") + 5 flu—w*
In particular, the minimizer is unique.

Lower bold case letterse(g, w, u) denote vectorsyw; denotes the-th component ofw. The
Euclidean dot product betweerandb is denoted bya " b or (a, b). A general norm is denoted by
I - || and|| - ||« refers to its dual norm. For most of this paper, we work withittary norms and we
use| - ||, to refer to a specifi¢, norm. Unless specified otherwise, € R?, C ¢ R? is a compact
convex set, and, : R? — R is any loss function. A functiorf : C — R is L-Lipschitz continuous
w.r.t. anorm||-|| if | f(x) — f(y)| < L||x —y|,¥x,y € C.

3 Setup

We now describe the online learning setup that we use in tpep LetC ¢ R? be a fixed set and
L be a class of real-valued functions ovker Now, consider a repeated gamelofrounds played
between a player/learner and an adversary. At everytstep

e The player plays a point; from a setC.
e The adversary responds with a functigre L.
e The player suffers los& (w;).

The quantity of interest in online learning is thegret which measures how good the player per-
forms compared to the best fixed move in hindsight (i.e. kngveill the moves of the adversary in
advance). Regret is defined below #).(The goal in online learning is to minimize the regret re-
gardless of the function sequence played by the adversaftinegonvex Programming (OCP34|
(respectively Online Linear Programming (OLP)) is a splexase of the online learning game above
where the se€ is a compact convex set artlis a class of convex (respectively linear) functions
defined orC.

4 Related Work

For a general introduction to online learning and desaripsiof standard algorithms, sed.[ In
the iid setting, stability is investigated from various isi of view in {4, 13, 18, 22]. There are
only a few papers dealing with stability in the online segtirRecently, 20] defined what we call
Last Leave-One-Out (LLOO) stability and showed that for ET&® MD type methods, stable on-
line learning algorithms have bounded regret. In contrastdistill out the “progress” in terms of
forward regret condition and show a much more general cdiomebetween stability, regret and
forward regret. Unlike20], our method is extremely generic and does not need to asanyngpe-
cific algorithmic form or even any specific function clas&éliconvex functions). We also prove
that most existing families of online learning algorithne & factstablein our sense and using our
connections provide simple regret bound analysis for thenother related work6] considers an
online algorithm, namely stochastic gradient descent (B&drithm, in the iid setting where each
function ¢, is samples points in an iid fashion from some distributiamthis setting, 16] defines

a new notion of online stability which is motivated by unifostability [4]. The paper shows that
SGD satisfies the new notion of stability and provides cdestsyy guarantees as well. In contrast,
our fundamental results connecting stability with regretdhfor any algorithm and for any set of
adversary move§/, }, not just those sampled iid from a distribution.

A general class of online learning algorithms are referedd Follow-The-Leader (FTL)/] al-
gorithms. At step + 1, this algorithm chooses the elementivhich minimizes the sum of the
functions played by the adversary up to that point:

t
Wiyl = argnéinz filw) . (1)
wet =1

3



It can be shown that surprisingly simple algorithm achieW¢ksg T') regret when the adversary is
restricted to playing strongly convex functiords].

A generalization of FTL is by adding a regularizer which fesin the Follow-The-Regularized-
Leader (FTRL) algorithm17, 1]. In this case the update is given by

Wit = argmin 3 nfi(w) + R(w) @

weC T

Typically, R is a strongly convex regularizer with respect to the appad@norm and, is a tradeoff
parameter. Another way of describing FTRL algorithms ismgsBregman divergence4]. In
particular, by definingpg(w) = R(w) and¢:(w) = ¢:—1(w) + nf:(w), we can write FTRL
update in an equivalent form:

Wiyl = argminmn fy (W) + Dy, _, (V~V)
wel

wherew is the corresponding unconstrained minimizer.

Another class of algorithms is the proximal type algorithatso called Mirror Descent(MD) meth-
ods [L5], that typically tries to find an iterate close to the predierate but also minimizes the
current loss function and obtains same rates of regret as F$i®nilar to FTRL, such algorithms
also achieve®(v/T) regret for general convex functions aodin 7') regret for strongly convex
functions. It is interesting to note that Zinkevich’s aligom [25] is just a special case of mirror de-
scent with the Euclidean norm aft{w) = 1 ||w||§ and is similar to a stochastic gradient descent
update B].

While mirror descent and FTRL look fundamentally differatgorithms and were considered to be
two different ends of the spectrum for online learning alidpons [21], a recent paperld4] shows
equivalence between different mirror descent algorithnts@rresponding FTRL counterparts. In
particular they show that the FOBOS mirror descent algoriff] is conceptually similar to Reg-
ularized Dual Averaging (RDA)J4] with minor differences emanating out of usage of proximal
strongly convex regularizer and handling of arbitrary moosth regularization like thé; norm.
These difference result in different sparsity propertiethe two algorithms.

5 Three conditions for online learning

In this section, we formally define our stability notion aslivas introduce our bounded forward
regret condition. We show that given stability, boundedeegnd bounded forward regret are
equivalent. Moreover, any algorithm with bounded regret losa converted into atablealgorithm
with bounded regret and forward regret. Finally, we conssaweral existing OCP algorithms and
illustrate that our forward regret and stability condisaran be used to provide a simple recipe for
proving regret. For each of the algorithms, our novel anslgsnplifies existing analysis signifi-
cantly and in some cases also tightens the analysis.

We first define the following three quantities for any onliearning algorithm:

e Online Stability: Intuitively, an online algorithmA is defined to be stable if theonsec-
utiveiterates generated by are not too far away from each other. Formallywif is the
point selected by at thet-th step, then the (cumulative) online stability.dfis given by

T
SA(T) = Z [we — Wt+1H . €))
t=1

Now, if S4(T") = o(T'), then we say thatl is online stable. of stability is closely related
to [20] (See Definition 17). Next, we define a stronger definitiontabgity, which we call
Uniform Stability :

USA() = |lwi — Wiga]] . (4)

If USA(T) = o(1), then A is defined to be uniformly stable. Clearly, is uniformly
stable then it is (cumulatively) stable as well. In sect®nve show that most of the
existing online learning methods are actually uniformbidé. Interestingly, for COMIiD
(see sectionn.4), while proving cumulative stability is relatively stréditjorward, one can
show that uniform stability need not hold in general.



o Forward Regret: Forward regret is the hypothetical regret incurredAjf it had access
to the next move that the adversary was going to make. Notedhaard regret cannot
actually be attained by an algorithm since it depends omgeane step into the future.
Formally,

T
FRAT) = [be(witr) — bi(w™)], (5)
t=1

wherew* = argming, ¢ thl 4,(w). We defineA to have bounded (or vanishing) for-
ward regretifFR 4(T') = o(T'). Note that if the online algorithms are randomized, we can
replace the three quantities with their expected counttrpad all the bounds in the paper
still hold.

e Regret Regretis a standard notion in online learning that measures good the steps of
the algorithmA are compared to the best fixed point in hindsight:

T
T) =" [e(wi) — L(w")]. (6)

Here again, ifR 4(T) = o(T), thenA is said to have bounded (or vanishing) regret.

These three concepts, besides being important in their ayl, rare also intimately related. In
particular, in the next section we show that given any twoheke conditions, the third condition
holds.

5.1 Connections between the three conditions

In this section, we show that the three conditions (i.e. nlad stability, bounded forward regret and
bounded regret) defined in the previous section are closdyed in the sense that given any two
of the conditions, the third condition follows directly. Four claim, we first show thaissuming
stability,

bounded forward regree=- bounded regret

We then prove that bounded regret can be shown to exhibitistadlbeit with worse rates of regret.
Our claims are formalized in the following theorems.

Theorem 4. Assume an online algorithpd satisfies the condition of online stabilit§) where the
function played by the adversary at each step-kipschitz. Then, we have,

Ra(T) < L-SaA(T) + FRA(T), (7)
FRA(T) < L-Sa(T) +Ra(T).

Therefore, assuming online stability.df bounded forward regret and bounded regret are equivalent
conditions.

Proof. We first assume thad has online stability and bounded forward regret. We have

T
Z Et Wt — Et = Z ét Wt - ét(Wt+1 + Z [ét(le) — ét(W*)]
t=1 t=1

t=1

B

< Lilwi —wipa|| + FR(T) < L-S(T)+ FR(T) = o(T),

o~
Il

1

where the second Iast |neq ality follows by Lipschitz couify of ¢, and the last equality holds
as bothS(T"), FR(T) (T). Hence,A has bounded regret. The proof in the reverse direction
follows identically. O

To complete the picture regarding the connections betweethree conditions, we now prove the
following theorem.

Theorem 5. LetC be a fixed set of bounded diameferfrom which a learnet4 selects a point at
each step of online learning. L& be the class oL-Lipschitz functions from which the adversary
plays a function at each step. Also, Jéthave bounded regret. Then, there exists a stable algorithm
with bounded regret and forward regret.



Proof. Intuitively, our proof proceeds by constructing an altérreastable algorithm that averages
a batch of loss functions and feeds it into the “unstable” ibmtinded regret algorithnll. We
then show bounded regret and forward regret of this new #ifgor Note that our proof strategy
is inspired by the proof of Lemma 20 ir2%] that shows stability to be a necessary condition for
learnability in batch setting.

Formally, given the algorithri, we construct a new algorithtd’ in the following way. We divide

the set of points into batches &f and.A’ repeats the same point in an entire batch. At the end of
the batch, it feeds the average of the functions in the batchtb get its next move. It now sticks

to this new point for the nexB time steps before repeating the process all over. In picture

Alsees £17€27“.7€B’£B+1’.“’£23’V
A sees B-g1 B-gs -
Note that the functiony,, being an average of Lipschitz functions, is itself LipszhiDenote the
elements generated by asw, ..., w7, and those byd asw, ..., w /). Note that there are
only |7/ B| distinct elementsvy, ..., w p,p| in this sequence: viz. the elements generatediby
in response t91,...,9/7/8). The stability analysis ofl’ now proceeds as follows

|T/B] |T/B]
ZHWt Wi = Z HW(t 1)B+1~ WtB+1H— Z [we — Wi < D_O(T)

for the choiceB = O(+/T) in particular. This proves thad’ is stable.
In order to show thatl’ has bounded regret, we consider

T B|T/B] |T/B] iB
S ol(wi) = b(w) < Y ((wi) —b(w)+L-D-B= Y > (l(w}) —l(w")) + LDB
t=1 t=1 i=1 t=(i—1)B+1

|T/B]

_BZ (gi(ws) — gi(w*))+L-D-B<B-Ru(|T/B])+L-D-B,

whereR 4(T) = o(T) as.A has bounded regret. The last term in the first inequality isgper
bound on the regret due to the last batch of functions (makinfain number). Selecting® = /T,
we getR 4(|T/B]) = o(+/T) and hence the above boundig’), i.e, A’ has bounded regret. O

Thus we show that given any algorithm with bounded regretcareconvert it into another online
stable algorithm with bounded regret which also impliesrmad forward regret using Theorem

6 Unified analysis of online algorithms

In this section we present examples where existing onliaenlag algorithms can be analyzed
through our stability and forward regret conditions anddeetead to regret bounds directly (see
Theoremd). These examples illustrate that the stability and forwagtet conditions are critical
to regret analysis and in fact provide a fairly straightfard/recipe for regret analysis of online
learning algorithms. Note that, unlike the general resafitsection5, here we will make convexity
assumptions o and/;. One of the major contributions of this paper is that our gsialsignifi-
cantly simplifies as well as tightens up analysis for exgstimethods like I0L 12].

Before delving into the technical detials, we provide atgeneric sketch of the regret analysis of
all the algorithms.

For each of the regret analyses, initially we bound the Btab} °, |w; — w41 || in terms of the
learning rate) and the Lipschitz coefficient df, L. The bounds on stability are generally obtained
by exploiting the optimality ofv;; at iteration(t + 1), the lipschitz continuity of; and the strong
convexity of the regularizeR (for the algorithms involving regularization). For the easf 10OL,

[ W¢ — Wi || < 2L, which makes the stability bounded BY: Y, 7.

For FTL, forward regretis non positive by definition of thelFHIpdates. For all the other algorithms,
the bounds on the forward regret follow by again using thénegtty of w; ., at (¢ + 1)** iteration
and comparing the corresponding objective at the final mzemw*. This generally results in a
telescoping sum, upper bounding the forward regret in terfise regularize (or the bregman



divergenceDpg) evaluated at the extreme iterateg andw; with all the other terms canceling out
by appropriately choosing;. In particular, for the case of IOL, the forward regret is bdad by

%DR(W*’Wl) =+ Zt 9 (— — ntl—l — Oé) DR(W*,Wt)'

Finally bounds on the regret are obtained by using equafipwliile the optimum dependence on
T are obtained by trading off the step siggin the corresponding inequality. Summation over
appropriate); gives usO(log T) rates of regret for strongly conveéx andO(v/T) rates of regret
for general convex lipschitz as is common in the literature.

7 Examples

7.1 Follow The Leader (FTL)
Follow the leader(FTL) is a popular method for OCP when thevigled functions are strongly
convex. At the-th step FTL chooses;; € C to be the element that minimizes the total loss up to
that stepj.e.,
t
FTL : Wi = argmin Z . ( (8)
weC T3

The FTL method was analyzed ii][and [21] for the case when each loss functibis at leasiy-
strongly convex. Here, using our forward regret and stghdlbnditions, we provide a significantly
simpler analysis with similar regret bounds. It should beeddhat our analysis is a generalization
of the analysis in7, Section 3.2] from strongly convex functions w.it; norm to strongly convex
functions w.r.t. arbitrary norm.

Theorem 6. Let each loss functiof, be a-strongly convex and-Lipschitz continuous. Then, the
regret incurred by FTL algorithm (sg@)) is bounded by:

2L
Rer(T) < 7(1 + lnT).

Proof. Our proof follows the simple recipe of computing stabilitywaell as forward regret bound.
Stability : Using strong Convexity, Lemn&and the factw,, ; is the optimum of §),

Zﬁ wy) > Zf Wii1) + —||Wt Wi 9)
Similarly, using opt|maI|ty ofw, for thet — 1-th step
— 1o
Zg Wt+1 > Zé Wt ) ||Wt —Wt+1||2. (10)

Adding (9) and (10) and by using L|psch|tz contlnuny af we get:

Ci(we) — be(Wegr) > (= 1/2)allwy — w2,

L
— > - . 11
= (=120~ Wi — Wi (11)
Using (11), we get:
T T 2L
- — {1+ InT). 12
;Ilwt Wi < 2%—1 — (1+InT) (12)
Hence,
2L
SFTL( ) o (1 + In T) (13)
Forward Regret: Using optimality ofw,; for ¢-th step:
Do w) =D li(wr). (14)
t= t=1
Next using (0) for¢t = T and (14)
T-1
Zet ) > br(wrin) + > Le(wr). (15)
T=1



Similarly using (0) with (15) fort =T —2,...,1,

T T

Z Et (W*) Z Z gt(wt+1)- (16)

t=1 t=1
Hence,

FRen(T) = 0. (17)
Hence, using Theorer (13), and (L7),
212

Rer(T) < 7(1 +In T). (18)

7.2 Follow The Regularized Leader (FTRL) O

While FTL is an intuitive algorithm, unfortunately, for nestrongly convex functions it need not
have bounded regret. However, several recent results staiviby adding strongly convex regular-
ization, FTL can be used to obtain bounded regret. Spedyfical

t
1
FTRL : Wiyl = argminz (W) + —R(w). (19)
wel —1 n
whereR is (generally) a strongly convex function with respect toagpropriate norm. Note that
the intuition behind adding a regularization is making thgoethm stable. Our analysis of FTRL
explicitly captures this intuition by showing the existeraf stability condition, while forward regret
follows easily from the forward regret analysis of FTL giveoove.

Theorem 7. Let each loss functiofy be L-Lipschitz continuous, diameter (as measured iff) of
setC be D, and letR be al-strongly convex regularization function. Then, the régneurred by
Follow The Regularized Leader (FTRL) algorithm (£&6)) is bounded by:

Rerr(T) < 2 L\/|[VR[.DVT,
where|[VR|.. = supy,cc | VR(W)]..

Proof. As for FTL, we again prove regret by first proving stabilitydsierward regret.
Stability: Similar to @) and (L0), using strong convexity and optimality conditions fieth and
t — 1-th step, we get the following relations:

ZéT(Wt) + %R(Wt)

=1

t
1 1
> le(wiep) + ER(WtH) + %Hwt —wip?. (20)

T=1
t—1

Sl (wisn) + %R(wl)

T=1
t—1 1 1
2 D be(we) + SR(w) + oo lwe = W[ (21)
T=1
Combining 0) and @1) and by Lipschitz continuity of;:
Ly = [[we — wiga. (22)
Hence,
T
Serru(T) = Y lwi — wipa|| < LnT. (23)

t=1
Choosingy = % satisfies the online stability condition of FTRL.

Forward Regret: Assumingly(w) = R(w) andw; = argmin, .. R(w), FTRL is same as FTL
with an additionaD-th step loss functiofiy () = R(-). Hence usingX6), we obtain:

T T
S b(w) + %<R<w*> —Rw1) > 3 li(wis). (24)

t=1
Hence,

VR(wW*) T (w* —wy)
n

_IVRL.D.

FReru(T) = %(R(W*) — R(w1)) < (25)



where the first inequality follows using the convexity Bfand the last one follows using Cauchy
Schwartz inequality. Agaim = ﬁ provides vanishing forward regret for FTRL. Hence, using

Theorem,
VR
Remru(T) < IVE].D H + L?nT < 2 L\/|VR|.DVT. (26)
by appropriately choosingto beﬁ. O

7.3 Regularized Dual Averaging (RDA)

Regularized Dual Averagin@f] is a popular online learning method to handle OCP scenaiiese
each loss function is regularized by the same regularizdtinction, i.e., functions at each step are
of the form/}(w) = ¢,(w) +r(w), wherer is a regularization function. RDA computes the iterates
using following rule:

t

RDA: w1 = argmlnz g w+t-r(w)+ Bih(w), (27)
weC T

whereg; = V/{;(w:), h(w) is a strongly convex regularizer that is separately addedsais the

trade-off parameter.24] shows that the above update obtaine,/T) regret for general Lipschitz
continuous functions an@(In T') regret when the regularizeris strongly convex.

Note that RDA is same as FTRL except for linearization of that fiart of loss functiod,. Hence,
same regret analysis as FTRL should hold. However, anabysjg4] shows that by using special
structure of?}, regret can be bounded even without assuming Lipschitragityt of the regulariza-
tion functionr. Below, we show that using the same recipe of bounding #abitd forward regret
leads to significantly simpler analysis of RDA as well. Uelithe previous cases, this analysis is
slightly more tricky as we cannot assume Lipschitz continof r to prove stability.

Theorem 8. Let each loss functiofy be L-Lipschitz continuous; be aa-strongly convex function
and wlogminwec r(w) = 0. Now, using3; = 0 at each step, regret of RDA (s€#&7)) is bounded

by 2&- (1 +InT).
Proof Stability: By strong convexity of- and optimality ofw;,, andw; for the¢-th andt — 1-th
step respecuvelyi

- ng Wi = Wip1) + (W) = r(Wegr) > —||Wt —wi]?

T=1
LS T (et ) i) — (o) 2 Llwe — wel?
t_lT:1 T t+ t t+ t D) t t+ .
Adding the above two equations, -
1 1 2L
allw; — wip||* < (;gt BRI ;gr> (W — Wep1) < — HWt Wil (28)
where the second inequality follows from Lipschitz conttpef /., 1 < 7 < t. After simplification
and adding the above expression fortalt 1,...,T,
2L
SRDA(T) < 7(1 +In T). (29)

Note that the above stability analysis is slightly differéiom that of FTL as we are able to bound
the stability by Lipschitz constant @f only, rather tharf, + r.

Forward Regret: Whengs; = 0, forward regret follows easily from forward regret of FTL are
loss function at each stepgg w + r(w). Hence,

FRroa(T) <0. (30)
Hence, using Theorer
. 212
Z g (wi —w*) +7(wg) — r(w ) < 7(1—!—111T).
t=1
The result now follows using convexity éf, i.e.,l;(w;) — 6(w™*) < g; - (wy — W™). O



Next, we bound regret incurred by RDA for general convexsthitz continuous functions.
Theorem 9. Let each loss functiofy, be L-Lipschitz continuous and wlaginycc r(w) = 0 and
0 < h(w) < D?,Vw € C. Now, using3; = +/t at each step, regret of RDA (s€27)) is bounded
by 2L2V/T.

Proof. Stability: Again, by strong convexity of, and optimality ofw,; andw, for the¢-th and
t — 1-th step respectively,

l Z gr - (Wt - Wt+1) + T(Wt) - T(Wt-i-l) + &(h(wt) - h(wt-i-l))
t t

T=1
t—1

Z g: - Wt+1 Wt) + T(Wt-i—l) - T(Wt) +

= 2tHWt Wt-‘rlHQa

1
t—1

Be—1

T 1 [wi = Wi ]|

(h(Wes1) — h(we)) >

2(t 1)

Adding the above two equations, using Lipschitz continoity, and upper bound oh,

1 1 s 2L 1 1\

_—t ——— — - — - — | —= D <0 31
(2\/% 2\/t——1) Hwt WtJrlH n Hwt WtJrl” (m \/—> ( )

Solving for||w; — w.1]|, we get,

2L+ D
— < ) 32
||Wt Wt+1|| = \/m ( )
Hence,

Sroa(T) < (2L + D)VT. (33)

Forward Regret: Using optimality ofwp 1,

T

> gl wh A Tr(w) + VTh(w*) > th wri1 + Tr(wrin) + VTh(wry). (34)
— t=1

Now, using optimality ofwr,

71
Z g;rWTJrl + (T — Vr(wr41) + VT — 1h(wryq) Z g -wr + (T — )r(wp) + VT — Lh(wr).
t=1

(35)
Adding the above two equations,
T T-1
> gl wr+Tr(w*) + VTh(w*) > giwri1 +r(wrin) + Y gl wr + (T = )r(wr) + VT — Th(wr).
t=1 t=1
(36)
Similarly, combining optimality ofw,, ¢ = T, ..., 1 in (35) recursively with 86),
T T
Zg;rw* + Tr(w*) + VTh(w Z gt Wil +7(Wig1)) - (37)
t=1 t=1
Hence, usingninycc r(w) = 0 andh(w*) < D2,
FRroa(T) < VTD?. (38)
Hence, using Theorerand convexity of each;,
Rroa(T) < (D? 4+ L(2L + D))VT. (39)
o
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7.4 Composite Objective Mirror Descent (COMID)

Similar to RDA, COMID [8] is also designed to handle regularized loss functionsefdm, + r.
Just as RDA is an extension of FTRL to handle composite regefh loss functions, similarly,
COMID is an extension of IOL. Formally,

COMID : w;, 1 = argminn(g, w +7(w)) + Dr(w, wy),

wel

whereg; = V/{;(w;), Dr(-,-) is the Bregman divergence witR being the generating function.
Now, similar to RDA, regret analysis of COMID follows dirégfrom regret analysis of IOL. How-
ever, B] presents an improved analysis, that can handle non-Lizsabntinuous regularizationas
well. Here, we show that using our stability/forward-radrased recipe, we can also obtain similar
regret bounds with significantly simpler analysis.

Theorem 10. Let each loss function be of the forfpn+ r, where/; is a L-Lipschitz continuous
function and- is a regularization function. Let diameter of €Ebe D, and letDy(-, -) be a Bregman
divergence witR being the convex generating function. ket = argming, . 7(w). Also, letR be
a positive function. Then, the regret incurred by the Contpd3bjective Mirror Descent (COMID)
algorithm is bounded by:

Reomin(T) < L\/2R(w*)VT.

Furthermore, if each functiofy is a-strongly convex w.r.tDg, then

212
Reowmin(T) < 7(1 +InT) + aR(w").

Proof. Stability: By optimality of w1,

ne(8e - Wi +7(Wi)) > Dr(Wep1, We) + 0¢(8 - W1 + r(Wig1)),

1
= L||lw; — w1 +r(wy) > r(wpr) + _277 lwe — wepi|)® (40)
t

Adding the above inequality for = 1,...,7T and using the fact that(w;) < r(wr) (by the
definition ofwy),

T 1 T
Z2L [we = Wil <Y llwe — Wil (41)

t=1

Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

T T
Z \/T\/?Lmllwt wip|)? < Z: ||Wt w1 ;2137% (42)
Using @1) and @0),
T T
Scomin(T) = > [wi — wisa|| < 2L . (43)

Forward Regret: Forward regret follows directly from the forward regretl6fL (53), i.e,

T
FRcomip = Z (8 (W1 —w") +r(wigr) —r(w")) (44)
t=1
1 T /1 1
< —Dgr(w*, wy) (— — — a) Dr(w™*, wy). (45)
Uit = \lt Nt—1

Both the regret bounds follow using convexity of eaghand setting step sizeg as in IOL (see

(54), (59)).

11



7.5 Mirror Descent (MD)

Mirror descent algorithms are a generalization of Zinkbig&radient Infinitesimal Gradient Ascent
(GIGA) algorithms P5] where regularization can be drawn from any Bregman digtdamily.
Formally,

MD : w1 = argminn,g, w + Dr(w, wy), (46)
wel

where Dy, is the Bregman divergence generated usihig Note that MD update is the same as
COMID with » = 0. Hence, our stability analysis as well @+/T) regret analysis for general
convex functions follows directly. However, for stronglgrovex functions, our approach does not
yield appropriate forward regret directly; primary reabaing linearization of the function. Instead,
we can obtain regret bound using standard approachZ8heahd then obtain forward regret bound
using Theorem.
7.6 Implicit Online Learning (IOL)
Implicit online learning 2] is similar to typical Mirror Descent algorithms but withidinearizing
the loss function. Specifically at iterationt 1,

IOL : wir1 = argmin(Dr(w, wy) + by (w)), 47)

wel

whereDg(+, ) is a Bregman'’s divergence witR being the generating function. It was shown in

[12] that using any strongly conveR, the above update leads &(+/T) regret for any Lipschitz
continuous convex functions. This paper also shows thatif is selected to be squarég-norm
and each functio#, is strongly-convex and has Lipschitz continuous gradigmnO(In T') regret
can also be achieved. Below, using our recipe of forwardetegmd stability we reproduce signif-

icantly simpler proofs for botl®(v/T) as well asO(In T') regret. Furthermore, ou®(In T') proof
requires only strong-convexity and Lipschitz continuity,contrast to strong-convexity and Lips-
chitz continuity of thegradientin [12]. Also, our analysis can handle any strongly cony&xather
than just the squared-norm regularizer.

Theorem 11. Let each loss functiofy, be L-Lipschitz continuous, diameter of sebe D, and let
Dr be a Bregman divergence with being the strongly convex generating function. AlsoHdie
a positive function. Then, the regret incurred by the Imip@nline Learning (IOL) algorithm (see

(47)) is bounded by:
RioL(T) < 2 L\/2R(w*)VT.

Furthermore, if each functiof is a-strongly convex w.rbg i.e. Dy, (u,v) > aDgr(u,v), Vu,v €

C , then
2

2L
Riot(T) < —(1+WnT) + aR(w").

Proof. Here again, we follow the recipe of proving stability andWard regret.
Stability: Stability again follows easily by using optimality ef;; and comparing it tow;. For-
mally,

Nl (Wi) > Dr(Wiepr, We) + 7l (Weg1),
1
nele(we) > §||Wt+1 —w|* + nely(Wigr),
2L > ||Wiepr — we|, (48)

where the first inequality follows by the strong convexity®fand the last one follows by using
Lipschitz continuity and cancelingw,1 — w;|| from both sides. Hence,

T
Sio(T) < 2L Z s (49)
t=1

Forward Regret: Similarly, forward regret follows by using optimality &f;,; and comparing it
tow*. Formally,

(W* = wir1) | (0:Vl(Wiy1) + VR(Wi1) — VR(wy)) > 0,

(W = wip1) (VR(Wei1) — VR(W)) >

ntvgt (Wt+1)T(Wt+1 - W*)a

12



Dr(w*,wi) — Dr(W*, Wii1) — Dr(Wig1, W) >
NVl (Wig1) ' (Wipr — w™). (50)

where 60) follows from the previous step using the three point indigp@l7]. Now, if £, is a-
strongly convex w.r.Dg(-, ), then,

C(Wieg) T (Wi — W*) > Ly(Wig1) — 6(W™) + aDRp(W*, Wip1). (51)

Note that strong convexity w.r.Dp is a stronger condition than the usual strong convexityt ¥ r.
norm. Also, for the first part of the theorem, we can assume0.

Using 6G0) and 61), and adding over all’ steps,

T T
1 11
FRioL(T) =Y l(Wep1)—li(w*) < —Dr(wW*, wi)+) <— - - a) Dr(wW™, wy).
t=1 n =2 Nt =1
(52)

Hence, using Theorerwith (49) and 62),

T T

1 1 1

R|O|_(T) < 212 Zm + —DR(W*,Wl) + Z (— - = a) DR(W*,Wt) (53)
o m = \Tt  Th-1

Now, let us first consider the case when-= 0, i.e,, when functiong; need not be strongly convex.
In this case, selecting eagh= n andw; = argmin .. R(w), we can use the optimality af; to
claimVR(w;) " (w* —w1) > 0. Coupling this with the non-negativity df, we getDp(w*, w1) <
R(w*). This gives:

1
RioL(T) < 2nL*T + —Dr(w*,w1) < 2 L\/2R(w*)T (54)
U

by optimizing over the choice of. Next, for the case when > 0, selectingy;, = % andw; =

argming .. R(w), ,
2L
RioL(T) < 7(1 +InT) + aR(wW"). (55)

Hence proved. O

8 Analysis of approximate online algorithms

We analyze approximate versions of online algorithms wileeaupdates at every step are not the
exact minimizer of the corresponding objective but apprate ones. In particular, the updates
minimize the objective upto an additive erryrat iterationt as would be commonly obtained by
some iterative optimization method. We show that even witthsapproximate updates we can
obtain sublinear regret ovér steps for Regularized Dual Averaging (RDAY], FTRL as well as
IOL.

Although RDA requires solving an optimization problem a¢gustep, it is successful in maintaining
the sparsity of the intermediate iterates and thus findsruaenbst of applications where sparsity is
essential24]. However, it is typically impossible to solve an optimiiat problem exactly at every
step. Hence, it is interesting to analyze the behaviour cARBder such approximate updates.

8.1 Approximate RDA

The exact updates of the original RDA algorithm are given by

t
RDA: w;, , = argminz glw+t-r(w)+ Bh(w) .
we T=1
whereg, = V¢, (w,), the gradient of the loss function at iterationr is a regularization function
which is part of the objective whilk is a strongly convex regularizer added by the algorithmnysi

w1 to denote the approximate update in this case we have

t t
gl wipn +tr(wip) + Bih(wiga) < gl Wi+t r(Wi) + Bih(wii) + 6 (56)

T=1 T=1

The following theorem bounds the regret for approximate RDA
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Theorem 12. Let each loss functiofy be L-Lipschitz continuous andlog min ¢ 7(w) = 0 and
0 < h(w) < D?,¥w € C. Now, using3; = v/t andd; = O(1/+/t) at each step, the regret of
approximate RDA is bounded I6(v/T).

Proof. Stability: Using 32), we know that
wh | 2L+ D
=T

Using the triangle inequality we can bound the gap betweerstitcessive iterates of the approxi-
mate algorithm as

[wi —

[we = wep |l < lwe — will + ||wi — wipq || + [[weer — wip |-

Using f;(w) = g!w +t - r(w) + B:h(w) we note that the functior; is 8,04, strongly convex
whereoy, is the coefficient of strong convexity af Using the optimality ofw;, ; we know that

* B a * 2
Je(wie+1) > fo(wiiq) + —— i Hwt-&-l Wt+1H
Coupling this with £6), we have

26

[Witr —wiia| < Gion

2041
Bi—10n

2L —|— D 20 204
[Wi — Wiy < L+ =
Bion Bi—10n

This gives a bound on the stability

T) = Z Wi = Wi || < Z
t t

Forward Regret: We have

Similarly we have|w; — w}|| < . Combining these we get

_|_ Z 9 2011

Bi—10n

T T
Doglw T (W) + Brh(w*) =Y gl Wiy + T - r(Wipy) + Brh(why,)

T=1 T=1

T
> Z g:WT-H + T r(wry1) + Brh(wri1) — or

Writing up this inequality for all values afwe have

T T
ZgIW*+T'T(W*)+ﬂTh( >Z g Wip1 +1(Wip1) +Z — Bi-1) Wt+1)—z5t
T=1 =1 t

t

Appropriate simplification and using the fact thtat> 0, vt and0 < h(w) < D? Vw we have

FR(T) < Brh(w Zat<fp2 Z@
using the fact thas, = v/¢ . Thus the regret bound is given by

<Z 2L+D 2Lz:2,/52‘5t0_1 +VTD?+) 6,
t—10h i

Using 6; = O(1/+/t) we have that the second term on the RHS is bounded'/?) while
all the other terms are bounded B}7''/2) which gives the following sublinear regret bound of
Ry < O(TV/?), O

14



8.2 Approximate FTRL
Recall the original FTRL algorithm
t

Wi, = argmin Z nrl-(w) + R(w)
wexXx —1
whereR is the (possibly strongly convex) regularizer. Our alduritchoosesv;; such that

Z Nrlr(Wes1) + R(Wig1) < Z Nele(Wi1) + R(Wig ) + 0epa (57)

T=1 T=1

For notational convenience we use the following notation.

t
W) =D el (w) + R(w)
=1
SinceR is strongly convex inw, S, is also strongly convex and satisfies

1
Se(Wes) = Se(wipy) + (Se(Wigy), Wi — wiy) + 3 lwisr = wip |

But St(wt-l-l) < St(W;kJrl) + ;. Thus
1
0y > 3 w1 — "V?;HH2 = Wi — wi || < V26

Stability: Using the standard stability bound of FTRL and assumjing 7 for all ¢, we have

[we = weprll < lwe — will + ||wi — wipo || + || Wiz — wega ||

S \ 2515 + L'I] + \ 26t+1

Thus

T T
Z lwe — wipa|| < LTn+ Z [ 20, + 25t+1}
—1 t=1

< LTn+ ZT: [2 254 (58)
t=1

where the last step follows by assuming thais a strictly decreasing sequencein

Forward Regret: We have

¢
Zl (Wip) + th+l SZ R(w")

T=1

Using 67) and telescopmg we get

)
th W) — Li(wW') < = 7 (R(W*) — R(w1)) + Z#
t
Using the conveX|ty OR and Cauchy Schwartz inequality we have
R(wW") = R(w1) < (VR(W"), w1 —w") < [[VR[ [|[w" —wi| < GD
ThusFR(T) < GTD +>, % Using the stability theory we have
R(T) < LS(T)+ FR(T)
1

Choosingy = and&t =6 = 5, We get

D\/_+L2\/_+Z[ +2\/_}

T3/4
<GD\/_+L2\/_+ 5

Using 6%/4 = O(T—3/*) we get thatRy = O(T'/?). Note that the last line uses the AM-GM
inequality which is only attained at equality that justiftese values of; andd.
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8.3 Approximate IOL
The updates of the original IOL algorithm are given by

* . 1
Wil = argénXln nile(w) + 3 [w — we? (59)

We usef;(w) to denotep,f,(w)+ 3 ||w — wy||? in the sequel. Similar to the FTRL case, we assume
thatw, is ad, approximate solution. Thus

1 N 1 N 2
ebe(We1) + 5 [[Wesr — well® < mle(wiy,y) + 3 [wipr —we|” + 6 (60)
Sincewy;, , is optimal we have
<Vft(W2‘+1)7Wt+1 - W?+1> >0
Using the optimality ofw;, ; and the strong convexity of, we have
. 1 N 2 1 . 2 1
nele(Wiiq) + 3 Wi —we||” + 3 Wi —we||” < mle(wepr) + 3 W1 — wel|®
" Los 2
< ntét(WtJrl) + B HWt+1 - WtH + 0t

Simplifying we get

||Wt+1 - W;;—i—l” S AV 2515 (61)

Forward Regret: Denotingw™* as the minimizer aftef” steps we have using optimality ef;,
and the strong convexity of,

. 1, . 2 1, |2 . I 2
mele(Wiyy) + B [wipn —we” + 3 [wisn = w||” < mele(w™) + B [W" — w|
Now
* * 2 * * 2
W = wig||” =W = Wi+ Wi = wi|
* * 2 * *
> [w* — Wt-HH2 + Hwt+1 - Wt+1H —2|w* — Wt+1H2 Hwt-&-l - Wt+1H2
Using the fact thafw; ; — w*||, < D, the diameter of the set, we get
* * 2 *
[w* = wi||” > Iw —wi|® — 2D /6, (62)
Combining 61) and 62) we get
nele(Wisa) + 5 [wip —wel|” + 5 W™ — Wipt|? < mele (W) + 5w — wi|* + Dv/26;
Using 60) we have
1 1 1
ebe(Wet1) + 5 ([ Wit — wil|” + 5 llw — Wi |® < meli(w*) + 2 llw™ — wil|* + 6, + D\/26,
This can be rewritten as
* 1 * *
Mebe(Wesr) < mbo(w) + 5 (1w = Wil = w* = Wi |*] = [wess = well® + 0, + Dv/23,

Adding up the above inequality fer=1...7 and assuming,; = n we note that some of the terms
on the RHS cancel out by telescoping. Using the fact|twat — w1 || < D this gives

D? ) D+/26
S i (wisn) < S tu(wt) + 2 g Zale | Dv2
t t

2n n U
Thus we have forward regret

< D_2+ Ztét + D\/26t

FR(T) <
@ 2n n n

(63)
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Stability: Using the strong convexity of the objective we have

* 1 *
nebe(Wisa) + 5 Wiy —wel|* + 5 ||Wt+1 s —wil|” < mile(wy)
Using the fact thaf; is L— lipschitz continuous we have
[wiir = wel| < Lo
Using 61) and the triangle inequality we get

||Wt+1 — WtH < L’I]t + 4/ 2515 (64)
Combining stability and forward regret we get

2 /
R(T) < LS(T) + FR(T) = — + 20 + DT% + LT+ LY /25
t

2n 7
Using the fact thaf, < /9, we have

RT_Z Ztﬁ” L Dv25t+2L2T77+LZ\/

1/2
<2 <2L2T(D+Z\/5—t+D\/2_§t)> +LY 25 (65)

Settings; = 1/t we have_, v/d; = O(T'/?). Replacing it in 65), we have
Ry < OQ2LT**) + O(LTY?) = O(LVDT?/*)

thus giving sublinear regret for the IOL algorithm.
On the other hand, setting = 1/t* gives)_, v/&; = O(log T'). Replacing this in€5), we get

Ry < OQ2LTY?) + O(L) = O(LVDT?)
whereO hides logarithmic factors iff'.

While we provide rates on, for getting regret bounds akin to the exact optimization eiddr
the various optimization algorithms we should forewarn isaders that each of these algorithms
optimize potentially different objectives and therefommparing the values of; directly would

be misrepresentative. The main purpose of the approxinmaiysis is to illustrate that there exist
precision accuracies so that if an optimization oraclerojziés the objectives at every iteration to
such precision, the resulting regret bounds are of the sade as the theoretical exact computation
setting.

9 Conclusion

Recent research2, 16] has sought to establish connections between stabilitycenlide learn-
ability. In the light of our work, it becomes evident that i@ stability is a crucial concept in
online learning. It is not only related to the ability to nmimize regret but also provides us with a
straightforward recipe to analyze regret for most existingine learning algorithms via a remark-
ably simplified analysis.

It will be interesting to see to what extent this result exifeto arbitrary non-convex sets. Finally,
stability based proofs for regret bounds of algorithms saRTRL, IOL and RDA easily extend to
the case where the optimization problem arising at evegyat¢hese algorithms is only solved ap-
proximately. This opens up many avenues for further extitmmaCan we compare algorithms based
on the trade-offs they offer between low regret and smallarhof computation per step? Like reg-
ularization and random perturbations, can approximatepcation itself serve as the source of
stability in online learning algorithms?

In contrast to the iid setting, there is unfortunately stikignificant gap in our understanding the
role of stability for online learning. The biggest shortdamof existing work is that most of the

stability based analysis (including ours) in online leagis still based on analyzing stability of
algorithms A connection of stability with the online learnability di¢ underlying concept class

17



is still missing. In contrast,22] provides a generic equivalence between the existence taibdes
AERM and the learnability of a concept class in the genericlbaetting. We think that a major
reason behind this is the absence of a canonical schemetilgriEal Risk Minimization which
can characterize online learnability for all concept agssWVhile our definition of online stability
provides a new way of looking at online regret, it is still gzea problem to understand stability and
online learnability 19 fundamentally in a manner akin to the batch learning fraoméw
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