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Abstract

Matrix multiplicative weight update (MMWTU) 26 is an extremely powerful algorithmic tool
for computer science and related fields. However, it comes with a slow running time due to the
matrix exponential and eigendecomposition computations. For this reason, many researchers
studied the followed-the-perturbed-leader (FTPL) framework which is faster, but a factor v/d
worse than the optimal regret of MMWU for dimension-d matrices.

In this paper, we propose a followed-the-compressed-leader framework which, not only matches
the optimal regret of MMWU (up to polylog factors), but runs even faster than FTPL.

Our main idea is to “compress” the matrix exponential computation to dimension 3 in the
adversarial setting, or dimension 1 in the stochastic setting. This result resolves an open question
regarding how to obtain both (nearly) optimal and efficient algorithms for the online eigenvector
problem 16 .
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1 Introduction

The multiplicative weight update (MWU) method is a simple but extremely powerful algorithmic
tool that has been repeatedly discovered in theory of computation, machine learning, optimization,
and game theory (see for instance the survey 9 and the book 12)). Its natural matrix extension,
commonly known as matrix multiplicative weight update (MMWU) 26 , has been used towards ef-
ficient algorithms for solving semidefinite programs 3, 10, 28 , balanced separators 27 , Ramanujan
sparsifiers 7, 22, and even in the proof of QIP = PSPACE 19 .

To discuss MMWU on an abstract level, let us consider the online linear optimization problem.

Online Matrix Optimization. Let Ay = {U € R®>?|TrU =1 A U = 0} be the set of density
matrices in dimension d ' Consider the following online game between a player and an adversary.
The player plays T actions W1,..., Wp € Ay in a row; after playing Wy, the adversary picks a
feedback matrix A € R9*? that is symmetric and satisfies 0 < A < T (both these assumptions are
for the sake of simplicity and can be removed?); this Ay may depend on W1, ..., Wy. The player

receives a gain A, e W, & Tr(A, W) € [0,1].
The regret minimization problem asks us the player to design a strategy to minimize regret,
that is, the difference between the total gain obtained by the player and that by the a posteriori

best fixed strategy U € Ag:
minimize Inax ZleAk e (U—-Wy) = Anax (Al +--+Ap) — ZZZIAk W, .
SYAV}

The MMWU strategy chooses Wy = % where X5 AL+ A;_ 1 and n >

0 is the so-called learning rate. The best choice n = v/logd//T yields a total regret at most
O(v/Tlogd) 26, and this is optimal up to constant 9 . Some authors also refer to MMWU as the
follow-the-regularized-leader strategy or FTRL for short, because MMWU can be analyzed from a
mirror-descent view with the matrix entropy function as its regularizer 7 .

Online Eigenvector Problem. If instead of playing an arbitrary matrix in Ay, the player is
only allowed to play a rank-1 matrix Wy = wkwg, then this online matrix optimization becomes
the well-known online eigenvector problem 2,13, 16, 21 25 :

minimize Amax (A1 +- 4+ Ap) — Zgzlw;Akwk .

The name comes from the fact that the player chooses only vectors in a row, but wants to compete
against the leading eigenvector in hindsight. To make this problem meaningful, the feedback matrix
Ay, is not allowed to depend on wy but can depend on wy, ..., wi_1. This more challenging setting
is very desirable for multiple reasons:

e in many applications —such as graph problems 7, 22 — A} does not depend on wy;
e vector-based strategies wy can be cheaper to compute and more efficient to communicate.

e as we shall see next, online eigenvector is more general than online matrix optimization because
the player can achieve the same regret by playing a full rank matrix Wy, or by simply playing
wkwkT, as long as Ay does not depend on Wy,.

We denote by A = B spectral dominance that is equivalent to saying that A — B is positive semidefinite (PSD).

2Firstly, all the results cited and stated in this paper, after scaling, generalize to the scenario when the eigenvalues
of Ay are in the range [I, 7] for arbitrary I, € R. For notational simplicity, we have assumed [ = 0 and » = 1 in this
paper. Secondly, if Ay is not symmetric or even rectangular, classical reductions can turn such a problem into an
equivalent online game with only symmetric matrices 16. Sec 2.1].



Paper Total Time Per Iteration Minimum Total Time

Regret for ¢ Average Regret®
MMWU [7. 9] OWT) |0O(d®) 0(%)
MMWU with JL 7. 28 O(T) |O(Tinnz(= ) O(tsnnz(%))
FTPL (T > donly) 16 | O(WdT) |O(T%d innz(X)) O (%2 nnz())
this paper (basic) O(VT) O(T%nnz ) 5(5;5 nnz(X))
this paper (opt) O(VT) (T%nnz 4 nnZ(A)% +nnz(X)) 5(521_5 nnz(E)%nnz(A)% +Zznnz(X))

Theorem 1&2 Theorem 3

J stochastic online eigenvector only |

block power method 16 O(VT) O(nnz(%)) 5(E%nnz(2))
this paper OWT) O(nnz(A)) 5(E%nnz(A))
Theorem 4 Theorem 4

Table 1: Comparison of known methods for the online eigenvector problem. We use nnz(M) to denote the time
needed to multiply M to a vector. We denote by 3 = A; +--- + Ar, and by nnz(A) = maxie () {nnz(Ax)}.

“The total time complexity of the first T rounds where T is the earliest round to achieve an e average regret.

Known Approach 1 (Better Regret). Applying the same MMWU strategy but randomly yields
the same total O(v/T logd) regret for the online eigenvector problem. Indeed, given an eigende-

exp(=ng-1) _ d T , : :
Trexp(—n¥r 1) = ijl pj - Y;y; where vectors y; are normalized eigenvectors,

the player can play each y; with probability p;. This gives O(y/T log d) total regret in expectation 3
Unfortunately, the per-iteration running time of this method is O(d®) due to eigendecomposition *
Some researchers 3,7, 22, 28 use the Johnson-Lindenstrauss (JL) compression to reduce the

composition Wy =

dimension of Wy to make it more efficiently computable. They define a sketch matrix Y = W}C/ 2Q
using a random Q €~Rde and then use YY T to approximate Wj,. The average regret loss is o if
the dimension m = O(1/0%). We call this method MMWU-JL for short. Since ¢ must be around
T-1/2, MMWU-JL still runs slowly per iteration, see Table 1 °

Known Approach 2 (Faster Run Time). Many researchers also analyzed the so-called follow-
the-perturbed-leader (FTPL) strategy for this problem 2 13, 16, 21 . Most notably, Garber, Hazan
and Ma 16 proposed to compute an (approximate) leading eigenvector of the matrix Xy_; +rr ' at
iteration k, where r is a random vector whose norm is carefully chosen. They showed that the total
regret of FTPL is 5(\/@ ), which is interesting only when T > d and is a factor v/d worse than the
optimum regret. The per-iteration cost of FTPL is only 5(T id-1 nnz(ET)) because computing the
leading eigenvector is faster than eigendecomposition. (We use nnz(IM) to denote the time needed
to multiply M to a vector.)

1.1 Owur Main Results

We propose a follow-the-compressed-leader (FTCL) strategy that, at a high level, compresses the
MMWU strategy to dimension m = 3 as opposed to dimension m = ©(1/0%) = ©(T) in MMWU-

3Tt requires some additional, but standard, effort to turn this into a high-confidence result.
“The best eigendecomposition algorithm runs in time O(d*) as opposed to O(d“).

5More specifically, the computation W1/2Q becomes m computations of exp(—n3X,_1/2) applied to vectors, and
this can be done using Chebyshev approximation with a total running time O (o> - HnEk_lH;/Q -nnz(X7)). The

optimal choice 1 will imply [|[nZx_1]|2 < T2, so this totals to 5(T5/4nnz(ET)) in the per-iteration running time.



JL. Our FTCL strategy has significant advantages over previous results because:
e FTCL has regret 5(\/?) which is optimal up to poly-log factors (as opposed to v/d in FTPL).

e FTCL, in its basic form, has a per-iteration complexity 5(Tinnz(ET)) which is already faster
than MMWU-JL by a factor Q(T") and than FTPL by a factor Q(T/2d~/4) > Q(T/4).

e FTCL, after using optimization techniques to speed it up, has a per-iteration complexity

O(Tinnz(Sr)innz(A) + nnz(Sr)) ,  where nnz(A) © max,ciri{nnz(A;)} < nnz(Sr)

We compare our running time to known results in Table 1 in full.

We stress here that a direct comparison in per-iteration complexity between FTCL (or MMWU)
and FTPL is unfair, because FTPL requires d times more iterations in order to achieve the same
average regret as FTCL (or MMWU). For this reason, in the last column of Table 1, we also
summarize the minimum total time complexity needed to achieve an € average regret.

Examples. If nnz(X7) = d? and nnz(A) = O(d), the per-iteration running time comparison is
O(d*>+d"™T%%) (by us) vs. O(T®™d"™) (by FTPL, only T >d) or O(d®)(by MMWU) .
We also compare the total complexity needed to achieve an e average regret:

O(d?c™2 + d" ™72 (by us) vs. O(d’¢*®) (by MMWU-JL) or O(d*2) (by MMWU) .

1.2 Owur Side Result: Stochastic Online Eigenvector

Our compression idea also gives rise to a faster algorithm for the special case of the online eigenvector
problem where the adversary is stochastic, meaning that A4,...,Ar are chosen i.i.d. from a
common distribution whose expectation equals some matrix B, independent of the player’s actions.

For this problem, Garber, Hazan, and Ma 16 showed that a block power method matches the
optimum regret and enjoys an efficient O(nnz(Xr))-time implementation per iteration. Shamir 30
analyzed the so-called Oja’s algorithm but his total regret is O(v/dT log(T")) which is a factor v/d
worse than optimum ©

In this paper, we show by showing that Oja’s algorithm in fact only has a total regret O(v/T log d)
for the stochastic online eigenvector problem, which is optimal up to a /log d factor. Most impor-
tantly, the per-iteration complexity of Oja’s is only O(nnz(A)).

Example. If nnz(27) = d? and nnz(A) = O(d), our running time is O(d) times faster than 16 .

Our proof relies on a FTCL view of Oja’s algorithm which compresses MMWU to dimension
m = 1. Our proof is less than one page, and essentially three-lined. This indicates that FTCL
might be a better way of thinking about these type of problems.

1.3 Our Stronger Results in a More Refined Language

Denoting by A S %)\max(Al +---Ap), we have A < 1 according to the normalization Ay < I. In
general, the smaller the value X is, the better a learning algorithm should behave. In the previous
subsections, we have followed the tradition and discussed our results and prior works assuming the
worst possibility of X\. This has indeed simplified notations.

%In the special case of Ay being rank-1, the O(v/T) regret for Oja’s algorithm was recently shown by 6, using
different techniques from us.
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block power method 16 O(VAT) O(nnz(X)) 5(

1
2
this paper O(VAT) O(nnz(A)) 5(E%nnz(A))
Theorem 4 Theorem 4

Table 2: Comparison of known methods for the online eigenvector problem in the A-refined language (see Section 1.3).
We denote by ¥ = Ay +--- + Ar, by nnz(A) = maxier) {nnz(Ax)}, and by A = FAmax () € [0,1].

If X is much smaller than 1, our complexity bounds can be improved to quantities that depend
on A. We call this the A-refined language. We restate our FTCL results for this language in Table 2.
At a high level, for our FTCL, in both the adversarial and stochastic settings,

e the total regret formula improves from O(v/T) to O(v/AT); and
e for obtaining the same average regret,

— the necessary number of iterations reduces by a factor A; and
— the total running time improves by a factor between A and A\%/2.

We emphasize that there is an information-theoretic lower bound of Q(v/AT) for the total regret
in this A-refined language, see Appendix I. This lower bound even holds for the simpler stochastic
online eigenvector problem, even when the matrices Ay are of rank 1.

As for prior works, it has been recorded that (cf. 7, Theorem 3.1]) the MMWU method (or
the MMWU-JL) has a total regret of only O(y/AT logd) as opposed to O(v/Tlogd) in this A-
refined language. The running time of MMWU therefore improves by a factor of A. The total time
complexity of MMWU-JL improves only by a factor of A}/47

The block power method (for the stochastic online eigenvector problem) can also be analyzed in
this A\-refined language, for instance by modifying the proof in 16 . This improves the total regret
to O(\//\i ). To the best of our knowledge, FTPL has not been analyzed in the A-refined language
(and even if it has, the resulting time complexity must be outperformed by ours). We compare our
results with prior work in Table 2 for this A-refined language.

1.4 Other Related Works

For the online eigenvector problem, if the feedback matrices Ay, are only of rank-1, then the O (v/dT)
total regret of FTPL can be improved to O(d'/4T"/2). This is first shown by Dwork et al. 13 and
independently shown by Kotlowski and Warmuth 21 . However, this d'/* factor for the rank-1 case
and the d'/2 factor for the high-rank case are tight at least for their proposed FTPL methods 18.
Abernethy et al. showed that FTPL strategies can also be analyzed using a FTRL framework 1 .

"This is so because, in the same notations of Footnote 5. the per-iteration running time is 5(0_2 : H7]2k71”§/2 :
nnz(X7)). This time, the optimal choice n will imply |[nZk_1||2 < (AT)*/? which is A'/* smaller than before; however,

the error tolerance ¢ must satisfy o2 &~ T/, so this totals to a per-iteration complexity of O(T%*A\3/*nnz(=r)).



Researchers also put efforts to understand high-rank variants of the online eigenvector problem.
Nie et al. studied the high-rank variant using MMWU 25 ;| but their per-iteration running time is
still O(d®) due to eigendecomposition. Some authors also study a very different online model for
computing the top k eigenvectors 11, 20 : they are interested in outputting O(k - poly(1/¢)) vectors
instead of k but with a good PCA reconstruction error.

The stochastic online eigenvector problem is almost equivalent to the streaming PCA problem 6,
17 8 In streaming PCA, we are given i.i.d. random matrices with an expectation B and asked
to approximately find a unit vector w with large w ' Bw in the end. The two papers 6, 17 use
different techniques from ours and do not imply our result on stochastic online eigenvector.

For the most efficient offline eigenvectors algorithms, we refer interested readers to our paper
5 (for PCA / SVD) and 4 (for CCA and generalized eigendecomposition).

1.5 Roadmap

We introduce necessary notations in Section 2, and discuss the high-level difficulties and our tech-
niques in Section 3. We introduce a new trace inequality in Section 4 that shall be used in our main
proof. In Section 5 we prove our main FTCL result for an oblivious adversary, and then extend
it to the adversarial setting in Section 6. We discuss how to implement FTCL fast in Section 7.
Finally, in Section 8 we provide our FTCL result for a stochastic adversary.

All of our results are stated and proved directly in the A-refined language.

2 Notations and Preliminaries

def

Define X;, = Z,’f:l A, for every k = 0,1,...,T. Since each Ay is positive semi-definite (PSD),

we can find P € R4 such that Ay = PP/ ; we only use Py, for analysis purpose only. Given
def

two matrices A, B € R™? we write A e B = Tr(A'B). We write A = B if A, B are symmetric
matrices and A — B is PSD. We write [A]; ; the (4, j)-th entry of A. We use nnz(M) to denote
time needed to multiply matrix M € R%*? with an arbitrary vector in R%. In particular, nnz(M) is

at most d plus the number of non-zero elements in M. We denote nnz(A) = maXge7] {nnz(A)}.

Suppose x1, -+ ,2¢ € R are drawn i.i.d. from the standard Gaussian N(0, 1), then x = Zle ZL'ZQ

has a chi-squared distribution of ¢-degree freedom. y ! is called inverse-chi-squared distribution of
t-degree freedom. It is known that E[x~!] = /% for ¢ > 3.

For a polynomial f : R — R, we use f*) to denote the k-th order derivative of f at point z.
We use Markov brothers’ inequality: if polynomial f is of degree n, then Vk € N* and Va > 0:
<2>i n2(n? —12)(n? —22)...(n2 — (k — 1))

(k) <
£%§V (z)] <

a

(2k — 1)l Jnax |f(@)] - (2.1)

3 High-Level Discussion of Our Techniques

Let us first revisit the high-level idea behind MMWU. Recall Wy, = exp(cxI + nX;_1) where ¢ is
the unique constant such that TrWj = 1. Now, the key idea behind the analysis of MMWU is to
use the Golden-Thompson inequality:

Tr(eckI-H?Ek) < 'I‘I-(eck1+772k—le77Ak) — TI‘(WkenAk) ~ 'I‘r(eCkI-H?Ek—l) + Wi e Ay .

8This “equivalence” is not a black-box reduction; one usually needs open up the analysis and turn the solution of
one to the other.



In other words, the gain value W @ A, up to a factor 7, is proportional to the change of the trace
function. One can also use convexity to show Tr(eckﬂ”"zk) — ’I‘I'(eck1+’72k) < cg41 — ci. Using
these two inequalities plus a little more work, one can obtain the total regret bound.

In the rest of this section, let us perform a thought experiment to “modify” the MMWU analysis
step-by-step. In the end, our FTCL method and its intuition shall become clear to the reader.

Thinking Step 1. Choose a random Gaussian vector u € R? and “compress” MMWU to dimen-
sion 1 in the direction of u. More specifically, we define W, = exp(cpI + nX;_1) but this time ¢
is the unique constant such that Tr(Wruu') = ' Wru = 1. In such a case, we wish to say that

()

Ty (eCkI-H?EkuuT) — 'I‘I-(eckl+772k—1+77AkuuT)

= Tr(Wli/zuuTW}C/Qe”Ak) ~ Tr(Wyuu' ) + nWi/QuuTWi/Q e Ay .

Tr(e(CkI-H?Ekf1)/QUUTe(CanEkfl)/?enAk)

If the above inequality were true, then we could define wy, < W,lg/ ®u which is a unit vector (because
Tr(Wjuu') = 1) and the gain w;—Akwk = wkw;— e A} would again be proportional to the change
of this new potential function Tr(eckI*”Ek*luuT). This idea almost worked except that inequality
() is false due to the non-commutativity of matrices °

Perhaps the most “immediate” idea to fix this issue is to use the randomness of uu'. Recall
that E[uu'] can be made I and therefore it “seems like” we have E[Tr(Wiuu')] = Tr(Wy)
and the inequality will go through. Unfortunately, this idea fails for a fundamental reason: the
normalization constant c¢; depends on u, so Wy, is not independent from the randomness of u '°

Thinking Step 2. Since Gaussian vectors are rotationally invariant, we temporarily switch to
the eigenbasis of Xj;_; so Wy, is a diagonal matrix. We make an important observation !

¢ depends only on |ui|,. .., |ug|, but not on the 2¢ possible signs of ui, ..., uq.

For this reason, we can fix a diagonal matrix D and consider all random wu' which agrees with
D on its diagonal 2 All of such vectors u give the same normalization constant cg, and it satisfies
E[uu" |D] = D. This implies that we can now study the conditional expected potential change

E [Tr(eckl"’"zkuu—r) - ’I‘r(eckl"'nzk*luu—r) }D] = ’I‘I‘(eck””E"D) — ’I‘r(eckunz’“*lD) ,

or if we denote by B = ¢iI 4+ 1n3;_1, we want to study the difference Tr(eBJF”A’CD) — Tr(eBD)
only in the special case that D and B are simultaneously diagonalizable.
def

Thinking Step 3. A standard way to bound ’I‘I‘(eB+’7AkD) — Tr(ePD) is to define f(n) =
Tr(eBt74+D) and bound f(n) by its Taylor series f(0) 4+ f/(0)n + 2 f”(0)n* + - - -. The zero-order
derivative f(0) is Tr(eBD). The first-order derivative f'(0) = Tr(A;eBD) = eB/2DeB/2 0 A,
behaves exactly in the way we hope, and this strongly relies on the commutativity between B and
D. Unfortunately, higher-order derivatives f(*)(0) benefit less and less from the commutativity
between B and D due to the existence of terms such as ApeBDeBA;D. For this reason, we need
to (1) truncate the Taylor series and (2) use different analytic tools. This motivates us to use the
following regime that can be viewed as a “low-degree” version of MMWU:

A Quick Detour. In a recent result, the authors of 7, generalized MMWU to /;_; , regularized
strategies. For every ¢ > 2, they define Xy = (cxI—nXj_1)~¢ where ¢, is the unique constant such

%A analogy for this effect can be found in the inequality Tr(e®) < Tr(eB) for every A < B. This inequality
becomes false when multiplied with uu' and in general e® < B is false.

0Tn fact, ¢x can be made almost independent from u if we replace uu' with some QQ' where Q is a random
d x m matrix for some very large m. That was the main idea behind MMWU-JL.

" This is because, Tr(e  "k—1yy’) = 3¢ (|us|®/(ck — nA:)) where A; is the i-th eigenvalue of Zx_1.

2That is, all random wu " such that ||u;||3 = D;,,; for each i € [d]. For simplicity we also denote this event as D.



that ¢,I —n3j_1 > 0 and TrX,;, = 1 '3 This is a generalization of MMWU because when ¢ ~ log d,
the matrix X behaves nearly the same as Wy; in particular, it gives the same regret bound. The
analysis behind this new strategy is to keep track of the potential change in ’I‘r((ckI—nEk_l)_(q_l)),
and then use the so-called Lieb-Thirring inequality (see Section 4) to replace the use of Golden-
Thompson. (Note that cj is choosen with respect to g but the potential is with respect to ¢ — 1.)

Thinking Step 4. Let us now replace MMWU strategies in our Thinking Steps 1,2,3 with ¢,_; ,
regularized strategies. Such strategies have two advantages: (1) they help us overcome the issue for
higher-order terms in Thinking Step 3, and (2) matrix inversions are more efficient than matrices
exponentials in terms of computation. We shall choose ¢ = O(log(dT’)) in the end.

Specifically, we prepare a random vector u and define the normalization constant ¢; to be the
unique one satisfying ’I‘r((ckI - nEk_l)_quuT) = Tr(Xjuu') = 1. At iteration k, we let the player
choose strategy X,i,/ %4 which is a unit vector.

If one goes through all the math carefully (using Woodbury formula), this time we are enti-
tled to upper bound the trace difference of the form Tr((B + nC)?'D) — Tr(B? 'D) where D
is simultaneously diagonalizable with D but not C. Similar to Thinking Step 3, we can define
fn) o Tr((B + nC)q_lD) and bound this polynomial f(n) using its Taylor expansion at point
0. Commutativity between B and D helps us compute f/(0) = (¢ — 1)Tr(B?"2CD) but again we
cannot bound higher-derivatives directly. Fortunately, this time f(7n) is a degree ¢ — 1 polynomial
so we can use Markov brothers’ inequality to give an upper bound on its higher-order terms. This
is the place we lose a few extra polylogarithmic factors in the total regret.

Thinking Step 5. Somehow necessarily, even the second-order derivative f”(0) can depend on
terms such as 1/D;; where Dy = |u;|? is the i-th diagonal entry of D. This quantity, over the
Gaussian random choice of u;, does not have a bounded mean. More generally, the inverse chi-
squared distribution with degree ¢ (recall Section 2) has a bounded mean only when ¢ > 3. For
this reason, instead of picking a single random vector v € R%, we need pick three random vectors
w1, ug, uz € R? and replace all the occurrences of uu! with %(ululT + 'U,Q’LL; + ugu;) in the previous
thinking steps. As a result, each D;; becomes a chi-squared distribution of degree 3 so the issue

goes away. This is why we claimed in the introduction that
we can compress MMWU to dimension 3.

REMARK. By losing a polylog factor in regret, one can compress it further to dimension 2. This is
because the mean of the inverse chi-squared distribution with degree 2, if truncated at some large
value v, is only log(v). However, this “truncated mean” becomes Q(1/v) for degree 1.

Thinking Step 6. Putting together previous steps, we obtain a FTCL strategy with total regret
O(V/Tlog®(dT)), which is worse than MMWU only by a factor O(log?®(dT’)). We call this method
FTCL® and include its analysis in Section 5 However, FTCL®® only works for an oblivious adversary
(i.e., when Aj,..., A are fixed a priori) and gives an expected regret. To turn it into a robust
strategy against adversarial A1, ..., A, and to make the regret bound work with high confidence,
we need to re-sample uq, uo, ug every iteration. We call this method FTCL24 A careful but standard
analysis with Azuma inequality helps us reduce FTCL24 to FTCL®®' We state this result in Section 6

Running Time. As long as ¢ is an even integer, the computation of “(cxI — nXx_1)~' applied
to a vector” becomes the bottleneck of each iteration of FTCL® and FTCL®*®" However, as long

13The name of such strategies come from the following fact. Recall that MMWU naturally arises as the strategy
in follow-the-regularized-leader when the regularizer is the matrix entropy. If that entropy function is replaced with
a negative £;_;,, norm, the resulting strategy becomes the so-defined matrix X;. We encourage interested readers
to see the introduction of 7| for more background information, but we shall make this present paper self-contained.



as ¢ > Q(log(dT')), we show that the condition number of the matrix ¢;I — n3;_1 is at most
nl = @(Tl/ 2). Using conjugate gradient, we can compute this inversion in time 5(T1/ 4) times
O(nnz(Xg_1)). This gives the FTCL (basic) running time in Table 1. As for the faster FTCL (opt)
running time, one need to use more advanced optimization tools —namely, accelerated variance
reduction— to perform inversion. We discuss the details in Section 7.

Compress MMWU to Dimension 1 in Stochastic Online Eigenvector. If the adversary is
stochastic, we observe that Oja’s algorithm corresponds to a potential function ’I‘r((I+77Ak) (T4
nAr)uu’ (I+nAq) - (I+nAy)). Because the matrices are drawn from a common distribution,
this potential behaves similar to the matrix exponential but compressed to dimension 1, namely
T‘I‘(e"(A1+"'+Ak)uuT). In fact, just using linearity of expectation carefully, one can both upper and
lower bound this potential. We state this result in Section 8 (and it can be proved in one page!)

4 A New Trace Inequality

Prior work on MMWU and its extensions relies heavily on one of the following trace inequalities 7 :
Golden-Thompson inequality : Tr(eA+7B) < Tr(eAe”B)
Lieb-Thirring inequality : Tr((A + nB)k) < Tr(Ak/2(I + nA_l/zBA_l/g)kAk/Q) .
Due to our compression framework in this paper, we need inequalities of type
“« Tr(eA+1BD) < Tr(e"BeA/QDeA/Z) »
“ Tr((A +nB)FD) < Tr((I +nA~/2BATY2)FAFZDAMZ) | 7 (4.1)

which look almost like “generalizations” of Golden-Thompson and Lieb-Thirring (by seeting D = I).
Unfortunately, such generalizations do not hold for an arbitrary D. For instance, if the first
“generalization” holds for every PSD matrix D then it would imply “ eA1"B < ¢A/2¢1BeA/2 »
which is a false inequality due to matrix non-commutativity.

In this paper, we show that if D is commutative with A, then the “generalization” (4.1) holds
for the zeroth and first order terms with respect to . As for the second and higher order terms,
we can control it using Markov brothers’ inequality. (Proof in Appendix A)

Rdxd

Lemma 4.1. For every symmetric matrices A,B,D € , every integer k > 1, every n* > 0,

and every n € [0,n*/k?], if A and D are commutative, then

2\ 2
(A+77B)’“oD—A’“oDSknBoAk_lD—l—(nk) max}{‘(A%—n’B)koD—AkoD}}.

n* ) welon

5 Oblivious Online Eigenvector 4+ Expected Regret

In this section we first focus on a simpler oblivious setting. A1,..., Ar are T' PSD matrices chosen
by the adversary in advance, and they do not depend on the player’s actions in the T iterations.
We are interested in upper bounding the total expected regret

Amas (Lot Ak) = Loy Blw] Aguy]

where the expectation is over player’s random choices wy;, € R% Recall ||wy|2 = 1. (In Section 6
we generalize this result to the full adversarial setting along with high-confidence regret.)

Our algorithm FTCL®® is presented in Algorithm 1 This algorithm is parameterized by an even
integer ¢ > 2 and a learning rate n > 0. It initializes with a rank-3 Wishart random matrix U. For



every k € [T + 1], we denote by X, = (crI — nEk_l)_q where
¢ > 0 is the unique constant s.t. ekl —nXp_1 >0 and Tr(XkU) =1.

At iteration k € [T, the player plays a random vector among the three eigenvectors of X,lg/ 2UX,1€/ 2,
We prove the following theorem in this paper for the total regret of FTCL® T ¢, 7).

Theorem 1. In the online eigenvector problem with an oblivious adversary, there exists absolute
constant C > 1 such that if ¢ > 3log(2dT) and n € [O, Tig 3] then FTCLO®! T, ¢, n) satisfies

T T
Y E [w;Akwk} -3 E [Ak o« X2UxY 2] > (1= C - 1g® log(dT)) Amax(S1) — % .

[s=I1l k=1

Corollary 5.1. Choosing ¢ = 3log(2dT) and n = ©(log™>(dT)/\/Amax(2T)), we have

g E [wk Akwk} > Amax(27) — (\/ max(27) log®(dT) ) , (A-refined language)
or choosing the same q but n = ©(log™>(dT)/v/T) we have
g:l E [wZAkwk] > Amax(27) — O(\/Tlog?’(dT)) . (general language)

As discussed in Section 3, our proof of Theorem 1 relies on a careful analysis on how the potential
function Tr(X, X1~ 1/qU) Tr((cxI — nZk_l)_(q_l)U) changes across iterations. We analyze this
potential i 1ncrease in two steps: in the first step we replace Xj;_; with X, and in the second step
we replace ¢ with cp41. After appropriate telescoping, we can derive the result of Theorem 1

We now discuss the details in the subsequent sections.

Algorithm 1 FTCL®® T ¢, 7)

Input: 7', number of iterations; ¢ > 2, an even integer, ¢ theory-predicted choice ¢ = ©(log(dT"))
7, the learning rate. o theory-predicted choice n = log 3 (dT)/\/Amax(2T)

1: Choose 3 vectors uj, ug, ug € R% where the 3d coordinates are i.i.d. drawn from N(0,1).
2: U+ %(ululT + ugug + ugu;)
3: for k< 1to T do
4: D1+ Zfz_ll A,
5: Denote by Xy (ckI — nEk,l)fq where ¢ is the unique constant satisfying that
Il — T]Ek 1 >0 and 'TI'(XkU) =1.
6: Compute X1/2UX1/2 Z] 1pj - y]yj where y1,y2, y3 are orthogonal unit vectors in R
& This is an eigendecomposition and it satisfies p1,p2,p3 > 0 and p1 + p2 +p3 = 1.
7 Choose wy, < y; with probability p;.
8: Play strategy wg and receive matrix Ay.
9: end for

5.1 Well-Conditioning Events

Due to concentration reasons, the potential increase could only be “reasonably” bounded for well-
conditioned matrices U. We now make this definition formal. Given some parameter § > 0 that
we shall later choose to be 1/73, we introduce the following event:




Definition 5.2. For every k € {0,1,...,T}, define event
o 0 d
&(U) Y {VlTUl/l > 3 and Vi€ [d]: v Uy; < 2log %}

where vy, ... ,vq are the eigenvectors of 3y, with non-increasing eigenvalues. Let E;(U) © /\fc;é E(U).

Intuitively, event £ (U) makes sure that the matrix U is “well-conditioned” in the eigenbasis
of Zy: (1) it has a not-so-small first coordinate v Uvq, and (2) each coordinate ;' Uy; is no more
than logarithmic. Using tail bounds for Gaussian distributions, it is not hard to show that this
event occurs with probability at least 1 — § (see Appendix B):

Lemma 5.3. For every k =0,1,...,T, we have Pry[&(U)] > 1 — 0.

Under event &_1(U), the barrier ¢, and the matrix Xy satisfy the following nice properties.
(Their proofs are simple manipulations of matrix algebra and included in Appendix B')

Proposition 5.4. If ¢ > max{log %, log(3dlog %d)}, then
1
event E,—1(U) implies - < ¢k — NAmax(Tg—1) < e .
In particular, E_1(U) implies (recall Ay = PkPg)

1 _
(a): ekl —nXg_q1 = EI (b): 'I‘I'(X,lC 1/qU) < cp <NAmax(Bk—1) +e  (¢): nP,IX,IC/qu <enl .

5.2 First Potential Increase

We next lemma bounds the potential increase if we replace X _1 with Xy:

Lemma 5.5. There exists constant C > 1 such that, if ¢ > max{log %, log(3dlog %)} andn < #,

E|Tr( (a1 -n%) U)o ) - Tr((@ = nZe1) " U) e )]
< (g = 1)(1+C g’ log(d/0)) E [ Ay « X/ *UX*] 4+ (T + )T .

The proof of Lemma 5.5 is the main technical contribution of this paper, and deviates the most
from classical analysis of MMWU. It makes use of our trace inequality in Section 4, and is the only
place in our analysis that relies on rank(U) > 3. We include the details in Appendix C

Remark 5.6. We have slightly abused notations here. In principle, the quantity Tr ( (ckI—nEk) _(q_l)U)
can be unbounded if ¢ I — 13X is not invertible. However, as we shall see in the proof of
Lemma 5.5, this necessarily implies 1¢_, yy = 0 because of Proposition 5.4 Therefore, we de-

fine Tr((ckl - nEk)_(q_l)U> -1¢_, (u) to be zero if this happens.

5.3 Second Potential Increase

The following lemma bounds the potential increase if we replace ¢ with cx11. Its proof is included
in Appendix D and is reasonably straightforward.

Lemma 5.7. Forallq>2 andn > 0,
E[Tr( (o= n2) " V0) te, )| — B [T (@l - 52) " 0) e, )]
< —(¢ = D)(E[cgt1] — Efex])

Finally, we prove in Appendix E that Theorem 1 is a direct consequence of our two potential
increase lemmas above.
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6 Adversarial Online Eigenvector + Regret in High-Confidence

In this section, we switch to the more challenging adversarial setting: in each iteration k, the
adversary picks Ay after seeing the player’s strategies wi,...,wg_1. In other words, Aj may
depend on the randomness used in generating ws, ..., wi_1 as well.

In such a case, denoting by D the same rank-3 Wishart distribution we generate U from in
FTCL®? we consider a variant of FTCL®?' where a new random Uy, is generated from D per iteration.
In other words, instead of choosing U ~ D only once at the beginning, we choose Uy, ..., Up i.i.d.
from D. Then, the normalization constant ¢y, is defined to satisfy Tr((cxgI —nXg_1)"%Ug) = 1. We
call this algorithm FTCL2¥ and present it in the appendix for completeness’ sake.

Our next theorem shows that, algorithm FTCL2d gives the same regret bound as Theorem 1
even in the adversarial setting; in addition, it elevates the regret bound to a high-confidence level.

Theorem 2. In the online eigenvector problem with an adversarial adversary, there exists constant
C > 1 such that for every p € (0,1), ¢ > 3log(2dT) andn € [O, ﬁ;], our FTCL2% T, q, ) satisfies

T
5
w.p. > 1—p: Zw;—Akwk > (1 - C- n(q5 log(dT) + lOg(l/p))))\maX(ET) = E .

k=1

Corollary 6.1. Let ¢ = 3log(2dT) and n = @(logg’(dT)Jrlogl/Q(l/p))A), then with prob. > 1 — p:

v Amax(ET)
Zgzl wl—cl—Ak?wk’ > )\max(ET) Y )\max(ET) ' O<10g3(dT) + IOg(l/p)> ) ()\-reﬁned language)

or choosing the same q but n = @(logs(dT)Hf/g%/Q(l/p))il) we have with prob. > 1 — p:
Zle wl Agwg > Amax(E7) — VT - O(logg(dT) + 10g(1/p)> . (general language)

Proof of Theorem 2 relies on a reduction to the oblivious setting, and is included in Appendix F

7 Efficient Implementation

Recall that our regret theorems were based on the assumption that in each iteration k, the three
vectors v, £ X,lc/Quj = (ckI — nEk_l)_q/Quj for j = 1,2,3 can be computed exactly. If this is the

case, then one can compute the 3 x 3 matrix (ulTXkuj)” c[3] explicitly, and then we can obtain its
rank-3 eigendecomposition X,lc/ ZUX}C/ 2= 25:1 Pj- yjij in O(d) time.
To make such computations efficient, we need to deal with three important issues:
(a) We need to allow v1, v, v3 to be computed approximately.
(b) We need to find the unique normalization constant ¢ efficiently.

(c) We need to compute (cxI — nEk,l)flb efficiently for any vector b € R%.

At a high level, issue (a) is not a big deal because if v satisfies [[v; — v’|l2 < &/poly(d,T’) and
we use v} instead of v;, then the final regret is affected by less than €; issue (b) can be dealt as long
as we perform a careful binary search to find ¢, similar to prior work 7 ; issue (c) can be done as
long as we have a good control on the condition number of the matrix (ckI — nEk_l).

We discuss the details in Appendix G, and state below our final running-time theorem:

11



Theorem 3. As long as q > 3log(2dT'/p), with probability at least 1 — p, each of the T iterations
of FTCL®®" and FTCL2Y can be implemented to run in time

6(\/nAmaX(ZT) +1-nnz(X7)) and 5(nnz(2T) + /T - nnz(ET)3/4nnz(A)1/4) .

Corollary 7.1. Let g = 3log(2dT/p) and n = @(10g_3(dT/p)/\/T), then with prob. > 1 — p,

each iteration runs in time 6(T1/4 -nnz(X7)) and 5(nnz(2T) + T4 nnz(ET)3/4nnz(A)1/4) :
Alternatively, if we choose n = @(log_?’(dT/p)/\/ Amax (7)), then each iteration runs in time

O((Amax(Z7) + DY nnz(B7)) and O(nnz(27) + (T// Amax (7)) 2 - nnz(S7)3 4nnz(A)V/4)

8 Stochastic Online Eigenvector

Consider the simplest setting when the matrices A4, ..., A7 are generated i.i.d. from a common dis-
tribution whose expectation equals B. This is known as the stochastic online eigenvector problem,
and we wish to minimize the regret 211;:1 w] Agwg — T - Apax(B) 14
In this setting, we revisit Oja’s algorithm: beginning with a random vector u € R% where each
w; is 1.i.d. drawn from N(0, 1), at each iteration k, play wy to be (I+nAk_1) - (I+ nAj)u after
normalization. It is clear that wy can be computed from wy_; with an additional time nnz(A).
We include in Appendix H a one-paged proof of the following theorem:

Theorem 4. There exists C > 1 such that, for every p € (0,1), if n € [0,/p/(60T Amax(B))] in
Oja’s algorithm, we have with probability at least 1 — p:

ST wl Ay, 2 (1= 20)T - Amax(B) — C - logldtloslp))

Corollary 8.1. Choosing 1 = /p/+/60T Amax(B), we have with prob. > 1 — p:

Z;‘le w] Agwy > T - Apax(B) — O(iw -log(d +log(1/p))) - (A-refined language)
Choosing n = /p/v60T, we have with prob. > 1 — p:
ST, wl Agwg > T - Apax(B) — O(% -log(d + log(1/p))) . (general language)

The proof of Theorem 4 uses a potential function analysis which is similar to the matrix expo-
nential potential used in MMWU, but compressed to dimension 1.
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1n principle, one can also ask to minimize regret where 7 - B is replaced with A; + --- + Ar. However, due to
simple concentration results, there is no big difference between the two different notions. 16]
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APPENDIX

A  Proof of Lemma 4.1

Rdxd

Lemma 4.1. For every symmetric matrices A,B,D € , every integer k > 1, every n* > 0,

and every n € [0,n*/k?], if A and D are commutative, then

K2\
(A+1B)*eD - AfeD < knBe A" D + (”) m[ax}{‘(A+n’B)koD—AkoD}} .
n n'€l0,n*

Proof. Consider a degree-k polynomial

k
f(?])déf(A—FnB)k.D—Ak.D:Z?]Z Z ABAB..-BAY e D

=1 J0yJi€ZL>0
Jo+-tji=k—i

Its first order derivative

Foy= Y A'BAMeD= Y AFDEBAED2eD = Be Al V2DAKD2

J0,J1€Z>0 J0,J1€Z>0
Jo+ji=k—1 Jot+j1=k—1

Above, the first equality is due to the commutativity between A and D. Letting f* = max,y o+ |f (1)1,
we can apply Markov brothers’ inequality (2.1) and obtain for every i > 2,

) i 2062 1) (k2 — (5 —1)2 2i
ro) < (2) R SO e 100l <

n* 1-3-5---(20 —1) n'€l0,n*] — ()
Therefore, as long as n < Z—Z, we have
LI ko rok2\'
s =10+ 70 -0+ 3o L0 < o4 0 e 30 () L
i=2 ) i=2 )
K2\?
<10+ £+ (1) 1
Since f(0) = 0 we complete the proof. L]

B Proof for Section 5.1

B.1 Proof of Lemma 5.3
Lemma 5.3, For every k=0,1,...,T, we have Pry[&(U)] > 1 — 4.

Proof. Let v1,...,v4 be the eigenvectors of 3 with non-increasing eigenvalues. Because Gaussian
random vectors are rotationally invariant, we can view each wui,u9,us as drawn in the basis of
Vi,...,Va, so each v u; is drawn i.i.d. from N(0,1) for every i € [d], j € [3].

Since v{ Ury = §((v] w1)? + (1] u2)® + (] u3)?), we immediately know that 3vy Uy is dis-
tributed according to chi-square distribution x?(3). The probability density function of x2(3) is
flx) = eﬂ/# (for z € [0,00)) and therefore

35/2 67:2/2\/5 36/2 JT 1\/3 S
Pr v Uy < 6§/2 </ — Vi< N dr =~/ 2632 < =
r[”l ”1*/}*0 Var e Vet T eV Rt =2
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As for the second condition, for every ¢ > 0 and i € [d],

> _””/Q\f Vit \F 2
Pr |y Uy >t — Y dr=1—Exf £ omt/2 [ < o—t/2 2 2 s
r V_/3} 1; T (\/§>+ 7Te Vi<e + 7re Vit

where Erf(x) is the Gauss error function. Picking ¢ = 4log @, we have

2 ed 1)
—t/2 2 42 <7 [ ea 0
e +\/; Vit =g+ 32 2‘/5<2d'

Therefore, we have Pr[vi € [d]: v/ Uy > 2log ?} < 5 and we conclude by union bound
Pryl&(U)]<3+35=4. O

B.2 Proof of Proposition 5.4
Proposition 5.4. If ¢ > max{log 5,log(3dlog d)1 | then

1
event E,_1(U) implies - <k — NAmax(Bp—1) < e . (B.1)
In particular, E,—1(U) implies (recall Ay, = PP} )
1
(a): I =81 = 1 (b): Tr(X X, VIU0) < ep € nAmax(Sho1) + e (¢): nPLXY TPy < enl |

Proof. Let vq,...,v4 be the eigenvectors of 31 with non-increasing eigenvalues Ay, ..., A\g. Then,

TUw,
C'l: lll_iuyl = Tr(X,;U) = 1. However, event & (U) tells us v Uy; > 9 which implies (¢ —
i=1 (cp—nAi)4 i 2

nA1)? > g. Under our choice of ¢, we have ¢ — nA; > % which proves the first inequality in (B.1)
On the other hand, letting ¢ = NA\pax(Xk_1) + €, our choice of ¢ implies

d

T 3 d ogle
Tr((c - nE41) U) = (VUV)q <y 2log(ed/d) _

c—n\; ed -
i=1 NAi i=1

Since the left hand side of the above inequality is an decreasing function in ¢, and since Tr((cxI —
nXk—1) 9U) = 1, we must have ¢;, < ¢ which proves the second inequality in (B.1)

Finally, (a) is a simple corollary of the first inequality of (B.1). As for (b), it simply comes from
the following upper bound

(X0 zd:”; Ui _ zd:”; Ui Tr(X,U)

— c = C = C .

* — (cp —nA)?t T ‘ — (ck — )9 ‘ ‘ ’

As for (c), it follows from P, Pj < I so nP;Xi/qu < nP] (eI)Py, < enl. [l

C Proof for Section 5.2
Lemma 5.5. There is constant C' > 1 such that, if ¢ > max{log ,log(3dlog & )Y and n < 1 ==,
E[Tr( (- n2) V0) e ) - Tr((al - n%1) " “TU) 1e u)
< (q— D)n(l+ C - ng® log(d/8)) E [Ak . X}C/qu}ﬂ/ﬂ + (T + €)T6 .

Proof. Let v1,...,v4 be the eigenvectors of ¥;_; with non-increasing eigenvalues. In this proof,
let us assume without loss of generality that all vectors and matrices are written in this eigenbasis
(so ¥j_1 and Xy, are both diagonal matrix).

14



Since Gaussian random vectors are rotationally invariant, we assume that uq, uo, us are gener-
ated according to the following procedure: first, the absolute values of their 3d coordinates w1, us, ug
are determined; then, their signs are determined.

Denoting by D = diag{Uj,..., Uy} the diagonal part of U, we immediately notice that
D is determined completely at the first step of the above procedure. This has two important
consequences that we shall rely crucially in the proof:

e fixing the randomness of D, it satisfies Ey[U|D] = D
e ¢;, is completely determined by D. 16

In addition, since the event & _1(U) only depends on the diagonal entry of U, slightly abusing
notation, we also use & _1(D) to denote this event on diagonal matrices D. We also use D; to
represent the i-th diagonal entry of D. Our proof now has three parts:

Part I: Potential Increase for D. For every PSD matrix D, denoting by Ay = PkP;,
—(g—1 —(g—1
Tr (= n%) VD) = Tr( (o - nZ1) " VD)

S ((x, 1~ nPyP]) VD)~ Tr(X, D)
£ (X} + X} 1Py(1— P X Py P X ) 1D) - (X, /'D) (C.1)
Above, @ follows from the definition of X and @ uses the Woodbury formula for matrix inversion.
Now, unlike the classical proof for MMWU, our matrix D here is not identity so we cannot rely
on the Lieb-Thirring trace inequality to bound the right hande side of (C.1) like it was used in 7 .
We can instead consult our new trace inequality Lemma 4.1 because D and X, are both diagonal
matrices so they are commutative. Recall that Lemma 4.1 requires a crude upper bound on the
first trace quantity on the term “‘ (A+7B)*eD— A*eD|”, and we shall provide this crude upper
bound in Lemma C.1.
Formally, choosing n* & %1(],

’I‘r((ckI _ nzk)*q‘l)D) _ ’I‘r((ckI _ nEk_l)_(q_l)D)

we that for every D satisfying &1 (D),

(¢ — 1)nX )/ Py(I — nP XV 1P, 1P X /1 e X172/

IN®

-1 2\ 2
n (”(Q)) (g~ 1)y |D|2PLP] o X,

,'7*
® (g—1
< HPkP{ e X;:D +O(n*¢") - D]z - P,P. ¢ X,
3(_1 PP} ¢ X;D + O(n’¢° r
< (¢ —=1)nP;P; ¢ X;D + (77 q log(d/d))PkPk ° Xy . (C.2)

Above, ® follows from Lemma 4.1 (with n < n*/q¢?) together with Lemma C.1 (for n = n*); @
follows from I — nP;Xllc/qu > (1 — en)I (see Proposition 5.4), the fact that Tr(AC) < Tr(BC)
for A < B and C symmetric, and the choice of n*; ® follows from our assumption 1 < % as well as
ID]|2 < 2log % which comes from the definition of event &1 (D).

Part II: Potential Increase for All U That Agrees With D. For every fixed D that satisfies

5 More specifically, since the off-diagonal entries of U can still randomly flip signs in the second step of the random
procedure, their expectations are all equal to zero.
16This is because ¢y, is defined as the constant satisfying 1 = Tr((ckI — n3k-1)U) = Tr((cxI — nXix-1)D).
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Ep_1(D), taking expectation over all matrices U that agrees with D 17
E |:'I‘I‘<(Ck1 - nzk)i(qil)U> . ]18<(k,1>(U) - rI‘I‘((CkI - nEk,l)f(qfl)U) : ]15<(k—1)(U) ’D}
<E [T (el = =)0 = T (T = n2y) " V0)
+ TI'((Ck:I - nzk—l)_(q_l)U) (1= ]18<(k,1)(U))‘D}
2 N ~(-Dp) _ N ~(g-1) (1—
< Tr( (ol —72) D) = Tr((ad - 92 1) D) B [T + ) (1 - T, ) [D]
- ’I‘r((ckI - nEk)_(q_l)D) - ’I‘r((ckI - nzk_l)‘(q‘”D) + (T +e) - Pr [5<(k_1) (U)‘D}

(g — )PP} @ XD + O(1°¢° log(d/3)) - PyP) Xy, + (nT + €)T'6
(g —1)nE [PyP} ¢ X, U | D] + O(n?¢®log(d/s)) - PyP; e Xy + (nT + e)T6. (C.3)

® IN©e

Above, @ is because indicator functions are never greater than 1; @ uses Tr(X,lc_l/qU) < NAmax(Bg—1)+
e < nT + e which follows from Proposition 5.4; @ follows from (C.2) as well as Lemma 5.3 and @
follows from the observation Ey[U|D] = D together with the fact that Xy only depends on D.

Part III: Potential Increase for All U. We now claim for all possible diagonal D, it satisfies

E {’I‘r((ckl - nzk)i(qil)U) . ]18<k(U) - 'I‘I‘((CkI - nZk,l)f(qfl)U) . ]lg<k(U) ’D]
< (¢ —1)nE[PyP} X, UD]| + O(n?¢® log(d/s)) - PxP) e X} + (nT + e)T. (C.4)
This is because, if D satisfies ;1 (D) then (C.4) comes from (C.3); or if D does not satisfy &1 (D)
then the left hand side of (C.4) is zero (see Remark 5.6) but the right hand side is non-negative.
Taking expectation with respect to the randomness of D in (C.4), and using Lemma C.2 which
upper bounds Ep [PkP;oXk] by Ep [PkP;—oXkD} =Ey [PkP;—oXkU] we get the desired inequality.
(Note that PP} X, U = A X, U = A, X)/*UX}/%) O

C.1 Missing Auxiliary Lemmas

In this subsection we prove the following two auxiliary lemmas. The first one shall be used to
bound the higher-order terms in Lemma 4.1.

Lemma C.1. For every q > 2 and every n € [0, m] , event Ex_1(D) implies that

—1 g=1
'Tr((x,ﬁ/q + X}/ "P(1-7P]X}/"P)'P[X}/")" D) - Tr <qu D> ‘

< 4n(q—1)|D||sTr(X,PrPy) .

The second one upper bounds the expectation of the right hand side of Lemma C.1. We highlight
that the proof of Lemma C.2 is the only place in this paper that we have assumed k(U) = 3.

Lemma C.2. We have Ep[Tr(P,P; X;)] < 9 - Ep[Tr(P,P, X;D)].

Note that we can assume without loss of generality that 35_;, X; and D are all diagonal
matrices, which has been argued in the proof of Lemma 5.5, Therefore, all the proofs in this
subsection will be given under this assumption.

"Note when D satisfies E—1(D) we have cxI —n3g_1 = %I according to Proposition 5.4, This implies, as long as
n < e”!, it satisfies cxI — 3y > 0 so Tr((ckl - nEk)7<q71)U) > 0.
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To prove Lemma C.1 we need the following lemma:

Lemma C.3 (Monotonicity of Diagonal entries). Let A, D € R¥? be two diagonal positive definite
matrices ' let B € R¥¢ be PSD, then for every q¢ € N* such that q| A=Y/?BA~1/2||5 < 1:

D]z
0<Tr((A+B)D)—-Tr(AD) <
= T(A+BID) = AD) < A ea 7

Tr (A7 'B)

Proof of Lemma C.3. For every i € [D], let P be a matrix with all zero entries except P;; = 1.
Then we have:

[(A+B)Yi; = Tr(P/(A+B)P?) >Tr((P(A+B)P)9)
= ([A+BJ;)? > [A]];, = [AT;; .

Where the first inequality is due to the Lieb-Thirring inequality, and the last equality is because
A is diagonal. Since D is a diagonal PSD matrix, we can conclude that!®
d
Tr((A + B)"D) — Tr(A’D) = Y [D};; ([(A +B)? — A%;;) >0 .
i=1
and

Tr((A + B)7D) — Tr(A‘D) < max|D];

i€ld) ’ ‘

We focus on the term (A+B)?. We can re-write it as (A+B)? = (Al/z(I + A_l/QBA_l/Q)Al/z)q.
Then by Lieb-Thirring again, we have:

Tr((A+B)) < Tr (AW (I + A‘l/QBA‘W)q AW)
1
q/2 —1/2 -1/2 q/2
o (4 (4 A AT A7)
q

1— qHA_l/QBA_l/QHQ

Where the second inequality uses (I + X)? < I 4+ —7-—X for every PSD matrix X with

1] Xl

q||X]|2 < 1. Putting together (C.5) and (C.6), we obtain:

q||Dl2
Tr((A + B)D) — Tr(AD) <
(AT D)= DA = 1A~ B A7

[(A+B)?—A%;; = [[D[2Tr((A + B)? — A%) (C.5)

d
=1

IN

< Tr(A?)+

Tr (A7'B) . (C.6)

Tr (A7 'B) . O

Proof of Lemma C.1. Under event &_1(D) , we know I—nP;—X}c/qu = (1—en)I (see Proposition 5.4)
and thus

0 < X}/ P (I — nP] X[/ 2P, P] X1/ < 1&1 .
—en
We now apply Lemma C.3 with A = X}/9, B = nX}/'P,(I-nP] X}/'P,) " 'P] X}/% and q = ¢—1.
We can do so because A and D are both diagonal and % < 1 under our assumption of 7. The

81n fact, we have only required them to be simultaneously diagonalizable.
9The authors would like to thank Elliott Lieb who has helped us obtain the inequality of the next line.
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conclusion of Lemma C.3 tells us that:

-1 g-1

q—
< WnDnm(Aq ’B) < (20a = DIDll) (' T(XePyP]))
1 - l—en
< dn(q—1)|D[2Te(XxPiPy) -
Above, the second and third inequalities have respectively used (ql 16);” < 3 and - < 2, which
are both true by our assumption on 7. ]

Proof of Lemma C.2. Let \y > --- > Ay > 0 be the eigenvalues of X 1 and v1,...,v4 be the
corresponding eigenvectors. Let Dy, --- , Dy be the diagonals of D. Recall that 3;_1, Xz, D are all
diagonal matrices. Define function f: R — R

d T
. PrPylii-mi
flri,erg) & Z W (recall that ¢ depends on (Dq,...,Dy))
i=1 kT

We shall prove that for some v € (0,1) that shall be chosen later, it satisfies for every i € [d],
E[f(’% 777D’L'7' o 7Dd)] Z E[f(’% 777D’L'+17' o 7Dd)]
def

where recall that both expectations are only over the randomness of Di,...,Dg. Let D_; =
(D1,...,D;,Djiy9, -+ ,Dg). Then, it is sufficient to prove that for every fixed possibility of D_;,
the following inequality holds:

g[f(qﬂ 7’)/7Di)"' 7Dd) | D*Z] Z }g[f(/yv a’y’Di+17"' 7Dd) | D*Z] .
Therefore, in the remaining proofs, we shall consider D; as the only random variable, and thus ¢
only depends on D;. For a fixed value s > 1 that we shall choose later, we can let ¢ be the (unique)
value of ¢; when D; = s*y

Letting g(x) o W’ we make three quick observations:

1. g(y) = m is a monotone decreasing function of D;.

This is so because ¢ is a monotone increasing function of D;.

2. g(D;) = (Ck? 3\,)q is a monotone decreasing function of D;.
D .

This is because g(D;) =1-5_ ot W =1 but ¢, is a monotone increasing function of D;.

3. When D; < sv, we have g() < sz (e=x)a )\ \ER

. D D;
This is because g(v) = Dli(l — D ik m) < Dli(l =D i (ci/{j)q) =5 (Cf;j)q, where the
first inequality is because ¢, < ¢ when D; < s7v (by the monotone increasing of ¢, with respect
to D;), and the second equality is according to the definition of c.

Combining the above three observations, we have:

Elg(D;)] > Pr[D; > s7]E[g(D;) | D; > sv] > Pr[D; > S’Y]ﬁ
s 2
Blo)] < PriD: > sEl0) [ D2 sl 4B |5
v 1] sy? sy (1 v
= (C_)‘Z)q+]E[DZ] (c— N4 (c—Ai)d <3+E[DJ>



Recall that each D; = 1((v;, u1)? + (v, u2)? + (v;, u3)?) where uy,up, uz are three normal Gaussian
random vectors. Therefore, each 3D; has a chi-square distribution of degree 3, which implies
E[D%] =3 and Pr[D; > %] > % In sum, if we take v = % and s = 3, we have:

Elg(Di)] = E[g('y)] :

%

Finally, this implies

I’F‘[f(’% 777D’i7"' 7Dd) _f(’% 777D’L‘+17"' 7Dd) ’D—Z] = [PkP;:r]Zﬂg[g<DZ) _g<7)’D—Z] Z 0.

so we have
Ig[f(’% 7’77Di7"' 7Dd)] Z%{f(’% ﬂ’%DiJrla"' 7Dd)] .

In particular,

E[Tr(P; P, XiD)] = E[f (D1, -, Dg)] = E[f(v, - ,7)] = yE[Tr(PrP. X;)] . O

D Proof for Section 5.3

Lemma 5.7, For all ¢ > 2 and n > 0,
E[Tr( (o= n2) " V0) e, )| — B [T (@l - 52) " 0) e )]
—(¢ = 1)(E[cg+1] — Elex])

Proof. Recall that cx11 > ¢ because all matrices Ay are PSD. Denoting by vy,..., v, the eigen-
vectors of 3, with non-increasing eigenvalues A\; > --- > ;.2 we have for every U,

Tr((ckHI - nEk)_(q_l)U) - ’I‘r((ckI - nzk)‘(q‘”U)

d T d T T
UVZ v; Uy, @ v, Uy;
_ P N — S — q — 1 c —C . v =
Z (Chy1 — -1 (¢ — n/\i)q—l ( )(Crt1 k) Z; (Cke1 — nN\i)?

= =1 7

= —(q— 1) (k41 — k) - Tr((CkHI - Wzk)_qU) = —(¢—1)(cp41 — ) Tr(Xp11U)
—(q—1)(cpy1 —cx) - (D.1)

Above, @ is derived from inequality @ H})q_l — Iql_l < —gzzigs (for every ¢ > 0, x > 0) which
follows from the convexity of function f(x) = zq%l
Next, we observe that for every U that does not satisfy .4 (U), the very right hand side of

(D.1) is still non-negative. Therefore, we conclude that for all U,

Tr((Ck+11 - Tlﬁk)_(q_l)U> Ae_(u) — TF((CIJ - nEk)_(q_l)U) Ao u) £ —(g— 1) (k1 — k) -

Finally, since 1¢_, () < Le_,(u) and Tr((ckI - nZk)_(q_l)U> > 0, we have

Tr((0k+11 - nEk)_(q_l)U> e ) — Tr((Ck:I - UEk)_(q_l)U) L) < —(q— (k1 — k)

and taking expectation we finish the proof of Lemma 5.7 L]

20This is different from the proof of Lemma 5.5 where we defined them to be eigenvectors of Xj_.
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E Proof of Theorem 1: Oblivious Online Eigenvector

Proof of Theorem 1. Combining Lemma 5.5 and Lemma 5.7, we have

E [T (X51/"0) Loy )| —E [T (X07V0) 1o u)|

~(a = D(Eleksa] = Elex]) + (a = (1 + O(ng” log(d/9))) - E | Ag ¢ X *UX2| + (0T + )75 .
Telescoping it for all k = 1,...,T, we have

E|Tr(X,"0) ey, )| — B [Tr(X70) - Be_ )] (E.1)

—(¢ — 1)(Eler11] — Ele1]) + (¢ — 1)n(1 + O(ng’ log(d/5))) [Z Aje XmUXl/z} (nT +e)T?5 .
k=1

We make four quick observations:

e Regardless of the randomness of U, we have ’I‘r( 1T+11/qU> Le_ryuy) 2 0.

e Regardless of the randomness of U, we have c¢p11 > N Amax(Z7).
e We have E[c;] < e. To derive that, we use ciqurU = Tr(X;U) = 1 which implies ¢; =
1
(TrU)'/4. Notice that TrU = %Zie[d 1.5€l3] (uj;)? so 3TrU is distributed according to chi-

3d z 3d

squared distribution y?(3d) whose PDF is p(z) = 2% 22271 Wo thus have

T(3d/2)
e 21/QI" (3751 + l) 3d
Elcy] = z1/4 xdx:—q<21/q.71/q:3d1/q<e_
) = [~ @) <2 () =60 s
Above, the first inequality uses F?&:)a ) < z% for a € (0,1) and > 0 (cf. Wendell 32)), and
the second inequality uses our assumption on gq.

o E [’I‘I‘(X}_l/qU) ‘]1£<1(U)} < e. This is because Tr(X; X~ 1/qU) —LTrU = ¢; and E[¢;] <

Substituting the four observations above into the telescoping sum (E.1), we have

1
1),
T
(¢ — DnAmax(B7) < e+ (g — e+ (¢ — (1 + O(ng® log(d/5))) [Z Ay e X;/QUX;/Q} + (T +e)T?5 .
k=
Using the inequality (nT + €)T25 < (1 + €)T35, we conclude that if we choose § = l%reT*:S, then

T
(4= DAuax(B1) < (a = 1 (1+ O(na log(dT)) - E [ Y- Ar e X, 7UX?| +4(g-1) .
k=1

Dividing both sides by (¢ — 1)n we arrive at the desired inequality. ]

F Proof of Theorem 2: Adversarial Online Eigenvector

Proof of Theorem 2. Before beginning our proof, let us emphasize that in this adversarial setting,
e A, and X can depend on the randomness of Uq,..., Up_1.

e X} and ¢ depend on the randomness of Uy and 31 (and thus also on Uy, ..., Ug_s).
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Algorithm 2 FTCL2¥ (T, ¢,7)

Input: 7', number of iterations;
q > 2, an even integer, O theory-predicted choice ¢ = ©(log(dT"))
7, the learning rate. & theory-predicted choice n = log™3(dT)/\/Amax(ZT)
1: for k<« 1toT do
2 Choose 3 vectors u1, ug, us € R? where the 3d coordinates are i.i.d. drawn from N(0,1).
3: Uy %(ululT + ugug + ugug ).
4
5

Ek,1 — Z?:_ll Az
Denote by X (ckI — nZk,l)_q where ¢ is the unique constant satisfying that
Il —nZp—1 =0 and Tr(XUp) =1 .

1/2 1/2 . .

6: Compute Xk/ Uka,/ = Z;’Zl Dj - yjyj—-r where y1, 2, y3 are orthogonal unit vectors in R
& This is an eigendecomposition and it satisfies p1,p2,ps > 0 and p1 + p2 +p3 = 1.

7 Choose wy, < y; with probability p;.

8: Play strategy wy and receive matrix Ay.

9: end for

Consider for analysis purpose only another random matrix U drawn from distribution D,

independent of the randomness of Uy,...,Ur. Define ¢, to be the unique constant satisfying
I — X1 > 0 and Tr((cxI — nXk—1)"9U) = 1, and define Xy, = (cxpI — n3;_1) 7%
Now, if we fix the randomness of Uy, ..., Uy_1, the matrices X;_1 and A become fixed. The

fact that Uy and U are both drawn from the same distribution D (and the fact that Xj and 5(2
are computed from Uy and U in the same way) implies

E [Ak . X}kaX,l/?(Ul, o ,U,H} K [Ak . fkl/zﬁfkm’m, U (F.1)

U, U

Now, consider random variables Z; = w,;rAkwk. We have that Z; is Fj-measurable for Fj
generated by Uy, ..., Ug, wi,...,wg. According to the martingale concentration Lemma F.1, we
have

Pr

T T log 1
Nz <(1—p)Y ElZi| Fea] - —2| <p .
k=1 H
At the same time, we have

ElZ; | Feal= B [Ap ewpw) | Uy,..., U] = E [Ap o X,/2UX)? | Uy, Up ]

U
~1/2~ ~1/2
=E[AreX; UX; ' |Uy,...,Upy],
U

where the last inequality comes from (F.1). In sum, with probability at least 1 — p (over the
randomness of Uy, ..., Up,wy,...,wr), we have

[2~ ~1/2 108;%

9~
UX, ‘Ul,...,UT_l}—

T T
—~1
Zw;Akwk >(1-pE [ZAkz o Xy
k=1 U =1
Applying Theorem 1 we have (more specifically, fixing each possible sequence Uy, ..., Up, we have
a fixed sequence of Aj,..., Ap and can apply Theorem 1):

d T 5 4 lOg%
D wl Ay 2 (1= p) (1= (g’ 10g(dT)) Amax(B7) = = —
k=1
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Choosing p = n -log(1/p), we finish the proof of Theorem 2. Ul

F.1 A Concentration Inequality for Martingales

We show the following (simple) martingale concentration lemma that we believe is classical but
have not found anywhere else.

Lemma F.1 (Concentration). Let {Z;}_ | be a random process with respect to a filter {0,Q} =
Fo C F1 C -+ C Fr and each Zy € [0,1] is Fy-measurable. For every p,u € (0,1),

T r log%
Y Z<(1—p)) ElZ | Fial - e <p.
t=1

t=1

Pr

We emphasize here that E[Z; | F;_1] is F;—1-measurable and thus not a constant.
Proof of Lemma F.1. Like in classical concentration proofs, we have
Pr S0, % < (1-p) S B2 | Fio 1] o]
= Pr[ S0, (1~ W E[Z | For) - Z) > 2]
= Prexp {u (X1 (1= ) BLZe | Fii] - Z1)
<pE [exp {u (XL (1 - WEIZ | Fii] - 2)
Denote by Y; = u(1 — p) E[Z; | Fi—1] — nZi, we know that each Y; € [—1,1] is Fy-measurable.
2o {52 ] =2 oo L} 7
—E |exp { 15 Vi E [ | Fr ]

<E [exp {ZtT;f Yt} E[1+Yr+ Yj%\FTqH

[ E—

(F.2)

Now, we focus on the term Y + YTQ:
Y+ Y7 < p(l— p)E[Zy | Froa] — pZr + p*(1 — p)*ElZy | Froa® + @27
< p(l = @) E[Zr | Froa) = pZr + 1> (E[Zr | Fra) + nZr)

(The first inequality has used (a —b)? < a®+ b2 when a,b > 0, and the second has used Z; € [0, 1].)
Taking the conditional expectation, we obtain E[Y7 + Y% | Fr—1] < 0 and this implies

E [exp {E?:lYtH <E [exp {ZtT:_ll Yt}] < o<V =1 .

Plugging this into (F.2) completes the proof of Lemma F.1 ]
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G Proof of Theorem 3: Implementation Details

Resolution to Issue (a). We first point out that the final regret blows up by an additive value
g as long as the eigendecomposition ) j=1Dj yjyj—-r is computed to satisfy?!

3 3
1/2 T~1/2 T €
H Zxk ujtty ™ = ij Yl HQ = poly(d,T) ~
j=1 j=1 ’

Moreover, this can be done in time O(d) as long as we can compute the three vectors {X1 2u; }J €3]

to an additive £/poly(d, T') error in Euclidean norm. This can be done by applying (c,I—n3g_1) "
a number ¢/2 times to vector uj, each again to an error £/poly(d,T’). In sum, we can repeatedly
apply Lemma G.1 and the final running time only logarithmically depends on &/poly(d,T)).

Resolution to Issue (c). We choose 6 = p/T and revisit the event £ (U) defined in Def. 5.2
According to Lemma 5.3 and union bound, it satisfies with probability at least 1 — p, all the T
events & (Uy),...,Er—1(Ur) are satisfied. If we apply Proposition 5.4, we immediately have that

1
g >3log(2dT/p) = Vk € [T]: (MAmax(Zi—1)+e)I =l = I —n3p_1 = gI . (G.1)

This implies, throughout the algorithm, whenever we want to compute (ckI—HEk_l) 71, the matrix
under inversion has a bounded condition number. We have the following lemma which relies on
classical results from convex optimization:

Lemma G.1. Given any b € R%, the computation of a € R? satisfying Ha — (ckI — nEk_l)_lez <
el|bllz can be done in running time

. 5(\/77)\max(2k_1) +1-nnz(X_1) -log 5_1) if conjugate gradient or accelerated gradient descent
18 used;
. 6((nnz(Ek,l)—l—\/’l%-maxie[k_l} {nnz(Ek,1)3/4nnz(Ai)1/4}) loge™) if accelerated SVRG is used.
Proof. This inverse operation is the same as minimizing a convex function f(z) © %l’T (ckI —
nEk_1)x — b z. The condition number of Hessian matrix V2 f(z) is at most O(nAmax(Zg—1) + 1)
according to (G.1), so one can apply conjugate gradient 31 or Nesterov’s accelerated gradient
descent 24 to minimize this objective.
As for the SVRG type of result, one can write f(z) = 25 ZZ L fi(z) where fi(z) =2 (c;I —
n(k —1)A;)z — b" z. Each computation of V f(z) requires tlme O(nnz(Xg_1)) and that of V f;(z)
requires time O(nnz(A;)). Since ||V2f;(x)||2 < nk for each i, one can apply the SVRG method 8, 29’
to minimize f(x) which gives running time 6(nnz(2k 1) + (nk)? max;ep_11{nnz(A;)}) . Then,
using the Catalyst/APPA acceleration scheme 14,23, the above running tlme can be improved to

O(nnz(Zk 1) + Vnk - max;ep—_1{nnz(y— 1)3/4nnz( )1/4}) ]

Resolution to Issue (b). In each iteration, we need to compute some constant cj such that
Tr(Xl/ 2uxt/ 2) = 1. This can be done via a “binary search” procedure which was used widely for
shift-and-invert based methods 15 :

1. Begin with ¢ = nk + e which is a safe upper bound on ¢, according to (G.1).

21'We refrain from doing this precisely here because because MMWU analysis is generally “robust against noise”.
The authors of 7 have shown that the potential Tr(X,,~ 1/ is robust against noise and a completely analogous (but
lengthy) proof of theirs applies to this paper.
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2. Repeatedly compute some value ¢ which is a 9/10 approximation of o o NAmax (Xk—1)-
(This requires O(1) iterations of power method applied to (cI — nXy_1)~! 15.)

3. If 6 < 1. (which implies o < 1), we end the procedure; otherwise we update ¢ < ¢ — /2
and go to Step 2.
It is a simple exercise (with details given in 15 ) to show that when the procedure ends, it satisfies
21 <c—nXg_1 < E so ¢ is a lower bound on ¢;. At this point, it suffices to perform a binary
search between [c nk + e} to find ¢x. Note that, according to resolution to issue (a), it suffices to
compute ¢ to an additive error of £/poly(d,T).
In sum, the above binary search procedure requires only a logarithmic number of oracle calls to
(cI —nXk_1)~"', and each time we do so it satisfies ¢ < nk + e and (nk + €)I = cI — n3j_1 = =L
For this reason, the same computational complexity in Lemma G.1 applies.

The three resolutions above, combined together, imply that the running time statements in
Theorem 3 hold.

H Proof of Theorem 4: Stochastic Online Eigenvector

def

Proof of Theorem 4. Define ®, < (I+nAg)--- (I+ nAuu (I+nA1)--- I+ nAy) and ¥, &
(I+nAg) - I+nAp)viv] (T+nAr)---(I+nAg). Let v1 and A\; respectively denote the largest
eigenvector and eigenvalue of B. We first make three simple calculations:

T‘I‘((I)T) = T‘I‘((I + T]AT)(I)T_l(I + 77AT)) = 'I‘I‘(@T 1) + 277']:‘1‘(AT(I>T_1) + ?72TI‘(AT(I)T_1AT)

®
< Te(Pr-1) - (14 (20 + n*) Tr(Arwrwr)) < Tr(Bp_y) - e21t7°)r(Arwrwy)
<o < 3 @) Dy wl A (H.1)

E[Z/I(I)lel] =E [T&'(Vﬂ/l (I + nAT)(I)T—l(I + 77AT>)] = E['I‘I‘(Vlyir(l + QnAT)q)T—I) + ﬁQVIAT(I)T_lATVﬂ

®
> E[Tr(viv] (L+ 29B)®7r_1) = (1 + 20\ Elv) ®7_101] > 2™ 2PN B[] &1

g 2\ =2 2T (H.2)

v

E((v) @111)%] = E [Tr(¥9)] = E [Tr((I+nA1)° U214 nA1)*Ts)] <E [Tr((I+nA1)"03)]

g [Tr( (I+ (40 + 1173 A1) W2)] = Te((I+ (49 + 119*)B) E[W2]) < MH10°2 e (03)]

| /\

L < MFIA)T (H.3)

Above, @ uses Tr(ArPr_1Ar) < Tr(ArPr_) as well as wkw; =®p_1/Tr(Py_1), @uses 1+ <
e”, @ uses 142z > 27727 for z € [0, 1], @ uses E[v{ ®g11] = 1, ® uses the Lieb-Thirring inequality
Tr(ABAB) < Tr(A2B?) 2 ® uses (I+nA1)* <1+ (4n+ 11n?)A;.

Now, we can combine (H.2) and (H.3) and apply Chebyshev’s inequality: for every p € (0,1)

1
Pr v ®p1y < 2 —2°A)T 7\/6(477>\1+11772>\1)T — (eCma=2ANTY2| <y

In other words, as long as A\;n*T < p/60, we have with probability at least 1 — p,

Tr(Br) > v Sruy > P =2PNDT (1 — p=1/2\ /el T _ 1) > %6(277)\1_2772)\%)T : (H.4)

22In fact, we do not need the full power of Lieb-Thirring here because one of the two matrices is rank-1.
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At the same time, using tail bound for chi-squared distribution, it is easy to derive that with
probability at least 1 —p we have |[u||3 < d+ O(y/dlog(1/p)) < O(d+log(1/p)) ** Combining this
with (H.1) and (H.4) we have

T
20+ wi Agwy > 29T A — 29°\;T — O(log(d + log(1/p)))
k=1
which after dividing both sides by 21 + n? finishes the proof of Theorem 4 (]

I A Simple Lower Bound for the \-Refined Language

We sketch the proof that for the stochastic online eigenvector problem, for every A € (0,1), there
exists a constant C' > 0, a PSD matrix B satisfying B < AI, and a distribution D of (even rank-1)
matrices with spectral norm at most 1 and expectation equal to B, such that for every learning
algorithm Learner, the total regret must be at least C' - v/AT.

Such a lower bound naturally translates to the harder adversarial or oblivious settings. We
prove this lower bound by reducing the problem to an information-theoretic lower bound that has
appeared in our separate paper 6 .

The lower bound in 6 states that, for every 1 > XA > Ay > 0, there exists a PSD matrix B with
the largest two eigenvalues being A and A2, and a distribution D of rank-1 matrices with spectral
norm at most 1 and expectation equal to D. Furthermore, for any algorithm Alg that takes T
samples from D and outputs a unit vector v € R, it must satisfy

A
E[l — (v,11)?%] > Q(m) for every T > Q(A\/(A — X\2)?) ,
where vy is the first eigenvector of B, and the expectation is over the randomness of Alg and the T'
samples from D. After rewriting, we have

A
E[oTBo] < EMv, 11)% + Aa(1 — (0,21)2)] = E[A — (A — A2)(1 — (0,01)2)] < A — Q(m) .
If we choose Ay such that T = O(\/(A — A\2)?), then the above inequality becomes

E[v"Bo] <A —Q(/NT) .
Finally, for any algorithm Learner for the stochastic online eigenvector problem, suppose Learner

takes T samples A1,...,Ap from D and outputs unit vectors vi,...,vp, we can define a corre-
sponding algorithm Alg that outputs v = v; each with probability 1/7. In this way, we have

T T
E[> vl Agoe] =E[Y vl Bu] = TE [vBv] < AT — Q(VAT) .
k=1 k=1

In other words, the total regret of Learner must be at least Q(vAT).
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