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Abstract

We consider a non-stationary sequential stochastic optimization problem, in which the un-
derlying cost functions change over time under a variation budget constraint. =~ We propose
an L, ,-variation functional to quantify the change, which yields less variation for dynamic
function sequences whose changes are constrained to short time periods or small subsets of
input domain. Under the L, ,-variation constraint, we derive both upper and matching lower
regret bounds for smooth and strongly convex function sequences, which generalize previous
results in Besbes et al. (2015). Furthermore, we provide an upper bound for general convex
function sequences with noisy gradient feedback, which matches the optimal rate as p — oo.
Our results reveal some surprising phenomena under this general variation functional, such as
the curse of dimensionality of the function domain. The key technical novelties in our analysis
include affinity lemmas that characterize the distance of the minimizers of two convex functions
with bounded L,, difference, and a cubic spline based construction that attains matching lower
bounds.

Key words: Non-stationary stochastic optimization, bandit convex optimization, variation
budget constraints, minimax regret.

1 Introduction

Non-stationary stochastic optimization studies the problem of optimizing a non-stationary sequence
of convex functions on the fly, with either noisy gradient or function value feedback. This problem
has important applications in operations research and machine learning, such as dynamic pricing,
online recommendation services, and simulation optimization (Gur, 2014; den Boer & Zwart, 2015;
den Boer, 2015; Keskin & Zeevi, 2017). For example, in the case of dynamic pricing, an analyst
is given the task of pricing a specific item over a long period of time, with feedback in the form of
sales volumes in each time period. As the demand changes constantly over time, the problem can be
naturally formulated as non-stationary sequential stochastic optimization, where the analyst adjusts
his/her pricing over time based on noisy temporal feedback data.



Formally, consider a sequence of 71" convex functions fi,---, fr : X — R over T epochs,
where X C R? is a convex, compact domain in the d-dimensional Euclidean space R?. At each
epoch ¢t € {1,--- T}, a policy 7 selects an action x; € X, based on stochastic or noisy feedback
(defined in Sec. 2) of previous epochs 1,--- ,¢ — 1, and suffers loss f;(x;). The objective is to
compete with the dynamic optimal sequence of actions in hindsight; that is, to minimize regret
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To ensure existence of policy with sub-linear regret (i.e., the non-trivial regret of o(7")), constraints
are imposed upon function sequences f1,---, fr such that any pair of consecutive functions f;
and f;11 are sufficiently close, and therefore feedback through previous epochs are informative for
later ones. These constraints usually carry strong practical implications. For example, in dynamic
pricing problems, an action x represents the price and f;(z) is the (negative) revenue function at
time ¢ in terms of price. Since the demand functions cannot change too rapidly, it is natural to
impose a constraint on adjacent pairs of revenue functions (see, e.g., Keskin & Zeevi (2017)).

The question of optimizing regret for non-stationary convex functions with stochastic feedback
has received much attention in recent years. One particular interesting instance of non-stationary
stochastic convex optimization was considered in Besbes et al. (2015), where sub-linear regret poli-
cies were derived when the average L difference = ZZ;I Il fi+1 — ft]loo is assumed to go to zero
as T' — oo. Optimal upper and lower regret bounds were derived for both noisy gradient and noisy
function value feedback settings.

In this work, we generalize the results of Besbes et al. (2015) so that local spatial and temporal
changes of functions are taken into consideration. For any measurable function f : X — R, define
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Here, vol(X) = [, 1dz is the Lebesgue measure of the domain X" and is finite because of the
compactness of X'. We shall refer to || f||,, as the L,-norm of f in the rest of this paper. (Conven-
tionally in functional analysis the L, norm of a function is defined as the unnormalized integration

(fy If (z)|Pdz) p .) Nevertheless, we adopt the volume normalized definition for the convenience
of presentation. It is worth noting that this normalization will not affect our results. In particular,
because X C R is a compact domain and vol(X) is a constant, the regrets using the two definitions
of function L,, norm only differ by a multiplicative constant. Moreover, the Minkowski’s inequal-
ity [|[f + gllp < |fllp + llgllp. as well as other basic properties of L, norm, remains valid. Also,

for a sequence of convex functions fi,---, fr : X — R, define the L, 4-variation functional of
f=0f, fr)as
1 71 q 1a .
Varp,q(f) = (T Et:l ”ft+1 - ft||p> 1<p<oo,1<g<oc; )
supi<i<r—1 1ft1 = filp 1 <p <oo,qg=o0.

Note that in both Eqgs. (1) and (2) we restrain ourselves to convex norms p > 1 and ¢ > 1. We can
then define function classes

Fpa(Vr) :={f : Varpo(f) < Vr}, 3)



which serves as the budget constraint for a function sequence f. The definition of F, , is more
general than F, 1 introduced in Besbes et al. (2015) since it better reflects the spatial and temporal
locality of f in the subscripts p and gq.

1.1 A motivating example of dynamic pricing

To motivate the L, ,-variation constraint, we use dynamic pricing as a motivating example and
illustrate the advantages of the L, ,-variation measure for loss functions with “local” spatial or
temporal changes. We also provide guidelines on how p, ¢ values should be set qualitatively.

We consider a stylized dynamic pricing problem of a single item under changing revenue func-
tions. Let 7 = {1,2,--- , T} be a collection of T" time periods, at each of which the item receives
a pricing z, t € T. We normalize the prices so that their range is the unit interval X = [0, 1]. At
time period ¢ € T, an unknown function f; : X — R characterizes the negative expected revenue
fi(x¢) a retailer collects by setting the price at ; € X. The revenue function f; is assumed to be
non-stationary over the time periods ¢ € 7. The objective of the retailer is to design a pricing policy
{x¢}]_, such that the aggregated (negative) expected revenue Z;le fi(x) is minimized.

1.1.1 Spatial (pricing) locality of revenue changes

We first fix ¢ = 1 in the L,, , variation framework and show how different values of p reflect degrees
of spatial (pricing) locality of the revenue functions f;. Suppose forall ¢ € {1,2,--- ,T — 1}, there
exists a short interval I; C X with its length |I;| < w such that | f;(z) — fir1(x)| < 0 forall z € I,
and fi(x) = fig1(z) for all z € X\I;. Intuitively, the assumption implies that the changes of
the revenue functions f;, f;1+1 between consecutive time periods t,t + 1 € T are “spatially local”,
and the revenues are different only at prices in a small range ;. This is a reasonable assumption
in practice since the revenue f;(x;) will not be sensitive to all possible prices in X" (e.g., a pair of
adjacent revenue function values remain the same when price is very high or very low).

Under the existing L 1 variation measure (p = 00), simple calculation shows that Var, 1(f) <
d. On the other hand, for p € [1, 00), the L,, ; variation measure satisfies Vary, 1 (f) < w!/P§. When
the “locality” level w = |I;| is much smaller than 1, Var, ;(f) < Vars 1(f). Furthermore, in
cases where § = 1 and w = o(1), we have Vars 1(f) = ©(1) and therefore the existing algo-
rithm/analysis in Besbes et al. (2015) cannot achieve sub-linear regret on f; on the other hand,
by considering the L, ; measure, one has Var,1(f) = o(1) for all p € [1,00), and therefore by
applying algorithm/analysis in this paper we can achieve sub-linear regret on f.

1.1.2 Temporal locality of revenue changes

We next consider p = oo in the L, , variation framework and show how different values of g reflect
degrees of temporal locality of the revenue function f;. Suppose there exists a subset if time periods
SCT,|S =s < T =|T| such that || fy11 — filloo = d forallt € S, and fi11 = f; for
all t € T\S. Intuitively, this assumption implies that the revenue function f; has local temporal
changes, meaning that the f; changes only in short time intervals & and remains the same for most
of the other times. This is a relevant assumption when demands of the item have clear temporal
correlations, such as seasonal food and clothes.

Simple calculations show that, for p = oo and ¢ € [1, 00|, the L 4 variation measure of the
above described function sequence is (s/7")/95. This demonstrates the effect of the parameter ¢



in L 4-variation for f with local temporal changes, i.e., a smaller ¢ leads to a smaller variation
measure Lo, 4 of f whens < T

1.1.3 Guidelines on the selection of p, ¢ values

Though the underlying sequence of expected revenue functions f = (f1,---, fr) is assumed to
be unknown, in practice it is common that certain background knowledge or prior information is
available regarding f. In this section we discuss how such prior information, especially regarding
the magnitude changes of f;11 and f; in f, can qualitatively help us select the parameters p, ¢ in the
variation measure.

We first discuss the selection of p and fix the choice ¢ = 1 for the moment. Suppose we have
the prior knowledge that each pairs of f;;1 and f; differ significantly on w < 1 portion of the
domain X by a difference of § < 1, as exemplified in Sec. 1.1.1.  Then the L, ; variation of
such function sequence is approximately Vi = Var, ,(f) ~ w'/Pg. According to our results in

Theorems 3.1-3.3, the worst-case regret is 1" - Vﬁ(p’d) where o(p,d) € {2p/(4p + d),2p/(6p +
d),p/(3p + d)} depending on feedback types (e.g., noisy gradient or function value feedback) and
(strong) convexity of f. The regret can be further re-parameterized as 1" - w?®®§e(P-4) where
e(p.d) € {2/(4p+d),2/(6p +d),1/(3p + d)}.

The above analysis leads to the following insights providing qualitative suggestions of p choices:

1. The w?®% term is smaller for smaller p values, because w < 1 and ¢(p,d) is a strictly
decreasing function in p.  This suggests that for function sequences with stronger spatial
locality (e.g., revenue functions that only change on a small range of prices), one should use
a smaller p value in L,, ;-variation measure;

2. The 629 term is smaller for larger p values, because § < 1 and o(p, d) is a strictly increasing
function in p. This suggests that for function sequences with smaller absolute amount of
perturbation, one should use a larger p in L,, 1-variation measure.

We next discuss the selection of ¢ and fix the choice of p € [1, oc]. Unlike the spatial locality
parameter p, our Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 suggest that the optimal worst-case regret is insensitive to
the choice of ¢ € [1, oo]. This might sound surprising, but is the characteristic of the adopted worst-
case analytical framework. To see this, we note that the worst-case function sequence is the one
that evenly distributes the function changes || fi41 — f||p across all t € T (see also the detailed
construction in the online supplement), in which case the L, ,-variation measure is the same for all
g € [1,00]. It should also be noted that the choice of ¢ does not affect our optimization algorithm
or its re-starting procedure. Therefore, we simply recommend the selection of ¢ = 1 but we choose
to include ¢ in our theorem statements for mathematical generality.

1.2 Results and techniques

The main result of this paper is to characterize the optimal regret over function classes F, ,(V7),
which includes explicit algorithms that are computationally efficient and attain the regret, and a
lower bound argument based on Fano’s inequality (Ibragimov & Has minskii, 1981; Yu, 1997,
Cover & Thomas, 2006; Tsybakov, 2009) that shows the regret attained is optimal and cannot be
further improved. Below is an informal statement of our main result (a formal description is given
in Theorems 3.1 and 3.2):



Main result (informal). For smooth and strongly convex function sequences under certain regu-
larity conditions, the optimal regret over Fy, (V) is T - Vﬁp [Up+d) i noisy gradient feedback,

and T - VT2p /6P +d) i noisy function value feedback, provided that V is not too small. In addi-
tion, for general convex function sequences satisfying only Lipschitz continuity on function values,
we obtain a regret upper bound of T - V:,]f/ Grtd) i noisy gradient feedback, provided that Vr is
not too small. Here d is the dimension of the domain X.

We clarify that our results also cover the case of small Vr, i.e., Vi converges to 0 as T' — oo at
a very fast rate. However, the case of “not too small V7 is of more interest. This is because if Vr is
very small, meaning that the underlying function sequence { f1, - - - , fr} is close to a stationary one
(i.e., fi = fo» = ... = fr = f), then one could re-produce the standard O(+/T') and/or O(log T)
regrets (O(+/T) for strongly convex and smooth functions with noisy function feedback, O(log T)
for strongly convex and smooth functions with noisy gradient feedback, and O(\/T) for general
convex functions with noisy gradient feedback; see also, e.g., Jamieson et al. (2012); Agarwal et al.
(2010); Hazan et al. (2007).) These rates are also known to be optimal (Jamieson et al., 2012; Hazan
& Kale, 2014). Technical details of this point are given in the statements of Theorems 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.

More importantly, our result reveals several interesting facts about the regret over function se-
quences with local spatial and temporal changes. Most surprisingly, the optimal regret suffers from
curse of dimensionality, as the regret depends exponentially on the domain dimension d. Such phe-
nomenon does not occur in previous works on stationary and non-stationary stochastic optimization
problems. For example, for the case of f being strongly convex and smooth, as spatial locality
in f becomes less significant (i.e., p — 00), the optimal regrets approach T - VTl/ 2 (for noisy

gradient feedback) and 7' VT1 /3 (for noisy function value feedback), which recovers the dimension-
independent regret bounds in Besbes et al. (2015) derived for the special case of p = co and ¢ = 1.
Similar phenomenon of curse of dimensionality also appears in the general convex case. We also

note that, when Vr is not too small, the obtained regret bound 7" - V:,Zf/ (3p+d)

o(T - VTl/S) rate for p = oo in Besbes et al. (2015) as p — oo.
To obtain results for general L, ,-variation and the optimal regrets for strongly convex case, we
make several important technical contributions in this paper, which are highlighted as follows.

matches the optimal

1. For noisy function value feedback, instead of using the online gradient descent (OGD) from
Besbes et al. (2015), we adopt a regularized ellipsoidal (RE) algorithm from Hazan & Levy
(2014) and extend it from exact function value evaluation to the noisy version. Our analysis
relaxes an important assumption in Besbes et al. (2015) that requires the optimal solution
to lie far away from the boundary of X. Our policy based on the RE algorithm allows the
optimal solution to be closer to the boundary of X" as 7" increases.

2. On the upper bound side, we prove an interesting affinity result (Lemma 4.2) which shows
that the optimal solutions x}, X of f;, f; cannot be too far apart provided that both f;, f, are
smooth and strongly convex functions, and || f; — f-||,, is upper bounded. The affinity result is
also generalizable to non-strongly convex functions f;, fr (Lemma C.2), by directly integrat-
ing function differences in a close neighborhood of x; (or =) without resorting to ||z} — 27|
(that could be unbounded without strong convexity). Both affinity results are key in deriving
upper bounds for our problem, and have not been discovered in previous literatures. They
might also be potentially useful for other non-stationary stochastic optimization problems
(e.g., adaptivity to unknown parameters (Besbes et al., 2015; Karnin & Anava, 2016)).



3. On the lower bound side, we present a systematic framework to prove lower bounds by first
reducing the non-stationary stochastic optimization problem to an estimation problem with
active queries, and then applying the Fano’s inequality with a “sup-argument” similar in spirit
to Castro & Nowak (2008) that handles the active querying component. To adapt Fano’s
inequality, we also design a new construction of adversarial function sets, which is quite dif-
ferent from the one in Besbes et al. (2015). More specifically, to prove that the regret exhibits
“curse of dimensionality”, one needs to construct functions f1, fs that not only have different
minima but also “localized” difference (meaning that fi(x) = fa(z) for most z € X’) such
that || f1 — f2||, is small. To construct such adversarial functions, we use the idea of “‘smooth-
ing splines” from nonparametric statistics that connects two pieces of quadratic functions
using a cubic function to ensure the smoothness and strong convexity of the constructed func-
tions. Our analytical framework and spline-based lower bound construction could inspire
new lower bounds for other online and non-stationary optimization problems.

1.3 Related work

In addition to the literature discussed in the introduction, we briefly review a few additional recent
works from machine learning and optimization communities.

Stationary stochastic optimization. The stationary stochastic optimization problem considers
a stationary function sequence f; = fo = --- = fr = f, and aims at finding a near-optimal
solution z € X such that f(z) is close to f* = inf,cx f(x). When only noisy function eval-
uations are available at each epoch, the problem is also known as zeroth-order optimization and
has received much attention in the optimization and machine learning community. Classical ap-
proaches include confidence-band methods (Agarwal et al., 2013) and pairwise comparison based
methods (Jamieson et al., 2012), both of which achieve 5(\/T ) regret with polynomial dependency
on domain dimension d. Here in O(-) notation we drop poly-logarithmic dependency on 7'. The
tight dependency on d, however, remains open. In the more restrictive statistical optimization set-
ting f(z) = E,..p[F(z,z)], optimal dependency on d can be attained by the so-called “two-point
query” model (Shamir, 2015).

Online convex optimization. In online convex optimization, an arbitrary convex function se-
quence f1,---, fr is allowed, and the regret of a policy 7 is compared against the optimal station-
ary benchmark inf, ¢ X{ZtT=1 fi(x)} in hindsight. Unlike the stochastic optimization setting, in
online convex optimization the full information of f; is revealed to the optimizing algorithm after
epoch ¢, which allows for exact gradient methods. It is known that for unconstrained online convex
optimization, the simplest gradient descent method attains O(+/T") regret for convex functions, and
O(log T') regret for strongly convex and smooth functions, both of which are optimal in the worst-
case sense (Hazan, 2016). For constrained optimization problems, projection-free methods exist
following mirror descent or follow-the-regularized-leader (FTRL) methods (Hazan & Levy, 2014).
Zinkevich (2003); Hall & Willett (2015) considered the question of online convex optimization by
competing against the optimal dynamic solution sequence x7, - - - , x subject to certain smoothness
constraints like ), ||z, ; — z}|| < C. Jadbabaie et al. (2015); Mokhtari et al. (2016) further im-
posed the constraint on both solution sequences and function sequences in terms of L. 1-variation



and showed that adaptivity to the unknown smoothness parameter Vr is possible with noiseless gra-
dient and the information of || f; — f¢—1||co. Daniely et al. (2015); Zhang et al. (2017) also designed
algorithms that adapt to the unknown smoothness parameter, under the model that the entire func-
tion f; is revealed after time . However, the adaptation still remains an open problem in the “bandit”
feedback setting considered in our paper, in which only noisy evaluations of f;(z;) or V fi(x) are
revealed. Under the bandit feedback setting, the function perturbations (e.g., || fz+1 — ft|loo) cannot
be easily estimated, making it unclear whether adaptation to V7 is possible.

Bandit convex optimization. Bandit convex optimization is a combination of stochastic optimiza-
tion and online convex optimization, where the stationary benchmark in hindsight of a sequence of
arbitrary convex functions inf,ex {37, fi(z)} is used to evaluate regrets. At each time ¢, only
the function evaluation at the queried point f;(z;) (or its noisy version) is revealed to the learning
algorithm. Despite its similarity to stochastic and/or online convex optimization, convex bandits are
considerably harder due to its lack of first-order information and the arbitrary change of functions.
Flaxman et al. (2005) proposed a novel finite-difference gradient estimator, which was adapted by
Hazan & Levy (2014) to an ellipsoidal gradient estimator that achieves O(\/T ) regret for con-
strained smooth and strongly convex bandits problems. For the non-smooth and non-strongly con-
vex bandits problem, the recent work of Bubeck et al. (2017) attains O(+/T') regret with an explicit
algorithm whose regret and running time both depend polynomially on dimension d.

1.4 Notations and basic properties of Var, ,

For a d-dimensional vector we write [|z|, = (Zle |2;|P)!/P to denote the ¢, norm of z, for
0 < p < o0, and ||z]|c = max;<i<q |z;| to denote the /», norm of x. Define By(r) := {z €
RY : ||z]]2 < 7} and S4(r) := {x € RY : ||z||2 = r} as the d-dimensional ball and sphere of
radius r, respectively. We also abbreviate B; = By(1) and Sy = S4(1). For a d-dimensional
subset ¥ C RY, denote X° = {x € X : Ir > 0,Vz € By(r),x + r € X'} as the interior of X,
X = {limy, 00 T ¢ {2,152, C X'} as the closure of X, and X = X\ X° as the boundary of X.
For any r > 0, we also define X = {z € X° :Vz € By(r),z + z € X'} as the “strict interior” of
X, where every point in X? is guaranteed to be at least r away from the boundary of X'.
We note that the Var), , defined in (2) is monotonic in p and g, as shown below:

Proposition 1.1. Forany 1 < p < p' < coand 1 < q < ¢ < oo it holds that Var, 4(f) <
Vary o(f). In addition, for any 1 < p < oo we have limg_,o Var, o(f) = Varp oo (f), and
similarly for any 1 < q < oo we have lim,,_, Var, o(f) = Vars 4(f), assuming all functions in
f are continuous.

The proof of Proposition 1.1 is deferred to Section D.1 in the online supplement.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the problem formu-
lation. Section 3 contains the main results and describes the policies. Section 4 presents the proof
of our main positive result. The concluding remarks and future works are discussed in Section 6.
Additional proofs can be found in the online supplement.



2 Problem formulation

Suppose f1,---, fr are a sequence of unknown convex differentiable functions supported on a
bounded convex set X C R%. Atepocht € {1,---,T}, apolicy selects a point z; € X (i.e., makes
an action) and suffers loss f;(x;). Certain feedback ¢, (xy, f;) is then observed which can guide the
decision of actions in future epochs. Two types of feedback structures are considered in this work:

- Noisy gradient feedback: qbtg(act, ft) = V fi(x)+e, where V fi () is the gradient of f; eval-
uated at x¢, and ¢; are independent d-dimensional random vectors such that each component
gy is a random variable with E[e;|z,] = 0; furthermore, £;; conditioned on z; is a sub-
Gaussian random variable with parameter o2, meaning that E[exp(acy;)|x¢] < exp(a?0?/2)
for all a € R;

- Noisy function value feedback: ¢7 (x4, f;) = fi(x;) + &, where &; are independent univari-

ate random variables that satisfy Ele;|z;] = 0; furthermore, ¢; conditioned on z; is a sub-
Gaussian random variable with parameter o2, meaning that Elexp(ag;)|r;] < exp(a®0?/2)
for all @ € R.

Both feedback structures are popular in the optimization literature and were considered in previ-
ous work on online convex optimization and stochastic bandits (e.g., Hazan (2016) and references
therein). For notational convenience, we shall use ¢;(x, f;) or simply ¢ to refer to a general feed-
back structure without specifying its type, which can be either ¢¥ (x4, f;) or ¢7 (x4, fr).

Apart from X being closed convex and fi,--- , fr being convex and differentiable, we also
make the following additional assumptions on the domain A" and functions fi,--- , fr:

(A1) (Bounded domain): there exists constant D > 0 such that sup, ¢y ||z — 2|2 < D;

(A2) (Bounded function and gradient): there exists constant H > 0 such that sup,cy |fi(z)| < H
and sup, ey ||V fi(2)2 < H;

(A3) (Unique interior optimizer): there exists unique x; € X such that f;(z}) = inf,cx fi(2).
Furthermore, the interior of X’ is a non-empty set (i.e., X° # ()) and there exists v > 0 such
that {z € R?: ||z — 2}l < v/T} C X.

(A4) (Smoothness): there exists constant L > 0 such that fi(2') < fi(x) + Vfi(2)T (o' — z) +
L2’ — z|} forall z,2" € X.

(AS5) (Strong convexity): there exists constant M > 0 such that fi(2') > fi(z) + Vfi(z)" (2 —
z) + |2’ — x| forall z, 2" € X.

The assumptions (A1), (A2) are standard assumptions that were imposed in previous works on both
stationary and non-stationary stochastic optimization (Flaxman et al., 2005; Agarwal et al., 2013;
Shamir, 2015; Besbes et al., 2015). The condition (A3) assumes that the optimal solution x} is
not too close to the boundary of the domain X'. Compared to similar assumptions in existing work
(Flaxman et al., 2005; Besbes et al., 2015), our assumption is considerably weaker since zj can
be within 2(1/7") distance to the boundary; while in Flaxman et al. (2005); Besbes et al. (2015),
xf must be (1) distance away from the boundary (i.e., away from the boundary by at least a
constant). Finally, the conditions (A4) and (AS5) concern second-order properties of f; and enable
smaller regret rates for gradient descent algorithms. We note that the condition MI; < V2f;(x) <



LI;,Vx € X in Besbes et al. (2015) (see Eq. (10) in Besbes et al. (2015)) is stronger and implies our
(A4) and (A5) since we do not assume that f; is twice differentiable. We also consider parameters
D,v,H,L, M in (A1)-(A5) and domain dimensionality d as constants throughout the paper and
omit their (polynomial) multiplicative dependency in regret bounds. In Section 3.2, we further relax
the assumptions (A3)—(AS5) and provide upper bound results for general convex function sequences.
Let U be a random quantity defined over a probability space. A policy 7 that outputs a sequence
of x1,--- ,x7 is admissible if it is a measurable function that can be written in the following form:

v — { m1(U), t=1;
! (U, z1, ¢1(x1, f1), -+, xe—1, pe—1(Te—1, fr—1)), t=2,---,T,

Let PT. denote the class of all admissible policies for T" epochs. A widely used metric for evaluating
the performance of an admissible policy 7 is the regret against dynamic oracle {z} }7_;:

sup RE(f) :==ET
f:(flz"' 7fT)€‘FP7(1(VT)

T T
3 ftm)] =Y filed), i —argmin fil). @)
t=1 t=1

Here ¢ is either the noisy gradient feedback ¢¥ (z, f;) or the noisy function feedback ¢7 (zy, f;).
Note that a unique minimizer x; € X exists due to the strong convexity of f; (condition A5). The
goal of this paper is to characterize the optimal regret:

inf s R 5)
TEPT f=(f1ov fr)€Fp.a(Ve)

and find policies that achieve the rate-optimal regret, i.e., attain the optimal regret up to a polynomial

of log(T") factor. The optimal regret in (5) is also known as the minimax regret in the literature,

because it minimizes over all admissible policies and maximizes over all convex function sequences

feFpeVr).

3 Main results

We establish theorems giving both upper and lower bounds on worst-case regret for both noisy
gradient feedback ¢¢ (x4, f;) and noisy function feedback ¢7 (x, fi) over F, 4(V). The policies
for achieving the following upper bound result will be introduced in the next section.

Theorem 3.1 (Upper bound for strongly-convex function sequences). Fix arbitrary 1 < p < oo and
1 < g < 0. Suppose (Al) through (A5) hold, and 0 < Vi < 1. Then there exists a computationally
efficient policy m and C1 = g1(logT,log Vip,d, D,v, L, H, M) > 0 for some function g that is a
polynomial function in log T and log Vi, such that

sup  RZ(f) < C1-max {T . Vﬁp/@p—’_d),log T} for noisy gradient feedback ¢ = gbg(mt, ft)-
f€Fp.qa(Vr)

For the noisy function value feedback, there exists another computationally efficient policy ' and
Cy = g2(log T, log Vip,d, D,v, L, H, M) > 0 for some function g, that is a polynomial function in
log T and log Vi, such that

sup Rg/(f) < (s - max {T . Vﬁp/(ﬁﬁd), \/T} for noisy function value feedback ¢ = ¢7 (x4, fr).
f€Fp.qa(Vr)



Theorem 3.2 (Minimax lower bound for strongly-convex function sequences). Suppose the same
conditions hold as in Theorem 3.1. Then there exists a constant Cs = g3(d, D,v, L, H, M) > 0
independent of T' and V1 such that

max{T - V2P 1og TV for ¢ = ¢9 (x4, f);

inf sup RE(f) >Cs- { max{T - VTQP/(6P+d), VT}  for ¢ = &7 (x4, fr).

T feFpq(Vr)

In Theorem 3.1, the quantities C; and C% depend on 7" and V- only via poly-logarithmic factors
and these poly-log factors are usually not the focus of studying the regret. In Theorem 3.2 the
quantity C's is independent of 7" and V. The other problem dependent parameters are treated as
constants throughout the paper. The proof of Theorem 3.1 is given in Sec. 4, while the proofs of
Theorem 3.2 is relegated to the online supplement.

The condition V7 < 1 in both Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 is necessary for obtaining a non-trivial
sub-linear regret. In particular, the lower bound results in Theorem 3.2 show that for Vp = Q(1),
no algorithm can achieve sub-linear regret in either feedback models. On the other hand, a trivial
algorithm that outputs 1 = - - - = & = x¢ for an arbitrary zg € X leads to a linear regret.

Both upper and lower regret bounds in Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 consist of two terms. The log T’
term for qﬁtg (¢, f;) and /T term for ¢] (x4, f;) arise from regret bounds for stationary stochastic
optimization problems (i.e., Vo = 0), which were proved in Jamieson et al. (2012); Hazan & Kale
(2014). The other terms involving polynomial dependency on Vr are the main regret terms for
typical dynamic function sequences whose perturbation Vr is not too small.

We also remark that the g parameter does not affect the optimal rate of convergence in Theorem
3.2 (provided that ¢ > 1 is assumed for convexity of the norms). While this appears counter-
intuitive, this is a property of our worst-case analytical framework, as the function sequence that
leads to the worst-case regret is the one that distributes function changes || f;+-1 — f¢||, evenly across
all t € T (see for example our detailed construction of adversarial function sequences in the online
supplement), in which case the L, ,-variation measure is the same for all ¢ € [1, co].

Remark 3.1 (Comparing with Besbes et al. (2015)). Besbes et al. (2015) considered the special case
of p = oo and ¢ = 1, and established the following result:

T- V;/g, ¢ = ¢tg(37t, ft)
T-V”" 6= o] (ar, i)
Note that in Eq. (6) we adopt a slightly different notation from Besbes et al. (2015). In particular,
the parameter V7 in our paper is 1/7 times the parameter V7 in (Besbes et al., 2015).  Such
normalization is for presentation clarity only (to single out the " term in the regret bounds).

It is clear that our results reduce to Eq. (6) as p — oo for both ¢tg (z¢, f+) and &7 (4, f;). In par-
ticular, for fixed domain dimension d we have that lim,, ,~, 2p/(4p+d) = 1/2 and lim,_,» 2p/(6p+
d) = 1/3, matching regrets in Eq. (6). Therefore, the result from Besbes et al. (2015) (for strongly
convex function sequences) is a special case of our results.

inf sup  RE(f) = { for p=o0,q=1. (6)

e f€Fp,a(VT)

Remark 3.2 (Curse of dimensionality). A significant difference between p = oo and p < oo settings
is the curse of dimensionality. In particular, when p < oo the (optimal) regret depends exponentially
on dimension d, while for p = oo the dependency on Vr is independent of d on the exponent.
The curse of dimensionality is a well-known phenomenon in non-parametric statistical estimation
(Tsybakov, 2009).

Below we first introduce the policies, which is based on a “meta-policy” in Besbes et al. (2015).
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3.1 Policies

We first describe a “meta-policy” proposed in Besbes et al. (2015) based on a re-starting procedure:

META-POLICY (RESTARTING PROCEDURE): input parameters 7" and Ar; sub-policy 5.

1. Divide epochs {1,--- ,T} into J = [T/Ar] batches By,---, By such that B; =
{bl,"' ,61}, By = {QQ,"' ,52}, etc., Withbl =1, BJ = Tandb@rl :Bg—l- 1for/ =
1,---,J—1. The epochs are divided as evenly as possible, so that | By| € {Ap, Ap+1}
forall/=1,---,J.

2. For each batch By, ¢ =1,--- ,J, do the following:

(a) Run sub-policy 74 with b, and by, corresponding to Jogs fo, 4157, fge.

The key idea behind the meta-policy is to “restart” certain sub-policy 7, after Ar epochs. This
strategy ensures that the sub-policy 7 has sufficient number of epochs to exploit feedback informa-
tion, while at the same time avoids usage of outdated feedback information. For the noisy gradient
feedback qbtg(xt, fi), weset Ap =T if Vp = O(T_(4p+d)/2p) and Ap < V;2p/(4p+d) otherwise;
for the noisy function value feedback ¢7 (z, f;), we set Ay = T if Vi = O(T~6P+d)/4) and
Ar <V, 4p/(60+9) otherwise. Motivations of our scalings are given in Sec. 4 in which we prove
Theorem 3.1.

The sub-policy 75 is carefully designed to exploit information provided from different types
of feedback structures. For noisy gradient feedback qbtg (x4, ft), a simple online gradient descent
(OGD, see, e.g., Besbes et al. (2015); Hazan (2016)) policy is used:

SUB-POLICY 79 (OGD): input parameters by, by; step sizes {n; }L_;.
1. Select arbitrary zg € X.

2. Fort = 0 to by — b, do the following:
(a) Suffer loss fp,1¢(7¢) and obtain feedback g, = aﬁge (@t fo,0)-

(b) Compute x44+1 = Py (xy — n:Gt), where Py (z) = arg min ey ||z — |2

For noisy function value feedback ¢/ (x;, f;), the classical approach is to first obtain an estima-
tor of the gradient V f;(z;) by perturbing x; along a random coordinate e; = (0,--- ,1,---,0) €
RY. This idea originates from the seminal work of Yudin & Nemirovskii (1983) and was applied
to convex bandits problems (e.g., Flaxman et al. (2005); Besbes et al. (2015)). Such an approach,
however, fails to deliver the optimal rate of regret when the optimal solution z} lies particularly
close to the boundary of the domain X'. Here we describe a regularized ellipsoidal (RE) algorithm
from Hazan & Levy (2014), which attains the optimal rate of regret even when z; is very close to
0X.

The RE algorithm in Hazan & Levy (2014) is based on the idea of self-concordant barriers:

Definition 3.1 (self-concordant barrier). Suppose X C R% is convex and X° # (). A convex function
p : X° — Ris a k-self-concordant barrier of X if it is three times continuously differentiable on

11



X° and has the following properties:

[e.e]

1. Forany {x,}5° C X°, iflimy, o0 p, € OX then limy,_,o0 p(x,,) = +00.

2. Forany z € R and © € X° it holds that |V3p(z)[z, 2, 2]| < 2|27 V2p(2)2[>/? and
12TVo(x)] < &Y2[2TV20(x)2|Y/2, where V3p(z)[2, 2, 2] = %w(w +tiz + toz +
t32) ‘t1:t2:t3:()'

It is well-known that for any convex set X C R? with non-empty interior X', there exists a -
self-concordant barrier function ¢ with k = O(d), and furthermore for bounded X’ the barrier ¢ can
be selected such that it is strictly convex; i.e., V2¢(z) > 0 forall x € X° (Nesterov & Nemirovskii,
1994; Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004). For example, for linear constraints X = {z : Az < b} with
A € R™*4, a logarithmic barrier function p(z) = "7, —log(b; — a;x) can be used to satisfy all
the above properties (note that a; denotes the i-th row of A).

We are now ready to describe the RE sub-policy that handles noisy function value feedback.
The policy is similar to the algorithm proposed in Hazan & Levy (2014), except that noisy function
value feedback is allowed in our policy, while Hazan & Levy (2014) considered only exact function
evaluations. The analysis of our policy is also more involved for dealing with noise.

SUB-POLICY 77 (RE): input parameters b, by; constant step size 7; self-concordant barrier ¢;
1. Select yp = argmin,c xp(y);

2. Fort = 0 to by — b, do the following:

(a) Compute A; = (V2p(y;) + nM(t + 1)I5)~'/2, where I, is the identity matrix in
RAxd

(b) Sample u; from the uniform distribution on the unit d-dimensional sphere S.

(c) Select xp, 1y = wyr + Apuy; suffer loss fp,1¢(zp, 1) and obtain feedback
B 11 (T4t o +0)-

(d) Compute gradient estimate §; = d - (bg; +t($b o+t fb e+t) AL L.

(e) FTRL update: yp41 = argmin,cy St {7y + %y — - 13} + 0o (v).

In step 2(d), the gradient estimate g, = d-gbg; » (T, 115 fo,+¢)- Ay Ly satisfies E[g;] =~ V f;, -t (Yt)
by the change-of-variable formula and the smoothness of fp, 1. In step 2(e), instead of the projected
gradient step, a Follow-The-Regularized-Leader (FTRL) step is executed to prevent ¢y from be-
ing too close to the boundary of X. The FTRL step is essentially a mirror descent, which uses
a regularization term (o(-) in our policy) and its associated Bregman divergence to improve the
convergence rates of optimization algorithms measured in non-standard metric. It was shown in
McMahan (2017) (Sec. 6) that the FTRL step is equivalent to mirror descent under minimal regu-
larity conditions. Finally, step 2(c) is a random perturbation step originally considered in (Hazan &
Levy, 2014). An important aspect of step 2(c) is the clever choice of the matrix A;, which ensures
the optimal regret bound even if the optimal solution x} is very close to the boundary of X'. More
specifically, the following proposition shows that xp,++ = y + Arut always belongs to the domain
X, justifying the correctness of policy 77 . Its proof is given in the online supplement.
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Proposition 3.1. Suppose o is strictly convex on X°. Then for any © € X° 6 > 0and u € Sg,
x4+ (V2p(z) + 61,) " ?u € X.

3.2 Extension to general convex function sequences

In this section we show that for the noisy gradient feedback case ¢; = gbtg, our upper bound can
be extended to general convex functions that do not necessarily satisfy smoothness (A4) or strong
convexity (AS5). The assumption (A3) that requires unique interior minimizer can also be removed.
Our result is summarized in the following theorem:

Theorem 3.3 (Upper bound for general convex function sequences). Fix arbitrary 1 < p < o0
and 1 < g < oo. Suppose (Al) through (A2) hold, and 0 < Vp < 1. Also suppose that the
meta-policy is carried out with the OGD sub-policy 7rsg and step sizes n; = 1/+/t. Then there exists
Cy = ga(log T, log Vp,d, D,v, H) > 0 for some function g4 that is also a polynomial function in
log T and log Vi, such that

sup  RE(f) < Cs-max {T- fo/(ngrd), \/T} :
f€Fp.qa(VT)

We remark that as p — oo, the regret upper bound derived in Theorem 3.3 approaches 1" - Vq{/ 3,

which matches the result in Besbes et al. (2015) for the p = o0o,q = 1 case. Since T - VTI/3 is
proved to be optimal for the p = 0o, g = 1 case in Besbes et al. (2015), this implies the optimality
of our Theorem 3.3 for the p = o0, ¢ = 1 case as well. However, for 1 < p < oo, it is still an open
question on establishing a tight minimax lower bound.

The structure of the proof of Theorem 3.3 is similar to the one for Theorem 3.1. It is important
to note that since strong convexity is no longer assumed, the important “affinity lemma” cannot be
proved by analyzing ||z} — 2 ||2. Instead, we prove another version of “affinity lemma” (see Lemma
C.2 in Sec. C) by developing new strategies that directly bound perturbation of function values. The
proof of Theorem 3.3 is provided in Sec. C in the supplement.

Also note that for the general convex setting with noisy function value feedback, even the case
of p = oo remains a challenging open problem (see Besbes et al. (2015)); which is left as future
work.

4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

In this section we provide the complete proof of our main positive result (upper bound) in Theorem
3.1 for strongly smooth and convex function sequences f1,--- , fr. Due to space constraints, the
proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 as well as Lemma 4.1 are presented in the online supplement.

Our proof of Theorem 3.1 is roughly divided into three steps. In the first step, we review existing
results for the OGD and the RE algorithms on upper bounding the weak regret against stationary
benchmarks. In the second step, we present a novel local integration analysis that upper bounds the
gap between regret against stationary and dynamic benchmarks using the L,-norm difference be-
tween two smooth and strongly convex functions. Finally, we use a sequence of Holder’s inequality
to analyze the restarting procedure in the meta-policy described in the previous section.
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4.1 Regret against stationary benchmarks.

For a sequence of convex functions f = (fi,---, frv), an admissible policy = and a feedback
structure ¢, the weak regret against any stationary point * € X is defined as

T’ T’
> ft(m] =Y fila"). 7
t=1 t=1

Compared to the regret against dynamic solution sequence Rg defined in Eq. (5), in Sg the bench-
mark solution z* is forced to be stationary among all T” epochs, resulting in smaller regret. In fact,
it always holds that S7(f; 2*) < RF(f) for any f and z* € X' In the remainder of this section, we
shall refer to SZ; as the “weak regret” and Rg as the “strong regret”.

The next lemma states existing results on upper bounding the weak regret of both OGD and
RE policies for adversarial function sequences f. The result for OGD is folklore and documented
in Hazan (2016); Besbes et al. (2015). For the RE algorithm, we extend the weak regret bound in
Hazan & Levy (2014) from the exact function value feedbacks to noisy feedbacks and establish the
following lemma. The proof of Lemma 4.1 is deferred to Section A in the online supplement.

ST(fia") = BT

Lemma 4.1. Fix 1 < T’ < T. Let f = (f1,---, fr) be an arbitrary sequence of smooth and
strongly convex functions satisfying (Al) through (A5). For noisy gradient feedback and the OGD
policy, the following holds with n, = 1/Mt:

S3(f;2%) = O(logT'),  for ¢ =9 (s, f1), m=nY andall z* € X. (8)

In addition, for noisy function value feedback and the RE policy, suppose ¢ is a strictly convex
k-self-concordant barrier of X, with k = O(d), and n = d(H + 100+/1og T) /v 2T". Then

Se(f;2*) = O(y/T'logT),  for ¢ = &7 (x4, f1), m=m andall z* € o 9

Recall the definition that X, 7. := {r € X°:Vz € By(v/T),x + z € X} is the strict interior of

X that is at least v/T apart from 0X. Also, in both results we omit dependency on o,d, D,v, H, L
and M.

We note that when using this Lemma 9 in our later proofs, we will replace z* in (8) and (9)
by zf, which the is the minimizer of f;. For (8), it is easy to see that 2z} € A&’; and for (9), by
Assumption (A3) and the definition of A’° o> We have zj € X 7

4.2 Gap between weak and strong regret.

By definition, the gap between Sg and Rg is independent of policy 7:

RY(f) = S3(f23) = th — fiz}), vrefl,.- T} (10)

Eq. (10) shows that it is possible to upper bound the regret gap by the two-point difference of each
function f; evaluated at the optimal solution x} of f; and the optimal solution % of f, for arbitrary
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il = 1//”

Figure 1: The left figure illustrates how two functions f and g can have very different L, and
L differences (1 < p < o0). Both functions are defined on X = [0,1], with f(z) =

;ﬂe exp {— (x_QSf)Q } and g = 0. Because f is the pdf of a univariate Normal distribution with

zero mean and €2 variance, f and g are essentially the same outside of [0.5 — 3¢,0.5 + 3¢], lead-
ing to || f — gll, < O(e?) - ||f — glle = O(e~P)/P), which can be arbitrarily smaller than
If = glloo = (1) for 1 < p < 0o and e sufficiently small. The right figure provides a graphical
explanation of the key argument in the proof of Lemma 4.2. It shows that when z¥ is far away from
xy, fr and fr would have a large difference in a neighborhood around z}, because of the strong
convexity of f- and the smoothness of f;. Since such difference is upper bounded by || f; — f-||, on
the entire domain X', one can conclude that x; and x} cannot be too far apart.

7 € {1,---,T'}. Such differences, however, can be large as x; could be far away from x* as the
functions drift. In the special case of p = co, Besbes et al. (2015) observes

Jol@l) = i) = filal) = frlal) + () = fula]) < fulal) — (@) + o) — fula])
a1

and further bounds both | fi(x%) — f-(2¥)| and | f(z}) — fe(x})| with || f — f+||co- Such arguments,
however, meet significant challenges in the more general setting when 1 < p < oo, because the
difference between two functions at one point can be arbitrarily larger than the L,-norm of the
difference of the two functions. We give an illustrative example in Figure 1, where two functions f
and g are presented, with || f — g||,/|f(z) — g(x)| = 0 for z = 0.5 and p < oo.

In this paper we give an alternative analysis that directly upper bounds the left-hand side of
Eq. (11), fi(2%) — fi(z) (i.e., the difference of the same function f; at two points) using || f — f~||p,
The following is our key affinity lemma:

Lemma 4.2. Suppose X C R%. Fix1 < p < oo, t # 7 and let xy, xs be the minimizers of f; and
fr, respectively. Then under (Al) through (AS5) we have that

ma {|fua) = F@D)| |fr(ad) = ]} = O (Ui = FoIf)  where 7= 2 e (0,1)

Proof. Proof of Lemma 4.2. Without loss of generality we assume f;(z;) < fr(z¥) through-
out this proof. Define § = ||f; — f.r|];/2. We first prove that ||z} — z%||2 < 2C6, where C' =
max{+/(4D4/P + 2L)/M,1}.
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Assume by way of contradiction that ||z} — 2|2 > 2C4. For any x € X° and a € (0,1)
define X, (z) :={z+ply —z) : 0 < p < a,y € OX}. Itis easy to verify that X, (z) C X and
SUPgrex, (2) |17 —2[[2 < @D (recall that D = sup, /¢ [[y—y'||2 is the diameter of X). In addition,
vol(X,(x)) > a - vol(X), because X —x C o X, (x) — 2], where ¥ —x = {z —x: 2 € X} is
the deflation of X by a specific vector, and similarly X, (z) — 2z = {z —x : z € X,(x)}. Now set
a = §/D, and note that & < 1/2 because D > ||z; — x%||2 > 2C§ > 2. By strong convexity of
fr. we have Vz € X, (z7),

o, M, o M,
fr(@) > fr(zr) + EHxT — |3 > filz}) + 7llw7 - z|3 (12)
MC?

* M *
> fulaf) + 5 (200 = 6)* > fi(a7) + 5. (13)
Here Eq. (12) holds because f(z¥) > f;(z}), and Eq. (13) is true because ||z} — z¥||2 > 2C¢ and
|z — xflla < aD = 4§ < C6 forall z € X,(xf). On the other hand, by smoothness of f;, we have
that

L
fi(@) < filwg) + S lle — zill3 < fo(zy) + L6*  Va € Xa(x}). (14)

Combining Egs. (13,14) we have that, for arbitrary 1 < p < oo and x € X, ()

p

2
Mo > (MC2/2 - Lys™, (1)

)= )l = | (et + ) - (6ad) + 28)

provided that L < M C? /2, which holds true because C' > /2L /M by definition. Integrating both
sides of Eq. (15) on X, () and recalling the definition of || f; — f-||,, we have that

1 1
I FelE = gy [, 1)~ e 2 s [ i) = o
* d
VO]S%«@ - (MC?/2 — L)P§* > % - (MC?/2 — L)P5*
2 /9 _ 2/9 _
> W52p+d _ Wnﬁ — £,

where the last equality holds because § = ||f; — fTH;/2 and (2p + d) - r/2 = p. With C >

V/(4D/P + 2L)/M, we have that (M C?/2 — L)?/D? > 2¢ > 1 and hence the contradiction.
We have now established that ||z} — z%||2 < 2C9 < O(4). By smoothness of f; and f-,

flet) < @) < Rlad) + ot - 2213 < fule) + O
Fr(5) < folaf) < o) + ot — 3 < Fola) + OP),

The proof of Lemma 4.2 is then completed by plugging in 6 = || f; — f H;/ 2, O

4.3 Analysis of the re-starting procedure.

We focus on the noisy gradient feedback qﬁtg (x¢, fr) first and briefly remark at the end of this section
on how to handle noisy function value feedback. Recall that the 7" epochs are divided into .J batches
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By, -, By in the meta-policy, with each batch having either A or Ap + 1 epochs. Applying
Lemmas 4.1, 4.2 together with Eq. (10) we have

RY(f) <> inf < ST(fo,ee- 5 fy,;25) +th — fi(z})

TEB
¢ t=b,

M- 1=

< Y O(log|Be|) + |By| - sup |fi(a}) — fi(xf)]
=1 t,TEBy
T J
<O|(-—" logAr | +O(Ap) - S — A"
<05, losar) +0(An) > s i £
J b1
TlogT
SO( Ai >+O(AT)'Z ZHft—‘rl fth : (16)
(=1 \i=b,

Here the last inequality holds because (assuming without loss of generality that b, < t < 7 < by)

Ife = Frllp < SRt I furr — Fillp < S0y, I s — il

We next present another key lemma that upper bounds the critical summation term in Eq. (16)
using J, A7 and Var) ,(f). The proof is based on consecutively applying the Holder’s inequality.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose maxi<y<|B¢| < Ar+1,1 < q < ooand Vary, ,(f) < V. Then

T

J Bgf]_
Z Z | fea1 — ft”p < ATT_T/‘I L gi=r/a pr/a v,
(=1 \t=b,

Proof. Proof of Lemma 4.3. By Holder’s inequality, for any d-dimensional vector  we have that

Izlla < llzlls < dYP7jz]0  VO<B<a< oo 17
Apply Eq. (17) withaw = gand 3 = T onx = (|| fo,+1 — fo,llp,- - > HfgZ - fgz_1||p) € RIBel-1.
be—1 Bo—1 1/q
_ 1-1
> fear = fillp = Izl < [Be— 192y < Ag . > fevr = Fill
t=b, t=b,
Subsequently,
J by—1 r J be—1 r/q
Z Z | fr1 = fellp Z AL Z [ fern = felf ] - (18)
(=1 \t=b, =1 t=b,

We next consider & = (#1,---,%7) € R’, where &y = ZEZ,EI || fex1 — fellp- Apply Eq. (17) with
a=1land 5 =r/qonZ (B < 1becauser € (0,1) and ¢ > 1):

_ r/q] 4T _
J bp—1 J bp—1
ST e — £ = @l g < TPVl = TS | fe — I
(=1 \t=b, (=1 t=b,
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Raise both sides of the inequality to the power of /¢ and note that Zizl Z?:_bgl [ fer1 — fellp =
S Il fevr — fillp < T - V. We then have

J 54—1 r/q J Eg—l r/q
SAD M= Fllp ) <IN D e = £l < TTATTVE (19)
(=1 \t=b, (=1 t=b,
Combining Eqs. (18,19) we proved the desired lemma. O

4.4 Completing the proof

We now prove Theorem 3.1 by combining Lemmas 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 with Eq. (16) and setting Ap
appropriately. First consider the noisy gradient feedback case qﬁtg (¢, ft) = Vfi(z) + &1 By
Eq. (16),

r

Tlog T T [hd
R;(f)so( = >+0<AT>-Z S Wfisr — filly
=1 \i=b,

Subsequently invoking Lemma 4.3 we have
RT(f) < O(Jlog T) + O(ALT=/a ji=r/apr/ayy
¢(f ) < O(Jlog ) ( T T)a

where J = O(T/Ar). If Vi = O(T~(#+4)/2P) then we set Ap = T, J = 1 and obtain regret
O(logT) + O(T*"V}) = O(log T). Otherwise, when Vi = w(T~4P+4)/2P) one selects A =
VT_T/(TH)~ = VT_Qp/(4p+d) and notes that Ap = o(T). This yields a regret of O(T - Vﬁp/(4p+d)),
where in O(-) we drop poly-logarithmic dependency on 7.

Finally we describe how the above analysis can be generalized to the noisy function value feed-

back case ¢f (z¢, fi) = fi(z¢) + & By Lemma 4.1, SG(fogsw s fp,527) < O(V/|Be|logT) <
O(v/ArlogT) for ¢ = ¢f (x4, fi). Subsequently,

R3(f) < O(J\/ArlogT) + O(AL 191 =r/agr/ayyy,

If Vo = O(T~(6P+4)/4P) then we set Ay = T', J = 1 and obtain regret O(v/'T) + O(T"+"V7) =
O(V/T). Otherwise, when V = w(T~(6P+d)/4P) one selects A = VT_Z’"/(Q”H) — VT—4P/(6p+d)
and observes that A = o(T). This yields a regret of O(T - Vj%p /(6p +d)),

5 Numerical results

We compare our restarting procedure under L, ,-variation measure with the algorithm in Besbes
et al. (2015). We choose Vi = 1/T, ¢ = 1, and let p take values in {1, 2} to demonstrate perfor-
mance in terms of the accumulated regret. The underlying function sequence f = (f1,---, fr) is
constructed using the adversarial construction in Sec. B which is also used to prove our lower regret
bound (see Theorem 3.2). In particular, we use the function constructions in Eqgs. (29,30,32) and its
multi-variate extension in Eq. (33) in the online supplement.

In our simulations, both the OGD and the RE algorithm (after each restarting point) are initial-
ized at 29 = (1/2d,- - - ,1/2d), making it at the center of the domain {x € R? : 2 > 0,17z < 1}.
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Figure 2: Accumulated regret for the OGD method (left column) using noisy gradient feedback,
and the RE method (right column) using noisy function value feedback. The red curve corresponds
to restarted OGD/RE with our defined L, variation measure, with p € {1,2} depending on how
the underlying function sequence is synthesized; the blue curve corresponds to restarted OGD/RE
using only the L., variation measure in (Besbes et al., 2015). From top to bottom three different
synthesis settings of the underlying function sequence are considered: univariate functions with L
variation, bivariate functions with L variation, and univariate functions with Ly variation.
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For OGD, the step size is set as 1, = 1/(¢ + 1); for the RE algorithm, we use the log-barrier func-
tion p(x) = — Zle log(z;) — log(1 — 1T z) with step size rules n = 50/v/T" + 1, where T" is
the number of iterations between two restarting points. For the restarting OGD/RE algorithm with
L,-variation (red lines in Figure 2), the restarting points are selected using V7 and p directly (more
specifically, Ap = [V P /AP or Ap = [V, /+0)1). For the restarting OGD/RE algorithm
in Besbes et al. (2015), we first utilize the knowledge of the underlying function sequence to cal-
culate the L..-variation measure Vi = % ZtT:_ll | f+1 — ftlloo» and then set the restarting points
using the rules Ay = [f/;lﬁ] or Ay = (V;Q/?’] according to Besbes et al. (2015).

Figure 2 plots the accumulated regret of our compared algorithms for different underlying func-
tion sequences. For the OGD algorithms with noisy gradient feedback, the time horizon (7") ranges
from 10° to 10°; for the RE algorithms, we took T to range from 10° to 107 since convergence is
slower with only noisy function value feedback. Each algorithm is given 20 independent runs and
the median accumulated regret is reported. It is observed that our algorithm (the red lines) always
achieve smaller regret and outperform its competitor for constructed function sequences.

6 Concluding remarks and open questions

We considered optimal regret of non-stationary stochastic optimization with local spatial and tem-
poral changes. An important open question is to study the optimal regret for the case of general
convex functions. In Theorem 3.3 we proved an upper regret bound of 7" - V%'/ Brtd) for general

convex function sequences with access to noisy gradient oracles, which matches the tight rate of
T- VTI/ % in (Besbes et al., 2015) as p — oo. However, for p < oo, it is not clear whether our

bound 7 - fo/ (37+4) 5 tight even for the univariate case of d = 1. To further improve the learning
algorithm with sharper upper bounds or to develop matching lower bound will be a future direction
of research.
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A Proof of Lemma 4.1

To simplify notations we assume b, = 0 throughout this proof. We first consider the noisy gradient
feedback case ¢ = qbtg (x¢, ft). Fix arbitrary z* € X and abbreviate g,(z;) = V fi(zy), §e(ze) =
qbtg (z¢, ft) = Vfi(xy) + 4. By strong convexity of f;, we have that

2(fe(xe) — fol2")) < 2ge(we) T (20 — 2%) — Mz — 2|3, (20)

On the other hand, because x¢11 = Px(z¢ — n:gt(x¢)) by definition and Py is a contraction, we
have

|1 — 2|13 = 1P (e — mege(we)) — 27113 < Nwe — mege(ze) — 2*[13.
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Using Pythagorean’s theorem and the fact that ||g;(z¢)||2 < H, Ele¢|z;] = 0 and E[g, e4]24] < 02,
we have

E o1 — a*(3) <E[[la; — 2*|3] + nf (H? + %) — 2mge(x0) T (e — 27).
Subsequently,

Elllz: — «*(13) = Elllzer1 — 2[3]
Mt

2E [9t(wt)T(It - w*)} < +m(H? 4 0?%). 1)

Combining Egs. (20,21) and summing over ¢t = 0, --- , 7", and defining 1/7_1 := 0, we have

T’ i 1 1 T’
8 [Z ) — ft<x*>] < Bl -] (5 - - M)+ 0D o
t=0

=0 e -1 =0
T/

<0+ (H>+0%))
t=1

1
M(t+1)

= O(logT").

Because z* € X' is arbitrary, we conclude that S7(f;2*) = O(log T") for m = Wg, ny = 1/Mt and
all % € X.

We next consider the noisy function value feedback case ¢ = &7 (x4, f;). Abbreviate ft(a:t) =
&7 (x4, ft) = fi(xy) + &, and define, for any invertible d x d matrix A, that

ﬂA(:L‘) =By, [ft(z + Av)], Ve e X,

where v; is uniformly distributed on the d-dimensional unit ball By = {2 € RY : ||z]|o < 1}. Ttis
easy to verify that ft remains strongly convex with parameter M and ¢; = d - (;St (ye + Aguy, fi) -
A7 luy is an unbiased estimator of V £/ (y;):

Elg| =d-E [d)t]:(yt + Aguy, fi) - At_lut]
= Buyns, [dfe(ye + Avug) A7 ]

(@) — 7A;
2 VM ).

Here in (a) we invoke Corollary 6 of (Hazan & Levy, 2014).

Recall the definition that z; = 3, + Ayu, € X, the point in X at which loss is suffered and feed-
back is obtained. For any x* € X} > decompose the regret Sg(fiaz*) =E [Ztho fr(xy) — ft(x*)]
as

th z) — fi(ye)
-E th(fk) — [ (=")
=0

Z fe(e) (yt)]

t=0

T/
> ) - f <m*>] : (22)
t=0

+E
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The first three terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (22) are easy to bound. In particular, because
|A¢||2 < 1/4/mM (t + 1) almost surely, we have that
yt:|

Here in (b) we use the fact that f; is smooth (A4) with parameter G > 0. Similarly,

E[fi(ze) — fe(yr)] = By, Euyns, [ft(yt + Agug) — fi(ye)

(b) L L
E [||4:3] < M+ 1)’

—E [ft(ﬂ?*) — ft (Jf*)] = Bynm, [fr(z™ + Agvr) — fi(z™)] < 2Mn(Lt+1)

In addition, because f; is convex, by Jensen’s inequality we have E[f;(z+ A v)] > fi(z+E[Aw]) =
fi(x) for all x € X’ and hence

E [ fuly) = ()| = By, [myt) — filye + Avwr)

yt:| <0.

We next upper bound the final term in the right-hand side of Eq. (22). Fort = 0,--- ,T7" and
a € X° define ||a|]t = /aT (V2p(y) + nM(t +1)I)~La. Also define f;(z) := ft ( ¢) +
9 (x—y) + Yz — ytH2 It is obvious that f/'* is strongly convex with parameter M, and that
Yer1 = argmingey St {fr()} + 17 () agrees with the definition of y;41 in step 2(e) of
sub-policy 7r§ , because both ftAt (y;) and —g, y; terms are independent of y to be optimized. We
then have the following lemma, which is similar to Lemma 11 in (Hazan & Levy, 2014).

Lemma A.1. Suppose n||g:||; < 1/2forallt =0,--- ,T". Then

> il th <2n2 13:0)% + = (p(a*) — p(wo)),  Va* € X.  (23)

The verification of the condition 7||g:||; < 1/2 and an proof of Lemma A.1 is technical and
will be presented later in this section. Taking expectations on both sides of Eq. (23) and noting that

fe(y) = [ (we) and fi(z*) = f2(ye) + 3 (2% — y) + 2|2 — ye]|3, we have
T’ 3 3 T’
SE [fw) - fa)] =~ E [gt v )+ ytnz}
t=0 t=0

T/ ~At T * M * 2
=R |V )T @ ) + Sl — il
t=0
(d) - PTEY 1 *
< 2p) E[llg:ll;?] + p (p(z%) — ©(yo)) -
t=0

Here (c) holds because E[g;|y;] = Vf*(y;) and in (d) we invoke Lemma A.1.
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On the other hand, because ftAt is strongly convex with parameter M, it holds that ftAt (z*) >
A (ye) + VI (o) T (2" — ye) + Y |2* — ye||3 and hence

T’ ~ M T - ~
-3E [Vf;“f )T (@ =) + 5 lla” - ytus] > SB[ ) - @)
t=0 t=0

Subsequently,

T/
> E | ) - fe }<2nZE J601i%] + 1 (ola) = olan).
t=0

t=0

It then remains to upper bound the expectation of ||g;||; and the discrepancy of self-concordant
barrier functions ¢ (z*)—¢(yo). By assumption (A2), we have that sup,,c v | f:(x)| < H. Therefore,

E[1g:01i%] = B [d2(fulyn + Agu) + 20T AT (T20(y) + nM (¢ + D)) Agu| < d(H2+0%).

To bound the discrepency in self-concordance barrier terms, we cite Lemma 4 from (Hazan & Levy,
2014), which asserts that for all x,y € X°,

e(y) — p(z) < Klog Tm(y)’

where « is the self-concordance parameter of ¢ and 7, (y) is defined as 7, (y) := inf{t > 0: x +
t~Y(y—x) € X}. Itis easy to verify that, forall z € X°and y € X @ o(y) —p(z) = O(klogT)
because sup,cyo Supye e, m(y) < 1/(1+v/(DT)) < 1 - O(v/(DT)). Consequently, by
Assumption (A2) and the fact that yo € X'° (because lim,_,gx ¢(z) = +00) we have that

Y E [ftAt (ye) = (@) | <OMT' + 07 ogT'),  Va* € X2
Combining all upper bounds on the terms in Eq. (22) we obtain
ZE fe(xy) )] <OmT +ntogT'), Va*e /T

With np < /log T"/T" we complete the proof of Lemma 4.1.

A.1 Verification of condition 7|/ g ||; < 1/2

We have that ||g:||; < d(H + &;). By standard concentration results for sub-Gaussian random
variables, we know that supg,<7 |e¢| < 105+/log T with probability at least 1 — O(T2). Let A
denote the event that supy<;<r |e¢| < 100+/log T'. By the law of total expectation,

Se(f;x* ZE fi(zy) z*)|A] Pr[A —i—ZE fe(@e) — fe(z*)|A°] Pr[A9]
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»

<Y E[filw) - fola™)|A] +2T'H -T2
Zf

= S"E [fila) — fila")]A] + O(TY).

t=0

Here the second inequality holds because Pr[A°] < T—2 and |f;(z;) — fi(z*)] < 2H due to
assumption (A3). This term can then be upper bounded by O(7~!) and essentially neglected in the
final regret bound. For the main term conditioned on A, we have ||g;||; < d(H + 100+/logT') for

allt =0,---,T. Therefore, by setting n = d(H + 100+/log T')/2v/T" we have that n||g.||; < 1/2
conditioned on A.

A.2 Proof of Lemma A.1

By definition of f;, we have that f;(y;) — fi(z*) < g (y¢ — *). By standard analysis of mirror
descent we have that

T’ T
ST =) < Y07 (- i) + 1 (9() — ).
t=0 t=0

It remains to upper bound g, (y:—y:+1). Fora € X° define ||a||; := v/aT (V2p(y:) + nM(t + 1)I)a
and recall that ||a|} := \/aT (V2p(y) +nM(t + 1)I)a. By definition, || - ||; and || - ||} are dual
norms and hence by Holder’s inequality

3 (e — verr) < el lve — verrlle- (24)

Denote &4 () := >0y fr(x) + p(x) = C+ 0> _y 4 = + ¢i(x), where C is a constant that

does not depend on x and () := p(z) + % S _o Iz — y- 13- Recall the definition of

lalls = \/aTV2®@u(2)a, [lall; == \/aT {V2@y(a)}la Ve X°

in classical self-concordance analysis. It is easy to verify that ||a||, = |la||; and ||a|t = ||all},
because V2®;(z) = V2pi(x) = VZp(z) + nM(t + 1)I. The following lemma is standard in
analysis of Newton’s method for self-concordant functions:

Lemma A.2. Suppose O, is r-self-concordant and |V ()% < 1/2. Then

Hx —argmin ®4(2)|| < 2||VP(x)||;.

Note that because ¢ is self-concordant, ®; is also self-concordant and V2P, = Vcht. In
addition, because v; is the minimizer of ®;_1, ! V®,;_1(y:) = 0 and therefore

. nM .
V() = 9 [ + T+ B e — ]|, =

T=Yt

'®_, is defined as O_1(z) = ¢(x).
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Therefore ||V®(z)[|% = |G|l = nl/g¢||;- Invoking Lemma A.2 we have that, under the condition
that nllgul; < 1/2,
1ye = yesrlle = [lye — argmin, @4 (2)[|, < 2[|gel7- (25)

Combining Eqs. (24,25) we have that g (y; — y¢+1) < 2/|3¢/|;2. The proof is of Lemma A.1 is then
complete.

B Proof of Theorem 3.2

Let us first consider the simpler univariate case (d = 1). The first step is to reduce the prob-
lem of lower bounding regret to the problem of lower bounding success probability of testing se-
quences of functions, for which tools from information theory such as Fano’s lemma (Ibragimov &
Has minskii, 1981; Yu, 1997; Cover & Thomas, 2006; Tsybakov, 2009) could be applied. We then
present a novel construction of two functions satisfying (A1) through (A5) and demonstrate that
such construction leads to matching lower bounds as presented in Theorem 3.2. Finally, we extend
the lower bound construction to multiple dimensions (d > 1) via a change-of-variable argument and
complete the proof of general cases in Theorem 3.2.

Before introducing the proof we first give the definition of an important concept that measures
the “discrepancy” between two functions f, f X = R

) i= inf max { f(2) = f*, f(@) = [} where f*= inf f(x), " = inf f

X(f, f) = inf max | f(z) = f7, f(2) = f where f* = inf f(z), f* = inf f(z)
Intuitively, x(f, f) characterizes the best regret f(z) — f* one could achieve without knowing
whether f or f is the underlying function. This quantity plays a central role in our reduction from
regret minimization to testing problems, as well as construction of indistinguishable functions pairs.

B.1 From regret minimization to testing.

Consider a finite subset © = {f1,---, far} € Fp (V7). The following lemma shows that if there
exists an admissible policy  that achieves small regret over F,, ;(V7r), then it leads to a hypothesis
testing procedure that identifies the true function sequence f in © with large probability:

LemmaB.1. Fix 1 < p < oo, 1 <q<ocandVy > 0. Let ¢ = ¢ (w4, f;) or ¢ = (ﬁtg(wt,ft)
be either the noisy function or noisy gradient feedback. Let © C F, ,(Vr) be a finite subset of
sequences of convex functions. Suppose there exists an admissible policy 7 such that

T
- inf Y x(fi fo), (26)

f.fee =

O =

s RA(/) <
J€Fp,q(VT)

then there exists an estimator {¢ (s, f)YL_| — f such that

sup Pr
fee f

7+ ] <1/, @7

where Pry denotes the probability distribution parameterized by the underlying true function se-
quence f € ©.
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The proof of Lemma B.1 is technical and given later. At a higher level, when there exists an
admissible policy 7 that achieves small regret over F, ,(V7) (and hence small regret over © C
Fp,q(Vr) too), then one can correctly identify the underlying function sequence f € O with large
probability by searching all function sequences in © and selecting the one that has the smallest
regret.

Reduction to testing is a standard approach for proving minimax lower bounds in stochastic
estimation and optimization problems (Besbes et al., 2015; Agarwal et al., 2012; Raskutti et al.,
2011). Motivations behind such reduction are a well-established class of tools that provide lower
bounds on failure probability in testing problems (Yu, 1997; Ibragimov & Has minskii, 1981; Tsy-
bakov, 2009). Let KL(P||Q) = [ log %dP denote the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two
distributions P and (). We introduce the following version of the Fano’s inequality,

Lemma B.2 (Fano’s inequality). Ler © = {61, - ,0x} be a finite parameter set of size M. For
each 0 € O, let Py be the distribution of observations parameterized by 0. Suppose there exists
0 < B < oo such that KL(Py||Py) < 8 for all 6,0' € ©. Then

B +log?2

28
log M (28)

inf sup Pr [9#9} >1-
0 oco 0

With Lemmas B.1 and B.2, the question of proving Theorem 3.2 is reduced to finding a “hard”
subset © C Fp ¢(Vr) such that the minimum discrepancy inf ; 7 g Zthl x(ft, i) is lower bounded
and the maximum KL divergence sup; 7.q KL(PfHPf) is upper bounded. More precisely, the
upper bound on the maximum KL divergence will provide a lower bound for right hand side of Eq.
(28), which contradicts Eq. (27) in Lemma B.1. Therefore, the inequality in (26) will not hold,
which implies a lower bound on the regret. The construction of such a “worst-case example” © is
highly non-trivial and involves complex design of cubic splines, as we explain in Figure 3(a) and
the next paragraph. Below we first give such a construction for the univariate (d = 1) case and later
extend the construction to higher dimensions.

B.2 Univariate constructions.

Fix X = [0,1] and 1/8T% < h < 1/8. Define Fyy, F} : X — R as follows:

x?, 0<z<Vh;
Fy(z) =4 72— 1a® +12Vha — 4h, Vh < <2Vh; (29)

8(z — Vh)?, 2vVh <z < 1.

f (x=VR)? 0<z<Vh;
Fi(z) := { 8(x — \/5)2’ Vh<z<l. (30)
Further define
Fy = F0+)\<F1_F0), A E [0,1] (31)

as a convex combination of Fy and F. Figure 3(a) gives a graphical sketch of Fy, F and F). The
key insight in the constructions of Fp and F7 is to use a cubic function to connect two quadratic
functions of different curvatures, and hence allow F) to be the same on a wide region of X (in
particular [2v/h, 1]) and produce small L,, difference ||[Fy — Fil|,. In contrast, the lower bound
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Figure 3: Figure 3(a) gives a graphical depiction of functions constructed in the lower bound, with thick
solid lines corresponding to Fy and F7i, and thin dashed lines corresponding to F’\ with intermediate values
A = 0.25 and A = 0.75. For the sake of better visualization, the regions 0 < z < N (I,) and Vvh <
x < 2v/h (I,) are greatly exaggerated. In the actual construction both regions are very small compared to
the entire domain X = [0, 1]. Figure 3(b) shows the two constructions of function sequences f on J = 3
batches, according to Eq. (32). At the beginning and the end of each batch the function is always Fj 5, while
within each batch the values of A first increase and then decrease, or vice versa, depending on the coding
i; € {0,1} for the particular batch. Also note that A will never be over 0.75 nor under 0.25 throughout the
entire construction of the function sequence.

construction in existing work (Besbes et al., 2015) uses quadratic functions only, which are not
capable of producing smooth functions that differ locally and therefore only applies to the special
case of p = oo.

The following lemma lists some properties of F’\. Their verification is left to Section B.5 in the
online supplement.

Lemma B.3. The following statements are true for all A\, i € [1/4,3/4].
1. F) satisfies (Al) through (AS) with D = 2, v =1/64, H = 16, L = 26 and M = 2.
2. ||Fx = Fulloo < [A = pl - O(h) and || F} — F} < < [X = u| - O(Vh).
3. 1Fx = Fullp < A — p| - O(RZPHD/2P) forall 1 < p < o0

4. x(Fy, Fioy) = [1/2 = A2 h/A

We are now ready to describe our construction of a “hard” subset © C F, ,(Vr). Note that
Fpoo(Vr) C Fpg(Vr) forall 1 < g < oo due to the monotonicity of Var, ,(f) (see Proposition
1.1). Therefore we shall focus solely on the ¢ = co case, whose construction is automatically valid
forall1 < ¢ < 0.

Let 1 < J < T be a parameter to be determined later, and define A7 = |T'/.J|. Again partition
the entire 7" time epochs into J disjoint batches By, - -- , B;, where each batch consists of either
A7 or A7 + 1 consecutive epochs. Let {0,1}” be the class of all binary vectors of length .J and
let Z C {0,1}7 be a certain subset of {0,1}” to be specified later. The subset © € F, oo (Vr) is
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constructed so that each function sequence f; € © is indexed by a unique .J-dimensional binary
vector i € Z, with f; = (fi1,-- -, fir) defined as

Fosyose s, 45 =0,1 <€ <|[Bj|/2];
FiGtyapse = Fors-056/\3;1 15 =0, L1Bjl/2] << |Bjl;
’ Fos—oseB;, 4 = 1,1 << |[B;/2];
Foosvosey s, 4 =1, [|Bjl/2] <€ <|Bjl

Figure 3(b) gives a visual illustration of the change pattern of f; and f;; by plotting the values
of A for each function in the constructed sequences. For a particular batch B;, when i; = z; then
fi and f; are exactly the same within B;; on the other hand, if ¢; = 0 then f; will drift towards
the function Fj and if z; = 1 the functions f;; will drift towards F1, creating gaps between f; and
fi within batch B;. For regularity reasons, we constrain the A value to be within the range of
(0.25,0.75) regardless of i; values. We also note that f; and f;; always agree on the first and the
last epochs within each batch. This property makes repetition of constructions across all J batches
possible. The following lemma lists some key quantities of interest between f; and f;:

1<j<J (32)

Lemma B.4. Suppose ¢; S N(0,1) for ¢ = ¢7 (x4, ;) and & S Ny(0,1) for ¢ = ¢9 (x4, fr).
For anyi,i' € {0,1} consider f; and fy as defined in Eq. (32). Then the following statements are
true:

1. (Variation). Vary ,(f) < Vary o (f) < O(hPPTD/20 | Ap), forall 1 < p < coand 1 < q <
0.

2. (Discrepancy). Y 1— X(fits firs) > Aw(i,7')-QhAT), where Ag (i,4') = E}le I[i; # 7]

is the Hamming distance between i and v'.

3. (KL divergence). Let Pd) ™ be the distribution of { ¢ (s, fir) Yoy, with {z¢}]_, C X selected
by an admissible pollcy w. Then for any such policy w we have that

, ,T A ( 'l) O(hA ), ¢:¢tg(xt7ft)§
KLPTIPED) < { 300 Oy, o2 or i

The proof of Lemma B.4 is deferred to Section B.6 in the online supplement.

Finally, we describe the construction of Z C {0,1}” and the choices of .J, A and h that give
rise to matching lower bounds. For simplicity we restrict ourselves to JJ being an even number.
The construction of Z is based on the concept of constant-weight codings, where each code 1 € 7
has exactly J/2 ones and J/2 zeros, and each pair of codes i,i € Z have large Hamming distance
Ap(i,i") > J/16. The construction of constant-weight codings originates from (Graham & Sloane,
1980), and Wang & Singh (2016) gave an explicit lower bound on the size of Z, which we cite below:

Lemma B.5 (Wang & Singh (2016), Lemma 9). Suppose J > 2 and J is even. There exists a subset
T C {0,1} such that Vi € T, E;-Izl i; = J/2, and Vi1 € I, Ag(i,i") > J/16. Furthermore,
log |Z| > 0.0625J.

The univariate case of Theorem 3.2 can then be proved by appropriately setting the scalings of
h, Az and invoking Lemmas B.3, B.4 and B.5. Because Q(log T') and Q(v/T) regret lower bounds
for stationary stochastic online optimization are known (see, for example, (Hazan & Kale, 2014;
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Jamieson et al., 2012)), we only need to prove the lower bound with the additional assumption that
Vp = Q(T~4+4/2P) for noisy gradient feedback ¢y = ¢ (x4, f;) and/or Vi = Q(T~(6p+d)/4p)
for noisy function value feedback ¢; = @7 (x4, f;). More specifically, for noisy gradient feedback
qﬁf (¢, fr) we set h < V:,%p /4p H), Ap =<V, 2p/(4p H), and for noisy function feedback ¢7 (z¢, f;)

we set h = V:ﬁp /6P and Ap = Ve 4P/(OP+1) i is easy to verify that with the additional lower
bound on Vi, Ar = o(T) and h > 1/T?, and therefore the constructions are valid. A complete
proof is given in Sec. B.3 after we introduce our adversarial construction of d > 1, which includes
the univariate setting (d = 1) as a special case.

B.3 Extension to higher dimensions

The lower bound construction can be extended to higher dimensions d > 1 to obtain a matching
lower bound of Vﬁp /) for noisy gradient feedback and ngp /(Epd)
value feedback. Let 1 = (1,--- € R< be a d-dimensional vector with all components equal to

1)
1. We consider X = {z € R?: 2 > 0,172 < 1}. Define F : X — R as follows:

- T' for noisy function

Fa(z):=F\(1T2) + ||z,  Ae[0,1],zeX. (33)

Here F) is the univariate function defined in Eq. (31). Intuitively, the multi-variate function F is
constructed by “projecting” a d-dimensional vector z onto a 1-dimensional axis supported on [0, 1],
and subsequently invoking existing univariate construction of adversarial functions. An additional
quadratic term ||z||3 is appended to ensure the strong convexity of F without interfering with the
structure in Fy. The following lemma lists the properties of F', which are rigorously verified in
Section B.7 in the online supplement.

Lemma B.6. Suppose 1/8T% < h < 1/8. The following statements are true for any fixed d € N
and all A, € [1/4,3/4].

1. F) satisfies (Al) through (AS) with D = 2, v = 1/16\/d + 1, H = 16v/d+2, L = 26v/d+2
and M = 2.

2. ||Fx = Fulloo < |X = pl - O(h) and sup,ex | VEA(x) = VE,(2) |2 < [ = ul - O(Vh).
3 Fy — Fullp < |\ — p| - O(WPP+/20) forall 1 < p < oc.

2. h

4. X(FA7F1—A) = % (% - )\)

The third property in Lemma B.6 deserves special attention, which is a key property that is
significantly different from Lemma B.3 for the univariate case, because the dependency of ||F) —
FMH p on i has an extra term involving the domain dimension d in the exponent. At a higher level,
the presence of the O(h?/(?P*4)) term comes from the concentration of measure phenomenon in
high dimensions.

We then have the next corollary, by following the same construction of © C F,, ,(V7) in the
univariate case and invoking Lemma B.6:

Corollary B.1. Suppose 1 < J < T iseven, Ay = |T/J| and1/8T? < h < 1/8. LetZ C {0,1}/
be constructed according to Lemma B.5, and © = {f; : i € I}, where f; is defined in Eq. (32)
except that F is replaced with its high-dimensional version F\ defined in Eq. (33). Then the
following holds:
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1. (Variation). sup scg Vary ¢(f) < O(hPP+d)/2p | Ap) forall 1 < p < 00,1 < ¢ < 0.
2. (Discrepancy). inf ; 7 ¢ Zle x(fe, fr) = Q(nT).

3. (KL-divergence). For all admissible policy 7, sup; e KL(P]‘Z””HP]?’”) < O(RT) for ¢ =
O (1, f1) and sup oo KL(PPT|PET) < O(WT) for ¢ = ¢ (a1, fi).

We now prove the multi-dimensional case based on Corollary B.1. First consider the noisy
gradient feedback (ﬁtg(xt, ft). Set h =< ngp /Ep+d) ang Aq accordingly such that Var, o (f) <
O(hP+d/2 /ALY = Vi This yields Ap =< Vi /) and J = T/Ap < TV 09,
The KL divergence is then upper bounded by O(hT) = O(TV;? /%) and log |O] = Q(J) =

Q(TVJ%p /p +d)). By carefully selecting constants in the asymptotic notations, one can make the
right-hand side of Eq. (28) to be lower bounded by 1/2. Subsequently invoking Lemma B.1, we
conclude that there does not exist an admissible policy 7 such that supse 7, (v, B5(f) < 1/9-

nf f.feo Zthl x(ft, ft) The lower bound proof is then completed by the discrepancy claim in
. 7 2p/(4p+d
Corollary B.1 that inf , 7 ¢, Zthl x(fi, ) > Q(RT) = Q(TVTP/( p+ )).

The proof for the noisy function value feedback ¢; (¢, f;) is similar. The only difference is
that the KL divergence is upper bounded by O(h2T), for which we should set h = V2p /EF) that
leads to Aq = V. /) ang J < 7V P+ We then have that KL < O(Tv;%p/ (6p+D)y and
log|©] > Q(J) = Q(TV;p /6p +d). Using the same argument, the regret for any admissible policy
is lower bounded by inf; 7 g Zle x(fe, fi) = QnT) = Q(ijgp/(ﬁerd)).

B.4 Proof of Lemma B.1

Let m be a policy that attains the minimax rate. By Markov’s inequality, with probability 2/3 it

holds that
T
Z — fulay)

Define f := arg min feo Et:l filxy) — fi(&F), where & is the (unique) minimizer of f;. Let f; =

T
Z (fi, fr), Vf.feo. (34)

CO\H

infycx fi(x) and fF = infycx fi(x). Because f minimizes the “empirical” regret on {z;}L_|, it

holds that . .
th(%) ~fi < th(aft
t=1 t=1
Subsequently,
T R T R X
S XU ) = i max{ ful@) - f7, fi@) — £ }
t=1 t=1

T
< Zmax{ft(%) - ft*v fe(wy) — ft*}
t=1
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IA

T
7 felw) = fi + film) — £
t=1

T 9 T ~
2 (thm) —f:) <3 e SR

=1 fEO

IN

Therefore, we must have f = f conditioned on Eq. (34), which completes the proof.

B.5 Proof of Lemma B.3

We verify the properties separately.

Verification of property 1: (A1) is obvious because X = [0, 1]. We next focus (A3), (A4) and
(AS). It is easy to check that if two functions f and g satisfy (A3) through (AS5), then their con-
vex combination f + A(g — f) for A € [0, 1] also satisfies (A3) through (A5). Therefore we
only need to verify these conditions for Fjy and F7j, respectively. We first prove that both Fj and
F are differentiable. Because both Fjy and F} are differentiable within each piece, to prove the
global differentiablity we only need to show that the left and right function values and deriva-
tives of Fy and F} at = v/h and x = 2v/h are equal. Define F(zt) = lim, o+ F(x + t),
F(z™) = limy_g- F(z+t), F'(z) = lim,_or ZEHFE and F/(27) = lim,_,, FEH=FE),
We then have that Fy (VA ) = Fo(Vh ) = h, Fo(2Vh') = Fo(2Vh ) = 8h, Fi(VR') =
Fy(VI") = 2Vh Fy2VhT) = F2Vh™) = 16V, Fa(VR') = Fi(VRT) = 0, F{(VR') =
F{(v/h") = 0. Therefore, both Fy and F} are differentiable on [0, 1]. It is then easy to check that
SUPg< <1 max{|Fo(x)|, |F1(z)|} < 8 and supg<,«; max{|Fj(z)|, |F](x)|} < 16. Therefore (A3)
is satisfied with H = 16. o

To verify (A4) and (AS) we need to compute the second-order derivatives of Fj and F. By
construction, FY(x) = F{(z) = 2 for x € [0,Vh], F'(z) = F{'(z) = 8 for xz € [V, 1], and
2 < FY/(x) < 26 for 2 € [V/h,2v/h]. Therefore, Fyy and F} satisfy (A4) and (AS) with L = 26 and
M = 2. Note that Fjy and F} are not twice differentiable at x = \/E and ©x = 2\/%2 however, this
does not affect the smoothness and strong convexity of both functions.

Finally we check (A2). Let x3 be the unique minimizer of F = Fy + A(F — Fp). Elementary
algebra yields that x§ = Mh. Because h > 1 /8T2, we know that F), satisfies (A2) with v = 1/32
for A € [1/4,3/4].

Verification of property 2: It is easy to see that || F\—Fy[|, = [A—p/-|| Fo—F1|p and || F\ — F}[|, <
IXN—p| - || Fy — Fi|lp forall 1 < p < oo. Thus we only need to consider A = 0 and p = 1. It is easy
to verify that || Fy — Fi|joo = |Fo(0) — F1(0)| = Vh and ||F} — o = |Fo(0) — F1(1)'] = 2h.

Verification of property 3: Similarly we only need to consider A = 0 and ;» = 1. Because Fj and
F only differ on [0, 2v/h], we have that

2\/E l/p
[Fo — Fillp = (/0 [ Fo(z) — Fl(l‘)|pdiﬂ> = O(h'/?) - || Fy = Fil|oc = O(RCPH1/2P),

Verification of property 4: We have that 25 = Av/h and F} = F)(z%) = A(1—\)h. Subsequently,
X(Ex, Fi_)) = Fx(Vh/2) — Ff = (1/2 — \)? - h/4.
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B.6 Proof of Lemma B.4

Fix an arbitrary interval I; for some j € {1,-- -, J}. Without loss of generality assume |I;| = A
(the extra one function in some intervals can be safely neglected as both 7" and A7 are large). Then

sup || fey1 — fellp = A O(h(2p+l)/2p).

tel;
Subsequently,
Vary oo (f) = |Sup ||ft+1 — fillp = OV Ag).
<t<
For the discrepancy term, again fix /; for some j € {1,-- -, J} such that i; # z; We then have,

[Ar/2] [Ar/2] £\ 2
S oxUits fird) 22 Y X(Fosetyar Fos—yar) 22 Y (AT) -Q(h) = Q(hA7).
=0

tel; t=0

Subsequently, summing over all intervals with i; # 4 we have that Ethl X(fit, fire) > Ap(i,d)-
Q(hAT).

Finally we compute the KL divergence KL(P‘ZS’7r HP‘M) We first consider the noisy function
value feedback ¢ = ¢ (x4, fi). Let ys = ¢ (4, f+) be the random variables of the feedbacks and

denote z* = (x1,--+ ,2¢) and y* = (y1,- -+ ,y;). For any admissible policy 7, we have that
P‘é’” 2T T
KL (Pd)’ ||P¢’ ) = Ej » |log ];Zﬂ( . yT)
Pt yT)
o ng( e )Htl e (ey =t 2t
= Bfim
P () TI Pelarly=,a)
d P}i t(yt’xt)
= ZEfiyﬂ 0} ¢7
t=1 Pfi,,t(yt|xt)

up KL(P},, (-|2)| Pf, (-|x).

IN
M
&U)

Here the third identity holds because ¢; are independent. For y; = ¢4 (xy, fir) ~ N (fe(ze), 1), it
holds that

sup KL(P},  (|2)| Pf, (|2) = sup fia(@) = fira@)|* = 1 fir = fo el = OB, 35)

where in the last inequality we invoke Lemma B.3. Summing over ¢ = 1 to 7" we have that
KL(P}™|[P{™) = O(h2T).

The noisy gradient feedback case ¢ = gbtg(xt, ft) can be handled by following the same argu-
ment, except that Eq. (35) should be replaced by

2
sup KL(P} , (-[2)[[Pf, () = sup | fi (@) = fi,(@)]" = || £ = fill2 = O(h).
zeX ’ ’ TeX
Therefore, KL(P§"™ || P{’™) = O(hT).
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B.7 Proof of Lemma B.6

We verify the properties separately.
Verification of property 1: < 1, we have that ||z — y[]2 < [z —y|1 <2
for all z,y € X and therefore X satisfies (A1) with D = 2.

We next verify (A3). Because F), is convex differentiable, it holds that Fy (z) = F)\(1"z)+||z||3
is also convex differentiable because convexity is preserved with affine transform. In particular,
SuDyex FA(®) < [ Falloo + 1 < 9 and sup,cy | Fa(2) 2 < supsex [FA(1 )] - 1]z + 2]lls <
16v/d + 2. Therefore, (A3) is satisfied with H = 16v/d + 2.

To verify (A4) and (A5), note that F) is twice differentiable except at points {z : 1Tz =
Vh}U{z : 172 = 2v/h}. Furthermore, V2F)(z) = F{(172)- 11T +2I,. Subsequently, on points
x € X where F), is twice differentiable, we have that V2 F) () < (|| F{||cVd+2)I = (268/d+2)T
and V2F) (z) = 2I. Therefore, (A4) and (AS) are satisfied with L = 26+/d + 2 and M = 2.

Finally we check (A2). Let x} be the unique minimizer of F\ on X. It is clear that o\ must

take the form of 23 = (3, -+ ,Z}), which gives the smallest ||z||3 without changing the value of
F)(17z). Completing the squares in F we have that
2
_ AWh Ad
F =d(d+1 - — Al ———|. 36
Mo =+ 1) o - 2 e f1- G6)

Subsequently, 3 = % It is easy to verify that for h < 1/8, inf{t > 0 : Z} + tu € XAVu €

Ba(1)} > ||1Z%]l2 > A\/h/(d + 1). Therefore, for all A € [1/4,3/4] and 1/872 < h1 < 1/8 the
condition (A2) holds with v = 1/ 16\/d + 1.
Verification of property 2: || F)\ — F,|cc = ||[F\— F||c = O(h). In addition, sup,cy ||V Fx(z) —
VE (x)ll2 = IIF} = Flloc - 112 = O(v/hd). Omitting the dependency on d we obtain property 2.
Verification of property 3: Define By(r) := {z € R? : & > 0, ||z||; < r}. Itis easy to verify that
vol(By(r1))/vol(By(r2)) = (r1/r2)%. Subsequently, for any 1 < p < co we have that

5 1/p
— - 1(By(2vV R _ _
|Fy — Fyl, < VO(C{—W IR = Fil%| = OmErtar),
vol (Ba(1))
Verification of property 4: Frorn previous derivations we know that 2} = (Z3,---,Z}) with
T3 = i\l+\f1 and F}; = infyex F(z) = Ah(1 — 2% ). Subsequently,
5 F _ (1 Vh d |1
X(Fx, F1-)) ,\<2d+1> d+1‘2

C Proof of Theorem 3.3

We give the proof of Theorem 3.3 that establishes an upper regret bound for functions that are
merely convex; i.e., do not satisfy smoothness (A4) or strong convexity (A5). The meta-policy
remains the same, and the sub-policy is also the OGD algorithm, but with a slightly different step
size rule. The following lemma then upper bounds the regret against stationary benchmarks. It is
a standard result in online convex optimization, whose proof can be found in, e.g., (Bubeck et al.,
2012).
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Lemma C.1. Fix 1 <T' <T. Let f = (f1,- -, frr) be an arbitrary sequence of convex functions
satisfying (Al) through (A3). For noisy gradient feedback and the OGD policy, the following holds
withm, = 1//t:

S3(f;a*) = OWT), for ¢ =¢f(z, fi), m=n¢ andall z* € X.

We next derive a decomposition of the strong regret and an affinity lemma, similar to Eq. (11)
and Lemma 4.2. However, because strong convexity of f; is no longer assumed, it is technically
challenging to upper bound | f;(z}) — f:(z%)| as in Lemma 4.2. To overcome such difficulties, we
gave an alternative decomposition of the strong regret, which can then be upper bounded for general
convex functions.

For any sequence of convex functions {f;}7", let z be the minimizer of f;. Then for any
7 € [T"], the gap between strong and weak regret can be decomposed as

TI
Ry(f) — S§(f, % th = folwp) <Y frlap) = fr(@h) + ful@h) — fila)
t=1

< Zlff wp) = fi@))| + |fr(@]) = fla)| <277 max  [fi(a}) — fr(27)]-

1<t,r<T’
(37)

Here the second inequality holds because z is the minimizer of f;, and therefore f.(x}) >
fr(z%) for all 27 € X. We then have the following affinity lemma that upper bounds |f-(x}) —

fi(@p)] using [| f = fillp-

Lemma C.2. Suppose X C R% Fix1 < p < oo, t # 7 and let x},x* be the minimizers of f; and
[, respectively. Then under (Al) through (A3) we have that

mas {|fi(wf) = fo@D)] [fia?) = @D} =0 (W= £l ) where o = Fi e (0,0)

While Lemmas C.2 and 4.2 appear similar, their proofs are actually different. Unlike the proof of
Lemma 4.2 that analyzes ||z} — x%||2 and uses the strong convexity of f; and f; in an essential way,
in the proof of Lemma C.2 we directly analyze the behavior of f; and f in a small neighborhood
of =} (or ) without resorting to ||z} — % ||2. Thus, Lemma C.2 works for non-smooth and non-
strongly convex functions. We give the complete proof of Lemma C.2 in Sec. C.1.

Combining Lemmas C.1, C.2 and Eq. (37) we can prove the desired upper bound in Theorem
3.3 using the same analysis in the proof of Theorem 3.1. More specifically, we have

R(f) < O(T/\/Ar) + O(Ar) - max Hft—ffuz;’

tTG{bg,--,g 1

7 (b1
O(T//Ar)+O(Ar) - > D I1fera = filly
=1 \t=b,
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< O(T/V/A7r) + O(Ar) - AL/ 1= laprlayr’ — O(T//Ar + ARTVE).

The critical parameter Ap should then be set as Ay = T if Vp = O(T —(Bptd)/ 23’) and Ar =<

V—2r’/(27"+1) _ VT—p/(3p+d)

T otherwise.

C.1 Proof of Lemma C.2

Because of symmetry we only need to prove |fi(x}) — f-(x})| = O(||ft — fng)- Recall the
definition X, (z) == {z +ply —2) : 0 < p < o,y € OX} for x € X and the properties that
Xo(7) C X, sUpyex, (2) 2" — zll2 < aD and vol(Xo (7)) > at - vol(X).

Now set & = 0/ D for some ¢ € (0, D) to be specified later. Because f is Lipschitz continuous,
we have f (z) < fr(zf) + O(9) for all x € X,(x}). On the other hand, fi(x) > fi(zf) for all
x € X because zj is the minimizer of f;. Combining both inequalities we have

|fi(a?) = fr@))|” < O [|filz) = fr(@)]" + O(P)]  Va € Xa(a}).
Here C' > 0 is a constant that only depends on H, D and p. Integrating both sides of the above
inequality on X,,(x}) and noting that vol(X, (z)) > a? - vol(X) = Q(6), we have
0 felay) = fr (@D < Cllfe = fr 15 + O(8™).

Subsequently, | f;(x}) — f-(x})] < O(5~UP| fi — fr|lp + 6). Taking 6 = min{||f; — f- |, D/2}
where r' = p/(p+d) we have | fy(z7) — fr(27)| < max{O(||fe — fz[[}, ), O(|| f: = f~|[»)}. Because
both f; and f; are uniformly bounded (thanks to assumption (A2)) on a compact domain X, we have
that || f; — f-||, = O(1) and therefore the || f; — f||, term is dominated by || f; — fTH;/, because
r < 1.

D Proofs of other technical propositions

D.1 Proof of Proposition 1.1

By monotonicity of L,-space, we know that for any measurable function f : X — R,

1/p 1/q
([ rras) " <voiapo ([ japas) L w0<p<i <o
X X

provided that integration on both sides of the inequality (or there limits) exist. Hence, || ;11— ft||, <
| fe41 — fellpr forall 1 < p < p’ < oo and therefore Var,, 4(f) < Vary 4(f).

By Holder’s inequality, we know that for any d-dimensional vector x it holds that

lzlly < llzllq < dY9 Y 2]y, VO < g <q < oo, (38)

where ||z||, = (Zf-l:l |2;]9)1/9 for 0 < ¢ < oo and ||z]|ee = max;<i<q |z for ¢ = oo is the £,
norm of vector z. Applying Eq. (38) on the T-dimensional vector (|| fo— fillp, - - , || fr—fr—1llp,0)
we have that

1/q

-1 1/q -1
(Z (R ftug> <Yt (Z I fer1 — Sl )
t=1 t=1
Multiplying both sides of the above inequality by 71/ we have that Var,, ,(f) < Var, ,(f).
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D.2 Proof of Proposition 3.1

For any x € X° and z € R? define | z||, := /2T V2¢(x)z. The Dikin ellipsoid W1 (z) is defined
as Wi(z) :== {z €R?: ||z — 2|, <1} forall z € X°. It is a well-known fact that W (z) C X
for all z € X° (Abernethy et al., 2008; Saha & Tewari, 2011; Hazan & Levy, 2014). It remains to
verify that z = z 4+ (V2@ (x) + 01;) /2w is in W1 (z). To see this, note that

Iz — 2|2 = u" (V2p(x) + 615) " 2V20(2) (Vep() + 610) "/ ?u
= [lull3 — 5]|(VZp(z) + 610) w3 < [Jul3 = 1.

Hence, z € Wi (z) C X.
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