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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to design computationally-efficient and optimal algorithms for the online
and stochastic exp-concave optimization settings. Typical algorithms for these settings, such as the
Online Newton Step (ONS), can guarantee a O(dInT') bound on their regret after T' rounds, where d
is the dimension of the feasible set. However, such algorithms perform so-called generalized projections
whenever their iterates step outside the feasible set. Such generalized projections require Q(d3) arithmetic
operations even for simple sets such a Euclidean ball, making the total runtime of ONS of order d>T after
T rounds, in the worst-case. In this paper, we side-step generalized projections by using a self-concordant
barrier as a regularizer to compute the Newton steps. This ensures that the iterates are always within
the feasible set without requiring projections. This approach still requires the computation of the inverse
of the Hessian of the barrier at every step. However, using stability properties of the Newton iterates,
we show that the inverse of the Hessians can be efficiently approximated via Taylor expansions for
most rounds, resulting in a O(d?T + d”~/T) total computational complexity, where w € (2,3] is the
exponent of matrix multiplication. In the stochastic setting, we show that this translates into a 5(d3/€)
computational complexity for finding an e-optimal point, answering an open question by Koren 2013.
We first prove these new results for the simple case where the feasible set is a Euclidean ball. Then, to
move to general convex sets, we use a reduction to Online Convex Optimization over the Euclidean ball.
Our final algorithm for general convex sets can be viewed as a more computationally-efficient version of
ONS.
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1 Introduction

We consider the problem of Online Convex Optimization (OCO) with exp-concave loss functions. In this
setting, an algorithm outputs vectors in a closed convex set C ¢ R? in rounds: At the beginning of round ¢,
the algorithm outputs w; € C based on the past history, then observes an exp-concave function f;:C — Ry,
which can be chosen by an adversary based on w; and the history. The algorithm suffers loss f;(w;) and
proceeds to the next round ¢ + 1. The performance of the algorithm is measured by its regret against the
best comparator vector w € C in hindsight after T € N rounds:

T T
Regr = Z fi(we) - qu)lgcl Z fr(w).
t=1 t=1

Our goal in this paper is to design computationally-efficient algorithms that achieve (up to poly-log-factors)
the optimal O(dInT') regret for the online exp-concave setting [MZJ15].

Many Machine Learning (ML) problems can be reduced to Online/Stochastic Exp-Concave Optimization.
Of most relevance are certain online supervised learning problems [RST15] that include, for example, Online
Linear Regression (OLR), where at each round ¢, the algorithm receives a feature vector x; € R? (that may
be chosen adversarially), then outputs ¢; € R of the form §, = w/x, for some parameter vector w; € C that
is updated at every round. Then, an outcome y; is revealed and the algorithm suffers a loss £(9,y:). The
special case where / is the square loss £(9:,v:) = (9 — y¢)>—where w + £(w'x,7) is exp-concave—has been
extensively studied in the ML literature; see e.g. [Fos91l [Vov97, [Vov01l, [AWO1l BKM*15, [GGHS19], and
[CBLO6, Chapter 11] for a thorough introduction to the topic. Other exp-concave losses that have also been
extensively studied in the context of online learning include Cover’s loss £(w, ) = - ln(w" ) for the portfolio
selection problem [Cov91l [LWZ18, MR22, [JOG22] and the logistic loss £((w,b),x) = In(1 +exp(-bw x)) for
classification [Cov91l IFKL*18, [AKZ22] MHvE22|. Given the prevalence of ML problems that can be reduced
to Online/Stochastic Exp-Concave Optimization, it is crucial to have efficient algorithms for the latter as
echoed by the COLT open problem by [Kor13|] that specifically asks for efficient algorithms in the stochastic
setting.

In constrained Ounline eXp-Concave Optimization (OXO) ensuring that the iterates (w;) are within the
feasible set C, while guaranteeing the optimal O(d1InT) regret, typically requires a special type of projections,
which constitute the main computational challenge behind the design of efficient OXO algorithms. For
example, the Online Newton Step (ONS) [HAKO7], one of the most popular algorithms for OXO, requires a
Mahalanobis projection, a.k.a.generalized projection, at each round ¢ where the iterate w, steps outside of
the set C. Such projections typically require Q(d®) arithmetic operations (to perform an SVD decomposition)
even for simple convex sets such as when C is a Euclidean ball. This means that in the stochastic setting,
ONS-like algorithms can require O(d*/e) arithmetic operations to find an e-optimal point; see [Korl3] for
details. [Kor13] asks for an algorithm that requires fewer than O(d*/e) arithmetic operations to find such a
point.

Contributions. Our main contribution is a new, more efficient version of ONS, which does not require
generalized projections thanks to the use of a self-concordant barrier. For the case where C is a Euclidean
ball, our algorithm essentially outputs online Newton iterates with a log-barrier regularizer. The use of this
barrier ensures that the iterates are always within C thanks to self-concordance properties of the barrier.
The algorithm achieves the same regret bound as that of ONS (up to log-factors) and performs O(d?)
arithmetic operations per round, except for a T-'/? fraction of the rounds where the algorithm performs
a matrix inversion. In contrast, standard ONS requires Q(d®) arithmetic operations (to perform an SVD
decomposition) every round, in the worst-case. We are able to improve on the computational complexity
of ONS by leveraging stability properties of the Newton iterates (which are conferred by our choice of
regularizer) to efficiently approximate the inverse of certain Hessian matrices via Taylor expansions; for this
reason, our approach falls under the category of Quasi-Newton MethoddY [GMT72].

For general convex feasible sets, we use a reduction to OCO over the Euclidean ball. Using this re-
duction comes only with an additive O(Tsep(C)) [resp. O(Tpro;(C))] computational cost per round for a

We note, however, that our new algorithm is distinct from the existing BFGS-based stochastic Quasi-Newton methods
[SYGO7, BHNS16, IMNAT9l IMR20], which do not lead to an improved computational complexity for the stochastic exp-concave
problem compared to ONS.



centrally-symmetric [resp. general] convex set C, where Tsep(C) denotes the cost of performing Separation
[resp. Euclidean projection] with respect to the set C. In general, Tpro3(C) and Tyep(C) can be much smaller
than the cost of a Mahalanobis projection, which is required by ONS. We note that even projected Online
Gradient Descent (OGD) requires Tpro5(C) arithmetic operations per round in the worst-case. We discuss
the computational complexity of our algorithm in more detail in the sequel (Remark [IQ).

Finally, instantiating our OXO results in the stochastic exp-concave setting via a standard application
of online-to-batch conversion (see e.g. [CBLO6G]) leads to an algorithm that finds an e-optimal point using
O(d®/¢) arithmetic operations. This answers one of the questions posed in the COLT open problem by
[Kor13]. We conjecture that this number of arithmetic operations is the best one can hope for if one insists
on a computational complexity that scales with 1/e (instead of 1/e2, for example). See App. [E for more
detail.

Related Works. The idea of using Newton steps with a barrier regularizer to build efficient online learn-
ing/optimization algorithms originated in [AHR12]. There, the authors show that such online Newton iterates
can approximate the Follow-The-Regularized-Leader (FTRL) iterates well enough to essentially inherit the
regret guarantee of the latter. More recently, [MR22] used online Newton iterates with a log-barrier for the
simplex to approximate the iterates of the Mirror Descent-based algorithm BARRONS [LWZ1§| and build
an efficient algorithm for the portfolio selection problem [Cov91l WEvdHKK20]. However, the algorithms in
[AHR12| MR22] still require 2(d“) operations per round due to matrix inversion, where w is the exponent of
matrix multiplication. Reducing this computational cost to essentially 5(d2) per round is the main challenge
we overcome in this paper by leveraging the stability of the Newton iterates when using the log-barrier for
the Euclidean ball.

Our technique is inspired by one initially used in [Vai87] for efficiently solving linear programs by avoiding
the computation of the full inverse of certain Hessian matrices at every iteration. However, their approach
crucially relies on the feasible set being a polytope, and provides no computational advantage when the set is
a Euclidean ball (we will reduce general OXO to OXO over a ball). Extending some of the ideas in [Vai87] to
our setting is non-trivial and relies on recent results by [MR22] on the stability of the Newton iterates with a
particular choice of regularizer. We also note that our approach is different from previous ones that use, for
example, sketching techniques to reduce the per-round computational complexity of ONS [LACBLI6|. Such
techniques do not lead to a logarithmic regret in the OXO setting without additional assumptions.

Extending our new efficient algorithm for OXO over the Euclidean ball to general convex sets by simply
adapting the barrier to the set of interest fails because, beyond the Euclidean ball and polytopes, the barriers
of other convex bodies are typically hard to compute. So, instead of taking this path, we leverage recent
techniques in OCO [CO18, MKvET9, [Cut20, [Mha22] to reduce the exp-concave optimization problem to one
over a Euclidean ball. In particular, we use the algorithm of [Mha22] that reduces OCO over an arbitrary
convex set to one over a ball for the purpose of efficient projection-free OCOB. T hough we use the same
algorithm as [Mha22| for the reduction to OCO over a Euclidean ball, we need to extend their analysis to
exp-concave losses; using their analysis directly leads to a O(\/T ) regret guarantee, which is sub-optimal
in the OXO setting. We show that the reduction in [Mha22] is naturally well suited to exp-concave losses,
allowing our final algorithm to achieve near-optimal regret.

Outline. In Section [2] we present the notation and definitions we require in the main body of the paper.
In Section Bl we present our efficient algorithm for OXO over a Euclidean ball. In Section [ we extend our
results beyond the Euclidean ball using a reduction to online optimization on the latter. In Section El we
also instantiate our results in the stochastic exp-concave setting, where we answer one of the questions posed
by [KorI3|]. We conclude with a discussion in Section

2 Preliminaries

Throughout, we let C be a closed convex subset of the Euclidean space R%. We let |- | denote the Euclidean
norm and B(r) c R? the Euclidean ball of radius r > 0. We let yxc(x) = inf{\ > 0:x € A} be the Gauge

2The algorithm of [Mha22] is itself based on earlier algorithms by [COT8| [Cut20] that were proposed for a slightly different
purpose—that of reducing constrained OCO to unconstrained OCO.



function of a convex set K, and K° = {x e R%: (x,y) < 1, Vy € K} be its polar set [AULO4]. Further, we denote
by int IC the interior of a set K. Our final algorithm requires access to either a Separation or a Euclidean
projection Oracle for the set C.

Definition 1 (Separation Oracle). A Separation Oracle sepy for a set K is an Oracle that given w € R?
either asserts that u € KC or returns w € R such that (w,u) > (w,v), for all v e K. We denote by Tsep(K)
the computational complexity of one call to this Oracle.

Definition 2 (Euclidean Projection Oracle). A Euclidean Oracle projy for a set K is an Oracle that given
u € RY either asserts that w € K or returns w € KC such that |w - u| < |v —ul|, for all v € K. We denote by
Toroi (KC) the computational complexity of one call to this Oracle.

Our results can easily be extended to the case where only approximate Separation/Euclidean projection
Oracles are available (see [LSV18] for definitions).
This paper focuses on the online optimizing of exp-concave functions.

Definition 3. Let a >0 and K € R? be a convex set. A function f:K - R is a-exp-concave if & — e~ F(®)
is concave over K.

For a twice differentiable function f, we denote by V2 f(u) [resp. V=2 f(u)] its Hessian [resp. inverse Hessian]
at u. We use the notation O(-) to hide poly-log-factors in problem parameters. We denote by w € (2,3] the
matrix multiplication constant. Our proofs use properties of self-concordant functions which we include in
Appendix [Bl

3 Efficient Online Exp-Concave Optimization Over a Ball

In this section, we construct an efficient online algorithm (Alg.[I]) for exp-concave optimization over the
unit Euclidean ball B(1). We later use Alg.[ll as a subroutine in our main algorithm (Alg.2) for Online
and Stochastic Exp-concave Optimization over general convex sets. The “pseudocode” (or the efficiently
implementable version) of Algorithm [ is displayed in Algorithm [ in the appendix. We carry out our
analysis under the following Lipschitzness assumption on the sequence of losses.

Assumption 1. For B >0, the sub-gradients (g:) in Algorithm [ satisfy | g:|| < B, for all t > 1.

The algorithm of this section, Alg.[Il essentially outputs approximate Newton iterates with respect to objec-
tive functions (®;) that consist of the log-barrier for the unit Euclidean ball plus quadratic approximations
of the observed losses (£;). In particular, for some parameters (B,7,3) € RS, (®;) are given by

d+ B%n

9 étfl ~ 9 thl .
9 HwH + Z(gs,w ws) +x ngv ()

Oi(x) =V(x)+ 2 & =1

where U(x) = —ndlog(1 - |z|?) and (g; € O¢;(w;)) are the observed subgradients at the iterates (w;) of
Algorithm [[I With this, we show that the outputs (w;) of Algorithm [l are approximate Newton iterates
with respect to (®;) in the sense that:

Wiyl R Wt — V72<I)t+1(wt)vfl)t+1 (’l.l]t)7 for all t e [T] (2)

The regret analysis of Algorithm [l then consists of showing that the Newton iterates with respect to (®;)
are good approximations of the FTRL iterates (x;):

x; € argmin O, (x) (3)
xzeB(1)

and that these FTRL iterates guarantee our target regret bound. What makes Algorithm [l special is that it
is able to efficiently approximate Newton iterates in the sense of ([2). To do this, the algorithm approximates
the inverse of the Hessians V2®; 1 (w;), for ¢t > 1; for this reason, our approach falls under the category
of Quasi-Newton Methods [GMT72]. Next, we discuss in more detail how Algorithm [ is able to efficiently
approximate Newton iterates in the sense of (2)).



Algorithm 1 OQNS: Online Quasi-Newton Steps Over the Euclidean ball. (Pseudocode in Alg.[3)
Require: Parameters B,n,3,c >0, and Taylor order m as in Alg.Bl //B,8 needed for (®:) in (@)
1: Set uy =w; =0 and Ag = (2nd + d +nB?)7'1.
2: fort=1,...,T do
3:  Play w; and observe g; € 04 (w;).

-1
4: Compute At = (% + (d+nB2)I+ﬂZi=1 gsgg) . //When w; = w1, A;l = A;_ll +6gtgtT, and so A

can be computed in O(d?) using A;_; and a rank-one update of the inverse.

5: Compute H; = (A;l + %) //Computable in O(d?) with a rank-one update.

6: Define Y = % - % //The definition is such that H;l = V2<I>t+1(wt) +yd.

T Define ﬁt = Zzn;ll ’yflef. //Approximates V 2®;.1(w¢) via m™ order Taylor expansion
8: Compute w1 = wy — ﬁtvq)tH (wt) //Computable in O(md?) (Lines of Alg.[3
9 if [Jwpar [~ e’ < - (1~ [ue]?) then

10: Set Uts1 = W¢. //No landmark update; w; can be used for the next Taylor expansion

11:  else

12: Set ;41 = Wyi1. //Updated landmark; this happens at most 5(\/7) times (Lemma [4)
13:  end if

14: end for

3.1 Efficient Computation of Newton Iterates

Algorithm[Ilgenerates iterates (w;) that satisfy the approximate equality in (2]) without evaluating the inverse
Hessian V~2®;,;(w;) exactly at every round t. In particular, Algorithm [ computes the inverse Hessian
V2@, (w;) exactly at most 5(\/T ) times after T rounds, and approximates it using a Taylor expansion
the rest of the time, resulting in a low amortized computational complexity. What makes this possible are
certain self-concordance properties of the log-barrier ¥ in the definition of ®;. These properties imply that as
long as the iterates (w;) are stable enough, it is possible to efficiently approximate V=2®;,1(w;)V®;,1(w;)
for most rounds ¢ > 1 using Taylor expansions around a small number of landmark iterates w, ,..., w.,,
where 1 <7 <+~ <7y <T. At round ¢ > 1, u; in Algorithm [ represents the current landmark and
uy # ug—1 only if w, is “far enough” from the most-recent landmark w;_1, in which case w; is set as the
current landmark, i.e. u; = w; (see Lines of Alg.[). The next lemma, whose proof is in App.[C.2] shows
that the total number of unique landmarks used by Alg.[lis small relative to the number of rounds 7T'. The
proof of the lemma relies on the stability of the Newton iterates conferred by the non-linear terms in (®;).

Lemma 4 (Stability). Let 8,c € (0,1), B > 0, and nn > 1. Further, let (u;) be as in Algorithm [l with
parameters (B,n, 8, ¢) and suppose that Assumption[dl holds with B < B. Then, it holds that

-1 2T In(d + B2T/d
ZH{qu#Ut}SS\/ ( 3 / )
c*np

=1
On the rounds where the landmarks are updated (i.e. on the rounds ¢ where u; # u—1) Algorithm [Tl computes
the inverse Hessian V™ 2®,,q(u;) exactly, which can be done in O(d“) [CLRC09]. Next, we will show
that on any other round (i.e.a round where w; = u; 1), Algorithm [l efficiently approximates V2®;,1(w;)
and computes w41 in 9] (d?), implying (thanks to Lemma H)) a total computational complexity of at most
O(d>T + d“\/T) for Algorithm [l

Efficient approximation of the Hessian. On round ¢ > 1, Algorithm [l computes the iterate w1 via a
Taylor expansion of order m = O(InT') using the current landmark wu; as follows:

Ml 2dn 2dn
k-1 7k
Wip] = Wy — E vy THIV®1(we), where = - , (4)
a0t T fue|? 1 fwe?

and H; ' = v2®,,;(w;) + v . Now, with ©:7y = (V2®;,1(w;) +I)~! and the definitions of v, and H;, the

m+1l _k

sum Y R HE is simply the mth-order Taylor expansion of ©(0) = V2®;,;(w;) at the point ;. This
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expansion provides an accurate approximation of ©(0) = V™2®;, (w;), when H:ll“::'t'l“lQ - 1‘ <1 (i.e. when

is small enough), which is an invariant of Algorithm [[l when ¢ < 1—see Line [0 of Algorithm [II We formalize
this in the next lemma.

Lemma 5. Let 8,c€(0,1), n>1, and B > 0. Further, let v be as in @) and (H;) be as in Algorithm [1]
with parameters (B,n, 8,¢). Then, for any m > 1, we have

m+1 cm
V2P (wy) Vk 1Hk T
H ' Icz:l ' S 2md-(1-¢)

One implication of this result is that the order m of the expansion need only be of order O(InT') (the exact
choice of m is specified in Alg.B) to obtain a poly(%)—accurate approximation of the Hessian (which is all we
need for our target regret). Thus, given the matrix Hy, the vector w1 in (@) (i.e. the output of Algorithm
M) can be computed in O(md?) = O(d?) using m matrix-vector multiplications.

It remains to consider the computational cost of H; itself. First, note that H; we can be written as
H, = (A + %)_1, where A; = (W + (d+nB2)I+ﬂZS 1 gsgs) 1. On the rounds where u; + ws_1,
Algorithm [Ml computes H; using a full matrix inverse, costing O(d*). On the other hand, on a round ¢ where
uy = w1, we have A, = (A;}, + Bgigy )~*. Thus, A; can be updated in O(d?) using A;—; (which is maintain

dndw,w, )*1
(1-lw.[?)?
be computed in O(d?) using A; and another rank-one update of the inverse. Since the number of rounds
where u; # u,_; is bounded by O(v/T) (Lemma [[J), the total cost of computing (H;) and (w,) is at most
O(d>T + d“\/T).

Having established that (w;) approximate Newton iterates well (thanks to Lemma [l and Line [{ of
Algorithm [), we are now in a good position to bound the regret of Algorithm [I

by Algorithm[I) and a rank-one update of the inverse. Further, since H; = (At_ Ly , H; can also

3.2 Regret Guarantee

First, we note that when Assumption [ holds with B < B, for some B > 0, and the losses ({;) are a-exp-

concave, then for 3 < % A 5, we have

C(wy) — Ly (w) < (wy —w, g¢) - Blw; —w, g:)?[2, for all we B(1). (5)

This result follows from [HAKO7, Lemma 3]. Thus, to bound the regret of Algorithm [l it suffices to bound
the sum YL, ((wy - w, g;) - Blw; — w,g;)%/2). To get a better handle on this sum, we will use the FTRL
iterates () in (B)); in particular, we will add and subtract terms of the form (x,g:;) and use Holder’s
inequality to obtain the following bound (see details in Appendix [A]):

i( - w,ge) —g(wt—w,gt)Q),

=1

~

ﬁ T
Z ( T - W, g) — §<$t - w,gt)2) (1+28B) Z lw: — 2t g2, (we) 19t | v-20, (w,) (6)

for all w € B(1). The first sum on the RHS of (@) is the regret of FTRL with respect to the surrogate losses
(w ~ (w,g:) + B{xs — w,g:)/2); these can be thought of as quadratic approximations of the actual losses
(£;). The remaining term in () can be bounded by Y7 ~Z¢||y25, (w,) using that the local norms

(l9¢llg-2®, (w,)) of the gradients are bounded by 1/,/7 thanks to our choice of regularizer ®; (we bound these
local norms in Lemma [I8 in the appendix). Thus, in light of (@) and (&), to bound the regret of Algorithm
[ it suffices to:

I. Bound the sum Y7 |ws — ¢ 20, (w,)-

II. Bound the regret of FTRL with respect to the surrogate losses (w — (w, g:) + B{x: — w, g:)/2).



Point I: Bounding the sum of deviations. The sum in Point I measures the deviation of the outputs
of Algorithm [ from the FTRL iterates in the norms induces by the Hessians of the potentials (®;). In

Lemma [I9 of App. [Cdl we bound the sum in Point I from above by 1;—\\//_773 In(d + %) using that:

(i) (wy) are approximate Newton iterates; this follows from (@) and Lemma [B in the prequel.

1 e Newton iterates are close to the iterates (x+) for an appropriate choice of parameters
ii) The N i 1 he FTRL i f i hoi f
,n,B). Our proot of the latter fact (see proof of Lemma 1s similar to one who use
B;n (0] f of the 1 f f of LL is simil by [MR22] wh d
damped Newton iterates to approximate FTRL iteratedd.

We will also use facts (i) and (ii) in the proof of our main theorem in this section (Theorem [7)) to show that
the iterates (w;) of Algorithm [l are always within B(1).

Point II: Bounding the FTRL surrogate regret. It remains to bound the regret of FTRL with respect
to the surrogate losses, which we do next (see proof in Appendix [C4):

Lemma 6 (Surrogate regret of FTRL). Let S € (0,1), B>0, and n>1. If Assumption [ holds with 6 < B,
then the iterates (x;) in @) satisfy, for all w e int B(1),

T 2
;((wt—w,gﬁ—g(wt—w,gt)?) <U(w)+ %|w|2+(%d +%a)ln(d+B2T/d).

We can now bound the (surrogate) regret of Alg. [l using the bound on the sum of deviations in Point I, the
surrogate regret bound of FTRL, and (@) (see proof in Appendix [CH):

Theorem 7 (Surrogate regret of Alg. [ll). Let 8 € (0,1/8), ce (0,1), B >0, and nn > 11. Further, let (w;)

be the iterates of Algorithm Ol with parameters (B,n,B,¢) and suppose that Assumption [ holds with 26 < B.

Then, we have wy € int B(1), for all t > 1, and for all w € int B(1),

2, (3d+ Bd?)n(d + B*T/d)
p

The total computational complexity of the instance of Algorithm [l under consideration is bounded by

d+nB?
- SN

T
3 (.90 - S - w.9.°) < W) + S

O (md®T +¢'d*\/BTn(d + B2T]d)),

where m = O0(InT) is as in Algorithm[3

From surrogate regret to actual regret. For any § < SLB A5, Eq. @) and Theorem [7 together immedi-
ately imply a O(dIn(d+T)) bound on the actual regret ¥, (¢;(w;)—¢;(w)), for all w € B(1-%); shrinking the
unit ball by (1- %) ensures that ¥(w) in (@) is at most O(InT'). This guarantee can easily be extended to the
whole unit ball B(1) for B-Lipschitz losses (¢;) using that £;((1- % Jw) < L (w)+ % (4:(0) =L (w)) < L (w)+ %,
for all w e B(1), by convexity of the losses (¢;). Finally, we note that we state a bound on the surrogate

regret in Theorem [[linstead of the actual regret because it will be convenient in the sequel when we generalize
beyond the Euclidean ball.

Computational complexity. Finally, we note that from Theorem [7l the average per-iteration compu-
tational cost of Algorithm [lis bounded by O(d? + d*//T). We will later leverage this fact to show that
Algorithm [ can be used in the stochastic exp-concave setting to find an e-optimal point in O(d®/e) time
complexity (this remains true even if we take w = 3), which improves over the previous best O(d*/¢) [Kor13].
In the next section, we generalize the result of Theorem [7] beyond the Euclidean ball for both the online and
stochastic settings.

3The ability to approximate FTRL iterates with damped Newton steps has been leveraged before to design efficient online
optimization algorithms [AHRI12, [MR22]. In this paper, we use the ‘vanilla’ Newton iterates instead of the damped ones.



4 Online/Stochastic Exp-Concave Optimization Over General Sets

In this section, we extend the results of Section Bl to a general convex set C. One approach to achieving
this would be to simply swap the log-barrier for the Euclidean ball in the definition of ®; in (1) with a
self-concordant barrier for the set C. This would come with two main challenges. First, the barrier of
a general convex set C that is, say, not a ball or a polytope, is typically hard to compute. This means
that our algorithm from the previous section, which requires the gradients and Hessians of the barrier of
the set of interest, is not a candidate for efficient exp-concave optimization over general convex sets. The
second challenge is in the ability to approximate the inverse Hessian of an arbitrary barrier via a Taylor
expansion. The fact that we were able to do this for the log-barrier of the Euclidean ball has to do with
the special structure of the Hessian in this case. In particular, the Hessian of ¥ (the log-barrier of the
Euclidean ball) at a point w depends only on the norm ||w]| of w and the outer product ww". If we ignore
the outer product part, which is easy to deal with when it comes to computing the inverse Hessian thanks
to the Sherman—Morrison formula, we are left with only a dependence in the norm |w|. Therefore, a Taylor
expansion in 1d is sufficient to approximate the inverse of the Hessian of ¥ at w. This is exactly what we do
in Algorithm [[I For the barrier of a general convex set, one would require a multivariate Taylor expansion
to approximate the inverse of its Hessian, which can not always be done efficiently.

Given the challenges faced when changing the barrier regularizer to extend Algorithm [ to general convex
sets, we instead reduce the OXO problem over general convex sets to one over the Euclidean ball. In the rest
of this section, we present our new efficient OXO algorithm; Algorithm Pl with subroutine A set as Algorithm
[ Algorithm 2l which is taken from [Cut20), [Mha22], reduces OCO over any convex set C to OCO over a
Euclidean ball. In fact, Algorithm 2] (an algorithm over C) essentially inherits the regret guarantee of its
subroutine A, which is a subroutine over a Euclidean ball that contains C. Thus, the problem becomes one of
designing a subroutine .4 with a good regret guarantee for exp-concave losses, which we have already tackled
in Section Bl Next, we describe and analyze Algorithm Plin the general OXO setting before specializing the
results to the stochastic exp-concave setting in Section

4.1 Efficient Online Exp-Concave Optimization via Reduction to the Ball

Before stating the regret guarantee of our algorithm in the online setting, we first formalize the assumptions
we make starting with the Lipschitzness and exp-concavity of the losses.

Assumption 2. For a > 0, the functions (f;:C - R) in Algorithm [2 are a-exp-concave and sup{|||:{ €
Oft(w)} <1, for any weC (i.e. (fy) are 1-Lipschitz). Furthermore, C € B(1).

We note that assuming that (f;) are 1-Lipschitz and C < B(1) comes with no loss of generality as one can
always re-scale the losses and the set C to satisfy this condition, provided the Lipschitz constant is known.
When the Lipschitz constant is unknown, it is possible to adapt to it using known techniques such as those
in [MKvE19, [Cut19, MK20]. For some of our results in this section, we will assume that the set C is centrally
symmetric.

Assumption 3. The set C is centrally-symmetric, i.e.C = —C, and B(1/5/d) < C ¢ B(1).

Here again, there is no loss of generality in assuming that B(1/v/d) € C ¢ B(1) when the set is centrally-
symmetric since, in this case, it is always possible to apply a certain affine transformation (that puts the
set into the isotropic position) to satisfy this condition (see e.g. [LV06]). With our approach, we are able to
leverage the fact that a set is centrally-symmetric for more efficient OXO (see Remark [I0 below), which is
why we treat this case separately in what follows.

The next lemma essentially states that the instantaneous regret of Algorithm 2] can be bounded by that
of its subroutine A, and bounds the norm of the subgradients that the latter receives.

Lemma 8. Suppose that Assumption[2 holds and let B < % A 5. Then, the following holds:
(a) If p(-) in Algorithm[@ is set to | - ||, then |g:| < 1.
(b) If p(-) in Algorithm @ is set to yc(-) and C satisfies Assumption[3, then |g;| <1+ /d.



Algorithm 2 A Reduction to Online Exp-Concave Optimization Over the Euclidean ball.
Require: I) An OCO algorithm A over B(1) 2C; IT) A convex function p:R% - Ry U {+00}.
1: Initialize A and set wy € B(1) to A’s first output.
2: fort=1,2,... do
3: Define S(w) =infeec p(w —.’It). //Easy to compute for the intended choices of p
Set v € 9S(wy) and v = (vy, wy).
Play (" :H{'ytzl}wt/'}/t +]1{%<1}wt. //u represents the "projection" of w; onto C.
Observe subgradient ¢; € 0f;(uy).
Set gt = Gt — Li¢, aw,)<0(Ctr ut)v
Set A’s tth loss function to ¢; : w — (g, w).
9:  Set w1 € B(1) to A’s (¢ + 1)th output given the history ((w;,¥;)ict)-
10: end for

Furthermore, the iterates (wy) of the instance of Algorithm[Q in either (a) or (b) satisfy

Y €C, fulun) ~ Julw) < (G ~w) = A - w)? < gy - w) - S g we - w(9)
Proof. [Case (a)] When p(-) = ||-||, Alg.Rlmatches [Cut20, Alg. 1], and so by [Cut20, Thm. 2], we have that

I) lgell < [¢el €1 (last inequality follows by Assump.[2), and II)
V’LUEC, (Ct,ut—w)s(gt,wt—w). (9)

This, together with the fact that the function z = x— 8z%/2 is non-decreasing over [0,1/5] and (g, w; —w) <
lge | lw: —w]| <2 <1/8 implies the second inequality in (&).

[Case (b)] Now, when p(-) = v¢(-) (7e(+) is the gauge function of the set C—see §2]), then Algorithm
matches [Mha22l Alg. 1], and so by [Mha22, Lemma 7], we have |g:| < (1+ )| | €1+ k, where s = R/r and
7, R are such that B(r) ¢ C ¢ B(R). By Assumption[3] we have x = v/d and so ||g;| < 1+v/d. On the other hand,
since p(+) =v¢(+), the function S in Algorithm 2 satisfies (v, w) = yc(w), for all v € S(w) (see e.g. [Mha22|
Lemma 6]). This means that v; = (v, wy) = ve(wy), and 50 us = Iy (w,)213We / Ve (W) + Ly (w,)<13we. Using
this, and the triangle inequality, we get

1
26’
where in (*) we used that I) u; € C and vy € 9S(w;) € C° (see [Mha22, Lemma 6] for the set inclusion); and
II) that |(v,u)| <1, for all v € C° and w € C, which follows by definition of the polar set C° (see §2]) and the

fact that C is centrally-symmetric. By a similar argument, we also have |(g;, w)| < 1/(28), for all w € C, and
o

g, w0)] < [{Cevwn)| + (G we) wr w] = [(Geo i)l + (o) )] < 20(Gown)] <2<

{ge, w: - w)| <1/8, VweC. (10)

On the other hand, by [Mha22, Lemma 7], we also have that ((;,u: — w) < (g, w: — w), for all w € C.
Using this, Eq. (I0), and that the function z ~ x — 322 /2 is non-decreasing over [0, 1/3], implies the second
inequality in (8.

Finally, for both cases (a) and (b), the first inequality in (8) follows from Assumption [ (i.e. the exp-
concavity of the losses) and the range assumption on 8 (see [HAK07, Lemma 3]). O

Using Lemma [, we now state the main guarantee of Algorithm 2l when its subroutine A is set to Algorithm
[, which outputs approximate Newton iterates over the unit Euclidean ball. Before stating this guaran-
tee, we recall that Tsep(C) [resp. Tproj(C)] denotes the computational complexity of a Separation Oracle
[resp. Euclidean Projection Oracle] for the set C.

Theorem 9. Suppose that Assumption [d holds and the subroutine A in Algorithm [3 is set to Alg.[0l with
parameters B >0, n>11, ¢c=1/4, and 5 < % A 5. Then, the following holds:

10



(a) When p(-) in Alg.[Ais set to ||-| and B =1, the regret of Alg.[d after T rounds is bounded by O(d(a™t +
G)In(dT)), and the comp. complexity is bounded by O((Tpro;(C) +d?)T + d“Tz).

(b) When p(-) is set to ve(-); C satisfies Assumption 3 (i.e.C is centrally-symmetric); and B = 1 +/d,
the regret of Alg.[2 after T rounds is bounded by O(d(of1 +G)In(dT)), and the total computational
complezity is bounded by O((Tsep(C) + d*)T + d“T?).

Proof. We first analyze the regret then consider the computational complexity. Fix w € C and let w :=
(1-1/T)w. We bound the regret of Alg.[2 as

M=

T T
;ft(w - fi(w)) = (ft(ut)_ft(w))"‘;(ft(ﬁ;)_ft(w))a

~+
Il
—

(fi(uy) — fe(w)) +1, ((f;) are 1-Lipschitz and C € B(1))

~+
Il
—_

<

M=

((wt—ﬁi,gt)—g(wt—ﬁ,gt)2)+1. (by Lemma ) (11)
¢

The first sum on the RHS of (IIJ) is the surrogate regret (see §3.2)) of Alg.[Ml—the subroutine A of Alg.2l—
against comparator @. To bound this surrogate regret, we will use Theorem [7l But first, we need to
verify that Assumption [Il under which Theorem [7 holds, is satisfied with % = B for the sequence (g;).
Thanks to Assumption [ [resp. B] and Lemma [§] Assumptlon [Mis satisfied for the sequence (g;) with 95 =1
[resp. B = 1 ++/d] when p() = || - | [resp. p(:) = v¢(-)]. Thus, by Theorem [l Eq. ([, and the facts that
1-|@|>>1-(1-%)?=2- 75>+ and B\/d < 2d (for both cases (a) and (b)), we get that in both cases of
the theorem’s statement

Il
—

5dIn(d+T)
—

l@)* +

d+nd
12
d (12)

T
;(ft(ut) - fi(w)) <ndlnT +

Using that ||@]|| < 1 in (I2) implies the desired regret bound.

The computational complexity of Algorithm Plis bounded by that of subroutine A, which by Lemma [ is
less than O(d?T +d“\/T), plus T times the computational complexity Traa(S) of evaluating a subgradient
of S (this is required in Line @ of Alg.2). In case (a), S is differentiable everywhere except at the origin
and VS(w) = (w - Ie(w))/|w - Te(w)], for w e R%\ {0}, where II¢(w) denotes the Euclidean projection
of w onto C. Thus, Tgraq(S) < O(Tpro;(C)). In case (b), i.e. when p(-) = y¢(+), we know that Tyraa(S) can
be bounded by O(Tsep(C)) since S and its subgradients can be evaluated using a Separation Oracle and a
binary search (see e.g. [Mha22l §B.2] and [LSVIS]). O

Remark 10 (Computational Complexity). The function S is convex for the choices of p in Theorem[d, and
its subgradients (which are required in Alg.[3) can be computed using either a Euclidean projection Oracle in
case p(-) = ||, or a Separation Oracle with a binary search routine in case p(-) = vc(-) (see e.g. [Mha22]). For
many sets of interest C, a Separation Oracle can be implemented in complexity Tyep(C) < O(d2) A particularly
relevant case is when a Membership Oracle for C can be implemented in O(d) time, then Teep(C) < O(d?)
[LSVIS]. In many cases, we also have Tpro;(C) < O(d?) and, crucially, Tpeo;(C) can be much smaller than
the cost of a Mahalanobis projection, which is require by ONS. Finally, since Tsep(C) < Tpro3(C) in general,
our approach is able to leverage that a set is centrally-symmetric for more efficient OXO.

4.2 Application to Stochastic Exp-Concave Optimization

We now instantiate our results in the stochastic setting where the sequence of losses (f;) are of the form
fi() = f(-,&), where (&) are i.i.d. such that f(-) =E[f(-,&)] and f is an exp-concave function. Specifically,
we will make the following standard assumption in line with [Kor13].

11



Assumption 4. The functions (f;) in Alg.[2 are such that fi(:) = f(-,&) and &1,&s,... are i.i.d. random
variables in some set Z and for all £ € 2, w - f(w,§) is a-exp-concave, for a > 0, and sup{|¢|:¢ €
OO f(w, &)} < 1. Furthermore, C € B(1).

The assumption that sup{|¢[:¢ € 9O f(w,€)} < 1 comes with no loss of generality as we can always re-
scale the losses. We note that Assumption ] implies Assumption 2] and so the results of Theorem [ apply.
Using online-to-batch-conversion, the results of Theorem [@ translate into excess-risk bounds in the stochastic
setting.

Theorem 11. Let € < 1/d. Suppose that Assumption[f] holds and the subroutine A in Algorithm[2 is set to
Alg.ll with parameters B >0,n>11, c=1/4, and 8 = % A 5. Further, suppose that either

(a) p(-) in Alg[@is set to | -| and B=1, or
(b) p(-) is set to ve(-), C satisfies Assumption[3 (i.e.C is centrally-symmetric), and B =1+ /d.

Then, for T = %ﬁ/s) and @y = 7 YL uy, where (uy) are the iterates of Alg.[3, we have

E|f(ar) - inf f(w)] <O(), where £()=ELf(-)]

The comp. costs in cases (a) and (b) are, respectively, 5(g(d2 +Tpr05(C))) and 5(g(d2 +Tsep(C))).

In the regime where ¢ > é (i.e. the regime not covered by Theorem [I), one can simply use projected

OGD to find an e-optimal solution with total computational complexity at most O(Z (d + Tpro3(C))) <
O(g(d + Tpro3(C))) (where the last inequality follows by the fact that e > %), which is better than the
computational complexity in Theorem [I1] for general convex sets. (Though, we note that for small enough
g, the complexity of OGD becomes worse than that of our algorithm and ONS.)

We also note that the instance of Algorithm [2]in Theorem [IT]can be used as a black box within an existing
meta-algorithm due to [Meh17, Algorithm 1] to achieve an excess risk guarantee with high probability (instead
of in expectation). The computational complexity of the meta algorithm will only be worse than that of the
instance of Alg.2lin Theorem [l by log factors in T" and d.

Implications for the open problem by [Korl3]. The observation made in the previous paragraph and
the results of Theorem [I1] directly answer one of the questions posed by [Korl3]. There, [Korl3] asks about
the existence of an algorithm for stochastic exp-concave optimization over the Euclidean ball that can find
an g-optimal point using fewer than 5(d4 /) arithmetic operations. For the case of a Euclidean ball, we have
Tproi(C) < O(d), and so the instance of Algorithm [2in Theorem [IT] [resp. OGD] finds an e-optimal point in
less than O(d?/e) time when ¢ < 1/d [resp. & > 1/d]. This remains true for general [resp. centrally-symmetric]
convex sets as long as Tpro; (C) < O(d?) [resp. Teep(C) < O(d?)], and even if we take the matrix multiplication
constant to be w = 3. We conjecture that O(d?/e) is the best one can do in general (see Appendix [H).

Proof of Theorem [I1l The result follows by Thm.[d and standard online-to-batch conversion. If we let
Regy () be the regret of Alg.[2in response to the i.i.d. loss functions (f;) and w,. € argmin,, . f(u), where
F() =E[f:(-)], then the average iterate ur of Alg.[2 after T rounds satisfies

01 & E[Regr(u.)]

BL/ ()] = nf () < g S ELf(w) = fi(we)] = =50, (13)

where (#) follows by Jensen’s inequality and the fact that w; is independent of f;. Plugging the regret
bounds of Algorithm 2lin the settings of Theorem [@ implies that

E[f(ur)] - inf f(u) < O(d(a™ + @) In(dT)/T). (14)
By choosing T' = o%ln%, we get that E[f(ar)] — infyec f(u) < O(e). The bounds on the computational

complexity follow directly from those in Theorem [0 by plugging-in the choice T = % lng and using the fact
that € < 1/d. This conclusion remains true even if we take w = 3. O
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5 Discussion

In this paper, we presented a new efficient algorithm for Online Exp-Concave Optimization, which can be
viewed as a more efficient version of the standard ONS algorithm. First, we designed an efficient algorithm
over the Euclidean ball, then extend it to general convex sets thanks to a reduction to OCO over the former.
When instantiating our results in the stochastic exp-concave setting, we obtain algorithms that can find an
e-optimal point in O(d?/e) time—improving over the previous best O(d*/e). While this answers one question
posed by [Kor13], it still leaves one open—that of the existence of an algorithm that attains the optimal rate
with only linear-time computation per iteration (our algorithm essentially requires 9] (d?) computation per
iteration). It is conceivable that, under some additional assumptions on the data-generating distribution,
existing sketching techniques for efficient second-order learning, such as those used in [LACBL16], could be
used along with our new algorithms to tackle this outstanding question. Without additional assumptions,
we conjecture that it is not possible to do better than O(d?/e) if one insists on a computational complexity
that scales with 1/¢ (instead of 1/£2, for example). One observation that lead us to this conjecture is that
even in the simple special case of Linear Regression with the square loss (which is exp-concave), it is not
clear if one can find an e-optimal point using fewer than O(d?/e) arithmetic operations (see Appendix [E] for
more detail).
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Appendices

A Omitted Pseudocode and Regret Decomposition Details
A.1 Pseudocode of Algorithm [

Algorithm 3 Pseudocode for OQNS (Algorithm [I).

Require: Parameters B,n,5,¢ >0, and m = [—logc(
1: Set uq —wl =0,Vp=0, Ag=1/(2nd +d+nB?), and Sp = Gy =0
2: for t = ., T do
3 Play wt and observe g; € 00;(wy).
4: Set Gy =Gy_1 +gs, St =Si1 +grgiwy, and V; = Viy + gig/ -
5 Set V; = % + (d+’l]BQ)’lUt+ﬁV;§’lUt—ﬁSt+Gt. //V = Vi1 (wi)

_ BA19:9{ Asa _ AndAiwew] Ay
Set A= A1 - 55000 and Hi = A = o Iymadne; A,

Set At = Et = HtVt-
for k=1,...,m do
Update A, « (ﬂ - —)HtAt

I-fuef?  I-[lwe]?
10: Update A, < A, + A,
11:  end for
12: Set Wil =W — Ay, // w1~ wp — V72<I>t+1('wt)v¢‘t+l(wt)-
130 f [[wen |* = Jue?[ < ¢ (1~ |u]?) then

12(4+32/n%)?(2nd+B*n+(B+28B*)T)*T )]

1-c)

14: Set w1 = uy.
15:  else
16: Set w1 = 'wt+1

-1
17: Set A; = (1 Tos 1”2 +dI+nB I+ ﬂVt) . /)As = (V2<I>t+1(wt+1) %)
18: end if
19: end for

A.2 Details on the Surrogate Regret Decomposition

In this subsection, we provide more details on the regret decomposition in (@) under Assumption [ with
B < B. For all we B(1), we have

<'wt _wagt> -

M=

E<wt—w79t>2)

P 2
T T
:Z((mt_wagt>_g((mt_wvgt>+(wt_mtvgt )+Z - T4, ),
t=1 t=1
_< ( s 2\ | B &
=3 (@0 - wige) - - w.90)?) 4 Y (1 - Blan - w,g0)) (w21, 90) ~ 5 w90,
t=1 t=1 t=1
T T
<3 (= w90 = 5 (w0 - w,90°) + 320 - Bl - w,g0) wn - 1,91,
t=1 t=1
T T
< ; ((mt -w,gi) - g(mt - ’wagt)Q) +(1+ 253); lw: = 2t v20, (w) 19t | -2, (w:)> (15)

where the last inequality follows by Holder’s inequality (to bound |[(w: — @+, g:)|), and that [(xz: - w,g:)| < 2B
(this follows by the fact that Assumption [Il holds with B8 < B and that x;,w € B(1)).
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B Background on Self-Concordant Functions

In this section, we define self-concordant functions and present some of their properties that we make heavy
use of in the proofs of our results. We start by the definition of a self-concordant function. For the rest
of this section, we let K be a convex compact set with non-empty interior int K. For a twice [resp. thrice]
differentiable function, we let V2 f(u) [resp. V2 f(u)] be the Hessian [resp. third derivative tensor| of f at u.

Definition 12. A conver function f:int K — R is called self-concordant with constant My > 0, if f is C?
and satisfies 1) f(xy) = +oo for &y - x € OK; and II)

Va eint I, Vu e RY,  [V2 f () [u, u, u]| < 2M w2 0y

Note that by definition, if f is self-concordant with constant My > 0 it is also self-concordant with any
constant M > My. For a self-concordant function f and @« € dom f, the quantity A(x, f) = [V f(2)]|v-2f(a),
known as the Newton decrement, will be instrumental in our proofs. The following two lemmas contain
properties of the Newton decrement and Hessians of self-concordant functions, which we will use repeatedly
throughout (see e.g. [NTOS8, IN*18]).

Lemma 13. Let f:int K - R be a self-concordant function with constant My > 1. Further, let x € int C and
xy e argming e f(x). Then, I) whenever A(x, f) < 1/My, we have

le—@fv2pa,) Ve =—xslo2p@) <A@, f)/(1- MMz, f));
and II) for any M > My, the Newton step x, = x — V 2f(x)Vf(x) satisfies ¢, € int K and Az, f) <
MMe, f)?/(1- M, f))*.

Lemma 14. Let f:int K — R be a self-concordant function with constant My and x € int K. Then, for any
y such that v = |y — x| g25(z) < 1/ My, we have

(1= Myr)*V2 f(y) < V2 f(2) < (1= Myr) V2 f ().

The following result from [N*18, Theorem 5.1.5] will be useful to show that the iterates of our algorithms
are always within the feasible set.

Lemma 15. Let f:int K — R be a self-concordant function with constant My > 1 and x € int . Then,
Ex={w e R |w - x| y2p(m) < 1/My} € int K. Furthermore, for all w € &, we have

|w —va?f(m)
1= Myl|lw - 2|v2f(a)

|w -] g2 p(w) <

Finally, we will also make use of the following result due to [MR22):

Lemma 16. Let f:int C = R be a self-concordant function with constant My > 0. Then, for any x,y € int
such that r = |x - y|y2f(z) < 1/ My, we have

1
IVf(z)- Vf(y)H%‘?f(m) < m ly - $H2v2f(m)~
We now have all the tools we require for the analysis of our OXO algorithms.

C Proofs of Section

In this section, we prove the statements in Section Bl For this, we need a set of helper lemmas that we state
in the next subsection. The proofs of the helper lemmas are in Appendix
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C.1 Helper Lemmas
First, we establish that the functions (®;) are self-concordant.
Lemma 17. The function ®; in ) is a self-concordant function with constant Mg, < 1/+/dn.

The next lemma gives a bound on the local gradients norms, which will be useful throughout (the proof is
similar to ones in [LWZ18| [MR22]):

Lemma 18. Let 8€(0,1), B>0, and n > 1. Further, let (g:) be such that |g.| < B, for allt > 1. Then, for
any sequence (y:) c int B(1), the potential functions (®y) in ([d) satisfy

dIn(d + TB2/d)
—

The main technical heavy lifting in the paper is done in the proof of the next lemma. Some of the steps in
the proof of the lemma that involve bounding the distance between w; and x; are similar to those found in
[AHRI2] Proof of Lemma 4.1] and [MR22, Proof of Lemma 8].

T
Vte[T], [gil3-2a,iy) <1/m and 3 19t13-2a,0,) <
t=1

Lemma 19 (Master Lemma). Let 8,c € (0,1), B > 0, and n > 1. Further, let (w;) be the iterates of
Algorithm [l with parameters (B,n,3,¢) and suppose that Assumption [l holds with B < B. Then, we have T)
(w) cint B(1); and II)

\/nd( 1 Vvnd 1 9 4

Vi1, Y1 (s - 2 oo, o, ——)S—(/\(w,fb)——)s/\(w,l,fb) <2

1 T Ze92e (w,) T 0 Pe) = 5 ¢ t .

Further, we have Y1, |w; — x; 2, (w,) <1+ 31?3\\7717 In(d + %IT) and
L L 8dIn(d + BT /d)
z; Jwi = w1 324 (0, + z; Jw = w1 320w, ) < 3 : (16)
t= t=

C.2 Proof of Lemma [4

For the proof of Lemma [4] we need the following elementary result.
Lemma 20. Let ¥(x) = -ndIn(1 - |z|?). For any u,w € B(1), we have
R (Jw]? - Ju)?)?
nd H’LU uHV2‘I/('w) = (1 — HwH2)2 :
Proof. Fix u,w € B(1). We have

1 I 2w’
L - w2 :(w—uf( . )(w—u>,
ol ™ v el (- Jwl)

[wl? + [ul? - 2w u - 2[w|*w u + |w|* + 2(w'u)® - |w|*|u]?

(1= faw[?)? ’
2w w1 -w'w) | ful? - w]?
(1= fw]?)? IS
2(|wl? w1 - [w]?)  2(fw]® - w ) uf® - |w]?
(1 Jlw]?)? (1= Jwl?)? 1-|w|?

Now using that —wwu = 271 (Jw - u|? - |w]|? - |u|?), we get that

ol fwl - Jul? 2(fw]’ - wTw)? )~ w]?

_Hw_uH22 w) )
2nd v Ge) 1-fw]? (1 - Jw]?)? 1-fw]?
_w-ul? (o —uf? + w]? - fuf?)? (17)
1-fw]? 2(1 - |w[?)? '
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(X+|w]?~|u?)?

S Tw]zye - Note that sgn(f(X)) =sgn(X - |u|?+1). Thus,
since ||u|? < 1, the function f is non-decreasing over Rsg, and so f(||w —u|?) > f(0). Using this with (I7),
we get

Now consider the function f: X — 17”);”2 +

1, (w]? - Ju]2)?
pa! e 2 T TRy

O

Proof of Lemma [l Let iq,...,7, be the rounds ¢ where u; # u;_1, and note that by Line [ of Algorithm
[ we have

i [ = i P[> € (1= Jui, |*), ¥k e[n-1]. (18)
Further, let

_ Jwea|? - Jwi?

_ Jwi? = Jwea |
Qg+ - - -7

and
’ 1 - [w?

1w P

Fix k € [n—1]. Suppose that (Zi’;;_l L)V (Zi’g;_l pe) < 1/2 and let my, = ig41 —ig. In this case, by (1)) we
have that

1-|u,, |? 1— [ |2
1n(1+C)S(1nM)v(lnM)7

1w, [? 1= g, |2

< (lnikﬁl(l + at)) % (lnikﬁ_l(l + Nt)) ,

t=ip t=ip

ige1—1 te1—1
:( 3 1n(1+at))v( > ln(1+ut)),

t=1p t=ig

1 et ™ TR T
<Infl+— > o vinfl+— > ,  (Jensen)

mg t=ip my t=iy,

Tky1—1 Tky1—1
<Inf1+2 Y ay|vin{1+2 > ],
t=ip t=iy

where the last inequality follows by the facts that (X% ay) v (2% ) <1/2 and (1+2)" <1+

t:lk t:Zk ﬁ’
for all z € (-1, =7] and 7 > 1. Now, using that In(1+z) <z for >0 and In(1 + ) > z/2, for z € (0,1), we

get that

g <ln(l+c¢) < (2ik§:1 oet) v (Qikil ,ut) , (19)

t=1p t=1p
thy1-1 thy1—1
<2 \mk > oa?|v \mk > u?|, (Jensen)
t=ip t=ip
Tgy1—1 Tgy1—1
<2\|mu Y, aZ+my Yy, pl (20)
t=ip t=ip

So far, we have assumed that (Zi’;;_l Q) Vv (Zi’“f;_l pe) < 1/2. If this does not hold, then we have

t=1
(T ) v (Z 7! ) > 1/2. This implies (I9) from which (20) follows. Now, (20) implies
iki_l 5 iki—l 5 C2
oy + Kt 2 :
=i =i 16y,

20



Thus, by summing over k =1,...,n -1, and using Lemma 20 and Lemma [[9 (in particular (@), we get
8In(d + B*T/d) o c? 02n2

>Z(at+ﬂt)—z Z

nﬁ k=1 16m;€ k=1 16(Zk+1 —Zk) ’

where the last inequality follows by the fact that  — 1/x is convex and Jensen’s inequality. By rearranging,
we get that

2T n(d+ B°T]d).
" 8\/ c*npB
O
C.3 Proof of Lemma
Proof. Fix m >1 and let oy = % We have
IR I GO I
C - w2 opd "
where we recall that ~; = 1—?177:”2 - W Note that H; in Alg.[I] satisfies
_ 2ndI dndw,w]
L= t— + (d+nB*)I + BV, (21)
e (1 we]?)?
2ndI 2ndI
2
=3P _
\Y% t+1(wt) 1_Hth2 1_HutH2a
2ndI 1 - fu?
2
= VP - -1],
Paato) - 20 (1
2ndaog 1
= V2(I)t+l(wt) - w
Therefore, if we let Uy = (1 - |u||?)H; 1 /(2nd), we have
-1
_ 2ndo I _
V20 (wy) = (777t2 +H 1) )
1= e
-1
B 0 P 7
2nd ! 2nd ¢ ’
1 - fu]? a1
=—— (I + U
277d (at t) )
1—ue]?, . T
- 72” d U+ on U7 (22)
nd

Now, by 1)), we have U; > I and so |U;!| < 1. Using this and that |oy| < ¢ < 1 (this is an invariant of
Algorithm [[l—see Line [@ of Alg.[I]), we have

(1+a,UY) Z (-ay)*U*,  and H(1+atUt Z( —a) U < -
Therefore, by ([22)) and the fact that |U; 1] <1 we have
2 1w A k-1 (A Ju]?) e
® Ukl <212t 7~
HV )= gy Z TS
Now, the fact that 22l%l” i (—o) TR = St AL HE completes the proof. O

2dn
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C.4 Proof of Lemma

Proof. Fix w ¢ B(l). Let ¢i(x) = x"g; + B{gs, T — w;)?/2 and ¢o(x) = ¥(x) + (d + nB?)|x|?/2, and note
that ®,(x) = X'20 ¢(x) and x; € argmingp(q) Y175 ¢s(x). By [CBLOG, Lemma 3.1], we have

T
¢t($t+1 Z¢t(w

uMq

which implies that
d+ 7732

T
Z T —w,g) < V(w)+ —— 5

BT
52; w; —w,g;)>. (23)

Now, if suffices to bound the sum Z;;Tzl(wt - ®t11,9:). By Taylor’s theorem, the exists y; in the segment
[, 141] such that

1
Dri1(e) = Pro1(we1) 2 Vi (o) (2 — Tpsn) + int - Tt41 H2V2¢‘t+l(yt)7
1
2 B lxe = 2141 H2V2<I>t+1(yt)7 (24)

where the last inequality uses the fact that .1 € argmingp(1) ®1+1(2) is in the interior of B(1) by self-
concordance of ®.1. On the other hand, using the convexity of ®;1 and the fact that V®.q () =
Va1 (1) + VO (1) = Yoy (1) (by optimality of @), we get that

D41 (xr) — Prar(a1) <@t — Tpe1, Vo (@1)),
= (Tt — @141, 9:) (1 + B{gs, T — wy)),

<y = a1 vapm(yt) : HgtHv—%M(yt) (1 +B(gs, s —wy)).
Combining this and (24]), we get
|zt - @il vew,,, (y) <219t v-20,., y) 1+ Blgr, 20 —w1)).
Using this and Holder’s inequality leads to

2
(9020~ @01) < 19 g2,y (o) [0~ et g2, (g <2100 52,y (1 Bl e —00)).

Thus, by summing this inequality for ¢t =1,...,T, we get that

T T T
2 2
;(gn Ty~ Tpr1) < 2; lg: HV*%m(yt) + 25; lg: HV*2<I>t+1(yt) (g1, e —wy),

T T
2 2
<2 Z lg: HV‘2<I>t+1(yt) +20 Z HgtHv—chm(yt) HgtHv—z@t(wt) |l — w; Hv%t(wt)a

2d1n d+ B?T/d
( 5 / ) 3/2 Z |z — wi|v2®, (w,), (Lem.I8and Vv 29,0 = V2D,)
1/2
_(2d+ 32d )1 (d+ B*T/d),
B 3

where the last inequality follows from the bound on i, |[&¢ - w¢| v2a, (x,) from Lemma[I9 Combining this
with ([23]), we get the desired bound. O
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C.5 Proof of Theorem [Tl

Proof. First, the fact that (w;) c int B(1) follows from Lemma Now, by the surrogate regret decompo-
sition in (I5]) and the fact that |g;|v2s,(w,) < 1//7 (Lemma[I8), we have, for all w € int B(1),

T
B 2
; ((wt -w,g) - E(wt -w,ge) )
T ﬁ T
<3 (@ w00 - Gl -w.90°) + (14 28) X @l s, [V (25)

The first sum on the RHS (23] represents the surrogate regret of FTRL, and the second sum measures
the deviation of the iterates of Alg. Bl from the FTRL iterates («;). Plugging the bound on the surrogate
regret of FTRL [resp. Y1, |lw; - Ptllv2s, (w,)] from Lemma [ [resp. Lemma 9] in ([25), we get that, for all
w € int B(1),

> ((wi —w,g¢) - Blw; - w,g:)*[2)

d+nB% ., (2d 32Vd 16V/d 32BVd
5 |w|*+|— + + +

B 3% 30y
d+nB? ol + (3d + Bd*?)In(d + B2T/d)
w )
g

where (20) follows by the fact that 3;;@ + 1365—\/3 < % and 32/(3n) <1 (since 5 € (0,1/8), n>11, and d > 1).
We now look at the computational complexity of Algorithm [II The most computationally expansive
step in Algorithm [ is in Line [ which involves a full matrix inverse when u; # u;—1 (see also Line [[7 of
Algorithm B} the pseudo-code of Alg. [Ml). However, by Lemma M the inverse need only be computed at
most O(c™'\/BTIn(d + B2T/d)) times after T rounds. The next most computationally expansive step in
Alg.[Mis in Line B which involves computing the output w;,1. The output wy; in Line Bl can be computed
in O(md?) using m matrix-vector multiplications (see Lines of Alg.[B). Thus, the claim on the total
computational complexity of the algorithm follows by the fact that m < O (1 +log, d“”f#) (the exact
choice of m can be found in Algorithm [3]). O

)ln(d + B*T/d),

(26)

D Proofs of Helper Lemmas

D.1 Proof of Lemma [I7

Proof. First, we note that & = ¥(z)/(nd) = —In(1 - |z|?) is self-concordant with constant 1 (see e.g. [N"18|
Exampled 5.1.1]). Thus, ¥ is a self-concordant function with constant 1/v/nd; this follows by the fact that
if a function f is self-concordant with constant My, then af, for o > 0, it is self-concordant with constant
1/y/«@ (see e.g. [N*18| Corollary 5.1.3]). On the other hand, since ®,(x) is equal to ¥(x) plus a quadratic in
x, then ®, is self-concordant with the same constant as ¥ (see e.g. [N*18| Corollary 5.1.2]). O

D.2 Proof of Lemma [1§
Proof. First note that ng:g; <nB*I < V?®;(y:) — I. This together with the fact that > 8 implies that

Hgt”%*%t(yt) < lge H%“ngtgl)*l =g; (I +ngig/) 'g: <1/n,
-1 _ _
and [ gil3-2q,(y = 91 (V2O(y) +dl +nB* 1+ BVia) i <B'9{Q; gu- (27)
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where Q; :=dI + ¥'_, gsg!. Thus, by [@17) and [HAKO7, Lemma 11], we have

1L . 1. |Qr| din(d+TB%d)
2 TO !

gtlv- <=>.9/Q; g <=In = ’

l9:15-20, (40 BEtet 7= 37 Q0 B

where the second inequality uses the fact In|Qo| = dlnd and by Jensen’s inequality In|Qr| < dln% <
din(d+ XL, |gi|3/d) < din(d+ B*T/d). This completes the proof.

D.3 Proof of Lemma

For the proof of Lemma [I9, we need two additional lemmas that we now state and prove:

Lemma 21. Let n,t > 1. If wy,...,wsq € B(1), then the FTRL iterate x+ in B) satisfies:

% <2(2nd+ B+ (B + 28B2)(t - 1)).
Tl

Proof. Since ¥(x) is a self-concordant barrier, we have a; € int B(1). Thus, by the first-order optimality
condition involving x;, we have

2ndx -1
B 5t (d+ B*n)w + Z 9:9: (1 —ws) + Gy 1 = 0.
1= flae| b
This implies that
2nd
%sd+B2n+(B+2ﬁB2)(t—l). (28)
Ty

If || < 1/2, then we are done since in this case 1/(1 - ||x;]?) < 4/3 < 2. Otherwise, (28] directly implies
that

204 o(ond+ B2+ (B +28B%) (1 - 1)),

L=l

O

Lemma 22. Let n,t 21, C >0, and @; € argmingg;) ®i(x). If wi,...,wi1 € B(1), then for any u €
int B(1) such that |u — H2V2\Il(u) <nC?, we have

[V®: ()] < (4+20)(2nd + B*n+ (B +28B°)(t - 1)),
and V20 (u) <7(1+C)*(2nd + B*n+ (B +28B?)(t -1))?I.

Proof. Fix u €int B(1) such that |u - thQW\P(U) <nC?. By Lemma 20, we have
2 2
N [T g (EET
> > = 5 .
L= ul L= ul

2nd <277d-(1+C)
- fuf> ™ 1 -

This implies that

<2(1+C)(2nd + B?>n+ (B +28B?*)(t-1)), (29)
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where the last inequality follows by Lemma 211 Therefore, by the triangle inequality, we have

2ndu t=1
V@i (u)] < 71_17“’“”2 + (d+BQn)u+ﬁnggg(u—ws)+Gt_1 )
s=1
2nd
_ﬁ+(d+32n)+2632+3(t—1),
- |uw

< (4+2C)(2nd + B*n+ (B +28B?)(t-1)).
On the other hand, we have

2ndI . 4dnduu”
T=Jluf> (1-]ul?)?
<7(1+C)*(2nd + B*n+ (B +28B*)(t-1))°I.

Ve, (u) = +(d+nB)I + Vi,

where the last inequality follows from (29]). O

Proof of Lemma Define

m+1 2,,7 2,,7 k-1
~ -2 S k
Wiy =wy —V "Dy (W) Vi1 (wy), and V= ( - ) H]V,,
t+ ¢ t+1(We t+1(Wy ¢ ; T Jwl? 1= w2 ¢ Vi

and note that wy.q = wy — V,. By induction, we will show that for all s > 1,

vnd 4
1

w, €int B(1) & (Jws — x| g2, (w,) =€) < (ws, ®,) —€) < Mw,_1,P,)* < —, (30)
n

where € = 1/T and wgy = 0 by convention. The base case follows trivially since V®;(wp) = V®; (w1) =0 and
wi = x1. Suppose that [BQ) holds for s = t. We will show that it holds for s = ¢+ 1. By the expression of
®;,1 in (@), we have V&1 (w;) = g; + V®;(w;), and so by the fact that (a +b)? < 2a® + 2b, we get
AMwy, @1)? = qu)m(wt)HQv,zq,M(wt),
<2V wi) 320, () + 219|520, (wyys (V2Pir1 () = V204(-))

= 2X(wi, ®1)% + 2|91 1324, () (31)
< 2(8%/n® + 16¢/n°/% + €2) + 2/n, (32)
<4/n, (33)

where in (B2]) we used the induction hypothesis in B0) for s = ¢ and the bound on | gtH%_Qq)t(wt) from Lemma

& and (33) uses the range assumptions on 7 and that € = 1/T. Since @41 is the standard Newton step,
Lemma[I3land the fact that A(w;, ®s11) < (1-1/v/2)/nd (which follows from (33) and the range assumption

on 7n), we have
MWps1, i) < i)\(wt, 1) (34)
Vnd
Furthermore, since &¢,1 is the minimizer of @1 and M( @41, Pre1) < /0d/2, we have | W1 —Le1 | v20,,, (@11) <

2A (W41, Pry1) (by Lemma[[3again). Combining this with (34]) and (B3] implies that | @iy 1 -1 HQVQ(I)M(EM) <
nC? with C = 16/n?. Thus, Lemma 22 implies that

V20,1 (Wry1) < 7(1 +32/0*)*(2nd + B*n + (B + 28B*)t)*1I. (35)
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On the other hand, since V¢ = V@41 (w;) we have,

k-1
o~ 5 2
[@1 = wiaa ]| = | 772010 (w0 V Oy (wr) Z(l e " T oo IQ) H
k=1 - t - t
m+1 277 217 kol k
= || V2@ (wy) - ( B He | Ve (we)]
( ’ 2\ TRl " Tofwp) )70
m+1 277 277 bt
< |V 2 Pran (wr) - ( - HY | - [V@e(w))],
: E Tl " T w) ’

™ (4+32/n%)(2nd + B?*n + (B + 23B?)t)
2nd-(1-c¢) ’

(36)
where the last inequality follows by Lemma22] (which holds with C' = 16/n? by ([B0)) and Lemmal5l Combining
B6) with ([38) implies that

N 8™ - (4+32/n*)*(2nd + B2y + (B+28B%)1)*
”le — Wit HVZ‘PHl(ﬁHl) < ¢ = 277d ( — C) (37)

We now show that this implies that wy,1 € B(1). First, since w; € B(1) and

| @1 = Wil 2w, (wi) = Nwe, @) € 2/ /i< \Jdf2, (38)

where (*) follows by [B3]), we have that @,; € B(1) by Lemma Now, by our choice of m in Algorithm [T}
we have ¢ <\/nd/4, and so B7) implies that [@ 1 — Wit |v2a,,, (@) < V1d[4. Therefore, w1 € B(1) by
Lemma [I5] since w41 € B(1).

We now bound the Newton decrement A(wii1, ®i41). First, by Lemma and the fact that | —
W1 928, (@100) < V1[4, We have

@11 = Wit V20,01 (wrr) € 20 Bis1 = Wit [ V20, (@,00) < 26 <\/1d[2. (39)
Using this, we get

)\(lea (I)Hl) = HV‘I)t(’th) |‘V‘2<I>H1(wt+1)

< qu)t('wﬂl)”v-2<bt+1(wt+1) + HV(I)Hl('le) - VP (’ijjt+1)‘|v_2{>t+l(wt+l)7

< (1 - 6,/\/ 77d)71 HV(I)t(ﬁHl) Hv-%m(ﬁ:m) + 2H'wt+1 — Wiyl Hv2<1>t+1(wt+1), (40)
< A(ﬁt“’l? (I)t+1) +2¢ - )\(ﬁt+1, (I)t+1)/\/ 7’]d + 46,,
< )\(wt+17(1)t+1) + €, (41)

where [ 0) uses Lemmas[Idand [[6, and the last inequality follows by [34l), (33]) and the fact that 8¢’ <e=1/T
by the choice of m in Algorithm [Il Now, since ¢, is the minimizer of @1 and A(wes1, Pre1) < /nd/2 (by

@D, B4), and @B3)), we have |wi1 — Tii1|v2 @, (we) S 2A(Wei1, Pre1) (by Lemma [I3). Combining this with
1), B4), and @3], implies @B0) for s =t + 1, which concludes the induction.
We now use (B0) together with (3I) to bound the sums

Si= Z lwe = x| v2e, (w,), S2:= ZHwt W1 |52 (yys & G5 = Z lws = wi1 |32 (o, -

t=1

To this end, we will first bound the sum Z;;Tzl Mwy, @), fori = 1,2. Using that A(wgs1, @ri1) < 2(nd) V2N (wy, Pryr )2+
e (by (@) and @I), we get

Awerr, Brar) < 4(nd) P A(wy, @) +4(nd) 29320, (a0, + € (42)
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Summing ([@2), for t =1,...,T, rearranging, and using that A(wr41, P7r41) >0, we get

T 4 4
w0 80) = o\ 8)7) € S8+~ 3 g1+ T
3 Vi Vi T 210 e
Using (B0) and the range assumption on 7, we have 0 < \/—_/\(wt, ®y) < 32/n° + 4e/\/7 < 1/4. Therefore, we
have
3 T
Z; (we, @1) < Mwi, @) + ——= \/— Z lgell%- 28, (w,)?
1 4 ) 1 4dIn(d+ B*T/d)
<—+— - <—+ , 43
16 \/w; HgtHV 28, (wy) 16 ﬂ\/n_d ( )

where the last inequality follows by Lemma [I§ and the range assumption on 7. Now, using the fact that x;
is the minimizer of ®;, we have |w; —x¢|v24, (w,) < 2A(w¢, ®;), which implies the desired bound the sum ;.
We now bound Sy and S3. By Lemma [I4 and (89]), we have

|wier —wi|v2w(wii) < 2[wen - wilv2e(@,.0),
2| wi — Wit [ vew(@enr) + 21 Wi — Wil v2w(w,00)
<26 + | W1 - wi|v2a,,, (@) (by B and V2®p1 (Wis1) = VU (Wra1)),
<€+ 2| Wi — W[ v2e,,, (w,), (by BF) and Lemma [I5])
= e+V2\(wy, Pri1).  (by BT)) (44)

On the other hand, since € + V2A(w;, @¢41) < V/1d/8 (by B0)), Lemma [5 and @) imply that
lwier = wilv2w () € V2| Wit = Wil g20(w,.y)-
Now, to get the desired results, it suffices to bound the sum Sy = Y7 |w, - w;_; H2V2\Il(wt)' Using (310), @4,

and the fact that A(w;, @441) <1 (by B0)), we have

T
Z Hwtﬂ - thVZ\P(th) TE + Z 23/26)\(’117,5, (I)t+1) + Z 2)\(wt, (I)t+1)

t=1

<5Te + Z Awy, D;)%/2 + 4 Z 1921320, (201>
t=1 t=1

4 4dIn(d + B>T/d
ST+ Y My, d,)? + 20 ; /),
t=1

I 4dIn(d + B*T/d
<57+ Y Mawy, )2 + n(d + B°T/d)
i=1 g
6dIn(d + B*T/d)

/3 )
where the last inequality follows by (@3)). O

(by Lemma [I8))

(A(wy, @¢) <1 by B0)),

<BTE? +

E Special Case of Linear Regression

Without additional assumptions on the data-generating distribution, we conjecture that it is not possible
to find an e-optimal point in Stochastic Exp-Concave Optimization using fewer than O(d®/e) arithmetic
operations if one insists on a computational complexity that scales with 1/e (instead of 1/¢2, for example).
One observation that lead us to this conjecture is that even in the simple special case of Linear Regression
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(LR) with the square loss, it is not clear if one can find an e-optimal point using fewer than O(d>/e) arithmetic
operations.

In the LR setting with the square loss, one can assume that the covariates @i, xs,--- € R? are i.i.d.,
and y; = wlxy + &4, t > 1, for some fixed w, € R? (to be learned/approximated) and some i.i.d. noise
variables €1,e9,.... In this case, a natural estimator for w, is the Empirical Risk Minimizer (ERM) @ ¢
argmin,, g Yio, (w ;- y;)?, which admits the closed form expression

@=(X"X) Xy,

where X [resp. y] is the matrix [resp. vector] whose tth row is @/ [resp. y], and T denotes the pseudo-inverse.
To ensure that @ is an e-optimal point, in the sense that E[(@'x — w]x)?] < ¢, standard generalization
arguments say that T needs be at least (d/e), in general (see e.g. [RH19, Corollary 4.13]). For such a T,
X is a matrix in R¥<*?_ and so evaluating even X7X in the expression of @ would require d* /e arithmetic
operations. A similar number of arithmetic operations would, in general, be needed to project @ onto a
feasible set in case of constrained Linear Regression.

28



	1 Introduction
	2 Preliminaries
	3 Efficient Online Exp-Concave Optimization Over a Ball
	3.1 Efficient Computation of Newton Iterates
	3.2 Regret Guarantee

	4 Online/Stochastic Exp-Concave Optimization Over General Sets
	4.1 Efficient Online Exp-Concave Optimization via Reduction to the Ball
	4.2 Application to Stochastic Exp-Concave Optimization

	5 Discussion
	Appendices
	A Omitted Pseudocode and Regret Decomposition Details
	A.1 Pseudocode of Algorithm 1
	A.2 Details on the Surrogate Regret Decomposition

	B Background on Self-Concordant Functions
	C Proofs of Section 3
	C.1 Helper Lemmas
	C.2 Proof of Lemma 4
	C.3 Proof of Lemma 5
	C.4 Proof of Lemma 6
	C.5 Proof of Theorem 7

	D Proofs of Helper Lemmas
	D.1 Proof of Lemma 17
	D.2 Proof of Lemma 18
	D.3 Proof of Lemma 19

	E Special Case of Linear Regression

