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Abstract

We study a general smallest intersecting ball problem and its soft-margin variant in high-dimensional
Euclidean spaces, which only require the input objects to be compact and convex. These two problems
link and unify a series of fundamental problems in computational geometry and machine learning, including
smallest enclosing ball, polytope distance, intersection radius, ℓ1-loss support vector machine, ℓ1-loss support
vector data description, and so on. Two general approximation algorithms are presented respectively, and
implementation details are given for specific inputs of convex polytopes, reduced polytopes, axis-aligned
bounding boxes, balls, and ellipsoids. For most of these inputs, our algorithms are the first results in high-
dimensional spaces, and also the first approximation methods. To achieve this, we develop a novel framework
for approximating zero-sum games in Euclidean Jordan algebra systems, which may be useful in its own right.

1 Introduction

Given a set of convex objects, the smallest intersecting ball (SIB) problem is to find a ball with the smallest radius
that intersects all these objects. It is often considered a variant of the smallest enclosing ball (SEB) problem to
find the smallest ball that encloses all the input objects. Nevertheless, our understanding of the SIB problem lags
behind that of the SEB problem in several aspects. One is diversity: SEB has been studied for various types of
inputs, such as points, balls and ellipsoids; whereas SIB has only been explored for several specific input objects.
One is application: SEB has found applications in the domains of computer graphics, machine learning, metrology,
and so on; while SIB has attracted much less attention and the studies mainly remain in theory. Another is
algorithm design: numerous algorithms have been proposed for solving the SEB problems, including exact and
approximation algorithms, using optimization or coreset techniques, and in parallel or streaming settings; but for
SIB, most algorithms are merely designed for solving the problems in fixed dimensions.

In this paper, we study two general problems, one is the original SIB problem where the input convex objects
are compact (i.e. closed and bounded), and the other is its soft-margin variant designed to handle the presence
of outliers. Both problems are in high-dimensional Euclidean spaces. Throughout this work, we use SIB to refer
to the original problem that finds the smallest ball intersecting every input object, and term the soft-margin
variant as soft-margin SIB or Soft-SIB. The general setup allows various types of input objects including points,
line segments, convex polytopes, reduced polytopes, axis-aligned bounding boxes (AABBs), balls, ellipsoids, and
so on. It links and unifies many important problems in the literature. For example, when the input objects
are just points (singleton sets), SIB is equivalent to SEB and Soft-SIB is a variant of the ℓ1-loss support vector
data description (ℓ1-SVDD) problem [10]; when line segments are used to simulate network links, the result is the
smallest regional disaster that hits all links, which has found applications in backbone network planning [37]; when
AABBs and balls are used to represent imprecise input points in geometric measurement tasks, SIB provides the
best lower bound on the radius of SEB [26]; since ellipsoids can model confidence regions for a family of probability
distributions [27], elliptical inputs to the problems can guarantee robustness in uncertain scenarios.

As a special case, when the input contains only two convex objects, SIB corresponds to the problem of
finding the minimum distance between them (assuming these two objects do not intersect). The dual problem
of the latter is to find the optimal hyperplane that separates two convex sets [16], which is a fundamental idea
of many classification models in machine learning. Specifically, when the objects are convex polytopes generated
from finite point sets, the distance problem is often referred to as the polytope distance (PD) problem, and
the separation problem corresponds to the hard-margin support vector machine (SVM) problem [19]; when the
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Table 1: Summary of the problems and the main results

SIB Variant n mi Problem Prior Work This Paper

Convex Polytopes §4.1

Any Any SIB of Convex Polytopes O(M)‡ [22] Õ(R
2(N+nd)

ε2 )

2 Any Polytope Distance (Hard-SVM) Õ(R
2(M+d)

ε2 ) [12] O(R
2(N+d)
ε2 )

Any 1 Smallest Enclosing Ball (Hard-SVDD) Õ( n
ε2 + d

ε ) [12] Õ(ndε2 )

Any 2 Intersecting Radius of Line Segments O(n)‡ [6] Õ(R
2nd
ε2 )

Reduced Polytopes §4.2 Any Any SIB of Reduced Polytopes - Õ(R
2(N+nd)

ε2 )

2 Any Soft-SVM (C-SVM, ν-SVM) Õ(R
2(M+d)

ε2 ) [21] O(R
2(N+d)
ε2 )

AABBs §4.3 Any - SIB of AABBs (Imprecise Points) O(n)‡ [26] Õ(R
2nd
ε2 )

Balls §4.4 Any - SIB of Balls (Imprecise Points) O( n
ε(d−1)/2 ) [35] Õ(R

2nd
ε2 )

Ellipsoids §4.5 Any - SIB of Ellipsoids (Distributions) - Õ(ndω + R2nd2

ε2 )

Soft-Margin† §5.1 Any 1 SEB with Outliers (ℓ1-SVDD) - Õ(R
2nd
ε2 )

Note: d is the dimensionality. n is the number of input objects. mi is number of points in each set. M =
∑

i mi is the
total number of points. N is the number of non-zeros in the input. R is an instance-dependent parameter. ω is the

matrix multiplication exponent. We use the notation Õ(f) = O(f · polylog(Md
ε )) or O(f · polylog(ndε )) if M is absent.

† Results for Soft-SIB with other inputs are omitted here since they are similar to the hard-margin counterparts.
‡ Running times of exact algorithms for problems in fixed dimensions.

inputs are reduced polytopes, the separation problem is equivalent to the ℓ1-loss SVM models [5, 15]; when they
are ellipsoids, the separating hyperplane corresponds to a classifier that minimizes the maximum probability of
misclassification of data points sampled from distributions with known means and covariances [25].

We model both problems (SIB and Soft-SIB) as convex optimization problems, and propose two deterministic
approximation algorithms to solve them respectively. Both algorithms compute approximate solutions in general
dimensions with an approximation ratio of (1 + ε). Implementation details are given for specific types of inputs
such as convex polytopes, reduced polytopes, AABBs, balls, and ellipsoids (points and line segments are considered
special cases of polytopes). For most of these problems, our algorithms are the first results in high-dimensional
spaces, and the first fully polynomial-time approximation schemes (FPTAS). Moreover, the main procedure of
the algorithms (except for the pre-processing of ellipsoids) can be directly implemented in parallel settings (for
example, in the work-depth or PRAM model). See Table 1 for a summarization of the main results of this paper.

The theoretical foundations of our algorithms are from Euclidean Jordan algebras (EJA). Inspired by the
seminal work of Arora et al. [3] and Clarkson et al. [12], we fit the geometric optimization problems into a general
framework of zero-sum games in a specific EJA space, and propose an algorithm to compute nearly optimal
strategies for both players. The algorithm is based on a recent extension of the multiplicative weights update
method to symmetric cones [9], and our analysis uses the Golden-Thompson inequality for EJA exponentials [36].
The algorithmic framework of zero-sum games can be directly extended to other EJA spaces and symmetric cones,
which may have broader applications in algorithm design.

Related Work. The SIB problem is also referred in the literature as intersection radius, smallest ball (or
disk) stabber, smallest possible smallest enclosing ball (or circle), etc. Bhattacharya et al. [6] proposed the first
algorithm for the SIB problem, where the input objects is a set of line segments on the plane (in which case the
intersecting ball is a disk). Their algorithm uses the prune-and-search strategy of Dyer and Megiddo [17, 28], and
finds an exact solution in linear time. The technique is later extended by Jadhav et al. [22] to devise a linear-time
algorithm for input sets of two-dimensional convex polygons. Löffler and van Kreveld [26] investigated the scenario
when the input objects are squares and discs. Nam et al. [29] formulated the SIB problem as an unconstrained
optimization problem in reflective Banach spaces and analyzed its properties. They also showed that a subgradient
algorithm will converge to the optimal set, which is the first algorithm for SIB in high dimensions. However, the
convergence rate of the subgradient method has not been proved, and computing a subgradient itself could be a
difficult problem (for example, when the input objects are convex polytopes). Son and Afshani [35] proposed the
first streaming and approximation algorithms for SIB when the input is a set of disjoint Euclidean balls in Rd,
but the running time has a dependency of O

(
1

ε(d−1)/2

)
on the error ε if an (1 + ε)-approximation is required.
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SEB (a.k.a. SVDD) and SVM (a.k.a. PD) are two important problems that are closely related to SIB, there is
a long history of research on their approximation algorithms. Bădoiu and Clarkson [8] showed that it is possible
to find a small coreset (a subset of the input points) for SEB that yields an (1+ε)-approximate solution. Coresets
has been used in the development of many approximation algorithms for SEB [7, 24, 41, 11]. Among these
works, Yildirim’s algorithm [41] is probably the most representative one, which returns a coreset of size O(1/ε)
and solves the problem approximately in linear time. There are also algorithms that focus on solving the SEB
problem using pure optimization techniques, which do not rely on the coresets [20, 42, 1]. Gärtner and Jaggi [19]
gave the first result on coreset for the PD problem and summarized the relationship between PD and the most
used SVM variants. They presented a geometric algorithm that outputs a O(1/ε) coreset and an approximate
solution in linear time. Clarkson et al. [12] proposed an elegant framework for solving several machine learning
problems in sublinear running time, including SEB and hard-margin SVM. They also gave lower bounds on these
two problems and showed that their algorithms are nearly the best possible in the unit-cost RAM model. The
framework is later extended by Hazan et al. [21] to develop the first sublinear time algorithm for ℓ1-loss SVM.

Comparisons of running times of our algorithms and previous methods are also presented in Table 1.

Outline. Section 2 provides preliminaries on Euclidean Jordan algebras and symmetric cones. Section 3
introduces a zero-sum game over symmetric cones and an algorithm for approximately solving it. Section 4
presents the approximation algorithm for the general SIB problem and states the detailed running times for
inputs of convex polytopes, reduced polytopes, AABBs, balls, and ellipsoids. Section 5 extends the SIB algorithm
to the soft-margin variant. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce the necessary tools and concepts of Euclidean Jordan algebras and symmetric cones
that will be used in our algorithm design. Readers who are interested in EJA and symmetric cones can find more
in [18, 30, 39]. All the vector spaces and algebras in this work are over the real field.

2.1 Euclidean Jordan algebras Let J be a finite-dimensional vector space, and let ◦ : J×J→ J be a bilinear
binary operation on J such that for all x,y ∈ J, we have x ◦ y ∈ J. We call any bilinear binary operation ◦ a
Jordan product on J if for all x,y ∈ J, it satisfies the following two properties:

1. (Commutativity) x ◦ y = y ◦ x,

2. (Jordan identity) x2 ◦ (x ◦ y) = x ◦ (x2 ◦ y).
A finite-dimensional vector space J equipped with a Jordan product is a (finite-dimensional) Jordan algebra, and
is denoted as (J, ◦). For convenience, we will sometimes use J to denote (J, ◦) if the Jordan product ◦ is clear
from the context. An element e ∈ J that satisfies x ◦ e = e ◦ x = x for all x ∈ J is the identity element of J.
The power of an element x ∈ J is defined as

x0 ≜ e, xk ≜ x ◦ xk−1, ∀k ≥ 1.

The degree of x ∈ J is defined as the smallest k ∈ Z+ such that the vectors e,x, . . . ,xk are linearly dependent.
The rank of a Jordan algebra J is then defined as the largest degree of all elements in J.

We call a Jordan algebra (J, ◦) Euclidean if there exists a inner product • : J× J→ R on J that satisfies

(2.1) x • (y ◦ z) = (x ◦ y) • z, ∀x,y, z ∈ J.

Let (J, ◦, •) (or J when the Jordan product ◦ and the inner product • are clear from the context) be an
Euclidean Jordan algebra (EJA), and let r be its rank. Any x ∈ J admits a spectral decomposition, that is
x =

∑r
k=1 λk(x)qk, where λ1(x), . . . , λr(x) ∈ R are the eigenvalues of x, and {q1, . . . , qr} ⊆ J is a complete

system of primitive orthogonal idempotents, which satisfies the following three properties:

1. (Idempotents and primitiveness) q2
k = qk and qk • qk = 1, ∀k ∈ [r],

2. (Orthogonality) qi ◦ qj = 0, ∀i ̸= j, i, j ∈ [r],

3. (Completeness)
∑r

k=1 qk = e.
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The system {q1, . . . , qr} is called a Jordan frame in J. Based on the spectral decomposition, the trace, determinant
and exponential of x ∈ J are defined as:

tr(x) ≜
r∑

k=1

λk(x), det(x) ≜
r∏

k=1

λk(x) and exp(x) ≜
r∑

k=1

exp(λk(x))qk.

Moreover, we have
∑r

k=1 λ
2
k(x)qk = x◦x = x2. We define the infinity norm of x ∈ J as the maximum magnitude

of its eigenvalues:
∥x∥∞ = max

k∈[r]
|λk(x)|.

A Jordan algebra J is Euclidean if and only if the symmetric bilinear form (x,y) 7→ tr(x ◦ y) is an inner
product on J that satisfies (2.1). As such, throughout this work we fix the inner product of an EJA as:

x • y = tr(x ◦ y), ∀x,y ∈ J.
This is called the canonical trace inner product. Based on this inner product, the Golden-Thompson inequality
can be generalized to the EJA systems [36]. For all x,y ∈ J, the following inequality holds:

(2.2) tr(exp(x+ y)) ≤ tr(exp(x) ◦ exp(y)) = exp(x) • exp(y).

2.2 Symmetric cones A symmetric cone K can be characterized as the cone of squares of an EJA J, namely
K = {x2 : x ∈ J}. This is called the Jordan algebraic characterization of symmetric cones, which provides a
convenient way to study symmetric cones.

Let K be the cone of squares of an EJA J and let r be its rank. It is easily seen that

K=
{
x ∈ J : λk(x) ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ [r]

}
,

namely K consists of all the elements in J with nonnegative eigenvalues. Therefore, for all x ∈ J, its exponential
exp(x) is in the cone of squares K. The cone K induces partial orders in J. For all elements x,y ∈ J, we say
x ⪰K y (resp. x ⪯K y) if and only if x− y ∈ K (resp. y −x ∈ K). A useful property of symmetric cones is that
they are self-dual. For any symmetric cone K, we have K= K∗, where K∗ is the dual cone of K defined as:

K∗ =
{
y ∈ J : ∀x ∈ K, x • y ≥ 0

}
.

Based on this property, for any x,y ∈ K, we have x • y ≥ 0. Particularly, for any x,y ∈ J, if x ⪰K y (resp.
x ⪯K y), then x • z ≥ y • z (resp. x • z ≤ y • z), ∀z ∈ K.

Famous examples of symmetric cones include the nonnegative orthant Rn
+, the cone of n × n Hermitian

positive-semidefinite (PSD) matrices Sn
+, and the second-order cone Qd+1. Let K1, . . . ,Kn, n ≥ 1, be n symmetric

cones, where Ki ⊆ Ji, ∀i ∈ [n]. The Cartesian product K1 × · · · × Kn is a symmetric cone in the vector space
J1 × · · · × Jn. In this work, we focus on a symmetric cone that is the Cartesian product of n second-order cones
with equal dimensionalities, namely

(2.3) C≜ Qd+1 × · · · × Qd+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

.

In what follows, we provide some algebraic facts on Qd+1 and the product cone C for later reference.

Second-order cone. The second-order cone Qd+1 is a symmetric cone in the vector space Rd × R. For any
x = (x̄, x0) ∈ Rd ×R and y = (ȳ, y0) ∈ Rd ×R, the Jordan product ◦ is defined as:

x ◦ y ≜
1√
2
(x0ȳ + y0x̄, xTy),

and the identity element e = (0,
√
2) ∈ Rd ×R. The rank of Qd+1 is 2, and for an element x = (x̄, x0) ∈ Rd ×R,

the eigenvalues and the corresponding idempotents are:

(2.4)

λ1(x) =
1√
2
(x0 + ∥x̄∥), q1 =

1√
2
(u, 1),

λ2(x) =
1√
2
(x0 − ∥x̄∥), q2 =

1√
2
(−u, 1),
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where u = x̄
∥x̄∥ if x̄ ̸= 0, otherwise u can be any unit ℓ2-norm vector. From the spectral decomposition, it is

easily seen that the second-order cone Qd+1 can also be characterized as:

(2.5) Qd+1 ≜
{
x = (x̄, x0) ∈ Rd ×R : ∥x̄∥ ≤ x0

}
.

The inner product of x = (x̄, x0) ∈ Rd ×R and y = (ȳ, y0) ∈ Rd ×R is then given by:

x • y = tr(x ◦ y) = xTy.

Product cone. Let (V, ⋄,⬩) be the underlying EJA of the product cone C, where

V ≜ (Rd ×R)× · · · × (Rd ×R)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

.

Let x1 = (x̄1, x1,0), . . . , xn = (x̄n, xn,0) be vectors in Rd ×R. We denote the concatenation of x1, . . . ,xn as

n⊕
i=1

xi ≜
n⊕

i=1
(x̄i, xi,0) = (x̄1, x1,0, . . . , x̄n, xn,0).

For any ⊕n
i=1 xi = ⊕n

i=1(x̄i, xi,0) ∈ V and ⊕n
i=1 yi = ⊕n

i=1(ȳi, yi,0) ∈ V, the Jordan product ⋄ is given by:( n⊕
i=1

xi

)
⋄
( n⊕
i=1

yi

)
≜

n⊕
i=1

(xi ◦ yi),

and the identity element e = ⊕n
i=1(0,

√
2) ∈ V. The rank of C is 2n, and for any ⊕n

i=1 xi = ⊕n
i=1(x̄i, xi,0) ∈ V,

the eigenvalues and the corresponding idempotents are:

(2.6)

λ2j−1

( n⊕
i=1

xi

)
= λ1(xj), q2j−1 =

1√
2

(
0, . . . , 0,︸ ︷︷ ︸
(j−1)(d+1)

uj , 1, 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−j)(d+1)

)
,

λ2j

( n⊕
i=1

xi

)
= λ2(xj), q2j =

1√
2

(
0, . . . , 0,︸ ︷︷ ︸
(j−1)(d+1)

−uj , 1, 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(n−j)(d+1)

)
,

where uj =
x̄j

∥x̄j∥ if x̄j ̸= 0, otherwise uj can be any unit ℓ2-norm vector. Based on the spectral decomposition,

the trace of ⊕n
i=1 xi = ⊕n

i=1(x̄i, xi,0) ∈ V equals the sum of the traces of its components, namely, tr
(⊕n

i=1 xi

)
=∑n

i=1 tr(xi), and its inner product with another element ⊕n
i=1 yi = ⊕n

i=1(ȳi, yi,0) ∈ V is given by:

( n⊕
i=1

xi

)
⬩
( n⊕
i=1

yi

)
=

n∑
i=1

(xi • yi) =

n∑
i=1

xT
i yi.

The exponential of ⊕n
i=1 xi = ⊕n

i=1(x̄i, xi,0) ∈ V is the concatenation of the exponentials of its components:

(2.7) exp
( n⊕
i=1

xi

)
=

n⊕
i=1

exp(xi).

3 Approximate a zero-sum game

In this section, we introduce a zero-sum game in an EJA system and present a method to solve it approximately.
This game forms the basis for designing our algorithms for the SIB problems. Although our focus is in the EJA
space of the product cone (2.3), our results can be directly extended to other EJAs and symmetric cones.

Let C be the product cone defined in (2.3) and let (V, ⋄,⬩) be the underlying EJA. Let U be a finite-
dimensional vector space and let f : U→ V be a linear transformation that maps a vector x ∈ U to V. Let A be
a closed convex subset of U and let B be the set of all trace-one elements in C, namely B≜

{
y ∈ C : tr(y) = 1

}
.

Consider a zero-sum game between two players Alice and Bob as follows: Alice plays a point x ∈ A, and Bob
plays a point y ∈ B. For a pair of points (x,y) ∈ A× B played by Alice and Bob, the payoff gained by Alice
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(and the loss Bob incurs) is given by f(x) ⬩ y. Since the function f(x) ⬩ y is linear with respect to both x and
y, a generalized version of von Neumann’s minimax theorem [34] implies:

max
x∈A

min
y∈B

f(x) ⬩ y = min
y∈B

max
x∈A

f(x) ⬩ y = λ∗,

where the common value λ∗ is known as the value of this game. Let ε > 0 be an error parameter. We want to
approximately solve this game up to an additive error ε, namely, find x̃ ∈ A and ỹ ∈ B such that:

(3.1)

min
y∈B

f(x̃) ⬩ y ≥ λ∗ − ε,

max
x∈A

f(x) ⬩ ỹ ≤ λ∗ + ε.

We assume that for any given y ∈ B, there is an efficient algorithm that provides the best response for Alice,
i.e. the algorithm outputs a point x ∈ A that maximizes f(x)⬩y. We call this algorithm the Oracle. Moreover,
we assume that for all y ∈ B, the best response x ∈ A always satisfies ∥f(x)∥∞ ≤ ρ. The quantity ρ is designated
as the width of the Oracle.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose the linear map f : U → V can be computed in O(F ) time. Given an error parameter
ε ∈ (0, 2ρ], there is an algorithm that approximately solves the zero-sum game up to an additive error ε using
O(ρ2 log(n)/ε2) calls to the Oracle, with an additional processing time of O(F + nd) per call.

Proof. Let T = ⌈ 4ρ2 ln(2n)
ε2 ⌉ and η =

√
ln(2n)

T (note that η ≤ 1). Consider a multi-round process as follows:

Bob plays first, with the initial strategy y(1) = e
2n , where e and 2n are the identity element and the rank of V

respectively. In each round t = 1, . . . , T , Alice chooses x(t) to be the best response to y(t) by calling the Oracle,
and consequently Bob plays the following point in the next round:

(3.2) y(t+1) =
exp(−η

ρ

∑t
τ=1 f(x

(τ)))

tr
(
exp(−η

ρ

∑t
τ=1 f(x

(τ)))
) .

It is easily seen that every y(t) (including y(1) and those produced by (3.2)) is in B because its eigenvalues

are strictly positive (which means it is in the product cone C) and its trace is 1. Let x̃ = 1
T

∑T
t=1 x

(t) and

ỹ = 1
T

∑T
t=1 y

(t). By convexity of the sets A and B, we know that x̃ ∈ A and ỹ ∈ B. Furthermore, we claim
that:

(3.3) λ∗
(i)

≤ max
x∈A

f(x) ⬩ ỹ
(ii)

≤ 1

T

T∑
t=1

f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t)
(iii)

≤ min
y∈B

f(x̃) ⬩ y + ε
(iv)

≤ λ∗ + ε.

Thus (x̃, ỹ) is a pair of points that satisfies condition (3.1).
The inequalities (i) and (iv) are because

max
x∈A

f(x) ⬩ ỹ ≥ min
y∈B

max
x∈A

f(x) ⬩ y = λ∗, and min
y∈B

f(x̃) ⬩ y ≤ max
x∈A

min
y∈B

f(x) ⬩ y = λ∗.

Let x∗ be any point in the set A. Since x(t) is the point that maximizes the payoff in each round, we know that

f(x∗) ⬩ ỹ =
1

T

T∑
t=1

f(x∗) ⬩ y(t) ≤ 1

T

T∑
t=1

f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t).

Replacing x∗ with argmaxx∈A f(x) ⬩ ỹ in the above, we obtain inequality (ii). In what follows, we justify the
correctness of inequality (iii) thus the proof of (3.3) is completed.
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Let w(1) = e and w(t) = exp(−η
ρ

∑t−1
τ=1 f(x

(τ))) for t = 2, . . . , T + 1. By the generalized Golden-Thompson

inequality (2.2), we have:

tr(w(T+1)) = tr
(
exp

(
− η

ρ

T∑
t=1

f(x(t))
))

≤ tr
(
exp

(
− η

ρ

T−1∑
t=1

f(x(t))
)
⋄ exp

(
− η

ρ
f(x(T ))

))
= w(T ) ⬩ exp

(
− η

ρ
f(x(T ))

)
Let

∑2n
k=1 λk

(
− η

ρ f(x
(T ))

)
qk be the spectral decomposition of −η

ρ f(x
(T )). Since η ≤ 1, and by our assumption

that ∥f(x(T ))∥∞ ≤ ρ, we have λk

(
− η

ρ f(x
(T ))

)
∈ [−1, 1], ∀k ∈ [2n]. Then,

(3.4)

exp
(
− η

ρ
f(x(T ))

)
=

2n∑
k=1

exp
(
λk

(
− η

ρ
f(x(T ))

))
qk

⪯C

2n∑
k=1

(
1 + λk

(
− η

ρ
f(x(T ))

)
+ λ2

k

(
− η

ρ
f(x(T ))

))
qk

=

2n∑
k=1

qk − η

ρ

2n∑
k=1

λk

(
f(x(T ))

)
qk +

η2

ρ2

2n∑
k=1

λ2
k

(
f(x(T ))

)
qk

= e− η

ρ
f(x(T )) +

η2

ρ2
(
f(x(T ))

)2
,

where the generalized inequality is because ex ≤ 1 + x+ x2, ∀x ∈ [−1, 1]. Consequently,

tr(w(T+1)) ≤ w(T ) ⬩ exp
(
− η

ρ
f(x(T ))

)
(a)

≤ w(T ) ⬩
(
e− η

ρ
f(x(T )) +

η2

ρ2
(
f(x(T ))

)2)
= tr(w(T ))− η

ρ
f(x(T )) ⬩w(T ) +

η2

ρ2
(
f(x(T ))

)2
⬩w(T )

(b)
= tr(w(T )) ·

(
1− η

ρ
f(x(T )) ⬩ y(T ) +

η2

ρ2
(
f(x(T ))

)2
⬩ y(T )

)
(c)

≤ tr(w(T )) · exp
(
− η

ρ
f(x(T )) ⬩ y(T ) +

η2

ρ2
(
f(x(T ))

)2
⬩ y(T )

)
Here (a) follows from (3.4) and the self-duality of C; (b) uses the fact that y(T ) = w(T )

tr(w(T ))
; and (c) is because

1 + x ≤ ex, ∀x ∈ R. By induction, we see that

tr(w(T+1)) ≤ 2n · exp
(
−

T∑
t=1

η

ρ
f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t) +

T∑
t=1

η2

ρ2
(
f(x(t))

)2
⬩ y(t)

)
,

where 2n = tr(w(1)) = tr(e). Moreover, since ∥ 1
ρ f(x

(t))∥∞ ≤ 1, we also have ∥ 1
ρ2

(
f(x(t))

)2∥∞ ≤ 1. Together

with the fact that ∥y(t)∥∞ ≤ 1, we obtain an upperbound on tr(w(T+1)):

(3.5) tr(w(T+1)) ≤ 2n · exp
(
− η

ρ

T∑
t=1

f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t) + η2T
)
.
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On the other hand, we can also establish a lowerbound onw(T+1). Let λmin(·) (resp., λmax(·)) be the minimum
(resp., maximum) eigenvalue, we have:

(3.6)

tr(w(T+1)) =

2n∑
k=1

λk

(
exp

(
− η

ρ

T∑
t=1

f(x(t))
))

≥ λmax

(
exp

(
− η

ρ

T∑
t=1

f(x(t))
))

= exp
(
λmax

(
− η

ρ

T∑
t=1

f(x(t))
))

= exp
(
− η

ρ
λmin

( T∑
t=1

f(x(t))
))

.

Combine the upperbound (3.5) and the lowerbound (3.6), we have:

2n · exp
(
− η

ρ

T∑
t=1

f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t) + η2T
)
≥ exp

(
− η

ρ
λmin

( T∑
t=1

f(x(t))
))

.

Taking logarithmic on both sides and scaling by ρ
ηT gives:

ρ ln(2n)

ηT
− 1

T

T∑
t=1

f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t) + ηρ ≥ − 1

T
λmin

( T∑
t=1

f(x(t))
)
= −λmin

(
f(x̃)

)
.

Substitute T = ⌈ 4ρ2 ln(2n)
ε2 ⌉ and η =

√
ln(2n)

T in the above, and rearrange the terms, we have:

(3.7)
1

T

T∑
t=1

f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t) ≤ λmin

(
f(x̃)

)
+ ε.

To show that inequality (iii) in (3.3) is true, it remains to prove that λmin

(
f(x̃)

)
≤ miny∈B f(x̃) ⬩ y. Let y∗

be any point in the set B, and let
∑2n

k=1 λk

(
f(x̃)

)
qk be the spectral decomposition of f(x̃). Then,

f(x̃) ⬩ y∗ = tr
(
f(x̃) ⋄ y∗) = tr

( 2n∑
k=1

λk

(
f(x̃)

)
qk ⋄ y∗

)
=

2n∑
k=1

λk

(
f(x̃)

)
· tr(qk ⋄ y∗)

≥ λmin

(
f(x̃)

) 2n∑
k=1

tr(qk ⋄ y∗) = λmin

(
f(x̃)

)
· tr(e ⋄ y∗) = λmin

(
f(x̃)

)
.

Replacing y∗ with argminy∈B f(x̃) ⬩ y in the above inequality completes the proof of (3.3).

Running time. We now analyze the processing time between two consecutive Oracle calls. Consider the
(t + 1)-th round of the process, let x(1), . . . ,x(t) be the past strategies of Alice, the algorithm generates y(t)

by performing (3.2). Assuming that
∑t−1

τ=1 f(x
(τ)) is recorded, we need to compute the linear map f(x(t)) and

−η
ρ

∑t
τ=1 f(x

(τ)), which takes O(F + nd) time, and perform an exponentiation and normalization step. By (2.7)

and the definition of exp(·), the computation of exp(−η
ρ

∑t
τ=1 f(x

(τ))) follows from the spectral decompositions

of its constituent parts, where each of the latter lies in the EJA space of Qd+1. Because there are n components,
this takes O(nd) time (recall (2.6) and (2.4)). The normalization is a simple scaling of the results, which also
takes O(nd) time. In summary, the additional processing time in each round is O(F + nd).

4 Smallest intersecting balls

Let Ωi, i = 1, . . . , n, n > 1, be nonempty compact (i.e. closed and bounded) convex sets in the Euclidean space
R

d. The SIB problem is to find a ball B(z, r) with the smallest radius r ≥ 0 such that B(z, r)∩Ωi ̸= ∅, ∀i ∈ [n].
It can be modeled as the following optimization problem:

(4.1)

minimize
z,v1,...,vn,r

r

subject to ∥z − vi∥ ≤ r, ∀i ∈ [n],

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n].
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Proposition 4.1. Let Ωi, i = 1, . . . , n, n > 1, be closed bounded convex sets in Rd.

(i) Consider the optimization problem (4.1). Then (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) is an optimal solution of this problem if
and only if B(z, r) is a smallest intersecting ball satisfies B(z, r) ∩ Ωi ̸= ∅, ∀i ∈ [n].

(ii) (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) is an optimal solution of problem 4.1 only if z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1).

(iii) The optimization problem (4.1) is a convex program and a solution always exists.

(iv) In general, the solution of problem (4.1) may not be unique.

Proof. (i) Let (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) be an optimal solution of problem (4.1), so r is the optimal value. Then the ball
B(z, r) intersects every Ωi with radius r. Assume there exists a ball B(z′, r′) with a smaller radius r′ < r that
also intersects every Ωi. For i = 1, . . . , n, let v′

i be a point in B(z′, r′) ∩ Ωi, so ∥z′ − v′
i∥ ≤ r′ and v′

i ∈ Ωi. Then
(z′,v′

1, . . . ,v
′
n, r

′) is a feasible solution of the optimization problem (4.1) and its objective value r′ is smaller than
r, which is a contradictory result.

We now justify the converse. Let B(z, r) be a smallest intersecting ball, so B(z, r)∩Ωi ̸= ∅,∀i ∈ [n], and r is
the smallest radius. For i = 1, . . . , n, let vi be a point in B(z, r)∩Ωi. Then (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) is a feasible solution
of (4.1) and its objective value is r. Assume that (4.1) has a solution (z′, q′

1, . . . , q
′
n, r

′) with smaller objective
value r′ < r. Then B(z′, r′) intersects every Ωi and its radius is smaller than B(z, r), which is a contradiction.

(ii) Let D be the convex hull conv({Ωi}ni=1). Assume there exists a solution (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) such that
z /∈ D. Let z′ = Π(z, D) be the Euclidean projection from z to D. We have ∥z − z′∥ > 0. For every i ∈ [n],

r2 ≥ ∥vi − z∥2 = ∥vi − z′∥2 + ∥z′ − z∥2 + 2⟨vi − z′, z′ − z⟩.

From the projection theorem [4, Theorem 9.8], we know ⟨vi − z′, z′ − z⟩ ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ [n]. Therefore, ∥vi − z∥2 >
∥vi − z′∥2, ∀i ∈ [n]. Let r′ = maxi∈[n] ∥vi − z′∥. Then r′ < r, and (z′,v1, . . . ,vn, r

′) is a better solution.

(iii) Since the objective function is linear and Ωi are closed convex sets, to see that the problem is a convex
problem, it suffices to show the constraint functions ∥z − vi∥ − r are convex. Let g(z,v, r) = ∥z − v∥ − r. Then
g is linear w.r.t. r. Since the ℓ2 distance function ∥z − v∥ is convex, g is a convex function. Consequently, every
constraint g(z,vi, r) ≤ 0 generates a convex region.

From (ii) we know that introducing an additional constraint z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1 will not change the optimal
set. Moreover, r ≥ 0 is an implicit constraint from ∥z − vi∥ ≤ r. Problem (4.1) is equivalent to:

minimize
z,v1,...,vn,r

r

subject to ∥z − vi∥ ≤ r, ∀i ∈ [n],

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n],

z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1),

r ≥ 0.

Let U = Rd × · · · ×Rd ×R. The feasible region of the above problem is:

F=
{
(z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) ∈ U : ∥z − vi∥ ≤ r,vi ∈ Ωi,∀i ∈ [n], z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1), r ≥ 0

}
.

Let x = (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) and h(x) = r. Let r∗ = infx∈Fh(x). Define a minimizing sequence {x(t)} ⊆ F such
that h(x(t)) → r∗. Since F is closed and bounded for z,v1, . . . ,vn, and r is closed and bounded from below, the
sequence {x(t)} is bounded. The Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem [31, Theorem 3.6] guarantees that there exists a
subsequence {x(ts)} converging to some point x∗ ∈ F. Finally, h(x(ts)) → h(x∗) = r∗, i.e. x∗ is an optimum.

(iv) Let n = 2 and d = 2. Consider the problem generated by the convex sets

Ω1 = {(x, y) ∈ R2 : 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, y = 0},
Ω2 = {(x, y) ∈ R2 : 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, y = 1}.

Then for any x ∈ [0, 1], z = (x, 1
2 ),v1 = (x, 0),v2 = (x, 1), r = 1

2 is a solution of this problem.
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Ω1 Ω2

Ω3

(1
+
ε)
r̂

(1
+
ε)
r̂

Ω1 Ω2

Ω3
conv({Ωi}ni=1)

piercing point

Figure 1: Left: the feasibility test problem. Right: the corresponding piercing problem.

Throughout this work, we assume ∩n
i=1Ωi = ∅. Consequently, the optimal value r∗ of problem (4.1) satisfies

r∗ > 0. Let ε > 0 be an error parameter. We say (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) is an (1+ε)-approximate solution of (4.1) (and
accordingly B(z, r) is an (1+ε)-approximate SIB of the convex sets) if it is feasible and satisfies r ≤ (1+ε)r∗. To
find an (1 + ε)-approximate solution, we first consider a decision version of this problem. Given r̂ > 0, we want
to either determine r̂ < r∗ or verify that (1 + ε)r̂ ≥ r∗. For the latter case, we find a feasible solution of (4.1)
with objective value at most (1 + ε)r̂. We call this decision problem a feasibility test problem (FTP):

Given r̂ > 0 and ε > 0, find z,v1, . . . ,vn, r such that

r ≤ (1 + ε)r̂,

∥z − vi∥ ≤ r, ∀i ∈ [n],

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n],

z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1).

(4.2)

The FTP can be interpreted as finding an intersecting ball whose center is in conv({Ωi}ni=1) and radius is at
most (1 + ε)r̂. Define the distance function generated by a set Ω as dist(p,Ω) = inf{∥p − v∥ : v ∈ Ω} and the
α-neighborhood of Ω as N(Ω, α) = {p ∈ Rd : dist(p,Ω) ≤ α}, where α is a nonnegative value. The FTP problem
can also be viewed as finding a point in the region:( n∩

i=1
N
(
Ωi, (1 + ε)r̂

)) ∩ conv
(
{Ωi}ni=1

)
.

The problem is known as the piercing (or stabbing) problem, and the point in the intersecting region is called a
piercing point. See Figure 1 for an illustration of the FTP and the corresponding piercing problem.

LetD be the diameter of conv({Ωi}ni=1) (note that we neither explicitly construct the convex hull nor compute
its diameter, as will be explained later). It is easily seen that r∗ ≤ D. Henceforth, we assume the parameter r̂ of
the FTP satisfies r̂ ≤ D. An algorithm for solving the FTP is presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let D be the diameter of conv({Ωi}ni=1). Assume an Oracle with running time O(S). Given

r̂ ∈ (0, D] and an error parameter ε ∈ (0, 4
√
2D
r̂ ], there is an iterative algorithm that solves the feasibility test

problem (4.2) in O(D
2 logn
ε2r̂2 ) iterations, with a processing time of O(S + nd) per iteration.

Proof. The proof is organized as follows: we first discuss how the FTP can be reduced to a zero-sum game and
how to employ the algorithm introduced in Theorem 3.1 to solve it, then we present the implementation details
and compute the width of the Oracle. In the end, we state the running time of this method.

(i) Reduction to zero-sum game. Let U = Rd × · · · ×Rd ×R, and let f : U→ V be a linear map defined as

(4.3) f(z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) =
n⊕

i=1
(z − vi, r).
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By the characterization of second-order cones (2.5), the constraint ∥z−vi∥ ≤ r is equivalent to (z−vi, r) ∈ Qd+1.
Then (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) is a feasible solution of (4.2) only if f(z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) ∈ C, where C is the product cone
defined in (2.3). Let B= {y : tr(y) = 1} be the set of trace-one elements in C. By self-duality of C, we know
that f(z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) ∈ C only if

(4.4) f(z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) ⬩ y ≥ 0, ∀y ∈ B.

Let x = (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) and let O∗ ⊆ U be the optimal set of the optimization problem (4.1). Then for any
x ∈ O∗ and y ∈ B we have f(x) ⬩ y ≥ 0. Define the convex set

A=
{
(z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) ∈ U : z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1), vi ∈ Ωi,∀i ∈ [n], r ≤ r̂

}
.

From Proposition 4.1, we know that (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) is an optimal solution of (4.1) only if z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1).
Therefore, if r̂ ≥ r∗, we have O∗ ⊆ A, and consequently

(4.5) max
x∈A

min
y∈B

f(x) ⬩ y ≥ 0,

which means the value λ∗ of the zero-sum game with f and A as defined is nonnegative. Conversely, if λ∗ < 0,
we have O∗ ∩ A= ∅ and r̂ < r∗.

Assume an Oracle with width ρ that provides the best response x ∈ A to every y ∈ B. We employ the
algorithm described in Theorem 3.1 to solve the zero-sum game up to an additive error of εr̂/

√
2. During the

process of the algorithm, if there is a certain round t such that maxx∈A f(x) ⬩ y(t) < 0, then the value of the
game λ∗ < 0 and O∗ ∩ A= ∅. In which case we terminate the algorithm and conclude that r̂ < r∗. Conversely,
if we have f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t) ≥ 0 for all t = 1, . . . , T , then

∑T
t=1 f(x

(t)) ⬩ y(t) ≥ 0 and inequality (3.7) implies

λmin

(
f(x̃)

)
+ εr̂/

√
2 ≥ 0, where x̃ = (z̃, ṽ1, . . . , ṽn, r̃). Consequently,

(4.6) λmin

( n⊕
i=1

(z̃ − ṽi, r̃)
)
+

εr̂√
2
≥ 0 =⇒

n⊕
i=1

(z̃ − ṽi, r̃) +
εr̂√
2
e ∈ C =⇒

n⊕
i=1

(z̃ − ṽi, r̃ + εr̂) ∈ C,

where e = ⊕n
i=1(0,

√
2) is the identity element of C. Since z̃ = 1

T

∑
t z

(t), ṽi =
1
T

∑
t v

(t)
i are the mean of points

in convex sets, we have z̃ ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1) and ṽi ∈ Ωi,∀i ∈ [n]. Moreover, r̃ + εr̂ = 1
T

∑
t r

(t) + εr̂ ≤ (1 + ε)r̂.
Together with (4.6), we conclude that in this case (z̃, ṽ1, . . . , ṽn, r̃ + εr̂) is a solution of the FTP (4.2).

(ii) Implementation of Oracle. For any given y ∈ B, the Oracle finds x = argmaxx∈A f(x) ⬩ y. Let
x = (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) ∈ U and y = ⊕n

i=1(ȳi, yi,0) ∈ V, the problem can be formatted as:

(4.7)

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i vi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r

subject to z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1),

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n],

r ≤ r̂.

Observe that in the above problem the constraints on z, each vi, and r are independent. The problem can be
decomposed into smaller sub-problems and be solved separately. For r, since the coefficient

∑n
i=1 yi,0 = 1√

2
, the

optimum is always r = r̂. For each vi, the corresponding sub-problem is min
{
ȳT
i vi : vi ∈ Ωi

}
. Let h =

∑n
i=1 ȳi.

The sub-problem for z is max
{
hTz : z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1)

}
. Since the sets Ωi are compact, we have

max
{
hTz : z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1)

}
= max

i∈[n]

(
max

{
hTz : z ∈ Ωi

})
.

To summarize, the sub-problems for ⊕n
i=1 vi and z can both be addressed by solving a sequence of n linear

optimization problems as follows:

(4.8) max
{
hT
i w : w ∈ Ωi

}
, for i = 1, . . . , n,
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where hi =
∑

i ȳi for z, and hi = −ȳi for vi. Therefore, if there is an algorithm that solves (4.8) in O(S′) time,
then there is an Oracle that solves (4.7) in O(S′ + nd) time, where the additional processing time of O(nd) is
for computing the vector

∑
i ȳi.

(iii) Width of Oracle. Let (z,v1, . . . ,vn, r) be the output of the Oracle. The width ρ is an upperbound
on the infinity norm of ⊕n

i=1(z − vi, r) over all possible inputs y ∈ B. Since z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1) and vi ∈ Ωi, we
have ∥z − vi∥ ≤ D, ∀i ∈ [n]. Consequently,∥∥∥ n⊕

i=1
(z − vi, r)

∥∥∥
∞

= max
k∈[2n]

∣∣∣λk

( n⊕
i=1

(z − vi, r)
)∣∣∣

≤ max
i∈[n]

∥z − vi∥+ r

≤ D + r

≤ 2D.

For the last inequality, we used the fact that r ≤ r̂ ≤ D. Therefore, the Oracle has a width of 2D.

(iv) Running time analysis. By our assumption that ε ≤ 4
√
2D
r̂ , the additive error εr̂/

√
2 is at most 2ρ thus

satisfies the condition in Theorem 3.1. The number of iterations for solving the zero-sum game up to an additive

error of εr̂/
√
2 is T = ⌈ 32D2 ln(2n)

ε2r̂2 ⌉. In each iteration, the algorithm computes (3.2) and calls the Oracle to
solve (4.7). Because the computation of the linear map (4.3) takes O(nd) time (i.e. O(F ) = O(nd)), the running
time for computing (3.2) is O(nd). Suppose there is an Oracle with running time O(S). The running time
of each iteration is O(S + nd). In particular, if we use the Oracle described in (ii), the running time of each
iteration becomes O(S′ + nd), where O(S′) is the time for solving (4.8).

Given the algorithm for solving FTPs, one can obtain an (1 + ε)-approximation solution to the optimization
problem (4.1) via binary search. However, this leads to an additional factor of O(log 1

ε ) in the running time.
Moreover, the diameter D is yet to be determined and computing the exact quantity could be a challenging
problem. In the following theorem, we propose general approaches to address these problems.

Theorem 4.2. Let R = D
r∗ , where D is the diameter of conv({Ωi}ni=1) and r∗ is the optimal value of (4.1).

Assume an Oracle with running time O(S). Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that

computes an (1 + ε)-approximate solution of problem (4.1) in O(R
2(S+nd) logn

ε2 ) time.

Proof. (i) From FTP to optimization. Let L0 = 0, U0 = D, r̂1 = L0 + 1
3 (U0 − L0) and ε1 = 1

3r̂1
(U0 − L0).

Employ the algorithm described in Theorem 4.1 to solve an FTP with the parameters r̂1 and ε1 (note that r̂1
and ε1 satisfy the conditions of Theorem 4.1). Then we can either conclude r̂1 < r∗ or find a feasible solution
(x,v1, . . . ,vn, r) with r ≤ (1+ ε1)r̂1. For the former case, we let L1 = L0 +

1
3 (U0 −L0) and U1 = U0; and for the

latter case, we let L1 = L0 and U1 = L0 +
2
3 (U0 − L0). Then for both cases, we have:

L1 < r∗ ≤ U1, where (U1 − L1) =
2

3
(U0 − L0).

Repeat this process by setting r̂τ = Lτ−1 + 1
3 (Uτ−1 − Lτ−1) and ετ = 1

3r̂τ
(Uτ−1 − Lτ−1) for τ ≥ 2, until the

resultant Lτ and Uτ satisfy Uτ ≤ (1 + ε)Lτ . The last solution (x,v1, . . . ,vn, r) we obtained from this process
has value r ≤ Uτ ≤ (1 + ε)Lτ < (1 + ε)r∗, thus is an (1 + ε)-approximate solution of (4.1). For the parameters
r̂τ and ετ , we have ετ r̂τ = 1

2 (Uτ −Lτ ). Since (Uτ −Lτ ) shrinks by a constant fraction in each step, the quantity
ετ r̂τ also decreases geometrically. The total running time will be dominated by the time for solving the last FTP

(with the smallest 1
4εr

∗ ≤ ετ r̂τ ≤ 1
2εr

∗), which is O(R
2(S+nd) logn

ε2 ).

(ii) Working with unkown diameter. To make the algorithm work, it remains to determine the diameter D of
the convex hull conv({Ωi}ni=1). The quantity D serves two purposes in our algorithm. Firstly, it is an upperbound
on the optimal value r∗; and secondly, it is related to the width of the Oracle. For the first purpose, there are
many alternative approaches to obtain an initial upperbound on r∗. Instead of using the exact value of D, we can
pick a point vi in each Ωi (which should be straightforward in most cases) and compute E = maxi∈[n] ∥vi − v1∥.
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It is clear that the ball B(v1, E) intersects each Ωi. Thus E is a suitable upperbound on r∗ and we use U0 = E
when employing the searching strategy described in (i).

For the second purpose, to ensure the algorithm’s running time retains the same asymptotic order, it suffices
to compute a constant approximation of the Oracle width ρ, which in the current context is to compute a
constant approximation of the diameter D. Nevertheless, it could be a challenging problem itself (e.g. when Ωi

are boxes, ellipsoids, etc.). Here we introduce a doubling trick to address this scenario. Recall that the width
ρ is an upperbound on ∥f(x)∥∞ for all possible output x of the Oracle. The purpose of introducing ρ is to
ensure that the eigenvalues of f(x)/ρ consistently fall within the range [−1, 1], thereby all the inequalities in the
proof of Theorem 3.1 can work appropriately. Therefore, instead of bounding the infinity norm of f(x) for all
possible x, it suffices to find an upperbound on ∥f(x(t))∥∞ for all x(t) that appear in the runtime. Let ρ1 = 2E
be a foresight estimation on the upperbound. We first run the algorithm described in (i) with the estimated
width ρ1. Note that since we take E as the initial U0, we have ε1r̂1√

2
< E ≤ D < 2ρ1 and the condition on the

error parameter in Theorem 4.1 is always satisfied. During the runtime, if there exists a certain iteration t such
that the value of ∥f(x(t))∥∞ exceeds ρ1, we terminate the algorithm and set ρ2 = 2ρ1. Repeat this process by
setting ρτ = 2ρτ−1 for τ ≥ 2, until we reach a sufficiently large value ρfinal so that the algorithm can complete
its full process and compute an (1 + ε)-approximate solution of (4.1) using the width ρfinal. Since ρ1, . . . , ρfinal

form a geometric series, the total running time of this approach is dominated by O(
ρ2
final(S+nd) logn

(εr∗)2 ). Moreover,

if ρfinal ̸= ρ1, there must exists an Oracle output x(t) such that ∥f(x(t))∥∞ > ρfinal/2, in which case we have
ρfinal/2 < ρ and consequently ρfinal < 2ρ ≤ 4D. Otherwise, if ρfinal = ρ1 = 2E, we have ρfinal ≤ 2D. For both
cases, the total running time is of the same asymptotic order as before.

In the remainder of this section, we present the implementation details of the Oracle for specific examples
of the SIB problem and state the corresponding running times of our algorithms.

4.1 Convex polytopes Let Pi, i = 1, . . . , n, n > 1, be non-empty finite point sets in the Euclidean space

R
d, where Pi consists of mi points. For each i ∈ [n], the convex hull conv(Pi) is a convex polytope. Let

Ωi = conv(Pi) for i = 1, . . . , n. Then the SIB problem becomes finding a smallest ball that intersects every
polytope Ωi. SIB of convex polytopes covers many important problems in the literature. For example, when each
point set Pi contains only one point (in which Ωi are singletons), the problem becomes the smallest enclosing
ball problem; when there are only two polytopes (i.e. n = 2), it becomes the polytope distance problem, which
is also known to be the dual problem of hard-margin SVM if the polytopes are linearly separable [19]; when the
polytopes are line segments (i.e. mi = 2,∀i ∈ [n]), the problem is to find the intersection radius for a set of
line segments [6].

Employing the algorithm described in Theorem 4.2 to find an (1 + ε)-approximate SIB for the set of convex
polytopes, the Oracle problem (4.7) becomes:

(4.9)

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i vi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r

subject to z ∈ conv({Pi}ni=1),

vi ∈ conv(Pi), ∀i ∈ [n],

r ≤ r̂.

From Theorem 4.1, we see that the above problem can be reduced to a sequence of linear optimization problems
in the form of (4.8), which in the current context becomes:

(4.10) max
{
hT
i w : w ∈ conv(Pi)

}
, for i = 1, . . . , n.

For each i ∈ [n], the above problem can be solved by computing the function value hT
i w for every point w ∈ Pi

because max
{
hT
i w : w ∈ conv(Pi)

}
= max

{
hT
i w : w ∈ Pi

}
. Therefore, let N be the number of non-zero

coordinates in the input sets P1, . . . ,Pn, problem (4.10) can be solved in O(N) time, and there is an Oracle
that solves problem (4.9) in O(N + nd) time.

Corollary 4.1. Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that computes an (1 + ε)-approximate

SIB for a set of convex polytopes with a running time of O(R
2(N+nd) logn

ε2 ).
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Figure 2: Left: the original convex polytope. Middle: the reduced polytopes (with ν1 = ν2 = 1
2 ), the SIB and the

optimal separating hyperplane thereof. Right: the corresponding soft-margin SVM.

Remark 4.1. Here we present the running times of our algorithm for several important special cases.

• Smallest enclosing ball (SEB). When Ωi are singletons, the SIB problem is identical to SEB. Let D be the
diameter of conv({Ωi}ni=1). The optimal radius r∗ satisfies r∗ ≥ D

2 , and consequently the ratio R = D
r∗ ≤ 2.

Moreover, we have N ≤ nd. The running time can be simplified to O(nd logn
ε2 ).

• Polytope distance. In this case, we have n = 2 and the running time is O(R
2(N+d)
ε2 ).

• SIB of line segments. In this case, mi = 2 for all i ∈ [n], and consequently O(N) is at most O(nd). The

running time can be simplified to O(R
2nd logn

ε2 ).

4.2 Reduced polytopes Given a point setP= {p1, . . . ,pm} inRd, every point in conv(P) can be represented

by a convex combination of the points in P. In other words, conv(P) =
{∑m

j=1 bjpj : b ∈ ∆m−1
}
, where

∆m−1 =
{
b ∈ Rm

+ : 1T b = 1
}
is the (m− 1)-dimensional simplex. For a given point v ∈ conv(P), we say b is a

barycentric coordinate of v if b ∈ ∆m−1 and
∑

j bjpj = v.

Let P1, . . . ,Pn, n > 1, be non-empty finite point sets in the Euclidean space Rd, where Pi consists of mi

points. For i = 1, . . . , n, let Vi be a d×mi matrix such that the entires in its j-th column corresponds to
the coordinates of the j-th point in Pi. Then the convex polytopes generated by Pi can be characterized as
conv(Pi) =

{
Vibi : bi ∈ ∆mi−1

}
. Let ν1, . . . , νn be parameters satisfing νi ∈ [ 1

mi
, 1]. We say Ωi is a reduced

polytope generated by Pi and νi if

Ωi =
{
Vibi : bi ∈ ∆mi−1, bi ≤ νi

}
.

Let Ω1, . . . ,Ωn be convex sets defined as above. Then the SIB problem becomes finding the smallest ball that
intersects the reduced polytopes. Note that if νi = 1 for all i ∈ [n], the problem is identical to the SIB problem
for convex polytopes in Section 4.1. In general, the radius r∗ of an SIB that intersects Ω1, . . . ,Ωn may be larger
than the one that intersects conv(P1), . . . , conv(Pn). On the other hand, the diameter D of conv({Ωi}ni=1) may
be smaller than the diameter of conv({Pi}ni=1). As a special case, when there are only two reduced polytopes
(i.e. n = 2), the problem becomes computing the distance between them, which is known to be the dual problem
of the famous ℓ1-loss C-SVM and ν-SVM problems [5, 15]. See Figure 2 for an illustration of their relationship.

Employing the algorithm described in Theorem 4.2 to find an (1 + ε)-approximate SIB for the set of reduced
polytopes, the Oracle problem (4.7) becomes:

(4.11)

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i vi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r

subject to z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1),

vi ∈
{
Vibi : bi ∈ ∆mi−1, bi ≤ νi

}
, ∀i ∈ [n],

r ≤ r̂.
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The sub-problem (4.8) becomes:

(4.12) max
{
hT
i w : w = Vibi, bi ∈ ∆mi−1, bi ≤ νi

}
, for i = 1, . . . , n.

For each i ∈ [n], if we substitute the variable w by Vibi and let h̄i = V T
i hi, then the above problem becomes

max
{
h̄T
i bi : bi ∈ ∆mi−1, bi ≤ νi

}
, which is optimizing a linear function w.r.t. the barycentric coordinate over

the “reduced” simplex. Let k = ⌈ 1
νi
⌉. The problem can be solved by identifying the top-k largest entries in h̄i.

Let j1, . . . , jk be the indices of these entries, where h̄i,j1 ≥ h̄i,j2 ≥ · · · ≥ h̄i,jk . Then the optimum is given by:

bi,j =


νi, for j = j1, . . . , jk−1,

1− νi(k − 1), for j = jk,

0, otherwise.

Employing the median-of-medians algorithm [14, Sec. 9.3] to find the k-th largest entry in hi, the above solution
can be computed in O(mi) time. As a consequence, let M =

∑
i mi and let N be the number of non-zeros

in the input, the sub-problem (4.12) can be solved in O(M) time, with an additional time of O(N) to compute
h̄i = V T

i hi. Assuming each point set Pi contains at most one origin point (otherwise we remove duplications), the
time is dominated by O(N). Therefore, there is an Oracle that solves (4.11) with a running time of O(N +nd).

Corollary 4.2. Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that computes an (1 + ε)-approximate

SIB for a set of reduced polytopes with a running time of O(R
2(N+nd) logn

ε2 ).

Remark 4.2. The running time of our algorithm for a set of reduced polytopes is no worse than the one for the
original convex polytopes because the ratio R = D

r∗ can only decrease. For the special case of soft-margin SVM

where there are only two reduced polytopes (i.e. n = 2), the running time of our algorithm is O(R
2(N+d)
ε2 ).

4.3 Axis-aligned bounding boxes (AABBs) AABBs are frequently used as approximations of point sets,
and are also being used to model imprecise input points [26]. Let Ω1, . . . ,Ωn, be non-empty AABBs in the
Euclidean space Rd. Then the SIB problem becomes finding an SIB for a set of AABBs. To solve this problem,
we can represent each AABB as a convex polytope and apply the algorithm described in Section 4.1. The same
idea is used by Löffler and van Kreveld [26] to solve the problem in two dimensions, where they applied the
algorithm of Jadhav et al. [22]. Nevertheless, it is inefficient in high dimensions because the number of vertices
of an AABB grows exponentially with the dimensionality. Therefore, instead of viewing each AABB as a convex
polytope, we represent it by the minimal and maximal value of its coordinates in each dimension. That is,

Ωi =
{
vi : ℓi ≤ vi ≤ ui

}
, i = 1, . . . , n,

where ℓ1, . . . , ℓn and u1, . . . ,un are vectors in Rd satisfying ℓi ≤ ui,∀i ∈ [n].
Employing the algorithm described in Theorem 4.2 to find an (1+ ε)-approximate SIB for the set of AABBs,

the Oracle problem (4.7) becomes:

(4.13)

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i vi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r

subject to z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1),

ℓi ≤ vi ≤ ui, ∀i ∈ [n],

r ≤ r̂.

The sub-problem (4.8) becomes:

(4.14) max
{
hT
i w : ℓi ≤ w ≤ ui

}
, for i = 1, . . . , n.
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For each i ∈ [n], the above problem can be solved by identifying the sign of hi,j for j = 1, . . . , d. That is,

wj =

{
ℓi,j , if hi,j < 0,

ui,j , otherwise.

The above solution can be computed in O(d) time, and consequently problem (4.14) can be solved in O(nd) time.
Therefore, there is an Oracle that solves (4.13) with a running time of O(nd).

Corollary 4.3. Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that computes an (1 + ε)-approximate

SIB for a set of AABBs with a running time of O(R
2nd logn

ε2 ).

4.4 Balls Another important example is to find an SIB for a set of balls. This problem is considered by
Löffler and van Kreveld [26] when they use balls to model imprecise input points in two-dimensional Euclidean
space. Later, Nguyen et al. [29] showed that a subgradient algorithm applied to this problem in a Banach space
will converge. Son and Afshani [35] investigated this problem in Euclidean spaces in the streaming setting and
proposed the first approximation algorithm. In this section, we consider Euclidean balls defined as follows:

Ωi = B(ci, ri) =
{
vi : ∥vi − ci∥ ≤ ri

}
, i = 1, . . . , n,

where c1, . . . , cn ∈ Rd are the centers of the balls, and r1, . . . , rn ∈ R+ are the corresponding radii.
Employing the algorithm described in Theorem 4.2 to find an (1+ε)-approximate SIB for the set of Euclidean

balls, the Oracle problem (4.7) becomes:

(4.15)

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i vi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r

subject to z ∈ conv
(
{B(ci, ri)}ni=1

)
,

vi ∈ B(ci, ri), ∀i ∈ [n],

r ≤ r̂.

The sub-problem (4.8) becomes:

(4.16) max
{
hT
i w : ∥w − ci∥ ≤ ri

}
, for i = 1, . . . , n.

For each i ∈ [n], the above problem has an analytical solution w = ci + ri
hi

∥hi∥ , which can be computed in O(d)

time. Therefore, there is an Oracle that solves (4.15) with a running time of O(nd).

Corollary 4.4. Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that computes an (1 + ε)-approximate

SIB for a set of Euclidean balls with a running time of O(R
2nd logn

ε2 ).

4.5 Ellipsoids A natural extension following balls is ellipsoids. They have been frequently used to model
confidence regions of multivariate probability distributions [27] and provide good approximations for compact
convex sets [23]. The problem of finding the smallest enclosing ball (SEB) for a set of ellipsoids is well-studied
in the literature (see, e.g. [40, 41]). Nonetheless, to the best of our knowledge, the SIB problem for a set of
ellipsoids has not been explored. The existing algorithms for SEB usually involve solving semidefinite programs
as a subroutine and exhibit running times scale at least cubically w.r.t. the dimensionality. However, as we will
see in the following, this can be avoided in our algorithm. Consider the SIB problem where Ωi are d-dimensional
ellipsoids defined as:

Ωi = E(ci,Σi) =
{
vi : (vi − ci)

TΣi(vi − ci) ≤ 1
}
, i = 1, . . . , n,

where c1, . . . , cn ∈ Rd and Σ1, . . . ,Σn are d× d symmetric and positive-definite matrices.
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Figure 3: Left: the SIB that intersects the convex hulls of two sets of ellipsoids. Right: the corresponding linear
classifier that separates the two sets of ellipsoids with the largest margin.

Employing the algorithm described in Theorem 4.2 to find an (1+ε)-approximate SIB for the set of ellipsoids,
the Oracle problem (4.7) becomes:

(4.17)

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i vi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r

subject to z ∈ conv
(
{E(ci,Σi)}ni=1

)
,

(vi − ci)
TΣi(vi − ci) ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ [n],

r ≤ r̂.

The sub-problems (4.8) becomes:

max
{
hT
i w : (w − ci)

TΣi(w − ci) ≤ 1
}
, for i = 1, . . . , n.

For each i ∈ [n], the above problem has an analytical solution w = ci +
Σ−1

i hi

(hT
i Σ−1

i hi)1/2
. Let ω be the exponent of

matrix multiplication. The matrix inverses Σ−1
1 , . . . ,Σ−1

n can be computed in O(ndω) time. Therefore, assuming
a pre-processing time of O(ndω) and an auxiliary space of O(nd2) to compute and store the matrix inverses, the
Oracle that solves (4.17) only involves matrix-vector multiplications and some simple arithmetic operations,
which exhibits a running time of O(nd2).

Corollary 4.5. Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that computes an (1 + ε)-approximate

SIB for a set of ellipsoids with a running time of O(ndω + R2nd2 logn
ε2 ).

4.6 Extensions Besides the above examples, our algorithm can be extended to solve the SIB problem with
various types of input objects (e.g. half-ellipsoids), as long as they are compact and convex and there is an
algorithm to solve linear optimization problems over their regions. In addition, our algorithm not only works for
the pure settings (where the input objects are of the same type) but is also applicable for mixed settings (where
the input can be a mixture of the primitive objects, e.g. polytopes, balls, ellipsoids, etc.).

It is worth noting that Ωi can also be convex hulls of compact (not necessarily convex) objects. That is, let
S1, . . . ,Sn, n > 1, be collections of objects, where Si = {Gi,1, . . . , Gi,mi

} and every Gi,j is compact, we can set
each Ωi to be the convex hull of Si, namely Ωi = conv(Si), which can be viewed as a generalization of convex
polytopes. With this setup, for each i ∈ [n], the sub-problem in (4.8) becomes max

{
hT
i w : w ∈ conv(Si)

}
.

Moreover, because every Gi,j is compact, we have:

max
{
hT
i w : w ∈ conv(Si)

}
= max

j∈[mi]

(
max

{
hT
i w : w ∈ Gi,j

})
.

Therefore, if we can solve linear optimization problems over each Gi,j (i ∈ [n], j ∈ [mi]), we can also
solve the Oracle problem (4.7) and consequently find an approximate SIB. As a concrete example, let
S1 = {G1,1, . . . , G1,m1

} and S2 = {G2,1, . . . , G2,m2
}, where each Gi,j (i ∈ [2], j ∈ [mi]) is an ellipsoid denoted as

E(ci,j ,Σi,j), and let Ω1 = conv(S1), Ω2 = conv(S2). Assuming Ω1∩Ω2 = ∅, then problem (4.1) becomes finding

17



Ω1

Ω2

Ω3

Ω4

Ω1

Ω2

Ω3

Ω4

ξ4

Figure 4: Left: the original SIB. Right: the corresponding soft-margin SIB.

an SIB that intersects the convex hulls of two sets of ellipsoids. Accordingly, the Oracle problem (4.7) can be
reduced to a sequence of problems in the form of max

{
hT
i w : w ∈ E(ci,j ,Σi,j)

}
, which has an analytical solution.

In Section 4.1, we saw that an SIB that intersects two convex polytopes implies a hard-margin SVM that separates
the two corresponding point sets. Similarly, here an SIB that intersects Ω1 and Ω2 also corresponds to a linear
classifier that separates two sets of ellipsoids with the largest margin. The latter coincides with Shivaswamy et al.
[33, Sec. 3.3], where they used ellipsoids to model uncertain data points in classification problems. A simplified
model using balls is proposed by Trafalis and Alwazzi [38], which is also covered by this example when Gi,j are
just balls. Figure 3 illustrates the SIB and linear classification problems for two sets of ellipsoids.

5 A soft-margin variant

Real-world datasets are often noisy and contain outliers. For the SIB problem, it is easily seen that even one
outlier object can lead to completely different results. We are therefore motivated to investigate a more robust
version of the SIB problem that handles the presence of outliers. One possible approach is to choose an integer
parameter k ∈ [n] and find the smallest ball that intersects at least k objects in the input, in which case the objects
that are not intersected by the ball can be considered outliers. Nevertheless, this problem is shown to be strongly
NP-hard even when the input objects are just points, and there is no fully polynomial-time approximation scheme
(FPTAS) for this problem unless P=NP [32]. Therefore, in this section, we propose a non-combinatorial variant
to handle the outliers, which is inspired by ℓ1-loss SVDD. Formally, we consider the optimization problem:

(5.1)

minimize
z,v1,...,vn,ξ,r

r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi

subject to ∥z − vi∥ ≤ r + ξi, ∀i ∈ [n],

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n],

ξ ≥ 0, r ≥ 0,

where each ξi is a slack variable (or a “penalty” for each input object), and C > 0 is a user-specified parameter
that controls the total penalty. We call this problem the soft-margin SIB problem or Soft-SIB. Figure 4 illustrates
an instance of the problem with an appropriate choice of C.

Proposition 5.1. Let Ω1, . . . ,Ωn be compact convex sets in Rd, and let D be the diameter of conv({Ωi}ni=1).

(i) (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) is an optimal solution of problem (5.1) only if z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1), ξ ≤ D, and r ≤ D.

(ii) Problem (5.1) is a convex program and a solution always exists.

(iii) If C > 1, then (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) is an optimal solution of (5.1) only if ξ = 0.

(iv) If C < 1
n , then (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) is an optimal solution of (5.1) only if r = 0.

Proof. (i) Let D be the convex hull conv({Ωi}ni=1). Assume there exists a solution (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) such that
z /∈ D. Let z′ = Π(z, D) be the Euclidean projection from z to D. Similar to (ii) in Proposition 4.1, we have

∥vi − z′∥ < ∥vi − z∥ ≤ r + ξi, ∀i ∈ [n].
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If r = 0, for i = 1, . . . , n, we let ξ′i = ∥vi−z′∥. Then ξ′i < ξi,∀i ∈ [n], and (z′,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ
′, r) is a better solution.

Otherwise if r > 0, let r′ = maxi∈[n] ∥vi − z′∥ − ξi and let r′′ = max{r′, 0}. Then we have 0 ≤ r′′ < r, and
(z′,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r

′′) is a better solution.
Let (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) be an optimal solution of (5.1). Because z ∈ D and vi ∈ D,∀i ∈ [n], we have

∥z − vi∥ ≤ D,∀i ∈ [n]. As a consequence, r + ξi is at most D and the optimum will have ξ ≤ D and r ≤ D.

(ii) The proof of convexity is almost identical to (iii) in Proposition 4.1, thus is omitted here. From the above
(i) we know that introducing the additional constraints z ∈ conv({Ω}ni=1), ξ ≤ D and r ≤ D will not change the
optimal set of (5.1). The problem is equivalent to:

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,ξ,r

r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi

subject to ∥z − vi∥ ≤ r + ξi, ∀i ∈ [n],

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n],

z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1),

0 ≤ ξ ≤ D,

0 ≤ r ≤ D.

Since the objective function is continuous and the feasible region of the above problem is closed and bounded, by
the Weierstrass theorem [4, Theorem 2.30], an optimal solution must exist.

(iii) Suppose C > 1. Assume by contradiction that (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) is a solution with ξ ̸= 0. Let
ξmax = maxi∈[n] ξi and r′ = r + ξmax. We have:

∥z − vi∥ ≤ r + ξi ≤ r + ξmax = r′ + 0, ∀i ∈ [n],

r′ + C · 0 = r + ξmax < r + Cξmax ≤ r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi,

which implies (z,v1, . . . ,vn,0, r
′) is a better solution.

(iv) Suppose C < 1
n . Assume by contradition that (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) is a solution with r > 0. Let ξ′i = ξi+r.

We have:
∥z − vi∥ ≤ r + ξ = 0 + ξ′i, ∀i ∈ [n],

0 + C

n∑
i=1

ξ′i = C

n∑
i=1

(ξi + r) = Cnr + C

n∑
i=1

ξi < r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi,

which implies (z,v1, . . . ,v1, ξ
′, 0) is a better solution.

Remark 5.1. From Proposition 5.1, we know that if the parameter C > 1, an optimal solution will have ξ = 0,
in which case problem (5.1) is equivalent to the hard-margin problem (4.1). If C < 1

n , an optimal solution must
have r = 0, in which case problem (5.1) is to find a point z such that the sum of dist(z,Ωi) is minimized. When
the input sets Ωi are singletons, the latter becomes the Geometric Median (a.k.a. Fermat-Weber) problem [13].

In what follows, without loss of generality, we assume that the parameter C satisfies 1
n ≤ C ≤ 1. Let α∗ be the

optimal value of the optimization problem (5.1), and let ε > 0 be an error parameter. We say (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r)
is an (1+ ε)-approximate solution of (5.1) if it is feasible and its objective value satisfies r+C

∑
i ξi ≤ (1+ ε)α∗.

Similar to Section 4, we first consider a feasibility test problem (FTP):

Given α̂ > 0 and ε > 0, find z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r such that

r + C
∑

i ξi ≤ (1 + ε)α̂,

∥z − vi∥ ≤ r + ξi, ∀i ∈ [n],

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n],

z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1),

0 ≤ ξ ≤ D,

0 ≤ r ≤ D.

(5.2)
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Additionally, there is a feasible solution of problem (5.1) such that ξ = 0 and r = D (which can be directly
obtained from a feasible solution of (4.1)). So D+C · 0 = D is an upperbound on the optimal value α∗. Without
loss of generality, we assume that the input parameter α̂ of the FTP (5.2) satisfies α̂ ≤ D.

Theorem 5.1. Let D be the diamter of conv({Ωi}ni=1). Asusme an Oracle with running time O(S). Given

α̂ ∈ (0, D] and an error parameter ε ∈ (0, 6
√
2D
α̂ ], there is an iterative algorithm that sovles the feasibility test

problem (5.2) in O(D
2 logn
ε2α̂2 ) iterations, with a processing time of O(S + nd) per iteration.

Proof. (i) Reduction to zero-sum game. Let U = Rd × · · · ×Rd ×Rn ×R, and let f : U→ V be the linear map:

(5.3) f(z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) =
n⊕

i=1
(z − vi, r + ξi).

Then (z,vi, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) is feasible to (5.1) only if f(z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r)⬩ y ≥ 0, ∀y ∈ B, where B=
{
y : tr(y) =

1
}
. Define the convex set

A=
{
(z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) ∈ U : z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1), vi ∈ Ωi,∀i ∈ [n], r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi ≤ α̂, 0 ≤ ξ ≤ D, 0 ≤ r ≤ D
}
.

Let O∗ be the set of optimal solutions of (5.1). Then for any x ∈ O∗ we have miny∈B f(x) ⬩ y ≥ 0. From
Proposition 5.1, we know that if α̂ ≥ α∗, then O∗ ⊆ A. Consequently, the value λ∗ of the zero-sum game

max
x∈A

min
y∈B

f(x) ⬩ y

is nonnegative. Conversely, if λ∗ < 0, we have O∗ ∩ A= ∅ and α̂ < α∗.
Assume an Oracle with width ρ. We employ the algorithm described in Theorem 3.1 to solve the zero-sum

game up to an additive error εα̂/
√
2. During the process of this algorithm, if there is certain round t such that

maxx∈A f(x) ⬩ y(t) < 0, then the value of the game λ∗ < 0. In this case, we terminate the algorithm and

conclude that α̂ < α∗. Conversely, if we have f(x(t)) ⬩ y(t) ≥ 0 for all t = 1, . . . , T , then
∑T

t=1 f(x
(t)) ⬩ y(t) ≥ 0

and inequality (3.7) implies λmin

(
f(x̃)

)
+ εα̂/

√
2 ≥ 0, where x̃ = (z̃, ṽ1, . . . , ṽn, ξ̃, r̃). Consequently,

λmin

( n⊕
i=1

(z̃ − ṽi, r̃ + ξ̃i)
)
+

εα̂√
2
≥ 0 =⇒

n⊕
i=1

(z̃ − ṽi, r̃ + ξ̃i) +
εα̂√
2
e ∈ C =⇒

n⊕
i=1

(z̃ − ṽi, r̃ + ξ̃i + εα̂) ∈ C,

where e = ⊕n
i=1(0,

√
2). Since z̃ = 1

T

∑
t z

(t), ṽi =
1
T

∑
t v

(t)
i , ξ̃ = 1

T

∑
t ξ

(t) are the mean of points in convex

sets, we have z̃ ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1), ṽi ∈ Ωi,∀i ∈ [n], and ξ̃ ≥ 0. Let r̃′ = r̃+εα̂. We have ⊕n
i=1(z̃− ṽi, r̃

′+ ξ̃i) ∈ C.
Moreover, r̃′ + C

∑
i ξ̃i = r̃ + εα̂+ C

∑
i ξ̃i ≤ (1 + ε)α̂. Therefore, (z̃, ṽ1, . . . , ṽn, ξ̃, r̃

′) is a solution of (5.2).

(ii) Implementation of Oracle. Given any point y ∈ B, the Oracle finds x = argmaxx∈A f(x) ⬩ y. Let
x = (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) ∈ U and y = ⊕n

i=1(ȳi, yi,0) ∈ V, the problem can be formatted as:

(5.4)

maximize
z,v1,...,vn,ξ,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i vi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r +

n∑
i=1

yi,0ξi

subject to z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1),

vi ∈ Ωi, ∀i ∈ [n],

r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi ≤ α̂,

0 ≤ ξ ≤ D,

0 ≤ r ≤ D.

Observe that the problem can be decomposed into small sub-problems for z,⊕n
i=1 vi and (ξ, r). For z and⊕n

i=1 vi,
the sub-problems are identical to (4.7), where the solutions can be obtained by solving the linear optimization
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problems (4.8). For ξ and r, the problem can be simplified to:

(5.5) max
{ 1√

2
r +

n∑
i=1

yi,0ξi : r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi ≤ α̂, 0 ≤ ξ ≤ D, 0 ≤ r ≤ D
}
,

which is optimizing a linear function over the intersection of a halfspace and an AABB. Observe that the optimum
will be an extreme point of the intersected region, and if the solution has nonzero ξi’s, the values should be
preferentially allocated to ξi’s with larger yi,0’s in the objective. Moreover, on the other hand, the maximum
value for any ξi is min{D, α̂

C }. Consider a simplex-like process as follows: Let β = min{D, α̂
C }, k = ⌈ α̂

Cβ ⌉ and let

yi1,0, . . . , yik,0 be the k largest values in {y1,0, . . . , yn,0}, where yi1,0 ≥ · · · ≥ yik,0. Let Ik = {i1, . . . , ik} be the
set of indices. Consider the following point:

(5.6) r = 0, ξi =


β, if i ∈ Ik\{ik},
α̂
C − (k − 1)β, if i = ik,

0, otherwise.

The point is an extreme point of the feasible region of (5.5) because it is feasible and is the intersection point
of the hyperplanes r = 0, ξi = β,∀i ∈ Ik\{ik}, ξi = 0,∀i ∈ [n]\Ik, and r + C

∑
i ξi = α̂. Its objective value is

(
∑k−1

j=1 yij ,0) · β + yik,0 ·
(
α̂
C − (k − 1)β

)
. Consider another point by setting ξik = 0 and r = α̂− (k− 1)Cβ (which

simulates a pivoting step of the simplex method). Its objective value is (
∑k−1

j=1 yij ,0) · β + 1√
2

(
α̂− (k − 1)Cβ

)
. If

yik,0

C < 1√
2
, then the new objective value is larger and we move to the new point. Continue to check the value of

yij ,0 for j = k− 1, k− 2, . . . , 1, one can find that if
yij ,0

C < 1√
2
, then setting ξij = 0 and increase the value of r by

Cβ correspondingly gives a better result. Once we reach
yij ,0

C ≥ 1√
2
or all the ξi are set to zero (in which case

r = α̂), the solution cannot be further improved and is therefore optimal.
Fortunately, due to the nice property of the final solution, it is not necessary to perform the above simplex

method in the actual implementation. Let IL ⊆ [n] be the set of all indices i satisfying
yi,0

C ≥ 1√
2
. From the above

discussion, we see that if |IL| ≥ k (in which case
yik,0

C ≥ 1√
2
), then the solution of (5.5) is given by (5.6), which

can be computed in O(n) time using the median-of-medians algorithm. Otherwise, if |IL| < k, the solution is:

(5.7) r = α̂− |IL| · β, ξi =

{
β, if i ∈ IL,

0, otherwise,

which can also be computed in O(n) time. In summary, if there is an Oracle that solves problem (4.7) for the
original FTP (4.2), then with slight modification it can also solve (5.4). Following (ii) of Theorem 4.1, if there is
an algorithm that solves the linear optimization problems (4.8) in O(S′) time, then there exists an Oracle that
solves (5.4) with a processing time of O(S′ + nd+ n) = O(S′ + nd).

(iii) Width of Oracle. Let (z,v1, . . . ,vn, ξ, r) be the solution of (5.4). The width ρ of the Oracle is an
upperbound on the infinity norm of ⊕n

i=1(z− vi, r+ ξi) over all possible inputs y ∈ B. Since z ∈ conv({Ωi}ni=1)
and vi ∈ Ωi, we have ∥z − vi∥ ≤ D, ∀i ∈ [n]. Consequently,∥∥∥ n⊕

i=1
(z − vi, r + ξi)

∥∥∥
∞

= max
k∈[2n]

∣∣∣λk

( n⊕
i=1

(z − vi, r + ξi)
)∣∣∣

≤ max
i∈[n]

∥z − vi∥+ r + ξi

≤ D + r + β

≤ 3D.

The last inequality is because r ≤ D and β ≤ D. Therefore, the Oracle width is 3D.

(iv) Running time analysis. By our assumption that ε ≤ 6
√
2D
α̂ , the additive error εα̂/

√
2 is at most 2ρ and

satisfies the condition in Theorem 3.1. The number of iterations for approximating the zero-sum game up to
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an additive error of εα̂/
√
2 is T = ⌈ 72D2 ln(2n)

ε2r̂2 ⌉. In each iteration, the algorithm computes (3.2) and calls the
Oracle to solve (5.4). Because the computation of the linear map (5.3) takes O(nd) time (i.e. O(F ) = O(nd)),
the running time for computing (3.2) is O(nd). Suppose there is an Oracle with running time O(S). Then the
running time of each iteration is O(S + nd). In particular, if we use the Oracle described in (ii), the running
time of each iteration becomes O(S′ + nd), where O(S′) is the time for solving (4.8).

Theorem 5.2. Let R = D
α∗ , where D is the diameter of conv({Ωi}ni=1) and α∗ is the optimal value of (5.1).

Assume an Oracle with running time O(S). Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that computes

an (1 + ε)-approximate solution of problem (5.1) in O(R
2(S+nd) logn

ε2 ) time.

Proof. (i) From FTP to optimization. We can use the same strategy as introduced in (i) of Theorem 4.2 to search
the optimal value α∗ and find an (1 + ε)-approximate solution for (5.1). Because α∗ ≤ D, the initial lowerbound
L0 = 0 and upperbound U0 = D are still applicable. Setting the values of α̂τ and ετ correspondingly and solve

the FTPs using the algorithm described in Theorem 5.1, the total running time will be O(R
2(S+nd) logn

ε2 ).

(ii) Working with unkown diameter. The roles of D are the same as in the hard-margin version: used as
an initial upperbound and to compute the Oracle width. For both purpose, the method introduced in (ii)
of Theorem 4.1 still applies. Firstly, pick a point vi in each Ωi and let E = maxi∈[n] ∥vi − v1∥. Because E is
an upperbound on the optimal value of (4.1) and the optimal value of (5.1) can only be smaller, E is also an
upperbound on α∗ and can be used as U0 in the above (i). Secondly, since 3E ≤ 3D, we can set ρ1 = 3E as an
initial estimation on the Oracle width, and employing the doubling trick. The total running time will retain
the same asymptotic order.

In general, given an input set of compact convex objects, if the algorithm introduced in Section 4 is capable of
solving the original SIB problem (4.1), then with slight modification it can also solve the Soft-SIB problem (5.1).
Specifically, the algorithms introduced in Section 4.1 – 4.5 can all be adapted to solve the corresponding soft-
margin problems with input objects of convex polytopes, reduced polytopes, AABBs, balls, or ellipsoids. The
running times will be similar as the corresponding hard-margin problems, except that the ratio R is defined
differently here. In the following subsection, we discuss details of the Soft-SIB algorithm for the most basic case
where the input objects are just points.

5.1 ℓ1-loss SVDD When the input objects are points, the Soft-SIB problem becomes a variant of the ℓ1-loss
SVDD problem [10]. SVDD is a model which aims at finding spherically shaped boundaries around data sets. It
is useful for abnormal detection and has been applied to a variety of application domains including biometrics,
surveillance, and social network [2]. Let P= {p1, . . . ,pn} be a point set in Rd, and let Ωi = {pi} for i = 1, . . . , n.
Then the optimization problem (5.1) becomes:

(5.8)

maximize
z,ξ,r

r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi

subject to ∥z − pi∥ ≤ r + ξi, ∀i ∈ [n],

ξ ≥ 0, r ≥ 0.

Here the variables vi are fixed to pi so are omitted. Note that the above problem is different from the commonly
used formulation of ℓ1-loss SVDD [10, Equation (7)], where the latter uses squared distance in the constraints,
i.e. ∥z − pi∥2 ≤ r+ ξi, ∀i ∈ [n]. The reason behind the preference for the squared distance is its differentiability,
due to which the Lagrange dual problem can be easily derived and existing optimization tools can be used to
solve the problem. However, square distance provides less geometric intuition and it is difficult to analyze its
behavior. Conversely, our formulation (5.8) possesses a clear geometric interpretation but is difficult to solve
using general optimization methods. Employing the algorithm stated in Theorem 5.2 to solve problem (5.8), the
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Oracle problem (5.4) becomes:

(5.9)

maximize
z,ξ,r

( n∑
i=1

ȳi

)T
z −

n∑
i=1

ȳT
i pi +

( n∑
i=1

yi,0
)
r +

n∑
i=1

yi,0ξi

subject to z ∈ conv({pi}ni=1),

r + C

n∑
i=1

ξi ≤ α̂,

ξ ≥ 0, r ≥ 0.

Here the second term in the objective is a constant. The optimum of ξ and r is given by either (5.6) or (5.7), and
both can be computed in O(n) time. Take a processing time of O(nd) to compute h =

∑
i ȳi, the sub-problem

for z reduces to maxi∈[n] h
Tpi, which can be computed in O(N) time, where N is the number of non-zero entries

in the input point set. Because N ≤ nd, the complexity of the Oracle is O(N + nd+ n) = O(nd).

Corollary 5.1. Given an error parameter ε > 0, there is an algorithm that computes an (1 + ε)-approximate

solution of (5.8) with a running time of O(R
2nd logn

ε2 ).

6 Discussion

The main results of this paper are two approximation algorithms, for the general smallest intersecting ball (SIB)
problems and its soft-margin variant respectively. The input objects of the problems are only required to be
compact and convex, which greatly expands the application domain of the problems and our methods. A two-
player zero-sum game in Euclidean Jordan algebraic spaces is introduced as a general algorithmic framework in
this paper, which may benefit other optimization problems.

Looking forward, it would be interesting to see if the results can be extended to more general vector spaces such
as Hilbert spaces (which are equipped with inner products and generalizes Euclidean spaces) and Banach spaces
(which are equipped with norm functions and generalizes Hilbert spaces). Together with advanced sampling
techniques, it is promising that some of our algorithms could be improved to have sublinear running times.
Kernelized versions of and dual methods for the problems would also be valuable topics to investigate.
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