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Abstract
We propose efficient no-regret learning dynamics and ellipsoid-based methods for computing

linear correlated equilibria—a relaxation of correlated equilibria and a strenghtening of coarse
correlated equilibria—in general convex games. These are games where the number of pure
strategies is potentially exponential in the natural representation of the game, such as extensive-
form games. Our work identifies linear correlated equilibria as the tightest known notion of
equilibrium that is computable in polynomial time and is efficiently learnable for general convex
games. Our results are enabled by a generalization of the seminal framework of Gordon et al.
[2008] for Φ-regret minimization, providing extensions to this framework that can be used
even when the set of deviations Φ is intractable to separate/optimize over. Our polynomial-
time algorithms are similarly enabled by extending the Ellipsoid-Against-Hope approach of
Papadimitriou and Roughgarden [2008] and its generalization to games of non-polynomial type
proposed by Farina and Pipis [2024a]. We provide an extension to these approaches when we do
not have access to the separation oracles required by these works for the dual player.
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1 Introduction

Equilibrium computation is essential for studying and predicting the outcome of strategic behavior
in multi-agent interactions, making it a fundamental problem in Game Theory, Economics, Artificial
Intelligence, and a number of other fields studying multi-agent systems. As such, a natural question
to consider is this: What notions of equilibrium can be computed in polynomial time or efficiently
learned via learning dynamics, and in what classes of games?

The answer to this question crucially depends on the structure of the game at hand. For instance,
in normal-form games, a standard model in which each player acts once and simultaneously, it is
well-known that a Nash equilibrium can be efficiently computed in two-player zero-sum games, but
efficient computation beyond this setting is intractable [Daskalakis et al., 2009, Chen et al., 2009,
Rubinstein, 2016]. In contrast, relaxations of the Nash equilibrium, such as correlated equilibrium and
coarse correlated equilibrium—including welfare-maximizing ones—can be computed in polynomial
time in the representation of the normal-form game using linear programming, no matter the number
of players or strategies available to them. In succinct games of polynomial type with the polynomial
expectation property, a class of games defined by Papadimitriou and Roughgarden [2008] which
includes graphical games [Kearns et al., 2001], polymatrix games [Howson Jr, 1972], congestion
games [Rosenthal, 1973] and others, a correlated equilibrium can be computed efficiently using the
Ellipsoid-Against-Hope algorithm [Papadimitriou and Roughgarden, 2008, Jiang and Leyton-Brown,
2015], even though welfare-maximizing correlated and coarse correlated equilibria are intractable in
this setting [Papadimitriou and Roughgarden, 2008, Barman and Ligett, 2015]. Finally, in succinct
games of non-polynomial type, such as extensive-form (i.e., tree-form) games, a coarse correlated
equilibrium can be computed efficiently, but it remains a major open question in the field whether
a correlated equilibrium can be computed efficiently (see e.g. [Papadimitriou and Roughgarden,
2008, von Stengel and Forges, 2008, Huang and von Stengel, 2008, Farina and Pipis, 2024a] and
their references), despite some surprising recent progress on this front, for approximate correlated
equilibria of constant approximation accuracy [Dagan et al., 2024, Peng and Rubinstein, 2024].

All the classes of games mentioned so far are examples of convex games, a rich class in which the
strategy set of each player is an arbitrary convex and compact set Pi ⊂ Rdi and the utility of each
player is a multi-linear function for all players’ strategies; see Section 2.2 for a formal definition. As
mentioned, convex games encompass normal-form, extensive-form games and all the other classes
of games mentioned thus far, but they go well beyond these to include many other fundamental
settings such as routing games, resource allocation problems, and competition between firms.

Similarly, all relaxations of the Nash equilibrium mentioned so far are instances of the general
class of Φ-equilibria, a notion of equilibrium parameterized by a per-player set Φi of strategy
transformations ϕ : Pi → Pi. Specifically, a Φ-equilibrium is a (joint) distribution over the set of all
possible strategy profiles P1 × · · · × Pn such that no player i benefits in expectation from applying
any transformation ϕ ∈ Φi to the strategy sampled for them by the distribution. As the size of
each set Φi increases to encompass more and more transformations, the set of Φ-equilibria becomes
a tighter and tighter relaxation of the set of Nash equilibria. For example, the concept of coarse
correlated equilibrium arises when each Φi contains all possible constant functions. The concept of
correlated equilibrium arises when each Φi contains all functions Pi → Pi. And there are various
other notions of Φ-equilibrium that have been considered in the literature; see e.g. Gordon et al.
[2008] for general games, von Stengel and Forges [2008], Morrill et al. [2021], Farina and Pipis [2024a],

1



Zhang et al. [2024a] for extensive-form games, and Cai et al. [2024] for games with non-concave
utilities.

Within this context, a central open question in equilibrium computation is understanding what are
the strongest notions of Φ-equilibria that can be computed efficiently in convex games. In particular,
it is known that coarse correlated equilibria can be computed efficiently given oracle access (e.g., a
separation oracle) to the strategy set of each player in a convex game. On the other hand, it is a
major open question, as we have already discussed, whether correlated equilibria can be computed
efficiently even in the special case of extensive-form games, with some preliminary evidence pointing
towards intractability [Daskalakis et al., 2024], despite some recent success for approximate correlated
equilibria. This raises the following natural (informal) question, which serves as a main motivation
for this work:

Motivating Question 1: Are there notions of Φ-equilibrium that are stronger than
coarse correlated equilibrium and can be efficiently computed in general convex games,
given oracle access to the convex strategy sets of the player?

A related challenge is understanding whether these notions of equilibrium can be efficiently learned
via no-regret learning procedures, and more generally whether some notion of regret that is stronger
than external regret can be minimized against an adversary. This amounts to the following question:

Motivating Question 2: Are there notions of Φ-regret that are stronger than external
regret and can be efficiently minimized against an advarsarial sequence of losses?

We postpone the definition of Φ-regret to Section 2.2, but mention here that it is a notion of regret
that strengthens external regret and relaxes swap regret. Moreover, in the same way that the
dynamics arising when the players of a game run no-external-regret learning procedures to update
their strategies converge to coarse correlated equilibrium, and no-swap-regret learning dynamics
converge to correlated equilibrium, no-Φ-regret learning dynamics converge to Φ-equilibrium.

In this paper, we provide positive answers to the above questions. We consider the natural setting
where each Φi contains the set of all (affine) linear endomorphisms from Pi to itself, which induces
a notion of Φ-equilibrium known as linear correlated equilibrium and a notion of Φ-regret known as
linear swap regret. Our main result for general convex games and this choice of Φ is stated informally
below. It significantly expands the frontier of tractable equilibria and game structures.

Theorem 1.1 (Informal; formal version given as Theorems 4.5 and 5.4). Linear correlated equilibria
can be efficiently computed in general convex games, using polynomially many oracle calls to the
players’ strategy sets. Moreover, there exist efficient no-linear-swap-regret learning procedures,
minimizing the linear swap regret of a learner playing in a convex set to which oracle access is
provided against an adversarial sequence of linear losses.

En route to proving the previous result, we develop new fundamental techniques for dealing
with the set of all linear endomorphisms of a generic convex set P given via oracle access, which
might be of independent interest. A key technical challenge, whose relevance is explained in the
next subsection, is that even though P might admit an efficient membership or separation oracle,
constructing a membership or separation oracle for the set of all linear endomorphisms on P is
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in general intractable, as shown in Theorem 3.4. This renders standard techniques for Φ-regret
minimization and Φ-equilibrium computation non-applicable. Indeed, much of our work develops
new algorithmic techniques that operate in a relaxed setting, where separation is replaced with a
new concept we call semi-separation.

1.1 Technical Innovation and Approach

✓

✗

✓

Φ

ΦFP

Figure 1: Illustration of our semi-separation oracle for the set of linear endomorphisms Φ of the
feasible set P . Given a candidate linear transformation ϕ, the oracle returns a fixed point of ϕ in the
set P , if one exists (this is the case of the two points marked with ✓), or a hyperplane separating ϕ
from Φ (this is the case of the point marked ✗). In the figure, we denoted with ΦFP the set of linear
transformations that admit a fixed point in P . In general, ΦFP is a strict superset of Φ, and is not a
convex set. Building a separation oracle for Φ is generally computationally intractable.

Recent results on efficient Φ-regret minimization [Celli et al., 2020, Farina et al., 2022, Morrill et al.,
2021, Farina and Pipis, 2024b, Zhang et al., 2024a] have all relied on constructing efficient algorithms
for accessing or optimizing over sets of transformations Φ; mostly as part of the seminal framework
of Gordon, Greenwald and Marks [Gordon et al., 2008] that requires access to Φ. Moreover, the
generalization of this framework to exact computation of Φ-equilibria in polyhedral games [Farina
and Pipis, 2024b] requires efficient oracle access to Φ.

Our work tackles the more general challenge of computing Φ-equilibria and minimizing Φ-regret
with respect to the set of all (affine) linear endomorphisms Φ, given only oracle access to the action
set P. As we will show, without any structural information about P, we cannot optimize over Φ
and, thus, we cannot directly apply the frameworks of Gordon et al. [2008] and Farina and Pipis
[2024b]. In particular, we show in Theorem 3.4 that, given oracle access to P, we cannot always
efficiently distinguish whether a linear transformation is an endomorphism of P or not. In view
of this intractability, we put forth an algorithmic approach that generalizes the aforementioned
frameworks and achieve efficient Φ-regret minimization and computation of Φ equilibria in general
convex games with only oracle access to the strategy sets P.

Our main idea is to make use of what we refer to as a “semi-separation” oracle. A standard
separation oracle for a convex set Φ would provide, for any queried point ϕ, either an assertion that
ϕ ∈ Φ, or a hyperplane separating ϕ from Φ. As we said, we cannot efficiently check whether ϕ ∈ Φ,
when Φ is the set of all linear endomorphisms of P . However, given that linear functions are simple
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functions and we have oracle access to P, we can efficiently check if ϕ has a fixed point that lies in
P. That is, we can efficiently check if ϕ ∈ ΦFP, where ΦFP is the set of linear transformations that
admit a fixed point in P. Clearly, the set ΦFP is a superset of Φ (as all continuous endomorphisms
of P must have a fixed point in P by Brouwer’s fixed point theorem). Thus, it would definitely
suffice to minimize regret with respect to all transformations in ΦFP. But, ΦFP is not convex. We
cannot establish a separation for ΦFP, and if we were to take its convex hull, we would introduce
transformations that do not have fixed points in P. An adversary can easily force linear regret
against any such transformation.

We circumvent these issues with the semi-separation oracle (Section 4.1), which either asserts
that a candidate ϕ is in ΦFP or identifies a hyperplane separating ϕ from the the set Φ of linear
endomorphic transformations. If ϕ ̸∈ ΦFP, we can find a hyperplane in Rd that separates its fixed
point from P , which we then use to establish a separating hyperplane in Rd×(d+1), cutting away some
affine transformations that have fixed points violating the first hyperplane. This semi-separation
suffices as a building block for linear swap regret minimization and a generalized ellipsoid against
hope algorithm for linear correlated equilibrium.

1.2 Related Work

Prior work has considered the minimization of linear swap regret and the computation of linear
correlated equilibria. Mansour et al. [2022] study the setting in which a no-regret learner competes
against a rational utility maximizer in a two-player Bayesian game, finding that linear swap
regret minimization is necessary to avoid exploitation (extending a similar result for swap-regret
minimization in normal form games by Deng et al. [2019]). Fujii [2023] defines the notion of untruthful
swap regret for Bayesian games and proves that, for Bayesian games, it is equivalent to the linear-swap
regret which is of interest in our paper. Recently, Cai et al. [2024] demonstrate that the task of
computing a “local-Φ-equilibrium” in a non-concave game can be reduced to Φ-regret minimization
over linear loss functions. This establishes that certain natural variants of local correlated equilibria
in non-concave games can be reduced to the problem of linear swap regret minimization, which we
study.

From a computational perspective, Dann et al. [2023] demonstrate how to efficiently minimize
linear swap regret in Bayesian games via reduction to specific forms of Blackwell approachability.
Farina and Pipis [2024b] show that linear swap regret can be minimized in polynomial-time per
iteration in the game tree in general extensive-form games. The result was later improved by Zhang,
Farina, and Sandholm [2024b], who show that linear correlated equilibria admit a correlation-device
interpretation, and use the connection to develop faster algorithms. Extensions of these ideas to low-
degree polynomial swap deviations in extensive-form games were developed by Zhang, Anagnostides,
Farina, and Sandholm [2024a]. Finally, Farina and Pipis [2024a] propose a generalization of the
ellipsoid-against-hope framework [Papadimitriou and Roughgarden, 2008] which, among other
applications, shows that linear correlated equilibria can be computed in polynomial time in general
extensive-form games. As mentioned, the results of this paper subsume and greatly generalize most
of these prior results.

The algorithm of Gordon et al. [2008] for Φ-regret minimization requires two subroutine components:
fixed-point computations for the transforms ϕ ∈ Φ and a separation oracle for Φ. An important
open question arising from this result is whether both components are necessary. Hazan and Kale
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[2007] proved the necessity of fixed-point computations. They presented an algorithm that computes
fixed points for any ϕ ∈ Φ given access to a Φ-regret minimization subroutine.1 Consequently,
there cannot exist a Φ such that Φ-regret minimization is feasible while fixed points over Φ cannot
be efficiently computed. The remaining open question was whether there exists a Φ such that
Φ-regret minimization is feasible while efficient separation over Φ is not. Here, we answer this
question affirmatively, demonstrating that there is indeed flexibility in the reliance on the components
identified by Gordon et al. [2008].

One of the key ideas our efficient linear swap regret minimization algorithm relies on is the idea
that we can relax the set Φ of linear endomorphisms to a convex subset of the set ΦFP of linear
transformations with fixed points. The class of Φ-regret minimization problems where the linear
transformations ϕ ∈ Φ admit fixed points but are not necessarily endomorphisms was introduced and
studied by Dann et al. [2024] under the name “improper ϕ-regret minimization”. Dann et al. [2024]
showed that although improper ϕ-regret minimization is in some sense “nonequivalent” to standard
ϕ-regret minimization, improper ϕ-regret can still be minimized via the algorithm of Gordon et al.
[2008]; we use this latter fact when constructing our semi-separation oracle.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We write Bd(c, r) :=
{
x ∈ Rd | ∥x− c∥2 ≤ r

}
to denote the d-dimensional Euclidean radius-r ball

centered at c ∈ Rd. Sometimes, in an abuse of notation, we will use Bd(r) to denote any ball of
radius r, when the center is irrelevant or clear from context. We denote the volume of a compact
convex set K with vol (K) and the volume of the d-dimensional ball of radius r with Vd(r). We use
∥M∥F to denote the Frobenius norm and ∥M∥2 to denote the spectral norm of a matrix M ∈ Rn×m.

For any two compact convex sets A,B ⊂ Rd, we will let Lin(A,B) denote the set of all (affine)2

linear transformations from A to B. Note that any such transformation ϕ ∈ Lin(A,B) can be
expressed in the form ϕ(x) =Mx+ b for some matrix M ∈ Rd×d and some vector b ∈ Rd. In this
way, we can identify elements of Lin(A,B) with elements of Rd×(d+1) and define the norm ∥ϕ∥F
as the Frobenius norm of the corresponding matrix (likewise, we can speak of ϕ belonging to ball
Bd×(d+1)(R)). We will write Φ(A) as shorthand for the set Lin(A,A) of linear endomorphisms of A.

2.2 Linear Swap Regret and Linear Correlated Equilibria

We begin by defining the adversarial online learning problem of Φ-regret minimization, originally
introduced by Gordon et al. [2008]. In this setting, at every round t (over T rounds) a learner must
pick an action pt belonging to a bounded d-dimensional convex action set P ⊆ Rd. Simultaneously,
an adversary selects a bounded loss vector ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d. The learner then receives loss ⟨pt, ℓt⟩ and

1From this algorithm, the paper concludes that Φ-regret minimization and Φ-fixed point computation are equivalent.
However, this conclusion assumes a setting where separation over the transformation set Φ can be easily established,
which is not generally the case.

2For brevity, throughout this paper, we will generally omit the word affine and simply use the word linear to refer
to affine linear transformations of the form Mx+ b.
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learns the loss vector ℓt chosen by the adversary (the knowledge of which they can then use to choose
their action in future rounds).

The learner aims to minimize their Φ-regret. Formally, given any set Φ containing continuous
transformations ϕ : P → P, the Φ-regret of the learner is defined to equal

RegΦ(p, ℓ) =

T∑
t=1

⟨pt, ℓt⟩ −min
ϕ∈Φ

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ(pt), ℓt⟩ . (1)

Informally, this should be thought of as the gap between the realized utility of the learner, and
the maximum utility they could have received had they applied the best transformation ϕ ∈ Φ to all
of their actions.

In this paper, we focus on an important instance of Φ-regret minimization: linear swap regret
minimization. Linear swap regret minimization is the problem of Φ-regret minimization for the
class Φ of all linear transformations from P to itself; in particular, it corresponds to the case of
Φ-regret minimization with Φ = Φ(P) = Lin(P,P). We write LinSwapReg(p, ℓ) to denote the linear
swap regret of a learner who has played the actions p in response to the losses ℓ. Note that in
the case where P is the d-dimensional simplex ∆d, the set Φ(P) contains all row-stochastic linear
transformations, and linear swap regret collapses to the standard definition of swap regret.

One of the primary reasons to study these notions of regret minimization is to understand the set
of equilibria they induce. Just as external regret minimization and swap regret minimization lead
to coarse correlated equilibria and correlated equilibria (respectively) in normal-form games, linear
swap regret minimization leads to the set of linear correlated equilibria in convex games.

Definition 2.1 (convex game). An n-player convex game is defined by n compact convex strategy
sets P1, . . . ,Pn (where Pi ⊂ Rdi) and n multi-linear payoff functions ui : P1 × · · · × Pn → R.

This definition of convex games includes Bayesian games and extensive-form games (where each
players’ strategy sets are their sequence form polytopes, see e.g. Koller et al. [1996]), games where
strategy spaces are normed balls in some norm, and games where the strategies of each player have
some combinatorial structure (e.g. routing games where each player picks a path through a graph).

Definition 2.2 (linear correlated equilibrium). A linear correlated equilibrium in a convex game G
with strategy sets P1, . . . ,Pn is a joint distribution µ ∈ ∆(P1 × · · · × Pn), such that for every player
i ∈ [n] and linear deviation ϕ ∈ Φ(Pi),

E
s∼µ

[ui(s)] ≥ E
s∼µ

[ui(ϕ(si), s−i)].

We say such a joint distribution µ is an ϵ-approximate linear correlated equilibrium if the above
inequalities hold with ϵ slack, i.e.,

E
s∼µ

[ui(s)] ≥ E
s∼µ

[ui(ϕ(si), s−i)]− ϵ.
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2.3 Convex Optimization and Oracle Access

We are interested in designing efficient swap regret minimization algorithms for generic convex
strategy sets P . As is typical in such settings, we will assume nothing specific about the structure of
P and instead assume that we have oracle access to this set P. In particular, we will assume we
have access to oracles that can answer the following queries in time poly(d):

• Membership: Given y ∈ Rn, decide whether y ∈ P.
• Separation: Given y ∈ Rn, decide whether y ∈ P, and if not, find a hyperplane that

separates y from P
• Optimization: Given a vector c ∈ Rn, find a y ∈ P that maximizes the inner product ⟨c,y⟩.

We will also make the standard assumption in convex optimization that the action set P we work
with is geometrically “well-behaved”, in that: i) P is contained within the ball Bd(0, R) of radius R
centered at the origin (P is bounded), and ii) P contains a small ball Bd(a, r) centered at some point
a (P is full dimensional and not too flat in any dimension). It is known that under this assumption,
all three of the above oracles are equivalent (see e.g. Grötschel et al. [1993]).

We will also want our set Φ(P) of linear endomorphisms of P to be similarly well-behaved. We
can show that this follows from the above assumptions.

Lemma 2.3. Let Bd(a, r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R). Then there exists a ϕa ∈ Φ(P) such that:

Bd×(d+1)

(
ϕa,

r

2R

)
⊆ Φ(P) ⊆ Bd×(d+1)

(
0,

3R

r

√
R2 + d

)
.

Proof. See Appendix B.

However, note that we do not assume we have oracle access to our set of linear endomorphisms
Φ(P). Indeed, we will later show that oracle access to Φ(P) does not necessarily follow from oracle
access to P, which in turn makes the problem of linear swap regret minimization more challenging.

Next, we define the isotropic position of a compact convex set.

Definition 2.4 (Isotropic Position). A convex compact set K is said to be in isotropic position if
for a uniformly sampled y ∼ K it holds E[y] = 0 and E[yy⊤] = I.

This brings general convex sets to a useful position with many nice properties. In this paper, we
will mainly need the well-known property from convex geometry [Kannan et al., 1997] that if K is in
isotropic position, then the outer and inner radii can be bounded as Bd (0, 1) ⊆ K ⊆ Bd (0, n+ 1).

For all our regret minimization results in Section 3 and Section 4 we will assume that the set of
strategies is in isotropic position. This comes without loss of generality because: (1) there exist
polynomial time algorithms to compute an affine transformation that brings any convex set into
isotropic position [Lovasz and Vempala, 2003, Ben-Tal and Nemirovski, 2001] and, (2) we can
construct an efficient linear-swap regret minimizer for any convex set by constructing a linear-swap
regret minimizer for its transformation into isotropic position (Lemma A.1).

Finally, we note that in practice, we can only work with finite precision, and must work with
weak variants of the above oracles that only return answers that are guaranteed to be correct up to
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some ϵ slack. For convenience of presentation, we present all results in the main body of this paper
assuming we have access to these strong oracles and ignoring issues of precision; that said, all of
our results hold (when suitably relaxed) in the presence of weak oracles. We defer these details to
Appendices E and F.

2.4 From Linear Swap Regret Minimization to External Regret Minimization

Essentially all3standard approaches to linear swap regret minimization (and more generally, ϕ-regret
minimization) work by reducing the original swap regret minimization problem to a related external
regret minimization problem, albeit one where the action set is the set Φ(P) of endomorphisms of
P, instead of the original action set P. Here we outline this reduction (which follows the reduction
presented by Gordon et al. [2008], along with reductions that arise by casting this as an instance of
Blackwell approachability [Abernethy et al., 2011, Blackwell, 1956, Dann et al., 2023]).

Recall that the goal of linear swap regret minimization is to produce a sequence of actions pt that
guarantees that the quantity

LinSwapReg(p, ℓ) =
T∑
t=1

⟨pt, ℓt⟩ − min
ϕ∗∈Φ(P)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ∗(pt), ℓt⟩ (2)

grows sublinearly with T . The main idea behind this reduction is to simultaneously solve a “dual”
online learning problem where the goal is to produce a sequence of linear transformations ϕt ∈ Φ(P)
with the guarantee that the “dual regret”

Regdual(ϕ,p, ℓ) =

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕt(pt), ℓt⟩ − min
ϕ∗∈Φ(P)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ∗(pt), ℓt⟩ (3)

grows sublinearly with T .

In each round t, after producing ϕt, the learner then plays any action pt that is a fixed point of
ϕt; i.e., with the property that ϕt(pt) = pt. Note that such a fixed point is guaranteed to exist by
Brouwer’s fixed point theorem since ϕt continuously maps P into itself; moreover, for ϕt ∈ Φ(P), we
can find this fixed point easily via solving a linear system. But if ϕt(pt) = pt, then from equations
(2) and (3) we immediately have that LinSwapReg(p, ℓ) = Regdual(ϕ,p, ℓ) = o(T ).

Now, the dual regret Regdual(ϕ,p, ℓ) is a form of external regret, where the learner plays actions
ϕt ∈ Φ(P) and faces losses in Rd×(d+1) determined by pt and ℓt; in particular, the learner is trying
to play a sequence of transformations ϕt that competes with the single best transformation ϕ∗ in
hindsight.

3Recent results [Dagan et al., 2024], [Peng and Rubinstein, 2024] establish a new approach for swap regret
minimization, but incur exponential dependence on 1/ϵ.
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3 Optimizing over Linear Endomorphisms

Motivated by the reduction in Section 2.4, we begin by exploring the question of when it is possible
to construct an efficient optimization oracle for Φ(P) (or equivalently, a membership / separation
oracle). We will show that if we have an explicit representation of P as a polytope with a small
(polynomial) number of faces or vertices, then this is possible. On the other hand, we will show that
if we only have oracle access to P, it is impossible to construct such oracles for Φ(P) that run in
sub-exponential time.

3.1 Endomorphisms of Simple Polytopes

In this section, we restrict our attention to endomorphisms of polytopes that are “simple”: polytopes
that are either intersections of a small number of half-spaces, or the convex hull of a small number of
vertices (or both). We say that a polytope P has an H-representation of size n if we have an explicit
representation of P as the set of points satisfying n constraints (P =

{
x ∈ Rd | a⊤

i x ≤ bi, i ∈ [n]
}
).

Similarly, we will say that a polytope P has a V -representation of size n if we have an explicit
representation of P as the convex hull of n vertices (P = conv({v1, v2, . . . , vn})).

We will show that in either case, we can construct an efficient membership oracle (that runs
in poly(n, d) time) for the set Φ(P) of endomorphisms of P. In fact, we prove a slightly stronger
statement: we can construct efficient oracles for Lin(A,B) as long as either A has a small V -
representation or B has a small H-representation (and we have oracle access to the other set).

Lemma 3.1. Let A and B be convex sets where A has a V -representation of size n and where we
are given a membership oracle for B. Then we can construct an efficient membership oracle for
Lin(A,B) that runs in time poly(d, n).

Proof. Write A = conv({v1, v2, . . . , vn}). To check whether a transformation ϕ belongs to Lin(A,B),
it suffices to check whether ϕ(vi) ∈ B for each vi. This can be done with n calls to the membership
oracle for B.

Lemma 3.2. Let A and B be convex sets where B has a H-representation of size n and where we
are given an optimization oracle for A. Then we can construct an efficient membership oracle for
Lin(A,B) that runs in time poly(d, n).

Proof. Write B =
{
x ∈ Rd | a⊤

i x ≤ bi, i ∈ [n]
}
. To check whether a transformation ϕ belongs to

Lin(A,B), it suffices to check whether aT
i ϕ(x) ≤ bi for all i ∈ [n] and x ∈ A. Since aT

i ϕ(x) is an
affine function in x, for each i this can be checked with one call to the optimization oracle for A,
and hence overall can be done in poly(d, n) time.

As a consequence of Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.3. If P has either an H-representation of size n or a V -representation of size n, it is
possible to construct an efficient membership oracle for P.

We remark here that many practically occurring strategy sets have the property that they have a
small H- or V - representation with n polynomial in the dimension d. This is the case, for example,
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for the strategy sets that arise in Bayesian games and extensive-form games, along with for many
combinatorial sets (e.g. matchings or flows). Therefore, assuming that the strategy set is in Isotropic
Position (Definition 2.4), it follows from Corollary 3.3 that there exist efficient linear-swap regret
minimization algorithms over these action sets that incur linear-swap regret at most O(poly(d)

√
T ).

However, other naturally occurring combinatorial polytopes (such as the spanning tree polytope)
do not have a succinct representation in terms of vertices or half-spaces. Moreover, a generic convex
set will, in general, not even have a finite such representation. In the next section we will show that
this is a real obstacle to optimizing over the space of endomorphisms.

3.2 Hardness of Optimization over Linear Endomorphisms

We now show that it is, in general, computationally intractable to build an efficient membership (or
separation, or optimization) oracle for Φ(P) given only an efficient membership oracle for P . In fact,
this holds even for deciding very weak forms of membership.

Theorem 3.4. Fix a d > 0. Let A be any algorithm that takes as input a convex set P ⊂ Rd (through
a membership oracle to P) and an affine transformation ϕ ∈ Rd×(d+1) and has the guarantee that:

1. If Bd×(d+1)(ϕ, 1/d) ⊆ Φ(P), outputs YES.

2. If ϕ ̸∈ Φ(P), outputs NO.

Then A must make at least exp(Ω(d)) queries to the membership oracle for P.

The details of the proof of Theorem 3.4 are deferred to Appendix D. The main idea is that it
is hard to distinguish (given only oracle access) between the full d-dimensional unit ball and the
d-dimensional unit ball with a random “cap” removed (i.e., the intersection of the unit ball with a
halfspace of the form ⟨x,u⟩ ≤ κ for a random direction u and some constant κ). For example, the
only membership oracle queries one can make that distinguish between these two sets are sets that
belong to the cap itself. On the other hand, these two sets have very different sets of endomorphisms
(e.g. negation is always an endomorphism of the full ball, and never an endomorphism of the capped
ball). Since there exist exp(Ω(d)) non-intersecting caps of constant width on the unit ball, any
algorithm satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3.4 requires at least as many membership queries.

One interesting implication of Theorem 3.4 is that, in general, it is intractable to exactly compute
the linear swap regret for a given sequence of losses ℓ1, . . . , ℓT and strategies p1, . . . ,pT . In particular,
note that computing linear swap regret is exactly the problem of computing the maximum of the
linear functional

∑T
t=1⟨pt − ϕ(pt), ℓt⟩ over all ϕ ∈ Φ. Moreover, since we can decompose any n-by-n

matrix M into a sum of n rank-1 matrices, we can construct a pair of strategy / loss sequences that
correspond to any linear functional. Therefore any efficient procedure that generically computes
linear swap regret can be used as an optimization oracle for the set Φ (which in turn implies the
existence of an efficient membership oracle, contradicting Theorem 3.4). Nevertheless, as we will see
in the next section, despite the intractability of computing the regret for given sequences of losses
and strategies, there exist efficient polynomial-time algorithms that minimize linear-swap regret with
only oracle access to the strategy sets.
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4 Linear Swap Regret Minimization for General Convex Sets

In this section, we prove the first major result of this paper: that, despite the hardness of optimizing
over the set of linear endomorphisms (shown in Appendix D), it is still possible to construct an
algorithm that efficiently minimizes linear swap regret (obtaining O(poly(d)

√
T ) linear swap regret

after T rounds) with only oracle access to the action set P.

Our algorithm builds off of the reduction of Gordon et al. [2008] summarized in Section 2.4, but
necessitates some new algorithmic ideas since we cannot reduce directly to an external regret problem
over Φ(P). The first key observation is that although this reduction requires the learner to play
transformations ϕt ∈ Φ(P) in the dual regret minimization problem, actually the only property of
ϕt we use is that it possesses a fixed point pt ∈ P. Therefore, instead of working with the set of
linear endomorphisms Φ(P) of P, it is natural to work with the set of linear transformations with
fixed points in P: the set ΦFP(P) containing all ϕ ∈ Rd×(d+1) such that there exists a p ∈ P with
ϕ(p) = p.

The set of transformations ΦFP(P) is a superset of the set of endomorphisms Φ(P), and has the
advantage that it is computationally tractable to check whether a given ϕ contains a fixed point
in P; for example, this can be done by minimizing the convex quadratic function ∥ϕ(p)− p∥2 over
p ∈ P, which can be done with just oracle access to P. However, the downside is that this set of
fixed-point transformations ΦFP(P) is highly non-convex. As a result, it can easily be shown that it
is impossible to obtain sublinear ϕ-regret with respect to the full set of transformations ΦFP(P).

The second key observation is that instead of working with either the computationally intractable
set of transformations Φ(P), or the computationally tractable but non-convex set of transformations
ΦFP(P), we can effectively interpolate between them, starting with a very loose approximation to
Φ(P) and refining it over time. More precisely, in each round we will compute a “shell” approximation
Φ̃(P) of Φ(P) that is guaranteed to contain Φ(P), but also defined in such a way that when we
project to it (using a variant of projected gradient descent to solve the dual online learning problem),
we will find a linear transformation belonging to ΦFP(P). In addition, Φ̃(P) will always be defined
via a polynomial number of explicit half-space constraints, thus allowing us to optimize over it and
substitute it in for Φ(P) in the dual external regret minimization problem.

The last ingredient is how we update Φ̃(P). Note that as long as the transformations ϕt ∈ Φ̃(P) we
construct contain a fixed point in P (i.e., ϕt also belongs to ΦFP(P)), we can play the corresponding
fixed points and the logic of the original reduction goes through. On the other hand, when ϕt does
not belong to ΦFP(P), we would like to update Φ̃(P) so to also exclude ϕt. To this end, we develop
an efficient subroutine that we call a semi-separation oracle, that given any linear transformation ϕ,
either certifies that ϕ belongs to ΦFP(P), or produces a linear hyperplane separating it from Φ(P)
(that we can then use to update the shell set). Note that this is a weaker oracle than a separation
oracle for Φ(P) (which by Theorem 3.4 cannot be efficiently implemented).

The remainder of this section is structured as follows. First, we present the construction of this
semi-separation oracle in Section 4.1. We then describe how to strengthen this semi-separation
oracle to an oracle that can semi-separate convex sets of points from Φ(P) by running a variant of
the ellipsoid algorithm we call ShellEllipsoid (Section 4.2). In Section 4.3, we use these oracles
to develop two useful tools: Shell Gradient Descent (a variant of projected gradient descent that
can handle the fact that we change our action space to a different shell set every round), and Shell
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Projection (a tool that uses ShellEllipsoid to guarantee that projecting onto our shell set results
in a transformation ϕ ∈ ΦFP(P)). Finally, we put all these pieces together and present the final
learning algorithm in Section 4.4.

4.1 A Semi-Separation Oracle for the Set of Endomorphisms

We begin by constructing a semi-separation oracle for the set Φ(P) of endomorphisms of P (see
Figure 1). Recall that this is an algorithm which, when given a linear transformation ϕ, either
certifies that it contains a fixed point in P or produces a hyperplane separating it from Φ(P).
Intuitively, this follows from the fact that any linear transformation ϕ without a fixed point must
strictly increase the inner product of p in some (efficiently computable) direction u, whereas this
cannot be the case for any endomorphism of P.

Lemma 4.1 (Semi-separation oracle). There exists an algorithm that, given any ϕ ∈ Rd×(d+1), runs
in poly(d) time (making poly(d) oracle queries to P) and either returns a fixed point of ϕ contained
within P or a hyperplane separating ϕ from the set Φ(P) of endomorphisms.

(For the weak version of this, see Lemma E.2.)

Proof. With oracle access to P, we can find the point p∗ ∈ P that minimizes the convex function
f(p) = ∥ϕ(p)− p∥2. If f(p∗) = 0, then ϕ(p∗) = p∗ and we can return p∗ as a fixed point of ϕ.

Otherwise, it must be the case that ⟨ϕ(p)− p, ϕ(p∗)− p∗⟩ > 0 for all p ∈ P . Let u = ϕ(p∗)− p∗,
and use our oracle access to P to compute the point pu = argmaxp∈P ⟨p,u⟩ in P that is furthest
in the direction u. Note that by this maximality, any actual endomorphism ϕ′ ∈ Φ(P) must
satisfy the linear constraint that ⟨ϕ′(pu),u⟩ ≤ ⟨pu,u⟩. However for the provided ϕ, we have that
⟨ϕ(p)− x,u⟩ > 0 for all p ∈ P, and in particular ⟨ϕ(pu),u⟩ > ⟨pu,u⟩. Therefore the linear
constraint ⟨ϕ′(pu),u⟩ ≤ ⟨pu,u⟩ separates ϕ from all ϕ′ ∈ Φ(P), and we can return it (in particular,
this is a linear constraint on ϕ′, and can be rewritten in the form ⟨ϕ′, C⟩ ≤ b for an appropriate
C ∈ Rd×(d+1) and b ∈ R that we can efficiently compute given u and pu).

4.2 The Shell Ellipsoid Algorithm

We now take the semi-separation oracle from the previous section (for individual points) and use
it to construct a stronger semi-separation oracle for convex sets of points. This procedure – which
we call ShellEllipsoid(F) – takes as input a convex set F ⊂ Rd×(d+1) of transformations (with
efficient oracle access) and either returns a transformation ϕ ∈ F that possesses a fixed point in P,
or certifies that the intersection of F and Φ(P) is (nearly) empty (see Figure 2). This will be an
important primitive later, allowing us to efficiently shrink our shell set when we are presented with
a fixed-point-free ϕ (in essence, allowing us to not just remove ϕ from our shell, but some ball of
transformations around ϕ from the shell).

Lemma 4.2 (Shell Ellipsoid). For any convex set F ⊆ Bd×(d+1)(0, D) with efficient oracle access
and ϵ > 0, Algorithm 1 runs in time poly(d, log ϵ−1, logD) and either

• Returns an affine transformation ϕ ∈ F with a fixed point inside P ( i.e., ϕ ∈ F ∩ ΦFP(P)).
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F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

F6

Φ

ΦFP

▶ F1,F2,F3: ShellEllipsoid(F) will return
ϕ ∈ ΦFP ∩ F .

▶ F4,F5: ShellEllipsoid(F) might return a
collection of hyperplanes separating F from Φ,
or a transformation ϕ ∈ ΦFP ∩ F .

▶ F6: ShellEllipsoid(F6) will return a col-
lection of hyperplanes separating F from Φ.

Figure 2: Illustration of the behavior of the ShellEllipsoid subroutine depending on the input
convex set F . Φ is the set of linear endomorphism on P , and ΦFP is the set of linear transformations
with a fixed point in P.

• Returns a polytope Q specified as the intersection of at most poly(d, log ϵ−1, logD) half-spaces
with the property that Φ(P) ⊆ Q and vol (Q∩ F) < ϵ.

(For the weak version of this, see Lemma E.3.)

Proof. The termination conditions of Algorithm 1 (along with the proof of correctness of our semi-
separation oracle) guarantee that any transformation ϕ returned must belong to F ∩ ΦFP(P), and
likewise that any polytope Q returned must contain Φ(P) and satisfy vol (Q∩ F) ≤ vol (E) < ϵ.
It therefore suffices to verify that the loop in Algorithm 1 runs for at most poly(d, log ϵ−1, logD)
iterations, as this bounds both the time complexity of the algorithm and the number of hyperplanes
defining Q.

Note that in each iteration where the algorithm does not terminate, the ellipsoid E shrinks from
the minimum volume ellipsoid containing Q ∩ F to the minimum volume ellipsoid E ′ containing
Q∩F∩H, where H is a halfspace passing through the centroid of E . In particular, the volume of E ′ is
no bigger than the volume of the minimum volume ellipsoid containing the half ellipsoid E ∩H, which
by the standard analysis of the ellipsoid algorithm has volume at most exp

(
− 1

2(dim(E)+1)

)
vol (E).

In particular, the volume of E starts at most at vol
(
Bd×(d+1)(D)

)
= O(Dd(d+1)), shrinks by a factor

of at least exp
(
− 1

2(d2+d+1)

)
per round, and therefore after O(d2 log d log ϵ−1 logD) rounds will be

at most ϵ.

Finally, we remark that it is possible to efficiently compute the minimum volume ellipsoid E of
Q∩ F using only oracle queries to Q∩ F , which we can efficiently implement. (We can also start
with any ellipsoid E whose centroid belongs to Q ∩ F , which we can find efficiently by repeatedly
doing ellipsoid updates – this is the approach we take in the proof of the version with weak oracles,
in Appendix E).
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Algorithm 1: ShellEllipsoid(F) either finds a ϕ ∈ F with a fixed point in P , or returns
a frontier (nearly) separating F from Φ(P)

Data: Convex strategy set P ⊂ Rd

Input: Oracle access to a convex set F ⊂ Rd×(d+1) of affine transformations, precision
parameter ϵ

Output: Either a transformation ϕ ∈ F with a fixed point inside P, or a convex set
Q ⊇ Φ(P) (specified as the intersection of polynomially many half-spaces) with
vol (Q∩ F) < ϵ

1 Initialize Q = Rd×(d+1)

2 repeat
3 Let E be the minimum volume ellipsoid containing Q∩ F
4 Let ϕ be the center of E (note ϕ ∈ Q ∩ F)
5 Run the semi-separation oracle (Lemma E.2) on ϕ
6 if ϕ ∈ ΦFP(P) then
7 return ϕ
8 else
9 Get a half-space H that separates ϕ from Φ(P) (i.e., Φ(P) ⊂ H, ϕ ̸∈ H)

10 Set Q ← Q∩H
11 until vol (E) < ϵ
12 return Q

4.3 Shell Gradient Descent and Shell Projection

We now turn our attention to applying these semi-separation oracles to implement a modified variant
of the reduction in Section 2.4, where instead of running an external regret algorithm over the set
of endomorphisms Φ(P), we run it over a set of changing shell sets of Φ(P). In this section we
introduce two tools to help with this reduction: shell gradient descent and shell projection.

The first tool – shell gradient descent (Algorithm 2) – addresses the fact that, unlike in standard
online learning settings, we are faced with an online learning problem with an action set that changes
over time. In particular, we are faced with the constraint that in each round t, our action must
belong to some specified shell set Φ̃t that we observe at the beginning of round t. We show that a
simple variant of projected gradient descent (where we do a gradient step and then project to Φ̃t)
ensures low regret with respect to any action contained in the intersection of all the shell sets (and
in particular, to any endomorphism in Φ(P)).

Algorithm 2: Shell Gradient Descent
Data: Compact convex setMX ⊃ X , step sizes ηt

1 for t = 1, 2, . . . T do
2 Receive (efficient oracle access to) the convex set Xt.
3 Set xt = ΠXt(xt−1 − ηt−1ℓt−1) (if t = 1, choose an arbitrary x1 ∈ X1).
4 Output xt and receive feedback ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d

Theorem 4.3. Let X1, . . . ,XT be an arbitrary sequence of “shell sets” satisfying X ⊆ Xt ⊆ Bd(0, D).
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Then, for any sequence of losses ℓ1, . . . , ℓT ∈ [−1, 1]d, Algorithm 2 has regret

max
x∗∈X

T∑
t=1

⟨ℓt,xt − x∗⟩ ≤ D2

2ηT
+

T∑
t=1

ηt
2
∥ℓt∥22 .

Proof. Note that

∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤
∥∥ΠXt+1(xt − ηtℓt)− x∗∥∥2 ≤ ∥xt − ηtℓt − x∗∥2

= ∥xt − x∗∥2 + η2t ∥ℓt∥
2 − 2ηt ⟨ℓt,xt − x∗⟩

where the second inequality follows since x∗ ∈ X and therefore x∗ ∈ Xt for all t. Thus,

⟨ℓt,xt − x∗⟩ ≤ 1

2ηt

(
∥xt − x∗∥2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2

)
+
ηt
2
∥ℓt∥2

Summing over t

T∑
t=1

(ℓt(xt)− ℓt(x
∗)) ≤

T∑
t=1

∥xt − x∗∥2
(

1

2ηt
− 1

2ηt−1

)
+

T∑
t=1

ηt
2
∥ℓt∥2

≤ D2

2ηT
+

T∑
t=1

ηt
2
∥ℓt∥2

under the convention 1/η0 = 0, since ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ D.

To successfully apply our Shell Gradient Descent algorithm, we would like the transformations we
play to have fixed points in P. In particular, it would be ideal if we chose our t-th shell set Φ̃t in
such a way that this projected action belongs to ΦFP(P).

This is exactly the goal of the Shell Projection procedure (Algorithm 3). This procedure takes as
input a linear transformation ϕ and constructs a shell set Φ̃ containing Φ(P) with the property that
the projection of ϕ onto Φ̃ has a fixed point in P.

To accomplish this, this procedure makes careful use of the Shell Ellipsoid procedure from the
previous section. Specifically, we use ShellEllipsoid to attempt to semi-separate a ball of radius q
around ϕ from Φ(P) that we slowly expand over time. Specifically, whenever the separation succeeds,
we update the shell set with the new separating hyperplanes returned by ShellEllipsoid, and
expand the radius q slightly. We terminate when Shell Ellipsoid returns a transformation ϕ′ in the
radius q ball with a fixed point. Since q is incremented gradually and the shell set is cut for each
previous step we failed to find such a ϕ′, we end up with a shell set Φ̃ for which ϕ′ is an approximate
projection of ϕ. (see Figure 3)

Theorem 4.4 (Shell Projection). Let P be a convex set with Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R) and M be
a convex set such that Φ(P) ⊆ M ⊆ Bd×(d+1)(0, D). For any ϕ ∈ Bd×(d+1)(0, D) and ϵ > 0,
Algorithm 3 runs in time poly(d, ϵ−1, R/r,D) and returns both:

• A “shell set” Φ̃ satisfying Φ(P) ⊆ Φ̃ constructed by intersecting M with at most
poly(d, ϵ−1, R/r,D) half-spaces.
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ϕ

Φ

ΦFP

Φ̃

q

q − δ

F := B(ϕ, q) ∩ Φ̃

Φ

ΦFP

Φ̃

ϕ′ Terminate

ϕ

Φ

ΦFP

Φ̃

q + δ

Case (I). ShellEllipsoid(F) returns
a transformation ϕ′ ∈ ΦFP ∩ F . We
terminate and return ϕ′.

Case (II). ShellEllipsoid(F)
returns a separating frontier. We curtail
Φ̃ and increase the radius q.

Figure 3: Visual depiction of a generic step of the ShellProj(ϕ), Algorithm 3.

• A transformation ϕ′ ∈ Φ̃ such that
∥∥ϕ′ −ΠΦ̃(ϕ)

∥∥
F
≤ ϵ, and ϕ′ has a fixed point in P.

(For the weak version of this, see Proposition E.5.)

Proof. Consider the state of q in Algorithm 3 at the termination of the algorithm (the algorithm is
guaranteed to terminate since for large enough q, Bd×(d+1)(ϕ, q) must intersect Φ(P)). At this point
we know that:

• The shell set Φ̃ has the property that it barely intersects with the ball of radius q − ϵ/(4D)

around ϕ: that is, vol
(
Φ̃ ∩ Bd×(d+1)(ϕ, q − ϵ/(4D)))

)
< Vd×(d+1)(ϵ

′).

• The last found ϕ′ has the property that ϕ′ ∈ ΦFP(P), ϕ′ ∈ Φ̃

We will now use these facts to argue that ϕ′ is close to the projection of ϕ onto Φ̃. Intuitively,
this should be the case, since we know that ϕ′ is a point in Φ̃ within distance q of ϕ, and almost no
points in Φ̃ are within distance q − ϵ/(4D) of ϕ.

In fact, we can use the fact that the set of linear endomorphisms Φ(P) contains a ball of radius
r/2R (Lemma 2.3) to show that this first bullet point implies that no point in Φ̃ is within distance
q − ϵ

4D of ϕ (this follows as a consequence of Lemma C.11).

In particular, this means that
∥∥ϕ−ΠΦ̃(ϕ)

∥∥ ≥ q − ϵ
4D . But in addition, by standard properties of

projections (see e.g. Orabona [2022]), since ϕ′ ∈ Φ̃, we know that

∥∥ϕ− ϕ′∥∥2 ≥ ∥∥ϕ−ΠΦ̃(ϕ)
∥∥2 + ∥∥ΠΦ̃(ϕ)− ϕ

′∥∥2 .
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Algorithm 3: ShellProjΦ(ϕ) projects ϕ to a shell of Φ
Data: Convex strategy set P ⊂ Rd with Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R).
Input: Convex setM such that Φ(P) ⊆M ⊆ Bd×(d+1)(0, D), affine transformation

ϕ ∈ Bd×(d+1)(0, D), precision parameter ϵ ∈ (0, 1)

Output: Convex set Φ̃ satisfying Φ(P) ⊆ Φ̃ ⊆M and an affine transformation ϕ′ ∈M
satisfying

∥∥ϕ′ −ΠΦ̃(ϕ)
∥∥
F
≤ ϵ and ϕ′ ∈ ΦFP(P)

1 Set ϵ′ := ϵr
32RD2

2 Initialize Φ̃ :=M
3 for q ← 0, increment by δ = ϵ/(4D) do
4 Run ShellEllipsoid(Φ̃ ∩ Bd×(d+1)(ϕ, q)) with precision Vd×(d+1)(ϵ

′)

5 if it finds a ϕ′ with a fixed point inside P then
6 return Φ̃ and ϕ′

7 else
8 We receive a polytope Q with the property that Φ(P) ⊆ Q,

vol
(
Q∩ Φ̃ ∩ Bd×(d+1)(ϕ, q)

)
< Vd×(d+1)(ϵ

′), and Q has Õ(poly(d)) defining
hyperplanes.

9 Set Φ̃← Φ̃ ∩Q

Rearranging, this implies that

∥∥ΠΦ̃(ϕ)− ϕ
′∥∥2 ≤ ∥∥ϕ− ϕ′∥∥2 − ∥∥ϕ−ΠΦ̃(ϕ)

∥∥2 ≤ q2 − (
q − ϵ

4D

)2
≤ ϵ,

as q will never exceed 2D in the algorithm, as ϕ is at most 2D away from Φ(P). The other guarantees
of the algorithm follow naturally from the guarantees of ShellEllipsoid (Lemma 4.2) and the fact
that q increments at most 8D2/ϵ times.

4.4 Minimizing Linear Swap Regret

We finally assemble the results from the previous sections, and present a learning algorithm that
obtains O(poly(d)

√
T ) swap regret while running in polynomial time per iteration. Essentially,

this algorithm (Algorithm 4) runs the Shell Gradient Descent algorithm (Algorithm 2) to solve the
dual regret-minimization problem constructed in the reduction of Section 2.4, but using the Shell
Projection procedure (Algorithm 3) to construct a sequence of shell sets Φ̃t of P with the property
that the desired projection onto Φ̃t has a fixed point.

Theorem 4.5. Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set in isotropic position (Definition 2.4) and assume
ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d. Algorithm 4 has a per-iteration time complexity of poly(d, T ) and guarantees that

LinSwapReg(p, ℓ) =

T∑
t=1

⟨pt, ℓt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ(pt), ℓt⟩ = O
(
d4
√
T
)
.

(For the weak version of this, see Theorem E.6.)
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Algorithm 4: Linear-swap regret minimizer for convex strategy sets
Data: Convex strategy set P ⊂ Rd in Isotropic Position (Definition 2.4).

1 LetM := Bd×(d+1)(0, 4d
2) // this guarantees that Φ(P) ⊂M

2 Set step size β := 4√
T

and parameter ϵ := 1
16d4T 2

3 Let ϕ1 = Id and p1 be any point in P
4 for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
5 Output pt ∈ P and receive feedback ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d

6 Set Lt ∈ Rd×(d+1) so that for any affine transformation ϕ ∈ Rd×(d+1), ⟨Lt, ϕ⟩ = ⟨ϕ(pt), ℓt⟩.
7 Run ShellProjΦ(ϕt − βLt) with inputM and precision ϵ, receiving a shell set Φ̃t+1

and transformation ϕt+1 ∈ Φ̃t+1 ∩ ΦFP(P).
// Note: the shell set Φ̃t+1 is only used in the regret analysis

8 Compute a fixed point pt+1 ∈ P of ϕt+1.

Proof. First note that for P in isotropic position, it holds Bd(0, 1) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, n+ 1). Then, by
Lemma 2.3, we get that Φ(P) is well-bounded between balls of radius Rϕ = 4d2 and rϕ = 1/4(d+1).

Algorithm 2 produces the sequence ϕt by essentially running the Shell Gradient Descent algorithm
(Algorithm 2) for the shell sets Xt = Φ̃t and constant rate ηt = β, with the small caveat that instead
of playing the exact projected action xt = ΠΦ̃t

(ϕt − βLt), it plays an action ϕt with the guarantee
(by Theorem 4.4) that ∥ϕt − xt∥ ≤ ϵ. By the analysis of Shell Gradient Descent (and since Φ(P)
belongs to each shell set Φ̃t), we therefore have that

Regdual(ϕ,p, ℓ) =

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕt(pt), ℓt⟩ − min
ϕ∗∈Φ(P)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ∗(pt), ℓt⟩

= max
ϕ∗∈Φ(P)

T∑
t=1

⟨Lt, ϕt − ϕ∗⟩

≤
R2

ϕ

2β
+

T∑
t=1

β

2
∥Lt∥2F + ϵ

T∑
t=1

∥Lt∥F = O
(
d4
√
T
)
.

(In particular, ∥Lt∥F ≤
√
d ∥ℓt∥2∞ ∥pt∥22 + ∥ℓt∥

2
2 ≤
√
d(d+ 1 + ϵ) ≤ 2d3/2.)

In addition, since we choose pt to be a fixed point of ϕt, we again have that LinSwapReg(p, ℓ) =
Regdual(ϕ,p, ℓ), and thus LinSwapReg(p, ℓ) = O(d4

√
T ). The per-iteration time complexity follows

from the per-iteration time complexity of ShellProj (Theorem 4.4) with the chosen ϵ and the fact
that P is in isotropic position.

Remark 4.6. We remark that the previous algorithm can also be executed when the time horizon
T is unknown, by employing the standard doubling trick (see e.g. Orabona [2022]).
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5 Polynomial-Time Computation of Linear Correlated Equilibria

In this section, we present an algorithm that computes a high-precision linear correlated equilibrium
in general convex games in oracle-polynomial time. That is, given oracle access to the strategy sets
of an n-player convex game, the algorithm computes an ϵ-approximate linear correlated equilibrium
in time (and number of oracle queries) that is polynomial in the size of the game and log(1ϵ ). The
algorithm follows the idea of Papadimitriou and Roughgarden [2008] of casting the equilibrium
computation task as a two-player zero-sum bilinear game between a “Correlator”, who controls
distributions over joint strategy profiles, and a “Deviator”, who controls deviation profiles for all
players. Computing any min-max equilibrium in this meta-game will then give us a correlation plan
for the Correlator that corresponds to a valid linear correlated equilibrium.

To compute a min-max equilibrium in the bilinear zero-sum meta-game, we follow the framework
of Farina and Pipis [2024a] that is based on the Ellipsoid Against Hope idea of Papadimitriou and
Roughgarden [2008]. However, there are two main technical challenges in applying this framework
to our case. First, the framework of Farina and Pipis [2024a] only works for polyhedral strategy sets
that are well-behaved; it was left as an open problem to generalize their results to arbitrary convex
strategy sets, as is the case here for the strategies of the Correlator and the Deviator. Second, we do
not have direct oracle access to the strategy set of the Deviator (and instead, we only have some
sort of “semi-separation” oracle access), which is required by the existing framework.

In this section, we begin by first providing a generalized version of the Ellipsoid Against Hope
framework of Farina and Pipis [2024a] that works for general convex sets and also relaxes the
requirement for oracle access to the strategy sets (Theorem 5.1). Then, utilizing this new tool, we
describe an algorithm (Theorem 5.4) that computes a linear correlated equilibrium in general convex
games, by applying the same semi-separation ideas used for our regret minimization algorithm in
Section 4.

5.1 Generalizing the Ellipsoid Against Hope Framework to General Convex Sets

Let X ⊂ RM ,Y ⊂ RN be compact convex sets with M ≫ N and consider the following convex
program

find x ∈ X s.t. min
y∈Y

x⊤Ay ≥ 0. (4)

Our goal is to compute a feasible point x∗ ∈ X in time that is polynomial only in N , since M
may be exponentially large in general (as will be the case when computing a linear correlated
equilibrium in Section 5.2, where M is the number of all joint strategy profiles). When the sets
X ,Y are polyhedral, the Ellipsoid Against Hope framework [Farina and Pipis, 2024a, Papadimitriou
and Roughgarden, 2008] computes a feasible solution x∗ ∈ X under the condition that we are given
access to a “Good-Enough-Response” (GER) oracle: an oracle that for any y ∈ Y is guaranteed to
return a succinctly-representable x ∈ X (requiring far fewer than M bits to represent) such that
x⊤Ay ≥ 0. The idea is that, under GER oracle access, the convex program (5), which resembles the
dual of (4), is guaranteed to be infeasible

find y ∈ R+Y s.t. max
x∈X

x⊤Ay ≤ −1, (5)
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where R+Y := {cy | y ∈ Y, c > 0} is the conic hull of Y . Despite the infeasibility of (5), we proceed
to execute the ellipsoid method on it, by using the GER oracle to repeatedly cut out subspaces where
x⊤Ay ≥ 0 for some specific x. Eventually, the ellipsoid method will deem that (5) is infeasible and
we will have generated a sequence of L good-enough-responses x1,x2, . . . ,xL. These good-enough-
responses allow us to “cover” the original set Y , in the sense that for any y ∈ Y , it must be the case
that xiAy ≥ 0 for at least one GER xi. It follows from the minimax theorem that there must be
a convex combination x∗ of the xi that simultaneously guarantees (x∗)⊤Ay ≥ 0 for every y ∈ Y.
Moreover, we can find this x∗ (specifically, its representation as a mixture of the xi) efficiently by
solving a compressed primal program where we only search over such mixtures.

For our applications, we need to handle the two generalizations of the setting described above.

• First, we need to handle generic convex sets X and Y , not just explicit polytopes. This means
that we will not ever be able to entirely cover our set Y with good-enough-responses, and will
have to settle for some ϵ slack in our approximation to equilibrium.

• More interestingly, since our convex set Y will be constructed from the sets of linear endo-
morphisms of each player’s action set, we will not have direct oracle access to Y. Instead, we
will need to extend this framework to the setting where we only have “semi-separation” oracle
access to Y.

In this subsection, we give a generalization of the framework that addresses both of these points.
In particular, we replace the requirement for a good-enough-response oracle for all y ∈ Y with the
following: we have an oracle that at every point y ∈ RN , must either produce a good-enough-response
x ∈ X , or a hyperplane separating y from Y . Then, we can replace Y in the dual program (5) with
a convex shell set containing Y and then execute the ellipsoid method (constraining the shell set
further whenever our oracle returns a separating hyperplane). This way, we end up with L GER
oracle responses as well as with a new, smaller, shell set Ỹ of Y and, eventually, we compute a
solution x∗ ∈ X that satisfies the guarantee that min

y∈Ỹ x⊤Ay ≥ −ϵ; this procedure is summarized
in Algorithm 5. Interestingly, when Ỹ is a strict superset of Y , this guarantee is in some ways slightly
stronger than the guarantee of the classic GER framework (as we provide a guarantee against all
y ∈ Ỹ).

Theorem 5.1. Let X ⊂ RM ,Y ⊂ RN be compact convex sets (to which we do not necessarily have
direct oracle access), and let ϵ > 0 be a precision parameter. If the following conditions hold:

1. A ∈ RM×N is a matrix such that ∀x ∈ X ,
∥∥x⊤A

∥∥
2
≤ B for some B ≥ 1,

2. the set Y is well-bounded as BN (ry) ⊆ Y ⊆ BN (0, Ry),

3. there exists an oracle that for every point y ∈ BN (0, Ry), runs in poly(N) time, and either
returns a separating hyperplane (SEP) separating y from Y or a good-enough-response (GER)
x ∈ X ,

4. the encoding lengths of the GER responses produced by the previous oracle are polynomially
bounded (in N and log(1/ϵ)),
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Algorithm 5: Ellipsoid Against Hope for bilinear zero-sum games with general convex
strategies

Data: Parameters ry, Ry such that BN (ry) ⊆ Y ⊆ BN (0, Ry), precision parameter ϵ > 0,
constant B ≥ 1 such that

∥∥x⊤A
∥∥
2
≤ B for all x ∈ X

Input: An oracle that for every y ∈ BN (0, Ry), either produces a good-enough-response
(GER) or a separating hyperplane (SEP) separating y from Y.

Output: A sparse solution x∗ of (P ) represented as a mixture of GER oracle responses.
// Run the ellipsoid algorithm on the infeasible dual (5)

1 Initialize ellipsoid E := BN (0, Ry)
2 repeat
3 Query the oracle on the center y of E
4 if the oracle returns a weak good-enough-response (x,x⊤A) then
5 Update E to the minimum volume ellipsoid containing E ∩ {y ∈ RN | (x⊤A)y ≤ 0}
6 else
7 Receive a half-space H that separates y from Y (i.e., Y ⊂ H, y ̸∈ H)
8 Update E to the minimum volume ellipsoid containing E ∩H
9 until vol (E) < VN

(
ϵ
B

)
;

10 Let H1, H2, . . . ,HK be the separating half-spaces and let x1, . . . ,xL be the GER oracle
response vectors returned by the oracle during the above process

11 Let Ỹ := Y ∩
⋂K

i=1Hi

12 Define X = [x1 | · · · | xL] and compute X⊤A (this is an L-by-N matrix whose rows are x⊤
i A)

13 Compute a solution λ∗ to the following convex program (P ′)

find λ ∈ ∆L (P ′)

s.t. min
y∈Ỹ

λ⊤(X⊤A)y ≥ −ϵ

14 Return the final solution x∗ = Xλ∗ =
∑L

i=1 λ
∗
ixi.

then, Algorithm 5 runs in oracle-polynomial time and computes a solution x∗ to

find x ∈ X (P )

s.t. min
y∈Y

x⊤Ay ≥ −ϵ.

Furthermore, x∗ is a specified as an explicit mixture of poly(N, log(B/ϵ)) GER responses.

(For the version of this under weak oracles, see Theorem F.1.)

Proof. If Algorithm 5 successfully completes, it is guaranteed to return a valid solution x∗ to (P )
that is the convex combination of L GER responses (since Ỹ is guaranteed to contain Y, Xλ must
be a solution to (P ) for any solution λ to (P ′)). Moreover, each individual step of the algorithm
runs in time polynomial in N , L, and log(B/ϵ). It therefore suffices to verify that: (1) the ellipsoid
algorithm runs for at most poly(N, log(B/ϵ)) iterations (and therefore also L ≤ poly(N, log(B/ϵ))),
and (2) the final convex program (P ′) has a solution.
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For the first point, note that in each iteration of our ellipsoid algorithm, we intersect M with
some half-space passing through (or excluding) the center of the current ellipsoid E . By the standard
analysis of the ellipsoid algorithm, after one iteration the new volume of the minimum volume
ellipsoid is at most exp

(
− 1

2(N+1)

)
vol (E). Since the initial ellipsoid E has volume VN (Ry) and

the process terminates when the volume drops below VN (ϵ/B), this subroutine runs for at most
2(N + 1) log

(
(B/ϵ)N

)
= poly(N, log(B/ϵ)) iterations.

To prove the second point, let Efin be the final ellipsoid E at the conclusion of the ellipsoid algorithm
subroutine. Note that any y ∈ Ỹ \ Efin must have the property that (x⊤A)y ≥ 0 for one of the GER
responses x, as it must have been separated from Efin in one such step. On the other hand, since
vol (Efin) ≤ VN (ϵ/B), every y′ ∈ Ỹ ∩ Efin must be within distance ϵ/B from some y ∈ Ỹ \ Efin. If
(x⊤A)y ≥ 0 for this y, then we also have that

(x⊤A)y′ = (x⊤A)y + (x⊤A)(y′ − y) ≥ −
∥∥∥x⊤A

∥∥∥
2

∥∥y′ − y
∥∥
2
≥ −ϵ.

We have therefore shown that given any y ∈ Ỹ, it must be x⊤Ay ≥ −ϵ for at least one
GER response x we received. By the minimax theorem, there exists a convex combination of
such responses which guarantees this property simultaneously for all y ∈ Ỹ, and therefore the
convex program (P ′) is feasible. To make a separation oracle for (P ′), we can run the ellipsoid
algorithm in time poly(log(Ry/ry), L). Thus, the the time complexity will be oracle-polynomial in
poly(N, log(Ry/ry), log(B/ϵ)).

5.2 Computing a Linear Correlated Equilibrium in General Convex Games

We are now ready to apply our new Ellipsoid Against Hope framework to construct an algorithm
that computes an ϵ-approximate linear correlated equilibrium in general convex n-player games with
efficient oracle access to the strategy sets P1, . . . ,Pn. The algorithm will run in time polynomial in
the size of the game and log(1ϵ ).

We begin with some definitions and notation. First, for the sake of handling affine linear
transformations, we augment the players’ strategy sets as Xi = {1} × Pi ⊂ Rdi+1 for every i ∈ [n].
We thus assume, without loss of generality, that utilities are multi-linear in this new space, with
ui(s−i)[di + 1] = 0 for all i ∈ [n]. Define M =

∏n
i=1(di + 1) and N = 1 +

∑n
i=1 di(di + 1).

Let X := conv(X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn) ⊂ RM be the set of all correlated strategy profiles and Y :=
{1} × Φ(P1) × . . .Φ(Pn) ⊂ RN be the set of all players’ deviation profiles (note that while M is
exponentially large in the size of the game, N is merely polynomially large). Additionally, by the
multi-linearity of utility functions, we can represent each ui as an M -dimensional tensor Ui such
that ui(x) = Ui · x. For k ∈ [d1 + 1]× · · · × [dn + 1], we will refer to the k-th entry of the Ui tensor
as Ui[k]. Finally, in usual game-theoretic convention, for sets S1, . . . , Sn and some s ∈ S1 × · · · × Sn,
we will denote s−i = (s1, . . . , si−1, si+1, . . . , sn) and s = (si, s−i).

The only structural assumption that we impose on the games we consider is the polynomial utility
gradient property, that lets us compute the counterfactual payoff function faced by any individual
player.

Assumption 5.2 (Polynomial utility gradient property [Farina and Pipis, 2024a, Assumption 4.2]).
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Given a product distribution x ∈ X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn, it is possible to compute the value of

gi(x−i) = E
s−i∼x−i

[∇ui(s−i)]

for all players i ∈ [n] in polynomial time in the encoding length of x and the size of the game.

This property has been assumed in all previous results regarding computation of equilibria in games
(including in Papadimitriou and Roughgarden [2008] as the “Polynomial Expectation Property”) and
is also implicitly assumed in every approximate equilibrium computation result that uses no-regret
learning. Note that any algorithm for computing an equilibrium in polynomial time in the number
of players has to impose a similar structural assumption on the utilities, because otherwise it is
prohibitive to even represent the exponentially large M -dimensional utility tensor.

Following Papadimitriou and Roughgarden [2008], Farina and Pipis [2024a], we now define a
meta-game: a two-player zero-sum bilinear game between a Correlator (with strategy set X ) and
a Deviator (with strategy set Y). The utility matrix A ∈ RM×N of the Correlator is such that for
every k ∈ [d1 + 1]× · · · × [dn + 1] and j ∈ {∅} ∪ {(i, a, b) | i ∈ [n], a ∈ [di + 1], b ∈ [di]},

Akj :=


∑

iUi[k] j = ∅
−Ui[(b, k−i)] a = ki
0 otherwise

.

This is a huge utility matrix (exponentially big in the number of players) and will never be explicitly
stored by our algorithm. We will only ever access it via Assumption 5.2. The following lemma shows
that the utility of the Correlator player corresponds to the sum of expected Φ-regrets of the players
for the specific deviation functions ϕ1, ϕ2, . . . , ϕn comprising y. In particular, this means that to
compute a linear correlated equilibrium, it suffices to compute a min-max optimal solution x∗ for
the Correlator.

Lemma 5.3. Let P1, . . . ,Pn be the compact convex strategy sets of an n-player convex game and
define Xi := {1} × Pi. For any x ∈ X := conv(X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn) and y = (1, ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) ∈ Y :=
{1} × Φ(P1)× · · · × Φ(Pn), it holds that4

x⊤Ay =
n∑

i=1

E
s∼x

[ui(s)− ui(ϕi(si), s−i)]

Moreover, if x satisfies x⊤Ay ≥ −ϵ for every y ∈ Y, then the corresponding distribution µ ∈ ∆(P1×
· · · × Pn) (obtained by removing the constant coefficient from each component of X and decomposing
into a distribution over product elements) is an ϵ-approximate linear correlated equilibrium.

4We slightly abuse notation here by writing Es∼x[·] to refer to sampling s ∈ X1 × · · · × Xn from some convex
decomposition of x into pure strategy profiles. This decomposition is not unique (and so this is not always well-defined),
but since we only take expectations over quantities which are linear in x, it is consistent in our case.
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Proof. Let Bi ∈ Rdi×(di+1) be the matrix corresponding to the affine transformation ϕi. Then,

x⊤Ay =
M∑
k=1

x[k]
n∑

i=1

Ui[k]−
∑
b∈[di]

Bi[b, ki]Ui[(b, k−i)]


=

n∑
i=1

 E
s∼x

[ui(s)]−
∑
k−i

∑
ki∈[di+1]

x[(ki, k−i)]
∑
b∈[di]

Bi[b, ki]Ui[(b, k−i)]


=

n∑
i=1

E
s∼x

[ui(s)− ui(ϕi(si), s−i)].

Now, assume x satisfies x⊤Ay ≥ −ϵ for every y ∈ Y. Note that if for any player i ∈ [n] and
endomorphism ϕ ∈ Φ(Pi), we choose y by setting ϕi = ϕ and ϕj = Id (the identity map on Pj) for
all j ̸= i, this implies that

E
s∼x

[ui(s)] ≥ E
s∼x

[ui(ϕi(si), s−i)]− ϵ,

and in particular, the correlated strategy profile µ corresponding to the element x is an ϵ-approximate
linear correlated equilibrium.

Finally, we present the main result of this section. The main technical idea needed for this result
is to develop an oracle of the form that is required by Theorem 5.1. The way we do this, at a
high level, is as follows: for a given deviation point y ∈ RN , we check if each of the component
transformations ϕi has a fixed point in Xi. If any of the ϕi do not, we can query the semi-separation
oracle (Section 4.1) to separate ϕi from Y, and we use this separating hyperplane as our response.
Otherwise, if every ϕi possesses a fixed point, we can construct a good-enough-response by taking
the product distribution formed from these fixed points.

Theorem 5.4. Let G be an n-player convex game with convex strategy sets Pi ⊂ Rdi for i ∈ [n].
Assume we have efficient oracle access to each Pi and each Pi is well-bounded via Bdi(ri) ⊆
Pi ⊆ Bdi(0, Ri). Furthermore, assume that G satisfies the polynomial utility gradient property
(Assumption 5.2), and assume that ui(s) ∈ [−1, 1] for every strategy profile s ∈ X1 × · · · × Xn.
Then, there exists an algorithm that computes an ϵ-approximate linear correlated equilibrium in
time poly(

∑
i di, log(1/ϵ),

∑
i log(Ri/ri)). Furthermore, the computed equilibrium is represented as a

mixture of polynomially many product distributions over strategy profiles.

(For the version of this under weak oracles, see Theorem F.3.)

Proof. By Lemma 5.3, it suffices to construct the oracle required by Algorithm 5 for the sets X ,Y
and matrix A that arise from the Correlator-Deviator game. This oracle needs to take an arbitrary
deviation y ∈ RN and return either a hyperplane separating y from the true Deviator action set Y
or a good-enough-response x.

Write y = (1, ϕ1, ϕ2, . . . , ϕn) (if the first coordinate of y is not 1, we can trivially separate it from
Y). For each ϕi, run the semi-separation oracle of Lemma 4.1 on this ϕi. This oracle runs in time
poly(di) and either returns a fixed point xi contained in Xi, or a halfspace Hi separating ϕi from Yi.
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If we received a halfspace Hi note that this same halfspace separates y from Y (after appropriately
extending it to the higher dimensional space), and so we can simply return this halfspace. Therefore,
assume that we received a fixed point xi ∈ Xi of ϕi for all i ∈ [n], and consider the point
x = x1 ⊗ x2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xn. Note that by Lemma 4.1, this x has the property that

x⊤Ay =
n∑

i=1

ui(x)− ui(ϕi(xi),x−i) = 0

(since ϕi(xi) = xi) and therefore x is a valid good-enough-response. Moreover, the representation of
x as the product of n mixed strategies only requires O(

∑
i di) bits to represent.

Finally, note that, since by assumption |ui(s)| ≤ 1, this implies that
∥∥x⊤A

∥∥ ≤ √N , and so we call
Algorithm 10 withB =

√
N . It follows that Algorithm 1 runs in time poly(N, log(B/ϵ),

∑
i log(Ri/ri)) =

poly(
∑

i di, log(1/ϵ),
∑

i log(Ri/ri)), as desired.
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A Sufficiency of Regret Minimization in Isotropic Position

Lemma A.1. Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set with P ⊆ Bd(0, R). Let ψ(x) be the (invertible)
affine Isotropic transformation for P, such that P ′ := ψ(P) is in the Isotropic Position. Assume
that we have a linear-swap regret minimizer RP ′ for P ′ incurring regret RegP ′ . Then, using poly(d)
time per-iteration, RP ′ can be converted to a linear-swap regret minimizer RP for P that incurs a
regret of RegP = 2R · RegP ′.

Proof. Let ψ(x) := Ax + b and note that A is invertible as ψ is invertible. Additionally, for all
z ∈ Bd(0, 1), ∥∥A−1z

∥∥
2
=

∥∥A−1(z − b+ b)
∥∥
2
≤ 2R

and thus, ∥A∥2 ≤ 2R.

Let ℓ1, . . . , ℓT be the sequence of losses given to RP . We can transform each one to a loss
ℓ′t =

1
2R(A

−1)⊤ℓt for the RP ′ regret minimizer, which in turn will return a sequence y1, . . . ,yT ∈ P ′

of strategies.

Define xt = ψ−1(yt) ∈ P to be the inverse of strategy yt. Consider any ϕ ∈ Φ(P) and define
ϕ′(y) = ψ(ϕ(ψ−1(y))) ∈ Φ(P ′). Then, we have

T∑
t=1

⟨xt − ϕ(xt), ℓt⟩ = 2R

T∑
t=1

1

2R
ℓ⊤t A

−1[A(xt − ϕ(xt)) + b− b]

= 2R

T∑
t=1

1

2R
ℓ⊤t A

−1(ψ(xt)− ψ(ϕ(xt)))

= 2R

T∑
t=1

〈
yt − ϕ′(yt), ℓ

′
t

〉
≤ 2R · RegP ′ .

This concludes the proof that if RP ′ is a linear-swap regret minimizer, then RP will be a linear-swap
regret minimizer too.

B Properties of Sets of Linear Transformations

In this section, we establish some basic properties of sets Lin(A,B) of linear transformations,
ultimately establishing Lemma 2.3 (that the set Φ(P) is nicely behaved if P is).

Lemma B.1. Let A,B, C,D be compact convex sets. If A ⊇ C and B ⊆ D, then Lin(A,B) ⊆
Lin(C,D).

Proof. For any (M,x0) ∈ Lin(A,B), it holds that ∀x ∈ A : Mx+x0 ∈ B. Since A ⊇ C and B ⊆ D, it
follows that ∀x ∈ C : Mx+ x0 ∈ B ⊆ D. Thus, (M,x0) ∈ Lin(C,D) and Lin(A,B) ⊆ Lin(C,D).
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Lemma B.2. Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set of strategies that is both inscribed and circumscribed,
Bd(a, r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R) for some a ∈ Rd and R ≥ 1. Then, the set of its endomorphic affine
transformations Φ(P) is inscribed with a ball Bd×(d+1)(ϕa,

r
2R) ⊆ Φ(P), where ϕa = (0,a) is the

constant transformation x 7→ a.

Proof. It suffices to prove that Bd×(d+1)(ϕa,
r
2R) ⊆ Lin(P,Bd(a, r)) and the result follows from

Lemma B.1.

Consider any (A,x0) ∈ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa,
r
2R), which implies that ∥A∥2F + ∥x0 − a∥22 ≤

(
r
2R

)2. Then,
for any x ∈ P, we have

∥Ax+ x0 − a∥2 ≤ ∥Ax∥2 + ∥x0 − a∥2 ≤ ∥A∥F ∥x∥2 +
r

2R
≤ r

2R
R+

r

2R
≤ r.

We conclude that Bd×(d+1)(ϕa,
r
R) ⊆ Lin(P,Bd(a, r)).

Lemma B.3. Let Bd(a, r) ⊆ Bd(0, R). It holds that

Lin(Bd(a, r),Bd(0, R)) ⊆
{
(A,x0) ∈ Rd×d × Rd : ∥A∥2 ≤ 2R/r, ∥x0∥2 ≤ R+ 2R2/r

}
,

where ∥A∥2 denotes the spectral norm of A. Additionally, this implies that

Lin(Bd(a, r),Bd(0, R)) ⊆ Bd×(d+1)

(
0,

3R

r

√
R2 + d

)
.

Proof. Consider any (A,x0) ∈ Lin(Bd(a, r),Bd(0, R)) and note that, by definition, it holds ∥Ax+ x0∥2 ≤
R for all x ∈ B(a, r). Thus, for any x ∈ Rd with ∥x− a∥2 ≤ r, we have ∥A(x− a)∥2 =
∥A(x− a) + x0 − x0∥ ≤ ∥Ax+ x0∥2 + ∥Aa+ x0∥2 ≤ 2R. By setting y = (x − a)/r, we can
equivalently write the previous statement as

∥A(ry)∥2 ≤ 2R ∀y ∈ B(0, 1)

=⇒ ∥Ay∥2 ≤
2R

r
∀y ∈ B(0, 1)

=⇒ ∥A∥2 ≤
2R

r
,

which concludes the proof that all A ∈ Lin(Bd(a, r),Bd(0, R)) have ∥A∥2 ≤
2R
r .

To prove the bound for x0, note that ∥Ax∥2 ≤ 2R2/r for any x ∈ Bd(a, r) and thus, if it was
∥x0∥2 > R+ 2R2/r, we would get ∥Ax+ x0∥2 > R.

Finally, we have that ∥A∥F ≤
√
d ∥A∥2 ≤

√
d2R/r and ∥(A,x0)∥2F = ∥A∥2F + ∥x0∥22 ≤ d

4R2

r2
+ 9R4

r2
.

Thus, ∥(A,x0)∥F ≤
3R
r

√
R2 + d.

Lemma 2.3. Let Bd(a, r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R). Then there exists a ϕa ∈ Φ(P) such that:

Bd×(d+1)

(
ϕa,

r

2R

)
⊆ Φ(P) ⊆ Bd×(d+1)

(
0,

3R

r

√
R2 + d

)
.

Proof. The proof is immediate by Lemma B.2 and Lemma B.3.
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Finally, we prove some Lemmas that are useful when dealing with weak oracles and are based on
the definition of the weak set of linear endomorphisms (Definition C.4).

Lemma B.4. Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set of strategies that is both inscribed and circumscribed,
Bd(a, r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R) for some a ∈ Rd. Then, Bd×(d+1)(ϕa,

r
4R) ⊆ Φ(P, ϵ) for all ϵ ∈ (0, r

4R),
where ϕa = (0,a) is the constant transformation x 7→ a.

Proof. Let r′ = r−ϵ and R′ = R+ϵ such that Bd(a, r′) ⊆ P−ϵ and P+ϵ ⊆ Bd(0, R′). Then, following
the same steps as in Lemma B.2, we get Bd×(d+1)(ϕa,

r′

2R′ ) ⊆ Lin(P+ϵ,Bd(a, r′)) ⊆ Φ(P, ϵ).

Note also that r′/2R′ > r/4R ⇐⇒ ϵ < Rr/(4R + 2r), which is true. Thus, Bd(ϕa, r
4R) ⊆

Φ(P, ϵ).

Lemma B.5 (Approximate Identity). Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set that is well-bounded as
Bd(a, r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R). Then, for any ϵ ∈ (0, r

4R), there exists a transformation ϕ ∈ Φ(P, ϵ) such
that ∥x− ϕ(x)∥2 ≤

5R
r ϵ for all x ∈ P+ϵ.

Proof. Define ϕ1(x) := ϵ
ra+ (1− ϵ

r )x. First, we prove that, for any x ∈ P, it is Bd(ϕ1(x), ϵ) ⊆ P
and hence, ϕ1(x) ∈ P−ϵ. To prove this, consider any z ∈ Bd(ϕ(x), ϵ) and let a′ = r

ϵ

(
z − (1− ϵ

r )x
)
.

We have ∥∥a′ − a
∥∥
2
=
r

ϵ

∥∥∥z − (
1− ϵ

r

)
x− ϵ

r
a
∥∥∥
2

≤ r

ϵ
∥z − ϕ1(x)∥2 +

r

ϵ

∥∥∥ϕ1(x)− (
1− ϵ

r

)
x− ϵ

r
a
∥∥∥
2

=
r

ϵ
∥z − ϕ1(x)∥2

≤ r

or, equivalently, a′ ∈ Bd(a, r) ⊆ P. But z can be written as a convex combination of a′,x ∈ P as
z = ϵ

ra
′ + (1− ϵ

r )x and thus, by convexity of P, z ∈ P.

Next, we have that for x ∈ P,

∥ϕ1(x)− x∥2 =
∥∥∥ ϵ
r
a+

(
1− ϵ

r

)
x− x

∥∥∥
2

=
ϵ

r
∥a− x∥2

≤ 2R

r
ϵ.

Thus, ϕ1 is an affine transformation that maps any point x′ ∈ P to a point ϕ1(x′) ∈ P−ϵ such
that ∥x′ − ϕ1(x′)∥2 ≤

2R
r ϵ. By the exact same argumentation, it follows that for any x ∈ P+ϵ it is

ϕ1(x) ∈ P and ∥x− ϕ1(x)∥2 ≤
2R+ϵ

r ϵ ≤ 3R
r ϵ.

Now set ϕ(x) := ϕ1(ϕ1(x)). Then, ϕ ∈ Φ(P, ϵ) because for all x ∈ P+ϵ it is ϕ(x) ∈ P−ϵ and
additionally,

∥x− ϕ(x)∥2 ≤ ∥x− ϕ1(x)∥2 + ∥ϕ1(x)− ϕ(x)∥2

≤ 5R

r
ϵ,

which concludes the proof.
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C Weak Oracles for Convex Optimization

C.1 Definitions and Basic Results

In this paper we work with general convex sets. Since these sets might lead to irrational solutions
and other numerical peculiarities, the usual way to deal with them is to assume some form of weak
access to the sets and to also weaken the optimization objectives [Grötschel et al., 1993, Chapter 2].
In this subsection, we define the concepts we will need.

The Weak Membership Problem [Grötschel et al., 1993, Definition 2.1.14]

Given a vector y ∈ Qn and a rational number δ > 0, either
(i) assert that y ∈ K+δ, or
(ii) assert that y /∈ K−δ.

The Weak Separation Problem [Grötschel et al., 1993, Definition 2.1.13]

Given a vector y ∈ Qn and a rational number δ > 0, either
(i) assert that y ∈ K+δ, or
(ii) find a vector c ∈ Qn with ∥c∥∞ = 1 such that c⊤x ≤ c⊤y + δ for every x ∈ K−δ.

The Weak Optimization Problem [Grötschel et al., 1993, Definition 2.1.10]

Given a vector c ∈ Qn and a rational number ϵ > 0, either
(i) find a vector y ∈ Qn such that y ∈ K+ϵ and c⊤x ≤ c⊤y + ϵ for all x ∈ K−ϵ, or
(ii) assert that K−ϵ is empty.

Sometimes we refer to a weak separation oracle with parameter δ as a δ-weak separation oracle,
and similarly we refer to a solution to the weak optimization problem with parameter ϵ as an ϵ-weak
solution. An algorithm that runs in polynomial time in the size of the input and, additionally,
performs a polynomial number of oracle calls is called an oracle-polynomial time algorithm.

It is worth noting that all these three problems are known to be equivalent, under minimal extra
assumptions. Most of our results in this paper are stated in terms of access to a weak separation oracle,
but the next Theorem gives an additional condition that is sufficient to convert any membership
oracle to a separation oracle.

Lemma C.1. There exists an oracle-polynomial time algorithm that solves the weak separation
problem for every compact convex set K ⊂ Rd given by a weak membership oracle, provided that we
know parameters a0, r, R such that Bd(a0, r) ⊆ K ⊆ Bd(0, R).

Proof. This Lemma directly follows from applying Theorems 4.3.2, 4.2.5, and 4.4.7 from Grötschel
et al. [1993].

Next, we provide two central theorems that allow us to weakly optimize over linear or convex
functions, given access to a weak separation oracle. We remark that Theorem C.3 is implied by
Theorems 4.4.9 and 4.3.13 of Grötschel et al. [1993].
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Theorem C.2 (Grötschel et al. [1993, Corollary 4.2.7]). There exists an oracle-polynomial time
algorithm that solves the weak optimization problem for every circumscribed convex set K ⊆ Bn(0, R)
given by a weak separation oracle.

Theorem C.3 (Grötschel et al. [1993, variation of Theorem 4.3.13]). There exists an oracle-
polynomial time algorithm that solves the following problem:
Input: A rational number ϵ > 0, a compact convex set K ⊂ Rn given by a weak membership oracle,
parameters R, r such that Bd(r) ⊆ K ⊆ Bd(0, R), and a convex function f : Rn → R given by an
oracle that, for every x ∈ Qn and δ > 0, returns a rational number t such that |f(x)− t| ≤ δ.
Output: A vector y ∈ K+ϵ such that f(y) ≤ f(x) + ϵ for all x ∈ K−ϵ.

Next, we define a weak version of approximate linear correlated equilibria. In particular, for some
parameter η > 0, we relax the strategy sets of every player i to be P+η

i and we additionally relax the
set of transformations we compete with to those that map points from P+η to P−η. This definition
is akin to the definition of the (ϵ, η)-approximate equilibrium in Papadimitriou et al. [2023] but for
Φ-equilibria and is important to avoid precision and numerical issues when we are only given weak
oracle access to the strategy ests.

Definition C.4 (η-weak linear endomorphisms). For a compact convex set P , we define the η-weak
set of linear endomorphisms as

Φ(P, η) := Lin(P+η,P−η).

Lemma B.1 implies that Φ(Pi, η) ⊆ Φ(Pi), so Φ(P, η) is a relaxation of Φ(P).

Definition C.5 ((ϵ, η)-approximate linear equilibrium). Let G be a convex game of n players
with strategy sets P1, . . . ,Pn. An (ϵ, η)-approximate linear equilibrium for G is a joint distribution
µ ∈ ∆(P+η

1 × · · · × P+η
n ), such that for every player i ∈ [n],

E
s∼µ

[ui(s)] ≥ E
s∼µ

[ui(ϕ(si), s−i)]− ϵ, ∀ϕ ∈ Φ(Pi, η).

Of course, this is a relaxation, compared to the strong version of ϵ-approximate equilibria, where
η = 0, that are used when we have strong oracle access to the strategy sets. We remark that all
results in this paper work even if we compete with all transformations in Φ(Pi), because both the
transformations and the utility functions have bounded Lipschitzness. However, we choose to work
with this relaxed definition to allow for uniformity with other, more general, transformations.

C.2 Useful Primitives for Weak Oracles

We begin by stating some Lemmas that will be useful tools for working with weak oracles. Note
that Lemma C.6 is stated for a general bounded set, while the proof in Papadimitriou et al. [2023] is
only for sets in [−1, 1]d, but these statements are equivalent.

Lemma C.6 (Papadimitriou et al. [2023, Lemma B.2]). Consider a bounded convex compact set
X ⊆ Rd and an arbitrary point x ∈ Rd. Then, it holds that x,ΠX (x),ΠX+ϵ(x) are co-linear for
every ϵ > 0.
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Lemma C.7 (Papadimitriou et al. [2023, Lemma B.3]). For any convex set X ⊂ Rd with Bd(a, r) ⊆
X ⊆ Bd(0, R) and a parameter ϵ ∈ (0, r), it holds that ∥x−ΠX−ϵ(x)∥2 ≤

R
r ϵ for every x ∈ X .

Lemma C.8. Let P ⊂ Rd be a rational polyhedron, described by a strong separation oracle. Then
there exists an oracle-polynomial time algorithm that computes an exact rational solution to the
projection problem

x̂ = ΠP(y) := argmin
x∈P

∥x− y∥22 ,

for any y ∈ Qd.

Proof. The problem can be written as

min
1

2
x⊤x− 2y⊤x

s.t.x ∈ P,

which is a convex quadratic programming problem with a positive definite matrix and is known to
be exactly solvable via the ellipsoid method [Kozlov et al., 1980].

Lemma C.9. Let P ⊂ Rd be a rational polyhedron, described by a strong separation oracle. For any
parameter ϵ > 0 we can create a strong separation oracle for the set P+ϵ that runs in oracle-polynomial
time.

Proof. Consider any input point y ∈ Qd and compute the projection x̂ = ΠP(y), using Lemma C.8.

If ∥x̂− y∥22 ≤ ϵ2, then y ∈ P+ϵ and we halt.

Otherwise, y /∈ P+ϵ, so we need to return a separating hyperplane. Define a := x̂− y and note
that a⊤y < a⊤x for all x ∈ P , so it is a valid separating hyperplane of y from P . Since, Lemma C.6
implies that ΠP+ϵ(y) and ΠP(y) are co-linear, it follows that a also is a separating hyperplane of y
from P+ϵ.

Lemma C.10. Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set that is bounded by balls Bd(r) ⊂ P ⊂ Bd(0, R).
Let M ∈ Rd×d, b ∈ Rd be a matrix and vector respectively with ∥M∥2 , ∥b∥2 ≤ B for some B > 0.
Define f(x) = 1

2 ∥Mx+ b∥22. For some ϵ > 0, let x∗ = argminx∈P−ϵ f(x) and let x̂ ∈ P+ϵ be a weak
solution such that f(x̂) ≤ f(x) + ϵ for all x ∈ P−ϵ. Then,

⟨∇f(x̂),x− x̂⟩ ≥ −δ ∀x ∈ P−ϵ,

where δ := 6B2R2
√
ϵ/r. Moreover, ∥M(x∗ − x̂)∥2 ≤ 5BR

√
ϵ/r.

Proof.

⟨∇f(x̂),x− x̂⟩ =
〈
M⊤(Mx̂+ b),x− x̂

〉
=

〈
M⊤(Mx∗ + b),x− x̂

〉
−
〈
M⊤M(x∗ − x̂),x− x̂

〉
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We have

min
x∈P−ϵ

〈
M⊤(Mx∗ + b),x− x̂

〉
=

〈
M⊤(Mx∗ + b),x∗ − x̂

〉
≥ f(x∗)− f(x̂) ≥ −ϵ

and 〈
M⊤M(x∗ − x̂),x− x̂

〉
≤ ∥M(x∗ − x̂)∥2 ∥M(x− x̂)∥2
≤ BR ∥Mx∗ −Mx̂∥2

Letting x̄ be the projection of x̂ to P−ϵ, so that ∥x̄− x̂∥2 ≤ 2R
r ϵ (by Lemma C.7). We have

∥Mx∗ −Mx̂∥2 ≤ ∥Mx∗ −Mx̄∥2 + ∥Mx̄−Mx̂∥2. Moreover, ∥Mx̄−Mx̂∥2 ≤ B ∥x̄− x̂∥2 ≤ 2BR
r ϵ.

And

∥Mx∗ −Mx̄∥22 = ∥(Mx∗ + b)− (Mx̄+ b)∥22
= 2

〈
M⊤(Mx∗ + b),x∗ − x̄

〉
+ ∥Mx̄+ b∥22 − ∥Mx∗ + b∥22

≤ 0 + ∥Mx̄+ b∥22 − ∥Mx̂+ b∥22 + ∥Mx̂+ b∥22 − ∥Mx∗ + b∥22
≤ ∥M(x̄− x̂)∥2 (∥Mx̄+ b∥2 + ∥Mx̂+ b∥2) + 2ϵ

≤ 2B
R

r
ϵ(4BR) + 2ϵ

≤ 10B2R2ϵ/r

Thus,

∥M(x∗ − x̂)∥2 ≤ 2B
R

r
ϵ+BR

√
10
ϵ

r
≤ 5BR

√
ϵ/r

min
x∈P−ϵ

⟨∇f(x̂),x− x̂⟩ ≥ −ϵ−BR(5BR
√
ϵ/r) ≥ −6B2R2

√
ϵ/r

as desired.

Lemma C.11. Let M⊂ Rd be a compact convex set, of diameter D = diam(M), that contains a
ball Bd(a, r) ⊂M. Consider the intersection M∩Bd(b, l) of this set with a ball of radius l. If there
exists a point p ∈M∩ Bd(b, l) with ∥b− p∥2 = d > 0, then vol (M∩Bd(b, l)) > Vd(t), where Vd(t)
is the volume of the radius-t ball in d dimensions and t = r

2D (l − d).

Proof. If ∥b− p∥2 = d, then Bd(p, l − d) ⊆ Bd(b, l). We will focus on this radius-(l − d) ball and
prove that its intersection withM must contain a smaller ball of radius t = r

2D (l − d).

Consider the following set (a subset of the conic hull of Bd(a, r))

C = {p+ γ(x− p) : x ∈ Bd(a, r), 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1} .

Since this is a set of convex combinations of points fromM, it follows that C ⊆M. Now consider
the ball defined by scaling Bd(a, r) by γ∗ = l−d

2D < 1 as follows

p+ γ∗ (Bd(a, r)− p) ⊂ C ⊆M.
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The center of this ball is a′ = p+ γ∗(a− p) and the radius is

r′ = max
x∈Bd(a,r)

∥∥a′ − (p+ γ∗(x− p))
∥∥
2

= γ∗ max
x∈Bd(a,r)

∥a− x∥2

= γ∗r =
r

2D
(l − d) = t.

We have shown that Bd(a′, t) ⊂ C ⊆M. It suffices to prove that Bd(a′, t) ⊂ Bd(p, l − d). To this
end, consider any x ∈ Bd(a′, t) and observe that

∥x− p∥2 =
∥∥x− a′ + a′ − p

∥∥
2

≤
∥∥x− a′∥∥

2
+
∥∥a′ − p

∥∥
2

≤ t+ γ∗ ∥a− p∥2

≤ r

2D
(l − d) + l − d

2D
D

≤ l − d
2

+
l − d
2

= l − d.

We conclude that vol (M∩Bd(b, l)) > vol (M∩Bd(p, l − d)) > vol (Bd(a′, t)) > Vd(t).

D Infeasibility of Membership over Endomorphic Transformations

In this section, we establish that no algorithm can compute membership to the linear endomorphism
set Φ(P) ⊂ Rd×(d+1) of a compact convex set P ⊂ Rd given only polynomially-many membership
queries to P . More specifically, we take the map ϕ(x) = −4d−1

4d x (a negative scaling of x) and show
that we cannot check if it is an endomorphism of P.

Let Bd ⊆ Rd be the d-dimensional ball containing all points x with Euclidean norm at most
1. Let Φd ⊆ Rd×(d+1) be the set of linear endomorphisms of Bd. Given a κ ∈ (0, 1) and a unit
vector u ∈ Rd, define the d-dimensional κ-capped ball Bd(κ,u) to be the intersection of Bd with the
half-space ⟨x,u⟩ ≤ κ (note that this corresponds to removing a “cap” from Bd). Similarly, we let
Φd(κ,u) ⊆ Rd×(d+1) be the set of linear endomorphisms of Bd(κ,u). We prove the following about
the sphere, the capped sphere, and the negative scale map −4d−1

4d I.

Lemma D.1. 1. −4d−1
4d I ∈ Φd. Moreover, A− 4d−1

4d I ∈ Φd for all A ∈ Rd×d with ∥A∥2 <
1
4d

2. −4d−1
4d I ̸∈ Φd

(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
for all u. Moreover, A− 4d−1

4d I ̸∈ Φd

(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
for all A ∈ Rd×d with

∥A∥2 <
1
4d

3. We require Ω(exp(d)) queries to distinguish Bd from Bd
(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
for all u.

Thus, it is impossible to solve Weak Membership for Φ(P) with poly(d) membership queries to P.

Proof. 1. A linear map ϕ is in Φd iff ∥ϕ∥2 ≤ 1. Indeed, we have
∥∥−4d−1

4d I
∥∥
2
= 4d−1

4d and∥∥A− 4d−1
4d I

∥∥
2
≤ ∥A∥2 +

∥∥4d−1
4d I

∥∥
2
≤ 1 for all ∥A∥2 ≤

1
4d .
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2. A linear map ϕ in Φd

(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
must satisfy ϕ(−u) ∈ Bd

(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
. Indeed, we have

−4d−1
4d (−u) ̸∈ Bd

(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
. Moreover,∥∥∥∥(A− 4d− 1

4d
I

)
(−u)

∥∥∥∥
2

≥ 4d− 1

4d
− ∥Au∥2 ≥

2d− 1

2d

for all ∥A∥2 ≤
1
4d .

These two arguments and the fact that ∥A∥2 ≤ ∥A∥F prove any algorithm for Weak Membership
must accept −4d−1

4d I for P = Bd and reject it for P = Bd
(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
, as long as ϵ ≤ 1. Lastly, we show

that the membership oracles for these P sets are indistinguishable under poly(d) calls. Therefore, we
cannot hope to build a Weak Membership algorithm for Φ that is expected to return two different
things given two indistinguishable oracles.

3. Consider the set U =
{
u ∈ Rd

∣∣∣u[i] = ±1/√d for all i ∈ [d]
}
. We will show that, for all

u1,u2 ∈ U , u1 ̸= u2, the corresponding caps are disjoint. That is, if S1 =
{
x ∈ Bd

∣∣⟨x,u1⟩ > 2d−1
2d

}
and S2 =

{
x ∈ Bd

∣∣⟨x,u2⟩ > 2d−1
2d

}
, then S1 ∩ S2 = ∅. Let i be a coordinate upon which u1,u2

differ. Assume WLOG u1[i] = −1 and u2[i] = 1. We will show x1[i] < 0 for all x1 ∈ S1. This is due
to the fact that x∗ = argmax {⟨x,u1⟩|x ∈ Bd,x[i] ≥ 0} satisfies x∗[i] = 0 and x∗[j] =

√
d√

d−1
u1[j]

for all j ̸= i. Thus,

⟨x∗,u1⟩ = (d− 1)
1√

d(d− 1)
=

√
d2 − d
d

≤ d− 1/2

d

Similarly, x2[i] > 0 for all x2 ∈ S2. This proves the desired S1 ∩ S2 = ∅.

Thus, the only way to distinguish Bd from Bd
(
2d−1
2d ,u

)
for all u ∈ U is to query membership of

a point in each of the 2d potential caps. Therefore, we cannot resolve WeakMembership
(
−4d−1

4d I
)

with poly(d) membership queries to P.

E Minimizing Linear Swap Regret with Weak Oracles

E.1 A Weak Semi-Separation Oracle

We begin with a definition of ϵ-approximate fixed points and an efficient algorithm to find them or
to (nearly) certify that one does not exist.

Lemma E.1 (ϵ-approximate fixed-points). Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set with Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆
Bd(0, R) and consider any affine transformation ϕ := (B,x0) ∈ Rd×d × Rd. Then, there exists an
oracle-polynomial time algorithm that either returns an ϵ-approximate fixed point x ∈ P+ϵ of ϕ such
that ∥ϕ(x)− x∥22 ≤ ϵ, or certifies that ∥ϕ(x)− x∥22 > ϵ/2 for all x ∈ P−ϵ.

Proof. Using Theorem C.3 for f(x) = ∥ϕ(x)− x∥22 = ∥(A− I)x+ x0∥22, we can compute x ∈
P+ϵ/2 ⊂ P+ϵ such that ∥ϕ(x)− x∥22 ≤ ∥ϕ(x′)− x∥22 + ϵ/2 for all x′ ∈ P−ϵ/2 ⊃ P−ϵ.

If ∥ϕ(x)− x∥22 ≤ ϵ then we have found an ϵ-approximate fixed-point.

Otherwise, ∥ϕ(x′)− x′∥22 > ϵ− ϵ/2 > ϵ/2 for all x′ ∈ P−ϵ.
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The following, is the weak version of Lemma 4.1.

Lemma E.2 (Weak semi-separation oracle). Assume weak oracle access to a compact convex set
P ⊂ Rd such that Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R). Consider any ϕ ∈ Lin(Bd(r),Bd(0, R)). Then, we can
construct an oracle-polynomial time algorithm that either returns an ϵ-approximate fixed-point of ϕ
inside P, or an ϵ-weak separating hyperplane from the relaxed set of affine endomorphisms Φ(P, ϵ).

Proof. Let (A,x0) ∈ Rd×d × Rd be the affine transformation corresponding to ϕ. Throughout
this proof, we will be using the spectral norm bound ∥A∥2 ≤ 2R/r that follows from Lemma B.3.
Additionally, ∥A− I∥2 ≤ ∥A∥2 + ∥I∥2 ≤ 4R/r and define B := 4R/r.

First, applying Lemma E.1 on ϕ with precision ϵ, we can either compute an ϵ-approximate fixed
point of ϕ, or certify that ∥ϕ(x)− x∥22 > ϵ/2 for all x ∈ P−ϵ. If we found an ϵ-approximate fixed
point of ϕ we can stop and return it. Otherwise, we are guaranteed that

∥(A− I)x+ x0∥22 > ϵ/2 ∀x ∈ P−ϵ, (6)

In the rest of the proof, we focus on this case and describe how to construct the desired weak
separating hyperplane.

Equation (6) implies that there exists a hyperplane that separates 0 from the set (A− I)P−ϵ +x0,
which is an affine transformation of a convex set, and hence, it is convex. Our next step is to compute
such a hyperplane by finding an approximate projection of 0 on that set. To this end, we can apply
Theorem C.3 for f(x) = 1

2 ∥(A− I)x+ x0∥22 with precision β := ϵ2

162
r

(6B2R2)2
and compute a point

x̂ ∈ P+β such that f(x̂) ≤ f(x) + β for all x ∈ P−β ⊃ P−ϵ. Thus, by Lemma C.10,〈
∇f(x̂),x′ − x̂

〉
≥ −6B2R2

√
β/r ≥ − ϵ

16

=⇒ [(A− I)x̂+ x0]
⊤(A− I)(x′ − x̂) ≥ − ϵ

16
∀x′ ∈ P−ϵ

=⇒ a⊤[(A− I)x′ + x0] ≥ a⊤[(A− I)x̂+ x0]−
ϵ

16
∀x′ ∈ P−ϵ

=⇒ a⊤[(A− I)x′ + x0] ≥ ∥a∥22 −
ϵ

16
∀x′ ∈ P−ϵ,

where a := (A − I)x̂ + x0. Additionally, the Lemma gives us that for x̄ := argminx∈P−ϵ f(x) it
holds ∥(A− I)(x̄− x̂)∥2 ≤ 5BR

√
β/r ≤

√
ϵ

2
√
2
. Thus,

∥a∥2 = ∥ϕ(x̂)− x̂∥2 ≥ ∥ϕ(x̄)− x̄∥2 −
√
ϵ

2
√
2
≥
√
ϵ

2
√
2
, (7)

where the last inequality follows from (6). Taking squares, we have ∥a∥22 ≥ ϵ/8.

We conclude that a defines a strong separating hyperplane of 0 from (A− I)P−ϵ + x0 as

a⊤[(A− I)x′ + x0] ≥ ϵ/16 > 0 ∀x′ ∈ P−ϵ

=⇒ a⊤ϕ(x′) > a⊤x′ ∀x′ ∈ P−ϵ. (8)

Next, consider the convex program maxx∈P a⊤Ax and a precision parameter γ := ϵ2/(8d). We
compute a γ-weak solution x∗ ∈ P+γ such that

a⊤Ax∗ ≥ a⊤Ax− γ ∀x ∈ P−γ ⊃ P−ϵ.
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Combining with (8), we get

a⊤ϕ(x∗) = a⊤Ax∗ + a⊤x0 > a⊤x− γ ∀x ∈ P−ϵ.

Let C = ax⊤
∗ ∈ Rd×d and consider any ϕ′ := (A′,x′

0) ∈ Φ(P, ϵ). By definition, it must hold that
ϕ′(x∗) = x′ for some x′ ∈ P−ϵ. Thus,

⟨C,A⟩+ a⊤x0 = a⊤Ax∗ + a⊤x0

> a⊤x′ − γ
= a⊤ϕ′(x∗)− γ
=

〈
C,A′〉+ a⊤x′

0 − γ.

Finally, to get a valid weak separating hyperplane, it suffices to show thatN := max(∥C∥ℓ∞ , ∥a∥∞) >

0. To this end, note that, by (7), it holds ∥a∥2 ≥ ϵ/8 =⇒ N > ∥a∥2 /
√
d ≥ ϵ/(8

√
d). We conclude

that (C/N,a/N) ∈ Rd×(d+1) is a valid ϵ weak separating hyperplane because γ/N ≤ ϵ and

1

N
⟨C,A⟩+ 1

N
a⊤x0 >

1

N

〈
C,A′〉+ 1

N
a⊤x′

0 − ϵ,

for all (A,x′
0) ∈ Φ(P, ϵ).

E.2 Shell Ellipsoid with Weak Oracles

This is the weak version of Lemma 4.2.

Lemma E.3 (Shell Ellipsoid with Weak Oracles). Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set to which
we have access via a weak separation oracle and which is well-bounded with Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R).
For any compact convex set M ⊂ Rd×(d+1) and precision parameter ϵ > 0, Algorithm 6 runs in
oracle-polynomial time and guarantees that

• if vol (F ∩ Φ(P, ϵ)) ≥ Vd×(d+1)(ϵ) then the algorithm returns an affine transformation ϕ ∈ F+ϵ

with an ϵ-approximate fixed point inside P,
• if it fails to find such an affine transformation, it returns a separating frontier Q that is compact

and convex and satisfies Φ(P, ϵ)−ϵ ⊆ Q and vol (Q∩ F−ϵ) < Vd×(d+1)(ϵ).

Proof. First note that the ellipsoid method from Theorem C.2 only needs to fix a parameter δ > 0
in the beginning based on ϵ and the rest of the input parameters. Using Lemma E.2 we can see
that the separation oracle for the ellipsoid algorithm in Algorithm 6 requires oracle-polynomial time.
Thus, the whole algorithm runs in oracle-polynomial time. We move on to proving the correctness of
the algorithm.

For the purposes of this proof, a False Positive affine transformation ϕ is one that has an
approximate fixed point inside P , but is not contained in Φ(P, ϵ). Note also that all transformations
ϕ′ ∈ Φ(P, ϵ) must have an ϵ-approximate fixed point that can be found by Lemma E.1. This holds
because x 7→ ϕ′(x) can be seen as a continuous map of P−ϵ to P−ϵ and thus, by Brouwer’s fixed-point
theorem, it must have a fixed point x ∈ P−ϵ.
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Algorithm 6: ShellEllipsoid(F) either finds ϕ ∈ F+ϵ with an ϵ-approximate fixed point
in P, or returns a weak separating frontier from set Φ(P, ϵ)

Data: Weak separation oracle for compact convex strategy set P ⊂ Rd with
Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R)

Input: Compact convex set F ⊂ Rd×(d+1) of affine transformations, precision parameter ϵ
Output: Either a transformation ϕ ∈ F+ϵ with an ϵ-approximate fixed point inside P, or a

compact convex set Q ⊇ Φ(P, ϵ)−ϵ with vol (Q∩ F−ϵ) < ϵ
1 Initialize Q = Rd×(d+1) and ellipsoid E ⊃ F
2 Initialize precision parameter 0 < δ < ϵ as in the ellipsoid method (Theorem C.2)
3 repeat
4 Compute a centroid ϕ of E
5 if ϕ /∈ F+δ then
6 Generate a hyperplane that δ-weakly separates ϕ from F
7 else
8 Execute the semi-separation oracle from Lemma E.2
9 if ϕ has a δ-approximate fixed point inside P then

10 return ϕ
11 else
12 Get a hyperplane that δ-weakly separates ϕ from Φ(P, δ)
13 Add the halfspace containing Φ(P, δ)−δ to Q
14 Update the ellipsoid E
15 until vol (E) < Vd×(d+1)(ϵ)

16 return Q

Let us consider the case vol (F ∩ Φ(P, ϵ)) ≥ Vd×(d+1)(ϵ). First, assume that our separation
oracle never gives a False Positive response during the execution of the algorithm. Then the whole
procedure is equivalent to solving the Nonemptiness problem on the convex set F ∩ Φ(P, ϵ) using a
separation oracle, which can be done in oracle-polynomial time [Grötschel et al., 1993, Theorem
4.2.2]. Since vol (F ∩ Φ(P, ϵ)) ≥ Vd×(d+1)(ϵ), the algorithm succeeds in finding a valid transformation
ϕ ∈ (F ∩ Φ(P, ϵ))+ϵ ⊂ F+ϵ with an ϵ-approximate fixed point inside P. Now assume that one of
the centroids during the execution of the algorithm is a False Positive. In this case, the algorithm
simply returns this centroid and halts. Thus, we have proven that the first guarantee of the Lemma
is always satisfied.

Now consider the case vol (F ∩ Φ(P, ϵ)) < Vd×(d+1)(ϵ). In this case, ShellEllipsoid will either
find a False Positive transformation ϕ ∈ F+ϵ with an ϵ-approximate fixed point inside P, or it
will produce a collection of halfspaces inside Q (with Φ(P, ϵ)−ϵ ⊂ Q, as each halfspace contains
Φ(P, ϵ)−ϵ) that, together with the halfspaces W, produced by the separation oracle for F , satisfy
vol (Q∩W ∩F) < Vd×(d+1)(ϵ) =⇒ vol (Q∩ F−ϵ) < Vd×(d+1)(ϵ). This concludes the proof that Q
is a valid separating frontier, as is desired for the Lemma.

E.3 Weak variants of Shell Gradient Descent and Shell Projection

Below, we give the weak version of Theorem 4.3.
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Algorithm 7: Shell Gradient Descent on the set X (with weak oracles)
Data: Compact convex setMX ⊃ X , step sizes ηt, and precision parameters ϵt

1 for t = 1, 2, . . . T do
2 Output xt ∈ Xt

3 and receive feedback ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d
4 Let Xt+1 ⊆MX be any convex shell set of X
5 xt+1 = ΠXt+1(xt − ηtℓt) with precision ϵt

Theorem E.4. Let MX ⊂ Rd be a compact convex set with diameter D that contains the convex
strategy set X . Let ℓ1, . . . , ℓT ∈ [−1, 1]d and consider any arbitrary sequence of shell sets X1, . . . ,XT

such that X ⊆ Xt ⊆MX for all t ∈ [T ]. Pick any x1 ∈ X1 and assume ηt+1 ≤ ηt. Then, Algorithm 7
has regret

max
x∗∈X

T∑
t=1

⟨ℓt,xt − x∗⟩ ≤ D2

2ηT
+

T∑
t=1

ηt
2
∥ℓt∥22 +D

T∑
t=1

ϵt
ηt

Proof. ∥∥ΠXt+1(xt − ηtℓt)− x∗∥∥2 ≤ ∥xt − ηtℓt − x∗∥2

= ∥xt − x∗∥2 + η2t ∥ℓt∥
2 − 2ηt ⟨ℓt,xt − x∗⟩

where the inequality follows since x∗ ∈ X and therefore x∗ ∈ Xt for all t. Also,∥∥ΠXt+1(xt − ηtℓt)− x∗∥∥ ≥ ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ −
∥∥xt+1 −ΠXt+1(xt − ηtℓt)

∥∥
≥ ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ − ϵt

and ∥∥ΠXt+1(xt − ηtℓt)− x∗∥∥2 ≥ ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 − 2ϵt ∥xt+1 − x∗∥+ ϵ2t ≥ ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 − 2Dϵt

Thus,

⟨ℓt,xt − x∗⟩ ≤ 1

2ηt

(
∥xt − x∗∥2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 + 2Dϵt

)
+
ηt
2
∥ℓt∥2

Summing over t

T∑
t=1

(ℓt(xt)− ℓt(x
∗)) ≤

T∑
t=1

∥xt − x∗∥2
(

1

2ηt
− 1

2ηt−1

)
+

T∑
t=1

ηt
2
∥ℓt∥2 +D

T∑
t=1

ϵt
ηt

≤ D2

2ηT
+

T∑
t=1

ηt
2
∥ℓt∥2 +D

T∑
t=1

ϵt
ηt

under the convention 1/η0 = 0, since ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ D.

Next, we give the weak version of Theorem 4.4.
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Algorithm 8: ShellProjΦ(ϕa) — projects ϕa to a shell of Φ
Data: Weak separation oracle for a compact convex strategy set P ⊂ Rd, bounding balls

Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R), compact convex setM⊂ Rd×(d+1) that is guaranteed to
contain the endomorphic transformations Φ(P) ⊂M

Input: Affine transformation ϕa ∈ Rd×(d+1), precision parameters η and ϵ ∈ (0, 1)
Output: Compact convex set Φ̃ ⊃ Φ(P, η)−ϵ, affine transformation ϕb ∈ Φ̃+ϵ that is an

ϵ-approximate projection of ϕa onto Φ̃ and is guaranteed to have a
min(ϵ, η)-approximate fixed point inside P

1 Initialize Φ̃ :=M
2 H := 2(diam(M) + dist(ϕa,M))
3 Let ϵ′ := min(η,poly(ϵ, r, 1

H ,
1
R))

4 for q ← 0, increment by ϵ/(2H) do
5 Run ShellEllipsoid(Φ̃ ∩ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q)) with precision ϵ′

6 if it finds ϕb with an ϵ′-approximate fixed point inside P then
7 return Φ̃ and ϕb
8 else
9 Update Φ̃ with the separating frontier found by ShellEllipsoid

Proposition E.5 (Weak Shell Projection). Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex strategy set that is
bounded between balls Bd(r) ⊆ P ⊆ Bd(0, R). LetM be a compact convex set such that Φ(P, η) ⊂M.
For any ϕa ∈ Rd×(d+1), Algorithm 8 runs in oracle-polynomial time and returns a set Φ̃ ⊃ Φ(P, η)−ϵ

and an affine transformation ϕb = ShellProjΦ(ϕa) that admits a min(ϵ, η)-approximate fixed point
x ∈ P+η with ∥ϕb(x)− x∥22 ≤ ϵ and ∥∥ϕb −ΠΦ̃(ϕa)

∥∥2
F
≤ ϵ,

where ΠΦ̃(ϕa) is the projection of ϕa onto Φ̃.

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume that η < r/4R, so that Bd×(d+1)(
r
4R) ⊆ Φ(P, η) (Lemma B.4).

Also note that for any ϵ′ < η, Lemma B.1 implies that Φ(P, η′) ⊇ Φ(P, η). In this algorithm, we use
ϵ′ := min(η, ϵ

8H
r
8R

1
H ,

ϵ
16H

r2

12R2
1

R2+d
) where H := 2(diam(M)+dist(ϕa,M)) and initialize parameter

ϵ′ ∈ (0, ϵ). We begin by proving that the algorithm is guaranteed to find at least one transformation
ϕb with an approximate fixed point inside P . Indeed, it finds one when q is at least large enough to
satisfy q = H/2 = diam(Φ̃) + dist(ϕa, Φ̃). This means that Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q) ⊃ Φ̃ ⊃ Φ(P, ϵ′). Thus

vol
(
Φ̃ ∩ Φ(P, ϵ′)

)
= vol (Φ(P, ϵ′)) > Vd×(d+1)(r/4R) > Vd×(d+1)(ϵ

′) and the guarantee immediately
follows from Lemma E.3.

Note that every time we increment q, we update the shell set Φ̃ to be Φ̃ = Φ̃′ ∩Q, where Φ̃′ is the
shell set in the previous iteration and Q is the separating frontier found by ShellEllipsoid. Thus,
by Lemma E.3 we have that Φ(P, η)−ϵ ⊂ Φ(P, ϵ′)−ϵ′ ⊂ Φ̃′ ∩ Q = Φ̃, because Φ(P, ϵ′)−ϵ′ ⊂ Q and
Φ(P, ϵ′)−ϵ′ ⊂ Φ̃′. Additionally,

vol
(
Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q − ϵ/(2H)) ∩ Φ̃−ϵ′

)
= vol

(
Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q − ϵ/(2H)) ∩ (Φ̃′)−ϵ′ ∩Q−ϵ′

)
< Vd×(d+1)(ϵ

′).
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Next, we will prove that for any ϕ ∈ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q− ϵ/(2H))∩ Φ̃−ϵ′ , it is ∥ϕa − ϕ∥F > q− ϵ
2H −

ϵ
8H .

Assume otherwise; then there would exist ϕ ∈ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q−ϵ/(2H))∩Φ̃−ϵ′ with s := ∥ϕa − ϕ∥F ≤
q − ϵ

2H −
ϵ

8H . Applying Lemma C.11 for M := Φ̃−ϵ′ ⊂ Rd×d × Rd, and b := ϕa, p := ϕ, it follows
that M ⊃ Φ(P, η)−2ϵ′ ⊇ Bd×(d+1)(

r
4R − 2ϵ′) ⊇ Bd×(d+1)(

r
8R). Consequently, it has to hold that

vol
(
Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q − ϵ/(2H)) ∩ Φ̃−ϵ′

)
> Vd×(d+1)(t) for t = r

8R
1

2diam(Φ̃)
(q−ϵ/(2H)−s) > r

8R
1
H

ϵ
8H ≥

ϵ′ which is a contradiction.

There always exists a ϕb ∈ Φ̃+ϵ′ ∩Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q) with an ϵ′-approximate fixed point in P . We see
that the set Φ̃ ∩ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, H) is guaranteed to contain such a transformation.

We have proven that the following three invariant properties are true in every iteration of the
search:

1. (Almost-empty intersection) For any ϕ ∈ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q − ϵ/(2H)) ∩ Φ̃−ϵ′ it is ∥ϕa − ϕ∥F >
q − ϵ

2H −
ϵ

8H

2. Φ̃ is a compact convex set such that Φ(P, η)−ϵ ⊂ Φ̃

3. (Consistency) There exists ϕb ∈ Φ̃+ϵ′ ∩ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q) with an ϵ′-approximate fixed point
inside P

When the algorithm terminates, ϕb ∈ Φ̃+ϵ′ ∩ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q) is a valid transformation with an
ϵ′-approximate fixed point inside P. Since ϕb ∈ Bd×(d+1)(ϕa, q), it follows that

∥ϕa − ϕb∥2F ≤ q (9)

and, additionally, Property 1 implies that∥∥ϕa −ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)
∥∥
F
> q − ϵ

2H
− ϵ

8H
. (10)

Using Lemma C.7, we get that for ϕ′b = ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕb) it holds ∥ϕb − ϕ′b∥F ≤
RΦ̃
rΦ̃
ϵ′. And using

Lemmas B.4 and B.3, it follows that∥∥ϕb − ϕ′b∥∥F ≤ 3R

r

√
R2 + d

4R

r
ϵ′ ≤ ϵ

16H
.

Thus, applying (9), ∥∥ϕa − ϕ′b∥∥F ≤ ∥ϕa − ϕb∥F +
∥∥ϕb − ϕ′b∥∥F

≤ q + ϵ

16H
(11)

The projection of ϕa onto Φ̃−ϵ′ satisfies ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa) = argminF∈Φ̃−ϵ′ ∥ϕa − F∥F . Applying the
convex optimality conditions as in Orabona [2022, Proposition 2.11], we get〈

ϕa −ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa),ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)− ϕ′b
〉
≥ 0
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With this tool, we now have∥∥ϕa − ϕ′b∥∥2F =
∥∥ϕa −ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa) + ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)− ϕ′b

∥∥2
F

=
∥∥ϕa −ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)

∥∥2
F
+

∥∥ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)− ϕ′b
∥∥2
F
+ 2

〈
ϕa −ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa),ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)− ϕ′b

〉
≥

∥∥ϕa −ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)
∥∥2
F
+
∥∥ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)− ϕ′b

∥∥2
F
.

Rearranging and using inequalities (11) and (10), we conclude∥∥ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)− ϕ′b
∥∥2
F
≤

∥∥ϕa − ϕ′b∥∥2F − ∥∥ϕa −ΠΦ̃−ϵ′ (ϕa)
∥∥2
F

<
(
q +

ϵ

16H

)2
−
(
q − ϵ

2H
− ϵ

8H

)2

≤ 2qϵ

H
≤ ϵ.

E.4 Minimizing Linear Swap Regret with Weak Oracles

Algorithm 9: Linear-swap regret minimizer for convex strategy sets with weak oracles
Data: Weak separation oracle for a compact convex strategy set P ⊂ Rd in Isotropic

Position (Definition 2.4), precision parameter η > 0
1 Let Rϕ = 4d2 and rϕ = 1/4(d+ 1)
2 LetM := Bd×(d+1)(0, Rϕ) which guarantees that Φ(P, η) ⊂M
3 Set step size β :=

Rϕ

d3/2
√
T

and parameter ϵ := 1
dT 2

rϕ
Rϕ

4 Let p1 ∈ P+η and ϕ1 be any valid transformation in Φ(P, η) (e.g., the Approximate Identity)
5 for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
6 Output pt ∈ P+η and receive feedback ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d

7 Set Lt =
(
ℓtp

⊤
t , ℓt

)
∈ Rd×(d+1)

8 Update ϕt+1 = ShellProjΦ(ϕt − βLt) with precisions η and ϵ
9 Compute pt+1 ∈ P+η such that ∥pt+1 − ϕt+1(pt+1)∥22 ≤ ϵ

This is the weak version of Theorem 4.

Theorem E.6. Let P ⊂ Rd be a compact convex strategy set in the Isotropic Position (Definition 2.4).
Let the loss vectors be ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d and η > 0 be a precision parameter. Then Algorithm 9 outputs
strategy points pt ∈ P+η and guarantees

LinSwapReg =
T∑
t=1

⟨pt, ℓt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P,η)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ(pt), ℓt⟩ = O
(
d4
√
T
)

and its per-iteration time complexity is oracle-polynomial in d and T .
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Proof. First observe that, Lemma B.3 and the Isotropic Position of P imply Φ(P, η) ⊆ Lin(Bd(1),Bd(0, d+
1)) ⊆M. Also, it holds that Bd×(d+1)(rϕ) ⊂ Φ(P, η) ⊂ Bd×(d+1)(0, Rϕ) where Rϕ = 4d2 (Lemma B.3)
and rϕ = 1/4(d+ 1) (Lemma B.4).

Let D = diam(M) and G be an upper bound to all loss gradients, ∥Lt∥F ≤ G. For the diameter,
it is D = 2Rϕ ≤ 8d2.

To bound G notice that ∥Lt∥F ≤
√
d ∥ℓt∥2∞ ∥pt∥22 + ∥ℓt∥

2
2 ≤ 2d3/2, because ℓt ∈ [−1, 1]d and

pt ∈ P+η ⊂ Bd(0, d+ 1 + η). Thus, G ≤ 2d3/2.

Following Gordon et al. [2008], the linear-swap regret of Algorithm 9 is equal to

LinSwapReg =

T∑
t=1

⟨pt, ℓt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P,η)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ(pt), ℓt⟩

=

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕt(pt), ℓt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P,η)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ,Lt⟩+
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ϕt(pt), ℓt⟩

≤
T∑
t=1

⟨ϕt,Lt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P,η)

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ,Lt⟩+
T∑
t=1

√
ϵd

However, in the following, we will only be able to work on the restricted set Φ(P, η)−ϵ. To overcome
this issue note that, by Lemma C.7, we get that for any ϕ ∈ Φ(P, η) there exists ϕ′ ∈ Φ(P, η)−ϵ with
∥ϕ− ϕ′∥F ≤

Rϕ

rϕ
ϵ. Thus, for ϵ = 1

dT 2

rϕ
Rϕ

,∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

〈
ϕ− ϕ′,Lt

〉∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥∥ϕ− ϕ′∥∥
F

T∑
t=1

∥Lt∥F ≤ 2Td3/2
Rϕ

rϕ
ϵ = O(

√
d)

And the regret is bounded as

LinSwapReg ≤
T∑
t=1

⟨ϕt,Lt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P,η)−ϵ

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ,Lt⟩+
T∑
t=1

√
ϵd+O(1)

≤
T∑
t=1

⟨ϕt,Lt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P,η)−ϵ

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ,Lt⟩+O(
√
Td)

This is an instance of Shell Gradient Descent, since we know from Proposition E.5 that Shell-
Proj finds a set Φ̃ with Φ(P, η)−ϵ ⊂ Φ̃ ⊂ M and a transformation ϕt+1 ∈ Rd×(d+1) such that∥∥ϕt+1 −ΠΦ̃(ϕt − βLt)

∥∥2
F
≤ ϵ. Applying Theorem E.4 for step sizes equal to β and precision pa-

rameters equal to ϵ,we get that the per-iteration complexity is oracle-polynomial and the regret is
bounded by

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕt,Lt⟩ − min
ϕ∈Φ(P,η)−ϵ

T∑
t=1

⟨ϕ,Lt⟩ ≤ O(DG
√
T ),

Finally, combining this with the two bounds for G and D, we conclude that LinSwapReg ≤
O(DG

√
T ) = O

(
d4
√
T
)
.
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F Computing a Linear Correlated Equilibrium with Weak Oracles

In this section, we will describe how to compute a high-precision linear correlated equilibrium in
polynomial time using weak oracle access to the strategy set. These are the results of Section 5 but
for weak oracles.

F.1 The Ellipsoid Against Hope framework with Weak Oracles

First, we clearly define the weak version of the good-enough-response problem, as follows.

The Weak Good-Enough-Response Problem

Given a vector y ∈ RN and an ϵ > 0,
find (x,x⊤A) ∈ X × RN such that x⊤Ay > −ϵ.

Algorithm 10: Ellipsoid Against Hope for bilinear zero-sum games with general convex
strategies and weak oracle access

Data: Parameters ry, Ry such that BN (ry) ⊆ Y ⊆ BN (0, Ry), precision parameter ϵ > 0,
constant B ≥ 1 such that

∥∥x⊤A
∥∥
2
≤ B

Input: An oracle that for every y ∈ BN (0, Ry), either produces a weak separating
hyperplane (SEP) of y from Y or a weak good-enough-response (GER)

Output: A sparse solution x∗ of (P ) represented as a mixture of GER oracle responses.
1 Set ξ := ϵ/3 and δ := ry

4Ry

ξ
8B

2 SetM := BN (0, Ry)
3 Execute the ellipsoid method on (D), using the given oracle

find y ∈M (D)

s.t. max
x∈X

x⊤Ay ≤ −ξ
4

and stop when the volume becomes less than VN (δ).
4 Let Ỹ be the intersection ofM and the SEP oracle responses
5 Let x1, . . . ,xL be the GER oracle response vectors and define X = [x1 | · · · | xL]

6 Set γ := ξ/(3
√
LBRy)

7 Using the response vectors, create (P ′) and compute a (γ/2)-weakly feasible solution λ∗

find λ ∈ (∆L)+γ (P ′)

s.t. min
y∈Ỹ−δ

λ⊤(X⊤A)y ≥ −ξ

8 Compute the projection λ̂∗ = Π∆L(λ∗) of λ∗ on ∆L

9 Compute final solution x∗ = Xλ̂∗

Theorem F.1. Let X ⊂ RM ,Y ⊂ RN be compact convex sets, to which we do not necessarily have
direct oracle access. And let ϵ > 0 be a precision parameter. If the following hold
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1. A ∈ RM×N is a matrix such that ∀x ∈ X ,
∥∥x⊤A

∥∥
2
≤ B for some B ≥ 1.

2. the set Y is well-bounded as BN (ry) ⊆ Y ⊆ BN (0, Ry),

3. there exists an oracle that for every point y ∈ BN (0, Ry), either produces a weak separating
hyperplane (SEP) of y from Y or a weak good-enough-response (GER),

4. the encoding lengths of both the SEP and the GER responses produced by the previous oracle are
polynomially bounded,

then, Algorithm 10 runs in oracle-polynomial time and computes an exact solution x∗ to

find x ∈ X (P )

s.t. min
y∈Y

x⊤Ay ≥ −ϵ.

Furthermore, x∗ is a mixture of polynomially many GER responses.

Proof. Set ξ := ϵ/3 and δ := ry
4Ry

ξ
8B , such that Y−δ is non-empty. Let K1 be the set of all feasible

solutions to (D) and note that

K−δ
1 ⊇M

−δ ∩
{
y ∈ RN | max

x∈X
x⊤Ay ≤ −ξ

2

}
.

To see this, we can pick any y in the right-hand side set and show that BN (y, δ) ⊆ K1. To this end,
consider any y′ ∈ BN (y, δ) and note that y′ ∈M and |x⊤A(y − y′)| ≤

∥∥x⊤A
∥∥
2
∥y − y′∥2 ≤ Bδ for

all x ∈ X . Consequently,

max
x∈X

x⊤Ay′ ≤ max
x∈X

x⊤Ay +Bδ ≤ −ξ
2
+Bδ ≤ −ξ

4

so y′ ∈ K1.

Almost emptiness of (D). By Assumption 3, it follows that the combination of the semi-
separation and the good-enough-response oracles will always produce a valid weak separating
hyperplane for (D). Thus, running the ellipsoid method on (D), we can guarantee that K−δ

1 is empty.
Let the GER oracle responses used in this process be x1, . . . ,xL and let the intersection of M with
the semi-separation oracle responses be Ỹ. Note that Ỹ ⊇ Y−δ since the semi-separation oracle
will not produce any separating hyperplanes for points inside Y−δ. Furthermore, note that we have
direct (weak) oracle access to Ỹ by combining the oracle forM and the explicitly given separating
hyperplanes.

Now consider the following convex program and note that both the encoding length of the
hyperplanes defining Ỹ and the encoding length of X⊤A are polynomially bounded, by assumption.

find y ∈ Ỹ (D′)

s.t. max
λ∈∆L

λ⊤(X⊤A)y ≤ −ξ
4
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If we run the ellipsoid method on (D′) and use the same oracle responses as before, it will consider
the same sequence of points and thus, it will guarantee that the below set is empty

Ỹ−δ ∩
{
max
λ∈∆L

λ⊤(X⊤A)y ≤ −ξ
2

}
.

We have proven that

min
y∈Ỹ−δ

max
λ∈∆L

λ⊤(X⊤A)y > −ξ
2
. (12)

Weak feasibility of (P ′). We denote with K2 the set of all feasible solutions of (P ′). In the
previous step, we established the (almost) infeasibility of (D′) in (12). Combining this with the
minimax theorem, it follows that (P ′) is feasible and, furthermore,

max
λ∈∆L

min
y∈Ỹ−δ

λ⊤(X⊤A)y > −ξ
2
.

Let λ ∈ ∆L be any point in the simplex such that λ⊤(X⊤A)y > −ξ/2 and define the parameter
γ := ξ/(3

√
LBRy). For any point λ′ ∈ BL(λ, γ) it holds that λ′ ∈ (∆L)+γ and

|(λ′ − λ)⊤(X⊤A)y| ≤
∥∥λ′ − λ

∥∥
2

∥∥∥(X⊤A)y
∥∥∥
2

≤ γ
√
L
∥∥∥(X⊤A)y

∥∥∥
∞

≤ γ
√
LB ∥y∥2 = γ

√
LBRy.

Thus, (λ′)⊤(X⊤A)y > −ξ/2− γ
√
LBRy ≥ −ξ and the set of solutions K2 is guaranteed to contain

a ball of radius γ.

Weak separation oracle for (P ′). Our next goal is to show that we can construct an efficient
weak separation oracle for (P ′), which can be used to compute a weakly feasible solution λ∗ ∈ K+γ/2

2

with the ellipsoid method.

Assume that we want to construct a β-weak separation oracle for K2. Given a λ ∈ QL, the
construction goes as follows.

First, using the strong separation oracle from Lemma C.9, check whether λ ∈ (∆L)+γ and if it is
not, return a strong separating hyperplane of λ from (∆L)+γ .

Now, define δ1 := ξ β
β+1

1
L(1+γ) and δ2 := min(δ,

ry−δ
Ry+δ

1
4B δ1) and consider the following optimization

sub-problem

min
y∈Ỹ

λ⊤(X⊤A)y.

Using weak optimization, we can compute a solution y∗ ∈ Ỹ+δ2 such that λ⊤(X⊤A)y∗ − δ2 ≤
λ⊤(X⊤A)y for all y ∈ Ỹ−δ2 ⊃ Ỹ−δ. There are two cases:
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• If λ⊤(X⊤A)y∗ ≥ −ξ + δ2 then for all y ∈ Ỹ−δ, it is λ⊤(X⊤A)y ≥ λ⊤(X⊤A)y∗ − δ2 ≥ −ξ so
λ is a feasible point for (P ′).

• Otherwise, λ satisfies

λ⊤(X⊤A)y∗ < −ξ + δ2. (13)

Consider any feasible λ′ ∈ K2 and note that

(λ′)⊤(X⊤A)y∗ ≥ min
y∈Ỹ−δ2

(λ′)⊤(X⊤A)y − δ1
2

≥ −ξ − δ1
2
, (14)

where the first inequality follows because, by Lemma C.7, there exists y′ ∈ Ỹ−δ2 such that
∥y′ − y∗∥2 ≤

Ry+δ
ry−δ δ2 and, consequently,

|(λ′)⊤(X⊤A)(y∗ − y′)| ≤
∥∥∥(λ′)⊤(X⊤A)

∥∥∥
2

∥∥y∗ − y′∥∥
2
≤ 2B

Ry + δ

ry − δ
δ2 ≤

δ1
2
.

Thus, combining (13) with (14) we get

λ⊤(X⊤Ay∗) < (λ′)⊤(X⊤Ay∗) + δ2 +
δ1
2
≤ (λ′)⊤(X⊤Ay∗) + δ1,

for all λ′ ∈ K2. Additionally,
∥∥X⊤Ay∗

∥∥
∞ > (ξ − δ2)

1
L(1+γ) , because ∥λ∥2 ≤ 1 + γ and

we would otherwise have a contradiction in (13). Thus, for the normalized vector c =
(X⊤Ay∗)/

∥∥X⊤Ay∗
∥∥
∞ it holds

λ⊤c < (λ′)⊤c+
δ1

ξ − δ2
L(1 + γ)

≤ (λ′)⊤c+
ξβ/(β + 1)

ξ/(β + 1)

≤ (λ′)⊤c+ β

for all λ′ ∈ K2. In other words, c = (X⊤Ay∗) constitutes a weak separating hyperplane of λ
from K2.

Computing the final solution. Using the weak separation oracle from the previous step, as well
as the certificate that K−γ/2

2 is non-empty, we can run the ellipsoid method in polynomial time and
compute a weakly feasible solution λ∗ ∈ K+γ/2

2 .

The set ∆L is a rational polytope, so using Lemma C.8, we can compute an exact projection
λ̂∗ = Π∆L(λ∗). Since λ∗ ∈ K+γ/2

2 ⊆ (∆L)2γ , it follows that
∥∥∥λ̂∗ − λ∗

∥∥∥
2
≤ 2γ. Consequently,

λ̂⊤
∗ (XA)y ≥ λ⊤

∗ (XA)y − 2γ
√
LBRy, ∀y ∈ Ỹ (15)
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Finally, we show that x∗ = Xλ̂∗ is indeed an ϵ-approximate solution to the initial problem. Since
xk ∈ X and λ̂∗ ∈ ∆L it immediately follows that x∗ ∈ X . It remains to show that x∗ satisfies the
other constraints of (P ). Let λ ∈ K2 be the closest feasible solution to λ∗. Then we have

min
y∈Y

x⊤
∗ Ay ≥ min

y∈Y−δ
x⊤
∗ Ay −BRy

ry
δ (Cauchy–Schwarz and Lemma C.7)

≥ min
y∈Ỹ

x⊤
∗ Ay −B

Ry

ry
δ (Ỹ ⊇ Y−δ)

≥ min
y∈Ỹ−δ

x⊤
∗ Ay − 2

Ry + δ

ry − δ
Bδ (Cauchy–Schwarz and Lemma C.7)

≥ min
y∈Ỹ−δ

x⊤
∗ Ay − ξ

= min
y∈Ỹ−δ

λ̂⊤
∗ (XA)y − ξ

≥ min
y∈Ỹ−δ

λ⊤
∗ (XA)y − 2γ

√
LBRy − ξ (from (15))

≥ min
y∈Ỹ−δ

λ⊤(XA)y − 3γ
√
LBRy − ξ (Cauchy-Schwarz)

≥ −ξ − 3γ
√
LBRy − ξ (λ ∈ K2)

≥ −ϵ

This completes the proof.

F.2 Computing an Equilibrium in Convex Games with Weak Oracles

First, we state the weak version of Lemma 5.3, which is proven in the same way.

Lemma F.2. Let P1, . . . ,Pn be the compact convex strategy sets of an n-player convex game and
define Xi := {1} × P+η

i . For any x ∈ X := co{X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn} and y = (1, ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) ∈ Y :=
{1} × Φ(P1, η)× · · · × Φ(Pn, η), it holds that

x⊤Ay =

n∑
i=1

E
s∼x

[ui(s)− ui(ϕi(si), s−i)]

Finally, we prove the weak version of Theorem 5.4. To prove it, we need to (i) tighten the precision
parameters in the application of the Ellipsoid Against Hope framework, because we can only use the
Approximate Identity (Lemma B.5) instead of the true identity transformation, and (ii) carefully
deal with the added constant dimension in the set of deviations by using an inflation trick to make
the set well-bounded.

Theorem F.3. Let G be an n-player convex game with compact convex strategy sets Pi ⊂ Rdi for
i ∈ [n], given through a weak separation oracle, that are well-bounded as Bdi(ri) ⊆ Pi ⊆ Bdi(0, Ri).
Furthermore, assume that G satisfies the polynomial utility gradient property (Assumption 5.2) for the
set relaxations Xi = {1}×P+η

i , and ui(s) ∈ [−1, 1] for every strategy profile s ∈ X1×· · ·×Xn. Then,
there exists an oracle-polynomial time algorithm that computes an (ϵ, η)-approximate linear correlated
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equilibrium. Furthermore, the computed equilibrium is represented as a mixture of polynomially many
product distributions over strategy profiles.

Proof. Let δ := min(ϵ, η) 1
2n mini

ri
5Ri

. We define the Correlator-Deviator game with strategy sets
X := co{X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn} ⊂ RM and Y := {1} ×Φ(P1, δ)× · · · ×Φ(Pn, δ) ⊂ RN and utility matrix A.
Now assume that we have an optimal solution x∗ to the problem

find x ∈ X (16)

s.t. min
y∈Y

x⊤Ay ≥ −δ.

We first show that this x∗ defines a valid (ϵ, η)-approximate linear equilibrium or, in other words, that
the individual players’ expectations are close to 0. To this end, observe that since (16) is satisfied for all
y ∈ Y , it must also be satisfied for y = (1, ϕ′1, . . . , ϕk, ϕ

′
i+1, . . . , ϕ

′
n) for all ϕk ∈ Φ(Pk, δ) ⊇ Φ(Pk, η),

where ϕ′j for j ̸= k are the Approximate Identities from Lemma B.5. Consequently, for this y,

− ϵ
2
≤ −δ ≤ x⊤

∗ Ay

= E
s∼x∗

[uk(s)− uk(ϕk(sk), s−k)] +
∑
j ̸=k

E
s∼x∗

[uj(sj − ϕ′j(sj), s−j)]

≤ E
s∼x∗

[uk(s)− uk(ϕk(sk), s−k)] +
∑
j ̸=k

5Rj

rj
δ

≤ E
s∼x∗

[uk(s)− uk(ϕk(sk), s−k)] +
ϵ

2
.

And the desired individual inequality follows by rearranging,

E
s∼x∗

[uk(s)− uk(ϕk(sk), s−k)] ≥ −ϵ.

We conclude that an optimal x∗ defines an (ϵ, η)-approximate linear correlated equilibrium.

At this point we could try applying Theorem F.1. However, Y is not full-dimensional as is
required by the Theorem conditions. To alleviate this problem we can instead work with the
set Y ′ = [1 − γ, 1 + γ] × Φ(P1, δ) × · · · × Φ(Pn, δ) for γ = δ/(2

√
N). This set is well-bounded

as BN (r′y) ⊆ Y ′ ⊆ BN (0, R′
y) with r′y = min(γ,mini∈[n]

ri
4Ri

) and R′
y = γ +

∑
i∈[n]

3Ri
ri

√
R2

i + d.

Additionally, for any distribution x ∈ X , it holds that
∥∥x⊤A

∥∥
2
≤
√
N =: B, because Ui[k] ∈ [−1, 1]

for all k.

If we can also construct an oracle that for all y ∈ BN (0, R′
y) either produces a weak separating

hyperplane of y from Y ′ or a weak good-enough-response, then we are done. We can compute any
feasible solution x∗ ∈ X such that miny∈Y ′ x⊤Ay ≥ −δ. Then, the exact same solution x∗ will also
be feasible for our problem (16), because Y ⊂ Y ′. It remains to see how to construct the required
weak oracle.

Let y ∈ RN be an input point and β ∈ (0, r′y) a precision parameter. If y1 /∈ [1− γ, 1 + γ], then
we return the hyperplane defined by a := (−sign(y1),0), which satisfies a⊤y < a⊤y′, ∀y′ ∈ Y ′.

For the rest of the proof, it is y1 ∈ [1−γ, 1+γ]. Let ϕ1, . . . , ϕn be the linear transformations corre-
sponding to y. We apply the weak semi-separation oracle of Lemma E.2 to each one of the ϕi trans-
formations on the full-dimensional sets Pi with precision β′ := min(δ, β/n, δ2/(2

∑n
i=1

√
di + 1)2). If
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any semi-separation oracle j responds with a weak separating hyperplane c ∈ Rdj×(dj+1) of ϕj from
Φ(Pj , δ), then we return a := (0,0, . . . , c,0, . . . ,0) which satisfies a⊤y < a⊤y′ + β′ ∀y′ ∈ (Y ′)−β′

which is a valid weak separating hyperplane since β′ < β.

Otherwise, we are in the case where we have computed β′-approximate fixed points x∗
i ∈ P

+β′

i ⊂
P+δ
i such that ∥ϕi(x∗

i )− x∗
i ∥

2
2 ≤ β′ for all players i ∈ [n]. In this case, similarly to Farina and

Pipis [2024a], we can construct a good-enough-response by considering the product distribution
x = (1,x∗

i )⊗ · · · ⊗ (1,x∗
i ). Now let ŷ = (1, ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) such that ∥ŷ − y∥2 ≤ γ. By following the

exact same steps as in Farina and Pipis [2024a, Lemma 4.4], we conclude that

x⊤Aŷ =

n∑
i=1

gi(x−i) · [x∗
i − ϕi(x∗

i )],

where gi(x−i) = Es−i∼x−i [∇ui(x−i)] is given by Assumption 5.2. Then, by the Cauchy–Schwarz
inequality,

|x⊤Aŷ| ≤
n∑

i=1

∥gi(x−i)∥2 ∥x
∗
i − ϕi(x∗

i )∥2

=
n∑

i=1

√
di
√
β′

≤ δ/2.

Additionally, |x⊤A(ŷ − y)| ≤
∥∥x⊤A

∥∥
2
∥ŷ − y∥2 ≤ Bγ ≤ δ/2. Thus,

x⊤Ay ≥ x⊤Aŷ − δ/2 ≥ −δ,

which constitutes a good-enough-response and can be computed in oracle-polynomial time, alongside
x⊤A. Thus, all conditions of Theorem F.1 are satisfied and we can use the Ellipsoid Against Hope
framework to compute an (ϵ, η)-approximate linear correlated equilibrium that is a mixture of
polynomially many product distributions over strategy profiles.
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