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Abstract

The Certainty Equivalent (CE) heuristic is a widely-used algorithm for various dynamic re-
source allocation problems in OR and OM. Despite its popularity, existing theoretical guarantees
of CE are limited to settings satisfying restrictive fluid regularity conditions, particularly, the
non-degeneracy conditions, under the widely held belief that the violation of such conditions
leads to performance deterioration and necessitates algorithmic innovation beyond CE.

In this work, we conduct a refined performance analysis of CE within the general framework
of online linear programming. We show that CE achieves uniformly near-optimal regret (up
to a polylogarithmic factor in T ) under only mild assumptions on the underlying distribution,
without relying on any fluid regularity conditions. Our result implies that, contrary to prior
belief, CE effectively beats the curse of degeneracy for a wide range of problem instances with
continuous conditional reward distributions, highlighting the distinction of the problem’s struc-
ture between discrete and non-discrete settings. Our explicit regret bound interpolates between
the mild (log T )2 regime and the worst-case

√
T regime with a parameter β quantifying the

minimal rate of probability accumulation of the conditional reward distributions, generalizing
prior findings in the multisecretary setting.

To achieve these results, we develop novel algorithmic analytical techniques. Drawing tools
from the empirical processes theory, we establish strong concentration analysis of the solutions
to random linear programs, leading to improved regret analysis under significantly relaxed as-
sumptions. These techniques may find potential applications in broader online decision-making
contexts.

Subject classifications: Certainty Equivalent Heuristic, Regret Analysis, Degeneracy, Online
Linear Programming, Network Revenue Management, Dynamic Resource Allocation, Multisec-
retary
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1 Introduction

A variety of important OR and OM problems involve allocating finite, non-replenishable resources

to sequentially arriving, random requests, in order to maximize cumulative rewards. Typical exam-

ples include the multisecretary problem (Kleinberg, 2005; Arlotto and Gurvich, 2019; Besbes et al.,

2024), network revenue management (NRM) (Gallego and Van Ryzin, 1994; Talluri and Van Ryzin,

2006; Jasin and Kumar, 2012), dynamic bidding in repeated auctions (Balseiro et al., 2015) and

order fulfillment (Jasin and Sinha, 2015), among others. Despite their diverse application back-

ground, these problems share common characteristics and can be treated through a unified model-

ing framework, typically termed online linear programming (OLP) as is noticed and explored in a

recent line of research (Vera and Banerjee, 2021; Li and Ye, 2022; Bray, 2024).

The workhorse algorithm for OLP is the certainty equivalent heuristic (CE). Initially proposed

in the broader context of stochastic control (cf. Bertsekas (2012)), CE relies on the idea of replac-

ing all random variables with their average values and repeatedly solving the resulting static and

deterministic problem (usually referred to as the fluid problem) at each decision epoch to facili-

tate its online decision-making. This heuristic algorithm comes with computational tractability,

offering an advantage over the optimal, yet computationally burdensome dynamic programming

(DP) approach. CE and its variants have been extensively researched in various contexts of OLP

(or more generally, dynamic optimization with resource constraints), sometimes under alternative

names such as the frequent re-solving heuristic or the online greedy (Lueker, 1998; Jasin and Kumar,

2012; Li and Ye, 2022; Bray, 2024; Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro, 2023). A central focus in this

body of work is to understand CE’s performance, typically measured by the regret, which captures

the asymptotic loss in reward relative to the optimal DP (or other performance benchmarks such

as the hindsight optimum or the fluid optimum), as the system scales.

Impressive regret guarantees for CE—either independent of T or growing logarithmically in T

(where T is the length of the time horizon)—have been established under certain fluid regularity

conditions, most notably, the non-degeneracy conditions (cf. Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2). Despite

their prevalence, these conditions are unsatisfying for several reasons, as recently noted in the

literature (Jiang et al., 2022a). First, they are not imposed directly on the problem’s primitives,

in particular, the underlying distribution of the resource consumption and reward of an individual

request and the initial inventory of resources. Rather, they concern the stability of the optimal

solution to the fluid problem, making them difficult to intuit and verify. Second, degeneracy is likely

to occur in practice (Bumpensanti and Wang, 2020), violating these conditions and thus limiting
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the applicability of performance guarantees that depend on them.

Existing efforts to relax restrictive fluid regularity conditions are mostly limited to the discrete

environment where arriving requests belong to finitely many types. In such settings, a clear un-

derstanding of the relationship between problem structure and achievable algorithmic performance

has been established: (i) degeneracy causes CE to fail, and (ii) provably uniformly low regret is

attainable by novel algorithmic innovations—mostly variants of the standard CE (see literature

review). However, in practice, especially with the increasing availability of data and advances

in prescriptive analytics, many OLP instances involve an overwhelmingly large variety of request

types, making continuous distributions a more suitable modeling choice. Unfortunately, algorithmic

analysis beyond fluid regular instances are substantially more challenging in non-discrete settings.

Despite existing efforts such as Besbes et al. (2024) and Jiang et al. (2022a), there lacks systematic

technical tools in general. Consequently, whether and when any algorithm, or even the standard

CE can attain uniform low regret guarantees in these settings, and which structural features of the

problem fundamentally drive regret accumulation, remain largely unknown.

The above naturally motivates the following questions. (i) Are there weaker, more intuitive

conditions under which CE achieves low regret? (ii) Which structures of the OLP problem determine

the performance of CE (or other algorithms)? Are fluid regularity conditions essential?

In this work, we answer question (i) in the affirmative. Our analysis reveals that, surprisingly,

CE “beats” the curse of degeneracy in non-discrete settings in a broad sense, contrary to the under-

standing established in the discrete setting, and shedding light on question (ii). Next we highlight

our contributions in detail.

Regret guarantees. We identify two broad classes of request distributions under which CE

achieves uniformly near-optimal (up to a polylogarithmic factor in T) hindsight regret for any initial

resource inventory, without relying on fluid regularity conditions (cf. Theorem 3.1 and Proposition

3.2). These distribution classes encompass rich structures, including both well-explored OLP in-

stances in the literature such as the multisecretary problems (cf. Example 2.1) and less understood

but practically relevant ones such as the generalized linear models (cf. Example 2.3), among others.

They essentially generalize the class of “gap-free” reward distributions (Bray, 2024), which have

been shown as necessary for CE to achieve o(
√
T ) regret in the multisecretary setting (Besbes et al.,

2024). In particular, Our first class allows for arbitrary resource consumption distributions but re-

quires all the conditional reward CDFs to be supported on an interval starting from zero. The

second class relaxes this condition, requiring it to hold only locally, provided that the distribution
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is well-behaving.

The explicit regret scaling, Θ̃
(

T
1
2
− 1

2(1+β) (log T )
2+β
2+2β

+1{β=0}
)

, interpolates between the mild

(log T )2 regime and the worst-case
√
T regime with a parameter β ∈ [0,∞). This parameter

generalizes the critical regret driver identified in the multisecretary setting (Besbes et al., 2024),

quantifying the minimal probability mass accumulation of the conditional reward CDFs. Specifi-

cally, β = 0 corresponds to uniform-like conditional reward distributions, yielding the mild regret

bound of O
(

(log T )2
)

. As β → ∞, the conditional reward CDFs converge towards distributions

with gaps on their supports, and the achievable regret scaling worsens, approaching
√
T . Both the

polylogarithmic regret bound and the interpolation between different o(
√
T ) regret regimes driven

by the parameter β are novel to the literature. They establish a direct connection between the

properties of the underlying request distribution and the best achievable regret scaling of CE in the

general OLP setting, providing a definitive affirmative answer to question (i).

Algorithmic insights. Our results reveal distinct patterns of the performance of CE in non-

discrete settings. Most notably, we find that CE effectively “beats” the curse of degeneracy, achiev-

ing uniformly low (and near-optimal) regret even when standard non-degeneracy conditions are

violated (cf. Corollary 4.2) for a wide range of non-discrete request distributions. This contrasts

sharply with earlier observations, e.g. Bumpensanti and Wang (2020) in the discrete setting, where

CE provably incurs Θ(
√
T ) regret whenever degeneracy occurs, regardless of the underlying distri-

bution.

We thoroughly discuss and explain this phenomenon, attributing it to differing relationships—in

discrete and non-discrete settings—between dual uniqueness, namely, the uniqueness of the optimal

solution to the dual fluid problem, and standard non-degeneracy notions, where we identify dual

uniqueness as the critical determinant of whether CE suffers from performance deterioration (cf.

Proposition 4.6). In discrete settings, we prove an equivalence between dual uniqueness and other

notions of non-degeneracy (cf. Lemma 4.3), an implication of the piecewise linearity of the dual

fluid objective. In contrast, in non-discrete settings, the dual fluid objective is smooth when the

underlying distribution belongs to the class that we identify, under which dual uniqueness always

holds yet non-degeneracy conditions may fail, breaking the equivalence between them (cf. Lemma

4.4). These analyses highlight an intriguing shift in the role of standard non-degeneracy notions:

while necessary to prevent CE performance deterioration in discrete settings, they prove to be overly

restrictive in non-discrete settings. Overall, our results imply that the standard CE is effective for

a broader range of instances than previously understood.
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Novel methodology. We develop novel regret analysis techniques that bypass the need for

fluid regularity conditions to derive improved (o(
√
T )) regret bounds in non-discrete settings. In

prior literature, fluid regularity conditions are often imposed as sufficient conditions to enable

strong martingale-type arguments, which requires that the set of binding resource constraints re-

mains identical throughout the algorithm’s execution. We overcome this restrictive requirement

by carefully decomposing the hindsight regret of CE (Lemma 5.1) and performing a concentration

analysis of the solution to the per-step sample average approximation (SAA) of the fluid dual prob-

lem at each time t (Lemma 5.2). The concentration analysis is the key technical innovation that

allows us to establish improved regret guarantees. Using the peeling device from empirical processes

theory, we partition the solution space and apply union bounds with carefully controlled entropy

numbers to establish robust worst-case concentration bounds. These bounds hold even when the

set of binding constraints changes over time, enabling regret guarantee under significantly relaxed

assumptions. The worst-case analysis leaves us with an unavoidable additional log T in the regret

bounds, which is a mild price to pay to get rid of the fluid regularity conditions. We believe the

concentration analyses are of independent interest and the techniques developed may have broader

applicability, particularly since such concentration properties are relevant to the performance of

CE-type algorithms in various online stochastic optimization settings with continuous underlying

distributions.

1.1 Related Literature

CE and Fluid-Regular OLP. In the revenue management literature, the (quantity-based)

NRM problem has been formulated as an discrete OLP instance and received considerable attention

(Talluri and Van Ryzin, 2006). Earlier work (Gallego and Van Ryzin, 1994) established O
(√

T
)

regret guarantee under static heuristic algorithms. Reiman and Wang (2008) obtained an im-

proved o(
√
T ) regret bound by introducing re-solving in their algorithm design. Jasin and Kumar

(2012) analyzed the frequent re-solving heuristic (a primal version of CE) and established an O(1)

regret under the non-degeneracy condition of the fluid LP. Bumpensanti and Wang (2020), among

others, further confirmed that non-degeneracy is necessary for CE to achieve this optimal (fluid)

regret. In non-discrete settings, where requests are modeled with continuous distributions, Lueker

(1998) initiated the study of OLP with a single resource constraint and proved an O(log T ) re-

gret bound for CE (referred to as the online greedy). This bound was shown to be tight in the

multisecretary problem by Bray (2024). Recent works, including Li and Ye (2022), Bray (2024),
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and Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro (2023) extended the O(log T ) regret guarantee of CE to general

multi-resource settings, but their analyses critically rely on restrictive fluid regularity conditions,

which we aim to remove in this work.

Uniform Loss in OLP. To handle the challenges posed by fluid degeneracy on CE, a re-

cent stream of papers have proposed new algorithms in the discrete setting and achieved O(1)

hindsight regret uniformly across degenerate and non-degenerate instances (Arlotto and Gurvich,

2019; Bumpensanti and Wang, 2020; Vera and Banerjee, 2021). The removal of fluid regularity

conditions in non-discrete settings, however, is substantially more challenging. Existing attempts

(Besbes et al., 2024; Jiang et al., 2022a) are limited to structured settings. Besbes et al. (2024)

focused on the multisecretary problem and introduced an algorithmic adjustment (termed CwG) to

the standard CE that attains near optimal regret guarantees for general reward distributions with

gaps on their supports. They also propose a simulation-based algorithm (RAMS) in the general

OLP settings, which provably achieves the regret guarantee (up to a simulation error) of any other

algorithm. Jiang et al. (2022a) studied a “semi-discrete” setting with finitely many resource con-

sumption types, achieving an O
(

(log T )2
)

regret guarantee under the boundary-attracted algorithm,

an adjusted CE heuristic. Notably, they also provide an O (log T ) regret of the standard CE in

the same setting, contingent on an additional uniform second-order growth condition, for which

we provide further discussion in Appendix E. Overall, the (semi)discreteness of the underlying

distribution seems critical to the analysis in all the aforementioned work. Our work complements

this literature with a fresh perspective that for a wide class of non-discrete request distributions,

the standard CE already achieves uniformly near-optimal regret scaling, effectively “beating” the

curse of degeneracy. From a methodological point of view, our work contributes technical tools for

algorithmic analysis in non-discrete settings, potentially paving the way for further generalization

of this literature to incorporate more complicated non-discrete cases.

Degeneracy in Stochastic Control. In the broader context of stochastic dynamic control,

the impact of fluid degeneracy/instability on algorithm performance has been widely noted, for

example, in stochastic network optimization (Huang and Neely, 2009), centralized dynamic match-

ing (Kerimov et al., 2024; Gupta, 2024; Wei et al., 2023) and network revenue management with

reusable resources (Xie et al., 2024; Balseiro, Ma and Zhang, 2023). While these settings differ

from those considered in this work, they bear notable similarities, especially in the role of the fluid

relaxation in algorithm design and performance analysis. Particularly, Gupta (2024); Xie et al.

(2024); Chen et al. (2024) highlight the critical role of dual uniqueness in guaranteeing good algo-

rithm performance in their respective settings. These results are primarily in the discrete setting,
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similar to Bumpensanti and Wang (2020). The perspective provided in this work complements and

extends this understanding of the significance of dual uniqueness by offering non-discrete evidence.

Online Stochastic Knapsack. There is also a rich relevant literature in theoretical com-

puter science studying the problem of online stochastic knapsack. Kleinberg (2005) considers a

multisecretary problem in the random input model and derive an (asymptotic) competitive ra-

tio of 1 − O
(
√

1
k

)

, where k is the fixed budget (analogous to b in this paper). Subsequent

work Devanur and Hayes (2009); Feldman et al. (2010); Molinaro and Ravi (2014); Agrawal et al.

(2014) extend Kleinberg (2005) to the general setting of online knapsack/online packing and achieve

progressively improving competitive ratios. Hajiaghayi et al. (2007); Alaei (2014); Chawla et al.

(2023); Jiang et al. (2022b) study the k-unit prophet problem where the inputs are independent

(but not identical) random variables. Competitive ratios of 1−Θ̃(
√

1
k ) for large k as well as concrete

constants for small k were shown. The setting of this work is different from the aforementioned

line of works: (i) the performance metric we use in this paper is the additive regret rather than the

competitive ratio, and (ii) the focus is on understanding the performance of CE in the i.i.d. input

model for regular distributions, rather than competing against the worst case. The main result of

this work can be essentially translated to an
(

1−O( (log T )2

T )
)

-competitive ratio for distributions

with nice structures and the initial inventory of resources scaling linearly in T , for a general online

stochastic knapsack problem with i.i.d. inputs.

1.2 Organization

The paper is organized as follows. We formally set up the problem in Section 2. The main results

are stated in Section 3. We then discuss the implication of our results on fluid degeneracy in

Section 4. The proof sketch of our main results is provided in Section 5. The conclusions follow in

Section 6.

2 Problem Formulation

2.1 Model

There are m resources with an initial capacity of b = (b1, b2, . . . , bm)⊤ ∈ R
m
≥0. At each time period

t = 1, . . . , T , a demand request (at, rt) arrives, assumed to be drawn i.i.d. from a distribution with

joint CDF F (·), where F,b and T are known a priori. Upon the arrival of the request and the

revelation of (at, rt), a decision maker (DM) needs to immediately and irrevocably decide whether

or not to accept it. The accept decision results in the consumption of at = (a1t, . . . , amt)
⊤ of each
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resource and an earned reward of rt. The reject decision imposes no change on the resources

and garners zero reward. The accept decision is feasible if and only if the remaining capacity of

resource i is at least ai, for i = 1, . . . ,m. The goal of the DM is to maximize the expected total

reward collected through the T periods subject to the resource capacity constraint.

A dynamic allocation policy π specifies, for each demand sequence realization I , {(at, rt)}Tj=1,

a (possibly random) sequence of binary decisions {xπt }Tt=1 with xπt = 1(0) corresponding to the

accept (reject) decision. π is non-anticipatory if each xπt is independent of the future request

realization It , {(aj , rj)}Tj=t+1 and depends only on the current history Ht , {(aj , rj)}tj=1. π is

feasible if w.p.1 the capacity constraint is satisfied throughout, i.e.
∑T

t=1 aitx
π
t ≤ bi, i = 1, . . . ,m.

A policy is admissible if it is both non-anticipatory and feasible. Let Π denote the set of admissible

policies. The DM seeks to maximize E

[

∑T
t=1 rtx

π
t

]

, the expected total reward collected under an

admissible policy π ∈ Π.

Performance Metric. The performance of an admissible policy π is typically measured by

its revenue loss, namely supτ∈Π E

[

∑T
t=1 rtx

τ
t

]

−E

[

∑T
t=1 rtx

π
t

]

, where supτ∈Π E

[

∑T
t=1 rtx

τ
t

]

is the

optimal dynamic programming (DP) value. However, the so-defined revenue loss is often not a

viable performance metric due to the lacking of tractability of the optimal DP value. A common

practice is to instead consider upper bounds of the revenue loss, derived by replacing the DP value

by the optimal values of certain tractable relaxations. Two most popular such relaxations are the

hindsight relaxation and the fluid relaxation.

The hindsight relaxation. Under the hindsight relaxation, the non-anticipatory constraint

is removed, and the resource allocation problem becomes a multi-knapsack Linear Program (LP)

(for a given demand sequence realization I):

max

T
∑

t=1

rtxt (1)

s.t.

T
∑

t=1

aitxt ≤ bi, i = 1, . . . ,m,

xt ∈ [0, 1], t = 1, . . . , T.

Taking expectation of (1) (over I) yields the optimal hindsight value, denoted by V hind
b,T .

The fluid relaxation. The fluid relaxation further assumes that T is prohibitively large, to

the point that all randomness in (1) is averaged out (with a proper scaling on the order of 1
T ),
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which yields

sup
x

E(a,r)∼F [rx(a, r)] (2)

s.t. E(a,r)∼F [ax(a, r)] ≤ d, x(·, ·) ∈ [0, 1],

where d , b
T is the normalized inventory of resources. We denote the optimal value of the above

fluid program by V fluid
d .

It is fairly straightforward to see that V fluid
d T ≥ V hind

b,T both are upper bounds on the optimal DP

value, for T ≥ 1, for which we omit the proof. We denote by Reg
hind
b,T (π) , V hind

b,T − E

[

∑T
t=1 rtx

π
t

]

the hindsight regret incurred by policy π, and Reg
fluid
b,T (π) , V fluid

d T −E

[

∑T
t=1 rtx

π
t

]

the fluid regret

incurred by policy π. Throughout this paper, the hindsight regret1 will be our main performance

metric. We thereby denote Regb,T (π) , Reg
hind
b,T (π). We are interested in characterizing the

scaling of Regb,T (π) as T grows.

2.2 The Certainty Equivalent Heuristic

The CE heuristic is a special threshold-based policy that leverages the fluid relaxation (2) to facil-

itate its dynamic decision-making. Following Li and Ye (2022); Bray (2024); Jiang et al. (2022a),

we consider a dual-based CE. The dual of (2) has a compact form

min
λ∈Rm

≥0

fd(λ) , d⊤λ+ E(a,r)∼F [(r − a⊤λ)+], (3)

where fd(·) is convex for any value that d takes. Strong duality holds, namely we have V fluid
d =

minλ∈Rm
≥0

fd(λ). We refer the reader to Li and Ye (2022); Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro (2023) for

the derivation of (3) and further discussions.

The CE heuristic solves a perturbed version of (3) at each period t = 1, . . . , T to facilitate

decision making. More precisely, let bCE
t denote the sequence of remaining inventory of resources

under the CE policy, with bCE
0 = b, and dCE

t ,
bCE
t−1

T−t be the corresponding normalized remaining

inventory of resources. The CE heuristic solves for

λ̃t ∈ argmin
λ∈Rm

≥0

(

dCE

t

)⊤
λ+ E[(r − a⊤λ)+] (4)

1The notion “regret” is typically used in a learning scenario. We slightly deviate from this convention as in our
setting, the underlying distribution F is known. Instead, our DM regrets for not knowing the future demand sequence
in advance.
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at each period t = 1, . . . , T . Then the decision follows by setting threshold at a⊤λ̃t:

xCEt = 1 if and only if rt ≥ a⊤t λ̃t and at ≤ bCE

t−1, t = 1, . . . , T,

where bCE
t = bCE

t−1 − xCEt at, namely, the induced sequence of remaining inventory of resources. The

inequality in at ≤ bCE
t−1 is element-wise. A formal description is provided in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Certainty Equivalent (CE) Heuristic

Require: Problem instance (F,b, T ).
1: for t = 1, . . . , T do

2: Observe instance (at, rt).
3: Solve (4) and obtain λ̃t ∈ argminλ∈Rm

≥0
fdCE

t
(λ).

4: Set
xCEt = 1 if and only if rt ≥ a⊤t λ̃t and at ≤ bCE

t−1,

and xCEt = 0 otherwise, where bCE
0 = b,bCE

t = bCE
t−1 − xCEt at is the induced sequence of

remaining resources.
5: end for

We take the dual-based definition of CE in our setting because dual fluid relaxation (3), in a

cleaner form, both benefits the theoretical analysis and yields a more practical algorithm. In fact,

the primal problem (2) is a possibly infinite-dimensional optimization problem since we allow F to

be a general continuous distribution, while the dual fluid problem (3) is a convex program with a

simple feasible region (the m-dimensional positive orthant).

2.3 Assumptions

Our main results are presented under two sets of distributional assumptions on F . Either set

of assumptions suffices to guarantee the desired performance of CE (cf. Theorem 3.1). We first

introduce some additional notation.

Additional notation. Let F a(·) denote the marginal CDF of a. Further let F r
a′(·) denote the

conditional CDF of the reward r given a = a′. Let supp(F ), supp(F a) and supp(F r
a ) denote the

support of the corresponding distributions, respectively.

Assumption 2.1. The joint distribution F satisfies the following conditions:

(i) (boundedness) There exist constants 0 < A ≤ Ā and r̄ > 0, s.t. supp(F ) ∈ [A, Ā]m × [0, r̄].

(ii) For any a ∈ supp(F a), supp(F r
a ) = [0, ra] for some ra > 0.
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(iii) ((reverse) Hölder condition) There exist non-negative constant β and positive constants

ν, cν , cβ , such that for any 0 ≤ z1 < z2 ≤ ra, cβ(z2 − z1)
1+β ≤ F r

a (z2)−F r
a (z1) ≤ cν(z2 − z1)

ν .

Assumption 2.2. The joint distribution F satisfies the following conditions:

(i) (boundedness) There exist constants 0 < A ≤ Ā and r̄ > 0, s.t. supp(F ) ∈ [A, Ā]m × [0, r̄].

(ii) (F regularity) supp(F a) is convex and compact, and the probability density associated to F a

is bounded from below by a constant lf > 0. supp(F r
a ) = [l(a), r(a)], where l(a) and r(a) are

Lipschitz continuous as functions of a with Lipschitz constant cL.

(iii) There exist ao ∈ supp(F a) and r0 > 0 s.t. l(a) = 0 for all a ∈ B(ao, r0) ∩ supp(F a).

(iv) ((reverse) Hölder condition) There exist non-negative constant β and positive constants

ν, cν , cβ , such that for any l(a) ≤ z1 < z2 ≤ r(a), cβ(z2 − z1)
1+β ≤ F r

a (z2) − F r
a (z1) ≤

cν(z2 − z1)
ν .

Assumption 2.1 (i) enforces boundedness on a and r. In (ii), we require the conditional reward

distribution given any a to be supported on an interval starting from zero. This is a necessary

restriction for CE to achieve o(
√
T ) regret guarantee, when a is allowed to be arbitrarily distributed

(cf. Example 4.1 for bad examples violating (ii)). (iii) further excludes point masses on the

conditional reward distributions (ν bounded away from zero), and restricts the minimal rate of

probability accumulation (β bounded away from ∞). In particular, β = 0 and ν = 1 corresponds

to the case where the conditional distribution of the reward has lower and upper bounded density

on the support. We remark on the asymmetric role of parameters β and ν: β critically affects the

best achievable regret scaling, while ν only appears in the constant term and does not affect the

regret scaling (cf. Theorem 3.1, Proposition 3.2). We refer the readers to Appendix E for more

discussion on parameter β, in connection with the second-order growth conditions often made in

the literature.

Assumption 2.2 relaxes the global requirement of Assumption 2.1 (ii) to only a local condition

(iii), to hold only in the neighborhood of an arbitrary point in the support. To permit this

relaxation, Assumption 2.2 (ii) enforces natural regularity of F . We refer the readers to Appendix

E (cf. Example E.1) for further discussion on the condition (iii).

In the sequel, we illustrate Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 2.2 with several examples.

Example 2.1 (Multisecretary problem). The multisecretary problem has m = 1 and F a(·) = δ1(·).
Suppose the reward distribution is (i) without point mass, and (ii) supported on an interval starting
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from zero, namely, without gaps, then Assumption 2.1 holds. A notable example is a reward

distribution specified by p.d.f. hr(x) = (1 + β)|1− 2x|β , for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 with β ≥ 0.

Example 2.2 (Hyper-cube models). Suppose supp (F ) = [1, 2]m × [0, 1]. The joint density function

of F is bounded from above and below by a pair of positive constants on the support. Then both

Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 are satisfied with β = 0 and ν = 1.

Example 2.3 (Generalized linear models). Let r = g
(

a⊤z
)

+ǫ for a non-negative, Lipschitz continuous

function g, a fixed vector z ∈ R
m
≥0 and a noise random variable ǫ, with F a satisfying Assumption

2.2 (i) and (ii). ǫ is supported on an interval [−L,L] with p.d.f. bounded from above and below

by a pair of positive constants. Suppose there exists a′ such that g
(

(a′)⊤z
)

< L− η for a positive

constant η. Then Assumption 2.2 effectively holds with β = 0 and ν = 1, modulo the possible

negative rewards which can be dealt with in a straightforward manner.

Remark 2.1. The simple structure of multisecretary allows for a further relaxation of Assumption

2.1 (ii), such that supp (F r
a ) is an interval not necessarily starting from zero, under which our main

results (cf. Theorem 3.1) remain valid.

Remark 2.2. Negative rewards, as appeared in Example 2.3, do not incur regret: the optimal

decision is always to reject them. We defer a formal analysis of Example 2.3 to Appendix A.

Later in Section 3, we state the regret guarantee of CE for each of the above examples under

no other assumptions (cf. Corollary 3.1). To obtain similar regret guarantees, prior work typically

imposes additional fluid regularity conditions (cf. Section 3 for details). In later sections we

provide a systematic review—and a comparison with our own assumptions—of these fluid regularity

conditions, with a detailed investigation of non-degeneracy conditions in Section 4, and discussion

on the second-order growth conditions in Appendix E.

3 Main Results

3.1 Achievable regret

Theorem 3.1 (Achievable regret of CE). Under either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 2.2, the CE

heuristic achieves a hindsight regret

Regb,T (π
CE) ≤











C(log T )2 β = 0,

C̃T
1
2
− 1

2(1+β) (log T )
2+β
2+2β β > 0,
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for arbitrary b and T > 3, where C and C̃ are constants independent of T and b and depend only

on model primitives regarding F through the two assumptions, respectively.

Remark 3.1. Precise forms of C and C̃ are provided in Appendix B.

Theorem 3.1 establishes theoretical guarantees for CE for a wide range of OLP instances, re-

quiring only that F belongs to specific distribution classes that are both natural and easy to verify.

This significantly relaxes the conditions typically needed to obtain o(
√
T ) regret, in particular, the

non-degeneracy conditions and/or (uniform) second-order growth conditions. In Section 4 and Ap-

pendix E, we systematically examine the relationship between these fluid regularity conditions and

our conditions (Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2), demonstrating that the former are not only technically

unnecessary for algorithmic analysis but are often overly restrictive. In that sense, Theorem 3.1

extends the state-of-the-art understanding of CE’s range of effectiveness. We provide a proof sketch

of Theorem 3.1 in Section 5. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix B. With Theorem 3.1,

the following regret scaling of CE on concrete examples is an immediate corollary.

Corollary 3.1. The regret guarantee in Theorem 3.1 holds for multisecretary instances of Example

2.1 with each choice of β. For instances of Example 2.2 and Example 2.3, CE achieves O
(

(log T )2
)

regret.

3.2 Fundamental regret lower bound

The achievable regret of CE stated in Theorem 3.1 is near optimal, as we formalize through a

fundamental regret lower bound.

Proposition 3.2 (Fundamental Regret Lower Bound). There exists OLP instance (F,b, T ) satisfying

Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 2.2, such that

inf
π

regb,T (π) ≥
c

1 + β
T

1
2
− 1

2(1+β)
1(β > 0) + c log T1(β = 0),

where c is a constant independent of T,b and β.

Remark 3.2. The fundamental regret lower bound is inspired by earlier works on the multisecretary

problem (Bray (2024) for β = 0 and Besbes et al. (2024) for β > 0). While Besbes et al. (2024)

initially considers reward distributions with a gap in their support, we observe that these gaps can

be removed so that the resulting instances satisfy our Assumptions, yet their analysis still works

(formally, by setting g = 0 in the proof of Theorem 1 in Besbes et al. (2024)) and the regret lower

bound still holds. The proof is deferred to Appendix C.
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Combining Theorem 3.1 with Proposition 3.2, we find that under our assumptions, the CE

heursitic can achieve a regret that matches the fundamental lower bound up to a polylogarithmic

factor in T , thus demonstrating its near-optimality.

4 Does Degeneracy Cause CE to Fail?

Fluid degeneracy is generally believed to cause the failure of CE in stochastic control. In this sec-

tion, we challenge—and refine—this perspective within the OLP framework. Building on Theorem

3.1, we demonstrate a large class of instances that, despite violating standard non-degeneracy con-

ditions in the literature, still achieve low regret. By closely examining the concept of degeneracy, we

attribute this deviation from conventional understanding to a key distinction between how degen-

eracy manifests in discrete versus non-discrete contexts. This analysis enables us to systematically

review existing notions of non-degeneracy and shed light on the critical geometric structures of the

fluid problem that fundamentally drive the regret accumulation of CE.

4.1 Existing non-degeneracy conditions

Non-degeneracy conditions are imposed on the associated fluid problem of an OLP instance. More

precisely, we specify these conditions with respect to a fluid instance (F,d), where we recall that

d = b
T is the normalized (initial) resource capacity.

Assumption 4.1 (Primal stability condition). There exists an optimal x⋆
d to primal problem (2),

and a neighborhood N (d) of d, such that for any d′ ∈ N (d), there exists an optimal x⋆
d′ to the

perturbed problem (2) with RHS constraint d′, for which the set of binding resource constraints

remains unchanged comparing to that of x⋆
d.

Assumption 4.2 (Strict complementary slackness condition). λ⋆ is the unique solution to the dual

problem (3) minλ∈Rm
≥0

fd(λ). Furthermore, there exists an optimal x⋆ such that strict complemen-

tary slackness is satisfied. In particular, when F has no point mass, the condition is typically stated

without involving x⋆: for any i = 1, . . . ,m, λ⋆
i = 0 if and only if di−E(a,r)∼F

[

ai1
(

r > a⊤λ⋆
)]

> 0.

Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are two commonly imposed “non-degeneracy” conditions in prior work

(cf. Assumption 2 and SC 8 of Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro (2023), Assumption 2(c) of Li and Ye

(2022), Assumption 5 of Bray (2024)), where it is known that Assumption 4.2, together with certain

smoothness conditions on F implies Assumption 4.1 (cf. Lemma 3 of Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro
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(2023)). We note that the definition of Assumption 4.1 allows for potentially multiple primal

optimal solutions2. Assumption 4.2 usually appears in its simplified form that only contains λ⋆.

Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are critical to the low-regret analysis in the aforementioned prior

work. More precisely, these non-degeneracy conditions ensure that the binding resource constraints

in the fluid problems solved in each step of Algorithm 1 remain unchanged during the algorithm’s

execution, thus permitting the martingale-based argument used in these prior work that ultimately

leads to O(log T ) regret. The only known performance guarantee of CE that does not rely on these

non-degeneracy conditions is provided by Jiang et al. (2022a), where they instead have to impose

a strong, uniform version of second-order growth conditions, for which we defer more discussion to

Appendix E.

In addition to Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2, the following condition is often assumed implicitly.

Assumption 4.3 (Dual uniqueness condition). λ⋆ is the unique solution to the dual problem (3).

Remark 4.1. Some authors define degeneracy as the violation of dual uniqueness Assumption

4.3. However, we emphasize that Assumption 4.3 and the common non-degeneracy conditions

(Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2) are not equivalent in general; the latter are (in cases, strictly) stronger

(cf. Lemma 4.4). In this work, we follow the convention in the line of literature (Li and Ye, 2022;

Bray, 2024; Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro, 2023; Jiang et al., 2022a), where “degeneracy” typically

refers to the violation of standard non-degeneracy conditions (Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2).

4.2 The (near)optimality of CE beyond non-degeneracy

All aforementioned non-degeneracy conditions impose restrictions on both the underlying distribu-

tion F and the normalized resource capacity, d, whereas Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 specify distribu-

tion classes which purely rely on the properties of F . The following lemma explicitly characterizes

the distinction between Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 and the non-degeneracy conditions in the litera-

ture.

Lemma 4.1. For any distribution F satisfying Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 2.2, there exists

d ∈ R
m
≥0 such that (F,d) violates the non-degeneracy conditions (Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2).

Together with Theorem 3.1, we immediately conclude that non-degeneracy is irrelevant to the

performance of CE.

Corollary 4.2. Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are not necessary for CE to achieve o(
√
T ) regret.

2Here we say two solutions x and x
′ are different in a probability sense. Namely, P (x(a, r) 6= x

′(a, r)) > 0
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We note that the type of degeneracy characterized in Lemma 4.1 is hardly a theoretical artifact;

it often arises in practical applications. In scenarios where the inventory of resources is endogenously

determined, the vector d frequently becomes asymptotically close to E(a,r)∼F

[

a1
(

r > a⊤λ⋆
)]

to

avoid waste, typically within O
(

1√
T

)

, as dictated by the square-root inventory law (Jiang et al.,

2022a; Bumpensanti and Wang, 2020). Now, any redundant resource with zero dual price in the

fluid limit would result in degeneracy. We defer a detailed proof to Appendix D.

Corollary 4.2 contradicts the general view and prior evidence that degeneracy causes CE to fail

(cf. Figure 4 in Bumpensanti and Wang (2020)), and motivates a deeper investigation into the

role that degeneracy plays in the regret accumulation of CE. In the next two sections, we present

two complementary perspectives, one rooted in the discrete contexts and the other in the non-

discrete contexts. Together, they establish a more comprehensive understanding of whether and

how degeneracy impacts the performance of CE, resolving the paradox.

4.3 Fluid degeneracy: the discrete perspective

Consider a discrete F supported on n request types (a1, r1), . . . , (an, rn), with corresponding prob-

abilities p1, . . . , pn. This is a setting that receives dominant attention in the NRM literature. Here,

the primal fluid problem (2) becomes an LP (often referred to as the Deterministic Linear Program

(DLP)). Concretely,

max
x

n
∑

j=1

pjr
jxj (5)

s.t.
n
∑

j=1

ajpjxj ≤ d, 0 ≤ x ≤ 1.

In the NRM literature, “non-degeneracy” traditionally refers to the (LP) non-degeneracy of the

DLP (Jasin and Kumar, 2012). More precisely,

Assumption 4.4 (DLP non-degeneracy). The DLP (5) has a non-degenerate optimal solution x⋆,

∣

∣j ∈ [n] : x∗j = 0 or x∗j = 1
∣

∣+ |i ∈ [m] :

n
∑

j=1

pja
j
ix

∗
j = di| = n. (6)

Bumpensanti and Wang (2020) demonstrates both numerically and theoretically that violating

Assumption 4.4 indeed results in performance deterioration of CE (cf. Figure 4, Propositions 2&3 in

Bumpensanti and Wang (2020)), establishing the necessity of DLP non-degeneracy for guaranteeing

CE’s performance in the discrete setting. Now one may naturally wonder about the connection
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between Assumption 4.4 and the aforementioned conditions, Assumptions 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3. We

establish such a connection in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose F is a discrete distribution. Premised that the optimal solution x⋆ to DLP

(5) is unique, Assumptions 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 are equivalent.

Remark 4.2. The premise of primal x⋆ uniqueness is not the weakest under which the equivalence

in Lemma 4.3 holds, but exploring it further is beyond the current scope.

We defer the proof to Appendix D and instead provide an intuitive explanation here. Lemma

4.3 demonstrates that in the discrete setting, there is essentially only one type of degeneracy:

either all non-degeneracy conditions hold simultaneously and CE performs well, or the problem

exhibits degeneracy, resulting in CE’s failure. Geometrically, this dichotomy arises from the rigid,

piecewise-linear structure of the fluid problem in discrete settings, as is illustrated in Figure 1.

d

V fluid
d

d2 d1

(a) Function V fluid
d at degenerate

and non-degenerate points

λ

fd1(λ)

(b) Dual function at degenerate
point. Multiple optimal dual solu-
tions and instability.

λ

fd2(λ)

(c) Dual function at non-
degenerate point. Unique, stable
optimal dual solution.

Figure 1: Function V fluid and dual function fd in degenerate and non-degenerate settings.

We plot V fluid
d := minλ∈Rm

≥0
fd(λ) as a function of d in Figure 1a, and fd(λ) as a function of

λ with d = d1 (degenerate case), and d = d2 (non-degenerate case) in Figure 1b and Figure 1c,

respectively. We also plot how perturbing d around d1 or d2 affects functions fd(λ). As shown in

Figure 1, fluid degeneracy manifests in several equivalent forms. In Figure 1a, the degenerate point

d1 corresponds to a kink in the function V fluid
d . By standard LP theory (cf. Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis

(1997)), the supergradient of V fluid
d at d1 are the optimal dual solutions to minλ∈Rm

≥0
fd1(λ). The

existence of multiple supergradients at d1 thereby corresponds to multiple dual solutions, as illus-

trated in Figure 1b. Furthermore, we observe in Figure 1b that perturbing d around d1 results in

drastic changes of the dual solution, demonstrating instability. In contrast, the non-degenerate case

avoids all these issues. In Figure 1a, the function V fluid
d is smooth at d2, with a unique gradient.
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In Figure 1c, fd2(λ) has a unique minimizer, and perturbing d around d2 does not change the

minimizer, demonstrating strong stability.

With Lemma 4.3, the necessity of DLP non-degeneracy (Assumption 4.4) for CE to achieve low

regret simultaneously extends to all notions of non-degeneracy. Thus it is with minimal loss of

accuracy to assert that “degeneracy causes CE to fail.”

4.4 Fluid degeneracy: the non-discrete perspective

The clear and unified picture of degeneracy in discrete settings does not extend to non-discrete

settings. The following result demonstrates how the equivalence between different notions of de-

generacy breaks down.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose non-discrete distribution F is such that function V fluid
d is smooth in d, then

Assumption 4.3 always holds regardless of d. In contrast, whether Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 hold

or not depend on d.

d

V fluid
d

d2 d1

(a) Function V fluid
d and uniqueness

of gradient

λ

fd1(λ)

(b) Dual function at d1. Unique de-
generate optimal dual solution and
binding set instability.

λ

fd2(λ)

(c) Dual function at d2. Unique
non-degenerate optimal dual solu-
tion.

Figure 2: Function V fluid and dual function fd for two different parameters in a non-discrete setting.

Figure 2 visually illustrates the intuition behind Lemma 4.4, the proof of which we omit. In

Figure 2a, we plot the function V fluid
d . Unlike the discrete case shown in Figure 1a, V fluid

d here is

smooth, with no kinks, and its gradient exists and is unique for any d. As established in standard

convex optimization theory (cf. Boyd and Vandenberghe (2004)), the gradient of V fluid
d corresponds

to the dual optimal solution. Consequently, Assumption 4.3 is satisfied for all d, as illustrated in

Figures 2b and 2c.

On the other hand, in Figure 2b we plot the dual function, projected onto a dimension in the dual

space, and illustrate the degenerate scenario where both Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 fail. At d1, λ = 0

17



is the unique dual price. However, λ = 0 happens to be the global minimizer of the dual function

fd1(λ), indicating that the corresponding resource happens to be binding, thus violating the strict

complementary slackness condition. Small perturbations around d1 lead the dual price to oscillate

between zero and a positive value, causing the resource’s status to alternate between binding and

non-binding, violating the primal stability condition. Hence, the non-degenerate conditions fail at

d1. Consequently, Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 fundamentally rely on d to avoid such degenerate cases.

Overall, Lemma 4.4 essentially implies that Assumption 4.3 and Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 can not

be equivalent in non-discrete settings with smooth V fluid
d .

A key feature of the non-discrete setting is that, the premise in Lemma 4.4, namely that V fluid
d

is smooth, is fairly common and satisfied by a wide class of distributions F , in particular, those

defined by Assumptions 2.1 or 2.2.

Lemma 4.5. For distribution F satisfying either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 2.2, the corre-

sponding dual objective fc(λ) is smooth for any fixed c. In particular, ∇fc(λ) exists. Furthermore,

V fluid
c is smooth, with unique gradient ∇V fluid at any c.

The proof is in Appendix D. Combining Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.4, Assumption 4.3 always

holds under Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 2.2, yet the non-degeneracy conditions (Assumptions

4.1 and 4.2) may fail (cf. Lemma 4.1). Our main contribution essentially lies in proving that in

such cases, CE achieves uniformly near-optimal regret even if these non-degeneracy conditions fail

(cf. Theorem 3.1). Along the line of this discussion, we may provide some geometric intuition

of our performance guarantee. Observe in Figure 2b that the smoothness of the function fd(λ)

ensures the dual price does not oscillate drastically when d is perturbed around the degenerate

point d1. This inherent stability, even as the resource constraint alternates between binding and

non-binding, allows CE to maintain good performance. This stands in sharp contrast to the discrete

setting where across all distribution F , function V fluid
d is non-smooth, and degeneracy (d taking

certain corner values) always comes with drastic instability phenomenon, leading to performance

deterioration of CE.

Meanwhile, not all non-discrete distributions yield smooth dual objectives as in Lemma 4.5.

We provide two such examples that have appeared in prior work. Besbes et al. (2024) considered

multisecretary instances where the reward distributions have gaps in their supports (cf. Example

3 in Besbes et al. (2024)). Jiang et al. (2022a) studied a semi-discrete NRM instances with finitely

many request types, where conditional on any fixed type, the reward distribution is supported on

an arbitrary interval with lower bounded density (cf. Assumption 1 Jiang et al. (2022a)). Both
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examples have non-smooth V fluid
d . At those d that corresponds to a kink on V fluid

d , Assumption 4.3

no longer holds. CE provably fails in these cases:

Proposition 4.6. Consider a multisecretary instance with F r
a = F r , Unif[0, 1]∪ [2, 3] and b = 1

2T .

Then Regb,T (CE) ≥ c0
√
T for some absolute constant c0 > 0.

d

V fluid
d

d1 d2

(a) Function V fluid
d with kink at d1

λ

fd1(λ)

(b) Dual function at d1. Multiple
dual solutions and instability.

λ

fd2(λ)

(c) Dual function at d2. Unique
non-degenerate optimal dual solu-
tion.

Figure 3: Function V fluid and dual function fd for multisecretary instances with gap.

Proposition 4.6 highlights the significance of dual uniqueness (Assumption 4.3) on the perfor-

mance of CE. The failure of CE in Proposition 4.6 shares similarities with how CE suffers from

degeneracy in discrete settings, as illustrated in Figure 3. For detailed proof, readers are re-

ferred to Proposition 1 of Besbes et al. (2024) or Proposition 2 in Bumpensanti and Wang (2020).

Novel algorithmic designs beyond CE are required for such instances, such as the CwG principle

(Besbes et al., 2024) or the boundary-attracted algorithm (Jiang et al., 2022a), to achieve improved

(o(
√
T )) regret. In general, OLP instances violating Assumption 4.3 can be significantly more com-

plex than the examples mentioned, to the extent that even describing such distributions may be

challenging. Developing a unified algorithm and analysis to systematically handle these instances

is beyond the scope of the current work. However, we hope the methodology introduced in this

paper provides a foundation for addressing such challenges in future research.

The above discussion allows us to justify one specific requirement in our Assumption 2.1, that the

conditional reward distributions are all supported on intervals starting from zero. In fact, without

such a restriction, it is possible to construct simple OLP instances that violates Assumption 4.3 for

which CE fails.

Example 4.1. P (a = 1) = P (a = 4) = 1
2 . r|a ∼ Unif[1, 2] for both values of a. The initial inventory

for the resource is b = dT = 1
2T .
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The distribution in Example 4.1 satisfies all the conditions in Assumption 2.1 with β = 0,

except for the requirement (ii). A straightforward calculation yields multiple dual optimal solutions

λ⋆ ∈
[

1
2 , 1
]

that violates Assumption 4.3, and leads to Ω(
√
T ) regret of CE. Note that the additional

regularity imposed on F in Assumption 2.2 (ii) allows us to relax the condition that all conditional

reward distribution should start from zero. However, we still require this condition to hold locally,

to avoid tricky corner cases. We defer more discussion to Appendix E (cf. Example E.1).

The previous discussion provides a fairly comprehensive picture regarding how fluid degeneracy

affects the performance of CE. Combining both the discrete and non-discrete perspectives, it seems

more accurate to describe the structural challenge faced by CE as the “curse of dual non-uniqueness”

rather than the broader and less precise “curse of degeneracy.”

5 Proof Sketch

We rely on the concentration analysis of the hindsight dual optimal solution in each time period t

to conduct our performance analysis. In period t, the primal hindsight relaxation takes the form

of a multi-knapsack LP similar to Problem (1). We consider its dual, which can be thought of as

the empirical version of Problem (4). In particular,

λ⋆
t = argmin

λ∈Rm
≥0

b⊤
t−1λ+

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ)
+, (7)

λ̄⋆
t = argmin

λ∈Rm
≥0

(bt−1 − at)
⊤λ+

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ)
+, (8)

where we note that λ̄⋆
t is constructed only when feasibility is satisfied at period t, namely, bt−1 ≥ at

element-wise. Note that λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t depend both on bt−1 (and at) and It. They are not non-

anticipatory, and the introduction of them serves only for the purpose of analyzing the performance

of algorithms. For notational simplicity, we write λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t with the understanding that their

dependence on bt−1 (at) and It is implicit but clear from the context.

Lemma 5.1 (Regret Decomposition of CE). The expected regret of the CE heuristic is bounded by

regT (π) ≤ C0 log T +
T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − rt

)

I{a⊤
t λ̃t≤rt≤a⊤

t λ̄⋆
t}
]

+

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

rt − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̃t}

]

, (9)
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where C0 = 2
(

1 + mĀ
A

)

mr̄, and the expectation is taken over I0.

Lemma 5.1 follows from a careful decomposition analysis similar to Jiang et al. (2022a) within

the compensated coupling framework of Vera and Banerjee (2021). It establishes a connection

between the performance of CE and the statistical properties of λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t around λ̃t, where we

recall that λ̃t (cf. Problem 4) is the fluid dual optimal solution at time t that guides the CE

decision-making. Similar observations were made earlier in the literature (c.f Li and Ye (2022);

Jiang et al. (2022a) for discussions on the so-called dual convergence). We utilize techniques from

empirical processes to establish desired dual convergence results, thus leading to the ultimate proof

of Theorem 3.1.

Lemma 5.2. Under either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 2.2, we have

Ea∼Fa

[(

Fa(a
⊤λ̃t)− Fa(a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ C4
(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β
2+2β

,

Ea∼Fa

[(

Fa(a
⊤λ̃t)− Fa(a

⊤λ̄⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ̄⋆
t

)]

≤ C4
(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β
2+2β

,

both with probability at least 1− 9C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

, for T−t ≥ e
C̃1
32

+1, where C4 and C̃1 are constants (whose

forms can be found in Remark B.1) that depend on model primitives regarding F but independent

of T − t and b, and C is a universal constant (cf. Lemma F.7).

The expectation on the LHS in Lemma 5.2 is taken with respect to a. Recall that λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t

are both random variables, therefore the LHS in Lemma 5.2 are also random variables. Lemma 5.2

establishes a high-probability concentration bound of λ⋆
t , λ̄

⋆
t in a specific form. It is not hard to

observe that the LHS of Lemma 5.2 serve as upper bounds on the terms in the regret decomposition

of Lemma 5.1, explaining why we set up bounds in such a particular form.

Observe that in the prior works, strong non-degeneracy conditions are typically imposed to

regulate the concentration of λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t . Different from the standard approach, we avoid imposing

regularity conditions directly on λ̃t. Rather, conditions on the problem primitives, i.e. Assumptions

Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 2.2 suffice to guarantee nice concentration of λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t for us.

To achieve Lemma 5.2, we utilize the properties that λ̃t and λ⋆
t , λ̄

⋆
t are the minimizers of the

corresponding dual fluid problem and the dual LP relaxations, respectively, where the latter can

be viewed as the SAA of the former. With such a view, we transform bounding the concentration

of λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t around λ̃t into bounding the worst-case concentration of certain SAA of some target

functionals. We achieve this worst-case concentration through the peeling device, borrowed from
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the empirical processes theory, that uses union bounds coupled with a careful choice of space

partition and with carefully calculated entropy number of the space.

Lemma 5.2 may be of independent theoretical interest and the techniques developed in this

work are potentially applicable to the algorithmic analysis of a broad class of online stochastic

optimization problems. We defer the proof of Lemma 5.1 to Appendix F.2, the proof of Lemma 5.2

to Appendix F.3, and the proof of Theorem 3.1 to Appendix B.

6 Concluding Remarks

In this work, we provided near-optimal regret guarantee of the classical CE algorithm for the gen-

eral OLP problem, under mild assumptions on the underlying request distributions. Our result

extends the state-of-the-art understanding of CE’s range of effectiveness, revealing that the com-

monly imposed non-degeneracy conditions are overly restrictive and not necessary for CE to achieve

low regret. We developed new algorithmic analytical techniques based on empirical processes the-

ory, potentially applicable to a broader range of dynamic optimization problems with non-discrete

distributions. Our work leave open many interesting questions.

One direction is the design and analysis of a unified algorithm that achieves near optimal

performance for all OLP instances. Example 4.1 demonstrates that our performance guarantee

of CE does not extend beyond the distribution classes that we identify, and novel algorithmic

innovations are needed. Algorithms with uniformly near-optimal performance have previously been

designed in the discrete setting (cf. Vera and Banerjee (2021)) and in the multisecretary problem

(cf. Besbes et al. (2024)). The simulation-based RAMS algorithm proposed in Besbes et al. (2024)

is a potential candidate that attains uniform near-optimal performance across discrete and non-

discrete settings, though the existing regret analysis of this algorithm still relies on some other

reference algorithms (cf. Theorem 3 in Besbes et al. (2024)).

Another direction is to relax several assumptions made in the current work. For instance, one

may consider scenarios where arriving requests are not i.i.d., but with certain inter-dependent

structure. Also, one may attempt to establish similar results in more general settings of dy-

namic resource allocation beyond OLP, such as the unified framework of DRC2 proposed in

Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro (2023).
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A Analysis of Example 2.3

We analyze Example 2.3 in this section. Recall that in this example, reward and resource con-
sumption follow a generalized linear model: r = g

(

a⊤z
)

+ ǫ.

Lemma A.1. Assumption 2.2 (i), (ii) and (iv) hold for Example 2.3 with β = 0 and η = 1.
Furthermore, a relaxed version of (iii) holds: there exist ao ∈ supp (F a) and r0 > 0 s.t. l(a) ≤ 0
for all a ∈ B(ao, r0) ∩ supp (F a).

Proof. That (i) holds follows from the conditions on F a in Example 2.3, and that both function g
and random variable ǫ is bounded. That (ii) holds follows from the conditions on F a in Example
2.3, and the Lipschitz continuity of g. (iv) holds because F r

a (z2) − F r
a (z1) = P (z1 < r ≤ z2|a) =

P
(

z1 − g
(

a⊤z
)

< ǫ ≤ z2 − g
(

a⊤z
)

|a
)

, which is bounded by fǫ(z2 − z1) and f̄ǫ(z2 − z1), where

0 < fǫ ≤ f̄ǫ are the upper and lower bounds on the density of ǫ, as is assumed in Example 2.3.

Finally, we argue that the relaxed version of (iii) holds. Recall that g
(

(a′)⊤z
)

≤ L − η. Thus the
support of r|a′ is an interval [−η,M ], where M < ∞ since g is Lipschitz, a is bounded and η is
bounded. Namely, l(a′) = −η < 0. (iii) thus holds with a ball centered at a′, where we use the
Lipshcitzness of l(a). Q.E.D.

We next argue that the possible negative rewards can be ignored without affecting the regret.
Indeed, the hindsight optimal decision when facing a request with negative reward is to reject it.
Hence, any OLP instance with the underlying distribution satisfying Lemma A.1 can be WLOG
restricted to the part with non-negative rewards. For that restricted probability distribution,
Lemma A.1 implies that Assumption 2.2 holds.

B Proof of Theorem 3.1

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.1.
With the help of Lemma 5.2, the proof of Theorem 3.1 is straightforward.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. In fact, by Lemma 5.1,

Regb,T (π
CE) ≤ C0 log T +

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − rt

)

I{a⊤
t λ̃t≤rt≤a⊤

t λ̄⋆
t}
]

+

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

rt − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̃t}

]

≤ C0 log T +

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − a⊤t λ̃t

)

I{a⊤
t λ̃t≤rt≤a⊤

t λ̄⋆
t}
]

+
T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̃t − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̃t}

]

.

Observe that the above RHS takes the form of the LHS in Lemma 5.2, namely,

C0 log T +
T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − a⊤t λ̃t

)

I{a⊤
t λ̃t≤rt≤a⊤

t λ̄⋆
t}
]

+
T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̃t − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̃t}

]

= C0 log T +

T
∑

t=1

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]
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+

T
∑

t=1

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ̄⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ̄⋆
t

)]

. (10)

Note that

T
∑

t=1

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤
(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

IAt

]

+

(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

I
c
At

]

+
T
∑

t=(T−C5)++1

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

I{T>C5}

]

≤C̃4
(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β
2+2β

+

(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

P(Ac
t) + C5

Ā

A
mr̄

≤C̃4
(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β
2+2β

+

(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

9C log(T − t) ĀAmr̄

(T − t)2
+ C5

Ā

A
mr̄, (11)

where C5 = e
C̃1
32

+1, and At denotes the event that the first inequality in Lemma 5.2 occurs. In (11),
the first term is by the high probability concentration bound of Lemma 5.2, the second term is by
the small probability that Ac

t occurs, and the last term is by ‖λ⋆
t ‖, ‖λ̃t‖ are both upper bounded.

Similarly,

T
∑

t=1

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ̄⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ̄⋆
t

)]

≤C̃4
(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β
2+2β

+

(T−C5)+
∑

t=1

9C log(T − t) ĀAmr̄

(T − t)2
+ C5

Ā

A
mr̄. (12)

Observe that

∫ T

1

(

log t

t

)α

dt ≤ (log T )α
∫ T

1
t−αdt ≤

{

(log T )2 α = 1,
1

1−α (log T )
αT 1−α 0 < α < 1.

Thus, by the basic inequality log x ≤ x, combining (10), (11), and (12) gives us

Regb,T (π
CE) ≤

{

C(log T )2 β = 0,

C̃T
1
2
− 1

2(1+β) (log T )
2+β
2+2β β > 0,

where C = C0+4C̃4+36C Ā
Amr̄+2C5 Ā

Amr̄, and C̃ = C0+ 8+8β
β C̃4+36C Ā

Amr̄+2C5 ĀAmr̄. This finishes

the proof of Theorem 3.1, where the explicit form of constants C and C̃ are provided in the next
remark. Q.E.D.

Remark B.1. From the proof of the Theorem and the lemmas, we can specify the concrete constants
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appearing in the regret bound. The constants C and C̃ in Theorem 3.1 have the specific form of

C =C0 + 4C4 + 36C
Ā

A
mr̄ + 2C5

Ā

A
mr̄,

C̃ =C0 +
8 + 8β

β
C4 + 36C

Ā

A
mr̄ + 2C5

Ā

A
mr̄.

Recall from Lemma F.7, C is an absolute constant. From the proof of Lemma 5.1 Lemma F.2, we
have

C0 =2

(

1 +
mĀ

A

)

mr̄, C5 = e
C̃1
32

+1, C̃3 = 3C̃1 +
4mĀr̄

A
+

2m2Ār̄

A
,

C̃1 =2

(

4mr̄Ā

A
+ 1

)



10C2

(

1 + 2

(

10m

min{ν/2, 1}

)1/2
)2
(

4c
1
2
ν
r̄

A

(

2mĀ
) ν

2 + 9

)2

+ 2



 .

C4 is specified from the proof of Lemma 5.2. Particularly, under Assumption 2.1,

C4 = C̃3



1 +max





(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

1+β
2+β

, c
− 1

2+β

β









2+β
1+β

.

Under Assumption 2.2, C4 = max (c1, c2, c3, c4) where

c1 =C̃3 + C̃2
3 Ā

(

min

(

cβ , 4
−1−βcβc

1+β
ν

ν

(

2
√
m
r̄Ā

A

)−1−β
)

C
2+β
2

f

(r1 ∧ w

6
sin (θ)

)

(2+β)(m+2)
2

)−1

max
(

1, Ā
)

,

c2 =C̃3 + C̃3

(

2Ā
√
mr̄

A
max

(

C̃34
1+βc−1

β c
− 1+β

ν
ν , C̃2

3

2Ā
√
mr̄

A
42+2βc−2

β c
− 2(1+β)

ν
ν

))1/2

,

c3 =C̃3



1 +max





(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

1+β
2+β

, c
− 1

2+β

β









2+β
1+β

,

c4 =C̃3 + C̃2
3 Ā

(

cβC
2+β
2

f

(r0 ∧ w

6
sin (θ)

)

(2+β)(m+2)
2

)−1

max
(

1, Ā
)

,

and θ,w are the parameters specified by the uniform cone condition (cf. Lemma F.15), and

Cf = lf
πm/2

Γ
(

m
2 + 1

) , r1 =
1

8

(

(

cL +
√
m

r̄

A

)−1

∧ 1

)

c
1
ν
ν ,

with Γ(·) denoting the Gamma function.

C Proof of Proposition 3.2

Proof of Proposition 3.2. The multisecretary instance presented in Example 2.1 achieves the fun-
damental lower bound. Recall that the instances have reward p.d.f.:

hr(x) =

{

(1 + β)(1 − 2x)β , 0 ≤ x ≤ 1
2 ,

(1 + β)(2x − 1)β , 1
2 ≤ x ≤ 1.
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For a fixed time horizon T > 0, we set the initial resource capacity at ⌊T2 ⌋. We observe that this is
an instance considered in Besbes et al. (2024), only that g = 0, namely there is no gap in our case.
The proof follows directly from Theorem 1 in Besbes et al. (2024). Q.E.D.

D Proof in Section 4

D.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

The proof is divided into two parts. We first provide a proof of Lemma 4.5, then use this lemma
to show the desired reuslts.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Direct computation shows that

fc(λ) = c⊤λ− Ea∼F aa⊤λ+ Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ

0
F r
a (v)dv. (13)

Both Assumptions 2.1 and Assumption 2.2 imply that F r
a (v) is continuous with respect to v. Hence,

by the Leibniz integral rule, ∇fc(λ) exists. The statement about V fluid
c is obvious by the expression

(13) and the fact that F r
a (v) is continuous. Q.E.D.

With Lemma 4.5, we proceed with the proof of Lemma 4.1.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. By Lemma 4.5, ∇fc always exists for any c. We now show that for any
nonzero λo ∈ R

m
≥0 satisfying λo

i = 0 for some 1 ≤ i ≤ m, there exists d such that λo is the
optimal solution to the dual problem minλ∈Rm

≥0
fd(λ). Without loss of generality, let i = 1,

and set λo
i > 0 for i = 2, ...,m. Such a d can be constructed via ∇fd(λ

o) = 0, or more
precisely d = E(a,r)∼F

[

a1
(

r > a⊤λo
)]

. The resulting instance violates Assumption 4.2 since

λo
1 = 0 and d1 = E(a,r)∼F

[

a11
(

r > a⊤λo
)]

. Consider two perturbation d′ = (d1 + ǫ, d2, ..., dm)

and d′′ = (d1 − ǫ, d2, ..., dm) of d = (d1, d2, ..., dm), where ǫ > 0, and the optimal solutions for
minλ∈Rm

≥0
fd′(λ) and minλ∈Rm

≥0
fd′′(λ) are λ′ and λ′′, respectively. It is clear that λ′

1 is zero while

d1 + ǫ > E(a,r)∼F

[

a11
(

r > a⊤λ′)], and λ′′
1 > 0 while d1 − ǫ = E(a,r)∼F

[

a11
(

r > a⊤λ′′)]. Hence,
it violates Assumption 4.1. Notably, Example 2 in Jiang et al. (2022a) is a specific instance within
this degenerate class. Q.E.D.

D.2 DLP and the proof of Lemma 4.3

We write down the dual fluid problem in its LP form:

min
λ

m
∑

i=1

diλi +
n
∑

j=1

ηj (14)

s.t.

m
∑

i=1

ajip
jλi + ηj ≥ pjrj, j ∈ [1, n],

λ,η ≥ 0.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. (i) Assumption 4.3 ⇐⇒ Assumption 4.2. Since Assumption 4.2 requires dual
uniqueness, it suffices to show dual uniqueness implies Assumption 4.2, namely, strict complemen-
tary slackness. By standard LP theory (cf. Exercise 4.20 in Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis (1997)), there
exists a pair of primal and dual optimal solution that the strict complementary slackness condition
is satisfied. Premised on x⋆ is the unique solution to DLP (5), both primal and dual have unique
optimal solution and therefore they must satisfy strict complementary slackness.
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(ii) Assumption 4.3 ⇐⇒ Assumption 4.4. We first show Assumption 4.3 ⇐= Assumption 4.4.
Premised on primal uniqueness and under Assumption 4.4, we have x⋆ is a unique, non-degenerate
optimal solution to the DLP (5). Standard LP theory thus implies the dual problem (14) also has
a non-degenerate and unique optimal solution (λ⋆,η⋆), or equivalently, a unique solution λ⋆ to
problem (3) and Assumption 4.3 is true. We now in turn prove Assumption 4.3 =⇒ Assumption
4.4. We prove by contradiction. Assume x⋆ is degenerate. Then by standard LP theory (cf.
Theorem 4.5 in Sierksma (2001)), since both DLP (5) and the dual problem (14) are in standard
(inequality) form, the dual must have multiple optimal solutions. Since η⋆ is uniquely determined

by ηj = pj
(

rj −∑m
i=1 a

j
iλi

)+
for j = 1, . . . , n, the non-uniqueness of the dual solution thus must

imply the non-uniqueness of optimal λ⋆ to the problem (3), completing the proof.
(iii) Assumption 4.4 =⇒ Assumption 4.1. In this case, x⋆ is the unique and non-degenerate

optimal solution to DLP (5). Since the DLP has a bounded feasible region, x⋆ must be a unique,
non-degenerate optimal basic feasible solution (BFS). The primal stability in this case is immediate.

(iv) Assumption 4.1 =⇒ Assumption 4.3. We argue by contraction. If the dual has multiple
optimal solutions, then by standard LP theory (cf. Theorem 4.5 in Sierksma (2001)), the primal
DLP must have a degenerate solution. Since we further assume x⋆ is unique, it must be a BFS
since the DLP has a bounded feasible region. Thus, x⋆ is a unique, degenerate optimal BFS. There
must be more than n binding constraints at x⋆, and n of them are linearly independent. For any
neighborhood of d, there always exists d′ in the neighborhood such that the binding constraints
at x⋆ cannot be binding simultaneously. Therefore, any optimal solution to the DLP with RHS d′

can not share the same set of binding resources as x⋆, violating Assumption 4.1, thus completing
the proof.

Combining the above completes the proof. Q.E.D.

E Second-Order Growth Conditions

In addition to non-degeneracy, another class of fluid regularity conditions frequently imposed in
prior literature is second-order growth (on dual objectives). A fixed OLP instance specified by
(F,b, T ) corresponds to a fluid instance (F,d). The second-order growth conditions characterize
the curvature of the function fd(λ), as is determined by F and d. Noticeably they are specific
to the non-discrete settings, since in the discrete case, fd(λ) is piecewise linear, and the notion
of curvature is trivial. Second-order growth conditions in the literature can be broadly classified
into two categories: local and global conditions. Building on Theorem 3.1, we demonstrate that
local conditions capture key structural features of the problem that fundamentally determine the
achievable regret scaling of CE (and, in fact, any algorithm). By contrast, global conditions, often
introduced for technical analytical purposes, are typically overly restrictive and not reflective of the
actual determinants of algorithmic performance.

E.1 Local conditions

Various forms of (local) second-order growth conditions exist in the literature. Here, we present
a typical one. For ease of connecting to our own assumptions, we state it in a more general form
that incorporates high-order growth. Fix a fluid instance (F,d) such that d 6= 0.

Assumption E.1 (Local higher-order growth condition). There exist a constant γ ≥ 0 and a neigh-
borhood N of the dual optimal solution λ⋆ to minλ∈Rm

≥0
fd(λ), and positive constant α, such that

for any λ ∈ N , it holds that

fd(λ)− fd(λ
⋆)−∇fd(λ

⋆)⊤ (λ− λ⋆) ≥ α |λ− λ⋆|2+γ .

Typically, γ = 0 corresponds to the standard second-order growth condition.
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Assumption E.1, with γ = 0, appears in Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro (2023) (cf. SC 7). We note
that other notions of (local) second-order growth conditions exist. For instance, Li and Ye (2022)
imposes a local Lipschitz continuity condition on the conditional reward CDF (Assumption 2(b) in
Li and Ye (2022)), Bray (2024) imposes a positive definiteness condition on the Hessian matrix of
fd(λ) at λ

⋆ (cf. Assumption 6), while Balseiro, Besbes and Pizarro (2023) also introduces a lower
downward quadratic condition on V fluid

d (cf. Assumption 2.1). For a comprehensive overview of
these assumptions and their interrelations, we refer readers to Appendix A of Jiang et al. (2022a).
The existing regret guarantee of an OLP instance (F,b, T ) typically requires the corresponding
fluid instance (F,d) to satisfy both the second-order growth condition, and the non-degenerate
condition (cf. Assumption 4.1 or 4.2).

We state here an observation that Assumption E.1 implies Assumption 4.3. In particular,

Proposition E.1. Under the second-order growth condition of Assumption E.1 the dual solution is
unique. Namely, Assumption 4.3 holds.

Proof. Suppose there are two dual solutions λ1 and λ2 with λ1 6= λ2. For any λ0 = θλ1+(1−θ)λ2,
by the convexity of fd(λ), we have

fd(λθ) ≤ θfd(λ1) + (1− θ)fd(λ2),

which implies λθ is also a dual solution for any θ ∈ [0, 1]. Hence, we can take λθ in the neighborhood
of λ2 stated in Assumption E.1 and λθ 6= λ2. By Assumption E.1, we have

fd(λ2)− fd(λ θ
2
)−∇fd(λ θ

2
)⊤
(

λ2 − λ θ
2

)

≥ α
∣

∣

∣λ2 − λ θ
2

∣

∣

∣

2+γ
,

which implies

−1

2
∇fd(λ θ

2
)⊤ (λ2 − λθ) ≥ α

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2
(λ2 − λθ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2+γ

.

Similarly, it can be seen that

fd(λθ)− fd(λ θ
2
)−∇fd(λ θ

2
)⊤
(

λθ − λ θ
2

)

≥ α
∣

∣

∣
λθ − λ θ

2

∣

∣

∣

2+γ
,

which implies

1

2
∇fd(λ θ

2
)⊤ (λ2 − λθ) ≥ α

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2
(λθ − λ2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2+γ

.

Hence, we must have λθ = λ2, which contradicts the condition λθ 6= λ2, and finish the proof.
Q.E.D.

Proposition E.1 shows that Assumption 4.3 is in fact implicitly assumed under the sufficient
conditions typically made in the literature. In addition to forcing λ⋆ to be a unique solution
to minλ∈Rm

≥0
fd(λ), Assumption E.1 imposes curvature requirements of fd(λ) at λ⋆, captured by

parameter γ. This parameter γ appears in the fundamental regret lower bound and determines
the best achievable regret scaling (cf. Proposition 3.2 and Theorem 1 in Besbes et al. (2024)). In
that sense, Assumption E.1 is an essential condition. In our Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, we impose
a reverse Hölder condition on the distributions with parameter β, which effectively captures the γ
as appeared in Assumption E.1.

Recall that our Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 rely purely on the properties of the underlying F
and are independent of d. This offers several advantages over directly imposing Assumption E.1.
Beyond being more intuitive and easy-to-check, one notable benefit of our assumptions is their
ability to handle cases involving scarce resources. In fact, the subtle scaling regime of a sequence
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of OLP instances (F,bT , T ) such that bT ∝ T η for η ∈ (0, 1) cannot be simply described by its
“fluid” instance, in which d approaches 0. In such cases, Assumption E.1 is no longer suitable. In
contrast, our assumptions uniformly cover these regimes, for which the regret guarantee in Theorem
3.1 remains valid.

Through the lens of Assumption E.1, we can justify the requirement in our Assumption 2.2, in
particular, that there exists ao such that the conditional reward distributions in a neighborhood
of ao are all supported on intervals starting from zero. In fact, without such a restriction, it is
possible to construct simple OLP instances with β = 0, yet the second-order growth condition (
Assumption E.1 with γ = 0) fails to hold.

Example E.1. (a, r) ∼ Unif[1, 2]2. The initial inventory for the resource is b = dT = 1.5T .

The distribution in Example E.1 satisfies all the conditions in Assumption 2.2 with β = 0, except
for the requirement (iii). A straightforward calculation reveals that λ⋆ = 0, and Assumption E.1 is
satisfied only with γ = 1, suggesting that instead of polylogarithmic in T regret, only polynomial
in T regret is possible in this specific case. We note that the choice of b is a boundary case.
Generally, a precise characterization of the achievable regret scaling for OLP instances requires
accurately tracking all such boundary cases, which can be complicated depending on the specific
problem structure. In this work, we aim to strike a balance between generality and clarity. Hence
we present our main results under the current set of assumptions that exclude tricky boundary
cases. A further refined regret analysis is left for future research.

E.2 Global conditions

Some prior work imposes stronger, global-version of Assumption E.1, which essentially requires the
dual objective fd(λ) to be quadratically lower bounded not only at the dual optimal point λ⋆, but
at all points in a given set. We here provide a typical formulation of such global condition.

Assumption E.2 (Uniform second-order growth condition). There exists a compact convex set Ω ⊆
R
m
≥0 such that for any t ∈ [T ], any b′, and any problem instance IT−t+1, the relaxed offline optimum

V hind
b′,t (IT−t+1) (cf. problem (1) starting from time t) possesses one optimal dual solution λ̃ ∈ Ω.

Moreover, there exist two positive constants α, ᾱ such that for any λ′,λ′′ ∈ Ω, it holds that

αEa∼F a

(

a⊤λ′ − a⊤λ′′
)2

≤ Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ′)− F r
a (a

⊤λ′′)
)(

a⊤λ′ − a⊤λ′′
)]

≤ ᾱEa∼F a

(

a⊤λ′ − a⊤λ′′
)2

.

Assumption E.2 appears as Assumption 2 in Jiang et al. (2022a). Other examples of global
second-order conditions include Assumption 3(b) in Li and Ye (2022). We note that Jiang et al.
(2022a) establishes an O(log T ) regret guarantee of CE under Assumption E.2, also without impos-
ing non-degeneracy conditions (i.e. Assumption 4.1 or 4.2). We here provide a comparison between
their results and ours.

First, theO(log T ) regret guarantee in Jiang et al. (2022a) is established in their “semi-discrete”
setting, where the number of different types of resource consumption vectors is finite. We note that
this discreteness is essential to their analysis, as the inverse of the probability mass of each resource
consumption type enters their regret bound. In contrast, our Assumption 2.1 allows the distribution
of a to be arbitrary, capturing discrete, continuous and mixed-type distributions.

Second, Assumption E.2 is hard to check. In fact, to check whether Assumption E.2 holds, we
need to first determine Ω, then verify the second-order growth property for every pair of vectors in
Ω. We note that the uniformity of Assumption E.2 also makes it more restrictive than the standard
local second-order conditions such as Assumption E.1. In contrast, our Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2
are distributional assumptions that are straightforward to verify.
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F Technical Proof of Lemmas

This section contains proofs of important Lemmas. In Section F.1, we introduce additional notation.
In Section F.2, we provide the proof of Lemma F.1, our regret decomposition result. In Section
F.3, we prove the concentration Lemma 5.2. We prove a number of auxiliary results in Section F.4.
In particular, in Section F.4.1 we state and prove several results in LP theory. In Section F.4.2,
we state and prove concentration results using the tools such as the peeling argument from the
empirical processes theory.

F.1 Additional Notation

We introduce additional notation in order to state our results. For any function g defined on set
X , let ‖g‖L∞(X ) , supx∈X |g(x)| denote its supremum norm. In cases where X is clear from the
context, we use the shorthand notation ‖g‖∞ instead. For any measure Q supported on X , let

‖g‖Q ,
(∫

|g|2dQ
)1/2

denote its L2(Q) norm. Following the convention in the theory of empirical
processes, we define the entropy with bracketing for L2(Q) for a function class G as follows (cf.
Definition 2.2 of Geer (2000)). Let NB(δ,G,Q) be the smallest value of N such that there exits
pairs of functions {(gLj , gUj )}Nj=1 for which ‖gUj − gLj ‖Q ≤ δ for all j = 1, . . . , N , and such that for

any g ∈ G there exits a j = j(g) such that gLj ≤ g ≤ gUj . Then HB(δ,G,Q) = logNB(δ,G,Q) is

called the δ-entropy with bracketing for G (for L2(Q)-metric). Let

ht,b(λ,a, r) =
1

T − t
b⊤λ+

(

r − a⊤λ
)+

,

φt,b(λ,a, r) =
∂ht,b(λ,a)

∂λ
=

1

T − t
b− aI{r>a⊤λ},

where IA is the indicator that event A happens and h is differentiable because we assume r is
continuously distributed. We also introduce functions ft,b(·) and gt,b(·) that are defined accordingly:

ft,b(λ) = E(a,r)∼F [ht,b(λ,a, r)] =
1

T − t
b⊤λ+ E(a,r)∼F

[

(

r − a⊤λ
)+
]

,

gt,b(λ) =
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

ht,b(λ,aj , rj) =
1

T − t
b⊤λ+

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

(

rj − a⊤j λ
)+

,

and by our definition, λ̃t,λ
⋆
t , λ̄

⋆
t are optimal to problems minλ∈Rm

≥0
ft,bt−1(λ),minλ∈Rm

≥0
gt,bt−1(λ)

and minλ∈Rm
≥0

gt,bt−1−at(λ), respectively. (We generalize the definition of function fc(·) in Section

2.2 to ft,b(·) to be consistent with function gt,b(·).) Denote by Ω = [0, r̄
A ]

m.

F.2 Proof of Lemma 5.1

We state a general regret decomposition lemma that holds true for any threshold policy (including
CE). Let a threshold policy be specified by a sequence of threshold functions {θt(·, ·)}t∈[T ]. In
particular, the DM makes an Accept decision if and only if rt ≥ θt(at,bt−1). Note that CE is a
threshold policy.

Lemma F.1 (Regret Decomposition for Threshold-Based Policies). Suppose π ∈ Π is threshold-based,
associated with a sequence of threshold functions {θt(·, ·)}t∈[T ]. Then the regret of policy π is upper
bounded by

regT (π) ≤ C0 log T +

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − rt

)

I{θt(at,bt−1)≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̄⋆

t}
]
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+

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

rt − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤θt(at,bt−1)}
]

, (15)

where C0 = 2
(

1 + mĀ
A

)

mr̄, and the expectation is taken over I0.

Proof of Lemma F.1. Let V off
t = V off

t,bt
(It) denote the optimal value of the multi-knapsack LP

V off
t = max

T
∑

j=t+1

rjxj

s.t.

T
∑

j=t+1

aijxj ≤ bit, i = 1, . . . ,m,

xj ∈ [0, 1], j = t+ 1, . . . , T.

By LP duality theory (Lemma F.3), we also have

V off
t = min

λ∈Rm
≥0

b⊤
t λ+

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ)
+.

We consider the following decomposition of regret

regT (π) = E

[

V off
]

− E [V π]

= E

[

V off
0

]

− E

[

T
∑

t=1

rtx
π
t

]

= E

[

T
∑

t=1

(

V off
t−1 − V off

t

)

]

− E

[

T
∑

t=1

rtx
π
t

]

(since V off
T = 0)

=

T
∑

t=1

E

[

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

]

. (16)

By Lemma F.6, we have the equality

V off
t−1,bt−1

(It−1) = rtx
∗
t + V off

t,bt−1−atx∗
t
(It),

where {x∗j}Tj=t is any primal optimal solution. The equality implies that V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t = 0 if

xπt = x∗t . Indeed, if x
π
t = x∗t = 1, then bt = bt−1 − atx

π
t = bt−1 − at, and

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t = V off

t−1,bt−1
− V off

t,bt
− rt = V off

t,bt−1−at
− V off

t,bt
= 0.

The case xπt = x∗t = 0 is similar. In other words, if the decision under policy π coincides with
the optimal offline solution, then we have zero regret. Thus it suffices to consider cases where
x∗t 6= xπt . To proceed, we suppose x∗

t is basic feasible optimal solution for each It−1, and consider
the following three cases.
• Case 1. x∗t ∈ (0, 1). In this case x∗t is fractional. By Lemma F.5, x∗

t has at most m fractional
variables. Since {(aj , rj)}Tj=t are i.i.d., the chance that x∗t is fractional is at most m

T−t+1 . In such
cases that x∗t is indeed fractional, we bound the per period regret as follows

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t ≤ V off

t−1 − V off
t ≤ V off

t−1,bt−1
− V off

t,bt−1−at
≤ V off

t,bt−1
− V off

t,bt−1−at
+ r̄,
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where the first inequality follows from the non-negativity of xπt , the second follows from the mono-
tonicity of V off

t,c in c, and the last inequality follows from Lemma F.6 and the monotonicity of V off
t,c

in c. By the boundedness of at, we further have

V off
t,bt−1

− V off
t,bt−1−at

+ r̄ =(T − t)
(

gt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )− gt,bt−1−at(λ̄

⋆
t )
)

+ r̄

≤(T − t)
(

gt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t )− gt,bt−1−at(λ̄

⋆
t )
)

+ r̄

=a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t + r̄ ≤ mĀr̄

A
+ r̄,

where the last inequality follows from Lemma F.12. We then combine the above arguments and
conclude that

E

[(

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

)

I{x∗
t is fractional}

]

≤

(

1 + mĀ
A

)

mr̄

T − t+ 1
. (17)

• Case 2. xπt = 1, x∗t = 0. By definition of π, xπt = 1 implies rt ≥ θt(at,bt−1). By Lemma F.6,
x∗t = 0 implies that V off

t−1,bt−1
= V off

t,bt−1
≥ V off

t,bt−1−at
+ rt, more specifically

b⊤
t−1λ

⋆
t +

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ
⋆
t )

+ ≥ (b⊤
t−1 − at)λ̄

⋆
t +

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ̄
⋆
t )

+ + rt,

where we recall that λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t are optimal dual solutions to Problem (7) and Problem (8), respec-
tively. Since λ⋆

t minimizes the above left hand side, the above further implies

b⊤
t−1λ̄

⋆
t +

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ̄
⋆
t )

+ ≥ (b⊤
t−1 − at)λ̄

⋆
t +

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ̄
⋆
t )

+ + rt,

⇔ a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t ≥ rt.

Hence xπt = 1, x∗t = 0 implies θt(at,bt−1) ≤ rt ≤ a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t .

Since xπt = 1, we have bt = bt−1 − atx
π
t = bt−1 − at. Therefore we may bound the per period

regret as follows

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

= V off
t−1,bt−1

− V off
t,bt−1−at

− rt

= V off
t,bt−1

− V off
t,bt−1−at

− rt,

= b⊤
t−1λ

⋆
t +

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ
⋆
t )

+ −
(

(bt−1 − at)
⊤λ̄⋆

t +

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ̄
⋆
t )

+

)

− rt,

≤ b⊤
t−1λ̄

⋆
t +

T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ̄
⋆
t )

+ −
(

(bt−1 − at)
⊤λ̄⋆

t +
T
∑

j=t+1

(rj − a⊤j λ̄
⋆
t )

+

)

− rt,

= a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − rt,

where the inequality follows from the fact that λ⋆
t is the minimizer of Problem (7) and that λ̄⋆

t
is feasible (non-negative) and hence must achieve a larger objective value when plugging into the
objective function of Problem (7). Combining the above, we have

E

[(

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

)

I{x∗
t=0,xπ

t =1}
]

≤ E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − rt

)

I{θt(at,bt−1)≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̄⋆

t}
]

, (18)
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where the expectation is taken over It−1.
• Case 3. xπt = 0, x∗t = 1. This case is very similar to Case 2. We omit the detailed arguments.
The conclusion can be summarized as

E

[(

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

)

I{x∗
t=1,xπ

t =0}
]

≤ E

[(

rt − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤θt(at,bt−1)}
]

. (19)

Now plugging (17), (18) and (19) into (16), we conclude that

regT (π) =
T
∑

t=1

E

[

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

]

,

=

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

)

I{x∗
t 6=xπ

t }
]

,

=

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

)

I{x∗
t is fractional}

]

(Case 1)

+
T
∑

t=1

E

[(

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

)

I{x∗
t=0,xπ

t =1}
]

(Case 2)

+

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

V off
t−1 − V off

t − rtx
π
t

)

I{x∗
t=1,xπ

t =0}
]

(Case 3)

≤
T
∑

t=1

(

1 + mĀ
A

)

mr̄

T − t+ 1
+

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − rt

)

I{θt(at,bt−1)≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̄⋆

t}
]

+
T
∑

t=1

E

[(

rt − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤θt(at,bt−1)}
]

≤ C log T +

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

a⊤t λ̄
⋆
t − rt

)

I{θt(at,bt−1)≤rt≤a⊤
t λ̄⋆

t}
]

+

T
∑

t=1

E

[(

rt − a⊤t λ
⋆
t

)

I{a⊤
t λ⋆

t≤rt≤θt(at,bt−1)}
]

,

where C , 2
(

1 + mĀ
A

)

mr̄. Q.E.D.

The proof of Lemma 5.1 follows immediately by plugging in θt(at,bt−1) = a⊤t λ̃t.

F.3 Proof of Lemma 5.2

cIn this section, we provide the proof of Lemma 5.2. To this end, we need an intermediate result,
which is stated in the next lemma.

Lemma F.2. Denote by

M1 =

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)]

,

M̄1 =

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)]

,
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where F̄ r
a (·) = 1− F r

a (·). Then

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ C̃3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

,

(20)

and

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ̄⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ̄⋆
t

)]

≤ C̃3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

,

(21)

both with probability at least 1− 9C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

for any T − t ≥ e
C̃1
32

+1, where C̃3 = 3C̃1+
4mĀr̄
A + 2m2Ār̄

A ,

and C̃1 is as in Lemma F.9.

The proof of Lemma F.2 shall be deferred to the end of this subsection. With Lemma F.2, we
now finish our proof of Lemma 5.2.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. We first prove the lemma under Assumption 2.1. WLOG we only provide the
proof regarding λ⋆

t , as the proof for λ̄⋆
t is nearly identical.

Consider the partition [A, Ā]m = E1∪E2, where E1 = {a ∈ [A, Ā]m : F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t) = 1 or F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ) =

1}, and E2 = {a ∈ [A, Ā]m : F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t) < 1}.

Case 1. E1 happens. In this case, F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t) = 1 or F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ) = 1. WLOG we assume

F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ) = 1, then

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)

=
(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

≤ max
(

a⊤λ̃t,a
⊤λ⋆

t

) ∣

∣

∣a
⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆

t

∣

∣

∣ F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

≤ m
r̄Ā

A

∣

∣

∣
a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆

t

∣

∣

∣
F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ̃t) (by Corollary F.13)

= m
r̄Ā

A

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

,

where the last equality follows from F r
a

(

a⊤λ⋆
t

)

= 1 and that a⊤λ̃t−a⊤λ⋆
t and F r

a (a
⊤λ̃t)−F r

a (a
⊤λ⋆

t )

share the same sign. If F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t) = 1, the argument is nearly identical. We further bound the
above RHS as follows

m
r̄Ā

A

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

≤
(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

2+2β
2+β (

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )
)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

)
2

2+β
, (22)

where we use the fact that 2
2+β < 1, |F r

a (a
⊤λ̃t) − F r

a (a
⊤λ⋆

t )| ≤ 1 and |a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t | < 2m r̄Ā

A by

Corollary F.13.
Case 2. E2 happens. In this case, both F r

a (a
⊤λ̃t) and F r

a (a
⊤λ⋆

t ) are strictly bounded away

from 1. WLOG, assume F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t) ≥ F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), while the other case F r

a (a
⊤λ̃t) < F r

a (a
⊤λ⋆

t ) is
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almost identical. Hence, by the Hölder condition in Assumption 2.1, we have

cβ(a
⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆

t )
1+β ≤ F r

a (a
⊤λ̃t)− F r

a (a
⊤λ⋆

t ),

which leads to

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)

≤
(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2

= c
− 2

2+β

β

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

) 2
2+β c

2
2+β

β

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)
2+2β
2+β ,

≤ c
− 2

2+β

β

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

) 2
2+β

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )
) 2

2+β
. (23)

Combining (22) with (23), we conclude that

M1 =

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)]

=

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)

(IE1 + IE2)

]

≤ max





(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

1+β
2+β

, c
− 1

2+β

β





√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)
2

2+β

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )
)

2
2+β

]

≤ max





(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

1+β
2+β

, c
− 1

2+β

β





(

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )
)

])
1

2+β

(by Jensen’s inequality since x
2

2+β is concave). (24)

Plugging (24) into Lemma F.2,

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ C̃3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

≤ C̃3
log(T − t)

T − t
+ C̃3 max





(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

1+β
2+β

, c
− 1

2+β

β





√

log(T − t)

T − t

×
(

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )
)

]) 1
2+β

,

which, through straightforward algebra, implies that

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ C̃3



1 + max





(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

1+β
2+β

, c
− 1

2+β

β









2+β
1+β
(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β
2+2β

,, C̃4

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β
2+2β

,
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with probability at least 1− 9C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

for any T − t ≥ e
C̃1
32

+1. Note that we have chosen

C̃4 , C̃3



1 + max





(

2m
r̄Ā

A

)

1+β
2+β

, c
− 1

2+β

β









2+β
1+β

,

thus concluding the proof of the lemma under Assumption 2.1.
Next, we provide the proof under Assumption 2.2. Observe that under Assumption 2.2, for any

a ∈ supp(F a), cβ(ra − la)
1+β ≤ F r

a (ra)− F r
a (la) = 1 ≤ cν(ra − la)

ν . Thus c
1
ν
ν ≤ ra − la ≤ c

− 1
1+β

β for
any a.

We divide the proof of Lemma 5.2 under Assumption 2.2 into several cases.
Case 1. There exists a ∈ supp(F a) such that either one of the following is satisfied

la + ra
2

− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν ≤ a⊤λ⋆

t ≤
la + ra

2
+

1

8
c

1
ν
ν , (25)

la + ra
2

− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν ≤ a⊤λ̃t ≤

la + ra
2

+
1

8
c

1
ν
ν , (26)

where without loss of generality, we assume that (25) holds, and note that the other case, i.e., (26)

holds, is nearly identical. Denote by r1 , 1
8

(

(

cL +
√
m r̄

A

)−1
∧ 1

)

c
1
ν
ν . Consider a ball B(a, r1)

centered at a with radius r1, where we recall from Assumption 2.2 that cL is the Lipschitz constant
of la and ra. By Lemma F.16, for all a′ ∈ B(a, r1),

la′ + ra′

2
− 1

4
c

1
ν
ν ≤ a′⊤λ⋆

t ≤
la′ + ra′

2
+

1

4
c

1
ν
ν . (27)

Because ra − la ≥ c
1
ν
ν , for all a′ ∈ B(a, r1), a′⊤λ⋆

t ∈ [la′ , ra′ ]. If a′⊤λ̃t ∈ [la′ , ra′ ], then since both

a′⊤λ̃t and a′⊤λ⋆
t belong to the interval [la′ , ra′ ], we have

∣

∣

∣F r
a′(a′⊤λ⋆

t )− F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)

∣

∣

∣ ≥ cβ

(

a′⊤λ⋆
t − a′⊤λ̃t

)1+β
. (28)

If a′⊤λ̃t /∈ [la′ , ra′ ], then by (27), a′⊤λ⋆
t is at least 1

4c
1
ν
ν far away from la′ and ra′ , which implies

∣

∣

∣
F r
a′(a′⊤λ⋆

t )− F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)

∣

∣

∣
≥min

(∣

∣

∣
F r
a′(a′⊤λ⋆

t )− F r
a′(la′)

∣

∣

∣
,
∣

∣

∣
F r
a′(a′⊤λ⋆

t )− F r
a′(ra′)

∣

∣

∣

)

≥ cβ

(

1

4
c

1
ν
ν

)1+β

= 4−1−βcβc
1+β
ν

ν . (29)

Applying Lemma F.15, we have

Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a,r)(a
′⊤λ1 − a′⊤λ2)

2 ≥ Cf

(r1 ∧ w

6
sin (θ)

)m+2

‖λ1 − λ2‖2, (30)

where Cf = lf
πm/2

Γ(m
2
+1)

. We thus have

Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≥ Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a,r1)

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]
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≥ Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a,r1)

[

min

(

cβ

∣

∣

∣a
′⊤λ⋆

t − a′⊤λ̃t

∣

∣

∣

1+β
, 4−1−βcβc

1+β
ν

ν

)

∣

∣

∣a
′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆

t

∣

∣

∣

]

(by (28) and (29))

= Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a,r1)

[

∣

∣

∣
a′⊤λ⋆

t − a′⊤λ̃t

∣

∣

∣

2+β
min

(

cβ, 4
−1−βcβc

1+β
ν

ν

∣

∣

∣
a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆

t

∣

∣

∣

−1−β
)]

≥ min

(

cβ, 4
−1−βcβc

1+β
ν

ν

(

2
√
m
r̄Ā

A

)−1−β
)

Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a,r1)

[

∣

∣

∣a
′⊤λ⋆

t − a′⊤λ̃t

∣

∣

∣

2+β
]

(by Lemma F.12)

≥ c1

(

Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a,r1)

[

(

a′⊤λ⋆
t − a′⊤λ̃t

)2
])

2+β
2

(by Jensen’s inequality)

≥ c1C
2+β
2

f

(r1 ∧ w

6
sin (θ)

)

(2+β)(m+2)
2 ‖λ⋆

t − λ̃t‖2+β (by (30)), (31)

where c1 = min

(

cβ , 4
−1−βcβc

1+β
ν

ν

(

2
√
m r̄Ā

A

)−1−β
)

. We set c2 = c1C
2+β
2

f

(

r1∧w
6 sin (θ)

)
(2+β)(m+2)

2 .

Note that

M1 =

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)]

≤
√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
]

≤ Ā‖λ⋆
t − λ̃t‖,

which, together with (31) and Lemma F.2, implies

c2‖λ⋆
t − λ̃t‖2+β ≤ Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ C̃3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

≤ C̃3
log(T − t)

T − t
+ C̃3Ā

√

log(T − t)

T − t
‖λ⋆

t − λ̃t‖. (32)

Solving (32) yields

‖λ⋆
t − λ̃t‖ ≤max

(

C̃3

c2

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
1

1+β

,
C̃3Ā

c2

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
1

2(1+β)

)

≤ c3

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
1

2(1+β)

,

(33)

where c3 = max
(

C̃3
c2
, C̃3Ā

c2

)

, and we use the fact that log(T−t)
T−t ≤ 1 and 1

2+β ≥ 1
2(1+β) . By (32) and

(33), we obtain

Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ C̃3
log(T − t)

T − t
+ C̃3Ā

√

log(T − t)

T − t
‖λ⋆

t − λ̃t‖ ≤ c4

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β

2(1+β)

, (34)

with probability at least 1− 9C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

and for T − t ≥ e
C̃1
32

+1, with c4 = C̃3 + C̃3Āc3.

Case 2. For any a ∈ supp(F a), the following holds

a⊤λ⋆
t /∈

[

la + ra
2

− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν ,

la + ra
2

+
1

8
c

1
ν
ν

]

,
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a⊤λ̃t /∈
[

la + ra
2

− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν ,

la + ra
2

+
1

8
c

1
ν
ν

]

.

We first show that there does not exist a′,a′′ ∈ supp(F a) such that

a′⊤λ⋆
t ≤

la′ + ra′

2
− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν , a′′⊤λ⋆

t ≥
la′′ + ra′′

2
+

1

8
c

1
ν
ν

hold. For otherwise, consider a(p) , pa′ + (1− p)a′′ for p ∈ [0, 1], and function

ggap(p) ,
la(p) + ra(p)

2
− a(p)⊤λ⋆

t .

Then ggap(0) ≤ −1
8c

1
ν
ν and ggap(1) ≥ 1

8c
1
ν
ν . By the continuity of la and ra in a, ggap(p) is a continuous

function in p. By the intermediate value theorem, there must exist p′ ∈ (0, 1) such that ggap(p
′) = 0.

Such p′ corresponds to p′a′+(1− p′)a′′, which belongs to supp(F a) by its own convexity. However,
the existence of p′a′ + (1 − p′)a′′ violates the condition of Case 2. Therefore by contradiction, it
must be that either

a⊤λ⋆
t <

la + ra
2

− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν ,

for all a ∈ supp(F a), or

a⊤λ⋆
t >

la + ra
2

+
1

8
c

1
ν
ν ,

for all a ∈ supp(F a). We note that the same should be true with respect to λ̃t. We thus consider
three sub-cases.

Sub-case 1. For all a,a⊤λ⋆
t < la+ra

2 − 1
8c

1
ν
ν , yet a⊤λ̃t >

la+ra
2 + 1

8c
1
ν
ν , or the other way round. In

this case, for all a′ ∈ supp(F a),

∣

∣

∣
F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )
∣

∣

∣
≥ F r

a′

(

la + ra
2

+
1

8
c

1
ν
ν

)

− F r
a′

(

la + ra
2

− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν

)

≥ cβ

(

1

4
c

1
ν
ν

)1+β

,

where the second inequality follows from the Hölder condition in Assumption 2.2 and the fact that

both la+ra
2 − 1

8c
1
ν
ν and la+ra

2 + 1
8c

1
ν
ν belong to the support, i.e. [la, ra]. Thus we have

Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≥ 4−1−βcβc
1+β
ν

ν Ea′∼F a

∣

∣

∣

∣

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

(35)

Note that

M1 =

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)]

≤
√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
]

≤
√

2Ā
√
mr̄

A
Ea∼F a

∣

∣

∣

∣

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

∣

∣

∣

∣

, (by Lemma F.12)

which, together with (35) and Lemma F.2, implies

4−1−βcβc
1+β
ν

ν Ea′∼F a

∣

∣

∣

∣

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

∣

∣

∣

∣
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≤ Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ C̃3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

≤ C̃3
log(T − t)

T − t
+ C̃3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

√

2Ā
√
mr̄

A
Ea∼F a

∣

∣

∣

∣

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (36)

Solving (36), we obtain

Ea′∼F a

∣

∣

∣

∣

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ max

(

C̃34
1+βc−1

β c
− 1+β

ν
ν , C̃2

3

2Ā
√
mr̄

A
42+2βc−2

β c
− 2(1+β)

ν
ν

)

log(T − t)

T − t
, (37)

Plugging back into eq. (36) yields

Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ c5
log(T − t)

T − t
, (38)

where c5 = C̃3 + C̃3

(

2Ā
√
mr̄

A max

(

C̃34
1+βc−1

β c
− 1+β

ν
ν , C̃2

3
2Ā

√
mr̄

A 42+2βc−2
β c

− 2(1+β)
ν

ν

))1/2

. Recall that

2+β
2(1+β) < 1 and log(T−t)

T−t ≤ 1, we have log(T−t)
T−t ≤

(

log(T−t)
T−t

)
2+β

2(1+β)
. Further we note that c5 ≤ C̃4.

We thus complete the proof of Lemma 5.2 under Assumption 2.2 in the Sub-case 1 of Case 2.

Sub-case 2. For all a,a⊤λ⋆
t > la+ra

2 + 1
8c

1
ν
ν , and a⊤λ̃t > la+ra

2 + 1
8c

1
ν
ν . The proof in this case

is identical to the proof under Assumption 2.1, because both a⊤λ⋆
t and a⊤λ̃t never fall below the

lower bound of the support of F r
a for all a ∈ supp(F a), and thus Lemma 5.2 is true in this sub-case

with the same constant as chosen in the previous proof under Assumption 2.1.

Sub-case 3. For all a,a⊤λ⋆
t < la+ra

2 − 1
8c

1
ν
ν , and a⊤λ̃t <

la+ra
2 − 1

8c
1
ν
ν . In this case, we focus on

B(ao, r0)∩ supp(F a), where we recall that by Assumption 2.2, for a ∈ B(ao, r0)∩ supp(F a), la = 0.
Hence for all such a, we have by the Hölder condition of Assumption 2.2 that

∣

∣

∣
F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )− F r

a (a
⊤λ̃t)

∣

∣

∣
≥ cβ

∣

∣

∣
a⊤λ⋆

t − a⊤λ̃t

∣

∣

∣

1+β
.

Therefore, we have

Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≥ Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(ao,r0)

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≥ Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(ao,r0)

[

cβ

∣

∣

∣a
′⊤λ⋆

t − a′⊤λ̃t

∣

∣

∣

2+β
]

≥ cβ

(

Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(ao,r0)

[

(

a′⊤λ⋆
t − a′⊤λ̃t

)2
])

2+β
2

(by Jensen’s inequality)

≥ cβC
2+β
2

f

(r0 ∧ w

6
sin (θ)

)

(2+β)(m+2)
2 ‖λ⋆

t − λ̃t‖2+β (by Lemma F.15).
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The rest of the proof is almost identical to Case 1, and we omit the details. This gives us

Ea′∼F a

[(

F r
a′(a′⊤λ̃t)− F r

a′(a′⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a′⊤λ̃t − a′⊤λ⋆
t

)]

≤ c6

(

log(T − t)

T − t

)
2+β

2(1+β)

, (39)

where c6 = C̃3 + C̃2
3 Ā

(

cβC
2+β
2

f

(

r0∧w
6 sin (θ)

)
(2+β)(m+2)

2

)−1

max
(

1, Ā
)

.

Combining the above completes the proof of Lemma 5.2, where we summarize the concrete
constants appearing in the bound in Remark B.1. Q.E.D.

We now prove Lemma F.2.

Proof of Lemma F.2. By Lemma F.10, for any λ1,λ2 ∈ R
m
≥0,

ht,bt−1(λ1,a, r)− ht,bt−1(λ2,a, r) =φt,bt−1(λ2,a, r)
⊤(λ1 − λ2) +

∫ a⊤λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)

dv,

applying to functions ft,bt−1 and gt,bt−1 evaluated at λ̃t,λ
⋆
t ,

ft,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )− ft,bt−1(λ̃t)

=E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ⋆

t − λ̃t) + E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv, (40)

ft,bt−1(λ̃t)− ft,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )

=E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̃t − λ⋆
t ) + E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤
λ
⋆
t

a⊤λ̃t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ⋆
t}
)

dv, (41)

and

gt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )− gt,bt−1(λ̃t)

=
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̃t,aj , rj)
⊤(λ⋆

t − λ̃t) +
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ̃t

a⊤
j λ⋆

t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤
j λ̃t}

)

dv, (42)

gt,bt−1(λ̃t)− gt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )

=
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,aj, rj)

⊤(λ̃t − λ⋆
t ) +

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ⋆

t

a⊤
j λ̃t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ⋆
t}
)

dv. (43)

We first prove the first bound. To this end, we observe that

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]

= Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a

(

a⊤λ̃t

)

− F r
a (v)

)

dv + Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a (v)− F r

a

(

a⊤λ⋆
t

))

dv.

We bound the two integrals respectively. Because λ̃t minimizes ft,bt−1(·) and λ⋆
t minimizes gt,bt−1(·),

by (40) and (42), we have

0 ≤ ft,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )− ft,bt−1(λ̃t)

≤ ft,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )− ft,bt−1(λ̃t)− (gt,bt−1(λ

⋆
t )− gt,bt−1(λ̃t))
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= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ⋆

t − λ̃t)−
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̃t,aj , rj)
⊤(λ⋆

t − λ̃t)

+ E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv − 1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ̃t

a⊤
j λ⋆

t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤
j λ̃t}

)

dv.

(44)

Applying Lemma F.8 and Lemma F.9 to (44), together with Lemma F.11, we have as long as

T − t ≥ e
C̃1
32

+1, with probability at least 1− 6C log(T − t)(T − t)−2 with C a universal constant,

0 ≤ft,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )− ft,bt−1(λ̃t)

≤C̃1

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(
√

Ea∼F a(a⊤(λ̃t − λ⋆
t ))

2(1− F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)) + 2

√

log(T − t)

T − t

+

√

Ea∼F a(a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t )

2
∣

∣

∣
F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )
∣

∣

∣

)

≤2C̃1

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

, (45)

where the first inequality is also because C̃1 ≥ C̃, where C̃ and C̃1 are as in Lemma F.8 and Lemma
F.9, respectively. In (45),

M1 = max

{

√

Ea∼F a(a⊤(λ̃t − λ⋆
t ))

2 (1− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )),

√

Ea∼F a(a⊤(λ̃t − λ⋆
t ))

2
(

1− F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)
)

}

.

By Lemma F.14 with λ = λ⋆
t , we have

E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ⋆

t − λ̃t) ≥ 0. (46)

Plugging (46) into (40), we obtain

ft,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )− ft,bt−1(λ̃t) ≥ E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv

= Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤
λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a

(

a⊤λ̃t

)

− F r
a (v)

)

dv,

which, together with (45), gives us that with probability at least 1− 6C log(T−t)
(T−t)2 ,

Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a

(

a⊤λ̃t

)

− F r
a (v)

)

dv ≤ 2C̃1

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

. (47)

We next obtain a bound on Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤
λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a (v)− F r

a

(

a⊤λ⋆
t

))

dv. Note that for any λ1,λ2 ≥ 0,

we have

∫ a⊤λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)

dv ≥ 0,
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which, by (41), yields

E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̃t − λ⋆
t )

≤E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̃t − λ⋆
t ) + E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤
λ
⋆
t

a⊤λ̃t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ⋆
t}
)

dv

=ft,bt−1(λ̃t)− ft,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ) ≤ 0. (48)

Lemma F.8 implies that with probability at least 1− 3C log(T−t)
(T−t)2 ,

E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ⋆
t − λ̃t)−

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ⋆
t − λ̃t)

+
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ⋆
t − λ̃t)

≤C̃1

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

+
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ⋆
t − λ̃t)

≤C̃1

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

+
2m2Ār̄

(T − t)A
, (49)

where the last inequality is by the second inequality in Lemma F.14 with λ = λ̃t.

Therefore, with probability at least 1− 3C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

,

0 ≤ E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ⋆
t − λ̃t) ≤ C3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

, (50)

where C3 = C̃1 +
2m2Ār̄

A . By (48) and (50), we have with probability at least 1− 3C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

,

Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a (v)− F r

a

(

a⊤λ⋆
t

))

dv = E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ⋆
t

a⊤λ̃t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ⋆
t}
)

dv

≤ E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ⋆
t − λ̃t)

≤ C3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

. (51)

Combining (47) and (51), we obtain with probability at least 1− 9C log(T−t)
(T−t)2 ,

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)]

= Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a

(

a⊤λ̃t

)

− F r
a (v)

)

dv + Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ⋆
t

(

F r
a (v)− F r

a

(

a⊤λ⋆
t

))

dv

≤ (2C̃1 + C3)

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

. (52)
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Note that

M1 =

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)]

.

We have proven (20) regarding λ⋆
t .

We now turn to (21) that involves λ̄⋆
t . The proof is very similar. Similar to (44), we have

0 ≤ ft,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t )− ft,bt−1(λ̃t)

≤ ft,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t )− ft,bt−1(λ̃t)− (gt,bt−1−at(λ̄

⋆
t )− gt,bt−1−at(λ̃t))

= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)−
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1−at(λ̃t,aj , rj)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)

+ E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv − 1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ̃t

a⊤
j λ̄⋆

t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤
j λ̃t}

)

dv

= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)−
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̃t,aj , rj)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)

+
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̃t,aj , rj)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)−
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1−at(λ̃t,aj , rj)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)

+ E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤
λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv − 1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ̃t

a⊤
j λ̄⋆

t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤
j λ̃t}

)

dv

= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)−
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̃t,aj , rj)
⊤(λ̄⋆

t − λ̃t)

+ E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv − 1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ̃t

a⊤
j λ̄⋆

t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤
j λ̃t}

)

dv

+
a⊤t (λ̄

⋆
t − λ̃t)

T − t

≤ 2C̃1

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

+
2mĀr̄

A(T − t)

≤ C4

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

, (53)

where the third inequality follows from Lemma F.8 and Lemma F.9 similar to (45), and that
a⊤
t (λ̄⋆

t−λ̃t)
T−t ≤ 2mĀr̄

A(T−t) since ‖at‖∞ ≤ Ā and ‖λ̄⋆
t ‖∞, ‖λ̃t‖∞ ≤ r̄

A by Corollary F.13. Here C4 =

2C̃1 +
2mĀr̄
A , and

M̄1 = max

{

√

Ea∼F a(a⊤(λ̃t − λ̄⋆
t ))

2
(

1− F r
a (a

⊤λ̄⋆
t )
)

,

√

Ea∼F a(a⊤(λ̃t − λ̄⋆
t ))

2
(

1− F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)
)

}

.
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Now following nearly identical arguments as in (46), we derive a similar bound as (47), that

Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤
λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

F r
a

(

a⊤λ̃t

)

− F r
a (v)

)

dv ≤ C4

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

(54)

with probability at least 1− 6C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

.

To obtain a bound on Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

F r
a (v)− F r

a

(

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

))

dv, we follow the argument similar to

(48), which yields

E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̃t − λ̄⋆
t )

≤ E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̃t − λ̄⋆
t ) + E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̄⋆
t

a⊤λ̃t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̄⋆
t}
)

dv

= ft,bt−1(λ̃t)− ft,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ) ≤ 0, (55)

where we used the fact that λ̃t is the minimizer of ft,bt−1(·). Lemma F.8 implies that with proba-

bility at least 1− 3C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

,

E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)−

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1−at(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj, rj)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)

+
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1−at(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj, rj)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)

= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)−

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)

+
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj, rj)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)−

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1−at(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj, rj)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)

+
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1−at(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj, rj)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)

≤ E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)−

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)

+
a⊤t (λ̄

⋆
t − λ̃t)

T − t
+

2m2Ār̄

A(T − t)

≤
(

C̃1 +
2mĀr̄

A
+

2m2Ār̄

A

)

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

, (56)

where the first inequality is by the third inequality in Lemma F.14 with λ = λ̃t, and the last

inequality is because
a⊤
t (λ̄⋆

t−λ̃t)
T−t ≤ 2mĀr̄

A(T−t) .

Combining (55) with (56), we have with probability at least 1− 3 log(T−t)
(T−t)2

,

0 ≤ E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t) ≤ C5

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

, (57)
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where C5 = C̃1+
2mĀr̄
A + 2m2Ār̄

A . By (55) and (57), we have with probability at least 1− 3C log(T−t)
(T−t)2 ,

Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤
λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

F r
a (v)− F r

a

(

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

))

dv = E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤
λ̄
⋆
t

a⊤λ̃t

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̄⋆
t}
)

dv

≤ E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̄
⋆
t ,a, r)

⊤(λ̄⋆
t − λ̃t)

≤ C5

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

. (58)

Combining (54) and (58), we obtain with probability at least 1− 9C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

,

Ea∼F a

[(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ̄⋆
t )

)(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ̄⋆
t

)]

= Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

F r
a

(

a⊤λ̃t

)

− F r
a (v)

)

dv + Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

(

F r
a (v)− F r

a

(

a⊤λ̄⋆
t

))

dv

≤ (C4 + C5)

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

M̄1 +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

, (59)

where we note

M̄1 =

√

Ea∼F a

[

(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ̄⋆
t

)2
max

(

F̄ r
a (a

⊤λ̄⋆
t ), F̄

r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)

)]

,

C4 = 2C̃1 +
2mĀr̄
A , and C5 = C̃1 +

2mĀr̄
A + 2m2Ār̄

A . We have proven (21) regarding λ̄⋆
t .

Now combining (20) and (21), we complete the proof of Lemma F.2. Q.E.D.

F.4 Auxiliary Lemmas and Their Proof

This section contains all auxiliary lemmas that will be used in constructing our ultimate proof of
the CE regret analysis. In Section F.4.1 we state and prove several results in LP theory. In Section
F.4.2, we state and prove concentration results using the tools such as the peeling argument from
the empirical processes theory.

F.4.1 Properties of the Multi-Knapsack LP

Recall that the multi-knapsack LP takes the following form

max

T
∑

j=t+1

rjxj (P)

s.t.
T
∑

j=t+1

aijxj ≤ ci, i = 1, . . . ,m,

xj ∈ [0, 1], j = t+ 1, . . . , T,

and

min
m
∑

i=1

ciλi +
T
∑

j=t+1

ξj (D-1)
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s.t.
m
∑

i=1

aijλi + ξj ≥ rj, j = t+ 1, . . . , T,

λi, ξj ≥ 0, j = t+ 1, . . . , T ; i = 1, . . . ,m,

We call Problem (P) the primal multi-knapsack LP and Problem (D-1) the dual multi-knapsack
LP that is specified by coefficients t, c and It = {(aj , rj)}Tj=t+1. Denote by V off

t,c (It) their optimal

value, which by strong duality coincides. Li and Ye (2022) observes that the dual problem has the
following alternative, simple form.

Lemma F.3. The dual problem (D-1) has the alternative, simple form

min
λ∈Rm

≥0

c⊤λ+

T
∑

j=t+1

(

rj − a⊤j λ
)+

. (D-2)

Proof. Observe that to reach optimality, we should set ξj = 0 if
∑m

i=1 aijλi ≥ rj and ξj = rj −
∑m

i=1 aijλi otherwise, which is the same as ξj = (rj −
∑m

i=1 aijλi)
+. Plugging into the objective

function in Problem (D-1) and eliminating the variables ξj completes the proof. Q.E.D.

Lemma F.4 (Complementary Slackness). Suppose x∗ and λ∗ are optimal solutions to Problem (P)
and Problem (D-2), respectively. Then they satisfy the complementary slackness property

rj > a⊤j λ ⇒ x∗j = 1,

rj < a⊤j λ ⇒ x∗j = 0, for all j = t+ 1, . . . , T.

Proof. Suppose (λ∗, ξ∗) is an optimal solution to Problem (D-1). By LP complementary slackness,
we have for i = 1, . . . ,m and j = t+ 1, . . . , T ,

(1− x∗j)ξ
∗
j = 0,

(

rj −
m
∑

i=1

aijλ
∗
i − ξ∗j

)

x∗j = 0,



ci −
T
∑

j=t+1

aijxj



λ∗
i = 0.

If for some j we have rj > a⊤j λ, then by the dual constraint of Problem (D-1), we have ξ∗j ≥
rj − a⊤j λ > 0. Then by the first complementary slackness equality, we must have 1 − x∗j = 0,
completing the proof of the first statement.

Now if on the other hand, if we have rj < a⊤j λ, then since ξ∗j ≥ 0, we have rj−
∑m

i=1 aijλ
∗
i −ξ∗j ≤

rj −
∑m

i=1 aijλ
∗
i < 0. By the second complementary slackness equality, we must have x∗j = 0, again

completing the proof of the second statement. Q.E.D.

Lemma F.5. Suppose x∗ is an optimal basic feasible solution to Problem (P), then x∗ has at most
m basic variables that are fractional.

Proof. Refer to Meanti et al. (1990) Lemma 2.1. Q.E.D.

Lemma F.6. Suppose {x∗j}Tj=t is an optimal solution to the primal multi-knapsack LP specified by
t− 1,b and It−1, then

V off
t−1,b(It−1) = rtx

∗
t + V off

t,b−atx∗
t
(It) = max

x∈[0,1]

(

rtx+ V off
t,b−atx(It)

)

.
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Proof. By definition, V off
t−1,b(It−1) =

∑T
j=t rjx

∗
j = rtx

∗
t +

∑T
j=t+1 rjx

∗
j . On the one hand, {x∗j}Tj=t

is feasible, concretely,
∑T

j=t aijx
∗
j ≤ ci, i = 1, . . . ,m, and x∗j ∈ [0, 1], j = t . . . , T. From the above

we derive
∑T

j=t+1 aijx
∗
j ≤ ci − aitx

∗
t , i = 1, . . . ,m and x∗j ∈ [0, 1], j = t + 1 . . . , T. In other words,

{x∗j}Tj=t+1 is feasible to the LP specified by t − 1,b − atx
∗
t and It. Thus

∑T
j=t+1 rjx

∗
j ≤ V off

t,b−atx∗
t

and we conclude that

V off
t−1,b(It−1) ≤ rtx

∗
t + V off

t,b−atx∗
t
(It) ≤ max

x∈[0,1]

(

rtx+ V off
t,b−atx(It)

)

.

On the other hand, consider an arbitrary optimal solution {x̃∗j}Tj=t+1 to the multi-knapsack LP spec-

ified by t,b− atx̃
∗
t and It, where x̃∗t = argmaxx∈[0,1]

(

rtx+ V off
t,b−atx

(It)
)

. We have V off
t,b−atx̃∗

t
(It) =

∑T
j=t+1 rj x̃

∗
j . Notice that (x̃∗t , x̃

∗
t+1, . . . , x̃

∗
T ) is a feasible solution to the original LP specified by

t− 1,b and It−1. We thus have

V off
t−1,b(It−1) ≥ rtx̃

∗
t + V off

t,b−atx̃∗
t
(It) = max

x∈[0,1]

(

rtx+ V off
t,b−atx(It)

)

.

Combining the inequalities completes the proof. Q.E.D.

F.4.2 Concentration and Empirical Processes

We borrow techniques from the empirical processes theory to establish concentration results that
will in turn be used in proving our main theorems.

Lemma F.7. Suppose that X is a random vector following distribution P supported on X . G is a
function class such that supg∈G ‖g‖L∞(X ) ≤ K, supg∈G ‖g‖2P ≤ R2. Take a,C0, C1 satisfying

a ≤C1

√
nR2/(2K), (60)

a ≤8
√
2nR, (61)

a ≥C0 max

{

∫

√
2R

0
HB(u/

√
2,G, P )1/2du,

√
2R

}

, (62)

C2
0 ≥C2(C1 + 1), (63)

where C is a universal constant. Then

P



sup
g∈G

√
n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

j=1

g(Xi)− EX∼P g(X)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ a



 ≤ C exp

(

− a2

2C2(C1 + 1)R2

)

.

Proof of Lemma F.7. It suffices to show that the conditions of Theorem 5.11 of Geer (2000) are
satisfied. Following the notation in Geer (2000), we use

ρK(g)2 = 2K2

∫

(

e|g|/K − 1− |g|/K
)

dP,

and let HB,K(δ,G, P ) be the generalized entropy with bracketing (see Definition 5.1 of Geer (2000)).
Lemmas 5.8 and 5.10 of Geer (2000) imply that if supg∈G ‖g‖L∞ ≤ K1/4 < K1/2, then ρK1(g)

2 ≤
2R2 = R2

1 with R1 =
√
2R, and HB,K1(δ,G, P ) ≤ HB(δ/

√
2,G, P ) for all δ > 0. Let K1 = 4K.

Therefore, conditions of Theorem 5.11 of Geer (2000) becomes

a ≤C1
√
nR2

1/K1 = C1
√
nR2/(2K),
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a ≤8
√
nR1 = 8

√
2nR,

a ≥C0 max

{

∫ R1

a/(26
√
n)

HB,K1(u,G, P )1/2du,R1

}

,

C2
0 ≥C2(C1 + 1),

where the third inequality is implied by

a ≥C0 max

{

∫

√
2R

0
HB(u/

√
2,G, P )1/2du,

√
2R

}

≥ C0 max

{

∫

√
2R

a/(26
√
n)
HB(u/

√
2,G, P )1/2du,

√
2R

}

.

The results of Theorem 5.11 of Geer (2000) becomes

P



sup
g∈G

√
n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

j=1

g(Xi)− EX∼P g(X)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ a



 ≤C exp

(

− a2

C2(C1 + 1)R2
1

)

,

which equals to C exp
(

− a2

2C2(C1+1)R2

)

. This finishes the proof. Q.E.D.

We now apply Lemma F.7 to obtain two concentration results that are key components of our
proof of Lemma 5.2.

Lemma F.8. With probability at least 1− 3C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E(a,r)∼Fφt,b(λ1,a, r)
⊤(λ2 − λ1)−

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,b(λ1,aj , rj)
⊤(λ2 − λ1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C̃

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

√

Ea∼F a {(a⊤(λ2 − λ1))2(1− F r
a (a

⊤λ1))}+
√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

holds for any b ∈ R
m
≥0, λ1,λ2 ∈ Ω, as long as T − t ≥ e

C̃2

32
+1, where

C̃ = 2

(

4mr̄Ā

A
+ 1

)



10C2

(

1 + 2

(

8m

min{ν/2, 1}

)1/2
)2
(

c
1
2
ν
r̄

A
(2mĀ)

ν
2 + 3

)2

+ 2



 ,

and C is a universal constant.

Proof of Lemma F.8. Recall that

φt,b(λ,a, r) =
∂ht,b(λ,a)

∂λ
=

1

T − t
b− aI{r>a⊤λ}.

Therefore, we have

E(a,r)∼Fφt,b(λ1,a, r)
⊤(λ2 − λ1)−

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,b(λ1,aj , rj)
⊤(λ2 − λ1)

=E(a,r)∼Fa
⊤(λ2 − λ1)I{r>a⊤λ1} − 1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

a⊤j (λ2 − λ1)I{rj>a⊤
j λ1}.
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Define the function class G parameterized by p1,p2,p3,p4:

G =

{

g : g(a, r) =
A

4mr̄Ā

(

a⊤p4 I{r>a⊤p2} − a⊤p1I{r>a⊤p3}
)

,pj ∈ Ω, j = 1, 2, 3, 4

}

.

For all g ∈ G and (a, r) ∈ S, we have

|g(a, r)| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

A

4mr̄Ā

(

a⊤p4 I{r>a⊤p2} − a⊤p1I{r>a⊤p3}
)∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ A

4mr̄Ā

(

∣

∣

∣a
⊤p4 I{r>a⊤p2}

∣

∣

∣+
∣

∣

∣a
⊤p1I{r>a⊤p3}

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ A

4mr̄Ā

(∣

∣

∣
a⊤p4

∣

∣

∣
+
∣

∣

∣
a⊤p1

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ A

4mr̄Ā
× 2mĀ

r̄

A
=

1

2
< 1,

where in the final inequality we use ‖λ‖∞ ≤ r̄
A for any λ ∈ Ω and ‖a‖∞ ≤ Ā, r ≤ r̄ for any

(a, r) ∈ S. In other words, ‖g‖∞ = ‖g‖L∞(S) ≤ 1
2 < 1 for any pj ∈ Ω, j = 1, 2, 3, 4. Our plan is to

approximate G by its δ-net. For any δ > 0, consider the grid points set Ω0 ⊆ [0, r̄
A ]

4m, where each

element of each point q = (q(1),q(2),q(3),q(4)) ∈ Ω0 has the form kδ, with k = 0, 1, ..., ⌊ r̄
δA ⌋ + 1,

and q(1),q(2),q(3),q(4) ∈ Ω. Thus, we have card(Ω0) ≤ (2 + r̄
δA)

4m. Let N0 = (2 + r̄
δA)

4m. Let

G0 =

{

g : g(a, r) =
A

4mr̄Ā

(

a⊤q(4)
I{r>a⊤q(2)} − a⊤q(1)

I{r>a⊤q(3)}
)

,q(j) ∈ Ω0, j = 1, 2, 3, 4

}

.

For each g ∈ G, we are going to find functions gL, gU ∈ G0 such that gL ≤ g ≤ gU with ‖gL − gU‖F
bounded by a function of δ to be determined later, and we recall that ‖ · ‖F is the L2(F ) norm with
respect to distribution F (of (a, r)).

Since g ∈ G, it has the form

g(a, r) =
A

4mr̄Ā

(

a⊤p4 I{r>a⊤p2} − a⊤p1I{r>a⊤p3}
)

.

We choose qU = (q
(1)
U ,q

(2)
U ,q

(3)
U ,q

(4)
U ) such that q

(j)
U ≤ pj < q

(j)
U + δ1, for j = 1, 2, and max{q(i)

U −
δ1,0} < pi ≤ q

(i)
U , for i = 3, 4, where the maximum is taken elementwisely. We also choose

qL = (q
(1)
L ,q

(2)
L ,q

(3)
L ,q

(4)
L ) such that q

(i)
L ≤ pi < q

(i)
L + δ1, and max{q(j)

L − δ1,0} < pj ≤ q
(j)
L , for

j = 1, 2, i = 3, 4.
Let

gU (a, r) =
A

4mr̄Ā

(

a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
U

} − a⊤q(1)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(3)
U

}

)

,

gL(a, r) =
A

4mr̄Ā

(

a⊤q(4)
L I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

} − a⊤q(1)
L I{

r>a⊤q
(3)
L

}

)

.

By monotonicity and non-negativity of a, gL(a, r) ≤ g(a, r) ≤ gU (a, r) for all (a, r) ∈ S and any
pj ∈ Ω, j = 1, 2, 3, 4. We next bound ‖gU − gL‖F . By definition

‖gU − gL‖2F =

(

A

4mr̄Ā

)2

E(a,r)∼F

{

(J1(a, r)− J2(a, r))
2
}
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≤ 2

(

A

4mr̄Ā

)2
(

E(a,r)∼FJ1(a, r)
2 + E(a,r)∼FJ2(a, r)

2
)

,

where

J1(a, r) =a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
U

} − a⊤q(4)
L I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

},

J2(a, r) =a⊤q(1)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(3)
U

} − a⊤q(1)
L I{

r>a⊤q
(3)
L

}.

For J1(a, r) we have

E(a,r)∼FJ1(a, r)
2

= E(a,r)∼F

(

a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
U

} − a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

} + a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

} − a⊤q(4)
L I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

}

)2

≤2E(a,r)∼F

((

a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
U

} − a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

}

)2

+

(

a⊤q(4)
U I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

} − a⊤q(4)
L I{

r>a⊤q
(2)
L

}

)2)

=2E(a,r)∼F (J11(a, r)
2 + J12(a, r)

2).

By our choice of qL and qU , ‖qL−qU‖∞ ≤ ‖qL−(p1,p2,p3,p4)‖∞+‖qU−(p1,p2,p3,p4)‖∞ ≤ 2δ.
For J11(a, r), we have

E(a,r)∼FJ11(a, r)
2 ≤

(

mĀ
r̄

A

)2

E(a,r)∼F

(

I{
r>a⊤q

(2)
U

} − I{
r>a⊤q

(2)
L

}

)2

=

(

mĀ
r̄

A

)2

E(a,r)∼F

∣

∣

∣

∣

I{
r>a⊤q

(2)
U

} − I{
r>a⊤q

(2)
L

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

(

mĀ
r̄

A

)2

Ea∼F a

∣

∣

∣F r
a (a

⊤q(2)
L )− F r

a (a
⊤q(2)

U )
∣

∣

∣

≤ cν

(

mĀ
r̄

A

)2

Ea∼F a|a⊤q(2)
L − a⊤q(2)

U |ν (under either Assumptions)

≤ cν

(

mĀ
r̄

A

)2

(mĀ)ν2νδν ,

where in the last equality we use a ∈ [A, Ā]m and ‖qU −qL‖∞ ≤ 2δ. Now consider the second term
J12(a, r), we have

E(a,r)∼FJ12(a, r)
2 ≤ Ea∼F a

(

a⊤q(4)
U − a⊤q(4)

L

)2
≤ 4m2Ā2δ2.

Therefore, the term E(a,r)∼FJ1(a, r)
2 can be bounded by

2

(

cν

(

mĀ
r̄

A

)2

(mĀ)ν2νδν + 4m2Ā2δ2

)

.

The term E(a,r)∼FJ2(a, r)
2 can be bounded nearly identically. Combining the above, we have

‖gU − gL‖2F ≤ 2

(

A

4mr̄Ā

)2
(

E(a,r)∼FJ1(a, r)
2 + E(a,r)∼FJ2(a, r)

2
)
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≤ 4

(

A

4mr̄Ā

)2
(

2cν

(

mĀ
r̄

A

)2

(mĀ)ν2νδν + 8m2Ā2δ2

)

≤ cν(2mĀ)νδν +
2A2

r̄2
δ2 ≤

(

c
1
2
ν (2mĀ)

ν
2 +

2A

r̄

)2

δmin{ν,2}.

As a result, ‖gU − gL‖F ≤
(

c
1
2
ν (2mĀ)

ν
2 + 2A

r̄

)

δmin{ν/2,1}. Consider the set of function pairs

{(gL(q1), gU (q2)),q1,q2 ∈ Ω0}.

The cardinality of this set is card(Ω0)
2 ≤ N2

0 . By the previous argument, this set of function pairs

is enough to δ′-cover G where δ′ =

(

c
1
2
ν (2mĀ)

ν
2 + 2A

r̄

)

δmin{ν/2,1} in the following precise sense. For

any g ∈ G, we can find a pair of qL and qU in Ω0 (given precisely earlier), such that the associated

gL and gU satisfy gL ≤ g ≤ gU , and furthermore ‖gU − gL‖F ≤
(

c
1
2
ν (2mĀ)

ν
2 + 2A

r̄

)

δmin{ν/2,1}.

Denote by C7 , c
1
2
ν (2mĀ)

ν
2 + 2A

r̄ . By definition of the δ-entropy with bracketing, we must have

HB(C7δ
min{ν/2,1},G, F ) ≤ log(N2

0 ) = 8m log

(

2 +
r̄

δA

)

, (64)

which implies

HB(u,G, F ) ≤ 8m log



2 +
r̄C

1
min{ν/2,1}

7

u
1

min{ν/2,1}A



 ≤ 8m log

(

(

2 +
r̄C7

uA

) 1
min{ν/2,1}

)

=
8m

min{ν/2, 1} log

(

2 +
r̄C7

Au

)

.

Thus we have, when δ ≤ r̄C7
A ,

∫ δ

0
HB(u,G, F )1/2du ≤

(

8m

min{ν/2, 1}

)1/2 ∫ δ

0

√

log

(

2 +
r̄C7

Au

)

du ≤ C3δ

√

log

(

1 +
C4

δ

)

,

where C3 = 2
(

8m
min{ν/2,1}

)1/2
and C4 =

r̄C7
A = c

1
2
ν

r̄
A(2mĀ)

ν
2 + 2. Here the integral is bounded by

∫ δ

0

√

log

(

2 +
r̄C7

Au

)

du =

∞
∑

s=1

∫ 2−(s−1)δ

2−sδ

√

log

(

2 +
r̄C7

Au

)

du

≤
∞
∑

s=1

∫ 2−(s−1)δ

2−sδ

√

log

(

2 +
r̄C7

A2−sδ

)

du

=

∞
∑

s=1

2−(s−1)δ

√

log

(

2 +
r̄C7

A2−sδ

)

≤ δ
∞
∑

s=1

2−(s−1)

√

s log 2 + log

(

1 +
r̄C7

Aδ

)
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≤ 2δ

√

log

(

1 +
r̄C7

Aδ

) ∞
∑

s=1

s2−(s−1),

where the infinite summation converges to 1, and the last inequality holds when δ ≤ r̄C7
A .

Now we are ready to apply Lemma F.7. Recall that supg∈G ‖g‖∞ ≤ 1
2 , which implies supg∈G ‖g‖F ≤

1
2 < 1. Let δT−t ,

√

log(T−t)
T−t . Consider the following partition of G:

Gs =

{

g ∈ G : 2sδT−t < ‖g‖F ≤ 2s+1δT−t

}

,

Gc =

{

g ∈ G : ‖g‖F ≤ δT−t

}

,

with s = 1, ..., S and S = ⌊log(δ−1
T−t)/ log 2⌋+ 1. Clearly G = (∪S

s=1Gs) ∪ Gc. We apply the peeling
device.

Consider Gc first. Take n = T − t,K = 1, R = δT−t =
√

log(T−t)
T−t . Denote constant v =

10C2(1 + C3)
2(1 + C4)

2 + 2 where C3, C4 are specified above and C is the universal constant as

in Lemma F.7. We further take a = v log(T−t)√
T−t

, C0 = v
2(1+C3)(1+C4)

and C1 = 2v. We first check

the conditions and then apply Lemma F.7. Within the function class Gc, we have supg∈Gc
‖g‖∞ ≤

supg∈G ‖g‖∞ ≤ K = 1 and supg∈Gc
‖g‖F ≤ δT−t = R. Next we check the conditions (60) - (63).

Condition (60) is a ≤ C1
√
nR2/(2K). We have that

C1

√
T − tR2

2K
= v

log(T − t)√
T − t

= a,

hence condition (60) holds true. For condition (61), we need a ≤ 8
√

2(T − t)R. We have

8
√

2(T − t)R = 8
√

2 log(T − t) ≥ v
log(T − t)√

T − t
= a,

for all T − t ≥ e
v2

32
+1. Hence condition (61) holds true. Condition (62) is

a ≥ C0 max

{

∫

√
2R

0
HB(u/

√
2,Gc, F )1/2du,

√
2R

}

.

By our previous calculation,

C0max

{

∫

√
2R

0
HB(u/

√
2,Gc, F )1/2du,

√
2R

}

≤ C0 max

{

∫

√
2R

0
HB(u/

√
2,G, F )1/2du,

√
2R

}

=
√
2C0 max

{∫ R

0
HB(δ,G, F )1/2dδ,R

}

≤
√
2C0 max

{

C3R

√

log

(

1 +
C4

R

)

, R

}

, (65)
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when δTt ≤ r̄C7
A , which automatically holds since r̄C7

A ≥ 2 ≥ K ≥ R. For the first term, we have

√
2C0C3R

√

log

(

1 +
C4

R

)

=
√
2C0C3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

√

√

√

√log

(

1 + C4

√

T − t

log(T − t)

)

,

≤
√
2C0C3

√

log(T − t)

T − t

√

log ((1 + C4)(T − t)),

≤
√
2C0C3(1 + C4)

log(T − t)√
T − t

=

√
2v

2(1 + C3)(1 + C4)
C3(1 + C4)

log(T − t)√
T − t

≤ v
log(T − t)√

T − t
= a.

For the second term, we have

√
2C0R =

√
2C0

√

log(T − t)

T − t
≤ v

√

log(T − t)

T − t
≤ v

log(T − t)√
T − t

= a,

for T − t > 3. Thus condition (62) holds true. Finally, for condition (63) we need to verify that
C2
0 ≥ C2(C1 + 1). We have

C2(C1 + 1) = C2(2v + 1) = C2(20C2(1 + C3)
2(1 + C4)

2 + 5)

≤ 25C4(1 + C3)
2(1 + C4)

2

≤
(

10C2(1 + C3)
2(1 + C4)

2 + 2

2(1 + C3)(1 + C4)

)2

= C2
0 . (66)

With all four conditions checked, Lemma F.7 implies

P



sup
g∈Gc

√
T − t

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ a





≤ C exp

(

− a2

2C2(C1 + 1)R2

)

,

= C exp

(

−
(

10C2(1 +C3)
2(1 + C4)

2 + 2
)2

2C2(20C2(1 + C3)2(1 +C4)2 + 5)
log(T − t)

)

≤ C exp (−2 log(T − t)) =
C

(T − t)2
.

Combining the above, we may conclude that

P



sup
g∈Gc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ v
log(T − t)

T − t



 ≤ C

(T − t)2
, (67)

as long as T − t ≥ max

{

e
v2

32
+1, 3

}

= e
v2

32
+1, where v is an absolute constant depending only on
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problem primitives and independent of T − t:

v = 10C2(1 + C3)
2(1 + C4)

2 + 2 = 10C2

(

1 + 2

(

8m

min{ν/2, 1}

)1/2
)2
(

c
1
2
ν
r̄

A
(2mĀ)

ν
2 + 3

)2

+ 2,

(68)

and e
v2

32
+1 ≥ e

4
32

+1 > 3.
Next, we consider ∪S

s=1Gs. For any c > 0, the union bound implies that

P



 sup
g∈∪S

s=1Gs

∣

∣

∣

1
T−t

∑T
j=t+1 g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

‖g‖F
≥ c





≤
S
∑

s=1

P



sup
g∈Gs

∣

∣

∣

1
T−t

∑T
j=t+1 g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

‖g‖F
≥ c





≤
S
∑

s=1

P



sup
g∈Gs

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 2sδT−tc



 , (69)

where the second inequality is because for any g ∈ Gs, ‖g‖F ≥ 2sδT−t, s = 1, . . . , S. In the following,
we bound the tail probability

P



sup
g∈Gs

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 2sδT−tc





for each Gs, s = 1, . . . , S.
Before applying Lemma F.7, we first check the conditions (60) - (63) hold. Take n = T −

t,Ks = 1, Rs = 2s+1δT−t = 2s+1
√

log(T−t)
T−t . Recall we have set constant v as in (68), and we

take a = v2s+1 log(T−t)√
T−t

, C0 = v
2(1+C3)(1+C4)

and C1 = 2v. Within the function class Gs, we have

supg∈Gs
‖g‖∞ ≤ supg∈G ‖g‖∞ ≤ Ks = 1 and supg∈Gs

‖g‖F ≤ Rs. Next we check conditions (60)-(63).

Condition (60) is a ≤ C1
√
nR2

s/(2Ks). We have that

C1

√
T − tR2

s

2Ks
= v22(s+1) log(T − t)√

T − t
≥ v2s+1 log(T − t)√

T − t
= a,

hence condition (60) holds true. For condition (61), we need a ≤ 8
√

2(T − t)Rs. We have

8
√

2(T − t)Rs = 2s+4
√

2 log(T − t) ≥ v2s+1 log(T − t)√
T − t

= a,

for all T − t ≥ e
v2

32
+1. Hence condition (61) holds true. Condition (62) is

a ≥ C0max

{

∫

√
2Rs

0
HB(u/

√
2,Gs, F )1/2du,

√
2Rs

}

.
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By our previous calculation as in (65),

C0max

{

∫

√
2Rs

0
HB(u/

√
2,Gs, F )1/2du,

√
2Rs

}

≤
√
2C0max

{

C3Rs

√

log

(

1 +
C4

Rs

)

, Rs

}

,

when δTt ≤ r̄C7
A , which automatically holds since r̄C7

A ≥ 2 ≥ Ks ≥ Rs. For the first term, we have

√
2C0C3Rs

√

log

(

1 +
C4

Rs

)

=
√
2C0C32

s+1

√

log(T − t)

T − t

√

√

√

√log

(

1 + C42−s−1

√

T − t

log(T − t)

)

,

≤
√
2C0C32

s+1

√

log(T − t)

T − t

√

log ((1 + C4)(T − t)),

≤
√
2C0C3(1 +C4)2

s+1 log(T − t)√
T − t

=

√
2v

2(1 + C3)(1 +C4)
C3(1 + C4)2

s+1 log(T − t)√
T − t

≤ v2s+1 log(T − t)√
T − t

= a.

For the second term, we have

√
2C0Rs =

√
2C02

s+1

√

log(T − t)

T − t
≤ v2s+1

√

log(T − t)

T − t
≤ v2s+1 log(T − t)√

T − t
= a,

for T − t > 3. Thus condition (62) holds true. Finally, for condition (63) we need to verify that
C2
0 ≥ C2(C1 + 1), which can be done identically as in (66).
With all four conditions checked, Lemma F.7 implies

P



sup
g∈Gs

√
T − t

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ a





≤ C exp

(

− a2

2C2(C1 + 1)R2
s

)

,

= C exp

(

−
(

10C2(1 +C3)
2(1 + C4)

2 + 2
)2

2C2(20C2(1 + C3)2(1 +C4)2 + 5)
log(T − t)

)

≤ C exp (−2 log(T − t)) =
C

(T − t)2
.

Recall a = v2s+1 log(T−t)√
T−t

= v
√

log(T − t)2s+1δT−t. The tail bound can be equivalently written as

P



sup
g∈Gs

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ v

√

log(T − t)

T − t
2s+1δT−t



 ≤ C

(T − t)2
,

as long as T − t ≥ max

{

e
v2

32
+1, 3

}

= e
v2

32
+1, where v is as in (68). Now we plug the above back
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into (69) with c = 2v
√

log(T−t)
T−t , and conclude that for T − t ≥ e

v2

32
+1, it holds true that

P



 sup
g∈∪S

s=1Gs

∣

∣

∣

1
T−t

∑T
j=t+1 g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

‖g‖F
≥ 2v

√

log(T − t)

T − t





≤ CS

(T − t)2
≤ 2C log(T − t)

(T − t)2
, (70)

where the second inequality is because S = ⌊log(δ−1
T−t)/ log 2⌋+ 1 ≤ 2 log(T − t) for T − t ≥ e

v2

32
+1.

Combining tail bounds (67) and (70) with another union bound, we conclude that

P





∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 2v

√

log(T − t)

T − t
‖g‖F + v

log(T − t)

T − t
,∀g ∈ G





= P





∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 2v

√

log(T − t)

T − t
‖g‖F + v

log(T − t)

T − t
,∀g ∈ (∪S

s=1Gs) ∪ Gc





≤ P





∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 2v

√

log(T − t)

T − t
‖g‖F + v

log(T − t)

T − t
,∀g ∈ Gc





+ P





∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 2v

√

log(T − t)

T − t
‖g‖F + v

log(T − t)

T − t
,∀g ∈ ∪S

s=1Gs





≤ P



sup
g∈Gc

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ v

√

log(T − t)

T − t





+ P



 sup
g∈∪S

s=1Gs

∣

∣

∣

1
T−t

∑T
j=t+1 g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

‖g‖F
≥ 2v

√

log(T − t)

T − t





≤ C

(T − t)2
+

2C log(T − t)

(T − t)2
=

3C log(T − t)

(T − t)2
,

for T − t ≥ e
v2

32
+1. Consequently, we conclude that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

g(aj , rj)− E(a,r)∼F g(a, r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2v

√

log(T − t)

T − t

(

‖g‖F +

√

log(T − t)

T − t

)

,∀g ∈ G (71)

with probability at least 1− 3C log(T−t)
(T−t)2

for T − t ≥ e
v2

32
+1. Note that

g(a, r) =
A

4mr̄Ā

(

a⊤(λ2 − λ1)I{r>a⊤λ1}
)

∈ G

with p4 = λ2 and pj = λ1 for j = 1, 2, 3. Also,

‖a⊤ (λ2 − λ1) I{r>a⊤λ1}‖F =

(

E(a,r)∼F

(

a⊤ (λ2 − λ1) I{r>a⊤λ1}
)2
)

1
2
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=
√

Ea∼F a {(a⊤(λ2 − λ1))2(1− F r
a (a

⊤λ1))}.

The desired result follows from (71) with

C̃ = 2

(

4mr̄Ā

A
+ 1

)



10C2

(

1 + 2

(

8m

min{ν/2, 1}

)1/2
)2(

c
1
2
ν
r̄

A
(2mĀ)

ν
2 + 3

)2

+ 2



 .

Q.E.D.

Similarly, we state and prove the second concentration lemma.

Lemma F.9. Suppose T − t ≥ e
C̃2
1

32
+1. We have with probability at least 1 − 3C log(T−t)

(T−t)2
, for all

λ1,λ2 ∈ Ω,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(I{r>u} − I{r>a⊤λ2})du− 1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ2

a⊤
j λ1

(I{rj>u} − I{rj>a⊤λ2})du

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C̃1

√

log(T − t)

T − t









E(a,r)∼F

(

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(I{r>u} − I{r>a⊤λ2})du
)2




1/2

+

√

log(T − t)

T − t






, (72)

and
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ1

a⊤λ2

(I{r>u} − I{r>a⊤λ1})du− 1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ1

a⊤
j λ2

(I{rj>u} − I{rj>a⊤λ1})du

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C̃1

√

log(T − t)

T − t









E(a,r)∼F

(

∫ a⊤λ1

a⊤λ2

(I{r>u} − I{r>a⊤λ1})du
)2




1/2

+

√

log(T − t)

T − t






, (73)

where

C̃1 = 2

(

4mr̄Ā

A
+ 1

)



10C2

(

1 + 2

(

10m

min{ν/2, 1}

)1/2
)2
(

4c
1
2
ν
r̄

A

(

2mĀ
) ν

2 + 9

)2

+ 2



 ,

and C is a universal constant.

Proof of Lemma F.9. The proof of Lemma F.9 is similar to the proof of Lemma F.8. To start with,
define the function class parameterized by p = pj ∈ Ω, j = 1, . . . , 5:

G =

{

g : g(a, r) =
A

4mĀr̄

(

∫ a⊤p2

a⊤p1

I{r>u}du−
(

a⊤p3 − a⊤p4

)

I{r>a⊤p5}

)

, pj ∈ Ω, j = 1, . . . , 5

}

.

One can verify that ‖g‖∞ = ‖g‖L∞(S) ≤ 1. Again we approximate G by its δ-net. More precisely,

for any δ > 0, we consider the grid points set Ω0 ⊂ [0, r̄
A ]

5m, where each element of each point

q = (q(j))j=1,...,5 ∈ Ω0 has the form kδ, with k = 0, 1, ..., ⌊ A
δr̄ ⌋+1, and q(1),q(2), ...,q(5) ∈ Ω. Thus,
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we have card(Ω0) ≤ (2 + r̄
δA)

5m. Let N0 = (2 + r̄
δA)

5m. Let

G =

{

g : g(a, r) =
A

4mĀr̄

(

∫ a⊤q(2)

a⊤q(1)

I{r>u}du−
(

a⊤q(3) − a⊤q(4)
)

I{r>a⊤q(5)}

)

, q(j) ∈ Ω0, j = 1, . . . , 5

}

.

For a fixed g ∈ G defined by p, let’s denote by qU and qL its upper and lower δ-approximation in

G0, namely, max{q(j)
U − δ1,0} ≤ pj < q

(j)
U and q

(j)
L < pj ≤ q

(j)
L + δ1 for j = 1, . . . , 5 where the

maximum is taken elementwisely. Then by definition ‖qU − qL‖∞ ≤ 2δ. Let

gU (a, r) =
A

4mĀr̄

(

∫ a⊤q
(2)
U

a⊤q
(1)
L

I{r>u}du−
(

a⊤q(3)
L − a⊤q(4)

U

)
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(5)
U

}

)

,

gL(a, r) =
A

4mĀr̄

(

∫ a⊤q
(2)
L

a⊤q
(1)
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I{r>u}du−
(

a⊤q(3)
U − a⊤q(4)

L

)

I{
r>a⊤q

(5)
L

}

)

.

Then one can check that gL(a, r) ≤ g(a, r) ≤ gU (a, r) for all (a, r) ∈ S, since a is non-negative, and
qL and qU satisfy the element-wise bound. We next bound ‖gU − gL‖F by

‖gU − gL‖2F = E(a,r)∼F (gU (a, r)− gL(a, r))
2

≤
(

A

4mĀr̄

)2
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∣

∣
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∣
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mĀr̄

A

)2 ∣
∣

∣

∣

I{
r>a⊤q

(5)
L

} − I{
r>a⊤q

(5)
U

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ 2

(

A

4mĀr̄
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∣

∣

∣F r
a (a

⊤q(5)
L )− F r

a (a
⊤q(5)

U )
∣

∣

∣

)

≤ 2

(

A

4mĀr̄

)2(

64m2Ā2δ2 +

(

mĀr̄

A

)2

cνEa∼F a

∣

∣

∣a
⊤q(5)

L − a⊤q(5)
U

∣

∣

∣

ν
)

(under either assumptions)

≤ 8

((

Aδ

r̄

)2

+ cν
(

2mĀδ
)ν
)

≤ 8

(

2A

r̄
+ c

1
2
ν

(

2mĀ
)

ν
2

)2

δmin{2,ν}.

As a result we have ‖gU − gL‖F ≤ 4

(

2A
r̄ + c

1
2
ν

(

2mĀ
)

ν
2

)

δmin{1, ν
2
}. Now similar to the proof of
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Lemma F.8, we have

∫ δ

0
HB(u,G, F )1/2du ≤ C ′

3δ

√

log

(

1 +
C ′
4

δ

)

,

where C ′
3 = 2

(

10m
min{ν/2,1}

)1/2
and C ′

4 = 4

(

2 + c
1
2
ν

r̄
A

(

2mĀ
)

ν
2

)

.

We notice that both functions

∫ a⊤λ2

a⊤λ1

(I{r>u} − I{r>a⊤λ2})du,
∫ a⊤λ1

a⊤λ2

(I{r>u} − I{r>a⊤λ2})du

are in G. The rest of the proof is identical to that of Lemma F.8, and we omit the details. Q.E.D.

F.4.3 Other Auxiliary Lemmas

This section contains the proof of all other results appeared earlier in the paper.

Lemma F.10. For any λ1,λ2 ∈ R
m and any a ∈ R

m, r ∈ R,b ∈ R
m, it holds true that

ht,b(λ1,a, r)− ht,b(λ2,a, r) =φt,b(λ2,a, r)
⊤(λ1 − λ2) +

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)

dv,

Proof. Refer to the proof of Lemma 1 in Li and Ye (2022). Q.E.D.

Lemma F.11. For any λ1,λ2 ∈ R
m
≥0,

E(a,r)∼F

(

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)

dv

)2

≤ Ea∼F a

(

(

a⊤(λ1 − λ2)
)2

·
∣

∣

∣
F r
a (a

⊤λ1)− F r
a (a

⊤λ2)
∣

∣

∣

)

.

Proof. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies that

E(a,r)∼F

(

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)

dv

)2

≤ E(a,r)∼F

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

1dv

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

·
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)2

dv

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

= E(a,r)∼F

(

∣

∣

∣
a⊤(λ1 − λ2)

∣

∣

∣
·
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)2

dv

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ E(a,r)∼F

(

∣

∣

∣
a⊤(λ1 − λ2)

∣

∣

∣
·
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ a⊤
λ2

a⊤λ1

(

I{r>a⊤λ1} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
)

dv

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

= E(a,r)∼F

(

(

a⊤(λ1 − λ2)
)2

·
∣

∣

∣I{r>a⊤λ1} − I{r>a⊤λ2}
∣

∣

∣

)

= Ea∼F a

(

(

a⊤(λ1 − λ2)
)2

·
∣

∣

∣
F r
a (a

⊤λ1)− F r
a (a

⊤λ2)
∣

∣

∣

)

.

Q.E.D.

Lemma F.12. It holds true that λ̃t,λ
⋆
t , λ̄

⋆
t ∈ Ω for any bt−1, any It−1 and t = 1, . . . , T.
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Proof. We only prove the Lemma for λ̃t. The argument for λ⋆
t and λ̄⋆

t is similar. For any

λ = (λ1, . . . , λm)⊤ /∈ Ω but is feasible (λ ∈ R
m
≥0), there exists i such that λi > r̄

A . Let λ′ ,

(λ1, . . . , λi−1,
r̄
A , λi+1, . . . , λm)⊤. Since a⊤λ > a⊤λ′ ≥ aiλi > r̄, it holds path-wisely that (r −

a⊤λ)+ = (r − a⊤λ′)+ = 0. However, b⊤
t−1λ > b⊤

t−1λ
′ as all elements are non-negative, which leads

to ft,bt−1(λ) > ft,bt−1(λ
′). In other words, λ cannot be the optimal solution. Thus λ̃t must be in

Ω and we have proved the Lemma. Q.E.D.

Corollary F.13. The optimal solutions λ̃t,λ
⋆
t , λ̄

⋆
t have uniformly bounded norm for any bt−1, any

It−1 and t = 1, . . . , T ,

0 ≤‖λ̃t‖∞, ‖λ⋆
t ‖∞, ‖λ̄⋆

t ‖∞ ≤ r̄

A
,

0 ≤‖λ̃t‖, ‖λ⋆
t ‖, ‖λ̄⋆

t ‖ ≤ √
m

r̄

A
.

Lemma F.14. For any λ ∈ Ω, any bt−1 ∈ R
m
≥0 and any t = 1, . . . , T ,

E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ− λ̃t) ≥ 0,

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ− λ⋆
t ) ≥ −2m2Ār̄

A
, a.s.

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1−at(λ̄
⋆
t ,aj, rj)

⊤(λ− λ̄⋆
t ) ≥ −2m2Ār̄

A
, a.s. (s.t. feasibility constraint)

Proof. By Lemma F.10, we have

ft,b(λ)− ft,b(λ̃t) = E(a,r)∼Fφt,b(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ− λ̃t) + E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv.

We argue by contradiction. Suppose there exists λ ∈ R
m
≥0 such that E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)

⊤(λ−
λ̃t) = −η < 0. Consider the following linear parameterization λ(s) = λ̃t + s(λ − λ̃t) for s ∈ [0, 1]
and correspondingly

ft,bt−1(λ(s))− ft,bt−1(λ̃t)

= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ(s)− λ̃t) + E(a,r)∼F

∫ a⊤λ̃t

a⊤λ(s)

(

I{r>v} − I{r>a⊤λ̃t}
)

dv

= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ(s)− λ̃t) + Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤
λ̃t

a⊤λ(s)

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (v)

)

dv

≤ E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ(s)− λ̃t) + Ea∼F a

∫ a⊤
λ̃t

a⊤λ(s)

(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ(s))
)

dv

= E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ(s)− λ̃t) + Ea∼F a

{(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ(s)
)(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ(s))
)}

= sE(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)
⊤(λ− λ̃t) + sEa∼F a

{(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ
)(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ(s))
)}

= −sη + sEa∼F a

{(

a⊤λ̃t − a⊤λ
)(

F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ(s))
)}

≤ −sη + s
2mĀr̄

A
Ea∼F a

[∣

∣

∣F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ(s))
∣

∣

∣

]

,
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where in the last inequality we use the fact that both λ̃t and λ belong to Ω and that |a⊤λ̃t− a⊤λ|
is upper bounded by absolute constants (cf. Lemma F.12 and Corollary F.13). By the continuity
of F r

a , we have

lim
s→0

Ea∼F a

[∣

∣

∣F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ(s))
∣

∣

∣

]

= 0.

Consequently, there must exist s > 0, such that Ea∼F a

[∣

∣

∣
F r
a (a

⊤λ̃t)− F r
a (a

⊤λ(s))
∣

∣

∣

]

< ηA
4mĀr̄

. Plug-

ging back and we conclude that ft,bt−1(λ(s))−ft,bt−1(λ̃t) ≤ − sη
2 < 0, contracting the fact that λ̃t is

the minimizer of ft,bt−1(·) among all λ ∈ R
m
≥0. Therefore it must be that E(a,r)∼Fφt,bt−1(λ̃t,a, r)

⊤(λ−
λ̃t) ≥ 0 and we conclude the proof of the first case. The proof of the second and third case of the
Lemma is in spirit very similar. We again argue by contradiction. Suppose there exists λ ∈ R

m
≥0

such that
∑T

j=t+1 φt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ−λ⋆
t ) = −2m2Ār̄

A − η < −2m2Ār̄
A . Consider the linear param-

eterization λ(s) = λ⋆
t + s(λ− λ⋆

t ) for s ∈ [0, 1] and correspondingly

gt,bt−1(λ(s))− gt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t )

=
1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

φt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ(s)− λ⋆
t ) +

1

T − t

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ⋆

t

a⊤
j λ(s)

(

I{rj>v} − I{rj>a⊤
j λ⋆

t}dv
)

,

=
1

T − t



−sη − s
2m2Ār̄

A
+

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ⋆

t

a⊤
j λ(s)

(

I{rj>v} − I{rj>a⊤
j λ⋆

t}
)

dv



 ,

≤ 1

T − t



−sη − s
2m2Ār̄

A
+

T
∑

j=t+1

∫ a⊤
j λ

⋆
t

a⊤
j λ(s)

(

I{rj>a⊤
j λ(s)} − I{rj>a⊤

j λ⋆
t}
)

dv



 ,

=
1

T − t



−sη − s
2m2Ār̄

A
+

T
∑

j=t+1

(a⊤j λ
⋆
t − a⊤j λ(s))

(

I{rj>a⊤
j λ(s)} − I{rj>a⊤

j λ⋆
t}
)



 ,

=
1

T − t



−sη − s
2m2Ār̄

A
+ s

T
∑

j=t+1

(a⊤j λ
⋆
t − a⊤j λ)

(

I{rj>a⊤
j λ(s)} − I{rj>a⊤

j λ⋆
t}
)



 ,

≤ 1

T − t



−sη − s
2m2Ār̄

A
+ s

2mĀr̄

A

T
∑

j=t+1

∣

∣

∣I{rj>a⊤
j λ(s)} − I{rj>a⊤

j λ⋆
t}
∣

∣

∣



 .

Consider the index set W , {j ∈ [t + 1, T ] : rj = a⊤j λ
⋆
t}. Since F r

a is a continuous distribution

for any a, where a ∈ R
m
≥0 is a d-dimensional vector, furthermore {(aj , rj)}Tj=t+1 are independent of

each other, it follows that P(|W | > m) = 0 (Otherwise we have m+ 1 i.i.d. drawn vectors (aj , rj)

belonging to the same m-dimensional hyperplane y = a⊤λ⋆
t ). For fixed set of {(aj , rj)}Tj=t+1 and

λ⋆
t , there exists a small enough s > 0, such that

I{rj>a⊤
j λ(s)} − I{rj>a⊤

j λ⋆
t} 6= 0 ⇔ i ∈ W.

Hence almost surely we have

T
∑

j=t+1

∣

∣

∣I{rj>a⊤
j λ(s)} − I{rj>a⊤

j λ⋆
t}
∣

∣

∣ ≤ |W | ≤ m.
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Plugging back and we conclude that gt,bt−1(λ(s))− gt,bt−1(λ
⋆
t ) ≤ − sη

T−t < 0, contradicting the fact

that λ⋆
t is the minimizer of gt,bt−1 . Therefore, it must be that

∑T
j=t+1 φt,bt−1(λ

⋆
t ,aj , rj)

⊤(λ̃t−λ⋆
t ) ≥

−2m2Ār̄
A , a.s. and we conclude the second case of the proof. The third case is nearly identical to

the second half, and we omit its proof. Q.E.D.

Lemma F.15. Suppose Assumption 2.2 holds. Then there exists w > 0 and θ ∈ (0, 2π), such that
for any a ∈ supp(F a) and any λ1,λ2,

Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a,r)(a
′⊤λ1 − a′⊤λ2)

2 ≥ lf
πm/2

Γ
(

m
2 + 1

)

(r ∧w

6
sin (θ)

)m+2

‖λ1 − λ2‖2,

where B(a, r) is the ball centered at a with radius r > 0.

Proof. By Assumption 2.2, since supp(F a) is convex, supp(F a) is a Lipschitz domain, thus satisfies
the uniform cone condition. That is, there exist an opening angle θ ∈ (0, π), and a radius w > 0,
such that for every point a ∈ supp(F a), there exists a cone Ca with direction represented by a unit
vector va ∈ R

m and vertex at a, defined by

Ca =
{

a+ sy : s ∈ [0, w], y ∈ S
m−1, 〈y,va〉 ≥ cos(θ)

}

,

such that Ca ⊂ supp(F a), where S
m−1 is the unit sphere in R

m.
Furthermore, the probability density associated to F a is bounded from below by a constant

lf > 0.
Observe that ball B

(

a+ r∧w
2 va,

r∧w
2 sin (θ)

)

is contained in B(a, r)∩Ca. In what follows, we shall

refer to this ball by B for notational simplicity, and denote by q∗ , a+ r∧w
2 va and r∗ , r∧w

2 sin (θ).

Without loss of generality, suppose q∗⊤ (λ1 − λ2) ≥ 0, otherwise we can consider q∗⊤ (λ2 − λ1)

instead. Let q = q∗ + 2
3r

∗ (λ1−λ2)
‖λ1−λ2‖ , and thus

q⊤ (λ1 − λ2) = q∗⊤ (λ1 − λ2) +
2

3
r∗

(λ1 − λ2)
⊤

‖λ1 − λ2‖
(λ1 − λ2) ≥

2

3
r∗‖λ1 − λ2‖.

Clearly, B(q, r∗3 ) ⊂ B. For any q′ ∈ B(q, r∗3 ),

q′⊤(λ1 − λ2) = q⊤(λ1 − λ2)− (q− q′)⊤(λ1 − λ2)

≥ 2

3
r∗‖λ1 − λ2‖ − ‖q− q′‖ · ‖λ1 − λ2‖

≥ 2

3
r∗‖λ1 − λ2‖ −

r∗

3
‖λ1 − λ2‖ =

r∗

3
‖λ1 − λ2‖.

Therefore, we have

Ea′∼F a,a′∈B(a
′⊤λ1 − a′⊤λ2)

2 ≥ E
a′∼F a,a′∈B(q, r∗

3
)(a

′⊤λ1 − a′⊤λ2)
2,

≥ P

(

a′ ∈ B(q, r
∗

3
)

)

r∗2

9
‖λ1 − λ2‖2,

≥ lf
πm/2

Γ
(

m
2 + 1

)

r∗m

3m
r∗2

9
‖λ1 − λ2‖2,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that F a has lower bounded density by Assumption

2.2, the volume of the ball B(q, r∗3 ) is πm/2

Γ(m
2
+1)

r∗m

3m , and that B ⊆ B(a, r) ∩ Ca ⊆ supp(F a). The

lemma thus follows from the fact that B ⊆ B(a, r) ∩ Ca ⊆ B(a, r). Q.E.D.
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Lemma F.16. Suppose a ∈ supp(F a) and λ⋆
t satisfy

la + ra
2

− 1

8
c

1
ν
ν ≤ a⊤λ⋆

t ≤
la + ra

2
+

1

8
c

1
ν
ν .

Then for all a′ ∈ B(a, r1), where B(a, r1) is a ball centered at a with radius r1 =
1
8

(

(

cL +
√
m r̄

A

)−1
∧ 1

)

c
1
ν
ν ,

it holds that

la′ + ra′

2
− 1

4
c

1
ν
ν ≤ a′⊤λ⋆

t ≤
la′ + ra′

2
+

1

4
c

1
ν
ν .

Proof. We only prove one direction of this inequality as the other direction is nearly identical. For
any a′ ∈ B(a, r1), we have that

a′⊤λ⋆
t = a⊤λ⋆

t +
(

a− a′
)⊤

λ⋆
t

≤ a⊤λ⋆
t + ‖a− a′‖‖λ⋆

t ‖ (by Cauchy-Schwarz),

≤ la + ra
2

+
1

8
c

1
ν
ν + a⊤λ⋆

t + ‖a− a′‖‖λ⋆
t ‖

≤ la′ + ra′

2
+ cL‖a′ − a‖+ 1

8
c

1
ν
ν + ‖a− a′‖‖λ⋆

t ‖ (by Lipschitzness of la and ra)

≤ la′ + ra′

2
+

1

8
c

1
ν
ν +

1

8

(

cL +
√
m

r̄

A

)−1

c
1
ν
ν ×

(

cL +
√
m

r̄

A

)

(by definition of r1 and Lemma F.12)

=
la′ + ra′

2
+

1

4
c

1
ν
ν ,

completing the proof. Q.E.D.
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