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Abstract. We explore whether quantum advantages can be found for the zeroth-
order online convex optimization problem, which is also known as bandit convex
optimization with multi-point feedback. In this setting, given access to zeroth-order
oracles (that is, the loss function is accessed as a black box that returns the function
value for any queried input), a player attempts to minimize a sequence of adversarially
generated convex loss functions. This procedure can be described as a 7' round
iterative game between the player and the adversary. In this paper, we present
quantum algorithms for the problem and show for the first time that potential quantum
advantages are possible for problems of online convex optimization. Specifically, our
contributions are as follows. (i) When the player is allowed to query zeroth-order
oracles O(1) times in each round as feedback, we give a quantum algorithm that
achieves O(v/T) regret without additional dependence of the dimension 7, which
outperforms the already known optimal classical algorithm only achieving O(v/nT)
regret. Note that the regret of our quantum algorithm has achieved the lower bound
of classical first-order methods. (ii) We show that for strongly convex loss functions,
the quantum algorithm can achieve O(logT') regret with O(1) queries as well, which
means that the quantum algorithm can achieve the same regret bound as the classical
algorithms in the full information setting.

Keywords: online convex optimization, bandit convex optimization, multi-point bandit
feedback, quantum optimization algorithms, query complexity

1. Introduction

Convex optimization is a basic foundation for artificial intelligence, particularly for
machine learning. While many ingenious algorithms have been developed for convex
optimization problems [1, 2], people still hunger for more efficient solutions in the era
of big data. Since quantum computing exhibits advantages over classical computing
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[3, 4, 5, 6], people seek to employ quantum computing techniques to accelerate the
optimization process. On the one hand, combinatorial optimization was shown to be
acceleratable by using quantum techniques such as Grover’s algorithm or quantum walks
[4, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13]. On the other hand, in the last few years, some significant
quantum improvements were achieved for convex optimization in linear programming
[14, 15, 16], second-order cone programming [17, 18, 19], quadratic programming [20],
polynomial optimization [21], and semi-definite optimization [14, 22, 23, 24, 25]. Note
that they are all special cases of convex optimization. In the last two years, quantum
algorithms for general convex optimization were studied [26, 27|, where the main
technique used is the quantum gradient estimation algorithm [28, 29]. Note that
the studies mentioned above focus on improving offline optimization with quantum
computing techniques. Recently, people began to consider applying quantum computing
methods to online optimization problems. In 2020, two related results were given [30, 31],
where quantum algorithms for the best arm identification problem, a central problem in
multi-armed bandit, were proposed. In the same year, the initial version of this paper
was uploaded to arXiv [32]. The online problem considered in [30, 31] is discrete, while
we study a continuous online problem, that is the online convex optimization problem.
Besides the different settings, the basic quantum technique they used is the quantum
amplitude amplification, while ours is the quantum phase estimation.

1.1. Online convex optimization

Online convex optimization (OCO) is an important framework in online learning, and
particularly useful in sequential decision making problems, such as online routing,
portfolio selection, and recommendation systems. Online convex optimization is best
understood as a T round iterative game between a player and an adversary. At every
iteration ¢, the player generates a prediction z; from a fixed and known convex set
I C R™. The adversary observes x; and chooses a convex loss function f; : K — R.
After that, the player suffers the loss f;(x;). Then, some information about the loss
function f; is revealed to the player as feedback. The goal of the player is to minimize
his regret, which is defined as

T T
> Jilw) - min Y fi(a).
t=1 t=1

A good algorithm/strategy of the player should have a sublinear regret (that is, its
regret is sublinear as a function of T') since this implies that as T' grows, the accumulated
loss of the algorithm converges to that with the best fixed strategy in hindsight [33, 34].

The variants of OCO mainly depend on the following four aspects:

(i) The power of the adversary
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(a) Completely adaptive adversary: A completely adaptive adversary is allowed
to choose loss functions f; after observing the player’s choice x;.

(b) Adaptive adversary: An adaptive adversary is limited to choosing the loss
function f; of each round before observing the player’s choice z;.

(c) Oblivious adversary: An oblivious adversary is limited to choosing all the
loss functions fi, fo, ..., fr before the game starting.

(ii) Feedback

(a) Full information setting: After suffering the loss fi(x;), f; is revealed to
the player as feedback.

(b) First-order setting: After suffering the loss f;(x;), a gradient oracle is
revealed to the player as feedback, where the player can query the gradient
of the loss function.

(¢) Multi-query bandit setting: After suffering the loss f;(z;), a zeroth-order
oracle is revealed to the player (i.e, f; is supplied to the player as a black
box), where the player can query the value of the loss function at more
than 1 points as feedback.

(d) Single-query bandit setting: After suffering the loss fi(z;), only the loss
value fi(x;) is revealed to the player. This can be seen as l-query of a
zeroth-order oracle.

(iii) The property of loss functions: S-smooth, a-strongly, exp-concave et al.

(iv) The property of the feasible set.

1.2. Related work

For more information about online convex optimization, one can refer to Reference [35].
Also note that any algorithm for online convex optimization can be converted to an
algorithm for stochastic convex optimization with similar guarantees [36, 37, 38, 39], and
the quantum state learning problem can be benefited from online convex optimization
[40, 41, 42]. As shown in Table 1, below we review some work on online convex
optimization that are closely related to the topic considered in this paper, which is
organized according to the feedback fashion. We put the first-order setting and the full
information setting together because most of the work in full information setting only
use the gradient information.

First-order oracles/Full information. In 2003, Zinkevich defined the online
convex optimization model and showed that the online gradient descent could achieve
O((D? + G*)V/T) regret [43]. By modifying the original proof of [43], the regret can be
improved to O(DG+T) by choosing a better learning rate if the diameter D and the
Lipschitz constant G are known to the player. Additionally, it has been known that the
lower bound of this setting is Q(DGVT) (Theorem 3.2 of [33]). For strongly convex
loss functions, Hazan et al. showed that O(G?logT) regret could be achieved by using
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online gradient descent [44]. In the same paper, for exp-concave loss functions, Hazan
et al. proposed an online Newton method which achieved O(DGnlogT) regret [44].
Single-query bandit setting. In those work mentioned above, it is assumed that the
player can get full information of loss functions as feedback, or has access to gradient
oracles of loss functions. Contrarily, online convex optimization in the single-query
bandit setting was proposed by Flaxman et al. [45], where the only feedback was the
value of the loss and the adversary was assumed to be oblivious. Note that in the bandit
setting, a regret bound for any strategy against the completely adaptive adversary
is necessarily Q(T'). Thus, it needs to be assumed that the adversary is adaptive or
oblivious, i.e. the adversary must choose the loss function before observing the player’s
choice or before the game starting, respectively. The expected regret of Flaxman’s
algorithm is O(vV'DGCnT3/*), where C is the width of the range of loss functions.
In 2016, the dependence on T was reduced to O(DGn''\/Tlog*T) by Bubeck and
Eldan [46] with the price that the dimension-dependence increased to n''. In 2017, the
dependence on 7' and n was balanced slightly to O(DGn®5v/T log”®T') [47]. Recently,
Lattimore proved that the upper bound was at most O(DGn*5v/TlogT) [48], which
improves the ones by [46, 47], but it still had a polynomial dependence on n.
Multi-query bandit setting. Better regret can be achieved if the player can query
the value of the loss function at more than 1 points in each round. In 2010, Agarwal et
al. [49] considered the multi-query bandit setting and proposed an algorithm with an
expected regret bound of O((D? + n2G?)v/T), where the player queries O(1) points in
each round. In 2017, the upper bound was improved to O(DG+/nT/k) by Shamir [39],
where the player queries k points in each round. It is worth mentioning that the regret
lower bound of zeroth-order online convex optimization with O(1) queries each round is
still not known very well, and the best upper bound still has additional dependence of
dimension.

1.3. Problem setting and our contributions

In this paper, we present quantum algorithms for the online convex optimization
problem (Subsection 1.1) in the multi-query bandit setting, exploring whether quantum
advantages can be found. Here, an algorithm is allowed to query the zeroth-order oracle
multiple times after committing the prediction for getting feedback in each round. A
classical zeroth-order oracle Oy to the loss function f, queried with a vector x € K,
outputs Of(z) = f(x). A quantum zeroth-order oracle @)y is a unitary transformation
that maps a quantum state |z) |¢) to the state |z) |¢ + f(x)), where |z), |¢) and |¢ + f(z))
are basis states corresponding to the floating-point representations of x, ¢ and ¢+ f(z).
Moreover, given the superposition input Zz o Qg |z) |q), by linearity the quantum oracle
will output the state ) au4lz) g+ f(2)).

Unlike the previous work of the bandit setting, we do not need to limit the power
of the adversary, namely, the adversary in our setting is completely adaptive, who can
choose f; after observing the player’s choice z;. We assume that both the player and
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Paper Feedback Adversary Regret
[43, 33] Full information (first-order oracles) Completely adaptive O(DGWT)
[33] Full information (first-order oracles) Completely adaptive Q(DGVT)
[45] Single query (zeroth-order oracles) Oblivious O(VDGCnT3/*)
[46] Single query (zeroth-order oracles) Oblivious O(DGn"/TlogT)
47] Single query (zeroth-order oracles) Oblivious O(DGn*>VTlogT)
48] Single query (zeroth-order oracles) Oblivious O(DGn?*5\/TlogT)
[49] O(1) queries (zeroth-order oracles) Adaptive O((D? + n*G*)VT)
[39] k-queries (zeroth-order oracles) Adaptive O(DG+/nT/k)
This work O(n) queries (zeroth-order oracles) Completely adaptive O(DGVT)
This work | O(1) queries (quantum zeroth-order oracles) | Completely adaptive O(DGVT)
1 General convex loss functions / a-strongly convex loss functions |
[44] Full information (first-order oracles) Completely adaptive O(G*1ogT)
This work | O(1) queries (quantum zeroth-order oracles) | Completely adaptive O(G*1ogT)

Table 1. Regret bound for online convex optimization with different settings. For a
strategy, the less feedback information that the player uses, the better; the stronger
adversary the player faces, the better. The full information feedback model reveals the
most information about the function, while the single-query feedback model reveals the
least. The completely adaptive adversary is strongest, thus the corresponding models
are the least restrictive ones in using, while the oblivious adversary is weakest, thus
the corresponding models are the most stringent ones in using. Compared with the
first block, the improvement of Algorithm 1 is with respect to the feedback. Compared
with the second block, the improvement is with respect to the adversary and the
dependence of T" and n, with the price of slightly stronger feedback. Compared with
the third block, the improvement is with respect to the adversary and the dependence
of n. The part above the row containing arrows is about general convex loss functions,
while the part below is about strongly convex loss functions.

the adversary are quantum, which means that the adversary returns a quantum oracle

as feedback and the player can use a quantum computer and query the oracle with

a superposition input. In addition, as usually in online convex optimization, we also

make the following assumptions: The loss functions are G-Lipschitz continuous, that is,
|fe(z) — fily)| < Glly — z||, Vax,y € K; the feasible set K is bounded and its diameter
has an upper bound D, that is, Vz,y € K, ||z — y|l2 < D. K,D,G are known to the

player.

Our main results are as follows.

i In online convex optimization problems with quantum zeroth-order oracles, there

exists a quantum randomized algorithm that can achieve the regret bound
O(DG+T), by querying the oracle O(1) times in each round. (Theorem 1)

ii In online convex optimization problems with quantum zeroth-order oracles and a-

strongly convex loss functions, there exists a quantum randomized algorithm that
can achieve the regret bound O(G?logT), by querying the oracle O(1) times in
each round. (Theorem 2)
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For completeness, we also give a simple classical algorithm which guarantees
O(DGV'T) regret by consuming O(n) queries in each round (see Theorem 3).
From Table 1 and the above results, one can see the following points:

e Quantum algorithms outperform classical ones in the zeroth-order OCO model,
since to our best knowledge the optimal classical algorithm with O(1) queries in
each round can only achieve O(DG+/nT) regret [39], where n is the dimension of
the feasible set, whereas our quantum algorithm has a better regret O(DGV/T).

e The quantum zeroth-order oracle is as powerful as the classical first-order oracle,
since our quantum algorithm with only O(1) queries to the zeroth-order quantum
oracle in each round has achieved the regret lower bound Q(DG+V/T) of the classical
algorithms with first-order oracles [33].

e Theorem 2 shows that for a-strongly convex loss functions, the quantum algorithm
with only O(1) queries to the zeroth-order oracle in each round can achieve the
same regret O(G?logT) as the classical algorithms in the first-order setting [44].

The dependency relationship between lemmas and theorems are depicted in Figure
1. The main idea is that we first give a quantum algorithm in Algorithm 1, and then
we show that the algorithm can guarantee the results mentioned above by choosing
appropriate parameters. The overall idea of choosing parameters is as follows: since
we can’t get the best fixed strategy z* directly when we analyze the regret bound, we
prove a stronger property, namely the subgradient bound, to get the difference between
the loss suffered by the player and the function value of the loss function at any point
in the feasible set (the second column in Figure 1). Then we let the ‘any point’ be z*
and choose parameters to bound every term and make the regret as small as it can (the
third column in Figure 1).

In technical aspect, we use Jordan’s quantum gradient estimation method [28] as
the gradient estimator of each round. However, in the original 1-query version, the
analysis was given by omitting the high-order terms of Taylor expansion of the function
directly, which did not give any error bound we need. Later, a version contained
error analysis was given in [29], and was applied to the general convex optimization
problem[26, 27]. In those case, however, O(logn) repetitions were needed to estimate
the gradient/subgradient within a acceptable error. It’s obvious that it doesn’t meet
our requirement, namely O(1)-query. For solving the OCO problem, firstly, we improve
the analysis of the quantum gradient estimation method in Lemma 1, and show that
O(1) queries is enough in our problem, instead of O(logn) repetitions. This comes
from the observation that, for each coordinate, at the expense of a weaker quality of
approximation, the failure probability of a single repetition can be made small (To get
the ¢; bound with high probability). The worse approximation guarantee can then be
fixed by choosing a finer grid. Secondly, we introduce the uncompute part which recovers
the ancillary registers to the initial states. Since the quantum subroutine needs to be
called many times in an online setting, it is necessary to recycle the quantum resource
otherwise it will waste a substantial number of qubits. Furthermore, in a-strong case,
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’ Lemma 3 }—>’ Lemma 4 H Theorem 1 ‘

’ Lemma 1 ’ Lemma 5 }—’{ Theorem 2 ‘

’ Lemma 6 }—>’ Lemma 7 H Theorem 3

Figure 1. The relation among the lemmas and theorems of this paper. For example,
the three arrows before indicate that Lemma 4 is derived from Lemma
1, 2 and 3. The lemmas in the first column are technical lemmas which analyze
the evaluating error of the basic modules. The lemmas in the second column are
middle lemmas which combine those before the arrows correspondingly and show the
subgradient bound in each round of the algorithms for different settings. The theorems
in the last column give the carefully chosen parameters and prove the regret bound for
different settings.

we give a better subgradient bound by using strong convexity so that logarithmic regret
can be guaranteed by the same algorithm with different parameters.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is for the online convex
optimization with quantum zeroth-order oracles; Section 3 is for the online convex
optimization with classical zeroth-order oracles. Notations and some extra definitions
are listed in Appendix A for the reader’s benefit. Proofs, except those of our main
theorems, are placed in Appendix B.

2. Online convex optimization with quantum zeroth-order oracles

This section aims to prove Theorem 1 and 2. We first give a quantum algorithm and
state some technical lemmas in Subsection 2.1. Then in Section 2.2, for general convex
loss functions, we show that by choosing appropriate parameters, sublinear regret can be
guaranteed. Finally in Subsection 2.3, we show that for a-strongly convex loss functions,
O(log T') regret can be guaranteed by Algorithm 1 with different parameters, which gives
Theorem 2. See Appendix A for the definition of a-strongly convex functions.

2.1. Algorithm

For the OCO problem stated in Subsection 1.1 and the setting stated in Subsection 1.3,
given the total horizon T" and §, we present Algorithm 1 to produce a decision sequence
x1, X9, T3, ...,y for the player, such that it achieves a regret being sublinear of 7', with
probability greater than 1 — §. Specifically, ¢ is divided into two parameters p and p
which are two intermediate parameters used to adjust the success probability of two
sub-processes (Lemma 1 and 3). Initially, the algorithm chooses z; randomly from I,
and then sequentially produces xs, 3, ...,z by online gradient descent. Steps 5-12 are
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the process of quantum gradient estimation. The quantum circuit of ), in Step 7 is
constructed after the sampling of z by using @)y, twice; 1 in Step 7 is the n-dimensional
all 1’s vector; the last register and the operation of addition modulo 2¢ in Step 8 are
used for implementing the common technique in quantum algorithm known as phase
kickback which adds a phase shift related to the oracle; Step 9 is known as uncompute
trick which recovers the ancillary registers to the initial states so that they can be used
directly in the next iterative; the diagrammatic representation is depicted in Figure 2;
the projection operation is defined as Pc(y) £ arg mingex ||z — y||; Boo(, ) is the ball
in L., norm with radius r and center x.

Algorithm 1 Quantum online subgradient descent (QOSGD)
Input: Step sizes {n:}, parameters {r}, {r}}

Output: z1, 20, 23,...27
1: Choose the initial point x; € K randomly.
2: fort=1to T do
3:  Play xy, get the oracle of loss function @), from the adversary.
4:  Sample z € Boo(xy, 14).

nG
5. Let 8 = —. Prepare the initial state: n b-qubit registers ‘0®b, 0%°,...,0%") where
pri

G 4G
b =log, ppm pﬁ Prepare 1 c-qubit register |09¢) where ¢ = logy, ——— g —1. And
T

2ma

prepare |yo) = ﬁzae{o,l,___,zn—l} e 2" |a).
Apply Hadamard transform to the first n registers.

7 Perform the quantum query oracle QQr, to the first n 4+ 1 registers, where

2b ,r,/ 2b
Fi(u) = 3G [ft < (u - 5]1)) - ft(z)] , and the result is stored in the

(n + 1)th register.
Perform the addition modulo 2¢ operation to the last two registers.
9:  Apply the inverse evaluating oracle Q}tl to the first n + 1 registers.
10:  Perform quantum inverse Fourier transformations to the first n registers
separately.
11:  Measure the first n registers in computation bases respectively to get
M1, My« .oy M.
- 2G 2 20 2\ "
12:  Let Vf(zy) = o <m1 — §,m2 — 5,...,mn — 5) )
13:  Update 441 = plC(% — 0V fi(xy)).
14:  Bitwise erase the first n registers with control-not gates controlled by the
corresponding classical information of the measurement results my, mo, ..., m,.
15: end for
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Adversary
/' Next round
(" a: Action X/ Qr,  Suffer loss f.(x) ’ ( c: Prediction h
Xt Xt Xe+1
—4% Play } M) U[idate
Vfe(xe) )
N p N
b: quantum subroutine x Q\\lﬁ 7! Mbasuremeriasulis
%7 —
Initial states Quantum circuit based on x; and Qx, Measurement
(i —{err A B
|0n@ob> __ _ DA Er(,sing m
Qr, =t
- — QT THHA -
ML QFT A B
\ J
I()@r) — |
+(  mod 2°)
|!/u>
— |
Recycling

e J

Figure 2. Diagrammatic representation of Algorithm 1 in timestep ¢t. The workflow
can be divided into three parts: (a) Playing, feedback getting and loss suffering. This
part is about the interaction between the player and the adversary. The decision and
the corresponding feedback, with the parameters in this timestep, are then passed to
the quantum subroutine. (b) The quantum subroutine for the gradient estimation.
The initial quantum data structure is registers with all |0) in it, and the ancillary
register with |yo) in it is prepared by applying QFT to [1). The inputs (decision
and feedback information) are encoded into the unitary transformation Qr,. Here the
outputs on the right-hand side of the measurement operators stand for the quantum
states after measurement, while the classical information of the measurement result is
expressed by the outputs above the measurement part. The quantum register resources
are recyclable through the uncompute step and the bitwise erasing, where the bitwise
erasing is implemented with control-not gates controlled by the corresponding classical
information of the measurement results. (c¢) Generating the decision for the next round.
The prediction is generated by gradient descent with an appropriate learning rate.

First we analyze the query complexity of Algorithm 1. In each round, it needs to
call the oracle twice to construct QQr, and twice to perform the uncompute step Q;l, SO
totally 4 times for computing the gradient. Thus, O(1) times for each round.

In order to prove the main results of this paper (i.e., Theorems 1 and 2), some
technical lemmas (i.e., Lemmas 1, 2, and 3 ) are required, of which the proofs are
presented in Appendix B. First, Lemma 1 shows that the evaluating error of the gradient
can be bounded. The proof sketch is: using the analysis framework of the phase
estimation to get the error bound of each dimension of the ideal state; then using
the trace distance to bound the difference in the probabilities between the ideal state
and the current state of the algorithm with the help of smoothness; at last, using the
union bound to get the one norm bound of the evaluating error.
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Lemma 1. In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, if f; is B-smooth in the domain of
Boo(xy, 7y + 1)), then for any ry,r; > 0 and 1 > p, > 0, the estimated gradient V fy(x;)
satisfies

Pr |||V fi(2) = V()| > 870 (n/py + 1)Br)/pi| < pr. (1)

The evaluating error of subgradient of f; at point x; in each round can also be
bounded by convexity and simple equivalent transformation, as follows.

Lemma 2. (Lemma 12 of [26]) In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, let z € Boo(xt, 1)
and f; : K — R be a convex function with Lipschitz parameter G, then for any y € IC,
the estimated gradient V fy(x;) satisfies

fily) = fo(xe) + Vfila)"(y = 20) = [V £i(2) = Vilz)lhly = zlloe = 2GVnr. (2)

Then, Lemma 3 shows that non S-smooth loss functions are still -smooth in a small
region with high probability by bounding the trace of their Hessian matrices [27, 50].

Lemma 3. (Lemma 2.5 and 2.6 of the old version of [27]) In Algorithm 1, for all
timestep t, let f, : I — R be a convexr function with Lipschitz parameter G. Then for
any ry, 7y >0 and 1 > p, > 0, we have
, 9 nG
Pr Jy € Boo(z,rt),Tr{V ft(y)} > — | <p. (3)

2E€Boo (wt,7t) DTt

2.2. Analysis for general convex loss functions

In this subsection we show how to choose appropriate parameters such that Algorithm
1 guarantees O(DG+T) regret for all T > 1, which gives Theorem 1. Before that,
the following lemma is required, with proof given in Appendix B. This follows from
combining Lemma 1, 2, and 3.

Lemma 4. In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, let f : K — R is convexr with Lipschitz
parameter G, where KC is a convex set with diameter D, then for any y € K, with
probability greater than 1 — (p; + py), the estimated gradient V fi(x;) satisfies

= 8tn(n + p)DGr)
) > hile) + S fuae) (g —z) — AP )
PPl
In the following, we prove the regret bound of Algorithm 1 for general convex loss
functions.
Theorem 1. Algorithm 1 with parameters 1, = Giﬁ,rt = ﬁ,ré = ST \/;L—ng(’n —y can

achieve the regret bound O(DG~'T), with probability greater than 1 —T(p + p), and its
query complezity is O(1) in each round.
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Proof. Inequality (4) is required to hold for all T rounds simultaneously. Let B; be the
event that Algorithm 1 fails to satisfy Inequality (4) in the ¢-th round. First, set the
failure rate of each round to be the same, specifically, equal to p + p. Then by Lemma
4, we have Pr(By) = Pr(B;) = --- = Pr(Br) < p+ p. By the union bound (that
is, for any finite or countable event set, the probability that at least one of the events
happens is no greater than the sum of the probabilities of the events in the set), we
have Pr(U_,B,) < ST Pr(B;) < T(p+ p). Namely, the probability that Algorithm 1
fails to satisfy Inequality (4) at least one round is less than T'(p + p), which means the
probability that Algorithm 1 succeeds for all T' round is greater than 1 —T'(p + p). Let
r* € arg mingeic Zthl fi(x). Then by Lemma 4, for the fixed y = z*, with probability
1 —T(p+p) we have

8mn*(n + p)DGr,
p*pry

Filzy) — fuz®) < Vi) (2 — o) + + 2G/nry, for all t € [T]. (5)

By the update rule for ;.1 and the Pythagorean theorem, we get
e — 2*|* = || Pl = mV filan)) — 2
< |lwe = 0V fi(ae) — 2|
= |l — 2 + 0|V felw) |* = 20,V file) (20 — 27). (6)
Hence

lze — &*[|” — [[240 — 272 N e[V fe(zo) |2 (7)
2’)7t 2 '

%ft(xt)T(xt —2") <

Substituting Inequality (7) into Inequality (5) and summing Inequality (5) from ¢ = 1
to T', we have

T T

8mnt(n + p) DGr|
E (fe(xe) ) < E Vft xe) (2 — 2%) + A (n2 p) DGy + 2G/nry)
=1 PP

T * * o~

<37 e = 2"I° = llzees = @l | nell Vo)l

I 21 2

8mn*(n + p)DGr,
p2pr

+ 2G/nry). (8)

Upper bounds can be obtained for the right side of the above inequality. First:

1 [z — 2|2 = |z — 2> 1w ;1 1 e — 2|2
= < - xy — x* +
2; Tt QE(H | (77:5 Ut—l)) 2m
T
1 1 D?
<S5 ()t
i Mt =1 m
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Second, let g = V fi(z), there is

Z U |Vft ) |7 Z U |Vft +9 ql?

T
<3 n(IV fi(z) = gl + llg])?
- 2

t=1
< i ne(IV fize) — gl + G)?
- 2

t=1

T 8mnt(n+p)Gr!

(=t + G)?

<> M , (10)

t=1

where the last inequality holds as long as Lemma 4 holds (which implies that Lemma 1
and 3 holds).

2

: _ D 1 __p’p
Setting n: = 5 NG Ty = v et have

S
Q

T TDG+G T
;ftfb’t z")) < +; 2GVt +;2

T
Zwa DGfHGﬁ

§
S\Q

< DGQf +2DGVT + G2f +2GVT

— O(DGVT). (11)
Thus, the theorem follows. O

The space complexity can be analyzed as follows. Replacing {r¢},{r}} into b, ¢, we
have b = log, - Qﬁr = log, 2"++p = O(log(Tn/9)), ¢ = log, 2bn6r —1 =log, 16’”‘ —1=
O(log(Tn/d)), where § = T'(p + p) is the failure probability we set for the algorlthm.
Since the failure probability of each timestep is set to be the same, the number of qubits
we need in each timestep are actually equal. After the uncompute step and the bitwise
erasing, the registers can be used for the next round directly, and no additional qubit
is needed. Thus, O(nlog(Tn/d)) qubits are needed totally.

2.3. Analysis for a—strongly convex loss functions

In this subsection, we show that for a-strongly convex loss functions, O(G?log T') regret
can be guaranteed by choosing different parameters in Algorithm 1, which gives Theorem
2. Before that, the following lemma is required, with proof given in Appendix B. This
follows from combining Lemma 1, 3, and an improving version of Lemma 2.
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Lemma 5. In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, let f; : K — R be a-strongly convex with
Lipschitz parameter G, where K is a convex set, then for any y € K, with probability
greater than 1 — (p; + py), the estimated gradient ¥V f,(z;) satisfies

8mn*(n + p) DGr,
PEDIT

£i9) > fullw) + ¥ fula) "y — ) - ~ 26V + anDyr + 2 ly — il

(12)

In the following, we show that with appropriate parameters, a better regret can be
guaranteed for a-strongly convex loss functions by Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2. For a-strongly convex loss functions, Algorithm 1 with parameters n, =

Lo = W, r, = 8mn4(n+g§§é”ﬁ+mm , can achieve the regret bound O(G*logT),

with probability greater than 1—T (p+p), and its query complexity is O(1) in each round.

Proof. Inequality (12) is required to hold for all T rounds. Let B; be the event that
Algorithm 1 fails to satisfy Inequality (12) in the ¢-th round. First, set the failure
rate of each round to be the same, specifically, equal to p + p. Then by Lemma 5,
we have Pr(B;) = Pr(Bs;) = -+ = Pr(Br) < p+ p. By the union bound (that is,
for any finite or countable event set, the probability that at least one of the events
happens is no greater than the sum of the probabilities of the events in the set), we
have Pr(UL,B;) < Zthl Pr(B;) < T'(p+ p). Namely, the probability that Algorithm
1 fails to satisfy Inequality (12) at least one round is less than T'(p + p), which means
the probability that Algorithm 1 succeeds for all 7' round is greater than 1 — T'(p + p).
Let x* € arg mingex Zthl fi(z). By Lemma 5, for the fixed y = z*, with probability
1 —T(p+p) we have

Fulzy) = fula®) <V fulz) " (z, — 2¥) + 87Tn4(7;2—;£)DGr2

a *
= Sl =P, (13)

+ (2Gv/n + anD)ry

By the update rule for x;,; and the Pythagorean theorem, there is
|zes1 — 2 = || Pe(we = mV filw) — |
< |lwe = 0V fi(ay) — 2|
= |l = 2 + 0 |V felw) |* = 20,V file) (2 — 27). (14)

Hence

|z — 2*||* — [Jwees — 2| N |V fi () ||
27]15 2 )

Vi) (w - 2%) < (15)

Substituting Inequality (15) into Inequality (13) and summing Inequality (13) from ¢ = 1
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to T', we have

T
Z (fe(ze) — fe(2"))
T
8 DGr,
< Z(Vft(xt)T(xt —z") + - (T;Zf) E + (2Gv/n + anD)r, — %th —*?)
t=1 ¢
o ol Pl = ISR | S+ )G
—1 2m 2 PPy
+ (2Gv/n + anD)ry — —||:ct —*?). (16)

In the right side of the above inequality, for the first term and the last term, we have

T * |2 * |2
Ty — X — ||T — X (%
Ul el P TS

t=1 277t 2
g% tzi;(th - x*||2(; — i — ) + ||z — x*||2(2i - %>
:%2(77% —aT). (17)

The handing of the second term is the same as Equation (10). Setting 7, =
G2 / G2p2p

t = t(2G\/ﬁ+omD)’,rt = 87rtn4(n+p)(2G\/ﬁ+omD)’ we haVe

r

T 9 T s T o 9
;ftxt ))S%(QT_QT)+t:1 (G;;tG> +;G_t+;%
< £2logTjL G logT + G*log T
= O(G?logT). (18)
Hence, the theorem follows. O

3. Online convex optimization with classical zeroth-order oracles

In this section, we first give a classical OCO algorithm using classical zeroth-order
oracles, which is stated in Algorithm 2. Then after some technical lemmas, we analyze
its performance and show how we choose the appropriate parameters to ensure that it
performs well in Theorem 3.

Here we give the classical OCO algorithm. For the OCO problem stated in
Subsection 1.1 and the setting stated in Subsection 1.3, given the total horizon T
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and 9§, we present Algorithm 2 to produce a decision sequence xi,xs, 3, ...,z for
the player, such that it achieves a regret being sublinear of T, with probability greater
than 1 — ¢. Initially, the algorithm chooses x; randomly from &, and then sequentially
produces xg, To, T3, ..., xry by online gradient descent. Steps 5-8 are the process of the
finite difference method. Step 6 is the process of evaluating the partial derivative. The
projection operation in Step 8 is defined as P (y) £ arg mingex ||z — y||; Boo(z, 7) is the
ball in L., norm with radius » and center x.

Algorithm 2 Classical online subgradient descent (COSGD)
Input: Step sizes {n,}, parameters {r;}, {r;}

Output: zo,23,...27
1: Choose the initial point x; € K randomly.
2: fort=1to T do
3:  play x4, get the oracle of loss function Oy,.
4:  Sample z € Boo(xy, 14).
5. for j=1tondo
6: Vyé)ft(z) _ Oft(z + 7’269') B Oft(z - T;/ej);

/
2ry

end for

Vi) = (VP £i(2), VEP i), . VP A(2) ).
9: update z;41 = P;C(xt — 'V fi(xy)).
10: end for

First we analyze the query complexity of Algorithm 2. In each round, it needs to call
the oracle twice to compute each partial derivative, so totally 2n times for computing the
gradient. Thus, O(n) times for each round. Next, we show that Algorithm 2 guarantees
O(DGVT) regret for all T > 1 under the setting of our paper.

The evaluating error of gradient of f; at point z in each round can be bounded as
shown in Lemma 6, of which the proof can be found in Lemma 10 and Lemma 11 of
26].

Lemma 6. (Lemma 10 and 11 of [26]) In Algorithm 2, for all timestep t, let f; : K — R
be conver with Lipschitz parameter G. For any v, > r; > 0, the estimated gradient
V fi(xy) satisfies

nGr;

Eoeatenro |V fi(2) = Vilz) | < o (19)

The evaluating error of subgradient of f; at point x; in each round can also be
bounded as follows, with proof given in Appendix B.

Lemma 7. In Algorithm 2, for all timestep t, let f; : KK — R be convex with Lipschitz
parameter G, where KC is a convex set with diameter D, then for any y € K, with
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probability greater than 1 — p, the estimated gradient %ft(xt) satisfies

nGr,D

T 2G\/nry. (20)

fe(y) > fi(ze) + %ft(l't)T(y — ) —

Now we give the regret bound of Algorithm 2, with proof given in Appendix B.

1 r_ o
Vi 't T T
the regret bound O(DG~/T), with probability greater than 1 -4, and its query complexity

Theorem 3. Algorithm 2 with parameters n, = GL\/Z,Q = can achieve

is O(n) in each round.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we considered the multi-points bandit feedback setting for online convex
optimization against the completely adaptive adversary. We provided a quantum
algorithm and proved that it can achieve O(v/T) regret where only O(1) queries were
needed in each round. We further showed that the algorithm can achieve O(logT)
regret for a-strongly convex loss functions by choosing different parameters. These
results showed that the quantum zeroth-order oracle is as powerful as the classical first-
order oracle because the quantum case achieves the regret lower bound of the classical
one, in the same query complexity. Furthermore, our results showed that the quantum
computing outperforms classical computing in this setting because, with O(1) queries in
each round, the state-of-art classical algorithm against weaker adversary only achieved
O(v/nT) regret.

This work leaves some open questions for future investigation: Can quantum
algorithms achieve better regret bound if quantum first-order oracles are available? Is
there any quantum algorithm which can achieve O(y/T) regret with only 1 query in each
round? Furthermore, the regret lower bound of classical O(1) queries methods is still
needed to be proved to show the quantum advantage rigorously. It is also interesting to
discuss some special cases of online convex optimization such as projection-free setting
and constraint setting.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant
No. 61772565), the Basic and Applied Basic Research Foundation of Guangdong
Province (Grant No. 2020B1515020050), the Key Research and Development Project
of Guangdong Province (Grant No. 2018B030325001).

References
[1] Boyd S, Vandenberghe L. Convex optimization. Cambridge: Cambridge university press, 2004

[2] Bubeck S. Convex optimization: Algorithms and complexity. Foundations and Trends®) in
Machine Learning, 2015, 8: 231-357



Quantum Algorithm for Online Conver Optimization 17

3]

[4]

Shor P W. Polynomial-time algorithms for prime factorization and discrete logarithms on a
quantum computer. STAM review, 1999, 41: 303-332

Grover L K. A fast quantum mechanical algorithm for database search. In: Proceedings of the
twenty-eighth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing. New York, NY: ACM, 1996.
212-219

Harrow A W, Hassidim A, Lloyd S. Quantum algorithm for linear systems of equations. Physical
review letters, 2009, 103: 150502

Harrow A W, Montanaro A. Quantum computational supremacy. Nature, 2017, 549: 203

Ambainis A, Spalek R. Quantum algorithms for matching and network flows. In: Annual
Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science. Berlin: Springer, 2006. 172-183

Diirr C, Heiligman M, Hgyer P, et al. Quantum query complexity of some graph problems. SIAM
Journal on Computing, 2006, 35: 1310-1328

Diirr C, Hgyer P. A quantum algorithm for finding the minimum. arXiv preprint quant-
ph/9607014, 1996

Mizel A. Critically damped quantum search. Physical review letters, 2009, 102: 150501

Yoder T J, Low G H, Chuang I L. Fixed-point quantum search with an optimal number of queries.
Physical review letters, 2014, 113: 210501

Sadowski P. Quantum search with prior knowledge. arXiv preprint arXiv:150604030, 2015

He X, Zhang J, Sun X. Quantum search with prior knowledge. arXiv preprint arXiv:200908721,
2020

Kerenidis I, Prakash A. A quantum interior point method for lps and sdps. ACM Transactions
on Quantum Computing, 2020, 1: 1-32

Li T, Chakrabarti S, Wu X. Sublinear quantum algorithms for training linear and kernel-based
classifiers. In: International Conference on Machine Learning. Palo Alto, CA: AAAI, 2019.
3815-3824

van Apeldoorn J, Gilyén A. Quantum algorithms for zero-sum games. arXiv preprint
arXiv:190403180, 2019

Kerenidis I, Prakash A, Szildgyi D. A quantum interior-point method for second-order cone
programming. [Research Report] IRIF 2019 fthal-02138307, 2019

Kerenidis I, Prakash A, Szildgyi D. Quantum algorithms for second-order cone programming and
support vector machines. arXiv preprint arXiv:190806720, 2019

Kerenidis I, Prakash A, Szildgyi D. Quantum algorithms for portfolio optimization. In:
Proceedings of the 1st ACM Conference on Advances in Financial Technologies. 2019. 147-
155

Kerenidis I, Prakash A. Quantum gradient descent for linear systems and least squares. Physical
Review A, 2020, 101: 022316

Rebentrost P, Schuld M, Wossnig L, et al. Quantum gradient descent and newton’s method for
constrained polynomial optimization. New Journal of Physics, 2019, 21: 073023

van Apeldoorn J, Gilyén A. Improvements in quantum sdp-solving with applications. In:
46th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming. Wadern: Schloss
Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik, 2019. 99

Brandao F G, Svore K M. Quantum speed-ups for solving semidefinite programs. In: 2017 IEEE
58th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS). Piscataway, NJ: IEEE,
2017. 415426

Kalev A, Li T, Lin C Y Y, et al. Quantum sdp solvers: Large speed-ups, optimality, and
applications to quantum learning. Leibniz international proceedings in informatics, 2019

Van Apeldoorn J, Gilyén A, Gribling S, et al. Quantum sdp-solvers: Better upper and lower
bounds. In: 2017 IEEE 58th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS).
Piscataway, NJ: IEEE, 2017. 403-414

van Apeldoorn J, Gilyén A, Gribling S, et al. Convex optimization using quantum oracles.
Quantum, 2020, 4: 220



Quantum Algorithm for Online Conver Optimization 18

[27]
28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

Chakrabarti S, Childs A M, Li T, et al. Quantum algorithms and lower bounds for convex
optimization. Quantum, 2020, 4: 221

Jordan S P. Fast quantum algorithm for numerical gradient estimation. Physical review letters,
2005, 95: 050501

Gilyén A, Arunachalam S, Wiebe N. Optimizing quantum optimization algorithms via faster
quantum gradient computation. In: Proceedings of the Thirtieth Annual ACM-SIAM
Symposium on Discrete Algorithms. Philadelphia, PA: STAM, 2019. 1425-1444

Casalé B, Di Molfetta G, Kadri H, et al. Quantum bandits. Quantum Machine Intelligence, 2020,
2: 1-7

Wang D, You X, Li T, et al. Quantum exploration algorithms for multi-armed bandits. arXiv
preprint arXiv:200707049, 2020

He J, Yang F, Zhang J, et al. Online convex optimization with classical and quantum evaluation
oracles. arXiv preprint arXiv:200715046v1, 2020

Hazan E. Introduction to online convex optimization. Foundations and Trends@®) in Optimization,
2016, 2: 157-325

Lattimore T, Szepesvari C. Bandit algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 2020

Hazan E. A survey: The convex optimization approach to regret minimization. Preprint available
at http://ie technion ac i1/ ehazan/papers/OCO-survey pdf, 2009

Hazan E, Kale S. Beyond the regret minimization barrier: an optimal algorithm for stochastic
strongly-convex optimization. In: Proceedings of the 24th Annual Conference on Learning
Theory. New York, NY: ACM, 2011. 421-436

Rakhlin A, Shamir O, Sridharan K. Making gradient descent optimal for strongly convex stochastic
optimization. In: Proceedings of the 29th International Coference on International Conference
on Machine Learning. Palo Alto, CA: AAAI, 2012. 1571-1578

Shamir O. On the complexity of bandit and derivative-free stochastic convex optimization. In:
Conference on Learning Theory. New York, NY: ACM, 2013. 3-24

Shamir O. An optimal algorithm for bandit and zero-order convex optimization with two-point
feedback. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 2017, 18: 1703-1713

Aaronson S, Chen X, Hazan E, et al. Online learning of quantum states. In: Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems. 2018. 8962-8972

Yang F, Jiang J, Zhang J, et al. Revisiting online quantum state learning. In: AAAI Palo Alto,
CA: AAAI, 2020. 6607-6614

Chen Y, Wang X. More practical and adaptive algorithms for online quantum state learning.
arXiv preprint arXiv:200601013, 2020

Zinkevich M. Online convex programming and generalized infinitesimal gradient ascent. In:
Proceedings of the 20th International Conference on Machine Learning. Palo Alto, CA: AAAI,
2003. 928-936

Hazan E, Agarwal A, Kale S. Logarithmic regret algorithms for online convex optimization.
Machine Learning, 2007, 69: 169-192

Flaxman A D, Kalai A T, Kalai A T, et al. Online convex optimization in the bandit setting:
gradient descent without a gradient. In: Proceedings of the sixteenth annual ACM-SIAM
symposium on Discrete algorithms. Philadelphia, PA: STAM, 2005. 385-394

Bubeck S, Eldan R. Multi-scale exploration of convex functions and bandit convex optimization.
In: Conference on Learning Theory. New York, NY: ACM, 2016. 583-589

Bubeck S, Lee Y T, Eldan R. Kernel-based methods for bandit convex optimization. In:
Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing. New
York, NY: ACM, 2017. 72-85

Lattimore T. Improved regret for zeroth-order adversarial bandit convex optimisation.
Mathematical Statistics and Learning, 2020, 2: 311-334

Agarwal A, Dekel O, Xiao L. Optimal algorithms for online convex optimization with multi-point
bandit feedback. In: Conference on Learning Theory. New York, NY: ACM, 2010. 28-40



Quantum Algorithm for Online Conver Optimization 19
[50] Hormander L. The analysis of linear partial differential operators I: Distribution theory and
Fourier analysis. Berlin: Springer, 2015

[61] Brassard G, Hgyer P, Mosca M, et al. Quantum amplitude amplification and estimation.
Contemporary Mathematics, 2002, 305: 53-74

Appendix A. Notations and definitions

In this appendix, we list some additional definitions for the reader’s benefit. The
definition or explanation of the notations used in this paper are listed in Table A1.

Notations | Definition or explanation

K The convex feasible set. I C R™.

T The total horizon.

D The upper bound of the diameter of the feasible set IC, that is,
Ve,y e K, ||z —yll. < D.

G The Lipschitz parameters of any possible loss function f;, that is,

Va,y € K, |fi(x) = fuly)| < Glly — |-
Vf(x) | The gradient of f at point z.

Py The projection operation. Pe(y) £ arg mingex ||z — y||.
Ty The decision made by the player in timestep t.

fi(zy) The loss suffered by the player in timestep t.

Qy, The feedback oracle got by the player from the adversary in
timestep .

Qr, The quantum circuit constructed by using @)y, in timestep t.

Vfi(z;) | The gradient estimated by the quantum part in timestep t.

ne, 7, 7; | The parameters to be chosen in timestep t.

b, c The number of qubits required in the registers, which are
determined by the dimension n and the success rate we set.

D, p The failure rates of the two sub-modules respectively. They can be
controlled by the player and together with 7' they will affect the
final success rate. The higher the success rate it sets, the more

qubits it needs.

Table A1l. Definition or explanation of notations used in this paper.

Definition 1 (Convex set). A set K is convex if for any x,y € K,
Vo € [0,1],0x + (1 —0)y € K. (A.1)
Definition 2 (Convex functions). A function f: K — R is convex if for any x,y € K

V0 € 10,1], f(1 = 0)x + 0y) < (1 =0)f(x) +0(y). (A.2)
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Definition 3 (S-smooth convexity). A function f : K — R is S-smooth if for any
x,y €I,

s
fly) < f(@) + V@) (v =)+ Slly — =] (A.3)
Definition 4 (a-strong convexity). A function f : K — R is a-strongly convex if for
any x,y € K, N
fly) = f($)+Vf(x)T(y—fv)+§Hy—$H2- (A4)

If the function is twice differentiable, the above conditions for S-smooth convexity

and a-strong convexity are equivalent to the following condition on the Hessian of f,
denoted V?f(z):
al XV f(x) < I, (A.5)

where A < B if the matrix B — A is positive semidefinite.

Definition 5 (Norm ball). The ball of radius v > 0 in L, norm centered at x € R™ is
defined to be By(x,r) :={y € R"[||lx —yll, <r}.

Definition 6 (Subgradient). The subgradient for a function f : K — R at x € K is
defined to be any member of the set of vectors {V f(x)} that satisfies

vy € K, fy) > f(z) + V(@) (y — ). (A.6)

Appendix B. Proof of Lemmas and Theorems

In this appendix, we give the proofs of lemmas and theorems mentioned in the text.
Note that we omit the subscript ¢ in the proofs of the lemmas as they hold for each
timestep t.

Lemma 1. In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, if f; is B-smooth in the domain of
Boo(xy, 7y + 1), then for any ry,r; > 0 and 1 > p, > 0, the estimated gradient V fy(x;)
satisfies

Pr [V £u(2) = Vfulw)ls > 870 (n/p + 1)Bri/pe] < po (1)

Proof. The states after Step 5 will be:

\/127 ST e F0%, 0%, 0%0) |05°) |a) . (B.1)

ac{0,1,...,2n—1}

After Step 6:

1 2mia c
w/2bn+c Z Z e 2" Ul,Ug,-..,un> }O® >|CI,> (BQ)
U1,U2,...,un€{0,1,...,26 -1} a€{0,1,...,26 =1}

After Step 7:

1 2mia
\/ Qbn+c Z Z e 2" Ul,Ug,...,un> |F(U)> |CL> (B3)
U1,u2,...,un€{0,1,...,26—1} a€{0,1,...,2¢ -1}
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After Step 8:

2mia

1 2miF (u)
> > @M ug uy, o u) [F(u) o). (BA)
2bn+c u1,u2,...,un€{0,1,..., 2b—1} ae{0,1,...,2¢—1}

After Step 9:

\/ﬁ Z Z p2miF (u) o 55 U, gy -+ ) ‘0®c> ). (B.5)

UL,U2,. un €{0,1,...,26—1} a€{0,1,...,2¢ -1}

In the following, the last two registers will be omitted:

1 .
Z X W g g, . uy) (B.6)

w1 Uzt €0,1,...,20 -1}

And then we simply relabel the state by changing v — v = u — z.

2
1 .
> 2T ) (B.7)

,/an
V1,020, €{ 2071, 20141, 201}

We denote Formula (B.7) as |¢). Let ¢ = V f(z), and consider the idealized state

) = — 3 e o). (B.5)

o ,/2bn
V1,02,00,0n €{ 2071, 20— 41, 21}

After Step 10, from the analysis of phase estimation [51]:

o

Let e =n/p+ 1, where 1 > p > 0. We have

o

Note that the difference in the probabilities of measurement on |¢) and |¢)) can be

Ny;

1 :
50 < —,Vi € [n]. (B.9)

2(e—1)

—m;| > e

Ny;
2G

>n/p+1

P,
< 2n,Vz € [n]. (B.10)

bounded by the trace distance between the two density matrices:

HoXSl = 10Xl = 20/ 1 = [{@l¢) 2 < 2[[¢) — [} |- (B.11)

Since f is -smooth, we have
2b r'v 1
20 B(r'v)? 1
T AR T R
g-v 2°Br'n 1
< .
=%q TTag o

F(v) <

(B.12)
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Then,

1 TiF (v 2mig-v
Ie) =14 HQIWZW PO — e 2

1 , 2mig - U
< @Z [2miF (v) = — =
21’57" n 1
<o 24 + 5oy (B.13)
Set b = log, 47m2 57 C= logy 5 2bnﬁr’ — 1. We have
2 P
ey = [} II° < (B.14)

~ 16n?’
which implies || [¢)X¢| — [1)}9| |1 < 5. Therefore, by the union bound,

p 2g; A >n/p+1| <L vien (B.15)
rlge —mi| > n/p - Vi€ [n]. :
Furthermore, there is
~ 2G 1
Pr{ i — Vif(:v)‘ > %} < g,w € [n), (B.16)
as b = log, #2%7’” we have
Pr[ _Vif(x )) > 8mn2(n/p + 1)57”/,0} < %,\ﬁ e [n]. (B.17)
By the union bound, we have
Pr|llg = V£ (@)l > 87n*(n/p + 1)87'/p| < p, (B.18)
which gives the lemma. O

Lemma 2. (Lemma 12 of [26]) In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, let z € By (xt, 1)
and f; : K — R be a convex function with Lipschitz parameter G, then for any y € IC,
the estimated gradient V fy(z,) satisfies

Foly) = fl@w) + Vilz) Ty — 20) = IV £i(2) = V@) illy — 2l — 2GVar.  (2)

Proof. Let ¢ = Vf(z). For any y € R" by convexity and simple equivalent
transformation, we have

fy) = f)+ <gy—2>
= @)+ <g,y—z>+(Vf@)" ( —a) = Vf@)(y - 2) + (f(2) - f(2))
= f(@) + V(@) (y—2) + (9 - V(@) (y— 2) + (f(z) = f(2)) + ¢"(x - 2)
> f(2) + V@) (y—2) = g = V@) illy = 2l = Gllz = 2llz + lgllsllz = =]
> f(2) + V(@) " (y—2) = llg = VF(@)|1]ly — 2]l — 2G/nr. (B.19)

O
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Lemma 3. (Lemma 2.5 and 2.6 of the old version of [27]) In Algorithm 1, for all
timestep t, let f; : K — R be a convex function with Lipschitz parameter G. Then for
any re, 17, >0 and 1 > p, > 0, we have

WP e Bala ) WV} 2 | < Q
Proof. This lemma comes from Lemma 2.5 and 2.6 of the old version of [27]. They
improved their proof in the published version, but the old version is enough for us.
We rewrite it here for reader’s benefit. First, we use the mollification of f, an
infinitely differentiable convex function with the same Lipschitz parameter as f, to
approximate f with the approximated error much less than the truncation error, by
choosing appropriate width of mollifier. Then from Inequality (2.21) of [27], we have

nG
E.cbo@nTr(VAf(2)) < —. (B.20)
By Markov’s inequality, we have
P [Tr(V2f(2) > S <. (B.21)
2€Boc () = pr! =

We denote the set {y|Tr(V?f(y)) < ’;—f} as Y, and denote the measure of Y as M(Y).
Consider z € By (z, ), the probability that z € Y C By (z,7) is M(Y)/(2r)". Define
B (Y,r") :={z|3y € Bs(z,7"),y € Y}, from the union bound, we have

M(Bso(Y, 1)) < M(Y) + MY )M (B (2, 1"))

= (1+ 2r)")M(Y). (B.22)
Then,
! 2 nG
zEBI:olzw,r)[Ely € Boo(2.1), Te(VE£(y)) = p—r]
_M(Bx(z,1))
(2r)"
nmy M)
<(1+(2r)") 2
=(1+(2r")") zeBPIEx r)[z €Y]
:(1 + (2T,)n) zEBI:oI(.:B,r)[Tr(V2f(Z)) 2 Z—S]
<(1+ (2r")")p. (B.23)

Since 1’ < 1 (see Theorem 1 and 2), we omit that term approximately, which gives the
lemma. O
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Lemma 4. In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, let f : K — R is convexr with Lipschitz
parameter G, where KC is a convex set with diameter D, then for any y € K, with
probability greater than 1 — (p; + py), the estimated gradient V fi(x;) satisfies

R 2 e+ TRt - m) - DO g
Proof. By lemma 1, we have
lg = Vf (@)l < 87n*(n/p+1)Br'/p, (B.24)

succeeded with probability greater than 1 — p.

By lemma 3, for any 2z € By (z,r), the probability of Vy € By (2,7"), V2f(y) < ’;—f[
is greater than 1 — p. Thus, by the condition of S-smooth convex (see Appendix A),
we set = Z—f. By the union bound, the probability of both success is greater than
1 —(p+p). Combining with Lemma 2, we have

8mn*(n + p)DGr’
pepr

f(y) 2f (@) + V@) (y— o) - —2GV/nr, (B.25)

succeeded with probability greater than 1 — (p + p). O

Lemma 5. In Algorithm 1, for all timestep t, let f; : K — R be a-strongly convexr with
Lipschitz parameter G, where K is a convex set, then for any y € K, with probability
greater than 1 — (p; + py), the estimated gradient V f,(z;) satisfies

) 2 ) + ¥y =) = T @G cnDir+ Gl
o (12)
Proof. Let g =V f(z). For any y € R" and z € B (z,7), by strong convexity,
) = f2+ < gy —2>+5lly— =" (B.26)
For the last term in the right side, we have
Sy =22 = Sl —2) = = )|
> Z(ly =l = ll= = «ll)?
= %(Hy —z|*+ ||z = z|* = 2|ly — 2[|l|z — =|))
> %(Hy —z|? = 2v/nlly — |||z — 2|)
> Z(ly — l]” 2D v/ar)
- %(Hy—z”z — onDr). (B.27)
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For other terms, by the same technique as Lemma 2, we have
Q@
Fw) > 7)< gy —2 >+ o]y I
~ ~ a
> f(2) + V@) (y = 2) = llg = V@)llly = #llee = 2Gvnr + Sy — 2|
> f(z) + V(@) (y—2) = llg = V@) hlly — 2l — 2GVnr
+ 5 (ly—z|* = 2nDr)
~ ~ o
> f(2) + V(@) (y —2) = lg = V@)D = 2Gvn+ anD)r + Z ||y — x|
(B.28)

By lemma 1, we have

lg — V()]s < 8mn’(n/p+1)8r'/p, (B.29)

succeeded with probability greater than 1 — p. By lemma 3, we have § = Z—f succeeded

with probability greater than 1 — p. Then by the union bound, the probability of both
success is greater than 1 — (p + p). which we have,

) > f@) + V@) (y = 2) = llg = V@)D = (2Gvn +anD)r + Sy — x|

~ 8rn*(n + p)DGr’ a
> )+ 910 (g - o) - THEEOBEE  (0G anD)r+ Sy~ o
(B.30)
succeeded with probability greater than 1 — (p + p), which gives the lemma. O

Lemma 7. In Algorithm 2, for all timestep t, let f; : K — R be convex with Lipschitz
parameter G, where IKC is a convex set with diameter D, then for any y € K, with
probability greater than 1 — p, the estimated gradient V fi(x;) satisfies

nGr,D

fily) = fila) + V fulz) T (y — ) — o, 2G/nry. (20)
t
Proof. By Lemma 6 and Markov’s inequality, we have
~ nGr’
PHIVS () = VS @)l < G = 1= (B.31)
Combining with Lemma 2, we have
~ nGr'D
10) = 1)+ V@)t =) = 5= = 26 (3.32)
succeeded with probability greater than 1 — p. O

Theorem 3. Algorithm 2 with parameters n, = GL\/Z,H = \/%,rg = TL\/m—S can achieve
the regret bound O(DG~/T), with probability greater than 1—§, and its query complexity

is O(n) in each round.
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Proof. Inequality (20) is required to hold for all T rounds, then by the union bound,
the probability that Algorithm 2 fails to satisfy Inequality (20) at least one round is
less than T'p, which means the probability that Algorithm 2 succeeds for all T" round is
greater than 1 — Tp. Let z* € argmingcx Zthl fi(z). By Lemma 7, setting p = %, for
the fixed y = 2*, with probability greater than 1 — §, we have
TnGr,D

267"t + QG\/E’T}. (B33)

filw) = fila®) <V filw) " (@ — ) +
By the update rule for ;. and the Pythagorean theorem, we get

241 — 2*|)* = ||plc(l’t - Utﬁft(fl?t)) —z*?
< th - ntvft(xt> - x*H2
= ||z — 2" |2 + 2|V fel) | — 20V fole) " (e — 7). (B.34)
Hence

|z — 2*|* — [[zes — 272 N nllV felz) |12
27’” 2 ’

Vfi(z)" (2 — ) < (B.35)

Substituting Inequality (B.35) into Inequality (B.33) and summing Inequality (B.33)
from t =1 to T, we have

T T
TnGriD
; fi(xe) Z Vft fEt —z*) + Trtt + 2G/nry)

(||!L"t — | = ||z — 2| N e[V fe(zo) |2 4 InGriD
2’)7t 2 26Tt

4 2Gnry). (B.36)

M)ﬂ Il

t

Il
—_

Upper bounds can be obtained for the right side of the above inequality. The handing of
the first term and the second term are the same as Inequality (9) (10). Setting 1, = GL\/Z’

_ 1 é
TE= =Ty = 1=, We have

> (filz) = filz?) < DG\/_ Z Gf/? +ZQG Z

1 2DG DGf
< —
< 2DG\/ Z > 1+ 2GVT

§\°
%\Q

< 5DG\/T +2DGVT + Ggﬁ +2GVT
= O(DGVT). (B.37)

Hence, the theorem follows. O
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