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Abstract—This paper investigates online composite optimiza-
tion in dynamic environments, where each objective or loss
function contains a time-varying nondifferentiable regularizer.
To resolve it, an online proximal gradient algorithm is studied
for two distinct scenarios, including convex and strongly convex
objectives without the smooth condition. In both scenarios, unlike
most of works, an extended version of the conventional path
variation is employed to bound the considered performance
metric, i.e., dynamic regret. In the convex scenario, a bound
O(\/T'=PDg(T)+ T) is obtained which is comparable to the
best-known result, where Dg(7T) is the extended path variation
with 8 € [0,1) and T being the total number of rounds. In
strongly convex case, a bound 6 (logT(1 + T~ °Ds(T))) on the
dynamic regret is established. In the end, numerical examples
are presented to support the theoretical findings.

Index Terms—Online optimization, composite optimization,
convex optimization, dynamic regret, dynamic environments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Composite optimization has been studied in considerable re-
search in recent decades. Usually, the problems are composed
of functions with different properties. This structure can be
applied in statistics, machine learning, and engineering, such
as empirical risk minimization, logistic regression, compressed
sensing and so on [1]]. There are many algorithms proposed
for solving composite optimization, such as Second Order
Primal-Dual Algorithm [2], ADA-FTRL and ADA-MD [3],
COMID [4]], ODCMD [5]l, SAGE [6]l, AC-SA [7], RDA [8],
most of which use the well-known proximal operator. Proximal
operator introduced by [9] is an efficient method to minimize
functions with a convex but possibly nondifferentiable part.

This paper focuses on online composite optimization in
dynamic environments. It is one of numerous important set-
tings in online optimization. Among them, online convex
optimization has received immense attentions among scientists
with many applications in dynamic setting, such as, online
trajectory optimization [10], network resource allocation [11]],
radio resource management [12], and so on. The typical setup
of online optimization can be described below. At each time ¢,
a learner selects an appropriate action z; € &, where ' C R"
is a feasible constraint set and then an adversary selects a
corresponding convex loss F; € %, where & is a given set
of loss functions available to the adversary. The objective of
online optimization is selecting proper actions {z;}7_; such
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that Ethl Fi(x¢) is minimized to track the best decision in
hindsight.

Static regret is a classical performance metric: Regj =
Zthl Fi(xy) — Zthl Fi(x*), where z* minimizes the sum
of all loss functions over the constraint set [13[]. An effective
algorithm ensures the average static regret goes to zero over
an infinite time horizon [14]. For instance, Online Gradi-
ent Method (OGM) is proved to have bounds O(v/T) and
O(log T') when F; is convex and strongly convex, respectively
[15]. By using Online Proximal Gradient (OPG) algorithm for
a composite function, where one term is convex or strongly
convex, the same bounds are also obtained [6]], [[16]. Although
both of them share the same static regret bound, OPG can solve
the composite loss function with nondifferentiable part, such as
objective functions regularized by #; norm. Besides, there are
other related works solving online composite problems based
on static regret. Authors in [5]] developed an online distributed
composite mirror descent using the Bregman divergence, and
attained an average static regret bound of order @(ﬁ) for
each agent, which they called average regularized regret. Even
for multipoint bandit feedback model, they also achieved the
same result.

In a wide range of applications, F;(x) often has different
minimizers at each ¢. As such, the dynamic regret introduced in
[17] is a well-known extension of static regret. Many previous
works [18]], [19] have pointed out that the dynamic regret
is hard to achieve sublinearity with respect to 7', since the
function sequence fluctuates arbitrarily. In order to bound
the dynamic regret, one needs to specify some complexity
measures. By introducing {u;}’_, as a sequence of any
feasible comparators, several common complexity measures
are showed as follows:

1) The functions variation:

T
V(T) :=> supucz|Fi(u) — Fy_1(u)].

=2
V(T) is used to solve problems where cost functions may
change along a non-stationary variant of a sequential stochastic
optimization. It has been obtained minimax regret bounds
O(T3V(T)3) and 6(T2V(T)?2) for convex and strongly con-
vex functions, respectively, in a non-stationary setting under
noisy gradient access [20].

2) The gradients variation:

T
F(T) := > | VFi(u) — M3,
t=2

where {M;, M, ..., M7} is computed accroding to the past
observations or side information. For instance, one of the
choice could be M; = VF;_1(ui—1) [21]. This work about
online Frank-Wolfe algorithm established O (v/T (1 + V(T) +
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TABLE I: Summary of results on dynamic regret (F; = f; + 7¢)

Reference  Algorithm Assumptions on Loss functions Dynamic regret
[24] OGD F} : Convex without 7¢ O(\/T(Do(T) + 1))
[25] OGD F} : Strongly convex and smooth without r¢ O6(Do(T) + 1)
[26] POG ft : Convex with fixed regularizer O(y/T*=BDg(T) +VT)
[27] DP-OGD ft : Strongly convex and smooth O(log T(1+ Do(T)))
(28] OIPG ft @ Strongly convex and smooth 6(1+4 Do(T))
This work OPG ft : Convex O(/T'*=BDg(T) +T)
This work OPG ft : Strongly convex 6(log T(1 +T~PDg(T)))

/F(T))) dynamic regret for convex and smooth loss function
in non-stationary settings.
3) The path variation:

T

D(T) := Z lwr — wi—n]l,

=2

-~

(o *Ut—1||2-

W

S(T) :=

t=

[N~}

If the reference points move slowly, S(7') may be smaller
than D(T'). On the contrary, D(T') may be smaller than S (7).
Specially, D(T') and S(T') are also utilized to represent those
variations in the optimal points x} := arg mingeg f:(z) [22],
[23]. Related works on path variation are significantly more
than the first two. Earlier research on OGM showed that the
dynamic regret has an upper bound O(v/T(D(T) + 1)) for
convex cost functions [17]. Then, authors improved that there
exists a lower bound O(/T(D(T)+ 1)) [24]. By adding
strict conditions, a regret bound of order 6(D(T) + 1) was
established for strongly and smooth convex loss functions
[25]. Another study on Online Multiple Gradient Descent for
smooth and strongly convex functions improved the regret
bound to O(min(D(T),S(T))) [23].
4) An extended path variation:

T
Dp(T) :=> t*|uy — w1, (1)
t=2

where 0 < 8 < 1 [26]. Larger weights are allocated for the
future parts than the previous parts. When 8 = 0, Do(T) is
equal to D(T') and when 0 < 8 < 1, Do(T) < Dg(T) <
TP Do(T). Therefore, Ds(T) is an extension of D(T). In
the literature, online optimization based on Dg(T') is few.
One related work using Dg(T) is on proximal online gradient
algorithm [26]. The authors established a dynamic regret of
order (/T =P Ds(T) +/T) for convex loss functions.

In addition, there are plenty of works studying about on-
line composite optimization. In [28], inexact online proximal
gradient algorithm was proposed for loss functions composed
of strongly convex, smooth term and convex term, where
the loss relies on the estimated gradient information of the
smooth convex function and the approximate proximal op-
erator. Coincidentally, for allowing the loss functions to be
subsampled, inexact gradient was added into online proximal
gradient algorithm for a finite sum of composite functions [29].
When both algorithms are applied to the exact gradient case,

the upper bounds are both in order of (1 + D(T)). Further-
more, considering inexact scenarios by approximate gradients,
approximate proximal operator and communication noise [30],
online inexact distributed proximal gradient method (DPGM)
guaranteed Q-linearly convergence to the optimal solution with
some error. Decentralized algorithms are also proposed for
solving composite optimization, as the composite loss function
of each agent may be held privately. An unconstrained problem
is considered firstly. An online DPGM was proposed in [27]]
for each private cost function composed of strongly convex,
smooth function and convex nonsmooth regularizer, obtaining
a regret bound of order O(logT(1 + D(T))). Later, some
works use mirror descent algorithm for constrained problems.
A distributed online primal-dual mirror descent algorithm is
developed to handle composite objective functions, which
consist of local convex functions and regularizers with time-
varying coupled inequality constraints [31].

In this paper, we revisit OPG algorithm for composite
functions with a time-varying regularizer and discuss dynamic
regret in terms of Dg(T'). Most related works about OPG
consider a time-invariant r(x) [26], [32]-[35], while our
problem extends the stationary regularizer to time-varying
scenario.

The contributions of this paper include: (a) solving on-
line composite optimization problems with two time-varying
nonsmooth parts in terms of Dg(T'); (b) obtaining a best-
known dynamic regret bound for composite functions with
two convex but nondifferentiable functions; (c) establishing a
dynamic regret bound of OPG for functions composed of a
strongly convex term and a convex but nondifferentiable term.

The paper is organized as follows. Section |lI| describes the
online composite optimization problem. In Section OPG
algorithm is introduced, necessary assumptions are presented
and main results are provided for two cases. Numerical ex-
amples of the OPG algorithm are given in Section [V] The
conclusions are presented in Section [V]

Notations: Let ||-||; represent the #; norm and ||-|| represent
the #; norm by default. df(x) denotes the subdifferential of a
convex function f at  and Vf (z) represents one subgradient
in f (z). Let [N] := {1,2,..., N}. Let (-, -) be the Euclidean
inner product on R".

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The loss function at each time ¢ > 0 is composed of two
parts as follows:

Fi(x) := fi(z) + m(x), st.zed 2)
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where & C R" is a feasible constraint set, and functions
ft,r+ + £ — R are not necessarily differentiable. At each
instant ¢, an action x; € X is selected by the learner and
then loss functions fi(z:),ri(xy) : & — R are chosen
by an adversary and revealed to the learner. The proper
action sequence {w;}7_, is expected to be obtained such

that the dynamic regret is sublinear with the horizon 7, i.e.,
Regd

limp oo == = 0, where
T T
Reg% :ZFt(xt) *ZFt(Ut)a 3)
t=1 t=1

and {u;}7_, is a sequence of any feasible comparators. It is
worth noting that an important case of dynamic regret is when
up = xf = argmingey Fi(z).

Examples of applications using the time-varying nonsmooth
ft and the time-varying r; are briefly presented below.

1) Examples of time-varying nonsmooth fi(x): In machine
learning, signal processing and statistics, many nonsmooth
error functions have a wide range of applications for solving
regression and classification problems [36]. In online stream-
ing data-generating process, the probability density function
may change with time [37|]. There are some examples for
online nonsmooth convex loss functions, by setting y; as label
and a; as feature vector.

« Hinge loss:
fi(z) = maz(0,1 — ya/ x).
o Generalized hinge loss:

if yta:xé()
1—yta;—x, z'f0<yta;rx<1
07 nyta'th>17

T
1- Qyia, T,

fi(z) =

where o > 1.
o Absolute loss:
T
fi(x) = maxqe—1 10y — a; ).
 e-insensitive loss:
felw) = max(ly, — af 2| — €,0),
where € is a small postive constant.
2) Examples of time-varying nondifferentiable r(x):
o The weighted #; norm function:
Assume the optimal solution is sparse with many zero

or near-zero coefficients. To solve it, let r.(z) be the
weighted £ norm function [38]-[40]:

N
re(x) == p Y wilail, @
=1

where x; is the ¢-th component of N-dimensional x and
p > 0 is a parameter for regularizers. The weight w!
(1=1,2,...,N) is defined by

. {e, if |a:f_1| > T

1, otherwise,

with a parameter 7 > 0 and a small € > 0, where xﬁfl is
t—1-th iteration of x; by any proposed algorithm. The pa-
rameter 7 may rely on noise statistics, e.g., the variance.
By introducing the weights w!, larger |x;| has smaller
coefficients. Hence, larger |z;| renders a less sensitivity
to the impact of the proximity operator. Therefore, the
weighted £ norm exploits the sparseness more efficiently.

o The indicator function of time-varying set constraints:
In a network flow problem, to handle the constraints = €
Iy with &y C X being a convex set, the authors in
[28] use indicator functions based on a given network
(W/,&). The relevant variables are defined as follows.
z(i, s) denotes the rate produced at node ¢ for traffic s
and x(ij, s) is the flow between nodes ¢ and j for traffic
s. For brevity, let z and x be the stacked traffic and link
rates, respectively. Time-varying nonsmooth 7.(z,z) is
composed of two functions r(z, x) and dg, (2, x), where
r(z,z) = (|| 2*+/|«||?) is convex with some v > 0 and
da,(z,x) is an indicator function of constraints, defined
as

+o0, & Xy

52{(271.) = { 0. z € 3:-{

Here are the relevant constraints in the netwrok. The
capacity constraint for link is 0 < > z(ij, s)+w(ij) <
ct(ij), where ¢;(i7) is the time-varying link capacity and
wy (i) is a time-varying and non-controllable link traffic.
The flow conservation constraint implies z(s) = Rx(s)
with the routing matrix R. 2™ represents the maxi-
mal traffic rate. Therefore, the time-varying nonsmooth
r+(z,x) can be written as

ri(z, @) = Z5{0<Esw(z‘j7s)+wt(z‘j><ct(ij)}

14
+ d{ogagaman) + 25{,2(5):1?30(5)} + §(HZ||2+||13H2)~

IIT. MAIN RESULTS

This section will introduce the OPG alogrithm and present
the main results.

Firstly, how the OPG Algorithm updates the iterate x; is
introduced. At each iteration ¢, based on a subgradient of f;(x)
and a positive step size 7, the next iteration x, is computed
as

Tt41 = ProXy,r, ('rt - nt@ft('rt))v (5)
where the proximal operator is defined by
1
P10y (o) 1= argmin{ru() + 5-u =]} ©
Then based on (5) and (6)), the update is equivalent to
: - 1 )
Typ1 = arg gélfrxlrt(x) + (z, Vfi(xy)) + Q—me —z||*. (D)

@t each iteration ¢, the algorithm assumes the availability of
Vf t(xt)'

To proceed, the following standard assumptions are useful
in the analysis.
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Algorithm 1 Online Proximal Gradient (OPG)

Input: Initial vector =1, learning rate 1y with 1 <t < T.
Output: x5, 23, ..., 27

I: forallt=1,2,....,T do

2:  Compute the next action:
[l =4 [|*}

(@, V fr2e)+

Typ1 = arg ggg;{n (z)+

2

3: return ;.
4: end for

Assumption 1. Functions fi(x),ri(x) : & — R are closed,

convex for all t € [T).

Assumption [I] ensures the existence of optimal point for
fi(x),ri(x). Besides, according to convexity, for any x,y €
&, any subgradient V f;(x) € df;(z) and Vri(z) € dr(z),
one has:

Fiy) = fola) + (Vfi(z),y —
ri(y) = re(x) + (Vry(z),y

Assumption 2. Functions f; :
forall t € [T).

x), Yo,y € X,
x), Ve,y € L.

L — R is p-strongly convex
According to p-strongly convexity, for any z,y € 2 and

any subgradient V fi(x) € Jfi(x), one has:
Fe(y) = fol@) + (Vfi(a),y — @)

Assumption 3. The set I is convex and compact, and ||z —
yl| < R for R>0and all x,y € X.

+ Sl =yl

Assumption 4. For any x € X,
M > 0.

()| < M for some

If |V f,(z)| and ||Vr,(z)| respectively have upper bounds
my and m,, one could set M = mys + m,.

A. Dynamic Regret Bound for Convex fi

In this case, the main result is provided in the following
theorem.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions hold. By setting non-
increasing step size 1 = t~ 7o in the OPG, where o is a
constant value

V(1 —~)2RT*-F-1Dg(T) + R2T> 1

g = 5

M

and ~ € [B,1), there holds

Regf} = 0(\/T'-FDs(T) +T), (8)

where Dg(T) is defined in ().
Proof. See Appendix [Al O

Remark 1: Note that the bound is comparable to the
best-known one \/T'=8Dg(T) + VT established in [26],
where time-invariant regularizers are considered. However,
more general time-varying regularizers are investigated here.

Remark 2: Note that the bound 6(+/T(Do(T) + 1)) in [24]
is an optimal dynamic regret matching with the lower bound
given in [24, Theorem 2]. By setting 8 = 0, this bound is a
special case of (8).

B. Dynamic Regret Bound for Strongly Convex fi

The following Lemma [I] gives an upper bound for any point
in & and positive step size. Besides, when setting p = 0, it
also holds for the case without strongly convexity, which is
discussed in Section It will be useful for deriving the
main results.

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions [[|2|BH] hold. For any v, € &,
positive step size ny > 0 and iteration xy in the OPG, there
holds

1.1 , 1 )
Fy(wy) — Fy(ug) < 5(@ )|l — @] %Hut Teya|

+ DIV ful) + Vralan) ). ©)
Proof. See Appendix O

Now by summing () at each ¢, selecting appropriate step
size 1, the following theorem is obtained for characterizing
the dynamic regret bound for strongly convex f;.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions hold. For any 0
1 in OPG, setting the non-increasing step size n; =
choosing vy as

<p<

7 and

2RTPDs(T) + R?
S+ ()l — il
where 0 € (0, ) is small enough such that v§ < 1, and u,

and x1 are the initial comparator vector and the initial vector
in OPG, respectively, there holds

’y:

Reg} = 0(log T(1+ T "Dg(1))), (10)
where Dg(T) is defined in (I).
Proof. See Appendix O

It is worth noting that v in Theorem [2] is a fixed value
but v in Theorem [I|is any positive value in [3,1). They are
differently chosen in different scenarios.

Remark 3: If choosing 8 = 0, dynamic regret is in order
of 6(log(T)(1 + Do(T))), which is the result for distributed
proximal gradient algorithm over dynamic graphs [27]]. How-
ever, Theorem [2[ drops the assumption of I-smooth on f;(x)
which is required in [27]]. The existing works for composite
optimization establishing upper bounds of dynamic regret
under strongly convex f:(z) usually assume smoothness of
fe(x) 128, [30], [41]. Therefore, the result without the smooth
assumption here greatly expands the scope of application.

Remark 4: Theorem [ also holds true when consider-
ing static regret. If the sequence {u;}~ ; is chosen time-
invariant, which means the sequence does not change over
time, Dg(T') = ZtT:Q t2||ug —us_1]| is equal to 0. In this case,
Regg = 0(log(T)) is obtained, which is the optimal bound
on static regret in the strongly convex case [16]. Therefore,
Theorem [2| may be optimal in this sense which is of interest
as one possible future work.
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Remark 5: A promising extension can be considered in the
future work. The positive step size 7, is related to Dg(T) in
Theorems [1] and 2] However, in most dynamic environment,
Dg(T) may be unknown in advance. In [26], authors pointed
out that in some online learning cases, Dg(7") can be estimated
by employing observed data for the learning problems. By
adjusting step size, the dynamic regret is expected to decrese
in an appropriate rate and then Dg(7") may be derived in
reverse. Moreover, it can be observed that the selection of
step size in Theorems [I] and [2] needs to know 7" in advance.
However, if T' is unknown, similar results can still be ensured
by leveraging the so-called doubling trick, as done in [42].

Remark 6: The result in Theorem 2 can be further improved
when f; is {-smooth as well. The result in [28]] shows that

(1)

where p; := maz{|l — niul,|1 — n:f|} and z} is the optimal
point of Fy(z) = fi(z) + ri(x). Based on the convexity of
F; and the bound of |[VF}||, the upper bound for strongly
convex and smooth case is in order of O(1 + Dy(T)). The
result matches the best-known one in [28]].

|Te41 — 27 ||< pellee — 27|,

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

Numerical experiments are provided here to show the
performance of OPG by comparison with some state-of-the-
art algorithms, which are valid for online composite convex
optimizition.

Objective functions: The performance of OPG is tested
by optimizing two types of loss functions, corresponding to
the function in the theoretical part. Based on the nonsmooth
convex Hinge loss and the time-varying nondifferentiable reg-
ularization function r;(z) defined by , two online regression
functions are defined:

F(z) = li(x) + (),
F2@) = (@) + Jllal” + ru(a).

(12)
(13)
Here [;(x) is the Hinge loss, defined by

(@) = max (0,1 - pra] z),

where y; and a; are generated by the dataset Usenet2. Usenet2
is based on the newsgroups collection and collects which mes-
sages are considered interesting or junk in each time period,
where the 99-dimensional vector is realized as feature a; and
the 1-dimensional vector is realized as label y;. The related
parameter of r;(z) is p = 0.4, 7 = 1 and € = 0.1 for F}(z)
and F?(z). The related parameter of fi(z) = l;(z) + 5| z|?
is A =1 for F?(z).

The two functions are considered as different types of loss
functions. Since the first term f;(z) of F}}(z) is a nonsmooth
convex loss I;(z), F}} (x) will show the perpformance of OPG
for nonsmooth and convex fi(z). Since the first term f;(z)
of F?(x) is a nonsmooth strongly convex loss l;(z) + 5 |||,
F?(x) will show the perpformance of OPG for nonsmooth and
strongly convex f;(x). Besides, both of the loss functions have
a time-varying nonsmooth regularization function. Based on
the results in theoretical analysis in Section OPG algorithm
is able to solve both of them.

Other online methods: In order to show the effectiveness
of the proposed OPG algorithm, let us consider the following
efficient online algorithms.

1) SAGE (Stochastic Accelerated GradiEnt): It is an accel-
erated gradient method for stochastic composite optimization
[6]. Although it is a stochastic composite optimization, they
also propose the accelerated gradient method for online setting.
Each iteration of the method takes the form

= (1 — ap)y—1 + 21,

. ~ L
Y = arg m;n{(Vft,l(xt)w —x) + é”x — xt||2 + r(z)},
2= ze-1 — oLy + po) T [Le(ze — ye) + plze—1 — 20)],

where {o;} and {L;} are two parameter sequences and pu
is the strong-convexity constant of Fy(x). It has established
upper bounds on static regret in order of O(v/T) for convex
fi(x) and O(log(T)) for strongly convex f:(z), by choosing
suitable parameter sequences {«;} and {L.} [0].

2) AC-SA (Accelerated Stochastic Approximation): It is
a stochastic gradient descent algorithm for handling convex
composite optimization problems [7]]. For better comparison,
we choose the true subgradient Vf; instead of the stochastic
one. Each iteration of the method takes the form

ma _ (L—=a)(u+) o | a[(l — o)+l
Ty = Ll T 2
’Yt+(1—01t2/i Y+ (1 —ai)p
Xy =aryg mén{od(Vft(x?Ld), ) + r(x) + uV(a:;"d, z)]
+ (1= ag)p +ve]V(zi-1,2)},
=y + (1 — ap)zy?,

t—1,

ol
where {c;} and {v;} are two parameter sequences, u denotes
the strong-convexity constant of F;(z) and V (-, -) is the Breg-
man divergence, and here we choose V(z,2) = |z — 2|2
Optimal convergence rates for tackling different types of
stochastic composite optimization problems were discussed in
(7).

3) RDA (Regularized Dual Averaging Method): 1t is an
extension of Nesterov’s dual averaging method for composite
optimization problems, where one term is the convex loss
function, and the other is a regularization term [8]. Each
iteration of the method takes the form

Tyl = arg Héln{% Z(@fT(xT),:@ +re(z) + %h(x)},
T=1

where {f3;} is a parameter sequence and h(x) is an auxiliary

strongly convex function, and here we choose h(z) = % ||z[/%.
It ensures a bound O(+/T) on static regret with 3; = O(v/T)

for convex loss [J8].

A. Performance on Nonsmooth Convex f:(x)

According to F}(z) in (12), a time-varying nondiffer-
entiable regularization function is added into a nonsmooth
convex loss function. The step size 7 is set to 0.001/¢ in OPG,
while step sizes in other three algorithms are set optimally
based on their analysis. The simulation is run 1500 times and
the average of dynamic regret Reg% /T is shown in Fig. |1} It
can be seen that OPG performs the best in our simulation.
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10-1 4

Regd
-

10-2 o

10-3 4

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

= OPGM SAGE == AC-SA = RDA

Fig. 1: The performance on F}(z)

B. Performance on Nonsmooth Strongly Convex fi(x)

The example (I3) will show the performance of OPG on
nonsmooth strongly convex f;(z) and time-varying nondiffer-
entiable r;(z). To achieve the best possible upper bound for
each algorithm, different step sizes are set according to their
analysis. The simulation is run 1500 times. Fig. [2] shows how
the average of dynamic regret Reg% /T changes with horizon
T. 1t shows that OPG performs the best in the simulation.

100 o

1071 o

Reg$
=

1072 o

10-3 o

T T T T T T T T
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

= OPGM SAGE === AC-SA === RDA

Fig. 2: The performance on F?(z)

Therefore, numerical results show that, compared with other
three algorithms, OPG algorithm performs the best for the two
cases in theoretical analysis.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper considers online optimization with composite
loss functions, where two terms are time-varying and non-
smooth. The loss function is optimized by online proximal
gradient (OPG) algorithm in terms of the extended path
variation Dg(T'). By analyzing upper bounds of its dynamic
regret for two cases, their corresponding upper bounds are
obtained. In the first case that f;(x) is convex, we established
a regret bound comparable to the best-known one in the
existing literature, simultaneously extending the problem to
time-varying regularizers. In the second case that f;(z) is

strongly convex, we obtained a better bound than another work
while removing the smoothness assumption. At last, numerical
experiments verified the performance of OPG algorithm in two
cases. Possible future directions can be placed on the investiga-
tion of whether the obtained regret bounds are optimal or not,
and the relaxation of stepsize selection without dependence on
Dg(T), etc.

APPENDIX

In this section, detailed discussions of the lemmas and
theorems are given as follows.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM [I]

First, the following result reveals the relationship between
any sequence {u;};_; C & and iteration sequence {z;}7_;
in OPG. If Assumption [3]is satisfied, for any non-increasing
step size 0 < my+1 < 71 in OPG algorithm, then it follows
from [26, Lemma 4] that

T
Z —([Jue — $t||2 — fJue — $t+1H2)
—
T-1
1 R?
<2R — ||wgr1 — utl] + —, (14)
D ol =l + -

t=1
where R is defined in Assumption [3]
When setting 1 = 0, Lemma [I] amounts to the case of
convex f;(z). Then, (9) reduces to
F t(xt)

— Fi(uy — 5 Ut — Tt41
Fi(uy) I I

27’]1;

1
< Tmllut — z|?

TV File) + Vrea)|?). (1s)
According to , the sum of - Hut — g;t||2 2m [|u t _
2¢41||? could be bounded by th I Llwggr — || + 2nT

Then Assumptlonlé-_l| shows that the upper bound of ||V f; (z;)+
Vry(z4)||? is M?. Hence, implies

T
Z Ft J}t Ft Ut))
t=1
T-1 T
R2 M2
RZ |ut+1—ut||+7+7 ne.  (16)
t=1 =1

If one multiplies and divides ¢” by ||u;;1 —u¢|| and bounds
5 by choosing max;err) {75 }. then according to the
definition of Dg(T'), yields

T
Z Ft -'L't - F Ut))

~+
=

T-1 R?
<R tP — -
?éf%{mtﬁ}z e = uell+ 5,
M2
T
t=1
R M2
=R — 1D S 17
tHel?T}i{ tﬁ} s )+2nT+ 2 =" 1n
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By setting 7, =t 7o w1th o being a constant and vy €
[B,1), max,e(r) {m = , invoking yeilds that

T
Z(Ft(fl?t) — Fy(ut))
t=1
RTV8 RQTW M2 &
< Ds(T) + ”Zt g
RTY—P R2T™ M%Tl g
< Ds(T . 18
—Ds(T) + — 20— 7) (18)

According to Cauchy inequality, if one chooses the optimal o
with

VI = )2RT?F-1Dy4(T) + R2T>11
g = )

M

it can be then obtained that

T

Z(Ft(l‘t) — Fy(ut))

M?(2RT~ 5D TR?
¢ Dy(T) + TR, 19
Thus, there holds
Reg? = 0(,/T'-#Dg(T) +T).
[ ]
APPENDIX B

PROOF OF LEMMA[I]

Let us start with defining a Bregman divergence B, (z,u)
associated with a differentiable strongly convex ¢ (x). It will
be useful to introduce some results of Bregman divergence
[26]):

a. By(z,u) = Y(x)—(u)—(Vi(u), z—u) (its definition);

b. VoBy(z,u) = Vi(z) — Vi(u);

¢. By(z,u) = By(z,2) + By(z,u) + (z — 2, Vi(z) —
Vip(u))

Let ¢(z) = 1|/« in the following. By Algorithm 1, setting
any sequence {u;};_; C I, one has
Fy(we) — Fi(ue)

=fe(ze) +1e(xe) — feue) — re(u).

Invoking the optimality criterion for (7)) implies that for any
rze X,

N - 1
0<(x— 211, Vi(we) + Vr(we) + n*(xtﬂ — 1))
t

(20)
From this result, choosing = = w,, it follows that
(Vfi(we) + Vri(@ig) @eer — ue)

g%@tﬂ — Ty, Up — Tyq1)- (21)

According to (1)), f;’s strong convexity and 7;’s convexity
imply that

Je(@e) + re(we) —
*ft(l”f) Tf(l’t+1)
+ re(ze) — re(@gr)
<Vft($t),$t -

< Te(Teg1), Tepr — wp) + <@Tt(xt)axt — Tty1)
=(Vfi(@e), w1 — we) + (Vfol@e), 2 — Ty41)

- g”ut — 24|+ (Vrp(es1), Tegr — ue)

ft(Ut) - Tt(Ut)
ft(ut) - Tt(ut)

) = e — ]

+ V(@) 2 — Tpp1)

=(Vfi(@e) + Vre(ze41), Teg1 — we) — gHUt —z?

+ (Vfolzy) + Vro(ze), o — 2441 (22)
Combining 1) with (22) yields
Je(@e) +re(@e) — felue) — re(u)
<E<$t+1 = Ty U — Teg1) — %Ilut —a|f?
+ (Vi) + Vr(ay), m — wega)
e (V(aesn) = Var)o s = o) = G s ool
+ (Vo) + Vry(ze), 2 — Tip1)
:%(de(utvft) — By (ut, x41) — By (241, 21))
- %Hut — 2|2+ (Vi) + Virg(xe), me — ean). (23)
According to the definition of ¢ (x), the term (x;41 — oy, Uy —

ﬁl’t+1> is equal to <V1/)(mt+1) — Vw(xt),ut — xt+1>. The
last equation in (23) is established due to the property ¢ of
Bregman divergence. Thus, by (23)), invoking the definition of
Bregman divergence leads to

fe(ur) — re(ur)

(| — xt+1||2 -

fe(ze) + 7o) —

1
<— - 2
277t(HUt oy |

— Sllue — ]2 +

241 — z4]|?)
<6ft(1't) + @Tt(.’tt% Ty — .’Et+1>. (24)

By Young’s inequality, one can obtain that

~ ~ 1
(Vfe(ze) + Vre(we), 20 — 21) — 5|2 — l‘t+1||2

2’[715
<NV Ilan) + o). 25)
Thus, invoking (23)), together with ([24), yields that
fe(we) +re(ze) — feue) — re(ur)
1
ngm(Hut —ze|* = Jur — zeqa ||?)
= Sl =@l + LIV Fulae) + Vra(ad) |
n
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APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM

According to Assumption I it implies that ||V f;(z) +
Vry(z)||? < M?. Applying this substitution into Lemma
yields

M=

(Fi(we) — Fy(ut))
t=1
T
:Z(ft(xt) +re(@e) = felue) — re(u))
t=1
T
1 1
gf PR — - —
5 ; e Ml — x| " ||Ut Tes1]?)
M2
+ 5 ZW (26)
t=1
Now let us bound the first term of (26) as follows
T
1 1
D (= =l = xel> = —lue — e ]1?)
=1 M
-1 T
2 2
= — — ) ||ug — — —||ur —
t:o(”tJrl 0] sy el ; m (|t |
T-1 T
11 ) 1 )
= = T ) Ut41 — L]l — —||Ut — Ti41
> Gy e~ Pl =l = 3 e =
T-1
+ ) —lurer — 2 |?
t=0 1t
T—1 T
11 ) 1 )
= - — = Upp1 — T - —|ur — x
2 (771:+1 m 0] sy el ; m (|t |
T—1 1
Y =g — @l + (— = p)flur — 212
t=1 't m
T—1
1 1 1
=Y ( — — = wllurgr — wega |+ (— — p)llug — 21|
=1 e+l T m
-1
+ —(Nuegr — gl = lue — ega]?). 27
—

According to

— Tt41, U1 — Ut>
(23)

e = zeg1 I =ltrr — 2o | — 2(uesr

+ g — uel?,

and using (28), one has

Do =l =il =l = )

tlnt

11 1
< Z — = — = p)[Jurr — e |? (E = )]lur — a1 ||?

Ne+1 M
T L T
) T urr = T e — ) = —[lueen — ue®
=1 M t=1
-1
1 1 1
< = — = Wlluesr =z I + (= = p)llur — 21
=1 1 T m
T—1 T
+ Z ||Uf+1 — el |luesa —Ut||—Z*||Ut+1 — ug|?
t= t=1
T—1
1 1 1
<D = — = wluerr = wen | + (= = p)lluy — 24
=1 et1 T m
-1,

(29)

Z *||Uf+1 — |-

Considering this upper bound, the dynamic regret is bounded
above by

T
Z(ft(xt) + re(@e) — felur) — re(ur))

t=1
T—1
Ag Znt + ; 2 n%ﬂ - % — )llwerr — x|
4§% meW+§iWH“m
gM2zT: ;TZ: 7***H)||Ut+1*$t+1||
t=1 =
+;%uwwmfwﬂ
R () Z e — el (0

By introducing a small positive number § < p, (30) yeilds

T
D (felwe) + re(we) = filur) = re(ur))
t=1
M 1, 11
<— + = — — — =) ||ut1 — = 2
P et Z(mﬂ ” Mwesr =zl
1.1 1
+ 5(771 = )l =2 [[* = 5 (1 = 0)Jua — |
R tP —
* 2%{% }Z e = el

1 7i75

Nt+1 Nt

Setting 7, = 7, where v < %, one can derive
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and 7711 — 0 are both greater than 0. Thus, there holds

T
D (falwe) + i) = filue) = riw))

t=1
2 T 2 T-1 2
R 1 1 R? 1
<— + = R ) iy
2 ;m 2 ;(ﬁtﬂ Nt ) 2 (771 )
1
— 5= 8)[luy — 1|2 +Rma><{mtﬁ} s(T)
M2 & CORT | R
gi -
2 ;77 + ?elaﬁ{ ttﬁ} oM ==+ 5~
1
= 5= 0)llw =2, (31)

where one uses Assumption [3]to bound ||us41—z¢41 |2, [Jur —
x1]|? and uses the definition of Ds(T). Then the result
is obtained by telescoping subtraction of ZT_

1 1
(m+1 - E)

As = 7 and 0 < B < 1, maxepr) {4} can be
bounded as
1-8 Tl—
max { ——} = max {-—1 = (32)
te[T) nttﬁ te[T] ©

According to the fact that the area of the integral sum from 1

to T is larger than the area of the discrete sum from 2 to 7T,
T

one can bound ), , 7; as follows

T T T
Znt:’YZg: +Z )
t=1 t=1 t=2

S

<1+ /T %dt) =7(1+1logT). (33)
Now, adding (32) and @) into (31), it is obtained
T
Z(ft(xt) +re(@e) = fe(ur) — re(ue))
t=1
w105+ L pyry - BT
SOl — G4)
By choosing
_ 2RTPDy(T) + R
TR (= o) F P
it is easy to verify that the term %WD[;(T) - % +
T;ff — 2(u — 6)|lur — 1]|* can be zero. According to the

prior setting v < 1 and the chosen v here, by choosing a

-8
small 9, Rii{ 1])3ﬂ (H?JFR;ZH = J~ can be smaller than 1.
Tlu1—T1

Invoking the ~, together with (34), yeilds that

Z fe(@e) +re(we) — frlue) — re(ur))

=1

2
-B
25R(1 +1ogT)(2T7"Ds(T) + R). (35)
Therefore, one has
Reg} = 6(log T(1 + T~ " Ds(T))). (36)
| ]
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