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Non-Exponentially Weighted Aggregation:
Regret Bounds for Unbounded Loss Functions

Pierre Alquier '

Abstract

We tackle the problem of online optimization
with a general, possibly unbounded, loss func-
tion. It is well known that when the loss is
bounded, the exponentially weighted aggregation
strategy (EWA) leads to a regret in /T after T
steps. In this paper, we study a generalized ag-
gregation strategy, where the weights no longer
depend exponentially on the losses. Our strat-
egy is based on Follow The Regularized Leader
(FTRL): we minimize the expected losses plus a
regularizer, that is here a ¢-divergence. When the
regularizer is the Kullback-Leibler divergence,
we obtain EWA as a special case. Using alter-
native divergences enables unbounded losses, at
the cost of a worst regret bound in some cases.

1. Introduction

We focus in this paper on the online optimization problem
as formalized for example in (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012): at
each time step ¢ € N, a learning machine has to make a
decision §; € ©O. Then, a loss function ¢; : © — R,
is revealed and the machine suffers loss ¢;(f;). Typical
example include online linear regression, where ¢,(0) =
(ye — 9T£Ct)2 for some z; € R? and y; € R, or online lin-
ear classification with £,(0) = 1y, ssign(o72,)} OF £e(0) =
max(1 — 8Tz, 0) for some x;, € R% and y;, € {—1,+1}.
The objective is to design a strategy for the machine that
will ensure that the regret at time 7',

T T
Rr = ;ét(ot) —eiggt;zt(e), (1)

satisfies Ry = o(T).

Various strategies were investigated under different as-
sumptions. When the functions ¢; are convex, methods
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based on the sub-gradient of ¢, can be used. Such strate-
gies lead to regret in /7" under the additional assumption
that the ¢; are Lipschitz. The regret bounds and strategies
are detailed in Chapter 2 in (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012). An-
other very popular strategy is the so-called exponentially
weighted aggregation (EWA) that is based on the probabil-
ity distribution:

exp (=0 2121 £6(6) ) ()

e (S ) (@) ”

p'(d)

for some prior distribution 77 on © and some learning rate
n > 0. Drawing ; ~ p* leads to an expected regret in /7,
under the strong assumption that the losses ¢; are uniformly
bounded, see (Gerchinovitz, 2011).

Is is actually well known that

t—1
p! = argmin {Z Eg,[ls(0)] + M} 3)

pEP(©O) (=1 n

where KL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence and P(O) is
the set of all probability distributions on © equipped with
a suitable o-algebra (rigorous notations will come in Sub-
section 1.2). In this paper, we will study a generalization
of the EWA strategy given by

-1
p! = argmin {ZE@NP[&(H)] + M} , @

pEP(©) | 5—1 n

where D, can be any ¢-divergence (on the condition
that this minimizer exists, which will be discussed).
Such a strategy is known as “Follow The Regular-
ized Leader” (FTRL) in the online optimization com-
munity, and has been studied extensively in the finite
© case (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012; Hazan, 2016; Orabona,
2019). In Bayesian statistics, (4) was advocated recently
in (Li & Turner, 2016; Knoblauch et al., 2019). Some gen-
eralization error bounds were proven by (Alquier & Guedj,
2018). However, (Alquier & Guedj, 2018) is written in the
batch setting, and the error bounds thus require strong as-
sumptions: for 6 € O, the (£,(0))icn must be independent
and identically distributed random variables.
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Let us call p' the Dy-posterior associated to the ¢-
divergence Dy, the prior 7, the learning rate 1 and
the sequence of losses (fs)sen. In this paper, we
study Dgy-posteriors in the online setting, which al-
lows to get completely rid of the stochastic assumptions
of (Alquier & Guedj, 2018). First, we prove a regret bound
on the Dy-posterior. Our proof follows the same scheme
as the study of FTRL in (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012; Orabona,
2019), but in the general case (O is not assumed to be fi-
nite). Interestingly, when Dy is the x? divergence, our
bound holds under very general assumptions — in particu-
lar, it does not require that the losses are bounded, Lips-
chitz, nor convex, but that might be at the cost of a larger
regret. We also provide explicit forms for the D-posterior.
It turns out that it extends the idea of EWA beyond the ex-
ponential function, thus the title of the paper. Finally, it
is known that EWA is not always feasible in practice. A
way to overcome this issue is to use variational approxima-
tions of EWA. We thus propose an algorithm that can be
seen as the generalization of online variational inference to
¢-divergences, and provide a regret bound.

1.1. Related works

The case Dy = KL, (3) has been studied under the name
“multiplicative update”, aggregating strategy, EWA (Vovk,
1990; Littlestone & Warmuth, 1994; Catoni, 2004) to name
a few. Regret bounds in V/T can be found in (Stoltz, 2005;
Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi, 2006; Devaine et al., 2013) in the
case where © is finite, we refer the reader to (Gerchinovitz,
2011) for the general case. Note that in (Shalev-Shwartz,
2012; Hazan, 2016; Orabona, 2019), EWA is studied as
a special case of the FTRL strategy (Follow The Reg-
ularized Leader), in the case where © is finite. This
point of view is the main inspiration of the proofs in
this paper, even though we deal here with a general set
O. Also, note that smaller regret in log7 is feasible
under a stronger assumption: exp-concavity (Hazan et al.,
2007; Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi, 2006; Audibert, 2009).
(Reid et al., 2015; Mhammedi & Williamson, 2018) also
studied small regrets and used for this a generalization
of EWA beyond the KL divergence, but here again the
study was restricted to a finite set ©. Similar tech-
niques were also considered by (Audibert & Bubeck, 2009;
Zimmert & Seldin, 2019) in incomplete information prob-
lems (bandits).

Given a statistical model, that is, a family of den-
sities py with respect to a reference measure v on
some space X, and i.i.d random variables X;, Xo, ...,
drawn from some probability distribution on X, one
can define the loss ¢:(f) = —logpe(X:). In this
case, for n = 1, p is actually the posterior distribu-
tion of 6 given Xi,...,X; 1 used in Bayesian statis-
tics. Thus, EWA is also sometimes refered to as “gen-

eralized Bayes”. (Li & Turner, 2016) proposed (4) as
one further generalization of Bayes, using Rényi diver-
gences instead of KL. More recently, (Knoblauch et al.,
2019) advocated for a use of taylored losses and diver-
gences. Note that in the batch setting, a general theory
allows to provide risk bounds for generalized Bayes (or
EWA): PAC-Bayes bounds (Shawe-Taylor & Williamson,
1997; McAllester, 1999; Catoni, 2007; Alquier, 2008),
see (Guedj, 2019) for a recent survey. PAC-Bayes bounds
for generalized Bayes with the y2-divergence were proven
in (Honorio & Jaakkola, 2014) and for the Rényi diver-
gence in (Béginetal.,, 2016). (Alquier & Guedj, 2018;
Ohnishi & Honorio, 2021) showed that while these bounds
are usually less tight than standard PAC-Bayes bounds,
they allow to get rid of the boundedness assumption in
these results. The corresponding optimal posteriors are
derived in (Alquier & Guedj, 2018). Other techniques to
get rid of boundedness are discussed in (Holland, 2019;
Rivasplata et al., 2020) in the batch case.

The idea of variational approximations is to minimize (3)
over a restricted set of probability distributions in order
to get a feasible approximation of p!, see (Blei et al.,
2017; Alquier, 2020) for recent surveys. In the on-
line setting, online variational approximations are stud-
ied by (Khan & Lin, 2017; Khan & Nielsen, 2018) and led
to the first scaling of Bayesian principles to state-of-the-
art neural networks (Osawa et al., 2019). In the i.i.d set-
ting, a series of paper established the first theoretical re-
sults on variational inference, for many of them through
a connection with PAC-Bayes bounds (Alquier et al.,
2016; Sheth & Khardon, 2017; Dziugaite & Roy, 2018;
Chérief-Abdellatif & Alquier, 2018; Chérief-Abdellatif,
2019; Wang & Blei, 2019b; Alquier & Ridgway, 2020;
Yang et al., 2020; Wang & Blei, 2019a; Jaiswal et al.,
2020; Zhang & Gao, 2020; Cherief-Abdellatif, 2020;
Plummer et al., 2020; Banerjee et al., 2021; Frazier et al.,
2021; Medina et al., 2021). Up to our knowledge, the only
regret bound for online variational inference can be found
in (Chérief-Abdellatif et al., 2019). The analysis of our
generalized online variational approximation is based on
this work.

1.2. Notations

Let us now provide accurate notations and a few basic
assumptions that will be used throughout the paper. We
assume that the set © is equipped with a o-algebra 7.
Let P(O) denote the set of all probability distributions on
(©,7). Let m € P(O) be a probability distribution called
the prior and ({s)sen be a sequence of functions called
losses, ¢5 : © — R, assumed to be 7 -measurable.

Let M(©) be the set of all finite, signed measures on
(©,7). Note that P(©) C M(O). A norm N on M(O)



Non-Exponentially Weighted Aggregation

is a function N : M(©) — [0,00] withi) N(v) = 0 &
v =0,il) N(v+ p) < N(v) + N(u) and iii) for A € R,
N(A.v) = [A|N(v). Anorm N on M(O) induces a metric
on P(©) given by dn(p,v) = N(v — p). For example,
the total variation norm Nty (v) = sup 7 |v(A)| leads
to the classical total variation distance on P(O).

Given a sctrictly convex function ¢ : Ry — R U {400}
with ¢(1) = 0 and inf,>o ¢(z) > —oo, define the ¢-
divergence between p and m € P(O) by

Do(pllm) = Eons 6 (L) | ito <7 )

and +oco otherwise. By Jensen’s inequality, Dy (p||m) > 0.
Put Pp, »(©) = {p € P(O) : Dy(pl||7) < 4o00}.

A real-valued function f is said to be upper semicontinuous
if for any o, {x : f(x) > «} is closed. For any real-valued
function f, we will denote by f the function defined by
f+(x) = max(f(z),0). Given a function f : R — R U
{+0o0} that is not uniformly infinite, we will let f* denote
its convex conjugate, that is, for any y € R4,

[ y) = sup, {z7y— f@)} eRU{+cc}.  (6)
zTE

1.3. Outline of the paper

We state our general regret bound in Section 2. In particular,
we show that for some divergences, our result extends the
results known for EWA to unbounded losses. We then pro-
vide an explicit form for the D4-posterior in Section 3. We
study generalized online variational inference in Section 4.
Section 5 contains the proofs of the results in Sections 2
and 3, the remaining proofs are in the Appendix.

2. A Regret Bound for D ,-Posteriors

2.1. General result

Theorem 2.1. Assume that there is a norm N on M(©)
and real numbers o, L > 0 such that

« forany p € M(O), N(p) > Nrv(p),
p/) € PD¢,W(®)27

—Eoup [t(0)]] < LN(p—p), (D

* foranyt € N, for any (p,
[Eo~pll:(0)]
* forany~y € [0,1], for any (p, p') € Pp, =(©)?

Dy(vp+ (1 —=7)p|I7) < —2a9(1 =) N(p—p')?
+ 9Dy (pllm) + (1 =)Dy (p'l|7).  (8)

Assume that each Uy is T-integrable. Then p' in (4) exists,
is unique, and

Z Eoupt[:(®)) < inf { > Eomplti(0

2
LT Dy(pl|m) } ©
« n

The assumptions have a simple interpretation: (7) states
that each Eg.,[¢;] is L-Lipschitz in p with respect to the
norm NN, while (8) states that Dy, as a function of its first
argument, is a-strongly convex with respect to V.

Regarding the choice of 1, n ~ 1/ VT seems natural (in-
deed, in the countable case studied below, it leads to re-
grets in /T = o(T)). However, this choice depends on
the horizon 7'. The doubling trick can be used to avoid this
dependence, see e.g. (Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi, 2006).

When the losses ¢, are convex, Jensen’s inequality gives
Egpt [€:(8)] > £,[Eg~,t (0)]. We can thus use the posterior
mean Eg ¢ (6) instead of a randomized strategy.

Corollary 2.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1,
assuming moreover that each {; is convex, and writing
0; = Egpt (0), we have

T
0 f Eg~
;gt( t) p€17131 @){Z 0 pgt

2
n’T | D¢<§||w> } (10)

«

We now apply Theorem 2.1 to classical divergences.

Example 2.1. Consider ¢(x) = azlogx so that
Dy(pllm) = KL(p||r) the Kullback-Leibler divergence.
} (0)| < L holds m-almost
surely on 0, we have, for (p,p') € Pp, (0)?,

/ 00 _ (9>‘ rdo)  (12)
7T dm

Y

dp dp
<r [|%Le)- @w)\ @) a3
that is, (7) holds with the norm on M(©):
d
Nip) = [ | L0 nd0) =2Nav(p). (14

It is known that (8) holds with o« = 1, the calculations are
detailed in the discrete case page 30 in (Shalev-Shwartz,
2012) and can be directly extended to the general case. So

T
Eg- [l (0 f Egrp[ls(
; onopt [0t )]_pelge){z o~ple(
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+mPT+§£%WQ} (15)

This is essentially the same result as Theorem 2.2 page 16
in (Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi, 2006). Note however that a dif-
ferent proof technique is used there, that leads to better con-
stants: the term in nL2T is replaced by nL*T /8.

Before considering a new example, let us simply remind
the definition of strong convexity: a function ¢ : R? — R
is said to be a-strongly convex with respect to a norm || - ||
when, for any (u,v) € (R%)? and vy € [0,1], ¢(yu + (1 —
1) < ve() + (1= 7)e) — ay(l — )l — v]|?/2.
It is known that when ¢ : R — R is twice differentiable
and || - || is the Euclidean norm, this is equivalent to the
condition: Vu, ¢”(u) > «. Plugging u = 3—7’;(9) and v =
‘31—’;(9) in this definition and integrating with respect to 7
immediately yields the following.

Lemma 2.3. Assume that ¢ : R — R with ¢(1) = 0 is
a-strongly convex then the ¢-divergence Dy satisfies (8)
Sor the Lo(7)-norm

o= f (o

(extended by +o00 when p < 7 does not hold).

Example 2.2. Now, ¢(x) = 22 — 1, so Dy(p||r) =
X2(p||) the x*-divergence. As x v+ x? is 2-strongly con-
vex, Lemma 2.3 gives (8) with N = Ns. Moreover,

| / 00 / 0,0 (d6)

S/ftw) do —i—i(e)

1/2
< Nao(p—p' </ft de)) V)]

So, we obtain (7) under the only assumption that, for any

teR, [£,(0)*m(dF) < L%

(d0) > 2Nty (p)  (16)

w(d6)

As the application of Theorem 2.1 to the context of the pre-
vious example is new to our knowledge, we state it now as
a separate corollary.

Corollary 2.4. Define p' as in (4) with Dy = x>. Assume
that for any t € R,

I

for some L > 0, then

T
Eg- e [l: (0 f Egp[ls(
; onopt [0t )]_pelge){z o~ple(

7(df) < L2 (18)

2 2
+WLT+XWW?'G%
2 n

It is important to note that (18) allows choices of priors
that are not possible with EWA. Consider for example clas-
sification with the exponential loss £;(0) = exp(—y;x} 0)
or with the hinge loss ¢,(f) = max(0,1 — y,z! 6), where
O =R% y, € {~1,+1} and ||2;]| < 1. In this case, (18)
will be satisfied with any Gaussian prior. However, we
don’t have ¢;(#) < L uniformly on R?: this prevents to
use EWA with such a prior. Another example (quadratic
loss) is provided in Appendix A.

Remark 2.1. One of the anonymous Referees suggested
an alternative proof for Corollary 2.4, in the finite © case:
rewrite the x? divergence as a weighted quadratic norm
between p and m, and use the results on weighted {,, norms
in Section 5 of (Orabona et al., 2015). This would require
some adaptation of the proof to constrain p to belong to
the simplex, but it would be interesting to compare Corol-
lary 2.4 to the results obtained in this way.

2.2. Comparison of the bounds in the countable case

In this subsection, © = {6y, 61,...} is countable. Con-
sider any prior 7. In this case, we upper bound the infimum
in (9) by its restriction to all Dirac masses. We obtain:

Corollary 2.5. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, as-
suming in addition that © = {0y, 01, ...} we have:

77L2T

T
Egpt[l¢(0)] < inf 14
gep[t JlrelN{Zt

(0 : -7
06 (s27) + (1= (0, »am}_(m)

3

In any case, chosingn = 1/ VT will lead to a regret in /T":

L2

T
> Bompe61(0)] < inf {Z 0(0
t=1

ﬂ@w(;%5)+u—wwnwm>

\/T} Q21

Regarding the dependence on 7, let us now to compare the
bounds for D, = KL and D = x?

Example 2.3. When D, = KL, the assumption in (7) im-
plies that 0 < 04(0;) < L for any t,j € N. In the case
0:(0) = |y+ — fo(xs)| this can be obtained by assuming
that |y:| < L/2 where L is known, so that the predictors
will be designed or truncated by the user to stay in the inter-

val [—L/2, L/2]. In this case, the bound in (20) becomes
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T
;Ewt [0,(0)] < ;gf{z 0:(6,) + nL*T
1 —a
L B (;(G”) } (22)

Example 2.4. When Dy = x?, the bound in (20) becomes

T
L2T
ZEew [0:(0)] < ;g&{zft(%) + 1 5
S
+ ) - } (23)
7

which is much worse for large j’s (for which we necessarily
will have w(0;) small). On the other hand, the assumption
in (7) only requires

oo

Z 212

7=0

(24)

foranyt € N. In the case £,(0) = |y — fo(x:)| this can
be obtained by assuming that |y.| < ¢ where ¢ is unknown.
Indeed the user might be tempted to use predictors with
various magnitude: | fg,(x)| < c; where c; grows with j.
In order to ensure (7) we must take a prior 7 such that

= 22 +2Z

Remark 2.2. The take-home message of these examples
is that the x? divergence allows unbounded losses, but at
the cost of a worst regret bound. One of the anonymous
Referees asked whether it is possible to get the best of
both worlds, that is, unbounded losses with the same regret
bound of EWA. This is of course a very important question,
we are not aware of existing answers. In an additional ex-
ample in Appendix A, we show however that it is possible
to mitigate the deterioration of the bound in the unbounded
case.

c < +o00. 25)

Remark 2.3. Another anonymous Referee pointed out
that (Kalnishkan & Vyugin, 2008) also derived regret
bounds for unbounded losses. In their bound (8), there
is a term in €T where ¢ > 0 is some tuning parameter,
thus, when € is constant, their bound is in T’ and not in \/T
Chosing ¢ = 1/\/T in their bound leads to non-explicit
regret bounds because of the term L..

3. Explicit D -Posteriors: Non-Exponentially
Weighted Aggregation

We now provide an explicit formula for the D-posterior

.

Proposition 3.1. Assume that ¢ is differentiable, strictly
convex and define ¢ on R by ¢(x) = ¢(x) if > 0 and

¢(x) = 400 otherwise. Then
¢ = suplzy — $(x)] = suplay — ¢(x)]  (26)
is differentiable and for any y € R,
V9" (y) = argmax {zy — $(a)} 27)

Assume moreover that ¢* (A — a) — A — oo when X\ — 00,

forany a > 0. Then

A = arAggém {/ o ()\ - n;&(ﬁ)> 7(df) — /\}

(28)

exists, and

p'(df) = </\t ”Zé ) (d6) (29)

minimizes (4).

In the finite © case, (29) was proven by (Reid et al., 2015).
An anonymous Referee pointed out that it can also be re-
covered thanks to (Teboulle, 1992). The techniques used
in these papers cannot be used in the general case, though.
Instead, we use new tools from (Agrawal & Horel, 2020),
that are introduced in the proof.

A similar formula in the context of bandits (with a finite
number of arms) can also be found in (Audibert & Bubeck,
2009). The distribution p? is also related to the generalized
exponential family in (Griinwald & Dawid, 2004) and the
generalized MaxEnt models of (Frongillo & Reid, 2014).

Example 3.1. First, ¢(z) = xlog(z) so Dy = KL. In

this case, g?)*(y) = exp(y — 1) so V(b*( ) = (b*( ) =
exp(y — 1). This leads to
/\t——log/exp[ nZé 1 (d9),  (30)
and
t exp |—n Y22 £(6)] w(d0)
p'(df) = (31)

Jexp [=n S0 4(9)] w(dd)

Example 3.2. Then ¢(z) = 22 — 1, so Dy = x>. In this
case, 9*(y) = (¥*/4) 10y, 50 Vo™ (y) = (y/2)+ and

2(d6) = [At—ani_i esw)} 0. G
.

In this case, \: is not available in closed form, but it exists
and is the only constant that will make the above sum to 1.
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Example 3.3. More generally, consider ¢p(x) = 2 — 1. In
this case Vo*(y) = (y/p)i/(p_l), which leads to

dg). (33
) ©(df).  (33)

pt(dG) _ [At _7722;11 ES(G)‘| o

+

This is quite similar to the Polynomially Weighted
Average forecaster studied in Corollary 2.1 page 12
in (Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi, 20006) in the finite © case, even
though the normalization procedure is different.

Remark 3.1. When © = {01,...,0p} is finite, these re-
sults are simply opbtained by minimizing

t toy z ¢ = ) ﬂ'j(b(”f)
F(pls. o) ZmZMm+—7—<w
j=1 =1

under the constraint that p', +- - -+ p', = 1 and that for all
J, pj = 0 (for the sake of simplicity, we wrote 7j := 7(6;)
and pf; := p'(6;)). The Lagrange operator is given by

M t—1
L(p)]“.v-..apiJEWaAvyla"'aVM):Zp.tj 65(93)
j=1  s=1

Sme(2) -y M
+ J J + A 2]71 J 4 Z Vjpz (35)
0 0 ot

(the notation ) is carefully chosen: it indeed corresponds
to (28)). Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.1, the
method of Lagrange multipliers will lead to (27). We be-
lieve that this derivation gives some insights on (29). So,
we provide it in full length in Appendix C.

4. Generalized Online Variational Inference

Apart from the special case of conjugacy, the probability
distribution p' in (2) is not tractable. Thus, p' in (4) is
not expected to be tractable either. It can of course be
implemented via Monte-Carlo methods, but the cost of
these methods is often prohibitive for the online setting.
In (Chérief-Abdellatif et al., 2019), the authors proposed to
use a variational approximation, that is, to minimize (3) on
a set smaller than P(©). We here propose to extend this
idea to the minimization in (4).

4.1. The algorithm

Let (g, ).enm be a set of probability distributions in P(©),
where M is some closed convex set in R?. We could define
the variational approximation of p! in this family by:

aremmi — Dy (qul|m)
gmin ZE@N%[&(H)]—F ) , (36)

neM s—1

but even this problem might be challenging. We thus re-
place it by the linearized version

t—1
fie = argmin{z (1 V=i Eorg, [€5(0)])

neM
 Delale) } a7

Observe that when ji — Egq, [¢s(6)] is convex, (37) can
be seen as a convex relaxation of (36) as Eg, [(s(6)] <
Eo~a,, [€s(0)] + (1 Vimys. Eorna, [€(0)]).

Proposition 4.1. Ler F(i) = Dg(q,||m). Assume that F
is a differentiable and strictly convex function on R?, then
F* is differentiable with

VE(A) = argmax{{u, A) = F(u)] (38)

s=1

Then the solution of (37) exists, is unique and given by
t—1
py = VF* <_UZ Vi=p.Eo~q, [55(9)]> . (39)
s=1

Note the “Mirror Descent” structure of this strategy: we
can simply initialize Ao = 0, and update at each step:

At = A1 = NV u=p Bong, [le-1(0)],
” ¢ 40
{m=VFua “0)
(on mirror descent, see (Nemirovski & Yudin, 1983),

and (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012) for an analysis in the online
setting). That is, we have a simple update rule for the “dual
parameters” )¢, and then we compute iy = VE*(\;). An
anonymous Referee also pointed out a similarity with “dual
averaging” (Xiao, 2010).

4.2. Regret bound

Theorem 4.2. Let || - || be a norm on R, If each ji +
Eg~q, [(s(0)] is convex and L-Lipschitz with respect to || - ||,
if i — Dy (qu||m) is a-strongly convex with respect to || - ||,

T

T
> Eorg,, [(:(0)] < jnf, { > Eorg, [:(0)]
t=1 t=1

2
LT D¢<37u||w> } )

«

Let us consider for example a location scale family
(qu) pem with = (m,C), m € R* and C is a k x k ma-
trix. That is, when ¥ ~ q(,1,), then m + CY ~ g, c).
It is proven in (Domke, 2019), under minimal assump-
tions on q,z,), that if & +— £;(6) is convex, then so is
(m, C) = Egog,, o [€:(0)]. In (Chérief-Abdellatif et al.,
2019), it is proven that if 6 — ¢.(6) is L-Lipschitz, then
(m, C) = Epgq,, o, [0:(0)] is 2L-Lipschitz.
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Example 4.1. Consider Gaussian distributions. Using the
above parametrization i = (m,C) with q,, = q(m,c) =
N(m,CTC), C € UT(d) the set of full-rank upper tri-
angular d x d real matrices, and chosing as a prior 1 =
d(m,c) we have

(¢

tr[(CTC)~H(CTC)] + log (W

2

)-d
+ (42)
which is known to be strongly convex on R? x M where
M is any closed bounded subset of UT(d). Formulas for
the updates are derived in (Chérief-Abdellatif et al., 2019).

Other parametrizations can also be used in practice. For
exponential families, (Khan & Nielsen, 2018) proposed a
parametrization based on the expectation of the sufficient
statistics. It enjoys very nice properties, and leads to ex-
cellent results in practice. However, Theorem 4.2 cannot
be applied as the convexity assumption is generally not sat-
isfied with this parametrization. The analysis of this algo-
rithm in this case remains an important open question.

5. Proofs

We first remind a classical result in convex analysis, e.g
page 95 in (Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004) or (2.13) page
43 in (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012).

Lemma 5.1. Let f : R? — R U {400} be a function
that is differentiable and strictly convex. Then, its convex
conjugate [* is differentiable and

V[ (y) = argmax [¢"y — f(x)]. (43)

zeR

Proof of Theorem 2.1: Let us start by proving the existence.
For the sake of shortness, put

=S [ e@)p(an
> [ e

forany p € P(©) and C = inf ,cp(e) F(p). For any n €
N there is a p, such that C' < F(pl) < C'+1/n. Also, the
pt are absolutely continous with respect to 7, otherwise,
Dy (pt)||m) = +00. Then

t t
CSF(WTP"Q

F(pl,) + F(pt,
< PO 2B ) (et — 1122

< C+1/(2n) +1/(2m) = aN(p,, = p,)*/2

which leads to N (pf, — pt.)? < 1/(an) + 1/(am), prov-
ing that p!, is a Cauchy sequence w.r.t the norm N. Thus,

LDl

it is also a Cauchy sequence w.r.t the norm Nty by the
inequality N (pf, — pt,) > Nry(pt, — pt,). From Propo-
sition A.10 page 512 in (Ghosal & Van der Vaart, 2017),
the set of probability distributions that are absolutely con-
tinuous with respect to 7 is complete for Ntv, so, there
is a p!_ absolutely continuous with respect to 7 such that
Nrv(ph, — pto) —— 0. This can be rewritten as

/’dpn

. . . dp!
This means that the nonnegative random variable % con-

dpoo () w(d0) —— 0. @)

n—00

. dpt_ . .
verges to the random variable % in L1, thus it converges

t

. e . dp,,
in probability, and thus, there exists a subsequence —-*

t
that converges almost surely to dd—;". Now, ¢ being lower-
bounded, we can use Fatou lemma:

C < Flp)

-/ lze 0% (0) + 6 <d§7§° <9>>]w<d0>
/ lim inf [Ze o ) 1 4 (dgff (9))] r(d6)
< Timinf / [Ze W () 1 (dg’j (9))%@9)

= liminf F(p},, ) < liminf <C + —) =C
k k Nk

which proves that pf_ is indeed a minimizer of (4) (the
previous series of inequalities follows the proof of the
fact that ¢-divergences are lower semi-continuous in Chap-
ter 2 in (Keziou, 2003)). Let us now prove its unique-
ness: assume that pt_ # p!_ is another minimizer. Put

o = (ph + pl.)/2, using (8) we have:

F(pt.) + F(pt _
—phe)/2<C, (46)

C < F(ph) <
=C —aN(p,
a contradiction. Thus, p* = p’_ exists and is unique.

Let us now prove the regret bound. We follow the main
steps of the analysis of the FTRL. We start by proving by
induction on 7 that

z [0
<, [/ Lo

Indeed, for I' = 0, the statement is simply D (p||7)/n > 0
that is true by definition of a divergence. Now, assuming

s+1 do

Dolollm)| 4,
n
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that (47) is true at step 7', we add [ £,(6)
side of (47) to obtain

pT*1(dh) to each

T+1

> [ @i < / Cr41(8)pT+ (d9)
+ Inln

Dy (pl|m)
5 o242,

Upper bounding the minimum in p by the value for p =
pT+1 we obtain

T+1

R

s+1 d9

IN

T+1 T+1

[Ti / 0 D¢(5ll7r)] 50)

by the definition of p”+1. This ends the proof of (47).

Now that (47) is proven, adding Zstl [ €5(0)p%(dh) to
each side and rearranging the terms leads to

i / 60" a0) < nt lZ / £

+Z(/é *(do) /é 5+1d9>

s=1
. D¢<s||w>]_ 1)

= min
pEP(O)

The last step is thus to prove that, for any s,

2
/ 5(d6) / (4(0)p°T1(dh) i (52)

First, by (7),

[uwan - [

< LN(p® —p*th). (53)

Define Hy(p) = [ S2i— £:(0

viding (8) by 7 and adding v [ 2771 ¢,(8)p(df) +
V) [ 2071 04(0)p' (d6) to each side, we obtain:

Hy(yp+ (1 =7)p") < vHs(p) + (1 —v)H(p')
2a

= =N (- P2 (54)

)p(d6) + Dy(plim)/n. Di-
(1-

Now, put hs(u) = Hg(up® + (1 — u)p*tt). Thanks
to (54), we have hs(yu + (1 — y)u') < ~vhs(u) + (1 —
Nhs(u') = (1 = 7)(u — w')?N(p® — p*+1)?, that is:
hs is aN(p* — p*t1)2-strongly convex. Moreover, hg(u)
is minimized by v = 0, because by definition, H(p) is
minimized by p = p*. Using the well-known property of
strongly convex functions of a real variable, we obtain:

his(u) 2 hs(0) + Wzﬁ (55)
and so, foru =1,
Hy(ps) = Hy(p*) + W- (56)
We obtain in a similar way:
Hyp1(p"H) 2 Hopr(p°) + W (57)
Summing (56) and (57) gives:
/és( 5(d6) /é p*T1(dh)
S ol — P (58)
n

Combining (58) with (53) gives:

N(p® = p*™)

< \/ v < / 04(8)p*(d8) — / es(e)psﬂ(do)) (59)

which, using again (53), gives (52). U

Proof of Proposition 3.1: First, note that (26) is obvious
from the definition of ¢. Then apply Lemma 5.1 to f = ¢
that is a-strongly convex. We obtain (27).

Let us now define Fy »(p) = Dy(p||7) and its convex con-
jugate, for g : © — R that is 7-integrable,

Fy-(g)= sup
pGPD@(@

: {/9(9)p(d9) - D¢(P||7T)] . (60)

Then, by Proposition 4.3.2 in (Agrawal & Horel, 2020),

Ficto) = ot { [ &0

where the infimum is actually reached as soon as it is finite.

ECORPYSIRCY

In our case, we apply this result to the nonpositive, 7-
integrable function

t—1
0) =—n_ L:(0). (62)
s=1
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Using Jensen’s inequality, we have:

[ (@u(®) + (a0) - »
> o ( / g:(0)m(d6) + )\> — . (63)

This quantity is convex, > 0 when A < 0, and — oo when
A — oo. So, its infimum is finite, and thus, according
to (Agrawal & Horel, 2020), it is reached by some A = ;.

Let us now define p’ as in (31): p'(df) = Vo*(\ +
g+(0))m(d0). A first step is to check that pt is indeed a prob-
ability distribution. By differentiating (28) with respect to
A we obtain:

| [Focraoma] —1 e

A=A

Note that V(ﬁ* is the differential of a convex, differentiable
function. Thus, it is a nondecreasing function, and it has no
jumps. So, it is continuous, and so, we have

/ p(d6) = / V& +g@)r(de) =1 (65)

Let us now remind the following formula, which can be
found for example in (Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004) page
95, for a convex and differentiable function f:

(V@) =2V f(z) - f(o).

Applying this formula to f = ¢~>* that is convex and differ-
entiable, we obtain:

(Vo' (2)) = 2" Vo™ (z) — ¢* (). (67)

Now, it is easy to check that the function b is upper semi-
continuous and convex. So, ¢** = ¢ (e.g Exercice 3.39
page 121 in (Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004)), and we obtain:

(66)

(Vo™ (z)) = 2" Vo™ (z) — ¢" (). (68)

So, we have:

/[_gté_ﬂ pH(d0) + D¢(f7t||w)
—/l—@v&(xﬁgt(m)

_|_

S|

& (Vé (O + gtw)))] (d6)

and applying (68) gives

/[_%9)] p'(d6) + Daﬁ(;’j“”)

- [|- 220 o0

+ Lt 9O G500, 4 g0)

—¢" (M + gt(e))‘| m(do)

- / 5 (\s + g:(0))m(d0)

" pEPD,A(O) n

by (61). So p! minimizes the desired criterion. [J

The proof of Proposition 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 are provided
in Appendix B.
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APPENDIX

We remind that Appendix A contains an application of The-
orem (2.1) to the continuous case. Appendix B contains
the proofs of Proposition 4.1 and Theorem 4.2. Finally,
Appendix C contains the derivation of p’ in the finite case
thanks to Lagrange method of multipliers.

A. Comparison of the Bounds in the
Continuous Case

As another example of application of Theorem (2.1), let
us consider the case £;(0) = (0 — y;)?. We assume that
supey Y] = C < 4o00. We prove the following state-
ments:

e for some choice of  and m, EWA (that is, (4) with
Dy = KL) leads to

T T
Egpt[0:(0 inf —m)?
; o~pt [:(0)] mefnc,c]{;(yt m)

+4C?%/T1og(T)(1 + o(1))

T
:Z(yt—

t=1

IN

+4C%\/Tog(T)(1 + 0(1))}

where g7 = (1/T) 23:1 Y, but C' has to be known
by the user to reach this.

« for some choice of 7 and 7, (4) with Dy = x? leads
to

> Eonpr[l(0)]

T
< inf {Z(m — )’ +C'TS(1+ |m|)5} (70)

cR
m =1

where C’ is a constant that depends only on C, and
none of these constants have to be known by the user.

There are various ways of using EWA in this context. The
important point is that they all require the support of the
prior 7 to be bounded (or to truncate its support at some
point):

1. a first option is to use as a prior 7 the uniform distri-
bution on [—C, C]. Of course, this is possible only if
one knows C' in advance! In this case, the losses are
bounded by 4C? and so the regret bound is given by

S tepti0n <yt {30

2
+nCT+KMMﬂ}_0D
2 7

Form € [-C,C] and § € (0,1), define p,,, 5 as the
uniform distribution on an inverval of length §C' that
contains m (one could think of [ —4d6C/2,m+6C/2]
but when m = (), this interval would not be included
n [—-C, C]...). We obtain:

> Eopr[:(6)]

]~

< inf inf Eo,[(0 — y1)?
< e 66123,1){)5 0~p[(0 — y1)7]
log

=

((yt —m)? 4 O25?

|l
OqllO [

+ 8nCAT +

1[M]=

—

< inf inf {
me[—C,C16€(0,1)

+2C6|y; — m|

t

N——

log (2
+ 8nC*T + gn(a) }

T
< f f —m)? +5TC?)
—mefnmg%al){iwt m)* +

OqINJ =

+87704T+1 gn( )}

T
p— 1 f _ 2
e o { S (g —m)

t=1

1+ log (10T°C?
+ 8nCAT + + log ( 77)}

reached for § = 1/(5nTC?) (in (0,1) for T large
enough). The choice 7 = /log(T') /(4CV/T) gives:

T T
Z . < . Z 2
=1 Eoet [0(0)] < mG%I—lfC;C]{ e

t=1

+4C? Tlog(T)(1+o(1))}. (72)

. a second strategy is detailed for example

in (Gerchinovitz, 2011), it consists in taking a
heavy-tailed distribution on R for 7, but to use as a
predictor the projection of # on the interval [—C, C1,
that is, changing the loss in |y; — proj;_c, ¢ (¢)]. This
would lead to a regret bound similar to (72), without
improving the applicability of the result, in the sense
that one has to know C' to use the procedure.
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3. athird approach was mentioned by an anonymous Ref-
eree, and can in principle be used when C' is unknown.
In this case, we take 7 as the uniform prior on [—¢, c|
for some ¢ > 0. The important point is that the loss
?;(0) belongs to the interval [0, (¢ + C)?] whose up-
per bound is unknown. Based on techniques devel-
opped in (Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi, 2001; Auer et al.,
2002), Theorem 6 in (Cesa-Bianchi et al., 2007) upper
bounds the regret of an adaptive version of EWA that
can be used in the case where the losses belongs to an
(unknown) bounded interval. This theorem is written
in the finite © case, but it seems to be direct to extend
the result to the general case. If one is “lucky”, that is,
if ¢ > C, then one would recover a regret bound sim-
ilar to (72). However, it might be that C' > c. In this
case, we only have the guarantee to perform as well
as the best predictor in [—c, c]. If the best predictor m
satisfies |m| > c then this gives a linear regret.

Let us now use the strategy (4) with D being the x? diver-
gence, and with a prior 7 that is the student distribution
T (k) with k = 4 degrees of freedom. First,

/et(e)%(de) =/|yt — 0 (d0)
g8/|yt|47r(d9)+8/|9|47r(d9) <8(Ch424). (73)

This gives the regret bound

ZE(,NP [¢.(0 pelgfe){Zngp ye — 0)?]
4 8(C* 4 24)T 4 XN (';””) } (74)

and here, let us consider, for m € R and § € (0,1), the
uniform distribution p,,, 5 on an interval of length §C' that
contains m. The regret bound becomes:

T
> Eonpr ()]
t=1
T
< inf inf — ) 27
—nﬁkgan{g}m p e
2
+n8(C* +24)T + M} (75)

Note that the density of 7 (k) with respect to the Lebesgue
measure is given by:

e 00F)

k+1

(76)

so we can derive the upper bound

"

C(pmslim) < ?—nu + [ml)® a7

for some C”" > 0 that depends only on C. This time, the
choices § = = 1/T"/3 lead to

> Eonpr[l(0)]

T
< ,i%%{;(m — )+ C'TH(1+ |m|>5} (78)
where C’ is a constant that depends only on C'. The impor-
tant point is that the strategy can be implemented without
the knowledge of C' nor C’. But also, this has an important
cost, that is, the regret is now in 7'%/3,

Remark A.1. An anonymous Referee suggested that it is
possible to first build predictors on nested intervals, and
then to aggregate them via EWA to obtain adaptation to
the unknown constant C. However, these predictors are
not uniformly bounded, so we don’t see how to apply the
standard results on EWA to them.

However, this suggestion leads to an improvement on (70)
that will combine the ideas of EWA and non-exponentially
weighted aggregation. The idea is to use EWA on nested
intervals, and then to aggregate them using the x> bound,
which does not require boundedness.

More precisely, define p'. as the result of using EWA with a
uniform prior on [—k, k], for any k € N\ {0}. We have:

T T
D Bop (0] < inf $> (y—m)?
t=1 mel=hA (1

+ 4k*\/T1og(T)(1 + 0(1))}.

It is then possible to adapt Corollary 2.4 to aggregate the
various p%, using a prior © on k. This leads to a posterior
pt on k such that

T
S By Eps [4:(6)]

t=1

)
—g{ZMw&

T
oy . Y
< égfl mel[nfk,k]{z(yt m)

t=1

nLT

1
+ m(k)—1 }
n

nL?T

1 _1
44k /Tlog(T(1 + o(1)) + + }

2 n
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where
L?=2C"+2> w(k)k’
k=1

The choice (k) o< 1/k* and ) < 1/\/T leads to a bound
in:

T T
D BBy [6:(0)] < ,L%fR{Z(% —m)?

t=1 t=1

+ (1 +m* +C*/Tlog(T)(1 + 0(1))}
which improves on (70).

B. Proofs of the Results in Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.1:
Lemmas.1to f = F. [

It is a direct application of

Proof of Theorem 4.2: This proof follows step by step the
classical analysis of FTRL, but we provide it for the sake of
completeness. For short, let Ly (p) := Egnq, [€,(6)]. First,
by assumption, L, is convex. By definition of the subgradi-
ent of a convex function,

ZngqM [0,(0 Z Egg, [£:(0

- Z Et(ﬂ)
- T

= WV Ly ().

t=1

I
hE
(*hl

~
Il
-

MH

i VLe(pe) (79)

~
Il
-

Then, we prove by recursion on 7" that for any p € R9,

T
> VL) Zu VLo (pe)
t=1
T T
< Z { VL () ZMHVLt(Ht)
t=1 t=1
D
L Dolallm)
Ui
which is exactly equivalent to
T
D s
ZNHlVLt (1) Z "V Li(p % (81)

t=1

Indeed, for T = 0, (81) just states that Dy(g,||/m) > 0
which is true by assumption. Assume that (81) holds for

some integer 7" — 1. We then have, for all ;1 € R¢,

T
ZHtTH VL ()

t=1

~

-1
tT+1VEt(#t) + N:$+1VET(NT)

~~
Il
-

~

< 1"V Ly () +
1

D T _
7(15(37“” ) + pr VL7 (pr)

~~
Il

as (81) holds for 7' — 1. Apply this to p = pr4q to get

T

> i VL ()
t=1
T

<> nr V() +
1

t=
T —
> m VL () +
t=1
(by definition of ppy1),

D¢(Qu||7r)
n

D(qur.lI7)
U

D(qm||m)
7

= min
meRd

p N Ly(pe) +

M=

<

~~
Il
-

for all u € R?. Thus, (81) holds for 7. Thus, by recur-
sion, (81) and (80) hold for all T € N.

The last step is to prove that forany ¢ € N,

2

gt NV Li(pie) = pufa VL () < — (82)
Indeed,
utTVEt(Mt)—HtT+1VEt(Ht)
= (ut — pe1) " VL ()
< g = paa IV Le(pe) |
< Lilpe = pegall (83)

as L; is L Lipschitz w.rt || - || (Lemma 2.6 page 27
in (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012) states that the conjugate norm
of its gradient is bounded by L). Define

-1

Col) = 3 T L) + 22l

t(M)_ K VLz(,Ufz)—’— n '
i=1

We remind that by assumption, u — Dy (g,||7)/n is a/n-
strongly convex with respect to || - ||. As the sum of a linear
function and an «/n-strongly convex function, G is a/n-
strongly convex. So, for any (p, 11'),

«a I 2
Grlu') = Gulw) = (' = V() + L L
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As a special case, using the fact that y; is a minimizer of
Gy, we have

2
a _
Gilpusr) — Golpe) > aflpes — el
2n
In the same way,

ol ey —MtH2

Gir1(pe) = Gegr (pag1) = 2

Summing the two previous inequalities gives

2
3 3 Q|41 — [t
pif VLi(pi) = pipy VL () > %a

and so, combined with (83), this gives:

/'7 — —
b1 — el < \/a (1 VLe(pe) = pf V()]

Combining this inequality with (83) leads to (82).
Plugging (79), (80) and (82) together gives

T T
> Eomg, [0(0)] = D Bong, [1(6)]
=1 t=1

< nTL? N Dy(qyul|m)
o n

3

that is the statement of the theorem. [

C. Derivation of o' in the Finite Case via
Lagrange Method of Multipliers

Following Remark 3.1, we provide the derivation of p’ in

the finite case, thanks to Lagrange method of multipliers.

We remind that

M t—1
L(pﬁv---apgwaAvyla"'aVM):Zpﬁ' 65(93)
j=1  s=1

+ 2ynmo (%)

1= g N
IPLRY =Y, +> vt (84)
Jj=1

n n
So:
9 t t t—1
=Ly PA A VL, VM) = ZES(HJ)
ap-j s=1
/), o
"Ly (85)
n n
Thus the first-order equation
9 ¢ t
L>p%s s Prrs A vas-e ) =0 (86)

ap’

is equivalent to
pt- t—1
o (ﬂ_—7) :)\—77285(9]-)—771/]-. (87)
J s=1

Intuitively, the next step would be to apply the inverse of
the function ¢':

t

t—1
P oy (A —a)0,) - an> . @9)
s=1

Ty

Remind that the first order condition for v; is v; > 0 and
v; > 0 < p; = 0. So, we would obtain the simpler for-
mula:

t—1
pt = m; max {o, (¢/)1 ()\ - nZM&)) } . (89)
s=1

It turns out that, under the assumptions of Proposition 3.1,
(¢')~! indeed exists and V¢*(y) = max{0, (¢') " (y)}.
That is, (89) is equivalent to (29).



