arXiv:2401.01077v1 [csLG] 2 Jan 2024

Constrained Online Two-stage Stochastic Optimization:
Algorithm with (and without) Predictions

Piao Hu', Jiashuo Jiang', Guodong Lyu', Hao Su'

t Hong Kong University of Science and Technology

We consider an online two-stage stochastic optimization with long-term constraints over a finite horizon
of T periods. At each period, we take the first-stage action, observe a model parameter realization and
then take the second-stage action from a feasible set that depends both on the first-stage decision and the
model parameter. We aim to minimize the cumulative objective value while guaranteeing that the long-term
average second-stage decision belongs to a set. We develop online algorithms for the online two-stage problem
from adversarial learning algorithms. Also, the regret bound of our algorithm cam be reduced to the regret
bound of embedded adversarial learning algorithms. Based on this framework, we obtain new results under
various settings. When the model parameters are drawn from unknown non-stationary distributions and we
are given machine-learned predictions of the distributions, we develop a new algorithm from our framework
with a regret O(Wr + +/T), where Wr measures the total inaccuracy of the machine-learned predictions.
We then develop another algorithm that works when no machine-learned predictions are given and show the

performances.

1. Introduction
Stochastic optimization is widely used to model the decision making problem with uncertain
model parameters. In general, stochastic optimization aims to solve the problem with formulation
mingec Eg[Fy(c)], where § models parameter uncertainty and we optimize the objective on average.
An important class of stochastic optimization models is the two-stage model, where the problem is
further divided into two stages. In particular, at the first stage, we decide the first-stage decision c
without knowing the exact value of 0. At the second stage, after a realization of the uncertain data
becomes known, an optimal second stage decision x is made by solving an optimization problem
parameterized by both ¢ and 6, where one of the constraint can be formulated as = € B(c, ). Here,
Fy(c) denotes the optimal objective value of the second-stage optimization problem. Two-stage
stochastic optimization has numerous applications, including transportation, logistics, financial
instruments, and supply chain, among others (Birge and Louveaux 2011).

In this paper, we focus on an “online” extension of the classical two-stage stochastic optimization

over a finite horizon of T periods. Subsequently, at each period ¢, we first decide the first-stage



decision ¢; € C, then observe the value of model parameter 6,, which is assumed to be drawn
from an unknown distribution P;, and finally decide the second-stage decision x;. In addition to
requiring x; belonging to a constraint set parameterized by ¢; and 6,, we also need to satisfy a
long-term global constraint of the following form: Z - ZL 9o, (¢, ;) € B. We aim to optimize the
total objective value over the entire horizon, and we measure the performance of our online policy
by “regret”, the additive loss of the online policy compared to the optimal dynamic policy which
is aware of P, for each period ¢.

Indeed, one motivating example for our model is from supply chain management and our model
has many other applications. Usually, the supply chain system of a retail company is composed of
two layers. One is the centralized warehouses layer, and the other is a local retail stores layer. At
each period, the company needs to decide how much inventory to be invested into the warehouses,
which is the first-stage deicion ¢, and then, after the customer demand realizes, the company needs
to decide how to transfer the inventory from each warehouse to the downstream retail stores to
fulfill customer demand, which is the second-stage decision @. It is common in practice that over
the entire horizon, the total inventory received at each retail store cannot surpass certain thresholds
due to some capacity constraints, or the service level of the customers for each retail store (defined
as the total number of times customer demand is fully fulfilled or the fraction of fulfilled customer
demand over total demand, for each retail store) cannot be smaller than certain thresholds. These

operational requirements induce long-term constraints into our model.

1.1. Main Results

Our main result is an online algorithm to achieve a sublinear regret for the two-stage model with
non-stationary distributions, i.e. P, is non-homogeneous over t € [T']. The distribution P; is assumed
to be unknown for each ¢ € [T], however, in practice, historical data are usually available for the
distribution P;, from which we can use some machine learning methods to form a prediction for P;.
Therefore, we consider a prediction setting where we have a machine-learned prediction P, of P,
for each t € [T, at the beginning of the horizon. Note that the prediction P, can be different from
the true distribution P, due to certain prediction error. We aim to develop online algorithm to
incorporate these predictions to guide our decision making under the non-stationary environment,
while guaranteeing that the performance of our algorithm is robust to the prediction errors. To this
end, we first introduce parameter W to capture the total inaccuracy of the pre-given predictions.
We show that no online algorithm can achieve a regret bound better than Q(W) compared to the
offline optimum. We then develop an algorithm to match this lower bound. we introduce a dual
variable for each long-term constraint and we update the dual variable at each period to control

how the budget of each long-term constraint is consumed. Given the fixed dual variable, we can



formulate a two-stage stochastic optimization problem from the Lagrangian dual function, and the
first and second stage decision at each period can be obtained from solving this two-stage stochastic
optimization problem. An adversarial learning algorithm is finally utilized to update the dual
variable, based on the feedback from the solution of this two-stage stochastic optimization problem.
The two-stage problem is formulated differently for different periods to handle the non-stationary
of the underlying distributions. The formulation relies on the predictions, and as a result, our
algorithm, which we name Informative Adversarial Learning (IAL) algorithm, naturally combines
the information provided by the predictions into the adversarial learning algorithm of the dual
variables for the long-term constraints. Our IAL algorithm achieves a regret bound O(W + /T,
which matches the lower bound Q(W).

We then extend to the setting where the predictions are absent and one has to learn the current
distribution purely from the past observations. Note that if we allow the underlying distributions
to be arbitrarily non-stationary (this will become the adversarial setting), no sublinear regret
can be obtained. We consider an intermediate setting between stationary setting and arbitrary
non-stationary setting. To be specific, we assume the underlying distributions to be stationary
but we allow adversarial corruptions to the realizations. There can be in total W number of
corruptions. We modify the IAL algorithm in that we uses another adversarial learning algorithm
such as online gradient descent to update the first-stage decision, thus handling the influence of
the adversarial corruptions. Therefore, we adopt two adversarial learning algorithms to update
the first-stage decision and the dual variable simultaneously, while the second-stage decision is
determined afterwards. In this sense, we name our algorithm Doubly Adversarial Learning (DAL)
algorithm and we show that it achieves a regret bound of O(W + +/T), which also matches the

lower bound Q(W) in terms of the dependency on the number of corruptions.

1.2. Related Work

Algorithm with predictions. There has been a recent trend on studying the performances of
online algorithms with pre-existing machine-learned predictions. In this trend, the competitive
ratio bound is a popular metric to measure the performance of the algorithm, which is defined as
ALG/OPT, where ALG stands for the reward of the algorithm and OPT stands for the optimality
benchmark. Competitive ratio bound has been investigated in a series of papers (e.g. Mahdian et al.
(2012), Antoniadis et al. (2020), Balseiro et al. (2022a), Banerjee et al. (2022), Jin and Ma (2022),
Golrezaei et al. (2023)). Though the competitive ratio is a robust measure and can guarantee the
performance of the algorithm even when the predictions are totally inaccurate or absent, see for
example Immorlica et al. (2019), Castiglioni et al. (2022), Balseiro et al. (2023), it transfers to a
regret bound that is linear in 7. The additive bound, i.e. the regret bound, for algorithm with



predictions have also been studied recently, for example, in the papers Munoz and Vassilvitskii
(2017), An et al. (2023), Hao et al.. However, the previous papers focus on the bandit setting
without long-term constraints, while our paper considers a general two-stage model with long-term
constraints and sublinear regret bounds are derived that incorporates the prediction errors. Note
that the non-stationary bandits with knapsack problem has been considered in Lyu and Cheung
(2023) with deterministic predictions (rather than a distributional prediction in our setting) and
algorithmic design. Our model covers the bandit with knapsack model when the second-stage
decision is de-activated. The algorithm with prediction setting has also been considered in other
problems such as caching Lykouris and Vassilvitskii (2021), Rohatgi (2020), online scheduling
Lattanzi et al. (2020), and the secretary problem Diitting et al. (2021).

Non-stationary online optimization. Though the classical online convex optimization allows
adversarial input, it considers static benchmark by restricting the benchmark to take a common
decision at each period. In order to obtain a sublinear dynamic regret, we have to bound the
extent of non-stationarity even for the most fundamental multi-arm-bandit problem where the long-
term constraint is absent. Various papers have considered the non-stationary online optimization
problem with dynamic benchmark, under different measures of non-stationarity (e.g. Zinkevich
(2003), Besbes et al. (2014, 2015), Cheung et al. (2020), Celli et al. (2022)). The papers that
most close to ours are Balseiro et al. (2023) and Jiang et al. (2020), where similar measures of
non-stationarity are considered. However, we consider an online two-stage problem, which is more
general and the algorithms are different.

Connections with other problems. Our online model is a natural synthesis of several widely
studied models in the existing literature. Roughly speaking, we classify previous models on online
learning /optimization into the following two categories: the bandits-based model and the type-
based model. For the bandits-based model, we make the decision and then observe the (possibly
stochastic) outcome, which can be adversarially chosen. The representative problems include multi-
arm-bandits (MAB) problem, and the more general online convex optimization (OCO) problem.
Captured in our model, the second-stage decision is de-activated. For the type-based model, at
each period, we first observe the type of the arrival, and we are clear of the possible outcome for
each action (which can be type-dependent), and then we decide the action without knowing the
type of future periods. Note that in the type-based model, we usually have a global constraint
such that the cumulative decision over the entire horizon belongs to a set (otherwise the problem
becomes trivial, just select the myopic optimal action at each period), which corresponds to the
long-term constraint in our model. The representative problems for the type-based model include
online allocation problem and a special case online packing problem where the objective function is
linear and B(C, @) is a polyhedron. Captured in our model, the first-stage decision is de-activated.

We review the literature on these problems in Appendix A.



2. Problem Formulation
We consider the online two-stage stochastic optimization problem with long-term constraints in
the following general formulation. There is a finite horizon of T periods and at each period ¢, the
following events happen in sequence:
1 we decide the first-stage decision ¢; € C and incur a cost p(c;);
2 the type 0; is drawn independently from an unknown distribution P;, and the second-stage
objective function fy,(-) and the constraint function g, (-) = (gi e, (-))7; become known.
3 we decide the second-stage decision x; € K(6;,¢;), where K(6;,¢;) is a feasible set parameter-
ized by both the type 6; and the first-stage decision ¢;, and incur an objective value fj, (-).
At the end of the entire horizon, the long-term constraints & - Zthl x; € B(C, 0) need to be satisfied,
which is characterized as follows, following Mahdavi et al. (2012),

T
%'Zgat(ct,mt) <B, (1)
t=1

with B8 € (0,1)™. We aim to minimize the objective

> (pled) + fo (1)) (2)

Any online policy is feasible as long as ¢, and x; are agnostic to the future realizations while
satisfying (1). The benchmark is the dynamic optimal policy, denoted by 7*, who is aware of the
distributions P = (P;)]_, but still the decisions ¢; and x; have to be agnostic to future realizations.
Note that this benchmark is more power than the optimal online policy we are seeking for who
is unaware of the distributions P, and the optimal policy can be dynamic. We are interested in
developing a feasible online policy m with known regret upper bound compared to the optimal
policy:

Regret(m,T) = Egp [ALG(7,0) — ALG(7",0)], (3)

where ALG(7, 0) denotes the objective value of policy 7 on the sequence 8. The optimal policy can
possess very complicated structures thus lacks tractability. Therefore, we develop a tractable lower

bound of Eg.p[ALG(7*,8)]. The lower bound is given by the optimization problem below.

T
OPT =min Z Eétitﬁt [p(ét) + fat (it)] ) (OPT)

t=1

T
1 - .
s.t. T g Eét,(it,et[QQt(cbwt)]S’B’

t=1

x, € K(04,¢;), ¢ €C,Vt.

Here, ¢é; and &; are random variables for each t € [T] and the distribution of & is independent

of #;. Note that we only need the formulation of (OPT) to conduct our theoretical analysis. We



never require to really solve the optimization problem (OPT). Clearly, if we let & (resp. ;)
denote the marginal distribution of the first-stage (resp. second-stage) decision made by the optimal
policy, the we would have a feasible solution to Equation (OPT) while the objective value equals

Egp[ALG(7*,0)]. This argument leads to the following lemma.
LEMMA 1 (forklore). OPT < Eq.p[ALG(7*,0)].
Throughout the paper, we make the following assumptions.

ASSUMPTION 1. The following conditions are satisfied:

a. (convexity) The function p(-) is a convez function with p(0) =0 and C is a compact and convex
set which contains 0. The set A C [0,1]™ is a conver set. Also, the functions fq(-) is convex
inx and gq(-,-) is convez in both ¢ and x, for any 6.

b. (compactness) The set K(0,,¢;) is a polyhedron given by K(6;,¢;) = {&x € R™ : 0 <
x and By,x < ¢} NK where K is a compact conver set.

c. (boundedness) For any x € K and any 0, we have fo(x) € [—1,1] and go(x) € [0,1]™. Moreover,
it holds that fy(0) =0 and gy(0,0) =0.

The conditions listed in Assumption 1 are standard in the literature, which mainly ensure the
convexity of the problem as well as the boundedness of the objective functions and the feasible set.
Finally, in condition ¢, we assume that there always exists 0, which denotes a null action that has
no influence on the accumulated objective value and the constraints.

The Lagrangian dual problem of (OPT) is given below:
1 m
Ig\lgacrc?gg L(C, ) ZE[ —T'Z)\i—l—

. Ai v i 04 Ct,wt)
binee {fef DN il (Dua

where C' = (¢;)L_, and we note that the distribution of & is independent of 6. From weak duality,
(Dual) also serves as a lower bound of Eg.p[ALG(7*,80)]. Therefore, in what follows, we compare

against (Dual) to derive our regret bound.

3. Non-stationary Setting with Predictions

In this section, we consider the non-stationary setting where P; is unknown and non-homogeneous
for each ¢. Since we are comparing against the dynamic optimal policy, our definition of regret in (3)
falls into the range of dynamic regret. It has been known in the literature (e.g. Besbes et al. (2014))
that without additional restrictions on the true distributions P = (P;)’_,, one cannot achieve a

dynamic regret that is sublinear in T'. Therefore, we seek for sublinear regret with the help of



additional information. In practice, the horizon can be repeated for multiple times, from which
we obtain some historical dataset over the true distributions P = (P,)L_,. It is common to utilize
some machine learning methods to learn the true distributions P = (P;)L_,. As a result, in this
section, we assume that there exists a prediction P, of the true distribution P, for each t € [T].
The predictions P = (P,)_, are given at the beginning of the horizon and can be different from
the true distributions P = (P;)I_, due to some prediction errors. We explore how to utilize these
predictions P = (P,)T_, to make our online decisions.

We first derive the regret lower bound and show how the regret should depend on the possible
inaccuracy of the predictions. Following Jiang et al. (2020), we measure the inaccuracy of B by
Wasserstein distance (we refer interested readers to Section 6.3 of Jiang et al. (2020) for benefits
of using Wasserstein distance in online decision making), which is defined as follows

W(P, P,):= inf /d(e,e’)dQ(e,e’), (4)

QEF(Py,Py)

where d(0,0') = ||(fo,90) — (for,go' )|l and F(P,, P,) denotes the set of all joint distributions for
(6,0") with marginal distributions P, and P,. In the following theorem, we show that one cannot

break a linear dependency on the total inaccuracy of the predictions.

THEOREM 1. Let Wy = Zthl W(I:’t,Pt) be the total measure of inaccuracy, where W(I:’t,Pt) 18
defined in (4). For any feasible online policy m that only knows predictions, there always exists P
and P such that

Regret(m,T') = Eg.p[ALG(7,0) — ALG(7",0)] > Q (W7),

where ©* denotes the optimal policy that knows true distributions P.

We then derive our online algorithm with a regret that matches the lower bound established
above. When we have a predictions available, an efficient way would be to “greedily” select ¢; with
the help of predictions. In order to describe our idea, we denote by {5\*, {€; }vieir} one optimal
solution to

T m
1
maxmin L(C, X) = EQNpIE <p(ct)—T-§‘ by

t=1

A (] )
+  min fat T —i—z GianlC mt))] ; (5)

1 €C(0¢,ct) T- ﬁz

where P = (P,)T_,. Note that the value of (5) is equivalent to the value of (Dual) if P = P. Then,

we define for each i € [m],

Biv =Ey_p, [9:0(&;, %7 (0))], (6)



with
)‘ “9i,0(€;, Ty)
T- B '

Here, Bt can be interpreted as the predictions-informed target levels to achieve, at each period t.

(0) € argmlnmtEK((f éy ft9 37,5 + Z

To be more concrete, if P, = P, for each ¢, then B is exactly the value of the constraint functions

at period ¢ in (OPT), which is a good reference to stick to. We then define

. m Az BZ
Li(e,\) :==Ey_p, [p(c) — Z t

i=1 T-Bi
+ min fy(x EA EAGL) (7)
xzck(0,c) f T- Bz '
The key ingredient of our analysis is the following.
LEMMA 2. It holds that
T
parminL(C.A) =) maxminLi(e, ) ®)

and moreover, letting (X*,(é&;)T_,) be the optimal solution to maxxsoming,cc L(C,\) used in the
definition (6), then (X*,é}) is an optimal solution to maxxsemingcc Li(e,,A) for each t € [T).

Also, we have

m
=1

i

NaBi=T"3 Bi- X, (9)
i=1
for each i € [m].

Lemma 2 implies that given 5\*, we can simply minimize f/t(ct,;\*) over ¢; to get the first-stage
decision *. We now describe the procedure to obtain the dual variable A\, for each period t.

We adopt the framework of expert problem, where we regard each constraint ¢ as an expert @
and we use the algorithm for the expert problem to update the dual variable. We regard A; as a
distribution over the long-term constraints, after divided by a scaling factor p. Then, the range
of the dual variable for all the minimax problems (7) can be restricted to the set p-A,, where
A, ={yeRZ,:>"" y; =1} denotes a distribution over the long-term constraints and x>0 is a
constant to be specified later. The player of the expert problem actually chooses one constraint
1, among the long-term constraints, by setting A, = u - e;, where e;, € R™ is a vector with 1 as
the 7;-th component and 0 for all other components. Clearly, what we can observe is a stochastic
outcome. We can observe the stochastic outcome f/(ct, - €;,,0;) for the currently chosen constraint
;. Finally, the second-stage decision x; is determined by solving the inner minimization problem

! This is a stochastic optimization problem, which can be solved by applying stochastic gradient descent over c¢; or
applying sample average approximation to get samples of 6 ~ P;



Algorithm 1 Informative Adversarial Learning (IAL) algorithm

Input: the scaling factor p > 0, the adversarial learning algorithm ALGp,, for dual variable A,
and the prior estimates P.
Initialize: compute 3;, for all i € [m],¢ € [T] as (6).
fort=1,...,7 do
1. ALGp,, returns a long-term constraint i; € [m].
2. Set ¢, = argmin, . Li(c, - e;,).
3. Observe 6, and set x; by solving the inner problem in (7) with c=¢, and A=y -e;,.

4. Return to ALGp,, I:i,t(ct,u -€;,,0;) defined as follows for each i € [m],

2 M- Bi,t

Li,t(CuM'ez‘ﬁet) :p(ct) - T B +f0t(mt)
M- gi Qt(ctamt)
o IuRAT T 11
L) (11)

end for

in (7) for c=c¢, and A=y - e;,. Here, ¢, is determined as the minimizer of L;(c,, A*) and i, is
determined by the algorithm for the expert problem over the long-term constraints.

We now further specify what is the observed outcome for the dual player. Note that the dual
player chooses a constraint i; as action. The corresponding outcome is ﬁit(ct,ﬂ - e;,,0;), where

A

Li(ci,p-ei,,0;) is defined as follows for each i € [m],

A

*g; Ci, T
Eicupe 4,00 =ple) = by + fo () + 10020

T-5 1)

where x, denotes the second-stage decision we made at period t. Though the action for the dual
player is e;,, we are actually able to obtain additional information for the dual player, which helps
the convergence of the expert algorithm. It is easy to see that we have the value of L;(cy, - e;,,0;)
at the end of period t, for all other constraint i # ¢;,. Therefore, for the expert algorithm, we are
having the full feedback, where the outcomes of all constraints, L; for all i € [m], can be observed.
The above discussion implies that we can apply adversarially learning algorithm such as Hedge
algorithm to dynamically update the dual variable A; for each period ¢. Our formal algorithm is
described in Algorithm 1, which we call Informative Adversarial Learning (IAL) algorithm since
the updates are informed by the predictions.

As shown in the next theorem, the regret of Algorithm 1 is bounded by O(Wy 4 +/T), which

matches the lower bound established in Theorem 1.
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THEOREM 2. Denote by m Algorithm 1 with input pu = ||)A\*HOo =T for some constant o> 0.
Denote by Wy =3, W(P,, P,) the total measure of inaccuracy, with W(P,, P,) defined in (4).

Then, under Assumption 1, the regret enjoys the upper bound
Regret(m,T) =E¢.p[ALG(7,0)] — Eo.p[ALG(7",0)]
<O(\/T -logm) + O(Wr) (12)

if Hedge is selected as ALGp,,. Moreover, we have

1 « logm W
— , _3<0 T
T;gz,et(cha:t) ﬁz_0< T >+O< T >,

for each i € [m)].

Notably, the inaccuracy of the prior estimates would result in a constraint violation that scales
as O(% + %) as shown in Theorem 2. Therefore, as long as Wy scales sublinearly in 7', which
guarantees a sublinear regret bound following (12), the constraint violation of our Algorithm 1
also scales as o(1), implying that the solutions generated by Algorithm 1 is asymptotically feasible.
Generating asymptotically feasible solutions is standard in OCOwC literature (Jenatton et al.

2016, Neely and Yu 2017, Yuan and Lamperski 2018, Yi et al. 2021).

4. Extension to the Setting without Predictions
In this section, we explore the setting where there are no machine-learned predictions and the true
distributions are still unknown. If the true distributions can be arbitrarily non-stationary, then the
setting becomes identical to the adversarial setting and in general, one cannot achieve a sublinear
regret. Therefore, we consider a setting lying between the stationary and the non-stationary setting.
To be specific, we assume that the true distributions are identical, i.e., P, = P for each t € [T].
However, at each period t, after the type 0, is realized, there can be an adversary corrupting 6; into
07, and only the value of 6f is revealed to us. The adversarial corruption to a stochastic model can
arise from the non-stationarity of the underlying distributions P (e.g. Jiang et al. (2020), Balseiro
et al. (2023)), or malicious attack and false information input to the system (Lykouris et al. (2018),
Gupta et al. (2019)).

We first characterize the difficulty of the problem. Denote by W (0) the total number of adver-

sarial corruptions on sequence 9, i.e.,

W(o) =) 1(6: #6;). (13)

We show that the optimal regret bound scales at least Q(Eq.p[IV (0)]). Note that in the definition
of the regret, the performance of our algorithm is the total collected reward after adversarial

corrupted, and the benchmark is the optimal policy with adversarial corruptions, denoted by 7*.
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THEOREM 3. Let W(0) be the total number of adversarial corruptions on sequence 0, as defined
n (13). For any feasible online policy 7, there always there exists distributions P and a way to

corrupt P such that

Regret’(m,T) = Eo.p[ALG(r, 0°)] — Eop[ALG(7*, 6°)]
> Q(Eop[W(0)]).

Our lower bound in Theorem 3 is in correspondence to the lower bound established in Lykouris
et al. (2018) for stochastic multi-arm-bandits model.

We now derive our algorithm to achieve a regret upper bound that matches the lower bound
in Theorem 3 in terms of the dependency on W (8). Our algorithm is modified from the previous
Algorithm 1. However, the caveat is that since we do not have the predictions P, for each t € (1],
we cannot directly obtain the value of ¢; by minimizing over I:t(c, A) in (7). One can indeed use
historical samples to obtain an estimate of P; and plug the estimate into the formulation of ﬁt(c, A)
to solve it. However, the existence of the adversarial corruptions will bring new challenges to tackle
with. Instead, in what follows, we seek for another approach that uses another adversarial learning
algorithm to update c;.

We note that the minimax Lagrangian dual problem (Dual) admits the following reformulation,
given the type realization 6.

L(e, X\, 0) =p(c) — = Z)\-i- min {fy(z)

xek(0,c)
Ai-giolc,
Py hegalen)]
We have the following lemma showing the convexity of L(c, X, ) over c.

LEMMA 3. For any XA and any 0, L(c,\,0) defined in (14) is a convex function over ¢, under

Assumption 1.

This above results imply that we can apply methods from online convex optimization (OCO) to
update ¢; for each ¢ € [T']. The formal algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2. Our algorithm admits
a double adversarial learning structure. On the one hand, we use Online Gradient Descent (OGD)
algorithm (Zinkevich 2003) as ALG; to update the first-stage decision ¢;. On the other hand, similar
to Algorithm 1, we regard each long-term constraint as an expert and use the expert algorithm
such as Hedge algorithm (Freund and Schapire 1997) as ALG, to update the dual variable A, for
each t € [T]. Finally, the second-stage decision x; is determined by solving the inner minimization

problem in (14) for c=¢;, A=A\, and 0 = 05.
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Algorithm 2 Doubly Adversarial Learning (DAL) algorithm
Input: the scaling factor g > 0, the adversarial learning algorithm ALG; for the first-stage

decision, the adversarial learning algorithm ALG, for the dual variable.
fort=1,...,7 do
1. ALG, returns ¢; and ALG, returns i; € [m].
2. Observe 05 and determine x; by solving the inner problem in (14) withc=c; and A=p-e;,.
3. Return L(c;, - e;,,0¢) to ALG;.
4. Return L;(cq, ju- e;,,0¢) defined in (10) for all i € [m] to ALG,.
if L-3"  gio, (coo@,) > i for some i € [m] then
we terminate the algorithm by taking the null action 0 for both stage decision in the re-
maining horizon.
end if

end for

We now show that our Algorithm 2 achieves a regret bound that matches the lower bound
in Theorem 3 in terms of the dependency on W (@), which is in correspondence to the linear

dependency on W (0) established in Gupta et al. (2019) for the stochastic multi-arm-bandits model.

THEOREM 4. Denote by m Algorithm 2 with input u="T. Then, under Assumption 1 and the

corrupted setting, the regret enjoys the upper bound

Regret®(r,T) = Eg-p|ALG(r, 0°)] — Eg..p[ALG(7", 6°)]

<O((G+F)-VT)+O(\/T -logm)
+O(Eo~p[W(0)]), (15)

if OGD 1is selected as ALG; and Hedge is selected as ALG,. Here, Eq.p[W(0)] denotes the expec-
tation of the total number of corruptions, with W (0) defined in (13).

We remark that the implementation of our Algorithm 2 in this setting is agnostic to the total
number of adversarial corruptions and achieves the optimal dependency on the number of corrup-
tions. This is one fascinating benefits of adopting adversarial learning algorithms as algorithmic
subroutines in Algorithm 2, where the corruptions can also be incorporated as adversarial input
which is handled by the learning algorithms. On the other hand, even if the number of corruptions
is given to us as a prior knowledge, Theorem 3 shows that still, no online policy can achieve a

better dependency on the number of corruptions.
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5. Numerical Experiments

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to test the performance of our algorithms em-
pirically. We try two sets of experiments for the resource allocation problems. One deals with
the resource capacity constraints (packing constraints from a mathematical optimization view),
where the long-term constraints take the formulation of Zthl g(x;,0,) <T-B. The other set of
experiments deals with the service level constraints (covering constraints from a mathematical op-
timization view), where the long-term constraints take the formulation of Zthl g(x:,0,)>T-p3.
Note that the service level constraints (or the fairness constraints (Kearns et al. 2018)) are widely
studied in the literature (e.g. Hou et al. (2009)), and we develop our algorithms to handle this
type of covering constraints. The algorithmic development for the second set is described in Sec-
tion B.2 in the supplementary material. In our experiments, we set the functions g(x;, ;) to be
linear functions over x;.

Experiment 1. The first set deals with packing constraints. The offline problem can be formulated

as follows:
T
max th
t=1

T
st > @, <T-B;, Vi=1,...,4
t=1

Tig < Dy, Vi, Vi

4 4
Zmi,t > min{c;, ZDW}’ Vit
=1 =1

Tyt Z 0, Cy S C, VZ,Vt

We do the numerical experiment under the following settings. Consider a resource allocation prob-
lem where there is 4 resources to be allocated. At each period, the decision maker needs to first
decide a budget ¢; which restricts the total amount of units to be invested to each resources, and
then, after the demand is realized, the decision maker needs to allocated the budget to satisfy
the demand for each resource. The demand for each resource is normally distributed at each pe-
riod (truncated at 0). We set the mean parameter pg=>5 and the standard deviation parameter
oo =10/3. We set the vector 8 =1[0.95,0.90,0.85,0.80]. We assume DAL is blind to the distribu-
tions while TAL knows the distributions. We test the performance of the IAL algorithm and DAL
algorithm in the following four cases:
e a. Stationary distribution case: demands of the four resources follow the same distribution
N (kopig,00) with kg = 2.
e b. Non-stationary distribution case 1: We divide the whole horizon into two intervals: [1,7"/2]
and [T'/2+ 1,T]. During each interval, we sample the demands independently following the
same distribution N (k;po,00) with k; = 1,3 for the two intervals.
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e c. Non-stationary distribution case 1: We divide the whole horizon into two intervals: [1,7/2]
and [T'/2+ 1,T]. During each interval, we sample the demands independently following the
same distribution N (kopg, 09) with ky = 3,1 for the two intervals.

e d. Non-stationary distribution case 3: We divide the whole horizon into five intervals: [1,7"/5],
[T/5+ 1,2T/5], [2T/5+ 1,3T/5], [3T/5 + 1,4T/5], [4T/5 + 1,T]. During each interval, we
sample the demands independently following the same distribution N (k3pg,00) with ks =
1,2,3,2,1 for five intervals.

Results and interpretations. Note that the extent of non-stationarity is the same for the non-
stationary case 1 and case 2. The difference is that the distribution of the two intervals is exchanged
in case 1 and case 2. The extent of non-stationarity is largest for the non-stationary case 3. The
numerical results are presented in Table 1. On one hand, for the stationary case, the performances
of both DAL and IAL are good, with a relative regret within 4%. On the other hand, as we can see,
the performance of DAL decays from situation (a) up to situation (d), as the non-stationarity of the
underlying distributions gets larger and larger. However, the performance of TAL remains relatively
stable because the non-stationarity of the underlying distributions has been well incorporated in

the algorithmic design, which illustrates the effectiveness of IAL in a non-stationary environment.

stationary case non-stationary case 1
DAL 3.43% 8.26%
TAL 3.45% 5.84%
non-stationary case 2 | non-stationary case 3
DAL 8.26% 11.02%
TAL 5.86% 6.54%

Table 1 The relative regret of DAL and IAL algorithms with capacity (packing) constraints

Experiment 2. The second set considers the service level constraints, namely, the covering con-
straints. We consider the four cases which are exactly the same as the cases described in experiment
1. The other parameters are also set as the same as those in experiment 1, except that the long-term
constraints now become Zthl g(x:,0,)>T- 3.

Results and interpretations. In each of the figures, corresponding to each case, we plot 4 graphs
capturing how the budget ¢; is determined and how the service level constraints are satisfied for
each DAL and TAL during the horizon of T'= 10000 period. As we can see, both IAL and DAL
converge rather quickly under the stationary case, in that the budget c; remains stable and the
target service levels are achieved after about 1000 periods, as plotted in Figure 1. However, as we
add non-stationarity in Figure 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4, the performance of DAL decays in that
the budget ¢; cannot capture the non-stationarity, and the achieved service levels are not stable.

In contrast, for IAL, the budget ¢; changes quite quickly as long as the underlying distribution
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shifts. Moreover, even though the distributions changed during the horizon, the achieved service
levels of IAL remain stable and the targets are reached. All these numerical results correspond to

our theoretical finding and illustrate the benefits of IAL under non-stationarity.

Capacity DAL Fill Rate DAL

——Capacity —Betal —Beta2 Beta 3 Beta 4

Capacity IAL Fill Rate IAL

—Capacity —Betal —Beta2 Beta 3 Beta 4

Figure 1 Numerical results of DAL and IAL algorithms with service level (covering) constraints for the

stationary case.

Capacity DAL Fill Rate DAL

n 108
& e 1

M / 0ss S
/ ‘.

b R B
i y o (W \ s

\ -

——Capacity —Betal —Beta2 — Beta3  Betad

Capacity IAL Fill Rate IAL

——Capacity —Betal Beta 2 Beta3 Beta 4

Figure 2 Numerical results of DAL and IAL algorithms with service level (covering) constraints for the

non-stationary case 1.

6. Summary
This paper proposes and studies the problem of bounding regret for online two-stage stochastic

optimization with long-term constraints. The main contribution is an algorithmic framework that
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Figure 3 Numerical results of DAL and IAL algorithms with service level (covering) constraints for the

non-stationary case 2.
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Figure 4 Numerical results of DAL and IAL algorithms with service level (covering) constraints for the

non-stationary case 3.

develops new algorithms via adversarial learning algorithms. The framework is applied to various
setting. For the stationary setting, the resulted DAL algorithm is shown to achieve a sublinear
regret, with a performance robust to adversarial corruptions. For the non-stationary (adversarial)
setting, a modified IAL algorithm is developed, with the help of prior estimates. The sublinear
regret can also be acheived by TAL algorithm as long as the cumulative inaccuracy of the prior

estimates is sublinear.
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Appendix A: Further Related Literature

Our model synthesizes the bandits-based model, where the representative problems include MAB problem,
bandits with knapsack (BwK) problem and the more general OCO problem, and the feature-based model,
where the representative problems include online allocation problem and a special case online packing
problem. We now review these literature.

One representative problem for the bandits-based model is the BwK problem which reduces to MAB
problem if no long-term constraints. The previous BwK results have focused on a stochastic setting
(Badanidiyuru et al. 2013, Agrawal and Devanur 2014a), where a O(v/T) regret bound has been derived,
and an adversarial setting (e.g. Rangi et al. (2018), Immorlica et al. (2019)), where the sublinear regret is
impossible to obtain and a O(logT') competitive ratio has been derived. Similar to our DAL algorithm, the
algorithms in the previous literature reply on an interplay between the primal and dual LPs. To be more
concrete, Agrawal and Devanur (2014a) and Agrawal and Devanur (2014b) develop a dual-based algorithms
to BwK and a more general online stochastic optimization problem (belonging to bandits-based model) and
analyzes the algorithm performance under further stronger conditions on the dual optimal solution.
However, these learning models and algorithms are developed in the stationary (stochastic) environment,
which cannot be applied to the non-stationary setting. For the non-stationary setting, the recent work Liu
et al. (2022) derives sublinear regret, based on a more involved complexity measure over the
non-stationarity of the underlying distributions which concerns both the temporary changes of two
neighborhood distributions and the global changes of the entire distribution sequence.

Another representative problem for the bandits-based model is the OCO problem, which is one of the
leading online learning frameworks (Hazan 2016). Note that the standard OCO problem generally adopts a
static optimal policy as the benchmark, i.e., the decision of the benchmark needs to be the same for each
period. In contrast, in our model, the benchmark is a more powerful dynamic optimal policy where the
decisions are allowed to be non-homogeneous across time. Therefore, not only our model is more involved,
our benchmark is also stronger. There have been results that consider a dynamic optimal policy as the
benchmark for OCO (Besbes et al. 2015, Hall and Willett 2013, Jadbabaie et al. 2015), but all these works
consider the unconstrained setting with no long-term constraints. For the line of works that study the
problem of online convex optimization with constraints (OCOwC), existing literature would assume the
constraint functions that characterize the long-term constraints are either static (Jenatton et al. 2016,
Yuan and Lamperski 2018, Yi et al. 2021) or stochastically generated (Neely and Yu 2017).

For the type-based model, one representative problem is the online packing problem, where the columns
and the corresponding coefficient in the objective of the underlying LP come one by one and the decision
has to be made on-the-fly. The packing problem covers a wide range of applications, including secretary
problem (Ferguson et al. 1989, Arlotto and Gurvich 2019), online knapsack problem (Arlotto and Xie 2020,
Jiang and Zhang 2019), resource allocation problem (Li et al. 2020), network routing problem (Buchbinder
and Naor 2009), matching problem (Mehta et al. 2007) etc. The problem is usually studied under either a
stochastic model where the reward and size of each query is drawn independently from an unknown

distribution P, or a more general the random permutation model where the queries arrive in a random
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order (Molinaro and Ravi 2014, Agrawal et al. 2014, Kesselheim et al. 2014, Gupta and Molinaro 2014).
The more general online allocation problem (e.g. Balseiro et al. (2022b)) has also been considered in the

literature, where the objective and the constraint functions are allowed to be general functions.

Appendix B: Extensions
B.1. Non-convex Objective and Non-concave Constraints

Note that in Assumption 1, we require a convexity condition where the function p(-) is a convex function
with p(0) =0 and C is a compact and convex set which contains 0. Also, the functions fj(-) need to be
convex in « and gy(+,-) need to be convex in both ¢ and @, for any 6. In this section, we explore whether
these convexity conditions can be removed with further characterization of our model.

We now show that when C contains only a finite number of elements, we can remove all the convexity
requirements in Assumption 1 and we still obtain a O(v/T 4+ W) regret bound for the setting in Section 4.
As for the setting in Section 3, we can obtain the same O(\/T + W) regret bound for arbitrary C, as long
as the minimization step ¢, = argmincecﬁt(c, 1-e;,) can be efficiently solved in Algorithm 1.

We now assume C has a finite support and remove all the convexity requirements in Assumption 1. In
order to recover the results in Section 4, we regard each element in C as an expert and we apply expert
algorithms to decide ¢, for each period t. To be more concrete, note that for the first-stage decision, we
only have bandit-feedback, i.e., we can only observe the stochastic outcome of selecting ¢, instead of other
elements in the set C. Therefore, we can apply EXP3 algorithm (Auer et al. 2002) as ALG;. Still, following
the same procedure as the proof of Theorem 4, we can reduce the regret bound of Algorithm 2 into the
regret bound of ALG;, ALG,, and an additional O(Wy) term if adversarial corruption exists. The above

argument is formalized in the following theorem.

THEOREM 5. Denote by m Algorithm 2 with input p="T. Then, if C constains only a finite number of

elements, denoted by K, with condition ¢ in Assumption 1, it holds that

Regret®(n, T) = Eop[ALG(7, 8°)] — Eg..p[ALG(7*,0°)] <O(VK -T) 4+ O(\/T -logm)
+ O(Eop[W(0))), (16)

if EXP3 is selected as ALGy and Hedge is selected as ALGy. Here, B p[W(0)] denotes the expectation of
the total number of corruptions, with W (0) defined in (13).

We now consider the setting in Section 3 and we show that the O(v/T + W) regret bound holds for
Algorithm 1 without the convexity requirements in Assumption 1, for arbitrary C as long as the
minimization step ¢, = 2L1rg,‘111irlceclA/,g(c7 - e;,) can be efficiently solved. The key idea is to regard the
first-stage decision at each period as a distribution over C, denoted by ¢;. Then, Es [ﬁ(é’, )\)} would be a
convex function over the distribution C. Moreover, for each fixed A, note that selecting the worst
distribution C to minimize Eg [ﬁ(é’ , /\)} can be reduced equivalent to selecting the worst deterministic C
to minimize I:(C, A). Therefore, every step of the proof of Lemma 2 and Theorem 2 would follow by

replacing ¢; into the distribution &, for each ¢ € [T']. We have the following result.
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THEOREM 6. Denote by = Algorithm 1 with input pn= | X = - T for some constant o> 0. Denote by
Wr =" W(P,, P,) the total measure of inaccuracy, with W (P,, P,) defined in (4). Then, under

condition ¢ of Assumption 1, for arbitrary C, the regret enjoys the upper bound
Regret(m,T) =Eg..p[ALG(T,8)] — Eg. p[ALG(7*,0)] < O(\/T -logm) + O(Wr) (17)

if Hedge is selected as ALGpy, . Moreover, we have

1 ~ 1 w.
T Gio,(Cyy) — B <O ( 0§m> +0 <TT> ) (18)

for each i € [m)].

B.2. Incorporating Covering Constraints

In this section, we discuss how to incorporate covering constraints into our model. Note that in the

previous section, we let the long-term constraints % . Zle x; € B(C,0) be characterized as follows,

=g lenm) <, (19)
t=1

with 3 € (0,1)™, which corresponds to packing constraints since both g(-) and B are non-negative. For the
case with covering constraints, the long-term constraints % ~ZtT:1 x, € B(C,0) would enjoy the following

characterization

Z (e, i) > 3, (20)

with 3 € (0,1)™. We now show that all our previous results hold for the packing constraints (20), by simply
changing the input parameter p in Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 1. We illustrate through the stationary
setting consiered in Section 4 where P, = P for each t € [T].

Now, (OPT) enjoys the following new formulation.

T
OPTCovering _ mlnz ]Eét,it,et [p(ét) + fe,, (jt)] (21)

t=1

1 « o
Stf : ZEEt,it,et [th (ct7 mt)] Z ﬂ

. € K(6;,¢:),¢; €C,Vt.

The Lagrangian dual of OPT<**""¢ (21) can be formulated as follows.

A>0 éec &, €K (0,84) = T-5;

T m ~ o~
max min L“"*"8(C | \) = ZE (é:) —|— = Z X+ min  fo, (&) — Z )\lglgt(c“mt)] . (22)
t=1

Similar to (14), we have the following formulation for L(e, X, ) as the single-period decomposition of
LCovering(C,)\).

e 1 <& LA W

LM (e X, 0)=p(c) +—-Y XN+ min {fg (x)— Z e A gz,géc,w) } . (23)

T K(0
i=1 @€KX (6,c) i—1 i

N

We can obtain the following result.
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LEMMA 4. Under the stationary setting where P, = P for each t € [T}, it holds that

. _ 1 Covering _ . TR 7 Covering [ ~
ey minEe (LT O ] = mazninT - Eeonp (L@ 0]

Therefore, we can still regard solving the dual problem (22) as a procedure of solving the repeated
zero-sum games, where player 1 chooses the first-stage decision ¢, and player 2 chooses one long term
constraint ¢, € [m]. We still apply Algorithm 2 with the new definition

K

L .

T-p;

However, in order to incorporate covering constraints, we need to adjust the value of the scaling factor u

LT™™(cr, - €3, 6:) = plen) + 7+ fo, (22) (24)

and we only terminate our algorithm after the entire horizon has been run out. In fact, we need an upper
bound (arbitrary upper bound suffices) over the I; norm of the optimal dual variable A* of (22) to serve as
the scaling factor p and in practice, we can spend the first v/7 time periods to construct an upper

confidence interval of A* to serve as u without influencing the order of the regret bound.

THEOREM 7. Denote by m Algorithm 2 with input p being an upper bound of ||X*||1 where X* is the
optimal dual variable of (22). Then, under Assumption 1, p=a-T for some constant >0 and if OGD is
selected as ALGy and Hedge is selected as ALGy, the regret enjoys the upper bound

Regret™ (m, T) <O((G+ F)-VT) + O(\/T -logm) (25)

and moreover, we have

1 — ~ G+F> ~<\/logm
i i,0¢ (Ct) <0 +0
ST ;gye(c“pt) (a\/T a-VT

Appendix C: Regret Bounds for Adversarial Learning

) , Vie[m]. (26)

In this section, we present the implementation details of two adversarial learning algorithms, OGD and
Hedge, that will be used as algorithmic subroutines in our Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 1, as well as their
regret analysis.

OGD is an algorithm to be executed in a finite horizon of T periods, and at each period ¢, OGD selects
an action ¢, € C, receives an adversarial chosen cost function h,(-) afterwards, and incurs a cost h,(c;).

OGD is designed to minimize the regret

Regoap(T) = Z he(e:) — 2161(1212 hi(c).

t=1
The implementation of OGD is described in Algorithm 3. In our problem, h, = LF(¢,, i - e,,,0,) for ISP
and hy = LOSF (¢, 11 - €;,,0;) for OSP. In order to obtain a subgradient, one can compute the optimal dual

variable of the inner minimization problem of (14). For example, the inner minimization problem is

K- Giy 6, (C, 113)

min fp, () + T8,

(27)
st. Bpx<c

x>0
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Algorithm 3 Online Gradient Descent (OGD) algorithm

Input: the step size n, for each t € [T].
Initially set an arbitrarily ¢; € C.
fort=1,...,7 do
1. Take the action c¢;.
2. Observe the cost function h,(+).
3. Update action
ciy1="Pe (e —n - Vh(e))

where Vh,;(¢;) denotes a subgradient of h, at ¢, and P, denotes a projection to the set C.

end for

and the Lagrangian dual problem of (27) is
1+ Gi,0,(Ce, )
T B,
The optimal dual solution ~; can be computed from the above minimax problem and we know that

e vctgit 0t (Ct?w)
ho(ed) =~ ’ .
\% t(Ct) v, + Tﬂz,

Clearly when pp=a-T for a constant a > 0, we have ||v;||2 < G for some constant G that depends only on

T : AT
maxy e, +min fo, (¥) =y By, x +

(the upper bound of gradients of) {fy,gs}ve, the minimum positive element of B, for all §, and

maxie[m]{ﬁ}. The regret bound of OGD is as follows.
THEOREM 8 (Theorem 1 of Zinkevich (2003)). Ifn, = %, then it holds that
Regoap(T) <O ((G+F)-VT)

where F is an upper bound of the diameter of the set C and G is a constant that depends only on (the upper

bound of gradients of ) {fs, 9o }ve, the minimum positive element of By for all 8, and maxie[m]{%}.

The Hedge algorithm is used to solve the expert problem in a finite horizon of T" periods. There are m
experts and at each period ¢, Hedge will select one expert i; € [m] (i; can be randomly chosen), observe the
reward vector [, € R™ afterwards, and obtain an reward [;, ;. Hedge is designed to minimize the regret

T T
RegHedge (T) = max l’i,t - Z E’it [lit,t] .
i€lm] t=1 t=1
The Hedge algorithm is described in Algorithm 4. In our problem, for ISP, we have
li,t = Ei(ctuu “€iyy 9t)~

Under Assumption 1, when p =« - T for a constant «, we know that there exists a constant § > 0 such that
|li1] <4, for all i € [m] and ¢ € [T]. Here, § depends on maX;e(m){-}-
THEOREM 9 (from Theorem 2 in Freund and Schapire (1997)). Ife=/'8™  then it holds that

Regp1.40.(T) < O(V/T -log(m))

where the constant term in O(-) depends on maxie[m]{ﬁ}.
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Algorithm 4 Hedge algorithm
Input: a parameter € > 0.

Initialize: w; =1 €R™ and y; = - - w;.

fort=1,...,T do
1. Take the action 7; ~ y;.
2. Observe the reward vector [, and obtain a reward [;, ;.
3. Update the weight
Wi 41 = Wit exXp(—€-1;4)

for each i € [m] and set
W; t4+1
Yit+1 = =m
Z’i’:l wilvt"l‘l
for each i € [m].

end for

Appendix D: Missing Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Theorem 1. The proof is modified from the proof of Theorem 3. We consider a special case of
our problem where for any ¢ € C and any 6, (6, c) =[0,1] (there is no need to decide the first-stage
decision). There is only one long-term constraint with target 8= % Moreover, there are three possible
values of 6, denoted by {6*,62,6%}. We have fy1(z) = —=, fo(z) = — (1+ 2L) x, fos(z)=—(1— 2%) x and
go1 () = ge2 () = ges (x) = = (only one long-term constraint). The prior estimate is P, = @ with probability

1 for each t € [T], and the problem with respect to the prior estimates can be described below in (28).

mn =@ — .. =Tz —Tryy — .. —Ir (28)

T
s.t. xl—i—...—f—x% —&—x%H—i—...—i—ng;

0<z,<1 fort=1,...,T.
Now we consider the following two possible true distributions. The first possible true scenario, given in
(29), is that the distribution P, =" for t=1,...,Z and P, =6% for t =2 +1,...,T. The second possible
true scenario, given in (30), is that the distribution P,=0" for t=1,...,2 and P =6° fort=% +1,...,T.

. W. W,
min -2 —..—rr — (1—|—TT) TLyy— = <1+TT> Tr (29)
T
s.t. :E1++1‘%+17%+1++1‘T§5
0<z, <1 fort=1,...,T.
. W. W,
B (1—TT) TL g = — (1—TT> Xy (30)

T
s.t. $1++$% +$%+1++$TS§

0<z, <1 fort=1,...,T.
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For any online policy 7, denote by z; (m) the decision of the policy m at period ¢ under the true scenario
given in (29) and denote by z?(7) the decision of the policy 7 at period ¢ under the true scenario (30).
Further define T} (7) (resp. T2(w)) as the expected capacity consumption of policy 7 under the true

scenario (29) (resp. true scenario (30)) during the first T time periods:

= Z and T2 Z

Then, we have that

T
ALG;(W)z—JFTWTJF% Ty(r) and ALGZ(r)=—

T-Wr Wy
5

where ALGY.() (resp. ALGZ (7)) denotes the expected reward collected by policy 7 on scenario (29) (resp.
scenario (30)). It is clear to see that the optimal policy 7* who is aware of P, for each ¢ € [T] can achieve an

objective value

T+ W. T
ALGL (1) = — +2 L and ALGQT(ﬂ'*) =-3
Thus, the regret of policy 7 on scenario (29) and (30) are = - Ty (7)) and Wy — =L - Ty() respectively.

Further note that since the implementation of policy 7 at each time period should be independent of future
realizations, we must have T (m) = T5(m) (during the first T periods, the information for 7 is the same for

both scenarios (29) and (30)). Thus, we have that

W. W. W.
RegT(ﬂ')ZmaX J'Tl(Tl'),WT—iT'Tl( ) >7T*Q(WT)
T T 2
which completes our proof. |

Proof of Lemma 2. Denote by (A*, (&)%) the optimal solution to

maxmin L(C, ),

A>0 cteC

used in the definition (6). we now show that (A*,&;) is an optimal solution to

max min L, (¢, \)
A>0 e eC

for each t € [T], which would help to complete our proof of (8). We first define

Li(A) =min L, (e, A),

ct€C

as a function over A for each ¢ € [T']. Then, it holds that

VLA = VEL (6, A) = (— Pt 1K, [“‘”“’”D o (31)
Vie[m]

Tp; Tp;

The first equality of (31) follows from the fact that

ple)+ min fol@ ZA 9‘”] (32)

. .
¢; eargmin, E, 5
t ceCo~Py weK(6,c)

since (A%, (€7)7_,) is an optimal solution to maxysoming,cc L(C,A). The last equality of (31) follows from
the definition of 3, in (6). Therefore, combining (31) and (32), we know that (A*,é) is an optimal

solution to maxy>oming,ecc f/t(ct, ) for each t € [T7.
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We now prove (8). It is sufficient to prove that
T
L(C*,\) Z e (33)

where C* = (¢&:)_,. We define an index set Z = {i € [m]: A > 0}. Clearly, for each i € Z, the optimality of
A* would require that
V)\i.i(é*, 5\*) == —1 +

ST By, [g00(6,85(6))] =0

B
which implies Zle Bi,t =T - . Therefore, we would have

m tﬁz m A*
PIHBLLEY S
=1

=1 t=1 i

which completes our proof of (9) and therefore (8). O
Proof of Theorem 2. The proof can be classified by the following two steps. We denote by

. )\ B’L t >\ gz 0 C :B
Li(c,\) :=FEgp, |p ; + mer}c%lc) Jo(x Z (34)
for each t € [T]. Our first step is to show that for any A >0 and any ¢ € C, it holds that
. A
L(c,\) — Ly(c, A)‘ ”6 I -W(P, P,) (35)

where Suin = min;ep, {6}
We now prove (35). We define
~ m)\lAl . mAzz C, T
Llex ) =0l 3550+ i ko) + Y2l

i=1 i=

It is clear to see that
L(c,A\) =Eyp, [L(c,A,e)} and L,(c,\) =E,_p, [L(c,A,e)} .

Moreover, note that for any 6,6’, we have

[ Al

min

[Le(e, A 0) = Lo, A 0)] < =+ d(6,0),
with d(60,0") = |[(fo,90) — (for,Go' )|l in the definition (4). Therefore, we have

Lt(c,,\)—ﬁt(c,,\)‘ - W(P,, P,),

Eowr, |L(e, A 0)| =By p, [Lule,A,0) H< /3mm

thus, complete our proof of (35).
Our second step is to bound the final regret with the help of (35). We assume without loss of generality
that there always exists i’ € [m] such that

T
> giro(cox)>T- By (36)

t=1
In fact, let there be a dummy constraint ¢’ such that g, ¢(c, ) = B = a, for arbitrary a € (0,1), for any 6
and ¢, z. Then, (36) holds.



29

Let (A%, (&)%) be the optimal solution to maxxsoming,ec L(C, ) used in the definition (6). Then, it
holds that

T
]EGNP [ZLt cta/j/ eLt79t ] :Z Ct,it I—t(ch/’é ezt)] (37)

t=1

T - w- Wy p Wr
SZECt,it |:Lt(ct7,u'e ):| + TB ZEH HllIlL (C e elt) + TB .
=1 min =1 min
T
.= R Ax 3y x M'WT
<
<3 omin e )+ g ZLt A T5

o
I
_

where the first inequality follows from the definition of ¢;, the second inequality follows from Lemma 2, and
the last equality follows from the definition of é;.

On the other hand, for any ¢ € [m], we have

T
ZLt ct»,u' ezmgt ZZ Ct,,LL e’btvgt) Reg(T79)
t=1 t=1

with L, , defined in (11), where Reg(r,8) denotes the regret bound of ALGp,, (holds for arbitrary
A=u-e;). We now denote by

i* = argmax, m]{ Zgl o, (CL, i) — By}

We also denote by

dT(A 0 znel%r)j{f Zgz 0y Ctymt ﬁz}

From (36), we must have d(A,0) > 0. We now set i =¢* and we have

T
ZLt Cta,u/ eztaet ZZ Ct;,u ezuet) Reg(T79) (38)
t=1
T T
*Gix 0, (Ct, &
=3 )+ o)) e I S )y g

1 t=1

-
Il

From the construction of Bi)t, we know that Ethl Bi,t <T- B, for each i € [m]. To see this point, we note
that if we define L(A) = ming,cc L(C,A), then, for each i € [m],

Vo L(A) =—1+Ey_p Zgi’et(éz’i*(at))] gy Beafu 1ﬁ” <0. (39)

Otherwise, V, L(A*) > 0 would violate the optimality of A* to maxsso L(X).

Plugging (39) into (38), we get

T T T
. “Gix g, (Cry
S Euen-en 02 Y o) o w) wgeolen®) g, e) (40)
=1 1 =1 T B

=

>

(p(ee) + fo, () +

min
1

-dr(A,0)—Reg(T,0)

t

Combining (37) and (40), we have

T T W
Eo-p lz (c) + fo, () ] g (¢ >\* T/Brrnn +Eo~p [Reg(T,0)] — ‘Eoop [dr(A,0)]. (41)

t=1 min
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Denote by (A*, C*) the optimal saddle-point solution to

maxmin E5[L(C, A)] = minmaxEs[L(C, \)].

A20 ¢Cec Cec A=0
Then, it holds that
T T T I N
9 ey I W e 2oy A W
2 A< 2 Bl X< 2 Bl X+ T T =Bl (@ A+ o T
3 A |y - W A ||y - W
; 3k _ 42
< EG[L(C" A+ 1S5 = 0PT 4 IS (42)

where the first inequality follows from definition of (A*, (é,)_,), the second inequality follows from (35), the
first equality follows from (9) and the third inequality follows from the saddle-point condition of (A*, C*).
Plugging (42) into (41), we have

2uW.
PT 4 Eoop [Reg(T,0)] -

min min

Z (ct) + fo, (1))

t=1

<OPT + ‘Eo.p[dr(A,0)]. (43)

Eowp

with g = ||A*||;. From the non-negativity of dr(A, ), we have

2/,6WT

<OPT
- * T/Bmin

Eo-p lz (p(ce) + fo, (1)) +Eo~p [Reg(T,0)].

t=1

Using Theorem 9 to bound Eq. p [Reg(T, 0)], we have

Eo.p [Z (p(c) + fo, (mt»] <OPT+ ;*;W +0(y/T-logm)

—1 min

which completes our proof of (12) by noting that =« - T for some constant o > 0.

We note that (e;, ;)" defines a feasible solution to

OPTJ = minZEcmwt,GtNPt [p(ct) + fgt (wt)] (44)

t=1
1 T
S-t-f 'Z]Ect,zt,ewpt [go, (ci, )| < B+ e
=1

with § =Eg.p[dr (A, 0)] and e denotes a vector of all ones. We define another optimization problem by

changing P, into P, for each t,

) T
O|ST5 = miHZEm,m,et~Pt [p(ct) + f9t (mf)] (45)

t=1

T
S.t.% -Z]Echzt‘ewﬁt g, (ce, )| <B+d-e
x, ez(ﬁt,ct)mt eC,Vt.
We have the following result that bounds the gap between OPT’ and Oﬁ’Tg7 for some specific § and 5.
CLAIM 1. For any § >0, if we set 5= 5+ , then we have

OPT’ < OPT® + W,.
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A5 A ~_$ o
If we regard OPT as a function over d, then OPT is clearly a convex function over d, where the proof
follows the same spirit as the proof of Lemma 3. Moreover, note that
~_§=0
dOPT o,
—— =X <p
dd

We have
OPT=0PT <OPT + -4

for any 6 > 0. On the other hand, we have

T
OPT = I@ﬁrﬁlgcw(c A) = ;Lt(cﬂx ) (46)
where the last equality follows from Lemma 2. Therefore, we now assume that Eg.p[dr (A, 0)] > 2T,
otherwise (??) directly holds. We have
a Fonpldr(A,0)]+ T 4%
> Li(é;,A") =0PT <OPT *~7""™ <]E9~p[dT(A 0)] + TT>
=1
< OPTRo~rltr(AO 4y By pldr(A,0)] + Wy (1+ %) (47)

<D Bomplp(er) + fo (@] + 1t Eonpldr(A,0)] + Wi - (14 72)

where the second inequality follows from Claim 1 by setting 6 = Eq.p[dr (A, 0)]. Plugging (47) into (41),

we have
T R T Wy
D L, A) <Y Lu(é A + +Eo.p [Reg(T,0)] — Eop[dr(A,0)]
t—1 =1 Tﬁmm Bmln
- Eopldr(A,0)] + Wr- (1+ ).
which implies
1 uWr
(G 1) Eomrldr (A )] < Eon [Reg(T,O)] 4 2500 447 (14 1),

which completes our final proof by noting that y =« - T for some constant a > 0. ]

Proof of Claim 1. Denote by (é,#,)"_, one optimal solution to OPT’. Then, from the definition of
Wr, we have that
T T
1 W.
Z ardn 0 90, (Co )] < 7 > B, 00 lGs, (C )] + TT

t=1

el

Therefore, we know that (é,,&,)7_, is a feasible solution to O|5T6. On the other hand, from the definition
of Wy, we know that

T

T
Z Ct, &, GtNPt ct + fef :Et Z Gt ,&¢,0p~ Py ct) + fGt (it)] + WT = OPTJ + WT

by noting that the distribution of ¢, must be independent of 8, for each ¢, which completes our proof. [
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Appendix E: Missing Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Theorem 3. The proof is modified from the proof of Theorem 2 in Jiang et al. (2020). We let
Wr =Ea.p[W(0)]. We consider a special case of our problem where for any ¢ € C and any 6, £(6,¢) =0, 1]
(there is no need to decide the first-stage decision). There is only one long-term constraint with target
= 1. Moreover, there are three possible values of 6, denoted by {0*,6%,6°}. We have fo (2) = —z,
for(z) == (1+ 55) @, fos(x)=— (1 - %%) x and gp1 () = g2 (@) = gos (x) = & (only one long-term
constraint). The true distribution is P, = #! with probability 1 for each ¢ € [T], and the problem with

respect to the true distributions can be described below in (48).
mn —2; —..—TL —TLy — ..~ Tr (48)
T
s.t. x1+...+x% +x%+1—|—...—|—xT < Bl
0<z, <1 fort=1,...,T.
Now we consider the following two possible adversarial corruptions. The first possible corruption, given in

(49), is that the distribution Pf =6 for t =% +1,...,T. The second possible corruption, given in (50), is
that the distribution Pf =63 for t =% +1,...,T.

. W, w.
min —;—..-rr - <1+TT) Ty == (1+TT> T (49)
3 <T
s.t. x1+...+x%+x%+1+...+xT_§
0<z, <1 fort=1,..,T.
. W. w.
min xl...x€<lTT>x€+l...(1TT>xT (50)

s.t. wl—f—...—i—x% +$%+1+~--+.'L‘T<—

0<z, <1 fort=1,...,T.

For any online policy 7, denote by z}(7) the decision of the policy 7 at period ¢ under corruption scenario
given in (49) and denote by z?(r) the decision of the policy 7 at period ¢ under corruption scenario (50).
Further define T; () (resp. Ta(w)) as the expected capacity consumption of policy 7 under corruption

scenario (49) (resp. corruption scenario (50)) during the first % time periods:

T (n)=E thl(ﬂ) and Ty(m)=E fo(ﬂ')

t=1
Then, we have that

T—-—Wr Wy
_%r g
2 7 ()

T
ALGL ()= — +2WT i % “Ty(r) and ALG2(7)=—

where ALGL.() (resp. ALGZ (7)) denotes the expected reward collected by policy 7 on scenario (49) (resp.
scenario (50)). It is clear to see that the optimal policy 7* who is aware of P for each ¢ € [T] can achieve
an objective value

7 T+ Wr

ALG(7*) = 5 and ALGZ (%) = ,g
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Thus, the regret of policy 7 on scenario (49) and (50) are “= - Ty (w) and Wy — Y= - Ty(m) respectively.
Further note that since the implementation of policy 7 at each time period should be independent of future
realizations, and more importantly, should independent of corruptions in the future, we must have

Ty (m) =T3(m) (during the first T periods, the information for 7 is the same for both scenarios (49) and
(50)). Thus, we have that

Reg(m) > max{wj/f Ty (m),Wr — % -Tl(ﬂ')} > % =Q(Wr)

which completes our proof. O
Proof of Lemma 3. TFix arbitrary A, 0, for any ci,c; € C and any ay,as > 0 such that a; +ay =1, we

prove

E(Cl,A,e)—f—ag (CQ,A 9) (oq c|+as- CQ7A 9)

Now, for L(e;, A, ), we denote by x*(f) one optimal solution of the inner minimization problem in the
definition of L(e1, A, 0) (14). Similarly, for L(ca, A, 6), we denote by x5(6) one optimal solution of the inner
minimization problem in the definition of L(cy, X,0) (14). We then define

z3(0)=a1-z](0) + oz - x5(0), V0.

Under Assumption 1, from the convexity of fy(-) and g,(-), it holds that

(fe ml +Z)‘ glecl’ml(e))>+a2.<f9 .’1}2 +Z)‘ gle(caw())>

7,

> fo (250 +Z)\ 9i,0 037333(9))_

with ez = ay - €1 + s - ¢o. Given the convexity of p(-), we have

L(ei, A, 0) +az - Les, A, 0)
=ayp(er) + asp(e, 772)\ +ay (fg z(0 Z)\ gze(c ,:1: (0 )))

+a (fe HC +Z’\ glgc?’”’?w))>
+Z>\ "Gie 03,333(9))

>parer +ases) + fo(as (0

>L(cs, A, 0)
where the last inequality follows from x3(0) € K(0, c3), given the exact formulation of K(6, ¢) under
Assumption 1. O
Proof of Theorem 4. Denote by 7 the time period that Algorithm 2 is terminated. There must be a

constraint ¢’ € [m] such that

Zgi',eg(ctawt) >T- By (51)

t=1

Otherwise, we can assume without loss of generality that there exists a dummy constraint i’ such that

giro(ct, ) = By = a, for arbitrary a € (0,1), for any 6 and ¢, . In this case, we can set 7="1T.



34

We denote by (A*,é*) one saddle-point optimal solution to
(e Eav gpe [L(&
maxminEe- . p [L(e,X,0)] = minmaxEe- g p [L(¢,A,0)]

where P¢ denotes the uniform mixture of the distributions of {6¢} for t =1 to 7 and the equality follows

from the concavity over A and the convexity over ¢ proved in Lemma 3. We have
ZZ/(Ct,M' eiwetc) S ZEE* [I’(é*7uelt59:)] +Reg1(7-7 ec)
following regret bound of ALG;. Then, it holds that

Eg,\,p lZL(Ct7u~eit,0 <]E * O~ P lZL 7/JJ ezt, )

t=1
S T~ ]Eé*’g,\,pc [L(C s A*, 9)] —+ ]Eg,\,p [Regl (T, Oc)]

+Eop [Reg, (1,0°)] (52)

<7 B gp [L(€",X",0)] + Egp [Reg, (1,0°)] + O(Eg.p[W(6)]).

On the other hand, for any i € [m], we have

T

ZE(Ct’“'eimgf) 2 Zf’i(ctvﬂ'eiweg) _RegQ(Tv 00)

t=1
following the regret bound of ALG2 (holds for arbitrary A=y -e;). We now set ¢ =i’ and we have

I_/ctaﬂ/'ei, > L ct7/’(‘ ez) Reg TH)
t t 2

- Gir o¢ C,iE) c
_Z (c) +f0f wt +Z Teﬁt - — Reg,(7,0°)
T—
>Z (o) + fos (1)) + - T Reg,(T,0°)

where the last inequality follows from (51). Then, it holds that

EBNP lz -Z/(ctalj/' eiwef)

T

Z (p(e:) + feg(wt))

t=1

T—71

>Eo-p + [Reg,(7,6°)]. (53)

Combining (52) and (53), we have

T

Z (p(e) + Joe (x.))

t=1

T—-71 =~
Eo-p <—p- 7 +7-Ea oup [L(C*v A", 9)] +O(Eg~p[W(0)])

+Eo-p [Reg, (7,0)] + Eop [Regy(7,0)].

From the boundedness conditions in Assumption 1, we have
- 1
Ez gop [L(é*,A*,H)] =7 OPT> -1

which implies that
T—71

—p- <(T=7)Ee pop [L(E, N, 0)]

when p =T. Therefore, we have

T

Z (p(eo) + fog (1))

t=1

<T-Eg gop [L(¢,X*,0)] + O(Eo.p[W(8)]) +Eop [Reg, (T, 6)]

Eowp

+Eo-p [Reg, (7)) (54)
<OPT® + O(Eg-p[W(0)]) + Eo.p [Reg, (T, 0)]
+Eo.p [Regy(T,0)].
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where OPT® denotes the value of the optimal policy with adversarial corruptions. It is clear to see that
|OPT® — OPT| < O(Egp[W(0)]). Using Theorem 8 and Theorem 9 to bound Ee. p [Reg; (T,0)] and
Eo-p [Regy(T,0)], we have

Eour | (ple) + fo <mt>>] < OPT*+O((G+ F) - V/T) + O(y/T - Togm) + O(Eq.o[W(6))
which completes our proof of (15). O

Appendix F: Missing Proofs for Appendix B

Proof of Theorem 5. The proof follows a similar procedure as the proof of Theorem 4. Denote by T

the time period that Algorithm 2 is terminated. There must be a constraint i’ € [m] such that

Zgi/‘gfc/ (Ct,wt) ZTBZ/ (55)

t=1
Otherwise, we can assume without loss of generality that there exists a dummy constraint i’ such that
giro(Ct, ) = By = a, for arbitrary « € (0,1), for any 6 and ¢, x. In this case, we can set 7=1T.

We denote by (A*,¢*) one saddle-point optimal solution to

maxmin Ez o pe [L(€,X,0)] = minmaxEz g pc [L(E,X,0)] (56)

A>0 ceC ceC A>0

where P¢ denotes the uniform mixture of the distributions of {#¢} for t =1 to 7. We note that since € is a
distribution over K discrete points {c!,...,c¥}, ¢ can be denoted by p; € R™ with 0 < pz and ||ps||; = 1.

Then, we have
Es- gpe [L(&A,0)] = (ps, L)

with L= (L(c*, A, 0))i_, € R¥. Therefore, Ez g.pe [L(¢,A,0)] can be regarded as a convex function over é
and is clearly a concave function over A. The equality (56) follows from the Sion’s minimax theorem (Sion
1958).

We have

-

Zi(ct,,u e;,,00) < ZE,—:* [L(c", - €;,,0F)] + Reg, (1,6°)

t=1 t=1

following regret bound of ALG;. Then, it holds that

Eop [ZL cipi-€,,00)| <Ez oop [ZL ¢ e, 07)

t=1
S T']Eé*yg,\,pc [L( ,A*,G)] +]E9~p [Regl(']—, 0(1)]

+Eo.p [Reg, (7,6°)] (57)

<7 Eeonp [L(E, A", 0)] + Eop [Reg, (7,0°)] + O(Eo.p[W(0)]).

On the other hand, for any i € [m], we have

Zi(ct,,u-e“, Z (cry i e,,07) — Regy(7,0°)
t=1
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following the regret bound of ALG, (holds for arbitrary A= p-e;). We now set i =14’ and we have
Zi(ct,u -e;,,07) > ZL/ (co - €4,,07) —Regy (T, 0°)
=1

M- gz’OCcaw) c
—Z (o) + for () — - ——i—z Y Reg, (1,6

T- By
>Z () + foe (1)) + 11 L Reg,(7,6°)
T 2
where the last inequality follows from (55). Then, it holds that
T T T_ 1
Eo.p [Z L(ci,pi-e;,,07) | > Eonp Z (p(ct) + feg (iBt)) + - [Reg,(7,0°)]. (58)
= t=1
Combining (57) and (58), we have
J T—-71 -
Eoop | Y (pee) + for(x,)) | < —p- 7 B oep [L(&", X", 0)] + O(Egp[W(6)])
t=1

+Eo~p [Reg, (7,0)] + Eo~p [Reg,(7,0)] .

From the boundedness condition ¢ in Assumption 1, we have

B op [L(E,A",0)] = % OPT>-1

which implies that
T—71

— K- S(T_T)']E&*Yg,\,p [I/(é*,A*70)}

when p=T. Therefore, we have

.

Z (p(e) + Joe ()

t=1

<T-Ez pp [E(é*a )\*»9)] +O(Eo~p[W(0)]) +Eo-p [Reg, (T, 60)]

]EGNP

+Eo~p [Reg,(T,0)] (59)
<OPT*+ O(Eg.p[W(0)]) + Eop [Reg, (T, 0)]
+Eo.p [Regy(T,0)].
where OPT® denotes the value of the optimal policy with adversarial corruptions. It is clear to see that

|OPT® — OPT| < O(Eg.p[W(0)]). Using Theorem 3.1 in Auer et al. (2002) to bound Ee.p [Reg,(T,0)] and
Theorem 9 to bound Eq..p [Reg,(T,0)], we have

Eo-p i (p(cs) + fop (1)) | <OPT*+O((G+ F)-VT) + O(V/T -logm) + O(Ee~.p[W(8)])
which completes our proof of (16). O

Proof of Theorem 7. From the formulation (23), the dual variable X is scaled by T'. Therefore, we
know that =« T for some constant a > 0.

We assume without loss of generality that there always exists i’ € [mn] such that

T
Zgi’,et (cr, ) <T-Bir. (60)

t=1
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In fact, let there be a dummy constraint ¢’ such that g ¢(c, ) = By = a, for arbitrary a € (0,1), for any 6
and ¢, z. Then, (60) holds.
We denote by (A*,é*) one saddle-point optimal solution to

maxminEz . p [L(¢, X, 0)] = mlnmaXEa o~p [LE8(E, X, 0)] .
A>0 ceC ceC A>0

We have .
Z LCoverlng i, li- €, 91& S Z LCoverlng ~*7 w-es,, et):l + Reg1 (T, 0)
t=1 t=1

following regret bound of ALG;. Then, it holds that

T
z:Ecovering(é*”u . eiwet) +Eo-.p [Reg1 (T, 0)]

t=1

<7-Ea gup [LM8(E",X",0)] + Eop [Reg, (T,0)].

T
Eo-p Zicwe”ng(cuﬂ : eitaet)] <Ez o~p

t=1

(61)

On the other hand, for any i € [m], we have

T T
Z Covenng ool €, ot 2 Z Covenng ct7 (e, ot) B Reg2 (T, 9)

following the regret bound of ALG, in (holds for arbitrary A= p-e;). We now denote by

i* = argmax;, (,, {8 — T Zgi,ét (ce,xe)}
=1

We also denote by
dr(A,0) = maX{ﬁz - = Zgz 0.(C, @) }

16[

as the distance away from the target set A. Following (60), we always have dr (A, 0) > 0. We now set i = ¢*

and we have

T T
DL (e e, 0:) 2 ) Lis(co i€y, 60,) — Regy(T,6)
t=1

t=1

(0(e0)+ o)) 4= 30 I ey, 7,

-

o
Il

(p(es) + fo, (@) + ﬁi dy

where the last inequality follows from (60). Then, it holds that

B

> (A,0) —Reg, (T’ 0)

I
Il

1

T
EBNP [Z I’/Covering(ct7 e, 01&)

>Eo.p [Z (p(ee) + fo, (wt))]

t=1 t=1 (62)
B ngp[dT(A 9)} — Eg,\,p [Reg2 (717 9)] .
where fyax = maxX;e,{f;}. Combining (61) and (62), we have
Bowr | 32 0160+ Juw) | + 51 Eoupldr (A 0) ST By [E75(e X' 0) )

+Eo-p [Reg, (T, 0)] + Eo..p [Regy (T, 0) .
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From the non-negativity of dr(A, @), we have

T

Z Ct Jrfe, :Bt))

Eo.p <T-Eop [Ecovering(C*’ A% ‘9)] +Eo~p [Reg,(T,0)] + Eo.p [Reg,(T',0)].

Using Theorem 8 and Theorem 9 to bound Ee. p [Reg; (T,0)] and Ey.p [Reg, (T, 0)], we have

T

Z Ct +f9f mt))

Eop <T-Egop [LME(c*, X", 0)] + O((G+ F) - VT) +O(y/T -logm)

which completes our proof of (25).

We now prove (26). We note that (c;,x;)7_; defines a feasible solution to

OPT’ =min Y E., 4,0, [p(c.) + fo, ()] (64)

t=1

1 T
S't'f ’ ZECt@tﬂt [ggt (Ct, :ct)] > ﬁ -6

t=1

z, € K(0,,¢,),c, €C,Vt.

with 0 = Eg.p[dr(A,0)]. If we regard OPT? as a function over §, then OPT? is clearly a convex function

over &, where the proof follows the same spirit as the proof of Lemma 3. Moreover, note that

dOPT®=0°

= [I\* < L.
s Al < p
We have

OPT e — OPT® < OPT’ + 11+ 6

for any § > 0. Therefore, it holds that

T -Eyp [ECovering(c* A, 0)] — QPpTCovering < OPTEe~pldr(A0)] 4 1-Eopldr(A,0)]

< ZE0~P [p(ce) + fo, () + 11 - dr (A, 0)] (©)

t=1

Plugging (65) into (63), we have

" ( ; LI 1) Eonp[dz(A,0)] < Eo.p [Reg, (T, 0)] + Eop [Reg, (T, 0)]

Our proof of (26) is completed by using Theorem 8 and Theorem 9 to bound Eg.p [Reg, (T, 0)] and
E¢-p [Reg, (T, 0)]. O
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