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Abstract

In many quantum tasks, there is an unknown quantum object that one wishes to learn. An
online strategy for this task involves adaptively refining a hypothesis to reproduce such an ob-
ject or its measurement statistics. A common evaluation metric for such a strategy is its regret,
or roughly the accumulated errors in hypothesis statistics. We prove a sublinear regret bound
for learning over general subsets of positive semidefinite matrices via the regularized-follow-
the-leader algorithm and apply it to various settings where one wishes to learn quantum ob-
jects. For concrete applications, we present a sublinear regret bound for learning quantum
states, effects, channels, interactive measurements, strategies, co-strategies, and the collection
of inner products of pure states. Our bound applies to many other quantum objects with com-
pact, convex representations. In proving our regret bound, we establish various matrix analysis
results useful in quantum information theory. This includes a generalization of Pinsker’s in-
equality for arbitrary positive semidefinite operators with possibly different traces, which may
be of independent interest and applicable to more general classes of divergences.

1 Introduction

Quantum tomography is arguably one of the most relevant learning problems in quantum infor-
mation theory. It is the problem of approximating the description of an unknown quantum state
using one or more samples of the state [CPF+10, JRR+14], and has more recently found its rele-
vance for predicting many other quantum objects. In particular, tomography of quantum states
is now well-understood in terms of its scaling with respect to the required number of samples. A
series of seminal results has shown that an unknown state can be estimated with sample complex-
ity linear in the dimension of the state [OW16] and that this scaling is optimal [HHJ+17]. Note
that the dimension of a quantum state is exponential in the number of qubits, so any algorithm
for state tomography would exhibit this scaling.

Another prominent variant is the tomography of quantum channels, dubbed process tomogra-
phy. Given an unknown channel Φ, the objective is to reconstruct it to within a certain margin of
error. Studying the number of interactive observables (measurement-state pairs) required to iden-
tify a quantum process, [GJ14] showed that an improvement from O(d4) to O(d2) observables is
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possible when the channel is a priori known to be d× d unitary. More recently, [HCP23] considered
a slight variant of the process tomography task where it is required to predict 〈E, Φ(ρ)〉 for any
given observable E and input state ρ. Their work provided a learning algorithm that can predict
the function value with high accuracy using a training dataset of size poly(d).

The approaches mentioned above share a common thread of learning the full representation of
the object at hand, and all require at least a linear scaling in the dimension of the learned objects.
For quite some time, this has posed an existential question to the exponential number of ampli-
tudes present within a quantum state – for their description as such may not have been apt had
an exponential number of such states been required to learn them. Notably, sample complexity
linear with the number of qubits turns out to be possible via reformulating the task into shadow
tomography [Aar18], one of learning the outcomes of a fixed set of measurements rather than the
full description of the state. Since many applications in quantum information only require cer-
tain measurement statistics, full tomography of the unknown object may not be required in the
first place (for a recent example, see [MSU23]). Learning such outcomes is a relatively easier task
that is nonetheless useful in the sense that their results sufficiently generalize to other, unknown
measurements [Aar07].

The procedure for shadow tomography of quantum states has since been simplified via the use
of classical shadows [HKP20]. In its original form, this procedure repeatedly refines a hypothesis
by leveraging measurements where it is sufficiently wrong, essentially transforming the process
into a framework of online learning [Aar18, ACH+18].

1.1 Online learning and its application to quantum

Online learning encompasses a broad range of concepts and algorithms – among them online
gradient descent and multi-armed bandits. Consider an interactive process between a learner and
an adversary. At each time point t ∈ [T], the learner chooses an action ωt ∈ K and the adversary
responds with a loss function ft : K → R. The learner incurs a penalty ft(ωt), which it aims to
minimize. Since ft and K are convex, the process of choosing a hypothesis typically reduces to a
convex optimization problem.

The above framework gives a lot of power to the adversary. To make it tractable, we typically
require ft andK to be bounded. Even then, the adversary can take ωt into account when choosing
ft, such as by designating each prediction as “wrong” unconditionally. Computing the cumulative
loss in such a scenario does not necessarily give a meaningful metric of success. To account for
the unavoidable amount of loss, we may compare against the best fixed action in hindsight via a
metric called regret,

RT =
T

∑
t=1

ft(ωt)−min
ϕ∈K

T

∑
t=1

ft(ϕ) . (1)

The best action in hindsight ϕ that minimizes the cumulative loss yields a possible choice for
a subsequent hypothesis. Also known as follow-the-leader, this rule occasionally leads to instability
and hence suboptimal regret. To mitigate this issue, the allowed actions can be coerced towards a
common point using some convex regularizer R. Balancing the pull of this new function and the
previous rule with a parameter η > 0 results in a new choice of hypothesis

ωt+1 = arg min
ϕ∈K

{
η

t

∑
s=1

fs(ϕ) + R(ϕ)

}
. (2)

Note lastly that instead of minimizing the loss functions directly, we may elect to use their
linear tangent approximations. This is additionally useful when each function ft is not revealed
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in its entirety, but instead just its subgradient at ωt. We present this in Algorithm 1 in the context
of complex Hermitian matrices acting on a vector space X , which we denote as Herm(X ).

Algorithm 1 Regularized Follow-the-Leader (RFTL, a.k.a. FTRL)

Input: T, η > 0, convex regularization function R, a convex and compact set K ⊆ Herm(X ).
1: Set initial hypothesis ω1 ← arg minϕ∈K{R(ϕ)}.
2: for t← 1 to T do

3: Predict ωt and incur cost ft(ωt), where ft : K → R is convex.
4: Let∇t be a subgradient of ft at ωt (assuming ft is such that a subgradient always exists).
5: Update decision according to the RFTL rule

ωt+1 ← arg min
ϕ∈K

{
η

t

∑
s=1

〈∇s, ϕ〉+ R(ϕ)

}
. (3)

6: end for

An online algorithm that successfully learns the task at hand is bound to eventually decrease
its incurred loss. Specifically, learnability is exhibited by the average per-round regretRT/T tend-
ing to 0 as T → ∞. Any regret scaling less than O(T) guarantees this; as such, the first goal with
any regret bound is to demonstrate its sublinearity with respect to T.

The convexity of ft in any online algorithm allows bounding its regret by 〈∇t, ωt − ϕ〉, with
ϕ as featured in (1). As ϕ is hard to analyze or compare to, we instead relate this to a term like
〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 on a per-algorithm basis. In the case of a regularized update rule, the introduced
inaccuracies accumulate to an accompanying term related to the diameter of the object set K with
respect to the regularizer.

Lemma 1.1 ([Haz16] Lemma 5.3). Algorithm 1 guarantees

RT ≤
T

∑
t=1

〈∇t, ωt −ωt+1〉+
1

η
D2 , (4)

where D is the diameter of K relative to the function R, i.e., D2 = maxϕ,ϕ′∈K{R(ϕ)− R(ϕ′)}.
The inner product term may be interpreted as the “stability” of a particular algorithm; it is

related to the distance between consecutive hypotheses, and more specifically upper-bounds the
single-update objective difference ft(ωt)− ft(ωt+1). This is also where the regularizer R plays a
role – without a force to huddle the hypotheses, this difference may remain constant throughout all
timesteps and thus lead to linear regret. Instead, the inner product is typically bounded through
requirements of additional properties, such as the regularizer being strongly convex. For a more
thorough discussion and analysis of relevant algorithms, see [Haz16].

1.1.1 Online learning of quantum states and related work

The framework of online learning may be applied to the task of learning quantum states through
specific selections of loss functions. In this task, we learn an unknown state ρ ∈ D(X ) via its
interactions with a sequence of measurements 0 ≤ Et ≤ 1. The outcomes (i.e., shadows) of such
measurements are 〈Et, ρ〉 when given ρ, and thus we define ft(X) = ℓt(〈Et, X〉), with ℓt guiding
the outcomes towards such shadows.

The task of learning quantum states has seen extensive analysis in the framework of regret min-
imization. Sublinear regret bounds for learning over the set of density operators K = D(X ) are
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known for bandit feedback [LHT22], and for full feedback via algorithms such as Exponentiated
Gradient [WK12], Follow-the-Perturbed Leader [YJZS20], Follow-the-Regularized Leader or Ma-
trix Multiplicative Weights [ACH+18], and Volumetric-Barrier enhanced Follow-the-Regularized
Leader [TCXL23]. The relevant analyses require different assumptions on the loss functions, such
as quadratic, L1, L-Lipschitz, and logarithmic. Notably, the latter case with VB-FTRL attains log-
arithmic regret, whereas in other cases it is square-root. For more details about the relevant algo-
rithms, the reader is referred to [JOG22, Ora23].

In this work, we focus primarily on the RFTL approach described by [ACH+18]. We may
choose R(X) = Tr(X ln(X)) as the regularizer, which ensures the stability of the algorithm by
coercing hypotheses to the maximally mixed state. The RFTL update rule may be seen as mini-
mizing a function ΦE(X) = 〈E, X〉+ R(X), with E being the accumulated gradients. When done
over D(X ), its optimum has the closed-form solution e−E/ Tr(e−E). This is known as a Gibbs
state, which is well-studied in the context of quantum thermodynamics due to its relevance as
the equilibrium state of a system described by the Hamiltonian E. The theorems and proofs of
[ACH+18] for the large part mirror those of [Haz16], save for parts that rely on the particular
choice of K. In this work, we generalize these results to arbitrary compact and convex subsets of
positive semidefinite matrices.

1.1.2 Our setting

The setting we consider in this work consists of a finite time-horizon partitioned into T distinct
time points. At each time point t ∈ [T], the adversary decides on a loss function ℓt : R → R and a
co-object Et ∈ E . The learner commits to an action ωt ∈ K at time t and then experiences the loss
ℓt evaluated on the inner product 〈Et, ωt〉. Subsequently, the entire loss function is revealed.

We consider the set of allowed actions K to be a subset of positive semidefinite operators
and the set of co-objects E to be a subset of Hermitian operators, which allows for capturing the
interactions between various classes of quantum objects. The objective of the learner is to devise
a sequence of actions that minimizes their overall regret, as defined for general loss functions in
(1). Note that at any given time, the learner may not modify the chosen action once the adversary
reveals the associated loss function.

1.2 Main results

We now present our main technical result, the proof of which can be found in Section 8.

Theorem 1.2 (Sublinearity of regret). Suppose the loss function at each round t ∈ {1, . . . , T} is
given by ft(ω) = ℓt(〈Et, ω〉), where ft : K → R with K compact and convex, and ℓt : R → R is
convex and B-Lipschitz. We additionally assume that there exists α > 0 such α1 ∈ K. Then the
bound on the regretRT due to Algorithm 2 is given by

RT ≤ 4BCD
√

AT , (5)

where A is an upper bound on the trace of any object in K, C is an upper bound on the operator
norm of any co-object Et for t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, and D2 = maxϕ,ϕ′∈K{S(ϕ′)− S(ϕ)}.

We discuss several quantum applications of the above result in Section 1.2.1. While its proof is
similar to other regret bound analyses, there are several important challenges faced in this context.

While one may wish to simply utilize the algorithm given by [ACH+18] to learn an unknown
quantum object, there are some inherent difficulties in establishing the learnability of a general

4



quantum object (such as measurement operators, instruments, co-channels etc.) that do not have
a predefined trace value. Although the proof techniques presented by [ACH+18] to analyze the
overall regret bound work for learning quantum objects with predefined trace values (such as
quantum states, channels, etc.), there are two fundamental challenges in analyzing regret for learn-
ing quantum objects with no predefined trace, which we discuss next.

Challenge #1: Variable traces. It is perhaps well-known that the regret incurred by regularized-
follow-the-leader is bounded above as in Lemma 1.1, which can be further bounded in terms of
the trace distance between the successive positive semidefinite estimates ωt and ωt+1 via Hölder’s
inequality. When the estimates ωt have equal trace values or the setK consists of only objects with
equal trace values, the trace distance could be subsequently bounded using the well-known quan-
tum Pinsker’s inequality [OP04]. As we would like to bound the regret of positive semidefinite
objects with possibly varying traces (such as for effects in a POVM), one needs to deal with the
issue that Pinsker’s inequality does always hold for generic positive semidefinite operators.

To surmount this challenge, we offer two solutions. One solution (which is easy to say but
highly non-trivial to prove) is to generalize Pinsker’s inequality for our setting (we discuss shortly
what this means). We briefly discuss another solution in Section 1.3.1.

Solution #1: A generalized Pinsker’s inequality. We now state a generalized quantum Pinsker’s
inequality to include possibly unnormalized positive semidefinite objects. Given the widespread
use of Pinsker’s inequality in the quantum literature, we believe that this version of Pinsker’s
inequality could be of independent interest and could find use in other applications.

Theorem 1.3 (Generalized Pinsker’s inequality). For any positive semidefinite P and Q, we have

1

4
‖P− Q‖2

Tr ≤ max{Tr(P), Tr(Q)} [D(P ‖Q)− Tr(P−Q)] . (6)

The non-triviality of this generalized statement stems from the inability to recover the additive
Tr(P − Q) term via the well-known constant-trace Pinsker’s inequality, an approach seen in the
proof of [Wil13, Theorem 10.8.1] which only yields a quadratic term. Our proof for this inequality
extends upon the multivariate Taylor’s theorem for the unnormalized variant of KL divergence
and is detailed in Section 6. We note here that one can use these techniques to develop divergence
inequalities for a more general class of Csiszár f -divergences. For instance, in a follow-up work
by a subset of the authors, the integral representation of KL-divergence described in the proof
of Theorem 6.3 is extended to bound classical f -divergences in terms of χ2-divergence. This re-
sults in novel contraction coefficient bounds as well as reverse Pinsker inequalities for classical
f -divergences that differ from those in [SV16] which relied on Lipschitz continuity of f .

Numerical evidence suggests that the constant of 1/4 in the previous equation can be tightened
to 1/2, which would recover quantum Pinsker’s inequality for the case of equal traces of P and Q.

Remark 1.4. We note that Theorem 1.3 is a strengthening of D(P ‖Q) ≥ Tr(P−Q), a special case
of Klein’s inequality (also stated in Remark 2.2). For positive semidefinite P and Q (not both 0), we
obtain

D(P ‖Q) ≥ Tr(P− Q) +
1

4 max{Tr(P), Tr(Q)}‖P−Q‖2
Tr , (7)

which gives a strictly better lower bound when P 6= Q. A slightly stronger version of this inequal-
ity is given in Corollary 6.5.
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Challenge #2: Complex operators and gradients. Another obstacle in applying RFTL and the
relevant proofs as seen in [Haz16] is that they are presented for optimization over real spaces,
whereas our choice of ft takes complex operators as inputs. While the necessary results are at-
tainable without invoking complex differentiation [ACH+18, Claim 14], they may instead be seen
as direct applications of more general theorems with an appropriate definition of complex gra-
dients. Places these appear include the facts that ℓ′t(〈Et, ωt〉)Et is the sub-gradient of ft, that
1 + ln(X) is the gradient of Tr(X ln(X)), and the fact that whenever f (Y) is optimal over K,
〈∇ f (Y), X − Y〉 ≥ 0 for all X ∈ K (see Lemma 8.1). As their analogs are straightforward in real
analysis, they enable a far more natural approach in line with standard proof methods. Properly
demonstrating these claims requires choosing a particular definition of gradients over complex
operators, and then showing the relevant properties and computing gradients of select functions.

Solution #2: Fréchet differentiation. In this work we establish that the function

ΦE(X) := 〈E, X〉+ Tr(X ln(X)) (8)

has a gradient for all X ∈ Pd(X ) and that it is given by

∇ΦE(X) = E + 1+ ln(X) . (9)

In some sense, it would be surprising if the above claim were not true as, depending on how
one defines ∇ with respect to X, it is well-known ∇〈E, X〉 = E and it would be intuitive that
∇Tr(X ln(X)) = 1+ ln(X) as d

dt (t ln t) = 1 + ln(t). However, we provide a proof of this result
in Section 7 since we could not find a complete proof of this result in the literature. Also, we ex-
pect the tools and methodology used here to have applications beyond this work. For example, in
establishing this fact, we generalize a known trace functional result in [Car10]. Given the impor-
tance of trace functionals in quantum information theory (see [Car10] for discussion), we expect
this to be useful in other settings.

Challenge #3: The choice of regularizer. When one wishes to optimize over quantum objects in
the same manner as in the RFTL algorithms, one needs to consider what would a good choice of
regularizer be. In [ACH+18], when considering the online learning of quantum states, they used
the negative entropy function. But, what function would you use for a regularizer over quantum
channels, say? There are two considerations here, making sure the iterates ωt stay sufficiently
bounded from one another while not having the radius (denoted by D2 above) not blow up.

Solution #3: The negative entropy function still works. As it turns out, the negative entropy
function is a decent choice for other quantum objects as well (when applied to a positive semidefi-
nite representation, e.g., the Choi representation of quantum channels). We can bound the distance
between iterates thanks to our generalized Pinsker’s inequality. Bounding the radius can also be
done via the following lemma.

Lemma 1.5. SupposeK ⊆ Pos(X ) satisfies Tr(X) = A for all X ∈ K and A ≥ 1. Then we have

D2 ≤ A ln(dim(X )) . (10)

SupposeK ⊆ Pos(X ) satisfies Tr(X) ≤ A for all X ∈ K, and A ≥ 1. Then we have

D2 ≤
{

A ln(dim(X )) if A ≤ e−1 dim(X )

e−1 dim(X ) + A ln(A) if A ≥ e−1 dim(X )
. (11)
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1.2.1 Regret bounds for learning quantum objects

Using the bound above, we can prove sublinear regret bounds for learning many quantum ob-
jects. We sketch how it can be applied to quantum channels and pure state inner products, then
informally amalgamate the regret bounds for other objects.

Example #1: Quantum channels. A quantum channel is a physical operation that can be per-
formed on quantum states (see Section 2 for definitions). Suppose Φ is a quantum channel which
maps quantum states acting on X to quantum states acting on Y . We can represent Φ by its Choi
matrix J, and it just so happens that Tr(J) = dim(X ) for any choice of J. Thus A = dim(X ) and
we may now additionally make use of (10) in Lemma 1.5. The set of all such channels is a subset
of Pos(Y ⊗X ), and hence D2 ≤ A ln(dim(Y ⊗X )) = A ln(dim(X )) + A ln(dim(Y)).

It remains now to consider the set of co-objects associated with quantum channels. Much like
we could interface with quantum states via measurements, we can interface with quantum chan-
nels via interactive measurements. Roughly, these describe the most general means of interacting
with a given quantum channel. Specifically, they describe preparing a larger state acting onX ⊗Z ,
sending theX part through Φ, and measuring the outcome. An interactive measurement similarly
has a Choi representation R ∈ Pos(Y ⊗ X ), meaning we may now take 〈J, R〉 to obtain the effect
observed when the interactive measurement acts on Φ. It happens that the constraints on R ensure
that ‖R‖op ≤ 1, which implies C = 1. Substituting the values obtained for the constants A, C, and

D into the 4BCD
√

AT regret bound of Theorem 1.2 yields the following.

Lemma 1.6. We have the following regret bound for learning quantum channels

RT ≤
(

4B dim(X )
√

ln(dim(X )) + ln(dim(Y))
)√

T . (12)

We remark that this regret bound holds for any loss functions ℓt which are B-Lipschitz.

Example #2: Collections of inner products of pure states. Suppose we are now given a col-
lection of n pure states {|ψ1〉, . . . , |ψn〉} and are tasked to learn the Gram matrix G of their inner
products defined by Gi,j := 〈ψi|ψj〉. It necessarily follows that G ∈ Pos(Cn) and Gi,i = 1, which
are also sufficient conditions for a collection of n pure states to exist that matches such a matrix.
Note that this implies Tr(G) = ∑

n
i=1 Gi,i = n, and so A = n. We may again use (10) of Lemma 1.5

to obtain D2 ≤ A ln(dim(Cn)) = A ln(n).
The co-objects in this setting depend on the application, but most generally are a bounded

subset of Herm(Cn). Specifically, we consider E such that ‖E‖op ≤ 1, which implies C = 1.
Substituting into the regret bound of Theorem 1.2, we get the following.

Lemma 1.7. We have the following regret bound for learning the Gram matrix of n pure states

RT ≤
(

4Bn
√

ln(n)

)√
T . (13)

Again, this holds for general loss functions.

A panoply of other quantum examples. We informally state the results here, and refer to Sec-
tion 3 for added background and analyses on the discussed quantum objects.
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Theorem 1.8 (Informal, see Section 3 for definitions and formal statements). There exists an online
learning algorithm for the following sets of quantum objects:

• Quantum states (acting on X ) with regret at most

O
(√

ln(dim(X ))
√

T

)
; (14)

• Quantum effects (acting on X ) with regret at most

O
(

dim(X )
√

ln(dim(X ))
√

T

)
; (15)

• Separable quantum states (acting on X ) with regret at most

O
(√

ln(dim(X ))
√

T

)
; (16)

• The collection of inner products of n pure states with regret at most

O
(

n
√

ln(n)
√

T

)
; (17)

• Quantum channels (with input X and output Y) with regret at most

O
(

dim(X )
√

ln(dim(X )) + ln(dim(Y))
√

T

)
; (18)

• Quantum interactive measurements (interacting with quantum channels as described above)
with regret at most (assuming dim(X ) ≥ 3, see Section 3.3)

O
(

dim(X )dim(Y)
√

ln(dim(X )) + ln(dim(Y))
√

T

)
; (19)

• Quantum measuring strategies1 (an object that takes the inputs X1,X2, . . . ,Xn and gives the
outputs Y1,Y2, . . . ,Yn) with regret at most

O


(

n

∏
i=1

dim(Yi)

)(
n

∏
i=1

dim(Xi)

)(
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Xi)) +
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Yi))

)1/2 √
T


 ; (20)

• Quantum measuring co-strategies (interacting with quantum channels as described above)
with regret at most

O


(

n

∏
i=1

dim(Yi)

)(
n

∏
i=1

dim(Xi)

)(
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Xi)) +
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Yi))

)1/2 √
T


 . (21)

1Also called quantum combs [CDP08].
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1.2.2 Limitations and future work

A limitation of our bound is that it applies to general quantum objects, co-objects, and loss func-
tions. Obtaining regret bounds with regret strictly better than O(

√
T) is possible in certain con-

texts. For example, the VB-FTRL [JOG22] algorithm attainsO(ln(T)) regret under the assumption
of logarithmic losses, and has been extended to quantum states by [TCXL23]. It might be possible
to extend this work to obtain regret bounds closer to those in the above works by using specific
loss functions and/or by taking advantage of the specific structure(s) of the set K ⊆ Pos(X ). We
leave this as an interesting future research direction.

1.3 Regret analysis

Applying the RFTL algorithm in the setting where K is a generic compact subset of positive
semidefinite matrices (denoted here as Pos(X )) results in the following algorithm.

Algorithm 2 RFTL for Online Learning of Quantum Objects

Input: T, η > 0, a convex and compact set K ⊆ Pos(X ), and a bounded set E ⊆ Herm(X ).
1: Set initial hypothesis ω1 ← arg maxϕ∈K{S(ϕ)}.
2: for t← 1 to T do

3: Predict ωt and incur cost ft(ωt) := ℓt(〈Et, ωt〉) with ℓt : R → R and Et ∈ E .
4: Let ℓ′t(x) be a sub-derivative of ℓt with respect to x and define

∇t ← ℓ
′
t(〈Et, ωt〉)Et . (22)

5: Update decision according to the RFTL rule

ωt+1 ← arg min
ϕ∈K

{
η

t

∑
s=1

〈∇s, ϕ〉 − S(ϕ)

}
. (23)

6: end for

The regret bound for the general RFTL algorithm as given in Lemma 1.1 applies here also, its
proof is essentially identical to that of Lemma 5.3 in [Haz16]. Note that we have further relaxed the
assumption on the real-valued nature of K which is now allowed to constitute any complex Her-
mitian object, the gradients at which can be analyzed using the techniques described by [MNY06].
In compliance with Algorithm 1, ∇t is chosen to be the subgradient of our particular choice of ft.
This can be shown using the chain rule for Fréchet derivatives; see, for example, [CGW21].

The bound on the regret function given by Lemma 1.1 is often useful to assert learnability
with RFTL. To attain a regret bound sublinear in T, it suffices to show that 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 scales
linearly with η and then set η ∝ 1/

√
T. Our next lemma serves exactly this purpose.

Lemma 1.9. Algorithm 2 guarantees that for all t ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1},

〈∇t, ωt −ωt+1〉 ≤ 4η max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} ‖∇t‖2
op . (24)

The detailed proof of Lemma 1.9 makes use of several claims which we formalize in the tech-
nical sections of the paper and could be referred for details in Section 8.

We start by establishing in Lemma 4.1 that the learner’s hypothesis ωt given by (23) in Al-
gorithm 2 is positive definite under certain mild conditions on the set of allowed actions K. We
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remark that the hypothesis ωt is unique by strict convexity of the regularizer (see Remark 2.3),
though this is not necessary for the proof. In order to bound the inner product 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉,
it suffices to bound the trace norm ‖ωt − ωt+1‖Tr and ‖∇t‖op, as by Hölder’s inequality we have
〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 ≤ ‖∇t‖op‖ωt − ωt+1‖Tr. To provide an upper bound on ‖∇t‖op, we can fur-
ther decompose it as ‖∇t‖op = ‖ℓ′t(〈Et, ωt〉)‖op‖Et‖op where ℓ′t(〈Et, ωt〉) is the subgradient of
the loss function ℓt at 〈Et, ωt〉 and Et is the corresponding co-object. When ℓt is B-Lipschitz, it
is well-known that ‖ℓ′t(〈Et, ωt〉)‖op ≤ B, for which we give an alternative proof in Lemma C.2.
However, a bound on the operator norm of different types of co-objects (such as measurements,
co-channels, co-strategies etc.) is a much lengthier discussion and is elaborated in parts of Sec-
tion 3. It remains to bound ‖ωt − ωt+1‖Tr, which we accomplish in two different steps. We first
generalize the well-known quantum Pinsker’s inequality to include possibly unnormalized pos-
itive semidefinite objects as given by our generalized Pinsker’s inequality in Theorem 1.3. As a
second step, we upper bound the Bregman divergence (associated with the objective function in
(23)) in terms of the inner product 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 where we recall that the associated function
needs to differentiable at ωt+1 for the Bregman divergence to be well-defined. To this end, we
invoke the idea of (Fréchet) differentiability of a function at a point in the interior of its domain
to calculate the derivative. Note that the derivative is well-defined as ωt+1 is positive definite.
We combine these results by noting that the upper bound on ‖ωt − ωt+1‖2

Tr from Theorem 1.3 is
simply a scaled representation of Bregman divergence between ωt and ωt+1 with the gradient of
its associated function given by Lemma 2.4. This provides an upper bound on ‖ωt − ωt+1‖Tr and
thus results in an upper bound on 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 as given by Lemma 1.9.

We focus on the learning framework where the trace of a quantum object is always bounded.
The diameter of the object setKwith respect to the von Neumann entropy featured as the constant
D in the upper bound of the regret function in Lemma 1.1 can also be shown to be bounded using
Lemma 1.5 (with proof details in Section 5). Finally, we bound the regret function in Lemma 1.1
using Lemma 1.9, and by setting η proportional to 1/

√
T, we get the bound in Theorem 1.2.

1.3.1 Alternative approach to attain sublinear regret

We additionally present an alternative approach for attaining sublinear regret bounds when learn-
ing over sets of objects with unequal traces. Given a convex and compact set K ⊆ Pos(X ) with
the trace of its objects bounded by A, we can define the set

K =

{[
X 0
0 A− Tr(X)

]
: X ∈ K

}
, (25)

and note that all objects in K have trace equal to A. We similarly define

E =

{[
E 0
0 0

]
: E ∈ E

}
, (26)

and note that there exist bijections between the original and modified sets. We may thus run
the learning algorithm over K and E , while interfacing with the adversary over K and E . Given
an additional assumption that K = {X ∈ Pos(X ) : Tr(X) ≤ A}, the algorithm presented by
[ACH+18] yields a sublinear regret bound via a slight modification of the above setting. For
general K, the proof method presented in Section 8 (and other results therein) applied to the
modified setting attains a sublinear regret bound, with the additional constant trace assumption
allowing the use of Pinsker’s inequality in place of Theorem 1.3. This leads to the regret being
bounded by 2BCD

√
AT, where D is the diameter of K. As D in general differs from D, the use of

either regret bound may be beneficial in select circumstances.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Linear algebra notation and terminology

In this section, we establish the notation and terminologies that we use in the rest of the paper. We
use calligraphic symbols like X ,Y , . . . to refer to complex finite-dimensional vector spaces. We
use the notation L(X ), Herm(X ), Pos(X ), and Pd(X ) to denote the set of all linear operators,
Hermitian operators, positive semidefinite operators, and positive definite operators acting on X ,
respectively.

We often use linear maps of the form Φ : L(X ) → L(Y). We call Φ positive if it holds that
Φ(P) ∈ Pos(Y) for every P ∈ Pos(X ). A map Φ is completely positive if it holds that

Φ⊗ 1L(Z) , (27)

where 1L(Z) is the identity map, is a positive map for every vector space Z . Let us denote the
set of all completely positive maps as CP(X ,Y). A map is called trace-preserving if it holds that
Tr(Φ(X)) = Tr(X), for all X ∈ L(X). We use various vector/matrix norms, depending on our
needs. The Euclidean norm of a vector v ∈ X is given by

||v|| :=
√
〈v, v〉 . (28)

The trace of an operator A ∈ L(X ) is given as Tr(A). The trace norm of an operator X ∈ L(X ) is
given by

‖A‖Tr := Tr(
√

A∗A) . (29)

The operator norm of an operator X ∈ L(X ) is given by

‖A‖op := max{||Au|| : u ∈ X , ||u|| ≤ 1} . (30)

2.2 Divergence-induced quantities and their properties

Divergences and the quantities they induce are central to many statistical problems. As we see in
the subsequent section of the background, online learning is no different in this respect. However,
as this work considers general positive semidefinite objects rather than (normalized) probability
measures as is standard, it is important to establish how we define these quantities in this work.
We first address this.

Throughout this work two types of Bregman divergence [Bre67] are central. Bregman diver-
gence has seen a great deal of use in classical [CZ92, Kiw97, BMD+05, Haz16] and more recently
quantum [Pet07, QTF19, HSF23, Hay23] contexts. We take the following definition.

Definition 2.1. LetK ⊂ X be convex and F : K → R be convex onK and differentiable on int(K).
The Bregman divergence of F is defined for all P ∈ K and Q ∈ int(K) as

BF(P ‖Q) := F(P)− F(Q) + 〈∇F(Q), Q− P〉 . (31)

Note also that the standard definition requires F to instead be strictly convex on K in order for
BF to be a metric. We remark that Bregman divergence is in effect the first-order Taylor expansion
about Q evaluated at point P, which is a useful intuition for later.

For P, Q ∈ Pos(X ), we define the quantum relative entropy as

D(P ‖Q) :=

{
Tr(P ln(P)− P ln(Q)) if im(P) ⊆ im(Q)

∞ otherwise
. (32)

This quantity satisfies the following property [Rus02], which is a special case of Klein’s inequality.
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Remark 2.2 (Klein’s inequality). Let P, Q ∈ Pd(X ). Then, D(P ‖Q) ≥ Tr(P− Q), with equality if
and only if P = Q.

We define the quantum (a.k.a. von Neumann) entropy for X ∈ Pos(X ) by the relative entropy.

S(X) := −D(X ‖1) = −Tr(X ln(X)) . (33)

This quantity satisfies the following bounds for ρ ∈ D(X ).

0 ≤ S(ρ) ≤ ln(dim(X )) , (34)

where the lower bound is saturated by ρ = vv∗ for some unit vector v, i.e. ‖v‖2 = 1, and the upper
bound is saturated for ρ = dim(X )−1

1X . We lastly note the following property.

Remark 2.3. Von Neumann entropy S is strictly concave on Pos(X ).

There are various means of proving this, among them the strict concavity of Shannon entropy
[Weh78], or [Wat18, Theorem 5.23] together with the equality condition of Klein’s inequality.

We remark upon two functionals that are used throughout this work that are induced by the
negative relative entropy, R(X) := −S(X). The first is

ΦE(X) := 〈E, X〉+ R(X) , (35)

which is well-defined for any E ∈ Herm(X ) and X ∈ Pos(X ). The second is the Bregman diver-
gence defined by the regularizer R,

BR(P ‖Q) := B−S(P ‖Q) = D(P ‖Q)− Tr(P−Q) , (36)

where this equality may be established by using the results in [Car10] or Section 7. We may
similarly define a Bregman divergence via ΦE for any E ∈ Herm(X ),

BΦE
(P ‖Q) = ΦE(P)−ΦE(Q) + 〈∇ΦE(Q), Q− P〉 , (37)

which is well-defined for any P ∈ Pos(X ) and Q ∈ Pd(X ). This simplifies to

BΦE
(P ‖Q) = D(P ‖Q) + Tr(P− Q) = B−S(P ‖Q) , (38)

which follows from (32), (33), and following lemma.

Lemma 2.4. Let E ∈ Herm(X ) and X ∈ Pd(X ). The gradient of ΦE(X) := 〈E, X〉+ Tr(X ln(X)) is

∇ΦE(X) = E + 1X + ln(X) . (39)

While we believe the above lemma is to be expected, to the best of our knowledge, there is not
a complete proof in the literature. As such, we establish this lemma in Section 7.

3 Quantum applications

In this section, we apply our general regret bound for positive semidefinite objects in the landscape
of quantum information. Quantum objects often come in pairs, a physical object and what we
refer to here as a co-object. The co-object is another physical thing which interacts with the object
to create an outcome. This concept is best illustrated with the example of measuring a quantum
state, which we discuss shortly.

This section is organized as follows. We introduce a quantum object and its positive semidefi-
nite representation (which always corresponds to a convex, compact set and includes α1 for some
α > 0) then continue to upper bound its largest trace A and its operator norm C so that we can
apply our regret bound.
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3.1 Learning quantum states and measurements

A quantum state is a physical object that can be described mathematically by a Hermitian positive
semidefinite matrix ρ with trace 1. We call such matrices density operators and denote them by

D(X ) := {ρ ≥ 0 : Tr(ρ) = 1} , (40)

where X is the complex, finite-dimensional vector space that ρ acts on. If ρ = vv∗ for some unit
vector v, we call ρ a pure state.

• When K = D(X ), we have A = 1, by definition.

• When E = D(X ), we have C = 1, attained at any pure state.

When you measure a quantum state, you observe an effect, which occurs with some proba-
bility. An effect is represented by a positive semidefinite operator E. Born’s rule states that the
probability of observing E while measuring a quantum state ρ occurs with probability 〈E, ρ〉.
Mathematically, the set of effects is denoted by

Eff(X ) := {E ≥ 0 : E ≤ 1} , (41)

which can be checked to be the set of all operators that yield proper probabilities given by Born’s
rule.

• When K = Eff(X ), we have A = dim(X ), attained at E = 1X .

• When E = Eff(X ), we have C = 1, since every effect has eigenvalues between 0 and 1.

We now apply our regret bound to the online learning of quantum states. Here, the quantum
objects are quantum states and the co-objects are quantum effects. As mentioned previously, this
setting was studied by [ACH+18] and we recover their regret bound (up to a constant2), below.

Corollary 3.1 (Online learning of quantum states, see also [ACH+18]). For K = D(X ) and for
E = Eff(X ), we have

RT ≤
(

4B
√

ln(dim(X ))

)√
T . (42)

Note that we can immediately apply our result in the other direction as well. If the object that
we are trying to learn is an effect itself, then the co-object is a quantum state. Note that effects are
not constant-trace sets, hence our generalized Pinsker’s inequality is key to unlocking this result.

Corollary 3.2 (Online learning of quantum effects). For K = Eff(X ) and for E = D(X ), we have

RT ≤
(

4B dim(X )
√

e−1 + ln(dim(X ))

)√
T . (43)

One of the most examined subsets of quantum states are those that are entangled, and by
complementarity, not entangled. To consider this setting, we must have that the vector space X

2Note that we lose a constant factor since our generalized Pinsker’s inequality has a slightly smaller constant in the
variable-trace regime as compared to the standard Pinsker’s inequality.
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decomposes into the tensor product X1 ⊗ X2. The set of states that are not entangled are called
separable, and are defined as

SEP(X1 : X2) := conv{ρ1 ⊗ ρ2 : ρ1 ∈ D(X1) and ρ2 ∈ D(X2)} , (44)

where conv denotes the convex hull.
If we wish to consider learning separable states, there are two ways to choose co-objects. One

may consider co-objects to be so-called entanglement witnesses, i.e., the most general co-object that
yields a proper probability under Born’s rule. While our bound applies in this setting, entangle-
ment witnesses do not have any physical interpretation (as far as we are aware). However, we can
still choose the co-objects as effects, as we do below.

Corollary 3.3 (Online learning of separable states). For K = SEP(X1 : X2) and E = Eff(X1 ⊗X2),
we have

RT ≤
(

4B
√

ln(dim(X ))

)√
T . (45)

Note that while the above regret bound is identical to that in Corollary 3.1, the RFTL algorithm
does make use of the added structure. In particular, at any point in time, the hypothesis state ωt is
a separable state. If we ran RFTL with K = D(X1⊗X2) in this setting, it could be the case that ωt

is not separable at every time step. This could be important in certain contexts where one wishes
to maintain separability.

3.2 Learning a collection of inner products of pure states

Suppose now that the object to be learned is not just a single quantum state, but rather a collection
of pure states. Suppose we have n pure states {v1v∗1 , . . . , vnv∗n}. We denote the Gram matrix of
these vectors as G which is defined element-wise as

Gi,j := 〈vi, vj〉 , (46)

i.e., the matrix of inner products. A matrix is a Gram matrix if and only if it is positive semidefinite,
and if those vectors all have unit norm, then G also satisfies Gi,i = 1 for all i. Thus, the set of Gram
matrices corresponding to pure quantum states is a convex and compact set given by

QGram(n) := {G ∈ Pos(Cn) : G1,1 = · · · = Gn,n = 1} . (47)

In the online learning context with (quantum) Gram matrices, one is trying to learn the collection
of pair-wise inner products.

The co-objects in this setting can vary depending on the application. To keep it general, we use
the set E = Herm(Cn) with bounded norm, i.e., E ∈ E if and only if ‖E‖op ≤ 1. This is the unit
ball, and, for brevity, we denote this as

B(n) := {E ∈ Herm(Cn) : ‖E‖op ≤ 1} . (48)

In the online learning framework, the algorithm receives feedback depending on 〈G, E〉. Note
that by bounding the norm of E, we do not get inner products that grow out of control needlessly.

• When K = QGram(n), we have A = n, immediately from the definition.

• When E = B(n), we have C = 1, by definition.
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In this setting, we have the following regret bound.

Corollary 3.4 (Online learning of inner products of n pure states). For K = QGram(n) and for
E = B(n), we have

RT ≤
(

4Bn
√

ln(n)

)√
T . (49)

3.3 Learning quantum channels and interactive measurements

A quantum channel is a physical operation that can be performed on quantum states. For this,
we require these linear maps to be completely positive and trace-preserving, as defined in Section 2.
Suppose Φ is a quantum channel which maps D(X ) to D(Y) where Y is another complex finite-
dimensional vector space (dim(X ) and dim(Y) need not be related). We can represent Φ by its
Choi matrix J belonging to the following set

C(X ,Y) := {J ∈ Pos(Y ⊗ X ) : TrY(J) = 1X } , (50)

where TrY is the partial trace over Y which is the unique linear map that satisfies the equation

TrY (X ⊗ Y) = Tr(Y) · X (51)

for all X ∈ Herm(X ) and Y ∈ Herm(Y).

• WhenK = C(X ,Y), we have A = Tr(TrY (J)) = Tr(J) = Tr(1X ) = dim(X ), since the partial
trace is trace-preserving.

• When E = C(X ,Y), we have C = ‖J‖op ≤ ‖J‖Tr = Tr(J) = A = dim(X ) noting the trace
norm is equal to the trace since it is positive semidefinite. This bound can be attained by any
linear map which performs an isometry.

To study the online learning of quantum channels, we now discuss their so-called co-objects.
An interactive measurement is best described as the most general way to interact with a quantum
channel. Suppose one were to create a quantum state ρ ∈ D(X ⊗ Z), where Z is some complex
finite-dimensional vector space corresponding to a memory. Then if we apply Φ to just the X part
of ρ, we would have a new quantum state ρ′ ∈ D(Y ⊗ Z). If we measure ρ′, we observe the
effect E with some probability. This entire process is called an interactive measurement and can
be represented by its Choi matrix which belongs to the set

IM(X ,Y) := {R ∈ Pos(Y ⊗X ) : R ≤ 1Y ⊗ σ, σ ∈ D(X )} . (52)

• When K = IM(X ,Y), we have A = dim(Y).
• When E = IM(X ,Y), we have C = 1. Both of these bounds are attained by any R of the

form 1Y ⊗ σ.

The last ingredient for the online learning setting is that the probability of observing the ef-
fect associated with R when the interactive measurement interacts with the channel J is given by
〈J, R〉, see [GW07]. This brings us to the following regret bound.

Corollary 3.5 (Online learning of quantum channels). For K = C(X ,Y) and E = IM(X ,Y), we
have

RT ≤
(

4B dim(X )
√

ln(dim(X )) + ln(dim(Y))
)√

T . (53)
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Flipping the roles of channels and interactive measurements, we have the following.

Corollary 3.6 (Online learning of interactive measurements). ForK = IM(X ,Y) and E = C(X ,Y),
we have

RT ≤





(
8B dim(Y)

√
2/e + ln(dim(Y))

)√
T if dim(X ) = 2(

4B dim(X )dim(Y)
√

ln(dim(X )) + ln(dim(Y))
)√

T if dim(X ) ≥ 3
(54)

3.4 Learning quantum interactions

A quantum strategy is a prescribed interaction with a (compatible) object. For example, suppose
Alice and Bob communicate back and forth via a quantum communications network. Imagine if
Bob sends a quantum state in X1 to Alice, who then sends a quantum state in Y1 back to Bob.
Suppose they keep exchanging quantum states in this manner via the spaces X2,Y2, . . . ,Xn,Yn

and Bob finally measures at the end to get an outcome. Alice’s actions are described by the n-turn
strategy which is an object that takes the inputsX1,X2, . . . ,Xn and gives the outputsY1,Y2, . . . ,Yn.
Bob’s actions are described by the n-turn co-strategy which is the (co-)object that gives the inputs
X1,X2, . . . ,Xn to Alice and takes the outputs Y1,Y2, . . . ,Yn from Alice. Technically, Alice and Bob
can have memory spaces as well, but they do not factor into their Choi representations using the
formalism in [GW07, Gut10] which we use in this work.

We now examine the online learning of strategies. Note that even though co-strategies are
defined as interactions, they correspond to a single interaction in the online learning framework;
every co-strategy corresponds to a single time step t.

We now define the set of Choi representations of strategies recursively as

Strat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn) = {Q ∈ Pos(Y1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Yn ⊗X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn) : (55a)

TrYn(Q) = Q′ ⊗ 1Xn , for some (55b)

Q′ ∈ Strat(X1, . . . ,Xn−1,Y1, . . . ,Yn−1)} . (55c)

• When K = Strat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn) a simple inductive calculation shows that we can
bound the trace with A = dim(X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn) = ∏

n
i=1 dim(Xi).

• When E = Strat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn), we have C ≤ A = ∏
n
i=1 dim(Xi) using the same

argument that we used for quantum channels. We note that this C may not be tight as it was
for channels, but, regardless, it works to give us a meaningful regret bound.

The Choi representations of co-strategies can be defined in a similar way, below

coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn) = {R ∈ Pos(Y1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Yn ⊗X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn) : (56a)

R = R′ ⊗ 1Yn
, for some (56b)

R′ ∈ Pos(Y1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Yn−1 ⊗X1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Xn), (56c)

TrXn
(R′) ∈ coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn−1,Y1, . . . ,Yn−1)} . (56d)

As it stands now, for any strategy Q and co-strategy R, we have 〈Q, R〉 = 1, which is not
interesting for online learning. What we want is a measuring co-strategy, where a measurement is
made at the end of the co-strategy. If we have a matrix X ≥ 0 such that X ≤ R for some co-strategy
R, then the probability of seeing X when strategy Q interacts with R, then measured, is given by
〈Q, X〉. This is the set of co-objects we seek in this application, and is defined below.

↓coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn) = {X ≥ 0 : X ≤ R for some (57a)

R ∈ coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn)} . (57b)
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• When K =↓ coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn), a similar calculation as in the case of strategies
shows that we can set A = ∏

n
i=1 dim(Yi).

• When E =↓ coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn), we have C ≤ A = ∏
n
i=1 dim(Yi). As in the case

of strategies, this bound for C may not be tight.

Corollary 3.7 (Online learning of quantum strategies). For K = Strat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn) and
also E =↓coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn), we have

RT ≤
(

4B

(
n

∏
i=1

dim(Yi)

)(
n

∏
i=1

dim(Xi)

)√
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Xi)) +
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Yi))

)√
T . (58)

Flipping the respective roles in the result above, we get the following.

Corollary 3.8 (Online learning of measuring co-strategies). LetK=↓coStrat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn)
and E = Strat(X1, . . . ,Xn,Y1, . . . ,Yn). When it is the case3 that ∏

n
i=1 dim(Xi) ≥ 3, we have

RT ≤
(

4B

(
n

∏
i=1

dim(Yi)

)(
n

∏
i=1

dim(Xi)

)√
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Xi)) +
n

∑
i=1

ln(dim(Yi))

)√
T . (59)

Notice that the regret bounds in Corollaries 3.7 and 3.8 are the same, which may not be too
surprising given the almost symmetric nature of strategies and co-strategies.

We conclude by remarking that there are many other interesting sets of quantum objects that
our bound can be applied to in order to get sublinear regret. We refer the interested reader to the
excellent book by [Wat18] for further discussion on the quantum concepts discussed in this section
as well as other possible examples.

4 Minimizers are positive definite

Lemma 4.1. Suppose α1X ∈ K for some α > 0. Any minimizer of ΦE(X) over K is positive
definite.

Proof. SinceK is compact and ΦE is continuous, we know that there exists a minimizer and, more-
over, since ΦE is strictly convex, we know that this minimizer is unique. Denote this minimizer as
W ∈ K and, for brevity, A = α1X . Then we have

ΦE(W) < ΦE((1− t)W + tA), ∀t ∈ (0, 1) (60)

since (1− t)W + tA ∈ K by convexity. Rearranging (60), we have

〈E, W − A〉 < S(W)− S((1− t)W + tA)

t
=

S(W)− S(W + t(A−W))

t
. (61)

Since the left-hand side is a fixed constant, all we need to show is that the right-hand side can be
made arbitrarily small as t decreases to 0 when W is rank-deficient to get a contradiction.

The right-hand side is the directional derivative of R at W in the direction A −W. Since
A = α1, it commutes with W which simplifies the expression that we wish to work with. Let

3The case when ∏
n
i=1 dim(Xi) = 2 is interesting as well as it corresponds to a single qubit message, possibly in the

middle of the interaction. In this case, the regret bound can be worked out as well, it is just unwieldy to write down.
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λ1, . . . , λr > 0 be the positive eigenvalues of W noting that r < n := dim(X ) since W is rank-
deficient. Define the function f (x) := x ln x. We can now write

S(W)− S(W + t(A−W))

t
=

r

∑
i=1

f (λi + t(α− λi))− f (λi)

t
+ (n− r)

f (tα)

t
. (62)

For x > 0, the derivative is given by f ′(x) = 1 + ln(x), and thus

f (λi + t(α− λi))− f (λi)

t
→ (1 + ln(λi)) (α− λi) as t→ 0+ , (63)

which is finite. However,

f (tα)

t
= α ln(tα)→ −∞ as t→ 0+ . (64)

Thus, the right-hand side of (60) can be made arbitrarily small.

5 Bounding the diameter

The following lemma is helpful in proving Lemma 1.5.

Lemma 5.1. For α > 0, we have

max{S(X) : Tr(X) ≤ α, X ∈ Pos(X )} =
{

e−1 dim(X ) α ≥ e−1 dim(X )

−α ln(α) + α ln(dim(X )) otherwise ,
(65)

which is attained at e−1
1X in the first case and

α

dim(X )
1(X ) otherwise. Moreover, we have

min{S(X) : Tr(X) ≤ α, X ∈ Pos(X )} =
{

0 α ≤ 1

−α ln(α) otherwise ,
(66)

which in the first case is attained by the zero matrix or any any rank one positive semidefinite
matrix vv∗ where ‖v‖2 = 1, or in the second case at any rank one positive semidefinite matrix
α · vv∗ where ‖v‖2 = 1.

Proof. We consider any X ∈ Pos(X ) with Tr(X) = α > 0. Then,

S(X) =− Tr(X ln(X)) (67a)

=− Tr(X)Tr(X̂ ln(Tr(X)X̂)) (67b)

=− α Tr(X̂
{

ln(Tr(X))Πsupp(X) + ln(X̂)
}
) (67c)

=− α
(

ln(α)Tr(X̂Πsupp(X)) + Tr(X̂ ln(X̂))
)

(67d)

=− α ln(α) + αS(X̂) , (67e)

where the second equality uses the definition X̂ := Tr(X)−1X, the third may be determined using
the spectral decomposition and definition of α, the fourth uses the definition of α and linearity
of trace, and the last is again using the definition of entropy. Thus, we just need to maximize or
minimize the entropy over the set of density matrices and optimize over α.
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We begin with maximizing. In this case, as stated in (34), it is well known that

max{S(X) : Tr(X) = 1, X ≥ 0} = ln(dim(X)) , (68)

and is attained at
1

dim(X )
1X . Thus, in this case we are interested in maximizing

f (x) := −x ln(x) + x ln(dim(X )) . (69)

Now note that f (x) takes the value zero at the points {0, dim(X )} and is positive between these
points. Thus, we want the maximum. Taking the derivative and setting it equal to zero,

−1− ln(dim(X )/x) = 0⇒ x = e−1 dim(X ). (70)

Simplifying f (e−1 dim(X )) obtains the first case of (65), which is then obtained at

e−1 dim(X )
1

dim(X )
1X = e−1

1X . (71)

If α < e−1 dim(X ), then g(x) is monotonically increasing over the interval [0, α], so the optimal
value is attained by the largest value possible, α and is attained by the maximally mixed state
scaled by that value.

Similarly, as stated in (34), we have

min{S(X) : Tr(X) = 1, X ≥ 0} = 0 (72)

attained at any pure state vv∗ (so ‖v‖2 = 1). Thus, we are interested in minimizing the function
g(x) := −x ln(x). Note g(x) is zero at x ∈ {0, 1}, positive over the interval [0, 1], and otherwise is
negative.

We are now ready to prove Lemma 1.5.

Proof of Lemma 1.5. Note that the diameter can only increase if we relax the set. Thus, we can
bound the diameter over the sets considered in Lemma 5.1. If K has variable traces, then the
diameter bound follows immediately from Lemma 5.1. If K has constant trace, say A ≥ 1, then
our diameter bound follows immediately from

S(X) = −A ln(A) + AS(X̂) , (73)

where X̂ =
1

A
X ∈ D(X ) and the fact that S(X̂) ∈ [0, ln(dim(X ))].

6 Generalized Pinsker’s inequality

In this section, we establish our generalization of Pinsker’s inequality (Theorem 1.3), which is
Corollary 6.5 in this section. We use this as an intermediary result to ultimately bound the regret.
Namely, we use it as a lemma in establishing Lemma 1.9. This result was not needed in [ACH+18]
because the authors only considered the set of quantum states where the trace cannot vary. As we
do not make this guarantee in our setting, we must establish this generalization.

For completeness, we explain how our proof method differs from the standard method for
establishing Pinsker’s inequality, D(P||Q) ≥ 1

2‖P−Q‖2
1. By properties of the trace norm ‖ · ‖1 for

X ∈ Herm(X ) and the data processing inequality of relative entropy (Lemma 6.1), it ultimately
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suffices to establish the result classically. Again by the data processing inequality, it suffices to
establish Pinsker’s inequality for Bernoulli distributions. While there is a canonical method of
establishing the Bernoulli distribution case (see [Wil13] for example), a particularly simple method
provided in [PW23] is using the remainder form of Taylor’s theorem. However, the proof that
makes use of the remainder form of Taylor’s theorem relies on ‖p− q‖2

1 = 2(p− q)2 for Bernoulli
distributions defined by p, q ∈ [0, 1]. This relies on the vectors both summing to one, which we
cannot guarantee in our setting as we vary the trace. To resolve this, we extend the proof method
by using Taylor’s theorem for multivariate vectors. This ultimately allows us to establish our
result. We remark this proof method has applications beyond those relevant for this work, which
we investigate in a separate paper [Sca24].

The following proofs rely on the following well-known results. The first is data processing of
relative entropy, a proof of the form we use may be found in [Wil13].

Lemma 6.1 (Data processing). Let P, Q ∈ Pos(X ). Let N ∈ C(X ,Y). Then,

D(N (P)‖N (Q)) ≤ D(P‖Q) . (74)

The second needed result is a version of Multivariate Taylor’s theorem for twice-differentiable
functions.

Lemma 6.2. Let f : Rn → R be C2 on an open convex set S. If a ∈ S and a + h ∈ S then

f (a + h) = f (a) + 〈∇ f (a), h〉+
∫ 1

0
(1− t) hT H f |a+thh dt . (75)

This is a direct calculation from multivariate Taylor’s theorem in terms of an integral remain-
der, which we provide in Appendix A for completeness.

We now begin to establish our result. We first define the following function that is well-defined
for any strictly positive vector q > 0:

fq(p) := ∑
i∈[n]

pi ln(pi/qi) = D(p||q) , (76)

which is defined on the open convex set S = (0, ∞)×n.

Theorem 6.3 (Classical version). Consider n-dimensional vectors q, p ≥ 0 and define q̌ as q re-
stricted to the support of p and q̂ = q− q̌

D(p||q)− 〈p〉+ 〈q̌〉+ ‖q̂‖2
2 ≥

C

2
‖p− q‖2

2 , (77)

where C−1 := ‖p⊕ q‖∞. This further implies

D(p||q)− 〈p〉+ 〈q̌〉+ ‖q̂‖2
2 ≥

C2

4
‖p− q‖2

1 , (78)

where C−1
2 := ‖Ap⊕Aq‖∞ andA := ∑i∈I e0e∗i +∑i 6∈I e1e∗i , where ei is the ith standard basis vector

(counting from 0). Moreover, we note that on the right-hand side of these inequalities C, C2 can be
replaced by C̃−1 := max{〈p〉, 〈q〉}. Furthermore, in the special case that q, p ∈ (0, ∞)×2, C2 may
be replaced with C.
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Proof. For the bulk of the proof, we assume p, q > 0, which means the ‖q̂‖2
2 term is zero and not

relevant. We lift this at the end of the proof. The partial derivatives of fq(p) are

∂ fq

∂pi
= 1 + ln(pi/qi) ,

∂2 fq

∂pi∂pj
= δi,j p

−1
i , i, j ∈ [n] . (79)

This implies

H fq
= ∑

i∈[n]
p−1

i Ei,i , ∇ fq = ∑
i∈[n]

(1 + ln(pi/qi))ei , (80)

where ei indicates the standard basis notation. Now we are going to choose a = q, p = a + h,
which means h = p− q. Applying Lemma 6.2,

fq(p) = fq(q) + 〈∇ fq(q), h〉+
∫ 1

0
(1− t) hT H fq

|a+thh dt (81a)

=〈p− q〉+
∫ 1

0
(1− t) hT H f |a+thh dt , (81b)

where we have used fq(q) = 0 and∇ fq(q) = ∑i ei. Pushing the 〈p−q〉 term to the left-hand side
of the equality gets us what we want to lower bound. Since a+ th = q+ t(p− q) = (1− t)q+ tp,

fq(p)− 〈p〉+ 〈q〉 =
∫ 1

0
(1− t)

[

∑
i

(pi − qi)
2

(1− t)qi + tpi

]
dt . (82)

At this point it suffices to lower-bound the right-hand side. We do this in the following fashion,

∫ 1

0
(1− t)

[

∑
i

(pi − qi)
2

(1− t)qi + tpi

]
dt ≥ C

∫ 1

0
(1− t)

[

∑
i

(pi − qi)
2

]
dt =

C

2
‖p− q‖2

2 , (83)

where one lets C be any constant that lower bounds [(1− t)qi + tpi]
−1 for all i. An easy choice

is C = ‖p ⊕ q‖−1
∞ . This proves (77). A looser choice that may be convenient is max{〈p〉, 〈q〉}−1,

which proves our moreover statement.
We now convert this to a 1-norm bound. First, 1√

|supp(x)|
‖x‖1 ≤ ‖x‖2, so for 2-dimensional

vectors, we have C/4‖p− q‖2
1 ≤ C/2‖p− q‖2

2. This explains why we can use C in (78) when p, q

are two-dimensional.
We now use data processing (Lemma 6.1) to remove scaling in the dimension. Define the set

I := {i : pi − qi > 0} and the classical channel in matrix form A := ∑i∈I e0e∗i + ∑i 6∈I e1e∗i . It follows
‖p− q‖1 = ‖A(p)−A(q)‖1. Using that fq(p) = D(p||q) and that A is CPTP,

fq(p)− 〈p〉+ 〈q〉 =D(p||q)− 〈p〉+ 〈q〉 (84a)

≥D(Ap||Aq)− 〈Ap〉+ 〈Aq〉 (84b)

≥C2

4
‖Ap−Aq‖2

1 (84c)

=
C2

4
‖p− q‖2

1 , (84d)

where C2 is just C under this coarse-graining A. This proves (78). Finally, we see can replace C2

by C̃ because A is CPTP. This completes everything for strictly positive vectors.
To lift this to non-negative vectors, note that if the support of p 6≪ q, then D(p||q) is infinite

and the result is trivial. Thus, we assume the support of p ≪ q. Then D(p||q) = D(p||q̌), so we
apply Theorem 6.3 to this. Then note that ‖p− q‖2

2 = ‖p− q̌‖2
2 + ‖q̂‖2

2, so we just add it to both
sides (properly scaled) to complete the proof.
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Before proceeding to the quantum extension, we note if you let p, q be normalized distri-
butions and use C̃ = 1, the above gives D(p||q) ≥ ∆(p, q)2, which is strictly more loose than
Pinsker’s inequality unless p = q. However, this does not change the fact this result is sharp in
some situations as we present.

Proposition 6.4 (Sharpness). For two-dimensional probability distributions, the inequality (77)
and the lower bound C

4 ‖p− q‖2
1 are sharp.

Proof. Since the right-hand side of (77) upper bounds C
4 ‖p − q‖2

1, it suffices to focus on the lat-
ter. Now note that if we have normalized probability distributions, we can rewrite the inequal-
ity as D(p||q) ≥ C ∆(p, q)2 where ∆(p, q)2 := 1

2‖p − q‖1 is the trace distance (total varia-

tional distance). Now consider the sequence of distributions pn =
[
1/2 + 1/n 1/2− 1/n

]T
and

qn =
[
1/2 1/2

]T
. Then for every n, the coefficent C, is Cn = ( 1

2 +
1
n )
−1. We now consider the

limit of the ratio

lim
n→∞

D(pn||qn)

Cn ∆(pn, qn)2
= lim

n→∞

1/2χ2(pn||qn)

Cn(1/n2)
(85a)

= lim
n→∞

(1/2)(4/n2)

(1/2 + 1/n)−1(1/n2)
(85b)

= lim
n→∞

1 + 2/n (85c)

=1 , (85d)

where first equality is using ∆(pn, qn) = 1/n and that relative entropy is locally χ2-like [PW23]
(but we are working in base e), the second is using χ2(p||q) = ∑i∈[n] qi(pi/qi − 1)2, the third is
simplifying, and the last is taking the limit. This completes the proof.

Finally, we extend our classical result to the quantum setting.

Corollary 6.5 (Quantum Version). For any positive semidefinite operators P, Q ≥ 0,

D(P ‖Q)− Tr(P) + Tr(Q) ≥ CQ

4
‖P−Q‖2

1 ≥
C̃Q

4
‖P− Q‖2

1 , (86)

where C−1
Q := max{Tr(ΠP), Tr(ΠQ), Tr(P)− Tr(ΠP), Tr(Q)− Tr(ΠQ)} where Π is the projector

onto the positive eigenspace of P−Q and C̃−1
Q := max{Tr(P), Tr(Q)}. Moreover, the first inequal-

ity is sharp.

Proof. First note for any P, Q ≥ 0, there exists a binary measurement channel E such that we
have ‖P − Q‖1 = ‖E(P) − E(Q)‖1. This is achieved by defining the projector onto the positive
eigenspace of P − Q, Π, and defining E(X) = Tr(ΠX)E0,0 + Tr((1−Π)X)E1,1 where we define

E0,0 =

[
1 0
0 0

]
and E1,1 =

[
0 0
0 1

]
. This is because, by linearity, we then obtain

‖E(P)− E(Q)‖1 = |Tr((P−Q)+)|+ |Tr((P− Q)−)| = ‖P− Q‖1 . (87)

22



Then we have

D(P ‖Q)− Tr(P) + Tr(Q) ≥D(E(P)||E(Q))− Tr(E(P)) + Tr(E(Q)) (88a)

≥CQ

4
‖E(P)− E(Q)‖2

1 (88b)

=
CQ

4
‖P− Q‖2

1 (88c)

≥ C̃Q

4
‖P− Q‖2

1 , (88d)

where the first inequality is DPI and that E is CPTP, the second inequality is Theorem 6.3 where
we use L1-norm version with the C coefficient for binary distributions, the third is our choice of
E , and the fourth is our definition of CQ, C̃Q. This establishes the inequalities so long as E(P) and
E(Q) are full rank. If they are not, this means E(P) = E0,0 and E(Q) = E1,1 (up to labeling) and
thus the inequality holds trivially as D(P||Q) = +∞.

Finally, to see that this is tight, note that if P, Q are just the matrix versions of the Bernoulli
distributions considered in Proposition 6.4, then the measurement channel does not do anything,
so we inherit sharpness from Proposition 6.4. This completes the proof.

7 Derivative of the function ΦE

In this section we establish that the function ΦE(X) := 〈E, X〉+ Tr(X ln(X)) has a gradient for all
X ∈ Pd(X ) and that it is given by

∇ΦE(X) = E + 1+ ln(X) . (89)

This claim was stated as Lemma 2.4, which we prove here in a somewhat roundabout manner.
Specifically, we use that for a function f : Herm(X ) → R, the relationship between the Fréchet
derivative, the directional derivative, and its relation to the gradient allows us to “extract" the
gradient of f whenever it exists. We summarize this relationship as a proposition after a defi-
nition. These facts are known and have been used in quantum information theory previously,
e.g. [GGF14, CGW21]. We restate them here for clarity.

Definition 7.1 ([Bha97]). Given a map f : A → Herm(Y) whereA ⊆ Herm(X ), the map is Fréchet
differentiable at X ∈ Herm(X ) if there exists a linear map Φ : Herm(X )→ Herm(Y) such that it
holds

lim
Z→0

‖ f (X + Z)− f (X)−Φ(Z)‖
‖Z‖ = 0 . (90)

When such a map Φ exists, it is unique and we denoted it as D f (X). This derivative has many
known properties, such as linearity.

Proposition 7.2. (See [Bha97, CGW21]) When f is differentiable at X, the map is the directional
derivative of f at X for any Z ∈ Herm(X ). That is, when f is differentiable at X,

D f (X)[Z] =
d

dt
f (X + tZ)|t=0 (91)

for all Z ∈ Herm(X ). Moreover, for f : A → R, when f is differentiable at X,

D f (X)[Z] = 〈∇ f (X), Z〉 (92)

for all Z ∈ Herm(X ).
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Combining the two points of the previous proposition, whenever we can prove f is differen-
tiable at X, if we can determine its directional derivative, we have also determined the gradient of
f at X, which is what we want. To do this, we need the following lemma, which is a strengthening
of a known result [Car10]. The basic idea is to prove the result for polynomials and then extend
the result via continuity. We remark our result is in fact a generalization of what is given in [Car10]
as we do not require H to be positive definite in the following statement.

Lemma 7.3. Let I ⊂ R be an interval. Let f : I → R be once continuously differentiable, f ∈ C1(I).
Let X ∈ Herm(X ) such that its eigenvalues are contained within the interval I, spec(X) ⊂ I.
Then, the extension of the map f to Hermitian matrices via the spectral decomposition is Fréchet
differentiable at X and we have for all H ∈ Herm(X ),

D Tr( f (X))[H] =
d

dt
Tr( f (X + tH))

∣∣∣
t=0

= Tr( f ′(X)H) . (93)

Proof. See Appendix B.

We are now ready to establish the gradient of ΦE by applying the above result.

Proof of Lemma 2.4. First note that Tr(X ln(X)) = Tr( f (X)) where f (t) := t ln(t), i.e., it is a well-
known trace function. By linearity of the Fréchet derivative, whenever it exists for H ∈ Herm(X ),

DΦE(X)[H] = D〈E, X〉[H] + D Tr( f (X))[H] . (94)

Moreover, recall that if two functions are Fréchet differentiable at a point, then their sum is also
Fréchet differentiable at that point as may be verified rather directly from Definition 7.1 and the
uniqueness of the Fréchet derivative. From these two points, it suffices to consider the differentia-
bility of the two functions independently.

First, for all X ∈ Herm(X ), D〈E, X〉[H] = 〈E, H〉. This may be verified by substituting this
map as Φ in (90) and verifying it satisfies the condition. Note this means that 〈E, X〉 is differen-
tiable on X ∈ Herm(X ).

Next, using d
dt t ln(t) = 1 + ln(t) and Lemma 7.3, which apply so long as spec(X) ∈ (0,+∞),

D Tr( f (X))[H] = 〈1+ ln(X), H〉 . (95)

Combining the above points, we have that ΦE(X) is differentiable at all X ∈ Pd(X ), where

DΦE(X)[H] = 〈E + 1+ ln(X), H〉 . (96)

By (92), we may conclude∇ΦE(X) = E + 1+ ln(X) for X ∈ Pd(X ).

8 Sublinear regret when learning positive semidefinite objects

In this section, we formally show that the regret function for our online learning framework scales
sublinearly with the time horizon T. From our generalized version of quantum Pinkser’s inequal-
ity described in Section 6, we have an upper bound on ‖ωt − ωt+1‖2

Tr, where ωt is the unique
strategy that follows from Algorithm 2 and is positive definite as shown in Section 4. On applying
Corollary 6.5 to bound trace distance between ωt and ωt+1, we get

1

4
‖ωt −ωt+1‖2

Tr ≤ max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} [D(ωt ‖ωt+1)− Tr(ωt − ωt+1)] . (97)
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From the definition of Bregman divergence in (37) and the gradient calculation for opera-
tor given by Lemma 2.4, the Bregman divergence BΦE

(ωt ‖ωt+1) associated with the function
ΦE(X) := 〈E, X〉+ R(X) calculates to

BΦE
(ωt ‖ωt+1) = D(ωt ‖ωt+1)− Tr(ωt − ωt+1) = BR(ωt ‖ωt+1) , (98)

where our regularizer R is simply the negative von Neumann entropy denoted by −S.
This allows us to restate the previous bound as

1

4
‖ωt −ωt+1‖2

Tr ≤ max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} B−S(ωt ‖ωt+1) . (99)

Next we discuss another lemma which is useful to provide to an upper bound to B−S(ωt ‖ωt+1)
in terms of the inner product 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉.

Lemma 8.1. Algorithm 2 guarantees that for all t ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1},

B−S(ωt ‖ωt+1) ≤ η 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 . (100)

Proof. Let Φt(X) := 〈E, X〉 + R(X) where R = −S and E = η ∑
t
s=1∇s (here ∇s is as defined in

Algorithm 2). Then,

BΦt(ωt ‖ωt+1) = Φt(ωt)−Φt(ωt+1)− 〈∇Φt(ωt+1), ωt −ωt+1〉 (101a)

≤ Φt(ωt)−Φt(ωt+1) . (101b)

where the first equality follows from the definition of Bregman divergence in (37) and the sec-
ond inequality holds due to Lemma C.1 as the function Φt is minimized at ωt+1 so we have the
inequality Φt(ωt+1) ≤ Φt((1− λ)ωt+1 + λωt) for all λ ∈ [0, 1]. Moreover, ωt+1 being positive
definite (and thus in the interior of PSD cone) ensures that the∇Φt(ωt+1) is well-defined.

From our definition of Φt along with the observartion that Φt−1(ωt) ≤ Φt−1(ωt+1),

Φt(ωt)−Φt(ωt+1) = Φt−1(ωt)−Φt−1(ωt+1) + η〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 (102a)

≤ η 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 . (102b)

Combining (101) and (102) completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 1.9. Combining Theorem 1.3 and Lemma 8.1 we get

1

4
‖ωt −ωt+1‖2

Tr ≤ η max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 . (103)

As 〈∇t, ωt − ωt+1〉 ≤ ‖ωt − ωt+1‖Tr ‖∇t‖op due to Hölder’s inequality, we get

‖ωt − ωt+1‖Tr ≤ 4η max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} ‖∇t‖op . (104)

Apply Hölder’s inequality again and use the above bound to obtain

〈∇t, ωt −ωt+1〉 ≤ ‖ωt − ωt+1‖Tr ‖∇t‖op ≤ 4η max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} ‖∇t‖2
op , (105)

which completes the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2. Combining Lemmas 1.1 and 1.9 yields

RT ≤ 4η
T

∑
t=1

[
max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} ‖∇t‖2

op

]
+

1

η
D2 . (106)

A bound on ‖∇t‖op is implied by Lemma C.2. Alternatively, we may obtain it via the definition
of ∇t, Lipschitz-continuity of ℓt, and openness of R as follows.

‖∇t‖op = ‖ℓ′t(〈Et, ωt〉)Et‖op ≤ B‖Et‖op ≤ BC . (107)

Substituting (107) along with max{Tr(ωt), Tr(ωt+1)} ≤ A into (106) yields

RT ≤ 4η AB2C2T +
1

η
D2 , (108)

where setting η = D
2BC
√

AT
attainsRT ≤ 4BCD

√
AT, the required bound.
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A Proof of Lemma 6.2

In this appendix, we establish a corollary of the multivariate Taylor’s theorem with the integral
remainder form. To state this theorem, we make use of the following multi-index notation.

Definition A.1. A multi-index is an n-tuple of non-negative integers, i.e., α = (α1, ..., αn) where
αi ∈N for all i ∈ [n]. Given a multi-index α and an n-dimensional vector x,

|α| = ∑
i∈[n]

αi , α! = ∏
i∈[n]

αi! , xα = ∏
i∈[n]

xαi
i , ∂α f = ∂α1

1 . . . ∂αn
n f =

∂|α| f
∂xα1

1 xα2
2 . . . xαn

n
. (109)

With the notation stated, we present Multivariate Taylor’s theorem. We remark such a result is
well-known and may be found for example in [Hör03] under a slightly different parameterization.

Lemma A.2 (Multivariate Taylor’s theorem with integral remainder). Let f : Rn → R be Ck+1 on
an open convex set S. If a ∈ S and a + h,∈ S then

f (a + h) = ∑
|α|≤k

∂α f (a)

α!
hα + Ra,k(h) , (110)

where the remainder in integral form is

Ra,k(h) = (k + 1) ∑
|α|=k+1

hα

α!

∫ 1

0
(1− t)k∂α f (a + th) . (111)

Proof of Lemma 6.2. Note that the k = 0 term is just f (a). The k = 1 terms summed over is

∑i
∂ f (a)

∂xi
hi = 〈∇ f (a), h〉. Now we just need to deal with the remainder term,

Ra,1(h) = 2 ∑
|α|=2

hα

α!

∫ 1

0
(1− t)∂α f (a + th) dt . (112)

We can split this into two pieces. The first piece is when α contains a 2 (thus the rest are zero). In
this case, each term is of the form

h2
i

2

∫ 1

0
(1− t)

∂2 f (a + th)

∂x2
i

dt . (113)
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The other case is when α contains two ones. In this case, each term is of the form

hihj

∫ 1

0
(1− t)

∂2 f (a + th)

∂xi∂xj
dt . (114)

Each such term is counted once when we sum over |α| = 2, and twice if we sum over i 6= j. We
correct for this via a factor of 1/2 when doing the latter. Use linearity of the integral to obtain

Ra,1(h) = 2 ∑
i

h2
i

2

∫ 1

0
(1− t)

∂2 f (a + th)

∂x2
i

dt + 2 · 1

2 ∑
i 6=j

hihj

∫ 1

0
(1− t)

∂2 f (a + th)

∂xi∂xj
dt (115a)

=
∫ 1

0
(1− t)

[

∑
i

h2
i

∂2 f (a + th)

∂x2
i

+∑
i 6=j

hihj
∂2 f (a + th)

∂xi∂xj

]
dt (115b)

=
∫ 1

0
(1− t)∑

i,j

hihj
∂2 f (a + th)

∂xi∂xj
dt =

∫ 1

0
(1− t) hTH f |a+thh dt , (115c)

which completes the proof.

B Proof of Lemma 7.3

The proof method is to prove the result for polynomials and then use continuity to extend it to
arbitrary functions. As such, the overall proof method is extremely similar to establishing [Bha97,
Theorem V.3.3].

Proposition B.1. Let q be an integer greater than or equal to one. Let t ∈ R. Then,

(A + tH)q =
q

∑
i=0

ti ∑
s∈{0,1}q:w(s)=i


∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))


 , (116)

where w(s) is the Hamming weight of the string and

O(i) =
{

A if i = 0

H if i = 1 .
(117)

Proof. We prove this by induction.
Base Case: Let p = 1. Then,

(A + tH) = t0O(0) + t1O(1) =
1

∑
i=0

ti ∑
s∈{0,1}:|s|=i

[

∏
i∈[1]
O(s(i))

]
. (118)

Induction Hypothesis: For some k ∈ N,

(A + tH)k =
k

∑
i=0

ti ∑
s∈{0,1}k:w(s)=i


∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))


 . (119)
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Induction Step

(A + tH)k+1 (120a)

=(A + tH)k(A + tH) (120b)

=




k

∑
i=0

ti ∑
s∈{0,1}k:w(s)=i


∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))




 (A + tH) (120c)

=




k

∑
i=0

ti ∑
s∈{0,1}k:w(s)=i





∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))



 A




 (120d)

+




k

∑
i=0

ti+1 ∑
s∈{0,1}k:w(s)=i





∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))



 H




 (120e)

=
k+1

∑
i=0

ti ∑
s∈{0,1}k+1:w(s)=i


∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))


 , (120f)

where the second equality is the induction hypothesis and the last equality is just noting every
possible string s ∈ {0, 1}k+1 is the set of strings s ∈ {0, 1}k with a zero appended at the end
unioned with the same with one appended at the end and then re-indexing. This completes the
proof.

We make use of the following fact, which relies on similar proof methods to ones used shortly.

Lemma B.2. (See [HP14, Theorem 3.33]) If f : I → R is continuously differentiable over the
interval I and A ∈ Herm(X ) has its spectrum contained in I, spec(A) ⊂ I, then f (A) is Fréchet
differentiable at A, i.e., D f (A) exists.

Proposition B.3. Let A, H ∈ Herm(X ). For all polynomials p,

D Tr(p(A))[H] = Tr(p′(A)H) . (121)

Proof. First note that the trace function is Fréchet differentiable on Herm(X ). By the chain rule for
Fréchet derivatives, Tr( f (X)) is differentiable at a point A so long as f (X) is differentiable at point
A. If f is a polynomial, it is Fréchet differentiable via Lemma B.2. Thus by the statement around
(91), we may now focus on establishing

d

dt
Tr(p(A + tH))

∣∣∣
t=0

= Tr(p′(A)H) . (122)

Now note by the linearity of the derivative with respect to t and the linearity of trace, it is sufficient
to prove this for powers, pq(t) = tq for q = 1, 2, 3 . . . By Proposition B.1, we have

d

dt
pq(A + tH) =

d

dt

q

∑
i=0

ti ∑
s∈{0,1}q:w(s)=i


∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))


 (123a)

=
q

∑
i=1

i · ti−1 ∑
s∈{0,1}q:w(s)=i


∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))


 . (123b)
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Note that when we evaluate this at t = 0, every term but the i = 1 term goes away. We thus have

d

dt
pq(A + tH)

∣∣∣
t=0

= ∑
s∈{0,1}q:w(s)=1


∏

i∈[q]
O(s(i))


 . (124)

We now take the trace of both sides. Because the Hamming weight of s is always one, there is
only one H in each product. Thus by cyclicity of trace, Tr(∏i∈[q]O(s(i))) = Tr(HAq−1). Moreover,

there are (q
1) = q such strings. Thus,

d

dt
Tr(pq(A + tH))

∣∣∣
t=0

= ∑
s∈{0,1}q:w(s)=1

Tr(∏
i∈[q]
O(s(i))) (125a)

= q Tr(Aq−1H) = Tr(p′q(A)H) , (125b)

where the last equality uses that p′q(x) = qpq−1(x). This completes the proof.

Theorem B.4 (Lemma 7.3). Let I ⊂ R be an open interval. Let f ∈ C1(I), A ∈ Herm(X ) such that
spec(A) ⊂ I and H ∈ Herm(X ). Then,

D Tr( f (A))[H] = Tr( f ′(A)H) . (126)

Proof. We already established this result for all polynomials, so we extend it via continuity in the
same manner as the proof of [Bha97, Theorem V.3.3]. As f ∈ C1(I), by Lemma B.2 and the chain
rule for Fréchet derivatives, the Fréchet derivative exists for Tr( f (A)) whenever spec(A) ⊂ I. For
notational simplicity, we denote g(A) := Tr( f (A)). Define the RHS of (126) as Dg(A)[H] which is
a function on the vector space of Hermitian matrices H ∈ Herm(X ).

Let H ∈ Herm(X ) have norm sufficiently small that spec(A + H) ⊂ I. Let [a, b] ⊂ I such
that spec(A), spec(A + H) ⊂ [a, b]. Choose a sequence of polynomials (pn) such that pn → f and
p′n → f ′ uniformly on [a, b] which we know exists as we assumed f ∈ C1(I). Define the function
gn(X) := Tr(pn(X)). Let L be the line segment joining A and A + H in the space of Hermitian
matrices. Then by the mean value theorem for Fréchet derivatives,

‖gm(A + H)− gn(A + H)− (gm(A)− gn(A))‖ (127a)

≤‖H‖ sup
X∈L
‖Dgm(X)− Dgn(X)‖ (127b)

=‖H‖ sup
X∈L
‖Dgm(X)−Dgn(X)‖ , (127c)

where the last equality is because Proposition B.3 showed that D Tr(p(X)) = D Tr(p(X)) for any
polynomial p. Now,

‖Dgm(X)−Dgn(X)‖ = sup
H∈Herm(X):
‖H‖=1

|Dgm(X)[H]−Dgn(X)[H]| (128a)

= sup
H∈Herm(X):
‖H‖=1

|Tr(
(

p′m(X)− p′n(X)
)

H)| (128b)

≤ sup
H∈Herm(X):
‖H‖=1

‖p′m(X)− p′n(X)‖1‖H‖ (128c)

≤‖p′m(X)− p′n(X)‖1 , (128d)
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where we used the definition of gn and Hölder’s inequality for the case p = 1 and q = ∞. This
also implies ‖Dgn(X)−Dg(X)‖ ≤ ‖p′n(X) − f ′(X)‖1. By this bound, as we chose a sequence of
polynomials such that p′n → f ′ uniformly, it follows that for any ε > 0, there exists n0 ∈ N such
that for all n, m ≥ n0

sup
X∈L
‖Dgm(X)−Dgn(X)‖ ≤ ε/3 , (129)

and similarly

‖Dg(X) −Dgn(X)‖ ≤ ε/3 . (130)

Next,

‖g(A + H)− g(A) + (gn(A + H)− gn(A))‖ (131a)

= lim
m→∞

‖gm(A + H)− gm(A) + (gn(A + H)− gn(A))‖ (131b)

≤‖H‖ lim
m→∞

sup
X∈L
‖Dgm(X)−Dgn(X)‖ (131c)

≤ ε

3
‖H‖ , (131d)

where we used (127c) for the first inequality and (129) in the second. Lastly, when ‖H‖ is suffi-
ciently small, by the definition of Fréchet derivative,

‖gn(A + H)− gn(A)−Dgn(A)‖ ≤ ε

3
‖H‖ . (132)

Finally, we put this all together. That is, if ‖H‖ sufficiently small,

‖g(A + H)− g(A)−Dg(A)[H]‖ (133a)

≤‖g(A + H)− g(A) + (gn(A + H)− gn(A))‖ (133b)

+ ‖gn(A + H)− gn(A)−Dgn(A)‖+ ‖(Dg(A)−Dgn(A))(H)‖ (133c)

≤ ε

3
‖H‖+ ε

3
‖H‖+ ‖(Dg(A)−Dgn(A))(H)‖ (133d)

≤2ε

3
‖H‖+ ‖Dg(A)−Dgn(A)‖‖H‖ (133e)

≤ε‖H‖ , (133f)

where the first inequality is the triangle inequality and the second is (131d), (132), the third is just
bounding the operator norm by the map’s operator norm and the operator norm of H, and the last
uses (130). Note this means we have shown for all sufficiently small ‖H‖ and any ε > 0,

‖g(A + H)− g(A)−Dg(A)[H]‖ ≤ ε‖H‖ . (134)

By definition of the Fréchet derivative, this means Dg(A) = Dg(A). Recalling the definition of g
from the beginning of the proof, this completes the proof.

C Some useful bounds to analyze regret

Lemma C.1. Let f : S → R be differentiable on int(S) and X ∈ int(S). If for a given direction H,
there exists κ > 0 such that for all t ∈ [0, κ], f (X + tH) is defined and f (X) ≤ f (X + tH). Then,

〈∇ f (X), H〉 ≥ 0 . (135)

33



Proof. As f (X) ≤ f (X + tH) for all t ∈ [0, κ], the right directional directive of f at X in the direction
of H given by

D f (X)[H+] := lim
t→0+

f (X + tH)− f (X)

t
≥ 0 . (136)

From Proposition 7.2, differentiability at X implies that the directional derivative of f in the direc-
tion H denoted by D f (X)[H] exists with D f (X)[H] = D f (X)[H+] = 〈∇ f (X), H〉 which finally
implies 〈∇ f (X), H〉 ≥ 0.

Lemma C.2. Let f : S → R be convex and B-Lipschitz over an open set S ⊆ Herm(X ), the latter
meaning | f (X)− f (Y)| ≤ B‖X−Y‖Tr for all X, Y ∈ S. If∇X ∈ ∂ fX is a subgradient of the function
f at X ∈ S, then ‖∇X‖op ≤ B.

Proof. From convexity of f , we know

f (Y) ≤ f (X) + 〈∇X, Y − X〉, ∀X, Y ∈ S . (137)

The Lipschitz continuity of f further implies

B‖X −Y‖Tr ≥ | f (X)− f (Y)| ≥ 〈∇X , Y− X〉, ∀X, Y ∈ S . (138)

For a fixed X ∈ S, pick an α > 0 such that Z − X ∈ S for all Z with ‖Z‖Tr ≤ α. Note that such
an α is guaranteed to exist by the openness of S. Set Y = (arg max‖Z‖Tr≤α〈∇X , Z〉) + X, then

‖X −Y‖Tr = α and the previous equation gets reduced to

αB ≥ max
‖Z‖Tr≤α

〈∇X, Z〉 = α max
‖Z‖Tr≤1

〈∇X, Z〉 = α‖∇X‖op , (139)

as the operator norm is simply dual to the trace norm.
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