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Abstract

We propose an efficient algorithm for finding first-order Nash equilibria in min-max problems
of the form mingex max,ey F(x,y), where the objective function is smooth in both variables
and concave with respect to y; the sets X and Y are convex and “projection-friendly”, and Y is
compact. Our goal is to find an (ex, ey)-first-order Nash equilibrium with respect to a stationarity
criterion that is stronger than the commonly used proximal gradient norm. The proposed ap-
proach is fairly simple: we perform approximate proximal-point iterations on the primal function,
with inexact oracle provided by Nesterov’s algorithm run on the regularized function F(z,-)
with O(ey) regularization term, z; being the current primal iterate. The resulting iteration com-
plexity is O(ex"2e,~'/2?) up to a logarithmic factor. As a byproduct, in the regime ¢, = O(¢2)
our algorithm gives O(e ) complexity for finding e,-stationary point of the natural Moreau
envelope of the primal function. Moreover, when F'(x,-) is strongly concave, the complexity
bound improves to O(Ex_2ﬂyl/ ) up to a logarithmic factor, where r, is the appropriate con-
dition number. In both scenarios, our algorithm outperforms or matches the performance (in
terms of convergence rate) of several recently proposed schemes while, arguably, being more
transparent, easier to implement, and converging with respect to a stronger criterion.

1 Problem setup

We study the following min-max problem:

min max F'(x 1

min ma (2,9), (1)
where X,Y are convex and “projection-friendly” sets in the corresponding Euclidean spaces X, )
with non-empty interior, and Y is compact and contained in a Euclidean ball with radius R, < oo.
Function F' : X xY — R is concave in y for all x € X, and has Lipschitz gradient, namely, one has

HVXF(x', y) — ViF'(2,y)| < Lxle" -zl
IVyF(2,y") = VyF(z,y)|l < Lyylly" - yll; @)
IVxE(2,y") = ViF (2, y)|| < Luylly" —
IVyF(a',y) = VyF(z,y)|| < Lyyll2" — =]
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holding uniformly over z,2’ € X and y,y’ € Y with Lipschitz constants Ly, Lyy, Lyy. Here and
later on, || - || and (-,-) denote the standard Euclidean norm and inner product (regardless of the
space), and [V, F(z,y), VyF(z,y)] are the components of the full gradient VF(z,y). Rather than
solving problem (1) itself, we focus on the simpler task of finding approximate first-order Nash
equilibria.

Definition 1. A point (Z,y) € X XY is called (g4, ey)-approximate first-order Nash equilibrium
((ex, ey)-FNE) in the problem (1) if the following holds:

< &
3
_. Q

where the inaccuracy measure Sz, with Z being a convex subset of a Euclidean space Z, is defined
on triples z € Z, ( € Z*, L > 0 as follows:

L

S%(2,¢,L) == 2Lmax |— ((,2' — 2) — =||z/ — z|]*| . (4)
z'eZ 2

Remark 1.1. A more commonly used stationarity measure in the context of constrained minimiza-

tion of a convex function f:Z — R is the proximal gradient norm

Wz (2, Vf(2),L) = L|z -1z [2- V()] (5)
where I1(-) is the operator of Euclidean projection onto Z (see [Nes13b]). In the unconstrained case,
both measures reduce to |V f(2)|. However, in constrained setup Sz is a stronger measure: [BR20),
Thm. 4] claims the following:

(i) For any z,(, L one has Wy(z,(,L) < Sz(2,(, L); thus, any (ex,ey)-FNE in the sense of Defi-
nition 1 is an (ex, €y)-approximate first-order stationary point in the sense of (blockwise) proa-
imal gradient norm, i.e., satisfies Wx (T, Vi F(Z,7), L) < ex and Wy (y, =V F(Z,7), Lyy) <
Ey.

(ii) In the reverse direction there is a gap. For example, in the one-dimensional problem

min.plf(z) = 427

9

the bound Wz(Z,V f(2), L) < e implies Sz(Z,V f(2),L) > V2LRe + £2.

Our goal is to provide an efficient algorithm for finding (4, ey)-FNE' given access to the full
gradient oracle VF(z,y). Following the common trend in the literature on first-order algorithms,
we assume that the feasible sets X, Y are “projection-friendly”, i.e., the corresponding projection
operators can be computed with a small computational effort; thus, the natural notion of efficiency
is simply the number of oracle queries. Besides accuracies e, ey, Lipschitz constants Ly, Lyy, Lyy,
and the “radius” Ry of Y, we need a parameter quantifying the “size” of the primal problem — that
of minimizing the primal function

) = max F(z,y). (6)

1Since we do not assume X to be compact, exact FNE might not exist; however (ex, ey)-FNE exist for any ey, &y > 0.



Since X can be unbounded, the natural choice of such parameter is the primal gap A, defined as

A= — mi

(o) — min p(),
where xg is the initial iterate. To give a concise and intuitive statement our main result, it is helpful
to define the “coupling-adjusted” counterpart of Ly, defined as

2

L
+ . xy
Lyy = Lyy + Lo (7)

as well as the unit-free quantities — the “complexity factors”

LA | LR
To=—— Ty:= % (8)
X y

Upon consulting the literature (e.g., [CDHS17, Nes12]), we recognize T} as the iteration complexity
of finding e,-stationary point (with respect to gradient norm) in the class of unconstrained mini-
mization problems with Ly-smooth (possibly nonconvex) objective and initial gap A. On the other
hand, we recognize T as the tight complexity bound for the problem of finding e,-stationary point
in the class of maximization problems with concave and L;ry-smooth objective, given the initial
point within R, distance of an optimum, using first-order information. (This bound is also tight in
the constrained setup, with e, bounding the norm of proximal gradient.) We now state our main
result.

Theorem 1.1 (Abridged formulation of Theorem 3.1). There exists an algorithm that, given the
data (e, €y, Lux, Lyy, Lyy, Ry, ), finds (ex,ey)-FNE of the problem (1) in

O (T, Ty) (9)
computations of VF (x,y) and projections onto Y, where 5() hides logarithmic factors in T, andT).

Let us comment the above result.

e Comparing (8)-(9), we see that the complexity of finding (ex,ey)-FNE in the problem (1)
can be interpreted as the product of the “primal” complexity of finding e4-stationary point
of F(-,y) with fixed y, and the “dual” complexity of finding ey-stationary point of the func-
tion mingex F(2',y)+ L2’ —2||* with fixed 2 € X. This function has L, -Lipschitz gradient
due to Danskin’s theorem ([Dan66] and [NSLR19, Lem. 24]), and is associated to the Moreau
envelope max,/¢cx [p(z') + Ly||2’ — x|?].

e Choosing ey, = O(e7) for given e, (more precisely, choosing e, such that T, = O(T?)), and
using [LJJ19, Prop. 4.12], in the case X = X we recover the recent result of [TJNO19]: the
complexity 5(5; 3) of finding e,-stationary point (in gradient norm) of the Moreau envelope.
Such a guarantee is natural if one is only interested in the primal problem, as it implies
closeness to some point = at which ¢ has a subgradient with norm O(ey) ([LJJ19, Lem. 3.8]).

e Our algorithm (and Theorem 1.1 as well) can be routinely extended to composite objec-
tives, e.g., by following [NN13, JN11]. As our focus is on the simpicity of presentation,



we avoid such extension here. On the other hand, extension to non-Euclidean geometries
faces some non-trivial challenges that have not been properly addressed in the prior litera-
ture.” In Appendix B we discuss these challenges and introduce the necessary adjustments
into our framework.

Finally, let us mention that upon finalizing this manuscript, we were notified of the concurrent
work [L.JJ20] where a method with similar iteration complexity is proposed for nonconvex-concave
min-max problems. More thorough overview of related work is given in Sec. 4, and now we give a
high-level overview of the approach.

High-level description of the idea. Assume for simplicity that X = X. Our idea is to form
the next iterate (x4, ) as a (unique) optimal solution to the convex-concave saddle-point problem

. reg .__ rreg _ 2
min max {Fi®(z,y) :== F'8(x,y) + L[|z — 21|} (10)

where z;_; is the previous primal iterate, and F*™8(x,y) := F(x,y) — A\/|ly — §||* is the objective
regularized with a small O(ey) term a-la Nesterov [Nes12]. By the first-order optimality conditions
for (10), the regularized primal function ¢'*8(z) = max,cy F"%(z, y) satisfies the following relation:

1
P () + | VuF (e, yo)[I* < "5 (2e-1), (11)
ALy

where y; = argmax,cy [*®(z,y). Inequality (11) mimics the key inequality in the analysis of
proximal-point algorithm for smooth minimization (see, e.g., [KT98]); repeating the process for Ty
iterations ensures that at least one of the search points satisfies | ViF(z¢,yt)|| < ex. The key nov-
elty here is the application of a proximal-point type method to the “non-smooth” function ¢ (its
gradient is only O(1/ey)-Lipschitz by Danskin’s theorem, and not Ly-Lipschitz). This is possible
due to the readily available maximization oracle for F™8(xy,-) in the form of Nesterov’s accel-
erated algorithm [Nes83]. Application of this algorithm at each step gives Ty complexity factor
(since F*®&(zy,-) is O(1/ey)-conditioned), and ensures that (x,y;) remains O(ey)-stationary in y.
We refer the reader to Sec. 3.1-3.2 for a more detailed presentation of our approach.

Outline. In Sec. 2 we present the “building blocks” for our algorithm. We first recap Nesterov’s
algorithm for smooth convex optimization, and then show how to use it for the approximation
of the proximal point operator. Next, in Sec. 3 we outline our approach, present the resulting
algorithm, and prove the full version of Theorem 1.1. Finally, we give a brief overview of related
work in Sec. 4.

Notation. Throught the paper, and unless explicitly specified otherwise, ||| and (-, -) denote the
standard Euclidean norm and inner product regardless of the (Euclidean) space. [T] with T € IN
denotes the set {1,2,...,T}. log(-) is the natural logarithm; g = O(f) means that for any z €

2A notable exception is the work [Zha20] that appeared shortly after the first version of this manuscript. They
study composite nonconvex-concave optimization with non-Euclidean geometry, focusing on the minimization of
primal (proximal) gradient norm. Their assumptions about the distance-generating function are different: they
impose the Legendre property ([BBT16]), while we require bounded gradients; see Appendix B for a more detailed
discussion.



Dom(f) = Dom(g) one has f(z) < Cg(z) with C being a generic constant; g = O(f) means the
same but with C replaced by a poly-logarithmic factor in g. We write 0, F(x(y), y) for the partial
gradient in y of F'(z(y),y) as a function of y; in other words, Oy F(z(y), y) = VyF(z,y) with x = z(y)
substituted post-factum. The remaining notation is introduced along the way when necessary.

2 Building blocks

Given a convex set Z in a FEuclidean space Z and a pair z € Z, ( € Z*, we define the proz-mapping

) 1

prox. ;(¢) = argmin (¢, ) + 2]}/ — | (12)
’ z'eZ 2

In what follows, we assume prox, z(¢) to be computationally cheap. Note that in the unconstrained

case with Z = Z, one has prox, z(¢) = z — ¢, and in the constrained case prox, z(¢) = IIz(z — ().

Following [DGN14], we use the notion of inezact first-order oracle for a smooth convex function.?

Definition 2 (d-inexact oracle). Let f : Z — R be convex with L-Lipschitz gradient. Pair [f(-),V f(-)]
is called inexact oracle for f with accuracy & > 0 if for any pair of points z,z' € Z one has

0< ()~ Fo) = (95(2).# = 2) < SI — 2l 46 (13)

Next we present Nesterov’s fast gradient method (FGM) for smooth convex optimization with
inexact oracle (see [DGN14]) and a simple restart scheme for it. We use them in two scenarios:
(a) minimization of a strongly convex and smooth function on X with exact oracle; (b) maximization
of a strongly concave and smooth function on Y with §-inexact oracle.

2.1 Fast gradient method with inexact oracle

Assume we are given initial point zg € Z, target number of iterations T, stepsize v > 0, and access
to a d-inexact (or, possibly, exact) oracle for function f : Z — R which satisfies the requirements
in Definition 2. We will use a variant of fast gradient method with inexact oracle due to [DGN14],
given below as Algorithm 1, that performs T iterations and outputs approximate minimizer zr
of f; each of these iterations reduces to a single call of v f(), two prox-mapping computations,
and a few entrywise vector operations. Note that the inexact oracle v f(-) is passed as an input
parameter (i.e., “function handle”); this means that such an oracle must be implemented as an
external procedure.

Assume V f () has small enough error § in the sense of Definition 2. The work [DGN14] proves
the standard O(T~2) convergence of FGM is preserved in this case. Let us rephrase their result.

Theorem 2.1 ([DGN14, Thm. 5 and Eq. (42)]). Assume Algorithm 1 is run with v =1/L and 0-
inexact oracle of f that is L-smooth, convez, and minimized at z* such that ||zo — z*|| < R, then

ALR?

o+ 20T.

fler) = f(z7) <

As a result, one has

5LR? LR?
flzr) — f(z5) < T3 whenever § < o 573

3Unlike [DGN14], we do not inlude L into the definition of inexact oracle, as in our situation this is unnecessary.

(14)




When f is also A-strongly convex, (14) results in the bound on the distance to z*:

10k R?
T2

lor — 2% < (15)

where kK = L/ is the condition number. That is, we are guaranteed to get twice closer to the
optimum after T = O(y/k) iterations. Following [Nesl3a], we exploit this fact to obtain linear
convergence via the simple restart scheme given in Algorithm 2, and derive the following result.

Corollary 2.1. Given € > 0, assume Algorithm 2 is run with v = 1/L, parameters T, S satisfying

T > V40, S > log, <¥> , (16)

and & < 01, cf. (14). Then the final iterate 2° satisfies

62

18L°

IS =2 <570 FE - ) < and Sz(%,Vf(:5),L) < (17)

Wl M

L7
Proof. By (15), with T' > v/40x iterations in s-th epoch we ensure |[2* — 2*| < &[|z5~1 — 2*||. Hence,
after S > logy(3LR/¢) epochs, z° satisfies the first bound in (17). Similarly, we have

106[f(2°~1) — f(2*)]
T2

20LR? LR?

F(25)—F(2%) < [F( = F()) =4 [f(2H = f(z")] < 72 S 93T

<

B~ =

where in the end we used x > 1. Plugging in 22t = 18L2R? /2, we verify the second inequality
in (17). Finally, for the last inequality in (17), we first observe that, due to the smoothness of f,

F(2) = F(25) < AVFES), 2 — 25 + Lz — 25|

=

Minimizing both sides yields f(2*) — f(2°) < min.ez[(Vf(2%),2 — 2%) + %Hz — 292], whence

S%(2°,Vf(2%),L) = 2L max [— <Vf(zs), z— zs> — gHz - stz]

2

L
— 2L mip [(VF(5) - 25} + Sl = 5P| < -2l - 1 < 5
zE€
(18)
where the final inequality used the second part of (17) proved earlier. O

When Algorithm 2 will be used for minimization in x, the complexity factor will be parametrized
by Ay = f(z") — f(z*) instead of R, and the ezact oracle V f(-) will be available (function value
will not be used). Bounding LR? < 2kA ¢ by strong convexity, we make the following observation.

Remark 2.1. When running Algorithm 2 with 6 = 0, the second condition in (16) replaced with

18k LA
i f) , (19)

1
S>=1 —
20g2< 62

and other parameters set as in the premise of Corollary 2.1, the guarantees in (17) remain valid.



Algorithm 1 Fast Gradient Method
function FGM(zg, Z,~, T,V f(-))
Go=0
fort=0,1,....,T —1do

1:

2

3

4 up = prox,, z (vGy)
5. . 2(t+2)
6

7

8

9

EEGDIGE=)

vep1 = Teug + (1 — 7¢) 2
g = B2V f(v41)

Wit1 = Proxy, 7 (Y9t)

: Zey1 = Tywey1 + (1 —7¢) 2
10: Git1 =G+ g

11: end for

12: return zr

13: end function

Algorithm 2 Restart Scheme for FGM Algorithm 3 Solving Regularized Dual Problem
. function RESTARTFGM(2, Z,7,T, S, V f(-))- fungtion SOLVEREGDUAL(Y, Z¢—1, T, Vx, Ay, 1, .5)

1

9. for s € [S] do 2: 7(y) = RestartFGM(z;—1, X, %;yX,T, S, 9:(+))
3. 25 = FaM(z*~\, Z,7, T,V f(")) 3: N with g¢(2) = ViF(z,y) — - (x — 24-1)
4: end for 4: Vipe(y) = YyF(ft(y)a y) — Ny —9)

5: return z° 5. return Zy(y), Vi (y)

6: end function 6: end function

2.2 Proximal point operator and its implementation via FGM

Our next goal is to provide a brief overview of the proximal point method, which forms the backbone
of our approach, in the context of searching for stationary points of a non-convex function. Then
we show how its iteration — the proximal point operator — can be approximated via Algorithm 2.

Given a convex set X and a function ¢ : X — R with L-Lipschitz gradient, possibly nonconvex,
the proximal point operator of ¢ on X with stepsize 0 < v < 1/L is

. 1

x :L'j%X(ZL') = argmin (') + 2—||3:/ —z|?|. (20)
r'eX Y

Observe that, denoting 7 = azfyrd) () for brevity, the first-order optimality condition for (20)

writes

(Vo(z™) + %(:L'—’- —x),' —2zt) >0, Vi'eX, (21)

which reduces to the “implicit gradient” update z* = x — yV¢(z) in the unconstrained case.
For large stepsize, computing the proximal operator at a point might be as hard as minimizing ¢.
However, with sufficient regularization, namely when v = ¢/L for 0 < ¢ < 1/2, the task becomes
easy, since the objective in (20) is strongly convex and well-conditioned, with condition number

k=(14¢c)/(1—-¢c)<3. (22)



On the other hand, with such stepsize the prozimal point method, as given by the iterate sequence
wp = a3,y (Ti-1), (23)

attains the optimal rate O(1/v/T) of minimizing the stationarity measure Sx (cf. Definition 1).
Indeed, from (20) with v = ¢/L we get

L
S) + 2t — ol < o). (24)
Iterating this 7" times according to (23) results in
2cA
2
— — 25
min lze — 21 < E s =z ]” < (25)

te (1]

where A = ¢(z9) — mingex ¢(z) is the initial gap. On the other hand, we have

(e, Vo(at), L) = 2L ma |~ (Vola™).o/ )~ Ll o]

1 1
< 2L% max [— (7 —z,2' —at) — |2’ — x+||2} (26)
reX | ¢ 2
2 ,
< G - )
ot =

where we first used the first-order optimality condition (21) and then used Young’s inequality; note
that the last inequality becomes tight when X = X. Combining (23), (25) and (26), we get

. 2LA
tnel[l%l] Sx (21, Vo(xr), L) < T
i.e., the iteration complexity
LA

of minimizing the stationarity measure Sy up to €, which matches the lower bound [CDHS17].
Of course, the above argument would be meaningless if (25) or (26) were not robust with respect
to errors in the computation of :E:iy—(z) (), that is, errors when minimizing the regularized function

OLe(-) =) + L] - —z|*. (28)

(Here we fixed ¢ = 1/2 for definiteness, i.e., v = 1/(2L), cf. (20).) We verify such robustness in
two steps. First, we immediately see that (26) is robust with respect to the objective value error
n (20). Indeed, let ZT € X, for given x, satisfy

e2

24L

is the true minimizer, ¢ is the desired accuracy in (27), and the con-

¢ro(T7) < Pra(a®) + (29)

where z7 = x;ﬂL’X(x)

stant 1/24 is fixed for convenience. Consider the counterpart of (23), i.e., the iterate sequence z; =
E;f/%’X(ft_l). Using (24), and proceeding as we did for (25), we obtain

e2

NEYTEL (30)

min ||Z; — T 1H2 Z T — T4 1||
telT] te[T



that is, a “robust” counterpart of (25). On the other hand, assume that Z, in addition to (29),
admits the matching guarantee for the stationarity measure:

Sx(F", Vor.(F),L) < 5. (31)
Then
S%(zt,Ve((ET), L) =2L max [— (Vop(aT), 2" —2™) — ng' — %*HQ]
x'e
L

< _ t+ e N [P~

\ZLE?))(([ (Vop(xT)+2L(T" —2),2’ —77) 4||x z H}
- ~ L ~ (32)

+ 2L max |:<2L($+ — ), —Tt) - ZHx/ - ZE+H2:|

=25% (@7, VL. (@), L/2) + 8L*|7T — z|?

2
— +8L3| 7" — z|?,
2
where we first used the explicit form of V¢, ., then estimated the additional term via Young’s
inequality, and, finally, used that Sx(z,{, L) is non-decreasing L as follows from the proximal
Polyak-Lojasiewicz lemma ([KNS16, Lem. 1]).* Combining this estimate with (30), we arrive at

LA 2 LA
i Sx (3 Vo(@), L) < A = (33)
te

which indeed results in the same iteration complexity estimate (27) as for the exact updates (23).

It remains to notice that the point T satisfying (29) and (31) can be obtained by running
FGM with restarts (Algorithm 2) with a near-constant total number of oracle calls, since the
function ¢, , to be minimized in (20) has 3L-Lipschitz gradient, and is L-strongly-convex. Namely,
combining Corollary 2.1 and Remark 2.1, we obtain the following result.

<25% (@1, V. (@), L) + 8Lz —z||* =

Proposition 2.1 (Implementation of proximal point operator via FGM). Given © € X, let ¢ :
X — R have L-Lipschitz gradient, and let x+ = a:;f/(zLLX(x) be the minimizer of ¢ o, cf. (28).
Let % be the output of Algorithm 2 run with exact oracle Vor, (), initial point zo = x, Z = X,
and parameters

T=11, ~= 3 and S > %logQ <72LE#> , (34)
where Ar 5 == ¢(x) — ming ¢r, o(2'). Then
5 5 g2
|7 — ot < g7 Sx@ VoLa(@),L) <3, and Gra(F) ~dralat) < gpp. (39)

Proof. Note that ¢, »(-) is 3L-smooth, has condition number £ < 3, and its suboptimality gap at x
is Ar .. Hence, running Algorithm 2 with 7' =11 > v/40x 1nner—loop iterations and

1 T2LALL\ _ 1 185(3L)A L
> Lo, (PEALe ) o Ly, (185BL)ALLY
§25 Og2< E > > 0g2< (32/2)2

“Namely, we apply [KNS16, Lemma 1] using the indicator of X as the proximal function g(z) in the lemma
premise.




restarts, cf. (19), guarantees the validity of inequalities (17) with the following replacements:

- 3
2 7T 2ot f() = ¢ra(), L 3L, e 76

Using that Sx(x,&, L) < Sx(x,&,3L), by simple algebra we verify all three inequalities in (35). O

3 Algorithm and main result

Before giving the outline of our approach, let us recap the problem formulation. We assume
that F'(x,y) is the objective of the nonconvex-concave min-max problem (1) with “prox-friendly”
feasible sets X and Y, where Y is contained in a ball with radius Ry. Our goal is to find (ex,ey)-
FNE (Z,7) in a small number of the queries of VF(x,y) and projections onto X and Y. We
assume to be given initial point zy € X, fix arbitrary point y € Y, and use that ||y — y|| < 2Ry for
any y €Y.

3.1 Conceptual algorithm: primal-dual proximal point iteration

First, following [Nes12], we reduce the problem of finding (ex,ey)-FNE in (1) to the problem of
finding approximate FNE of the regularized function
F*(z,y) = Fla,y) - 52 ly = 31" (36)
y

This funciton has a unique maximizer for any = € X as it is e, /R -strongly concave. This strong
concavity will help us to obtain faster algorithms for finding (ey, ey )-FNE when applying standard
accelerated procedures.

The crux of our approach is to run a version of primal-dual proximal-point method, choosing
the next iterate (x4, y;) as an approximate optimal solution to the convex-concave saddle-point
problem (with unique exact solution):

: reg .__ reg _ 2
min max {F;5(2,y) = F¥(2,y) + Luclle — 21|} - (37)

To illustrate this idea, let us consider the idealized updates (Zy, ;) corresponding to the exact
saddle point in (37), which exists and is unique by Sion’s minimax theorem [Sio58]). By definition,
we have

F{(Zy, Grg1) < F (1, 0r) < FF8(Tp-1, T)- (38)
Using the expression for F,°®(z,y) in (37), the right-hand side of (38) writes

F™8(Z4, Ut) + L ||Tt — Ze—1]|? < F™8(Ty_1, t)- (39)

Using the left-hand side of (38), and observing that F,“®(z,y) — F; ®(z,y') = F*8(x,y) — F™8(z,y’)
for any x € X and y,3' € Y, we have F'8(Zy,4;) — F™8(Z¢, yr1) = 0, and we arrive at the relation

F (%, Gi11) + LTt — Tu—1]]* < F™8(Zy—1, T)- (40)

10



Unlike the previous one, this relation can be iterated, and thus analyzed in the same manner as (24),
giving the Ty complexity factor. Indeed, repeating this for ¢ € [T'] (modulo the shift of index in y
at the last iteration), we get (cf. (25)):

min ||§3\t — J/E\t_1||2 <

te[T]

1 . F®(Zo, Y1) — F*®(T1, yr)
T Dol =zl = T :
te[T) >
Moreover, we can relate F™8(Zg,y1) — F™8(Zp,yr) to the primal gap A = p(Ty) — mingex p(z):

F™8(Zo, 1) < F(Zo, 1) < maxyey F(Zo,y) = ©(Zo),

PN ~ ~ £ _ . (41)
[reg — Fres > F _ Y r_ 2 > — 2e0 R, .

(@7, yr) ma (@1, y) max (@r,y) = 3 R, B ly" = gll" > min p(z) — 2ey Ry

Thus we guarantee that there exists 7 € [T] such that

A+ 2R,
LT

”27 - 537—1\\2 =

which mimics (25) up to a small O(ey) additive error. Now we can proceed exactly as in (26), using
the primal optimality condition in (37) and the fact that Vi F"8(x,y) = V,F(z,y). This results in

~ ~ o~ Ly (A +2eyR
S (B Vi (1,7 L) < 2 28T 25T)
corresponding to O(Ty) iterations (8) to ensure Sx (%, Vo F(Zr,7r), Lux) < éx. At the same time,
we remain near-stationary in y: indeed, for any iteration ¢ € [Ty], including 7, we have

~ o~ PN N L N
S%/(yt, —VyF(xt,yt),Lyy) =2Lyy 2%? [(VyF($t7yt),y — ) — %Hy - ytH2:|

€ L
<L R N T A A
yy A KRy Tt —9)sy yt> 5 1y = 4l

~ o~ Ey ,~ _ ~
+ 2Lyy 1;16333( Kva(l’t,yt) - R#yy(yt — Y)Yy — yt>:|

€ L
< 2L Y (7 5 0N — I — 2
vy A KRy Tt —9)sy yt> LA

2
-7

By

2
yo

5 — glI* < 4e
where in the second inequality we used the dual optimality condition for (37) to get rid of the
second term, and then used Young’s inequality. Thus, (Z,,y-) is an (g4, O(ey))-FNE.

So far, we assumed that the update (37) can be performed exactly, and analyzed the iteration
complexity of the corresponding (simplified) iterative procedure. Next we show how to approximate
such “conceptual” updates using Algorithm 2, leading to our final algorithm and the main result.

3.2 Implementation of conceptual algorithm

As in the case of the usual proximal point method, the update stemming from the auxilliary min-
max problem in (37) cannot be performed exactly. To address this problem, we extend the approach
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described in Sec. 2.2 and approximately solve the (primal) minimization problem in (37) up to O(ey)
accuracy in the Sxy-measure via Algorithm 2 (cf. Proposition 2.1). The key challenge here is that
the function to minimize in (37) stems from the nested maximization problem, hence neither it nor
its gradient can be computed exactly. Instead, one must provide inezact oracle for this function.
We do this through the following steps:

e Given the current primal iterate x;_1, consider the minimization problem corresponding to
the dual function of (37) evaluated at some fixed y € Y

i(y) = min {F;(z,y) := F**(z,9) + Loz = 21 |*}

Solving this minimization problem for fixed y € Y by running Algorithm 2 with exact ora-
cle Vi F(-,y) + 2Lyx(- — x;—1), we obtain approximation Z;(y) of the exact minimizer 7;(y).
As Fy(-,y) is well-conditioned, it only takes a logarithmic number of oracle calls to ensure
a very small (inversely polynomial in the problem parameters) error of approximating Z;(y).
On the other hand, a version of Danskin’s theorem ([NSLR19, Lem. 24]) guarantees that the
gradient of ¢ (y), given by

Vipu(y) = Oy F5(u(y), v), (42)
is O(Ly,)-Lipschitz. Hence, T;(y) provides a d-inexact oracle for ¢;(y) according to Defini-
tion 2: _ B

Ui(y) = F"8(Te(y) ),  Viu(y) = O F (T (y), y), (43)

where the accuracy parameter 6 can be arbitrarily chosen. For convenience, we outline the
subroutine that returns 7;(y) and the approximate dual gradient Vi;(y) in Algorithm 3.

e Now, observe that we can switch the order of min and max in (37), recasting it as
v = argmaxyu(y), o = Te(y). (44)
Naturally, we replace those with the approximate updates given by

Y RS arg Iyng;{%(y), ry = T(Yt), (45)

maximizing ¢(y) by running Algorithm 2 with inexact gradient Vi (y) defined in (43), and
without using 1y (y). Since ¢y (y) is L -smooth and (e, /Ry )-strongly convex, in O(Ty) calls of

the inexact oracle 61/%(') Algorithm 2 finds O(ey)-approximate maximizer y; of ¢, ensuring

62

€
_ L)< - S
Sy (Y, = Vbe(ye), Lyy) 3 s Pi(y) — Ye(ye) 18LYy

Combining the first of these inequalities with (42), and recalling that Z;(y;) ~ Z:(y;) with
very high accuracy, we ensure that (x;,y;) obtained via (45) is O(ey)-stationary in y (in the
sense of Definition 1). As this must be repeated for ¢t € [Ty], we recover the first term in (9).
On the other hand, the second inequality leads to the extra O(e}/Lj,) error in the saddle
point relation (38), whereas, as we know from Proposition 2.1, this error must be O(g2/ L)
in order to preserve the argument in Sec. 3.1. This is easy to fix: it suffices to perform a
logarithmic in T number of additional restarts when maximizing 1 (y) (cf. (34)). Thus, the

argument in Sec. 3.1 remains valid, and we find an (g4, O(ey))-FNE of (1) in O(TT}) gradient
computations and projections onto X and Y.

We present the resulting algorithm, which is our main methodological contribution, as Algorithm 4.
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Algorithm 4 First-Order Stationary Point Search in Nonconvex-Concave Smooth Min-Max Prob-
lem

Require: VF(-,"), Y, zo, g€ Y, Tx, Ty, Sy, % V> Ay, T, S°

1: for t € [Ty] do > Using Algorithms 2 and 3 as subroutines
2 y: = RestartFGM(y, Y, vy, Ty, Sy, —Vii())

3 with 61/1t(y) returned by SolveRegDual(y, zi—1,¥, ¥, Ay, 17, 5)

4: x; = T4(y) returned by SolveRegDual(yy, ¢—1, ¥, ¥, Ay, 17, 5°)
5
6

: end for
: return (zr,yr) with 7 € Argmin, 7 1 ||V F (ze, y¢) |

3.3 Convergence guarantee for Algorithm 4

Next we state our main result — the full version of Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 3.1. Define

_ &y ._ 2 . 2
Ni= g ©=InRy, ot := L} R,
) A(BT -0
0 :=min (8, Ry, —5, (_ — ) (46)
oT, T.T,
Let us run Algorithm 4 with
1 1
X = Y = 9 47
T YT LG ")
— _ 10L (A +2 — 40(Ly, — +
Ty > 0L 6;‘_ gyRy), Ty > W7 Sy = 2max |:10g2 (Ty) ;logy <@T>:| ) (48)
X y
T° =11, and S°> Slog, (72 (3A + 20 + 65, R,) ﬁ+g+i (49)
- Z 908 YW T T s )

Its output is (2ex,5ey)-FNE in the problem (1), in the sense of Definition 1, after {TOSOS},TXTH
computations of VF(x,y) and twice larger number of projections onto X and Y in total.

We emphasize that our criterion of approximate first-order Nash equilibrium (cf. Definition 1)
is stronger than the criterion based on the proximal gradient: the obtained point (Z,%) also satisfies

cf. Remark 1.1. On the other hand, the converse is not true, that is, the above guarantee is not
sufficient to conclude that the point is (g4, ey )-FNE in the sense of Definition 1.

Remark 3.1 (Nonconvex-strongly-concave setup). As follows from Theorem 3.1, Algorithm J can
also be used when the objective function F(x,y) is known to be A -strongly concave in y with gen-
eral Ay, leading to the complexity estimate 5(TX(/<;;')1/2), where kf = Lj /Ay is the condition
number of the dual function in (1), matching the best known rate in this case. It suffices to run the
algorithm with parameter values as in the premise of Theorem 3.1, but fizing a prescribed value \y.
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3.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

We use the notation introduced in Sec. 3.1-3.2, and refer to the arguments presented there if needed.
1°. Consider first the “idealized” update from the primal iterate x;_1:

Yy = arg Iglea}g Vi(y), e = Te(ye)- (50)

Here, 14(y) and Z;(y) are defined as

Uily) = min F{¥ () = FL%@0).v),

Ti(y) := argmin F;*®(z, y),
rzeX
with )
F8(z,y) = F(z,y) — %Hy -7l

Ao
F{®(z,y) == F*8(z,y) + Lu||z — 31| = Fy(a,y) — Sy = yl*,

Clearly, v4(y) is Ay-strongly concave with Ay = &,/R,. On the other hand, by Danskin’s theorem
(see, e.g., [NSLR19, Lem. 24]), ¥(y) is continuously differentiable with

Vb (y) = 0, F"8(Ze(y), y) = Oy F(Ze(y),y) — Ay (y — 1), (52)

and Vipy(y) is (L, + Ay)-Lipschitz with LJ, defined in (7).
2°. We now focus on the properties of the point Z;(y) returned when calling

SolveRegDual(y, xt—1, 7, Vx, Ay, 1%, 5°),

cf. line 3 of Algorithm 4, as well as the corresponding pair [0 (), Ve (y)], cf. (43). Note that the
function value ¢4 (y) is never computed in Algorithm 4 and we only use it in the analysis. Inspecting
the pseudocode of SolveRegDual (Algorithm 3), we see that Z;(y) corresponds to the approximate
minimizer of F;“®(x,y) (thus also Fi(z,y)) in z, obtained by running restarted FGM (Algorithm 2)
starting from z;_1, with stepsize v = 1/(3Lxx), T° = 11 inner loop iterations, and the number of
restarts S° given in (49). Observe that minimizing F(-,y) corresponds to computing the proximal
operator xj{rp(v’y)’ y(2¢—1) for the function F(-,y) which is L,-smooth. Hence, due to our choice
of input parameters, the premise of Proposition 2.1 is satisfied; applying it with our choice of S°
yields

S (F1ly), Vi (F(y) ), L) < 2 (53)
132(y) — F(y)]) < min |2, 0 (54)
TelY) = TS 6Ly’ SLuyRy |’

reg /1~ reg /-~ . 6>2< d

Fy™(xe(y),y) — F; °(24(y),y) < min 1L 3| (55)

Here, (53) and the first respective terms in (54)—(55) are due to the first of three terms in brackets
under logarithm in (49), cf. (34), combined with a very crude uniform over y € Y estimate

Fy%®(m_1,y) — gél;{l F%(z,y) < 3A + 20 + 6¢,R,. (56)
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(We defer the proof of (56) to appendix in order to streamline the presentation.) On the other hand,
the second respective estimates in (54)—(55) correspond to the two remaining terms in brackets
under logarithm in (49), cf. (34), combined with the following easy-to-verify relations:

Ly 1 g2 1)
= — = =
2 125 ULy 2
20% _ 16L3 Ry 1 (8LyRy 2 . L . & 8
62 7 9L,0? P\ 6Ly (e)? 6Ly 8Ly Ry
Now, (53)—(55) have two consequences.
e First, by (55) we immediately have
2
- ~ €
F*8(Z4(y),y) + Ll Te(y) — ze1® = 57— < F' (-1, ), (57)
24 Ly

which mimics (39). The bound (57) will be our departure point when bounding Sx later on.

e The second respective terms in the right-hand side of (54)-(55) together ensure that the
pair [~} (), — Ve (y)] with

it reg -~ 0 ad reg [~
R) = FE @), ) + 30 Vinly) = 9, (@ (v), v) (58)
amounts to a d-inexact first-order oracle for —;(y) in the sense of Definition 2, namely,
/ " V. / L;'i—y + )‘y / 2 /
0< =tu(y) +97 (W) + (Vi) y' —y) < =5y —yllF+3d, Vy.y ey, (59)

where we used that 1y is (Lj, + Ay)-smooth. Verification of (59) is technical, and we defer it
to appendix.

3°. Now consider the actual update performed in the for-loop of Algorithm 4. Namely, observe
that B
Yt =~ arg Igleag Ve(y), @ =Tu(yr), (60)

where the precise meaning of “~”, cf. line 2, is that y; = RestartFGM(gj,Y,yy,Ty,Sy,—%zﬁt(-)).
In other words, y; is obtained by running Algorithm 2 with é-inexact gradient 6%(-), starting
from § € Y, with Ty iterations in the inner calls of FGM and S, restarts, Ty and Sy being given
n (48). Recall that v;(-) is (L, + Ay)-smooth and \,-strongly convex with \, = ¢,/Ry, and

(46) L, + Ay R
5 < ?3 g( Yy _Sy) Y (61)

oT, oT,

i.e., the condition in (14) is satisfied. By our choice of T\, and S in (48), and Corollary 2.1, we get

2 2
. € . , € €
e —yi |l < 3L—y+, Ye(yy) — () < min [ y+, — |
yy 18Lyy 18LXXTy (62)

I3
and Sy(yt7 —V¢t(yt), L;_y + )‘y) < 3}/’
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where y/ is the exact maximizer of ¢; (cf. (17)). Here we used the first lower bound in (48) for S, to
obtain all estimates except for the second estimate of 14 (y;) —1:(y:), and for this latter estimate we
used the second bound in (48) for S, and the last bound in (46) for J, and did a series of estimates:

(48) O+)2\ (46) T.T.0+ T, T°L+ R
Sy = logy <%> > log, (Ty = log, %

10 Ly T 21+ R2
210g2< yvyy )’>

2
3LS,R ex L,
> 2log, WY ) with Eg, defined by (E/y)2 ==
g, LoT,

Moreover, the proximal Polyak-Lojasiewicz lemma ([KNS16, Lem. 1]) implies that Sy (y, g, L) is

non-decreasing in L, hence
€
y

Sy (Yt; = Vi (yr), Lyy) < 3 (63)
From (52) and the Lipschitzness of V, F'(-,y) and prox,, y(-), we see that x; = Z;(y;) satisfies
S%/(ytu _va(xta yt)7 LYY)
(a)
< SY (i, —Vy F (x4, 91), 2Lyy)
=4Lyy I;lg;( [(va(‘Ttayt)ay —Yt) — LyyHy - yt”z}
~ € _ L

< 4Ly, max Kva(ﬂﬂt,yt) — O F @ (), ) + = (e — 9),y — yt> -y - ytH2]

yey Ry 2

+ 4Lyy max | Oy F (T (ye), yt) — 8—y(yt —U)\Y—Yt ) — @Hy — )2

vy yey y ’ Ry ’ 2
~ € _ L

= 4Lyy max Kva(xt,yt) — Oy F(Z¢(yt), yt) + —y(yt - 7)Y — yt> - ﬂ”@/ - ytH2:|

yey Ry 2

+ 25%/(%7 —Vbi(ye), Lyy)
(b) =N € 3 L 2¢2
< 4Ly, max [<va(xt7yt) — O F @ (), ye) + = (e — 1),y — yt> -y - ytH2] +

yeY R, 2 9
(o) R € 2 2¢?
<2 ' VyF(x,yt) — O F (Ze(ye), ye) + R—y(yt -9l + ?y
() R g2 2¢2
< AV F(z,ye) — O F (Fe(ye), ve) || R—; lye — 31> + ?y

y
(©) 2
= 4L2y Ha;t(yt) — xt( )” + 1653 + Fy
(2) 4—— ’ 16¢2 2 3
S 64R2 ey g
(9)
< 2le).
(64)
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Here in (a) we used that Sy (y, g, L) is non-decreasing in L ([KNS16, Lem. 1]); in (b) we used (63);
in (¢) we used Young’s inequality; in (d) we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality; in (e) we used
the Lipschitzness of F; in (f) we used (54); finally, in (¢g) we used our choice of ¢ in (46). Thus,
the iterate (x¢,y;) is kept 5ey-stationary in y at any iteration t.

4°. We now revisit (57). Applying it to y = y;, we get

2

€x re
< FU%8 (21, 3r), (65)

F™8 (x4, yt) + Lo||2 — xt—1H2 YT
XX

which mimics (39). Our goal, however, is to mimic (40), for which we must lower-bound, up to a

small error, F*8(x;,y;) via F™8(xy, ys11), or, equivalently, F,°®(z;,y;) via F}*®(xy, yir1). First,

F{%® (2, y141) < max /% (24,y) = (1), (66)

where ¢;(z) := maxyey F} °(z,y) is the primal function in the saddle-point problem (37). On the
other hand, denoting x} = Z;(y;), so that (z},y;) is the unique saddle point in (37), we have

~ R (62) . g2
Ff% (e, y) = F/® (@), ) = FL2 @), ue) = V() = hi(yf) — —=
18L T,
re; * * 62
= F g($t7yt) - 7X_2
18LT,
. £
= o) — ——=- (67)
18L T,

It remains to compare ¢(z;) and ¢¢(z}). Combining F; *®(x},y;) > F;*®(x},y;) with the previous
inequality, and observing that F}“®(-,y;) is Ly-strongly convex and minimized at Z;(y;), we obtain

~ * |12 6>2<
1Ze(ye) — 27 |” < —=-
9L>2(XTy
On the other hand, (54) applied to y = y; gives
. 5§ \°_ A©F-0 £2
o=l < (g ) < o = (69
xy Lly 64L>2<yRyTyTX 640L>2<XTy

where we substituted the last expression in (46) for 6. Combining these estimates, we obtain that

0.12¢2
2T

XXy

e — 27 |I* <

Now, notice that ¢; is (3LXX—1—L>2(y /Ay)-smooth by Danskin’s theorem, and is minimized at z;. Thus,

3 L? 0.18¢2 Lt 0.1922
() — pr(af) < = | L+ =2 | |l — 2P < —= | 1+ y_yg < =, (69)
2 )‘y Ly )‘yTy Ly
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where in the last transition we substituted T from (48). Returning to (66) and (67), we arrive at

Freg(xtayt) Z Freg(l’t,ytﬂ) -

LXX

0.25¢2

Combining this with (65) we finally get the desired analogue of (40):

7e2

Freg(fntayt—l—l) + Lxx||$t - :L”t—1||2 — 57— < Freg(xt—l,yt)-

24 Ly

(70)

This inequality can be iterated, and we can now proceed as outlined in Sec. 2.2. First we mimic (30):

min ||z, — 241 * <
te[Ty]

te Tx}

X

Freg(l’o,yl) — F*%(27 ,y5) Tl
Z e — o1 ]|* < =
LXXTX

5e2

oz

<A+2€yRy+ 7e2 < 7
LT 2412, 1212,

(71)

where we used the estimates (41) and substituted the expression for 7. It remains to mimic (32):

S (ﬂft,v F($t7yt) ) SX($t7v F(ﬂft,yt) 2LXX)
= 4L max [ (VP (s, yo), 2" — ) —
< 4L, max | — <vth(l‘t,yt),l‘/ - $t> -

r'eX

+ 4L, max <2Lxx(azt —xq),7 — mt> —

r’'eX
= 2Sx (¢, Vi Fy(y, yt), L)

+ 4L, max <2Lxx(azt —Ty1),x

Ly
2

=’

— ) —

LXX

2

LXX

LXXHZE/ - xt\lz]

I

2 a! — |

r’eX |
(@) ¢2 2 / L., 2
< E+4L mg;({ 2<:13t—:17t_1,:17 —xt> —§||x — x|
) ¢ 2 2
< 5 8Lxxth — Tt— 1”
(¢)
23 ) en

2" — |

where in (a) we used (53) with y = y;, in (b) we used Young’s inequality, and (¢) was due to (71).

Combining this with the result of 3°, we conclude that (z;,y;) with 7 € argmin, 7 |z —

xt—le

is (2e4, bey)-FNE. On the other hand, we have performed [T"SOS),TXT),] iterations of FGM (i.e.,
iterations in the for-loop of Algorithm 1) in total, with one computation of VF' and two projections
onto Y (and at most the same number of projections onto X) at each iteration.

4 Related work

O

Our goal in this section is to briefly overview the recent stream of works on efficient algorithms for

approximate FNE search in nonconvex-concave problems.
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To the best of our knowledge, [NSLR19] was the first work providing non-asymptotic conver-
gence rates for FNE search in general nonconvex-concave problems as in (1), without assuming
special structure of the objective function. Their approach is to perform gradient descent directly
on the primal function of the O(ey)-regularized version of the problem in (1), exploiting the fact
that this function has O(e, D)-Lipshitz gradient due to Danskin’s theorem. The resulting complex-
ity is O(e;%e,73/?) in our notation, the extra O(ey 1) factor stemming from the poor smoothness
of the primal function, which restricts stepsize to be O(ey).

Subtler analyses have been provided in [TJNO19, KM19], and, more recently, in the concurrent
work [L.JJ20] of which we became aware upon finalizing this manuscript, and in the work [Zha20)]
that appeared shortly after the first version of this manuscript. While the underlying idea of
solving the intermediate min-max problem (37) is present in all these works, there are considerable
differences between them. First, [TJNO19, KM19] focus on the problem of finding an ey-stationary
point of the Moreau envelope of the primal function, reducing this problem to that of finding (e, €y )-
FNE of the associated min-max problem with e, = O(e2). As a result, their complexity writes
as O(eg?) for the Moreau envelope; nonetheless, we expect their results to be adaptable to the
FNE search problem with complexity similar to ours. More crucially, the algorithms proposed in
these works are somewhat less transparent than ours. In particular, [TJNO19] runs a mirror-prox
type subroutine to approximate the proximal point step (while also using an FGM-type subroutine),
and none of these works uses the readily available technical results such as [DGN14] on inexact-
oracle FGM, and those of [LMH15, PLD"18] on the FGM-type implementation of the proximal
operator. In contrast, our work makes use of the available results to obtain the desired iteration
complexity, which results in a more direct analysis and a conceptually simpler algorithm.

Although not directly relevant to this work, in the context of min-max non-convex-concave
optimization, let us also mention [LTH19] where min-max optimization problems are studied that
are non-convex in one variable and linear in the other variable. Also in the context of algorithms
without using gradient oracle, a multi-block algorithm for non-convex-concave min-max problems
was proposed in [LTHC94] which uses a tight upper-bound of the function instead of using the
gradient oracle. In addition, the recent works [LLCT06, WBMR19] propose zeroth-order methods
for non-convex-concave min-max optimization problems where only use function evaluations.
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A Omitted proofs

A.1 Verification of (59)
By concavity and (Lg, + \y)-smoothness of ¢, one has

LI+ )
0 < —(y) +Uily) + (V) v —y) < 22|y —yl?, Vy,y €Y.

2
By (51), (55) and (58),
b =~ 30
1 <Y (y) —ly) < T VyeY.
On the other hand, by the second part of (54),

~ ~ N N _ 5
IVee(y) = V)l = 10, F(@e(y), y) = 0y F (@e(y), y)ll < Ly llze(y) = Ze(w)ll < g
y
hence, since ||y’ — y|| < 2R, for any y',y € Y, we get
) ~ )
—7 SAVly) = Vi) —y) < -
We obtain (59) by summing up the two-sided inequalities above. O

A.2 Verification of (56)
Let ¢i(x) = maxyey F; “®(z,y) be the primal function of the saddle-point problem in (37). Then

(pt($) - 2Lny>2/ g Ft(x7y) g (pt($)

by bounding the variation of a smooth function F(z,-) over y € Y, whence

Fi(wi-1,9) = min F(z,y) < @o(wi1) — mingi(z) + 2Ly, Ry

< pe(i—1) — gél)? e(x) + 2Lny§ + 2ey Ry, (73)

where we used that F;®(z,y) > F(x,y) — 2eyR,. Thus, it only remains to prove that ¢:(z:_1)
decreases in t up to certain error (since ¢1(xg) < ¢(xg). To this end, we proceed by induction.
The base is obvious: (56) is clearly satisfied when ¢ = 1, by observing that

o1(z) — 20 < F1%(z,y) < ¢1(2),

and ¢1(xg) > p(xo) — 26y Ry. Now, assume that (56) was satisfied at steps 7 € [t — 1], so that our
analysis of these steps was valid. Then, by part 5° of the proof of Theorem 3.1, in all these previous
steps, including step ¢ — 1, the saddle-point problem (37) has been solved up to accuracy O(g2/Lyy)
in primal gap:

0.19¢2

Ly ’

cf. (69). On the other hand, one can easily see that o, (z,_1) < ¢,_1(z,_1) for all 7 € [Ty], cf. (37).
Combining the two inequalities sequentially, we get

¢pr(rr) — minpr(z) < Tet-1], (74)

0.2¢2 0.2(t — 1)e2 0.2, &2

or(xi—1) < pro1(Ti—2)+—= < ... < 901(:130)+M < p(xo)+ =X L (o) +2A+4ey Ry,
Lxx Lxx Lxx

Combining this with (73), we arrive at (56). O
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B Extension to non-Euclidean geometries

In this section we do not assume the norm to be Euclidean (unless explicitly specified otherwise).

B.1 Near-stationary points of a convex function

The first challenge when extending Algorithm 4 to the non-Euclidean setup arises already in the
(non-Euclidean) smooth and convex setup. Namely, given a norm |- || on R¢ and its dual norm || - ||,
consider the problem of finding e-first-order-stationary point zZ € R? of some function f : R* — R,
i.e., such that |V f(Z)]|« < e, assuming that f is convex and has L-Lipschitz gradient with respect
to || - ||, that is,

”vf(zl) - Vf(Z)”* < ”Z, - 2”7 VZ/,Z € Rd?

and that at least one such point belongs to the || - ||-norm ball with radius R around the origin.
In the Euclidean case, i.e., when ||-|| = || ||« = ||-||2, the recipe due to Nesterov [Nes12] is to add
the regularizer r(z) = 55| 2||?, observing that the regularized function f satisfies two properties:

(1) fe has (L + ¢)-Lipschitz gradient (since r.(z) has e-Lipschitz gradient) and e-strongly-convex
(since r.(z) is strongly convex, and the strong convexity modulus is additive).

(74) The gradient of f. uniformly approximates the gradient of f with respect to || - ||« = || - |2,
ie.,
ellz
Vi) - Vi < Dk o (75)

Property (ii) allows to search for approximate stationary points of f. instead of f, whereas prop-
erty (i) guarantees that restarted FGM (Algorithm 2) finds such a point in O(y/k) queries of V f(-)
in total, where k = L /e, which results in the complexity estimate O(1//€) — more precisely,

T.=0 (@) . (76)

It can be shown that this complexity bound is worst-case optimal up to a logarithmic factor [Nes12].
In the setup with a non-Euclidean proximal geometry, one would expect the complexity bound (76)
to be preserved. More precisely, assume that the norm ||-|| on the “variable” space, now not necessar-
ily Euclidean, admits a distance-generating function (d.-g. f.) w : Z — R that replaces the squared
norm 3| - |13 in the Euclidean case, with the following properties (see, e.g., [JN11, NN13, OH18]):’

e First, w(-) is convex, admits a continuous selection of subgradients (denoted Vw(z) later on),
and has strong convexity modulus 1 with respect to || - ||.

e Second, one can easily solve (explicitly or to high accuracy) optimization problems of the
form min,/ [(C, 2’) + w(2’)], where ( is an arbitrary linear form (i.e., element of the dual space
which is identified with R?), and (-,-) is the duality pairing (identified with the canonical
dot product on ]Rd). Equivalently, one requires computational tractability of optimization
problems of the form

min (G2 + Dl 2)

SHere we first focus on the unconstrained setup for the sake of simplicity; the case where z lives on a “simple”
convex body in R? can be treated in a similar vein, and is considered later on in Appendix B.2.
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where D, (7',2) = w(?) — w(z) — (Vw(z),z’ — z) is the Bregman divergence generated
by w. The fulfillment of these requirements is guaranteed by working with d.-g. f.’s that
are coordinate-separable (such as entropy on the non-negative orthant or || - [|§ for p > 1)
or “quasi-separable” (e.g., compositions of a separable function and a monotone map on R),
such as || - ||2 with p > 1.

e Finally, one assumes that w “grows slowly” with respect to the norm || - || in the following
sense: the w-radius functional

Q7] .= — mi !
[2] = maxw(z) — minw(z),

defined on compact sets Z C R, satisfies
Q[Z,] < r204(1),

where Z, := {z : ||z|| < r}, and Og4(1) is a logarithmic factor in d. In other words, Q[Z,] grows
as the squared radius of the ||-[|-ball, mimicking the squared norm ||-||? in this respect. Here
we note that the “slow growth” property is not required to obtain convergence guarantees in
terms of the w-radius; rather, it is needed to “translate” such guarantees to those in terms of
the || - [[-norm distance to optimum.

A d.-g. f. satisfying all these properties is called compatible with the norm | -||. Whenever one can
point out a compatible d.-g. f., the usual recipe is to modify a “Euclidean” algorithm by replacing
the Euclidean prox-mapping (12) with its generalized counterpart:

proxzw(g“) = argrlnin [<C, z/> + D, (¢, z)] ) (77)

which corresponds to replacing the gradient descent step with so-called mirror descent step ([NY83])
— “steepest descent” with respect to the d.-g. f. that takes into account the geometry of || - ||. For
many standard primitives in convex optimization, such a recipe results in the desirable outcome: the
distance to optimum R and the Lipschitz constant L get replaced with their || - [[-norm counterparts.
In particular, this is the case for FGM (Algorithm 1) as Theorem 2.1 generalizes almost verbatim.

Theorem B.1 ([DGN14, Thm. 5 and Eq. (42)]). Assume f is convex, has L-Lipschitz gradient
with respect to the norm || - ||, cf. (75), is and minimized at z* such that ||z* — 2| < R.% Assume
Algorithm 1, with prox-mappings in lines 4 and 8 replaced by (77), w be a compatible d.-g. f., is
run with v = 1/L and §-inexact oracle in the sense of Definition 2 with || - || being the given norm.
Then

.. AL O4(1)LR2
Flor) — £(2) < gt + 2 < UL

where Q0 := Q[ZR] is the w-radius of the ball Zg containing z*. As a result, one has

+ 20T, (78)

LO _ O4(1)LR2 LQ

flzr) — f(z") < T2 7 whenever § < o7 = 573 (79)

To simplify the exposition, we assume initialization in the prox-center, i.e., zo = argmin,[w(z)].
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Returning to our problem of finding a near-stationary point of f(-), the reasonable approach
would be to regularize f with the term

(80)

which reduces to 55||z[|3 in the Euclidean setup with %||-||3 used as d.-g. f. However, we immediately
see that neither of the properties (i), (¢4) remains valid.

e Indeed, while the regularized function f.(z) is strongly convex with respect to ||-||, its gradient
usually cannot assumed to be Lipschitz: in fact, the situation where the same function is
strongly convex with respect to the same norm, with near-constant condition number, is
quite special for the Euclidean norm.

o As for the property (i7), it is again a “fortunate coincidence” that in the Euclidean setup Vw(z)
zand || - |[« = || - ||, so ||[Vre(2)|« < € on ZR as a result.

The first of these issues is easy to fix: instead of treating f. as a smooth function (which it is not
anymore), one can treat it as a composite function with L-smooth part f and a non-smooth but
“simple” term r., simplicity being guaranteed by the compatibility of w. As such, one can exploit
the “tolerance” of Algorithm 1 to such composite objectives: one can use the inexact gradient
oracle for f, rather than for f., instead incorporating r. into the prox-mapping, i.e., replacing (77)
with

prox, , (¢) := argmin [(¢, 2") + Dy, (2, 2) + r-(2')] = argmin (¢, 2") + Dy, (¢, 2) + %Dw(z/, 20)

As shown in [Devll, Sec. 6.3 and Thm. 8|, Theorem B.1 generalizes to this most general setup: the
guarantees (78)-(79) remain valid, with f in the left-hand side replaced by f., and z* being the
minimizer of f.. As a result, using the strong convexity of f., we can proceed with the same restart
scheme as before (Algorithm 1). We now state the appropriate modification of Corollary 2.1.

Corollary B.1. Let fy be a composite function given by

frwva(?) = f(2) + ADw(, 20),

with A\ = 0, and f having L-Lipschitz gradient with respect to || - ||. Given e > 0, run Algorithm 2
on fy,q withy=1/L, parameters T, S satisfying

T > 40L/X, S > log, <3L\/§> : (81)

€

and § < 07, cf. (14). Then the final iterate 2° satisfies

e2

S * £
. wd VG -VIEe <5 (82)

* € *
1 =21 < 550 fvalz”) = fuaz) <

Proof. The first two inequalities (82) are obtained in the same way as in the proof of Corollary 2.1,
and the last one follows from the Lipschitzness of Vf. O
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We see that the first of the two issues with regularization is solved: we simply run Algorithm 2
on f.. Alas, the second issue is still present: while V f(2°) approximates V f(z*), where z* mini-
mizes f., we cannot guarantee that ||V f(z*)||. is small: indeed, |V f(z*)|« < € is equivalent to

sup | Vw(2)|F <@, (83)

z2EZR

but this latter condition cannot be guaranteed from the compatibility properties of w (note that
strong convexity guarantees the bound in reverse direction). In fact, in the constrained setup, where
minimization has to be performed on a convex body Z C R?, (83) breaks for the important class of
Legendre d.-g. f.’s — those with gradients diverging on the boundary of the feasible set [BBT16].7
However, in the absence of constraints, or for non-Legendre potentials in the constrained case, (83)
can sometimes be guaranteed. Next we consider one such example, which is also practically relevant.

Regularization with | -|2. Let the norm of interest be || - [|; with the dual norm || - [[o. It is
well-known (see, e.g. [NN13]) that, for any d > 3, the function
Cay 12 . 1 logd — 1
= — th p=1 d Cyq= —— 84
o) = Ul with p= 14 o and Ca = exp <1ogd+ 1 (34)
is a compatible d.-g. f. for || - ||;; in particular, w(z) is 1-strongly convex on R? with respect to || - |1,

and Q[Z1] < clog(d) for some universal constant ¢ (with a matching lower bound). At the same
time, (83) can be easily verified:
Vew(z) = Call2ll; 72", (8)

where the coordinates of 27~! € R? are the (p — 1)-th powers of the coordinates of z (with the signs
preserved). As a result,

sup [V (2)lloe = Ca_sup |z[57P 2[5 < Ca sup ||z, < v/2¢Calog(d) < /2celog(d), (86)

llzlli<1 [=lli<1 llzlli<1

where we first used that ||zl < ||z]|p, then used the bound Q[Z;] < clog(d), and finally used Cy < e.
Thus, (83) is verified, so regularization with || - |2 preserves the gradient up to O(e) additive error.

B.2 Constrained case

We have just seen that in the unconstrained scenario, one can indeed efficiently approximate first-
order stationary points of a convex function — at least in the fi-geometry setup. Let us now
demonstrate that this result can be extended to the constrained scenario. Namely, we now incor-
porate into the problem a set Z € R?, assumed to be convex, compact, and “prox-friendly”: one
must be able to efficiently compute the prox-mapping with respect to Z, defined as

prox, z,(¢) := argmin [(¢,2") + Dy(2', 2)] ; (87)
z'eZ

note that this is satisfied when Z is a “simple” set such as £,-ball or a simplex. Accordingly, we
modify the d.-g. f. compatibility requirements, now only requiring strong convexity on Z. It is

"E.g., in the “simplex” setup, where the norm is || -||1, and d.-g. f. is the negative entropy h(z) = > iclq #ilog(zi) on
the probability simplex Ay C R%; in fact, this problem can be recast as the one on the unit ¢;-ball, see, e.g., [BOB19].
The appropriate modification of (83), sup,¢a, [VA(2)||2 < log(d), cannot be valid since the left-hand side is infinite.
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known from [DGN14] that Theorem B.1 extends almost word-to-word to this setting, with the
prox-mapping (77) replaced with (87), and Q[Zg] replaced with Q = Q[Z]. Furthermore, the first
two inequalities in (82) are preserved as well, under the same premise (81). Finally, defining the
natural (w-adapted) stationarity measure Sz, by

S2Z,w(27 C?L) = 2LII/12%( [_ <C7 Z/ - Z> - LDw(Zla Z)] ’ (88)

we can easily verify that, under (81), one has

L+ (89)

€
S70(2%, VHa(e), L+2) < 5/ ==

Indeed, the argument is very similar to that in (18):

S2Z7W(ZS,Vf)\\/§(ZS),L + ) =2(L + A\) max [— <Vf/\\/§(zs),z - zS> —(L+ )\)Dw(z,zs)}

z€Z
~2(L + ) min [<kaf( )z — z5> + (L + A)Du(z, zs)] :
on the other hand, for any 2 € Z one has
Frva(®) ~ Fryalz®) = £(2) — F5) + NDu(z, ) — Dl 20)]
<(VFGE5), 2= 2%) 4 2z = 21 4+ Az, 20) — Dl )]
<{Vf(2%),2 — 2%) + LD, (2, 2%) + A[Du(2, 20) — Du(2”, 20)]
= (Vf(2%),2 = 2%) + LDy(2,2%) + A[Dy(2, 2°) + (Vw(2%) — Vw(z), z — 2°)]
= (Vhalz%),2 = 2%) + (L + M) Du(z,2%),

where we first used the smoothness of f, then the 1-strong convexity of w; finally, we used the well-
known three-point identity for the Bregman divergence (see, e.g., [Bubl5, Eq. (4.1)]). Minimizing
both sides over z € Z, and recalling that f/\\/f—)(zs) — f[ra(z%) < e?/(18L), we arrive at (89). [

Applying (B.1) with A = £/V/Q, i.e., to the regularized function f., cf. (80), we see that that one
can obtain O(g)-stationary point — either in the sense of the dual gradient norm in the unconstrained
case, or in the sense of Sy -criterion — in 5(\/LR/€) prox-mapping computations, by running
appropriately generalized version of Algorithm 2.

)
)

Remark B.1. Using the first-order optimality conditions in (8 ), one can verify that Sz, satisfies

S2Z7W(Z,Vf(2),L) > 2L2Dw(27va[ ( ) (Z)])

= 22D, (Viu(z) — %Vf( )Vl G0

with equality in the unconstrained case. Here, w7, : R¢ — R is the Fenchel dual of w on Z, i.e.,

wz(C) :=max[(¢, 2) —w(2)],

z€Z

and Vw}[Vw(z) — 1V f(2)] is the mirror descent update from z. The second representation in (90)
is by the standard properties of the Bregman divergences ([Roc15]). From it, noting that Vw3, is 1-
Lipschitz with respect to || - ||«, we conclude that Sz (2, V f(z), L) under-estimates the dual gradient
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norm ||V f(z)||« in the unconstrained setup, this estimate only being tight in the Euclidean case, i.e.,
when w(z) = 3|z[|3. On the other hand, from the first representation we see that Sz, (2, V f(2), L)
over-estimates the (mirror-descent) proximal gradient norm measure Wy ,,(z,V f(2),L), defined by

W, (2, Vf(2),L) = L?||z — Vw[Vw(z) — Lvr(2)]|%.

Thus, Sz, results in a stronger stationarity criterion than Wz, in the constrained case; in the
unconstrained case the two measures coincide, and the resulting criterion is weaker than the gradient
norm one (unless in the Euclidean setup).

b

Summarizing the results of this section, we see that one of the two key “computational primitives
in our framework — the search of a near-stationary point of a smooth and concave function — extends
to the ¢;-geometry with distance-generating function given by (84), where the accuracy can be
measured by the Sz, measure (cf. (88)) or by the dual gradient norm in the unconstrained case.
Thus, we have extended the results of Sec. 2.1. Our next goal is to similarly extend the results
of Sec. 2.2, i.e., to implement the non-Fuclidean proximal point algorithm with inexact iterations.

B.3 Bregman proximal point algorithm

We now focus on the problem corresponding to the second “building block” of Algorithm 4. Given
a function ¢ : X — R with L-Lipschitz gradient with respect to the norm || - ||, where X C RY
is convex and “prox-friendly” with respect to a compatible with || - || d.-g. f. w, the goal is to find
a point ¥ € X such that Sx ., (Z,Vo(Z),L) < . As in Sec. 2.2, we will achieve this result via
proximal point updates implemented using Algorithm 2. First, we define the Bregman proximal
point operator following [Nem04]:

. 1
x> xj{'¢7X’w(x) = argmin [(b(x') + =D, (', x)] ; (91)
r'eX Y
note that the objective in (91) is 1/4-strongly convex with respect to || - ||. We denote xt :=
xj¢7 x. (@) for brevity, and fix v = 1/(2L). The first-order optimality condition reads
1
<EV¢($+) + Vw(zT) — Vw(x), 2’ — x+> >0, Vi elX. (92)
Following Sec. 2.2, we first analyze the exact (“conceptual”) updates
= 2 or), xw (@e-1) (93)
By (91) we have ¢(xi—1) = ¢(xy) + 2LD, (x4, x4—1) for any t € [T'], which allows to mimic (25):
A
f—g[l%l] oy — a1 ||* < 2D (e, 1) Z Dy(wt, 1) LT (94)

te[T
On the other hand, we can bound the stationarity measure proceeding as in (26):
S% (T, Ve(zT), L) = 2L max [—(Vo(z™), 2" —a™) — LDy (a',2™)]
) :E,E

< 2L2 max [2(Vw(z™) = Vw(z),2’ —2™) — Dy(2',27)]

< 207 max |2||Vw(zT) — Vw(@)|? + = ||z
z’eX 2

<AL |Ve(a™) - V()2

(95)

I a:+H2 — Dy (z',27T)
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where we first used Young’s inequality and then the strong convexity of w. Note that in the uncon-
strained case, and with S§<7w(x+, Vo(zt), L) replaced by |V f(z1)|?, the bound (95) becomes an
equality; on the other hand, we have not been able to find a tighter bound for Wg(,w(a:*, Vo(xzt), L);
all this indicates that (95) is likely unimprovable in general. Now, the inequalities (94) and (95),
when combined together, imply that, in order to proceed as in the Euclidean case, one must require
that the d.-g. f. w is smooth on X with respect to || - ||, i.e., for some £x,, > 1 one has

[Vw(z") — Vw(@) |« < xolz” —2'||, Va',2" € X. (96)

Indeed, when combined with (94)—(95), this implies that, after T iterations (93),

LA
gﬁa]SXw(xt,V¢($t) L) <2x,, -

i.e., essentially the same convergence rate as in the Euclidean case (up to the extra factor fx ).
Moreover, similarly to the Euclidean case, this argument preserves “robustness” with respect to
errors in (91). Indeed, denoting ¢ 4. (+) the objective in (91), assume that T satisfies

2

= + < Z
4L and SXw( V@wa( )7L+)‘) =

~ g
¢L,m,w($+) < ¢L,m,w($+) + 5

cf. (29)—(31). As we know from the results of Appendix B.2, this can be guaranteed by running Al-
gorithm 2 on ¢r, .., with appropriately chosen parameter values. On the other hand, the iterate
sequence Ty = 5;'/2 I x o (Tt—1) would satisfy the counterpart of (94),

A g2
_ 2D, Dy( 2417
?Qﬂ%l 1Z: — Fe—1|)® < (T4, T4-1) t;] (Tt, Te-1) LT * 2412’

and that of (95):
S?Xw(fﬂ Vo(zT), 20 + \) < 2(2L + ) mag(( [— <V¢L7m7w(5+), x = f+> — (L 4+ \)Dy (2, x)]
’ x'e
+2L(2L + \) max [2(Vw(@") = Vw(z),2' —27) — Dy(2, z)]
x'e

<25% (@1, Vor (@), L+ \) +8L(L+ \)||[Vw(@) — Vw(z)|?
2

g
ST

+8L(L + \)|Vw(@) — Vw(2)2,

where we applied Young’s inequality and strong convexity. This results in the analogue of (33):

8% (L+NA 5 L+ \? (L+NA L+
i T T <y =t —"¢e) <
min Sx(T1, Vo(zt), L) < \/ T tg <€x,w 7 E) <Uxw |3 Tt ¢

Taking A = L, we arrive at the desired complexity estimate O(LA /e?) as in the Euclidean case.
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Discussion: d.-g. f. smoothness is restrictive. While trivially satisfied in the Euclidean case
with x, = 1 for any X, the smoothness assumption (96) — which is also made in [Zha20] — is
strong in the general Bregman scenario. For example, the negative entropy h(z) = Zie[d] x; log(z;)
— perhaps the most common choice of a non-Euclidean d.-g. f.— is not smooth on its domain, the prob-
ability simplex A4. (In fact, it is easy to see that no Legendre d.-g. f., i.e., such that [|Vw(z)||« — oo
when 2 — ddom(w), can satisfy (96) with X = dom(w) for any finite £x.) Likewise, the pre-
viously considered | - ||2-function (cf. (84)) does not satisfy (96) with respect to || - [|; on the
set X = {x € R?: ||z|; < r} for any finite £x,, however small is 7 > 0, unless when d = 1. Thus,
it would be interesting to find d.-g. f.’s satisfying (96) or attempt to circumvent this assumption.

8To see this, one can explicitly compute the Hessian V2w($)7 defined almost everywhere on R, and observe that
its first diagonal element [V?w(x)]11 “explodes”, i.e., Hi1(x) — oo when = = ue1 + (1 — u)ez with u — 0.
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