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Abstract

We introduce a generalization of zero-sum network multiagent matrix games and prove
that alternating gradient descent converges to the set of Nash equilibria at rate O(1/T ) for
this set of games. Alternating gradient descent obtains this convergence guarantee while using
fixed learning rates that are four times larger than the optimistic variant of gradient descent.
Experimentally, we show with 97.5% confidence that, on average, these larger learning rates
result in time-averaged strategies that are 2.585 times closer to the set of Nash equilibria than
optimistic gradient descent.

1 Introduction

We study online learning algorithms applied to network matrix games in the form

max
xi∈RSi

〈
xi,
∑
i6=j

A(ij)xj − bi

〉
∀ i = 1, ..., N.

These games are used to capture a network where an agent receives utility based on their interactions
with other agents, e.g., agent i receives utility 〈xi, A(ij)xj〉 when agent i selects action xi and agent
j selects action xj . A solution to this game is known as a Nash equilibrium, x∗, and is given by〈

x∗i ,
∑
i 6=j

A(ij)x∗j

〉
≥

〈
xi,
∑
i 6=j

A(ij)x∗j

〉
∀xi ∈ RSi∀ i = 1, ..., N,

i.e., no agent can obtain a better outcome by deviating from x∗.
Zero-sum network games, equivalently zero-sum polymatrix games [9], are a special case where

A(ij) = −[A(ji)]ᵀ for all pairs of agents – equivalently, 〈xi, A(ij)xj〉 + 〈xj , A(ji)xi〉 = 0. Online
learning dynamics and algorithms in zero-sum games have received a great deal of attention due
to their numerous applications in areas such as Generative Adversarial Networks (GANS) [16],
bargaining and resource allocation problems [25], and policy evaluation methods [14].

In each of these settings, the goal is to find a Nash equilibrium via online optimization techniques
by having agents repeatedly play the game while updating their actions using only information about
cumulative payouts, i.e., agent i has access to only {

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xtj}
T−1
t=0 when selecting strategy xTi

where xtj is agent j’s action in the t-th game. While there are methods that guarantee last-iterate

convergence (e.g., [12, 27, 1]), most methods focus on time-average convergence (
∑T−1
t=0 xt/T → x∗)

since these methods tend to be faster (see e.g., [15]).

1

ar
X

iv
:2

11
0.

02
48

2v
1 

 [
cs

.G
T

] 
 6

 O
ct

 2
02

1



The standard strategy for establishing time-average convergence relies on a connection between
convergence and regret, a standard measure of performance in online optimization. Specifically,
agent i’s regret for not playing xi is the difference between i’s cumulative utility and the cumulative
utility had i played xi instead. Formally regret(xi) =

∑T−1
t=0 〈xi−xti,

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xtj〉. It is well-known
that f(T ) time-average regret for all agents implies f(T ) time-average convergence to the set of
Nash equilibrium in bounded zero-sum games (see [10]).

While there are several algorithms that obtain O(1/T ) time-average regret and convergence
for zero-sum games [19, 23], no such results are known for general-sum games (no restrictions on
A(ij)). Recently, poly(log(T )/T ) time-average regret has been shown in general-sum games [13].
However, this is insufficient for quickly finding Nash equilibria; f(T ) time-average regret in these
settings only implies f(T ) time-average convergence to the set of coarse correlated equilibria – a
significantly weaker solution concept.

To provide finer distinctions between the types of games, [20] introduces a hierarchy to capture
all games. In the two agent settings, the rank of game is denoted by rank(A(ij) +[A(ji)]ᵀ) implying
a two-agent game is zero-sum if and only if it is rank-0. Standard algorithms for finding Nash
equilibria in zero-sum games are known to not work well even in rank-1 games [7] and other fast
methods to find Nash equilibria for rank-1 games have been developed [2]. In this paper, we focus
on fast time-average convergence for a different generalization of zero-sum games.

1.1 Our Motivations

Our methodology is heavily motivated by continuous-time optimization in games where agents’
strategies are a continuous function of other agents’ actions (see e.g., [22]). In particular, continuous-
time variants of follow-the-regularized-learner algorithms (FTRL), e.g., gradient descent and mul-
tiplicative weights, are known to achieve O(1/T ) time-average regret in general-sum games [21]. In
the setting of zero-sum games, these learning dynamics maintain constant energy and cycle around
the set of Nash equilibria [21] on closed orbits.

However, this is drastically different than what we see from discrete-time FTRL where agent
strategies diverge from the set of Nash equilibria [4]. This is because these algorithms are poor
approximations of the continuous-time dynamics. Continuous-time variants of FTRL have been
shown to form a Hamiltonian dynamic [6], a well-known concept used to capture the evolution
of a physical system. Discrete-time FTRL can be formulated by applying Euler integration to
this Hamiltonian system; regrettably Euler integration is well-known to be a poor approximator
of Hamiltonian systems. Instead, we focus on symplectic integrators (see e.g., [17, 18]), which
were designed for Hamiltonian systems. Specifically, we study alternating gradient descent, which
arises naturally by applying Verlet integration, a symplectic technique, to continuous-time gradient
descent.

1.2 Our Contributions

We prove that multi-agent alternating gradient descent achieves O(1/T ) time-average convergence
to the set of Nash equilibrium in network zero-sum games (Theorem 5.10) matching the best
known bound for convergence in zero-sum games. We show that alternating gradient descent
accomplishes the convergence guarantee with learning rates up to four times larger than optimistic
gradient descent. Our theoretical work suggests that these larger learning rates translate to faster
optimization guarantees (Theorems 3.4 and 3.5). Our experiments support this; experimentally we
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show with 97.5% confidence that, on average, alternating gradient descent results in time-averaged
strategies that are 2.585 times closer to the set of Nash equilibria than optimistic gradient descent.

Moreover, we introduce a generalization of the zero-sum network games, and show alternating
gradient descent also achieves O(1/T ) time-average convergence to the set of Nash equilibria. In
this generalization, we allow each agent to multiply their payoff matrices by an arbitrary positive-
definite matrix. Formally, a network positive negative definite game is given by

max
xi∈RSi

〈
xi, Pi

∑
i 6=j

A(ij)xj − bi

〉
∀ i = 1, ..., N

where Pi is positive-definite

and A(ij) = −[A(ji)]ᵀ ∀{i, j} ∈ [N ]

Our proposed methods allow us to extend important convergence results to settings that are adver-
sarial in nature, but not necessarily zero-sum. We remark that our generalization is distinct from
the rank-based hierarchy of bimatrix games introduced by [20]. Specifically, the set of positive-
negative definite games includes games at every level of the hierarchy. Further, unlike zero-sum
games, an agent’s payoff reveals no information about the payoff of other agents – even in the
2-agent case.

We accomplish this by showing that alternating gradient descent behaves similarly to its continuous-
time analogue. Specifically it has (i) an invariant energy function capturing all updates (Theorem
5.8), (ii) these energy functions are bounded (Theorem 4.8) and (iii) strategies approximately cycle
(Theorem 4.7). Finally, we relate the time-average of the strategies directly to the cyclic nature of
the algorithm to prove O(1/T ) time-average convergence.

In addition, we also prove several important properties of alternating gradient descent in general-
sum games. Most notably, an agent using alternating gradient descent has O(1/T ) regret after
agent 1 updates regardless of the opponents’ strategies (Theorem 5.6). We remark that alternating
gradient descent is unique relative to other learning algorithms in that agents take turns updating;
as such, agent 1’s regret is not necessarily O(1/T ) after other agents update and therefore Theorem
5.6 cannot be directly compared to regret guarantees for other algorithms, e.g., [13] remains the
best guarantee for the standard notion of regret in general-sum games.

2 Preliminaries

We study repeated matrix network games between N agents where each agent receives utility based
on their interactions with other individual agents. Agent i’s set of available actions are given by
a convex space Xi. For most of this paper, we use Xi = RSi for some positive integer Si. Once
selecting strategies, x = (x1, ..., xN ) ∈×n

i=1
Xi, agent i receives a utility of 〈xi, A(ij)xj〉 for the

interaction between agents i and j where i 6= j. This yields the following network game where each
agent seeks to maximize their individual utilities.

max
xi∈Xi

〈
xi,
∑
i 6=j

A(ij)xj

〉
for all i = 1, ..., N (Network Matrix Game)
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The term A(ij) denotes agent i’s payoff matrix against agent j. A solution to this game is known
as a Nash equilibrium, x∗, and is characterized by〈

x∗i ,
∑
i 6=j

A(ij)x∗j

〉
≥

〈
xi,
∑
i 6=j

A(ij)x∗j

〉
∀xi ∈ RSi∀ i = 1, ..., N, (A Nash Equilibrium)

i.e., no agent can obtain a better outcome by deviating from x∗. When Xi is affine and full-
dimensional, an equivalent condition for a Nash equilibrium is given by

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)x∗j = ~0 since

otherwise agent i could move their strategy in the direction
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)x∗j to increase their utility.

Therefore x∗ is a Nash equilibrium if and only if
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)x∗j = ~0 for each agent i. When Xi = RSi ,
as is this case in most of this paper, x∗i = ~0 always corresponds to a Nash equilibrium. However in
Section 6 we extend our results to the utility function 〈xi,

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xj − bi〉 where Nash equilibria
can be arbitrarily located.

In addition to general-sum games (no restrictions on A(ij)), we also consider two other standard
types of games – zero-sum and coordination games.

Definition 2.1. A network game is a zero-sum network game iff A(ij) = −
[
A(ji)

]ᵀ
for all i 6= j.

Definition 2.2. A network game is a coordination network game iff A(ij) =
[
A(ji)

]ᵀ
for all i 6= j.

In a zero-sum network game, agent j loses whatever agent i gains from their interaction. By [9]
every zero-sum polymatrix game (a multiagent game where payouts are determined by tensors) is a
zero-sum game and we lose no generality by replacing every instance of “zero-sum game” with “zero-
sum polymatrix game”. At the other end of spectrum, agent i and agent j always have the same
gains from their interactions in a coordination game. While our main results are for generalizations
of zero-sum games, we also include several results for general-sum games and a generalization of
coordination games.

2.1 Online Optimization in Games

Our primary interest is in repeated games. In this setting, each agent selects a sequence of strategies
{x0

i , ..., x
T
i } ⊂ Xi and agent i receives a cumulative utility of

∑T
t=0〈xi,

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xtj〉. In most

applications, xti is selected after seeing the gradient of the payout from the previous iteration, i.e.,
after seeing

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xt−1
j . Gradient descent (Algorithm SimGD) is one of the most classical

algorithms for updating strategies in this setting.

Algorithm SimGD Gradient descent with simultaneous updates

1: procedure SimGD(A, x0, η) . Payoff matrices, initial strategies and learning rates
2: for t = 1, ..., T do
3: for i = 1, ..., N do
4: xti := xt−1

i + ηi
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xt−1
j . Update strategies based on previous iteration

5: end for
6: end for
7: end procedure

The learning rate ηi > 0 describes how responsive agent i is to the previous iterations. Typically
in applications of Algorithm SimGD, ηi decays over time in order to prove O(1/

√
T ) time-average
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regret and convergence when X is compact. However, this decaying learning rate may not be
necessary in general; [5] shows the same O(1/

√
T ) guarantees in 2-agent, 2-strategy zero-sum games

with an arbitrary fixed learning rate and provides experimental evidence to suggest the results
extend to larger games. In this paper, we consider variations of gradient descent in order to
improve optimality and convergence guarantees. The variants we consider all rely on time-invariant
learning rates that are independent of the time horizon T and yield stronger optimization than the
classical method of gradient descent with simultaneous updates.

3 Alternating Gradient Descent in 2-Agent Games

We begin by closely examining a 2-agent game. For reasons which will become apparent later, we
will simplify the notation so that x ∈ X describes agent 1’s strategy space, y ∈ Y describes agent
2’s strategy space, and A(12) = A and B = A(21) describe the agent’s payoff matrices respectively.
This results in the following game.

max
x∈X

〈x,Ay〉

max
y∈Y

〈y,Bx〉
(2-Agent Game)

In this section, we analyze alternating gradient descent (Algorithm 2AltGD below) in 2-agent
games and show four properties for general-sum games:

1. Regret: An agent has O (1/T ) time-average regret immediately after updating if they use
alternating gradient descent with an arbitrary vector of fixed learning rates against an arbi-
trary opponent with an unknown time horizon T (Theorem 3.2). We remark that the O (1/T )
guarantee does not hold after the opposing agent updates (Proposition 3.3).

2. Large Learning Rates Work Well: Optimization guarantees of alternating gradient de-
scent improve as we use larger learning rates. Specifically, agent 1 is guaranteed a utility of
−〈x0, D−1

η x0〉 → 0 as η → ∞ and, against an unresponsive opponent, agent 1’s utility after
updating goes to ∞ as η →∞ (Theorems 3.4 and 3.5).

3. Self-Actualization: In order to maximize agent 1’s regret for not playing the fixed strategy
x, agent two will actually force agent 1 to play the strategy x. Formally, for any sequence
{y0, ..., yT } that maximizes agent 1’s regret for using {x0, ..., xT } from alternating gradient
descent instead of the fixed strategy x will result in xT+1 = x (Theorem 3.6).

4. Volume Preservation: Alternating gradient descent preserves the volume of every measur-
able set of initial conditions when agents use arbitrary learning rates (Theorem 3.7).

We show and explore the meaning of each of these properties in Sections 3.1–3.4 respectively.
Unlike standard analyses in online optimization, we prove our results for a generalized notion
of learning rates. Specifically, we allow individual agents to use different learning rates for each
individual strategy. For instance, suppose an agent fundamentally believes that the strategy “rock”
is the most important strategy in the game rock-paper-scissors. Then they may wish to use a larger
learning rate for rock relative to scissors, e.g., a learning rate of ηrock = 100 and ηscissors = 2.
In this case, if an agent observes a benefit of 1 for both rock and scissors, then the agent will
increase their weight for rock by ηrock · 1 = 100 while only increasing their weight for scissors by

5



ηscissors ·1 = 2. For a single agent, we do not see an immediate algorithmic benefit of using different
learning rates and therefore make no suggestion for it in practice. However, this generalization will
be important for extending our results to multiagent systems in Section 5. We also remark that [3]
proves (1) using a scalar learning rate and (4) in the setting of only zero-sum games using a scalar
learning rate.

We begin by presenting Algorithm 2AltGD for alternating gradient descent between 2 agents. In
Algorithm 2AltGD, Dη represents a diagonal matrix where the diagonal is populated by the vector
of learning rates η. Similarly, DηAy

t−1 can be expressed by the Hadamard product η ◦ Ayt−1

indicating that the ith strategy is weighted according to ηi. However, for notation purposes, it will
be simpler to work with the diagonal matrix Dη. We also remark that for all of our analysis that
Dη can be replaced with an arbitrary positive-definite matrix.

Algorithm 2AltGD 2-Agent gradient descent with alternating updates

1: procedure 2AltGD(A,B, x0, y0, η, γ) . Payoff matrices, initial strategies and learning rates
2: for t = 1, ..., T do
3: xt := xt−1 +DηAy

t−1 . Update strategies based on previous iteration
4: yt := yt−1 +DγBx

t . Update strategies based on current iteration
5: end for
6: end procedure

Remark 3.1. If line 4 of Algorithm 2AltGD is replaced with xt−1 instead of xt, then the algorithm
is the normal implementation of gradient descent with simultaneous updates (Algorithm SimGD).

3.1 O (1/T ) Time-Average Regret

In traditional algorithmic settings, where agents update simultaneously, agent 1’s regret with respect
to a fixed strategy x is defined as

T∑
t=0

〈x,Ayt〉 −
T∑
t=0

〈xt, Ayt〉 (Standard Notion of Regret for Simultaneous Updates)

i.e., the difference between the utility agent 1 would receive if the fixed strategy x was played
against {yt}Tt=0 and the utility agent 1 received by playing the sequence {xt}Tt=0. Regret is the
standard notion used to understand the performance of algorithms in repeated games and in online
optimization in general. In the setting of bounded zero-sum games, it is well-known that the time-
average of the strategies converges to the set of Nash equilibria whenever regret grows at rate o(T )
(sublinearly). Generally in online optimization, if regret grows at rate o(T ), then the time-average
regret converges to zero implying that, on average, the algorithm performs as well as the fixed
strategy x.

In the setting of alternating play where agents take turns updating, agent 2 plays the strategy
yt twice – once in the tth iteration when agent 2 updates (xt, yt) and once when agent 1 updates
in the (t+ 1)th iteration (xt+1, yt). As such, we update the notion of regret accordingly:

T∑
t=0

〈2x,Ayt〉 −
T∑
t=0

〈xt+1 + xt, Ayt〉 (Regret After Agent 1 Updates)
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From an economic standpoint, it makes sense that agents would receive utility after each update.
If agents only received utility after both agents updated, then the agent that updates last would
decidedly have an advantage since they would see the other agent’s strategy. As such, no rational
agent would agree to take turns updating unless they receive utility every time they update. We
remark that this notion of regret only captures agent 1’s regret after 1 updates and is not sufficient
on its own to guarantee time-average convergence. We discuss the implication of this definition at
the end of this section.

Theorem 3.2. If agent 1 updates their strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD with an arbitrary vector
of fixed learning rates η, then agent 1’s time-average regret with respect to an arbitrary fixed strategy
x after updating in iteration (T + 1) is O (1/T ), regardless of how their opponent updates. More
specifically, agent 1’s total regret is exactly〈

x0 − 2x,D−1
η x0

〉
+
〈
2x− xT+1, D−1

η xT+1
〉
≤
〈
x0 − 2x,D−1

η x0
〉

+
〈
x,D−1

η x
〉
∈ O(1).

Proof. The total regret for agent 1 after agent 1 updates in iteration (T + 1) is

T∑
t=0

〈
2x− xt+1 − xt, Ayt

〉
=

T∑
t=0

〈
2x− xt+1 − xt, D−1

η (xt+1 − xt)
〉

=

T∑
t=0

(〈
xt − 2x,D−1

η xt
〉
−
〈
xt+1 − 2x,D−1

η xt+1
〉)

=
〈
x0 − 2x,D−1

η x0
〉

+
〈
2x− xT+1, D−1

η xT+1
〉

≤
〈
x0 − 2x,D−1

η x0
〉

+
〈
x,D−1

η x
〉
∈ O(1)

where the first equality follows from line 3 of Algorithm 2AltGD, the second equality follows since
D−1
η is symmetric, the third equality follows by canceling out terms from the telescopic sum, and

where the inequality follows since the function f(w) :=
〈
2x− w,D−1

η w
〉

has a critical point at
w = x, which corresponds to a global maximum since D−1

η is positive-definite. Dividing the above
equations by T yields that the time-average regret is in O (1/T ).

Theorem 3.2 implies that agent 1’s regret does not grow at all. This suggests that agent
strategies will quickly converge to optimality in zero-sum games; we formally show this in Section
4. Interestingly, this result implies that we can compute agent 1’s regret using very small amount of
information. Specifically, we only need to know agent 1’s first and last strategy (with no information
about agent 2) to compute their total regret.

While this bound on regret is incredibly powerful – it holds regardless of how the opponent
updates and for any learning rate – the guarantee does not necessarily hold if regret is computed
after agent 2 updates. As demonstrated in the proof of Proposition 3.3, agent 2 can make their final
strategy arbitrarily large in order to make agent 1’s regret arbitrarily large. However, in practice,
we do not necessarily expect agent 2 to play large strategies; for instance in Section 4, we show that
yT is bounded when both agents use alternating gradient descent in zero-sum games. This implies
that agent 1 has bounded regret even when regret is computed after agent 2 updates (Corollary
4.9).

Proposition 3.3. Suppose A is invertible. If agent 1’s regret is computed after agent 2 updates,
then agent 1’s regret with respect to x can be made arbitrarily large if A−1(x− xT+1) 6= ~0.
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Proof. After agent 2 updates, agent 1’s regret is given by

T∑
t=0

〈
2x− xt+1 − xt, Ayt

〉
+
〈
x− xT+1, AyT+1

〉
=
〈
x0 − 2x,D−1

η x0
〉

+
〈
2x− xT+1, D−1

η xT+1
〉

+
〈
x− xT+1, AyT+1

〉
.

Let yT+1 = λ ·A−1(x− xT+1) 6= ~0. Then agent 1’s regret after agent 2 updates approaches infinity
as λ→∞.

3.2 An Argument for Large Learning Rates

In most settings of online optimization, small learning rates are used to prove optimization guar-
antees. However, in this setting we actually show that a large learning rate yields stronger lower
bounds on the utility gained.

Theorem 3.4. Agent 1’s total utility after updating in the (T+1)th iteration is 〈xT+1, D−1
η xT+1〉−

〈x0, D−1
η x0〉 ≥ −〈x0, D−1

η x0〉.
Proof. Following identically to the proof of Theorem 3.2,

T∑
t=0

〈
xt+1 + xt, Ayt

〉
=

T∑
t=0

〈
xt+1 + xt, D−1

η (xt+1 − xt)
〉

=

T∑
t=0

(〈
xt+1, D−1

η xt+1
〉
−
〈
xt, D−1

η xt
〉)

= 〈xT+1, D−1
η xT+1〉 − 〈x0, D−1

η x0〉 ≥ −〈x0, D−1
η x0〉.

The lower bound follows since Dη is positive-definite implying 〈xT+1, D−1
η xT+1〉 ≥ 0.

Recalling that Dη is positive-definite, the bound −〈x0, D−1
η x0〉 < 0 and converges to 0 as the

learning rate grows large, i.e., by using an arbitrarily large learning rate, an agent can guarantee
that they lose arbitrarily little utility. This is contrary to most online learning algorithms that
suggest small, relatively unresponsive learning rates from agents. Admittedly, Theorem 3.4 only
provides a lower bound that depends on the learning rates and says little about the cumulative
utility as a function of the learning rate η. However, in Theorem 3.5, we show that an agent is
better served with large learning rates when playing against an unresponsive agent.

Theorem 3.5. If agent 1 is playing against an oblivious, non-equilibrating opponent – i.e., if
{yt}∞t=0 is independent of {xt}∞t=0 and

∑T
t=0Ay

t 6= ~0 – then agent 1 can make their utility arbitrarily
high after updating in the (T + 1)th iteration by making η arbitrarily high.

Proof. Agent 1’s total utility is

〈xT+1, D−1
η xT+1〉 − 〈x0, D−1

η x0〉 =

〈
x0 +Dη

T∑
t=0

Ayt, D−1
η

(
x0 +Dη

T∑
t=0

Ayt

)〉
− 〈x0, D−1

η x0〉

= 2

〈
x0,

T∑
t=0

Ayt

〉
+

〈
Dη

T∑
t=0

Ayt,

T∑
t=0

Ayt

〉
→∞ as η →∞
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thereby completing the proof of the theorem.

3.3 Self-Actualization

Next, we show that in order to maximize agent 1’s regret for not playing x ∈ X , Algorithm 2AltGD
will actually force agent 1 to play x. We refer to this property as self-actualization. Once agent 1
regrets not playing the strategy x as much as possible, the agent will realize that strategy.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose agent 1 updates their strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD. If the opponent’s
actions {y0, ..., yT } maximize agent 1’s regret after agent 1 updates in the (T + 1)th iteration for
not playing the fixed strategy x, then xT+1 = x.

Ordinarily, we would have to be quite careful in making this claim and trying to prove it. Altering
the sequence {yt}Tt=0 alters agent 1’s sequence {xt}Tt=1 and there it seems difficult to explicitly give
a sequence {yt}Tt=0 that maximize agent 1’s regret. However, the proof of Theorem 3.2 is quite
strong – the total regret relies only on x0 and xT+1. The proof of Theorem 3.6 follows immediately
from Theorem 3.2 since the upper bound was found using the unique optimizer xT+1 = x.

3.4 Conservation of Volume in general-sum games

In this section, we examine the volume expansion/contraction properties of Algorithm 2AltGD.
Formally, let V 0 ⊆ X × Y be a measurable set of initial conditions and let V t be the set ob-
tained after updating every point in V t−1 with Algorithm 2AltGD (see Figure 1). Formally,
V t =

⋃
{x,y}∈V t−1 {x+ ηAy, y + γB(x+ ηAy)}. We compare the volume of V 0 to V t; specifically,

we show that this volume is invariant.

(a) After 1st Iteration: V 1 (b) After 5th Iteration: V 1 to V 5 (c) After 15th Iteration: V 1 to V 15

Figure 1: Evolution of Algorithm 2AltGD on 4 sets of initial conditions (a cat, a pair of eyes, a
mouth, and a bow-tie) in a zero-sum game with A = −B = [1] and η = γ = 0.25 after 1, 5, and 15
iterations respectively. In each iteration, every point in each set is updated according to alternating
gradient descent and the position/shape changes but volume is preserved (Theorem 3.7).

On its own, volume conservation is nice stability property due to its close connection with
Lyapunov chaos. Lyapunov chaos refers to a phenomenon in dynamical systems where a small
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perturbation in initial conditions may result in arbitrarily different dynamical systems. Specifically,
volume expansion implies that a small perturbation to the initial conditions can result in drastically
different trajectories. Formally, let V 0 be a relatively small measurable set of initial conditions.
If the volume of V t goes to infinity, then there exists an iteration T and two points (xT , yT ) and
(x̄T , ȳT ) that are arbitrarily far apart. However, by definition of V t, (xT , yT ) and (x̄T , ȳT ) evolve
from (x0, y0) ∈ V 0 and (x̄0, ȳ0) ∈ V 0. This implies the two points, despite being close together
initially, will diverge from one another over time.

We show that alternating gradient descent is volume preserving in general-sum 2-agent games.

Theorem 3.7. Algorithm 2AltGD is volume preserving for any measurable set of initial conditions.

Proof. Algorithm 2AltGD can be expressed as the two separate updates below.[
xt+1

yt

]
←
[
xt +DηAy

t

yt

]
(Line 3 of Algorithm 2AltGD)[

xt+1

yt+1

]
←
[

xt+1

yt +DγBx
t+1

]
(Line 4 of Algorithm 2AltGD)

To show that the combined updates preserve volume, it suffices to show that each individual update
preserves volume. Thus, it suffices to show that the absolute value of the determinant of the Jacobian
for each update is 1 [26, Theorem 7.26]. The Jacobians for the updates are

J1 =

[
IX DηA
0 IY

]
(Line 3 Jacobian)

J2 =

[
IX 0
DγB IY

]
(Line 4 Jacobian)

where IX and IY are the identity matrices with the same dimension as X and Y respectively.
Since both Jacobians are block triangular with zeros on the subdiagonal and superdiagonal

respectively, their corresponding determinants are det(Ji) = det(IX ) ·det(IY) = 1 and therefore Al-
gorithm 2AltGD preserves volume when updating a measurable set of strategies thereby completing
the proof.

Remark 3.8. Volume conservation holds even if agents’ learning rates change overtime ({ηt}Tt=0})
since the determinant of the Jacobian is independent of η.

Thus, alternating gradient descent preserves volume. This is in contrast to the standard imple-
mentation of gradient descent (Algorithm SimGD) where volume expands in zero-sum games (see
[11] and Figure 2).

10



(a) Volume Conservation of Algorithm 2AltGD. (b) Volume Expansion of Algorithm SimGD.

Figure 2: Evolution of Algorithms 2AltGD and SimGD respectively after 15 iterations. Both
algorithms start with the same set of initial strategies. Volume is preserved with when updating
with Algorithm 2AltGD but expands when using Algorithm SimGD.

Regrettably however, volume conservation is insufficient to avoid Lyapunov chaos; in Lemma
3.9, we show that two points can still move arbitrarily far apart in the setting of a coordination
game as depicted in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Evolution of [−1, 1]× [−1, 1] using A = B = [1] and η = γ = 1 after 1, 2, and 3 iterations
respectively. Volume is preserved with Algorithm 2AltGD but the diameter grows exponentially.

Lemma 3.9. Let A = B = [1] and V 0 = [−1, 1] × [−1, 1] with η = γ = 1. The volume of V t is 4
while the diameter of V t is in Θ(φ2t) where φ = (1 +

√
5)/2 is the golden-ratio.

We show that the extreme points of V t are (±(F2t−2, F2t−1),±(F2t+1, F2t+2) where Fk is the
kth Fibonacci number. The result regarding the diameter immediately follows since it is well-known
that Fk ∈ Θ(φk). Finally, the volume of V 0 is 4, implying the volume of V t is also 4 since volume
is invariant (Theorem 3.7). The full proof appears in Appendix A.
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4 2-Agent Positive-Negative Definite (Zero-Sum) Games

In this section, we introduce a new class of games that includes all zero-sum games and show that
Algorithm 2AltGD results in strategies that are bounded (Theorem 4.8), are Poincaré recurrent
(Theorem 4.7), and have O (1/T ) time-average convergence to the set of Nash equilibria (Theorem
4.11). Specifically, we study a generalization of zero-sum games that allows each agent to multiply
their payoff matrices by arbitrary positive definite matrices P and Q respectively, i.e., P = P ᵀ and
〈x, Px〉 > 0 for all x ∈ RSi .

max
x∈X

〈x, PAy〉

max
y∈Y

〈y,−QAᵀx〉
(Positive-Negative Definite Game)

We remark that recurrence (Theorem 4.7) and bounded orbits (Theorem 4.8) were shown for
zero-sum games (without positive definite transformations) with a scalar learning rate in [3]. Unlike
the results for regret in Theorem 3.2, arbitrary learning rates are not allowed – to obtain O (1/T )
time-average convergence, the learning rates must be sufficiently small. Importantly, we show that
Algorithm 2AltGD allows four times larger learning rates than required for optimistic gradient
descent.

4.1 Importance of Positive-Negative Definite Games

Zero-sum games are only a measure zero set of positive-negative definite games and therefore our
results drastically expand the applications of learning algorithms. This is particularly important for
many economic settings where the underlying games are somewhat adversarial but not necessarily
zero-sum. In such settings, it is currently unknown whether results for zero-sum games extend and
thus, the best known for an algorithm in a similar setting is poly(log(T )) time-average convergence
to the set of coarse correlated equilibria [13] – a class of equilibria significantly less important
than the set of Nash equilibria. We introduce techniques to show that Algorithm 2AltGD results
in O(1/T ) time-average convergence to the set of Nash equilibria (Theorem 4.11) in this setting.
We remark that the proof techniques we introduce can likely be used to extend many results for
zero-sum games to positive-definite transformations of zero-sum games for other algorithms, e.g.,
optimistic gradient descent.

Unlike zero-sum games, in (Positive-Negative Definite Game) agent 1’s utility function uncovers
no information about agent 2’s utility function. In contrast, in a zero-sum game, agent 1 always has
knowledge of agent 2’s payout and can directly compute the set of Nash equilibria as a result. As
shown in Proposition 4.1, it is impossible for agent 1 to independently determine a Nash equilibrium
in a positive-negative definite game.

Proposition 4.1. Unlike zero-sum games, agent 1 cannot determine the set of Nash equilibria with
access only to agent 1’s payoff matrix in (Positive-Negative Definite Game).

Proof. To prove the proposition, we give two different games {P1, Q1, A1} and {P2, Q2, A2} where
agent 1 has the same payoff matrix in both games (P1A1 = P2A2) but where agent 1’s set of Nash
equilibria are different in each game.

P =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, Q =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, A =

[
1 −1
−1 1

]
(Matrices for First Game)

12



With respect to this game, PA =

[
1 −1
−1 1

]
implying agent 2’s set of Nash equilibria is {y ∈

R2 : y1 = y2}. Similarly, −QAᵀ =

[
−1 1

1 −1

]
implying agent 1’s set of Nash equilibria is

{x ∈ R2 : x1 = x2}.

P =

[
2 0
0 1

]
, Q =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, A =

[
1/2 −1/2
−1 1

]
(Matrices for Second Game)

With respect to this game, PA =

[
1 −1
−1 1

]
and agent 2’s Nash equilibria are unchanged.

However, −QAᵀ =

[
−1/2 1

1/2 −1

]
implying agent 1’s set of Nash equilibria are {x ∈ R2 : x1 =

2x2}.

Remark 4.2. The game introduced in the proof of Proposition 4.1 is necessarily degenerate; since ~0
is always a Nash equilibrium, for two games to have a different set of Nash equilibria one game must
have multiple Nash equilibria. In Section 6, we extend our results to a generalization of bimatrix
games that allows for an arbitrary unique Nash equilibrium. It is then straightforward to extend
Proposition 4.1 using two non-degenerate games.

4.2 Using the Correct Basis

The adversarial nature of (Positive-Negative Definite Game) is better revealed when examining the
game in the bases induced by the transformations P and Q. As such, we introduce the notion of a
weighted normal to simply our proofs.

Definition 4.3. Let W be a positive definite matrix (W = W ᵀ and xᵀWx > 0 for all x 6= 0).
Then the weighted-norm of the vector x with respect to W is ‖x‖W =

√
〈x,Wx〉.

Weighted norms are often used in physics and dynamical systems to understand movement with
respect to a non-standard set of basic vectors. While the euclidean norm, || · ||, is well-suited when
understanding systems defined by the standard set of basic vectors – the columns of an identity
matrix – the dynamics of (Positive-Negative Definite Game) are best understood in the vector
spaces induced by P−1 and Q−1. In addition, it will be useful to relate the standard Euclidean
norm to the weighted-norm via the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose W is positive-definite. Then ‖x‖ ≤
∥∥∥W 1

2

∥∥∥ · ‖x‖W−1

Proof. First, observe that
∥∥∥W− 1

2x
∥∥∥ =

√〈
W−

1
2x,W−

1
2x
〉

=
√
〈x,W−1x〉 = ‖x‖W−1 since W =

W ᵀ. Therefore,

‖x‖ =
∥∥∥W 1

2W−
1
2x
∥∥∥ ≤ ∥∥∥W 1

2

∥∥∥∥∥∥W− 1
2x
∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥W 1
2

∥∥∥ · ‖x‖W−1

where the inequality follows by definition of the matrix norm ‖W 1
2 ‖ = maxy

‖W
1
2 y‖
‖y‖ ≥ ‖W

1
2 z‖
‖z‖ with

z = W−
1
2x.
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4.3 Conservation of Energy

(a) Invariant Energy Function for the Zero-Sum
Game A = −B = [1].

(b) Invariant Energy Function for the Coordination
Game A = B = [1].

Figure 4: Evolution of Algorithm 2AltGD on the zero-sum game with A = −B = [1] and the
coordination game with A = B = [1] respectively. Both games use learning rates η = γ = 0.5
and the combined strategies after i iterations are marked by a red circle with the number i. The
strategies move along the invariant energy functions given by Theorems 4.5 and 4.6 as marked by
the black curve.

In this section, we show a strong stability condition of Algorithm 2AltGD; despite the algorithm
being discrete, the updates all belong to a continuous, second-degree polynomial function – an
invariant “energy function” as depicted in Figure 4. This energy function is a close perturbation
of the energy found in [6] for zero-sum and coordination games in the continuous-time variant of
gradient descent.

Theorem 4.5. Suppose P and Q commute with Dη and Dγ respectively. Then the perturbed energy

‖xt‖2P−1D−1
η

+ ‖yt‖2Q−1D−1
γ

+ 〈xt, Ayt〉 is invariant when agents play (Positive-Negative Definite

Game) and update their strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD.

We remark that the condition that P and Dη is not restrictive; it is trivially satisfied in tra-
ditional setting of online optimization where an agent uses a single learning rate for all strategies
implying Dη is a multiple of the identity matrix.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. By the update rule given by line 3 in Algorithm 2AltGD,〈
xt+1 + xt, Ayt

〉
=
〈
xt+1 + xt, P−1D−1

η

(
xt+1 − xt

)〉
=
∥∥xt+1

∥∥2

P−1D−1
η
−
∥∥xt∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

since P−1 and D−1
η are both positive definite and commute. Similarly, by line 4 of Algorithm

2AltGD,〈
yt+1 + yt,−Aᵀxt+1

〉
=
〈
yt+1 + yt, Q−1D−1

γ

(
yt+1 − yt

)〉
=
∥∥yt+1

∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ
−
∥∥yt∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

14



Adding together both equalities and re-arranging terms yields∥∥xt+1
∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥yt+1

∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

+ 〈xt+1, Ayt+1〉 =
∥∥xt∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥yt∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

+ 〈xt, Ayt〉

thereby completing the proof of the theorem.

4.3.1 Energy in Positive-Positive Definite (Coordination) Games

For completeness, we also give the energy function for positive-definite transformations of coordi-
nation games (B = Aᵀ).

max
x∈X

〈x, PAy〉

max
y∈Y

〈y,QAᵀx〉
(Positive-Positive Definite Game)

Theorem 4.6. Suppose P and Q commute with Dη and Dγ respectively. Then the perturbed energy

‖xt‖2P−1D−1
η
− ‖yt‖2Q−1D−1

γ
+ 〈xt, Ayt〉 is invariant when agents play a Positive-Positive Definite

Game and update their strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD.

The proof follows identically to the proof of Theorem 4.5 after adding together 〈xt+1, Ayt〉 and
−〈yt+1 + yt, Aᵀxt+1〉.

4.4 Bounded Orbits and Recurrence

As shown in Figure 4, in (Positive-Negative Definite Game) the strategies appear like they will
cycle – or at least will come close to cycling. In dynamics, this property is captured by Poincaré
recurrence.

Theorem 4.7 (Poincaré recurrence). Suppose P and Q commute with Dη and Dγ respectively

and
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ < 2
||A|| when updating both agents’ strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD in

(Positive-Negative Definite Game). For almost every initial condition (x0, y0), there exists an
increasing sequence of iterations tn such that (xtn , ytn)→ (x0, y0).

Once again, the condition that Dη and P commute is naturally satisfies in standard applications.
Poincaré recurrence guarantees that a system will come arbitrarily close to its initial conditions

infinitely often. Informally, we think of this as cycling – if our learning algorithm ever returns
exactly to its initial condition, then the subsequent iterations will follow the prior iterations. By
[24, 8], to formally show recurrence, it suffices to show that the updates are bounded and that
the update rule preserves volume (Theorem 3.7). Thus, to complete the proof of Theorem 4.7, it
remains to show that {xt, yt}∞t=0 is bounded.

Theorem 4.8. Suppose P and Q commute with Dη and Dγ respectively and
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ ·∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ <
2
||A|| when updating both agents’ strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD in (Positive-Negative Definite

Game). Then the agent strategies {xt, yt}∞t=0 are bounded. Specifically,

∥∥xt∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥yt∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ
≤

∥∥x0
∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥y0
∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

+
〈
x0, Ay0

〉
1−

‖A‖·
∥∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥∥·∥∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥∥
2

. (1)
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Proof. By Theorem 4.5, energy is preserved and,∥∥xt∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥yt∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

=
∥∥x0
∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥y0
∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

+ 〈x0, Ay0〉 − 〈xt, Ayt〉.

Next, observe that

−
〈
xt, Ayt

〉
≤
∥∥xt∥∥ · ∥∥Ayt∥∥

≤ ‖A‖ ·
∥∥xt∥∥ · ∥∥yt∥∥

≤ ‖A‖ ·
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ · ∥∥xt∥∥
P−1D−1

η
·
∥∥yt∥∥

Q−1D−1
γ

≤
‖A‖ ·

∥∥∥P 1
2D

1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥
2

(∥∥xt∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥yt∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

)
where the first inequality is the Cauchy-Swartz inequality, the second inequality follows by definition

of the matrix norm ‖A‖ = maxw
‖Aw‖
‖w‖ , the third inequality follows by Lemma 4.4, and the final

equality follows since ab = a2+b2−(a−b)2

2 ≤ a2+b2

2 .
Combining the two expressions and re-arranging terms yields

∥∥xt∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥yt∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ
≤

∥∥x0
∥∥2

P−1D−1
η

+
∥∥y0
∥∥2

Q−1D−1
γ

+
〈
x0, Ay0

〉
1−

‖A‖·
∥∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥∥·∥∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥∥
2

.

Note, that the denominator is positive since
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ < 2
||A|| and the direction of the

inequality was maintained while rearranging terms. Thus, the updates are bounded. We remark
it is also straightforward to bound ||xt|| in the standard euclidean space since, by Lemma 4.4,

‖xt‖ ≤
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ‖xt‖P−1D−1
η
≤
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ ·√‖xt‖2P−1D−1
η

+ ‖yt‖2Q−1D−1
γ

.

In addition to being necessary for the proof of recurrence, Theorem 4.8 also allows us to refine
our results related to regret from Section 3.1. Recall that the statement of Theorem 3.2 only
claims that agent 1’s regret is bounded after agent 1 updates and that Proposition 3.3 shows that
is possible for agent 1 to have large regret after agent 2 updates. With Theorem 4.8, we can show
that agent 1 will always have bounded regret, regardless of which agent updates last.

Corollary 4.9. Suppose P and Q commute with Dη and Dγ respectively and
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥·∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ <
2
||A|| when updating both agents’ strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD in (Positive-Negative Definite

Game). Agent 1’s regret is bounded when regret is computed after agent 2 updates.

Proof. From Proposition 3.3, agent 1’s regret is
∑T
t=0

〈
2x− xt+1 − xt, Ayt

〉
+
〈
x− xT+1, AyT+1

〉
.

The first term is bounded by Theorem 3.2. Moreover, the second term is also bounded since xT+1

and yT+1 are bounded (Theorem 4.8). Thus, agent 1’s regret is bounded – even when agent 2
updates last.

4.5 The Bound
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ < 2
||A|| is Tight

All three main results in this section require learning rates to be sufficiently small. In the following
proposition, we show that that the bound of 2/||A|| on learning rates is tight.
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Proposition 4.10. If the learning rates are too large when both agents use Algorithm 2AltGD in

(Positive-Negative Definite Game), then the strategies may diverge – even if
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ ·∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ =
2
‖A‖ .

Figure 5: Algorithm 2AltGD applied to A = [1], P = Q = [1], (x0, y0) = (0,−2) and η = γ = 2.

Since
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ = 2
‖A‖ the level sets of the energy function from Theorem 4.5 are not

compact and the strategies diverge.

Proof. Let A = [1], P = Q = [1], (x0, y0) = (0,−2) and η = γ = 2. Since 2 =
√
η · γ =

∥∥∥P 1
2D

1
2
η

∥∥∥ ·∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ = 2
‖A‖ = 2, Theorem 4.11 does not imply and we cannot immediately claim the strategies

will remain bounded. Using induction, we will show (xt, yt) =
(
(−1)t · 4t, (−1)t+1 · (4t+ 2)

)
. The

result trivially holds for t = 0.
By the inductive hypothesis, (xt−1, yt−1) =

(
(−1)t−1 · 4(t− 1), (−1)t · (4t− 2)

)
. Therefore

xt = xt−1 + 2 ·Ayt−1 = (−1)t−1(4t− 4) + 2(−1)t(4t− 2)

= (−1)t (4− 4t+ 8t− 4) = (−1)t · 4t.

Similarly for agent 2,

yt = yt−1 − 2 ·Axt = (−1)t · (4t− 2)− 2(−1)t · 4t
= (−1)t+1 (2− 4t+ 8t) = (−1)t+1 · (4t+ 2).

Thus, agent 1’s strategy over time is the diverging sequence {(−1)t · 4t}∞t=0.
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4.6 O (1/T ) Time-Average Convergence to Nash in Positive-Negative Def-
inite Games

Figure 6: The time-average strategies (blue) converge to the Nash equilibrium as the strategies
(red) cycle around the Nash equilibrium.

In this section, we show that the time-average of the strategies converge to the set of Nash equilibria
at rate O(1/T ) as depicted in Figure 6. We measure the distance to the set of Nash equilibria by∥∥∥∑T−1

t=0
PAyt

T

∥∥∥. This is a standard measure since y∗ is a Nash equilibrium if and only if PAy∗ = ~0.

Theorem 4.11. Suppose P and Q commute with Dη and Dγ respectively and
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥·∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ <
2
||A|| when updating both agents’ strategies with Algorithm 2AltGD in (Positive-Negative Definite

Game). Then agent 2’s strategy has O (1/T ) time-average convergence to the set of Nash equilibria.

Formally, there exists a constant c such that for all i,
∥∥∥∑T−1

t=0
PAyt

T

∥∥∥ ≤ c/T . Symmetrically, agent

1’s strategy also has O (1/T ) time-average convergence to the set of Nash equilibria.

Perhaps surprisingly, we do not use the regret property to prove time-average convergence.
Rather, time-average convergence follows immediately from the compact level sets of the energy
function (Theorem 4.8).

Proof of Theorem 4.11. By Theorem 4.8, {xt}∞t=0 belongs to a compact set and there exists a c
such that ‖xt − x0‖ ≤ ‖xt‖ + ‖x0‖ ≤ c for each iteration t. Recall that xT = xT−1 + PAyT−1 =

x0 +
∑T−1
t=0 PAyt. Thus,

∥∥∥∑T−1
t=0 PAyt

∥∥∥ = ‖xT − x0‖ ≤ c completing the claim for agent 2.

The result for agent 1 follows identically using yT − y0 =
∑T
t=1−QAᵀxt.

We remark that the constant c can be computed directly using the bound in Theorem 4.8. Once
again, the bound on the learning rates is tight.
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Proposition 4.12. If the learning rates are too large when both agents use Algorithm 2AltGD in
(Positive-Negative Definite Game), then time-average of the strategies may fail to converge – even

if
∥∥∥P 1

2D
1
2
η

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q 1
2D

1
2
γ

∥∥∥ = 2
‖A‖ .

Proof. In Proposition 4.10, we showed that for A = [1], P = Q = 1, (x0, y0) = (0,−2) and η = γ = 2

that xt = (−1)t ·4t. Therefore, agent 1’s time-average strategy alternates between
∑2T
t=0

(−1)t4·t
2T = 2

and
∑2T+1
t=0

(−1)t4·t
2T+1 = −4T

2T+1 → −2 on even and odd iterations thereby completing the proof.

5 An Algorithm for Multiagent Systems

In this section, we extend our previous results to the multiagent system.

max
xi∈Xi

〈
xi,
∑
j 6=i

A(ij)xj

〉
for all i (Network Game)

Perhaps the most natural way to extend alternating gradient descent is to have agents iteratively
take turns in a round-robin, i.e., agent 1 updates, then agent 2, and so on. However, in Section 5.1,
we show this idea fails miserably – regret can grow linearly. The secret to the success of alternating
gradient descent (Algorithm 2AltGD), doesn’t actually have anything to do with the perceived
fairness of having agents take turns.

Instead, in Section 5.2 we extend the results for alternating gradient descent by understanding
it as an approximation of a Hamiltonian system, a well-understood physical system. Specifically,
alternating gradient descent naturally arises when approximating this continuous-time system using
a symplectic integrator – specifically Verlet integration. In Section 5.3, we reduce the multiagent
game to a 2-agent game through the use of two meta-agents and in Section 5.4, we extend the regret
and conservation guarantees of Sections 3.1-3.4 to the multiagent case. Finally, in Section 5.5, we
provide time-average convergence guarantees for positive-negative definite multiagent games.

5.1 Gradient Descent in a Round Robin

First, we consider a “fair” implementation of gradient descent where agents take turns updating
and show that the algorithm can have linear regret.

Algorithm RoundGD Multiagent Gradient Descent with Agents Taking Turns

1: procedure RoundGD(A, x0, η) . Payoff Matrices, Initial Strategies and Learning Rates
2: for t = 1, ..., T do
3: for i = 1, ..., N do
4: xti := xt−1

i +Dηi

∑
j<iA

(ij)xtj +Dηi

∑
j>iA

(ij)xt−1
j . Agent Updates Strategies

After Seeing Updated Strategies of All Agents Updating Prior in the Round Robin
5: end for
6: end for
7: end procedure
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Remark 5.1. If line 4 of Algorithm RoundGD is replaced with xti := xt−1
i +Dηi

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xt−1
j then

Algorithm RoundGD reduces to the standard implementation of gradient descent with simultaneous
updates.

Proposition 5.2. If agents take turns using gradient descent in a multiagent setting (Algorithm
RoundGD), then an agent’s regret can grow linearly.

Proof. Consider the simple 2-agent zero-sum game with A(12) = [1] and A(21) = [−1] with initial
strategies x0

1 = x0
2 = 1. Suppose both agents update according to Algorithm 2AltGD with learning

rate η1 = η2 = 1. The agents strategies will cycle every 6 iterations (12 updates) as shown in Figure
7. As such, will gain 0 utility from any 6 consecutive iterations – +6 from when agent 1 updates
and −6 from when agent 2 updates.

x1

x2

Figure 7: The red circles correspond to agents’ strategies after agent 1 updates and the blue squares
correspond to the strategies after agent 2 updates. Agent 1’s total utility from the red circles is
(1 · 2) + (2 · 1) + (1 · −1) + (−1 · −2) + (−2 · −1) + (−1 · 1) = 6 and agent 1’s total utility from the
blue squares is −6.

Now consider the addition of k-dummy agents where A(ij) = [0] for all i = 3, ..., k + 2 and
j = 1, ..., k + 2. Further suppose that all agents update according to Algorithm RoundGD, i.e.,
agent 1 updates, then agent 2, and so on. When agent j > 2 updates, no agents will change their
strategies since their payoff matrices are all zero. As a result, in the space of the first two agents,
for each update spent at a red circle in Figure 7 there will be k + 1 updates at the following blue
square. Therefore every 6 round-robins (every cycle) will contribute −6k to agent 1’s cumulative
utility implying agent 1’s regret with respect to x1 = 0 is Θ(k · T ).

5.2 Designing a Multiagent Algorithm Based on Physics

As demonstrated by Proposition 5.2, the reason Algorithm 2AltGD works isn’t because it makes
agents take turns in a seemingly fair fashion. Rather, Algorithm 2AltGD works because it is the
result of a deep understanding of the physical system that drives gradient descent. By [6], the
continuous-time version of 2-agent gradient descent is a Hamiltonian system (e.g., Earth-moon
system) where agent 1 corresponds to “position” and agent 2 corresponds to “momentum”. The
continuous-time variant has nice optimality and stability guarantees: O(1/T ) time-average regret
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and recurrence in zero-sum games [21]. Algorithm 2AltGD is obtained by applying Verlet integra-
tion [3], an integration technique well-suited for approximating Hamiltonian dynamics [17], to the
underlying Hamiltonian system.

Verlet integration corresponds to simply alternating between updating “position” and “mo-
mentum” in the underlying system. However, in the multiagent case, it is unclear which agents
correspond to position and momentum respectively. Like [6], which shows the continuous-time sys-
tem is Hamiltonian, we resolve this issue by allowing agents to be both position and momentum.
However, instead of double-counting each agent as in [6], we instead duplicate each agent and build
a game between the original and duplicated agents. Specifically, we allow the original agent i control
the strategy xi ∈ Xi while their doppelganger controls strategy yi ∈ Xi resulting in the following
game.

max
xi∈Xi

〈
xi,
∑
j 6=i

A(ij)yj

〉
for all i

max
yi∈Xi

〈
yi,
∑
j 6=i

A(ij)xj

〉
for all i

(Network Game with Duplicated Agents)

Algorithm AltGD Verlet Integration of Continuous Gradient Descent with Duplicated Agents
(Alternating Gradient Descent for Multiagent Systems)

1: procedure AltGD(A, x0, y0, η, γ) . Payoff Matrices, Initial Strategies and Learning Rates
2: for t = 1, ..., T do
3: for i = 1, ..., N do
4: xti := xt−1

i +Dηi

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)yt−1
j . Update Based on Previous Iteration

5: end for
6: for i = 1, ..., N do
7: yti := yt−1

i +Dγi

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xtj . Update Based on Current Iteration.
8: end for
9: end for

10: end procedure

Remark 5.3. If the strategies and learning rates are initialized so that x0
i = y0

i and ηi = γi,
and if line 7 of Algorithm AltGD is replaced with yti := yt−1

i + ηi
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xt−1
j (the original and

duplicate agents update simultaneously) then xti = yti in each iteration and the algorithm reduces
to the standard version of gradient descent where the original agents simultaneously update with
respect to the original agents’ previously played strategies (Algorithm SimGD).

Since no duplicate agent actually exists in many economic settings, Algorithm AltGD should
primarily be used when interested in aggregate behavior, i.e., x̄Ti =

∑T
t=0 x

t
i/T . Such applications

are fairly standard in GANs and in other simulated environments such as bargaining and resource
allocation problems that seeks a Nash equilibrium without agents directly sharing their payoff
matrices, e.g., [25].
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5.3 Reducing the Multiagent System to a 2-Agent Game

By introducing two meta-agents to control the original and duplicated agents, it is possible to ex-
press (Network Game) and Algorithm AltGD as 2-Agent Game and Algorithm 2AltGD respectively.
Formally, we consider the following meta-game:

max
x̄∈×iXi

〈
x̄, Āȳ

〉
max
ȳ∈×iXi

〈
ȳ, Āx̄

〉 (Meta-Game)

where x̄ = [x1, x2, ..., xn], ȳ = [y1, y2, ..., yn] and

Ā =


A(11) = 0 A(12) A(13) · · · A(1n)

A(21) A(22) = 0 A(23) · · · A(2n)

A(31) A(32) A(33) = 0 · · · A(3n)

...
...

...
. . .

...
A(n1) A(n2) A(n3) · · · A(nn) = 0


In Theorem 5.4, we show the sets of Nash equilibria for (Meta-Game) and (Network Game) are

equivalent. Moreover, in Theorem 5.5, we show that the Algorithms 2AltGD and AltGD result
in the same updates for their respective games. As such, most of our results for 2-agent systems
readily extend to the multiagent setting.

This reduction emphasizes the importance of allowing Algorithm 2AltGD to run with an arbi-
trary vector of learning rates. In the multiagent system, agents individually select their learning
rates and therefore do not necessarily use the same learning rates. When applying Algorithm
2AltGD to (Meta-Game), the meta-agents will have different learning rates associated with each
agent. Notably, our generalization still allows an individual to use different learning rates for dif-
ferent strategies, even in the multiagent setting. However, just like the 2-agent setting, we see no
algorithmic benefit for a single agent to use a vector of learning rates.

Theorem 5.4. The strategies (x̄∗, ȳ∗) are a Nash equilibrium for (Meta-Game) if and only if
x̄∗ = [x̄∗1, · · · x̄∗n] and ȳ∗ = [ȳ∗1 , · · · ȳ∗n] are both Nash equilibria (possibly the same) for (Network
Game).

Proof. First, let (x̄∗, ȳ∗) be a Nash equilibrium of (Meta-Game). Then Āȳ∗ = ~0; otherwise, meta-
agent 1 could increase their utility by ‖Āȳ∗‖2 > 0 by updating their strategy to x̄∗+Āȳ∗. Therefore,
by definition of Ā and ȳ,

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)ȳ∗j = ~0 for each i. It then holds that ȳ∗i is a best response to

ȳ∗−i (all strategies but agent i) in (Network Game) since yi
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)ȳ∗j = ~0 for all yi ∈ Xi. This
holds for each agent i and therefore y∗ i a Nash equilibrium for (Network Game). The argument
for x̄∗ follow identically.

Next, let y∗ be a Nash equilibrium of (Network Game). Then
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)y∗j = ~0 for each i since

otherwise agent i could increase their utility by ||
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)y∗j ||2 with the strategy y∗i +
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)y∗j .

As such, Āy∗ = ~0 and y∗ is a Nash equilibrium of (Meta-Game). The argument holds identically
for x∗.

Theorem 5.5. Suppose {xt, yt}Tt=0 is obtained by updating (Network Game) with Algorithm AltGD
using learning rates η = (η1, η2, ..., ηN ) and γ = (γ1, γ2, ..., γN ) and initial strategies (x0, y0). Fur-
ther, suppose {x̄t, ȳt}Tt=0 is obtained by updating (Meta-Game) with Algorithm 2AltGD with learning
rates η and γ and initial strategy (x̄0, ȳ0) = (x0, y0). Then (x̄t, ȳt) = (xt, yt) for all t = 0, ..., T .
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Theorem 5.5 holds trivially by induction since the optimization problem is separable with respect
to each agent.

5.4 Regret and Conservation in Multiagent Games

We show that Theorems 3.2 (regret) and 3.7 (volume conservation) both extend to this setting.
We remark that Theorem 3.6 (self-actualization) also extends, however, as discussed in Section

5.2, Algorithm AltGD is best used in settings where only aggregate information (
∑T
t=1 x

t/T ) is of
interest.

Theorem 5.6 (1/T Time-Average Regret). If agent i updates their strategies with Algorithm AltGD
in (Network Game with Duplicated Agents) with an arbitrary vector of fixed learning rates ηi, then
their time-average regret with respect to an arbitrary fixed strategy xi in iteration T is O (1/T ),
regardless of how their opponents update.

Theorem 5.7 (Volume Conservation). Algorithm 2AltGD in (Network Game with Duplicated
Agents) is volume preserving for any measurable set of initial conditions.

Theorem 5.7 follow immediately by Theorem 3.7 after reducing (Network Game) to (Meta-
Game). Theorem 5.6 almost follows similarly; certainly if all agents use Algorithm AltGD, then
the corresponding meta-agent has O(1/T ) time-average regret. Moreover, since 〈x̄, Āȳ〉 is separable
with respect to each individual agent’s strategy xi, each agent also obtains O(1/T ) time-average
regret. However, Theorem 5.6 only requires that agent 1 uses the update rule in Algorithm AltGD.
To see that agent 1 still obtains O(1/T ) time-average regret regardless of other agents, we consider
the meta-game played between xi and the meta-agent ȳ where the meta-agent is using the same
updates as in the original (Network Game).

Proof of Theorem 5.6. Consider the following two-agent game:

max
xi∈Xi

〈
xi, Āi·ȳ

〉
max
ȳ∈×iXi

〈
ȳ, Ā·ixi

〉 (Meta-Game for Agent i)

where Āi· =
[
A(i1) A(i2) · · · A(in)

]
is the rows of Ā corresponding to agent i’s payoff matrices

against other agents and where Ā·i is the columns of Ā corresponding to other agents’ payoffs against
agent i.

Let {x̂t, ŷ}Tt=0 be the updates obtained in (Network Game) where the original agent i uses
alternating gradient descent and let ȳt = ŷt for all t = 0, ..., T . This selection implies xti = x̂ti since
xti and x̂ti are updated with gradient descent with the same history of opponent play. Thus agent
i’s utility and regret are the same in both (Network Game) and (Meta-Game for Agent i). By
Theorem 5.6, agent i has O(1/T ) time-average regret in (Meta-Game for Agent i) and therefore
also has O(1/T ) time-average regret in (Network Game).

5.5 Multiagent Positive-Negative Definite Games

Similar to Section 4, we introduce a Network Positive-Negative Definite Game and show that
Algorithm AltGD conserves energy and achieves O(1/T) time-average convergence to the set of
Nash equilibria.
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max
xi∈Xi

〈
xi, Pi

∑
j 6=i

A(ij)xj

〉
for all i (Network Positive-Negative Definite Game)

where A(ji) = −[A(ij)]ᵀ.
Similarly, a Network Positive-Positive Definite Game is

max
xi∈Xi

〈
xi, Pi

∑
j 6=i

A(ij)xj

〉
for all i (Network Positive-Positive Definite Game)

where A(ji) = [A(ij)]ᵀ.
Let

P̄ = Q̄ =


P1 0 · · · 0
0 P2 · · · 0

0 0
. . . 0

0 0 · · · Pn

 .
Then the multi-agent network positive-negative definite game can be reduced to a two-agent positive
negative definite game with payoff matrices P̄ Ā and −Q̄Āᵀ (Q̄Āᵀ for the positive-positive definite
game). Thus the invariant energy functions from Section 4 immediately extend to the network
setting.

Theorem 5.8 (Invariant Energy for (Network Positive-Negative Definite Game)). Suppose P̄ and

Q̄ commute with Dη̄ and Dγ̄ respectively. Then the perturbed energy ‖xt‖2P̄−1D−1
η̄

+ ‖yt‖2Q̄−1D−1
γ̄

+

〈xt, Āyt〉 is invariant when agents play (Network Positive-Negative Definite Game) and update their
strategies with Algorithm AltGD.

Note that if Dηi commutes with Pi then P̄ commutes with Dη̄ since both matrices are block
diagonal and therefore any theorems that require that Dη̄ and P̄ commute hold in most standard
applications of online optimization.

Theorem 5.9 (Invariant Energy for (Network Positive-Negative Definite Game)). Suppose P̄ and

Q̄ commute with Dη̄ and Dγ̄ respectively. Then the perturbed energy ‖xt‖2P̄−1D−1
η̄
− ‖yt‖2Q̄−1D−1

γ̄
+

〈xt, Āyt〉 is invariant when agents play (Network Positive-Positive Definite Game) and update their
strategies with Algorithm AltGD.

Moreover, following directly from Theorems 4.7, 4.8, and 4.11, Algorithm AltGD, is Poincaré
recurrent, has bounded orbits, and converges to the set of Nash equilibria at rate O(1/T) in (Network
Positive-Negative Definite Game).

Theorem 5.10 (Recurrence, Bounded Orbits, and Convergence). Suppose P̄ and Q̄ commute with

Dη̄ and Dγ̄ respectively and
∥∥∥P̄ 1

2D
1
2
η̄

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥Q̄ 1
2D

1
2
γ̄

∥∥∥ < 2
||Ā|| when updating both agents’ strategies with

Algorithm AltGD in (Network Positive-Negative Definite Game). Then

1. (Recurrence): for almost every initial condition (x0, y0), there exists an increasing sequence
of iterations tn such that (xtn , ytn)→ (x0, y0).
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2. (Bounded Orbits): agent strategies {xt, yt}∞t=0 are bounded. Specifically,

∥∥xt∥∥2

P̄−1D−1
η̄

+
∥∥yt∥∥2

Q̄−1D−1
γ̄
≤

∥∥x0
∥∥2

P̄−1D−1
η̄

+
∥∥y0
∥∥2

Q̄−1D−1
γ̄

+
〈
x0, Āy0

〉
1−
‖Ā‖·

∥∥∥∥P̄ 1
2D

1
2
η̄

∥∥∥∥·∥∥∥∥Q̄ 1
2D

1
2
γ̄

∥∥∥∥
2

.

3. (Convergence): each agent has O (1/T ) time-average convergence to the set of Nash equilibria.

6 Games with Additional Linear Payouts and Games Using
Probability Vectors

We briefly remark that our results extend to the setting

max
xi∈Xi

〈
xi,
∑
j 6=i

A(ij)xj − bi

〉
for all i. (Network Game with Additional Linear Payouts)

A Nash equilibrium x∗ of this game satisfies
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)x∗j = bi for each agent i. We can reduce
this game to (Network Game) simply by expressing xi relative to x∗i for each agent i. Formally, let

X̂i =
⋃
xi∈Xi{xi − x

∗
i } (in our setting, Xi is affine and therefore Xi = X̂i). Thus, (Network Game

with Additional Linear Payouts) is equivalent to

max
xi∈X̂i

〈
(xi + x∗i ),

∑
j 6=i

A(ij)(xj + x∗j )− bi

〉
for all i

= max
xi∈X̂i

〈
(xi + x∗i ),

∑
j 6=i

A(ij)xj

〉
for all i

From agent i’s perspective,
〈
x∗i ,
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xj

〉
is constant. Thus, all maximizers of the previous

expression also maximize

max
xi∈X̂i

〈
xi,
∑
j 6=i

A(ij)xj

〉
for all i.

Thus, a game with additional linear payouts can always be expressed as a game without additional

linear payouts after shifting the strategy space. Moreover, the constant
〈
x∗i ,
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xj

〉
plays

no role for online optimization methods that rely on gradients of the utility function, e.g., gradient
descent. Thus, the behavior of gradient descent will remain unchanged and all previous results
extend to (Network Game with Additional Linear Payouts).

This reduction gives some ideas on how to extend these results when Xi is the set of probability
vectors, i.e., Xi = {x ∈ RSi≥0 :

∑Si
si=1 xisi = 1}. After performing the substitution xiSi = 1 −∑Si−1

si=1 xisi for each agent i, a network game using probability vectors reduces to (Network Game
with Additional Linear Payouts) where Xi is a compact, full-dimensional space. As long as the
strategies remain in the interior when using Algorithm AltGD, the optimality guarantees will extend
as well. Regrettably, the space Xi is not affine and the energy function may change when the
strategies intersect with boundary and more theory needs to be developed to understand this
setting.
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7 Experiments: Performance Relative to Optimistic Vari-
ants

In practice, optimistic variants of follow-the-regularized-leader algorithms, e.g., optimistic gradient
descent (Algorithm OptGD below), are often used due to their O(1/T ) time-average convergence
to the set of Nash equilibria in zero-sum games. With the results of Sections 4 and 5, Algorithm
AltGD provides another option for fast convergence.

To obtain this guarantee, Algorithm OptGD requires the learning rate η ≤ 1/(2||A||) [23] while
our approach, Algorithm AltGD, only requires η ≤ 2/||A||. By Theorems 3.4 and 3.5, larger
learning rates lead to stronger optimization guarantees. As such, we hypothesize that by using
larger learning rates, Algorithm AltGD can outperform OptGD.

In this section, we perform experiments to support this hypothesis and find that with 97.5%
confidence, Algorithm AltGD, on average, results in time-averaged strategies that are 2.585 times
closer to the set of Nash equilibria than Algorithm OptGD. We also compare Algorithm AltGD to
an optimized version of Algorithm OptGD that uses additional memory to avoid matrix products.
With 97.5% confidence, Algorithm AltGD, on average, results in time-averaged strategies that are
1.742 times faster to the set of Nash equilibria than the optimized version of Algorithm OptGD.

Algorithm OptGD Multiagent Optimistic Gradient Descent.

1: procedure SimGD(A, x0, η̄) . Payoff Matrices, Initial Strategies and Learning Rates
2: for t = 1, ..., T do
3: for i = 1, ..., N do
4: xti := xt−1

i + 2 · η̄i
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xt−1
j − η̄i

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xt−2
j . Update Strategies Based on

Previous Two Iterations
5: end for
6: end for
7: end procedure

We remark that our approach, Algorithm AltGD has a distinct advantage over Algorithm
OptGD as we guarantee time-average convergence in a generalization of zero-sum games – a result
not known for Algorithm OptGD. However, we conjecture that many results currently in the liter-
ature extend to Network Positive-Negative Definite Games using the techniques we introduced in
Section 4.

7.1 Description of Experiments

We compare the performance of alternating and optimistic gradient descent with N ∈ {5, 10, 20}
agents where each agent has the same number of strategies (k ∈ {5, 10, 20}). We compare the

performance of each algorithm across 30 games where A
(ij)
si,sj is selected uniformly at random from

(−1, 1)k×k for i < j and where A(ij) = [−A(ji)]ᵀ for i > j (a zero-sum game) and perform statistical
analysis after pairing the samples for each game in order to reduce the variance in the statistical
estimates. For both algorithms, we select the learning rate to be as large as possible while still
ensuring time-average convergence guarantees for any randomly selected set of payoff matrices.
Specifically, we use the learning rate η = 2/(k · (N − 1)) for alternating gradient descent and
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η̄ = 1/(2k · (N − 1)) for optimistic gradient descent. As discussed in Section 7.2, this selection
normalizes the learning rates of the two algorithms.

In our experiments, we also use an optimized version of optimistic gradient descent that uses
more memory in exchange for computing fewer matrix products (Algorithm OptGD below) and
compare our method to both the standard and optimized implementations of optimistic gradient
descent. Specifically, for a single game and initial condition, we run each of the three algorithms
for 30 seconds and measure the distance to the Nash equilibrium with respect to the dual space –
we measure ||Āyt|| where Ā is the combined payoff matrix introduced in Section 5.3. As discussed
in Section 4.6, ||Āy|| = ~0 if only if y is a Nash equilibrium and ||Āy|| measures the distance to the
Nash equilibrium in a dual space.

Algorithm OptGD Multiagent Optimistic Gradient Descent with Fewer Matrix Multiplications.

1: procedure OptGD(A, x0, η̄) . Payoff Matrices, Initial Strategies and Learning Rates
2: for t = 1, ..., T do
3: z−1

i = η̄i
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)x−1
j . Store

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xj
4: end for
5: for t = 1, ..., T do
6: for i = 1, ..., N do
7: zt−1

i = η̄i
∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xt−1
j . Store

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)xj

8: xti := xt−1
i + 2 · zt−1

i − η̄i · zt−2
i . Update Strategies Based on Previous Two Iterations

9: end for
10: end for
11: end procedure

Denote DOpt, DOpt, and DAlt as the distance ||Āy|| after 30 seconds of running Algorithms

OptGD, OptGD, and AltGD respectively. Since each instance of DOpt, DOpt, and DAlt are gener-
ated from the same game and initial condition and are also run in sequence, we can pair the results

of the individual instances to get an estimate on relative performances DOpt/DAlt and DOpt/DAlt.
All experiments were conducted in version 4.02 of the R-statistical software on Windows 10

using an i7-10700 processor (2.9GHz) with 32GB of RAM. To control for variability caused by
computer processing, we generate a single game and run all three algorithms on the game prior to
generating the next game. The source code and spreadsheet of results for the experiments can be
downloaded at www.jamespbailey.com/1OverTConvergence.

7.2 Selection of Learning Rates

In our experiments, we use a single scalar learning rate for all agents. To guarantee optimistic
gradient descent has O(1/T ) time-average convergence to the set of Nash equilibria, η̄ is required to
be at most 1/(2 · ||A||) [23]. However, as shown in Theorem 4.11, alternating gradient descent only
requires η < 2/||A||. As such, in our experiments, we always select the learning rate for alternating
gradient descent to be four times larger than the learning rate for optimistic gradient descent,
i.e., η = 4 · η̄. As shown in Theorems 3.4 and 3.5, larger learning suggest better performance for
alternating gradient descent and if η̄ is a valid learning rate for optimistic gradient descent, then
η = 4η̄ is a valid learning rate for alternating gradient descent.
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We remark that this selection normalizes the values of the learning rates; we are forcing both al-
gorithms to operate near the boundary for optimal performance, i.e., η ≈ 2/||A|| and η̄ = 1/(2||A||).
As shown in Lemma B.1 in the Appendix, ||A|| ≤ k · (N − 1) and therefore we select learning rates
η = 2/(k · (N − 1)) and η̄ = 1/(2k · (N − 1)) for alternating and optimistic gradient descent respec-
tively. As suggested by Propositions 4.10 and 4.12, η = 2/(k · (N − 1)) will not perform well when
||A|| = k · (N − 1). However, the probability that ||A|| = k · (N − 1) is 0 since the elements of A
are generated uniformly at random.

7.3 Results of Experiments

In all 270 generated instances, our method (alternating gradient descent) outperformed both imple-
mentations of optimistic gradient descent. Specifically, alternating gradient resulted in strategies
that were approximately 2.628 and 1.772 times closer to the set of Nash equilibria than the stan-
dard and optimized implementation of optimistic gradient descent respectively. Moreover, across
all selections of agents and strategies, we are 97.5% confident that, on average, alternating gradient
descent will result in strategies that are 2.585 and 1.743 times closer to the set of Nash equilibrium
after 30 seconds than the standard and optimized implementation of optimistic gradient descent
respectively. Thus, alternating gradient descent performs significantly better than both implemen-
tations of optimistic gradient descent.

The relative performance of alternating gradient descent for N ∈ {5, 10, 20} agents and k ∈
{5, 10, 20} strategies can be viewed in Tables 1 and 2. For example, in 20 agent, 20 strategy games,
we are 97.5% confident that alternating gradient descent, on average, alternating gradient descent
will result in strategies that are 2.5902 and 1.8040 times closer to the set of Nash equilibrium than
the standard and optimized implementation of optimistic gradient descent respectively.

Table 1: 95% Confidence Intervals for the Mean of DOpt/DAlt shows that Algorithm AltGD signif-
icantly outperforms OptGD.

Strategies
Agents 5 10 20

5 (2.3516,2.6571) (2.4694,2.8529) (2.5329,2.8443)
10 (2.3810,2.6914) (2.5003,2.7186) (2.6883,2.8618)
20 (2.3647,2.5233) (2.6771,2.8707) (2.5902,2.7336)

Table 2: 95% Confidence Interval for the Mean of DOpt/DAlt shows that Algorithm AltGD signif-
icantly outperforms OptGD.

Strategies
Agents 5 10 20

5 (1.7155,1.9284) (1.6081,1.8794) (1.6495,1.8617)
10 (1.6338,1.8602) (1.6482,1.7849) (1.7557,1.8948)
20 (1.6052,1.7333) (1.7509,1.8809) (1.8040,1.9007)
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7.4 Importance of Large Learning Rates

Finally, we test the importance of using larger learning rates; a key feature of alternating gradient
descent is that it enables learning rates four times larger than optimistic gradient descent. As
suggested by Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 and shown in Table 3, larger learning rates are vital for Algorithm
AltGD’s superior performance.

Table 3: Impact of Different Learning Rates on the Performance of Alternating Gradient Descent
Relative to Optimistic Gradient Descent

η = η̄ η = 2η̄ η = 4η̄
DOpt/DAlt (0.6376,0.6934) (1.2168,1.3325) (2.5003,2.7186)

DOpt/DAlt (0.4236,0.4706) (0.7906,0.8725) (1.6482,1.7849)

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proven that alternating gradient descent achieves O(1/T ) time-average
convergence to the set of Nash equilibria in a generalization of network zero-sum games. Further,
we have experimentally shown with 97.5% confidence that, on average, alternating gradient results
in time-averaged strategies that are 2.585 times closer to the set of Nash equilibria than optimistic
gradient descent. In addition to providing a faster algorithm for a more general set of games,
this paper also demonstrates the potential power of carefully constructing close approximations of
continuous-time learning dynamics.
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A Proof of Proposition 3.9

Lemma 3.9. Let A = B = [1] and V 0 = [−1, 1] × [−1, 1] with η = γ = 1. The volume of V t is 4
while the diameter of V t is in Θ(φ2t) where φ = (1 +

√
5)/2 is the golden-ratio.

Proof. With the selection of learning rates and the payoff matrix A, one iteration of Algorithm
2AltGD maps the point (x, y)→ (x+y, x+2y). Since the mapping is linear and V 0 is convex with a
finite number of extreme points, V t will also be convex with a finite number of extreme points. More-
over, the extreme points of V t can be determined directly from the extreme points of V t−1. Let Et

denote the extreme points of V t. We begin by claiming that Et = (±(F2t−2, F2t−1),±(F2t+1, F2t+2))
where Fk is the kth number in the Fibonacci sequence. The sequence is defined by Fk = Fk−1+Fk−2

with F1 = F2 = 1.
We proceed induction and consider t = 0. Extending the sequence backwards, F−2 = −1 and

F−1 = 1. Thus, for t = 0, (±(F2t−2, F2t−1),±(F2t+1, F2t+2)) = (±(−1, 1),±(1, 1)) = E0 completing
the base case. Next, by the inductive hypothesis, Et−1 = (±(F2t−4, F2t−3),±(F2t−1, F2t)). As
stated before, we compute Et directly from Et−1 using the map (x, y)→ (x+ y, x+ 2y): First,

(F2t−4, F2t−3)→ (F2t−4 + F2t−3, F2t−4 + F2t−3 + F2t−3) = (F2t−2, F2t−2 + F2t−3) = (F2t−2, F2t−1).

Following identically, −(F2t−4, F2t−3)→ −(F2t−2, F2t−1). Next,

(F2t−1, F2t)→ (F2t−1 + F2t, F2t−1 + F2t + F2t) = (F2t+1, F2t+1 + F2t) = (F2t+1, F2t+2).
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Similarly, −(F2t−1, F2t) → −(F2t+1, F2t+2). Thus, Et = (±(F2t−2, F2t−1),±(F2t+1, F2t+2)) as
claimed.

The diameter of V t is then given by the distance between (F2t+1, F2t+2) and −(F2t+1, F2t+2)

since Fk is increasing for k > 0. This distance is
√

2F 2
2t+1 + 2F 2

2t+2. It is well-known that Fk ∈
Θ(φk) where φ = (1 +

√
5)/2 is the golden ratio. Thus,√
2F 2

2t+1 + 2F 2
2t+2 ∈ Θ(

√
2φ4t+2 + 2φ4t+3) = Θ(φ2t)

and the diameter grows exponentially.
Finally, the volume of V 0 is 4. By Theorem 3.7, Volume is invariant and therefore the volume

of V t is also 4 thereby completing the proof.

B Bounding ||A|| for Experiments

Lemma B.1. Let Si = k for all i = 1, ..., N and A
(ij)
si,sj ∼ U(−1, 1) for i < j and let A(ji) =

[−A(ij)]ᵀ. Let A be the combined payoff matrix as defined in Section 5.3. Then ||A|| ≤ k · (N − 1).
Further, there exists an instance A such that ||A|| ≥ k√

3
· (N − 1).

The first part of the proof consists of showing that ||A|| ≤ ||B|| where B is a coordination

game with B
(ij)
si,sj = 1. We then show that the largest eigenvalue of B is k · (N − 1) implying

||A|| ≤ ||B|| = k · (N − 1). The second part of the proof simply consists of giving an A and x such
that ||A|| = maxv ||Av||/||v|| ≥ ||Ax||/||x|| = k√

3
· (N − 1).

Proof. Let A be an arbitrary U ×V matrix. We first show that if A′ is such that A′uv ≥ |Auv| then
||A′|| ≥ ||A||. Let x be such that ||A|| = ||Ax|| as in the definition of ||A||. Then,

||A|| = ||Ax|| =

√√√√ U∑
u=1

(
V∑
v=1

Auvxv

)2

≤

√√√√ U∑
u=1

(
V∑
v=1

|Auv| · |xv|

)2

≤

√√√√ U∑
u=1

(
V∑
v=1

A′uv · |xv|

)2

= ‖A′|x|‖ ≤ max
y:||y||=1

||A′y|| = ||A′||

Next, let 1w be a vector of w 1’s and let B(ij) = 1k1
ᵀ
k for all i 6= j (a k×k matrix of 1’s) and let

B(ii) = 0 · 1k1ᵀ
k. This corresponds to a coordination game where the payout for every pair of pure

strategies is 1. By selection, Buv ≥ |Auv| when A
(ij)
si,sj

is generated between −1 and 1 and therefore,

by the previous claim, ||B|| ≥ ||A||.
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It is well-known that the spectral norm and Euclidean norms are equivalent, i.e., |λmax| = ||B||
where λmax is the largest eigenvalue for B. Let λ and v be any eigenvalue/eigenvector pair for B.
We write the components of the eigenvector v as vjsj in order to freely move between the notations

B and B(ij). We also use vj = {vj1, vj2, ..., vjk} to denote the portion of the eigenvector that
multiplies by B(ij) in the definition of an eigenpair. Since λ and v are an eigenpair,

Bv = λv ⇒
∑
j 6=i

B(ij)vj = λvi ∀Ni=1

⇒
∑
j 6=i

1k1
ᵀ
kvj = λvi ∀Ni=1.

The term 1k1
ᵀ
kvj = 1k(1ᵀ

kvj) is a vector of constants and there exists a ci such that vi = ci · 1k.
Continuing from above, this implies∑

j 6=i

cj1k1
ᵀ
k1k = λci1k ∀Ni=1 ⇒

∑
j 6=i

cj · k1k = λci1k ∀Ni=1

⇒
∑
j 6=i

cj · k = λci ∀Ni=1

⇒ |λ| · |ci| = |k
∑
j 6=i

cj | ≤ k
∑
j 6=i

|cj | ∀Ni=1

Further, we may select λ, v and c so that
∑N
i=1 c

2
i = N which implies there exists an i such that

|ci| ≥ 1 and
∑
j 6=i c

2
j ≤ N − 1. Selecting such an i implies

|λ| ≤
k
∑
j 6=i |cj |
|ci|

≤ k
∑
j 6=i

|cj | ≤ k · (N − 1)

where the last inequality follows since
∑
j 6=i xi :

∑
j 6=i x

2
j ≤ N − 1, xi ≥ 0 is a concave function over

a convex, symmetric domain and therefore has the symmetric maximizer xj = 1 for all j 6= i. Thus,
||B|| = |λmax| ≤ k · (N−1). We remark that that this bound for ||B|| is tight – it is straightforward
to verify that λ = k · (N − 1) and v = 1Nk are an eigenpair. This completes the first part of the
proof since ||A|| ≤ ||B|| ≤ k · (N − 1).

To show ||A|| ≥ k√
3
(N − 1), let A(ij) = 1k1

ᵀ
k for i < j and let A(ij) = [−A(ji)]ᵀ for i > j. As

such, A is block diagonal matrix with 0’s on the block diagonal, positive 1’s above the diagonal,
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and negative 1’s below the diagonal. Then

||A|| = max
x∈X

||Ax||
||x||

≥ ||A1Nk||
||1Nk||

=

√∑n
i=1 ||

∑
j 6=iA

(ij)1k||2
√
Nk

=

√∑n
i=1 ||

∑
j>iA

(ij)1k +
∑
j<iA

(ij)1k||2
√
Nk

=

√∑n
i=1 ||

∑
j>i 1k1

ᵀ
k1k −

∑
j<i 1k1

ᵀ
k1k||2

√
Nk

=

√∑n
i=1 k

2||
∑
j>i 1k −

∑
j<i 1k||2

√
Nk

=

√∑n
i=1 k

2(N − 2i+ 1)2||1k||2√
Nk

=

√
k3N(N2 − 1)/3√

Nk

=
k√
3
·
√
N2 − 1 ≥ k√

3
·
√
N2 − 2N + 1 =

k√
3
· (N − 1)
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