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Abstract

We propose a stochastic GDA (gradient descent ascent) method with backtracking (SGDA-B) to solve
nonconvex-(strongly) concave (NCC) minimax problems minx maxy

∑N
i=1 gi(xi) + f(x, y)− h(y), where

h and gi for i = 1, · · · , N are closed, convex functions, f is L-smooth and µ-strongly concave in y for
some µ ≥ 0. We consider two scenarios: (i) the deterministic setting where we assume one can com-
pute ∇f exactly, and (ii) the stochastic setting where we have only access to ∇f through an unbiased
stochastic oracle with a finite variance. While most of the existing methods assume knowledge of the
Lipschitz constant L, SGDA-B is agnostic to L. Moreover, SGDA-B can support random block-coordinate
updates. In the deterministic setting, SGDA-B can compute an ϵ-stationary point within O(Lκ2/ϵ2) and
O(L3/ϵ4) gradient calls when µ > 0 and µ = 0, respectively, where κ ≜ L/µ. In the stochastic setting,
for any p ∈ (0, 1) and ϵ > 0, it can compute an ϵ-stationary point with high probability, which requires
O(Lκ3ϵ−4 log(1/p)) and Õ(L4ϵ−7 log(1/p)) stochastic oracle calls, with probability at least 1 − p, when
µ > 0 and µ = 0, respectively. To our knowledge, SGDA-B is the first GDA-type method with back-
tracking to solve NCC minimax problems and achieves the best complexity among the methods that are
agnostic to L. We also provide numerical results for SGDA-B on a distributionally robust learning problem
illustrating the potential performance gains that can be achieved by SGDA-B.

1 Introduction

Let Xi = Rni for i ∈ N ≜ {1, 2, . . . , N} and Y be finite dimensional Euclidean spaces, and define x ≜
[xi]i∈N ∈ Πi∈NXi ≜ X = Rn where n ≜

∑
i∈N ni. Optimization problems with such block-coordinate

structure appear in many important applications including, training support vector machines [7], layer-wise
training of deep learning models [60], compressed sensing [36], regularized regression [61] and truss topology
design [57]. In this paper, we study the following class of non-convex minimax problems:

min
x∈X

max
y∈Y
L(x, y) ≜ g(x) + f(x, y)− h(y) with g(x) ≜

∑
i∈N

gi(xi), (1)

where f : X ×Y → R is differentiable with a Lipschitz gradient, f is possibly non-convex in x and (strongly)
concave in y with modulus µ ≥ 0, h : Y → R ∪ {+∞} and gi : Xi → R ∪ {+∞} for i ∈ N are closed convex
functions. We consider two scenarios: (i) deterministic setting, where we assume one can compute∇f exactly,
and (ii) stochastic setting, where one can only access to stochastic estimates of ∇f , see Assumption 2 for
details. If µ > 0, then we call the minimax problem in (1) as weakly convex-strongly concave (WCSC), whereas
for µ = 0, we call it as weakly convex-merely concave (WCMC). Both problems arise frequently in many
applications including constrained optimization of weakly-convex objectives based on Lagrangian duality [37],
Generative Adversarial Networks [17] and distributional robust learning with weakly convex loss functions
such as those arising in deep learning [19, 54]. These applications admitting the formulation in (1) often
require (i) handling non-convexity in high dimensions and (ii) exploiting the block structure in the primal
variable. Indeed, for these machine learning (ML) problems, the setting with larger model size compared to
the number of data points has attracted significant active research, where it has been commonly observed
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that larger models can often generalize better, i.e., they perform better on unseen data [46]. In addition
to the above-mentioned examples, another particular example for (1) with a block-structure would be the
distributed computation setting for WCSC/WCMC problems [71], i.e., minx∈Rd maxy∈Y

∑
i∈N fi(x, y) over a

network of processing nodes represented by a connected undirected graph G = (N , E) with N denoting the
set of computing nodes and E⊆N×N denoting the edges of G through which incident nodes can communicate
with each other; in case synchronous parallel processing is available, one can reformulate the problem as
minx∈X {maxy∈Y

∑
i∈N fi(xi, y) : xi = xj ∀ (i, j) ∈ E}, i.e., Xi = Rd for all i ∈ N ; hence, n = |N |d.

Our goals: Using first-order primal-dual (FOPD) methods have turned out to be an effective approach
to tackle with (1). Majority of existing FOPD methods require the knowledge of global Lipschitz constants, a
relatively standard assumption when deriving rate statements for first-order (FO) schemes. That being said,
in many practical settings either these constants may not be readily available or using the global constants
generally leads to conservative step sizes, slowing down the convergence. One avenue for removing such a
requirement lies in adopting line-search or backtracking schemes to exploit local Lipschitz constants when
determining the step sizes. For deterministic convex-concave minimax problems, backtracking methods that
adjust the step size adaptively through estimating local Lipschitz constants have proven to be very effective
both in theory1 and practice, e.g., see [43, 42, 20, 25, 21, 26]. However, for non-convex problems such as
(1), we are not aware of any backtracking/line search strategy with iteration complexity guarantees. In this
paper, our aim is to fill this gap and develop a backtracking technique to be incorporated into a single-
loop FOPD method for the nonconvex minimax problem in (1) as the single-loop design of an algorithm
makes it suitable for solving large-scale problems efficiently –usually in methods with nested loops, inner
iterations are terminated when a sufficient optimality condition holds and these conditions are usually very
conservative, leading to excessive number of inner iterations. Indeed, single loop algorithms are preferable
compared to multi-loop algorithms in many settings, e.g., see [67] for a discussion. Our secondary goal is
to allow for block-coordinate updates within the backtracking scheme we design. Indeed, there are some
practical scenarios for which adopting randomized block coordinate updates (RBC) would be beneficial,
which we discuss next; hence, developing FOPD methods that can support block-coordinate updates is of
key practical relevance.

Scenario I: Consider the setting with the primal dimension is very large, i.e., n≫ 1. Suppose that while
it is impractical to work with ∇xf at every iteration of an FOPD method, the problem has a coordinate-
friendly structure [52], i.e., for any i ∈ N , the amount of work to compute the partial-gradient ∇xif is
ni/n ≈1/N fraction of the work required for the full-gradient ∇xf computation. In this setup, randomized
block updates will lead to low per-iteration cost and possibly small memory overhead, e.g., [48, 20, 15, 62].

Scenario II: In the nonconvex regime, even if the problem is not coordinate friendly, adopting random
block coordinate updates might still be beneficial as it improves the generalization power of particular
machine learning models, e.g., layer-by-layer training of deep neural networks is commonly used in practice
for this purpose, e.g., see [45]. In this setup, randomized block updates can help with generalization in deep
learning, even though the per-iteration complexity may not necessarily improve.

Therefore, our objective in this paper is to design an efficient first-order randomized block-coordinate
primal-dual method that can generate an ϵ-stationary point (see Definition 3) of the structured non-convex
minimax problem given in (1) without requiring the knowledge of the Lipschitz constant L, which is typically
unknown a priori.

Challenges: In contrast to the convex setting, i.e., (strongly) convex-(strongly) concave minimax prob-
lems, the nonconvexity introduces significant extra challenges in designing a reasonable backtracking condition
–which would be employed to decide whether a candidate step size should be accepted or rejected through
checking the condition. Excluding the multi-loop methods such as [49, 40, 50, 30], in the non-convex set-
ting the convergence guarantees for all single-loop FO methods that we are aware of, except for very few
(see, e.g., [41, 67, 65, 64]), are provided in terms of the partial sum of gradient norms corresponding to the
primal function or its Moreau envelope over the past iterations (see, e.g., [38, 2, 58, 23, 9]), rather than
having guarantees involving the gradients of the coupling function f evaluated at the last iterate or at an
ergodic average. Clearly, computing the gradient of the primal function or of the Moreau envelope at each
iteration to check a backtracking condition would be impractical in the deterministic setting, as the former
is typically not easy to compute exactly and it requires solving an optimization problem while the latter one

1These methods relying on backtracking achieve the same complexity guarantees (up to O(1) constant) with those requiring
the availability of global Lipschitz constants.
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requires evaluating the proximal map of the primal function [9]. In fact, this would be impossible for the
stochastic setting as we can only access to the stochastic estimates of ∇f at a given point. Thus, designing a
backtracking condition that would lead to the state-of-the-art complexity guarantees for WCSC and WCMC
problems and that is easy to check in practice requires developing new analysis techniques (different from
those used for the convex setting as they do not extend to the non-convex setting) to provide guarantees for
quantities that are readily available such as the stochastic gradient map involving the coupling function –see
Definition 2 and note that the computation cost of the (stochastic) gradient mapping is significantly lower
compared to the impractical computational burden associated with computing the norm of the gradient of
the primal function2 Another source of difficulty, maybe the main one, in the analysis of single-loop methods
for the non-convex setting is the necessity of imposing an appropriate time-scale separation between the pri-
mal and dual updates in attaining convergence for the nonconvex setting [33]. For instance, in both [38, 2],
the convergence is shown for dual stepsize ηy = Θ( 1

L ) and primal stepsize ηx = Θ( 1
κ2L ) for WCSC minimax

problems where L is the Lipschitz constant of the gradient of f and κ = L/µ, i.e., the ratio ηy/ηx = O(κ2)
is needed for the convergence analysis; however, it is not clear how one can incorporate backtracking on ηy
and preserve the ratio between the primal and dual step sizes with some theoretical guarantees. There are
very few backtracking methods for the weakly convex-weakly concave (WCWC) setting under Weak MVI
or negative-comonotonicity assumptions, e.g., [32, 53]; however, these conditions are not guaranteed to hold
in general for the WCSC or WCMC minimax problem as in (1) –see the discussion in section 2 on existing
methods for WCWC problems for more details.

Our contributions: For the case L in (1) is WCSC or WCMC, the algorithm SGDA-B we propose in
this paper achieves the best computational complexity for computing an ϵ-stationary point (in the sense of
Definition 3) in both deterministic and stochastic settings among the existing methods that are agnostic
to the global Lipschitz constant L and to the weak convexity modulus3 m > 0. More precisely, our main
contribution is to show that without knowing/using L andm values, for any given ϵ > 0, SGDA-B can compute
an ϵ-stationary point of (1) with the following guarantees: for deterministic WCSC and WCMC problems,
SGDA-B requires O(Lκ2/ϵ2) and O(L3/ϵ4) gradient calls, respectively; furthermore, we also show that for
any p ∈ (0, 1), SGDA-B can generate an ϵ-stationary point w.p. at least 1 − p requiring O(Lκ3ϵ−4 log(1/p))
and Õ(L4ϵ−7 log(1/p)) stochastic gradient calls for stochastic WCSC and WCMC problems, respectively.
To our knowledge, these are the best (stochastic) gradient complexities among all the first-order methods
that are agnostic to L and designed for WCSC and WCMC problems of the form in (1) –see the comparison
provided in Table 1 and Table 2 for stochastic and deterministic gradient oracle cases, respectively.

Outline: In Section 2, we discuss the existing work closely-related to our paper. Later in section 3,
we state our assumptions and provide the algorithmic framework SGDA-B with backtracking. In section 4
and section 5, we establish the convergence properties of SGDA-B on WCSC and WCMC minimax problems,
respectively. Finally, in section 6, on problems with synthetic and real data, we test SGDA-B against other
methods that are agnostic to the Lipschitz contant L and compare the results against the benchmark obtained
using other state-of-the-art methods which require the knowledge of L to properly fix their step sizes.

Notations. The set Z+ denotes non-negative integers, whereas Z++ ≜ Z+\{0} denotes the set of positive
integers. U [1, N ] denotes the uniform distribution on the set {1, 2, . . . , N}. Given a closed convex function
h : Y → R∪{+∞}, the proximal map is defined as proxh(y

′) ≜ argminy∈Y h(y)+ 1
2∥y−y′∥2, for all y′ ∈ Y.

Throughout the text, we use “w.p. p” as an abbreviation for “with probability p.”

2 Related work

Before we discuss the related work, we briefly list commonly adopted metrics for defining ϵ-stationarity.

(i) When f is WCSC and g(·) = 0 in (1), a commonly used metric for stationarity is the gradient of the
primal function, i.e., xϵ is ϵ-stationary if ∥∇Φ(xϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ, where Φ(x) ≜ maxy∈Y f(x, y)−h(y); moreover,
using the gradient map, one can extend ϵ-stationarity to the case with g(·) ̸= 0 using ∥G(xϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ for
some α > 0, where G(x) ≜ [x− proxαg(x− α∇Φ(x))]/α –we call this metric as (M1).

2The standard approach for computing this quantity would be based on the Danskin’s theorem; but, this would require solving
an optimization problem at every time the backtracking condition is checked, which would be computationally expensive.

3 The weak convexity modulus of L is the smallest m ≥ 0 such that L(·, y)+ m
2
∥ ·∥2 is convex over dom g for any y ∈ domh

fixed; hence, by definition, we have m ≤ L.

3



Work Ref. Agnostic g h BCU Complexity (µ > 0) Complexity (µ = 0)

∗GDA [38] % % 1Y % M1: O
(
κ3Lϵ−4

)
M3: O(L2ℓ3D2

yϵ
−8)

∗AGDA [2] % " " % M1: O(κ3Lϵ−4) M3: O(L2ℓ3D2
yϵ

−8)

†SMDA [23] % " " % M1: O(κ5µ−2ϵ−4) %

†Acc-MDA [22] % 1X 1Y % M1: O(κ3.5L1.5ϵ−3 log(ϵ−1)) %

VRLM [44] % " " % M1: O(κ3Lϵ−3) %

sm-AGDA [65] % % % % M2: O(κ2Lϵ−4) %

‡NeAda [29] " % 1Y % M2: O(κ8B8ϵ−4 log(ϵ−1)) %

§TiAda [35] " % 1Y % M2: O(κ12B6L̄4µ−4ϵ−4) %

¶SGDA-B Ours " " " " M2: O(κ3L log(p−1)ϵ−4) M2: Õ(L4D3
ylog(p

−1)ϵ−7)

Table 1: Comparison of SGDA-B (this paper), NeAda [29] and TiAda [35] that are agnostic to L with
single-loop methods that require L for solving stochastic WCSC (µ > 0) and WCMC (µ = 0) minimax
problems. The column “Agnostic” indicates whether the method requires knowing L, and the column
“BCU” indicates whether the method can use block-coordinate updates. In the columns we state
complexity, we indicate the metric used for defining ϵ-stationarity; the definitions of metrics M1, M2, and
M3 are provided at the beginning of section 2. All the methods listed above, except for SGDA-B, provide
guarantees for these metrics in the expected sense, while SGDA-B give guarantees for M2 with high
probability. In the table Dy denotes the diameter of the dual domain.
Table Notes: ∗For the case µ = 0, [38, 2] both assume that f is ℓ-Lipschitz for each y ∈ Y. †The
complexity results reported here are different than those in [23, 22]. The issues in their proofs leading to
the wrong complexity results are explained in [70, Appendix I]. ‡In [29], it is assumed that there exists a
constant B > 0 such that ∥∇̃f(x, y; ξ)∥ ≤ B for any x ∈ X and y ∈ Y . §In [35] it is assumed that (i)
B ∈ (0,∞) exists as in [29]; (ii) ∇2

xyf and ∇2
yyf are L̄-Lipschitz, i.e., second-order Lipschitz continuity in y

for f ; (iii) the primal function is upper-bounded; and (iv) for any x ∈ X , y∗(x) ∈ int(Y ). For any δ > 0,

the bound for TiAda is at least O(B6− 4δ
2+δ κ12− 6δ

2+δ L̄4− 2δ
2+δ µ−4+ 2δ

2+δ ϵ−4+ 2δ
2+δ +B2+δκ(2+ δ

2 )L(2+ δ
2 )ϵ−(4+δ)). In

the table, we state the complexity for δ > 0 sufficiently small. ¶In the complexity bounds for SGDA-B,
p ∈ (0, 1) is an algorithm parameter bounding the number of backtracking iterations, i.e., SGDA-B requires
at most O(log(κ)) backtracking iterations with probability at least 1− p.

Work Ref. Agnostic g h BCU Complexity (µ > 0) Complexity (µ = 0)

GDA [38] % % 1Y % M1: O
(
κ2Lϵ−2

)
M3: O(L2ℓ3D2

yϵ
−6)

AGDA [2] % " " % M1: O(κ2Lϵ−2) M3: O(L2ℓ3D2
yϵ

−6)

MDA [23] % " " % M1: O(κ3ϵ−2) %

sm-AGDA [65] % % % % M2: O(κLϵ−2) %

AltGDAm [9] % " " % M1: O(κ 11
6 Lϵ−2) %

AGP [64] % 1X 1Y % M2: O(κ8L2ϵ−2) M2: O(L4D4
yϵ

−4)

Sm-GDA [67] % 1X 1Y " % M2: O(L4D4
yϵ

−4)

HiBSA [41] % " " " M2: O(κ8L2ϵ−2) %

NeAda [29] " % 1Y % M2: O(κ4.5L4ϵ−2 log(ϵ−1)) %

TiAda [35] " % 1Y % M2: O(κ10ϵ−2) %

GDA-B Ours " " " " M2: O(κ2Lϵ−2) M2: O(L3D2
yϵ

−4)

Table 2: Comparison of GDA-B (this paper), NeAda [29] and TiAda [35] that are agnostic to L with single-loop
methods that require L for solving deterministic WCSC and WCMC minimax problems.
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(ii) ϵ-stationarity can also be defined using the coupling function f ; indeed, for any given ηx, ηy > 0, let

Gx(xϵ, yϵ) ≜
(
xϵ−proxηxg

(
xϵ−ηx∇xf(xϵ, yϵ)

))
/ηx and Gy(xϵ, yϵ) ≜

(
proxηyh

(
yϵ+ηy∇yf(xϵ, yϵ)

)
−

yϵ
)
/ηy, then we call (xϵ, yϵ) ϵ-stationary in metric (M2) if ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ, where G(xϵ, yϵ) =

[Gx(xϵ, yϵ)
⊤, Gy(xϵ, yϵ)

⊤]⊤.

(iii) An alternative definition of ϵ-stationarity when g(·) ̸= 0 is to use the Moreau envelope of the primal
function, i.e., ∥∇Fλ(xϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ for λ ∈ (0, 1

L ) –we call this metric as (M3), where F = g + Φ is the
primal function and Fλ : x 7→ minw∈X F (w) + 1

2λ∥w− x∥2 is the Moreau envelope of F . The relation
between these different metrics are discussed in appendix C.

Our objective in this paper is to incorporate a step size search within the (proximal) GDA method,
analyzed in [38, 2], to make it agnostic to L. For the reasons discussed above in the introduction, we would
like to design a backtracking condition based on the (stochastic) gradient of the coupling function f and
provide some guarantees in terms of metric (M2) for the new method. In general, compared to (M1) and
(M3), providing guarantees in (M2) requires checking a simpler backtracking condition depending on the
stochastic gradient map which can be easily calculated in practice; moreover, ϵ-stationarity in (M2) also
implies O(ϵ)–stationarity with respect to (M1) and (M3) metrics –see appendix C. Since we are building
on the (proximal) GDA method, our main goal is to design the new backtracking framework that can obtain
the same complexity bounds with those established in [38, 2] (where it is assumed that L is known) –see
Tables 1 and 2, and we aim to achieve this goal without deteriorating their O(1) constants, especially the κ
dependency for the WCSC case. We choose the proximal GDA method to incorporate backtracking due to
its simplicity and its decent complexity bounds with a reasonable O(1) constant for the case L is known; that
said, one can also consider designing backtracking for other classes of single-loop methods, e.g., [64, 65]. To
put our work into context, we first briefly mention the two recent papers [64, 65] that also provide guarantees
involving the coupling function f –both methods require that the global Lipschitz constant be known (to
properly initialize the step sizes). Assuming g and h are indicator functions of some convex compact sets,
X and Y , respectively; the paper [64] studies (1) in the deterministic WCSC and WSMC settings with
number of blocks N = 1, and it does not consider the stochastic setting. The method in [64] can compute
(xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ in O(κ8L2ϵ−2) and O(L4D4

yϵ
−4) gradient calls when µ > 0 and µ = 0,

respectively. For the deterministic scenario, a backtracking technique similar to the one proposed in our
paper, i.e., searching for an admissible dual stepsize while imposing an appropriate time-scale separation
between the primal and dual step sizes, may potentially be designed/implemented for [64] (as it provides
guarantees for both ∇xf and ∇yf –hence, easy to check in practice); however, the complexity guarantee
in [64] is already worse than those in [38] and [2] in terms of its dependence on the condition number κ.
On the other hand, for the stochastic WCSC setting, the Smoothed AGDA (sm-AGDA) method proposed
in [65] provides the best known guarantees for the (M2) metric, i.e., in terms of ∇f ; however, these results
are only valid for the smooth case, i.e., h(·) = g(·) = 0, and it is not trivial to extend the proof in [65] to
the more general setup we considered in (1) involving g and h. It is worth emphasizing that the existence
of closed convex functions g, h complicates the backtracking analysis even in the deterministic setting, and
dealing with these non-smooth terms in the stochastic setting is inherently more difficult; indeed, due to use
of proximal operation for g and h, the effect of noise (as a result of noisy gradients) showing up in the error
bound for stationarity, which we call the variance term, cannot be directly controlled through choosing a
small step size –this issue can also be observed in existing papers: compare the variance term of the error
bound in [38], which assumes g(·) = 0, with that in [2], which also considers nonzero g and h. Indeed,
according to [38, Eq. (C.12)] (which is a result of the second inequality in [38, Lemma C5]) the variance
term can be controlled by adopting small step size ηx > 0 –as the variance term scales with ηxσ

2, while

[2, Proof of Thm 4.2] shows that
∑K

k=1 E
[
∥wk∥2

]
= O(Kσ2/M) is independent of ηx, where wk denotes a

subgradient of the primal function g(·) + maxy∈Y f(·, y) − h(y), and M is the batch size. Finally, for the
stochastic setting, even if we consider the smooth case, i.e., g(·) = h(·) = 0, it is not trivial to extend [65]
to use backtracking as the guarantees given in the paper are on exact gradients of the coupling function ∇f
rather than its stochastic estimate ∇̃f ; therefore, one cannot directly use those guarantees on ∇f to accept
or reject step sizes within a backtracking scheme as they cannot be verified in practice.

In this work, we show that a simple backtracking technique can be incorporated into the proximal GDA
algorithm with complexity guarantees matching (up to O(1) constant) the results given in [38, 2]; unlike

5



[38, 2, 64, 65] discussed above, our results do not require knowing the Lipschitz constant L. In summary,
our results provide us with guarantees for WCMC and WCSC minimax problems4 with possibly non-smooth
closed convex h and g as in (1), and SGDA-B algorithm proposed in this paper achieves the best known
complexity in terms of ϵ having the same κ-dependence as in [38] and [2] without requiring any prior
knowledge on neither the Lipschitz constant of ∇f nor on the weak convexity modulus. Next, we briefly
mention some existing work that are closely related to ours.

Existing work for the deterministic setting: WCSC and WCMC minimax problems. For the
case the global Lipschitz constant L is known, there are many theoretically efficient methods in the literature,
e.g., see [40, 50, 30] and references therein. When L is known, both Lin et al. [40] and Ostrovskii et al. [50]
show an iteration complexity of Õ(Lκ1/2ϵ−2) for finding an ϵ-stationary point in terms of metric (M2) for
deterministic WCSC problems –both algorithms have three nested loops and impose restrictions on the closed
convex functions, i.e., g and h can only be the indicator functions of some convex sets. Furthermore, both
[40] and [50] establish an iteration complexity of Õ(ϵ−2.5) for deterministic WCMC problems, which is later
improved to O(ϵ−2.5) in [30]. Due to huge amount of recent work in this area, to limit the discussion in
table 2, we only list some closely related single-loop methods that require L for solving deterministic WCSC
and WCMC minimax problems.

Although there are many methods for the deterministic setting, to the best of our knowledge, there are
very few FOPD algorithms that are agnostic to L and m, i.e., the Lipschitz constant of ∇f and weak-
convexity modulus (see footnote 3), and that use adaptive step sizes for solving minimax problems in the
nonconvex setting [14, 29, 35, 32, 53]. For a special case of (1) with h(·) = 0 and bilinear coupling f(x, y) =
−r(y) + ⟨Ax, y⟩ such that r is smooth and strongly convex, the work [14] proposes a triple-loop method
where in the outer loop, primal iterate xk is updated using the step sizes satisfying a backtracking condition
based on the primal function, one searches for an admissible primal step size using the middle loop which
repeats until the backtracking condition holds, and for each backtracking iteration, the inner maximization
problem maxy∈Y f(xk, y) is solved inexactly using the inner loop; the gradient complexity of the proposed

method is Õ(Lκ1.5ϵ−2) for computing an ϵ-stationary point in terms of metric (M1). For the more general
case of WCSC minimax problems when the coupling function f is not bilinear, Nested Adaptive (NeAda) [29]
and Time-Scale Adaptive [35] (TiAda) algorithms are recently proposed, both of which are based on variants
of AdaGrad step sizes [13]; hence, these methods do not use backtracking. NeAda, similar to [14], is a
double-loop method for solving (1) with g(·) = 0 and h(·) = 1Y (·), i.e., the indicator function of a closed
convex set Y ; in the inner loop, a strongly concave problem is inexactly solved using the AdaGrad method,
of which solution is then used to compute an inexact gradient for the primal objective function; finally, a
primal step is taken along the inexact gradient using AdaGrad stepsize. NeAda can compute (xϵ, yϵ) such
that ∥∇xf(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ and ∥yϵ − y∗(xϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ within O(κ4.5L4ϵ−2 log(1/ϵ)) gradient complexity, where
y∗(·) = argmaxy∈Y f(·, y). On the other hand, TiAda [35] is a single-loop scheme that can be considered as
an extension of AdaGrad to solve minimax problems in a similar spirit to two-time scale GDA algorithms.
TiAda can compute (xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥∇f(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ within O(κ10ϵ−2) gradient calls. The complexity for
NeAda and TiAda in the deterministic case are provided in Table 2; see appendix B for the derivation of
O(1) constants. The analyses of these algorithms are given for smooth WCSC problems with g(·) = 0 and
h(·) = 1Y (·). In our set of numerical tests (see Figures 1 and 2), the practical performance of NeAda and
TiAda did not match their nice theoretical complexity bounds –this may be due to large O(1) constants of
their bounds with high powers of κ; indeed, both of them adopt AdaGrad-like step size sequences, and while
this choice makes the algorithm agnostic to L and µ, it also potentially causes issues in practice: since initial
iterates are potentially far from stationarity (with gradient norms not close to 0), in the initial transient
phase of the algorithm the step sizes decrease very quickly, as they are inversely proportional to the partial
sum of gradient norms over all past iterations. These quickly decaying step sizes cause slow convergence
in practice (see Figures 1 and 2). Finally, for smooth WCWC problems, extragradient (EG) methods with
backtracking are proposed in [32, 53]; but, they make additional assumptions (stronger than smoothness
of f) that in general do not hold for WCSC and WCMC problems we consider as in (1). To make the
discussion complete, next we provide a brief discussion on the state-of-the-art results for FOPD methods to
solve WCWC minimax problems.

4Although there are results for WCWC problems with g = h = 0 under further assumptions, such as negative comonotonicity
or existence of a solution to a weak Minty variational inequality, to the best of our knowledge, there are no backtracking results
for WCSC and WCMC problems in the form of (1).
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Existing work for the deterministic setting: smooth WCWC minimax problems. Consider
the smooth WCWC case corresponding to the formulation in (1) with g = h = 0 and f is L-smooth, i.e.,
∇f is Lipschitz with constant L, and let M(x, y) ≜ [∇xf(x, y)

⊤ − ∇yf(x, y)
⊤]⊤. For this setting, Lee

and Kim [32] incorporated backtracking within a variant of EG method; under the additional assumption
thatM is a ρ-comonotone operator for some ρ < 0, the authors established ∥∇f(xk, yk)∥2 = O(1/k2) –this
result extends the O(1/k2) rate shown in [66] for the merely convex-merely concave minimax problems,
i.e., the authors extend the monotone operator case (which corresponds to ρ = 0) to negative-comonotone
operators5 (which corresponds to ρ < 0). In a separate body of work, the WCWC case (with g = h = 0
and f is L-smooth) is analyzed under the additional assumption that Minty VI (MVI) corresponding to the
operatorM has a solution6; O(1/k) rate has been shown [11, 59, 12] for ∥∇f∥2. The conditions “M being
negative-comonotone” and “MVI corresponding toM having a solution” are not equivalent, and neither one
implies the other. Later, Diakonikolas et al. [12] introduced a weaker condition compared to the other two:
“the weak MVI corresponding toM has a nonempty solution set,” i.e., this condition holds wheneverM is
negative comonotone [12, 32] or whenever a solution to the MVI exists [11, 59].

Recently, Pethick et al. [53] have proposed an extragradient-type algorithm with adaptive stepsizes (using
backtracking on the unknown Lipschitz constant) for (1) assuming that g, h are closed convex and f is L-
smooth such that the corresponding weak MVI has a solution; and they show that the limit points of
the iterate sequence belongs to the zero-set of the operator defining the weak MVI without providing any
complexity guarantee for the adaptive algorithm that uses backtracking.7 It is crucial to emphasize that
sinceM is non-monotone, assuming ∇f is L-Lipschitz does not imply that the corresponding weak MVI has
a solution. Therefore, the existing methods developed for smooth WCWC minimax problems do not apply
to the WCSC and WCMC settings we consider since the corresponding weak MVIs may not have a solution.
In other words, all of these conditions, i.e.,M being negative comonotone, existence of a solution to MVI or
even to its weaker version (weak MVI) corresponding toM are both stronger than the standard assumption
of ∇f being Lipschitz, and do not necessarily hold even if we further assume f is (strongly) concave in y.
Indeed, negative comonotonicity ofM, leading toO(ϵ−1) complexity [32], is a strong assumption; because the
standard lower complexity bounds established for FO methods to compute an ϵ-stationary point for general
non-convex smooth optimization problems imply that at least Ω(ϵ−2) gradient evaluations are required [5].8

Existing work for the stochastic setting. To the best of our knowledge, efficient stochastic backtrack-
ing (SB) step-size search techniques that can exploit the structure of minimax problems are still missing
in the literature even for the convex-concave minimax problems. Although there are some recent devel-
opments on SB for stochastic optimization (see, e.g., [27, 51, 28]), these methods do not extend to more
general minimax problems. There are also methods developed for stochastic monotone variational inequali-
ties (VI) –see, e.g., [24, 1], such methods are applicable to convex-concave problems in theory –since every
convex-concave minimax problem can be written as a monotone VI; however, they do not exploit the special
structure of minimax problems –indeed, through utilizing further properties of minimax problems such as
adopting different step sizes for primal and dual blocks, and exploiting the local block Lipschitz constants
when determining primal and dual step sizes in an adaptive manner, more efficient SB techniques for mini-
max problems can be designed. Furthermore, for WCSC and WCMC minimax problems, the corresponding
VI is not monotone anymore, and we are not aware of any stochastic VI methods that can deal with such
problems using adaptive stepsizes.

For solving stochastic WCSC minimax problems, the only FOPD algorithms that are agnostic to L and
m, and that use adaptive step sizes are NeAda [29] (double-loop) and TiAda [35] (single loop) methods, which
we discuss above also for the deterministic setting –they are both based on AdaGrad stepsizes [13] and these
methods do not use backtracking step-size search. The analyses of these algorithms are given for smooth

5Given a coupling function f : X × Y → R that is WCWC and twice continuously differentiable, the corresponding map M
is negative-comonotone if ∇2

xyf dominates any negative curvature in block Hessians ∇2
xxf and −∇2

yyf –see [18].
6MVIs corresponding to quasiconvex-concave and starconvex-concave problems have a solution; however, since there are

smooth functions that are neither quasiconvex nor star-convex, there are WCWC minimax problem corresponding to a smooth
coupling function f for which the corresponding MVI does not necessarily have a solution.

7In contrast, we would like to design backtracking methods for WCMC and WCSC problems with complexity guarantees.
8This complexity bound also applies to computing (xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥∇f(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ when f in (1) is WCWC and

g = h = 0. Furthermore, let Φ(·) ≜ maxy∈Y f(·, y) denote the primal function corresponding to the smooth WCSC problem
(Ps) : minx∈X maxy∈Y f(x, y); for deterministic FOPD methods to solve (Ps), Zhang et al. [68] (see also [34]) have shown

that a lower bound for finding an ϵ-stationary point of Φ, i.e., xϵ ∈ X such that ∥∇Φ(xϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ, is Ω
(
L
√
κ/ϵ2

)
.
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WCSC problems with g(·) = 0 and h(·) = 1Y (·), i.e., the indicator function of a closed convex set Y 9. In [35] it

is shown that TiAda can compute (xϵ, yϵ) such that E
[
∥∇f(xϵ, yϵ)∥2

]
≤ ϵ2 with at most CTiAda

ϵ,κ = O(ϵ−(4+δ))

oracle complexity for any δ > 0 –however, how O(1) constant depends on κ is not discussed in [35]; indeed,

in appendix B, we argue that for any given δ > 0, CTiAda
ϵ,κ = Ω(κ2+ δ

2 ϵ−(4+δ) + κ12− 6δ
2+δ ϵ−4+ 2δ

2+δ ). In [29],

it is shown that the oracle complexity of NeAda can be bounded by CNeAda
ϵ,κ = O(ϵ−4 log(1/ϵ)) to compute

(xϵ, yϵ) such that E
[
∥∇xf(xϵ, yϵ)∥

]
≤ ϵ and E

[
∥yϵ − y∗(xϵ)∥

]
≤ ϵ; in appendix B, we argue that CNeAda

ϵ,κ =

Ω(κ8ϵ−4 log(1/ϵ)). While the single-loop method TiAda is agnostic to the strong concavity modulus µ and
to the stochastic oracle variance bound σ2, its convergence analysis is given under some strong assumptions:
(i) the coupling function f is twice differentiable in y such that ∇2

xyf and ∇2
yyf are Lipschitz; (ii) stochastic

gradients are uniformly bounded, i.e., ∃B > 0 such that ∥∇̃f(x, y)∥ ≤ B for all (x, y) ∈ X ×Y, which clearly
does not hold even for additive Gaussian noise structure; and (iii) the primal function Φ(·) ≜ maxy∈Y f(·, y)
is bounded above, i.e., ∃BΦ > 0 such that Φ(x) ≤ BΦ for all x ∈ X , which is a strong assumption considering
that Φ is weakly convex.

3 Assumptions and Algorithmic Framework

Assumption 1. Let gi : Xi → R ∪ {+∞} for i ∈ N , f : X × Y → R, and h : Y → R ∪ {+∞} such that

1. gi, for all i ∈ N , and h are closed convex functions;

2. f is differentiable on an open set containing dom g× domh such that ∇f is L-Lipschitz on dom g×
domh; furthermore, f(x, ·) is (strongly) concave with modulus µ for each x ∈ dom g for some µ ≥ 0;

3. −∞ < F ∗ ≜ infx∈X F (x), where F ≜ g + Φ for Φ : X → R such that Φ(·) ≜ maxy∈Y f(·, y) − h(y).
Suppose we are given F̄ ∈ R such that F̄ ≤ F ∗.

Definition 1. Define y∗ : X → Y such that y∗(x) ≜ argmaxy∈Y f(x, y)− h(y) for all x ∈ dom g.

In many practical settings partial gradients ∇xf and ∇yf may not be available or computing them may
be very costly; but, rather we have access to their noisy unbiased stochastic estimates at a given point
(x, y) through a stochastic oracle. This would be the natural setting in machine learning applications where
the gradients are estimated from randomly sampled subsets (batches) of data [3]. We make the following
assumption on the stochastic oracles which is also commonly adopted in the literature [70, 69].

Assumption 2. Let {∇̃xi f}i∈N and ∇̃y f denote stochastic oracles for {∇xif}i∈N and ∇yf , respectively,
satisfying the following assumptions for all (x, y) ∈ dom g × domh:

(i) Eω[∇̃xi
f(x, y;ω)|x, y] = ∇xi

f(x, y), ∀ i ∈ N ;

(ii) Eζ [∇̃y f(x, y; ζ)|x, y] = ∇yf(x, y);

(iii) ∃ σx ≥ 0 : Eω

[
∥ ∇̃xi

f(x, y;ω)−∇xi
f(x, y)∥2

∣∣∣ x, y] ≤ σ2
x/N, ∀ i ∈ N ;

(iv) ∃ σy ≥ 0 : Eζ

[
∥ ∇̃y f(x, y; ζ)−∇yf(x, y)∥2

∣∣∣ x, y] ≤ σ2
y.

Here, we consider the setting where we are allowed to call the stochastic oracles in batches of size M ≥ 1.
Although the result in [39], assuming g(·) = 0 and h(·) = 1Y (·) in (1) for some closed convex set Y , can
be extended to cover purely stochastic case of M = 1, this would degrade the complexity from O(ϵ−4)
for M = O(ϵ−2) to O(ϵ−5) for M = O(1). The sm-AGDA method proposed in [65] has O(ϵ−4) complexity

guarantee forM = O(1); however, this requires setting ηx = ηy = O( ϵ2

σ2Lκ ) and this result is only valid for the
smooth case, i.e., h(·) = g(·) = 0; furthermore, it is not trivial to extend the proof in [65], showing the O(ϵ−4)
complexity result with M = 1, to the more general setup we considered in (1) involving possibly nonsmooth

9In [35], it is assumed that for any x ∈ X , y∗(x) is in the interior of Y ; that is why they adopt the stationarity measure
∥∇f∥2. This is a restrictive assumption.
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closed convex functions g, h. There are only very few single-loop methods that can handle stochastic WCSC
problem in (1) with arbitrary closed convex functions g and h; indeed, [2, 44, 23] are the only ones we
are aware of. The methods in [2, 23] both can guarantee computing an ϵ-stationary point with O(ϵ−4)
complexity and using batch size M = O(ϵ−2) –[2] requires setting ηy = 1/L, ηx = 1

Lκ2 , M = O(κ2σ2ϵ−2),

and SMDA in [23] requires ηy = 1
L , ηx = 1

κ3 and M = O(κ
2σ2

µ2ϵ2 ); on the other hand, using variance reduction

[23, 44] can achieve O(ϵ−3) complexity —[44] requires batch size M = O(1) and step sizes ηy = O( ϵ
σLκ )

and ηx = O( ϵ
σLκ3 ), and VR-SMDA in [23] requires setting ηy = 1

Lκ , ηx = 1
κ4 , and sampling large batch size

of O(κ
2σ2

µ2ϵ2 ) once in every q = O( κ
µϵ ) iterations which all use small batch size of O( κ

µϵ ). That being said,

[2, 44, 23] all define ϵ-stationarity using the gradient of the primal function, i.e., using metric (M1); therefore,
these methods are not suitable for backtracking and they require knowledge of L. Indeed, we are not aware
of any work that can provide direct guarantees in terms of the gradients of the coupling function (which is
desirable for being able to implement backtracking on the dual step size) achieving O(ϵ−4) complexity with
M = O(1) when there are arbitrary closed convex functions g and h as in (1). In the rest of this paper, we
restrict the discussion to a method that does not require a bound on L, i.e., agnostic to L, and still achieving
O(ϵ−4) complexity with batch size of M = O(ϵ−2).

We next introduce the stochastic gradient estimates sx and sy that are obtained based on Mx,My ∈
Z+ calls to the stochastic oracle and the corresponding stochastic gradient maps G̃x and G̃y, which arise
frequently in the study of proximal-gradient methods [9, 64, 41].

Definition 2. Given Mx,My ∈ Z++ and stepsizes ηx, ηy > 0, define sx, G̃x : X × Y → X and sy, G̃y :

X × Y → Y such that sx(x, y;ω) = [sxi
(x, y;ω)]Ni=1 ∈ X and G̃x(x, y;ω) = [G̃xi

(x, y;ω)]Ni=1 ∈ X , where

sxi
(x, y;ω) ≜

1

Mx

Mx∑
j=1

∇̃xi
f(x, y;ωj), G̃xi

(x, y;ω)≜
[
xi − proxηxgi

(
xi − ηxsxi

(x, y;ω)
)]

/ηx, ∀ i ∈ N ,

sy(x, y; ζ) ≜
1

My

My∑
j=1

∇̃y f(x, y; ζj), G̃y(x, y; ζ) ≜
[
proxηyh

(
y + ηysy(x, y; ζ)

)
− y
]
/ηy,

are defined for all (x, y) ∈ dom f × dom g, and ω ≜ [ωj ]
Mx
j=1, ζ ≜ [ζj ]

My

j=1 such that both {ωj}Mx
j=1 and

{ζj}
My

j=1 are i.i.d. corresponding to the randomness generated by the stochastic oracle and satisfy Assump-

tion 2. For notational simplicity, let ξ ≜ [ω⊤ ζ⊤]⊤, and we define s(x, y; ξ) ≜ [sx(x, y;ω)
⊤sy(x, y; ζ)

⊤]⊤

and G̃(x, y; ξ) ≜ [G̃x(x, y;ω)
⊤G̃y(x, y; ζ)

⊤]⊤.
Let Gxi for i ∈ N and Gy denote the deterministic gradient maps, i.e., for any (x, y) ∈ dom g×domh,

Gxi
(x, y) ≜

[
xi−proxηxgi

(
xi−ηx∇xi

f(x, y)
)]

/ηx for i ∈ N , Gy(x, y) ≜
[
proxηyh

(
y+ηy∇yf(x, y)

)
−y
]
/ηy.

Finally, let Gx(x, y) ≜ [Gxi
(x, y)]Ni=1 ∈ X , and we define G(x, y) ≜ [Gx(x, y)

⊤Gy(x, y)
⊤]⊤.

Remark 1. By the i.i.d. nature of {ωj}Mx
j=1 and {ζj}

My

j=1, it follows from Assumption 2 that

E
[
∥sx(x, y;ω)−∇xf(x, y)∥2

]
≤ σ2

x

Mx
, E

[
∥sy(x, y;ω)−∇yf(x, y)∥2

]
≤

σ2
y

My
. (2)

Definition 3. Given ϵ > 0, (xϵ, yϵ) ∈ dom g × domh is an ϵ-stationary point if ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ.

Next, we state Stochastic GDA with Backtracking (SGDA-B) in algorithm 1. SGDA-Btakes ϵ, ϵ̃, µ > 0,
p, γ ∈ (0, 1) and F̄ ∈ R as input. We next briefly discuss these parameters: ϵ is the tolerance, i.e., SGDA-B is
guaranteed to stop w.p. 1 and when it terminates, it generates an O(ϵ)-stationary point (xϵ, yϵ) with high
probability –see Theorem 2; ϵ̃ controls the optimality precision of the initial point y0, as stated in line 3; and
the input F̄ is a lower bound on F ∗ = infx∈X F (x) –in many ML problems, the primal objective is to minimize
a loss function for which F ∗ ≥ 0; γ ∈ (0, 1) is the backtracking parameter, every time the backtracking

condition in line 12 fails, Lipschitz constant estimate L̃ is updated according to L̃ ← L̃/γ in line 16 of
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algorithm 1; finally, the algorithm parameter p ∈ (0, 1) bounds the number of backtracking iterations,
i.e., SGDA-B requires at most O(log(κ)) backtracking iterations with probability at least 1 − p, requiring

O(κ3L log(1/p)ϵ−4) stochastic oracle calls for the stochastic WCSC setting. As the estimate L̃ is varied in
the outer loop, SGDA-B makes T = ⌈log2(1/p)⌉ parallel calls to the randomized block stochastic gradient
descent ascent method (RB-SGDA) which will be elaborated further in section 4.1. For the deterministic case
with σx = σy = 0, p is set to 0 leading to the initialization T = 1 = limp↘0⌈log2(1/p)⌉.

Remark 2. Given input parameters ϵ̃ > 0 and x0 ∈ dom g, SGDA-B requires computing y0 ∈ domh such

that maxy∈Y L(x0, y) − E
[
L(x0, y0)

]
≤ ϵ̃. For µ > 0, computing such y0 requires O(

√
κ log(1/ϵ̃)) gradient

calls for the case σy = 0, and O(σ2
y/(µϵ̃)) stochastic oracle calls for the case σy > 0.

Algorithm 1 SGDA with Backtracking (SGDA-B)

1: Input: ϵ, ϵ̃, µ > 0, p ∈ (0, 1), γ ∈ (0, 1), x0 ∈ dom g, F̄ ∈ R

2: Initialize: L̃← µ/γ, ρ←
√

1+12/N−1

24 , T ← ⌈log2(1/p)⌉
3: Compute: y0 s.t. maxy∈Y L(x0, y)−E

[
L(x0, y0)

]
≤ ϵ̃

4: for ℓ = 1, . . . do
5: ηy ← 1/L̃, ηx ← Nρµ2η3y
6: K ← ⌈ 64Nϵ2ηx

(
L(x0, y0)− F̄ + (12ρ+ 1)ϵ̃

)
⌉, Mx ← ⌈ 128ϵ2 σ2

x+1⌉, My ← ⌈(1 + 6
µηy

2−µηy

1−µηy
) 128ϵ2 σ2

y+1⌉
7: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do ▷ T independent, parallel RB-SGDAruns

8:

(
x̃(t,ℓ), ỹ(t,ℓ), G̃(x̃(t,ℓ), ỹ(t,ℓ); ξ̃(t,ℓ))

)
← RB-SGDA(ηx, ηy,Mx,My, N,K,x0, y0)

9: end for
10: S̃(t,ℓ) ← ∥G̃(x̃(t,ℓ), ỹ(t,ℓ); ξ̃(t,ℓ))∥2

11: t∗ ← argmin{S̃(t,ℓ) : t = 1, . . . , T}
12: if S̃(t∗,ℓ) ≤ ϵ2

4 then

13: (xϵ, yϵ)← (x̃(t∗,ℓ), ỹ(t∗,ℓ)), ξϵ ← ξ̃(t∗,ℓ)
14: return (xϵ, yϵ)
15: else
16: L̃← L̃/γ
17: end if
18: end for

Algorithm 2 (x̃, ỹ, G̃) =RB-SGDA(ηx, ηy,Mx,My, N,K,x0, y0)

1: for k = 0, 2, . . . ,K − 1 do
2: ik ← U [1, N ] ▷ ik is distributed uniformly on {1, . . . , N}
3: xk+1 ← xk

4: xk+1
ik
← proxηxgik

(
xk
ik
− ηxsxik

(xk, yk;ωk)
)

5: yk+1 ← proxηyh

(
yk + ηysy(x

k, yk; ζk)
)

6: end for
7: k̃ ← U [0,K − 1], (x̃, ỹ)← (xk̃, yk̃), G̃← G̃(xk̃, yk̃; ξk̃)
8: return (x̃, ỹ, G̃)

SGDA-B, using the batch size of Mx = O(1+σ2
x/ϵ

2) and My = O(1+σ2
y/ϵ

2), terminates w.p. 1 –see

Lemma 9, and at the termination it generates (xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξ)∥ ≤ ϵ w.p. 1. Next, we show
that the deterministic gradient map G(xϵ, yϵ) is close to its stochastic estimate G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξ) in a probabilistic
sense with this batchsize selection, implying that the output (xϵ, yϵ) has a small deterministic gradient map.
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Lemma 1. For any given ϵ > 0, let Mx,My be chosen as in line 6 of SGDA-B, displayed in Algorithm 1.
Then, for any (x, y)∈ dom f × dom g and any scalar r > 0, it holds that

P
(
∥G̃(x, y; ξ)−G(x, y)∥ > r

ϵ

8

)
≤ 1

r2
. (3)

Proof. Note that G̃x(x, y; ξ) − Gx(x, y) =
[
proxηxg(x− ηxsx(x, y;ω))− proxηxg(x− ηx∇xf(x, y))

]
/ηx;

thus, non-expansiveness of the proximal map implies that

∥G̃x(x, y;ω)−Gx(x, y)∥ ≤ ∥sx(x, y;ω)−∇xf(x, y)∥. (4)

The same argument also gives us ∥G̃y(x, y; ζ) − Gy(x, y)∥ ≤ ∥sy(x, y; ζ) − ∇yf(x, y)∥; hence, combining

the two we get ∥G̃(x, y; ξ)−G(x, y)∥ ≤ ∥s(x, y; ξ)−∇f(x, y)∥. By the definitions of Mx and My, we have
Mx ≥ 128

ϵ2 σ2
x and My ≥ 128

ϵ2 σ2
y, and we have E[s(x, y; ξ)] = ∇f(x, y) as well as E[∥s(x, y; ξ)−∇f(x, y)∥2] ≤

σ2
x/Mx+σ2

y/My from eq. (2). Then, applying the Chebyshev’s inequality leads to the desired result. Indeed,

P
(
∥G̃(x, y; ξ)−G(x, y)∥ > r

ϵ

8

)
≤P

(
∥s(x, y; ξ)−∇f(x, y)∥ > r

√
σ2
x

Mx
+

σ2
y

My

)
≤ 1/r2,

as desired which completes the proof.

4 Weakly Convex-Strongly Concave (WCSC) Setting

In the next section, we consider RB-SGDA using Jacobi-type updates. In appendix A, we also considered
RB-SGDA with Gauss-Seidel updates.

4.1 RB-SGDA with Jacobi Updates

Let {ik}k≥0 be a random sequence with elements i.i.d. following U [1, N ]. For k ≥ 0, consider the following
proximal GDA algorithm with Jacobi-type block updates:

xk+1
ik

= proxηxgik

(
xk
ik
− ηxsxik

(xk, yk;ωk)
)
, and xk+1

i = xk
i if i ̸= ik,

yk+1 = proxηyh

(
yk + ηysy(x

k, yk; ζk)
)
.

where the source of randomness (ωk and ζk) is due to the stochastic oracle satisfying Assumption 2, and is
independent from the iterates (xk, yk). Here, only the randomly chosen primal block ik is updated; therefore,
we call this method random block stochastic GDA (RB-SGDA). We next define the natural filtration generated
by the iterate sequence.

Definition 4. Let Fk ≜ σ({zk}) denote the σ-algebra generated by zk = (xk, yk) for k ≥ 0.

The following lemma, conditioned on Fk, provides us with the useful identities in (5a) and (5b), and it
controls the variance of the stochastic gradients based on sample sizes Mx and My.

Lemma 2. For all k ≥ 0, it holds that

E
[
∥G̃xik

(xk, yk;ωk)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk

]
=

1

N
E
[
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk

]
, (5a)

E
[
∥∇xik

f(xk, yk)−∇xik
Φ(xk)∥2

∣∣∣ Fk
]
=

1

N
∥∇xf(x

k, yk)−∇Φ(xk)∥2, (5b)

E
[
∥sxik

(xk, yk;ωk)−∇xik
f(xk, yk)∥2

∣∣∣ Fk
]
≤ 1

N

σ2
x

Mx
, (5c)

E
[
∥sy(xk, yk; ζk)−∇yf(x

k, yk)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk

]
≤

σ2
y

My
. (5d)

11



Proof. The results trivially follow from the tower law of expectation.

We next show that after a proximal gradient block update for any given block i∗ ∈ N , the stochastic
gradient map corresponding to the chosen block, i.e., G̃xi∗ , can be controlled by three terms: (i) change in
the primal function, (ii) the variance of the stochastic gradients, and (iii) a term related to the difference
between ∇xi∗ f and ∇xi∗Φ.

Lemma 3. Given (x̄, ȳ) ∈ dom g × domh and i∗ ∈ N , let x̄+ ∈ X be such that x̄+
i = x̄i for i ∈ N \ {i∗},

and x̄+
i∗ = proxηxgi∗

(
x̄i∗−ηxsxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)

)
, where ω = [ωj ]

Mx
j=1 and {ωj}Mx

j=1 are i.i.d. random variables such

that {∇̃xi∗ f(x̄, ȳ;ωj)}Mx
j=1 satisfy Assumption 2. Then,(ηx

2
− η2xLκ

)
Eω[∥G̃xi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)∥

2]

≤ F (x̄)− F (x̄+) +
ηx
2
Eω

[
∥sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)−∇xi∗ f(x̄, ȳ)∥

2
]
+

ηx
2
∥∇xi∗ f(x̄, ȳ)−∇xi∗Φ(x̄)∥

2.
(6)

Proof. Since Φ is L(1 + κ)-smooth from [49, Lemma A.5], the definition x+ implies that

Φ(x̄+) ≤ Φ(x̄) +
〈
∇Φ(x̄), x̄+ − x̄

〉
+ Lκ∥x̄+ − x̄∥2

= Φ(x̄) +
〈
∇xi∗Φ(x̄), x̄

+
i∗ − x̄i∗

〉
+ Lκ∥x̄+

i∗ − x̄i∗∥2,
(7)

where we used x̄+ − x̄ = x̄+
i∗ − x̄i∗ and κ ≥ 1. The definition of x̄+ also implies that 1

ηx
(x̄i∗ − x̄+

i∗) −
sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω) ∈ ∂gi∗(x̄

+
i∗) and g(x̄+)− g(x̄) = gi∗(x̄

+
i∗)− gi∗(x̄i∗); therefore, we get

F (x̄+) ≤ F (x̄) +
〈
∇xi∗Φ(x̄), x̄

+
i∗ − x̄i∗

〉
+ Lκ∥x̄+

i∗ − x̄i∗∥2 +
〈

1

ηx
(x̄i∗ − x̄+

i∗)− sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω), x̄
+
i∗ − x̄i∗

〉
= F (x̄)+

〈
G̃xi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω), x̄

+
i∗ − x̄i∗

〉
+ Lκ∥x̄+

i∗ − x̄i∗∥2 +
〈
∇xi∗Φ(x̄)− sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω), x̄

+
i∗ − x̄i∗

〉
= F (x̄)−

(
ηx − η2xLκ

)
∥G̃xi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)∥

2 + ηx

〈
sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)−∇xi∗Φ(x̄), G̃xi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)

〉
≤ F (x̄)−

(
ηx − η2xLκ

)
∥G̃xi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)∥

2 +
ηx
2
∥G̃xi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)∥

2 +
ηx
2
∥sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)−∇Φxi∗ (x̄)∥

2

= F (x̄)−
(ηx
2
− η2xLκ

)
∥G̃xi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)∥

2 +
ηx
2
∥sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)−∇xi∗ f(x̄, ȳ)∥

2

+
ηx
2
∥∇xi∗ f(x̄, ȳ)−∇Φxi∗ (x̄)∥

2 + ηx ⟨sxi∗ (x̄, ȳ;ω)−∇xi∗ f(x̄, ȳ), ∇xi∗ f(x̄, ȳ)−∇Φxi∗ (x̄)⟩ ,

(8)

where the first inequality follows from (7) and using convexity of g, the equalities follow from the definition
of G̃x(x̄, ȳ;ω), and the last inequality follows from Young’s inequality. Rearranging terms and then taking
the expectation of both sides of the inequality give the desired result.

In the following lemma, we consider the effect of the proximal gradient ascent step in the dual, and
provide a fundamental inequality for proving the convergence result.

Theorem 1. For any given x̄ ∈ dom g, let H : Y → R ∪ {+∞} such that H(y) ≜ h(y)− f(x̄, y) for y ∈ Y.
Then, for any given ȳ ∈ domh,

H(y) ≥H(ȳ+)−
〈
G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ), y − ȳ

〉
+
〈
sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)−∇yf(x̄, ȳ), y − ȳ+

〉
+

ηy
2
(2− Lηy)∥G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ)∥2 +

µ

2
∥y − ȳ∥2

(9)

holds for all y ∈ Y, where ȳ+ = proxσh

(
ȳ+ηysy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)

)
for ζ = [ζj ]

My

j=1 such that {ζj}
My

j=1 are i.i.d. random

variables and {∇̃y f(x̄, ȳ; ζj)}
My

j=1 satisfy Assumption 2.
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Proof. Define H̃ : Y → R∪ {+∞} such that H̃(y) ≜ h(y)− f(x̄, ȳ)− ⟨sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ), y − ȳ⟩+ 1
2ηy
∥y− ȳ∥2 for all

y ∈ Y. Clearly, ȳ+ = argminy∈Y H̃(y). The first-order optimality condition implies that

sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)− G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ) = sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ) +
1

ηy
(ȳ − ȳ+) ∈ ∂h(ȳ+);

therefore, using the convexity of h, for any y ∈ Y, we get

h(y) ≥ h(ȳ+) +
〈
sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)− G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ), y − ȳ+

〉
= h(ȳ+) + ⟨sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ), y − ȳ⟩+

〈
sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ), ȳ − ȳ+

〉
−
〈
G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ), y − ȳ+

〉
.

(10)

Moreover, since f(x̄, ·) is µ-strongly concave, for any y ∈ Y,

−f(x̄, y)− µ

2
∥y − ȳ∥2 ≥ −f(x̄, ȳ)− ⟨∇yf(x̄, ȳ), y − ȳ⟩ . (11)

Next, summing (10) and (11) gives

H(y)− µ

2
∥y − ȳ∥2 ≥ H̃(ȳ+)− 1

2ηy
∥ȳ+ − ȳ∥2 −

〈
G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ), y − ȳ+

〉
+ ⟨sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)−∇yf(x̄, ȳ), y − ȳ⟩

= H̃(ȳ+) +
ηy
2
∥G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ)∥2 −

〈
G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ), y − ȳ

〉
+ ⟨sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)−∇yf(x̄, ȳ), y − ȳ⟩ .

(12)

Since ∇f is L-Lipschitz,

H̃(ȳ+) = h(ȳ+)− f(x̄, ȳ)−
〈
∇yf(x̄, ȳ), ȳ

+ − ȳ
〉
+

L

2
∥ȳ+ − ȳ∥2

+
〈
sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)−∇yf(x̄, ȳ), ȳ − ȳ+

〉
+

1

2

( 1

ηy
− L

)
∥ȳ+ − ȳ∥2

≥ H(ȳ+) +
1

2

( 1

ηy
− L

)
∥ȳ+ − ȳ∥2 +

〈
sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)−∇yf(x̄, ȳ), ȳ − ȳ+

〉
= H(ȳ+) +

ηy
2
(1− Lηy)∥G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ)∥2 +

〈
sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)−∇yf(x̄, ȳ), ȳ − ȳ+

〉
.

(13)

Thus, (12) and (13) together imply the desired inequality in (9).

Corollary 1. For any given (x̄, ȳ) ∈ dom g × domh and ηy > 0,

2ηy

〈
G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ), ȳ − y∗(x̄)

〉
+ η2y∥G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ)∥2

≤ −ηyµ∥ȳ − y∗(x̄)∥2 − η2y(1− Lηy)∥G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ)∥2 + 2ηy
〈
sy(x̄, ȳ; ζ)−∇yf(x̄, ȳ), ȳ

+ − y∗(x̄)
〉
.

(14)

Proof. From the definition of y∗(·), we have H(y∗(x̄)) ≤ H(ȳ+); therefore, substituting y = y∗(x̄) in (9),
rearranging the terms and multiplying both sides by 2ηy immediately implies the desired inequality.

In the next result, we bound the average squared norm of stochastic gradient maps over past iterations

in expectation by a sum of three terms: (i) expected primal suboptimality, i.e., 1
KE

[
F (x0) − F (xK)

]
, (ii)

average dual suboptimality, i.e., 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 E

[
∥y∗(xk)− yk∥2

]
, and (iii) a constant noise term, i.e.,

δ2x
Mx

+
δ2y
My

.

Lemma 4. For any K ≥ 1 and ηx > 0, the RB-SGDA iterate sequence {xk, yk}k≥0 satisfies(1
2
− ηxLκ

)K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
]
+

1

4

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃y(x

k, yk; ζk)∥2
]

≤ E
[N
ηx

(
F (x0)− F (xK)

)
+

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−1∑
k=0

δk
]
+K

( σ2
x

Mx
+

σ2
y

My

)
,

(15)

where δk ≜∥yk∗ − yk∥2 and yk∗ ≜ y∗(x
k) for k ≥ 0.
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Proof. Fix k ≥ 1, since (xk, yk) ∈ dom g × domh, we can invoke Lemma 3 with (x̄, ȳ) = (xk, yk) and
i∗ = ik, implying x̄+ = xk+1; thus, it follows from (6) and (5c) that(ηx

2
− η2xLκ

)
E
[
∥G̃xik

(xk, yk;ωk)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk

]
≤ F (xk)−E

[
F (xk+1)

∣∣∣ Fk
]
+

ηx
2MxN

σ2
x +

ηx
2
E
[
∥∇xik

f(xk, yk)−∇xik
Φ(xk)∥2

∣∣∣ Fk
]
.

(16)

Thus, using Lemma 2, we get

1

N

(ηx
2
− η2xLκ

)
E
[
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk

]
≤ F (xk)−E

[
F (xk+1)

∣∣∣ Fk
]
+

ηx
2MxN

σ2
x +

ηx
2N
∥∇Φ(xk)−∇xf(x

k, yk)∥2

≤ F (xk)−E
[
F (xk+1)

∣∣∣ Fk
]
+

ηx
2MxN

σ2
x +

ηx
2N

L2δk,

where in the second inequality we use L-Lipschitz continuity of ∇xf(x
k, ·), the definition of δk, and the

identity ∇Φ(xk) = ∇xf(x
k, yk∗ ). Thus, dividing both sides by ηx

N and taking the total expectation, we get(1
2
− ηxLκ

)
E
[
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
]
≤ E

[N
ηx

(
F (xk)− F (xk+1)

)
+

1

2
L2δk

]
+

1

2

σ2
x

Mx
. (17)

Furthermore, yk∗ ≜ y∗(x
k) implies that Gy(x

k, yk∗ ) = 0, i.e., yk∗ = proxηyh

(
yk∗ + ηy∇yf(x

k, yk∗ )
)
. Therefore,

1

4
∥G̃y(x

k, yk; ζk)∥2

=
1

4
∥G̃y(x

k, yk; ζk)−
(
yk∗ − proxηyh

(
yk∗ + ηy∇yf(x

k, yk∗ )
))

/ηy∥2

=
1

4η2y
∥proxηyh

(
yk + ηysy(x

k, yk; ζk)
)
− proxηyh

(
yk∗ + ηy∇yf(x

k, yk∗ )
)
+ yk∗ − yk∥2

≤ 1

4η2y

(
2∥yk − yk∗ + ηysy(x

k, yk; ζk)− ηy∇yf(x
k, yk∗ )∥2 + 2∥yk∗ − yk∥2

)
≤ 1

4η2y

(
4∥yk − yk∗ + ηy∇yf(x

k, yk)− ηy∇yf(x
k, yk∗ )∥2 + 4η2y∥sy(xk, yk; ζk)−∇yf(x

k, yk)∥2 + 2∥yk∗ − yk∥2
)

≤ ∥sy(xk, yk; ζk)−∇yf(x
k, yk)∥2 +

(
L2 +

3

2η2y

)
δk, (18)

where we used non-expansivity of the proximal map, concavity of f(xk, ·) (which implies that ∥yk − yk∗ +
ηy∇yf(x

k, yk) − ηy∇yf(x
k, yk∗ )∥2 ≤ ∥yk − yk∗∥2 + η2y∥∇yf(x

k, yk) −∇yf(x
k, yk∗ )∥2), L-Lipschitz continuity

of ∇yf(xk, ·), the definition of δk, and the triangular inequality. Then by taking the conditional expectation
of both sides, we can conclude that

1

4
E
[
∥G̃y(x

k, yk; ζk)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk

]
≤ E

[
∥sy(xk, yk; ζk)−∇yf(x

k, yk)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk

]
+ (L2 +

3

2η2y
)δk ≤

σ2
y

My
+
(
L2 +

3

2η2y

)
δk.

(19)

Next, combining (17) and the total expectation of (19), then summing the resulting inequality from k = 0
to K − 1, will lead to the desired inequality.

In the next result, we investigate the decay properties of the dual error δk ≜ ∥yk∗ − yk∥2 in expectation.

Lemma 5. Suppose ηy ∈ (0, 1/µ). Then, δk = ∥yk∗ − yk∥2 admits the following bound for all k ≥ 1:

E
[
δk
]
≤E
[
δ0Ck

1 +
k∑

i=1

Ck−i
1

(
C2∥G̃x(x

i−1, yi−1;ωi−1)∥2/N − C3∥G̃y(x
i−1, yi−1; ζi−1)∥2

)]
+ C4

σ2
y

My

k−1∑
i=0

Ci
1, (20)

where C1 ≜ (1 + a)(1− µηy)< 1, C2 ≜ 2κ2

µ
η2
x

ηy
, C3 ≜ (1 + a)η2y(1− Lηy), C4 ≜ 2(1 + a)η2y and a = 1

2
µηy

1−µηy
.
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Proof. Indeed, for all a > 0,

δk =∥y∗(xk)− y∗(x
k−1) + y∗(x

k−1)− yk∥2

≤(1 + a)∥y∗(xk−1)− yk∥2 +
(
1 +

1

a

)
∥y∗(xk)− y∗(x

k−1)∥2

≤(1 + a)∥y∗(xk−1)− yk∥2 +
(
1 +

1

a

)
κ2∥xk − xk−1∥2,

(21)

where the second inequality is due to y∗(·) being κ-Lipschitz from [49, Lemma A.3]. Next, using the fact
that ∥xk − xk−1∥2 = η2x∥G̃xik−1

(xk−1, yk−1;ωk−1)∥2 for k ≥ 1, we obtain

δk ≤(1 + a)∥y∗(xk−1)− yk∥2 +
(
1 +

1

a

)
κ2η2x∥G̃xik−1

(xk−1, yk−1;ωk−1)∥2, ∀ k ≥ 1. (22)

Moreover, since yk = yk−1 + ηyG̃y(x
k−1, yk−1; ζk−1) for k ≥ 1, we also have

∥y∗(xk−1)− yk∥2 = ∥yk−1 + ηyG̃y(x
k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)− y∗(x

k−1)∥2

= δk−1 + 2ηy

〈
G̃y(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1), yk−1 − y∗(x
k−1)

〉
+ η2y∥G̃y(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2.

Now, invoking Corollary 1 with (x̄, ȳ) = (xk−1, yk−1) implies that

∥y∗(xk−1)− yk∥2 ≤ (1− µηy)δ
k−1 − η2y(1− ηyL)∥G̃y(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2

+ 2ηy

〈
sy(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x
k−1, yk−1), yk − y∗(x

k−1)
〉
.

Therefore, we have

δk ≤ (1 + a) (1− µηy) δ
k−1 − (1 + a)η2y(1− ηyL)∥G̃y(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2

+ 2(1 + a)ηy

〈
sy(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x
k−1, yk−1), yk − y∗(x

k−1)
〉

+

(
1 +

1

a

)
κ2η2x∥G̃xik−1

(xk−1, yk−1;ωk−1)∥2.

(23)

Let a = 1
2

µηy

1−µηy
–we have a > 0 since ηy < 1

µ . This choice implies that

E[δk | Fk−1] ≤ C1δ
k−1 +E

[
C2∥G̃xik−1

(xk−1, yk−1;ωk−1)∥2 − C3∥G̃y(x
k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2

∣∣∣ Fk−1
]

+
1

ηy
C4E

[ 〈
sy(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x
k−1, yk−1), yk − y∗(x

k−1)
〉 ∣∣∣ Fk−1

]
.

(24)

Let ŷk ≜ proxηyh

(
yk−1 + ηy∇yf(x

k−1, yk−1)
)
; we can bound the inner product in eq. (24) as follows:

E
[ 〈

sy(x
k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x

k−1, yk−1), yk − y∗(x
k−1)

〉 ∣∣∣ Fk−1
]

=E
[ 〈

sy(x
k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x

k−1, yk−1), yk − ŷk)
〉 ∣∣∣ Fk−1

]
≤ηyE

[
∥sy(xk−1, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x

k−1, yk−1)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk−1

]
≤ ηy

σ2
y

My
,

(25)

where in the first equality we used the fact that E
[
sy(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)
∣∣∣ Fk−1

]
= ∇yf(x

k−1, yk−1) and

ŷk − y∗(x
k−1) is Fk−1-measurable; in the first inequality, we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the non-

expansivity of the proximal map; and the final inequality follows from Assumption 2. Therefore, eq. (24)
and eq. (25) together with eq. (5a) imply that

E
[
δk
]
≤ E

[
C1δ

k−1 + C2∥G̃x(x
k−1, yk−1;ωk−1)∥2/N − C3∥G̃y(x

k−1, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2
]
+ C4

σ2
y

My
. (26)

Thus, eq. (26) implies the desired result in eq. (20) for all k ≥ 1.
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Lemma 6. Let ηx > 0 and ηy ∈ (0, 1/µ). Then, for any K > 1,

E
[
∥G̃y(x

K−1, yK−1; ζK−1)∥2 +
(
2− 4ηxκL

)
∥G̃x(x

K−1, yK−1;ωK−1)∥2

+

K−2∑
k=0

(
1 + 6C3

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−2∑
i=k

Ci−k
1

)
∥G̃y(x

k, yk; ζk)∥2

+ 4

K−2∑
k=0

(1
2
− ηxκL−

3

2N
C2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−2∑
i=k

Ci−k
1

)
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
]

≤ 4E
[N
ηx

(
F (x0)− F (xK)

)
+ δ0

K−1∑
k=0

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)
Ck

1

]
+ 4K

( σ2
x

Mx
+
(
1 +

3ηy
µ

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)2− ηyµ

1− ηyµ

) σ2
y

My

)
.

(27)

Proof. By using eq. (15) and Lemma 5, we can obtain

(1
2
− ηxκL

)K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
]
+
1

4

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃y(x

k, yk; ζk)∥2
]

≤E
[N
ηx

(
F (x0)− F (xK)

)
+

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−1∑
k=0

δk
]
+K

( σ2
x

Mx
+

σ2
y

My

)
≤E
[N
ηx

(
F (x0)− F (xK)

)
+ δ0

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−1∑
k=0

Ck
1

+C2
3

2N

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−1∑
k=1

k∑
i=1

(
∥G̃x(x

i−1, yi−1;ωi−1)∥2Ck−i
1

)
−C3

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−1∑
k=1

k∑
i=1

(
∥G̃y(x

i−1, yi−1; ζi−1)∥2Ck−i
1

)]
+K

σ2
x

Mx
+K

(
1 +

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)
C4

K−1∑
k=0

Ck
1

)
σ2
y

My
,

(28)

where C1, C2, C3 and C4 are defined in Lemma 5; and we use the fact
∑K−1

k=1

∑k−1
i=0 Ci

1 ≤ K
∑K−1

k=0 Ck
1 .

Furthermore, by rearranging terms, we have

K−1∑
k=1

k∑
i=1

∥G̃x(x
i−1, yi−1;ωi−1)∥2Ck−i

1 =

K−2∑
k=0

∥G̃x(x
k, yk;ωk)∥2

K−2∑
i=k

Ci−k
1 , (29)

and
K−1∑
k=1

k∑
i=1

∥G̃y(x
i−1, yi−1; ζi−1)∥2Ck−i

1 =

K−2∑
k=0

∥G̃y(x
k, yk; ζk)∥2

K−2∑
i=k

Ci−k
1 . (30)

Next, using the bound
∑K−1

k=0 Ck
1 ≤ 1

1−C1
and substituting the values of C1 and C4, we get

1 +
3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)
C4

K−1∑
k=0

Ck
1 ≤ 1 +

3ηy
µ

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)2− ηyµ

1− ηyµ
. (31)

By plugging (29), (30) and (31) into (28), and then multiplying both sides by 4, we obtain the desired
inequality.
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Having established a bound on the stochastic gradient map for RB-SGDA iterate sequence in Lemma 6, we
are now ready to study SGDA-B. Both sides of error bound in (27) depend on ηx, ηy and unknown problem
constants L, κ in a very complicated way; therefore, in the next section we focus on designing a practical
backtracking condition that allows us to select ηx and ηy without knowing L (hence, κ) and that will lead
to desirable theoretical guarantees.

4.2 A method backtracking the dual step-size: SGDA-B

In the next lemma below, we show that when ηy is sufficiently small, i.e., ηy ≤ 1
L and when the batchsizes

Mx,My are sufficiently large, we can control the stochastic gradient map in expectation. This is one of
our main results helping us to derive a backtracking condition with a guarantee to eventually hold due to
backtracking on ηy. Another important result of this lemma is that it prescribes us how to select ηx in
practice depending on ηy and other known constants while still ensuring the necessary time-scale separation.

Lemma 7. Given some γ ∈ (0, 1), suppose ηx, ηy > 0 satisfy ηy ≤ 1
L and ηx = Nρ ·η3yµ2 for ρ =

√
1+ 12

N −1

24 ∈
(0, 1). Let {xk, yk}k≥0 be generated by RB-SGDA. Then,

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃(xk, yk; ξk)∥2

]
≤ 4N

ηxK
E
[
F (x0)− F (xK) + 12ρϵ̃

]
+

4σ2
x

Mx
+
(
1 +

6

ηyµ
· 2− ηyµ

1− ηyµ

)4σ2
y

My
(32)

holds for all K ≥ 1, where G̃(x̄, ȳ; ξ̄) ≜ [G̃x(x̄, ȳ; ω̄)
⊤G̃y(x̄, ȳ; ζ̄)

⊤]⊤ for all (x̄, ȳ) ∈ dom g × domh.

Proof. We first observe that ηy ∈ (0, 1
L ] implies that C1, C3 ≥ 0. Thus, the sum of all terms related to

G̃y(·, ·; ·) on the left-hand side of eq. (27) can be lower bounded by
∑K−1

k=0 ∥G̃y(x
k, yk; ζk)∥2. Next, we

provide a lower bound for the sum of all terms related to G̃x(·, ·; ·) on the left-hand side of eq. (27). Since

C1 ≥ 0, we have
∑K−2

i=k Ci−k
1 ≤

∑∞
k=0 C

k
1 = 2

µηy
. Therefore, using ηx = Nρ · η3yµ2, we obtain that

1

2
− ηxκL− C2

3

2N

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−2∑
i=k

Ci−k
1

≥ 1

2
− ηxκL−

1

N

3κ2

µ

η2x
ηy

(
L2 +

1

η2y

) 2

ηyµ

=
1

2
−Nρ · η3yµL2 − 6Nρ2L2η4y

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)
≥ 1

2
−Nρ · ηyµ− 6Nρ2η2y

( 1

η2y
+

1

η2y

)
≥ 1

2
−Nρ− 12Nρ2 =

1

4
,

(33)

where the first inequality follows from
∑K−2

i=k Ci−k
1 ≤ 2

ηyµ
; the second inequality follows from L ≤ 1

ηy
; in the

third inequality we used the fact that ηyµ ≤ 1; and in the last equality follows from our choice of ρ, i.e.,

ρ =

√
1+ 12

N −1

24 ∈ (0, 1). The definition of ρ implies that Nρ = 1
4 − 12Nρ2 ≤ 1

4 ; hence, using ηy ≤ 1
L , we get

ηx = Nρ · η3yµ2 < 1
4Lκ2 ≤ 1

4Lκ since κ ≥ 1. Thus, the sum of all terms related to G̃x(·, ·; ·) on the left-hand

side of eq. (27) can be lower bounded by
∑K−1

k=0 ∥G̃x(x
k, yk;ωk)∥2.

Next, we provide a bound for the noise term on the right-hand side of eq. (27) related to σ2
y, i.e.,

1 +
3ηy
µ

(L2 +
1

η2y
)
2− ηyµ

1− ηyµ
≤ 1 +

6

ηyµ
· 2− ηyµ

1− ηyµ
, (34)

which follows from L ≤ 1
ηy
. Finally, using the same arguments we have used so far for bounding the other

terms, we can bound the term on the right-hand side of eq. (27) related to δ0, i.e.,

δ0
3ηx
2

(L2 +
1

η2y
)

K−1∑
k=0

Ck
1 ≤ δ0

3Nρη3yµ
2

2

2

η2y

2

µηy
= 6δ0Nρµ. (35)
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Since δ0 = ∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥2 and f(x, ·)− h(·) is µ-strongly concave for any x ∈ dom g, we have

E[δ0] = E[∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥2] ≤ 2

µ
E
[
h(y0)− f(x0, y0)− h(y∗(x0)) + f(x0, y∗(x0))

]
≤ 2

µ
ϵ̃, (36)

where the first inequality follows from y∗(x0) = argmaxy∈Y f(x0, y)− h(y), and the last inequality follows
from our choice of y0, i.e., maxy L(x0, y)−E[L(x0, y0)] ≤ ϵ̃. The desired inequality follows from combining
all these bounds with eq. (27), and then dividing both sides by K.

In the next lemma, we argue that for any given a failure probability p ∈ (0, 1), by executing log2(1/p)

RB-SGDA runs in parallel using ηy ∈ (0, 1
L ], one can generate (x̃, ỹ) such that ∥G̃(x̃, ỹ; ξ̃)∥ ≤ ϵ w.p. 1− p.

Lemma 8. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Given any (x0, y0) ∈ dom g × domh, ϵ > 0 and failure
probability p ∈ (0, 1), let {zk(t)}

K
k=0 for t = 1, . . . , T be T ≜ ⌈log2(1/p)⌉ independent RB-SGDA runs all starting

from (x0, y0) ∈ dom g × domh corresponding to parameters ηy, ηx,K and Mx,My such that ηy ∈ (0, 1
L ],

ηx = Nρµ2η3y, and K,Mx,My are set as in algorithm 1, where zk(t) = (xk
(t), y

k
(t)). Let k̃(t) for t = 1, 2, . . . , T

be i.i.d. with a uniform distribution on {0, . . . ,K − 1}. Then mint=1,...,T S̃(t) ≤ ϵ2

4 holds with probability

at least 1 − p, with S̃(t) ≜ ∥G̃(xk̃
(t), y

k̃
(t); ξ

k̃
(t))∥2 for t = 1, . . . , T where we dropped the subscript in k̃(t) for

notational simplicity.

Proof. For every k ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1} fixed, {xk
(t), y

k
(t)} are i.i.d. sequences for t = 1, . . . , T . Consequently,

we also have {S̃(t)}Tt=1 are i.i.d.; hence,

P
(

min
t=1,...,T

S̃(t) ≤
ϵ2

4

)
= 1−P

(
min

t=1,...,T
S̃(t) >

ϵ2

4

)
= 1−

T∏
t=1

P
(
S̃(t) >

ϵ2

4

)
. (37)

For any t = 1, . . . , T , we have

P
(
S̃(t) >

ϵ2

4

)
≤ 4

ϵ2
E[S̃(t)] ≤

16N

Kηxϵ2
E
[
F (x0)− F (xK

(t)) + 12ρϵ̃
]
+

16

ϵ2
σ2
x

Mx
+
(
1 +

6

ηyµ

2− ηyµ

1− ηyµ

)16
ϵ2

σ2
y

My
,

where in the first inequality we use Markov’s inequality, and the second inequality follows from Lemma 7

and E[S̃(t)] ≤ 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 E

[
∥G̃(xk

(t), y
k
(t); ξ

k
(t))∥2

]
–which is implied by k̃(t) ∼ U [0,K − 1]. Furthermore, since

F (xK
(t)) ≥ F ∗ ≥ F̄ , the choice of K and Mx,My in SGDA-B implies that

P
(
S̃(t) >

ϵ2

4

)
≤ 1

2
=⇒ P

(
min

t=1,...,T
S̃(t) ≤

ϵ2

4

)
≥ 1−

(1
2

)T
≥ 1− p.

Remark 3. For the special case N = 1, Line 7 in algorithm 2 can be replaced with the following: k̃ ←
argmin{∥G̃(xk, yk; ξk)∥ : k = 0, . . . ,K − 1}, (x̃, ỹ)← (x̃k, ỹk), and S̃ ← 1

K

∑K−1
k=0 ∥G̃(xk, yk; ξk)∥2. All the

theoretical guarantees we show SGDA-B also hold for this variant of SGDA-B as well.

All the discussion in this section until this point was about various properties of RB-SGDA. In the rest
of this section, we establish the theoretical guarantees of SGDA-B based on these results. More precisely,
in the next lemma we argue that SGDA-B stops w.p. 1 and that the number of backtracking iterations is
O(log(κ)) w.p. at least 1− p. After presenting this lemma, in Theorem 2 we show that the output (xϵ, yϵ) is
O(ϵ)-stationary according to Definition 3, i.e., ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ = O(ϵ), with high probability. Finally, Theorem 3
is our main result on SGDA-B establishing its oracle complexity.

Lemma 9. The algorithm SGDA-B stops w.p. 1, and the probability that the stopping condition in line 12
holds within at most ℓ̄ ≜ ⌈log 1

γ
(κ)⌉ backtracking iterations, i.e., for some ℓ ≤ ⌈log 1

γ
(κ)⌉, is at least 1− p.

Proof. Recall that within SGDA-B, ηy is initialized to γ/µ, and during the ℓ-th backtracking iteration
ηy = γℓ/µ. Next we define the probability of SGDA-B stopping at ℓ-th backtracking iteration –with ini-
tial point (x0, y0) fixed, this probability is a function of ηy = γℓ/µ. For any ℓ ∈ Z+ \ {0}, consider
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S̃(t∗,ℓ) ≜ mint=1,...,T S̃(t,ℓ) and define q(ℓ) ≜ P
(
S̃(t∗,ℓ) ≤ ϵ2

4

)
. Let I ∈ Z++ denote the random stopping time

of SGDA-B, i.e., P(I = 1) = q(1) and P(I = ℓ) = q(ℓ)Πℓ−1
i=1(1 − q(i)) for ℓ ≥ 2. Note that ηy = γℓ/µ ≤ 1

L

for all ℓ ≥ ℓ̄ = ⌈log 1
γ
(κ)⌉; therefore, Lemma 8 implies that q(ℓ) ≥ 1 − p for ℓ ≥ ℓ̄. Since {S̃(t∗,ℓ)}ℓ≥1 are

independent and q(ℓ) ≥ 1 − p for ℓ ≥ ℓ̄, we can conclude that P(I < ∞) = 1, i.e., SGDA-B stops with
probability 1. Moreover, we also have

P(I ≤ ℓ̄) = q(1) +
ℓ̄∑

ℓ=2

q(ℓ)Πℓ−1
i=1 (1− q(i))

≥ inf{α1 +

ℓ̄−1∑
ℓ=2

αℓΠ
ℓ−1
i=1 (1− αi) + (1− p)Πℓ̄−1

i=1 (1− αi) : αi ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , ℓ̄− 1} ≥ 1− p,

which immediately follows from a simple induction argument.

Next, we show that SGDA-B output (xϵ, yϵ) is O(ϵ)-stationary with probability satisfying (38), which is
true for any positive r = O(1). Indeed, setting r = 12 implies that P (∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ 2ϵ) ≥ 1 − 1

144 ≈ 0.993
for any ϵ > 0.

Theorem 2. Suppose σ2
x, σ

2
y > 0. Given any x0 ∈ dom g, ϵ > 0, p ∈ (0, 1) and all other parameters chosen

as in the input line of algorithm 1, SGDA-B stops w.p.1 returning (xϵ, yϵ) such that

P
(
∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤

ϵ

2

(
1 +

r

4

))
≥ 1− 1

r2
, ∀ r > 0; (38)

moreover, ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ
2 holds w.p.1.

Proof. According to Lemma 9, SGDA-B stops w.p.1; therefore, it follows from the definition of (xϵ, yϵ) that
∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ

2 holds w.p.1. Next, we show the probability bound in (38).

Given the backtracking iteration counter ℓ ≥ 1, the dual step size is set to ηy = γℓ/µ –note that ηx, K and
Mx,My are all functions of ηy and also of other fixed problem and algorithm parameters, i.e., µ, σx, σy, F̄ , N
and x0, ϵ̃, ϵ, p, γ, respectively. In the rest, for the ease of notation, we suppress the dependency of ηx, K,
Mx, My on ηy and other parameters. Let {

(
xk
(t,ℓ), y

k
(t,ℓ)

)
}K−1
k=0 for t = 1, . . . , T denote the RB-SGDA iterate

sequences for T independent runs, all initialized from (x0, y0) and using ηy, ηx,K,Mx,My corresponding to
given backtracking iteration counter ℓ ≥ 1. Given ℓ ≥ 1, denoting νk(t,ℓ) as the probability law corresponding

to the joint distribution of
(
xk
(t,ℓ), y

k
(t,ℓ)

)
, it holds for any r > 0 that

P
(
∥G̃
(
xk
(t,ℓ), y

k
(t,ℓ); ξ

k
(t,ℓ)

)
−G

(
xk
(t,ℓ), y

k
(t,ℓ)

)
∥ ≤ r

ϵ

8

)
=

∫
dom g×domh

P
(
∥G̃
(
xk
(t,ℓ), y

k
(t,ℓ); ξ

k
(t,ℓ)

)
−G

(
xk
(t,ℓ), y

k
(t,ℓ)

)
∥ ≤ r

ϵ

8

∣∣∣ (xk
(t,ℓ), y

k
(t,ℓ)

)
= (x, y)

)
dνk

(t,ℓ)(x, y)

≥ 1− 1

r2

for all k = 0, . . . ,K − 1 and t = 1, . . . , T , where in the last step we used the fact that (3) in Lemma 1 holds
for any (x, y) ∈ dom g × domh and that ξk(t,ℓ) ∼ ξ for all t and k, which is defined in Definition 2. For any

given ℓ ≥ 1 and t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, let k̃ ∼ U [0,K − 1], which implies that

P
(
∥G̃
(
xk̃
(t,ℓ), y

k̃
(t,ℓ); ξ

k̃
(t,ℓ)

)
−G

(
xk̃
(t,ℓ), y

k̃
(t,ℓ)

)
∥ ≤ r

ϵ

8

)
≥ 1− 1

r2
. (39)

According to SGDA-B, for ℓ ≥ 1, we have S̃(t,ℓ) = ∥G̃
(
xk̃
(t,ℓ), y

k̃
(t,ℓ); ξ

k̃
(t,ℓ)

)
∥2 for all t = 1, . . . , T –here, k̃ is

sampled for each ℓ and t in an i.i.d. fashion. Moreover, for any ℓ ≥ 1, define t∗ = argmin{S̃(t,ℓ) : t = 1, . . . , T}
and set (x̃(ℓ), ỹ(ℓ), ξ̃(ℓ)) = (xk̃

(t∗,ℓ), y
k̃
(t∗,ℓ), ξ

k̃
(t∗,ℓ)). Due to symmetry, t∗ is uniformly distributed on the support

{1, . . . , T} since {S̃(t,ℓ)}Tt=1 are i.i.d. random variables for each fixed ℓ ≥ 1. Then we have

P
(
∥G̃
(
x̃(ℓ), ỹ(ℓ); ξ̃(ℓ)

)
−G

(
x̃(ℓ), ỹ(ℓ)

)
∥ ≤ r

ϵ

8

)
≥ 1− 1

r2
. (40)
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As we also defined in the proof of Lemma 9, let q(ℓ) ≜ P
(
mint=1,...,T S̃(t,ℓ) ≤ ϵ2

4

)
for ℓ ≥ 1; hence,

(xϵ, yϵ) = (x̃(ℓ), ỹ(ℓ)) with probability q(ℓ), i.e., ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ
2 holds for (xϵ, yϵ, ξϵ) = (x̃(ℓ), ỹ(ℓ), ξ̃(ℓ))

with probability q(ℓ). Therefore, we have

P
(
∥G̃ (xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)−G (xϵ, yϵ) ∥ ≤ r

ϵ

8

)
=
∑
ℓ≥1

P
(
∥G̃
(
x̃(ℓ), ỹ(ℓ); ξ̃(ℓ)

)
−G

(
x̃(ℓ), ỹ(ℓ)

)
∥ ≤ r

ϵ

8

)
q(ℓ)Πℓ−1

i=1(1− q(i))

≥
(
1− 1

r2

)∑
ℓ≥1

q(ℓ)Πℓ−1
i=1(1− q(i)) = 1− 1

r2
,

where in the inequality we used (40), and in the last equality we used the fact SGDA-B stops w.p. 1, i.e.,∑
ℓ≥1 q(ℓ)Π

ℓ−1
i=1(1 − q(i)) = 1. Finally, as ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ/2 holds w.p. 1 according to the definition of

(xϵ, yϵ), we get P
(
∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)−G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ rϵ/8, ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ/2

)
≥ 1− 1

r2 ; thus, triangle inequal-

ity implies the desired result in (38).

Finally, in Theorem 3 we state our main result on the oracle complexity of SGDA-B. In appendix A, we
consider a variant of SGDA-B calling RB-SGDA with Gauss-Seidel (GS) updates, and we show that all the
results shown for Jacobi-type updates continue to hold for the GS variant as well.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Given any x0 ∈ dom g, ϵ, ϵ̃ > 0 and γ, p ∈ (0, 1), SGDA-B,
displayed in algorithm 1, stops w.p.1 returning (xϵ, yϵ) satisfying (38) and such that ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ

2 holds

w.p.1. Moreover, with probability at least 1 − p, SGDA-B stops within ℓ̄ ≜ ⌈log 1
γ
(κ)⌉ backtracking iterations

which require O
(
Lκ2 1

ϵ2

)
RB-SGDA iterations and the oracle complexity is

O
(Lκ2

ϵ4

(
F (x0)− F̄ ) + ϵ̃

)
(σ2

x + κσ2
y) log

(
κ+

1

p

))
.

For the special case of σ2
x, σ

2
y = 0 and N = 1, i.e., deterministic case, after setting Mx,My = 1 and T = 1,

SGDA-B can generate (xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ with gradient complexity of O
(
Lκ2 1

ϵ2

)
.

Proof. Since ηy is initialized at 1/µ, and ηy is decreasing monotonically every time the backtracking condition
in line 12 of SGDA-B does not hold, we have ηy ≤ 1/µ throughout the algorithm. Now suppose the condition
in line 12 holds for some ℓ ≥ 1, i.e.,

S̃(t∗,ℓ) ≜ min
t=1,...,T

S̃(t,ℓ) ≤
ϵ2

4
, (41)

where t∗ ∈ {1, . . . , T} is the index achieving the minimum and S̃(t,ℓ) ≜ ∥G̃(xk̃
(t,ℓ), y

k̃
(t,ℓ); ξ

k̃
(t,ℓ))∥2 for k̃ chosen

uniformly at random10 from {0, . . . ,K−1} for each t = 1, . . . , T . Thus, for (xϵ, yϵ, ξϵ) ≜ (xk̃
(t∗,ℓ), y

k̃
(t∗,ℓ); ξ

k̃
(t∗,ℓ)),

we have ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ
2 . According to Lemma 9, SGDA-B stops within ℓ̄ ≜ ⌈log 1

γ
(κ)⌉ backtracking itera-

tions with probability at least 1−p, i.e., P(I ≤ ℓ̄) ≥ 1−p, where I ∈ Z++ denotes the random stopping time of
SGDA-B –for details, see Lemma 9. Under the event I ≤ ℓ̄, consider the worst-case scenario in terms of the or-
acle complexity, i.e., the backtracking condition in line 12 of SGDA-B does not hold for ℓ < ℓ̄ and it holds when
ℓ = ℓ̄. Note that for ℓ = ℓ̄, we would have ηy = γ ℓ̄/µ ∈ ( γL ,

1
L ]. Thus, under the event I ≤ ℓ̄, which holds with

probability at least 1−p, SGDA-B can generate (xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ/2, and the worst-case or-

acle complexity bound for the SGDA-B is given by Cϵ ≜ T
∑ℓ̄

ℓ=1 K
(ℓ)(M

(ℓ)
x +M

(ℓ)
y ), i.e., under the event I ≤ ℓ̄,

SGDA-B requires at most ℓ̄ backtracking iterations and for each ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ̄}, T independent RB-SGDA runs

are executed in parallel for K(ℓ) ≜ ⌈ 64ϵ2
((
η
(ℓ)
y

)3
µ2ρ
)−1 (L(x0, y0)− F̄ + (12ρ+ 1)ϵ̃

)
⌉ iterations with dual step

size η
(ℓ)
y ≜ 1

µγ
ℓ, and in each one of these RB-SGDA iterations M

(ℓ)
x +M

(ℓ)
y stochastic oracles are called, where

10The random index k̃ is sampled for each t ∈ {1, . . . , T}; that said, for the sake of notational simplicity, we do not explicitly
state dependence of k̃ on t.
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M
(ℓ)
x ≜ ⌈ 128ϵ2 σ2

x+1⌉ ≤ 128
ϵ2 σ2

x + 2 and M
(ℓ)
y ≜ ⌈

(
1 + 6

µη
(ℓ)
y

2−µη(ℓ)
y

1−µη
(ℓ)
y

)
128
ϵ2 σ2

y+1⌉ ≤
(
1 + 6

µη
(ℓ)
y

2−µη(ℓ)
y

1−µη
(ℓ)
y

)
128
ϵ2 σ2

y + 2.

Therefore, using the fact that L(x0, y0) ≤ F (x0) w.p. 1, the worst case complexity Cϵ under the event I ≤ ℓ̄
can be further bounded above as follows:

Cϵ ≤ T ·

⌈log 1
γ
(κ)⌉∑

ℓ=1

64

ϵ2
1(

η
(ℓ)
y

)3
µ2ρ

(
F (x0)− F̄ + (12ρ+ 1)ϵ̃

)
·

(
128

ϵ2

(
σ2
x +

(
1 +

6

µη
(ℓ)
y

2− µη
(ℓ)
y

1− µη
(ℓ)
y

)
σ2
y

)
+4

)
. (42)

For each ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ̄}, since µη
(ℓ)
y ≤ γ, we have

2−µη(ℓ)
y

1−µη
(ℓ)
y

≤ 2−γ
1−γ . Therefore, using the lower bound η

(ℓ)
y ≥ γ

L

and the fact T = ⌈log2( 1p )⌉, we can bound the complexity as follows:

Cϵ = O
(

1

γ3
log2

(1
p

)
log 1

γ
(κ)

Lκ2

ϵ4

(
F (x0)− F̄

ρ
+ 12ϵ̃

)(
σ2
x + κ

2− γ

γ(1− γ)
σ2
y

))
,

which completes the proof.

Remark 4. For the case σy > 0, the oracle complexity of O(κ3L log(1/p)ϵ−4) for SGDA-B established in
Theorem 3 is valid for any ϵ̃ ≥ ϵ4. Moreover, for the case σx > 0 and σy = 0, the worst-case complexity

improves from O(Lκ3

ϵ4 log( 1p )) to O(
Lκ2

ϵ4 log( 1p )), i.e., a κ-factor improvement.

5 Weakly Convex-Merely Concave (WCMC) Setting

In this section, we consider the scenario with µ = 0, i.e., f(x, ·) is merely concave for all x ∈ dom g, under
the bounded dual domain assumption.

Assumption 3. For the case µ = 0, we assume that Dy ≜ supy1,y2∈dom g ∥y1 − y2∥<∞.

To give a complexity result for the WCMC case, we approximate (1) with the following WCSC problem:

min
x∈X

max
y∈Y
L̂(x, y) ≜ g(x) + f̂(x, y)− h(y), where f̂(x, y) ≜ f(x, y)− µ̂

2
∥y − ŷ∥2, (43)

and ŷ ∈ dom g is an arbitrary given point.

Theorem 4. Suppose µ = 0 and Assumptions 1 to 3 hold. Given any x0 ∈ dom g, ϵ, ϵ̃ > 0 and γ, p ∈ (0, 1),
SGDA-B, applied to eq. (43) with µ̂ = ϵ

2Dy
, stops w.p.1 returning (xϵ, yϵ) such that

P
(
∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ

2

(
2 +

r

4

))
≥ 1− 1

r2
, ∀ r > 0;

and that ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ holds w.p.1. Moreover, with probability at least 1 − p, SGDA-B stops within ℓ̄ ≜

⌈log 1
γ
(2LDy/ϵ)⌉ backtracking iterations which require O

(
L3D2

y
1
ϵ4

)
RB-SGDA iterations with oracle complexity

O
(L3D2

y

ϵ6

(
F (x0)− F̄ + ϵ̃

)
(σ2

x +
LDy

ϵ
σ2
y) log

(LDy

ϵ
+

1

p

))
= Õ

(
L4D3

yϵ
−7
)
.

For the special case with σ2
x, σ

2
y = 0 and N = 1, after setting Mx,My = 1 and T = 1, SGDA-B can generate

(xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ with gradient complexity of O
(
L3D2

y
1
ϵ4

)
.

Proof. Consider the gradient map of the regularized function f̂ , i.e., Gr(·) ≜ [Gx(·)⊤Gr
y(·)⊤]⊤ such that

Gr
y(x, y) ≜

[
proxηyh

(
y + ηy∇y f̂(x, y)

)
− y

]
/ηy for all (x, y) ∈ dom g × domh. From Theorem 3, it

follows that SGDA-B, displayed in algorithm 1, when applied to (43), stops w.p. 1 returning (xϵ, yϵ) such that
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P
(
∥Gr(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ

2

(
1 + r

4

))
≥ 1 − 1

r2 for all r > 0. Therefore, it follows from µ̂ = ϵ
2Dy

that (xϵ, yϵ) also

satisfies the following bound with probability at least 1− 1
r2 :

∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)−Gr(xϵ, yϵ)∥+ ∥Gr(xϵ, yϵ)∥
= ∥Gy(xϵ, yϵ)−Gr

y(xϵ, yϵ)∥+ ∥Gr(xϵ, yϵ)∥

≤ 1

ηy
∥proxηyh(yϵ + ηy∇yf(xϵ, yϵ))− proxηyh(yϵ + ηy∇y f̂(xϵ, yϵ))∥+

ϵ

2

(
1 +

r

4

)
≤ ∥∇yf(xϵ, yϵ)−∇y f̂(xϵ, yϵ)∥+

ϵ

2

(
1 +

r

4

)
≤ µ̂Dy +

ϵ

2

(
1 +

r

4

)
≤ ϵ

2
+

ϵ

2

(
1 +

r

4

)
,

(44)

where the third inequality is due to ∇f̂(xϵ, yϵ) = ∇yf(xϵ, yϵ)− µ̂(yϵ − ŷ). Hence, we have P
(
∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤

ϵ
2

(
2 + r

4

))
≥ 1 − 1

r2 for all r > 0. Moreover, letting L̂ = L + µ̂ and κ̂ ≜ L̂
µ̂ , following a similar

argument in the proof of Theorem 3 yields that with probability at least 1 − p, SGDA-B stops within

ℓ̄ ≜ ⌈log 1
γ
(κ̂)⌉ = O(log(LDy/ϵ)) backtracking iterations which require O

(
L̂κ̂2 1

ϵ2

)
RB-SGDA iterations and

the oracle complexity is O
(

L̂κ̂2

ϵ4

(
(F (x0)− F̄ ) + ϵ̃

))
(σ2

x + κ̂σ2
y) log

(
κ̂+ 1

p

))
since F (x0) ≥ maxy∈Y L̂(x0, y).

Moreover, for the special case with σ2
x, σ

2
y = 0 and N = 1, after setting Mx,My = 1 and T = 1, SGDA-B can

generate (xϵ, yϵ) such that ∥G(xϵ, yϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ with oracle complexity of O
(
L̂κ̂2 1

ϵ2

)
. Substituting µ̂ = ϵ

2Dy
and

κ̂ ≜ L̂
µ̂ = 1 + 2Dy

L
ϵ in the bounds above completes the proof. Finally, with arguments similar to those used

for (44), it can be shown that ∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥ ≤ ϵ w.p.1.

6 Numerical Experiments

In our tests, we compare SGDA-B, displayed in algorithm 1, with the adaptive method TiAda [35] and also with
other state-of-the-art algorithms for solving WSCS minimax problems that are not agnostic to L: GDA [38],
AGDA [2], sm-AGDA [65] and VRLM [44] as benchmark. In our tests, TiAda has constantly performed better
than NeAda –similar to the comparison results in [35]; this is why we only report results for TiAda, which
is the main competitor of SGDA-B as a parameter agnostic algorithm for WCSC minimax problems. The
experiments are conducted on a PC with 3.6 GHz Intel Core i7 CPU and NVIDIA RTX2070 GPU.

Parameter settings. To have a fair comparison, for each method we test, we adopt step sizes with
theoretical guarantees for that method. Indeed, according to [38, 2], we set τ = Θ(1/κ2L), σ = Θ(1/L) for
both GDA and AGDA. For TiAda, we set α = 0.6 and β = 0.4 as recommended in [35], and tune the initial step
sizes τ0 and σ0 from {100, 10, 1, 0.1, 0.01} and set vx0 = vy0 = 1. Indeed, the step size rule for TiAda is

σt = σ0/(v
y
t+1)

β , τt = τ0/(max{vxt+1, v
y
t+1})α, (45)

where vxt+1 = vxt + ∥∇xf̃(xt, yt;ω)∥2 and vyt+1 = vyt + ∥G̃y(xt, yt;ω)∥2 –see Definition 2 for G̃y. For sm-AGDA,
we set their parameters according to in [65, Theorem 4.1]. For VRLM, we set their parameters according
to in [44, Lemma 3.10] and use it with STROM type variance reduction, i.e., we set VR-tag=STORM. For
SGDA-B, we set ϵ̃ = 10−4, γ = 0.9 and p = 0.125 (hence, T = 3). Furthermore, since we fix iteration budget

K and batch size M , i.e., K(ℓ) = K and M
(ℓ)
x = M

(ℓ)
y = M for all backtracking iterations ℓ ∈ Z++, this

corresponds picking tolerance ϵ(ℓ) > 0 for the ℓ-th backtracking iteration, where

ϵ(ℓ) = 4
√
2

(
N

η
(ℓ)
x K

(
F (x0)− F̄ + (12ρ+ 1)ϵ̃

)
+

σ2
x

M
+
(
1 +

6

η
(ℓ)
y µ

2− η
(ℓ)
y µ

1− η
(ℓ)
y µ)

)σ2
y

M

) 1
2

, (46)

η
(ℓ)
y = γℓ/µ and η

(ℓ)
x = Nρµ2(η

(ℓ)
y )3 are the step size values for the ℓ-th backtracking iteration. In this

slightly different implementation of SGDA-B, we ignore line 6 and use constant Mx,My and K for all ℓ ≥ 1,
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Figure 1: Comparison of SGDA-B against other algorithms, GDA [38], AGDA [2], TiAda [35], sm-AGDA [65] and
VRLM [44] on synthetic-data for solving eq. (47) with 10 times simulation.

and the stopping condition in line 12 is replaced with S̃(t∗,ℓ) ≤ (ϵ(ℓ))2

4 . Based on the arguments in the proof
of Lemma 9, we can still conclude that SGDA-B stops within at most ⌈log 1

γ
(κ)⌉ backtracking iterations with

probability at least 1 − p; thus, under this event, the dual step size at the time algorithms stops satisfies
ηy ≥ γ

L ; therefore, we can conclude that SGDA-B returns (xϵ, yϵ) such that

P

(
∥G̃(xϵ, yϵ; ξϵ)∥2 ≤

8κ2

K

L

ργ3
(F (x0)− F̄ + (12ρ+ 1)ϵ̃) +

8σ2
x

Mx
+
(
1 + κ

6

γ

2− γ

1− γ

)8σ2
y

My

)
≥ 1− p,

where we used the fact that {ϵ(ℓ)} is an increasing sequence as {η(ℓ)y } is a monotonically decreasing sequence.

Regularized Bilinear Problem with Synthetic Data. We first test on the regularized WCSC bilinear
SP problem of the form:

L(x,y) = x⊤Qx+ x⊤Ay − µy

2
∥y∥2, (47)

where A ∈ Rm×n, Q ∈ Rm×m, and µy > 0. This class of problems include Polyak-Lojasiewicz game [8, 71],
image processing [6], and robust regression [63].

In our experiments, we set m = n = 30, µy = 1 and randomly generate A and Q such that A = V ΛAV
−1

and Q = V ΛQV
−1, where V ∈ R30×30 is an orthogonal matrix11, ΛA and ΛQ are diagonal matrices. We

set ΛQ =
Λ0

Q

∥Λ0
Q∥2
· L for L ∈ {5, 10, 50}, where Λ0

Q is a random diagonal matrix with diagonal elements

being sampled uniformly at random from the interval [−1, 1]. We choose ΛA such that ΛQ + 1
µy

Λ2
A ⪰ 0 and

∥ΛQ∥2 ≥ ∥ΛA∥2. Those conditions imply that L is WSCS and L-smooth. Moreover, given x, we can compute
y∗(x) =

1
µy

A⊤x. Consequently, the primal function F (x) = x⊤(Q + 1
µy

AA⊤)x and it is lower bounded by

zero, i.e., F̄ = 0. We consider the additive noise setting, the unbiased stochastic oracle ∇̃L is given by
∇L+n where n ∼ N(0, σ2I) is Gaussian with mean 0 and σ = 1. We set M = 1 for VRLM with STORM-type
variance reduction, and M = 10 for other algorithms in this experiment. In particular, the special batchsize
M0 of VRLM at iteration 0 is set according to [44, Corollary 2]. Moreover, we set K = 10000 for SGDA-B.
In fig. 1, we plot ∥∇L∥2 against the number of stochastic oracle calls in the x-axis. The results plotted are
obtained for 10 simulations, all starting from the same initial point. We observe that SGDA-B performs well
on this test as it can effectively take larger steps with convergence guarantees.

Distributed Robust Optimization with Neural Network. Next, we test SGDA-B on the distribution-
ally robust optimization problem from [47], i.e.,

L(x, y) = min
x∈Rm

max
y∈Rn

{ n∑
i=1

yiℓi(q(ai;x))− h(y) :

n∑
i=1

yi = 1, yi ≥ 0, ∀ i = 1, . . . , n
}
, (48)

11We first generate a random matrix M with entries i.i.d. and uniformly distributed on [0, 1] and then set V as the orthogonal
matrix in the QR decomposition of M.
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Figure 2: Comparison of SGDA-Bagainst other algorithms, GDA [38], AGDA [2], TiAda [35], and VRLM [44] on real
data for solving eq. (48) with 10 times simulation. “Train error” denotes the fraction of wrong prediction,
and “loss” denotes F (x) = maxy∈Y L(x, y). One epoch means one complete pass of the data set.

where ai ∈ Rd and bi ∈ {1,−1} denote the feature vector and the label corresponding to data point
i ∈ {1, . . . , n} belonging to training data for binary classification; the function q : Rd → R represents three-
layer perceptron neural network with x ∈ Rm denoting the parameters of the network with m = 610, 369;
and in this experiment we use the binary logistic loss function, i.e., ℓi(z) = ln(1 + exp(−biz)) for all i. The
regularizer h(y) =

µy

2 ∥y − 1/n∥2 makes sure that the worst-case distribution will not be too far from the
uniform distribution –here, 1 denotes the vector with all entries equal to one, and we set µ = 0.01. Since
ℓi(·) ≥ 0 for all i, we have F̄ = 0 for this experiment as well. We conducted the experiment on the data set
gisette with n = 6000 and d = 5000, which can be downloaded from LIBSVM repository 12. We normalized

the dataset by ai ← ai−minj aij ·1
maxj aij−minj aij

, where ai = [aij ]
d
j=1 is the feature vector of the i-th data point.

In the experiments, we set the batch size M = 200. Since L is unknown and one needs L to set
the step sizes for GDA, AGDA, and sm-AGDA. We estimated L deriving a lower bound for it; indeed, since
∂L

∂y∂x = [− bi exp(−bih(ai;x))
1+exp(−bih(ai;x))

∂h(ai;x)
∂x ]ni=1, we have L ≥ L̃ = ∥ ∂L

∂y∂x |(x,y)=(x0,y0) ∥2, where x0 is generated by

the Xavier method for initializing deep neural networks [16] and y0 = 1/n. Since L is unknown, we used
L̃ to set the step sizes for GDA, AGDA, sm-AGDA, and VRLM. Indeed, we obtain L̃ ≈ 0.0532, thus κ ≈ 5.32.
GDA, AGDA, and VRLM worked well with L̃; however, sm-AGDA sequence diverged so we removed it from the
comparison. Moreover, given batch size M , we estimated σx, σy by random sampling at y = 1/n and set
x from 100 randomly initialized points generated by Xavier method, and we obtain σx ≈ 0.44, σy ≈ 53.
We observe that SGDA-B outperforms the others on this test as it can efficiently search the local Lipshitz
constants leading to larger step sizes.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we considered nonconvex-(strongly) concave minimax problems minx maxy
∑N

i=1 gi(xi) +
f(x, y) − h(y) where h and gi for i = 1, · · · , N are closed convex, f is smooth with L-Lipschitz gradi-
ents and µ-strongly concave in y for some µ ≥ 0. We proposed a new method SGDA-B with backtracking
for WCWC problems that supports random block-coordinate updates in the primal variable. We then show
that it achieves the best computational complexity O(κ2Lϵ−2) and O(κ3L log(p−1)ϵ−4) in both deterministic
and stochastic settings respectively among the existing methods that are agnostic to Lipschitz constant L.
In addition, we showed that our method can support Gauss-Seidel-type updates and can handle WCMC
settings with guaranteed complexity.
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A SGDA-B with Gauss-Seidel Updates

In this section, we extend our results to SGDA-B with Gauss-Seidel updates, i.e., in line 8 of SGDA-B,
displayed in algorithm 3, instead of calling RB-SGDA, we call RB-SAGDA, which is stated below in algorithm 3,
and we use a slightly different choice of My. More precisely, we replace line 6 of SGDA-B with the following
choice of K, Mx and My:

K ←
⌈64N
ϵ2ηx

(
L(x0, y0)− F̄ + (12ρ+ 1)ϵ̃

) ⌉
, Mx ←

⌈128
ϵ2

σ2
x + 1

⌉
, My ←

⌈(
1 +

12

µηy

)128
ϵ2

σ2
y + 1

⌉
. (49)

In this Gauss-Seidel variant, the analysis for the primal updates follows the same arguments used for
analyzing the Jacobi updates, and for the new variant of SGDA-B, we only need to analyze the dual updates,
i.e., to update yk+1 instead of using xk as in RB-SGDA, we now use xk+1 –see line 5 of RB-SAGDA.

Algorithm 3 (x̃, ỹ, G̃) =RB-SAGDA(ηx, ηy,Mx,My, N,K,x0, y0)

1: for k = 0, 2, . . . ,K − 1 do
2: ik ← U [1, N ] ▷ ik is distributed uniformly on {1, . . . , N}
3: xk+1 ← xk

4: xk+1
ik
← proxηxgik

(
xk
ik
− ηxsxik

(xk, yk;ωk)
)

5: yk+1 ← proxηyh

(
yk + ηysy(x

k+1, yk; ζk)
)

6: G̃k
x ← G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)

7: G̃k
y ←

[
proxηyh

(
yk + ηysy(x

k, yk;ψk)
)
− yk

]
/ηy ▷ ψk ∼ ζ –for distribution of ζ, see Definition 2

8: end for
9: k̃ ← U [0,K − 1], (x̃, ỹ)← (xk̃, yk̃), G̃← [G̃k̃

x, G̃
k̃
y ]

10: return (x̃, ỹ, G̃)
11: # In practice line 6 and line 7 are not computed, this computation is done once in

line 9 #

Because of the alternating updates, for the analysis of RB-SAGDA, we next define a sub-σ-algebra of Fk+1,
which given in Definition 4.

Definition 5. Let Fk+ 1
2 = σ({zk,xk+1}) denote the σ-algebra generated by zk = (xk, yk) for k ≥ 0 and

xk+1 follows the update rule in line 4 of the RB-SAGDA algorithm.

In the next result, we bound the average squared norm of stochastic gradient maps over past iterations
in expectation. This result is a slight modification of Lemma 4.

Lemma 10. For any K ≥ 1 and ηx > 0, the RB-SAGDA iterate sequence {xk, yk}k≥0 satisfies

(1
2
− ηxLκ

)K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
]
+

1

4

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃y(x

k, yk;ψk)∥2
]

≤ E
[N
ηx

(
F (x0)− F (xK)

)
+

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−1∑
k=0

δk
]
+K

( σ2
x

Mx
+

σ2
y

My

)
,

(50)

where δk ≜∥yk∗ − yk∥2 and yk∗ ≜ y∗(x
k) for k ≥ 0.

Proof. The proof is the same with the proof of Lemma 4 with the exception that we use G̃y(x
k, yk;ψk) for

RB-SAGDA rather than G̃y(x
k, yk; ζk) we used for RB-SGDA.

For RB-SGDA dual iterate sequence {yk}, the bound on δk ≜ ∥yk∗ − yk∥2 given in Lemma 5 does not hold
for RB-SAGDA, where yk∗ ≜ y∗(x

k) and y∗(·) is given in Definition 1. Next, we provide a bound on δk for {yk}
generated by RB-SAGDA.

29



Lemma 11. Suppose ηy ∈ (0, 1/µ) and consider {(xk, yk)}k generated by RB-SAGDA, displayed in algorithm 3.
Then, δk = ∥yk∗ − yk∥2 admits the following bound for all k ≥ 1:

E
[
δk
]
≤ E

[
δ0Rk

1 +

k∑
i=1

Rk−i
1

(
R2∥G̃x(x

i−1, yi−1;ωi−1)∥2/N −R3∥G̃y(x
i, yi−1; ζi−1)∥2

) ]
+R4

σ2
y

My

k−1∑
i=0

Ri
1,

where R1 ≜ (1+a)(1−µηy) < 1, R2 ≜ (1−ηyµ)(2−ηyµ)
ηyµ

κ2η2x, R3 ≜ η2y(1−ηyL) and R4 ≜ 2η2y, and a = 1
2

µηy

1−µηy
.

Proof. Fix k ≥ 1. Since yk = proxηyh

(
yk−1 + ηysy(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)
)

and G̃y(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1) = (yk −

yk−1)/ηy, we have

δk = ∥yk∗ − yk∥2

= ∥yk∗ − yk−1 − ηyG̃y(x
k,yk−1; ζk−1)∥2

= ∥yk∗ − yk−1∥2 + 2ηy⟨G̃y(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1), yk−1 − yk∗ ⟩+ η2y∥G̃y(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2.
(51)

Since yk∗ = argmaxy∈Yf(x
k, y)−h(y), corollary 1 with x̄ = xk, ȳ = yk−1 and ȳ+ = yk implies that

2ηy⟨G̃y(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1), yk−1 − yk∗ ⟩+ η2y∥G̃y(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2

≤− ηyµ∥yk−1 − yk∗∥2 − η2y(1− Lηy)∥G̃y(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2

+ 2ηy

〈
sy(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x
k, yk−1), yk − yk∗

〉
.

(52)

By plugging eq. (52) into eq. (51), we obtain that

δk ≤ (1− ηyµ)∥yk∗ − yk−1∥2 − η2y(1− Lηy)∥G̃y(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2

+ 2ηy

〈
sy(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x
k, yk−1), yk − yk∗

〉
.

(53)

Next, ∥yk∗ − yk−1∥2 can be bounded as follows:

∥yk∗ − yk−1∥2 = ∥yk∗ − yk−1
∗ + yk−1

∗ − yk−1∥2 ≤ (1 +
1

a
)κ2∥xk − xk−1∥2 + (1 + a)δk−1, (54)

for any a > 0, where we use Young’s inequality and the fact that y∗(·) is κ-Lipschitz from [49, Lemma A.3].
Then, using (54) within (53), it follows from ∥G̃xik−1

(xk−1,yk−1;ωk−1)∥ = ∥xk − xk−1∥/ηx that

δk ≤ (1− ηyµ)(1 + α)δk−1 + (1− ηyµ)(1 +
1

α
)κ2η2x∥G̃xik−1

(xk−1,yk−1;ωk−1)∥2

− η2y(1− Lηy)∥G̃y(x
k,yk−1; ζk−1)∥2 + 2ηy

〈
sy(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x
k, yk−1), yk − yk∗

〉
.

(55)

Let a = 1
2

µηy

1−µηy
–we have a > 0 since ηy < 1

µ for all k ≥ 0. This choice implies that

δk ≤ (1− 1

2
ηyµ)δ

k−1 +
(1− ηyµ)(2− ηyµ)

ηyµ
κ2η2x∥G̃xik−1

(xk−1, yk−1;ωk−1)∥2

− η2y(1− Lηy)∥G̃y(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2 + 2ηy

〈
sy(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x
k, yk−1), yk − yk∗

〉
.

(56)

Let ŷk ≜ proxηyh

(
yk−1 + ηy∇yf(x

k, yk−1)
)
. We can bound the inner product term in eq. (56) as follows:

E
[ 〈

sy(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x

k, yk−1), yk − y∗(x
k)
〉 ∣∣∣ Fk− 1

2

]
=E
[ 〈

sy(x
k, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x

k, yk−1), yk − ŷk)
〉 ∣∣∣ Fk− 1

2

]
≤ηyE

[
∥sy(xk, yk−1; ζk−1)−∇yf(x

k, yk−1)∥2
∣∣∣ Fk− 1

2

]
≤ ηy

σ2
y

My
,

(57)
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where in the first equality we used the fact that E
[
sy(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)
∣∣∣ Fk− 1

2

]
= ∇yf(x

k, yk−1) and

ŷk − y∗(x
k) is Fk− 1

2 -measurable; in the first inequality, we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the nonex-
pansivity of the proximal map; and the final inequality follows from Assumption 2. Therefore, eq. (56) and
eq. (57) together with eq. (5a) imply that

E
[
δk
]
≤ E

[
R1δ

k−1 +R2∥G̃x(x
k−1, yk−1;ωk−1)∥2/N −R3∥G̃y(x

k, yk−1; ζk−1)∥2
]
+R4

σ2
y

My
. (58)

Thus, eq. (58) implies the desired result. Indeed, R1 = C1 < 1, where C1 is defined in Lemma 5.

Lemma 12. Let ηx > 0 and ηy ∈ (0, 1/µ). Then, for any K > 1,

E

[(
2− 4ηxκL

)
∥G̃x(x

K−1, yK−1;ωK)∥2 +
K−1∑
k=0

∥G̃y(x
k, yk;ψk)∥2

+

K−2∑
k=0

6R3(L
2 +

1

η2y
)

K−2∑
i=k

Ri−k
1 ∥G̃y(x

k+1, yk; ζk)∥2

+ 4

K−2∑
k=0

(1
2
− ηxκL−

3

2N
R2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−2∑
i=k

Ri−k
1

)
∥G̃x(x

k, yk;ωk)∥2
]

≤ 4E
[N
ηx

(
F (x0)− F (xK)

)
+ δ0

K−1∑
k=0

3

2

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)
Rk

1

]
+ 4K

( σ2
x

Mx
+
(
1 +

6ηy
µ

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)) σ2
y

My

)
.

(59)

Proof. The proof of this result follows from Lemma 10, Lemma 11 and from the same arguments used in the
proof of Lemma 6.

Lemma 13. Given some γ ∈ (0, 1), suppose ηx, ηy > 0 satisfy ηy ≤ 1
L and ηx = Nρ·η3yµ2 for ρ =

√
1+ 12

N −1

24 ∈
(0, 1). Let {xk, yk}k≥0 be generated by RB-SAGDA. Then,

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥G̃(xk, yk; ξk)∥2

]
≤ 4N

ηxK
E
[
F (x0)− F (xK) + 12ρϵ̃

]
+

4σ2
x

Mx
+
(
1 +

12

ηyµ

)4σ2
y

My
(60)

holds for all K ≥ 1, where G̃(xk, yk; ξk) ≜ [G̃x(x
k, yk;ωk)⊤G̃y(x

k, yk;ψk)⊤]⊤ for all k ≥ 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 7. Since R1 = C1 and R2 =
(1−ηyµ)(2−ηyµ)

2 C2 ≤ C2, where C1

and C2 are defined in Lemma 5, we obtain that

1

2
− ηxκL−R2

3

2N

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−2∑
i=k

Ri−k
1

=
1

2
− ηxκL−

(1− ηyµ)(2− ηyµ)

2
C2

3

2N

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−2∑
i=k

Ci−k
1

≥ 1

2
− ηxκL− C2

3

2N

(
L2 +

1

η2y

)K−2∑
i=k

Ci−k
1 ≥ 1

4
,

(61)

where the last inequality follows from ηx = Nρ · η3yµ2 and (33). The definition of ρ implies that Nρ =
1
4 − 12Nρ2 ≤ 1

4 ; hence, using ηy ≤ 1
L , we get ηx = Nρ · η3yµ2 < 1

4Lκ2 ≤ 1
4Lκ since κ ≥ 1. Moreover, since

ηx ≤ 1
4Lκ , all the G̃x terms on the left-hand side of (59) can be lower bounded by

∑K−1
k=0 ∥G̃(xk, yk; ξk)∥2.
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Finally, ηy ≤ 1
L implies that R3 ≥ 0; thus, E[

∑K−1
k=0 ∥G̃(xk, yk; ξk)∥2] is a lower bound for the left-hand side

of (59). Next, we provide an upper bound for the right-hand side of (59). Note that since L ≤ 1
ηy
,

1 +
6ηy
µ

(L2 +
1

η2y
) ≤ 1 +

12

ηyµ
. (62)

The desired inequality follows from combining all these bounds with (35) and (36), and finally dividing both
sides by K.

The results given in Lemmas 8 and 9 and Theorems 2 and 3 continue to hold for the Gauss-Seidel variant
of SGDA-B with Mx,My and K chosen as in (49).

B Derivation of Computational Complexities in Tables 1 and 2

B.1 Derivation of complexity in [29]

The nested adaptive (NeAda) algorithm in [29] is a double-loop method, where the inner loop is to inexactly
maximize the coupling function for a given primal iterate and in the outer loop, the primal variable is updated
using a (stochastic) gradient computed at the current primal iterate and an inexact dual maximizer. For
WCSC minimax problems, NeAda with adaptive stepsizes can achieve the near-optimal Õ(ϵ−2) and Õ(ϵ−4)
gradient complexities respectively in the deterministic and stochastic settings. However, the dependence of
O(1) constant on κ and L is not explicitly stated in [29]; and in the rest of this section, we compute the
important terms within the O(1) constant.

According to the proof of [29, Theorem 3.2], NeAda in the deterministic setting can compute

∥∇xf(x
K , yK)∥2 + ∥Gy(x

K , yK)∥2 ≤ ϵ2

for K ≤ Õ
((

(A + E)2 +
√
v0(A + E)

)
ϵ−2
)

with A + E = Õ
(

Φ(x0)−minx Φ(x)
η + 2σ + κLη + κ2(L+1)2√

v0

)
for

some v0, η > 0 –see [29, Theorem B.1] in the appendix of the paper for the details; moreover, for each outer
iteration k = 1, . . . ,K, subroutine A to inexact solve maxy∈Y f(xk, y) requires O( 1

a2
log(k)) gradient calls

for some a2 ∈ (0, 1) constant specific to the subroutine A that depend on structural properties of f(x, ·)
uniformly in x ∈ X such as L and µ. Since σ = 0, if one uses accelerated backtracking method for solving
strongly convex problems [4, 56] as the subroutine A, then a2 = 1√

κ
. Therefore, the total gradient complexity

for NeAda in the deterministic case is at least Õ
((

(A+ E)2 +√v0(A+ E)
)
ϵ−2/a2

)
= Õ(κ4.5L4ϵ−2).

The stochastic case σ > 0 is considered in [29, Theorem 3.3], and according to this result, stochastic
NeAda can compute

E
[
∥∇xf(x

K , yK)∥2 + ∥yK − y∗(x
K)∥2

]
≤ ϵ2

for some K = Õ
((

A + E)2 +√v0(A + E)(1 + σ) + b3 + (b3 + δ0)e2b1
)
ϵ−2
)
with A = Õ

(
Φ(x0)−minx Φ(x)

η +

( 2σ√
M

+ κLη)(1 + b1)
)
, E = L2

2
√
v0
[b3(1 + logK) + b3e

2b1 + δ0e2b1 ], δ0 = ∥y0 − y∗(x
0)∥2 and b3 = 2κ2η2b1 + b2,

where v0, η, b1, b2 > 0 are some constants, and b1, b2 can depend on problem parameters such as µ,L and κ.
Indeed, it is assumed that there exists a subroutine A such that for any given smooth strongly concave

function h, after T = t logp(t) + 1 iterations, it guarantees that E
[
∥yT − y∗∥2

]
≤ b1∥y0−y∗∥2+b2

T where

y∗ = argmaxh(y) and p ∈ Z+. In [29, Remarks 5 and 8], they cited some parameter-agnostic algorithms [10,
31, 55] that can be used as A for solving the inner max problems with a sub-linear rate. All these three
methods need some extra assumptions, e.g., the stochastic gradients are bounded, i.e., max{∥∇̃f(x, y)∥ : x ∈
X , y ∈ Y } ≤ G for some G > 0, and in [31, 55], strongly concavity modulus µ is assumed to be known;

under these assumptions, these methods satisfy b1 = 0 and b2 = G2

µ2 . FreeRexMomentum [10] is the only
algorithm which is agnostic to both µ and G, and it satisfies the conditions of subroutine A with b1 = 0,

b2 = G2

µ2 and p = 2 –see [29, Footnote 4]. Since the batch size M = O(ϵ−2), the oracle complexity for ∇̃xf

is KM = Õ(G4κ4ϵ−4) and the oracle complexity for ∇̃yf is K2 log2 K +K = Õ(G8κ8ϵ−4). Hence, the total

oracle complexity for stochastic NeAda is at least Õ(G8κ8ϵ−4).
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B.2 Derivation of complexity in [35]

To get the near-optimal complexities, their theoretical analysis requires α > 1
2 > β. To come up with explicit

κ and L dependence of their O(1) constant, we will use this as well.
The complexity for the deterministic case is discussed in [35, Theorem C.1], and they show that

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇xf(x
k, yk)∥2 ≤ max{5C1, 2C2} ≜ C, (63)

for some constants C1 and C2, which we will analyze next. Indeed, both C1 and C2 are explicitly defined in
the statement of Theorem C.1 depending on some other positive constants, i.e., c1, c2, c3, c4 > 0 and c5 > 0,
which are defined as follows13:

c1 =
ηxκ

2

ηy(v
y
0 )

α−β
, c2 = max

{4ηyµL
µ+ L

, ηy(µ+ L)
}
, c3 = 4(µ+ L)

( 1

µ2
+

ηy
(vy0 )

β

)
c
1/β
2 ,

c4 = (µ+ L)
( 2κ2

(vy0 )
α
+

(µ+ L)κ2

ηyµL

)
, c5 = c3 +

ηyv
y
0

(vy0 )
β
+

ηyc
1−β
β

2

1− β
.

(64)

Because C1 and C2 are monotonically increasing in {ci}5i=1 and they have complicated forms to compute
exact quantities, we compute a lower bound for each ci, i = 1, . . . , 5 and use these bounds to further bound
C1 and C2 from below. This will allow us to provide a lower bound on TiAda complexity results in terms
of its dependence on L, µ and κ. Initialization of TiAda requires setting six parameters: ηx, ηy, v

x
0 , v

y
0 > 0

and α, β ∈ (0, 1) such that α > β. Since the problem parameters L, µ and κ are unknown, we treat all these
parameters as O(1) constants. Indeed,

(i) consider c1, treating
ηx

ηy(v
y
0 )

α−β as O(1) constant, we have c1 = Θ(κ2);

(ii) for c2, we similarly treat ηy as O(1) constant, and get c2 = Θ(L);

(iii) for c3, since c2 = Θ(L) and we treat
ηy

(vy
0 )

β as O(1) constant, we get c3 = Θ(κL
1/β

µ );

(iv) similarly, we have the bounds: c4 = Θ(κ3) and c5 = Θ(κL
1/β

µ ).

Next, we derive lower bound for C1 and C2 in terms of L, µ and κ. We first focus on C1. Indeed, it follows
from the definition of C1 in [35, Theorem C.1] that

C1 = Ω
(
(c1c4)

1
α−β 12α−β<1 + (c1c4)

2
1−α12α−β≥1

)
(65)

where 12α−β<1 = 1 if 2α − β < 1; otherwise, it is 0, and we define 12α−β≥1 = 1 − 12α−β<1. Although
α, β ∈ (0, 1), it is necessary to consider their effects when they appear as exponents. Therefore, we consider
the following two cases:

1. when 2α−β ≥ 1, since β > 0, we can conclude that α > 1
2 . As a result, (c1c4)

2
1−α ≥ (c1c4)

4 = Θ(κ20);
therefore,

C1= Ω
(
κ20
)
;

2. when 2α − β < 1, it implies α − β < 1−β
2 < 1

2 . As a result, we can bound C1 from below as follows:

(c1c4)
1

α−β ≥ (c1c2)
2 = Θ(κ10); therefore,

C1 = Ω
(
κ10
)
.

13In [35], there are typos in the definition of c1 and c3; v
y
t0

appearing in c1 and c3 should be vy0 .
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Therefore, using (63) and C ≥ C1, we can conclude that for any ϵ > 0, the gradient complexity of TiAda for∑K−1
k=0 ∥∇xf(x

k, yk)∥2 ≤ ϵ2 to hold is at least O(κ10ϵ−2). Therefore, for the deterministic WCSC minimax
problems, the gradient complexity of TiAda to compute an ϵ-stationary point in terms of metric (M2) is at
least O(κ10ϵ−2).

Next, we will analyze the oracle complexity of TiAda for the stochastic case. Indeed, the analysis in [35,

Theorem C.2] implies that E
[

1
K

∑K−1
k=0

∥∥∇xf
(
xk, yk

)∥∥2] ≤ C̃x(K) holds for all K ≥ 1, where C̃x(K) is a

monotonically decreasing function of K such that

C̃x(K) ≥ L̂2G2 (ηx)
2

µηy (v
y
0 )

2α−β

2Lκ (ηx)
2

(1− α)ηy (v
y
0 )

α−β

G2(1−α)

Kα
+

2LκηyG
2(1−β)

(1− β)Kβ
, (66)

where L̂ = L̄+L̄κ
µ + L(L̄+L̄κ)

µ2 = Θ(κ
2L̄
µ ), and it is assumed that there exists a constant L̄ > 0 such that for

any x1, x2 ∈ X and y1, y2 ∈ Y ,

∥∇2
xyf(x1, y1)−∇2

xyf(x2, y2)∥ ≤ L̄(∥x1 − x2∥+ ∥y1 − y2∥),
∥∇2

yyf(x1, y1)−∇2
yyf(x2, y2)∥ ≤ L̄(∥x1 − x2∥+ ∥y1 − y2∥).

The bound in eq. (66) implies that for 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 ∥∇xf(x

k, yk)∥2 ≤ ϵ2 to hold, it is necessary that

K ≥
( L̂2G2 (ηx)

2

µηy (v
y
0 )

2α−β

4Lκ (ηx)
2

(1− α)ηy (v
y
0 )

α−β

G2(1−α)

ϵ2

) 1
α

+
(4LκηyG2(1−β)

(1− β)

) 1
β

= Ω
(
(κ6L̄2G2(2−α)µ−2ϵ−2)

1
α + (κLG2(1−β)ϵ−2)

1
β

)
.

(67)

As explained in [35], the best oracle complexity of TiAda in terms of ϵ dependence is O
(
ϵ−(4+δ)

)
, which

holds for any small δ > 0. To achieve this complexity under the condition α > β, one has to choose α and
β as follows: α = 0.5 + δ/(8 + 2δ) and β = 0.5− δ/(8 + 2δ). As a result, eq. (67) implies that

K = Ω
(
G6− 4δ

2+δ κ12− 6δ
2+δ L̄4− 2δ

2+δ µ−4+ 2δ
2+δ ϵ−4+ 2δ

2+δ +G2+δκ(2+ δ
2 )L(2+ δ

2 )ϵ−(4+δ)
)
. (68)

Furthermore, [35, Theorem C.2] also implies that E
[

1
K

∑K−1
t=0 ∥∇yf (xt, yt)∥2

]
≤ C̃y(K) holds for all K ≥ 1,

C̃y(K) is a monotonically decreasing function of K, which can be bounded from below as follows:

C̃y(K) ≥ L̂2G2(ηx)
2

µηy(v
y
0 )

2α−β

L(ηx)
2G2−2α

(1− α)ηy(v
y
0 )

α−βTα
≥ Θ(

κ5L̄2

µ2Tα
);

hence, for any given ϵ > 0, in order for 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 ∥∇yf(x

k, yk)∥2 ≤ ϵ2 to hold, it is necessary to have

K = Ω
(
G6− 4δ

2+δ κ10− 5δ
2+δ L̄4− 2δ

2+δ µ−4+ 2δ
2+δ ϵ−4+ 2δ

2+δ

)
.

Therefore, we can conclude that to guarantee an ϵ-stationary point in metric M2, the oracle complexity of
TiAda for computing is Ω(G6L̄4κ12µ−4ϵ−4) as δ → 0.

B.3 Derivation of complexity in [41]

The hybrid successive approximation (HiBSA) algorithm is a single-loop proximal alternating algorithm for
solving deterministic nonconvex minimax problems minX maxy∈Y L(x, y), where L has the same form in (1).
HiBSA uses block coordinate updates for the primal variable that has N ≥ 1 blocks. Moreover, it employs
constant step sizes for primal and dual updates, and to set these step sizes one needs to know the Lipschitz
constant L and strongly concavity modulus µ. Convergence results provided in the paper are in terms of
(M2) metric.
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For the WCSC setting, according to [41, Lemma 3], whenever dual step size ρ and primal step size 1
β are

chosen satisfying the following two conditions: 0 < ρ < µ
4L2 and β > L2( 2

µ2ρ + ρ
2 ) +

L
2 − L, it is guaranteed

that the HiBSA iterate sequence satisfies the following bound for all k ≥ 0:

c1∥yk+1 − yk∥2 + c2

N∑
i=1

∥xk+1
i − xk

i ∥2 ≤ Pk − Pk+1, (69)

where c1 ≜ 4( 1ρ −
L2

2µ )−
7
2ρ > 0 and c2 ≜ β + L− L

2 − L2( 2
µ2ρ + ρ

2 ) > 0, and Pk ≜ L(xk, yk) +
(

2
ρ2µ + 1

2ρ −

4( 1ρ −
L2

2µ )
)
∥yk − yk−1∥2, which is the value of the potential function at iteration k ≥ 0 –here, c1, c2 > 0

follows from the conditions on ρ and β. Furthermore, from the proof of [41, Theorem 1], for all k ≥ 0 we get

∥Gxi
(xk, yk)∥ ≤ (β + 2L)∥xk+1

i − xk
i ∥, i = 1, . . . , N,

∥Gy(x
k, yk)∥ ≤ L∥xk+1 − xk∥+ 1

ρ
∥yk+1 − yk∥,

(70)

which immediately implies that

∥G(xk, yk)∥2 ≤
(
(β + 2L)2 + 2L2

)
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + 2

ρ2
∥yk+1 − yk∥2 ≤ P

k − Pk+1

d1
, ∀ k ≥ 0, (71)

where d1 ≜ min{4( 1ρ −
L2

2µ )−
7
2ρ , β + L− L

2 − L2( 2
µ2ρ + ρ

2 )}/max{ 2
ρ2 , (β + 2L)2 + 2L2} –note that d1 > 0

due to conditions on ρ and β. Therefore, for any K ≥ 1, one has

1

K

K∑
k=1

∥G(xk, yk)∥2 ≤ 1

K
· P

1 − L
d1

≤ 1

K
·
L(x1, y1)− L+ c3D2

y

d1
, (72)

where c3 ≜ 2
ρ2µ + 1

2ρ − 4( 1ρ −
L2

2µ ), Dy is the diameter of the dual domain, and it is assumed that there exists

L > −∞ such that L(x, y) ≥ L for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y. Note that c3 > 2
ρ2µ > 32Lκ3, where we used

0 < ρ < µ
4L2 ; moreover, we also have β > 2L2

µ2ρ −
L
2 > 2κ2

ρ − L; therefore,

1

d1
≥ (β + 2L)2 + 2L2

4( 1ρ −
L2

2µ )
≥ κ2

2
· β2

2κ2

ρ − Lκ3
≥ κ2β

2
·

2κ2

ρ − L

2κ2

ρ − Lκ3
≥ κ2β

2
≥ κ2

2

(2κ2

ρ
−L
)
≥ κ2

(
4κ3L−L

2

)
= Ω(Lκ5).

Thus, combining this bound with (72) and using c3 > 32Lκ3, we get
L(x1,y1)−L+c3D2

y

d1
= Ω(L2κ8D2

y). This
result implies that the total complexity of HiBSA to compute an ϵ-stationary point for WCSC minimax
problems is at least O(κ8L2ϵ−2).

B.4 Derivation of complexity in [67]

In this paper, the objective function is defined as minx∈X maxy∈Y g(x) + f(x, y)− h(y), where g(·) ≜ 1X(·)
and h(·) ≜ 1Y (·) denote the indicator functions of the closed convex sets X ⊂ X and Y ⊂ Y. The paper
[67] adopts the metric (M4) for characterizing ϵ-stationarity; the metric (M4) and its connections to some
other convergence metrics is discussed in Section C. Basically, for given ϵ > 0, (xϵ, yϵ) is ϵ-stationary (in the
sense of the (M4) metric) if

∃u ∈ ∇xf(xϵ, yϵ) + ∂g(xϵ), ∃v ∈ −∇yf(xϵ, yϵ) + ∂h(yϵ) : max{∥u∥, ∥v∥} ≤ ϵ. (73)

For convenience of the reader, in this section we use the notation from [67]. Following the parameter
conditions in [67, Theorem 3.4], we consider selecting the algorithm parameters p and c such that p = 4L
and c = 1

6L , where L denotes the Lipschitz constant of ∇f . This choice implies the following bounds on
other parameters showing up in the proof of [67, Theorem 3.4]:
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1. [67, Theorem 3.4], α = O(1/L), β = O
(
min

{
1√
K
, 1
L

})
–see also [67, page 29];

2. [67, Lemma B.2, page 19], σ1 = O(1), σ2 = O(1), σ3 = O(1);

3. [67, Lemma B.9, page 23], κ = O(1);14

4. [67, Lemma B.11, page 26], λ̄ = O(L);

5. [67, eq. (B.63), page 29], λ1 = O(Dy), λ2 = O(LD2
y), λ3 = O(D2

y).

For any given K ∈ Z++, the proof of [67, Theorem 3.4, page 29] considers two exhaustive cases where β is
set to 1√

K
: if case 1 holds, then the bound,

max
{∥∥xk − xk+1

∥∥2 ,∥∥yk − yk+
(
zk
)∥∥2 ,∥∥zk − xk+1

∥∥2} ≤ max
{
λ2β

2, λ2
1β

2, λ3β
}
≤ B1

holds for some k∗ ≤ K, where B1 = O
(
D2

y ·
max{L, 1}

K

)
. Furthermore, according to [67, Lemma B.11, page

26], this point (xk∗ , yk∗) is an λ̄
√
B1-stationary; hence, (x

k∗ , yk∗) is O
(
LDy ·

√
max{L,1}

K

)
-stationary since

λ̄ = O(L). Therefore, K ≥ O
(

L4D4
y

ϵ4

)
iterations is required to guarantee ϵ-stationary point for this case.

On the other hand, if case 2 holds, then there exists k∗ ≤ K such that (xk∗ , yk∗) is
√

(ϕ0 − f)/(Kβ)-

stationary; hence, (xk∗ , yk∗) is
√
(ϕ0 − f)/

√
K-stationary since β = 1/

√
K, where f ∈ R such that f ≤

maxy∈Y f(x, y) for all x, and ϕ0 = F (x0, z0; y0) − 2d(y0, z0) + 2P (z0) for F (x, z; y) ≜ f(x, y) + p
2∥x − z∥2,

d(y, z) ≜ minx∈X F (x, z; y) and P (z) = minx∈X maxy∈Y F (x, z; y). Therefore, K ≥ O
(

(ϕ0−f)2

ϵ4

)
is required

to guarantee ϵ-stationary point for this case. Thus, combining the two exhaustive cases, we conclude that

K ≥ O
(

L4D4
y+(ϕ0−f)2

ϵ4

)
to ensure that the algorithm can compute an ϵ-stationary point within K iterations.

B.5 Derivation of complexity in [14]

In this paper, a special case of (1) is considered when h(·) = 0 and the primal-dual coupling is bilinear of
the form f(x, y) = −r(y) + ⟨Ax, y⟩ such that r is Lr-smooth and µ-strongly convex. An adaptive triple-
loop method is proposed; in the outer loop the method takes inexact proximal gradient steps for the primal
function using the inexact oracle values satisfying the backtracking condition, in the middle loop backtracking
steps are implemented for the primal function, and each backtracking step and checking the backtracking
condition require solving maxy∈Y f(xk, y) inexactly. Let F (·) = g(·)+Φ(·) denote the primal function, where
Φ(·) = maxy∈Y f(·, y), and F ∗ = minx∈X F (x). From the discussion in [14, Corollary 2], the number of times

the backtracking condition checked is bounded by O
(
Lν(F (x0)− F ∗)ϵ−2

)
, where Lν = ∥A∥2

µ . Furthermore,

according to [14, Algorithm 1] and the discussion in [14, eq.(21)-(32)], given xk corresponding to the k-th
outer iteration, computing the inexact oracle for the pair (Φ(xk),∇Φ(xk)), in the sense of [14, Definition 1
on page 4],which is (f(xk, ỹk), A⊤ỹk). This step requires to compute ỹk such that

Φ(xk)− f(xk, ỹk) = O(ϵ2/Mk), (74)

which requires O(
√
Lr/µ log(Lv/ϵ

2)) projected gradient iterations (that involve computing ∇yf(xk, ·) and
projecting onto Y ) by employing an accelerated backtracking method for strongly convex problems [4,
56], where Mk is an estimate of Lv, and according to [14, Corollary 2], Mk ≤ 2Lv for all k ≥ 0. After
each computation of ỹk, a projected inexact gradient step using the inexact oracle is computed from the
point xk to compute a candidate primal point wk, and the backtracking condition is checked. If it holds
for wk, then xk+1 ← wk; otherwise, Mk ← 2Mk and ỹk is computed again. Thus, the total gradient
complexity, i.e., number of times ∇f is computed, to compute an ϵ-stationary point in the sense of metric

(M1) is O(
√

Lr

µ
∥A∥2

µ (F (x0)− F ∗)ϵ−2 log(ϵ−1)). Indeed, since the Lipschitz constant of ∇f satisfies L ≥
max{Lr, ∥A∥}, the total gradient complexity can be simplified as O(Lκ1.5ϵ−2 log(ϵ−1)).

14Unlike the notation in our paper, κ does not denote the condition number L/µ in [67], it is just some O(1) constant.
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C Discussion on the Convergence Metrics

In this paper we adopt (M2), defined in definition 3, as our primary measure of convergence for both the
WCSC and WCMC cases. This choice is motivated by the fact that (M2) is easy to check in practice. Also
note that in the absence of closed convex functions g and h, ∥G(x, y)∥ ≤ ϵ reduces to ∥∇f(x, y)∥ ≤ ϵ. Prior
to discussing various forms of stationarity and their connection with each other, we give some preliminary
definitions and notation. We first recall that Φ(x) ≜ maxy∈Y f(x, y)−h(y), and the primal function is given

by F (·) ≜ g(·) + Φ(·). Next, we provide the definition of the Moreau envelope of a real-valued function.

Definition 1. Let r : Rn → R∪{+∞} be L-weakly convex. Then, for any λ ∈ (0, L−1), the Moreau envelope
of r is defined as the function rλ : Rn → R such that rλ(x) ≜ minw∈X r(w) + 1

2λ∥w − x∥2.

In the rest of this section, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 4. There exists m ≥ 0 such that for all y ∈ domh, the function f(·, y) is m-weakly convex,
i.e., f(·, y) + m

2 ∥ · ∥
2 is convex.

Remark 5. Under Assumption 1, f(·, y) is naturally L-weakly convex; that said, it is possible that f satisfies
Assumption 4 with m≪ L.

Under Assumption 4, the primal function F is m-weakly convex; hence, for any λ ∈ (0, 1/m), Fλ is
well-defined for both WCSC and WCMC cases and it is differentiable with ∇Fλ(x) = 1

λ (x − proxλF (x))
–this is a standard result, for details see, e.g., [70, Lemma 2]. Finally, we recall the gradient map.

Definition 2. For given ηx, ηy > 0, the gradient map G(x, y) = [Gx(x, y)
⊤, Gy(x, y)

⊤]⊤, and Gx(x, y) ≜
(x− proxηxg(x− ηx∇xf(x, y)))/ηx and Gy(x, y) ≜ (proxηyh(y + ηy∇yf(x, y))− y)/ηy.

Now, we are ready to state various important types of stationarity adopted in the literature on nonconvex
minimax problems.

Definition 3. Given ϵ > 0, consider the minimax problem in (1).

(M1): x ∈ X is ϵ-stationary in (M1) if ∥G(x)∥ ≤ ϵ for some α > 0, where G(x) =
(
x − proxαg

(
x −

α∇Φ(x)
))
/α.

(M2): (x, y) ∈ X × Y is ϵ-stationary in (M2) if ∥G(x, y)∥ ≤ ϵ for some ηx, ηy > 0.

(M3): x ∈ X is ϵ-stationary in (M3) if ∥∇Fλ(x)∥ ≤ ϵ for some λ ∈ (0, 1/m).

(M4): (x, y) ∈ X × Y is (ϵx, ϵy)-stationary in (M4) if ∃u ∈ ∇xf(x, y) + ∂g(x) and ∃v ∈ ∇yf(x, y) − ∂h(y)
such that ∥u∥ ≤ ϵx and ∥v∥ ≤ ϵy.

(M5): x ∈ X is ϵ-stationary in (M5) if ∃x̂ ∈ X such that inf∥d∥≤1 F
′(x̂; d) ≥ −ϵ and ∥x̂ − x∥ ≤ ϵ, where

F ′(x̂; d) ≜ limt→0
F (x̂+t·d)−F (x̂)

t .

(M6): for the case g(·) = 0, (x, y) ∈ X × Y is ϵ-stationary in (M6) if for some ηy > 0, ∥∇xf(x, ŷ)∥ ≤ ϵ and
∥Gy(x, y)∥ ≤ ϵ where ŷ = proxηyh(y + ηy∇yf(x, y)).

Remark 6. The metric (M1) requires differentiability of Φ, which holds when f(x, ·) is strongly concave
for any given x ∈ X . Hence, this metric applies to WCSC setting, but not to WCMC setting. Moreover, for
any given ϵ > 0, (M2) and (M4) are equivalent when g(·) = h(·) = 0 and ϵx = ϵy = ϵ.

Our next result shows that the guarantees in the metric (M2) can be converted into guarantees in (M4).

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and (x, y) is ϵ-stationary in (M2) for some ηx, ηy > 0, then (x̂, ŷ)
is (ϵx, ϵy)-stationary in (M4), where x̂ = proxηxg(x− ηx∇xf(x, y)) and ŷ = proxηyh(y + ηy∇yf(x, y)) for

ϵx = ϵy =
(
1 + (ηx + ηy)L

)
ϵ.
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Proof. Note that by the optimality conditions corresponding to the proximal operator, we have

Gx(x, y) = (x− x̂)/ηx ∈ ∇xf(x, y) + ∂g(x̂), Gy(x, y) = (ŷ − y)/ηy ∈ ∇yf(x, y)− ∂h(ŷ). (75)

Since (x, y) is ϵ-stationary in (M2), (75) implies that ∃u′ ∈ ∇xf(x, y) + ∂g(x̂) and ∃v′ ∈ ∇yf(x, y)− ∂h(ŷ)

such that max{∥u′∥, ∥v′∥} ≤ ϵ. Let û ≜ u′ + ∇xf(x̂, ŷ) − ∇xf(x, y) and v̂ ≜ v′ + ∇yf(x̂, ŷ) − ∇yf(x, y).
Then, it follows from the smoothness of f that

∥û∥ ≤ ∥u∥+ ∥∇xf(x̂, ŷ)−∇xf(x, y)∥ ≤ ϵ+ L∥x̂− x∥+ L∥ŷ − y∥ ≤ (1 + ηxL+ ηyL)ϵ.

In a similar manner, we can show that ∥v̂∥ ≤
(
1 + (ηx + ηy)L

)
ϵ, which established the result.

Next we provide some results from the literature describing how guarantees in different ϵ-stationarity
metrics can be transferred from one to another. In particular, our results in (M2), can be transferred to
any of the other metrics mentioned in Def. 3 besides the (M4) metric we studied in Theorem 5.

Theorem 6. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 4 hold.

i. [70, Theorem 2] Given λ ∈ (0, 1/m) and ϵ > 0, under Assumption 2, if x ∈ X is ϵ-stationary in
expectation with respect to (M3), i.e., E[∥∇Fλ(x)∥] ≤ ϵ, then an O(ϵ)-stationary point x̂ ∈ X in
(M1) with α = λ can be computed within Õ(ϵ−2) stochastic oracle calls.

ii. [30, Proposition 1] If (x, y) ∈ X × Y is (ϵx, ϵy)-stationary in (M4), then x̂ ∈ X is ϵ̂-stationary in

(M5) for ϵ̂ = max
{
ϵx + 2

√
2mDyϵy,

√
2Dyϵy

m

}
.

iii. [30, Proposition 2] Given λ ∈ (0, 1/m), ϵ, ϵ̂ > 0 such that ϵ̂ ≤ λ3ϵ
λ2+2(1−λm)(1+λ) , if x is ϵ̂-stationary in

(M5), then x is ϵ-stationary in (M3).

iv. [30, Proposition 2] Given λ ∈ (0, 1/m), ϵ, ϵ̂ > 0 such that ϵ ≤ ϵ̂ · min{1, 1/λ}, if x is ϵ-stationary in
(M3), then x is ϵ̂-stationary in (M5) with x̂ = xλ, where xλ = argminu∈X F (u) + 1

2λ∥u− x∥.

v. [38, Proposition 4.11] Consider (1) with g(·) = 0, h(·) = 1Y (·) for some convex set Y ⊂ Y such that
Dy < ∞, and µ > 0. If a point x ∈ X is ϵ-stationary in (M1), i.e., ∥∇Φ(x)∥ ≤ ϵ, then in the sense
of (M6) with ηy = 1

L , an O(ϵ)-stationary point can be computed within O(κ log(ϵ−1)) oracle calls for
the deterministic setting, and an O(ϵ)-stationary point in expectation can be computed within O(ϵ−2)
oracle calls for the stochastic setting under Assumption 2. Conversely, if a point (x′, y′) ∈ X × Y is
ϵ
κ -stationary in (M6) with ηy = 1

L , then x′ is O(ϵ)-stationary in (M1).

vi. [38, Proposition 4.12] Consider (1) with g(·) = 0, h(·) = 1Y (·) for some convex set Y ⊂ Y such that
Dy <∞, and µ = 0. If a point x ∈ X is ϵ-stationary in (M3) with λ = 1

2L , then in the sense of (M6)
with ηy = 1

L , an O(ϵ)-stationary point can be computed within O(ϵ−2) oracle calls for the deterministic
setting, and O(ϵ)-stationary point in expectation can be computed within O(ϵ−4) oracle calls for the

stochastic setting under Assumption 2. Conversely, if a point (x′, y′) ∈ X × Y is ϵ2

LDy
-stationary in

(M6) with ηy = 1
L , then x′ is O(ϵ)-stationary in (M3) with λ = 1

2L .

vii. [65, Proposition 2.1] Consider (1) with g(·) = h(·) = 0 and µ > 0. If a point x ∈ X is ϵ-stationary
in (M1), i.e., ∥∇Φ(x)∥ ≤ ϵ, and ∥∇yf(x, ỹ)∥ ≤ ϵ̃ for some ỹ ∈ Y, then an O(ϵ)-stationary point
(x, y) in (M2), i.e., ∥∇f(x, y)∥ ≤ ϵ, can be computed within O(κ log(κϵ̃ϵ )) oracle calls for the deter-
ministic setting, and an O(ϵ)-stationary point (x, y) in (M2) (in expectation) can be computed within
Õ(κ + κ3σ2ϵ−2) stochastic oracle calls under Assumption 2. Conversely, if a point (x̃, ỹ) satisfies
∥∇xf(x̃, ỹ)∥ ≤ ϵ and ∥∇yf(x̃, ỹ)∥ ≤ ϵ/

√
κ, then a point x ∈ X which is O(ϵ)-stationary in (M1), i.e.,

∥∇Φ(x)∥ ≤ ϵ, can be computed within O(κ log(κ)) oracle calls for the deterministic setting, and within
Õ(κ+ κ5σ2ϵ−2) oracle calls for the stochastic setting under Assumption 2.
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