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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 miny max, Y"1, gi(z:) + f(x,y) — h(y), where
h and g; for ¢ = 1,--- , N are closed, convex functions, f is L-smooth and u-strongly concave in y for
some p > 0. We consider two scenarios: (i) the deterministic setting where we assume one can com-
pute Vf exactly, and (ii) the stochastic setting where we have only access to V 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 e-stationary point within O(Lli2/62) and
O(L?/€*) gradient calls when u > 0 and p = 0, respectively, where x £ L/u. In the stochastic setting,
for any p € (0,1) and € > 0, it can compute an e-stationary point with high probability, which requires
O(Lke*log(1/p)) and O(L*e¢~"log(1/p)) stochastic oracle calls, with probability at least 1 — p, when
w > 0 and p = 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 &; = R™ fori € N2 {1,2,...,N} and ) be finite dimensional Euclidean spaces, and define x £
[Til;en € ienXs £ X = R” where n £ > ienr M- 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-convexr minimax problems:

minmax £(x,y) = g(x) + f(x,y) = h(y) with g(x) = i;/gi(xi)» (1)

where f : X x Y — R is differentiable with a Lipschitz gradient, f is possibly non-convex in x and (strongly)
concave in y with modulus ¢ >0, h: Y — RU {400} and g; : X; - RU {400} for i € N are closed convex
functions. We consider two scenarios: (¢) deterministic setting, where we assume one can compute V f exactly,
and (i1) stochastic setting, where one can only access to stochastic estimates of V f, see Assumption [2| for
details. If 4 > 0, then we call the minimax problem in (1)) as weakly convez-strongly concave (WCSC), whereas
for p = 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 [I7] and distributional robust learning with weakly convex loss functions
such as those arising in deep learning [19] [54]. These applications admitting the formulation in often
require (¢) handling non-convexity in high dimensions and (i) 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 with a block-structure would be the
distributed computation setting for WCSC/WCMC problems [71], i.e., min,cga maxyey > . r fi(2,y) over a
network of processing nodes represented by a connected undirected graph G = (N, £) with A/ denoting the
set of computing nodes and ECN x 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
mingex{maxyey > ;cn filziy) : x =ax; V (i,§) € €}, ie., X; =R? 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 . 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 theoryﬂ and practice, e.g., see [43], [42], 20} 25| 21| 26]. However, for non-convex problems such as
7 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 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 Vyf at every iteration of an FOPD method, the problem has a coordinate-
friendly structure [52], i.e., for any ¢ € N, the amount of work to compute the partial-gradient V,, f is
n;/n ~1/N fraction of the work required for the full-gradient Vyf 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 e-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 nonconvezity 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., [41l [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 @]), 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

IThese methods relying on backtracking achieve the same complexity guarantees (up to O(1) constant) with those requiring
the availability of global Lipschitz constants.



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 V 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 functiorﬂ 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 n, = @(%) and primal stepsize 7, = @(ﬁ) for WCSC minimax
problems where L is the Lipschitz constant of the gradient of f and k = L/p, i.e., the ratio n,/n, = O(k?)
is needed for the convergence analysis; however, it is not clear how one can incorporate backtracking on 7,
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 —see the discussion in section [2| on existing
methods for WCWC problems for more details.

Our contributions: For the case L in is WCSC or WCMC, the algorithm SGDA-B we propose in
this paper achieves the best computational complexity for computing an e-stationary point (in the sense of
Definition in both deterministic and stochastic settings among the existing methods that are agnostic
to the global Lipschitz constant L and to the weak convexity modulu&ﬂ m > 0. More precisely, our main
contribution is to show that without knowing/using L and m values, for any given e > 0, SGDA-B can compute
an e-stationary point of with the following guarantees: for deterministic WCSC and WCMC problems,
SGDA-B requires O(Lk?/e?) and O(L3/e*) gradient calls, respectively; furthermore, we also show that for
any p € (0,1), SGDA-B can generate an e-stationary point w.p. at least 1 — p requiring O(Lrx3¢~*log(1/p))
and @(L4e_7log(1 /D)) 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 —see the comparison
provided in Table [I] 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
we state our assumptions and provide the algorithmic framework SGDA-B with backtracking. In section
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 — RU{+0o0}, the proximal map is defined as prox,,(y') £ argmin,cy, h(y)+ 3lly—¢/[|?, for all y € V.
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 e-stationarity.

(i) When f is WCSC and g(-) = 0 in (I), a commonly used metric for stationarity is the gradient of the
primal function, i.e., X is e-stationary if | V®(x.)|| < €, where ®(x) £ max,ecy f(x,y)—h(y); moreover,
using the gradient map, one can extend e-stationarity to the case with g(-) # 0 using ||G(x¢)| < € for
some o > 0, where G(x) £ [x — prox, (x — aVe(x))]/a —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 £ is the smallest m > 0 such that £(-,y)+ - ||I? is convex over dom g for any y € dom h
fixed; hence, by definition, we have m < L.



Work Ref. | Agnostic | ¢ h | BCU | Complexity (x> 0) Complexity (1 =0)
*GDA [38] X X 1y | X | MLO(KLe?) M3: O(L26*D2e®)
*AGDA 2] X vV | vV | X | ML O®Le?) M3: O(L**D2e®)
MDA [23] X vV | vV | X | ML O 2 X

fAcc-MDA | [22] X Ix |1y | X | M1: O 35L15 “3log(e™1)) X

VRLM [44] X vV | vV | X | ML O®Le?) X

sm-AGDA [65] X X | X X M2: O(k?Le™*) X

iNeAda [29] v X |1y X | M2: O(8B8e4log(e1)) X

§TiAda [ v X 1y | X | M2 OK2ZBSLAu—4e ) X

9sGDA-B | Ours v v | vV v M2: O(k3Llog(p~t)e ) M2: @(L4D210g(p*1)e*7)

Table 1: Comparison of SGDA-B (this paper), NeAda [29] and TiAda [35] that are agnoatic to L with
single-loop methods that require L for solving stochastic WCSC (u > 0) and WCMC (p = 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 e-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 D, denotes the diameter of the dual domain.

Table Notes: *For the case p = 0, [38, 2] both assume that f is ¢-Lipschitz for each 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 |V f(x,y;€)|| < B for any x € X and y € Y. $In [35] it is assumed that (i)

B € (0,00) exists as in [29]; (ii) Viyf and szf are L-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 § > 0,
the bound for TiAda is at least 0(367%5127%E47%M74+%674+% + B2 (2+8) [(245) = (4+9)) Tp
the table, we state the complexity for § > 0 sufficiently small. YIn 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(k)) backtracking iterations with probability at least 1 —p

Work Ref. | Agnostic | ¢ h | BCU | Complexity (u > 0) Complexity (u = 0)
GDA 38] X X |1y | X | ML O(k2Le?) M3: O(L*3D2e0)
AGDA 2] X vV | vV | X | Ml OK2Le?) M3: O(L*3D2e0)
MDA 23] X vV | vV | X | ML O®3e?) X
sm-AGDA | [65] X X | X X M2: O(kLe™?) X
A1tGDAm | [9] X v | vV X M1: O(k's Le2) X

AGP [64] X Ix |1y | X | M2: O(k8L272) M2: O(L*Dle?)
Sm-GDA | [67] X Ix |1y | ¢V X M2: O(L*Die)
HiBSA [41] X vV | vV | vV | M2 OKBL2?) X

NeAda [29] v X |1y | X | M2 O LA 2log(e?)) X

TiAda 35] v X 11y | X | M2 Ok 2) X

GDA-B | Ours v vV |V | vV | M2 Ok2Le?) M2: O(L*D2e*)

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.



(ii) e-stationarity can also be defined using the coupling function f; indeed, for any given ng,n, > 0, let
Gx(Xe,ye) = (xe = prox, , (xc =1V f (Xe, 4c)) ) /112 and Gy (xe, ye) = (prox,, p, (ve+1yVy f(Xe, ye)) —
Ye)/ny, then we call (x,y.) e-stationary in metric (M2) if |G(xc,ye)| < €, where G(xc,y.) =

[Gx(xe,ye) T, Gylxe,ye) T]T.

(iii) An alternative definition of e-stationarity when g(-) # 0 is to use the Moreau envelope of the primal
function, i.e., [[VFx(x)|| < € for A € (0,+) ~we call this metric as (M3), where F = g + ® is the
primal function and Fj : x — minwex F(W) + 55||w — x]|? 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 (IM2) requires checking a simpler backtracking condition depending on the
stochastic gradient map which can be easily calculated in practice; moreover, e-stationarity in (M2) also
implies O(e)-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 [l and |2} and we aim to achieve this goal without deteriorating their O(1) constants, especially the x
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 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
(Xc,ye) such that [[G(xc,ye)| < € in O(k®L*?) and O(L*Dye~*) gradient calls when y > 0 and p = 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 V. f and V,f —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 k.
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 V 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 involving ¢ 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 1, > 0 —as the variance term scales with 7,02, while

2, Proof of Thm 4.2] shows that Y r_, E{Hwk”ﬂ = O(Ko?/M) is independent of 1, where wj, denotes a

subgradient of the primal function g(-) + max,cy 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 V f
rather than its stochastic estimate Vf; therefore, one cannot directly use those guarantees on V 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



[38, 2l [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 problemsﬁ with possibly non-smooth
closed convex h and g as in , and SGDA-B algorithm proposed in this paper achieves the best known
complexity in terms of € having the same k-dependence as in [38] and [2] without requiring any prior
knowledge on neither the Lipschitz constant of Vf 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 [0, 50, B0] and references therein. When L is known, both Lin et al. [40] and Ostrovskii et al. [50]
show an iteration complexity of O(Lk'/2¢2) for finding an e-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 O(e~2-%) for deterministic WCMC problems, which is later
improved to O(e~2) 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 V f and weak-
convexity modulus (see footnote |3), and that use adaptive step sizes for solving minimax problems in the
nonconvex setting [14] 29 B35 B2, 53]. For a special case of with h(-) = 0 and bilinear coupling f(z,y) =
—r(y) + (Az,y) such that r is smooth and strongly convex, the work [I4] proposes a triple-loop method
where in the outer loop, primal iterate z* 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 max,cy f(z*,y) is solved inexactly using the inner loop; the gradient complexity of the proposed
method is O(Lk%¢2) for computing an e-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 [I4], is a
double-loop method for solving 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 (x.,y.) such
that ||Vef(ze,vo)| < € and |lye — yu(ze)|| < € within O(k*®L* 2log(1/€)) gradient complexity, where
Y«(-) = argmax,cy 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 (z,y.) such that ||V f(x.,y.)| < e within O(k'%¢=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 [I] 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 x; indeed, both of them adopt AdaGrad-like step size sequences, and while
this choice makes the algorithm agnostic to L and p, 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 . 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 . 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.

4 Although 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 .



Existing work for the deterministic setting: smooth WCWC minimax problems. Consider
the smooth WCWC case corresponding to the formulation in with ¢ = h = 0 and f is L-smooth, i.e.,
V£ is Lipschitz with constant L, and let M(z,y) £ [V.f(z,y)" — V,f(x,y)T]T. For this setting, Lee
and Kim [32] incorporated backtracking within a variant of EG method; under the additional assumption
that M is a p-comonotone operator for some p < 0, the authors established ||V f(zx,yx)||? = O(1/k?) —this
result extends the O(1/k?) rate shown in [66] for the merely convex-merely concave minimax problems,
i.e., the authors extend the monotone operator case (which corresponds to p = 0) to negative-comonotone
operatorfﬂ (which corresponds to p < 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
operator M has a solutiorﬁ; O(1/k) rate has been shown [I1, 59, [12] for ||V f||?. The conditions “M being
negative-comonotone” and “MVI corresponding to M 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 to M has a nonempty solution set,” i.e., this condition holds whenever M is
negative comonotone [I2} [32] or whenever a solution to the MVI exists [IT} [59].

Recently, Pethick et al. [53] have proposed an extragradient-type algorithm with adaptive stepsizes (using
backtracking on the unknown Lipschitz constant) for 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 backtrackingm It is crucial to emphasize that
since M is non-monotone, assuming V f is L-Lipschitz does not imply that the corresponding weak MVT 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 MVTI or
even to its weaker version (weak MVI) corresponding to M are both stronger than the standard assumption
of V[ being Lipschitz, and do not necessarily hold even if we further assume f is (strongly) concave in y.
Indeed, negative comonotonicity of M, leading to O(e~1) complexity [32], is a strong assumption; because the
standard lower complexity bounds established for FO methods to compute an e-stationary point for general
non-convex smooth optimization problems imply that at least Q(e~2) gradient evaluations are required [5]E|

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] [I], 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 [I3] 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 x ) — R that is WCWC and twice continuously differentiable, the corresponding map M
is negative-comonotone if Viyf dominates any negative curvature in block Hessians V2 f and 7V5yf —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 (ze,ye) such that |Vf(ze,ye)|| < € when f in is WCWC and
g = h = 0. Furthermore, let ®(-) £ maxycy f(-,y) denote the primal function corresponding to the smooth WCSC problem
(Ps) : mingex maxycy f(z,y); for deterministic FOPD methods to solve (Ps), Zhang et al. [68] (see also [34]) have shown

that a lower bound for finding an e-stationary point of ®, i.e., ze € X such that ||[V®(zc)|| <, is Q(L\/E/52>.



WCSC problems with g(-) = 0 and h(-) = 1y (+), i.e., the indicator function of a closed convex set Yﬂ In [35] it
is shown that TiAda can compute (z, y.) such that E [||Vf(:r€, Ye) HZ} < €? with at most CTIAd = O(e=(4+9)
oracle complexity for any > 0 ~however, how O(1) constant depends on x is not discussed in [35]; indeed,
in appendix E we argue that for any given § > 0, CTiAda = Q3 (H0) 4 12725 ¢~4+3%5)  In 29,
it is shown that the oracle complexity of NeAda can be bounded by CNeAda = O(e~*log(1/€)) to compute
(2, yc) such that E[Hvxf(xe,ye)ﬂ] < e and E[Hy6 - y*(a:e)H} <e¢in appendix we argue that CheAde =

Q(k8e 4 log(1/€)). While the single-loop method TiAda is agnostic to the strong concavity modulus y and
to the stochastic oracle variance bound o2, its convergence analysis is given under some strong assumptions:
(i) the coupling function f is twice differentiable in y such that Viy f and Vf/y f are Lipschitz; (i) stochastic
gradients are uniformly bounded, i.e., 3B > 0 such that ||V f(z,)|| < B for all (z,y) € X x ), which clearly
does not hold even for additive Gaussian noise structure; and (4i) the primal function ®(-) £ max,cy f(-,y)
is bounded above, i.e., 3B¢ > 0 such that ®(z) < By for all z € X, which is a strong assumption considering
that & is weakly convex.

3 Assumptions and Algorithmic Framework

Assumption 1. Let g; : X; - RU {400} fori e N, f: X xY =R, and h: Y — RU {+o0} such that
1. g;, for alli € N, and h are closed convexr functions;

2. f is differentiable on an open set containing dom g x dom h such that V f is L-Lipschitz on dom g X
dom h; furthermore, f(x,-) is (strongly) concave with modulus p for each x € dom g for some p > 0;

3. —oo < F* £ infyex F(x), where F £ g+ ® for ® : X — R such that ®(-) £ maxycy f(-,y) — h(y).
Suppose we are given F € R such that F < F*.

Definition 1. Define y. : X — Y such that y.(x) = argmax, cy [(x,y) — h(y) for all x € domg.

In many practical settings partial gradients Vx f and V, f 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 {%z fYien and 63, f denote stochastic oracles for {V, f}ien and Vy f, respectively,
satisfying the following assumptions for all (x,y) € dom g x dom h:

(i) Bo[Va, f(x,y;0)[x,9] = Vo, f(x,y), VieN;
(”) EC [61/ f(va; <)|X7y] = Vyf(x, y);

(iii) 300 2 05 B[ Vo, f(x,550) = Va Sx,0)|? | x9] S o2/N, VieN;

(iv) 30,203 B[V, f(x,450) = Vo S p)l* | x,9] < o2,

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 for some closed convex set Y, can
be extended to cover purely stochastic case of M = 1, this would degrade the complexity from O(e™*)
for M = O(e72) to O(e7®) for M = O(1). The sm-AGDA method proposed in [65] has O(¢~*) complexity
guarantee for M = O(1); however, this requires setting 1, =7, = O(J;—ZLH) 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(e~*)
complexity result with M = 1, to the more general setup we considered in involving possibly nonsmooth

9n [35], it is assumed that for any & € X, y«(x) is in the interior of Y7 that is why they adopt the stationarity measure
IV £]]2. This is a restrictive assumption.



closed convex functions g, h. There are only very few single-loop methods that can handle stochastic WCSC
problem in 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 e—stationary point with O(e™%)
complexity and using batch size M = (9( ~2) —[2] requires setting n, = 1/L, n, = 153, M = O(k%c%e?),

and SMDA in [23] requires 7, = %7 Ny = Kg and M = O( #2522)5 on the other hand, using variance reduction

[23| 44] can achieve O(e~3) complexity —[44] requires batch size M = O(1) and step sizes 1, = (’)(ULK)
and 7, = O(=£=), and VR-SMDA in [23] requires setting 7, = -, 7, = =, and sampling large batch size
of O(%) once in every ¢ = O( ﬁ) iterations which all use small batch size of O(ﬁ) That being said,
[2, 44, 23] all define e-stationarity using the gradient of the primal function, i.e., using metric (IM1); 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(e~*) complexity with
M = O(1) when there are arbitrary closed convex functions g and h as in . 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(e™*) complexity with batch size of M = O(e~?).

We next introduce the stochastic gradient estimates sx and s, that are obtained based on M., M, €
Z, calls to the stochastic oracle and the corresponding stochastic gradient maps Gx and éy, which arise

frequently in the study of proximal-gradient methods [9] [64], 4T].

Definition 2. Given M,, M, € Z. 4 and stepsizes 15,1y > 0, define 5x,Gx : X xY — X and sy,éy
X xY — Y such that sx(X,y;w) = [s2, (X, y; )]V, € X and Gx(x,y;w) =[Gy, (X, y;w) |, € X, where

52, (X, Y5 w ZV% fxyw)), Ga(xyw)s [zi — prox, . (zi — NSz, (X,y;w))}/nx, VieN,
] 1
sy(x,y;€) = Z Fxy:G), Gy(xy:¢) £ [prox (y+ny8y(x y; C)) - y} /1y

are defined for all (x,y) € dom f x domg, and w = [wj}]M:ﬁ, ¢ & e yl such that both {wj} 1 and
{(j}j-wz”l are i.i.d. corresponding to the randommness generated by the stochastic oracle and satisfy Assump-
tion @ For notational simplicity, let € 2 [wT ¢T]T, and we define s(x,y;€) 2 [sx(x,y;w) T8, (x,4;¢) 7] T

and G(x,y;€) £ [Gx(x,y;0) TGy (x,4:¢) 7]
Let G, forie N and G, denote the deterministic gradient maps, i.e., for any (x,y) € domg x domh,

G, (x,y) = [zi—proxnzg% (xi—nxvxif(x, y))] /ne fori € N, Gy(x,y) = {proxnyh (y—l—nyvyf(x, y)) —y} /My

Finally, let Gx(x,y) £ [Ga, (x,9)]Y.1 € X, and we define G(x,y) £ [Gx(x,y) G, (x,y) 7]

Remark 1. By the i.i.d. nature of {wj} = and {CJ} it follows from Assumptzon@ that

Jj=1’

2
Oy

B[lsx(x5:0) = VxS (e w)?] < §E. Blsy(x0:0) = Ty S w)|P] <

ga
—
>

Definition 3. Given € > 0, (Xx,y.) € domg x domh is an e-stationary point if ||G(Xe, ye)|| < €.

Next, we state Stochastic GDA with Backtracking (SGDA-B) in algorithm SGDA-Btakes ¢, €, u > 0,
p,v € (0,1) and F' € R as input. We next briefly discuss these parameters: e is the tolerance, i.e., SGDA-B is
guaranteed to stop w.p. 1 and when it terminates, it generates an O(¢)-stationary point (x.,y.) with high
probability —see Theorem [2} € controls the optimality precision of the initial point ¢°, as stated in line[3} and
the input F is a lower bound on F* = inf,¢y F(x) —in many ML problems, the primal objective is to minimize
a loss function for which F* > 0; v € (0,1) is the backtrackmg parameter, every time the backtracking
condition in line |12 fails, Lipschitz constant estimate L is updated according to L« L/y in line of



algorithm finally, the algorithm parameter p € (0,1) bounds the number of backtracking iterations,
i.e., SGDA-B requires at most O(log(x)) backtracking iterations with probability at least 1 — p, requiring
O(k*Llog(1/p)e*) stochastic oracle calls for the stochastic WCSC setting. As the estimate L is varied in
the outer loop, SGDA-B makes T' = [log,(1/p)] parallel calls to the randomized block stochastic gradient
descent ascent method (RB-SGDA) which will be elaborated further in section For the deterministic case
with 0, = 0, =0, p is set to 0 leading to the initialization T' = 1 = lim,~ o[log,(1/p)].

Remark 2. Given input parameters € > 0 and x° € dom g, SGDA-B requires computing y° € domh such
that maxyey L£(x°,y) — E[ﬁ(xo,yo)} < & For p > 0, computing such y° requires O(y/klog(1/€)) gradient

calls for the case o, = 0, and O(o /(u€)) stochastic oracle calls for the case o, > 0.

Algorithm 1 SGDA with Backtracking (SGDA-B)

1: Input: ¢, >0,p<€ (0,1),7€ (0,1), x° € domg, F €R
2. Initialize: L < pu/y, p+ 7”“224/]\[_1, T < [log,(1/p)]
3: Compute: y" s.t. max,ey £(x°,y) — E{E(xo,yo)} <é

4: for £=1,... do

5 My« /L, 1+ Npu2n§

6 K« [5F (.c(x YO) = F+ (12p+1)8)], M, + [Bo2+1], M, <« [(1+ M?Mrf 52&’)@%%11

7 fort=1,2,...,T do > T independent, parallel RB-SGDAruns
8: (X(t,l)7 Yt G<)~((t,f)7 g(t,f); 5(757@))) — RB_SGDA(T/QH My M:E7 My7 Na Ka XO? yO)

9 end for

10: S < Hé(i(t,f)vg(t,f);é(t,é))“Q
11: t* argmin{S(t p:t=1,...,T}
12: if S t+,0) < 5 then

13: (Xﬁye) (X(t* 0:Ut=0)s e < Eur )
14: return (X, yc)

15: else

16: L+ L/y

17: end if

18: end for

Algorithm 2 (X, 7, G) =RB-SGDA(), 7y, My, M, N, K,x°,4°)
1: for k=0,2,..., K—1do

2: i — U[1, N] > iy, is distributed uniformly on {1,..., N}
3: xkt+l o xk
b b prox,,,, (i — mesn, (<5 0¥t)

5: y’“rl + prox, (y + nysy(x*,y ;Ck))
6: end for o ~ ~ .
T kU0 K -], (%9« (xFyb), G G(xFyhieh)

8: return (X,7,G)

SGDA-B, using the batch size of M, = O(1+03/€*) and M, = O(1+0;/€®), terminates w.p. 1 —see
Lemma @ and at the termination it generates (x.,y.) such that ||C~r'(x€,y6;£)|| < € w.p. 1. Next, we show
that the deterministic gradient map G(x., y.) is close to its stochastic estimate G(x., y.; €) in a probabilistic
sense with this batchsize selection, implying that the output (x., y.) has a small deterministic gradient map.

10



Lemma 1. For any given € > 0, let My, M, be chosen as in line @ of SGDA-B, displayed in Algorithm .
Then, for any (x,y)€ dom f x dom g and any scalar r > 0, it holds that

P (IG0x5:6) — Gl > r5) < . 3)

Proof. Note that Gx(x,y:€) — Gx(x,y) = [prox,_,(x —n.sx(x,y;w)) — prox, ,(x — 0.V f(x,9))] /7a;
thus, non-expansiveness of the proximal map implies that

1Gx (%, 43 w) = Gx(x, )| < [lsx(x, y;0) = VS (x, ). (4)

The same argument also gives us |Gy (x,y;¢) — Gy(x,9)|| < |l5y(x,y;¢) — Vy f(x,y)||; hence, combining
the two we get |G(x,y;€) — G(x,9)|| < ||s(x,y;&) — Vf(x,y)||. By the definitions of M, and M,, we have
M, > 2862 and M, > 13352, and we have E[s(x, y;€)] = Vf(x,y) as well as E[||s(x,y;€) — Vf(x,y)[]*] <

Y

03 /M, + o7 /M, from eq. . Then, applying the Chebyshev’s inequality leads to the desired result. Indeed,

P (|G v:6) ~ x| > rg ) <P <|s(x,y;£> —VIC)l >[5 5’4) <1/,

as desired which completes the proof. O

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 {ix}x>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:

k1 _ k ko k. k k1 _ ok ip s g
X, = Pprox, ., (xik — M Sa,, (x",y";w )), and x; 7 =x; if @i,
k1 _ k ko k. rk

y = proxnyh<y + 1y sy (x5, 475 ¢ ))-

where the source of randomness (w* and Ck) is due to the stochastic oracle satisfying Assumption [2 and is
independent from the iterates (x*,y*). Here, only the randomly chosen primal block iy, 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 F* £ o({z*}) denote the o-algebra generated by z* = (x*,y*) for k > 0.

The following lemma, conditioned on F*, provides us with the useful identities in and (5bf), and it
controls the variance of the stochastic gradients based on sample sizes M, and M,,.

Lemma 2. For all k > 0, it holds that

roo. 1 -

E[Ga, (", 555082 | FF] = FE[IGx(" 50082 | 7] (5a)
r 1

B[V, f(<*,5") = Vi, @2 | F¥] = LIV (xt,5%) = VOO, (5)
[ k k., k NI k 1 o3

B [[ls2,, (<, 5" ") = W, fO5 092 | FH] < o, (50)
- X 0.2

E|[ls, (<", 555¢") = v, /(5 )2 | FH| < T (5)
- Yy

11



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

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., G;,., can be controlled by three terms: (i) change in
the primal function, (i) the variance of the stochastic gradients, and (44) a term related to the difference
between V.. f and V. ®.

Lemma 3. Given (%,9) € domg x domh and i* € N, let X* € X be such that T} = z; fori € N\ {i*},

=+ _ - - 1 M, AM, hy :
and T;. = prox, .. (Ti —NuSz,. (x,y,w)), where w = [w;];7 and {w;};2 are i.i.d. random variables such

that {6@ f(i,jj;wj)}j]viﬂ satisfy Assumption @ Then,
Na = -
o~ 2Lr) B |G, (%,5:) )
_ _ Nz _ _ _
S F(®) = P& + T Eo| 520 (% 950) = Va f(%,9)] } S Ve f(%,9) = Vo ().

Proof. Since ® is L(1 4 )-smooth from [49, Lemma A.5], the definition x implies that

P(x") < (x) + (VO(%), % —x> + Lk||xT — x|? -
= ®(%) + (V.. ®(%), 2 — #10) + Lz — e |2,
where we used Xt — x = ’j; — Z;+ and k > 1. The definition of X* also implies that ( Tix — :r:*) —

52 (%,73w) € Dgi- (1) and g(X*) — (%) = gi- (7-) — gi- (71-); thevefore, we get

F(x') < F(X) + (Va, ®(X), 2/ — ) + Le|2f — 2

) *

1
24 <77 (Z4 —x+) — Sg (i,gj;w),iit —xi*>

x

- F(x)+ <G (%, 7 w), T} fxl*> + L) — B |2 4 (Vi B(R) — 8o, (%, 5 w), T3 — Tpe)
= F(x) - (nz - niLF«') G, (%, 55 ) ° + 12 <sx (X, 73 w) = Vi, B(X), Ga . (X, ﬂ;w)> ®
< ) = (1 = 12LK) |G (3,5 0) 2 + 2 G (3,5 ) 2+ 5, (%, 550) — V. (5)]
= F(%) = (5 = 2Lk )G, (R,5:0) |2 + 50,0 (%, 55 0) = Vo (%52
|V £ ) = Va (R + 0 (50,0 (.55 @) = Vi S5 B)s Vi S(55) = Vs (R)),

where the first inequality follows from (7)) and using convexity of g, the equalities follow from the definition
of Gy (%, 9;w), 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. O

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 X € domg, let H : J — RU {+oc0} such that H(y) = h(y) — f(X,y) fory € V.
Then, for any given y € dom h,

H(y) ZH(Q+) - < ( THON' > <Sy(x 7;6) — yf()_(v U)y — ?j+>

Ui

Y N (T 2 =12 (9)
+ B2~ L)1y (%5 I + Sy — 31

holds for ally € ¥, where §j+ = prox_,, (y+77ysy(5<, 7; C)) for ¢ = [Cj]jlviy1 such that {(; }]Aiyl are i.3.d. random

variables and {%v f(x,7; Cj)}jﬂiyl satisfy Assumption @

12



Proof. Define H : Y — RU {400} such that H(y) £ h(y) — f(X, ) — (s,(X,7; ),y — §) + ﬁ”y — g||* for all
y € Y. Clearly, = = argmin, H (y). The first-order optimality condition implies that

5y (R C) — Gy (R, 35 C) = 8,(%,5:C) + ni@ _g*) € Oh(zh);

Y

therefore, using the convexity of h, for any y € ), we get
hly) = hiy) + (5,(%,5:¢) = Gy(%,5:C)y — i)
= W) + {5y (%,5:C)sy = 1) + (3 (%, 5:€),5 = 7F) = (Gy (% 35 Oy — 7).
Moreover, since f(X,-) is p-strongly concave, for any y € Y,
—fxy) - Hy gI* = —f(%,9) — (Vy f(X.9),y = 7). (11)

Next, summing and gives

) = Gy =9 = AG) - 515" =0 = (Gul 0y =77 ) + (50 (.5:0) = T (%.0). ~ )

2
- . . (12)
= H(ng) + %”Gy(iv g; C)H2 - <Gy(ia g; C)?y - g> + <Sy(i7 g; C) - vyf()_(ag)7y - g) .
Since V f is L-Lipschitz,
~ ~ - - . L. -
H(y") =hy") - f(%9) —(Vyf(X.7 )y+—y>+§lly+—yll2
- 1,1 _ _
T (5y(%,5:0) = Vy (%, - 7) + 5 (- = L) 5" ~ 3
X My (13)
5(— — L) g = 2 + (s (%55 Q) — Vo f(%,5),5 ~ 5
= H(5") + 21 = Ln,) |Gy (%, 5: Ol + (3(%.5:¢) = V, f(%.5). 5~ 7*) -
Thus, and together imply the desired inequality in @D O
Corollary 1. For any given (X,y) € domg x domh and n, > 0,
A (% i M 6 < 215 (% 7 )12
2y ( Gy (%,5.€),5 = - (%)) + 121Gy (5,5 0| "

—nyutllg — g R)* = n3 (1= Ly )| Gy (%, 7: O + 2my (sy(%, 7:¢) = Vy f(%,9), 57 — y.(X)) -

Proof. From the definition of y,(-), we have H(y.(X)) < H(y"); therefore, substituting y = y.(x) in (9),
rearranging the terms and multiplying both sides by 27, immediately implies the desired inequality. O

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., %E[F(xo) - F(x K)] (1)

. . 2 52
average dual suboptimality, i.e., ]1( f 01 {Hy* (xF) — yk||2], and (ii1) a constant noise term, i.e., 5 =+ M

Lemma 4. For any K > 1 and n, > 0, the RB-SGDA iterate sequence {xk,yk}kzo satisfies
1 K-1 3 = .
(5 —meLr) D E[IGxx" y5w)12] + 5 > E[)1Gy(x", 5" ¢
k=0

< B[ (o) o) 5 (12 ) S ] < K (4 51)

(15)

where 6F £||y* — y*||? and y* £ y.(x*) for k> 0.

13



Proof. Fix k > 1, since (x*,y*) € domg x domh, we can invoke Lemma [3| with (x,7) = (x*,y*) and
i* = ig, implying xT = x**1; thus, it follows from () and that

(5 —mLr)B[IGs, o vhs b)) | 7]

< F(x) ~B[F() | P 4+ ol + 2 V., £, y") = Vo, @) 2 | F4].

(16)

Thus, using Lemma [2| we get

(% 2w B[ Gt )P | 7]

N\2
< ky k+1 ‘ k Nz o2 | Mo ky ko k)2
< F(e) — B[P | P 4 ool + S IVRed) - Va4
< ky k+1 ‘ k Ne o | Nz rock
< F(x") - B[F(x**) f}+2MN o2 + S L%,

where in the second inequality we use L-Lipschitz continuity of V, f(x¥,-), the definition of 6*, and the
identity V®(x*) = V. f(x*,y¥). Thus, dividing both sides by % and taking the total expectation, we get
} 1 0'

2L (17)

N (F(Xk) _F(Xk+1)) + 1L2(5k

(% _mL")E[”éx(Xk’yk?“’ )l } {nz ?

Furthermore, y* £ y, (x*) implies that G, (x*,y¥) = 0, i.e., y* = proxnyh<yi§ + nyvyf(xk,yf)). Therefore,
1 -
118, (o ¢
1 -
= 1G5, 5 ¢F) = (= prox, (v + 1y Vs (x*,6)) ) /|
1
=0 |prox,, (y + 1y sy (x k7y’“;Ck)) - proxnyh(y’: +nyVyf(X’“,yf)) el

;
g (20" =y + mysy (5,54 ¢F) = my Vi F e, )12 + 20yt = 1)

4nz( " =+ my Vy F 55 = my T 5 )12 + 4n sy (¥, 5% €F) = Wy £, 4012 + 2t — o)1)

IN

Iy (95 €4) = W F Gy P 4 (224 5 2)6k (18)

where we used non-expansivity of the proximal map, concavity of f(xg,-) (which implies that ||y* — y¥ +
0,V F O yR) =1,V FxE, )2 < ly* — o8I+ n2 [V, £, y%) = V, (x5, y)||?), L-Lipschitz continuity
of V, f(X,-), the definition of ¢, and the triangular inequality. Then by taking the conditional expectation
of both sides, we can conclude that

TB[1G, v P | 7]

2 (19)

k k. sk NP k 2 ko 2y 2 4 k

< B[ls, (", 55 ¢F) = Vo e, ) | P+ (L *W” (e 2,72)6
Next, combining and the total expectation of , then summing the resulting inequality from k& = 0
to K — 1, will lead to the desired inequality. O

In the next result, we investigate the decay properties of the dual error 6* £ ||y* — y*||? in expectation.

Lemma 5. Suppose 1, € (0,1/p). Then, 6% = |ly* — y*||? admits the following bound for all k > 1:

k ) . ) ) ) . ) ) ) 2 k—1
E[s'] gE[a°cf+;cf*Z(OQHGx(xH,yH;wH)HZ/N—osncy(x“l,yl*l;c*w)] +Cagh i, =G (20)

2 2 L
where C1 £ (14 a)(1 — un,)< 1, Co £ %Z—z, Cs £ (1+a)ni(l—Lny), C4=2(1+a)n and a = %1‘77;;&
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Proof. Indeed, for all a > 0,
8 =[ly(x*) = g () + () = yF)1?

1

< k=1y k12 e ky _ k—1y|2

< ) =g (143 o) = ) o
1

<(1+a) |y (") = "1 + (1 + a) R2||xE — xF 2,

where the second inequality is due to y.(-) being x-Lipschitz from [49, Lemma A.3]. Next, using the fact

that [|x* — x*~1)|2 = 775”@1%71 (xF=1 yF= 1wk 1) |2 for k > 1, we obtain

_ 1 = _ _ _
< @l )~ I (141 ) G, (AR ez (22)

Moreover, since y*¥ = y#~1 + nyéy(xk’l,ykfl; Ck_l) for k > 1, we also have
lye 1) = M 12 = Nyt 4, Gy (T T (Y
= 6" +2p, <éy(xk‘17yk‘l; ¢t N, Yt - y*(xk‘1)> + |Gy (= Y|
Now, invoking Corollarywith (%,7) = (x*1,4%~1) implies that
[y (1) =y 11P < (1= gy )85 = g (1 = my D)|| Gy (x5, 5 PP
2y (s (L ) = O ), g - ().
Therefore, we have
3 < (T4a) (1 —pmy) 6" = (L4 a)y (1 =0y L) |Gy ("1 g* 1 Y12

I 2(1 4 a)ny <Sy(Xk71, ykfl; Ckfl) _ vyf(xkfl7 ykfl)’ yk _ y*(xkfl)> (23)
1 =~ _ _ _
(14 3) G, b,

_ 1 _pny . 1 . . . s
Let a = 3 T, We have a > 0 since 7, < E This choice implies that

Tig_q

E[5* | F*1 < CyoF ! +E[C2IIG‘ (PP W |12 = G| Gy (T R ) ‘ f’“_l}

1 k=1 k-1, rk—1 k=1, k—1y Kk k1 . (24)
+W—C4E[<sy(x L) S v, F(L Y R — g (x )> ‘ P ]
y
Let ¢ & prox, (yk—l + 0,V f(xFL yk—l)); we can bound the inner product in eq. as follows:
E[<$y(xk71’yk715Ck_1) =V [y, —y*(xk*1)> ‘ fk*l}
—E[ (5, (x* 1y ) = O f 6t - b)) | P (25)

2
_ I B o
<nyE[[lsy (X" " ¢ = Oy ) ‘ Fo] <7t
y
where in the first equality we used the fact that B|s,(x*~1, ¢*~1;¢* 1) ‘ }'k*l} = V,f(xF"1,yk=1) and

7% — y.(xF71) is F*¥~lmeasurable; in the first inequality, we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the non-
expansivity of the proximal map; and the final inequality follows from Assumption Therefore, eq.

and eq. together with eq. imply that

2
~ ~ g,
E|0*] < B[C18" ! + Cof|Guloc 1y 5w ) [2/N = CollGy (L g T DI + Cags (26)
Yy
Thus, eq. implies the desired result in eq. for all £ > 1. O
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Lemma 6. Let n, >0 and n, € (0,1/p). Then, for any K > 1,

E[||G (xK=1 5~ 1;4.1(—1)”2Jr (274nmﬂL)Héx(fol,nyl;wal)HQ
+ KZQ (1 +6C3 (L2 : ) KfC{"’“) I1Gy (%", % ¢
k=0 m/
+4K 2( Wl — = (L2+1)K220i—’“)é (x* k-wk)\ﬂ
2 \g ek g R ) 2 5 ) Ie v (27)
N x s, 1
g4E[n (PO) = F)) +60 3 5(L +n—2)cﬂ
z k=0 Yy

2 31, 1\2—n,p\ o2
k(24 (14 2 (24 o) TR ),
M, % ny/ 1 —mnyp/ My
Proof. By using eq. and Lemma |5, we can obtain

K-

(5~ 7enz) 3 B[IGuet, 2]+ Y B[IG, 0 o5 M)

k=

=
L

[en}
=

Il

o

N 3 1\ -
<ol () ) 300 ) 5 ] k(5 4 5E)

* k=0 T
<E N 0 K 03 (72, 1 - k
< [U—Z(F(x)—F(x ) +005 (2 +772) ch

p b (28)
+02% (£2+ %) > (IGx g w ) Pe )
Y k=1 i=1
(4 L)Y (16, ]
2 5 k=1 =1 ! 7 ’
+KMi+K< 3(L2+%)C4I:Z:Cf> ]‘z

where C1,C5,C3 and C, are defined in Lemma and we use the fact Z Zk ! Ci < KZK ! CF.
Furthermore, by rearranging terms, we have

K-1 k _ K—2 )
D G (x Ly W PCE T = Z G (x*, % 0?12 > CiF, (29)
k=1 1=1 i=k
and
K—1 o LS
S OIG,x g IPer Z Gy (=%, %5 MNP > i, (30)
k=1 i=1 i=k

Next, using the bound ZkK:_Ol C’f < ﬁ and substituting the values of Cy and Cjy, we get

1+%<L2 ny)c4201<1+szy(L2 I)T_Zz/’j (31)

By plugging , and into , and then multiplying both sides by 4, we obtain the desired
inequality. O
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Having established a bound on the stochastic gradient map for RB-SGDA iterate sequence in LemmalG] we
are now ready to study SGDA-B. Both sides of error bound in depend on 7,, 7, and unknown problem
constants L,k in a very complicated way; therefore, in the next section we focus on designing a practical
backtracking condition that allows us to select 7, and 7, without knowing L (hence, ) 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 7, is sufficiently small, i.e., 7, < % and when the batchsizes
M, M, 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 7,. Another important result of this lemma is that it prescribes us how to select 7, in
practice depending on 7, and other known constants while still ensuring the necessary time-scale separation.
Lemma 7. Given somey € (0,1), suppose nz,m, > 0 satisfy n, < % and 1, = Np-ng’;ﬂ forp= 7V-;;2_1 €
(0,1). Let {x*,y*}1>0 be generated by RB-SGDA. Then,

2

=y (14— 2‘%“)4”2 (32)

AN 1 402
- Z (1GGE, 55 €9)12] < ——B[F () — F(x) + 1208 + o T ) 3L

e K M,

holds for all K > 1, where G(%,7;€) 2 [Gx(X,7;@) TGy(%,5;C) 7|7 for all (%,7) € dom g x dom h.

Proof. We first observe that 7, € (0,1 ] implies that C1,C5 > 0. Thus, the sum of all terms related to
Gy(-,-;-) on the left-hand side of eq. can be lower bounded by Z HG (xF, y*: ¢F)|12. Next, we
provide a lower bound for the sum of all terms related to Gy (+,+;+) on the left hand side of eq. . Since
C1 > 0, we have Zfi;z CcitF < > ne, OF = -2-. Therefore, using 7, = Np - nop?, we obtain that

KTy
3 1 K-2 )
= — gkl — Co—— (L2 + 7) ci=k
2N nz ; !
1 13 1 2
> — — sl — 7ini(L2 72)7
2 N oy Mg/ Nyke
1 1 33
:5—Np~nguL2—6Np2L2ng(L2+7) (33)
y
1 1 1
zf—Np'nyu—GNp%j(fzﬂLﬁ)
2 My Ty
1 1
>_—Np—12Np? ==
= p =

where the first inequality follows from .~ K- 2 C’Z k < _2_. the second inequality follows from L < -L; in the
U
third inequality we used the fact that n,u < 1; and in the last equahty follows from our choice of p, i.e.,

= 7”121\’ 6 (0, 1). The deﬁmtlon of p implies that Np = 1 — 12N p? § ; hence, using n, < Zv we get
= Np 77 < iz < m since k > 1. Thus the sum of all terms related to Gx(~, -;+) on the left-hand

side of eq. can be lower bounded by Z ||G (xF, yk: wh) 2.

Next, we prov1de a bound for the noise term on the right-hand side of eq. related to af/, ie.,

3 1.2— 6 2-

1+ ﬂ(LQ T ) b <14 — nyﬂ (34)
n2' 1 —nyp Myt 1 —nyp’
which follows from L < = . 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 &Y, i
3% 1 3N p773u2 2 2

O (L2 + 7 Z OF <0 ——¥— = 60°Npp. (35)

Ty =0 77y Ky
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Since §° = ||y° — y*(xY)||? and f(x,-) — h(-) is pu-strongly concave for any x € dom g, we have

2

E[°] = E[ly’ - y*(x°)II”] < ZE|A(y’) - f(x°,9°) = hy* (x°) + F(x", 5" (x))| < P (36)

<25
i
where the first inequality follows from y*(x°) = argmaxyey f(x% y) — h(y), and the last inequality follows

from our choice of y°, i.e., max, £(x°,y) — E[£(x°,y°)] <& The desu“ed inequality follows from combining
all these bounds with eq. , and then dividing both sides by K. O

In the next lemma, we argue that for any given a failure probability p € (0,1), by executing log,(1/p)
RB-SGDA runs in parallel using 7, € (0, %], one can generate (X,¢) such that |G(X,7;€)|| <ewp. 1—p
Lemma 8. Suppose Assumptions and@ hold. Given any (x°,y°) € domg x domh, € > 0 and failure
probability p € (0,1), let {z’(“t)}ffzo fort=1,...,T be T = [logy(1/p)] independent RB-SGDA runs all starting
from (x°,4°) € domg x domh corresponding to parameters Ny, Na, K and My, My, such that n, € (0, %]
Ny = Np,u2772, and K, M, M, are set as in algorithm where z’(“t) = (x’(“t) é“t)) Le;f k y fort=1,2,....,T
TS(t) < holds with probability

at least 1 — p, with g(t) & ||é(x§t),y§t);£?t))||2 fort =1,...,T where we dropped the subscript in k‘(t) for
notational simplicity.

be i.i.d. with a uniform distribution on {0,..., K —1}. Then min;—;

,,,,

Proof. For every k € {0,1,..., K — 1} fixed, {x y(t)} are i.i.d. sequences for t = 1,...,T. Consequently,
we also have {S’(t)}thl are i.i.d.; hence,
€? € K ~ €?
P(pin, S0 =) =1-P(pin, S > ) =1 -TTP (S0 > ) @7

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

2

€2 4 16N 116 o2
QE[F(XO) — F(xE) + 12pe] =it (1 +

(S<t> > ) E[S()] < e

i2—nyu)ﬁﬁ
Ny L —nyp/ € M,’

where in the first inequality we use Markov’s inequality, and the second inequality follows from Lemma [7]
and E[S’(t)] <+ 5201 [||G( ()’ y(t),E(t |l ] —which is implied by lg(t) ~ U[0, K — 1]. Furthermore, since
F(xg)) > F* > F, the choice of K and M,, M, in SGDA-B implies that

- €2 1 €2 INT
(50> 5) <3 = P, S0 < 5)21-(3) 210 .
Remark 3. For the speczal case N = 1 Line @ mn algomthm @ can be replaced with the followzng k +

argmin{||G(x*, y*; ") : —1}, (},9) « (&, 5%), and § — & .5 1G(eF, yF: €812 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(k)) w.p. at least 1 — p. After presenting this lemma, in Theorem [2| we show that the output (x,y.) is
O(e)-stationary according to Definition [3] i.e., [|G(xc,y)|| = O(¢), 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
holds within at most £ = [log1 (k)] backtracking iterations, i.e., for some £ < [logi ()], is at least 1 —p
vy Y

Proof. Recall that within SGDA-B, 7, is initialized to /u, and during the ¢-th backtracking iteration
Ny = v*/p. Next we define the probability of SGDA-B stopping at ¢-th backtracking iteration —with ini-
tial point (x°,3°) fixed, this probability is a function of 1, = 4%/u. For any £ € Z, \ {0}, consider
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S(tw) £ ming—y, 7 g(t,g) and define ¢(¢) £ P<S(t*,€) < %) Let I € Z,, denote the random stopping time
of SGDA-B, i.e., P(I = 1) = ¢(1) and P(I = ¢) = q({)II{Z} (1 — q(i)) for £ > 2. Note that 5, = v*/u < 1
for all £ > £ = f10g1( )]; therefore, Lemma |8 implies that ¢(¢) > 1 — p for £ > £. Since {g(t*yg)}z21 are

independent and q(() > 1—p for £ > £, we can conclude that P(I < co) = 1, i.e., SGDA-B stops with
probability 1. Moreover, we also have

ms

13

P(I <0 =q(1)+ Y (O (1 - q(d))
=2

-1 ~
> inf{ar + Y aldliZ{(1—ai) + (1-p)IL{(1—a): s €[0,1], i=1,...,0—1}>1—p,
=2
which immediately follows from a simple induction argument. O

Next, we show that SGDA-B output (x.,y.) is O(e)-stationary with probability satisfying (3 7 which is
true for any positive r = O(1). Indeed, setting r = 12 implies that P (||G(xc, ye)|| < 2€) > 1 — 17 ~ 0.993
for any € > 0.

Theorem 2. Suppose o2 O‘y > 0. Given any x° € domg, € > 0, p € (0,1) and all other parameters chosen
as in the input line of algm‘zthml SGDA-B stops w.p.1 returning (X, ye) such that

P (00 pl < (1+5)) 215, ¥r>0 (33)

moreover, ||G(xc,ye; €| < 5 holds w.p.1.

Proof. Accordlng to Lemma EI, SGDA-B stops w.p.1; therefore, it follows from the definition of (x.,y) that
G (xc, ye; €l < § holds w.p.1. Next, we show the probability bound in

Given the backtracking iteration counter £ > 1, the dual step size is set to 1, = v¢ /1 —note that n,, K and
M., My are all functions of 7, and also of other fixed problem and algorithm parameters, i.e., yt, 04, 0y, F.N
and xY, ¢, ¢, p,, respectively. In the rest, for the ease of notation, we suppress the dependency of n,, K,
M., M on 7, and other parameters. Let {( 1oy Yt f))}£{=701 for t = 1,...,T denote the RB-SGDA iterate
sequences for T" independent runs, all initialized from (x°,4°) and using ny, 1., K, My, M,, corresponding to
given backtracking iteration counter £ > 1. Given ¢ > 1, denoting V@, ¢) 8s the probability law corresponding

to the joint distribution of (x’(“t 0 yé’“t 4))7 it holds for any r > 0 that

~ €
P (”G (Xl(gt,z),yéﬂt,e);ﬁl(ct,g)) -G (let,z),yft,e)) | < Tg)

=~ €
/ P (||G (X?t,eyyﬁ,asﬁft,@) -G (Xft,e),y?t,z)) I < Tg ‘ (X?t,ﬁ)ayéct,é)) = (x,y)) dVéct,Lf) (x%,9)

dom gxdom h

1

> 1- =
forall k=0,...,K—1land t=1,...,T, where in the last step we used the fact that ( . in Lemmal 1] holds
for any (x, y) € domg x dom h and that é’ t,0) ~ & for all ¢ and k, which is defined in Definition [2| For any

given £ >1and t € {1,...,T}, let k ~ 1[0, K — 1], which implies that

~ (I i P i i € 1
P <||G (X]ft,e)»yéct,eﬁ 5(t,e)) -G (X](ct,ﬁ)’yéct,e)) | < Tg) z1-. (39)
According to SGDA-B, for ¢ > 1, we have S, o = ||G( .0 y(t Z),é(t o)lI? for all ¢ = 1,...,T “here, k is
sampled for each £ and ¢ in an i.i.d. fashion. Moreover, for any £ > 1, define t* = argmln{S(t’g) t=1,...,T}
and set (X(¢), Y(e) é(e)) = (x’(;t* ¢ y?‘t* o 5’&*75)). Due to symmetry, t* is uniformly distributed on the support

{1,...,T} since {S(t,e)}thl are i.i.d. random variables for each fixed £ > 1. Then we have
- € 1
(HG( X(0), yz)@@) G (X0, 9oy | S’”g) 21--3. (40)
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As we also defined in the proof of Lemma@ let q(¢ P(mmt 1.7 S(t o < 42) for £ > 1; hence,

(Xevyé) = (i(f) g([)) with probablhty q(£)7 ||G(X67y67 )” hOIdS for (Xéu y67£e) = (i(2)7,g(2)7é(5))
with probability ¢(£). Therefore, we have

€
|G X€7y67€e) - G(Xe,yﬁ) || < Tg

=3P (16 (%0 G0 €0) ~ G (Resiio) | < 75 ) a1~ 4()

(1 _ i) D (O (1—q(i)) =1- %2

2
r
0>1

where in the mequahty we used ., and in the last equality we used the fact SGDA-B stops w.p. 1, i.e.,
D19t Tzl — q¢:)) = 1. Finally, as G(xc, ye: €| < €/2 holds w.p. 1 according to the deﬁnltlon of

(Xe, Ye ), we get P (\|G(x€,y6;§€) — G(xe,ye)|| < re/8, ||C~¥(X€,y€;£e)|| < 6/2) > 1—%2; thus, triangle inequal-
ity implies the desired result in . O

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 Assumptwnsl andl hold. Given any x° € dom g, €,€ >0 and~,p € (0,1), SGDA-B,
displayed in algomthm stops w.p.1 returning (X, ye) satisfying (38) and such that ||G(x€7y€, Il < 5 holds

w.p.1. Moreover, with probability at least 1 — p, SGDA-B stops wzthm ? = [logi (k)] backtracking z'temtions
v
which require (Q(L,%2 ?12) RB-SGDA iterations and the oracle complexity is

O(Le—'f (F(xo) —F)+ g) (0% + ro?) log (/{ + %))

For the special case of o2, O'y =0 and N =1, i.e., deterministic case, after setting My, M, =1 and T =1,

SGDA-B can generate (X, ye) such that ||G(Xe,ye)|| < € with gradient complexity of(’)(LKQG%)

Proof. Since 1, is initialized at 1/y, and 7, is decreasing monotonically every time the backtracking condition
in line of SGDA-B does not hold, we have , < 1/p throughout the algorithm. Now suppose the condition
12}

in line [12| holds for some £ > 1, i.e.,
2

€
S(f* 0) £ :T{Im S(te < 1 (41)

where t* € {1,...,T} is the index achieving the minimum and S(t n= ||G( X(1.0) y(t o) £(t 2))||2 ~f01" k cl~1osen

uniformly at randofrom {0,...,K—1} foreacht = 1,...,T. Thus, for (x, ., €,.) = (xF X 0) yg*’@;g’&*l)),

we have HG(XG, ye; € < 5. According to Lemma|§|, SGDA-B stops within £ = [log1 (k)] backtracking itera-
Y

tions with probability at least 1—p, i.e., P(I < /) > 1—p, where I € Z | denotes the random stopping time of
SGDA-B —for details, see Lemma|9} Under the event I < ¢, consider the worst-case scenario in terms of the or-
acle complexity, i.e., the backtracking condition in lineof SGDA-B does not hold for ¢ < ¢ and it holds when
¢ = £. Note that for £ = ¢, we would have n, = ~*/p € (¥, +]. Thus, under the event I < ¢, which holds with
probability at least 1 —p, SGDA-B can generate (X, y.) such that ||G(xc,ye; €,)| < €/2, and the worst-case or-
acle complexity bound for the SGDA-B is given by C, = T 22:1 K(Z)(My) —l—MgSE)), i.e., under the event I </,
SGDA-B requires at most £ backtracking iterations and for each ¢ € {1,...,£}, T independent RB-SGDA runs

are executed in parallel for K©) £ [62((n (e)) n2p)” ! (L(x°,9°) — F 4 (12p + 1)¢)] iterations with dual step

)

size ny) £ iye, and in each one of these RB-SGDA iterations M." + My) stochastic oracles are called, where

10The random index k is sampled for each ¢ € {1,...,T}; that said, for the sake of notational simplicity, we do not explicitly
state dependence of k on t.
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0 0

(&) & r128 2 128 2 ) o 62—/ 128 2 6 2—pn 128 2
My 2 [{Foi+1] < Fop+2and My 2 [(1 4~y ——ty ) Foi+1] < (14—~ ) FPoy + 2.
y Y y y _

Therefore, using the fact that £(x°,4°) < F(x°) w.p. 1, the worst case complexity C, under the event I </
can be further bounded above as follows:

[log 1 ()]
Y

64 1 _ o (128 6 2— un®
= € () ke € pny’ 1 — papy

_ o
For each ¢ € {1,...,£}, since pmg(f) < 7, we have ? e < f:—;: Therefore, using the lower bound 771(;2) >1
—HNy
and the fact T = Dogz(%)], we can bound the complexity as follows:
1 1 Lk? (F(x°) - F 2—7
C.=0|—=1 (7>1 — | ——— +12¢ 2 p—=-—="202)),
(73 o8z |, ) 1081 (%) ( o )\
which completes the proof. O

Remark 4. For the case g, > 0, the oracle complexity of O(k3Llog(1/p)e~*) for SGDA-B established in
Theorem @ is valid for any € > €*. Moreover, for the case o, > 0 and oy = 0, the worst-case complexity

improves from (O(Le’i3 log(%)) to (’)(LE’Z2 log(%)), i-e., a Kk-factor improvement.

5 Weakly Convex-Merely Concave (WCMC) Setting

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

Assumption 3. For the case p = 0, we assume that D, = SUPy, y,cdom g 1Y1 — Y2[[<oc.

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

min max L(x,y) £ g(x) + f(x,y) — h(y), where f(x,y) 2 f(x,y)— glly — 3%, (43)

and § € dom g is an arbitrary given point.
Theorem 4. Suppose p =0 and Assumptions to@ hold. Given any x° € domg, €, > 0 and ~v,p € (0,1),
SGDA-B, applied to eq. with 1 = ﬁ, stops w.p.1 returning (X, ye) such that
€ r 1
< = N >1- = .
P(IGxeyl < 5(2+5)) 21—, Vr>0;

and that ||G(xc,ye;: €.)| < € holds w.p.1. Moreover, with probability at least 1 — p, SGDA-B stops within { =
[log1(2LD,/e€)] backtracking iterations which require O(L3D§€%) RB-SGDA iterations with oracle complexity
Y

O (Pow) ~F +2) o+ 2o tos (22 + 1)) = 0(14Pic”)

For the special case with o2, 05 =0 and N =1, after setting M, M, =1 and T = 1, SGDA-B can generate

(Xe, Ye) such that ||G(Xe,ye)|| < € with gradient complexity ofO(L?’DQi).

Yy et

Proof. Consider the gradient map of the regularized function f, i.e., G"(-) £ [Gx(~)TG;(-)T]T such that
Gy (x,9) = [proxnyh(y + nyvyf()gy)) - y} /ny for all (x,y) € domg x domh. From Theorem (3} it
follows that SGDA-B, displayed in algorithm when applied to , stops w.p. 1 returning (X, y¢) such that
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P (||G’"(x€7y€)\| < %(1 + i)) >1— % for all » > 0. Therefore, it follows from fi = 55, that (Xe, ye) also

satisfies the following bound with probability at least 1 — }2:
[G(xe; ye)ll < G (%e,ye) — G" (X, ye) | + [|G" (xes ye) |
= HGy(Xane) - GZ(Xeaye)H +|G" (%e, ye) |l

1 ¢ € r
< %Hproxnyh(ye + 0y Vyf(Xe, ye)) = Prox, 5 (ye + 1y Vy f(xe, ye)) || + 5 (1 + Z) ”
A € r
< IV (e y) = Vo f el + 5 (1+ )

4

R € T € € r
<iy+g(1+ ) =5 +5(0+3):

where the third inequality is due to Vf(xe, Ye) = Vy f(Xe, ye) — f(ye — §). Hence, we have P (||G(xe, vl <

%(2 + i)) > 1- %2 for all » > 0. Moreover, letting L = L + i oand & £ %, following a similar
argument in the proof of Theorem [3| yields that with probability at least 1 — p, SGDA-B stops within
¢ £ [logi (k)] = O(log(LD,/¢€)) backtracking iterations which require O(ﬁf%Qe%) RB-SGDA iterations and

the oracle complexity is O(LE—'Zz ((F(xo) —-F)+ €>) (02 + ko) log (f% + %)) since F(x°) > max,cy £(x%,y).
Moreover, for the special case with o2, 05 =0 and N = 1, after setting M,, M, =1 and T" = 1, SGDA-B can

x
generate (X.,yc) such that |G(x.,y.)| < e with oracle complexity of O(ﬁ%2€%> Substituting /i = 35~ and

k= % =1+ QDy% in the bounds above completes the proof. Finally, with arguments similar to those used

for 7 it can be shown that ||C~7'(x€7y5;£6)|| <ew.p.l.
O

6 Numerical Experiments

In our tests, we compare SGDA-B, displayed in algorithm 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 [3§],
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 7 = ©(1/k?L), o0 = ©(1/L) for
both GDA and AGDA. For TiAda, we set « = 0.6 and 8 = 0.4 as recommended in [35], and tune the initial step
sizes 79 and o from {100,10,1,0.1,0.01} and set v} = v§ = 1. Indeed, the step size rule for TiAda is

Ot = UU/(UgJJrl)B? Ty = TO/(maX{Utw+17 vgl+1})a7 (45)

where vf, | = vF + ||V, f(x¢, ye; w)||? and oY = vf + |Gy (%, y; w)||> —see Deﬁnitionfor G,. 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 € = 107%, v = 0.9 and p = 0.125 (hence, T' = 3). Furthermore, since we fix iteration budget
K and batch size M, ie., K = K and Mé‘z) = M?SZ) = M for all backtracking iterations ¢ € Z, , this
corresponds picking tolerance €*) > 0 for the /-th backtracking iteration, where

N _ o2 6 2—7](6);1 o2\’
RONSYNG} W(F(xo) —F+(12p+ 1)€) +a7t (1 o )My : (46)
Ny K My 'l —mny H)

ny) = ~'/u and ng(f) =N puz(ng(f))?’ are the step size values for the ¢-th backtracking iteration. In this

slightly different implementation of SGDA-B, we ignore line |§| and use constant M, M, and K for all £ > 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. with 10 times simulation.

and the stopping condition in line|12|is replaced with S’(tw) < (E(i))Q. Based on the arguments in the proof
of Lemma [9) we can still conclude that SGDA-B stops within at most [logi (k)] backtracking iterations with
probability at least 1 — p; thus, under this event, the dual step size at ghe time algorithms stops satisfies
Ny > %; therefore, we can conclude that SGDA-B returns (X, y) such that

- 8xk2 L = 803 62 v —802
P [IG(xe, v €))7 < 28 2 (P(x0) = F+ (120 + 1)8) + 222 4 (1 L) =1
<|@,%am_.Kpﬁ<@> B A G

where we used the fact that {€()} is an increasing sequence as {ny(f)} is a monotonically decreasing sequence.

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

Lix,y) = x Qx+x" Ay = L |y|?, (47)
where A € R™*", @ € R™*™, and p, > 0. This class of problems include Polyak-Lojasiewicz game [8, [71],
image processing [0], and robust regression [63].

In our experiments, we set m = n = 30, u, = 1 and randomly generate A and @ such that A = VA,V !
and Q = VAQV 1 where V' € R30%30 is an orthogonal ma‘crlxl-lj7 A4 and Ag are diagonal matrices. We

set Ag = T AO B - L for L € {5,10,50}, where A is a random diagonal matrix with diagonal elements

being sampled uniformly at random from the interval [—1,1]. We choose A4 such that Ag + u—lyAi =0 and

[[Agll2 > ||Aall2. Those conditions imply that £ is WSCS and L-smooth. Moreover, given x, we can compute
Y (x) = %ATX. Consequently, the primal function F(x) = x ' (Q + %AAT)X and it is lower bounded by
Yy Y

zero, i.e., F = 0. We consider the additive noise setting, the unbiased stochastic oracle VL is given by
VL +n where n ~ N(0,0%I) is Gaussian with mean 0 and o = 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
My 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 ||VL||? 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.,

xER™ yER™

E(x,y):minmax{ZyZZ (a;;x)) — h(y) : zn:inLinO,Vi:l,...,n}, (48)
i=1

HWe 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. with 10 times simulation. “Train error” denotes the fraction of wrong prediction,
and “loss” denotes F'(x) = max,ey £(x,y). One epoch means one complete pass of the data set.

where a; € R? and b; € {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 ¢ : R? — R represents three-
layer perceptron neural network with x € R™ denoting the parameters of the network with m = 610, 369;
and in this experiment we use the binary logistic loss function, i.e., ¢;(z) = In(1 + exp(—b;z)) for all i. The
regularizer h(y) = & |ly — 1/n||* 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 © = 0.01. Since
¢;(-) > 0 for all i, we have F' = 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 repositoryE We normalized
the dataset by a; + %

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
a%x =[- fﬁi‘;&:@jﬁ;ﬁ))} 8h%a;x)]?:1, we have L > L = ||% | (x,y)=(x0,y0) |2, where x is generated by
the Xavier method for initializing deep neural networks [16] and y° = 1/n. Since L is unknown, we used
L to set the step sizes for GDA, AGDA, sm-AGDA, and VRLM. Indeed, we obtain L =~ 0.0532, thus x ~ 5.32.
GDA, AGDA, and VRLM worked well with L; however, sm-AGDA sequence diverged so we removed it from the
comparison. Moreover, given batch size M, we estimated 0,0, by random sampling at y = 1/n and set
x from 100 randomly initialized points generated by Xavier method, and we obtain o, ~ 0.44, o, =~ 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.

, where a; = [a;;]9_, is the feature vector of the i-th data point.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we considered nonconvex-(strongly) concave minimax problems miny max, vazl gi(x;) +
f(x,y) — h(y) where h and g; for i = 1,--- N are closed convex, f is smooth with L-Lipschitz gradi-
ents and p-strongly concave in y for some p > 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(k?Le~2) and O(x3Llog(p~!)e~*) 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 (GGauss-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 M,,. More precisely, we replace 1ine |§| of SGDA-B with the following
choice of K, M, and M,:

(L(x°,3°) —F+(12p+1)€)—‘, M, « [1?0%1], M, [(HW
Yy

K +

[64N

12 )@ ,
€2n

ol +1]. (49)
xX

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 x¥ as in RB-SGDA, we now use x*t1 —see line [5|of RB-SAGDA.

Algorithm 3 (X, §, G) =RB-SAGDA(1,, 7, M, M, N, K,x°,4°)
1: for k=0,2,..., K —1do

2: i < U1, N] > iy is distributed uniformly on {1,..., N}
3: xFtl  xFk
4: xf}j‘l £ Prox, .. (:Efk — NzSx;, (x", y*; wk))
k
5y« prox, , (y’“ + sy (XM YR ¢ ))
6: éi — Gy (xF, 7 k)

7 é; — {proxnyh (yk + 1y sy (xF, ¥ Q,Dk)) — y’“] /ny > PF ~ ¢ —for distribution of ¢, see Deﬁnition

8: end for o L

0 kU0, K —1], (X,7)+« (xF,4%), G+« [GE, G

10: return (X, 7, G)

11: # In practice line [f] and line [7] are not computed, this computation is done once in
line [O #

Because of the alternating updates, for the analysis of RB-SAGDA, we next define a sub-o-algebra of F*+1,
which given in Definition [4]

Definition 5. Let F5tz = o({z*,x**1}) denote the o-algebra generated by zF = (x*,y*) for k > 0 and
xFt1 follows the update rule in line @ 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

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

1 K-1 _ 1 K-1 B ‘
(5= meLr) D2 BlIG6t 5w 2] + 1 D B[IG, o yk b1
k=0 Klizl() . , (50)
< E[%(F(xo) - F(x")) + g(LQ + 7]15) > o] +K(]% + ;;J)

where 6 2|y* — y*||? and y* £ y.(x*) for k > 0.

Proof. The proof is the same with the proof of Lemmawith the exception that we use éy(xk, Yk 'ka) for
RB-SAGDA rather than G, (x*,y"*; ¢*) we used for RB-SGDA. 0O

For RB-SGDA dual iterate sequence {y*}, the bound on 6% £ ||y* — 4*||? given in Lemma does not hold
for RB-SAGDA, where y* = y, (x*) and y.(*) is given in Definition |I| Next, we provide a bound on &* for {y*}
generated by RB-SAGDA.
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(0,1/p) and consider {(x*,y*)}1. generated by RB-SAGDA, displayed in algomthm@

El
I
—

Lemma 11. Suppose Ny €
Then, 6 = ||y* — y*||? admits the following bound for all k > 1:
k
E[o*] < B[6"RE + 30 R (Rl Gulx ™y w0 ™ 2/N = Ryl Gy 'y ™5 ¢ P | + Ra
i=1
— 1 _pny

1 Y 2 Y = —
(I—nyp)(2—nyp) 2772 2 2775’ and a R

)
R17

ga
g

R3 & ny(l nyL) and Ry =
k _

where Ry £ (1+a)(1—pun,) <1, Ry £ it
Proof. Fix k > 1. Since y* = proxnyh(y -1 4 nysy(xk,yk*I;Ck_l)> and éy(xk,yk’l;ck_l) = (y
y*=1)/n,, we have
b=y -yt
= [ly¥ —y* " =y Gy (F, ¥ T Y (51)
= [ly¥ — P 4 2my (G (B, T T T — ) + 02| Gy (xR, R )12
Since y* = argmaxyeyf(xk, )—h(y), corollary [I| with x = x*, § = y*~1 and g = y* implies that
277y<é O G B It/ [EC A T Y
—nylly* Tt = yE P = n2 (1= Ly 1Gy (xF, g5 P (52)
20, (s, (5 g 1) = VLA ), o k).
By plugging eq. into eq. , we obtain that
(L= mym)llys = y* P =y (1= Ly )| Gy (x", 5 5 ¢F )2 (53)

ok <
Yy f(x", 1), *yf>-

+ 21, <3y(xk7 yk71§ Ck 1) -
Next, ||y* — y*~1||? can be bounded as follows:
_ 1
S e A T A (R L ?x* — (54)

Xk_1||2—|—(1—|—a)5k_1,

lyy —y
for any a > 0, where we use Young’s inequality and the fact that y*( ) is k-Lipschitz from [49, Lemma A.3]
DIl = llx* = x*=1|/n, that

Then, using within (53)), it follows from ||Gzik_1 (xF=1 yFL

)H 2l Ga,, (XL Y WP
(55)

+ (1 = nyp) (1 +
FLCR |12+ 2n, <8y(xk, YR ) = Y f(xR )y - yff> :

for all £ > 0. This choice implies that

& < (1= nyp)(1+a)s*!

- 77;(1 - Lny)”éy(xk

1 pny *
Let a = 5155~ ~we have a > 0 since 7,

Ic—l’yk—l; wk—l)HQ
(56)

1 (1 —myp)(2 —nyp) ~

oF < (1 — =nuu)oF—t + ! Y 2| Gy (x
< (- Lnn) oL WG,
—n2(1 = L) |Gy (x*, "5 ¢* )12 + 21, <8y(xk7y’“‘1;ck’1) — V  f(xF, gt b - yf>-

- )) We can bound the inner product term in eq. as follows

14+ vayf(xkvyk !
FoEh), —y*(xk)> ’ }"“_%}

E[<sy(xkvy’“‘1; ¢ =V f(x
ot )9, g |
| P < gt

Let g* £ Prox, p (yk
(57)

<0y llsy (6,54 ¢F) = 7, £ (5
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where in the first equality we used the fact that E[sy(xk,ykfl;ck_l) ’ ]-'k*%} = Vyf(xk,yk’l) and

9 — g (xF) is F k_%—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. and

eq. together with eq. imply that

2

~ N o
E[0*] < E[R18" 7 + Ral| ("1, g 10 PN = Rl Gy oty ¢ 2]+ Rag e (58)

y
Thus, eq. implies the desired result. Indeed, Ry = C; < 1, where C] is defined in Lemma O

Lemma 12. Letn, > 0 and n, € (0,1/p). Then, for any K > 1,

K—-1
B (2 40 ) |G 2 4 X 1G5 o) P
k=0

K-2 K-2

3 GR(L2 + ) 3 RIHIG (g ¢ 2
k=0 My ik
Kz oy 3 1\ X~ ik kb (59)
+4 = ekl — —Ry(L*+ — R [|Gx(x*, yF w2
k; (2 2N 2( 77?) ; ' )
< 4E{E (Fx) = P(x)) + 501{2_:1 §(L2 + i)R’f}
a Nz e y

o2 67 1\\ o2
+4K<—‘f+(1+ y(L2+—))—y).
M, M 7]5 My

Proof. The proof of this result follows from Lemma[l0} Lemma[II] and from the same arguments used in the

proof of Lemma [G] 0
) ; V121
Lemma 13. Given some -y € (0,1), suppose n,,n, > 0 satisfy n, < % andn, = NP"?SHQ forp=Y"N" ¢
(0,1). Let {x*,y*}1>0 be generated by RB-SAGDA. Then,
K-1
1 AN 402 12 \ 4o
E[|GG", 55 60)1?) < ——B[F(x) - F(x" +12pg}+7m+(1+7)7 60
> B[1Gt 045617 < B[P - ki) w2y

holds for all K > 1, where é(xk,yk;ék) = [CN?X(xk,yk;u)k)Téy(xk,yk;'(/)IG)T}T for all k > 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma Since R; = C; and Ry = MC’ < Cy, where Cy
and Cy are defined in Lemma[5] we obtain that

L kL - R 3(L2+1)KZ23”
g Mk 29N ) &

1 (L =mypu)2=myp) , 3 (.o 1 i—k
5 ek A Cagrc ( +n§)§q (61)
K-2
1 1 . 1
> L— L+ — i~k >
= 2 K CQ ( ”]12/) ; Cl = 4,

where the last inequality follows from ns = Np-my 312 and . The definition of p implies that Np =
% — 12N p? g ; hence, using n, < +, we get 1, = Np nyu < 4LHQ < ﬁ since Kk > 1 Moreover, since
Ne < 1=, all the Gy terms on the left hand side of (59)) can be lower bounded by E ||G( R ER)|12
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Finally, 5, < 1 implies that R3 > 0; thus, E[Z ||G( K yk €7))12] is a lower bound for the left-hand side
of . Next, We provide an upper bound for the rlght hand side of . Note that since L < ni’

1 12
1+67’3’(L2 —) <1+ —. (62)

0 nz un
The desired inequality follows from combining all these bounds with and , and finally dividing both
sides by K. O

The results given in Lemmas [§]and [0] and Theorems 2] and [3] continue to hold for the Gauss-Seidel variant
of SGDA-B with M, M, and K chosen as in .

B Derivation of Computational Complexities in Tables [1| and

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 O(e=2) and O(e*)
gradient complexities respectively in the deterministic and stochastic settings. However, the dependence of
O(1) constant on k 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

Vo f @™,y )2 + Gy (2™, ™) < ¢

for K < O(((4+ +\F(A+5)) ?) with A+ € = O Hemlmine ) 95 4 ppy 4 LS for
some vg,n > 0 —see [29, Theorem B.1] in the appendix of the paper for the details; moreover, for each outer
iteration k = 17 ..., K, subroutine A to inexact solve max,cy f(z¥,y) requires (’)(al2 log(k)) gradient calls

for some ay € (0,1) constant specific to the subroutine A that depend on structural properties of f(x,-)
uniformly in z € X such as L and p. Since o = 0, if one uses accelerated backtracking method for solving
strongly convex problems [4, [56] as the subroutine A4, then as = % Therefore, the total gradient complexity

for NeAda in the deterministic case is at least @(((A + &)+ Juo(A+E) ) 2/@2) = O(K*P L4 2).

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

B[V, 7, ) + Iy — ()2 < &

for some K = @((A + &)+ Voo(A+E)(1+0) +bs + (bs + 50)6%1)672) with A = O(M +

n
(r +xLn)(1+ b1)> &= \/—[bg(l +log K) + bge?Pt + %201, 60 = ||y¥ — 4, (20)||? and by = 2k%%by + bo,
where vg, 1, b1,by > 0 are some constants, and by, by can depend on problem parameters such as p, L and k.

Indeed, it is assumed that there exists a subroutine A such that for any given smooth strongly concave

bally®—y* > +b2
T

function h, after T = tlogP(t) + 1 iterations, it guarantees that E[HyT — y*HQ} < 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{||Vf(z,y)|| : = €
X, y €Y} <G for some G > 0, and in [3I}, [55], strongly concavity modulus p is assumed to be known;
under these assumptions, these methods satisfy b, = 0 and by = G—j FreeRexMomentum [10] is the only
algorithm which is agnostic to both p and G, and it satisfies the conditions of subroutine A with b = 0,
by = 22 and p = 2 —see [29, Footnote 4]. Since the batch size M = O(e2), the oracle complexity for V, f
is KM O(G*k*¢*) and the oracle complexity for @yf is K2log? K + K = O(G®k%¢~*). Hence, the total
oracle complexity for stochastic NeAda is at least O(GSx8e¢ ).
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B.2 Derivation of complexity in [35]

To get the near-optimal complexities, their theoretical analysis requires o > % > (. To come up with explicit
k 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

=

IVa f(a®, y")II* < max{5C1, 205} £ C, (63)
0

B
I

for some constants C7 and Csy, which we will analyze next. Indeed, both C; and C5 are explicitly defined in
the statement of Theorem C.1 depending on some other positive constants, i.e., ¢1, ¢, c3,¢4 > 0 and c5 > 0,
which are defined as followdTt

2
Nk {4nyuL 1 My '\ 1/8
1= —F - Ceo = Mmax ) 1 M+L}7 C3:4M+L(7+ )C )
ng) 7 e ARG Dz + gy ) o
1-5
ca = ( +L)( 2r” + (N+L)E2) c5 = c3 + 1y +77y62ﬁ
4 = (K (Ug)a 'r}y,UL 9 5 — €3 (’Ug)ﬁ 1 —ﬂ .

Because C; and Cy are monotonically increasing in {c;}?_; and they have complicated forms to compute
exact quantities, we compute a lower bound for each ¢;, i = 1,...,5 and use these bounds to further bound
C, and C5 from below. This will allow us to provide a lower bound on TiAda complexity results in terms
of its dependence on L, and k. Initialization of TiAda requires setting six parameters: 1,1y, v, v5 > 0
and «, 8 € (0,1) such that « > . Since the problem parameters L, 1 and x are unknown, we treat all these
parameters as O(1) constants. Indeed,

(i) consider ¢y, treating W as O(1) constant, we have ¢; = O(k?);

(ii) for cg, we similarly treat 7, as O(1) constant, and get co = ©(L);

(iii) for es, since c; = O(L) and we treat —(v%y)ﬂ as O(1) constant, we get c3 = @(LL;M );
(iv) similarly, we have the bounds: ¢; = ©(k?) and c5 = @(#)

Next, we derive lower bound for C7 and C5 in terms of L, u and x. We first focus on Cy. Indeed, it follows
from the definition of C; in [35] Theorem C.1] that

1 2
C, = Q((Clc4) a=F log—_p<1 + (c1c4) T2 12a—ﬂ21) (65)

where 1aq_g<1 = 1 if 20 — f < 1; otherwise, it is 0, and we define 1o4_g>1 = 1 — laq—g<i. Although
a, B € (0,1), it is necessary to consider their effects when they appear as exponents. Therefore, we consider
the following two cases:

1. when 2cc— 3 > 1, since 3 > 0, we can conclude that v > 3. As a result, (c1cs) 5 > (creq) = O(K?Y);

therefore,

Ci=Q (&20) ;

2. when 2o — 8 < 1, it implies a — 8 < % < % As a result, we can bound C from below as follows:
1

(c1c4) ™7 > (c102)? = O(K!0); therefore,

Ci=9Q (Hlo) .

131n [35], there are typos in the definition of ¢; and c3; vfo appearing in c¢; and c3 should be ’L)g.
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Therefore, using and C' > C1, we can conclude that for any € > 0, the gradient complexity of TiAda for
Zszfol [V f(2* y%)]|? < €% to hold is at least O(k'%~2). Therefore, for the deterministic WCSC minimax
problems, the gradient complexity of TiAda to compute an e-stationary point in terms of metric (M2) is at
least O(k%~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 [% 22{;01 |V f (mk,yk)Hﬂ < C,(K) holds for all K > 1, where C,(K) is a

monotonically decreasing function of K such that

Gy s PO alwna) GO 2Ly G

, 66
= iy )2 P (1= o), (0})* T K° (1- pKP (66)

JE + L(l_,—gl_,n) _ @(nQE

m ), and it is assumed that there exists a constant L > 0 such that for

where L = m
any r1,z2 € X and y1,y2 € Y,

V2, f (@1, 91) = Vi, f(r2,92) | < Lllex = z2]l + [ly1 = gD,
IV f (@1,1) = Vi, f @2, 92) | < L(lley — @2l + [ly1 — w2l).

The bound in eq. implies that for % Z,If:_ol V. f(xF,y%)||> < €% to hold, it is necessary that

DG () Abiln)  GOyd (ALe, G20y
py (08)2* 7P (1 = an, (Wi)*7 € 1-5)
= Q((H6E2G2(2*a)u*2(2)é + (,QL02<1—6>672)%).

= ( (67)

As explained in [35], the best oracle complexity of TiAda in terms of e dependence is (9(6_(4+5)), which

holds for any small § > 0. To achieve this complexity under the condition « > 3, one has to choose a and
3 as follows: a = 0.5+ /(8 +25) and B = 0.5 — 6/(8 + 2J). As a result, eq. implies that

K — Q(G67%H127%E47%M74+%674+% + GQHH(H%)L(%%%*(“‘S)). (68)

Furthermore, [35, Theorem C.2] also implies that E [% Zfi_ol Vo f (x4, yt)||2} < C,(K) holds for all K > 1,

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

5 IA/Z 2 2 L 212—2a 572
G, (K) = Gy(Zz{ﬁ (72) Gy > o
py (vg)?* =P (1 = a)ny (v )= PT™ 2T

);

hence, for any given € > 0, in order for 4 ZkK:_Ol |V, £ (2%, 4%)[|? < €2 to hold, it is necessary to have

) 5 = 5 ) 5
K = Q(Gﬁ—fﬁﬁlo—fﬁL4—fﬁu—4+fﬂe—4+%)_

Therefore, we can conclude that to guarantee an e-stationary point in metric M2, the oracle complexity of
TiAda for computing is Q(GSL*k12u=%e=) as § — 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 miny max,cy £(x,y), where £ has the same form in .
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 p. 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 p and primal step size % are

chosen satisfying the following two conditions: 0 < p < ;%5 and 8 > L2(-2 + )+ % — L, it is guaranteed

u2p
that the HiBSA iterate sequence satisfies the following bound for all k£ > 0:

N
e e N i [ Ay (69)
i=1

whereclf4(f—L—2)f % >0and e £ f+L— 5 — L3

2, +5)>0, andeéﬁ(xk,yk)+<ﬁ+ﬁ*

4(% - —)) ly* — y*=1||?, which is the value of the potential function at iteration k& > 0 —here, c1,co > 0

follows from the conditions on p and 8. Furthermore, from the proof of [4I, Theorem 1], for all k£ > 0 we get

|G, (2", y")|| < (B+2L)|laf ! —af||, i=1,...,N,

1 (70)
IGy (2%, ") < Lll=" = 2*] + ;Hy'“rl SEAL
which immediately implies that
2 Pr — phtl
IG@* )7 < ((8+20) + 2L2)||xk+1 —MP S P s, YEz0. (7))
p 1
where d; £ mm{4(; — g‘—;) - ), B+ L— Lz(“2 +8)}/ max{p%, (B +2L)? + 2L%} —note that d; > 0
due to conditions on p and . Therefore7 for any K > 1, one has
= L Pl-L _ 1 L@'y")—L+eDy
Z 2< — - , (72)
= K d1 K dy
where c3 £ ﬁ + ﬁ - 4(% - %), D, is the diameter of the dual domain, and it is assumed that there exists
L > —oo such that L(z,y) > L for all z 6 X and y E Y. Note that c3 > % > 32Lk3, where we used
0 < p < ffz; moreover, we also have j3 > 2L- L - 267 _ [ therefore,
2
1 2L)2 +2L* _ K? 2 23 - — L K2 L )
1, Br2DP 42l w2 F ﬂ.gi L KB K (ifL) z(MLW) ().
dy 42 - &) 2 2 Lk 2 2 LK 2 2\ p 2

1 e D2
Thus, combining this bound with (72)) and using c3 > 32Lk>, we get w = Q(L?x*D2). This

result implies that the total Complex1ty of HiBSA to compute an e-stationary point for WCSC minimax
problems is at least O(k®L%e¢~2).

B.4 Derivation of complexity in [67]

In this paper, the objective function is defined as min,ex max ey g(z) + f(z,y) — h(y), where g(-) = 1x(-)
and h(-) £ 1y(-) denote the indicator functions of the closed convex sets X C X and Y C ). The paper
[67] adopts the metric (M4) for characterizing e-stationarity; the metric (M4) and its connections to some
other convergence metrics is discussed in Section [C| Basically, for given € > 0, (x,,y.) is e-stationary (in the
sense of the (M4) metric) if

Ju € Vuf(ze,ye) +0g(ze), TveE =Vy,f(ze,ye) +0h(ye) = max{|ul, ||[v]} <e. (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 ¢ such that p = 4L
and ¢ = @, where L denotes the Lipschitz constant of V 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}, « = O(1/L), B = O(min {LK, %}) —see also [67, page 29];
2. [67, Lemma B.2, page 19], o1 = O(1), 02 = O(1), 03 = O(1);

3. [67, Lemma B.9, page 23|, k = O(l)ﬂ

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

5. [67, eq. (B.63), page 29], A1 = O(D,), A2 = O(LD3), A3 = O(D}).

For any given K € Z, ., the proof of [67, Theorem 3.4, page 29] considers two exhaustive cases where j is

set to \/%: if case 1 holds, then the bound,

mae{ Ja* — 247y - o ()7 |5 - 25T} < max {0282 X367, 2B} < By

holds for some k, < K, where B; = O(Dz . %) Furthermore, according to [67, Lemma B.11, page
26], this point (x*+,y**) is an \y/Bi-stationary; hence, (z*-,y**) is O(LDy <4/ %)—stationary since
A = O(L). Therefore, K > O<L4?:) iterations is required to guarantee e-stationary point for this case.
On the other hand, if case 2 holds, then there exists k., < K such that (z%< y*) is \/(¢0 — f)/(KB)-

€

stationary; hence, (z¥+,y*) is y/(¢o — f)/VK-stationary since 3 = 1/VK, where f € R such that f <

maxycy f(z,y) for all z, and ¢° = F(2°,2%y°) — 2d(y°, 2°) + 2P(2°) for F(z, 2;y) 2 f(x,y) + Bz — 2|2,

(po—f)?
E4

d(y, z) £ mingex F(z, 2;y) and P(z) = mingex maxyey F(z,2;y). Therefore, K > (9( ) is required

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

L*D; -)? . . . e . .
K> O(#) to ensure that the algorithm can compute an e-stationary point within K iterations.

B.5 Derivation of complexity in [14]

In this paper, a special case of is considered when h(-) = 0 and the primal-dual coupling is bilinear of
the form f(z,y) = —r(y) + (Azx,y) such that r is L,.-smooth and p-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 max,cy f(z*,y) inexactly. Let F(-) = g(-)+®(-) denote the primal function, where
®(-) = maxyey f(-,y), and F* = minge» F(x). From the discussion in [I4, Corollary 2], the number of times

the backtracking condition checked is bounded by O(L, (F(2°) — F*)e~?), where L, = W. Furthermore,

according to [14, Algorithm 1] and the discussion in [14] eq.(21)-(32)], given x* corresponding to the k-th

outer iteration, computing the inexact oracle for the pair (®(z*), V®(z*)), in the sense of [14, Definition 1
on page 4],which is (f(z*,7*), AT§"). This step requires to compute §* such that

O(2F) — f(a*, §¥) = O(?/My), (74)

which requires O(y/L;./uulog(L,/€?)) projected gradient iterations (that involve computing V, f(zy,-) and
projecting onto Y) by employing an accelerated backtracking method for strongly convex problems [4]
50], where M}, is an estimate of L,, and according to [I4, Corollary 2], M) < 2L, for all k > 0. After
each computation of §*, a projected inexact gradient step using the inexact oracle is computed from the
point zF to compute a candidate primal point w”, and the backtracking condition is checked. If it holds
for w¥, then zFt! « w*; otherwise, M) <« 2M; and §* is computed again. Thus, the total gradient
complexity, i.e., number of times V f is computed, to compute an e-stationary point in the sense of metric

(M1) is O(,/&M(F(xo) — F*)e 2log(e™1)). Indeed, since the Lipschitz constant of Vf satisfies L >

[T
max{L,, ||A]}, the total gradient complexity can be simplified as O(Lr'-5¢~2log(e~1)).

M Unlike the notation in our paper, x does not denote the condition number L/u 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 (IM2) is easy to check in practice. Also
note that in the absence of closed convex functions g and h, ||G(x,y)|| < € reduces to |V f(x,y)| < e. Prior
to discussing various forms of stationarity and their connection with each other, we give some preliminary
definitions and notation. We first recall that ®(x) £ max,cy f(z,y) — h(y), and the primal function is given
by F(-) £ g(-) + ®(-). Next, we provide the definition of the Moreau envelope of a real-valued function.

Definition 1. Let r : R® — RU{+o00} be L-weakly convex. Then, for any X € (0, L™1), the Moreau envelope
of r is defined as the function ry : R™ — R such that ry(z) £ min,ex r(w) + 55 [|w — x|/

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

Assumption 4. There exists m > 0 such that for all y € dom h, the function f(-,y) is m-weakly conver,
ie, f(y) + 5 - |17 is conver.

Remark 5. Under Assumptz’on f(-,y) is naturally L-weakly convez; that said, it is possible that f satisfies
Assumption [f] with m < L.

Under Assumption [ the primal function F' is m-weakly convex; hence, for any A € (0,1/m), F) is
well-defined for both WCSC and WCMC cases and it is differentiable with VF)\(z) = {(z — prox,p(z))
—this is a standard result, for details see, e.g., [0, Lemma 2]. Finally, we recall the gradient map.

Definition 2. For given 1,,m, > 0, the gradient map G(z,y) = [Go(2,y)",Gy(z,y) |7, and G,(z,y) =
(x — prox, (= n.Vaf(z,y)/1e and Gy(z,y) = (prox, ,(y+n,Vyf(x,y)) —y)/ny-

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

Definition 3. Given ¢ > 0, consider the minimaz problem in (|L)).

(M1): © € X is e-stationary in (M1) if |G(x)| < € for some a > 0, where G(x) = (z — prox,,(z —
aVe(z))) /e

(M2): (z,y) € X x Y is e-stationary in (M2) if |G(z,y)|| < € for some 1y, n, > 0.
(M3): x € X is e-stationary in (M3) if |[VF\(z)|| < € for some A € (0,1/m).

(M4): (z,y) € X XY is (€, €y)-stationary in (M4) if Ju € V,f(z,y) + 0g(z) and v € V, f(z,y) — Oh(y)
such that ||u|| < €, and [jv]| <e,.

(M5): x € X is e-stationary in (M5) if 3 € X such that inf|g<; F'(2;d) > —e and ||# — x| < ¢, where
F/(&;d) 2 lim,_, PEHDZFE),

(M6): for the case g(-) =0, (z,y) € X x Y is e-stationary in (M6) if for some n, >0, |V, f(z,9)|| < € and
|Gy (@, y)|| < € where § = prox, ,(y+n,V,f(z,y)).

Remark 6. The metric (M1) requires differentiability of ®, 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 € >0, (M2) and (M4) are equivalent when g(-) = h(-) =0 and €, = €, = €.

Our next result shows that the guarantees in the metric (M2) can be converted into guarantees in (IM4).

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption holds and (x,y) is e-stationary in (M2) for some nz,1m, > 0, then (&,7)
is (€x, €y)-stationary in (M4), where & = prox,  (z —n1.V.f(z,y)) and § = proxnyh(y +n,Vyf(z,y)) for
ez =€y = (14 (s +ny)L)e.
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Proof. Note that by the optimality conditions corresponding to the proximal operator, we have

Since (z,y) is e-stationary in (M2), implies that Ju’ € V, f(z,y) + 0g(£) and I’ € V, f(z,y) — Oh(y)
such that max{||u/[|, |v'||} < e Let @ £ u' + V,f(2,9) — Vaof(z,y) and 6 = o' + V, f(2,9) — Vyf(2,y).
Then, it follows from the smoothness of f that

o] < llull +[[Vaf(2,9) = Vaf(z,y)ll < e+ L& — 2] + LI§ —yll < 1+ naL +nyL)e.
In a similar manner, we can show that ||8| < (1 + (1, +n,)L)e, which established the result. O

Next we provide some results from the literature describing how guarantees in different e-stationarity
metrics can be transferred from one to another. In particular, our results in (IM2), can be transferred to
any of the other metrics mentioned in Def. [3| besides the (M4) metric we studied in Theorem

Theorem 6. Suppose Assumptions[1] and[{] hold.

i. [70, Theorem 2] Given A € (0,1/m) and € > 0, under Assumption[d, if x € X is e-stationary in
expectation with respect to (M3), i.e., E[|VFx(2)|]] < ¢, then an O(e)-stationary point & € X in
(M1) with o = X\ can be computed within O(e~2) stochastic oracle calls.

5. [30, Proposition 1] If (x,y) € X x Y is (€, €,)-stationary in (M4), then & € X is é-stationary in

(03) for 1 = e+ 2/ )

ti3. [30, Proposition 2] Given A € (0,1/m), €,€ > 0 such that é < Wifn)(l-&-k)’
(M5), then x is e-stationary in (M3).

if x is é-stationary in

. [30, Proposition 2] Given A € (0,1/m), €,é > 0 such that ¢ < é-min{l,1/\}, if x is e-stationary in
(M3), then z is é-stationary in (M5) with & = x, where ) = argmin, ¢y F(u) + 55 [lu — z||.

v. [38, Proposition 4.11] Consider with g(-) = 0, h(-) = Ly (-) for some conver set Y C Y such that
D, < o0, and v > 0. If a point x € X is e-stationary in (M1), i.e., |V®(x)| < €, then in the sense
of (M6) with 1, = 1, an O(e)-stationary point can be computed within O(rlog(e™1)) oracle calls for
the deterministic setting, and an O(¢)-stationary point in expectation can be computed within O(e~2)
oracle calls for the stochastic setting under Assumption . Conversely, if a point (',y') € X x Y is

£ _stationary in (M6) with n, = 1, then 2’ is O(e)-stationary in (M1).

K

vi. [38, Proposition 4.12] Consider with g(+) = 0, h(-) = Ly (-) for some conver set Y C Y such that
D, < o0, and p = 0. If a point x € X is e-stationary in (M8) with X = 5, then in the sense of (M6)
with 1y = %, an O(e)-stationary point can be computed within O(e~2) oracle calls for the deterministic

setting, and O(¢)-stationary point in expectation can be computed within O(e=*) oracle calls for the
stochastic setting under Assumption |3 Conversely, if a point (z',y') € X x Y is ;—;y—stationary n
(M6) with n, = 1, then z' is O(e)-stationary in (M3) with X = 5.

vit. [65, Proposition 2.1] Consider with g(-) = h(-) = 0 and p > 0. If a point x € X is e-stationary
in (M1), i.e., |[VO(2)| <€ and ||Vyf(z,7)| < € for some § € Y, then an O(e)-stationary point
(z,y) in (M2), i.e., |[Vf(z,y)|| <€, can be computed within O(klog(£)) oracle calls for the deter-
ministic setting, and an O(e)-stationary point (x,y) in (M2) (in expectation) can be computed within
O(k + K302 2) stochastic oracle calls under Assumption é Conversely, if a point (Z,y) satisfies
Vo f(Z,9)| <e€and||Vyf(Z, 9)| <e/VE, then a point © € X which is O(e)-stationary in (M1), i.e.,
IV®(2)|| <€, can be computed within O(klog(k)) oracle calls for the deterministic setting, and within
(7)(.% + K%02€72) oracle calls for the stochastic setting under Assumption @
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