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Abstract

While Online Gradient Descent and other no-regret learning procedures are known to efficiently
converge to a coarse correlated equilibrium in games where each agent’s utility is concave in their own
strategy, this is not the case when utilities are non-concave — a common scenario in machine learning
applications involving strategies parameterized by deep neural networks, or when agents’ utilities are
computed by neural networks, or both. Non-concave games introduce significant game-theoretic and
optimization challenges: (i) Nash equilibria may not exist; (ii) local Nash equilibria, though existing,
are intractable; and (iii) mixed Nash, correlated, and coarse correlated equilibria generally have infinite
support and are intractable. To sidestep these challenges, we revisit the classical solution concept of
®-equilibria introduced by Greenwald and Jafari [2003], which is guaranteed to exist for an arbitrary
set of strategy modifications ¢ even in non-concave games [Stoltz and Lugosi, 2007]. However, the
tractability of ®-equilibria in such games remains elusive. In this paper, we initiate the study of tractable
®-equilibria in non-concave games and examine several natural families of strategy modifications. We
show that when @ is finite, there exists an efficient uncoupled learning algorithm that converges to the
corresponding ®-equilibria. Additionally, we explore cases where ® is infinite but consists of local
modifications, showing that Online Gradient Descent can efficiently approximate ®-equilibria in non-
trivial regimes.
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1 Introduction

Von Neumann'’s celebrated minimax theorem establishes the existence of Nash equilibrium in all two-player
zero-sum games where the players’ utilities are continuous as well as concave in their own strategy [v. Neu-
mann, 1928]." This assumption that players’ utilities are concave, or quasi-concave, in their own strategies
has been a cornerstone for the development of equilibrium theory in Economics, Game Theory, and a host of
other theoretical and applied fields that make use of equilibrium concepts. In particular, (quasi-)concavity
is key for showing the existence of many types of equilibrium, from generalizations of min-max equilib-
rium [Fan, 1953, Sion, 1958] to competitive equilibrium in exchange economies [Arrow and Debreu, 1954,
McKenzie, 1954], mixed Nash equilibrium in finite normal-form games [Nash Jr, 1950], and, more gener-
ally, Nash equilibrium in (quasi-)concave games [Debreu, 1952, Rosen, 1965].

Not only are equilibria guaranteed to exist in concave games, but it is also well-established—thanks to
a long line of work at the interface of game theory, learning and optimization whose origins can be traced to
Dantzig’s work on linear programming [George B. Dantzig, 1963], Brown and Robinson’s work on fictitious
play [Brown, 1951, Robinson, 1951], Blackwell’s approachability theorem [Blackwell, 1956] and Hannan’s
consistency theory [Hannan, 1957]—that several solution concepts are efficiently computable both centrally
and via decentralized learning dynamics. For instance, it is well-known that the learning dynamics produced
when the players of a game iteratively update their strategies using no-regret learning algorithms, such as
online gradient descent, is guaranteed to converge to Nash equilibrium in two-player zero-sum concave
games, and to coarse correlated equilibrium in multi-player general-sum concave games [Cesa-Bianchi and
Lugosi, 2006]. The existence of such simple decentralized dynamics further justifies using these solution
concepts to predict the outcome of real-life multi-agent interactions where agents deploy strategies, obtain
feedback, and use that feedback to update their strategies.

While (quasi-)concave utilities have been instrumental in the development of equilibrium theory, as
described above, they are also too restrictive an assumption. Several modern applications and outstanding
challenges in Machine Learning, from training Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) to Multi-Agent
Reinforcement Learning (MARL) as well as generic multi-agent Deep Learning settings where the agents’
strategies are parameterized by deep neural networks or their utilities are computed by deep neural networks,
or both, give rise to games where the agents’ utilities are non-concave in their own strategies. We call these
games non-concave, following Daskalakis [2022].

Unfortunately, classical equilibrium theory quickly hits a wall in non-concave games. First, Nash equi-
libria are no longer guaranteed to exist. Second, while mixed Nash, correlated and coarse correlated equilib-
ria do exist—under convexity and compactness of the strategy sets [Glicksberg, 1952], which we have been
assuming all along in our discussion so far, they have infinite support, in general [Karlin, 2014]. Finally, they
are computationally intractable; so, a fortiori, they are also intractable to attain via decentralized learning
dynamics.

In view of the importance of non-concave games in emerging ML applications and the afore-described
state-of-affairs, our investigation is motivated by the following broad and largely open question:

Question from [Daskalakis, 2022]: Is there a theory of non-concave games? What solution concepts
are meaningful, universal, and tractable?

!"Throughout this paper, we model games using the standard convention in Game Theory that each player has a utility function
that they want to maximize. This is, of course, equivalent to modeling the players as loss minimizers, a convention more common
in learning. When we say that a player’s utility is concave (respectively non-concave) in their strategy, this is the same as saying
that the player’s loss is convex (respectively non-convex) in their strategy.



Table 1: A comparison between different solution concepts in multi-player non-concave games. We include
definitions of Nash equilibrium, mixed Nash equilibrium, (coarse) correlated equilibrium, strict local Nash
equilibrium, and second-order local Nash equilibrium in Appendix B. We also give a detailed discussion on
the existence and complexity of these solution concepts in Appendix B.

Solution Concept Incentive Guarantee  Existence Complexity (to compute or check existence)
Nash equilibrium X NP-hard
Mixed Nash equilibrium Global stability v NP-hard
(Coarse) Correlated equilibrium v NP-hard
Strict local Nash equilibrium Local stability X NP-hard
Second-order local Nash equilibrium Second-order stability X NP-hard
Local Nash equilibrium First-order stability v PPAD-hard
d-equilibrium (finite |]) Sta.blhty %lgz}mst v Effifient e-approximation
finite deviations forany € > 0
Conv(®(6))-equilibrium (finite |®(5))) v Effifient -approximation
4 for e = Q(5?)
e Effifient e-approximation
Pproj (9)-equilibrium First-order stability v via GD/OG for & = Q(52)
e . when ¢ = Q(6?) Effifient e-approximation
1t (9)-equilibrium v via no-regret learning for & = Q(62)
®,.+ (5)-equilibrium High-order stability v NP-hard e-approximation

when & = 0(6?) for & = 0(6?)

1.1 Contributions

We study Daskalakis’ question through the lens of the classical solution concept of ®-equilibria introduced
by Greenwald and Jafari [2003]. This concept is guaranteed to exist for virtually any set of strategy mod-
ifications ®, even in non-concave games, as demonstrated by Stoltz and Lugosi [2007].” However, the
tractability of ®-equilibria in such games remains elusive. In this paper, we initiate the study of tractable
®-equilibria in non-concave games and examine several natural families of strategy modifications.

®-Equilibrium. The concept of ®-equilibrium generalizes (coarse) correlated equilibrium. A ®-equilibrium
is a joint distribution over II7?'_, X, the Cartesian product of all players’ strategy sets, and is defined in terms
of a set, ®Yi, of strategy modifications, for each player i. The set ®¥ contains functions mapping X;
to itself. A joint distribution over strategy profiles qualifies as a ® = TI?_, ®i-equilibrium if no player 4
can increase their expected utility by using any strategy modification function, ¢; € ®¥, on the strategy
sampled from the joint distribution. The larger the set ®, the stronger the incentive guarantee offered by
the ®-equilibrium. For example, if ®¥ contains all constant functions, the corresponding ®-equilibrium
coincides with the notion of coarse correlated equilibrium. Throughout the paper, we also consider e-
approximate ®-equilibria, where no player can gain more than ¢ by deviating using any function from ®%.
We study several families of ® and illustrate their relationships in Figure 1.

Finite Set of Global Deviations. The first case we consider is when each player ¢’s set of strategy modifi-
cations, ®%¢, contains a finite number of arbitrary functions mapping X; to itself. As shown in [Greenwald
and Jafari, 2003], if there exists an online learning algorithm where each player ¢ is guaranteed to have
sublinear ®%i-regret, the empirical distribution of joint strategies played converges to a & = H?:fl)xi—
equilibrium. Gordon et al. [2008] consider ®-regret minimization but for concave reward functions, and

2Stoltz and Lugosi [2007] only require the elements of ® to be measurable functions.



Figure 1: The relationship between different solution concepts in non-concave games. An arrow from one
solution concept to another means the former is contained in the latter. The dashed arrow from Conv(®(4))-
equilibria to Ppipite-equilibria means the former is contained in the latter when ®(9) = Ppipite-
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their results, therefore, do not apply to non-concave games. Stoltz and Lugosi [2007] provide an algorithm
that achieves no ®%i-regret in non-concave games; however, their algorithm requires a fixed-point com-
putation per step, making it computationally inefficient.” Our first contribution is to provide an efficient
randomized algorithm that achieves no ®Vi-regret for each player i with high probability.

Contribution 1: Let X be a convex and compact set, and ¥ an arbitrary finite set of strategy modifica-

tion functions for X'. We design a randomized online learning algorithm that achieves O (« /T log |\II|>

W-regret, with high probability, for arbitrary bounded reward functions on X (Theorem 2). The al-
gorithm operates in time \/T|\I!| per iteration. If every player in a non-concave game adopts this
algorithm, the empirical distribution of strategy profiles played forms an e-approximate ® = II7"_; P
equilibrium, with high probability, for any € > 0, after poly (%, log (maxi | P \) ,log n) iterations.
If players have infinitely many global strategy modifications, we can extend Algorithm 1 by discretizing
the set of strategy modifications under mild assumptions, such as the modifications being Lipschitz (Corol-
lary 1). The empirical distribution of the strategy profiles still converges to the corresponding ®-equilibrium,

but at a much slower rate of O(T v ), where d is the dimension of the set of strategies. Additionally, the
algorithm requires exponential time in the dimension per iteration, making it inefficient. This inefficiency is
unavoidable, as the problem remains intractable even when ® contains only constant functions.

To address the limitations associated with infinitely large global strategy modifications, a natural ap-
proach is to focus on local deviations instead. The corresponding ®-equilibrium will guarantee local sta-
bility. The study of local equilibrium concepts in non-concave games has received significant attention in
recent years—see e.g., [Ratliff et al., 2016, Hazan et al., 2017, Daskalakis and Panageas, 2018, Jin et al.,
2020, Daskalakis et al., 2021b]. However, these solution concepts either are not guaranteed to exist, are
restricted to sequential two-player zero-sum games [Mangoubi and Vishnoi, 2021], only establish local con-
vergence guarantees for learning dynamics—see e.g., [Daskalakis and Panageas, 2018, Wang et al., 2020,
Fiez et al., 2020], only establish asymptotic convergence guarantees—see e.g., [Daskalakis et al., 2023], or
involve non-standard solution concepts where local stability is not with respect to a distribution over strategy
profiles [Hazan et al., 2017].

We study the tractability of ®-equilibrium with infinitely large ® sets that consist solely of local strategy

3The existence of the fixed point is guaranteed by the Schauder-Cauty fixed-point theorem [Cauty, 2001], a generalization of
the Brouwer fixed-point theorem. Hence, it’s unlikely such fixed points are tractable.



modifications. These local solution concepts are guaranteed to exist in general multi-player non-concave
games. Specifically, we focus on the following three families of natural deviations.

- Projection based Local Deviations: Each player i’s set of strategy modifications, denoted by @lfri)j(é),
contains all deviations that attempt a small step from their input in a fixed direction and project if neces-
sary, namely are of the form ¢, (x) = ILy,[x — v], where ||v|| < ¢ and IIy, stands for the ¢2-projection

onto X;.

- Convex Combination of Finitely Many Local Deviations: Each player ¢’s set of strategy modifications,
denoted by Conv(®%(§)), contains all deviations that can be represented as a convex combination of a
finite set of J-local strategy modifications, i.e., [|¢(z) — x|| < J for all ¢ € ®¥i(6).

- Interpolation based Local Deviations: each player ¢’s set of local strategy modifications, denoted by

@f‘;ft (6), that contains all deviations that interpolate between the input strategy and another strategy in X;.

Formally, each element ¢ ,/(x) of q)f\;ft

A < 0/Dy; (Dy; is the diameter of X;).

d) can be represented as (1 — \)x + Az’ for some ' € X; and
P

For our three families of local strategy modifications, we explore the tractability of ®-equilibrium within
a regime we term the first-order stationary regime, where ¢ = €(6%), with § representing the maximum
deviation allowed for a player. An e-approximate ®-equilibrium in this regime ensures first-order stability.
This regime is particularly interesting for two reasons: (i) Daskalakis et al. [2021b] have demonstrated
that computing an e-approximate J-local Nash equilibrium in this regime is intractable.* This poses an
intriguing question: can correlating the players’ strategies, as in a ®-equilibrium, potentially make the
problem tractable? (ii) Extending our algorithm, initially designed for finite sets of strategy modifications, to
these three sets of local deviations results in inefficiency; specifically, the running time becomes exponential
in one of the problem’s natural parameters. Designing efficient algorithms for this regime thus presents
challenges. Despite these, we show the following:

Contribution 2: For any § > 0, for each of the three families of infinite J-local strategy modi-
fications mentioned above, there exists an efficient uncoupled learning algorithm that converges to
an e-approximate $-equilibrium of the non-concave game in the first-order stationary regime, i.e.,
e = Q(62).

We present our results for the projection-based local deviation in Theorem 3 and Theorem 4. Our result
for the convex combination of local deviations can be found in Theorem 5. Theorem 6 contains our result
for the interpolation-based local deviations. Similar to the finite case, our algorithms build on the connection
between ®-regret minimization and ®-equilibrium. Given that our strategy modifications are non-standard,
it is a priori unclear how to minimize the corresponding ®-regret. For instance, to our knowledge, no
algorithm is known to minimize <I>§fr0j (0)-regret even when the reward functions are concave, and provably
@groj(é)—regret is incomparable to external regret (Examples 3 and 4). However, via a novel analysis, we
show that Online Gradient Descent (GD) and Optimistic Gradient (OG) achieve a near-optimal c1>f§mj (6)-
regret guarantee (Theorem 3 and Theorem 9).

Our results provide efficient uncoupled algorithms to compute e-approximate ®(§)-equilibria in the
first-order stationary regime ¢ = €(62). A natural question arises: can we approximate ®-equilibria
within e = 0(6?) efficiently? We answer this question in the negative: it is in fact NP-hard to achieve

*A strategy profile is considered an e-approximate d-local Nash equilibrium if no player can gain more than ¢ by deviating
within a § distance.



e = 0(6?). This hardness result further illustrates the necessity to consider the ¢ = (&%) regime.
Contribution 3: We show that the first-order stationary regime, i.e., ¢ = (82), is the best one
can hope for in the efficient computation of an e-approximate ®(J)-equilibrium when ®(4) contains
all d-local strategy modifications. Specifically, in Theorem 11, we prove that, unless P = NP, for
any ¢ < poly(d,n,G, L) - §>7¢ with any constant ¢ > 0, there is no algorithm with running time
poly(d,n,G, L,1/e,1/9) that can find an e-approximate ®(4)-equilibrium. Here, G is the Lipschitz-
ness, and L is the smoothness of the players’ utilities. This result holds even for a single-player game
over X = [0,1]%. Moreover, we show in Theorem 12 that a similar hardness result holds even for a
very restricted set of strategy modifications @;fl .+ (0) that is the union of &' (6) and one additional
strategy modification.

We remark that existing hardness results for local maximum [Daskalakis et al., 2021b] could be extended
to approximate ®(0)-equilibrium. However, these results only apply to the “global regime”, where § equals
D, the diameter of the action set.” In contrast, our hardness results hold for a range of § and rule out
efficient approximation for any ¢ = o(§2), which cannot be directly derived from results that concern the
“global regime” [Daskalakis et al., 2021b]. Our analysis is also novel and different from [Daskalakis et al.,
2021b]: we construct a reduction from the NP-hard maximum clique problem using the Motzkin-Straus
Theorem [Motzkin and Straus, 1965]. As a byproduct of our analysis, we also obtain new hardness results
for computing approximate local maximum and approximate local Nash equilibrium (Corollary 2). See
Figure 2 for a summary.

Further related work is discussed in Appendix A.

2 Preliminaries

A ball of radius r > 0 centered at z € R is denoted by By(z,7) := {2’ € R?: ||z — /|| < r}. We use
|| - || for £2 norm throughout. We also write B4(d) for a ball centered at the origin with radius J. For a € R,
we use [a]T to denote max{0,a}. We denote Dy as the diameter of a set X.

Continuous / Smooth Games. An n-player continuous game has a set of n players [n] := {1,2,...,n}.
Each player i € [n] has a nonempty convex and compact strategy set X; C R%. For a joint strategy profile
x = (zi,2—;) € [[j_; Aj, the reward of player i is determined by a utility function u; : [T_; & — [0, 1].
We denote by d = > " | d; the dimensionality of the game and assume max;c(,{Dx,} < D. A smooth
game is a continuous game whose utility functions further satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 1 (Smooth Games). The utility function u;(xz;, x_;) for any player i € [n] is differentiable and
satisfies

1. (G-Lipschitzness) ||V z,ui(2)|| < G forall i and x € [}, &j;

2. (L-smoothness) there exists L; > 0 such that ||V g, ui(x;, x—;) — Vyuwi(xh, x—;)|| < L;||lz; — «}| for all
zi,x, € Xjand x_; € IT;4;Xj. We denote L = max; L; as the smoothness of the game.

Crucially, we make no assumption on the concavity of w;(z;, x_;).

>In Appendix I, we also prove NP-hardness of e-approximate ®p..;(8)-equilibrium (®1, (8)-equilibrium) when § = Dy and
e=1
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Figure 2: Complexity of computing an e-approximate d-local Nash equilibrium and e-approximate ®(4)-
equilibrium in G-Lipschitz and L-smooth d-dimensional games. We consider cases where G,L =
O(poly(d)). The regime € > G0 is trivial since the game is G-Lipschitz. The PPAD-hardness of ap-
proximate local Nash equilibrium follows from approximate (global) Nash equilibrium in bimatrix games
due to linearity of the utility function [Chen et al., 2009]. The PPAD-hardness of approximate local Nash
equilibrium in two-player zero-sum games is proved in [Daskalakis et al., 2021b]. The NP-hardness of
e-approximate ®(0)-equilibrium is proven for ®4y(6) (Theorem 11) and Py +(5) (Theorem 12) in Ap-
pendix H. The NP-hardness of e-approximate d-local Nash equilibrium is implied by Corollary 2. The
positive results for e-approximate ®(J)-equilibrium in the first-order stationary regime hold for ®p.;(6)
(Section 4.1), @yt (0) (Section 4.3), and Conv(®P(d)) when |® ()| is finite (Section 4.2).

®-equilibrium and ®-regret Below we formally introduce the concept of ®-equilibrium and its relation-
ship with online learning and ®-regret minimization.

Definition 1 (®-equilibrium [Greenwald and Jafari, 2003, Stoltz and Lugosi, 2007]). In a continuous
game, a distribution o over joint strategy profiles 117" X; is an e-approximate ®-equilibrium for some
e > 0 and a profile of strategy modification sets ® = II!' | ®; if and only if for all player i € [n],
maxeed, Ezno [Ui(O(2:), 2—i)] < Epnglui(z)] + €. When e = 0, we call o a ®-equilibrium.

We consider the standard online learning setting: at each day ¢ € [T], the learner chooses an action
2! from a nonempty convex compact set ¥ C R™ and the adversary chooses a possibly non-convex loss
function f! : X — IR, then the learner suffers a loss f?(z!) and receives feedback. In this paper, we focus
on two feedback models: (1) the player receives an oracle for f!(-); (2) the player receives only the gradient
V ft(z?). The classic goal of an online learning algorithm is to minimize the external regret defined as
Reg! := max,ex Yo, (fi(z!) — f4(x)). An algorithm is called no-regret if its external regret is sublinear
in T'. The notion of ®-regret generalizes external regret by allowing more general strategy modifications.

Definition 2 (®-regret). Let ® be a set of strategy modification functions {¢ : X — X}. ForT > 1, the



®-regret of an online learning algorithm is Regl = maxgsecd Zthl (fi(zt) — fi(op(2?))). An algorithm is
called no ®-regret if its ®-regret is sublinear in T..

Many classic notions of regret can be interpreted as ®-regret. For example, the external regret is Pext-
regret where ®ey¢ contains all constant strategy modifications ¢+ (z) = x* for all * € X. The swap
regret on simplex A™ is ®gyp-regret where ®gyap contains all linear transformations ¢ : A™ — A™.
A fundamental result for learning in games is that no-®-regret learning dynamics in games converge to an
approximate ®-equilibrium [Greenwald and Jafari, 2003].

Theorem 1. [Greenwald and Jafari, 2003] If each player i € [n] has ®;-regret that is upper bounded by
Reggi, then their empirical distribution of strategy profiles played is an (maxie[n} Reggi /T)-approximate
D-equilibrium.

3 Tractable ®-Equilibrium for Finite ¢ via Sampling

In this section, we revisit the problem of computing and learning an ®-equilibrium in non-concave games
when each player’s set of strategy modifications ® is finite.

The pioneering work of Stoltz and Lugosi [2007] gives a no-®-regret algorithm for this case where
each player chooses a distribution over strategies in each round. This result also implies convergence to ®-
equilibrium. However, the algorithm by Stoltz and Lugosi [2007] is not computationally efficient. In each
iteration, their algorithm requires computing a distribution that is stationary under a transformation that
can be represented as a mixture of the modifications in ®. The existence of such a stationary distribution
is guaranteed by the Schauder-Cauty fixed-point theorem Cauty [2001], but the distribution might require
exponential support and be intractable to find.

Our main result in this section is an efficient ®-regret minimization algorithm (Algorithm 1) that cir-
cumvents the step of the exact computation of a stationary distribution. Consequently, our algorithm also
ensures efficient convergence to a $-equilibrium when adopted by all players.

Algorithm 1: ®-regret minimization for non-concave reward via sampling

Input: z,,o: € X', h > 2, an external regret minimization algorithm R over ®
Output: A ®-regret minimization algorithm for X

1 function NEXTSTRATEGY()

2 | p! <+ M NEXTSTRATEGY(). Note that p; is a distribution over ®.

3 return 2! < SAMPLESTRATEGY (Zroot, 1, PY).

4 function OBSERVEREWARD (u!(+))

5 Set ul(¢) = u'(¢(x?) for all ¢ € P.

6 | Pe.OBSERVEREWARD(u%(+)).

Theorem 2. Let X be a convex and compact set, ® be an arbitrary finite set of strategy modification
functions for X, and u'(-),...,u" (-) be an arbitrary sequence of possibly non-concave reward functions
from X to [0,1]. If we instantiate Algorithm | with the Hedge algorithm as the regret minimization al-
gorithm Re over ® and d = /T, the algorithm guarantees that, with probability at least 1 — B, it pro-
duces a sequence of strategies ', . .., x1 with ®-regret at most maxycq Zf:l ut(p(zt)) — Zthl ut(zt) <
8y/T (log |®| + log(1/B)). Moreover; the algorithm runs in time O(\/T|®|) per iteration.




Algorithm 2: SAMPLESTRATEGY
Input: 00 € X, h > 2, p! € A(D)
Output: x € X

1 1 < Zroot-
2 for2 <k <hdo

3 ¢ < sample form ® according to p'.
4 | = d(zp—).
5 return x from {z1,...,x} uniformly at random.

If all players in a non-concave continuous game employ Algorithm 1, then with probability at least 1 — 3,
for any € > 0, the empirical distribution of strategy profiles played forms an e-approximate ® = H?:1<I>Xi-

equilibrium, after poly (%, log (maxi | P ]) ,log %) iferations.

High-level ideas We adopt the framework in [Stoltz and Lugosi, 2007]. The framework contains two steps
in each iteration ¢: (1) the learner runs a no-external-regret algorithm over ® which outputs p* € A(®) in
each iteration ¢; (2) the learner chooses a stationary distribution p! = beD pto(ut), where we slightly
abuse notation to use ¢(u') to denote the image measure of 1 by ¢. However, how to compute the stationary
distribution p! efficiently is unclear. We essentially provide a computationally efficient way to carry out step
(2) without computing this stationary distribution.

» We first construct an e-approximate stationary distribution by recursively applying strategy modifications
from ®. The constructed distribution can be viewed as a tree. Our construction is inspired by the recent
work of Zhang et al. [2024] for concave games. The main difference here is that for non-concave games,
the distribution needs to be approximately stationary with respect to a mixture of strategy modifications
rather than a single one as in concave games. Consequently, this leads to an approximate stationary
distribution with prohibitively high support size (|<I>\)ﬁ as opposed to /T in [Zhang et al., 2024] for
concave games.

* Despite the exponentially large support size of the distribution, we utilize its tree structure to design a
simple and efficient sampling procedure that runs in time v/7". Equipped with such a sampling procedure,
we provide an efficient randomized algorithm that generates a sequence of strategies so that, with high
probability, the ®-regret for this sequence of strategies is at most O(y/1 log |®|).

We defer the full proof of Theorem 2 to Section 3.1. An extension of Theorem 2 to infinite ® holds
when the rewards {u'},[7) are G-Lipschitz and ® admits an a-cover with size N (c). In particular, when ®
is the set of all M-Lipschitz functions over [0, 1]¢, ® admits an a--cover with log N (c) of the order (1/a).
In this case, we have

Corollary 1. There is a randomized algorithm such that, with probability at least 1 — (3, the ®-regret

is bounded by c - T . log(1/5), where c only depends on G and M. The algorithm runs in time
poly (T, N(T~1/14+2))).



3.1 Proof of Theorem 2

For a distribution . € A(X') over strategy space X, we slightly abuse notation and define its expected utility
as

(1) = By o (@)] € 0.1]

We define ¢ () the image of 1 under transformation ¢. In each iteration ¢, the learner chooses their strategy
a! € X according to the distribution y!. For a sequence of strategies {xt}tem, the ®-regret is

pcd

T
Regl := max {Z (u!(p(x")) — ut(act))} .

Algorithm 1 uses an external regret minimization algorithm Rg over ® which outputs a distribution p' €
A(®). We can then decompose the ®-regret into two parts.

T T
Regj, = max {Zut(é(wt)) — Egpt [u'(¢'(2))] } + Y By [u' (¢ ()] = u'(a")
t=1 t=1

I: external regret over ® II: approximation error of stationary distribution

I: Bounding the external regret over ®. The external regret over ® can be bounded directly. This is
equivalent to an online expert problem: in each iteration ¢, the external regret minimizer $R¢ chooses p' €
A(®) and the adversary then determines the utility of each expert ¢ € ® as u'(¢(z?)). We choose the
external regret minimizer RRg to be the Hedge algorithm [Freund and Schapire, 1999], which gives

T
max {Z u'(p(2")) = Egrape [u'(¢'(2"))] } <2y/Tlog|®|, (1)
t=1

ped

where we use the fact that the utility function u' is bounded in [0, 1].

II: Bounding error due to sampling from an approximate stationary distribution. We first define a
distribution y! using a complete |®|-ary tree with depth k. The root of this tree is an arbitrary strategy Troor €
X. Each internal node x has exactly |®| children, denoted as {¢(x) } sc. The distribution 4" is supported on
the nodes of this tree. Next, we define the probability for each node under the distribution z!. The root node
Troot T€CEIVES probability % The probability of other nodes is defined in a recursive manner. For every node
@ = ¢(x;,) where z, is its parent, x receives probability Pr,:[2z] = Pr,:[x,] - p'(¢). It is then clear that the
total probability of the children of a node zy, is exactly Pr 2 is s child] = >, Prlx;)] - p'(¢) = Prlzy).

Denote the set of nodes in depth & as Nj. We have Pr« [z € N;| = % for every depth 1 < k < h. Thus the

d_ . . .
distribution y¢ supports on ||q;||_11 points and is well-defined. By the construction above, we know ! output

by Algorithm 2 is a sample from p’.

Claim 1. Algorithm 2 generates a sample from the distribution y'.

10



Now we show that the approximation error of y! is bounded by O(%) We can evaluate the approxima-
tion error of yt:

h h
B |3 X Prlaful((a)| - |30 3 Prish'(a)
k=1zeN;, ' k=1zeN;, "
h
=3 5 (B [Prteut6)] ~ Brlali' )

We recall that for a node 2 = ¢(z,) with 2, being its parent, we have Pr:[x] = Pr,:[z,] - p*(¢). Thus for
any 1 < k < h — 1, we have

5 (Eoup [Prielut(6()] ~ Prishu )

€N H

= 3 | X @ Prlalut(6(2) ~ Priafu'(2)

t

zEN; \ e .
_ t t
TENE 41 TENg K

Using the above equality, we get

Egpt [u' (0(1))] — u' (1)

h—1 h
= Z Z Ptr[x]ut(x) + Z Zpt(d)) Ptr[x]ut(qb(x)) - Z Z Ptr[x]ut(m) - Pf[xroot]ut(xroot)
k=12EN1 " 2EN), pED " k=2 zeN, ! "
= Z Z ' (9) Ptr[a:]ut(qb(a:)) - Ptr[xroot]ut(xroot)
zENp ped s #
1
< =
S

where in the last inequality we use the fact that } . Pre[z] = 3 forall 1 < k < h and the utility
function u! is bounded in [0, 1]. Therefore, for z' ~ p!, the sequence of random variables

T

3 <E¢Npt [W((a"))] — ul(at) - 2>,f0r7 > 1,

t=1

is a super-martingale. Thanks to the boundedness of the utility function, we can apply the Hoeffding-Azuma
Inequality and get for any € > 0.

T

> (I%Npt [t (o(a"))] — u(zt) — }L) > ] < oxp (—8T) @

Pr

t=1

11



Combining (1) and (2) with ¢ = /8T log(1/3) and h = v/T, we have that, with probability 1 — 3, that

¢

< 2y/Tlog || + % + /8T log(1/B)

< 8y/T(log|®] +log(1/5)).

T T
Regg, = max {Z u'(p(a")) = Egrope [u'(¢'(2"))] } +Y By [u(¢(2"))] — (")
t=1 t=1

Convergence to ®-equilibrium If all players in a non-concave continuous game employ Algorithm 1,
then we know for each player ¢, with probability 1 — %, its ®%i-regret is upper bounded by

8\/T(log |9 | + log(n/))

By a union bound over all n players, we get with probability 1 — 3, every player ¢’s oY -regret is upper

bounded by 8+/7 (log |®¥i| + log(n/f)). Now by Theorem 1, we know the empirical distribution of strat-

64(log |$¥i |+log(n/B))
52

egy profiles played forms an e-approximate & = H?:1<I>Xi -equilibrium, as long as 7" >
iterations. This completes the proof of Theorem 2

4 Approximate O-Equilibria under Infinite Local Strategy Modifications

This section studies ®-equilibrium when |®| is infinite. It is, in general, computationally hard to compute
a ®-equilibrium even if ® contains all constant deviations. Instead, we focus on ® that consists solely
of local strategy modifications. We introduce several natural classes of local strategy modifications and
provide efficient online learning algorithms that converge to e-approximate ®-equilibrium in the first-order
stationary regime where ¢ = ((62L). These approximate ®-equilibria guarantee first-order stability.

Definition 3 (J-local strategy modification). For each agent i, we call a set of strategy modifications ®
S-local if for all x € X; and ¢; € Y, ||¢;i(x) — x| < 6. We use notation % (5) to denote a 5-local
strategy modification set for agent i. We also use ®(§) = I ®%i(§) to denote a profile of §-local strategy
modification sets.

Below we present a useful reduction from computing an e-approximate ®(6)-equilibrium in non-concave
smooth games to ®(§)-regret minimization against convex losses for any ¢ > ‘VTL. The key observation
here is that the L-smoothness of the utility function permits the approximation of a non-concave function
with a linear function within a §-neighborhood. This approximation yields an error of at most ‘SZTL that lies
in the first-order stationary regime. We defer the proof to Appendix C.

Lemma 1 (No ®(0)-Regret for Convex Losses to Approximate ®(§)-Equilibrium in Non-Concave Games).
Forany T > 1 and § > 0, let A be an algorithm that guarantees to achieve no more than Regg%( 5)

i (§)-regret for convex loss functions for each agent i € [n]. Then

1. The ®%i(6)-regret of A for non-convex and L-smooth loss functions is at most Regg i (8) + 522LT for each

agent 1.

2. When every agent employs A in a non-concave L-smooth game, their empirical distribution of the joint
2
strategies played converges to a (maxic(n {Reg_ x, &}/T+ %)-approximate ®(0)-equilibrium.

K3
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Computing ®-Equilibrium via Generic ®-Regret Minimization. By Lemma I, it suffices to design
no P-regret algorithms against convex losses for efficient equilibrium computation. Although ®-regret
minimization is extensively studied [Greenwald and Jafari, 2003, Hazan and Kale, 2007, Stoltz and Lugosi,
2007, Gordon et al., 2008, Dagan et al., 2023, Peng and Rubinstein, 2023], to our knowledge, all of these
algorithms, when applied to compute a (g, ®(0))-equilibrium for a general d-local strategy modification set
®(0) (using Lemma 1), require running time exponential in either 1/¢ or the dimension d. In the following
sections, we show that for several natural choices of ®(0), e-approximate ®(¢)-equilibrium can be computed
efficiently, i.e. polynomial in 1/¢ and d, using simple algorithms.

4.1 Projection-Based Local Strategy Modifications

In this section, we study a set of local strategy modifications based on projection. Specifically, the set
<I>ffr0 i () encompasses all deviations that essentially add a fixed displacement vector v to the input strategy

and project back to the feasible set:
(pi:’vroj(é) = {(z)Projvv(x) = HX[x - U] HAORS Bd(é)}

It is clear that ||¢, (z) — || < ||v|| < 6. The induced ®t

Proj(0)-regret is

T

Regpyoi s = D (Fi(2") — f1(Mx[z" — 2])).

We also define ®py;(d) = H?:fl)ff;'oj@).
By Lemma 1, to achieve convergence to an approximate ®p,;(J)-equilibrium, it suffices to minimize
(6)-regret against convex losses. However, to our knowledge, there does not exist an algorithm that

X
(I>Pr0j

P . X
minimizes @Proj

(&)-regret even in the convex case. In fact, external regret and @groj (&)-regret are provably
incomparable: a sequence of actions may suffer high Reg” but low Reggroj, s (Example 3) or vise versa
(Example 4). At a high level, the external regret competes against a fixed action, whereas @groj (6)-regret
is more akin to the notion of dynamic regret, competing with a sequence of varying actions. Despite this,
surprisingly, we show that classical algorithms like Online Gradient Descent (GD) and Optimistic Gradient
(OG), known for minimizing external regret, also attain near-optimal ® . (§)-regret. We defer the examples

Proj
and missing proofs to Appendix D.

411 o .

We show that (GD) enjoys an O(GvdDxT) @groj (6)-regret despite the difference between the external

regret and <I>§roj (6)-regret. First, let us recall the update rule of GD: given initial point ' € X" and step size
n > 0, GD updates in each iteration ¢:

(0)-Regret Minimization in the Adversarial Setting

o =Ty [z — nV fi(2h)]. (GD)

The key step in our analysis for GD is simple but novel and general . We extend the analysis to the Optimistic
Gradient (OG) algorithm in Section 4.1.2.

Theorem 3. Let 6 > 0 and T € N. For any convex and G-Lipschitz loss functions {f' : X — R}

the <I>f§mj (0)-regret of GD with step size n > 0 is Reggroj,(; < % + 2G*T + 5’%. We can choose 1

13



optimally as 7”%5\%?)() and attain Reggmm < 2G+\/6(0 + Dx)T. Forany 6 > 0 and any € > 0, when all

players employ GD in a smooth game, their empirical distribution of played strategy profiles converges to
an ( 52L)—appr0ximate Dproi(8)-equilibrium in O(1/?) iterations.

Remark 1. Note that <I>f§mJ

changing comparators {p' := x|z —v]}. However, we remark that our analysis does not follow from stan-

dard O(@—FHT ) dynamic regret bound of GD [Zinkevich, 2003 ] since Pr, defined as Zthg |pt — pt=t

can be Q(nT).

Proof. Let us denote v € By(6) a fixed deviation and define p' = Ily[z' — v]. By standard analysis of
GD [Zinkevich, 2003] (see also the proof of [Bubeck et al., 2015, Theorem 3.2] ), we have

T
> (')~ £ SZ;n (le* =" = " = 2| + 0| V£ a)||°)
t=1

< Z 1 (H t+1 t+1H2_ th+1 tH ) 77G2

2n

(6)-regret can also be viewed as the dynamic regret [Zinkevich, 2003] with

>

where the last step uses ||#! — p!|| < dand ||V fi(2!)|| < G. Here the terms ||z +! — pt+1||2— 2ttt — pt|?
do not telescope, and we further relax them in the following key step.

Key Step: We relax the first term as:

th+1 _pt+1H2_ th+1 1 gpttl _ t_pt+1>

—p'|" = (' —p p
_ <pt _pt+172xt+1 _ 2pt+1> _ Hpt _pt+1H2
=2(p' _pt+1’v> +2(p! _ gt _pt+1> _ Hpt _pt+1H2
< 2(pt ) ot -
where in the last inequality we use the fact that p'* is the projection of z'*! — v onto X’ and p’ is in X.
Now we get a telescoping term 2(p’ — p'*! ) and a negative term —||pf — p'*! H2 The negative term is

useful for improving the regret analysis in the game setting, but we ignore it for now. Combining the two
inequalities above, we have

82 n 1
dl toh)) < & 4 Mg 2 t ot

Zf — f'(p ))_277+2 +n2<p Pt )

t=1 t=1
J 52 0D

= — 77G2T+ <p —pr v><—+nG2T+ *
2n 2 U
Since the above holds for any v with ||v|| < 6, it also upper bounds RegPrOL 5 O

X
Lower bounds for .

regret minimization. The first one is an Q(6G+/T') lower bound for any online learning algorithms against
linear loss functions (Theorem 8). The second one is an Q(§2LT) lower bound for any algorithm that
satisfies the linear span assumption, which holds for GD and OG against L-smooth non-convex losses.
Combining with Lemma 1, this lower bound suggests that GD attains nearly optimal <I>f§mj (6)-regret, even
in the non-convex setting, among a natural family of gradient-based algorithms. We defer the theorem
statements and detailed discussion to Appendix D.

(6)-regret We complement our upper bound with two lower bounds for ¢ i(0)-

14



4.1.2 Improved <I>Pr0 (6)- Regret in the Game Setting

Any online algorithm suffers an Q(\/> ) @ffmj(é)—regret even against linear loss functions by Theorem 8.
This lower bound, however, holds only in the adversarial setting. In this section, we show an improved
O(T4) individual @ffroj (6)-regret bound under a slightly stronger smoothness assumption (Assumption 2)
in the game setting, where players interact with each other using the same algorithm, previous results show
improved external regret [Syrgkanis et al., 2015, Chen and Peng, 2020, Daskalakis et al., 2021a, Anagnos-
tides et al., 2022a,b, Farina et al., 2022a]. This assumption is naturally satisfied by finite normal-form games

and is also made for results about concave games [Farina et al., 2022a].

Assumption 2. For any player i € [n], the utility u;(x) satisfies |V z,u;i(x) — Vgui(2")|| < L||z — 2'|| for
allxz,2’ € X.

We study the Optimistic Gradient (OG) algorithm [Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2013], an optimistic variant of
GD that has been shown to have improved individual external regret guarantee in the game setting [Syrgkanis
et al., 2015]. The OG algorithm initializes w® € X arbitrarily and g° = 0. In each step ¢ > 1, the algorithm
plays z!, receives feedback g' := V f!(z!), and updates w?, as follows:

ot =TIy [wtfl — ngtﬁl], wh =TIy [wtil — ngt}. (0G)
We show that OG has O(v/T) &%

Proj
O(T1/4) ¢})§r0_]

(&)-regret in the adversarial setting (Theorem 9 in Appendix D) and fast

(0)-regret and convergence to approximate @PrOJ (0)-equilibrium in games.

Theorem 4 (Improved Individual &g r0j(0)-Regret of OG in the Game Setting). In a G-Lipschitz L-smooth

(in the sense of Assumption 2) game, when all players employ OG with step size n > 0 then for each player

i, 0 > 0, and T > 1, their individual @P;O (6)- regret denoted as RegproJ 5 I8 RegproJ s = D 4 nG? +

3nL2Gn3T. Choosing n = min{ (6D /(nL*G*T )) , (5D) /G}, we have Regprom <4(0D)1 (nL2G2 )

2V 6 DG. Furthermore, for any 6 > 0 and any € > 0, their empirical distribution of played strategy profiles
4

522L)-appr0ximate $proj(0)-equilibrium in O(1/e3) iterations.

converges to an (

4.2 Convex Combination of Finite Local Strategy Modifications

This section considers Conv(®) where @ is a finite set of local strategy modifications. The set of infinite
strategy modifications Conv(®) is defined as Conv(®) = {¢p(z) = > o p(P)d(z) : p € A(D)}.
Our main result is an efficient algorithm (Algorithm 3) that guarantees convergence to an s-approximate
Conv(®)-equilibrium in a smooth game satisfying Assumption 1 for any ¢ > §?L. Due to space constraints,
we defer Algorithm 3 and the proof to Appendix E.

Theorem 5. Let X be a convex and compact set, ® be an arbitrary finite set of §-local strategy mod-
ification functions for X, and u'(-),...,u” (-) be a sequence of G-Lipschitz and L-smooth but possibly
non-concave reward functions from X to [0,1]. If we instantiate Algorithm 3 with the Hedge algorithm
as the regret minimization algorithm R over A(P) and K = VT, the algorithm guarantees that, with
probability at least 1 — (3, it produces a sequence of strategies =", ...,z with Conv(®)-regret at most
8VT(G6+/log |®| + \/log(1/B)) + 62 LT. The algorithm runs in time /T|®| per iteration.

If all players in a non-concave smooth game employ Algorithm 3, then with probability 1 — j3, for any
e > 0, the empirical distribution of strategy profiles played forms an (¢ + 6% L)-approximate ® = H?:1<I>Xi-

equilibrium,, after poly (%, G,log (maxi | |) ,log %) iterations.
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Proof Sketch We adopt the framework in [Stoltz and Lugosi, 2007, Gordon et al., 2008] (as described in
Section 3) with two main modifications. First, we utilize the L-smoothness of the utilities to transform the
problem of external regret over A(®) against non-concave rewards into a linear optimization problem. Sec-
ond, we use the technique of “fixed point in expectation” [Zhang et al., 2024] to circumvent the intractable
problem of finding a fixed point.

4.3 Interpolation-Based Local Strategy Modifications

We introduce a natural set of local strategy modifications and the corresponding local equilibrium notion.
Given any set of (possibly non-local) strategy modifications ¥ = {¢) : X — X'}, we define a set of local
strategy modifications as follows: for 6 < Dy and A € [0, 1], each strategy modification ¢, ,; interpolates
the input strategy = with the modified strategy )(x): formally,

O g (0) = {day(@) = (1= Nz + Mp(z) : ¢ € U,A < §/Dx}.

Note that for any ¢ € ¥ and A < 75—, we have ||¢y o (z) — z|| = Al|z — ()| < 0, respecting the locality
constraint. The induced <I>Int7q, (0)- regret can be written as

T

Regﬂtﬂ,,g ‘= max Z(ft(ac) ft(( Nzt + Mp(x )))

We \I/)\iDXt -

To guarantee convergence to the corresponding ®-equilibrium, it suffices to minimize (Ifolt y(0)-regret
against convex losses, which we show further reduces to U-regret minimization against convex losses (The-
orem 10 in Appendix F).

CCE-like Instantiation In the special case where U contains only constant strategy modifications (i.e.,
Y(x) = x* for all =), we get a coarse correlated equilibrium (CCE)-like instantiation of local equilibrium,
which limits the gain by interpolating with any fixed strategy. We denote the resulting set of local strategy
modification simply as d)fflt(é ). We can apply any no-external regret algorithm for efficient d)fflt(é )-regret
minimization and computation of e-approximate ®1,,(d)-equilibrium in the first-order stationary regime as
summarized in Theorem 6. We also discuss faster convergence rates in the game setting in Appendix F.
Theorem 6. For the Online Gradient Descent algorithm (GD) [Zinkevich, 2003 ] with step size n = G’i—xf
its CI)f‘flt (6)-regret is at most 26G/T. Furthermore, for any § > 0 and any & > 8L \vhen all players employ
the GD algorithm in a smooth game, their empirical distribution of played strategy profiles converges to an
( 522L )-approximate ®1,(3)-equilibrium in O(1/&?) iterations.

4.4 Beam-Search Local Strategy Modifications and Local Equilibria

In Section 4.1 and Section 4.3, we have shown that GD achieves near-optimal performance for both CIJfflt (0)-
regret and <I>PmJ (0)-regret. In this section, we introduce another natural set of local strategy modifications,
& (9), which is similar to @“groj (6). Specifically, the set % () contains deviations that try to move

as far as possible in a fixed direction (see Figure 3 for an illustration of the difference between ¢peam ()
and ¢Proj,v ((IZ))

DR (0) := {PBeamo () = — A0 : v € By(6), \* = max{\:x — v € X, \€[0,1]}}.
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Figure 3: Illustration of ¢proj () and @Beam v ()

It is clear that ||¢Beam.o(z) — x| < |lv|| < 6. We can similarly derive the notion of &g -regret and
(¢, PBeam (6))-equilibrium. Surprisingly, we show that GD suffers linear @5 (§)-regret (proof deferred
to Appendix G).

Theorem 7. For any 6,1 < % and T > 1, there exists a sequence of linear loss functions {f' : X C

[0,1]* = R}sepr) such that GD with step size n suffers Q(6T) ®F,,.. (6)-regret. -

Beam

Our results show that even for simple local strategy modification sets ®(J), the landscape of efficient
local ®(0)-regret minimization is already quite rich, and many basic and interesting questions remain open.

5 Discussion and Future Directions

In this paper, we initiate the study of tractable ®-equilibria in non-concave games and examine several natu-
ral families of strategy modifications. For any & that contains only a finite number of strategy modifications,
we design an efficient randomized ®-regret minimization algorithm, which provides efficient uncoupled
learning dynamics that converge to the corresponding ®-equilibria. Additionally, we study several classes
of ®(§) that contain an infinite number of d-local strategy modifications and show efficient uncoupled learn-
ing dynamics that converge to an e-approximate ®(§)-equilibrium in the first-order stationary regime, where
e = Q(6%). We justify our focus on the first-order stationary regime by proving an NP-hardness result for
achieving an approximation error ¢ = 0(02), even when the set of strategy modifications is simple, such
as ®(0) = ®;,,+(0), which includes only ®r,,; and one additional strategy modification. These results are
presented in Appendix H.
Below, we discuss several future directions on ®-regret minimization and ®-equilibria computation.

Other efficiently minimizable ®-regret. In this paper, we propose several natural sets of ®’s that admit
efficient ®-regret minimization. It will be interesting to investigate for which other strategy modifications

®, the corresponding ®-regret can be minimized efficiently. One natural candidate is @geam(é ).

X
Proj

guarantees that an improved individual ®

Improved O3 _.(0)-regret in games. We show in Theorem 4 that the optimistic gradient (OG) dynamics

X

Proj(0)-regret of O(T' 1/4), Could we design uncoupled learning
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dynamics with better individual regret guarantees, consequently leading to faster convergence to an approx-
imate ®p,,j(J))-equilibrium?
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A Related Work

Non-Concave Games. An important special case of multi-player games are two-player zero-sum games,
which are defined in terms of some function f : X X)) — [ that one of the two players say the one choosing
r € X, wants to minimize, while the other player, the one choosing y € ), wants to maximize. Finding
Nash equilibrium in such games is tractable in the convex-concave setting, i.e. when f(x,y) is convex
with respect to the minimizing player’s strategy, x, and concave with respect to the maximizing player’s
strategy, y, but it is computationally intractable in the general nonconvex-nonconcave setting. Namely, a
Nash equilibrium may not exist, and it is NP-hard to determine if one exists and, if so, find it. Moreover, in
this case, stable limit points of gradient-based dynamics are not necessarily Nash equilibria, not even local
Nash equilibria [Daskalakis and Panageas, 2018, Mazumdar et al., 2020]. Moreover, there are examples
including the “Polar Game” [Pethick et al., 2022] and the “Forsaken Matching Pennies” [Hsieh et al., 2021]
showing that for GD / OG and many other no-regret learning algorithms in nonconvex-nonconcave min-max
optimization, the last-iterate does not converge and even the average-iterate fails to be a stationary point. We
emphasize that the convergence guarantees we provide for GD / OG in Section 4.1 and Section 4.3 holds for
the empirical distribution of play, not the average-iterate or the last-iterate.

A line of work focuses on computing Nash equilibrium under additional structure in the game. This
encompasses settings where the game satisfies the (weak) Minty variational inequality [Mertikopoulos and
Zhou, 2019, Diakonikolas et al., 2021, Pethick et al., 2022, Cai and Zheng, 2023], or is sufficiently close to
being bilinear [Abernethy et al., 2021]. However, the study of universal solution concepts in the nonconvex-
nonconcave setting is sparse. Daskalakis et al. [2021b] proved the existence and computational hardness of
local Nash equilibrium. In a more recent work, [Daskalakis et al., 2023] proposes second-order algorithms
with asymptotic convergence to local Nash equilibrium. Several works study sequential two-player zero-sum
games with additional assumptions about the player who goes second. They propose equilibrium concepts
such as local minimax points [Jin et al., 2020], differentiable Stackelberg equilibrium [Fiez et al., 2020],
and greedy adversarial equilibrium [Mangoubi and Vishnoi, 2021]. Notably, local minimax points are
stable limit points of Gradient-Descent-Ascent (GDA) dynamics [Jin et al., 2020, Wang et al., 2020, Fiez
and Ratliff, 2021] while greedy adversarial equilibrium can be computed efficiently using second-order
algorithms in the unconstrained setting [Mangoubi and Vishnoi, 2021]. In contrast to these studies, we
focus on the more general case of multi-player non-concave games.

Local Equilibrium. To address the limitations associated with classical, global equilibrium concepts, a
natural approach is to focus on developing equilibrium concepts that guarantee local stability instead. One
definition of interest is the strict local Nash equilibrium, wherein each player’s strategy corresponds to a local
maximum of their utility function, given the other players’ strategies. Unfortunately, a strict local Nash equi-
librium may not always exist, as demonstrated in Example 1. Furthermore, a weaker notion—the second-
order local Nash equilibrium, where each player has no incentive to deviate based on the second-order Taylor
expansion estimate of their utility, is also not guaranteed to exist as illustrated in Example 1. What’s more,
it is NP-hard to check whether a given strategy profile is a strict local Nash equilibrium or a second-order



local Nash equilibrium, as implied by the result of Murty and Kabadi [1987].° Finally, one can consider
local Nash equilibrium, a first order stationary solution, which is guaranteed to exist [Daskalakis et al.,
2021b]. Unlike non-convex optimization, where targeting first-order local optima sidesteps the intractabil-
ity of global optima, this first-order local Nash equilibrium has been recently shown to be intractable, even
in two-player zero-sum non-concave games with joint feasibility constraints [Daskalakis et al., 2021b].” See
Table 1 for a summary of solution concepts in non-concave games.

Online Learning with Non-Convex Losses. A line of work has studied online learning against non-
convex losses. To circumvent the computational intractability of this problem, various approaches have been
pursued: some works assume a restricted set of non-convex loss functions [Gao et al., 2018], while others
assume access to a sampling oracle [Maillard and Munos, 2010, Krichene et al., 2015] or access to an offline
optimization oracle [Agarwal et al., 2019, Suggala and Netrapalli, 2020, Héliou et al., 2020] or a weaker
notion of regret [Hazan et al., 2017, Aydore et al., 2019, Hallak et al., 2021, Guan et al., 2023]. The work
most closely related to ours is [Hazan et al., 2017]. The authors propose a notion of w-smoothed local regret
against non-convex losses, and they also define a local equilibrium concept for non-concave games. They use
the idea of smoothing to average the loss functions in the previous w iterations and design algorithms with
optimal w-smoothed local regret. The concept of regret they introduce suggests a local equilibrium concept.
However, their local equilibrium concept is non-standard in that its local stability is not with respect to
a distribution over strategy profiles sampled by this equilibrium concept. Moreover, the path to attaining
this local equilibrium through decentralized learning dynamics remains unclear. The algorithms provided
in [Hazan et al., 2017, Guan et al., 2023] require that every agent ¢ experiences (over several rounds) the
average utility function of the previous w iterates, denoted as Fit’w = % sz’:_ol uﬁ_e(-, xt:f). Implementing
this imposes a significant coordination burden on the agents. In contrast, we focus on a natural concept
of ®(0)-equilibrium, which is incomparable to that of Hazan et al. [2017], and we also show that efficient
convergence to this concept is achieved via decentralized gradient-based learning dynamics.

®-regret and P-equilibrium. The concept of ®-regret and the associated ®-equilibrium is introduced
by Greenwald and Jafari [2003] and has been broadly investigated in the context of concave games [Green-
wald and Jafari, 2003, Stoltz and Lugosi, 2007, Gordon et al., 2008, Rakhlin et al., 2011, Piliouras et al.,
2022, Bernasconi et al., 2023] and extensive-form games [Von Stengel and Forges, 2008, Morrill et al.,
2021a,b, Farina et al., 2022b, Bai et al., 2022, Song et al., 2022, Anagnostides et al., 2023, Zhang et al.,
2024]. The work of Sharma [2024] studies internal regret minimization against non-convex losses. To our
knowledge, no efficient algorithm exists for the classes of ®-equilibria we consider for non-concave games.

B Additional Preliminaries: Solution Concepts in Non-Concave Games

We present definitions of several solution concepts in the literature as well as the existence and computational
complexity of each solution concept.

SMurty and Kabadi [1987] shows that checking whether a point is a local maximum of a multi-variate quadratic function is
NP-hard.

"In general sum games, it is not hard to see that the intractability results [Daskalakis et al., 2009, Chen et al., 2009] for computing
global Nash equilibria in bimatrix games imply intractability for computing local Nash equilibria.
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Definition 4 (Nash Equilibrium). In a continuous game, a strategy profile x € H?Zl X is a Nash equilib-
rium (NE) if and only if for every player i € [n],

UZ(I';,Z'_Z) < uz(x),Vx; e X;

Definition 5 (Mixed Nash Equilibrium). In a continuous game, a mixed strategy profile p € H?Zl A(X))
(here we denote A(X;) as the set of probability measures over X;) is a mixed Nash equilibrium (MNE) if
and only if for every player i € [n],

u;i (P}, p—i) < wi(p),Vp; € A(X;)

Definition 6 ((Coarse) Correlated Equilibrium). In a continuous game, a distribution o over joint strategy
profiles 1I7_, X; is a correlated equilibrium (CE) if and only if for all player i € [n],
@%52(& Epnolui(¢i(@i), 2-i)] < Epnolui(z)].

Similarly, a distribution o over joint strategy profiles 111", X; is a coarse correlated equilibrium (CCE) if
and only if for all player i € [n],

max E,o [ul(mg, :U,Z)] < Epmolui(x)].

IQGXZ'
Definition 7 (Strict Local Nash Equilibrium). In a continuous game, a strategy profile x € H;‘:l Xjisa
strict local Nash equilibrium if and only if for every player i € [n), there exists § > 0 such that

wi(zy, x—;) < wui(z),Vo; € By, (xi,6) N AX;.

Definition 8 (Second-order Local Nash Equilibrium). Consider a continuous game where each utility func-
tion u;(x;, x_;) is twice-differentiable with respect to x; for any fixed x_;. A strategy profile x € H?:1 Xj is
a second-order local Nash equilibrium if and only if for every player i € [n|, x; maximizes the second-order
Taylor expansion of its utility functions at x;, or formally,

(Vauiz), zj — zi) + (2 — xZ)TViuz(a:)(x; — ;) <0,Vz} € X,

Existence Mixed Nash equilibria exist in continuous games, thus smooth games [Debreu, 1952, Glicks-
berg, 1952, Fan, 1953]. By definition, an MNE is also a CE and a CCE. This also proves the existence of CE
and CCE. In contrast, strict local Nash equilibria, second-order Nash equilibria, or (pure) Nash equilibria
may not exist in a smooth non-concave game, as we show in the following example.

Example 1. Consider a two-player zero-sum non-concave game: the action sets are X1 = Xo = [—1,1]
and the utility functions are ui (w1, T2) = —ug(x1,12) = (21 — 12)%. Let & = (x1,22) € Xy X X be any
strategy profile: if x1 = x2, then player 1 is not at a local maximum, if T1 # xo, then player 2 is not at
a local maximum. Thus x is not a strict local Nash equilibrium. Since the utility function is quadratic, we
conclude that the game also has no second-order local Nash equilibrium.

Computational Complexity Consider a single-player smooth non-concave game with a quadratic utility
function f : X — R. The problem of finding a local maximum of f can be reduced to the problem
of computing a NE, a MNE, a CE, a CCE, a strict local Nash equilibrium, or a second-order local Nash
equilibrium. Since computing a local maximum or checking if a given point is a local maximum is NP-
hard [Murty and Kabadi, 1987], we know that the computational complexities of NE, MNE, CE, CCE, strict
local Nash equilibria, and second-order local Nash equilibria are all NP-hard.
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Representation Complexity Karlin [1959] present a two-player zero-sum non-concave game whose unique
MNE has infinite support. Since in a two-player zero-sum game, the marginal distribution of a CE or a CCE
is an MNE, it also implies that the representation complexity of any CE or CCE is infinite. We present the
example in Karlin [1959] here for completeness and also prove that the game is Lipschitz and smooth.

Example 2 ([Karlin, 1959, Chapter 7.1, Example 3]). We consider a two-player zero-sum game with action
sets X1 = Xo = [0, 1]. Let p and q be two distributions over [0, 1]. The only requirement for p and q is that
their cumulative distribution functions are not finite-step functions. For example, we can take p = q to be
the uniform distribution.

Let iy, and v, denote the n-th moments of p and q, respectively. Define the utility function

o

1
U(l‘,y) = Ul(l’,y) = _UZ(xvy) = Z 27(:6” - Mn)(yn - Vn)v 0 < z,y < 1.
n=0

Claim 2. The game in Example 2 is 2-Lipschitz and 6-smooth, and (p, q) is its unique (mixed) Nash equi-
librium.

Proof. Fixany y € [0,1], since |55 (y™ — vp)na™ 1| < 2, the series of Vyu(z, y) is uniformly convergent.
We have |V u(z,y)| < Y02 9% < 2,y € [0,1]. Similarly, we have |VZu(z,y)| < Y07 g—i < 6 for
all y € [0, 1]. By symmetry, we also have |V, (z,y)| < 2 and |V (z,y)| < 6 forall z,y € [0,1]. Thus, the
game is 2-Lispchitz and 6-smooth.

Since |55 (2" — fin) (Y™ — vn)| < 5, the series of u(z, y) is absolutely and uniformly convergent. We
have

/0 u(z,y)dFy(z) = ng . 2—( - Vn)/o (2" — pp)dFy(x) =0,
|| v wF) = 3 556" ) [0 - sn)aF ) =0

In particular, (p, q) is a mixed Nash equilibrium, and the value of the game is 0. Suppose (p/, ¢’) is also a
mixed Nash equilibrium. Then (p, ¢') is a mixed Nash equilibrium. Note that p supports on every point in
[0, 1]. As a consequence, we have

1 1
= dF o — pn )V, — Un
0 /0 u(z,y) §_2 fin) Vn)

for all z € [0, 1], where v/, is the n-th moment of ¢’. Since the series vanished identically, the coefficients
of each power of x must vanish. Thus v}, = v, and ¢’ = ¢. Similarly, we have p’ = p, and the mixed Nash
equilibrium is unique. O

C Proof of Lemma 1

Let {f t}tem be a sequence of non-convex L-smooth loss functions satisfying Assumption 1. Let {xt}tem
be the iterates produced by A against { f*}c7). Then {x'}c(7y is also the iterates produced by A against a
sequence of linear loss functions {(V f!(x!),-)}. For the latter, we know

T

t t T
o305, 2 (V1@ = 9(a) < Regyr o
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Then using L-smoothness of { '} and the fact that ||¢(x) — || < § for all ¢ € B(F), we get

T T
L 2
ty) < vtt’t_t+t_t)
ergz}(x 3 (o ))_¢>€I£Il>%‘)§5)t:1 << fHah),a" — ¢(ah)) 2H$ o(h)||
52LT
<Reg¢x(5)+ 2

This completes the proof of the first part.

Let each player i € [n] employ algorithm A in a smooth game independently and produce iterates {x!}.
The averaged joint strategy profile o7 that chooses ' uniformly at random from ¢ € [T7] satisfies for any
player i € [n],

max  Euoo[ui(¢(w:), -i)] — By [ui(7)]

PEDYi (9)
1 T
t
= max — U\ T
s 7 3 (wo(el). L) - w(e)

Regq)xi ©¢) 6L
< — 0 4
- T 2
Thus o7 is a (max;ey) {Regg i 5)} T ‘SQTL)—approximate ®(0))-equilibrium. This completes the proof
of the second part.

D Missing Details in Section 4.1

D.1 Differences between External Regret and ®__.-regret

Proj

The following two examples show that <I>PmJ (&)-regret is incomparable with external regret for convex loss

functions. A sequence of actions may suffer high Reg” but low Reggmm (Example 3), and vise versa
(Example 4).

Example 3 Let fi(x) = f*(x) = |z|forx € X = [~1,1]. Then the q)li(roj(é)—regret of the sequence
{2l = , = —%} for any 6 € (0, %) is 0. However, the external regret of the same sequence is 1. By

repeatmg the construction for % times, we conclude that there exists a sequence of actions with Reggmj’ 5§ =
0 and Reg! = %for all'T > 2.

Example 4. Let f1(z) = —2z and f*(z) = x forx € X = [-1,1]. Then the CIfomJ(d) regret of the
sequence {x' = %,x2 = 0} for any ¢ € (0, 2) is 0. However, the external regret of the same sequence
is 0. By repeating the construction for % times, we conclude that there exists a sequence of actions with

RegprOJ §= 5 and Reg? = 0forall T > 2.

At a high level, the external regret competes against a fixed action, whereas (I)ffmj(d)-regret is more
akin to the notion of dynamic regret, competing with a sequence of varying actions. When the environment
is stationary, i.e., f* = f (Example 3), a sequence of actions that are far away from the global minimum
must suffer high regret, but may produce low <I>f§mj (6)-regret since the change to the cumulative loss caused
by a fixed-direction deviation could be neutralized across different actions in the sequence. In contrast, in
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a non-stationary (dynamic) environment (Example 4), every fixed action performs poorly, and a sequence
of actions could suffer low regret against a fixed action but the @f)(roj (6)-regret that competes with a fixed-
direction deviation could be large. Nevertheless, despite these differences between the two notions of regret
as shown above, they are compatible for convex loss functions: our main results in this section provide

algorithms that minimize external regret and @“gm i (6)-regret simultaneously.

D.2  Lower bounds for o7, ;-Regret

Theorem 8 (Lower bound for @li(roj(é)—regret against convex losses). For any T > 1, Dy > 0, 0 <

0 < Dy, and G > 0, there exists a distribution D on G-Lipschitz linear loss functions f L fT over
X = [-Dx, Dy] such that for any online algorithm, its @f;fmj(é)-regret on the loss sequence satisfies

Ep [Reggroj,z?} = Q((SG\/T) .

Remark 2. A keen reader may notice that the Q(G6v/T) lower bound in Theorem 8 does not match the
O(GVODxT) upper bound in Theorem 3, especially when Dy > 6. A natural question is: which of them
is tight? We conjecture that the lower bound is tight. In fact, for the special case where the feasible set X
is a box, we obtain a D y-independent bound O(diG(S\/T) using a modified version of GD, which is tight
when d = 1. See Appendix J for a detailed discussion.

X
Proj

smooth non-convex loss functions, we provide another Q(62LT") lower bound for algorithms that sat-
isfy the linear span assumption. The linear span assumption states that the algorithm produces z!*! ¢
(x> ey @i 2+ b - V(2% a;,b; € R, Vi € [t]} as essentially the linear combination of the previous
iterates and their gradients. Many online algorithms, such as online gradient descent and optimistic gradient,
satisfy the linear span assumption. Combining with Lemma 1, this lower bound suggests that GD attains
nearly optimal (I)f‘fmj(é)—regret, even in the non-convex setting, among a natural family of gradient-based
algorithms.

This lower bound suggests that GD achieves near-optimal ®5 .(0)-regret for convex losses. For L-

Proposition 1 (Lower bound for @gmj(é)-regret against non-convex losses). Forany T > 1, € (0,1),

and L > 0, there exists a sequence of L-Lipschitz and L-smooth non-convex loss functions f1,.... fT on
X = [—1, 1] such that for any algorithm that satisfies the linear span assumption, its @P/Yroj (0)-regret on the

. 2
loss sequence is Reg%roj 5= 6%‘

D.2.1 Proof of Theorem 8

Our proof technique comes from the standard one used in multi-armed bandits [Auer et al., 2002, Theorem
5.1]. Suppose that f!(x) = g'z. We construct two possible environments. In the first environment, g* = G
with probability % and g' = —@G with probability %; in the second environment, g = G with probability
1—55 and g' = —@G with probability % We use E; and P; to denote the expectation and probability measure
under environment ¢, respectively, for ¢ = 1, 2. Suppose that the true environment is uniformly chosen from
one of these two environments. Below, we show that the expected regret of the learner is at least Q(6G VT).

Define N, = Z?:l I{x! > 0} be the number of times z! is non-negative, and define f1'7' = (f1,..., f7).
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Then we have

Eu[N4] = Eo[ V4] = | Y (P E [Ny | f17] = Pa(f"TE [N | £17] )
fl:T
(enumerate all possible sequences of 1)

<TY [P = Po(f1)

fl:T
= T|[Py — Pollrv
< T/(2In2)KL(Py, P5) (Pinsker’s inequality)

1 1-
= T\/(21n2)T KL <Bernoulli (;”) , Bernoulli ( 3 E))

\/(21n2)T€ In < T/ (41In2)Te2. 3)

In the first environment, we consider the regret with respect to v = §. Then we have

T
El [Reglj;rOJ 6] = [Z ft HX[m - 5]) = El [Z gt(xt - HX[xt - 5])
T
=E, [Z eG(z" — My [z — 5])] > edGE, Z]I{a:t > 0}] =edGE; [N4],

where in the last inequality, we use the fact that if ' > 0, then 2* — [y [2' — §] = 2 — (2 — §) = § because
D > 4. In the second environment, we consider the regret with respect to v = —¢. Then similarly, we have

T
Ex [Regfyo; 5] > Ez [Z Fi(at) = fH(Tafa + )

T
=E, [Z g'(2! — Tyz! + 6]

t=1 t=1
T T

=Ey [Z —eG(z" —Tx[z" +0))| > e6GE; ZH{ZEt < 0}] =edG (T — Eo [Ny]).
t=1 t=1

Summing up the two inequalities, we get

1 1
3 (E1 [Regprojs] + E2 [Regprojs]) 5 (e0GT + e0G(E1[N+] — E2[Ny]))

v

Y

% (66T — 26672\ /Am2)T) (by (3))

Choosing € = \/ﬁ, we can lower bound the last expression by Q(6G+/T'). The theorem is proven by
n

noticing that % (E1 [Reggmm] + Ko [Reggrojﬁ]) is the expected regret of the learner.

D.2.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Consider f : [~1,1] — R such that f(z) = —%2% and let f' = f for all t € [T]. Then any

first-order methods that satisfy the linear span assumption with initial point ' = 0 will produce = = 0 for
. 2

allt € [T]. The @gmj(é)-regret is thus 27, (£(0) — f(6)) = &iT O
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D.3 Improved QDPIOJ (0)-Regret in the Game Setting and Proof of Theorem 4
We first prove an O(v/T) <I>f§roj (6)-regret upper bound for OG in the adversarial setting.

Theorem 9 (Adversarial Regret Bound for OG). Let § > 0 and T € N. For convex and G-Lipschitz loss

functions {f' : X — R}ieqry, the @groj(é)—regret of (OG) with step sizen > 0 is

5D d
Reggrojﬁ < TX + 772 Hgt B gtleQ.
t=1

Choosing step size n = %, we have Reg%roM < 4G\/5DyT.

In the analysis of Theorem 9 for the adversarial setting, the term ||g* — g*~* H2 can be as large as 4G>.
In the game setting where every player i employs OG, g! ,i.e., —V,u;(x), depends on other players’ action
x! .. Note that the change of the players’ actions ||zf — x!~1 I is only O(n?). Such stability of the updates
leads to an improved upper bound on ||gf — ¢! ™* H2
the player.

and hence also an improved O(Tzlx) ot

Proj (0)-regret for

Proof. Fix any deviation v that is bounded by §. Let us define p° = w” and p' = I y[2! — v]. Following
standard analysis of OG [Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2013], we have

T T
th(l' Z Vft xt_pt>
t=1 t=1
<2T:1(Hwt—1_ tH2_Hwt_ tH2)+ b2 L 12 t 112
< P P nllg' =g 2,,(!!96 W + |2 = wt™?)

= 21

T
t=1

IN

1 _ 1 _ _ _ 1 _
(g5 =91 = g = gt = g = et =) @

Now we apply a similar analysis from Theorem 3 to upper bound the term |jw!~! — p? H2 —Jwt=t — pt=t H2:

t—1 -1 _pt—1H2

="~ [’
_ <pt—1 _pt’th—l _pt—l _pt>

_ <pt—1 _ptjzwt—l . 2pt> . Hpt _pt—1H2

<pt71 —pt,v> + 2<pt71 _pt’wtfl —v _pt> . Hpt _ptleQ

<pt71 _pt7v> + 2<pt71 —ptat—w _pt> + 2<pt71 _pt7wt71 o xt> . Hpt _pt71H2
(

ptfl —pt,v> + th _ wt71H2

e

IAN
ORI ORI O

where in the last-inequality we use (p'~! — p’, 2t — u — p’) < 0since p* = [Iy[2! — v] and X is a compact

convex set; we also use 2(a, b) — b*> < a?. In the analysis above, unlike the analysis of GD where we drop
the negative term —||p¢ — pt~1|> ¢

, we use —||pt — pt~1||” to get a term ||z* — w'~1||> which can be canceled
by the last term in (4).
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: . . 2 _
Now we combine the above two inequalities. Since the term || — w!~!||” cancels out and 2{p*~1 — p, v)
telescopes, we get

T
DOFACORIA(D
t=1

IN

0_ T T oD d
R S| Il L) ol ] ¥
7 — n t=1

D.3.1 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. Let us fix any player i € [n] in the smooth game. In every step ¢, player i’s loss function ft:x —
R is (—Vg,u;i(zt), ) determlned by their utility function u; and all players’ actions z¢. Therefore, their
gradient feedback is g' = —V, u;(x!). For all t > 2, we have

o'~ o'~ = V(e — Vta )
Sﬁw—ﬂﬂl

n
=123 [t =t
=1
n
<3023 (flat = wllf” + [Jeof — ol | [t~ — i)
i=1

< 3nL*G2,

where we use L-smoothness of the utility function u; in the first inequality; we use the update rule of OG
and the fact that gradients are bounded by G in the last inequality.

Applying the above inequality to the regret bound obtained in Theorem 9, the individual <I>Pr0 i (0)-regret
of player ¢ is upper bounded by

D
RegpmJ 5 < 617 +nG? + 3nL*G*nPT.
Choosing n = min{(éD/(nL2G2T))i, (5D)%/G}, we have Reggﬁ)w < 4(5D)% (nLQGQTﬁ +2VIDG.
5L
2 )

approximate ®p;(9))-equilibrium in O(1/ e3 ) iterations. O

Using Lemma 1, we have the empirical distribution of played strategy profiles converge to an (¢ +

E Missing Details in Section 4.2

E.1 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. For a sequence of strategies {xt}tem, its Conv(®)-regret is

T
RegCony(w) = ,_max {Z(ut(qﬁ(wt))—ut(xt))}

¢€Conv(P) P
" peA(a) {Z“ (ép(2") — ' (dp (2 }+ Zu (9p:(2) — (")

I: external regret over A(P) II: appr0x1mat10n error of fixed point
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Algorithm 3: Conv(®)-regret minimization for Lipschitz smooth non-concave rewards

Input: z; € X, K > 2, a no-external-regret algorithm Rg against linear reward over A(®)
Output: A Conv(®)-regret minimization algorithm over X’

1 function NEXTSTRATEGY()

p! < Mo .NEXTSTRATEGY(). Note that p; is a distribution over ®.

Ty < Opt(Tp—1), forall2 <k < K

return x! < uniformly at random from {x1, ..., zx}.

function OBSERVEREWARD (V ul(z?))

u% () + alinear reward over A(®) with u%,(¢) = (Vyu!(z?), ¢(at) — 2t) for all ¢ € .

Rep.OBSERVEREWARD(uk (+)).

N QN R W

Bounding External Regret over A(®) We can define a new reward function f*(p) := u’(¢, (")) over
p € A(®). Since u! is non-concave, the reward f* is also non-concave, and it is computationally intractable
to minimize external regret. We use locality to avoid computational barriers. Here we use the fact that
® = ®(§) contains only d-local strategy modifications. Then by L-smoothness of u, we know for any

p € A(P)
2
|uf(@p(a") — u' (@) = (V' (2), gp(a") — 2'))] < §H<z>p tHQS%L-

Thus we can approximate the non-concave optimization problem by a linear optimization problem over
. 2 .
A(®) with only second-order error 57L. Here we use the notationa = b+ ctomeanb—c<a <b+c.

2
oyl — () = (Tl @) et — o) + S
=( Vu ($t)7 Zp(¢)¢($t) )+ 522[/
ped
2
= 3 p(e) (V) (a) — at) £ O L.

We can then instantiate the external regret R¢ as the Hedge algorithm over reward

= D p(O)(Vu' ("), ola') —o*)

peDP

and get

< 2G5\/Tlog|®| + 6°LT,

where we use the fact that (Vu!(z!), p(zf) — z') < ||Vul(2h)| - [|¢(2?) — 2t < G6.
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Bounding error due to sampling from a fixed point in expectation We choose z; as an arbitrary point
in X. Then we recursively apply ¢, to get

Ty = ¢pt(Tp—1) Zp d(rk—1),V2 <k < K.
Pped

We denote ;¢ = Uniform{z, : 1 < k < K}. Then the strategy ! ~ ! is sampled from p!. We have that
! is an approximate fixed-point in expectation / stationary distribution in the sense that

K
B[ (6 ) — ' ()] = 0 D 0y () — ()
k=1

= (i 0y () — ' (a0))
1

Thanks to the boundedness of u!, we can use Hoeffding-Azuma’s inequality to conclude that
d 1 g2
Pr [; (ut(qspt (') —u'(a") - K) > e] < exp (—8T>. )

for any ¢ > 0. Combining the above with ¢ = /8T log(1/3) and K = /T, we get with probability at
least 1 — 3,

Reglony(@) < 2G6+/Tlog|®| + 6°LT + VT + /8T log(1/5)
< 8VT(Go\/1og 0] + /10g(1/B) ) + 6°LT.

Convergence to ®-equilibrium If all players in a non-concave continuous game employ Algorithm 1,
then we know for each player ¢, with probability 1 — %, its ®%i-regret is upper bounded by

m(aa frog |07 + W) L SIT

By a union bound over all n players, we get with probability 1 — 3, every player i’s ®%i-regret is upper
bounded by 8vT(Gd+/log |®+%i| 4 /log(n/B)) + 62LT. Now by Theorem 1, we know the empirical
distribution of strategy profiles played forms an (¢ + §L)-approximate ® = H?Zléxi—equilibrium, as long

252 X;
as T > 128(G?§ log\?2 |[+log(n/B))

iterations. O

F Missing details in Section 4.3

We introduce a natural set of local strategy modifications and the corresponding local equilibrium notion.
Given any set of (possibly non-local) strategy modifications ¥ = {¢) : X — X'}, we define a set of local
strategy modifications as follows: for 6 < Dy and A € [0, 1], each strategy modification ¢, ,; interpolates
the input strategy x with the modified strategy v(x): formally,

O 5 () == {oau(x) == (L= N+ Mp(z) : ¢ € U, A < §/Dy}.
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Note that for any 1) € ¥ and A < %, we have ||py o (2) — x| = Al|lz — 9(x)|| < 0, respecting the locality
constraint. The induced ‘I’fflt,\l/ (0)-regret can be written as

T

Reghous = | max , 3 (F") = f(1 = Na' + M=),
MSDy t=1

We now define the corresponding @, w (9)-equilibrium.

Definition 9. Define @yt w(0) = H?:1¢>Irft7\yj (0). In a continuous game, a distribution o over strategy

profiles is an e-approximate Py v (0)-equilibrium if and only if for all player i € [n],
weq};r/\li)g/DXi Eio [uz((l — )\)xz + )\'Lﬁ(l‘z), :r_z)] <Eiuo [’U,Z(.T})] + €.

Intuitively speaking, when a correlation device recommends strategies to players according to an e-
approximate @, v (J)-equilibrium, no player can increase their utility by more than ¢ through a local
deviation by interpolating with a (possibly global) strategy modification ¢» € W. The richness of ¥ de-
termines the incentive guarantee provided by an e-approximate ®y,,¢ w(0)-equilibrium and its computational
complexity. When we choose U to be the set of all possible strategy modifications, the corresponding no-

tion of local equilibrium—Iimiting a player’s gain by interpolating with any strategy—resembles that of a
correlated equilibrium.

Computation of c-approximate ®1,, w (0)-Equilibrium. By Lemma I, we know computing an e-approximate
e, w (0)-equilibrium reduces to minimizing (I)I)flt,\l’ (6)-regret against convex loss functions. We show that
minimizing (I)fflt,q/ (0)-regret against convex loss functions further reduces to W-regret minimization against
linear loss functions.

Theorem 10. Let A be an algorithm with U-regret Regg (G, Dyx) for linear and G-Lipschitz loss functions
over X. Then, for any § > 0, the <I>fflt7\1,(5 )-regret of A for convex and G-Lipschitz loss functions over X is

at most DLX - [RegL (G, DX)]+.

Proof. By definition and convexity of f?, we get

T T
max (5)th($t) . ft(gf)(xt)) — max th(a:t) . ft((l . )\)xt n M/J(:Et))
t=1 t=1

PeD, o YEVAS B 1T
T +
)
< Dv max <Vft(xt)v b ¢(xt)>

O]

Note that when f? is linear, the reduction is without loss. Thus, any worst-case 2(r(7'))-lower bound
for W-regret implies a ( % -7(T")) lower bound for ®ry w(J)-regret. Moreover, for any set W that ad-
mits efficient W-regret minimization algorithms such as swap transformations over the simplex and more
generally any set such that (i) all modifications in the set can be represented as linear transformations in
some finite-dimensional space and (ii) fixed point computation can be carried out efficiently for any linear
transformations [Gordon et al., 2008], we also get an efficient algorithm for computing an e-approximate
@i, w (0)-equilibrium in the first-order stationary regime.
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CCE-like Instantiation In the special case where U contains only constant strategy modifications (i.e.,
Y(x) = x* for all ), we get a coarse correlated equilibrium (CCE)-like instantiation of local equilibrium,
which limits the gain by interpolating with any fixed strategy. We denote the resulting set of local strat-
egy modification simply as @f’gt. We can apply any no-external regret algorithm for efficient @fflt—regret
minimization and computation of e-approximate ®,,;(§)-equilibrium in the first-order stationary regime as
summarized in Theorem 6.

The above ®5¥ (§)-regret bound of O(v/T) is derived for the adversarial setting. In the game set-
ting, where each player employs the same algorithm, players may have substantially lower external re-
gret [Syrgkanis et al., 2015, Chen and Peng, 2020, Daskalakis et al., 2021a, Anagnostides et al., 2022a,b,
Farina et al., 2022a] but we need a slightly stronger smoothness assumption than Assumption 1. This as-
sumption is naturally satisfied by finite normal-form games and is also made for results about concave
games [Farina et al., 2022a]. Using Assumption 2 and Lemma 1, the no-regret learning dynamics of [Farina
et al., 2022a] that guarantees O (log T') individual external regret in concave games can be applied to smooth
non-concave games so that the individual ®5°, (§)-regret of each player is at most O(log T') + 52%. This
gives an algorithm with faster O(1/¢) convergence to an (& + 522L )-approximate ®1,¢(0)-equilibrium than
GD.

G Proof of Theorem 7

Let X C R? be a triangle region with vertices A = (0,0), B = (1,1), C = (6,0). Consider v = (—§,0).
The initial point is z; = (0, 0).

The adversary will choose ¢; adaptively so that x; remains on the boundary of X" and cycles clockwise
e, A—» -+ >B—..-=>C—=- - — A — -.-). To achieve this, the adversary will repeat the
following three phases:

—
1. Keep choosing ¢y = uz7 (uz; denotes the unit vector in the direction of BA) until 244 reaches B.
2. Keep choosing {; = uzp until ;4 reaches C.
3. Keep choosing ¢; = U until 244 reaches A.

In Phase 1, z; € AB. By the choice of v = (—§,0), we have z; — ¢y, (z1) = (—6(1 — 24,1),0), and the

. - 0(1—me 1)
) >
1nstantaneous regret 1S \/5 O

In Phase 2, x; € BC. By the choice of v = (-4, 0), we have z; — ¢, (z¢) = (0,0), and the instantaneous
regret is 0.

In Phase 3, z; € C'A. By the choice of v = (—6,0), we have z¢ — ¢ () = (=0 + 241, 0), and the
instantaneous regret is —0 + x; 1 < 0.

V2
n
between O(%) and O(%), the number of rounds in Phase 3 is of order 8(%).

Therefore, the cumulative regret in each cycle is roughly

In each cycle, the number of rounds in Phase 1 is of order ©(¥=), the number of rounds in Phase 2 is

V2 0.56 ) 0.55 — 0.562
i 404+ - (—050) = ————
n V2 n ( ) n

On the other hand, the number of cycles is no less than ﬁ
n

= ©(nT). Overall, the cumulative regret
n n

is at least % x O(nT) = ©(6T) as long as § < 0.5.
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H First-Order Stationary Regime

For an infinite set of d-local strategy modifications ®(J), we focus on computing e-approximate ®(4)-
equilibrium when & = Q(62). We call e = Q(8?) the first-order stationary regime since a deviation bounded
by & only gives 62 gain in utility. We show that by considering ®(§)-equilibria that correlate players’
strategy, efficient algorithms exist for e = O(L4?) for certain classes of ®(d) (Sections 4.1 to 4.3). A
natural question on the complexity of computing an e-approximate ®(4)-equilibrium is

Is first-order stationary regime the best we can hope for? Can we get ¢ = 0(52) efficiently? (6)

We show that it is NP-hard to compute an s-approximate ®(§)-equilibrium for & = 0(§?). This hardness
result complements our positive results in the first-order stationary regime. Together, they present a more
complete picture0 of the complexity landscape of approximate ®(¢§)-equilibrium.

H.1 Hardness when ®(§) contains all local strategy modifications

We start with the case when ®(§) contains all d-local strategy modifications. We consider a single-player
game with an action set X = [0,1]%. As a byproduct of our analysis, we also prove the NP-hardness of
deciding/computing a (&, §)-local maximum of a smooth and Lipschitz function.

We will construct a reduction from the maximum clique problem denoted as CLIQUE. We remark that
MAX CLIQUE is NP-hard. Moreover, even approximating MAX CLIQUE with a factor of O(dl_o(l)) is
NP-hard [Zuckerman, 2006], where d is the number of nodes in the graph.

Definition 10 (MAX CLIQUE). Given a graph G = (V, E) with vertices V and edges E. The MAX CLIQUE
problem asks to compute the clique number w(G) defined as the size of the maximum clique in the graph G.

Fix any graph G = (V, E) with |V| = d > 3. We denote A € {0,1}%*? as G’s adjacent matrix. Then
by then Motzkin-Straus Theorem [Motzkin and Straus, 1965], we have

1

T
maxz Ar=1— ——.
:J:EA)‘3 W(G)

We denote z* € A? as an optimal solution to the above optimization problem. We also define d functions

fe: X :=1[0,1¢ = Rforl <k <d.

fr(z) = <$TA:E - (1 - ]1) . ||$’?>, 1<k <d. (7

We can verify that each fj is G-Lipschitz and L-smooth with G, L = O(poly(d)).
Lemma 2. The following holds for any fi:
1. fi(x) € [~d?,d?| forall z € [0, 1]% If k > w(G), fi(x) <0 forall z € [0,1]%

2. (Local) Lipschitzness: For any x € [0,1]%, ||V, fi(2)|l, < 3Vd|z|,. Therefore, f; is G-Lipschitz

with G = 3d3.

3. Smoothness: fi is L-smooth with L = 2d.
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Proof. For any x € [0,1]% such that x # 0, we have

o) =" (1= 1) -l

~lolf - (o A~ (1-7))
<loli(1- o5~ (1))

1ol (3 - =5 ) ®

We note that the inequality becomes equality when ﬁ = 2* the optimal solution for max, . e ' Az.
Thus fi(z) < ||lz||} < d?. Moreover, we have fi,(z) > —(1 — 1)|z||] > —|jz||} > —d? Thus fi(z) €

2
(a2 I k> w(G), file) < l2|3(E — o) <.
For the second part, we first compute the gradient of f,

1
Vefi(z) = Az — 2(1 — k:) |zl - 4.
Then

1
9ol = o = 2(1- 1 )l -1
< [lAzlly +2[[lzl, - 1oy,
< Vd||z||; +2Vd|«l,
= 3Vd||z|;.
where in the first inequality, we apply the triangle inequality; in the second inequality, we use the fact that

A€ 0,1)%
The Hessian of fj, is

2

V2f(z) = A —2(1 - %) Mg,

where we use 144 to denote the all-one matrix. Since A € {0, 1}9%9, we know the absolute eigenvalues of

V2 f(z) is bounded by 2d. Thus fj, is 2d-smooth. O

The following technical lemma relates the local maximum of fj, 2for 1 < k < d and the clique number
w(G). Specifically, Lemma 3 shows that when k > w(G) + 1, all (8‘%, d)-local maximum must have small

z|| > 3.

x| < %; when k£ < w(G), all (8%, 0)-local maximum must has large /5-norm, i.e.,

{o-norms, i.e.,
Lemma 3. The following holds for all 6 € (0, 1]:
1. If k > w(G) + 1, then any x with ||z||, > % is not a (8%, 9)-local maximum.

2. If k < w(QG), then any x with ||z||, < g is not a (2

s> 0)-local maximum.

Proof. We first prove the case when k > w(G) + 1.
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When & > w(G) + 1:  Letx € [0,1]¢ be any point such that |||, > $. Define 2’ := (1 — 2le| )z the

point by moving x towards the origin by g. Then we know the distance between x and 2’ is bounded by

0 <y

1)
o _
Hx -z H2 - 2H$H2Hx”2 T 9=

Moreover, we have ||z'||; = (1 — 2”2“2) el

d )
=2z, (=) (0 < gpp; < Land fi(z) <0)
g 2 1 1
2 oo 11 (5 + o) (by (8)
52 1 1
> % (5 7e) Qlelly = llelly = )
52
v (d>k>w(G)+1)

Thus z is not a (25, §)-local maximum.

8d2 )

When k < w(G): Letx € [0, 1]¢ be any point such that ||z, < %. We further define a threshold v,, for x:

_ fu(®)

g = St
[

and proceed by two cases depending on v,.

Case 1: v, > ﬁ. In this case, we consider a deviation 2’ := = + ﬁx. We note that 2’ still lies in
2

[0, 1]¢ since [|2'||, < § < 1. The magnitude of deviation is clearly bounded by ||z’ — z||, = 5. Moreover,

2
fr(@') = fu(z) = <<1 + 2”;2> - 1) - fr(x)

52
- Jr()
4|| z|l3
= 842’ T ally = 242

. 2
Thus z is not a (2

372> 0)-local maximum.
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Case 2: v, < #. We consider deviation towards the optimal solution z* € A? with function value
fu(@*) = ¢ — ﬁ > 5. Specifically, we let 2’ = $x* € By(3). Since both z and 2’ lie in By(3), we
know the deviation is bounded by ||z’ — || < §. Moreover, deviation to 2 increases the function value by
/ 52
Ji(@') = fo(@) = — - fu(a®) — fu(2)
(52
— fr(@).

If fx(z) < 0, then we know fi(2') — fx(z) > %. Otherwise, we can further lower bound the increase in
function value by

2

Fule!) ~ fela) 2 13— Fola)

52 62 1 2 52
> — < &
o2 file) 1
v e = 57 < 3)
Combining the above, we know z is not a (2 B d2 , 0)-local maximum. O

Denote ®p(d) the set of all d-local strategy modifications. Using Lemma 3, we can prove NP-hardness
of e-approximate ® Ay (d)-equilibrium for two cases: (1) ¢ < fﬁd, (2) ¢ < poly(G, L,d) - 6**¢ for any
poly(G, L,d) and ¢ > 0.

Theorem 11 (Hardness of Approximate ® ay1(0)-Equilibrium). There exists a family of single-player games
with utility functions f : [0,1]? — [~d?, d?], whose Lipschitzness G and smoothness L are both poly(d),
such that the followings are true.

1. For any 0 < 0 < 1, if there is an algorithm that computes an e-approximate P oy (0)-equilibrium for

e < 16d2 in time poly(d), then P = NP.

2. For any g = poly(G, L,d) and ¢ > 0, if there is an algorithm that computes an e-approximate
® 11 (6)-equilibrium for all § € (0,1] and ¢ = g - 6*7¢ in time poly(d), then P = NP,

Proof. We consider utility functions f, : [0, 1] [—d?,d?] for 1 < k < d as defined in (7). We recall that
fx is G-Lipschitz and L-smooth with G = 2d3 and L = 2d (Lemma 2).

Part 1: We fix any § € (0,1) such that § = m and let ¢ = 16d2
computes an e-approximate P Ay (d)-equilibrium in time poly(G, L,d,1/6,1/¢) = poly(d). Now consider
the following algorithm for approximating MAX CLIQUE.

Suppose A is an algorithm that

1. Run A for the game f; and denote the outcome as oy, for 1 < k < d.

2. Return the smallest 1 < k < d such that Pry.,, [I[[|z|, < ]] > 1.
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We claim that the above algorithm outputs either w(G) or w(G) + 1. We first prove that Pry, [I[||z||, <
%]] < % for all £ < w(G). Suppose the claim is false, then consider the following deviation for all x in o’s

support: (1) if ||z, < $, then deviate x to the point 2’ with |2’ — z|| < & and fi.(z') — fi(z) > %. This
deviation is possible since x is not a (%, §)-local maximum by Lemma 3. (2) If ||z||, > 4, then keep z

1

52
) " 842 "2 —
123?, which contradicts the fact that oy, is an fgﬁ—approximate ®(6)-equilibrium. Using a similar argument,

we can prove that Pryq, [I[||z], < g]] > 1 forall k > w(G) + 1. Combining the above, we know the

algorithm either outputs w(G) or w(G) + 1. Moreover, the algorithm runs in time poly(d). But since it is
NP-hard to approximate MAX CLIQUE even within O(dl_"(l)) factor [Zuckerman, 2006], the above implies
P = NP.

unchanged. We denote the resulting distribution after deviation as o}.. Then fi(o},) — fi(or) >

Part 2: We fix any g = poly(G, L,d) = poly(d) and ¢ > 0. We choose § = (ﬁ)% = poly(3) so

thate = g - 0%+¢ < 1222 . Then by Part 1, we know if there is an algorithm that computes an e-approximate

® 511(9)-equilibrium in time poly(G, L,d, 1/0,1/e) = poly(d) and, then P = NP. O

As a byproduct of Lemma 3, we can prove hardness results for (¢, §)-local maximum similar to Theo-
rem 11. The proof is simpler than that of Theorem 11, and we omitted it here.

Corollary 2 (Hardness of (¢, §)-Local Maximum). Consider a class of G-Lipschitz and L-smooth functions
f:00,1]% — [—d?, d?| with G = G(d%) and L = O(d). Then the following hold.

1. Forany 0 < 6 < 1, if there is an algorithm that computes an (&, 0)-local maximum for ¢ < 12% in
time poly(d), then P = NP.

2. Forany g = poly(G, L,d) and ¢ > 0, if there is an algorithm that computes an (e, §)-local maximum
foré € (0,1] and e < g - 6*7¢ in time poly(d), then P = NP.

H.2 Restricted Deviations

In this section, we show the hardness of approximating a local maximum and approximating a ®(¢)-
equilibrium when the class of strategy modifications () is @, (§) plus one additional deviation. We
let X = [0,1]? where Dy = v/d. Recall that each strategy modification ¢, in ®{t, () is of the form

)
daw(z) = (1= Nz + A/, VAeD, ﬁ] and z’ € [0, 1]%
The additional strategy modification we consider is

5 5
o) = {(1 - m)xa 1zll; > 15>

x, Otherwise.

We can check that ¢ is a well-defined d-local strategy modification for X'. We denote the union of {¢} and
¥ (8) as <I>fflt+(5).
The following technical lemma is similar to Lemma 3. The main difference is that Lemma 3 allows

arbitrary d-local strategy modifications, while in Lemma 4, we only allow strategy modifications in <I>I)‘:1 o+ (6).

Lemma 4. For all 6 € (0, 1], the following holds:
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1. If k > w(G) +1, there exists a single ¢ € (I)I o+ (0) such that fr(o(z)) — fir(x) >

0
Izl > 13-

144d8 for all x with

2. If k < w(G), there exists a single ¢ € CIDI o+ (0) such that fi.(¢(v)) — fr(z) > 2d3 > 144d8 for all x
with ||z||, < ﬁ, :

Proof. We first prove the claim for k > w(G) + 1.

When k > w(G) + 1:  Letx € [0, 1]¢ be any point such that ||z||, > 12d3 Define 2/ = (1 — W)x.
1
We note that 2/ € [0, 1]? is well-defined and the distance between z and 2’ is bounded by
0 0
— 2|, = —— < — <.
Hx € Hz 12d3||x”1Hx”2 = 1243 —
0
Moreover, we have ||z/||; = (1 — m) el
5 2
/
Ju(@) = fe(z) = (1 - 12(13,”3:”) — 1| fi(z)
1
5\’ 5
ey _— J— 2 S — .
((mwm) 12d3uxul> i)
]
> 12d3Hle (= fr(x)) (0< o [T, < 1land fr(z) <0)
1
> oy by (8
> e 1 (54 o) by (5)
52 1 5
= 1446 <_ ) (lzll; > 12)
52
I d>k> 1
> THE (d>k>w(@)+1)

Thus z is not a (%, d)-local maximum.
When k < w(G): Letx € [0,1]¢ be any point such that ||z||, < o d3 We con51der the deviation that

interpolates with the optirnal solution z* € A4, whose function value f;(z*) = E_W —5. Specifically,

—_

weleta’ = (1 — T)x + f:z: We know the deviation is bounded by ||z’ — x|, < ¢. Moreover for any y

lies in the line segment between = and 2/, we know ||y, = ||(1 — ﬁ) ||1 + ||ﬁ;v ||1 < \2/—%. Thus by the

mean value theorem, there exists a y in the line segment between x and z’, such that

)
[y

fula') = m\j& )+ <ka<y>,as’ - jg> > o~ 2% — [V Al - v

Vd

2
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By the local Lipschitzness of fi, the function value of f(2') is at least

) )
/> . *_v . /_7*
fk(x)—fk(\/g ) = IV fi()lly - ||z \/gﬂf )

5% 1 26 5
z-—3\/&--H(1—)x

d d? Vd Vd'lly

52
>$_65‘||33H1

52
= 243’

In the second inequality, we use f(2*) > = and |V fi(y)[l, < 3Vd|y|l, < 65 (Lemma 2); in the third
inequality, we use the fact that the ¢;-norm bounds ¢3-norm.
On the other hand, we have

fula) = Il fk(” : )
52 1

§144d6 fre(z™)
52

< —

— 14445

Combining the above, we have fi(z') — f(z) > 22 and we know z is not a (2

3 d)-local maximum. [J

3d3 ’

Combining Lemma 4 and similar analysis as Theorem 11, we have the following hardness results for
computing an e-approximate Oy .+ (J)-equilibrium.

Theorem 12 (Hardness of Approximate ®y, .+ (&)-Equilibrium). There exists a family of single-player games,
whose utility functions f : [0,1] — [—d?, d?] with G, L = poly(d), such that the following hold.

1. Forany 0 < § < 1 such that § = 1 Soly(d)’ if there is an algorithm that computes an s-approximate

O, +(0)-equilibrium for ¢ < = in time poly(d), then P = NP.

576d

2. For any g = poly(G, L,d) and ¢ > 0, if there is an algorithm that computes an e-approximate
@+ (0)-equilibrium for e < g - §*7¢ in time poly(d), then P = NP.

Proof. We consider utility functions fy, : [0, 1]¢ — [—d?,d?] for 1 < k < d as defined in (7). We recall that
fx is G-Lipschitz and L-smooth with G = 92d3 and L = 2d (Lemma 2).
Part I: We fix any 6 € (0, 1] such that § = Oll(d) and let ¢ = 576d8

computes an e-approximate P Ay (9)-equilibrium in time poly(G, L,d,1/5,1/e) = poly(d). Now consider
the following algorithm for approximating MAX CLIQUE: define p =

Suppose A is an algorithm that

1152410 — poly(d)

1. Run A for the game f; and denote the outcome as oy, for 1 < k < d.

2. Return the smallest 1 < & < d such that Pry.,, [I[||z|; < ﬁ]} >1—p.
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We claim that the above algorithm outputs either w(G) or w(G) + 1. We first prove that Pry, [I[||z||; <

125d3]] < 1—pforall k < w(G). Suppose the claim is false By Lemma 4, we know there is a single

deviation ¢ € <I>I "o+ (0) such that f(¢(x)) — fr(z) > 144d8 for all x with ||SU||1 > 12d3
f, is 2d2 ~Lipschitz, we know for any z € [0,1]%, fr(¢(z)) — fx(z) > —2d2 4. Thus we have

Moreover, since

2

fi(@(ok)) = frlok) = TE (1—p)—2d26-p

52 52
~ 288d% 57645

This contradicts the fact that oy, is an e-approximate ®(0)-equilibrium. Using a similar argument, we can
prove that Pry.., [I[||z]|; < ﬁ]] > 1—pforall k > w(G) + 1. Combining the above, we know the
algorithm either outputs w(G) or w(G) + 1. Moreover, the algorithm runs in time poly(d). But since it is
NP-hard to approximate MAX CLIQUE even within O(dlf"(l)) factor [Zuckerman, 2006], the above implies

P = NP.

Part 2: We fix any g = poly(G, L,d) = poly(d) and ¢ > 0. We choose § = (m)% = pol oy (a) SO that
g:=g- -6t < 576 d2 Then by Part 1, we know if there is an algorithm that computes an e-approximate
® 511 (6)-equilibrium in time poly(G, L,d, 1/6,1/¢) = poly(d) and, then P = NP. O

I Hardness for Approximate ®p,;(0)/ Py (5)-Equilibrium when 6 = D

In the first-order stationary regime 6 < /2¢/L, (e,d)-local Nash equilibrium is intractable, and we
have shown polynomial-time algorithms for computing the weaker notions of e-approximate ®pp(0))-
equilibrium and e-approximate ®p.;j(J))-equilibrium. A natural question is whether correlation enables
efficient computation of e-approximate ®(¢))-equilibrium when § is in the global regime, i.e., § = Q(v/d).
In this section, we prove both computational hardness and a query complexity lower bound for both notions
in the global regime

To prove the lower bound results, we only require a single-player game. The problem of computing an e-
approximate ®(9)-equilibrium becomes: given scalars €, 0, G, L > 0 and a polynomial-time Turing machine
C; evaluating a G-Lipschitz and L-smooth function f : [0,1]? — [0,1] and its gradient V£ : [0,1]¢ — R4,
we are asked to output a distribution o that is an e-approximate ®(¢)-equilibrium or _L if such equilibrium
does not exist.

Hardness of finding c-approximate (I)Int(é) -equilibria in the global regime When § = +/d, which
equals to the diameter D of [0, 1], then the problem of finding an e-approximate @Int (6)-equilibrium is
equivalent to finding a (&, §)-local minimum of f: assume o is an e-approximate <I>Int(5) equilibrium of f,
then there exists € [0, 1]¢ in the support of o such that

_ i ) < e
F@) = ooy @) <2

Then hardness of finding an e-approximate ®{*, (§)-equilibrium follows from hardness of finding a (e, §)-
local minimum of f [Daskalakis et al., 2021b]. The following Theorem is a corollary of Theorem 10.3 and
10.4 in [Daskalakis et al., 2021b].
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Theorem 13 (Hardness of finding e-approximate CIDI)I(1t (6)-equilibria in the global regime). In the worst case,

the following two holds.

* Computing an s-approximate ®i¥ (8)-equilibrium for a game on X = [0,1]¢ with G = Vd, L = d,
e < 34, 6 = V/d is NP-hard.

« O(29/d) value/gradient queries are needed to determine an e-approximate ®7, (8)-equilibrium for a
game on X = [0,1]¢ with G = ©(d"®), L = ©(d*?), e < 1, § = V/d.

X

Hardness of finding e-approximate o7, .

(0)-equilibria in the global regime

X

Theorem 14 (Hardness of of finding e-approximate o5, .,

case, the following two holds.

(0)-equilibria in the global regime). In the worst

» Computing an e-approximate @groj(é)-equilibrium for a game on X = [0,1]* with G = ©(d"),

L=06(d*?),e<1,§= V/d is NP-hard.

X

» Q(2¢/d) value/gradient queries are needed to determine an s-approximate @Proj(5)-equilibrium for

a game on X = [0,1]? with G = ©(d"®), L = ©(d*?), e < 1, § = V/d.

X

Proj (0)-equilibrium also implies a lower bound on oL . (6)-

The hardness of computing e-approximate $ Proj

regret in the global regime.

Corollary 3 (Lower bound of <I>f§roj (6)-regret against non-convex functions). In the worst case, the ®_ 0j(0)-
regret of any online algorithm is at least (2%/d,T) even for loss functions f : [0,1]% — [0, 1] with

G, L = poly(d) and 6 = \/d.

The proofs of Theorem 14 and Corollary 3 can be found in the next two sections.

I.1 Proof of Theorem 14

We will reduce the problem of finding an e-approximate @groj (6)-equilibrium in smooth games to finding a
satisfying assignment of a boolean function, which is NP-complete.

Fact 1. Given only black-box access to a boolean formula ¢ : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}, at least Q(2¢) queries
are needed in order to determine whether ¢ admits a satisfying assignment x* such that ¢(x*) = 1. The
term black-box access refers to the fact that the clauses of the formula are not given, and the only way
to determine whether a specific boolean assignment is satisfying is by querying the specific binary string.
Moreover, the problem of finding a satisfying assignment of a general boolean function is NP-hard.

We revisit the construction of the hard instance in the proof of [Daskalakis et al., 2021b, Theorem
10.4] and use its specific structures. Given black-box access to a boolean formula ¢ as described in Fact 1,
following [Daskalakis et al., 2021b], we construct the function f,(x) : [0,1]? — [0, 1] as follows:

1. for each corner v € V = {0, 1}% of the [0, 1]¢ hypercube, we set f,(z) = 1 — ¢(x).

2. for the rest of the points z € [0,1]%/V, we set fs(z) = 3,y Po(z) - f4(v) where P,(z) are non-
negative coefficients defined in [Daskalakis et al., 2021b, Definition 8.9].

The function fy satisfies the following properties:
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1. if ¢ is not satisfiable, then f,(x) = 1 for all z € [0, 1] since fy(v) = 1 forallv € V; if ¢ has a
satisfying assignment v*, then f4(v*) = 0.

2. fsis ©(d'?)-Lipschitz and ©(d?®)-smooth.

3. for any point z € [0, 1]%, the set V(x) := {v € V : P,(z) # 0} has cardinality at most d + 1 while
> vev Po(x) = 1; any value / gradient query of f; can be simulated by d + 1 queries on ¢.

In the case there exists a satisfying argument v*, then f,(v*) = 0. Define the deviation e so that e[i] = 1
if v*[i] = 0 and e[i] = —1if v*[i] = 1. Itis clear that ||e|| = v/d = &. By properties of projection on [0, 1]¢,
for any 2 € [0, 1]%, we have g,1)n [z — v] = v*. Then any e-approximate @groj(é)—equilibrium o must
include some z* € X’ with fy(2*) < 1 in the support, since ¢ < 1. In case there exists an algorithm A that
computes an e-approximate q)groj (0)-equilibrium, A must have queried some x* with fy(z*) < 1. Since
fo(@) = X pev (@) Po(@®) fo(v) <1, there exists © € V() such that f,,(0) = 0. Since [V (z*)| < d+1,
it takes addition d + 1 queries to find © with f4(9) = 0. By Fact | and the fact that we can simulate every
value/gradient query of fy by d + 1 queries on ¢, A makes at least Q(27/d) value/gradient queries.

Suppose there exists an algorithm B that outputs an e-approximate @ffmj (6)-equilibrium o in time 7'(B)

for e < 1and § = v/d. We construct another algorithm C for SAT that terminates in time 7'(B) - poly(d).
C: (1) given a boolean formula ¢, construct fy as described above; (2) run B and get output o (3) check
the support of o to find v € {0,1}% such that f,(v) = 0; (3) if finds v € {0,1}% such that f,(v) = 0,
then ¢ is satisfiable, otherwise ¢ is not satisfiable. Since we can evaluate f4 and V f, in poly(d) time and
the support of o is smaller than 7'(5), the algorithm C terminates in time O(T'(B) - poly(d)). The above
gives a polynomial time reduction from SAT to finding an e-approximate @;Yroj(é)—equilibrium and proves
the NP-hardness of the latter problem.

L.2 Proof of Corollary 3

Let ¢ : {0,1} — {0,1} be a boolean formula and define fs : [0,1]¢ — [0, 1] the same as that in
Theorem 14. We know f is ©(poly(d))-Lipschitz and ©(poly(d))-smooth. Now we let the adversary pick
fe each time. For any T' < O(2%/d), in case there exists an online learning algorithm with Reggmj,(g <
%, then o := % Zthl 1,¢ is an ( %, d)-equilibrium. Applying Theorem 14 and the fact that in this case,
Reggmj’ s 1s non-decreasing with respect to 1" concludes the proof.

X

J Removing the D dependence for <I>Pr0j

-regret

For the regime 6 < Dy which we are more interested in, the lower bound in Theorem 8 is Q(Gdv/T)
while the upper bound in Theorem 3 is O(G+/dDxT). They are not tight, especially when Dy > §. A
natural question is: which of them is the tight bound? We conjecture that the lower bound is tight. In fact,
for the special case where the feasible set X is a box, we have a way to obtain a D y-independent bound
O(d%Gé V/T), which is tight when d = 1. Below, we first describe the improved strategy in 1-dimension.
Then we show how to extend it to the d-dimensional box setting.

J.1 One-Dimensional Case

In one-dimension, we assume that X = [a, b] for some b — a > 26 (if b — a < 24, then our original bound
in Theorem 3 is already of order G3+/T). We first investigate the case where f*(x) is a linear function, i.e.,
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fi(x) = gtz for some g' € [~G,G]. The key idea is that we will only select z¢ from the two intervals
[a,a + 6] and [b — 4,b], and never play z' € (a + §,b — §). To achieve this, we concatenate these two
intervals and run an algorithm in this region whose diameter is only 26. The key property we would like to
show is that the regret is preserved in this modified problem.

More precisely, given the original feasible set X = [a, b], we create a new feasible set ) = [0, §] and
apply our algorithm GD in this new feasible set. The loss function is kept as f!(x) = g'x. Whenever the
algorithm for ) outputs y* € [—6,0], we play 2! = y* + a + § in X'; whenever it outputs y* € (0, ], we
play 2! = y' + b — §. Below we show that the regret is the same in these two problems. Notice that when
y' < 0, we have for any v € [, d],

2" — Hx[z' —v] = 2' — max (min (2 — v,b) , a)
:xt—max(xt—v,a) @ —v=y"+a+6—v<a+25 <balways holds)

:yt+a+5—max(yt+a—|—5—v,a)

=y' — max (y' — v, —0)
= y' — max (min (y* — v,6) , —4) (y' — v < 6 always holds)
=y —Ty[y" -]

Similarly, when y* > 0, we can follow the same calculation and prove z! — [y [z! — v] = y* — [Ty [y" — v].
Thus, the regret in the two problems:

gt (xt — Iy’ — v]) and g¢' (yt —TIy[y" — v])

are exactly the same for any v. Finally, observe that the diameter of ) is only of order O(d). Thus, the upper
bound in Theorem 3 would give us an upper bound of O(GV/4 - 6T) = O(G6V/T).
For convex f?, we run the algorithm above with g* = V f¢(2!). Then by convexity, we have

fHa') = ([’ — o)) < g'(a" — Txfa’ = v]) = g'(y" — Tyy" —v)),
so the regret in the modified problem (which is O(Gd VT ) still serves as a regret upper bound for the
original problem.
J.2 d-Dimensional Box Case

A d-dimensional box is of the form X' = [a1, b1] X [ag, ba] X - - - X [ag, bg]. The box case is easy to deal with
because we can decompose the regret into individual components in each dimension. Namely, we have

fi(a) = f{lxla’ —0]) < V") (af — e[z’ —v])
d
=3 gt (ot - Tlet )

where we define X; = [a;,b;], ¢¢ = Vfi(x!), and use subscript i to indicate the i-th component of a
vector. The last equality above is guaranteed by the box structure. This decomposition allows us to view the
problem as d independent 1-dimensional problems.

Now we follow the strategy described in Section ?? to deal with individual dimensions (if b; — a; < 24,
then we do not modify X;; otherwise, we shrink X; to be of length 2J). Applying the analysis of Theorem 3
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to each dimension, we get

d 2
. i| X 20
< Z <vl + g Z(gf )? + |Uz|:) (the diameter in each dimension is now bounded by 24)

d .

2
<0 (5 ?\7/& - 17G2T> . (by Cauchy-Schwarz, 3", |vi| < Vd /3, [vi[? < 6Vd)

1
d1é

Choosing the optimal 1 = T We get the regret upper bound of order O (di GSVT )
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