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Abstract

We consider the non-convex non-concave objective function in two-player zero-sum continuous games.
The existence of pure Nash equilibrium requires stringent conditions, posing a major challenge for
this problem. To circumvent this difficulty, we examine the problem of identifying a mixed Nash
equilibrium, where strategies are randomized and characterized by probability distributions over
continuous domains. To this end, we propose PArticle-based Primal-dual ALgorithm (PAPAL)
tailored for a weakly entropy-regularized min-max optimization over probability distributions. This
algorithm employs the stochastic movements of particles to represent the updates of random strategies
for the e-mixed Nash equilibrium. We offer a comprehensive convergence analysis of the proposed
algorithm, demonstrating its effectiveness. In contrast to prior research that attempted to update
particle importance without movements, PAPAL is the first implementable particle-based algorithm
accompanied by non-asymptotic quantitative convergence results, running time, and sample complexity
guarantees. Our framework contributes novel insights into the particle-based algorithms for continuous
min-max optimization in the general non-convex non-concave setting.

1 Introduction

The problem of finding equilibrium of min-max optimization is a fundamental research topic, which
has been a focus of numerous areas, such as mathematics, statistics, machine learning, economics, and
computer science (Bagar & Olsder, 1998; Roughgarden, 2010; Sinha, Namkoong, Volpi, & Duchi, 2017;
Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1947). In machine learning, the applications of minimax optimization
have shown great potential in real practice recently, such as generative adversarial networks (Goodfellow
et al., 2014; Salimans et al., 2016), adversarial training (Ganin et al., 2016; Madry, Makelov, Schmidt,
Tsipras, & Vladu, 2017), reinforcement learning (Busoniu, Babuska, & De Schutter, 2008; Omidshafiei,
Pazis, Amato, How, & Vian, 2017; Silver et al., 2017). These applications reveal the potential of broader
learning systems beyond empirical risk minimization regime (Vapnik, 1991). Unfortunately, the theoretical
properties of these objectives are not well studied, since min-max problems in real problems are usually
non-convex non-concave. Practitioners often resort to heuristically implementing gradient-based algorithms
for convex-concave min-max problems, which are convenient and scalable. Despite the potential and
popularity of the applications with min-max optimization, the theoretical analysis lags far behind: the
investigation on how to find a global solution with a provable algorithm in general min-max problems
remains preliminary. The inherent complexities of min-max optimization impede our understanding of
certain unanticipated phenomena and problematic scenarios in practical applications, such as instability,
divergence, and oscillation (Daskalakis, Ilyas, Syrgkanis, & Zeng, 2017; Daskalakis & Panageas, 2018;
Goodfellow et al., 2014; Mescheder, Geiger, & Nowozin, 2018; Salimans et al., 2016). It is urgent to study
these problems and propose provable algorithms.
The min-max problems are usually written as:

i 1
min max [z, y), (1)

where f: X x Y — R is the payoff function on the strategy space X x ). The solution to Eq. (1), termed
the pure Nash equilibrium, is a strategy pair (z.,y.) that both min and max side cannot improve the
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corresponding loss value unilaterally. The Nash equilibrium is a single point pair in the strategy space.
However, it exists only under very restrictive conditions (Dasgupta & Maskin, 1986). For general min-max
problems,; such as non-convex non-concave case, the pure Nash equilibrium does not usually exist (Arora,
Ge, Liang, Ma, & Zhang, 2017). Given these challenges, researchers have explored alternative solutions
to general min-max problems. One potential direction is to solve the general min-max problem in the
sense of local equilibrium under varied assumptions (Adolphs, Daneshmand, Lucchi, & Hofmann, 2019;
Daskalakis & Panageas, 2018; Evtushenko, 1974; Fiez, Chasnov, & Ratliff, 2019; Jin, Netrapalli, & Jordan,
2020; Mazumdar, Ratliff, & Sastry, 2020). These assumptions are often strong. For example, Fiez et al.
(2019) propose “Differential Stackelberg Equilibrium” which restricts the behavior of the Hessian matrix.
Diakonikolas, Daskalakis, and Jordan (2021) assume the minty variational inequality for the local Nash
equilibrium, which is analogous to the Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality in min-max problems. Mangoubi and
Vishnoi (2021) consider the local case with several regularity conditions that the function f is smooth,
bounded with Lipschitz Hessian. It was shown by Daskalakis, Skoulakis, and Zampetakis (2021) that
finding a local min-max Nash equilibrium without these restrictions is also computationally expensive in
general. Moreover, a local equilibrium is more or less limited compared with a global one.

Another criterion is called mized Nash equilibrium (MNE), which proposes a random strategy over the
space. Consider the extension of Eq. (1) as the following problem,

i E,E )]+ R(p) — R(q), 2
[chin | max B, o) [ (@,9)] + R(p) — R(q) (2)

where the optimization variables p and ¢ are densities of probability measures over X and ), respectively,
and R(-) is a proper regularizer (such as relative entropy) to make the distributions well-behaved. By
choosing some prior distribution 7, the entropy regularizer can be written as

R(p) = AE, logp — AE, log T, (3)

where A > 0 is the parameter to control the strength of the regularization term. The goal of mixed Nash
equilibrium (MNE) is to find a probability distribution pair (p., ¢.) in the strategy space that balances
both sides. The regularization term ensures the problem is mathematically well-posed, and its influence
becomes negligible as A — 0. Compared with the pure Nash equilibrium, the existence of MNE in min-max
problems is guaranteed in the infinite-dimensional compact space (Glicksberg, 1952).

Finding the MNE with a provable algorithm is highly non-trivial since Eq. (2) is an infinite-dimensional
problem. There have been some early attempts to solve the problem, where the core idea is to use a batch
of particles (random samples) to parameterize the strategy and optimize the particles to approximate a
MNE. Balandat, Krichene, Tomlin, and Bayen (2016) extend dual averaging to the min-max problem
in continuous probability space, but the convergence rate is not discussed. Hsieh, Liu, and Cevher
(2019) propose a mirror-descent algorithm on probability measures to find MNEs. They show that a
particle-based algorithm performs well in min-max problems empirically. However, the theoretical results
for their algorithm remain open. Domingo-Enrich, Jelassi, Mensch, Rotskoff, and Bruna (2020) attempt to
propose a mean-field algorithm that uses both the weights and positions of the particles to parameterize
the mixed strategy. However, in their analysis, particles do not move nearly as the weights’ updates
dominate the particles’ movements in their setting. Such an algorithm will require a large number of
particles, which is not implementable for high-dimensional problems.

Recent advances give us inspiration to seek the e-mixed Nash equilibrium (e-MNE) of Eq. (2), Nitanda,
Wu, and Suzuki (2021) proposed a particle dual average algorithm with convergence guarantee, which
optimizes the two-layer network with the second-order moment and negative entropy regularization
successfully. Some other works focus on the fast convergence of continuous mean-field GDA dynamics
(Y. Lu, 2022), the convergence of quasistatic Wassersetin gradient flow (Ma & Ying, 2022) and the
local convergence of particle algorithm (Wang & Chizat, 2022). Therefore, we aim to address a research
question:

Can we design optimization algorithm that provides provable, quantitative gquarantees for solving
e-MNE in continuous probability space?

In this paper, we first prove the existence of e-MNE with relative entropy regularizers. We also propose
the PArticle-based Primal-dual ALgorithm (PAPAL), a mirror proximal primal-dual algorithm in the
continuous probability space, where the KL divergence is chosen as the corresponding Bregman divergence
(wrt the primal-dual algorithm). Unlike the finite dimensional case, the sub-problems from the proximal
operator in continuous probability space cannot be obtained in closed form. As a result, PAPAL is a
double-looped algorithm, where the outer loop performs a mirror proximal primal-dual algorithm and



the loop is approximated by the particle solution of the sub-problems. It is important to note that the
challenges of particle-based algorithms primarily stem from errors introduced by both the finite-particle
parameterization and the inexact solver.

The early works (Balandat et al., 2016; Hsieh et al., 2019) provide the idea of mirror descent in
continuous probability space, but they only consider the continuous dynamics on the probability space.
More recently, Domingo-Enrich et al. (2020) construct a dynamics of particles driven by both particle
updates and reweighting. However, the underlying dynamics is dominated by weight updates, which means
the proposed algorithm nearly does NOT move particles. Optimization within the probabilistic space, from
their perspective, employs importance sampling. This approach is recognized for its vulnerability to the
curse of dimensionality (Donoho et al., 2000). Thus, it is still not a real “implementable” algorithm with
theoretical guarantees. In essence, both the inexact sub-problem solution and the functional estimation by
finite particles are not discussed in previous work, which capture the behavior of computation complexity
and sample size in real problems. To fill the gap, we show that such errors can be controlled to guarantee
global convergence of the primal-dual algorithm when the prior distribution admits 7 oc exp (f)\/ ||m||2)
(Gaussian distribution), where A’ > 0 controls the variance of the prior.

We also highlight the connection between PAPAL and PDA (Nitanda et al., 2021), in terms of
their high-level motivation. Initially developed for constructing sequences within probability space and
demonstrating convergence properties for mean-field problems with polynomial sample complexity, PDA
served as a source of inspiration for our research. PAPAL surpasses the scope of PDA by extending its
applicability to general min-max problems. Specifically, PAPAL introduces a novel sequence construction
methodology that diverges from the conventional emphasis on mean-field problems. We aim to extend
the concept by devising multiple sub-problems in minimax optimizations. To achieve this, we have made
modifications to the iterative formulation of the primal-dual approach to tailor it to particle approximation,
while introducing novel analytical techniques beyond the realm of optimality conditions. To the best of
our knowledge, we present the first particle-based algorithm that is not only practically implementable
but also capable of approximating an MNE in continuous min-max optimization problems. Moreover, we
provide a rigorous global convergence guarantee for our proposed approach.

Contributions. We propose PAPAL to solve the general e-mixed Nash equilibrium (e-MNE) in two-
player zero-sum continuous games with minimal regularization. We validate the existence of MNE within
our framework. Our analysis focuses on the convergence of the primal-dual method in addressing MNE.
Specifically, we demonstrate that the sampling sub-problems exhibit log-Sobolev properties, and we can
ensure global convergence even when utilizing inexact solvers for sub-problems. We present quantitative
convergence metrics, runtime estimations, and sample complexity for PAPAL. Additionally, we elucidate
the analysis of the stochastic gradient variant of the PAPAL algorithm. To our knowledge, this is the
first demonstration of the computational and sample feasibility of a primal-dual method in a continuous
probability framework to resolve min-max challenges.

2 Related Work

Min-Max Optimization. The study of solving min-max problems is quite extensive since its inception
with (Von Neumann, 1928). The gradient-based algorithms, including those presented by G. H. Chen
and Rockafellar (1997); Korpelevich (1976); Nemirovski (2004); Nemirovski and Yudin (1978), leverages
convexity and concavity to obtain the convergence properties. Notably, gradient descent ascent (GDA)
finds an e-approximate stationary point within O(log1/¢) iterations for strongly-convex strongly-concave
minimax problems, and O(e~?2) iterations for convex concave games (Nedi¢ & Ozdaglar, 2009; Nemirovski,
2004). While some alternative gradient methodologies extend to non-convex concave scenarios (Grnarova,
Levy, Lucchi, Hofmann, & Krause, 2017; Lin, Jin, & Jordan, 2020; S. Lu, Tsaknakis, Hong, & Chen,
2020; Namkoong & Duchi, 2016; Rafique, Liu, Lin, & Yang, 2019), the general min-max domain remains
relatively uncharted. A central challenge emerges from the dependency of general min-max problems
on stringent conditions, coupled with a lack of consensus on assumptions. By worst-case evaluations,
non-convex non-concave min-max problems can be computationally formidable. Daskalakis, Goldberg, and
Papadimitriou (2009) highlighted the PPAD-completeness of establishing a general pure Nash equilibrium
without the condition of convexity/concavity. Similarly, X. Chen, Deng, and Teng (2006) prove the
PPAD-completeness for non-zero two-player mixed Nash equilibria in bimatrix game, and subsequent
studies (Daskalakis, 2013; Rubinstein, 2016) underlined this complexity even for approximated mixed
Nash equilibria. Finding an (¢, §)-local min-max Nash equilibrim in non-convex non-concave min-max
problems is also PPAD-complete (Daskalakis et al., 2021). While recent endeavors (Adolphs et al., 2019;



Daskalakis & Panageas, 2018; Jin et al., 2020; Mangoubi & Vishnoi, 2021; Mazumdar et al., 2020) have
delved into the properties of local min-max points in non-convex frameworks, real-world interpretations of
the imposed conditions remain elusive. Consequently, general pure Nash Equilibrium’s feasibility is widely
regarded as remote, barring justifiable restrictive conditions.

Mixed Nash Equilibrium. Mixed Nash Equilibrium lifts the strategy space to a probability space
and convert min-max problem to be infinite-dimensional. Importantly, the existence of Mixed Nash
Equilibrium can be guaranteed when the payoff function is differentiable with Lipschitz continuous gradient
(Glicksberg, 1952). Recently, with the growing importance of general min-max problems in deep learning
and Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN), the investigation of Mixed Nash Equilibrium has gained
more attention due to its good theoretical properties. The global existence without convexity assumption
make it more reasonable in real problems. Grnarova et al. (2017) study the behavior in a special setting:
they consider the online setting of GANs with a two-layer neural network as the discriminator. Arora et
al. (2017) study the generalization properties of the Mixed Nash Equilibrium in GAN. Moreover, there
is a line of works that try to solve the Mixed Nash Equilibrium with mirror-descent-like algorithms in
continuous probability space. Balandat et al. (2016) first solve Mixed Nash Equilibrium with dual averaging
algorithm, but the convergence rate is not discussed. Earlier discussions between (Hsieh et al., 2019) and
(Domingo-Enrich et al., 2020) render repetition unnecessary. In a word, there are some early attempts to
perform mirror proximal algorithms in probability space. In essence, while preliminary endeavors into
mirror proximal algorithms in the probability space have emerged, with empirical evidence underscoring
their significance, a rigorous theoretical dissection of ”implementable” particle-based algorithms is still in
its nascence.

Mean-field Analysis. Mean field analysis focuses on the evolution of particles on infinite-dimensional
space (Dobrushin, 1979), which can be described by some non-linear partial differential equations (PDE).
Notably, many non-convex dynamical systems in modern machine learning can be analyzed by lifting the
original problem to infinite-dimensional space. Such a procedure convexifies the original problem, which
has better mathematical properties (Bach, 2017; Bengio, Roux, Vincent, Delalleau, & Marcotte, 2005).
The limiting PDE in mean-field analysis can derive the global convergence and well-posed behaviors. For
example, the mean-field analysis over the neurons in wide neural networks captures the feature evolution
of the optimization process of deep learning (Fang, Gu, Zhang, & Zhang, 2022; Fang, Lee, Yang, &
Zhang, 2021; Mei, Misiakiewicz, & Montanari, 2019; Mei, Montanari, & Nguyen, 2018; Nguyen & Pham,
2020; Yang & Hu, 2020; Yang, Santacroce, & Hu, 2022). There have been a number of works based on
noisy gradient descent to investigate the quantitative convergence rate when minimizing the nonlinear
functionals with entropy regularizers (Chizat, 2022; Hu, Ren, Siska, & Szpruch, 2021; Nitanda et al., 2021).
In summary, mean-field analysis stands as a powerful theoretical tool in today’s machine learning theory,
which helps to convexify high-dimensional problems through randomization (a special lifting to infinite
dimensional space).

3 Preliminary

Notation. We use lower-case letters x, %y to denote vectors. For function f: RY — R, Vf(-) and V2f(-)
denote its gradient and Hessian matrix, respectively. For function f : R? — RY Vf(-) denotes the
Jacobian matrix. For multivariate function f(z,y), Vs, V, denote the gradient over z, y. Notation
|| - || denotes 2-norm for both vector and matrix. The continuous probability measures in this paper
are considered to be absolutely continuous by default with respect to the Lebesgue measure, which
induces density function p and g. The smoothness is guaranteed by Gaussian initialization and Gaussian
smoothing during the updates. For twice differentiable function f : R — R, we say that f is Lo-
Lipschitz if |f(x) — f(y)| < Lo||z — y|| for any z,y € R?% we say that f has L;-Lipschitz gradient if
IVFf(x) = Vf(y)| < Li||Jx — y|| for any 2,y € R% For any a topological space X, P(X) denotes set of
probability measures on X and P2(X) denotes the set of probability measures with bounded second
moments. For density p, we define £(p) = E,[log(p)], KL(p|l¢) = E,[log(p/q)]. For the generalized
density for particles, we use Dirac delta distribution §, to represent the Dirac delta distribution at z,

5{3517... o} = n~t Z?:l 5951..

Problem Setup. Assume that the min-max problem is defined on the joint parameter space X x )
and a payoff function f: X x ) — R. We consider the bounded function case. For simplicity without loss



of generality, the domain X x Y is the Euclidean space R” x R™ and the co-domain of f is a bounded
interval [—1,1].

In our work, we consider the regularized minimax problem defined in Eq. (2). For the regularization
term, we set

R(p(x)) = Epgey [Mllz]l* + Az log(p(x))] (4)

where A1, Ao > 0 are constants to determine the regularization scaling as well as the variance of the

prior. We use L(p, ) to denote Ep, ;) Eq,) f(7,y) + R(p) — R(q). The mixed Nash equilibrium denotes a

distribution pair (ps, ¢.) such that for all (p, q) € P(X) x P(Y), L(p«,q) < L(p«, q«) < L(p, g«). Therefore,

for any distribution pair (p, g), the duality gap 271)3%}) L(p,q)— Er%i(r/lv) L(p, q) forms the basis for a standard
q P

optimality criterion. Formally, we define e-MNE as below.

Definition 3.1 (¢MNE). A distribution pair (p, q) is an e-mixed Nash equilibrium (e-MNE) of function
max L(p,q) — min L(p,q) <e.
ax L(p,q) = min L(p, )

When e =0, (p,q) is a mixed Nash equilibrium.

Assumptions.

[A1] There exists Lo such that f is Lo-Lipschitz.
[A2] f has L;-Lipschitz gradient.

[As] For any z,y € X x Y, |f(z,y)| < 1.

We consider the bounded function with growth regularities. The bound of | f] is chosen as 1 for notation
simplicity. Assumptions [A1] and [A] regularize the growth of f, V f respectively and the definition of
Lipschitz continuity was introduced in Notation part. It is clear that our assumption is quite weak so
our setting is general.

Primal-dual Algorithms for Min-Max Optimization. Primal-dual method is a classical approach
to solve saddle point problems (Bredies & Sun, 2015; He, Ma, & Yuan, 2017; Lan, 2020; Luke & Shefi,
2018; Nemirovski, 2004). Consider the min-max problem

min max {f(z) + (Az,y) — g(v)}, (5)

where A € R™*"™ denotes a linear mapping, and f : X — R and g : ) — R are convex functions. General
optimization problems with linear constraints: miﬁ{ f(z) : Az = b} can be transformed to Eq. (5). The
fAS

proximal primal-dual algorithm updates x; and y; by

Ty =xp 1 + (@41 — To—2), (6)
Yy = arg Iyrg(*AfEt, y) +9() + W (yi-1,9), (7)
Ty = arg ggi}(l(yt, Az) + f(z) + iV (24—1, ), (8)

under a finite dimension condition with W and V representing Bregman’s distances on ) and X, respectively.
Moreover, 73,1, are algorithmic parameters to be specified. The Bregman divergence is particularly
important for other Riemannian structures. In probability space, the Bregman divergence is usually
chosen as KL divergence or Wasserstein distance.

Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm. We introduce the Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm (ULA) to solve
the mirror steps in our setting. In particular, some isoperimetry inequalities shall be introduced to make
each step well-posed.

Definition 3.2. (Gross, 1975) We say that density p satisfies log-Sobolev inequality (LSI) with a constant
a>0,if

Eylg?1og(g?)] — Eylg?] log Ep[g?] < %Ep[IIVgHQ] (9)



for all differentiable function g with E,[¢%] < co. When g = 1/q/p, we have

2

KL(¢q(lp) < 2*1'5

Vlog
p

Assume we aim to sample from a smooth target probability density p oc e=f(*) where f(x) has L;-
Lipschitz gradient and satisfies a smoothness condition. The ULA with step size € > 0 is the discrete-time
algorithm

Toy1 = Ts — eV f(xs) + V2e(s, (10)
where s = 0,--- , T for some positive integer T'; xo is given as an initialization; (s ~ N(0, I) is an isotropic

Gaussian noise. Moreover, if p satisfies LSI, we can guarantee the convergence rate of ULA. The KL(ps||p)
along ULA would also converge to O(e) with O(e) fixed step size. Since it is equivalent with gradient
descent with additional Gaussian noise, ULA is easy to implement in practice. The easy-to-implement
property and the arbitrarily small bias make it a popular in sampling literature. Thus, we choose it to
solve our sub-problems.

Algorithm 1 PAPAL: PArticle-based Primal-dual ALgorithm for Mixed Nash Equilibrium

Input: number of outer iterations 7', outer-loop learning rates {n:}i—; and {7:}i—1, outer-loop hyper-parameters
{u¢}i—1; number of inner iterations {T}}i—1, inner-loop learning rates {t;}i—, number of particles M
Output: estimated equilibrium (M 4%, 1\146 )

& nitalize {3 }L ~ po(a) o exp {3 o]} {5710 ~ an(w) ox exp { =321}
Assign (XD, 7D = (X 7)) ({xw)}r 17{yr°>}T:1).
Assign b (y) = 3L[lyl*, 9 (x) = 3Ll

2: fort=0toT —1do

3:  Initialize (X©, Y (@) ~ po( ) X qo(y).

4: Update h(t+1)(y) = >\2+7_t+1 {¢t+1(y) + )\1HyH2 + Tt+1h(t)(y)} .

5. fork=0to T, r=0to M do

6: Run noisy GD y£k+1) — oy Ltvyh(t+1)(y,<~k)) + 206" | where £ ~ N(0,I,).

7. end for

8 Assign YD ( y(TetD),

9:  Update g"*(z) = m {wtﬂ(ﬂﬁ) + Aullz]® + 77t+19(t)(37)} :

10: fork:OtoTt,r:Otono

11: Run noisy GD xskH) — x — 1V g(tH)( (k)) + \/2LtQ , where {ﬁk) ~ N0, I).

12:  end for

13:  Assign XD  x(Te+D),

14: end for

15: Option I: (]& 0%, 1316 ) (]\1/155((7“), ﬁ(s{/(m).

16: Option II: Randomly pick up (558 ¢, 2705 ») from ¢ € {1,---, T} following the probability P[t] = ZT "

1

as (170 ¢, 3707 )-

4 PAPAL: PArticle-based Primal-dual ALgorithm

We propose PArticle-based Primal-dual ALgorithm (PAPAL) to solve the regularized minimax problem
Eq. (2) by applying Mirror-Prox Primal-dual method to MNE.

As an optimization algorithm on the space of continuous probability measures, our proposed PAPAL
(Algorithm 1) consists of two components: inner loop and outer loop. Specifically, our outer loop extends
the classical primal-dual scheme (Sec. 3) to infinite dimensional optimization problems (Sec. 4.1). Each
outer step can be rewritten as a sampling task for Gibbs distribution (Sec. 4.2). We perform ULA as the
inner loop to approximate a proximal Gibbs distribution, which is applied to the outer loop optimization
to converge to the Mixed Nash Equilibrium distributions p* and ¢* (Sec. 4.3). We will provide the
motivation of our algorithm from an optimization view (Sec. 4.4).



4.1 Exact Primal-dual Method

We construct the target density of p; and ¢; for each iteration. Particularly, given p_1, po, and go, q; (y)
and pj (z) satisfy the following recursive condition,

g; = argmin Eq[(y)] + R(q) + :KL(qllg;_, ), (11)
q€P2(Y)

p; = argmin E, [t (2)] + R(p) + 7KL (pllp;_,), (12)
PEP2(X)

where ¢y(y) = —(1+ ju)Es,_,[f(1)] + B, [f(~9)], and 6 (x) = Eq, [ (, )]

If G = qf, pr = pf, Eq. (11) and (12) perform exact primal-dual method in continuous probability
space, with KL divergence as the Bregman divergence. It is quite direct to compare them to Eq. (7) and
(8). However, there two gaps for the aforementioned updates: (1) the forms of ¢;_; and p}_; are not
explicit in Eq. (11) and Eq. (12); (2) the exact solutions for §; = ¢; and p, = p; are not tractable. Thus,
it is necessary to derive a explicit form of (¢;_;,p;_;) and approximate the optimal (g}, p;) with finite M
particles in (g, pt).

4.2 Recursive Energy Function

Section 4.1 provides us an algorithm to find mixed Nash equilibrium in the probability space. In this part,
we would discuss the feasibility of the proposed updates.

The following Lemma provides us insight to obtain the explicit form of ¢!~* and p!~! in Eq. (11) and
Eq. (12) recursively, which can be implemented in an algorithm.

Lemma 4.1. Let X\ > 0 be a positive real number and 1(6),1(8) be bounded continuous functions. Consider
a probability density p(0) o exp (fIN(Q)), then p(0) x exp (f/\—iTZ(ﬂ) —
to the following problem

AL[(Q)) is an optimal solution

min (B [1(0)] + AE(p) + TKL(I)}. (13)

Once we obtained two approximate distributions p;(y) and p;(x), Lemma 4.1 indicates that if p;_,
and ¢g;_, are proximal Gibbs distribution with explicit form. Then, p; and ¢; have the similar expression
as well. Therefore, we denote

W) = s {Be) + Myl + 7D )} (1)
1 .
§90) = i {) + el + g @)} (1)

which consist of the Gibbs potential on Pa(Y) and Pa(X) after ¢ — 1 iterations. Thus, at each step-t, our
objective probability densities can be written as

ooy _exp(=h(y) - exp(—g"(x))
4 (y) = T’ pi(z) = T;

where Z; ;1 and Z; » are normalizing constants.

4.3 Inexact Solver and Particle Approximation

At every step t, achieving the ideal scenario where §; = ¢; and p; = p; is not tractable within the
algorithm. This limitation arises because obtaining exact solutions for Equations (11) and (12) is not
feasible for a general function f. Fortunately, the optimization involving random particles can be effectively
approximated using the log density. ULA presents a viable approach for approximating the desired target
distribution. By performing ULA, (g, p:) can be obtained to approximate (g;,p;). Thus, ¢ = ¢; and
Pt = pt lead to an approximated algorithm given Eq. (11) and Eq. (12). Nonetheless, the realization of
(q¢, pt) pair can only be executed a finite number of times. Thus, the (g;, p¢) pair in an algorithm should
be a pair of particle sample sets, which is denoted as (g, pr). Specifically, the full procedure can be done
as follows.

We first initialize a set of particles and duplicate it by setting {5@571), g]ffl) M, = {5650), 0 M. For
each step, we run ULA to optimize the particles in ), where the gradient at the k-th inner step is given



by V,h®) (yﬁk)) estimated by {iff_l)}TM:l and {5:?_2)}7.:1. Then, we execute the same process as above

starting from the prior where the gradient at the k-th inner step is given by Vyg(t) (xq(»k)) estimated by

{gﬁ”}fyil. Thus, we obtain the full procedure of PAPAL in Algorithm 1. We also provide empirical results
in Appendix G.

Remark 1. To make a clear distinction between (G, pt), (¢, pt), and (qf, p;), we reiterate the definition
here: we initialize (§_1,P-1) = (o, Po) from the prior distribution. From ¢t =1 to t =T, (¢}, p}) is the
exact solution from Eq. (11) and Eq. (12); (g¢, pt) is the ULA approximation of (¢;, pf); (s, P¢) is the
realization of (q¢,p;) with M samples (mixture of dirac delta distributions). All the densities can be
defined by recursion.

Remark 2. Other sampling algorithms can be implemented here as the inexact solver, such as Hamilto-
nian Monte Carlo (Duane, Kennedy, Pendleton, & Roweth, 1987; Neal et al., 2011), Metropolis-adjusted
Langevin algorithm (Grenander & Miller, 1994; Rossky, Doll, & Friedman, 1978). We use ULA here for
demonstration and simplicity. More sophisticated solvers can improve the convergence rate.

4.4 Optimization View of PAPAL

In this subsection we explain the intuition behind PAPAL from an optimization perspective. Recall
that Algorithm 1 iteratively updates the particles ¢; and p; which the approximate the minimizers of
the linearized potentials Eq. (11) and (12). Actually, we obtain the classical Primal-dual algorithm
(Nemirovski, 2004) if Eq. (11) and Eq. (12) degenerate to finite dimension. It is obvious that we can find
g; and pf with negligible error under finite dimension condition which implies the total complexity would
be derived easily. However, there are three problems if we rely on Langevin algorithm when solving the
sub-problem for infinite dimension:

1. Express the objective densities of the sub-problem as the form of e‘hm(y)/Zm and e‘g(t)(l')/Zt,g,
which can be explicitly obtained in an algorithm;

2. Analysis the outer loop with the bounded KL error induced by ULA at each step-t, which converges
linearly with fixed step size under LSI;

3. Control the error induced by finite particles at each step-t, which should be done by concentration.

The first problem can be solved by forward recursion of (¢;_;,pf_;) and Lemma 4.1 combining the
approximated solutions {(Qk,ﬁk)}z;l_l we have known. Next, in order to bound the error between
approximate densities and precise densities in each iteration of Primal-dual method, we introduce the LSI
condition (Gross, 1975), which can guarantee the fast convergence of sampling algorithms, such as ULA.
Therefore, we add || - ||? term with coefficient A, (A\; can be an arbitrary positive number) to the regularizer
which guarantee that ¢f and p; satisfy the LSI condition. Finally, the finite particle q’;t and ’([Jt approximate
the true expectation 6y(y) = —(1+ 1)Ep,_, [£(-,9)] + #Ep,_, [f(y)], and ¥1(z) = E, [f(z,)]. The gap
between (g?)t, 7,/}f) and (¢, 1) shall be controlled by concentration techniques.

To sum up, we connect bilinear forms (Az,y) under finite dimension and E,,)Eq,) f(z,y) under
infinite dimension with proximal Gibbs distribution. In addition, we apply the estimation of sub-problem
error and finite sample error to global convergence analysis for our particle-based algorithm. Therefore, we
may interpret the PAPAL as a finite-particle approximation of a primal-dual method. PAPAL combines
the efficient convergence of Primal-dual method in outer loop and the KL error bound of ULA under LSI
condition in inner loop. More importantly, the loss functional can be estimated with polynomial finite
particles, which makes our algorithm implementable.

5 Existence of MNE

Our objectives are two-fold: 1) To achieve an e-approximate Mixed Nash Equilibrium (MNE) using the
PAPAL algorithm. 2) To minimize the distance between the continuous probability density function
generated by the algorithm and the MNE of the problem defined in Eq. (2), with the regularizer outlined
in Eq. (4), aiming to reduce this gap as close to zero as possible. A fundamental step towards these goals
is establishing the existence of the MNE for the problem in Eq. (2). To this end, the subsequent theorem
asserts the existence of an MNE for this problem, considering the regularization term in Eq. (4).



Theorem 5.1. Considering problem Eq. (2) with regularizer Eq. (4) and assuming Assumptions [A4],
[Az] and [Ag] hold, there exists a MNE (p.,q.) satisfies that

Px = arg min IEp(ac)}Eq*(y) [f(fE, y)] =+ R(p) - R(Q*)a
pEP2(R™)

G« =arg min IEp*(ﬂc)IEq(y) [f(.%‘, y)] + R(p«) — R(q)-
qgeP2(R™)

(16)

The proof of Theorem 5.1 can be formulated into a two-step process. Step 1: constructing a suitable
probability density function family and leveraging well-established lemmas in functional analysis to verify
that this function family is a compact convex set. Step 2: proving that the operator F(p,q) (as precisely
defined in the Appendix B) is a continuous mapping from the aforementioned function family to itself.
Finally, we can achieve the conclusion of Theorem 5.1 combining Brouwer fixed-point theorem.

6 Convergence Analysis

In this section, we provide quantitative global convergence for PAPAL. We first provide the finite sample
error bound in Sec. 6.1. Then, under deterministic version, we introduce the outer loop settings in
Sec. 6.2.1 and conclude the properties of the updates. By assuming the approximate optimality of the
inner loop iterations, the error bound of the outer loop can be obtained. In Sec. 6.2.2, we discuss the
convergence rate for the inner loop iterations, which is the KL convergence of ULA algorithm. In Sec. 6.2.3,
we combine the outer loop and the inner loop to discuss the total complexity of deterministic PAPAL and
provide the global convergence results of our main theorem. As a supplementary remark, Sec 6.3 presents
a global convergence analysis of the stochastic PAPAL algorithm.

6.1 Finite Sample Error

We introduce two probability sets Qx(C) and Qy(C) for positive constant C' as follows
._ m ()= 3L |2l ¢
Qx(C) := (p(z) € P2(R™) |p(z) x e ]l < N[

0y(C) = {Q(y)epz(R") a(y) oc 2RI, ) }

To establish connections between ¢; and (ﬁt, as well as 1; and 1/315, in the convergence analysis, it is
sufficient to bound the discretization error on linear term by using the form of objective function in Eq. (2).
Therefore, we use the following lemma to estimate the discretization error between p; and p; (¢ and ¢¢)
at each step-t (refer to Appendix F).

Lemma 6.1. The errors of finite particles satisfy

PI(pr — pe) (@) f (x,y)q(y)dydz| = €] <0, PI(g — a) () f(z, y)p(z)dedy| = €] <6,  (17)
with the required numbers of particles

M =0 (% [~ 1og(8) + dlog (1 + Lormax{cy,cs} (€ A1, A2)e )])
on p(x) and G, (y) for all p(xz) € Qx(Ch), q(y) € Qy(Cs) where d = max{m,n} and rc(e, A1, A2) =
8\/ A€ max{log(e1), d}.
We introduce the max-min gap function
Q(w,w) := L(p,q) — L(p,7), (18)

where @ := (p, q) and w := (p, ¢q). Note that the maximum of Eq. (18) equals to the duality gap on (p, q).
Considering the objective function in Eq. (2) with regularizer (4), we have

Q(w, w) =2 (KL(p[p") + KL(ql|7")),

max
wWEP2 (X)X P2(Y) (19)

st.w* = (p*,¢") =  argmax  Q(w,w’).
w/E'PQ(X)XPQ(y)



As a result, the max-min gap on w can regulate the KL divergence between w and w*.
To simplify the notation of the formula and capture the error of our algorithm, we use concise

symbols to represent some complex intermediate variables: ro(e, A1, Ag) = 8\/% max{log(e~1),m,n}

and g(A2) :=log (14 A2 + A3), and assume that the KL divergence between (g¢,p;) and (g7, p;) can be
bounded by small errors in outer loop, i.e.,

KL(ptllpy) < 61,1, KL(gtllgr) < 0t2,

which is guaranteed by ULA algorithm with small step sizes (refer to sub-section 6.2.2). We use the error
bound quantities é;; and d; » to analyze the outer loop properties.

6.2 Convergence of PAPAL
6.2.1 Outer Loop Error Bound
The following theorem proves the convergence properties of our PAPAL.

Theorem 6.2. By setting parameters vijuy = Ye—1, YTt < Vi—1(Te—1 + A2), Ve < Ye—1 (=1 + A2),
TMe—1 > M, e < 1 for any t > 1 and optimizing the sub-problem with errors bounded by d;1,0:2
mentioned above, iterates of our method satisfies

Z%Q (wi,w) <ymKL(pllps) — vr (7 + A2)KL(p|p7)

N 1
+nmiKL(ql|g5) — <7'T + A2 — 477> KL(qllq7)

k
+ 42%(1 + pe)e

t=1
2\ A H
( ) 5t,1+ 30+8L(pt) 575,1
pt (Xp;‘

+ Z’Yt
A1 8A10(qf)
+ ) " (/\2-1-) Opo+ | 34+ —— O],
Z o =

for any p € Qx(1),q € Qy(3) with probability at least 1 — § for sample size
M =0 (e ? [log(T6~") + dlog (1 + Lors(e, A1, A2)e 1))

in each iteration where d := max{m,n} , o, is the log-Sobolev coefficient of density p and o(p) denotes
(Ep[16]7])"2.

To obtain the complete convergence rate of the max-min gap, we need to specify the hyper-parameters
T¢, M, Ye and sub-problem error bound 6 1,d;2 for the minimax problem (2). By setting the input

parameters as
1 2 / 2 Aaft —t
ﬂt:ﬂzi 24275 — Ao /4+ A5 ), nt:Tt:mv Yt =4, (20)

and defining ¢(p) = min {%, Qp, 2(;(‘#}, ¢(¢) = min {%,aq, 2(;2#} as the upper bound of the inner
loop errors ¢ 1, 0¢,2, we are ready to provide the following outer loop error bound of our proposed algorithm
with an inexact solver. It is worth noting that the parameter selection in (20) meets the pre-conditions of
Theorem 6.2, in addition to satisfying u < 1 and pu? — (2 + A3)u + 1 = 0. Moreover, noticing that MNE
wy = (P«, ¢« ) satisfies Eq. (16) and combining the optimality condition in Lemma 4.1, we can deduce that
P« € Qx (1) and g, € Qy(3). Therefore, we derive the following convergence result by combining Theorem
6.2.

Corollary 6.3. Setting the parameters as Eq. (20) and assuming the sub-problem error bounds satisfy
max{0 1,0;2} < & min{c(p}), c(q;)YT =2/ for any fized positive integer J and € > 0 at each step-t, then

the maz-min gap between wr and Wy := argmax  Q(wr,w) satisfies
WEP2 (X)X P2(Y)
T
0 < Q(wr,wy) < 27'uu [KL(p7|lpo) + KL(g71q0)] + 8e + (10A1 + Ap +32)T . (21)
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with probability at least 1 — § for sample size
M =0 (e7? [log(T67") + dlog (1 + Lors(e, A1, A2)e )])

Z?:l Yt Wt

ST Moreover, our high probability convergence also
t=1 Tt

in each iteration where d = max{m,n} , wr =
holds under the KL-divergence

* 1 * * *
KL(p«|lp7) + gKL(q*Iqu) <pu"KL(gxllqg) + KL(p.|Ip5)]

+ A7 [8e+ (10A; + Ao +32)T 7], (22)
and the Wy distance as follows
1 2 2 4 T * *
5 * Pi) S KL (g« KL(p«
5 W2 ar, 4.) + W3 (pr, pe) Y T——— {1 [KL(gxlla5) + KL(plp5)]

+ A5 [Be+ (10A + A2 +32)T 7]} + 372,

with respect to the MNE w, = (p«,qs) of Eq. (2).

6.2.2 Inner Loop Error Bound

In the preceding sub-section, we made the assumption that the KL divergence between (g, p:) and (¢f, p;)
can be upper bounded by (d;,1,0;.2). In this sub-section, we provide evidence that the ULA algorithm
effectively constrains the inner error bound KL(p||p;), KL(g:|/g;) to a sufficiently small value (i.e. 41, 0¢.2)
within polynomial time. Specifically, we can show that the summation of quadratic function and bounded
function is log-Sobolev and ULA converges to log-Sobolev distribution efficiently.

Lemma 6.4. (Holley € Stroock, 1987) Consider a probability density p(6) on R% satisfying the log-Sobolev
inequality with a constant . For a bounded function H : R% — R, we let a probability density pg(0)
denote pp (0) := %. Then, pu(0) satisfies the log-Sobolev inequality with o/ exp (4]|H||s0)-

It is clear that Eq. (14) and (15) can be rewritten as a summation of a bounded function and quadratic
function. Lemma 6.4 shows that these two sub-problem can be log-Sobolev. For any ¢ > 0, we can

compute that the log-Sobolev constant for ¢;, p; are i—; exp (—%)7 % exp (—)\%)7 respectively, only

depending on the choice of A\; and A2 (Refer to Appendix Lemma C.1 for the constant estimation). The
next theorem shows the convergence rate.

Theorem 6.5. (Vempala & Wibisono, 2019) Assume that f(0) is smooth and has Ly -Lipschitz gradient,
and consider a probability density p(0) x exp (—f(0)) satisfying the log-Sobolev inequality with constant «,

ULA with step size 0 < v < ;% satisfies KL(py||p) < e **KL(po|p) + Sudo Ly
1

=, where dyg is the dimension.

6.2.3 Global Convergence

By leveraging Corollary 6.3 and Theorem 6.5, we are now ready to provide the global convergence of
PAPAL. The ensuing theorem establishes the global error bound, achieved through the acquisition of a
pair of %min{c(pf), c(g;)}T—%’-approximate sub-problem solutions (p;, ¢;) under metrics KL(-|p}) and
KL(+||¢;) at each step-t, along the trajectory of ULA.

Theorem 6.6. Let € be the desired accuracy and set the parameters v, ng, T¢, pt as in Eq. (20). Assuming
Assumptions [A;], [Az] and [Ag], executing Langevin algorithm with step size

t=0(min<1 )\—% Ao
- "A3 S d*(Ly + A1)%exp (30/X2)

forT, =0 (L_l)\l_l[)\g exp (30/X2) log(e™1)]) iterations on the inner loop yeilds an e-mized Nash equilib-

riums: max Q(w,w) < € with probability at least 1 — § when running Algorithm 1 for iterations
WEP2 (X)X P2(Y)

given by

7 =0 (max {log (1+A71)e ") g7 (Aa), (32 + 10A + Aa)e /7 })

and sample size M = © (6_2 [log (T(S_l) + dlog (1 + Lors(e, M\, )\2)6_1)]) on the outer loop, where d =
max{m,n}.
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Then we obtain the computation time T' = ©(max{log(e ")\, !, e %/7}) if Ay — 0, which indicates
the limiting behavior of vanishing entropy regularizer. The dependence on A5 Yin our convergence rate is
a direct consequence of the classical LSI perturbation lemma (Holley & Stroock, 1987), which is likely
unavoidable for Langevin-based methods in the most general setting (Menz & Schlichting, 2014). Moreover,
according to Eq. (19), theorem 6.6 can also control KL(p||p*) and KL(g||¢*) similarly. In addition, based
on Corollary 6.3, we can also propose the following global convergence under metrics KL(p.||-), KL(g«]|-)
and W (-, ps), Wa(, g+) with respect to MNE w, = (p«, ¢+) of Eq. (2).

Corollary 6.7. Let € be the desired accuracy. Under Assumptions [A;], [Ag] and [As], if we execute
3 4 2
ULA with a step size of 1 = © (min{)‘ 2 } 2o

T}ﬁ max{mn)2(Ls T oxp (30753 for
T: = 0O (AT A2 exp (30/A2) log( Ay 'e 1))

iterations on the inner loop, we can approzimate an e-accurate KL divergence: KL(p.||py)+2KL(q.|q}) < €
with probability no less than 1 — § when running Algorithm 1 for iterations T and sample size M satisfy

T=0 (max {log ((A26)7 ) g7 (A2), (32+10A; + ,\2)(,\26)*1/J}) ’

M =0 (A% [log(T§ ) + dlog (1 + Lora(A2e, A1, Aa))])

on the outer loop with respect to the MNE w, = (p«,qs) of (2), where d = max{m,n}. Furthermore,
noting that pr and qr satisfying max{KL(pr||p%), KL(gr|l¢;)} < O(A3€?), we can also approzimate
an e-accurate Wy distance: W3(pr,p.) + %Wf(qT,q*) < e with similar high probability when running
Algorithm 1 for iterations T and sample size M satisfy

r=e (maX {log (@A, 22)) ™) g7 (N2), (324 10A1 + A2) (G( A1, /\2)6)71”}) :

M =0 (372(M, Ao)e 2 [log(Td™ 1) + dlog (1 + Lora(§(A1, A2)e, A1y A2))] )
on the outer loop where §(A1, Az) := min {1, A2, A\1(A2) ' exp{—12(A2) "'} }.

6.3 Convergence of Stochastic PAPAL

In this subsection, we consider the stochastic version of Eq.(2) as follows

where X = R™,) = R", and the stochastic component G(x,y,£) is indexed by some random vector
¢ whose probability distribution p is supported on A C R? and G : X x A — R. We assume that the
expectation

E[G(z,y,£)] = /A Gy, €)dplE), (24)

is well defined and finite valued for every (x,y) € X x Y. To prevent ambiguity, we will continue to use
L(p, q) to denote Ep,)Eqey)[f(x,y)] + R(p) — R(q)-
For stochastic version, we have additional assumptions,

[A4] There exists Lo such that G(-,-,&) is Lo-Lipschitz for any & € A.
[As] For any £ € A, G(,-, &) has Ly —Lipschitz gradient.
[Ag] For any z,y € X x Y and £ € A, |G(z,y,&)| < 1.

To accommodate the problem setting Eq. (23), we need to make some straightforward modifications to the
deterministic PAPAL algorithm: we replace function ¢, with (QZA)t)EN = —(14+u)Ep,_, [% Zf;l G(,y, &) |+

wls, {% va:l G(-,y,fm)}, and QZ)t with (1/Azt)§N = Eg, [% Zf\il G(-, y,gm)} in each iteration ¢ of the
Algorithm 1, where (§;1,--- , & ~) denote N i.i.d random variables, depending on ¢-th update with & ; = &
for any ¢ € [1: N].
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6.3.1 Outer Loop Error Bound

In order to simplify the notation of our formula, we also assume that the KL divergence between (g, pt)
and (g7, pf) can be bounded by small errors (d;1,d:2) at each step-t. As an extension of Corollary 6.3
in the stochastic version, the following lemma provides the high-probability global convergence of the
stochastic PAPAL algorithm under the condition of sufficiently small inner loop error.

Lemma 6.8. Setting the parameters i, e, T¢, pt as in Eq. (20) and assuming the sub-problem error
bounds satisfy max{0;1,6;2} < 3min{c(p}),c(q;)}T =2/ for any fized positive integer J and € > 0
at each step-t. If Assumptions [A;], [As] and [Ag] hold, then the maz-min gap between wr and
wh = argmax  Q(wr,w) satisfies

wWEP2 (X)X P2(Y)

I Y

[KL(p% [|lpo) + KL(G5||q0)] + 126 + (10A; 4+ Ao + 32)T7. (25)

with probability at least 1 — § for sample size
M =N =0 (e?[log(2T6") + dlog (1 + Lors(e, A1, A2)e )]),

T
in each iteration where d = max{m,n} , wr = 2:7“177;71& In addition, our high probability convergence

t=1 1t

also holds under the KL-divergence

* 1 * * *
KL(p«|lpr) + iKL(Q*HqT) <p" KL(gullqg) + KL(p«[Ip5)]

+ A" [12e 4 (10A; + A2 +32)T 7], (26)
and the Wy distance as follows
1 2 2 4 T * *
- . Px) S———— KL(g« KL(p«
5W2 (ar, 4.) + W2 (pr, p.) min{aps o] {1" [KL(g.llg5) + KL(p|Ip5)]

+ A3 [126 + (10A; + Ao + 32)T 7]} + 3727,
with respect to the MNE w, = (p«, q«) of Eq. (23).
For the inner loop, the stochastic version is equivalent to the deterministic one (refer 6.2.2). Thus, we
omit the discussion of the inner loop error bound for Stochastic PAPAL.

6.3.2 Global Convergence

Theorem 6.9. Let € be the desired accuracy. Under Assumptions [A;], [A5] and [Ag], if we run Langevin
algorithm with step size 1 = © (min{l, i‘\—%} d2(L1+>\>;1)§‘2Ci (30/>\2)) for Ty = © (fl)\fl[)\g exp (30/\2)

1og(e_1)]) iterations on the inner loop, then we can achieve an e-mized Nash equilibrium.:

max w,w) < €
wEP2 (X)X P2(Y)

with probability at least 1 — § when running Algorithm 1 for iterations
T = 0 (max {log ((1+251)¢ ™) g7 (Aa), (32 + 10\ + Ao)e /7 }),
and sample size
M =N =0 (e?[log (216 ") + dlog (1 + Lors(e, A1, A2)e 1)])

on the outer loop, where d = max{m,n} .

Similar to the conclusion of Corollary 6.7 in the deterministic setting, the stochastic PAPAL algorithm
also exhibits global convergence properties with respect to the KL divergence and W5 distance of MNE

Wy = (pw%:)-
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Corollary 6.10. Let ¢ be the desired accuracy. Under Assumptions [A;], [A5] and [Ag], if we execute
3 4 .2

ULA with a step size of 1 = © (min{i—;, %} 2a¢
2

(max{m,n})z(L12-‘r>\1)2 exp (30/Az2) for
Ty = 0O (' AT A2 exp (30/A2) log (A Te 1))

iterations on the inner loop, we can approzimate an e-accurate KL divergence: KL(p.||py)+1KL(q.|¢}) < €
with probability no less than 1 —§ when running Algorithm 1 for iterations T and sample size M, N satisfy

T = 0 (max {log (A20) ") g7 (Aa), (32+10A1 + o) (Rae) /7 }),

M =N =0 (X722 [log(T5 ") + dlog (1 + Lors(A2e, A1, A2))])

on the outer loop with respect to the MNE wy, = (p«,q+) of (2), where d = max{m,n}. Furthermore,
noting that pr and qr satisfying max{KL(pr||p%), KL(¢r||¢3)} < O(A3€?), we can also approzimate
an e-accurate Wy distance: W3 (pr,ps) + %W;(qT,q*) < € with similar high probability when running
Algorithm 1 for iterations T and sample size M, N satisfy

T =6 (max {log (5001, A2)e) ) g7 (h2), (32+10A + A2)(G(An, o)) M7} )

M =N =0 (5 (A1, A2)e * [log(T6 ") + dlog (1 + Lors(§(A1, A2)e, A1, A2))])
on the outer loop where G(A1, A2) :=min {1, A2, A1 (A2) "t exp{—12(X2) "} }.

7 Conclusion

We propose a particle-based algorithm — PAPAL to solve min-max problems in continuous probability
space. This algorithm explores the global convergence property for finding general mixed Nash equilibria
in infinite-dimensional two-player zero-sum games. We provide a quantitative computation and sample
complexity analysis of PAPAL with a suitable entropy regularization, which first shows the feasibility of
an implementable particle-based algorithm in this task.
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A Auxiliary lemmas

Proposition A.1. (Bakry & Emery, 2006) Consider a probability density p(0) « exp (—f(0)), where
f:R¥ — R is a smooth function. If there exists a > 0 such that V2f = aly,, then p(0) satisfies
log-Sobolev inequality with c.

Definition A.2 (Talagrand’s inequality). We say that a probability density p(f) satisfies Talagrand’s
inequality (Talagrand, 1995) with a constant o > 0 if for any probability density p'(0), $W3(',p) <
KL(p'||p), where Wa(p', p) denotes the 2-Wasserstein distance between p’(6) and p(6).

Lemma A.3. (Bobkov, Gentil, & Ledouz, 2001; Otto & Villani, 2000) If a probability density p(0) satisfies
the log-Sobolev inequality with a constant o > 0, then p(0) satisfies Talagrand’s inequality with the same a.

Theorem A.4. (Vempala & Wibisono, 2019) Assume f(0) is smooth and has Li-Lipschitz gradient, and
consider a probability density p(0) o« exp (—f(0)) satisfying the log-Sobolev inequality with constant «,
ULA with step size 0 < 1 < 37> satisfies

1

8udgL?

KL(py|[p) < e **KL(po|lp) + (27)

Lemma A.5 (Tail bound for Chi-squared variable Laurent and Massart (2000)). Let 8 ~ N(0,021,,) be
a Gaussian random variable on R% . Then, we obtain

P[||0]*> > 2¢] < exp (— )7 Ve > dgo?. (28)

c
1002
Lemma A.6 (Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 1963)). Let X, X;,--- , Xas be i.i.d random variables
taking values in [—a,a] for a > 0. Then, for any p > 0, we get

]P’l >p] < 2exp <—p2M>. (29)

2a?
B Existence of Mixed Nash Equilibrium

1 M
37 2 Xr —E[X]
r=1

Proof of Theorem 5.1. For the purpose of ensuring a seamless proof, it is necessary to introduce the
following lemma.

Lemma B.1. The following set

P(g,L,RY) := {p ‘R 5 RT

p<gae onRY peBL), / p(r)de =1 } ) (30)
Rd

i a covexr compact set where

max Mng,VkeN+},

zyeBL(0) |lz —yll

B(L‘):_{f:RdHIR{

g€ LY and L :={L}$2,.
Proof. Tt is easy to notice that P(g, £,R%) is convex. Considering the infinite sets {p,}5>, C P(g, £, R%)
and {Bn (0) C Rd}zozl, we proceed to construct a subsequence of {p,}52; in the following manner:

1. Applying the Arzela—Ascoli theorem, we ascertain the existence of a subsequence {p1,}32; of
{Pn}oZ1, which converges uniformly to p*|p, gy on B1(0). Moreover, p*|p, oy satisfies the Lipschitz
condition:

Ip*[B,(0)(2) — P*[B,(0) (¥)]

< L.
@,y B1(0) lz =yl

2. For k € [1 : c0), we employ the Arzela—Ascoli theorem once again to obtain a subsequence
{Part1n sy of {Prn 52, which converges uniformly to p*|p, ., (o) on By 1(0).Furthermore, p*|p, ., (0)
satisfies the Lipschitz condition:

max "1 B141(0) (%) = 1" [ Brsa () ()] < L.

,y€ By +1(0) lz =yl
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As a result, we can establish the existence of a subsequence {pgr}52; of {pn}52;, which converges to p*
a.e. on R?. Noting g() belongs to L', then it’s intuitive that p* € L' and ||pgx — p*||z+ — 0 by using
dominate convergence theorem, which indicates that p* € P(g, £, R?). O

Note that the following two expressions are equivalent

1.
ﬁ = argmin Ep(:c)Eg?(y) [f(l‘, y)} + R(p) - R(Q)’ (31)
pEP(R™)
(j = argmin Eﬁ(z)]Eq(u) [f(d?, y)} + R(ﬁ) - R(Q) (32)
q€P2(R™)
2.
pocexp {—(A2) ! [Equ[f (z, )] + Mll2*] } (33)
g ocexp {—(Na) ™t [~Ep) [f (2, 9)] + M llyl?] } (34)

for any (p,q) € P2(R™) x P2(R™). Therefore, we denote operator F(p,q) : P2(R™) x P(R™) —
P2 (R™) x Po(R™) as

exp{—(X2) ! [Eqp [F (@ 0)]+ A1 l|2]12] }

F(p.q) = exp{—(/\z)1[—EP§Z[f(w,y)]+/\1ly|2]} ’ (35)

where Z, and Z, represent the normalization factors. Specifically,
Zg :/n exp {*(/\2)*1 [Eq [f (2, 9)] + >\1”IH2] } da, (36)
Z, :/m exp {— ()1 [“ By [f (2, 1)) + A [ly]2] } dy. -

Hence, to establish the proof of the theorem, it is sufficient to demonstrate the existence of a fixed

point for the operator F. As established by Lemma B.1, P(g,£,R%) is a compact set for fixed g

and L. Therefore, the next step is to prove that for any (p,q) € P(R™) x P(R™), F(p,q) belongs to

P(gp, Lp, R™) x P(gq, Lq, R™) where the selection of g, g, and L,, L, depends on following estimation.

For simplicity, we define (F;(p,q), Fy(p,q)) = F(p,q). The formulation of Eq. (35) implies that
VoFo(p,q) == (Na) 7" [Eyy) [Vaf(2,9)] + 2\iz] Fulp, q),

VyFy(,q) == (A2) ™" [“Epa) [Vy f (@,9)] + 2X\1y] Fy(p,q).

According to Assumption 1 and Proposition B.2, we have

Fu(p,q) <Z;  exp{(A2) 7" [1 = Ai]l2)*]} < v exp {=(A2) " Arllz)*},
Fy(p,q) <Z;  exp{(X2) " [L = Allyl*]} < ymexp {—(X2) " Arllyl?}

(38)

and

;Ielﬂaéﬁ ||VIFI(p7 Q)H S’Ym |:()\2)_1L0 + (2)\1)1/2()\2)_1/2} 7

miax [V, Fy (p.0)| v | ()™ Lo + (200)2(00) /2]

m/2 n/2
where 7,, = (;‘—i) 72 exp {2(X2) 7L}, v = ()‘—1> 7~ "/2exp {2(A\2) 71 }. Hence, we can choose

9p(@) == exp {—(A2) " A1 [|z[?},
9q(y) ==y exp {—(A2) " AillylI*},

and
Lyk =7m [(02) Lo+ (20)2(22) /2],

Lok = [(02) " Lo + M) /2(00) 2] |
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for any k € NT. We have completed the proof w.r.t that F(p,q) is a continuous mapping (refer to
Proposition B.3) from the convex compact set P(gp, Ly, R™) x P(gq, Lq, R™) onto itself. Noticing that
(M (0, (2A1) 7" AaL,y,) , NV (0, (201) 7T A2L, ) ) belongs to P(gp, £, R™) x P(gq, Lq, R™), then we finish the
proof by combining Brouwer fixed-point theorem. O

Proposition B.2 aims to demonstrate that the probability density function F,(p,q) and F(p, q) fall
within functions family B(£) which has been mentioned in Lemma B.1. Proposition B.3 is proposed to
establish the continuity of the operator F(p,q).

Proposition B.2. We have
| expl=AlalPba = ()22, (39)
grcré%>§|\x||exp{—>\||$||2} < (207 exp{-1/2}. (40)
Proof. Considering z € R?, we obtain
/Rz exp{—\||z||*}dz = 27 /000 rexp{—Ar?}dr

=\t (41)
Therefore, we derive Eq. (39) by using the fact that

d/2
[ estoAlalPyas = | [ ep(-alalyas] )
R4 R2
Notice that function g(r) = rexp{—Xr?} for r > 0 attains maximum when r = (2A)~/2. Hence, Eq. (40)
is deduced from g(r) < (2A)~'/? exp{—1/2} directly. O

Proposition B.3. Assuming Assumption [A;] holds, the operator F(p,q) is L' continuous w.r.t (p,q) €
P(R™) x P(R™) under || - ||1:-

Proof. Without loss of generality, it is sufficient to provide the continuity proof for one side of p. For
simplicity, we denote Fp(y) = exp {—(X2) ™' [~Epw) [f (2, 9)] + Aillyl|?]} and ¢(A) = exp{3A~'1}A~L.
According to

I1F, = Byl [ €O Byl 09)) = By [Fal [ exp{=000)~ Ny}l

<COlp =7l | exp{=0) " Nyl (13)

where (a) follows from the fact that |exp{z} — exp{y}| < exp{3c}|z — y| for any x,y € [—¢, ] and ¢ > 0,
we have

|Zp = Zy| S| Fp = Fyllnr < CO2)llp — 9|2 /R exp{—(A2) " A [ly[*}dy. (44)
Combining Eq. (43) and Eq. (44), we obtain
H(Zp)ilﬁp - (Zp')ilﬁp’

<(Zy) ™" |12 = Zy| + 1y = Pyl

<C(A2/2)llp = "Il (45)

C Outer Loop Error Bound

For simplicity, we define w := (p, q), w := (P, q), and
Q(w, w) = Ep[[|x]1*] + A2E(p) + Ep g Lf (=, )] — /\1Eq[||y||2] — A2€(q)
— MEp (1217 + XeE(p) + Eq) [f( 9] = MEq(llyl?] = XE(q)], (46)

0.(C) = {p<x> € Po(R™) ]p<x> oc e~ @ =34l } (47)

0,(C) = {q<y> € Py(EY)

- C
aly) o ORI g /\2}7 (48)
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for some positive constant C. Moreover, we denote that
F3(0) = [ (60 + Mol )pla)ds + XaE o)
X
@) = [ (60)+ MIyP)alw)y + et o)
y
forany v : X - R,¢:Y — R,

BiLiny(p,q / /X o7 ,¥)q(y)dzdy, (49)

forany f: X xY >R, p: X >R and ¢q:)Y — R. In addition, we introduce some elementary symbols
for p(z) € P2(X) satisfying LSI with constant a,, and ¢(y) € P2(Y) satisfying LSI with constant «,, and
0> 0:

Err?(5) i= [Ag + %] 5+ [30 + 8>\\1/27(p)} Vs,

Qp

Erry(9) := [AQ + Al] o+ [34+ 8/\\1/02 )] V6.

Qq Qq

We say a density function p satisfies log-Sobolev inequality with a constant «, i.e.
2
E,[g* log(g”)] — Eplg*]log Ey[g”] < —E,[|[Vg]’] (50)
P

In addition, we define o (p) := (E,[||0]|?])!/? for any p € Po(II). Recalling that our algorithm updates p;
and ¢; according to

g; = argmin E [6:()] + MEq[lly]1%] + A2€(q) + 7KL(qllg;_y), (51)

p; = arg m}}n]Ep[if%(ﬂf)} + MEp[[|2]%] + A2€ (p) + KL (pllp; 1), (52)

where ¢ (y) = —(1+ ) Ep, . [f(z, )] +pBp, _,[f (2, )], ¥ (x) = Eg,[f (2, )], pr and g; are the approximate
solutions of p; and ¢;. The following Lemma summarizes the property of p;(z) and ¢; (y) at each step-t.

Lemma C.1. Assume p; <1 for all t >0, then p;(z) and g (y) satisfy

pi(x) € Qu(1), ¢; (y) € Qy(3). (53)
Proof. Note that
[pelloe <3, [[Ptllo < 1. (54)
When p; < 1 uniformly, we have
®) 5 2 (t=1)
WO) =5 {4+ Ml + 7D )}
)\2 1 - )\1 2} Tt t—1
— + = + ——hl7(y), 55
s { o+ P+ ) (55)
1 o
) () — Allel2 4 pea=1)
90 () =5 {e@) + Mllel? £ mg D )
AQ 1 ~ Al 2} (t 1)
—y(z) + M , 56
S + el + g ) (56)
6t (y) cexp (=h (), pi () < exp (—g (@) . (57)
Suppose that p;_;(z) € Q. (1),¢;/_1(y) € Qy(3) which indicates that g'~!(x) = —l1 ,—1(x) — %H:EHQ
with [[l11-1]c0 < )%2 and h'=Y(y) = —la1-1(y) — ﬁ—;”y”2 with [[l2,1—1]c0 < )\%, we obtain
/\2 1 - s 1
l < — + l < —,
el % 52 550+ e Wil < 5
A2 77 1
l < 2t-1]o0 < —. 58
ol < 520 o]+ el < 5 59
Hence, the desired results can be obtained by comblnlng the fact that p§(z) € Q.(1), ¢f(v) € Qy(3) and
mathematical induction. O
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We use Lemma C.2 to deal with the error bound between inexact solution p; and exact solution p; (as
well as ¢; and ¢;) in Theorem C.4.

1(0) — 3210]1%) with bounded I : R% — R which
S (Rde) we have

Lemma C.2. Assume a probability density p(f) o exp
satisfies ||l||L~ < C, then for all probability density p(0

4)\10’

a
)
Ep) - e<><KLp|p+(c+ ) KL(l), (59)

J 101 - poyio <2 KLl + 272 VRLGTR) (60)

Proof. According to the definition of £(-), we obtain
&) ~ £() =KLiplp) + [ og(p(6)(p ~ p)(6)ds
—1lp) + [ (16)+ 2101 ) - po)as
<KLiplp) + Clp = plrv + 51 [ 1012 - (00, (61)

Therefore, in order to complete the proof, we just need to bound U 16112 (p —ﬁ)(@)d@’. Letting p(6,6")
denote an optimal coupling between p(6) and p(0), we have

/ 1612( — ) (6)d6 = / 10'125(8") 0" — / 16]1%p(6)de

_ //(<9' —0,0 + 0))p(0,0")d0do’

= [[ -l =01 + 206"~ 0.0))010,0' 028

<2Wa (p, p)(E5[[10]*])"/2, (62)
where the last inequality in Eq. (62) follows from Holder’s inequality. Then, applying Eq. (62) on Eq. (61)

and combining Talagrand’s inequality A.2, Pinsker’s inequality ||p — p|lrv < +/KL(p||p)/2, we conclude
Eq. (59). On the other hand, we can obtain

J 1612w~ p)erio = [ 1o1p0)as [ 16 5t6)e
= [ o1 = 1812 010, apas
:/ (|6 — 0'||> +2(0 — 0", 60"))p(0,60")dOde’
<WE(p,5) + 2Wa(p, D) E 102/, (63)

where the last inequality in Eq. (63) follows from Hélder’s inequality as well. Finally, we deduce Eq. (60)
by combining Eq. (63) and Talagrand’s inequality A.2. O

Lemma 4.1 describe the form of optimal solution in each iteration which inplies that if p; ; and ¢;_;
are proximal Gibbs distribution, then p; and ¢; have the similar expression as well.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. For simplicity, assume that

F(p') = Ep[U(0)] + AE(p) + 7KL [1p), (64)

for any p’ € P(II).
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Clearly, p € P(I1) and p(8) o (5(6)) = exp {— X ;71(9)}. Hence, for any p' € P(I1),
F(p') =Ep [1(0)] + A(p') + TKL('[|p)
—B,[10)] + A£(6) + TKL(p) + [ (' = p)O)[16) ~ T los(p(0)) a8
+ A+ 7)EWR) - ED)]
=F(p) + /(p’ = p)[=(A+7)log(p)](0)do + (A + T)[EP) — E(p)]
=F(p) + (A + 7)KL(¥'[|p) > F(p). (65)
O

By choosing () = f(0) 4+ A\1]|0]|* and the probability density p(f) o exp (—i(@)), we obtain that the
minimizer of

Ep[f(O)] + ME,[[I6]°] + A (p) + 7KL (pl|p),

on P(IN) is p o exp(— x5 £(0) — x351(0) — 25116117 -
Lemma C.3 indicates the property of optimal solution in each step-t, which plays a crucial role in
evaluating the outer loop error bound (in Theorem C.4).

Lemma C.3. Assume that | : 11 — R. If
p = argmin{E, [I(0)] + pn&(p) + KL(p[p)}, (66)

then
E5[1(0)] + € (D) + KL(p[p) + (v + DKL(pl|p) = Ep[l(6)] + n&(p) + KL(p[|p), Vp € P.

Proof. The conclusion of this lemma can be derived directly from Eq. (65) by applying A = p and
T=1. O

Theorem C.4 (Long Version of Theorem 6.2). Assuming Assumptions [A;], [Ag] and [As] hold, we set

Vbt = V-1, (67)
YiTe < Yee1(Te—1 + A2), (68)
Yt < Ye—1(Me—1 + A2), (69)
TiMe—1 2> it (70)
Ht < 1a (71)
and assume that subproblem error bounds at each step-t satisfy
KL(pe|lpr) < 0e1, KL(aellgi) < 6z, (72)
then
Z 1 Q(we, w) <ymKL(pllps) — v (ke + A2)KL(pllpk) + 17 KL(gll45)
( + A L ) KL(qllqf)
_ . -
Ve | Tk 2 e 41|49k
k
+3 [4(1 + pe)e + B, (6,1) + Errg (5@2)} , (73)
t=1

for any € > 0 and p € Qi(Ch),q € Qy(Ca) with probability at least 1 — § for sample size M =
O(e 2[log(T671) + dlog(1 + Lormax{cy,ca} (6 A1, A2)e™1)]) in each iteration where d = max{m,n} and

ro(e, A1, Ag) := 8\/% max{log(e~1),m,n}. Moreover, we have

1
o (74 de = o) KL@ai) <nmKL-l5) + 1 KL )

+ Z’yt (14 pe)e + Errps (04,1) + Errgs (0, 2)} (74)

23



and

1
— — | KLpipi_1) < KL(p«||pg) + 1111 KL (¢« |95
o (= gt ) KLOEIE ) <KL 55) + 1 KL a4
k
+ >y [4(1 + pe)e + Errpe (6,1) + Brrgg (6,2)] (75)
t=1

with respect to the MNE w, = (p«,qs) of Eq. (2).

Proof. By applying Lemma C.3 to Eq. (51) and Eq. (52), we can obtain the following equalities

F2(a7) = F (9) = m[KL(gllgi—1) — KL(g7 [lg;—1)] = (7 + A2)KL(gll7), (76)
7 (p7) = Fy (p) = ni[KL(pllp;-1) — KL(p;llpi-1)] — (0 + A2)KL(p|lp7)- (77)

According to Eq. (76), we have

FY (q) = FY (q) =FY. (a}) ~ FY. (@) — |FY (a7) — FY. (a)
=73[KL(qllqf_1) — KL(¢{ llgi_1)] — (7t + A2)KL(q|lq})
Y / 12 (ae — @) ()dy + Aol(ECar) — £(a7))

a

+ / )@ — a))dy. (78)
b

It is worth noting that we can derive the following inequality from Eq. (71)

/ $w) (@ — )W)y < 3]g} — aellrv < 3VEL@). (79)

Next, we apply Lemma C.2 to (a) and bound Eq. (79) in (b) of Eq. (78). This allows us to propose the
estimation as follows

F? (a) = F? (¢) <mi[KL(qllg; 1) = KL(gf llgi-1)] — (72 + A2)KL(qll7)

[on [on
2\ 8\ ¥
+ [)\2 + 1} Oto+ |6+ M V0t 2. (80)
Qq; V%

Likewise, we can deduce that

F7 (p7) = Ff (p) <me[KL(pllpi—1) — KL(p¢ ;1)) = (e + A2)KL(pl[p})

2)\1 8/\10’(])2‘)
+ [N+ ] 61+ |24+ ——5| /b1 (81)
[ Qpy v/ Op;

By utilizing the boundedness of f and carefully selecting constants C7, Ca, we can adjust the number of
sampling points for both p; and §; to obtain the following result

|B1L1nf(pt - ﬁta Q)| <k, |B1L1nf(p7 qt — (jt)| <k, (82)

with probability 1 — § for all ¢(y) € Qy(Cs), p(x) € Qx(Cy) uniformly (Refer to Lemma 6.1 in Appendix
F). In order to deal with finite particles, we denote ¢(y) = —(1 + pe)Ep, , [f(z,y)] + Ep, L [f(z, y)],
Yi(x) = Eq,[f(x,y)]. Therefore, summing up these inequalities in Eq. (80), Eq. (81) and using the
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definition of the Max-Min gap function @, we have

Q(w, w) + BiLing ((pt — pr—1) — pe(Pr—1 — Pt—2), @ — q)
=F} (q:) — F3,(q9) + Fy, (p:) — Fy,(p)

= /(@ —60)W)a; — a)(y)dy + /(¢t — 60 (W) (ar — ;) (y)dy
bounded by Eq. (82) bounded by Pinsker’s inequality
+ /(% — ) (2)(p; — p)(x)dx + /wt — ) (@) (pe — p}) (w)da

bounded by Eq. (82) bounded by Pinsker’s inequality

+F7 (a) = F7 (a) + Ff (p) = F (p)

d
<4(1 + pe)e + 7 [KL(qllgi—1) — KL(g; lgi—1)] — (7 + A2)KL(qllqf)
+ m[KL(pllpi—1) — KL(pt[lpi—1)] — (m + A2)KL(pllpy) + {Ag + 1] 8ia

8>\10(q )

V012, (83)

+

18+ ——=

6+ 8A\1/07pt]\ﬁ+[

where equality (c) follows from the expression of @ and inequality (d) is deduced from plugging Eq. (80)
into Eq. (81).
Notice that

21
}5152-&-

BiLing ((ps — pi—1) — e(Pe—1 — Pe—2), @ — q)
=BiLins(ps — pi-1, ¢ — @) — puBiLing(p—1 — pe—2, qt—1 — q)
+ ,utBiLinf(ptq — Dt—2, Gt—1 — Gt)- (84)

Moreover, we can derive
BiLing ((p; — pi_1) = me(pio1 — pi_2), 47 — q)
— BiLing ((pt — pe—1) — pt(De—1 — Pe—2), @ — q)

8 [\/ 0t1+ v/ 0r—1,1 +\/0t—21 + 5t,2} ; (85)

where Eq. (85) follows from

BiLins ((p; — pi_1) — me(pi_1 — Pi_a), 45 — q)
— BiLins ((pr — pt—1) — te(Pe—1 — Pr—2),qt — )

=BiLing ((p; = pi) — (1 + pe) (0F—1 — pe1) + e (Di—2 — Pr—2), ¢; — q)
+ BiLing ((pr — pe—1) — pe(Pe—1 — Pe—2),4f — qt)

e
<L2[llp; — pellrv + (L + pe)llpf—1 — pe-1llTv
+ pllpi—e — pe—2llrv + (1 + p)llgr — aellov], (86)

and Inequality (e) can be deduced from the boundness of [ f(z,y)(q; — q)(y)dy, [ f(z,y)(pr — pi—1)(x)dz

and [ f(z,y)(pi—1 — pr—2)(zx)dz.
By applying p;_o,p;_1, 05, q;_1,¢; to Eq. (84), and then combining the two aforementioned relations
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Eq. (83) and Eq. (85), we can multiply both sides of the resulting inquality by 7: > 0 to obtain

k
Z'Yt@(wty Z [ KL(pllpi_1) — (m + A2)KL(plp;)]
- k k
+ ) wlmKL(gllg 1) = (7 + A)KL(gllg?)] + 4> (1 + e
t=1 t=1
k
+ ) v [weBiLing(p;_y — pi_o,qi—1 — q) — BiLing(p} — pi_1,q; — q)]
t=1
k
= 7 [mKL(gf g7 ) + meKL(p} Ip}_1) + meBiLing (1 — p} 0, i1 — 7))
t=1
k
+ Z Ve [Err';z (00,1) + Errgz (01,2)] - (87)
t=1

Taking into account Eq. (67)-(69) and the fact that p§ = p*; and ¢ = ¢*,, the above inequality Eq. (87)
implies that

Z%Q wi, w) <ymKL(p[pg) — e (e + A2)KL(p|Ipk)

k
+1mKL(qllg5) — k(7 + A)KL(gllgp) + 4> 31+ e
t=1
k
= > [PKL( llgi-1) + KL |pi—1) + puBiLing (07 — p} .47 1 — ;)]
t=1
k
— wBiLing (0} — 1. a5 — @) + > [Errzz (8¢1) + Enr, (5t,2)} . (88)
t=1

By Eq. (67) and Eq. (70), we have

M-

Ye [KL(q; la7_1) + neKL(pf lp;_1) + peBiLing (p;_y — p}_0.q; 1 — 47 )]

-
> |

1

f
< [vereKL(q7 g7 1) + ve—1me—1 KL} [P} _2)
t=2
—vepellpi_y — pi_allevllaiy — afllvv] — weneKL(pgllpk_1)
g * *
< — e KL(pg lpp—1)s (89)

where the inequality (f) follows from

BiLing(pi_y = pi_2: @71 — @) < [Pi—1 = Pi-2llviieizs — g/ llvv, (90)

and the inequality (g) is derived from the Pinsker’s inequality and the parameter settings in Eq. (67) and
Eq. (70).
Combining the two inequalities Eq. (88) and Eq. (89), we obtain

Z%Q we, w) <nmKL(p[pg) — (e + A2)KL(pllpi) + 111 KL(q] 45)
— (T + A2)KL(qllgr) — vemeKL(pg Pk —1) — veBiLing (pf, — pr_1, g — @)

k k
4D L+ e+ 30 [Brrg (8u1) + Brrle (61,2)] (91)
t=1 t=1
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The result in Eq. (73) then follows from the above inequality (91) and the fact that by Eq. (70),

— (7 + A2)KL(qllgr) — meKL(px[pk—1) — BiLing (py, — pr_1, ax — )
< — (7 + )KL (gllg}) — KL 177 _1) + /KL llp_)y/KLallag)

1
<= (m+de - o ) Kilalai) (92)

Fixing w = w, in the above inequality (91) and combining Eq. (92), we obtain the result in Eq. (74).
Finally, Eq. (75) is concluded from similar ideas,

— (7 + A2)KL(qllgr) — meKL(px [Pk 1) — BiLing (py, — pr_1, ax — )
< — (7 + X)KL(gllg7) — KL 97 _1) + /KL lIp )/ KL(allgg)

1 * *
<= (- gy ) KL ), (99)

O

Based on Theorem C.4, we will provide specific instantiation methods for parameters {7 }F_;, {n: }5_1, {7 }5_;.
Additionally, leveraging Theorem 6.5, we can control the error bounds {6;1}% 1, {8;2}F_; (refer to Theo-
rem C.4) of sub-problems. By merging these two aspects, we can achieve a globally convergent result for
solving the minimax problem with accelerated convergence rates. Our goal is to establish the convergence
of the Max-Min gap, as evaluated at the output solution

k
o E:t:1 YWt
Wk = ~—(—x%
PO

will ultimately converge to zero. In addition, We will establish the last iterate convergence of the PAPAL
algorithm by considering the KL distance between wj, and w, in KL divergence, as well as the W5 distance
between wy, and wy.

For Corollary 6.3, we have the KL distance estimation:

; (94)

* 1 * * *
KL(p«|lp7) + 5KL(ax[lar) <p" [KL(g:llg5) + KL(p|1p5)]
+ A" [8e+ (10A + X2 +32)T 7], (95)

and the Wasserstein distance estimation:

1

7W22(QT, 11*) + W22(pTap*) <

> L {7 (KL ) + KL )]

min{ap*T, Oéq;,
+ A5 [Be+ (10A + A2 +32)T 7]} + 372, (96)
with respect to the MNE w, = (ps, ¢«) of Eq. (2).

Proof of Corollary 6.3. According to the sub-problem error bound, we have

2\ 8\ * 2\ 8\ x
1575,1 <nT2 M\/ 5rq < AMT Y, 715t,2 <nT7?, M\/ St < 4ANMT ™.
Oépf A /Oép: Oéqz A /aq;«

Notice that Q(w,w) is convex with respect to @ given a fixing w.
According to Jensen’s inequality, we have

_ ZtT:1 Y Q(w, w)
yw) <
Q(wT w) 23;1 Yt

for any w € Pa(X) x P2()). Moreover, under problem setting in Eq. 2 and the optimality condition,
we can derive that p, € Q,(C),q. € Q,(C) when w, exists, and p* € Q,(C),q* € Q,(C) for any
w = (p,q) € P(X) x P(Y) with C =1 (see coefficient C in (47) and (48)).

: (97)
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Therefore, Eq. (25) is derived from Eq. (73)(with w = &%),

Zt 1 'YtQ(wvaT)

0 < Q(wr, wy) < <p” [nmKL(pllpg) + KL (gllg5)]
Zt 1M
Zf L (8 + (10A; + X2 +32)T7]. (98)
Zt 17t
In addition, we have
2+ Ag) — 1 =23 =1,
(11— p)?
which leads to
Tt + )\2 1
——>0. 99
5 T (99)

The result in Eq. (22) then follows from Eq. (73) (with w = w.) and Q(w;, w,) > 0 that

T
Z (w, w) <ymKL(plpg) — v (0 + A2)KL(p. |p5) + 1171 KL(gx145)

v *
— 5 (rr + A2)KL(a: | )
T

+ ) 2 [Be+ (10A; + A2 +32)T 7] . (100)

t=1

Finally, by combining Eq. (22), Talagrand’s inequality, and
W3 (v, p) < 2W3(v,p) +2WZ(p, p), Vv, p,p € Pa(ID), (101)

we obtain the convergence of Wasserstein distance. O

D Global Convergence

Proof of Theorem 6.6. Noting the explicit form of pj(z) and ¢;(y) in Lemma C.1, we obtam that p}

satisfies log-Sobolev inequality with #4 and ¢; satisfies log-Sobolev mequahty with —=4L— for
o () oo ()
any t > 0 by combining Lemma 6.4.
In fact, we also have
exp [—1(0) — (A1/A2)10]°]
(171 = [ 161 R RN
Jexp[—= () (A1 /A2)[10]17]
exp [—(A1/A2)[10]°]
<exp (2C / 0 df
B S T exp =0 /) [0T)
Aady
= 2 102
o exp (20), (102)

if probability density 7(6) o exp (71(9) - %IIGHQ) in R% with I]lec < C.

Therefore, we have (o (p}))? < )52)\’? exp (}%) and (o(q)))? < ;‘i" exp ()%) According to Theorem

A4, we set the step size ¢ of ULA as

M AT 2/ 1 A A2
L < 172 min ! L

= 32(3L1 + A\)2max{m,n} 2 exp <%> ) N oD (%) ; 32 o) oxp (%)

)

and sub-problem iterations T; at each step ¢

12
by
thflg{max{i% o™ + log <A1)+2 ——&—Iog(max{m n})+3log(; )—l—l}-|—2Jlog;(T)—‘,—C’}7

A1 A2 A2
to guarantee that max{d;1, 8 2} < 3 min{c(p;), c(q;)}T =27 for any t > 1.
Under Corollary 6.3, we complctc the proof. O
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E Stochastic Version

For simplicity, we denote ¢(x) := ¥ (z,§), de(y) = ¢(y,§) for any random variable £ and functions
Y:XXxA—>R ¢:YxA— R. Considering N ii.d random variables (&1, -+ ,&,) with & = £ for any
i€[l:N], welet fz (0) := + Zf\il £(6,¢) for any f : II x A — R. In addition, we introduce some
elementary symbols for p(x) € Po(X) satisfying LSI with constant «,, and ¢(y) € P2(Y) satisfying LSI
with constant oy, and 6 > 0:
ExpectErry (9) := |:>\2 + 2)\1} 0+ [32 + Sio(p )} V5,
Qp Vo

ExpectErr? (6) := [AQ " 20?1} 5 {40+ 8)\\# )} V5
q

We also let StoErr) (g ‘ JE§¢>( )‘ and StoErry,  (p) := ‘Fjﬁs (p) — ngw(p)" To account

for stochastic version, a modlﬁcatlon of the functions (bt and z/Jt in the PAPAL algorithm iteration step
for deterministic version is required. The PAPAL algorithm for stochastic version can be obtained

by performing stochastic sampling on functions ét and z/AJt (i.e. substituting (;ASt with ((/gt) ey = —(1+
Mt)Eﬁt—l |:G5_Nt(7y):| + MtEﬁt—2 |:G5_Nt(7y):| and ’([}t with (z[}t)f_N,t = Eﬁt |:G§_N,t (.’E, ):|) for each t € [1 : T]
in Algorithm 1. In this context, £y, denotes the sampling of N i.i.d. random variables (&1, ,&n)

associated with the t-th iteration. In the statement of the following lemma, we use function (¢t)gN to
denote (q@t)gN ,» and function (@t)gN to denote (1&,5)51\, , for consistency.

Lemma E.1. We set

YeHt = Ve—1, (103)
YTt < Yi—1(Te—1 + A2), (104)
Ve < Yi—1(me—1 + A2), (105)
TeMe—1 2 fbt, (106)
pe < 1, (107)
and assume that subproblem error bounds at each step-t satisfy
KL(pellpy) < 6¢,1, KL(gellay) < 6,2, (108)

then
Z%Q (wi, w) <ymKL(pllpg) — i (me + A2)KL(pllpk) + 1171 KL(qllq5)

1
o (m 2 = g ) Kialad)

+ Z% [ (14 pe)e + ExpectErry. (1) + ExpectErry . (0, 2)}

* y
+ Z% [StoErrw " (g;) + StoErr

2 Bom (q) + StoErr?

o 7) + StoEn; | (p )}, (109)

for any € > 0 and p € Q,(C1),q € Qu(Ca) with probability at least 1 — § for sample size M =
O(e 2[log(T'6 1) + dlog(1l+ Lov/A2/A1€71)]) in each iteration where d = max{m,n} . Moreover, we have

1
(o4 2e = ) Kla )

k
<yimKL(p«|lpg) + 7171 KL(g«||lq5) + Z Ve [4(1 + pe)e + ExpectErr,. (0¢,1) + ExpectErr,, (5,572)}
t=1
k

y x y
+ Z o [StoErr(qgt)n (¢;) + StoErr?,

pot (o) (qx) + StoErr(w . (py) + StoErr?th)n(p*)] ; (110)
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and

1
Vi <77k 4(Tk+)\2)> (Prllpk—1)
k

<mmKL(p«||pg) + 1111 KL(gx||lq) + Z Ve [4(1 + pe)e + ExpectErr,,. (1) + ExpectErr,. (@,2)}
t=1

k
+ Z o [StoErry

2 (éf,)n(q:) + StoErr?.  (g.) + StoErr? . (py) + StoErra}t)n (p*)] (111)

(Pt)n (1

with respect to the MNE w, = (p«,qx) of Eq. (23).

Proof. According to optimality condition (Lemma C.3), we have

Fisn. () = F ) (@) =nKL(allg/ 1) = KL(g; lgi1)] = (7 + A2)KL(gllgr), (112)
Foooe, @) = Fy - (0) =mlKL(plpi_1) = KL(p7[Ipi-1)] = (e + A)KL(plIp7). (113)

By using Eq. (112), we have

y _FY _FY _FY v _ Y
Feeo (1) = g (@) =Fg 5 () = Fig, (a) + Fg, (9) = Fg g, (4)
Y *\ _ BY Y _ Y *
T F, @) = F) (DG, (@)=, (@)
a
<StoErr(; ) (¢f) +StoErr; | (q) + 7 [KL(gllgi_1) = KL(q; llgi-1)]
2\ 8\10(q;
~ (r+ MKL(gla)) + e+ 22 610+ 12+1ij”] Vi (1)
qaf qaf

where (b) is derived from applying Eq.(80) to (a) and the estimation that

StoErrl(’ét)n(qZ‘) - StoErr?&)t)n(qt)‘ < 24/64.2,

which follows from Pinsker’s inequality directly. Likewise, we can deduce that

F2 o (p) — FS 5, () <StoBre®  (pf) + StoEny | (p) +m [KL(pllpi_1) — KL 1p}_1)]

2 8\ H
- et AKLG) + Nt 2 6 4 14 "“’”] Vi (1)

Py

A /Oép;

By utilizing the boundedness of f and carefully selecting constants C7, Ca, we can adjust the number of
sampling points for both p; and §; to obtain the following result

|BiLing, s (p: — P, q)| <€, |BiLing,s(p,q: — G:)| < e, (116)

with probability 1 — § for all ¢(y) € Qy(Cs), p(x) € Qx(Ci) uniformly (Refer to Lemma 6.1 in Ap-
pendix F). In order to deal with finite particles, we denote (E¢¢)(y) = —(1 + pue)Ep, , [Eef(z,y,8)] +
Wy, , [Eef(z,y,8)], (Eehy)(x) = Eq, [Ee f(2,y,€)]. Similar to the proof of Theorem C.4, we leverage the
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definition of the Max-Min gap function @) to arrive at

k

D o 1Q(wi,w) <y [KL(plIpi_1) — (e + A2)KL(p||p})]
t=1

b k
+ Z% [mKL(qllq;_) — (7 + X2)KL(qllg;)] + 42%(1 + e )€
t=1

t=1
k
+ > [uBiling, f (p;_y — pi_s,4;—1 — q) — BiLing s (p} —pi_1,4; — )]
t=1
k
— > v [7KL(g} lgi ) + nKL(p; |p; 1) + weBiLling, s (0} — pi_5.07 1 — ¢})]
t=1

+ StOErr(w )n( )}

+ Z’yt [StoErrw ' (¢) + StoErr(At)n( q) + StoErrw . (})

t=1
k
+ Z Ve [ExpectErrgff (04,1) + ExpectErr% (01,2)] - (117)
=1

Therefore, it’s direct to obtain

Z%Q (we, w) <y mKL(pllps) — k(e + A2)KL(pllpk) + 1171 KL(gll¢5)
- %(ﬂc + A2)KL(qllg;) — vemKL(pg|lpk—1) — vBiling, ¢ (p;, — pr—1,q; — )

+ Z% {StoErr B0 (g; ) + StoErr

t=1

(¢>t)n( q) + StoErrw . (pf) + StoErrwt)n(p)]

+ Z Ve [ (1 + pe)e + ExpectErry. (6;,1) + ExpectErrg. (d:,2) | - (118)
In light of the prior analysis, we can complete the proof of our lemma by following the same steps outlined
in Theorem C.4. O

By utilizing Assumptions [A4], [As] and [Ag], and applying ¢ (y, &) and ¢ (z, €) to Lemma 6.1, we
can derive that the discretization error of finite particles on A satisfies

StoErrw ' (q) <e, StoErrw " (p) <e, (119)
with probability 1 — ¢ for any p € Q,(C4) and ¢ € Q,(C3), where the required number of particles is
N=0 (6_2 [_ 1Og<5) + leg (1 + LOTmax{Cl,Cg}(ea )‘17 )\2)6_1”) ) (120)

and ro(e, A1, A2) 1= 8\/% max{log(e~1), m,n}. Therefore, combining Lemma E.1 and aforementioned

discretization error of finite particles, we obtain stochastic outer loop convergence result Lemma 6.8.
Applying inner loop error bound to Lemma 6.8, we can derive the global convergence result Theorem 6.9
and Corollary 6.10 w.r.t stochastic PAPAL.

F Discretization Error of Finite Particles

Proof of Lemma 6.1. In order to improve the overall clarity of our argument, we concentrate on establishing
the estimation in Eq. (17). We split the proof into two parts.

Part I  Combing Lemma A.5, and the definition of Q,(Cs), we have
20, 9
(e — po)(@)f (2, y)a(y)dydz| <2exp { == |P[[3]|* > r}]
R {y| |yl >ry } 2

2C, )\17"2
<2 === i 121
< eXp< " )eXp< 0%, ) (121)
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for any ¢ € Q,(C5) with ri > ”T’\f where § ~ N (O, 2/\T21[n) Then, we derive the bound:

< —e€

A~

‘ / / (Pt — pe) (@) f (2, y)q(y)dydz
o {ylllylzry )

for any ¢ € Q,(Cs) by setting r, > 4\/% max{log(e~1),n} + 2% + 2%.

Part II. We need to consider the uniform bound between p; and p; when y € B, (0) with r, =

8\/)‘2’/\41C2 max{log(e~!),n}. According to Lemma 5.7 in Wainwright (2019), we have the A-covering
number (i.e. N(A;B,, (0),[ ) of B, (0):={y € R" | [|y| < r,} in the || - ||-norm obeys the bound

NaiB O D) < (14 52) (122)
On the other hand, we obtain
A 2M
P\| [ 6 po@saie] > o) <2000 (<230). (12)

under Lemma A.6 when fixing y € B, (0). Therefore, we can deduce the concentration inequality on a
A-cover CIBW (0),a of B, (0)

2r, \ " M
Pl | [ oo o) <2(1452) oo (<£). a2
y€Cs,., (0).a | Jrm A 2
by combining Eq. (122) and Eq. (123). Then, the following estimation
2r,\" M
P| max / (Pe — pe) (@) f(z,y)dx| > p+ LoA| <2 (1 + T‘y) exp (p ), (125)
y€EB,, (0) | Jrm A 2

follows from Assumption [Az], Eq. (124) and Lemma.
Finally, we conclude the result in (17) by using Part I and Part IT with setting A = sio> P =5 and

M > 128 [— log(d/2) + nlog (1 + %)} €2 and the result in (17) can be derived under the similar
argument as well. O
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Figure 1: Comparison between weight-driven and particle-based algorithms.

G Empirical Results

In this section, we would like to illustrate the motivation of our algorithm compared to weight-driven
algorithm — WFR-DA (Domingo-Enrich et al., 2020). Thus, the theoretical guarantees for particle-based
algorithm is important in real practice.

Non-Convex Optimization. Our algorithm can be recognized as a generalization of non-convex
optimization. When the f(x,y) is a constant with respect to y, it is a minimization problem. Our first
example is a non-convex minimization task, which provides us insights to distinguish the optimization
on weights and the positions. Figure 1 demonstrates that the weight-driven algorithms only “select”
particles close to the solution, while particle-based algorithms move the particles to find the solution.
The difference makes weight-driven algorithms need more particles to make sure that the initialized some
particles can approximate the solution. Unless the sample size is extremely large, the weight-driven
algorithm cannot obtain good solution. In fact, considering the volume of space, the sample size of
weight-driven algorithms is exponential with respect to the dimension, which makes the original algorithm
(with theoretical guarantees) in (Domingo-Enrich et al., 2020) hardly usable in high dimensions. It is
worth mentioning that the combination of weight optimization and the particle-based optimization might
be better heuristically, but the leading driven force of the dynamics should be the particle-based one. The
theoretical analysis for the combined algorithm mainly driven by particle-based force would be a good
future work.

Generative Adversarial Networks. We consider the training process of Generative Adversarial
Networks to illustrate the comparison between weight-driven and particle-based algorithms. In particular,
when the dimension is large, the weight-driven algorithm would suffer from the curse of dimensionality. For
simplicity, we choose the Gaussian target distribution and compute the KL divergence between generated
and target distribution. We choose a randomly sampled mean as our target distribution and use a linear
model to reproduce it. We choose the step-size 1072 to perform the in our experiments. Figure 2 indicate
that the weight-driven algorithms (WFR-DA) suffer from the curse of dimensionality seriously, while the
particle-based algorithm can perform well on high dimension space. The empirical results have justify the
importance of the particle-based algorithm and efficacy of PAPAL in high dimension spaces.
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Figure 2:

n =10

n =100

n = 1000

Tlustration of the sample efficiency on Generative Adversarial Networks. (z-axis is the

dimension; y-axis is the KL divergence to measure the distance between real and fake distribution; n

denotes the number of particles)
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