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ABSTRACT

We revisit the smooth convex-concave bilinearly-coupled saddle-point problem of the form
min, max, f(z) + (y, Bx) — g(y). In the highly specific case where each of the functions f(z) and
g(y) is either affine or strongly convex, there exist lower bounds on the number of gradient evalua-
tions and matrix-vector multiplications required to solve the problem, as well as matching optimal
algorithms. A notable aspect of these algorithms is that they are able to attain linear convergence, i.e.,
the number of iterations required to solve the problem is proportional to log(1/€). However, the class
of bilinearly-coupled saddle-point problems for which linear convergence is possible is much wider
and can involve smooth non-strongly convex functions f(z) and g(y). Therefore, we develop the
first lower complexity bounds and matching optimal linearly converging algorithms for this problem
class. Our lower complexity bounds are much more general, but they cover and unify the existing
results in the literature. On the other hand, our algorithm implements the separation of complexities,
which, for the first time, enables the simultaneous achievement of both optimal gradient evaluation
and matrix-vector multiplication complexities, resulting in the best theoretical performance to date.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following saddle-point optimization problem with a bilinear coupling function:

2(1619( I;leaJ})( [F(z,y) = f(z) + (y, Bx) — g(y)], M

where X = R% and )) = R% are finite-dimensional Euclidean spaces, B € R%*% is a coupling matrix, and
f(x): X - Rand g(y): Y — R are continuous functions. We aim to solve problem (1) in the fundamental setting
where both functions f () and g(y) are convex and smooth.'

Saddle-point problems of the form (1) appear in various fields such as economics (Von Neumann and Morgenstern,
1947), game theory (Roughgarden, 2010), and statistics (Berger, 2013). Moreover, these problems have a wide range
of applications in machine learning, including supervised learning (Zhang and Xiao, 2017; Wang and Xiao, 2017;
Xiao et al., 2019), reinforcement learning (Du et al., 2017), computer vision (Chambolle and Pock, 2011), robust
optimization (Ben-Tal and Nemirovski, 2002; Liu et al., 2017), distributed optimization (Lan et al., 2020; Scaman et al.,
2018; Kovalev et al., 2021; Yarmoshik et al., 2024; Kovalev et al., 2024), and the training of generative adversarial
networks (Mescheder et al., 2017; Nagarajan and Kolter, 2017).

'A function is called smooth if it is differentiable and has a Lipschitz-continuous gradient. See Section 2 for an equivalent formal
definition.



1.1 First-Order Methods and Linear Convergence

The majority of machine learning applications of problem (1) involve high-dimensional spaces X and ). In this
scenario, the most widely used and often the only scalable optimization algorithms are first-order methods. These
methods implement an iterative process to find an approximate solution to the problem using the evaluation of the
gradients of the functions f(z) and g(y), as well as matrix-vector multiplication with the matrices B and BT. More
specifically, they perform iterative updates of the current estimate of the solution until it converges to the exact solution
up to a given accuracy. One of the main goals of our paper is to develop efficient first-order optimization methods for
solving problem (1).

In this paper, we are interested in first-order methods for solving problem (1) that are able to achieve linear convergence.
That is, we are interested in algorithms that can find an e-approximate solution to the problem using at most O(K -
log(1/€)) gradient evaluations and matrix-vector multiplications, where O(-) hides universal constants, € > 0 is an
arbitrary precision, and IC > 1 is a constant that possibly depends on the internal properties of the problem such as
condition numbers, etc.

In this work, we also intend to consider problem classes where linear convergence is possible in principle. A typical
and one of the most fundamental examples of such a class is problem (1) with strongly convex functions f(x) and
g(y). There are plenty of linearly converging first-order optimization methods in this strongly-convex-strongly-concave
setting, which include the gradient descent ascent (Zhang et al., 2022a), the extragradient method (Korpelevich, 1976),
and the optimistic gradient method (Gidel et al., 2018). Moreover, there is an array of algorithms that enjoy improved,
or accelerated, convergence rates (Kovalev et al., 2022b; Thekumparampil et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2022; Du et al., 2022;
Li et al., 2023) with the help of the Nesterov momentum trick (Nesterov, 2013). Another fundamental problem class
where linear convergence is possible is the class of bilinear min-max games, which is a special case of problem (1)
with affine functions f(z) and g(y). Such problems can be solved using the corresponding algorithms with linear
convergence rates (Azizian et al., 2020; Li et al., 2022). Finally, Kovalev et al. (2022b) developed an algorithm for
solving the general smooth convex-concave problem (1) and provided a set of sufficient conditions under which the
proposed algorithm attains linear convergence.

1.2 Optimal Algorithms and Complexity Separation

In this paper, we are concerned with the task of developing optimal algorithms, which is one of the ultimate goals in
optimization research. This task can be divided into two key parts. The first part involves finding lower bounds on the
oracle complexity of solving the optimization problem, i.e., the number of oracle calls, such as gradient evaluations
or matrix-vector multiplications, required to find an approximate solution to the problem. The second part is to find
optimization algorithms that match these lower bounds. Such algorithms are called optimal because their oracle
complexity cannot be improved due to the lower complexity bounds. For example, in the case of bilinear min-max
games, lower bounds were proposed by Ibrahim et al. (2020) and matching optimal algorithms were developed by
Azizian et al. (2020); Li et al. (2022).

Unfortunately, apart from the case of bilinear min-max games, the question of finding optimal algorithms for solving
problem (1) is far from being resolved, even in the fundamental strongly-convex-strongly-concave setting. Although
separate lower bounds on the gradient evaluation and matrix-vector multiplication complexities have already been
developed by Nesterov (2013) and Zhang et al. (2022b), respectively, the existing state-of-the-art algorithms (Kovalev
et al., 2022b; Thekumparampil et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2022; Du et al., 2022; Li et al., 2023) cannot simultaneously reach
these bounds. The main reason is that these algorithms perform the same number of evaluations of the gradients V f ()
and Vg(y) and matrix-vector multiplications with the matrices B and BT at each iteration while solving the problem,
whereas the lower bounds on these numbers (Nesterov, 2013; Zhang et al., 2022b) can be significantly different. Thus,
to reach the desired lower bounds, an optimal algorithm would have to implement the separation of complexities by
skipping gradient evaluations and/or matrix-vector multiplications from time to time. Borodich et al. (2023); Alkousa
et al. (2020); Sadiev et al. (2022); Lan and Ouyang (2021) attempted to develop efficient first-order methods with the
complexity separation for solving the problem; however, these algorithms are not able to achieve optimal complexities
by a substantial margin, see Table 2 for details.

The situation is even worse in other cases, such as the strongly-convex-concave or convex-strongly-concave settings,
where only one of the functions f(z) or g(y) is strongly convex, or the convex-concave setting, where neither of the
functions is strongly convex. To the best of our knowledge, there are no lower complexity bounds that would cover
these cases, with the exception of the highly specific cases of bilinear min-max games (Ibrahim et al., 2020) and affinely



constrained minimization (Salim et al., 2022). Therefore, the question remains unresolved as to whether the current
state-of-the-art linearly converging algorithms for this setting (Kovalev et al., 2022b; Sadiev et al., 2022) are optimal or
not.

1.3 Main Contributions

The above discussion reveals significant gaps in the current theoretical understanding of smooth convex-concave
saddle-point problems with bilinear coupling. In particular, the existing lower complexity bounds are insufficient, and
the state-of-the-art optimization algorithms are limited. Summarizing these gaps leads to the following open research
question:

Is it possible to develop an optimal linearly converging first-order optimization method for solving the smooth
convex-concave bilinearly-coupled saddle-point problem (1)?

We provide a positive answer to this question and present the following key contributions:

(i) We describe the class of smooth convex-concave saddle-point problems of the form (1) for which it is possible
to achieve linear convergence. We establish the first lower complexity bounds for this class. In particular,
we show that to find an e-approximate solution to problem (1), any first-order optimization method requires
at least O(k;) evaluations of the gradient V f(z), O(k,) evaluations of the gradient Vg(y), and O(#y,)
matrix-vector multiplications with the matrices B and BT, where x,, Ky, and K4, denote certain condition
numbers associated with functions f(z), g(y), and matrix B.?

(ii) We show that our lower complexity bounds are tight. That is, we develop the first optimal algorithm
that matches these lower bounds. This algorithm implements the complexity separation, allowing us to
simultaneously achieve both optimal gradient evaluation and matrix-vector multiplication complexities. To
the best of our knowledge, such a result has never been established in the literature, even in the fundamental
strongly-convex-strongly-concave setting.

(iii) As a side contribution, we develop a new algorithm for solving a class of composite monotone variational
inequalities. Just like the current state-of-the-art method of Lan and Ouyang (2021), our algorithm implements
the separation of complexities, but enjoys substantially improved convergence rates and works in a much
broader range of settings. Refer to Section 4.3 and Section 5.2 for details.

Our lower complexity bounds are much more general than the existing lower bounds for the special cases of strongly-
convex-strongly-concave (Nesterov, 2013; Zhang et al., 2022b), bilinear (Ibrahim et al., 2020), and affinely constrained
(Salim et al., 2022) optimization. On the other hand, our lower bounds recover and provide unification of these existing
results. Besides, our optimal algorithm shows the best theoretical performance “on the market”, which, to the best of
our knowledge, outclasses all existing methods in the literature, with the exception of the algorithms of Azizian et al.
(2020); Li et al. (2022) and Salim et al. (2022); Kovalev et al. (2020), which are already optimal in the aforementioned
specific cases of bilinear and affinely constrained optimization, respectively.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Main Definitions and Assumptions

In this paper, we use the notation described in Appendix A. Further, in this section, we provide a formal description of
the assumptions that we impose on problem (1). First, we define the (strong) convexity and smoothness properties of a
differentiable function.

Definition 1. A differentiable function h(zx): RY — R is called y-strongly convex for p > 0 if the following inequality
holds for all x,x' € R%:
Dy(e.a) > & - pulle — | @

A differentiable function h(z): R — R is called convex if the same inequality holds with 11 = 0.

?Here, O(-) hides the logarithmic factor log(1/¢), and universal (and possibly additive) constants. The precise definitions of k.,
Ky, and Ky are provided in Section 2.



Definition 2. A differentiable convex function h(z): R* — R is called L-smooth for L > 0 if the following inequality
holds for all x4,z € R¢:

IDn(z,2")| < 5 - Lz — || )

1.
2

Next, we formalize the (strong) convexity and smoothness assumptions that we impose on functions f(z) and g(y) as
Assumptions 1 and 2. Note that we allow the strong convexity constants p, and u,, to be equal to zero, thus covering
the case of non-strongly convex functions f(x) and g(y).

Assumption 1. Function f(z): X — R is pu,-strongly convex and L,-smooth for L, > p, > 0.
Assumption 2. Function g(y): Y — R is p,-strongly convex and L,-smooth for L, > p,, > 0.

Finally, the next Assumption 3 describes the spectral properties of the coupling matrix B.

Assumption 3. There exist constants Ly, > [izy, lyz > 0, such that

2 mm(BTB) ifVf(z) € rangeBT forallx € X
M:cy — n(BTB)

2 A (BBT) ifVg(y) € rangeB forall y € y
H2 = U Amin(BBT)
L2, > Amax(BTB) = Anax(BBT),

)

otherwise

otherwise

Additionally, we assume that if j1z, > 0 and 1y, > 0, then [y = [y

Further, to shorten the notation, we gather all the parameters defined in Assumptions 1 to 3 into a single vector
7 = (Lyg, Ly, Ly, fogs fooys Py fya) € 11, where II C RZF denotes the parameter set.

2.2 Key Assumption for Linear Convergence

As discussed in Section 1, we are interested in algorithms for solving problem (1) that exhibit linear convergence. We
introduce the key Assumption 4, which will enable us to establish linear lower complexity bounds and devise optimal
linearly converging algorithms.

Assumption 4. Under Assumptions 1 to 3, the following inequality holds:
min{d;,d,} >0, where 0 = pi; + uiy/Ly and 6y = py + uzx/Lm. )

To better understand this assumption, consider the standard primal and dual reformulations of problem (1), which are
given as follows:
min [P(z) = f(z) + ¢g"(Bx)], max [D(y) = —g(y) — f*(-BTy)] . 6)
zeX yey
One can show that the primal objective function P(x) and the dual objective function —D(y) satisfy the quadratic
growth condition (Anitescu, 2000; Karimi et al., 2016) with constants J, and d,, respectively. This fact provides a good
starting point for understanding why linear convergence is plausible under Assumption 4. On the other hand, Kovalev
et al. (2022b) showed that this assumption is sufficient for developing a linearly converging algorithm. Moreover, in
Section 3, we obtain Theorem 1, which implies that Assumption 4 is also necessary for achieving linear convergence,
thus making it both a necessary and sufficient condition.

We also need to characterize the linear convergence rates of the first-order methods that we consider in this paper. Such
rates are typically expressed via the condition numbers associated with a given optimization problem. Consequently,
we define the following condition numbers for problem (1):

Ky = Ly/0z, Ky = Ly/0y, FKuzy= Liy/(éméy). (6)

The condition numbers «, and k, correspond to the functions f(x) and g(y), respectively. These can be seen as
extensions of the standard condition numbers L, /i, and L, /1, which are commonly used in smooth and strongly
convex optimization (Nesterov, 2013). Similarly, the condition number r,, associated with the bilinear coupling term
is a generalization of the standard condition number Liy /(tta fty), which is widespread in strongly-convex-strongly-
concave saddle-point optimization (Zhang et al., 2022b; Ibrahim et al., 2020).



Further, we would like to ensure that the condition numbers defined in eq. (6) are lower-bounded by some small
universal constants. This is achieved by the following additional Assumption 5 on the parameter set II. It allows us
to avoid addressing some corner cases where the condition numbers are small, which are neither theoretically nor
practically interesting. It should be noted that Assumption 5 does not impose any fundamental restrictions;” it is merely
introduced to streamline our complex theoretical findings.

Assumption 5. For all w € 11 the following additional constraints are satisfied:

Ly > 4pg, Ly > 44y, Ly > 18 max{fizy, iy, \/Nrﬂy}7 V/LzLy > dmax{fizy, flyz}- @)

2.3 Structure of the Solution Set

In this paper, we denote the solution set of the saddle-point problem (1) as S C X x ). Under Assumptions 1 to 3,
(z*,y*) € S if and only if the following first-order optimality conditions hold:

Vi) +BTy* =0, Vg(y*)—Bz*=0. (8)
Moreover, under Assumption 4, the solution set is always non-empty and has an affine structure, as indicated by
Lemma 1.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions [ to 4, the solution set S of problem (1) is nonempty and is given as
§=8, xSy, where S,=Argmin,, P(z), S, = Argmax,cy D(y). )

Moreover; the primal and dual solution sets S C X and S, C Y have the following affine structure:

T = y = . y 10
Sp=a”+ {kerB otherwise Sy=y ker BT otherwise (19)

where (x*,y*) € S is an arbitrary solution to problem (1).

We also define a weighted squared distance function ng 5, (z,y) as follows:
ng(;y (x,y) = 05 dist(z; Sz) + 0, dist(y; Sy). (11)

We are going to use this function to measure the quality of a given approximate solution to problem (1) in both lower
complexity bounds and the convergence analysis of optimal algorithms.

3 Lower Complexity Bounds

3.1 First-Order Saddle-Point Optimization Methods

In this section, we present lower bounds on the number of gradient evaluations and matrix-vector multiplications
required to solve problem (1). These lower bounds apply to a specific class of algorithms that we refer to as first-order
saddle-point optimization methods. A formal description of this class is provided in Definition 3. This definition is
mostly inspired by the common linear span assumption (Nesterov, 2013; Zhang et al., 2022b; Ibrahim et al., 2020).
However, the standard existing definitions focus only on iteration complexity. This is insufficient in our case, as we
need to derive more specific lower bounds on the numbers of gradient evaluations and matrix-vector multiplications.
Therefore, in Definition 3, we introduce a continuous execution time parameter 7 > 0 and assume that the evaluation of
the gradients V f(x) and Vg(y) takes time 7 and 7,4, respectively, while matrix-vector multiplication with matrices B
and BT takes time 7g. A similar approach was previously used in distributed optimization by Scaman et al. (2017,
2018); Kovalev et al. (2024), where they had to ensure a distinction between communication and local computation
complexities.

Definition 3. An algorithm is called a first-order saddle-point optimization method with gradient computation times
T¢,Tg > 0, and matrix-vector computation time g > 0, if it satisfies the following constraints:

3In particular, it is always possible to increase the smoothness constants L, L,, and L, to satisfy Assumption 5.



(i) Memory. Ar any time T > 0, the algorithm maintains a memory, which is represented by a set M(1) =
My (T) x My(T), where My (1) C X and My (1) C Y. The memory can be updated by computing the
gradients V f (z) and V g(y), and by performing matrix-vector multiplications with matrices B and BT . This
is represented by the following inclusions:

Mg (1) CMp(T)UMpT(T), My(r) C My(1)U Mgp(1), (12)
where sets M (1), My (1), My (), and Mg (1) are defined below.
(ii) Gradient computation. Az any time T > 0, the algorithm can update the memory by computing the gradients

V f(z) and Vg(y), which take time Ty and T,, respectively. That is, for all T > 0, sets M (1) C X and
My(T) C Y are defined as follows:

span({z,Vf(z) : 1 € Mao(T —7¢)}) 7274
%) T Ty ’

Myr) = {

M, (r) = {;pan({y, Vy(y) :y € My(T —19)}) : i :Z '

13)

(iili) Matrix-vector multiplication. Az any time T > 0, the algorithm can update the memory by performing
matrix-vector multiplication with matrices B and BT, which takes time tg. That is, for all T > 0, sets
Mg (1) C X and Mg(7) C Y are defined as follows:

MBT (7_) _ {SQE)?LH({Z‘,BT:(/ : (a:,y) € M(T - TB)}) : i :B :
° (14)
span({Bx,y : (‘T,y) € M(T - TB)}) T > TB

1%} T<TB

MB(T):{

(iv) Initialization and output. At time ™ = 0, the algorithm must initialize the memory with the zero vector, that
is, M (0) = {0}, M, (0) = {0}. Ar any time T > 0, the algorithm must specify a single output vector from
the memory, (x,(7),yo(7)) € M(T).

3.2 Lower Bounds

In this section, we present our lower complexity bounds. We start with Theorem 1, which shows that it is not possible to
obtain a linearly converging algorithm for solving problem (1) if Assumption 4 does not hold. The proof can be found in
Appendix C. This theorem indicates that there exists a specific "hard" instance of problem (1), such that any first-order
saddle-point optimization method fails to converge in terms of the distance to the solution set and converges sublinearly
in terms of the primal-dual gap. It is important to clarify that the main purpose of Theorem 1 is to demonstrate the
impossibility of attaining linear convergence in general if Assumption 4 does not hold, rather than to provide tight
lower complexity bounds for this setting. Thus, we leave the investigation of the general case of problem (1) under
Assumptions | to 3 for future work.

Theorem 1. Let m € II, R, > 0, and € > 0 be arbitrary parameters, distance, and precision, respectively. Suppose that
Assumption 4 does not hold, i.e., without loss of generality, 6,, = 0. There exists a problem (1) satisfying Assumptions 1
to 3 with parameters , such that dist(0; S;) = R, and for any first-order saddle-point optimization method and
execution time T > 0, the following inequality holds:

dist*(z0(7); Sz) > S R2. (15)

Moreover, to reach precision on the primal-dual gap P(z,(7)) — D(y.(7)) < € by any first-order saddle-point
optimization method, the execution time T must satisfy the following inequality:

>0 (Tf - dist(0; S,) Lx/e> ) (16)

Now, we are ready to present lower complexity bounds for problem (1) under Assumptions 1 to 5 in Theorem 2. The
proof can be found in Appendix D. The lower bound on the total execution time 7 in eq. (17) contains the terms



\/kz log #, oy log dj? , and /Ry log sz . These terms can be respectively interpreted as gradient evaluation
complexities with respect to the gradients V f(z) and V¢(y), and matrix-vector multiplication complexity with respect
to the matrices B and B, as they are respectively multiplied by the corresponding times T¢, 79, and 7. In addition,
these complexities are proportional to the logarithmic factor log(1/¢), making them linear as we previously discussed.

Furthermore, in Section 4, we will prove the tightness of the lower bound by developing a matching optimal algorithm.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption 5, let m € 1I, R > 0, and € > 0 be arbitrary parameters, distance, and precision,
respectively. Suppose that Assumption 4 hold. There exists a problem (1) satisfying Assumptions 1 to 3 with parameters
m, such that Rgm&/ (0,0) = R?, and to reach precision Rgm% (2o(T),Yo(T)) < € by any first-order saddle-point
optimization method, the execution time T must satisfy the following inequality:

TEQ(Tf-\/Elog#+Tg'\//f_ylog#JrTB'x/ﬁxylog#)» (17

where ¢ > 0 is a universal constant.

The result in Theorem 2 has two important merits. First, this lower bound is tight, which we prove by developing a
matching optimal algorithm in Section 4. Second, by making an appropriate restriction of the parameter set II, we
can recover the existing lower complexity bounds for the important and fundamental special cases of strongly-convex-
strongly-concave saddle-point optimization (Zhang et al., 2022b; Nesterov, 2013), bilinear saddle-point optimization
(Ibrahim et al., 2020), and strongly convex minimization with affine constraints (Salim et al., 2022). On the other hand,
our result applies to an arbitrary choice of parameters m € II. Therefore, Theorem 2 and our definition of the condition
numbers Kz, Ky, and k4, in Section 2 provide unification and substantial generalization of the existing results. See
Section 5.1 for additional discussion.

4 Optimal Algorithm

4.1 Monotone Variational Inequalities

In this section, we develop an optimal algorithm for solving problem (1). To do this, we consider a more general
monotone variational inequality problem, which is given as follows:

find z* € C, suchthat p(z*) — p(2) + (Q(z), 2" — 2z) <0 forall z €C,, (18)

where C, is a closed and convex subset of the finite-dimensional Euclidean space Z = R9-, and differentiable convex
function p(z): Z — R and continuous monotone operator (z): Z — Z have the following finite-sum structures:

p(z) =Y pi(z), Q)= Qi(z), where pi(2): Z—=R, Qi2): £ Z. (19)
i=1 i=1

Vector z* defined in eq. (18) is often called a weak solution to the monotone variational inequality. In the setting of this
paper, it is equivalent to the strong solution*; refer to Kinderlehrer and Stampacchia (2000) for details.

Further, we assume that the gradients Vp;(z) and operators Q;(z) are monotone and Lipschitz with respect to the

norm ||-||%, where P € S%, . These assumptions are commonly used in the literature and are formalized through the
following Definitions 4 and 5 and Assumptions 6 and 7. Note that Assumption 6 implies that each function p;(2) is
convex and smooth.

Definition 4. An operator G(x): R? — RY is called ji-strongly monotone with respect to the norm ||-||p for > 0 if
the following inequality holds for all z,x’ € R9:

(G(x) - Ga)z — ') 2 plle — |3 0)
An operator G(z): R? — R? is called monotone if the same inequality holds with 11 = 0.
Definition 5. An operator G(z): R? — R is called M-Lipschitz with respect to the norm ||-||p for M > 0 if the
following inequality holds for all .z’ € R%:

1G(z) = G(a)lp-+ < M|z — 2’|l 2D

Assumption 6. Forall 1 <1 < n, the gradient Vp;(z) is monotone and L;-Lipschitz w.r.t. ||| p.
Assumption 7. Forall 1 < i < n, operator Q;(z) is monotone and M;-Lipschitz w.r.t. ||-||p.

*Vector z* € C, is a strong solution to the variational inequality if p(z*) — p(z) 4+ (Q(2*), 2* — 2) < Oforall z € C,.



Algorithm 1
1: input: z;, € C,
: parameters: {a;}2) C Ry, {Li}, {M:i}, C Ry, {Tk}r_, €{1,2,...}, Pe Siﬁr
cfori=1,...,ndo

2

3

4 L Zé,...,o = Zin
501 p(2) = pi2)
6

7

8

. Zowt = RECURSIVEPROCEDURE(1)
: output: zo € 2

. > Auxiliary Recursive Procedure: N
9: procedure RECURSIVEPROCEDURE(K, t1,...,tx_1)
10: if £ = n + 1 then
11: | return argmin, ., Y, pi(2)
12: else
. =k _ Lk
13: Z0 = 2ty th1,0
14: fort, =0,...,7T, — 1do
15: fori=1,...,ndo
—1 k—15ty,...,tp— —k .
16: ﬁk§t17---atk(z) _ )%y Dy ! § l(atkz + (1 - atk)ztk) i >k
: i = 1ty tee .
! pf A ®) 1<k
kit1,...,t k
17: L™ =L - [[iy o
kit1,...,t k
18: Mi ' =M - Hl:l(atz/aTz—l)
19: Hithlv---,tk _ Lf;tla»--»tk + Mzk;tl,m,tk
. kit1,..ote _ xoakiti,.t k k
20: A = Vpt k(ztl,...,tk) + Ql(ztltk)
kitq,...,t
Htbotk Eit1,. .ty .
21: pltote () = el =2l (AT =
7 ~k: .
| pf,th---,tk(z) i ?é k
22: 0 tr 1itnt1/2 = RECURSIVEPROCEDURE(k + 1,t1,. .., ty)
. =k _ k =k
23: Zig4l = Ot 2y 12 T (1 — au, )7t
. ksti,...te _ k k
24 A k - Qk(zt1,~»-~,tk) - Qk(ztla--~’tk—17tk+1/2)
. k _ Ak kit1,.otepy—1 A Kit1seotk
25 Zhy ettt = Pty tet1/2 T (Hy P) Ag,
26: forl=FkK+1,...,ndo
. l _
27 L L Pty,ote—1,tk+1,0,..,0 = Pyt 1t Thg1,0,00,0
28: return E%_

4.2 Optimal Sliding Algorithm for Monotone Variational Inequalities

Now, we are ready to present our new algorithm for solving the variational inequality problem (18). One of the key
ideas behind the development of this algorithm is our new perspective on the celebrated accelerated gradient method of
Nesterov (2013). In particular, a single step of this algorithm, applied to minimizing an L-smooth convex function
h(z): Z — R, can be seen as applying a single step of the standard gradient method to the function h;(z) with the
fixed stepsize 1/L, where h:(z): Z — R is defined as follows:

he(2) = a; 2hlapz + (1 — oy)Z'), where 7' € Z. (22)

Indeed, the stepsize 1/L is suitable, since one can show that function h;(z) is L-smooth as well. Hence, using the
standard recursion for the gradient descent, for all z € Z, we obtain the inequality

%LHth — 2|2+ he (2T < LL) 2 — 2% 4 he(2). (23)

Next, we can define Zt! = a;2'*1 + (1 — oy )z', and use the definition of function h;(2) in eq. (22), the convexity of
function h(z), and the definition of «; in eq. (25).° This gives the following recursion:

sLIZ = 22 + a2 [h(ZT) = h(2)] < LI = 2”4+ i [h(Z) — h(2)], (24)

which implies the desired optimal rate h(z") — min, h(z) = O(LR?/t?), where R > 0 is the initial distance to the
solution. Overall, the derivations above offer a vast simplification compared to the standard proof of Nesterov (2013).

3From the definition of a; in eq. (25), it follows that o € (0,1] and ;% = o 2 + a; t.



Inspired by the sliding algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021, 2016); Kovalev et al. (2022a), we apply a series of
transformations of the form (22) to functions p;(z) in a recursive fashion. This leads, subject to some additional details,
to Algorithm 1 for solving problem (18). Moreover, using the considerations above, we obtain the key theoretical result
in Theorem 3. The proof can be found in Appendix H.
Theorem 3. Let Assumptions 6 and 7 hold, where M;, L; > 0 and M; + L; > 0. Let oy be defined recursively as
follows:

aw=1, a1 =2-(1+Vi+4/al)"" for t>1. (25)
Then z,,; € C, and the following inequality holds for all z € C,:

4 2M; > iz — 213 (26)

p(zout) - p(Z) + <Q( y Bout — Z <H T2 HZ‘ T.

Furthermore, we can reorder functions p;(z) and operators Q;(z) in ascending order of the values of the Lipschitz
constants L; and M;, which leads to the complexity result in Corollary 1. The proof can be found in Appendix I.

Corollary 1. Under the conditions of Theorem 3, to ensure the following inequality

P(Zour) — P(2) +(Q(2), Zow — 2) < €n|zin — ZH% 27)
forall z € C, and € > 0, it is sufficient to perform no more than
6”-max{\/L,»/e,Mi/e,l} (28)

computations of the gradient Vp;(z) and operator Q;(z) for 1 <i < n.

Using Corollary 1, we can show that Algorithm 1 achieves the optimal complexity separation for solving the variational
inequality problem (18) as long as n = O(1). Consequently, Algorithm 1 theoretically outperforms the existing
state-of-the-art algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021), which is designed for the case n = 2 with additional restrictions.°
See Section 5.2 for details.

4.3 Application to the Main Saddle-Point Problem

In this section, we show how to adapt Algorithm 1 to solve the main problem (1) and reach the lower complexity bounds
in Theorem 2. To do this, we consider a special instance of problem (18), where n = 3, Z = C, = X x ), operators
Qi(z) = Q;(x,y) are defined as follows:

0) B' ][z
Ql(x7y) :O7 QQ(xvy) :Oa Q3(337y) = I:_dﬁ Ody:| |:y:|a (29)
and functions p;(z) = p;(x,y) are defined as follows:
pi(z,y) = f(2), B
( ) g( ) b3 (‘T y 7||B:L‘ - v.g(yln)HQ = ||BTy + vf(xln)H ’ (30)
where zin = (Zin, Yin) € Z and B, 3, > 0 are defined as follows:
Bz =1/(4L,), By =1/(4Ly). 3D
We also define matrix P € Siz ", as the following diagonal matrix:
P = dlag(émldr y 6yId1,) (32)

We apply Algorithm 1 to solve this problem instance and, using Theorem 3 and Corollary 1, we obtain the following
result in Theorem 4. The proof can be found in Appendix J.

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 1 to 5, functions p;(z), operators Q;(z), and matrix P defined in egs. (29), (30)
and (32) satisfy the conditions of Theorem 3 with the following parameters:

Ll = Kg, L2 = KRy, L3 = Kzy, Ml = M2 = 07 MS = 4/ Ray- (33)

Moreover, the input ziy, = (Tin, Yin) and the output 2,y = (Tous, Your) of Algorithm 1 satisfy the inequality V(zy,;) <
%lll(z,-n) as long as the numbers of inner iterations {T;}?_, are chosen according to Corollary 1. Here, the Lyapunov
Sunction U (x,y) is defined as follows:

U(z) = W(z,y) = R3, 5, (,y) + 12D (z,2%) + 12Dy (y, y*), (34)
where z* = (z*,y*) = projs(zin) = projs(zou)-

SThe algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021) works in the case n = 2, where Q1(2) = 04, and p2(2) = 0.




Theorem 4 implies that we can reduce the value of the Lyapunov function ¥ (z, y) defined in eq. (34) by a constant
factor with a single run of Algorithm 1. Hence, we can apply the standard restarting technique to this algorithm and
obtain the complexity result in Corollary 2. The proof can be found in Appendix K.

Corollary 2. Under the conditions of Theorem 4, to reach precision R%T 5, (x,y) < e it is sufficient to perform
O(\/Hm log #) (9(, /Ry log #) and (’)(« /Ray lOg #) computations of the gradients NV f(x) and Vg(y), and
matrix-vector multiplications with the matrices B and B, respectively. Here, R* = R%E 5, (0,0) is the initial distance,
c=1+ 12k, + 12k, and € € (0, R?).

The complexity result in Corollary 2 matches the lower complexity bounds in Theorem 2 up to universal and/or additive
constants. Hence, this result is optimal. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, this result theoretically outperforms all
existing state-of-the-art algorithms, including the algorithms of Kovalev et al. (2022b); Li et al. (2023); Jin et al. (2022);
Du et al. (2022); Thekumparampil et al. (2022); Borodich et al. (2023); Alkousa et al. (2020); Sadiev et al. (2022);
Chambolle and Pock (2011). See Section 5.3 for additional discussion.

5 Additional Discussions

5.1 Lower Complexity Bounds

As mentioned in Section 3.2, the lower complexity bound in Theorem 2 recovers several important problem classes,
which are special instances of problem (1). We can recover this problem classes by imposing additional constraints on
the parameter set 11.

(i) The class of smooth strongly-convex-strongly-concave saddle-point optimization problems corresponds to the
constraint
Hzy = Hyz = 0. (35)
In this case, the lower bound in eq. (17) becomes the following:

- L, L L,
Qlrp g — 7142 +7TB" Y , (36)
Mz oy \ Mo ey

where €(-) hides universal constants and logarithmic factors. This result recovers the existing lower complexity
bounds of Zhang et al. (2022b); Nesterov (2013).

(ii) The class of bilinear saddle-point optimization problems is obtained by choosing

L, = Ly =0, pz= Hy = 0, Tf=Tg = 0, Hay = Hyz > 0, 37)

and the lower bound in eq. (17) turns into the following:

Q <TB : ny) . (38)
:u’zy

This result recovers the existing lower complexity bound of Ibrahim et al. (2020). Note that strictly speaking,
we cannot choose L, = L, = 0 due to Assumption 5. However, this is not an issue, because Assumption 5
allows us to choose arbitrary L, L, > 0 such that /L, L, = 5., and still obtain the lower bound (38) from
eq. (17). In addition, as mentioned in Section 2, this assumption is not a fundamental restriction but is rather
used to avoid covering uninteresting corner cases in our theoretical proofs.

(iii) The class of smooth strongly convex optimization problems with affine constraints is obtained by choosing
Ly=py =0, pg=0, 75=0. 39)

In this case, the lower bound in eq. (17) becomes the following:

~ L, Ly, |L,
Qlrry om0 (40)

which recovers the existing result of Salim et al. (2022). Similarly to the previous case (ii), we can choose
L, = 17u§x /L, instead of L, = 0 to satisfy Assumption 5 and still obtain the lower bound (40).
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Table 1: Comparison of Algorithm 1 with the algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021).

. Complexity
Algorithm
Vpi(2) Q2(2)
2 2 2
Lan and Ouyang (2021) | O (\/LIT> O <\/L17R+ MaR >
€ € €

Algorithm 1 o L, R? 0 My R?
(Corollary 1) 6 G

It is worth mentioning the work of Ouyang and Xu (2021), who offer sublinear lower complexity bounds for this
problem class. However, their result does not contradict ours since they consider the case (i, = 6, = 0, i.e.,
Assumption 4 does not hold. It is also important to highlight that affinely constrained optimization problems,
where (1, = 0, hold limited interest. Indeed, in this setting, it is typically assumed that uiw = )\LH(BBT),
which, by definition, is always nonzero.

5.2 Algorithm for Solving the Variational Inequality Problem

We compare Algorithm 1 for solving problem (18) with the algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021) in the case n = 2,
where function po(z) and operator Q1 (z) are zero. Note that this is the main problem setting used by Lan and Ouyang
(2021). Let R > 0 be the following distance parameter associated with the constraint set C,:

R = supl|z — z|lp- 41)
z€C,

We compare the numbers of evaluations of the gradient Vp; () and operator Q2 (z) required by both algorithms to find
a vector zoy € C, that satisfies the following accuracy criterion:

Sélcp P(Zout) — P(2) + (Q(2), Zout — 2) < €, (42)

where € > 0 is an arbitrary precision. Note that the parameter R is finite only if the constraint set is bounded. However,
we can easily tackle this issue by following the standard approach and replacing the constraint set C, with its intersection
with the ball {z € Z : ||z — zin||p < D}, where D > 0 is a positive parameter. Refer, for instance, to Nesterov (2007).

The comparison of Algorithm 1 with the algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021) is summarized in Table 1. One can observe
that the theoretical complexities of these algorithms coincide up to universal constants when /L1 /e < M /e. However,

Algorithm 1 can significantly outperform the algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021) in the case where /L1 /e > Ms/e.
It is important to highlight that this case is necessary to consider, as it plays an essential role in the task of developing an
optimal algorithm for solving the main problem (1). In addition, the algorithm of Lan and Ouyang (2021) only works in
the case n = 2 with the additional restrictions described above. On the other hand, using the result in Corollary 1, it is
easy to verify that our Algorithm 1 can achieve the optimal complexity separation as long as n = O(1).

5.3 Optimal Algorithm for Solving the Main Problem

Comparison with existing results. The theoretical complexity of Algorithm 1 with restarting, applied to solve the
smooth bilinearly-coupled saddle-point optimization problem (1), is established in Corollary 2 and is proven to be
optimal due to the lower complexity bounds in Theorem 2. We compare this result with the theoretical complexities
of the existing state-of-the-art linearly converging first-order methods. These include the algorithms for the strongly-
convex-strongly-concave case (Kovalev et al., 2022b; Li et al., 2023; Jin et al., 2022; Du et al., 2022; Thekumparampil
et al., 2022; Borodich et al., 2023; Chambolle and Pock, 2011; Alkousa et al., 2020), the strongly-convex-concave case
(Kovalev et al., 2022b; Sadiev et al., 2022), and the convex-concave case (Kovalev et al., 2022b). This comparison
is summarized in Table 2. One can observe that our optimal result is substantially better compared to the existing
algorithms. It is also worth highlighting that the complexity of our algorithm matches the complexities of the algorithms
of Salim et al. (2022) and Azizian et al. (2020); Li et al. (2022), which are optimal in the case of affinely constrained
minimization and bilinear saddle-point optimization, respectively, as discussed in Section 5.1.
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Table 2: Comparison of the optimal complexity of Algorithm 1 developed in this paper (Theorem 2, Corollary 2) with
the existing state-of-the-art linearly-converging algorithms in the strongly-convex-strongly-concave, strongly-convex-
concave, and convex-concave settings.

Complexity'"
Vf(x) ‘ Vy(y) ‘ Band BT
Strongly-convex-strongly-concave case (ui, iy, > 0 and pizy = fiy; = 0)
Kovalev et al. (2022b); Li et al. (2023)

Jin et al. (2022); Du et al. (2022) A / A / —|— MT’;L

Thekumparampil et al. (2022)

Algorithm

Borodich et al. (2023) Vi /% Vo e
Chambolle and Pock (2011) N/A® =
L, Lay V Ly Ey
Alkousa et al. (2020) . N m
Optimal® L, L, Ly
(this paper)® Lt iy Vel
Strongly-convex-concave case (i, (i, > 0 and fiz, = p, = 0)
Kovalev et al. (2022b) Loy [Le g VEolu | 57

Sadiev et al. (2022) =L 14/53 wv 4/ﬁ N/A® \/T L
yx T x

Optimal® I, VIoL, Loy [Ly
W

(this paper) .U‘:c liye Py
Convex-concave case (fi,y = [lyz > 0and p; = p, = 0)
2
Kovalev et al. (2022b) Lzyli W + %
Ty Ty
Optimal® VI.L, VI.L, Loy\/LaLy
(this paper) Bay Mz HZ,

(DFor brevity, we omit universal constants and logarithmic factors such as log %

(2Requires computation of the proximal operators of functions f(z) and/or g(y).

(ILower complexity bounds are established in Theorem 2. These bounds are matched by Algorithm 1,
which is established by Theorem 4 and Corollary 2.

(D Here, the lower bounds were also established by Zhang et al. (2022b); Nesterov (2013).

)This case is symetric to the convex-strongly-concave case, which we omit for brevity.

Auxiliary Variational Inequality Subproblem in Section 4.3. From the optimality conditions (8), it is easy to observe
that the main problem (1) is equivalent to the following variational inequality problem, i.e., finding z* € Z such that

(P1(z7) +p2(27) = (P1(2) + p2(2)) +(Qs(2), 2" — 2) <O forall z€ Z, (43)

where functions p; (z), p2(z) and operator Q3(z) are defined in egs. (29) and (30). This problem matches the special
instance of the monotone variational inequality problem defined in Section 4.3, with the only difference being the
addition of the quadratic function p3(z) defined in eq. (30). The additional quadratic regularization terms in the function
p3(2) help to achieve the optimal linear convergence rates in all cases where §, > 0 and ¢, > 0, even when p,; =0
and/or i, = 0. Moreover, these terms do not break the convergence to the solution z* of the original problem (1).
Indeed, it is easy to show that Vp3(z*) converges to zero as long as z;, converges to z*. Refer to the proof of Theorem 4
in Appendix H for more details.
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Appendix

A Notation

In this paper, we are going to use the following notations: S” and S, denote the sets of p x p symmetric and
symmetric positive definite matrices, respectively; I, denotes the p X p identity matrix, J, x4 and O, x4 denote the p x ¢
all-ones and all-zeros matrices, respectively, J, = Jp,xp and Op, = Opyp; e? € RP denotes the j-th unit basis vector,
1,=(1,...,1) e R?, 0, = (0,...,0) € RP. In addition, ||-|| denotes the standard Euclidean norm of a vector, and
(-,-) denotes the standard scalar product of two vectors, ||-|p = [[P2(-)| and (-, -)p = (P(-), ) denote the weighted
Euclidean norm and scalar product, respectively, where P € S’_L 43 Amin(+), A;in(-), and Apax () denote the smallest,

smallest positive, and largest eigenvalues of a matrix, respectively; opax () and O’:ﬁn(') denote the largest and smallest
positive singular values of a given matrix.

For a nonempty closed convex set A C R and a vector z € R?, we define the standard distance function dist(z; .A) as
follows:
dist(x; A) = arg min|z — 2'||. (44)
'€ A

For a differentiable function h(x), we denote the Bregman divergence associated with h(x) as Dy (z,2’), which is
defined as follows:

Dy (z,2") = h(z) — h(z") — (Vh(z'),z — 2). (45)
For a proper, closed, and convex function h(x), we denote its Fenchel conjugate as h*(z), its Moreau envelope as
My, (), and its proximal operator as prox,, (z). These are respectively defined as follows:

h*(z) = SE/p ((x, z') — h(x')),
M)\h(.’I}) = Hglgl/n (h(q;/) + %ng/ _ q;Q) , 46)

prox,, (z) = arg min (h(m’) + —|z' — x||2) :
:L./

B Proof of Lemma 1

We define linear spaces £, C X and £, C ) as follows:
0} >0 0} >0
= . = .. 47
£ {ker B otherwise L0 = \kerBT otherwise “7)
One can show that the following identity holds:
F(x+ds,y+dy) =F(z,y) forall (z,y) € X xY and (d,dy) € Ly X L,. (48)

Indeed, for the saddle part, we obviously have (y + d,,B(z + d,)) = (y,Bz). Furthermore, we can show that

f(x+dy) = f(z) and g(y + dy) = g(y). Indeed, Assumption 3 and eq. (47) imply V f(z) € L and Vg(y) € L.
Hence, we obtain )

f(:c+dz)—f(x):/0 (Vf(x+dy-t),dy)dt =0,

1
9y +dy) —g(y) = /O (Vg(y +dy - 1), dy)dt = 0,
which conludes the proof of eq. (48). In addition, it is easy to show that

dom f*(-) c £ and domg*(-) C £;‘. (49)

Consider the following saddle-point problem:

min max F(x,y). 50
xeﬁéyeﬁ}g ( y) (50)
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We can show that this problem has a unique solution (z*,y*) € £} x EyL, which, together with eq. (48), implies
Lemma 1. Let us further prove this statement.

One can show that function P(z) is strongly convex on £-. Indeed, if 1, > 0 this statement is obvious. Otherwise,
Assumption 4 implies 1., > 0, which in turn implies the strong convexity of function g*(Bx) on £ thanks to the
strong convexity of function g*(y). The strong convexity of function g*(y) is implied by the smoothness of function

9(y)-

Next, we show that dom P(-) # @, which immediately implies dom P(-) N £ # @, thanks to eq. (48). Indeed, if
y > 0 function g* (y) is smooth, which implies dom P(-) = X. Otherwise, Assumption 4 implies fi,,,, > 0, which in
turn implies Vg(y) € range B for all y € ). Hence, there exists € £+ such that Bz = Vg(y) for some y € ). On
the other hand, Vg(y) € dom g*(-), which implies Bx € dom ¢g*(-) and x € dom P(-).

The strong convexity of P(z) on £ and the fact that dom P(-) N £+ # @ imply that there exists a unique solution

x* € L to the following problem:
min P(z). (1)

zelt

Similarly, there exists a unique solution y* € £j to the following problem:

max D(y). (52)

€
yeLy

Moreover, vectors z* and y* are solutions to the primal and dual problems in eq. (5), respectively, thanks to eq. (48).

Let h(z) = g*(Bx). Vector z* is a solution to the problem min,cx[f(x) + h(x)]. Hence, standard theory implies
-V f(z*) € Oh(z*), or
h(z) > h(z™) = (Vf(z"),z —x*) forall ze€ X. (53)

From this inequality, for arbitrary x € z* + ker B, we obtain
0<(Vf(z"),z—a"),
which implies V f(z*) € range B'. Hence, there exists y € £ such that V f(z*) = =BTy, which for all z € X,
implies
h(z) > h(z*) + (y, Bz — Bx™).
Hence, for all z € range B, we obtain
9"(z) 2 g"(Ba™) + (y,z — Bz").

In addition, this inequality holds for all z € ) due to eq. (49). Hence, y € dg* (Bz*), which implies Bz* = Vg(y).
We also have z* € df*(—BTy). Hence, y is a solution of problem (52), which implies y = y*. It remains to observe,
that (z*, y*) satisfies the first-order optimality conditions (8). Hence, the strong duality holds in both problems (1)
and (50), which concludes the proof.
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C Proof of Theorem 1

Note that the condition J,, = 0 implies 1, = 0 and p.,,, = 0. Consider the following special instance of problem (1):

. . L, 1
min - min max f(uz) + 5 [[val* + piya (Y, v2) — 2yl (54)
uz ERM v, ERI2 yeR92 2 2

where f(z): R4 — R is the L,-smooth function proposed by Nesterov (2013, Theorem 2.1.7). This problem has a
single solution (u%,0,0) € R% x R% x R%, where u} = argmin,_cga, f(uz). Moreover, the primal-dual gap is
lower-bounded as follows:

P(ug,vs) — D(y) = f(uz) — f(ug)-
Thus, the statement of Theorem 1 trivially follows from Theorem 2.1.7 of Nesterov (2013). ]

D Proof of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 relies on the following Lemmas 2, 3 and 4. The proof of Lemma 2 is available in appendix E.
The proof of Lemma 3 is available in appendix F. The proof of Lemma 4 is available in appendix G.

Lemma 2. Under conditions of Theorem 2, the execution time can be lower-bounded as follows:
>0 (Tf iz log # 4 7, Jiy log R) . (55)

Lemma 3. Under conditions of Theorem 2, let jiy, iy, > 0 and /‘,12;3: > gty Then the execution time can be
lower-bounded as follows:

20 (18 /Ry log ). (56)

Lemma 4. Under conditions of Theorem 2, let i, iy > 0 and pig 1, > max{uiy, ,u?ﬂ} Then the execution time can
be lower-bounded as follows:

T> Q(TB /Ry log 5132) . (57)

It remains to obtain the lower bound Q(TB - /Ry log @) without the additional assumptions that were made in
Lemmas 3 and 4. It can be done by considering the following special cases:

(i) Case i, = py = 0. In this case, we have fizy = iy > 0 due to Assumptions 3 and 4. We can replace 1, = 0
with a very small value f1,, > 0 and apply Lemma 3 to obtain the desired result.

(ii) Case i, = 0 and g, > 0.

(ii.a) Case [y, > 0. We can apply Lemma 3.

(ii.b) Case j1,, = 0. This case is symmetric to case (iii.b).
(iii) Case i, > 0 and 1, = 0.

(iii.a) Case 115, > 0. This case is symmetric to case (ii.a).

(iii.b) Case ji5, = 0. In this case, we have ji,, > 0 due to Assumption 4. We can replace 1, = 0 with a very
small value p,, > 0 and apply Lemma 3 to obtain the desired result.

(iv) Case p;, > 0 and p, > 0.
(iv.a) Case pig 1y > max{uiy, usz} We can apply Lemma 4.
(iv.b) Case pi;u, < uzm. We can apply Lemma 3.
(iv.c) Case fizpy, < uﬁy. This case is symmetric to case (iv.b).

This concludes the proof. O
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E Proof of Lemma 2

Case /1., > 0. We consider a special instance of problem (1), where X = ) = R, functions f(z) and g(y) and matrix
B are defined as follows:

,LLz Lm - /Lm
fl@) = Bl + 2L P - el 0),
I (58)
g(y) = 7y||yH2a B = ,U/zyIda
where matrix F € R(4=1*4 is defined as follows:
1. -1
=3 .
1 -1
This problem instance has a unique solution (z*,y*) € X x ), which is given as follows:
) 5z Lz - Mz * T *
r* = argmin — ||z||? + 7M||Fa:||2 — A(ed, z), TS Hay o, (60)
zEX 2 2 Ly

The rest of the proof is similar to the proofs of Lemmas 3 and 4.

Case i, = 0. In this case, we assume fi,,, > 0, otherwise we can use the proof of the previous case. We consider a
special instance of problem (1), where X = R4*! and ) = R, functions f(z) and g(y) and matrix B are defined as
follows:

Mz L:v — Uz
F(@) = fua,ve) = ol + == |Fua|* — Alef, ua),
I (61)
g(y) = 7y||y|‘27 B = :uyi[o """" 0 1}7
where © = (ug,v,), 4, € R% v, € R, and matrix F € R(4=1*4 s defined as follows:
1 -1
Foll (62)
=5 .
1 -1
This problem instance has a unique solution (z*,y*) = (uk, v}, y*) € X x ), which is given as follows:
. T L:r - Mz * *
u) = argmin M—Huz||2 + 7M||Fux||2 — Aled uy), vy =y*=0. (63)
TEX 2 2
The rest of the proof is similar to the proofs of Lemmas 3 and 4. O
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F Proof of Lemma 3

We consider the following “hard” instance of problem (1):

(i) Linear spaces X’ and ) are defined as X = (R%)"= and ) = (R?)™v, where

3n Ly >0
ny = 3n  and ny:{?m—l Mm;:()’ ne{23,...}. (64)
(ii) Function f(x) is defined as follows:
fla) =) filw), (65)
i=1
where we use the notation z = (x1,...,73,) € (R%)3", and functions f;(z;): R¢ — R are defined as
follows: L L -
Litallol? + (Lo — 5, [Fa2]? i€ {l....n}
fi(2) = ¢ 3. /|22 ie{n+1,...,2n} , (66)
16.012l17 4+ 3 (Lo — 62) || Faz|? — Alef,z) ie{2n+1,...,3n}
where A € R will be determined later, ST > () is defined as follows:
Op = o + 442,/ Ly, (67)
and matrices F; € R2L4/21xd and F, € R2L(4=1)/2]xd are defined as follows:
. F1 —1 0vevvvvevnnnnns
F= L 0 0 1 —1 0------ ,
2 :
i 68
) 0 1 —1 0 cevevevnenennn (68)
00 0 1 —1 0c-e---
Fo=—| ©
VAR
(iii) Function g(y) is defined as follows:
9) =D givi), (69)
i=1
where we use the notation y = (y1, ..., ¥»,) € (R?)", and functions g;(y;): R¢ — R are defined as follows:
17 a2 5 — -
gi(y:) = {%L“yl”g =1 , where L, = {Ly pay > 0 (70)
§My||yi|| (S {27"'777’21} Hy :uwy:o

(iv) Matrix B € R™v@*7=4 i5 defined as follows:

E®I, Ly >0
B = Y 71
{E’®Id fiay = 0 (71)

where matrix E € R3"%3" {5 defined as follows:

Py e .
] —B
Z'({}be&
pl-p
« — N
E= Yt : (72)
« -—O[

AL
' '[{})]f'&
—p g
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and matrix E/ € RG7=1)x37 g defined as follows:

_ 5. ) 5 -
R
Bl -8B
o -,
E — -.'.[.I)f?e@ , (73)
o —«
AR
. »
. '{0.]5‘&
L —B B ]
where «a, 3,y > 0 are defined as follows:
Ly Ly 2y
= = = ) 74
a=—5 B=-5 7 NG (74

One can verify that the problem described above satisfies Assumptions 1 to 3. Indeed, each function g;(z) is obviously
L,-smooth and p,-strongly convex, and each function f;(2) is L,-smooth and 1i,-strongly convex due to the fact that

o2 (F1) =02 (F3) =1,and u, < 5, < L., where the latter inequality is implied by Assumption 5 as follows:

max

Op = fiz +4p2, /Ly < YL, + 1L, = 1L,. (75)

Moreover, we establish the following Lemma 5, which describes the spectral properties of matrix B. The proof is
available in Appendix F.1.2.

Lemma 5. Letn € {2,3,...} and o, B > 0. Then for v > 0, the singular values of matrix E defined in eq. (72) can be
bounded as follows:

min m? B o’ <02 (E) < 02, (E) < max {2n7%,2(n + 1) 8%, 40%} (76)
4 73679’112 = Ymin — Ymax = Y 9 )
and for -y = 0, the singular values of matrix E' defined in eq. (73) can be bounded as follows:
2 2
min {36’ ;2} < (o}, (EN)? < 02 (E') < max {2(n+1)5%,4a%} . (77)
n

Using Lemma 5 and the definition of «, 3, in eq. (74), we can show that matrix B satisfies Assumption 3 as long as n
is defined as follows:

n= {LIZ’J (78)
611y
Indeed, the definition of 7 in eq. (78), the definitions of «, 3, in eq. (74), and Lemma 5 imply
Pay = Py < Omin(B) < 05,0 (B) < L7, (79)
in the case p,, > 0, and
How < (min(B))? < 0nn(B) < L3, (80)

in the case p,, = 0. Moreover, it is not hard to verify that range B' = X in the case Hzy > 0and range B = ) in
both cases. Also note that n > 3 due to Assumption 5.

Next, we establish the following Lemma 6, which describes the solution to the problem defined above, the proof is
available in Appendix F.1.1.

Lemma 6. Foralld € {1,2,...}, the instance of problem (1) defined above has a unique solution (z*,y*) € X x ).
Moreover, there exists a vector (x°,y°) € (La,p)™ X (Lq,p)™ such that the following inequality holds:

R3.s,(2°,y°) < CrA?p*, 81)
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where C > 0 is some constant that possibly depends on the parameters w € 11, but does not depend on d, Lg , C R4
is a linear space which is defined for p € (0, 1) as follows:

1 0 0 Qeeevvvenvneannenn
L4, =range | 1 0 p2 0 proon ’ (82)
01 0 p2 0 p4 .......
and p € (0,1) satisfies the following inequality:
n 1
> 1-89 ——, — ;. 83
p_max{ Hmy,m} (83)
Let (z°,9°) = (29,...,20 ,49,..., ygy) € X x )Y be defined as follows:
(mov yO) = projspan({ef})"w‘*"y ((x*v y*)) = (Inm+ny & P)((E*, y*)v (84)

where P € R4 is the orthogonal projection matrix onto the linear space span({e{}) C R, which is given as follows:
P=el(e])". (85)
Then vector (2°,y°) from Lemma 6 satisfies the following relation:
(Inm-‘rny ® (Id - P))(xoa yo) = (ufvuy) ® (07 13 03 p27 . ) + (v17vy) ® (07 Oa 1,0>p23 . ')’
where Uy = (Ug,1,.--,Uzn,) €ER™, vy = (Vp1,.-,Vgn,) € R, (86)
Uy = (Uy,1, ..Uy p,) ER™, vy = (vy1,...,0yn,) €R"™.
Hence, we can obtain the following relation:

R3.s,(2°9%) = dulla™ — 2°|* + 8, lly" — 4°|I?

(a) * *
= 00 [|(Tn, ® (o = P))a™||* + 6, [|(L, ® (Lo — P))y*|*
= 0u[|(Tn, ® (Ia = P))(&" —a° +2°)|* + 0, [|(Ln, © Ta = P))(y" —y° +3°)|

(b)

< 26, [|(Tn, ® (Ta — P)) (2" — 2°)|* 4+ 26,[|(Ln, © (s — P))(y* — v°)|?

+ 25IH(Inz ® (Ig — P))xOHQ + 26yH(Iny ® (Ig — P))yo||2

<20, [|(Tn, @ (Tg — P))z°|* + 26, [|(Tn, © (I — P))y°|1* + 2R3 5, (2°,4°)

©

= 200 [uall® + 0y lluy 1)110, 1,0, %, .. )|

+ 2(6IHU$H2 + (Sy”UyHZ)H(Oa 07 lu 07[)27 o )“2 + 27?’3151, (x07y0)
d/2]—1

L
= 2(6s [[uall® + 6y lluy[?) > pY
=0

L(d-1/2)-1
+20@allval® + 0l %) DD PV +2RE, (% 0)
7=0

_ 2(8uflual® + 8y fluy [2)(1 — p*1H/2)
1—pt
28, ||val? + 8, [|vy|[2)(1 — ptld=1/2]) o
4 202 |[Vs y 1y_p4 + 2R3 5, (2°,y°)
< 2(5x||(’u;c7’Ux)|12_—|-pfy||(uyavy)||2) n 2R§m5y (z°,9°),

where (a) uses the definition of (z°,3°) in eq. (84); (b) uses Young’s inequality; (c) uses eq. (86) and the properties of
the Kronecker product.

Further, we fix k € {1,...,d}. using the sparse structure of the matrices F1, F5 and E defined in egs. (68) and (72),
respectively, and using the standard arguments (Nesterov, 2013; Ibrahim et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2022a; Scaman
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etal., 2017, 2018; Kovalev et al., 2024), we can show that the output vectors ,(7) = (20,1(7), ..., Z0.3n(7)) € X
and Yo (7) = (Y0,1(7), - -+, Yo,3n(T)) € Y satisfy the following implication:

7<D-mgn(k—1) = 2,:(7),90(7) €span({ef, ... el}) (87)
foralli € {1,...,n,} and j € {1,...,n,}, where D > 0 is a universal constant. The right-hand side of this
implication implies the following:

(u) o ] o o
R3,5,(%0(T):4o(T)) 2 50all2o(T) = 2°|I* + 30yllyo(7) — v°II* = R, 5, (2°,4°)
ld/2]-1

® 0z lluzll? + 0y lluy|®) 45
> ; 2
Jj=1k/2]
[(d—1)/2]—1
(SI Vg 2+6 v 2 7 o ,0
CAIRGES NN R ST
J=(k=1)/2]
_ Balluall® + 8y lluy %) (p*1H72) — ptL/2])
21— p7)
o Gallnl? 4 8o YD )
2(1—p*) A
(Ol (s v2) 2 + 8y [| (g, vy )II) (2 = ) 0 o
> 2(1 = pt) = R5,5,(%9°)
© (p2k — p2d74) o .0 o ,0
ST (R34, (000) — 2RE. 5, (2°0%) ) — R, (4°.0°)
2k 2d—4 2k 2d—4
4 —p P =P o , 0
= %Riéy (xo,yo) - (1 + (2)) ngéy (’T Y )
(d) 2k _ . 2d—4 2k _ . 2d—4
> (p 4/) )Rﬁz(;y(xo,yo) _ <1 + (p 2P )) CWA2p2d,

where (a) uses Young’s inequality; (b) uses eq. (87) and the expression for (x°,y°) in eq. (86); (c) uses the previously
obtained upper bound on R 5, (2°,4°); (d) uses Lemma 6.

Next, we establish the following Lemma 7, the proof is available in Appendix F.1.9.

Lemma 7. For all d € {2,3,...}, the unique solution to the instance of problem (1) defined above satisfies the
following relation:

R3.5,(2%4°) = BraA?, (88)
where By 4 > 0 is a constant that possibly depends on d € {2,3,...} and the parameters w € 11, Moreover there
exists d € {2,3,...} such that the following inequality holds:

min Bra>0 (89)
de{d,d+1,...}

Using Lemma 7, for d > d, we can further lower-bound R 5, (%o(T),Yo(T)) as follows:

2d—4)

2k _ 2k _ 2d—4
Rgzﬁy (x0(7)7y0(7—)) 2 (pprﬂdiz - <1 + (p2p)) CWA2p2d~ (90)

Next, we can choose A = R/\/By 4 to ensure R 5, (2°,y°) = R? and obtain the following:

2k _ 2d—4 2k _ p2d—4y\ (O R2,2d
R, @olr)o(m) = L Do (4 W ) Celtr
v 4 2 B.,r,d
@ (p2k _ ,2d—4 2k _ 2d—4 2 2d
2(p P )R2_<1+(p P )) _ GeR%p
4 2 M Gecd d+1,...} Br.d
® 1
> = QkRQ
Z 5P )
where (a) uses Lemma 7; (b) is implied by choosing a large enough value of d. The rest of the proof uses the lower
bound on p in Lemma 6 and is almost identical to the final steps of the proof of Lemma 4 in Appendix G. O
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F.1 Proofs of Auxiliary Lemmas
F.1.1 Proof of Lemma 6
In this proof, we consider the case ji5, > 0, since the case fi5, = 0 is almost identical. Using the first-order optimality

conditions (8) in problem (1), we obtain the following expression for the optimal dual variable y* € Y:
1/L,
y* =Vg*(Bz") = y* = E|l®I;|x" on
.1/ Hy
where the optimal primal variable is the solution to the primal minimization problem in eq. (5):

x* = argmin f(z) + ¢"(Bx). (92)
TEX

Moreover, using the definition of functions f(z) and g(y) in egs. (65) and (69) and the definition of matrix B in eq. (71),
we can rewrite this problem as follows:

3n

- B B
;%ig} , <f1($i) + Tuy”l‘i - $n+1||2> + 4 Z (f3n(33¢) + %sz - 332n||2>
=1 i1=2n-+1
(93)
2 2n S 2n—1 Oé2
1 n 2 x 2 2
+ f” >im@ill” + Z 5”951‘” + Z %H%‘H —zil|”
i=n+1 i=n-+1
It is also not hard to verify that the following inequality holds:
- B2 2 np’ 2
Z (fl(xz) + Tsz - xn-i—l” ) > nfl(% ZZ 1T 1) + TH 1 Ez 1T4 — 33n+1|| , (94)
i=1 Hy Ky
where equality is attained if and only if z; = --- = z,,. Consequently, the problem can be further reformulated as
follows:
2n g 2n—1
min 1My, (tns1) + 0 Moy, (20) + > —||:clH2 + Z ||x1+1 — i, (95)
1=n—+1 1= n+1 y
where functions h;(z), ha(2): RY — R are defined as follows:
5 L,
m(z) = 21" + 7IIF12H2
;. (96)

5m
ha(z) = 12" + [F22]* — Alef, 2),

and My, (z) and My, (2) are the corresponding Moreau envelopes. Moreover, the solution z* satisfies the
8 E

following relations:

T = =1, = Prox%ghl(ijH)
Lopy1 = " = Lap = prox%m (z3,,)
Further, we perform the minimization in the variables x,, 12, ..., Z2,—1. Using the first-order optimality conditions, we
obtain the following relations:
o Detly ) o for i 2,...,2n—1
+ 02 v; =x;_ | +wjy, for ie{n+2,...,2n—1} (98)

This is nothing else but a linear recurrence, which is not hard to solve. Let ¢ > 0 be the smallest root of the following

characteristic polynomial:
O
(2+ “y>q1+q, (99)
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which is given as follows:

*
Then z;, 5, .

_ \/4052 + Sﬁcﬂy - \/Sr,uy
q= = = .
\/4052 + 51‘,“3/ + \/51Uy

* .
.., x5, can be expressed as follows:

. (=) +as, (¢ = ¢t

Moreover, one can observe the following:

2n
Or i o
S FalP+
i=n+1 %
2n SI i}
= > Zil

i=n+1

b
2
e
2

2n—1

_|_

2

o?
24y
a?
24y
a?
24y
o2
21y

(541

Tnti = ("L —qlm)
2n—1 2
«
Z TH»T?H - x:Hz
=n+1 Hy
2n—1 a2
P+ > T (212 + llaia 1? = 20274, 27))
i=n+1 7Y

* 2 * (12 = SI 0[2 * (12 pa 042 * *
(||xn+1|| + |23, I ) + Z D) + /T 271" — Z ;<$i+1v$i>
y

* 2 * 2 042 * * * *
(||xn+1|| + ||$2nH ) - 2,“ (<xn+1’xn+2> + <$2n7$2n71>)
Yy

) N
o Ol . .
) S (( ‘;f +2> 7 11? = (27, 54 +w;-“1>>
i=n+2 oy

(@) gz
< 2 -

() Sm
( 2 *

a2

(lrgall? + llazal?) — % ((@hs1, 2hga) + (@30, 230 1))
Y

(I al? + ll25, %)

12+ 123, 0°) (" = ¢* ™) + 2(z5 0, 25,0 (@ — g7 )

n—1 _ 41—n
(q )

S ( (@ =g g - Q‘l)) 2 )
<2 21y ("1 —q'—n) (H wall |23, )

o gl el
s e
B <62$ + g;f) (I lI? + 25, [1%) + V;LZZ 5 41— 25,

where (a) uses eqs. (99) and (101); (b) uses eq. (101), and w,,, v, > 0 are defined as follows:

(1-¢)(1—¢"?) _ (1-9(+q
(L+gt) 7 " glgt =gt

Wp =

In addition, we can observe that the following relation holds:

1
2

a1 — 25,12 = min (|2 — 2541 + ||z — 23, 1%) -
z€RA
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Therefore, the problem can be further reformulated as follows:

Moy onin) + [ 22+ 2590 ) o+ 22 gy — 22
min min sy, (Tn — Ty Tptl — 2
vEX emd | gEhnAl 2n - 2npy, 1 y +
. (104)
4 Mg (@) + (55 4 5097 g 24 2y, 2
by " 7 X — Z|l .
4 ho Ton 21’L om ity T2on ., 2n
Let functions h{ (2), hd (2): R? — R be defined as follows:
0r  wna?
+() — Oz n 2
hy (2) = My, (2) + <2n + 2nuy> 1215 i=12, (105)
and let functions h{ " (2), h3 1 (2): R? — R be defined as follows:
it () =M s g (2), G =12 (106)
Then the latter problem reformulation can be rewritten as follows:
2* = argmin h T (2) + hit(2), (107)
z€R4
and the solution z* € X satisfies the following relation:
Try1 = prox%hr (2), x5, = PTOX;“z h+( z"). (108)

Next, we establish the following Lemma 8, which is used to obtain the explicit expressions for the Moreau envelopes.
The proof is available in Appendix F.1.3.

Lemma 8. Let function h(z): R — R be defined as follows:
1% L— u
h(z) = Sll=l” + IF2]* = (b, 2), (109)

where L > p > 0, and F € RP*? and b € R? satisfy the followmg assumptions:
FF' =1, F'Fb=0. (110)
Then for A > 0, the Moreau envelope M )\;L(z) is given as follows:

Mon(2) = B2 |2 + 22 |F2|2 = Bafb, 2) - Ca, (111)
where constants Ly > py > 0 and By, C \ € Rare deﬁned as follows:
L= O D)™ =y Ba= () o= A (112)
2(14 Ap)

Using Lemma 8 and the definition of functions h;(z), ha(z) in eq. (96), we can express functions h (z), hy (2) as
follows:

+ Lt —ut
B (2) = S22 + =1 2))” + const,
+ e L=t 2 +/ed (1
g () = B2l 4 T Fel? - A% (e, 2) + const,
and functions hy*(z), h3 " (2) can be expressed as follows:
++ I+ —
B+ (2) = Ellzl? + = 1Pz + const,
(114)
i o, L -t ) iy
M5 () = el + e Rz — AV (e, 2) + const,
where constants LT > 1 > 0 are defined as follows:
—-1 N -1 N
1) wpa? 1w 1) wno?
It = (+> + 2422 M+:(~+y) + 24 (115)
#) " ) Tw T
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constants LT+ > p™F > 0 are defined as follows:
o (L I § Ly B (116)
C\Lt  2w,02 BT ut o 2u,a2 ’

and constants A*, ATT € R are defined as follows:

2A 2 » 2A+
o P4 P L L (117)
B2 4 py0s 2Up0% + Ny
Next, we establish the following Lemma 9, the proof is available in Appendix F.1.4.
Lemma9. Let 2 = (21,...,24) € R be defined as follows:
I —
% = argmin po]| 2| + L ||F2||% — Bled, 2), (118)
z€R4 2
where L > ju > 0, B € R and matrix F € R(=D*4 i defined as follows:
1 -1
Fo L e (119)
V2 1o
Then there exists 2° € span({(1, p, ..., p%~1)}) wuch that the following inequality holds:
B d
120 — 2] < 22, (120)
2u
where p € (0,1) is defined as follows:
T —
p VL= VE (121)
VL+ i

From Lemma 9, the definition of z* in eq. (107), and the definition of functions h;(z), h;-' (2), and h;r+(z) in egs. (96),
(113) and (114), it follows that there exists z° € span({(1, p, ..., p?~1)}) such that the following inequality holds:

o * At ¢
l2° — 27|l < —Mﬁ , (122)
where p € (0,1) is defined as follows:
VL — /T
_vETT o yRETT (123)

P T i

Finally, we obtain the desired statement of Lemma 6 with the help of the following Lemma 10. The proof is available in
Appendix F.1.8.

Lemma 10. Let vector (z°,y°) = (27,...,25 Y7, .. ,yflu) € X x Y be defined as follows:

x; =projg, (), i =projz, (¥i), (124)
where vector (z',y') = (27, ..., T}, Y1, -, Yp,) € X X Y is defined as follows:
prox%hl(z;l+1) ie{l,...,n}
prox;:zQ Kt (2°) t=n-+1
/' _ x:l+1(q2n7i_qi72n)+x/2"(qi7(n+l)_q(n+1)7i) . B
x; Caa i) ie{n+2,...,2n—1}, (125)
prox;:zz) hi (2°) 1 =2n
prox%hz(xén) ie{2n+1,...,3n}
y' = Vg*(Bz').
Then the following inequality holds:
R3.5,(x°,y°) < CrA?p*. (126)

where C'. > 0 is some constant that possibly depends on the parameters m € 11
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It remains to lower-bound p. It is done with the help of the following Lemmas 11, 12 and 13, the proofs are available in
Appendices F.1.5, F.1.6 and F.1.7, respectively.

Lemma 11. Under assumption pig i, < ,uﬁy, the following ineqality holds:

g " <2 (127)
Lemma 12. The following inequalities hold:
w, < (n — 2)0zpy
L (128)
bos L
"= 4(n-1)

Lemma 13. Constants L™ and ™+ defined in eq. (116) satisfy the following inequality:

Lt 1 1 p3
>1+max{ Py } (129)

ptt = 86’55 40,0,

Using Lemma 13, we can lower-bound p as follows:

(b) \/ —_\/
>max<{1—v220- 60625217 Ll 50
12, /37 + /86

> max

5:6, 1
1—+v220- i
ugx’346}

(C)ma {1_\/mny 1 }

VFzy  Myz 346
1
1-89 ——
Ry 346

where (a) uses the definition of p in eq. (123); (b) uses Lemma 13; (c) uses the definition of x,, in eq. (6); (d) uses the
definition of n in eq. (78), which concludes the proof.

F.1.2 Proof of Lemma 5

Let matrices W,;, W/ € R**? be defined fori € {1,...,n — 1} as follows:
Wi=| L W= | . (130)
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Then using the definition of matrix E in eq. (72), we can write the matrix EE T as the following block matrix:

ny? | By UL
573 —af
% BQ(In +Jn) :
By —af
EET — —afe e —af
O[2Wn,1 .
n tumes
g 8
af
2| AL+ )
_ af _
Furthermore, let matrices Q;, Q; € R(n +14) x (n + 7) be defined for i € {1,...,n} as follows:
a2Wi times QQW; times
B 8 g B
Qi = of , Q= of
.3 .3
2] AT+ In) 5] B(In + )
I ] R ]
It is not hard to verify that the following matrix inequality holds:
On—l
Q1 = 62[ I }
Moreover, we can show that for 7 € {1,...,n}, matrices Q;, Q’ satisfy the following inequalities:
i y g 1neq
PnAit 1) T
Qin7+i<61+ )(el+ )
n+i n4i\ T
Q; - m(e1+ )(er™) "
Indeed, let us prove eq. (134) by induction. The base case ¢ = 1 is trivial:
o? ‘ QB af n(fl
of 0 @
! K . _ n+1 n+1\T
Ql 62(177, + Jn) . n -+ 1(81 )(el )
afs 0
Furthermore, for an arbitrary index ¢ € {2,...,n — 1}, we can show that
a2 ‘ a2 Ocevvnn- 0 a2 a2 Qcevevnnn )
) 2 | o®(n+i) pooe
Q 06 @ OE) il 0 ® 0,
o Qi1 ] - - .
: : 0
0 0

(131)

(132)

(133)

(134)

(135)

which is nothing else bu the induction hypothesis (134) for the index ¢, and where (a) uses the induction hypothesis (134)
for the index i — 1; (b) uses Young’s inequality. Next, we can obtain the following inequality for the matrix EE:

ny?| By By (2| By By
By —af By —af
B N N I T N I A
BES =1 5 —af | m —af
“aB .. —afB “aB . —af
anl anl
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- 0 -
—af
523, : 0

) O'Il

= —af = .

—aﬂ ....... —aﬁ n—1
Qn—l
2
¢ n n
= m(e§n+l—i)(e§n+l—i)T

This implies the following inequality for the matrix EE T

n—1

) 2n+i)  o?
EET & EET . 3n N (adn NT
; n _ 1 ; 3n(n _ 1) n +i(e2n+1—z)(e2n+1—z)

O,

_ 20 + I

~ 3n(n—1) nol o
where (a) uses the facdt that S 1 2ndd) = 1. Furthermore, using eq. (133), we can obtain the following inequalit

=1 3rL(n 1) g q g q y
for the matrix EE T
0 (0]
EET » 0, >52[ 2n ; ]
{n—l "

Next, we can obtain the following inequality for the matrix EE " :

ny2 | By By
By —ap
. L B+ T :
BE= 5y —af
—Qfe —af
Qn-1
[ ny2 | By -oeeeee By T
By —af
(a) ﬂ (In JFJW) :
| By —af
—af —af g;lgl
L 02,2
0
® B, + 8% (1 -5 —2570) In
- 0
02n72
[0
. 621, — 2-J
B 0
L O2p,—2
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Ye
[\

OQn—Q

where (a) uses eq. (134); (b) uses Young’s inequality; (c) uses the fact that J,, < nl,,. Furthermore, we can obtain the
following inequality for the matrix EE ':

i n»y? By oeeen- By T
By —af
Lo B, +Jy) :
EE' > : ‘
By —af
2
—af —af ;Zgl
L 0277,—2 i
i n’y2 /B’V ........ ﬁ/y 7]
By —af
: B%(n+1) :
(b) : =] :
t . n n .
By —af
2
—Qf e —af 3251
i 02,2 |
[ ny2 | By By ]
By
c . 3,82
< I T In
By
0
i O2,—2 |
1
@ ny? 0,
-3 0
02,2

where (a) uses the ineqality obtained above; (b) uses the fact that J,, < nl,; (c) and (d) use Young’s ineqality. Now, we
sum all the inequalities for the matrix EE T obtained above with positive coefficients 01, 6, 3,64 > 0 and obtain the
following:

2
01 - 5
.82
EE' » b2 F1n _ . (136)
93 : %In—l
94 : ﬁzIn
Choosing 6, = 3, 6, = &, 63 = £, and 6, = 5= implies the following:
2 52 2

EET imin{rq,gfi,gaﬁ}lgn. (137)
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Finally, we obtain the following inequality for the matrix EE:

2ny? i
g1, + Sy,
302 —a?
EET ({1) —a? 2a2. —a?
—a? 202 —a?
—a? 32
i 52(In +27J,) ]
[ 2ny?
(i) 2(n +1)B8%L,
- 40[2:[“,1
(2n +1)8%1,

= max {2n72, 2(n +1)52, 4042} Is,.

where (a) uses the expression for the matrix EE " and Young’s inequality; (b) uses Young’s inequality, which concludes
the proof in the case v > 0. The remaining case v = 0 is a trivial extension of the case v > 0. O

F.1.3 Proof of Lemma 8
Using the definition of the Moreau envelope, we get
1 L—
My, = argmin — 2" — z||* + HHZ'HQ + JHFz’HQ — (b, 7). (138)
Z’ERd 2)\ 2 2
Using the first-order optimality conditions, we get

%z—i—b: <(i+u> Id+(L—u)FFT> 2. (139)

Hence, we obtain the following:

@ 1
2\
1

1
2 112 /1
ol + 51 I s o porre — 2 32+ 0)

L —
Man @ 12— 2l + B + S 2R - 0,2)

2
((3+1)La+(L-pFTF) "
2

(3+1) L= (3+0) PFT (AT (3+u) 'FET) E

1 1
= oxll2l? = 532 + ol
2\ 2

1 1
9 Izl = 314z + 0l

2
(4+1) "La=(3+40) CFT (L4 (34+0) L) F
2

by A2(L—p)
orla-amnam L F

ORI P
2\ 2

1 1
ol = 152 + bl

1 2 1 2
= ﬁHZH - §||§Z + bl 223 ) T 22 (L — 2 ) FTF

Ly —
- %”z”z + )\TMHFZW — (2, (1 = M) Ta = A(Lx — ) FTF)b)

1 2
5Hb”(A—)\Z,IL)\)IJ—A2(L>\_MA)FTF
AL — Apx)

® M Ly — px
D B2 AN RS — (1= M) (2, 8) — S 2
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A Ly — px
B2 + 2522 |F2|2 - Bafb,2) - Ca,
where (a) uses the definition of the Moreau envelope; (b) uses the expression for z’; (c) uses the Woodbury matrix
identity; (d) uses the assumption FF T = I,; (e) uses the definitions of Ly and p; (f) uses the assumption F'Fb=
0; (g) uses the definitions of B) and C',, which concludes the proof. O

©

F.1.4 Proof of Lemma 9

One can verify that vector £ satisfies the following linear system:

(2uly + (L — p)F'F) 2 = Bef, (140)
which can be rewritten as follows:
(L+3p) —(L—p) X
—(L—p) 2L+p) —(L—p) 2! e
e e Tl=1 . (141)
~(L—=p) 2(L+p) —(L—p) 5 0
—(L—p) (L+3p)
Let 2° € R? be defined as follows:
R . 142
S Fu Ty — (PP p%) (142)
Then one can observe that
(2uly + (L — p)F'F) 2° = Be{ — Bp“el, (143)
which implies
(2pLy + (L — p)F'F) (2° — 2) = —Bp“e]. (144)
Hence, we obtain the following inequality:
o 2 B d
[2° = 2| < —22 , (145)
which concludes the proof. O

F.1.5 Proof of Lemma 11

We can upper-bound ¢~ " as follows:

—n

q ~ =exp

7N

1—
nlog (1+ q))
q

Lay O fly
Oty \/4a2 + Szuy — \/&Cuy

(

(

(o vt )

E Loy 2V0umy (V402 1 iy + \/cwy))
|

6ltya 402

61ty 4a?

Loy 4y Oy (o + gw%))

Lo, Mty + 42, T (@t Jropy + 403, 72)

2

Hyz «
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where (a) uses the concavity of the logarithm; (b) uses the definition of n in eq. (78); (c) uses the definition of ¢ in

eq. (100); (d) uses the ineqality vVa + b < /a + Vb for a,b > 0; () uses the definition of 4, in eq. (67); (f) uses
the assumption iz p, < ,uzx and the assumption p,, > 0, which, together with Assumption 3, implies fi;, <
Hyz; (g) and (i) use Assumption 5; (h) uses the definition of « in eq. (74), which concludes the proof.

F.1.6 Proof of Lemma 12

We can upper-bound w,, as follows:

@ (1-g)1—-q¢""?)
! (1+4¢"71)
(b n—3

S -" =10’y

Jj=0

2 (n-2)(1- g

oAb,
< (n —2)bzp1y

where (a) uses the definition of w,, in eq. (102); (b) uses the fact that ¢ > 0; (c) uses the fact that ¢ < 1; (d) uses the
definition of ¢ in eq. (100). Next, we can upper-bound Vi as follows:

1

2n—3
1 @aqlg™™—q™Y) ¢ ;® L ©
= = ¢ <2(n—1)¢g " <4(n-1).
e e Mk e D DL S U

where (a) uses the definition of v,, in eq. (102); (b) uses the fact that 0 < ¢ < 1; (c) uses Lemma 11, which concludes
the proof. O

F.1.7 Proof of Lemma 13

First, we can lower-bound ﬁ—i as follows:
2Ly 5a o .
E @ BQiLm/‘y T n + b;ylllay =14+ B4(Lz — 6m)
+ B268, 5 wp o B < N S wpa?
S S (828, + (82 + Bopy) (B + 2222) ) (B2 + Lopry)
® ar,
>1+ — — p - -
2 (52591: + (B2 + bz pty) (% + u;nﬂi )) (B% + Ly py)
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© BiL,
Z 1+ T (n 1)

26, (82 + (82 + Gup1y) ) (52 + Lany)
BL,

BL,

(52 + Hapy + 2, 7 )) (6% + Lapy)

BiLs
B2+ D (82 4 22, ) (B2 + Loy
Ly

26,

(

25, (52 + =)
(
(

-1) (52 +p2,(1+ “L‘—J))) (B2 + Lypy)

zy zy

(h)
> 1+

L,
26, (1+50 (14 ) ) (1+ 525

9L, 12
>14 #ym

64
20,80 (1+ 52 (14 Zppie ) ) (14 “ppte

_ arLattye + 00 (15, + 55 Lamy)

376, (M3 + 56 Latty)

0a (3o + 35 Latty)

i

where (a) uses the definition of Lt and p™ in eq. (l 15); (b) uses eq. (75); (c) uses Lemma 12; (d) uses the definition of
b, in eq. (67); (e) uses the assumption fiz 1,y < uw and the assumption fi,, > 0, which, together with Assumption 3,
implies figy < fiyz; (F) uses Assumptlon 5; (g) uses the definition of £ in eq. (74); (h) uses the definition of n in eq. (78).

CJT

Furthermore, we can lower-bound =~ L as follows:
Lt 9L, 12
. S . a:.“yalc — 14 _
I 3700 (12, + 35 Laity) 37 (5
@ 92
> 14— P
37 (5”3;1 (:um:uy yy1y>)
(b) 9
>1+ by ,
37 (3153 + gomde (1+2))
© 92 81
>1+ vr =14 —
37 (345, + 15H3a) 185
10
> =)
-7

2 ~
b2, 1
. T %&Cuy)

where (a) uses eq. (75) and the definition of 510 in eq. (67); (b) uses the assumption fft, < ,u?ﬂ and the assumption
Hyz > 0, which, together with Assumption 3, implies fizy < fiy.; (¢) uses Assumption 5. Next, we can lower-bound

++
5+—+ as follows:

2v,a’ Lt

Lt @ 2V71a2+nu Lt 14 (LJr - /~L+)
++ upa?pt y L+
= (R

®) 3Lt
> 1+ —
nuy
10 (14 gk
© 3L
>1+

10p+ (1 + 2”(”;%)
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@ 3LT
> 1+ 7
10u+ (1 + 8n(n22)uy )

ry

Y14 SLY =1+ B
= 2 yL+ o +

10p+ (1+ 5 ) 10 (%u§x+%uyu+)
® 3ps,
=1+ pt 2 2 B26, s wya?

10 (F“W toHy (tiruyw? T ))

315,
+ n+1 S.L Wp O

10 (45423, + Bty (5= 4 wuet )

(2 3u2
. o

<1+

Bitye
. ~
10 (£2, + dim)

(n+1)8 (n—2)8 =1+
n T n— x

Q) 3%2,@

/‘ /1' LT,u/’L/ 4
]O T y:c yr 36 6
397 x yI My’l 35 "' y) E

3uyz
3762 (130t 55 Latty) 5 ) Bl 370, (Ny + ILL?/L)

9L, + %”yigw

—
o
7N

; 27u2. 0 272
@ 4 L}d >1+4 &
37067;511 14805z5y

where (a) uses the definition of L™ and p* in eq. (116); (b) uses the previously obtained inequality pu+ <
1—70L+; (c) and (g) use Lemma 12; (d) uses the definition of « in eq. (74); (e) uses the definition of n in eq. (78); (f) uses

the definition of 1 in eq. (115); (h) uses the previously obtained lower bound on %; (i) uses the definition of J, in

eq. (4); (j) uses the definition of SI in eq. (67) and the definition of §, in eq. (4). Furthermore, we can lower-bound
% as follows:

Hya
55 Py 2 Pe 2 Nzy/“yz
:u‘r,u‘?j + Ly .u“ty + L, :u’yT +

y
® 1 © 16 1
> 1+ >l 21+

55(1+5y+m+u1£>* 25-55 = 86’

L+t w2 a)
= >1 vt > 1
i+ = T Ess,e, — T

where (a) uses the definitions of ¢, and J,, in eq. (4); (b) uses the assumption g, pt, < u and the assumption iy, > 0,
which, together with Assumption 3, 1mphes Hay < [yz; () uses Assumption 5, Wthh concludes the proof. O

F.1.8 Proof of Lemma 10

First, we can upper-bound ||z’ — x*||? as follows:

(a)
2" — = ”2 ZHPTOX“’/;“( n+1) prox%h1<x2+1)”2
i=1

- llpros sy (2°) = pros_sey_y+ (=")]?
2upa2 1

2up a2

2n—1 % s . « . o 2
b 3 = ) = ) (o — ) O — )
("=t —q'=m)
1=n+2
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o £\ (12
+ ||Prox2:n%h;(z )—prox%h;(z I

3n
£ Y lroxsy, (h,) — proxey, (5,
1=2n-+1
b / * 2 o * (|12
< n||$n+1 — 2|7+ (127 = 27|
. ) . .12
2n—1 n+1 _ x2+1)(q2n—z _ q1—2n) + (33/27; _ xsn)(qz—(n—&—l) _ q(n—i—l)—z)
+ 3 |
S ("' —q'm)
+ 2% = 2|2 + nflzh, — a5, )12
(©)
< 20|2° = 27 |P + nllah ey — 25 |” + g, — 25,0%)
2n—1 2n i 1 2n)2 )
/
+2 ) —)2||xn+1 — T
1=n—+2
2n—1
( i—(n+1) _ q(7z+1) z) . 1o
+2 To, — T
i:;i_2 (qn 1 _ q1 n) H 2n 2n||
o * (|2 )2 * 2 / * 2
:2HZ -z H + 7’L+2Z ) Hanrl n+1H +||‘T2n_x2n|| )

(d) 2” o __ *”2

q_qi2
G“Z ))mwww>mwuww

<n+2z

z 2

)mewmpm%¢m2

© (¢ —q7")? 2
S 2+2n+42ﬁ ||ZO—Z*H
( = 1(q ‘")

; 2
® (¢ —d _)? Attpd
< 2+2"+4Z ) gy

( (¢t =q') 2p

(é) (/‘171‘-142p2d7
where (a) uses the expressions for z* in egs. (97), (101) and (108) and the definition of 2’ in eq. (125); (b) and (e) use
the nonexpansiveness of the proximal operator; (c) uses Young’s inequality; (d) uses the definitions of z},, ; and x5, in

eq. (108) and the definitions of z, 41 and xh,, in eq. (125); (f) uses eq. (122); (g) uses the definition of AtTineq. (117),
and C > 0 is a constant that depends on the parameters 7 € II.

Next, we can upper-bound R3 5 (2, y’) as follows:
(@) * *
R3s, (2',y') = Oalla” = 2™ + 6,1y’ — y"|1°
b * * * *
Oala’ = 27||* + 0,/| Vg™ (Ba') — Vg" (Ba")||?

5
<o’ — a2 + M%HB(JC’ —a)|?

Yy
@ 5, L2
< Golla’ — ¥ + 2 |2’ — 2P
Yy
(e) 5, L2 5 o4
< (6, + v | ClA2p
1y

— C//A2p2d
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where (a) uses the definition of R%m 5, in eq. (11); (b) uses the definition of ¢’ in eq. (125) and the expression for y* in

eq. (91); (c) uses the (1/p,)-smoothness of function g*(y); (d) uses Assumption 3; (¢) uses the previously obtained
upper bound on ||z’ — z*||?, and C// > 0 is a constant that depends on the parameters 7 € 1.

Furthermore, we can express x5, as follows:
r @ o
2y, = PIOX_nu z
oan — P oy b (2°)

© o MY _gpit(2)

2v,02

© (Id -3 My2 (,U++Id+ (Lt —M++)F;F2)) 2° +A++e‘f
Vp O
++ At
_ Nply b o (LT —pth) o ° ++.d
- (1_ 2v,0 >Z - 2vp 0 P, Fyz" + ATe
W 24+ B WO Y i WS D
@ —p><L++ — ) 2w qvpaz  T2F2) (0

< A( mldwc”gnFJFQ)(p, p*) + ACYy, e

QACY e + ACL 5, (p. .. p%)

+ ACK 2,(0,p°(1 = p), p*(p = 1), p* (1 = p), p"(p = 1))

= A(CYs, + pCr 2,)(1,0,0,...)

+ A(p QC;T,Qn‘f‘P (1=p)C7 5,)(0,1,0, p*,0,p%,...)

+ A(p°Cr o + 0% (p — 1)Cy 2,)(0,0,1,0,p%,0, p, ),
where (a) uses the definition of ' on eq. (125); (b) uses the properties of the proximal operator and the definition
of hi *(z) in eq. (106); (c) uses the definition of 3 ™ (2) in eq. (114); (d) uses the adapted version of the definition

of z° in eq. (142); () uses the definition of AT in eq. (117); (f) uses the definition of matrix F5 in eq. (68), and

v2n> Cn 2, € R are constants that depend on the parameters 7 € II. From this expression, we can conclude that the

following 1nequa11ty holds:

25, — 25, ]|* < A*Cr 20?7, (146)
where C 2, > 0 is some constant that depends on the parameters = € II. Similarly, we can obtain the following
inequality:

Oalla’ — 2| + 8 lly — y°|I* < O A%p*, (147)
where C!/" > 0 is some constant that depends on the parameters 7 € II. Therefore, we obtain the following inequality:
R3.5,(2%y°) S 2R3 5 (2',y') + 20 [l — a°||* + 20, Iy’ — °|I?
< 2(CY + CHA*p*

— O, 2%,

which concludes the proof. O

F.1.9 Proof of Lemma 7

Functions f(z) and ¢(y) defined in eqs. (65) and (69) are quadratic. Hence, the optimality conditions (8) can be written
in the following form:

G.z* +BTy* = Ab
Gy —Baz* =0,
where b = (02,,,1,) ® e € R"% and G, € R"%?*"«d and G, € R"™¥*"vd are symmetric matrices that can be

expressed from d € {1,2,...} and the parameters 7 € II using the definitions of functions f(x) and g(y) in egs. (65)
and (69). Hence, the solution (z*, y*) can be expressed as follows:

Tt =A- Q;lbv
y = A4-G;'BQ; Y,

(148)

(149)
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where Q,, € R™=@*"=4 i5 defined as follows:
Q.=G,+B'G,'B. (150)
Note that matrix G, + BTnglB is invertible due to Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4:
G, +B'G,'B=6,1,,4> O, (151)
Furthermore, using the definition of (z°, %) in eq. (84), we obtain the following:

(@ = 2%y = y") = (Ln 4, ® (La = P)) (2", y")
= (Inm-i-ny @ (Ig — P))(Q;1b7 Gngleb) - A

Hence, it is easy to observe that R?iwéy (2°,y°) = B, qA? for some constant B 4 > 0 that depends on d € {2,3,...}

and the parameters 7 € II. Finally, we need to show the existence of d € {2,3,...} such that for all A > 0 the
following inequality holds:
R2 SCO, yO
min ~ Byg= min w > 0. (152)
de{d,d+1,...} de{d,d+1,...} A

To do this, we can lower-bound R} 5, (29, y°) as follows:
R3.s,(2%,9%) = 60 (Il 11 = @npa|® + |25, — 23, %)

(a) * *
=0 (|| = P)ay|I” + [|(Ta — P2z, [1%)

(b)

> 50./|(La — P) (241 + 23,7
(©)

o %595”(101 — P)(prox%hf(z*) +prox%h;(z*))“2

(d) * Ny * *

2 16, ]Iy — P) (22" — e (VR (2%) + VA ()2
© 25, (1s — P)="||?

()

> 6, (Iy — P)2°||2 — 26, ]| (1, — P)(2* — 2°)2

At pd 2
2utt )

@6 24+ p? 2—26 At pd 2
~ T\ =)L ) T\ 2t

25 p4 ) p2d
++)2 z z
2 (A™) ((L++)2 - 2(pt+)2

2
g A2 2Vna262 _ ) ( 269:p4 . 6mp2d )
- (2vna® + npuy ) (B2 + 10, (L++)2 2(pt*)2 )’
where (a) uses the definition of z° in eq. (84); (b) uses the convexity of ||-||; (c) uses the expressions for z}, | ; and
x5, in eq. (108); (d) uses the properties of the proximal operator and the definition of h;r+(z) in eq. (106); (e) uses

the definition of z* in eq. (107); (f) uses Young’s inequality; (g) uses eq. (122); (h) uses the adapted version of the
definition of z° in eq. (142) in the proof of Lemma 9 in Appendix F.1.4; (i) uses the definition of AT+ ineq. (117). Itis

. 2un 0?52
not hard to verify that ((2U7la2+nﬂy“+)(52+#y5m)

we can easily obtain the following relation:

(@)
20,11 Pl - 20,

2 4
) and (iéfif)z are positive constants that do not depend on d. Hence,

RZ . (20,0
lim inf —2=% " "7 7 ( )

d—+o0 A2 >0, (153)

which concludes the proof. O
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G Proof of Lemma 4

Let fizy = max{ /sy, [lyz }. We consider a special instance of problem (1), where X =) = R, functions f(x) and
g(y) are defined as follows:

7 1
fl@) = Fll=l* = Alet,2),  a(y) = Syl (154)

and matrix B € R%*9 ig defined as follows:

a, =B
T T i )
B:§ , where o= Lyy+ flay, B = Loy — fay- (155)
a —
a

Functions f(x) and ¢(y) obviously satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2. Moreover, matrix B satisfies Assumption 3 due to the
following Lemma 14, the proof is available in Appendix G.1.1.

Lemma 14. The singular values of matrix B defined in eq. (155) satisfy the following inequalities:
ﬂzy S CTmin(B) S Unlax(B) S Lry (156)

Next, we establish the following Lemma 15, which describes the solution to the problem defined above, the proof is
available in Appendix G.1.2.

Lemma 15. Forall d € {2,3, ...}, the instance of problem (1) defined above has a unique solution (z*,y*) € X x ).
Moreover, there exist vectors z°,y° € span({(1, p, ..., p*1)}) such that the following inequality holds:

R3.5,(2°,y°) < CrA?p™, (157)

where C; > 0 is some constant that possibly depends on the parameters w € 11, but does not depend on d, and
p € (0, 1) satisfies the following inequality:

8 4
p>maxq1l— \[,f . (158)
Ezy O
In addition, the initial distance to the solution ng(;y (0,0) is a quadratic function of A, that is,
R3.5,(0,0) = Br 4A%, (159)

where By 4 > 0 is a constant that possibly depends on d € {1,2,...} and the parameters m € 11, and satisfies the
inequality minde{ng} Bra>0.

We can express (2°,y°) from Lemma 15 as follows:

(o)

T :uflf(17p7"'7pd_1>7 °

y :uy(Lp,...,pd_l), where  ug,uy, € R, (160)

which implies

o uz(1—p*?) opz U1 =p*)
I° = T2 ly°l" = W
Further, we fix k € {0,...,d}. Using the sparse structure of matrix B defined in eq. (155), and using the standard

arguments (Nesterov, 2013; Ibrahim et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2022a; Scaman et al., 2017, 2018; Kovalev et al., 2024),
we can show that the output vector (z,(7),y,(7)) € X X ) satisfies the following implication:

[|2° (161)

span({e{,...,el}) k>0

0) N (162)

r<D-tgk = zo(T)vyo(T)G{

where D > 0 is a universal constant. The right-hand side of this implication implies the following:
R3.5, (@o(1),50(T)) = Sallwo(T) — 2”12 + 8y lyo(7) — |

@
> 50allzo(T) = 2°I* + 50y llyo(r) = 9°II* = R 5, (2°,9°)
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d—1

> 500} + 8yuy) Y 0% = RE 5, (2%,9°)
j=k
2k 2d
14 —p o ,0
2k 2d
o o 14 — P o .o
= 5(0ullz°1* + oy lly HQ)W - Ris, (2°,9°)
© p*F = p* .
= (%ngéy(o 0) — R5 Sy ) 1— px R(s Sy (z%y°)
2%k 2d
14 — P 2 p o o
= R 0,0 R
i@ s 00 ( = >> a(8)
(d) p2k _ p2d < p2 p2d )
ZideA2_ 1_'_7 C‘,‘—A2 2d’
4(1 = p2d) " 2(1 — p29)
where (a) and (c) use Young’s inequality; (b) uses eq. (162) and the expression for (x°,y°) in eq. (160); (d) uses

Lemma 15. Furthermore, we can choose A = R//B 4 to ensure the initial distance R%m 5, (0,0) = R? and obtain the
following: \
2k _ 2d
p** — p* 2 p—p 2 2d
R2 o o o BrdAT — 1+ 5 | CLA
b lesrh ) = e (14 4= Gy ) Gt
2k _ 2d 2 2d
<a>p pRz 142 p CrR*p
4(1 - p*9) 21=p*"))  Bra
(;) p2k _ p2d 2o (1. p2k _ p2d C, R2p%
- 4(1 Qd) 2(1 de) mind/e{1727_”} Bﬂ',d’
_ g, 1— p2ld—k) (i p2k _ p2d C, p2d—k)
4(1 = p) 2(1 - p29) minge(1,2,.} Brar
(>) 1p2kR2

where (a) uses the choice of A above; (b) uses the inequalities By g4 > mingcqi 2

Lemma 15; (c) is implied by choosing a large enough value of d €
Next, we consider the case € < %RQ. Choosing k as follows:

|

2log (1/p)

log (£ R?/¢)

y Br.av > 0 implied by

yees

{1,2,..

|

3.

(163)

implies R 5,(®o(T),Yo(T)) = €. Therefore, by contraposition, from implication (162), we obtain the following:

R3.5,(0,0)<e =

The right-hand side of this implication implies the following lower

7> DTtk

(164)

bound on the execution time 7:

T>D- -1k

@ log (1R2/e)

D B{ Yo (1/0) J

log (:R?/e) — 2log (1/p)

2P S o 17)
Q) o log (£ R%/€) — 2log (5/4)
=0 2log (1/p)
_D log (135 1%/e)

2 log (1/p)
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' log (7 R?/e€)
(1/p—=1)
. ™BP 16R2
p log( )

125€

@ D 16R2
2 5\7@ - TBy/Kay - log ( 125e>

~ 0 - s (12)),

where (a) uses the definition of k in eq. (163); (b) and (d) use Lemma 15; (c) uses the concavity of the logarithm, which

. . . 2
concludes the proof in the case e < 1 R?. In the remaining case ¢ > 1 R?, we have log (11(;1;6 ) < 0. Hence, the latter

lower bound holds due to the fact that 7 > 0, which concludes the proof. O

G.1 Proofs of Auxiliary Lemmas
G.1.1 Proof of Lemma 14

We can write matrix B T B as follows:

ra? —af
—af a?+ 0 —af
BB I R
y .'.—ab’ 042—1—52.'.—015
! —af o+
o —apB _
[ 20 e e
—aB 208 "—ap
i “ _0&5 25@ (a—p)?

Therefore, we can obtain the following matrix inequalities:
B'B - imin{(a — 6)2,04(04 - B)Hy = ﬂfﬂId, (165)
B'B = jmax {(a - B)* +4af,aa - §) + 228} = L} 1,

which conclude the proof. O

G.1.2 Proof of Lemma 15

The first-order optimality conditions (8) imply that the unique solution to the problem (z*,y*) € X x ) is defined by
the following linear system:
T * d
Hyy” — Bx® = 0.
Hence, we can express the initial distance R 5, (0,0) as follows:

R3.5,(0,0) = &z [l [|* + 0y [ly*|1?
(a) _ _
= 6o llpy AlptayIa + BTB) ed||* + 6, | AB (1o pyIs + BTB) 'ef|?

= A2B7r,d7

where (a) uses the linear system (166) and the fact that the matrix (g, Iq + BTB) is invertible, which is implied by
the matrix inequality (g 11yIq + B"B) = (pzpty + ii2,)Ia and Assumption 4, and where By 4 is defined as follows:

Br.a = 0oz || (hapiyla + BTB) el ||” + 6y |B(papyIa + BTB) ef|%. (167)
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We can also lower-bound B 4 as follows:
Bra = 0ol (papiyla + B B) " ef||* + 6, |B(uapyTa + BTB) e ||?
@ Opps + 042, ®)

T (Mapy + L3,)?

where (a) uses Lemma 14 and the fact that ||e¢||? = 1; (b) uses Assumption 4 and the assumption y,, > 0. Therefore,
we obtain the desired inequality minge 1 2,...3 Br,a > 0.

)

yeus

Furthermore, the first equation in eq. (166) can be written as follows:

(*=2) -1
-1, -1 A
-1 ~2 -1
-1 72
where v is defined as follows:
2 2+, 2 1
2 AP ey 200+ 1) (169)
af (¢—1)
where ¢ > 1 is defined as follows:
L2 + u,
g= T Pely (170)
where the denominator is always positive due to Assumption 4. Let (2°,y°) € X x ) be defined as follows:
o Apy A 2 d o _ 24 2 d
T =~ PP ) Y =700 0) (171)
Bla—Bp) ( ) B ( )
where p € (0,1) is defined as follows:
-1
= va . (172)
Vat+1

One can verify that (2°,y°) satisfies the following linear system:

d+1
o ap
(tapyla + B B)a® = p, Aef + a—pp e,
d+1 (173)
o o 2p d
HylY —Ba” = _Oé*ﬁp 'MyAed?
which, together with eq. (166), implies
d+1
o * ap
(mapiyTa + BTB)° = a) = 0 Aef,
o * o * 2pd+1 d (174)
py(y® —y*) —B(z® —x ):_a—ﬁp py Aeg,

Hence, we can upper-bound ||z° — z*|| as follows:

|2 — 2| @ aﬂyAp
— Bp
® ovpy Ap
= (kaby + A2,) (= Bp)’

NpzpyIs + BTB) el

d+1

where (a) uses the linear system (166) and the fact that the matrix (g, 4,14 + BT B) is invertible, which is implied by
the matrix inequality (tiqptyTa+B"B) = (pa iy + ii2,)Ia and Assumption 4; (b) uses the fact that fi, 1, Ia+ BB =
(Watty + i2,)1 and |led|| = 1. Furthermore, we can upper-bound ||y° — y*|| as follows:

ly° — . ,uyAefji

@ 1 H ) 2p*H!
a—pBp
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® 1 2Apdt1

< —[B(z® —a2")|| + led
" | )i a—pp lea
© L, 2Apdt1
< g0 — | 4+ 2

Fy a—pBp
(i) Ly, Aptt! 24pt1

= (patry + i2,)(a — Bp) Ay

L.L A d+1
== (2 + a y_2 ) p )
Pafty + 113, ) o —Bp

where (a) uses the linear system above; (b) uses the triangle inequality; (c) uses the fact that |B|| < L,, and

lled|| = 1; (d) uses the previously obtained upper bound on ||#° — z*||. Combining the upper bounds on ||z° — z*|| and
|ly® — y*|| gives the desired inequality:

R3,5, (0%, y%) = 0allz® — 2™ > + 8y lly° — y*|* < CrA2p*". (175)
It remains to lower-bound p as follows:
@ 2 1 ® ‘ 2 “2)1— : 2
>1 - —— 2 >1- —— 2 > %
\/(lgzlig‘ﬁ‘ftfiz’”w“y} Y141 081 1141

where (a) uses the definition of p in eq. (172); (b) uses the definition of ¢ in eq. (170); (c) uses Assumption 5. In
addition, we can lower-bound p as follows:

2 b 2 (©) 2 (d 8
@1 21— 912 9 8
\/q +1 L2, thapy +1 L3y VEzy
ﬁ?gy‘i‘l‘wyf’y 2ty

where (a) uses the definition of p in eq. (172); (b) uses the definition of ¢ in eq. (170); (c) uses the assumption
Py 2> max{uiy, ng}Q (d) uses the definition of x, in eq. (6) and the definitions of §, and J, in eq. (4), which
concludes the proof.
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H Proof of Theorem 3

Without loss of generality, we can assume P = I;_. Otherwise, we can simply make a variable change z — P'/2z,
That is, we can replace functions p;(z) and operators Q;(z) with p;(P~1/22) and P~1/2Q,;(-P/?2).

We start with the following Lemmas 16, 17 and 18 that describe the basic properties of functions pf;tl’”"t"” (z) and

ﬁf otk (), and operators Q;(z). The proofs of these lemmas is a trivial utilization of the definitions of functions
plitite (4 ) and prfi-k (2) on lines 16 and 21 of Algorithm 1, and the definitions of constants L1 ppkstttk
and H f Tntl on 11nes 17, 18 and 19 of Algorithm 1. We omit these proofs due to their simplicity.

Lemma 16. For all k < i, function p&*' ™ (2) is L¥" _smooth.
Lemma 17. For all k > i, function pk it ’t"( ) is Hik;tl"“’t’c -strongly convex.

Lemma 18. Forall 1 < i < n, operator Q;(z) is Mik;tl’“"t’“-Lipschitz.

Next, we establish the key Lemma 19 that describes the convergence properties of Algorithm 1. The proof is available
in Appendix H.1.1.

Lemma 19. Forall1 < k <nand 2 € C,, the following inequality holds:

kiti,.ote (k kita,... D)) 2112
0> (ri ! k(’ztl,...,tk_l,thrl/Q) -t ( )) + 7” 2ty te 1 te+1/2 T 2|l
i=1
n (176)
Est1,..., kst
+ (Dltkl"!‘l =Dy )’
i=k+1
where function rk 1. ’“(z) Z — R is defined as follows:
Eit1,eote Est1,n by (2,Qi(2)) i>k
et o) = gl o) { QN (17
constant H. g > 0 is defined as follows:
k
Hy = Hj'vh, (178)
i=1
and Df;fl"”’t’“ > 0 is defined as follows:
Lk?tl--wtk H’L . Oé2 + M,k;tl""tk H’L ar.
it1eth =k+1 AT, -1 —k+1 1 A
Dyt = = : : ’ : N5t a0.0 — AP (179)

2

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 3. Using the initialization steps on lines 4 and 5 of Algorithm 1, the definition of
the output zo, € Z on line 6 of Algorithm 1, and the arguments that are identical to the proof of Lemma 19, we obtain
the following simplified version of eq. (176) for the case k = 0:

- " LGlz 042,._ +M1HZ: aT. 1
ST (o) —1i(2) < Y T 5 =L T 10 — (180)

i=1 1=1

Furthermore, we prove the following Lemma 20 in Appendix H.1.2.
Lemma 20. The output z,,, of Algorithm 1 satisfies the inclusion z,, € C,.

It remains to upper-bound «. First, we lower-bound o, * as follows:

a;l(d)l+7\/1+4at21> ta > > t+a51L%( t+2),

where (a) and (b) use the definition of ¢ in eq. (25). This lower bound on o{ implies the following upper bound on
arT_1q:

ar—1 < Tr (181)

which concludes the proof. O
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H.1 Proofs of Auxiliary Lemmas
H.1.1 Proof of Lemma 19

We prove this lemma by induction for k = n, ..., 1.

Base case (k = n). Using lines 11 and 22 of Algorithm 1, we get the following relation:

2 bt +1/2—argmm2p"“’ ot (z). (182)

Cz i=1

Moreover, function -, p:‘ o (z) is H -strongly convex due to Lemma 17 and the definition of Hy' in eq. (178).

Hence, using the fact that 2 € CZ and the fact that

pit(2) = rft i (2), (183)
which is implied by which is implied by eq. (177), we obtain the following inequality:
n
ZT" R ED M CNNA R | F NP (184

i=1
which is nothlng else but the desired eq. (176) in the case k = n.

Introduction step (k — k& — 1). We assume that eq. (176) holds for 2 < k < n — 1, which implies the following:

n
kit,...,
02 Z (DZtk"rl

i=k+1

n
kiti,..ote ( k
+§ (ri (Ztl,...,
=1

ch
Kit1,. A112
- D;, t,: ) + 7” Rty et 1 b +1/2 2|l

kit1,..0ti /2
tk_l,tk+1/2) -t k(z)>

@ HE
a Kitq,..., ity 12
= Z (Dz t;:—i-l - D; tkl )JF*” Rty et 1 te+1/2 T 2|l
i=k—+1
n
pliitiesti b ityet Nk .
+ Z ' (ztl,“.,tk_l,tk+1/2) -p; k(z)) + Z (Qi(2), 2ttt tet1/2 T z)
i=1,i#k i=k+1
kit1,...tk Hk§t17 R73
k k S k
+ %H’Ztl,...,tk,l,thrl/Q _Ztl,...,tk||2 k B 12 2t ||2

k 2 kiti,...,tk
+ <Zt1,...,f,k,1,tk+1/2 — 2, AQ )

b - kit kit HE 2
= (Dz Lt = Dl k) + THztl,...,tH,tkH/z =7

i:k+1

n
Akt vtk st . N o Lk 5

+ Z TR tir1y2) — B Z)) + > QB3 starrge — )

i=1,i#k 1=k+1

i kit1,...,tk
k s kit te s k k
+ <Zt1,...,tk,1,tk+1/2 — 2, Vp () %Hztl,m,tk,l,tk-&-l/Q - 12
. A N H]’;;t17~--,tk A N )

+ <Zt1,...,tk,1,tk+1/2 - % Qk(ztl,..i,tk» - THZ = Rty,te |
© < kit kit H 2112
> Z (Dy fklirl’ =Dy ) + 7” Bty ter1/2 T 2|l

1=k-+1

n
ity . k it . N . .
+ Z ( ' Ztl,...,tk,l,tk+1/2) b (Z)) Z (Qi(2), Ztl, o1t +1/2 T z)
i=k+1

Hk;tlxn'w ko Lkitlvnatk . . Hk§t17~~~7tk R )

+ & k (260 1 bt 1/2 — Zhoete | = = — B 12— 2 4 12

2
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+ (2. — £,Qi(f,. 1)

otk—1,te+1/2
n k
()] kit1,..., kit H .
= Z (Dz t,:+1 =Dy ) + 7” 2 etttz — 2
i=k+1
n
Akst,...t Akt 2 s k A
+ Z ( ! Ztl tk_l,tk+1/2) Pt k(z)) + Z <Qi(z)7Ztl,“.,tk_l,tkqtl/Z —2)
i=k+1
Hk7tla-»~7 E Lk,tlwuatk . . Hkitlwuatk . .
+ & 2 y ||Zt1,m,tk_1,tk+1/2 T Rty,te H2 - %HZ T Rt1,ts ||2
k _ 3 k Ak t1,..tk
+ <Zt1,...,tk,1,tk+1/2 2y Qk(ztl ..... tr1 tk+1/2) + )
© O Dhitrt kite,.. H A112
2 Z ( ittt — Dig ) + 7”2}1, trntt1/2 — 2l
i=k-+1
kit Kty 2) N
+ Z ( ' k tlvn-»tk 1 tk+1/2) by’ ' Z ) + Z Ztl cotk—1,te+1/2 7 Z>
Hk7t1>~~', _ katlvnatk ) . Hk?§t17~~~7tk R )
+—* 5 k (260, b1 bt 1/2 — Zhaetn |2 = =k — 5 12— 2 i 12
k 2 kit1,...,t
+ <Zt1,.u,tk—17tk+1/2 % Ale k>
0 HE
Kit1,...t kitq,..., b)) 2112
= Z (Dz tkl—i-l - D; tkl ) + 7” 2t et 1 tet+1/2 2|l
i=k+1
kst Kt 5) .
+ Z ( ' ztl, tk—l’tk+1/2) p;’ ' Z ) + Z Ztl’ dr—1,te+1/2 Z>
Hk,tl,..., _ pRstiet . . Rt et A .
e 5 k ||Zt1,..4,tk,1,tk+1/2 =24t 12 - %Hz = 2t 12
HEt ot Ksty,...t Kty,...t
k 72 —1 sT1yeeey ~A112
+ 5 Hztl,...,tk,l,tﬁl/z + (H ) Ag, = 2|l
kit1,...,t
R S — 4l - k2
9 t1,.tp—1,te+1/2 2Hk t1,..
(@) . kit t kit t i
2 2RI HART. ) 5112
= Z (Di;tlirl b - Di;tkl k) 9 etk 1ste+1/2 T 2|l
i=k+1
kit Kty . 2) N
+ Z ( ' 1,...,tk.,1,tk+1/2) Pt k (2 ) + Z Ztl obe—1,te+1/2 7 z)
Hk7t1)~~'7 . katlvnatk . . H’Cytl’m, ko )
+—* 5 k (260, b1 bt 1/2 — Zhoete | = —E— B 12— 20 4 12
Hllj;tl’m’tk k 5112 1 k k 2
+ #Hztl,...,tk,l,tkﬁ-l — 27 = W”Qk(ztl,m,tk) - Qk(ztl,.,.,tk,l,tk-i-l/Q)||
k
O & kit kit HEY 2
2 Z (Dz tk1’+1 - D; tkl’ ) + 9 ||zt1,.“,tk_1,tk+1/2 -2
i=k-+1
n
kit Kit1,ete /o Nk R
+ Z ( ' Ztl, ,tk,l,tk+1/2) P (Z)) + Z<Qi(3)v Pttt tet1/2 2)
i=k
k;t ..... t kiti,..., t kity,..., t kiti,...,t
N (Hk 1 k)2 Lk 1 ka 1 ki(Mk 1 k)QHZk _Zk ”2
ZHIIE;tl,.A e 15t 1, tet+1/2 t1,.te
kit1,....t kit1,
S ./ dl
9 2T A, D) t1,tk—1,tk+1 z
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i k—1

H.
kity,..., kity,..., by} 2112
> Z (Dl tk1+1 Dl tkl k) 9 cote—1,te+1/2 T Z”
i=k+1
n
skity,. otk ok Kty oth (2 Nk N
+ Z ( ' Ztlv-":tk—17tk+1/2) by’ ' (Z)) + Z<Ql(z)’ Zt17~~,75k71,tk+1/2 - Z>
i=k
Hk,tl,...,tk R . Hk;tl,...,tk . X
- %HZ - Ztl,...,tkH2 kfnztl,...,tk,l,tk+1 - Z||2a

where (a) uses the definition of functions rf;tl ' (2) ineq. (177) and the definition of functions pf;tl"”’t’“ (z) on line 21

of Algorithm 1; (b) uses the deﬁnition of Aﬁ;tl""’t"‘ on line 20 of Algorithm 1; (c) uses the convexity and Lz;tl""’t’“
smoothness of function ﬁk o (thwtk), where the smoothness property is implied by Lemma 16; (d) uses the
definition of Ak bk on line 24 of Algorithm 1; () uses the monotonicity of operator Qy(2); (f) uses the parallelogram
rule of the form <a, b> = £lla+b/c|® = £llall* — £[[b]|; (g) uses line 25 of Algorithm 1, the definition of H% in
eq. (178), and the definition of Agzl’”"t’“ on line 24 of Algorithm 1; (h) uses the M, lf Tt -Lipszhitzness of operator
Q1 (2), which is implied by Lemma 18; (i) uses the definition of H ,’j ot o line 19 of Algorithm 1. Furthermore, we
obtain the following:

@ & phit Kit1,ot HE 5112
02> Z ( ztklirl =Dyl k) R 126, 1t 12 — 2l
1=k-+1
k—1
k—15t1,....t0_ k k—1;t1,....tke—1 /2
+ Z (pi b l(ztl,‘..,tk,17tk+1/2) —D; b 1(2))
i=1
1 n
k—1;t1,...,t— k _k
+ I Zpi b l(atkztl,...,tk_l,thrl/Q +(1— atk)ztk)
koi=k
n
k—1;t1,...,te— ~ —_k A ~
T Z P a2 (- g )7 ) + Z(Qz(z) Zt1 et te+1/2 z)
koi=k i=k
Hk§t1’-~wtk R . Hk§t1,~~7tk . R
- § 2 ||Z - ztl,...,tk HQ E 2 ||Zt1,.‘.,tk71,tk+1 - Z||2
0 & j— Kty t HE' o2
2 (DZ';%]::F].) i D’L‘;ytkh ' k) 2 Z .4.,tk717tk+1/2 - ZH
i=k+1
k—1
k—1t1,...,tg— k k—1;t1,...;tke—1 /2
+ Z (pi b l(ztl,...,tk_l,thrl/Q) -p; 1(2))
i=1
1 & 1— oy,
k—1;t1,...,th—1 /—, — gy, k—1;t1,...,t
+7ZP¢ b l(szﬂ)_ik Zpi b l(sz)
T — T
- —Lity,eti— 1 A 2
Z (2 +Z )28ty attr/2 ~ 2)
kst kit1,...,
ST T 5
9 t1 9 t1,ete—1,te+1
© S kst t kst t Hk ' 1 15k 2
O ST (Dbt - D) 4 oy 7 - (- aJag 2 2]
i=k+1

. k—15t1,....t6— —1zk —1=k
+ Zpi b l(atk Ptp4+1 (1- atk)atk Ztk)
n
Z Q'L 2 atk Z§k+1 (]‘ atk)atklsz - ’2>
=k

47



where (a) uses the previous inequality and the definition of function
definition of Ef 41 on line 23 of Algorithm 1 and the convexity of functions pf
zr '~ +1 on line 23 of Algorithm 1; (d) uses the convexity of function p;
in eq. (177). Next, we divide both sides of the inequality by a;, and obtain the following:

k—
functions r;

0

n

1 k—15t1,...t 11—«
—Lity,.te—1 =k 123
+— E p; ( tk+1) -
(077% ek Qg
kit1,...,tk kit1,...,tk
_ ch ”2 _ Zk H2 k
2 t1,te 2
@ &
z kity,... kit1,...tg
> (D’L tk-‘rl DZ HAA )
i=k-+1

1 Hk 1
( ||Ztk+1 Z||2+Z
i=k

k
||Ztl yeenstk—1,te+1l T

_k A
ztk+1 >>

n
k—15t1,..
E :pi

k
||Zt1,...,tk_1,tk+1

O[tk
1 _ Hk 1 A _
- ( ”Ztk - Z||2 + Z Qi(2) Ztk - Z>>
O[tk -
I 1—oy
— Y T NE L) - :
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where (a) uses the definition of H,’:‘tl"“’t’“ on line 19 of Algorithm 1; (b) uses the definitions of le;tl""’t’“ and
M,f;tl"”’t’“ on lines 17 and 18 of Algorithm 1. Using the definition of Difl"”’t’“ in eq. (179), one can verify that

fo_fl"”’t’“ does not depend on ¢;. Moreover, using the definition of o, in eq. (25), one can verify that ag = 1
e B

and % = —L— for t; > 1. Hence, we can do the telescoping and obtain for arbitrary ¢;, € {0,...,T — 1} the
ty tp—1
following: *
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After multiplying both sides of the inequality by OzQTk_l , we obtain for arbitrary t;, € {0,..., T, — 1} the following:
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where (a) and (d) use the definition of Dk Pt gy eq. (179); (b) uses the definitions of Lk btk gnd M, Ritite on
lines 17 and 18 of Algorithm 1; (c) uses hne 27 of Algorithm 1; (e) uses lines 22 and 28 of Algorithm 1 The latter
inequality is nothing else but the desired eq. (176) for k — 1, which concludes the proof. O
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H.1.2 Proof of Lemma 20

We prove by induction that for all 1 < k£ < n, the following inclusion holds:
k
Zt17"~;tk71:tk+1/2 €C.. (185)

Indeed, in the base case k& = n, eq. (185) holds due to lines 11 and 22 of Algorithm 1. Next, we assume the

inclusion (185) for a fixed & satisfying 1 < k < n. We have Elf = zfl tho1,1/2 € C, due to the definition on line 23 of

Algorithm 1 and the fact that oy = 1, which is implied by eq. (25). Furthermore, for t; > 1, we have E,’fk 11 €C, due

to the definition on line 23 of Algorithm 1 and the inclusions Z} zfl tetnt1/2 € Coand oy, € (0,1). Hence, we

obtain fl%k € C,. This, together with lines 22 and 28 of Algorithm 1, implies eq. (185) for k — 1, if k > 2, or 2o € C,,
if £ = 1, which concludes the proof. O

I Proof of Corollary 1

Without loss of generality, we can assume that

max{ Li+1/e,Mi+1/e,1}Zmax{\/Li/e,Mi/e,l} forall ie{l,...,n—1}. (186)

Otherwise, we can simply reshuffle the pairs (p;(z), Q;(z)). To ensure the desired inequality (27), it is sufficient to
choose {T;}7_; as follows:

T = [2-max{\/Ll/e,Ml/qu7
max{\/m, M;iq /e, 1} . (187)
for ie{l,...,n—1}.
max{\/m,Mi/e,l}

Indeed, we can lower-bound H;-:1 T as follows:

Tiy1=12-

i—1 2 max {m, M1 /e, 1}
j=1 max{\/m, Mi/e,l}

[o=n]]z> Qmax{m7M1/€71}
j=1 Jj=2
= 2imax{\/IT/€7Mi/€a1}v

which, together with eq. (26), implies eq. (27). Similarly, we can upper-bound H;Il T as follows:

i i
[Mz=n]]7
j=1 j=2

= (e {yigeansent ) I =

e[y 1) T L e

j=1 max{\/IT/e, M; /e, 1}
= 3imax{\/m,Mi/e7l}
< 3"max{\/f/e,M¢/e,l},

Finally, it is easy to verify that Algorithm 1 performs H;Zl T; computations of the gradient Vp;(z) on line 20 and

i-1 2max{ Liy1/€e, Mitq/e, 1}
+1

2t . H;Zl T; computations of operator );(z) on lines 20 and 24, which concludes the proof. O
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J Proof of Theorem 4

Letz = (z,y) € Z=X xYand 2’ = (2',y) € Z = X x ). Then we can upper-bound ||Vp;(z) — Vp1(2')||p—
as follows:

IVp1(2) = Vi () lp1 £ 652 |V f(z) — V()]

(b) o Ly

<52 Lolle =21 2 o = 2'llp D walle = o',
where (a) uses the definition of function p;(z) in eq. (30) and the definition of matrix P in eq. (32); (b) uses the
smoothness property in Assumption 1; (c) uses the definition of matrix P in eq. (32); (d) uses the definition of x, in
eq. (6). Hence, we can choose L; = k., and similarly, we can choose L, = k. In addition, we can upper-bound
IVps(z) — Vps(2')||p-1 as follows:

@ |52 B2
[Vps(z) — Vps(2')|lp-1 \/ IBTB(z — ’)H2+(Ty||BBT(Z/—:U’)||2
Yy

(b) 62[/4 ﬁ2L4
< \/ —— e =2/ + |y — y'|?

© BoL2 ﬁ :
ZmX{ 5 2 U}H — 2|3

= fay - max {Ba0y, Byda} |2 — 2l

(e 8y, Ig
< figy - max Il — 2|l

® 1 /
= Kgy - Nax T I Iz —2'|lp
z y

1rayllz = 2 [lp,

where (a) uses the definition of function p3(z) in eq. (30) and the definition of matrix P in eq. (32); (b) uses
Assumption 3; (c) uses the definition of matrix P in eq. (32); (d) uses the definition of ., in eq. (6); (e) uses
the definitions of 3, and 3, in eq. (31); (f) uses the definitions of . and &, in eq. (6); (g) uses the fact that
Kz, Ky > 1, which is implied by Assumption 5. Hence, we can choose L3 = k,. Furthermore, we can upper-bound

|Qs(2) — Qs(2")||p-1 as follows:
Odw BT T —
-B Oy ||y—V b

1Qs(2) = Qa(=)lp+ 2
S5 BT ()l + 8 B - )2

(© [L2 L2
<y lly = y'11? + S e — 2|2
O dy

()]
D Jriayylly = 912 + syl — 2|2

©
= \Fayllz = ' |le,

where (a) uses the definition of operator Q3(z) in eq. (29); (b) and (e) use the definition of matrix P in eq. (32); (c) uses
Assumption 3; (d) uses the definition of x4, in eq. (6). Hence, we can choose M3 = | /Fyy.

~
ING

Next, we can obtain the following:

(a)
enllzin — 2*[|p = p(2ow) — P(2*) + (Q(2), Zow — 2*)

b * * * * * *
o f(xom) (@) + 9(you) — 9*) + (BT y*, mou — 2*) — (B™, You — ¥*)

4 22 B — Vo) + 22 1B Ty + V()
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6$ * ﬁ *
— S IBa* = Vgl — BTy + V()

2 Fow) = F@*) + 9go) — 97) + (BTY" o — ) — (Be", v — ')

Ba B .
+ 2B o — )2+ BT (o — 7)1

— B Bz™ — VQ(yin)||2 - 5y||BTy* + vf(xin)H2
d T * *
DD (s ) + Dy s y*) + 2B — ) + 22 BT (g — )

= BolV(y") = Vol ~ 8,195 ) — Vf (i)
e - . .
> D (rows ") + Dy(wous ) + 22 [Bow 2 + 2 1B (g — 7)1

- 2ﬂer (III’H ) Zﬂy (yina y*)

> D (zous 2°) + Dy (Yous ") + 5 Blow — 7)1 + 22 IBT (gou = ")

- %Df(l'in,x*) - %Dg(yin7y*)7

where (a) uses Corollary 1; (b) the definitions of functions p;(z) and operators Q;(z) in egs. (29) and (30); (c) uses
Young’s inequality; (d) uses the optimality conditions (8); (e) uses the smoothness properties in Assumptions 1
and 2; (f) uses the definitions of 8, and 3, in eq. (31).

Using the definitions of functions p;(z) and operators @;(z) in egs. (29) and (30), Assumptions 3 and 4, and Lemma 1,
we can conclude that projs(zin) = projs(zou). Hence, we get the following:
BalB(@ou = ) I* + BylIB " (o — ¥ )N = Botizy lwow — 217 + Bybtga | You — v 1%, (188)

which implies the following:
en)|zin — 2*[I% > Dy (Zou, ) + Dy (Yous, ) = 5D (%in, ) = 5Dy (yin, y*)

iﬂmﬂiy”zout - x*”Q + iﬂyﬂzx”yom — y*”2
(@)
> Df(x()ula *) + %Dg(youtay*) - %Df(ximx*) - %Dg(yinvy*)
+ (gﬂw Zﬁazluiy) ||x0ut - 33*H2 + (%My + iﬁyuix) Hyout - y*Hz
Q )

3Df(xout7 ) D (youtv ) %Df(min; {E*) - %Dg(yina y*)

ﬁ(sz”xoul - ||2 TeayHyout —y*?
(C_)QD * 3D NI (e 2= D (vt
=3 f(moutax )+ 1 g(youtay ) 3 f(-rlnvx ) 3 g(ymvy )
+ %Hzout - z*||%,
where (a) uses the strong convexity properties in Assumptions 1 and 2; (b) uses the definitions of 8, and 3, in
eq. (31) and the definitions of §, and §, in eq. (4); (c) uses the definition of P in eq. (32). Furthermore, we have
l[2in — 2" | = RE 5, (¥in, Yin) and [|zow — 2*[|% = R 5, (Zout, Your) due to the definition of 2*. Hence, we obtain the
following inequality:
R(st[sy (-Toula youl) + 12Df (xouh l‘*) + 12D (youu y*) (189)
< 16enR3 5, (Tin, Yin) + 8D (in, ) + 8Dy (Yin, y”).-

1

Choosing € = 5~ = % concludes the proof. O
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K Proof of Corollary 2

We use a restarted version of Algorithm 1. That is, we apply Algorithm 1 T times and use the output at each run as
the input for the next run. Formally, by zt = (al,yt)and 2, = ( xt ., yL.) we denote the input and the output of

Algorithm 1 at ¢-th run, where ¢ € {0, .. —1}. Then we have 2, = 0 and 2! = 2! forallt € {0,...,T —1}.
Hence, we can upper-bound R 5 (zk ym) as follows:

INE
=
e
=

~
INES

where (a) use the deﬁmtlon of ¥(z) in eq. (34); (b) uses Theorem 4; (c) use the definition of ¥(z) in eq. (34), where
(z*,y*) = projg(22); (d) uses the smoothness properties in Assumptions 1 and 2 (e) uses the definitions of x,
and k, in eq. (6) and the definition of R 5.6 in eq. (11); (f) uses the definitions z =0, R? = R 5.6 U(O 0) and

¢ =1+ 12k; + 12k,. Next, we choose 1" as follows.
1 R?
log(3/2)

which implies R%z 5, (.1317;, y£ ) < e. Note that T > 0 due to the fact that ¢ < R? and ¢ > 1. In addition, we can
upper-bound T as follows:

@ log(cR?/e)
T Ga !
1 1 ,
- (1og &7 " og(cR?e >) log(eft"/e)
(b)
<

1 2
log 3/2 log( )) log(cR*/e)

(s

- < 3/2 T los(1 + 1221 126 )) log(eR*/e)
(s
0

~
INe

1
3/2 (25)> log(cR?/€)

where (a) uses the properties of [-]; (b) uses the assumption € < R?; (c) uses the deifnition ¢ = 14+12k,+ 12k,; (d) uses
the fact that x;, K, > 1, which is implied by Assumption 5.

It remains to combine eq. (33) in Theorem 4 and multiply 7" by the appropriate number of computations of the gradients
Vp;i(z) and operators Q;(z), which are provided by Corollary 1. Note that the computation of the gradients Vp; (z)
and Vpo(z) is equivalent to the computation of the gradients V f(x) and Vg(y), respectively. The computation of the
gradient Vp3(z) and operator Q3(z) requires O(1) matrix-vector multiplications with the matrices B and BT, as well
as a single computation of the gradients V f(zi,) and Vg(yi,) at the beginning of the algorithm, which concludes the
proof. O
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