arXiv:2111.11309v3 [cs.LG] 18 Feb 2023

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game: A Unified Framework for Algorithmic Convex Optimization

Jun-Kun Wang^1, Jacob Abernethy^2 and Kfir Y. Levy^3

1Department of Computer Science, Yale University, New Haven, USA. 2School of Computer Science, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, USA.

3Department of Electrical & Computer Engineering, Technion - Israel Institute of Technology, Haifa, Israel.

Contributing authors: jun-kun.wang@yale.edu; prof@gatech.edu; kfirylevy@technion.ac.il;

Abstract We develop an algorithmic framework for solving convex optimization problems using no-regret game dynamics. By converting the problem of minimizing a convex function into an auxiliary problem of solving a minmax game in a sequential fashion, we can consider a range of strategies for each of the two-players who must select their actions one after the other. A common choice for these strategies are so-called no-regret learning algorithms, and we describe a number of such and prove bounds on their regret. We then show that many classical first-order methods for convex optimization—including average-iterate gradient descent, the Frank- Wolfe algorithm, Nesterov’s acceleration methods, the accelerated proximal method—can be interpreted as special cases of our framework as long as each player makes the correct choice of no-regret strategy. Proving convergence rates in this framework becomes very straightforward, as they follow from plugging in the appropriate known regret bounds. Our framework also gives rise to a number of new first-order methods for special cases of convex optimization that were not previously known.

Keywords: Online learning, No-regret learning, Zero-sum game, Convex optimization, Frank-Wolfe method, Nesterov’s accelerated gradient methods, Momentum methods

2 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

1 Introduction

The main goal of this work is to develop a framework for solving convex optimization problems using iterative methods. Given a convex function f : R^d → R, domain K ⊆ R^d , and some tolerance ϵ > 0, we want to find an approximate minimizer w ∈ K so that f(w) − min_w′_{∈K} f(w^′) ≤ ϵ, using a sequence of oracle calls to f and its derivatives. This foundational problem has received attention for decades, and researchers have designed numerous methods for this problem under a range of oracle query models and structural assumptions on f(·). What we aim to show in this paper is that a surprisingly large number of these methods—including those of Nesterov [1–5], Frank and Wolfe [6], and Beck and Teboulle [8]—can all be described and analyzed through a single unified algorithmic framework, which we call the Fenchel game no-regret dynamics (FGNRD). We show that several novel methods, with fast rates, emerge from FGNRD as well.

Let us give a short overview before laying out the FGNRD framework more precisely. A family of tools, largely developed by researchers in theoretical machine learning, consider the problem of sequential prediction and decision making in non-stochastic environments, often called adversarial online learning. This online learning setting has found numerous applications in several fields beyond machine learning—finance, for example, as well as statistics— but it has also emerged as a surprisingly useful tool in game theory. What we call no-regret online learning algorithms are particularly well-suited for computing equilibria in two-player zero-sum games, as well as solving saddle point problems more broadly. If each agent employs a no-regret online learning algorithm to choose their action at each of a sequence of rounds, it can be shown that the agents’ choices will converge to a saddle point, and at a rate that depends on their choice of learning algorithm. Thus, if we are able to simulate the two agents’ sequential strategies, where each aims to minimize the “regret” of their chosen actions, then what emerges from the resulting no-regret dynamics (NRD) can be implemented explicitly as an algorithm for solving min-max problems.

Our goal is to demonstrate how NRD helps develop and analyze methods for minimizing a closed convex function f, i.e. solving min_{w∈K} f(w), by solving a particular saddle-point problem whose two-input “payoff” function g : R^d × R^d → R is defined by g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y), where f^∗(·) is the conjugate of f(·). We view this as a game in the sense that if one player selects an action x and a second player selects action y, then g(x, y) is the former’s “cost” and the latter’s “gain” associated to their decisions. If the two players continue to update their decisions sequentially, first choosing x_1 and y_1 then x_2 and y_2, etc., and each player relies on some noregret algorithm for this purpose, then one can show that the time-averaged iterates x̄, ȳ form an approximate equilibrium of the Fenchel game—that is, g(x̄, y^′) − ϵ ≤ g(x̄, ȳ) ≤ g(x^′, ȳ) + ϵ for any alternative x^′, y^′. But indeed, this approximate equilibrium brings us right back to where we started, since using

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 3

the construction of the Fenchel game, it is easy to show that w ← x̄ satisfies f(w) − min_w′_{∈K} f(w^′) ≤ ϵ. The approximation factor ϵ is important, and we will see that it depends upon the number of iterations of the dynamic and the players’ strategies.

What FGNRD gives us is a recipe book for constructing and analyzing iterative algorithms for convex optimization. To simulate a dynamic we still need to make particular choices as for both players’ strategies and analyze their performance. We begin in Section 3 by giving a brief overview of tools from adversarial online learning, and we introduce a handful of simple online learning algorithms, including variants of FollowTheLeader and OnlineMirrorDescent, and prove bounds on the weighted regret—we generalize slightly the notion of regret by introducing weights α_t > 0 for each round. We prove a key result that relates the error ϵ of the approximate equilibrium pair x̄, ȳ, which are the weighted-average of the iterates of the two players, to the weighted regret of the players’ strategies. In Section 4 we show how several algorithms, including Frank-Wolfe’s method [6], several variants of Nesterov Accelerated Gradient Descent [1–5], and the accelerated proximal method [8], are all special cases of the FGNRD framework, all with special choices of the learning algorithms for the x- and y-player, and the weights α_t; see Table 1 for a summary of these recipes. In addition we provide several new algorithms using FGNRD in Section 5, summarized in Table 2.

The work presented in this manuscript combines results from our previous publications, [9–11], with a significantly cleaner and more general analysis. But we also include a number of new algorithms and convergence guarantees, described in Algorithm 8, Algorithm 9, Algorithm 10, Algorithm 20, Algorithm 11, and Algorithm 21, and Theorem 6, Theorem 7, Theorem 8, Theorem 9, Theorem 23, Theorem 10, Theorem 24. Moreover, for a family of online learning strategies listed in Algorithm 4, we develop a meta lemma in this work, Lemma 3, such that the guarantee of each online algorithm is obtained by an easy application of the meta lemma.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Convex Analysis

We summarize some results in convex analysis that will be used in this paper. We also refer the readers to some excellent textbooks (e.g. [5, 12–16]).

Smoothness and strong convexity A function f(·) on R^d is L-smooth with respect to a norm ‖ · ‖ if f(·) is everywhere differentiable and it has Lipschitz continuous gradient ‖∇f(x) − ∇f(z)‖_∗ ≤ L‖x − z‖, where ‖ · ‖_∗ denotes the dual norm. A function f(·) is μ-strongly convex w.r.t. a norm ‖ · ‖ if the domain of f(·) is convex and that f(θx + (1 − θ)z) ≤ θf(x) + (1 − θ)f(z) −^μ_2 θ(1 − θ)‖x − z‖^2 for all x, z ∈ dom(f) and θ ∈ [0, 1]. If a function is μ-strongly convex, then f(z) ≥ f(x) + f^⊤_x (z − x) +^μ_2 ‖z − x‖^2 for all x, z ∈ dom(f), where f_x denotes a

4 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Table 1 Summary of recovering existing optimization algorithms from Fenchel Game. Here T denotes the total number of iterations, α_t are the weights which set the emphasis on iteration t, the last two columns on the table indicate the specific strategies of the players in the FGNRD.

Non-smooth convex optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w) (G := max_{w∈K} ‖∂f (w)‖^2 and R := ‖w_0 − w^∗‖) as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y).

Algorithm rate weights y-player x-player Gradient Descent with averaging

Thm. 7 O (_{GR} √ T ) α_t = 1

Sec. 3.3.1 BestResp^+

Sec. 3.3.9 OMD Cumulative Gradient Descent

Thm. 10 O (_{GR} √ T ) α_t = 1

Sec. 3.3.4 FTL^+

Sec. 3.3.9 OMD L-smooth convex optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w) as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y).

Algorithm rate weights y-player x-player Frank-Wolfe method [6]

Prop. 3 and 4 O (_L T ) α_t = t

Sec. 3.3.3 FTL Sec. 3.3.1 BestResp^+ Linear rate

FW [17]

Thm. 5 O ( exp(−^{λT}_L ) ) α_t =^1_{‖ℓt(xt )‖2} Sec. 3.3.3 FTL Sec. 3.3.1 BestResp^+

Gradient Descent with averaging

Thm. 8 O (_L T ) α_t = 1

Sec. 3.3.1 BestResp^+

Sec. 3.3.9 OMD Single-call extra-gradient with averaging

Thm. 9 O (_L T ) α_t = 1

Sec. 3.3.1 BestResp^+

Sec. 3.3.11 OptimisticMD Nesterov’s 1-memory method [4]

Thm. 14 O (_L T 2 ) α_t = t

Sec. 3.3.7 OptimisticFTL

Sec. 3.3.10 OMD^+ Nesterov’s ∞-memory method [3]

Thm. 15 O (_L T 2 ) α_t = t

Sec. 3.3.7 OptimisticFTL

Sec. 3.3.6 FTRL^+

Nesterov’s first acceleration

method [2]

Thm. 14 O (_L T 2 ) α_t = t

Sec. 3.3.7 OptimisticFTL

Sec. 3.3.10 OMD^+ with ϕ(x) =^1_2 ‖x‖^2 Composite optimization: min_{w∈Rd} f (w) + ψ(w), where ψ(·) is possibly non-differentiable, as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) + ψ(x).

Algorithm rate weights y-player x-player Accelerated

proximal method [8]

Thm. 16 O (_L T 2 ) α_t = t

Sec. 3.3.7 OptimisticFTL

Sec. 3.3.10 OMD^+

L-smooth and μ strongly convex optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w)

as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f̃^∗(y) +^{μ‖x‖2}_2 , where f̃ (·) := f (·) −^μ_2 ‖ · ‖^2. Algorithm rate α_t y-player x-player Nesterov’s method [5]

Thm. 18 O ( exp ( − √_μ L T )) α_t ∝ exp(t)

Sec. 3.3.7 OptimisticFTL

Sec. 3.3.6 FTRL^+

L-smooth convex finite-sum optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w) := ∑_n i=1 f_i(w) as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) Algorithm rate weights y-player’s alg. x-player’s alg. Incremental

FW [18]

Thm. 6 O (_n T ) α_t = t

Appendix. D Lazy FTL

Sec. 3.3.1 BestResp^+

subgradient of f at x. The subdifferential ∂f(x) is the set of all subgradients of f at x, i.e., ∂f(x) = {f_x : f(z) ≥ f(x) + f^⊤_x (z − x), ∀z}. When f is differentiable, we have ∂f(x) = {∇f(x)}.

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 5

Table 2 Summary of new optimization algorithms from Fenchel Game. Here T denotes the total number of iterations, α_t are the weights which set the emphasis on iteration t, the last two columns on the table indicate the specific strategies of the players in the FGNRD.

Non-smooth convex optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w), where K is a λ-strongly convex set as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y), Assume that the norm of cumulative gradient does not vanish, ‖^1_t ∑_t s=1 ∂f (x_s)‖ ≥ ρ. Algorithm rate weights y-player’s alg. x-player’s alg. Boundary FW Thm. 20 O (_1 λρT ) α_t = 1

Sec. 3.3.3 FTL Sec. 3.3.1 BestResp^+ L-smooth convex optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w), where K is a λ-strongly convex set that is centrally symmetric and contains the origin, as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) Algorithm rate weights y-player’s alg. x-player’s alg.

Gauge FW Thm. 22 O (_L λT 2 ) α_t = t

Sec. 3.3.7 OptimisticFTL

Sec. 3.3.6 FTRL^+ with gauge function L-smooth and μ-strongly convex optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w), where K is a λ-strongly convex set that is centrally symmetric and contains the origin, as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f̃^∗(y) +^μ_λ γ^2_K(x), where f̃(·) := f (·) −^μ_λ γ^2_K(x) Algorithm rate weights y-player’s alg. x-player’s alg.

Gauge FW Thm. 23 O ( exp ( − √_μ L T )) α_t ∝ exp(t)

Sec. 3.3.7 OptimisticFTL

Sec. 3.3.6 FTRL^+ with gauge function L-smooth convex optimization: min_{w∈K} f (w) as a game g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) Algorithm rate weights y-player’s alg. x-player’s alg. Optimistic Mirror Descent with averaging

Thm. 24 O (_L T 2 ) α_t = t

Sec. 3.3.4 FTL^+

Sec. 3.3.11 OptimisticMD

In Section 4 and Section 5, we will cover several optimization algorithms. For those that are labeled for minimizing non-smooth functions, their guarantees will not need differentiability of f(·); otherwise, they are labeled for minimizing smooth functions, and they need differentiability of f(·).

Convex function and conjugate For any convex function f(·), its Fenchel conjugate is

f^∗(y) := sup_{x∈dom(f )}⟨x, y⟩ − f(x). (1)

It is noted that the conjugate function f^∗(·) is convex, as it is a supremum over a linear function. Furthermore, if the function f(·) is closed and convex, the following are equivalent: (I) y ∈ ∂f(x), (II) x ∈ ∂f^∗(y), and (III) ⟨x, y⟩ = f(x) + f^∗(y), (2) which also implies that the bi-conjugate is equal to the original function, i.e. f^{∗∗}(·) = f(·). Moreover, when the function f(·) is differentiable, we have

6 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

∇f(x) = arg sup

y∈dom(f^∗)

⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y); on the other hand, when f(·) is not differen-

tiable, we have f_x = arg sup

y∈dom(f^∗)

⟨x, y⟩−f^∗(y), where f_x ∈ ∂f(x) is a subgradient

at x. We refer to the readers to [19, 20] for more details of Fenchel conjugate. Throughout this paper, we assume that the underlying convex function is closed.

An important property of a closed and convex function is that f(·) is Lsmooth w.r.t. some norm ‖ · ‖ if and only if its conjugate f^∗(·) is 1/L-strongly convex w.r.t. the dual norm ‖ · ‖_∗ (e.g. Theorem 6 in [20]).

Bregman Divergence.

We will denote the Bregman divergence D^ϕ_z (·) centered at a point z with respect to a β-strongly convex distance generating function ϕ(·) as D^ϕ_z (x) := ϕ(x) − ⟨∇ϕ(z), x − z⟩ − ϕ(z). (3) Strongly convex sets.

A convex set K ⊆ R^m is an λ-strongly convex set w.r.t. a norm ‖ · ‖ if for any x, z ∈ K, any θ ∈ [0, 1], the ‖ · ‖ ball centered at θx + (1 − θ)z with radius θ(1−θ)^λ_2 ‖x−z‖^2 is included in K [21]. Examples of strongly convex sets include ℓ_p balls: ‖x‖_p ≤ r, ∀p ∈ (1, 2], Schatten p balls: ‖σ(X)‖_p ≤ r for p ∈ (1, 2], where σ(X) is the vector consisting of singular values of the matrix X, and Group (s,p) balls: ‖X‖_{s,p} = ‖(‖X_1‖_s, ‖X_2‖_s, . . . , ‖X_m‖_s)‖_p ≤ r, ∀s, p ∈ (1, 2]. In Appendix G, we discuss more about strongly-convex sets.

2.2 Min-max Problems and the Fenchel Game

Throughout the rest of the paper we will be focusing on the following problem. For some natural number d > 0, have some convex and closed set K ⊆ R^d and a closed and convex function f : K → R. Our goal is to solve the minimization problem min_{x∈K} f(x). While we consider both bounded and unbounded sets K (including K = R^d ), we assume throughout that a minimizer of f exists in some bounded region of K.

Min-max problems and (approximate) Nash equilibrium Given a zero-sum game with payoff function g(x, y) which is convex in x and concave in y, define V^∗ = inf_{x∈X} sup_{y∈Y} g(x, y). An ϵ-equilibrium of g(·, ·) is a pair x̂, ŷ such that V^∗ − ϵ ≤ inf_{x∈X} g(x, ŷ) ≤ V^∗ ≤ sup_{y∈Y} g(x̂, y) ≤ V^∗ + ϵ, (4) where X and Y are convex decision spaces of the x-player and the y-player respectively.

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 7

The Fenchel Game.

One of the core tools of this paper is as follows. In order to solve the problem min_{x∈K} f(x), we instead construct a saddle-point problem which we call the Fenchel Game. We define g : K × Y as follows: g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y), (5) where Y is the gradient space of f that will be precisely defined later in Section 3.2. This payoff function is useful for solving the original optimization problem, since an equilibrium of this game provides us with a solution to min_{x∈K} f(x). Let x̂ ∈ K and ŷ ∈ Y be any equilibrium pair of g, which exists even when the convex sets K and Y can be unbounded, thanks to the assumption that a minimizer of a closed convex function f(·) is attained in a bounded region. We have V^∗ = sup_{y∈Y} g(x̂, y). Furthermore, inf_{x∈K} f(x) = inf_{x∈K} sup_{y∈Y}{⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y)} = inf_{x∈K} sup_{y∈Y} g(x, y) = sup_{y∈Y} g(x̂, y) = sup_{y∈Y} {⟨x̂, y⟩ − f^∗(y)} = f(x̂). In other words, given an equilibrium pair x̂, ŷ of g(·, ·), we immediately have a minimizer of f(·). This simple observation can be extended to approximate equilibria as well.

Lemma 1 If (x̂, ŷ) is an ϵ-equilibrium of the Fenchel Game (5), then f(x̂) − minx f(x) ≤ ϵ. Lemma 1 sets us up for the remainder of the paper. The framework, which we lay out precisely in Section 3.2, will consider two players sequentially playing the Fenchel game, where the y-player sequentially outputs iterates y_1, y_2, . . ., while alongside the x-player returns iterates x_1, x_2, . . .. Each player may use the previous sequence of actions of their opponent in order to choose their next point x_t or y_t, and we will rely heavily on the use of no-regret online learning algorithms described in Section 3. In addition, we need to select a sequence of weights α_1, α_2, . . . > 0 which determine the “strength” of each round, and can affect the players’ update rules. What we will be able to show is that the α-weighted average iterate pair, defined as

(x̂, ŷ) := ( α_1x_1 + . . . + α_T x_T α_1 + · · · + α_T , α_1y_1 + · · · + α_T y_T α_1 + · · · + α_T ) , is indeed an ϵ-equilibrium of g(·, ·), and thus via Lemma 1 we have that x̂ approximately minimizes f. To get a precise estimate of ϵ requires us to prove a family of regret bounds, which is the focus of the following section.

8 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

3 No-regret learning algorithms

An algorithmic framework, often referred to as no-regret learning or online convex optimization, which has been developed mostly within the machine learning research community, has grown quite popular as it can be used in a broad class of sequential decision problems. As we explain in Section 3.1, one imagines an algorithm making repeated decisions by selecting a vector of parameters in a convex set, and on each round is charged according to a varying convex loss function. The algorithm’s goal is to minimize an objective known as regret. In Section 3.2 we describe how online convex optimization algorithms with vanishing regret can be implemented in a two-player protocol which sequentially computes an approximate equilibria for a convex-concave payoff function. This is the core tool that allows us to describe a range of known and novel algorithms for convex optimization, by modularly combining pairs of OCO strategies. In Section 3.3 we provide several such OCO algorithms, most of which have been proposed and analyzed over the past 10-20 years.

Protocol 1 Weighted Online Convex Optimization 1: Input: convex decision set Z ⊆ R^d 2: Input: number of rounds T 3: Input: weights α_1, α_2, . . . , α_T > 0 // Weights determined in advance 4: Input: algorithm OAlg // This implements the learner’s update strategy 5: for t = 1, 2, . . . , do 6: Return: z_t ← OAlg // Alg returns a point z_t 7: Receive: α_t, ℓ_t(·) → OAlg // Alg receives loss fn. and round weight 8: Evaluate: Loss ← Loss + α_tℓ_t(z_t) // Alg suffers weighted loss for choice of z_t 9: end for

3.1 Online Convex Optimization and Regret

Here we describe the framework, given precisely in Protocol 1, for online convex optimization. We assume we have some learning algorithm known as OAlg that is tasked with selecting “actions” from a convex decision set Z ⊆ R^d . On each round t = 1, . . . , T , OAlg returns a point z_t ∈ Z, and is then presented with the pair α_t, ℓ_t, where α_t > 0 is a weight for the current round and ℓ_t : Z → R is a convex loss function that evaluates the choice z_t. While OAlg is essentially forced to “pay” the cost α_tℓ_t(z_t), it can then update its state to provide better choices in future rounds.

On each round t, the learner must select a point z_t ∈ Z, and is then “charged” a loss of α_tℓ_t(z_t) for this choice. Typically it is assumed that, when the learner selects z_t on round t, she has observed all loss functions α_1ℓ_1(·), . . . , α_{t−1}ℓ_{t−1}(·) up to, but not including, time t. However, we will also consider learners that are prescient, i.e. that can choose z_t with knowledge of the loss functions up to and including time t. The objective of interest in most

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 9

of the online learning literature is the learner’s regret, defined as

α-Reg^z(z^∗) := T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_t) − T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z^∗), (6)

where z^∗ ∈ Z is a comparator that the online learner is compared to. Oftentimes we will want to refer to the average regret, or the regret normalized by the time weight A_T := ∑_T t=1 α_t, which we will denote α-Reg^z (z^∗) :=^{α-Regz (z∗)}_{AT} .

Note that in online learning literature, what has become a cornerstone of online learning research has been the existence of no-regret algorithms, i.e. learning strategies that guarantee α-Reg^z (z^∗) → 0 as A_T → ∞.

3.2 Framework: optimization as Fenchel Game

In this paper, we consider Fenchel game (5) with weighted losses depicted in Protocol 2. In this game, one of the players play first, and the other player would see what its opponent plays before choosing its action. What Protocol 2 describes is the case when the y-player plays before the x-player plays, but we emphasize that we can swap the order and let the x-player plays first, which will turn out to be helpful when designing and analyzing certain algorithms. The y-player receives loss functions α_tℓ_t(·) in round t, in which ℓ_t(y) := f^∗(y)− ⟨x_t, y⟩, while the x-player receives its loss functions α_th_t(·) in round t, in which h_t(x) := ⟨x, y_t⟩ − f^∗(y_t). Consequently, we can define the weighted regret of the x and y players as

α-Reg^y := T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(y_t) − min_{y∈Y} T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(y) (7)

α-Reg^x := T∑ t=1 α_th_t(x_t) − min_{x∈X} T∑ t=1 α_th_t(x), (8)

where the decision space of the x-player X is that of the underlying optimization problem min_{x∈K} f(x), i.e. X = K ⊆ R^d , while the decision space of the y-player is the gradient space, i.e. Y := ⋃ x∈X ∂f(x), which is the union of subdifferentials over the domain X . One can check that the closure of the set Y is a convex set. Appendix A describes the proof.

Theorem 1 The closure of the gradient space ⋃ x∈X ∂f(x) is a convex set.

At times when we want to refer to the regret on another sequence y^′_1, . . . , y^′_T we may refer to this as α-Reg(y^′_1, . . . , y^′_T ). We also denote A_t as the cumulative sum of the weights A_t := ∑_t s=1 α_s and the weighted average regret α-Reg :=

α-Reg A_T .

10 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Protocol 2 Fenchel Game No-Regret Dynamics 1: Input: number of rounds T 2: Input: Convex decision sets X , Y ⊆ R^d 3: Input: Convex-concave payoff function g : X × Y → R 4: Input: weights α_1, α_2, . . . , α_T > 0 // Weights determined in advance 5: Input: algorithms OAlg^Y , OAlg^X // Learning algorithms for both players 6: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do 7: Return: y_t ← OAlg^Y // y-player returns a point y_t 8: Update: α_t, h_t(·) → OAlg^X // x-player updates with α_t and loss g(·, y_t ) 9: where h_t(·) := g(·, y_t) 10: Return: x_t ← OAlg^X // x-player returns a point x_t 11: Update: α_t, ℓ_t(·) → OAlg^Y // y-player updates with α_t and loss −g(x_t , ·) 12: where ℓ_t(·) := −g(x_t, ·) 13: end for 14: Output (x̄_T , ȳ_T ) := ( ∑_{Ts=1 αs xs} A_T , ∑_T s=1 α_sy_s A_T ) .

Theorem 2 Assume a T -length sequence α are given. Suppose in Protocol 2 the online learning algorithms OAlg^x and OAlg^y have the α-weighted average regret α-Reg^x and α-Reg^y respectively. Then the output (x̄_T , ȳ_T ) is an ϵ-equilibrium for g(·, ·), with ϵ = α-Reg^x + α-Reg^y. Moreover, if f(x) := sup_{y∈Y} g(x, y), then it follows that f(x̄_T ) − min_{x∈X} f(x) ≤ α-Reg^x + α-Reg^y.

Proof Suppose that the loss function of the x-player in round t is α_th_t(·) : X → R, where h_t(·) := g(·, y_t). The y-player, on the other hand, observes her own sequence of loss functions α_tℓ_t(·) : Y → R, where ℓ_t(·) := −g(x_t, ·).

1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 α_tg(x_t, y_t) = 1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 −α_tℓ_t(y_t)

≥ − 1 ∑_T s=1 αs inf_{y∈Y} (_T ∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(y) ) − α-Reg^y ∑_T s=1 αs = sup_{y∈Y} ( 1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 α_tg(x_t, y) ) − α-Reg^y

(Jensen) ≥ sup_{y∈Y} g ( 1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 α_tx_t, y ) − α-Reg^y

= sup_{y∈Y} g (x̄_T , y) − α-Reg^y (9)

≥ inf_{x∈X} sup_{y∈Y} g (x, y) − α-Reg^y. (10)

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 11

Let us now apply the same argument on the right hand side, where we use the

x-player’s regret guarantee. 1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 α_tg(x_t, y_t) = 1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 α_th_t(x_t)

≤ inf_{x∈X} (_T ∑ t=1 1 ∑_T s=1 αs α_tg(x, y_t) ) + α-Reg^x ∑_T s=1 αs = inf_{x∈X} (_T ∑ t=1 1 ∑_T s=1 αs α_tg(x, y_t) ) + α-Reg^x

(Jensen) ≤ inf_x g ( x, T∑ t=1 1 ∑_T s=1 αs α_ty_t ) + α-Reg^x

= inf_x g (x, ȳ_T ) + α-Reg^x (11)

≤ sup_{y∈Y} inf_{x∈X} g(x, y) + α-Reg^x. (12)

By (12) and (9), we have sup_{y∈Y} g (x̄_T , y) ≤ V^∗ + α-Reg^x + α-Reg^y. By (11)

and (10), we have V^∗ − α-Reg^x − α-Reg^y ≤ inf_{x∈X} g (x, ȳ_T ). Thus (x̄_T , ȳ_T ) is an

ϵ = α-Reg^x + α-Reg^y equilibrium.

We also have 1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 α_tg(x_t, y_t) = 1 ∑_T s=1 αs T∑ t=1 α_th_t(x_t)

≤ (_T ∑ t=1 1 ∑_T s=1 αs α_th_t(x^∗) ) + α-Reg^x ∑_T s=1 αs (13)

= (_T ∑ t=1 1 ∑_T s=1 αs α_tg(x^∗, y_t) ) + α-Reg^x

(Jensen) ≤ g ( x^∗, T∑ t=1 1 ∑_T s=1 αs α_ty_t ) + α-Reg^x = g ( x^∗, ȳ_T ) + α-Reg^x

≤ sup_{y∈Y} g(x^∗, y) + α-Reg^x, (14)

where we denote x^∗ ← argmin_{x∈K} f(x) and (13) is because ∑_T t=1 α_th_t(x_t) − ∑_T t=1 α_th_t(x^∗) ≤ ∑_T t=1 α_th_t(x_t) − min_{x∈X} ∑_T t=1 α_th_t(x) := α-Reg^x. Combining

(9) and (14), we see that f(x̄_T ) − min_{x∈X} f(x) ≤ α-Reg^x + α-Reg^y. □

In order to utilize minimax duality, we have to define decision sets for two

players, and we must produce a convex-concave payoff function. First we will

assume, for convenience, that f(x) := ∞ for any x /∈ X . That is, it takes

the value ∞ outside X , which ensures that f(·) is lower semi-continuous and

convex. We will also assume that the solution(s) to the underlying problem

x^∗ ← argmin_{x∈K} f(x) has a finite size. As we will see in Theorem 14 and

Theorem 16, the convergence rate of certain algorithms depend on the initial

12 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

distance to x^∗, and hence this assumption guarantees that the initial distance is finite.

Faster rates for min-max problems.

We conclude this section by noting that many of the accelerated rates that we prove in this work emerge from a new set of tools that have been developed within the past decade. The use of no-regret learning to solve zero-sum games, as described in Theorem 2, was popularized by Freund and Schapire [22] in 1996, although the idea goes back to Blackwell [23] and Hannan [24] in the 1950s. While this basic tool has been used in many settings and applications, a key trick was discovered by Rakhlin and Sridharan [25] in 2013, showing that the rate for solving a simple matrix game could be improved from O(1/ √ T ) to O(1/T ) via a more sophisticated type of algorithm which we herein refer to as optimistic; this will be explained precisely in Section 3.3. The first known presentation of such an algorithm was given by [26], who showed that a better regret bound is achievable if the sequence of loss functions changes slowly. As explained in [25], this is very useful when used in Protocol 2. This new trick is a core piece of many of the tools presented in this paper, and we emphasize that all of the accelerated optimization algorithms we describe through the FGNRD framework rely on one of the players using an optimistic online learning algorithm.

On the other hand, classic optimization algorithms like mirror prox of Nemirovski [27] and dual extrapolation of Nesterov [28] were invented earlier than the aforementioned no-regret learning approaches for solving min-max problems [25, 26, 29]. Both mirror prox and dual extrapolation can be applied to convex-concave problems and obtain a O(1/T ) fast rate, compared to a O(1/ √ T ) slow rate [30]. Furthermore, both can be more broadly applied to solve variational inequalities in monotone operators [31–36], where finding a saddle point of a convex-concave function is a special case, see also [37–39] for related treatments. We note that there are some recent advancements based on mirror prox and dual extrapolation, e.g., [40], and there are also some progress on deriving lower bounds for solving certain classes of min-max problems, e.g., [41, 42].

Min-max formulations of a primal problem The idea of casting a primal problem as a saddle point problem via Fenchel conjugate is not new. For example, Chambolle and Pock [43] consider solving a primal problem of the form, min_{x∈K} f(Mx) + ψ(x), via solving a saddle point problem min_{x∈K} max_{y∈Θ}⟨Mx, y⟩ + ψ(x) − f^∗(y), where M : K → Θ is a continuous linear operator. When Mx = x and ψ(·) = 0, it reduces to our Fenchel Game formulation. Other examples include [44–49], to name just a few. However, the algorithmic approaches and the focuses in these related works are quite different from ours. For example, the algorithms of Chambolle and Pock [43] assume that both f(·) and ψ(·) are simple in the sense that the corresponding resolvent operators can be efficient computed, i.e., problems of

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 13

the form argmin_{x∈K} f(x) +^{‖x−z‖2}_{2η} can be efficiently solved, while our work does not need this assumption. Moreover, we focus on demonstrating how no-regret learning together with the reformulation technique help design and analyze convex optimization algorithms systematically, enable to capture many existing algorithms and results, as well as to give rise to new ones, which is very different from existing works of primal-dual approaches. It is also interesting to note that in our approach, the y-player always outputs a gradient of the underlying function, which is not necessarily the case in other works, e.g., [43–49].

Other relevant works include Gutman and Peña [50, 51]. In [50], they consider solving convex optimization problems of the form, min_{x∈K} f(Mx)+ψ(x), where M : K → dom(f) is a linear operator. The design and analysis of their work focuses on minimizing the corresponding Fenchel duality gap,

Δ = f(Mx) + ψ(x) + f^∗(z) + ψ^∗(−M^⊤z),

where z is the dual variable. Their algorithmic framework also considers outputs a weighted average of points and allows different weights on each iteration. From their framework, they derive generalized Frank-Wolfe, proximal gradient method and its variants. Our work differs from [50] because we consider applying no-regret learning and the corresponding analysis, which is not present in [50]. In [51], they provide a proof of O(1/T^2) rate of accelerated proximal gradient method [8], where the analysis is done by weighting a certain duality gap. On the other hand, we will show a simpler proof of the accelerated proximal method by plugging in and summing the regret bounds of a pair of online learning strategies, see Theorem 16. Interestingly, our proof of the accelerated proximal method and that of Nesterov’s 1-memory method (Theorem 14) is the same from our Fenchel Game interpretation.

The use of the weighted regret We note that the idea of the weighted regret can also be found in the works of Ho-Nguyen and Kılınç-Karzan [52, 53]. They consider applying no-regret learning algorithms to the associated Lagrangian of a constrained optimization problem, while ours is for the Fenchel Game. Specifically, [53] consider solving a convex problem with functional constraints, min_{x∈K} f(x), s.t. h_i(x) ≤ 0, ∀i ∈ [m], via solving the min-max problem, min_{x∈K} max_{yi≥0,∀i∈[m]} f(x) + y_ih_i(x). Their algorithm obtains an O(1/T ) rate and one of the techniques is emphasizing the per-round regret on the later rounds. In [52], they consider optimization under uncertainty sets: min_{x∈K} f(x), s.t. sup_{ui ∈U} i h_i(x, u_i), ∀i ∈ [m], where each U^i is a fixed uncertainty set. Their algorithm achieves a fast O(1/T ) rate when the weight is α_t = t, while other works of online saddle-point optimization have a slower O(1/ √ T ) rate, e.g., [54, 55].

14 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

We also note that a monograph [56] has a subsection regarding an analysis of the weighted average regret of Online Mirror Descent.

3.3 Online Convex Optimization: An Algorithmic Menu

In this section, we introduce and analyze several core online learning algorithms. We also refer the reader to some tutorial for more online learning algorithms (see e.g. [57–60]). Later in Sections 4 & 5, we will show how composing different online learning algorithm within the Fenchel Game No-Regret Dynamics (Protocol 2) enables to easily recover known results and methods for convex optimization (Section 4), as well as to design new algorithm with novel guarantees (Section 5).

We present two families of online learning strategies: the “batch-style” family of algorithms, and the “update” family, although we note that one can relate these two. Within each family, we have algorithms that require a regularization function R(·), or a “link” or “distance-generating” function ϕ(·). In some cases, the algorithm may peek at the current loss function ℓ_t before selecting z_t (these are denoted with a superscript +), or they may only have access to ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_{t−1}. We also present “optimistic” variants, where the algorithm can not see ℓ_t but can try to “guess” this function with some m_t, and use this guess in it’s optimization to compute z_t. We note, importantly, that we have given different names to these algorithms, keeping up with historical precedents in the online learning community, but we observe that with the appropriate parameters every one of the batch-style algorithms is in fact a special case of OptimisticFTRL, which is in some sense the Master Algorithm. We utilize this fact when proving regret bounds, as a Master Bound is provided in Lemma 3 of Subsection 3.3.2, and nearly all of the remaining bounds of the “batch-style” family of algorithms in Algorithm 4 follow as an easy corollary. Therefore, in the following, we describe the online learning strategies with their regret bounds first, and we defer the proofs in Subsection 3.3.8. It is noted that the online learning algorithms that will be introduced in this subsection do not need the loss function ℓ_t(·) to be differentiable.

Before diving into the two families, we begin with one simple algorithm BestResp^+ that stands as something of an outlier.

Algorithm 3 BestResp^+ - Best Response

Parameters: convex set Z Receives: α_1, . . . , α_T > 0, ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_T : Z → R Action: z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} {ℓ_t(z)}

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 15

Algorithm 4 A family of batch-style online learning strategies

Parameters: convex set Z, initial point z_{init} ∈ Z Receives: α_1, . . . , α_T > 0, ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_T : Z → R FTL[z_{init}] z_t ← z_{init} if t = 1 otherwise (15)

z_t ← argmin z∈Z (_{t−1} ∑ s=1 αsℓs(z) )

FTL^+: z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} (_t ∑ s=1 αsℓs(z) ) (16)

FTRL[R(·), η] : z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} (_{t−1} ∑ s=1 αsℓs(z) + 1 η R(z) ) (17)

FTRL^+[R(·), η] : z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} (_t ∑ s=1 αsℓs(z) + 1 η R(z) ) (18)

OptimisticFTL : z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} ( α_tm_t(z) + t−1∑ s=1 αsℓs(z) ) (19)

Requires “guesses” m_1, . . . , m_T : Z → R

OptimisticFTRL[R(·), η] : z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} ( α_tm_t(z) + t−1∑ s=1 αsℓs(z) + R(z) η ) (20)

Requires “guesses” m_1, . . . , m_T : Z → R

Algorithm 5 A family of update-style online learning strategies

Parameters: convex set Z, initial point z_0 = z_− 1_2 ∈ Z Receives: α_1, . . . , α_T > 0, ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_T : Z → R Set: α_0 := 0, ℓ_0(·) := 0

OMD[ϕ(·), z_0, γ] : z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} ( α_{t−1}ℓ_{t−1}(z) + 1 γ D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z) ) (21)

OMD^+[ϕ(·), z_0, γ] : z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} ( α_tℓ_t(z) + 1 γ D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z) ) (22)

OptimisticMD[ϕ(·), z_0, γ] : z_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} ( α_t⟨z, m_t⟩ + 1 γ D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z) )

z_{t+} 1_2 ← argmin_{z∈Z} ( α_t⟨z, ∇ℓ_t(z_t)⟩ + 1 γ D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z) )

Requires “guesses” m_1, . . . , m_T : Z → R

16 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

3.3.1 Best Response – BestResp^+ Perhaps the most trivial strategy for a prescient learner is to ignore the history of the ℓ_s’s, and simply play the best choice of z_t on the current round. We call this algorithm BestResp^+. The ability to see the cost of your decisions in advance guarantees, quite naturally, that you will not suffer positive regret. We note that algorithms with a + superscript may “peek” at the loss ℓ_t before choosing z_t.

Lemma 2 ( BestResp^+) For any sequence of loss functions {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1}, if z_1, . . . , z_T is chosen according to BestResp^+ ensures,

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_t) − min_{z∈Z} T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z) ≤ 0, (23)

for any comparator z^∗.

Proof Since z_t = argmin_{z∈Z} ℓ_t(z), we have ℓ_t(z_t) ≤ ℓ_t(z) for any z ∈ Z. The result follows by summing the inequalities from t = 1, . . . , T , and recalling that the α_t’s are non-negative. □

3.3.2 A meta online learning algorithm: OptimisticFTRL

Here we describe OptimisticFTRL. As can be seen from Equation (20) in Algorithm 4, OptimisticFTRL employs a regularization term (similar to FTRL and FTRL^+), and makes use of a hint sequence m_t(·) (similar to OptimisticFTL). In Lemma 3 below, we state the regret guarantees of OptimisticFTRL. Later, we will show that all the other online learning strategies in Algorithm 4 — FTL, FTL^+, FTRL, FTRL^+, OptimisticFTL are special cases of OptimisticFTRL and will demonstrate how their guarantees follow as corollaries of this lemma in Subsection 3.3.8.

Lemma 3 ( OptimisticFTRL[R(·), η]) Given η > 0 and a β-strongly convex R : Z → R, assume we have {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1} a sequence of weights and loss functions such that each ℓ_t(·) is μ_t-strongly convex for some μ_t ≥ 0. Let m_1, . . . , m_T : Z → R be the sequence of hint functions given to OptimisticFTRL, where each m_t(·) is μ̂_t-strongly convex function over Z. Then OptimisticFTRL[R(·), η] satisfies

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ (24) T∑ t=1 α_t (ℓ_t(z_t) − ℓ_t(w_{t+1}) − m_t(z_t) + m_t(w_{t+1})) (term (A)) + 1 η ( R(z^∗) − R(w_1) ) (term (B)) − 1 2 T∑ t=1 ( β η + t−1∑ s=1 αsμs ) ‖z_t − w_t‖^2 (term (C))

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 17 − 1 2 T∑ t=1 ( β η + α_tμ̂_t + t−1∑ s=1 αsμs ) ‖z_t − w_{t+1}‖^2, (term (D))

where w_1, . . . , w_T is the alternative sequence chosen according to FTRL[R(·), η] w_t := argmin_{z∈Z} ∑_{t−1} s=1 αsℓs(z) +^1_η R(z), and z^∗ ∈ Z is arbitrary.

Proof of Lemma 3 We can re-write the regret as

α-Reg^z(z^∗) := T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_t) − T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z^∗)

= T∑ t=1 α_t (ℓ_t(z_t) − ℓ_t(w_{t+1})) − α_t (m_t(z_t) − m_t(w_{t+1}))

first term + T∑ t=1 α_t (m_t(z_t) − m_t(w_{t+1}))

second term + T∑ t=1 α_t ( ℓ_t(w_{t+1}) − ℓ_t(z^∗) )

third term .

(25)

In the following, we will denote

D_T := 1 2 (_T ∑ t=1 ( β η + t−1∑ s=1 αsμs ) ‖z_t − w_t‖^2 + T∑ t=1 ( β η + t−1∑ s=1 αsμs + α_tμ̂_t ) ‖z_t − w_{t+1}‖^2 )

for brevity, and define D_0 := 0. Let us first deal with the second term and the third term on (25). We will use induction to show that T∑ t=1 α_t (m_t(z_t) − m_t(w_{t+1}))

second term + T∑ t=1 α_t ( ℓ_t(w_{t+1}) − ℓ_t(z^∗) )

third term ≤ 1 η ( R(z^∗) − R(w_1) ) − D_T (26)

for any point z^∗ ∈ Z. For the base case T = 0, we have

∑_0

t=1 α_t(m_t(z_t)−m_t(w_{t+1}))+ ∑_0

t=1 α_t(ℓ_t(w_{t+1}) − ℓ_t(z^∗)) = 0 ≤^1_η (R(z^∗) − R(w_1)) − 0, as w_1 := argmin_{z∈Z} R(z). So the base case trivially holds.

18 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Let us assume that the inequality (26) holds for t = 0, 1, . . . , T − 1. Now consider round T . We have T∑ t=1 α_t (m_t(z_t) − m_t(w_{t+1}) + ℓ_t(w_{t+1})) (a) ≤ α_T (m_T (z_T ) − m_T (w_{T +1}) + ℓ_T (w_{T +1})) + 1 η (R(w_T ) − R(w_1)) − D_{T −1}

+ T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(w_T ). (b) ≤ α_T (m_T (z_T ) − m_T (w_{T +1}) + ℓ_T (w_{T +1})) + 1 η (R(z_T ) − R(w_1)) − D_{T −1}

− 1 2 ( β η + T −1∑ s=1 αsμs ) ‖z_T − w_T ‖^2 + T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_T )

= α_T (ℓ_T (w_{T +1}) − m_T (w_{T +1})) + 1 η (R(z_T ) − R(w_1)) − D_{T −1}

− 1 2 ( β η + T −1∑ s=1 αsμs ) ‖z_T − w_T ‖^2 + T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_T ) + α_T m_T (z_T ) (c) ≤ α_T (ℓ_T (w_{T +1}) − m_T (w_{T +1})) + 1 η (R(w_{T +1}) − R(w_1)) − D_{T −1}

− 1 2 ( β η + T −1∑ s=1 αsμs ) ‖z_T − w_T ‖^2 − 1 2 ( β η + T −1∑ s=1 αsμs + α_T μ̂_T ) ‖z_T − w_{T +1}‖^2

+ T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(w_{T +1}) + α_T m_T (w_{T +1})

= T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(w_{T +1}) + 1 η (R(w_{T +1}) − R(w_1)) − D_T (d) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z^∗) + 1 η ( R(z^∗) − R(w_1) ) − D_T , where (a) we use the induction such that the inequality (26) holds for any z^∗ ∈ Z including z^∗ = w_T , and (b) is because T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(w_T )+ 1 η R(w_T ) ≤ T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_T )+ 1 η R(z_T )− 1 2 ( β η + T −1∑ s=1 αsμs ) ‖z_T −w_T ‖^2, as w_T is the minimizer of a^β_η + ∑_{T −1} t=1 α_tμ_t strongly convex function since w_T := argmin_{z∈Z} ∑_{T −1} s=1 αsℓs(z) +^1_η R(z), and (c) is because T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_T ) + α_T m_T (z_T ) + 1 η R(z_T ) ≤ T −1∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(w_{T +1}) + α_T m_T (w_{T +1}) + 1 η R(w_{T +1})

− 1 2 ( β η + T −1∑ s=1 αsμs + α_T μ̂_T ) ‖z_T − w_{T +1}‖^2,

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 19

as z_T is the minimizer of a^β_η + ∑_{T −1} t=1 α_tμ_t + α_T μ̂_T strongly convex function since

z_T := argmin_{z∈Z} (∑_{T −1} s=1 αsℓs(z) ) + α_T m_T (z) +^1_η R(z), and (d) is due to w_{T +1} :=

argmin_{z∈Z} ∑_T t=1 α_tℓ_t(z) +^1_η R(z). □ 3.3.3 Follow The Leader – FTL

FTL, defined in (15), is perhaps the simplest strategy in online learning, it plays the best fixed action for the cumulative (weighted) loss seen in each previous round. It has been shown in various places (e.g. [57, 60]) that FTL exhibits logarithmic regret, at least when the loss functions are strongly convex. Our proof will ultimately be a consequence of a larger meta-result which we lay out in Section 3.3.2.

Lemma 4 ( FTL[z_{init}]) Let α_1, . . . , α_T > 0 be arbitrary, and assume we have a sequence of μ-strongly convex loss functions ℓ_1(·), . . . , ℓ_T (·) for some μ ≥ 0. Then for any initial point z_{init} ∈ Z the OCO procedure FTL[z_{init}] satisfies

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ T∑ t=1 2α^2_t ( ∑_t s=1 αsμ ) ‖δt‖^2_∗, (27) where δ_t ∈ ∂ℓ_t(z_t) and z^∗ ∈ Z is arbitrary.

By Lemma 4, when we set the weights uniformly, i.e. α_t = 1 ∀t, and assume a bound on the gradient norms, i.e. ‖δ_t‖^2_∗ ≤ G, the uniform regret is

Reg:= T∑ t=1 ℓ_t(z_t) − T∑ t=1 ℓ_t(z^∗) ≤

G log(T + 1) 2μ , (28)

for any comparator z_∗ ∈ Z.

It has been observed [61] that following the leader does not always lead to vanishing regret, for example when the loss function is linear, ℓ_t(·) := ⟨θ_t, ·⟩, the regret can grow linearly with T (see e.g. Example 2.2 [60]). On the other hand, if the constraint set Z is “suitably round”, then logarithmic regret is achievable even for linear losses.

Lemma 5 (Theorem 3.3 in [62]) Let {ℓ_t(·) := ⟨θ_t, ·⟩}^T_{t=1} be any sequence of linear loss functions. Denote G := max_{t≤T} ‖θ_t‖ and assume that the support function Φ(·) := max_{z∈Z} (z, ·) has a unique maximizer for each cumulative loss vector L_t := ∑_t s=1 θs at round t. Define ν_T := min_{1≤t≤T} ‖L_t‖. Let Z ⊂ R^d be a λ-strongly convex set. Choose z_{init} ∈ boundary(Z). Then FTL[z_{init}] ensures,

Reg:= T∑ t=1 ℓ_t(z_t) − T∑ t=1 ℓ_t(z^∗) ≤

2G^2 λν_T (1 + log(T )) , (29)

for any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z.

20 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

3.3.4 Be The Leader – FTL^+

FTL^+ (a.k.a. Be The Leader), defined in (16), is similar to FTL, except that the learner plays the best fixed action for the weighted cumulative loss seen thus far including the current round.^1 Of course, in practical scenarios, we are unable to see the the loss on the current round before we select our action, but it is nevertheless useful for analytical purposes to consider such “one-step lookahead” algorithms; in each such case we superscript the algorithm’s name with a + symbol. In the the FGNRD framework, we can design dynamics in where the player that acts second in the protocol can indeed observe the loss function prior to choosing its action, and thus it is quite natural to consider such one-step lookahead OCO algorithms.

Lemma 6 ( FTL^+) Let α_1, . . . , α_T > 0 be arbitrary, and assume we have a sequence of μ-strongly convex loss functions ℓ_1(·), . . . , ℓ_T (·) for some μ ≥ 0. Then the regret of FTL^+ satisfies

α-Reg^z (z^∗) ≤ − T∑ t=1 μA_{t−1} 2 ‖z_{t−1} − z_t‖^2 ≤ 0, (30)

for any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z.

3.3.5 Follow The Regularized Leader – FTRL

FTRL, also called dual averaging in optimization literature [63] is a classic algorithm in online learning (see e.g. [57, 59]). Looking at Equation (17) in Algorithm 4 one can notice that FTRL is similar to FTL with an additional Regularization term R(·) scaled by parameter 1/η. The regularization term induces stability into the decisions of the player, ensuring that consecutive decisions are close to each other, and this property is often crucial in order to ensure regret guarantees. For example, in the case of linear loss functions, FTRL, with appropriate choices of η and R(·), can guarantee sublinear regret guarantees, while FTL cannot. In what follows we assume that R(·) is a βstrongly-convex function over Z.

Lemma 7 ( FTRL[R(·), η]) Given η > 0 and a β-strongly convex R : Z → R, assume we have {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1} be a sequence of loss functions such that each ℓ_t(·) is μstrongly convex for some μ ≥ 0. Then FTRL[R(·), η], which generates the sequence z_1, . . . , z_T ∈ Z, satisfies the following regret bound for any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z,

α-Reg^z (z^∗) ≤ T∑ t=1 2α^2_t ( ∑_t s=1 αsμ ) + β ‖δ_t‖^2_∗ + 1 η ( R(z^∗) − R(z_1) ) , (31)

where δ_t ∈ ∂ℓ_t(z_t).

1The term “Be The Leader” was coined by [61], who also showed it exhibits non-positive regret for linear loss functions.

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 21

3.3.6 Be The Regularized Leader – FTRL^+ FTRL^+ ((18)) is very similar to FTRL, with the difference that the former has an access to all past loss functions up to and including the current round. Recall that in our FGNRD template, one of the players is allowed to viewed the current loss prior to playing, and can therefore apply FTRL^+.

Lemma 8 ( FTRL^+[R(·), 1/η]) Given η > 0 and a β-strongly convex R : Z → R, assume we have {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1} be a sequence of loss functions such that each ℓ_t(·) is μstrongly convex for some μ ≥ 0. Then FTRL^+[R(·), η] satisfies the following regret bound for any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z,

α-Reg^z (z^∗) ≤

R(z^∗) − R(z_0) η − T∑ t=1 ( μA_{t−1} 2 + β 2η ) ‖z_{t−1} − z_t‖^2, (32)

where z_0 = min_{z∈Z} R(z).

3.3.7 Optimistic Follow the Leader – OptimisticFTL

In the previous subsection, we have seen that FTL^+ uses the knowledge of the loss function at rounds t in order to ensure negative regret. While this knowledge is oftentimes unavailable, one can often access a “hint” or “guess” function m_t(·) that approximates ℓ_t(·) prior to choosing an action z_t. As can be seen from Equation (19) in Algorithm 4 and Lemma 9, OptimisticFTL makes use of the availability of such hints in order to provide better guarantees. The next statement shows that when we have “good” hints, in the sense that m_t(·) ≈ ℓ_t(·), then OptimisticFTL obtains improved guarantees compared to standard FTL.

Lemma 9 ( OptimisticFTL) Let {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1} be a sequence of loss functions such that each ℓ_t(·) is μ_t-strongly convex, let m_1(·), . . . , m_T (·) : Z → R be an arbitrary sequence of convex functions. Assume that we select our sequence of actions z_1, . . . , z_T according to OCO algorithm OptimisticFTL, then for any z^∗ ∈ Z, we have the following regret bound

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_t (ℓ_t(z_t) − ℓ_t(w_{t+1})) − α_t (m_t(z_t) − m_t(w_{t+1})) , (33)

where we assume the sequence w_2, . . . , w_T satisfies w_t ← argmin_{z∈Z} ∑_{t−1} s=1 ℓs(z). 3.3.8 Proof of FTL, FTL^+, FTRL, FTRL^+, OptimisticFTL Having described all the online learning algorithms in Algorithm 4, we are ready to show how their guarantees can be naturally obtained from that of OptimisticFTRL. The way that we derive them, i.e., showing the regret bound of OptimisticFTRL and then obtaining the rest of them as special cases, to our knowledge, is new, while we acknowledge that various versions of proofs of them can be found in the literature, e.g., [57, 59, 64].

22 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Proof of Lemma 9 on OptimisticFTL Observe that OptimisticFTL is actually OptimisticFTRL when R(·) is a zero function. Therefore, let R(·) = 0 in Lemma 3 and drop term (C) and (D) in (24) as they are non-positive, we obtain the result. □ Proof of Lemma 8 on FTRL^+ Observe that the FTRL^+ update is exactly equivalent to OptimisticFTRL with m_t(·) = ℓ_t(·). Furthermore, w_{t+1} in Lemma 3 is actually z_t of FTRL^+ shown on (18). So term (A) and term (D) on (24) in Lemma 3 is 0, Therefore, FTRL^+ regret satisfies

α-Reg^z (z^∗) ≤

R(z^∗) − R(z_0) η − T∑ t=1 ( μA_{t−1} 2 + β 2η ) ‖z_{t−1} − z_t‖^2. (34) □ Proof of Lemma 6 on FTL^+ Observe that FTL^+ is actually FTRL^+ with R(·) = 0. Therefore, let R(·) = 0 and β = 0 in Equation (34), we obtain the regret of FTL^+

α-Reg^z (z^∗) ≤ − T∑ t=1 μA_{t−1} 2 ‖z_{t−1} − z_t‖^2 ≤ 0. □ For the regret guarantee of FTRL, we will need the following supporting lemma.

Lemma 10 (Lemma 5 in [65]) Let ψ_1(·), ψ_2(·) : Z → R be two convex functions defined over a closed and convex domain. Denote u_1 := argmin_{z∈Z} ψ_1(z) and u_2 := argmin_{z∈Z} ψ_2(z). Assume that ψ_2 is σ-strongly convex with respect to a norm ‖ · ‖. Define ϕ(·) := ψ_2(·) − ψ_1(·). Then,

‖u_1 − u_2‖ ≤ 2 σ ‖δ‖∗, where δ ∈ ∂ϕ(u_1). (35) Furthermore, if ϕ(·) is convex, then,

0 ≤ ϕ(u_1) − ϕ(u_2) ≤ 2 σ ‖δ‖^2_∗, where δ ∈ ∂ϕ(u_1). (36)

Proof of Lemma 7 on FTRL Observe that FTRL is actually OptimisticFTRL where m_t(·) = 0 ∀t. Therefore, let m_t(·) = 0 in Lemma 3, we obtain the regret of FTRL,

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_t (ℓ_t(z_t) − ℓ_t(z_{t+1})) + 1 η ( R(z^∗) − R(z_1) ) , (37)

where we have dropped term (C) and term (D) on (24) since they are non-positive, and we also note that w_t in Lemma 3 is the same as z_t here.

To continue, we use Lemma 10. Specifically, in Lemma 10, we let ψ_1(·) ← ∑_{t−1} s=1 αsℓs(·) +^1_η R(·) and ψ_2(·) ← ∑_t s=1 αsℓs(·) +^1_η R(·). Then, we have ϕ(·) =

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 23

α_tℓ_t(·), u_1 = z_t, u_2 = z_{t+1} and that σ = ∑_t s=1 αsμ + β. So by Lemma 10 below, we have

α_t (ℓ_t(z_t) − ℓ_t(z_{t+1})) ≤

2α^2_t ( ∑_t s=1 αsμ ) + β ‖δ_t‖^2_∗, (38)

where δ_t ∈ ∂ℓ_t(z_t). Combining (37) and (38) leads to the result. □

Proof of Lemma 4 on FTL Observe that FTL is actually FTRL with R(·) = 0 . Therefore, let R(·) = 0 and β = 0 in Lemma 7, we obtain the result. □ 3.3.9 Mirror Descent – OMD OMD ((21) in Algorithm 5) is another popular algorithm in online learning. Compared to those in Algorithm 4, OMD updates the current iterate using only the latest loss function instead of the cumulative loss functions seen so far. Yet, it still has a nice regret guarantee.

Lemma 11 ( OMD [ϕ(·), z_0, γ]) Assume that ϕ(·) is β-strongly convex w.r.t ‖ · ‖. For any sequence of proper lower semi-continuous convex loss functions {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1}, OMD [ϕ(·), z_0, γ] satisfies the following regret bound for any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z,

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ 1 γ D^ϕ_{z1} (z^∗) + γ 2β T∑ t=1 ‖α_tδ_t‖^2_∗, (39)

where δ_t ∈ ∂ℓ_t(z_t).

The result in Lemma 11 is quite well-known, see e.g. [57, 59], nevertheless, we replicate the proof in Appendix B for completeness.

3.3.10 Prescient Mirror Descent – OMD^+ OMD^+ ((22) in Algorithm 5) assumes that the online player is prescient, i.e., it knows the loss functions ℓ_t prior to choosing z_t. Recall that in FGNRD (protocol 2) one of the players is allowed to view the current loss prior to playing, and can therefore apply OMD^+.

Lemma 12 ( OMD^+ [ϕ(·), z_0, γ]) Assume that ϕ(·) is β-strongly convex. For any sequence of proper lower semi-continuous convex loss functions {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1}, OMD^+ [ϕ(·), z_0, γ] satisfies the following regret bound for any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z,

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ 1 γ D^ϕ_{z0} (z^∗) − T∑ t=1 β 2γ ‖z_{t−1} − z_t‖^2

We will need the following supporting lemma for proving Lemma 12 below.

24 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Lemma 13 (Property 1 in [66]) For any proper lower semi-continuous convex function θ(z), let z^+ = argmin_{z∈Z} θ(z) + D^ϕ_c (z). Then, it satisfies that for any z^∗ ∈ Z, θ(z^+) − θ(z^∗) ≤ D^ϕ_c (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{z+} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_c (z^+). (40)

Proof of Lemma 12 The key inequality we need is Lemma 13; using the lemma with θ(z) = γα_tℓ_t(z), z^+ = z_t and c = z_{t−1} we have

γα_tℓ_t(z_t) − γα_tℓ_t(z^∗) = θ(z_t) − θ(z^∗) ≤ D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z_t). (41) Therefore, the regret with respect to any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z can be bounded as

α-Reg^z (z^∗) := T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z_t) − T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(z^∗)

(41) ≤ T∑ t=1 1 γ ( D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z_t) )

= 1 γ D^ϕ_{z0} (z^∗) − 1 γ D^ϕ_{zT} (z^∗) + T −1∑ t=1 ( 1 γ − 1 γ ) D^ϕ_{zt} (z^∗) − 1 γ D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z_t)

≤ 1 γ D^ϕ_{z0} (z^∗) − T∑ t=1 β 2γ ‖z_{t−1} − z_t‖^2, where the last inequality uses the strong convexity of ϕ, which grants D^ϕ_{zt−1} (z_t) ≥ β 2 ‖z_t − z_{t−1}‖^2. □

3.3.11 Optimistic Mirror Descent – OptimisticMD When a hint of the loss function at the beginning of each round is available, the online learner can exploit the hint in the hope to get a better regret. Denote m_t a vector that represents the hint before the learner outputs a point at t. OptimisticMD in Algorithm 5 has the following regret guarantee.

Lemma 14 ( OptimisticMD [ϕ(·), z_0, γ]) Assume that ϕ(·) is β-strongly convex w.r.t ‖ · ‖. For any sequence of proper lower semi-continuous convex loss functions {α_tℓ_t(·)}^T_{t=1}, OptimisticMD [ϕ(·), z_0, γ] satisfies the following regret bound for any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z,

α-Reg^z(z^∗) ≤ 1 γ D^ϕ_{z0} (z^∗) + γ 2β T∑ t=1 α^2_t ‖δ_t − m_t‖^2_∗, (42)

where δ_t ∈ ∂ℓ_t(z_t).

OptimisticMD were proposed by [26, 67], to our knowledge. We replicate the proof of Lemma 14 in Appendix B for completeness.

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 25

3.3.12 Discussion about the decision space

Before closing this section, we would like to discuss whether the decision space Z of the aforementioned online learning algorithms can indeed be unconstrained without incurring a potentially vacuous regret. For those algorithms that are prescient (BestResp^+,FTL^+,FTRL^+,OMD^+), their decision spaces can be unconstrained, i.e. Z = R^d , while enjoying either a non-positive regret or a constant regret that is independent of the horizon T . On the other hand, for those that are unable to see their loss functions before outputting an action, e.g, FTL, FTRL, or OMD, their decision spaces might need to be a compact convex set to avoid a vacuous regret bound. Take Lemma 11 of OMD as an example, its regret bound consists of a sum of square gradient norms, and hence one might require the decision space Z to be a compact convex set instead of the unconstrained one R^d to further bound the gradient norms.

4 Recovery of existing algorithms

What we are now able to establish, using the tools developed above, is that several iterative first order methods to minimize a convex function can be cast as simple instantiations of the Fenchel game no-regret dynamics. But more importantly, using this framework and the various regret bounds stated above, we able to establish a convergence rate for each via a unified analysis.

For every one of the optimization methods we explore below we provide the following:

1. We state the update method described in its standard iterative form, alongside an equivalent formulation given as a no-regret dynamic. To provide the FGNRD form, we must specify the payoff function g(·, ·)–typically the Fenchel game, with some variants—as well as the sequence of weights α_t, and the no-regret algorithms OAlg^Y , OAlg^X for the two players.

2. We provide a proof of this equivalence, showing that the FGNRD formulation does indeed produce the same sequence of iterates as the iterative form; this is often deferred to the appendix.

3. Leaning on Theorem 2, we prove a convergence rate for the method.

4.1 Frank-Wolfe method and its variants

The Frank-Wolfe method (FW) [6], also known as conditional gradient, is known for solving constrained optimization problems. FW is entirely firstorder, while requiring access to a linear optimization oracle. Specifically, given a compact and convex constraint set K ⊂ R^d , FW relies on the ability to (quickly) answer queries of the form argmin_{x∈K}⟨x, v⟩, for any vector v ∈ R^d . In many cases this linear optimization problem is much faster for well-behaved constraint sets; e.g. simple convex polytopes, the PSD cone, and various balls defined by vector and matrix norms [68, 69]. When the constraint set is the

26 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

nuclear norm ball, which arises in matrix completion problems, then the linear optimization oracle corresponds to computing a top singular vector, which requires time roughly linear in the size of the matrix [69].

Algorithm 6 Frank-Wolfe [6] Given: L-smooth f(·), convex domain K ⊂ R^d , arbitrary w_0, iterations T .

γ_t ←^2_{t+1} v_t ← argmin_{v∈K} ⟨v, ∇f(w_{t−1})⟩ w_t ← (1 − γ_t)w_{t−1} + γ_tv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t ← t OAlg^Y := FTL[∇f(w_0)] OAlg^X := BestResp^+

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T

We describe the Frank-Wolfe method precisely in Algorithm 6, in both its iterative form and its FGNRD interpretation. We begin by showing that these two representations are equivalent.

Proposition 3 The two interpretations of Frank-Wolfe, as described in Algorithm 6, are equivalent. That is, for every t, the iterate w_t computed iteratively on the left hand side is identically the weighted-average point x̄_t produced by the dynamic on the right hand side.

Proof We show, via induction, that the following three equalities are maintained for every t. Note that three objects on the left correspond to the iterative description given in Algorithm 6 whereas the three on the right correspond to the FGNRD description.

∇f(w_{t−1}) = y_t (43) v_t = x_t (44) w_t = x̄_t. (45) To start, we observe that since the OAlg^Y is set as FTL[∇f(w_0)], we have the base case for (43), y_1 = ∇f(w_0), holds by definition. Furthermore, we observe that for any t we have (43) =⇒ (44). This is because, if y_t = ∇f(w_{t−1}), the definition of BestResp^+ implies that

x_t = argmin x∈X α_t ( ⟨x, y_t⟩ − f^∗(y_t) ) = argmin x∈X ⟨x, ∇f(w_{t−1})⟩ = v_t (46) Next, we can show that (44) =⇒ (45) for any t as well using induction. Assuming

that w_{t−1} = ∑_{t−1} s=1 α_sx_s ∑_{t−1} s=1 α_s = ∑_{t−1} s=1 sv_s ∑_{t−1} s=1 s , a bit of algebra verifies

w_t := (1 − γ_t)w_{t−1} + γ_tv_t = ( t − 1 t + 1 ) ∑_{t−1} s=1 svs ∑_{t−1} s=1 s + ( 2 t + 1 ) v_t

= ∑_t s=1 svs ∑_t s=1 s = ∑_t s=1 αsxs ∑_t s=1 αs =: x̄_t

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 27

Finally, we show that (43) holds for t > 1 via induction. Recall that y_t is selected via FTL against the sequence of loss functions α_tℓ_t(·) := −α_tg(x_t, ·) Precisely this means that, for t > 1,

y_t := argmin_{y∈Y} { 1 A_{t−1} t−1∑ s=1 αsℓs(y) }

= argmin y∈Y { 1 A_{t−1} t−1∑ s=1 (αs⟨−xs, y⟩ + f^∗(y)) }

= argmax y∈Y { ⟨x̄_{t−1}, y⟩ − f^∗(y) } = ∇f(x̄_{t−1}). The final line follows as a result of the Legendre transform [15]. Finally, by induction, we have x̄_{t−1} = w_{t−1}, and hence we have established (43). This completes the proof. □ Now that we have established Frank-Wolfe as an instance of Protocol 2, we can now prove a bound on convergence using the tools established in Section 3.

Theorem 4 Let w_T be the output of Algorithm 6. Let f be L-smooth and let K have square ℓ_2 diameter no more than D. Then we have f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ 8LD T + 1 .

Proof By Proposition 3 and Theorem 2, we obtain f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ α-Reg^x[BestResp^+] + α-Reg^y[FTL].

Recall that we have α-Reg^x[BestResp^+] ≤ 0 by Lemma 2. Let us then turn our attention to the regret of OAlg^Y .

First note that, since f(·) is L-smooth, its conjugate f^∗(·) is^1_L -strongly convex, and thus the function −g(x, ·) is also^1_L -strongly convex in its second argument. Next, if we define ℓ_t(·) := −g(x_t, ·), then we can bound the norm of the gradient as

‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2 = ‖x_t − ∇f^∗(y_t)‖^2 = ‖x_t − x̄_{t−1}‖^2 ≤ D. Combining with Lemma 4 we see that

α-Reg^y[FTL] ≤ 1 A_T T∑ t=1 2α^2_t ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2 ∑_t s=1 αs(1/L) = 8L T (T + 1) T∑ t=1 t^2D t(t + 1) ≤ 8LD T + 1 . This completes the proof. □ 4.1.1 Variant 1: a linear rate Frank-Wolfe over strongly convex set [17, 70, 71] show that Frank-Wolfe for smooth convex function (not necessarily a strongly convex function) for strongly convex sets has linear rate under certain conditions. Algorithm 7 shows that a similar result can be derived

28 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

from the game framework, in which the y-player uses a variant of FTL called AFTL (defined in Algorithm 22 of Appendix C).

Algorithm 7 Adaptive Frank-Wolfe Given: L-smooth convex f(·), arbitrary x̄_0 = x_0 = w_0 ∈ K ⊂ R^d , iterations T , A_0 = 0. x_t ← argmin_{x∈K}⟨x, ∇f(w_{t−1})⟩ α_t ←^1_{‖xt −x̄t−1‖} A_t ← A_{t−1} + α_t w_t ←^1_{At} ∑_t s=1 αsxs g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) OAlg^Y := AFTL[∇f(x_0)] OAlg^X := BestResp^+

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T

Theorem 5 Suppose that f(·) is L-smooth convex. and that K is a λ-strongly convex set. Also assume that the gradients of the f(·) in K are bounded away from 0, i.e., max_{w∈K} ‖∇f(w)‖ ≥ B. Then, Algorithm 7 has

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) = O ( exp ( − λB L T )) .

Note that the weights α_t are not predefined but rather depend on the queries of the algorithm. The proof of Theorem 5 is described in full detail in Appendix C.

4.1.2 Variant 2: an incremental Frank-Wolfe

Recently, [18] and [72] propose stochastic Frank-Wolfe algorithms for optimizing smooth convex finite-sum functions, i.e. min_{x∈K} f(x) :=^1_n ∑_n i=1 f_i(x), where each f_i(x) := ϕ(x^⊤z_i) represents a loss function ϕ(·) associated with sample z_i. In each iteration the algorithms only require a gradient computation of a single component. [18] show that their algorithm has O(^{cκ}_T ) expected convergence rate, where c_κ is a number that depends on the underlying data matrix z and in worst case is bounded by the number of components n. Algorithm 8 shows a similar algorithm which picks a sample in each iteration by cycling through the data points. It is obtained when the y-player uses a variant of FTL called LazyFTL defined in Appendix D. We have the following theorem that shows an Õ(^n_T ) deterministic convergence rate. Its proof is in Appendix D.

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 29

Algorithm 8 Incremental Frank-Wolfe Given: L-smooth f(·), convex domain K, arbitrary w_0 ∈ K ⊂ R^d , iterations T . Init: For each sample i, compute g_{i,0} :=^1_n ∇f_i(w_0) ∈ R^d so that ∇f(w_0) = ∑ i=1 g_{i,0}.

Select i_t via by cycling through [n] g_{it ,t} ←^1_n ∇f_{it} (w_t) and g_{j,t} ← g_{j,t−1}, for j ≠ i_t g_t ← ∑_n i=1 g_{i,t} v_t ← argmin_{x∈K}⟨x, g_t⟩ w_t ← (1 − γ_t)w_{t−1} + γ_tv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t ← 1 OAlg^Y := LazyFTL[∇f(w_0)] OAlg^X := BestResp^+

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T

Theorem 6 Assume that f(·) is L-smooth convex and that its conjugate is L_0- Lipschitz. Algorithm 8 has

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) = O ( max{LR, L(L_0 + r)nr} log T T ) , where r is a bound of the length of any point x in the constraint set K, i.e. max_{x∈K} ‖x‖ ≤ r, and R is the square of the diameter of K.

4.1.3 More related works

There has been growing interest in Frank-Wolfe in recent years, e.g. [73, 74]. For the constraint set that belongs to a certain class of convex polytopes, there are FW-like algorithms achieving linear convergence rate, see e.g. [68, 75–79]. There are also works that study Frank-Wolfe on various aspects, e.g. minimizing some structural norms [80], reducing the number of gradient evaluations [81]. Bach [82] shows that for certain types of objectives, subgradient descent applied to the primal domain is equivalent to FW applied to the dual domain.

4.2 Vanilla gradient descent, with averaging

In Algorithm 9 we describe a variant of gradient descent. It outputs a weighted average of iterates of the gradient descent steps. The algorithm is obtained by swapping the ordering of the players. The x-player plays first according to OMD and then the y-player plays BestResp^+. Theorem 7 below shows that the algorithm has a guarantee even for non-smooth convex functions. It is noted that Algorithm 9 with the convergence rate guarantee shown in Theorem 7 can also be obtained from the classical online-to-batch conversion (e.g., [83] or Theorem 9.5 in [59]). Nevertheless, we provide an analysis based on our framework.

Theorem 7 Denote the constant G = max_{y∈∂f (w),w∈K} ‖y‖^2, and let R be an upper bound on ‖w_0 − w^∗‖, where w^∗ := argmin_{w∈K} f(w). The output w̄_T = x̄_T of

30 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Algorithm 9 Vanilla gradient descent, with averaging Given: Convex f(·) and iterations T .

Init: w_0 = x_0 ∈ K ⊆ R^d . Set: η = γ = {_R G √ T , if f(·) is non-smooth, 1 2L , if f(·) is L-smooth. w_t ← w_{t−1} − ηδ_{t−1}, where δ_{t−1} ∈ ∂f(w_{t−1}) w̄_t ←^1_t ∑_t s=1 ws g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := 1 for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^X := OMD[^1_2 ‖ · ‖^2, x_0, γ] OAlg^Y := BestResp^+ Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w̄_T = x̄_T

Algorithm 9 satisfies f(w̄_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) = O ( GR √ T ) .

Proof The equivalence w_t = x_t between the two displays can be easily shown by noting that the update of OMD is x_t = x_{t−1} −α_tγy_{t−1}, where γ =^R_G√_T and α_t = 1, and the update of BestResp^+ is y_t = argmin_{y∈Y} f^∗(y) − ⟨x_t, y⟩ ∈ ∂f(x_t).

By Lemma 11, the regret of the x-player is, α-Reg^x ≤^1_γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γ 2 ∑_T t=1 ‖α_ty_t‖^2. On the other hand, by Lemma 2, the regret of the y-player is 0. By setting α_t = 1, adding average regrets of both players, and plugging in γ =^R_G√_T ,

α-Reg^x[OMD] + α-Reg^y[BestResp^+] ≤ 1 A_t ( 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + T∑ t=1 γ 2 ‖α_ty_t‖^2 ) (47)

≤ 1 T ( R^2 γ + γT G^2 2 )

= O ( GR √ T ) . □ We should note that BestResp^+ is not necessarily a well-defined algorithm, when the required argmin doesn’t have a unique solution. This is relevant in the case when f(·) is not a differentiable function, which is why we have set y_t = δ_t for any δ_t ∈ ∂f(x_t). On the other hand, the convergence in Theorem 7 holds for any choice of subgradients.

We can also recover the known O

(_1 T ) convergence rate of GD when the function f(·) is smooth. To achieve this, we will use the following known result to upper-bound the r.h.s. of (47).

Lemma 15 (see e.g., Lemma A.2 in [84]) Assume f(·) is L-smooth. Denote x^∗ = argmin_{x∈R}d f(x). Then, ‖∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ 2L ( f(x) − f(x^∗) ) , ∀x ∈ R^d .

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 31

Theorem 8 Assume f(·) is L-smooth. Then, the output w̄_T = x̄_T of Algorithm 9 satisfies f(w̄_T ) − min_{w∈Rd} f(w) ≤ 2L‖w_0 − w^∗‖^2 T .

Proof Let α_t = 1, ∀t and hence A_t = T . We start by upper-bounding the last term on the r.h.s. of (47). We have

α-Reg^x[OMD] + α-Reg^y[BestResp^+] ≤ 1 A_t ( 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + T∑ t=1 γ 2 ‖α_ty_t‖^2 )

(a) ≤ 1 T D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) γ + γL 1 T T∑ t=1 (f(x_t) − f(x^∗)) (b) ≤ 1 T D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) γ + γL 1 T T∑ t=1 ⟨∇f(x_t), x_t − x^∗⟩ =α-Reg^x[OMD] ,

where (a) uses Lemma 15 and that the update of BestResp^+ is y_t = argmin_{y∈Y} f^∗(y) − ⟨x_t, y⟩ = ∇f(x_t), and (b) uses convexity.

Rearranging the above inequality and noting that α-Reg^y[BestResp^+] = 0, we obtain

(1 − γL)α-Reg^x[OMD] =

D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) γT . Setting γ =^1_{2L} and recognizing that D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) =^1_2 ‖x_0 − x^∗‖^2 =^1_2 ‖w_0 − w^∗‖^2, we obtain the result. □ 4.3 Single-gradient-call extra-gradient, with averaging

Extra-gradient method [85–87] and its single-gradient-call variants [43, 88– 92] have drawn significant interest in recent years. In Algorithm 10 below, we show how a single-gradient-call variant can be obtained from the Fenchel game by pitting OptimisticMD against BestResp^+. More precisely, we obtain an O(1/T ) convergence rate in the unconstrained setting. We remark that an O(1/T ) convergence rate of single-call extra-gradient has been established in the literature, see e.g., [88], without restricting to the unconstrained setting K = R^d .

Theorem 9 The output w̄_T = x̄_T of Algorithm 10 satisfies

f(w̄_T ) − min_{w∈Rd} f(w) =

8LD^ϕ_{w0} (w^∗) +^1_{8L} ‖∇f(w_0)‖^2 T , where w^∗ := argmin_{w∈R}d f(w).

32 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Algorithm 10 Single-gradient-call extra-gradient, with averaging Given: L-smooth f(·), a 1-strongly convex ϕ(·), iterations T Init: arbitrary w_− 1_2 = w_0 = x_0 = x_− 1_2 ∈ R^d .

γ ←^1_L

w_t ← argmin w∈R^d ( α_t⟨w, ∇f(w_{t−1})⟩ +^1_γ D^ϕ_{wt− 12} (w) )

w_{t+} 1_2 ← argmin w∈R^d ( α_t⟨w, ∇f(w_t)⟩ +^1_γ D^ϕ_{wt− 12} (w) ) g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := 1 for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^X := OptimisticMD[ϕ(·), x_0,^1_{2L} ] OAlg^Y := BestResp^+

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w̄_T = x̄_T

Proof of Theorem 9 The equivalence of the two displays, namely, for all t, w_t = x_t w_{t−} 1_2 = x_{t−} 1_2 ∇f(w_t) = y_t can be trivially shown by induction. Specifically, the first two relations hold in the beginning by letting the initial point w_0 = w_− 1_2 = x_0 = x_− 1_2 ∈ R^d . To show the last one, we apply the definition of BestResp^+, y_t ← argmax y∈Y ℓ_t(y) = argmax_{y∈Y} f^∗(y) − ⟨x_t, y⟩ = ∇f(x_t).

By induction, we have w_t = x_t; consequently, y_t = ∇f(w_t).

By summing the regret bound of each player, i.e. Lemma 14 and Lemma 6, we get α-Reg^x[OptimisticMD] + α-Reg^y[BestResp^+] (a) ≤ 1 A_t { 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γ 2 T∑ t=1 α^2_t ‖∇f(w_t) − ∇f(w_{t−1})‖^2_∗ } (48) (b) ≤ 1 A_t { 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γ T∑ t=1 α^2_t ( ‖∇f(w_t)‖^2 + ‖∇f(w_{t−1})‖^2 )}

(c) ≤ 1 A_t { 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γα^2_1‖∇f(w_0)‖^2 + 4γL T∑ t=1 α^2_t (f(w_t) − f(w∗)) }

(d) ≤ 1 A_t { 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γα^2_1‖∇f(w_0)‖^2 + 4γL T∑ t=1 α^2_t ⟨∇f(w_t), w_t − w∗⟩ }

(e) = 1 T { 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γ‖∇f(w_0)‖^2 } + 4γL 1 T T∑ t=1 ⟨∇f(w_t), w_t − w∗⟩ :=α-Reg^x[OptimisticMD] ,

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 33

where in (a) we used the relation m_t = y_{t−1} = ∇f(w_{t−1}) when we applied Lemma 14, (b) is by the triangle inequality, (c) is by Lemma 15, (d) uses the convexity, and (e) uses α_t = 1.

Rearranging the above inequality and noting that α-Reg^y[BestResp^+] = 0, we obtain

(1 − 4γL)α-Reg^x[OMD] = 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γ‖∇f(w_0)‖^2 T . Setting γ =^1_{8L} , we obtain the result. □ We remark that we can get an O(1/ √ T ) convergence rate when we replace R^d with K ⊂ R^d in Algorithm 10. Specifically, we can simply bounding the square norm of the difference of the gradients on the r.h.s. of (48) by G^2, and then follow the proof of Theorem 7 to get a O(1/ √ T ) rate by setting the parameters appropriately. Recovering the O(1/T ) rate for the constrained setting using the regret analysis is left open in this work.

4.4 Cumulative gradient descent

We describe yet another algorithm from the game for non-smooth optimization. Algorithm 11 below has the last-iteration guarantee, while subgradient descent method, i.e. w_t = w_{t−1}−ηf_x(w_{t−1}), does not enjoy the last-iteration guarantee, see e.g. Chapter 2 of [93] or [94]. This highlights the benefit of the proposed algorithm.

Algorithm 11 Cumulative gradient descent Given: Convex f(·) and iterations T . Init: w_0 = x_0 ∈ R^d . η ←^{(R/G)√}_T w_t = (1 −^1_t )w_{t−1} −^1_t η ∑_{t−1} s=1 δs, where δs ∈ ∂f(ws) = (1 −^1_t )w_{t−1} −^1_t ηδs −^{t−1}_t η ( w_{t−1} − (1 −^1_{t−1} )w_{t−2} ) g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := 1 for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^X := OMD[^1_2 ‖ · ‖^2, x_0,^{(R/G)√}_T ] OAlg^Y := FTL^+

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T

Theorem 10 Denote the constant G = max_{δ∈∂f (w),w∈K} ‖δ‖^2, and let R be an upper bound on ‖w_0 − w^∗‖. The output w_T = x̄_T of Algorithm 11 satisfies

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) = O ( GR √ T ) , where w^∗ := argmin_{w∈K} f(w).

34 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Proof Let γ =^{(R/G)√}_T and α_t = 1. The update of OMD is x_t = x_{t−1} − γy_{t−1},

while the update of FTL^+ is y_t = argmax_{y∈Y} ∑_t s=1 αs (f^∗(y) − ⟨xs, y⟩) ∈ ∂f(x̄_t). Recursively expanding x̄_t leads to

x̄_t =

(t − 1)x̄_{t−1} + x_t t = (t − 1)x̄_{t−1} + x_{t−1} − γy_{t−1} t = ( 1 − 1 t ) x̄_{t−1} − 1 t γ t−1∑ s=1 ys. We now see the equivalence of the two displays in Algorithm 11.

By Lemma 11, the regret of the x-player is, α-Reg^x ≤^1_γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γ 2 ∑_T t=1 ‖α_ty_t‖^2. On the other hand, by Lemma 2, the regret of the y-player is not greater than 0. Adding average regrets of both players, we get

α-Reg^x[OMD] + α-Reg^y[FTL^+] ≤ 1 A_t { 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + T∑ t=1 γ 2 ‖α_ty_t‖^2 }

= O ( GR √ T ) . □ Let us comment that the same algorithm can be produced from Algorithm 1 in [95] with the online gradient descent strategy via a so called “anytime online-to-batch conversion”, though the algorithm is not explicitly stated in the paper. We also note that while Algorithm 11 depicts the equivalence when the problem is unconstrained, i.e., K = R^d , we can also derive the projected version of the algorithm for its iterative description when the constraint set is a compact convex set. Specifically, the left column (iterative description) in Algorithm 11 would become

w_t = ( 1 − 1 t ) w_{t−1} + 1 t x_t, where x_t = Π_K [x_{t−1} − γδ_{t−1}] , δ_{t−1} ∈ ∂f(w_{t−1}).

4.5 Accelerated methods for smooth convex optimization

In this subsection, we are going to introduce several accelerated algorithms. An optimization procedure is generally referred to as accelerated if it achieves a faster convergence rate relative to a vanilla method, e.g. gradient descent. The convergence of gradient descent on smooth convex optimization problems was known to be O(1/T ), and it was believed by many up until the early 1980s that this was the fastest rate achievable despite the only known lower bound of Ω(1/T^2). It was shown by Nesterov [1] that indeed an upper bound of O(1/T^2) is indeed possible with a slightly more complex update scheme.

We will discuss Nesterov Accelerated Gradient Descent, and its variants, in the context of our FGNRD framework. Nesterov’s first acceleration method [1, 2] (see also [96]) for the unconstrained setting is frequently described as follows. First initialize z_0 and w_0 arbitrarily, and then iterate as follows:

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 35

Algorithm 12 Unconstrained Nesterov Accelerated Gradient Descent 1: Input: w_0, z_0 arbitrary in R^d . 2: for t = 1, 2, . . . , do 3: θ_t ←^t_{2(t+1)L} , β_t ←^{t−2}_{t+1} 4: w_t ← z_{t−1} − θ_t∇f(z_{t−1}) 5: z_t ← w_t + β_t(w_t − w_{t−1}) 6: end for 7: return w_T

But to get the ball rolling let us first consider a related method of Polyak [7].

4.5.1 The Heavy Ball Method In Algorithm 13 we describe the classical iterative version of the Heavy Ball algorithm in the box on the left. One observes that the update looks quite similar to vanilla gradient descent, but there’s the addition of a so-called momentum term v_t which is the difference of the previous two iterates.

Algorithm 13 Heavy Ball Given: L-smooth f(·), arbitrary x_0 = w_0 = w_{−1} ∈ R^d , iterations T .

η_t ←^t_{4(t+1)L} , β_t ←^{t−2}_{t+1} v_t ← w_{t−1} − w_{t−2} w_t ← w_{t−1} − η_t∇f(w_{t−1}) + β_tv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := t for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^Y := FTL[∇f(x_0)] OAlg^X := OMD^+[^1_2 ‖ · ‖^2, x_0,^1_{8L} ] Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T

We provide a formulation of Heavy Ball in the right box of Algorithm 13, and let us begin by stating the equivalence. The proof is deferred to Appendix E.

Proposition 11 The two interpretations of Heavy Ball described in Algorithm 13 are equivalent.

Proof (sketch) Similar to the proof of Proposition 3, we need to show that the following three equalities are maintained throughout each iteration: ∇f(w_{t−1}) = y_t x̄_t = x̄_{t−1} − γα^2_t A_t ∇f(x̄_{t−1}) + (x̄_{t−1} − x̄_{t−2}) ( α_tA_{t−2} A_tα_{t−1} ) , (49)

w_t = x̄_t

36 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

The first and last lines follow along the same lines as the proof of Proposition 3. The expression (49) can be established when we see that the OMD^+[^1_2 ‖ · ‖^2, x_0,^1_{8L} ] update algorithm can be written as

x_t = x_{t−1} − α_tγy_t = x_{t−1} − α_t 8L y_t. Plugging this expression into the definition of x̄_t establishes the update (49). □

Denote Π_K[·] the projection onto K. We remark that for the case when K ⊂ R^d , the left column (iterative description) in Algorithm 13 would become

w_t = ( 1 − 2 t + 1 ) w_{t−1} + 2 t + 1 x_t, where x_t = Π_K [ x_{t−1} − t 8L ∇f(w_{t−1}) ] .

Theorem 12 The output x̄_T of Algorithm 13 satisfies

f(x̄_T )−min_{x∈K} f(x) = O

4L‖x_0 − x^∗‖^2 + ∑_T t=1 4L ( ‖x̄_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 − ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 ) T^2 .

Furthermore, given a convex constraint set K ⊂ R^d with diameter R, we have f(x̄_T )− min_{w∈K} f(w) = O(^{LR}_T ).

We note that the first bound in Theorem 12 does not require K to be a compact convex set. However, when K = R^d , unfortunately we cannot further upper-bound the trajectory-dependent term ‖x̄_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 − ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 by a constant. Whether one can use the regret analysis to show an O(1/T ) rate of unconstrained Heavy Ball is left open.

4.5.2 Nesterov’s Methods Starting from 1983, Nesterov has proposed various accelerated methods for smooth convex problems (i.e. [1–4]), all of which are often described as accelerated gradient descent. Our goal now will be to try to understand Nesterov’s various algorithms. We will show that all the methods can be generated from Fenchel game with some simple tweaks.

Algorithm 14 Nesterov’s 1-memory method [4, 66] Given: L-smooth f(·), convex domain K ⊆ R^d , arbitrary x_0 = v_0 ∈ K, 1- strongly convex distance generating function ϕ(·), iterations T .

β_t ←^2_{t+1} , γ_t ←^t_{4L} z_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_{t−1} v_t ← argmin x∈K γ_t⟨∇f(z_t), x⟩ + D^ϕ_{vt−1} (x) w_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := t for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^Y := OptimisticFTL OAlg^X := OMD^+[ϕ(·), x_0,^1_{4L} ]

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T ,

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 37

Let us begin with the version known as the 1-memory method. To be precise, we adopt the presentation of Nesterov’s algorithm given in Algorithm 1 of [66].

Proposition 13 The two interpretations of Nesterov’s 1-memory method in Algorithm 14 are equivalent. That is, the iteratively generated points w_t coincide with the sequence x̄_t produced by the FGNRD dynamic.

Proof Allow us define some notations first.

x̄_t := 1 A_t t∑ s=1 αsxs

~x_t := 1 A_t ( α_tx_{t−1} + t−1∑ s=1 αsxs ) , (50)

ŷ_{t+1} := argmin_{y∈Y} t∑ s=1 αs ( f^∗(y) − ⟨xs, y⟩ )

Let us make a few observations about these sequences. ŷ_{t+1} = argmax_{y∈Y} ⟨x̄_t, y⟩ − f^∗(y) = ∇f(x̄_t) (51) ~x_t − x̄_t = α_t A_t (x_{t−1} − x_t). (52)

Equations (51) and (52) follow from simple arithmetic as well as elementary properties of Fenchel conjugation and the Legendre transform [14]. Equation (52) is by a simple algebraic calculation.

We show, via induction, that the following equalities are maintained for every t. Note that three objects on the left correspond to the iterative description given in Algorithm 17 whereas the three on the right correspond to the FGNRD description.

∇f(z_t) = y_t (53) v_t = x_t (54) w_t = x̄_t. (55) We first note that the initialization ensures that (53) holds for t = 1. Also, observe that we have β_t =^{αt}_{At} . Therefore,

w_t = (1 − β_t) w_{t−1} + β_tv_t = ( 1 − α_t A_t ) w_{t−1} + α_t A_t v_t = A_{t−1} A_t w_{t−1} + α_t A_t v_t (56)

From (56), we see that (54) and w_{t−1} = x̄_{t−1} implies (55), as w_t is always an average of the updates v_t. It remains to establish (53) and (54) via induction.

Let us first show (53). But before that, we show y_t = ∇f(x̃_t) as follows. In Algorithm 14 the y-player is using the OptimisticFTL algorithm to choose the sequence of y_t’s, which is given by

y_t = argmin y∈Y { α_tℓ_{t−1}(·) + t−1∑ s=1 αsℓs(y) } , (57)

38 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

where the guess m_t(·) to be m_t(·) ← ℓ_{t−1}(·), ℓs(y) := f^∗(y) − ⟨xs, y⟩, and ℓ_0(x_0) := f^∗(y) − ⟨x_0, y⟩ so that y_0 = ∇f(x_0). Then, we have y_t = argmin y∈Y { A_T (f^∗(y) − ⟨~x_t, y⟩) } = ∇f(~x_t). (58)

Given that y_t = ∇f(x̃_t) shown in (58), it suffices to show that x̃_t = z_t for establishing (53). We have

z_t = (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_{t−1} = (1 − α_t A_t )x̄_{t−1} + a_t A_t x_{t−1} = A_{t−1} A_t ∑_{t−1} s=1 αsxs A_{t−1} + a_t A_t x_{t−1} = ∑_{t−1} s=1 αsxs + α_tx_{t−1} A_t = ~x_t. Hence, (53) holds.

To show (54), observe that the update of v_t is exactly equivalent to OMD^+ for which γ ←^1_{4L} , α_t ← t, and ℓ_t(·) ← ⟨y_t, ·⟩. We thus have completed proof. □

We remark that when the problem is unconstrained, i.e. K = R^d , Algorithm 14 with the distance generating function ϕ(·) =^1_2 ‖ · ‖^2 can be rewritten as Algorithm 12 — the Nesterov’s first acceleration method.

Lemma 16 Consider the FGNRD implementation in Algorithm 14, where the function f(·) is convex and L-smooth with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖, whose dual norm is ‖ · ‖∗. Regardless of the sequence of points x_1, . . . , x_T generated from the protocol, we have

α-Reg^y[OptimisticFTL] ≤ L T∑ t=1 α^2_t A_t ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2. (59)

Proof By using Lemma 9 with the guess m_t(·) ← ℓ_{t−1}(·), w_t ← ŷ_t of (51), and z_t ← y_t of (58), and that α_t (ℓ_t(y) − ℓ_{t−1}(y)) = α_t⟨x_{t−1} − x_t, y⟩ in Fenchel Game, we have T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(y_t) − α_tℓ_t(y^∗) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_t (ℓ_t(y_t) − ℓ_{t−1}(y_t) − (ℓ_t(ŷ_{t+1}) − ℓ_{t−1}(ŷ_{t+1})))

(Eqns. 51, 58) = T∑ t=1 α_t⟨x_{t−1} − x_t, ∇f(~x_t) − ∇f(x̄_t)⟩

(Hölder’s Ineq.) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_t‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖‖∇f(~x_t) − ∇f(x̄_t)‖∗

(L-smoothness of f) ≤ L T∑ t=1 α_t‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖‖~x_t − x̄_t‖

(Eqn. 52) = L T∑ t=1 α^2_t A_t ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖ as desired, where the first inequality is because that m_t(·) = ℓ_{t−1}(·). □

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 39

Theorem 14 Let us consider the output x̄_T ≡ w_T of Algorithm 14. Given that f is L-smooth, w_T satisfies f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ 8LD^ϕ_{w0} (w^∗) T^2 .

Proof The equivalence x̄_T ≡ w_T was established in Proposition 13. We may now appeal to Theorem 2 to prove this result, which gives us that f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ 1 A_T (α-Reg^y[OptimisticFTL] + α-Reg^x[OMD^+]).

We have a bound for α-Reg^x from Lemma 12, with parameters γ =^1_{4L} and β = 1, and a bound on α-Reg^y in Lemma 16. Combining these we obtain f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ 1 A_T ( 4LD^ϕ_{w0} (w^∗) + T∑ t=1 ( α^2_t A_t L − 2L ) ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 ) . (60)

Given the choice of weights α_t = t, we have A_t =^{t(t+1)}_2 and therefore^{α2t}_{At} =^{2t2}_{t(t+1)} ≤ 2. With this in mind, the sum on the right hand side of (60) is non-positive. Noticing that^1_{AT} ≤^2_{T 2} completes the proof. □ It is worth dwelling on exactly how we obtained the above result. A less refined analysis of the OMD^+ algorithm would have simply ignored the negative summation term in Lemma 12, and simply upper bounded this by 0. But the negative terms ‖x_t − x_{t−1}‖^2 in this sum happen to correspond exactly to the positive terms one obtains in the regret bound for the y-player, but this is true only as a result of using the OptimisticFTL algorithm. To obtain a cancellation of these terms, we need a γ_t which is roughly constant, and hence we need to ensure that^{α2t}_{At} = O(1). The final bound, of course, is determined by the inverse quantity^1_{AT} , and a quick inspection reveals that the best choice of α_t = θ(t). This is not the only choice that could work, and we conjecture that there are scenarios in which better bounds are achievable for different α_t tuning. We show in Subsection 4.6 that a linear rate is achievable when f(·) is also strongly convex, and there we tune α_t to grow exponentially in t rather than linearly.

Infinite memory method.

We finish this section by mentioning one additional algorithm. Nesterov has proposed another first-order method with O(1/T^2) convergence, which requires maintaining a weighted average of gradients along the algorithm’s path. This method also has a natural and and simple interpretation in our FGNRD framework, and we include it here for completeness.

We leave it to the reader to establish the equivalence described in Algorithm 15, and here we state the convergence rate whose proof is deferred to Appendix F.

40 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Algorithm 15 Nesterov’s ∞-memory method [3, 66] Given: L-smooth f(·), convex domain K ⊆ R^d , arbitrary v_0 = x_0 ∈ K, 1- strongly convex regularizer R(·), iterations T .

β_t ←^2_{t+1} , γ_t ←^t_{4L} z_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_{t−1}

v_t ← argmin_{x∈K} t∑ s=1 γs⟨∇f(zs), x⟩ + R(x) w_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := t for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^Y := OptimisticFTL OAlg^X := FTRL^+[R(·),^1_{4L} ]

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T ,

Theorem 15 Assume that f(·) is L-smooth convex. Nesterov’s ∞-memory method (Algorithm 15) satisfies f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ O ( L ( R(w^∗) − min_{x∈K} R(x) ) T^2 ) .

4.5.3 Accelerated proximal methods

Algorithm 16 Accelerated proximal method. Given: L-smooth f(·), arbitrary v_0 = x_0 ∈ R^d , iterations T .

β_t ←^2_{t+1} , γ_t ←^t_{4L} z_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_{t−1} v_t ← prox_{tγψ}(x_{t−1} − tγ∇f(z_t)) w_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) + ψ(x) α_t := t for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^Y := OptimisticFTL OAlg^X := OMD^+[ϕ(·) =^1_2 ‖ · ‖^2,^1_{4L} ] Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T

In this section, we consider solving composite optimization problems

min_{x∈Rd} f(x) + ψ(x), (61)

where f(·) is smooth convex but ψ(·) is possibly non-differentiable convex. Examples of ψ(·) include ℓ_1 norm (‖ · ‖_1), ℓ_∞ norm (‖ · ‖_∞), and elastic net (‖ · ‖_1 + γ‖ · ‖^2 for γ > 0). We would like to show that the game analysis still applies to this problem. We just need to change the payoff function g to account for ψ(x). Specifically, we consider the following two-player zero-sum game, min_{x∈Rd} max_{y∈Y} {g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) + ψ(x)} . (62) Notice that the minimax value of the game is min_{x∈R}d f(x) + ψ(x), which is exactly the optimum value of the composite optimization problem. Let us

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 41

denote the proximal operator^2 as prox_{λψ}(v) := argmin_{x∈R}d ( ψ(x) +^1_{2λ} ‖x − v‖^2 ) . We remark that the FGNRD interpretation in Algorithm 16 is essentially the same as Algorithm 14, except here the payoff function g is defined differently (62). The weighting scheme α_t and the players’ strategies remain the same, and we thus omit the equivalence between the two interpretations of Algorithm 16.

In this new game, the x-player plays OMD^+ with the distance generating function ϕ(x) =^1_2 ‖x‖^2 and receives the loss functions α_th_t(x) := α_t{⟨x, y_t⟩ + ψ(x)}, which leads to the following update,

x_t = argmin x∈R^d γ(α_th_t(x)) + D^ϕ_{xt−1} (x) = argmin_{x∈Rd} γ(α_t{⟨x, y_t⟩ + ψ(x)}) + D^ϕ_{xt−1} (x) = argmin x∈R^d ψ(x) + 1 2α_tγ (‖x‖^2 + 2⟨α_tγy_t − x_{t−1}, x⟩) = prox_{αt γψ} (x_{t−1} − α_tγ∇f(~x_t)) , where the last equality follows that y_t = ∇f(x̃_t) and the definition of the operator prox(·). One can view Algorithm 16 as a variant of the so called “Accelerated Proximal Gradient”in [8]. Yet, the design and analysis of our algorithm is simpler than that of [8].

Theorem 16 The update w_T = x̄_T in Algorithm 16 satisfies f(w_T ) − min_{w∈Rd} f(w) ≤ O ( L‖w_0 − w^∗‖^2 T^2 ) .

Proof Even though the payoff function g(·, ·) is a bit different, the proof still essentially follows the same line as Theorem 14, as y-player plays OptimisticFTL and the x-player plays OMD^+. □

4.5.4 Related works

In recent years, there are growing interest in giving new interpretations of Nesterov’s accelerated algorithms or proposing new varaints. For example, [66] gives a unified analysis for some Nesterov’s accelerated algorithms [3–5], using the standard techniques and analysis in optimization literature. [98, 99] connects the design of accelerated algorithms with dynamical systems and control theory. [100, 101] gives a geometric interpretation of the Nesterov’s method for unconstrained optimization, inspired by the ellipsoid method. [102] studies the Nesterov’s methods and the Heavy Ball method for quadratic non-strongly convex problems by analyzing the eigen-values of some linear dynamical systems. [103] proposes a variant of accelerated algorithms by mixing the updates

2It is known that for some ψ(·), their corresponding proximal operations have closed-form solutions, see e.g. [97] for details.

42 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

of gradient descent and mirror descent and showing the updates are complementary. [104, 105] propose a primal-dual view that recovers several first-oder algorithms with careful discretizations of a continuous-time dynamic, which also leads to a new accelerated extra-gradient descent method. [40] show a simple acceleration proof of mirror prox [106] and dual extrapolation [107] based on solving the Fenchel game. [96, 108–113] analyze the acceleration algorithms via the lens of ordinary differential equations and the numerical analysis. See also a monograph [114] for various methods of acceleration, and a recent work [115] that shows acceleration of Heavy Ball compared to standard gradient descent for minimizing a class of Polyak-Łojasiewicz functions when the nonconvexity is averaged-out. We also note an independent work [116, 117] provide a game interpretation of Nesterov’s accelerated method but does not have the idea of the regret analysis. In our work, we show a deeper connection between online learning and optimization, and propose a modular framework that is not limited to Nesterov’s method.

Finally, the accelerated algorithms in this work require the function to be smooth. For minimizing general non-smooth convex functions, the lowerbound of the convergence rate is O(1/ √ T ) for any first-order gradient-based methods, see e.g., Subsection 3.2.1 in [5]. However, Nesterov [3] show that when a function has a specific structure, an O(1/T ) rate can be obtained via a smoothing technique. Specifically, the class of non-smooth functions is in the following form: f(x) = max_{z∈Θ} ⟨Mx, z⟩ − ψ(z), (63) where Θ is a compact convex set, ψ(·) : Θ → R is convex, and M : K → Θ is a linear operator. The smoothing technique that Nesterov introduced is first by constructing a smooth approximation of f(·) in (63): f_ν (x) = max_{z∈Θ} ⟨Mx, z⟩ − (ψ(z) + νd(z)), (64) where d(·) is 1-strongly convex on Θ. Since ψ(z) + νd(z) is a strongly convex function, one can therefore show that the approximated function f_ν (·) is smooth. Then, one can apply those accelerated methods for smooth convex functions to f_ν (·). By tuning the parameter ν to trade-off the smoothness constant of f_ν (·) and the approximation error of f_ν (·) to f(·) appropriately, one can get an O(1/T ) rate for minimizing the original function f(·). We refer the reader to the original paper [3] for the details. We also note that there are other smoothing techniques in the literature, e.g., Moreau envelope [118].

4.6 Proving Accelerated Linear Rates

Nesterov observed that for strongly convex smooth functions, one can achieve an accelerated linear rate (e.g. page 71-81 of [5]). It is natural to ask if the zero-sum game and regret analysis in the present work also recovers this faster rate in the same fashion. We answer this in the affirmative. Assume f(·) is

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 43

Algorithm 17 Accelerated Gradient with Linear Convergence Given: L-smooth, μ-strongly convex f(·), convex domain K ⊆ R^d , iterations T , and a distance generating function ϕ(·) that is 1-strongly convex, L_ϕ-smooth, and differentiable. Finally, let R(x) = ϕ(x). Init: w_0 = v_0 = x_0 = argmin_{x∈K} ϕ(x).

β ←^1_2 √_μ L(1+L_ϕ) , γt ← αt z_t ← (1 − β)w_{t−1} + βv_{t−1} Φ_t(x) := t∑ s=1 γs ( ⟨∇f̃(zs), x⟩ + μϕ(x) ) v_t ← argmin_{x∈K} R(x) + Φ_t(x) w_t ← (1 − β)w_{t−1} + βv_t f̃(x) := f(x) − μϕ(x) g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f̃^∗(y) + μϕ(x) α_1 =^1_{2L(1+Lϕ)} α_t A_t = 1 2 √_μ L(1+L_ϕ) for t = 2, . . . , T OAlg^Y := OptimisticFTL OAlg^X := FTRL^+[ϕ, 1] Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T

μ-strongly convex in the following sense (see also Section 3.3 of [117]), f(z) ≥ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), z − x⟩ + μD^ϕ_x (z), (65) for all z, x ∈ K, where D^ϕ_x (z) is the Bregman divergence. When the distance generating function is ϕ(x) :=^1_2 ‖x‖^2, the strong convexity condition (65) becomes f(z) ≥ f(x) + ⟨∇f(z), z − x⟩ + 1 2 ‖z − x‖^2. (66)

It is known that the function f̃(x) := f(x) − μϕ(x) is a convex function for all x ∈ K (see e.g. [119]). Based on this property, we consider a new game g̃(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f̃^∗(y) + μϕ(x), (67) where the minimax vale of the game is V^∗ := min_{x∈K} max_{y∈Y} g̃(x, y) = min_{x∈K} f̃(x) + μϕ(x) = min_{x∈K} f(x). We begin by showing the following in this new game.

Proposition 17 The two interpretations of Algorithm 17 are equivalent. That is, the iteratively generated points w_t coincide with the sequence x̄_t produced by the FGNRD dynamic.

Proof The proof follows the same lines as that of Proposition 13 until the last line by setting β_t = β =^1_2 √_μ L(1+L_ϕ) = α_t A_t . We only need to replace the last line of

the proof. Specifically, the update of v_t is exactly equivalent to FTRL^+ on the loss sequences α_tℓ_t(·) ← α_t ( ⟨∇f̃(z_t), ·⟩ + μϕ(·) ) . Hence, the proof is completed. □

44 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

We now prove the accelerated linear convergence rate of Algorithm 17. First, we denote the condition number κ :=^L_μ .

Theorem 18 Assume we are given a norm ‖ · ‖, and that we have a distancegenerating function ϕ(·) that is differentiable, L_ϕ-smooth, and 1-strongly convex with respect to ‖ · ‖. Assume we also have a function f(·) that is L-smooth with respect to ‖ · ‖ and μ-strongly convex in the sense of (65). Then the output of Algorithm 17 satisfies

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ c exp ( − 1 2 √ κ √ 1 + L_ϕ T ) ( ϕ(w^∗) − ϕ(w_0) ) for some constant c := 2L(1 + L_ϕ) > 0.

Proof As the proof of Lemma 16, we first bound the regret of the y-player as follows. T∑ t=1 α_tℓ_t(y_t) − α_tℓ_t(y^∗) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_t⟨x_{t−1} − x_t, y_t − ŷ_{t+1}⟩

(Eqns. 51, 58) = T∑ t=1 α_t⟨x_{t−1} − x_t, ∇f̃(~x_t) − ∇f̃ (x̄_t)⟩

(Hölder’s Ineq.) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_t‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖‖∇f̃ (~x_t) − ∇f̃(x̄_t)‖∗

= T∑ t=1 α_t‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖‖∇f(~x_t) − μ∇ϕ(~x_t) − ∇f(x̄_t) + μ∇ϕ(x̄_t)‖∗

(Triangle Ineq. & Smooth ϕ) ≤ T∑ t=1 α_t‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖(‖∇f(~x_t) − ∇f(x̄_t)‖∗ + μL_ϕ‖x̄_t − ~x_t‖)

(Smoothness of f & μ ≤ L) ≤ L(1 + Lϕ) T∑ t=1 α_t‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖‖~x_t − x̄_t‖

(Eqn. 52) = L(1 + L_ϕ) T∑ t=1 α^2_t A_t ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖. So the regret satisfies

α-Reg^y ≤ L(1 + L_ϕ) T∑ t=1 α^2_t A_t ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2. (68)

For the x-player, according to Lemma 8, its regret is

α-Reg^x ≤ R(x^∗) − R(x_0) − T∑ t=1 ( μA_{t−1} 2 + 1 2 ) ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2, (69)

where x_0 = argmin_x R(x). Summing (68) and (69), we have

α-Reg^y[OptimisticFTL] + α-Reg^x[FTRL^+]

≤ R(x^∗) − R(x_0) + T∑ t=1 ( L(1 + L_ϕ)α^2_t A_t − μA_{t−1} + 1 2 ) ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2.

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 45

By choosing the weight {α_t} to satisfy α_1 =^1_{2L(1+Lϕ)} and that for t ≥ 2,^{αt}_{At} = 1 2 √_μ L(1+L_ϕ) , the coefficient of the distance terms will be non-positive for all t, i.e. (^{L(1+Lϕ)α2t} A_t − μA_{t−1} 2 ) ≤ 0, which means that the distance terms will cancel out.

Therefore, the optimization error ϵ after T iterations satisfies that ϵ ≤ α-Reg^y + α-Reg^x A_T ≤ 1 A_1

A_1 A_2 · · · A_{T −1} A_T (R(x^∗) − R(x_0)) = 1 A_1 ( 1 − α_2 A_2 ) · · · ( 1 − α_T A_T ) (R(x^∗) − R(x_0)) ≤ 1 A_1 ( 1 − α_2 Ã_2 ) · · · ( 1 − α_T Ã_T ) (R(x^∗) − R(x_0))

≤ ( 1 − 1 2 √ 1 + L_ϕ √ κ )_{T −1} R(x^∗) − R(x_0) A_1 = O ( exp ( − 1 2 √ 1 + L_ϕ √ κ T )) . □ 5 New algorithms

In Section 4 we established that the FGNRD framework can be used to describe a set of known algorithms for convex optimization under various assumptions. But we have argued that the framework is indeed quite generic, given that we have flexibility to choose different no-regret update algorithms, to change the game’s payoff function, and to modify the protocol. In the present section we use FGNRD to describe two novel algorithms, and to provide strong convergence rates using the same methodology.

5.1 Boundary Frank-Wolfe

In original formulation of the Fenchel Game No-Regret Dynamics, Protocol 2, we specified that the two players act in a particular order, first the y-player followed by the x-player. This ordering is important, as it allows us to consider scenarios in which x_t can be chosen in response to y_t, as was the case in nearly all of the algorithms proposed in Section 4. But we can instead reverse the order of the two players, allowing the x-player to act before the y-player, while otherwise following the same protocol. This will give us a new algorithm for constrained convex optimization, Boundary Frank-Wolfe, which has the unusual property that it only computes gradients of f on the boundary of the constraint set K. We will show the algorithm has a O(log T/T ) convergence rate for any convex Lipschitz f, without any smoothness nor strong-convexity requirement for f, yet under two conditions: (1) the true minimizer of f in K must exist on the boundary, and K must be a strongly convex set. The result relies on recent work in online convex optimization under strongly convex constraints [62]. (Notably, there is prior work that develops a Frank-Wolfe-like algorithm that strongly convex decision sets [21] with O(1/T^2) convergence, but this result requires that f is both smooth and strongly convex as well.)

46 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Algorithm 18 Boundary Frank-Wolfe Given: possibly non-smooth convex f(·), convex domain K ⊂ R^d , arbitrary w_0 = z_0, iterations T .

z_t ← argmin_{z∈K}^1_{t−1} ∑_{t−1} s=1⟨z, δs⟩, δs ∈ ∂f(zs) w_t ←^{(t−1)wt−1 +zt} t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t ← 1 OAlg^X := FTL[z_0] OAlg^Y := BestResp^+

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T := x̄_T .

The equivalence between the two forms of Algorithm 18 can be proven in the usual fashion, and so we omit the proof of the following proposition.

Proposition 19 The two interpretations of Algorithm 18 are equivalent. That is, the iteratively generated points w_t coincide with the sequence x̄_t produced by the FGNRD dynamic.

Theorem 20 Assume that the constraint set K is λ-strongly convex, and that ∑_t s=1 δs, where δs ∈ ∂f(xs) has non-zero norm, then Boundary Frank-Wolfe (Algorithm 18) has

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) = O ( M log T λL_T T ) , where M := sup_{δ∈∂f (x),x∈K} ‖δ‖, Θ_t :=^1_t ∑_t s=1 δs, δs ∈ ∂f(xs), and L_T := min_{1≤t≤T} ‖Θ_t‖.

Proof Since y-player plays BestResp^+, its regret ≤ 0. For the x-player, we use Lemma 5, which grants α-Reg^x ≤ O(^{M log T}_{λLT} ). Using Theorem 2 we have

f(x̄_T ) − min_{x∈K} f(x) ≤ 1 T (α-Reg^x[FTL] + α-Reg^y[BestResp^+]) = O ( M log T λL_T T )

as desired. □

Note that the rate depends crucially on L_T , which is the smallest averagedgradient norm computed during the optimization. According to Theorem 1, the closure of the gradient space is a convex set. This implies the following lemma that ensures L_T is bounded away from 0.

Lemma 17 If 0 /∈ closure ({y : y ∈ ∂f(x), x ∈ K}), then the average of gradient norm L_T satisfies L_T > 0.

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 47

Proof By Theorem 1, we know Θ_t, which is the average of some sub-gradients, is itself a subgradient. Moreover, Θ_t is not 0 given that 0 is not in the gradient space, hence we have L_T > 0.

Alternatively, as 0 is not in the closure of the gradient space, which is a closed convex set by Theorem 1, the separation theorem implies that any point in the closure must be bounded away from 0. Hence, L_T > 0. □

We remark that if all the subgradients at the points in the constraint set K have their sizes be lower-bounded by a constant G > 0, then we have that L_T is lower-bounded by G, since the (closure) of the union of the subdifferentials is a convex set (Theorem 1) and therefore Θ_t, which is the average of some sub-gradients, is itself a subgradient.

The proposed algorithm may only be useful when it is known, a priori, that the solution w^∗ will occur not in the interior but on the boundary of K. It is indeed an odd condition, but it does hold in many typical scenarios. One may add a perturbed vector to the gradient and show that with high probability, L_T is a non-zero number. The downside of this approach is that it would generally grant a slower convergence rate.

5.2 Gauge Frank-Wolfe

Using the FGNRD framework further, we propose a new algorithm that is “Frank-Wolfe-like” in the following sense: we can optimize a smooth objective function using only linear optimization oracle queries. This method requires the constraint set to be “suitably round” but achieves a rate of O(1/T^2) without additional assumptions on f. The main trick is to utilize a regularization function that is adapted to the constraint set K. With this in mind, define the “gauge function” of K [120, 121] as

γ_K(x) := inf{c ≥ 0 : x c ∈ K}. (70) Notice that, for a closed convex K that contains the origin, one has K = {x ∈ R^d : γ_K(x) ≤ 1}. Furthermore, the boundary points on K satisfy γ_K(x) = 1.

Definition: (λ-Gauge set) We call a^λ_2 -strongly convex set that contains the origin in its interior a λ-Gauge set.

Examples of the λ-Gauge set are given in Appendix G.

Theorem 21 (Theorem 4 in [122] and Theorem 2 in [123]) Let K be a λ-Gauge set. Then, its squared gauge function, i.e. γ^2_K(·), is λ-strongly-convex.

Algorithmically, we will utilize FTRL^+ for the x-player with regularization γ^2_K(·) in the Fenchel Game. Naturally, this requires us to solve problems of the form x = argmin x∈K ⟨ζ, x⟩ + γ^2_K(x), (71)

48 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

for any arbitrary vector ζ. While at first glance this does not appear to be a linear optimization problem, let us reparametrize the problem as follows. Denote bndry(K) as the boundary of the constraint set K, and notice that (71) is equivalent to solving min ρ∈[0,1],z∈bndry(K) ⟨ζ, ρz⟩ + γ^2_K(ρz) = min_{ρ∈[0,1]} [( min z∈bndry(K) ⟨ζ, z⟩ ) ρ + ρ^2 ] , (72)

where we are able to remove the dependence on the gauge function since it is homogeneous, i.e., γ_K(ρz) = ργ_K(z), and is identically 1 on the boundary of K. Notice that the inner minimization is now a linear problem, and the outer problem is a 1-parameter constrained quadratic problem which can be solved directly. In summary, we have

argmin x∈K ⟨ζ, x⟩ + γ^2_K(x) = ρ^∗z^∗ where { z^∗ = argmin_{z∈bndry(K)}⟨ζ, z⟩, ρ^∗ = max(0, min(1, −⟨ζ, z^∗⟩/2)). (73)

Algorithm 19 Gauge Frank-Wolfe (smooth convex f(·)) Given: L-smooth convex f(·), arbitrary v_0 = x_0 ∈ K ⊂ R^d , iteration T .

β_t ←^2_{t+1} , γ_t ←^t_{4L} z_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_{t−1} z^∗_t ← argmin

z∈bndry(K) ⟨ ∑_t s=1 γs∇f(zs), z⟩ γ_t ←^1_2 ⟨ ∑_t s=1 γs∇f(zs), z^∗⟩ ρ^∗_t ← max(0, min(1, −γ_t)) v_t ← ρ^∗_t z^∗_t w_t ← (1 − β_t)w_{t−1} + β_tv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := t for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^Y := OptimisticFTL OAlg^X := FTRL^+[γ^2_K(ρx),^1_{4L} ]

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T ,

Theorem 22 Suppose the constraint set K is a λ-Gauge set. Assume that the function f(·) is L-smooth convex with respect to the induced gauge norm γ_K(·). Suppose that the step size η satisfies^1_{CL} ≤^η_λ ≤^1_{4L} for some constant C ≥ 4. Then, the output w_T of Algorithm 19 satisfies f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ 2CL λT^2 .

Proof We have just shown that line 4-5 is due to that the x-player plays FTRL^+ with the square of the guage function as the regularizer. So Algorithm 19 is an instance of Algorithm 15, and we can invoke Theorem 15 to obtain the convergence rate, noting that γ^2_K(x^∗) ≤ 1. □

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 49

We want to emphasize again that our analysis does not need the function f(·) to be strongly convex to show O(1/T^2) rate. On the other hand, [21] shows the O(1/T^2) rate under the additional assumption that the function is strongly convex. [21] raises an open question if an accelerated linear rate is possible under the assumption that the function is smooth and strongly convex. We partially answer the open question through Algorithm 20 and Theorem 23.

Algorithm 20 Gauge Frank-Wolfe (smooth and strongly convex f(·)) Given: L-smooth and μ-strongly convex f(·), arbitrary w_0 = v_0 = x_0 ∈ K ⊂ R^d , iterations T .

β ←^1_2 √_μ L(1+L_ϕ/λ) , γt ← αt z_t ← (1 − β)w_{t−1} + βv_{t−1} z^∗_t ← argmin

z∈bndry(K) ⟨ ∑_t s=1 γs∇f̃ (zs), z⟩ γ_t ←^⟨ ∑_t s=1 γ_s∇f̃ (z_s),z^∗⟩ 2(^1_μ + ∑_t s=1 γ_s)^μ_λ

ρ^∗_t ← max (0, min (1, −γ_t)) v_t ← ρ^∗_t z^∗_t w_t ← (1 − β)w_{t−1} + βv_t g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f̃^∗(y) +^μ_λ γ^2_K(·) where f̃(x) := f(x) −^μ_λ γ^2_K(·) α_1 :=^1 2L(1+L_ϕ/λ) α_t A_t := 1 2 √_μ L(1+L_ϕ/λ) , for t = 2, . . . , T OAlg^Y := OptimisticFTL OAlg^X := FTRL^+[^1_λ γ^2_K(·), 1]

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w_T = x̄_T ,

Theorem 23 Suppose the constraint set K is a λ-Gauge set and the induced square of the gauge function γ^2_K(·) is differentiable and L_ϕ-smooth. Assume that the function f(·) is L-smooth with respect to the induced gauge norm γ_K(·) and f(·) is μ-strongly convex satisfying (65) with^1_λ γ^2_K(·) being the distance generating function. Then, the output w_T of Algorithm 20 satisfies

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) = O ( exp ( − T 2 √ 1 + L_ϕ/λ √ κ )) .

Lemma 2.2 and Theorem A.2 in [124] implies that if a strongly convex set K which is centrally-symmetric at the origin satisfies the notion of a smooth set 3, then the induced square of the gauge function γ^2_K(·) is L_ϕ-smooth and differentiable for some constant L_ϕ > 0; consequently, the condition of Theorem 23 holds. Examples include l_p balls and Schatten p balls for 1 < p ≤ 2 [124].

3For a compact convex set K, it is smooth if and only if #{N_K(z) ∩ ∂K^∘} = 1 for any point z on the boundary of K, i.e. z ∈ ∂K, where N_K(z) := {w ∈ R^d : ⟨z − x, w⟩ ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ K} is the normal cone at z and K^∘ := {w ∈ R^d : ⟨w, x⟩ ≤ 1, ∀x ∈ K} is the polar of K, see e.g. Definition 2.1 in [124].

50 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Proof The equivalence of the two displays in Algorithm 20 can be shown by following that of the proof of Proposition 17, where the update FTRL^+:

x_t ← argmin x∈K t∑ s=1 αshs(x) + R(x) = argmin_{x∈K} t∑ s=1 αs ( ⟨ys, x⟩ + μ λ γ^2_K(x) ) + 1 λ γ^2_K(x)

is equivalent to solving

(ρ^∗_t , z^∗_t ) ← argmin ρ∈[0,1] ( argmin

z∈bndry(K) ⟨ t∑ s=1 αs∇f̃(zs), z⟩ ) ρ + ( 1 μ + t∑ s=1 αs ) μ λ ρ^2,

and setting v_t = ρ^∗_t z^∗_t . Specifically, Algorithm 20 is an instance of Algorithm 17 with the regularization of FTRL^+ being the square of the gauge function, i.e. ϕ(·) =^1_λ γ^2_K(·). Hence, the convergence rate can be shown by following the proof of Theorem 18, where we bound the Lipschitzness of ∇f̃ (·) as ‖∇f̃ (~x_t) − ∇f̃ (x̄_t)‖ ≤ ‖∇f(~x_t)− μ λ ∇ϕ(~x_t)−∇f(x̄_t)+ μ λ ∇ϕ(x̄_t)‖∗ ≤ ‖∇f(~x_t)−∇f(x̄_t)‖∗ +μ L_ϕ λ ‖x̄_t −~x_t‖ ≤ L ( 1 + L_ϕ λ ) ‖x̄_t − ~x_t‖. □ 5.3 Optimistic mirror descent, with weighted averaging

We give another accelerated algorithm for smooth convex optimization in the following. Algorithm 21 is obtained when we swap the ordering of the player and let the x-player plays first using OptimisticMD and then the y-player plays FTL^+. The reader might find some similarity of Algorithm 21 and some single-call variants of the extra-gradient methods, see e.g., [43, 88–92]. However, the gradient is taken at some weighted-average points in Algorithm 21 and the resulting converge rate is an accelerated rate O(1/T^2), which seems to be different from the single-call extra-gradient methods in the literature, to the best of our knowledge. We note that the algorithm of Chambolle and Pock (Section 5 in [46]) has a O(1/T^2) for a class of relevant problems with a single gradient call in each iteration, however, their algorithm needs the distance generating function of the Bregman divergence to be the square l_2 norm and its update is different from Algorithm 21.

Theorem 24 below shows an accelerated rate O(1/T^2). Comparing Algorithm 10 and Algorithm 21 here, one can see that the difference is that the y-player plays FTL^+ in Algorithm 21 instead of BestResp^+ in Algorithm 10. This is crucial to get the accelerated rate, as the negative distance terms in the regret bound of FTL^+ cancel out that of OptimisticMD. On the other hand, the regret bound of BestResp^+ cannot cancel out the distance terms from that of OptimisticMD, which results in a slower O(1/T ) rate of Algorithm 10.

Theorem 24 The output w̄_T = x̄_T of Algorithm 21 satisfies

f(w̄_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) =

2LD^ϕ_{w0} (w^∗) + 2L‖w_0 − w_1‖^2 T^2 , where w^∗ := argmin_{w∈K} f(w).

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 51

Algorithm 21 Optimistic mirror descent, with weighted averaging Given: L-smooth f(·), a 1-strongly convex ϕ(·), iterations T Init: arbitrary w_− 1_2 = w_0 = x_0 = x_− 1_2 ∈ K ⊆ R^d .

γ ←^1_L w_t ← argmin w∈K ( α_t⟨w, ∇f(w̄_{t−1})⟩ +^1_γ D^ϕ_{wt− 12} (w) )

w_{t+} 1_2 ← argmin_{w∈K} ( α_t⟨w, ∇f(w̄_t)⟩ +^1_γ D^ϕ_{wt− 12} (w) ) g(x, y) := ⟨x, y⟩ − f^∗(y) α_t := t for t = 1, . . . , T OAlg^X := OptimisticMD[ϕ(·), x_0,^1_{2L} ] OAlg^Y := FTL^+

Iterative Description FGNRD Equivalence Output: w̄_T = x̄_T

Proof of Theorem 24 The equivalence of the two displays, namely, for all t, w_t = x_t w_{t−} 1_2 = x_{t−} 1_2 ∇f(w̄_t) = y_t can be trivially shown by induction. Specifically, the first two relations hold in the beginning by letting the initial point w_0 = w_− 1_2 = x_0 = x_− 1_2 ∈ K. To show the last one, we apply the definition of FTL^+,

y_t ← argmax y∈Y t∑ s=1 αsℓs(y) = argmax_{y∈Y} t∑ s=1 ( αsf^∗(y) − αs⟨xs, y⟩ ) = ∇f(x̄_t). By induction, we have w_t = x_t. So we have w̄_t = x̄_t and consequently y_t = ∇f(w̄_t).

By summing the regret bound of each player, i.e. Lemma 14 and Lemma 6, we get α-Reg^x[OptimisticMD] + α-Reg^y[FTL^+] (a) ≤ 1 A_t { 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + γ 2 T∑ t=1 α^2_t ‖∇f(w̄_t) − ∇f(w̄_{t−1})‖^2_∗ − T∑ t=1 A_{t−1} L ‖∇f(w̄_t) − ∇f(w̄_{t−1})‖^2_∗ }

(b) ≤ LD^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + L‖w̄_0 − w̄_1‖^2 A_T ≤ 2LD^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) + 2L‖w_0 − w_1‖^2 T^2 , where in (a) we used the relation m_t = y_{t−1} = ∇f(w̄_{t−1}) when we applied Lemma 14 and the fact that the y-player’s loss function ℓ_t(y) := f^∗(y) − ⟨x, y_t⟩ is^1_L -strongly convex w.r.t the dual norm ‖ · ‖∗ so that we have μ =^1_L when we invoked Lemma 6, and in (b) we used that^{γα2t}_2 ≤^{At−1}_L for γ ≤^1_{2L} so that the distance terms cancel out except the one at t = 1. □ Appendix A Proof of Theorem 1

Proof This is a result of the following lemmas.

52 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

Definition: [Definition 12.1 in [125]] A mapping T : R^n → R^n is called monotone if it has the property that ⟨v_1 − v_0, x_1 − x_0⟩ ≥ 0 whenever v_0 ∈ T (x_0), v_1 ∈ T (x_1).

Moreover, T is maximal monotone if there is no monotone operator that properly contains it.

Lemma 2: [Theorem 12.17 in [125]] For a proper, lower semi-continuous, convex function f, ∂f is a maximum monotone operator.

Lemma 3: [Theorem 12.41 in [125]] For any maximal monotone mapping T , the set “domain of T “ is nearly convex, in the sense that there is a convex set C such that C ⊂ domain of T⊂ cl(C). The same applies to the range of T .

Therefore, the closure of the union of the sets ⋃ x∈X ∂f(x) is convex by the above lemmas. □

Appendix B Proof of Lemma 11 and 14

Proof of Lemma 11 Let δ_t ∈ ∂ℓ_t(z_t). The per-round regret with respect to any comparator z^∗ ∈ Z can be bounded as α_tℓ_t(z_t) − α_tℓ_t(z^∗) ≤ ⟨α_tδ_t, z_t − z^∗⟩ = ⟨ 1 γ (∇ϕ(z_{t+1}) − ∇ϕ(z_t)) , z^∗ − z_{t+1}⟩ + ⟨α_tδ_t, z_t − z_{t+1}⟩ + ⟨ 1 γ (∇ϕ(z_t) − ∇ϕ(z_{t+1})) − α_tδ_t, z^∗ − z_{t+1}⟩ ≤ ⟨ 1 γ (∇ϕ(z_{t+1}) − ∇ϕ(z_t)) , z^∗ − z_{t+1}⟩ + ⟨α_tδ_t, z_t − z_{t+1}⟩ = 1 γ ( D^ϕ_{zt} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt+1} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt+1} (z_t) ) + ⟨α_tδ_t, z_t − z_{t+1}⟩ ≤ 1 γ ( D^ϕ_{zt} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt+1} (z^∗) ) + γ 2β ‖α_tδ_t‖^2_∗, (B1)

where the second inequality uses the optimality of z_{t+1} for min_{z∈Z} α_tℓ_t(z)+^1_γ D^ϕ_{zt} (z) and the last one uses that ⟨α_t∇ℓ_t(z_t), z_t − z_{t+1}⟩ ≤^γ_{2β} ‖α_tδ_t‖^2_∗ +^β_{2γ} ‖z_t − z_{t+1}‖^2 and that ϕ(·) is β strongly convex.

Summing (B1) from t = 1 to T leads to the bounds. □ Proof of Lemma 14 The proof in the following is based on the proof in [25]. We let δ_t ∈ ∂ℓ_t(z_t) in the following.

By applying Lemma 13 to the update

z_t ← argmin z∈Z ( α_t⟨z, m_t⟩ + 1 γ D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z) ) , we have

α_t⟨m_t, z_t − z_{t+} 1_2 ⟩ ≤ 1 γ ( D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z_{t+} 1_2 ) − D^ϕ_{zt} (z_{t+} 1_2 ) − D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z_t) ) . (B2)

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 53

Also, by applying Lemma 13 to z_{t+} 1_2 ← argmin_{z∈Z} ( α_t⟨z, δ_t⟩ +^1_γ D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z) ) , we get α_t⟨∇ℓ_t(z_t), z_{t+} 1_2 − z^∗⟩ ≤ 1 γ ( D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z∗) − D^ϕ_{zt+ 12} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z_{t+} 1_2 ) ) . (B3)

Then, we can bound the per-round regret with respect to the comparator z^∗ as follows: α_tℓ_t(z_t) − α_tℓ_t(z^∗) ≤ α_t⟨δ_t, z_t − z^∗⟩ = α_t⟨δ_t, z_{t+} 1_2 − z^∗⟩ + α_t⟨m_t, z_t − z_{t+} 1_2 ⟩ + α_t⟨δ_t − m_t, z_t − z_{t+} 1_2 ⟩ ≤ 1 γ ( D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z∗) − D^ϕ_{zt+ 12} (z^∗) − D^ϕ_{zt} (z_{t+} 1_2 ) − D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z_t) ) + α_t‖δ_t − m_t‖∗‖z_t − z_{t+} 1_2 ‖ ≤ 1 γ ( D^ϕ_{zt− 12} (z∗) − D^ϕ_{zt+ 12} (z^∗) − β 2 ‖z_t − z_{t+} 1_2 ‖^2 − β 2 ‖z_t − z_{t−} 1_2 ‖^2 )

+ α^2_t γ 2β ‖δ_t − m_t‖^2_∗ + β 2γ ‖z_t − z_{t+} 1_2 ‖^2,

where the second inequality is due to (B2) and (B3) and the last one is by the β-strong convexity of ϕ(·).

Summing the above from t = 1 to t = T and noting that z_− 1_2 = z_0 ∈ K, we obtain the bound. □ Appendix C Proof of Theorem 5

Note that in the algorithm that we describe below the weights α_t are not predefined but rather depend on the queries of the algorithm. These adaptive weights are explicitly defined in Algorithm 22 which is used by the y-player. Note that Algorithm 22 is equivalent to performing FTL updates over the following loss sequence: { ℓ̃_t(y) := α_tℓ_t(y) }_T t=1 . The x-player plays best response, which only involves the linear optimization oracle.

Algorithm 22 Adaptive Follow-the-Leader (AFTL) 1: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do 2: Play y_t ∈ Y 3: Receive a strongly convex loss function α_tℓ_t(·) with α_t =^1_{‖∇ℓt (yt)‖2} . 4: Update y_{t+1} = min_{y∈Y} ∑_t s=1 α_yℓ_s(y) 5: end for

Proof We can easily show the equivalence of the two displays shown on Algorithm 7 by using the induction and noting that ∇ℓ_t(y_t) = x_t − ∇f^∗(y_t) = x_t − x̄_{t−1}, where in the last equality we used that y_t = ∇f(x̄_{t−1}) if and only if x̄_{t−1} = ∇f^∗(y_t).

Now we switch to show the convergence rate. Since the x-player plays best response, α-Reg^x[BestResp^+] = 0, we only need to show that α-Reg^y[SC-AFTL] = O(exp(−^{λB}_L T )), which we do next.

54 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

We start by defining a function s(y) := max_{x∈X} −x^⊤y+f^∗(y), which is a strongly convex function. We are going to show that s(·) is also smooth. We have ‖∇ws(·) − ∇zs(·)‖ = ‖ argmax_{x∈X} (−w^⊤w + f^∗(w)) − argmax_{x∈X} (−z^⊤x + f^∗(z))‖ = ‖ argmax x∈X (−w^⊤x) − (argmax_{x′ ∈X} −z^⊤x^′)‖ ≤ 2‖w − z‖ λ(‖w‖ + ‖z‖) ≤ ‖w − z‖ λB , where the second to last inequality uses Lemma 18 regarding λ-strongly convex sets, and the last inequality is by assuming the gradient of ‖∇f(·)‖ ≥ B and the fact that w, z ∈ Y are gradients of f. This shows that s(·) is a smooth function with smoothness constant L^′ :=^1_{λB} . T = T∑ t=1 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)^2‖ ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2 P roposition 25 = T∑ t=1 ‖∇s(y_t)‖^2 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2 Lemma 15 ≤ T∑ t=1 L^′ ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2 (s(y_t) − s(y^∗))

≤ T∑ t=1 L^′ ‖∇ℓ_t(x_t)‖^2 (ℓ_t(y_t) − ℓ_t(y^∗)),

where we denote y^∗ := argmin_{y∈Y} s(y) and the last inequality follows from the fact that s(y_t) := ℓ_t(y_t) and ℓ_t(y) = −g(x_t, y) ≤ −g(xy, y) = s(y) for any y.

In the following, we will denote c a constant such that ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖ = ‖x_t − ∇f^∗(y_t)‖ = ‖x_t − x̄_{t−1}‖ ≤ c. We have T ≤ T∑ t=1 L^′ ‖ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2

(ℓ_t(y_t) − ℓ_t(y^∗)) (a) = T∑ t=1 L^′(ℓ̃_t(y_t) − ℓ̃_t(y^∗)) (b) ≤ L · L^′ 2 T∑ t=1 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2} ∑_t s=1 ‖∇ℓs(y_t)‖^{−2} (c) ≤ L · L^′ 2 ( 1 + log(c^2 T∑ t=1 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2}) ) , where (a) is by the definition of ℓ̃_t(·), and (b) is shown using Lemma 4 with strong convexity parameter of ℓ_t(·) being^1_L , and (c) is by Lemma 19 so that T∑ t=1 ‖ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2} ∑_t s=1 ‖ℓs(ys)‖^{−2} = T∑ t=1 c^2‖ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2} ∑_t s=1 c^2‖ℓs(ys)‖^{−2} ≤ 1 + log(c^2 T∑ t=1 ‖ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2}). Thus, we get

c^2 T∑ t=1 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2} = O(e^{1L·L′ T} ) = O(e^{λBL T} ). (C4) So α-Reg^y A_T := ∑_T t=1 α_t(ℓ_t(y_t) − ℓ_t(y^∗)) A_T ≤ L 2A_T T∑ t=1 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2} ∑_t τ =1 ‖∇ℓt(yτ )‖ −2 (a) ≤ Lc^2 ( 1 + log ( c^2 ∑_T t=1 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2} )) 2c^2 ∑_T t=1 ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^{−2} (b) ≤ O( Lc^2 ( 1 + (_{λBT} L )) e^{λB}L^T ) = O ( Lc^2e^{− λBL T} ) ,

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 55

where (a) is by Lemma 19, (b) is by (C4) and the fact that^{1+log z}_z is monotonically decreasing for z ≥ 1. Thus, we have

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ α-Reg^x[BestResp^+] + α-Reg^y[AFTL] = O ( Lc^2e^{− λBL T} ) . This completes the proof. □

Proposition 25 For arbitrary y, let ℓ(·) := −g(xy, ·). Then −∇yℓ(·) ∈ ∂ys(·), where xy means that the x-player plays x by BestResp^+ after observing the y-player plays y.

Proof Consider any point w ∈ Y, s(w) − s(y) = g(xy, y) − g(xw, w) = g(xy, y) − g(xy, w) + g(xy, w) − g(xw, w) ≥ g(xy, y) − g(xy, w) + 0 ≥ ⟨gy(xy, y), w − y⟩ = ⟨−∇yℓ(y), w − y⟩, where the first inequality is because that xw is the best response to w, the second inequality is due to the concavity of g(xy, ·). The overall statement implies that −∇yℓ(y) is a subgradient of s at y. □

Lemma 18^4 Denote xp = argmax_{x∈K}⟨p, x⟩ and xq = argmax_{x∈K}⟨q, x⟩, where p, q ∈ R^d are any nonzero vectors. If a compact set K is a λ-strongly convex set, then ‖xp − xq‖ ≤ 2‖p − q‖ λ(‖p‖ + ‖q‖) .

Proof [122] show that a strongly convex set K can be written as intersection of some Euclidean balls. Namely, K = ∩_{u:‖u‖2 =1}B 1_λ ( xu − u λ ) , where xu is defined as xu = argmax_{x∈K}⟨^u_{‖u‖} , x⟩.

Let xp = argmax_{x∈K}⟨^p_{‖p‖} , x⟩ and xq = argmax_{x∈K}⟨^q_{‖q‖} , x⟩. Based on the definition of strongly convex sets, we can see that xq ∈ B 1_λ (xp −^p_{λ‖p‖} ) and xp ∈ B 1_λ (xq −^q_{λ‖q‖} ). Therefore, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖x^q − x^p − p λ‖p‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 ≤ 1 λ^2 , which leads to ‖p‖ · ‖xp − xq‖^2 ≤ 2 λ ⟨xp − xq , p⟩. (C5) Similarly, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖x^p − x^q − q λ‖q‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 ≤ 1 λ^2 ,

4[122] discuss the smoothness of the support function on strongly convex sets. Here, we state a more general result.

56 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

which results in ‖q‖ · ‖xp − xq‖^2 ≤ 2 λ ⟨xq − xp, q⟩. (C6) Summing (C5) and (C6), one gets (‖p‖+‖q‖)‖xp −xq ‖^2 ≤^2_λ ⟨xp −xq, p−q⟩. Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality completes the proof. □

Lemma 19 ([84]) For any non-negative real numbers a_1, . . . , an ≥ 1, n∑ i=1 a_i ∑_i j=1 a_j ≤ 1 + log (_n ∑ i=1 a_i ) . Appendix D Proof of Theorem 6

Proof The equivalence of the updates follows the proof of Theorem 3. Specifically, we have that the objects on the left in the following equalities correspond to Alg. 2 and those on the right to Alg. 8. x_t = v_t x̄_t = w_t.

To analyze the regret of the y-player, we define {ŷ_t} as the points if the y-player would have played FTL, which is

ŷ_t := argmin_{y∈Y} 1 t − 1 t−1∑ s=1 ℓ_t(y) = argmax_{y∈Y} 1 t − 1 t−1∑ s=1 ⟨xs, y⟩ − f^∗(y)

= ∇f(x̄_t) = 1 n n∑ i=1 ∇f_i(x̄_t). On the other hand, we call the actual strategy used by the y-player LazyFTL as it only compute the gradient of a single component. We can show the average regret of

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 57

LazyFTL as follows.

α-Reg^y = 1 T T∑ t=1 (ℓ_t(ŷ_t) − ℓ_t(y∗)) + 1 T T∑ t=1 (ℓ_t(y_t) − ℓ_t(ŷ_t)) (a) ≤ 4LR log T T + 1 T T∑ t=1 (ℓ_t(y_t) − ℓ_t(ŷ_t))

= 4LR log T T + 1 T T∑ t=1 ( f^∗(y_t) − f^∗(ŷ_t) + ⟨x_t, ŷ_t − y_t⟩ )

(b) ≤ 4LR log T T + T∑ t=1 1 T (L_0 + r)‖y_t − ŷ_t‖

= 4LR log T T + 1 T (L_0 + r) T∑ t=1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 n n∑ i=1 g_{i,t} − 1 n n∑ i=1 ∇f_i(x̄_t) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = 4LR log T T + 1 T (L_0 + r) T∑ t=1

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 n n∑ i≠i_t ( g_{i,t} − ∇f_i(x̄_t) ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ (c) ≤ 4LR log T T + L(L_0 + r) T n T∑ t=1 n∑ i≠i_t ‖x̄_{τt(i)} − x̄_t‖ (d) ≤ 4LR log T T + L(L_0 + r) T n T∑ t=1 n∑ i≠i_t 2nr t = O ( max{LR, L(L_0 + r)nr} log T T ) , where (a) is due to the regret of FTL (Lemma 4), 1 T (^T∑ t=1 ℓ_t(ŷ_t) − ℓ_t(y∗) ) ≤ 1 T T∑ t=1 2‖∇ℓ_t(ŷ_t)‖^2 ∑_t s=1(1/L) = 4LR log T T , and that ‖∇ℓ_t(ŷ_t)‖^2 = ‖x_t − ∇f^∗(ŷ_t)‖^2 = ‖x_t − x̄_{t−1}‖^2 ≤ R, (b) we assume that the conjugate is L_0-Lipschitz and that max_{x∈K} ‖x‖ ≤ r, (c) we denote τ_t(i) ∈ [T ] as the last iteration that i_{th} sample’s gradient is computed at t, and (d) is because that ‖x̄_{τt(i)} − x̄_t‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 τ_t(i) τ_t(i)∑

s=1 xs − 1 t t∑ s=1 xs ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ τ_t(i)∑

s=1 xs ( 1 τ_t(i) − 1 t ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 t t∑ s=τ_t(i)+1 xs ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = t − τ_t(i) t ‖x̄_{τt(i)}‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 t t∑ s=τ_t (i)+1 xs ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ nr t + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 t t∑ s=τ_t(i)+1 xs ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = nr t + t − τ_t(i) t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 t − τ_t(i) t∑ s=τ_t(i)+1 xs ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 2nr t .

58 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

For the x-player, since it plays BestResp^+, the regret is non-positive, i.e. α-Reg^x[BestResp^+] = 0. By combining the regrets of both players, we have

f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ α-Reg^x[BestResp^+] + α-Reg^y[LazyFTL] = O ( max{LR, L(L_0 + r)nr} log T T ) . □ Appendix E Proof of Theorem 12

Proof First, we can bound the norm of the gradient as ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2 = ‖x_t − ∇f^∗(y_t)‖^2 = ‖x_t − x̄_{t−1}‖^2.

Combining this with Lemma 4 we see that

α-Reg^y[FTL] ≤ 1 A_T T∑ t=1 2α^2_t ‖∇ℓ_t(y_t)‖^2 ∑_t s=1 αs(1/L) = 1 A_T T∑ t=1 2α^2_t ‖x_t − x̄_{t−1}‖^2 ∑_t s=1 αs(1/L) . On the other hand, the x-player plays OMD^+, according to Lemma 12, its regret satisfies

α-Reg^x ≤ 1 γ D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) − ∑_T t=1 4L‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 A_T . By adding the average regret of both players, we get α-Reg^y[FTL] + α-Reg^x[OMD^+] ≤

4L‖x_0 − x^∗‖^2 + ∑_T t=1 4L ( ‖x̄_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 − ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 ) A_T , where we used that D^ϕ_{x0} (x^∗) =^1_2 ‖x_0 −x^∗‖^2. Since the distance terms may not cancel out, one can only bound the differences of the distance terms by a constant, which leads to the non-accelerated O(1/T ) rate. □

Appendix F Proof of Theorem 15

Proof The proof is similar to that of Theorem 14. The only difference is that the x-player is FTRL^+ instead of OMD^+. By using a bound on α-Reg^y in Lemma 16 and the bound in Lemma 8 of FTRL^+ with μ = 0 (as the x-player sees linear loss functions), we have f(w_T ) − min_{w∈K} f(w) ≤ 1 A_T (α-Reg^x[OptimisticFTL] + α-Reg^y[FTRL^+])

≤ 1 A_T ( R(x^∗) − min_{x∈K} R(x) η + T∑ t=1 ( α^2_t A_t L − β 2η ) ‖x_{t−1} − x_t‖^2 ) . (F7)

Choosing η =^1_{4L} , β = 1, and the weight α_t = t, we have A_t :=^{t(t+1)}_2 and therefore

α^2_t A_t =

2t^2 t(t+1) ≤ 2. With this in mind, the sum on the right hand side of (F7) is

non-positive. Noticing that^1_{AT} ≤^2_{T 2} completes the proof. □

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 59

Appendix G Examples of strongly convex sets

[21] lists three known classes of λ-strongly convex sets as follows, which are all gauge sets.

1. ℓ_p balls: ‖x‖_p ≤ r, ∀p ∈ (1, 2]. The strong convexity of the set is λ =^{p−1}_r and its sqaure of gauge function is^1_{r2} ‖x‖^2_p, which is a^{2(p−1)}_{r2} -strongly convex function with respect to norm ‖ · ‖_p by Lemma 4 in [21].

2. Schatten p balls: ‖σ(X)‖_p ≤ r for p ∈ (1, 2], where σ(X) is the vector consisting of singular values of the matrix X. The strong convexity of the set is λ =^{p−1}_r and the sqaure gauge function is^1_{r2} ‖σ(X)‖^2_p, which is a 2(p−1) r^2 -strongly convex function with respect to norm ‖σ(·)‖p by Lemma 6

in [21].

3. Group (s,p) balls: ‖X‖_{s,p} = ‖(‖X_1‖_s, ‖X_2‖_s, . . . , ‖X_m‖_s)‖_p ≤ r where X ∈ R^{m×n} , X_j represents the j-th row of X, and s, p ∈ (1, 2]. The strong convexity of the set is λ =^{2(s−1)(p−1)}

r((s−1)+(p−1)) and its sqaure gauge function is 1 r^2 ‖X‖ 2 s,p, which is a^{2(s−1)(p−1)}

r^2((s−1)+(p−1)) -strongly convex function with respect

to norm ‖ · ‖_{s,p} by Lemma 8 in [21].

References

[1] Nesterov, Y. A method of solving a convex programming problem with convergence rate O(1/k^2). Soviet Mathematics Doklady 27, 372–376 (1983) .

[2] Nesterov, Y. A method for unconstrained convex minimization problem with the rate of convergence O(1/k^2). Doklady AN USSR (1983) .

[3] Nesterov, Y. Smooth minimization of nonsmooth functions. Mathematical programming (2005) .

[4] Nesterov, Y. On an approach to the construction of optimal methods of minimization of smooth convex functions. Ekonom. i. Mat. Metody 24, 509–517 (1988) .

[5] Nesterov, Y. Introductory lectures on convex optimization: A basic course. Springer (2004) .

[6] Frank, M. & Wolfe, P. An algorithm for quadratic programming. Naval research logistics quarterly 3 (1-2), 95–110 (1956) .

[7] Polyak, B. Some methods of speeding up the convergence of iteration methods. USSR Computational Mathematics and Mathematical Physics (1964) .

60 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

[8] Beck, A. & Teboulle, M. A fast iterative shrinkage-thresholding algorithm for linear inverse problems. SIAM J. on Imaging Sciences (2009) . [9] Abernethy, J. & Wang, J.-K. Frank-wolfe and equilibrium computation.

NeurIPS (2017) .

[10] Abernethy, J., Levy, K., Lai, K. & Wang, J.-K. Faster rates for convexconcave games. COLT (2018) .

[11] Wang, J.-K. & Abernethy, J. Acceleration through optimistic no-regret dynamics. NeurIPS (2018) .

[12] Bertsekas, D. P., Nedic, A. & Ozdaglar, A. E. Convex analysis and optimization. Athena Scientific (2003) .

[13] Hiriart-Urruty, J.-B. & Lemarechal, C. Convex analysis and minimization algorithms. Springer (1993) .

[14] Rockafellar, T. Convex analysis. Princeton University Press (1996) .

[15] Boyd, S. & Vandenberghe, L. Convex optimization. Cambridge University Press (2004) .

[16] Borwein, J. & Lewis, A. S. Convex analysis and nonlinear optimization theory and examples. Springer (2006) .

[17] Levitin, E. S. & Polyak, B. T. Constrained minimization methods. USSR Computational mathematics and mathematical physics (1966) .

[18] Négiar, G. et al. Stochastic frank-wolfe for constrained finite-sum minimization. ICML (2020) .

[19] Bauschke, H. H. & Lucet, Y. What is a fenchel conjugate? Notices of the AMS (2012) .

[20] Kakade, S. M., Shalev-shwartz, S. & Tewari, A. On the duality of strong convexity and strong smoothness: Learning applications and matrix regularization. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization (2009) .

[21] Garber, D. & Hazan, E. Faster rates for the frank-wolfe method over strongly-convex sets. ICML (2015) .

[22] Freund, Y. & Schapire, R. E. Game theory, on-line prediction and boosting. COLT 325–332 (1996) .

[23] Blackwell, D. An analog of the minimax theorem for vector payoffs.

Pacific Journal of Mathematics 6 (1), 1–8 (1956) .

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 61

[24] Hannan, J. Approximation to bayes risk in repeated play. Contributions to the Theory of Games 39, 97 (1957) .

[25] Rakhlin, A. & Sridharan, K. Optimization, learning, and games with predictable sequences. NeurIPS (2013) .

[26] Chiang, C.-K. et al. Online optimization with gradual variations. COLT (2012) .

[27] Nemirovski, A. Prox-method with rate of convergence o (1/t) for variational inequalities with lipschitz continuous monotone operators and smooth convex-concave saddle point problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2004) .

[28] Nesterov, Y. Dual extrapolation and its applications to solving variational inequalities and related problems. Mathematical Programming (2007) .

[29] Syrgkanis, V., Agarwal, A., Luo, H. & Schapire, R. E. Fast convergence of regularized learning in games. NeurIPS (2015) .

[30] Nedić, A. & Ozdaglar, A. Subgradient methods for saddle-point problems. Journal of optimization theory and applications (2009) .

[31] Auslender, A. & Teboulle, M. Interior projection-like methods for monotone variational inequalities. Mathematical programming (2005) .

[32] Eckstein, J. & Bertsekas, D. P. On the douglas—rachford splitting method and the proximal point algorithm for maximal monotone operators. Mathematical Programming (1992) .

[33] Chen, Y., Lan, G. & Ouyang, Y. Optimal primal-dual methods for a class of saddle point problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2014) .

[34] Chen, Y., Lan, G. & Ouyang, Y. Accelerated schemes for a class of variational inequalities. Mathematical Programming (2017) .

[35] He, Y. & Monteiro, R. D. An accelerated HPE-type algorithm for a class of composite convex-concave saddle-point problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2016) .

[36] Juditsky, A., Nemirovski, A. & Tauvel, C. Solving variational inequalities with stochastic mirror-prox algorithm. Stochastic Systems (2011) .

[37] Tseng, P. A modified forward-backward splitting method for maximal monotone mappings. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization (2000) .

62 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

[38] Malitsky, Y. Golden ratio algorithms for variational inequalities.

Mathematical Programming (2020) .

[39] Iusem, A. N., Jofré, A., Oliveira, R. I. & Thompson, P. Extragradient method with variance reduction for stochastic variational inequalities. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2017) .

[40] Cohen, M. B., Sidford, A. & Tian, K. Relative lipschitzness in extragradient methods and a direct recipe for acceleration. ITCS (2021) . [41] Ouyang, Y. & Xu, Y. Lower complexity bounds of first-order methods for convex-concave bilinear saddle-point problems. Mathematical Programming (2021) .

[42] Zhang, J., Hong, M. & Zhang, S. On lower iteration complexity bounds for the convex concave saddle point problems. Mathematical Programming (2022) .

[43] Chambolle, A. & Pock, T. A first-order primal-dual algorithm for convex problems with applications to imaging. Journal of mathematical imaging and vision (2011) .

[44] Pock, T., Cremers, D., Bischof, H. & Chambolle, A. An algorithm for minimizing the mumford-shah functional. ICCV (2009) .

[45] Esser, E., Zhang, X. & Chan, T. F. A general framework for a class of first order primal-dual algorithms for convex optimization in imaging science. SIAM Journal on Imaging Sciences (2010) .

[46] Chambolle, A. & Pock, T. On the ergodic convergence rates of a firstorder primal–dual algorithm. Mathematical Programming (2016) .

[47] Zhu, M. & Chan, T. An efficient primal-dual hybrid gradient algorithm for total variation image restoration. UCLA CAM Reports (2008) .

[48] Drori, Y., Sabach, S. & Teboulle, M. A simple algorithm for a class of nonsmooth convex–concave saddle-point problems. Operations Research Letters (2015) .

[49] Combettes, P. L., Condat, L., Pesquet, J.-C. & Vũ, B. A forwardbackward view of some primal-dual optimization methods in image recovery. ICIP (2014) .

[50] Gutman, D. H. & Peña, J. F. Perturbed fenchel duality and first-order methods. Mathematical Programming (2022) .

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 63

[51] Gutman, D. H. & Pena, J. F. Convergence rates of proximal gradient methods via the convex conjugate. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2019) .

[52] Ho-Nguyen, N. & Kılınç-Karzan, F. Exploiting problem structure in optimization under uncertainty via online convex optimization. Mathematical Programming (2019) .

[53] Ho-Nguyen, N. & Kılınç-Karzan, F. Primal–dual algorithms for convex optimization via regret minimization. IEEE Control Systems Letters (2018) .

[54] Koppel, A., Jakubiec, F. Y. & Ribeiro, A. A saddle point algorithm for networked online convex optimization. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing (2015) .

[55] Mahdavi, M., Jin, R. & Yang, T. Trading regret for efficiency: online convex optimization with long term constraints. The Journal of Machine Learning Research (2012) .

[56] Ben-Tal, A. & Nemirovski, A. Lectures on modern convex optimization - 2020/2021/2022/2023 .

[57] Orabona, F. A modern introduction to online learning. arXiv:1912.13213 (2019) .

[58] Rakhlin, A. & Sridharan, K. Statistical learning theory and sequential prediction (2016) .

[59] Hazan, E. Introduction to online convex optimization, Second Edition.

MIT Press (2022) .

[60] Shalev-Shwartz, S. et al. Online learning and online convex optimization.

Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning 4 (2), 107–194 (2012) .

[61] Kalai, A. & Vempala, S. Efficient algorithms for online decision problems.

Journal of Computer and System Sciences 71 (3), 291–307 (2005) .

[62] Huang, R., Lattimore, T., György, A. & Szepesvari, C. Following the leader and fast rates in linear prediction: Curved constraint sets and other regularities. NeurIPS (2016) .

[63] Xiao, L. Dual averaging methods for regularized stochastic learning and online optimization. JMLR (2010) .

[64] Shalev-Shwartz, S. Online learning: Theory, algorithms, and applications. The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. PhD. thesis. (2007) .

64 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

[65] Koren, T. & Levy, K. Fast rates for exp-concave empirical risk minimization. NeurIPS (2015) .

[66] Tseng, P. On accelerated proximal gradient methods for convex-concave optimization (2008) .

[67] Rakhlin, A. & Sridharan, K. Online learning with predictable sequences.

COLT (2013) .

[68] Garber, D. & Meshi, O. Linear-memory and decomposition-invariant linearly convergent conditional gradient algorithm for structured polytopes. NeurIPS (2016) .

[69] Combettes, C. W. & Pokutta, S. Complexity of linear minimization and projection on some sets. arXiv:2101.10040 (2021) .

[70] Demyanov, V. F. & Rubinov, A. M. Approximate methods in optimization problems. Elsevier Publishing Company, (1970) .

[71] Dunn, J. C. Rates of convergence for conditional gradient algorithms near singular and nonsingular extremals. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization (1979) .

[72] Lu, H. & Freund, R. M. Generalized stochastic frankwolfe algorithm with stochastic “substitute” gradient for structured convex optimization. Mathematical Programming (2020) .

[73] Jaggi, M. Revisiting frank-wolfe: Projection-free sparse convex optimization. ICML (2013) .

[74] Clarkson, K. Coresets, sparse greedy approximation, and the frank-wolfe algorithm. SODA (2008) .

[75] Garber, D. & Hazan, E. A linearly convergent conditional gradient algorithm with applications to online and stochastic optimization. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2016) .

[76] Wolf., P. Convergence theory in nonlinear programming. Integer and Nonlinear Programming (1970) .

[77] Lacoste-Julien, S. & Jaggi, M. On the global linear convergence of frankwolfe optimization variants. NeurIPS (2015) .

[78] Freund, R. M. & Grigas, P. New analysis and results for the frank–wolfe method. Mathematical Programming (2016) .

[79] Braun, G., Pokutta, S., Tu, D. & Wright, S. Blended conditonal gradients. ICML (2019) .

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 65

[80] Harchaoui, Z., Juditsky, A. & Nemirovski, A. Conditional gradient algorithms for norm-regularized smooth convex optimization. Math. Prog., Series A (2013) .

[81] Lan, G. & Zhou, Y. Conditional gradient sliding for convex optimization.

SIAM Journal on Optimization (2016) .

[82] Bubeck, S. Convex optimization: Algorithms and complexity. Foundations and Trends in Machine Learning (2015) .

[83] Cesa-Bianchi, N., Conconi, A. & Gentile, C. On the generalization ability of on-line learning algorithms. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory (2004) .

[84] Levy, K. Online to offline conversions, universality and adaptive minibatch sizes. NeurIPS (2017) .

[85] Korpelevich, G. M. The extragradient method for finding saddle points and other problems. Matecon (1976) .

[86] Mokhtari, A., Ozdaglar, A. E. & Pattathil, S. Convergence rate of O(1/k) for optimistic gradient and extragradient methods in smooth convexconcave saddle point problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2020) . [87] Mertikopoulos, P. et al. Optimistic mirror descent in saddle-point problems: Going the extra (gradient) mile. ICLR (2018) .

[88] Hsieh, Y.-G., Iutzeler, F., Malick, J. & Mertikopoulos, P. On the convergence of single-call stochastic extra-gradient methods. NeurIPS (2019) . [89] Popov, L. D. A modification of the arrow-hurwicz method for search of saddle points. Mathematical notes of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR (1980) .

[90] Gidel, G., Berard, H., Vignoud, G., Vincent, P. & Lacoste-Julien, S.

A variational inequality perspective on generative adversarial networks. ICLR (2019) .

[91] Daskalakis, C., Ilyas, A., Syrgkanis, V. & Zeng, H. Training gans with optimism. ICLR (2018) .

[92] Peng, W., Dai, Y.-H., Zhang, H. & Cheng, L. Training gans with centripetal acceleration. Optimization Methods and Software (2020) .

[93] Shor, N. Z. Minimization methods for non-differentiable functions.

Springer (1985) .

66 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game

[94] Boyd, S. Subgradient methods. Notes for EE364b (2014) .

[95] Cutkosky, A. Anytime online-to-batch, optimism and acceleration.

ICML (2019) .

[96] Su, W., Boyd, S. & Candes, E. A differential equation for modeling nesterov’s accelerated gradient method: Theory and insights. NeurIPS (2014) .

[97] Parikh, N. & Boyd, S. Proximal algorithms. Foundations and Trends in Optimization (2014) .

[98] Lessard, L., Recht, B. & Packard, A. Analysis and design of optimization algorithms via integral quadratic constraints. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2016) .

[99] Hu, B. & Lessard, L. Dissipativity theory for nesterov’s accelerated method. ICML (2017) .

[100] Bubeck, S., Lee, Y. T. & Singh, M. A geometric alternative to nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent. arXiv:1506.08187 (2015) .

[101] Drusvyatskiy, D., Fazel, M. & Roy, S. An optimal first order method based on optimal quadratic averaging. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2018) .

[102] Flammarion, N. & Bach, F. From averaging to acceleration, there is only a step-size. COLT (2015) .

[103] Allen-Zhu, Z. & Orecchia, L. Linear coupling: An ultimate unification of gradient and mirror descent. ITCS (2017) .

[104] Diakonikolas1, J. & Orecchia, L. Accelerated extra-gradient descent: A novel accelerated first-order method. ITCS (2018) .

[105] Diakonikolas, J. & Orecchia, L. The approximate duality gap technique:

A unified theory of first-order methods. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2019) .

[106] Nemirovski, A. Prox-method with rate of convergence o(1/t) for variational inequalities with lipschitz continuous monotone operators and smooth convex-concave saddle point problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2004) .

[107] Nesterov, Y. Dual extrapolation and its applications to solving variational inequalities and related problems. mathematical programming (2007) .

No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game 67

[108] Wibisono, A., Wilson, A. C. & Jordan, M. I. A variational perspective on accelerated methods in optimization. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 113 (47), E7351–E7358 (2016) .

[109] Shi, B., Du, S. S., Jordan, M. I. & Su, W. J. Understanding the acceleration phenomenon via high-resolution differential equations. Mathematical Programming (2021) .

[110] Krichene, W., Bayen, A. & Bartlett, P. L. Accelerated mirror descent in continuous and discrete time. NeurIPS (2015) .

[111] Scieur, D., Roulet, V., Bach, F. & d’Aspremont, A. Integration methods and optimization algorithms. NeurIPS (2017) .

[112] Wilson, A. C., Recht, B. & Jordan, M. I. A lyapunov analysis of accelerated methods in optimization. JMLR (2021) .

[113] Attouch, H., Chbani, Z., Peypouquet, J. & Redont, P. Fast convergence of inertial dynamics and algorithms with asymptotic vanishing viscosity. Mathematical Programming (2018) .

[114] d’Aspremont, A., Scieur, D. & Taylor, A. Acceleration methods.

arXiv:2101.09545 (2021) .

[115] Wang, J.-K., Lin, C.-H., Wibisono, A. & Hu, B. Provable acceleration of Heavy Ball beyond quadratics for a class of Polyak-Lojasiewicz functions when the non-convexity is averaged-out. International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML) (2022) .

[116] Lan, G. & Zhou, Y. An optimal randomized incremental gradient method. Mathematical Programming (2017) .

[117] Lan, G. First-order and stochastic optimization methods for machine learning. Springer (2020) .

[118] Beck, A. & Teboulle, M. Smoothing and first order methods: A unified framework. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2012) .

[119] Lu, H., Freund, R. M. & Nesterov, Y. Relatively-smooth convex optimization by first-order methods and applications. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2018) .

[120] Freund, R. M. Dual gauge programs, with applications to quadratic programming and the minimum-norm problem. Mathematical Programming (1987) .

[121] Friedlander, M. P., Macedo, I. & Pong, T. K. Gauge optimization and duality. SIAM Journal on Optimization (2014) .

68 No-Regret Dynamics in the Fenchel Game [122] Polovinkin, E. S. Strongly convex analysis. Sbornik: Mathematics 187(2):259 (1996) .

[123] Molinaro, M. Curvature of feasible sets in offline and online optimization.

arXiv:2002.03213 (2020) .

[124] Kerdreux, T., Roux, C., d’Aspremont, A. & Pokutta, S. Linear bandits on uniformly convex sets. arXiv:2103.05907 (2021) .

[125] Rockafellar, R. T. & Wets, R. J.-B. Variational analysis. Springer (1998) .