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A search-free O(1/k*?) homotopy inexact proximal-Newton
extragradient algorithm for monotone variational inequalities
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Abstract

We present and study the iteration-complexity of a relative-error inexact proximal-Newton ex-
tragradient algorithm for solving smooth monotone variational inequality problems in real Hilbert
spaces. We removed a search procedure from Monteiro and Svaiter (2012) by introducing a novel
approach based on homotopy, which requires the resolution (at each iteration) of a single strongly

monotone linear variational inequality. For a given tolerance p > 0, our main algorithm exhibits
pointwise O (%) and ergodic O (pg% iteration-complexities. From a practical perspective, pre-
liminary numerical experiments indicate that our main algorithm outperforms some previous
proximal-Newton schemes.
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1 Introduction

This paper is concerned with the numerical solution of the (monotone) variational inequality problem
(VIP)

Find z € C such that (F(x),y —z) >0 Vy e C, (1)

where F(-) is a smooth monotone operator with Lipschitz continuous derivative F’(:) and C is a
closed and convex set (more details in Section . For examples and applications of in different
contexts in optimization and applied mathematics we refer the reader, e.g., to [9, [10, 29].

We propose and study the iteration-complexity of an inexact proximal-Newton extragradient
algorithm (see Algorithm [2| below) for the numerical solution of . For the purposes of this paper,
it will be convenient to reformulate problem as a monotone inclusion problem

0 € F(z)+ Nc(z), (2)
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where N¢ denotes the normal cone operator of C' (in the sense of convex analysis). It is a matter of
fact that and are equivalent, and so from now on in this paper we will refer to as our main
problem.

One iteration of a proximal Newton-type method for solving , at a current step xj_1, can be
performed by solving

0 € Me(Fiy, (@) + Ne(@)) + o~y (3)

where A\, > 0 and F,, ,(-) is a linearization of F(-) at xj_; as in below (with y = z;_1).
A proximal-Newton extragradient method for monotone inclusions and variational inequalities with
iteration-complexity O (/}2% log log %) (where p > 0 is a given precision) was proposed and analyzed
in [20]. Recently, the latter method was studied and generalized in different directions; see, e.g.,
[5, 13, I7]. The multiplicative log log% factor which appears in the complexity analysis of the main
algorithms in [5, 13, 17, 20] is the consequence of a search procedure needed (at each iteration) in
order to compute the solution of subproblems and for the tuning of the proximal parameters. It has
been posed as a challenging question how to remove the just mentioned search procedures (see, e.g.,
[22, Section 4.3.3]). At the cost of solving a nonlinear VIP at each iteration, significant progress was
made in this direction in Il [I5] (see [, Definition 3.1] and Eq. (7) in [15]).

In this paper, we propose a different approach to address this issue. We propose an inexact
proximal-Newton extragradient algorithm based on ideas from homotopy, without destroying the
subproblem formulation originally proposed in [20]. More precisely, our main contributions can be
summarized as follows.

Main contributions.

(i) Our main algorithm is Algorithm [2| below, which is a relative-error (inexact) proximal-Newton
extragradient method for solving . We emphasize that, in contrast to [I], [I5], Algorithm
preserves the same subproblem structure originally proposed in [20], which is to say that at
each iteration it requires the inexact solution of a strongly monotone linear VIP defined by the
linearized operator — see . Moreover, a single instance of this class of VIP has to be inexactly
solved at each iteration. See also the third comment following Algorithm [2] and Subsections
and for more details on the solution of subproblems.

(ii) Algorithm [2| is a search-free method with pointwise O <%) and ergodic O (#) iteration-
complexities; see Theorems [4.9] and Corollary [I.12] Summarizing, our main algorithm is a
search-free inexact proximal-Newton extragradient method with pointwise O (%) and ergodic

0] ( pQ%) iteration-complexities, respectively, which preserves the (prox-regularized) subproblem

structure from [20)].

Some related works. Papers [0, 13 [I7] generalized the proximal-Newton extragradient (NPE)
method of Monteiro and Svaiter [20] to more general settings. More precisely, [5] proposed and
studied a high-order mirror-prox method that achieves an ergodic O (1 / kp+1)/ 2) global convergence
rate (p = 2 gives the ergodic rate O (1/k%?2) of [20]). The same ergodic rate for p > 2 was also
obtained in [I3] for a generalized optimistic method for convex-concave saddle-points, where the
case of strongly-convex-strongly-concave problems was also considered. Paper [17] proved pointwise
O (1/ kp/ ?) and ergodic O (1/ kp+1)/ %) (global) convergence rates (in both continuous and discrete



regimes) for a p-order generalization of the NPE method, with a local linear convergence rate also
studied under an appropriate error-bound condition. We mention that in the aforementioned works,
namely [5 13| [I7], all generalizations of the NPE method of Monteiro and Svaiter also depend on
a search procedure for computing approximate solutions of subproblems. As we mentioned before,
this search procedure was removed in [I], [I5] at the cost of solving more complex subproblems. In [,
an ergodic O (1 / kt1)/ 2) rate was proved for a variant of the mirror-prox method of Nemirovski
in noneuclidean settings. For solving variational inequalities on bounded domains, [I5] obtained the
same ergodic O (1/ 1)/ ?) rate for a variant of the dual extrapolation method of Nesterov as well as
global linear and local superlinear rates under strong monotonicity assumptions. Both works |11 [15]
proved that their methods are optimal by computing the lower bound Q(E*Q/ (p“)). Motivated by
the (continuous-time) perspective of acceleration as the discretization of differential equations, [16]
proposed and studied novel accelerated rescaled gradient systems for solving nonlinear monotone
equations in the form of F'(x) = 0. Moreover, first- and high-order methods achieving a global rate of
O(k~P/2) in terms of the residual || F(x)|| are obtained from the discretization of the continuous-time
system. For nonconvex and nonconcave structured minmax optimization, [33] presented a high-order
variant of the extragradient method, which can be derived as a discrete time version of the rescaled
gradient system of [I6] (see Algorithm 1 in [33]). For the main algorithm of [33], the authors showed
that it finds e-appoximate stationary at a rate of O(k‘p/ 2); the same rate was also obtained in the
continous-time setting. Paper [18] obtained an ergodic O (1 / K3/ 2) iteration-complexity for an explicit
second-order algorithm for convex-concave unconstrained saddle-point problems; their main algorithm
is a search-free cubic-regularized Newton method [18, Algorithm 1]|. In the latter reference, inexact
variants (for Hessian evaluation and subproblems solving) of the main algorithm are also studied
with applications to finite-sum minmax problems with subsampling of the Hessian. At this point we
emphasize again that, although search-free, contrary to our work at each iteration [I8, Algorithm
1] demands the resolution of more complex cubic-regularized subproblems. On the other hand, [I§]
contains a characterization of the actual final runtime of subproblem solving.

Complexity-based second- and high-order methods for convex optimization have also been the
subject of intense research in the last two decades (see, e.g., |3, 14} [1T], 12, 2] 23}, 25, 26]). Recently, the
concurrent papers |7, [14] proposed and studied search-free optimal second- and high-order methods for
convex optimization. In [7], optimal and adaptive search-free variants of the Monteiro-Svaiter (MS)
method are proposed; a subproblem solver for the solution of linear systems based on exact solution
or MinRes is also studied and numerical experiments on logistic regression problems are presented.
On the other hand, paper [14] proposed an optimal (search-free) tensor extragradient method for
smooth unconstrained convex optimization. We emphasize that although search-free, the algorithms
discussed in the aforementioned references are tailored especifically for convex optimization and are
based on different ideas and goals, when compared to our work.

Our approach. In the context of this paper, the main step in the NPE method of [20] consists in
computing an inexact solution yx = yr(Ak, xx—1) of satisfying

20y 204

— <\ — x| < —, 4

I = k”yk le_ I ()
where o, > oy, > 0 and L > 0 is the Lipschitz constant of F’(-). Note that, since y; depends on
both Ay > 0 and zp_1, the proximal parameter A\ > 0 and the approximate solution y; have to
be properly tuned in order to satisfy the (coupled) system f. This problem was solved for
the first time in [20] by presenting and analyzing the complexity of a search-procedure for computing



(M, yk) € Ry x H satisfying (B)—() (yx satisfying (3) as an inexact solution). As we discussed before,
this search-procedure has been replicated and explored in various research papers. A key question
that has emerged is how to eliminate this procedure, and this challenge serves as one of the primary
motivations for this work.

With this goal in mind, in this paper we explore some techniques from homotopy (or continuation
methods), which have been used in interior-point methods [22, 24], in the setting of variational
inequalities and proximal-type algorithms. To give some context of the main ideas behind our main
algorithm, we first note that the two inequalites in have distinct goals. The second inequality is
related to the progress of the iterations produced by the NPE method [20] toward the solution set of
(2), whereas the first one, which we now write as (cf. condition Ag||yx — zx—1| > 7 in Algorithm

Akllye — zp—1ll = %, (5)
is to enforce larger steps along the iterative process, enabling the optimal convergence rate O(1/ K3/ 2
(see [20, Theorem 2.5]). In our approach, the right-hand side of will be replaced by a fixed
parameter n > 0, which depends on the Lipschitz constant L > 0 in a different way (see Eq.
below). Then our main algorithm (Algorithm [2[ below) proceeds by computing an approximate
solution of but now with F(-) linearized at a different point yx_1 (see Eq. (26))). Next the
algorithm checks if the large-step condition A\g||yx — xx—_1| > n holds. If this is the case, in order
to make progress toward the solution set, an under-relaxed extragradient step is performed and the
proximal parameter A > 0 is updated so that Ax11 < Ap ; otherwise, we increase the proximal
parameter to A\gyr1 > A (see Ins. 6 — 10 of Algorithm . For the steps such that the large-step
condition Ag|lyx — zx—1]| > 7 holds, the complexity analysis follows from the corresponding one for
the large-step under-relaxed HPE method (see Section [2| and Theorem ; on the other hand, when
the large-step condition fails, a separate analysis is needed (see Proposition below).

General notation. Let H be a real Hilbert space with inner product (-,-) and induced norm
Il = /{-,). We use the same notation ||A|| to denote the norm of a bounded linear operator A.
The normal cone to C C H at x € C is defined as No(z) ={veH | (r,y—x) <0 VyeC}. We
also set No(z) := 0 if x ¢ C. The e-enlargement of the set-valued map T : H = H (see, e.g., [6]) is
the (set-valued map) T° : H == H defined as

T*(x)={veH | v—uz—2)>—c YueT(z)}. (6)
We also use the notation
Fy(z) =F(y)+ F(y)(z—-y) VeeC (7)

to indicate the linearization of a smooth map F': C C H — H at y € C. The set of natural
numbers is N = {1,2,...} and #S stands for the number of elements of a set S. We also define
log™ () = max{log(t), 0} for t > 0.

2  On the large-step under-relaxed HPE method

In this section, we present a special instance of the large-step under-relaxed hybrid proximal-extragradient
(HPE) method [31] (see Algorithm [1| below) and its iteration-complexity analysis; see Theorem
These results will be instrumental in the complexity analysis of Algorithm [2[ (see Proposition .
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Algorithm 1: A special instance of the large-step under-relaxed HPE method for (2))

Input: 20 € H,0<7<1,0<o<1,7p>0and N € NU {oo}
1 for k=1,2,...,N do

2 Choose A\, > 0 and find y; € H and v, € Ne(yg) such that
3
A (F(yr) + vie) + yi — 21|l < ollye — 21| (8)
Akllyk — x|l = m (9)
Set
x = Tp—1 — Tk (F(yx) + vk) (10)
4 end

We now make the following remarks regarding Algorithm

(i)

(i)

Algorithm (I} is a special instance of the large-step under-relaxed method of [3I] (which was
proposed for general maximal monotone operators) for solving . If we set 7 = 1 in ,
then it follows that Algorithm [I| becomes a special instance of the large-step HPE method [20]
for solving . We note that is a relative-error condition for the inexact solution of the
proximal subproblem

0€ M (F(y) +Ne(y) +y —r (11)

in the sense that if we take ¢ = 0 in , then we have that y = y; is the solution of , ie.,
Y = (Ae(F + No) + 1) 1, and vy, is given explicitly by

_ Thl Yk
Ak

Vk F(yg).
On the other hand, depending on the particular structure of F(-) and C in , condition (8]
can be used as a stopping criterion for running an “inner algorithm” for computing approximate

solutions of .

The large-step condition @D first appeared in [20]; it is tailored for the design and analysis
of first-order methods for VIPs (or second-order methods for optimization) and, in particular,
implies better complexity results (faster convergence rates) for the large-step HPE method
when compared to the HPE method with constant stepsize (see [20]). We mention that if we
remove condition @D and set 7 = 1 in Algorithm |1} then it reduces to the HPE method [19, 30]
for solving . We also mention that condition ((10)) is an under-relaxed extragradient step
performed in order to update x.

Algorithm |1f will be used as a framework for the design and complexity analysis of our main
algorithm, namely Algorithm [2| below. The sequences of Algorithm [2] corresponding to indexes
k > 1 satisfying a large-step condition can be regarded as an algorithm which turns out to be
a special instance of Algorithm [I| (see Proposition .



Before presenting the iteration-complexity of Algorithm [I} we need to clarify what do we mean
by an approximate solution of . For a given tolerance p > 0, we want to find y € C such that
either there exists v € N¢(y) such that

1E(y) + vl <p (12)
or there exists ¢ > 0 and v € (F 4+ N¢)¢(y) such that
max {|[v]|, e} < p, (13)

where (F'+N¢)® denotes the e-enlargement of F'+N¢ (see Section[I] for general notation). Conditions
and are closely related to the more usual notions of weak and strong solution of VIP problems
(see, e.g., [I9] for a discussion).

The ergodic sequences associated to the sequences generated by Algorithm [I] are defined as follows
(see, e.g., [19]):

k
yp = Zf; x ; Ailis (14)
a 1 i
v = SapY ; Ai (F(yi) +vi) (15)
1 k
= > Ny — yl Fyi) +vi — vf). (16)
Zi:1 Ai i=1

Next we present the convergence rates of Algorithm [T}

Theorem 2.1. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm and the ergodic sequences as in f
. Let also do denote the distance of xg to the solution set (F+N¢)~1(0) # 0 of . The following
hold for all1 <k < N:

a) There exists 1 < j < k such that v; € No(y;) and
J j

d2
F(y; < —2——.
1F ) + 2l < P
(b) of € (F+ No)t(yg) and
s 245
ol < =7 .
73/2n\/1 — 02 k3/
2d3

k= 73/2n(1 — 02) k3/2°

Proof. The proof follows from [31, Theorem 2.4]|) applied to the maximal monotone operator 7' =
F+ N¢. a



Remark 2.2. Theorem (a) shows that, for a given tolerance p > 0, one can find y € C' and
v € N¢(y) such that holds in at most

(Ga=a) 7]

iterations. On the other hand, Theorem [2.1(b) gives that one can find y € C, v € H and € > 0 such
that v € (F + N¢)®(y) and holds in at most

\3/1 2 2/3 \3/1 d3 2/3
max{ {<7n2/3(1 _ 0.2)1/3) (po) w ) {(7.172/3(1 _ 0.2)2/3> (;) -‘ }

iterations.

3 The main algorithm
Consider the (monotone) VIP given in (1)), i.e.,
Find z € C such that (F(x),y —z) >0 Yy e C, (17)

where C'is a (nonempty) closed and convex subset of H and F' : C — H is assumed to be (point-
to-point) monotone and continuously differentiable with a L-Lipschitz continuous derivative, i.e., F
and F’ satisfy the following conditions for all z,y € C":

(F(z) = F(y),x —y) >0,

) ) (18)
[F"(z) = F'(y)|| < Llj= —y|.
Recall that is equivalent to ({2)), i.e.,
0 € F(z) + N¢o(x). (19)

We assume throughout this paper that the solution set (F + N¢)~1(0) of (or, equivalently, of
(17)) is nonempty.

As we mentioned before, our main goal in this paper is to propose and study the iteration-
complexity of an inexact proximal-Newton algorithm for solving under the assumptions described

in .

Subproblem approximate solution. One iteration of the proximal-Newton algorithm for solving
, at a current step xx_1, can be performed by solving the inclusion

0e )\k(ka_l(x) + Nc(a})) + T — X1,

where A\, > 0 and Fj, ,(-) is as in (with y = xg_1). Our main algorithm (Algorithm [2| below)
will be defined by solving, at each iteration, a similar inclusion:

0€ A\ (Fy_, () + Ne(x)) + 2 — x5, (20)



where (yx) is an auxiliary sequence. Note that when C' = H, in which case reduces to the
nonlinear equation F'(x) = 0, then solving reduces to solving the linear system

(MeF" (1) + 1) (x = yp-1) = = (MF (yh—1) + Y1 — Tp-1) - (21)

We refer the reader to the several comments following Algorithm [2] for additional discussions and
remarks concerning the resolution of .

We will allow inexact solutions of within relative-error tolerances, which we define next.

Definition 3.1 (6-approximate solution of ) For yp_1 € C, xp_1 € H and A\ > 0, a pair
(Y, V) € H X H is said to be a G-approximate solution of if 6 €10,1/2) and

Vg € NC(yk)7 (22)

IXNe (Fye_y (W) + i) 4+ yk — w1l < 6llye — g |-
Let
0<6<1/2 (23)

be the parameter of approximate solution of , as in Definition This 6 can be regarded as the
inexactness of an (inexact) oracle which solves approximately the strongly monotone linear VIP .
Before stating the main algorithm, choose and define the parameters 6, 8, n, 7 as follows:

0<6<(1-06)1—26), A::9<1f6+(1_0&)2> (24)

and

99 | 2(0—@)

Next is our main algorithm.



Algorithm 2: A relative-error inexact proximal-Newton algorithm for solving
Input: zg € C, yg := g, v := 0, the scalars &, 0, 6 7, T as in f and A1 > 0 such
that A2(|F(yo) | < 20/L
1 fork=1,2,... do

2 if F(yk_l) + v_1 = 0 then
3 ‘ return y;_1
4 end
e AL .
5 if TH)\k (F(ykfl) + l/kfl) + Yp—1 — mkflﬂ < 6 then
6 Yk = Yk-1
7 Vi = V-1
8 else
9 Find a 6-approximate solution (yg, 1) of (in the sense of Definition , ie.,
find (yg, k) satisfying
vk € Ne(yk),
(26)
Ik (Fye_y (i) + vk) + yk — 21 || < 6llyk — yi—]
10 end

11| if Agllyk — 2k-1l| > n then

12 T = xp—1 — Tk (F(yr) + k)
13 Mer1 = (1 — 7))\
14 else
15 Tk = Tk—1
Ak
16 Akyl = 1_
17 end
18 end

Next we make some remarks regarding Algorithm

(i) Note that since yp € C and vy = 0, it follows that vy € Ne(yo). Note also that the condition on
A1 > 0 is trivially satisfied if F'(y9) = 0 and reduces to 0 < Ay < 1/26/(L||F(yo)||) otherwise.

(ii) We mention that if Algorithm [2|stops at step , then it follows that yr_1 is a solution of .
So from now on in this paper, we assume that

‘ Algorithm [2] doesn’t stop at step [3 ‘

(iii) As we mentioned before, if C'= H then (20) reduces to the linear system . In this case, the
error criterion as given in can be written in terms of the residual of :

(M F" (Yr—1) + 1) (Y — Yr—1) + M F (Wk-1) + yk—1 — zp—1) || < 6llye — yo—1ll.  (27)



So condition can be used as a stopping rule for computing inexact solutions of by
means of an “inner algorithm” depending on the specific structure of F' (e.g., the conjugate
gradient algorithm in the case of quadratic problems). Moreover, if F' = Vf, where f : H - R
is a twice continuously differentiable convex function (satisfying with F/ = V2f), then
problem reduces to the constrained minimization problem min,cc f(z) and is clearly
equivalent to solving the regularized second-order model:

min <f(yk:—1) +(Vf(Wr-1), 7 —yr—1) + 1<V2f(yk:—1)(x —Yk—1),T — Yp—1) + i||«’1U - ﬂfk—1|’2> :
zeC 2 2/\k

We will also discuss the cost of solving the subproblems in the general case in Subsections
1] and B2 below.

(iv) The extragradient step as in line is performed if the large-step condition A\g||yx — zk—1|| > n
is satisfied; otherwise, we set xp = xj_1 and increase the value of Ay (see lines [15( and .

(v) The iteration-complexity of Algorithm [2{ will be presented in Theorems [4.9[ and below (see
also Corollary and Proposition l and ergodic

@ (#) (see, e.g., and , respectively).

The complexities are pointwise O %

Remark 3.2. We mention that

R 0 —
0<0<f and 0< —— <7< L (28)
26+

The fact that § > 6 is a direct consequence of the assumption 0 < 6 < (1 —6)(1 —26) (see the input
in Algorithm [2) and . On the other hand, by defining the quadratic function ¢ : R — R,

L A
g(t) = 0> — (29+772>t+0—9, t R, (29)
we sce that ¢(0) = 6 — 6 > 0 and ¢(1) = —" — § < 0. Then, since 7 is clearly the smallest root of
q(), it follows that
q(t) =0 (30)

and

which is equivalent to .
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3.1 On the solution of subproblems

At each iteration k > 1, Algorithm [2| — see Eqgs. and —, demands the computation of a
o-approximate solution of the monotone inclusion

0€ M (Fy_, () + No() +y — zp-1. (31)

Note that the above inclusion is equivalent to a variational inequality for the affine strongly-monotone
operator Gy, : H — H,

Gk(y) = )‘kFykfl (y) +y—xK1, (TS Ha (32)
that is, to find (the unique) y; € C such that
(Gr(ul)y—uf) >0 forall yeC. (33)

We propose several options for solving this problem, depending on properties and assumptions on C:

[a] C = H. In this case, the problem to be solved is a linear system. These problems may be
solved efficiently and up to numerical precision using direct methods, such as LU decomposition, or
inexactly using iterative methods, such as conjugate gradients, MinRes [27] or LSQR. [2§].

[b] C is the positive orthant, the cone of symmetric positive semidefinite matrices, a second order
cone or a convex set for which a self-concordant barrier is available. In this case, one may use an
interior point method tailored to the problem at hand.

[c] C={x]|gi(x) <0, i=1,...,m} where g1,...,gn are continuously differentiable and have
Lipschitz continuous Hessians. In this case, we propose a reformulation of the original problem:

F(o) + 220 &V gi(x)

C=HxR?,  F(z,6) = i

Then, one may use an interior point method to solve the linearized proximal subproblems of VI P (ﬁ , C ).
[d] We have only an oracle which computes the orthogonal projection onto C'. This setting is analyzed
in the next subsection.

3.2 On the solution of subproblems for the projection oracle model
We assume in this subsection that C is accessed by means of a projection oracle, which, for x € H

outputs Pgo(x), the orthogonal projection of x onto C.

We expect to derive high complexity for algorithm using the projection oracle as the only infor-
mation available on C.

As we already observed, at iteration & > 1, Algorithm [2| — see Eqgs. and —, demands the
computation of a -approximate solution of the monotone inclusion , which is equivalent to

VIP(Gy,C)

where Gy is as in (32). It is easy to check that Gy(-) is Lg-Lipschitz continuous and p-strongly
monotone, where

Ly = Ml F'(ye-1)| +1 and p=1. (34)

11



Summarizing, the subproblems of our main algorithm are variational inequalities for (affine) strongly-
monotone and Lipschitz continuous operators. Hence, for solving (assuming that the orthogonal
projection P onto C' is available) one can apply the Tseng’s forward-backward method [19] 32] with
initial guess yp_1:

fyO = Yk—1, O<Sk<1/Lk

Forj >1:
. , . (35)
¥ =Po (¥ —sp Ge(y 1)),
v =9 — s, (Gu(¥?) — Ge(y' 1)) .
Proposition 3.3. Consider the sequences (y’) and (3°) as in and let
. 1 . . .
v o= (y]_l -y — ska(y]_l)) forall j>1, (36)
AkSk
where Gi(+) is as in . Then, for all j > i,
Vj € NC(gj)v
| Ak (Fyo, (7) + 7)) + 57—z || < 61157 — yi—all,
where
-~ 2 . 2 1+ sipLy
Jk :].+ |Vw]€max{log <2m11’l{1/\/28 ,1+1/ ].—SiLi}),lOg <a'3k ]_—Sk_Lk> }—‘ (37)
and
2sp(1 — s2L2

wp = ————— 8
k 25k+1—5%Li

As a consequence, by choosing s, = 1/(2Ly), we conclude that the Tseng’s forward-backward method
(as in ) finds a &-approzimate solution of wm at most

O (1+[(1+ L) (1 +1log™(Lx))])
iterations, where Ly is as in .

Proof. Let doy := |lye—1 — yi|| > 0, where y; € C denotes the unique solution of (31). From [19,
Proposition 6.1] and |2, Proposition 2.2| we have

7 — vyl <mind1/v/2s5, 14 1/4/1 — s2L2 lfwk%d()k forall j>1,
k k™k )

where wy, is as in (38). Hence,

do

5 for all j > j;, (39)

157 — will <



where
Jei=1+ L?klog (2min{1/\/ﬁ,1+1/ 1—5%1:%})] (40)
From and a simple argument based on the triangle inequality we obtain
7~ wall > 5 foranl 5> ji. (41)

Likewise, from [19, Proposition 6.1] and [2, Proposition 2.2] we find

~; ; i 1 1+ s,L j—1 )
|k (Fyp s () + 7)) + 7 — apq || < \/m(l _ wk)]T dogx forall j>1,
spV1—sL

where, for all j > 1, v/ € Ng(/) is as in . Hence,

do k.
2

. 2 2 1+ SkLk
=1 —1 —\/ | |- 43
Tk + |Vwk 8 (&Sk 1-— SkLk ( )

Combining - , we get

Ak (Fyey () +07) + 57 =@ <627 forall j > i, (42)

where

[N (Fyp @) + 7)) + 37 — apma || <6177 — ypeea || for all > J, (44)
where jy\k is as in . Note that the inclusion v/ € Ng(7?) follows easily from and . The
last statement of the proposition follows by taking s = 1/(2Lg) and using . O]

4 Complexity analysis of Algorithm

In this section, we discuss the iteration-complexity of Algorithm [2} the main results are Theorems [£.9]

and |4.10[below where pointwise O (%) and ergodic O ( = ) complexities are presented. Propositions

2/3
4.2fand are technical results which will be needgd. Proposition shows that for the indexes
to which the large-step condition Ag|lyx — xx—_1]] > 7 is satisfied, it follows that Algorithm 2] is a
special instance of Algorithm [1] (see also Corollary . One the other hand, Proposition deals
with those indexes for which Ag|lyx — zx—1]| > 7 doesn’t hold (see (57)—(60) below).

Before stating the results of this section, we recall the notion of approximate solution for the
problem we consider in this paper: for a given tolerance p > 0, find y € C' such that either there
exists v € N¢(y) such that

1E(@) +vi<p (45)
or there exists € > 0 and v € (F' + N¢)®(y) such that
max {[[v]|,e} < p. (46)

To simplify the presentation, define for k > 1
er = Mo (Fyo_, (Uk) + Vi) + Y — Tt - (47)

13



Proposition 4.1. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm [2l Then, for all k > 1,

1
1-0

lyk — yr—1]l < A6 (F(yk—1) + V1) + Yk—1 — Tp—1])-

Proof. First note that if y,, is computed as in line [6] of Algorithm [2] then the inequality holds trivially.
Assume now that y is computed as in line |§| of Algorithm [2] so that holds. In this case, note
that from Algorithm s definition we have that vy € Neo(yx) for all & > 0. Hence, in view of the
monotonicity of N¢, we obtain

Uk — V1Y — Yk—1) >0 VE>1. (48)

Now by multiplying the inequality in by A > 0 and using we have
(er + k-1 — Yk — MLy, (Yr) — Aeli—1, Y — Ye—1) = 0. (49)

Note also that using and the inequality in we also find
lexll < Gllyk — ye—all V&> 1. (50)
After some simple algebraic manipulations with we obtain
e — Ye—1l* < (e + Th—1 — k1 — MeFyp_y (Uk) — MeVk—1, Yk — Y1)
= (ex + k-1 — Yb—1 — M(F(Y—1) + V6—1), Y — Y—1)

— NelF" (y—1) (Y — Yk—1)s Yk — Yk—1)

IN

(ex +op—1 — Yr—1 — Me(F(Yr—1) + Vk—1), Yk — Yk—1)
< (lewll + llze-1 = ye—1 — M (F(yr—1) + vi—1)) llye — y—1 I, (51)

where we also used the definition of F;
[29, Proposition 12.3]).
To finish the proof of the proposition, note that from and we find

w1 (k) — see (7)) — and the fact that F'(yx—1) > 0 (see, e.g.,

lyk — yk—1ll < llye — ye—1ll + l|2r—1 — Ye—1 — M (F(yr—1) + vi—1) |,

which is clearly equivalent to the desired inequality. O

Proposition 4.2. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm let 6 > 0 be as in and assume
that at iteration k > 1, y, and v are computed as in line@ of Algorithm so that holds. Then:

Ax L AL A
S5 I (F () - viet) +gmr —aiall <0 = S0 (F () + ) 4y — aa | < 6.
Proof. Assume that yj is computed as in line [9] of Algorithm [2] and

— A (F(yk—1) + v—1) + ye—1 — 21| < 0. (52)
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Letting ex be as in and using its definition, some simple algebraic manipulations and the in-
equality in we find

IXe (F (i) + i) + yi — T—1ll = llew + M (F(ye) — Fyoy (i)
< llewll + Ml F(yx) — Fypy ()
. AL
<ollyr — yr—1ll + THyk —yp—1|?,

where in the second inequality we also used Lemma below.
As a consequence, from Proposition [£.1]

1
12 (F' (i) + vi) + 9 — 2ra [l < 7= Ak (F (Y1) + V1) + -1 = 231 |
1 /\kL 2
——— ||\ (F(yp— _ 1 —Te—1]|”
T Az 9 Ak (F'(yr—1) + Vi—1) + Y1 — 1|

By multiplying the latter inequality by )"“TL, using the assumption and we obtain

AL o 0
—— [ A F — x| <0
5 IARE (Yk) + yp — |l < <1—&+(1—&)2>
=9,
which finishes the proof of the proposition. O

Proposition 4.3. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm and let 0 be as in . The
following holds:

(a) Forallk >1,

i L
%H)\k (F(Yk—1) + Vk—1) + Yr—1 — Tp—1]| < 0. (53)
(b) Forallk >1,
AL .
ZEZ N (F(ye) + v) + Y — 21| < 6. (54)
2

Proof. (a) Let us proceed by induction on k& > 1. Note first that is true for £ = 1 in view of the
facts that yo = 2o, vo = 0 and 2= A1 F(yo)|| < 0 (see the input in Algorithm . Assume now that
holds for some k > 1. We claim that

222w (Fyr) + ) + g — 2 || < 6. (55)

Indeed, if y; and v are given as in lines |§| and [7| of Algorithm , then we readily obtain .
Otherwise, follows from the induction hypothesis and Proposition

15



Next we will consider two cases: Ag|lyx — zx—1|| > 1 and Ag||yx — zk—1|| < 1. In the first case,
using lines (12| and [13]| of Algorithm [2[ and , we find

A1 L A
kgl [Aev1 (F(yx) +vi) +ye — 21l = ; (F(yk) + v) + Y — Tp—1 + Tp—1 — g ||
Apr1L
= k? | Nkt1 (F'(yk) + vi) + Yk — xi—1 + 70 (F(yk) + vi) ||
_ /\k+l

Akt + 7A%) (F(yr) + vi) +yr — 21|

= (1= e (P ) + ) + s~ |
<(1-n)h
<9, (56)

where the latter inequality comes from the fact that 0 < 7 < 1 and 6 <0 (because of the assump-
tion that 0 < @ < (1 —4)(1 — 25)). Note that finishes the induction argument in the case
Mellye — zp—all = 1.

Let us now consider the case \g||yx — xp_1|| < n. Note first that, using the latter inequality, lines
and (16| of Algorithm [2[ and combined with the induction hypothesis, we find

Apr1L
kgl | Meg1 (F'(yr) + vi) + yr — 2|
A1 L
= kgl I Akr1 (F(yr) + vk) + yr — xp—1]|

_ AL H Ae+1

5 " (A (F(y) + vi) + yk — Tp—1]

A
+ <1 — i“) (YK —$k71)H
k

A M. L
s(’“*l) AL () + ) + o — 7|

Ak
A1l Apyr
-1 — Tp_
+ (Ak 1Yk — 21|l

M1\ 5 0 ML (A Ul
0 —-1)—
= < Ak ) T Ak Ak

M1\ 5 Mern (M nL
( Ak ) - Ak Ak 2

0 T nL

T2 A-rZ2
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As a consequence, to complete the induction argument, it is sufficient to show that

0 T nL
-2 " a=np2 "

or, equivalently,
L A
(1—7’)29—?7—7—9:0.
2
Note that the latter identity is clearly equivalent to

mﬁ—<w+f§)7+9—é:0

Hence, the result follows from and . This completes the induction argument and finishes the

proof of item (a).

(b) This is a direct consequence of item (a), Proposition [£.2]and lines[6] and [7] of Algorithm O

For every j > 1, define

Aj ={1 <k <j| M|lyr — xk—1]] > n holds at iteration k}, a; = #A;,
Bj ={1 <k <j| M|lyr — xp—1]] <n holds at iteration k}, b; = #B;,

A= GAJ and B = GB]
j=1 Jj=1

We also define
K={k>1|k<#A}, ip=0, i, = k-thelement of A,
and note that

B0 <11 <idg < -, A={ip | ke K}

Remark 4.4. We claim that if (zy) is generated by Algorithm [2| then

Tip—1 = Tip_y Vk € K,

(61)

where K is as in (p9) — see also (60)). Indeed, for any k € K, by and we have {k >
1|ig—1 < k < i} C B. Consequently, by the definition of B as in , and line (15[ we conclude that
x; = x;,_, whenever i1 <17 < i,. As a consequence, we obtain that follows from the fact that

1 < i — 1 <.

17



Proposition 4.5. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm [2| and let the set K be as in
and . Then, for all k € K,

vi,, € Ne(yi,), (62)
X (F(yir) + vi) + vir, — i || < ollyi, — 2, |l (63)
Aig[Yir = @iy || =, (64)
Tip, = Tip_, — TN, (F(yi,) +viy,) (65)
where
o= sz < 1. (66)

As a consequence, the sequences (x;, )kek, (Yiy )kek and (N, )kek are generated by Algorithm (with

N = #A) for solving (19).

Proof. Note first that is a direct consequence of Algorithm s definition and the definition of

A as in . Moreover, note that and follow directly from f and the assumption
that k € K (see also line [12|in Algorithm . Let’s now prove the inequality . From Proposition

[4.3(b) we obtain
N L
2

which when combined with , and yields

Ny (F'(yiy,) + i) + iy, — ip—1|| < é,

< O-Hylk — Ligp_y Ha

which gives exactly . The last statement in the proposition is a direct consequence of 7,
Algorithm s definition and the definition of K as in . O

Corollary 4.6. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm [2, and the ergodic sequences as in

— — for the sequences (yi, )kex and (i, )kek, where the set K is as in . Let dy denote
the distance of zq to the solution set (F + N¢)~1(0) # 0 of (19). Let also0 <7 <1 and0 <o <1

be as in and , respectively.
The following hold for all k € K:

(a) There ewists 1 < j <k such that v;; € Nc(y;,;) and

d2
F(y, il < ——2—,

18



(b) v € (F + Nco)%*(yd) and
g < 2d3
F 3/2ny/1 — 02 k3/2’

2d3
= r3/2n(1 — 02) k3/2°

€k
Proof. The proof is a direct consequence of the last statement in Proposition 4.5 and Theorem O

Proposition 4.7. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm and let the set B be as in and
(58). Then, for all k € B,

20/L + 1

Ve € No(yk) and || F(yr) + vl < SRR (67)
k

where n > 0 is as in the input of Algorithm and 6 > 0 is as in .

Proof. Note first that the inclusion in follows directly from Algorithm s definition. Now, from
Proposition b), the definition of B and the triangle inequality, we obtain

1A (F(yk) + vie) | < Ak (F(yk) + vi) + yk — 2]l + lyk — 21|
26 n
< 27
— AL + )\k7

which clearly gives the desired inequality in (67)). O

Lemma 4.8. Let (\;) be generated by Algorithm [2] and let (a) and (by) be as in (57). Then, for all
E>1,

Meg1 = (1 — 1) 00 ) (68)

Proof. The result follows from lines [I3] and [I6] of Algorithm [2] and the definitions of aj and by as in
5. 0

Next is our first result on the iteration-complexity of Algorithm As we mentioned before, it
shows, as presented in items (a) and (b), respectively, up to an additive logarithmic term, pointwise

(@) (%) and ergodic O <p21/3> iteration-complexities, where p > 0 is a given tolerance.

Theorem 4.9 (First result on the iteration-complexity of Algorithm . Let p > 0 be a given
tolerance and let 6 > 0, n>0,0<7 <1 and A\ > 0 be as in the input of Algorithm . Let also dy
be the distance of zy to the solution set (F + N¢)~1(0) # 0 of (19), let L > 0 be as in and let
0<o<1beasin . The following holds:
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(a) Algorithm [2| finds y € H and v € Ne(y) such that

I1E()+vi<p (69)

(o) B [ (5] -

(b) Algorithm [2] finds a triple (y,v,e) € H x H x Ry such that

n at most

iterations.

v € (F+ Nc)(y) and max{|[v],e} <p (71)

i at most

2v/4 d% 2/3 24 d% 2/3
max 231 — g2)1/3 <p> |\ 231 — 022/ <p>
0/L
e (5)

i ll) 8] [ (529

and note that, in view of , we have

(72)

iterations.

Proof. (a) Define

M = 2My + Mo, (74)

where M is defined as the quantity given in . We will consider two cases: (i) #A4 > M; and (ii)
#A < My, where A is as in . In the first case, it follows directly from Corollary (a) and the
definition of M; as in that Algorithm |2 finds y € H satisfying in at most M, iterations.
Since M > My, we have the desired result.

Consider now the case (ii), i.e., #4 < M;. Let £ > 1 be such that #A = ay = ay, for all k > ¢
(see and ) Hence, if by_1 > My + Mo, for some k > ¢ + 1, then it follows that

bp—1— ap—1 = b1 — #A > b1 — My > Mo, (75)

where in the latter inequality we also used the assumption that by_q > M7 + Mo.

To conclude that proof of (a), note that , Lemma Proposition the definition of My
as in and some simple algebraic manipulation give that ||[F(yx) + vi|| < p. Altogether, still in
the case (ii), we proved that Algorithm [2] finds y € H satisfying in at most M; + (M; + Ma)
iterations, that is, in at most M iterations.

(b) The proof follows the same outline of the proof in item (a), now using Corollary [4.6[b) instead
of Corollary [4.6]a). O
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Next we present the results obtained in Theorem for the choices of 0 < 8 < 1 and n > 0
as given in below. Note that and present, respectively, the pointwise and ergodic
iteration-complexities of Algorithm [2|in terms of 0 < 6 < 1/2, L > 0, p > 0 and dp.

Theorem 4.10 (Second result on the iteration-complexity of Algorithm . Let p >0 be a
given tolerance, let 0 < 6 < 1/2, let L > 0 be as in and consider Algorithm 2 with the choices
of 0 <0 <1 andn >0 as follows

1-6)(1—-26 46
o) ) and n=—. (76)

(
0= 2 L

(the parameters 6 > 0,0 <7 <1 and A\ > 0 are considered as described in the input of Algorithm
) Let also dy be the distance of o to the solution set (F + N¢)~1(0) # 0 of (19). The following
holds:

(a) Algorithm ﬁnds y € H and v € Nc(y) satisfying in at most

o () 8] oo (o (A=)

iterations.

(b) Algorithmﬁnds a triple (y,v,e) € H X H x Ry satisfying in at most

e e e )
e (1—26)5/3 P ’ (1—26)5/3 P

4.%1—&)(1jéﬁ>kg+((1—2?§zf—2®)w

(78)
tterations.
Proof. (a) Direct use of the definition of 6 as in and yield
s 1-26 - (1—26)?
9:z1”am19—9:(4”), (79)
which when combined with and implies
0—-0 1-2
7T T 81-4) (80)
Combining with the definition of 7 as in (76 we find
1-26)2
™ > a-20) (81)

4L
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Using also , the definition of n as in , the first identity in and the assumption that

0 <6 < 1/2 we also obtain o = 4(11_&) and so

1
—. 82
U<2 ( )

From and , and some simple algebra, we obtain

(Fr=a) < (5m) 5

4 \? L2
:<1_2&) . (83)

On the other hand, direct use of , the first identity in and some simple calculations yield

n+20/L  (1-26)(5/2—26)

Alp A Lp '

Note now that the desired result follows directly from Theorem [1.9)(a) combined with (83)), and
(80)-

(b) Note first that using , and some simple computations we find
2/3 (1-26)%%

(84)

™ , 85
(27(1—6)"/* L2/3 =
which when combined with yields
2v/4 - 163/4/3(1 — 6)Y/3 L2/3 (86)
7.772/3(1 _ 02)1/3 - (1 _ 2&)5/3 ’
By a similar reasoning we also have
2/4 _ 32¢/2/9(1-6)' L &)
7.772/3(1 _ 02)2/3 — (1 _ 2&)5/3 ’
The desired result follows from , , , and Theorem (b) O

Remark 4.11. Note that if we set & = 0 in Algorithm , in which case the subproblem reduces
to (20), then the pointwise and ergodic iteration-complexities as in items (a) and (b) of Theorem
respectively, are now given by

8] oo (5335, )
max{ {16{/4% (Lpdgfﬂ , {32%/279 (L;%)Q/j }

5
4log™ )
jﬂ o8 <2A%Lpﬂ
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n = 1000 n = 2000 n = 5000
100¢
) k|
= — — <>> .
= = = 0
g ' g g o, "
=1 o> = d = 850 >
= K - 0 P = 3
(R > Q¢ > 4
N <><> ® ¢
< ¢ ¥
2 0 5 10 15 60 80 100
time (s) time (s) time (s)

‘+ HIPNEX (iterative) — <¢— -NPE (iterative)

¢ HIPNEX (exact)

p - NPE (exact) —--m— —GO-Z‘

Figure 1: Time comparison between various optimization methods.

A formal proof of next corollary is presented in Appendix [B]

Corollary 4.12. Under the choice of the parameters as in Theorem the pointwise and ergodic
pgl/ 3

are, respectively, O (l) and O )

iteration-complexities of Algorithm ;

5 Numerical experiments

On our numerical experiments we focus on unconstrained convex-concave min-max problems. We note
that any convex-concave min-max problem can be written as monotone variational inequality problem.
For instance, we may rewrite min, max, f(x,y) as a VIP by setting F\(z,y) = (V fz(x, y); =V fy(z,v)).
We consider the min-max problem

i ma ol + 7 (47 — b), (90)
where A is an invertible n x n matrix and b € R™. This is a convex-concave min-max problem,
where the Hessian is L-Lipschitz. The unique saddle-point solution is given by z, = A~!b and
yo = — Lz (AT s,

We set L = 1073 and generate A as follows: we set A = USVT, where U and V are random
orthogonal matrices, and S is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries s;; := 207%™, Our choice of
parameters ensures that the condition number of A is 20. The entries of b are generated independently
from a standard normal distribution.

We compare the method we propose, HIPNEXEL with the Newton Proximal Extragradient (NPE)
[20] and the Second Order Generalized Optimistic (GO-2) [I3] methods. The analysis for our method
and NPE allow for solving sub-problems inexactly, as in Definition therefore for each of these
methods we compare two versions, one solving the linear system exactly (exact), using MATLAB
default linear system solver, and the other using the MinRes [27] iterative solver (iterative), which
is designed for solving symmetric indefinite linear systems. We compare these methods performance
with the same initial point for n = 1000, 2000, 5000. The entries of the initial points are generated

! Acronym for Homotopy Inexact Proximal-Newton EXtragradient algorithm
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. . Linear | F' evalu- | J evalu- Inner
n Method time(s) | Iterations | || F(zena)l| Solves ations ations | iterations

HIPNEX (iterative) | 0.9934 16 9.59x107%7| 16 17 16 1870

NPE (iterative) 1.433 7 5.35x107%7| 23 14 7 2664
1000 HIPNEX (exact) 2.068 16 5.22x107%7| 16 17 16
NPE (exact) 3.842 10 5.01x107%7| 37 20 10
GO-2 1.379 11 1.53x107°7| 11 12 11

HIPNEX (iterative) | 5.315 17 4.40x107°7 17 18 17 2010

NPE (iterative) 7.728 7 1.90x107°7| 23 14 7 2921
2000 HIPNEX (exact) 12.51 16 5.17x107%7 16 17 16
NPE (exact) 23.16 10 7.86x107°7| 37 20 10
GO-2 8.047 11 1.76x107°7| 11 12 11

HIPNEX (iterative) | 31.04 16 9.48x107%7| 16 17 16 1853

NPE (iterative) 45.26 7 5.64x107%7| 23 14 7 2676
5000] HIPNEX (exact) 118 16 5.41x107%7| 16 17 16
NPE (exact) 252.7 10 5.98x107%7| 37 20 10
GO-2 75.73 11 1.54x107°7| 11 12 11

Table 1: Comparison between the algorithms in several metrics

independently from a standard normal distribution. We plot || F'(zy)|| for each iteration as a function
of time in Figure [I} and provide further metrics on each method’s performance in Table The
numerical experiments were executed on a personal laptop with a AMD Ryzen 7 5800H CPU and
16.0GB of RAM. We share the code at |github.com/joaompereira/hipnex.

While comparing HIPNEX with NPE, we observe that the first is superior in several metrics,
including the number of linear systems solved, the total number of inner iterations (for the iterative)
versions, and consequently the computation time. Furthermore, we observe that the iterative methods
were more advantageous for these test problems. Here we have not used pre-conditioners for speeding
up the solution of iterative methods, however these should be considered in practical problems, where
the Hessian is often badly-conditioned.

A An auxiliary result

A proof of the lemma below in finite-dimensional spaces can be found in [8, Lemma 4.1.12]. A proof
in general Hilbert spaces follows the same outline as in the finite-dimensional case.

Lemma A.1. Let F': H — H be a continuously differentiable mapping with a L-Lipschitz continuous
deriative F'(-), i.e., let F be such that there exits L > 0 satisfying

1F'(2) = F'()ll < Lllz =yl Yo,y € H. (91)

Then,
L
IF@) ~ Rl < 5le—yl? oy eH,

where Fy(x) is as in (7).
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B Proof of Corollary

To estimate I'y,, first observe that for all ¢ > 0,

] <1+t and log™(t) <t

2 2 2 2
4A L dj <14 4A L dj
1-26 p 1-26 p

oo o (S22 e

Therefore,

and

<14
- NLp’

Direct use of the above inequalities yields

1 16 L d? 10
r,<24 - 0 ) 92
<2+ (G2 57z )

Hence, I'y, = O(1/p).
To estimate I'e, first observe that

max{[a], [b]} < max{l+a,1+ b} =1+ max{a,b}.

max{ng 4/3(1—&)1/3> (Ld%)Q/S—‘ {(32%/%(1—&)“3 (Ldé’;)”j}
(1—26)7/3 o) |\ a2y /

<
163/4/3(1—6)Y3\ (L2\Y? (328/2/9(1—6)"\ (Ld3\**?
Hmax{< (1 — 2677 )< 2 () (5
32(1—6)%\ /Ld2\** jRp—
o ( (1—26)°73 ) ( p0> max{%’ \/%\/%} | o

Observe also that for any t > 0 and a > 0,

1
log™ () = —log™ (t*) <
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Therefore,

(1-26)(5/2—-25)\ 3 (1—26)(5/2 —26)\**
log” ( AP Lp ) R ( AfLp >
3 /(1-26)(5/2 —26)\%3
=3 ( N Lp )

-0 (e (A=2152)

whi

oo () (U

1-26 N Lp
Direct use of and then gives

1
=0 (G2m).

ch finishes the proof of Corollary
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