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Online Learning Guided Quasi-Newton Methods with Global

Non-Asymptotic Convergence∗
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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a quasi-Newton method for solving smooth and monotone nonlin-
ear equations, including unconstrained minimization and minimax optimization as special cases.
For the strongly monotone setting, we establish two global convergence bounds: (i) a linear con-
vergence rate that matches the rate of the celebrated extragradient method, and (ii) an explicit
global superlinear convergence rate that provably surpasses the linear convergence rate after at
most O(d) iterations, where d is the problem’s dimension. In addition, for the case where the

operator is only monotone, we prove a global convergence rate of O(min{ 1
k
,

√
d

k1.25 }) in terms of
the duality gap. This matches the rate of the extragradient method when k = O(d2) and is
faster when k = Ω(d2). These results are the first global convergence results to demonstrate a
provable advantage of a quasi-Newton method over the extragradient method, without querying
the Jacobian of the operator. Unlike classical quasi-Newton methods, we achieve this by using
the hybrid proximal extragradient framework and a novel online learning approach for updat-
ing the Jacobian approximation matrices. Specifically, guided by the convergence analysis, we
formulate the Jacobian approximation update as an online convex optimization problem over
non-symmetric matrices, relating the regret of the online problem to the convergence rate of
our method. To facilitate efficient implementation, we further develop a tailored online learn-
ing algorithm based on an approximate separation oracle, which preserves structures such as
symmetry and sparsity in the Jacobian matrices.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the problem of solving a system of nonlinear equations:

F (z) = 0, (1)

where F : R
d → R

d is a continuously differentiable operator. This class of problems emerges
from finite-dimensional approximations to nonlinear differential and integral equations and has
applications in diverse fields of mathematical physics [Mor90; ACXM92; NW06]. Problem (1) is
also closely related to variational inequalities (VIs), as it can be regarded as a VI without constraints.
Moreover, this formulation captures the optimality conditions of unconstrained minimization and
minimax optimization problems [FP04].

One well-known method for solving the problem in (1) is Newton’s method, noted for its fast
convergence. When the Jacobian ∇F (z) is non-singular, Newton’s method achieves quadratic con-
vergence near the optimal solution [NW06]. However, a major challenge of its implementation is
computing the Jacobian ∇F , especially in high-dimensional settings. Hence, various modifications
to Newton’s method have been considered to improve computational efficiency, and among them
quasi-Newton methods are the most popular. They were first introduced in [Dav59], for minimiza-
tion problems, and in [Bro65], for systems of equations. They aim to emulate Newton’s method
while approximating the Jacobian ∇F solely through the operator information F , and they require
O(d2) arithmetic operations per iteration. For minimization problems, several popular update rules
include the Davidon-Fletcher-Powell (DFP) method [Dav59; FP63], the Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-
Shanno (BFGS) method [Bro70; Fle70; Gol70; Sha70], and the symmetric rank-one (SR1) method
[CGT91; KBS93]. For solving systems of equation, Broyden’s methods [Bro65] remain the most
popular choices. In the following paragraphs, we summarize the known theoretical guarantees for
these methods.

Asymptotic superlinear convergence. The classical analysis of quasi-Newton methods aims to

establish their Q-superlinear convergence under suitable conditions, meaning limk→+∞
‖zk+1−z∗‖
‖zk−z∗‖ =

0 where z∗ is the optimal solution of (1). For the special case of minimization problems, when the
function is locally smooth and strongly convex, it was established in [BDM73; DM74] that DFP and
BFGS are locally and Q-superlinearly convergent. To ensure global convergence, it is necessary to
incorporate quasi-Newton updates with a line search or a trust-region method. When the function
is smooth and strongly convex, it was shown in [Pow71; Dix72] that DFP and BFGS with an
exact line search converge globally and Q-superlinearly. Subsequently, it was shown in [Pow76]
that BFGS with an inexact line search retains global and superlinear convergence, and this result
was later extended to the restricted Broyden class except for DFP [BNY87]. Along another line
of research, the SR1 method with trust region techniques was studied in [CGT91; KBS93; BKS96]
and they also proved its global and superlinear convergence. For general nonlinear equations,
it was shown in [BDM73] that when the Jacobian ∇F is non-singular and Lipschitz continuous,
Broyden’s method converges locally and superlinearly. Subsequent work in [MT76] established
the local superlinear convergence of a modified Broyden’s method by Powell [Pow70]. Moreover,
these superlinear convergence results have also been extended to Hilbert spaces [Gri87; KS91].
In addition, several works proposed line search strategies for Broyden’s method [Gri86; LF00] to
ensure global and superlinear convergence. However, these results are all asymptotic and they do
not provide an explicit convergence rate.

Local non-asymptotic superlinear convergence. Recent work has attempted to establish non-
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asymptotic guarantees for quasi-Newton methods when applied to solving Problem (1) and the spe-
cial case of minimization problems. For smooth and strongly convex minimization problems, this
line of research was initiated by [RN21a], which studied a greedy variant of quasi-Newton methods

and demonstrated a local non-asymptotic superlinear convergence rate of (1− µ
dL1

)k
2/2(dL1

µ )k. Here,
d is the problem’s dimension, and L1 and µ are the smoothness and strong convexity parameters,
respectively. Later, two concurrent works [RN21b; JM22] examined local non-asymptotic super-
linear convergence rates of classical quasi-Newton methods. Specifically, the authors in [RN21b]
proved that in a local neighborhood of the optimal solution, if the initial Hessian approximation is

set as L1I, BFGS with unit step size converges at a superlinear rate of
(

d
k log

L1

µ

)k/2
. Concurrently,

the authors in [JM22] showed that if the initial Hessian approximation is close to the Hessian at the
optimal solution or selected as the Hessian at the initial point, BFGS with unit step size achieves

a local superlinear convergence rate of
(

1
k

)k/2
. Further details and follow-up works can be found

in [JKRM22; LYZ21b; YLCZ22]. Subsequently, similar results have been established for solving
general nonlinear equations. When the Jacobian ∇F is Lipschitz continuous and ∇F (z∗) is non-
singular, under the condition that the initial point and the initial Jacobian approximation matrix
are sufficiently close to z∗ and ∇F (z∗), respectively, the authors in [LYZ21a] demonstrated that

Broyden’s method achieves an explicit local non-asymptotic superlinear rate of
(

1
k

)k/2
. Moreover,

under similar assumptions and a stronger initial condition, the greedy and random variants of Broy-

den’s method were proposed in [YLZ21] and shown to achieve a local superlinear rate of (1− 1
d)

k2/4.
Building upon this, the block Broyden’s method was later presented in [LCLL23]. However, these
non-asymptotic results are limited to local neighborhoods of the solution, and several of them, espe-
cially those for solving nonlinear equations, also require the initial Hessian/Jacobian approximation
matrix to be sufficiently close to the actual one at z∗ [JM22; LYZ21a; YLZ21; LCLL23]. Thus,
they do not lead to a global convergence guarantee.

Convergence without strong convexity/non-singularity. Note that all the results above only
apply under the restrictive assumption that the objective is strongly convex in the minimization
setting, or that the operator is non-singular in the nonlinear equation setting. There are a few
works that study quasi-Newton methods when the objective is merely convex or when the operator
is possibly singular. However, to the best of our knowledge, no theoretical result demonstrates the
advantage of quasi-Newton methods in these more general settings. Specifically, for minimizing
smooth convex functions, it has been shown that classical quasi-Newton methods such as BFGS
converge asymptotically [BNY87; Pow72] but no explicit rates have been provided. Several recent
works [ST16; GS18; KZAT23; Sci24] have combined quasi-Newton updates with variable metric
proximal gradient or cubic regularization techniques and proved sublinear rates. However, their
results are no better than the first-order counterparts such as gradient descent or accelerated
gradient descent.

Contributions. In summary, for the strongly monotone case, while quasi-Newton methods have
the potential to achieve a faster rate, the current theory is either asymptotic or applicable only
in a local neighborhood of the solution, with a stringent requirement on the initial Jacobian. Fur-
thermore, for the monotone case, no theoretical advantage of quasi-Newton methods has been
demonstrated in the literature. In this paper, we aim to close these gaps and present a novel quasi-
Newton proximal extragradient (QNPE) method. When the operator is µ-strongly monotone, it
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attains the following global convergence bounds:

‖zk − z∗‖2
‖z0 − z∗‖2 ≤ min







(

1 +
µ

30L1

)−k

,

(

1 +
µ

16L1

√

k

M

)−k






, (2)

where M = O(‖B0−∇F (z∗)‖2F
L2
1

+
L2
2‖z0−z∗‖2

µL1
) = O(d+ L2

2‖z0−z∗‖2
µL1

) with L2 being the Jacobian’s Lips-

chitz constant. As we observe from (2), when k = O(d), the first upper bound in (2) implies that the
convergence rate of our method matches that of the classical extragradient (EG) method [Kor76;
Nem04]. This is the best rate we can hope for in this regime, since there are lower bound re-
sults [NY83; ZHZ22] showing that the complexity bound of O(L1

µ log 1
ǫ ) achieved by EG is optimal

up to constants when the number of iterations k is O(d). Further, based on the second term in the
upper bound, it provably outperforms EG once the number of iterations satisfies k ≥M = O(d) and
attains a superlinear rate of the form

(

L2
1M
µ2k

)k/2
. In addition, when the operator is only monotone,

our method achieves a global convergence rate of

O
(

min

{

1

k
,

√
d

k1.25

})

. (3)

In particular, this implies that our method matches the O( 1k ) rate by EG, known to be optimal

in the regime where k = O(d) [OX21]. Moreover, it converges at a faster rate of O
( √

d
k1.25

)

when

k = Ω(d2). Finally, for both strongly monotone and monotone settings, we fully characterize the
computational cost in terms of the total number of operator evaluations and matrix-vector products
(see Theorems 6.8, 6.9, and 6.17).

Our proposed method is distinct from classical quasi-Newton methods, such as BFGS and Broyden’s
method, in two key aspects. First, our method adopts the hybrid proximal extragradient (HPE)
framework [SS99], resembling a quasi-Newton approximation of the Newton proximal extragradient
method for solving monotone variational inequalities [MS10]. Another notable distinction lies in
the update of the Jacobian approximation matrix. Classical quasi-Newton methods adhere to the
secant condition while maintaining proximity to the previous approximation matrix. Conversely,
our update rule is solely driven by our convergence analysis of the HPE framework. Specifically,
according to our analysis, a better upper bound on the cumulative loss

∑

k ℓk(Bk) implies a faster
convergence rate for our proposed QNPE method, where Bk is the Jacobian approximation matrix
and ℓk : Rd×d → R+ is a loss function that in some sense measures the approximation error. As
a result, the update of Bk boils down to running an online algorithm for solving an online convex
optimization problem in the space of matrices.

Finally, we address the challenge of computational efficiency by presenting a tailored online learning
algorithm for the update of Bk. Note that most online learning algorithms for constrained problems
are based on a projection oracle, but in our specific setting, such projections either do not admit
a closed-from solution or require expensive eigendecomposition. In contrast, our online learning
algorithm utilizes an approximate separation oracle that can be efficiently constructed using the
classical Lanczos method. Additionally, when the Jacobian of F possesses certain structures, such
as symmetry or sparsity, our algorithm mirrors the same structure on the Jacobian approximation
matrices with no additional cost. This allows us to fully leverage the structural information of the
Jacobian matrices to reduce the computational cost.
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1.1 Overview

In this section, we provide a brief overview of our proposed algorithm. Our QNPE algorithm has
a hierarchical structure of three levels.

• At the highest level, it is based on the HPE framework [SS99; MS10], which can be regarded
as an inexact variant of the proximal point method [Roc76; Mar70]. We fully describe the
HPE framework in Section 3.

• At the intermediate level, the algorithm requires two subroutines in the HPE framework: a
line search subroutine for selecting the step size (Section 3.1) and a Jacobian approximation
update subroutine for selecting the matrix Bk (Section 4). To implement the line search, we
adopt the standard backtracking algorithm with a warm start strategy, where the initial step
size at the k-th iteration is chosen as a multiple of the step size in the previous iteration. In
addition, motivated by our convergence analysis, we formulate our Jacobian approximation
update as an online learning problem (Section 4.1). We first present a general online learning
algorithm based on the approximate separation oracle in Section 4.2 and then instantiate it
to our specific settings in Sections 4.3 and 4.4.

• Furthermore, the line search subroutine requires implementing a LinearSolver oracle, while the
Jacobian approximation update subroutine requires an approximate separation oracle. Their
implementations are discussed in Section 5.

We present our complexity analysis in Section 6, which is divided into the strongly monotone
setting (Section 6.1) and the monotone setting (Section 6.2). Finally, the concluding remarks are
presented in Section 7.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we present our assumptions, discuss three special cases of Problem (1) that are of
interest, and introduce the considered measures of suboptimality for our convergence analyses.

2.1 Assumptions

In this paper, we focus on two specific classes of nonlinear equations: (i) strongly monotone and
(ii) monotone, formally defined in Assumption 1.a and Assumption 1.b.

Assumption 1.a. The operator F is µ-strongly monotone, i.e., 〈F (z)−F (z′),z−z′〉 ≥ µ‖z−z′‖2,
∀z,z′ ∈ R

d.

Assumption 1.b. F is monotone, i.e., 〈F (z)− F (z′),z − z′〉 ≥ 0, ∀z,z′ ∈ R
d.

Note that under Assumption 1.a, Problem (1) has a unique solution, which we denote by z∗ through-
out the paper. Moreover, Assumption 1.b can be regarded as a special case of Assumption 1.a by
setting µ = 0. Therefore, we will sometimes use this observation to present our results in both
settings in a united manner, avoiding unnecessary repetition. In addition, we make the following
two assumptions that the operator F and its Jacobian are Lipschitz.

Assumption 2.2. The operator F is L1-Lipschitz, i.e., ‖F (z)−F (z′)‖ ≤ L1‖z−z′‖, ∀z,z′ ∈ R
d.
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Assumption 2.3. The Jacobian of F is L2-Lipschitz, i.e., ‖∇F (z) − ∇F (z′)‖op ≤ L2‖z − z′‖,
∀z,z′ ∈ R

d, where ‖A‖op , sup‖z‖=1 ‖Az‖.
Remark 2.1. In our convergence analysis for strongly monotone equations, we can relax As-
sumption 2.3 and ∇F requires to only satisfy a Lipschitz property at the optimal solution z∗, i.e.,
‖∇F (z)−∇F (z∗)‖op ≤ L2‖z − z∗‖ for any z ∈ R

d.

We remark that Assumptions 1.a, 1.b and 2.2 are common in the convergence analysis of first-
order methods for solving nonlinear equations and monotone variational inequalities. Moreover,
Assumption 2.3 is commonly used in the study of quasi-Newton methods [DM77] and second-order
methods [NP06; MS10]. It provides the necessary regularity condition on F that enables us to
prove a superlinear convergence rate for strongly monotone problems and a faster sublinear rate
for monotone problems.

2.2 Jacobian structures

Assumptions 1.a, 1.b and 2.2 are formulated as properties of the operator F , but they can also be
presented as conditions on the Jacobian ∇F , as shown in the next lemma (see [RY22, Section 2]
for the proof).

Lemma 2.1. Under Assumption 1.a, we have 1
2(∇F (z) +∇F (z)⊤) � µI for any z ∈ R

d, while
under Assumption 1.b, we have 1

2 (∇F (z)+∇F (z)⊤) � 0 for any z ∈ R
d. Further, under Assump-

tion 2.2, we have ‖∇F (z)‖op ≤ L1 for any z ∈ R
d.

Lemma 2.1 provides some properties of ∇F (z), and as we discuss in Section 4, it helps us choose
Jacobian approximation matrices. Moreover, in some cases, ∇F (z) has an additional specific
structure that we want our Jacobian approximation matrix to mimic. This could improve the
approximation accuracy and reduce storage requirements. We give three such examples below.

Minimization. As a special instance of Problem (1), consider the unconstrained minimization
problem

min
z∈Rd

f(z), (4)

where f :Rd→R is a (strongly) convex function. By the first-order optimality condition, the optimal
solution of (4) satisfies the nonlinear equation ∇f(z) = 0. Thus, in this case, F is the gradient
operator, i.e., F (z) = ∇f(z), and its Jacobian is the Hessian matrix of f , i.e., ∇F (z) = ∇2f(z).
In particular, we observe that the Jacobian is a symmetric matrix, which allows us to simplify
the conditions in Lemma 2.1. Specifically, under Assumptions 1.a and 2.2, ∇F belongs to the
set {A ∈ S

d : µI �A � LI}. Meanwhile, under Assumptions 1.b and 2.2, it belongs to the set
{A ∈ S

d : 0 �A� LI}. As discussed in Section 4.3, in our method, we ensure that the Jacobian
approximation matrix stays symmetric and positive semidefinite, which is a key property for the
efficient implementation of the subroutines.

Minimax optimization. Another important instance of Problem (1) is the unconstrained mini-
max optimization problem

min
x∈Rm

max
y∈Rn

f(x,y), (5)

where f is (strongly) convex with respect to x and (strongly) concave with respect to y. To reformu-
late this problem as (1), we define the saddle point operator as F (z) = (∇fx(x,y),−∇fy(x,y)) ∈
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R
m+n, where z = (x,y) ∈ R

m+n. Indeed, finding a solution of F (z) is equivalent to finding a
stationary point of the minimax problem, which is the optimal solution. In this case, the Jacobian

is ∇F (z) =

[

∇2fxx(x,y) ∇2fxy(x,y)
−∇2fxy(x,y)

⊤ −∇2fyy(x,y)

]

. As noted in [ALY23], ∇F (z) exhibits J-symmetric

structure [MMT03], where it is symmetric on the main diagonal blocks and anti-symmetric on

the off-diagonal blocks. Specifically, for J =

[

Im×m 0
0 −In×n

]

, matrix M is J-symmetric if JM

is symmetric, i.e., JM = M⊤J. Similarly, as discussed in Section 4.3, we can ensure that our
Jacobian approximation matrix in our method respects the J-symmetry property, simplifying the
implementation of some subroutines.

Sparse nonlinear equations. The last special structure that we consider is when the Jacobian
∇F (z) is sparse. This naturally arises in several applications of scientific computing [Bro71; CS84]
and several works have modified Broyden’s methods to leverage this sparsity structure [Sch70;
Bro71; Mar00]. Specifically, assume that we know the sparsity pattern of the Jacobian matrices,
defined as the set Ω = {(i, j) : ∃ z ∈ R

d s.t. [∇F (z)]ij 6= 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d, 1 ≤ j ≤ d}, where
[∇F (z)]ij denotes the (i, j)-the entry of the matrix ∇F (z). Moreover, we say a matrix M ∈ R

d×d

has the sparsity pattern Ω if [M]ij = 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Ω and i 6= j. As we discuss in Section 4.3,
we can incorporate these sparsity constraints on our Jacobian approximation matrix in a seamless
way. This enables us to reduce the storage requirement as well as the computational cost of the
subroutines.

2.3 Suboptimality measures

In this section, we discuss our choice for measuring suboptimality, which is needed to charac-
terize the convergence rate of our proposed method. In the strongly monotone setting (under
Assumption 1.a), recall that there is a unique solution z∗ to Problem (1). Hence, we measure the
suboptimality in terms of distance to z∗.

In the monotone setting (under Assumption 1.b), a common suboptimality measure is the weak
gap function [Nes07; MS10], defined as Gapw(z) = maxz′∈Rd〈F (z′),z − z′〉. Since F is monotone
and Lipschitz, it holds that Gapw(z) ≥ 0 for all z ∈ R

d and Gapw(z) = 0 if and only if z solves the
nonlinear equation in (1). However, in some cases, the weak gap function could always be infinite
except at the solutions of (1), rendering it vacuous. To remedy this issue, we use the restricted gap
function

Gapw(z;D) = max
z′∈D
〈F (z′),z − z′〉, (6)

where D is a given compact set in R
d. It is shown in [Nes07] that: (i) Gapw(z;D) ≥ 0 for all z ∈ D.

(ii) If z∗ is a solution of (1) and z∗ ∈ D, then Gapw(z
∗;D) = 0. (ii) Conversely, if Gapw(z;D) = 0

and z is in the interior of D, then z is a solution of (1). Thus, Gapw(z;D) is a valid merit function
when D is sufficiently large.

In addition, we can use a more customized measure of suboptimality for the special instances
discussed in Section 2.2. Specifically, for the minimization problem in (4), we can consider the
function value gap:

Gapf (z;z
∗) = f(z)− f(z∗). (7)
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For the minimax problem in (5), we consider the restricted primal-dual gap:

Gappd(z;X × Y) = max
y′∈Y

f(x,y′)− min
x′∈X

f(x′,y), (8)

where z = (x,y) and X and Y are given compact sets in R
m and R

n, respectively. The following
classical lemma plays a key role in our analysis, since it provides an upper bound on the gap at the
averaged iterate.

Lemma 2.2. Suppose Assumption 1.b holds. Let θ0, . . . , θT−1 ≥ 0 with
∑T−1

t=0 θt = 1 and let

z0, . . . ,zT−1 ∈ R
d. Define the averaged iterates as z̄T =

∑T−1
t=0 θtzt. Then:

(i) For Problem (1), Gapw(z;D) ≤ maxz∈D
∑T−1

t=0 θt〈F (zt),zt − z〉.

(ii) For Problem (4), Gapf (z;z
∗) ≤∑T−1

t=0 θt〈F (zt),zt − z∗〉.

(iii) For Problem (5), Gappd(z;X × Y) ≤ maxz∈X×Y
∑T−1

t=0 θt〈F (zt),zt − z〉.

In Lemma 2.2, we observe that the gap functions in the three cases can all be upper bounded by a
similar quantity. Thus, to unify these different notions, we define

Gap(z;D) =











Gapw(z;D), for Problem (1);

maxz′∈D{f(z)− f(z′)}, for Problem (4);

max(x′,y′)∈D{f(x,y′)− f(x′,y)}, for Problem (5).

(9)

Specifically, note that Gap(z; {z∗}) reduces to Gapf (z;z
∗) for Problem (4) and Gap(z;X × Y)

reduces to Gappd(z;X × Y) for Problem (5). Hence, for ease of exposition, in our main theorem,
we report our results in terms of Gap(z;D).

3 Quasi-Newton proximal extragradient algorithm

In this section, we present our quasi-Newton proximal extragradient (QNPE) method, which is
based on the hybrid proximal extragradient (HPE) framework [SS99; MS10]. Thus, to lay the
groundwork, we first briefly recap the HPE framework.

HPE framework. The HPE framework is a principled scheme to approximate the proximal point
method with a fast convergence rate for solving variational inequality problems. Its update rule
consists of two steps in each iteration. In HPE, given the current iterate zk and the step size ηk,
we first take an approximate proximal point step as ẑk ≈ zk − ηkF (ẑk). Specifically, we require ẑk
to approximately solve the proximal subproblem z− zk + ηkF (z) = 0 satisfying the error criterion

‖ẑk − zk + ηkF (ẑk)‖ ≤ α‖ẑk − zk‖, (10)

where α ∈ (0, 1). After computing ẑk, we take an extragradient step and compute

zk+1 = zk − ηkF (ẑk). (11)

The iteration complexity of HPE was first analyzed in [MS10] in terms of finding a (ρ, ǫ)-weak
solution of (1). Specifically, z is a (ρ, ǫ)-weak solution if there exists a vector r ∈ R

d such that

8



Algorithm 1 Quasi-Newton Proximal Extragradient (QNPE) Method (informal)

1: Input: strong monotonicity parameter µ ≥ 0, Jacobian feasible set Z, line search parameters α1 ≥ 0
and α2 > 0 such that α1 + α2 < 1, and initial trial step size σ0 > 0

2: Initialization: initial point z0 ∈ R
d and initial Jacobian approximation B0 ∈ Z

3: for iteration k = 0, . . . , N − 1 do
4: Let ηk be the largest possible step size in {σkβ

i : i ≥ 0} such that

‖ẑk − zk + ηk(F (zk) +Bk(ẑk − zk))‖ ≤ α1

√

1 + ηkµ‖ẑk − zk‖,
‖ẑk − zk + ηkF (ẑk)‖ ≤ (α1 + α2)

√

1 + ηkµ‖ẑk − zk‖

5: Set σk+1 ← ηk/β
6: Update zk+1 ← θk(zk − ηkF (ẑk)) + (1− θk)ẑk, where θk = 1

1+2ηkµ

7: if ηk = σk then # Line search accepted the initial trial step size
8: Set Bk+1 ← Bk

9: else # Line search bactracked
10: Let z̃k be the last rejected iterate in the line search
11: Set uk ← F (z̃k)− F (zk), sk ← z̃k − zk

12: Define the loss function ℓk(B) = ‖uk−Bsk‖2

‖sk‖2

13: Feed ℓk(B) to an online learning algorithm A and obtain Bk+1

14: end if
15: end for

Line search subroutine;
see Section 3.1

Jacobian approximation
update subroutine; see
Section 4

‖r‖ ≤ ρ and supz′∈Rd〈F (z′) − r,z − z′〉 ≤ ǫ; see [MS10, Section 3] for more discussions on this

notion. Under monotonicity of F , it was shown that the averaged iterate z̄k =
∑k−1

i=0 ẑi/
∑k−1

i=0 ηi
is a (ρ, ǫ)-weak solution with max{ρ, ǫ} = O(1/∑k−1

i=0 ηi).

Newton Proximal Extragradient. The HPE method should be regarded as a conceptual algo-
rithmic framework. Indeed, to turn it into an implementable algorithm, we need to specify how
to compute ẑk such that the condition in (10) is satisfied. Assuming access of the operator F

and the Jacobian ∇F , [SS99] proposed using a single iteration of Newton’s method to solve the
proximal subproblem. A variant of this method, known as Newton proximal extragradient (NPE)
method, was analyzed by [MS10; MS12] for monotone settings. Specifically, in the first step, the
NPE method chooses a step size ηk and an iterate ẑk such that

ẑk = zk − ηk(I+ ηk∇F (zk))
−1F (zk), (12)

α′ ≤ L2

2
ηk‖ẑk − zk‖ ≤ α, (13)

where 0 < α′ < α < 1. Note that (12) corresponds to applying one iteration of Newton’s method
on the proximal subproblem z − zk + ηkF (z) = 0, while (13) imposes that the step size ηk should
be on the same order as 2

L2‖ẑk−zk‖ . Together, the conditions in (12) and (13) ensure that the

error criterion (10) is satisfied, and thus NPE is an instance of HPE. Using the convergence theory
developed for HPE, [MS10] showed a convergence rate of O(1/k1.5) for NPE when F is monotone.

Quasi-Newton Proximal Extragradient. In our setting of interest, computing ∇F (·) is not
feasible, preventing us from deploying NPE. Instead, we introduce our quasi-Newton proximal
extragradient (QNPE) method, which, unlike NPE, does not rely on access to ∇F (·). Specifically,
in the initial step of HPE, we simply perform a single quasi-Newton iteration on the proximal
subproblem. Besides the fact that QNPE does not require access to ∇F (·) and only relies on
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F (·), we should emphasize two other key differences from NPE. First, the analysis of NPE in
[MS10; MS12] is done for the setting where F is merely monotone. When we introduce our QNPE
method for the strongly monotone setting, we not only replace the ∇F (·) with its quasi-Newton
approximation but also modify the update rules in both the first and second stages. These changes
are made to leverage the strong monotonicity of F . Second, the Newton update in (12) requires the
inverse of a d× d matrix, with a complexity of O(d3). In comparison, we allow the linear system of
equations arising from the quasi-Newton step to be solved inexactly up to some prescribed accuracy,
thus reducing the computational cost and leading to an algorithm with a cost per iteration of O(d2).
Now we formally describe the procedure of our QNPE method, consisting of three stages. In the
first stage, given a Jacobian approximation matrix Bk and the iterate zk, we select a step size ηk
and a point ẑk that satisfy the following conditions:

‖ẑk − zk + ηk(F (zk) +Bk(ẑk − zk))‖ ≤ α1

√

1 + ηkµ‖ẑk − zk‖, (14)

‖ẑk − zk + ηkF (ẑk)‖ ≤ (α1 + α2)
√

1 + ηkµ‖ẑk − zk‖, (15)

where α1 ∈ [0, 1) and α2 ∈ (0, 1) are user-specified parameters with α1+α2 < 1. When α1 = 0, the
condition in (14) reduces to ẑk = zk − ηk(I + ηkBk)

−1F (zk), which corresponds to one iteration
of quasi-Newton update on the proximal subproblem. In general, this quasi-Newton step can
be performed inexactly and α1 determines the accuracy of solving the resulting linear system of
equations. Moreover, unlike NPE that constrains the step size in terms of the displacement ‖ẑk−zk‖
in (13), we directly impose the condition in (15) to ensure a small error of solving the proximal
subproblem. Compared with the error criterion in (10) in HPE, we observe that the condition is
relaxed by a factor of

√
1 + ηkµ. This relaxation, which is inspired by [BTB22], allows us to take

a potentially larger step size.

To find a pair of (ηk, ẑk) that satisfies both conditions in (14) and (15), we propose a backtracking
line search scheme. Specifically, given a parameter β ∈ (0, 1), we iteratively test the step size from
the set {σkβi : i ≥ 0}, where the initial trial step size σk is chosen as σk = ηk−1/β for k ≥ 1. We
elaborate on the implementation of our line search scheme in Section 3.1.

In the second stage, we compute zk+1 via

zk+1 = θk(zk − ηkF (ẑk)) + (1− θk)ẑk, (16)

where θk ∈ [0, 1] is chosen based on our convergence analysis. Specifically, in the monotone setting
(under Assumption 1.b), we choose θk = 1 and (16) reduces to the extragradient step in (11).
Moreover, in the strongly monotone setting (under Assumption 1.a), we choose θk = 1

1+2ηkµ
.

Finally, in the third stage, we update Bk, the most important module of our algorithm. Rather
than following classical quasi-Newton methods such as Broyden’s method or BFGS, our update
rule of Bk is purely motivated by our convergence analysis. Specifically, as we explain in Section 4,
we need to maintain the Jacobian approximation matrix in a certain feasible set Z ⊂ R

d×d, to
ensure that Bk is properly conditioned. Moreover, the convergence rate of our method is related to
the cumulative loss

∑

k∈B ℓk(Bk), and a smaller cumulative loss implies a faster convergence rate.
Here, B = {k : ηk < σk} denotes the indices where the line search scheme backtracks and the loss

function ℓk(Bk) is given by ℓk(Bk) =
‖uk−Bksk‖2

‖sk‖2 , where uk = F (z̃k) − F (zk), sk = z̃k − zk, and

z̃k is an auxiliary iterate returned by the line search scheme. Hence, this motivates us to use tools
from online learning to minimize the cumulative loss. Specifically, when the line search scheme
accepts the initial trial step size σk (i.e., k /∈ B), the Jacobian approximation matrix remains
unchanged since it does not contribute to the cumulative loss. Otherwise, when the line search
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Subroutine 1 Backtracking line search

1: Input: iterate z ∈ R
d, operator g ∈ R

d, Jacobian approximation B, initial trial step size σ > 0
2: Parameters: line search parameters β ∈ (0, 1), α1 ≥ 0 and α2 > 0 such that α1 + α2 < 1
3: Set η+ ← σ, s+ ← LinearSolver(I+ η+B,−η+g;α1

√
1 + η+µ) and ẑ+ ← z + s+

4: while ‖ẑ+ − z + η+F (ẑ+)‖ ≥ (α1 + α2)
√
1 + η+µ‖ẑ+ − z‖ do

5: Set z̃ ← ẑ+ and η+ ← βη+
6: Compute s+ ← LinearSolver(I+ η+B,−η+g;α1

√
1 + η+µ) and ẑ+ ← z + s+

7: end while
8: if η+ = σ then
9: Return η+ and ẑ+

10: else
11: Return η+, ẑ+ and z̃

12: end if

scheme backtracks, we use a projection-free online learning algorithm to update the matrix Bk+1.
We will present the details of this procedure in Section 4.

3.1 Backtracking line search

Next, we present the backtracking line search scheme for selecting ηk and the iterate ẑk in the first
stage of QNPE. For brevity, we denote F (zk) by g and omit the iteration subscript k from both
zk and Bk. In light of (14) and (15), our goal at the k-th iteration is to identify a pair (η+, ẑ+)
satisfying

‖ẑ+ − z + η+(g +B(ẑ+ − z))‖ ≤ α1

√

1 + η+µ‖ẑ+ − z‖, (17)

‖ẑ+ − z + η+F (ẑ+)‖ ≤ (α1 + α2)
√

1 + η+µ‖ẑ+ − z‖. (18)

As previously discussed, with η+ fixed, the first condition in (17) can be met by solving the linear
system (I+ η+B)(ẑ+ − z) = −η+g to a desired accuracy. To formalize, we let

s+ = LinearSolver(I+ η+B,−η+g;α1

√

1 + η+µ) and ẑ+ = z + s+, (19)

where the LinearSolver oracle is defined as follows.

Definition 3.1. The oracle LinearSolver(A, b; ρ) takes a matrix A ∈ R
d×d, a vector b ∈ R

d and
ρ > 0 as input, and returns an approximate solution s+ satisfying ‖As+ − b‖ ≤ ρ‖s+‖.

By Definition 3.1, the pair (η+, ẑ+) is guaranteed to satisfy (17) when ẑ+ is computed from (19).
Moreover, to implement the LinearSolver(A, b; ρ) oracle, a direct way is to compute the exact
solution s+ = A−1b, but this has a cost of O(d3). To avoid this, we rely on conjugate gradient-
type methods to inexactly solve the linear system, which only requires computing matrix-vector
products. The detailed implementation will be further discussed in Section 5.

With the LinearSolver oracle, we introduce our backtracking line search scheme, detailed in Subrou-
tine 1. We first set η+ to be the initial trial step size σ and then compute ẑ+ from (19). If the pair
(η+, ẑ+) satisfies (18), we accept η+ and ẑ+ as the final step size and iterate, respectively. Note
that both conditions in (17) and (18) are indeed satisfied. Otherwise, we multiply the step size
by β ∈ (0, 1) and repeat the process, until η+ and ẑ+ satisfy (18). We show that this procedure
terminates after finite steps (see Appendix A), and we characterize the overall computational cost
in Theorem 6.8. Moreover, in this case, we also return an auxiliary iterate z̃, which is computed
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from (19) using the step size η+/β. In other words, z̃ is the last point rejected by our line search
scheme before accepting (η+, ẑ+). This iterate z̃ will be used to establish a lower bound on ηk,
which is further used to define the loss function ℓk for our online learning algorithm.

4 Jacobian approximation update via online learning

Next, we discuss the update for {Bk}k≥0. Our update rule deviates from classical quasi-Newton
methods and is guided by our convergence analysis. In Section 4.1, we discuss key convergence
results of QNPE for monotone and strongly monotone operators. We quantify how the choice of
Jacobian approximation matrices impacts our method’s convergence rate, turning the update of
these matrices into an online convex optimization problem over a feasible set of matrices. Given
the complexity of the feasible set and the computational intractability of computing its projection,
most common projection-based online learning algorithms are precluded from use. In Section 4.2,
we tackle this issue by proposing a projection-free online learning approach inspired by [Mha22],
laying the groundwork for our subsequent Jacobian approximation update. Later in Sections 4.3
and 4.4, we specialize the online learning algorithm in Section 4.2 to different settings, including
nonlinear monotone equations, minimization, minimax optimization, and monotone equations with
sparse Jacobians.

4.1 From convergence rate to online learning

As the first step, we relate the convergence rate of QNPE to the step size ηk. Before presenting
this result in Proposition 4.2, we first introduce the following key lemma, which plays a crucial role
in the convergence analysis.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that the operator F in (1) is µ-strongly monotone with µ ≥ 0. Let {zk}k≥0

and {ẑk}k≥0 be the iterates generated by Algorithm 1, where α1 ∈ [0, 1), α2 ∈ (0, 1) and α1+α2 < 1.
Then for any z ∈ R

d and k ≥ 0, it holds that

ηk〈F (ẑk), ẑk − z〉 ≤ ‖zk−z‖
2

2
− 1 + 2ηkµ

2
‖zk+1 − z‖2 + ηkµ‖ẑk − z‖2

− 1− α1 − α2

2
(‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2).

(20)

Proof. To simplify the notation, let α , α1 + α2 ∈ (0, 1). For any z ∈ R
d, we have

ηk〈F (ẑk), ẑk − z〉 = 〈ẑk − zk + ηkF (ẑk), ẑk − z〉+ 〈zk − ẑk, ẑk − z〉. (21)

For the first term in (21), we can bound it by

〈ẑk − zk + ηkF (ẑk), ẑk − z〉 ≤ ‖ẑk − zk + ηkF (ẑk)‖‖ẑk − z‖
≤ α

√

1 + ηkµ‖ẑk − zk‖‖ẑk − z‖

≤ α

2
‖ẑk − zk‖2 +

α(1 + ηkµ)

2
‖ẑk − z‖2. (22)

Here, the first inequality is due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the second inequality comes from
(15), and the last inequality is a result of Young’s inequality. Additionally, to handle the second
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term in (21), we apply the three-point equality, yielding:

〈zk − ẑk, ẑk − z〉 = 1

2
‖zk − z‖2 − 1

2
‖ẑk − zk‖2 −

1

2
‖ẑk − z‖2. (23)

By combining (21), (22) and (23), we obtain that

ηk〈F (ẑk), ẑk − z〉 ≤ ‖zk − z‖2
2

− 1− α

2
(‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − z‖2) + αηkµ

2
‖ẑk − z‖2. (24)

Furthermore, it follows from the update rule in (16) that ηkF (ẑk) = zk − zk+1 + 2ηkµ(ẑk − zk+1).
Thus, for any z ∈ R

d, it also holds that

ηk〈F (ẑk),zk+1 − z〉 = 〈zk − zk+1,zk+1 − z〉+ 2ηkµ〈ẑk − zk+1,zk+1 − z〉

=
‖zk − z‖2

2
− ‖zk − zk+1‖2

2
− 1 + 2ηkµ

2
‖zk+1 − z‖2

+ ηkµ‖ẑk − z‖2 − ηkµ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2,

(25)

where we applied the three-point equality twice in the last equality. Hence, by adding the inequality
in (24) with z = zk+1 to the inequality in (25), we obtain

ηk〈F (ẑk), ẑk − z〉 = ηk〈F (ẑk),zk+1 − z〉+ ηk〈F (ẑk), ẑk − zk+1〉

≤ ‖zk − z‖2
2

−
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳

‖zk − zk+1‖2
2

− 1 + 2ηkµ

2
‖zk+1 − z‖2

+ ηkµ‖ẑk − z‖2 − ηkµ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2 +
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳
❳

‖zk − zk+1‖2
2

− 1−α
2

(‖ẑk−zk‖2+‖ẑk−zk+1‖2) +
αηkµ

2
‖ẑk−zk+1‖2.

(26)

Moreover, since α < 1, we further have −ηkµ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2+αηkµ
2 ‖ẑk−zk+1‖2 ≤ −ηkµ

2 ‖ẑk−zk+1‖2 ≤
0. Combining this with (26) and rearranging the terms, we arrive at the desired result in (20).

Building on Lemma 4.1, we obtain the following convergence result for Algorithm 1.

Proposition 4.2. Let {zk}k≥0 and {ẑk}k≥0 be the iterates generated by Algorithm 1, where α1 ∈
[0, 1), α2 ∈ (0, 1) and α1 + α2 < 1.

(a) Under Assumption 1.a, we have ‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 ≤ ‖zk − z∗‖2(1 + 2ηkµ)
−1 for any k ≥ 0.

(b) Under Assumption 1.b, we have ‖zk+1 − z∗‖ ≤ ‖zk − z∗‖ for any k ≥ 0. Moreover, define

the averaged iterate z̄N by z̄N =
∑N−1

k=0
ηkẑk

∑N−1
k=0

ηk
. Then for any compact set D ⊂ R

d, we have

Gap(z̄N ;D) ≤ maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2
2
∑N−1

k=0
ηk

.

Proof. Let α = α1 + α2. First, we prove Part (a). Since F(z∗) = 0 and F is µ-strongly monotone
by Assumption 1.a, it holds that

〈F (ẑk), ẑk − z∗〉 = 〈F (ẑk)− F (z∗), ẑk − z∗〉 ≥ µ‖ẑk − z∗‖2. (27)

By setting z = z∗ in (20) and applying (27), it yields

0 ≤ 1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 − 1 + 2ηkµ

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 − 1− α

2
(‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2). (28)
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Since α = α1 + α2 < 1, we can drop the non-positive last term in (28) and obtain 0 ≤ 1
2‖zk −

z∗‖2 − 1+2ηkµ
2 ‖zk+1 − z∗‖2, which is equivalent to ‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 ≤ ‖zk − z∗‖2(1 + 2ηkµ)

−1. This
completes the proof of Part (a).

Next, we prove Part (b). Since F is monotone by Assumption 1.b, we have

〈F (ẑk), ẑk − z∗〉 = 〈F (ẑk)− F (z∗), ẑk − z∗〉 ≥ 0. (29)

By setting z = z∗ in (20) with µ = 0 and applying (29), it yields

0 ≤ 1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 − 1

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 − 1− α

2
(‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2). (30)

Again, since the last term in (30) is non-positive, this immediately implies 1
2‖zk+1−z∗‖2 ≤ 1

2‖zk−
z∗‖2, which is equivalent to ‖zk+1 − z∗‖ ≤ ‖zk − z∗‖. Additionally, by dropping the non-positive
last term in (20) and noting that µ = 0, we also have ηk〈F (ẑk), ẑk−z〉 ≤ 1

2‖zk−z‖2− 1
2‖zk+1−z‖2.

By summing this inequality from k = 0 to k = N − 1, we further get
∑N−1

k=0 ηk〈F (ẑk), ẑk − z〉 ≤
1
2‖z0 − z‖2 − 1

2‖zN − z‖2 ≤ 1
2‖z0 − z‖2. Hence, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that Gap(z̄N ;D) ≤

maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2
2
∑N−1

k=0
ηk

, where z̄N is the averaged iterate given by z̄N =
∑N−1

k=0
ηkẑk

∑N−1
k=0

ηk
.

Proposition 4.2 highlights the role of ηk in the convergence analysis. In particular, in the strongly

monotone setting, if ηk tends to infinity as the number of iterations k increases, then limk→∞
‖zk+1−z∗‖
‖zk−z∗‖ =

0 by Proposition 4.2(a), i.e., QNPE converges superlinearly. Similarly, in the monotone setting, a
larger step size results in a faster convergence rate according to Proposition 4.2(b). That said,
note that the step size ηk cannot be arbitrarily selected, since it is constrained by the line search
conditions in (14) and (15). Intuitively, ηk depends on how well our Jacobian approximation matrix
Bk captures the local curvature of the operator F . This intuition is made precise in the following
lemma, where we present a lower bound on ηk. Recall that B is the set of indices where the line
search subroutine backtracks, i.e., B = {k : ηk < σk}.

Lemma 4.3. Recall that z̃k is the auxiliary iterate returned by our line search scheme in Sub-
routine 1. For k /∈ B we have ηk = σk, while for k ∈ B we have ηk > α2β‖z̃k−zk‖

‖F (z̃k)−F (zk)−Bk(z̃k−zk)‖ .

Moreover, if 1
2 (Bk +B⊤

k ) � 1
2µI, we have ‖z̃k − zk‖ ≤ 1+α1

β(1−α1)
‖ẑk − zk‖.

Proof. If k /∈ B, as per the definition, the line search scheme adopts the initial trial step size at
the k-th iteration and thus ηk = σk. On the other hand, if k ∈ B, we go through the backtracking
procedure in Subroutine 1. Let z̃k denote the last rejected point in the line search scheme, which
is calculated from (19) using the step size η̃k = ηk/β. This means that the pair (z̃k, η̃k) satisfies
(17) but not (18), i.e.,‖z̃k − zk + η̃k(F (zk) +Bk(z̃k − z))‖ ≤ α1

√
1 + η̃kµ‖z̃k − zk‖ and ‖z̃k − zk +

η̃kF (z̃k)‖ > (α1 +α2)
√
1 + η̃kµ‖z̃k −zk‖. Moreover, note that η̃k(F (z̃k)−F (zk)−Bk(z̃k−zk)) =

(z̃k − zk + η̃kF (z̃k)) − (z̃k − zk + η̃k(F (zk) + Bk(z̃k − zk))). Thus, it follows from the triangle
inequality that η̃k‖F (z̃k)−F (zk)−Bk(z̃k−zk)‖ > (α1+α2)

√
1 + η̃kµ‖z̃k−zk‖−α1

√
1 + η̃kµ‖z̃k−

zk‖ = α2
√
1 + η̃kµ‖z̃k − zk‖. This further implies that η̃k > α2

√
1+η̃kµ‖z̃k−zk‖

‖F (z̃k)−F (zk)−Bk(z̃k−zk)‖ . Since
1 + η̃kµ ≥ 1, we obtain the first result in Lemma 4.3. To prove the second result in Lemma 4.3,
recall from (17) that ẑk and z̃k are inexact solutions of the linear system of equations:

(I+ ηkBk)(z − zk) = −ηkF (zk) and (I+ η̃kBk)(z − zk) = −η̃kF (zk),
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respectively. Define ẑ∗
k = zk − ηk(I+ ηkBk)

−1F (zk) and z̃∗
k = zk − η̃k(I+ η̃kBk)

−1F (zk), i.e., the
exact solutions of the above linear systems. Since (ẑk, ηk) and (z̃k, η̃k) satisfy the condition in (17),
we have

‖(I + ηkBk)(ẑk − ẑ∗
k)‖ ≤ α1

√

1 + ηkµ‖ẑk − zk‖ (31)

and ‖(I + η̃kBk)(z̃k − z̃∗
k)‖ ≤ α1

√

1 + η̃kµ‖z̃k − zk‖. (32)

We divide the proof of the second result in Lemma 4.3 into the following three steps. First, we
show that

(1− α1)‖ẑk − zk‖ ≤ ‖ẑ∗
k − zk‖ ≤ (1 + α1)‖ẑk − zk‖, (33)

(1− α1)‖z̃k − zk‖ ≤ ‖z̃∗
k − zk‖ ≤ (1 + α1)‖z̃k − zk‖. (34)

In the following, we will only prove (33), since the proof of (34) follows similarly. Since we assume
1
2(Bk + B⊤

k ) �
µ
2 I, we have v⊤Bkv ≥ µ

2 ‖v‖2 for any v ∈ R
d. Therefore, by using Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, we get ‖ẑk − ẑ∗
k‖‖(I + ηkBk)(ẑk − ẑ∗

k)‖ ≥ (ẑk − ẑ∗
k)

⊤(I + ηkBk)(ẑk − ẑ∗
k) ≥

(1+ ηkµ
2 )‖ẑk−ẑ∗

k‖2, which further implies that ‖(I+ηkBk)(ẑk−ẑ∗
k)‖ ≥ (1+ 1

2ηkµ)‖ẑk−ẑ∗
k‖. Moreover,

since
√
1 + ηkµ ≤ 1 + 1

2ηkµ, by (31) we also have ‖(I + ηkBk)(ẑk − ẑ∗
k)‖ ≤ α1(1 +

1
2ηkµ)‖ẑk − zk‖.

Hence, combining these two inequalities, we get ‖ẑk − ẑ∗
k‖ ≤ α1‖ẑk − zk‖. It then follows from the

triangle inequality that

‖ẑ∗
k − zk‖ ≤ ‖ẑk − zk‖+ ‖ẑ∗

k − ẑk‖ ≤ (1 + α1)‖ẑk − zk‖,
‖ẑ∗

k − zk‖ ≥ ‖ẑk − zk‖ − ‖ẑ∗
k − ẑk‖ ≥ (1− α1)‖ẑk − zk‖,

which proves (33). Next, we show that

‖z̃∗
k − zk‖ ≤

1

β
‖ẑ∗

k − zk‖. (35)

This follows from [MS10, Lemma 7.8]. For completeness, we present its proof below. Note that by
definition, we have (I+ ηkBk)(ẑ

∗
k − zk) = −ηkF (zk) and (I+ η̃kBk)(z̃

∗
k − zk) = −η̃kF (zk). Hence,

we further have

Bk(ẑ
∗
k − z̃∗

k) =
1

η̃k
(z̃∗

k − zk)−
1

ηk
(ẑ∗

k − zk) =
1

η̃k
(z̃∗

k − ẑ∗
k) +

(

1

η̃k
− 1

ηk

)

(ẑ∗
k − zk).

Since (ẑ∗
k − z̃∗

k)
⊤Bk(ẑ

∗
k − z̃∗

k) ≥ 0, by taking the inner product with ẑ∗
k − z̃∗

k on both sides of the

above inequality, we obtain
(

1
η̃k
− 1

ηk

)

(ẑ∗
k − zk)

⊤(ẑ∗
k − z̃∗

k) ≥ 1
η̃k
‖ẑ∗

k − z̃∗
k‖2. Since ηk = βη̃k, using

the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, this further leads to ‖ẑ∗
k − z̃∗

k‖2 ≤
(

1
β − 1

)

(zk − ẑ∗
k)

⊤(ẑ∗
k − z̃∗

k) ≤
(

1
β − 1

)

‖ẑ∗
k −zk‖‖ẑ∗

k − z̃∗
k‖. Hence, we further have ‖ẑ∗

k − z̃∗
k‖ ≤

(

1
β − 1

)

‖ẑ∗
k −zk‖, which implies

that ‖z̃∗
k − zk‖ ≤ ‖z̃∗

k − ẑ∗
k‖+ ‖ẑ∗

k − zk‖ ≤ 1
β‖ẑ∗

k − zk‖. This completes the proof of (35). Finally,

by combining (33), (34), and (35), it follows that ‖z̃k −zk‖ ≤ 1
1−α1
‖z̃∗

k −zk‖ ≤ 1
(1−α1)β

‖ẑ∗
k −zk‖ ≤

1+α1

1−α1
‖z̃∗

k − zk‖ ≤ 1+α1

(1−α1)β
‖ẑk − zk‖. This proves the second result in Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 4.3 demonstrates that the step size ηk depends inversely on the relative approximation error
‖F (z̃k)−F (zk)−Bk(z̃k−zk)‖

‖z̃k−zk‖ . Moreover, a smaller approximation error leads to a larger step size, which
in turn implies faster convergence. Note that the lower bound in Lemma 4.3 for ηk is expressed
in terms of z̃k, which is not accepted as the actual iterate. Hence, we use the second result in
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Lemma 4.3 to relate ‖z̃k − zk‖ with ‖ẑk − zk‖. Building on Proposition 4.2 and Lemma 4.3, we
are ready to quantify the relationship between the convergence rate of QNPE and the choice of the
Jacobian approximation matrix Bk.

To begin with, in the strongly monotone setting, by repeatedly applying Proposition 4.2(a), we
obtain that

‖zN − z∗‖2
‖z0 − z∗‖2 ≤

N−1
∏

k=0

(1 + 2ηkµ)
−1 ≤

(

1 +
2µN

∑N−1
k=0 1/ηk

)−N

, (36)

where the last inequality is obtained by applying Jensen’s inequality to the function log(1 + 1
t ).

Similalry, in the monotone setting, it follows from Proposition 4.2(b) that

Gap(z̄N ;z) ≤ ‖z0 − z‖2

2
∑N−1

k=0 ηk
≤ ‖z0 − z‖2

2N2

N−1
∑

k=0

1

ηk
, (37)

where the last inequality is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Thus, in light of both (36) and
(37), our goal is to establish an upper bound on

∑N−1
k=0 1/ηk and this is achieved in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let {ηk}N−1
k=0 be the step sizes in Algorithm 1 obtained by the line search in Subrou-

tine 1. Then,
N−1
∑

k=0

1

ηk
≤ 1

(1− β)σ0
+

1

(1− β)α2β

√

N
∑

k∈B

‖uk −Bksk‖2
‖sk‖2

, (38)

where uk , F (z̃k)− F (zk), sk , z̃k − zk, and z̃k is the auxiliary iterate in Subroutine 1.

Proof. Let uk , F (z̃k)−F (zk) and sk , z̃k − zk. In Lemma 4.3, we showed that ηk = σk if k /∈ B
and ηk > α2β‖sk‖

‖uk−Bksk‖ otherwise. Using the observations above, we can write

N−1
∑

k=0

1

ηk
=
∑

k/∈B

1

ηk
+
∑

k∈B

1

ηk
≤
∑

k/∈B

1

σk
+
∑

k∈B

1

ηk
≤ 1

σ0
+ β

∑

k/∈B,k≥1

1

ηk−1
+
∑

k∈B

1

ηk
, (39)

where we used σk =
ηk−1

β for k ≥ 1 in the last equality. Since
∑

k/∈B,k≥1
1

ηk−1
≤∑N−1

k=0
1
ηk
, rearrang-

ing and simplifying the terms in (39), we arrive at

N−1
∑

k=0

1

ηk
≤ 1

(1− β)σ0
+

1

1− β

∑

k∈B

1

ηk
. (40)

Now using ηk > α2β‖sk‖
‖uk−Bksk‖ for k ∈ B, we further have

∑

k∈B

1

ηk
≤
∑

k∈B

‖uk −Bksk‖
α2β‖sk‖

≤ 1

α2β

√

|B|
∑

k∈B

‖uk −Bksk‖2
‖sk‖2

≤ 1

α2β

√

N
∑

k∈B

‖uk −Bksk‖2
‖sk‖2

, (41)

where the second inequality is due to the generalized mean inequality. Finally, the inequality in
(38) follows from (40) and (41). This completes the proof.

Now given the above results we observe the connection between the choice of {Bk} and our method’s
convergence rate. Specifically, by combining the results in (36) and (37) with Lemma 4.4, we observe
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that our goal is to update the Jacobian approximation matrices {Bk} such that
∑

k∈B
‖uk−Bksk‖2

‖sk‖2
is as small as possible to achieve the fastest possible convergence rate. Moreover, note that the
variables uk = F (z̃k) − F (zk) and sk = z̃k − zk are determined by Subroutine 1 only after the
matrix Bk has been chosen. This implies that the matrix Bk must be selected first, after which we

can compute the approximation error as ‖uk−Bksk‖2
‖sk‖2 . Our key insight is that this exactly fits into

the framework of an online learning problem by regarding the sum in (38) as the cumulative loss
incurred by our choice of {Bk}k≥0.

Formally, define the loss function ℓk : Rd×d → R at iteration k as

ℓk(B) ,

{

0, if k /∈ B,
‖uk−Bsk‖2

‖sk‖2 , otherwise.
(42)

Then we consider an online learning problem as follows: (i) At the beginning of the k-th iteration, we
commit to a Jacobian approximation matrix Bk from a given convex feasible set Z; (ii) We receive
the loss function ℓk(B) defined in (42); (iii) We update our Jacobian approximation matrix to
Bk+1. Bounding the sum in (38) is equivalent to constraining the cumulative loss in the preceding
online learning problem. Therefore, we are motivated to utilize an online learning algorithm to
update {Bk}k≥0.

The choice of feasible set Z. Before discussing the online learning algorithm, let us address the
choice of the feasible set Z for selecting Bk. We provide a high-level overview of why the feasible
set structure is crucial in constraining

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk).

Specifically, in the strongly monotone case, we decompose the cumulative loss as
∑N−1

k=0 ℓk(Bk) =
∑N−1

k=0 ℓk(H) + (
∑N−1

k=0 ℓk(Bk)−
∑N−1

k=0 ℓk(H)), where the first part
∑N−1

k=0 ℓk(H) is the cumulative
loss incurred by choosing a fixed matrix H ∈ Z, and the second part is known as the regret with
respect to H in the online learning literature. By using tools from online learning, we prove a regret
bound in the form of

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk) −

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(H) ≤ RegN (H;Z), where RegN (H;Z) denotes a

function depending on N , the matrix H and the feasible set Z. Thus, by choosing any H ∈ Z,
we obtain an upper bound as

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk) ≤

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(H) + RegN (H). Intuitively, a natural

choice is setting H = ∇F(z∗), the true Jacobian matrix at the solution z∗. Thus, we require
∇F (z∗) ∈ Z. In the monotone setting, we use a similar approach but decompose the cumulative
loss as

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk) =

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Hk) + (

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk) −

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Hk)), where {Hk}N−1

k=0 is an
arbitrary sequence of matrices in Z. In this decomposition, the second part is known as the
dynamic regret and we can again utilize tools from online learning to prove a regret bound in the
form of

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk) −

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Hk) ≤ D-RegN (H0, . . . ,HN−1;Z). It turns out that the proper

choice for {Hk} is to set Hk = ∇F (zk) for k = 0, . . . , N−1, and hence, we require that ∇F (zk) ∈ Z
for any k ≥ 0.

Additionally, the set Z constrains our approximation matrices Bk, ensuring that their operator
norm ‖Bk‖op remains bounded as O(L1). This constraint, as demonstrated later in Lemma 6.3,
is essential for achieving a convergence rate similar to EG. Moreover, we require Bk to satisfy
1
2(Bk +B⊤

k ) � Ω(µ)I in the strongly monotone setting or 1
2(Bk +B⊤

k ) � 0 in the monotone setting.
This condition is pivotal in Lemma 4.3 and ensures our LinearSolver oracle can be implemented
efficiently.

Finally, when ∇F (z∗) possesses a certain structure, we can include additional constraints in Z
to enforce the same structure on Bk, making the subroutines more efficient and reducing storage
requirements. For instance, as discussed in Section 2, if F is derived from a minimization problem
in (4) or a minimax optimization problem in (5), then ∇F (z) is symmetric or J-symmetric (i.e.,
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J∇F (z) = ∇F (z)⊤J). In addition, if F has a sparse Jacobian with sparsity pattern Ω, then
[∇F (z)]ij = 0 for all (i, j) that satisfy (i, j) /∈ Ω and i 6= j.

Given these points and the discussions in Section 2.2, we choose the feasible set Z as follows:

(a) For the minimization problem in (4), we choose

Z = {B ∈ S
d : µI � B � L1I, B ∈ L}, (43)

where L ⊂ S
d is a linear subspace. in the general case, we set L = S

d. However, when
the Hessians of f exhibit the sparsity pattern Ω, we define L as L = {B ∈ S

d : [B]ij =
0 for all (i, j) /∈ Ω and i 6= j}.

(b) For the minimax problem in (5) and the nonlinear equation in (1), we choose

Z =

{

B ∈ R
d×d : µI � 1

2
(B+B⊤) � L1I, ‖B‖op ≤ L1,B ∈ L

}

, (44)

where L ⊂ R
d×d is a linear subspace. For general nonlinear equations L = R

d×d, for minimax
problems L = {B ∈ R

d×d : B = JB⊤J}, and for sparse nonlinear equations L = {B ∈ R
d×d :

[B]ij = 0 for all (i, j) /∈ Ω and i 6= j}.

Finally, we note that while the feasible set Z defined in (43) or (44) satisfies all desired properties,
it poses a major computational challenge. Specifically, most online learning algorithms, such as
projected online gradient descent [Zin03], require performing Euclidean projection onto the feasible
set Z, which would be computationally costly due to the structure of Z. To address this, we employ
a projection-free online learning algorithm that is built on the approximate separation oracle in
[Mha22], which is described in the next section.

4.2 Online learning with an approximate separation oracle

To set the stage for our Jacobian approximation update algorithm, we take a detour and con-
sider a general online learning problem over a compact feasible set C ⊂ R

D. For T consecu-
tive rounds t = 0, . . . , T − 1, a learner chooses an action xt ∈ R

D and then observes a con-
vex loss function ℓt : RD → R. The goal is to minimize either the static regret defined by
RegT (u; C) ,

∑T−1
t=0 ℓt(xt) −

∑T−1
t=0 ℓt(u) with a fixed competitor x ∈ C, or the dynamic regret

defined by D-RegT (u0, . . . ,uT−1; C) ,
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(xt) −
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(ut) with a sequence of competitors
ut ∈ C for any t ≥ 0. We assume 0 ∈ C without loss of generality. Moreover, we assume that the
set C is contained in the Euclidean ball BR(0) := {w ∈ R

D : ‖w‖ ≤ R} for some radius R > 0.
Most online learning algorithms require projection onto the feasible set C. However, the projection
oracle is computationally intractable in our setting. To address this issue, inspired by [Mha22], we
propose a projection-free algorithm that relies on an approximate separation oracle. To start, we
will define the approximate separation oracle SEPC for a compact set C. We use span(C) to denote

the linear span of C, i.e., span(C) =
{

∑k
i=1 αixi : k ∈ Z+, xi ∈ C, αi ∈ R

}

. Intuitively, span(C) is
the smallest linear subspace that contains the set C.

Definition 4.1. Let C be a compact convex set in R
D containing the origin. The oracle SEPC(w; δ)

takes w∈span(C) and δ > 0 and returns γ > 0 and a vector s ∈ span(C) with one of these outcomes:

• Case I: γ ≤ 1, which implies that w ∈ (1 + δ)C;
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Algorithm 2 Projection-Free Online Learning

1: Input: Initial point w0 ∈ span(C), the orthogonal projection matrix P associated with the subspace
span(C), step size ρ > 0, δ > 0, radius R > 0

2: for t = 0, 1, . . . T − 1 do
3: Query the oracle (γt, st)← SEPC(wt; δ)
4: if γt ≤ 1 then # Case I: we have wt ∈ (1 + δ)C

5: Set xt ←
{

wt (Option I)
wt

1+δ
(Option II)

and play the action xt

6: Receive the loss ℓt(xt) and the subspace gradient gt = P∇ℓt(xt)
7: Set g̃t ← gt
8: else # Case II: we have wt/γt ∈ (1 + δ)C

9: Set xt ←
{

wt

γt

(Option I)
wt

(1+δ)γt
(Option II)

and play the action xt

10: Receive the loss ℓt(xt) and the subspace gradient gt = P∇ℓt(xt)

11: Set g̃t ← gt +max
{

0,− 1
γt

〈gt,wt〉
}

st

12: end if
13: Update wt+1 ← R(wt−ρg̃t)

max{‖wt−ρg̃t‖2,R} # Online projected gradient descent

14: end for

• Case II: γ > 1, which implies that w/γ ∈ (1 + δ)C and 〈s,w − x〉 ≥ γ − 1, ∀x ∈ C.

By Definition 4.1, given an input w ∈ span(C), the SEPC(w; δ) has two possible outcomes: either
it certifies that w is approximately feasible and lies in (1+δ)C (Case I), or it produces a scaled
version of w that is in (1+δ)C and provides a strict separating hyperplane between w and C (Case
II). We note that the requirement of w ∈ span(C) is necessary. Otherwise, we have w/γ /∈ (1+ δ)C
for any γ ∈ R and thus neither of the two cases in Definition 4.1 holds.

Once equipped with the SEPC oracle, we are ready to present our projection-free online learning
algorithm, detailed in Algorithm 2. We remark that Algorithm 2 has two different options: in
Option I, we slightly relax the feasibility requirement and allow the iterates {xt}t≥0 to be in a
larger set (1 + δ)C, whereas in Option II, the iterate satisfies xt ∈ C for all t ≥ 0. As we shall see
later in Section 6, we will use Option I in the strongly monotone setting and Option II in the
monotone setting.

Remark 4.1. There are several differences between Algorithm 1 in [Mha22] and our presentation
here. First, a standard online learning setup was considered in [Mha22] where the action xt must
be in the feasible set C, while in our setting xt can be chosen from a larger set (1+δ)C in Option I.
Second, their algorithm relied on an oracle that approximates the gauge function γC(w) , inf{λ ≥
0 : w ∈ λC} and its subgradient, which is further explicitly constructed using a membership oracle.
Our oracle in Definition 4.1 is different but related, in the sense that its output γ and s may also
be regarded as an approximation of the gauge function and its subgradient. It is also more general,
since in [Mha22] they assume that C is full dimensional, i.e., span(C) = R

D. Finally, we focus on
the specific set used in our Jacobian approximation update and offer a more refined regret analysis
along with an efficient construction of the oracle.

To shed light on the design of Algorithm 2, we remark that it can be regarded as a black-box
reduction that transforms the original online learning problem over the feasible set C into an
auxiliary online learning problem on the larger set BR(0). Specifically, the auxiliary online learning
problem is defined by surrogate loss functions ℓ̃t(w) = 〈g̃t,w〉 for 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1, where g̃t is the
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surrogate gradient to be defined later. Instead of updating the iterates {xt}t≥0 in the original online
learning problem directly, we will run online projected gradient descent on this auxiliary problem
to obtain the iterates {wt}t≥0 (note that the projection onto BR(0) is easy to compute), and then
generate the iterates {xt}t≥0 by calling SEPC(wt; δ). More precisely, we initialize w0 ∈ span(C),
and as we shall prove in Lemma 4.5, we can guarantee that wt ∈ span(C) for any t ≥ 0. Consider
the iterate wt at round t. Since wt ∈ span(C), SEPC(wt; δ) is well-defined and let γt > 0 and
st ∈ R

D be its output. Now we consider two cases depending on the value of γt.

(a) In Case I where γt ≤ 1, we set either xt = wt in Option I, or xt =
wt
1+δ in Option II. Further,

denote by P the orthogonal projection matrix associated with the subspace span(C), and we
compute the subspace gradient gt = P∇ℓt(xt) ∈ span(C). Then the surrogate gradient is
chosen as g̃t = gt.

(b) Otherwise, in Case II where γt > 1, we set either xt = wt
γt

in Option I, or xt = wt
(1+δ)γt

in Option II. We further compute the subspace gradient gt = P∇ℓt(xt) and define the
surrogate gradient by g̃t = gt +max{0,− 1

γt
〈gt,wt〉}st.

Finally, we update wt+1 following the standard online projected gradient descent with step size
ρ > 0:

wt+1 = ΠBR(0)

(

wt − ρ∇ℓ̃t(wt)
)

=
R

max{‖wt − ρg̃t‖2, R}
(wt − ρg̃t). (45)

We note that the surrogate loss functions {ℓ̃t(w)}T−1
t=0 are constructed explicitly to guarantee that

the immediate regret ℓ̃t(wt) − ℓ̃t(u) = 〈g̃t,wt − u〉 serves as an (approximate) upper bound on
ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) for any u ∈ C. As a result, the regret of the original problem can be upper bounded
by the regret of the auxiliary problem, which can be further bounded by standard analysis for
online projected gradient descent. This is formalized in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose the loss function ℓt is convex for any t ≥ 0 and let {xt}T−1
t=0 and {wt}T−1

t=0 be
the iterates generated by Algorithm 2. Then we have wt ∈ span(C) for any t ≥ 0. Moreover:

(a) In Option I, we have xt ∈ (1+ δ)C for t = 0, 1, . . . , T − 1. Also, for any u ∈ C, it holds that

ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤ 〈g̃t,wt − u〉 ≤ ‖wt − u‖22
2ρ

− ‖wt+1 − u‖22
2ρ

+
ρ

2
‖g̃t‖22, (46)

‖g̃t‖ ≤ ‖gt‖+ |〈gt,xt〉|‖st‖. (47)

(b) In Option II, we have xt ∈ C for t = 0, 1, . . . , T − 1. Also, for any u ∈ C, it holds that

ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤ 〈g̃t,wt − u〉 − δ〈gt,xt〉 (48)

≤ ‖wt − u‖22
2ρ

− ‖wt+1 − u‖22
2ρ

+
ρ

2
‖g̃t‖22 − δ〈gt,xt〉, (49)

‖g̃t‖ ≤ ‖gt‖+ (1 + δ)|〈gt,xt〉|‖st‖. (50)

Proof. To begin with, we prove by induction that wt ∈ span(C). By initialization, we have w0 ∈
span(C). Now suppose wt ∈ span(C) for some t ≥ 0. Since gt = P∇ℓt(xt) ∈ span(C) and
st ∈ span(C) by Definition 4.1, we obtain that g̃t ∈ span(C) in both Options I and II. Moreover,
since wt+1 is expressed as a linear combination of wt and g̃t according to (45), we obtain that
wt+1 ∈ span(C). Hence, we conclude by induction that wt ∈ span(C) for any t ≥ 0.
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Next, we consider the result in Part (a) for Option I. We distinguish two cases depending on the
outcome of SEP(wt; δ).

• If γt ≤ 1, we have wt ∈ (1 + δ)C by Definition 4.1. Thus, we have xt = wt ∈ (1 + δ)C and
g̃t = gt, which immediately implies (47). Moreover, since ℓt is convex, we have ℓt(xt)−ℓt(u) ≤
〈∇ℓt(xt),xt − u〉. Note that both xt and u are in span(C) and recall that P denotes the
orthogonal projection matrix associated with span(C). Thus, we further have xt − u =
P(xt−u), which implies that 〈∇ℓt(xt),xt−u〉 = 〈∇ℓt(xt),P(xt−u)〉 = 〈P∇ℓt(xt),xt−u〉 =
〈gt,xt−u〉. Therefore, we have ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤ 〈gt,xt−u〉 = 〈g̃t,wt−u〉, which proves the
first inequality in (46).

• Otherwise, if γt > 1, we have wt
γt
∈ (1+δ)C by Definition 4.1 and 〈st,wt−x〉 ≥ γt − 1, ∀x ∈ C.

In this case, Algorithm 2 chooses xt =
wt
γt
∈ (1 + δ)C and g̃t = gt +max{0,− 1

γt
〈gt,wt〉}st =

gt + max{0,−〈gt,xt〉}st. To prove the first inequality in (46), first note that we also have
ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤ 〈gt,xt − u〉 using similar arguments as above. Moreover, for any u ∈ C,

〈g̃t,wt − u〉 = 〈gt +max{0,−〈gt,xt〉}st,wt − u〉
= 〈gt, γtxt − u〉+max{0,−〈gt,xt〉}〈st,wt − u〉
≥ 〈gt,xt − u〉+ (γt − 1)〈gt,xt〉+ (γt − 1)max{0,−〈gt,xt〉}
≥ 〈gt,xt − u〉,

where we used wt = γtxt in the second equality and 〈st,wt−u〉 ≥ γt−1 in the first inequality.
Also, by the triangle inequality we obtain

‖g̃t‖2 = ‖gt +max{0,−〈gt,xt〉}st‖2 ≤ ‖gt‖2 + |〈gt,xt〉|‖st‖2,

which proves (47).

Finally, from the update rule of wt+1 in (45), for any u ∈ C ⊂ BR(0), we have 〈wt − ρg̃t −
wt+1,wt+1 − u〉 ≥ 0. This further implies that

〈g̃t,wt − u〉 ≤ 〈g̃t,wt −wt+1〉+
1

ρ
〈wt −wt+1,wt+1 − u〉

= 〈g̃t,wt −wt+1〉+
‖wt − u‖22

2ρ
− ‖wt+1 − u‖22

2ρ
− ‖wt −wt+1‖22

2ρ

≤ 1

2ρ
‖wt − u‖22 −

1

2ρ
‖wt+1 − u‖22 +

ρ

2
‖g̃t‖22, (51)

where we used the Young’s inequality 〈g̃t,wt −wt+1〉 ≤ ‖wt−wt+1‖2
2ρ + ρ

2‖g̃t‖2 in the last inequality.
This proves the second inequality in (46).

Next, we consider Part (b) for Option II. Similarly, we distinguish two cases depending on the
outcome of SEP(wt; δ).

• If γt ≤ 1, we have wt ∈ (1 + δ)C by Definition 4.1. According to Option II in Algorithm 2,
we have xt =

wt
1+δ ∈ C and g̃t = gt, which immediately implies (50). Using similar arguments

as in Option I, we have ℓt(xt) − ℓt(u) ≤ 〈gt,xt − u〉. Moreover, since wt = (1 + δ)xt, we
have 〈gt,wt − u〉 = 〈gt, (1 + δ)xt − u〉 = 〈gt,xt − u〉 + δ〈gt,xt〉. Combining these two, we
further have ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤ 〈gt,xt−u〉 ≤ 〈gt,wt−u〉− δ〈gt,xt〉. This proves the inequality
in (48).
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• Otherwise, if γt > 1, By Definition 4.1 we have wt
γt
∈ (1 + δ)C and 〈st,wt − x〉 ≥ γt − 1

∀x ∈ C. According to Option II in Algorithm 2, we have xt = wt
γt(1+δ) ∈ C and g̃t =

gt+max{0,− 1
γt
〈gt,wt〉}st = gt+max{0,−(1+ δ)〈gt ,xt〉}st. Following similar arguments as

in Option I, we have ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤ 〈gt,xt − u〉. Moreover, for any u ∈ C,

〈g̃t,wt − u〉 = 〈gt +max{0,−(1 + δ)〈gt,xt〉}st,wt − u〉
= 〈gt, (1 + δ)γtxt − u〉+max{0,−(1 + δ)〈gt,xt〉}〈st,wt − u〉
≥ 〈gt, (1 + δ)xt − u〉,

where we used 〈st,wt−u〉 ≥ γt−1 in the first inequality. By rearranging the above inequality,
we obtain that ℓt(xt)− ℓt(u) ≤ 〈gt,xt−u〉 ≤ 〈g̃t,wt−u〉− δ〈gt,xt〉, which proves (48). Also,
by the triangle inequality we obtain

‖g̃t‖2 = ‖gt +max{0,−(1 + δ)〈gt,xt〉}st‖2 ≤ ‖gt‖2 + (1 + δ)|〈gt,xt〉|‖st‖2,

which proves (50).

Finally, the second inequality in (49) can be shown similarly as in Option I.

Hence, our remaining task is to construct such an approximate separation oracle for the sets in
(43) and (44), which are given as the intersection of one or two convex compact sets and a linear
subspace, each of which is relatively simple. Our key insight is that the approximate separation
oracle is intersection-friendly, i.e., the separation oracle for C1 ∩ C2 can be constructed using the
individual oracles for C1 and C2, along with projection on the linear subspace span(C1 ∩ C2). This
is formalized in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.6. Assume that C = C1 ∩ C2 ∩ L, where 0 ∈ C1 ∩ C2 and L = span(C) is a linear
subspace. Suppose we have access to SEPC1(w; δ), SEPC2(w; δ) and the orthogonal projection matrix
PL associated with the subspace L. Then given inputs w ∈ L and δ > 0, the oracle SEPC(w; δ) can
be constructed in the following ways:

(a) let (γ1, s1) = SEPC1(w; δ) and (γ2, s2) = SEPC2(w; δ).

(b) Let i = argmaxi∈{1,2} γi and then output (γ, s) = (γi,PLsi).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume γ1 ≥ γ2 and thus the output is given by (γ, s) =
(γ1,PLs1). We consider two cases depending on whether γ1 ≤ 1 or not.

In the first case where γ = γ1 ≤ 1, we have γ2 ≤ γ1 ≤ 1. According to the definitions of SEPC1(w; δ)
and SEPC2(w; δ), we have w ∈ (1+ δ)C1 and w ∈ (1+ δ)C2. This implies that w ∈ (1+ δ)(C1 ∩ C2).
Moreover, since we assume that w ∈ L, this leads to w ∈ (1 + δ)(C1 ∩ C2 ∩ L) = (1 + δ)C.
In the second case where γ = γ1 > 1, according to the definition of SEPC1(w; δ) we have w/γ1 ∈
(1 + δ)C1 and 〈s1,w − x〉 ≥ γ1 − 1 for all x ∈ C1. Moreover, by the definition of SEPC2(w; δ), we
have w/γ2 ∈ (1 + δ)C2. First, we show that w/γ ∈ (1 + δ)C. Since γ2 ≤ γ1, we can write w/γ1
as a convex combination of the origin and w/γ2, and thus it follows from the convexity of C2 that
w/γ1 ∈ (1 + δ)C2. Similar to the arguments in the first case, we obtain w/γ = w/γ1 ∈ (1 + δ)C.
Next, we will prove that 〈s,w − x〉 ≥ γ − 1. Since C1 ⊂ C, we have x ∈ C1 for any x ∈ C.
Therefore, it implies that 〈s1,w−x〉 ≥ γ1− 1 = γ− 1. Moreover, since w ∈ L and x ∈ L, we have
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Subroutine 2 Online Learning Guided Jacobian Approximation Update
1: Input: Initial matrix B0 ∈ Z, the orthogonal projection matrix P, step size ρ > 0, δ > 0, failure

probabilities {qt}T−1
t=1 , Lipschitz constant L1 > 0 and strong monotonicity parameter µ ≥ 0

2: Initialize: set W0 ← 1
L1

(B− (L1 + µ)I), G0 ← 1
L1

P∇ℓ0(B0) and G̃0 ← G0

3: Update W1 ←
√
d(W0−ρG̃0)

max{
√
d,‖W0−ρG̃0‖F }

# Projection onto B√
d
(0)

4: for t = 1, . . . , T − 1 do

5: Query (γ
(1)
t ,S

(1)
t )← ExtEvec(

Wt+W
⊤

t

2 ; δ, qt
2 ) and (γ

(2)
t ,S

(2)
t )← MaxSvec(Wt; δ,

qt
2 )

6: Let i = argmaxi∈{1,2} γ
(i)
t , and set γt ← γ

(i)
t and St ← PS

(i)
t

7: if γt ≤ 1 then # Case I

8: Set B̂t ←
{

Wt if µ > 0 (Option I)
Wt

1+δ
if µ = 0 (Option II)

and Bt ← L1B̂t + (L1 + µ)I

9: Set Gt ← 1
L1

P∇ℓt(Bt) and G̃t ← Gt

10: else # Case II

11: Set B̂t ←
{

Wt

γt
if µ > 0 (Option I)

Wt

(1+δ)γt

if µ = 0 (Option II)
and Bt ← L1B̂t + (L1 + µ)I

12: Set Gt ← 1
L1

P∇ℓt(Bt) and G̃t ← Gt +max{0,− 1
γt
〈Gt,Wt〉}St

13: end if
14: Update Wt+1 ←

√
d(Wt−ρG̃t)

max{
√
d,‖Wt−ρG̃t‖F }

# Projection onto B√
d
(0)

15: end for

PL(w−x) = w−x. Therefore, we conclude that 〈s,w−x〉 = 〈PLs1,w−x〉 = 〈s1,PL(w−x)〉 =
〈s1,w − x〉 ≥ γ1 − 1 = γ − 1.

Combining both cases, we observe that the procedure described in Lemma 4.6 indeed satisfies the
definition in Definition 4.1. This completes the proof.

If SEPC1 and SEPC2 can be computed efficiently and projecting onto L is easy, Lemma 4.6 shows
that constructing SEPC from these oracles incurs minimal overhead. This is indeed the case for our
setting, as discussed in the following sections.

4.3 Projection-free Jacobian approximation update

Next, we present our online learning algorithm for updating {Bk}k≥0. We follow the projection-free
online learning algorithm outlined in Section 4.2 and apply it to the online learning problem in
Section 4.1. Moreover, recall that B denotes the set of indices where the line search subroutine
backtracks, and we have ℓk(B) = 0 when k /∈ B. Thus, we can simply keep Bk+1 unchanged for
these iterations (cf. Line 8 in Algorithm 1). Suppose B = {k0, k1, . . . , kT−1}, where T ≤ N . With
a slight abuse of notation, in the following, we relabel the indices in B as t = 0, . . . , T − 1.

The remaining question is how to construct the approximate separation oracle, required by the
projection-free scheme and defined in Definition 4.1, for our specific set Z. To start, we consider
the nonlinear monotone equation in (1); we will further discuss the special cases in the next section.
Recall that the feasible set Z for our online learning problem in Section 4.1 is given in (44) with a
linear subspace L. In the following, we assume that the orthogonal projection matrix P associated
with the linear subspace L is given. Specifically, for a general nonlinear monotone equation, we
have L = R

d and the matrix P is simply the identity matrix. Moreover, for those special cases
discussed in Section 2.2, the linear subspace is specified at the end of Section 4.1 and we will
discuss the corresponding projection matrix in Section 4.4. Since the approximate separation
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oracle in Definition 4.1 requires the feasible set C to contain the origin, we translate and rescale B
via the transform B̂ , 1

L1
(B − (L1 + µ)I). We have the following result, which shows that after

this one-to-one correspondence, B̂ lies in a set C centered at the origin defined below.

Lemma 4.7. Recall the set Z defined in (44) and suppose that the linear subspace L satisfies I ∈ L.
Define the set C as the following:

C ,
{

B̂ ∈ R
d×d : −I � 1

2
(B̂+ B̂⊤) � I, ‖B̂‖op ≤ 3, B̂ ∈ L

}

. (52)

Let B̂ , 1
L1

(B− (L1 +µ)I). If B ∈ Z, then B̂ ∈ C. Conversely, if B̂ ∈ (1+ δ)C, then 1
2 (B+B⊤) �

(µ − L1δ)I and ‖B‖op ≤ 4L1 + µ+ 3δL1.

Proof. First, we show that B ∈ Z implies B̂ ∈ C. By the definition of B̂, we have 1
2(B̂ + B̂⊤) =

1
2L1

(B+B⊤)− L1+µ
L1

I � µ
L1

I− L1+µ
L1

I = −I. Moreover, we also have 1
2(B̂+ B̂⊤) � 1

2L1
(B+B⊤) � I.

Combining these two, we obtain that −I � 1
2(B̂ + B̂⊤) � I. Additionally, we can bound ‖B̂‖op ≤

1
L1

(‖B‖op+(L1+µ)) ≤ 3 since ‖B‖op ≤ L1 and µ ≤ L1. Finally, note that B̂ is a linear combination

of B and I. Since I ∈ L and B ∈ L, we also have B̂ ∈ L. Hence, we conclude that B̂ ∈ C.
For the other direction, assume B̂ ∈ (1+δ)C and note that B = L1B̂+(L1+µ)I. Since B̂ ∈ (1+δ)C
implies that 1

2(B̂+ B̂⊤) � −(1+ δ)I, we have 1
2(B+B⊤) � L1

2 (B̂+ B̂⊤) + (L1 + µ)I � (µ−L1δ)I.

Finally, B̂ ∈ (1+ δ)C also implies that ‖B̂‖op ≤ 3(1+ δ), and thus it holds that ‖B‖op ≤ L1‖B̂‖op+
(L1 + µ) ≤ 4L1 + µ+ 3δL1. This completes the proof.

Hence, we will work with the new set C in our online learning algorithm. Moreover, note that
we can write C = C1 ∩ C2 ∩ L, where we define C1 , {B̂ ∈ R

d×d : −I � 1
2(B̂ + B̂⊤) � I} and

C2 , {B̂ ∈ R
d×d : ‖B̂‖op ≤ 3}. By Lemma 4.6, it suffices to construct the approximate separation

oracles for C1 and C2, respectively.
The separation oracle for C1 is closely related to the problem of computing extreme eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of a symmetric matrix. Specifically, given an input matrix W ∈ R

d×d, let λmax ∈ R

and vmax ∈ R
d be the largest magnitude eigenvalue and its associated unit eigenvector of the

symmetrized matrix W̄ = 1
2(W +W⊤), respectively. We deduce that: (i) If |λmax| ≤ 1, then this

implies that −I � 1
2(W + W⊤) � I, which certifies W ∈ C. (ii) Otherwise, if |λmax| > 1, then

we set γ = |λmax| and S = sign(λmax)vmaxv
⊤
max ∈ S

d. We claim that the pair (γ,S) satisfies the
conditions in Definition 4.1. Indeed, note that −γI � 1

2(W+W⊤) � γI and thus W

γ ∈ C. Moreover,

since the matrix S is symmetric, it holds that 〈S,W〉 = 〈S,W̄〉 = sign(λmax)v
⊤
maxW̄vmax = |λmax|.

Similarly, for any B̂ ∈ C, we have 〈S, B̂〉 = 〈S, 12(B̂+B̂⊤)〉 ≤ |12v⊤
max(B̂+B̂⊤)vmax| ≤ 1. Combining

these two results, we obtain that 〈S,W− B̂〉 ≥ γ−1. Hence, we can build the separation oracle for
C1 by computing the extreme eigenvalues and eigenvectors of a given symmetric matrix. However,
computing the exact values of λmax and vmax can be costly. Therefore, we propose to employ the
randomized Lanczos method [KW92] to compute the extreme eigenvalues and the corresponding
eigenvectors inexactly. This leads to the randomized oracle, ExtEvec, defined below. We defer its
implementation details to Section 5.

Definition 4.2. The oracle ExtEvec(W; δ, q) takes W ∈ R
d×d, δ > 0, and q ∈ (0, 1) as input and

returns a scalar γ > 0 and a matrix S ∈ S
d. With probability at least 1 − q, the returned γ and S

satisfy one of the following properties::
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• Case I: γ ≤ 1, which implies that −(1 + δ)I � 1
2(W +W⊤) � (1 + δ)I;

• Case II: γ > 1, which implies that −(1 + δ)I � 1
2γ (W + W⊤) � (1 + δ)I, ‖S‖F ≤ 1 and

〈S,W − B̂〉 ≥ γ − 1 for any B̂ such that −I � 1
2 (B̂+ B̂⊤) � I.

Note that ExtEvec is an approximate separation oracle for the set C1 in the sense of Definition 4.1
(with success probability at least 1− q), and it also guarantees that ‖S‖F ≤ 1 in Case II.

For the second set C2, it turns out that it has a close relation to computing the maximum singular
value and the corresponding singular vectors of the input matrix W ∈ R

d×d. Specifically, let σmax >
0 be the maximal singular value ofW and let v,v′ ∈ R

d be the associated left and right unit singular
vectors. Since ‖B̂‖op = σmax, we can similarly deduce that: (i) If σmax ≤ 3, then this certifies that
W ∈ C2. (ii) Otherwise, if σmax > 3, then we set γ = σmax

3 and S = 1
3v

′v⊤ ∈ R
d×d. In this case,

note that ‖Wγ ‖op ≤ 3 and thus W

γ ∈ C2. Moreover, note that 〈S,W〉 = 1
3v

⊤Wv′ = σmax

3 = γ

and 〈S, B̂〉 = 1
3v

⊤B̂v′ ≤ 1
3‖B̂‖op ≤ 1 for any B̂ ∈ C2, we obtain that 〈S,W − B̂〉 ≥ γ − 1. Thus,

this demonstrates that the separation oracle for C2 can be constructed if we can compute inexactly
the maximal singular value and its associated singular vectors for a given matrix W. Similarly,
this can be efficiently implemented by using a randomized Lanczos algorithm, which underpins the
MaxSvec oracle defined below. Detailed discussions are deferred to Section 5.

Definition 4.3. The oracle MaxSvec(W; δ, q) takes W ∈ R
d×d, δ > 0, and q ∈ (0, 1) as input and

returns a scalar γ > 0 and a matrix S ∈ R
d×d. With probability at least 1 − q, the returned γ and

S satisfy one of the following properties::

• Case I: γ ≤ 1, which implies that ‖W‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ);

• Case II: γ > 1, which implies that ‖W/γ‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ), ‖S‖F ≤ 1 and 〈S,W − B̂〉 ≥ γ − 1

for any B̂ ∈ R
d×d such that ‖B̂‖op ≤ 3.

Similarly, we remark that MaxSvec is an approximate separation oracle for the set C2 in the sense
of Definition 4.1 (with success probability at least 1− q), and it also guarantees that ‖S‖F ≤ 1 in
Case II.

The oracles in Definitions 4.2 and 4.3 provide the approximate separation oracles for C1 and C2,
respectively. Using these two building blocks, we can construct the approximate separation oracle
for C by following the procedure in Lemma 4.6. By instantiating Algorithm 2, we obtain the
complete Jacobian approximation update given in Subroutine 2.

4.4 Special cases: minimization, minimax optimization, and sparse nonlinear

equations

Next, we explore the three special cases from Section 2, where ∇F exhibits additional structures.
We then discuss modifications to our online learning algorithm to enforce these structures on the
Jacobian approximation {Bk}k≥0. Specifically, these additional structures amount to choosing
different linear subspaces L in the feasible set defined in (44). Moreover, since they all satisfy the
condition that I ∈ L, by Lemma 4.7, the feasible set C in our online learning algorithm is given
by C = C1 ∩ C2 ∩ L under the transformation B̂ , 1

L1
(B − (L1 + µ)I). We have discussed the

construction of SEPC1 and SEPC2 in Section 4.3, and according to Lemma 4.6, we only need to
specify how to project onto the linear subspace L.
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Subroutine 3 LinearSolver(A, b; ρ)

1: Input: A ∈ R
d×d, b ∈ R

d, ρ > 0

2: Initialize: s0 ← 0, r0 ← b, v0 ← A⊤r0, p0 ←
{

v0 if A is non-symmetric

r0 if A is symmetric
, γ0 ← v⊤

0 p0, q0 ← v0 if A

is symmetric
3: for k = 0, . . . do
4: if ‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ‖sk‖2 then
5: Return sk
6: end if
7: When A is non-symmetric: When A is symmetric:

8: qk ← Apk

9: αk ← γk/‖qk‖2
10: sk+1 ← sk + αkpk

11: rk+1 ← rk − αkqk
12: vk+1 ← A⊤rk+1

13: γk+1 ← ‖vk+1‖2
14: βk ← γk+1/γk
15: pk+1 ← vk+1 + βkpk

8: (qk = Apk)
9: αk ← γk/‖qk‖2

10: sk+1 ← sk + αkpk

11: rk+1 ← rk − αkqk
12: vk+1 ← Ark+1

13: γk+1 ← v⊤
k+1rk+1

14: βk ← γk+1/γk
15: pk+1 ← rk+1 + βkpk

16: qk+1 = vk+1 + βkqk
17: end for

CGLS
Conjugate Residual

Minimization. Consider the minimization problem in (4). In this case, we have L = S
d, the set

of symmetric matrices. For any W ∈ R
d×d, the projection onto L can be computed as PL(W) =

1
2

(

W +W⊤). In fact, note that since the Jacobians are symmetric, the feasible set Z for our online
learning problem in Section 4.1 can be simplified as in (43). Moreover, the resulting compact set

C in (52) can be simplified as C ,
{

B̂ ∈ S
d : −I � B̂ � I

}

. Therefore, the approximate separation

oracle for C can be directly given by ExtEvec in Definition 4.2 without relying on Lemma 4.6.

Minimax optimization. In this case, we have L = {B̂ ∈ R
d×d : JB̂ = B̂⊤J}, i.e, the set of

J-symmetric matrices. For any W ∈ R
d×d, the projection onto the set of J-symmetric matrices

can be easily computed as PL(W) = 1
2 (W + JW⊤J).

Sparse nonlinear equations. In this case, we have L = {B ∈ R
d×d : [B]ij = 0, ∀(i, j) /∈ Ω, i 6= j}.

Given an input matrix W, the projection onto L corresponds to “zeroing out” the entries of W that
are not in Ω. Formally, we have PL(W) = W̃, where the matrix W̃ is defined as [W̃]ij = [W]ij
for (i, j) ∈ Ω or i = j, and [W̃]ij = 0 otherwise.

5 Implementation details of the oracles

By now, we have fully described our proposed QNPE method in Algorithm 1, except for the
LinearSolver oracle, which is required in Subroutine 1, and the ExtEvec and MaxSvec oracles, which
are required in Subroutine 2. In this section, we close these gaps and fully discuss the implementa-
tion details of these oracles.

The LinearSolver oracle. We first present an implementation of the LinearSolver oracle in Def-
inition 3.1. At a high level, we propose to run a conjugate gradient-type method to solve the
linear system As = b with the initialization s0 = 0, and we return the iterate sk once it satisfies
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‖Ask−b‖ ≤ ρ‖sk‖. The specific algorithm we choose depends on whether the input matrixA is sym-
metric or not. Specifically, when A is non-symmetric, we adopt the CGLS method [HS+52; PS82],
which is analytically equivalent to applying the conjugate gradient method to the normal equation
A⊤As = A⊤b under exact arithmetic, but is more numerically efficient. On the other hand, when
A is symmetric, we use the conjugate residual method [Sti55; Saa03], which is designed to minimize
the norm of the residual vector rk = b −Ask over the Krylov subspace span{b,Ab, . . . ,Ak−1b}.
For completeness, the full algorithm is shown in Subroutine 3. We also remark that in the conju-
gate residual method, the relation qk = Apk holds, but the matrix-vector product is not computed
explicitly. Instead, in Line 16 we compute qk+1 directly from vk+1 and qk, without an additional
matrix-vector product (noting that vk+1 = Ark+1, qk = Apk, and pk+1 = rk+1 + βkpk). Thus,
we observe that LinearSolver requires at most two matrix-vector products per iteration when A is
non-symmetric, and only one when A is symmetric.

The ExtEvec oracle. Next, we discuss implementing the ExtEvec oracle in Definitions 4.2. As we
mentioned in Section 4.3, it is closely related to computing inexactly the extreme eigenvectors and
the extreme eigenvalues of a given matrix. Thus, we build this oracle based on the classical Lanczos
method with a random start, where the initial vector is chosen randomly and uniformly from the
unit sphere (see, e.g., [Saa11; YTFUC21].) To begin with, we recall a classical result in [KW92] on
the convergence behavior of the Lanczos method.

Proposition 5.1 ([KW92, Theorem 4.2]). Consider a symmetric matrix W and let λ1(W) and
λd(W) denote its largest and smallest eigenvalues, respectively. Then after k iterations of the
Lanczos method with a random start, we find unit vectors u(1) and u(d) such that

P(〈Wu(1),u(1)〉 ≤ λ1(W) − ǫ(λ1(W) − λd(W))) ≤ 1.648
√
de−

√
ǫ(2k−1),

P(〈Wu(d),u(d)〉 ≥ λd(W) + ǫ(λ1(W) − λd(W))) ≤ 1.648
√
de−

√
ǫ(2k−1),

As a corollary, to ensure that, with probability at least 1− q, 〈Wu(1),u(1)〉 > λ1(W)− ǫ(λ1(W)−
λd(W)) and 〈Wu(d),u(d)〉 < λn(W)+ ǫ(λ1(W)−λd(W)), the number of iterations can be bounded
by ⌈14ǫ−1/2 log(11d

q2
) + 1

2⌉.

Now we are ready to describe our procedure detailed in Subroutine 4. Specifically, given the input
matrix W ∈ R

d×d, we compute the symmetrized matrix W̄ = 1
2(W +W⊤) and run the Lanczos

method for N = ⌈14
√

2(1 + 1
δ ) log(

11d
q2 ) + 1

2⌉ iterations. This yields approximate unit eigenvectors

u(1) and u(d), which correspond to the largest and the smallest eigenvalues of W̄, respectively.
Moreover, we define λ̂1 = 〈W̄u(1),u(1)〉 and λ̂d = 〈W̄u(d),u(d)〉 as the approximate largest and
smallest eigenvalues of W̄, respectively. Then we set γ = max{λ̂1, λ̂d}. To construct the output
pair (γ,S) satisfying the conditions in Definition 4.2, we distinguish two cases depending on the
value of γ. In Case I where γ ≤ 1, we return γ and set S = 0. Otherwise, in Case II where γ > 1,
we return γ along with the rank-one matrix S given by

S =

{

u(1)(u(1))⊤, if λ̂1 ≥ −λ̂d;

−u(d)(u(d))⊤, otherwise.

In the following lemma, we prove the correctness of Subroutine 4.

Lemma 5.2. Let γ and S be the output of ExtEvec(W; δ, q) in Subroutine 4. Then with probability
at least 1− q, they satisfy one of the properties given in Definition 4.2.
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Subroutine 4 ExtEvec(W; δ, q)

1: Input: W ∈ R
d×d, δ > 0, q ∈ (0, 1)

2: Initialize: sample v1 ∈ R
d uniformly from the unit sphere, β1 ← 0, v0 ← 0

3: Set W̄← 1
2 (W +W⊤) and set the number of iterations N ←

⌈

1
4

√

2(1 + 1
δ
) log(11d

q2
) + 1

2⌉
4: for k = 1, . . . , N do
5: Set wk ← W̄vk − βkvk−1

6: Set αk ← 〈wk,vk〉 and wk ← wk − αkvk

7: Set βk+1 ← ‖wk‖ and vk+1 ← wk/βk+1

8: end for
9: Form a tridiagonal matrix T← tridiag(β2:N , α1:N , β2:N )

10: # Use the tridiagonal structure to compute eigenvectors of T
11: Compute (λ̂1, z

(1))← MaxEvec(T) and (λ̂d, z
(d))← MinEvec(T)

12: Set u(1) ←∑N
k=1 z

(1)
k vk and u(d) ←∑N

k=1 z
(d)
k vk

13: Set γ ← max{λ̂1,−λ̂d}
14: if γ ≤ 1 then
15: Return γ and S = 0 # Case I: γ ≤ 1, which implies ‖W‖op ≤ 1 + δ

16: else if λ̂1 ≥ −λ̂d then
17: Return γ and S = u(1)(u(1))⊤ # Case II: γ > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane
18: else
19: Return γ and S = −u(d)(u(d))⊤ # Case II: γ > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane
20: end if

Lanczos method

Proof. Note that in Subroutine 4, we run the Lanczos method for
⌈

1
4ǫ

−1/2 log 11d
q2

+ 1
2

⌉

iterations,

where ǫ = δ
2(1+δ) . Thus, by Proposition 5.1, with probability at least 1− q we have

λ̂1 , 〈W̄u(1),u(1)〉 ≥ λ1(W̄)− δ

2(1 + δ)
(λ1(W̄)− λd(W̄)), (53)

λ̂d , 〈W̄u(d),u(d)〉 ≤ λd(W̄) +
δ

2(1 + δ)
(λ1(W̄)− λd(W̄)). (54)

Combining (53) and (54), we obtain λ1(W̄)−λd(W̄)
1+δ ≤ λ̂1 − λ̂d, which further implies that λ1(W̄)−

λd(W̄) ≤ (1 + δ)(λ̂1 − λ̂d). By plugging the above inequality back into (53) and (54), we further
have

λ1(W̄) ≤ λ̂1 +
δ

2(1 + δ)
(λ1(W̄)− λd(W̄)) ≤ λ̂1 +

δ

2
(λ̂1 − λ̂d), (55)

λd(W̄) ≥ λ̂d −
δ

2(1 + δ)
(λ1(W̄)− λd(W̄)) ≥ λ̂d −

δ

2
(λ̂1 − λ̂d). (56)

Recall that γ = max{λ̂1,−λ̂d}. By (55) and (56), we can further bound the eigenvalues of W̄ by

λ1(W̄) ≤ γ +
δ

2
· 2γ = (1 + δ)γ and λd(W̄) ≥ −γ − δ

2
· 2γ = −(1 + δ)γ. (57)

Hence, we can see that −(1 + δ)γI � W̄ = 1
2(W + W⊤) � (1 + δ)γI. Now we distinguish three

cases.

(a) If γ ≤ 1, then we are in Case I and the ExtEvec oracle outputs γ and S = 0. In this case, we
indeed have −(1 + δ)I � 1

2 (W +W⊤) � (1 + δ)I.
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(b) If γ > 1 and λ̂1 ≥ −λ̂d, then we are in Case II and the ExtEvec oracle returns γ and
S = u(1)(u(1))⊤. In this case, since max{λ1(W̄),−λd(W̄)} ≤ γ(1 + δ), we have −(1 + δ)I �
1
2γ (W + W⊤) � (1 + δ)I. Also, since u(1) is a unit vector, we have ‖S‖F = ‖u(1)‖2 = 1.

Finally, for any B̂ such that −I � 1
2(B̂+B̂⊤) � I, we have 〈S,W−B̂〉 = u⊤

1 Wu1−u⊤
1 B̂u1 =

u⊤
1 W̄u1 − 1

2u
⊤
1 (B̂ + B̂⊤)u1 ≥ λ̂1 − 1 = γ − 1. Thus, γ and S satisfy all the properties in

Case II.

(c) If γ > 1 and −λ̂d ≥ λ̂1, then we are also in Case II and the ExtEvec oracle returns γ and
S = −u(d)(u(d))⊤. The rest follows similarly to the case above.

This completes the proof.

Finally, note that the Lanczos method computes one matrix-vector product in each iteration. Thus,

we conclude that ExtEvec(W; δ, q) requires O
(
√

1 + 1
δ log(

d
q2 )
)

matrix-vector products in total.

The MaxSvec oracle. Finally, we discuss the implementation of MaxSvec in Definition 4.3. As we
noted in Section 4, this oracle has a close connection to the problem of computing the maximal
singular value and its associated left and right singular vectors of a given matrix. Our key observa-
tion is the following fact, which converts a singular value problem for a non-symmetric matrix into
an eigenvalue problem for a symmetric matrix.

Lemma 5.3 ([GV13, Section 8.6.1]). Let W ∈ R
d×d be an arbitrary matrix. Define the augmented

matrix W̃ by

W̃ =

[

0 W
W⊤ 0

]

∈ S
2d. (58)

• Let λ1(W̃) and λ2d(W̃) denote its largest and smallest eigenvalues, respectively. Then λ1(W̃)
is the maximal singular value of W and λ2d(W̃) = −λ1(W̃).

• Let ṽ ∈ R
2d denote the eigenvector associated with λ1(W̃) and partition it as ṽ = (v,v′),

where v,v′ ∈ R
d. Then v and v′ are the left and right singular vectors associated with the

maximal singular value of W, respectively.

In light of Lemma 5.3, to construct the MaxSvec oracle, we can similarly apply the Lanczos method
with a random start to compute inexactly the extreme eigenvectors and the extreme eigenvalues
of the augmented matrix in (58). The procedure is detailed in Subroutine 5, and in the following
lemma we prove its correctness.

Lemma 5.4. Let γ and S be the output of MaxSvec(W; δ, q) in Subroutine 5. Then with probability
at least 1− q, they satisfy the properties in Definition 4.3.

Proof. Note that in Subroutine 5, we run the Lanczos method for
⌈

1
4ǫ

−1/2 log 22d
q2 + 1

2

⌉

iterations,

where ǫ = δ
2(1+δ) . Thus, by Proposition 5.1, with probability at least 1 − q we can find a unit

vector ṽ ∈ R
2d such that λ̃1 , 〈W̃ṽ, ṽ〉 ≥ λ1(W̃)− δ

2(1+δ) (λ1(W̃)−λ2d(W̃)), Moreover, notice that

λ2d(W̃) = −λ1(W̃) by Lemma 5.3. Hence, the above further implies that λ̃1 ≥ 1
1+δλ1(W̃), which

is equivalent to λ1(W̃) ≤ (1 + δ)λ̃. Moreover, note that λ1(W̃) = ‖W‖op and γ = λ̃1/3. Hence,
the above is further equivalent to ‖W‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ)γ. Now we distinguish two cases.
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Subroutine 5 MaxSvec(W; δ, q)

1: Input: W ∈ R
d×d, δ > 0, q ∈ (0, 1)

2: Set W̃←
[

0 W
W⊤ 0

]

∈ S
2d and the number of iterations N ←

⌈

1
4

√

2(1 + 1
δ
) log 22d

q2
+ 1

2

⌉

3: Compute approximate largest eigenvalue λ̃1 and its eigenvector ṽ ∈ R
2d, by running the Lanczos method

on W̃ for N iterations # See Subroutine 4
4: Partition ṽ as ṽ = [v,v′] where v,v′ ∈ R

d

5: Set γ ← λ̃1/3
6: if γ ≤ 1 then
7: Return γ and S = 0 # Case I: γ ≤ 1, which implies ‖W‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ)
8: else
9: Return γ and S = 2

3v
′v⊤ ∈ R

d×d # Case II: γ > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane
10: end if

(a) If γ ≤ 1, then we are in Case I and the MaxSvec oracle outputs γ and S = 0. In this case,
we indeed have ‖W‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ)γ ≤ 3(1 + δ).

(b) If γ > 1, then we are in Case II and the MaxSvec oracle returns γ and S = 2
3v

′v⊤. In
this case, since ‖W‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ)γ, we have ‖W/γ‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ). Also, since ṽ is a unit
vector, we have ‖S‖F = 2

3‖v‖‖v′‖ ≤ 1
3(‖v‖2 + ‖v′‖2) = 1

3‖ṽ‖2 = 1
3 . Finally, it holds that

〈S,W〉 = 2
3v

⊤Wv′ = 1
3 ṽ

⊤W̃ṽ = λ̃1

3 = γ. Moreover, for any B̂ such that ‖B̂‖op ≤ 3, we

have 〈S, B̂〉 = 2
3v

⊤B̂v′ ≤ 2
3‖v‖‖B‖op‖v′‖ ≤ 2‖v′‖‖v‖ ≤ ‖v‖2 + ‖v′‖2 = 1. Hence, we obtain

〈S,W − B̂〉 ≥ γ − 1. This shows that γ and S satisfy all the properties in Case II.

This completes the proof.

Finally, similar to the ExtEvec oracle, we note that MaxSvec(W; δ, q) requires O
(
√

1 + 1
δ log(

d
q2 )
)

matrix-vector products in total.

6 Convergence rates and complexity analysis of QNPE

So far, we described our proposed QNPE method in Algorithm 1 and discussed how the step
size ηk is selected by Subroutine 1 and the Jacobian approximation Bk is updated according to
Subroutine 2. Moreover, we discussed the required LinearSolver, ExtEvec and MaxSvec oracles in
Subroutines 3, 4, and 5, respectively. Next, we will establish the convergence rate and characterize
the computational cost of QNPE for the strongly monotone setting (Section 6.1) and the monotone
setting (Section 6.2).

6.1 Strongly monotone setting

6.1.1 Convergence rate analysis

In this section, we present our main convergence result when F is strongly monotone.

Theorem 6.1. Suppose Assumptions 1.a, 2.2 and 2.3 hold. Let {zk} and {ẑk} be the iterates
generated by Algorithm 1 using the line search scheme in Subroutine 1, where α1, α2 ∈ (0, 12),
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β ∈ (0, 1), and σ0 ≥ α2β
7.5L1

. In addition, the Jacobian approximation matrices are updated in

Subroutine 2 with Option I, where ρ = 1
121 , δt =

µ
2L1

, and qt =
p

2.5(t+1) log2(t+1)
for t ≥ 1. With

probability at least 1− p, the following holds:

(a) (Linear convergence) For any k ≥ 0, we have
‖zk+1−z∗‖2
‖zk−z∗‖2 ≤

(

1 + 4α2βµ
15L1

)−1
.

(b) (Superlinear convergence) We have limk→∞
‖zk+1−z∗‖2
‖zk−z∗‖2 = 0. Furthermore, define the absolute

constant C and the quantity M by

C =
(1 + α1)

2

2(1− α1)2β2(1− (α1 + α2))
, (59)

M =
121‖B0 −∇2f(z∗)‖2F

L2
1

+

(

C + 2 +
15L1

2α2βµ

)

L2
2‖z0 − z∗‖2

L2
1

. (60)

Then for any k ≥ 0, we have

‖zk − z∗‖2
‖z0 − z∗‖2 ≤

(

1 +
(1− β)α2βµ

L1
min

{

2

15
k,

√

k

M

})−k

.

Theorem 6.1 presents two global convergence rates for QNPE. Specifically, Part (a) shows that
it converges linearly and matches the rate of EG, leading to a complexity bound of O(L1

µ log 1
ǫ ).

According to the lower bound results [NY83; ZHZ22], this complexity bound is optimal up to
constants in the regime where the number of iterations k is O(d). Additionally, Part (b) shows

an explicit superlinear rate of (1 + µ
L1

√

k
M )k, where M = O( 1

L2
1

‖B0 −∇F (z∗)‖2F +
L2
2

L1µ
‖z0 − z∗‖2).

This rate outperforms the linear rate in Part (a) when k ≥ M . By Lemma 2.1, it holds that
‖B0 − ∇F (z∗)‖2 ≤ L2

1d, and thus in the worst case M = O(d). Therefore, after at most O(d)
iterations, our convergence rate is provably faster than the linear rate by EG. To the best of our
knowledge, our result is the first to show any acceleration of a quasi-Newton method compared
with EG in the regime where k = Ω(d).

Now we move to the proof of Theorem 6.1. First of all, by using a simple union bound, we
can show that the ExtEvec and MaxSvec oracles used in Subroutine 2 are successful in all rounds
with probability at least 1 − p. Specifically, since both oracles have a failure probability of qt

2 =
p

5(t+1) log2(t+1)
in the t-th round, we can use the union bound to upper bound the total failure

probability by

T−1
∑

t=1

qt ≤
p

2.5

∞
∑

t=2

1

t log2 t
≤ p

2.5

(

1

2 log2 2
+

∫ +∞

2

1

t log2 t
dt

)

≤ p.

Thus, throughout the proof, we assume every call of ExtEvec and MaxSvec is successful.

Proof of Theorem 6.1(a). We first prove the linear convergence rate in (a). To begin with, note
that Subroutine 2 with Option I guarantees that B̂k ∈ (1+ µ

2L1
)C by Lemma 4.5. As a corollary of

Lemma 4.7, we have the following result showing the boundedness of the Jacobian approximation
matrix Bk.

Corollary 6.2. Let δt =
µ

2L1
for all t ≥ 0. Then for any k ≥ 0, we have 1

2 (Bk + B⊤
k ) �

µ
2 I and

‖Bk‖op ≤ 6.5L1.
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Combining this with Lemma 4.3, we obtain the following universal lower bound on the step size ηk.

Lemma 6.3. In Subroutine 1, choose σ0 ≥ α2β
7.5L1

. For any k ≥ 0, we have ηk ≥ α2β
7.5L1

.

Proof. Recall that B = {k : ηk < σk}. We first establish that ηk ≥ α2β
7.5L1

for k ∈ B. To see this,
suppose k ∈ B and recall from Lemma 4.3 that

ηk >
α2β‖z̃k − zk‖

‖F (z̃k)− F (zk)−Bk(z̃k − zk)‖
. (61)

Moreover, by using the triangle inequality, we have ‖F (z̃k) − F (zk) − Bk(z̃k − zk)‖ ≤ ‖F (z̃k) −
F (zk)‖ + ‖Bk(z̃k − zk)‖. By using Assumption 2.2, we have ‖F (z̃k) − F (zk)‖ ≤ L1‖z̃k − zk‖.
Moreover, since ‖Bk‖op ≤ 6.5L1 by Corollary 6.2, we also get ‖Bk(z̃k −zk)‖ ≤ 6.5‖z̃k −zk‖. Thus,
this implies that ‖F (z̃k) − F (zk)− Bk(z̃k − zk)‖ ≤ 7.5‖z̃k − zk‖, which leads to ηk > α2β

7.5L1
from

(61).

Now we can prove that ηk ≥ α2β
7.5L1

for all k ≥ 0 by induction. To show that this holds for k = 0,

we distinguish two cases. If 0 /∈ B, then we have η0 = σ0 > α2β
7.5L1

by our choice of σ0. Otherwise,
if 0 ∈ B, then it directly follows from our result in the previous paragraph. Moreover, assume
that ηl−1 ≥ α2β

7.5L1
where l ≥ 1. Similarly, we again distinguish two cases: if l /∈ B, then we have

ηl = σl =
ηl−1

β > α2

7.5L1
> α2β

7.5L1
; otherwise, if l ∈ B, it follows from the result above that ηl ≥ α2β

7.5L1
.

This completes the induction.

In light of Lemma 6.3, it follows from Proposition 4.2(a) that ‖zk+1 − z∗‖2 ≤ ‖zk − z∗‖2(1 +

2ηkµ)
−1 ≤ ‖zk − z∗‖2

(

1 + 4α2βµ
15L1

)−1
. This proves the linear convergence result in (a).

Next, we prove the superlinear convergence rate in (b). Our starting point is the observations in
(36) and (38), which demonstrate that it is sufficient to prove an upper bound on the cumulative
loss

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk). Moreover, since ℓk(Bk) = 0 when k /∈ B by the definition in (42), it is equivalent

to bounding the sum
∑

k∈B ℓk(Bk). Recall that we relabel the indices in B by t = 0, . . . , T − 1 with
T ≤ N .

Proof of Theorem 6.1(b). We consider the following three steps.

Step 1: Using regret analysis, we bound the cumulative loss
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Bt) incurred by our online
learning algorithm in Subroutine 2. To begin with, we present the following lemma showing a self-
bounding property of the loss function ℓt. It is similar to the standard inequality 1

2L1
‖∇g(x)‖2 ≤

g(x)− g∗ for a L1-smooth function g, where g∗ denotes the minimum of g. This will be the key to
proving a constant upper bound on the cumulative loss incurred by Subroutine 2.

Lemma 6.4. Recall the loss function ℓk defined in (42). For k ∈ B, we have

∇ℓk(B) = −2(uk −Bsk)s
T

k

‖sk‖2
. (62)

Moreover, for any B ∈ R
d×d, it holds that

‖∇ℓk(B)‖F ≤ ‖∇ℓk(B)‖∗ = 2
√

ℓk(B), (63)

where ‖ · ‖F and ‖ · ‖∗ denote the Frobenius norm and the nuclear norm, respectively.
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Proof. The expression in (62) follows from the direct calculation. The first inequality in (63) follows
from the fact that ‖A‖F ≤ ‖A‖∗ for any matrix A ∈ R

d×d. For the equality, note that

‖∇ℓk(B)‖∗ =
2

‖sk‖2
‖uk −Bsk‖‖sk‖ =

2‖uk −Bsk‖
‖sk‖

= 2
√

ℓk(B),

where we used the fact that the rank-one matrix ab⊤ has only one nonzero singular value ‖a‖‖b‖.

In particular, by exploiting the self-bounding property of the loss function ℓt, we prove a “small-loss
bound” [SST10] in the following lemma, where the cumulative loss of the learner is bounded by
that of a fixed action in the competitor set.

Lemma 6.5. In Subroutine 2, choose Option I with ρ = 1
121 and δ = µ

2L1
. For any H ∈ Z, we

have
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Bt) ≤ 121‖B0 −H‖2F + 2
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(H).

Proof. Recall that Z is contained in the linear subspace L (see (44)) and P denotes the orthogonal
projection matrix associated with L. By letting xt = B̂t, u = Ĥ , 1

L1
(H− (L1 + µ)I), gt = Gt ,

1
L1

P∇ℓt(Bt), g̃t = G̃t, wt = Wt in Lemma 4.5, we obtain:

(i) B̂t ∈ (1 + δ)C, which means ‖B̂t‖op ≤ 3(1 + δ) ≤ 4.5 since δ = µ
2L1
≤ 1

2 .

(ii) It holds that

〈Gt, B̂t − Ĥ〉 ≤ 1

2ρ
‖Wt − Ĥ‖2F −

1

2ρ
‖Wt+1 − Ĥ‖2F +

ρ

2
‖G̃t‖2F , (64)

‖G̃t‖F ≤ ‖Gt‖F + |〈Gt, B̂t〉|‖St‖F . (65)

First, note that ‖St‖F ≤ 1 by Definition 4.2 and |〈Gt, B̂t〉| ≤ ‖Gt‖∗‖B̂t‖op ≤ 4.5‖Gt‖∗. Together
with (65), we get

‖G̃t‖F ≤ ‖Gt‖F + 4.5‖Gt‖∗ ≤ 5.5‖Gt‖∗ ≤
5.5

L1
‖∇ℓt(Bt)‖∗ ≤

11

L1

√

ℓt(Bt), (66)

where we used Gt =
1
L1

P∇ℓt(Bt) and Lemma 6.4 in the last inequality. Furthermore, since ℓt is
convex and Bt,H ∈ L, we have

ℓt(Bt)− ℓt(H)≤〈∇ℓt(Bt),Bt −H〉=〈∇ℓt(Bt),P (Bt −H)〉=L2
1〈Gt, B̂t − Ĥ〉, (67)

where we usedGt =
1
L1

P∇ℓt(Bt), B̂t ,
1
L1

(Bt−(L1 + µ)I), and Ĥ , 1
L1

(H−(L1 + µ)I). Therefore,
by (64) and (66) we get

ℓt(Bt)− ℓt(H) ≤ L2
1

2ρ
‖Wt − Ĥ‖2F −

L2
1

2ρ
‖Wt+1 − Ĥ‖2F +

ρL2
1

2
‖G̃t‖2F

≤ L2
1

2ρ
‖Wt − Ĥ‖2F −

L2
1

2ρ
‖Wt+1 − Ĥ‖2F + 60.5ρℓt(Bt).

Since ρ = 1
121 , by rearranging and simplifying terms in the above inequality, we obtain ℓt(Bt) ≤

2ℓt(H) + 121L2
1‖Wt − Ĥ‖2F − 121L2

1‖Wt+1 − Ĥ‖2F . By summing the above inequality from t = 0
to T − 1, we further have

T−1
∑

t=0

ℓt(Bt) ≤ 121L2
1‖W0 − Ĥ‖2F + 2

T−1
∑

t=0

ℓt(H) = 121‖B0 −H‖2F + 2

T−1
∑

t=0

ℓt(H),
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where the last equality is due to W0 , 1
L1

(B0 − (L1 + µ)I) and Ĥ , 1
L1

(H − (L1 + µ)I). This
completes the proof.

Note that in Lemma 6.5, we have the freedom to choose any competitor H in the set Z. To further
obtain an explicit bound, a natural choice would be H∗ , ∇F (z∗), which leads to our next step.

Step 2: We upper bound the cumulative loss
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(H
∗). The proof relies crucially on Assump-

tion 2.3 as well as the linear convergence result we proved in (a). To begin with, we prove the
following useful lemma.

Lemma 6.6. If Assumption 1.a holds, then
∑N−1

k=0 ‖ẑk−zk‖2 ≤ 1
1−(α1+α2)

‖z0−z∗‖2.

Proof. Recall the inequality (28) in the proof of Proposition 4.2. Since 1
2‖zk+1−z∗‖2≤ 1+2ηkµ

2 ‖zk+1−
z∗‖2, we can further derive that

1− α1 − α2

2
(‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2) ≤

1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 − 1

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2. (68)

Since α1 + α2 < 1, we further have 1−α1−α2

2 ‖ẑk − zk‖2 ≤ 1−α1−α2

2 (‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2) ≤
1
2‖zk − z∗‖2 − 1

2‖zk+1 − z∗‖2. By summing the above inequality from k = 0 to k = N − 1, we
obtain that

1− α1 − α2

2

N−1
∑

k=0

‖ẑk − zk‖2 ≤
1

2
‖z0 − z∗‖2 − 1

2
‖zN − z∗‖2 ≤ 1

2
‖z0 − z∗‖2.

Thus, we arrive at Lemma 6.6 by dividing both sides by 1−α1−α2

2 .

With the help of Lemma 6.6, we are ready to upper bound
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(H
∗).

Lemma 6.7. Recall the constant C defined in (59). Then
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(H
∗) ≤

(

C + 2 + 15L1

2α2βµ

)

L2
2‖z0−

z∗‖2.

Proof. Recall the definition of ℓt in (42). By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we can write
ut = F (z̃t)− F (zt) = H̄t(z̃t − zt), where H̄t =

∫ 1
0 ∇F (zt + λst) dλ. Moreover, using the triangle

inequality, we have

‖H̄t −H∗‖op ≤
∫ 1

0
‖∇F (zt + λst)−∇F (z∗)‖op dλ

≤ L2

∫ 1

0
‖zt − λst + z∗‖ dλ

≤ L2

∫ 1

0
(‖zt − z∗‖+ λ‖st‖) dλ = L2

(

‖zt − z∗‖+ 1

2
‖st‖

)

,

where we used Assumption 2.3 in the second inequality. Therefore, we have ‖ut−H∗st‖ = ‖(H̄t−
H∗)st‖ ≤ ‖H̄t −H∗‖op‖st‖ ≤ L2‖st‖

(

‖zt − z∗‖+ 1
2‖st‖

)

. This further implies that

T−1
∑

t=0

ℓt(H
∗) =

T−1
∑

t=0

‖ut −H∗st‖2
‖st‖2

≤ L2
2

T−1
∑

t=0

(

‖zt − z∗‖+ 1

2
‖st‖

)2

≤ L2
2

2

T−1
∑

t=0

‖st‖2 + 2L2
2

T−1
∑

t=0

‖zt − z∗‖2. (69)
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Note that by our notation, we have
∑T−1

t=0 ‖st‖2 =
∑

k∈B ‖sk‖2 =
∑

k∈B ‖z̃k−zk‖2 and
∑T−1

t=0 ‖zt−
z∗‖2 =

∑

k∈B ‖zk − z∗‖2. To bound the first sum
∑

k∈B ‖z̃k − zk‖2, we use the last result in
Lemma 4.3 and the inequality in Lemma 6.6 to get

∑

k∈B
‖z̃k − zk‖2 ≤

(1 + α1)
2

β2(1− α1)2

∑

k∈B
‖ẑk − zk‖2 ≤

(1 + α1)
2

β2(1− α1)2

N−1
∑

k=0

‖ẑk − zk‖2

≤ (1 + α1)
2‖z0 − z∗‖2

(1− α1)2β2(1− (α1 + α2))
= 2C‖z0 − z∗‖2.

(70)

To bound the second sum
∑

k∈B ‖zk − z∗‖2, we use the linear convergence result in Part (a) of
Theorem 6.1:

∑

k∈B
‖zk − z∗‖2 ≤

N−1
∑

k=0

‖zk − z∗‖2 ≤ ‖z0 − z∗‖2
N−1
∑

k=0

(

1 +
4α2βµ

15L1

)−k

≤ ‖z0 − z∗‖2
(

1 +
15L1

4α2βµ

)

.

(71)

Lemma 6.7 follows immediately from (69), (70), and (71).

Step 3: Combining Lemmas 6.7 and 6.5, we obtain a constant upper bound on the cumulative

loss as
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Bt) ≤ 121‖B0−H∗‖2F +
(

C + 2 + 15L1

2α2βµ

)

L2
2‖z0−z∗‖2 = L2

1M , where we used the

definition of M in (60). Together with the fact that σ0 ≥ α2β
7.5L1

, it follows from Lemma 4.4 that

k−1
∑

i=0

1

ηi
≤ 7.5L1

(1− β)α2β
+

L1

√
kM

(1− β)α2β
≤ 2L1 max{7.5,

√
kM}

(1− β)α2β
.

This leads to the superlinear convergence result in (b) by Proposition 4.2 and the observation in
(36).

6.1.2 Characterizing the computational cost

In the following theorem, we characterize the number of operator evaluations required by our QNPE
method.

Theorem 6.8 (Operator evaluaiton complexity). After N iterations, QNPE requires at most 3N +
log1/β(

7.5σ0L1

α2
) total operator evaluations.

Proof. Let lk denote the number of line search steps in iteration k. We first note that ηk = σkβ
lk−1

by our line search subroutine, which implies lk = log1/β(σk/ηk)+ 1. Thus, the total number of line
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search steps after N iterations can be bounded by

N−1
∑

k=0

lk =

N−1
∑

k=0

(

log1/β
σk
ηk

+ 1

)

= N + log1/β
σ0
η0

+

N−1
∑

k=1

log1/β
σk
ηk

= N + log1/β
σ0
η0

+
N−1
∑

k=1

log1/β
ηk−1

βηk
(72)

= 2N − 1 + log1/β
σ0
η0

+

N−1
∑

k=1

log1/β
ηk−1

ηk

= 2N − 1 + log1/β
σ0

ηN−1
, (73)

where we used the fact that σk = ηk−1/β for k ≥ 1 in (72). Since we have ηN−1 ≥ α2β
7.5L1

by

Lemma 6.3, we further have
∑N−1

k=0 lk ≤ 2N − 1 + log1/β(
7.5σ0L1

α2
) from (73). Note that each line

search step consists of one operator evaluation. Additionally, in each iteration of Algorithm 1, we
also need to evaluate F (zk). Thus, we conclude that the total number of gradient evaluations is
bounded by 3N + log1/β(

7.5σ0L1

α2
).

Theorem 6.8 shows that the total number of operator evaluations is upper bounded by 3N +
O(log(σ0L1)). Thus, when N is sufficiently large, the average number of operator evaluations per
iteration can be bounded by a constant close to 3.

In the next theorem, we further characterize the total number of matrix-vector products required
in the subroutines.

Theorem 6.9 (Matrix-vector product complexity). Let Nǫ denote the minimum number of itera-
tions required by Algorithm 1 to find an ǫ-accurate solution according to Theorem 6.1.

(a) For Problems (1) and (5), QNPE requires O
(

Nǫ
L1

µ log
(

L1‖z0−z∗‖2
µǫ

))

matrix-vector products

for LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires O(Nǫ

√

L1

µ log(dN
2
ǫ

p2
)) matrix-vector products for ExtEvec

and MaxSvec.

(b) For Problem (4), QNPE requires O
(

Nǫ

√

L1

µ log
(

L1‖z0−z∗‖2
µǫ

))

matrix-vector products for

LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires computing O(Nǫ

√

L1

µ log(dN
2
ǫ

p2
)) matrix-vector products for

ExtEvec.

For the nonlinear equation in (1) and the minimax problem in (5), Theorem 6.9(a) demonstrates
that the total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by Õ(L1

µ Nǫ), ignoring logarithmic
factors. Moreover, for the minimization problem in (4), Theorem 6.9(b) shows that the dependence

on the condition number can be further improved from L1

µ to
√

L1

µ .

To prove Theorem 6.9, we first present the following proposition regarding the convergence of
Subroutine 3.

Proposition 6.10. Let {sk}k≥0 and {rk}k≥0 be generated by Subroutine 3. Then the following
holds:
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(a) If A is non-symmetric, define κ(A) =
√

λmax(A⊤A)
λmin(A⊤A)

and we have ‖rk‖ ≤ 2
(

κ(A)−1
κ(A)+1

)k
‖r0‖. If

A is symmetric, define κ(A) = λmax(A)
λmin(A) and we have ‖rk‖ ≤ 2

(√
κ(A)−1√
κ(A)+1

)k

‖r0‖.

(b) We have ‖sk‖ > ‖sk−1‖ for all k ≥ 1.

Proof. When A is non-symmetric, Subroutine 3 employs the CGLS method. See [Bjö96, Chapter
7.4.2] for the proof of (a) and [Ste83, Theorem 2.1] for the proof of (b). When A is symmetric,
Subroutine 3 employs the conjugate residual method. See [Gre97, Section 3.1] for the proof of Part
(a) and [Fon11, Theorem 2.1.6] for the proof of Part (b).

As a corollary of Proposition 6.10, we can upper bound the total number of matrix-vector products
when Subroutine 3 returns for given inputs A, b, and ρ.

Lemma 6.11. Given the inputs A ∈ R
d×d, b ∈ R

d, and ρ > 0. When Subroutine 3 returns, the

total number of matrix-vector product evaluations can be bounded by 2κ(A) log

(

2λmax(A⊤A)

ρ
√

λmin(A⊤A)

)

if

A is non-symmetric, and
√

κ(A) log
(

2λmax(A)
ρ

)

if A is symmetric.

Proof. We first consider the case where A is non-symmetric. From the update rule of Subroutine 3,

we can compute that s1 =
‖A⊤b‖2
‖AA⊤b‖2A

⊤b, which implies that

‖s1‖ =
‖A⊤b‖3
‖AA⊤b‖2 ≥

‖A⊤b‖
λmax(AA⊤)

≥
√

λmin(AA⊤)‖b‖
λmax(AA⊤)

=

√

λmin(AA⊤)‖r0‖
λmax(AA⊤)

.

Since ‖sk‖ is strictly increasing (cf. Proposition 6.10(b)), we have ‖sk‖ ≥ ‖s1‖ =
√

λmin(AA⊤)‖r0‖
λmax(AA⊤)

for any k ≥ 1. Thus, if ‖rk‖ ≤ ρ

√
λmin(AA⊤)‖r0‖
λmax(AA⊤)

, we obtain that ‖rk‖ ≤ ρ
√

λmin(AA⊤)‖r0‖
λmax(AA⊤)

≤ ρ‖sk‖2.
Moreover, using Proposition 6.10, we obtain that ‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ‖sk‖2 if

2

(

κ(A)− 1

κ(A) + 1

)k

≤ ρ
√

λmin(A⊤A)

λmax(A⊤A)
⇔ k ≥

log

(

2λmax(A⊤A)

ρ
√

λmin(A⊤A)

)

log
(

κ(A)+1
κ(A)−1

) .

Since log(x) ≥ (x−1)/x for all x > 0, we have log
(

κ(A)+1
κ(A)−1

)

≥ 2
κ(A)+1 ≥ 1

κ(A) . Finally, note that for

a non-symmetric matrix A, Subroutine 3 requires two matrix-vector products per iteration. This
completes the proof in the non-symmetric case.

Next, we consider the case where A is symmetric. From the update rule of Subroutine 3, we can
compute that s1 =

b⊤Ab
‖Ab‖22

b, which implies

‖s1‖ = ‖b‖ ·
‖A1/2b‖2

(A1/2b)⊤A(A1/2b)
≥ ‖b‖

λmax(A)
=

‖r0‖
λmax(A)

.

Since ‖sk‖ is strictly increasing (cf. Proposition 6.10(b)), we have ‖sk‖ ≥ ‖s1‖ = ‖r0‖
λmax(A) for any

k ≥ 1. Thus, if ‖rk‖ ≤ ρ ‖r0‖2
λmax(A) , we obtain that ‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ ‖r0‖2

λmax(A) ≤ ρ‖sk‖2. Combining this with
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Proposition 6.10, we similarly obtain ‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ‖sk‖2 if

2

(

√

κ(A)− 1
√

κ(A) + 1

)k

≤ ρ

λmax(A)
⇐ k ≥

√

κ(A) log

(

2λmax(A)

ρ

)

This completes the proof.

Using Lemma 6.11, we are ready to prove Theorem 6.9.

Proof of Theorem 6.9. First, we consider Problems (1) and (5). In this case, the Jacobian approx-
imation matrices {Bk} are non-symmetric. Consider the k-th iteration. Note that in each call
of LinearSolver in Subroutine 1, the inputs are given by A = I + η+Bk and ρ = α1

√
1 + η+µ,

with η+ ≤ σk. Moreover, recall from Corollary 6.2 that 1
2 (Bk + B⊤

k ) �
µ
2 I and ‖Bk‖op ≤ 6.5L1.

Thus, we have
√

λmax(A⊤A) = ‖A‖op ≤ 1 + η+‖Bk‖op ≤ 1 + 6.5η+L1. Moreover, we also have
1
2(A +A⊤) � (1 + η+

µ
2 )I, which further implies λmin(A

⊤A) ≥ (1 + η+
µ
2 )

2 by Lemma B.1 in Ap-

pendix B. Hence, we can conclude that κ(A) =
√

λmax(A⊤A)
λmin(A⊤A)

≤ 1+6.5η+L1

1+η+
µ
2

≤ 13L1

µ . Furthermore, by

Lemma 6.11, the number of matrix-vector product evaluations in each call of LinearSolver can be
bounded by

MVk ≤ 2κ(A) log

(

2λmax(A
⊤A)

ρ
√

λmin(A⊤A)

)

≤ 13L1

µ
log

(

2

α1

(1 + 6.5η+L1)
2

√
1 + η+µ(1 + η+µ/2)

)

≤ 13L1

µ
log

(

2

α1

(1 + 6.5η+L1)
2

(1 + η+µ/2)2

)

+
13L1

µ
log

(

(1 + η+µ/2)
2

√
1 + η+µ(1 + η+µ/2)

)

≤ 26L1

µ
log

(
√

2

α1

13L1

µ

)

+
13L1

2µ
log
(

1 +
η+µ

2

)

.

Moreover, since we have η+ ≤ σk = ηk−1/β for k ≥ 1, we further get

MVk ≤
26L1

µ
log

(
√

2

α1

13L1

µ

)

+
13L1

2µ
log

(

1 +
ηk−1µ

2β

)

≤ 26L1

µ
log

(
√

2

α1β

13L1

µ

)

+
13L1

2µ
log
(

1 +
ηk−1µ

2

)

,

where the last inequality is due to the fact that log
(

1 +
ηk−1µ
2β

)

= log
(

β +
ηk−1µ

2

)

+ log 1
β ≤

log
(

1 +
ηk−1µ

2

)

+ log 1
β . Let lk denote the number of line search steps in iteration k, and then

we can bound the total number of matrix-vector products by
∑Nǫ−1

k=0 lk ·MVk. Moreover, from the

proof of Theorem 6.8, we know that lk = log1/β(
σk
ηk
) + 1. For k = 0, we have l0 ≤ log1/β

(

σ0

η0

)

+

1 ≤ log1/β

(

σ0L1

α2β

)

+ 1, and MV0 ≤ 26L1

µ log
(√

2
α1

13L1

µ

)

+ 13L1

2µ log
(

1 + σ0µ
2

)

, where we used that

η0 >
α2β
7.5L1

by Lemma 6.3. Furthermore, we first show that

Nǫ−2
∏

k=0

(1 + 2ηkµ) ≤
‖z0 − z∗‖2

ǫ
. (74)
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To see this, note that by Proposition 4.2, we have ‖zN−z∗‖2 ≤ ‖z0−z∗‖2∏N−1
k=0 (1+2ηkµ)

−1. Then
(74) follows from the fact that Nǫ is the minimum number of iterations to achieve ‖zN − z∗‖2 ≤ ǫ.
Thus, the total number of matrix-vector products MVtol :=

∑Nǫ−1
k=1 lk ·MVk can be bounded by:

MVtol ≤
26L1

µ
log

(
√

2

α1β

13L1

µ

)Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

lk +
13L1

2µ

Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

log(1 + 2ηk−1µ) · lk

≤ 26L1

µ
log

(
√

2

α1β

13L1

µ

)Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

lk +
13L1

2µ

Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

log(1 + 2ηk−1µ) ·
Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

lk

≤ 26L1

µ
log

(

13
√
2L1‖z0 − z∗‖2√

α1βµǫ

)

·
(

2Nǫ + log1/β
7.5σ0L1

α2

)

,

where we used (74) and Theorem 6.8 in the last inequality. Hence, we conclude that LinearSolver

requires O
(

Nǫ
L1

µ log
(

L1‖z0−z∗‖2
µǫ

))

matrix-vector products in total.

Next, we consider Problem (4). Note that in this case, the Jacobian approximation matrices {Bk}
are symmetric and positive definite. We follow similar arguments as in the non-symmetric case.
Consider the k-th iteration and in each call of LinearSolver, the inputs are given by A = I+ η+Bk

and ρ = α1
√
1 + η+µ, with η+ ≤ σk. Therefore, we can bound λmax(A)

λmin(A) = 1+η+λmax(Bk)
1+η+λmin(Bk)

≤ λmax(Bk)
λmin(Bk)

.

Moreover, Corollary 6.2 shows that µ
2 I � Bk � 6.5L1I, and this further implies that κ(A) ≤ 13L1

µ .
Hence, by Lemma 6.11, the number of matrix-vector product evaluations in each call of LinearSolver
can be bounded by

MVk ≤
√

κ(A) log

(

2λmax(A)

ρ

)

≤
√

13L1

µ
log

(

2(1 + 6.5η+L1)

α1
√
1 + η+µ

)

≤
√

13L1

µ
log

(

2(1 + 6.5η+L1)

α1(1 + η+µ)

)

+
1

2

√

13L1

µ
log (1 + η+µ) .

Moreover, since 1+6.5η+L1

1+η+µ ≤ 6.5L1

µ and η+ ≤ σk =
ηk−1

β for k ≥ 1, we further get

MVk ≤
√

13L1

µ
log

(

13L1

α1µ

)

+
1

2

√

13L1

µ
log

(

1 +
ηk−1µ

β

)

≤
√

13L1

µ
log

(

13L1

α1
√
βµ

)

+
1

2

√

13L1

µ
log (1 + ηk−1µ) .

Recall that lk = log1/β(
σk
ηk
) + 1 denote the number of line search steps in iteration k, and the

total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by
∑Nǫ−1

k=0 lk · MVk. Similar to the non-

symmetric setting, for k = 0, we have l0 ≤ log1/β

(

σ0L1

α2β

)

+ 1 and MV0 ≤
√

13L1

µ log
(

13L1

α1µ

)

+

1
2

√

13L1

µ log (1 + σ0µ). Furthermore, the total number of matrix-vector productsMVtol :=
∑Nǫ−1

k=1 lk·
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MVk can be bounded by:

MVtol ≤
√

13L1

µ
log

(

13L1

α1
√
βµ

)Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

lk +

√

13L1

4µ

Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

log(1 + 2ηk−1µ) · lk

≤
√

13L1

µ
log

(

13L1

α1
√
βµ

)Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

lk +

√

13L1

4µ

Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

log(1 + 2ηk−1µ) ·
Nǫ−1
∑

k=1

lk

≤
√

13L1

µ
log

(

13L1‖z0 − z∗‖2
α1
√
βµǫ

)

·
(

2Nǫ + log1/β
7.5σ0L1

α2

)

,

where we used (74) and Theorem 6.8 in the last inequality. Hence, we obtain that the LinearSolver

oracle requires O
(

Nǫ

√

L1

µ log
(

L1‖z0−z∗‖2
µǫ

))

matrix-vector products in total.

Finally, we bound the number of matrix-vector products for ExtEvec and MaxSvec in all cases.
Since the parameters are selected as δ = µ

2L1
and qt = p

2.5(t+1) log2(t+1)
≤ p

2.5Nǫ log2(Nǫ)
, it fol-

lows from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.4 that the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by

O
(

∑T
t=1

√

1+δt
δt

log d
q2t

)

= O
(

Nǫ

√

L1

µ log(dN
2
ǫ

p2
)
)

. The proof is complete.

6.2 Monotone setting

6.2.1 Convergence rate analysis

Next, we present our convergence result when F is only monotone.

Theorem 6.12. Suppose Assumptions 1.b, 2.2 and 2.3 hold. Let {zk} and {ẑk} be the iterates
generated by Algorithm 1 using the line search scheme in Subroutine 1, where α1, α2 ∈ (0, 12), β ∈
(0, 1), and σ0 ≥ α2β

5L1
. In addition, the Jacobian approximation matrices are updated in Subroutine 2

with Option II, where ρ = 1
121 , δt =

1
2(t+1)1/4

, and qt =
p

2.5(t+1) log2(t+1)
for t ≥ 1. With probability

at least 1− p, the following holds:

(a) For any k ≥ 0, we have ‖zk+1−z∗‖ ≤ ‖zk −z∗‖. Moreover, define the averaged iterate z̄k by

z̄k =
∑k−1

i=0
ηiẑi

∑k−1
i=0

ηi
. Then for any compact set D ⊂ R

d, we have Gap(z̄k;D) ≤ 5L1 maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2
2α2βk

.

(b) Moreover, recall the definition of C in (59) and define Q1 and Q2 as

Q1 = 9
√
2
‖B0 −∇F (z0)‖F

L1
+
√
2C

L2‖z0 − z∗‖
L1

, (75)

Q2 =

√

648
√
2dL2‖z0 − z∗‖√

1− α1 − α2L1
+ 6
√
2. (76)

Then for any k ≥ 0, we have

Gap(z̄k;D) ≤
L1maxz∈D ‖z0 − z‖2

2(1 − β)α2β

(

5

k2
+

Q1

k1.5
+

Q2

k1.25

)

.

Similar to the strongly monotone setting, Theorem 6.12 demonstrates two global convergence rates
for QNPE. Part (a) shows that QNPE converges at least at a rate of O

(

1
k

)

, which matches
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the rate of EG and is known to be optimal in the regime when the number of iterations k is

O(d) [OX21]. Moreover, Part (b) shows that QNPE achieves a rate of O
(

1
k2

+ Q1

k1.5
+ Q2

k1.25

)

, where

Q1 = O
(

‖B0−∇F (z0)‖F+L2‖z0−z∗‖
L1

)

and Q2 = O
(

√

dL2‖z0−z∗‖
L1

)

. Since Lemma 2.1 implies that

‖B0 − ∇F (z0)‖F ≤ L1

√
d, in the worst case, Q1 = O(

√
d). Hence, the leading term is O(

√
d

k1.25
),

which outperforms the rate in Part (a) when k = Ω(d2). To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first result demonstrating a theoretical advantage of quasi-Newton methods over EG for solving
monotone nonlinear equations.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 6.12. Using the same union bound
argument as in Theorem 6.1, we assume that every call of ExtEvec and MaxSvec is successful, which
holds with probability at least 1− p.

Proof of Theorem 6.12(a). To begin with, note that Subroutine 2 with Option II guarantees that
B̂k ∈ C by Lemma 4.5. As a corollary of Lemma 4.7, we have 1

2(Bk +B⊤
k ) � 0 and ‖Bk‖op ≤ 4L1

for all k ≥ 0. Thus, following the same arguments as in Lemma 6.3, we can show that ηk ≥
α2β
5L1

by induction. This leads to
∑N−1

k=0 ηk ≥ α2β
5L1

N , and we obtain from Proposition 4.2(b) that

Gap(z̄N ;D) ≤ maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2
2
∑N−1

k=0
ηk

≤ 5L1‖z0−z‖2
2α2βN

. This proves the first convergence rate in (a).

Next, we prove the second convergence rate in (b). Similar to the proof of Theorem 6.1, our starting
point is the observations in (37) and (38), which implies that it is sufficient to prove an upper bound
on the cumulative loss

∑N−1
k=0 ℓk(Bk). Again, recall that ℓk(Bk) = 0 when k /∈ B by the definition

in (42), and we relabel the indices in B by t = 0, . . . , T − 1 with T ≤ N .

Proof of Theorem 6.12(b). We consider the following three steps.

Step 1: First, we bound the cumulative loss
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Bt) incurred by our online learning algorithm
in Subroutine 2. However, different from the proof in Theorem 6.1, we will upper bound the dynamic
regret instead of the static regret. This is because, in the strongly monotone setting, the iterates are
guaranteed to converge at least linearly to the optimal solution z∗ (Theorem 6.1(a)). This results
in less variation in the loss functions {ℓt}T−1

t=0 , and in particular we can show that
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(H
∗) is

bounded (Lemma 6.7). In contrast, without linear convergence, we need to consider a time-varying
sequence {Ht}T−1

t=0 to control the cumulative loss. Specifically, we present a “small-loss bound”
similar to Lemma 6.5 in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.13. In Subroutine 2, choose Option II with ρ = 1
81 and δt =

1
2(t+1)1/4

. For any sequence

of matrices {Ht}T−1
t=0 such that Ht ∈ Z, we have

∑T−1
t=0 ℓt(Bt) ≤ 4

∑T−1
t=0 ℓt(Ht)+ 162‖B0 −H0‖2F +

648
√
dL1

∑T−2
t=0 ‖Ht+1 −Ht‖F + 72L2

1

√
T .

Proof. Recall that Z is contained in the linear subspace L (see (44)) and P denotes the orthogonal
projection matrix associated with L. By letting xt = B̂t, u = Ĥt ,

1
L1

(Ht − L1I), gt = Gt ,
1
L1

P∇ℓt(Bt), g̃t = G̃t, wt = Wt in Lemma 4.5, we obtain:

(i) B̂t ∈ C, which means ‖B̂t‖op ≤ 3.
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(ii) It holds that

〈Gt, B̂t − Ĥt〉≤
‖Wt − Ĥt‖2F

2ρ
−‖Wt+1−Ĥt‖2F

2ρ
+
ρ

2
‖G̃t‖2F−δt〈Gt, B̂t〉, (77)

‖G̃t‖F ≤ ‖Gt‖F + (1 + δt)|〈Gt, B̂t〉|‖St‖F . (78)

First, note that ‖St‖F ≤ 1 by Definition 4.2 and |〈Gt, B̂t〉| ≤ ‖Gt‖∗‖B̂t‖op ≤ 3‖Gt‖∗. By using
δt =

1
2(t+1)1/4

≤ 1
2 together with (78), we get

‖G̃t‖F ≤ ‖Gt‖F + 3(1 + δt)‖Gt‖∗ ≤ 4.5‖Gt‖∗ ≤
9

L1

√

ℓt(Bt), (79)

where we used Gt =
1
L1

P∇ℓt(Bt) and Lemma 6.4 in the last inequality. Furthermore, since ℓt is

convex and Bt,Ht ∈ L, we have ℓt(Bt)− ℓt(Ht) ≤ L2
1〈Gt, B̂t− Ĥt〉 as shown in (67). Therefore, by

(77) and (79) we get ℓt(Bt)−ℓt(Ht) ≤ L2
1

2ρ ‖Wt−Ĥt‖2F−
L2
1

2ρ ‖Wt+1−Ĥt‖2F+
ρL2

1

2 ‖G̃t‖2F+3L2
1δt‖Gt‖∗ ≤

L2
1

2ρ ‖Wt − Ĥt‖2F −
L2
1

2ρ ‖Wt+1 − Ĥt‖2F + 40.5ρℓt(Bt) + 6L1δt
√

ℓt(Bt). Since ρ = 1
81 , by rearranging

and simplifying terms in the above inequality, we obtain

ℓt(Bt) ≤ 2ℓt(Ht) + 81L2
1‖Wt − Ĥt‖2F − 81L2

1‖Wt+1 − Ĥt‖2F + 12L1δt
√

ℓt(Bt). (80)

We observe that the above upper bound on ℓt(Bt) is implicit since it appears on both sides of (80).
To derive an explicit upper bound, we apply the following lemma.

Lemma 6.14. If the real number x satisfies x ≤ A+B
√
x, then we have x ≤ 2A+B2.

Proof. By using the assumption, we have
(√

x− B
2

)2 ≤ A + B2

4 . Hence, we obtain that x ≤
(

√

A+ B2

4 + B
2

)2

≤ 2A+B2.

By applying Lemma 6.14 to (80) with A = 2ℓt(Ht) + 81L2
1‖Wt − Ĥt‖2F − 81L2

1‖Wt+1 − Ĥt‖2F and
B = 12L1δt, we get

ℓt(Bt) ≤ 4ℓt(Ht) + 162L2
1

(

‖Wt − Ĥt‖2F − ‖Wt+1 − Ĥt‖2F
)

+ 144L2
1δ

2
t . (81)

Furthermore, note that ‖Wt+1 − Ĥt+1‖2F − ‖Wt+1 − Ĥt‖2F = (‖Wt+1 − Ĥt+1‖F + ‖Wt+1 −
Ĥt‖F )(‖Wt+1 − Ĥt+1‖F − ‖Wt+1 − Ĥt‖F ) ≤ 4

√
d‖Ĥt+1 − Ĥt‖F = 4

√
d

L1
‖Ht+1 − Ht‖F , where

in the last inequality we used that Ĥt, Ĥt+1,Wt+1 ∈ B√d(0) and the triangle inequality. There-

fore, we can write
∑T−1

t=0

(

‖Wt − Ĥt‖2F − ‖Wt+1 − Ĥt‖2F
)

≤ ‖W0 − Ĥ0‖2F +
∑T−2

t=0

(

‖Wt+1 −
Ĥt+1‖2F −‖Wt+1− Ĥt‖2F

)

≤ ‖W0− Ĥ0‖2F + 4
√
d

L1

∑T−2
t=0 ‖Ht+1−Ht‖F . By summing the inequality

in (81) from t = 0 to T − 1, we obtain that
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Bt) ≤ 4
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Ht) + 162L2
1‖W0 − Ĥ0‖2F +

648
√
dL1

∑T−2
t=0 ‖Ht+1 −Ht‖F + 144L2

1

∑T−1
t=0 δ2t . Finally, note that W0 − Ĥ0 =

1
L1

(B0 −H0) and
∑T−1

t=0 δ2t = 1
4

∑T
t=1

1
t1/2
≤ 1

2

√
T . This completes the proof by substituting these results into the

above inequality.

Note that in Lemma 6.13, we have the freedom to choose any competitor sequence {Ht}t≥0 in the
set Z. To further obtain an explicit bound, we propose to select Ht = ∇F (zt) for t = 0, . . . , T − 1,
which leads to our next step.
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Step 2: For the choice of Ht = ∇2F (zt) for all t ≥ 0, we upper bound the cumulative loss
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Ht) and the path-length
∑T−2

t=0 ‖Ht+1 −Ht‖F . To begin with, we present the following
lemma.

Lemma 6.15. If Assumption 1.b holds, then
∑N−1

k=0 ‖ẑk − zk‖2 ≤ ‖z0−z∗‖2
1−(α1+α2)

and
∑N−1

k=0 ‖zk+1 −
zk‖2 ≤ 2‖z0−z∗‖2

1−(α1+α2)
.

Proof. Recall the inequality (30) in the proof of Proposition 4.2 and that α = α1 + α2 < 1. By
rearranging the terms, we can further derive that

1− α

2
(‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2) ≤

1

2
‖zk − z∗‖2 − 1

2
‖zk+1 − z∗‖2.

By summing the above inequality from k = 0 to k = N − 1, we obtain that

1− α

2

N−1
∑

k=0

(‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2) ≤
1

2
‖z0 − z∗‖2. (82)

Since α < 1, by dropping the second non-negative term from the left-hand side of (82), this
immediately leads to the first inequality in Lemma 6.15. In addition, note that ‖zk − zk+1‖2 =
‖zk − ẑk + ẑk − zk+1‖2 ≤ 2

(

‖zk − ẑk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2
)

. Thus, from (82), we also have

N−1
∑

k=0

‖zk − zk+1‖2 ≤ 2

N−1
∑

k=0

(

‖ẑk − zk‖2 + ‖ẑk − zk+1‖2
)

≤ 2‖z0 − z∗‖2
1− α

,

which proves the second inequality in Lemma 6.15. The proof is now complete.

With the help of Lemma 6.15, we are set to upper bound the cumulative loss
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Ht) and the

path-length
∑T−2

t=0 ‖Ht+1 −Ht‖F .
Lemma 6.16. Recall that Ht = ∇F (zt) for t = 0, . . . , T − 1, and the constant C is defined in

(59). Also, let N be the total number of iterations. Then
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Ht) ≤ CL2
2

2 ‖z0 − z∗‖2 and
∑T−2

t=0 ‖Ht+1 −Ht‖F ≤ L2

√

2dN
1−(α1+α2)

‖z0 − z∗‖.

Proof. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we have ut = F (z̃t) − F (zt) = H̄tst, where
H̄t =

∫ 1
0 ∇F (zt + λst) dλ. Moreover, using the triangle inequality, we have ‖H̄t − Ht‖op ≤

∫ 1
0 ‖∇F (zt + λst)−∇F (zt)‖op dλ ≤

∫ 1
0 L2λ‖st‖ dλ = L2

2 ‖st‖, where we used Assumption 2.3

in the second inequality. Furthermore, we can bound ℓt(Ht) = ‖ut−Htst‖2
‖st‖2 = ‖(H̄t−Ht)st‖2

‖st‖2 ≤
‖H̄t−Ht‖2op‖st‖2

‖st‖2 = ‖H̄t − Ht‖2op. Combining the two inequalities above, we get
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Ht) ≤
∑T−1

t=0 ‖H̄t − Ht‖2op ≤
L2
2

4

∑T−1
t=0 ‖st‖2. Note that by our notation,

∑T−1
t=0 ‖st‖2 =

∑

k∈B ‖sk‖2 =
∑

k∈B ‖z̃k − zk‖2. Using the same arguments as in (70) of Lemma 6.7, we have
∑

k∈B ‖z̃k − zk‖2 ≤
2C‖z0 − z∗‖2. This proves that ∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Ht) ≤ CL2
2

2 ‖z0 − z∗‖2.
Next, using the fact that ‖A‖F ≤

√
d‖A‖op for any matrix A ∈ R

d×d, we have

T−2
∑

t=0

‖Ht+1 −Ht‖F ≤
√
d

T−2
∑

t=0

‖Ht+1 −Ht‖op ≤
√
dL2

T−2
∑

t=0

‖zt+1 − zt‖,
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where we used Assumption 2.3 in the last inequality. Note that by our notation, we denote the in-
dices in B as {k0, k1, . . . , kT−1}, and zt is a shorthand for zkt . Thus, the sum

∑T−2
t=0 ‖zt+1−zt‖ in the

above inequality becomes
∑T−2

t=0 ‖zkt+1
−zkt‖, and by the triangle inequality we have ‖zkt+1

−zkt‖ ≤
∑kt+1−1

k=kt
‖zk+1− zk‖. Hence, combining this with the second inequality in Lemma 6.15, we further

have
∑T−2

t=0 ‖zkt+1
−zkt‖ ≤

∑N−1
k=0 ‖zk+1−zk‖ ≤

√

N
∑N−1

k=0 ‖zk+1 − zk‖2 ≤
√

2N
1−(α1+α2)

‖z0−z∗‖,
where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the last inequality.

Step 3: Combining Lemma 6.16 and Lemma 6.13, we obtain that
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Bt) ≤ 2CL2
2‖z0−z∗‖2+

162‖B0 −H0‖2F + 648
√
2dL1L2‖z0−z∗‖√
1−(α1+α2)

√
N + 72L2

1

√
N . Given the definitions of Q1 and Q2 in (75)

and (76), the above upper bound can be further simplified as
∑T−1

t=0 ℓt(Bt) ≤ L2
1Q

2
1 + L2

1Q
2
2

√
N .

Together with the fact that σ0 =
α2β
5L1

, if follows from Lemma 4.4 that

N−1
∑

k=0

1

ηk
≤ 5L1

(1− β)α2β
+

√

N(L2
1Q

2
1 + L2

1Q
2
2

√
N)

(1− β)α2β
≤ L1(5 +Q1

√
N +Q2N

3/4)

(1− β)α2β
.

In light of Proposition 4.2(b) and the observation in (37), we obtain the second rate in Part (b) of
Theorem 6.12.

6.2.2 Charaterizing the computational cost

In this section, we characterize the computation cost of QNPE in the monotone setting. Since
the proof techniques are similar to those used in the strongly monotone setting, we summarize the
computational cost in the following theorem and defer the proof to Appendix C.

Theorem 6.17. Let Nǫ denote the minimum number of iterations required by Algorithm 1 to find
an ǫ-accurate solution according to Theorem 6.12.

(a) QNPE requires at most 3Nǫ + log1/β(
5σ0L1

α2
) operator evaluations.

(b) For Problems (1) and (5), QNPE requires O
(

Nǫ +
L1 maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2

ǫ + σ0L1

)

matrix-vector

products for LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires O(N1.125
ǫ log(dN

2
ǫ

p2
)) matrix-vector products for

ExtEvec and MaxSvec.

(c) For Problem (4), QNPE requires O
(

Nǫ +

√

Nǫ
L1 maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2

2ǫ +
√
σ0L1

)

matrix-vector

products for LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires O(N1.125
ǫ log(dN

2
ǫ

p2 )) matrix-vector products
for ExtEvec.

As in the case of strongly monotone problems (cf. Theorem 6.8), Theorem 6.17 shows that the
average number of operator evaluations per iteration is bounded by a constant close to 3 for suf-

ficiently large N . Moreover, note that Theorem 6.17 implies that Nǫ = O
(

min{1ǫ , d
2/5

ǫ4/5
}
)

. Hence,

for the nonlinear equation in (1) and the minimax problem in (5), Theorem 6.17(a) demonstrates

that the total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by O(1ǫ ) and Õ
(

min{ 1
ǫ9/8

, d
9/20

ǫ9/10
}
)

for LinearSolver and ExtEvec and MaxSvec, respectively. Moreover, for the minimization problem
in (4), Theorem 6.9(b) shows that the total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by
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O
(

min{1ǫ , d
1/5

ǫ9/10
}
)

and Õ
(

min{ 1
ǫ9/8

, d
9/20

ǫ9/10
}
)

for LinearSolver and ExtEvec, respectively. In particular,

the computational cost is dominated by the latter in this case.

7 Conclusion

We proposed a novel quasi-Newton proximal extragradient method for solving smooth and mono-
tone nonlinear equations, particularly relevant to unconstrained minimization optimization and
minimax optimization. We also demonstrated how to exploit structures in the Jacobian matrices,
such as symmetry and sparsity, leading to more efficient implementation. In the strongly monotone
setting, we established a global linear convergence rate of (1 + ( µ

30L1
))−k, comparable to the extra-

gradient method, and an explicit superlinear convergence rate of (1 + Ω(
√
k))−k. Moreover, in the

monotone setting, we demonstrated a global convergence rate of O
(

min{ 1k ,
√
d

k1.25
}
)

, which is also

superior to the convergence rate of O( 1k ) by the extragradient method. Our results are the first to
show a better global complexity bound for using a quasi-Newton method over first-order methods
such as the extragradient method, without requiring access to the operator’s Jacobian.
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Appendix

A The line search scheme termination

In our backtracking line search scheme, we repeatedly reduce the step size η+ by a factor of β
until we find a pair (η+, ẑ+) that satisfies the condition in (18) (refer also to Lines 4 and 5 in
Subroutine 1). The following lemma demonstrates that once the step size η+ falls below a specific
threshold, the pair (η+, ẑ+) will meet both conditions in (17) and (18). Consequently, this ensures
that Subroutine 1 will terminate within a finite number of steps.

Lemma A.1. Suppose Assumption 2.2 holds. If η+ < α2

L1+‖B‖op and ẑ+ is computed according to

(19), then the pair (η+, ẑ+) satisfies the conditions in (17) and (18).

Proof. Since ẑ+ follows the update rule in (19), by Definition 3.1, the pair (η+, ẑ+) will always
satisfy the condition in (17). Hence, it is sufficient to prove that the condition in (18) also holds.
Recall that g is defined as g = F (z). By Assumption 2.2, the operator F is L1-Lipschitz and
thus it follow that ‖F (ẑ+)− g‖ = ‖F (ẑ+)− F (z)‖ ≤ L1‖ẑ+ − z‖. Further, applying the triangle
inequality yields

‖F (ẑ+)− g −B(ẑ+ − z)‖ ≤ ‖F (ẑ+)− g‖+ ‖B(ẑ+ − z)‖ ≤ (L1 + ‖B‖op)‖ẑ+ − z‖.

Hence, if η+ ≤ α2

L1+‖B‖op , we have

η+‖F (ẑ+)− g −B(ẑ+ − z)‖ ≤ α2‖ẑ+ − z‖. (83)

Finally, by using the triangle inequality again, we combine (17) and (83) to establish that

‖ẑ+ − z + η+F (ẑ+)‖ = ‖ẑ+ − z + η+(g +B(ẑ+ − z)) + η+(F (ẑ+)− g −B(ẑ+ − z))‖
≤ ‖ẑ+ − z + η+(g +B(ẑ+ − z))‖+ ‖η+(F (ẑ+)− g −B(ẑ+ − z))‖
≤ α1

√

1 + η+µ‖ẑ+ − z‖+ α2‖ẑ+ − z‖
≤ (α1 + α2)

√

1 + η+µ‖ẑ+ − z‖,

which confirms that the condition in (18) is satisfied. This completes the proof.

B A supporting lemma for Theorem 6.9

Lemma B.1. Suppose A ∈ R
d×d satisfies that 1

2 (A+A⊤) � λI. Then we have λmin(A
⊤A) ≥ λ2.

Proof. Let σmin be the minimum singular value of A and let u,v ∈ R
d be the corresponding left and

right singular vectors, respectively, where ‖u‖ = 1 and ‖v‖ = 1. Therefore, we have Av = σminu

and A⊤u = σminv. Moreover, we have

v⊤Av = σminu
⊤v ≤ 1

2
σmin(‖u‖2 + ‖v‖2) ≤ σmin.

Furthermore, we also have v⊤Av = 1
2v

⊤(A + A⊤)v ≥ λ‖v‖2 = λ. This proves that σmin ≥ λ.
Since A is non-singular, we have λmin(A

⊤A) = σ2
min = λ2. This completes the proof.
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C Proof of Theorem 6.17

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem 6.17. To begin with, we prove the result in Part
(a), which follows similarly to Theorem 6.8.

Proof of Theorem 6.17(a). Recall that lk denoted the number of line search steps in iteration k.
Using the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 6.8, the total number of line search steps
after N iterations can be bounded by

∑N−1
k=0 lk = 2N−1+log1/β

σ0

ηN−1
. Since we have ηN−1 ≥ α2β

5L1
as

shown in the proof of Theorem 6.12(a), we obtain that
∑N−1

k=0 lk = 2N −1+ log1/β
5σ0L1

α2β
. Counting

the additional operator evaluation for F (zk) in each iteration, we prove the result in Part (a).

In order to characterize the number of matrix-vector products, we present the following proposition
regarding the convergence of Subroutine 3 in the monotone setting.

Proposition C.1. Let s∗ be any optimal solution of As∗ = b. Moreover, let {sk}k≥0 and {rk}k≥0

be generated by Subroutine 3. If A is non-symmetric, then we have ‖rk‖2 ≤
√
2‖A‖op‖s∗‖2

k+1 . Other-

wise, if A is symmetric, then ‖rk‖2 ≤ ‖A‖op‖s∗‖2
(k+1)2

.

Proof. When A is non-symmetric, Subroutine 3 executes the CGLS algorithm on the least-squares
problem ‖As − b‖2. Moreover, note that CGLS is analytically equivalent to applying the con-
jugate gradient method on the normal equation A⊤As = A⊤b. Thus, it follows from standard
results on conjugate gradient methods that (see, e.g., [dST+21, Section B.2]): ‖Ask − b‖2 ≤
2λmax(A⊤

A)‖s0−s∗‖22
(k+1)2 . By taking the square roots of both sides and noting that s0 = 0, we obtain the

first result in Proposition C.1. When A is symmetric, Subroutine 3 executes the conjugate residual
method and the second result in Proposition C.1 follows from [Nem95, Chapter 12.4].

As a corollary of Proposition C.1, we upper bound the total number of matrix-vector products in
Subroutine 1 for given inputs A, b, and ρ.

Lemma C.2. Given the inputs A ∈ R
d×d, b ∈ R

d, and ρ > 0. Suppose that 1
2 (A + A⊤) � I.

When Subroutine 1 returns, the total number of matrix-vector product evaluations can be bounded

by 2
√
2(ρ+1)
ρ ‖A‖op if A is non-symmetric, and

√

(ρ+1)‖A‖op
ρ if A is symmetric.

Proof. First of all, we shall prove that Subroutine 1 terminates when ‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ
ρ+1‖s∗‖2. To see

this, note that ‖s∗‖2 ≤ ‖sk‖2 + ‖sk − s∗‖2 by the triangle inequality. Also, since 1
2 (A+A⊤) � I,

we have ‖A(sk−s∗)‖2‖sk−s∗‖2 ≥ (sk−s∗)⊤A(sk−s∗) ≥ ‖sk−s∗‖22, which implies that ‖rk‖2 =
‖A(sk −s∗)‖2 ≥ ‖sk −s∗‖2. Hence, combining the two inequalities leads to ‖s∗‖2 ≤ ‖sk‖2+ ‖rk‖2.
Thus, if ‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ

ρ+1‖s∗‖2, we obtain that ‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ
ρ+1 (‖sk‖2 + ‖rk‖2), which is equivalent to

‖rk‖2 ≤ ρ‖sk‖2 and hence the termination criterion of Subroutine 1 is satisfied.

When A is non-symmetric, by Proposition C.1, Subroutine 1 returns if
√
2‖A‖op‖s∗‖2

k+1 ≤ ρ
ρ+1‖s∗‖2,

which is equivalent to k ≥
√
2(ρ+1)
ρ ‖A‖op−1. Since Subroutine 1 requires two matrix-vector products

per iteration for a non-symmetric matrix A, the total number of matrix-vector products can be

bounded by 2
√
2(ρ+1)
ρ ‖A‖op. Similarly, when A is symmetric, it follows from Proposition C.1 that

Subroutine 1 returns if
‖A‖op‖s∗‖2

(k+1)2
≤ ρ

ρ+1‖s∗‖2, which is equivalent to k ≥
√

(ρ+1)‖A‖op
ρ − 1. Since
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Subroutine 1 requires one matrix-vector product per iteration for a symmetric matrix A, the total

number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by
√

(ρ+1)‖A‖op
ρ .

Now we are ready to prove the remaining of Theorem 6.17.

Proof of Theorem 6.17(b) and (c). First, we consider Problems (1) and (5), where the Jacobian
approximation matrices {Bk} is non-symmetric. Consider the k-th iteration of Algorithm 1 and
let lk denote the total number of line search steps in Subroutine 1. For notational convenience,
we set η−1 = βσ0. Note that at the i-th line search step (i ≥ 1), we call the LinearSolver oracle
with A = I + ηk−1β

i−2Bk and ρ = α1. Moreover, recall from the proof of Theorem 6.12(a)that
1
2(Bk + B⊤

k ) � 0 and ‖Bk‖op ≤ 4L1. Since 1
2(I + ηk−1β

i−2Bk + (I + ηk−1β
i−2Bk)

⊤) � I and
‖I+ηk−1β

i−2Bk‖op ≤ 1+ηk−1β
i−2‖Bk‖op ≤ 1+4ηk−1β

i−2L1, by using Lemma C.2, we can bound
the total number of matrix-vector products at the k-th iteration by

MVk ≤
lk
∑

i=1

2
√
2(α1 + 1)

α1
(1 + 4ηk−1β

i−2L1) ≤
2
√
2(α1 + 1)

α1
lk +

8
√
2(α1 + 1)

α1β(1 − β)
ηk−1L1.

Thus, the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

MVk ≤
2
√
2(α1 + 1)

α1

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

lk +
8
√
2(α1 + 1)L1

α1β(1− β)

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

ηk−1. (84)

By Theorem 6.17(a), we have
∑Nǫ−1

k=0 lk ≤ 3Nǫ + log1/β(
5σ0L1

α2
). Further, we can show that

∑Nǫ−2
k=0 ηk ≤ maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2

2ǫ by the definition of Nǫ. To see this, by Proposition 4.2, it holds that

Gap(z̄N ;D) ≤ maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2
2
∑N−1

k=0
ηk

. Moreover, since Nǫ is the minimum number of iterations to achieve

Gap(z̄N ;D) ≤ ǫ, we must have Gap(z̄Nǫ−1;D) > ǫ and this implies the desired result. Hence, we
further obtain from (84) that

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

MVk ≤
6
√
2(α1 + 1)

α1
Nǫ +

2
√
2(α1 + 1)

α1
log1/β(

5σ0L1

α2
)

+
4
√
2(α1 + 1)L1 maxz∈D ‖z0 − z‖2

α1β(1− β)ǫ
+

8
√
2(α1 + 1)L1σ0
α1(1− β)

.

Next, we consider Problem (4), where the Jacobian approximation matrices {Bk} is symmetric and
positive semi-definite. We follow similar arguments as in the non-symmetric case. Consider the
k-th iteration of Algorithm 1. Recall that at the i-th line search step (i ≥ 1), we call the LinearSolver
oracle with A = I+ ηk−1β

i−2Bk and ρ = α1. Since 0 � Bk � 4L1I, by using Lemma C.2, we can
bound the total number of matrix-vector products at the k-th iteration by

MVk ≤
lk
∑

i=1

√

(α1 + 1)(1 + 4ηk−1βi−2L1)

α1
≤

lk
∑

i=1

√

α1 + 1

α1
+

lk
∑

i=1

2

√

α1 + 1

α1

√

ηk−1L1β
i
2
−1

≤
√

α1 + 1

α1
lk +

2
√
α1 + 1√

α1β(1−
√
β)

√

ηk−1L1.
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Hence, the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

MVk ≤
√

α1 + 1

α1

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

lk +
2
√

(α1 + 1)L1√
α1β(1−

√
β)

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

√
ηk−1.

Again, by Theorem 6.17(a), we have
∑Nǫ−1

k=0 lk ≤ 3Nǫ + log1/β(
5σ0L1

α2
). Moreover, it follows from

the definition of Nǫ that
∑Nǫ−2

k=0

√
ηk ≤

√
Nǫ

√

∑Nǫ−2
k=0 ηk ≤

√

Nǫ
maxz∈D ‖z0−z‖2

2ǫ . Hence, we obtain

Nǫ−1
∑

k=0

MVk ≤
√

α1 + 1

α1

(

3Nǫ + log1/β(
5σ0L1

α2
)
)

+
2
√

(α1 + 1)√
α1β(1−

√
β)

√

Nǫ
L1maxz∈D ‖z0 − z‖2

2ǫ

+
2
√

(α1 + 1)σ0L1√
α1(1−

√
β)

.

Finally, we bound the number of matrix-vector products for ExtEvec and MaxSvec in all cases.
Since the parameters are selected as δt = 1

2(t+1)1/4
and qt = p

2.5(t+1) log2(t+1)
≤ p

2.5Nǫ log2(Nǫ)
, it

follows from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.4 that the total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded

by O
(

∑T
t=1

√

1+δt
δt

log d
q2t

)

= O
(

∑T
t=1(t+ 1)1/8 log(dN

2
ǫ

p2 )
)

= O
(

N1.125
ǫ log(dN

2
ǫ

p2 )
)

. The proof is

complete.
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[BTB22] M. Barré, A. Taylor, and F. Bach. “A note on approximate accelerated forward-
backward methods with absolute and relative errors, and possibly strongly convex
objectives”. Open Journal of Mathematical Optimization 3 (2022), pp. 1–15 (page 10).
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