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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{3, klii—,}) in terms of
the duality gap. This matches the rate of the extragradient method when k = O(d?) and is
faster when k = (d?). 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 — R% 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; NWO06]. 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 VF'(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 VF', 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 V F' solely through the operator information F', and they require
O(d?) 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
[CGTI1; 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
Zgpy1—2"

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 VF' 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.

establish their Q-superlinear convergence under suitable conditions, meaning limg_, o

Local non-asymptotic superlinear convergence. Recent work has attempted to establish non-



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 — ﬁ)kz/ 2(d—ﬁl)k. Here,
d is the problem’s dimension, and L; and p 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

k/g
set as L1I, BFGS with unit step size converges at a superlinear rate of (% log %) . 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 (%)k/ ?. 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 VF' is Lipschitz continuous and VF'(z*) is non-
singular, under the condition that the initial point and the initial Jacobian approximation matrix
are sufficiently close to z* and VF(z*), respectively, the authors in [LYZ21a] demonstrated that

Broyden’s method achieves an explicit local non-asymptotic superlinear rate of (%)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 — é)kz/ .
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 p-strongly monotone, it



attains the following global convergence bounds:
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where M = O( [Bo VLI;(Z e + L%”?le ”2) =O0(d+ W) with Lo 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 (9(% log %) 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

L2Mm\ /2 . .
Mlz—k) . In addition, when the operator is only monotone,

our method achieves a global convergence rate of

1 Vd
(@] <m1n {E’ ﬁ}) . (3)

In particular, this implies that our method matches the (9(%) rate by EG, known to be optimal

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

attains a superlinear rate of the form (

k = Q(d?). 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 ), £x(By) implies a faster
convergence rate for our proposed QNPE method, where By, is the Jacobian approximation matrix
and £, : R¥™4 5 R is a loss function that in some sense measures the approximation error. As
a result, the update of By 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 Bi. 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 approzrimate 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.



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.

e 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.

e 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 By (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.

e 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 u-strongly monotone, i.e., (F(2)—F(2'),z—2') > pllz—2'|?,
Vz, 2z € R%.

Assumption 1.b. F is monotone, i.e., (F(z) — F(2'),z — 2') >0, Vz,2' € R%.

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 ;4 = 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 Li-Lipschitz, i.c., |[F(z)— F(2")|| < L1||z — 2'||, ¥z, 2’ € R%.



Assumption 2.3. The Jacobian of F is Lo-Lipschitz, i.e., |[VF(z) — VF(2')|op < La|lz — 2|,
Vz,2' € RY, where ||Allop = Sup| =1 [ Az|.

Remark 2.1. In our convergence analysis for strongly monotone equations, we can relax As-
sumption 2.3 and VF' requires to only satisfy a Lipschitz property at the optimal solution z*, i.e.,
|VF(2) — VF(2")|lop < Lo||z — 2*|| for any z € RY.

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 VF', as shown in the next lemma (see [RY22, Section 2]
for the proof).

Lemma 2.1. Under Assumption 1.a, we have 3(VF(z) 4+ VF(z)") = pI for any z € RY, while
under Assumption 1.b, we have %(VF(z) +VF(2)") =0 for any z € RY. Further, under Assump-

tion 2.2, we have |VF(2)|op < L1 for any z € RY.

Lemma 2.1 provides some properties of VF'(z), and as we discuss in Section 4, it helps us choose
Jacobian approximation matrices. Moreover, in some cases, VF(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 f(z), (4)

z€R?
where f:R?—Ris a (strongly) convex function. By the first-order optimality condition, the optimal
solution of (4) satisfies the nonlinear equation V f(z) = 0. Thus, in this case, F is the gradient
operator, i.e., F(z) = Vf(2), and its Jacobian is the Hessian matrix of f, i.e., VF(2) = V2f(2).
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, VF belongs to the
set {A € S?: uI < A < LI}. Meanwhile, under Assumptions 1.b and 2.2, it belongs to the set
{A €S0 <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

i 5
Inin max f(z,y), (5)

where f is (strongly) convex with respect to & and (strongly) concave with respect to y. To reformu-
late this problem as (1), we define the saddle point operator as F'(z) = (V fo(x,y), =V fy(x,y)) €



R™" where z = (z,y) € R™™™. Indeed, finding a solution of F'(z) is equivalent to finding a
stationary point (2)f the minimax p2roblem, which is the optimal solution. In this case, the Jacobian
is VF(z) = Vwaw(w’ y)—r v ;wy(w’ v) } As noted in [ALY23], VF(z) exhibits J-symmetric
structure [MMTO03], where it is symmetric on the main diagonal blocks and anti-symmetric on
the off-diagonal blocks. Specifically, for J = [Ime 0

0 _Inxn
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.

], matrix M is J-symmetric if JM

Sparse nonlinear equations. The last special structure that we consider is when the Jacobian
V 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 Q = {(4,j) : 3z € R¥s.t.[VF(2)];; #0, 1 < i < d, 1 < j < d}, where
[VF(2)];; denotes the (i, j)-the entry of the matrix VF(z). Moreover, we say a matrix M € R%*4
has the sparsity pattern  if [M];; = 0 for all (z,7) ¢ ©Q and 7 # 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 Gap,,(z) = max,cga(F(2'),z — 2’). Since F is monotone
and Lipschitz, it holds that Gap,,(z) > 0 for all z € R? and Gap,,(z) = 0 if and only if 2z 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

Gapy (2; D) = max(F (%), z — 2/), (6)

z2'eD

where D is a given compact set in R%. It is shown in [Nes07] that: (i) Gap,,(z; D) > 0 for all z € D.
(ii) If z* is a solution of (1) and z* € D, then Gap,,(z*; D) = 0. (ii) Conversely, if Gap,,(z; D) =0
and z is in the interior of D, then z is a solution of (1). Thus, Gap,,(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:

Gapy(z;2") = f(z) — f(27). (7)



For the minimax problem in (5), we consider the restricted primal-dual gap:

Gappd(z; X X y) = y’gg)(f(w’ y/) - :51611?1( f(w,7 y)7 (8)

where z = (x,y) and X and ) are given compact sets in R™ and R", 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 0gy,...,07_1 > 0 with Z;jp:_ol 0; = 1 and let
20,...,27—1 € RL. Define the averaged iterates as Zp = Zf:_ol 0iz;. Then:

(1) For Problem (1), Gapy(z;D) < maxzep ZtT:_Ol 0, (F(z), 2 — z).

(ii) For Problem (4), Gaps(z;2*) < Zfz_ol 0(F(zt), 2z — 2%).

(i4i) For Problem (5), Gapyq(z; X x V) < maxzexxy ZtT:_Ol 0, (F(z), 2 — 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

Gapy (z; D), for Problem (1);
Gap(z; D) = { maxyep{f(z) — f(2)}, for Problem (4); 9)
max g ynepif(x,y') — f(x',y)}, for Problem (5).
Specifically, note that Gap(z;{z*}) reduces to Gap;(z;2z*) for Problem (4) and Gap(z;X x ))

reduces to Gap,q(z; X x ) 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 z; and the step size ng,
we first take an approzimate proximal point step as 2 ~ z — niF (2). Specifically, we require 2y
to approximately solve the proximal subproblem z — zj + ;. F(z) = 0 satisfying the error criterion

12k — 2k + e F (26)|| < a2k — 2], (10)
where a € (0,1). After computing 2, we take an extragradient step and compute
21 = 2z — MF (2). (11)

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



Algorithm 1 Quasi-Newton Proximal Extragradient (QNPE) Method (informal)
1: Input: strong monotonicity parameter p > 0, Jacobian feasible set Z, line search parameters a; > 0
and ag > 0 such that a; + as < 1, and initial trial step size o > 0
2: Initialization: initial point 2o € R? and initial Jacobian approximation By € Z
3: for iteration k =0,...,N — 1 do
4:  Let mi, be the largest possible step size in {o}3° : i > 0} such that

2k — 2z + n6(F (21) + Bi(Zx — 21))|| < ca/1 + mipl| 26 — 25

Line search subroutine;

12k — zi + M F(Zk)]] < (01 + a2)y/1 + nipl| 2k — 2k]| see Section 3.1

5: Set opy1 ’I]k/ﬂ

6: Update Zk41 9k(zk — nkF(ﬁk)) + (1 — Gk)ﬁk, where 9k = m

7. if g =0 then # Line search accepted the initial trial step size

8: Set Biy1 + By

9: else # Line search bactracked
10: Let 2z be the last rejected iterate in the line search Jacobian approximation
11: Set uy « F(2) — F(z), sk < Zr — 2k v update subroutine; see
12: Define the loss function £;(B) = % Section 4
13: Feed ¢4 (B) to an online learning algorithm A and obtain By
14:  end if
15: end for

7|l < p and sup,cpa(F(2') —r,z — 2') < € see [MS10, Section 3] for more discussions on this
notion. Under monotonicity of F', it was shown that the averaged iterate z, = Zf:_ol zi/ Z?:_ol i
is a (p, €)-weak solution with max{p, e} = (’)(1/2;:01 7).

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 2j such that the condition in (10) is satisfied. Assuming access of the operator F
and the Jacobian VF, [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 7, and an iterate 2 such that

2k = 2z, — T+ eV (2)) 7 F(21), (12)
L A
of < Tlln -zl <o (13)

where 0 < o/ < a < 1. Note that (12) corresponds to applying one iteration of Newton’s method
on the proximal subproblem z — 2z 4+ 1 F(z) = 0, while (13) imposes that the step size n, should
be on the same order as m 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/k!%) for NPE when F is monotone.

Quasi-Newton Proximal Extragradient. In our setting of interest, computing VF'(-) 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 VF(-). 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 VF'(-) and only relies on



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 VF(-) 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 x d matrix, with a complexity of O(d®). 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(d?).

Now we formally describe the procedure of our QNPE method, consisting of three stages. In the
first stage, given a Jacobian approximation matrix B and the iterate z;, we select a step size
and a point 2, that satisfy the following conditions:

2k — 2z + i (F(25) + Br(2r — zi))|| < aa/1+ mipl| 2k — 2], (14)
12k — 2z + i F (Z1)]| < (1 + a2)/1 + nepl| 26 — 2] (15)

where a7 € [0,1) and a3 € (0, 1) are user-specified parameters with ag +as < 1. When ay = 0, the
condition in (14) reduces to 2 = zx — nk(I + 7 By) " F(2)), which corresponds to one iteration
of quasi-Newton update on the proximal subproblem. In general, this quasi-Newton step can
be performed inexactly and «y determines the accuracy of solving the resulting linear system of
equations. Moreover, unlike NPE that constrains the step size in terms of the displacement || 25—z ||
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 + ngu. This relaxation, which is inspired by [BTB22], allows us to take
a potentially larger step size.

To find a pair of (nk, 2x) that satisfies both conditions in (14) and (15), we propose a backtracking
line search scheme. Specifically, given a parameter 3 € (0, 1), we iteratively test the step size from
the set {013 : i > 0}, where the initial trial step size o}, is chosen as oy = n_1/8 for k > 1. We
elaborate on the implementation of our line search scheme in Section 3.1.

In the second stage, we compute zj,; via
zk+1 = Ok(zk — meF (21)) + (1 — Ok) 2, (16)

where 0 € [0, 1] is chosen based on our convergence analysis. Specifically, in the monotone setting
(under Assumption 1.b), we choose 6, = 1 and (16) reduces to the extragradient step in (11).

Moreover, in the strongly monotone setting (under Assumption 1.a), we choose 0} = o

Finally, in the third stage, we update By, 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 By, 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 C R%*?, to
ensure that By, is properly conditioned. Moreover, the convergence rate of our method is related to
the cumulative loss ), 5 fk(Bg), and a smaller cumulative loss implies a faster convergence rate.

Here, B = {k : n; < o} denotes the indices where the line search scheme backtracks and the loss
_ Jluk—Bysk|?
. o o mP : .
Zi 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 oy (i.e., kK ¢ B), the Jacobian approximation matrix remains
unchanged since it does not contribute to the cumulative loss. Otherwise, when the line search

function f;(Byg) is given by ¢ (By) , where uy, = F(2) — F(z), sk = 2k — 2k, and
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Subroutine 1 Backtracking line search

1: Input: iterate z € R, operator g € R?, Jacobian approximation B, initial trial step size o > 0
2: Parameters: line search parameters 8 € (0,1), a3 > 0 and ay > 0 such that oy + ag < 1
3: Set n4 + o, s+ < LinearSolver(I+ 1B, —n4+g; a1/1T + nyp) and 24 < z + s
4 while |2 — 2+ 0 F(21)|| > (a1 + as) T+ 7512 — 2 do
5. Set z < 24 and 14 < [y
6:  Compute sy «+ LinearSolver(I+ 7B, —nyg;a1v/T+n1p) and 24 + z+ 84
7: end while
8: if n; = o then
9: Return ny and 24
10: else
11:  Return 74, 24 and 2
12: end if

scheme backtracks, we use a projection-free online learning algorithm to update the matrix By 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 7, and the iterate 2; in the first
stage of QNPE. For brevity, we denote F'(z) by g and omit the iteration subscript & from both
z and Bg. In light of (14) and (15), our goal at the k-th iteration is to identify a pair (74, 24)
satisfying

124 =z +n1(g + B(24 — 2))|| < arv/1+nppllzy — 2], (17)

124 =z + 0 F(21)]| < (a1 + a2) /1 +nppl 24 — 2] (18)

As previously discussed, with 7y fixed, the first condition in (17) can be met by solving the linear
system (I 4+ nyB)(2; — z) = —n4g to a desired accuracy. To formalize, we let

s; = LinearSolver(I + 74 B, —n1g;1y/1 +nyp) and 24 =z + sy, (19)

where the LinearSolver oracle is defined as follows.

Definition 3.1. The oracle LinearSolver(A, b; p) takes a matrix A € R4 g vector b € R? and
p >0 as input, and returns an approzimate solution si satisfying ||Ast — bl < p|ls+]-

By Definition 3.1, the pair (14, 24 ) is guaranteed to satisfy (17) when 2, is computed from (19).
Moreover, to implement the LinearSolver(A,b;p) oracle, a direct way is to compute the exact
solution s, = A~!'b, but this has a cost of O(d®). 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 14 to be the initial trial step size o and then compute 2, from (19). If the pair
(n+, 24+) satisfies (18), we accept 1y and 2, 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 8 € (0,1) and repeat the process, until ny and 2, 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 Z, which is computed
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from (19) using the step size 74 /8. In other words, z is the last point rejected by our line search
scheme before accepting (14, 24). This iterate Z will be used to establish a lower bound on 7,
which is further used to define the loss function £ for our online learning algorithm.

4 Jacobian approximation update via online learning

Next, we discuss the update for {Bj}r>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 7. 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 p-strongly monotone with p > 0. Let {zk}r>0
and {2x } >0 be the iterates generated by Algorithm 1, where oy € [0,1), ag € (0,1) and a1 +ag < 1.
Then for any z € R* and k > 0, it holds that

lz—z|? 1+ 2nmp )
5 T3 \zps1 — 2|* + el 2k — 2|
(20)

1—a1—a2 R R
f(\\zk — zl|” + |12k — zea]?).

m(F(2k), 2 — z) <

Proof. To simplify the notation, let o 2 o + as € (0,1). For any z € R?, we have
T]k<F(2k), 2k — Z> = <2k — 2L+ T]kF(ﬁk), 2k — Z> + <Zk — 2k7 2k — Z>. (21)
For the first term in (21), we can bound it by

(Zr — 2z + M F(2), 21 — 2) < |2 — 21 + e F(21) ||| 20 — 2]

< a1+ nppl 2 — 2|2k — 2|

1
w”gk — 2|2 (22)

., 9
< Z _
< szk zp|* + 5

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

12



term in (21), we apply the three-point equality, yielding:
N 1 1, . 1,.
(21— 21, 2k — 2) = Sz — 2| - oL EA L z|%. (23)

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

< sz—zH2_1—a

i (F(2), 2 — 2) (12K — 2zl + 126 — 2[1°) +

ang [
2

Furthermore, it follows from the update rule in (16) that ny F'(2x) = 2 — 2k+1 + 20(Zk — Zk41)-
Thus, for any z € RY, it also holds that

Me(F(21), 21 — 2) = (2K — Zkt1, Zht1 — Z) + 20602k — Zkt1, Zht1 — Z)

lze — 2I*  llze — zeqall® 1+ 2mpp
= 5 - 5 N 5 2541 — 22 (25)
+ el 2k — 2|2 = el 2e — zesa ),

where we applied the three-point equality twice in the last equality. Hence, by adding the inequality
in (24) with z = zx41 to the inequality in (25), we obtain

Ne(F (2k), 2k — 2) = Me(F (21), ze41 — 2) + e (F(2k), 2 — 2141)
2 2
ZL — 2 — 2k 14 2n
< [ I tEe=zenll” 277 M”zk+1 —z|)?

< 5 -
— 2 (26)
2 : Zk+1
+ el 2k — 2|* = el 2k — 2z || +M
s 5 Ml
— =zl =z D) + TR 2 2

Moreover, since o < 1, we further have —ngp|| 2k — zpi1 |2+ 2L || 2p— zp41 |2 < —ZE | 25— 2zp4a || <

0. Combining this with (26) and rearranging the terms, we arrive at the desired result in (20). O

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

Proposition 4.2. Let {z;}r>0 and {2 }r>0 be the iterates generated by Algorithm 1, where oy €
[0,1), ag € (0,1) and oy + a2 < 1.

(a) Under Assumption 1.a, we have ||zpr1 — 2% < ||zx — 2*||2(1 + 2npp) ™" for any k > 0.

(b) Under Assumption 1.b, we have ||zp11 — 2| < ||z — 2*|| for any k > 0. Moreover, define
the averaged iterate Zy by Zy = &T\,Offk:k Then for any compact set D C R?, we have
k=0
2
G Za: D) < H8XzeD l|lzo—=]| .
PN D) S

Proof. Let a = a1 + ap. First, we prove Part (a). Since F(z*) = 0 and F is p-strongly monotone
by Assumption 1.a, it holds that

(F(21), 2, — 2°) = (F (%) — F(2%), 2, — 2°) > pl|2, — 2*||, (27)
By setting z = z* in (20) and applying (27), it yields

l—«o
2

14 2np
2

1 * * 2 ~
0< §sz — 2*|? l2k1 — 2*]* — (126 — zll” + 126 — zr1al?)- (28)
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Since @ = ay + g < 1, we can drop the non-positive last term in (28) and obtain 0 < 3|z; —
2|2 — HEBL 2y — 2*||2, which is equivalent to [|zp+1 — 2*]|? < ||z — 2*||2(1 + 2ngp) ", This

completes the proof of Part (a).

Next, we prove Part (b). Since F is monotone by Assumption 1.b, we have
(F(2), 2 — 2°) = (F(2) — F(z"), 2, — 2°) 2 0. (29)
By setting z = z* in (20) with p = 0 and applying (29), it yields

l—«o

5 (126 — zl* + 126 — zr1a]?)- (30)

1 1
0< §sz — 2% - §sz+1 —2*|? -

Again, since the last term in (30) is non-positive, this immediately implies 3| z5+1 — 2*[|* < ||z —
2*||2, which is equivalent to ||zx11 — 2*|| < ||zx — 2*||. Additionally, by dropping the non-positive
last term in (20) and noting that u = 0, we also have ng (F(2y), 2, — 2) < ||z — 2(|* — 5| 2641 — 2[|%.
By summing this inequality from & = 0 to k = N — 1, we further get ZkN:_OI ne(F(2k), 2K — z) <
slzo — 2| = 3llzv — 2||* < 3|lz0 — z||*. Hence, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that Gap(Zy;D) <
Sl M2k

, where Zy is the averaged iterate given by zZy = ST, O
k=0

maXzEDN”zO_znz
—T1
2Zk:o Nk

Proposition 4.2 highlights the role of 7 in the convergence analysis. In particular, in the strongly
lzet1—2"1 _
lze—2z* —

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 7, cannot be arbitrarily selected, since it is constrained by the line search
conditions in (14) and (15). Intuitively, n depends on how well our Jacobian approximation matrix
By captures the local curvature of the operator F. This intuition is made precise in the following
lemma, where we present a lower bound on 7;. Recall that B is the set of indices where the line
search subroutine backtracks, i.e., B = {k : np < o1}

monotone setting, if 7, tends to infinity as the number of iterations k increases, then limy_, o

Lemma 4.3. Recall that z, is the auxiliary iterate returned by our line search scheme in Sub-
routine 1. For k ¢ B we have ng = oy, while for k € B we have n > TFGED o2l Ze—zx |

Z)—F(z1,)—Bp(Zp—zi)ll°
Moreover, if 1(By + BJ) = 1ul, we have ||Z), — z|| < B(llJr—Ogl) |2k — z& |-

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 7 = 0. On the other hand, if & € B, we go through the backtracking
procedure in Subroutine 1. Let Z; denote the last rejected point in the line search scheme, which
is calculated from (19) using the step size 7y = ni/5. This means that the pair (2, 7)) satisfies
(17) but not (18), i.e.,[|Zx — 2 + 7 (F (2k) + Br(Z — 2))|| < on /T + il 21 — 25| and || 2, — 2k +
e F (Zr) || > (o1 + a2)v/T+ fkpl| 2 — 2k |- Moreover, note that 7y, (F'(2x) — F'(2k) — Br(2, — 2x)) =
(Zp —z + T F(2K) — (Zx — 2z + e(F(2k) + Br(Z2k — zx))). Thus, it follows from the triangle
inequality that 7 || F(2)) — F(zk) = Bp(Zx — z&) | > (a1 +02) VT + ikl 2 — zel — o1 v/T + | 2 —
zk|| = aov/1+Mkpl|Zx — 2zkl|. This further implies that 7, > ”F(;S_V ;,ngzfﬂg’“k_(;:!zw” Since
1+ 7pp > 1, we obtain the first result in Lemma 4.3. To prove the second result in Lemma 4.3,
recall from (17) that 2, and Zj are inexact solutions of the linear system of equations:

T+ mBr)(z — 2x) = =i F(2¢) and  (I+7Byg)(z — 2z1) = =i F(2),
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respectively. Define 2} = 2z, — ni(I+ nBr) 1 F(z;) and Zi =z, — I+ mBr) L F(z), i.e., the
exact solutions of the above linear systems. Since (2, nx) and (2, 7 ) satisfy the condition in (17),
we have

(X +mBr)(2r — 2p) [ < cr/ 1+ mppl| 2 — 24| (31)
and |[[(T+7xBg)(Zr — 2p)|| < a1/ 1+ fep| 21 — 2] (32)

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

(1 —a)l[zr — zll < (125 — zll < (1 + an)l|2e — 2], (33)
(1 —a)l[zr — zll < [|Zk — zll < (1 + a1)l|Ze — 2] (34)

In the following, we will only prove (33), since the proof of (34) follows similarly. Since we assume
By, + B)) = LI, we have v'Byv > 4|v|? for any v € R% Therefore, by using Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, we get [|2; — Zi[[||(X + meBr)(Zx — 20)|| > (26 — 25) T (X + e By) (2 — 27) >
(14+262)|| 2, — 25 ||?, which further implies that [|(I+n,Bg)(2k—25)|| > (1+5m,1) || 24— 2;]|. Moreover,
since /T + Mt < 1+ Snpp, by (31) we also have ||(I+mxBy)(2x — 25)|| < a1 (1 + ) |2k — 2.
Hence, combining these two inequalities, we get |2 — 2;|| < a1]|2; — 2g||. It then follows from the
triangle inequality that

125 — zell <1126 — zell + 125 — 2l < (U 4+ a)l|2e — 2],
125 — zkll = 120 — 20l = 125 = 2ell = (1 — can) |21 — 2],

which proves (33). Next, we show that
x 1.
12 = 2ell = Zl2% = 2l (35)

This follows from [MS10, Lemma 7.8]. For completeness, we present its proof below. Note that by
definition, we have (I+nBy) (2} — z;) = —niF(z1) and (I+7,By) (2 — 2z1) = —kF (z1). Hence,
we further have

1 1 1 1 1
Bkﬁ*—é*zfé*—zk——ﬁ*—zk :N—f*—ﬁ*+<~———> 2*—Zk.
(2 — 2p) nk(k ) nk(k ) nk(k ) PR (2 — z1)
Since (2 — ) 'Bi(2; — 2;) > 0, by taking the inner product with 2; — Z; on both sides of the

above inequality, we obtain (ﬁ%@ - nik) (ZF —z1) (35— %) > ﬁlkHzA;; — Z;||%. Since nx = B, using

the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, this further leads to [|2} — Z;[|? < (% — 1) (z—2))" (30— %) <
<% - 1) |25 — zklll|2) — Zf||. Hence, we further have ||2; — 2}|| < <% - 1) |25 — 2/, which implies

that ||2; — zi|| < ||2} — 25| + |12 — =l < %HZAZ — 2zk||. This completes the proof of (35). Finally,

by combining (33), (34), and (35), it follows that |2 — zx|| < 1_1a1 125 — 2] < m\\éz —zi| <
1+aq 1+a4
11— (1—a1)B

12 — 2| < |2k — zk||. This proves the second result in Lemma 4.3. O
Lemma 4.3 demonstrates that the step size 1, depends inversely on the relative approximation error
|F' (k)= F (z1) =B (2 —2i) |l I ; : 1 1 ; hich
EE . Moreover, a smaller approximation error leads to a larger step size, whic
in turn implies faster convergence. Note that the lower bound in Lemma 4.3 for 7 is expressed
in terms of Zj, which is not accepted as the actual iterate. Hence, we use the second result in
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Lemma 4.3 to relate ||2x — zk|| with ||2x — 2g||. 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 By.

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

lzx — 271> _ 17 4 ouN  \ 7V
T < H(1+277k,u) <\ 1+ == ) (36)
k=0 =0 1/

where the last inequality is obtained by applying Jensen’s inequality to the function log(1 + %)
Similalry, in the monotone setting, it follows from Proposition 4.2(b) that

N-1
230 me 2N? =0 '

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 Z,]j:_ol 1/nx and this is achieved in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let {nk} L be the step sizes in Algorithm 1 obtained by the line search in Subrou-

tine 1. Then,
N—
1 1 |ur, — Brsi|?
ZO =B " T-0) a25\/ ) PA
where uy, = F(Z,) — F(21,), sp = Zx — zi, and 2, is the auziliary iterate in Subroutine 1.

Proof. Let uy 2 F(2;,) — F(z;) and s, £ 2, — z;,. In Lemma 4.3, we showed that n, = oy if k ¢ B

and 7 > % otherwise. Using the observations above, we can write
Yioslisleylislol s Loyl w
we ® ke gB ke ! kB r>1 "t el

where we used o), =

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

N1y
— Z —. (40)
par 77’“ e B
Now using ng > % for k € B, we further have
- B 1 - B 2 1 - B 2
Z Z H’u(;z BHSkikH < 5\/‘8‘2 [|lug ! H/;.SkH <- 5\/NZ [|lug E ”];SkH ()
wep* kes  @2PISk 2 keB 2 keB k

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. O

Now given the above results we observe the connection between the choice of { By} 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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2
that our goal is to update the Jacobian approximation matrices {By} such that ), p W

is as small as possible to achieve the fastest possible convergence rate. Moreover, note that the
variables u;, = F(2;) — F(zx) and s, = Z; — 2z are determined by Subroutine 1 only after the
matrix B has been chosen. This implies that the matrix B, must be selected first, after which we
can compute the approximation error as W 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 {Bg}x>0.

Formally, define the loss function ¢ : R9%? — R at iteration k as

0, itk ¢ B,
(r(B) £ {uuk—Bskuz

sl 2

. (42)
otherwise.
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 By from a given convex feasible set Z; (ii) We receive
the loss function ¢;(B) defined in (42); (iii) We update our Jacobian approximation matrix to
By 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 {By}x>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 Bi. We provide a high-level overview of why the feasible
set structure is crucial in constraining Z]kvz_ol lk(Byg).

Specifically, in the strongly monotone case, we decompose the cumulative loss as Z]kvz_ol (L (Byg) =

]kV:_Ol . (H) + ( kN:_Ol l(By) — ]kV:_Ol (;(H)), where the first part ZkN:_Ol (;(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 Zi\;_ol (By) — Zi\;_ol ,(H) < Regy(H; Z), where Regy(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 Zg:_ol l(Bg) < Zg:_ol (,(H) + Regy(H). Intuitively, a natural
choice is setting H = VF(z*), the true Jacobian matrix at the solution z*. Thus, we require
VF(z*) € Z. In the monotone setting, we use a similar approach but decompose the cumulative
loss as Son o l(Br) = Sn o e(Hy) + (X0 g €u(Bi) — Y05 £i(Hy)), where {H,} ) 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 E]kvz_ol (L (Byg) — E]kvz_ol l(Hy) < D-Regy(Hp,...,Hy_1; Z). It turns out that the proper
choice for {H}} is to set Hy = VF(zg) for k = 0,..., N—1, and hence, we require that VF(z;) € Z
for any k£ > 0.

Additionally, the set Z constrains our approximation matrices By, ensuring that their operator
norm ||Bygllop 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 By to satisfy
$(Bi, +B)) = Q(u)I in the strongly monotone setting or (By + B, ) = 0 in the monotone setting.
This condition is pivotal in Lemma 4.3 and ensures our LinearSolver oracle can be implemented
efficiently.

Finally, when VF(z*) possesses a certain structure, we can include additional constraints in Z
to enforce the same structure on By, 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 VF(z) is symmetric or J-symmetric (i.e.,
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JVF(z) = VF(2)"J). In addition, if F has a sparse Jacobian with sparsity pattern €, then
[VF(z)];; = 0 for all (¢, ) that satisfy (4,7) ¢ & and i # 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={BesS!: yI<B=LI, Be L} (43)

where £ C S? is a linear subspace. in the general case, we set £ = S? However, when
the Hessians of f exhibit the sparsity pattern , we define £ as £ = {B € §% : Blij =
0 for all (i,7) ¢ © and ¢ # j}.

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

1
Z = {B € R y1 < 5B+ B") <41, |Bllop < L1,B € c} , (44)
where £ C R%*? is a linear subspace. For general nonlinear equations £ = R%*¢, for minimax
problems £ = {B € R*>?: B = JB'J}, and for sparse nonlinear equations £ = {B € R%*? :

[B];; = 0 for all (z,7) ¢ Q and i # 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 € RP. For T consecu-
tive rounds ¢t = 0,...,7 — 1, a learner chooses an action x; € RP and then observes a con-
vex loss function ¢ : RP? — R. The goal is to minimize either the static regret defined by
Regr(u;C) & th:_Ol li(xy) — th:_Ol li(u) with a fixed competitor & € C, or the dynamic regret
defined by D-Regy(ug,...,ur_1;C) = ZtT:_Ol li(xy) — Zfz_ol l1(uy) with a sequence of competitors
uy € 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” : ||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 SEP¢ for a compact set C. We use span(C) to denote

the linear span of C, i.e., span(C) = {Zle oxickely, ¢, €C, oy € 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 containing the origin. The oracle SEPc(w; §)
takes wespan(C) and § > 0 and returns v > 0 and a vector s € span(C) with one of these outcomes:

e Case I: v < 1, which implies that w € (14 9)C;
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Algorithm 2 Projection-Free Online Learning

1: Input: Initial point wy € span(C), the orthogonal projection matrix P associated with the subspace
span(C), step size p > 0, 6 > 0, radius R > 0

2: fort=0,1,...T —1do

3:  Query the oracle (74, 8¢) < SEPc(wy;6)

4:  if 4y <1then # Case I: we have w;, € (1 +0)C

5: Set x; + {tfvt (Option I) and play the action x
175 (Option II)
6: Receive the loss ¢;(x;) and the subspace gradient g; = PV{;(x;)
7 Set gt “— gt
8 else # Case II: we have wy/v € (1 +0)C
L (Option I) .
9: Set x; +— { " o, . and play the action x;
G (Option IT)
10: Receive the loss £(x;) and the subspace gradient g, = PV{;(x4)
11: Set g; < g+ + max {0, —%<9t,wt>} Sy
12:  end if )
13:  Update wyyq % # Online projected gradient descent
14: end for

o Case II: v > 1, which implies that w/v € (1+9)C and (s,w—x) >~y —1, Ve €C.

By Definition 4.1, given an input w € span(C), the SEP¢(w;d) has two possible outcomes: either
it certifies that w is approximately feasible and lies in (1+d)C (Case I), or it produces a scaled
version of w that is in (1+9)C and provides a strict separating hyperplane between w and C (Case
IT). We note that the requirement of w € span(C) is necessary. Otherwise, we have w/v ¢ (1+9)C
for any v € R and thus neither of the two cases in Definition 4.1 holds.

Once equipped with the SEP¢ 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 {z;};>0 to be in a
larger set (1 + §)C, whereas in Option II, the iterate satisfies oy € C for all ¢ > 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 x; must
be in the feasible set C, while in our setting xy can be chosen from a larger set (149)C in Option I.
Second, their algorithm relied on an oracle that approzimates the gauge function ye(w) £ inf{\ >
0:w € AC} and its subgradient, which is further explicitly constructed using a membership oracle.
Our oracle in Definition J.1 is different but related, in the sense that its output v 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) = RP. 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 £;(w) = (g, w) for 0 < t < T — 1, where g, is the
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surrogate gradient to be defined later. Instead of updating the iterates {@;};>¢ in the original online
learning problem directly, we will run online projected gradient descent on this auxiliary problem
to obtain the iterates {w;};>0 (note that the projection onto Br(0) is easy to compute), and then
generate the iterates {a;};>¢ by calling SEP¢(wy;d). More precisely, we initialize wy € span(C),
and as we shall prove in Lemma 4.5, we can guarantee that w; € span(C) for any ¢ > 0. Consider
the iterate w; at round t. Since w; € span(C), SEP¢(wy;0) is well-defined and let 4 > 0 and
s; € RP be its output. Now we consider two cases depending on the value of ;.

(a) In Case I where vy, < 1, we set either ; = w; in Option I, or x; = % in Option II. Further,
denote by P the orthogonal projection matrix associated with the subspace span(C), and we
compute the subspace gradient g; = PV/;(x;) € span(C). Then the surrogate gradient is
chosen as g; = g;.

(b) Otherwise, in Case II where v, > 1, we set either x; = % in Option I, or ; = (IJ’F"W
in Option II. We further compute the subspace gradient g, = PV/{;(x;) and define the

surrogate gradient by g = g + max{0, —%(gt, wy) } St

Finally, we update w1 following the standard online projected gradient descent with step size

p >0
R

max{||w; — pgi|l2, R}

w1 = g, ) (wp — pVi(wy)) = (wi — pgt). (45)
We note that the surrogate loss functions {gt(W)}?:BI are constructed explicitly to guarantee that
the immediate regret ¢;(w;) — £,(u) = (g;,w; — u) serves as an (approximate) upper bound on
li(xy) — £i(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 ; is convex for any t > 0 and let {x;}1 )" and {w}1 ) be
the iterates generated by Algorithm 2. Then we have wy € span(C) for any t > 0. Moreover:

(a) In Option I, we have x; € (1+96)C fort =0,1,...,T — 1. Also, for any u € C, it holds that

o=l Jlwis — w3
- 2p 2p

1g:ll < llgell + [(gs, e} [l ¢ - (47)

(b) In Option II, we have x; € C fort =0,1,...,T — 1. Also, for any u € C, it holds that

b)) < (Grwy — ) + Llgil3, (46)

bi(x) — Le(u) < (gr, wr — u) — 5(gs, T1) (48)
Jwe —wulf  Jwi —ull3 | o0
< _ [ _
gl < llgell + (1 + 6)[{gt, ze)|l|sel- (50)

Proof. To begin with, we prove by induction that w; € span(C). By initialization, we have wy €
span(C). Now suppose w; € span(C) for some ¢ > 0. Since g1 = PV{(x;) € span(C) and
sy € span(C) by Definition 4.1, we obtain that g; € span(C) in both Options I and II. Moreover,
since wy41 is expressed as a linear combination of w; and g; according to (45), we obtain that
w1 € span(C). Hence, we conclude by induction that w; € span(C) for any ¢ > 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(wy;d).

o If v, <1, we have w; € (1 + §)C by Definition 4.1. Thus, we have ; = w; € (1 +0)C and
g+ = g¢, which immediately implies (47). Moreover, since ¢; is convex, we have ¢ (x;) — £l (u) <
(Vl(xy), ¢y — u). Note that both x; and u are in span(C) and recall that P denotes the
orthogonal projection matrix associated with span(C). Thus, we further have x;, — u =
P(x;—u), which implies that (V{(x;), zi—u) = (Vi (x:), P(xi—u)) = (PV(x), 2 —u) =
(g1, Ty — u). Therefore, we have ly(x;) — li(u) < (g¢, 1 — u) = (G¢, wy — u), which proves the
first inequality in (46).

e Otherwise, if 7, > 1, we have % € (140)C by Definition 4.1 and (s, ws—x) > v — 1, Vo € C.

In this case, Algorithm 2 chooses x; = % € (1+0)C and g; = g¢ + max{0, —%(gt,wg}st =
g: + max{0, —(g¢, x¢) }s;. To prove the first inequality in (46), first note that we also have
li(xy) — li(u) < (g¢, x; — u) using similar arguments as above. Moreover, for any u € C,

g¢ +max{0, —(g¢, T¢) } 8¢, wy — u)

gt, ey — w) + max{0, —(g¢, 1) H(st, wr — u)

ge, e — w) + (v — 1)(gr, @) + (v — 1) max{0, —(g¢, =) }
g1, Ty —u),

<§t,’wt—u> (

=
> (
> (

where we used w; = vy &, in the second equality and (s, w; —u) > v —1 in the first inequality.
Also, by the triangle inequality we obtain

1g:ll2 = llg: + max{0, —(gs, z:) }sell2 < llgell2 + [{gr, 2)[[| st |2,

which proves (47).

Finally, from the update rule of w1 in (45), for any w € C C Bgr(0), we have (w; — pg; —
Wiy1, W1 — w) > 0. This further implies that

(Gr, wy —u) < (Gy, w; — wiqr) + ;(wt — Wi, W1 — W)

- Jw; —ul}  fwipr —ul}  Jw — w3
= (gt, wr — wiy1) + R R R
1 o 1 2 Pis2
< gHwt —ull3 - EHth —ull; + §Hgt”27 (51)

_ 2 .
where we used the Young’s inequality (g;, w; — wey1) < W + 5llge

This proves the second inequality in (46).

|2 in the last inequality.

Next, we consider Part (b) for Option II. Similarly, we distinguish two cases depending on the
outcome of SEP(wy; 9).

o If 4, < 1, we have w; € (1 4 0)C by Definition 4.1. According to Option II in Algorithm 2,
we have x; = {35 € C and g = g¢, which immediately implies (50). Using similar arguments
as in Option I, we have {;(x;) — ¢;(u) < (g, Ty — u). Moreover, since wy = (1 + 0)x;, we
have (g, w; — u) = (g¢, (1 + 0)xs — u) = (g¢, xr — u) + 5(g¢, z¢). Combining these two, we
further have £, (x;) — 6 (u) < (g¢, ¢ —u) < (g4, wy —u) — 6(gs, ;). This proves the inequality
n (48).
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e Otherwise, if 74 > 1, By Definition 4.1 we have % € (14+96)C and (s, w; —x) > v — 1

Ve € C. According to Option IT in Algorithm 2t, we have x; = % € C and g; =

g +max{0, —% (g1, wy)}sy = g1 +max{0,—(1+9)(g¢, x;)}s;. Following similar arguments as
in Option I, we have ¢;(x;) — ;(u) < (g¢, s — u). Moreover, for any u € C,

(g1, wr — u) = (g¢ + max{0, —(1 + 0)(gs, T¢) } 8¢, wr — )
= (g1, (1 + 0)vews — u) + max{0, —(1 + 0)(gs, z¢) } (8¢, wr — u)
> (ge, (1+ 0)m; — u),

where we used (s;, w; —u) > v —1 in the first inequality. By rearranging the above inequality,
we obtain that £(x;) — by (u) < (g, 2t —u) < (Gy, wr —u) — 6{gy, x1), which proves (48). Also,
by the triangle inequality we obtain

19¢ll2 = llg: + max{0, —(1 + 8)(gs, @)}t ll2 < [lgell2 + (1 + 8)(ge, @4) [l s ]2,

which proves (50).
Finally, the second inequality in (49) can be shown similarly as in Option I. O

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 C; N Cy can be constructed using the
individual oracles for C; and Cq, along with projection on the linear subspace span(C; N Cy). This
is formalized in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.6. Assume that C = Cy N Co N L, where 0 € C; N Cy and L = span(C) is a linear
subspace. Suppose we have access to SEP¢, (w; ), SEP¢, (w;d) and the orthogonal projection matriz
P/ associated with the subspace L. Then given inputs w € L and § > 0, the oracle SEP¢(w; d) can
be constructed in the following ways:

(a) let (y1,81) = SEP¢, (w;d) and (y2, s2) = SEP¢, (w;9).

(b) Let i = argmax;c gy o) i and then output (v, s) = (vi, Prsi).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume 73 > 79 and thus the output is given by (v,s) =
(71,Prs1). We consider two cases depending on whether v; < 1 or not.

In the first case where v = 1 < 1, we have y2 <1 < 1. According to the definitions of SEP¢, (w; J)
and SEP¢, (w; ), we have w € (1+6)C; and w € (1 + 6)Ca. This implies that w € (14 9)(C1 NCa).
Moreover, since we assume that w € £, this leads to w € (14 9)(C1NCaN L) = (14 9)C.

In the second case where v = 1 > 1, according to the definition of SEP¢, (w;d) we have w/y; €
(14 96)Cy and (s1,w —x) > v — 1 for all ® € C;. Moreover, by the definition of SEP¢, (w;J), we
have w/v2 € (1 + 0)Cy. First, we show that w/v € (14 0)C. Since 2 < 71, we can write w/y;
as a convex combination of the origin and w /v, and thus it follows from the convexity of Cy that
w/v1 € (14 0)Cy. Similar to the arguments in the first case, we obtain w/y = w/y; € (1 4 J)C.
Next, we will prove that (s,w —x) > v — 1. Since C; C C, we have @ € C; for any € C.
Therefore, it implies that (s;,w —x) > v —1 =y — 1. Moreover, since w € £ and x € L, we have
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Subroutine 2 Online Learning Guided Jacobian Approximation Update
1: Input: Initial matrix By € Z, the orthogonal projection matrix P, step size p > 0, § > 0, failure
probabilities {qt}tT;ll, Lipschitz constant L; > 0 and strong monotonicity parameter p > 0

2: Initialize: set Wy + L%(B — (L1 + ), Gog L%PVZQ(BO) and Go + Gy
. Vd(Wo—pGo) Aot
i g)rl)‘d?tj 1‘71 .fT‘IE’i{@OIIWo*PéoHF} i# Projection onto B./3(0)
5: Query (7,5(1), S,El)) +— ExtEvec(W’ﬁJ;WfT ;0, %) and (7,5(2), S,EQ)) < MaxSvec(Wy; 6, 4)
6:  Let ¢ = argmax;c( 9) %(i), and set vy < 7,5“ and S; PSgi)
7. if vy <1then # Case [
. W, if Option I .

8: Set By ¢ { vy fp>0(0ptionD) 4B, LB, + (L + I

15 if p =0 (Option II)
9: Set Gi +— £=PV/(B,) and Gy + Gy
10: else # Case Il

W . .

. ot fpu>0(Opt I -

11 Set By« { L (Option 1) - 1B, « LBy + (Lt + )

Troy, =0 (Option IT)
12: Set Gy = =PV,(By) and G; + G + max{0, —=(G;, W)},
13: end if va B

AW, —pG ecti

14:  Update Wi y1 < max{\/ﬁ(,nwtipc*;)tHF} # Projection onto B, (0)
15: end for

P.(w—x) = w— . Therefore, we conclude that (s,w —x) = (Pzs;,w—x) = (s1,P(w—x)) =
(s,,w—x)y >y —1=7v—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. U

If SEP¢, and SEP¢, can be computed efficiently and projecting onto £ is easy, Lemma 4.6 shows
that constructing SEP¢ 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 {By, }1>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 ¢x(B) = 0 when k ¢ B. Thus, we can simply keep By1 unchanged for
these iterations (cf. Line 8 in Algorithm 1). Suppose B = {ko, k1,...,kr_1}, where T' < N. With
a slight abuse of notation, in the following, we relabel the indices in Bast =0,...,7 — 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 £ = R% 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 B £ L%(B — (L1 + p)I). We have the following result, which shows that after

this one-to-one correspondence, B 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:

. 1 . N
Cé{Be]R{dXd:—I 5(B+BT)<1 IBllop < 3, Bec}. (52)

Let B 2 L%(B— (L 4+ w)X). If B € Z, then B € C. Conversely, if B € (1406)C, then JB+BT) =
(i — L16)T and ||B|lop < 4Ly + p+ 30L;.

Proof First, we show that B € Z implies B € C. By the definition of B, we have %(B +BT) =
s (B+BT) - BT - LT LT = T Moreover, we also have (B+BT) s (B+BT) <1
Comblmng these two, we obtaln that —1I= (B +BT) < I. Additionally, we can bound IBlop <
i L (IB|lop+ (L1+p)) < 3since |B|lop < L1 and 1 < Ly. Finally, note that B is a linear combination
of B and I. Since I € £ and B € L, we also have B € £. Hence, we conclude that B € C.

For the other direction assume B € (1+6)C and note that B = LB+ (L +u)I. Since B € (1+6)C
implies that (B + BT) —(1+0)L, we have £(B+B") = %(B +BT) + (L + p)I = (1 — L16)L
Finally, B € (1 +0)C also implies that |B|lop < 3(1+6), and thus it holds that |B|lop < L1||B|lop +
(L1 + ) <4Ly 4 p+ 36L,. This completes the proof. O

Hence, we will work with the new set C in our online learning algorithm. Moreover, note that
we can write C = C; N Cy N L, where we define ¢; £ {B € R4 . _I < (B +BT) < I} and
Cy 2 {B e R4 HBHOp < 3}. By Lemma 4.6, it suffices to construct the approximate separation
oracles for C; and Cs, respectively.

The separation oracle for C; is closely related to the problem of computing extreme eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of a symmetric matrix. Specifically, given an input matrix W € R>? let A € R
and vmax € RY be the largest magnitude eigenvalue and its associated unit eigenvector of the
symmetrized matrix W = 1(W + W), respectively. We deduce that: (i) If [Amax| < 1, then this
implies that —I < %(W + W) < I, which certifies W € C. (ii) Otherwise, if [Amax| > 1, then
we set ¥ = |Amax| and S = sign(/\max)vmaxv;ax € Sd We claim that the pair (7, S) satisfies the
conditions in Definition 4.1. Indeed, note that —~I < (W +WT) <+Iand thus ~- € C. Moreover,

since the matrix S is symmetric, it holds that (S, W) = (S, W> = sign(Amax)v maXW'vmaX = |Amax|-
Similarly, for any B € C, we have (S,B) = (S, %(B%—BT)) B+B")vmay| < 1. Combining
these two results, we obtain that (S, W — B) >~ —1. Hence, we can build the separation oracle for
Cy by computing the extreme eigenvalues and eigenvectors of a given symmetric matrix. However,
computing the exact values of Ayax and vyax 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

|2 max(

Definition 4.2. The oracle ExtEvec(W:d,q) takes W € R¥™? § > 0, and q € (0,1) as input and
returns a scalar v > 0 and a matriz S € S*. With probability at least 1 — q, the returned v and S
satisfy one of the following properties::
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e Case I: v < 1, which implies that —(1 4+ 0)I <X 2(W + W) = (1 + 6)I;

o Case II: v > 1, which implies that —(1 + J)I
(S, W —B) >~ —1 for any B such that —I <

Note that ExtEvec is an approximate separation oracle for the set C; in the sense of Definition 4.1
(with success probability at least 1 — ¢), and it also guarantees that ||S||r <1 in Case IL

For the second set Ca, 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 € R4, Specifically, let opmax >
0 be the maximal singular value of W and let v,v’ € R be the associated left and right unit singular
vectors. Since ||Bllop = Omax, we can similarly deduce that: (i) If opayx < 3, then this certifies that
W € Cy. (ii) Otherwise, if opmax > 3, then we set v = 732 and S = %’U/’UT € R%4_In this case,
note that ||¥||Op < 3 and thus % € Cy. Moreover, note that (S, W) = tv Wo/ = Zmax — 5
and (S,B) = %’UTB’U/ < %HBHop < 1 for any B € Cy, we obtain that (S, W — B) > ~ — 1. Thus,
this demonstrates that the separation oracle for Co 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; 8, q) takes W € R™? § >0, and q € (0,1) as input and
returns a scalar v > 0 and a matriz S € R, With probability at least 1 — q, the returned v and
S satisfy one of the following properties::

e Case I: v < 1, which implies that ||[W|op < 3(1+9);

A~

e Case II: v > 1, which implies that ||[W /7v|lop < 3(1+6), ||S|lr <1 and (S, W —B) >~ —1
for any B € R4 such that ||Blop < 3.

Similarly, we remark that MaxSvec is an approximate separation oracle for the set Cs in the sense
of Definition 4.1 (with success probability at least 1 — ¢), and it also guarantees that ||S||p < 1 in
Case II.

The oracles in Definitions 4.2 and 4.3 provide the approximate separation oracles for C; and Cs,
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 VF' exhibits additional structures.
We then discuss modifications to our online learning algorithm to enforce these structures on the
Jacobian approximation {Byj}r>o. 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 € £, by Lemma 4.7, the feasible set C in our online learning algorithm is given
by C = C; NCy N L under the transformation B £ L%(B — (L1 + p)I). We have discussed the
construction of SEP¢, and SEP¢, 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; p)
1: Input: A € R4 becR? p>0

cre1s vy if A is non-symmetric i
2: Initialize: so < 0, 79 < b, vg < A7y, po { 0 Y , Yo v(—')—po, qo < vg if A

ro if A is symmetric
is symmetric

3: for k=0,... do

4:  if ||rklle < pllskll2 then

5: Return s;

6: end if

7: When A is non-symmetric: When A is symmetric:

8 qr <+ Apy 8 (qn = Apy)

9 ay +w/llaxl? 9 ar + /llaxl?

10: Sk+1 < Sk + aEPk 10: Sk4+1 < Sk + Dk

11: Tr+1 < Tk — kgL o 11: Trt1 < Tk — Oqy

120 wp ¢ ATrgg ( CGLS 120 Upgr ¢ ATpq + Conjugate Residual

130 g < Jloga])? 13t Yhy1 < UL Thet

40 B o1/ e 140 By < Yo/

15:  Pr+1 ¢ Vkt1 + BrPr 15 Pry1 < Trt1 + BePk
16:  Qry1 = Vky1 + Brqr

17: end for

Minimization. Consider the minimization problem in (4). In this case, we have £ = S% the set
of symmetric matrices. For any W € R%*9, the projection onto £ can be computed as P (W) =
% (W + WT). 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 = {B es?: —I<B < 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 £ = {B € R¥¥d . JB = BTJ}, i.e, the set of
J-symmetric matrices. For any W € R%*? the projection onto the set of J-symmetric matrices
can be easily computed as P;(W) = 3(W +IJWTJ).

Sparse nonlinear equations. In this case, we have £ = {B € R¥4 : [B];; = 0, V(i,j) ¢ Q,i # j}.
Given an input matrix W, the projection onto £ corresponds to “zeroing out” the entries of W that
are not in Q. Formally, we have Pz(W) = W, where the matrix W is defined as [W];; = [W];;
for (i,7) € Q or i = j, and [W];; = 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 sy = 0, and we return the iterate s; once it satisfies
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|Ask—b|| < p||sk||- The specific algorithm we choose depends on whether the input matrix A 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
ATAs = ATb 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 7, = b — Asy, over the Krylov subspace span{b, Ab, ..., A*"1b}.
For completeness, the full algorithm is shown in Subroutine 3. We also remark that in the conju-
gate residual method, the relation q; = Ap; holds, but the matrix-vector product is not computed
explicitly. Instead, in Line 16 we compute g1 directly from vi1 and g, without an additional
matrix-vector product (noting that vgi1 = Argi1, qp = Apg, and prr1 = Trr1 + Bkpr). 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., [Saall; 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 matric W and let \;(W) and
Aa(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® and u'® such that

P((Wu®, u®) < A (W) — (M (W) — \g(W))) < 1.648v/de~ V=1,
P((Wul® ul®) > A(W) + €A (W) — \g(W))) < 1.648V/de VD),

As a corollary, to ensure that, with probability at least 1 — q, (Wu) u®) > X\ (W) — e(A (W) —
Aa(W)) and (WuD ud) < X\, (W)4e(A (W) = X\g(W)), the number of iterations can be bounded
by (ie_l/Q log(lq%d) + %]

Now we are ready to describe our procedure detailed in Subroutine 4. Specifically, given the input
matrix W € R%? we compute the symmetrized matrix W = %(W + W) and run the Lanczos

method for N = [11/2(1 + ) log(%zd) + 3] iterations. This yields approximate unit eigenvectors
u) and w(®, which correspond to the largest and the smallest eigenvalues of W, respectively.
Moreover, we define \; = (Wu® M) and Mg = (Wu® 4 as the approximate largest and
smallest eigenvalues of W, respectively. Then we set v = max{;\l, 5\d}. To construct the output
pair (v,S) satisfying the conditions in Definition 4.2, we distinguish two cases depending on the
value of «. In Case I where v < 1, we return v and set S = 0. Otherwise, in Case II where v > 1,

we return « along with the rank-one matrix S given by

S — u(l)(u(l))T, if 5\1 > _5\d§
| —uD@@)T ) otherwise.

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

Lemma 5.2. Let v and S be the output of ExtEvec(W3 4, 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; 4, q)

Input: W € R¥™4 §>0,q¢€ (0,1)
Initialize: sample v; € R? uniformly from the unit sphere, 8; < 0, vy + 0
Set W «— (W + W) and set the number of iterations N <+ H 2(1+ %) log(%{i) + 17
fork=1,...,N do

Set wy, V_Vvk — Brvr_1

Set ay,  (wg, vi) and wy — Wi — QR

Set Brt1 + |lwi| and vpyr < wi /Bt
end for L
Form a tridiagonal matrix T < tridiag(82.n, @1.5, B2:N)

# Use the tridiagonal structure to compute eigenvectors of T
: Compute (A1, 2(1)) < MaxEvec(T) and (A\g, 2(¥)) < MinEvec(T)

Lanczos method

—_ =
=9

12: Set uV) Z]kvzl z,(cl)'vk and u(¥ Zivzl z,(cd Vg

13: Set v + max{\;, —Aq}

14: if v <1 then

15:  Returnyand S =0 # Case I: v < 1, which implies ||[W||op <1+6

16: else if 5\1 > —S\d then

17 Return v and S = u(l)(u(l))—r # Case II: v > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane
18: else

19:  Return y and S = —u(d)(u(d))T # Case II: v > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane
20: end if

Proof. Note that in Subroutine 4, we run the Lanczos method for He—l/? log lq%d + %—‘ iterations,

where € = 2(1‘1 5 Thus, by Proposition 5.1, with probability at least 1 — ¢ we have

fu & (WD), w0 > 2y (W) ﬁw(m — (W), (53)
A 2 (Wu@ w@)y <\ (W) + ﬁ(h(w) — A(W)). (54)

Combining (53) and (54), we obtain % < A1 — Ag, which further implies that A (W) —
Aa(W) < (1+6)(A1 — Ag). By plugging the above inequality back into (53) and (54), we further
have

(W) < & + ﬁwvw S M(W)) < A+ S - ) (55)
(W) > Ay ﬁum) S M(W)) = A= S0 A, (56)

Recall that v = max{\;, —\q}. By (55) and (56), we can further bound the eigenvalues of W by

_ 5 _ 5
MW)sy+5-2y=01+0)y and A(W)2-—y-5-2y=~(1+0)r. (57)

Hence, we can see that —(1 4+ 0)yI < W = J(W + WT) < (1 + 6)7I. Now we distinguish three
cases.

(a) If v < 1, then we are in Case I and the ExtEvec oracle outputs v and S = 0. In this case, we
indeed have —(1+§)I 2 (W +WT) < (14 4)L
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(b) If v > 1 and A1 > —\g, then we are in Case II and the ExtEvec oracle returns 5 and
S = uM ()T, In this case, since max{\; (W), =Ag(W)} < ~(1 + ), we have —(1 + 6)I <
%(W +WT) < (1461 Also, since u) is a unit vector, we have ||S||p = |uV|? = 1.
Finally, for any B such that —I < %(B—I—BT) =< I, we have (S, W—B) = u{ Wuy —uir]gul =
u{ Wuy — %ulT(]:D) + BT)ul > A —1=+~—1. Thus, v and S satisfy all the properties in

Case II.
(c) If v>1 and —Xa > Ap, then we are also in Case IT and the ExtEvec oracle returns v and
S = —u@(uD)T. The rest follows similarly to the case above.
This completes the proof. O

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

we conclude that ExtEvec(W; 4, ¢) requires O ( 1+ %log(%)) 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¥*? be an arbitrary matriz. Define the augmented
matric W by

= |0 W 2
w_[WT O}GS. (58)

o Let \{(W) and A\aq(W) denote its largest and smallest eigenvalues, respectively. Then A1(W)
is the mazimal singular value of W and Aog(W) = —A1(W).

o Let © € R denote the eigenvector associated with \{(W) and partition it as © = (v,v'),
where v,v' € RE. Then v and v’ are the left and right singular vectors associated with the
mazimal 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 vy and S be the output of MaxSvec(W; 4, q) in Subroutine 5. Then with probability
at least 1 — q, they satisfy the properties in Definition 4.5.

Proof. Note that in Subroutine 5, we run the Lanczos method for He_l/ 2log %d + %—‘ iterations,

where € = ﬁ. Thus, by Proposition 5.1, with probability at least 1 — ¢ we can find a unit

vector © € R4 such that A\; 2 (Wo,9) > A\ (W) — ﬁ()\l(\fv) — X2q(W)), Moreover, notice that

Aag(W) = —A;(W) by Lemma 5.3. Hence, the above further implies that A\; > l—Jlré/\l(VV), which
is equivalent to A (W) < (1 + §)X. Moreover, note that A\;(W) = |[W|lop and v = \;/3. Hence,

the above is further equivalent to |[W||op < 3(1 + 6)7y. Now we distinguish two cases.
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Subroutine 5 MaxSvec(W; 4, q)
1: Input: W € R™4 §>0,q€ (0,1)
2: Set W [ 0 W} € S?? and the number of iterations N < H\/2(1 + 3)log %1 + %—‘

W' 0
3: Compute approximate largest eigenvalue A1 and its eigenvector & € R?¢, by running the Lanczos method
on W for N iterations # See Subroutine J

4: Partition @ as ¥ = [v,v’] where v,v’ € R?

5: Set v < A1 /3

6: if v <1 then

7. Returnyand S=0 # Case I: v < 1, which implies ||[W||op < 3(1 4 0)

8: else

9: Return vy and S = %v'v—r € Rdxd # Case II: v > 1 and S defines a separating hyperplane

10: end if

(a) If v < 1, then we are in Case I and the MaxSvec oracle outputs v and S = 0. In this case,
we indeed have |[W/||op < 3(1+6)y < 3(1+9).

(b) If v > 1, then we are in Case II and the MaxSvec oracle returns v and S = %’U/’UT. In
this case, since |[Wllop < 3(1 + 0)y, we have [|[W/vy|lop < 3(1 +6). Also, since ¥ is a unit
vector, we have ||S||r = %”"i”HU/H < Lol + |v']?) = 39| = L. Finally,Ait holds that
(S, W) = %'vTWv’ = %'f)TWf) = % = . Moreover, for any B such that ||B|, < 3, we
have <S,B> = %vTBv’ < §||v||\|B||0p||v’H < 2|l ||[|v] < ||| + ||v'||* = 1. Hence, we obtain
(S,W — B) >~ — 1. This shows that v and S satisfy all the properties in Case IIL

This completes the proof. O

Finally, similar to the ExtEvec oracle, we note that MaxSvec(W; d, ¢) requires O ( 1+ %log(%))
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 m is selected by Subroutine 1 and the Jacobian approximation By 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 {z} and {2} be the iterates
generated by Algorithm 1 using the line search scheme in Subroutine 1, where ay,as € (0, %),

30



B € (0,1), and o9 > @b Iy addition, the Jacobian approximation matrices are updated in

75L1"
Subroutine 2 with Option I, where p = %, o ﬁ, and q; = m fort > 1. With

probability at least 1 — p, the following holds:

o %]|2 —1
(a) (Linear convergence) For any k > 0, we have % < (1 + 4&2&#) .

2541 —2"]|

2= — 0. Furthermore, define the absolute

(b) (Superlinear convergence) We have limy_,
constant C and the quantity M by

(1 —I—Oél)2
C = , 59
2(1 — a1)252(1 — (041 + 012)) ( )
121|By — V2f(2") I3 15L1 \ L3z — 2*|°
M = 2 .
L? ez 20081 L? (60)

Then for any k > 0, we have

|z — 2|

—k
(1-BaBu . | 2 k

LUk B LG (R Sl @ Z k) — ,

Hzo—z*u2—< L e S

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(% log %)
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+ £-4/ 2k, where M = O(#HBO —VF(")|%+ %Hzo —z*|1?).
1
This rate outperforms the linear rate in Part (a) when & > M. By Lemma 2.1, it holds that
IBo — VF(2*)||? < L3d, 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 = Q(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 4 =
m in the ¢-th round, we can use the union bound to upper bound the total failure
probability by

o0
P 1 p 1 /+°° 1 >
<P <P (- 4 dt) <p.
qt—2.5Z log2t ~ 2.5 <210g22 ,  tlog2t ) =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 By € (14 %)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 By.

Corollary 6.2. Let 6; = 5~ for allt > 0. Then for any k > 0, we have (B + BJ) = LI and
IBillop < 6.5L1.
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Combining this with Lemma 4.3, we obtain the following universal lower bound on the step size 7.

Lemma 6.3. In Subroutine 1, choose og > = 25 . For any k > 0, we have ng > 0251

Proof. Recall that B = {k : ny < o}. We first establish that n; > 70‘525 for k € B. To see this,
suppose k € B and recall from Lemma 4.3 that

23| 2 — zi|
|F(2,) — F(zx) — Bi(Zr — zi) |l

M > (61)
Moreover, by using the triangle inequality, we have ||F(2x) — F(zx) — Br(Zx — zi)|| < || F(2k) —
F(zp)| + |Br(Zr — 2z1)||. By using Assumption 2.2, we have ||[F(2;) — F(zx)|| < Li||Zx — =z
Moreover, since ||Bg|lop < 6.5L1 by Corollary 6.2, we also get | By (2, — 2z)|| < 6.5]|2; — zi||. Thus,
this implies that ||F(2;) — F(zr) — Br(Zr — zi)|| < 7.5||2k — 2z&||, which leads to n; > 7'.3‘5251
(61).

Now we can prove that n > 70‘525 for all £ > 0 by induction. To show that this holds for £ = 0,

we distinguish two cases. If 0 ¢ B, then we have 1y = g9 > = 56 by our choice of og. Otherwise,

if 0 € B, then 1t directly follows from our result in the previous paragraph. Moreover, assume
7 : L where [ > 1. Similarly, we again distinguish two cases: if [ ¢ B, then we have

m=o;,= 7”51 > =3 > 70‘525 ; otherwise, if [ € B, it follows from the result above that n; > 0251
This completes the induction. O

In light of Lemma 6.3, it follows from Proposition 4.2(a) that ||zp41 — 2*||> < |z — 2*[2(1 +

-1
2nep) "t < |z — 2%|? <1 + 4{?&”) . This proves the linear convergence result in (a). O

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 ZkN:_Ol (. (By). Moreover, since {x(By) = 0 when k ¢ B by the definition in (42), it is equivalent
to bounding the sum ), ;s £(By). 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 ZtT:_Ol ¢;(B¢) 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 ¢;. It is similar to the standard inequality iHVg(:B)H2 <
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 ly, defined in (42). For k € B, we have

2(uy, — Bsg)s]

Vi,(B) = — (62)
skl
Moreover, for any B € R?_ it holds that
IVE(B)|r < [[VE(B)|l« = 21/£x(B), (63)
where || - ||p 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||r < ||A||s for any matrix A € R*?. For the equality, note that

2||up — Bsp||
s

V(B B [k — Bsylll[ skl = tx(B),

N

where we used the fact that the rank-one matrix ab' has only one nonzero singular value ||a|||d].
O

In particular, by exploiting the self-bounding property of the loss function ¢;, 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 p = % and § = ﬁ For any H € Z, we

have Y11 0:(By) < 121 By — H|% + 235 4(H).

Proof. Recall that Z is contained in the linear subspace £ (see (44)) and P denotes the orthogonal
projection matrix associated with £. By letting z; = By, u = H £ —(H (L1 +w)I), g = G =
L%PVEt(Bt), g: = G;, w, = W, in Lemma 4.5, we obtain:

(i) B € (1 +6)C, which means ||By|lop < 3(1 + 8) < 4.5 since § = 7 < :.

(ii) It holds that

(G4, B, — H)

IN

1 . 1 Y p
%HWt ~H|% - %Hwt+1 —H|% + §\|Gt||%w (64)

N

I1Gllr < I1Gellp + (G, By)l ISl - (65)

First, note that ||S;||z < 1 by Definition 4.2 and [(G¢, Bs)| < [|G¢|l+||Btllop < 4.5]|G¢||«. Together
w1th( 5), we get

- 5.5
1Gtl[F < |Gellr + 451Gl < 5.5]Geflx < L—l\IWt(Bt)II* <

>~ L_l Et(Bt)v (66)

where we used G; = L%PVEt(Bt) and Lemma 6.4 in the last inequality. Furthermore, since /¢; is
convex and By, H € L, we have

et(Bt) - &(H) < <V€t( ) H>: <V€t(Bt)7P (Bt - H)>:L%<Gt7f3t - ﬂ>7 (67)

where we used G; = L%PVEt(Bt) B; = Li(Bt—(Ll +)I), and H £ L%(H—(Ll + p)I). Therefore,
by (64) and (66) we get

L% 2 PL% A2
6(By) — 6,(H) < %HWt H|; - —HWt+1 H[% + — IGellz
L? . A
< g, Wi —Hi - 2—1\|Wt+1 — H[%: + 60.50,(By).
Since p = 121, by rearranging and simplifying terms in the above inequality, we obtain ¢;(B;) <

20;(H) + 121L3||W; — H|% — 121L3||Wy;, — H||%. By summing the above inequality from ¢ = 0
to T'— 1, we further have

T-1 T-1 T-1
D 4(By) <121LY[Wo — H|% +2 ) 4(H) = 121|By — H|[% +2 ) _ 4(H)
t=0 t=0 t=0
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where the last equality is due to Wy £ L%(BO — (Ly +p)I) and H £ L%(H — (L1 + p)I). This
completes the proof. O

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* = VF(2*), which leads to our next step.

Step 2: We upper bound the cumulative loss 232_01 ¢,(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 Z]kvz_ol |12k — 21|12 <

< WHZO 2*|.
Proof. Recall the inequality (28) in the proof of Proposition 4.2. Since 3 ||zx+1—2*|? < Hz# |zkr1—
2*||2, we can further derive that

1-— a1 — Q9

2

Since a; + ap < 1, we further have 1=21=92|2, — 2|2 < I=1=02 (| 2, — 2|12 + |2}, — 2411 [%) <
%sz —2¥? - %szﬂ — z*||?>. By summing the above inequality from k = 0 to k = N — 1, we
obtain that

2 2 1 * 1 *
(125 = 2el* + 12 = 261 ]1*) < Sllzn = 2717 = Sllzesa = 2% (68)

N-1

a] — Q9 ~ 1 1
125 — z]|* < llz0 — = *II* - —||Z - z*|? < 3llz0 = 2.
k=0
Thus, we arrive at Lemma 6.6 by dividing both sides by 10‘170‘2 O

With the help of Lemma 6.6, we are ready to upper bound th:_Ol 0 (H*).

Lemma 6.7. Recall the constant C' defined in (59). Then Zt Lo (H*) < (C +2+ 210452L51u> L3||zo—
z*||2.

Proof. Recall the definition of ¢; in (42). By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we can write
u, = F(2,) — F(z) = Hy(2, — z;), where H, = fol VF(z; + As;) d\. Moreover, using the triangle
inequality, we have

1
JH, — H | < / IVF (2 + Ast) — VF(2")]op dA
0
1
< Lg/ | ze — Asy + 2% dA
0

1
* w1
< Lo [ (o =27l + Msil)ah = Lo(lz = =°) + 5 ).
0
where we used Assumption 2.3 in the second inequality. Therefore, we have ||u; — H*s;|| = ||(H; —
H)si]| < [[H; ~ H'lloplls || < Lolls | (Il = 271 + 3lls: ). This further implies that

T-1 T-1

\ [l — H*sy)? e o L 2
t(H Z T sE L2Z(”zt -2+ §HStH>
=0 =0 =0
= T-1
< Z L sl + 23 3 o= = (69)



Note that by our notation, we have Zf:_ol I8¢l = Y peg Ikl = X ren |2k — zi]|* and Zf:_ol |z —
2|2 = Ypepllze — 2*[|2. To bound the first sum Y, 5|2k — 2x[[*, we use the last result in
Lemma 4.3 and the inequality in Lemma 6.6 to get

(1+ aq)? (1+ aq)?
D 12k — zl? < ﬁz 12 — zi? < a2 Z 126 — 2l

2(1 (1
keB keB (70)
(1+ay)? ||Zo — z*|?
T (1= a1)?B(1 - (a1 +a2))

— 20|20 — 2*|%

To bound the second sum Y, g |lzr — 2*||*, we use the linear convergence result in Part (a) of
Theorem 6.1:

N-1 Nl 4o B -
Zsz—ZH S;H%—ZH < llzo — 27 Z<1+ 15L1>

keB k=0

. 151,
<= (0 55

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

Step 3: Combining Lemmas 6.7 and 6.5, we obtain a constant upper bound on the cumulative
loss as EtT:_Ol 0(By) < 121||Bo —H*||% + <C’ + 2 4 5L ) L3||zp — z*||* = L2 M, where we used the

20028
definition of M in (60). Together with the fact that o9 > %Lﬁl, it follows from Lemma 4.4 that
= 7 5Li, LiVEM 2Ly max{75 VEM)
il BlazB (1= Bazf — (1—B)ap '

This leads to the superlinear convergence result in (b) by Proposition 4.2 and the observation in
(36). O
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 +
log /5 (75"OL1) total operator evaluations.

Proof. Let I}, denote the number of line search steps in iteration k. We first note that 7, = o, 8% !
by our line search subroutine, which implies Iy = log; /3(0%/mx) + 1. Thus, the total number of line
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search steps after IV iterations can be bounded by

N-1 N-1 . o N .
Stk = 3 (s 1) = N logyys 704 3 tomys
k=0 k=0 Mk O — u
SN .
=N +log =4 log ThL 72
Y8 g kzzl Y8 B, (72)
Lo N-l .
=2N — 1+ log =4 log L]
Y8 o kzzl VB
)
=2N — 1+ log , 73
VB (73)

where we used the fact that o = nmx_1/f for K > 1 in (72). Since we have ny_1 > 7‘?‘;51 by

Lemma 6.3, we further have Zg:_ol lpk <2N —1+ logl/ﬁ(%) 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'(zj). Thus, we conclude that the total number of gradient evaluations is
bounded by 3N + logl/B(LoLl)' 0

oA
a2

Theorem 6.8 shows that the total number of operator evaluations is upper bounded by 3N +
O(log(ooL1)). 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 N, denote the minimum number of itera-
tions required by Algorithm 1 to find an e-accurate solution according to Theorem 06.1.

(a) For Problems (1) and (5), QNPE requires O (Ne% log (%ﬂ)) matriz-vector products

for LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires O(N. % log(dp—]\gg)) matriz-vector products for ExtEvec
and MaxSvec.
* (|2
(b) For Problem (4), QNPE requires O (NE %log <I/1||z(21172z”)) matriz-vector products for
LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires computing O(Ne,/ % log(dpl;)) matriz-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 (’)(%NE), ignoring logarithmic
factors. Moreover, for the minimization problem in (4), Theorem 6.9(b) shows that the dependence

Ly

on the condition number can be further improved from % to m

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

Proposition 6.10. Let {s;}r>0 and {ry}r>0 be generated by Subroutine 3. Then the following
holds:
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k
(a) If A is non-symmetric, define K(A) = % and we have ||rg| < 2 (ZEBH) llroll- If

k
A is symmetric, define k(A) = ))\"r“:%((:)) and we have ||rg|| <2 <%> lro]|-

(b) We have ||sg|| > ||sk—1|| for all k> 1.

Proof. When A is non-symmetric, Subroutine 3 employs the CGLS method. See [Bj696, 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 [Fonll, Theorem 2.1.6] for the proof of Part (b). O

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 p.

Lemma 6.11. Given the inputs A € R b e RY, and p > 0. When Subroutine 3 returns, the

total number of matriz-vector product evaluations can be bounded by 2r(A)log (%) if
P min

A is non-symmetric, and \/k(A) log <2)‘“‘a"(A ) 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 s; = %ATQ which implies that
1 = lATBP AT AV Amin(AAT[b] v Amin(AAT)||ro]
= AATDE © Mo (AAT) © Au(AAT) Amax(AAT)
Since ||sg|| is strictly increasing (cf. Proposition 6.10(b)), we have ||sg|| > ||s1]| = ¥ ;\“’“(A:;T”m”
for any k > 1. Thus, if ||rg| < p~ ;\“’“(A:;T”m” we obtain that [|ry|| < 2V ’}\"‘“‘ EZAAT”TO” < pllskll2.
Moreover, using Proposition 6.10, we obtaln that |72 < pllskl|2 if
i log [ -Pmax(ATA)
5 k(A) -1 <P Amin(ATA) o B> PV Amin(ATA)
K(A)+1) = Anax(ATA) - log< EA;+1) '
Since log(z) > (x—1)/x for all z > 0, we have log ( EAgﬂ) > I{(A2)+1 > (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 s; = ﬁ’;ﬁb, which implies
2
(A1/2b)TA(AY/2b) ~ Amax(A)  Amax(A)
Since ||sg|| is strictly increasing (cf. Proposition 6.10(b)), we have [|sg| > ||s1]] = )\[J)':XOJL) for any

k > 1. Thus, if ||rg]| < pA||T°¥2) we obtain that ||rg|2 < p)\””)||2 < pl|skll2. Combining this with

max(
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Proposition 6.10, we similarly obtain ||rg|2 < p|sk||2 if

k
k(A)—1 p Amax (A)
2<¢H<A‘>+1> S ew(d) ©EEVE 1°g< p >

This completes the proof. O
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 {Bj} are non-symmetric. Consider the k-th iteration. Note that in each call
of LinearSolver in Subroutine 1, the inputs are given by A =T1+4+n:B; and p = g1+ nyp,
with 74 < oj. Moreover, recall from Corollary 6.2 that (Bj, + B}l) = 4T and ||By|lop < 6.5L1.
Thus, we have \/Amax(ATA) = [|[Allop < 1+ 74| Bkllop < 1+ 6.5n4+ L. Moreover, we also have
SA+AT) = (1 + 0441, which further implies Apin(ATA) > (1 4+ 74 4)? by Lemma B.1 in Ap-

_
pendix B. Hence, we can conclude that k(A) = im‘f“‘((in‘i)) < 1J;(jrf’72+ L < 13L1
min 2

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

. Furthermore, by

.
MV, < 26(A) log | —22max(A A)
P )‘min(ATA)

< 13L1 ( 1 + 6. 5?7+L1) >
B i W (14 n4p/2)
< 13L1 ( (1+6.59L1)> > n 13L, log < (1+n4p/2)? )
- (L4 n4p/2)? I VI+nepu(l+nep/2)
< 26L1 (\/713L1> 13L11 g<1+"+”)

21 2

Moreover, since we have 1y < o = nx_1/8 for k > 1, we further get

— 26L 2 13L 13L _
MV, < 110g< [2 1>+ U og <1+77k 1#)
i ay 2p 26
26L 2 13L 13L
< 6110g</ 31>+311g<1+77k1,u>,
I arf u 2p 2

where the last inequality is due to the fact that log (1 + e 1“) = log (B4 25£) + log% <
log (1 4 e 1“) + log 4 3 Let l;, denote the number of line search steps in iteration k, and then

we can bound the total number of matrix-vector products by ZN el I, - MV},. Moreover, from the
proof of Theorem 6.8, we know that [, = logl/ﬁ( k) 4+ 1. For k = 0, we have [y < log1/5< ) +

1< log1/5<"°L1> + 1, and MV, < 26L1 log (,/ 13L1) + 13L1 log (1 + JO”), where we used that

Mo > 75L

Ne—2

IT @ +2mp <

k=0

2o = ="
T (74
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To see this, note that by Proposition 4.2, we have ||zy —z*[|? < ||z0 — 2*||? éV:_(]l(1+2nku)_1. Then
(74) follows from the fact that N, is the minimum number of iterations to achieve ||zy — 2*||?> < e.

Thus, the total number of matrix-vector products MV, := N 6_1 l; - MV}, can be bounded by:
MVio < 2651 log <\/%1351> ]:i:_ll Kt 13/61 Nizl log(1 + 2k —1p1) - Iy
. 26#Ll og <\/%1351> ]:i:‘: - 13 . Nf log (1 + 211 Nf "
< %Ll log <13\/§f/11”7z50u_e £ Hz) <2N + logy /3 T 502L1> )

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

_ %2
requires O < Liog <L1”z275z”)) matrix-vector products in total.

Next, we consider Problem (4). Note that in this case, the Jacobian approximation matrices {By}
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 =1+ By,

and p = a1/1+ nyp, with ny < oy. Therefore, we can bound )‘max((AA)) = ﬁ’,ﬂjﬁ“’“fgi‘; < im,ax((BB:)).

Moreover, Corollary 6.2 shows that %I =< B < 6.5L11, and this further implies that xK(A) < %
Hence, by Lemma 6.11, the number of matrix-vector product evaluations in each call of LinearSolver
can be bounded by

WV, < /m(A) log (”mff“‘))

o Bl <2(1 + 6.517+L1)>
B H a1 +nep
13L4 <2(1 +6.5T]+L1)> 1 /1314
< log + = log (1 +nyp).
\ ar(1+n4p) 2\ T s (L)

146.51n4 L1 < 6.5L1
I+npp  — p

— 13L 13L 1 [13L _
Vi < 3llog<31>+— 3llog<1+nk 1'&)
W o 2 M /8
1314 < 1314 > 13L1
lo + = log (1 +
\/ T . g (1 +me—1p) -

Recall that [, = log; /6( L) 4+ 1 denote the number of line search steps in iteration k, and the

Moreover, since and ny < o = % for k > 1, we further get

IN

total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by ZNE_l I - MVj. Similar to the non-
symmetric setting, for k = 0, we have [y < logl/ﬁ( 3 B) +1 and MV < %lo (%) +

alp

% 13L1 log (1 4+ ogu). Furthermore, the total number of matrix-vector products MV := Zk Il I
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MV, can be bounded by:

Ne—1
131, = 1311 "
MVio < log < ) log(1 4 2nk_1p) - U
N a1/Bu kz Ap Z )
Ne—l Ne—1

Ne—
/13L1 < 13L, ) ‘ 13Ly
< log E E log(1 + 2mg—14) E Ik
o/ B e ap —1

13L4 <13L1||z0 - z*\|2> ( 7. 500L1>
log 2N¢ + log )
\ arv/Bpe VP ay

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

IN

: Ly Li|lzo—=z*|? : :
oracle requires O ( N, m log e 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 § = 57— and ¢ = 2.5(t+1)’170g2(t+1) < 3EN log AL it fol-
lows from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.4 that the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by
O <Zf:1 1+6t log % > (@) (NE % log(d—;)vg)). The proof is complete. O

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 {z;} and {2y} be the iterates
generated by Algorithm 1 using the line search scheme in Subroutine 1, where aq,as € (0, ) RS
(0,1), and o9 > O‘QB In addztzon, the Jacobian approximation matrices are updated in Subroutine 2
121, 0 = fort > 1. With probability
at least 1 — p, the following holds:

with Option II where p= and q =

1 ____pr
2(t+1)/47 2.5(t+1) log> (t+1)

(a) For any k > 0, we have ||zx+1 — z*|| < ||zk — 2*||. Moreover, define the averaged iterate zj by
S g miz
%k = Zf;ol i

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

5L1 maxsep 022

. Then for any compact set D C R, we have Gap(zy; D) < Sonn B

[Bo — VF(z0)l||r La||zo — 27|
— 92 Voo A= — = 1
Ql \/7 Ll + Ll 3

648+v/2dL —z*
V3dLollzo —2°l| , ¢ 5
vV 1-— a1 — 042L1

Q2 =

Then for any k > 0, we have

Gap(2zx; D) <

- 2(1 — ﬁ)()@ﬁ

Limaxzep |20 — 22 (5 @1 Q2
2R s )

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 (%), 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 (k—12 + % + k%g,), where

Q=0 (”BO_VF(ZO)E+L2”20_z*”> and Q2 = O <\/%Ol_z*”>. Since Lemma 2.1 implies that

IBo — VF(20)||r < Li1Vd, in the worst case, Q1 = O(v/d). Hence, the leading term is O(M%),
which outperforms the rate in Part (a) when k = Q(d?). 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 IT guarantees that
Bj, € C by Lemma 4.5. As a corollary of Lemma 4.7, we have 2(Bj, +B/) = 0 and ||Bylop < 4Ly
for all k£ > 0. Thus, following the Same arguments as in Lemma 6.3, we can show that 7, >
O‘QB by induction. This leads to Zk 0 Mk = g‘if N, and we obtain from Proposition 4.2(b) that

2 5L1||z0—z2||?
< maxzep [|Zo—z[" - 5L1z0—
D) = QZkN;Ol h — 2a0 BN

Gap(z]\“ . This proves the first convergence rate in (a). O

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 Zg:_ol 0, (Bg). Again, recall that ¢;(Bjg) = 0 when k ¢ B by the definition
n (42), and we relabel the indices in B by ¢t =0,...,7 — 1 with T' < N.

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

Step 1: First, we bound the cumulative loss 232_01 ¢;(By) 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 {¢;}/_', and in particular we can show that EtT:_Ol 0 (H*) is
bounded (Lemma 6.7). In contrast, without linear convergence, we need to consider a time-varying
sequence {Ht}tT:_Ol 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 IT with p = & and §; = m— For any sequence

~ 81
of matrices {Ht} =} such that Hy € Z, we have Zf:_ol 6(By) <4 01 0(Hy) +162||By — Hol|% +
648vdLy Y1 ||Ht+1 Hy||r + 72L3VT.
Proof. Recall that Z is contained in the linear subspace £ (see (44)) and P denotes the orthogonal
projection matrix associated with £. By letting x; = Bt, u=H, 2 11 (H; — I41), gs = G; =
L%PVKt(Bt), gr = G;, w; = W, in Lemma 4.5, we obtain:

(i) B; € C, which means ||B;||op < 3.
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(ii) It holds that

Wi —H[|%  [We —H3
2p 2p
1G]l < |Gellr + (1+ 6:)[(Ge, Bo) (ISt ]| - (78)

(G, B, — H,) <

+ 211Gl —01(Ge, By), (77)

First, note that HStHF < 1 by Definition 4.2 and [(G¢, By)| < |G[l«[|Billop < 3|/G¢ll«. By using

t = W <3 together with (78), we get

9
1GellF < |Gellr + 3(1 + 6)[| G« < 4.5|Gll« < —/0(By), (79)
14

where we used G; = %PV@t(Bt) and Lemma 6.4 in the last inequality. Furthermore, since /¢; is

convex and By, H; € £, we have £;(B;) — (;(H;) < L2<Gt, B, — ﬂt> as shown in (67). Therefore, by
L2 A~

(77) and (79) we get £;(By)—£,(Hy) < 51| W, —H||2— 5 HWt+1—HtHF+ o HGtHF+3L25tHGtH

Hw, - w2 - 4w _ﬂ\|2+405e(B)+6L5,/EB Sin b

2 t tlr = 2, t+1 tl 7 opt( By 1044/ Le(By). ce p = 817 y rearranging

and simplifying terms in the above inequality, we obtain

0(By) < 26,(Hy) + 81LT[|W; — Hy [ — 81LT|W gy — He ||| + 12L16¢1/4:(By). (80)

We observe that the above upper bound on ¢;(By) 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  satisfies v < A+ B\/z, then we have v < 2A + B2,

Proof. By using the assumption, we have (\/E — %)2 < A+ BTQ. Hence, we obtain that x <
2
(,/A+BT2+§> <24+ B2 O

By applying Lemma 6.14 to (80) with A = 2¢;(H;) + 81L3||W; — I:ItH% — 81L2[|Wiyq — I:It||% and
B =12L16;, we get

0(By) < 46,(Hy) + 1623 (W, = B} — [Wier — Hi|[}) + 1442367, (81)

Furthermore, note that [|[Wiy; — Hyyl|% — [Wer — He|%2 = (Wit — Heallr + Wi —
|| ) ([Wer — Hiallr — [Wep — Hil|p) < 4VA|[Hy — Hylp = 22 Hyyy — Hyl|p, where
in the last inequality we used that H;, H; 11, W11 € B \/3(0) and the triangle inequality. There-
fore, we can write f:_ol(HWt — Hy|% - ”Wt+1 - I;ItH%) < [Wo — Ho|% + ZtT:_O2(|]Wt+1 -
Hi |2 — Wi —IZItH%) < |Wo—Hol|2 + 4 L1 Z | Hyp o — Ht||F By summing the inequality
in (81) from ¢ = 0 to T — 1, we obtain that S, Et(Bt) <4 e (Hy) + 162L2||vv0 Ho||% +
648v/dL, Zt ||Ht+1 Hy||p + 14402 ! 53. Finally, note that W, — Hy = £ (By — Hy) and

Z;fp:ol 62 = i thl pv < %\/T . This completes the proof by substituting these results into the
above inequality. O

Note that in Lemma 6.13, we have the freedom to choose any competitor sequence {H;};>¢ in the

set Z. To further obtain an explicit bound, we propose to select H; = VF(z;) fort =0,...,T — 1,
which leads to our next step.
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Step 2: For the choice of H; = V2F (zt) for all ¢ > 0, we upper bound the cumulative loss
Z ' /,(H,) and the path-length Zt My — Hy||p. To begin with, we present the following
lemma.

Lemma 6.15. If Assumption 1.b holds, then SN ' |12, — zi]? < ||z07z||) and 30 o' |zke1 —

= 1—(a1+a2
2||Zo z*|2

2
ZkH < —(o1+a2) *

Proof. Recall the inequality (30) in the proof of Proposition 4.2 and that « = a3 + a3 < 1. By
rearranging the terms, we can further derive that
1-«
2

N . 1 1
(12K = z&ll* + 126 — 241 ]?) < §sz — 2|7 - §sz+1 — 2"

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

N-1

. . 1 «
> 2k — z6ll® + 12 — zra]®) < sllz0 == [ (82)
k=0

l—«o
2

Since a < 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 |z — zx,1]|?> =
2k — 2k + 2k — 2k ll* < 2 (lzk — 26ll* + [|2x — 2e41]/?). Thus, from (82), we also have

- 2 o\ : 2y < 2lzo — ="
2k = zraa > <2 ) (126 — zl® + 126 — 2641 ]?) < o
-«
k=0 k=0
which proves the second inequality in Lemma 6.15. The proof is now complete. O

With the help of Lemma, 6.15, we are set to upper bound the cumulative loss Zf:_ol ¢,(H;) and the
path-length 37 % [|Hyy1 — Hy | p.

Lemma 6.16. Recall that Hy = VF(z) fort = 0,...,T — 1, and the constant C' is defined in
(59). Also, let N be the total number of iterations. Then EtT:_Ol 4(Hy) < CTL%HZO — 2*||? and
Yo [Hin = Hi|lp < Loy /=240 |20 — 27|

(a1 +a2)

Eroof. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we have u; = F(2;) — F(z) = H;s;, where
= fol VF(z + As;)d\. Moreover, using the triangle inequality, we have |H; — Hyllop <

fol [VF(zt + Ast) = VF ()], AN < fol LoA|[s¢||dX = £2||s¢||, where we used Assumption 2.3

_ 2 T, 2
in the second inequality. Furthermore, we can bound ¢;(H;) = ”ut”:j'tzs A= = ”(Ht”slt{”tz)st” <

([H—H |2, [l 12
||St||

S IH - HtH < L2 STt 184l Note that by our notation, S 1o ||s¢]|> = > ren ISkl
Zkeg |12k — 212 Usmg the same arguments as in (7()) of Lemma 6.7, we have >wen 126 — 2kl

2C||zg — 2*|*. This proves that Zt L (Hy) < —Hz — 2|2

Next, using the fact that ||A||r < Vd||A|op for any matrix A € R4, we have

IN

= |H; — H;||2,. Combining the two inequalities above, we get th__Ol 0(Hy)

IA ||

H

-2

[Hepr — Hellp < WZ [Hi1 — Hyllop < VdLy Z [zt41 — 2],

~+
Il
()
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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 {ko, k1, ..., kr_1}, and z; is a shorthand for zj,. Thus, the sum Eth_o2 Z¢+1—2¢|| in the
above inequality becomes ZtT:_OZ |2k, — 2k, ||, and by the triangle inequality we have ||z, , — 2, | <

Zig,;t‘l l|zk+1 — zk||. Hence, combining this with the second inequality in Lemma 6.15, we further

T—2 N-1 N-1
have 321 g" 12k, — 2kl < 2p=g 12041 — 2]l < \/N Yo llzner = 2ell? < /iy llzo — 271,
where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the last inequality. O

Step 3: Combining Lemma 6.16 and Lemma 6.13, we obtain that 23_01 0:(By) < 2CL3||z0 — 2*|>+

162||Bo — Hol|% + 648\1/_?151215‘; ZlJN + 72L3/N. Given the definitions of Q; and Qo in (75)

and (76), the above upper bound can be further simplified as 3.1 £:(B;) < L2Q? + L2Q3V/N.

Together with the fact that og = ‘;%3, if follows from Lemma 4.4 that

N—

,_.

1. 5L1 . \/N(L%Q% +LiQ3VN) _ LB+ QYN + QN
e~ (1= B)azp (1—B)azp - (1-B)azf ’

k=0

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

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 N. denote the minimum number of iterations required by Algorithm 1 to find
an e-accurate solution according to Theorem 6.12.

(a) QNPE requires at most 3N, + logl/ﬁ(%) operator evaluations.

2
(b) For Problems (1) and (5), QNPE requires O <N6 4+ L el lzo—=|" 4 O’QLl) matriz-vector

2
products for LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires O(N}-125 log(%)) matriz-vector products for
ExtEvec and MaxSvec.

(¢) For Problem (4), QNPE requires O <N€ + \/Ne L maXz%Z”ZO_z'P - \/00L1> matriz-vector

2
products for LinearSolver. Moreover, it requires O(NI12 log(%)) matriz-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 N, = O <min{i, 14;—, > Hence,

for the nonlinear equation in (1) and the minimax problem in (5), Theorem 6.17(a) demonstrates
~ 9

that the total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by O(2) and O (min{ﬁ, %})

for LinearSolver and ExtEvec and MaxSvec, respectively. Moreover, for the minimization problem

n (4), Theorem 6.9(b) shows that the total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by
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1 ~ 9
(@) (min{%, edg/%}) and O (min{ﬁ, %}) 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 + (ﬁ))_k, comparable to the extra-

gradient method, and an explicit superlinear convergence rate of (1 + Q(v/k))~*. Moreover, in the
monotone setting, we demonstrated a global convergence rate of O (min{%, kl%}), which is also

superior to the convergence rate of (9(%) 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 ni by a factor of
until we find a pair (n4,24) 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 7y falls below a specific
threshold, the pair (74, 24) 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 ny < #ﬁ'op and 24 is computed according to

(19), then the pair (n4,24) satisfies the conditions in (17) and (18).

Proof. Since 2z, follows the update rule in (19), by Definition 3.1, the pair (n4, 24 ) 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 Lj-Lipschitz and
thus it follow that |F(24) —g|| = [|[F(24+) — F(2)|| < L1||2+ — z||. Further, applying the triangle
inequality yields

I1F(21) —g —B(24 — 2)| < [|F(24) —gll + [B(24+ — 2)[| < (L1 + [Bllop)[[2+ — =[-

Hence, if n4 we have

a2
S LBl
N+l F(24) — g — B(24 — 2)|| < aof[24 — z|. (83)
Finally, by using the triangle inequality again, we combine (17) and (83) to establish that

12+ —z+ 0 F(24)|| = 124 — 2+ n4(g + B(24+ — 2)) + 04 (F(24) —g — B(24 — 2))||
<24 —z+n1(g+ B2 — 2)[ + [+ (F(24) — g — B(24 — 2))||
<ary/T+npllzy — 2| + ol 24 — 2|
< (oa +a2)y/1+nplz4 — 2,

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

B A supporting lemma for Theorem 6.9

Lemma B.1. Suppose A € R™? satisfies that (A + AT) = M. Then we have Amin(ATA) > \2.
Proof. Let oyin be the minimum singular value of A and let u, v € R? be the corresponding left and
right singular vectors, respectively, where ||u|| = 1 and ||v|| = 1. Therefore, we have Av = opinu
and ATu = o,0. Moreover, we have

1
v AV = o v < §amin(HuH2 + ”’UH2) < Omin-

Furthermore, we also have v' Av = v T(A + AT)’U > M|v||? = A. This proves that omi, > A
Since A is non-singular, we have )\mm(A A) = amm = A\2. This completes the proof. O
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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 [, 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 IV iterations can be bounded by Ziv:_ol i, = 2N —1+logy g mc\j(il % as

shown in the proof of Theorem 6.12(a), we obtain that Zlk\f:—ol l, =2N —1+logy /s 52‘;51. Counting

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

. Since we have ny_1 >

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 {s;}r>0 and {ry}i>0

be generated by Subroutine 3. If A is non-symmetric, then we have ||rg|l2 < %' Other-

[[Alloplis*]l2
< (k+1)2 -

wise, if A is symmetric, then |72
Proof. When A is non-symmetric, Subroutine 3 executes the CGLS algorithm on the least-squares
problem |[As — b||?>. Moreover, note that CGLS is analytically equivalent to applying the con-
jugate gradient method on the normal equation AT As = ATb. Thus, it follows from standard

results on conjugate gradient methods that (see, e.g., [dST+21, Section B.2]): |As, — b|? <
2Amax (AT A)||so—s*||3

. By taking the square roots of both sides and noting that sy = 0, we obtain the

(k+1)2
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]. O

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 p.

Lemma C.2. Given the inputs A € R™% b e R? and p > 0. Suppose that %(A +AT) = L
When Subroutine 1 returns, the total number of matriz-vector product evaluations can be bounded

by 72‘/5(;“) |Allop if A is non-symmetric, and % if A is symmetric.

this, note that [|s*||2 < ||sg|l2 + [|sx — s*||2 by the triangle inequality. Also, since (A +A") =1,
we have ||A(sy, — 8*)|2|sk — 8% |l2 > (sk — 8*) T A(sy —5*) > ||s, — s*||2, which implies that ||7g|l2 =
|A(sk —s*)||2 > |Isk — s*||2. Hence, combining the two inequalities leads to [|s*|2 < [|sk||2 + [|7k||2-
Thus, if |[rkll2 < 47[s™[l2, we obtain that [[rgll2 < 27 (lIskll2 + [[7xll2), which is equivalent to

I7kll2 < pllskll2 and hence the termination criterion of Subroutine 1 is satisfied.

Proof. First of all, we shall prove that Subroutine 1 terminates when |rg|ls < ﬁ“s*ﬂg To see

.~ V2||A *
if VALl < st o,

which is equivalent to k > @ |Allop—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

When A is non-symmetric, by Proposition C.1, Subroutine 1 returns

bounded by %ppH)HAHOp. Similarly, when A is symmetric, it follows from Proposition C.1 that

(A DlAllop _ 1 Gince
p

Subroutine 1 returns if % < £5([8*]l2, which is equivalent to k >
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Subroutine 1 requires one matrix-vector product per iteration for a symmetric matrix A, the total

Y 0

number of matrix-vector products can be bounded by »

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 {By} is non-symmetric. Consider the k-th iteration of Algorithm 1 and
let I, denote the total number of line search steps in Subroutine 1. For notational convenience,
we set 7—1 = [op. Note that at the i-th line search step (i > 1), we call the LinearSolver oracle
with A = I+ nx_187 2B, and p = aj. Moreover, recall from the proof of Theorem 6.12(a)that
By + Bl) = 0 and ||Byllop < 4L1. Since $(I+ ng_1872By + (I+ m—187?By)") = I and
1T+ 7k-18"?Billop < 1+m6-18"2|Billop < 1+ 4mk_18°"2L1, by using Lemma C.2, we can bound
the total number of matrix-vector products at the k-th iteration by

Uk
24/2 1 . 24/2 1 8v/2 1
kagz \/_(ozll—I— )(1+477k—152_2[/1)§ V2(ay + )lk+ V2(ay +1)

—— p_1Ll1.
o aB(1—pg)
Thus, the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by
Ne—1 Ne—1
- V2(a1 +1) 'S 8v2(a1 + 1)L
YoMy < Z Ik + 1—)1 Z Me—1- (84)
k=0 B —P) k=0

By Theorem 6.17(a), we have Zg;allk < 3N, + log1/5(5U£fl). Further, we can show that
Zk <0 77 %ﬂzo_z”z by the definition of N.. To see this, by Proposition 4.2, it holds that
Gap(zn; D) < %W. Moreover, since N, is the minimum number of iterations to achieve
Gap(zZn; D) < ¢, we must have Gap(Zy,_1; D) > € and this implies the desired result. Hence, we
further obtain from (84) that

Ne—1

(041 +1) 2\/5(041 +1) 500L1
Z MV, < o N, + - log, /( 5 )
4\/5(&1 + 1)L1 maxzep HZO — Z”2 n 8\/5(&1 + 1)L10’0
a1B8(1 — B)e a1 (1 —p5)

Next, we consider Problem (4), where the Jacobian approximation matrices {By} 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+ 7,15 2B}, and p = ay. Since 0 < By, < 4111, by using Lemma C.2, we can
bound the total number of matrix-vector products at the k-th iteration by

, I I
(1 +1)(1 + dmp_182L1) ap+1 a;+1 iq
MV, < < 2 11152
k Z o _;\/ o +Z AL 18

ap+1 2v/ a1 +1
< I, + \/ L
S o k \/T(l— Me—14L41-
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Hence, the total number of matrix-vector products is bounded by
Ne—1 Ne—1 Ne—1
- a1+ 1§ 2 Ozl +1 L1 <
MV, < I + Mk—1
> v < [ BAOTIE S

Again, by Theorem 6.17(a), we have EkNéal I, < 3N, + logy /g (SUOLl). Moreover, it follows from
the definition of N, that 350> /i < VN, \/Z 2y < \/N w Hence, we obtain

Ne—1

€ 2 1 — i

ZMV <\/m<3Ne+log1/a(5U;)Ll)>+ \/OT \/ leaxzeDHZO .
2

2 (041 + D)ool
Vai(l—+/pB)

Finally, we bound the number of matrix-vector products for ExtEvec and MaxSvec in all cases.
. _ 1 P P .
Since the parameters are selected as §; = A 55D o (D) < SN Tog? (V) it

follows from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.4 that the total number of matrix-vector products can be bounded
by O (Zle 1+5t log % > =0 (Zthl(t + 1)/ log(d;\gg)) =0 <N61'125 log(dpizg)). The proof is
complete. O

and ¢; =
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