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Abstract

We prove that the last iterate of Optimistic Follow-The-Regularized-Leader (OFTRL) converges at
a linear rate to a Nash equilibrium in multiplayer harmonic games. Our result holds under a mild
game-regularity condition and for a large family of regularizers, including entropy, Tsallis, and
log-barrier. Our analysis is based on a dual perspective of OFTRL: we prove that the interaction
between optimism and the global structure of harmonic games leads to the dissipation of an
energy function along the dual iterates, for which we establish tight quantitative bounds. Our
result also holds for the Extragradient FTRL variant.
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1 Introduction

The last-iterate behavior of online learning algorithms in strategic multiagent settings has attracted growing
attention in the study of learning in games. Unlike regret or time-average results, a last-iterate guarantee
concerns the actual strategies played by agents over time, and the distinction is often consequential: while
standard no-regret algorithms that are run for T iterations may enjoy quantitative convergence guarantees
for time-averaged play, the T-th iterate itself may fail to stabilize and can even be repelled from equilibrium
and spiral out towards the boundary of the simplex (see, e.g., Bailey and Piliouras (2018); Daskalakis et al.
(2018); Cheung and Piliouras (2019)).

Partly motivated by this gap, the past decade has seen substantial work on the design and analysis of
optimistic online learning algorithms (Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2013). Broadly speaking, optimistic methods
use recent feedback to predict future losses. Within this line of work, Optimistic Follow-the-Regularized-Leader
(OFTRL) is a prominent family of methods which augments the classical FTRL framework with an optimistic
prediction and naturally accommodates constrained, non-Euclidean geometries (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012).
With entropic regularization, OFTRL recovers the popular Optimistic Multiplicative Weights Update (OMWU)
algorithm. In the narrow, yet canonical setting of two-player zero-sum games, the last-iterate behavior of
OMWU is now comparatively well understood: asymptotic convergence in the bimatrix case was shown
by Daskalakis and Panageas (2019), subsequently strengthened to a linear rate by Wei et al. (2021) and
extended to the extensive-form setting by Lee et al. (2021). More recent work has also given a finer geometric
characterization of the last-iterate rates in the same bimatrix setting (Lazarsfeld et al., 2026).

Despite this detailed picture in two-player zero-sum games, the last-iterate behavior of OFTRL beyond
zero-sum settings, and beyond just OMWU, remains much less understood. This is in contrast to the wealth
of regret guarantees for OMWU in two-player zero-sum (Tsuchiya, 2026) and multiplayer general-sum games
(Syrgkanis et al., 2015; Daskalakis et al., 2021; Anagnostides et al., 2022; Soleymani et al., 2025). This gap
raises a broader question: which structural properties of general multiplayer games enable fast last-iterate
convergence of FTRL-type dynamics to equilibrium?

Toward this direction, Legacci et al. (2024a) recently showed that some of the dynamical properties of
OFTRL in two-player zero-sum games extend to the broader class of multiplayer harmonic games. These games
capture strategic interactions between agents with conflicting interests, and they form one of the fundamental
components in the decomposition of normal-form games into their potential and harmonic parts (Candogan
et al.,, 2011; Abdou et al., 2022). While two-player zero-sum games with an interior equilibrium form a
subclass, harmonic games need not be constant-sum, may admit non-convex equilibrium sets, and can
induce nonlinear, non-monotone game operators. Nevertheless, Legacci et al. (2024a) proved in this broader
setting that the last iterate of both OFTRL and the related Extragradient FTRL (EGFIRL) variant converges
asymptotically to the game’s Nash equilibrium set. However, establishing convergence rates remains open. We
thus ask:

How fast do optimistic FTRL-type dynamics converge in harmonic games,
and what structural mechanisms govern their convergence?

1.1 Our Contributions and Techniques

The main contributions of our paper give quantitative answers to the above question.

Last-iterate convergence rate for OFTRL, EGFTRL. We prove that both OFTRL and EGFTRL converge at
a linear last-iterate rate to a Nash equilibrium in multiplayer harmonic games (Theorem 4.1). Specifically, when
instantiated with a suitable regularizer Q, and constant stepsize 7, the iterates {w;} of the algorithms
converge to an equilibrium w* and satisfy

Theorem 4.1 (Informal): Do (w*,w;11) < 2kDg(w*, wp) - exp(—yy? - t) forallt > 0.

Here, Dy is the Bregman divergence induced by Q, and v > 0 and x > 0 are instance-dependent constants.
Note that convergence rates in Dg also imply rates in the Gap function (Remark 4.2). This result establishes
the first global, quantitative last-iterate guarantees for FTRL variants in harmonic games. Moreover, in
contrast to prior work specific to two-player zero-sum games (Daskalakis and Panageas, 2019; Wei et al.,
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Figure 1: Variants of FTRL (with entropy regularizer) on the 3-player harmonic game in A.4.1. Left: two trajectories of OFTRL
converging to their distinct analytic limits (in green) from Theorem 4.1 (i). Right: Bregman divergence from NE for the t-th iterate of
OFTRL, EGFTRL, and FTRL from a fixed initialization. OFTRL and EGFTRL converge linearly (Theorem 4.1(ii)), while FTRL diverges
at a geometric rate (Theorem 4.5).

2021; Lazarsfeld et al., 2026), we do not assume existence of a unique Nash equilibrium, and we additionally
give an exact characterization of the equilibrium selected by the dynamics as a function of the initialization,
strengthening the asymptotic convergence result of Legacci et al. (2024a). Our result holds for a broad class
of Legendre regularizers (including negative Shannon entropy, Tsallis entropies of order g € (0,1), and the
log-barrier function), and under a mild non-degeneracy condition on the game. This condition always holds
for the linear polymatrix setting, as well as in other non-linear settings.

Dual and variational perspective. Our analysis is based on a dual perspective on OFTRL and EGFTRL. We
prove that the convex conjugate of the regularizer plays the role of an energy function that dissipates along the
dual iterates (Lemma 5.4). This energy dissipation corresponds to a contraction of the Bregman divergence
from equilibrium along the primal iterates (Proposition 5.3). Dissipation stems from the action of optimism
on the global structure of harmonic games. Structurally, the loss operators of these games (defined in (2))
satisfy a weighted Minty variational inequality (Minty, 1967) that holds globally with equality, a property
shown by Legacci et al. (2024a) and restated in Proposition 2.3. In continuous time, due to this global
harmonic structure, energy is conserved along the FTRL flow in a scaled coordinate system.

However, in discrete time, we show that an idealized Implicit FTRL (IFTRL) discretization of the FTRL
flow dissipates energy. By coupling their iterates with IFTRL, we prove that dissipation persists under both
OFTRL and EGFTRL with a sufficiently small constant stepsize. Our dual viewpoint and proof techniques are
inspired from the recent work of Lazarsfeld et al. (2026) who studied OMWU in two-player zero-sum games.
However, the special skew-symmetric structure of zero-sum game operators is not available in harmonic
games, and we develop a different coupling analysis technique with the implicit method. Moreover, our
analysis and convergence rates apply to multiplayer games with possibly multiple equilibria, and they hold
for both Optimistic and Extragradient FTRL with regularizers beyond negative Shannon entropy.

Quantitative separation for vanilla FTRL. Our techniques additionally establish quantitative guarantees
for vanilla (non-optimistic) FITRL in polymatrix harmonic games: here, we prove that the FTRL iterates move
away from equilibrium at a geometric rate within any fixed Bregman divergence sublevel set (Theorem 4.5).
This extends and makes quantitative the asymptotic result of Bailey and Piliouras (2018) that was proven for
two-player zero-sum games. Taken together, our results give a unified quantitative picture of the last-iterate
behavior of FTRL-type dynamics under the global harmonic structure. We illustrate our results further in
Figure 1.

1.2 Related Work

Compared to the FTRL family, the last-iterate behavior of optimistic and extragradient gradient-descent-ascent
methods is better understood (see, e.g., Mokhtari et al. (2020); Golowich et al. (2020a); Cai et al. (2022a);
Gorbunov et al. (2022b)). In constrained settings, however, these Euclidean schemes are generally distinct
from FTRL dynamics (see, e.g., Cai et al. (2024)). For FTRL and their closely related variants, the iterate-based
guarantees most relevant to our setting are either asymptotic (Hsieh et al., 2021), concern only the best iterate
(Anagnostides et al., 2022), or provide local convergence rates (Lei et al., 2021; Azizian et al., 2024). Here, we
give a more detailed overview of several lines of related work:

Optimistic and extragradient methods. Optimistic and extragradient methods' have a long history in
optimization (Korpelevich, 1976; Popov, 1980; Nemirovski, 2004; Nesterov, 2007). Our coupling proof

IThroughout, we colloquially say optimism to describe both types of variants.



strategy between OFTRL and Extragradient FTRL with IFTRL is reminiscient of the unified analysis proposed
in Mokhtari et al. (2020). Showing that both OGDA and the extragradient method can be interpreted
as approximate variants of the proximal point method, Mokhtari et al. (2020) prove linear last-iterate
convergence rates for both optimistic and extragradient methods. In contrast to their unconstrained convex-
concave min-max problem, our setting is constrained. The interpretation of the extragradient method as an
approximation of the Proximal Point method was first discussed and developed in Nemirovski (2004).

Last-iterate convergence in monotone variational inequalities and beyond. Last iterate convergence
results for optimistic gradient and extragradient methods were proved in Golowich et al. (2020b,a) and
later tightened under more relaxed conditions (Gorbunov et al., 2022b,a; Cai et al., 2022b). A line of works
also established convergence guarantees beyond monotone variational inequalities (see, e.g., Gorbunov et al.
(2023); Pethick et al. (2025) and the references therein).

Other works on optimistic online learning methods. Optimistic variants of online learning algorithms
have also been studied for their connections to accelerated methods in optimization (Wang and Abernethy,
2018; Wang et al., 2024). Recent work has also analyzed the optimistic FTRL methods in symmetric cone
games (Barakat et al., 2026).

Dual and energy-based perspectives on learning in games. There has been a growing body of work in
the past decade that study learning dynamics in games using dual and physics-inspired perspectives, in
particular for FTRL-type dynamics; see, e.g., Mertikopoulos et al. (2018), Bailey and Piliouras (2018), Bailey
and Piliouras (2019a), Bailey and Piliouras (2019b), Wibisono et al. (2022), Azizian et al. (2024), Lazarsfeld
et al. (2025a,b), Katona et al. (2026), Bailey (2026), and the references therein.

Learning in harmonic games. We refer the reader to Legacci et al. (2024b) for a discussion on the dynamics
of harmonic games within a dynamics-driven decomposition of games, where it is further shown that the
continuous-time exponential weight dynamics are Poincaré recurrent in harmonic games. Besides Legacci
et al. (2024a) which is discussed in more details in the main body of this work, several recent works have
developed convergence results in harmonic games. Under a weighted Minty condition extending the
standard Minty condition in variational inequalities, Zhang et al. (2025) provide best-iterate guarantees
for parameter-free variants of predictive regret matching. In particular, this result applies to harmonic
games which satisfy the aforementioned weighted Minty condition. Taking a computational perspective,
Anagnostides et al. (2025) provide a polynomial-time algorithm for computing approximate Nash equilibria
in harmonic games.

Last-iterate convergence results for FTRL-type dynamics. There have been a series of last-iterate results
obtained for optimistic and extragradient FTRL variants in several continuous settings, but only with
asymptotic guarantees; see, e.g., Mertikopoulos et al. (2019), Lei et al. (2021), Hsieh et al. (2021), Fasoulakis
et al. (2022). Recent works of Cai et al. (2024, 2026) have also established a quantitative separation in
the last-iterate, best-iterate, and random-iterate guarantees of OFTRL dynamics in two-player zero-sum
games. Recently, Fasoulakis et al. (2026) also obtained a linear last-iterate convergence rate in two-player
zero-sum games for a certain extragradient variant of MWU. Wang et al. (2026) proved last-iterate guarantees
for the vanilla variant of MWU in two-player, two-action symmetric games, which comes in contrast to the
divergence result for vanilla FTRL that we prove for harmonic games.

Further results on last-iterate convergence in min-max optimization. Recently, beyond existing results in
two-player zero-sum games, Orabona (2026) proved asymptotic last-iterate convergence of OMWU with a
small enough constant stepsize in convex-concave saddle point problems. We refer the reader to Section 2
in Orabona (2026) for a more detailed related work discussion on existing last-iterate convergence results.
Beyond static two-player zero-sum games, Wu et al. (2025) consider finite horizon zero-sum linear quadratic
dynamical games and establish a linear last-iterate convergence in terms of the objective function-value gap
for a nested natural policy gradient algorithm. Their proof technique relies on using a gradient domination
inequality proved for the primal function. We note that their algorithm is nested and the two players need to
take turns whereas we consider a multiplayer setting where our players make decisions simultaneously.



2 Preliminaries and Setting

Notation. For any integer k > 1, let [k] = {1,...,k}. Let Ay C RF denote the probability simplex, and let
ri(Ax) = {q € A : q(j) > 0,V] € [k]} denote its relative interior. We say that q is interior when q € ri(Ay).
Let 1; € R* and I, € R¥*F denote the k-dimensional all-ones vector and identity matrix, respectively.
Let (-, -) be the standard ¢, inner product and |[v|; = /(v,v).. If M is positive semi-definite, we write
M = 0. For a linear subspace U C R, let TTj; : RF — U denote the orthogonal projection onto . For
g:U —Uandu € U, let Jo(u) : U — U denote the Jacobian of g at u when it exists. For a convex set
C C R and a differentiable convex f : C — IR, the Bregman divergence Df : C xri(C) — R is given by

De(y,y) = f(y') — fy) —(Vf(y). v — ).

21 Multiplayer Normal-Form Games

Finite normal-form games consist of N > 2 players. Each player i € [N] has a set A; := {a;}c(y; of d;
actions, and under a joint action profile a = (ay,...,an) € A := []c|n) Ai, player i incurs a loss £;(a), where
¢; A — R is the player’s loss function. Each player i can choose a mixed strategy w; € W; := A;, over
Aj;. Using the joint space W := []ic|n) Wi, we overload notation and let /; : W — R denote player i’s
expected loss defined as ¢;(w) = E;w[¢;(a)] for any joint strategy profile w = (wy, ..., wy) € W. We set
D :=d; + - +dy and use the standard notation A_; := [T;4jc(n) Aj and W_; == [T 4[N Ad]..

Nash equilibrium. Our primary solution concept will be the celebrated Nash equilibrium: For € > 0,
w* € W is an e-approximate Nash equilibrium (e-NE) if max;e ) maxy,ew, {£i(w*) — €i(w;, w* ;) } < €. Due
to Nash (1951), every finite normal-form game has at least one (¢ = 0) NE.

2.2 Harmonic Games
We focus on the class of multiplayer harmonic games defined as follows.

Definition 2.1 (Harmonic game). A finite normal-form game is harmonic if for each player i € [N], there exists a
positive measure p; = (u;(1), ..., ui(d;)) € (0,00)% such that

Yien Ljeld) #i(f) - (4i(a) = Li(aj,a_;)) =0 foralla = (a,a_;) € A. ¢))

Definition 2.1 is the weighted definition of harmonic games (introduced by Abdou et al. (2022) and
considered in Legacci et al. (2024a)), extending the unweighted definition of Candogan et al. (2011). In-
tuitively, (1) imposes a global balance condition: at every action profile, the p;-weighted sum of the loss
differences induced by all unilateral deviations is zero.

Remark 2.2 (Examples). Harmonic games (Definition 2.1) are in general multiplayer, non-constant-sum,
and can have non-convex sets of Nash equilibria. We provide such families of examples in Section A.4. An
important subclass is two-player zero-sum games with at least one interior NE (but not every zero-sum
game is harmonic); See Proposition A.7.

2.3 Variational Characterization of Harmonic Games

Our analysis will rely on the variational formulation of finite games through their associated game op-
erator (Facchinei and Pang, 2003). In this language, the harmonicity condition of Definition 2.1 admits
an equivalent characterization that will be central to the analysis that follows. We introduce the relevant
variational notation and discuss this characterization below.

Joint loss operator. For a finite normal-form game, we define its joint loss operator G : W — RP. For
any w € W, the i-th block-coordinate G;(w) of G(w) is given by ¢; : W_; — R%, where g;(w_;) =
(Eo jmw [Ei(“f’a—i)])je[di] € R%. In particular, as ¢;(w) = (w;, g;(w_;)), observe that each g;(w_;) =
Vo, li(w) is exactly the gradient of the i-th player’s loss with respect to their own action. The map G is then
the concatenation of these individual loss gradients, i.e.

G(w) := (Ve b1(w), ..., Vi n(w)) € RP forallw e W. 2)



We associate each game with its operator G and make standard regularity assumptions. For all i € [N], let
each W; be equipped with norm || - ||; and dual norm || - ||; .. Then we define the global product norms
[w| = (ZN, [|wi|?)/2 forw € W and |z||l. = (XY, ||zl-\|12,*)1/2 for z € RP. We then assume that G is
L-Lipschitz and B-bounded with respect to these norms.

Assumption 1 (Lipschitz and bounded operator). There exist constants L > 1 and B > 1 such that (i)
IG(w') — G(w) ||« < L||w" — w| and (ii) ||G(w)||« < B for all w,w’ € W.

Assumption 1 is always satisfied when the losses ¢; are smooth, with the global constants L and B
inherited from the corresponding regularity bounds on the losses.

Variational characterization of NE. The operator G also provides a standard variational characterization of
Nash equilibrium: w* € W is a Nash equilibrium (for € = 0) if and only if

(G(w*),w—w*) >0 forallw e W. (3)

We will thus denote by NE(G) C W the set of all w* satisfying (3). Moreover, for any point w € W, we can
measure its distance to a Nash equilibrium via the gap function: for any w € W, let

Gap(w) := maxgeyy (G(w), w —w) . 4)
If Gap(w') < €, then w' is an e-NE.

Variational characterization of harmonic games. As shown by Legacci et al. (2024a), harmonic games from
Definition 2.1 also admit the following variational characterization in terms of G:

Proposition 2.3 (Legacci et al. (2024a), Proposition A.4). A game with loss operator G : W — RP is harmonic if
and only if there exist (i) a matrix M = Diag(m1y,, ..., mnlg, ) where m; > 0 for all i € [N] and (ii) an interior
point w' € ri(W) such that:

(MG(w),w —w') =0 forallw e W . 5)

Intuitively, (5) says that, relative to a center w’, the M-weighted operator is orthogonal to all displace-
ments w — w’, expressing in variational terms the weighted cancellation of unilateral deviations in (1). We
give more background in Section A.2, and we highlight here several additional points:

e Equilibrium condition: Any w’ € W satisfying the proposition is an NE (see Lemma A.5), and thus (5) is
simultaneously a structural property of G as well as an equilibrium condition.

o Weight matrix: We call M from the proposition a weights matrix, and note that each m; = || ;|1 for p; from
Definition 2.1. For fixed M, we let mmax = max;e|n] 1; and Mmin = Min;e |y ;.

 Operator properties: Operators satisfying (5) are generally non-monotone and nonlinear, even for multi-
player normal-form games. The case of linear G (meaning G(w) = Pw) corresponds to polymatrix games
with the harmonic property; see Section A .4.

Weighted Minty equality. Note that (3) is Stampacchia’s variational inequality while (5) is a weighted Minty
variational equality for the operator G (see Section A.1 for background). For this reason, it is useful to define
the set of all solutions of (5), which we dub weighted Minty equality points. For a fixed weights matrix M, let

WMEQ(G) = {w' e W : (MG(w),w —w') =0 forallw € W} . (6)

By Proposition 2.3, a game is harmonic iff WMEQy(G) Nri(WW) # @ for a weights matrix M. Due to
Lemma A.5, we have WMEQ,,(G) C NE(G), but in general NE(G) # WMEQ,,(G). Moreover, we note the
generality of this variational perspective in terms of the underlying game.

Remark 2.4 (Generality of variational perspective). Our main results only use the characterization of Propo-
sition 2.3 under the conditions on G from Assumption 1. More generally, our results extend beyond normal-
form harmonic games to the setting where the individual loss functions ¢; : W — R are each convex in their
i’th coordinate w;, where G is the resulting pseudo-gradient map in (2), and where WMEQ,,(G) Nri(W) # @
for a weight matrix M. By Proposition 2.3, normal-form games satisfying Definition 2.1 are one such instanti-
ation.



3 A Global View of Optimistic and Extragradient FTRL

We now introduce the global dynamics of the family of OFTRL and EGFTRL algorithms where each player
i € [N] uses a strictly convex regularizer Q; : W; — R and a fixed stepsize 7; > 0. We can then define the
induced global reqularizer Q : VW — R and global stepsize > 0, which together reduce the simultaneous
playerwise updates into a single primal-dual system. We develop this global view here and defer the full
details on the playerwise updates to Section B.1.

Global stepsize and regularizer. Let ;7 := max;c|y)7; > 0, and let Q : W — R be the separable regularizer
that absorbs the player-specific stepsizes via

Qw) =YN, %Qi(wi) forallw = (wy,...,wyN) €W. 7)

Global primal and dual updates. Using # and Q from (7), the global primal update for FTRL-type algorithms
admits a similar structure to the standard playerwise definitions. Formally, fix initial wy € ri(W). Then for
t > 1, letw; := (wy)ie|n) € W be the global primal iterate given by

wy = argmin, .y, {—(w,z¢) + Q(w)} forallt > 1. 8)

Here, zt = (24,)ic|n] € RP is a variant-specific global dual iterate that accumulates operator vectors scaled by
1. For example, the vanilla FTRL variant sets z; := zyp — 7 Z,t{;%) G(wy) for all > 1 and initial zg € RP. More
generally, for initial zy € RP and all ¢ > 0, the dual sequences {z;} for the vanilla (FTRL), implicit (IFTRL),

optimistic (OFTRL), and extragradient (EGFTRL) variants can each be written recursively via the update
rules:

zp11 =zt — 11 G(wy) (FTRL)
zp11 =zt — 1] G(wry1) (IFTRL)
zi11 =zt — 27 G(wy) + 17 G(w-1) (OFTRL)
ziv12 =20 =N G(wr),  zp1 =20 — 11 G(Wip1/2) - (EGFTRL)

Here, we use for (OFTRL) the notational convention w_; := wy € ri(W), and for (EGFTRL) the convention
that w; 1/ is the minimizer of the objective in (8) with respect to z;1 /5.

Remark 3.1 (Intuition for optimism). Intuitively, both OFTRL and EGFTRL augment the vanilla FTRL update
in an attempt to predict the next vector G(w;1). Thus, both methods can be viewed as approximations of the
idealized (unimplementable) IFTRL update (see also Section 5.1).

3.1 Assumptions on regularizer
We study instantiations of FTRL variants with regularizers Q satisfying the following property:

Assumption 2 (Relatively Legendre). Q is (i) strictly convex and twice continuously differentiable on ri(WV),
and (ii) ||[VQ(w)|| — co as w approaches the relative boundary of W.

Let H := Q* : RP — R denote the convex conjugate of Q, which we refer to as an energy function
following prior work (Wibisono et al., 2022). Under Assumption 2, H is continuously differentiable and
admits the following key primal-dual relationship for FTRL variants (see Section B.2):

Proposition 3.2 (Primal-dual invariant). Let {w;} be the iterates from (8) using the dual sequence {z;}
of (FTRL), (IFTRL), (OFTRL), or (EGFTRL). Then w; = VH(z;) € ri(W) forall t > 1.

Remark 3.3 (OMWU). The (componentwise) negative Shannon entropy is the canonical Q satisfying As-
sumption 2. Here, the energy H = Q* is the log-sum-exp function, and VH(z) : RP — ri(W) is the softmax
map. This yields the MWU algorithm and its optimistic variants. See Section B.3.

Our main convergence results also require two additional assumptions on Q and H.

Assumption 3 (1-strong-convexity). Vw € riW),w' € W, Do(w',w) > 3|w’ — wl%.



Assumption 4 (Local Hessian stability). H is twice continuously differentiable, and 3 w > 1 s.t.

Vz,2 € RP : exp(—wl|jz —2'||+) - V?H(Z') < V?H(z) < exp(w|z — 2'||.) - VZH(Z) . (LHS)

Assumption 3 is standard and readily generalizes to K-strong-convexity for K > 0. Assumption 4
specifies a local notion of third-order smoothness related to generalized self-concordance (Sun and Tran-
Dinh, 2019), which intuitively controls the variation of the local dual geometry induced by H. Due to the
separability of Q, Assumptions 2, 3, 4 all hold whenever each Q; and H; := Q] satisfy the componentwise
properties, including for the following canonical choices:

Remark 3.4 (Examples). Regularizers satisfying Assumptions 2, 3, and 4 include negative Shannon entropy,
Tsallis entropy of order g € (0,1), and the log-barrier regularizer; see Section B.3.

3.2 Geometry of Primal and Dual Iterates
Our analysis of FTRL variants also relies on several geometric properties that we introduce here:

Dual update space and reachable primal set. Each dual iterate of the FTRL variants satisfies z; —zp € Z :=
Span(G(W)), and thus we call the linear subspace Z C RP the dual update space. Similarly, for initializations
with wg = VH(zg), each w; € R(wy) := {VH(zg+ z) : z € £}, and thus we refer to R(wy) C ri(W) as the
reachable primal set.

Effective dual space and stationarity map. Importantly, not every dual direction in Z affects updates to the
primal point under VH. To make this precise, define S C RP and St C RP by

S :=T11Y, Span(1,,) and S*:={veRP: (v,s) =0,Vs € S}. )

The linear subspace S and its orthogonal complement S+ are the normal space and tangent space of the
affine hull of W, respectively (see Section A.1). Under Assumption 2, a key invariant is that VH(zp + z) =
VH(zg +1lg.z) for z € Z (Proposition B.4). Thus, we let U := Ilg. Z denote the effective dual space, and for
zo € RP and wy = VH(zp), we define the effective stationarity map

mo:U —U, mo(u) =TIgiG(VH(zo+u)) forallu € U . (10)

Importantly, 77p(u) = 0 if and only if VH(zy + u) € NE(G) (Proposition D.1), and thus ||7rp(u)|| acts as
a first-order measure of distance to equilibrium in effective dual coordinates. We will also assume the
following regularity condition on the zeros of 71y:

Assumption 5 (Regularity). For initial zg € RP and wy = VH(zp), assume R(wg) € NE(G), and that every
zero of 71 is regular, i.e., if 7to(u) = 0 for u € U, then the Jacobian [, (u) is nonsingular.

Remark 3.5. Assumption 5 is a first-order nondegeneracy condition whose main consequence is a local
linear error bound around each reachable Nash equilibrium. The residual ||77o(u)|| controls the distance to
that equilibrium in the effective dual space. For linear G (polymatrix games) the assumption always holds
(Proposition D.6), and it also holds for nonlinear examples (see Section A.4.2).

4 Main Result: Linear Convergence Rates in Harmonic Games

Our main theorem proves that, for harmonic games, OFTRL and EGFTRL converge at a linear last-iterate rate
to an NE w* € WMEQ,,(G) in Bregman divergence Do (w*, -). To state the result, we define the M-weighted

regularizer given by Qu(w) = YN m; - (%Ql(wl))
Theorem 4.1 (Linear last-iterate convergence rate). Let G : W — RP be a loss operator such that
WMEQ)\(G) N riW) # @ for a weight matrix M, and let kp; = % Let Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5

hold. Then for (OFTRL) or (EGFTRL) with initialization wy € ri(WV) and with stepsize € (0,1/(880LBwi )],
there exists a constant y(wq) > 0 such that the following hold:

(i) There exists a unique limit Weo := limy_,o Wy = argmin,. cwmeQ,, (G) Dg,, (w*, wp) .

(ii) Forallt >0: Dg(Weo, wi11) < 2kpr - Do(Weo, wp) - exp(—(wo)y? - ) .



Theorem 4.1 also gives a linear convergence rate in Gap(w;) due to the following relationships:

Remark 4.2 (Gap vs. Bregman divergence). Let w* € WMEQ,,(G). Then for all w € ri(W):

1
2(Lp)?

-Gap(w)? < %Hw*—sz < Do(w*,w), (11)

where p := maxyy ey ||[w' —w” || is the diameter of WW. Thus, convergence in Dg (w*, -) implies convergence
in Gap(-). The full derivation of these relationships is in Proposition A.8.

Before giving an overview of the proof in Section 5, we make several additional remarks:

Remark 4.3 (Equilibrium selection). Part (i) of Theorem 4.1 proves that the limit points of OFTRL and
EGFTRL are in WMEQ),(G) € NE(G), along with an exact initialization-dependent characterization in
terms of the M-weighted regularizer Qp;. This strengthens the result of Legacci et al. (2024b), who showed
only asymptotic convergence to the larger set NE(G). Note that the theorem does not assume uniqueness
of NE, in contrast to prior last-iterate results for OMWU in two-player zero-sum games (Daskalakis and
Panageas, 2019; Wei et al., 2021; Lazarsfeld et al., 2026).

Remark 4.4 (Instance-dependent rate). The constant y(wp) > 0 in part (ii) of Theorem 4.1 depends on G,
on properties of the regularizer Q and energy function H = Q¥, and on the initial wy € ri(JV). As in prior
results for two-player zero-sum games (Wei et al., 2021; Lazarsfeld et al., 2026), the constant y(wy) is thus
instance-dependent, but uniform over all steps ¢ > 1.

High-level proof strategy. The proof has two main components: (i) proving dissipative bounds on the change
in energy along the dual iterates, and (ii), proving a structural operator domination inequality that relates the
magnitude of dissipation back to primal Bregman divergence from equilibrium. This high-level strategy is
similar to Lazarsfeld et al. (2026) for the special case of OMWU in two-player zero-sum games, with a unique,
interior NE, but our result is substantially more general. We do not leverage the special skew-symmetric
structure of zero-sum game operators, do not assume uniqueness of NE, and our analysis simultaneously
holds for both OFTRL and EGFTRL for a broad class of regularizers beyond negative Shannon entropy.

Implications of analysis for vanilla FTRL. Our techniques for proving Theorem 4.1 simultaneously establish
a geometric rate of divergence away from equilibrium under vanilla FTRL. Specifically, we prove the following
result for linear operators G (which capture polymatrix games):

Theorem 4.5 (Divergence of FTRL). Let G : W — RP be a linear loss operator such that WMEQy,(G) N
ri(W) # @ for a weight matrix M, and let kp; = % Consider (FTRL) with y € (0,1/(10Bwiky)] and wy ¢

NE(G). Then for w* € NE(G) Nri(W) and « > D, (w*, wy), letting Ty (w*) = sup{t > 0 : Dg,, (w*, w;) <
a}, there exists B(wo, w*,a) > 0 such that

Do (w*, wr) > xy - Do(w*, wp) - (14 B(wo, w*, &) - 2)t forall 0 < t < Ty(w*) .

The proof is in Section K and is similar to that of Theorem 4.1. Moreover, we note the following;:

Remark 4.6 (Quantitative separation). Theorem 4.5 shows a separation between (FTRL) and the (OFTRL)
and (EGFTRL) variants. In the case of linear G (which captures polymatrix games), the last-iterate of
FTRL moves away from all interior Nash equilibria and toward the simplex boundary, and within any
fixed Bregman sublevel set with respect to a fixed interior NE, it does so at a geometric rate. This is in
contrast to last-iterate convergence rates to NE for OFTRL and EGFTRL. The theorem generalizes and makes
quantitative the divergence result of Bailey and Piliouras (2018) beyond the case of OMWU in two-player
Zero-sum games.

5 Overview of Proof of Theorem 4.1

In this section, we give a technical overview of the proof of Theorem 4.1 (the full proof is in Section J). The
starting point of our analysis is to introduce a change of basis that allows for studying OFTRL and EGFTRL
over scaled spaces, and using a symmetrized operator V.



Reduction to unweighted system. Fix G : W — RP with WMEQ,;(G) # @ for a weight matrix M. Define
the scaled primal domain & := M2y C RP, and for each w € W and z € RP, let x = MY?w and
y = M'/?z. Thenlet V : X — RP be the M-symmetrized operator, where

V(x) = MY2G(M~2x) forallx € X . (12)

The key property of V is that all solutions of the weighted Minty variational equality of (5) under G also
satisfy the following unweighted Minty variational equality under V:

Proposition 5.1 (Unweighted Minty equality). Let V : X — RP be the operator from (12). For any solution
w* € WMEQy,(G), let x* := MY 2w* € X. Then it holds that:

(V(x),x —x*) =0 forallx € X . (MEQ)

We write MEQ(V) C X to denote the set of solutions x* satisfying (MEQ). As a straightforward
corollary: w* € WMEQ,,(G) if and only if x* = M'/?w* € MEQ(V) (see Section C). From an algorithmic
standpoint, the change of basis also yields the following equivalence:

Proposition 5.2 (Symmetrized dynamics). Let V : X — RP be the operator from (12). Then there exist a global
regularizer R : X — R and energy function F = R* such that, if {(wy,z;)} is an (OFTRL) or (EGFTRL) tra-
jectory for (G, H,n), then letting x; = M"Y ?w; and y; = M2z for all t > 0, it follows that {(x;,y:)} is
an (OFTRL) or (EGFTRL) trajectory for (V,F,n).

See Section C for the proof and the exact definitions of R and F. There, we also show for all w* €
WMEQ,,(G), x* = MY2w* € MEQ(V), and all w € ri(W), x = M'/?w € ri(X) that:

Mmin - Do(w*, w) < Dr(x*,x) < Mmax - Do(w*, w) . (13)
Intuition for reduction. While G satisfies the M-weighted variational equality of (6), the iterates {z;} are
updated via G in an unweighted manner. The reduction specifies the coordinate system under which the

resulting operator satisfies the unweighted equality (MEQ) while also preserving the OFTRL/EGFTRL
update structure. Analyzing Dg(w*, w;) thus reduces to controlling Dg (x*, x;).

5.1 Energy Dissipation and Continuous-Time Intuition

To prove Dg(x*,x;) — 0 under the scaled primal iterates {x;}, our analysis is based on establishing the
dissipation of a shifted energy function, related to Dy, along the scaled dual iterates {y; }.

Shifted energy function. For x* € X, let Fy+ : RP — R be the shifted energy function:
Fur(y) = F(y) — (x*,y) forally € RP . (14)
We then have the following key relationship between Dr and Fy+ (see the proof in Section C):

Proposition 5.3 (Change in shifted energy and Bregman divergence). Let y,y' € RP, and let x = VF(y),x' =
VE(y') € ri(X). Then for any x* € ri(X), it holds that:

Dr(x*,x") = Dr(x*,x) = Fu(y') — Fx(y) -

Dissipation of shifted energy. Given Proposition 5.3, it then suffices to establish dissipative bounds under
OFTRL and EGFTRL on the one-step change in Fy~ for x* € MEQ(V). This first requires the following
notation. For all y € RP, the Hessian V2F(y) is positive semi-definite and induces a local degenerate inner
product and local semi-norm: for u,v € RP define (1, v),, := (u, V2F(y)v) and ||v||, := /{0, V2F(y)v) (see
Section F.1 for further background). Then, our main technical lemma shows the dissipation of F,+ along the
dual iterates, quantified under the semi-norm:

Lemma 5.4 (Dissipation of shifted energy). Let Assumptions 1,2, 3, 4 hold. Let {(x¢,y¢)} be the OFTRL or
EGFTRL iterates from Proposition 5.2 with y € (0,1/(880LBwkyy)]. Then for t > 1:

5 PV, < Foer) —Fe(y) < —g -7Vl V2" € MEQ(V).

10



Note that these energy dissipation bounds hold simultaneously for all points x* € MEQ(V), and the
magnitude of dissipation is quantified under the geometry of V2F(y;) at the current dual iterate. Moreover,
these bounds are tight (with the lower and upper inequality matching up to an absolute constant), and thus
when combined with Proposition 5.3, the lemma implies that the magnitude of dissipation exactly controls
the change in Dg(x*, x¢) under the iterates for all x* € MEQ(V).

Intuition from continuous time. The starting point for understanding the dissipation in Lemma 5.4 is the
continuous-time analogue of FTRL, which is the first-order ODE that we refer to as FTRL flow:

Ve = —V(xt) and x; = VF(]/t) . (FTRL ﬂOW)

Importantly, along (FTRL flow), it holds for every x* € MEQ(V) that the Bregman divergence from x* (and
equivalently the shifted energy by Proposition 5.3) is exactly conserved. Indeed, differentiating Proposition 5.3
along the (FTRL flow) trajectory and using the chain rule, we have for all initializations and all x* € MEQ(V)
that:

ADR(x*, xp) = FFer (y1) = (91, VEe (1))
= —(V(x¢), VE(yt) —x*) = —(V(x¢), 2 —x*) =0. (15)

Here, the final equality holds exactly due to the structural (MEQ) property. This conservation was shown
in Legacci et al. (2024a) and is similar to other continuous-time conservation results for two-player zero-sum
games. A consequence of (15) is that the behavior of discrete-time FITRL variants can be better understood
when viewed as discretizations of the (FTRL flow):

FTRL and Implicit FTRL. Taking a forward (resp. backward) Euler discretization of (FTRL flow) with stepsize
7 > 0 then yields the vanilla (FTRL) (resp. implicit (IFTRL)) update for the symmetrized system. A similar
calculation to (15) in discrete time yields for all x* € MEQ(V):

>
De(Yi+1,Yt) - 0 for FTRL (16)

Fe (y1) — Fer (1) =
X (yt+l) X (yt> {_DF(ytryt-‘rl) 0 fOI' IFTRL .

In other words, the continuous-time energy conservation under (FTRL flow) becomes energy expansion
under the forward discretization (FTRL), and energy dissipation under the backward discretization (IFTRL)
(see Proposition E.1 for the proof). The resulting Dr (resp. —Dp) term captures the second-order forward
(resp. backward) discretization error. Under this perspective, (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL) can both be viewed as
implementable approximations of the idealized (IFTRL), which leads to the dissipation in Lemma 5.4. More
concretely, the proof of the lemma follows by coupling OFTRL and EGFTRL at each t > 1 with an implicit
step, which we sketch below:

Proof sketch of Lemma 5.4. To set up the coupling, we establish the following proposition:

Proposition 5.5 (Implicit step coupling). Let {(xt,y¢)} be a sequence satisfying x; = VF(y;) for all t > 0.
Further, define the implicit update ;11 := yr — 7V (xp41) for t > 0. Then for t > 1:

Fes(Yer1) — Fee(yt) = —Dr(yt,Yiv1) + (Xe01 — X5 Yer1 — Jrv1), ¥V x° € MEQ(V) .

Dissipation term Coupling error term C;

Fixing any x* € MEQ(V), Proposition 5.5 then shows that the one-step change in shifted-energy
exactly decomposes into a dissipation term (that matches the one-step change of (IFTRL) from (16)), and a
coupling error term Cy. Under the dual iterates of OFTRL and EGFTRL, we prove that both —Dg(yt, y+1) S
—12(|V (xt) H; ,and that C; < 72|V (x¢) ||§t, and for a sufficiently small constant stepsize 1, the constant scaling
of the negative dissipation term dominates that of C;. In particular, to control the error terms, we rely on
consequences of the local Hessian stability property (LHS) (Assumption 4). This establishes the upper bound
of the lemma, and the matching lower bound follows similarly. The full proof is given in Section G.1. W

5.2 Operator Domination Inequality

Next, we prove a structural inequality relating the local seminorms from Lemma 5.4 back to Dg. For
this, we extend the notation from Section 3.2 to the present, symmetrized coordinates: for yy € RP and
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xo = VF(yo) € ri(X), let R(x0) := {VF(yo+y) : y € Span(V (X))}, and let NE(V) C X denote the
solutions of the Stampacchia variational inequality (3) for the operator V.

Proposition 5.6 (Operator domination on reachable set). Let Assumption 5 hold. Fix yo € RP and xog = VF(yo)
such that R(xg) € NE(V). Let x* € MEQ(V) N R(xp), and let IC C ri(X) be any compact set such that x* € K.
Then there exists a positive constant y(xo, KC) > 0 such that

||V(x)||§ > F(x0,K) -Dr(x*,x), VyeRPst x=VF(y) € KNR(xp) .

Proposition 5.6 establishes a structural inequality between the dissipation term ||V (x) ||§ and the Breg-
man divergence Dg(x*, x) that is analogous in spirit to a gradient-domination inequality in optimization.
In general, such a relationship need not hold uniformly over the entire primal space. However, under the
regularity condition of Assumption 5, we show that a local error bound around a reachable MEQ point
x* € MEQ(V) N'R(xp) can be made uniform over K N R(xg) for any compact subset K C ri(X’) containing
x*. This yields a positive domination constant (xg, C) for which the inequality holds uniformly over
K NR(xp), but with dependencies on the initialization xp and the set K (and, intrinsically, on geometric
properties of the regularizer over this set). We give the full details of the proof in Section I.

Combining the pieces. To combine the pieces, we show that the dissipation bounds of Lemma 5.4 imply that
all OFTRL and EGFTRL iterates lie in a compact set. In Lemma H.1 (see Section H), we use this compactness
to then prove the asymptotic equilibrium selection result of part (i) of the theorem. Compactness then further
allows us to apply the operator domination inequality of Proposition 5.6 along the OFTRL and EGFTRL
iterates. Together with the upper bound of Lemma 5.4, this recursively establishes the linear convergence
rate of part (ii).

6 Conclusion

This work establishes linear last-iterate convergence rates for OFTRL and EGFTRL in harmonic games, and
more broadly for operators satisfying the global (weighted) Minty equality. Several directions remain open,
including adaptive stepsize variants, and a finer understanding of the instance dependence of the linear rate.
More broadly, it would be interesting to investigate whether our techniques can be used in general games
through their harmonic and potential decompositions.

Al use statement. In this work, we used generative Al tools to proofread and suggest editing changes
for the technical writing and proofs. We also used generative Al tools for verifying properties of example
regularizers and for generating and verifying examples of harmonic games. Finally, we used generative Al
tools to suggest edits of our manuscript to improve readability, and to run simulations of the algorithms we
study. We take responsibility for the final content of this work, including all proofs.
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A Additional Preliminaries

In this section, we provide additional preliminaries on variational analysis, harmonic games and properties
of the Bregman divergence.

A.1 Variational Preliminaries

Here, we provide additional preliminaries on the variational perspectives introduced in Section 2.
A.11 Overview of spaces.

Recall that the joint strategy space is given by W = Wy x - - - x Wy C RP, where each W; = Ag,. Moreover,
recall from (9) that we define the linear subspaces S and S+ by

S =TI, Span(1,,) and St :={veRP: (v,5) =0,Vs € S}.

In particular, we note that S and S+ are the normal and tangent spaces of the affine hull aff(VV). In particular,
recall that aff(W) = w’ + S for any w’ € W. Thus, for any w’ € W, we also have that

S+ =Span{w —w' : w e W} . 17)

Further background can be found in, e.g., (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Section 6).
We then recall the following key property of these spaces:

Lemma A.1. Let w,w’' € W. Then, w —w' € S+.

Proof. Fix w,w’ € W. Then for all components i € [N], it holds by definition of W; that for any s; €
Span(1y,), then (s;, w;) = (s;, w;) = c for some ¢ € R. Taking their difference then yields (s;, w; — w}) = 0.
The statement of the lemma then follows from the fact that S is the componentwise product of all Span(1,,)
for i € [N], and by definition of S+. [ |

A.1.2 Properties of Global Loss Operator

Recall that G : W — RP is the operator from (2). By definition, G is continuous. We further assume, as is
standard for normal-form games, that it satisfies the following global Lipschitz and boundedness properties:

Assumption 1 (Lipschitz and bounded operator). There exist constants L > 1 and B > 1 such that (i)
IG(w') — G(w) ||« < L||w" — w| and (ii) || G(w)||« < B for all w,w’ € W.

Moreover, recall the variational characterization of Nash equilibria from (3): w* € W is a Nash
equilibrium if and only if
(G(w*),w—w*) >0 forallwe W. (NE)

The proof of this equivalence is standard and is based on first-order optimality conditions of the NE condition
defined in terms of the individual losses /; (see, e.g., Facchinei and Pang (2003), Proposition 1.4.2). Recall
that we then write NE(G) C W to denote the set of all solutions” x* of (NE).
Interior Nash Equilibria and Normal Operator Vectors.
In the following proposition, we establish an equivalence between interior equilibria w* € ri(W) and

points w € W with normal operator values G(w) € S:
Proposition A.2 (NE vs. Normal Operator Value). Fix G : W — RP and consider w' € W. Then:

(i) G(w') e S = w' € NE(G).

(ii) Ifw' € ri(W) NNE(G), then G(w') € S.

2A reader familiar with variational inequalities will recognize (3) (and equivalently (NE)) as simply the set of Stampacchia VI (SVI)
solutions for G. For the setting introduced in Section 2, these two sets coincide.
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Proof. We prove the two claims separately:

Proof of (i). By definition of S and S+, we have
Gw')eS = (G(w'),v) =0 forallv e S*.

Asw—w' € St forallw € W (Lemma A.1), this further implies that (G(w'),w — w') = 0 forallw € W,
which means x’ satisfies (NE).

Proof of (ii). First, if w’ € ri(WV), then there exists a sufficiently small € > 0 such that
w +eveWandw —eve W forallv € S*t.
Then, since w’ satisfies (NE), it holds for all v € S+ that

(G, (w +ev) —w') >0 = €(G(w'),0)
andalso (G(w'), (W' —ev) —w') >0 = €(G(w'),v)

IN IV
o o

As € > 0, this together implies (G(w'),v) = 0 for all v € S*, and thus G(w’) € S. [ ]

A.1.3 Polymatrix Games and Linear Operators

For the normal-form game setting introduced in Section 2, we have the linear characterization of G when the
underlying game is a polymatrix game (e.g., Daskalakis and Papadimitriou (2009)).

Proposition A.3 (Linear operators and polymatrix games). Let G : W — RP be the operator from (2) and
suppose the underlying game is polymatrix. Then G(w) = Pw for some P € RP*D.

Proof. In a polymatrix game, there exist matrices A"/ € R% for every pair (i, j) € [N] x [N], where A"l =0
foralli € [N]. For each player i € [N], the loss ¢; : W — R is the sum of bilinear terms

i(w) = L {wi, Awy) for allw € W. (18)

Then by definition of G from (2), we have G;(w) = Vy,{i(w) = ]I;]éi Abi w; for all i € [N]. Thus, for

P € RP*P with blocks P = A for all (i,j) € [N] x [N], it follows that G(w) = Pw, and hence G is
linear. |

A.2 Preliminaries on Harmonic Games

In this section, we give several further preliminaries on harmonic games.

A.2.1 Details on Variational Characterization of Harmonic Games

As introduced in Section 2.2, harmonic games from Definition 2.1 admit the following variational characteri-
zation in terms of the operator G, a result due to Legacci et al. (2024a) that we restate below.

Proposition 2.3 (Legacci et al. (2024a), Proposition A.4). A game with loss operator G : W — RP is harmonic if
and only if there exist (i) a matrix M = Diag(m1y,, ..., mnla, ) where m; > 0 for all i € [N] and (ii) an interior
point w' € ri(W) such that:

(MG(w),w —w') =0 forallw e W . (5)

Recall from (6) that for weights matrix M satisfying Proposition 2.3, we let WMEQ,,(G) be the set:
WMEQy(G) = {w' € W : (MG(w),w —w') =0 forallw € W} . (19)

Moreover, we further have by the proposition that WMEQ,,(G) Nri(W) # @. Note that WMEQ,,(G) can
be viewed as the solution set to an M-weighted Minty variational equality. Importantly, this implies that (1)
the set WMEQ),(G) is convex, and (2) WMEQ,,(G) C NE(G). We prove these properties as follows:
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Lemma A.4 (Convexity of WMEQ set). Let G : W — RP satisfy WMEQ(G) # @ for a weights matrix M.
Then, WMEQ1(G) is convex.

Proof. Let w’,w” € WMEQy,(G). For A € [0,1], let w) := Aw’ + (1 — A)w”. By convexity of W, we have
wy € W forall A € [0,1]. Then for any w € W, observe that

(MG(w),w —wy) = AMG(w),w —w') + (1 —A)(MG(w),w —w") =0

Here, the final equality is due to w’, w” € WMEQ,,(G). Thus w, satisfies (19) for all w € W, meaning also
w), € WMEQ,,(G). By definition, this means WMEQ,,(G) is convex. ]

Lemma A.5 (WMEQ points are NE). Let G : W — RP satisfy WMEQ(G) # @ for a weights matrix M. Then
WMEQ,(G) € NE(G), and G(w*) € S for every w* € WMEQ,(G).

Proof. Fix w* € WMEQ,,(G). For each player i € [N] and any w; € W;, we then apply (19) at the point
w = (wj,w*;). By the block diagonal structure of M = Diag(mly,,...,mnla,), for m; > 0, and since
Gi(w) = G;(w*) by definition of G in (2), this yields at the i-th component:

0 = mi(Gi(w), w; — w}) = m;(G;(w*),w; —w}) =0. (20)

Dividing by m; > 0 then gives (G;(w*), w; — w*) = 0 for all w; € W;. As this latter equality holds for all
players simultaneously, summing over i € [N] then yields

(G(w*),w—w*) =0 forallwe W. (21)

Thus w* satisfies (NE) with equality and so w* € NE(G).

Moreover, as S+ = Span{w — w* : w € W} by (17), expression (21) also immediately implies that
G(w*) € S, which concludes the proof.

A.2.2 Harmonic games with linear operators

When the operator G satisfying Proposition 2.3 is linear, which is implied by all polymatrix settings (Proposi-
tion A.3), several further structural properties emerge. First, we show that for linear harmonic games that
are given by operator G, the sets WMEQ,,(G) and NE(G) coincide.

Proposition A.6 (NE and WMEQ for linear G). Let G : W — RP satisfy WMEQy(G) Nri(W) # @ fora
weights matrix M. Suppose G(w) = Pw for P € RP*P. Then WMEQ,;(G) = NE(G).

Proof. As WMEQ,,(G) C NE(G) by Lemma A5, it suffices to establish NE(G) C WMEQ,,(G) under the
assumptions of the proposition. For this, let w* € NE(G), and let w € WMEQ,,(G) Nri(W). Then since
w € WMEQ,,(G), we have that

L miGi(w*), @; — w)) =0, (22)

1
Since w* € NE(G), the componentwise inequalities of (NE) and m; > 0 then imply that (MG (w*), w — w*) >
0 for all w € W. Combining this with (22) then yields (MG(w*),w — w) > 0 for all w € W. Then since
@ € 1i(W), it holds for every h € S= that there exists sufficiently small € > 0 such that @ =€eh € W.
Substituting these two points into the previous inequality then yields that (MG(w*), h) = 0. This implies
that MG (w*) € S, and thus G(w*) € S since M~1S = S.

Now for any w € W, letv = (w + w*)/2. By linearity, and using the fact that MG(w*) € S we can
compute
0=4(MG(v),v—w) = (MG(w), w + w* —2w) .

Then subtracting (MG (w), w — w) = 0 yields (MG (w), w* — w) = 0. Finally, it then follows that
(MG(w),w — w*) = (MG(w),w — @) — (MG(w),w* —w) =0.

Thus w* € WMEQy(G). |
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Zero-sum games with an interior equilibrium.

When G is the loss operator associated with a two-player zero-sum game with payoff matrix A € dy x dp,
we further show that if NE(G) Nri()V) is nonempty (meaning there exists an interior equilibrium) then G is
harmonic with identity weights matrix Ip.

Proposition A.7 (Zero-sum games with interior NE). Let G : W — RP be the loss operator associated to a
zero-sum game with payoff matrix A € RN *%2, Suppose that NE(G) Nri(W) # @. Then G satisfies Proposition 2.3
with weights matrix M = Ip.

Note that this result was shown by Legacci et al. (2024b) (Proposition A.10), but we give a separate
proof here:

Proof. For a zero-sum game with payoff matrix A, the operator G is the linear operator G(w) = Kw for the
skew-symmetric matrix K = —K' € RP*PD satisfying

0 A
K= (_ 0. 0) .
See, e.g., Wibisono et al. (2022); Lazarsfeld et al. (2026). Moreover, recall by skew-symmetry that (w, Kw) =
(Kw,w) = 0 for any w € W. Then, fix w* € NE(G) Nri()V). Then by (NE), we have for all w € )V that

0= (G(w*),w — w*) = (Kw*,w — w*)
Kw,w — w*) — (K(w — w*),w — w*)
Kw, w — w*)

(w), w—w"),

where the third equality holds due to skew-symmetry of K = —K . Thus, w* € WMEQ,;(G) with weights
matrix M = Ip, which by Proposition 2.3 means that the underlying game is harmonic. [ |

{
=
=
=(G

Note that not every zero-sum game is Harmonic (see, e.g., Candogan et al. (2011); Abdou et al. (2022);
Legacci et al. (2024a)), and the characterization of Proposition A.7 is specifically under the assumption that
the game has an interior equilibrium.

A.3 Relationship Between Gap Function and Bregman Divergence

Here, we establish relationships between Bregman divergence and the Gap function, as introduced in
Remark 4.2:

Proposition A.8 (Gap vs. Bregman divergence from WMEQ point). Let G : W — RP satisfy WMEQ,(G) #
@ for some weights matrix M, and let G satisfy Assumption 1. Let Q : W — R be a regularizer satisfying
Assumption 3. Define p := maxyy yreyy ||w' — w”||. Then for all w* € WMEQy,(G), it holds for all w € W that

1 2
2(Lp) -Gap(w)? < 3llw—w*||? < Dg(w* w) .

Proof. Fix weights matrix M and w* € WMEQ,,(G). For the first inequality, recall by Lemma A.5 that
w* € WMEQy,(G) implies G(w*) € S. Thus (G(w*), w — w') = 0 for all w,w’ € W. Thus for all w,w’ € W,
we have

(G(w),w—w') = (G(w) = G(w"),w —w') < [|G(w) = G(w")]|. - w — /||
< Lp-|lw—w*||, (23)
where the final inequality comes from the L-Lipschitzness of G and the definition of p. Then using the
definition of Gap(w) = maxy ¢y (G(w), w — w'), the first inequality of the proposition follows by squaring

both sides of (23) and rearranging. The second inequality of the proposition follows directly from the
definition of 1-strong-convexity of Q with respect to the norm || - ||. |

Finally, recall for any w € W that if Gap(w) < €, then w is an e-approximate NE (see, e.g., Facchinei and
Pang (2003), Section 1.5.3).
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A.4 Examples of Harmonic Games

In this section, we give several additional examples of harmonic games that go beyond the canonical subclass
of two-player zero-sum games with an interior NE (e.g., see Proposition A.7). In particular, we give two
non-trivial examples of harmonic games that are (1) multiplayer, (2) non-constant sum, and (3) have multiple
equilibria.

A.4.1 Example 1: 3-player polymatrix game with WMEQ continuum.

First, we give an three-player polymatrix game example. In particular, the plots of Figure 1 use an instantiate
of this family. Note that while the underlying operator G is linear for this example (due to Proposition A.3),
the underlying game itself is non-constant-sum and non-monotone and has a continuum of WMEQ points.
We give these details here:

Weighted polymatrix setup.

Consider three players with mixed-strategy space W = (A;)3; i.e. each player has 2 pure strategies. Write
w; = (pi,1 —p;) € Ay and r; = 2p; — 1. For positive weights mq, my, m3 > 0 that are not all equal, define
the losses (1 (w) = rq(mary — mars), ba(w) = ra(msrs —myry), and ¢3(w) = r3(myry — myry). The joint loss
operator G = (G;)?_, is given by

mpty — msr3

f(r) = mars—myr; | , and G;(w) = (ﬂ(r) )

~fiy
myiry — Moty fi(r)
Since each r; = w; 1 — w; 5, the operator G is linear in w.

Continuum of WMEQ points.

Let M = Diag(mq Iy, mylp, m3ly) and mpyin = min; m;. It is straightforward to verify that the set WMEQ,(G)
is then given by
WMEQM(G) ={w e W :r; = (t/m;) foralli, [t| < Mmin} - (24)

Equivalently, in terms of the coordinates p; € (0,1), each w = (w1, wy, w3) € WMEQ),(G) is parameterized
by p; = (1 +t/m;)/2 for |t| < mMpin. It is straightforward to verify the WMEQ identity for every point of
this segment by substituting into (MG(w), w — w*). As G is linear and clearly WMEQ,,(G) Nri(X) # @, it
follows by Proposition A.6 that NE(G) = WMEQ,(G).

As an example, the left-subplot in Figure 2 plots the continuum of WMEQ),(G) for the case when
my = 3,my = 6,m3 = 4.

Nonmonotonicity and nonconstant sum.

While the operator G is linear, we show that G is non-monotone, and the underlying game is additionally
non-constant-sum. For this, let w be the uniform strategy profile. Then by definition of G and ¢;, we can
compute for any other w € W

(G(w)~G(w’),w—w’)
=Yooy Gi(w) = (my —my)riry + (my — m3)rirs + (m3 — ma)rars. (25)
As the weights {m;} are not all equal, at least one term in (25) has non-zero coefficient m; — m;. Supposing
without loss of generality that mp — my; > 0, then set w3 = 0, and choose wy, w; € A, such that r1rp < 0.
Then it follows from (25) that (G(w) — G(w®),w — w’) < 0, and thus G is non-monotone. At this profile,

the total loss is also non-zero. However, observe that when w = w?, then (25) vanishes. Thus the total loss
Z?Zl ¢;(w) is also non-constant-sum.

A.4.2 Example 2: non-linear operator with non-convex NE set.

Here, we give an example family of harmonic games that do not correspond to linear polymatrix games. In
particular, the following example induces non-linear loss operators G, have a continuum of WMEQ points,
have a nonconvex set of NE points, are nonmonotone and correspond to a non-constant-sum game, and
which additionally satisfy the restricted regularity condition of Assumption 5. We give more details here:
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Figure 2: The sets WMEQ,,(G) and NE(G) \ WMEQ,,(G) for the instantiation of Example 1 from Section A.4.1
with my = 3, mp = 6, m3 = 4 (left), and Example 2 from Section A.4.2.

Game setup.

Consider three players with mixed-strategy space W = (A;). Write w; = (p;,1 — p;) and r; = 2p; — 1, and
let w(r) denote the strategy profile with centered coordinates r € [—1,1]3. Define the losses £ (w) = 17573,
lr(w) = —rirpr3, and £3(w) = rirp. These are the mixed extensions of the pure-action losses obtained by
substituting r; = a; € {—1,+1}.

Nonlinear loss operator.
Ordering each player’s actions as (+1, —1), the joint loss operator is given by
G(w) = (r273, —71ar3, —1113, 1113, 1712, Vlrz) .

The cross-interactions between r;7; mean that G is nonlinear on W. For example, Gy, (w) = (2p2 —1)(2p3 —
1) has mixed derivative 92Gy  / (9p; dp3) = 4, so it is thus not affine in the probability coordinates. Therefore,
there is no matrix P such that G(w) = Pw for w € W.

Continuum of MEQ points.

Let M = Ip, where D = 6. For any centered profiles r, s, we can compute
(G(w(r)), w(r) —w(s)) = —s1r2r3 + s21173. (26)
Observe that (26) vanishes for every r € [—1,1]% if and only if s; = s, = 0. Hence,
WMEQ,, (G) = MEQ(G) = {w(0,0,t) : t € [-1,1]}. (27)

Equivalently, the MEQ set is the segment p; = p, = 1/2, p3 € [0, 1]. Since it contains the uniform profile in
ri(W), the game is harmonic due to Proposition 2.3.

Nonconvex Nash equilibrium set.

It is straightforward to verify that a profile correpsonds to an NE if and only if ror3 = 173 = 0. Thus,
including boundary profiles, we have that

NE(G) = MEQ(G) U {w(r1,7,0) : (r1,12) € [-1,1]%},
and thus NE(G) \ MEQ(G) = {w(ry,72,0) : (r,r2) € [-1,1]2\ {(0,0)} }.
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In particular, there is a continuum of interior but non-MEQ Nash equilibria. Thus, the full set NE(G) is
nonconvex: w(0,0,1/2) and w(1/2,0,0) are both in NE(G), while their midpoint w(1/4,0,1/4) ¢ NE(G).
In particular, the right-subplot in Figure 2 plots both the continuum of WMEQ;(G) = MEQ(G) in blue
and the continuum of NE(G) \ WMEQ,,(G) in red. The full set NE(G) is the union of the two sets, which
illustrates that NE(G) is non-convex.

Nonmonotonicity and nonconstant sum.

Forr=(1/2,0,1/2) and s = (1/2,—1/2,0), we have using a direct calculation that
(G(w(r)) = G(w(s)),w(r) —w(s)) = —5 < 0.
Thus G is not monotone. As 213:1 li(w) = riry varies with w, the game is also not constant sum.

Restricted regularity.

We further show that G satisfies the regularity condition from Assumption 5, and when the regularizer Q
and its energy function H = Q* satisfy Assumptions 2 and 4.

For this, first consider the standard (componentwise) negative Shannon entropy regularizer Q(w) =
2?21 Zae{ 4,1 Wig logw; ,, and let H = Q*, which satisfy Assumptions 2 and 4, respectively. In reduced

dual coordinates b; = (z; 1 — z;_)/2, its choice map is r; = tanh b;, where tanh is the hyperbolic tangent.
Since player 3’s loss block is normal to the simplex, the effective dual update space and reachable set are

U = {(uy, —uy,up, —up,0,0) : u € ]Rz}, R(wo) = {w(ry,r2,¢) : (r,12) € (—1,1)2} ,

where ¢ = 739 = tanh b3 . Identifying U/ with IR?, the effective stationarity map is then given by

_( ctanh(byo + uy)
o (u) = (—ctanh(bl,o +u1))”

c
0
¢ > 0. If ¢ = 0, the entire reachable set R (w) C NE(G) and is exempt from the regularity requirement.
Thus Assumption (5) holds.

If ¢ # 0, the unique zero is u* = (—by 9, —byp). Then we have Jmp(u*) = (0 > and thus det J7rp(u*) =

Note also that the same argument applies to any other separable regularizer Q and energy function
H = Q* satisfying Assumptions 2 and 4, respectively: for this, we can replace tanh by the scalar choice
maps h;, whose derivatives are strictly positive, which follows from the fact that Null(V2H(z)) = S (see
Proposition B.5 (iii)). At a zero, the determinant of ], then becomes c?h} (b%)h}(b5) > 0 when ¢ # 0, where
hi(by) = 0, and the case ¢ = 0 remains exempt.

B Details on FTRL Dynamics

In this section, we give more details on the global dynamics of FTRL variants introduced in Section 3.
First, we give in Section B.1 a more complete derivation of the global dynamics from their playerwise
definitions. Then, we present in Section B.2 several key primal-dual relationships of the global regularizer
and corresponding energy function that are used throughout. This also includes the proof of Proposition 3.2.

B.1 Playerwise and Global FTRL Dynamics

Recall from Section 3 that each player i € [N] uses a strictly convex regularizer Q; : YW; — R and a fixed
stepsize 17; > 0. Recall also that we define the global stepsize 7 := max;c[y) 7; > 0.

Playerwise primal update. The standard playerwise FIRL update rule (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012, Section 2.3),
along with its Optimistic, Extragradient, and Implicit variants, all follow a similar primal update structure.
First, we assume each player i € [N] has initial wy; € ri(W;). Then for t > 0, they choose w;11; € W;
according to

Wi, = argming, oy {—(wi, vp41,0) + Qi(w;) } (28)
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where v;,1; € R% is a variant-specific dual iterate (specified below) that accumulates #;-scaled operator
vectors, i.e., of the form #;G;(w) evaluated at w = {ws }¢<s<;. Note here that the argmin in (28) is unique
due to strict convexity of Q;.

Playerwise, variant-specific dual iterates. Recall that w; = (w;1,...,w;n) € RP is the globally concate-
nated primal iterate at times t > 0. Moreover, for each i € [N], each player has dual initialization vg; € R%.
Then, the variant-specific dual iterate v; 1, € R% is given by:

for FTRL :  v;,1; = v3; — 1;Gi(wr)
for IFTRL : 011, = 01 — 17:Gj(wp41)
for OFTRL :  v;11; = v;; — 21;G;(wy) + 1;Gi(wy—1)
for EGFTRL :  v;11/2; = 01 — 1iGi(wt),  0py1,i = 01 — 1iGi(Wip1/2) -

(29)

Here, we use the convention for OFTRL that w_; = wy, and for EGFTRL, we let w;1,, denote the concate-
nation of the minimizers in (28) with respect to v;,1/2 = (v411/2,1)ic(n]- When instantiating (28) with one
of the dual iterate definitions in (29), we exactly obtain the standard form of the corresponding FTRL-type
update rule (see, e.g., Syrgkanis et al. (2015) and Legacci et al. (2024a)).

Then, for a fixed playerwise dual sequence {v;;}, we also use the global stepsize 7 > 0 to define the
n-normalized dual iterates {z;;}. Specifically, for all i € [N], letz;; = % -vy; for all t > 0. It then follows
that, for any of the dual sequences in (29), the playerwise update in (28) for t > 0 can be equivalently written

in terms of z;; as
Wiy, = argming, oy, {—(wj, %Zt+1,z’> + Qi(w;)} = argmin,, .y, {—(wi, z¢+1,) + %Qi(wi)} . (30
Moreover, the variant-specific scaled dual sequences are explicitly given by:
for FTRL : Z¢41,i = 2t — nGi(wt)
for IFTRL :  z4y1,; = 24 — 7Gj(Wp11)
for OFTRL :  z;11; = z4; — 241Gi(wy) + nGj(wi_1)
for EGFTRL :  zp11/0 = 21i = 1Gi(Wt),  Zps1,i = 26 — 1Gi(Weia2) -

@1

Global primal update. Now consider the collection of any of the scaled playerwise dual sequences of (31),
and let zy = (z41,...,21N) € RP for all t > 0. Moreover, recall from (7) that we define the global regularizer
Q: W — Rby

Qw) =YN, %Qi(wi) forallw = (wy,...,wy) €W.

Now, we use the fact that W = W, x - - - x Wy is a product space and that Q is separable with respect to
the player coordinates i € [N]. Because of this, for w; = (w;1,...,w;n) € RP such that each w;; is given
by (30), it holds that

wy = argmin, ., {—(w,z) + Q(w)}, (32)
which is exactly the global primal update rule from (8).

Global dual updates. Fix any of the playerwise dual sequences in (31), and let z; = (z;;); € RP for all
t > 0. For the sequence {w; } using (32), it is then straightforward to see that we then exactly recover the
global dual sequences of (FTRL), (IFTRL), (OFTRL), and (EGFTRL) from Section 3.

B.2 Primal-Dual Relationships Between Regularizer and Energy

We now present several key properties of the global regularizer Q : W — RP and its corresponding energy
function (convex conjugate) H = Q* : RP — R. Recall that H is given by

H(z) := Q*(z) = maxyew {{w,z) — Q(w)} forallz € RP . (33)

For further background and preliminaries on conjugate functions, see, e.g., (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004,
Section 3.3). Moreover, recall from Section 3.1 that we consider the following assumption:
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Assumption 2 (Relatively Legendre). Q is (i) strictly convex and twice continuously differentiable on ri(WV),
and (ii) |[VQ(w)|| — co as w approaches the relative boundary of W.

We remark that Assumption 2 is the standard notion of Legendre-type functions (see, e.g. Rockafellar
(1997), Chapter 26), but defined with respect to the relative interior of VW (which is lower-dimensional).
Nevertheless, Assumption 2 implies several standard primal-dual relationships between Q and H, which
we state in the following sequence of propositions. We first make the following technical remark regarding
differentiability and our notation:

Remark on differentiability. Throughout, derivatives of the regularizer Q are taken only on ri()V) and
relative to its affine hull, whose space of feasible directions is S*. We also assume Q as a proper, lower
semicontinuous, convex function on W, allowing the value 40 at boundary points, and extended to 4o
outside W. The relative steepness condition of Assumption 2 (ii) should thus be interpreted relative to the
affine hull.

Moreover, we will also assume throughout that Assumptions 3 (strong convexity) and 4 (local Hessian
stability) hold for Q and H.

B.2.1 Relative duality and Proof of Proposition 3.2.

We start with the following property which gives a useful characterization of V H. This should be thought of
as the basic property of Legendre-type functions (e.g., as in Rockafellar (1997), Theorem 26.5), but adapted to
hold in a relative sense:

Proposition B.1. For every z € RP, the maximizer of H(z) in (33) is unique and lies in ri(W). It holds specifically
that VH(z) = argmax,,.yy{ (w,z) — Q(w)} € ri(W).

Proof. Fixz € RP. By compactness of W and lower semicontinuity of Q, the maximum in the definition
of H(z) from (33) is finite and attained. By the relative steepness property of Assumption 2 (ii), every
maximizer lies in ri(J}). By strict convexity of Q, the maximizer is also unique. This proves the first claim of
the proposition.

For the second claim, let w € ri(W) denote the maximizer defining H(z) from (33). Then for every h €
RP and t € R, evaluating the objective in (33) for H(z + th) at the point w gives H(z + th) > H(z) + t(w, h).
Then, taking the left-hand derivative t 1 0 and the right-hand derivative t | 0 on both sides and using
the differentiability of H (which holds by Assumption 4) yields (VH(z),h) = (w, h) for all h € RP. Thus,
VH(z) = w. [ |

Note that as a consequence of Proposition B.1, we obtain a short proof of the primal-dual invariants of
the global FTRL-type dynamics from Proposition 3.2, restated here:

Proposition 3.2 (Primal-dual invariant). Let {w;} be the iterates from (8) using the dual sequence {z;}
of (FTRL), (IFTRL), (OFTRL), or (EGFTRL). Then w; = VH(z;) € ri(W) forall t > 1.

Proof. Observe, by the global primal update rule of (8), that

wy = argmin, .y, {—(w, z) + Q(w)} = argmax .y, { (w, z:) — Q(w)} .
Then by Proposition B.1, we have w; = VH(z;) € ri(W). [ ]
B.2.2 First-Order and Second-Order Primal-Dual Relationships.

We now state several further primal-dual relationships between Q and H that hold under Assumption 2.
Note that these relationships can be thought of as the usual consequences of Legendre duality, but working
over the quotient space RP/S.

Proposition B.2. For z € RP, w € ri(W): w = VH(z) <= z = VQ(w) + s for some s € S.

Proof. By Proposition B.1, w = VH(z) if and only if w = argmin, ., {—(w’,z) + Q(w)}. As w € ri(W),
first-order optimality conditions yield

(VQ(w) —z,h) =0 forallh € S*,
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which is necessary due to w € ri()V), and sufficient due to convexity. Moreover, the condition is equivalent
toz — VQ(w) € S, which yields the statement of the proposition. [ |

We also have that V H is invariant to shifts under directions in S:

Proposition B.3. Forall z € RP and s € S: VH(z +s) = VH(z).

Proof. Fix any w' € Wands € S. Forany w € W, recall that w — w’ € S*. Thus we have that
(w—w',s) = 0, which implies that (w,s) = (w',s) for all w € W. Then using the definition of H from (33),
we have that
H(z +5) = maxyew {{w, z +5) — Q(w)}
= maxpew{(w,z) — Q(w) + (w',5)} = H(z) + (w’,s) .
Thus the maximizing w € W for H(z + s) and H(z) is identical. By Proposition B.1, this gives VH(z + s) =
VH(z). [ |
As a direct corollary of Proposition B.3, we also have the following property:

Proposition B.4. Forall z € RP and any u € RP: VH(z +v) = VH(z 4 [14.0).
Next, we establish the following second-order primal-dual relationships:

Proposition B.5. Forall z € RP, and w = VH(z) € ri(W):
(i) V’H(z+s) = V?H(z) foralls € S.
(i) V?H(z)V2Q(w)u = u forallu € S+.
(iii) Null(V2H(z)) = S and Range(V?H(z)) = S+.
Proof. For (i), fix s € S. Then differentiating the identity VH(z 4+ s) = VH(z) (Proposition B.3) with respect
to z gives V2H(z +s) = V2H(z).
For (ii), note by the first-order property of Proposition B.2 that VH(VQ(v)) = v for any v € ri(W).
Then, differentiating this identity at v = w along any direction u € S then yields by the chain rule
VZH(VQ(w))V*Q(w)u = u . (34)
Asz — VQ(w) € S by Proposition B.2, we then have by part (i) that V2H(VQ(w)) = V2H(z), which by
substituting into (34) yields claim (ii).

For claim (iii), let s € S. Then we differentiate VH(z + ts) — VH(z) at t = 0, which yields V2H(z)s = 0
by Proposition B.3. By symmetry of V2H(z), this implies that V2H(z)v € S* for all v € RP. Also, part (i)
establishes S C Range(V2H(z)). Thus together we have Range(V2H(z)) = S*. Again by symmetry of
V2H(z), it follows that
Null(V?H(z)) = Range(V?H(z))* = S,

which concludes the proof. |
B.2.3 Properties of Bregman Divergences

Recall that the Bregman divergence Dy : W x ri(W) — R s given by
Do(@,w) = Q@) — Q(w) = (VQ(w), @ —w) . (35)

Here, note that D (w, w) = 4-co whenever Q(w) = +-co.

Then we further have the following useful primal-dual characterization of Bregman divergence for Q
satisfying Assumption 2:

Proposition B.6. Fix z,z’ € RP, and let w = VH(z),w' = VH(Z') € ri(W). Then for @ € W with Q(@) < oo,
the following properties hold:
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(i) Do(w,w) = Q(w) + H(z) — (z,w)
(i) Do(w,w") — Do(w, w) = H(z') — H(z) — (@,2' — z).
Proof. For the first claim (i), recall by the Fenchel-Young equality that Q(w) + H(z) = (z, w), which holds

due to w = VH(z) (see, e.g., (Shalev-Shwartz, 2012, Section 2.7)). Then substituting this into (35) and using
the fact that VQ(w) = z + s for some s € S from Proposition B.2:

Do(w,w) = Q(w) — Q(w) — (VQ(w), @ — w)
=Q(w)+ H(z) — (z,w) — (z+s,@—w)
= Q(w) + H(z) — (z, @)

SIRSIIRS

Here, we used the fact that @ — w € S* and thus (s, @ — w) = 0 for s € S. This yields claim (i).

For claim (ii), apply claim (i) with the pairs (w,z) and (@’,z’), and take their difference. [ |
Finally, we establish the following boundary divergence property for the Bregman divergence D:

Proposition B.7 (Boundary blowup of Bregman divergence). Fix w € ri(W). Then Dg(w,w) — oo as
w € ri(W) — rbd(W). Moreover, for finite x > 0, C = {w € ri(W) : Dg(w,w) < a} C ri(W) is a compact
subset of ri(W).

Proof. We choose some r > 0 such that the relative closed Euclideanball B = {@ +h : h € S*, ||kl < r}
lies in ri(VV). By continuity, Q is bounded above on B, and we let ¢ > 0 denote such an upper bound.
Now for w € ri(W), let z = VQ(w) € S*. By Proposition B.2, we then have w = VH(z). If z # 0, then
evaluating the maximum defining H(z) from (33) at the point @ + rz/ ||z, yields H(z) > (w,z) + r||z||» — c.
Evaluating the maximum defining H(0), evaluated at w, this same inequality also holds for z = 0. Then by
Proposition B.6, part (i):

Do(@,w) = Q@) + 7| VQ(w) 2 —c. (36)
By the relative steepness condition of Assumption 2, part (ii), it follows that the right hand side of (36) tends
to co as w — rbd(W). Thus, as Dg (@, -) is continuous on ri(WV), this boundary blowup prevents the finite

sublevelset C from accumulating at the relative boundary. Thus, C is closed in W, and compactness of W
then implies compactness of C. |

B.3 Examples of Regularizers

Here, we give details on instantiations of regularizers Q : W — RP that satisfy Assumptions 2, 3, and 4. In
particular, we very the properties for the canonical examples of negative Shannon entropy (B.3.1), negative
Tsallis entropy (B.3.2) of order q € (0,1), and for the log-barrier regularizer (B.3.3). Throughout, we verify
the properties of Q and H at a single component, which suffices due to separability. For readability, we will
write (by slight abuse of notation) Q to denote a single component Q;, and H for a single component H;, and
we will assume that W = Ap.

B.3.1 Negative Shannon Entropy

For the negative Shannon entropy regularizer, we have that
Q(w) = Y2, w;logw; forallw € W
It is well known that the corresponding H = Q* : RP — Rand VH : RP — ri(W) are given by

H(z) = log(X2  exp(z;)), VH(z) = softmax(z) = DeXpi for all z € RP.
Yjz1 exp(z))

Relative Legendre and Strong Convexity. It is well-known for negative Shannon entropy that Q satisfies
Assumption 2 (see, e.g., (Xiao, 2022, Section 4.1)). Moreover, by Pinsker’s inequality, we have that Q is
1-strongly-convex with respect to the ¢; norm || - ||;, and thus satisfies Assumption 3.
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Local hessian stability. The energy H additionally satisfies the (LHS) property of Assumption 4 with w = 2,
as proven in (Lazarsfeld et al., 2026, Proposition 4.3).

B.3.2 Negative Tsallis Entropy
Fix g € (0,1). Then the (normalized) negative g-Tsallis entropy is given by

1 7):7: w!

Qq('a)) - ‘7(17_;)] fOI‘ allw S W,

with 07 = 0. The corresponding energy H; = Qj and gradient map are given by

Hy(z) = Aq(2) + 100 wj(2) — s, (VH,(2)); = wj(2) = ((1— 9)(Ag(2) —2)) /77,

where A4(z) > max; z; is uniquely determined by }_; w;(z) = 1. These expressions follow directly from the
optimality conditions defining H,. The implicit function theorem implies that A; and V H, are smooth on

R,
Relatively Legendre. On ri()V), note that Q smooth, with

q—1
j

anq(w) = —%, Vqu(w) = Diag(w?iz).

The Hessian is positive definite, so Qy is strictly convex. As w approaches the relative boundary, a smallest
coordinate tends to zero, and its gradient component tends to —co. Meanwhile, some coordinate is at least
1/d, so its gradient component remains bounded. Thus the projection of the gradient onto the simplex
tangent space diverges, establishing Assumption 2.

Strong Convexity. Since g4 < 1and w; < 1, we have by Cauchy-Schwarz

> 2 ,
(v, V2Qq(w)v) = Z?Zl w? vjz > 27:1 ﬁ > ||v]|2 forallw € ri(W) and v € R?.
Integrating along line segments and using continuity of Qg on W yields Do, (w',w) > 3w’ — w||3 for every
w' € Wand w € ri(W). Thus, Q, is 1-strongly convex with respect to || - [|; and satisfies Assumption 3.

Local Hessian Stability. The energy H, satisfies the (LHS) property of Assumption 4 with parameter
wg = 2(2—q). To see this, set a;(z) = w;i(z)*7 and A(z) = Y.ja;(z). Differentiating the optimality
conditions gives

a\z)a(z T
V2Hj(z) = Diag(a(z)) — “EfEL.

A
Fixh =z —zand v € R". Along zs = z + sh, write w; = j(zs), aj = a]-(zs), and let iy = Y ajhj/ A and
0s = yjaj0;/ A. Then w; = a;(h; — hs), and fo(s) = (v, V2H,(zs)v) satisfies

fo(s) = Zj aj(vj - 775)2/ fio(s) = (2—19q) Zj ajw]l'iq(hj - BS)(U]' - 775)2~

Since w}_q <1and |h]- — hs| < 2||h]|eo, we obtain | £} (s)] < wq||h\|oofv (s). Applying Gronwall’s inequality
and using the fact that v was arbitrary then yields

exp(—wgllz —2'l|eo) - V2Hy(2') X V2Hy(2) = exp(wyllz — 2'[leo) - V2H,(2') ,
where w; =2(2—-¢) > 1.

B.3.3 Log-Barrier Regularizer
Let W = A;. The log-barrier regularizer is given by

Qp(w) = — Z?:1 logw; forallw € ri(W),
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and Qy,(w) = +oo on the relative boundary. Here, the regularizer assumptions are understood with this
extended-valued convention. The corresponding energy Hy, = Qj, and gradient map are:

Hip(z) = Mz) —d — Ty log(A(z) — z)),  (VHi(2)); = wj(2) = 35—

]

where A(z) > max; z; is uniquely determined by }; w;(z) = 1. These expressions follow directly from the
optimality conditions defining Hy,. The implicit function theorem implies that A and V Hy, are smooth on
I

Relatively Legendre. On ri()V), the regularizer is smooth, with
9jQm(w) = —w%./ V2Qup(w) = Diag(w; ?).

The Hessian is positive definite, so Qy, is strictly convex. As w approaches the relative boundary, a smallest
coordinate tends to zero, and its gradient component tends to —co. Meanwhile, some coordinate is at least
1/d, so its gradient component remains bounded. Thus the projection of the gradient onto the simplex
tangent space diverges, establishing Assumption 2 under the extended-valued convention.

Strong Convexity. Since wj < 1, we have by Cauchy-Schwarz
2
(v, V2Qq,(w)v) = 2}121 % >y? > [ forallw € ri(W) and v € R¥.
]

Integrating along line segments yields Do, (w',w) > }||w’ — wl||? for every w,w’ € ri(W). For w’ on the
relative boundary, the inequality holds in the extended-valued sense because Dg, (w', w) = +co. Thus, Qy,
is 1-strongly convex with respect to || - ||; and satisfies Assumption 3.

Local Hessian Stability. The energy Hj, satisfies the (LHS) property of Assumption 4 with parameter
wyp = 4. To see this, set a;(z) = wj(z)? and A(z) = Y_jaj(z). Differentiating the optimality conditions gives

V2Hy, (z) = Diag(a(z)) — 222"

Fixh =z —zand v € RY. Along z; = z +sh, s € [0,1], write wj = wj(zs), aj = aj(zs), A = A(zs), and let
hs = Y;ajhi/ A and 3 = Y ajv;/ A. Then w; = a;(h; — hs), and fo(s) = (v, V2Hyp (25)0) satisfies

fo(s) = Xjaj(v;—8s)%,  fis) =21 ajw;(h; — hs)(v; — 05)*.

Since w; < 1and |j — hs| < 2||h|co, we obtain |f}(s)| < 4|[]|eo fo(s). Applying Gronwall’s inequality and
using the fact that v was arbitrary then yields

exp(—wpp||z — Z'[|e) - V2Hip(2') X V2Hp(z) < exp(wip ||z — 2/||e0) - V2Hp (2') ,

where wy, =4 > 1.

C Details on Reduction to Symmetrized System

This section provides more details on the M-symmetrized system that was introduced in Section 5, and that
is studied to prove of our main results in Theorem 4.1 Theorem 4.5. In particular, the proofs of Proposition 5.1
and 5.2 are given below in Sections C.1 and C.2, respectively. We further summarize all properties of the
symmetrized system in Setting C.1, which will referenced in the proofs of our later results.

Overview of underlying setting. Throughout this section, we assume an operator G : W — RP such
that WMEQ,,(G) Nri(W) # @ for a weights matrix M = Diag(m11,, ..., mnl,) € RP*P, where each
m; > 0. We assume that G satisfies Assumption 1 with Lipschitz constant L > 1 and boundedness constant
B > 1. We also assume that Q : W — R is a regularizer satisfying Assumption 2, and its corresponding
energy function H = Q* : RP — R satisfies Assumption 4. We further assume that Assumption 5 holds.
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C.1 Structural Components and Properties

Scaled Primal and Dual Spaces. Recall that we define the scaled primal domain X := M!/2/ C RP. For
eachw € W and z € RP, we associate x = M!/2w and y= M1/2z, from which it follows that w = M~1/2x
andz =M1 2y. Recalling that W = Hf\il W, where each W; = Ay, observe then that X' = Hf\i 1 &X; where
each X; = \/m;Ay,. Thus, for S = Iy, Span(1,,) C RP and its orthogonal complement S+ C RP from (9),
we have the following invariant, the proof of which is identical to that of Lemma A.1:

Lemma C.1. Let x,x' € X. Then x — x' € S+.

In words, as each component of &; is a positive constant scaling of W;, S and S+ remain the normal
and tangent spaces of X, respectively.

Symmetrized operator. Recall that the M-symmetrized operator V : X — RP is given by
V(x) = MY2G(M~Y2x) forallx € X . (37)
By slight abuse of notation, we let NE(V) C X denote the set of solutions x” € X satisfying
(V(x"),x =2y >0 forallx e X . (NE)

As introduced in Section 5, the key structural property of V is that, for all solutions w* € WMEQ,(G),
the scaled variable x* = M'/2w* € X satisfies the unweighted Minty variational equality with respect to V:

Proposition 5.1 (Unweighted Minty equality). Let V : X — RP be the operator from (12). For any solution
w* € WMEQ,(G), let x* := MY 2w* € X. Then it holds that:

(V(x),x —x*) =0 forallx € X . (MEQ)
Proof. Fix w* € WMEQ,,(G) and w € W. Let x* = M'?2w* € X and x = M/?w € X, which means
w* = M~/ 2x* and w = M~1/2x. As w* satisfies (6), we then have
0= (MG(w),w—w*) = (MG(M~"2x), M V2(x — x*))
= (MY2G(M~Y2x), (x — x*)) = (V(x),x — x*) .
Here, the third equality follows by symmetry of M = M, and the final equality by definition of V. Since
the equality holds for all w € W, it also holds for all x = M'/?w € X. |

For convenience, recall that we write
MEQ(V) ={x* € X : (V(x),x —x*) =0forallx e XY} C X (38)

to denote the set of all solutions x* of (MEQ). Then by reversing the calculation in Proposition 5.1 and
also using the product structure of X and Lemma A.5, we have as an immediate corollary the following
relationships:

Corollary C.2. The following hold: (i) w* € WMEQy,(G) if and only if M'/?w* € MEQ(V) and (ii) w* € NE(G)
if and only if M'/2w* € NE(V).

Lipschitzness and boundedness of V. Under Assumption 1 for the operator G, it follows that the operator V
is Lipschitz and bounded, with parameters depending on L, B and #max, min. To state this more concretely,
recall that we let k1 := Mmax/Mmin. Then, we have the following properties of V:

Proposition C.3. The operator V is L-Lipschitz and B bounded, for L = \/kpL and B = \/TimaxB.

Proof. First, using the block-diagonal structure of M = Diag(mly,, ..., mnly,), observe that | M/ 20|, <
Vtmax|| 9|« and ||M~1/20|| < ﬁ“v” for all v € RP. Then by definition of V(x) = M/2G(M~1/2x) and

using the L-Lipschitzness of G from Assumption 1, we have for all x, x’ € X"

V) = V@)l = IMV2(GM2) = GM20) . < Yz L — ]|
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Similarly, by B-boundedness of G, we have forall x € X

V@)« = IMY2G(M™V20)|ls < v/iimaxB ,

which concludes the proof. |

C.2 Algorithmic Components and Properties

We now expand on the algorithmic components of the symmetrized system. In particular, we develop the
proof of Proposition 5.2, restated here:

Proposition 5.2 (Symmetrized dynamics). Let V : X — RP be the operator from (12). Then there exist a global
reqularizer R : X — R and energy function F = R* such that, if {(wy,z;)} is an (OFTRL) or (EGFTRL) tra-
jectory for (G,H, 1), then letting x; = MY ?w; and y; = MY?z for all t > 0, it follows that {(x,y;)} is
an (OFTRL) or (EGFTRL) trajectory for (V,F,n).

We will prove the proposition for the regularizer R : X — R defined as follows: first, recall from
Section 4 that we defined the M-symmetrized regularizer Qp; : W — R by

Qum(w) = Zf»\il mj - (%Ql(wl)) forallw e W. (39)

Then R is the separable regularizer given by

R(x) = Qu(MV2x) = Ty my - (:Qi( i) forallx € X (40)
Recall that F = R* : RP — R is then the convex conjugate of R. Importantly, recall that Q satisfies
Assumption 2 with respect to WW. Then, due to the positive weights in M and the invertibility of the change
of coordinates defining X = M!/2)Y, it follows that R is twice continuously differentiable on ri(), and
that the relative steepness of VR also holds with respect to rbd(X’). Thus, R satisfies the properties of
Assumption 2 with respect to X', and the primal-dual relationships of Section B.2 then identically apply to
the pair R and F.

We then proceed with the proof of Proposition 5.2.

Proof. The proof proceeds in two steps: first, we establish a relationship between the original and sym-
metrized regularizer and energy gradients. Then, we apply the relationship to the iterates of OFTRL and
EGFTRL under the original system, and we show that the update structure is exactly preserved for the
symmetrized system.

1. Relationship between gradient maps. First, note that by separability of Qs (and using the definition of Q
from (7)), we have that VQu(w) = MVQ(w) for all w € ri(W). Then for x € ri(X),letw = M~/2x € W.
Using the fact that R(x) = Q(M~1/2x), it then follows by the chain rule and the symmetry of M that

VR(x) = (M~V2)TVQMu(M™Y2x) = M~Y2MVQ(w) = M2V Q(w) . (41)

Now, for fixed y € RP, setz = M~1/2y € RP. Then, let w = VH(z) € ri(W), and x = M/ ?w € 1i(X). We
will show that x = VF(y). For this, first recall that due to Proposition B.2 applied to the pair (w, z), we have
thatz = VQ(w) + s for some s € S. It follows using (41) that

MY2z = MY2VQ(w) + MY?s — y = VR(x) +¢' (42)

where s’ = M'/?s € S. However, by Proposition B.2 applied with R and F, this implies the identity
x = VF(y) € ri(X). Thus for every z € RP and w = VH(z) € ri(W), it holds for y = M'/2z € RP and
x = M"?w € ri(X) that

VE(y) = x = MY?w = MY2VH(M1/?y) . (43)

2. Preservation of FTRL-type update structure. Using the relationship of (43), we then have the following

equivalence in the primal and dual update structure of FTRL-type dynamics for the symmetrized system.
For generality, consider z/,z € RP and w' = VH(Z') € ri(W) and w = VH(z) € ri(W). Lety’ = M'/27
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and y = M2z, and let x' = M'/?w' € ri(X) and x = M'/?w € ri(X). Suppose further that for some 17 > 0,
we have z' = z — yG(w). Then multiplying by M'/2, it follows that:

Y = MY22 = MV2 — g MY2G(M V%) = y -V (x) (44)

where we use the definition of V from (12). As z’ and w’ satisfy w’ = VH(z'), then applying (43) to v/, we
further obtain x’ = VF(y') € ri(X).

For the iterates {(wy, z¢)} of (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL) under the original system, this immediately
implies that, for x; = M/?w; and y; = M'/2z;, we have the following update structure in the symmetrized
coordinates for all t > 0:

for OFIRL :  y;11 =yr — 27V (x) +nV(x4—1) Xp41 = VF(Yi41)

for EGFTRL : 4 Yi+1/2 =Yt =nV(xt)  Xep12 = VE(Yria/2) (45)
Yes1 = Ye =V (xp4172) X1 = VE(Yig1) -
This completes the proof of the proposition. -

Local Hessian stability. As the original energy function H = Q* satisfies the Assumption 4 with constant
w > 0, we further have for the symmetrized energy function a similar property:

Proposition C.4 (LHS property for F). For every y,y' € RP, we have
exp(—=a@lly —y'[[.) - VZE(y) 2 V2E(y) = exp(@lly —y'[l+) - V2E(y/) - (LHS)

where W = w/ \/Mmin.

Proof. First, recall from (43) that for y € RP and z = M~1/2y, we have the relationship VF(y) =
M2V H(M~1/2y). Differentiating then yields

V2F(y) = MY2V2H(M Y 2y)M1/2 = V2H(M V%) .

Here, the final equality holds due to the separability of H = Q*, which means that the the block diagonal
Hessian V2H comutes with the block-diagonal matrix M. Now fix also y’ € RP and letz/ = M~1/2y’. By
applying Assumption 4 for H, we then have for a constant w > 1 that

exp(~wl|z—2'||.) - VH(2') < V?H(z) < exp(wl|z —2'|l.) - V?H(2') . (46)

w

Moreover, observe that w||z — 2|« = w|M~™2(y — )|« < N ly — /||« Substituting this inequality

into (46) then yields the statement of the proposition. |

Proof of Proposition 5.3 For the energy function F = R*, recall that we define for any x* € ri(X) the shifted
energy function Fy : RP — R by

F(y) = F(y) — (x*,y) forally € RP . 47)

We then prove the following relationship between the Bregman divergence Dr and F,+, as introduced in
Section 5.1:

Proposition 5.3 (Change in shifted energy and Bregman divergence). Let y,y’ € RP, and let x = VF(y),x' =
VE(y') € ri(X). Then for any x* € ri(X'), it holds that:

Dr(x*,x") = Dr(x*,x) = Fu(y') — Fx(y) -

Proof. As F and R satisfy Assumption 2, we can apply Proposition B.6 (ii) for the pairs (x/,y) and (x,y),
and use the definition of Fy+(-) from (47). |
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Regularity condition under symmetrized system. Finally, when Assumption 5 holds for the original system
using G, Q, and H, then the analogous condition also holds for the symmetrized system:

Proposition C.5 (Regularity under symmetrized system.). Fix zg € RP and let wy = VH(z), and let
Yo = MY2zq and xg = M 2wy If condition of Assumption 5 holds for the original system with (G,Q, H) at
w, then it holds for the symmetrized system at xo with (V, R, F).

Proof. First, we extend the definitions of the effective dual space and the map 77 introduced in 3.2 to
the symmetrized system. In particular, to distinguish between the original and symmetrized systems, we
define U$ := I1s, Span(G(W)) and U := I, Span(V(X)). Since we have V(M'/2w) = M'/2G(w), and
because M'/? commutes with the projection ITg., we have that Uy = M'/?Ug. Thus M'/? restricts to a
linear isomorphism from Ug onto Uy.

Now, we further distinguish between the two respective restricted stationarity maps, where we let
n§ (v) = g1 G(VH(zg +v)) for v € Ug and 7t} (u) := I1g1 V(VF(yo +u)) for u € Uy. Using the
relationship yo = M'/?zg and the identity of (43), we then have

VE(yo+ u) = MY2VH(zg + M~"2u) . (48)
It then follows that
iy (u) = Mgt MY2G(VH(zo + M Y2u)) = MV21§ (M~ 2u), (49)
which implies that u is a zero of 71} if and only if v = M~1/2u is a zero of 7§’. Thus, differentiating on the
effective dual spaces gives the relationship Ty (u) = MY 2]7106 (v)M~1/2. Now at every such zero, recall that
Assumption 5 implies that the map | e (v) : Ug — Ug is nonsingular. Thus, since M'/? : Ug — Uy is an
isomorphism, it follows that | Y (u) : Uy — Uy is also nonsingular.

Finally, write R (wp) and Ry (xo) to denote the respective reachable primal sets of the two systems,
Then by Corollary C.2, it follows immediately that Rg(wp) € NE(G) if and only if Ry (xo) € NE(V). Thus,
when Assumption 5 holds for the original system, then the two conditions similarly hold for the symmetrized
system. |

C.3 Summary of Symmetrized Setting

Here, we give a summary of the key properties of the symmetrized system that will be used in the remainder
of the analysis:

Setting C.1 (Summary of symmetrized system). Assume the operator G : W — RP satisfies WMEQ,(G) N
ri(W) # @ for a weights matrix M satisfying Assumption 1. Let Q : W — Rand H = Q* : RP — R satisfy
Assumptions 2, 3, and 4. Further let Assumption 5 hold.

Then the following properties hold for the symmetrized system:
o V:X — RP is L-Lipschitz and B-bounded with T = VEmL and B = \/fiimaxB.
w* € WMEQy,(G) if and only if x* € MEQ(V).
R:X — Rand F = R* : RP — R satisfy Assumption 2 with respect to ri(X).
F satisfies (LHS) with parameter & = w / \/Mmin.

For the iterates {(wy,z;)} of (FTRL), (IFTRL), (OFTRL), or (EGFTRL) with stepsize n > 0, letting x; =
MY 2wy and y; = MY 2z for all t > 0, it holds correspondingly that:

Yer1 = yr — 11 V(%) (FTRL)
Yer1 = yr — 1 V(x141) (IFTRL)
Yir1 = ye — 21 V(xt) + 1 V(x4-1) (OFTRL)
Yeri2=Ye—nV(xt), Y1 =y — 11 V(xe3172) - (EGFTRL)

Moreover, for each variant, it holds for all t > 0 that ||y; 11 — y:||« < 3yB.

34



o Under Assumption 5 for the original system with (G, Q, H) the corresponding properties from the assumption
also hold for the symmetrized system with (V, R, F).

Given the equivalence between the original and symmetrized systems, throughout, we will freely apply preliminaries
proved for the original system (e.g., from Section B.2).

D Details on Effective Dual Space and Reachable Primal Sets

In this section, we give more details on properties on the reachable primal set, effective dual space, and
the stationarity map introduce in Section 3.2. Specifically, given the reduction to the symmetrized system
introduced in Section C (as summarized in Section C.1), we consider here the analogous objects for the
symmetrized system. We begin by recalling these definitions:

Recap of Definitions. Let Y = Span(V (X)) and U = I1g. Y C S+ for St is defined in (9). For a fixed
primal and dual initialization xg = VF(y) € ri(&X'), recall that we define

R(xo) ={VE(yo+y) : y€V}.
The effective stationarity map 7o : & — U is given by

mo(u) =g V(VF(yo +u)) forallu e U .

Key property of effective stationarity map.
To begin, we note the following important relationship between zeros of 71y with the set NE(V):

Proposition D.1. Fix yp € RP and xg = VF(yo) € 1i(X) and consider the map 7vo : U — U. Then for all u € U,
it holds that rto(u) = 0 if and only if VF (yo + u) € NE(V).

Proof. Fix u € U, and denote as shorthand xo(u) := VF(yp + u) € ri(X). For the forward direction
suppose 77p(u#) = 0. Then by definition, we must have V(xo(u)) € S. By Proposition A.2 (i) (applied to the
symmetrized system), this implies that xo(u#) € NE(V). For the other direction, suppose xo(u) € NE(V).
Then since also x(u) € ri(X), it follows by Proposition A.2 (ii) that V(xo(«)) € S. Thus by definition,
mo(u) = g1 V(xo(u)) = 0. u

Next, we give in Section D.1 several properties of the reachable primal sets R(x(). Then, in Sec-
tion D.2, we derive several consequences of the regularity property of Assumption 5. These properties and
consequences are used to later establish our equilibrium selection result and operator domination inequality.

D.1 Properties of Reachable Primal Set

Unique reachable MEQ point.

First, we establish that for any initialization, the corresponding reachable primal set contains at most one
MEQ point (note this holds without Assumption 5).

Proposition D.2 (Unique reachable MEQ point). Fix yg € RP and xg = VF(yy) € ri(X). Then

IMEQ(V) NR(xo)| < 1.

Proof. Let x7, x5 € MEQ(V) NR(xg). We will prove that this implies x] = x3.

Step 1. Consequence of membership in MEQ set.

First, observe by (MEQ) that x7 € MEQ(V) and x5 € MEQ(V') implies that 0 = (V(x),x — x7) = (V(x),x —
x3) for all x € X. Subtracting then implies that

(V(x),x] —x3) =0 Vx € X'.

Thus x7 — x5 is orthogonal to V(x) for all x € X', meaning x} — x5 € Y+ = Span(V(X))*.
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Step 2. Consequence of membership in reachable primal set.

Now as x7, x5 € R(x), this implies there exists y1, y» € Y suchthatx] = VF(yo +y1) and x5 = VF(yo +2).
Define u1 := Ilg1y7 € U and up := Ilg1y» € U. Now by the shift-invariance property of VF from
Proposition B.4, it also follows that x; = VF(yo + u1) and x5 = VF(yo + uz).

Step 3. Combining the pieces.

Asxt — x5 € Yt and y; —yp € Y, it follows that (x} — x5, 1 — y2) = 0. Moreover, we can express
Y1 — Y2 via the orthogonal decomposition

yi—y2 =g (y1 —y2) + s (y1 —y2) = ug —uz + s(y1 —y2) ,

where the final equality uses the definitions of u;,u; € U C S*. Combining these two facts yields

0= (x] —x3,y1—¥2)
= (x] — x5, u1 —uz) + (x] — 23, Ts(y1 — y2))
= (VF(yo+u1) — VFE(yo + uz),u; — up) . (50)

Here, the final equality comes from the fact that x7,x3 € X and thus x] — x5 € S L and also using the
characterization of xj, x5 from Step 2. Now let d = 1 — uy, and observe by the fundamental theorem of
calculus that

1
(VF(yo+u1) — VF(yo +up),d) = /0 (d, VZF(yO + up +sd)d) ds.

By convexity of F, and using Proposition B.5 (iii), the Hessian V2F in the integral is positive definite on
St Asuj,up € U C S, thenalsod = uy —up € S*. Thus, by positive definiteness, the integral must
be strictly positive for d # 0. Thus, (50) subsequently implies that we must have 1; = u, and therefore
x} = VF(yo+ u1) = VF(yo + uz) = x}, which concludes the proof. [ ]

Useful characterization of reachable primal set.

We further give the following useful characterization of the reachable primal set R (x):
Proposition D.3. Fix initial yo € RP and xy = VF(yg) € 1i(X). Then for all x € ri(X):

x € R(xg) <= IIgi(VR(x)—yo) €U .

Proof. Recall that )) = Span(V (X)), thatf = I1g, Y, and R(x9) = {VF(yo +v) : v € V}. Now by the
primal-dual relationship of Proposition B.2, recall that for x € ri(X') and y € RP we have x = VF(y) if and
only if y — VR(x) € S. Then fixing such an x € ri(X’), we then have the following string of equivalences:

x€R(xg) <= Fve):yy+v—VR(x)eS
— JveY:Ilg.(yo+v—VR(x)) =0
— JveY:Ilg (VR(x) —yo) =TIg.10
< I (VR(x)—yo) €U,

where the final equivalence uses the definition of I/ = ITg. ). |

D.2 Regularity of Effective Stationary Map

In this section, we derive an important consequence of the restricted regularity condition of Assumption 5.
In particular, we show in the following proposition that regular zeros of the stationarity map 7o must also be
MEQ points. As a result, under the conditions of Assumption 5 (when applied to the symmetrized system),
every reachable zero of the map 71y corresponds to an MEQ point (see Corollary D.5). We begin with the
following proposition:
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Proposition D.4 (Regular reachable zeros are MEQ points). Let MEQ(V) # @. Fix initial yo € RP and
xo = VF(yo) € ri(X). Foranyy € Y, let u =gy € U. If mo(u) = 0 and Jr,(u) : U — U is non-singular,
then VF(yo +u) € MEQ(V).

Proof. First, fixingy € Y and u = I1g.y € U C S*, define xo(u) = VF(yo + u) € ri(X). Conditioned on
mo(u) = 0, we will prove the contrapositive statement that xo(u) ¢ MEQ(V) implies [, (u) : U — U is
singular. For this, we proceed in four steps:

Step 1. Consequence of non-empty MEQ set.
As MEQ(V) # @, consider x* € MEQ(V). Let ¢ : X — R be the scalar function given by

¢(x) = (V(x),x —x*) forallx € X. (51)

As x* € MEQ(V), we have that ¢(x) = 0 for all x € X. Thus, differentiating along any direction v € S+
yields J,(x)v = 0 for all x € ri(X’). By the product rule, this implies

Jo(x)v = (Jy(x)o,x — x*) + (V(x),v) =0 forallx € ri(X) and v € S™. (52)

Step 2. Consequence of stationarity.

Recall by assumption that 7ro(u) = ITg, V(xo(u)) = 0. This implies V (xo(u)) € S, and thus (V(xo(u)),v) =
0 for all v € S*. Applying expression (52) at xo(u) then yields

(Jy (x0(u))v, x0(u) — x*) =0 forallo € S*. (53)
As xo(u), x* € X, we have xo(u) — x* € S*, and thus we can apply the orthogonal decomposition
Jv(x0(u))v = Tg ]y (x0(u))v + g Jy (xo(u))v forany v € S*.
We then further obtain from (53) that

(TTg. Jv(xo(u))o, xo(u) — x*) =0 forallv € S*. (54)

Step 3. Construction of null vector.

Now by the chain rule, observe for 7ro(1) = Ilg, V(VF(yo + u)) that the action of the Jacobian [, (u) : U —
U on a vector h € U is given by

Jreo ()1 = g Jy (x0(u))V2F(yo +u)h forallh € U . (55)

Here, we also use notational substitution xo(#) = VF(yo + u). Moreover, for every h € U, we also have
by Proposition B.5 (iii) that V2F(yo + u)h € S*. Thus applying expression (54) at v = V2F(yo + u)h for all
h € U and substituting (55) yields

= (g1 Jy (x0()) VZF (yo + u)h, xo(u) — x*)
<]7T h xO ) X*>
= (Jrro ()1, Ty (x0 (1) — x*))
= (I, Jny (1) "Ly (x0(u) — x*)) forallh € U . (56)

Here, the penultimate equality uses the fact that ], (1)h € U forallh € U, and thus we can project xo (1) — x*
onto U and preserve equality of the inner product. As (56) holds for all 1 € U:

T (1) T Ty (x0 (1) — x*) =0, (57)
meaning ITy;(x(u) — x*) is in the nullspace of [, (u) .

Step 4. Non-MEQ stationary point implies non-trivial nullspace.
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To complete the proof, it now suffices to establish that xo(u) ¢ MEQ(V) implies that the vector
Iy (x0(u) — x*) # 0. By (57), this will imply that J,(#) " has a non-trivial nullspace, and thus J, (1) : U —
U is singular, which is the desired contradiction.

For this, recall that we assume x* € MEQ(V), and thus for every x € X, we have
V()% — xo(u)) = —(V(x), %o(u) - x7) (58)
Thus xo(u#) € MEQ(V) if and only if the right hand side of (58) vanishes for all x € X, and thus
xo(u) € MEQ(V) <= xo(u) —x* € Y+. (59)
Now since xo(u),x* € X, then also xo(u) — x* € S+ by Lemma C.1. Thus we also have
(v, xo(u) —x*) = (Ilgry, xo(u) —x*) forally € Y. (60)
Therefore, since i/ = 1151 ), then
xo(u) —x* € Yt = xo(u) —x* cuUt. (61)
Combining the equivalences of (59) and (61) then implies that
xo(u) € MEQ(V) <= xo(u) —x* €U+ (62)

Thus, if xo(1) € MEQ(V), then xo(u) — x* & U~. This implies that IT;;(xo(u) — x*) # 0, which yields the
desired claim and concludes the proof. |

As an immediate corollary of Proposition D.1 and Proposition D.4, we then have under Assumption 5
(and by Proposition C.5 which extends these properties to the present, symmetrized system) the following
characterization:

Corollary D.5. Fix yo € RP and xo = VF(yo), and suppose Assumption 5 holds for this initialization. Then for
every x € R(xg) C ri(X), if x € NE(V) then x € MEQ(V).

D.2.1 Regularity Under Linear Harmonic Operators

When V : X — RP is the linear map V(x) = Kx for some K € RP*P satisfying the harmonic property
MEQ(V) Nri(X) # @, then V always satisfies the regularity condition of Assumption 5 (for the symmetrized
system). We formally state and prove this here:

Proposition D.6 (Regularity under linearity). Let V : X — R be given by the linear map x — Kx for some
K € RP*P and suppose that MEQ(V) N1i(X) # @. Let R satisfy Assumption 2 with respect to X and let F = R*
satisfy Assumption 4. Fix an initialization pair yo € RP and xo = VF(yg) € ri(X) such that R(xo) € NE(V).
Then the Jacobian Jn,(u) : U — U is nonsingular at every u € U, and thus Assumption 5 holds whenever
R(x0) € NE(V).

Proof. First, define the linear map A : St — S+ by Av := I1g. Kov. Then fix some p € MEQ(V) Nri(X),
and observe by Proposition A.6 and Proposition A.2 that V(p) = Kp € S. Now as p € ri(X), then for any
v € S+, there exists a sufficiently small t > 0 such that p + tv € X. Then applying the (MEQ) at p + tv
gives 0 = (K(p + tv), tv) = t*(Av,v). Thus (Av,v) = 0 for every v € S+, which implies that AT = —A
as an operator on S-. Moreover, since [1g; Kp = 0 and p € ri(X), we have Span(X — p) = S+ and thus
U =Span{Ilg Kx:x € X} = A(SH).

Thus, when viewing A as an operator on S+, it then follows that
Null(A) = Range(A)* NSt =ut nst.

Now fix u € U, and let P := V2F(yo + u). Recall by Proposition B.5 that P = 0 with Null(P) = S. In
particular, P maps into S+ and is positive definite on S*. Differentiating 77y then yields

Jry()v =1I1g KPv = APv foreveryv € U .
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If ], (u)v = 0 for some v € U, then Pv € Null(A) C U+. Since v € U, it follows that (v, Pv) = 0. Then as P
is positive definite on S+, and ¢« C S*, then we must have v = 0. Thus J, (1) : U — U has only the trivial
nullspace and hence is injective and nonsingular. This holds at every u € U, and in particular at every zero
of 1. Together with the assumption R (xg) € NE(V), this establishes the conditions of Assumption 5. W

E Intuition from Continuous Time
In this section, we give more details on the continuous-time intuition introduced in Section 5.1.

Continuous-time FTRL flow.

First, recall that we can consider the FTRL flow:
ye=—V(xt) and x; = VF(ys). (FTRL flow)
We showed in (15) that under (FTRL flow) that
%DR(x*, xt) = %FX* (ye) = —(V(x¢),x¢ —x*) =0 (63)
for all points x* € MEQ(V).

Forward and backward discretizations of FTRL flow.

Under the forward and backward discretizations of (FTRL flow), we then obtain the following bounds on
change in shifted energy, as stated in (16):

Proposition E.1 (Change in shifted energy for FTRL and IFTRL). Consider the symmetrized system of Setting C.1.
Then along (FTRL) and (IFTRL), and for any x* € MEQ(V):

De(yt+1,y¢) > 0 for FTRL
F * — F * =
(g1 ~ e la) {_DF(ytryt-H) < 0 forIFTRL.

Proof. Let x* € MEQ(V). Then, by definition of MEQ(V'), we have:
(V(x),x —x*)y=0, VxelX. (64)
By definition of the shifted energy function Fy+ (see (14)), we have for any ¢t > 0,

Fes (Y1) — Foe(ye) = F(yi41) — F(ye) — (X%, Yer1 —ye) - (65)

We start by proving the identity for vanilla FTRL. By definition of the Bregman divergence, we have for
any t >0,

(v
(v

Dr(Yis1,yt) = ) = F(yt) = (VFWt), Y141 — yt)

) = F(ye) = (xt, Y41 — Y1), (66)

where the last identity follows from the primal-dual relationship x; = VF(y;).

F(yt41
F(ys41

Rearranging (66) and combining it with (65) yields:

Fer(yr41) = Fer(y1) = De(Yer1,y2) + (xt = X5 Y1 — ye)
= DE(yry1,ye) —{xe — 2%, V(x))
= Dr(Yer1, 1), (67)
where the penultimate identity follows from using FTRL's dual update rule (y;+1 = y: — 7V (x¢)), and the

last equality follows from (64) since x* € MEQ(V) and x; € X for all t > 0. This concludes the proof of the
first identity for FTRL.
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As for IFTRL, the proof follows similar lines. Using again the definition of the Bregman divergence, we
have for any t > 0,

(yt)
(yt)

where the last identity follows from the primal-dual relationship x;.1 = VF(y¢41).

F(yrs1) — (VF(Yr41), Yt — Yes1)
F(Yes1) — (X1, Yt — Yig1) (68)

Dr(yt, Y1) = F
F

Rearranging and combining the above identity (68) with (65) yields for any t > 1,

Fer(ye41) = B (W) = =Dr(ye Y1) + (87 = g1, ¥t = Y1)
= —Dr(Yer1,ye) + 7 (X" = x40, V(x141))
= —Dr(Yr+1, 1), (69)
where the penultimate identity follows from using IFTRL’s dual update rule (y;+1 = y: — 7V (xt41)), and the

last equality follows from (64) since x* € MEQ(V) and x;,1 € X for all t > 0. This concludes the proof of
the second identity for IFTRL. [

F Properties of Energy Function Hessian

In this section, we develop the machinery that will be used in the proof of Lemma 5.4, which establishes
one-step bounds on the dissipation of the shifted energy function along the OFTRL and EGFTRL iterates. We
establish this machinery for the symmetrized system with operator V : X — RP, regularizer R, and energy
function F = R* (as summarized in Proposition 5.2). In particular, most of the bounds derived in this section
stem from the local Hessian stability property (LHS) for the energy Hessian, i.e. V2F.

We start with a brief recap of the assumptions satisfied under the symmetrized system:

Summary of global assumptions for symmetrized system.

Recall from C.1 that the operator V : X — RP, regularizer R : ¥ — R, and energy F : RP — R satisfy the
following properties:

e Vis L-Lipschitz and B-Bounded.
* Risrelatively Legendre and 1-strongly-convex with respect to || - ||

* F = R*is 1-smooth with respect to || - ||« and satisfies (LHS) with constant @ > 0.
E1 Properties of Local Semi-norms.

We start by recalling the notation for the local semi-norms introduced in Section 5. Specifically, for all y € RP,
recall that V2F(y) = 0 is positive semi-definite, but with the non-trivial nullspace Null(V?F(y)) = S
(Proposition B.5). Thus, V2F(y) can be used to define a local degenerate inner-product, which in turn
induces a local semi-norm as below:

(u,v)y == (u, V?F(y)v) and ||v||, := \/ (0, V2F(y)v) forallu,v € RP . (70)

Importantly, note that ||v||, = 0if and only if v € S = Null(V2F(y)) (which holds even if v # 0).

When restricted to the subspace S+, we also define the dual semi-norm || - y« In particular, for
x = VF(y), recall that we have the primal-dual relationship between the operators V2F and V2R given by
(V2F(y))~' = V?R(x), when the operators are restricted to the subspace S+, e.g., when applied to vectors
v € S+ (Proposition B.5). Then for y € RP, we define

lully := \/(, (V2E(y))~u) foru € S*. (71)
For y € RP, the semi-norm || - ||, satisfies the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:
((0,0/)y] < llolly - /]y for o, € RP . 72)
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Moreover, the pair (|| - ||y, || - ||,«) satisfies the generalized Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

[{(u,0)] < |lully-|olly foru e Standv e RP . (73)

Finally, fixing y € R” and letting P, = V2F(y) and P, ! = (V2F(y)) " (restricted to 1), we further have
by definition the following equivalent and useful characterizations:

[olly = [[Py/?0]l2 and [Jully,. = [P, "/?ull, forallo € RP andu € S*. (74)

See Rudin (1991) for further background and preliminaries on the degenerate inner products and semi-norms
induced by positive semi-definite matrices.

E2 Relationship between Local and Global (Semi)-Norms

The following lemma relates the above local norms to particular global norms assuming strong convexity of
the regularizer R with respect to the global norm.

Lemma F1. Assume that R is 1-strongly-convex with respect to a particular norm || - || (equivalently, that F is
1-smooth with respect to its dual norm || - ||). Then, for all y € RP the following global relationships hold.

(i) |Jolly < ||o||« forallv € RP.

(i) ||u|| < ||ullyq forallu € S*.
Proof. Fixy € RP and x = VF(y) € ri(X). First, by 1-strong-convexity of R with respect to the norm
| - ||, we have the second-order characterization: (i, V2R(x)u) > ||u||? for all u € S* (see, e.g., Boyd and

Vandenberghe (2004), Section 9.1). As V?R(x) = (V?F(y))~! when restricted to the subspace S+ it then
follows for all u € S* that

] < (u, V2R(x)u) = (u, (V2F(y))"tu) = |lu

2
Y-

Taking square roots yields claim (ii) of the lemma. For claim (i), we similarly have by 1-smoothness of F = R*
with respect to the dual norm || - ||« that HZJH§ = (v, V2F(y)v) < ||v||? for all v € RP. Taking square roots
then yields claim (i) and completes the proof. n

E3 Local Semi-Norm Transfer Inequalities
Under the local Hessian stability property of Assumption 4, the following inequalities are immediate:

Lemma E2. Lety,y’ € RP satisfy ||y’ — y||« < a for a > 0. Then for every v € RP it holds that

exp(—@a) - [[o]§ < [lolly < exp(@a)||o]}, .

F4 Two-Sided Bounds on Bregman Divergences

In this section, we derive bounds on the Bregman divergence D (-, -) induced by the energy Hessian that
hold under the local semi-norm.

Bregman divergence in integral form. First, recall that the Bregman divergence Dr(y/,y) admits the
following integral formulation as a result of Taylor’s theorem:

Proposition E3. Let y,y' € RP, and let ys :== y+s(y' —y) for all s € [0,1]. Then the Bregman divergence

De(y',y) is given by )

Dr(y', ) = [ (1=)(y/ =y, V2F(e) (v~ 1)) ds.
This result is standard, and thus we omit a proof (see, e.g., Nocedal and Wright (2006), Theorem 2.1).

Then, under the (LHS) property, the energy-function-induced Bregman divergence Dg(y/,y) for suffi-
ciently close vectors under the global dual norm || - || is proportional to their squared distance under the
local semi-norm || - ||,;. Formally, we have the following bounds:
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Lemma F4. Lety,y' € RP be such that ||y’ — y||« < a for & > 0. Then it holds that:

(%ﬁj@ﬂ%i)wy_m@SDﬂyﬂ)S@gﬁﬂézi%HV—W@‘

(©a)? on

Note that this is the generalization of (Lazarsfeld et al., 2026, Lemma E.9), and we include a full proof here
for completeness:

Proof. We first prove the upper bound. For this, let ys := y + s(y' — y) for s € [0, 1], and observe for all such
s that |lys — y||« = s|ly’ — y|l« < sa < 1, where the final (strict) inequality follows from the assumption that
lly — y||« < a for a € (0,1). Then using the integral representation of Bregman divergence (Proposition F.3)
and the upper bound part of Lemma F.2, we obtain

Dr(y',y) :/01(1—5)@/ ~y, V2F(ys) (v —y)) ds
= [fa=9ly - yIE,as
1
< [ (=) (exp(@as)y - yI}) ds
= ([ 01— s)expl@ns) ds) - I/ vl

exp(Wa)—da—1
(@a)?

For the lower bound, we use the lower bound part of Lemma F.2 to similarly find

Integration by parts yields fol (1 —s)exp(as)ds = , which yields the upper bound.

1
De(y',y) = ([ (1= 5) exp(~ams)ds) [y ~ v}
exp(—da)+on—1

(wa)?
bound of the lemma and concludes the proof. [ |

Then integration by parts again yields f01(1 —s) exp(—@was)ds = , which yields the lower

E5 Dual-to-Primal Local Semi-Norm Inequalities

We next establish a relationship between differences of primal iterates x’,x € X under the local dual
seminorm || - ||+, and differences of the corresponding dual iterates y’,y € RP under the seminorm || - ||,
Formally, we prove the following:

Lemma E5. Let y,y’ € RP such that ||y’ — y||« < a for a > 0. Let x = VF(y) and x' = VF(y'). Then it holds
that:

exp(@n)

I = %l < (SBGE=) - Ny = lly -

Proof. The proof proceeds in several steps:

1. Shorthand notation. For readability, we begin by introducing several pieces of shorthand notation. First,
we drop the subscript y to denote P := V2F(y). Recall that when restricted to S the Hessian P is positive-
definite, and thus over this subspace we will denote the energy Hessian inverse by P~! := (V2F(y))~!. For
s € [0,1],letys ==y +s(y’ — y), and further define P; := V?F(ys), and the normalized Bs := p~1/2p,p~1/2,
As with P~1, we only use B; when explicitly working over S+.

2. Bound on || Bs||,. Recall that for all s € [0,1] that |lys — y||« = sy’ — y||+ < as. Thus, the (LHS) property
with respect to the pair (ys, y) can be expressed in our shorthand notation as

exp(—was)P =< Ps < exp(was)P .

-1/2

Then by congruence (using the fact that P is symmetric), it follows for all s € [0,1] that

exp(—was)I = Bs < exp(was)I .
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By definition of the spectral norm, this implies for all s € [0,1] that ||Bs||> < exp(@uas).

3. Expand primal difference in integral form. Recall by assumption that x = VF(y) and ¥’ = VF(y'). It follows
by the fundamental theorem of calculus (see, e.g., Nocedal and Wright (2006), Theorem 2.1) that we can write

"1 ” , 1
¥ —x = VE() = VF@) = [ V@) ~yds= [ P -y)ds. 75)

As x' — x € 81, we can take its dual local seminorm. Using the triangle inequality with respect to the
integral then yields

1 1
I =l = | [P =] < [P = p)lye s (76)
Now by definition of || - ||,« and B; = P~1/2P,P~1/2 we have for all s € [0,1] that

IPs(y' =)y« = IP7Y2Ps(y’ —y)ll2 = | BPV2(Y — )l
< |IBdll2- P2y = y)l2
< exp(@as) - [|[PY2(y — )l
= exp(@as) - [y —ylly - (77)

Here, the first inequality follows by definition of the spectral norm || B ||, the second inequality follows from
the bound in Step 2, and the final equality comes from the definition of || - [|,,.

Substituting (77) into (76) and integrating then yields

exp(wa) —1
wa

I~ xlye < ([ expl@ns)ds) -y —ylly = ( ) ly = ylly
T NJo

which completes the proof. |

FE6 Upper Bound on Hessian Remainder Term

In this section, we derive bounds on the magnitude of the following Hessian remainder term:

Hessian remainder term. Fory/,yy € RP, let Gr(y/,y) € RP be the vector

Ge(y',y) = VE(y') = VE(y) = VZF(y)(y —v) . (78)

In particular, the Gr(y/,y) can be thought of as a higher-order analogue of the Bregman divergence Dr(y/, ).
Specifically, Gr(y/, ) is the first-order error vector associated with approximating the difference of gradients
VF(y') — VF(y) by the matrix-vector product V2F(y)(y’ —y).

Under the (LHS) property, we can then bound the norm of Gr(y’,y) under the semi-norm || - ||, .
Formally, we prove the following:

Lemma E6. Let y,y' € RP such that ||y’ — y||« < a for & > 0. Let Gr(y',y) be the Hessian remainder term as
defined in (78). Then it holds that Gp(y',y) € S and that

IGE(Y, )y < (ZRELLCN) 1y — ),

Proof. The proof proceeds in several steps and reuses several calculations from the proof of Lemma E5. We
start by re-introducing several pieces of notation from that proof:

1. Shorthand notation. We let P := V2F(y), and let P~! = (V2F(y)) ! when restricted to S*. Forall s € [0, 1],
let ys := y +s(y’ —y), let Ps := V2F(ys), and let Bs := P~1/2p,p~1/2,
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2. Properties of Bs from Lemma F.5. From Step 2 of the proof of Lemma E.5, recall that we established for all
s € [0,1] that exp(—@as)I < Bs = exp(@as)I. This further implies for Bs — I that:

(exp(—@as) —1)I = Bs — I < (exp(@as) —1)I.

As exp(—x) —1 > 1 —exp(x) for all x € R (by the AM-GM inequality), we further have that B, — I >
1 — exp(@as). Thus, it follows by definition of spectral norm that ||Bs — I||z < exp(@as) — 1 foralls € [0,1].

3. Expand Gp in integral form. Then, using the definition of Gr(y/, y) from (78), together with the expression
for VF(y') — VF(y) from (75) in the proof of Lemma E5, it follows that

1
Ge(v,y) = [ (B~ P)(y/ = y)ds 79)

Now recall from Proposition B.5 (applied to V2F) that Range(V2F(y")) = S* forall y” € RP. As St isa
linear subspace, then also (Ps — P)(y' —y) € S* foralls € [0,1], and thus Gp(y,y) € S*. This establishes
the first claim of the lemma.

4. Bound on G in dual seminorm. Using expression (79) and noting that we have shown that G¢(y/,y) € S+,
we can take the dual semi-norm || - ||, « and apply the triangle inequality to write:

1
IGEW y)lly < /0 1(Ps = P)(y" = y)ly,ds . (80)
Then for each s € [0, 1], we can use the definition of B; = P~1/2p,p~1/2 to further write
1(Ps = PY(Y' = ) Iy = [IP72(Ps = P)(y' = y)ll2

= [(BsPY2 = PY2)(y/ = y)ll2

= [[(Bs = DP'*(y' = )2

< |1Bs = Ill2- [PY2(y = y)ll2 < (exp(@as) = 1) - [y’ = ylly - (81)
Here, the final inequality uses the bound on ||Bs — I||> from Step 2 and the definition of | - [|,,.

Substituting (81) into (80) and integrating then yields

1 ~ exp(wa) — 1 — wa
/ ! _ Ay —
166 Wl < ( [ (exp(@as) = 1ds) -y = ylly = (FEL2) -/ —
which concludes the proof. n

E7 Upper Bound on Operator Differences

Under L-Lipschitzness of V, 1-strong-convexity of R, and using the dual-to-primal local semi-norm bound
of Lemma E.5, we can derive the following key lemma that bounds the magnitude of operator differences
[V(x") = V(x)|ly in terms of the magnitude of dual increments ||y’ — y||,. Formally:

Lemma E7. Fixy,y’ € RP such that ||y’ — y|« < afora > 0,and let x = VF(y) € ri(X) and x' = VF(y') €
ri(X). Then it holds that

V() = V(x)lly <L (S2LL) -y —yl, .

wu

Proof. Observe the following sequence of inequalities:

[V(x") = V)|, < [[V(X) = V(x)|« (Lemma F.1, part (i))
<L-|x — x| (Lipschitzness of V)
<L || — x|y, (Lemma F.1, part (ii))
<L- (%) Ay =ylly (Lemma F.5) .

Note that third inequality holds due to the fact that x,x’ € X, which means x’ — x € S* and allows for
applying Lemma F.1, part (ii). This completes the proof. |
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G Proof of Lemma 5.4: Energy Dissipation

In this section, we develop the proof of Lemma 5.4. This lemma establishes tight bounds on the one-
step change in (shifted) energy dissipation for OFTRL and EGFTRL under the symmetrized system of
Proposition 5.2 (as summarized in Setting C.1). We restate the proposition here:

Lemma 5.4 (Dissipation of shifted energy). Let Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 hold. Let {(xt,y;)} be the OFTRL or
EGFTRL iterates from Proposition 5.2 with 5 € (0,1/(880LBwyy)]. Then for t > 1:

5 IV, < Feen) = Fe(y) < —g-7?IlVOa)l,, ¥ x" € MEQ(V).

Before giving the proof of the lemma, we mention several further remarks:

Remark G.1 (Assumptions and generality). Note that the energy dissipation bounds of Lemma 5.4 do not
require the game regularity condition of Assumption 5. Moreover, the bounds hold simultaneously for all
points x* € MEQ(V).

Remark G.2 (Constant stepsize). The tight dissipation bounds of Lemma 5.4 hold for a sufficiently small
constant stepsize. In general, our proof does not attempt to optimize the final stepsize constraint (and the
resulting absolute constant dependencies in the lemma statement), and thus the result likely also holds
under larger constant stepsize settings. Note that within the stepsize constraint, the inverse dependencies on
the Lipschitz and boundedness parameters of the operator are standard. On the other hand, the constraint
also depends inversly on the ratio xp; = 7 for the weights matrix M. A similar constraint is required for

the asymptotic result of Legacci et al. (ZOﬁTa), and we leave the design and analysis of adaptive stepsize
methods as an interesting direction for future work.

Preliminaries and Recap of Setting

For convenience, we recall here some properties of the symmetrized system and dynamics. Specifically,
for a weights matrix M = Diag(m1ly,,...,mnIz,) = 0, we consider the M-symmetrized dynamics from
Proposition 5.2 using operator V, regularizer R, and energy F = R*. Recall that we define x3; = Mmax/Mmin-

Definition of constants. Recall that the Lipschitz and boundedness constants for the operator G (from
Assumption 1) are given by L > 1 and B > 1. Moreover, the (LHS) constant for the energy H in Assumption 4
is given by w > 1. Then for the symmetrized system, we define the constants:

L:= kML, B:=/MmaxB, @ := \/mlTw 7:=3B. (82)

Properties of symmetrized system. For the symmetrized system with operator V regularizer R, recall that
V is L-Lipschitz and B-bounded (Setting C.1):

V(X)) = V(x)|l« < Lyxa - |x = x|, IV(x)|l« < /MmaxB forall x,x’ € X . (83)
Moreover, the energy function F = R* satisfies the (LHS) with parameter @.

Dual update rules. For convenience, we also restate here the dual update rules of OFTRL and EGFTRL of
the symmetrized system. For all t > 0, we have:

Yir1 =y — 02V (xt) +nV(x-1),  xp11 = VF(Yi1) (OFTRL)
Yiri2 =Yt —V(xt),  Xep12 = VF(Yr1/2) (EGFTRL)
Yir1 =Yt —nV(Xep172) , %41 = VFE(Yii1)

Recall from Setting C.1 that for both (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL), we have ||y;+1 — yt||« < 57T forall t > 0 (and
also ||y¢1/2 — yill« < 57 for (EGFTRL) for all # > 0).
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Stepsize constraint. We assume the following bound on the stepsize #:
0 < 5 < (880LB&) ! = (880LBwip)~* . (84)
Observe that (84) corresponds to the condition from the statement of Lemma 5.4.

G.1 Proof of Lemma 5.4
We now give the proof of Lemma 5.4, which builds off the high-level overview from Section 5.1.

Scalar functions. For convenience, we first define the scalar functions ¢(-), u(+), v(+), and y(-):

9(a) = exp(@n), () = “EELIPIT v(a) = SEEGEEE o) = WG (85)
Each of these scalar functions corresponds to a multiplicative factor arising from the bounds developed in
Section F, which hold for the energy F satisfying (LHS) with parameter @. In particular, each function in (85)
is non-negative and increasing in «. Throughout the proof of the lemma, we will usually apply the functions
of (85) with « = 7T, which stems from the upper bound ||y;+1 — y¢||«+ < #7T that holds for the (OFTRL)
and (EGFTRL) iterates.

1. Coupling with implicit step.

The first step of the proof involves setting up a general coupling between a sequence of FTRL-type iterates
and an implicit update step:

Proposition 5.5 (Implicit step coupling). Let {(x¢, y¢)} be a sequence satisfying x; = NV F(y;) for all t > 0. Further,
define the implicit update Yy 11 := yt — yV (xp41) for t > 0. Then for t > 1:

Fer(Yer1) — Fee(yt) = —Dr(y,yis1) + (X1 — X Yer1 — Jep1), ¥V x° € MEQ(V) .

Dissipation term Coupling error term C;

To streamline the presentation, we give the proof of the proposition further below in Section G.1.1. It
thus remains to instantiate Proposition 5.5 with the (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL) iterates and to control at each
step the Bregman divergence Dr(yt, y;+1) and the coupling error term C; := (xy11 — X*, Y1 — Yr+1). We
describe these steps below.

2. Bounds on Bregman divergence terms.

Suppose that ||y;41 — yt]|« < a for some & > 0. First, we apply the two-sided bounds on the Bregman
divergence Dr from Lemma F.4. Together, with an application of Lemma FE.2, which transfers the local
seminorm to the iterate y;, we obtain the inequalities:

u(=a)p(=a) - [lyerr = yelly, < Dr(yeyesn) < p(@)@(@) - llyess — el , (86)

where y(-) and ¢(-) are as defined in (85). To instantiate (86) with the (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL) iterates, we
thus require two-sided bounds on the magnitude of increments ||y;11 — ¥y, under the local semi-norm.
For this, we prove, under the constraint on # in (84), the following inequalities that relate the increments
Yi+1 — Y to the operator vector V(x¢) in local semi-norm:

Proposition G.3. For (OFTRL): $y[[V(x)lly, < llye=1 — villy, < SV (xe)lly, forallt > 1.

Proposition G.8. For (EGFTRL): 2|V (x¢)|ly: < lvec1 — vellye < 20|V (xe)|ly, forall t > 1.

We give the proofs of these propositions in Sections G.2.1 and G.3.1, respectively. Then, recall that
ys1 — ytll« < 4T for all t > 1 under both (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL) (where T = 3B, as in (82)), meaning that
we can set « = 5T. Substituting these statements into (86) yields the following bounds:

e For (OFTRL), we obtain for all t > 1:

Bu(=1D)P(=17) [V (x0) I, < Dr(yr yes1) < Bp)g(ro) -2 (IV ()3, - 87)
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e For (EGFTRL), we obtain for all ¢t > 1:
Zu(=n0)p(—n7) - IV (x5, < Dr(yeyie1) < ZunT)o(ne) - ||V (x)l3, - (88)

Now, the product of scalar functions p(—#7) - ¢(—#7) is decreasing with 77 and can be made a sufficiently
large positive constant bounded above by 1/2 when 7 is sufficiently small. Similarly, u(#7) - ¢(y7) is
increasing with 77 and be made an arbitrarily small positive constant bounded below by 1/2 for sufficiently
small 7. In particular, for # as in (84), it is straightforward to check that

u(—n7) - p(—n71) > & and u(y?) - p(n7) < 3. (89)

3. Bounds on coupling error terms.

Recall that C; = (xp41 — X*, ¥¢+1 — Jr+1) denotes the coupling error term at each step + > 1. For the iterates
of (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL), we obtain the following bounds for # as in (84):

Proposition G.4 For (OFTRL), for all x* € MEQ(V) and t > 1:
ICel < 5 -v(y) - IV (xe) 5, + 1101 72|V (x0) |1, - (90)

Proposition G.9 For (EGFTRL), for all x* € MEQ(V) and t > 0:
Gl < OL- |V (i), - ©1)

We give the proofs of Propositions G.4 and G.9 in Sections G.2.2 and G.3.2, respectively. Similar to the
prior step, we note that v(#7) is non-negative and strictly increasing in 77 and can be made an arbitrarily
small positive constant for # sufficiently small. Moreover, the O(#3) terms in Propositions G.4 and G.9 can
also be made small positive constants for 7 sufficiently small. In particular, for 7 as in (84), we have the
bounds:

v(nT) < and 7-110L < § (92)

Combining the pieces: upper bound. To derive the upper bound of Lemma 5.4, fix x* € MEQ(V) and
t > 1. Then we combine the lower bounds on Dr(yt, ;1) from (87) and (88) and the upper bounds on |C¢|
from Proposition G.4 and G.9. Taking the worse bound of the two instances, this yields for both (OFTRL)
and (EGFTRL):

Foe(y41) — Fer (1) = =Dr(yt, ye1) + Ce

—(Bu(—n2)p(— ﬂf) — 2v(y0)) - PPV (x0) [}, + 110L - [V (x2) 17,
—1- IVl + -0 IIV(Xt)Ilit

—5 - IV (), -

Here, the penultimate inequality comes from substituting the lower bound on u(—#7) - ¢(—nT) from (89)
and the upper bounds of (92), both of which hold for # as in (84). Thus, for such sufficiently small constant
11, the negative second order D (y:, y¢+1) term dominates the coupling error and establishes a dissipative
one-step upper bound on Fy.

INIA

Combining the pieces: lower bound. For the lower bound of Lemma 5.4, we now use the upper bounds
on the Dr(yt, y441) terms from (87) and (88). Then for any x* € MEQ(V) and t > 1, we similarly find for
both (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL) that:

—Dr(yt,yi+1) + Ct

Fer(Yi41) — Fe(y1)

> —Dr(yt, Yrv1) — |Cil
> —(Ru(T)¢(nT) + Fv(yT)) - IV (xe) |5, — 110L - 2|V (x1) I3,
> =3 -2 V(x)lly, — & - PV () I,

—5 IV, -
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Here, the penultimate inequality now follows from the upper bound on y(#7) - ¢(57) from (89) (and again
using (92)), which holds for # as in (84). This completes the proof of the lemma. |

G.1.1 Proof of Proposition 5.5
Here we give the proof of the implicit-step coupling of Proposition 5.5:

Proof. The proof relies on two steps: (1) expressing the difference in shifted energy in terms of the (unshifted)
Bregman divergence Dr(yt, y;+1) and (2) coupling the true iterate y;,1 with the implicit-step iterate ij; ;1. We
proceed with these two steps:

Step (1). Fix x* € MEQ(V) and t > 1, and observe for any ¢ > 1 that

Fer (Y1) — For (Y1) = F(Ye1) — F(yr) — (X", Yr1 — Y1)
= (VF(Yt+1), Y11 — Yt) — Dr(Ye, Yes1) — (X" Yry1 — yt)
= (X411, Yi+1 — Yt) — De(Yr,yis1) — (X5, Y1 — yr)
= —Dr(yt, yr11) + (X1 — X5 Yr1 — Yt) - (93)

Here, the first equality comes from the definition of Dr(y¢, y¢+1) and the second equality comes from the
assumption that ;.1 = VF(y;41) forall t > 0.

Step (2). To further simplify (93), we use the implicit update ij;11 = v — 7V (x441) to write:

Yer1 =Yt = Y1 — Yt T Yre1 — Yer1 = =7V (Xp1) + Yer1 — Jes1 - (94)
Then it follows that
(Xpp1 = X5 Y1 — Y1) = —1{xpp1 — X5, V(xp11)) + (X1 — X5 Y1 — Yig1)
= (X1 — X Yeg1 — Pev1) - (95)

Here the last equality follows due to the fact that x* € MEQ(V), and thus (x;11 — x*, V(x;11)) = 0.
Substituting (95) into (93) then yields the desired statement. |

G.2 Instantiating Implicit Step Coupling for OFTRL

In this section, we provide details on the instantiation of Lemma 5.4 along (OFTRL), as outlined in the proof
in Section G.1. This requires proving two main propositions, which we state here.

First, the following proposition relates the dual increments y;,1 — y: to the operator value V(x;):
Proposition G.3. For (OFTRL) with y > 0 as in (84), it holds for all t > 1:

SallV(xo)lly, < llyeer — vellye < EnllV (xe)ly, -

Second, we establish bounds on the coupling error terms C; := (x;11 — X*, ¥;11 — ¥J+1) that hold for all
x* € MEQ(V). Formally we prove the following:

Proposition G.4. For (OFTRL) with > 0 as in (84), it holds for all t > 1 and x* € MEQ(V):
ICel < Zv(n) - |V ()l + 1101 72|V (o) I, -
The proofs of Proposition G.3 and Proposition G.4 are given below in Section G.2.1 and Section G.2.2,

respectively. Both proofs additionally use the following helper lemma, which establishes the stability of the
OFTRL dual iterates in local seminorm. Formally:

Lemma G.5 (OFTRL dual stability). Under (OFTRL) with y satisfying (84), for all t > 2:
3oy =yl < lye—veeallye < 3+ llyeen —welly, -

We will grant this result as true for now and defer its proof to Section G.2.3.
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G.2.1 Proof of Proposition G.3

This section gives the proof of Proposition G.3, which relates the magnitude of increments ;1 — y; to the
magnitude of the operator vector V(x;) under the local semi-norm || - ||,.

Proof. First, recall the scalar function 7(-) from (85) and the constant T from (82). In particular, recall
for (OFTRL) that ||y; — y;—1]|« < nT for all t > 2. Moreover, it is straightforward to check that for # as in (84),
we have 3yLy(nT) < %. We then prove the lower and upper inequalities of the proposition separately:

Upper inequality. By definition of (OFTRL) and using the triangle inequality with respect to the local norm
|| - [ly;, we obtain the bound

lyer1 = Yellye < IV xe)lly, + 711V (xe) = V(xe-1) Il

<yl|V(xe)lly, +7Ly(n?) - |ye — yi1lly,  (Lemma E7)

<V (xe)lly, +37Ly (%) - |yer1 — yelly, (Lemma G.5).
7(

Rearranging and using the fact that 37Ly(57T) < 1/6, we conclude that

[yer1 = yelly, < W 7V Ce)lly, < & nllvCe)lly, -

1’]T

Lower inequality. For the lower inequality, we again use the definition of (OFTRL) and the triangle inequal-
ity to write

MV xlly: < llye = yesallye 711V ) = V) lly,

< llye = ysally + Ly - [lye = ye-ally, (Lemma F.7)
< llye = yesally, + 3Ly (D) - g1 = yely, (Lemma G.5)
< & My =il GyLy(y7) < 1/6).
Rearranging then yields the desired lower inequality and concludes the proof. |

G.2.2 Proof of Proposition G.4

This section gives the proof of Proposition G.4, which establishes a bound on the coupling error terms C;
from Proposition 5.5 along the (OFTRL) iterates:

Proof. The proof proceeds in two steps: first, deriving an exact expansion of the terms C; into four constituent
error terms, and second, deriving bounds on the absolute magnitudes of the error terms.
1. Expanding the inner product term.
First, recall that ;11 = v — 7V (x411). Then under (OFTRL), it follows that we can express the difference
Yt+1 — Y41 a8
Yir1 = V1 = Yo = 21V (xe) + 1V (x0-1) = (Y6 = 1V (x141))
= p(V(xi1) =2V (x1) + V(xp1)) -
Now fix x* satisfying (MEQ). Then we can expand C; as follows:
Cr = (41 = X5 Yrg1 = 1) = 71 — X5, V(xp41) =2V (xr) + V(xp-1))
= =20 (xpp1 — X5, V() +(xe1 — x5, V(1)) (96)

where the final equality follows from observing that (x;1 — x*, V(x;41)) = 0 since x* satisfies (MEQ). Both
terms in (96) can then further be expanded as:

=21 (xpi1 — x5, V(x)) = —=2n7(xs — x* 4 (xp11 — x4), V(%))
=2n(xp1 = xt, V(x1)), 97)
77<xt+1 —x%, V(xt—l)> = ’7<xt—1 =X+ (X1 — x21), V(Xt—1)>

= (X1 — x4-1, V(x4-1))
= 1 {xpp1 — xp-1, V(x21) = V(x0)) 4+ 7{xpp1 — x0-1, V(%)) (98)
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In the expansion of both terms, the second equalities follow from the fact that x* satisfies (MEQ). Substitut-
ing (97) and (98) into (96) and simplifying then yields

Ct = 71<V(X[),X[ — Xp—1 + X — xt+1> +71<Xt+1 — xt_l,V(xt_l) — V(Xt)> . (99)

Term I

We then further simplify the first term of (99) as follows:

Expansion of Term I. First recall the primal-dual relationships x;_1 = VF(y;—1), xy = VF(y;), and x;41 =
VE(y;+1)- Using the definition of the Hessian remainder terms Gr(y;11,y:) and Gp(y;—1, y¢), it follows that

Xt — Xp—1 + Xt — X1
= VE(yt) = VF(y1-1) + VE(ys) = VF(y141)
= V2F(ye) (v = ye-1) = Ge(We-1,91) + V2F(ye) (e — Yer1) = GE(Yer1, y1)
= V2F(yt) (Yt — Y1 +ye = Yer1) = Gr(Ye-1,¥t) — GE(Yer1, i) - (100)
By definition of (OFTRL), observe that
Ye = Ye1 T Y — Y1 = =27V (x1) + 7V (x-2) — 7V (x-1) + 27V (%)
=217(V(xt) = V(x4-1)) +11(V(x1-2) = V(x-1)) - (101)
Substituting (101) into (100) then allows for expanding (Term I) in (99) as
(Term I) = 2i7(V (xt), V (x¢) — V(xi-1)), + 7V (x0), V(x-2) — V(xi-1)),,
=1V (xt), GF (Y41, Y1) + GF(ye-1,t)) - (102)

Final expansion of C;. Finally, substituting (102) into (99) yields the full expansion

Ct = —n{V (x1), GF(Yes1,yt) + Gr(Ye—1, 1))

Ein
+2177(V(x1), V(%) — V(xt—l)>yt +P(V (%), V(xe-2) — V(xt,1)>yt (103)
5t,2 815,3
+ (X1 — X1, V(x1) — V(xp))
Era

2. Bounds on magnitude of coupling error terms.

We proceed to derive upper bounds on the magnitude of the error terms &; 1, &, & 3, and &; 4 that comprise
the exact expansion of the inner product Cy = (x;41 — x*, y4+1 — J¢41) from (103). We assume 7 is constrained
as in (84) and we also use the definitions of the scalar functions v(-) and y(+) from (85).

Bound on second-order error terms. The first term & scales like O(7*|V(x:)|7,), and with a leading
constant that can be made arbitrarily small for # sufficiently bounded. In particular, by an application of
the generalized Cauchy-Schwarz inequality with respect to the local norm || - ||, we can write and further
simplify

&1l = [1{V (1), G (Vi1 ¥1) + GF(Yi—1,v1))|
<yllV(xe)lly - IGF (W1, yt) + GF(Ye-1, Y1)y, «

<V xe)lly, - (IGF Wi, ye) lyes + 1GF (e, Y1)y <)

<V (xe)lly, - vnT) - (lyeer = yellye + lye = ve-ally,) (Lemma F6)

< V)l - 4v(r2) - Iyer = villy (Lemma G.5)

< 25*4‘/(’7?) 'UZHV(xt)H]i . (Proposition G.3)
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Bounds on third-order error terms. We now derive bounds on the magnitudes of £; », &; 3, and &; 4 from (103).
In particular, we show each of these three terms scales like O(73||V (x;) ||§t)

For the term &; 5, we can apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality with respect to the local induced norm
| - ||y, and Lemma F.7 and further simplify to find

Exal = 127> (V (%), V (xt) — V(xi-1)),,|
<272V (xe) [y, - 1V (xe) = V(x-1) s
<22V (xt)ly - Ly(n?) - lye = ye-ally,  (Lemma E7)
<277V (xe)lly, - 3Ly (77) - ye41 — yilly, (Lemma G.5)
T)-

< 3—L’y(17 173||V(xt)||§t . (Proposition G.3)

For the term &; 3, we use identical calculations as for £; 5, but now the application of Lemma G.5 gives
lyi—1 — ve—2lly, < 6[|yi+1 — yilly,- Together with the fact that £ 3 does not contain leading multiplicative
factor 2, we obtain the same bound

= 1 (V(x1), V(xt-2) = V(x1-1))

ol < BLye) - P |V ()l -

For the term &; 4, we use generalized Cauchy-Schwarz with respect to the local norm || - [|,, together
with applications of Lemma E5 and Lemma F.7, to obtain

Eral = [n{xe1 — %0, V(xe) = V(x1))|
= | (e — Xt + X0 — xp-1, V(%) = V(x-1))|
<7 (e = xellys + e — 21 llye) - 1V () = Vx—1) Iy, (Generalized C-5)
<y - (lyers = yelly + llve —ve-ally) - Ty©)lys — ye-ally,  (Lemmas F5 and F7)
< 2Ly (72 - lyesr = well5, (Lemma G.5)

432~ "
< ?L'y(nr)ziygﬂV(xt)H;t . (Proposition G.3)

Combining the bounds on the third-order terms |&;5|, |€; 3]
v(nT) > 1forall > 0, we then have that

, and also using the fact that

Ly(q2)> - P |V () I, < 101> |[V () [, -
Here, the final inequality comes from the fact that % y(y7)? < 110 for 7 as in (84).

3. Combining the pieces.

Together, for 7 as in (84), we conclude that the magnitude of C; is bounded above by

|G| <

< () -2V (@) IF, + 101 - 2 |V (o) |15,
which completes the proof of the proposition. |
G.2.3 Proof of Lemma G.5

Here, we prove Lemma G.5, which establishes the stability of the dual iterates of (OFTRL). Note that this
lemma is the analog of (Lazarsfeld et al., 2026, Proposition F.6); but the present proof is generalized to handle
general non-linear operators.

Proof. For readability, we will use the following shorthand notation: for ¢ > 2, define

N | —qv(xo) fort =1
=Y Y1 = 27V (x_1) +nV(x;_n) fort>2.
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Thus, our goal is to prove for all t > 2 that
@ [18r-allye <2[Adlly, and (@) [[Aelly, <3 1 Drgally, - (104)

We start by proving inequality (i) from which inequality (ii) will follow.

Proof of inequality (i). First, observe by the triangle inequality that
18tllye = 180+ (Beot = Be)llye < 1Al + 180 = Araly, - (105)
Now if we can establish for some B > 0 that

18 = Arally, < 7Cl[A-1lly, (106)

then assuming 7 < 1/(2C), it will follow from (105) that

1
Ay <
801l < =

Ay < 20y, - (107)

We will prove the inequality of (106) via induction on t > 2. For this, we first define several constants:

Definition of constants. Fix # > 0 satisfying (84). For the remainder of the proof, we will slightly overload
notation and let ¢, 7y, and B be the (7-dependent) constants

¢ :=exp(nwt), 7= o and C:=4L¢*y . (108)

Here, & > 0,7 > 0, and L > 1 are the constants from (82), where we recall that ||y; — y;—1]|« < 7 for all
t > 0. Further observe for all # > 0 that both ¢ > 0 and y > 0 are positive and increasing in . Moreover, for
1 as in (84), it is also straightforward to check that #C < 1/2.

We now proceed with the inductive proof of expression (106) with C as defined in (108):

Base case. At t = 2, we have by definition that
By — By = 29V (x1) + 7V (x0) — (—nV (x0)) = —24(V (x1) = V(x0)) - (109)
Then taking local seminorms and applying Lemma E.7, we have by definition of y that
182 = A lly, = 27|V (x1) = V(x0) llyy <297+ Ly~ lly1 = olly, - (110)
Then, using two applications of Lemma F.2, we conclude that
182 = Mally, < @112 = Mally, <7-2L¢7 - [y = Wollys <71~ 2Le%7 - [lya = yollys - (111)
It then follows by definition of A; and using the fact that L,¢,v > 0 that

182 = Billy, < 17~ 2LgPy - [|A1lly, < 7 - 4Ly - Ay, - (112)

Inductive case. Now assume for all2 < k < t — 1 that

86 = Bally < 7 4Lghy - [ Bkl -
Our goal is to establish this inequality also holds at time ¢. For this observe by definition that

Ap =Dy = =2nV (xp-1) + 7V (x-2) = (=27 V (x1—2) + 1V (x1-3))
= =2n(V(xt-1) = V(xt-2)) + n(V(x1-2) = V(x1-3)) -
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Then taking local semi-norms and using the triangle inequality, we can further write and bound:

At — At—]”yt < 2’7||V(xt—1) - V(xffz)H]/[ + ’7|‘V(xt72) - V(xt73)||]/t
<2V (x-1) = V(xe-2)lly,_y + 71971V (x1-2) = V(x1-3)|ly,_, (Lemma F.2)

< 299Ly|lye-1 — viallyy + 19° Ly llyi—2 — vi-slly,_, (Lemma F.7)
= 2Lpy || Ar-ally, ., + 1Ly D2y,
<n- 2Ly A ally + 1Ly A 2lly,, - (Lemma F2) (113)

Now recall by the inductive hypothesis that |A;_1 — Ar_a|ly, , < 74L¢*Y||A¢—2]ly, ,. By the triangle inequal-
ity, it then follows that

1A —2lly_y < IAallyey + A1 = Arallyey < IAally,y + 17 - 4L¢*y - [[A—2lly,_, -

Recall from (108) that we let C := 4L¢*y. Then rearranging and using the fact that Cyy < 1/2 under the
constraint on 77, we then obtain the bound

1
1—yC

At —2]ly,y < Bl <

<73 _4)17(: A lle <29 [[Ar-a]le, (114)

where the second inequality follows from Lemma E2. Substituting (114) into (113) then yields
180 = Arally, < - (2LgPy +2Lg ) - [|Aealle < o7 - 4Ly - [|Aralle, (115)

where the final inequality is due to the fact that f, ¢, v > 0. Thus we conclude the inductive hypothesis also
holds at time t.

Combining the pieces for inequality (i). Having established that expression (106) holds for all f > 2 with
C = 4L¢*y, it follows by expression (107) and the fact that 7C < 1/2 for 5 as in (84) that ||A;_; llye < 20 A¢y,,
which yields the desired inequality (i) from (104).

Proof of inequality (ii). To prove the second inequality (ii) from (104), we apply inequality (i) at time £ + 1.
Together with two applications of Lemma F.2, we then obtain

lye = vieally < @ 1y —vicallye <20 yeer — Yellyn <20% - i — yelly, (116)

where ¢ > 0 is as defined in (108). Under the setting of # > 0 as in (84), it is straightforward to check that
¢* = exp(67@B) < 3/2. Thus we conclude from (116) that ||yt — ys—1|ly,,, < 3||ye+1 — ¥elly,- This yields the
|

desired inequality (ii) from (104) and completes the proof of the proposition.

G.24 Bound on initial change in energy

For (OFTRL), note that the dissipation of Lemma 5.4 holds only for times t > 1. At time t = 0, the shifted
energy Fu (1) — Fx(yo) (for x* € MEQ(V)) may increase. In the following lemma, we derive an upper
bound on this maximum increase in shifted energy after the first iteration:

Lemma G.6 (OFTRL energy startup). Let {(xt, y¢)} be the iterates of (OFTRL) with 1 as in Lemma 5.4. Then for
any x* € MEQ(V), it holds at time t = 1 that

Fer(y1) = Fe(y0) < 72|V (x0)ll3, -

Proof. Recall for (OFTRL) that y; —yo = —V(xg). Thus at the first step, OFTRL takes a forward, vanilla
FTRL step. Then, fix x* € MEQ(V), and using the fact that the initializations satisfy xo = VF(yp), observe
that

Fe(y1) — Fe«(yo) = F(y1) — F(yo) — (x*, y1 — vo)
= —1{xo — x*, V(x0)) + Dr(y1,40) = Dr(y1,Y0) -
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Here, the final equality is due to x* € MEQ(V). As ||y1 — vo|l+ < 1T, we apply Lemma F.4 to obtain

Fer(y1) — Fer(¥0) = De(y,v0) < (%) - ly1 — wolly, < p(nT) -7V (x0) I3, ,

where y(+) is the scalar function from (85). For # as in Lemma 5.4 (and in (84)), it is straightforward to
verify the crude bound u(#7) < 1. Substituting this into the prior expression yields the desired bound and
completes the proof. [ |

We also derive the following crude upper bound on Dg(x*, x1) which will be used later:

Lemma G.7 (OFTRL initial Bregman). Let {(x¢,y;)} be the iterates of (OFTRL) with 1 as in Lemma 5.4. Then for
every x* € MEQ(V) Nri(X), it holds that Dg(x*,x1) < 2Dgr(x*, xp).

Proof. First, we will derive a general (algorithm-agnostic) upper bound on the term ||V (x) ||§ that holds for

all primal-dual pairs x and y. For this, fixy € RP and x = VF(y) € ri(X). Further fix x* € MEQ(V) Nri(X),
and recall by Lemma A5 that V(x*) € S. Thus, as Null(V2F(y)) = S for ally € RP, we have ||V (x) ||§ =

IV (x) —V(x*) ||§ Then, applying Lemma F.1, using the L-Lipschitzness of V, and by 1-strong-convexity of
R with respect to || - ||, we obtain:

VG = V() = VI < IV(x) = VE)|E <12 flx - 2|* <202 - Dr(x*,x) . (117)

Now, for the (OFTRL) iterates, we have by Lemma G.6 that Fy(y1) — Fex (o) < 17%(|V (x0) ||§0 for all x* €

MEQ(V). Then applying (117) and to the OFTRL pair (xo, o) and using Proposition 5.3, we obtain for any
x* € MEQ(V) Nri(X):

Dg(x*,x1) — Dr(x*, x0) < 72|V (x0)|l5, < 2L*#*Dr(x*, x0) < Dr(x*,x0) - (118)

2
||y0

Here, the final inequality comes from the fact that (conservatively) 2L?52 < 1 for # as in (84). Rearrang-

ing (118) then yields the statement of the lemma. |

G.3 Instantiating Coupling for EGFTRL

Here we give details on instantiating of Lemma 5.4 along the iterates of (EGFTRL), which requires slightly
less work than for the OFTRL case.

First, the following proposition relates the dual increments y;,1 — y: to the operator value V(x;):

Proposition G.8. For (EGFTRL) with y > 0 as in (84), it holds for all t > 1:

SV G llye < llyeer = yilly, < GnllV Geo)lly, -
The second proposition derives a bound on the coupling error terms C¢ = (x;41 — X*, Y41 — Ji4+1) from
the implicit-step coupling of Proposition 5.5.
Proposition G.9. For (EGFTRL) with 5 > 0 as in (84), it holds for all t > 1 and x* € MEQ(V):
ICel < 9L |V ()l -

We give the proof of Propositions G.8 and G.9 for (EGFTRL) below in Section G.3.1 and Section G.3.2,
respectively. Compared to the proofs for (OFTRL), for the (EGFTRL), we require slightly different machinery
given the differences in the dual updates. In particular, we require the following stability bound on the
dual (EGFTRL) iterates in terms of the halfstep sequence {y;.1,5}:

Lemma G.10 (EGFTRL Dual Stability). Under (EGFTRL) with y satisfying (84), for all t > O:
e vz = vty < lyeer —vellye < - Iyerar2 = welly -

The proof of Lemma G.10 is given in Section G.3.3. For now, we grant the result as true for use in the
proofs of Propositions G.3 and G.4.
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G.3.1 Proof of Proposition G.8

Here, we give the short proof of Proposition G.8, which relates for (EGFTRL) the magnitude of the dual
increments y;,1 — y; to the vector V(x;) under the local seminorm || - ||,

Proof. Recall under (EGFTRL) that y;,1,o —yr = —yV(x;) for all t > 0. Thus substituting this difference
into the statement of Lemma G.10 yields the claim. |

G.3.2 Proof of Proposition G.9

In this section, we give the proof of Proposition G.9. For this, recall for any x* € MEQ(V) that we define
Cr = (Y41 = X5 Yri1 — Yrs1)-

Proof. Similar to Proposition G.4, the proof proceeds by first expanding C; under the (EGFTRL) iterates,
and then bounding the resulting constituent error terms.

Expanding the inner product term.

Under (EGFTRL), the difference y;+1 — ;11 is given by

Yer1 = Per = ye — 1V (xep172) — (e — 1V (xe41)) = 1(V(xe41) = V(x31/2)) -
Fixing x* satisfying (MEQ), it follows that we can simplify
Ct = (xp41 — X Y1 — Pry1) = 1(xep1 — X5, V(xp41) — V(xp41/2))
= = (xr41 — X, V(x131/2))
= (X172 — X"+ X1 — X172, V(X 41/2))
= —1{xt11 — X172, V(X111/2)) - (119)

Here, the second and fourth equalities follow from the fact that x* satisfies (MEQ). To further simplify
the inner product in (119), we use the definition of the (EGFTRL) iterates and the Hessian remainder term

Gr(Yi41/2,Y¢) to write

X1 — X172 = VE(Yi41) — VE(Yri1/2)
= V2F(yi1172) Wes1 — Yes1/2) + GE(Yir1,Yit1/2)
= NV2F(Yi172) (V(xt) = V(x141/2)) + GE(Ye11, Yis1/2) - (120)

Due to the symmetry of the Hessian V2F (), substituting (120) into (119) yields

Cr = n*(V(xez1/2) — V(xp), V(xt+1/2)>yt+l/2 = 1(GF(Ye+1,Ye31/2), V(Xe51/2)) - (121)

Ein &rp

2. Bounds on magnitude of coupling error terms.

We now derive bounds on the magnitudes of the two error terms &; ; and &, from (121). For this,
we use the scalar functions ¢(-), (), and v(-) from (85). Recall also that under (EGFTRL), we have
i1 — yellss 1Ves1/2 — yell« < 37T for all t > 0. Thus, for readability, we will slightly abuse notation and
overload ¢ := ¢(y7T), v := v(#T), and v := v(yT). We then proceed with the bounds on &; 1, and & »:

First, for the term &; 1, recall that y;1 — v = =V (x441,2). Then we can bound:

€1l = [(1(V(xp31/2) = V(x6)), 1(V (Xe4172)) 1112 |
<llV(xes172) = V()i - 1MV (xe51/2) lysy1,, - (Cauchy-Schwarz)

< 4’2 : 77||V(xt+1/2) - V(xt)Hyt : Hym - ytl\yt (Lemma E.2, twice)
< L’Y¢2 NYer1/2 — yt”yt Ny — yt\ly, (Lemma E7)
< 2Ly¢? - nllye1 — %H;t (Lemma G.10)

< 3Ty? - 3|V (%) (Proposition G.8) . (122)

15,

55



For the second term &; », first observe under (EGFTRL) that y;11 — y;11/2 = 7(V(xt) — V(x441,2)). Then
it follows that we can bound the term

IGFWt+1, Yer1/2) lyee < @ - IGF(Yev1, Yir1/2) My, 1),  (Lemma E2)
< v lyie1 — Yerr/2llyin o (Lemma F.6)
< 4’21/ Nyir1 = Yer1s2lly, (Lemma F.2)
= ¢*v ||V (xp41/2) = Vx|l
< Ly - llyec12 = yelly (Lemma F.7)
< 2Ly - 7llyes1 — villy (Lemma G.10) . (123)

To bound |&;»|, we can then use the generalized Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to write

€2l < NGE(Yer1,Yesrs2)lyes - 17V (xeg1/2) lly,

< 2Ly¢*v - l|yes1 — yt||§t (substituting (123))
< 3Ly PV (xr) Hft (Proposition G.8) . (124)

3. Combining the pieces.

Substituting the bounds on |&; 1| and |&}, | into (121), we obtain

ICt| < |Eea| + |Ex2

< 3Lyg? - (1+v) |V (x)I3, - (124)
For 77 as in (84), it is straightforward to verify that y¢?(1 + v) < 2. Thus we obtain

ICel < OL-P([V(x0) I, ,

which concludes the proof. |

G.3.3 Proof of Lemma G.10.

This section gives the proof of Lemma G.10, which establishes the stability of the dual iterates of (EGFTRL)
in terms of the half-step sequence {y;,1,2}:

Proof. Forallt > 0,let Ay 12 = Y1172 — yt and Apyy = vy — y. Then under (EGFTRL), observe that
Ary1 = Dryrp = (V(xt) = V(xi41/2)) -

Further recall for all £ > 0 that ||y — y;41/2]|+ < #7T (for T as in (82)). Similar to the proof of Lemma G.5, we

again slightly overload notation and let ¢ := %. For 7 as in (84), it is then straightforward to verify

that #Ly < 1/6. Then, taking local semi-norms and applying Lemma F.7, we obtain the bound

1861 = Arpasallye = 1V (xega2) = Vxllye < 7Ly - yesas2 = yillye - (125)
We now prove the upper and lower inequalities of the lemma statement separately:

Upper inequality. We have that y;11 —yr = Ar1 = Apy1/0 + (A1 — Apr1/2). Then by the triangle
inequality and substituting the bound from (125), we find

e = vellye < NAecas2llye + 181 — Aeay2lly
< (1+nyLy)- ||At+1/2||yt < % ’ ||At+1/2Hyt = % NYes1/2 *yt”yt .

Here, the final inequality comes from 7Ly < 1/6 for 5 as in (84). This proves the upper inequality.
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Lower inequality. We similarly have that y;1,2 — v = Ajy1/0 = Apiq1 + (Api1/2 — Ary1). Again by the
triangle inequality and substituting the bound from (125), we then obtain

A1 /2llye < IB1lly, + 18041 — Begasallye < D1 lly, + 0Ly - A1 s2lly, -

Rearranging and using the fact that 7Ly < 1/6 then yields

lyts1 = yellye = 1deallye = 1= nLy) - 1A y20lye = 2 - 1Yesr2 = yilly, -

This proves the lower inequality and completes the proof of the lemma. n

H Details on Equilibrium Selection

In this section, we prove for the symmetrized system that OFTRL and EGFTRL converge asymptotically to a
unique limit point, and we further give an exact characterization of the limit. Formally:

Lemma H.1 (Equilibrium selection). Assume the setting of Lemma 5.4. Further, let Assumption 5 hold, and
assume that MEQ(V) Nri(X') # @. Then for any initialization satisfying xo € ri(X), it holds for both (OFTRL)
and (EGFTRL) that:

(i) There exists a unique limit point X := lim; 00 Xy € MEQ(V) N R (x0).

(ii) The point Xeo satisfies Xeo = argmin,. cnpoyy D rR(x*, x0).

H.1 Proof of Lemma H.1

This section gives the proof of Lemma H.1. We prove the two claims in sequence:

Proof of part (i) - unique MEQ limit point.
First, we show that the iterates {x;};>1 converge asymptotically to a unique limit point xo, € MEQ(V'): We
proceed in several steps:

1. Iterates lie in compact sublevel set.

First, using Proposition 5.3 and the upper bound on shifted energy dissipation from Lemma 5.4, we have for
all > 1and x* € MEQ(V) Nri(&X) that:

Dr(x*, x¢11) = DR(x*, ) = For (yi11) — Fur (1) < —gn*[V(x0) |7, - (126)

Now, fix one point X* € MEQ(V) Nri(X'), which exists by assumption of the lemma. Further, let v :=
Dr(x*,x1), where v is finite due to x1,¥* € ri(X). By Proposition B.7, recall that Dg(X*,x) — oo as x
approaches the relative boundary of X. Together with the continuity of Dg(X*, -) over ri(X), this implies
compactness of the sublevel set

C:={xeri(X):Dr(x%,x) <o} Cri(X). (127)

Together with (126), this implies that x; € C forall t > 1.
2. Properties of dissipation terms.

First, let ® : ri(X) — R be given by ®(x) := §7*(V(x), V2F(y)V(x)) for all x € ri(X), where y =
VR(x) € RP. Using the fact that y; — VR(x;) € S from Proposition B.2 and the shift-invariance identity of
Proposition B.5 (i), it holds that ®(x;) = $7%(|V (x¢) ||§t for x; = VF(y;) as in (126). By definition of the local
norm || - ||, and continuity of V, VR, and V?F(y), we have that ® is continuous on ri(X'). Moreover, recall
from Section F.1 that ®(x) > 0, and ®(x) = 0iff V(x) € Null(V?F(y)) = S. Thus by Proposition A.2, we
have ®(x) = 0iff x € NE(V).
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3. Subsequence convergence to NE.

Now fix the point ¥* € MEQ(V) Nri(&X') from Step 1. Then summing (126) from t = 1 to T and using the
definition of ® yields

Dr(¥*, x741) — Dr(3%,x1) = L1 (DR(F*, x141) — DR(F*,x¢1)) < — Ly @(x1)
Rearranging, using the nonnegativity of Dg (¥*, x741) and each ®(x;), it follows that
0< YL, ®(x;) <DR(3*,x) =v<oo forall T >1.

Taking T — oo, this means that } ;> ; ®(x¢) < oo is also finite, which implies lim;_,, ®(x;) = 0. Now, since
all x; € C, it follows by compactness of C that there exists a convergent subsequence {f; };>1 such that
xt, — X. By compactness, we then have ¥ € C C ri(&X'), and by continuity of ® on ri(X'), it thus follows that
limy_, o, ©(x4,) = ®(%) = 0. Here, the second equality holds due to ®(x;) — 0 along the entire sequence. By
Step 2, this means that the limit ¥ of any convergent subsequence {x;, };>1 satisfies ¥ € NE(V).

4. Global convergence to unique MEQ point.

Finally, we establish that the entire sequence {x;};>1 converges to a unique MEQ point. First, we show
that the limit point X of any convergent subsequence from Step 3 is in the reachable primal set R(xo).
Let x be such a limit point, and recall that x; € R(xp) for all ¢t > 0. Then, by Step 3, we also have
that ¥ € NE(V) NC C ri(X). Recall from Proposition D.3 that for the initialization pair yo € RP and
xo = VF(yp), it holds for any x € ri(X) that x € R(xp) if and only if ITg, (VR(x) — yo) € U, where
U = Tlg,Span(V(X)). By continuity of VR onri(&X’), and since I is a closed, linear subspace, it then follows
that if x;, € R(xg) for all points in the convergent subsequence {xy, }, then also ¥ € R(xo).

Now, under Assumption 5, recall by Corollary D.5 that if x € NE(V) NR(xp), then x € MEQ(V).
Thus ¥ € MEQ(V) NR(xp). However, we have by Proposition D.2 that [MEQ(V) N R(xp)| < 1 (which
holds independently of Assumption 5). Since the preceding arguments held for the limit of any convergent
subsequence, it follows that all convergent subsequences have the same limit, which we denote by x €
MEQ(V). Finally, by compactness, the entire sequence {x;} must also converge to this unique point
Xoo := limy 00 Xt € MEQ(V) [ |

Proof of part (ii) — characterization of limit point.

By Part (i) of Lemma H.1, we have that xe := lim¢_,0 Xt € MEQ(V). For Part (ii), we further give an
exact characterization of x« in terms of the initialization xy. We proceed in several steps:

1. Change in shifted energy is equivalent for all MEQ points.

Recall for x* € MEQ(V) and y € RP that Fi«(y) = F(y) — (x*,y). Then the following helper lemma
establishes that the change in shifted energy with respect to any MEQ point is invariant:

Lemma H.2. Assume the setting of Lemma H.1. Then for any x7,x5 € MEQ(V) and all t > 0:
For (e1) — Far () = Fay (ve1) — Fay () -

Proof. Let AFy;(yt) = Fer(yi+1) — Fey(ye) and AFys(y) = Fus(yr41) — Fyy(yr). Now, recall that for
both (OFTRL) and (EGFTRL), we have y;11 — y; € Span(V (X)) for all + > 1. Thus, in both cases, there
exists some k > 1, {x;}, and {c¢;}, where each x; € X and ¢; € R such that y; ;1 —y: = Zﬁ;l c;V(x;). Taking
the difference between AFy: (y¢) and AFy; (y:) then yields:

AFe (ye) = APy (y1) = —(Yre1 —ye, ¥ —x3) = = iy eV (%), ) — x3) - (128)
Moreover, since x7, x5 € MEQ(V) it follows by definition of (MEQ) that, for each i € [k]:
(V(xi),xi —x7) = (V(x;),x; —x3) =0 = (V(x;),x] —x3)=0. (129)

Substituting (129) into (128) then gives AF, (yt) — AFy (yt) = 0. O
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2. Change in Bregman divergence is equivalent for all MEQ points.

Using Lemma H.2, we can further establish the following invariant between the total change in Bregman
divergence from two interior MEQ points after ¢ steps:

Lemma H.3. Let x7, x5 € MEQ(V) Nri(X). Then for any t > 1, it holds that
DR(xT, xt) - DR(x)]k/ xO) = DR<x§/ xt) - DR(.XE, xO) .

Proof. First, observe for any xj, x5 € MEQ(V) Nri(X') and for any ¢ > 0 that

)
)
The first and last equalities follow from Proposition 5.3, and the second equality by Lemma H.2. Telescoping

then yields Y4 _; Dr(x}, x¢) — Dr(x%, x_1) = Yk Dr(x3, xx) — Dr(x3, x¢_1) forall t > 1. Thus for x7, x5 €
MEQ(V) Nri(X'), we conclude by simplifying the two telescoping sums that

—F, (yf)
—F ;

i+1) = Fy
t+1) — Fuy (yt) = Dr(x3, x¢11) — Dr(x3, xt) (130)

Dr(x7,xt) — Dr(x7, x0) = Dr(x3,xt) — Dr(x3, %0) , (131)
which yields the desired equality. O

3. Limit point is Bregman projection from initialization onto MEQ(V).

As part (i) of the lemma proves xe, = lim; .o ¥y € MEQ(V) Nri(X), we substitute x5 = X« in the right hand
side of Lemma H.3. This then yields for all > 1 and x* € MEQ(V) Nri(&X) that

Dr(x™, x¢) — Dr(x*, x0) = DR(Xco, Xt) — DRr(Xco, X0) (132)
Then by continuity of D, taking t — oo yields for all x* € MEQ(V) Nri(X):
Dr(x*, xe0) — DR(x*, x9) = DR (X0, Xeo) — DRr(Xo0, X9) = —DR(X0, X0) -

Rearranging then yields: Dgr(x*,x9) = DRr(X*,Xe) + Dr(Xeo, X9) for all x* € MEQ(V) Nri(X). As
Dr(x*, xe) > 0 for all x* € MEQ(V) by convexity, we further obtain

Dr(x*,x0) > Dr(xe0, Xp) forall x* € MEQ(V) Nri(X) . (133)

To extend (133) to also hold for non-interior x* € MEQ(V), observe that if R(x*) = oo is not finite, then also
Dr(x*, x9) = oo, and thus (133) trivially holds. Now suppose x* € MEQ(V') but x* ¢ ri(X') and R(x*) < o0
is finite. Then for s € (0,1), let x} := (1 — 5)x* 4 sXe. By convexity of MEQ(V) and since xo € ri(X), it
follows that x; € MEQ(V) Nri(X). Thus, applying (133) to x; and by Jensen's inequality (since Dg (-, x¢) is
convex in its first argument), we have

Dr(Xeo, ¥0) < Dr(x3,x0) < (1 —5) - Dr(x*,x0) + 5 - Dr(Xeo, Xp) -

Rearranging, we then obtain (1 —s) - Dr (X, x0) < (1 —s) - Dr(x*, xp), and thus dividing by 1 —s > 0 we
obtain Dy (xeo, X9) < Dr(x*, xg). Thus it holds also that

Dr(x*,x9) > Dr(xe, xg) forall x* € MEQ(V) (134)
Moreover, since MEQ(V) is convex and Dg(-, xg) is strictly convex, (134) implies that x. is the unique
minimizer
Xoo = argminx*eMEQ(V) Dr(x*, x0) ,

which concludes the proof. |
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I Proof of Proposition 5.6: Operator Domination Inequality

In this section, we develop the proof of the operator domination inequality of Proposition 5.6 that was
introduced in Section 5. This inequality is restated here.

Proposition 5.6 (Operator domination on reachable set). Let Assumption 5 hold. Fix yy € RP and xg = VF (vo)
such that R(xg) € NE(V). Let x* € MEQ(V) N'R(xo), and let IC C ri(X) be any compact set such that x* € K.
Then there exists a positive constant 7y (xg, K) > 0 such that

||V(x)||§ > F(x0,K)-Dr(x*,x), VyecRPst x=VF(y) € CNR(xp) .

I.1 Proof of Proposition 5.6

We now give the proof of Proposition 5.6. For readability, we first recall several definitions for the sym-
metrized system from Setting C.1.

Recap of spaces and maps.

Recall the subspaces Y = Span(V (X)) and U = Ilg, Y. For the fixed initialization pair yy € RP and
xo = VF(yo), recall that R(x9) = {VF(yo +y) : y € Y} C ri(X). For u € U, recall that:

xo(u) = VF(yo +u) € R(xo), mo(u) =TIIgiV(xo(u)), uo(x)=1Ilgi(VR(x)— o) -

By Proposition D.3, recall the mapping u — xo(u) is a bijection from the effective dual space U onto the
reachable primal set R (x), with inverse given by 1 (xo(#)) = u for u € U. Thus, fix x* € MEQ(V) N R(xp).
We will then let u* = uy(x*), meaning xo(u*) = x*.

The proof now proceeds via the following steps:

1. Compactness in effective dual space.

Let £ C ri(X) be the compact set from the proposition statement, where we assume that x* € K, and
recall that we are interested in establishing a bound on ||V (x) ||§ that holds for y € RP and x = VF(y)
where x € KN R(xg). Given the inverse relationship between u(-) and xo(-) between U and R(xp), it is

convenient to consider the subset of U corresponding to K N R (xg). For this, let ;; be this subset of the
effective dual space given by

Ky :=A{up(x) :xe CNR(xo)} CU . (135)
By Proposition D.3, recall that x € R(x) if and only if ug(x) € U. As the map uy is continuous on ri(X') and
U is a closed linear subspace, it follows that R (x) is relatively closed in ri(X'). Thus, K N R(xp) is a closed

subset of the compact set K and hence is compact. Moreover, Ky, and its convex hull conv(K;,) are then
both also compact. Observe further that for x* € K N R(x() the corresponding u* = uy(x*) € Kyy.

2. Relating dissipation term to Bregman divergence.

Fix u € Ky C U, and recall that xg(#) = VF(yo + u). It then suffices to derive a lower bound on
1V (x0(u)) ||§O 4y, in terms of Dr(x*, xo(u)). For this, we have the following components:

(i). Lower-bounding ||V(x0(u))||§0+u in terms of || 7o (u)||3.

First, recall that V2F(y) = 0 and Null(V?F(y)) = S for all y € RP. Then it holds that V2F(y) is positive
definite when restricted to S*. Recall by definition that &/ C S*. Then by the compactness of the convex
hull conv(Ky;) and the continuity of V2F(-), it follows that there exist positive constants 0 < ¢, < ¢j, < o0
such that

col|v]13 < (v, V2F(yo +u)v) < cpllvl|3 Vu € conv(Ky),veld. (136)
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For u € Ky, it then follows that

1V (0 (1)) |5y = (V(x0(1)), V2F(yo + u) V (x0(u))) (137)
= (s V(xo(u)), V2F(yo + u)TT5. V(xo(u))) (138)
= (rto(u), VF(yo + u)7mo(u)) (139)
> ¢yl 7o (u)5 - (140)

Here, the second equality follows from the fact that Null(V?F(yo + u)) = S, the third equality comes from
the definition of 719(u), and the final inequality comes from (136).

(ii). Upper-bounding Dg(x*, xo(u)) in terms of ||u* — u[3.
Next, recall that x* = VF(yo + u*) for u* € Ky, and using Proposition B.6, it follows that
Dr(x*, x0(1)) = Flyo + 1) — F(yo+ u*) = (VE(yo+ u*),u — ") .
By Taylor’s theorem with remainder, it then follows that
Dr(x*, x0(u)) = 3 (u — u*, V2F (yo + u* + us) (u — u*)) , (141)
where us := s(u — u*) for some s € (0,1).

As u € Ky, then also u* + us € conv(Ky). Moreover, we have u — u* € U. Thus, we can apply the
upper bound from (136) to obtain

Dr(x*, x0(u)) < o+ 3 ju—u*|3 . (142)

Combining (140) and (142), we have the inequalities:
IV o)l > cellmo(u)[l3 and [|u—u*|3 > - - 2Dr(x*, xo(u)) - (143)
The remaining task is thus to etablish that there exists a positive constant b > 0 such that
|to(u)|l2 > bllu —u*|2 forallu € Ky . (144)

We proceed to establish existence of such a constant:

3. Positivity of constant in (144).
(i). Unique zero of 7to.

First, we show that u* = ug(x*) is the unique zero of mp. For this, we have by assumption that x* €
MEQ(V) Nri(X), and thus by Proposition A.2 and Proposition D.1 we have that V(x*) € S and thus
mo(u*) = 0. For the other direction, observe that if 77p(#) = 0, then we must have xy(#) € NE(V) N R(xp)
by Proposition D.1. Under the regularity condition of Assumption 5, it then follows from Corollary D.5 that
xo(u) € MEQ(V). However, by Proposition D.2, [MEQ(V) N R(xp)| < 1, and thus xo(u) = x*. Because the
map u — xo(u) is bijective, it then follows that u = ug(xo(#)) = up(x*) = u*. Thus u* € Ky, is the unique
zero of 7o (u).

(ii). Local error bound.

By Assumption 5, we thus have that the Jacobian [+ : U — U of 7ty at u* is non-singular. Thenleto > 0
denote the smallest singular value of [ ,+) (with respect to || - |2 on ). As 7o(u*) = 0, differentiability of
7 at u* then implies that for u € U:

[|7(u)]l2
lu —u[]2

This implies locally that there exists some § > 0 such that [|r(u)|]» < §||lu — u*||2 for all u € U where
|l — u*||2 < 4. Taking norms, it then follows for all such u € U : ||u — u*||, < ¢ that

17z () ll2 = gy (4 = ) 2 = [l () 2 > o 3l — ]2 (145)

70 () = Jy(ur) (4 —u*) +7(u), where —0 asu — u*.
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(iii) Non-local error bound.

For 6 > 0 that leads to (145), let Ky 5 := {u € Ky : ||u — u*||» > &}. Suppose first that Ky 5 # @, which
implies u* ¢ Ky, 5. Moreover, Ky, 5 is a closed subset of the compact set Ky, and is thus also compact. Also,
since u* is the unique zero of 71y from part (i), the map u — ||77o(u)||2/ ||[u — u*||2 is continuous and strictly
positive on Ky, 5. Together, this implies

[[770(1)]]2

a = minyef,, TG >0. (146)

If Ky 5 = @, the local bound (145) already holds throughout K, so taking b = ¢/2 yields the desired (144).
Combining the local inequality of (145) and the non-local inequality of (146), it then follows that
| 7t0(u)|l2 > min(c/2,a) - |[u—u*|], forallu € Ky . (147)

We thus let b := min(c/2,a) > 0.
4. Combining the pieces.

Finally, we combine the bounds of (143) and (147) to obtain for every u € Ky, that
ZCgbz

n

1V (o (1)) 1551 = cellrmo ()3 = cob?[lu — u*|3 > -Dr(x%, x0(u)) , (148)
where ¢/, b,c;, > 0. Then set (xo, K) := (2c,b%)/c, > 0, and consider y € RP such that x = VF(y) €
K NR(xp). Then instantiate u = ug(x) € Ky, which implies that x = xo(u). Moreover, since by definition
wehave u = IIg, (VR(x) —yp) and alsoy — VR(x) € S, wehavey — (yo + u) € S. Thus by Proposition B.5,
it follows that V2F(y) = V2F(yo + u). Then instantiating (148), we finally obtain

V)G = IV (o ()l +u = F(x0,K) - Dr(x*, %),
which completes the proof of the proposition. |

J Proof of Theorem 4.1: Last-Iterate Convergence Rates
In this section, we formally give the proof of Theorem 4.1, restated here:

Theorem 4.1 (Linear last-iterate convergence rate). Let G : W — RP be a loss operator such that WMEQ,;(G) N
ri(W) # @ for a weight matrix M, and let xp; = % Let Assumptions 1,2, 3, 4, and 5 hold. Then for (OFTRL) or
(EGFTRL) with initialization wy € ri(W) and with stepsize n € (0,1/(880LBwxky)], there exists a constant
v (wo) > 0 such that the following hold:

(i) There exists a unique limit Weo := limy_y0 Wy = argmin,. cwmeQ,, (G) Dg,, (w*, wp) .

(ii) Forallt >0: Dg(wWeo, wit1) < 2kp1 - Do(Weo, wp) - exp(—(wo)y? - ) .

Proof. The proof follows by combining the components introduced in the overview of Section 5. In partic-
ular, recall that our analysis is primarily based on the M-symmetrized system summarized in Setting C.1,
The proof then follows by studying the iterates of the symmetrized system, and using (i) energy dissipa-
tion bounds of Lemma 5.4, (ii) the asymptotic convergence and equilibrium selection characterization of
Lemma H.1, and (iii) by applying the operator domination inequality of Proposition 5.6 over the OFTRL and
EGFTRL iterates. In more details:

1. Asymptotic convergence and equilibrium selection.
Let {(x¢,y¢) } denote the symmetrized iterates. By Lemma H.1, we have that there is a unique limit xo :=
lim¢ 00 X¢ = argmin,. c\pq(y) Dr(X%, X0) € 1i(X). By the relationships between the original and M-

symmetrized systems of Proposition 5.2, this immediately implies the existence of a unique limit we, :=
lim;_y00 w; satisfying we, = argminw*GWMEQM(G) Do,, (w*, wp). Moreover, it thus holds by definition that

Xeo = MY 2w, This proves part (i) of the Theorem.
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2. Convergence rate for symmetrized system.

For part (ii) of the theorem, we first establish a linear last-iterate convergence rate for the symmetrized
system. In particular, combining the equivalence of Proposition 5.3 and using the energy dissipation upper
bounds of Lemma 5.4, we have for all + > 1 that, since xo € MEQ(V) Nri(X):

DR (Xeo, X¢41) — DR (X0, X¢) = Frog (Ve11) — Fr (1) < —5 - 72|V (x1) |12, (149)

Now we have by definition of the iterates that x; € R(x) C ri(X') for all + > 1. Also as established in the
proof of Lemma H.1, there exists a compact set C C ri(X) such that x; € C for all t > 1, and moreover that
Yoo € CNR(xp). Then applying the operator domination inequality of Proposition 5.6 with the compact set
C, the reachable primal set R(xg), for the point xeo € MEQ(V) N R(xp), and for the iterates y; € RP and
xt = VF(y¢) € CNR(xp) it then follows from (149) for t > 1 that

DR (Xeo, Xt11) — DRr(%eo, ) < —27(C, x0)57* - DR (X0, Xt) , (150)
where ¥(C, x9) > 0 is positive and uniform over all + > 1.

Now let #max := 1/(880LBwxys), and let 5 := min(7(C, x0), 4/ 12ax) > 0. Then observe that for all 7 as
in the theorem statement, it holds that 7?/8 < 1/2,and 7(C, xo)n?> > 1.

Then rearranging (150), it then follows recursively for all t > 0 that
DR (Yoo, Xt 41) < DR(%eo, 1) - (1= §7%%)!
< Dr(xeo, 1) -exp (= 777 - 1) (151)

Now for (EGFTRL), it is straightforward to check that the preceding arguments also directly yield
Dr(Xoo, X1) < DRr(%eo, xp). On the other hand, for (OFTRL), we have by Lemma G.7 that D (xc, x1) <
2DR(Xeo, X ). Taking the larger of the two, it follows for both algorithms that

DR (Xeo, Xt41) < 2DR (X0, X0) - €xp ( — %'7172 -t) forallt>0. (152)

3. Convergence rate for original system.

To complete the proof of part (ii) of the theorem, we translate the bound of (152) back to the original system.
For this, we use the relationships x;11 = MY 2wy, Xg = MY 21, and xoo = MY/ ?w,, and the inequalities
of (13) to obtain

Mmin - DQ(Weo, Wi41) < DR(Xeo, X¢41) and Dg(Xeo, X0) < MmaxD o (Weo, wp) - (153)

Let y(wp) := %’7 > 0 for the positive constant from Step 2. Then substituting the bounds of (153) into (152)
and rearranging, we obtain

Do (weo, wiy1) < 272 - Do (weo, wp) - exp (— (wo) %) forallt >0, (154)
which concludes the proof of the theorem. |

K Proof of Theorem 4.5: Divergence of FTRL

In this section, we develop the proof of Theorem 4.5, restated here:

Theorem 4.5 (Divergence of FTRL). Let G : W — RP bea linear loss operator such that WMEQ,1(G) N ri(W) #
@ for a weight matrix M, and let xp1 = % Consider (FTRL) with € (0,1/(10Bwxpy)] and wy ¢ NE(G). Then

];3(1’ w* E*N])E(Gz)ﬂ ri}(lg)tand a > Do, (w*, wo), letting Ty (w*) = sup{t > 0: Dg,, (w*, w;) < a}, there exists
wg, w*, &) > 0 such tha

Do (w*, wt) > KX/Il Do (w*, wp) - (14 B(wo, w*,a) - %)t forall 0 < t < Ty(w*) .

The proof of the theorem first requires establishing a bound on the shifted energy expansion under
vanilla FTRL (for the symmetrized system). We present this result in Section K.1, and we then give the full
proof of Theorem 4.5 in Section K.2.
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K.1 Energy Expansion under FTRL

We prove the following bounds on expansion of shifted-energy along the vanilla (FTRL) iterates for the
symmetrized system from Setting C.1.

Lemma K.1 (Energy expansion). Let {(x:,y¢)} be the iterates of (FTRL) for the symmetrized system with n €
(0,1/(10B&)). Then for all x* € MEQ(V') and all t > 0:

Fee(Y141) = Fer(ye) = 3121V () [, -
Proof. Reusing Proposition E.1, we have for all x* € MEQ(V) and t > 0 that:

Foe(yi11) — Fee (yt) = DE(Yi11, Y1) (155)

Now for all £ > 0, recall that ||y;+1 — y¢||« < #B. Then by the lower bound of Lemma F.4, we have

—anB)+anB—1 —anB)+anB—1
Dr(yrsn,ye) = (SRR -y =y}, = (SRR 2 [V, . (156)

The multiplicative factor in (156) is positive and strictly decreasing in #. Moreover, for 7 as in the lemma
statement, it is straightforward to check that this term is bounded below by 1/4. Substituting this bound
into (156) and back into (155) then concludes the proof. ]

K.2 Proof of Theorem 4.5
We now give the full proof of Theorem 4.5, which proceeds in several steps.

1. Overview and setup.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 4.1, we analyze the FTRL iterates under symmetrized system of
Setting C.1 and then translate the guarantees back to the original system. Specifically, let {(x¢, y;) } denote
the vanilla (FTRL) iterates for the symmetrized system.

Then, fix w* € NE(G) Nri(W), and let x* = M/ 2w* € NE(V) Nri(X). Fix a satisfying the statement
of the theorem, and define T, (x*) = sup{t > 0 : Dr(x*, x¢) < a}. Then by definition of the symmetrized
system, it holds that T,(x*) = T,(w*), for Ty(w*) as defined in the theorem statement. Moreover, we
fix initialization pair (wy,zo) (respectively, (xo,yo)) such that wy € ri(W) \ NE(G) (respectively, xo €
ri(X) \ NE(V)).

2. Convergence rate to sublevel set boundary for symmetrized system.

First, recall that the operator G is linear by assumption, which also implies V is linear. In this case, we have by
Proposition A.6 that NE(V) = MEQ(V). Now recall for t > 0 that x; € R(xg) C ri(X). Moreover, observe
that combining Proposition D.2 and the result of Lemma H.1 establishes the existence and uniqueness
of a point X € MEQ(V) N R(xp). In particular, note that it suffices to apply Lemma H.1 to an auxiliary
OFTRL trajectory initialized at the same pair (xo, yo), where it then follows that its limit is a point X €
MEQ(V) N R(xp), which establishes existence. Proposition D.2 then implies this point is unique.

Now let x* € NE(V) Nri(X) be the point from the setup above. As NE(V) = MEQ(V), it follows also
that x* € MEQ(V). Then following arguments identical to part (ii) of Lemma H.1, we further obtain for all
t > 0 that

Dr(x*,xt) = Dr(x", X) 4+ Dr(X, x) . (157)

For convenience, we will define
ay :=Dr(x*,x;), by:=Dgr(X,xt), c:=Dg(x",%). (158)
Then (157) says that a; = b; + ¢, where ¢ > 0 by convexity of R.
Now, by Lemma K.1 and Proposition 5.3, we obtain for all > 0 and x* € MEQ(V) = NE(V) that

Dr(x*, xe1) — DR, %1) = Fee (yi1) — Fer () = 1 -2V (x0) [, - (159)
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Asboth ¥ € MEQ(V) and x* € MEQ(V), it follows that we can write for all + > 0 that

a1 —ar = by — b > 17 |[V(x), > 0. (160)

For a as in the statement of the theorem, we then define the sublevel set
Co:={x €ri(X): Dr(x*,x) <a} Cri(X).

As x* € ri(X) by assumption, it holds from Proposition B.7 that C, C ri(X) is compact. Also, for the
assumptions on xq (as implied by the condition on wy) in the theorem statement, we have xy € C,. Moreover,
we have from the identity of (157) at time t = 0 that

Dr(x*,X) < Dgr(x*,X) + Dr(X,x9) = Dr(x*,x0) < a,
which also implies that ¥ € C,. By definition of T,(x*), and using the monotonicity of {a;} established
in (160), we then further have that x; € C, NR(xg) forall 0 < t < T, (x*).

Together, this allows us to apply the operator domination inequality of Proposition 5.6 for the point
X € MEQ(V)NR(xp), for the compact set C, C ri(X), and for the FTRL iterates (x;,y;) satisfying x; =
VEF(y:) € R(xp) NCy forall 0 < t < Tp(x*). This yields for all such ¢ that

IV @), = 7 Dr(F,xt) =7 - by (161)

for a positive constant y := ¥(xg,Cq) > 0.

Now, to relate (161) back to the term a; = Dg(x*, x;), observe that by > by and a; > ag due to (160), and
moreover by = Dg(X,x9) > 0and ap = Dr(x*,x9) > 0 by strict convexity of R and due to the assumption
that xo ¢ NE(V). As also ¢ > 0 by convexity of R, we have the relationships:

bt bt bO bO
= > == 162
az bi+c = bop+c ap’ (162)

where the final equality is due to by + ¢ = a¢ from (157). Then combining the inequalities (160), (161),
and (162), we obtain the bound

G > a+ 1At b > (1+ 2?) - ar, (163)

forall 0 <t < Ty(x*). Then define the constant § := %’g > 0. From (163), it then follows recursively for all
0 <t < Ty(x*) that
Dr(x*,x¢) = ar > ag - (1+ py?)" = Dr(x*,x0) - (1+ By*)" . (164)

3. Translating back to original system.

It remains to translate the bound in (164) back to the original system. For this, recall that we have x; =
MY ?w;, xg = MY 2wy, and x* = M'/?w*. Then using the relationships of (13):

Mmax - Do (w*, wy) > Dr(x*,x¢) and Dg(x*,x0) > mminDo(w™, wp) . (165)

for the constant B defined in step 2. Then substituting (165) into (164) and rearranging yields for all
0 <t < Ty(x*) that
Do (w*,w) > i Do (w*,wo) - (1+ By?)"

Setting B(wo, w*, «) := B > 0 and recalling that T, (x*) = T,(w*) then yields the statement of the theorem.
|
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