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ABSTRACT
In this paper, we propose a general algorithmic framework for first-order methods in
optimization in a broad sense, including minimization problems, saddle-point prob-
lems, and variational inequalities. This framework allows obtaining many known
methods as a special case, the list including accelerated gradient method, composite
optimization methods, level-set methods, Bregman proximal methods. The idea of
the framework is based on constructing an inexact model of the main problem com-
ponent, i.e. objective function in optimization or operator in variational inequalities.
Besides reproducing known results, our framework allows constructing new meth-
ods, which we illustrate by constructing a universal conditional gradient method
and a universal method for variational inequalities with a composite structure. This
method works for smooth and non-smooth problems with optimal complexity with-
out a priori knowledge of the problem’s smoothness. As a particular case of our
general framework, we introduce relative smoothness for operators and propose an
algorithm for variational inequalities (VIs) with such operators. We also general-
ize our framework for relatively strongly convex objectives and strongly monotone
variational inequalities.
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1. Introduction

In this paper we consider the following optimization problem

min
x∈Q

f(x), (1)

where Q is a convex subset of finite-dimensional vector space E, f is generally a
non-convex function.

Most minimization methods for such problems are constructed using some model
of the objective f at the current iterate xk. This can be a quadratic model based on
the L-smoothness of the objective

f(xk) + 〈∇f(xk), x− xk〉+
L

2
‖x− xk‖22. (2)

The step of gradient method is obtained by the minimization of this model [59] (see
the orange, dashed line in Fig. 1). More general models are constructed based on
regularized second-order Taylor expansion [63] or other Taylor-like models [18] as well
as other objective surrogates [47]. Another example is the conditional gradient method
[27], where a linear model of the objective is minimized on every iteration. Adaptive
choice of the parameter of the model with provably small computational overhead
was proposed in [63] and applied to first-order methods in [24, 55, 56]. Recently, the
first-order optimization methods were generalized to the so-called relative smoothness
framework [7, 46, 64], where 1

2‖x− xk‖22 in the quadratic model (2) for the objective
is replaced by general Bregman divergence.

The literature on the first-order methods [9, 16, 23] considers also gradient methods
with inexact information, relaxing the model (2) to

fδ(xk) + 〈∇fδ(xk), x− xk〉+
L

2
‖x− xk‖22 + δ, (3)

with (fδ,∇fδ) called inexact oracle and this model being an upper bound for the
objective. In particular, this relaxation allows to obtain universal gradient methods
[56].

One of the goals of this paper is to describe and analyze the first-order optimization
methods which use a very general inexact model of the objective function, the idea
being to replace the linear part in (3) by a general function ψδ(x, xk) and the squared
norm by general Bregman divergence (see the red, dotted line in Fig. 1). The result-
ing model includes as a particular case inexact oracle model and relative smoothness
framework and allows one to obtain many optimization methods as a particular case,
including conditional gradient method [27], Bregman proximal gradient method [11]
and its application to optimal transport [75] and Wasserstein barycenter [71] prob-
lems, general Catalyst acceleration technique [45], (accelerated) composite gradient
methods [8, 55], (accelerated) level and bundle-type methods [43, 53, 61], gradient
methods in the relative smoothness framework [7, 46]. First attempts to propose in-
exact model generalization were made in [30, 71] for non-accelerated methods and
in [32] for accelerated methods, yet without a relative smoothness paradigm. In this
paper, we propose the inexact model in a very general setting, including adaptivity
of the algorithms to the parameter L, possible relative strong convexity, and relative
smoothness. We also provide convergence rates for the gradient method and acceler-
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xk

xk+1

x̃k+1

f (x)

f (xk) + 〈∇f (xk), x − xk〉+ L
2 ‖x − xk‖2

f (xk) + ψδ(x , xk) + L̃V [xk ](x)

Figure 1.: Orange, dashed line and xk+1 illustrate the standard upper-bound and a
step of the classical gradient method. Red, dotted line and x̃k+1 illustrate the upper-
bound based on our notion of inexact model and a step of the proposed method. We
can see that with better upper-bound, the next iterate is closer to the minimum point.

ated gradient method using an inexact model of the objective. As an application of
our general framework, we develop a universal conditional gradient method, providing
a parameter-free generalization of the results in [57].

We believe that our model is flexible enough to be extended for problems with
primal-dual structure2 [52, 54, 57], e.g. for problems with linear constraints [2, 12,
35, 62]; for random block-coordinate descent [26]; for tensor methods [31, 58]; for
distributed optimization setting [19, 20, 68, 74]; and adaptive stochastic optimization
[37, 65].

Optimization problem (1) is tightly connected with variational inequality (VI)

Find x∗ ∈ Q s.t. 〈g(x∗), x∗ − x〉 ≤ 0, ∀x ∈ Q, (4)

where g(x) = ∇f(x). A special VI is also equivalent to finding a saddle-point of a
convex-concave function

min
u∈Q1

max
v∈Q2

f(u, v) (5)

for x = (u, v) and g(x) = (∇uf(u, v),−∇vf(u, v)). This motivates the second part of
this paper, which consists of the generalization of the inexact model of the objective
function to an inexact model for an operator in variational inequality. In particular,
we extend the relative smoothness paradigm to variational inequalities with monotone
and strongly monotone operators and provide a generalization of the Mirror-Prox
method [51], its adaptive version [29] (see also [3, 4, 48, 49] for other types of adaptive
extra-gradient methods), and universal version [69] to variational inequalities with

2see recent results on this generalization in [73].
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such general inexact model of the operator. As a particular case, our approach allows
us to partially reproduce the results of [10]. We also apply the general framework for
variational inequalities to saddle-point problems.

To sum up, we present a unified view on inexact models for optimization problems,
variational inequalities, and saddle-point problems.

The structure of the paper is the following. In Section 2, we introduce an inexact
model of the objective in optimization and provide several examples to illustrate the
flexibility and generality of the proposed model. In particular, we demonstrate that
relative smoothness and strong convexity are the special cases of our general frame-
work.

In Section 3, we consider an adaptive gradient method (GM) and an adaptive fast
gradient method (FGM). FGM has a better convergence rate yet is not adapted to the
relative smoothness paradigm. In Subsection 3.3, we construct a universal conditional
gradient (Frank–Wolfe) method using FGM with inexact projection. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first attempt to combine the Frank–Wolfe method [36, 38] and
the universal method [56]. In Section 4, we generalize the inexact model to variational
inequalities and saddle-point problems for the case of monotone and strongly monotone
operators. In the former case, we construct an adaptive generalization of the Mirror-
Prox algorithm for variational inequalities and saddle-point problems with such an
inexact model. In the latter case, the proposed algorithm is accelerated by the restart
technique to have the linear rate of convergence. We especially consider the case of
m-strong convexity of the model. The natural motivations for such a formulation are
composite saddle-point problems and mixed variational inequalities with anm-strongly
convex composite.

The contribution of this paper is follows:

(1) We introduce an inexact (δ, L, µ,m, V )-model for optimization problems and
obtain convergence rates for adaptive GM for optimization problems with this
model.

(2) We introduce an inexact (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖·‖)-model for optimization problems and
obtain convergence rates for adaptive FGM for optimization problems with such
a model. Using FGM with the inexact model we construct a universal conditional
gradient (Frank–Wolfe) method.

(3) We propose generalizations of the above models, namely (δ, L, V )-model and
(δ, L, µ, V )-model for variational inequalities and saddle-point problems. As a
special case, we introduce relative smoothness for operators in variational in-
equalities, thus, generalizing [46] from optimization to variational inequalities.
We obtain convergence rates for adaptive versions of the Mirror-Prox algorithm
for problems with an inexact model. In Example 4.6, we show that our method is
able to solve variational inequalities with singularities, for which the application
of existing Mirror-Prox algorithms is not theoretically justified.3

To demonstrate the practical performance of the proposed algorithms, several nu-
merical experiments were performed for different examples. First, in Appendix D, we
consider a constrained convex optimization problem with non-smooth functional con-
straints motivated by three different geometrical problems: an analogue of the smallest
covering circle problem, the problem of the best approximation of the distance from the
given set, and the Fermat–Torricelli–Steiner problem. Further, in Appendix E, we
test our algorithms on a minimization problem of a polynomial-like function, which

3As an exception we mention works [3, 4] that appeared after the first version of this paper appeared as a
preprint [70].

4



is shown in [46] to be relatively smooth, under non-smooth functional constraints.
This is followed by numerical experiments in Appendix F for the D-optimal design
problem with the relatively smooth objective and simplex constraints, which has wide
applications in statistics and computational geometry. We report the advantages of
the proposed method and the possibility to control the convergence of the method by
adjusting the line-search parameter. Finally, in Appendix G we describe the results of
the experiments for the resource sharing problem considered as an example in [4].

2. Inexact Model in Minimization Problems. Definitions and Examples

In this section, we introduce a general notation which is used in the paper and our main
definition of the inexact model for optimization problems. To motivate this definition
and illustrate its generality, we give several examples of known situations which are
covered by our inexact model.

As said, we start with the general notation. Let E be an n-dimensional real vector
space and E∗ be its dual. We denote the value of a linear function g ∈ E∗ at x ∈
E by 〈g, x〉. Let ‖ · ‖ be some norm on E, ‖ · ‖∗ be its dual, defined by ‖g‖∗ =
max
x

{
〈g, x〉, ‖x‖ ≤ 1

}
. We use∇f(x) to denote the gradient of a differentiable function

f at a point x ∈ domf and, with a slight abuse of notation, a subgradient of a convex
function f at a point x ∈ domf . The whole subdifferential of a convex function f
at a point x ∈ domf is denoted by ∂f(x). Let d be a convex function on Q, which
is continuously differentiable on the relative interior riQ of Q. Let V [y](x) = d(x) −
d(y)− 〈∇d(y), x− y〉, x ∈ Q, y ∈ riQ be the corresponding Bregman divergence. Most
typically it is assumed that d is 1-strongly convex on Q w.r.t. ‖ · ‖-norm, which we
refer to as (1-SC) assumption w.r.t. ‖ · ‖-norm. More precisely, this assumption means
that, for all x ∈ Q, y ∈ riQ, d(x) − d(y) − 〈∇d(y), x − y〉 > 1

2‖x − y‖2. We underline
that, in general, we do not make this assumption, and, in what follows, we explicitly
write if this assumption is made.

Definition 2.1 (Inexact model in optimization). Let δ, L, µ,m ≥ 0. We say that
ψδ(x, y) is a (δ, L, µ,m, V )-model of the function f at a given point y iff, for all x ∈ Q,

µV [y](x) ≤ f(x)− (fδ(y) + ψδ(x, y)) ≤ LV [y](x) + δ, (6)

ψδ(x, y) is convex in x, satisfies ψδ(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ Q and

ψ(x) > ψ(z) + 〈g, x− z〉+mV [z](x), ∀x, z ∈ Q, ∀g ∈ ∂ψ(z), (7)

where for fixed y ∈ Q and any x ∈ Q we denote ψ(x) = ψδ(x, y). In other words, ψ(x)
is relatively m-strongly convex relative to d.

Note that in Definition 2.1 we allow L to depend on δ. Definition 2.1 is a general-
ization of (δ, L)-model from [30, 32, 71], where µ = 0 and m = 0. Below, we denote
(δ, L, 0, 0, V )-model as (δ, L)-model. Thus, our framework allows obtaining (acceler-
ated) gradient methods for composite optimization and their counterparts for inexact
oracle models.

Let us illustrate the above definition by several examples.

Example 2.2. Relative smoothness and relative strong convexity, [7, 46].
Assume that d(x) is differentiable, and in (1), the objective f is differentiable and
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relatively smooth [7, 46] relative to d, i.e.

f(x)− f(y)− 〈∇f(y), x− y〉 ≤ (d(x)− d(y)− 〈∇d(y), x− y〉) = LV [y](x), ∀x, y ∈ Q

and relatively strongly convex [46] relative to d, i.e.

µV [y](x) = µ (d(x)− d(y)− 〈∇d(y), x− y〉) ≤ f(x)−f(y)−〈∇f(y), x−y〉, ∀x, y ∈ Q.

Then, clearly, Definition 2.1 holds with m = 0, δ = 0, ψδ(x, y) = 〈∇f(y), x − y〉.
Importantly, the function d is not necessarily strongly convex.

Note that if V [y](x) ≤ Cn ‖x− y‖2 for some constant Cn = O(log n), the condition
of (µCn)-strong convexity w.r.t. norm ‖·‖, namely µCn ‖x− y‖2 + fδ(y) + ψδ(x, y) ≤
f(x) implies the left inequality in (6).

One of the main applications of general relative smoothness and strong convexity
is the step of tensor methods which use the derivatives of the objective of the order
higher than 2 [31, 58]. Thus, our framework allows obtaining gradient method for
optimization with relative smoothness and strong convexity and extending them to
the case of inexact oracle setting.

Example 2.3. Composite optimization, [8, 55]. Assume that in (1), f(x) =
g(x)+h(x) with L-smooth w.r.t. norm ‖ · ‖ term g and simple convex term h, which is
usually called composite. In this case we assume that V [y](x) satisfies (1-SC) condition
w.r.t ‖ · ‖, and define fδ(x) = g(x) + h(x) and ψδ(x, y) = 〈∇g(y), x− y〉+ h(x)− h(y).
We have

f(x)− (fδ(y) + ψδ(x, y)) = g(x) + h(x)− (g(y) + h(y) + 〈∇g(y), x− y〉+ h(x)− h(y))

= g(x)− (g(y) + 〈∇g(y), x− y〉).

By convexity of g, we have 0 ≤ g(x) − (g(y) + 〈∇g(y), x − y〉). At the same time, by
the L-smoothness of g and (1-SC) condition for V [y](x),

g(x)− (g(y) + 〈∇g(y), x− y〉) ≤ L

2
‖x− y‖2 ≤ LV [y](x).

From the combination of the above three relations, it is clear that (6) holds with δ = 0
and µ = 0 and we are in the situation of Definition 2.1 with m = 0 since ψδ(x, y)
is convex in x. If h turns out to be differentiable and relatively m-strongly convex
relative to d [46], i.e. h(x) − h(y) − 〈∇h(y), x − y〉 ≥ mV [y](x), then (7) holds, but
in (6) we have µ = 0. On the other hand, if g turns out to be relatively µ-strongly
convex relative to d [46], i.e. g(x) − g(y) − 〈∇g(y), x − y〉 ≥ µV [y](x), then (6) holds
with δ = 0, but in (7) we have m = 0.

A particular example is the following minimization problem [1] motivated by traffic
demands matrix estimation from link loads:

f(x) =
1

2
‖Ax− b‖22 +m

n∑

k=1

xk lnxk → min
x∈Sn(1)

,

where Sn(1) =
{
x ∈ Rn+|

∑n
i=1 xi = 1

}
is the standard unit simplex in Rn. In this

case g(x) = 1
2‖Ax − b‖22 and h(x) = m

n∑
k=1

xk lnxk. If we choose ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖1 and

6



d(x) =
n∑
k=1

xk lnxk, then d(x) satisfies (1-SC) condition, V [y](x) =
n∑
k=1

xk ln (xk/yk),

and h(x) is relatively m-strongly convex relative to d. Since g is a quadratic function,
by using the fact that Lipschitz gradient is equivalent to the bounded Hessian, we
obtain that g has a Lipschitz-continuous gradient w.r.t. ‖ · ‖1 with the constant L =
max‖h‖1≤1〈h,ATAh〉 = maxk=1,...,n ‖Ak‖22, where Ak is the k-th column of A.Thus, we
obtain that ψδ(x, y) = 〈∇g(y), x − y〉 + h(x) − h(y) is a (0, L, 0,m, V )-model. At the
same time, the part g is not necessarily strongly convex.

Example 2.4. Superposition of functions, [53]. Assume that in (1) [43, 53]
f(x) := g(g1(x), . . . , gm(x)), where each function gk(x) is a smooth convex func-
tion with Lk-Lipschitz gradient w.r.t. ‖ · ‖-norm for all k. The function g(x) is an
M -Lipschitz convex function w.r.t 1-norm, non-decreasing in each of its arguments.
The chosen Bregman divergence V [y](x) is assumed to satisfy (1-SC). We define
fδ(y) := f(y) and

ψδ(x, y) = g(g1(y) + 〈∇g1(y), x− y〉, . . . , gm(y) + 〈∇gm(y), x− y〉)− f(y).

By convexity and Lk-smoothness of each gk(x), we have, for all k = 1, ...,m

gk(y) + 〈∇gk(y), x− y〉 ≤ gk(x) ≤ gk(y) + 〈∇gk(y), x− y〉+
Lk
2
‖y − x‖2.

By monotonicity and Lipschitz-continuity of g w.r.t. 1-norm, we have

g(g1(y) + 〈∇g1(y), x− y〉, . . . , gm(y) + 〈∇gm(y), x− y〉) ≤ g(g1(x), . . . , gm(x))

≤ g
(
g1(y) + 〈∇g1(y), x− y〉+

L1

2
‖y − x‖2, . . . , gm(y) + 〈∇gm(y), x− y〉+

L2

2
‖y − x‖2

)

≤ g(g1(y) + 〈∇g1(y), x− y〉, . . . , gm(y) + 〈∇gm(y), x− y〉) +M

∑m
i=1 Li
2

‖x− y‖2 .

From this, by the (1-SC) condition for V [y](x), we obtain

0 ≤ f(x)− (f(y) + g(g1(y) + 〈∇g1(y), x− y〉, . . . , gm(y) + 〈∇gm(y), x− y〉)− f(y))

≤M
∑m

i=1 Li
2

‖x− y‖2 ≤MV [y](x)

m∑

i=1

Li, ∀x, y ∈ Q,

which is (6) with µ = 0 and δ = 0 given in the above definition of fδ(y) and ψδ(x, y).
Clearly, ψδ(x, y) is convex in x as a composition of non-decreasing convex function g
with linear functions. Thus, (7) holds with m = 0, and we obtain a (0,M · (∑m

i=1 Li))-
model of f . As a result, our framework allows to obtain (accelerated) level gradient
methods considered in [43, 53] as a special case. Moreover, we generalize these methods
for the case of inexact oracle information.

Example 2.5. Proximal method, [11]. Let us consider the optimization problem
(1), where f is an arbitrary convex function (not necessarily smooth). Then, for arbi-
trary L ≥ 0, ψδ(x, y) = f(x)− f(y) is (0, L)-model of f with fδ(y) = f(y) at a given
point y. Thus, our framework allows obtaining (Bregman) proximal gradient methods
[11, 67] as a special case and extends them to the case of inexact oracle setting. In
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particular, based on this model (with Bregman divergence to be Kullback–Leibler di-
vergence), we propose in [71] proximal Sinkhorn’s algorithm for Wasserstein distance
calculation problem and in [40] proximal IBP for Wasserstein barycenter problem.

Example 2.6. Min-min problem. Assume that in (1) f(x) := minz∈Z F (z, x),
where the set Z is convex and bounded, the function F is smooth and convex w.r.t.
all variables. Moreover, assume that

∥∥∇F (z′, x′)−∇F (z, x)
∥∥

2
≤ L

∥∥(z′, x′)− (z, x)
∥∥

2
, ∀z, z′ ∈ Z, x, x′ ∈ Rn.

Let V [y](x) = 1
2‖x− y‖22. Assume that for any y ∈ Q it is possible to find an approxi-

mate solution of minz∈Z F (z, x), i.e. a point z̃δ(y) ∈ Z such that

〈∇zF (z̃δ(y), y), z − z̃δ(y)〉 ≥ −δ, ∀z ∈ Z.

Then F (z̃δ(y), y) − f(y) ≤ δ and ψδ(x, y) = 〈∇zF (z̃δ(y), y), x − y〉 is (6δ, 2L, 0, 0, V )-
model of f with fδ(y) = F (z̃δ(y), y)− 2δ at a given point y.

Example 2.7. Inexact oracle, [16]. We say that f is equipped with (δ, L)-oracle,
if for any y ∈ Q we can find a pair (fδ(y),∇fδ(y)) such that

0 ≤ f(x)− (fδ(y) + 〈∇fδ(y), x− y〉) ≤ L

2
‖x− y‖2 + δ,

for all x ∈ Q (see [16]). Clearly, under the assumption (1-SC), the function 〈∇fδ(y), x−
y〉 is a (δ, L)-model. Examples of inexact models in 2.8, 2.9, 2.10 are also described by
inexact (δ, L)–oracle. The detailed proofs can be found in [16].

Example 2.8. Saddle-point problem, [16]. Assume that in (1) Q = Rn, f(x) =
maxz∈Z [〈x, b−Az〉 − φ(z)], where φ(z) is a µ-strongly convex function w.r.t. p-norm
(1 ≤ p ≤ 2). Then f is smooth and convex and its gradient is Lipschitz continuous
with constant L = 1

µ max‖z‖
p
≤1 ‖Az‖22. If zδ(y) ∈ Z is an approximate solution to the

auxiliary max-problem, i.e.

max
z∈Z

[〈y, b−Az〉 − φ(z)]− [〈y, b−Azδ(y)〉 − φ(zδ(y))] ≤ δ,

then ψδ(x, y) = 〈b − Azδ(y), x − y〉 is (δ, 2L, 0, 0, V )-model of f with fδ(y) = 〈y, b −
Azδ(y)〉 − φ(zδ(y)) at the point y if we define V [y](x) = 1

2‖x− y‖22.

Example 2.9. Augmented Lagrangians, [16]. Let φ(z) be a smooth function.
Consider the problem

min
Az=b, z∈Q

φ(z) +
µ

2
‖Az − b‖22

8



and the corresponding dual problem

min
x∈Rn




f(x) = max

z∈Q

(
〈x, b−Az〉 − φ(z)− µ

2
‖Az − b‖22

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Λ(x,z)




.

If zδ(y) is an approximate solution of auxiliary max-problem, i.e.

max
z∈Q
〈∇zΛ(y, zδ(y)), z − zδ(y)〉 ≤ δ,

then ψδ(x, y) = 〈b−Azδ(y), x− y〉 is (δ, µ−1, 0, 0, V )-model of f with

fδ(y) = 〈y, b−Azδ(y)〉 − φ(zδ(y))− µ

2
‖Azδ(y)− b‖22

at the point y if we take V [y](x) = 1
2‖x− y‖22.

Example 2.10. Moreau envelope of the objective function, [16]. Let us con-
sider the following optimization problem:

min
x∈Rn




fL(x) := min

z∈Q

{
f(z) +

L

2
‖z − x‖22

}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Λ(x,z)




. (8)

Assume that f is convex and, for some zL(y),

max
z∈Q

{
Λ(y, zL(y))− Λ(y, z) +

L

2
‖y − zL(y)‖22

}
≤ δ.

Then ψδ(x, y) = 〈L(y − zL(y)), x− y〉 is (δ, L, 0, 0, V )-model of f with

fδ(y) = f(zL(y)) +
L

2
‖zL(y)− y‖22 − δ

at the point y if we take V [y](x) = 1
2‖x− y‖22.

Example 2.11. Clustering by Electorial Model, [71]. Another example of an
optimization problem that allows for (δ, L, 0,m, V )-model with strong convexity of
the function ψδ(x, y) is proposed in [71] to address a non-convex optimization problem
which arises in an electoral model for clustering introduced in [60]. In this model, voters
(data points) select a party (cluster) iteratively by minimizing the following function

min
z∈Sn(1),p∈Rm+

{
fµ1,µ2

(x = (z, p)) = g(x) + µ1

n∑

k=1

zk ln zk +
µ2

2
‖p‖22

}

where Sn(1) is the standard unit simplex in Rn. Let us choose ‖x‖2 = ‖z‖21 +‖p‖22 and
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assume that, in general non-convex, g(x) has Lg–Lipschitz continuous gradient

‖∇g(x)−∇g(y)‖∗ ≤ Lg ‖x− y‖ ∀x, y ∈ Sn(1)× Rm+

and Lg ≤ µ1, and Lg ≤ µ2. It can be shown (see [71]) that

ψδ(x, y) = 〈∇g(y), x− y〉 − Lg ·KL(zx|zy)−
Lg
2
‖px − py‖22

+µ1(KL(zx|1)−KL(zy|1)) +
µ2

2

(
‖px‖22 − ‖py‖22

)

is a (0, 2Lg, 0,min{µ1, µ2} − Lg, V )-model of fµ1,µ2
(x). Here KL(zx|zy) =∑m

i=1[zx]i ln([zx]i/[zy]i) and

V [y](x) = KL(zx|zy) +
1

2
‖px − py‖22.

We finish this section by defining an approximate solution to an optimization prob-
lem. This definition will be used to allow inexact solutions of auxiliary minimization
problems in each iteration of our algorithms.

Definition 2.12. For a convex optimization problem minx∈Q Ψ(x) and δ̃ ≥ 0, we

denote by Arg minδ̃x∈Q Ψ(x) a set of points x̃ such that

∃h ∈ ∂Ψ(x̃): ∀x ∈ Q →〈h, x− x̃〉 ≥ −δ̃. (9)

We denote by argminδ̃x∈Q Ψ(x) some element of Arg minδ̃x∈Q Ψ(x).

3. Gradient Method with Inexact Model.

In this section, we consider adaptive gradient-type methods for problems with the
(δ, L, µ,m, V )-model of the objective. First, we consider the non-accelerated gradient
method and then its accelerated version. For each algorithm, we obtain convergence
rates that have two terms. The first term decreases as iterations go and corresponds to
the case of the exact model with δ = 0 and the exact solution of the auxiliary problems
with δ̃ = 0. The second term is non-decreasing as iterations go and corresponds to
errors in the model and the solutions of the auxiliary problems. Non-accelerated Al-
gorithm 1 has a slower decaying part, but the constant term depending on errors δ, δ̃.
Accelerated Algorithm 2 has a faster decaying term, but increasing term depending
on errors δ, δ̃. Moreover, to obtain acceleration, we have to consider Algorithm 2 for
a narrower class of problems with (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-models (for a precise definition,
see Definition 3.3).

3.1. Adaptive Gradient Method with (δ, L, µ,m, V )-Model

In this section, we consider the adaptive gradient method for problem (1), which uses
a (δ, L, µ,m, V )-model of the objective. For the case when µ + m > 0, our method
has a linear convergence, and for a more general case µ = 0 and m = 0, we prove a
sublinear convergence rate.
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We assume that in each iteration k, the method has access to (δ, L̄k+1, µ,m, V )-
model of f (see Definition 2.1). In general, constant L̄k+1 may vary from iteration
to iteration and we only assume that the (δ, L̄k+1, µ,m, V )-model exists. We do not
use L̄k+1 in Algorithm 1 explicitly and, moreover, our method is adaptive to this

constant. Constant δ̃ is an error in terms of Definition 2.12 and there is no need to
know it explicitly in Algorithm 1, δ̃ only appears in Theorem 3.1.

Algorithm 1 Adaptive gradient method with (δ, L, µ,m, V )-model

1: Input: x0 is the starting point, δ > 0 is the oracle error and L0 > 0.
2: Set S0 := 0
3: for k ≥ 0 do
4: Find the smallest integer ik ≥ 0 such that

fδ(xk+1) ≤ fδ(xk) + ψδ(xk+1, xk) + Lk+1V [xk](xk+1) + δ, (10)

where Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk, αk+1 := 1
Lk+1

, Sk+1 := Sk + αk+1, and, for some δ̃ ≥ 0

φk+1(x) := ψδ(x, xk) + Lk+1V [xk](x), xk+1 := arg min
x∈Q

δ̃φk+1(x). (11)

Here the inexact minimization is in accordance with Definition 2.12.
5: end for

For Lk > µ and all k ≥ 0, we denote

qk
def
=

Lk − µ
Lk +m

= 1− m+ µ

Lk +m
≤ 1,

and qk = 0 for Lk ≤ µ. We assume that Qkj
def
=
∏k
i=j qi and Qkj = 1 for j > k.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that ψδ(x, y) is a (δ, L, µ,m, V )-model according to Defini-
tion 2.1. Denote by yN = xj(N), where j(N) = argmink=1,...,N fδ(xk). Then, after N
iterations of Algorithm 1, we have

f(yN )− f(x∗) ≤ min

{
(LN +m)QN1 ,

1
∑N

i=1
1

Li+m

}
V [x0](x∗) + δ̃ + 3δ, (12)

V [xN ](x∗) ≤ QN1 V [x0](x∗) + (δ̃ + 2δ)

N∑

i=1

QNi+1

Li +m
. (13)

To prove Theorem 3.1 we need the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Let ψ(x) be a relatively m-strongly convex function relative to d with
m ≥ 0, i.e. (7) holds, and

y = argmin
x∈Q

δ̃{ψ(x) + βV [z](x)}, (14)
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where β ≥ 0. Then

ψ(x) + βV [z](x) ≥ ψ(y) + βV [z](y) + (β +m)V [y](x)− δ̃, ∀x ∈ Q.

Proof. By optimality conditions in (14) and Definition 2.12,

∃g ∈ ∂ψ(y), 〈g + β∇yV [z](y), x− y〉 ≥ −δ̃, ∀x ∈ Q.

From this we obtain

ψ(x)− ψ(y)
(7)

≥ 〈g, x− y〉+mV [y](x) ≥ 〈β∇yV [z](y), y − x〉 − δ̃ +mV [y](x),

which together with equality

〈∇yV [z](y), y − x〉 = 〈∇d(y)−∇d(z), y − x〉 = d(y)− d(z)− 〈∇d(z), y − z〉+
+d(x)− d(y)− 〈∇d(y), x− y〉 − d(x) + d(z) + 〈∇d(z), x− z〉 =

= V [z](y) + V [y](x)− V [z](x)

complete the proof. The latter chain of equalities follows from the definition of Bregman
divergence, see the beginning of Section 2.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Since by Definition 2.1 with x = y, we have

f(x)− δ ≤ fδ(x) ≤ f(x), (15)

and using (10), we have the following series of inequalities

f(xN ) ≤ fδ(xN ) + δ
(10)

≤ fδ(xN−1) + ψδ(xN , xN−1) + LNV [xN−1](xN ) + 2δ.

Using Lemma 3.2 for (11) with y = xN , β = LN , z = xN−1, ψ(x) = ψδ(x, xN−1), we
have

f(xN ) ≤ fδ(xN−1) + ψδ(x, xN−1) + LNV [xN−1](x)− (LN +m)V [xN ](x) + δ̃ + 2δ.

Further, applying the left inequality (6), we have

f(xN ) ≤ f(x) + (LN − µ)V [xN−1](x)− (LN +m)V [xN ](x) + δ̃ + 2δ. (16)

Let us first consider the case LN > µ. Taking x = x∗ in the above inequality and using
inequality f(x∗) ≤ f(xN ), we obtain

(LN +m)V [xN ](x∗) ≤ (LN − µ)V [xN−1](x∗) + δ̃ + 2δ. (17)

Thus, recursively we have that

V [xN ](x∗) ≤ qNV [xN−1](x∗) +
δ̃ + 2δ

LN +m
≤ QN1 V [x0](x∗) + (δ̃ + 2δ)

N∑

i=1

QNi+1

Li +m
.
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The last inequality proves (13). Now we rewrite (16) for x = x∗ as

V [xN ](x∗) ≤
1

LN +m
(f(x∗)− f(xN ) + δ̃ + 2δ) + qNV [xN−1](x∗).

Recursively, we have

V [xN ](x∗) ≤
N∑

i=1

(
QNi+1

Li +m
(f(x∗)− f(xi) + δ̃ + 2δ)

)
+QN1 V [x0](x∗).

From the definition of yN and (15), we obtain

f(yN )− δ ≤ fδ(yN ) ≤ fδ(xk) ≤ f(xk), ∀k ∈ [1, N ]. (18)

Using that V [xN ](x∗) ≥ 0 and (18), we get

QN1 V [x0](x∗) ≥
N∑

i=1

(
QNi+1

Li +m
(f(xi)− f(x∗)− δ̃ − 2δ)

)

≥ (f(yN )− f(x∗))

N∑

i=1

QNi+1

Li +m
− (δ̃ + 3δ)

N∑

i=1

QNi+1

Li +m
.

Dividing by
∑N

i=1
QNi+1

Li+m
, we obtain

f(yN )− f(x∗) ≤
QN1∑N

i=1
QNi+1

Li+m

V [x0](x∗) + δ̃ + 3δ.

Since
∑N

i=1
QNi+1

Li+m
≥ 1

LN+m and QNi ≥ QN1 for all i ≥ 1, we get

f(yN )− f(x∗) ≤ min

{
(LN +m)QN1 ,

1
∑N

i=1
1

Li+m

}
V [x0](x∗) + δ̃ + 3δ.

This proves (12).
In the opposite case LN ≤ µ, we obtain from (18), (17) and (16) with x = x∗ that

V [xN ](x∗) ≤
δ̃ + 2δ

LN +m

f(yN ) ≤ f(xN ) + δ ≤ f(x∗) + δ̃ + 3δ.

The r.h.s. of these two inequalities can be bounded from above by respectively the
r.h.s. of (13) and (12), which proves the latter inequalities.

Remark 1. Let us assume that L0 ≤ L, and we know that L̄k+1 ≤ L for all k ≥ 0
(or in other words, (δ, L, µ,m, V )-model exists for all k ≥ 0). This means that if Lk in
Algorithm 1 satisfies Lk ≥ L, then inequality (10) holds. Thus, Lk ≤ 2L for all k ≥ 0.
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From this fact we can obtain that
∑N

i=1
1

Li+m
≥ N

2L+m and qk ≤ q def
= 2L−µ

2L+m = 1− m+µ
2L+m .

In view of (12) and (13), we have

f(yN )− f(x∗) ≤ min

{
2L+m

N
, (2L+m)qN

}
V [x0](x∗) + δ̃ + 3δ,

V [xN ](x∗) ≤ qNV [x0](x∗) + (δ̃ + 2δ)

N∑

i=1

QNi+1

Li +m
.

The first term in the r.h.s. of the first equation above corresponds to exact gradient
methods in the relatively smooth setting [7, 46]. According to [17], this part of our
bound can be interpreted as optimal since [17] show that it can not be improved
without additional assumptions on the Bregman divergence V .

Remark 2. The advantage of Algorithm 1 is that there is no need to know the true
values of the parameters L and m. Using the standard argument [22] one can show
that the number of oracle calls is less than 2N + log2

2L
L0

, where N is the number of
iterations of Algorithm 1.

Remark 3. In view of Theorem 3.1, if we would like to obtain the residual in the
objective (12) to be smaller than ε, then it is sufficient to ensure δ̃ = O(ε) and δ = O(ε).

3.2. Adaptive Fast Gradient Method with (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-model

In this section, we slightly change the definition of inexact model and introduce
(δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ ·‖)-model of the objective (see Definition 3.3). This change allows us to
obtain an accelerated method for problems with this type of the model. The method
is close to the accelerated mirror-descent type of methods (see [24, 42, 72]). In the new
definition, we use the square of the norm in the r.h.s. of (6) instead of the function V ,
which gives the following modification of Definition 2.1.

Definition 3.3. Let δ, L, µ,m ≥ 0. We say that ψδ(x, y) is a (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ ·‖)-model
of the function f at a given point y iff, for all x ∈ Q

µV [y](x) ≤ f(x)− (fδ(y) + ψδ(x, y)) ≤ L

2
‖x− y‖2 + δ (19)

and ψδ(x, y) is convex in x, satisfies ψδ(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ Q and

ψ(x) > ψ(z) + 〈g, x− z〉+mV [z](x), ∀x, z ∈ Q ∀g ∈ ∂ψ(z), (20)

where for fixed y ∈ Q and any x ∈ Q we denote ψ(x) = ψδ(x, y). In other words, ψ(x)
is relatively m-strongly convex relative to d.

As in the previous subsection, we assume that there exists some constant L̄k+1

such that (δk, L̄k+1, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-model of f exists at k-th step (k = 0, .., N − 1) of

Algorithm 2. Unlike Algorithm 1, we assume that the errors δ̃, δ can depend on the
iteration counter k, which is indicated by input sequences {δ̃k}k≥0 and {δk}k≥0. For
instance, this allows obtaining the Universal Fast Gradient Method in which different
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values of {δk}k≥0 are required (see [5, 56]) in each iteration. Moreover, the sequence

{δ̃k}k≥0 is not used explicitly and only appears in convergence rates of Theorem 3.4.

Theorem 3.4. Assume that ψδ(x, y) is a (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-model according to Defi-
nition 3.3. Also assume that V [y](x) satisfies (1-SC) condition w.r.t. ‖·‖-norm. Then,
after N iterations of Algorithm 2, we have

f(xN )− f(x∗) ≤
V [u0](x∗)

AN
+

2
∑N−1

k=0 Ak+1δk
AN

+

∑N−1
k=0 δ̃k
AN

, (21)

V [uN ](x∗) ≤
V [u0](x∗)

(1 +ANµ+ANm)
+

2
∑N−1

k=0 Ak+1δk
(1 +ANµ+ANm)

+

∑N−1
k=0 δ̃k

(1 +ANµ+ANm)
. (22)

Remark 4. Despite the adaptive structure of Algorithm 2, as in [56], it can be shown
that on average the algorithm up to logarithmic terms requires four inexact computa-
tions of the objective function and two computations of (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-model per
iteration.

Algorithm 2 Fast adaptive gradient method with (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-model

1: Input: x0 is the starting point, µ ≥ 0, m ≥ 0, {δk}k≥0 and L0 > 0.
2: Set y0 := x0, u0 := x0, α0 := 0, A0 := α0

3: for k ≥ 0 do
4: Find the smallest integer ik ≥ 0 such that

fδk(xk+1) ≤ fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(xk+1, yk+1) +
Lk+1

2
‖xk+1 − yk+1‖2 + δk, (23)

where Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk, αk+1 is the largest root of the equation

Ak+1(1 +Akµ+Akm) = Lk+1α
2
k+1, Ak+1 := Ak + αk+1, and (24)

yk+1 :=
αk+1uk +Akxk

Ak+1
, (25)

φk+1(x) = αk+1ψδk(x, yk+1) + (1 +Akµ+Akm)V [uk](x) + αk+1µV [yk+1](x),

uk+1 := argmin
x∈Q

δ̃kφk+1(x), for some δ̃k ≥ 0 (26)

xk+1 :=
αk+1uk+1 +Akxk

Ak+1
. (27)

5: end for

In order to prove Theorem 3.4 we need the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Let ψ(x) be a relatively m-strongly convex function relative to d with
m ≥ 0, i.e. (7) holds, and

y = argmin
x∈Q

δ̃{ψ(x) + βV [z](x) + γV [u](x)},
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where β ≥ 0 and γ ≥ 0. Then

ψ(x)+βV [z](x)+γV [u](x) ≥ ψ(y)+βV [z](y)+γV [u](y)+(β+γ+m)V [y](x)−δ̃, ∀x ∈ Q.

We omit the proof of Lemma 3.5 since it is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.6. For all x ∈ Q, we have

Ak+1f(xk+1)−Akf(xk) + (1 +Ak+1µ+Ak+1m)V [uk+1](x)− (1 +Akµ+Akm)V [uk](x)

≤ αk+1f(x) + 2δkAk+1 + δ̃k.

Proof. Since by Definition 3.3 with x = y, one has f(x) − δ ≤ fδ(x) ≤ f(x), and
using (23), we have

f(xk+1)
(19)

≤ fδk(yk+1) + δk
(23)

≤ fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(xk+1, yk+1) +
Lk+1

2
‖xk+1 − yk+1‖2 + 2δk.

Substituting in this expression definitions (27) and (25) of the points xk+1, yk+1, we
obtain that

f(xk+1) ≤ fδk(yk+1) + ψδk

(
αk+1uk+1 +Akxk

Ak+1
, yk+1

)

+
Lk+1

2

∥∥∥∥
αk+1uk+1 +Akxk

Ak+1
− αk+1uk +Akxk

Ak+1

∥∥∥∥
2

+ 2δk

= fδk(yk+1) + ψδk

(
αk+1uk+1 +Akxk

Ak+1
, yk+1

)
+
Lk+1α

2
k+1

2A2
k+1

‖uk+1 − uk‖2 + 2δk.

Since Ak+1 = Ak + αk+1 and, by Definition 3.3, ψδk(·, y) is convex, we have

f(xk+1) ≤ Ak
Ak+1

(fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(xk, yk+1)) +
αk+1

Ak+1
(fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(uk+1, yk+1))

+
Lk+1α

2
k+1

2A2
k+1

‖uk+1 − uk‖2 + 2δk.

In view of the definition (24) for the sequence αk+1, we obtain

f(xk+1) ≤ Ak
Ak+1

(fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(xk, yk+1)) +
αk+1

Ak+1

(
fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(uk+1, yk+1)

+
1 +Akµ+Akm

2αk+1
‖uk+1 − uk‖2

)
+ 2δk.

Using (1-SC) condition w.r.t. norm for V and the left inequality in (19), we get

f(xk+1) ≤ Ak
Ak+1

fδk(xk) +
αk+1

Ak+1

(
fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(uk+1, yk+1)

+
1 +Akµ+Akm

αk+1
V [uk](uk+1)

)
+ 2δk.

(28)
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By Lemma 3.5 for the optimization problem in (26) with ψ(x) = αk+1ψδk(x, yk+1),
β = 1 +Akµ+Akm, z = uk, γ = αk+1µ, and u = yk+1, it holds that

αk+1ψδk(uk+1, yk+1) + (1 +Akµ+Akm)V [uk](uk+1) + αk+1µV [yk+1](uk+1)

+ (1 +Ak+1µ+Ak+1m)V [uk+1](x)− δ̃k
≤ αk+1ψδk(x, yk+1) + (1 +Akµ+Akm)V [uk](x) + αk+1µV [yk+1](x).

From the fact that V [yk+1](uk+1) ≥ 0, we have

αk+1ψδk(uk+1, yk+1) + (1 +Akµ+Akm)V [uk](uk+1)

≤ αk+1ψδk(x, yk+1) + (1 +Akµ+Akm)V [uk](x)

− (1 +Ak+1µ+Ak+1m)V [uk+1](x) + αk+1µV [yk+1](x) + δ̃k.

(29)

Combining (28) and (29), we obtain

f(xk+1) ≤ Ak
Ak+1

f(xk) +
αk+1

Ak+1

(
fδk(yk+1) + ψδk(x, yk+1) + µV [yk+1](x)

+
1 +Akµ+Akm

αk+1
V [uk](x)− 1 +Ak+1µ+Ak+1m

αk+1
V [uk+1](x) +

δ̃k
αk+1

)
+ 2δk.

We finish the proof of Lemma 3.6 applying the left inequality in (19)

f(xk+1) ≤ Ak
Ak+1

f(xk) +
αk+1

Ak+1
f(x)

+
1 +Akµ+Akm

Ak+1
V [uk](x)− 1 +Ak+1µ+Ak+1m

Ak+1
V [uk+1](x) + 2δk +

δ̃k
Ak+1

.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. We telescope the inequality in Lemma 3.6 for k from 0 to
N − 1 and take x = x∗:

ANf(xN ) ≤ ANf(x∗) + V [u0](x∗)− (1 +AN (µ+m))V [uN ](x∗) + 2

N−1∑

k=0

Ak+1δk +

N−1∑

k=0

δ̃k.

(30)

Since V [uk+1](x∗) ≥ 0 for all k ≥ 0, we have

ANf(xN )−ANf(x∗) ≤ V [u0](x∗) + 2

N−1∑

k=0

Ak+1δk +

N−1∑

k=0

δ̃k.

The last inequality proves (21). Inequality (22) is a straightforward from (30) since
f(x) ≥ f(x∗) for all x ∈ Q.

The next lemma is proved in Appendix B and gives a lower bound for the growth
rate of the sequence AN , see [15, 33, 55].
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Lemma 3.7. For all N ≥ 0,

AN ≥ max





1

4

(
N−1∑

k=0

1√
Lk+1

)2

,
1

L1

N−1∏

k=1

(
1 +

√
µ+m

4Lk+1

)2


 ..

Remark 5. Let us assume that the function f has L-Lipschitz continuous gradient.
This means that for Lk ≥ L, the inequality (23) always holds, whence, Lk ≤ 2L,
assuming that L0 ≤ L. Substituting this inequality in the bound of Lemma 3.7, we
have AN ≥ N2

4L and

AN ≥
1

2L

(
1 +

1

4

√
µ+m

L

)2(N−1)

≥ 1

2L
exp

(
N − 1

4

√
µ+m

L

)
.

In the last inequality we used inequality log(1 + 2x) ≥ x for all x ∈ [0, 1
4 ]. Combining

Theorem 3.4 and Lemma 3.7 we have

f(xN )− f(x∗) ≤ min

{
8L

N2
, 2L exp

(
−N − 1

4

√
µ+m

L

)}
V [u0](x∗)

+
2
∑N−1

k=0 Ak+1δk
AN

+

∑N−1
k=0 δ̃k
AN

.

(31)

The first term in the right hand side of ineqaulity (31) is up to a constant factor
optimal for µ-strongly convex functions with L-Lipschitz continuous gradient.

Note that in [15] for a non-adaptive fast gradient method with (δ, L, µ)-oracle, which
is a particular case of our inexact model, for the case when δk is a constant it is shown
that

∑N−1
k=0 Ak+1δ

AN
≤ min

{(
1

3
N + 2.4

)
,

(
1 +

√
L

µ

)}
δ. (32)

This means that for µ > 0, the error δ does not accumulate.
Let us briefly discuss what happens if we can control the errors δk, δ̃k and choose

them such that the residual in the objective is smaller than ε. For this, we need to

ensure
∑N−1
k=0 δ̃k
AN

= O(ε) for all k ≥ 0. One way to guarantee it is to take δ̃k = O(εαk+1)

for all k ≥ 0. From Lemma 3.7, Lk ≤ 2L for all k ≥ 0, and (24), we have αk ≥
√

2k
4L . It

means that the sequence {δ̃k}k≥0 can be an increasing sequence.

Additionally, taking δk = O( αk+1

Ak+1
ε), we can guarantee

∑N−1
k=0 Ak+1δk

AN
= O(ε). There-

fore, the sequence {δk}k≥0, in general, should decrease with the rate of the order 1/k
in order to obtain an ε-solution for problem (1).

Remark 6. In view of assumptions from Remark 5. For the case when µ = m = 0
Algorithm 2 can guarantee the following convergence rate:

f(xN )− f∗ ≤
8LV [x0](x∗)

N2
+ 2Nδ +

4Lδ̃

N
. (33)
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A similar result was shown in [32].

Remark 7. Let us analyze the convergence rate of V [uN ](x∗) which is guaranteed
by (22) in Theorem 3.4. Since we make a (1-SC) assumption on the function d, we
have that 1

2‖uN −x∗‖2 ≤ V [uN ](x∗) and the convergence rate for V [uN ](x∗) gives also
convergence rate for ‖uN − x∗‖2. There are two different scenarios:

(1) µ = m = 0. In this case we have:

V [uN ](x∗) ≤ V [u0](x∗) + 2

N−1∑

k=0

Ak+1δk +

N−1∑

k=0

δ̃k.

We can only bound V [uN ](x∗) by V [u0](x∗) up to additive noise.
(2) µ+m > 0. Using Lemma 3.7 we can see that Theorem 3.4 guarantees the linear

convergence in argument up to additive noise.

Note that convergence rates for the objective and the argument are obtained for dif-
ferent sequences xN and uN , respectively.

3.3. Universal conditional gradient (Frank–Wolfe) method

Let us show an example of (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-model’s application. We assume that
µ = 0,m = 0 and use Algorithm 2 to propose a universal Frank–Wolfe method. In
order to construct the universal Frank–Wolfe method let us introduce the following
constraints to the optimization problem (1):

(1) The set Q is bounded w.r.t V [y](x): ∃RQ ∈ R : V [y](x) ≤ R2
Q ∀x, y ∈ Q.

(2) The function f(x) has Hölder-continuous subgradients:

‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖∗ ≤ Lν ‖x− y‖ν ∀x, y ∈ Q.

From this we can get, for any δ > 0, an inequality (see [56])

0 ≤ f(x)− f(y)− 〈∇f(y), x− y〉 ≤ L(δ)

2
‖x− y‖2 + δ ∀x, y ∈ Q, (34)

where

L(δ) = Lν

[
Lν
2δ

1− ν
1 + ν

] 1−ν
1+ν

.

Using the same arguments as in [32], we can show that the point uk+1 =

arg minx∈Q αk+1ψδk(x, yk+1) satisfies uk+1 = argminx∈Q
δ̃kφk+1(x) with δ̃k = 2R2

Q.

It means that iteration uk+1 defined in this way satisfies (26). We also set δk = ε αk+1

4Ak+1

as it was proposed in [56] for Universal Fast Gradient Method. This choice of δk and
the fact that the objective function has Hölder continuous subgradient, using the same

arguments as in Theorem 3 of [56], guarantees that in (21)
2
∑N−1
k=0 Ak+1δk
AN

≤ ε
2 . Com-

bining it again with (21), V [y](x) ≤ R2
Q and δ̃k = 2R2

Q, we obtain from Theorem 3.4
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that

f(xN )− f(x∗) ≤
R2
Q

AN
+
ε

2
+

2R2
QN

AN
≤

3R2
QN

AN
+
ε

2
.

Using the same arguments as in Theorem 3 of [56], we obtain that

AN ≥
N

1+3ν

1+ν ε
1−ν
1+ν

2
3+5ν

1+ν L
2

1+ν
ν

. (35)

Using this inequality, we obtain the following upper bound for the number of steps in
order to guarantee f(xN )− f(x∗) ≤ ε

N ≤ inf
ν∈(0,1]


2

3+4ν

ν

(
LνR

1+ν
Q

ε

) 1

ν


 ,

where the infimum can be taken since neither ν nor Lν is not used in the algorithm.
This bound justifies the word ”universal” in the name of the algorithm since the al-
gorithm is the same for any values of ν ∈ [0, 1] and works with the best possible
convergence guarantee. We call the proposed algorithm conditional gradient (Frank–
Wolfe) method since in a simple situation ψδk(x, yk+1) = 〈∇f(yk+1), x−yk+1〉, finding
uk+1 = arg minx∈Q αk+1ψδk(x, yk+1) is reduced to solving a linear minimization prob-
lem over the set Q. This method for composite optimization with Hölder-continuous
gradient was analyzed in [57] and for a non-composite case was very recently analyzed
in [76]. Our method is more general, since it is universal and does not require the
knowledge of the parameters ν, Lν , and also can utilize general inexact models de-
scribed by Definition 3.3, including inexact gradients, composite optimization, inexact
linear minimization oracle.

4. Inexact Model for Variational Inequalities

In this section, we go beyond minimization problems and propose an abstract inexact
model counterpart for variational inequalities. As a special case in Example 4.3, we
introduce relative smoothness for operators in the spirit of [46], where it was introduced
for optimization problems. Further, we propose a generalization of the Mirror-Prox
algorithm for this general case of the inexact model of the operator and abstract
variational inequalities. One of the main features of our algorithm is its adaptation to
generalized inexact parameter of smoothness. As a special case, we propose a universal

method for variational inequalities with complexity O
((

1
ε

) 2

1+ν

)
, where ε is the desired

accuracy of the solution and ν is the Hölder exponent of the operator. According to
the lower bounds in [66], this algorithm is optimal for ν = 0 (bounded variation of
the operator) and ν = 1 (Lipschitz continuity of the operator). Based on the model
for VI and functions, we introduce an inexact model for saddle-point problems (see
Definition 4.9). We are also motivated by mixed variational inequalities [6, 39] and
composite saddle-point problems [10].

Formally speaking, we consider the problem of finding the solution x∗ ∈ Q for VI
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in the following abstract form

ψ(x, x∗) > 0 ∀x ∈ Q (36)

for some convex compact set Q ⊂ Rn and some function ψ : Q × Q → R. Assuming
the abstract monotonicity of the function ψ

ψ(x, y) + ψ(y, x) ≤ 0 ∀x, y ∈ Q, (37)

any solution to (36) is a solution of the following inequality

max
x∈Q

ψ(x∗, x) ≤ 0 (38)

In the general case, we make an assumption about the existence of a solution x∗
of the problem (36). As a particular case, if for some operator g : Q → Rn we set
ψ(x, y) = 〈g(y), x− y〉 ∀x, y ∈ Q, then (36) and (38) are equivalent, respectively, to a
standard strong and weak variational inequality with the operator g.

We start with a concept of (δ, L, V )-model for problems (36) and (38).

Definition 4.1. We say that a function ψ has (δ, L, V )-model ψδ(x, y) for some fixed
values δ > 0 and L = L(δ) > 0 if the following properties hold for each x, y, z ∈ Q:

(i) ψ(x, y) ≤ ψδ(x, y) + δ;
(ii) ψδ(x, y) convex in the first variable;
(iii) ψδ(x, x) = 0;
(iv) (abstract δ-monotonicity)

ψδ(x, y) + ψδ(y, x) ≤ δ; (39)

(v) (generalized relative smoothness)

ψδ(x, y) ≤ ψδ(x, z) + ψδ(z, y) + LV [z](x) + LV [y](z) + δ. (40)

Example 4.2. For some operator g : Q→ Rn and a convex function h : Q→ Rn, the
choice

ψ(x, y) = 〈g(y), x− y〉+ h(x)− h(y) (41)

leads to a mixed variational inequality [6, 39]

〈g(y), y − x〉+ h(y)− h(x) ≤ 0, (42)

which in the case of the monotonicity of the operator g implies

〈g(x), y − x〉+ h(y)− h(x) ≤ 0. (43)

Remark 8. Similarly to Definition 2.1 above, in general case, we do not need the
(1-SC) assumption for V [y](x) in Definition 4.1. In some situations we make (1-SC)
assumption for V [y](x) (see Example 4.7 and Section 5).
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Note that for δ = 0 the following analogue of (40) for some fixed a, b > 0

ψ(x, y) ≤ ψ(x, z) + ψ(z, y) + a‖z − y‖2 + b‖x− z‖2 ∀x, y, z ∈ Q (44)

was introduced in [50]. Condition (44) is used in many works on equilibrium pro-
gramming. Our approach allows us to work with non-Euclidean set-up without (1-SC)
assumption and inexactness δ, which is important for the framework of universal meth-
ods [56] (see Example 4.7 below).

One can directly verify that if ψδ(x, y) is (δ/3, L, 0, 0, V )-model of the function f at
a given point y then ψδ(x, y) is (δ, L, V )-model in the sense of Definition 4.1.

Let us consider some examples.

Example 4.3. Relative smoothness for optimization and VI. Let us consider
a minimization problem (1) with the function f being smooth, convex and relatively
L-smooth relative to d [46], i.e., for all x, y ∈ Q,

f(x)− f(y)− 〈∇f(y), x− y〉 ≤ LV [y](x).

In this case, (1) is equivalent to abstract VI (38) with ψδ(x, y) := 〈∇f(y), x − y〉.
Properties (i)-(iv) in Definition 4.1 obviously hold with δ = 0. Let us check that (v)
also holds. Indeed,

ψδ(x, y)− ψδ(x, z)− ψδ(z, y) = 〈∇f(y), x− y〉 − 〈∇f(z), x− z〉 − 〈∇f(y), z − y〉
= (f(x)− f(z)− 〈∇f(z), x− z〉) + (f(z)− f(y)− 〈∇f(y), z − y〉)
− (f(x)− f(y)− 〈∇f(y), x− y〉) ≤ LV [z](x) + LV [y](z),

where we used relative L-smoothness and convexity of f . This example shows that
our inexact model for VI as a particular case contains the concept of relative smooth-
ness introduced in optimization. In this particular case, we say that an operator g is
relatively L-smooth if

〈g(y)− g(z), x− z〉 ≤ LV [z](x) + LV [y](z) ∀x, y, z ∈ Q.

Let us make a precise definition

Definition 4.4. We say that an operator g(x) is relatively smooth relative to function
d(x) if for the corresponding Bregman divergence V [y](x) and a constant L ≥ 0 it holds

〈g(y)− g(z), x− z〉 ≤ LV [z](x) + LV [y](z) ∀x, y, z ∈ Q. (45)

This definition (and its inexact version when there is some error δ > 0 added to
the r.h.s.) contains as particular case several definitions which were introduced in
the literature after the initial draft of this paper appeared as a preprint [70]. The
definition of relative Lipschitzness, introduced in [13] and used to provide a simple
explanation for accelerated methods, coincides with the above definition of relatively
smooth operator. Two other examples are explained next.

Example 4.5 (Bregman continuity and Metric regularity). Let us analyze the con-
nection of our notion of relative smoothness and the notion of Bregman continuity
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introduced in [4] and Metric regularity introduced in [3]. Both papers consider local
norm ‖ · ‖x which is continuous for x ∈ Q, its dual ‖ · ‖x,∗ defined in a standard way,
Bregman function d and its Bregman divergence V [z](x) = d(x)−d(z)−〈∇d(z), x−z〉
satisfying for some K > 0

V [z](x) ≥ K

2
‖x− z‖2z. (46)

The paper [4] introduces a notion of β-Bregman continuous operators which satisfy

‖g(y)− g(z)‖z,∗ ≤ β
√

2V [y](z). (47)

Let us show that such operators are relatively smooth relative to d. Indeed, for any
x, y, z ∈ Q,

〈g(y)− g(z), x− z〉 ≤ ‖g(y)− g(z)‖z,∗‖x− z‖z
(47)

≤ β
√

2V [y](z)‖x− z‖z
(46)

≤ β
√

2V [y](z) ·
√

2

K
V [z](x) ≤ β√

K
(V [z](x) + V [y](z)),

where in the last inequality we used that ab ≤ 1
2(a2 + b2) for any a, b ≥ 0. Thus, g

satisfies (45) with L = β/
√
K and is relatively smooth relative to d.

The paper [3] uses additional assumption that the local metric is regular, i.e., for
β > 0, satisfies

‖v‖z,∗ ≤ ‖v‖y,∗(1 + β‖z − y‖y). (48)

The following two notions are also introduced by saying that the operator g is

• Metrically bounded if there exists some M0 > 0 such that

‖g(z)‖z,∗ ≤M0, ∀z ∈ Q.

• Metrically smooth if there exists some M1 > 0 such that

‖g(y)− g(z)‖z,∗ ≤M1‖y − z‖y, ∀y, z ∈ Q.

Let us show that in these two cases g is inexactly relatively smooth relative to d. Let
g be metrically bounded. Then

‖g(y)− g(z)‖z,∗ ≤ ‖g(y)‖z,∗ + ‖g(z)‖z,∗
(48)

≤ ‖g(y)‖y,∗(1 + β‖z − y‖y) + ‖g(z)‖z,∗ ≤ 2M0 + βM0‖z − y‖y. (49)
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Further, for any δ > 0,

〈g(y)− g(z), x− z〉 ≤ ‖g(y)− g(z)‖z,∗‖x− z‖z
(49)

≤ (2M0 + βM0‖z − y‖y)‖x− z‖z
= 2M0‖z − y‖0y‖x− z‖z + βM0‖z − y‖y‖x− z‖z

∗
≤ 1

δ

M2
0

2
(‖z − y‖2y + ‖x− z‖2z) +

δ

2
+
βM0

2
(‖z − y‖2y + ‖x− z‖2z)

(46)

≤
(
M2

0

2δ
+
βM0

2

)
2

K
(V [z](x) + V [y](z)) +

δ

2
,

where ∗ uses that, for any a, b, c ≥ 0, any δ > 0, any ν ∈ [0, 1] (and in particular for

ν = 0), it holds that abνc ≤
(

1
δ

) 1−ν
1+ν a

2
1+ν

2

(
b2 + c2

)
+ δ

2 , see [69][Lemma 1]. Thus, we
obtain that, for any δ > 0,

〈g(y)− g(z), x− z〉 ≤ L(δ)(V [z](x) + V [y](z)) +
δ

2

with

L(δ) =

(
M0

δ
+ β

)
M0

K
, (50)

i.e. (45) holds with any error δ > 0 and g is inexactly relatively smooth relative to d.
Note that this is also covered by our concept of inexact model.

Let g be metrically smooth. Then, from (46) it is straightforward that

‖g(y)− g(z)‖z,∗ ≤M1‖y − z‖y ≤M1

√
2

K
V [y](z)

and, thus, g is M1/
√
K-Bregman continuous, whence, as it was shown above, g is also

relatively smooth relative to d with L = M1/K.
Thus, we conclude that our algorithms for variational inequalities are also applicable

for solving variational inequalities with Bregman continuous, metrically bounded and
metrically smooth operators. After presenting our method and its convergence rate
we discuss their convergence rate for these types of operators. Moreover, the methods
which we develop in this paper for variational inequalities and saddle-point problems
are applicable to such problems in the presence of inexact information, which is a more
general setting than in [3, 4].

Example 4.6 (Resource sharing problem). An interesting example of a problem in
which a variational inequality with a relatively smooth and monotone operator nat-
urally arises is a resource sharing problem considered in [4] (Example 2.3). In this
example, g(x) = (l1(x1), . . . , ln(xn)) with a loss function li(x) = 1

αi−xi , i = 1, ..., n
where x belongs to the set of feasible resource allocations Q = {x = (x1, . . . , xn) : 0 ≤
xi < αi, x1 + . . . + xn = R} for R > 0, and αi denotes the capacity of the resource
i. This operator has singularities corresponding to αi. Let d(x) =

∑n
i=1

1
1−xi be the

prox-function defined on the feasible set Q. Then the associated Bregman divergence
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is

V [y](x) =

n∑

i=1

(xi − yi)2

(1− xi)(1− yi)2
.

In [4] the authors show that the operator g is Bregman continuous. Since in the
previous example we showed that such operators are relatively smooth, we conclude
that our algorithms are also suitable for the resource sharing problem. Experiments
on this problem can be found in Appendix G.

Example 4.7. Variational Inequalities with monotone Hölder continuous
operator. Assume that V satisfies (1-SC) condition w.r.t. some norm ‖ · ‖ and for a
monotone operator g there exists ν ∈ [0, 1] such that

‖g(x)− g(y)‖∗ ≤ Lν ‖x− y‖ν ∀x, y ∈ Q. (51)

Then, we have 〈g(z)− g(y), z − x〉 ≤ ‖g(z)− g(y)‖∗‖z − x‖ ≤ Lν‖z − y‖ν‖z − x‖

≤ L(δ)

2
||z − x||2 +

L(δ)

2
||z − y||2 + δ ≤ L(δ)V [z](x) + L(δ)V [y](z) + δ (52)

with

L(δ) =

(
1

2δ

) 1−ν
1+ν

L
2

1+ν
ν (53)

with arbitrary δ > 0. In this case ψδ(x, y) := 〈g(y), x− y〉 is a (δ, L, V )-model.

Note that for the previous two examples in Algorithm 3 and Theorem 4.8 we need
V [z](x) to satisfy (1-SC) condition.

Next, we introduce our adaptive method (Algorithm 3) for abstract variational
inequalities with inexact (δ, L, V )-model. This method adapts to the local values of L
and allows us to construct a universal method for variational inequalities by applying
it to VI with Hölder condition (51) for δ = ε

2 and L = L
(
ε
2

)
.

Next, we state the convergence rate result for the proposed method.

Theorem 4.8. For Algorithm 3 the following inequality holds

− 1

SN

N−1∑

k=0

ψδ(x,wk)

Lk+1
≤ V [z0](x)

SN
+ δ + 2δ̃ ∀x ∈ Q. (58)

Moreover,

max
u∈Q

ψ(ŵN , u) ≤ 2Lmaxu∈Q V [z0](u)

N
+ 3δ + 2δ̃,

and Algorithm 3 stops in no more than

⌈
2Lmaxu∈Q V [z0](u)

ε

⌉
(59)
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Algorithm 3 Generalized Mirror Prox for VI

Require: accuracy ε > 0, oracle error δ > 0, initial guess L0 > 0, prox set-up: d(x),
V [z](x).

1: Set k = 0, z0 = arg minu∈Q d(u).
2: repeat
3: Find the smallest integer ik ≥ 0 such that

ψδ(zk+1, zk) ≤ ψδ(zk+1, wk) + ψδ(wk, zk) + Lk+1(V [zk](wk) + V [wk](zk+1)) + δ, (54)

where Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk and

wk = argmin
x∈Q

δ̃ {ψδ(x, zk) + Lk+1V [zk](x)} . (55)

zk+1 = argmin
x∈Q

δ̃ {ψδ(x,wk) + Lk+1V [zk](x)} . (56)

4: until

SN :=

N−1∑

k=0

1

Lk+1
>

max
x∈Q

V [x0](x)

ε
. (57)

Ensure: ŵN = 1∑N−1
k=0

1

Lk+1

∑N−1
k=0

1
Lk+1

wk.

iterations.

Before we prove the theorem, we note that similarly to [3], we can consider any
nonempty bounded convex subset C of the set Q and have similar guarantees for
max
u∈C

ψ(ŵN , u) that plays a role of generalized restricted gap (or merit) function. Thus,

there is no need for the set Q to be bounded.

Proof. After (k+ 1)-th iteration (k = 0, 1, 2 . . .) from (55) and (56) we have, for each
u ∈ Q,

ψδ(wk, zk) ≤ ψδ(u, zk) + Lk+1V [zk](u)− Lk+1V [wk](u)− Lk+1V [zk](wk) + δ̃

and

ψδ(zk+1, wk) ≤ ψδ(u,wk) + Lk+1V [zk](u)− Lk+1V [zk+1](u)− Lk+1V [zk](zk+1) + δ̃.

The first inequality means that

ψδ(wk, zk) ≤ ψδ(zk+1, zk) +Lk+1V [zk](zk+1)−Lk+1V [wk](zk+1)−Lk+1V [zk](wk) + δ̃.

Taking into account (54), we obtain, for all u ∈ Q,

−ψδ(u,wk) ≤ Lk+1V [zk](u)− Lk+1V [zk+1](u) + δ + 2δ̃.
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So, the following inequality holds:

−
N−1∑

k=0

ψδ(u,wk)

Lk+1
≤ V [z0](u)− V [zN ](u) + SN (δ + 2δ̃).

By virtue of (40) and the choice of L0 ≤ 2L, it is guaranteed that Lk+1 ≤ 2L ∀k =
0, N − 1 and we have from Definition 4.1

max
u∈Q

ψ(ŵN , u) ≤ max
u∈Q

ψδ(ŵN , u) + δ (60)

≤ − 1

SN

N−1∑

k=0

ψδ(u,wk)

Lk+1
+ 2δ ≤ 2Lmaxu∈Q V [z0](u)

N
+ 3δ + 2δ̃.

Remark 9 (Bregman continuity and Metric regularity). Let us consider the setting of
Example 4.5. In all the cases we define ψδ(w, u) = 〈g(u), w− u〉. First, if the operator
g is β-Bregman continuous, then, as we show in Example 4.5, it is relatively smooth
relative to d with constant L = β/

√
K. Applying Theorem 4.8 with δ = δ̃ = 0, we

obtain that

max
u∈Q
〈g(u), ŵN − u〉 ≤

2βmaxu∈Q V [z0](u)

N
√
K

,

which has the same dependence on N as the rate in [4].
Let us now consider M0-metrically bounded operator g. As it was shown in Ex-

ample 4.5, this operator is inexactly relatively smooth, which means that ψδ(w, u) =
〈g(u), w − u〉 is an inexact model with L(δ) =

(
M0

δ + β
)
M0

K defined in (50). In this

setting, we have δ̃ = 0 and set δ = ε/6. Applying Theorem 4.8, we obtain

max
u∈Q
〈g(u), ŵN − u〉 ≤

2 maxu∈Q V [z0](u)

N

(
6M0

ε
+ β

)
M0

K
+
ε

2
.

Thus, to obtain an ε-solution, i.e. guarantee max
u∈Q
〈g(u), ŵN − u〉 ≤ ε, it is sufficient to

take N ≥ Ω
(
M2

0 maxu∈Q V [z0](u)
Kε2

)
, which has the same dependence on ε as the bound in

[3].
Finally, we consider M1-metrically smooth operator g. According to Example 4.5,

this operator is also relatively smooth with L = M1/K. Applying Theorem 4.8, we
obtain

max
u∈Q
〈g(u), ŵN − u〉 ≤

2M1 maxu∈Q V [z0](u)

NK
.

A very close convergence rate is obtained in [3], yet without explicit dependence on
M1 and K.

Note that in all three examples the same rate holds for max
u∈C
〈g(u), ŵN − u〉 where

C is any non-empty bounded convex subset of Q. Thus, there is no need for the set Q
to be bounded.
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Remark 10. In the setting of Example 4.7, we set, for any desired accuracy ε > 0,
δ = ε

2 and L = L
(
ε
2

)
according to (53). Then from (59), we obtain that Algorithm 3

has the following complexity to guarantee

⌈
2 inf
ν∈[0,1]

(
2Lν
ε

) 2

1+ν

·max
u∈Q

V [z0](u)

⌉
. (61)

Note that estimate (61) is optimal for variational inequalities and saddle-point prob-
lems in the cases ν = 0 and ν = 1.

Thus, the introduced concept of the (δ, L, V )-model for variational inequalities al-
lows us to extend the previously proposed universal method for VI to a wider class of
problems, including mixed variational inequalities [6, 39] and composite saddle-point
problems [10].

Remark 11. The authors of [4] propose an adaptive Mirror-Prox algorithm for varia-
tional inequalities with Bregman continuous operator, i.e. satisfying inequality similar
to (47). As we show above in Example 4.6, this setting is covered by our concept of
relative smoothness for operators and, thus, also by our notion of inexact model for
variational inequalities. At the same time their algorithm has an important difference
with our algorithm in terms of the choice of the stepsize. In our Algorithm 3, the role
of the stepsize is played by 1/Lk+1, and it may happen, since Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk with
ik ≥ 0, that the stepsize is increasing between iterations leading to faster convergence
in practice. On the contrary, the stepsize in [4] is non-increasing. We illustrate the
importance of the possibility to increase the stepsize in computational experiments
in Appendix D for non-smooth saddle-point problems by comparing our method with
ik ≥ 0 and with ik ≥ 1. The same remark holds also for a very recent preprint [3],
where an adaptive Mirror-Prox algorithm for metrically regular problems was pro-
posed with optimal bounds for metrically bounded and metrically smooth operators.
This method also uses decreasing stepsizes. Finally, both papers [3, 4] do not consider
any inexactness for their adaptive methods. Only for the non-adaptive method in [4]
they prove convergence rate in the setting of stochastic errors in the operator values,
the setting we do not consider here.

Now we introduce an inexact model for saddle-point problems. The solution of
variational inequalities reduces the so-called saddle-point problems, in which for a
convex in u and concave in v functional f(u, v) : Rn1+n2 → R (u ∈ Q1 ⊂ Rn1 and
v ∈ Q2 ⊂ Rn2) needs to be found the point (u∗, v∗) such that:

f(u∗, v) ≤ f(u∗, v∗) ≤ f(u, v∗) (62)

for arbitrary u ∈ Q1 and v ∈ Q2. Let Q = Q1 ×Q2 ⊂ Rn1+n2 . For x = (u, v) ∈ Q, we

assume that ||x|| =
√
||u||21 + ||v||22 (|| · ||1 and || · ||2 are the norms in the spaces Rn1

and Rn2 , respectively). We agree to denote x = (ux, vx), y = (uy, vy) ∈ Q.
It is well known that for a sufficiently smooth function f with respect to u and v

the problem (62) reduces to VI with an operator g(x) = (f ′u(ux, vx), −f ′v(ux, vx)).
For saddle-point problems we propose some adaptation of the concept of the

(δ, L, V )-model for abstract variational inequality.

Definition 4.9. We say that the function ψδ(x, y) (ψδ : Rn1+n2 × Rn1+n2 → R)
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is a (δ, L, V )-model for the saddle-point problem (62) if the conditions (ii) – (v) of
Definition 4.1 hold and in addition

f(uy, vx)− f(ux, vy) ≤ −ψδ(x, y) + δ ∀x, y ∈ Q. (63)

Example 4.10. The proposed concept of the (δ, L, V )-model for saddle-point prob-
lems is quite applicable, for example, for composite saddle-point problems of the form
considered in the popular paper [10]:

f(u, v) = f̃(u, v) + h(u)− ϕ(v) (64)

for some convex in u and concave in v subdifferentiable functions f̃ , as well as convex
functions h and ϕ. In this case, we can put

ψδ(x, y) = 〈g̃(y), x− y〉+ h(ux) + ϕ(vx)− h(uy)− ϕ(vy), (65)

where

g̃(y) =

(
g̃u(uy, vy)
−g̃v(uy, vy)

)
.

for some g̃u ∈ ∂uf(uy, vy) and g̃v ∈ −∂vf(uy, vy).

Theorem 4.8 implies

Theorem 4.11. If for the saddle-point problem (62) there is a (δ, L, V )-model
ψδ(x, y), then after stopping the algorithm we get a point

ŷN = (uŷN , vŷN ) := (ûN , v̂N ) :=
1

SN

N−1∑

k=0

yk
Lk+1

, (66)

for which the following inequality is true:

max
v∈Q2

f(ûN , v)− min
u∈Q1

f(u, v̂N ) ≤
2Lmax(u,v)∈Q V [u0, v0](u, v)

N
+ 2δ̃ + 2δ. (67)

5. Inexact Model for Strongly Monotone VI

In this section similarly with the concept of (δ, L, µ,m, V )-model in optimization we
consider an inexact model for VI with a stronger version of the monotonicity condition
(39).

Definition 5.1. We say that functional ψ has (δ, L, µ, V )-model ψδ(x, y) at a given
point y if the following properties hold for each x, y, z ∈ Q:

(i) ψ(x, y) ≤ ψδ(x, y) + δ;
(ii) ψδ(x, y) convex in the first variable;
(iii) ψδ(x, y) continuous in x and y;
(iii) ψδ(x, x) = 0;
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(iv) (µ-strong δ-monotonicity)

ψδ(x, y) + ψδ(y, x) + µ‖x− y‖2 ≤ δ; (68)

(v) (generalized relative smoothness)

ψδ(x, y) ≤ ψδ(x, z) + ψδ(z, y) + LV [z](x) + LV [y](z) + δ (69)

for some fixed values L > 0, δ > 0.

Remark 12. We note that we can not replace ‖x− y‖2 by V [y](x) in (68) since it is
essentially used in the proof of Theorem 5.2.

Now we propose a method with a linear rate of convergence for VI with (δ, L, µ, V )-
model. We slightly modify the assumptions on prox-function d(x). Namely, we assume
that argminx∈Q d(x) = 0 and that d is bounded on the unit ball in the chosen norm
‖ · ‖, that is

d(x) ≤ Ω

2
, ∀x ∈ Q : ‖x‖ ≤ 1, (70)

where Ω is some known constant. Note that for standard proximal setups Ω =
O(ln dimE). Finally, we assume that we are given a starting point x0 ∈ Q and a
number R0 > 0 such that ‖x0 − x∗‖2 ≤ R2

0, where x∗ is the solution to abstract VI.
The procedure of restating of Algorithm 3 is applicable for abstract strongly monotone
variational inequalities.

Algorithm 4 Restarted Generalized Mirror Prox

Require: accuracy ε > 0, µ > 0, Ω s.t. d(x) ≤ Ω
2 ∀x ∈ Q : ‖x‖ ≤ 1; x0, R0 s.t.‖x0 −

x∗‖2 ≤ R2
0.

1: Set p = 0, d0(x) = R2
0d
(
x−x0

R0

)
.

2: repeat
3: Set xp+1 as the output of Algorithm 3 after Np iterations of Algorithm 3 with

prox-function dp(·) and stopping criterion
∑Np−1

k=0
1

Lk+1
≥ Ω

µ .

4: Set R2
p+1 = R2

0 · 2−(p+1) + 2(1− 2−(p+1)) δ+2δ̃
µ .

5: Set dp+1(x)← R2
p+1d

(
x−xp+1

Rp+1

)
.

6: Set p = p+ 1.

7: until p > log2
R2

0

ε
Ensure: xp+1.

Theorem 5.2. Assume that ψδ is a (δ, L, µ, V )-model for ψ. Also assume that the
prox function d(x) satisfies (70) and the starting point x0 ∈ Q and a number R0 > 0
are such that ‖x0 − x∗‖2 ≤ R2

0, where x∗ is the solution to (38). Then, for each p ≥ 0

‖xp − x∗‖2 ≤ R2
0 · 2−p +

2δ

µ
+

4δ̃

µ
≤ ε+

2δ

µ
+

4δ̃

µ
.
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The total number of iterations of the inner Algorithm 3 does not exceed

⌈
2LΩ

µ
· log2

R2
0

ε

⌉
, (71)

where Ω satisfies (70).

Proof. We show by induction that for p ≥ 0

‖xp − x∗‖2 ≤ R2
0 · 2−p + 2(1− 2−p)

(
δ

µ
+

2δ̃

µ

)
, (72)

which leads to the statement of the Theorem. For p = 0 this inequality holds by the
theorem’s assumption. Assuming that (72) holds for some p ≥ 0, our goal is to prove
(72) for p + 1 considering the outer iteration p + 1. Observe that the function dp(x)
defined in Algorithm 4 is 1-strongly convex w.r.t. the norm ‖ · ‖/Rp.

Using the definition of dp(·) and (70), we have, since xp = argminx∈Q dp(x)

Vp[xp](x∗) = dp(x∗)− dp(xp)− 〈∇dp(xp), x∗ − xp〉 ≤ dp(x∗) ≤
R2
pΩ

2
.

Denote by

SNp :=

Np−1∑

k=0

1

Lk+1
.

Thus, by Theorem 4.8, taking u = x∗, we obtain

− 1

SNp

Np−1∑

k=0

ψδ(x∗, wk)

Lk+1
≤
R2
pVp[xp](x∗)

SNp
+ δ + 2δ̃ ≤

ΩR2
p

2SNp
+ δ + 2δ̃.

Since the operator ψ is continuous and abstract monotone, we can assume that the
solution to weak VI (36) is also a strong solution and −ψ(wk, x∗) ≤ 0, k = 0, ..., Np−1
and, by Definition 5.1 (i), −ψδ(ωk, x∗) ≤ δ (k = 0, . . . , Np − 1). This and (68) give,
that for each k = 0, ..., Np − 1,

−ψδ(x∗, wk) ≥ −δ − ψδ(x∗, wk)− ψδ(wk, x∗) ≥ −δ + µ‖wk − x∗‖2,
−ψδ(x∗, ωk) ≥ −δ − ψδ(x∗, ωk)− ψδ(ωk, x∗) ≥ −δ + µ‖ωk − x∗‖2.

Thus, by the convexity of the squared norm, we obtain

−2δ + µ‖xp+1 − x∗‖2 = −2δ + µ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

SNp

Np−1∑

k=0

wk
Lk+1

− x∗

∥∥∥∥∥∥

2

≤ −2δ +
µ

SNp

Np−1∑

k=0

‖wk − x∗‖2
Lk+1

≤ −2δ − 1

SNp

Np−1∑

k=0

ψδ(x∗, wk)

Lk+1
≤

ΩR2
p

2SNp
− δ + 2δ̃.
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Using the stopping criterion SNp ≥ Ω
µ we can put Np =

⌈
2LΩ
µ

⌉
and

‖xp+1 − x∗‖2 ≤
R2
p

2
+
δ + 2δ̃

µ
=

1

2

(
R2

0 · 2−p + 2(1− 2−p)
δ + 2δ̃

µ

)
+
δ + 2δ̃

µ

= R2
0 · 2−(p+1) + 2(1− 2−(p+1))

(
δ

µ
+

2δ̃

µ

)
,

which finishes the proof by induction.

Remark 13. If for some m > 0 ψδ(x, y) is an m-strongly convex function in x, then
for Algorithm 4 we can prove the following estimate

‖xp − x∗‖2 ≤ R2
0 · 2−p +

2δ

m+ µ
+

4δ̃

m+ µ
≤ ε+

2δ

m+ µ
+

4δ̃

m+ µ

for each p ≥ 0 and instead of (71) we obtain

⌈
2LΩ

m+ µ
· log2

R2
0

ε

⌉
. (73)

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we consider convex optimization problem (1). It is well known (see
[16, 23, 34]) that if there is an inexact gradient ∇δf(y) of f , s.t., for all x, y ∈ Q,

f(y) + 〈∇δf(y), x− y〉 − δ1 ≤ f(x) ≤ f(y) + 〈∇δf(y), x− y〉+
L

2
‖x− y‖22 + δ2, (74)

then the corresponding versions of Gradient Method (GM) and Fast Gradient Method
(FGM) have the convergence rate

f(xN )− f(x∗) = O

(
LR2

Np
+ δ1 +Np−1δ2

)
, (75)

where p = 1 corresponds to GM and p = 2 corresponds to FGM, x∗ is a solution
of (1), R is an upper bound for ‖x0 − x∗‖2. We show4 that under an appropriate
generalization of (74) to

f(y) + ψδ(x, y)− δ1 ≤ f(x) ≤ f(y) + ψδ(x, y) +
L

2
‖x− y‖22 + δ2

as well as appropriate generalizations of GM and FGM, the sequence generated by
these methods satisfies (75). It should be noted that, despite there are many variants
of FGM, we are aware of only one which can be generalized for problems with inexact
model, namely accelerated mirror descent type of FGM [25, 42, 72]. An important

4For simplicity in the paper we consider the case δ1 = δ2 = δ, but one can easily rewrite all the results of this
paper to obtain (75). See [34] for details.
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feature of this method is that it requires only one projection step on each iteration. A
primal-dual extension of the proposed framework is made in [73].

We also show that in the case of µ-strongly convex objective (model) the estimate
(75) can be improved to

f(xN )− f(x∗) = O

(
∆f exp

(
−O(1)

(µ
L

) 1

p

N

)
+ δ1 +

(
L

µ

) p−1

2

δ2

)
,

where ∆f = f(x0)− f(x∗), p = 1 for GM and p = 2 for restarted FGM.
In this paper we also propose a generalization of this inexact model framework for

saddle-point problems and variational inequalities. We consider universal (adaptive)
generalizations in the spirit of [56] and relative smoothness generalizations, generaliz-
ing the framework [7, 46] from optimization problems to saddle-point problems and
VI. We also investigate the sensitivity of the convergence results to the accuracy of
auxiliary minimization on each iteration.

Due to the lack of the space we only briefly mention here an extension of our
framework for block-coordinate descent using the randomized version of FGM in [26]
and stochastic optimization problems using the ideas from [30]. For the latter case
we indicate that if we additionally assume that δ1, δ2 are independently chosen at
each iteration random variables such that Eδ1 = 0 and δ1,

√
δ2 have correspondingly

(δ′1)2-subgaussian variance and δ′2-subgaussian second moment [34] then with a high
probability (75) changes to

f(xN )− f(x∗) = Õ

(
LR2

Np
+

δ′1√
N

+Np−1δ′2

)
.

From this result and mini-batch trick [30] one can obtain the main estimates for convex
and strongly convex stochastic optimization problems [21, 28, 34, 41].

As further generalizations we point a generalization for tensor methods [31, 58] and
for incremental and variance reduction methods for finite-sum minimization [14, 44].
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Appendix A. Auxiliary facts

Let us comment the inexact solution of the auxiliary problem.

Remark 14. We can show that if x̃ ∈ Arg minδ̃x∈Q Ψ(x), then Ψ(x̃) − Ψ(x∗) ≤ δ.

Indeed, we have Ψ(x∗) ≥ Ψ(x̃) + 〈h, x∗ − x̃〉 ≥ Ψ(x̃) − δ̃. The converse statement is
not always true. However, for some general cases we can resolve the problem (see [32]
and Example A.1).

Example A.1. Let us show an example, how we can resolve the problem in Remark
14. Note, that if Ψ(x) is µ-strongly convex; has L-Lipschitz continuous gradient in ‖ ·‖
norm. To say more precisely

L = max
‖h‖≤1,x∈[x̃,x∗]

〈h,∇2Ψ(x)h〉.

and R = maxx,y∈Q ‖x− y‖, then Ψ(x̃)−Ψ(x∗) ≤ ε̃ entails that [71]

δ̃ ≤ (LR+ ‖∇Ψ(x∗)‖∗)
√

2ε̃/µ, (A1)

where x∗ = argminx∈Q Ψ(x). If one can guarantee that ∇Ψ(x∗) = 0, then (A1) can be

improved δ̃ ≤ R
√

2Lε̃.

Appendix B. Proof for Lemma 3.7

Proof. In view of the definition (24) of sequence αk+1, we have:

AN ≤ AN (1 + µAN−1 +mAN−1) = LN (AN −AN−1)2

≤ LN (A
1/2
N −A1/2

N−1)2(A
1/2
N +A

1/2
N−1)2 ≤ 4LNAN (A

1/2
N −A1/2

N−1)2.

We can see that

A
1/2
N ≥ A1/2

N−1 +
1

2
√
LN

and

AN ≥
1

4

(
N−1∑

k=0

1√
Lk+1

)2

.
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For the case when µ+m > 0 we obtain:

(µ+m)AN−1AN ≤ AN (1 + µAN−1 +mAN−1) ≤ 4LNAN (A
1/2
N −A1/2

N−1)2.

From the fact that A1 = 1/L1 and the last inequality we can show that

A
1/2
N ≥

(
1 +

√
µ+m

4LN

)
A

1/2
N−1 ≥

1√
L1

N−1∏

k=1

(
1 +

√
µ+m

4Lk+1

)
.

Appendix C. Fast gradient method with (δ, L, µ,m, V, ‖ · ‖)-model.
Restart technique.

Let us consider the case of a smooth strongly convex function f and show how to
accelerate the work of Algorithm 2 using the restart technique. Let us assume that

ψδ(x, x∗) ≥ 0 ∀x ∈ Q. (C1)

Note that this assumption is natural, e.g. ψδ(x, y) := 〈∇f(y), x − y〉 ∀x, y ∈ Q. We
also modify the concept of µ-strong convexity in the following way.

Definition C.1. We say that the function f is a left relative µ-strongly convex if the
following inequality

µV [x](y) ≤ f(x)− f(y)− ψδ(x, y) ∀x, y ∈ Q

holds.

Remark 15. Let us remind that if d(x− y) ≤ Cn ‖x− y‖2 for Cn = O(log n), (where
n is the dimension of vectors from Q) then V [y](x) ≤ Cn ‖x− y‖2. This assumption
is true for many standard proximal setups. In this case the condition of (µCn)-strong
convexity

µCn ‖x− y‖2 + fδ(y) + ψδ(x, y) ≤ f(x)

entails right relative strong convexity:

µV [y](x) + fδ(y) + ψδ(x, y) ≤ f(x).

Note that the concepts of right and left relative strongly convexity from Definitions
2.1 and C.1 are equivalent in the case of an assumption from Remark 15 (V [x](y) ≤
Cn‖x− y‖2 for each x, y ∈ Q).

We show that using the restart technique can also accelerate the work of non-
adaptive version of Algorithm 1 (Lk+1 = L) for (δ, L, 0, 0, V, ‖ · ‖)-model and relative
µ-strongly convex function f in the sense of Definition C.1:

µV [x](y) + f(y) + ψδ(x, y)− δ ≤ f(x) ≤ f(y) + ψδ(x, y) +
L

2
‖x− y‖2 + δ.
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for each x, y ∈ Q. By Theorem 3.4 and Remark 6, we have:

f(xN )− f(x∗) ≤
4LV [x0](x∗)

N2
+

4Lδ̃

N
+ 2Nδ. (C2)

Consider the case of relatively µ-strongly convex function f . We will use the restart
technique to obtain the method for strongly convex functions.

Theorem C.2. Let f be a left relative µ-strongly convex function and ψδ(x, y) is a

(δ, L, 0, 0, V, ‖·‖)-model. Let δ and δ̃ satisfy 4µ
√

10
L

(
5δ
⌈√

L
µ

⌉3
+ δ̃L

⌈√
L
µ

⌉)
≤ ε. Then,

using the restarts of Algorithm 1, we need

N =

⌈
log2

µR2

ε

⌉
·
⌈√

10L

µ

⌉
.

iterations to achieve an ε accuracy by function: f(xN )− f(x∗) ≤ ε.

Proof. By (C2) and Definition C.1, we have:

µV [xN1
](x∗) ≤ f(xN1

)− f(x∗) ≤
4LV [x0](x∗)

N2
+

4Lδ̃

N
+ 2Nδ. (C3)

Let’s choose N1 so that the following inequality holds:

4Lδ̃

N1
+ 2N1δ ≤

LV [x0](x∗)

N2
1

. (C4)

We restart method as V [xN1
](x∗) ≤ V [x0](x∗)

2 . Using (C3), we obtain an estimation for

the number of iterations on the first restart:
5L

µN2
1

≤ 1

2
. Therefore, let’s choose

N1 =

⌈√
10L

µ

⌉
. (C5)

Then after N1 iterations we restart method. Similarly, we restart after N2 iterations,

such that V [xN2
](x∗) ≤ V [xN1 ](x∗)

2 . We obtain N2 =
⌈√

10L
µ

⌉
. So, after p-th restart the

total number of iterations is M = p ·
⌈√

10L
µ

⌉
.

Now let’s consider how many iterations are needed to achieve the accuracy ε =

f(xNp) − f(x∗). From (C2) and (C5) we take p =

⌈
log2

µR2

ε

⌉
and the total number

of iterations is M =

⌈
log2

µR2

ε

⌉
·
⌈√

10L

µ

⌉
.

We have chosen our errors as δ and δ̃ to satisfy (C4). Indeed, from (C4) using

40



Nk =

⌈√
10L

µ

⌉
we can deduce the following inequality:

ε ≥ 4
√

10µ

L


5δ

⌈√
L

µ

⌉3

+ δ̃L

⌈√
L

µ

⌉
 .

One can see that such a choice of δ and δ̃ as above satisfies that inequality.

Remark 16. Partially, we can choose δ = O

(
εL

µ
⌈√

10L

µ

⌉3

)
and δ̃ = O

(
ε

µ
⌈√

10L

µ

⌉
)

.

Appendix D. Numerical results for some different geometrical problems

To show the advantages of the proposed Algorithm 3, a series of numerical experiments
were performed for different examples.

We consider an example of a variational inequality with a non-smooth and non-
strongly monotone operator, i.e. with ν = 0, for which the proposed Algorithm 3,
due to its adaptivity to the level of smoothness of the problem, in practice works
with iteration complexity much smaller than the predicted by theory. We compare the
performance of Algorithm 3, with two different approaches for step-size selection, the
first one is the proposed procedure in this paper, i.e. with Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk, the second
procedure with Lk+1 = 2ikLk, i.e. with a non-increasing stepsize similarly to [4], for
three different geometrical problems with some non-smooth functional constraints.

Let Q be a convex compact set and Ak ∈ Rn, k = 1, ..., N be a given set of N points.
The first problem is naturally connected with the analogue of the well-known

smallest covering circle problem. For this problem we need to solve the following op-
timization problem

min
x∈Q

{
f(x) := max

1≤k≤N
‖x−Ak‖2

∣∣∣∣∣ ϕp(x) :=

n∑

i=1

αpi|xi| − 1 ≤ 0 , p = 1, ...,m

}
. (D1)

The second problem is naturally connected with the analogue of the well-known
Fermat–Torricelli–Steiner problem. For this problem we need to solve the following
optimization problem

min
x∈Q

{
f(x) :=

N∑

k=1

‖x−Ak‖2
∣∣∣∣∣ ϕp(x) :=

n∑

i=1

αpi|xi| − 1 ≤ 0 , p = 1, ...,m

}
. (D2)

The third problem is connected with problem of the best approximation of the
distance from the given set Q. For this problem, let A /∈ Q be a given point, we need
to solve the following optimization problem

min
x∈Q

{
f(x) := ‖x−A‖2

∣∣∣∣∣ ϕp(x) :=

n∑

i=1

αpi|xi| − 1 ≤ 0 , p = 1, ...,m

}
. (D3)
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The coefficients αpi, in (D1), (D2) and (D3) are drawn from the standard normal
distribution and then truncated to be positive.

The corresponding Lagrange saddle-point problem is defined as

min
x∈Q1

max−→
λ=(λ1,λ2,...,λm)T∈Q2

L(x, λ) := f(x) +

m∑

p=1

λpϕp(x),

This problem is equivalent to the variational inequality with monotone bounded op-
erator

g(x, λ) =


 ∇f(x) +

m∑
p=1

λp∇ϕp(x),

(−ϕ1(x),−ϕ2(x), . . . ,−ϕm(x))T


 .

For simplicity, we assume that there exist (potentially very large) bound for the optimal

Lagrange multiplier
−→
λ ∗, which allows us to compactify the feasible set for the pair

(x,
−→
λ ) to be an Euclidean ball of some radius.

We run Algorithm 3 for different values of n and m with standard Euclidean prox-

structure and the starting point (x0,
−→
λ 0) = 1√

m+n
1 ∈ Rn+m, where 1 is the vector of

all ones. Points Ak, k = 1, ..., N , in (D1), (D2) and the point A in (D3) are chosen
randomly from standard normal distribution. The set Q1 is chosen as the unit ball in
Rn, also Q2 is chosen as the unit ball in Rm+ .

All experiments were implemented in Python 3.4, on a computer fitted with Intel(R)
Core(TM) i7-8550U CPU @ 1.80GHz, 1992 Mhz, 4 Core(s), 8 Logical Processor(s).
RAM of the computer is 8 GB.

The results of the comparison, for problems (D1), (D2) and (D3), are represented
in Tables D1, D2 and D3, respectively. These results demonstrate the number of the
produced iterations to reach the ε-solution of the three considered problems, and the
running time of the algorithm in seconds, with different values of ε ∈ {1/2i, i =
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}.

In general, from all conducted experiments, we can see that, in order to the number
of iterations and the running time, the proposed procedure of the step-size selection
in Algorithm 3 is the best, the efficiency of this procedure is represented by its very
high execution speed, where by the proposed Algorithm 3 one needs a few seconds and
part of seconds to achieve the solution and to reach its stopping criterion.

Table D1.: The results for the problem D1, with n = 100,m = 100 and N = 50.

1
ε

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk.

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ikLk.

Iterations Time (sec.) Iterations Time (sec.)
2 6 0.242 82 3.985
4 7 0.272 163 9.207
8 8 0.330 646 35.780
16 10 0.443 2587 142.047
32 11 0.479 10371 530.594
64 12 0.513 41558 2081.414
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Table D2.: The results for the problem (D2), with n = 100,m = 100 and N = 50.

1
ε

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk.

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ikLk.

Iterations Time (sec.) Iterations Time (sec.)
2 8 2.997 95 27.527
4 9 3.459 189 52.421
8 11 4.346 378 105.997
16 12 4.124 756 218.519
32 13 4.615 1511 473.350
64 15 5.195 3021 881.917

Table D3.: The results for the problem D3, with n = 500 and m = 100.

1
ε

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk.

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ikLk.

Iterations Time (sec.) Iterations Time (sec.)
2 8 1.273 86 11.293
4 9 1.365 342 42.407
8 10 1.491 684 100.926
16 12 1.837 1367 171.827
32 13 1.982 2733 358.685
64 15 2.382 5465 732.999

Appendix E. Numerical results for relatively smooth objective function

Let

f(x) :=
1

4
‖Ax− b‖44 +

1

2
‖Cx− d‖22.

where A,C ∈ Rn×n and b, d ∈ Rn [46]. We consider the following constrained opti-
mization problem

min
x∈Q

{
f(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ϕp(x) :=

n∑

i=1

αpixi − 1 ≤ 0 , p = 1, ...,m

}
, (E1)

where Q is a convex compact, αpi are drawn from the standard normal distribution and
then truncated to be positive. The corresponding Lagrange saddle-point problem and
the monotone non-smooth operator associated with the variational inequality problem,
defined similarly as in the Appendix D.

We run Algorithm 3, for different values of n and m with standard Euclidean prox-
structure and the same inputs as in Appendix D. The results are represented in Table
E1. These results demonstrate the number of the produced iterations, by Algorithm
3, to reach the ε-solution of (E1), and the running time of the algorithm in seconds,
with different values of ε ∈ {1/2i, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}.

Now let us consider the unconstrained case of this relatively smooth optimization
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Table E1.: The results of Algorithm 3, for problem (E1), with different values of m
and n.

1
ε

n = 100,m = 10 n = 200,m = 10
Iterations Time (sec.) Iterations Time (sec.)

2 2486 12.603 5271 38.381
4 4792 23.380 10084 73.649
8 9380 43.940 19589 140.668
16 18503 86.753 38406 269.261
32 36686 186.048 75610 537.010
64 72990 369.457 149761 1066.677

n = 300,m = 10 n = 400,m = 10
2 7921 79.872 11076 134.754
4 15581 145.664 22027 264.115
8 31082 318.656 43917 527.536
16 62085 612.985 87686 1041.121
32 124099 1258.532 175198 2098.559
64 248135 2424.470 350201 4189.408

n = 100,m = 50 n = 200,m = 50
2 2491 38.386 5472 139.710
4 4813 72.719 10767 273.139
8 9456 142.670 21341 551.234
16 18803 282.562 42465 1077.094
32 37630 569.258 84703 2256.059
64 75438 1140.276 169159 4388.328

problem:

min
x
f(x) :=

1

4
‖Ax− b‖44 +

1

2
‖Cx− d‖22, (E2)

where A,C ∈ Rn×n and b, d ∈ Rn. f is L-smooth relative to h(x) := 1
4‖x‖42 + 1

2‖x‖22
with constant

L = 3‖A‖4 + 6‖A‖3‖b‖2 + 3‖A‖2‖b‖22 + ‖C‖2.

In Figure E1 we compare the performance of Gradient Method for relatively smooth
problems [46] and Adaptive Gradient Method proposed in this paper. Components of
A, C, b, and d are drawn from the uniform distribution U(0.95, 1.05). The horizontal
axis is the number of solved auxiliary problems (11), and therefore the plot is not
strictly decreasing. The graph shows that adaptive choice of local Lipschitz constant
improves the convergence of the gradient method.

Appendix F. Numerical results for D-optimal design problem

Let us consider the D-optimal design problem:

min
x
f(x) := − ln det(HXH>) s.t. 〈e, x〉 = 1, x ≥ 0, (F1)
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Figure E1.: The results of Adaptive GM (Algorithm 1) for problem (E2) with n = 100.

where x ∈ Rn, X = Diag(x), H ∈ Rm×n, e = (1, 1, ..., 1)>. f is 1-smooth relative to
h(x) := −∑n

j=1 lnxj .
Note that simplicial constraints of the problem are satisfied for the solutions sup-

plied by the considered methods (Algorithm 1) due to the use of a special procedure
described in [46] for solving the auxiliary problem (11), which is based on the form of
the function h and the structure of constraints of this particular problem.

In this experiment, we consider several cases for different L step sizes in the adaptive
choice procedure in Algorithm 1. Instead of iteration over values of local Lipschitz
constant with fixed step ζ = 2:

Lk+1 = 2ikLk

we introduce ζ > 1 as a hyperparameter of the algorithm:

Lk+1 = ζikLk,

In Figure F1 we compare the performance of the Gradient Method for relatively
smooth problems [46] and Adaptive Gradient Method proposed in this paper with
different L stepsizes ζ. Part of diagonal components of H are drawn from the uniform
distribution U(0, 1) and the other part from the U(0, 200), off-diagonal elements are
sparsely drawn from U(0, 1) (proportion of nonzero elements is 0.05). The graph shows
that the adaptive choice of the local Lipschitz constant improves the convergence of the
gradient method, and the convergence rate can be controlled by the ζ hyperparameter
tuning. The vertical axis of the graph measures f(xN )− f∗ in logarithmic scale with
f∗ estimated as f∗ ≥ f(xN )−R where R is defined by (12).

Appendix G. Numerical results for resource sharing problem

In this section, we report the results of a series of numerical experiments for the
resource sharing problem (RS-Problem) [4]. This problem can be briefly described as
follows.

Consider a set of n resources i ∈ I = {1, 2, . . . , n} serving a stream of demands that
arrive at a rate of r per unit of time. If the load on the i-th resource is xi, the expected
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Figure F1.: The results of Adaptive GM (Algorithm 1) for problem (F1) with m = 100,
n = 200.

service time in the standard Kleinrock model5 is given by the following loss function

li(x) =
1

αi − xi
,

where αi denotes the capacity of the resource. The set of feasible resource allocations
is Q = {(x1, . . . , xn) : 0 ≤ xi < αi, x1 + . . . + xn = R}. If we set the operator
g : Q → Rn, such that g(x) = (l1(x1), . . . , ln(xn)). The point x∗ is an equilibrium
allocation if and only if it is a solution of the corresponding variational inequality
problem for the operator g.

Let d(x) =
∑n

i=1
1

1−xi , the prox set-up given on the feasible set Q, then the associ-
ated Bregman divergence is

V [y](x) =

n∑

i=1

(xi − yi)2

(1− xi)(1− yi)2

By this setting, the operator g is 1√
2
-Bregman continuous [4] and relatively 1

2 -smooth

relative to d (see Examples 4.3 and 4.6).

For the experiments, in the operator g, we take αi =
√

3
2 , for all i = 1, ..., n and

R = n
2 . We run Algorithm 3, for different values of n and ε. The starting point(

1
2 , . . . ,

1
2

)
∈ Rn, for this, in order to the stopping criterion (57), we have the following

estimate max
x∈Q

V [x0](x) ≤ 4n.

We compare the performance of Algorithm 3, for n = 100, 250, 500 and ε ∈
{1

2 ,
1
4 ,

1
8 ,

1
16 ,

1
32 ,

1
64}, with three different approaches for step-size selection, the first

one is a non-adaptive variant with fixed step-size L= 0.5, the second is the proposed
procedure in this paper, i.e. with Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk, the third one is the procedure with
Lk+1 = 2ikLk, i.e. non-increasing stepsize. The results of the comparison are presented
in Tables G1.

As shown by the results of experiments, in Table G1, the required number of steps
and required time to achieve the necessary stopping criterion increases if the stepsize

5see: L. Kleinrock: Queueing Systems, volume 1: Theory. John Wiley & Sons, New York, NY, 1975.
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is not allowed to increase as in Algorithm 1 in [4]. Moreover, from the results listed
in Table G1, we can see that the performance of the algorithm, in this case, is better
than the non-adaptive version with the fixed stepsize.

Table G1.: The results for RS-Problem, with different values of n and ε.

1
ε

Non-Adaptive Algor-
ithm 3, with L = 0.5.

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk.

Algorithm 3, with
Lk+1 = 2ikLk.

Iterations Time (sec.) Iterations Time (sec.) Iterations Time (sec.)
n = 100

2 400 11.67684 5 0.14099 40 1.13174
4 800 20.13218 6 0.15329 80 2.31981
8 1600 40.18136 7 0.18168 160 4.55859
16 3200 89.0930 8 0.20135 320 11.27592
32 > 4000 > 100 9 0.23584 640 16.20664
64 > 4000 > 100 10 0.25457 1280 32.53708

n = 250
2 1000 164.46193 6 1.0216 100 16.49735
4 2000 326.25757 7 1.3804 200 31.96703
8 > 3400 > 550 8 1.32271 400 63.91887
16 > 3400 > 550 9 1.52729 800 135.69973
32 > 3400 > 550 10 1.686 1600 264.14918
64 > 3400 > 550 11 1.82691 3200 525.27188

n = 500
2 > 600 > 500 7 5.78455 200 167.49536
4 > 600 > 500 8 6.60655 400 331.99859
8 > 600 > 500 9 7.34555 > 554 > 500
16 > 600 > 500 10 8.38423 > 554 > 500
32 > 600 > 500 11 9.3096 > 554 > 500
64 > 600 > 500 12 10.15076 > 554 > 500

Since the running time of the non-adaptive variant with fixed step-size of Al-
gorithm 3 and the variant with non-increasing stepsize is big (as we saw from
the listed results in Table G1) and for more illustration of the results of the pro-
posed Algorithm 3 (with Lk+1 = 2ik−1Lk) and to show the slope of the lines,
that illustrate the running time and the number of iterations as a function of
ε, we run only proposed Algorithm 3 for n = 100, 250, 500, 1000, 1500, 2000 with
ε ∈

{
1
2 ,

1
4 ,

1
8 ,

1
16 ,

1
32 ,

1
64 , and 5× 10−i, 10−i : i = 3, 4, 5, 6

}
. (see Fig. G1 and Fig. G2).

As we see, the slope of the lines is much smaller than what is predicted by the theory,
and the adaptivity of the method allows to accelerate the convergence in practice.
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Figure G1.: The results of Algorithm 3. The running time as a function of ε, for RS-
Problem, with different values of n and ε. The pictures on the left and the right show
the results with ε ∈ {1

2 ,
1
4 ,

1
8 ,

1
16 ,

1
32 ,

1
64}. The picture on the middle shows the results

with ε ∈
{

5× 10−i, 10−i : i = 3, 4, 5, 6
}

.

Figure G2.: The results of Algorithm 3. The number of iterations as a function of ε,
for RS-Problem, with different values of n and ε. The pictures on the left and the
right show the results with ε ∈ {1

2 ,
1
4 ,

1
8 ,

1
16 ,

1
32 ,

1
64}. The picture on the middle shows

the results with ε ∈
{

5× 10−i, 10−i : i = 3, 4, 5, 6
}

.
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