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Iterative Implicit Gradients for Nonconvex Optimization with
Variational Inequality Constraints

Harshal D. Kaushik and Ming Jin

Abstract— We propose an implicit gradient based scheme
for a constrained optimization problem with nonconvex loss
function, which can be potentially used to analyze a variety
of applications in machine learning, including meta-learning,
hyperparameter optimization, and reinforcement learning. The
proposed algorithm is based on the iterative differentiation
(ITD) strategy. We extend the convergence and rate analysis of
the current literature of bilevel optimization to a constrained
bilevel structure with the motivation of learning under con-
straints. For addressing bilevel optimization using any first-
order scheme, it involves the gradient of the inner-level optimal
solution with respect to the outer variable (implicit gradient).
In this paper, taking into account of a possible large-scale
structure, we propose an efficient way of obtaining the implicit
gradient. We further provide error bounds with respect to the
true gradients. Further, we provide nonasymptotic rate results.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the work, motivated by applications such as meta-
learning, hyperparameter optimization, and reinforcement
learning, we are interested in a constrained form of a bilevel
optimization problem—a class of optimization problems with
equilibrium constraints. In the existing literature, classical
meta-learning, hyperparameter optimization problems do not
consider constraints. There is an imperative need for con-
strained learning to incorporate safety, fairness, and other
high-level specifications [24], [5]. Main motivation arises
from the fact that meta-learning can be formed as a bilevel
optimization problem where the “inner” optimization deals
with the adaptation for a particular task and the “outer” op-
timization can be modified for meta-training with the safety
constraints in order to restrict biased and risky scenarios. De-
spite being widely applicable to unconstrained settings and
consistent convergence [2], [15], [9], [22], [10], in particular
meta-learning requires backpropagation though the solution
of the inner-level optimization problem. This requires high
memory requirements and non-trivial computations, which
makes optimization-based meta learning difficult to scale to
medium or higher datasets.

Popular techniques of addressing the bilevel optimization
problem is to reformulate the problem in a form of con-
strained optimization [14], [19], [23] and then address that
by differentiating through the KKT conditions. Consider a
linearly constrained optimization problem as follows

minimize {(¢,z) | Az <b,Sx <t} (1)

Bradley Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Virginia
Tech. harshaldkaushik@vt.edu, jinming@vt.edu

where x € R™, and A, S € R™*™ are the known constraint
matrices. For this single leveled, linear optimization problem,
the calculation of implicit gradient is not straightforward. For
example, consider parameters ¢ in the objective as a function
6. Gradient Vyz can be evaluated by differentiating through
the KKT conditions as follows [8]

-2 A S Vox Vi f(x,0)
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where D(-) is a diagonal matrix. In the evaluation of the
implicit gradient above, there are certain challenges in the
implementation, such as the inversion matrix H becomes
hard with increasing the number of constraints. There are no
approximate techniques that can simplify the implementation
(matrix inversion). Further, in every run, there are certain
constraint qualifications that need to be satisfied for matrix
H to be invertible.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider here a constrained bilevel optimization prob-
lem with nonconvex loss function; to be specific, we are
interested in optimization problems with variational inequal-
ity constraints. The outer-level is a nonconvex optimization
problem and the inner-level is the variational inequality (VI)
problem. VI is a very powerful tool that can model: (/) com-
plementarity problems, (2) noncooperative games, (3) inner-
level optimization problem [17], [18]. Consider a set valued
map Y (z) € R™ and mapping F(-,x) : R™ — R"™ then
SOL(Y (z), F(-,x)) is the solution of variational inequality
VI(Y (z), F(-,x)). Let us first define SOL(Y (z), F(-, z)) in
the following

={yeY(z): (F(y,z),z—y) >0 forall z€Y}.
We consider the following problem formulation
minimize f(y*(z),z) P)

reX

subject to y*(z) € SOL (Y (z), F (-, z)).

For a case when the inner-level of problem (P) is an
unbounded optimization problem, there exists a broad collec-
tion of approaches, broadly summarized into two categories:
(1) Iterative implicit differentiation and (2) Approximate
implicit differentiation [11], [16], [13].


http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.12653v1

Different from the existing literature for the analysis of
bilevel optimization problems, in this work, we utilize a merit
function that characterizes the solution of the inner-level VI.
In Section III, we introduce the concept of a D-gap function.
This is useful in characterizing the solution of the inner-level
VI(Y, F) in problem (P). Later in Section IV, we extend the
analysis provided in [13], [16] to optimization problems with
variational inequality constraints.

Contribution: Our contribution is summarized as follows:
(1) In this work, we avoid the backpropogation through the
inner-level problem in the evaluation of the implicit gradient.
We obtain implicit gradient by using the ideas of merit
function (D-gap) and fixed-point equations (corresponding
to the natural map of VI) in Section IIl. Our approach is
much more general and computationally efficient, compared
with the existing approaches [8], [6], [1], [3].

(2) Here, we address a constrained problem (P), compared to
the unconstrained bilevel optimization in literature [13], [16].
We consider a class of nonsmooth optimization problems
with the VI constraints in problem (P). It can be shown that
bilevel optimization is a special case of problem (P) [17].
(3) We extend the analysis from [13] and [16] to the class of
optimization problems with VI constraints. We provide the
error bounds with respect to the true gradients for the implicit
gradients and the gradients of objective function. Further, we
discuss the nonasymptotic convergence rate for the proposed
scheme.

Notation. For the sake of brevity, some places we write
vector y(z) as y, set valued map Y (x) as Y, and mapping
F(-,z) as F(-) or simply F'. For convenience, Jacobian of
mapping F' : R™ — R™ with respect to x € R™ at any
y € R™ is denoted with a bold V F(y) € R"*™. For any
f:R™ = R, weuse V, f € R" to denote a partial derivative
and V2 f denotes the Hessian matrix of f. For convenience,
instead of SOL(Y (), F'(-, x)), some places we alternatively
refer the inner-level solution set by S(z). For denoting the
projection of x onto set X, we use Px{z}. All the norms are
Euclidean for vectors and spectral norm for matrices, unless
otherwise specified. We represent the inner product between
two vectors by (-, -), whereas for matrices it correspondingly
becomes a Frobenius inner product.

Next we provide necessary assumptions on the problem
structure.

Assumption 1. Consider problem (P). We have the
following hold on the problem structure:

(@ For x € X C R™ and y € Y(z) C R", the outer
objective function f(x,y) is continuously differentiable
with respect to x and y.

(b) For any z € X and y € Y(x), the inner-level map
F(,z) : R — R" is continuously differentiable and
p-strongly monotone with respect to y € Y.

(c) Set X and for any = € X, the set Y (z) are closed,
convex, and bounded.

Next, we provide assumption on the set Y such that neces-
sary constraint qualification conditions hold. The following

assumption comes handy in establishing the continuity of the
solution map (S(z)) of the inner-level VI in Lemma 7.

Assumption 2. Consider problem (P). For the inner-level

VI(Y, F), with functional map Y(z) = {y € R™

gi(x,y) < 0} such that for a feasible point (Z, 7), we have:

(a) There exists vector v € R such that (v, V,¢;(Z,7)) <
0, for all i € Z(z) where Z(%) = {i : g:(z,y) = 0}.

(b) Consider a neighborhood W of (Z,7). The rank of
gradient vectors {V,g;(z,y) : ¢ € Z(Z)} is constant
for any (z,y) in W.

(c) The gradient matrix {V,g;(z,y) : i € Z(Z)} has a full-
row rank.

(d) The matrix formed using Lagrangian L(Z,7,\),
<U, L(z,7,)), U> is nonsingular where U is the orthog-
onal basis of the null space of V,gzz)(x,y).

Problem (P) can be addressed by the first-order method.
A general outline for iteration k is

Tpy1 =2 — YV [ (Y (xk), T), 3)

where V, f(x) is L-continuous and v < 1/L. In the above,
calculation of the gradient V,f(y*(zx),zr) involves the
implicit gradient V,y*(xy), which can be challenging to
estimate. Instead, an approximate version can be obtained
from (7) ITD, and (2) Approximate iterative differentiation
(AID). In this paper, we extend the analysis of ITD [13], [16]
for a class of optimization problems (P) with VI constraints.

III. ESTIMATION OF IMPLICIT GRADIENT

In this section, we will provide necessary preliminary
results and obtain the implicit gradient in Theorem 5. We
begin this section with a metric to characterize the optimality
of a solution to the inner-level VI problem in problem (P).

Definition 3. Consider problem (P) and let Assumption 1(b,
¢) hold on mapping F(-,z) and set Y (z), respectively. For
scalars b > a > 0, y € R™, the merit function of ¢a(y, x)
is defined as

(bab(yv'r) £ (ba(ya I) - (bb(ya I)a
where for any ¢ > 0 and a positive definite matrix G,
¢c(y, ) is as follows

ey, x) = sup {(F(y, ),y - 2)
zeY

—SW-=Gy-2}. @

In the next result, we list an important property of ¢gp,
that will be used to characterize the root point.

Lemma 4 ([7]). Consider problem (P) and let the merit
Sfunction ¢qu1(y, x) be given by Definition 3 for any y € Y
and © € X. Then the root point ys € Y of dup(y,x) (ie.
solution to ¢ap(ys,x) = 0) also solves VI(Y (), F(-,x))
and ys € SOL(Y (x), F (-, x)).

In the next result, we will show that the inner-level
solution of VI can be neatly obtained by solving a fixed-
point equation. Further, we will obtain the implicit gradient.



Theorem 5. Consider problem (P). Let Assumption 1 (b, c)

hold on map F(-, z) and set Y (x), respectively. Let y;€ Y be

a solution of the inner-level variational inequality problem,

i.e. ys € SOL(Y (z), F(-,x)). Then

(a) For a scalar b > 0, we have y, = 2} (ys, x).

(b) for scalars b > a > 0, we obtain the implicit gradient
V.y at ys as follows

Vay = <VUZ;; (y7 x)u me> +Vaz (y, ), (5)
———— N———

term 1 term 2

where  zX(y,x) is the optimal
sup {F(y,2)" (y = 2) = lly = =}
1, 2 can be obtained from differentiating through
optimization problem (4) [1]

solution  of
and terms

Proof. For any point y € Y, from Definition 3 and taking
G as an identity matrix, we have the following

¢ab(yu :E) :(ba(yu :E) - (bb(y,l')
=sup {(Fly, ),y ~2) — 5lle 2|’}

zE

b
= swp {(Fa)y -2 - gl -1} ©
z€Y
Let us now consider z(y, x) as the unique optimal solution
of sup {F(y,=)"(y — 2z) — §lly — z||*} for ¢ > 0. There-
zeY

fore, we can now bound equation (7) as the following

Gun(y,2) = (F(y,2),y - 2y 2) = 5y - 2w )|

* b *
—(Fly,2),y = 2y 2)) + 5 lly = 2 (v, 0)|
b—a .
>——ly =z (v, 2)II* ™)
Let us now consider ys € Y as the stationary point. There-
fore, from Definition 3 and Lemma 4, we have ¢u(ys, ) =

0. Now from equation (7) and taking into account b > a > 0,
we obtain

Ys = 24 (s, ). ®)

This shows part (a). Now note that the equation above is a
fixed-point equation in y, that is also a function of x. We
now differentiate equation (8) and try to obtain the value for
implicit gradient V ,y at the point y,. We have

V.y = Vez (y(2),7) = (Vyzp(y,2), Vay) + Vazg (y, ).

O

Next we provide a result to make sure the gradient
obtained in Theorem 5 exists.

Lemma 6. Provided Assumptions 1 and 2 hold on the
structure of problem (P), the implicit gradient provided by
equation (5) is unique and exists everywhere.

Proof. Consider the D-gap function, defined in Definition 3.
The objective function in problem (4) is strongly concave.
From the strong concavity and from the MFCQ condition

Algorithm 1 Iterative Differentiation for Implicit Gradient

1: Consider K, T € N. Initialize xo, yo(xo), stepsizes v, 3

2: for k=0,1,2,.... K

33 fort=0,1,2,...,T
2y (ye: Tk)
b
—argmax { (P 1), 1 2} = gl — =11}
z€Y 2
Ye1(@r) o= 25 (Y, Tk)- )
4:  end for
5: Evaluate the gradient from equation (5)

Vo f(yr1(zr), zr) =Vaf(yr+1(zk), vx)
+Vy f(yrii(ar), o) Vayr i1 (or).

6: Update Tpy1 = Px {ch — BVIf(yTH(:z:k), Ik)} .
7: end for

(which is equivalent to Slater CQ for differentiable function
g Thm 2.3.8, 3.2.8 in [4], we have the continuously differ-
entiability of the solution map [3]. O

Next result discusses smoothness of the solution of the
inner-level VI.

Lemma 7 (Theorem 4.2.16 [18]). Let the set valued map
Y() = {y € R™ gi(x,y) < 0} such that As-
sumption 2 is satisfied. Now let (x*,y*) is the solution
of SOL(Y (2), F(y, z)). Then provided necessary constraint
qualifications (MFCQ, CRCQ, SCOC) are satisfied, there
exists a neighborhood U x V of (z*,y*), such that y : U —
V is and y(z) is a unique solution of VI(Y (x), F'(z,y)) and
the solution map S(x) is smooth.

Proof. Tt can be seen that under Assumption 2, the necessary
Constraint Qualifications (MFCQ, CRCQ, and SCOC [18],
[12], [20]) hold. Therefore, y(z) is unique and S(zx) is
continuously differentiable. O

Next result, we comments on the Lipschitz continuity of
solution map S(z).

Lemma 8. Consider problem (P). The solution map of the
inner-level VI, S(x) : X — Y is Lipschitz continuous with
respect to parameter 0 < Lg < o0.

Proof. From the continuity of the solution map of the inner-
level of problem (P) (discussed in Lemma 7) and from the
boundedness of set Y (Assumption 1(c)), there exists a scalar
(Ls < o0) such that |V ;S(z)| is bounded by Lg for any
yeS(x)CY. O

IV. ERROR BOUNDS AND RATE ANALYSIS

In this section, we discuss the error bounds on the gradi-
ents, obtained from Algorithm 1 and provide the rate results



in Theorem 15. For further analysis we provide here another
set of assumptions on the smoothness of f in problem (P).

Assumption 9. Consider problem (P). The gradient of the
objective function f(x,y) has the following properties:

(a) We assume the Lipschitz smoothness property for
f(z,y) with respect to y, i.e. for any Z € X, and
y1,Yy2 € Y, we have

Vaf (@, y1) — Vaf (@, y2)|| < Ly, [ly1 — y2]
and ||V, f(Z,y1) = Vyf(Z,y2)ll < Ly, llyr — y2]-

(b) We assume the Lipschitz continuity for V,, f(Z, §) with
respect to z for any y € Y, ie. for any 1,72 € X,
and y € Y, we have

IVyf(z1,9) = Vyf(@2,9)| < Ly, |21 — 22
(c) Function f is M-Lipschitz. For 1,22 € X, we have
[f(z1) = f(@2)]| < Ml|zy — 2.

In the next result, we establish the Lipschitz smoothness
constant for f with respect to x.

Lemma 10. Provided Assumption 9 hold on the objective
function of problem (P). For x1,xo € X, we have the
following

[Vaf (@1, 4" (21)) = Vaf (@2, 4" (22))[| < Lgllzr — a2,
where Lf e Ls(l_/fy + wa).
Proof. Consider |V, f(x1,y* (1)) =V f (22, y* (22))]|. Us-
ing the triangle inequality, we can write this as
IVaf (21, y"(21)) = Vo f (22,5 (22))]l
S Ve f(21,y"(#1)) = Vo f(22,y"(21))]
+ IVaf (@2, y"(21)) = Vo f (22,47 (x2))]-

Next, from Assumption 9(a) and using Cauchy-Schwarz, we
bound the above as

[Vaf(@1,y"(21)) = Vi f (w2, y"(22)) |
<|[IVyf(z1,y"(z1)) = Vyf (@2, y" (@) | V2yll
+ Ly, ly*(x1) — y* (z2)]|.

Next, from Assumption 9(b), we bound the above as

IVaf(z1,y"(21)) = Vaf(z2, 5" (22))]
< Ly, oy = 22| [ Vayll + Ly, [ly" (21) — y* (22)|

Recalling the Lipschitz continuity of solution map S(z) from
Lemma 8, we have the required result. o

In the following result, we show that the solution obtained
from fixed-point equation is a contraction mapping.

Lemma 11. Consider the fixed-point equation obtained from
Theorem 5(a). Show that it is a contraction map.

Proof. Vector z;(y,z) is an optimal solution, obtained by
solving a skewed projection problem (4). Projection operator
is a nonexpansive map [7]. From Theorem 12.1.2 in [7], as

long as for the contraction coefficient (g;), we have ¢2 < 24
for p-strongly monotone F', we have the required result. [l

The above result is revisited in Assumption 13(d) again.
Next, we will discuss main results of this work. In Theorem
15 we show that the update from Algorithm 1 converges to
local optimum with O(1/K). Before that, we provide next
result for the convergence of the inner-level problem. We
tackle this as the convergence of a sequence, generated from
iteratively solving the fixed-point equation (9).

Lemma 12. Consider problem (P). We show that for some
x € X, iterative update of yi, obtained from equation (9) in
Algorithm 1 converges to the limit point y* with an R-linear
rate, after iteration k of the inner-level loop in Algorithm 1

k
« Pab (Yo, ) 1 Co
Iy — 31 < 4/ 22 ——
1 1 ./_C 1+ C2
C1+C>
where C1,C5, and § are the nonnegative scalars such that
for any x € R™, and y € R"™ we have
¢ab(y7x) - (bab(Z;(y,.’L'),.’L') > ClHy - Z*(yax)qu
min(¢ab(ya I)a d)ab(zlf (yv 'r)v .CC)) < OQHy - Zlf (yv 'r)”Q’
ly — 25 (y, 2)[| < 0.

Proof. From the definitions of Cy,C5, §, we have

Gab Yk, ©) — dab (Y1, 7) > Ctllyk — yrt1?,
bab(Yr+1,2) < Collyr — Yrrr [|*-

From the above two, we have the nonnegative sequence
{¢ap(yx,x)} converging to zero. Therefore, we can write

Gab(Ykt1, ) Gab Yk, T).

< _ 72
—Ch1+ 0y

For sufficiently large k, telescoping the above equation and
utilizing the bounds above, we have

Cy \"
C - 2 < a 71' < ~ .~ a ,.’L’,
e = yer1 ™ < dab(yr, ) < (01+02> bab(yo, )
this can be written as
k+m—1 J
bab (Yo, T) Cs
— Y || < | 2L — ] .

Therefore, {yi} is a Cauchy sequence that converges to a
limit point (y*). Utilizing the continuity of function ¢,;, we
have

lye —y*|| <

k
bab (Yo, x) 1 Cy
Cl 1 _ Cz Cl + CQ '
V Ci1+C2
O
Next, we work on obtaining the error bound between the
implicit gradient from iterative update (9) in Algorithm 1

and the actual implicit gradient. We start with the following
assumptions on the inner-level fixed-point problem.



Assumption 13. Consider Problem (P), Assumption 1, and

the update obtained in equation (9). We have the following

hold:

(a) Jacobians V. zj(y,x) and V,z;(y,z) are Lipschitz
continuous with constants L, and L,, , respectively.

(b) Considering the boundedness of set Y (Assumption
1(c)), there exists a bound on the update from equation
), [ly(@)[| < Cy,,.

(c) There exists C, > 0, sup
llyll<2C

IV (y, 2)]| <
C;in’ Where Cyin > O’ "’

(d) Referring to Lemma 11, we have ¢, € (0,1) as the
contraction coefficient for zj (-, z) such that ¢% < 2p.

In the next result, we will derive the error bound on differ-
ence between the implicit gradient obtained from Algorithm
1 and true gradient at solution y*(z) for the inner-level VI.

Proposition 14. Consider problem (P). Let Assumptions
1, and 13 hold. Then we have the the error bound for
the implicit gradient at the iterative update obtained from
equation (9) after iteration T, and the gradient of the inner-
level fixed-point of the VI in problem (P) as follows

L 7:7LC;' —
Vo = Vo) < (Lo, + 22255 ) €, 0T

/

+ Cﬂﬂm qT'
1_QCE v

Proof. Consider equation (9). Differentiating yr—; =
z¢ (yr, z) we have the following at yr and y*.

Voyr = (Vyzy(yr—1,7), Vaoyr—1) + Vezy (yr—1, )
Vo' = (Vyz (v, x), Vaoy™) + Vaz (v, x).

Substituting the above in ||V yr — V,y*||, we have

IVayr — Vo'
<IVy2y (yr—1,2) + Vazy (yr—1,2) || | Vay™||
+IVyzy (yr—1, )| [ Vayr—1 — Vo~
+1Va2y (yr—1,2) = Vazg (v, o).

Next, from Assumption 1 and 13, we bound the above as

!

L 'LnC i
e e [

x

+ qx HVInyl - nyT” .

Next, utilizing a result on the recursive error bound from
Lemma 1, Section 2.2 in [21] and using the following
bounds, we establish the required result on error bound.

ly" = ol = lly"Il < Gy,

!

c’
IVay™ = Vayol < |[Voy™| < —=.
1- qx

O
Next, we will discuss one of the main results of this work.

We show that the update from Algorithm 1 converges to local
optimum with O(1/K).

ke{0,....K

Theorem 15. Consider problem (P). Let Assumption 1, 9,
and 13 hold. Consider the update from step 6 of Algorithm
1. We show that sequence {xi} converges to local optimal
solution with a rate O(1/K) for K iterations

}||me(y*($k)= i) |12

f(y* (z0), w0) = fy* (K +1), TR t1)

min

<

- B(z-BL)K

4 Ly(1+ Lg)y | Laelt0) (gJ’BQLf) o\
! § Gi 4 _ /CCJ‘rzC C1 + Cq

L,.C.
M (§ + ﬁ?Lf) ((L + i_iq) Cyuntz (T +1)
.
S qf“)-
.

Proof. Consider problem (P). The total gradient of the ob-
jective function is

Vo f(yr+1(zr), zr) =Vaf(yr+1(Tk), vx)
+(Vyfyr1(zn), 2r), Vayrii (k)
Vo f(y" (k) xk) =Vaf (Y™ (zr), Tk)
AV f (Y (@r), 7k), Vay™(zn)) -

Using the Lipschitz smoothness of f, we have

IV f(yri(zr)s 2e) — Vo f(y" (@r), zi) |
<Lyllyr+1(zr) — y* (z)]|
+ M [|Voyrii(ze) — Vay™(zp) ||
+ Ly [[Voy™ (@) | lyrs1 (o) — v (2x) ||
—_—

From the boundedness of set Y and a continuity of y*(zy)
over set Y, we have bound on term 1 as Lg. Above equation
can be written as

IVaf(yrei(on), o) — Vo f (Y™ (zr), 78) |
<Ly(1+ Ls) [lyrs1(zr) — y* (z) |
term 2

+ M ||V oy (xr) — Vay™ (an)]) -

term 3

Next, we bounds terms 2 and 3 in the above from the results
in Lemma 12 and Proposition 14, we have

IVaf(yrs1 (), z) — Va f (Y™ (xr), z1) ||

<L;{(1+ Lg)

T+1
v (Yo, Tk) 1 < Cs )
C B C C
R Aere=cr 1o

Next, taking into account the Lipschitz smoothness of the
objective function (Lemma 10) for problem (P), we have the



following for any two zy, Tp4+1 € X
W @rg1), wne1) < F(y7 (o), 2x)
. L
+AVa (" (@r), ), 2 = )+ 5 anen — 2

Substituting the update rule from Algorithm 1, uti-
lizing the nonexpansiveness of the projection map-
ping, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and adding subtracting
BV f(y*(xr), k)|, we obtain

F@ (k1) zr1) < F(y* (n), or)

~(5-8Lr) IVust ) ) P

+ (§ + BQLf) IVaf (v (2x), 2x) = Vo f (yra (zx), 2x) |2

. [4] J. M. Borwein and A. S. Lewis.

term 4

Substituting the bound for term 4, we have

F@ (@rs1) zr1) < F(y* (2n), or)
B

= (5= 0L ) 19t ) P
2
Gab (Yo, Tr) ( +ﬁLf) Cs
Ly(1+L
L AA o A Ci+Cs

V Cl"t‘CQ

L,, C.
+M <B ﬂQLj) (<LG + %q“) Cyindy (T +1)

Oa/cm qT+1
1- qzx ¢ '

Taking summation on both sides over k from 0 to K, we
have

* 2
ke{%?_l_l_l,K}HV””f(y (), i)

< FW*(x0),20) — (Y (Tr41), Tr 1)
N B(3-BL)K

B 2
+ L1+ Lg) ¢ab(yo7wk)(2+ﬁLf) Cy

! s Cq 1— Cs Cy+ Cy
C1+C>

L, C.

+M <§ + ﬂQLf) <<LG + %q“) CyinaX (T 4 1)
O;ML T+1
+1 . q5 ) .

Note that the last two terms in the above go to zero with
increasing number of inner iteration 7. We hereby focus on
establishing the nonasymptotic convergence rate of the outer-
level update {z;} from Algorithm 1. Therefore, assuming
the inner-level converges R-linearly, we bound the last two
terms with € and we secure the rate of O (%) O

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we consider a class of optimization problems
with VI constraints, motivated by a variety of applications in
machine learning. We propose an implicit gradient scheme
based on the ITD strategy. The proposed scheme is an
efficient way of obtaining the implicit gradient to compute

T+1 [8]

T+1

the gradient of the outer-level objective function. We also
provide the error bounds with respect to the true gradients.
Further, considering nonconvex objective and a strongly
monotone map, we discuss the nonasymptotic convergence
and obtain the rate results.
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