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Abstract

Bilevel programming has recently received attention in the literature, due to its wide range of applications, including reinforcement learning
and hyper-parameter optimization. However, it is widely assumed that the underlying bilevel optimization problem is solved either by a
single machine or in the case of multiple machines connected in a star-shaped network, i.e., federated learning setting. The latter approach
suffers from a high communication cost on the central node (e.g., parameter server) and exhibits privacy vulnerabilities. Hence, it is of
interest to develop methods that solve bilevel optimization problems in a communication-efficient decentralized manner. To that end, this
paper introduces a penalty function based decentralized algorithm with theoretical guarantees for this class of optimization problems.
Specifically, a distributed alternating gradient-type algorithm for solving consensus bilevel programming over a decentralized network is
developed. A key feature of the proposed algorithm is to estimate the hyper-gradient of the penalty function via decentralized computation
of matrix-vector products and few vector communications, which is then integrated within an alternating algorithm to obtain finite-time
convergence analysis under different convexity assumptions. Our theoretical result highlights improvements in the iteration complexity of
decentralized bilevel optimization, all while making efficient use of vector communication. Empirical results on both synthetic and real
datasets demonstrate that the proposed method performs well in real-world settings.
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1 Introduction transformed the bilevel problem into a single-level opti-
mization problem by replacing the lower-level problem
(Eq.(1)) with its optimality conditions. Recently, gradient-
based approaches designed for the original bilevel problem
have gained popularity due to their simplicity and effec-
tiveness [6,16,18,27,51]. In an attempt to move away from
traditional bilevel optimization, [47] proposed a federated
bilevel optimization problem, where the inner and outer ob-
jectives are distributed over a star-shaped network (Eq.(1)
and Figure 1(a)). This approach employs local updates
between two communication rounds, and clients (nodes)
only need to compute matrix-vector products and exchange
vectors. Although it achieves non-federated iteration com-
plexity using only vector operations, it may suffer from
high communication costs on the parameter (central) server
and privacy vulnerabilities.

Decentralized optimization has attracted significant atten-
tion in various scientific and engineering fields [22,38]. The
main objective is to minimize a finite-sum function f(x) =
n~t>°" | fi(x), where x € R%, and each individual agent
(client) ¢ in a connected network of n agents only knows its
own function f;. The agents collaborate by iteratively shar-
ing information with other connected agents in their neigh-
borhood, aiming to converge to the optimal solution of the
network. Decentralized optimization offers advantages such
as scalability to the network size, data ownership, and pri-
vacy preservation in data-sensitive applications [22,38].

Bilevel programming has found applications in various
fields, including economics, transportation, management,
and machine learning. Some early works, such as [1,11],

There has been a recent interest in solving finite sum bilevel
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tecture [7,52]. However, the existing methods tend to be
complicated and impractical for large-scale bilevel applica-
tions. Specifically, the proposed algorithms [7,52] involve



expensive Hessian computations within nodes and/or com-
munication of matrices between nodes (refer to Section 2
for further discussion).

This paper addresses these challenges and presents theory
and algorithms for fast and communication-efficient decen-
tralized bilevel optimization. The main contributions are:

e Lightweight Computation and Communication: De-
velopment of a Decentralized Alternating Gradient Method
(DAGM) for solving bilevel problems with lightweight de-
centralized communication and computation. DAGM ap-
proximates the original consensus problem using a penal-
ized reformulation and estimates its hyper-gradient through
a Decentralized Inverse Hessian-Gradient-Product (DIHGP)
using local matrix-vector products and decentralized com-
munication of vectors. The DIHGP approach employs a few
terms in the Neumann series to provide a stable inverse Hes-
sian approximation without explicitly instantiating any ma-
trices, utilizing efficient vector-Jacobian products similar to
[28], but in a decentralized setting.

e Iteration Complexity and Acceleration: From a theo-
retical perspective, we establish convergence rates and com-
munication complexity bounds achievable by DAGM for
smooth strongly convex, convex, and non-convex bilevel
problems. Remarkably, the iteration complexity of DAGM
achieves a linear acceleration (an n~! factor in the complex-
ity bound) even with vector communication, in comparison
with extensive matrix computation/communication results in
[7,52]; see Table 1.

e Experimental Evaluation: From a practical perspective,
we assess DAGM’s performance in addressing large-scale
problems and pinpoint the essential elements that contribute
to the resilience and scalability of DIHGP. As far as we know,
this marks the initial empirical and theoretical exploration of
Neumann series-based DIHGP featuring vector costs within
the realm of bilevel optimization.

Organization: Section 2 discusses prior works. Section 3
presents the problem formulation and assumptions. Section
4 introduces the DAGM algorithm, and Section 5 establishes
its theoretical results. Section 6 presents simulation results
demonstrating the improved convergence speed of DAGM.
Finally, Section 7 provides concluding remarks.

Notation. For a differentiable function h(x,y) : R% x
R — R in which y = y(x) : R — R, we denote
Vh € R% the gradient of h as a function of x and Vh,
Vyh the partial derivatives of h with respect to x and y, re-
spectively. V3 h and V;h denote the Jacobian matrix and
the Hessian matrix of h, respectively. A mapping h is L-
Lipschitz continuous if and only if (iff) for some L € R,
[A(x) = h(y)ll < L|x — y||. ¥x,y € R Also, it is said
to be p-strongly convex iff for some p € Ry, h(x) >
h(y) + Vh(y)T(x = y) + §lx = y|% ¥(x,y) € R" xR
Additional notation is defined when required, but for ref-
erence purposes the reader can also find it summarized in
Table 2.

2 Related work

Bilevel programming was first formulated by [46] in the
context of game theory. The available single-level methods
[1,11,34] reformulated the bilevel problem into a single-
level constrained optimization, and developed penalty and
augmented Lagrangian methods to solve it. Recent works
[9,12,13,16,17,31,41,51] developed alternating optimization
methods to solve the original bilevel problems. For exam-
ple, [12,13,17,31] applied gradient-type algorithms for the
inner and outer iterative updates where the outer gradient
V f(x) is estimated via iterative differentiation (ITD) in ei-
ther a reverse (automatic differentiation) or forward manner.
[9,16,17,41] developed alternating gradient methods where
the hypergradient is approximated via implicit differenti-
ation (AID) which involves solving a linear system. The
asymptotic and finite-time analysis of both ITD and AID ap-
proaches have been extensively studied [14,16,18,44]. For
example, [14] provided the asymptotic convergence of a
back-propagation approach as one of ITD-based algorithms
by assuming the inner-level problem is strongly convex. [44]
gave a similar analysis for a truncated back-propagation ap-
proach. [16] provided a finite-time convergence analysis for
an AID-based algorithm by assuming the inner-level prob-
lem is strongly convex.

Decentralized optimization has been extensively studied
and employed in many applications, including large-scale
machine learning tasks [49]. A popular algorithm for de-
centralized optimization is the corresponding decentralized
gradient descent that has been extensively studied in the
literature [24,35,36,38,45,53,55]. Despite many studies of
the single-level decentralized optimization problem, decen-
tralized bilevel variants have been elusive possibly due to
additional challenges posed by the complexity of the nested
problems and hyper-gradient computation (involving in-
verse Hessian estimation). Recently, [15,26] and [47] devel-
oped bilevel optimization in homogeneous and general het-
erogeneous (Problem (1)) federated settings, respectively.
[21] studied asynchronous distributed bilevel optimization.
Recently, [7,29,30,48,52] developed bilevel programming
over decentralized networks. Specifically, [29,30] con-
sidered a variant of bilevel Problem (1), where only the
low-level objective involves distribution over many nodes.
Our work is closely related to [7,52] where the authors
studied the general bilevel Problem (1) and showed that
their proposed algorithms enjoy O(¢~2) sample complex-
ity. However, these algorithms involve expensive Hessian
computations within nodes and/or communicating matrices
between agents. Gossip-type methods [52] also require bidi-
rectional communication of matrices between the agents;
each iteration involves one “gossip” round (all m edges
communicate bidirectionally) and thus needs to wait for the
slowest communication (out of the 2m ones) to be com-
pleted. To address these challenges, this paper introduces a
penalized reformulation of the bilevel Problem (1). This en-
ables the application of a standard alternating gradient-type
optimization approach using Neumann series, employing
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Fig. 1. Distributed Bilevel Learning.

suitable step-sizes that exclusively necessitate matrix-vector
products and constrained vector communications. The Neu-
mann series framework offers a decentralized algorithm
that exhibits enhanced speed and scalability, comparable
to prior works such as [28,47], capable of accommodat-
ing millions of parameters. A distinguishing aspect of our
work, unlike [7,52], lies in achieving linear acceleration (an
n~! improvement in complexity) even when involving vec-
tor computation/communication, contrasting the extensive
reliance on matrix computation/communication in [7,52].

3 Decentralized Bilevel Optimization

Consider the finite-sum bilevel optimization problem [47]:

y€ER92

min % ; fi %,y (%), (Outer) (la)
s.t.  y*(x) € argmin 1 Z gi (x,y). (Inner) (lb)
=1

n-
1=

In bilevel optimization over a decentralized network
[7,52], n agents form a connected undirected network
G = {V, &}, and cooperatively solve Problem (1). Note that
V = {1,...,n} denotes the set of agents, &€ C V x V the
set of edges in the network, and f;, g; are the local objec-
tive functions available only to the agent i; a depiction is
given in Figure 1(b). For each i, we denote by N; the set
of neighbors of the agent 7 in the underlying network, i.e.,
j € N; if and only if (¢,j) € £. Each edge (i,7) € € has
an associated weight w;; > 0, which measures how much
agent ¢ values the information received by the agent j. We
impose the following assumptions on the network matrix
W and on the inner and outer objective functions.

Assumption A (Mixing matrix) The nonnegative symmet-
ric matrix W = [w;;] € R}*™ associated with network G
encodes its connectivity structure so that:

Al.
A2,

w;; = 0 if agents i and j are not connected.

W is doubly stochastic, i.e., W1,, = 1,, and wWT1, =
1,.

null{I,, — W} = span{1,,}.

There exist constants 0 < 0 < O < 1, such that for all
1eV: 0<f0<w; <<

A3.
A4,

Assumption A is widely used in the decentralized opti-
mization literature [4,37,38]. The mixing matrix W satisfy-
ing this assumption can be constructed by the Metropolis
method [45,50]; for further details, see (20). Under Assump-
tions A1.—A3., the Perron-Frobenius theorem [42] implies
that the eigenvalues of W lie in (—1, 1], the multiplicity of
eigenvalue 1 is one, and

1
0= [W = 11, || = max{[Aa], [Aa]} € (0,1), ()

where o is the mixing rate of the network and A\, < \,,_1 <
-+ < Ay < \q are the eigenvalues of W.

Assumption B Foralli €V :

B1. For any x € R4, Vifi(x,), Vyfi(x,-), Vyagi(x,"),
Viygi(x, ) V?,g,-(x, -)are Ly, Ly, Ly, Ly, , Ly, -
Lipschitz continuous for some constants Ly > 0,
Ly >0, Ly >0, Ly >0and Ly > 0.

B2. For any y € R, Vyfi(,y), Vigi(-y), Vigi(-,y)
are L fyr f/gxy, ﬂgyy-Lipschitz continuous.

B3. Foranyx € R™ andy € R%, we have |V fi(x,y)| <
Cy, and |V fi(x,y)|| < Cf, for some positive con-
stants Cy, and Cy, .

B4. For any x € R% and y € R%, we have szgi (x,y) =
Cy.,La, for some positive constant Cy_ .

BS. For any x € R%, the inner function g;(x,-) is jig-

strongly convex and Cy, -smooth for some constants
0 < pyg < Cy, < oo e, pgly, = Vf,gi(x,y) =<

Coyy L,



Algorithm Stationary Measure ‘ Complexity ‘
Strongly convex
BA [16] O(log”e™")
AccBio [19] fxr,y (xx)) — f* (’)(log2 671)
AmIGO [2] O(loge™)

DAGM (Decentralized)

L1Tf(xk,y" (XK)) — 2177

(9( log(n™te™'/(1 — a)))

Convex

BA [16]
AccBiO [19]

f&r, ¥y (XK)) = [

o)
@ (671)

DAGM (Decentralized)

L1Tf Ry, y" (Ric)) — 217 £

On™ et /(1 -0))

Non-convex
BA [16] 0(6—5/4)
AID-BIO [20] # IV Gy () 12 O(<)
AmIGO [2] O(e™)
DBO [7] (Decentralized) 0(6_1)

DAGM (Decentralized)

K— =
%o 1217 VER, y" (%))

(’)(n_le_l/(l — 0)2)

Table 1

Comparisons between different deterministic bilevel optimization approaches with computation/communication to achieve an e-stationary
point in the non-convex setting and an e-optimal solution in the convex setting. Here, X := (1/n) > " | ik, Xx = (1/K) Zle Xk,
and o denotes the spectral gap of the network topology, with n being the number of nodes.

Assumption B is a standard presence in bilevel optimization
research [6,16,18,20]. It guarantees the smooth behavior of
first- and second-order derivatives for the local functions
fi(x,¥), gi(x,y), and the solution mapping y*(x).

3.1 A Concatenation Formulation and its Properties

As a prelude to understanding the key properties of bilevel
gradient descent in a decentralized setting, we begin by pro-
viding a concatenation formulation of Eq. (1). Let x; € R%
and y; € R% denote the local copy of x and y at node i. Let

X = [x1;...;X,] € R™,
Y i=I[y1;...;yn] € R™,
Y (x) = [yi(xa)ie s yn(xa)] € R™2,
g(x,y) = [g1(x1,¥1)i- - -1 gn(Xn, ¥n)] € R*%,
£,y (%)) = [f1(x1, ¥ (x10)5 -+ Fu (s v (x0))] € R

Since the network G is connected, the bilevel problem in Eq.
(1) is equivalent to

min L3 f(xg, vi(xi))

XER"dl
VieN;, Wi,

S.t. X; = Xy,
3)

vi(x4) := argRUiliH% S 9i (xiyyi)
yeRm 2

subj. to y; =y;, VjieWN; Vi

The following lemma establishes the above claim and char-
acterizes a penalized version of (3) which is more suitable
for decentralized implementation.

Lemma 1 Under Assumptions Al.- A3.,

(1) The bilevel problem in Eq. (1) is equivalent to (3).
(2) For any given penalty parameters v > 0 and a > 0,
the penalized problem associated with (3) is given by

1 .
in F(x,y* = —x"(Ipg, — W
Din, (x,y"(x)) 5 (I'nd, )x

+ 1Tf(x,y*(x)) (4a)

. 1
s.t. y*(x) = argmin {G(x,y) = fyT(IndQ — W)y
yER"d2 2

+~17g(x,y)}, @b)

where W := W ® I, € R gng W .=
W ® Iz, € R*™>nd1 gre the extended mixing ma-
trices; 1Tf(x,y*(x)) = Y, fi(xi,y;(x;)) and
1Tg(x,y) = 31, 9i(xi,yi) are the aggregate func-
tions.

Lemma 1 allows us to compute the inner/outer gradients by
exchanging information between neighboring nodes. Specif-
ically, it allows to develop an efficient algorithm to ap-
proximate the hyper-gradient via decentralized computation
of matrix-vector products and few vector communications.
Throughout this paper we also assume that the sets of min-
imizers of the original problem in Eq. (1) and the penalized



consensus problem in Eq. (4) are nonempty.

Remark 2 Note that as o« — 0, the minimizer of (4) and
(3) are equivalent [32,40,53]. Indeed, if X* € R4 and x* =
[x§;...;x%] € R denote the solutions of (3) and (4),

n
respectively, then, ||x; — x*|| = O(«) for all i € V.

Before providing the formal statement of the algorithm, we
highlight the inherent challenge of directly applying the de-
centralized gradient method to the bilevel problem in Eq. (4).
To elucidate this point, we deduce the gradient of the outer
objective function F(x,y*(x)) in the subsequent lemma.

Lemma 3 Suppose Assumptions A and BS. hold.

(1) For any x € R"™, y*(x) is unique and differentiable,
and

Vy*(x) = —7Vg (x.y" (x)) [H(x,y* (0)] 7, ()

where H(x,y*(x)) := (Ina, — W) +7V;g(x,y* (x)).
(2) For any x € R™, the gradient of F as a function of
x, is given by

VF(Y () = o (nd, — Wpx + Vel (5,3 (1)
+ V¥ () Vyf (x,y* (x)) - (6)

Next, we utilize the above lemma to describe the core dif-
ficulties of developing a decentralized optimization method
for solving (4). In order to develop a decentralized bilevel
gradient-type method, one needs to estimate outer gradient
VF(x,y*(x)). Note that the inner optimizer y*(x) is not
available in general. To circumvent this bottleneck, follow-
ing existing non-decentralized works [16,18], we replace
y*(x) with an approximation y € R™?2, and define the fol-
lowing surrogate of (6):

~ 1 .
VF(x,y) = &(I"dl — W)x + Vif(x,y)
+7V4g (X, ¥)h, ©)
where

h:= —[H(x,y)] 'V,f(x,y), and
H(x,y) = (Ing, — W) +7V;g(x,y). ®)

Here, Vig(x,y) € R™=2*"% js a block diagonal matrix
where its ¢-th diagonal block is given by the ¢-th local
Hessian V2g;(x;,y;) € R%*%. Similarly, the matrix
Vig(x,y) € Rrdixndz g g block diagonal matrix where
its i-th diagonal block is given by V2 g;(x;,y;) € RT1*%,
Further, the matrix 1,4, — W is a block neighbor sparse
in the sense that the (4,7)-th block is non-zero if and
only if j € N; or j = i. Consequently, the Hessian ma-
trix H(x,y) follows the sparsity pattern of the graph G

and can be computed via exchanging information with the
neighboring nodes. Specifically, the i-th diagonal block is
H;;(x,y) = (1 — wii)lna, +7V2gi(xi, yi) and the (i, j)-th
off diagonal block is H;;(x,y) = w;;L,q, when j € N
and 0 otherwise.

4 DAGM Algorithm

We develop a communications-efficient Decentralized Alter-
nating Gradient Method (DAGM) for solving bilevel prob-
lem in Eq. (4).

4.1 Hessian Splitting and DIHGP

Note that the formulation of Eq. (8) does not guarantee the
sparsity of the inverse Hessian [H(x,y)]~! in the decentral-
ized setting. To overcome this issue, we represent the Hes-
sian inverse as a convergent series of matrices, where each
term can be computed using local information. In particular,
we approximate the inverse Hessian-gradient-product h de-
fined in (8) by local Neumann series approximation. To do
so, inspired by [33,54], we split the Hessian into matrices
D and B as follows:

H = (L4, — W) +7Vig(x,y)
= V;8(x,¥) + 2(Inq, — diag(W))

=:D

=:B

where D is a block diagonal positive definite matrix and B is
a neighbor sparse positive semidefinite matrix. By factoring

D'/2 from both sides of Eq. (9), we get
H= D1/2(Ind2 _ D71/2BD71/2)D1/2.

Hence,

H71 _ D71/2(Ind2 _ D71/2BD71/2)—1D71/2.
In [33], the authors present the following lemma ensuring
that the spectral radius of the matrix D Y/2BD /2 s strictly
less than 1.
Lemma 4 Under Assumptions A and BS5., we have

0 < DV?BD 2 < /L, (10)

where p := 2(1—0)/(2(1-0)+vypy) < 1 and the constants
0,0,, and pg are defined in Assumptions A and B.

Next, using Lemma 4, we consider the Taylor’s series (I —
X)~h = Y22 X7 with X = D/?BD~/? 1o write the



Hessian inverse H™! as

H—l :D_1/2 Z(D_1/2BD_1/2)UD_1/2. (11)

u=0

Note that the computation of the above series requires global
communication which is not affordable in decentralized set-
tings. Hence, we consider the first U + 1 (U > 0) terms of
the series for defining the approximate Hessian inverse as
follows:

U
Hy, =D V23 (D7/2BDV2)"D~ 12 (12)

u=0

Since the matrix D is block diagonal and B is block neighbor
sparse, it turns out that the approximate Hessian inverse

I:I(_Ul) is U-hop block neighbor sparse, i.e., the (¢, j)-th block
is nonzero if and only if there is at least one path between
nodes ¢ and j with length U or smaller. Substituting the

explicit expression for I:I(;]l) in (12) into (8), we get

A —1
hw) = —Hp)p
U
— _D—1/2 Z(D_I/QBD_l/Q)uD_l/Qp, (13)

u=0
where p := V,f(x,y).

Then, Eq. (13) can be computed by the recursive expression
as follows:
h(;11) =D "'Bh) — D 'p=D"'(Bh, —p). (l4a)

By using the sparsity pattern of B, we can further decompose
(14a) into local components as

by o) =D5 (> Bijhy — i) (14b)

JEN,j=1i

Here, D;; := va,gz(xl,yl) + 2(1d2 — wii)Idz S R? ig
the i-th diagonal block of matrix D in (9). Note that the
block D;; is locally available at node :. Further, the diago-
nal blocks B;; = (14, — w;; )14, and the off diagonal blocks
B;; = w;;14, can be computed and stored by node i. The
gradient component Vy f;(x;,y;) is also stored and com-
puted at node ¢. Therefore, node ¢ can execute the recur-
sion in (14b) by having access to the h; (,) of its neighbors
j € N;. The Decentralized estimation of Inverse Hessian-
Gradient-Product (DIHGP) method runs by agent ¢ is sum-
marized in the following Algorithm 1.

The following lemma provides bounds for the eigenvalues
of the U-th order inverse approximation H(_Ul) in (12) which
is adopted from [33].

Algorithm 1 h; ;) = DIHGP(x;,y;, U, W) at each node i

B“' = (1d' — wii)IdQ and Bi]' = wij1d2.

Dii = yVygi(xi,yi) + 2(La, — wii)la,-

pi = Vy fi(xi,yi).

Find h@(o) such that D“‘hi,(o) +p; =0.

for s=0,...,U—1do
Exchange the iterate h; () with neighbors j € N;.
Setb; = —p; + Zje/\/'i,j:i Bijhj,(s),
Find hi,(s+1) such that Diihiy<5+1) = b;.

end for

R A o

Lemma 5 Suppose Assumptions A and BS. hold. Then, the
eigenvalues of the approximate Hessian inverse H(_Ul) are

bounded as

ALug, = Hyj) = ALy,

where the constants \ and A\ are defined as

1 1—,0U+1

NS0 140, NI (@i 0) )

p is defined in Lemma 4 and the remaining constants are
defined in Assumptions A and B. Moreover, let E :=1,,4, —

A

H(_Ul)/ 2HI:I(_U1)/ % be the error of the Hessian inverse approx-
imation. Then,

0 < E < p/"'y,.

Lemma 5 indicates that the error matrix E decreases expo-
nentially with increasing U. Note that the matrix E mea-
sures the closeness between Hessian inverse approximation
matrix fI(_Ul) and the exact Hessian inverse H~!. Hence, as

U increases, the Hessian inverse approximation H(_Ul) ap-
proaches the exact Hessian inverse H™!.

4.2 The Structure of the DAGM Algorithm

The iteration indices of the outer and inner loops are denoted
by k € {0,...,K — 1} and t € {0,..., M}, respectively.
Forall k> 0and ¢ > 0,

q}, = VyG(x1,¥h) = (Tna, — W)YE +7Vyg(x1,¥5)

denotes the gradient of the inner function at the current point
(X, yh). Given the above gradient, we use decentralized
gradient descent (DGD) [38] to minimize (approximately)
the inner function as follows:

yit =y, - Bql, (15)



Algorithm 2 DAGM

1: Inputs: M, K, U € N; {(xi0,yi0)}; € R4 x Réz;
(8,7, a) € Ry; and a mixing matrix W.
2: for k=0,1,2,..., K — 1do
3: Set yi,k—l = y?7k = y%c71 if k>0
and y; o otherwise.

4. fort=0,...,M —1do

5: Exchange iterate y} ; with neighbors j € ;.

6: G = (1 = wa)yigDjen; WiV +
’Vvygi(xi,k»yzk)'

7. Yﬁl = Yﬁ,k - 5qzt',k~

8: end for

9 Fik =ik

10:  Exchange the iterate x; j, with neighbors j Ni.

11: hi,k,(U) :DH'IGP(XZ‘,]C,SIUC,U, W)

122 djpw) = i(l — Wi)Xik — iZjGM Wi5X k
+ Vi fi(Xik, Visk) +YViy9i(Xi sk, Vi k)i o, (0)-

13:  Update local iterate: x; p 1 = X4,k — ad; ¢, (v)-

14: end for

where qj, = [q ;.. .;q}, ;] and its i-th element is given by
ai g = (L —wi)yi

- Z Wi 5 + YV 9i(Xik, Vi) (16a)
JEN:

Hence,
yith = vix — Bal (16b)

DAGM runs M steps of (15) to obtain an approximate so-
lution y{cw of the inner problem in Eq. (4b).

Next, we provide the outer-level update by using the esti-
mator y{fw of the inner loop. Each outer-level iteration re-
quires hyper-gradient estimation. As described in the previ-
ous section, in the DAGM algorithm, we truncate the first U
summands of the Hessian inverse Taylor’s series in (11) to
approximate the inverse of the Hessian matrix. Then, we set

Xit1 = X — aVE(xg, y2), (17a)

where @F(xk, yM) is an estimate of the hyper-gradient by
using (13) and setting y = yQJ in (7) as

~ 1 ,
VF(xp, yy') = E(Indl = W)xi, + Vif (xi,y2)
+ V58 (XK ¥2') hy ), and (17b)
U
—1/2 —1/2 —1/2\un—1/2
hy, ) = =Dy, / Z(Dk /BDk / )“Dy, /Pk-
u=0

Note that DAGM relies on the DIHGP algorithm that esti-
mates the hyper-gradient by truncating the Taylor’s expan-
sion for the DIHGP step. By leveraging DIHGP, we can im-

plement Algorithm 2 using matrix vector products and com-
munication of vectors. We also note that each node ¢ needs
to broadcast U + 1 vectors of d; dimension per iteration,
namely X; , {dM’(s)}SU;Ol € R, to its neighbors. Hence,
at each iteration of DAGM, node i sends (U +1)|V;| vectors
of the same dimension d; to the neighboring nodes. Thus,
the per-iteration communication complexity of the DAGM
algorithm increases linearly with the approximation order
U. As such, there is a complexity-accuracy trade off for the
choice of U. In particular, increasing U will boost the ap-
proximation accuracy (and thus per-iteration performance)
of the DAGM and incur a higher communication burden.

5 Convergence Analysis

Next, we provide our theoretical results of DAGM in the
strongly convex, convex and non-convex settings, respec-
tively.

Throughout this section, we consider (9)-(17a) with the pa-
rameters

kgLg
Y=5—7T"7;~, and (= ) (18)
2(/~Lg +Lg) V(Lg +/Lg)
where kg := Amax (Ind, — W)/ Amin(La, — W). Let 5, :=

L4/ 1y denote the condition number and ¢ is Mixing rate
of the network defined in Eq. (2). We also assume x; o =
0 for simplicity in the analysis. Moreover, for notational
convenience, let us define £* := f(x*,y*(x*)), Xx := 1, ®
X, € Rt where X, := (1/n) >0 Xi k-

In the next result, we establish main convergence properties
of the DAGM algorithm.

Theorem 6 (Strongly convex case) Suppose Assump-
tion A on the weight matrix W and Assumption B on the
local functions hold. Further, assume { f;}_, are strongly
convex with parameter py > 0. If

a< —, U—'(;logl/pfﬂ, M:O(max{k,/ig}).

Then, for any K > 1, we have

Lotlers s * 1 K o

— — < — —

nl (f(xK,y (*x)) — f ) <0 <n<1 V)" + 11— o> )
where

2 ) (19)

V= min (OK,U,F7 ﬁ

Theorem 7 (Convex case) Suppose Assumption A on the
weight matrix W and Assumption B on the local functions



hold. Further, assume {f;}_, are convex. Let

< 1
« )
= Tr

Then, for any K > 1 with ||x*|| < R, we have

Vorfo \
ﬁl (f(xKJ (xk)) —f ) <0 (nK +

«
)
— 0

Theorem 8 (Non-convex case) Suppose Assumption A on
the weight matrix W and Assumption B on { f;}7_, hold. Let

~ 1 K —
where X = 75 > g Xk

1
a< —, U:'Blogl/plﬂ’, and M = O(ky).

Then, for any K > 1 we have

- 1 o?
— 1TVf 2<0 — .
K kz:: xkay (xk))” <TLK + (1 _ 0_)2>

Note that in the strongly convex setting, it follows from
Theorem 6 that the iteration complexity of DAGM is
O(log(n™te7!/(1 — 0))) with & = 6% /(2nLp), where
0 < 1. Similarly, in the convex setting, Theorem 7 im-
plies that if « = 1/(LpnK), then DAGM achieves
O(n~te71/(1 — o)) iteration complexity. Finally, in the
non-convex case, Theorem 8 establishes that by setting
a=1/(8LpVnK) gives a O(n~te~!/(1 — 0)?) iteration
complexity for DAGM. We also note that the connectivity
of a graph is captured by its spectral gap value 1 — o [10].
Hence, a larger value of the spectral gap leads to stronger
connectivity.

6 Numerical Experiments

We numerically investigate the impact of several factors in-
fluencing the performance of DAGM on bilevel optimization
problems.

6.1 Decentralized Hyper-parameter optimization (HO)

HO is the process of finding the best set of hyper-
parameter values that cannot be learned using the training
data alone [14]. An HO problem can be formulated as a
bilevel optimization problem as follows: the outer objective
f(y*(x); D) aims to minimize the validation loss with
respect to the hyper-parameters x, and the inner objective
function g(x,y; D") obtains a learning algorithm by mini-
mizing the training loss with respect to the model parameters
(x,y), where D' and D" denote the training and validation
datasets, respectively. Given a loss function ¢, a set of n

U= ‘flogl P K]‘ . and M = O(r,log(K)).

agents, D' = {Dy ... DY}, and DT = {DY,..., DI},
the decentralized HO problem can be formulated as
(1) where 77, fi(y*(x); D) = >0, U(y*(x); D)
and y*(x) € argmingcga, S gix,y; DY) =
{(y; DY) + y" exp(x). Note that exp(-) stands for the
element-wise exponential function. Further, by using the
exp(-) function gives positive exp(x) > 0 which is desir-
able as outputs of the inner optimizer. In our experiments,
for any (z;,b;) € DY, we consider the following choices of
loss functions:

Linear: ((y; DY) = (y 'z — b;)%
Logistic: /(y; DY) = log (1 + exp(—biy ' z;));
Support Vector Machine (SVM):

((y; DY) = max {0,1 — by "z} ;

ybz+b
7.5
z. u
Z R
j=1

where C' is the number of classes and b; € [C]. The inner and
outer step-sizes («, /3) are chosen from the set: {le —2, 5¢ —
3,1e — 3,5e — 4, 1e — 4}. The number of DIHGP updates
U is set to 3. The mixing matrix W = [w;;] is defined as

Softmax: ((y, u; DY) = —log

1+max{degl;( i),deg(j)}’ if {Z .7} € E
wiy =4 1= X wik, ifi =7, (20)
{i,k}e&
0, otherwise,

where deg(i) is the degree of the agent 4, i.e., the number of
neighbors of the agent. This corresponds to the Metropolis
weight matrix for which the weight on each edge is one over
one plus the larger degree at its two incident vertices, and
the self-weights are chosen so the sum of weights at each
node is 1 [4]. The connected network is randomly generated
with connectivity ratio » = 0.5.

Synthetic Data. We first illustrate the performance of Al-
gorithm 2 on a synthetic dataset using a regularized lin-
ear regression. We set d; = do = 2 and n = 100. The
underlying true signal y* is generated from the standard
normal distribution. Each data sample z; is generated as
z; = (y*)Tz; + 02 y* + €;, where o = 0.25 and each ¢; is
drawn from the standard normal distribution. Figure 2 pro-
vides the training cost and test mean square error (MSE) of
DAGM for solving a regularized linear regression problem
over 100 epochs and 10 replicates. From Figure 2, we can
see that DAGM with K = 1,5 and 10 gives accurate pre-
dictions and there is a gradual increase in the training cost
and MSE from K =1 to K = 15.

Real Data Applications. The numerical results on real
datasets are shown in Figure 3 for the DAGM algorithm.
Figures 3(a) and 3(b) show the results for a regularized
softmax regression applied to the MNIST dataset [25] and
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Fig. 2. Training cost and test MSE of DAGM for solving a regularized linear regression problem over 100 epochs for a synthetic dataset.
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(a) Regularized softmax problem applied to MNIST dataset.
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(b) Regularized support vector machine (SVM) problem ap-
plied to Mushroom dataset.

Fig. 3. Convergence of DAGM algorithm over 100 epochs on the real datasets.
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Fig. 4. Distributed Hyper-representation experiments on a 2-layer MLP and MNIST dataset.

a regularized support vector machine (SVM) applied to
the Mushroom dataset [3], respectively. We observe that
centralized DAGM performs the best in terms of number
of gradient computations, and there is a gradual decrease
in performance from K = 1 and K = 15. This indicates
the trade-off between communication and convergence rate

in decentralized bilevel optimization as shown in our theo-
retical analysis. We note that centralized DAGM also does
vector communications, but suffers from a high communi-
cation cost on the central node.



6.2 Decentralized Representation Learning

Next, we consider decentralized representation learning.
Modern approaches in meta-learning such as model-agnostic
meta-learning [12] and reptile [39] learn representations that
are shared across all tasks in a bilevel manner. The hyper-
representation problem optimizes a classification model in
a two-phased process. The outer objective optimizes the
model backbone to obtain better feature representation on
validation data ({D!}? ,), while the inner problem opti-
mizes a header for downstream classification tasks on train-
ing data ({D!}?_,). In this experiment, we use a 2-layer
multilayer perceptron (MLP) with 200 hidden units. The
outer problem optimizes the hidden layer with 157,000 pa-
rameters, and the inner problem optimizes the output layer
with 2,010 parameters. We study non-i.i.d. partitioning
the MNIST data following federated nested optimization
(FedNest) [47], and split each client’s data evenly to train
and validation datasets. Thus, each client has 300 train and
300 validation samples. We compare the proposed DAGM
algorithm to decentralized Gossip-type bilevel optimization
(DGBO) [52], decentralized gradient-tracking bilevel op-
timization (DGTBO) [7], and FedNest [47] with only one
local training. Note that the main difference between these
algorithms is on the hyper-gradient updates.

Figure 4 demonstrates the impact on test accuracy, training
loss, and CPU time of different algorithms. It can be seen
that the centralized FedNest and the decentralized DAGM
algorithms perform well in terms of test accuracy and train-
ing loss and both algorithm significantly outperform DGBO
and DGTBO in terms of CPU times. Specifically, the DAGM
algorithm has the best timing performance among all four al-
gorithms due to its decentralized matrix-vector product and
vector communication. These findings are in line with the
discussion in Section 4 and show that the proposed algo-
rithm is robust and scalable.

7 Conclusion

This work introduces a novel decentralized alternating gra-
dient method (DAGM) for bilevel optimization problems.
DAGM approximates the hyper-gradient by employing de-
centralized computation involving matrix-vector products
and vector communications. Convergence rates are estab-
lished for DAGM under diverse convexity assumptions for
the objective function. Notably, our method achieves a lin-
ear acceleration (an n~! acceleration in complexity) even
when incorporating vector computation/communication,
distinguishing it from existing approaches. Numerical eval-
uations across various problems corroborate our theoretical
findings and demonstrate the strong performance of the
proposed method in real-world applications.
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8 Appendix
R The d-dimension Euclidean space
Rd1xd2 The set of dq-by-da real matrices
R The set of non-negative
+

real numbers

Ryt The set of positive real numbers

The set {1,2,...,n}

[n] :
for any integer n
The Teast integer greater than
[z]
or equal to x
x! Transpose of the vector x
x € R Concatenation of local vectors
x; € R as [X1;---;Xn]
Ia Identity matrix of size d
1g The all-one vector
() Standard inner product operator
N The absolute value of a real
number or the cardinality of a set
® Kronecker product of matrices

I The ¢2—norm of a vector

Rl iy Ixill

The diagonal components of the

diag(W) matrix W
null{W} The null space of matrix W
span{x} The span of the vector x
aly < W < bl The ellgenvalu.es of W Tie
in [a, b] interval
A(W) The ¢-th Targest eigenvalue of

matrix W

)\max (W) 5 )\min (W) 5
and Apin (W)

The largest, smallest, and smallest
nonzero eigenvalues of matrix W

Table 2
Summary of Notations and Terminologies

In this section, we provide the detailed convergence analysis
of our algorithm. We first provide some technical lemmas
used in our analysis. Throughout, we define

Dp := F(x0,¥"(x0)) — F(x",y"(x")),
Po = |lyo — ¥*(x0)|1?,

for notational simplicity.

Lemma 9 Suppose Assumptions A and B hold. Set param-
eters 3 and vy as in Eq. (18). If we select M = O(kg), then

we have

IVF(x,yi") = VE(er,y* ()|

k. —1 2M
< 2?p?UHD 4 202(;7“)
g

k—1
N 1\ k=1-j
' ((5) Py + 20 Z (3) 1% *xj+1||2>, @21
7=0
where @F(xk.,yﬁl) is defined in Eq. (17b), p is defined in
Lemma 4, and

’ynQngnyy
(2(1=0) +yug)(1—p)

n:i= 22)

Lemma 10 Consider the definition of objective function F
in (4a). If Assumptions A, B3. and B4. hold then we have

ITH ey ()~ 1TH < Fey'(x) — F* + 000
-0
where C' is defined as
C:=Cy, +7C, ACy, and
A C,,.C
O = Cfx 4 - Y Ixy fy ) (23)
Amin (g, = W) + vag

8.1 Proof of Theorem 6

Proof: By using the smoothness of F due to Lemma 14(L3),
we have

F(Xpt1,¥" (Xk41)) < F(xp, ¥ (Xk))
* L
(VP (k" (%0)) X1 = Xk) + X1 — i
24)

At this point, we would proceed by bounding the second
term, for all u € R | ag

<VF(X1€7 *(Xk))7 Xp+1 — Xk>

= (VF Xk, y" (X)), X1 — ) + (VF (x5, y"(xx)), u — Xp)
<VF(X1«7 *(x1,)) — VF (x5, y2), Xpoy1 — u1)

+ (VE (x4, Y1), X1 — ) + (VF(xg, y* (x5,)), u — X
= (VF(xk,y" (%)) — VE(xk, Y1), Xps1 — 1)

4 o (= el ~ a5 ]?)

o X =Xl + (VR Gy () w =) @9)

where the last equality holds since by (17a) and identity
(a=b)T(a—c) = (1/2){la—c|> ~ o= b+ a—b|*},



we have

= 1
(VF(xmyﬂ”),ka - ll> = a<Xk — Xk+1, Xp4+1 — ll)
1
= %(IIll —xg[? = lu =X [* = X1 — xl?).

Next, by denoting A, := VF(xz,yM) — VF (x5, y* (x1))
and substituting (25) into (24), we have the following in-
equality

F(Xg11,¥" (Xk+1))
< F(Xg, ¥ (xk)) + (VF(Xk, ¥ (Xk)), 0 — X)
1

+ %(HU — x> = flu = X341 %)
_ (1 — Lpa)

A
200 (A, u

[Xk+1 — X || — Xp41), (26)

for which, invoking the fact that

<£k7

IN

u—Xpp1) <Akl flu— xg |

A

o~ 1
§||AkH2 + %Hu —Xp1]%
it can be obtained that

F(Xg11, ¥ (Xk11))
S F(xp, ¥ (xx)) + (VF(Xg, ¥ (X1)), w — Xp,)

1 1—Lra
=
o

o~
—|AL|%
— 1Al

([%p+1 — xg[|* +

Subsequently, by setting u = (x* + (1 — {)x;, for some
¢ € [0,1] in the above inequality, one has that

< (1= QF (xk, y*(xx))
+ C(F(x, ¥* (x1)) + (VF (Xg, ¥* (X)), X* — X1.))
o -2 - L)

F(Xg11, ¥ (Xk+1))

Xp1 — Xk |2 + H&W

As > fi (xi,¥7(x;)) is pg-strongly convex, then F is
strongly convex with parameter:

pir = g+ (20) " A (g, — W) = pg + (20) "1 (1—0).

As a result,

F (X1, ¥" (Xk+1))
< (1= QR (o, (x0) + CF* — B —x

¢ (1—-Lra)

* 2 2, QR o2
= - - - —||AL]%.
I = xel? = S s — el + S A

13

Then, with ( = aupr which is less than 1 since a@ <
1/(2LF), this becomes:

F(xpi1,¥ (Xk+1)) < (1 — app)F(Xg, ¥ (Xk))
— Lra) N2
— Ak

(1 2 ¢
90 [Xk-+1 — Xk || +2

+ appF* —

We proceed by subtracting F* := F(x*, y*(x*)) from both
sides of the above inequality and using (19) to write

Flxern,y" (1) — F < (1) (F(si. v (5) — FY)
1—-Lra o~
SO+ SIAR. @)

Let I'y, := (1 — v)*. Dividing both sides of Eq. (27) by
I'j41, summing them up for £ = 0, ..., K —1, and invoking
Lemma 9, yield

=

—1

1 * *
T (F(Xk41,¥" (Xk41)) — F*)
=y Le+
K1
<3 (Pl y () — F)
k=0
(1— Lpa 1 osz(U‘H)n
Z T ||Xk+1 xi||* + Z o
ko — IN2M R 1 k
+04C2<7g ) ( )P,
kg + 1 kgorkﬂ(Q) 0
i s
+2¢” Z Z T (5) “lIx; — Xj+1||2)- (28)
k=1 j=0 = k1
For the last term in the RHS of Eq. (28), we have
K-1k-1
1 1ik-1-5
> () I — x|
k=1 j—0 K+l
K1 K-1
2
<> o* > o Xk — Xg41 ]
k=0 k=0
K-1
<2 T IXe — Xp 112 (29a)
o LR+
Furthermore, take M such that
1 2M LF
4 02(7) < ZE 29b
oo kg +1) =2 (29)

It is easy to verify that (29b) holds when

M > %log <SQ CYCQ)/] (:zH) = O(Ky).

-1



Plugging (29a) and (29b) into (28) and noting o« < 1/(2LF)
yield that

F(xic,y" (xx)) = F* < T [F(x0,¥" (X)) — F*

. 1 K— (pQ(U+1)n2+ CQPO (Kjg—l)QM)}
2LF 0 Pk+1 Fk+12k Iig+]. ’

Then, by setting v = min (a,uF, ﬁ) and M > % we
g

h
e Ko — 1y FH1 Ko — 1\ 2M
Fk+12(g ) Z(g ) .
kg +1 kg +1

This result yields

=

F@KWQK»7W§FKF@mf@m7F*

1 (/Qg—Q—I 2

K-—1
) M sz(U+1) 2, c? R
2L I{g—]. Py 2LF

By setting U = ‘[% logy/,

1
:ZK:L

k=0

which, in conjunction with the choice of

M 2 Jlog(2)/log ().

yields

F(xk,y" (xk)) — F”

< FK F(Xo,y*(X())) - F + 7(2p2’l72 + CZP()) .
2Lp

Thus, from Lemma 10, we have

1T E (R, ¥ (Xi)) — 1T £7
CnaC
<F(xg,y (xx)) —F* + 1
— g
C’naé
< 2 2 2
FK(DF-i-TLF(Qp n° + C*P, )) + 1o

which verifies the conclusion. O

Lemma 11 Under the same assumptions and the parame-
ters of Theorem 7, we have

> IVF (k. yp") — V(i y* (xx) | < 7,
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where T := 2np + 2/ Py + %an +v2LpDp, and

1— M\ (W vCy., L
Ci=Ly + W)+ e
)\min (Indg W) + ’Y/jfg
any’YLQXy 4 any’y ngv Lgyy
5\min (Ind2 - W) + THg (j‘min (Indz - W) + ’Y/J'Q)Q
0= Cons
)\min (Ind2 - W) + ’YNQ
Lo i— (Lfy + an) i ")/ngy
F -— 3T
Amin (Indg - W) + Yig
’I’Lny’}/Lgxy an.v nyCng L-‘]yy
:\min (Indz - W) + Thg (S\min(lndz - W) + ’7/149)2

8.2 Proof of Theorem 7

Proof: We let u = x* in (26) to conclude that

F(Xp11,Y" (Xk41))
< F(xp,y"(xk)) + (VF Xk, ¥y (x3)), X — xp)

1 * *
5 (X = %el® = X" = xe4a 1)
(1 — LFOz)

20 %1 — Xpl|? + (Ag, X* — Xp41)
< F* 4+ LF(||X* — ka2 —

X" = Xpep1 %)
+ Ak X = Xpq1 ]l

where A, := VF(X;€7 Ty — VF(xg,y*(xx)), the second
inequality is by the convex1ty of F, assumption o < 1/Lp,
and Cauchy-Schwarz.

Summing up both sides of the above inequality, we obtain

K-1
(F(Xk+1»y*(xk+1)) - F*)
k=0
K-1
<3 (B (Ix = xell? = X = X 2)
k=0
BRI X" = Xl
= Le (I - xol? — x* — xk[?)
—1
3 AL X~ xpgal (30)
k=0



which implies

K— 1
F(Xp41, ¥ (Xk41)) — F*) + Lp|x* — x|
kIO
K-—1 N
< Lplx* = xoll” + > IAkIx* = xepa - @31
k=0

We now need to bound the quantities
of ||x* — X¢||. Dropping the first term in Eq. (31), which is
positive due to the optimality of F*, we have:

K-1

1 .
Ix* = xg[I” < [Ix* = xoll* + — D [Ak[x* = Xpa -
Lr k=0

We now use Lemma 21 with Sg = ||x* — xg||? and )\ =
[|Ag] to get

K-1

1 ~
X" = xg ]l < 5 HAkH

2

+ (nx* —x0? + (

K-1

Y 1A%

k=0

N | =

Since ), ||£k|| is increasing sequence, we have

K—-1
. <1 A
" = Xl < 5 > lA]
k=0

1 1/2
(I sl + (5 1347
k=0
K—
< 3 1Bl + I - ol
k=0

<7+ X = %o, (32)

where the second inequality is by va + b < /a + Vb for
a,b > 0 and the last inequality follows from Lemma 11.

Plugging (32) into (30) and dividing both sides by K yield

1 K— 1
K F(Xp11,Y (Xk41)) — F*)
k= 0
Lp . 2 x 2
< == — — —
< 2 (% = xoll” = x" = xuc]?)
1 K-1 N
= Y B+ 1x = xo])
k=0
L
< SEI = xol? 4 (7 4 X = xo])
= 22 + 2+ ),

where the last line is due to assumption x; o = 0.

Finally, by the convexity of F, Lemma 10 and the average
iterate Xx = (1/K) S| Xy, we have

1Tf i\K (XK)) — 1Tf*

K—1
Z (LT F(Rpg1, Y (Xp+1)) — 17 £7)

—~

<

N\
Nw
,_.o

IA
==

(]

CnaC )

(F(Xk+1ay*(xk+1)) -F+ s

=
Il
o

C'naé’
1-—
TLO[C’O

l1—0c

IN

Lilx*|2 4+ 7(r + [Ix*]])) +

IA
x| = =)=

)

LpR* 4+ 7(1 + R)) +

where the last inequality is by ||x*|| < R.

Lemma 12 Under the same conditions stated in Theorem
8, we have

K—
Z IVE(xr,y" (xx))|I”
k=0

30°
16L%

< o (64LrDr +5(2 + S P 4 ) ).

Next, we show that the DAGM method achieves consensus
across different agents in the graph.

Lemma 13 Under the same conditions stated in Theorem

8, we have

K_
1 8a2 /64LpDp
?; e =5l = 705 (%

0?
16L2 n*p® + Po) + nCz)

(1-
5
+ 52+
where C is defined in (23).

15



8.3 Proof of Theorem 8

Proof: From Assumption A, we have

|17V

(% ¥ (%)) |2

= 1> Vi yi &)+ QL
=1 =1

Zvaz Xk7y1 Xk)) sz

= [V (Xg, y" (X)) +

< 2||VE(xk, ¥ (xk)) +
+ 2| VE (X5, ¥ (X)) —
< 2||VE(xk, ¥ (xk)) +
+ 2Ll — %5 ]|?,

where the last inequality follows from Eq. (60).

Hence,

—
N

K

o

<

= v

k=

—1
|17 VE(X,y

| o
—

IVF (xg, y
0

2

k= D i)

JEN;

E w’L]Xj k

JEN;

1 ,
%(Indl - W)xg||?

1 ,
—(Tna, — W) ||

VE(xk, ¥ (x1)) |2

2

“(%))|I?

*(x))|” +

1 .
o (Lugy, — W)k

(33)

fZWrMW

which in conjunction with Lemmas 12 and 13 gives

)

o)
K]Q

n’p* + R),

K—-1
1 64LpDp
= 2 T VER Y R < o (e
k=0
16Lfa2né'2
(1-0)?
where
16Lf042 2
=24 12 =5((2
n=2h g g R (( +16L2)
N c,.C
Cim Cpy 4 —— 0 b
Amin (Idz - W) + Vg

(34)

O
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Proof of Auxiliary Lemmas:
9 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof: Let (x*,y*(%*)) and {(x,y}(x}))}", denote the
minmizers of (1) and (3), respectively. The constraints x; =
x; and y; = y; enforce that y; F(xi) = i (%) = yj(x;) for
all i € V and j € N;. Since the network is connected, these

conditions imply that two sets of variables {x1,...,x,} and
{vix1),...,y5(xpn)} are feasible for Problem (3) if and
only if xy = -+ = x,, and yj(x1) = -+ = y(x,). There-

fore, Problems (1) and (3) are equivalent in the sense that
for all 7 and j the minmizers of (3) satisfy x7 = x* and
yixy) =y*(x*) forall : € V.

We now prove the second part. Using Assumption A3.,
we have null{I,, — W} = span{l }. Then, for the ex-
tended weight matrices W := W ® I, € R®d2xnd2 apd
W= W®l;, € R we get null{l,q, — W} =
span {1 ® I4, } and null{L,,q, — W} = span {1, ® 14, }.
Thus, we have that (I,,q, — W)x = 0 and (I,q, — W)y = 0
hold if and only if x; = --- = x, and y; = --- = y,, re-
spectively. From Assumption A2., the matrix L4, — W is
positive semidefinite, which yields that its square root ma-
trix (L,q, — W)1/2 is also positive semidefinite. As a conse-
quence, the bilevel optimization problem in (3) is equivalent
to the optimization problem

Xé%in%l Z fi (x4, y7 (x3) (35a)

S.t. (Indl — W)1/2 = 0,

y*( ) = arg min Z gi Xu Yz) (35b)

yER™2 i=1
subj. to (Lyg, — W)Y/2y =0,

where y*(x) = [y} (x1); -5 y5(xn)]-

Note that the minimizer of (35a) x* = [x];...;x}] where
{x}} is the solution of (3). Let v and « denote the penalty
coefficients for the equality constraints in (35a) and (35b),
respectively. Then, using the penalty method we can refor-

mulate (35a) and (35b) as

1 T 7
i - F(x,y"(x)) = 5 X (Ing, — W)X

+ Z fi (x4, 7 (x4))

1
subj. to  y*(x) = argmin {G(}i{7 y) ==y (Ing, — W)y
yeRndQ 2

+ WZgi(Xi7Y¢)}
i=1



10 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof: Given x € R™%1, the optimality condition of the inner
problem in (4b) at y*(x) is

VyG (x,¥"(x)) = (Ing, =W)y" (x) +7Vyg (x,¥7(x)) =0,

where

Vyg(x,y*(x))

1= [Vyg1 (x1, 55 (x1)) 5+ - -1 Vygn (Xn, ¥ (xn))] € R

Then, by using the implicit differentiation w.r.t. X, we have

(Indz - W>VY* (X) + ’YV,Q(yg (X, y* (X))
+9Vy*(x) Vig(x,y*(x)) =0, (37)

where the matrix Vig(x,y*(x)) € R"¥*"% is a block di-
agonal matrix formed by blocks containing the Hessian of
the i-th local function VZg;(x;,y;(x;)) € R%*%2. More-
over, the matrix V3 g (x,y*(x)) € R¥*" ig a block di-
agonal matrix formed by blocks containing the Jacobian of
the i-th local function, V2, g;(x;,y; (x;)) € R9*4.
Rearranging the terms of (37) yields

Vy* (x)
= —Vag %y (X)) (I, — W) +7V;g(x,¥*(x)))
= —Vae (X y" (x) H(x,y* (x))] ',

where H(x,y*(x)) := (Ina, — W) +7V7g(x,y*(x)).
Finally, using the strong convexity of g due to Assump-
tion BS. and positive definiteness of the matrix H due to
Lemma 23, we get the desired result.

-1

Next we prove the second part. For the sake of brevity, we
define

Vif(x, ¥ (x))
= [fo1(X1,YT(X1))§ cee
Vyf(x,y"(x))
= [Vyfilxa,yi(xa));- -

By considering (4a) and applying the chain rule, we have

vxfn (Xn7 YjL(Xn))] € Rndl )

Vy fn(%ns v (x0))] € R

VF (x,y"(x)) = é(lndl — W)x+ Vuf (x, y*(x))
+ Vy" (x)Vyf (x,y*(x)) -

This completes the proof. (]

11 Proof of Lemma 9

Lemma 14 The following statements hold.

17

(1) Under Assumptions A and B, we have

|[VF(x,y) — VF(x,y*(x))|| < Cly*(x) —y[, (38)

where

C,. L
Ci= Ly, + ol
)\min(lndQ - W) + ’YMg

L
+ any ( = i Gy
)‘min(lndz - W) + Vg

FY2 OQXy Lgyy
()\min (Indz - W) + 7”9)2

) +a (1= A (W)).

(2) Under Assumptions A, B4. and BS., y*(x) is Lipschitz

continuous in x with constant

~C

Ixy

— W)+ g

0= %
)\min (Ind2

(3) Under Assumptions A and B, VF is Lipschitz contin-
uous in x with constant L i.e., for any given x1,xo €
R™1 we have

IVF (x2,y"(x2)) = VF(x1,y"(x1))[| < Lr[lx2 — x|,

with

Ly +nCy)-~C,
Fo= A( fy f) Y Ixy 4 fo
Amin (Indg - W) + Yitg

L
+ any ( 1 !
>\min (Indg

Ixy

— W)+ 1y
v2Cy,, L

xy "~ 9yy
()\mm( ndy — W) + ’Y,Ug)Q

+

) + a_l(l - )\,L(W)),

where Cy is defined as in (59).
Proof: Part 1:

Let M(x,y) := VZ g (x,y) [H(x,y)] ', where H(x,y) :=

(Lna, — W) +~Vig(x,y). In addition, define
k= VE(x,y) — VE(x,y" (x)),
A = Vif(x,y) — Vif(x,y*(x)),
AR = M(x,y)Vyf(x,y) — 7M(x, ¥ (x ))Vyf(x y* (%)),
A} = M(x,y){V,f(x, ) Vny N}
A =7{M(x,y) = M(x,y" (%))} Vyf (x,y" (x)),
A ={Vyg(x,y) - nyg (X,y (x)) }H (x,y)] "',

A} = Vg (xy (%) {H (x,y)] 7" = [H(x,y"(x)]7"}.



Then, it follows from (6) and (7) that

Ap=Ap — A} = Ap — A} — A}
= AL — A} = (AL + ADVE(x, ¥ (x). (39

e Bounding ||A} ||: Note that
1AL = [VxE(x,y) — Vif (%, y* ()]
=Y IVafilxiryi) = Vicfilxi, vi (x3)l
i—1
<Lyp, Z ly; (xi) — yill
= Ly lly*(x) —vl, (40)

where the inequality is due to Assumption B1..
e Bounding || A} ||: From Assumption BS5., observe that

H(x,y) = (L, — W) +7V;g(x,y)
)\ n( nds — W) + YHg,
which implies
IH(xy)] ) < ! @
N )\min (Ind2 - W) + ’y/lg

On the other hand, since matrix VZ,g (x,y) is block diagonal

and the eigenvalues of each diagonal block nyg, (X4, ¥4)
are bounded by constant 0 < Cy, , < oo due to Assumption
B4., we get

Vag(x,y) =< C

Ixy L

(42)
Hence, from (41) and (42), we obtain

IM(x,y)l = Vg (x,y) [H(x,y)] 7|

Ve (x,¥) [ IIH(x, )]~

ng
= z . (43a)
)\min (I’I‘Ldz - W) + /YI“'LQ

IN

IN

From Assumption B1., we also have

IVyE(x,y) = Vyf(x,y" (%))

= Z IVyfi(xi,yi) = Vyfilxi, yi (x3))
i=1

<L,y i) = vl

=Ly [ly*(x) =y (43b)

Combining (43a) with (43b), we obtain

JAZ] = ~IM(x, y) { Vyf(x,y) = V,f(x,¥" (x)) }]
<M, y)[ [[VyE(xy) — Vyf(x, ¥y (x)) ]
YCq Ly, lly*(x) — ¥l
Amin (Lo, — W) + vty

(44)

* Bounding || A}|: Note that the Jacobian matrix V3 g(x, y)
can be expressed as:

OVg(x1,y) .. 9Vg(xn,¥)
ox1 Oxn
2
nyg(x, Y) = . . .
OVg(x1,y) .. 9Vg(xn,¥)
ox1 OXn

OVgi(x1,y1) ... 9Vgi(xn.y1)
Ox10y1 Oxpn dy1

OVgn (x1,yn) . OV gn (Xn,yn)
Ox10yn Oxp Oyn

Viy191(X, y1)

Viyn gn (X, ¥n)

Thus, we have

Hv}%yg (X7 Y) - vyg(yg (X7 y* (X)) H

= Z IVaygi (X,¥i) — Vaygi (X, y; (%)) |

i=1

= Z Z ||v)2(ygi (x5, ¥i) —
SLgxyZZHyZ xi) = yill

=1 1=1

= nLg,,[ly*(x) = yl; (45)

V2,9i (i yi(x) |l

<.

where the inequality follows from Assumption B1..

Then, from (41) and (45), we have that

AR =7I{Viye (x.¥) — Vg (x, ¥ (%)) }[H (x,y)] ']
< VHe (X y) = Viye (%, ¥ () || [IH (x, )] 7|

YLy, ly* (x) — vl
5‘rnin(Imle - W) + Yy .

(46)



e Bounding ||A¢||: It follows from (69b) that

AR < A1V (x,y*(x)) |
IHE ()] = [H(xy ()]
<7 IH (x, )] = [H (x,y" (%))
< YCg IH (%, y* (x))] M IH (x, )] 7|
JH (x, ¥y (x)) —H(x,y) |, (47)
where the third inequality follows from the fact that
1477 = AT = AT (A1 = A2) A3
< AT AZ ] Ar — Aq]l,
for any invertible matrices A; and As.
Thus, from (41) and (47), we get
kll > ~
(/\rmn(lndz - W) + 7“9)2
20y, IVyg(x,¥* (x)) — Vig(x,y)|| 48)
(Amin(Tnd, — W) + ’Vﬂg)z
where the equality is by the fact that the matrix I,,4, —W does

not depend on the argument (x, y*(x)) of Vyg(x,y*(x)).

Now, for any vector u := [uy;...;u,] € R" with u; €

R, we get
IVig(x, y*(x)) — Vig(x,y)
u’ [Vig(x,y*(x)) — Vig(x,y)*u
— Jul?

iy vy [V2gi(xi, yi (i) —

V2gi(xi,yi)*u
[[ul[? '

max
u

(49)

By using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, each summand in
(49) can be upper bounded as

uj [Vigi(xia i (%)) — Vf,gz’ (x5, vi) 2w

Iy (x,) yil® llwll?, (50)

gyy

where the second inequality holds because Assumption B1..

19

We next combine relations (49) and (50) to obtain

IV3g(x,y"(x) — Vig(x,y)ll
Z 1 Lo, Iy (%) =l Jlwil?
2imy [l

S Lgyy Z HYI (Xt) - Yi||2

i=1
= Ly, VIy*(x) = I,

where the second inequality holds since dividing both sides

Of ZZ yaibf < (g af) (30 b7) by 3oL bf with

(D

= |ly; (x;) — y:|| and b; = |Ju;|| yields
S i () — wall w2 - )
B < D lyi (i) = vl
S 2 2 i) = s

Consequently, plugging (51) into (48) yields

v*C,

Ixy Lgyy
()\mln (Ind2

[AR] < 5
= W) + 1)

ly* (%) (52)

=yl
Bounding ||V,f|: Using Assumption B3., we have

) =D IV filxi,yi ()| < nCy,. (53)

i=1

[Vyf(x, y°(

Therefore, by substituting (40), (44), (46), (52) and (53)
in (39) and employing the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we
obtain

IVE(x,y) -

VEX y* (%)) < Crlly" (%) (54)

- Y||7
where

’quXnyy
Amin(Indg - W) + Yhg
TR (—

i )\mm(Indz - W) + Yig

2C,. L
4 — 2 Ixy "~ 9yy . ) .
(Amin(TIna, — W) + ’Yﬂg)

Cp=Lyg +

(55)

Then, from (4a), we have

[VF(x,y) — VF(x,y"(x))|| < Clly*(x) - ¥l

where C := Cf + o "Apax(Ing, — W)
An(W)).

= Of —‘1-0471(1 —

This completes the proof of 1.



Part 2:

By utilizing Eq. (5), we have

IVy* (x)[l = 7Viye (x,¥* (x)) H(x,y* (x))] 7|
<V (xy* () | [IHx,y* (x)] 7|
'chx
<z — ; (56)
)\min (Indg - W) + P)//Lg

where the second inequality is due to (41) and (42).
Part 3:

From (7), we have

IVE(xz,y" (x2)) — VE(x1, y" (x0)) |
< [|VE(x2,¥" (x2)) — VE(x2, y*(x1)) |
=:I;
y'(x1)) — VE(xq,

=:15

+ | VE(x2,

y'x))l. 67D

We then study each terms separately. Using (54), we have

—X1||

W)+,
(58)

CrnCoy,, |Ix2

I < Cplly*(x2) —y"(x 3
Amin(lndg

Dl <

where the second inequality comes from 2.

Further, similar to the proof of (54) and using Assumption
B, we have

Iy <92 — x4, (59)

where

1C0. Efy
Amin (Ind2 - W) + Yig

L
+ any ( 1 ! =
)\min (Indg - W) + YHg
+ ’72 ngy Lgyy )
()\min (Indz - W) + FY:UJ!])Q

Y= Ly +

Putting (58) and (59) into (57), we obtain

IVE(x2,¥"(x2)) = VE(x1, y"(x1))[| < Ly[x2 = Xa |, (60)

20

where

(Efy + an) : FYO.‘IXy
Amin (Indz - W):" Thg
L
+ ’I’Lny ( N !
)\min (ITLd2
2c, L
4 — Y Ixy ~9yy . ) )
(Amin(Tna, — W) + 7,“9)

Ly =

Ixy

= W) +py

(61)

Thus, from (4a), we have

|[VF(x2,¥"(x2)) — VF(x1,¥"(x1))]| < Lr|x2 — X1,
where Ly := L + o™ "Amax(Lna, — W) = Ly + a7 1(1 -
An(W)). O

The following lemma establishes the convergence of the
inner loop in Algorithm 2.

Lemma 15 Suppose that Assumptions A and B hold. Let
{4 M) denote the inner sequence defined in (15). If

2 Hng

Y K ")
; = y kg =
Y(pg + Lg) 2(pg + Lg)

>\max (Indg -
)\min (Ind2 - W)

B =

)

then we have

=1 M
) e

! =yl = (G

=y (xx)ll-

Here, kg := Lg/p, and y*(x) is the minimizer of G(x,y)
defined in (4b).

Proof: By Eq. (15), we have

Iy =y (xi)|I”
= [lyy" ™" = BVyG(xi, vy ) — v ()|
= lya' " =y ()12
= 2B8(VyG(xe, ¥y )y - ¥ (k)
+ B2 VyG (xk, ¥, - D2

=y —yx k)H2
—28(VyG (X ¥y 1) = VoG (30, ¥ (x6)) ¥y — ¥ (%)
+B2IVyG(xi, vy ) = VyG (3, ¥ (%)) |17, (62)
where the last equality holds since VyG (X, y*(xz)) = 0

due to the optimality of the inner problem in (3).
In the following, we bound the second and third terms of
Eq. (62).

Note that from Assumptions B1. and BS., the objective func-
tion g is strongly convex w.r.t y with constant i, and its



gradients Vyg are Lipschitz continuous (w.r.t y) with con-
stant L,. Hence, from Lemma 19, we get

b =y (%) T (Vyg (R, ya ) — Vyg(Xe, ¥* (x1)))
1 _ .
> 7+L IVyg Xk ¥i ) = Vyg(xk, y* (xx))]?
9
u +L — 29y — oy () |12
g

The above inequality together with (4b) gives

(VyG(xp,yy 1) =V G(me*(xk)) R =y (k)
= ((Tua, — W)y =y (%)), i = y" (xk))
+ Y (Vyg(Xe,¥a ) = Vyg(Xe, ¥ (xk)), ¥0 Tt — ¥ (xn))
> 5‘mm( ndy — )”yM T y*(xk)||2
‘*‘ﬁ”vyg(xbygj ) = Vyg(xi, v (xi))I°
:g“ I -y ol (632)

Next, we bound the last term in RHS of (62). Note that

IVyG (i, ¥ 1) = VyG (xr, ¥ (x)) |12
= [[(Tna, —W)( Ny (xe)
+'7(Vyg(xk7yk 1) Vyg(X (k)))||2
= [[(Toa, = W) (y2' ' =¥ (x k))||2
+7° [ Vyg (i, ¥ 1) — Vg (e, ¥ (xi) 12
+ 2vJ. (63b)

where J := ((I,q,—W) (ykM_l—y*(Xk))7Vyg(Xk,yz4 1)
Vyg(Xk, y* (Xk)))-

Now, using Assumption B1., we get

J < | (Tay, — W) (2" =y (x0)) |
Vyg(xe, ¥ ) — Vg (X, ¥ (xe) |
= (Tnay, — W) (v " = ¥ (%))l
Y Vi i ¥ = Vgi(xik, vi (i) |
=1
< )‘de(Indz HyM ! -y (Xk)H
gZIIy — i ki)
:Amax(lndg )L ||yM ! y*(xk)”Q

21

Plugging (63a) and (63b) into (62) gives

lyi" =y (xe) I
(1 - 2ﬂ< mm( ndy W) + m)

g+ Lg

5 A (Lt = W)Lg )2~ =y (302
206y
2,2 M—1 * 2
+ (6% 1+ L, MVyexe, v, ™) — Vyg(xk, ¥y (xi)) |
< ((1 _ ApgLg 2) + 1 Amax (Ind, _W)Lg
(g + Lyg) Y(ng + Lg) V(g + Lg)
= 2min Tz = W) ) Iy = ¥ (xe)
where the last inequality uses 5 = 2/v(ug + Ly).
Setting v = kgLy/2(pg + Lg), we get
dpgL _
hY— 2 glig M—1 _ _x 2
Y =Y (X)IF < (1= —=F=3)lly =Y (X
g (xi)[I* < ( (ug+Lg)2)” p k)l
4p2
<(1- g M=1 _ o (x, )|
(- G =y )l
21
< (1-— g *(x1)]?,
< () Iyl
which yields
21y
M _ o (x)l < (1 — M—1 .
lyr' =y (xu)ll < ( T ) vy =y ()l
This completes the proof. (]
We are now ready to prove Lemma 9.
Proof: Let
Ay = VF(xi, 1) = VE(x, ¥ (x0)) =t + Ap, (64)

@F(xk,y%) — VF(x,y)) and A, =

VF(Xk, Y (Xk))-
From Lemma 15 and Eq. (38), we have

Y )P < Cllye" -y ()12

-y (x|, (65)

where ¢, =

VF(Xk:a Yk )
Bounding ||Ag||?:

IVF (xi,yp") — VF(xx,

ko o—1 2M
()
g

where @F(Xk,yﬁ/[ ) is defined as in (7). Next, we bound
ly2 — y*(xx)||?. Notice that y? =y} | (as defined in Al-
gorithm 2), which leads to

Iyi — v* (xi) I
<2llyply =y (k)P 4 20y* (xk-1) — ¥ (x|
<2(2 D) v )l 4 2 ke -
T \Kg+1 -

(66)



where the second inequality uses Lemma 15 and Lemma
14(2).

Choose M such that

1 kg + 1
> g - .
M 5 log(4)/log (Hg 1)

Then, (66) gives

Iye = y* (xi) I
I

1 *
< §||Y2—1 =¥ (k1) |I” + 207 [|x5—1 — x|

S
Ju

IN

1.k N
(5) lyo — ¥ (x0)[I* + 20° 5

I
o

J
(67)

Thus, combining (67) and (65), we get
oM

i -1
My * 2 < 2 L
HVF<Xkayk: ) VF(X]my (Xk?))H — c (/{g{»l)

k—1
1 1oh1o;
. ((g)kpo +20°) :(§)k Ik —Xj+1\|2)- (68)
=0

Bounding ||¢x||?: It follows from (11) that

[HY| = D12 37 (D /2BD 12D 12

u=0
[eS)

< [D7V2|2 ) _(D~Y/2BD /%)

u=0
<D™ Y (DT VEBD T,
u=0

where the second inequality is due to the triangle inequality.
Then from Lemma 23, we have

1
(2(1=©) + 1y

HH71” < ) Z ||D—1/2BD—1/2||u
u=0

1 oo
< U
= 2(1-0) +71y) g”
1

<
T (2(1-0) +ypg)(1—p)’

where the second inequality uses Lemma 4. On the other
hand, since matrix V?{yg (x,y) is block diagonal and the
eigenvalues of each diagonal block V2 g; (x;,y;) are
bounded by constant 0 < Cj, . < oo due to Assumption
B4. which implies that

(69a)

Cy. L

Ixy

Vg (x,y) < (69b)

1 1
() Iy — X

22

Now, we make use of (7) and (17b) as

y ~—1 _
el < I VR (%, ¥27) 1 ) = BT VyE (e, y25)

A1
< Vg (%%, ¥27) 1Ty — B, () Hl|

| [V £ (xp, v < mpU+E, (70)

where 7 is defined as in Eq. (22) and the second inequality
follows from Lemma 5, and Egs. (69a) and (69b).

Finally, it follows from the fact that ||a + b[|* < 2a|* +
2|b]|%, Egs. (70) and (68) that

IARI? < 2exll® + 2[1 Ak

Kg — 1
< 2?p?UHD) 4 202 (;7“)
g

2M

k—1
1\ k 1 k—1—j
() P+20" 3 ()"l = xiall?).
j=0
This completes the proof. ]

12 Proof of Lemma 10

First, we have the following lemma, which offers an upper
bound for the deviation of each local copy at each iteration
from the mean of all local copies.

Lemma 16 Suppose Assumptions A, B3. and B4. hold.
Then, the iterates {xk},[fgol generated by (17a) satisfy

ay/il

1—0’

llex —*x]l <

where C' := Cy, +~C

Ixy

ACy,.
Proof: From the update rule of Algorithm 2, we have

Xi = Xp—1 — ((Tna, — W)x, 1 + aVif (Xe_1,¥,_1)

- N1
— aYVxyg(Xp—1, yk—l)Hk—l,(U)pk—l)
e S
z s+ k—1—7r
=Wx,_1 —azp_1 = —QZW Z,
r=0

where

Zp—1 = Vf (X1, ¥5_1)
. .1
—YVyg (Xk71»)’k_1) H,_ 0)Pr-1-

Note that by our definition,

_ 1
X=[X15...X), X = (Elnll ® 14, )% € RMXL



This together with Assumption A and x; o = 0 give

_ 1
Xk — Xkl =[xz — (Elnlz @ La, )Xk ||
k—1

(kalfr ® Id1 )Zr

n
< az W=t — *1n1T||||ZrH

<03 o).

r=0

(71)

where the last inequality uses Lemma 22.

We proceed to bound ||z, ||
inequality as follows:

. To do so, we use triangular

- - A —1
2ol < IVif (%0, 3,011 + V(I Vayg (%, ) Hy 07yP. |
L1
< VnCy, +vnyCy, IH,. ) IC,

< VG, + Vi Coy ACy, = v/nC, (72)

where C'is defined in Lemma 16, the second inequality uses
Assumptions B3. and B4., and last inequality holds follows
from Lemma 5.

Next, by substituting (72) into (71), we get

k-1 k-1

xk =Xkl S @Y oz <a ) ot TVRC
r=0 r=0

< oz\/ﬁC”

~1-0c

as claimed. (]
We are now ready to prove Lemma 10.

Proof: From A2., the matrix W has an eigenvalue decompo-
sition form W = RSRT, where R is some orthogonal ma-
trix and the diagonal matrix S has the value that falls within
the range of (0,1] and contains exactly one entry with a

23

value of 1. Hence

1(Tnay = W)X[* = [|(Tna, — W) (x = %)
= [(R(Tng, = S)RT @ Lng, ) (x — %)
> (1-0)?[x— x| (73a)
where the first equality holds because 1}, (L.a, — W) =0
and the inequality holds since Eq. (2).
Moreover, we have
1TE(x,y" (x)) = 1T£(X,y"(%))
+ (1T E(x, ¥ (x)) — 1Tf(i Y (%))
> 1Tf(x,y* (% C’Z|lex\
> 171X, y"(X)) — cvﬁnx —x[|, (73b)

where the first inequality holds since from Lemma 3, (56),
(53), and Assumption B3., we have

Vi yi Q) < [IVifi(%,y7 (K))l
+IVyi Oy filx yi )
’)/Cg ny . A

< Oy, + < = =C, (4
>\min (Idz - W) + THg
which implies
filxi,yi (%) = fi(%,yi (%) + V/i(%,yi (%)) (xi — %)

> fil%,y{ (%)) = Clxi —%/.

By combining (73a) and (73b) and using (4a), we conclude
that

F(x,y"(x)) — F* > 1Tf(X,y*(X)) — F* — Cv/n|x — x|
1
+ 5o (1= ) x =)
> 1TH(&,y* (%)) — F* — OVinllx — x|
naCC
>1Tf(x,y"(x)) — F* —
> 17E(%y" (%) o
> 1TERy (0) - 176 — 200
l1-0o
where the third inequality follows from Lemma 16. (]

13 Proof of Lemma 11

Lemma 17 Under the same assumptions and the parame-
ters of Theorem 7, we have

VFEr11,5* (k1)) — F* < /F(x0,y*(x0)) — F*
k
1 N
= AT ’ Vk Z 07
nERONLY



~

= VF(xT,yﬂ/[)
yr(x")).

where 3

F(x*,

— VF(x,,y*(x,)) and F*

Proof: From the update X, 1 = Xj, — a@F(xk, yM) and the
smoothness of F, we have

F(Xpr1, ¥ (Xk11))
<F(Xp, Y (%)) + (VF (X, Y (X&) X1 — X)

L
+ 7F||Xk+1 — xi||?

=wm,%m»—mvmmm7m»@wmm%»
+ L Sy

=Fmﬁ<k»+a@m€mMJ%»

F (RGP

Lra? —

5 IVE (x5, yp!

< F(xp, y" (xx)) + ( )|I? +

where AT is defined in Lemma 17.

Then, by using o« < 1/Lp, we get

F(Xk+17y*(xk+1)) < F(Xkay*(xk)) +

k
1 ~
— A2
+ 517 2 1Al

1 ~
— IALII2
o I8«

< F(xo0,¥"(x0))

Now using the fact that v/a +b < /a + Vb for a,b > 0,
we have

VEXkt1,¥* (Xp11)) — F* < \/F (X0, ¥y *(Xo)) —F*
T = Z 1A
which completes the proof. (]

We are now ready to prove Lemma 11.

Proof: The proof is similar to that of (68). From Lemmas
14(1) and 15, we get

IVE(xp, y2') —

el

VE (x5, ¥ (xi))[| < Cllya" —

-y (%),

Yy (xi)
(75)

I
) I
where VF (xy,,y}) is defined as in (7).

We now bound ||y? — y*(xx)||. By the warm start strategy,

a/\
AL
1B,
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i..e. setting y? = yM | in Algorithm 2, we have

Bl < llyils

"{g_]‘M 0 *
< (B) I = v el + olet = Xl

vk =y (x =¥ (k=) 4 [y (xe-1)

K,g_lM 0 * - M
= (52) 1800 = Y i)l + oo VR (-1, ¥R,

where the second inequality follows from Lemmas 14(2)
and 15; and the last line uses Eq. (17a).

Consequently, using the triangle inequality, we have

" kg — 1\ M "
W%ﬂWMWS(g+l)Hﬁ4—YkhﬂH
+ 0a||VF (X1, " (Xx—1)) |
+ 0a||VE(x3—1,¥n" 1) — VF(xp_1,¥* (x4-1))|  (76a)
+ 00| VF(xk—1,¥0 1) — VE(Xp—1, ¥4~ )|l (76b)

We proceed with upper bounding terms (76a) and (76b),
separately. To this end, from (75), we have

kg — 1NM .
T60) < O(47) v — ¥ () -
g9

Further, using the arguments similar to Eq. (70), we have
(76b) < np? "

Hence,

1\ M

Y&l < (1 eaC) (F) Ik =y ()]

+ @a(IIVF<xk_1,y (xe—1)| +np"+Y).

llys —

Now, by choosing

1
M >log(2 + 2paC)/log <Kg + )

b
kg —1

=y (i)



we get

and
) Kolkhol o K1 K-1
. . L\k=1-j U41 L U+1
19 =¥ (0)ll < 5lvi1 =¥ (i) 2. 2 Q) TS m e
: Uit k=1 j=0 k=0 © k=0
+ 00 ([ VF (xp-1,¥" (x-1)) | +np" 1) K1
< (Y 1yo — v x0)l <2y pUtt=2p.  (80b)
2/ 170 k=0
ki
+ QO‘Z (5) - (IVF (x5, y* (x;))[| +7p" 1) Moreover, we have
=0 1 K-lk=l o
Ly — ko1 )T 2L (F(xy. v (xy)) — B
< (3) o ¥ (o)l + 00 Y () 2.2 P(P(x3,y"(5)) — )
— k=1 j=0
! K-l K-l
(/2L e (F(x;.y*(x)) = F) +p*), an =Y o S 2L (Pl v (xe) - F)
k=0 k=0
K—
where the last inequality follows from Lemmas 20 and 14(3). <9 \/QLF Zl \/F(Xk I
k:O
Substituting (77) into (75) gives 1 k-1
<2mz (VEGoy (30)) —F* + ——— S &)
v M * Vv 2Lp r—0
IVF (xk, %) — VF (X, ¥ (xx)) | 1
_ 1
ko — INM 1k . Nl < 2V/2L F(xo0,y" (x0)) — F* + A,
<o (B (3 o - v ol 00 Y (5)F = = (/T Vi & 14
g =0 (80c)
(v/2Lr (F(x;, v (7)) = F*) + 56”*1) ). (78) .
where Ay, := VF(xy,yM) — VF(xx,y*(xx)) and the third
inequality follows from Lemma 17.
Simplifying the above inequality in a way similar to (64),
we have Putting (80a)-(80c) back into (79), we obtain that
@FX,M—VFX,*X < lewl| + [|Ag|- Kl
[9F (e, ¥21) = V(v (k)] < el + 1A R
k=0
Thus, using (78) and (70), we get o 1\ M
Snp+0( g+1) (I\yO—y*(Xo)||+29anp)
E-1
IVF (xk, y}7) — VF(xi, " (x2) | ( ) ok (/2Le (F(x0,y* (%)) — F*)
k=0
K-1 o1 M K-1
<ot re( ) Y () -yl Z I13.1).
_ g +1 _
k=0 k=0
k—1
1 k 1—j
oo 2 ](\/2LF(F(Xj,y*(Xj)) 7F*) +77pU+1)>' Choose M such that
J=0 kg —1 M
(79) C( ) <1, and (81a)
Kg +1
kg — 1 1
Since by our assumption U = ‘[logl/p K] (“Z T 1) 200 < 3K (81b)

It is easy to verify that (81a) and (81b) hold when

K-1 K—

X M > log (Cmax{1, 4Kga})/log( Kg + 1)
U = — =1, (80a) oo

k=0 k=0 K = O(r4log(K)).

=
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By combining the above inequalities, we obtain

> IVE (i, y2') = VE(x, ¥ (x2)|
k=0

<np+ |y — ¥ (%0)|| + 200mp

+ = \/QLF (X0, ¥*(X0))

Rearranging the above terms and using a < 1/Lp give the
desired result.

MM—A

14 Proof of Lemma 12

Lemma 18 Suppose Assumptions A and B hold. Set param-
eters 3 and vy as in Lemma 15. If M > O(k,), then we have

K-—1
IVF (x5, yM) — VF (g, 5" (x1) |12
k=0
2K 1 S(U+1) ) 1 2M
<2 2C (7)
n Z P T kg +1
k=0
K-—1
(Po+ 1260 3 (IVE Gy Gl + 2620+0) ).
k=0

Proof: The proof is similar to that of (68). From Lemma
14(1) and Lemma 15, we get

IVF(x, ¥2) — VE (i, v (k)2 < Oyl — v (x|
-1 2M

< 2 L 0 o* 2

<C (%H) Iy — ¥ (xu) I, (82)

where VF(x, yM) is defined as in Eq. (7). Next, we bound

ly? — y*(xx)||>. By the warm start strategy y? =y |, we
have

vk =y (x)l1* < 2flyi’y

+ 2y (k1) — ¥ (xu) |2
2M

Kg — 1
<2<g ) 0 v (xe 2 4+ 202 %0+ — 212
e 1Ve—1 = ¥ (Re—1)[I” + 207Xk —1 — x|

=¥ (xr-)?

ko —1 2M
:2(9 ) 0 rix )2
) Iy )

+20%?(|VF (x—1, ¥0 1) ||,

where the second inequality is by Lemmas 14(2) and 15, the
last line uses Eq. (17a).

Consequently, using the fact that |a + b + c||? < 3]|a|? +
3] 2, we find
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-y (x|

2M

< 2(2‘; - i) Iya—1 =¥ (xe—1)|1?

+ 60° || VF (X1, ¥ (x5-1)) ||

60707 FF (xp-1,yiLy) — V(s 1,3 (5 1))]
(83a)

— VF(xk—1,¥0L1)|%. (83b)

e

+ 6Q2042||§F(Xk—1,)’kM_1)

We proceed with upper bounding terms (83a) and (83b)
separately. To this end, based on (82), we have

12M

63 < () v =y el

Further, using the arguments similar to Eq. (70), we also
have

(83b) < 7]2 2(U+1)

By combining these inequalities one obtains:

195 — ¥ (0|1
2 2~2 1 M 0 2
< @460 ([ ) Iy —y (s
+60°a* (| VF (xp—1,y (Xk71))H2+772p2(U+1)).

Next, by setting

1 1
M >~ log(4 + 120%0%C?)/ log (ﬂ)
2 kg —1

we get

190 = ¥ ()12 < S v ) — ¥ (x|
+60%a (|| VF (xp—1, " (x-1))||* + 772P2(U+1))

1.% =
§(§) lyo —y

o)l + 62?3 ()
7=0
(IVF (x5, y* ()17 + n?p* D).

(84)



Inserting (84) into (82) gives

T

IVE (xk, y2') —
0

VF (xp, y" (xk)) ||

b
I

_ 02(%_ 1)2M<K—1
- kg +1

K-1k—1
2 2 1 k 1-— J * 2
+60%0” > > 2 (IVF (x5, ¥ (x;))]l

k=1 j=0
T U2P2(U+1)))

1.k
3) P

=
Il
o
—

ofKg—1 2M 2 2K ! 2
<C (97) (P 12 F(xy,y
<A (fq) (R i2dat Y (IR )
k=0
- 772/)2“”1))) : (85)

where the second inequality holds since

K—-1k-—1 1 k -
> 5 “VF(x;, ¥ ()]
k=1 57=0
K—-1 1 K-1
< or 2 IVE (e, y (xi))|I?
k=0 k=0
K-—1
<2) [IVF(Xe,y* (x0))*
k=0

Further, using the arguments similar to Eq. (64), we have

K-1
Z ||VF Xp, Vi) — VF (X5, y* (x¢))]2
k=0
K-1 —1
<2 2 Y Al
k=0 =

Thus, according to (85) and (70), we get the desired result.
|

We are now ready to prove Lemma 12.

Proof: Utilizing the L p-smooth property of F' due to Lemma
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14(3), we have

F(Xp1, Y (Xe11))
< F(Xp, Y (%k)) + (VF Xk, ¥ (Xk)) s Xpo1 — Xg)

Lp
+ o5 [[Xe+1 — X ||

= F(Xkay*(xk)) — a(VF (x5, ¥" (x1)), VF(xi, y21))
L
+ =2 HVF<XkaYk )|?
< F(Xk,y (xk)) = al|VF (x5, y* (xi)) ||
— a(VF(Xg, ¥ (x¢)), Ax)
+ Lra®||VF (xk, y* (x3:)) |2 + Lra?|| A
< P (x0)) = 5 (1= 2Lpa) | VE (xi,y" (x0)
+ (5 + Lea®) | A, (86)

where Ay, := VF(xy, y) — VF(xy,y*(x)), the equality
is the result of (17a), the second inequality holds due to
(a+b)? < 2(||a]|* + ||b]|?), and the last inequality follows
from ab < (1/2)(a® + b?).

Summing up both sides of (86), using Lemma 18, we get

i

(F(Xk41,¥" (Xk11)) — F(x5, ¥*(x1)))

=

-1

(1—2Lpa) Y [IVF(xp, y* (xi))[?

M\Q EM

o
o

N

+ Lpa?)2? p2(U+1)
0
K

(67
+(§

=
Il

-1 2M
+1>
K-1

(PO +120%* 3 (IVF(xs,y
k=0

Q

+ 2(% + Lpa2)02

/N

K

Q

))”2 n T]2p2(U+1))).

87

Choose M such that

(5 + Lpa2)202<:Z:>2M1292a < i and

ZCQ(L_l)QM <1. (88)

Kg+1
It is easy to verify that (88) holds when
M

> % g (202 max{1, (5 + Lra®)48¢’ a})/log(nz Ll 1)
= O(K‘,g).



Now applying Eq. (88) into Eq. (87), we have

K—-1
* * 1
F(xo,y"(x0)) = F* < —a(; = Lra) 3 [[VF(xk,y" (xi))||*
k=0
a K-1
_|_ (5 +LFO[2)((2+ 1292 772 p2 U+1) +P
k=0

Re-arranging the terms and in conjunction with « < 1/8L p,
we get

k=0

K—1
30 | 2(U+1)
<D —((2 P
= Drt g (( " 1622 )" ];)p + ),
where Dr := F(x0,y*(X0)) — F(x*, y*(x*)). Moreover, by

setting U = ‘[% log,/, K1 ‘, we have

K-1 K—
2U __
P =

k=0

=

=) =

k=0

which gives the desired result.

15 Proof of Lemma 13

Proof: From (73a), we have

— W)x|?

)xk + VI(xk,y

nd1

<Y
k=0
80(2 K-1

+ R kz:% IVE(x, y* (x1))]|?

80{2 K—-1

< T of& 2 IVF ey ()l +

8a2n(?
(1—-0)
(89)

where the second inequality uses the fact that ||a||? < 2|/a+
b||2 4 2||b||? for all @, b € R?, and the last inequality follows
from Eq. (7) and (74).

Combining (89) with Lemma 12 gives the desired result. [J

*(x0))|”
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Useful Results and Facts

In this part we present several technical lemmas used in the
proofs.

Lemma 19 ([5, Lemma 3.11]) If F(x) is p-strongly convex
and L-smooth, then

plL 2
_ _ > _
(VE() = VE@),x=y) 2 -=—x =yl

+7||VF( ) = VE(y)|*.

is L-smooth convex

Lemma 20 (/8, Lemma 2]) If F(x)
*) =0, then

Sunction with minimizer x* s.t VF(x

IVE)|* = [VF(x) = VF(x")|* < 2L(F(x) - F(x)).

Lemma 21 ([43, Lemma 1]) Assume that the nonnegative
sequence {u} satisfies the following recursion for all k >

K
uf < Sk + > A,
k=1

with {Sk} an increasing sequence, So > u2 and A > 0
for all k. Then, for all K > 1,

1 & 1 & :
UK§§Z)\IC+<SK+(§Z)\IC)2> .
k=1 k=1

Lemma 22 ([23, Lemma 16]) Under Assumptions Al. and
A2., we have

[WF — 1 V2 <o* VEe[K].
Lemma 23 ([33, Proposition 1]) Suppose Assumptions A
and BS. hold. Then, for the matrices H, D, and B defined

in (9), we have

’Wj‘gIndz =H = (2(1 - 9) + A’/ngy)Ind27
(2(1 - @) + 'ylu’g)Indz <D = (2(1 - 9) + ,ycgyy>]:nd2’
0 < B = 2(1 — H)Ind2~
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