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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

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−1 ∑n

i=1 fi(x), where x ∈ Rd, and each individual agent
(client) i in a connected network of n agents only knows its
own function fi. 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],
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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.

There has been a recent interest in solving finite sum bilevel
programming (Eq. (1)) over a decentralized network archi-
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
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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:

• 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.
• 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−1 factor in the complex-
ity bound) even with vector communication, in comparison
with extensive matrix computation/communication results in
[7,52]; see Table 1.
• 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) : Rd1 ×
Rd2 → R in which y = y(x) : Rd1 → Rd2 , we denote
∇h ∈ Rd1 the gradient of h as a function of x and ∇xh,
∇yh the partial derivatives of h with respect to x and y, re-
spectively. ∇2

xyh and ∇2
yh 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+,
∥h(x) − h(y)∥ ≤ L∥x − y∥, ∀x, y ∈ Rd. Also, it is said
to be µ-strongly convex iff for some µ ∈ R+, h(x) ≥
h(y) + ∇h(y)⊤(x − y) + µ

2 ∥x − y∥2, ∀(x, y) ∈ Rd1 × Rd2 .
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
∇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(ϵ−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−1 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]:

min
x∈Rd1

1
n

n∑
i=1

fi (x, y∗(x)) , (Outer) (1a)

s.t. y∗(x) ∈ arg min
y∈Rd2

1
n

n∑
i=1

gi (x, y) . (Inner) (1b)

In bilevel optimization over a decentralized network
[7,52], n agents form a connected undirected network
G = {V, E}, and cooperatively solve Problem (1). Note that
V = {1, . . . , n} denotes the set of agents, E ⊆ V × V the
set of edges in the network, and fi, gi 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 Ni the set
of neighbors of the agent i in the underlying network, i.e.,
j ∈ Ni if and only if (i, j) ∈ E . Each edge (i, j) ∈ E has
an associated weight wij ≥ 0, which measures how much
agent i 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 = [wij ] ∈ Rn×n

+ associated with network G
encodes its connectivity structure so that:

A1. wij = 0 if agents i and j are not connected.
A2. W is doubly stochastic, i.e., W1n = 1n and W⊤1n =

1n.
A3. null{In − W} = span{1n}.
A4. There exist constants 0 ≤ θ ≤ Θ < 1, such that for all

i ∈ V : 0 ≤ θ ≤ wii ≤ Θ < 1.

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

σ := ∥W − 1
n

1n1⊤
n ∥ = max{|λ2|, |λn|} ∈ (0, 1), (2)

where σ is the mixing rate of the network and λn ≤ λn−1 ≤
· · · ≤ λ2 ≤ λ1 are the eigenvalues of W.

Assumption B For all i ∈ V :

B1. For any x ∈ Rd1 , ∇xfi(x, ·), ∇yfi(x, ·), ∇ygi(x, ·),
∇2

xygi(x, ·), ∇2
ygi(x, ·) are Lfx , Lfy , Lg , Lgxy , Lgyy -

Lipschitz continuous for some constants Lfx > 0,
Lfy > 0, Lg > 0, Lgxy > 0 and Lgyy > 0.

B2. For any y ∈ Rd2 , ∇yfi(·, y), ∇2
xygi(·, y), ∇2

ygi(·, y)
are L̃fy , L̃gxy , L̃gyy -Lipschitz continuous.

B3. For any x ∈ Rd1 and y ∈ Rd2 , we have ∥∇yfi(x, y)∥ ≤
Cfy and ∥∇xfi(x, y)∥ ≤ Cfx for some positive con-
stants Cfy and Cfx .

B4. For any x ∈ Rd1 and y ∈ Rd2 , we have ∇2
xygi(x, y) ⪯

CgxyId2 for some positive constant Cgxy .
B5. For any x ∈ Rd1 , the inner function gi(x, ·) is µg-

strongly convex and Cgyy -smooth for some constants
0 < µg ≤ Cgyy < ∞, i.e., µgId2 ⪯ ∇2

ygi(x, y) ⪯
CgyyId2 .

3



Algorithm Stationary Measure Complexity

Strongly convex

BA [16] O
(

log2 ϵ−1)
AccBio [19] f(xK , y∗(xK)) − f∗ O

(
log2 ϵ−1)

AmIGO [2] O
(

log ϵ−1)
DAGM (Decentralized) 1

n
1⊤f(x̄K , y∗(x̄K)) − 1

n
1⊤f ∗ O

(
log(n−1ϵ−1/(1 − σ))

)
Convex

BA [16] f(x̂K , y∗(x̂K)) − f∗ O
(
ϵ−5/4)

AccBiO [19] O
(
ϵ−1)

DAGM (Decentralized) 1
n

1⊤f(x̂K , y∗(x̂K)) − 1
n

1⊤f ∗ O(n−1ϵ−1/(1 − σ))
Non-convex

BA [16] O
(
ϵ−5/4)

AID-BiO [20] 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 ∥∇f(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 O

(
ϵ−1)

AmIGO [2] O
(
ϵ−1)

DBO [7] (Decentralized) O
(
ϵ−1)

DAGM (Decentralized) 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 ∥ 1

n
1⊤∇f(x̄k, y∗(x̄k))∥2 O

(
n−1ϵ−1/(1 − σ)2)

Table 1
Comparisons between different deterministic bilevel optimization approaches with computation/communication to achieve an ϵ-stationary
point in the non-convex setting and an ϵ-optimal solution in the convex setting. Here, x̄k := (1/n)

∑n

i=1 xi,k, x̂K := (1/K)
∑K

k=1 x̄k,
and σ 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, y), 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 xi ∈ Rd1

and yi ∈ Rd2 denote the local copy of x and y at node i. Let

x := [x1; . . . ; xn] ∈ Rnd1 ,

y := [y1; . . . ; yn] ∈ Rnd2 ,

y∗(x) := [y∗
1(x1); . . . ; y∗

n(xn)] ∈ Rnd2 ,

g(x, y) := [g1(x1, y1); . . . ; gn(xn, yn)] ∈ Rnd2 ,

f(x, y∗(x)) := [f1(x1, y∗
1(x1)); . . . ; fn(xn, y∗

n(xn))] ∈ Rnd1 .

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

min
x∈Rnd1

1
n

∑n
i=1 fi (xi, y∗

i (xi))

s.t. xi = xj , ∀j ∈ Ni, ∀i,

y∗
i (xi) := arg min

y∈Rnd2

1
n

∑n
i=1 gi (xi, yi)

subj. to yi = yj , ∀j ∈ Ni, ∀i.

(3)

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 A1.- A3.,

(1) The bilevel problem in Eq. (1) is equivalent to (3).
(2) For any given penalty parameters γ > 0 and α > 0,

the penalized problem associated with (3) is given by

min
x∈Rnd1

F(x, y∗(x)) := 1
2α

x⊤(Ind1 − Ẃ)x

+ 1⊤f(x, y∗(x)) (4a)

s.t. y∗(x) = arg min
y∈Rnd2

{
G(x, y) := 1

2y⊤(Ind2 − W)y

+ γ1⊤g(x, y)
}

, (4b)

where W := W ⊗ Id2 ∈ Rnd2×nd2 and Ẃ :=
W ⊗ Id1 ∈ Rnd1×nd1 are the extended mixing ma-
trices; 1⊤f(x, y∗(x)) =

∑n
i=1 fi (xi, y∗

i (xi)) and
1⊤g(x, y) =

∑n
i=1 gi(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
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consensus problem in Eq. (4) are nonempty.

Remark 2 Note that as α → 0, the minimizer of (4) and
(3) are equivalent [32,40,53]. Indeed, if ẋ∗ ∈ Rd1 and x∗ =
[x∗

1; . . . ; x∗
n] ∈ Rnd1 denote the solutions of (3) and (4),

respectively, then, ∥x∗
i − ẋ∗∥ = O(α) 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 B5. hold.

(1) For any x ∈ Rnd1 , y∗(x) is unique and differentiable,
and

∇y∗(x) = −γ∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x)) [H(x, y∗(x))]−1, (5)

where H(x, y∗(x)) := (Ind2 − W) + γ∇2
y g(x, y∗(x)).

(2) For any x ∈ Rnd1 , the gradient of F as a function of
x, is given by

∇F(x, y∗(x)) = 1
α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)x + ∇xf(x, y∗(x))

+ ∇y∗(x)∇yf (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
∇F(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 ∈ Rnd2 , and define the fol-
lowing surrogate of (6):

∇̃F(x, y) = 1
α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)x + ∇xf(x, y)

+ γ∇2
xyg (x, y) h, (7)

where

h := −[H(x, y)]−1∇yf(x, y), and
H(x, y) := (Ind2 − W) + γ∇2

yg(x, y). (8)

Here, ∇2
yg(x, y) ∈ Rnd2×nd2 is a block diagonal matrix

where its i-th diagonal block is given by the i-th local
Hessian ∇2

ygi(xi, yi) ∈ Rd2×d2 . Similarly, the matrix
∇2

xyg (x, y) ∈ Rnd1×nd2 is a block diagonal matrix where
its i-th diagonal block is given by ∇2

xygi(xi, yi) ∈ Rd1×d2 .
Further, the matrix Ind2 − W is a block neighbor sparse
in the sense that the (i, j)-th block is non-zero if and
only if j ∈ Ni 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
Hii(x, y) = (1 − wii)Ind2 + γ∇2

ygi(xi, yi) and the (i, j)-th
off diagonal block is Hij(x, y) = wijInd2 when j ∈ Nj

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)]−1 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 = (Ind2 − W) + γ∇2
yg(x, y)

= γ∇2
yg(x, y) + 2(Ind2 − diag(W))︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:D
+ Ind2 − 2diag(W) + W︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:B

, (9)

where D is a block diagonal positive definite matrix and B is
a neighbor sparse positive semidefinite matrix. By factoring
D1/2 from both sides of Eq. (9), we get

H = D1/2(Ind2 − D−1/2BD−1/2)D1/2.

Hence,

H−1 = D−1/2(Ind2 − D−1/2BD−1/2)−1D−1/2.

In [33], the authors present the following lemma ensuring
that the spectral radius of the matrix D−1/2BD−1/2 is strictly
less than 1.

Lemma 4 Under Assumptions A and B5., we have

0 ⪯ D−1/2BD−1/2 ⪯ ρInd2 , (10)

where ρ := 2(1−θ)/(2(1−Θ)+γµg) < 1 and the constants
θ, Θ, γ, and µg are defined in Assumptions A and B.

Next, using Lemma 4, we consider the Taylor’s series (I −
X)−1 =

∑∞
j=0 Xj with X = D−1/2BD−1/2 to write the

5



Hessian inverse H−1 as

H−1 = D−1/2
∞∑

u=0
(D−1/2BD−1/2)uD−1/2. (11)

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:

Ĥ
−1
(U) = D−1/2

U∑
u=0

(D−1/2BD−1/2)uD−1/2. (12)

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

−1
(U) is U -hop block neighbor sparse, i.e., the (i, j)-th block

is nonzero if and only if there is at least one path between
nodes i and j with length U or smaller. Substituting the
explicit expression for Ĥ

−1
(U) in (12) into (8), we get

h(U) = −Ĥ
−1
(U)p

= −D−1/2
U∑

u=0
(D−1/2BD−1/2)uD−1/2p, (13)

where p := ∇yf(x, y).

Then, Eq. (13) can be computed by the recursive expression
as follows:

h(s+1) = D−1Bh(s) − D−1p = D−1(Bh(s) − p). (14a)

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

hi,(s+1) = D−1
ii (

∑
j∈Ni,j=i

Bijhj,(s) − pi). (14b)

Here, Dii := γ∇2
ygi(xi, yi) + 2(1d2 − wii)Id2 ∈ Rd2 is

the i-th diagonal block of matrix D in (9). Note that the
block Dii is locally available at node i. Further, the diago-
nal blocks Bii = (1d2 − wii)Id2 and the off diagonal blocks
Bij = wijId2 can be computed and stored by node i. The
gradient component ∇yfi(xi, yi) is also stored and com-
puted at node i. Therefore, node i can execute the recur-
sion in (14b) by having access to the hj,(s) of its neighbors
j ∈ Ni. The Decentralized estimation of Inverse Hessian-
Gradient-Product (DIHGP) method runs by agent i is sum-
marized in the following Algorithm 1.

The following lemma provides bounds for the eigenvalues
of the U -th order inverse approximation Ĥ−1

(U) in (12) which
is adopted from [33].

Algorithm 1 hi,(U) = DIHGPDIHGPDIHGP(xi, yi, U, W) at each node i

1: Bii = (1d2 − wii)Id2 and Bij = wijId2 .
2: Dii = γ∇2

ygi(xi, yi) + 2(1d2 − wii)Id2 .
3: pi = ∇yfi(xi, yi).
4: Find hi,(0) such that Diihi,(0) + pi = 0.
5: for s = 0, . . . , U − 1 do
6: Exchange the iterate hi,(s) with neighbors j ∈ Ni.
7: Set bi = −pi +

∑
j∈Ni,j=i

Bijhj,(s).
8: Find hi,(s+1) such that Diihi,(s+1) = bi.
9: end for

Lemma 5 Suppose Assumptions A and B5. hold. Then, the
eigenvalues of the approximate Hessian inverse Ĥ−1

(U) are
bounded as

λInd2 ⪯ Ĥ−1
(U) ⪯ ΛInd2 ,

where the constants λ and Λ are defined as

λ := 1
2(1 − θ) + γCgyy

, Λ:= 1 − ρU+1

(1 − ρ)((2(1 − Θ) + γµg)) ,

ρ is defined in Lemma 4 and the remaining constants are
defined in Assumptions A and B. Moreover, let E := Ind2 −
Ĥ−1/2

(U) HĤ−1/2
(U) be the error of the Hessian inverse approx-

imation. Then,

0 ⪯ E ⪯ ρU+1Ind2 .

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 Ĥ−1

(U) and the exact Hessian inverse H−1. Hence, as

U increases, the Hessian inverse approximation Ĥ−1
(U) ap-

proaches the exact Hessian inverse H−1.

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.
For all k ≥ 0 and t ≥ 0,

qt
k := ∇yG(xk, yt

k) = (Ind2 − W)yt
k + γ∇yg(xk, yt

k)

denotes the gradient of the inner function at the current point
(xk, yt

k). Given the above gradient, we use decentralized
gradient descent (DGD) [38] to minimize (approximately)
the inner function as follows:

yt+1
k = yt

k − βqt
k, (15)
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Algorithm 2 DAGMDAGMDAGM

1: Inputs: M, K, U ∈ N; {(xi,0, yi,0)}n
i=1 ∈ Rd1 × Rd2 ;

(β, γ, α) ∈ R++; and a mixing matrix W.
2: for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , K − 1 do
3: Set ỹi,k−1 = y0

i,k = yM
i,k−1 if k > 0

and yi,0 otherwise.
4: for t = 0, . . . , M − 1 do
5: Exchange iterate yt

i,k with neighbors j ∈ Ni.
6: qt

i,k = (1 − wii)yt
i,k

∑
j∈Ni

wijyt
j,k +

γ∇ygi(xi,k, yt
i,k).

7: yt+1
i,k = yt

i,k − βqt
i,k.

8: end for
9: ỹi,k = yM

i,k.
10: Exchange the iterate xi,k with neighbors j ∈ Ni.
11: hi,k,(U) = DIHGPDIHGPDIHGP(xi,k, ỹi,k, U, W).
12: di,k,(U) = 1

α (1 − wii)xi,k − 1
α

∑
j∈Ni

wijxj,k

+ ∇xfi(xi,k, ỹi,k) + γ∇2
xygi(xi,k, ỹi,k)hi,k,(U).

13: Update local iterate: xi,k+1 = xi,k − αdi,k,(U).
14: end for

where qt
k = [qt

1,k; . . . ; qt
n,k] and its i-th element is given by

qt
i,k = (1 − wii)yt

i,k

−
∑

j∈Ni

wijyt
j,k + γ∇ygi(xi,k, yt

i,k). (16a)

Hence,
yt+1

i,k = yt
i,k − βqt

i,k. (16b)

DAGM runs M steps of (15) to obtain an approximate so-
lution yM

k of the inner problem in Eq. (4b).

Next, we provide the outer-level update by using the esti-
mator yM

k 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

xk+1 = xk − α∇̂F(xk, yM
k ), (17a)

where ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) is an estimate of the hyper-gradient by

using (13) and setting y = yM
k in (7) as

∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) := 1

α
(Ind1 − Ẃ)xk + ∇xf(xk, yM

k )

+ γ∇2
xyg

(
xk, yM

k

)
hk,(U), and (17b)

hk,(U) := −D−1/2
k

U∑
u=0

(D−1/2
k BD−1/2

k )uD−1/2
k pk.

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 i needs
to broadcast U + 1 vectors of d1 dimension per iteration,
namely xi,k, {di,k,(s)}U−1

s=0 ∈ Rd1 , to its neighbors. Hence,
at each iteration of DAGM, node i sends (U +1)|Ni| vectors
of the same dimension d1 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

γ = κGLg

2(µg + Lg) , and β = 2
γ(Lg + µg) , (18)

where κG := λmax(Ind2 − W)/λ̂min(Ind2 − W). Let κg :=
Lg/µg denote the condition number and σ is Mixing rate
of the network defined in Eq. (2). We also assume xi,0 =
0 for simplicity in the analysis. Moreover, for notational
convenience, let us define f∗ := f(x∗, y∗(x∗)), x̄k := 1n ⊗
x̄k ∈ Rnd1×1 where x̄k := (1/n)

∑n
i=1 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 {fi}n

i=1 are strongly
convex with parameter µf > 0. If

α ≤ 1
2LF

, U =
∣∣∣∣⌈1

2 log1/ρ K⌉
∣∣∣∣ , M = O

(
max{k, κg}

)
.

Then, for any K ≥ 1, we have

1
n

1⊤
(

f(x̄K , y∗(x̄K)) − f∗
)

≤ O
(

1
n

(1 − ν)K + α

1 − σ

)
,

where

ν := min
(

αµF ,
2

κg + 1

)
. (19)

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

7



hold. Further, assume {fi}n
i=1 are convex. Let

α ≤ 1
LF

, U =
∣∣∣⌈log1/ρ K⌉

∣∣∣ , and M = O
(
κg log(K)

)
.

Then, for any K ≥ 1 with ∥x∗∥ ≤ R, we have

1
n

1⊤
(

f(x̂K , y∗(x̂K)) − f∗
)

≤ O
(

1
nK

+ α

1 − σ

)
,

where x̂K := 1
K

∑K
k=1 x̄k.

Theorem 8 (Non-convex case) Suppose Assumption A on
the weight matrix W and Assumption B on {fi}n

i=1 hold. Let

α ≤ 1
8LF

, U =
∣∣∣∣⌈1

2 log1/ρ K⌉
∣∣∣∣ , and M = O

(
κg

)
.

Then, for any K ≥ 1 we have

1
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥ 1
n

1⊤∇f(x̄k, y∗(x̄k))∥2 ≤ O
(

1
nK

+ α2

(1 − σ)2

)
.

Note that in the strongly convex setting, it follows from
Theorem 6 that the iteration complexity of DAGM is
O

(
log(n−1ϵ−1/(1 − σ))

)
with α = δK/(2nLF ), where

δ < 1. Similarly, in the convex setting, Theorem 7 im-
plies that if α = 1/(LF nK), then DAGM achieves
O(n−1ϵ−1/(1 − σ)) iteration complexity. Finally, in the
non-convex case, Theorem 8 establishes that by setting
α = 1/(8LF

√
nK) gives a O

(
n−1ϵ−1/(1 − σ)2)

iteration
complexity for DAGM. We also note that the connectivity
of a graph is captured by its spectral gap value 1 − σ [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); Dval) aims to minimize the validation loss with
respect to the hyper-parameters x, and the inner objective
function g(x, y; Dtr) obtains a learning algorithm by mini-
mizing the training loss with respect to the model parameters
(x, y), where Dtr and Dval denote the training and validation
datasets, respectively. Given a loss function ℓ, a set of n

agents, Dval = {Dval
1 , . . . , Dval

n }, and Dtr = {Dtr
1 , . . . , Dtr

n},
the decentralized HO problem can be formulated as
(1) where

∑n
i=1 fi(y∗(x); Dval) =

∑n
i=1 ℓ(y∗(x); Dval

i )
and y∗(x) ∈ arg miny∈Rd2

∑n
i=1 gi(x, y; Dtr) :=

ℓ(y; Dtr
i ) + 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 (zi, bi) ∈ Dtr

i , we consider the following choices of
loss functions:

• Linear: ℓ(y; Dtr
i ) = (y⊤zi − bi)2;

• Logistic: ℓ(y; Dtr
i ) = log

(
1 + exp(−biy⊤zi)

)
;

• Support Vector Machine (SVM):

ℓ(y; Dtr
i ) = max

{
0, 1 − biy⊤zi

}
;

• Softmax: ℓ(y, u; Dtr
i ) = −log e

y⊤
bi

zi+ubi∑C

j=1
e

y⊤
j

zi+uj
;

where C is the number of classes and bi ∈ [C]. The inner and
outer step-sizes (α, β) are chosen from the set: {1e−2, 5e−
3, 1e − 3, 5e − 4, 1e − 4}. The number of DIHGP updates
U is set to 3. The mixing matrix W = [wij ] is defined as

wij =


1

1+max{deg(i),deg(j)} , if {i, j} ∈ E ,

1 −
∑

{i,k}∈E
wik, if i = j,

0, otherwise,

(20)

where deg(i) is the degree of the agent i, 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 r = 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 d1 = d2 = 2 and n = 100. The
underlying true signal y∗ is generated from the standard
normal distribution. Each data sample zi is generated as
zi = (y∗)⊤zi + σz⊤

i y∗ + ϵi, where σ = 0.25 and each ϵi 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.

(a) Regularized softmax problem applied to MNIST dataset.
(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.

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.
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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 ({Dt

i}n
i=1), while the inner problem opti-

mizes a header for downstream classification tasks on train-
ing data ({Dt

i}n
i=1). 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−1 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

Rd The d-dimension Euclidean space

Rd1×d2 The set of d1-by-d2 real matrices

R+
The set of non-negative

real numbers
R++ The set of positive real numbers

[n] The set {1, 2, ..., n}
for any integer n

⌈x⌉ The least integer greater than
or equal to x

x⊤ Transpose of the vector x
x ∈ Rnd Concatenation of local vectors

xi ∈ Rd as [x1; . . . ; xn]
Id Identity matrix of size d

1d The all-one vector

⟨·, ·⟩ Standard inner product operator

| · | The absolute value of a real
number or the cardinality of a set

⊗ Kronecker product of matrices

∥ · ∥ The ℓ2–norm of a vector

∥x∥
∑n

i=1 ∥xi∥

diag(W) The diagonal components of the
matrix W

null{W} The null space of matrix W
span{x} The span of the vector x

aId ⪯ W ⪯ bId
The eigenvalues of W lie

in [a, b] interval

λi(W) The i-th largest eigenvalue of
matrix W

λmax(W), λmin(W),

and λ̂min(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

DF := F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F(x∗, y∗(x∗)),
P0 := ∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥2,

for notational simplicity.

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

we have

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ 2η2ρ2(U+1) + 2C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

·
((1

2
)k

P0 + 2ϱ2
k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j∥xj − xj+1∥2
)

, (21)

where ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) is defined in Eq. (17b), ρ is defined in

Lemma 4, and

η :=
γn2CgxyCfy

(2(1 − Θ) + γµg)(1 − ρ) . (22)

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

1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄)) − 1⊤f∗ ≤ F(x, y∗(x)) − F∗ + nαC̃Ĉ

1 − σ
,

where C̃ is defined as

C̃ := Cfx + γCgxyΛCfy , and

Ĉ := Cfx +
γCgxyCfy

λ̂min(Id2 − W) + γµg

.
(23)

8.1 Proof of Theorem 6

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

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) ≤ F(xk, y∗(xk))

+ ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), xk+1 − xk⟩ + LF

2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2.

(24)

At this point, we would proceed by bounding the second
term, for all u ∈ Rnd1 , as

⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), xk+1 − xk⟩
= ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), xk+1 − u⟩ + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), u − xk⟩
= ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)) − ∇̂F(xk, yM

k ), xk+1 − u⟩
+ ⟨∇̂F(xk, yM

k ), xk+1 − u⟩ + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), u − xk⟩
= ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)) − ∇̂F(xk, yM

k ), xk+1 − u⟩

+ 1
2α

(
∥u − xk∥2 − ∥u − xk+1∥2)

− 1
2α

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), u − xk⟩, (25)

where the last equality holds since by (17a) and identity
(a−b)⊤(a−c) = (1/2)

{
∥a−c∥2 −∥c−b∥2 +∥a−b∥2

}
,

12



we have

⟨∇̂F(xk, yM
k ), xk+1 − u⟩ = 1

α
⟨xk − xk+1, xk+1 − u⟩

= 1
2α

(
∥u − xk∥2 − ∥u − xk+1∥2 − ∥xk+1 − xk∥2)

.

Next, by denoting ∆̂k := ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))

and substituting (25) into (24), we have the following in-
equality

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1))
≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), u − xk⟩

+ 1
2α

(
∥u − xk∥2 − ∥u − xk+1∥2)

− (1 − LF α)
2α

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + ⟨∆̂k, u − xk+1⟩, (26)

for which, invoking the fact that

⟨∆̂k, u − xk+1⟩ ≤ ∥∆̂k∥ · ∥u − xk+1∥

≤ α

2 ∥∆̂k∥2 + 1
2α

∥u − xk+1∥2,

it can be obtained that

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1))
≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), u − xk⟩

+ 1
2α

∥u − xk∥2 − (1 − LF α)
2α

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + α

2 ∥∆̂k∥2.

Subsequently, by setting u = ζx∗ + (1 − ζ)xk for some
ζ ∈ [0, 1] in the above inequality, one has that

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) ≤ (1 − ζ)F(xk, y∗(xk))
+ ζ

(
F(xk, y∗(xk)) + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), x∗ − xk⟩

)
+ ζ2

2α
∥x∗ − xk∥2 − (1 − LF α)

2α
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + α

2 ∥∆̂k∥2.

As
∑n

i=1 fi (xi, y∗
i (xi)) is µf -strongly convex, then F is

strongly convex with parameter:

µF := µf +(2α)−1λmin(Ind1 −Ẃ) = µf +(2α)−1(1−σ).

As a result,

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1))

≤ (1 − ζ)F(xk, y∗(xk)) + ζF∗ − ζµF

2 ∥x∗ − xk∥2

+ ζ2

2α
∥x∗ − xk∥2 − (1 − LF α)

2α
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + α

2 ∥∆̂k∥2.

Then, with ζ = αµF which is less than 1 since α ≤
1/(2LF ), this becomes:

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) ≤ (1 − αµF )F(xk, y∗(xk))

+ αµF F∗ − (1 − LF α)
2α

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + α

2 ∥∆̂k∥2.

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

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗ ≤ (1 − ν)
(
F(xk, y∗(xk)) − F∗)

− (1 − LF α)
2α

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + α

2 ∥∆̂k∥2. (27)

Let Γk := (1 − ν)k. Dividing both sides of Eq. (27) by
Γk+1, summing them up for k = 0, . . . , K −1, and invoking
Lemma 9, yield

K−1∑
k=0

1
Γk+1

(
F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗)

≤
K−1∑
k=0

1
Γk

(
F(xk, y∗(xk)) − F∗)

− (1 − LF α)
2α

K−1∑
k=0

1
Γk+1

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 +
K−1∑
k=0

αρ2(U+1)η2

Γk+1

+ αC2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M ( K−1∑
k=0

1
Γk+1

(1
2

)k
P0

+ 2ϱ2
K−1∑
k=1

k−1∑
j=0

1
Γk+1

(1
2

)k−1−j∥xj − xj+1∥2
)

. (28)

For the last term in the RHS of Eq. (28), we have

K−1∑
k=1

k−1∑
j=0

1
Γk+1

(1
2

)k−1−j∥xj − xj+1∥2

≤
K−1∑
k=0

1
2k

K−1∑
k=0

1
Γk+1

∥xk − xk+1∥2

≤ 2
K−1∑
k=0

1
Γk+1

∥xk − xk+1∥2. (29a)

Furthermore, take M such that

4ϱ2αC2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

≤ LF

2 . (29b)

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

M ≥ 1
2 log

(8ϱ2αC2

LF

)
/ log

(κg + 1
κg − 1

)
= O(κg).
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Plugging (29a) and (29b) into (28) and noting α ≤ 1/(2LF )
yield that

F(xK , y∗(xK)) − F∗ ≤ ΓK

[
F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗

+ 1
2LF

K−1∑
k=0

(ρ2(U+1)η2

Γk+1
+ C2P0

Γk+12k

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)2M )]
.

Then, by setting ν = min
(

αµF , 2
κg+1

)
and M ≥ k+1

2 , we
have

Γk+1 ≥
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)k+1
≥

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)2M

.

This result yields

F(xK , y∗(xK)) − F∗ ≤ ΓK

[
F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗

+ 1
2LF

(κg + 1
κg − 1

)2M K−1∑
k=0

ρ2(U+1)η2 + C2P0

2LF

]
.

By setting U =
∣∣∣⌈ 1

2 log1/ρ K⌉
∣∣∣, we get

K−1∑
k=0

ρ2U =
K−1∑
k=0

1
K

= 1,

which, in conjunction with the choice of

M ≥ 1
2 log(2)/ log

(κg + 1
κg − 1

)
,

yields

F(xK , y∗(xK)) − F∗

≤ ΓK

[
F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗ + 1

2LF
(2ρ2η2 + C2P0)

]
.

Thus, from Lemma 10, we have

1⊤f(x̄K , y∗(x̄K)) − 1⊤f∗

≤ F(xK , y∗(xK)) − F∗ + ĈnαC̃

1 − σ

≤ ΓK

(
DF + 1

2LF

(
2ρ2η2 + C2P0

))
+ ĈnαC̃

1 − σ
,

which verifies the conclusion. □

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

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥ ≤ τ,

where τ := 2ηρ + 2
√

P0 + 4
LF

ϱηρ +
√

2LF DF , and

C := Lfx + 1 − λn(Ẃ)
α

+
γCgxyLfy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
nCfyγLgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
nCfyγ2CgxyLgyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2

ϱ :=
γCgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

,

LF :=
(L̃fy + nCf ) · γCgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
nCfyγL̃gxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
nCfyγ2CgxyL̃gyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2
.

8.2 Proof of Theorem 7

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

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1))
≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), x∗ − xk⟩

+ 1
2α

(
∥x∗ − xk∥2 − ∥x∗ − xk+1∥2)

− (1 − LF α)
2α

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + ⟨∆̂k, x∗ − xk+1⟩

≤ F∗ + LF

(
∥x∗ − xk∥2 − ∥x∗ − xk+1∥2)

+ ∥∆̂k∥ ∥x∗ − xk+1∥,

where ∆̂k := ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), the second

inequality is by the convexity of F, assumption α ≤ 1/LF ,
and Cauchy-Schwarz.

Summing up both sides of the above inequality, we obtain

K−1∑
k=0

(
F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗)

≤
K−1∑
k=0

(
LF

(
∥x∗ − xk∥2 − ∥x∗ − xk+1∥2)

+ ∥∆̂k∥ ∥x∗ − xk+1∥
)

= LF

(
∥x∗ − x0∥2 − ∥x∗ − xK∥2)

+
K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥∥x∗ − xk+1∥, (30)
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which implies

K−1∑
k=0

(
F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗)

+ LF ∥x∗ − xK∥2

≤ LF ∥x∗ − x0∥2 +
K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥∥x∗ − xk+1∥. (31)

We now need to bound the quantities ∥x∗ − xk+1∥ in terms
of ∥x∗ − x0∥. Dropping the first term in Eq. (31), which is
positive due to the optimality of F∗, we have:

∥x∗ − xK∥2 ≤ ∥x∗ − x0∥2 + 1
LF

K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥∥x∗ − xk+1∥.

We now use Lemma 21 with SK = ∥x∗ − x0∥2 and λk =
∥∆̂k∥ to get

∥x∗ − xK+1∥ ≤ 1
2

K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥

+
(

∥x∗ − x0∥2 +
(1

2

K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥
)2

)1/2
.

Since
∑

k ∥∆̂k∥ is increasing sequence, we have

∥x∗ − xk+1∥ ≤ 1
2

K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥

+
(

∥x∗ − x0∥2 +
(1

2

K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥
)2

)1/2

≤
K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥ + ∥x∗ − x0∥

≤ τ + ∥x∗ − x0∥, (32)

where the second inequality is by
√

a + b ≤
√

a +
√

b 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

K−1∑
k=0

(
F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗)

≤ LF

K

(
∥x∗ − x0∥2 − ∥x∗ − xK∥2)

+ 1
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥∆̂k∥(τ + ∥x∗ − x0∥)

≤ LF

K
∥x∗ − x0∥2 + τ

K
(τ + ∥x∗ − x0∥)

= LF

K
∥x∗∥2 + τ

K
(τ + ∥x∗∥),

where the last line is due to assumption xi,0 = 0.

Finally, by the convexity of F, Lemma 10 and the average
iterate x̂K = (1/K)

∑K
k=1 x̄k, we have

1⊤f(x̂K , y∗(x̂K)) − 1⊤f∗

≤ 1
K

K−1∑
k=0

(
1⊤f(x̄k+1, y∗(x̄k+1)) − 1⊤f∗)

≤ 1
K

K−1∑
k=0

(
F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗ + ĈnαC̃

1 − σ

)
≤ 1

K

(
LF ∥x∗∥2 + τ(τ + ∥x∗∥)

)
+ ĈnαC̃

1 − σ

≤ 1
K

(
LF R2 + τ(τ + R)

)
+ nαC̃Ĉ

1 − σ
,

where the last inequality is by ∥x∗∥ ≤ R. □

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

1
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ 1
K

(
64LF DF + 5

(
(2 + 3ϱ2

16L2
F

)η2ρ2 + P0
))

.

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

1
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥xk − x̄k∥2 ≤ 8α2

(1 − σ)2

(64LF DF

K

+ 5
K

(
(2 + 3ϱ2

16L2
F

)η2ρ2 + P0
)

+ nĈ2
)

,

where Ĉ is defined in (23).

15



8.3 Proof of Theorem 8

Proof: From Assumption A, we have

∥1⊤∇f(x̄k, y∗(x̄k))∥2

= ∥
n∑

i=1
∇fi(x̄k, y∗

i (x̄k)) +
n∑

i=1

1
2α

(xi,k −
∑

j∈Ni

ẃijxj,k)∥2

≤
n∑

i=1
∥∇fi(x̄k, y∗

i (x̄k)) + 1
2α

(xi,k −
∑

j∈Ni

ẃijxj,k)∥2

= ∥∇f(x̄k, y∗(x̄k)) + 1
2α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)xk∥2

≤ 2∥∇f(xk, y∗(xk)) + 1
2α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)xk∥2

+ 2∥∇f(x̄k, y∗(x̄k)) − ∇f(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ 2∥∇f(xk, y∗(xk)) + 1
2α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)xk∥2

+ 2Lf ∥xk − x̄k∥2, (33)

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

Hence,

1
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥1⊤∇f(x̄k, y∗(x̄k))∥2

≤ 2
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 + 2Lf

K

K−1∑
k=0

∥xk − x̄k∥2,

which in conjunction with Lemmas 12 and 13 gives

1
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥1⊤∇f(x̄k, y∗(x̄k))∥2 ≤ ȷ1

(64LF DF

K
+ 1

K
ȷ2

)
+ 16Lf α2nĈ2

(1 − σ)2 ,

where

ȷ1 := 2 + 16Lf α2

(1 − σ)2 , ȷ2 := 5
(
(2 + 3ϱ2

16L2
F

)η2ρ2 + P0
)
,

Ĉ := Cfx +
γCgxyCfy

λ̂min(Id2 − W) + γµg

. (34)

□

Proof of Auxiliary Lemmas:

9 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof: Let (ẋ∗, ẏ∗(ẋ∗)) and {(x∗
i , y∗

i (x∗
i ))}n

i=1 denote the
minmizers of (1) and (3), respectively. The constraints xi =
xj and yi = yj enforce that y∗

i (xi) = y∗
i (xj) = y∗

j (xj) for
all i ∈ V and j ∈ Ni. Since the network is connected, these
conditions imply that two sets of variables {x1, . . . , xn} and
{y∗

1(x1), . . . , y∗
n(xn)} are feasible for Problem (3) if and

only if x1 = · · · = xn and y∗
1(x1) = · · · = y∗

n(xn). There-
fore, Problems (1) and (3) are equivalent in the sense that
for all i and j the minmizers of (3) satisfy x∗

i = ẋ∗ and
y∗

i (x∗
i ) = ẏ∗(ẋ∗) for all i ∈ V .

We now prove the second part. Using Assumption A3.,
we have null{In − W} = span{1n}. Then, for the ex-
tended weight matrices W := W ⊗ Id2 ∈ Rnd2×nd2 and
Ẃ := W ⊗ Id1 ∈ Rnd1×nd1 , we get null{Ind1 − Ẃ} =
span {1n ⊗ Id1} and null{Ind2 − W} = span {1n ⊗ Id2}.
Thus, we have that (Ind1 − Ẃ)x = 0 and (Ind2 − W)y = 0
hold if and only if x1 = · · · = xn and y1 = · · · = yn, re-
spectively. From Assumption A2., the matrix Ind1 − Ẃ is
positive semidefinite, which yields that its square root ma-
trix (Ind1 − Ẃ)1/2 is also positive semidefinite. As a conse-
quence, the bilevel optimization problem in (3) is equivalent
to the optimization problem

min
x∈Rnd1

n∑
i=1

fi (xi, y∗
i (xi)) (35a)

s.t. (Ind1 − Ẃ)1/2x = 0,

y∗(x) := arg min
y∈Rnd2

n∑
i=1

gi (xi, yi) (35b)

subj. to (Ind2 − W)1/2y = 0,

where y∗(x) = [y∗
1(x1); . . . ; y∗

n(xn)].

Note that the minimizer of (35a) x∗ = [x∗
1; . . . ; x∗

n] where
{x∗

i } is the solution of (3). Let γ and α 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

min
x∈Rnd1

F(x, y∗(x)) := 1
2α

x⊤(Ind1 − Ẃ)x

+
n∑

i=1
fi (xi, y∗

i (xi))

subj. to y∗(x) = arg min
y∈Rnd2

{
G(x, y) := 1

2y⊤(Ind2 − W)y

+ γ

n∑
i=1

gi(xi, yi)
}

.

□

16



10 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof: Given x ∈ Rnd1 , the optimality condition of the inner
problem in (4b) at y∗(x) is

∇yG (x, y∗(x)) = (Ind2 −W)y∗(x)+γ∇yg (x, y∗(x)) = 0,

where

∇yg(x, y∗(x))
:= [∇yg1 (x1, y∗

1(x1)) ; . . . ; ∇ygn (xn, y∗
n(xn))] ∈ Rnd2 .

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

(Ind2 − W)∇y∗(x) + γ∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x))

+ γ∇y∗(x) ∇2
yg (x, y∗(x)) = 0, (37)

where the matrix ∇2
yg(x, y∗(x)) ∈ Rnd2×nd2 is a block di-

agonal matrix formed by blocks containing the Hessian of
the i-th local function ∇2

ygi(xi, y∗
i (xi)) ∈ Rd2×d2 . More-

over, the matrix ∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x)) ∈ Rnd1×nd2 is a block di-

agonal matrix formed by blocks containing the Jacobian of
the i-th local function, ∇2

xygi(xi, y∗
i (xi)) ∈ Rd1×d2 .

Rearranging the terms of (37) yields

∇y∗(x)
= −γ∇2

xyg (x, y∗(x))
(
(Ind2 − W) + γ∇2

yg(x, y∗(x))
)−1

= −γ∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x)) [H(x, y∗(x))]−1,

where H(x, y∗(x)) := (Ind2 − W) + γ∇2
yg(x, y∗(x)).

Finally, using the strong convexity of g due to Assump-
tion B5. and positive definiteness of the matrix H due to
Lemma 23, we get the desired result.

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

∇xf(x, y∗(x))
:= [∇xf1(x1, y∗

1(x1)); . . . ; ∇xfn(xn, y∗
n(xn))] ∈ Rnd1 ,

∇yf(x, y∗(x))
:= [∇yf1(x1, y∗

1(x1)); . . . ; ∇yfn(xn, y∗
n(xn))] ∈ Rnd1 .

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

∇F (x, y∗(x)) = 1
α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)x + ∇xf (x, y∗(x))

+ ∇y∗(x)∇yf (x, y∗(x)) .

This completes the proof. □

11 Proof of Lemma 9

Lemma 14 The following statements hold.

(1) Under Assumptions A and B, we have∥∥∇̃F(x, y) − ∇F(x, y∗(x))
∥∥ ≤ C∥y∗(x) − y∥, (38)

where

C := Lfx +
γCgxyLfy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+ nCfy

( γLgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
γ2CgxyLgyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2

)
+ α−1(1 − λn(Ẃ)).

(2) Under Assumptions A, B4. and B5., y∗(x) is Lipschitz
continuous in x with constant

ϱ :=
γCgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

.

(3) Under Assumptions A and B, ∇F is Lipschitz contin-
uous in x with constant LF i.e., for any given x1, x2 ∈
Rnd1 , we have

∥∇F(x2, y∗(x2)) − ∇F(x1, y∗(x1))∥ ≤ LF ∥x2 − x1∥,

with

LF :=
(L̃fy + nCf ) · γCgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+ Lfx

+ nCfy

( γL̃gxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
γ2CgxyL̃gyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2

)
+ α−1(1 − λn(Ẃ)),

where Cf is defined as in (55).

Proof: Part 1:

Let M(x, y) := ∇2
xyg (x, y) [H(x, y)]−1, where H(x, y) :=

(Ind2 − W) + γ∇2
yg(x, y). In addition, define

∆k = ∇f(x, y) − ∇f(x, y∗(x)),
∆1

k = ∇xf(x, y) − ∇xf(x, y∗(x)),
∆2

k = γM(x, y)∇yf(x, y) − γM(x, y∗(x))∇yf(x, y∗(x)),
∆3

k = γM(x, y)
{

∇yf(x, y) − ∇yf(x, y∗(x))
}

,

∆4
k = γ

{
M(x, y) − M(x, y∗(x))

}
∇yf(x, y∗(x)),

∆5
k = γ

{
∇2

xyg (x, y) − ∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x))

}
[H (x, y)]−1,

∆6
k = γ∇2

xyg (x, y∗(x))
{

[H (x, y)]−1 − [H (x, y∗(x))]−1}
.
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Then, it follows from (6) and (7) that

∆k = ∆1
k − ∆2

k = ∆1
k − ∆3

k − ∆4
k

= ∆1
k − ∆3

k − (∆5
k + ∆6

k)∇yf(x, y∗(x)). (39)

• Bounding ∥∆1
k∥: Note that

∥∆1
k∥ = ∥∇xf(x, y) − ∇xf(x, y∗(x))∥

=
n∑

i=1
∥∇xfi(xi, yi) − ∇xfi(xi, y∗

i (xi))∥

≤ Lfx

n∑
i=1

∥y∗
i (xi) − yi∥

= Lfx∥y∗(x) − y∥, (40)

where the inequality is due to Assumption B1..
• Bounding ∥∆3

k∥: From Assumption B5., observe that

H(x, y) = (Ind2 − W) + γ∇2
yg(x, y)

⪰ λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg,

which implies

∥[H(x, y)]−1∥ ≤ 1
λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

. (41)

On the other hand, since matrix ∇2
xyg (x, y) is block diagonal

and the eigenvalues of each diagonal block ∇2
xygi (xi, yi)

are bounded by constant 0 < Cgxy < ∞ due to Assumption
B4., we get

∇2
xyg (x, y) ⪯ CgxyI. (42)

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

∥M(x, y)∥ = ∥∇2
xyg (x, y) [H(x, y)]−1∥

≤ ∥∇2
xyg (x, y) ∥ ∥[H(x, y)]−1∥

≤
Cgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

. (43a)

From Assumption B1., we also have

∥∇yf(x, y) − ∇yf(x, y∗(x))∥

=
n∑

i=1
∥∇yfi(xi, yi) − ∇yfi(xi, y∗

i (xi))∥

≤ Lfy

n∑
i=1

∥y∗
i (xi) − yi∥

= Lfy∥y∗(x) − y∥. (43b)

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

∥∆3
k∥ = γ∥M(x, y)

{
∇yf(x, y) − ∇yf(x, y∗(x))

}
∥

≤ γ∥M(x, y)∥ ∥∇yf(x, y) − ∇yf(x, y∗(x))∥

≤
γCgxyLfy∥y∗(x) − y∥

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

. (44)

• Bounding ∥∆5
k∥: Note that the Jacobian matrix ∇2

xyg(x, y)
can be expressed as:

∇2
xyg(x, y) =


∂∇g(x1,y)

∂x1
· · · ∂∇g(xn,y)

∂xn

...
. . .

...
∂∇g(x1,y)

∂x1
· · · ∂∇g(xn,y)

∂xn



=


∂∇g1(x1,y1)

∂x1∂y1
· · · ∂∇g1(xn,y1)

∂xn∂y1
...

. . .
...

∂∇gn(x1,yn)
∂x1∂yn

· · · ∂∇gn(xn,yn)
∂xn∂yn



=


∇2

xy1 g1(x, y1)
...

∇2
xyn

gn(x, yn)

 .

Thus, we have

∥∇2
xyg (x, y) − ∇2

xyg (x, y∗(x)) ∥

=
n∑

i=1
∥∇2

xygi (x, yi) − ∇2
xygi (x, y∗

i (x)) ∥

=
n∑

i=1

n∑
i=1

∥∇2
xygi (xi, yi) − ∇2

xygi (xi, y∗
i (xi)) ∥

≤ Lgxy

n∑
i=1

n∑
i=1

∥y∗
i (xi) − yi∥

= nLgxy∥y∗(x) − y∥, (45)

where the inequality follows from Assumption B1..

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

∥∆5
k∥ = γ∥

{
∇2

xyg (x, y) − ∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x))

}
[H (x, y)]−1∥

≤ γ∥∇2
xyg (x, y) − ∇2

xyg (x, y∗(x)) ∥ ∥[H (x, y)]−1∥

≤
γLgxy∥y∗(x) − y∥

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

. (46)
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• Bounding ∥∆6
k∥: It follows from (69b) that

∥∆6
k∥ ≤ γ∥∇2

xyg (x, y∗(x)) ∥
· ∥[H (x, y)]−1 − [H (x, y∗(x))]−1∥

≤ γCgxy∥[H (x, y)]−1 − [H (x, y∗(x))]−1∥
≤ γCgxy∥[H (x, y∗(x))]−1∥ ∥[H (x, y)]−1∥

· ∥H (x, y∗(x)) − H (x, y) ∥, (47)

where the third inequality follows from the fact that

∥A−1
2 − A−1

1 ∥ = ∥A−1
1 (A1 − A2)A−1

2 ∥
≤ ∥A−1

1 ∥∥A−1
2 ∥∥A1 − A2∥,

for any invertible matrices A1 and A2.

Thus, from (41) and (47), we get

∥∆6
k∥ ≤

γCgxy∥H (x, y∗(x)) − H (x, y) ∥
(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2

=
γ2Cgxy∥∇2

yg(x, y∗(x)) − ∇2
yg(x, y)∥

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2
, (48)

where the equality is by the fact that the matrix Ind2 −W does
not depend on the argument (x, y∗(x)) of ∇2

yg(x, y∗(x)).

Now, for any vector u := [u1; . . . ; un] ∈ Rnd2 with ui ∈
Rd2 , we get

∥∇2
yg(x, y∗(x)) − ∇2

yg(x, y)∥

=

√
max

u

u⊤[∇2
yg(x, y∗(x)) − ∇2

yg(x, y)]2u
∥u∥2

=

√
max

u

∑n
i=1 u⊤

i [∇2
ygi(xi, y∗

i (xi)) − ∇2
ygi(xi, yi)]2ui

∥u∥2 .

(49)

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

u⊤
i [∇2

ygi(xi, y∗
i (xi)) − ∇2

ygi(xi, yi)]2ui

≤ ∥∇2
ygi(xi, y∗

i (xi)) − ∇2
ygi(xi, yi)∥2 ∥ui∥2

≤ L2
gyy

∥y∗
i (xi) − yi∥2 ∥ui∥2, (50)

where the second inequality holds because Assumption B1..

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

∥∇2
yg(x, y∗(x)) − ∇2

yg(x, y)∥

≤

√
max

u

∑n
i=1 L2

gyy
∥y∗

i (xi) − yi∥2 ∥ui∥2∑n
i=1 ∥ui∥2

≤ Lgyy

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥y∗
i (xi) − yi∥2

= Lgyy

√
∥y∗(x) − y∥2, (51)

where the second inequality holds since dividing both sides
of

∑n
i=1 a2

i b2
i ≤ (

∑n
i=1 a2

i )(
∑n

i=1 b2
i ) by

∑n
i=1 b2

i with
ai = ∥y∗

i (xi) − yi∥ and bi = ∥ui∥ yields∑n
i=1 ∥y∗

i (xi) − yi∥2∥ui∥2∑n
i=1 ∥ui∥2 ≤

n∑
i=1

∥y∗
i (xi) − yi∥2.

Consequently, plugging (51) into (48) yields

∥∆6
k∥ ≤

γ2CgxyLgyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2
∥y∗(x) − y∥. (52)

Bounding ∥∇yf∥: Using Assumption B3., we have

∥∇yf(x, y∗(x))∥ =
n∑

i=1
∥∇yfi(xi, y∗

i (xi))∥ ≤ nCfy . (53)

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

∥∇f(x, y) − ∇f(x, y∗(x))∥ ≤ Cf ∥y∗(x) − y∥, (54)

where

Cf := Lfx +
γCgxyLfy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+ nCfy

( γLgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
γ2CgxyLgyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2

)
. (55)

Then, from (4a), we have∥∥∇̃F(x, y) − ∇F(x, y∗(x))
∥∥ ≤ C∥y∗(x) − y∥,

where C := Cf + α−1λmax(Ind1 − Ẃ) = Cf + α−1(1 −
λn(Ẃ)).

This completes the proof of 1.
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Part 2:

By utilizing Eq. (5), we have

∥∇y∗(x)∥ = ∥γ∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x)) [H(x, y∗(x))]−1∥

≤ γ∥∇2
xyg (x, y∗(x)) ∥ ∥[H(x, y∗(x))]−1∥

≤
γCgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

, (56)

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

Part 3:

From (7), we have

∥∇f(x2, y∗(x2)) − ∇f(x1, y∗(x1))∥
≤ ∥∇f(x2, y∗(x2)) − ∇̃f(x2, y∗(x1))∥︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:I1

+ ∥∇̃f(x2, y∗(x1)) − ∇f(x1, y∗(x1))∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:I2

. (57)

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

I1 ≤ Cf ∥y∗(x2) − y∗(x1)∥ ≤
Cf γnCgxy∥x2 − x1∥

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

,

(58)

where the second inequality comes from 2.

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

I2 ≤ ϑ∥x2 − x1∥, (59)

where

ϑ := Lfx +
γCgxyL̃fy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+ nCfy

( γL̃gxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
γ2CgxyL̃gyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2

)
.

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

∥∇f(x2, y∗(x2)) − ∇f(x1, y∗(x1))∥ ≤ Lf ∥x2 − x1∥, (60)

where

Lf :=
(L̃fy + nCf ) · γCgxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+ Lfx

+ nCfy

( γL̃gxy

λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg

+
γ2CgxyL̃gyy

(λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµg)2

)
. (61)

Thus, from (4a), we have

∥∇F(x2, y∗(x2)) − ∇F(x1, y∗(x1))∥ ≤ LF ∥x2 − x1∥,

where LF := Lf + α−1λmax(Ind1 − Ẃ) = Lf + α−1(1 −
λn(Ẃ)). □

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

Lemma 15 Suppose that Assumptions A and B hold. Let
{yt

k}M
t=0 denote the inner sequence defined in (15). If

β = 2
γ(µg + Lg) , γ = κGLg

2(µg + Lg) , κG = λmax(Ind2 − W)
λ̂min(Ind2 − W)

,

then we have

∥yM
k − y∗(xk)∥ ≤

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)M

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥.

Here, κg := Lg/µg and y∗(x) is the minimizer of G(x, y)
defined in (4b).

Proof: By Eq. (15), we have

∥yM
k − y∗(xk)∥2

= ∥yM−1
k − β∇yG(xk, yM−1

k ) − y∗(xk)∥2

= ∥yM−1
k − y∗(xk)∥2

− 2β⟨∇yG(xk, yM−1
k ), yM−1

k − y∗(xk)⟩
+ β2∥∇yG(xk, yM−1

k )∥2

= ∥yM−1
k − y∗(xk)∥2

− 2β⟨∇yG(xk, yM−1
k ) − ∇yG (xk, y∗(xk)) , yM−1

k − y∗(xk)⟩
+ β2∥∇yG(xk, yM−1

k ) − ∇yG (xk, y∗(xk)) ∥2, (62)

where the last equality holds since ∇yG (xk, y∗(xk)) = 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 B5., the objective func-
tion g is strongly convex w.r.t y with constant µg and its
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gradients ∇yg are Lipschitz continuous (w.r.t y) with con-
stant Lg . Hence, from Lemma 19, we get

(yM−1
k − y∗(xk))⊤(∇yg(xk, yM−1

k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk)))

≥ 1
µg + Lg

∥∇yg(xk, yM−1
k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ µgLg

µg + Lg
∥yM−1

k − y∗(xk)∥2.

The above inequality together with (4b) gives

⟨∇yG(xk, yM−1
k ) − ∇yG (xk, y∗(xk)) , yM−1

k − y∗(xk)⟩
= ⟨(Ind2 − W)(yM−1

k − y∗(xk)), yM−1
k − y∗(xk)⟩

+ γ⟨∇yg(xk, yM−1
k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk)), yM−1

k − y∗(xk)⟩
≥ λ̂min(Ind2 − W)∥yM−1

k − y∗(xk)∥2

+ γ

µg + Lg
∥∇yg(xk, yM−1

k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ γµgLg

µg + Lg
∥yM−1

k − y∗(xk)∥2. (63a)

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

∥∇yG(xk, yM−1
k ) − ∇yG (xk, y∗(xk)) ∥2

= ∥(Ind2 − W)
(
yM−1

k − y∗(xk)
)

+ γ
(
∇yg(xk, yM−1

k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk))
)
∥2

= ∥(Ind2 − W)
(
yM−1

k − y∗(xk)
)
∥2

+ γ2∥∇yg(xk, yM−1
k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ 2γJ. (63b)

where J := ⟨(Ind2−W)
(
yM−1

k −y∗(xk)
)
, ∇yg(xk, yM−1

k )−
∇yg(xk, y∗(xk))⟩.

Now, using Assumption B1., we get

J ≤ ∥(Ind2 − W)
(
yM−1

k − y∗(xk)
)
∥

· ∥∇yg(xk, yM−1
k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk))∥

= ∥(Ind2 − W)
(
yM−1

k − y∗(xk)
)
∥

·
n∑

i=1
∥∇ygi(xi,k, yM−1

i,k ) − ∇ygi(xi,k, y∗
i (xi,k))∥

≤ λmax(Ind2 − W)∥yM−1
k − y∗(xk)∥

· Lg

n∑
i=1

∥yM−1
i,k − y∗

i (xi,k)∥

= λmax(Ind2 − W)Lg∥yM−1
k − y∗(xk)∥2.

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

∥yM
k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤
(

1 − 2β
(
λ̂min(Ind2 − W) + γµgLg

µg + Lg

)
+ β2λmax(Ind2 − W)Lg

)
∥yM−1

k − y∗(xk)∥2

+
(
β2γ2 − 2βγ

µg + Lg

)
∥∇yg(xk, yM−1

k ) − ∇yg(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤
((

1 − 4µgLg

(µg + Lg)2

)
+ 1

γ(µg + Lg)
(λmax(Ind2 − W)Lg

γ(µg + Lg)

− 2λ̂min(Ind2 − W)
))

∥yM−1
k − y∗(xk)∥2,

where the last inequality uses β = 2/γ(µg + Lg).

Setting γ = κGLg/2(µg + Lg), we get

∥yM
k − y∗(xk)∥2 ≤

(
1 − 4µgLg

(µg + Lg)2

)
∥yM−1

k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤
(
1 −

4µ2
g

(µg + Lg)2

)
∥yM−1

k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤
(
1 − 2µg

µg + Lg

)2∥yM−1
k − y∗(xk)∥2,

which yields

∥yM
k − y∗(xk)∥ ≤

(
1 − 2µg

µg + Lg

)
∥yM−1

k − y∗(xk)∥.

This completes the proof. □

We are now ready to prove Lemma 9.

Proof: Let

∆̂k := ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk)) = ιk + ∆k, (64)

where ιk = ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇̃F(xk, yM

k ) and ∆k :=
∇̃F(xk, yM

k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk)).
Bounding ∥∆k∥2: From Lemma 15 and Eq. (38), we have

∥∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 ≤ C2∥yM

k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2, (65)

where ∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) is defined as in (7). Next, we bound

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2. Notice that y0

k = yM
k−1 (as defined in Al-

gorithm 2), which leads to

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ 2∥yM
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2 + 2∥y∗(xk−1) − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ 2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2 + 2ϱ2∥xk−1 − xk∥2,

(66)
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where the second inequality uses Lemma 15 and Lemma
14(2).

Choose M such that

M ≥ 1
2 log(4)/ log

(κg + 1
κg − 1

)
.

Then, (66) gives

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ 1
2∥y0

k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2 + 2ϱ2∥xk−1 − xk∥2

≤
(1

2
)k∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥2 + 2ϱ2

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j∥xj − xj+1∥2.

(67)

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

∥∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 ≤ C2

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)2M

·
((1

2
)k

P0 + 2ϱ2
k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j∥xj − xj+1∥2
)

. (68)

Bounding ∥ιk∥2: It follows from (11) that

∥H−1∥ = ∥D−1/2
∞∑

u=0
(D−1/2BD−1/2)uD−1/2∥

≤ ∥D−1/2∥2 ∥
∞∑

u=0
(D−1/2BD−1/2)u∥

≤ ∥D−1/2∥2
∞∑

u=0
∥D−1/2BD−1/2∥u,

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

∥H−1∥ ≤ 1
(2(1 − Θ) + γµg)

∞∑
u=0

∥D−1/2BD−1/2∥u

≤ 1
(2(1 − Θ) + γµg)

∞∑
u=0

ρu

≤ 1
(2(1 − Θ) + γµg)(1 − ρ) , (69a)

where the second inequality uses Lemma 4. On the other
hand, since matrix ∇2

xyg (x, y) is block diagonal and the
eigenvalues of each diagonal block ∇2

xygi (xi, yi) are
bounded by constant 0 < Cgxy < ∞ due to Assumption
B4. which implies that

∇2
xyg (x, y) ⪯ CgxyI. (69b)

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

∥ιk∥ ≤ γ∥∇2
xyg

(
xk, yM

k

)
∥ ∥Ĥ

−1
k,(U) − H−1

k ∥ ∥∇yf(xk, yM
k )∥

≤ γ∥∇2
xyg

(
xk, yM

k

)
∥ ∥Ind2 − Ĥ

−1
k,(U)Hk∥

∥H−1
k ∥ ∥∇yf(xk, yM

k )∥ ≤ ηρU+1, (70)

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

Finally, it follows from the fact that ∥a + b∥2 ≤ 2∥a∥2 +
2∥b∥2, Eqs. (70) and (68) that

∥∆̂k∥2 ≤ 2∥ιk∥2 + 2∥∆k∥2

≤ 2η2ρ2(U+1) + 2C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

((1
2

)k
P0 + 2ϱ2

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j∥xj − xj+1∥2
)

.

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}K−1

k=0 generated by (17a) satisfy

∥xk − x̄k∥ ≤ α
√

nC̃

1 − σ
,

where C̃ := Cfx + γCgxyΛCfy .

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

xk = xk−1 −
(
(Ind1 − Ẃ)xk−1 + α∇xf(xk−1, ỹk−1)

− αγ∇xyg(xk−1, ỹk−1)Ĥ
−1
k−1,(U)pk−1

)
= Ẃxk−1 − αzk−1 = −α

k−1∑
r=0

Ẃ
k−1−r

zr,

where

zk−1 := ∇xf(xk−1, ỹk−1)

− γ∇xyg
(
xk−1, ỹk−1

)
Ĥ

−1
k−1,(U)pk−1.

Note that by our definition,

x = [x1; . . . ; xn], x̄k = ( 1
n

1n1⊤
n ⊗ Id1)xk ∈ Rnd1×1.
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This together with Assumption A and xi,0 = 0 give

∥xk − x̄k∥ = ∥xk − ( 1
n

1n1⊤
n ⊗ Id1)xk∥

= ∥ − α

k−1∑
r=0

(Wk−1−r ⊗ Id1)zr

+ α

k−1∑
r=0

1
n

((1n1⊤
n Wk−1−r) ⊗ Id1)zr∥

= ∥ − α

k−1∑
r=0

(Wk−1−r ⊗ Id1)zr

+ α

k−1∑
r=0

1
n

((1n1⊤
n ) ⊗ Id1)zr∥

≤ α

k−1∑
r=0

∥Wk−1−r − 1
n

1n1⊤
n ∥∥zr∥

≤ α

k−1∑
r=0

σk−1−r∥zr∥, (71)

where the last inequality uses Lemma 22.

We proceed to bound ∥zr∥ . To do so, we use triangular
inequality as follows:

∥zr∥ ≤ ∥∇xf(xr, ỹr)∥ + γ∥∇2
xyg (xr, ỹr) Ĥ

−1
r,(U)pr∥

≤
√

nCfx +
√

nγCgxy∥Ĥ
−1
r,(U)∥Cfy

≤
√

nCfx +
√

nγCgxyΛCfy =
√

nC̃, (72)

where C̃ 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

∥xk − x̄k∥ ≤ α

k−1∑
r=0

σk−1−r∥zr∥ ≤ α

k−1∑
r=0

σk−1−r
√

nC̃

≤ α
√

nC̃

1 − σ
,

as claimed. □

We are now ready to prove Lemma 10.

Proof: From A2., the matrix W has an eigenvalue decompo-
sition form W = RSR⊤, 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

value of 1. Hence

∥(Ind1 − Ẃ)x∥2 = ∥(Ind1 − Ẃ)(x − x̄)∥2

= ∥
(
R(Ind1 − S)R⊤ ⊗ Ind1

)
(x − x̄)∥2

≥ (1 − σ)2∥x − x̄∥2, (73a)

where the first equality holds because 1⊤
nd1

(Ind1 − Ẃ) = 0
and the inequality holds since Eq. (2).

Moreover, we have

1⊤f(x, y∗(x)) = 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄))
+

(
1⊤f(x, y∗(x)) − 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄))

)
≥ 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄)) − Ĉ

n∑
i=1

|xi − x̄|

≥ 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄)) − Ĉ
√

n∥x − x̄∥, (73b)

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

∥∇fi(x̄, y∗
i (x̄))∥ ≤ ∥∇xfi(x̄, y∗

i (x̄))∥
+ ∥∇y∗

i (x̄)∥ ∥∇yfi(x̄, y∗
i (x̄))∥

≤ Cfx +
γCgxyCfy

λ̂min(Id2 − W) + γµg

:= Ĉ, (74)

which implies

fi(xi, y∗
i (xi)) ≥ fi(x̄, y∗

i (x̄)) + ∇fi(x̄, y∗
i (x̄))(xi − x̄)

≥ fi(x̄, y∗
i (x̄)) − Ĉ|xi − x̄|.

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

F(x, y∗(x)) − F∗ ≥ 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄)) − F∗ − Ĉ
√

n∥x − x̄∥

+ 1
2α

(1 − σ)2∥x − x̄∥2

≥ 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄)) − F∗ − Ĉ
√

n∥x − x̄∥

≥ 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄)) − F∗ − nαC̃Ĉ

1 − σ

≥ 1⊤f(x̄, y∗(x̄)) − 1⊤f∗ − nαC̃Ĉ

1 − σ
,

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√

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗ ≤
√

F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗

+ 1√
2LF

k∑
r=0

∥∆̂r∥, ∀k ≥ 0,
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where ∆̂r := ∇̂F(xr, yM
r ) − ∇F(xr, y∗(xr)) and F∗ :=

F(x∗, y∗(x∗)).

Proof: From the update xk+1 = xk −α∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) and the

smoothness of F, we have

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1))
≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), xk+1 − xk⟩

+ LF

2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2

= F(xk, y∗(xk)) − α⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), ∇̂F(xk, yM
k )⟩

+ LF α2

2 ∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k )∥2

= F(xk, y∗(xk)) + α⟨∆̂k, ∇̂F(xk, yM
k )⟩

+ (LF α2

2 − α)∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k )∥2

≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) + (LF α2 − α

2 )∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k )∥2 + α

2 ∥∆̂k∥2,

where ∆̂r is defined in Lemma 17.

Then, by using α ≤ 1/LF , we get

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) ≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) + 1
2LF

∥∆̂k∥2

≤ F(x0, y∗(x0)) + 1
2LF

k∑
r=0

∥∆̂r∥2.

Now using the fact that
√

a + b ≤
√

a +
√

b for a, b ≥ 0,
we have√

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F∗ ≤
√

F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗

+ 1√
2LF

k∑
r=0

∥∆̂r∥,

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

∥∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥ ≤ C∥yM

k − y∗(xk)∥

≤ C
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥, (75)

where ∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) is defined as in (7).

We now bound ∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥. By the warm start strategy,

i..e. setting y0
k = yM

k−1 in Algorithm 2, we have

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥ ≤ ∥yM

k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥ + ∥y∗(xk−1) − y∗(xk)∥

≤
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥ + ϱ∥xk−1 − xk∥

=
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥ + ϱα∥∇̂F(xk−1, yM

k−1)∥,

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

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥ ≤

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥

+ ϱα∥∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥
+ ϱα∥∇̃F(xk−1, yM

k−1) − ∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥ (76a)

+ ϱα∥∇̂F(xk−1, yM
k−1) − ∇̃F(xk−1, yM

k−1)∥. (76b)

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

(76a) ≤ C
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥.

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

(76b) ≤ ηρU+1.

Hence,

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥ ≤ (1 + ϱαC)

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥

+ ϱα
(
∥∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥ + ηρU+1)

.

Now, by choosing

M ≥ log(2 + 2ϱαC)/ log
(κg + 1

κg − 1

)
,
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we get

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥ ≤ 1

2∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥

+ ϱα
(
∥∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥ + ηρU+1)

≤
(1

2
)k∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥

+ ϱα

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j(
∥∇F(xj , y∗(xj))∥ + ηρU+1)

≤
(1

2
)k∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥ + ϱα

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j

(√
2LF

(
F(xj , y∗(xj)) − F∗

)
+ ηρU+1)

, (77)

where the last inequality follows from Lemmas 20 and 14(3).

Substituting (77) into (75) gives

∥∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥

≤ C
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M ((1
2

)k∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥ + ϱα

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j

(√
2LF

(
F(xj , y∗(xj)) − F∗

)
+ ηρU+1))

. (78)

Simplifying the above inequality in a way similar to (64),
we have

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥ ≤ ∥ιk∥ + ∥∆k∥.

Thus, using (78) and (70), we get

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥

≤
K−1∑
k=0

ηρU+1 + C
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M K−1∑
k=0

((1
2

)k∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥

+ ϱα

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j(√
2LF

(
F(xj , y∗(xj)) − F∗

)
+ ηρU+1))

.

(79)

Since by our assumption U =
∣∣∣⌈log1/ρ K⌉

∣∣∣, we get

K−1∑
k=0

ρU =
K−1∑
k=0

1
K

= 1, (80a)

and

K−1∑
k=1

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j
ρU+1 ≤

K−1∑
k=0

1
2k

K−1∑
k=0

ρU+1

≤ 2
K−1∑
k=0

ρU+1 = 2ρ. (80b)

Moreover, we have

K−1∑
k=1

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j
√

2LF

(
F(xj , y∗(xj)) − F∗

)
≤

K−1∑
k=0

1
2k

K−1∑
k=0

√
2LF

(
F(xk, y∗(xk)) − F∗

)
≤ 2

√
2LF

K−1∑
k=0

√
F(xk, y∗(xk)) − F∗

≤ 2
√

2LF

K−1∑
k=0

(√
F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗ + 1√

2LF

k−1∑
r=0

∥∆̂r∥
)

≤ 2
√

2LF

K−1∑
k=0

(√
F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗ + 1√

2LF

K−1∑
r=0

∥∆̂r∥
)
,

(80c)

where ∆̂k := ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk)) and the third

inequality follows from Lemma 17.

Putting (80a)-(80c) back into (79), we obtain that

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥

≤ ηρ + C
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M (
∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥ + 2ϱαηρ

)
+ C

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)M

2ϱαK
(√

2LF

(
F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗

)
+

K−1∑
r=0

∥∆̂r∥
)

.

Choose M such that

C
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M

≤ 1, and (81a)

C
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)M

2ϱα ≤ 1
2K

. (81b)

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

M ≥ log
(
C max{1, 4Kϱα}

)
/ log

(κg + 1
κg − 1

)
= O(κg log(K)).
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By combining the above inequalities, we obtain

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥

≤ ηρ + ∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥ + 2ϱαηρ

+ 1
2

√
2LF

(
F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗

)
+ 1

2

K−1∑
r=0

∥∆̂r∥.

Rearranging the above terms and using α ≤ 1/LF give the
desired result. □

14 Proof of Lemma 12

Lemma 18 Suppose Assumptions A and B hold. Set param-
eters β and γ as in Lemma 15. If M ≥ O(κg), then we have

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ 2η2
K−1∑
k=0

ρ2(U+1) + 2C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

(
P0 + 12ϱ2α2

K−1∑
k=0

(
∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 + η2ρ2(U+1)))

.

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

∥∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 ≤ C2∥yM

k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2, (82)

where ∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) is defined as in Eq. (7). Next, we bound

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2. By the warm start strategy y0

k = yM
k−1, we

have

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2 ≤ 2∥yM

k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2

+ 2∥y∗(xk−1) − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ 2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2 + 2ϱ2∥xk−1 − xk∥2

= 2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2

+ 2ϱ2α2∥∇̂F(xk−1, yM
k−1)∥2,

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∥2 ≤ 3∥a∥2 +
3∥b∥2 + 3∥c∥2, we find

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ 2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2

+ 6ϱ2α2∥∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥2

+ 6ϱ2α2∥∇̃F(xk−1, yM
k−1) − ∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥2

(83a)

+ 6ϱ2α2∥∇̂F(xk−1, yM
k−1) − ∇̃F(xk−1, yM

k−1)∥2. (83b)

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

(83a) ≤ C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2.

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

(83b) ≤ η2ρ2(U+1).

By combining these inequalities one obtains:

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2

≤ (2 + 6ϱ2α2C2)
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2

+ 6ϱ2α2(
∥∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥2 + η2ρ2(U+1)).

Next, by setting

M ≥ 1
2 log(4 + 12ϱ2α2C2)/ log

(κg + 1
κg − 1

)
,

we get

∥y0
k − y∗(xk)∥2 ≤ 1

2∥y0
k−1 − y∗(xk−1)∥2

+ 6ϱ2α2(
∥∇F(xk−1, y∗(xk−1))∥2 + η2ρ2(U+1))

≤
(1

2
)k∥y0 − y∗(x0)∥2 + 6ϱ2α2

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j

(
∥∇F(xj , y∗(xj))∥2 + η2ρ2(U+1)). (84)

26



Inserting (84) into (82) gives

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇̃F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M ( K−1∑
k=0

(1
2

)k
P0

+ 6ϱ2α2
K−1∑
k=1

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j(
∥∇F(xj , y∗(xj))∥2

+ η2ρ2(U+1)))
≤ C2

(κg − 1
κg + 1

)2M (
P0 + 12ϱ2α2

K−1∑
k=0

(
∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ η2ρ2(U+1)))
, (85)

where the second inequality holds since

K−1∑
k=1

k−1∑
j=0

(1
2

)k−1−j∥∇F(xj , y∗(xj))∥2

≤
K−1∑
k=0

1
2k

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ 2
K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2.

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

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ 2
K−1∑
k=0

∥ιk∥2 + 2
K−1∑
k=0

∥∆k∥2.

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

We are now ready to prove Lemma 12.

Proof: Utilizing the LF -smooth property of F due to Lemma

14(3), we have

F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1))
≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) + ⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), xk+1 − xk⟩

+ LF

2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2

= F(xk, y∗(xk)) − α⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), ∇̂F(xk, yM
k )⟩

+ LF α2

2 ∥∇̂F(xk, yM
k )∥2

≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) − α∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

− α⟨∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), ∆̂k⟩
+ LF α2∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 + LF α2∥∆̂k∥2

≤ F(xk, y∗(xk)) − α

2 (1 − 2LF α)∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ (α

2 + LF α2)∥∆̂k∥2, (86)

where ∆̂k := ∇̂F(xk, yM
k ) − ∇F(xk, y∗(xk)), the equality

is the result of (17a), the second inequality holds due to
(a + b)2 ≤ 2(∥a∥2 + ∥b∥2), and the last inequality follows
from ab < (1/2)(a2 + b2).

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

K−1∑
k=0

(
F(xk+1, y∗(xk+1)) − F(xk, y∗(xk))

)
≤ −α

2 (1 − 2LF α)
K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ (α

2 + LF α2)2η2
K−1∑
k=0

ρ2(U+1)

+ 2(α

2 + LF α2)C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

(
P0 + 12ϱ2α2

K−1∑
k=0

(
∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 + η2ρ2(U+1)))

.

(87)

Choose M such that

(α

2 + LF α2)2C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

12ϱ2α ≤ 1
4 , and

2C2
(κg − 1

κg + 1

)2M

≤ 1. (88)

It is easy to verify that (88) holds when

M

≥ 1
2 log

(
2C2 max{1, (α

2 + LF α2)48ϱ2α}
)

/ log
(κg + 1

κg − 1
)

= O
(
κg

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

F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F∗ ≤ −α(1
4 − LF α)

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ (α

2 + LF α2)
(
(2 + 12ϱ2α2)η2

K−1∑
k=0

ρ2(U+1) + P0
)
.

Re-arranging the terms and in conjunction with α ≤ 1/8LF ,
we get

1
64LF

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ DF + 5
64LF

(
(2 + 3ϱ2

16L2
F

)η2
K−1∑
k=0

ρ2(U+1) + P0
)
,

where DF := F(x0, y∗(x0)) − F(x∗, y∗(x∗)). Moreover, by
setting U =

∣∣∣⌈ 1
2 log1/ρ K⌉

∣∣∣, we have

K−1∑
k=0

ρ2U =
K−1∑
k=0

1
K

,

which gives the desired result. □

15 Proof of Lemma 13

Proof: From (73a), we have

1
K

K−1∑
k=0

∥xk − x̄k∥2

≤ 4α2

(1 − σ)2K

K−1∑
k=0

∥ 1
2α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)xk∥2

≤ 8α2

(1 − σ)2K

K−1∑
k=0

∥ 1
2α

(Ind1 − Ẃ)xk + ∇f(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

+ 8α2

(1 − σ)2K

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇f(xk, y∗(xk))∥2

≤ 8α2

(1 − σ)2K

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇F(xk, y∗(xk))∥2 + 8α2nĈ2

(1 − σ)2 ,

(89)

where the second inequality uses the fact that ∥a∥2 ≤ 2∥a+
b∥2 +2∥b∥2 for all a, b ∈ Rd, and the last inequality follows
from Eq. (7) and (74).

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

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 µ-strongly convex
and L-smooth, then

⟨∇F (x) − ∇F (y), x − y⟩ ≥ µL

µ + L
∥x − y∥2

+ 1
µ + L

∥∇F (x) − ∇F (y)∥2.

Lemma 20 ([8, Lemma 2]) If F (x) is L-smooth convex
function with minimizer x∗ s.t ∇F (x∗) = 0, then

∥∇F (x)∥2 = ∥∇F (x) − ∇F (x∗)∥2 ≤ 2L
(
F (x) − F (x∗)

)
.

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

u2
K ≤ SK +

K∑
k=1

λkuk,

with {SK} an increasing sequence, S0 ≥ u2
0 and λk ≥ 0

for all k. Then, for all K ≥ 1,

uK ≤ 1
2

K∑
k=1

λk +
(

SK + (1
2

K∑
k=1

λk)2
) 1

2
.

Lemma 22 ([23, Lemma 16]) Under Assumptions A1. and
A2., we have

∥Wk − 1
n

1n1⊤
n ∥2 ≤ σk, ∀k ∈ [K].

Lemma 23 ([33, Proposition 1]) Suppose Assumptions A
and B5. hold. Then, for the matrices H, D, and B defined
in (9), we have

γµgInd2 ⪯ H ⪯ (2(1 − θ) + γCgyy)Ind2 ,

(2(1 − Θ) + γµg)Ind2 ⪯ D ⪯ (2(1 − θ) + γCgyy)Ind2 ,

0 ⪯ B ⪯ 2(1 − θ)Ind2 .
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