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Abstract

Stochastic Bilevel optimization usually involves minimizing an upper-level (UL) function that is
dependent on the arg-min of a strongly-convex lower-level (LL) function. Several algorithms utilize
Neumann series to approximate certain matrix inverses involved in estimating the implicit gradient of
the UL function (hypergradient). The state-of-the-art StOchastic Bilevel Algorithm (SOBA) [16] instead
uses stochastic gradient descent steps to solve the linear system associated with the explicit matrix
inversion. This modification enables SOBA to match the lower bound of sample complexity for the
single-level counterpart in non-convex settings. Unfortunately, the current analysis of SOBA relies on the
assumption of higher-order smoothness for the UL and LL functions to achieve optimality. In this paper,
we introduce a novel fully single-loop and Hessian-inversion-free algorithmic framework for stochastic
bilevel optimization and present a tighter analysis under standard smoothness assumptions (first-order
Lipschitzness of the UL function and second-order Lipschitzness of the LL function). Furthermore, we show
that by a slight modification of our approach, our algorithm can handle a more general multi-objective
robust bilevel optimization problem. For this case, we obtain the state-of-the-art oracle complexity results
demonstrating the generality of both the proposed algorithmic and analytic frameworks. Numerical
experiments demonstrate the performance gain of the proposed algorithms over existing ones.

1 Introduction

Bilevel optimization is gaining increasing popularity within the machine learning community due to its
extensive range of applications, including meta-learning [6, 21, 56, 36], hyperparameter optimization [5, 21, 7],
data augmentation [14, 58], and neural architecture search [45, 71]. The objective of bilevel optimization is
to minimize a function that is dependent on the solution of another optimization problem:
min  ®(x) := f(x,y" (z s.t. y*(x) = argmin g(z

pin | ®@) = f(@,y"(@)) y () rg 1ol 9(z,y) (1)
where the upper-level (UL) function f (a.k.a. outer function) and the lower-level (LL) function g (a.k.a. inner
function) are two real-valued functions defined on R% x R%. The set X is either R% or a convex compact
set in R%= and the LL function g is strongly convex. We call = the outer variable and y the inner variable.

The objective function ®(z) is called the value function. In this paper, we consider the stochastic setting in
which only the stochastic oracles of f and g are available:

(L) f(z,y) = Eewn, [F2,y;:8)],  (LL)  g(2,y) = Egup, [G(2,y; )] (2)

Stochastic bilevel optimization can be considered as an extension of bilevel empirical risk minimization [17],
allowing for the effective handling of online and streaming data (&, ¢).

In many instances, the analytical expression of y*(z) is unknown and can only be approximated using an
optimization algorithm. This adds to the complexity of problem (1) compared to its single-level counterpart.

*The first two authors contributed equally to this work.

TDepartment of Mathematics, UC Davis. xuxchenQucdavis.edu.

fDepartment of Statistics, UC Davis. texiao@ucdavis.edu.

$Department of Statistics, UC Davis. kbala@ucdavis.edu. Supported by NSF grant DMS-2053918.



Under regular conditions such that ® is differentiable, the hypergradient V®(x) derived by the chain rule and
the implicit function theorem is given by

Vo(z) = Vif(z,y"(x)) — Visg(z,y*(2))z* (), (3)
where 2*(x) € R% is the solution of a linear system:
2*(2) = [Vig(z,y*(2))] ' Vaf(z.y" (). (4)

Solving (1) using only stochastic oracles poses significant challenges since there is no direct unbiased estimator
available for [V3,g(z,y*(z))] ~" and also for V&(x) as a consequence.

To mitigate the estimation bias, many existing methods [24, 37, 69, 32, 31, 39, 11, 1] employ a Hessian
Inverse Approximation (HIA) subroutine, which involves drawing a mini-batch of stochastic Hessian matrices
and computing a truncated Neumann series [62]. However, this subroutine comes with an increased computa-
tional burden and introduces an additional factor of log(e~!) in the sample complexity. Some alternative
methods [10, 30, 42] calculate the explicit inverse of the stochastic Hessian matrix with momentum updates.
To circumvent the need for explicit Hessian inversion and the HIA subroutine, recent works [2, 16] propose
running Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) steps to approximate the solution z*(z) of the linear system (4). In
particular, the state-of-the-art Stochastic Bilevel Algorithm (SOBA) only utilizes SGD steps to simultaneously
update three variables: the inner variable y, the outer variable x, and the auxiliary variable z. Remarkably,
SOBA achieves the same complexity lower bound of its single-level counterpart (® € Ci’l #) in the non-convex
setting [3].

Despite the superior computational and sample efficiency of SOBA, its current theoretical framework
assumes high-order smoothness for the UL function f and the LL function g such that z*(z) has Lipschitz
gradient. Specifically, unlike the typical assumptions in stochastic bilevel optimization that state f € Ci’l
and g € Cz’2 (A1), the current theory of SOBA requires f € C%z and g € Ci’g (A2). The necessity of (A2) is
counter-intuitive as the partial gradients of x,y, z utilized in constructing SGD steps are already Lipschitz
continuous under (A1). Furthermore, assuming ¢ is strongly convex and the partial gradient of the UL function
with respect to the inner variable y is bounded for all pairs of (z,y*(x)), (i.e., [|Vaf(z,y*(x))|| < Ly for all
x € X), there exists a subset relation among three function classes as follows (Lemma 2.2 in [24]):

(a2) {fecr®gec;®yc () {fecplgeci®yc{eec'}).

In light of this, it can be concluded that (A1) is sufficient to ensure the first-order Lipschitzness of ®, which is
the standard assumption in the single-level setting. Therefore, a natural question follows:

Is it possible to develop a fully single-loop and Hessian-inversion-free algorithm for solving stochastic
bilevel optimization problems that achieves an optimal sample complexity of O(e~2) under standard

smoothness assumptions {f € Ci’l,g € Ci’Z}ii?

In this paper, we provide an affirmative answer to the aforementioned question. Our contributions can
be summarized as follows:

e We propose a class of fully single-loop and Hession-inversion-free algorithm, named Moving-Average
SOBA (MA-SOBA), which builds upon the SOBA algorithm by incorporating an additional sequence of
average hypergradients. Unlike SOBA, MA-SOBA achieves an optimal sample complexity of O(e~2) under
standard smoothness assumptions, without relying on high-order smoothness. Moreover, the introduced
sequence of average hypergradients converges to V®(z), thus offering a reliable termination criterion in
the stochastic setting.

e We expand the scope of MA-SOBA to tackle a broader class of problems, specifically the min-max multi-
objective bilevel optimization problem with significant applications in robust machine learning. We
introduce MORMA-SOBA, an algorithm that can find an e-first-order stationary point of the uy-strongly-
concave regularized formulation while achieving a sample complexity of O(n® u;46_2), which fills a gap
(in terms of the order of e-dependency) in the existing literature.

i Cz‘p denotes p-times differentiability with Lipschitz k-th order derivatives for 0 < k < p.



Table 1: Comparison of the stochastic bilevel optimization solvers in the nonconvex-strongly-convex setting
under smoothness assumptions ¥ on f and g. We omit the comparison with variance reduction-based methods
(VRBO, MRBO [69]; SUSTAIN [39]; SABA [69]; SRBA [17]; SVRB [30]; FLSA [42]; SBFW [1]) that may achieve O(e~1?)
sample complexity and under mean-squared smoothness assumptions on stochastic functions F¢ and G4, and
SBMA [31] that achieves O(e~*) sample complexity.

(dol\f‘tflte}i?jop) Coslirp?lzﬁty (uL) f (LL) g Ilijsf;iosln huer lbogp ikl Size
BSA [24] O(e?) et SC and C}*  Neumann approx. SGD on inner O(1)
stocBi0 [37] O(e72) et SC and C3*  Neumann approx. SGD on inner O(e™h)
YALSET [11] O(e7?) Ci’l SC and Ci’z Neumann approx. SGD on inner o(1)
AmIGO |2] O(e2) ¢yt SCand Cr? SGD SGD on inner ~ O(e 1)
ol S g B e e s
ITTSA [32] O(e29) cpt SC and C;*  Neumann approx. SGD O(1)
STABLE [10] O(e2) ¢yt SCand Cr? Direct SGD O(1)
SOBA [16] O(e?) c;*  SCand ()’ SGD SGD O(1)
MA-SOBA (Alg. 1)  O(e™2) ¢yt SCand C3? SGD SGD O(1)

The sample complexity corresponds to the number of calls to stochastic gradients and Hessian(Jocobian)-vector products to get
an e-stationary point. The O notation hides a factor of log(e~1). “SC” means “strongly-convex”.

e We conduct experiments on several machine learning problems. Our numerical results show the efficiency
and superiority of our algorithms.

Related Work. The concept of bilevel optimization was initially introduced in the work of [8]. Since
then, numerous gradient-based bilevel optimization algorithms have been proposed, broadly categorized
into two groups: ITerative Differentiation (ITD) based methods [19, 48, 21, 28, 37] and Approximate
Implicit Differentiation (AID) based methods [19, 52, 27, 24, 28, 37, 2]. The ITD-based algorithms typically
involve approximating the solution of the inner problem using an iterative algorithm and then computing an
approximate hypergradient through automatic differentiation. However, a major drawback of this approach is
the necessity of storing each iterate of the inner optimization algorithm in memory. The AID-based algorithms
leverage the implicit gradient given by (3), which requires the solution of a linear system characterized by
(4). Extensive research has been conducted on designing and analyzing deterministic bilevel optimization
algorithms with strongly-convex LL functions; see [37] and the references cited therein.

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in stochastic bilevel optimization, especially in the
setting of a non-convex UL function and a strongly-convex LL function. To address estimation bias, one set
of methods uses SGD iterations for the inner problem and employs truncated stochastic Neumann series
to approximate the inverse of the Hessian matrix in z*(x) [24, 37, 69, 32, 31, 39, 11, 1]. The analysis
of such methods was refined by [11] to achieve convergence rates similar to those of SGD. However, the
Neumann approximation subroutine introduces an additional factor of log(e~!) in the sample complexity.
Some alternative approaches [2, 10, 30, 42| calculate the explicit inverse of the stochastic Hessian matrix with
momentum updates. Nevertheless, these methods encounter challenges related to computational complexity
in matrix inversion and numerical stability.

To avoid the need for explicit Hessian inversion and the Neumann approximation, recent algorithms [2, 16]
propose running SGD steps to approximate the solution z*(x) of the linear system (4). One such algorithm
called AmIGO [2| employs a double-loop approach and achieves an optimal sample complexity of O(e~2) under
regular assumptions. However, AmIGO requires a growing batch size inversely proportional to €. On the other

+ All methods also assume || V2 f(z,y*(z))|| < Ly < oo for all z € X.

9 ALSET can achieve convergence without the need for double loops, but it comes at the cost of a worse dependence on & in
sample complexity. The mechanisms of single-loop ALSET and TTSA are essentially the same, except that ALSET employs single
time-scale stepsizes while TTSA employs two time-scales.



hand, the single-loop algorithm SOBA [16] achieves the same complexity lower bound but with constant batch
size. Unfortunately, the current analysis of SOBA relies on the assumption of higher-order smoothness for
the UL and LL functions. In this work, we introduce a novel algorithm framework that differs slightly from
SOBA but can achieve optimal sample complexity in theory without higher-order smoothness assumptions. A
summary of our results and comparison to prior work is provided in Table 1.

In addition, there exist several variance reduction-based methods following the line of research by
[69, 39, 69, 17, 30, 42]. Some of these methods achieve an improved sample complexity of O(e~1*) and match
the lower bounds of their single-level counterparts when stochastic functions F¢ and G satisfy mean-squared
smoothness assumptions and the algorithm is allowed simultaneous queries at the same random seed [3].
However, since we are specifically considering smoothness assumptions on f and g, we will not delve into the
comparison with these methods.

The most recent advancements in (stochastic) bilevel optimization focus on several new ideas: (i)
addressing constrained lower-level problems [59, 67, 63, 25|, (ii) handling lower-level problems that lack
strong convexity [9, 34, 46, 47, 60, 38], (iii) developing fully first-order (Hesssian-free) algorithms [44, 40, 61],
(iv) establishing convergence to the second-order stationary point [35], and (v) expanding the framework
to encompass multi-objective optimization problems [26, 29, 33]. It is promising to apply some of these
advancements to our specific framework. However, in this work, we contribute to multi-objective bilevel
problems with a slight modification of our approach. Other directions are left as future work.

Notation. We use [|-|| for £2 norm. 1,, denotes the all-one vector in R". A,, = {A|X; >0,>" A\, =1}
denotes the probability simplex. IIx(-) denotes the orthogonal projection onto X.

2 Proposed Framework: the MA-SOBA Algorithm

Similar to [16, 2], our algorithm initiates with inexact hypergradient descent techniques and seeks to offer an
alternative in the stochastic setting. To provide a clear illustration, let us initially consider the deterministic
setting. The SOBA framework keeps track of three sequences, denoted as {z*,4", 2¥}, and updates them using
Dy, Dy, D, as follows:

(inner) y*t! =y" — B | Vag(a¥,y¥) | = v — BuD, (", ", 2F) (5)
(aux) 2" =2F -y {VEg(aF, " (27)2F — Vaf(aF, v (2F))}
bias — & 2 — 5, | {V3,9(2", y*)2" — Vaf (2", y%)} | = 2F — yD. (2%, 4", =) (6)

(outer) o =2k — o {Vlf(xk,y*(xk)) — V%Qg(xk,y*(xk))z*(xk)} - akvfb(xk)

bias — ~ zF — ay, {Vlf’(wk7yk) — szg(xk,yk)zk} S akDm(xk, Tl zk) (7)

where (5) is the GD step to minimize g(z*,), (7) is the inexact hyper gradient descent step, and (6) is the
GD step to minimize a quadratic minimization problem with z*(z*) being the solution, i.e.,

2 (ah) = arg min % (Viag(a",y" (a"))z,2) — (Vaf (2", y" (a")), 2).

Given that the above update rule, highlighted in blue, does not involve the Hessian matrix inversion, SOBA
can directly utilize the stochastic oracles of Vi f, Vaf, Vag, V2,9, V259 to obtain unbiased estimators of
D., Dy, D, in Eq.(5), (6), (7). This approach circumvents the requirement for a Neumann approximation
subroutine or a direct matrix inversion. However, due to the update rule for y, which only utilizes one-step
SGD at each iteration k, the value of y* does not coincide with y*(z*). As a result, a certain bias is introduced
in the partial gradient of z in Eq.(6). Similarly, when estimating the hypergradient V®(x), another bias
term arises in Eq.(7). Although the bias decreases to zero as y* — y*(z¥) and 2*¥ — 2*(2*) under standard
smoothness assumptions as indicated by Lemma 3.4 in [16], the current analysis of SOBA requires more
regularity on f and g to carefully handle the bias; it assume that f has Lipschitz Hessian and g has Lipschitz
third-order derivative.

The inability to obtain an unbiased gradient estimator is a common characteristic in stochastic optimization
involving nested structures; see, for example, stochastic compositional optimization [65, 70, 23, 4, 12] as a



Algorithm 1: Moving-Average SOBA

IHPUt: x07y07207h0 =0, {ak}v {ﬁk}v {'Yk}7 {ek}
1 fork=0,1,..., K —1do

2 = gk 1y (HX(mk —7h*) — mk) # update z* using the average hypergradient h*
3 yFtt = ok — gLoktt # update y* by one-step SGD based on (5)
4 2R = 2R — oy (HF 2R — T # update z* by one-step SGD based on (6)
5 RAFL = (1 — 0)RF + 0y (ubtt — JhH12F) # update the average hypergradient h*
6 end

specific case of (1). One popular approach is to introduce a sequence of dual variables that approximates
the true gradient by aggregating all past biased stochastic gradients using a moving averaging technique
[23, 4, 68]. Motivated by this approach, we introduce another sequence of variables, denoted as {h*}, and
update it at k-th iteration given the past iterates % as follows:

PR = (1 — 0p)RF + O™, E [wkﬂ‘fk] = D, (", 9", 2%), 6, €(0,1].

Following the update rule in the constrained setting (X C R%) [23], the outer variable is updated as
2t = 2% + oy (Iy (2% — 7h*) — 2*), which is reduced to the GD step when X = R%. Denote the
stochastic oracles of V1 f(2*,y*), Vaf(z*,y¥), Vag(aF, y*), Vi,g(zF, y*), Vi,g(zF, y*) at k-th iteration as
u§+1,u§+1,vk+1,Hk+1, JFF1 respectively. We present our method, referred to as Moving-Average SOBA
(MA-SOBA), in Algorithm 1.

3 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we provide convergence rates of MA-SOBA under standard smoothness conditions on f, g and
reqular assumptions on stochastic oracles. We also present a proof sketch and have detailed discussions about
assumptions made in the literature. The complete proofs are deferred in Appendix.

3.1 Preliminaries and Assumptions

As we consider the general setting in which X' can be either R% or a closed compact set in R%, we use the
notion of gradient mapping to characterize the first-order stationarity, which is a classical measure widely
used in the literature as a convergence criterion when solving nonconvex constrained problems [50]. For 7 > 0,
we define the gradient mapping of at point Z € X as Gx(Z, V®(Z),7) = 1(z — Ilx(Z — 7V®(Z))). When
X =R, the gradient mapping simplifies to V®(z). Our main goal in this work is to find an e-stationary
solution to (1), in the sense of E[|Gx(Z, V®(Z),T)|?] < e.

We first state some regularity assumptions on the functions f and g.

Assumption 1. The functions f and g satisfy:

(a) (f € Cz’l and g € 62’2)“ Vf,Vg,V%qg are Ly, Lyg, L4 Lipschitz continuous respectively.
(b) (SC LL) g is pg-strongly conves.

(c) |Vaf(z,y* (@) < Ly < oo forallze X.

Remark. The above assumption serves as a sufficient condition for the Lipschitz continuity of V®, y*(x), and
z*(x), as well as D, Dy, and D, in Eq. (5), (6), (7). The inclusion of high-order smoothness assumptions
(fe C%Q and g € Ci’?’) in the current analysis of SOBA [16] is primarily intended to ensure the Lipschitzness
of Vz*(x). However, the necessity of such assumptions is subject to doubt, given that Vz*(x) is not involved
in designing the algorithm. Furthermore, the Lipschitzness of f or uniformly boundedness of V f made in
several previous works is unnecessary. Instead, the boundedness assumption on Vs f is only required for all
pairs of (z,y*(x)) as demonstrated by (c).

Next, we discuss assumptions made on the stochastic oracles.



Assumption 2. For any k > 0, define %}, denotes the sigma algebra generated by all iterates with superscripts
not greater than k, i.e., F, = o {h*,... h* a .. 2%yt .. yF 2t 27}, The stochastic oracles
of Vif(zh, yF), Vaof(xF,yF), Vag(ah, yF), Visg(a®, y*), Visg(zF, y¥), denoted as ul ™, uktt oF+t pFL Jht
respectively, used in Algorithm 2 at k-th iteration are unbiased with bounded variance given . They are

conditionally independent with respect to Fj.

Remark. The unbiasedness and bounded variance assumptions on stochastic oracles are standard and typically
satisfied in several practical stochastic optimization problems [41]. It is important to highlight that we
explicitly impose these assumptions on the stochastic oracles, unlike Assumption 3.6 in [16], which assumes
E[[lo"1]2|.#,] < B2(1 + D, (a*, y, 2)|2) and E[J[H*+125 — ub+L|2].2,] < B2(1+ || D, (a®, y*, 2)2). In
this case, B, and B, represent constants in terms of the Lipschitz constants (L) and variance bounds (o?).
Moreover, Assumption 3.7 in [16] assumes E[||w**1(|?|.#;] < B2 holds for a constant B, which is considerably
stronger than our assumptions and may not hold for a broad class of problems.

3.2 Convergence Results

We have the following theorem characterizing the convergence results of MA-SOBA.

Theorem 1. Define x’i = Hx(z¥ — 7h*). Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then there exist
positive constants c1,ca,c3, 7 > 0 such that if oy, = O(1/VK), Br = crop, Yk = coa, 0 = czay, in
Algorithm 1, then the iterates in Algorithm 1 satisfy

K

LRSS RSN ik - vah|? — o (L
gl =0(z). gl -vee=o(Z).  ©

k=1

which imply
1 2
- (xk — Iy (2 — TV@(xk)))

1 & 1
fall E =0(—=).
| (7%)
That is to say, when uniformly randomly selecting a solution xf from {z* ... 2%}, the sample

complexity of Algorithm 1 for finding an e-stationary point is O(e=?).

Remark. In contrast to most existing methods, in MA-SOBA, the introduced sequence of dual variables {h"*}
converges to the exact hypergradient V®(x), even in the presence of estimation bias. This attribute provides
reliable terminating criteria in practice. In addition, similar results with an extra factor of log(K) in the
convergence rate can be established under decreasing «y, [16].

3.3 Proof Sketch of Theorem 1
Define Vi, = Z5[|z% — 2*||? + [|h* — V@ (2*)||%. To obtain (8), we consider the merit function W:
Wi = @(a") = na (2" 1, 7) + [ly* = y2|? + 128 = 2217,

where nx(z,h,7) = (h, x4 — z) + 5= o4 — z||*>. By leveraging the moving average updates of z* (line 2 of
Algorithm 1), we can obtain

K K
Y aEVi]=0 (Z (B IR [+ 2] - vee®)|’] + a§)> ,
k=0 k=0

which reduces the error analysis to controlling the hypergradient estimation bias, i.e., | E[w**1.Z,] - V®(x*)||2.
This term, by the construction of w1, satisfies

Sl ok [[[E [wh | 5] — Voh)|P] = 0 (SiSy ank [Jloh — 2 * + o — u]* + |24 = =5[] ).



It is worth noting that [16] requires the existence and Lipschitzness of V2 f and V3g to ensure the Lipschitzness
of Vz*(x) (see (4)) which is used in proving the sufficient decrease of ||2* — sz”2 In contrast, based on the
moving average updates of z* and h*, our refined analysis does not necessitate such high-order smoothness

assumptions to obtain that

K K
Sk [l — kP + 1o~ 7] = 0 (Z ke [[laf - x’“”ﬂ) |
k=0 k=0

The proof of Theorem 1 can then be completed by choosing appropriate ag, c1, co, c3, 7 > 0.

4 Min-Max Bilevel Optimization

To incorporate robustness in the multi-objective setting where each objective can be expressed as a bilevel
optimization problem in (1), the following mini-max bilevel problem formulation was proposed in [29]:

min max D;(x) = f;(z,y] (x)) s.t. y;(z) = argmin g;(x,y,),1 <i<n. (9)
zeX 1<in yqu]Rdyi

Note that (9) can be reformulated as a general nonconvex-concave min-max optimization problem (with a
bilevel substructure):

min max D(xz,N) = ; Ai®;(z). (10)

Instead of solving (10) directly, in this work, we focus on solving the following regularized version,

2
1,
min max @, (z,\) = ®(z,\) — Hx —
n

)\ _
TEX AEA, 2

(11)

Note that in (11), we include an ¢ regularization term that penalizes the discrepancy between A and % When
ux = 0, it corresponds to equation (9), and as py — +00, it enforces A = 17, leading to direct minimizing of
the average loss. It is important to note that minimizing the worst-case loss (i.e., maxi<;<y fi(z,y;(z))) does
not necessarily imply the minimization of the average loss (i.e., = 3" | fi(z,y}(x))). Therefore, in practice,
it may be preferable to select an appropriate py > 0 [53, 64] to strike a balance between these two types of
losses.

4.1 Proposed Framework: the MORMA-SOBA Algorithm

The proposed algorithm, which we refer as to Multi-Objective Robust MA-SOBA (MORMA-SOBA), for solving
(11) is presented in 2. In addition to the basic framework of Algorithm 1, we also maintain a moving average
step in the updates of A\* for solving the max part of problem 2. It is worth noting that in its single-level
counterpart without the inner variable y, the proposed MORMA-SOBA algorithm is fundamentally similar to the
single-timescale averaged SGDA algorithm proposed in the general nonconvex-strongly-concave setting [54].
Moreover, our algorithm framework can be leveraged to solve the distributionally robust compositional
optimization problem discussed in [22].

Remark (Comparison with MORBiT [29]). In contrast to our approach in (11), the work of [29], for the min-max
bilevel problem, attempted to combine TTSA [32] and SGDA [43] to solve the nonconvex-concave problem as
(10). However, we identified an issue in [29] related to the ambiguity and inconsistency in the expectation
and filtration, which may not be easily resolved within their current proof framework. As a consequence,
their current proof is unable to demonstrate E[lmax;cp [ly¥ — y; (z*=1)|12] < O(y/nK~2?/%) as claimed in
Theorem 1 (10b) of [29]. Thus, the subsequent arguments made regarding the convergence analysis of z and
A are incorrect (at least in its current form); see Section C for further discussions. Moreover, the practical
implementation of MORBiT incorporates momentum and weight decay techniques to optimize the simplex
variable A. This approach can be seen as a means of solving the regularized formulation in (11).



Algorithm 2: Multi-Objective Robust Moving-Average SOBA
Input: ij A0 {yz} {ZO} ho =0, h =0, {ar}, {Be}: {7} {0k}

1 fork=0,1,..., K —1do

2 xhtl = gk —|— ag (HX(mk — 7.hF) — xk) # update z¥ using the average hypergradient h”
3 | AL =)F 4y (ITa, (AF + aRE) — AF) # update A* using the average gradient hf
4 fori=1,...,n (in parallel) do

5 yf“ =yk - 6kvf+l # update each yF by one-step SGD based on (5)
6 f“ = zF — (H;‘H'lzf - u’;fl) # update each zF by one-step SGD based on (6)
7 end

8 | REFL = (1—0p)RE + 0,30 AF (uhtt — JFE) # update the average hypergradient h*
9 hﬁ“ = (1 — Op)R5 + 0y ( k1 _ ()\k — 17")) # update the average gradient h%
10 end

4.2 Convergence Results
We first present additional assumptions required in the analysis of MORMA-SOBA.

Assumption 3. For any k > 0, functions ®(x), V®;(x) are bounded, functions f; are Ljy-Lipschitze
continuous in the second input, and their stochastic versions are unbiased with bounded variance, i.e., there
exists Lo, Ly, 070 > 0 such that

|®i(2)] <ba, [VOi(2)l| < Lo, [filx,y) — file,9)| < Lylly —gll, forallz,y,5,1<i<n,

T
Sk+1 = (S’f—‘rl’ ...,Sﬁ+1) ) E [8§+1|j]§] = fl( ayL |:||Sk+1 - f’L( 7yz || ’Jk] < UfO
Ui, {uk+1 kL gkl Hl€+1 JkH} U {sk‘H} are conditionally independent with respect to Fy,.

’I‘Z’y’L’l

We have the following convergence theorem of MORMA-SOBA.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 (for all f;, g;) and Assumption 3 hold. Then there exist positive
constants ¢y, ca, 3, Ty, Tx > 0 such that if ap = O(1/vVnK), By = crak, Yk = ot O = czay, py < 1
in Algorithm 2, then the iterates in Algorithm 2 satisfy
2 0 n2
VK )’

K

1

K E[
k=0

where \IJM (x) == maxyea, Ppu, (2, N). That is to say, when uniformly randomly selecting a solution x
from {x',... 2K}, the sample complexity (the total number of calls to stochastic oracles) of finding
an e- statzonary point by Algorithm 2 is O(n®uy*e™2).

i (:ck — Iy (sck — V¥, (:rk)))

Tz

R

Theorem 2 indicates that Algorithm 2 is capable of generating an e-first-order stationary point of
min, ¥, (z) with K > n°u %2, As iy — 0, the problem (11) changes towards the nonconvex-concave
problem (10) and the sample complexity becomes worse, which to some extent implies the difficulty of directly
solving (102 Define 2% = Iy (2% — 7,hF), A% =TIA, (\¥ 4+ 7AR%). Our proof of Theorem 2 mainly relies on
analyzing V. as follows:

v Lk k k k K Lok k k k K
Vi = Sllal =21 + g = Vi, (28, AP + A% = AP + |2 = Vo, (@, AN,
T A

which is commonly used in min-max optimization (see, e.g., [54]). The construction of the first two terms
follows the same idea in Section 3.3, and for the last two terms we have

R [N = NP = 0 (JINE = N7+ 72 115 — Vo (a4 X9
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Figure 1: Comparison of MA-SOBA with other stochastic bilevel optimization methods without using variance
reduction techniques. For each algorithm, we plot the median performance over 10 runs. Left: Hyperparameter
optimization for £? penalized logistic regression on IJCNN1 dataset. Right. Data hyper-cleaning on MNIST
with p = 0.5 (corruption rate).

Therefore, Vi =0 implies 2% = Iy (xk — V1P, (xk, )\k)) as well as A\¥ = \*, which further imply the
gradient mapping of problem min, ¥, (x) at x" is 0, and hence the validity of our optimality measure. We

defer the proof details to Section B.2 in the Appendix.

Remark. Note that in Theorem 2 we explicitly characterize the dependency on n and p in the convergence
rate and the sample complexity. It is worth noting that two variants of stochastic gradient descent ascent
(SGDA) algorithms for solving the nonconvex-strongly-concave min-max optimization problems (without bilevel
substructures), have been studied in [43, 54]. While such algorithms are not immediately applicable to
solve (11) due to the presence of the additional bilevel substructure, it is instructive to compare to those
methods assuming direct access to y; () in (9). Specifically, we observe that the sample complexity of SGDA
with batch size M = ©(n!%¢~!) in [43] and moving-average SGDA with O(1) batch size in [54] for solving
(11) assuming direct access to y}(z) will be O (n*u;%e~2) and O (n°u; *e~2)* respectively. Our results in
Theorem 2 indicate that the sample complexity of the proposed algorithm MORMA-SOBA for solving min-max
bilevel problems has the same dependency on n and p) as the sample complexity of the moving-average SGDA
introduced in [54] for solving min-max single-level problems, while also computing y; () instead of assuming
direct access.

5 Experiments

While our contributions primarily focus on theoretical aspects, we also conducted experiments to validate our
results. We first compare the performance of MA-SOBA with other benchmark methods on two common tasks
proposed in previous works [37, 32, 16], hyperparameter optimization for £? penalized logistic regression and
data hyper-cleaning on the corrupted MNIST dataset. Our experiments are performed with the aid of the
recently developed package Benchopt [49] and the open-sourced bilevel optimization benchmark’. For a fair
comparison, we exclusively consider benchmark methods that do not utilize variance reduction techniques
in Table 1: (i) BSA [24]; (ii) stocBi0 [37]; (iii) TTSA [32]/ALSET [11]; (iv) SOBA [16]. Noting that ALSET only
differs from TTSA regarding time scales, we use TTSA to represent this class of approach. Also, we omit the
comparison with AmIGO [2] below, given that it is essentially a double-loop SOBA with increasing batch sizes.
Detailed setups and additional experiments on all other methods are deferred in Appendix. The tunable
parameters in benchmark methods are selected in the same manner as those in benchmark_bilevelf.

*Note that ®,, (z, ) in (10) is quadratic in X, and these two sample complexities are obtained under this special case, i.e.,
V3 f(z,y) = —ul applied to [43, 54].
Thttps://github.com/benchopt/benchmark_bilevel
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Figure 2: MORMA-SOBA (1) = 0.01) vs. MORBiT on robust multi-task representation learning

In the first task, we fit binary classification models on the IJCNN1 dataset’. The function f and g
of the problem (1) are the average logistic loss on the validation set and training set respectively, with ¢2
regularization for ¢g. In Figure 1(a), we plot the suboptimality gap against the runtime for each method.
Surprisingly, we observed that MA-SOBA achieves lower objective values after several iterations compared to
all benchmark methods. This improvement can be attributed to the convergence of average hypergradients
{h*}. These findings demonstrate the practical superiority of our algorithm framework, even with the same
sample complexity results.

In the second task, we conduct data hyper-cleaning on the MNIST dataset introduced in [20]. Data
cleaning aims to train a multinomial logistic regression model on the corrupted training set and determine
a weight for each training sample. These weights should approach zero for samples with corrupted labels.
We randomly replace the label by {0,1...,9} in the training set of MNIST with probability p. The task
can be formulated into the bilevel optimization problem (1) with the inner variable y being the regression
coefficients and the outer variable x being the sample weight. The LL function g is the sample-weighted
cross-entropy loss on the corrupted training set with /2 regularization. The UL function f is the cross-entropy
loss on the validation set. We report the test error in Figure 1(b). We observe that MA-SOBA outperforms
other benchmark methods by achieving lower test errors faster.

To demonstrate the practical performance of MORMA-SOBA, we conduct experiments in robust multi-task
representation learning introduced in [29] on the FashionMNIST dataset [66]. Each bilevel objective ®;
in this setup represents a distinct learning “task” ¢ € [n] with its own training and validation sets. The
optimization variable is engaged in a shared representation network, parameterized by the outer variable z,
along with per-task linear models parameterized by each inner variable y;. The UL function f; is the average
cross-entropy loss over the i-th validation set, and the LL function g; is the £? regularized cross-entropy loss
over the i-th training set. The goal is to learn a shared representation and per-task models that generalize
well on each task, which is usually solved by a single-objective problem that minimizes (1/n) >, ®;. In Figure
2, we compare our algorithm with the existing min-max bilevel algorithm MORBiT [29] in terms of the average
loss ((1/n) )", ®;) and maximum loss (max; ®;). The results demonstrate the superiority of MORMA-SOBA over
MORBAiT in terms of lowering both the max loss and average loss at a faster rate.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we propose a novel class of algorithms (MA-SOBA) for solving stochastic bilevel optimization
problems in (1) by introducing the moving-average step to estimate the hypergradient. We present a refined

thttps://www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/~cjlin/libsvmtools/datasets/binary.html
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convergence analysis of our algorithm, achieving the optimal sample complexity without relying on the
high-order smoothness assumptions employed in the literature. Furthermore, we extend our algorithm
framework to tackle a generic min-max bilevel optimization problem within the multi-objective setting,
identifying and addressing the theoretical gap present in the literature.
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A Experimental Details

All the experiments were conducted using Python. The initial two tasks, involving the comparison of MA-SOBA
with other stochastic bilevel optimization algorithms, utilized the Benchopt package [49] and the open-sourced
bilevel benchmark [16]%. The final task, focused on robust multi-objective representation learning, was
implemented in PyTorch, following the source code provided by [29]1.

A.1 Experimental Details for MA-SOBA

Setup. In our experiments, we strictly adhere to the settings provided in bench_bilevelf, as detailed
in Appendix B.1 of [16]. The previous results and setups of [16] have also been available in https://
benchopt.github.io/results/benchmark_bilevel.html. For completeness, we provide a summary of the
setup below.

e To avoid redundant computations, we utilize oracles for the function F¢, Gy, which provide access to
quantities such as V1 Fe(z,y), VaFe(z,y), VaGs(,y), Vi,Gs(x,y)v, and Vi,G4(x,y)v, although this
approach may violate the independence assumption in Assumption 2.

e In all our experiments, we employ a batch size of 64 for all methods, even for BSA and AmIGO that
theoretically require increasing batch sizes.

e For methods involving an inner loop (stocBiO, BSA, AmIGO), we perform 10 inner steps per each outer
iteration as proposed in those papers.

e For methods that involve the Neumann approximation for the Hessian vector product (such as BSA, TTSA,
SUSTAIN, and MRBO), we perform 10 steps of the subroutine per outer iteration. For AmIGO, we perform 10
steps of SGD to approximate the inversion of the linear system.

e The step sizes and momentum parameters used in all benchmark algorithms are directly adopted from
the fine-tuned parameters provided by [16]. From a grid search, we select the best constant step sizes for
MO-SOBA.

At present, we have excluded SRBA [17] from the benchmark due to the unavailability of an open-sourced
implementation and its limited reported improvement over SABA.

Shttps://github.com/benchopt/benchmark_bilevel
Yhttps://github.com/minimario/MORBiT
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A.1.1 Hyperparameter Optimization on IJCNN1

In this experiment, we focus on selecting the regularization parameters for a multi-regularized logistic
regression model on the IJCNN1 dataset, where we have one hyperparameter per feature. Specifically, the
problem can be formulated as:

min @)= B [0 (). X))

fvw*(v)

1
b W) = i E ((w, X),Y)] + —w ! diag (e, ..., e"
S w* (V) ar“jgélrgin (X7Y)NDtrai11[ ({w, X),Y)] + 2w iag (e, ..., ") w

g(v,w)

In this case, |Dirain| = 49,990, |Dyar| = 91,701, and d = 22. For each sample, the covariate and label
are denoted as (X,Y), where X € R?2 and Y € {0,1}. The inner variable (w € R??) is the regression
coefficient. The outer variable (v € R??) is a vector of regularization parameters. The loss function
2y, y) = —ylog(y") — (1 —y)log(1l — ¢’) is the log loss.

To complement the comparison presented in the main paper, we conducted additional experiments that
involved comparing all benchmark methods, including the variance reduction based method. In Figure 3, we
plot the suboptimality gap (®(x) — ®*) against runtime and the number of calls to oracles. Unfortunately,
the previous results obtained for MRBO and AmIGO on the IJCNN1 dataset are not reproducible at the moment
due to some conflicts in the current developer version of Benchopt. As reported in [16], MRBO exhibits similar
performance to SUSTAIN, while the curve of AmIGO initially follows a similar trend as SUSTAIN and eventually
reaches a similar level as SABA towards the end. Following a grid search, we have selected the parameters in
MA-SOBA as a7 = 0.02, B = v, = 0.01, and 0, = 0.1. As shown in Figure 3, our proposed method MA-S0OBA

outperforms SOBA significantly, achieving a slightly lower suboptimality gap compared to the state-of-the-art
variance reduction-based method SABA.

SUSTAIN FSLA BSA MA-SOBA
""" TTSA StocBiO —— SOBA —— SABA
= 10714 T 107
P vy T S i A P — \.._ ..........................
B &
& 1072 6/ 1024
Z z
E 1073' TE“ 1073_
2 £
o A A suAnsn — O SR S—
10-4 LA , = 10 ; ]
100 200 300 400 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.
Time [sec] Number of calls to oracles x 1010

Figure 3: Comparison of MA-SOBA with other stochastic bilevel optimization methods in the problem of
hyperparameter optimization for £? regularized logistic regression on the IJJCNN1 dataset. We plot the
median performance over 10 runs for each method. Left: Performance in runtime; Right: Performance in
the number of gradient/Hessian(Jacobian)-vector products sampled.

A.1.2 Data Hyper-Cleaning on MNIST

The second experiment we perform involves data hyper-cleaning on the MNIST dataset. The dataset is
partitioned into a training set Dirain, a validation set Dy,, and a test set Diest, where |Dipain] = 20, 000,
|Dyall = 5,000, and |Diest| = 10,000. Each sample is represented as a vector X of dimension 784, where the
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input image is flattened. The corresponding label takes values from the set {0,1,...,9}. We use Y € R!" to
denote its one-hot encoding. Each sample in the training set is corrupted with probability p by replacing its
label with a random label {0,1,...,9}. The task of data hyper-cleaning can be formulated into the bilevel
optimization problem as below:

i ()= E (W* (VXY
Loimn (v) (X,Y)NDM[( (1)X,Y)]
F W)
. corriptcd (13)
s.t. W*(v) = argmin Yo o WXi, Y )+ Co WP

wERd |Dtrain| (X;,Y:)~Dira

g(v,W)

where the outer variable (v € R2%:990) is a vector of sample weights for the training set, the inner variable
W € R19%784 and ¢ is the cross entropy loss and o is the sigmoid function. The regularization parameter
C, = 0.2 following [16]. The objective of data hyper-cleaning is to train a multinomial logistic regression
model on the training set and determine a weight for each training sample using the validation set. The
weights are designed to approach zero for corrupted samples, thereby aiding in the removal of these samples
during the training process.

To supplement the comparison presented in the main paper, we conducted additional experiments that
involved comparing all benchmark methods, including the variance reduction-based method. Following a
grid search, we have selected the parameters in MA-SOBA as a;7 = 103, B, = = 1072, and 6, = 10~!. In
Figure 4, we plot the test error against runtime and the number of calls to oracles with different corruption
probability p € {0.5,0.7,0.9}. We observe that MA-SOBA has comparable performance to the state-of-the-art
method SABA. Remarkably, MA-SOBA is the fastest algorithm to reach the best test accuracy when p = 0.5.

""" MRBO seeee TTSA === AmlGO BSA MA-SOBA
SUSTAIN FSLA StocBiO - SOBA — SABA
40% 0% - 0% r -

Test error
Test error
Test error

20% A

15%

107! 10° 10! 10 107! 10° 10! 10 “o 10° 10! 10° 10°
Time [sec] Time [sec] Time [sec]
40% 40% AN
30%
g g g
3 @ ]
7] il k]
ki 8 8
” 20%
o | : NS
15% Bt ot v < Vo ey e 2 s |
|
10° 100 107 10* 10° 108 107 ’ 10° 10° 107
Number of calls to oracles Number of calls to oracles Number of calls to oracles
(a) p=0.5 (b) p=10.7 (¢) p=0.9

Figure 4: Comparison of MA-SOBA with other stochastic bilevel optimization methods in the problem of data
hyper-cleaning on the MNIST dataset when the corruption probability p € {0.5,0.7,0.9}. We plot the median
performance over 10 runs for each method. Top: Performance in runtime; Bottom: Performance in the
number of gradient/Hessian(Jacobian)-vector products sampled.
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A.1.3 Moving Average vs. Variance Reduction

Through empirical studies, we have demonstrated that our proposed method, MA-SOBA, which utilizes a moving
average (MA) technique, achieves comparable performance to the state-of-the-art variance reduction-based
approach SABA using SAGA updates [18]. In this context, we would like to highlight the key difference and
relationship between these two methods.

We start with presenting the update rules of the sequence of estimated gradients {gk} for the variance
reduction techniques SAGA [18] and our moving average method (MA) for the single-level problem.

SAGA (finite-sum:) min 237" | fi(z)

9" = Vi (a*) = Vi, (73,) + % > V1))
=1

The SAGA update is designed for finite-sum problems with offline batch data. At each iteration k, the
algorithm randomly selects an index i € [n] and updates the gradient variable g* using a reference point
Zi,, which corresponds to the last evaluated point for Vf;, . However, it should be noted that SAGA requires
storing the previously evaluated gradients V f;(Z;) in a table, which can be memory-intensive when sample
size n or dimension d is large. In the finite-sum setting, there exist several other variance reduction methods,
such as SARAH [17], that can be employed to further enhance the dependence on the number of samples, n,
for bilevel optimization problems. However, the SARAH-type method requires double gradient evaluations on
each iteration of z* and 2*~1.

MA (expectation): min E¢[f(z;&)]

g" = (1—ar)g" ' + a Vf(aF ¢")

Unlike variance reduction techniques, the moving average methods can solve the general expectation-form
problem with online and streaming data using a simple update per iteration. In addition, the moving average
techniques offer two advantages compared to variance reduction-based methods:

Theoretical Assumption. All variance reduction methods, including SVRG [57], SAGA [18], SARAH [51],
STORM [15], and others, typically rely on assuming mean-squared smoothness assumptions. In particular, for
stochastic optimization problems in the form of min,{f(x) = E[F(z,£)]}, the definition of mean-squared
smoothness (MSS) is:

(MSS) E[|VF(z,€) - VF(@,)|?] < L]z — a'|12

However, MSS is a stronger assumption than the general smoothness assumption on f:
IVf(x) = V(@) < Lilz —2'|.
By Jensen’s inequality, we have that MSS is stronger than the general smoothness assumption on f:
IVf(z) = Vi@@)|? < Ee[|VF(x,€) — VF(',&)|).

In this work, the theoretical results of the proposed methods are only built on the smoothness assumption on
the UL and LL functions f, g without further assuming MSS on F¢ and G. It is worth noting that a clear
distinction in the lower bounds of sample complexity for solving the single-level stochastic optimization has
been proven in [3]. Specifically, they establish a separation under the MSS assumption on F¢ and smoothness
assumptions on f (O(e~1?) vs. O(e~2)). Thus, it is important to emphasize that MA-SOBA achieves the
optimal sample complexity O(e~2) under our weaker assumptions.

Practical Implementation. Variance reduction methods often entail additional space complexity,
require double-loop implementation or double oracle computations per iteration. These requirements can
be unfavorable for large-scale problems with limited computing resources. For instance, in the second
task, the runtime improvement achieved by using SABA is limited. This limitation can be attributed to the
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dimensionality of the variables v (with a dimension of 20,000) and W (with a dimension of 10 x 784). The
benefit of using variance reduction methods is expected to be less significant for more complex problems
involving computationally expensive oracle evaluations.

A.2 Experimental Details for MORMA-SOBA

We adopt the same setup as described in [29], which can be summarized as follows.

Setup. We consider binary classification tasks generated from the FashionMNIST data set where we
select 8 “easy” tasks (lowest loss ~ 0.3 from independent training) and 2 “hard” tasks (lowest loss ~ 0.45
from independent training) for multi-objective robust representation learning:

o “easy” tasks: (0,9), (1, 7), (2, 7), (2,9), (4, 7), (4,9), (3, 7), (3, 9)
e “hard” tasks: (0, 6), (2, 4)

For each task i € [10] above, we partition its dataset into the training set D% validation set Dy, and test
set Di*st. We also generate 7 (unseen) binary classification tasks for testing:

e “casy” tasks: (1, 9), (2, 5), (4, 5), (5, 6)
e “hard” tasks: (2, 6), (3, 6), (4, 6)

We train a shared representation network that maps the 784-dimensional (vectorized 28x28 images) input to a
100-dimensional space. Subsequently, each task learns a binary classifier based on this shared representation.
To learn a shared representation and per-task models that generalize well on each task, we aim to solve the
following min-max bilevel optimization problem:

representation
i Sy
min max D,(E) = E 0| W7 (E)oReLU(EX) +bI(E),Y
EcR100x784 1<;<n (X7y)ND2_/a1 ‘

Fi(B,(W7,b7))

st (VbV(g)) -

weight bias
. /-/g\ = 2 .
arg min E 0| W; oReLU(EX)+ b; ,Y || +p||[Willp1<i<n.

W, R10X100 p, cR10 (X,Y)~Dfrain

9:(E,(Wi,b;))

Each sample is represented as a vector X of dimension 784, where the input image is flattened. The
corresponding label takes values from the set {0,1,...,9}. We use Y € R to denote its one-hot encoding.
Each bilevel objective ®; above represents a distinct binary classification task i € [n]. The optimization
variable is engaged in a shared representation network, parameterized by the outer variable £ € R00x784,
along with per-task linear models parameterized by each inner variable (W;,b;). The UL function f; is the
average cross-entropy loss over the D}?!, and the LL function g; is the ¢? regularized cross-entropy loss over
D;prain.

In the experiment, the regularization parameter in the LL function p = 5 x 10~%. The implementation of
MORBiT follows the same manner described in [29]. Specifically, the code of MORBiT [29] uses vanilla SGD with
a learning rate scheduler and incorporates momentum and weight decay techniques to optimize each variable:

e Outer variable: learning rate = 0.01, momentum = 0.9, weight decay — 10~
e Inner variable: learning rate = 0.01, momentum = 0.9, weight decay = 10~*

e Simplex variable: learning rate = 0.3, momentum = 0.9, weight decay = 1074

19



In addition, MORBiT adopts a straightforward iterative auto-differentiation to calculate the hypergradient
without using the Neumann approximation of the Hession inversion.

For the implementation of MORMA-SOBA, the regularization parameter py in 11 is set to be 0.01. All
remaining parameters are chosen as constant values, as listed below:

e Outer variable: 7, = 1, a; = 0.02,
e Inner variable: 8 = 0.02

e Auxiliary variable: 7, = 0.02

e Simplex variable: 7y = 1, = 0.02
o Average gradient: 6, = 0.6

Both evaluated methods use batch sizes of 8 and 128 to compute g; for each inner step and f; for each
outer iteration, respectively. In addition to Figure 2, which showcases the performance on 10 seen tasks
used for representation learning, we present Figure 5. This figure displays the maximum/average loss values
against the number of iterations on test sets consisting of 10 seen tasks and 7 unseen tasks. Our proposed
approach, MORMA-SOBA, demonstrates superior performance in terms of faster reduction of both the maximum
and average loss.

—#*— MORBIT (max) —@— MORMA-SOBA (max) MORBIT (avg) =&~ MORMA-SOBA (avg)
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Figure 5: Comparison of MORMA-SOBA with MORBAiT in the problem of multi-objective robust representation
learning for binary classification tasks on the FashionMNIST dataset. We aggregate the results over 10 runs
for each method. Left: Performance on test sets of seen tasks; Right: Performance on unseen tasks.

B Proofs

We will prove Theorems 1 and 2 in Section B.1 and B.2 respectively. In each section we will first establish
the relations between the optimality measure (see V, Vi in Sections 3.3 and 4.2) and the gradient mapping,
which reduce the proof of main theorems to proving the convergence of primal variables (z* in Theorem 1 or
(2%, A*) in Theorem 2) and dual variables (h* in Theorem 1 or (h¥, k%) in Theorem 2). Then we will prove
the hypergradient estimation error, primal convergence and dual convergence separately. In our notation
convention, the superscript k usually denotes the iteration number and the subscript ¢ represents variables
related to functions f;, g;. Ly with being a function # denotes its Lipschitz constant.
We first specify the constants in Assumption 2.

Assumption 2. For any k > 0, define %, denotes the sigma algebra generated by all iterates with superscripts
not greater than k, i.e., %, =0 {hl, h2, . RE xRyt gk 2 z’“}. The stochastic oracles used in
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Algorithm 2 at k-th iteration are unbiased with bounded variance given .%y, i.e., there exist positive constants
0f1,0¢,2,041,0g2 such that

B[l | 7] = Vs, 9b), B [|lub* = Vst o) |*| 2] < ot
Buj 7] = Valat o), B [l = Vaf Gt oM | 7] < o
E [0 #] = Vagla®,y"), E[[[o"1 = Tag(a®,o*)|*| 7] < o2,
E[Hk+1|yk}:v22g( ), B [[H = Vgt M| 2] < o2,
E [J*.Z] = Visg(2®,y) [||J’“+1 Vig(@®, v")| ‘/k}éog,z

In addition, they are conditionally independent conditioned on .%}.

Next we state some technical lemmas that will be used in both sections.

Lemma B.1. Suppose f(x) is p-strongly convex and L-smooth. For any x and v < H%’ define x+ =
x—Vf(z), «* =argmin f(x). Then we have

laF — 2| < (1= yp)lle — 27|
Proof. See, e.g., Lemma 10 in [55]. O

Lemma B.2. Define
L L _
K = max <MVf’ MVg) , 2% () = (V%Qg(z,y*(x))) ! Vaf(x,y*(x)).
g g

Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then ®(x) is differentiable and V®(x) is given by Then ®(x),y*(x), z*(z)
are differentiable and V®(z),y*(z),2*(x) are Lye, Ly~, L.«-Lipschitz continuous respectively, with their
expressions as

Vo(x) = Vi f(2,y" () — Visg(z,y"(2)) (Vig(z,y* () Vaf(e,y"(2)), (14)
Vy'(z) = —Vihg(z,y" (2)) (Vig(e,y* (@) . (15)

and the constants given by

L L L¢L
Ly =5 _ o), 1= i+ 12 <W+J’V%zg>zo(ﬂs)’
Yy Yy 2

Mg lu /J’g

g
2Lv Ly, + L% Ly 2L+LvyLv2, + Ly¢L? L:Ly2,L2
LV<I>:LVf+ fvg f g+ ftvg 92 ng+ f 39 Vg:O(Kzg).
,LLg :u‘g .ug
Moreover, we have
. Ly
[[2% ()] < —. (16)
Hg

Proof. See Lemma 2.2 in [24] for the proof of (14), Lipschitz continuity of V& and y*. For the Lipschitz
continuity of z* we have for any z, z, we know

2 (@) - =* @)

—[|(Vaa9(a,y* @) Vaf o,y (@) = (Viag(@ " (@) Vas 5,y (@)

< || (Tt v @) Vas @,y (@) = (V@ v (@) Vas 0,y ()|
+ (VR y" @) Vaf @y @) — (Vho(@,y" @) Vaf @y @)
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<Ly H VQgg z,y"( ” Hvzzg z,y*(z)) - V229(x Y ( H H V229 Y (2 )))_1H
+ ,T IVaf (@, y"(x)) — Vaf (&, 4" (&)
L fja =3l + @) - v @ + Ll = 3P+ @) - @)

SLZ*

x—x||,

where the first inequality uses triangle inequality, the second and third inequalities use Assumption 1, and
the fourth inequality uses the Lipschitz continuity of y*(x). The inequality in (16) holds since g(z,-) is
pg-strongly convex and ||V f(z,y*(x))|| < Ly (see Assumption 1). O

Lemma B.3. For any convex compact set X, function nx(x, h,7) defined in Section 3.3 is differentiable and
Vnx is Ly, -Lipschitz continuous, with the closed form exression and constant given by

1 - - 1\? 2
Vinx(z, h,7) = —h+ ;(JL‘ —d), Vanx(x,h,7) =d—x, Lyy, = 2\/<1 + T) + (1 + g) )

where d is defined as

1
d = argmin {(h,d— x)y+ — ||d - x||2} =y (z —7h),
dex 27

which satisfies the optimality condition
1 - _
<h+(d—x),d—d>20, foralld e X. (17)
T
Proof. See Lemma 3.2 in [23]. O

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

For simplicity, we summarize the notations that will be used in Section B.1 as follows.

Ly, Lv
K = max (g, =5 , whtl = u];H — JhHLk
Hg Hg
k

* : -1
v =y (a") = argmin g(a¥,y), 21 = (Viag(a® ) Vaf (@, yl), (18)
yeER

D(a) = f(.y*(2)), mala,h,7) = mm{<h,d— o+ 5o lla= ol |

dex
In this section we suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. We assume stepsizes in Algorithm 1 satisfy
Br = 1k, Yk = caay, Ok = cza, (19)
where ¢1, ¢o, c3 > 0 are constants to be determined. We will utilize the following merit function in our analysis:
Wi =Wi1+ Wy,
Wi = ®(zF) - wnelﬁ(q)(x) - én;\g(xk,hk,ﬂ (20)
AR

1
W2 = . ||yk - nyz
1

By definition of nx, we can verify that W), ; > 0. Moreover, as discussed in Section 3.3, we consider the
following optimality measure:

1
Vi = llaf =2+ [pF = Voh)|*. (21)

The following Lemma characterizes the relation between Vj and gradient mapping of problem 1.
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Lemma B.4. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. In Algorithm 1 we have
% [ — Ty (% — rVB@h))||° < 2V
Proof. Note that we have
% — Ty (2% — 7V B (b)) ||
<2 ([Jo = M| + [T (2" — 72%) — Ty (2 — 790 ("))
<2 ([Ja = M| + 72 [[0* = Vo b)) = 21,

where the first inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the second inequality uses the non-expansiveness
of projection onto a convex compact set. This completes the proof. O

Next we present a technical lemma about the variance of w**! and the bound for Hh’”‘1 — th

Lemma B.5. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. In Algorithm 1 we have

E [+~ B [t 2] 7] < o2

202 ,L>
0 s = 0%+ 202 B [||F = ], o2 =%+ "Zg L (22)
g
E {Hhkﬂ _ th2] <ob,.
o i = 207E [ 1* = V@) + |[E [0 5] - Vo(ah)|] + 6302 i (23)

Proof. We first consider w*. Note that
W B [ B] = ub - B [l 5] — (B[ 5]
Hence we know
E (ot —E [wh | 2] || 7]
=B [[[ut* — E [t | 2] || 2] + E[ |74 —E [ 2P| 2] 1)
202,L%

1y

<oha 42005 |41 + 207 | — 2 < o+ g

+ 203’2 sz — zf|

where the first equality uses independence, the first inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the second
inequality uses (16). This proves (22). Next for ||p*! — h’““ we have

B [||n+" = ¥ ]
—6E [||n* — E [w* | 2] || #] + 6B [t — E [ | 2] || 7]
<263E [||n* — VO (@b |*|#i] + 262E [|E [ | 7] - V)| F] + 030 in,
which proves of (23) by taking expectation on both sides. O

Remark. We would like to highlight that in (22), we explicitly characterize the upper bound of the variance
of w**! which contains E [sz - szﬂ and requires further analysis. In contrast, Assumption 3.7 in [16]

directly assumes the second moment of DY is uniformly bounded, i.e.,

E [HD;HQ] < Bi for some constant B, > 0,
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Note that D! in [16] is the same as our w**! (see (7), line 5 of Algorithm 1 and definition of w**! in (18)).
The second moment bound can directly imply the variance bound, i.e.,

£ [0 - & [0 7] < [|Io4)] < B2

This implies that some stronger assumptions are needed to guarantee Assumption 3.7 in [16], as also pointed
out by the authors (see discussions right below it). Instead, our refined analysis does not require that.

B.1.1 Hypergradient Estimation Error

Note that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 in [16] state that the upper-level function f is twice differentiable, the
lower-level function g is three times differentiable and V2f, V3¢ are Lipschitz continuous so that z*, as a
function of z* (see (18)), is smooth, which is a crucial condition for (63) - (67) in [16], which follows the
analysis in Equation (49) in [11]. In this section we show that, by incorporating the moving average technique
recently introduced to decentralized bilevel optimization [13], we can remove this additional assumption. We
have the following lemma, characterizing the error induced by y* and z*.

Lemma B.6. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. If the stepsizes satisfy

2 1 0.06u
6/{: < > Yk S min VIR ¥ (24)
Bg + Lyvg 4f1g 03,2

then in Algorithm 1 we have

K K K
3 oI~ 1) < Cur 3 ov ot ~2#17] + o (302
k=0

k=0

(25)
K ) K ) K
3ot [J= - ] < 0 3 en [ - oo s (3o ).
k=0 k=0 k=0
where the constants are defined as
212, 1 2 2107
Cye = y’ 0= E[yo_yg ]701: 9,’
Toadugt T ey | I G g
2
_ 5L3‘ LV§29 2L12/* 4L2.
2r T 2 2 T 1 2,2 2,2
:ug /J’g cl:ug CZIU’g
5% (LY, 1 2 1 2
Coo=— (=22 +1) —E[ls° - o2I"] + —E [||-* - 24|
lj‘g :ug Cl,U/g CQMQ
_ 513 (Lo, 201051 2507
2,1 = — s+l —+—
:ug /U‘g .ug ,UJg
Proof. We first consider the error induced by 3*. We have
k1 _ k4112 < k+1 k|2 1 1 E+1 k|2
v YT < (1 Brisg) |y yillm+ (1 + [|ystt — g
ﬁk/ig (26)
<1 E+1 k|2 of 2\ 12 E k|2
< (1+ Brpg) ||y yel|” + +oi ) L2 || —=*|7,
Bk,ug

where the first inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

1
u+v)® < (1+c¢) (||u||2 + - ||v|2> , for any vectors u, v and constant ¢ > 0.
c
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Thanks to the moving average step of ¥, our analysis of Hy’”‘l

We also have
E [|ly* ! =y | 7] =E [[ly* = BuVa9(@b,y) =t = (o™ = Vag(ah, y) || 7]
<||y* = BrVag(a®, y*) — ot |2 + ﬁ2 ool (27)
<(1— Brng)? 9" — o¥||” + Bio

yf” is simplified comparing to that in [11].

where the first inequality uses Assumption (2) and Lemma B.1, and the second inequality uses Lemma B.1
(which requires strong convexity of g, Lipschtiz continuity of Vag, and the first inequality in (24)). Combining
(26) and (27), we know

E Myk-i-l _ ?JEHHZ‘?}}

2 0[2
<(1+ Brig) (1= Brpg)? |0* — o2 || + (5’“ + ai) L2
kMg

202 1.2
<(1— k_  k 2+ kHy*
<(1 = Brpg) ||y — k|| B

2
oy = 2"+ (14 Bumg) Broga  (28)

xﬁ_ — mkHz + 28202,

where the second inequality uses i < H%v < /% Taking summation (k from 0 to K) on both sides and
g g g

taking expectation, we know

20212, [

prguymeSEwwfﬁm §:5kyE fﬁM+§yﬂgh

which proves the first inequality in (25) by dividing ¢; 414 on both sides. Next we analyze the error induced
by z*. Our analysis is substantially different from [16]. We first notice that

R (R e R =
3 Vklg
3 2
< (1 2 ok st (206 4 o) 2

where we use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the first and second inequality, we use the facts that Vy* is
Lipschitz continuous. For sz“ — sz, we may follow the analysis of SGD under the strongly convex setting:

, (29)
—

ALk = R (HR R —ul) — 2F = 2 — 3 Vhg(a", )R+ Vaf (b, yF) — 2F
— e (H* = Viy9(2*, y*)) 2" + e (ul — Vaf (2, 4%))
which gives

B[54 - 25| 2]
< || — Vg y)2F + Vot (¥, yF) — 2|+ ado? 5 |24 + o3,
= (7 = wV3g(a", y*)) (2 — 25) =y (Virg(a®, 4*) 2 — Vaf(@*,y")||* + 2202, ||| + 203,
<(1+ 7’““g) 17 =3V 3a0(* ")) (" - zf:>||2

(1 + ) [k (TBag(a, 4%) 2 = Vhyg(ah,yb)2k + Vo f(ah,ob) = Vaf(ab,49) |
+ 279700 (Hz — 2+ !sz||2) +7k0%

Vel 2
< (14 259) (1= ) + 20702, [ - 2
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k2 2 2
Ze|| VRO F -

2 20 2L
+<gf+af1 2, (30)
e

2
+ 27;%02’

4,
- (u: + 27,2;) (L2, 12517 + L3, ) llg" - o
L2, L2
< (1_ 4”Yk#g> sz _ ok |2+ (4% + 2y ) ( V§22g f +L?> ||yk —yf|
3 7 My

where the first inequality uses Assumption 2, the second inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the
definition of 2¥, the third inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the fact that g is y1,-strongly convex,
and the fourth inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (16) and

_’Yk/}ég
6

+ 27130-_(]72 +

3,3
2 TiHg
<0,

g =

which is a direct result from the bound of 7, in (24). It is worth noting that our estimation can be viewed as
a refined version of (72) - (75) in [16] Combining (29) and (30) we may obtain

E [szH foHHz‘fk}

2 2
(1 + 'Yk“g) {sz“ - zkH ‘f/‘k} + ( 3% ai) L2.

3 TkHg

12, L2
2 2
< (1+ ’Ykéug) (1 _ 47;/@) sz S (‘t]k 422 ) ( vijzg f +L?> Hyk _yk
g

202, L2 3a?
+(1+L““g) 7"2 ! 403, 7§+< Yk +ai)L§*
3 15 Vep

g

k 2

k
Ty —x

k
Ty — T

l

2 2
2 /4 1072 293 LSz Ly 2
= (1 — Yastg) ‘zk—zf +(::+ 37’“+ 7’;)“9)< ;2;’ + 12 Hyk—y’f
g
2 2
+op, (vk+7’“3“g)+<j’ljf +ai> L2 ||2f — 2"
g
2 5y L3 V 403 L2, 2
< (1= Yritg) ‘zk*Zf RRNALE Ay e LR Hy I e ol P ]|
Mg ug Yelg

where the equality uses the definition of o2 in (22) and the third inequality uses vy, Ihg < 2. Taking summation
(k from 0 to K) and expectation, we know

K 5veL2 [ L3
S g [ — 7] < [0 - 207 + 30 2 f( ;m)ﬂuyk—yf
k=0 g

i—o M9

+Zza 7,3+Z4:kiz E[la% - 2*|’].

k=0

i

This completes the proof of the second inequality in (25) by dividing cop, on both sides and replacing
ZkK:o arE [Hyk — nyQ} with its upper bound in (25). O

Lemma B.7. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. We have

| [0t #] — Vo) <3 (( G+ L) oF =yl + Ly [|2* - 25 )
Proof. Note that we have the following decomposition:
E [w*t!.Z] — Vo(ah)
=E [ul ™ F] — Vif (2", k) — (B [JF] 28 — Vigg(a kyyf)Zf) (31)
=V f(@®,y") = Vif(a®, yf) — Viag(a®, y¥) (2% — 28) — (Viag(a®, y*) — Visg(a®,yl)) L.
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which, together with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, implies
|E [w* | 7] = Vot
<3||Vif(a*,y*) = Vif(a* ,y* I+ 8[| Vg, ¥) (2 = =) |+ 8| (Vg (et y) — Viag(ah,u) 24
<3 ((Ldy + Lday) 0" — bl + L3, |* = 22[).

O
B.1.2 Primal Convergence
Lemma B.8. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. If
72 c3 1
< mi 1 1 < — 32
Oék_mln(20037 QT(CSLVq)‘i’LVnX)’ )7 T<l1, 03—107 ( )
then in Algorithm 1 we have
K o 2 2 i 2
> SE (2% = "] <ZEWoal+3) aiE [ve") - E [t | Z]|]
k=0 k=0 (33)
+ - Zak]E th Vo(x H } + Z (akaq SE [ } —l—ozia?u) ,
k=0
Proof. The Lyg-smoothness of ®(x) and Ly, -smoothness of 7y in Lemma B.2 and B.3 imply
L
D) — D(ab) < oy (VB(2), 2k — 2F) + % b+t — k| (34)
and k ok k+1 7 k41
77/'\’(37 ah ’T) —Ux(x + ,h + aT)
1
< <—hk + ;(;l:k —ah), 2k - xk+1> + <a:f“|r — ¥ hF — pF)
L
T L
(35)

=ay <hk,x’i - xk> + % Hxi - kaQ + 05 <hk,:1c{“F - :vk> — 0O <wk+1,xi - xk>

e (i N s

O 2 Ly 2 2
<= 2ok — ot - 0w ok — o)+ 2T ([l =P b = BE)
where the first 1nequahty uses Lv,,-smoothness of Vny, and the second inequality uses the optimality
condition (17) (with d = z¥). Hence by computing (34) + (35)/c3 and taking conditional expectation with
respect to % we know

] e

Sé (]E [nX($k+17hk+1’T)|yk} o nX(mkahk7T)) + (I)(:L‘k) —E [(I)(xk-ﬁ-l)’yk}

T oy <V<I>(xk) _E [wk+1|ﬁk] »Ii _ Ik> 4 (Cva<1>2:; Lvy.) kaﬂ 7ka2

" LanE {Hhkﬂ _ hk,ﬂyk} .
263

=Wi1 — E Wit %] + o (VO(2F) — E [wh|.2] 2 — 2F)
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n (csLya + Lvny)
203

i+t — o+ S [+t | ]
1
Wies — E W11 Zi] + <T [Ve(at) B [w 5] + o [lak - ka?)

SB[l = 7] (36)

where the second inequality uses Young’s inequality and the following inequalities:

prd e

aj (c3lva + Lynx)
263 - 4

, Ly, < § when (32) holds.
Note that by (23) we know

2 [ — ]

c3T?
10
S%E [[I1% = VoEh)|* + B [wh| 2] - Vo]

i Saphon y Meooing | - 7). 0

7-2 w 7-2
SE |0 = V@b |*] + ik [||E [wh ] Fi] - Ve[|
+aio? —i—akag SE {Hz —zkH }

where the second inequality uses (32). Taking summation and expectation on both sides of (36) and using
(37), we obtain (33)

O
B.1.3 Dual Convergence
Lemma B.9. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. In Algorithm 1 we have
1 2 X 2
ZakIE (1 = va@h)|’] <_E (10 = vea)|’] +22akE [[E [wh+1]2] - o]
k=0
2Lv<1> _ ok 2 _ Lk
+ Zak]E {Hx+ x H ] +2630922akE {Hz Zy H ] +203ak0
& — k=0
(38)
Proof. Note that by moving average update of h*, we have
W — Vo ()
=(1 = 0p)h" + O (W™ — E [wk+1|33k}) + 6,LE [wkH’fk] — VO(zF ) (30)
=1 — 04)(hF — V®(2)) + Ok (E [w*TH.F;] — VE(2h)) + VB (") — VO(2FHT)

+ gk(wk+1 . [wk+1|jk})
Hence we know
E [Hhkﬂ _ V(I)(mkH)H?‘ﬁk}

=|(1 = k) (h* — V& (")) + Ok (E [wFH].F1] — VO (a*)) + VO (2F) — Vfl)(xk“)HQ
n ng kaﬂ _E [wk+1|yk] Hzlgk]

<(1-6y) |n* = Vo)’
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2

00 |E [0 2] - V) + (V) - V)| + 6ol
k

<(1 =) ||n* = V()|

+ 20, |E [kt 2] — V()| +7HV¢ ) = VO(F|* 4+ 6202 0

<(1—6y) 0¥ — Vo)

2 20212 2
+ 20, ||E [0 F] — V(b)) + 7’“0;@ |2 = 2| + 6700 i1, (40)
where the first equality uses the fact that ¥, h¥ 2**1 are all .%,-measurable and are independent of w**!

given .Z,, the first inequality uses the convexity of ||-||* and (22), the second inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, the third inequality uses the Lipschitz continuity of V& in Lemma B.10, and the update rules
of x**1. Taking summation, expectation on both sides of (40), dividing c3 and using (22), we know (38)
holds. O

B.1.4 Proof of Theorem 1

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1. From Lemma B.4 we know it suffices to bound Vj. By definition of
Vi in (21), (33) and (38) we have

zakm il = 3 (S8 ok — o] + ik 1 - vt )

k=0
2L2
< cgv‘bkz_oakE[Hmﬁ—ka} z_:akE“hk va@h)|’]
K K
+5 aE [|[Vo(ah) — E [ F] [*] + (1 + 26502, Y oFE |12 - 2]
k=0 k=0
K
f]E[Wo,l]+iE[HhO—V<I>(:UO)H2} (1+c3)o <Za>,
k=0
<2L2WK E |||z — 2" E ||[p* — Vo (x
S Zak [l = *|F] + Zak [ 1]

k 0

K
+15Zak]E[L £+ Ly Iy = g 1° + Lo |2 = 25°] + L3y Yo kB [||2* = 22°]
k=0
1 0 0y]|2 = 2
“E[Woa + _E (10 = Vo @®)|*] + (1 + ca)er Zak
K
<cwzakxa[||x+_xku}+cvhzakza[y|hk VO(h)|*] + Coo + Cua (gpz),

k=0 k=0 k=0

where we assume
(14 2¢3)0; yap < L3y, (41)

in the second inequality. The constants are defined as

2L2v<I> 1
Coa = 15 (LY ; + L2,) Cya + 16L3,,Cop + » Con =3,
3
1
Cuo =15 (L% + L%s,) Cyo + 16L%,Co o + ;E[Wo,l] +-E [Hho B v@(xo)m , (42)
3

Co1 =15 (L3 + L352,)) Cy1 + 16L3,Cat + (1 + ¢3)0p,
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Using constants defined in Lemma B.6, we know

K/S 1434 /{:6
Coe =0 (C% + g + Cg) , Con = 0O(1),
5 2 1
Ov,O =0 <KJ + 5 + ) s Cv,l =0 (C1/€5 + CQK2) .
C1 Co T

Hence we can pick

j— 1 — - p— J— j—
ak—@(m>, T=0(k"), 1 =0(1), ca =0(1), cz=0(1)

so that the conditions ((24), (32) and (41)) in previous lemmas hold. Then we have

| X 5
— E E = — .
K= V=0 <\/I? )
which, together with Lemma B.4, proves Theorem 1.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

In this section we present our proof of Theorem 2. For simplicity, we summarize the notations that will be

used in our proof as follows.

va - I£13,<Xn va ’ LVg o 1<i<n

Lyy Lv
K — max < g f k+1 Z“itlv k+ Z /\k k+1 JikHZch) ’

Hg Hg
A(x) = argmax @, (z,\), \F = )\*(xk),
XEA,
* . -1
yh i =y (a") = argmin gi(2*,y), 2L, = (V30 (2", 0l,))  Vafi(a® 4k )),
y€ERYY

Oi(x) = filz,yf (2)), OF = (D4(a), ...,q)n(xk))T,

U(z) = max ®,, (z,\) = max (Z Ai®;(x A— =
i=1

n

2
NEA, T Aéa, ) ’
1
nx(z, h,7) = géi)l{l {(h,d —x)+ > ld — x|2} , where X = X or A,,.

In this subsection we suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold for all f;,g; and Assumption 3 holds.

stepsizes in Algorithm 2 satisfy
Br = c1ak, Yk = caqy, Ok = cza,

max L Ly2, = max Ly» = max
Vo HVEg T i, V9w Hg 1<z<nug’

We suppose

(44)

where c1, cg, c3 > 0 are constants to be determined. We will utilize the following merit function in our analysis:

Wk = ij + Wk,Qa Wk,l = Wélf + W,ﬁ)

= 1
ng,ll) = \Il(xk) - (I)MA (xka )‘k) - 777AV,L()‘ka _h’;a T)\)

C3
2)

. 1
Wid = ) — inf (@) = (et bl )

~ i 1 k E o2 1 k )
Wi = Z o Hyz - y*z” + o sz — 2y

i=1
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,5 1 = 0. Moreover, as discussed in Section 4.2, we

T~

By definition of ¥,nx, 14, , we can verify that 7

1
consider the following optimality measure:

- 1
Viex = = [la = |+ |15 = 910, @A)

- 1 2 2
Vo = [ % A v N CaP W 1 (46)

1 1 .
Vi = g ok = = W NI g [ = Dt )

Optimality of min problem Optimality of max problem
The following lemma provides some smoothness of functions that we will use in our proof.

Lemma B.10. Functions VU(-),Vi®,, (-, A), Vi®(-,A), V1®,, (z,-), V1®(z, ), V2P, (-, A),
Va®,,(z,:) are Lyw, Lyvs, Lva, Lvlcpu)\ , LV1<I>M , Lv2q>w7u)\-Lipschitz continuous respectively, with the con-
stants given by

n
Lyy = i (L3 +boLva) + Lya, Ly,s,, = Lv,s, =VnLs

Proof. For V¥ we first notice that the nonconvex-strongly-concave problem in (11) can be reformulated as a
bilevel problem:

1,
A—

min¥(z) = ¢, (z,\"(z)) s.t. A\ (z) =argmin (—@,, (z,\)) = HA -

TEX AEA, 2

2 n
i=1

By Lemma B.2 we know

V‘l’(l‘) :vlq)lm (l‘, )\*(Z‘)) - v%2¢)lu (l‘, )‘*(x)) (V%2¢'ux (.23, )‘*(x)))il V2CI)M)\ (33, A" (.’L‘))

=N @)+ (Ve V) || |- (V- 22)
=1

KX
LS 6 @9 + L3 Ve
_NAizl i\T i\T n 4= i),

from which we know V¥(-) is Lyy-Lipschitz continuous since

[@:(2)V®;(x) — i(Z)VP;(Z)||
<[@i(2)VOi(z) — () VOi(T)[| + || @i (2)VOi(T) — () V()|
< (L3 +boLvae) |z —yl .

Note that for any fixed A € A,, and =,z € X, we have

Vi®,, (2, A) = Vi®(z, \) = i AV, (z), (47)
i=1
and .
V1@, (2, 3) = Vi@, (&, M) = || X (V@i(z) = VOi(F))|| < Lya |z — Z. (48)
i=1
Similarly, for any fixed z € X and A\, A € A, we know
HvlcbM (2, ) — V1@, (2, X)H - Hzn: (Ai - X,-) Vo, (z)|| < viLe H)\ - )\H . (49)
i=1
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(47), (48) and (49) imply V1@, (-, A), V1®(-,\) are Lyg-Lipschitz continuous and V1®,, (z,-), V1®(z, ) are
Ly,s,, -Lipschitz continuous. Finally, for V2@, (z, A) we have

Vo, (2,2) = (91(2), oy (@) — pa (A - ln) ,

and thus Vo®,, (-, A), V2@, (z,-) are \/nLg, ux-Lipschitz continuous respectively. O

Next we present a technical lemma that will be used in analyzing the strongly convex function over a
convex compact set.

Lemma B.11. Suppose f(x) is p-strongly conver and L-smooth over a convex compact set X. For any
7 < 1 define vy =y(z — 7V f(z)) and z, = argmin .y f(z), we have

(1= VI=74) lz =l < llz — .
Proof. By Corollary 2.2.4 in [50] we know

1 1 2 M 2 W 2
;<$—$+7$—$*>27H$—$+H +§||$—93*|| +§||$+—$*H

1 " 2 2
_ (+2) o — 2l + pelle =l = o — 22— )

which implies

1
e =2yl llr = 2l 2 (@ = zp, 2 =) > o e = 2y |* o — 2

where r = ljru < % Applying Young’s inequality to the left hand side of the above inequality, we know
14+ +v1-2r 2 T 2 1 2 2
— |l — 2 F |z Z |- + 7| T — Tx
T e P e e P 2 e P e

which gives
o =2l = (1= VT=20) llo = @ull = (1= /T 7p1) o = ..
This completes the proof. O

The next lemma shows the relation between the stationarity used in Theorem 2 and our measure of
optimality V4 in (46).

Lemma B.12. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold for all f;, g; and Assumption 3 holds. If Tauy =1, then in
Algorithm 2 we have

1 1
5 et T (24 = 0, (N <2 (o o 0 = Try (E )

2 1
I A < 2 (8 = A0 [0 = Ve (5 )
A A

which together imply

1 2

= ( kTl (xk szvch)m(zkv)‘k)))

Tx

2 -
JrH/\kf)\’,fHngax <2, 2>Vk.
Proof. The first inequality follows (B.4):

[ = Ty (&% — 7, V1®,,, (2%, X9)) ||
<2 ([Ja = M + [T (2 = 7ohk) = T (% = 72 V1@, (25, 09) )
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<2 (|l — 2| + 72 |1 - V10, (@520 ).

where the first inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the second inequality uses the non-expansiveness
of projection onto a convex compact set. Recall that

A = argmin ®,,, (¥, )
AEA,

which is a minimizer (over the probability simplex) of a p1y-smooth and py-strongly convex function @, (z*, ).
Hence we know from Lemma B.11 that

% =

<(1+\/1—T)\,u)\)2
— 2
T

[AF —Ta, (AF + T,\V2¢’M(33kv/\k))u2

1 1
<2t W) (I = 7 [, 3 ) — T, O + 1372, (0,300 )

=
(].—‘r\/]. T)\li)\

T,\

2 2
(I3 = 27 72 1 = Vo (a5, 25)°).
where the second inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the third inequality uses non-expansiveness
of the projection onto a convex compact set. Setting 7\u) = 1 completes the proof. O

Lemma B.13. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold for all f;, g; and Assumption 8 holds. In Algorithm 2 we have

E [0 = E [0 #]|°] < 02 i

2 2 2 ke k(2] e 2 207 L7
Uw,k-‘rl =0y + 209,2E Z /\i sz - Z*,i | y O = Uf,l + /142 (50)
i=1 9
E (05 = nE] < of o E [R5 - BE7] <02, (51)
0% o = 23E [[[1 — Va2, (aF A+ B b | B] — Vi (8,20 |F] + 6302
O'%LM;C = QiE [Hh’/{ - V®,, (a:k, )\k)HQ} + nQ,%UﬁO. (52)
Proof. We first consider w*. Note that
whl — k+1|</ Z/\k k+1 k+1|</ ] - (Jik+1 _E [J;e+1|<gé~k}) Zlk) .

Hence we know

E [[[ut — E [w* 2] || ]

.

Il
-

()’ (E [nuz@ ~E[uk | &[] +E [ - B[ 5 2] 14)

)

?

-E%:

Il
-

PV (afl +20

92HZ *z

7

2 203,213?‘ 0 NS AE k|2
Saf,l + ’u2 +209,22Ai HZ,L _Z*,i
g i—

)

which proves (50). Next for |5 — h¥|| we have

E[[ps+ - 0k 2]
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67 (|1 — E [w* ||| 2] + 628 [+ — B [wh | 2]]*| ]
<263E [||nt - V105, 3)|*| F] + 262E [|[E [ 5] - V105, M) B + 6302 s,
which proves the first inequality of (51). Similarly we have

B[4+ - 1) %)

2
—02E U Bk — [ 2] + s (A’“ - 1n”> Fi |+ 03E [+ — B [+ | 7] || ]
<R [||1§ — V2., (o5, 3)|| 2] + nbRo?,
which proves the second inequality of (51). O

B.2.1 Hypergradient Estimation Error
Lemma B.14. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold for all f;,g; and Assumption 3 holds. In Algorithm 2 if the

stepsizes satisfy
2 1 0.06p
Br < ——— y <min | —, ! 53
pg + Lyvg 4f1g ‘752;,2 (53)

then we have

Z Oék]E
Z Ozk]E
k=0

where constants Cyz, Cy1,C.y, Cy 1 are defined the same as those in Lemma B.6. Cy, o,C, o are defined as

2

K n K
Z Hyl yr g < nCyz ZakE [Hxi - ka?} + Z Cyi0 +nCy 1 (Z ai)
k=0 i=1 k=0

K n K
S zf:,in"’] <03 B [k — ] + 30 Cuvo O (Z )
=1

k=0 i=1 k=0

(54)

wo = o (I =07,

517 L2V2 1 2 1
C, 0= f 229 1] - E[ 0 _ S } [ _ :|
ST ( " +> g U el B = =l

Proof. Note that the proof follows almost the same reasoning in Lemma B.6. Since Assumptions 1 and 2

hold for all f;, g;, by replacing y*,y¥, 2%, 2% with y¥, y* i % ,zfl respectively, we have similar results hold for

each1<i<n

K K K
ok [l ] < G Yo ok —o41"]+ Ca (S
k=0

k=0 k=0

(55)
K ) K ) K
Sk ([l = 2] < Co Yo B [[[2h - o °] + Cio + Cun ( az> :
k=0 k=0 k=0
Taking summation on both sides of (55), we complete the proof.
O

The next lemma shows that the inequalities above will be used in the error analysis of
|E [whtt].Z] — Vi®@(2k, A7)
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Lemma B.15. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold for all f;, g; and Assumption 3 holds. We have

SN { (L + L) [ — w1+ 22, 126 — 25}

-

©
I
—

[ [0 | 7] = V1, (2, X9 <

I <D ans {(L8 + L) lyk = whall* + L3 |12 = =54}

«
Il
-

“.

|E [wFt!. 2] — VO @R <

an{H)\’“—)\kH - - vg%(xk,mH?}.

Proof. Note that we have the following decomposition:
E [w**|Z] — Vlcbm (", A7)

E [u; | F4] ZA Vifilah k) = ST (B[] 2 - Vigi(ah yF )2k
=1
(56)

-y Af{vlfxxk, UE) = Vufiab gk ) — Vg (b o) (2 — )
1=1
— [V2gi(ab, ) — Vg (e, )] ’“}

which, together with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, implies

I’

|E [0 Fi] = Vi, (", A%)
n 2 n 2
<3 Z )‘i‘g (Vlfi(xk»yf) - Vlfi($k7yf,i)) +3 Z)\fV%gi(xk,y?) (Zf - zfz)
i=1 i=1
n 2
+3(|D° (V3agi(a®, yf) = Viagi(a® ol ) 28,
i=1

<3N (L + L) o — o+ Ly |15 = 25)
=1

Similarly we have
E [w**|Z] = VU (") = E [Py ] — V1D, (2%, A7) + V1D, (2%, A7) = V1@, (¥, AD).
Applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Assumption 1 and Lemma B.10 to the above equation and (56), we

know

& [wh 2] — Ve @Eh|

2 2

+ 4> NV (2 yf) (2F - 2F)

i=1

Dk @ 0) = Vit o)

2
+4[Vi0(k, ) - 7@k, )|

n
Z V129z ?yz v%zgi(ﬁﬁka Z/fz)) Zfz

k 2

2P} + and |k -

gsz{(ﬁwugag)\\yz T [ A [EE

which together with Lemma B.12 completes the proof.
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B.2.2 Primal Convergence
Lemma B.16. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold for all f;, g; and Assumption 3 holds. If
2 2
. . cs 3 nmaL3 )
o < min L , , , 1],
b= (2063 2Ty (CgLv.:p + LV"]X) 4’7’)\(LV77An —+ 63/1)\) Ly + Lve
1 1
) (57)

1
T <1, Tn = —, c3 <min
A IR <1o S(un + 12

then in Algorithm 2 we have

K

> 5E [[lof - o*]

k=0 T

g%m: W] + 2§:akE [[[E [0t - v h)|’]
r k=0

£ 3 0 [ [ ]~ a5 V] 4 5 S k[ - 9t (k0]

k=0 k=0
K n 9 K
oty 3 ol [z N[ = o] o2 St
k=0 =1 k=0
K (677 2
> E [HAi =¥ }
k=0 A
9 _ 1 K 9 K n
S—AE[ 52] + 5 D0k [k = Vo (25 N9 *] + 423 Dk |3 [k — ok ]
k=0 k=0 =1
K 9 K
+ 13013 " okl [[|oh — 2 *] +noto Y ad (58)
k=0 k=0

Proof The proof of the first inequality in (58) is almost the same as that in (B.8). Note that by replacing
P, Rk , Wi,1 with \Il,hm, Wk,h we know

2
-
<) B[R] + o (m V0 - BRI + et =) )
5
e e e ol AR EA

Similar to (37), from (51) we have that

5 2
g [l = n ]
2

<1007WkIE [Hhk Vi, (@ N[+ [|E [ F] - Vi, (mk’)‘k)HQ} 5?#0‘2”
x

- 2
Tz

10(:3ozka lz A HZ L
2 2

<E [W Vi@, (e, 09| } + i [HE W3] = Vi, (25, 49 [F] + o3o?

+

n

rotel e[St et - 4

i=1
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where the second inequality uses (57). Taking summation and expectation on both sides of (59) and using
(60), we obtain the first inequality in (58). For the second inequality in (58), the Lyg-smoothness of ¥(x)
and Ly, ,-smoothness of ny in Lemma B.10 imply

2

\I/(a:kH) — (2 < ay <V\Il(3(;k),acf“F — xk> + L% kaH — xk’ , (61)

and

k+1 k+1
A ) 7h)\ )

na, (A5, =hY, 7x) — na, ( )

< <h’; + %(Ak — M), AR - Ak+1> + (AR < NFRE RS 7LV;A" (s = XM [l =n5+t -+ mE])
A
—on (—BE N X9 + 22 [ <x_1 U Y SN (/\’“ - 1n>>
A

L 2 X 2
B (et = 347 i — )

0 2 1, , Loy, , 2 2
S_%u)\i_)\ku +9k<sk+1—u,\ </\k_n),)\i_)\k>+V2’7A<H)\k+1_)\ku +"hl)€\+1_h1§\” )

(62)
We also have
Dy, (2%, AF) = @, (21 A (63)
N i [ |
= (A, M) — (AFFL @M % ( S %” g %" 2)
— (AF AL R 4 (ML @R — SR L) 4y, <Ak = %,/\’i = Ak> + Bt
= <)\k — MR [MTHZ] — ()\k — 1;>> +ap (A" =X o8 —E [$F11.7])
BV A R (R @R — 9t
<o <)\’“ — A5 [s"H 2] — i (Ak — 1TZ‘>> + o (AF = N @8 — E [sM | 7))
+ % [N = XF || — (V1@ (2%, AF), 2k — 2F) + il AT = AF|| [ — ||
R ko (64

where the inequality uses Lemma B.10 and (¢) in Assumption 1 to obtain

<)\k+l’ (Dk _ ¢k+l>
=N @ (aF) — @i(aF )
=1
<y (<vq>i(x'f>,xk ey BT e WW)

L
=— qy <V1<I>(xk, )\k+1),x’j_ — xk> + % ||$k+1 — :ck||2

< o0 (105 N), 2 — 0¥ 4 VL Al ot LT b
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Taking conditional expectation with respect to % on (61) + (62)/c3 + (64), we know
A k k112
— AT = A
s |
SW,E? —E {W,gll‘ﬁk} + ay, <V\IJ(a:k) — Vi®(2F, \F), 2k — o)
L L
Fag (M - ¥ 0 B [ 5,]) 4 LT EITO) 2

o e RO et 0 a0 o+ B [ ]

W~ B[]+ vt 8- [t~ a*]

bl [ — ] (ZHyf 3

i=1

1
2
) o - -

+ M ka _ kaQ I a%(LvnAn + c3pn)

o L 2
. L > B 1 O N W

< 1521) —E {Wﬁ)1,1‘ﬁk} +ax (1 A" = )‘I:Hz +anmy L || — kaQ)

1 1 2 2
o (o = 2 St o) o (I g ot - )

aunTy L2 2
P IR Py B g e S g - ag P )

where the second inequality uses Lemma B.10, and the third inequality uses Young’s inequality and the
conditions on ay, (see (57)):

ar  ap(Luga, +c3pn)

R — 223 >0, a%(Lv\p + Lys) < aknTAL?b'
Recall that in Lemma B.12 we have
< NP < 2 A 0 - T A (66)

and by (51) we know

LV 2
—lan g [Hhiﬂ — Kyl ] < 230} (ux + 1) ( [Hhk Vad,, (z", AF)]| ] —|—n0§70>
C3T)\ (67)
< ZEE[||nf - V2o, (@8, )] + nafod,
where the second inequality uses
1
2e5(pa+1)* < 7, ap <1
in (57). Combining (65), (66), and (67), we have
(677 k k 2
SE [ - )
2 77(2) 77(2) Qg k k kN2
§;]E [ k1 Wk+1,1] + 7E [Hh/\ — Va®,,, (2", \")]| } (68)
~ 2
+ 40y L3E lz |y = yh ZH + 13axnLiE [Hxi —2F|| } + najo} o,
i=1
which implies the second inequality in (58) by taking summation. O
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B.2.3 Dual Convergence
Lemma B.17. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 hold for all f;, g; and Assumption 8 holds. In Algorithm 2 we have

K
> ik [[[5% - V1, (@ 3|
k=0

K
<[ = V12, (2 X)) + 3 B B [t 53] - Vi )]
k=0

2 K 5 K
+ 28 S ok [l - o] + S ik [ - ]

3 k=0 3 k=0
K

2 2
+ c30y, g ay,

+ 203% 9 Z ;R

Z/\kHZ —z“
K

> ok [ = Vo, @5, 1)

k=0
<L [ — V2, (00, A 7] + 322 ZE 1y = o.1°]

K

3nL2 & 21 3u? 2
+ Sk [[lo - ot |] + 22 ZakIEZ [N = XF°] + meso o 3 o (69)

k=0 3 k=0 k=0

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma B.9, except that we now have another A* to handle. Since
Vi®(z,\) = V1P, (x, ) for all (x,\) (see (11)), for simplicity we omit the subscript py in Vi ®,, (z,A) in
this proof. Note that by moving average update of h%, we have
hk+1 - vl(p(xk+1’ )\k+1)
=(1 = 0p)hE + 04 (Wt — E [0 Z4]) + 04K [0 Fi] — Vi@ (aPT A

70
=(1 = 0p)(hE — V1@ (2", A7) + 04 (B [whH!].Z1] — V1®(2F, A7) (70)
+ V1 @(2F, AF) = Vi@ (2" N ) 4 g (0P — B [wh T .Z])
Hence we know
E [thﬂ B qu)(mk+1’)\k+1)“2‘yk}
= ||(1 = ) (RhE — V1@ (2", A7) + 04 (B [whH.F1] — Vi®(2F, A7)
+ Vi®(ah, AF) = Vi@ (@t N 4 2R [[[u ! - E [t | 7] ﬂ%@
<(1—0k) ||hs — V1 @(2F, \F) H + 0700 ki1
2
+ 0y || (B [0t F] — Vi@(2F, AF)) + 7 (qu)(x AP = V@ (M AR (71)
k

<1 00 1 = Va0t 30 [B ]33] - Vaotet VO + e
—i—aiHVl(I)(xk,)\k) Via(t A0 + qu> EHLR) - 7 @bt AR
k

<(1=6g) ||hE = Vi®(@*, X¥)||* + 36, ||E [wkﬂyyk] — V(2 )|
3ak

+T( Lol — oF|* + nL3 |V = M) + 6202 1,

where the first equality uses the fact that % \¥ hE zk+1 \*+1 are all %) -measurable and are independent

of wh*! given %, the first inequality uses the convexity of ||-|* and (50), the second inequality uses Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, the third inequality uses the Lipschitz continuity of V1® in Lemma B.10, and the update

39



rules of 28! and A**1. Taking summation, expectation on both sides of (71), dividing c3, and applying (50),
we know the first inequality in (69) holds.
Similarly we have

B T (441 )

1,
:(1 - Hk)hﬁ + Gk (Sk+1 - ,U)\)\k + ,U)\n) - VQ(I)MA (l'k—H, )\k+1)

=(1—0)(h5 — V2@, (2", XF)) + 0 (E [s" 1|7 ] — Va(2", \F)) i
+ Vo®,,, (28, \F) = V@, (2PN 0, (851 — E [$511.7]).
where the second equality uses Vo®,, (2%, \*) = Vo®(2*, AF) — py (A¥ — 12). Hence we know
E[[[B5H = Vo, (@40, 0| 7]
=[|(1 = 0) (5 — V2@, (2", AF)) + 0 (E [s" 1|7 ] — Vad(2F, \F))
T VB, (05, AF) = Wy, (@5 NP 4 62E |55 — B[4 5 || 2]
<(1=0g) ||hy = Vo, (2%, N9) || + nekofo
00 [B[572 2] - Vet ) (T (24,40 - T, (0 20 |
(1= 63) |Bs = Vo, (2%, X9)||” + 30k | B [s54 4] — Vad(a®, AF)||* + nbio?
b 5 192 (@5 N = Va2 V2, (4,0 = W (H, N
<(1—0p) ||k — Va2, (2%, AF) || + 30, L3 Z |y — ok |
+39& (L3 Nl — 24| + 43 35— ¥¥) )+neza;0, (73)

where the third inequality uses Lemma B.10 and the fact that

T T
E [$" 2] = (@5 00), 0 fula®,u8)) ) Va@(@® NF) = (fu(a®, 08 1), o fa(2® 05 )
Taking summation, expectation on both sides of (73), and dividing c3, we know the second inequality in (69)
holds. O
B.2.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Now we are ready to present our main convergence results. Note that by Lemmas (B.16) and (B.17), for Vj 1
we have

S oum ] = 3 % I o417+ 3k It - Tam et 0
k=0 k=0 ¥

k=0

3LYe . k k|2 ¢ k E oyEy||2
< 2 ZakE [Hx_,_fx || } +§Zak]}3 {Hhfol(I)M(x A )H }
k=0 k=0

+ E[Wo(ll)]—i— IE[HhO Vi®,, (20, 10) ||}+22akE [[E [t ]2] - v h)]

k=0
K 2 3nL2 K 2
+43 aE [[[B [wh 7] - Vi, (28, 00)[°] + =0 il (1135 = X4)1°]
k=0 3 k=0
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K n
+(1+2e3) 02, ZOL%E lz AP ||2F - zfz||2
k=0 1=1

By Lemma B.15 we know

K
+(1+c3) 0 (Z a§> : (74)
k=0

K K
13 [||E [0t F] = V1@, (8,00 7] + 23k [|[E [wh ] - vuh)|’]
= k=0

>0 (0 + 28 bt -l + 28, - )

K

§Zakﬂ§

T Z 16nL30E [ 26— 4 1 - Vs, Ak)yﬂ . (75)
A

Choosing
(14 2¢3) 02 0,20k < ng (76)

in (74), and using (75), we know

K

S ] <002 3 2 [l ] 4 o 3 en I - R0
k=0 k=0 k=0

N

K
+ Oy AT Z‘% [|Ak AkHQ}+Ov17hAZakIE{Hh’ifvgém(gﬁk,/\km?] (77)
k=0

K
+ tho + Cﬂ1,1 (Z ai) )
k=0

where the constants are defined as

3L2 1
Cvl,m =20n (L2Vf + L2V2g) Cym + 21nL sz + V<I> C'Ul he = 5’
3

3 16nL2
Cv17>\ = <16 + 2) nL%{M Cvlyhk = 2 J)’

63 /11)\

n n 2 -1

011170 =20 (L2Vf + L2V2g) <; Cyi70> + 21L2Vg (; 027:70) + EE [ (5,1)}

1
+ || - V10, 2% A0
3
Cv1,1 =20n (L2Vf + L2V2g) nyl + 21TLL2VQCZ,1.

For Vj 2 we have

K K K
>k [Faa] = 30 528 I -]+ o ank [ - Va9
— k=0 k=0

K kK }K k koK (|2
32 £ [N~ 7] + 5 3 kB || — Vo, (o 4]

k=

k=0 p (78)

2R {Wo(ﬁ)} + iE [th - vgcbw(xo,AO)Hz} + 7033w |3 |l - k| 1
k=0 i=1

3 K K
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which implies

K K
Z akE |:‘7k:,21| chg T, Z
k=0 k=0

K
+ Coya7h Z% [N = XA+ Cosa D2 anE ([ = Va2, (25 X (79)

k=0
K
+ Cao + Cug (Z ai)
k=0

where the constants are defined as

K
E [~ o] + Cruns D [0 - V1, (2,00
k=0

= 8\1[0‘ Q

3
C’Uz,w :7nL?‘CUa; + (13 + C2> nL?{)’ CvZahU—' = 07
3

3u? 1
Cv2,/\ C;\ Cvz hy — 57 (80)

~ 1
v27 7L2 (Z Oy“ ) T [ (5721)} + alE {th‘ - v2¢)“>\ (mo’ /\O)H2]
Cyy 1 :7nL?Cy,1 +n(l+ Cg)O’f’O.

According to the definition of the constants in Lemmas B.6 and B.14, we could obtain (for simplicity we omit
the dependency on k here)

—01), Cpr=0 <n+ 0”2)  Coypy =0 <”2) :
3

n n 1
thx =0 (2 + - + 02) y Ovl,hm = w3

1 G 3

1
2
1 1
—+ —+ =+ =+ ; Copq = O (ney +nea),

1
Cho=0 (n n
C1 Co C3 Tp C3T
n n 1
Cvz ,O(2+n+2>7 CUQ, 0 C’UQ7 = < >7 va,hx :—:0(1)’
=51 c3 2
n 1
C’U270:0(+>a Cvzl :O(ncl +n—|—n03)
C1 C3

Hence we can pick ay,cq,ca, c3, T2, Ta such that

_ 1 o _ _ [ - -
ozk:@(\/n?)q—@—\/ﬁ, c3 = O(1), Tz—o(n)aT)\—M)\

which leads to

1 1 1
C’ul,xTi < 57 CUg,val,)\T S g, Cvg,)\T,\Q < 55
and the conditions ((53), (57), and (76)) in previous lemmas hold. Moreover, using the above conditions in

(77) and (79), we can get

K 1 K K
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Combining the above two inequalities, we have
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which completes the proof of Theorem 2 since we have

1 2

— (zk — Iy (ark — V¥, (Ik)))

Tz

T

2 2
<5 [Ja* =Ty (¢ = V1@, (25, 31)) H2 +t My (2% = 7.V, (27) — Tx (¢ — 7 V1P, (2%, A7) ||2

< 2|l T (2 — 72y, (X)) | 4 203 |3 — XE

T

~ anL? - n?
<4Vp1 + Q(I)ng =0 5
25 usvVK

where the second inequality uses non-expansiveness of projection operator and /nLg-Lipschitz continuity
of V1®,, (z,-) in Lemma B.10. Note that we have n? in the numerator since we explicitly write out the
Lipschitz constant Ly,e,, -

C Discussions on the Prior Work [29]

In this section, we discuss several issues in the current form of [29], which introduces a Multi-Objective
Robust Bilevel Two-timescale optimization algorithm (MORBiT).

The primary issue in the current analysis of MORBiT arises from the ambiguity and inconsistency regarding
the expectation and filtration. As a consequence, the current form of the paper was unable to demonstrate
Elmax;en) [|lyF —yr (z®=D)]12] < O(y/nK /%) claimed in Theorem 1 (10b) of [29]. The subsequent arguments
are incorrect. We discuss some mistakes made in [29] as follows.

We start by looking at Lemma 8 (informal) and Lemma 14 (formal) in [29] that characterize the upper
bound of the L*E+1) — £K) where £ = E[S° A%, (2(*))]. Here, the function ¢; is the function ®;(z) in
our notation. The paper incorrectly asserted that

£F = 3" ARG (V).
=1

To see why, let .7, denote the sigma algebra generated by all iterates (z,y, A\) with superscripts not greater
than k. It is important to note that both {/\Z(-k)} and z(*) are random objectives given the filtration .7
The ambiguity lies in the lack of clarity regarding the randomness over which the expectation operation
is performed. In fact, we can rewrite the claim of Lemma 14 in [29] without hiding the randomness. Let

£k =3 )\gk)&(x(k)). Then, we have

. 2
LED _ £k <O(a) <Z Al - y:(x(k))’D "
i=1

<max;g[n) yf“—y?(w“))uz

= 2 et = 2P+ O + Of) [~ B | 7|

where «, 8,7 are step sizes for x, y, and A respectively. We hide the dependency for constants in their
assumptions for simplicity. In addition, we want to emphasize that, unlike our notation, hg(ck) and hg\k) are
stochastic gradients at step k. Therefore, h;(f) and hg\k) are random objects given .%;. By taking expectations
over all the randomness above, we can see that Lemma 14 in [29] is incorrect because it writes in the form of
max E[-] instead of E[max(-)]. Therefore, the subsequent arguments regarding the convergence of z,y, A are
incorrect, at least in the current form.

Regardless of the error, one may be able to proceed with the proof by utilizing Eq.(81) since our ultimate
goal is to demonstrate the convergence of E[max;e(y [ly¥ — y7 (z*~1)[|?]. One possible direction is to utilize
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the basic recursive inequality of max;cp, [[yf ™" — y; (z(®))||2. Observe that for each i € [n], we can establish

the following inequality similar to Lemma 13 in [29] without hiding the randomness:

2 2 1
[0 i@ < 4= o) 5P = i @) + 0 (H B) R N C)
g
2
+0(8%) |n) — B 7|+ 0(8) (5 yi @), n¥) ~ Bl |74

However, the order of taking the expectation over the randomness and the maximum over i € [n] adds
complexity to the problem. The last inner-product term can only be zero when first taking the conditional
expectation with respect to .%#;. When applying Young’s inequality to bound this term, it inevitably introduces
terms such as O(ﬁ)”h;kz) — E[hékhﬁk]ﬂz or (’)(1)||y£k) — ¥ (2*=1)||?, which make it challenging to proceed
further with the convergence analysis.

Finally, we remark about the choice of the stationarity condition used in [29]. Although the algorithmic
aspect in [29] is motivated by [43], the notion of stationarity for A in [29] is different from [43]. Under the
notion of stationarity in [43] (Definition 3.7) ®; /54(-) is the Moreau envelope of ®(-), which is defined after
taking the max over y (i.e., A in our notation) in Definition 3.5 in [43], and a point x is e-stationarity when
||V<I>1/2L;(m)H < e. It is unclear if (10a) and (10c) in [29] will imply similar convergence results under the
notion of stationarity in Definition 3.7 in [43].
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