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Abstract
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plications. Perturbed pessimistic bilevel problem PBPe¢, with € being an arbi-
trary positive number, is a variant of the bilevel problem to deal with the case
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to replace the inequality constraint associated with the value function of the
lower level problem, and approximating this value function, an algorithm
named Perturbed Value-Function-based Interior-point Method(PVFIM) is
proposed. We present a stationary condition for PBPe, which has not been
given before, and we show that PVFIM can converge to a stationary point
of PBPe. Finally, experiments are presented to verify the theoretical results
and to show the application of the algorithm to GAN.
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1. Introduction

Bilevel optimization has received significant attention in many machine
learning applications including hyperparameter optimization[6, 8, 19, 20, 23],
meta learning[7], neural architecture search[l4], and Generative Adversar-
ial Networks(GAN)[9] 21]. Mathematically, bilevel optimization can be de-
scribed as follows:

min F'(x, y) (1)

xeX

s.t. y € S(x) := argmin f(x,y)
yeY(x)

where X C R", Y(x) C R™ is a set dependent on x, f(x,y), F(z,y) :
X x R™ — R are the objective functions of the lower level(LL) problem and
upper level(UL) problem, respectively, and for each «, the feasible region
of F(x,y) is S(x), which consists of optimal solutions to the LL problem.
Moreover, as the bilevel problem can be can be thought of as a two-player
game, the LL problem and the UL problem also can be called the follower
and the leader, respectively; see [10, [15].

However, the goal of the bilevel problem in (|1 is ambiguous if set S(x)
is not singleon for some & € X, since the minimization in the UL problem is
only with respect to(w.r.t.) a. To resolve it, is usually reformulated into
the optimistic bilevel problem or the pessimistic bilevel problem depending
on practical applications[I5], B, 27, 12]. To be concrete, if the LL and UL
problems are cooperative[27], problem is generally reformulated into the
optimistic bilevel problem:

minp(z),  p(x) = min{F(z,y):y € S(@)}.

If, on the other hand, the LL and UL problems are uncooperative[27], prob-
lem is generally reformulated into the pessimistic bilevel problem(PBP):

minp(z),  p(x) = max{F(zy):y € S(x)} (2)

Since the optimistic bilevel problem is easier to address, optimality condi-
tions and numerical algorithms have been extensively studied; e.g., [10, 3], 27,
20, [11], 25]. In contrast, there are few algorithms available for the pessimistic
bilevel problem.



Recently, for pessimistic bilevel problems with optimal solutions, some al-
gorithms have been developed. Specifically, a penalty method, a reducibility
method, a Kth-Best algorithm, and a descent algorithm are proposed in [1],
[30], [29], and [4], respectively, to compute global or local optimal solutions
for linear pessimistic bilevel problems with optimal solutions. In addition, for
the general pessimistic bilevel problems with optimal solutions, a maximum
entropy approach, a Relaxation-and-Correction scheme, and an algorithm
named BVFSM are proposed in [31], [28], and [17], respectively, to compute
global optimal solutions.

However, as is known, the optimal solutions to pessimistic bilevel prob-
lems can not be guaranteed to exist generally due to the very strong as-
sumptions for ensuring the existence of optimal solutions|[12]. In this sense,
it seems that problem is not well defined. To address the problem, re-
searchers have proposed to replace the PBP in with another solvable
approximation problem[I2] 18]. As done in [12] [I§], replacing the opti-
mal point set S(x) in with the set of e-optimal points S.(x) = {y €
V() : f(z,y) < f*(x) + €}, where € is an arbitrary positive number and
[*(x) == minyey) f(x,y), a perturbed pessimistic bilevel problem PBPe:

xeX

minge(x), @o(@) = max{F(x,y): y € Se(x)}. (3)

can be obtained. It is proved in [12] that under certain mild assumptions,
PBPe is solvable for any € > 0, and that the minimum value of PBPe can
approximate the infimum of PBP in arbitrarily well as long as we choose
sufficiently small e. Actually, problem PBPe is itself a meaningful problem.
For example, the leader may only want to execute a decision that performs
best among all e-optimal solutions. After all, it is generally difficult to obtain
a globally optimal solution to the LL problem.

Therefore, in this paper, we reformulate problem (/1) where the leader and
the follower are uncooperative as the problem PBPe in ({3|) following [12, [1§],
and consider problem PBPe. As far as we know, the convergence of the
existing algorithms for PBPe can be guaranteed only when the lower level
problem is linear. Recently, for problem PBPe with the linear lower level
problem, [12] showed the equivalence between PBPe and a single-level math-
ematical program MPCCe regarding global optimal solutions, and a mixed
integer approach is proposed to solve MPCCe to obtain the global optimal
solution of PBPe. [28] mentioned that the Relaxation-and-Correction scheme
for solving PBP can be used to solve problem PBPe to obtain global optimal
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solutions. However, the Relaxation-and-Correction scheme is only used to
solve the linear pessimistic bilevel problem, and the algorithms for solving
general pessimistic bilevel problems are not provided.

In the paper, our aim is to develop a provably convergent algorithm for
PBPe in with nonlinear lower level problem. Firstly, we obtain the sta-
tionary condition of PBPe by using the standard version of PBPe proposed
in [12], the value function approach, and the Fritz-John type necessary opti-
mality condition, as usally done for optimistic bilevel problems. Then, moti-
vated by the recent work in [I7] for solving pessimistic bilevel problems, we
propose an algorithm named Perturbed Value-Function-based Interior-point
Method(PVFIM). To be specific, we first reformulate PBPe as a problem
containing an inequality constraint. Later, we introduce a log-barrier term
into the UL function F(x,y) to remove the inequality constraint, and use
an approximate function to replace the resultant objective function. As a
result, by solving a sequence of approximate minimax problems, we can ob-
tain the solution of PBPe. Theoretically, we show that PVFIM can produce
a sequence from which we can obtain a stationary point of PBPe. Our main
contributions are listed below:

(1) We present a stationary condition of problem PBPe, which has not
been given before.

(2) We develop an algorithm named PVFIM for problem PBPe with non-
linear lower level problem, and we prove that PVFIM can converge to
a stationary point of PBPe; we are the first to provide the provably
convergent algorithms for PBPe with nonlinear lower level problem.

(3) We perform experiments to validate our theoretical results and show
the potential of our proposed algorithm for GAN applications.

For the rest of this paper, we first make some settings for problem PBPe
in (@), and review some materials on nonsmooth analysis in Section [2] Next,
we propose a new algorithm named PVFIM for problem PBPe in Section
Bl Then, in Section [}, we show the convergence of our proposed algorithm.
Finally, we present the experimental results in Section [5, and conclude and
summarize the paper in Section [0}

Notations. We denote by || - || the I3 norm for vectors and spectral
norm for matrices. We use Bs(x) to denote the open ball centered at & with
radius §, and for a set A, coA denotes the convex hull of A. For f(x,y) :
R? x R? — R, V f(x,y) denotes the gradient of f(x,y) taken w.r.t. (z,y),



Vaf(xz,y)(resp. Vyf(x,y)) denotes the gradient of f(-,y)(resp. f(x,-))
w.r.t. @(resp. y), and V. f(x,y) := Vu(Vyf(z,y)) and V,, f(xz,y) :

Vy(Vyf(z,y)).

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we first make some settings for problem PBPe in ({3]).
Then we review some background materials on nonsmooth analysis.

2.1. Problem Setting

In this paper, for PBPe in , we set Y(x) to be a fixed set Y C R™ for
x € X, that is, for any given € > 0, we consider problem PBPe below:

mine.(@),  ge(x) = max{F(@,y) y € S(z)} (4)

TeX
where Sc(x) :={y €Y : f(z,y) < f*(x) + €}, and

f(z) = myin{f(:v,y) ry e Vi (5)

In the following, we first make some assumptions on the constraint sets.

Assumption 1. We suppose that sets X C R™ and Y C R™ are nonempty,
convex, and closed. Furthermore, there exist positive numbers H and M > 1
such that

el <H,  Jyl<M

forallxe X andy € ).

Next, we make some assumptions on the objective functions.

Assumption 2. We suppose that C C R™ is a set containing X, open, and
convex; functions F(x,y), f(x,y) : C x Y — R are twice continuously dif-
ferentiable. Furthermore, for each @ € X, F(x,-) is u-strongly concave on
Y; f(-,-) is conver on C X ).

Based on Assumption [I] and Assumption [2} the differentiability of f*(z)
in (5) can be ensured, as shown below.



Proposition 1. Suppose Assumptions [1] and[q hold. Then f*(x) in (5) is
differentiable on X. Furthermore, for each x € X, {Vyf(x,y) : y € S(x)}
15 a single point set, and

ViH(x) = Ve f(z,y1)
where yi € S(x), and S(x) := argmin, { f(x,y) : y € V}.

For the proof of Proposition [} you can refer to Proposition 1 in [I1].
In the following, some Lipschitz conditions are imposed on the objective
functions.

Assumption 3. Let z1 := (x1,y,), 22 := (T2, Y,).

(1) F(x,y) and f(x,y) are ho- and Lo-Lipschitz, respectively, that is, for
any &y, Iy S X; Y1, Yo € y;

|[F(21) — F(22)] < hollz1 — 22|, |f(z1) = f(22)] < Lollz1 — 22f|-

(2) VF(x,y) and V f(x,y) are hy- and L;-Lipschitz, respectively, that is,
fO’f’ any i, Tz € X; Y, Yo € y;

[VF(21)=VF(22)| < hal|z1—22], IVf(z1)=Vf(z2)| < Li|lz1—22]-

(3) Vyaf(2,y) and Vy, f(x,y) are Ly- and Ls-Lipschitz, respectively, that
18, for any 1, 3 € X, Yy, Yy, € Y,

[Vyaf(21)=Vya f(22)|| < Laflzi—22|l; [[Vyyf(21)=Vyy f(2z2)|| < Ls|lz1—22].

To facilitate our further discussion, we provide the definitions of local
optimal solutions and interior points below.

Definition 1. A point & € X is called a local optimal solution for problem
PBPe in ({)), if there exists a neighbourhood A of & such that

0 (Z) < (), Ve e XN A.

Definition 2. Given a set A, a point & is called an interior point of A, if
there ezists a 6(> 0) such that Bs(x) C A.

Furthermore, to obtain a stationary condition of PBPe, the following
assumption is made.



Assumption 4. All the local optimal solutions for problem PBPe in are
in the interior of X.

We remark that Assumption [4]is mild. In the following, an example which
satisfies Assumption [4] is shown.

Example 1. For problem PBPe in (), let p.(z) = sinz and X = [r/2, 47].
It is obvious that the local optimal solutions of p.(x) on X are xy = 371/2,
and o = T /2, and all of them are the interior points of X .

2.2. Basic Tools

For the nonsmooth function h(z) : R* — R, Oh(Z) and dh(Z) denote
the limiting subgradient and the Clarke generalized gradient of h(x) at &,
respectively.

In the following proposition, we borrow the conclusions on the Clarke
normal cone and the Clarke generalized gradient which are given in [24] and

(2.5), (2.6) of [A.

Proposition 2. (1) If A C R" is a nonempty, closed, and convez set, then
the Clarke normal cone to A at © € A, i.e., No(Z), can be expressed
as follows:

Na(@) :={v:(v,x—x) <0, V& € A}.

(2) If function h(x) : R™ — R is Lipschitz continuous near &, then Oh(Z) =
coOh(Z). Furthermore, coO(—h)(&) = —coOh(Z).

Next, following Corollary 2.4.2 in [22], we show the following calculation
rule for the Clarke generalized gradient which is useful in the paper.

Proposition 3. Suppose hi(x) : R" — R is Lipschitz continuous near & €
R™, and hy(x) : R™ — R is continuously differentiable near . Then

d(hy + ho)(x) = Ohy(2) + {Vha(Z)}.
Then, we consider the following optimization problem:
rgiyn Fi(x) + Fy(x,y)

st. xe X, ye),
f(®,y) —v(x) <0, (6)
g(z,y) <0



where
v(z) = min{f(z.y): y €Y, g(z,y) < 0}. (7)

Notice that v(x) in is generally nonsmooth even if functions f(x,y)
and g(x,y) are smooth. Therefore, problem (@ is generally a nonsmooth
optimization problem. Recently, [20] showed that if all the functions in-
volved for a nonsmooth optimization problem are local Lipschitz continuous,
the generalized lagrange multiplier rule of Clarke can be used to obtain the
necessary optimality condition of the nonsmooth optimization problem.

To go further, the following assumption for problem (] is made.

Assumption 5. Let X C R" and Y C R™ be nonempty, convez, and com-
pact. For any & € X, suppose Fi(x) : X — R is Lipschitz continuous near
z, and Fy(x,y), f(x,y), g(x,y) : X xY — R are continuously differentiable
functions.

It is obvious that Assumption [5| can imply that Fy(x,vy), f(x,y), and
g(x,y) are local Lipschitz continuous on X x ). In the following, a sufficient
condition for the local Lipschitz continuity of v(z) in is provided.

As preparation, for each x € X', we define

Ay = argmin, {f(x,y) 1y € Y, g(x,y) <0} (8)
Furthermore, given & € X, for y satisfying y € ) and g(x,y) < 0, we define

M (y) :={0: 0 € AV, f(,y) + o Vyg(z, y) + Ny(y),
c=>0, og(xz,y) =0} (9)

where A € {0, 1}, and the definition of Ny (y) is given in Proposition [2]

Proposition 4. Suppose Assumption[d holds. Let &y be an interior point of
X. Define
MgO(AwO) = U /\/lomo(y)

yGAzo

where the definitions of Az, and MY, (y) are given in (@) and (9) with x = x
and X\ = 0, respectively. If My (Az,) = {0}, then v(x) in is Lipschitz
continuous near o, and the limiting subgradient of v(x) at xy satisfies

év(wo) C {me(wm 'y) + Uvmg(wm y) RS Amm OS Mio (y>}

where the definitions of Ag, and M, (y) are given in (@) and (@) with € = xq
and A = 1, respectively.



For the proof of Proposition ] you can refer to Proposition 2.1 and Re-
mark 2.1 in [26]. In the following, a Fritz-John type necessary optimality
condition for the nonsmooth problem in (@ is shown. For more details, see
Theorem 2.1 in [26] and Proposition 1.3 in [27].

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption @ holds. Let (Z,y) be a local optimal
solution to problem @ If v(x) is Lipschitz continuous near &, then there
exist A € {0,1}, Ay >0, A3 > 0 not all zero such that

mf<w y) 8”(7)) + )‘3vmg(iv Y) +NX(@)7

0€ M(OF(Z) + Ve Fy(Z,g)) + Mo (V
Y) + A\3Vyg(®, 9) + Ny(9),

0e MVyF(z,y)+ AV f(z,
/\39(537,!_/) =0

where OF(x) and Ov(x) are the Clarke generalized gradient of Fy(x) and
v(x) at &, respectively, and the definitions of Nx (&) and Ny(y) are given in
Proposition [9

3. Algorithm

The structure of problem PBPe in is intricate. It involves three in-
tricated optimization problems. To obtain a problem easier to tackle, the
existing studies [12], 28] for problem PBPe focus on reformulating PBPe into
a single level mathematical program MPCCe based on the KKT condition.
However, problem PBPe and MPCCe are only equivalent in the sense of
global optimal solutions. Thus, they need to solve MPCCe to global opti-
mum to obtain a solution of PBPe. Unfortunately, MPCCe is still hard to
solve, and the solution procedure for MPCCe to obtain the global optimal
solutions is not practical for machine learning applications since there are
many constraints for the MPCCle.

In the paper, we propose a new approach for PBPe, i.e., reformulating
PBPe into a two level approximate minimax problem, and solving a sequence
of approximate minimax problem to obtain the solution of PBPe.

3.1. Approzimate Minimax Problem

Given & € X, recall that () in (4]) is the value function of the following
optimization problem:

max F(x,y) st. y € Se(x) (10)



where Sc(x) :={y € V: f(z,y) < f*(x) + €}, and f*(x) is defined in (5)).
By using the definition of S.(x), problem can be written as

m??xF(w,y) st. ye), fle,y) < f(x) + e

Then, motivated by the recent work in [I7] for solving problem PBP, a
log-barrier term is introduced into the objective function F'(x,y) to remove
the inequality constraint, and the following problem

max F(x,y) + 7In(f*(x) + € — f(x,y)) (11)

yey

where 7 € (0, 1), is obtained.
It is obvious that f*(x) in is an implicitly defined function. To obtain
the value of f*(x), we need to solve problem

min f(x,y) (12)

yey

to global optimality, which is impractical. In order to deal with the problem,

we replace f*(x) in with
fa(@) = [,y ,(x)). (13)

where y ;(x), an approximate solution to problem , is obtained by run-
ning J steps of projected gradient descent starting from initial value y,(x) €
Y in the form of

Y1 (x) = projy (y;(x) — aVy f(z, y;(z))) (14)

with j =0,...,J — 1, where « is the stepsize.
As a result, we approximate PBPe in by the minimax problem

glel)r(l SOG,T,J(w)a SOE,T,J<£U> = Ilr’lea):;( GG,T,J(w7 y) (15>
where 0 < 7 < 1, J is a positive integer,

Gerg(®,y) = F(z,y) + 7In(fs(2) + € = f(z,9)) (16)

and the definition of f;(x) is given in (13]).
To go further, the following assumption is made on the projected gradient
descent steps for solving problem .
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Assumption 6. For the projected gradient descent steps in , let a =
1/Ly, yo(x) =y, € Y for any x € X, and for any x € X, y, € Y, positive
integer J, the projected gradient descent steps to solve problem (@ mn
satisfy

yj+1(33> = projy (yj () — aV, f(z, yg<$>>) (17)
=y;(z) —aVyf(z,y;(x)), j=0,...,J 1

where Ly is given in Assumption[3,

We remark that Assumption [6]is mild. In the following, an example which
satisfies Assumption [6] is shown.

Example 2. For problem (19), we let X = [r/2,4n], Y = [-40,40] x

(—20,20], f(z,y) = ([yh - 2[yl2)* + =, where y := ([y]1, [yl2). By simple
calculations, it is easy to know that for any x € X, y;(v) € Y, 0 < a < 1/8,
we have

yj(a:) - avyf(x»%(@) el

Therefore, for any v € X, y, € YV, positive integer J, the formula in
always can be satisfied.

Under Assumptions 2] and [6] f,(x) in (13) can be ensured to be differen-
tiable(see Lemma [4] in the appendices). Then, for the minimax problem in
, we define the first order Nash equilibrium point as follows.

Definition 3. We say that a point (Z,y), which satisfies @ € X, y € Y,
and f;(&)+e—f(@,y) > 0, is a o-first order Nash equilibrium(o-FNE) point
of problem if (z,y) satisfies
(VolGers(@,y),x —x) > —0, Vo € X,
IVyGera(®,y)|| < 0.

Furthermore, recall that for each ¢ € X, ¢, (x) in (15) is the value
function of maximization problem:

Gera(, 18
max Ge.r.(, y) (18)

where G, j(z,y) is given in . In the following, an assumption on the
maximization problem in is made.
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Assumption 7. There ezists a positive number c(c < min{e/2, LoH,1})
such that for any 0 < 7 < 1, positive integer J, x € X, at least a global
optimal solution to problem @ is in the set V; defined as follows

V= zQX{yEy:fJ(z)+e—f(z,y)Zc} (19)

where H s given in Assumption[l], Loy is given in Assumption[3, and for each
z € X, the definition of f;(z) is given in .

Remark 1. Under Assumptions[1], [3, and[7, for any positive integer J, the
set YV defined in (@ is monempty, compact, and conver. To be specific,
let Jy be any given positive integer. From Assumption [], we know that Y;,
is nonempty since for any 19 € (0,1), ®y € X, at least a global optimal
solution to problem (@ with 7 =19, J = Jy, T = xo @5 in the set V;,; from
Assumption [1, we know that Yy, is bounded; from Assumption[d, we know
that f(x,y) is continuous and conver w.r.t. y, and therefore, V;, is closed
and convex. Therefore, V;, is nonempty, compact, and conves.

In the following, an example which satisfies Assumption [7]is shown.

Example 3. For problem PBPe in ({)), we let X = [r/2,4x], ¥ = [—40,40] x
[—20,20], F(z,y) = —([y}s — 2)* — ([yls — 2/2)* +sinz, f(z,y) = ([yh -
2[yl2)? + x, where y = ([y|1,[yl2). Following the above discussion, PBPe
can be approximated by the minimax problem in , and the corresponding
mazximization problem is in (@ Setting ¢ = €/2. It is easy to know that
for any x € X, positive integer J, we have S(x) C {y € YV : fs(x) +
€/2 — f(x,y) > 0}, which can be obtained by using the definition of S(x)
in Proposition (1] and the definition of f;(x) in . As a result, for any
positive integer J, we have

xQXS(x) = yJ
where Yy is defined in (@ with ¢ = €/2. Furthermore, by simple calculations,
it is easy to know that Nyex S(z) = {y = ([yl1,[¥2)] € YV : [y1 = 2[y]2},
and for any T > 0, positive integer J, x € X, the global optimal solution to
problem (18) is (z,x/2), which belongs to the set Nyex S(x), and thus belongs
to the set Y;. Therefore, Assumption @ is satisfied by setting ¢ = €/2.
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Next, for any 0 < 7 < 1, positive integer J, x € X, we consider the
following optimization problem

yg}?{;) Ge,T,J(wa y) (20)
where
Vi(x) = {yey:fj(:c)—l—e—f(w,y)zc—zo} (21)

, and cg is a sufficient small number. Notice that if Assumption [7] holds, and
we set ¢g = ¢(c in Assumption , the optimal solution to problem (20 must
be an optimal solution to problem ([18|) since for the ); defined in (19)), we
have V; C Y,(x). Thus, we can obtain an approximate solution to problem
by solving problem . To facilicate our theoretical analysis, in the
following, instead of solving problem directly, we solve problem to

obtain an approximate solution to problem (|18)).

3.2. A New Algorithm Named PVFIM for Problem PBPe in

Based on the above discussion, a new algorithm named PVFIM is pro-
posed for problem PBPe in , as shown in Algorithm . For the minimax
problem in (15)), by setting 7 = 7, J = J;, a 0;-FNE point (x;,y,) can
be obtained(see line 2 in Algorithm . By varying the values of 7;, J;, oy,
it produces a sequence of approximate first order Nash equilibrium points
{(x;,y,)}, from which we can obtain a stationary point of problem PBPe.

Algorithm 1 A Perturbed Value-Function-Based Interior-Point
Method(PVFIM) for PBPe in

Input: {7}2,, {/i}:2, {ou}i2, co- Set I =1

1: repeat

2:  Find a 0,-FNE point (x;,y,) for problem with 7 =7, J = J; via
Algirithm

3 l=I0l+1

4: until convergence of (x;,y;) to a point (Z,y)

We next illustrate how to obtain a 0;-FNE point for problem (15 with
7 =m7,J = J;. As shown in Algorithm [2| for each x;, it first runs J
steps of projected gradient descent starting from initial value y,(x¢) in the
form of to obtain an approximate solution y ;(x;) to problem with
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Algorithm 2 Find a 0-FNE Point (x;,y,) for Problem (15) with 7 = 7,
J=J
Input: x, € X, stepsizes a, 3, and n, iteration steps 1; and K;. Set T' = T,
K =K,
1: fort=0,....,T—1do
Initialize y,(x;) € Y
for 7=0,...,J—1do
Yj (@) = Projy(yj(wt) — aVy f(x, yj(wt)))
end for
Compute f;(x;) via (13
Set V;(x;) to be the set in (21)) with @ = @, and ¢q given in Algorithm
al
8:  Initialize yy(x:) € Vs(x:)
9: fork=0,..., K —1do
10: Y1 (T1) = Projy, () (Y (@) + BVyGera (@, Yy (1))
11: end for
12: @11 = projy(x — na;), where a; is in
13: end for
14: Theory: choose t € {0,...,T — 1}, set ¢, = x5, y, = yx (@)
Practice: set ®; = 1, Yy, = yx(x;)

& = x;(see line 4 in Algorithm [2), and thus obtain the value of f,(x;)(see
line 6 in Algorithm [2). Then by setting the projected region to be Y, (x;)(see
line 7 in Algorithm [2), it runs K(= K;) steps of projected gradient ascent
to obtain an approximate solution y(a;) to problem , and thus obtain
an approximate solution to the maximization problem of problem with
& = x4(see line 10 in Algorithm [2). Based on the output y () in line 4 of
Algorithm [2] and the output y g () in line 10 of Algorithm [2] it constructs

fr(@®:) + € — f(®e, Y (1))

with by = Vi f(xt, y,(2:)) — Vo f (@, yx (1)) as an estimate of the gradient
V¢6,77J<mt)-

a; = Vi F(xy, y(x)) + b, (22)

4. Theoretical Results

In the section, we first present the stationary condition for problem PBPe
in . Then, we prove that PVFIM can converge to the stationary point of
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problem PBPe. Detailed theoretical analysis can be found in the appendices.

4.1. Stationary Condition for Problem PBPe in

Recently, the necessary optimality conditions[5] for PBP are derived. It
is naturally to think of utilizing the necessary optimality conditions of PBP
to obtain the stationary condition of PBPe since PBPe is a variant of PBP.
However, the necessary optimality conditions for PBP are obtained under
additional Lipschitz conditions, which are very strong and would limit the
application scope of the algorithm. To deal with the problem, we use the
standard version of PBPe, the value function approach, and the Fritz-John
type necessary optimality condition to obtain the stationary condition of
PBPe.

Following [12], the standard version of problem PBPe in (), denoted as
SPBPe, is as follows

min F(x,y), st. xe X, yeR(x) (23)
w7y
where
Re(x) := argmax F(x,y). (24)
YESe ()

The relation between local optimal points of PBPe and SPBPe can be
established as follows; see Proposition 4.2 in [12].

Proposition 5 ([12]). Suppose Assumptions[]] and[3 hold.

(1) If & € X is a local optimal solution to problem PBPe in , then (Z,9)
is a local optimal solution to problem SPBPe in foranyy € R.(Z).
(2) Let & € X. If for any y € R.(Z), (Z,7) is a local optimal solution to
problem SPBPe in , then & s a local optimal solution to problem

PBPe in ().

Propositionshows that problem PBPe in (4)) and problem SPBPe in (23))
are equivalent in terms of local optimal solutions if R.(x) is a single point set
for any « € X. Notice that by using the value function approach [3, 27, 26],
SPBPe in can be written as the following single level mathematical
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programming problem, denoted as SPBPe still,
min F'(x,y)
w?y

st. xeX, ye),
F(x) < F(z,y), (25)
fle,y) < [*(x) + e
with the help of function

F*(x) = max F(z,y) (26)
YESe(x)
and the definition of S.(x).
The equivalence between Problem SPBPe in (23] and problem SPBPe in

is shown below.

Proposition 6. Suppose Assumptions and@ hold. Problem SPBPe in
and problem SPBPe in are fully equivalent in terms of local and global
optimal solutions.

Proposition [f] can be easily obtained following Remark 3.1 in [I0]. By
combining Proposition [5] and Proposition [0 we know that, if & is a local op-
timal solution to problem PBPe in , then (&, g) is a local optimal solution
to problem SPBPe in for any y € R.(x). Thus, the stationary condi-
tion for problem PBPe can be obtained by using the necessary optimality
condition of problem SPBPe in (27)).

In the following, a Fritz-John type necessary optimality(FJ) condition for
problem SPBPe¢ in is shown, which is obtained based on the nonsmooth
analytical material introduced in Section [2]

Theorem 2 (FJ condition). Suppose Assumptions[l] and[ghold. Let (z,y)
be a local optimal solution to problem SPBPe in , with & being an interior
point of X. Then there exist \; € i() 1}, Ay > 0, and A3 > 0 not all zero,

inteters I, J, ri; > 0 satisfying > ._ Z] Tij =1, y; € Re(x), 045 > 0,

where i € {1,..., 1}, j€{1,...,J}, and the deﬁnition of Re(&) is given in
, such that

0=MV.F(Z,9)+ M(erwew V.F(z y)> +X(Vaf(®,9) - V(@)

i=1 j=1

0e MV, F(Z,7) — z,Y) + Vy f(Z,9) + Ny(y),

y (@
M(f(zy) - (= )— )=0
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and for each i € {1,...,1}, j€{1,...,J},

oij(f(@,y;) — (&) —€) =0,
0€ -V F(z,y;) +0;Vyf(Z,y,) + Ny(y;)

where e;; = Vo F(Z,y;) — 0,j(Vaf(x,y;,) — V[ (x)) forie{l,...,1}, j €
{1,...,J}, Vf*(&) can be computed through Proposition[l, and the definition
of Ny(y) is given in Proposition .

In the following, we show that for any feasible point (&, y) of problem
SPBPe in (25)), with & being an interior point of X, the above FJ condition
with Ay = 0 can be satisfied.

Proposition 7. Suppose Assumptions [1] and [4 hold. If (z,7y) is a feasible
point of problem SPBPe in with & being an interior point of X, then
(z,79) satisfies the F.J condition in Theorem [q with A; = 0.

Nevertheless, the FJ condition for problem SPBPe is a weaker optimality
condition. However, the assumption for the KKT condition(i.e., the FJ con-
dition in Theorem [2{ with A\; = 1) in [26] is very strong, which would limit
the application of the algorithms. Therefore, we still use the FJ condition
in the paper. In fact, our proposed algorithm can converge to a point which
satisfies the FJ condition in Theorem [2| with A\; = 1.

Notice that all the local optimal points for PBPe in satisfy the nec-
essary optimality condition in Theorem [2] which can be obtained based on
Assumption [4] and the relation between local optimal points of PBPe and
SPBPe in . Then, we define the following stationary points for problem
PBPe.

Definition 4. Suppose Assumptions |1, [3, and[] hold. We say that a point
T € X is a stationary point of problem PBPe in (4)) if there exists y € R (&),
A € 40,1}, A2 >0, and A3 > 0 not all zero, inteters I, J, r;; > 0 satisfying
Zfil Z;le rij =1,y € Re(&), 05 > 0, wherei € {1,..., 1}, j€{1,...,J},
and the definition of R.(&) is given in , such that the conclusion in
Theorem [3 holds.

4.2. Convergence of PVFIM in Algorithm

In this subsection, we show the convergence of PVFIM in Algorithm [I}
Firstly, we show that for any given o € (0,1), Algorithm [2 can find a o-
FNE point for problem in which J is an arbitrary positive integer, and

17



7 satisfies the inequality in if we choose T', K to be the numbers that
satisfy the inequalities in ([28)).

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions [1, [4, [3 |4 [0 and [] hold. Let ¢y in
Algorithm/[1) be the number equal to ¢ in Assumption [T Assume that for any
T € (0,1), positive integer J, x € X,

Y (@) = argmax Gy (z, y)
yeYs ()
is an interior point of Y, where G j(x,y) is gen in (16), and Y;(x) is
given in with co = c. Letly € (0,1). Given o € (0,1), for problem (15)),
let J be an arbitrary positive integer, and T be a positive number satisfying

00'2

"= 36HILol()) (27)

where

I(J) = max { (2H(Ly(J)/2 + llz) + ho+4/cLy) ,h(J)},

, 11(J) = max{1, L11(J)H, Lg}, and H, hgy, Lo, and ¢ are given in Assump-
tz’ons @ @ and@ respectively, and L11(J), Lg, Ly(J) are given in Lemmas
19, [6, and[7 in the appendices, respectively. Choose stepsizes «, 3, n in Algo-
rithm[9 to be « = 1/Ly, B = 1/L¢q, and n = 1/(Ly(J)/2 + 15), where Ly is
giwen in Assumption[3. Then if

Ml (.J) 21n(0?/(36 M1(J)?))
z2—s - K=z In(1— p/L¢)

where My is given in Lemma[8 in the appendices, and M and p are given in
Assumptions [1] and [3, respectively, Algorithm[3 can find a o-FNE point for
problem (13), that is, there exists t € {0,...,T — 1} such that (@, y(z,))
is a o-FNE point of problem .

T

(28)

Then, we show that Algorithm [1| can converge to a stationary point of
problem PBPe in (4.

Theorem 4. Under the same conditions of Theorem[3 Let {o1}72,, {J1}72,
{n}2, in Algorithm 1| be the sequences such that oy — 0, J; — oo, and for
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each positive integer 1, o € (0,1), 7 is the number satisfying with
o=o,J=J, T, K are the numbers satisfying the inequalities in (@)
with o = o, and J = J;, stepsizes o, 5, n are chosen according to Theorem
[ with J = J;, and (z1,y,) be the o;-FNE point generated by Algorithm[3 for
solving problem with 7 =1, J = J;. Then if (®,9) is an accumulation
point of the sequence {(x;,y;)}2, with & being an interior point of X, & is
a stationary point of problem PBPe in .

We remark that there must exist accumulation points for the sequence
{(z,y,)}2, by the compactness of sets X and ), and the a-component of
the accumulation points can be guaranteed to be in the interior of X if X is
a sufficient large region. Furthermore, let [y be a positive integer, for each
positive integer [, let oy = &;(1— /L) H0)/2 Jy = 141y, 7 = (1 —p/Lg) o,
Ty = (1 —p/Le)~ ) and K; = 2(I + ly), where

6(HJLol(J))"/? o1

5, = maX{ ( 3/2( ) ,(9M31(J))z,6z(J)M1/2},
c

with J =1+ 1y and 6, = O((I + 1)®), and H, Ly, ¢, Lg, M3, M, ju are the

numbers same to that given in Theorem [3] By simple calculations, it is easy

to know the sequences {oy}72,, {Ji}2, {m}i2y, {T1}2,, {K1}2, satisfy the

condition in Theorem [4] by choosing appropriate [o.

5. Experimental Results

We first validate the theoretical results on a synthetic perturbed pes-
simistic bilevel problem. Then we evaluate the performance of our proposed
algorithm PVFIM on the applications to GAN.

5.1. Synthetic Perturbed Pessimistic Bilevel Problems

In this subsection, we perform experiments on the perturbed pessimistic
bilevel problem PBPe in (4)) whose constraint sets and objective functions
are given in Example [3] The experimental details are in the appendices.

By simple calculations, it is easy to know that this perturbed pessimistic
bilevel problem PBPe satisfies all the conditions in Theorem [

Following the discussion in Section [ PBPe can be reformulated as the
problem SPBPe in (25). By simple calculations, for each z, R.(z) = {y =

([y]1, [y]2) : [y = =, [yls = 2/2}(Re(z) is given in (24)), which is a single
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'\ —_— (T, K = ((1/0.999)',1,20)
L00y— == (T, I, KG) = (2,0,21) L
Toeee (T, ) = ((1/0.999),30, 150) DO0F e (T KG) = ((1/0.999)', 30, 150)

Iy = i)
-
./‘
lyl2 = [y7)

Figure 1: Illustrating the convergence of PVFIM to the global optimal point of problem
PBPe in @D with different choices of (77, J;, K;) for each positive integer .

[ 10.00 — iy = 6, yp = (—3,3) 10.00 — 1y =6, yy = (—3,3)
10.00 =8,y = (4.7) — =8,y = (4,7)
800 — =10, go = (8, =2) s —_— =10, o = (8,-2)
800

L0 e ) = 8, 9 = (4,7)
1

Figure 2: Illustrating the numerical performance of PVFIM with different choices of initial
points.

point set, and thus problem PBPe and problem SPBPe in are equivalent
in terms of local optimal solutions(see Propositions @ Furthermore, the
feasible points to problem SPBPe in (25) are (z,y) with x € X, [y], = =,
[y]2 = /2 and the local optimal points to problem SPBPe in are (z7, y7)
with 27 = 37/2, [yl = 37/2, [yi]2 = 37/4, and (x3,y3) with 25 = Tr/2,
[yl = 77/2, [yS]a = Tm/4, which are also global optimal points.

In Figure (1| we set the initial point to be zo = 3.03, y, = (0,9), and
evaluate the performance of PVFIM with different choices of (73, J;, K;) for
each positive [. It shows that, for all the cases, PVFIM can converge to the
optimal point (z7,vy7}) of problem SPBPe in , which naturally implies
that PVFIM can converge to the optimal point x] of problem PBPe. No-
tice that (T3, J;, K;) = (2,1,21) and (T}, J;, K;) = ((1/0.999)%, 30, 150) do not
follow the condition in Theorem |4 and under the case that (T, J;, K;) =
((1/0.999)!,30,150), PVFIM converges fastest among all the cases. There-
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fore, Figure [1| shows that in practice, (1}, J;, K;) does not have to follow
the condition in Theorem , and choosing the appropriate (77, J;, K;) can
accelerate the convergence of PVFIM.

In Figure [2] we choose different initial points to evaluate the performance
of PVFIM. It shows that PVFIM always can converge to a feasible point,
whose z-component is an interior point of X', of problem SPBPe in ([25)), and
thus PVFIM always can converge to a stationary point of problem PBPe(see
Proposition [7)).

5.2. Generative Adversarial Networks

In this subsection, we perform experiments on GAN to illustrate the
applications of PVFIM for solving perturbed pessimistic bilevel problems.
GAN generates samples from a data distribution by gaming, in which two
models, i.e., a generator G generating data, and a discriminator D classifying
the data as real or generated, are involved[9]. The training objective for the
discriminator is to correctly classify samples, while the training objective for
the generator is to make the discriminator misclassify samples. The training
objective of GAN can be expressed as the bilevel problem in (1)[I6] in which

F(z,y) = —Eup, log(D(y; G(a;u) — allyl”,

and
f(®,y) = —Euypy, 108 D(Y;v) — Eynyp, log(1 — D(y; Gx; ) + cof|]|?

where x denotes the parameters of the generator GG, y denotes the parameters
of the discriminator D, pga. is the real data distribution, p, is the model
generator distribution to be learned, G(x;w) is the data generated by the
generator, c¢; is the coefficient of the regular term introduced to ensure the
strong concavity of F(x,-) w.r.t. y, and ¢, is introduced to ensure the fully
convexity of f(-,-) w.r.t. (,y). Notice that for the discriminator, only the
parameters of the last linear layer are updated.

At present, there are mainly two methods to train GAN. The first method
to train GAN is to perform gradient descent on & and ascent on y from the
perspective of minimax optimization, which is done in the original GAN[9].
While the second method to train GAN, done in unrolled GAN[21], is based
on the unrolled optimizaiton to update y from the perspective of bilevel op-
timization. However, the convergence of the unrolled optimization methods
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Figure 3: Comparison of the generated samples which have the smallest Wasserstein dis-
tance to the target samples during the iterations. (a) samples generated by GAN.(b)
samples generated by Unrolled GAN. (c) samples generated by PVFIM. (d) target sam-
ples.

for bilevel problems can be guaranteed only in the case where the solution
to the LL problem is unique.

If considering GAN from the perspective of bilevel optimizaiton, we think
that it would be suitable to reformulate the bilevel problem corresponding to
GAN as the perturbed pessimistic bilevel problem in (4] to deal with the case
where there are multiple solutions in the LL problem, since the objectives
of the generator and the discriminator are adversary. Therefore, PVFIM
provides a method to train GAN.

In the following, we compare GAN, unrolled GAN, with our proposed
method on different datasets. The experimental details are in the appendices.

Please note that in practie, the parameters & and y are located in bounded
sets. Thus, the fesible regions of  and y can be considered to be large re-
gions, and the projected operations in lines 4, 12 of Algorithm [2| can be
ignored automatically. Furthermore, the projected operations in line 10 of
Algorithm [2| can be ignored automatically if we choose ¢y in Algorithm (I} to
be a sufficiently small number.

5.2.1. Synthetic Data

We first evaluate the performance of our method PVFIM on a synthe-
sized 2D dataset following [21]. The real data distribution is a mixture of
5 Gaussians with standard deviation 0.02, and the probability of sampling
points from each of the modes is 0.35, 0.35, 0.1, 0.1, and 0.1, respectively.
The target samples are drawn from the real data distribution and the number
of target samples is 512.

From Figure[3|and Table[I] we observe that PVFIM can generate samples
which has the smallest Wasserstein distance to the target samples, which
shows the validality of PVFIM on the application to GAN with synthetic
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GAN Unrolled GAN PVFIM
Wasserstein distance 0.452 0.346 0.299

Table 1: The Wasserstin distance between the target samples and the generated samples
in Fig.

data. Furthermore, since PVFIM can be used to solve the bilevel problem
with multiple solutions in the lower level problem, it obtains better perfor-
mance than unrolled GAN in the experiments.

5.2.2. Real-World Data

We then perform experiments on two real-world datasets: MNIST[L3]
and CIFARI10, to evaluate the performance of PVFIM. The MNIST dataset
consists of labeled images of 28 x 28 grayscale digits, and the CIFAR10 dataset
is a natural scene dataset of 32 x 32. Inception Score(IS) is employed to
evaluate the quality and diversity of the generated images, and the Frechet
Inception Distance score(FID) is used for measuring the Frechet distance
between the real and generated data distributions.

MNIST ~ CIFARIO
Method IS FID IS FID
GAN 6.05 130 2.80 241

Unrolled GAN 460 250 2.8% 264
PVFIM  6.32 181 2.90 223

Table 2: Comparison of the best FID and IS during the iterations.

Figure [4 and Table [2] show that PVFIM can obtain the lowest FID and
highest IS on both MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets, which shows the validality
of PVFIM on the application to GAN with real-world data. Furthermore,
since PVFIM can be used to solve the bilevel problem with multiple solutions
in the lower level problem, it obtains better performance than unrolled GAN
in the experiments.

6. Conclusion

In the paper, we provide the first provably convergent algorithm for the
perturbed pessimistic bilevel problem PBPe with nonlinear lower level prob-
lem, and we provide a stationary condition for problem PBPe, which has not
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Figure 4: Comparison of the IS(the higher, the better) and FID(the smaller, the better)
over the iterations. (a), (b) present the results on the MNIST dataset, and (c), (d) present
the results on the CIFAR10 dataset.

been given before. Moreover, the experiments are presented to validate the
theoretical results and show the potential of our proposed algorithm in the
applications to GAN.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem [2] and Proposition [7]

In this section, we first obtain a Fritz-John type necessary optimality
condition for problem SPBPe in (25)).

It needs to remark that although F(x,y), f(z,y), and f*(x) are differen-
tiable under Assumptions[l]and [2 where the differentiability of f*(z) can be
obtained from Proposition (I} F*(x) defined in is generally nonsmooth.
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As a result, problem SPBPe in is a nonsmooth problem in general. Re-
call that if F*(x) is local Lipschitz continuous, a Fritz-John type necessary
optimality condition for SPBPe in can be obtained following from The-
orem [I} For more details, see the nonsmooth analysis material given in the
main text.

In the following, we first investigate the local Lipschitz continuity of
F*(x). Notice that by using the definition of S.(x) in ((10), F*(x) in (26)
can be equivalently converted into

Fr(@) = max{F(z,y) -y € Y, f(@,y) < ["(x) +e}. (29)

Similar to the discussion in the nonsmooth analysis material of the main
text, given & € X, for y satisfying y € Y, f(x,y) < f*(x) + ¢, we define

Mz(y) ={0:0 € AV F(2,y) + oV, f(z,y) + Ny(y),
020, olf(z,y) - f(x) —€) =0} (30)

where A € {0, 1}, and the definition of Ny (y) is given in Proposition[2] Then
a sufficient condition for the local Lipschitz continuity of F*(x) is shown
below.

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptions and@ hold. For problem SPBPe in ,
if o is an interior point of X, then F*(x) in (@ 18 Lipschitz continuous
near xo, and the Clarke generalized gradient of F*(x) at xq satisfies

(9F*(zc0) C COA(.’.B())
where

A(xo) := Uwo){va(woyy) —0(Vaf(zo,y) — V(o)) : 0 € M} (y)}

YER(

with the definitions of R(x) and M} (y) given in and @) with © =
xo and X = 1, respectively, and V f*(xy) can be computed through Proposition
[

Proof 1. Define

F(@) = min{~F(@,y) 'y € V. f(,y) < (@) + ).
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It is obvious that F*(x) = —F(x) on X by the equivalent definition of F*(x)
grven in (@)

We first prove the Lipschitz continuity of F(x) near xy, which further
implies the Lipschitz continuity of F*(x) near xy. To start with, we define

Re(®o) := argmin {—F(zo,y) : y €Y, f(o,y) < f*(@o) + ¢} (31)
y

Notice that xq is an interior point of X. From Proposition [f], we know that
the Lipschitz continuity of F(x) near xo can be guaranteed if M3 (y) = {0}
for all y € Re(xy), where the definition of MY (y) is given in @) with
x=xy and A = 0.

Then, in the following, we prove that M2 (y) = {0} for all y € Re(xo).
Recall that for any y, € Re(xo),

M3 (yo) :=={0: 0 € aVy f(®0,Yo) + Ny(yy),
0>0,  o(f(zo,yo) — f(x0) —€) =0}.

Assume that there exists o > 0 such that

0 € aVyf(xo,yy) + Ny(yy), o(f(xo,yo) — f*(T0) —€) =

Then, we must have
_vyf(woa yO) € Ny(yo)a (32>
and
f(@o,49) = f*(x0) — € =0. (33)
From (@ and the definition of Ny(y,) in Proposition @ we know that
(Vyf(xo,y0), ¥y —yo) >0, Yy € YV, which further implies that f(xo,y,) =
min, {f(xo,y) : y € YV} since f(wmo,-) is convex on Y (see Assumption [9).
Therefore, we have f(xo,y,) = [*(xo) by the definition of f*(x) in (9.
Howewver, it contradicts with the formula in , since € is a positive number.
Therefore, M2 (y) = {0} for all y € Re(xo). As a result, both F(x) and
F*(x) are Lipschitz continuous near x.
Nezxt, we consider the Clarke generalized gradient of F*(x) at xg, i.e.,
OF*(xg).
Recall that F*(x) = —F (). From Proposition |3, we know that

OF* (o) = cod(—F(xg)) = —codF (x). (34)

26



Since xq is an interior point of X, and MY (y) = {0} for all y € Re(xo),

from Proposition 5F(azo) satisfies

OF () C on U( {=VaF(x0,y) +0(Vaf(x0,y) = VI (m0)) : 0 € My (y)}
y €

where the definitions of M (y) and R(xo) are given in @) and with

x = xo and \ = 1, respectively, and V f*(xy) can be computed via Proposition

(1

Furthermore, by the definition of A(xo) and the fact that Re(xo) =
Re(xo), we know that OF (xy) C —A(xg). Combined with , that OF*(xy) C
coA(xy) can be obtained. Then, the proof is complete.

Appendiz A.1. Proof of Theorem |3
In the following, the proof of Theorem [2|is shown.

Proof 2. Firstly, since & is an interior point of X, from Lemmall], we know
that F*(x) in (@ 18 Lipschitz continuous near &, and the Clarke generalized
gmdzent satisfies 8F*( ) C coA(®), i.e., there exist positive integers I, J,

i > 0 satisfying Y1, Z] (Tii =1,y € Re (7) oi; € ML(y,) with ML(y;)
gwen in (30) with x =z, X\ = 1, where ie{l,....I}, je{l,...,J}, such
that

OF (@)= Y ri(VaF (@ y;) —0y(Vaf(@,y:) = V(@)  (35)

=1 j=1

where we use the definition of A(Z) given in Lemma and the definition of
convex hull.

Then, since (Z,y) is a local optimal solution to problem SPBPe in ,
from Theorem we know that there exist Ay € {0,1}, Ao >0, A3 > 0 not all
zero such that

0=MV.F(Z,9)+ 0F(®) -V F(2,9)) + \3(Vof(Z,y) — Vf(Z)),
0€ MV F(z,9) — QVyF(@ Y)+ XV f(x,9)+Ny(y), (36)
As(f(, ) — f7() — ) =
where OF*(Z) is given in (35), V f*(Z) can be computed through Proposition
the definition of Ny(g) is given in Pmposition@ and we use the fact that

Nx(x) =0 since T is an interior point of X .

Combining (35), (36) with the fact that o;; € ML(y,) forie {1,...,1},
je{l,...,J}, the proof is complete.

x
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Appendiz  A.2. Proof of Proposition [T
In the following, the proof of Proposition [7|is shown.

Proof 3. Since (Z,y) is a feasible point of problem SPBPe in , we know
that (&, y) satisfies the following constraints:

reX, gye),  [fl@y <[f(@)+e (@) <F@y) (37)

Moreover, by the definition of F*(x) in (@, it is easy to know that for any
x € X, ye satisfying f(x,y) < [*(x) + €, we always have

F*(x) — F(x,y) > 0. (38)

Combining with (38), we know that F(z,y) < F*(z) < F(z,9),
i.e., F*(&) — F(&,y) = 0. Therefore, (Z,y) is the global optimal solution of
the following problem

min F*(x) — F(x,y)
xy
st. xeX, yey,

flx,y) < (=) +e

Notice that following the discussion in the proof of Theorem[d, we know
that F*(x) is Lipschitz continuous near &, and thus from Theorem |1] in the
main text, there exist Ay € {0,1}, A3 not all zero such that

0= M(OF* (&) — Vo F(Z,9)) + \3(Vaf(Z,9) — VI(2)),
0e _/\2va<:‘i7 7) + >‘3vyf(£v g) +Ny(y>, (39>
As(f(z,9) — f () —€) =0

where OF*(x) is given in (35), Vf*(&) can be computed via Proposition [1],
the definition of Ny(y) is given in Proposition @ and we use the fact that
Nx (&) = 0 since T is an interior point of X.

Combining with (39), we know that (x,y) satisfies the Fritz-John
type mecessary optimality condition in Theorem |4 with \y = 0. Then the
proof is complete.
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Appendix B. Proof of Theorem [3| and Theorem

Appendixz B.1. Proof of Supporting Lemmas

In the following, we first present some results that will be used in the
proof.
For the optimization problem

min f(z) (40)

where A C R” is a nonempty compact convex set, we have the following
results, which can be found in Theorem 10.21 and Theorem 10.29 of [2].

Lemma 2. For problem (@), suppose f(x) is Ly smooth, conver over A.
Let fop be the optimal value. Apply the projected gradient descent

. 1
Tpy1 = Projy <$k - L—fvf(wk))

to solve problem (@) with xg being the initial value. Then for any x* €
argming. 4 f(x) and k > 0, we have

1 ]
F(@e) = fom < o Lyllwo = &

Lemma 3. For problem @), suppose f(x) is Ly smooth, 0 strongly convex
over A. Let f,,: be the optimal value and x* be the optimal solution. Apply
the projected gradient descent

) 1
Tp11 = Proju (il?k - L—fvf(mk))

to solve problem (@) with xy being the initial value. Then, for any k > 0,

we have
5 k
o= < (1= ) law - o
f

k
f(wk) - fopt S % (1 - i) H«’Bo — QB*HQ

In the following, some results on functions y;(x) and f;(x) are shown.
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Lemma 4. Suppose Assumptions|[1] [3 [3, and[d hold. Let J be an arbitrary
positive integer. For each @ € X, apply J steps of projected gradient descent
in to solve problem (13), and obtain the values y,(x), ...,y ,(x). Define

fi(®) = f(x,y,(x)) (41)

where x € X, j € {1,...,J}. Then for any j € {1,...,J}, y;(x) and f;(x)
are differentiable on X, and for any x € X, j € {1,...,J}, we have

IVy;(@)ll < Mo(J),  [IVfi(@)] < Mi(J)

where Mo(J) = J, My1(J) = Lo(J +1). Furthermore, f;(x) is Ma(J) smooth
on x € X, where

My(J) = Li(1+ J)* + %(1 + J)(Ly + L3J)

1

with Lo, L1, Lo, L3 given in Assumption[3.

Proof 4. We first prove the differentiability of y;(x) and f;(x). From As-
sumption@ we know that for any x € X, j € {1,...,J},

y,(x) = y;_1(@) Lilvyﬂm, y; 1 (x)). (42)

Then, when 7 =1, we know that

i(@) = o~ -Vl (3
where we use the fact that yo(x) = y,. From Assumption@ the differentiabil-
ity of y,(x) on X can be obtained. By using induction, assume that y;_,(x)
is differentiable on X. It is easy to know that y,(x) in is differentiable
on X. Therefore, y,;(x) is differentiable on X for any j € {1,...,J}. Fur-
thermore, by the definition of f;(x) in , the differentiability of f;(x) on
X also can be obtained by using Assumption [3 and the differentiability of
y;(x) on X, with j € {1,...,J}.

Neat, we prove the boundness of Vy,;(x) and V f;(x).

In the following, we first prove that for any * € X, 7 € {1,...,J}, we
have [|[Vy;(x)|| < j . From , it is easy to know that |Vy,(x)| < 1 for
any ¢ € X by using Assumption [3 By using induction, we suppose that
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IVy;(x)|| < j for any x € X, with j € {1,...,J —1}. Then from , we
have

V(@) = (1= £Vl (@.0,(2) ) V0, (2) = -y, (2))

and thus for any x € X,

19y, (@) < HI - Lilvyyﬂw,yj(w))H||Vyj<w>|| b Vel (@)

(i)
<j+1

where (i) can be obtained by using Assumptions @ and @ Therefore, it is
proved, and as a result for any ® € X, j € {1,...,J}, we have |[Vy;(z)| <
My(J), where we use the fact that My(J) = J.

In the following, we prove the boundness of ¥V f;j(x) on X for any j €
{1,...,J}. Foranyx € X, j € {1,...,J}, by the definition of f;(x) in
, we have

V(@) = Vaf(z,y;(x) + (Vy;(x)) Vy f(z,y;(z)).
Then,

V@) < [[Vaf(@,y;(@)] + [[Vy;(@)[[[[Vy f (2, y,(z))]
(i<)M1(<])

where (i) can be obtained by using the definition of Mi(J), Assumption [3,
and the fact that [|[Vy;(x)|| < Mo(J) with My(J) = J.

Based on the above discussion, the boundness of Vy,(x) and V f;(z) are
proved. In the following, we prove the Lipschitz smoothness of f;(x) on X.

By the definition of f;(x) in ([41]), we have

Vi) = Vaf(z.y,(@) + (Vy, (@) Vyf(@,y,(2)).
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Then for any 1, 2 € X, we have

IV fi(z1) = V(x|

< Vaf(@ry (@1)) — Vaf (@2, y,(x2))|
+(Vy (1) Vo f(@r,y,(21) — (VY (22) Vo f (@2, 45 (2)) |

< Vaf(@,y (@) = Vaf (@2, y (@)l + [[Vy (@) [ Vy f (@1, y 5 (21)) — Vi [ (22,5, (22))]]
+ IVy s (21) = Vy (@) ||| Vy f (@2, y 5 (2)) |

(@)

< IVaf(®, y (1)) = Vaf (@2, Y, (@)l + T Vy f (@1, y,(21)) — Vi f (@2, y,(22))
+ Lol[Vy (1) = Vy, (@) || (44)

where (i) is obtained by using Assumption[d and the fact that | Vy (x| <

Mo(J) = J for any x € X.
On one hand, for any 1, x5 € X, we have

IV (@1, y,(@1)) = V(2,9 (22))]]

<V f(x1,y,(x1)) = V@1, y (@) + [V (21,9, (22)) — V(22 9,(22))
%) Lilly(21) — y,(x2)|| + Lifly — @2 (45)

(44)
S (L1J+ Ll)le — iBQH

where (i) follows from Assumption[3, (ii) holds since |Vy  (x)|| < My(J) =
J for any x € X.
On the other hand, it can be proved that for any x € X,

V2, ()] < Lilm )Ly + La) (46)

where V*y ;(x) denotes the Hessian matriz of function y ;(x) w.r.t. x. To be

specific, from ([{3), we know that Vy () = —1/L1Vyaf(x,y,), and there-
fore,

L
IV ()] < 2 (47)
1

which can be obtained by using Assumption @ Furthermore, from , by
simple calculation, it is easy to know that for any j € {1,...,J}, x € X,

V() = (1 £V (o3, 1(@) ) T9,2(0) = - Vi @0y, ()
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As a result,
VQ?Jj(m)
1
= (I — L_lv'yyf(a:a yjl(m))) szjfl(w>

_ Lil <Vyy;cf(w, yjfl(w» + Vyyy f(z, yjl(w))vyjl(w))vyjl(w>
1
L

(Tusaf @3, 2(@) 4 Ty @3, @)V, )
and

V2, ()]

219, 1 (@) + LLIJ(L3 L)) + Lil(L2 T L)

1
= [[V?y; ()] + 71+ ) (L2 + LsJ)

1

where (i) follows from Assumptions @ and @ Therefore,
1
IV2y ()] < VY, ()] + 7, DL+ LsJ)
1
< [V2y, ()] + 7= D+ T)(Le+ L))

i

J
< L_(l + J)(Ly + L3 J)
1

—
=

where (i) follows from the inequality in . Then it is proved.

Combining , , with (@, we have
1
IV 55(@0) = Vsl < (La(1+ 7+ L1+ )T+ Lad) ) s — 2l
1

In the following, the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient of function
Gery(x,y) defined in is shown.

Lemma 5. Suppose Assumptions (1], [ [3 [0, and[7 hold. For the function
Gerg(m,y) defined in (16), let 7 € (0,1), positive integer J be any given
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numbers. Then for any x1, 2 € X, y, Yy, Yo € Vs, where Yy is defined in

(@, we have

1/2
IVaGers(®1,y1) = VaGer(@2,y5)|| < Lit(J)([ler — @2||* + |y, — y,l?) 2
HvyGE,T,J(wla Y) — VyGe,T,J(w2ay)H < Lip(J) |1 — 22|

where

L) + Ly,

c2

L)) =+ =(Mo(J) + L) +

1 1
ng(J) - hl + ELl + ELO(MI(J> + Lg),

hi, Ly, Ly are given in Assumption@ My (J), My(J) are given in Lemma
and ¢ is gwen in Assumption |7

Proof 5. By the definition of G j(x,y) in (16), we have

T @ - y)

Then for 1, x2 € X, Y;,Y, € Yy, we have

VmG€,T,J(w7 y) - VmF<.’L‘, y) (va<m> - me(wv y))

||V:rGe,T,J(m17 yl) - vae,T,J<m27 yQ) ||

(4)
< ||V$F(:L'1,y1) - vch(m%yQ)H

‘

gl

T T
fr(xr) + € — f(x1, yl)VfJ(ml) - fr(x2) + € — f(x2,y5)

T T
F@) Fe—fany) = ) T R e fan gy

VfJ(CC2)

me(mQa y2)
(48)

where (i) uses the triangle inequality.
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On one hand,

T T
fi(@1) +€— f(@, y1)VfJ(m1) - fr(xe) +€— f(x2,y5) Vis@:)
(i) T

= fr(xy) +€e— f(z1,y,) IVis(@) = Vistaal

1 1
+THVfJ T2 ||‘f +€_f(m17y1) N fj(w2)+€_f(m2ay2)
(i)

T T fr(®e) — fi(@1) = f(>2,95) + fZ1,91)
< CMQ(J)II 1 — T + Ml(J)’(fJ@lHef(a:l,yl))(fj(azz)ﬂ]Egi,yz))‘

(i) [T T 1
< (a0 + ZMOR) + o) ) (o =l + s = wal?)’

where (i) uses the triangle inequality, (ii) follows from Lemmal{] and the fact

that y, € Yy, and (iii) follows from Assumption[d, Lemmal[f, and the fact
that yy, y, € V.
On the other hand,

T T
fJ(wl) +e—fla, yl)vmf(mh v) - fr(x2) + € — f(x2,y,) Vel (@2 yz)
1 1
< 7|V f(21, Y, H'f )+e— f(x1,9,) B fr(xs) + € — flxa,yy)
T
T f (CCQ) +e— f<w27y2) vaf(mla yl) — wa(a:Q, yZ)H (50)

(i)
< lLO

(17560) = Fa(e) + 1F @) = Flen )l ) + ZLi(los — 2al? + s - w.]?)
(423)
< (ST + )+ 700 ) (s = 2l + 9~ i)

N|=

where (1) uses the triangle inequality, (ii) follows from Assumption[d and the
fact that y,, y, € Yy, (iii) follows from Assumption[d and Lemma 4]
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Combining (@, (@), with (@), we have
IVuGr(@1.01) — VG (@0,
< (h+ ZOGW) + L0+ SORG) + Lo? ) (for — 2alP + s - 9)
(i) 1 1 ) ) )
< (-4 TG + L)+ ZOK) + Lo ) (s = 2l + 3, - )

N

N

where (i) follows from Assumption[d, (it) follows from the fact that 0 < T < 1.
Furthermore, by the definition of G, j(x,y) in @, we have

fr(x) +e— f(m,y)vyf(w,y)- (51)

Then, for any x,, €2 € X, y € YV, we have
||VyGE,’T,J(m17 y) - VyGe,T,J(m% y) ||

VyGe,T,J(w’y) - va(wv y) -

(@)
IV F @) = VyF @ 9l + 5 S IV @,9) ~ Vaf (2,9

| ! - : |
Y fr(@) +e— flxr,y)  fr(x2) +e— f(x2,9)

T T
biler = ol + ZLalles — aall + S 2o (M)l — al + Laler - )

+7—Hvyf(w27

—~
0

S

=

1 1
< (h1 + ELl + §L0<M1(J) + Lo)) |1 — 2|

where (i) uses the triangle inequality, (i) follows from Assumption[3, the
fact that y € V;, and Lemmalj

Let ¢y in be the number that equals to ¢ in Assumption . Recall
that for any 7 € (0,1), positive integer J, x € X, an approximate solution
to problem (20) can be obtained by running K steps of projected gradient
ascent starting from initial value y,(x) € Y;(x) in the form of

yk;—l—l(m) = PTOJyJ(m)(yk(w) + BVyGeri(x,y,(x))) (52)
with £ = 0,..., K — 1, 8 being the stepsize, and Y;(x) given in with

Co = C.
In the following, some properties on function G, j(x,y), and some con-
vergence results on the above projected gradient ascent steps are shown.
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Lemma 6. Suppose Assumptions [1, [3, [3, [0, and [] hold. Then, for any
given 7 € (0,1), positive integer J, x € X, G, y(x,y) defined in (@
is Lg smooth, u-strongly concave w.r.t. y on the set Y;(x), where Lg =
hy + 2/cLy + 4/c2L3, 1 is given in Assumption @ hi, Lo, Ly are given in
Assumption |3, ¢ is given in Assumption[7, and Y;(x) is defined in with
co = c; let stepsize B in (@ be f =1/Lg, then for any K > 0, we have

La

oy (@) = Gl (o) < 5 (1= 12) Iwola) - v @),

K
2

lyx(@) -y @) < (1 - L%) lvo(x) — 3" ()]

where yo(x) is the initial value, yy(x) is the output of the K-th iteration in
(59), and y*(x) is the optimal solution to problem (20), i.e.,

y'(x) := argmax G, j(x,y). (53)
yeYs(x)

Proof 6. Given any T € (0,1), positive integer J, & € X. Firstly, we prove
that G, j(x,y) is Lg smooth w.r.t. y on the set Y;(x). From , it s
easy to know that for any x € X, y,, y, € Vs(x),

IVyGers(x,y,) — VyGeri(x,y,)|
< |VyF(x,y,) — VyF'(z,y,)|
T T

fi(w) +€— f(%’!h)vyf(m, v = fr(x)+e— f(=, yQ)Vyf(w, Ys)

(i) T T
= Ml — 2l + H @ e fay Y T e )

vyf(mayQ) - fJ(CB) Fe— f(w’yZ)vyf(m7y2)
f<$,y1>_f($,y2) '
(fo(@) +e— [z, y)))(fs(2) + € - f(z,y5))

i

Vyf(:v, y2)

:

fr(@) +e—flz,y))

(i) 2T
< hilly, — ol + ;Llllyl — Yol + 7Lo

(ii) 92 4
< (204 513 Iy - el

where (i) follows from Assumption[5 and the triangle inequality, (ii) follows
from Assumption[3 and the fact that y, € Y,(x), (iii) follows from Assump-
tz’on@ the fact that y,, y, € Y;s(x), and the fact that 0 < 7 < 1.
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Therefore, G, j(x,y) is Lg smooth w.r.t. y on the set Y;(x). Further-
more, from Assumption @ it is easy to know that G, j(x,y) is p-strongly
concave w.r.t. y on the set Y;(x), and following the same discussion in Re-
mark |1}, it is easy to know that Y;(x) is a nonempty compact convex set.
Then, from Lemmal3, for any K > 0, we have

Cors(@ ' () — Gl yc () < 22 (1 - Lﬁg) o) v @)]".

vl %

* /l, *
i@ -y @)l < (1- 1) Il - v @I
Then the proof is complete.

In the following, we show that function ¢, j(x) defined in is differ-
entiable and Lipschitz smooth on X.

Lemma 7. Suppose Assumptions[1], [2 [3, [0, and[7 hold. Then for any T €
(0,1), positive integer J, the function ¢, j(x) defined in is differentiable
on X, and for each x € X,

VSOE,T,J(w) = vae,T,J(wa y*(m))

where function Gerj(x,y) is given in (@, and y*(x) is defined in
with Y;(x) given in with ¢y = c(c given in Assumption[7); furthermore,
function @ ; j(x) is L,(J) smooth on X, i.e., for any 1, 2 € X, we have

IV@ers(@1) = Viper s (@:2)]| < Lo(J)]|21 — 2]

where L, (J) = Ly1(J)(14+1/pLo(J)), L11(J) and L1o(J) are given in Lemma
[3, and p is given in Assumption [J

Proof 7. Given any T € (0, 1), positive integer J. Let Y; be the set defined
in (19). we first prove the first conclusion. By the definition of e j(x) in
(15) and Assumption@ we know that for any € X, ¢, (x) in can
be written as

@e,T,J(w) ‘= max GE,T,J(wa y) (54>
yeYy

where G j(x,y) is given in @, and Y; is nonempty, compact, and con-
vex(see Remark|1)).
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From Assumption@ it is easy to know that function G, j(x,y) is contin-
uously differentiable on X x Y;, and for any x € X, G, j(x,-) is p-strongly
concave w.r.t. y on Y. Furthermore, for any € X, y*(x) defined in
is a maximal solution of function G, j(x,y) on the set Yy, i.e.,

y'(x) := argmax G, j(x,y). (55)
YyeYy
In fact, given any x € X. By using Assumption ] and the fact that Y; C
V() C Y(see the definition of Y; in (@) and the definition of YV;(x) in
(21)), it is easy to know that

max G., j(x,y) = max G..;(x,
yeYy (@ Y) yeV(z) ns(@,9)

which 1s equal to the optimal value of problem @, and

argmax G . j(x,y) C argmax Ge - j(x,y).
YeYy yeV (@)

Since argmax, ey, Ger(x,y) is nonempty(see Assumption@) and there ex-
ists an unique maximal solution for function G., j(x,y) on the set V;(x)
due to the strong concavity of Ge - j(x,y) on the set Y;(x)(see Lemmal6]), it
is easy to know that the formula in holds.

Then following from the Danskin’s theorem in [27], and using the equiv-
alence form of function . j(x) in , we know that - j(x) is differen-
tiable on X, and

Voeri(@) = VaGer(z y*(x)) (56)
with y*(x) given in [53).

In the following, the Lipschitz continuity of Ve, j(x) on X is proved.

For any 1, x5 € X, from (@), we know that

V(pe,‘r,J(wl) = VwGe,T,J(wla y*<$1))7 V(pe,T,J(w2) - vae,‘r,J(w% y*(wQ))
(57)
where y*(x1) and y*(x3) are given in with € = 1 and x = x5, Tespec-
tively.
Since y*(x1), y*(x2) € Yy (see ), and =G, j(x,-) is p-strongly con-
vex w.r.t. Yy on Yy for each x € X, we have

Ger(®2,Y"(2)) < Gerg(@2, Yy (21)) + (VyGer g (X2, Y™ (1)), ¥ (22) — Y™ (1))
— Slly(@2) — v (@)
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and

Gerg(@2, Yy (1)) < Ger (T2, Y (2)) + (VyGer g (T2, Y7 (22)), y* (1) — Y™ (T2))
— Slly (@) —y' (@)

From the above two inequalities, we have

(VyGera(@,y™ (1) Y (x2) — ¥ (21)) = plly"(22) —y"(@)* (58)

where we use the fact that (V4G (2, y*(22)), y*(x1) — y*(x2)) < 0 since
Ger (2, ) is strongly concave w.r.t. y on Yy and y*(xs) = argmax,cy, Ger (T2, Y).
Furthermore, since Gerj(x1,-) is strongly concave w.r.t. y on Y;, and

y*(x1) = argmax,cy, Ger(x1,y), we have

(VyGerg(xi,y*(x1)), Y (22) — y*(21)) < 0. (59)
Combining @ with (@, we have

plly*(w1) — y*(@2)|1> < (VyGers(@a, y*(21)) — VyGers(@,y* (1)), ¥ (22) — y* (21))
(ZS) Lip(J)||21 — x| |ly* (1) — 4™ (x2) |

where (i) follows from Lemma@ and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Then
we have

ly™ (1) — ™ (x2)|| < %le(J)llml — . (60)

Based on the above discussion, for the Ve, (1) and Ve, j(x2) in

, we have

IVoeri(@1) = Voeri(z2)l

= ||vae,T,J(m17 y*(ml)) - v:cGe,T,J(x%y*(mZ))H

S HVQISGE,T,J(w17 y* (wl)) - VmGe,T,J<w27 y*(w1)>”
+ vaGe,T,J(w27 y*(wl)) - VmGe,‘r,J<w27 y*(wZ))H

(4)

< Lu(J)|l@r — @2|| + Lua(J)[|y"(z1) — y*(x2) ]

S LH(J) (1 + ;ng(J)) ||.’131 — CUQH

where (i) follows from Lemma [3, (ii) follows from the inequality in (60).
Then the proof is complete.
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In the following, we show that ¢, , j(2) is bounded w.r.t. 7, J, and .

Lemma 8. Suppose Assumptions|[d], [4 and[7 hold. Define

My := min F(x,y), M; := max F(xz,y), M, := max |f(x,y)|

zeX,ycy reX,ycy zeX,ycy

Then for any T € (0, 1), positive integer J, € X, we have

|0erg(x)| < Ms,

where e r 5(x) is given in (15), My = max {|My+1Inc|, | M; +1In(2M, +€)| },
and c is given in Assumption |7

Proof 8. Given any T € (0,1), positive integer J, x € X. Recall that

e, J\T) = Max GeT x,
Perr,a (T) vy e J(@,y)
where Yy 1s given in @(866 the discussion in Lemma @ By the definition
of Gery(,y) in (16), we know that for any y € Yy,

F(x,y)+1Inc < G- j(x,y) < F(x,y) + 7In(2M; + €).

Furthermore, since 0 < 7 < 1, and ¢ < 1(see Assumption @, we know
that
My+Inc < G.ry(x,y) < M+ In(2M; + €)

and thus for any T € (0,1), positive integer J, & € X, we have |¢, ()| <
Ms. The proof is complete.

Lemma 9. Suppose Assumptions [1], [4 [3, [0, and [7 hold. Assume that for
any T € (0, 1), positive integer J, x € X, y*(x) defined in is an interior
point of Y. Then, for any T € (0,1), positive integer J, x € X, y*(x) defined
in is an interior point of the set YV (x) defined in with ¢y = c(c
given in Assumption @

Proof 9. Given any 7 € (0,1), positive integer J, * € X. Based on the
discussion in Lemma [}, we know that y*(z) € YV, (see (53)), and thus we
have

y*(w) €y> fJ(w)+€_f(way*(w)) >c (61)
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which is obtained by the definition of Vj in (@ Since f(x,-) is continuous
w.r.t. y on Y, we know that there exists a 6 > 0 such that for any y €
Bs(y*(x)) N Y, we have

[(@.y) < fl@.y' (@) + 3. (62)

Furthermore, since y*(x) is an interior point of Y (see the condition of
Lemmal9), we know that there exists a 61 > 0(6; < 6) such that Bs, (y*(x)) C
Bs(y*(x)) and Bs, (y*(x)) C Y, and thus from (69), we know that for any
y € Bs, (y*(x)), we have

yey,  fl@y) < fl@y @)+ (63)

By combining with (63), it is easy to know that for any y € B, (y*(x)),
we have y € Y, fi(x) + ¢ — f(x,y) > ¢/2, and thus Bs, (y*(x)) C V,(x).
Then the proof is complete.

Appendiz  B.2. Proof of Theorem[]
Then, the proof of Theorem [3]is shown below.

Proof 10. Notice that for any o € (0, 1), positive integer J, for the T given
m , we have T € (0,1), which can be obtained by using the definition of c
n Assumptz’on@ and the definition of [(J) in Theorem @ Firstly, we prove
that for any ®, € X, yg(x:), where t € {0,...,T — 1} and yg(x:) is the
output of the K-th iteration in line 10 of Algorithm @ to solve problem (@)
with * = x;, we have

IVyGers(@ yre(m))l| < 0 (64)
where G, j(x,y) is defined in (16). In fact, for any &y € X, yp(x:), we
have

IVyGera(@e, yc (@)l < [[VyGers(@, y™ ()]l
HIVyGer (@ yc (1)) = VyGer (@, y™ (2))]]



where (i) uses the fact that VyGer j(x, y*(2:)) = 0, which can be obtained
by using the definition of y*(x) in Theorem@ and the conclusions in Lemma
[9, and uses the conclusion in Lemmad, (i) uses the conclusion in Lemma
6, (iii) follows from Assumption|[1], (iv) follows from the choice of K in the
condition of Theorem @ the fact that u/Lg < 1 which can be obtained by
using the definition of Lg in Lemma@ and the definition of 1(.J) in Theorem
[3.

In the following, we prove that during the iterations in Algorithm|[3, there
exists t1 € {0,...,T — 1}, such that

<va€77»J(wt17yK(wt1))7w - wt1> > —o0, Ve € X.

For any @y, Y (x), witht € {0,...,T—1}, by the definition of G, ;(x,y)
mn @ and the definition of a; in @, we have

vae,T,J(wta yK(wt)) =a; + b (65>

where

b= fr(x) + € — flae, yp(x:)) (Vfs(x) — Vaf(x,y,(x))). (66)

Then for any x € X, we have

(VaGers (@ yr(@) x — 2) 2 (@, @ — z,) + (b, & — x,) (67)
=(ay, ® — Typ1) + (@, T — ) + (b, x — )

where (i) uses the formula in (65).
In the following, we first bound the three terms (a¢, € — T411), a;, and b

in (67).
Notice that &1 = projy(z, — nay) (see line 12 in Algorithm[9). By the
definition of proj(+), we have

(xy —nay — 1, — T4q) <0, Ve e X,

1.€.,

(@, T — Tyy1) > —(Tp — X1, T — Tiy) (68)

IS | =

for any x € X.
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By the definition of a; in (@, we have

T

f( t) e — f(@n yg(w))

< Vo F @y (@) | + (HV f@ey @)l + I Vaf (@ y(@))])
(69)

ladll < [IVaF (@, y i (20)) | +

(i1) AT (424) 4
< ho+ LO < hg+ LO

where (i) uses the fact that yy () € Vy(x:), (i7) follows from Assumption
[3, (id4) follows from the fact that T € (0,1).

For b in , we have

2
6l < =1V fa(@e) = Vol @y, (@)

- QTWyJ(wt)) Vol (@ ys@)

(i) 2 (47) 2 (iv)
< —TLOMO(J) < 2 ?

_18H—Z_(J)§6_H (70)

where (i) uses the deﬁm’tion of f1(z) in (13), (ii) follows from Assumption|[d
and Lemmalj, (iii) uses the deﬁmtzon of My(J) in Lemma,l Y| and the choice
of T in the condition of Theorem@ (1v) uses the definition of [(J) in Theorem
[ and the fact that o € (0,1).

Combining @ (.) (@) with (@ we know that for any x € X,

@O 2H 4 o
(VaGeraln ul@)@ = ) 2 22 = vl = (ho+ 1L ) o1 = el - 5
(71)
where (i) uses Assumption .
Define
9 = max —(Vo Gy (@0, Y (@1)), & — @1) (72)

then from , we have

2H 4
g: < (T + ho + Lo) ler — xa || + g
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and thus /3
g,— 0
—x > .
el = 2H /n + ho + 4/cLy

Since @ (@) is Ly(J) smooth(see Lemma(7), we have

|,

(73)

L,(J
Gerg(Tir1) < Qerg(@e) + (Voer (@), Tiy1 — @) + #Hwt - mt+1||2
L,(J
= Qerg(@t) + (Voer () — ar, Trp1 — o) + (@p, o1 — ) + 902( )

(4) 1 L
< SOe,r,J(mt) + <V906,T,J(wt) — Qg Tyl — mt) - EHwt - mt+1||2 +

) 1 L,(J
< @e,r,,](mt) + 2H||V605,T,J(Cct) —ay — <5 — %) e — @eiq

where (i) uses the inequality in (68), (ii) follows from Assumption[ll Then,
we have

(E_Lw_(ﬂ

" 5 )Hwt—thHQ < Qe (@) = Perr g (®eg1) + 2H|| Ve 7 () — ar].

(74)
In the following, we consider two cases:

(i) If there exists t € {0,...,T — 1} such that g, < /3, by setting t; = t,
we have

<V$GG,T,J($7§17 yK(:L.tl))a T — mtl> Z —0, v.’L‘ S X)

which can be obtained by using the definition of g, in (@, and it is
proved.

(i) If g, > /3 for anyt € {0,...,T —1}, then for any t € {0,...,T —1},
by combining with , we have

(1_L¢(J)> : (g, —0/3)

i 2
and thus

(gt N %) (i) UT) (e () = Qerrg(@ri1)) + 2HI(T) Ve ra (@) — au
(75)
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where (i) uses the choice of n and the definition of [(J) in Theorem @
Moreover, by the definition of V., j(x:) in Lemma@ and the formula

m @, we have

IV@era(@) = ail| < VaGers(@, y™(21) = VaGer (@, Y (1))

ey (V@) - Vaf@n (e
(2)

< LDl ~ v (@l + 7 | (Tu(@0) Vv (o0)|

wlx

< Lu) (1= £2) lwsted - v @)l + 3L
(76

K
(iii) w\? 21 (iv) g2
< oMLy (N)[1 =2 L M(NLy < ——
= nf )( LG> M) s G

where (i) follows from Lemmal[3, the fact that y(x;) € V;(x;), and
the definition of f;(x) in (13), (ii) follows from Lemmal[t, Assumption
[3, and Lemmalj, (iii) follows from Assumption[d] (iv) follows from the
choice of K and 7 and the definiction of 1(J) in Theorem@

Combining with (@, we have

2
%) <
)

and thus

—Z D ) = min o)) + 2 27
o g, — (PG,T,J 0 weX (Pe,T,J 9 — 9
)

where (i) follows from the choice of T in Theorem@ and the fact that
|0erg(x)| < Ms for any & € X (see Lemma
Therefore, there exists t; € {0,...,T — 1} such that

o\ 402
InT3) =y

<vae,7—,J<33t17yK(33t1>), T — Cl”'151> > —0, Ve e X
which can be obtained by using the definition of g, in .

202

(N Pera(@) = Gers(@isn)) + =5

o~

and as a result
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Based on the above discussion, we know that there always exists t; €
{0,...,T — 1} such that

(VaGerg(@e, Yp (X)), @ — 21,) > —0, Vo € X.

Furthermore for the above t1, we also have ||VyGerj(xi,, Yr(xe,))]] < 0,
which follows from . Then, (x4, yx(xy,)) is a o-FNE point of prob-
lem (see the definition of o-FNE point in Definition @ The proof is

complete.

Appendiz  B.3. Proof of Theorem|[4)
In the following, we prove Theorem

Proof 11. Since (x;,y,) is the 0,-FNE point of problem with T = 7,
J = Ji, from Definition[3, we know that for any x € X,

<VmG6,Tz7Jz(mlv yl)v T — wl) > —oy, HvyGG,Tz,Jz (wla yl)” < o
That is to say, for any x € X, we have

T
T @) +e— flmn )

<VmF(wl> yl) (Vsz(wl) - me<wl:yl))7 T — wl> > —0y,

(77)

T
 fal@) +e— flmLy)
where we use the definition of G, j(x,y) in

In the following, we first show that the following two terms

(V) =Vaf(xiy)),

Hva(fvl,yl) vyf(mlayl)

< o0y

T
fn(x) +e— f(z,y,)

converge to zero as | tends to infinity.
In fact, On one hand,

T
fn(x) +e— f(z,y,)

vyf(ml, Y1)

Ti
fn(x) +e— f(z,y,)

(V) = TS 0|

(Z) 27'[

< (uvmf(wz,yjl(wl» Vi)l + ||<Vyjl<xz>>Tvyf<wl,yjl<wz>>u>

(i) 21 (i) 47, M 2L (iv) 2

< 2 (Lt - il + Lodi ) S 2+ 2 S 2opanar + 1)
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where (i) uses the fact that y, € YV, (x;), the definition of Vj,(x;) and the
definition of fj,(x;) in , (73) follows from Assumption @ and Lemma
(1ii) follows from Assumption |1 and the definition of My(J) in Lemma
(iv) follows from the choice of 7, and ¢ in Assumption @ Then, we have
Tl
fo(®) + €= [z, y)

as | — oo since o — 0.
On the other hand,
Ti

’ fn(@) +e— f(z1,y,)

where (i) follows from the fact that y, € Y, (®;), and Assumption [3 (i)
follows from the choice of 7, in Theorem |4 and the fact that ¢ < LoH (see
Assumption @ Therefore, we have

(Vfn(x) = Vaf(zi,y,)) = 0 (78)

) 2n @ 2L ,

S —Lo £ —0j
c c

vyf(wla yl)

Ti
fn(@) +e— f(z,y))

as | — oo since a; — 0.

Let (z,y) be the accumulation point of sequence {(x;,y;)} with T being
the interior point of X. Without loss of generality, we let x; — @, y, — y
as | tends to infinity. In the following, we prove that & is a stationary point
of problem PBPe.

Firstly, combining , (@, with (@, for any x € X, we have

Vyf(@,y) =0 (79)

and

which can be obtained by letting | in tends to infinity. Since T is an
interior point of X, from , we have

Then, we prove thaty € R(x). From , we know that y = argmax,cy, F'(Z,y)
since F(&,-) is strongly concave w.r.t. y on ) (see Assumption @) Thus, to
prove that §j € R(&), we only need to prove that y € S.(ZT) (see the definition

of Re(z) in (24)).
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Notice that for each (x;,y,;), we have

f@ny) < fr(T) +e (83)

since (x,y,) must be a feasible point of problem with =1, J = J,.
Moreover, it can be proved that

fon(@) — f*(z) (84)

as | — co. In fact, for each 1, let y* € argmin,y, f(x;,y), we have

[fo (@) = [H(@)] < |fo () = F (@) + [ (=) = [ (@)]
Q) 1

< o7 Dilly (@) = yIP+ 1 (@) - (@)

(i) 1
< 21L1M2+ |f* (@) — /" ()]

where (i) follows from Lemma @ (i) follows from Assumption . On one
hand, for any e, > 0, there exists positive integer ly such that for any l > 1y,
we have | f*(x;) — f*(&)| < €1, which can be obtained by noticing that f*(x)
is continuous on X (see Proposition , and using the fact that €y — . On
the other hand, for any e; > 0, there exists positive integer lo such that for
any 1 > lo, we have 2/ J,LiM? < ¢, which can be obtained by noticing that
J; — oo. In conclusion, for any e, > 0, there ewistis | = max{ly,ls} such
that for any | > 1, we have | fj,(x;)) — f*(&)| < 2€1, and thus f,(x;) — f*(Z)
as | tends to infinity.

Combining with (84)), and let | tends to infinity, we have f(x,y) <
f*(&) + €. By the definition of S.(x), we know tht y € S.(x) and thus
Yy € Re(x).

Finally, from , , it is easy to know that x is a stationary point
of problem PBPe in with \y =1, \a=2, A3=0,1=1,J=1,r1=1,
o11 =0, and y, =y. Then the proof is complete.

Appendix C. Experimental Details of Synthetic Perturbed Pes-
simistic Bilevel Problems

In the experiment, € is set to be 0.5, ¢ in Assumption [7]is set to be 0.25.
For Algorithms 1 and 2, for each positive integer [, 7, J;, T}, and K, are set
to be 0.999', 1, (1/0.999)! and 2I, respectively, and stepsizes «, 3, n are set
to be 0.1 and le-4, and 1/(I* + 0.1), respectively.
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Appendix D. Experimental Details of Generative Adversarial Net-
works

Appendiz D.1. Synthetic Data

For the experiments on the synthetic data, the noise samples are vectors
of 256 independent and identically distributed Gaussian variables with mean
zero and standard deviation of 1, and the number of noise samples is 512.
Furthermore, the samples are fixed during the iterations. The generator
network consists of a fully connected network with 2 hidden layers of size 128
with tanh activations followed by a linear projection to 2 dimensions. The
discriminator network consists of a fully connected network with 2 hidden
layers of size 128 with tanh activations followed by a output layer of size 1.

For GAN, unrolled GAN, and PVFIM, we use Adam optimizers with
learning rates le-3 and le-4 to optimize the parameter & of the generator
and the parameter y of the discriminator, respectively. For both GAN and
unrolled GAN, the parameter y of the discriminator is updated 6 times for
each given parameter & of the generator. For PVFIM, we set e=1e-5. Fur-
thermore, for each positive integer [, we set 7;, J;, T;, and K; in Algorithms
1 and 2 to be 0.999', 3, 1.002', and 3, respectively.

Appendiz D.2. Real-World Data

For the MNIST dataset, the noise samples are vectors of 100 independent
and identically distributed Gaussian variables with mean zero and standard
deviation of 1. We sample 4000 images from MNIST dataset for training,
and the number of noise samples is 4000. Furthermore, the samples are fixed
during the iterations. The generator network consists of a fully connected
network with hidden layer sizes to be 128, 256, 512, 1024. The discriminator
network consists of a fully connected network with hidden layer sizes to be
512, 256.

For the CIFAR10 dataset, we sample 4000 images from CIFAR10 for
training, and the number of noise samples is 4000. Furthermore, the sam-
ples are fixed during the iterations. The generator network is a 4 layer de-
convolutional neural network, and the discriminator network is a 4 layer
convolutional neural network. The number of units for the generator is
256, 128, 64, 3], and the number of units for the discriminator is [64, 128, 256, 1].

For GAN, unrolled GAN, and PVFIM, we use Adam optimizers with
learning rates 2e-4 and 2e-4 to optimize the parameter & of the generator
and the parameter y of the discriminator, respectively. For both GAN and
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unrolled GAN, the parameter y of the discriminator is iterated 2 times for
each given parameter & of the generator. For PVFIM, we set e=1e-5. Fur-
thermore, for each positive integer [, we set 7;, J;, T;, and K; in Algorithms
1 and 2 to be 0.999', 1, 1.43', and 1, respectively.
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