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Alternating Gradient-Type Algorithm for
Bilevel Optimization with Inexact Lower-Level Solutions via
Moreau Envelope-based Reformulation

Xiaoning Bai* Shangzhi Zeng' Jin Zhang* Lezhi Zhang®

Abstract

In this paper, we study a class of bilevel optimization problems where the lower-level prob-
lem is a convex composite optimization model, which arises in various applications, including
bilevel hyperparameter selection for regularized regression models. To solve these problems, we
propose an Alternating Gradient-type algorithm with Inexact Lower-level Solutions (AGILS)
based on a Moreau envelope-based reformulation of the bilevel optimization problem. The pro-
posed algorithm does not require exact solutions of the lower-level problem at each iteration,
improving computational efficiency. We prove the convergence of AGILS to stationary points
and, under the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property, establish its sequential convergence. Nu-
merical experiments, including a toy example and a bilevel hyperparameter selection problem
for the sparse group Lasso model, demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed AGILS.

Keywords: Bilevel optimization, hyperparameter selection, inexact, alternating gradient de-
scent, convergence, sparse group Lasso

1 Introduction

Bilevel optimization problems are a class of hierarchical optimization problems where the feasible
region is implicitly defined by the solution set of a lower-level optimization problem. In this work,
we focus on a bilevel optimization problem which has a convex composite lower-level problem,

wEI)I(l,lg?eY F(ZL‘, y) (1)
st yeS(z),

where S(z) denotes the set of optimal solutions to the lower-level problem:
min ¢(z,y) := f(z,y) + 9(z, y). (2)
yey

Here, X € R™ and Y € R™ are closed convex sets, f(x,y) : R™ x R™ — R is smooth and convex
with respect to y on Y for any z € X, and g(z,y) : R® x R™ — R is convex but potentially
nonsmooth with respect to y on Y for any € X. Additionally, we assume that g(z,:) : R™ — R
is proximal-friendly, enabling efficient evaluation of its proximal operator.

Bilevel optimization originates from economic game theory, particularly the Stackelberg game
[1], and has since found diverse applications in economics [2}[3, 4], transportation [5,[6], and machine
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learning [7), [8, @ 10, [IT]. Notably, many hyperparameter optimization problems can be modeled
as bilevel optimization problems with a convex composite lower-level problem as in . Bilevel
optimization has been extensively studied, with monographs [12] 13| 14l 5] providing a compre-
hensive overview of its methodologies and applications. For bilevel problems where all defining
functions are smooth, the first-order optimality condition is used to reformulate the problem as a
mathematical program with equilibrium constraints (MPEC); see, e.g., [16, 17, [I8, 19]. However,
this approach often encounters difficulties when applied to larger-scale problems or those involving
non-smooth lower-level functions, such as those with regularization terms. Smoothing techniques
have also been proposed to address nonsmooth issues in specific applications, such as hyperparam-
eter optimization [20, 2I]. Another widely used approach for reformulating bilevel optimization
problems is based on the value function [22] 23]. Specifically, the bilevel problem is reformulated
as the following equivalent problem,

(VP) zer)r(l,ig?eY F(z,y) st o(z,y) —v(z) <0, (3)

where v(x) := infyey p(z, 6) is the value function of the lower-level problem. Under partial calm-
ness condition, Newton-type methods have been developed for this reformulation [24] 25, [26].
For fully convex lower-level problems, (VP) can be treated as a difference-of-convex (DC) pro-
gram, as studied in [27], which led to applications in bilevel hyperparameter tuning problems [2§].
Subsequently, [29] extended these ideas to settings where the fully convex assumption is relaxed,
introducing a Moreau envelope-based reformulation and corresponding algorithms.

In recent years, bilevel optimization has garnered significant attention within the machine
learning community, driving the development of various methods and algorithms. Among these,
gradient-based approaches have emerged as particularly effective due to their simplicity and effi-
ciency [8, [10, [11]. Many of these methods are built upon the computation of hypergradient or its
approximation, especially in cases where the lower-level problem is smooth and strongly convex.
The strong convexity of the lower-level problem guarantees the uniqueness of its solution, facilitat-
ing hypergradient computation [30} BT} [32] B3] [34] 35]. Among these, [34] proposed a two-timescale
single-loop stochastic gradient algorithm (TTSA) that efficiently tackles smooth bilevel problems.
In addition, recent works have proposed gradient-based approaches based on the value function
reformulation (VP) of bilevel problems, see, e.g., [36] 37, [38], B9, [40]. These approaches typically
require smoothness conditions for the lower-level problem. Notably, [39] firstly proposed first-order
penalty methods for finding e-KKT solutions of (VP) via solving a minimax optimization problem.

A key challenge in gradient-type algorithms derived from the value function reformulation is
the computation of the gradient or subgradient of the value function at each iteration [28, [27]. This
involves solving the corresponding lower-level problem, even when the gradient exists, as in the
case where Vu(z) = Vyp(z,y*(2)), with y*(z) = argmingey ¢(z,0) ([4I, Remark 4.14]). How-
ever, exactly solving the lower-level problem at each iteration can be computationally expensive,
potentially limiting the efficiency of the algorithm. In cases where the lower-level problem satisfies
uniformly strong convexity or a global PL condition, recent works [37, B8] use inexact solutions
to the lower-level problem, replacing the exact solution y*(z) in the gradient computation, con-
structing an approximation to the value function gradient. But, when the lower-level problem
lacks uniform strong convexity and a global PL condition, constructing an approximation to Vv
using inexact lower-level solutions becomes challenging. Specifically, using an inexact lower-level
solution yj with arbitrarily small first-order residual (i.e., |V, f(zk,yx)| — 0) still results in a
fixed gap between the approximate gradient V,o(xk,yr) and the true gradient Vuv(zy), even as
k — oco. As an illustrative example, consider the following simple lower-level problem,

: 2
= 4
Iynelﬂgw(w,y) T (4)

where z,y € R. For > 0, y*(x) = 0, so v(z) = 0 and Vo(z) = 0. However, for any vanishing
sequence €, — 0, consider sequences xj = €;/2 and y, = 1. Here, y; is an inexact solution to

for © = xy, with a small first-order residual |V, (xk, yx)|| = €k, which can be arbitrarily small
as k — oo. Despite this, the gradient approximation V,¢(x,yr) will still have a constant gap
to the true gradient Vou(zy), since ||Vyp(zk, yr) — Vo(zg)|| = 1 even as k — oo. This example

demonstrates the difficulty of constructing accurate value function gradient approximations and



developing gradient-type algorithms with inexact solutions to the lower-level problem for bilevel
optimization when the lower-level problem does not have uniformly strong convexity.

To overcome this challenge, in this paper, we consider the following Moreau envelope-based
reformulation of the bilevel optimization problem , first introduced in [29],

i t. — <
(VP), LCnin F(z,y) st o(xy) —vy(z,y) <0, (5)

where vy (2,y) is the Moreau envelope associated with the lower-level problem,

_ 1
vy(2,y) == elggso(:rﬁ)Jr%H@—sza (6)

where v > 0. When the lower-level problem is convex with respect to y, this reformulation
is equivalent to the original bilevel optimization problem (see [29, Theorem 1]). Directional
optimality conditions for (VP)., are discussed in [42]. However, as shown in [29] and [27], Proposition
7], classical constraint qualification (CQ) conditions do not hold at any feasible point of (VP),,
motivating us to study the following relaxed approximation problem,

(VP); wer)rflgleY F(xvy) s.t. go(m,y) - U’Y(x»y) <e (7)
where € > 0. [29, Proposition 6] shows that for any ¢y > 0, there exists € > 0 such that a local
minimizer of (VP)EY is €p-close to the solution set of the original bilevel optimization problem . In
[29], a double-loop difference-of-convex algorithm was developed to solve (VP)s, for general bilevel
optimization problems. This algorithm requires solving two optimization subproblems at each
iteration, including the proximal lower-level problem (6]). Several subsequent works [43}, 44} 45] have
adopted ideas akin to the Moreau envelope-based reformulation to develop single-loop gradient-
based bilevel algorithms. However, these works limit their convergence analysis to the decreasing
property of certain merit functions, lacking rigorous theoretical support for the convergence of
iterates.

In this paper, we propose an Alternating Gradient-type algorithm with Inexact Lower-level
Solutions (AGILS), for solving the approximation bilevel problem (VP)S. The main contributions
of this paper are summarized as follows.

e We propose AGILS, which is an alternating gradient-type algorithm with an adaptive penalty
parameter update strategy for solving the approximation bilevel optimization problem (VP)fy.
A key feature of AGILS is the introduction of a verifiable inexact criterion for the proximal
lower-level problem @ Unlike the double-loop difference-of-convex algorithm developed in
[29], which requires exact solution to the proximal lower-level problem at each iteration, AG-
ILS allows for inexact solutions, enhancing both the flexibility and computational efficiency
of the algorithm. In particular, the inexact criterion also facilitates the integration of var-
ious efficient methods for solving convex composite models within the proximal lower-level
problem.

e We establish convergence results for the proposed AGILS under mild assumptions, along
with clearly defined and estimable step size ranges. Specifically, we show that AGILS subse-
quentially converges to a Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) stationary point of (VP)S. Moreover,
under the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property, we establish the sequential convergence of
the algorithm. This analysis is non-trivial due to the inexactness in solving the proximal
lower-level problem, the alternating update scheme, and the lack of Lipschitz continuity of
Vwv,. Through careful analysis and the introduction of a new merit function, we successfully
establish sequential convergence.

e The proposed AGILS can efficiently handle high-dimensional bilevel optimization problems,
benefiting from its use of only an inexact solution to the proximal lower-level problem (@
and an alternating gradient-type update scheme. To evaluate its performance, we conduct
numerical experiments on a toy example and the sparse group Lasso bilevel hyperparameter
selection problem. The numerical results demonstrate the efficiency of the AGILS compared
to other commonly used approaches.



This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide the basic assumptions, and prop-
erties of the Moreau envelope-based reformulation. Section 3 presents the proposed AGILS for
solving the approximation bilevel optimization problem (VP)E/. Section 4 provides the convergence
analysis towards KKT stationary points, and Section 5 establishes the sequential convergence un-
der the KL property. Finally, Section 6 presents numerical experiments on a toy example and the
sparse group Lasso bilevel hyperparameter selection problem.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

Let R™ denote the n-dimensional Euclidean space, and let B denote the closed unit ball centered at
the origin. The nonnegative and positive orthants in R™ are denoted by R’ and R’} , , respectively.
The standard inner product and Euclidean norm are denoted by (-,-) and || - ||, respectively.
For a vector x € R™ and a closed convex set S C R", the distance from = to S is defined as
dist(z, S) = minyeg ||z — y||. The indicator function of S is denoted by dg, and Ng(z) represents
the normal cone of S at x. The Euclidean projection operator onto S is denoted by Projg. The
Cartesian product of two sets X and Y is denoted by X xY". Let t : R™ — RU{oo} be a proper closed
function. The proximal mapping of ¢ is defined as Prox;(y) := argmingerm {t(9) + [|6 — y||?/2}.
For any proper closed function h : R™ — RU{oo}, the Fréchet (regular) subdifferential Oh and the
Mordukhovich (limiting) subdifferential Oh at a point Z € domh := {z | h(z) < oo} are defined as:

Oh(z) ={v e R" | h(z) > h(Z) + (v,z — 2) + o(||z — Z||), Yz € R"},
Oh(z) = {v e R"

Iz LN zZ, du € 5‘h(zk), v —> v},

where o(z) denotes a function satisfying o(z)/z — 0 as z | 0, and z Ly 7 indicates zr, — Z and
h(zr) — h(Z) as k — oco. If z ¢ dom h, we define Oh(z) = 0.

2.2 Basic Assumptions

This part outlines the assumptions on the problem data for the bilevel optimization problem studied
in this work. First, we assume that the upper-level objective F' is smooth and bounded below.

Assumption 1. The function F : R"™ x R™ — R is bounded below on X XY, ie., F =
inf, yexxy F(x,y) > —oo. F is continuously differentiable, and its gradients V,F and V,F
are Lp,- and L, -Lipschitz continuous on X XY, respectively.

Throughout this paper, we focus on cases where the lower-level problem is a convex optimization
problem.

Assumption 2. For any x € X, the functions f(z,:) and g(z,-) are convex and defined on the
closed convex set'Y .

Smoothness and weak convexity conditions are required for the lower-level objective functions.
We recall that a function h : R™ x R™ — R is (p1, p2)-weakly convex on a convex set X x Y if
h(z,y) + & |2||* + 2]ly||* is convex on X x Y. This notion generalizes convexity (p1 = p2 = 0).
Weakly convex functions [46], extend the class of convex functions to include many nonconvex
functions. For weakly convex functions, the Fréchet (regular) subdifferential coincides with both the
limiting subdifferential and the Clarke subdifferential (see, e.g., [47), Proposition 3.1 and Theorem
3.6]).

Assumption 3. The lower-level objective functions f(x,y) and g(z,y) satisfy:

(1) f(x,y) is continuously differentiable on X XY, and its gradients V,f and V, f are L, - and
Ly, -Lipschitz continuous on X XY, respectively;

(2) g(z,y) is continuous on X XY, Vyg(z,y) exists, and Vzg(-,y) is Lg, -Lipschitz continuous
on X for anyy €Y, while Vyg(x,-) is Lg,-Lipschitz continuous on'Y for any x € X;



(8) f(z,y) is (pg,, pf,)-weakly convex on X XY, and g(x,y) is (pg, , pg, ) -weakly convex on X xY .

Remark 1. The bilevel problem has also been studied in [43]. However, in addition to As-
sumption 3] Assumption 3.2 in [43] imposes an additional Lipschitz-like continuity condition on
the proximal operator Proxg(, ., with respect to z. This assumption is challenging to verify in
practice and is not required in this work.

Assumption (1) implies (py,, ps,)-weak convexity with py, = py, = Ly of f(z,y) [48, Lemma
5.7]. Furthermore, the lower-level objective ¢(z,y) is (py,, py, )-weakly convex on X x Y, where
Poi1 = P Tt Pgi and Pos = Pfs T Pgs-

According to [49, Lemma 4.2], g(x,y) = h(c(z,vy)) is Ly L.-weakly convex if h : R? — R is a
closed convex Lj-Lipschitz continuous function and ¢ : R**™ — R? is a smooth function with an
L.-Lipschitz continuous Jacobian. Below, we provide more specific examples of g(x,y) satisfying

Bl

Lemma 1. Let g(x,y) satisfy one of the following conditions. Then g(x,y) satisfies Assumption
3.

(1) g(z,y) = z||y||1. Then g(x,y) is (m,1)-weakly convex on Ry x R™.

(2) g(x,y) = ijl 2|y |2, where y9) denotes the j-th group of y. Then g(x,y) is (1,1)-weakly
convez on RY x R™.

(3) g(x,y) = xP(y), where P(y) is convex and Lp-Lipschitz continuous on Y. Then g(x,y) is
(Pgrs Pgs ) -weakly conver on Ry x R™ for any py,, pg, > 0 satisfying pg, pg, > L.

Proof. For (1), the proof follows a similar discussion as in Section 6.1 of [29], using a different
estimation of weak convexity constants. We note that z[|y|[; + Za2 + L||y[I3 = S0, L (= + |ui])?,
which is the composition of a linear function with a convex function. By [50, Proposition 1.54],
the sum is convex, implying x||y||1 is (m, 1)-weakly convex. For (2), see Section 6.2 of [29]. To
establish (3), we recall that g(z,y) is (pg,, pg,)-weakly convex on X x Y if and only if, for any
points (21,91), (z2,y2) € X XY and a € [0,1], the approximate secant inequality holds: g(ax; +
(1=a)w2, ay1 +(1—a)yz) < ag(@1, y1)+(L—a)g(x2, y2) +a(l—a)/2- (pg, [lx1 —22[* +pg, [ly1 —y2 ).
Now, consider g(z,y) = P(y). For any points (z1,y1), (z2,y2) € Ry x R™ and a € [0, 1], we have
glazy + (1 = a)zz,ay1 + (1 = a)yz) — ag(z1,y1) + (1 — a)g(z2, y2)

=(az1 + (1 —a)x2)Play; + (1 — a)y2) — ax1 P(y1) — (1 — a)z2P(y2)

<a(a—1)x1P(y1) + a(l — a)z1P(y2) + a(l — a)z2 P(y1) + ala — )2 P(y2)

= —a(l —a)(z1 —22) (P(y1) — P(y2))

<a(l—a)Lp|z1 — x|l [lyr — w2ll -

where the first inequality follows from the convexity of P(y). Therefore, when pg, pg, > L%, the
approximate secant inequality is satisfied. This establishes (3). O

2.3 On the Moreau Envelope Function Reformulation

This part explores key properties of the Moreau envelope function v, (z,y) and the reformulation
(VP),, as defined in and analyzed in [29]. These properties form the foundation for the
convergence analysis of the proposed algorithm.

Under Assumption [2| the solution mapping

Sﬂmy%=a%mm%y{f@ﬂ)+g@ﬁ)+;ﬂw—yW} ®)

is well-defined and single-valued on X x R™. We denote its unique solution by 0,";(x, y). Below, we
summarize sensitivity results for v, (z,y) from Theorems 2, 3, and 5 of [29].

Proposition 1. Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3| hold. For v € (0,1/(2ps, + 2pg,)), the function
vy (2, y) 18 (Puy , v, )-weakly convex on X x R™ with p,, > py, + pg, and p,, > 1/7. Additionally,
vy(z,y) is differentiable on X x R™ with gradient

Yoy (@,9) = (Vaf (@,63(2, ) + Vagle, 03 (2. ), (y — 032 )) /7). (9)



In our algorithm’s convergence analysis, we require only the partial weak convexity of v, (z,y),
which differs from the full weak convexity used in [29]. This relaxed condition allows for a larger
range of the regularization parameter v and smaller weak convexity constants of v, (z,y), enabling
larger step sizes in the algorithm. The partial weak convexity of v.,(z,y) is established below.
Proposition 2. Suppose Assumptions [2]and [3|hold. For v € (0,1/(py, + pg,)), the function v, (z, y)
is py,-weakly convex with respect to z on X for any y € Y with p,, > ps, + pg,. It is also convex

with respect to y on R™ for any x € X. Moreover, v, (z,y) is differentiable with gradient given by
@D on X x R™, and 0} (z,y) and Vo, (x,y) are continuous on X x R™.

Proof. We begin by showing that v, (x, y) is continuously differentiable on X xR™. By Assumption
the function f(z,0) + g(z,0) + %HQ — y||? is level-bounded in 6 locally uniformly for any

Z,y) € X x R™. Specifically, for any ¢ € R, there exist a compact set D and a neighborhood Z of
(Z,7y) such that the level set {# € R™ | f(x,0) + g(z,0) + %H@ —y||? < ¢} is contained in D for all
(z,y) € Z. Using Corollary 4.3(ii) from [51], it follows that v, (x,y) is locally Lipschitz continuous
on X x R™. Furthermore, Theorem 1.22, Theorem 4.1(ii) and Theorem 4.17 in [51] imply that
vy (z,y) is differentiable on X x R™ with its gradient given as in @D The partial weak convexity
property of v, (x,y) can be established using arguments similar to those in the proof of Theorem
2 in [29].

Next, we show that Vv, (x,y) is continuous on X x R™ by showing the continuity of 6*(x,y)
on X x R™. Let {(z¥,y%)} C X x R™ be any sequence such that (zy,yx) — (Z,7). Since
f(x,0) + g(x,0) + %H@ — y||? is level-bounded in 6 locally uniformly for (z,7) € X x R™, the
sequence 0% (xy, yx) is bounded. Let 6 be an accumulation point of {07 (zx,yx)}. For any 6 € Y, we
have f(x, 0% (1, yr) +9(r, 05 (@1, Y1) + 55 105 (@r, y) — yll® < f(r, 0) + g(ak, 0) + 25110 — |1
Taking the limit as k — oo, and using the continuity of f and g, we obtain that for any 6 € Y,
f(.0)+9(z,0)+5510-7)* < f(2,0)+9(z,0) + 5510 — gl This implies 6 = 6%(z, 7). Therefore,
0% vk, yx) — 05(Z,7), establishing the continuity of 6*(x,y) on X x R™. O

The solution mapping 63 (z,y) of the proximal problem defining v (x,y) exhibits Lipschitz
continuity with respect to y, as established below.

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptions@ and@ hold. The mapping 07, (z,y) is Lg~-Lipschitz continuous
with respect to y for any x € X, with Lo« := 1+ /1 — s/~ where s = v/(yLy, + 1)2.

Proof. For any y1,y2 € R™, let 07 := 0% (x,y1) and 03 := 03 (z,y2) be optimal solutions to problem
mingey @(z,0) + %HH — y||* with y = y; and ys, respectively. From the first-order optimality
conditions, we have

0€Vyf(@,07) + 0yg(x,07) + (67 — wi)/v + Ny (6;7), fori=1,2.
Since §(z,y) := g(z,y) + dy (y) is convex with respect to y, we have
07 = Proxgg(z,) (07 — s (Vyf(x,07) + (0] —vi)/v)), fori=1,2, (10)

for any s > 0. Using the nonexpansiveness of Prox we have

sg(z,)»
167 — 65l

11
<[ (07 = s (Vyf (@,07) + (07 —51) /7)) — (05 — 5 (Vy [ (2,03) + (05 — y2) /1) || )

Since f(z,0) + %HG —y1||? is 1/7-strongly convex with respect to 6 on Y, we obtain

(Vyf(,07) + (07 —y1)/7 = Vyf(2,03) = (03 — y1) /7,07 — 05) = — |10 — 65>,

|
Y
Let s = v/(vLy, + 1)?, then
(07 = 5 (Vo f (2,07) + (07 —31)/7)) = (65 = 5 (Vy £ (,03) + (65 — y1) /) |
< (1=s/9) 167 = 0311



Combining this with , we derive

167 = 0311 < /1 —s/7]

leading to the desired conclusion. O

01 — 65 yr = w2, (12)

Next, following the approaches in [29] [27], we provide a characterization of solution quality for
problem (VP)E{. We begin by introducing a constraint qualification condition that will be used in
the analysis.

Definition 1. Let (Z,7) € X x Y. We say that the extended no nonzero abnormal multiplier
constraint qualification (ENNAMCQ) holds at (Z, ) for problem (VP)S if either f(z,y)+g(z,¥) —
U’Y(i’ag) < eor f(jag) +g(fag) - U’Y(a_"7y) Z € bUt

0¢Vf(z,y)+09(z,9) — Vuy(2,9) + Nxxy (Z,9)- (13)

For any € > 0, as shown in Proposition 17 of [29], ENNAMCQ holds for problem (VP)S if the
lower-level problem is strictly convex with respect to .

Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumptions [2] and [3] hold and v > 0. Then for any € > 0 and
(z,9) € X x Y, problem (VP)S satisfies ENNAMCQ at (Z,y), provided that the lower level
problem is strictly convex for z, i.e., ¢(Z,y) + dy (y) is strictly convex with respect to y.

Having established the constraint qualification condition, we now define the concept of a sta-
tionary point for problem (VP)fy. This serves as a candidate for optimal solutions of the problem
under the ENNAMCQ.

Definition 2. Let (Z,y) be a feasible solution of problem (VP) with € > 0. We say that (7,7) is
a stationary /KKT point of problem (VP) if there exists a multiplier A > 0 such that

{Oew(, ) + A (VF(Z,9) + 09(Z,7) — Vo, (2,9)) + Nxxv (T, 7).
( ) g(g_j g)fv’Y(f g)gea A(f(zvy)+g(j7y)71}7(5’1’7)76):0'

Using |3} following [29] 27], we have the following necessary optimality condition.

Theorem 1. Assume Assumptions [2| and [3[ hold and v > 0. Let (Z,7) be a local optimal solution
to problem (VP); with € > 0, and the lower level problem is strictly convex with respect to y for
Z. Then (Z,7) is a KKT point of problem (VP)fy.

3 Algorithm design

In this section, we propose a new gradient-type algorithm, Alternating Gradient-type algorithm
with Inexact Lower-level Solutions (AGILS), to solve (VP){. Given that f(z,y)+g(z,y) — vy (z,y)
is always nonnegative, a natural approach is to consider the following penalized problem,

1
LCRn Uy (2,y) = o —F(z,y) + f(2,y) + g(z,y) — vy(2,9),
where py is the penalty parameter at iteration k. Due the nonsmoothness of g(z,y) with respect
to y and the availability of its proximal operator, it is natural to adopt a proximal alternating
linearization method [52] to construct the algorithm. Given the current iterate (z*,y*), linearizing
the smooth components of ¥, (z,y) requires evaluating gradients, including v, (x,y) as provided
in (1} Calculating the exact gradient Vv,y(a:k, y*) requires solving the proximal lower-level problem
in (8) to obtain o (z*,y*). However, this solution typically does not have a closed-form expression,
and solving it requires an iterative optimization solver, which can be computationally expensive.
To address this, we propose an inexact gradient approximation by substituting 6] with an inexact
estimate 6F.

The proposed algorithm alternates between updating y and x while refining the inexact ap-
proximation of 9:(a:k,yk). Given a current iterate (2, y*) and 6% for each k = 0,1,..., the next

k+1

iterate (zFT1 y**1) and O*! are updated as follows.



Update y (Fixing x). We compute the update direction for y,

!
C oDk

k k ,k ko k _yk—ak
d, VyF(a:,y)—i—Vyf(x,y) o (14)

where (y¥ — 0%)/v is an inexact approximation of Vyuv, (2, y*) = (y* — 03 (2*,4%))/~ (see @))
Using d’;, the variable y is updated as

_ 1
y*t = argmin (dy,y — y*) + g(a",y) + 2, ly — o

2
an I

, (15)

where B > 0 is the stepsize. This can also be expressed using the proximal operator
Y = Proxg, g, (4 — Brdy) (16)

where §(z,y) := g(z,y) + oy (y).
Find inexact approximation 6*t1/2, After updating y**', we compute an inexact approx-
imation 6%+1/2 for #*(z*, y**1) by solving

654172 5 argmin {f(xk’g) +g(a®,0) + L |6 — yk+1|l2} : (17)
yey 2

subject to the inexact criterion
G(OFTI2 2yt ) < s, (18)

where sj, controls the inexactness, and satisfies Y - ; s% < co. The prox-gradient residual G(6, z, y)
quantifies the inexactness and is defined as

g(e7x,y) = ||9 - Proxnf}(r,~) (0 - (vyf (3;, 0) + (9 - y)/')’))” )
where 77 > 0. Note that G(0,z,y) = 0 if and only if § = 6*(z, y).
Update = (Fixing y). We compute the update direction for z,
1 .
d = — Vo F (a8, 550) + Vg (a8, 1) = Vo f (25, 0501/2) = g (25, 05712) (19)
Pk
where V. f (2%, 08+1/2) =V g (z*, 0¥+1/2) is an approximation to Vv, (z*,y*) = V, f(z*, 0* (2", y*))—
Vag(z®, 0% (¥, y*)) (see (). Using the direction d¥, we update = with stepsize aj > 0 as
a1 = Projx (2% — ayd?) . (20)

Find inexact approximation #¥*1. After updating z¥*!, we compute a new inexact ap-
proximation §%+! for §* (x**+1, 4#+1) satisfying the inexact criterion

g(9k+17xk:+1’yk+1) S Shtl- (21)

Update the penalty parameter p;,1. To ensure the feasibility of the constraint ¢(x,y) —
vy (z,y) <€, we update the penalty parameter py at each iteration. Evaluating the constraint vio-
lation requires computing v (z,y), which involves solving the proximal lower-level problem in .
Instead, we use #**1 to update the penalty parameter. Specifically, we compute an approximation
to the constraint violation as

1
thrl — max {cp(karl,ykJrl) _ (p(szrl, 0k+1) _ anlﬁrl _ yk+1||2 — 6,0)} . (22)

The penalty parameter is then updated as

Pl = Dk + Op if H(‘rk+17yk+1) - (xk7yk)” <¢p min{]-/pkvtk+1}7
A Dk, otherwise,

where o, and ¢, are positive constants controlling the penalty update.
With these steps, we are now ready to present the proposed AGILS in



Algorithm 1 Alternating Gradient-type algorithm with Inexact Lower-level Solutions (AGILS)

1: Input: Initial iterates 29,40, 8°, stepsizes o, Bk, relaxation parameter e, proximal parameter
v, penalty parameters pg, gp, Cp, inexact parameters 7, sj, tolerance tol.

2: for k=0, 1,--- do

3:  Construct the direction d’; according to , and update y**1 as

y* = Proxg, gk (v° — Brdy) -

Find an inexact solution #¥+1/2 that satisfies the inexactness criterion (T8).
Construct the direction d¥ according to (19), and update z*+! as

2+ = Projy (xk — akd];) .

6: Find an inexact solution #**! that satisfies the inexactness criterion .

7:  Stopping test. Compute t**! according to (22). Stop when k& > 1 and
max{s, | (z"1, ") — (2%, yF)[|, "1} < tol.

8:  Penalty parameter update. Set pyy1 according to .

9: end for

10: return (zF*1 yF+1)

4 Convergence properties

In this section, we analyze the convergence of the proposed AGILS for solving (VP)fy. Specifically,
we establish the subsequential convergence of AGILS to the KKT points of the (VP),EY for some
€e<e.

4.1 Preliminary results for the analysis

We begin by considering the following lemma, which provides an estimate for the distance between
the approximation 6 and the exact solution 6*(x,y) of the proximal lower-level problem, based on
the prox-gradient residual G(6, x,y) in the inexact criteria and . This estimate is derived
from the 1/v-strongly convexity and 1/~ + L s-smoothness of the component f(z,0)+0 —yl|[*/(2v)
with respect to 6 in the objective of the proximal lower level problem, see, e.g., [53, Theorem 3.4
and 3.5] or [64, Proposition 2.2].

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumptions @ and@ hold, and let v > 0, n > 0. Then, there exists C, > 0
such that for any (z,y) € X x R™, and 0 € R™, it holds that

16 = 0" (z, )|l < Cy [|0 — Proxyge, (0 =0 (Vyf (2,0) + (0 — ) /7))

where 0% (z,y) := arg mingey {p(z, 0) + 5[0 — y|*}.

The next lemma provides important inequalities involving v, and plays a crucial role in proving
the decreasing property of the proposed algorithm.

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumptions[q and [ hold. Let v € (0,1/(pys, + pg,)) and (Z,7) € X x R™.
Then, for any (z,y) € X x R™, the following inequalities holds,

_ _ __ _ 1 T Pgr -
~0y(2,9) <~y (2,9) ~ (Vavy (2,9), 2 — 2) + F 20 2 — %, (24)

_U’Y(fvy) < _Uv(j7g) - <vyv7(jvg)vy - g> (25)

Proof. According to Proposition {2, for any y € R™, v, (z, ) is a pg, + pg,-weakly convex function
with respect to « on X, that is, v, (x, ) + %Hx”2 is convex on X. Then we can obtain
immediately. The second inequality follows from Proposition [2 that for any z € X, vy(Z,y)
is convex with respect to y. O



We now proceed to establish a decreasing property for the proposed method based on the
following merit function:

P () 1= pikmx, y) = F) + f(2,) + 92, 9) — v (2, 9).

Lemma 5. Suppose Assumptions @ and@ hold. Let~y € (0,1/(pf,+pg,)), ar € 10,2/ (Ly, , +ca)]
and By € [0,2/(Ly, , +cg)], where Ly, , = Lp, /pr+Lyg, +Lg, +pp, +pg, s Ly, . = L, /pe+Ly, and
Ca,Cg are positive constants. Then, there exists C, > 0 such that the sequence (z%,y*) generated
by AGILS satisfies the following inequality,

~ ~ 1 1
wpk-u ($k+17yk+1) Swpk (‘rkvyk) + 7(Lf1 + LQ2)2 + ) Cgsi
Cn Cg’}/ (26)
Co ||, k+1 k2 _ S8 |, k+1 k)2
e [y WEC g o
Proof. First, by the update rule for y**! given in , we have
1
9@y ) + (dy, " =R+ T =P < g2, 0b). (27)

Br

According to the assumptions, with z* € X, we have that V,F(z*,y) and V, f(a*,y) are Lp, -
and Ly, -Lipschitz continuous with respect to variable y on Y, respectively, and combine this with

, we have

(Vp, — 9)(F ")

" k k " ko kY, k+1 k Lwy,k k+1 k2 (28)
< (Wpe = 9)(@",y7) + (Vo (W = ) (@™, 9") 9" = y") + ==y =71,
where Ly, , = Lp, /px + Ly,. Combining and yields
Gy, (205 <y, (2%, 0F) + (Vy (U, — 9)(aF,y7) — dE "t — o)
1 Llpy’k kil k12 (29)
- (-2 ) e -

Using the formula of the gradient of v, given in @ and the construction of d’; in , and
and the inexact condition , we have

= [Vyoy (2, 9") + (" = 0%) /7]

[V — )", —

1 C (30)
= Loty - o) < L
Y Y
Combining the above inequality with gives us
- ~ 1 L c 2 C?
ko k k .k Yy k B k k
Uy, (2%, 45 <y, (2%, 97) - (/Bk a Tk B 4) " =" + cszzsi' (31)
Next, considering the update rule for zF+! given in , we have
1
(dF g — gy ¢ — 2P — 2R <o (32)
Qg

By the assumptions, with y**! € Y| we have that V,F(z,y**1), V. f(x,y**1) and V,g(z, y**1)
are Lp -, Ly -, and Lg,-Lipschitz continuous with respect to variable x on X, respectively, and
combine this with , we have

- - ~ Ly,
¢Pk (xk+1a yk+1) S ¢pk (xka yk+1) + <vﬂﬂ/}pk (xk’ yk+1)’xk+1 - xk> + %”kaﬂ - xk||2’ (33)

10



where Ly, , = Lg,/px + Ly, + Lg, + pg, + pg,. Combining and yields

Ui (20, 95) < (28,9870 - (Va2 — d, 28— )
_ (1 _ L%,k) ||xk+1 _ kaQ (34)

Using the formula of the gradient of v, given in @ and the construction of d¥ in , and the
Ly, - and L,-Lipschitz continuity of V, f(z*,y) and V,g(z*,y) with respect to variable y on Y,
we have

”vaﬂ/)pk ’yk:Jrl) dk

s, 0" (@F 5" ) = Vap(ah, 044172)|
(35)

0" (2, ) = 02| < (L, + L) O,

where the last inequality follows from [3] and the inexact criterion (2I). Combining the above
inequality with gives us

- L
%]k ( k+1’ k+1) S%m (xk7yk+1) - <1k ek Ca) Hmk+1 _kaQ

@ 2 4 (36)
c (Lfa: +L92) Czsk
Combining and yields the following decreasing property,
- - 1 2
Yoy, (xk+17yk+1) <Yp, ($k7yk) + ?(fo + L92)2072; i i
¢ (37)

1 L o 1 L
. ( ek C) ka+1 _ka2 _ ( My ) Hyk+1 _kaz.

Because oy, € [07 2/(L¢z,k+ca)] and Bk € [07 2/(L1by,k+c,3)]? and ’(/;PkJrl (xk+17 yk+1) < @Pk (xk+1a yk+1)
following from the non-decreasing property of the penalty parameter p; and the non-negative prop-
erty of ' — F', we can obtain the conclusion from . O

4.2 Convergence to stationary points

In this part, we establish the sequential convergence properties of the AGILS, described in []] I
Throughout this subsectlon we assume that Assumptions [1] I, I, 2l and [3| I hold, and v € (0,1/(ps, +
Pg»))- The sequences {(z*,y*)} and {py} are generated by the algorithm, where the step sizes
satisfy ap € [a,2/(Ly,, + ca)] and By € [B,2/(Ly,, + cg)], where Ly, , = Lg,/pr + Ly, +
Ly + pf1 + pgi> Ly, = Lr,/px + Ly, and a, B, cq,cs are positive constants, and s satisfies
> reo 8% < co. Our analysis demonstrates the sequential convergence of {(z*,y*)} to a stationary
point of (VP)S, for some € < e.
We first show that the differences between consecutive iterates are square summable.

Lemma 6. The sequence {(mk,yk)} satisfies

(o)
Z H(xk—o—l’yk+l) . (xk’yk)HQ <oo, and lm H k+1’yk+1) . (xk’yk)” —0.

k—o0

Proof. Summing [26] from Lemma [5|over £k =0,1,..., K — 1 yields,

=

Q;PK (mK7yK) _ 7/3p0 <x07y0) <- (%a ka-i-l _ mkH2 n %@ Hyk+1 _ ka2)

1 2.2
+ - 72> Onsk.

B
Il
=]

(38)

1
+ X (S + L)

=

=
(=)

11



Since {sy} is square summable, it follows that

o0

1
Z ( (Ly, + Lg2) C,B’YQ> Cgsi < 00.

=0

Additionally, because 1; ( ) > 0, by taking K — oo in , we have

oo
Ca | k+1 _ k|2, CB k+1_k2)
Z(4||x P+ 2y -y

k=

(=)

(39)

1
72) 253 < o0,

which proves the result. O

We now present the main result, showing that every accumulation point of sequence (z*,y*) is
a KKT point of the problem (VP)S, for some € < e.

Theorem 2. Let € > 0, if the sequence {px} is bounded, then every accumulation point (Z,§) of
{(z*,y*)} is a KKT point of (VP)S for some € < e.

Proof. The proof builds upon techniques used in the proof of Theorem 1 in [27]. Let (Z, ) be an
accumulation point of the sequence {(z*,y*)}, and let {(z*,y*)} be the corresponding subse-
quence such that (z%i,y*) — (Z,7) as k; — oo. Since {py} is bounded, there exists kg > 0 such
that p, = p := p, for any k > ko. From [} we know that

Hm ||(2", ") — (2%, 9%)| =0, (40)

k—oco

which implies that for sufficiently large k, the 1nequahty | (2R Rt — (aF, R || < cp/pk holds.

According to the update strategy of p; given in , we have, for large k, that t* < ¢ || (2", y*) —

(zF=1 y*¥=1)|| and thus t* — 0. Consequently, from the definition of t*, we obtain

1
max {W,y’f) - plat,04) = 10— o - e,o>} o, (41)

Next, using the update rules for ¢+ and y**! given in and , and the expressions of d®
and d’;, we have

5]; c VIF(ka,yk“)erk (ngo(iﬂkJrl yk+1) — Vv ( k+1,yk+1)) +N ( k+1)

42
&y € VyF(a® y" ) + pr (9yp (2", y*1) — Vo (a8, o5 1)) + Ny (* ), )
where ¥ € R™ and 55 € R™ are given by
&b 1= p (Vatby, (aF58F0) = db) = 25 (b1 =),
k 7 k , k+1 kak Pr / k+1 k (43)
&y =Dk (Vy (wpk, —9) (=", y )—dy) ~ B (" —y").

We now show that Sﬁj,flycj — 0 as k; = oo. First, we have
IVathp, (281 y541) — d
<IVatdp, (@6 FY) = Vatdy, (2%, 6" |+ 1V, (%, ") — di| (44)
< Vaihp, (szrlvykJrl) — Vaibp, (l'k’y}Hl) |+ (L, + Lg)Cysi,

where the last inequality follows from . Since pr, = p for all k& > kg, and assuming that
V.F,V.f and V,g are continuous on X x Y, and Vv, is continuous on X x Y (Proposition
, we conclude that Vi, = Vg5 is continuous on X x Y. As limkjﬁoo(;vkj“‘ﬂykﬁl) =

12



limy, o0 (%7, y%) = (Z,7) and s, — 0, it follows that sz/;pkj (ki1 gkt ) —dhi 5 0 as k; — oo.

Combining this with and and the fact that ap > a > 0, we obtain that fﬁj — 0 as
k; — oo. A similar argument can be applied to ﬁ’; From , we have

19y (9 —9) (a5, 5"+1) = i

i } (45)
<9y (V= g) (94 ) = 9, (G = g) (2595 | + Cosi /.

Since py, = p for all £ > kg, and under the assumption that V,F' and V,, f are continuous on X x Y,
and Vyv, is continuous on X x Y (Proposition , we have that Vy(¢p, —g) = Vy(¢¥p — g) is
continuous on X x Y. As limkjﬁoo(xkj yfatl) = limg; 500 (x*i yks) = (Z,9) and s, — 0, it follows
that Vy(ﬂ;pkj —g)(ahi yFitl) — de — 0 as k; — oo. Combining this with , and the fact
that 8x > 8 > 0, we conclude that §§j — 0 as kj — oo.

Now, taking the limit as k = k; — oo in (42)), since fﬁj,flyc" — 0, pp = p for all k& > ko,
limkj_,oo(a:kf+1,ykj+1) = limkjﬁoo(xkj,ykfrl) = limkjﬁoo(:zrkj,ykj) = (Z,9), VF, Vu,, and V¢
are continuous on X XY, 9, and Nx xy are outer semicontinuous on X xY, and d¢ = {V ¢} xdyp
on X x Y, we obtain

Finally, since s — 0, we have [|0* — 6*(z*,4*)|| — 0, and thus ¢(z*/,0%i) — %HG’“J’ —yki||? —
vy(Z,7) as k; — oo from the continuity of ¢ and 6*(z,y) (Proposition . Taking the limit as
k=k; = ocoin 7vvehave

p(@,9) —vy(7,9) < e (47)

Therefore, letting € := ¢(Z,y) — v4(Z, ), we have € € [0, €] and together with , we obtain

0e VF(‘%7§) +ﬁ(8<p(a§,g) - VU’Y((E7§)) +NX><Y(3?7§)7 (48)
cp(f,g)iv'v(jag)fggoa p((p(f> _)71)’7(3_73?)7%) :Oa

which implies that (z,y) is a KKT point of problem (VP)S with € <e. O

As established in Lemma @, the Ostrowski condition limy_ o [|(z**1, ¥ 1) — (2%,9%)] = 0 is

satisfied. By combining this result with Theorem [2| and [55, Proposition 8.3.10], we derive the
following convergence result:

Corollary 3. Let € > 0. Suppose the sequence pj, is bounded, and the sequence (z*,4*) has an
isolated accumulation point (Z, ), meaning there exists a neighborhood Z of (z, ) such that (z, 3)
is the only accumulation point of (z*,4*) in Z. Then the sequence (z*,y*) converges to (z,7),
which is a KKT point of (VP)S, for some € < e.

As demonstrated in Proposition (3} ENNAMCQ holds for (VP), for any € > 0 when the lower
level problem is strictly convex with respect to the lower level variable y. Next, we show that
ENNAMCQ is sufficient to guarantee the boundedness of the penalty parameter p; generated by
Algorithm [1} as required in Theorem

Theorem 4. Let € > 0. If the sequence {(mk,yk)} is bounded, and ENNAMCQ holds at any
accumulation points of {(Ek7 yk}, then {pg} must be bounded.

Proof. The proof builds upon techniques used in the proof of Proposition 3 in [27]. We pro-
ceed by contradiction, assuming that p — oo as k — oo. First, recall from Lemma [6] that
limy o0 || (L, 4% +1) — (2%,9%)|| = 0. From the update rule of pj, there exist a subsequence
{k;} C N such that

R c;l H(xkj,ykj) _ (xkjﬂ’ykjﬂ)n < 0. (49)

Since the sequence {(z*,y*)} is bounded, we can assume without loss of generality by extracting a
further subsequence that (2%, y*) — (z, ) for some (z,§) € X xY. Suppose ¢(Z, §)—v~(Z,y)—€ <
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0. As shown in the proof of Theorem o(xki, 0ki) + %Hf)kﬂ' —y*i||2 = v,(z,9) as kj — oco. Thus,
there exists k; such that

(a9, y") — p(ahi, 0%) — % 6% — %5 |” —e <o,

which implies t*/ = 0. This contradicts . Therefore, we conclude that ¢(z,y) —v(Z,y)—e > 0.
Next, consider, which states

plzl (gla? _ VF(xk+l,yk+l)> c vzw(xk-&-l’yk—&-l) _ vxv’y(xk—&-l’ykﬁ-l) +Nx(xk+1),

_ (50)
prt (&8 — VE(@" y* ) € 0,0, (2%, 4" 1Y) — Vv, (%, ") + Ny (F )

where &, f’; are defined in . Using similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem [2, we can
show that

lim (p;jl (&7 = Vo R+ gbth)) opt (6 - VyF(fC’“j,ykf“))) = 0.

k}j‘)OO
Taking the limit as k = k; — oo in yields
0¢€ Vf(f,ﬂ) + ag('fag) - vv"{('fag) +NX><Y(£)§)7

which contradicts the assumption that ENNAMCQ holds and thus we get the conclusion. O]

5 Sequential convergence under KL property

This section establishes the sequential convergence of AGILS (Algorithm 1)) under the Kurdyka-
Lojasiewicz (KL) property. We begin by recalling the definition of the KL property. Let ¢ €
[0,400) and @ represent the set of all concave and continuous functions ¢ : [0,{) — [0, +00)
that meet the following conditions: (a) ¢(0) = 0, (b) ¢ is C* on (0,¢) and continuous at 0, (c)
@'(s) > 0 for all s € (0,¢).

Definition 3 (Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property). Consider h : R? — (—o00, +00] as proper and lower
semicontinuous. The function A is said to have the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property at & €
dom Oh := {x € R | Oh(z) # 0}, if there exist ¢ € (0, 400], a neighborhood U of Z and a function
¢ € ®¢, such that for all z € U () {z € R? | h(Z) < h(z) < h(Z) + (}, the following inequality holds

¢ (h(z) — h(z))dist (0, dh(z)) > 1.

If h satisfies the KL property at each point of dom 0h then h is referred to as a KL function.

In addition, when the KL property holds for all points in a compact set, the uniformized KL
property is applicable, refer to Lemma 6 in [52] for further details.

Lemma 7 (Uniformized KL property). Given a compact set D and a proper and lower semicon-
tinuous function h : R? — (—oo,+00], suppose that h is constant on D and satisfies the KL
property at each point of D. Then, there exist €, ( and ¢ € ®¢ such that for all z € D and
z € {z € R |dist(z, D) <€, h(T) < h(z) < h(T)+(},

@' (h(z) — h(Z))dist(0,0h(z)) > 1.

To establish the sequential convergence of AGILS (Algorithm , we further assume that
Oyg(z,y) admits a Lipschitz continuity with respect to  on X.

Assumption 4. 0,9(x,y) is Lg, -Lipschitz continuous with respect to x on X for any fived y € Y.
That is, for any z,z' € X,

dyg(a',y) € Byg(x,y) + Ly, ||z — 2'||B.

14



Assumption [4] is not restrictive. For example, if g(z,y) = >.5_; Qi(z)P;(y), where Q;(z) :
X — R is Lipschitz continuous and strictly positive on X, and P;(y) : ¥ — R, then g(z,y)
satisfies Assumption 4] Specific examples include g(x,y) = z|ly|ly on Ri4 x R™ and g(x,y) =
S 2illy@]l2 on R, x R™.

Consider the sequences {(z*,y*)} and {ps} generated by AGILS (Algorithm [I) under the
step size conditions specified in Section where v € (0,1/(ps, + pg,)), the step sizes satisfy
ay € [a,2/(Ly, , +ca)] and By € [B,2/(Ly, , +cp)], where Ly, = Lr, /pr.+ Ly, + Lg, +py, +pg,
Ly,, = Lr,/px + Ly, and a, 3, cq, cp are positive constants. To analyze sequential convergence,
we define the following merit function E,(z,u), where z := (z,y),

Ep(z,u) = Gp(2) = (u, ) + H(u,y) (51)

with
G(2) i= 2P (:) () + Lol Hla,y) = sup{tu,a) =5 z,),

where py, = pf, + pgy + ca/4 and 0y (z,y) = vy (2,y) + (pu, /2)||z|*. By Proposition [2| and under
Assumption (3| 0., (z,y) is strongly convex with respect to x. H(x,u) is the Fenchel conjugate of
0. (z, y) with respect to variable x and is differentiable due to the differentiability of v, (z,y) and the
strong convexity of v, (z,y) with respect to z. For the sequence {(z*,y*)} generated by AGILS7
let u* = V.0, (2%, y**1). We have V, H(u*,y**1) = 2% and V,H(uF,y**1) = V, 0, (aF, y* 1)

The following lemma establishes a relaxed sufficient decrease property and relative error condition
for the merit function E,(z,u) at (281, u*).

Lemma 8. Under Assumptions @ @ and. Let e > 0. Let {(z*,y*)} and {px} be the sequences
generated by AGILS under the same conditions as in Section and let E,(z,u) be defined as in
, then there exist a,b > 0 such that

Epk (zk+17uk) +a |‘zk+1 - ZkHQ < Epk (zk7uk_1) + Vg, (52)

where vy, = (i(LfT + Lg,)% + c,;172) C2si, and

dist (0, 0B, (2511, uk)) <o)z — 2% + i, (53)
where U, = (Ly, + Lg, + 1/7)Cy sk
Proof. We begin by deriving the first inequality. Using , it follows that:

Gplc (xkv yk+1) — Uy (xkv yk+1)

1 Lwy ke cg (54)

2 C?
<Gpulat) = (e = (= T = DY o

Br 2 4

Next, using and the fact that the gradients V, F(x,y**1), V. f(z,y**!) and V,g(z, y**+1) are
L, Ly, and L4, -Lipschitz continuous with respect to variable x on X, respectively, we have

1 Lp /pk + Lf + Ly, + po 2
G, ("L yF ) 4 ( _Lr, - 9 L) ||kt R
pk( ) o 2 || || (55)

S ka (xkvyk+1) + <V$ka (xkvyk+1) - divxk+1 - xk> .

Using the definitions of G,(z) and ©,(z), along with the gradient formulas for V,v,(z) and d* in
, we further derive

- 1 Lg, 2
ka(zk+1) _ <vw1}7($k,yk+l),l‘k+l _ Jfk> + (ak _ 5 ,k> ka+1 _ Z‘kH (56)

< G (2 )+ ( Vapla®, 0571/2) = Wy, (¥, 1), 2540 — o),
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where Lg, , = Lg,/px + Ly, + Ly, + py,. Combining with and applying the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, we obtain

1 Lg,
G, (zkH) _ (fozv(xk,ykﬂ),xkﬂ _ xk> + ( B Ca> kaﬂ _ kaQ
o 2 4 (57)
1
S GPk (Ik7yk+1) + ;(wa + L92)2C$5i'
Combining this result with , we have
ka (Zk+1) - ﬁv(xkv yk—H) - <Vz’l~)»y($k, yk—H)’ xk-‘,—l - xk>
1 1
k ~ ok 2 2.2
<Gy, (27) = 0y(27) + <C(1(wa + Lg,)" + 65’72> ¢ sk (58)
(o) I (T =) I
(677 2 4 Bk 2 4 '

We have —,(zF, y**1) + (V, 0, (2%, y* 1), 2%) = H(u¥,y**!), because @, is convex in z and
uk = V.0, (2%, y**1). Additionally, since —o, (2%, y*) < —(uF~1 2%) + H(uF~1,y¥), substituting
this into yields

Epk(zk-‘rl’uk) + Ca/8' ka+1 - kaQ + cg/4' Hyk+1 _ ka2 < Epk(zk’uk—l) +up, (59)

where vy, = (i(wa + Lg,)% + 2 ) Cps%, and follows.

cgy?
We now establish the relative error condition of E,(z,u). To begin, we provide the subdiffer-
ential characterization of E,(z,u),

VoGp(z) —u+ Nx(z)
OBy, (z,u) = | 0,Gp(2) + VyH (u,y) + Ny (y) (60)
Vu.H(u,y) —x

Using the update rules of 2! and y*+! in and , along with the formulas for d* and d’;
in and , we have

1 g k
0e 7V1¢F($k7yk+1) + Vm%"(mka yk+1) - Vzgo(xk, 9k+1/2) +
Pk

— X
— + Nx(zF),
(675
k _ gk E+1 _ ,k
-y +Y Lot Ny ().
g Bk

From this, we have £¢ € V,G,, (2"71) — u¥ + Nx (z¥*1) with

1
0€e ;Fkva(Zk) + Vyf(zk) + 8yg(xk7yk+1)

~ 1
gk = ]7 (vxF(Zk+1) - VacF(xkvyk+1)) + Vw@(zk-i_l) - Vlw(xk7yk+1)
k

x

(61)
= Voo (@, 5 ) + V(2" 082) — (1o = pyy) (" = ).

By Assumption for any ¢F € 9,g(z*,y**1), there exists £¥ € R™ satisfying [|€¥|| < L, [l«*+! —

¥ such that 65—4—{:5 € 9,g(z*+1, y*+1). Consequently, we have é’; € 0yGp, (X +V, H (ub, y*+1)+
Ny (y*1), where

_ 1 _

g = - (VyF(2") =V F (%) + Vy f(2"T) =V (%) + &

)
= Vyuy (2, ") + (= 68) Jy — (5 = oF) /B

By the Lg,-, Ly,- and Lg,-Lipschitz continuity of V,F(z,y**1), V. f(z,y**1) and V,g(x, y* 1)
with respect to variable x on X, along with ap > a, we have

(62)

1€l < (Lr, /o + Ly, + Ly, + 1/a+ py,) 2% — 2|
+ | Vavy (¥, g ) = Vo(a, 05 11/2))| (63)
< (Lp,/pk + Ly, + Ly, + 1/a+ py,) |2 —2F| + (Ly, + Lg,)Cysi
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where the second inequality follows from . For 5’;, as V,F (2 y) and V,, f(2*,y) are LF,- and

Ly, -Lipschitz continuous on X x Y, and 8y > 3, we have

€I < (Lr, /o1 + Lg, +1/B8) 11257 = 28 + 151l + 1V 0, (2*, 4*F1) = (" = 05) /]
< (Lr,/pi+ Ly, +1/B) |25 = 28| + Ly, 2"+ — 2|
+ Vo, (2%, ") = Vo, (2%, y°) | + Vo, (2%, 4F) = (v* = 0,) /7
< (Lp,/pr+ Ly, + Lg, + Lo« /7 + 1/B + 1/7) ||2FF! = 2¥|| + Cysi /7,

(64)

where the last inequality follows from and the Lgy«-Lipschitz continuity of 6*(x,y) with re-
spect to y (from Lemma . For the last component of 0E,, (zF+1,u*), note that since u¥ =
Vb (xF, yk 1), we have V, H (u*, y*+1) = 2*. Thus

IVuH (u®, g+ — 2| = ||z — ™). (65)

Finally, combining (63), and (64), and using the fact that (€%, 55, ok — 2kt € 9F,, (2**1,u”), the
desired result follows. O

To establish sequential convergence under the relaxed conditions (52|) and (53]), we impose a
stronger requirement on the inexact parameter si. Specifically, sy satisfies

Zsk < oo and stks < o0, (66)
k=1 k=1

for some p, < 2. For example, s, can be chosen as s; = 1/k''!. Under this condition, there exists

q > 0 such that 2(1—1/q) > ps, ensuring that y ;- ksi(l_l/(n < 00. To facilitate the convergence
analysis, we introduce the following auxiliary function,

Ey(z,u,w) = Ep(z,u) + w,

where E,(z,u) is as defined in (51]). Since w? is a KL function, it follows from [56, Theorem 3.6]
(although this result considers the generalized concave KL property, it can be directly extended to
the KL property using the same proof) that if Ej,(z,u) is a KL function, then Ep(z, u,w) is also a
KL function.

Theorem 5. Under Assumptions and let € > 0. Consider the sequences {(z*,y*)} and {ps.}
generated by AGILS under the same conditions as in Section with s satisfying condition
(66). Suppose the sequence {(a:k, yk)} is bounded and py, = p for sufficiently large k and Ej5(z, u)
is a KL function. Then the sequence {xk, yk} converges to a KKT point of (VP)f{ for some € < e.

Proof. Since there exists ko > 0 such that pr = p := py, for any k > ky. Without loss of generality,
we assume that pj, = p for all k. From Lemma [6] we know that limy_,, ||25F1 — 2%[|2 = 0. Let Q
denote the set of all limit points of the sequence {(z*,u*~!)}. From Proposition [2, we know that
V., is continuous. Given that the sequence {z*} is bounded, and u* = V v, (2", y**1) + p,, ¥,
we conclude that the sequence {u*} is also bounded. Consequently, 2 is a bounded set. Since limit
points form a closed set, it follows that € is compact and limy, o dist((z¥,u*~1),Q) = 0. Now,
define w” = (32°°, 1;)/4, since 3", vy, < 00, we have w* — 0. We can also have Ep(2*, uF~1 w*) =
Ep(2*, u*=1) + 372, v;. By Lemmalg] there exist constants a,b > 0 such that

Ep(ZMH P wh ) ta Hz’”l - zkH2 < Ep(2%,uP 1 wh),  and (67)
dist (O,Eﬁ (25, uk,wkH)) < b||2ATY — 2R+ oy 4 glwt T (68)
Since Ep(z,u,w) is bounded below and continuous on X x Y, limy . [|2¥*! — 2| = 0, and

Ep(2%, u*~1 wk) is nonincreasing as k increases, therefore, there exists a constant E such that for
any subsequence {(2%,u* =1 wki)} of sequence {(z*,u*~! w*)}, we have E = limy; 00 Ep(2",
wki= wki) = limy 0o Ep(2%, uF~1, w*). This implies that the function Ej(z,u,w) is constant on

Q x {0}. We can assume that E,(z* u*~1 w¥) > E for all k. If there exists some k > 0 such
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that Ep(2*, u*~!, w*) = E, then from ([67), we would have ||zF+1 — 2¥|| = 0 for sufficiently large k,
implying that the sequence {z*} converges and the conclusion follows immediately.

Since im0 dist((2%, u* =1 wk), Q x {0}) = 0 and limg_,00o (2%, uF =1 w*) = E, for any
e, > 0, there exists ko such that dist((2*, u*~1,w*), 2x{0}) < eand E < Ey(z*,u*~1, wk) < E4n
for all & > kq. Since Eﬁ(z, u, w) satisfies the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property at each point in 2x {0},
and Ej(z, u, w) is equal to a finite constant on Qx {0}, we can apply Lemmato obtain a continuous
concave function ¢ such that for all k& > kg,

¢’ (Eﬁ(zk,uk_l,wk) — E) dist (0,(’“)Eﬁ(zk7uk_1,wk)) > 1.

For notational simplicity, we define Ej = Eﬁ(zk, uF~1 w*)— E. By combining the above inequality
with , we obtain the following inequality,

¢ (Ek) S (b)|2F = 2 4 ey 4 glwFTh) > 1
Next, using the concavity of ¢ and , we obtain
¢'(Ey) - al|2FT — 2¥|12 < ¢/ (Ey) - (Ek - Ek+1) <9 (Ek) —¢ (Ek+1) .
Combining the above two inequalities, we get
(01" = 25+ 7+ qlw¥197Y) [0 (Br) = & (B )]
> (blle" = 2"+ Doy + gt 17Y) - (B - all M = 2P 2 a2

Multiplying both sides of this inequality by 4/a and then taking the square root, we apply the
inequality 2cd < ¢ + d? to obtain

20/ = ) < [l = Nz /b gt bt b [ (Ex) 6 (B )|

Summing up the above inequality for k = ko, ..., K, since ¢ > 0, we have
K K - K
b, /= Uk |wk |91
k+1 k 1 0 k—1 q
SOl = < st =0+ g (B ) + 30 Bt Y A
k=ko k=ko k=ko

Taking K — oo in the above inequality, and using the fact that >_p- , 741 < coand Y, [w*|971 =

[e%s) oo _ oo oo 1-1 %) 1-1 %) 2(1—-1
> et [O2iz Vi)l/q|q ' < D kel ik Vi /= > k=1 kY /a < CV(Zk:lksk( /q)> < oo for

some C', > 0, we obtain
o0
Z |25 — 2% < o0.
k=1

Thus, the sequence {z*} is a Cauchy sequence. Hence the sequence {z*} converges and we get the
conclusion from Theorem [2] O

Remark 2. To further substantiate the applicability of our sequential convergence theory in ap-
plications, we now discuss the KL property imposed on the merit function E5(z,u) in Theorem
A wide range of functions automatically satisfy the KL property, see, e.g., [57, 68, (9, [(2].
Notably, as shown in [60} [61], semi-algebraic function is an important subclass of KL functions.
More importantly, the class of semi-algebraic functions is closed under various operations, see,
e.g., [67, 68, 52]. Specifically, the indicator functions of semi-algebraic sets, finite sum and product
of semi-algebraic functions, composition of semi-algebraic functions and partial minimization of
semi-algebraic function over semi-algebraic set are all semi-algebraic functions.

Based on these properties, if the objective functions f and g and the constraint set Y in
the lower-level problem are semi-algebraic, the Moreau envelope function v., is also semi-algebraic.
Additionally, if F' and the constraint set X in the upper-level are semi-algebraic, the merit function
E5(z,u) defined in is semi-algebraic and thus satisfies the KL property. Therefore, when F', f,
g, X and Y in are all semi-algebraic, the KL property of E5(z,u) holds, ensuring the sequential
convergence described in Theorem
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6 Numerical experiments

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our proposed algorithm, AGILS, by comparing
it with several existing methods on two problems: a toy example and the sparse group Lasso
bilevel hyperparameter selection problem. Both problems are specific instances of bilevel prob-
lem and satisfy Assumptions and The baseline methods for comparison include:
grid search, random search, Tree-structured Parzen Estimator (TPE [GQ]EL a Bayesian optimiza-
tion method), Implicit Gradient-based Joint Optimization (IGJO [SQ]EL an implicit differentiation
method), and Moreau Envelope-based Hessian-free Algorithm (MEHA [43], a single-loop, gradient-
based method), Value Function-Based Difference-of-Convex Algorithm (VF-iDCA [28]E|, a method
based on a difference-of-convex algorithm ), and the MPCC approach (which reformulates the
bilevel problem as a mathematical program with complementarity constraints). Methods that re-
quire smoothness assumptions, such as those in [34], 39], were excluded because the tested problems
do not satisfy the required smoothness conditions. For grid search, random search, and TPE, each
subproblem was solved using the CVXPY package with the CLARABEL and SCS solvers. All
experiments were implemented in Python and conducted on a laptop with an Intel i7-1260P CPU
(2.10 GHz) and 32 GB RAM.

6.1 Toy example

We consider the following toy example:

n n n
1
~ Sy st in Y (- a2+ + > @iy
s€Rn YR 0<a<1 —~ vi sve af,%%lin — (i — @) + w pord zilyil (69)

where a € R" satisfies a; = —2/n?/3 for i € 1,...,n/2, and a; = —2/n?/3 for i € n/2+1,...,n.
The optimal solution is z} =0, yf = a; for i =1,...,n/2 and z} € [a;/+/a? + 1/n?,1], yF =0 for
i=n/2+1,...,n.

We compare the performance of AGILS with several methods, including grid search, random
search, TPE, MEHA, and the MPCC approach. The performance of each method is evaluated using
metric Error := dist(2*, 5*)/y/1 + min.cg-[|z*[[?, where S* is the optimal set of (69), and z :=
(z,y). For grid search, we set x1 = 29 = --- = x,, = p, and perform the search over p on a grid of
100 uniformly spaced values within the interval [0, 1]. Random search is implemented by uniformly
sampling 100 points from [0, 1]". For TPE, the search space is modeled as a uniform distribution
over [0,1]™. In the MPCC approach, we first reformulate the toy example by introducing non-
negative vectors u and v to represent y = u — v, and transform ||y||; into > (u; +v;). Then the
corresponding MPCC reformulation is solved using the IPOPT solver with a relaxation parameter
of 0.1 on the complementarity constraint and a solver tolerance of 0.1. For MEHA, the initial
iterates are the same as AGILS, and the parameters are searched over ¢y € {0.1,0.5,1,5}, p €
{0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4} and &, B, 7, and 7 scaled proportionally from the AGILS parameters a, 3,
7, and v using scales {1,1/2,1/3,1/4}. The optimal parameters that minimize the Error are
selected as ¢p = 1, p = 0.2, ¥ = v/3, & = /4, B = B, and ij = . MEHA terminates when
Error < 1/n. For AGILS, the initial iterates are zg = yg = 6y = [0,...,0], the parameters
are set as € = 107%, s, = 0.05/(k + 1)1%5, and py = 0.5, g, = 0.02, ¢, = 1. The step sizes
@, B,v are chosen as ay = 1/(Ly,, +ca), B = 1/(Ly,, +cs), and v = 1/(ps, + pg,) where
Ly,, = Lr,/px + Ly, + Ly, + ps, + pgys Ly, = Lr,/pr + Ly, with the following values for the
constants Ly, = Lp, = Ly, = py, = pg, = Lg, =0, pg, = pg, =1, Ly, =n, co = cg = 0.1 and
n=1/(Ly, +1/7). AGILS terminates when Error < 1/n. The approximations 6* are found at
each iteration using the proximal gradient method to satisfy inexact criteria and .

Numerical results for two different problem dimensions, n = 200 and n = 600, are reported in
Table[I} The results demonstrate that AGILS performs well in both computational efficiency and
solution accuracy, consistently achieving the lowest Error with the shortest computational time.
MEHA performs second, but it requires tuning of parameters from a set of candidate values, which
can be a limitation.

Thttps://github.com/hyperopt/hyperopt
Zhttps://github.com/jjfeng/nonsmooth-joint-opt
Shttps://github.com/SUSTech-Optimization/VF-iDCA
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Table 1: Comparisons of different methods on the toy example for dimensions n = 200 and n = 600
Dimension n = 200
Method Grid Random TPE MPCC MEHA AGILS
Time (s) 0.62 4.83 28.55 19.23 0.08 0.08
Error 0.70 0.75 0.72 0.02 0.00 0.00
Dimension n = 600
Method Grid Random TPE MPCC MEHA AGILS
Time(s) 2.14 25.72 98.92 990.91 0.42 0.14
Error 0.71 0.79 0.76 0.27 0.00 0.00

Next, we evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed inexact criterion and by comparing
AGILS with two extreme variants that use different inexact criteria on the toy example with
n = 200. One variant, denoted as AGILS-E, solves the proximal lower-level problem almost
exactly, using a very small tolerance 1076 in and (21)), while the other, denoted as AGILS-S,
solves the proximal lower-level problem using only a single proximal gradient step. The parameters
and tolerances used are consistent with those described above. The results in Figure [I| show that
AGILS-E achieves the fastest error reduction in terms of iterations, but is slow in runtime due to
the high computational cost of solving the proximal lower-level problem exactly. AGILS-S fails
to converge due to its excessive inexactness in solving the proximal lower-level problem. AGILS
achieves the fastest error reduction in terms of runtime.

0 0 \
= =
g1 g1 \
) g
m o0
< | — acILs < | = AGILS
2| == AGILS-E 2| mm——AGILS-E
AGILS-S AQILS-S
100 200 300 400 500 600 100 200 300 400
Iterations Time (x10 " s)

Figure 1: Effectiveness of the inexact criterion in AGILS: comparison with two extreme variants

Finally, we evaluate the scalability of AGILS by testing it on toy examples with varying problem
dimensions. The parameters of AGILS are as specified earlier, except that pg is set as 1. AGILS
terminates when Error < 1/n. The results in Figure 2| show that computational time increases
steadily as problem dimension grows. This demonstrates that AGILS remains both efficient and

stable as the problem dimension increases, highlighting its ability to handle large-scale problems
effectively.

2500
2000 0.4
£ 1500 203
8 =
g E
= 1000 =02
500 0.1
0 0.0
200 400 600 800 1000 200 400 600 800 1000
Dimension Dimension

Figure 2: Iteration and computational time of AGILS on the toy example with varying dimensions
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6.2 Sparse group Lasso

The sparse group Lasso [63] is a regularized regression model designed to achieve both individual
feature sparsity and group-level sparsity. Given m features divided into J groups, let %) and x;
denote the coeflicients and regularization parameter of the j-th group. The corresponding bilevel
hyperparameter selection problem is formulated as follows:

| Z |b y allz

J+1 m 2 [
z€RL T, yeR™ | val i€ 1wl

s.t.  y € argmin
gerRm 2|Itr

Zlb —9 azlz+Z%Hy<m>u2+xm||y||h
j=1

where I, and I;, are the sets of validation and training sample indices, respectively. In this part,
we compare the performance of our AGILS algorithm with several hyperparameter optimization
methods, including grid search, random search, TPE, IGJO, VF-iDCA, and MEHA. The MPCC
approach is excluded from the comparison due to its prohibitively high computational runtime.
Following [32], the data generation process is as follows: a; € R™ is sampled from N(0, ), and the
response b; is computed as b; = y” a; + o¢;, where noise € is sampled from N(0,1). The coefficient
vector y is divided equally into five groups, with the ith group having the first 27 features set to
value 2¢ and the remaining features set to zero, for ¢ = 1,...,5. The noise level ¢ is chosen to
ensure SNR = [|Ay||/||b — Ay|| = 3. The dataset is then randomly split into training, validation,
and test sets of sizes Ny, Nyal, and nyegt, respectively.

For grid search, random search and TPE, we parameterize x; with the log-transformed variables
pi = logyo(z;) and the search range is [—9,2]/*1. For grid search, we set p; = py = --- = pps and
use a 20 x 20 grid. Random search samples 400 points uniformly within the range. For TPE, the
search space is modeled as a uniform distribution over the same range. For VF-iDCA, MEHA,
IGJO, and AGILS, the initial value of z is set to [1,...,1]. Both yo and 6y for MEHA and
AGILS are initialized as [1,...,1]. For VF-iDCA, the parameters are selected as 8y = 5, p = 0.01,
c=1,and § = 0.5. VF-iDCA terminates when max{||z**! — 2¥||/\/1 + ||2¥|2, ¥+ /m} < 0.1,
where 571 is defined in [28]. The IGJO algorithm is run with a maximum of 50 iterations and
a minimum step size of 1075, For MEHA, the parameters are searched over ¢y € {1,10,20} and
p € {0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4}, while &, B, 7, and 4 scaled proportionally from the AGILS parameters «,
B, n, and ~ using scales {1,1/2,1/4,1/8}. The optimal parameters that minimize the validation
error are selected as ¢o = 20, p=0.1, y =, & = a, B = /9, and 7 = /5. MEHA terminates
when ||zFt1 — z*||/\/1 + ||z*||2 < 0.005/m. AGILS uses the same parameter settings as in the
toy example, with specific values for constants such as Lp, = Ly, = ps, = ps, = Lgy = 0,
Lp, = Amax (AL Aval) /Tval, Ly, = Amax (AL Aw) /1, P = 1, pg, = m. The penalty parameters

val

are set as pp = 6, g, = 0.01. AGILS terminates when ||z**1 — 2*||/\/1 + [|2%]2 < 0.005/m,

2P .= (2%,y*) and t**! < 0.1. Proximal gradient method is used to compute 6 that satisfies

inexact criteria and .

The experiments are repeated 20 times with ny. = 200, Ny, = 200, nest = 200, and m = 300.
Results are reported in Table |2 and Figure [3] We report the validation error (“Val. Err.”) and
test error (“Test. Err.”), computed as Yo, b — y"ail*/|Lvat] and Y-, c; b — y" ail?/|Tiestl,
respectively. Both errors are evaluated using the sparse group Lasso estimator, which is obtained
by solving the lower-level problem with the hyperparameter value corresponding to the iterates
produced by the algorithms. Additionally, we report a second type of test error, referred to as the
infeasible test error (“Test. Err. Infeas.”), where the lower-level variable values are taken directly
from the iterates generated by VF-iDCA, MEHA and AGILS. “Feasibility” is a scaled measure
of the value function constraint violation, given by (¢(z¥,y*) — v(2*))/|Iyal| for VF-iDCA, and
(p(a®, y*) — vy (2%, y))/|Ival| for MEHA and AGILS.

As shown in Table [2] our proposed method, AGILS, outperforms the others in terms of valida-
tion error while requiring the least computation time. The validation error, corresponding to the
value of the upper-level objective at a feasible point derived from the hyperparameter value of the
iterates, can be seen as an indicator of optimization performance. AGILS also achieves competi-
tive test errors. Interestingly, VF-iDCA finds the parameter y that has the lowest test error, but
the corresponding constraint violation is large. MEHA performs similarly to AGILS, but slightly
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Table 2: Comparison of different methods on the sparse group Lasso bilevel hyperparameter selec-
tion problem with n¢. = Nyal = Ntest = 200, m = 300

Method Time(s) Val. Err. Test. Err. Test. Err. Infeas. Feasibility
Grid 50.91(1.79) 168.26(23.91)  170.10(21.28) - -
Random 81.53(3.76) 185.87(27.24)  193.93(26.39) - -
TPE 137.73(4.45)  168.16(21.33)  178.96(22.70) - -
IGJO 192.95(99.66)  139.43(12.32)  169.62(21.11) - -
VF-DCA  88.59(37.66)  134.68(14.71)  150.40(12.02) 138.70(11.77) 0.04(0.03)
MEHA 16.18(3.77) 98.35(8.79) 158.61(13.62) 158.42(13.80) 0.00(0.00)
AGILS 14.93(4.31) 96.06(10.53)  155.25(12.48) 155.39(12.05) 0.00(0.00)
— — Grid
g — Random
= % €231 — TPE
22 = — VF-DCA
= = — 1610
s = . —  vEm
;502.0 g " m — AGILS
2
2.1
10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50
Time (s) Time (S)

Figure 3: Comparison of different methods on the sparse group Lasso bilevel hyperparameter
selection problem with ny. = nya = Ntest = 200, m = 300. Left: Val. Err., Right: Test. FErr.
Infeas.

less effective. Moreover, MEHA’s performance is highly sensitive to algorithmic parameters, and
selecting inappropriate parameters can significantly degrade its effectiveness. Figure [3|illustrates
that AGILS has fast convergence during the initial iterations.

Next, we investigate the impact of different solvers for solving the proximal lower-level prob-
lem in AGILS. We compare three algorithms: the Proximal Gradient Method (PGM), the Fast
Iterative Shrinkage-Thresholding Algorithm (FISTA), and the Alternating Direction Method of
Multipliers (ADMM). Each experiment is repeated 20 times, with all other parameters of AGILS
held consistent with those used above. The results, presented in Table [3] show that the AGILS
framework is robust to different solvers, with each solver exhibiting similar performance. This
supports the flexibility and adaptability of the AGILS framework.

Table 3: Comparison of AGILS with different proximal lower-level problem solvers on the sparse
group Lasso bilevel hyperparameter selection problem with ny = nya = ngest = 200, m = 300

Method Time(s) Val. Err. Test. Err. Test. Err. Infeas. Feasibility
AGILS(PGM) 14.93(4.31) 96.06(10.53) 155.25(12.48) 155.39(12.05) 0.00(0.00)
AGILS(FISTA)  15.82(5.07)  96.06(10.53)  155.25(12.48) 155.39(12.05) 0.00(0.00)
AGILS(ADMM)  15.15(4.38)  95.60(10.11)  154.27(12.30) 154.58(12.11) 0.00(0.00)

Finally, we test the performance of AGILS on larger-scale problems with varying dimensions.
The experiments, each repeated five times, are reported in Table AGILS is terminated when
|25 —2% /\/1 + ||2%]|2 < 0.1/m and t*T! < 0.1. All other parameters of AGILS remain consistent
with the settings described above. The results demonstrate AGILS’s ability to efficiently solve
larger-scale problems.
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