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Abstract

Worst-case generation plays a critical role in evaluating robustness and stress-testing systems under
distribution shifts, in applications ranging from machine learning models to power grids and medical
prediction systems. We develop a generative modeling framework for worst-case generation for a pre-
specified risk, based on min-max optimization over continuous probability distributions, namely the
Wasserstein space. Unlike traditional discrete distributionally robust optimization approaches, which
often suffer from scalability issues, limited generalization, and costly worst-case inference, our framework
exploits the Brenier theorem to characterize the least favorable (worst-case) distribution as the push-
forward of a transport map from a continuous reference measure, enabling a continuous and expressive
notion of risk-induced generation beyond classical discrete DRO formulations. Based on the min-max
formulation, we propose a Gradient Descent Ascent (GDA)-type scheme that updates the decision model
and the transport map in a single loop, establishing global convergence guarantees under mild regularity
assumptions and possibly without convexity-concavity. We also propose to parameterize the transport
map using a neural network that can be trained simultaneously with the GDA iterations by matching the
transported training samples, thereby achieving a simulation-free approach. The efficiency of the pro-
posed method as a risk-induced worst-case generator is validated by numerical experiments on synthetic
and image data.

1 Introduction

In many high-stakes engineering and operational systems, such as autonomous vehicles [71], power systems
[55], and healthcare [24], the outcomes that are most consequential for reliability, risk management, and
decision-making arise not from typical observations, but from low-probability, high-impact scenarios situated
at the periphery of the data-generating distribution. Such scenarios—stemming from atypical environmental
conditions, irregular system configurations, or broader distributional shifts—often exert disproportionate
influence on system performance. Yet, they are intrinsically difficult to observe, anticipate, or replicate
through standard data-driven methods. Consequently, the ability to systematically construct informative
worst-case samples is essential for rigorous stress testing, robustness certification, and the evaluation of
models under meaningful but unobserved operating regimes. This need aligns with recent developments in
generative modeling aimed at extreme-scenario synthesis, thereby enabling the identification of structural
vulnerabilities that remain obscured under nominal data conditions.

A natural framework for representing inference or decision-making systems under such worst-case sce-
narios is distributionally robust optimization (DRO), which minimizes expected loss over an ambiguity set
of probability distributions and thereby provides a principled mechanism for modeling distributional un-
certainty in stochastic optimization. Within this paradigm, Wasserstein DRO has emerged as a popular
approach due to its geometry-aware ambiguity sets, which both capture realistic data perturbations and
offer strong out-of-sample guarantees. Although the theoretical properties and applications of Wasserstein
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DRO have been extensively studied (see, e.g., [7,25,48]), much less attention has been devoted to the explicit
construction or sampling of worst-case distributions themselves. Motivated by this gap, and by the structure
of the Wasserstein DRO formulation, we consider adversarial perturbations drawn from a Wasserstein am-
biguity set as a regularized inner maximization. We formulate worst-case sample generation as a minimax
optimization problem over the space of probability measures.

The minimax problem The minimax problem in Wasserstein DRO involves distributions in the Wasserstein-
2 space. Recall that on Rd, the W2 space is denoted as P2 = {P on Rd, s.t.

∫
Rd ∥x∥2dP (x) < ∞}. Given a

reference distribution P , the Wasserstein DRO problem for a radius δ > 0 can be written as

min
θ∈Rp

max
Q∈Bδ

Ev∼Qℓ(θ, v), Bδ = {Q ∈ P2,W2(Q,P ) ≤ δ}, (1)

where θ ∈ Rp is the parametrization of the decision model (classifier), and ℓ(θ, v) stands for the loss function
of decision model θ at sample v. We introduce the Lagrangian (penalized) relaxation of the constrained
problem (1), namely, for a γ > 0, the minimax problem

min
θ∈Rp

max
Q∈P2

Ev∼Qℓ(θ, v)− 1

2γ
W2(P,Q)2, (2)

where the parameter γ controls the effective radius δ of the uncertainty set (the W2 ball Bδ). It is possible
to constrain θ ∈ Θ for a convex subset Θ of Rp. In this work, for simplicity, we assume Θ = Rp throughout.

In this work, we consider P ∈ Pr
2 , that is, P is in P2 and has density. We further write Q = T#P ,

where T : Rd → Rd is the transport map that we will solve for. Specifically, define L2(P ) := {T : Rd →
Rd, Ex∼P ∥T (x)∥2 <∞}. As shown in Proposition 2.2 of [76], for each fixed θ, the inner max problem over
Q ∈ P2 in (2) has an equivalent formulation using the L2 transport map T as

max
T∈L2(P )

Ex∼P

[
ℓ(θ, T (x))− 1

2γ
∥T (x)− x∥2

]
.

The equivalence is a result of the Brenier Theorem [11], making use of the fact that the reference distribution
P has a density. As a result, we consider the min-max problem in variables (θ, T ) as

min
θ∈Rp

max
T∈L2(P )

L(θ, T ) = Ex∼P

[
ℓ(θ, T (x))− 1

2γ
∥T (x)− x∥2

]
, (3)

and we focus on solving (3) for a given γ in this work.
We use the population expectation Ex∼P throughout the theoretical part. In practice, this population

expectation is replaced by an empirical average over finite (training) samples, possibly via mini-batches in
a stochastic optimization. Our theory will focus on using T to solve Wasserstein minimax optimization and
does not address the finite sample effect in the learning (the sampling complexity).

The double-loop approach Observe that, for fixed θ, the maximization over the transport map in (3)
separates pointwisely in x. In other words, the optimal map T ∗(θ) can be obtained by solving, for each
x ∈ Rd, the proximal mapping

T ∗(θ)(x) := argmax
v∈Rd

(
ℓ(θ, v)− 1

2γ
∥v − x∥2

)
,

when the maximizer uniquely exists. In particular, assume that ℓ(θ, v) is ρ-weakly convex-weakly con-
cave, then the above holds at least when γ < 1/ρ: in this case, T ∗(θ)(x) equals the unique minimizer
of minv∈Rd −ℓ(θ, v) + 1

2γ ∥v − x∥2, namely the Moreau envelope of −ℓ(θ, ·), and minv is a strongly convex

minimization on Rd.
The argument has been formalized as the dual representation of the Wasserstein DRO [7,48], which holds

under more general settings. The result implies that (2) can be solved equivalently via

min
θ

Ex∼P max
v

(
ℓ(θ, v)− 1

2γ
∥v − x∥2

)
. (4)
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Suppose the proximal mapping in Rd (of the Moreau envelope) can be numerically solved efficiently (by
an inner-loop), this leads to a double-loop approach to tackle (4) or (2): for a given θ, one uses the inner-
loop to solve for arg maxv point-wisely for each x (which are finite samples xi when P is replaced by an
empirical distribution in practice), and then in the outer-loop one addresses the minimization minθ ϕ(θ) :=
Ex∼P maxv

(
ℓ(θ, v)− 1

2γ ∥v − x∥2
)
. Under proper conditions, say for a small enough γ, one has

∂ϕ(θ) = Ex∼P∂θℓ(θ, v
∗(x)),

which provides first-order information about θ for the outer-loop minimization via the solution of the inner
loop. Such an approach was investigated in [67], and in view of the minimax problem (3), this method
“eliminates” the variable T in computation and reduces the minimax problem into a minimization.

In practice, as long as the inner loop can be solved efficiently, then one can expect the algorithm to be
efficient. However, there are two potential limitations: a) Finding the proximal mapping of the Moreau
envelope may be numerically challenging, e.g., there can be multiple minimizers when γ is not small. If
restricted to a small γ in usage, then the method can only handle local/small perturbations of Q around P ;
b) The method solves the mapping T (x) on (training) samples only, and after optimization, the generation
of samples from the worst-case distribution Q via T#P does not generalize to test samples. A related issue is
that, for many problems, when the reference distribution P has a continuous density, one would expect the
worst-case Q to be also induced from a continuous transport map T , and such continuity is not leveraged in
this purely on-sample algorithm.

Goal and contribution In this work, we aim to develop single-loop algorithms for solving (3) and establish
their convergence rates, leveraging the transport map T -based formulation. Our method is inspired by
schemes like GDA for the vector-space minimax optimization, and we will show that

a) The proposed method can handle both small and large γ, and then allow Q to deviate further from
P . Our convergence theory proves finding ε-stationary points (Definition 2) of L(θ, T ) in O(ε−2) iterations
under various settings, and the rate holds for all values of γ. This type of result means that the algorithm
will find a local saddle (stationary) point solution, say when γ is large.

b) While our theory-backed scheme is still on samples only, we propose a neural network parametrization
of the continuous transport map T that can be trained simultaneously with the on-sample minimax optimiza-
tion. This neural transport map is trained using an L2 matching loss in a teacher-student/distillation fashion,
which is scalable to high-dimensional data. We demonstrate that our method provides a parametrized T
that can generalize to test samples in experiments.

In our theory, the decision variable θ and the transport map T play distinct and asymmetric roles, so we
consider the minθ maxT and the maxT minθ problems (which differ) respectively and prove the convergence
of the proposed schemes in different settings. Our analysis follows the two-scale GDA framework [40, 79],
where the “inner” variable is always the “fast” variable. In the nonconvex-strongly-concave (NC-SC) or
nonconvex-PL (NC-PL) case, we will show that GDA converges at O(ε−2) iteration complexity.

We also consider a nonconvex-nonconcave (NC-NC) case where θ is the fast variable, and introduce a
one-sided proximal point method (PPM) which achieves O(ε−2) iteration complexity under an interaction
dominant condition. The PPM scheme is inspired by the analysis for the vector-space min-max problem [28],
but our setting differs in that T is in the L2 space and the objective involves expectation over the sample
distribution P . In particular, we have a new notion of interaction-dominant condition after averaging over P .
We will always assume that the loss function ℓ(θ, v) is smooth (Assumption 1), and additional assumptions
will be introduced under each setting, respectively.

Given finite samples, the proposed algorithm can be implemented in a stochastic fashion via batches, both
in the (on-sample) minimax iteration scheme (which we call a “particle optimization”) and in the training of
the neural transport map. In experiments, we apply the proposed GDA scheme to solve distribution robust
learning on simulated and image data. On simulated 2D data, we consider a regression loss ℓ(θ, x), and on
image data (MNIST and CIFAR-10), we use cross-entropy loss involving a neural network classifier. The
proposed GDA method numerically converges in various settings, and our model gives promising performance
on generating worst-case distributions.
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1.1 Related works

Minimax optimization The study of minimax problems dates back to von Neumann’s minimax theorem
for zero-sum games. A modern convex-analytic perspective on saddle point problems emerged from the
foundational work of Rockafellar [60] and was later formalized through the framework of monotone variational
inequalities (VIs) [61]. Within this framework, the extragradient method [36] has become a basic tool for
solving monotone variational inequalities and convex-concave saddle-point problems. It was later extended to
general settings through the mirror descent [51], and further refined via the dual extrapolation method [52].
These methods treat minimax optimization symmetrically through the lens of monotone operator theory and
attain optimal O(ε−1) iteration complexity for finding the solution of convex-concave problems, matching
the lower bound established by [82]. A closely related approach is the optimistic gradient descent–ascent
(OGDA) method [18, 46, 59], which can be interpreted as a single-call approximation of the extragradient
step and achieves the same optimal rate with only one gradient evaluation per iteration. A sharp and unified
analysis in [49] established optimal O(ε−1) complexity for both extragradient and OGDA.

For nonconvex and possibly also nonconcave minimax problems, weak or local monotonicity conditions
within the VI framework can still restore a form of symmetry, allowing convergence analyses via (weakly)
monotone VIs [9, 13, 20, 56]. However, beyond this VI-based regime, the minimization and maximization
variables become inherently asymmetric, and symmetry-based analyses no longer apply. The literature,
therefore, relies on two major classes of asymmetric structural assumptions. The first class of assumptions
consists of one-sided dominance conditions, such as convexity (resp. concavity) or Polyak– Lojasiewicz (PL)
properties imposed on the primal (resp. dual) side. For nonconvex-strongly concave problems, vanilla GDA
achieves an O(ε−2) iteration complexity for finding an ε-stationary point [40], matching known first-order
lower bounds [14, 38, 83]. In contrast, for general nonconvex-concave problems, the inner maximization
induces nonsmoothness of the value function, and GDA may oscillate even on bilinear instances. Using
diminishing step sizes stabilizes the iterates but results in a suboptimal O(ε−6) complexity [31, 40, 44]. To
improve convergence rates, smoothing and extrapolation techniques were introduced in [77, 81], reducing
the complexity to O(ε−4) for general nonconvex-concave problems. A more structured line of nonconvex-
nonconcave work imposes the one-sided PL condition [57], a classical tool for proving linear convergence
in smooth minimization [33]. Under this assumption, [54] developed a multi-step variant of GDA that
explicitly solves the inner maximization more accurately, while [21] introduced a more practical single-loop
two-timescale GDA that avoids such inner loops. Building on these ideas, [79] incorporated smoothing
into the dual update and demonstrated that the resulting smoothed GDA remains effective under the PL
condition, also obtaining O(ε−2) complexity as the optimal one in the nonconvex-strongly concave case.
Recent developments generalize these results to the broader exponent of the PL property, allowing nonunique
inner maximizers and nonsmooth objectives [39,84].

Another line of work imposes the so-called α-interaction dominant conditions, which characterize how
the curvature of the interaction term shapes the landscape of the saddle envelope; see, e.g., [4, 28]. Under
these conditions, the behavior of the minimax problem is governed by two regimes: the interaction-dominant
regime and the interaction-weak regime. [28] analyzed the damped proximal point method and showed that
in the interaction dominant regime, convergence can be obtained under a one-sided dominance condition. In
contrast, in the interaction weak regime, the method achieves a local rate of O(log(1/ε)). To improve com-
putational efficiency, [29] replaced the heavy proximal subproblem in [28] with a single damped extragradient
step with the same iteration complexity.

Distributionally robust optimization Conventional DRO methods define ambiguity sets using para-
metric constraints, such as moment conditions [6, 19] or deviation-based measures [16]. More recent works
have shifted toward nonparametric, discrepancy-based ambiguity sets [5, 7, 25, 48, 50, 73], using a tunable
radius to quantify the level of uncertainty. These sets more accurately capture distributional deviations and
often lead to less conservative and more computationally tractable formulations. Although the theory and
applications of DRO have been extensively developed (see, e.g., [37,58,66]) and efficient solvers have recently
been proposed [41], comparatively less attention has been given to the explicit generation of worst-case
samples.

To construct worst-case samples, existing methods often rely on dual formulations or perturbations of
nominal support points. In particular, by leveraging semi-infinite duality [65], many infinite-dimensional
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minimax problems can be reformulated as finite, tractable programs when the reference distribution is
discrete [48, 50]. Such strong duality results have also been extended to general optimal-transport costs
[7, 25], allowing the worst-case distribution to be obtained by solving a dual problem. [8, 67] proposed to
solve a Lagrangian-regularized, optimal-transport-based DRO formulation using stochastic gradient methods,
computing pointwise perturbations in the discrete setting.

However, discrete worst-case distributions are ill-suited for the type of worst-case sample generation we
seek. Their construction is computationally expensive–computing the Wasserstein adversary typically entails
solving a large linear program that scales poorly with dataset size n, making such methods practical only
for small n. Moreover, because the worst-case distribution is supported only on the training data, it lacks
generalization ability: the resulting adversarial samples are effectively confined to perturbations of training
points. Existing pointwise methods [67] also require retraining for each new input, making them unsuitable
for generating worst-case samples for unseen data.

Optimization in probability space The seminal work of Amari [1,2] introduced information geometry on
manifolds of probability distributions, providing a geometric foundation for optimization and convex analysis
in probability space. While early developments primarily focused on continuous-time flows, more recent
advances have bridged the gap to discrete-time algorithms by interpreting sampling as optimization over the
space of measures [75]. This line of work is closely connected to optimization equipped with Wasserstein
geometry, whose foundations lie in the theory of gradient flows in metric spaces [3, 32]. Building on these
geometric insights, a variety of algorithmic frameworks have been proposed, including Stein variational
methods, Wasserstein proximal and information-gradient schemes, and mirror-descent-type algorithms [10,
34, 42, 63, 72]. In particular, [34] analyzed a Frank-Wolfe algorithm in Wasserstein space, where each linear
minimization subproblem is insightfully formulated as a linear program over a Wasserstein ball, a class of
problems that has been extensively studied in the DRO literature [25,48,80].

Recent works have also operationalized Wasserstein gradient flows for generative modeling, for instance
by employing the JKO schemes [17]. In the context of robust optimization, [76] proposed a flow-based
formulation for DRO that explicitly characterizes the worst-case distribution via transport maps. Our work
aligns with this transport-based perspective but focuses on a minimax formulation tailored to worst-case
sample generation. In a related direction, [85] analyzed a regularized Wasserstein DRO formulation which
directly optimizes over the distribution variable in the W2 space. In contrast, our work leverages the
transport-map formulation corresponding to the Monge formulation of the OT.

Parallel to the deterministic map approach, another line of research tackles distributional minimax prob-
lems via mean-field games and Langevin dynamics [22, 43, 53], relying on stochastic particle diffusion. Our
problem here differs in that the minimax problem is over a decision variable (a vector) and a distributional
variable (the worst-case distribution). While our algorithm on finite data samples also utilizes particle opti-
mization (Section 4), the optimization is essentially a GDA dynamic using first-order information of the loss
landscape, and there is no sampling nor SDE simulation.

Neural adversarial learning Perturbing input samples–either individually or through local adversarial
distributions–has long been studied in the adversarial robustness literature. Foundational attack methods
include the fast gradient method [27] and its multi-step extensions [45], which together motivated framing
robustness as a minimax optimization problem over worst-case perturbations. On the defense side, adver-
sarial training [45] remains the most widely used approach. Subsequent works have explored enriching the
inner maximization by optimizing over distributions of perturbations rather than pointwise attacks, as in
adversarial distributional training [23]. More recent developments introduce deep generative models, such
as generative adversarial networks (GAN) [26] or diffusion models [30, 70], to parameterize the space of al-
lowable perturbations and to produce semantically meaningful adversarial variations [69,78]. Overall, these
works focus on adversarial examples or local perturbation distributions around individual samples, rather
than on global adversarial data distributions as considered in DRO.

Deep models have also been used under the DRO framework, and several works parametrize the adversar-
ial (worst-case) distributions by neural networks. For example, [47] represents the adversarial density via a
neural generative model obtained by relaxing the inner optimization problem, thereby allowing more flexible
ambiguity sets than classical analytical choices such as f -divergence balls; [74] introduces diffusion-model-
based ambiguity sets, in which the worst-case distribution is modeled through a diffusion generative process,
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and analyzes the convergence of the resulting algorithm. In contrast, in this work, we use a neural network
only as an implementation tool to approximate the transport map for out-of-sample generation, while the
theoretical formulation and convergence analysis are carried out entirely for the Wasserstein uncertainty
set without any neural parametrization. Our analysis takes place in the functional space of distributions
(via transport maps), which allows us to establish convergence guarantees for the minimax optimization
in Wasserstein space without incurring neural-network-specific complications such as approximation error,
architectural bias, or nonconvex training dynamics.

2 Min-max problem with T fast

In this section, we specify the GDA-type update of the minimax problem minθ maxT L(θ, T ) as in (3), and
prove the convergence of the GDA scheme. Under an NC-PL type assumption, GDA finds an ε-stationary
point (Definition 2) in O(ε−2) iterations. All proofs are in Appendix A.

2.1 The GDA update

We want to solve the minimax problem (3), and recall that

L(θ, T ) = Ex∼P

[
ℓ(θ, T (x))− 1

2γ
∥T (x)− x∥2

]
.

To develop a first-order approach to solve the minimax problem, we define the gradient of the variable θ and
T of the objective L. We assume that the loss function ℓ(θ, v) is differentiable on Rp × Rd, see Assumption
1 below. Since θ is a vector, the gradient of L with respect to θ is straight forward

∂θL(θ, T ) = Ex∼P∂θℓ(θ, T (x)); (5)

The gradient with respect to the L2 vector field T calls for considering the metric in the functional space
L2(P ), and here a natural choice is the L2 distance. We use the notation ∂T to stand for this functional
derivative, and we have

∂TL(θ, T )(x) = ∂vℓ(θ, T (x))− 1

γ
(T (x)− x), P − a.s. (6)

namely ∂TL(θ, T ) is also a vector field in L2(P ). Then, starting from some initial value (θ0, T0), we have the
GDA scheme {

θk+1 ← θk − τ∂θL(θk, Tk),

Tk+1 ← Tk + η∂TL(θk, Tk),
(7)

where τ, η > 0 are the step sizes. Substituting the expressions of the gradients (5)(6), we have{
θk+1 ← θk − τEx∼P∂θℓ(θk, Tk(x)),

Tk+1(x)← Tk(x) + η
[
∂vℓ(θk, Tk(x))− 1

γ (Tk(x)− x)
]
.

(8)

2.2 Assumptions and Polyak- Lojasiewicz condition in T

We will first assume that the loss function ℓ(θ, x) is smooth (meaning having Lipschitz gradient) over the
Euclidean space.

Assumption 1 (l0-smoothness of ℓ). ℓ(θ, v) is C1 on Rp×Rd and l0-smooth, i.e., ∇ℓ is l0-Lipschitz: denote
z = (θ, v) and ∇ℓ = (∂θℓ, ∂vℓ),

∥∇ℓ(z̃)−∇ℓ(z)∥ ≤ l0∥z̃ − z∥, ∀z̃, z ∈ Rp × Rd. (9)

We will study the convergence of the GDA scheme (8) or equivalently (7). Define

l := l0 + 1/γ.

We first establish that L as a functional on Rp ×L2(P ) is l-smooth. Technically, we introduce the following
definition of α-smoothness on Rp × L2(P ) in a coordinate sense.
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Definition 1. For α ≥ 0, we say a differentiable functional M(θ, T ) is coordinate α-smooth on Rp ×L2(P )
if

∥∂θM(θ̃, T )− ∂θM(θ, T )∥ ≤ α∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ̃, θ ∈ Rp,

∥∂θM(θ, T̃ )− ∂θM(θ, T )∥ ≤ α∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ), ∀T̃ , T ∈ L2(P ),∀θ ∈ Rp,

∥∂TM(θ̃, T )− ∂TM(θ, T )∥L2(P ) ≤ α∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ̃, θ ∈ Rp,

∥∂TM(θ, T̃ )− ∂TM(θ, T )∥L2(P ) ≤ α∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ), ∀T̃ , T ∈ L2(P ),∀θ ∈ Rp.

Remark 2.1. It is possible to define α-smoothness of M via requiring

∥
[
∂θM(θ̃, T̃ )− ∂θM(θ, T )

∂TM(θ̃, T̃ )− ∂TM(θ, T )

]
∥ ≤ α∥

[
θ̃ − θ
T̃ − T

]
∥, ∀T̃ , T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ̃, θ ∈ Rp, (10)

where on Rp × L2(P ) we define the concatenated 2-norm as ∥
[
θ
T

]
∥ := (∥θ∥2 + ∥T∥2L2(P ))

1/2. It is direct to

see that α-smoothness of M implies coordinate α-smoothness, and on the other hand, one can verify that
when M is coordinate α-smooth then it is also (2α)-smooth. Thus, the notion of coordinate α-smoothness
in Definition 1 is equivalent to the α-smoothness in (10), up to a constant.

Lemma 2.1. Under Assumption 1, L(θ, T ) is coordinate l-smooth on Rp × L2(P ).

We now come to the Polyak- Lojasiewicz (PL) condition in T . Pointwisely for P -a.s. x, consider

max
v

h(θ, v;x) := ℓ(θ, v)− 1

2γ
∥v − x∥2.

Assumption 2 (µ-PL in T ). For µ > 0, ∀θ ∈ Rp, for P -a.s. x, maxv h(θ, v;x) = h∗(θ;x) is finite and
obtained at a unique maximizer v∗(θ;x), and the maximization is µ-PL in v, i.e.,

1

2
∥∇vh(θ, v;x)∥2 ≥ µ(h∗(θ;x)− h(θ, v;x)), ∀v ∈ Rd.

Here, we introduce a point-wise PL condition and assume a unique maximizer v∗(θ;x). See Section 6
for a discussion on the rationale of this assumption and possible relaxations. Our purpose here is to define
v∗(θ;x) as the maximizer T ∗(θ) (Lemma 2.2), and in practice we will use a neural network to parametrize the
transport map T . This motivates us to focus on the case that T ∗(θ) as a mapping from Rd → Rd is regular,
and then it is most convenient to assume the unique maximizer and the PL condition in the pointwise sense.
We thus keep the stronger assumption to illustrate a representative case with simple exposition.

The constant µ in the PL condition potentially depends on γ. We define the condition number κ := l/µ,
which then also depends on γ. Note that h(θ, v;x) has a Lipschitz-continuous gradient with respect to
v, and then the pointwise µ-PL condition in v as in Assumption 2 implies the pointwise Error-Bound
(EB) [33, Theorem 2]: ∀θ ∈ Rp, for P -a.s. x,

(EB)v ∥∇vh(θ, v;x)∥ ≥ µ∥v − v∗(θ;x)∥, ∀v ∈ Rd. (11)

The inner-maximum T is then identified as T ∗(θ)(x) = v∗(θ;x). We also define

ϕ(θ) := max
T

L(θ, T ),

and ϕ(θ) = L(θ, T ∗(θ)). The following lemma summarizes the properties of v∗(θ;x) and T ∗(θ).

Lemma 2.2. Under Assumptions 1,2, we have the following
i) For any θ ∈ Rp, T ∗(θ)(x) = v∗(θ;x) is (γµ)−1-Lipschitz in x (over a P -a.s. set) and is the unique

solution in L2(P ) of maxT L(θ, T ). In addition,

(EB)T ∥∂TL(θ, T )∥L2(P ) ≥ µ∥T − T ∗(θ)∥L2(P ), ∀T ∈ L2(P ). (12)

ii) ∥T ∗(θ̃)− T ∗(θ)∥L2(P ) ≤ κ∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀θ̃, θ ∈ Rp.
iii) ϕ is differentiable and ∂ϕ(θ) = ∂θL(θ, T ∗(θ)). In addition, let L1 = l(1 + κ), ϕ(θ) is L1-smooth, that

is, ∥∂ϕ(θ̃)− ∂ϕ(θ)∥ ≤ L1∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀θ̃, θ ∈ Rp.
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2.3 Convergence rate of GDA

Following the framework of two-scale GDA [40,79], in problem (3) T is the “inner” variable and will be the
fast variable. Our setting corresponds to an NC-PL type assumption on L(θ, T ).

To prove the convergence, we utilize some intermediate estimates, particularly the descent of the primal
L and that of ϕ. The latter will follow from the Lipschitz condition of ∂ϕ proved in Lemma 2.2 iii). For
the former, the coordinate l-smoothness implies lower bounds of coordinate descent of L over the iterations,
which is summarized in the next lemma. We use the notation of a general functional M .

Lemma 2.3. Suppose M(θ, T ) is coordinate l-smooth on Rp × L2(P ), then
i) ∀T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ, θ̃ ∈ Rp, |M(θ̃, T )−M(θ, T )− ∂θM(θ, T ) · (θ̃ − θ)| ≤ l

2∥θ̃ − θ∥2;
ii) ∀θ ∈ Rp, ∀T, T̃ ∈ L2(P ), |M(θ, T̃ )−M(θ, T )− ⟨∂TM(θ, T ), T̃ − T ⟩L2(P )| ≤ l

2∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P ).

We introduce the notion of ε-stationary point.

Definition 2. For differentiable function f(x) on Rn, x is an ε-stationary point of f if ∥∂f(x)∥ ≤ ε. For
function F (x, y) on Rp×Rn, (x, y) is an (ε, ε′)-stationary point of F if ∥∂xF (x, y)∥ ≤ ε and ∥∂yF (x, y)∥ ≤ ε′.

The main theorem of this section below shows that GDA not only finds an ε-stationary point of ϕ, but
it is also an (

√
2ε, ε/κ)-stationary point of L.

Theorem 2.4 (T fast NC-PL). Under Assumptions 1,2, suppose ϕ(θ) = maxT∈L2(P ) L(θ, T ) has a finite
lower bound. Then, for some η ∼ 1/l, τ ∼ 1/κ2l, the GDA scheme (7) finds θk for some k ≤ K = O(κ2l/ε2)
s.t. i) ∥∂ϕ(θk)∥ ≤ ε, and ii) ∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥ ≤

√
2ε, ∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥L2(P ) ≤ ε/κ.

The choice of η, τ as well as the constant factor in the big-O notation will be clarified in the proof. In
particular, the constant in big-O equals ∆ϕ multiplied by an absolute constant, where ∆ϕ = (ϕ(T0)− ϕ∗) +
1
8 (ϕ(θ0)− L(θ0, T0)) depends on the initial value of the iterations, ϕ∗ being the lower bound of ϕ.

As shown in Theorem 2.4 and also later theorems in Section 3 when θ is the fast variable, our theoretical
choice of step sizes η and τ also sheds light on the choice in practice: with 1/l = 1/(1/γ + l0), the fast
variable will have a step size 1/l and the slow variable will have step size λ/l, where λ < 1 is theoretically
proportional to 1/κ2. If there is an estimate of l0 of the loss function, one can insert that together with the
value γ in the expression of 1/l. This is useful when one is to solve the same robust learning problem with
multiple values of γ, corresponding to different radii of the Wasserstein uncertainty ball. We also note that
empirically, the GDA may converge for a range of values of (η, τ), and the decrease of the gradient norm
of the “slow variable” (for which we set the smaller step size) is not necessarily slower. This suggests that
the fast/slow variable separation could be a theoretical construct, and practical GDA may converge without
adhering to a strict two-scale regime.

Remark 2.2 (Small and large γ). Our theory, here and also in Section 3 below, applies to all values of
γ: when γ is small, that is, 1/γ > ρ, the point-wise maxv h(θ, v;x) will be strongly concave and then
µ = 1/γ − ρ; When 1/γ ≤ ρ, we no longer have strong concavity, and our theory applies by assuming the
PL condition on the maximization. In this case 1/γ ≤ ρ ≤ l0 so l = 1/γ + l0 ≤ 2l0, that is, l is (up to a
constant) of the magnitude of the smoothness of the loss function ℓ(θ, v). Algorithm-wise, compared to the
elimination method that solves for v∗(θ, x) exactly using an inner-loop, GDA is a single-loop algorithm that
updates θ and T simultaneously (or alternatively). Our theory is for synchronized GDA, but the extension
to alternative GDA should be direct with minor modifications.

3 Max-min problem with θ fast

In this section, we consider the max-min problem maxT minθ L(θ, T ), where θ is the inner (fast) variable. We
will prove two results: one under an NC-SC assumption, where we show convergence of GDA achieving the
O(ε−2) iteration complexity; one under an interaction dominant condition in the NC-NC setting, where we
propose a one-sided PPM scheme and prove the convergence at O(ε−2) number of proximal point iterations.
All proofs are in Appendix A.
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3.1 Recast as min-max problem

By taking a negation of the objective, we write it as a min-max problem

min
T∈L2(P )

max
θ∈Rp

H(T, θ) = −L(θ, T ) = Ex∼P

[
− ℓ(θ, T (x)) +

1

2γ
∥T (x)− x∥2

]
. (13)

Because we lack a convex-concave structure and the spaces L2(P ) and Rp are unbounded, (13) may not
be equivalent to the original problem (3). However, the two share stationary points, which suffices for
our purpose since our theory proves convergence to an ε-stationary point under our nonconvex-nonconcave
setting. In applications, the max-min formulation can also have an interpretation, that is, we assume there
is a corresponding classifier θ to each perturbed distribution Q = T#P , and then we search for the Q within
the Wasserstein uncertainty ball.

Here, we use the convention to put the inner variable θ in the second variable in the expression of H(T, θ).
This swap of variable ordering does not affect our definition of the (coordinate) l-smoothness in the same way
as in Section 2.2. In particular, since H = −L, Lemma 2.1 applies to show that H is coordinate l-smooth
on L2(P )× Rp. As a result, Lemma 2.3 also applies to H.

3.2 NC-SC: convergence of GDA

We introduce an NC-SC condition on H, namely requiring H to be strongly concave in θ. The extension to
the NC-NC case will be addressed in Section 3.3.

To proceed, we assume that ℓ is C2 for simplicity.

Assumption 3 (C2 ℓ). ℓ is C2 on Rp × Rd.

By definition, we have
−∂2θθH(T, θ) = Ex∼P∂

2
θθℓ(θ, T (x)).

The strongly concavity in θ asks that −∂2θθH(T, θ) ⪰ µI for some µ > 0, which is weaker than ℓ(·, v) being
strongly convex in θ: it asks the matrix to be positive definite after averaging over (T -transported) data
samples x ∼ P . We define a “good” subset of transport maps as

T SC
µ := {T ∈ L2(P ) s.t. ∀θ ∈ Rp, Ex∼P∂

2
θθℓ(θ, T (x)) ⪰ µI}.

If T belongs to this good set, then ∂2θθℓ(θ, v) after averaging on v ∼ T#P becomes positive definite. Intuitively,
this happens when the transported density T#P sufficiently spreads the locations v where ∂2θθℓ(θ, v) is
positive. Thus, the “good” class of T SC

µ can be interpreted as requiring the transport map T to be not
degenerate – in view of the locations where ∂2θθℓ is positive or near positive.

Example 1 (L2 regression). Consider the regression loss

ℓ(θ, x) =
1

2
(y(x; θ)− y∗(x))2, x ∈ Rd,

where y∗ is the true response, and yθ = y(·; θ) is the model function. We consider the general linear
model yθ(x) = σ(θTx) where σ : R → R is a nonlinear “link” function, such as the logistic function
σ(t) = 1/(1 + e−t). One can compute that

∂2θθℓ(θ, v) = ((yθ(v)− y∗(v))σ′′(θT v) + σ′(θT v)2)vvT , ∀v ∈ Rd.

As a result, the condition −∂2θθH(T, θ) ⪰ µI is equivalent to that

−∂2θθH(T, θ) = Ev∼T#P ((yθ(v)− y∗(v))σ′′(θT v) + σ′(θT v)2)vvT ⪰ µI.

Note that σ′(θT v)2 ≥ 0, and (yθ(v) − y∗(v))σ′′(θT v) may change signs. Suppose the some of the two as
a function of v is always greater than α > 0, then −∂2θθH(T, θ) ⪰ αEv∼T#P vv

T , which is positive definite
except for degenerated cases.
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Because the functional space L2(P ) contains many degenerate mappings, unless ℓ(θ, v) is strongly convex
in θ for every v, we expect T SC

µ to be a strict subset of L2(P ). We will assume that the Tk generated by the
GDA scheme always lies inside this good subset.

Assumption 4 (SC-good-T ). For µ > 0, over the iterations for all k, Tk ∈ T SC
µ .

For any T ∈ T SC
µ , there is a unique θ∗[T ] = argmaxθH(T, θ) due to µ-strongly concavity of H in θ.

We define ψ(T ) := maxθ∈Rp H(T, θ), and ψ(T ) = H(T, θ∗[T ]) when T ∈ T SC
µ . To be able to utilize the

differential property of ∂TH and ∂ψ, we will need θ∗[T ] to be defined on a neighborhood of T in L2(P ).
The set T SC

µ is typically closed by continuity; However, to have unique θ∗[T ] it suffices to have H(T, ·) to be
β-strongly concave for some β > 0. We introduce another technical condition on the good set:

Assumption 5. There exists an open set T̄ in L2(P ) that contains T SC
µ , where T ∈ T̄ implies that for some

0 < β < µ, T ∈ T SC
β .

Assumption 5 can be induced e.g. by assuming that ∂2θθℓ(θ, v) is Lipschitz in v. We summarize the
properties of θ∗[T ] and Φ in the following lemma, where we use the notations of a general function M(T, θ)
and a good subset T of L2(P ).

Lemma 3.1. SupposeM(T, θ) is coordinate l-smooth on L2(P )×Rp, and there is a set T ⊂ L2(P ) satisfying
that

a) For µ > 0, when T ∈ T , M(T, ·) is µ-strongly concave on Rp,
b) T ⊂ T̄ which is open in L2(P ), and T ∈ T̄ implies that M(T, ·) is β-strongly concave on Rp for some

0 < β < µ.
Then,
i) For any T ∈ T , there is a unique θ∗[T ] = argmaxθM(T, θ), thus the functional Ψ(T ) := maxθ∈Rp M(T, θ)

is finite, Ψ(T ) = M(T, θ∗[T ]), and ∂Ψ(T )(x) = ∂TM(T, θ∗[T ])(x), P -a.s. In addition,

(EB)θ ∥∂θM(T, θ)∥ ≥ µ∥θ − θ∗[T ]∥, ∀θ ∈ Rp. (14)

ii) Let κ = l/µ, ∀T̃ , T ∈ T , ∥θ∗[T̃ ]− θ∗[T ]∥ ≤ κ∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ).

iii) Let L2 = l(1 + κ2), ∀T̃ , T ∈ T , Ψ(T̃ )−Ψ(T ) ≤ ⟨∂Ψ(T ), T̃ − T ⟩L2(P ) + L2

2 ∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P ).

Typically, to derive the descent of Ψ as in Lemma 3.1 iii), one first establishes the l(1+κ)-Lipschitz of ∂Ψ
as in Lemma 2.2 iii), see the proof of Theorem 2.4. However, such an argument cannot apply here because
we cannot connect a line between T and T̃ in T (the latter may not be convex). The argument in Lemma
3.1 iii) applies when T can be any subset of L2(P ), and the Lipschitz constant contains κ2 instead of κ.

We derive a convergence theorem in the notation of a general objective M , that is, the min-max problem
is minT∈L2(P ) maxθ∈Rp M(T, θ), and the GDA scheme is{

Tk+1 ← Tk − η∂TM(Tk, θk)

θk+1 ← θk + τ∂θM(Tk, θk).
(15)

Theorem 3.2. Suppose M(T, θ) and the good subset T ⊂ L2(P ) satisfy the condition in Lemma 3.1, and
Tk generated by the GDA scheme (15) lies inside T for all k. Let Ψ(T ) = maxθ∈Rp M(T, θ) and assume
that Ψ(T ) is lower bounded by finite Ψ∗. Then, for some τ ∼ 1/l, η ∼ 1/κ2l, the scheme (15) finds
(Tk, θk) for some k ≤ K = O(κ2l/ε2) s.t. i) ∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥L2(P ) ≤ ε, and ii) ∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥L2(P ) ≤

√
2ε,

∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥ ≤ ε/κ.

As revealed in the proof, the constant in big-O equals ∆0 multiplied by an absolute constant, where
∆0 = (Ψ(T0)−Ψ∗) + 1

8 (Ψ(T0)−M(T0, θ0)). The convergence of GDA is a direct application of the theorem:

Corollary 3.3 (θ fast NC-SC). Under Assumptions 1,3,4,5, suppose ψ(T ) = maxθ∈Rp H(T, θ) has a finite
lower bound. Then, for some τ ∼ 1/l, η ∼ 1/κ2l, the GDA scheme (7) finds (Tk, θk) for some k ≤ K =
O(κ2l/ε2) s.t. i) ∥∂ψ(Tk)∥L2(P ) ≤ ε, and ii) ∥∂TH(Tk, θk)∥L2(P ) ≤

√
2ε, ∥∂θH(Tk, θk)∥ ≤ ε/κ.
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3.3 NC-NC: convergence of one-sided PPM

We start by assuming that the loss ℓ(θ, v) is weakly-convex-weakly-concave (WC-WC) in the vector space.

Assumption 6 (ρ-WC-WC of ℓ). For some ρ > 0, ∀θ ∈ Rp, ℓ(θ, ·) is ρ-weakly concave on Rd; ∀v ∈ Rd,
ℓ(·, v) is ρ-weakly convex on Rp.

We know that 0 < ρ ≤ l0. Actually, since ℓ is l0-smooth, it must be l0-WC-WC. Assumption 6 is to
impose that potentially where is a better ρ than l0.

To extend the theory to NC-NC type, we propose to modify the T -step in GDA (7) to be a (damped)
proximal point update, while the θ-step will remain explicitly first-order. We call our scheme a “one-sided
PPM”, and we will show convergence rate under the interaction dominant condition in θ. The one-sided
PPM scheme treats the two variables θ and T asymmetrically, and we think this is suitable for our problem,
because the transport map T and the decision variable θ lie in different spaces and have different roles in
this game. For applications in robust learning, leaving the update on θ explicit will be useful when θ is a
neural network containing a large number of parameters, and m is possibly larger than the data dimension
d.

Our analysis is much inspired by [28], which studied the vector-space NC-NC type min-max problem and
proved the convergence rate of a full PPM update (of both variables) under interaction-dominant conditions.
We will only impose the interaction dominant condition on the “inner” max variable. In this case, our
one-sided PPM has the same O(ε−2) iteration complexity as the full PPM [28]. Computation-wise, while
the proximal point of T still needs to be solved, this is simpler than a full PPM update in T and θ jointly.
One can also approximately solve the proximal point by an extra-gradient method (EGM), see [29] as a
follow-up of [28]. Here, we focus on the (one-sided) PPM scheme for theoretical purpose, and we expect
that computational tractability can be similarly resolved, e.g., by EGM, with a convergence guarantee by
combining the techniques in our analysis and those in prior works.

To be specific, we introduce Hs defined as

Hs(T, θ) = min
V ∈L2(P )

H(V, θ) +
1

2s
∥V − T∥2L2(P ) := h(V ;T, θ),

where 0 < s < 1/ρ is the step size (of the proximal map). Hs(·, θ) is a Moreau envelope of H(·, θ) for fixed
θ. The proximal mapping is defined as

T+(T ; θ) := arg min
V ∈L2(P )

h(V ;T, θ). (16)

The following lemma shows that the proximal mapping is well-defined and characterizes the differential
of Hs:

Lemma 3.4. Under Assumptions 1,3,6, for any 0 < s < 1/ρ, T+ = T+(T, θ) is well-defined, and

∂THs(T, θ) =
1

s
(T − T+) = ∂TH(T+, θ), (17)

∂θHs(T, θ) = ∂θH(T+, θ). (18)

With GDA step sizes η and τ , the proposed one-sided damped PPM scheme is
T+
k ← T+(Tk; θk)

Tk+1 ← (1− η
s )Tk + η

sT
+
k

θk+1 ← θk + τ∂θH(T+
k , θk),

(19)

where the proximal operator T+ is as in (16). We will see that the scheme is equivalent to GDA applied
to Hs, and will apply Theorem 3.2 to prove the convergence rate. To proceed, we establish the coordinate
smoothness of Hs and its strong concavity in θ under interaction dominant condition.

Lemma 3.5. Under Assumptions 1,3,6, for any 0 < s < 1/ρ, Hs is coordinate l̄-smooth on L2(P ) × Rp,
where

l̄ := max
{1

s
∨ |ρ− 1/γ|

1− s(ρ− 1/γ)
,

l0
1− s(ρ− 1/γ)

, l0
(
1 +

sl0
1− s(ρ− 1/γ)

)}
.
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The “good” subset of transport maps is now

T NC
µ̄ := {T ∈ L2(P ) s.t.∀θ ∈ Rp, let T+ = T+(T, θ),

Ex∼P

[
∂2θθℓ+ ∂2θvℓ((s

−1 + γ−1)Id − ∂2vvℓ)−1∂2vθℓ
]
|(θ,T+(x)) ⪰ µ̄I}.

The constant µ̄ potentially depends on s.

Lemma 3.6. Under Assumptions 1,3,6, if for a pair of 0 < s < 1/ρ and µ̄ > 0, T ∈ T NC
µ̄ , then Hs(T, ·) is

µ̄-strongly concave in θ ∈ Rp, that is, −∂2θθHs(T, θ) ⪰ µ̄I for all θ ∈ Rp.

Assumption 7 (NC-good-T ). For µ̄ > 0, over the iterations for all k, Tk ∈ T NC
µ̄ .

Assumption 8. There exists an open set T̄ in L2(P ) that contains T NC
µ̄ , where T ∈ T̄ implies that for

some 0 < β < µ̄, T ∈ T NC
β .

Define κ̄ := l̄/µ̄, we are ready to prove the convergence rate of the one-sided PPM scheme.

Corollary 3.7 (θ fast NC-NC). Under Assumptions 1,3,6,7,8, suppose 0 < s < 1/ρ, and ψs(T ) =
maxθ∈Rp Hs(T, θ) has a finite lower bound. Then, for some τ ∼ 1/l̄, η ∼ 1/κ̄2 l̄, the T-only damped
PPM scheme (19) finds (Tk, θk) for some k ≤ K = O(κ̄2 l̄/ε2) s.t. i) ∥∂ψs(Tk)∥L2(P ) ≤ ε, and ii)

∥∂THs(Tk, θk)∥L2(P ) ≤
√

2ε, ∥∂θHs(Tk, θk)∥ ≤ ε/κ̄.

Note that when ii) holds, i.e., (Tk, θk) is an (
√

2ε, ε/κ̄)-stationary point of Hs, then, by Lemma 3.4,
(T+

k , θk) is an (
√

2ε, ε/κ̄)-stationary point of H.

4 Algorithm in practice

In the previous two sections, we proposed GDA-type schemes with convergence analysis, where we focused
on population (infinite-sample) formulation of the loss, and the variable T is in L2(P ) space. In practice, we
would like to solve a finite-sample optimization problem towards inferring the solution (θ∗, T ∗) corresponding
to the infinite-sample problem. While we postpone a theoretical analysis of the finite-sample effect, in this
section, we explain how our algorithms are implemented on finite samples. We also introduce a neural
network parametrization of the transport map T that can be efficiently trained simultaneously with our
minimax solvers, both of which can be computed on batches of samples.

4.1 Particle optimization on finite samples

Given finite samples {xi}ni=1, xi ∼ P i.i.d., our algorithm has two components, i) solve the minimax problem
on the n samples, and ii) to learn a neural network Tφ that parametrizes T . Because in i), we will solve
T (xi) on the n samples only, the learned Tφ will allow us to extrapolate to a test sample that is not in the
n (training) samples. Below we introduce the two components, i) and ii) respectively.

In i), we aim to solve for θ and vi = T (xi), that is, we only solve for the particles vi, i = 1, · · · , n, as
images of xi under the transport T . We call this part the “particle optimization”. Below we use superscript
k to stand for iteration index k, that is, we will solve for vki = T k(xi) and θk.

In each iteration, we load a random batch B of samples, |B| = m. If we load all the samples, i.e.
B = [n] := {1, · · · , n}, then m = n, and otherwise, our algorithm is stochastic. We give the finite-sample
version of our GDA scheme below: suppose step sizes η, τ are given, the GDA scheme (7) or equivalently
(8) becomes

vk+1
i ← vki + η

(
∂vℓ(θ

k, vki )− 1

γ
(vki − xi)

)
, i ∈ B; (20)

θk+1 ← θk − τ 1

m

∑
i∈B

∂θℓ(θ
k, vki ). (21)

Note that in (20), we let vk+1
i ← vki for i /∈ B, that is, vki is only changed if the i-th particle is loaded

in batch B, because here k stands for the number of batches. Some popular modifications of GDA can be
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Algorithm 1 Particle GDA + neural transport matching

Input: Samples {xi}ni=1, initial decision model θ0, initial transport network φ0

Parameters: step sizes η, τ , batch size m
1: Initialize particles: v0i ← xi for i = 1, . . . , n

2: for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
3: Sample a batch B with |B| = m
4: Compute vk+1

i and θk+1 via GDA as in (20)(21)
5: Update φ by SGD/Adam on minimizing L(φ; {xi, vk+1

i }) as in (22) to obtain φk+1 from φk

▷ possibly using batches of size m′ < m
6: end for

derived. For example, if one replaces vki with vk+1
i in (21), then this gives an Alternating GDA update. One

can also derive the on-sample version of the one-sided PPM scheme (19), that is, the update on vk+1
i and

θk+1 given {θk, vki }, and further approximate it by an extra-gradient method, similarly to [29]. Generally,
one may consider any first-order update for vector-space minimax optimization here by updating T on the
particles, i.e., to update vki .

4.2 Neural transport map and learning by matching

We propose to parametrize T by Tφ : Rd → Rd, where φ is the network parameters. During the k-th iteration
of the particle optimization, we have updated pairs of {xi, vi = vki }i on a batch B, and then we can compute
a “matching loss” defined as

L(φ; {xi, vi}) =
1

m

∑
i∈B

∥Tφ(xi)− vi∥2. (22)

There is flexibility in the training of Tφ in this part: one can use the same batch B as in the particle
(stochastic) optimization, or, if m is large, use a smaller batch size m′ to update the network Tφ in multiple
steps on B. We summarize our batch-based algorithm in Algorithm 1, where the iteration index k counts
the number of batches, and each batch cycles through all n samples without repetition.

Note that L is an L2 loss, and intuitively it asks the mapped image Tφ(xi) to match the target particle
vi. It can be interpreted as a student network to learn the output from teacher-provided pairs {xi, vi}, which
is similar to distillation in generative models [64, 68]. The training of Tφ is standard, and one can use SGD
with momentum or Adam. Our algorithm is efficient because the training of Tφ does not need to wait for
the particle solutions to be perfect: even when vki are not fully convergent yet, they can be useful as teacher
output to train the neural transport map Tφ, and the particle iterations and the matching net training can
converge concurrently.

5 Experiments

We will apply the proposed GDA approach to simulated 2D data and image data. Codes available at https:
//github.com/VinciZhu/wasserstein_minimax. To measure empirical convergence of the algorithm, we
compute the gradient norm of θ and T at the k-th iteration on a sample batch B as

GNk
θ = ∥ 1

m

∑
i∈B

∂θℓ(θ
k, vki )∥, GNk

T =
( 1

m

∑
i∈B

∥∂vℓ(θk, vki )− 1

γ
(vki − xi)∥2

)1/2
, (23)

which are the empirical versions of ∥∂θL(θk, T k)∥ and ∥∂TL(θk, T k)∥L2(P ) respectively.

5.1 Regression on two-dimensional data

We consider a two-dimensional example following the setup in Example 1 (Figure A.1), and more details
can be found in Appendix B. We use n = 200 samples, and since we focus on the particle optimization
convergence on this example, we use all the samples in each iteration, that is, B = [n] and m = n. We
implement the following methods:
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Figure 1: L2 regression loss on 2D data, GDA in the θ-fast setting. Upper: The saddle point solution found
by the algorithm, where open circles are original samples xi, solid circles are converged sample locations
vi = T (xi), and the color bar indicates the loss ℓ(θk, ·) evaluated on vi in the last iteration. Lower: Gradient
norms of θ and T computed on finite samples, see (23), along the iterations by GDA.

(i) Elim: The elimination approach by solving for arg maxv ℓ(θk, v)− 1
2γ ∥v−xi∥2 at each xi using an inner-

loop in each iteration. For the inner-loop, we adopt the standard BFGS algorithm with optimality
tolerance 1e-5.

(ii) GDA: as introduced in Section 4.1, and we consider both the T -fast and θ-fast settings by choosing
different step sizes η, τ .

θ-fast setting On this example, we numerically compute the ∂2θθH as explained in Example 1, and nu-
merically the Hessians are positive definite in all the cases that we observed. Thus, we think this problem
has almost strongly concavity in θ. We set η = 0.2, τ = 0.4, and compute for γ equals {0.5, 1, 2}. The GDA
scheme achieves convergence using 373, 315, 240 iterations respectively. The results are shown in Figure
1. When γ increases, the found solution shows larger movement from xi to vi. The decrease of gradient
norm in the plots demonstrates exponential convergence, suggesting a near-strongly convex strongly concave
property of this problem (at least locally) possibly due to the simplicity of this example. Note that in this
case, though we impose θ as the fast variable, the gradient norm in T decreases as fast as that in θ over the
GDA iterations, and faster when γ is small. Thus, it could be reasonable to use larger step size on T as well.
We will examine the T -fast setting below.

Comparing GDA with Elim We consider under the T -fast setting. For GDA, we set η = 0.4, τ = 0.2.
For Elim, τ = 0.2, and T ∗[θ] is solved by the inner-loop in each iteration. We set the stopping criterion as
both gradient norms in (23) less than Tol=1e-5. We also set Tol as the optimality tolerance of the inner-loop
solver of Elim. We compute with two values of γ = 0.5, 1 respectively, and the results are shown in Figure 2.

When γ = 0.5, GDA takes 751 iterations to achieve (GNθ,GNT ) = (9.93e-06, 4.06e-07), and Elim takes
752 iterations to achieve (GNθ,GNT ) =(9.97e-06, 7.00e-06). Note that by the inner-loop, GNT is always
below Tol, as shown in Figure 2(b). The two methods use the same initial value {θ0, v0i }, and converge to
the same stationary point in this example. We also record the number of gradient evaluations (NGE) of
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Figure 2: L2 regression loss on 2D data, comparing GDA and Elim in the T -fast setting. Upper: γ = 0.5.
Lower: γ = 1. In this example, GDA and Elim start from the same initial value of {θ0, v0i } and converge to
the same local (near) stationary point. (a) Gradient norms by GDA, same plots in Figure 1. (b) Gradient
norms by Elim. Since T is solved via an inner-loop, the gradient norm of T is always below the tolerance
1e-5. (c) Number of gradient evaluations (NGE) of the inner-loop in the Elim method, showing max, min
and average values over the n samples, and the total NGE is shown in the plot title.

computing ∂TL of both methods: in GDA, NGE equals number of iterations, and in Elim, NGE can be
larger due to the inner loop. ∂TL is computed on the samples via the gradient in vi, and we count NGE +1
when gradients on all samples are computed once more. (Number of evaluations of ∂θL is always smaller:
it is the same as that of ∂TL for GDA, and for Elim, it equals the number of outer iterations.) In addition,
we note that the number of function evaluations in Elim can be larger than NGE, because the BFGS with
line search can use more function evaluations than gradient evaluations (the latter equals the number of
inner-loop iterations plus 1). On this example, in Elim, when k = 1, it takes up to 8 gradient evaluations for
BFGS to converge, and in later phase of the Elim iterations the average NGE gradually drops to 1, which
makes the method like a single-loop one (this is possible because we warm-start the BFGS by using vk−1

i as
the initial value to solve for vki in k-th iteration), see Figure 2(c). Even though, over all the iterations, Elim
still uses 1078 NGE, which is significantly more than the NGE of GDA, which is 751.

When increasing γ to 1, the behavior of GDA and Elim are similar. While both methods use less iterations
to converge – GDA uses 640 iterations, and Elim uses 643 – the total NGE of Elim is still more than that
of GDA.

5.2 Classification on image data

We consider the classification task where each data sample xi also has a class label yi belonging to K classes,
namely, y ∈ [K]. The decision model θ is a classifier neural network, and we use the cross-entropy loss.
Strictly speaking, the K-classes render the setting here different from before, in that the data distribution
P of x, the loss function ℓ, and the transport map T will all depend on the class label y, and we denote the
y-specific T as Ty. In our experiments, we apply the minimax optimization in a latent space provided by a
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Figure 3: GDA with momentum on MNIST with different batch sizes m, where k stands for the number of
batches. γ = 8.0, η = τ = 0.01, and momentum 0.7. (a) Gradient norm GNk

θ , and (b) gradient norm GNk
T ,

computed on batches as defined in (23). (c) Matching loss L for k-th batch (average over the m/m′ smaller
batches, m′ = 50). All errors are shown in the log scale and subsampled at intervals of 20 iterations for
better visualization.

pretrained variational autoencoder (VAE) [35], where the latent representation captures high-level semantic
structures in the images and supports smooth interpolation along the data manifold. The Euclidean distance
in the latent space, which is the ground distance of theW2 space, is more meaningful than that in the image
input space. Details of the classification network θ, the pre-trained VAE, the y-specific loss and neural
transport map φ can be found in Appendix B.

MNIST The dataset consists of 10 classes of grayscale handwritten digits of size 28 × 28. We use the
original training set (having 60,000 samples) to pre-train the VAE with a 32-dimensional latent space. We
then use a subset of n = 1,000 training samples in our minimax optimization, and we implement the GDA
scheme with and without momentum, and with varying step sizes η and τ . We use varying batch sizes
m = 1,000, 500, 200, 100 for the particle updates, and the batch size for training Tφ is fixed at m′ = 50. See
Appendix B for more details of the setup.

Figure 3 depicts the evolution of the two gradient norms and the matching loss L in log scale. For plain
GDA without momentum, the same error plots are shown in Figure A.2. It can be seen that the gradient
norm and matching loss curves all exhibit a steady decreasing trend after a short warm-up period, showing
that the mini-batch updates of stochastic GDA are effective. While our theory addresses the vanilla GDA,
here we observe that the scheme converges after adding momentum, which also accelerates convergence (by
comparing Figure 3 with Figure A.2). With varying step sizes η and τ , the scheme remains convergent as
shown in Figure A.3, where the convergence of particles (measured by gradient norm in T ) is faster when
using a larger step size η. In addition, the matching loss L decreases at a pace comparable to that of
∥∂TL∥L2(P ) and does not exhibit noticeable delay, indicating that the concurrent training of Tφ with the
particle iterations is efficient.

After the neural transport map Tφ is trained, we apply it to the test set of MNIST to compute from a
test sample x′i the transported point T (x′i) (in the latent space). To illustrate the transport map, we linearly
interpolate between x′i and T (x′i) and show the images after decoding to the input space. In Figure 4(a),
we show the results on the top sample from 5 classes (in the test set) that achieves the largest magnitude of
change of pixel values in each class. The model is trained with m = 500 and k = 20,000 iterations (batches),
and the results are almost identical to when m = n = 1,000. (The results with a smaller batch size like
m = 100 are also similar, but have some visual discrepancy from the m = 1,000 result.) The panel shows
semantically meaningful deformations of the digits towards a different class (labeled by θ0). To further
examine the out-of-sample extension performance of our model, we also plot the interpolation trajectories
between xi and its corresponding vi (solved by the particle optimization) where xi is the nearest neighbor of
x′i in the training set (Figure A.4). The visual similarity between the trajectory of xi and x′i indicates that
the neural transport Tφ effectively generalizes to the test samples.
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Figure 4: Interpolation trajectories between xi and T (xi) by the learned neural transport Tφ on test samples
xi. Class labels predicted by θ0 are shown for xi and T (xi), and incorrect predictions are colored in red. For
both MNIST and CIFAR-10, we apply the GDA with m = 500 and k = 20,000 batches.

CIFAR-10 The dataset consists of colored images of size 32× 32 across 10 object categories. We use the
original training set of 50,000 images to pretrain the VAE with a 256-dimensional latent space, and take
200 training images from each class to form a subset of 2,000 samples to use in our minimax optimization.
The overall experimental setup is similar to that of MNIST. Specifically, we adopt GDA with momentum
0.9, step sizes η = τ = 0.001, batch size m = 500 (and m′ = 100 in training Tφ), and train for k = 20, 000
batches. The other details can be found in Appendix B. The convergence of the gradient norms in θ and
T and the matching loss are similar to those on MNIST, and the interpolation panel on the test set is
shown in Figure 4(b). The learned neural transport Tφ successfully generates sample images exhibiting
meaningful semantic deformations of the objects, demonstrating the effectiveness of our method on this
higher-dimensional example.

6 Discussion

We begin with a few remarks on the PL condition in Assumption 2. Although somewhat strong, this
pointwise PL requirement can be interpreted as imposing a regularizing effect on the transport map T ,
arising fundamentally from the quadratic anchoring term − 1

2γ ∥T (x) − x∥2 in the objective. Geometrically,

this term anchors T (x) to its input x and prevents the map from collapsing, for example, to a single worst-
case point. At the same time, we think it is possible to relax the pointwise PL condition by a one in T that is
“in expectation over P”, and specifically, the T -Error Bound (12) shown in Lemma 2.2 (together with other
needed regularity condition of T ∗(θ)). It is also possible to relax the uniqueness assumption on v∗(θ;x), e.g.
to allow the maximizers being in a compact set, following standard analysis in the vector space.

This work can also be extended in several other directions. First, we focused on GDA updates, but the
framework based on the transport map T ∈ L2(P ) could accommodate other first-order minimax algorithms
to apply to the Wasserstein minimax problem here. Examples include Optimistic Gradient Descent-Ascent
(OGDA) and Extragradient (EG) [49, 51] methods, which are potentially more stable than GDA and have
been studied in the GAN training [15, 18]. Strengthening the theoretical analysis to establish convergence
rates for these methods in our framework is an interesting avenue for future work. At the same time,
extending the approach to more high-dimensional data, including images and beyond, may reveal additional
practical insights.
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A Proofs

A.1 Auxiliary lemma

Lemma A.1. Suppose P ∈ P2(Rd), a measurable set A ⊂ Rd satisfies that P (A) = 1, and v : A → Rd is
Lipschitz on A, that is, for some a ≥ 0, ∥v(x̃)− v(x)∥ ≤ a∥x̃− x∥, ∀x̃, x ∈ A, then v ∈ L2(P ).

Proof of Lemma A.1. A cannot be empty because P (A) = 1, then there is at least one point x0 ∈ A and
∥v(x0)∥ <∞. For any x ∈ A, we have that

∥v(x)∥ ≤ ∥v(x0)∥+ a∥x− x0∥, ∀x ∈ A.

This gives that

Ex∼P ∥v(x)∥2 =

∫
A

∥v(x)∥2dP (x)

≤
∫
A

(∥v(x0)∥+ a∥x∥+ a∥x0∥)2dP (x)

≤ 2(∥v(x0)∥+ a∥x0∥)2 + 2a2Ex∼P ∥x∥2 <∞,

where the first equality is by that P (A) = 1, and to show that the last row is finite we used that Ex∼P ∥x∥2 <
∞ due to that P ∈ P2(Rd).

A.2 Proofs in Section 2

Proof of Lemma 2.1. It is possible to show that L is l-smooth in the sense of (10), which then implies
coordinate l-smoothness. Here, we prove using the definition of coordinate l-smoothness as some intermediate
estimates will be used in later analysis. We claim that

∥∂θL(θ̃, T )− ∂θL(θ, T )∥ ≤ l0∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀T, θ̃, θ, (24)

∥∂θL(θ, T̃ )− ∂θL(θ, T )∥ ≤ l0∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ), ∀T̃ , T, θ, (25)

∥∂TL(θ̃, T )− ∂TL(θ, T )∥L2(P ) ≤ l0∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀T, θ̃, θ, (26)

∥∂TL(θ, T̃ )− ∂TL(θ, T )∥L2(P ) ≤ (l0 +
1

γ
)∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ), ∀T̃ , T, θ. (27)

If true, this proves the coordinate l-smoothness of L by Definition 1 with l = l0 + 1/γ.
Recall that ∀θ ∈ Rp, T ∈ L2(P ),

∂TL(θ, T )(x) = ∂vℓ(θ, T (x))− 1

γ
(T (x)− x), P − a.s.

∂θL(θ, T ) = Ex∼P∂θℓ(θ, T (x)).

We then have

∥∂θL(θ̃, T )− ∂θL(θ, T )∥ ≤ Ex∼P ∥∂θℓ(θ̃, T (x))− ∂θℓ(θ, T (x))∥ ≤ l0∥θ̃ − θ∥,

where the second inequality is by that ℓ(θ, v) is l0-smooth on Rp × Rd. This proves (24). Similarly,

∥∂θL(θ, T̃ )− ∂θL(θ, T )∥ ≤ Ex∼P ∥∂θℓ(θ, T̃ (x))− ∂θℓ(θ, T (x))∥
≤ l0Ex∼P ∥T̃ (x)− T (x)∥ ≤ l0∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ),

where the second inequality is again by the l0-smoothness of ℓ. This proves (25).
To see (26), observe that for P -a.s. x,

∥∂TL(θ̃, T )(x)− ∂TL(θ, T )(x)∥ = ∥∂vℓ(θ̃, T (x))− ∂vℓ(θ, T (x))∥ ≤ l0∥θ̃ − θ∥
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by the l0-smoothness of ℓ, and then (26) follows. Finally, for P -a.s. x,

∂TL(θ, T̃ )(x)− ∂TL(θ, T )(x) = (∂vℓ(θ, T̃ (x))− ∂vℓ(θ, T (x)))− 1

γ
(T̃ (x)− T (x)),

and then

∥∂TL(θ, T̃ )− ∂TL(θ, T )∥L2(P ) ≤ (Ex∼P ∥∂vℓ(θ, T̃ (x))− ∂vℓ(θ, T (x))∥2)1/2 +
1

γ
∥T̃ − T∥L2(P )

≤ (Ex∼P l
2
0∥T̃ (x)− T (x)∥2)1/2 +

1

γ
∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ) = (l0 +

1

γ
)∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ),

where the second equality is again due to the l0-smoothness of ℓ. This proves (27).

Proof of Lemma 2.2. i) For each fixed θ, we first show that v∗(θ;x) is Lipschitz in x and in L2(P ). Note that
v∗(θ;x) is defined for P -a.s. x, thus we are to show that on the set where it is defined, called A, the mapping
v∗(θ; ·) : A → Rd is Lipschitz. Specifically, Suppose (for this θ) Assumption 2 holds for x ∈ A ⊂ Rd, where
P (A) = 1, then v∗(θ;x) is well-defined for x ∈ A. For any x̃, x ∈ A, let v∗ = v∗(θ;x), ṽ∗ = v∗(θ; x̃). We
have (11) hold with x and v = ṽ∗, and that is ∥∇vh(θ, ṽ∗;x)∥ ≥ µ∥ṽ∗ − v∗∥. Meanwhile, ∇vh(θ, ṽ∗; x̃) = 0
by first-order optimality, and then

∇vh(θ, ṽ∗;x) = ∇vh(θ, ṽ∗;x)−∇vh(θ, ṽ∗; x̃) =
1

γ
(x− x̃).

Putting together, this shows that µ∥ṽ∗ − v∗∥ ≤ 1
γ ∥x− x̃∥, which means that v∗(θ;x) is (γµ)−1-Lipschitz in

x on A. Then, by Lemma A.1, this also implies that v∗(θ; ·) is in L2(P ).
We now have that T ∗(θ)(x) = v∗(θ;x) is a member of L2(P ), and next, we show that it is the unique

maximizer of maxT L(θ, T ). By that v∗(θ;x) = argmaxv h(θ, v;x), we know that for any T ∈ L2(P ),

L(θ, T ) = Ex∼Ph(θ, T (x);x) ≤ Ex∼Ph(θ, v∗(θ;x);x) = L(θ, T ∗(θ)).

Thus T ∗(θ) is a maximizer. To show the uniqueness, suppose another T̃ also has L(θ, T̃ ) = L(θ, T ∗(θ)). The
µ-PL condition implies Quadratic Growth (QG) [33, Theorem 2], namely

h(θ, v∗(θ;x);x)− h(θ, v;x) ≥ µ

2
∥v∗(θ;x)− v∥2, ∀v ∈ Rd.

Letting v = T̃ (x) and taking expectation over x ∼ P , we have

µ

2
Ex∼P ∥T ∗(θ)(x)− T̃ (x)∥2 ≤ Ex∼P (h(θ, T ∗(θ)(x);x)− h(θ, T̃ (x);x))

= L(θ, T ∗(θ))− L(θ, T̃ ) = 0.

This shows that ∥T ∗(θ)− T̃∥L2(P ) = 0, namely T̃ = T ∗(θ) in L2(P ).
To prove (12), for fixed θ and any T ∈ L2(P ),

∥T − T ∗(θ)∥2L2(P ) = Ex∼P ∥T (x)− v∗(θ;x)∥2

≤ 1

µ2
Ex∼P ∥∇vh(θ, T (x);x)∥2

=
1

µ2
∥∂TL(θ, T )∥2L2(P ),

where the first inequality is by (11), and in the last equality we used that

∇vh(θ, T (x);x) = ∂vℓ(θ, T (x))− 1

γ
(T (x)− x) = ∂TL(θ, T )(x), P − a.s.

which holds by definition.
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ii) For any θ̃, θ ∈ Rp, we apply (12) to T = T ∗(θ̃) to obtain

µ∥T ∗(θ̃)− T ∗(θ)∥L2(P ) ≤ ∥∂TL(θ, T ∗(θ̃))∥L2(P ).

Meanwhile, the first order optimality gives that ∂vh(θ̃, v∗(θ̃;x);x) = 0, which means that ∂TL(θ̃, T ∗(θ̃))(x) =
0 for P -a.s. x. Putting together, we have

µ∥T ∗(θ̃)− T ∗(θ)∥L2(P ) ≤ ∥∂TL(θ, T ∗(θ̃))− ∂TL(θ̃, T ∗(θ̃))∥L2(P ) ≤ l∥θ − θ̃∥,

where in the last inequality is by that L is coordinate l-smooth on Rp × L2(P ) shown in Lemma 2.1.
iii) By that T ∗(θ) = v∗(θ; ·) as shown in i), we have ϕ(θ) = L(θ, T ∗(θ)) = Ex∼Ph(θ, v∗(θ;x);x). By

Danskin’s theorem,
∂ϕ(θ) = Ex∼P∂θh(θ, v∗(θ;x);x) = Ex∼P∂θℓ(θ, v

∗(θ;x)).

This shows that ∂ϕ(θ) = ∂θL(θ, T ∗(θ)). Then, we have

∥∂ϕ(θ̃)− ∂ϕ(θ)∥ = ∥∂θL(θ̃, T ∗(θ̃))− ∂θL(θ, T ∗(θ))∥
≤ ∥∂θL(θ̃, T ∗(θ̃))− ∂θL(θ̃, T ∗(θ))∥+ ∥∂θL(θ̃, T ∗(θ))− ∂θL(θ, T ∗(θ))∥
≤ l(∥T ∗(θ̃)− T ∗(θ)∥+ ∥θ̃ − θ∥),

where the second inequality is by that L is coordinate l-smooth on Rp × L2(P ) (Lemma 2.1). Combined
with ii), we have that ∥∂ϕ(θ̃)− ∂ϕ(θ)∥ ≤ l(1 + κ)∥θ̃ − θ∥.

Proof of Lemma 2.3. The proof of i) is standard since θ is in Rp, where one uses

∥∂θM(θ′, T )− ∂θM(θ, T )∥ ≤ l∥θ′ − θ∥, ∀θ′, θ ∈ Rp,

due to the coordinate l-smoothness of M .
ii) is proved similarly by considering variables in L2(P ). Specifically, by considering the line T (s) :=

T + s(T̃ − T ), s ∈ [0, 1], in L2(P ), we have

M(θ, T̃ )−M(θ, T )− ⟨∂TM(θ, T ), T̃ − T ⟩L2(P ) =

∫ 1

0

⟨∂TM(θ, T (s))− ∂TM(θ, T ), T̃ − T ⟩L2(P )ds,

which gives that

|M(θ, T̃ )−M(θ, T )− ⟨∂TM(θ, T ), T̃ − T ⟩L2(P )|

≤
∫ 1

0

∥∂TM(θ, T (s))− ∂TM(θ, T )∥∥T̃ − T∥L2(P )ds

≤
∫ 1

0

l∥T (s)− T∥L2(P )∥T̃ − T∥L2(P )ds =
l

2
∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P ),

where the second inequality is by that

∥∂TM(θ, T ′)− ∂TM(θ, T )∥ ≤ l∥T ′ − T∥L2(P ), ∀T ′, T ∈ L2(P )

due to the coordinate l-smoothness.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. The proof follows the same strategy as in [79] in the deterministic case, and the paper
considered vector-space min-max problem in the NC-PL setting. Here, we consider GDA without alternating
and our variable T is in the functional space L2(P ), so some adaptation and additional analysis is needed.

Recall that κ = l/µ, L1 = l(1 + κ). We assume that

L1τ ≤ 1, lη ≤ 1, (28)

which will be fulfilled later in the proof.
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• Descent of primal: In the T step, by Lemma 2.3 ii),

L(θk+1, Tk+1)− L(θk+1, Tk) ≥ ⟨∂TL(θk+1, Tk), Tk+1 − Tk⟩L2(P ) −
l

2
∥Tk+1 − Tk∥2L2(P )

= η⟨∂TL(θk+1, Tk), ∂TL(θk, Tk)⟩L2(P ) −
lη2

2
∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ), (29)

where in the equality we have used that Tk+1 = Tk + η∂TL(θk, Tk). Define

ek := ∂TL(θk+1, Tk)− ∂TL(θk, Tk),

By that L is coordinate l-smooth on Rp × L2(P ) (Lemma 2.1), we have

∥ek∥L2(P ) ≤ l∥θk+1 − θk∥ = lτ∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥, (30)

where in the equality we inserted that θk+1 = θk − τ∂θL(θk, Tk).
Back to (29), we have

L(θk+1, Tk+1)− L(θk+1, Tk) ≥ η(1− lη

2
)∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ) + η⟨ek, ∂TL(θk, Tk)⟩L2(P ).

Note that

−⟨ek, ∂TL(θk, Tk)⟩L2(P ) ≤ ∥ek∥L2(P )∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥L2(P ) ≤ lτ∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥L2(P )

≤ lτ

2
(∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2 + ∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P )),

where the second inequality is by (30). We then have

L(θk+1, Tk+1)− L(θk+1, Tk) ≥ η(1− lη

2
− lτ

2
)∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ) − η

lτ

2
∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2

≥ η

4
∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ) −

τ

2
∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2, (31)

where the second inequality is by that lη ≤ 1, and that lτ ≤ 1
1+κ ≤ 1/2 under (28).

In the θ-step, by Lemma 2.3 i),

L(θk+1, Tk)− L(θk, Tk) ≥ ∂θL(θk, Tk) · (θk+1 − θk)− l

2
∥θk+1 − θk∥2

= −τ(1 +
lτ

2
)∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2

≥ −5τ

4
∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2,

where the last inequality is by lτ ≤ 1/2 again. Together with (31), this gives

L(θk+1, Tk+1)− L(θk, Tk) ≥ η

4
∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ) −

7τ

4
∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2. (32)

• Descent of ϕ: Because ϕ(θ) is L1-smooth by Lemma 2.2 iii), we have

ϕ(θk+1)− ϕ(θk) ≤ ∂ϕ(θk) · (θk+1 − θk) +
L1

2
∥θk+1 − θk∥2

= −τ∂ϕ(θk) · ∂θL(θk, Tk) +
L1τ

2

2
∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2, (33)

where we used θk+1 = θk − τ∂θL(θk, Tk) in the equality. Define

δk := ∂θL(θk, Tk)− ∂ϕ(θk).
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By Lemma 2.2 iii), δk = ∂θL(θk, Tk)− ∂θL(θk, T
∗(θk)), and then by that L is coordinate l-smooth, we have

∥δk∥ ≤ l∥Tk − T ∗(θk)∥L2(P ).

Meanwhile, by (12), ∥Tk − T ∗(θk)∥L2(P ) ≤ 1
µ∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥L2(P ). Putting together, we have

∥δk∥ ≤ κ∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥L2(P ). (34)

Inserting the definition of δk into (33) gives that

ϕ(θk+1)− ϕ(θk) ≤ −τ∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 − τ∂ϕ(θk) · δk +
τ

2
∥∂ϕ(θk) + δk∥2,

where for the last term on the r.h.s. we used that L1τ ≤ 1 under (28). Expanding ∥∂ϕ(θk) + δk∥2 =
∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + ∥δk∥2 + 2∂ϕ(θk) · δk gives that

ϕ(θk+1)− ϕ(θk) ≤ −τ
2
∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 +

τ

2
∥δk∥2. (35)

• Lyapunov function: We construct the Lyapunov function as

Vk := V (θk, Tk) = ϕ(θk) + α(ϕ(θk)− L(θk, Tk)),

where α > 0 will be chosen later. Inserting (32)(35),

Vk − Vk+1 = (1 + α)(ϕ(θk)− ϕ(θk+1))− α(L(θk, Tk)− L(θk+1, Tk+1))

≥ (1 + α)(
τ

2
∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 − τ

2
∥δk∥) + α(

η

4
∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ) −

7τ

4
∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2)

≥ τ 1− 6α

2
∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 − τ 1 + 8α

2
∥δk∥2 + η

α

4
∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ),

where the second inequality is by that ∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2 = ∥∂ϕ(θk) + δk∥2 ≤ 2(∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + ∥δk∥2). Inserting
(34), we then have

Vk − Vk+1 ≥
τ(1− 6α)

2
∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + (

ηα

4
− τκ2(1 + 8α)

2
)∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ).

Now choose α = 1/8, we have

Vk − Vk+1 ≥
τ

8
∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + (

η

32
− τκ2)∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ).

We set η = 1/l, τ = 1/(40κ2l), and one can verify that this fulfills (28) and also η/32 = 5
4κ

2τ . As a result,

Vk − Vk+1 ≥
τ

8
(∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + 2κ2∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P )). (36)

By summing k from 0 to K − 1, we have

τ

8

K−1∑
k=0

(∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + 2κ2∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P )) ≤ V0 − VK .

We now show that V0 − VK is upper bounded by a constant independent of K: Since ϕ has a finite lower
bound, denoted as ϕ∗, we have

V (θ, T ) = ϕ(θ) + α(ϕ(θ)− L(θ, T )) ≥ ϕ(θ) ≥ ϕ∗.

and then
V0 − VK ≤ V0 − ϕ∗ = ϕ(θ0)− ϕ∗ + α(ϕ(θ0)− L(θ0, T0))) := ∆ϕ.
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The constant ∆ϕ depends on the initial value (θ0, T0). This implies that

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

(∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + 2κ2∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P )) ≤
8∆ϕ

τK
=

320κ2l∆ϕ

K
.

As a result, when
320κ2l∆ϕ

K ≤ ε2, there must be a k ≤ K s.t.

∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + 2κ2∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ) ≤ ε2. (37)

This k satisfies that ∥∂ϕ(θk)∥ ≤ ε as claimed in i).
To show that it also satisfies ii), we derive an upper bound of ∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥: For any (θ, T ) ∈ Rp×L2(P ),

we have
∥∂θL(θ, T )− ∂θL(θ, T ∗(θ))∥ ≤ l∥T − T ∗(θ)∥L2(P ) ≤ κ∥∂TL(θ, T )∥L2(P ),

where the first inequality is by the coordinate l-smoothness of L and the second inequality is by (12). Apply
to (θ, T ) = (θk, Tk), and by triangle inequality, we have

∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥ ≤ ∥∂θL(θk, T
∗(θk))∥+ κ∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥L2(P )

= ∥∂ϕ(θk)∥+ κ∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥L2(P ),

which implies that ∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2 ≤ 2(∥∂ϕ(θk)∥2 + κ2∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P )). Comparing to (37), we have

ε2 ≥ 1

2
∥∂θL(θk, Tk)∥2 + κ2∥∂TL(θk, Tk)∥2L2(P ),

and this proves ii).

A.3 Proofs in Section 3.2

Proof of Lemma 3.1. In i), the uniqueness of θ∗[T ] follows the strong concavity of M(T, ·) in θ. Note that the
coordinate l-smoothness of M(T, θ) implies Lipschitz-continuous gradient (Remark 2.1) and, in particular,
that M(T, θ) has a Lipschitz-continuous gradient in θ. Then, by [33, Theorem 2], µ-strong concavity implies
the Error-Bound (EB) in θ namely the inequality (14).

Because the strong concavity in θ holds for M(T, ·) whenever T ∈ T̄ , we have that for any T ∈ T , θ∗[T ] is
well-defined on a neighborhood of T and Ψ(T ) = M(T, θ∗[T ]) on the neighborhood. Thus, Ψ is differentiable
at T and the expression of ∂Ψ(T ) is by Danskin’s type argument.

Now for T̃ , T ∈ T , let θ∗ = θ∗[T ] and θ̃∗ = θ∗[T̃ ]. By (14), we have

∥∂θM(T, θ̃∗)∥ ≥ µ∥θ̃∗ − θ∗∥.

Meanwhile, by that ∂θM(T̃ , θ̃∗) = 0 (since θ̃∗ is the maximizer),

∥∂θM(T, θ̃∗)∥ = ∥∂θM(T, θ̃∗)− ∂θM(T̃ , θ̃∗)∥ ≤ l∥T − T̃∥L2(P ),

where the inequality is by that M is coordinate l-smooth. Putting together, this proves ii).
To prove iii), by definition,

Ψ(T̃ )−Ψ(T ) = M(T̃ , θ̃∗)−M(T, θ∗) = (M(T̃ , θ̃∗)−M(T̃ , θ∗)) + (M(T̃ , θ∗)−M(T, θ∗)).

To bound the first term, Lemma 2.3 i) gives that −M(T̃ , θ̃∗)+M(T̃ , θ∗) ≥ ∂θM(T̃ , θ̃∗)·(θ∗−θ̃∗)− l
2∥θ∗−θ̃∗∥2,

and since ∂θM(T̃ , θ̃∗) = 0, this gives

M(T̃ , θ̃∗)−M(T̃ , θ∗) ≤ l

2
∥θ∗ − θ̃∗∥2.

The second term can be bounded as

M(T̃ , θ∗)−M(T, θ∗) ≤ ⟨∂TM(T, θ∗), T̃ − T ⟩L2(P ) +
l

2
∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P )
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by Lemma 2.3 ii). Putting together, and note that ∂TM(T, θ∗) = ∂Ψ(T ), we have

Ψ(T̃ )−Ψ(T ) ≤ l

2
∥θ∗ − θ̃∗∥2 + ⟨∂Ψ(T ), T̃ − T ⟩L2(P ) +

l

2
∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P ).

Finally, we already have ∥θ∗ − θ̃∗∥ ≤ κ∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ) proved in ii), and this leads to iii).

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof much follows the steps in the proof of Theorem 2.4. However, since the
roles of T and θ is switched and these two variables lie in different spaces (one is in L2(P ) and one is in
vector space), the setting still differs as reflected by different assumptions. We include the proof details for
completeness.

Under the assumptions of the theorem, Lemma 3.1 applies. Recall that κ = l/µ, L2 = l(1 + κ2). We
assume that

L2η ≤ 1, lτ ≤ 1, (38)

which will be fulfilled later in the proof.

• Descent of Ψ: Since Tk, Tk+1 ∈ T , by Lemma 3.1 iii),

Ψ(Tk+1)−Ψ(Tk) ≤ ⟨∂Ψ(Tk), Tk+1 − Tk⟩L2(P ) +
L2

2
∥Tk+1 − Tk∥2L2(P )

= −η⟨∂Ψ(Tk), ∂TM(Tk, θk)⟩L2(P ) +
L2η

2

2
∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ), (39)

where in the equality we used that Tk+1 = Tk − η∂TM(Tk, θk). Define

δk := ∂TM(Tk, θk)− ∂Ψ(Tk).

We know that δk = ∂TM(Tk, θk)−∂TM(Tk, θ
∗[Tk]) by Lemma 3.1 i). By the coordinate l-smoothness of M ,

we have
∥δk∥L2(P ) = ∥∂TM(Tk, θk)− ∂TM(Tk, θ

∗[Tk])∥L2(P ) ≤ l∥θk − θ∗[Tk]∥.
By (14), ∥θk − θ∗[Tk]∥ ≤ 1

µ∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥. Thus,

∥δk∥L2(P ) ≤ κ∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥. (40)

Substituting the definition of δk into (39) gives that

Ψ(Tk+1)−Ψ(Tk) ≤ −η∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) − η⟨∂Ψ(Tk), δk⟩L2(P ) +
η

2
∥∂Ψ(Tk) + δk∥2L2(P ),

where for the last term on the r.h.s. we used that L2η ≤ 1 under (38). Expanding ∥∂Ψ(Tk) + δk∥2L2(P ) =

∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) + ∥δk∥2L2(P ) + 2⟨∂Ψ(Tk), δk⟩L2(P ) gives that

Ψ(Tk+1)−Ψ(Tk) ≤ −η
2
∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) +

η

2
∥δk∥2L2(P ). (41)

• Descent of primal: In the θ step, by Lemma 2.3 i),

M(Tk+1, θk+1)−M(Tk+1, θk) ≥ ∂θM(Tk+1, θk) · (θk+1 − θk)− l

2
∥θk+1 − θk∥2

= τ∂θM(Tk+1, θk) · ∂θM(Tk, θk)− lτ2

2
∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2, (42)

where in the equality we used that θk+1 − θk = τ∂θM(Tk, θk). Define

ek := ∂θM(Tk+1, θk)− ∂θM(Tk, θk).

By that M is coordinate l-smooth on L2(P )× Rp and that Tk+1 − Tk = −η∂TM(Tk, θk),

∥ek∥ ≤ l∥Tk+1 − Tk∥L2(P ) = lη∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥L2(P ). (43)
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Back to (42), we have

M(Tk+1, θk+1)−M(Tk+1, θk) ≥ τ(1− lτ

2
)∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2 + τek · ∂θM(Tk, θk).

Note that

−ek · ∂θM(Tk, θk) ≤ ∥ek∥∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥ ≤ lη∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥L2(P )∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥

≤ lη

2
(∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ) + ∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2),

where the second inequality is by (43). We then have

M(Tk+1, θk+1)−M(Tk+1, θk) ≥ τ(1− lτ

2
− lη

2
)∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2 − τ lη

2
∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P )

≥ τ

4
∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2 − η

2
∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ), (44)

where the second inequality is by that lτ ≤ 1, and that lη ≤ 1
1+κ2 ≤ 1/2 under (38).

In the T -step, by Lemma 2.3 ii),

M(Tk+1, θk)−M(Tk, θk) ≥ ⟨∂TM(Tk, θk), Tk+1 − Tk⟩L2(P ) −
l

2
∥Tk+1 − Tk∥2L2(P )

= −η(1 +
lη

2
)∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P )

≥ −5η

4
∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ),

where in the last inequality we used lη ≤ 1/2 again. Together with (44), we have

M(Tk+1, θk+1)−M(Tk, θk) ≥ τ

4
∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2 − 7η

4
∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ). (45)

• Lyapunov function: We define

Vk := V (Tk, θk) = Ψ(Tk) + α(Ψ(Tk)−M(Tk, θk)),

where α > 0 to be determined. By (41)(45),

Vk − Vk+1 = (1 + α)(Ψ(Tk)−Ψ(Tk+1))− α(M(Tk, θk)−M(Tk+1, θk+1))

≥ (1 + α)(
η

2
∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) −

η

2
∥δk∥2L2(P )) + α(

τ

4
∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2 − 7η

4
∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ))

≥ η 1− 6α

2
∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) − η

1 + 8α

2
∥δk∥2L2(P ) + τ

α

4
∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2,

where in the second inequality we used that

∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ) = ∥∂Ψ(Tk) + δk∥2L2(P ) ≤ 2(∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) + ∥δk∥2L2(P )).

Inserting (40), we then have

Vk − Vk+1 ≥
η(1− 6α)

2
∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) + (

τα

4
− ηκ2(1 + 8α)

2
)∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2.

The rest of the proof takes the same steps as the part in the proof of Theorem 2.4, swapping the role of
θ and T (and η and τ). To be complete, we set α = 1/8, τ = 1/l, η = 1/(40κ2l), which fulfills (38) and also
makes τ/32 = 5

4κ
2η. Inserting these into the descent of Vk gives that

Vk − Vk+1 ≥
η

8
(∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) + 2κ2∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2). (46)
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By summing k from 0 to K − 1, and that

V0 − VK ≤ V0 −Ψ∗ = Ψ(T0)−Ψ∗ + α(Ψ(T0)−M(T0, θ0)) := ∆0,

a constant depending on the initial value (T0, θ0), we have that

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

(∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) + 2κ2∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2) ≤ 8∆0

ηK
=

320κ2l∆0

K
.

As a result, when 320κ2l∆0

K ≤ ε2, there must be a k ≤ K s.t.

∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) + 2κ2∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2 ≤ ε2. (47)

This k satisfies that ∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥L2(P ) ≤ ε as claimed in i).
To show that it also satisfies ii), we derive an upper bound of ∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥L2(P ): For any T ∈ T and

any θ ∈ Rp,
∥∂TM(T, θ)− ∂TM(T, θ∗[T ])∥L2(P ) ≤ l∥θ − θ∗[T ]∥ ≤ κ∥∂θM(T, θ)∥,

where the first inequality is by the coordinate l-smoothness of M , and the second inequality is by (14).
Apply to (T, θ) = (Tk, θk), and use triangle inequality, we have

∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥L2(P ) ≤ ∥∂TM(Tk, θ
∗[Tk])∥L2(P ) + κ∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥

= ∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥L2(P ) + κ∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥,

which gives that ∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ) ≤ 2(∥∂Ψ(Tk)∥2L2(P ) + κ2∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2). Comparing to (47), we have

ε2 ≥ 1

2
∥∂TM(Tk, θk)∥2L2(P ) + κ2∥∂θM(Tk, θk)∥2,

and this proves ii).

Proof of Corollary 3.3. The corollary is a direct application of Theorem 3.2 where M is H and T is T SC
µ .

The coordinate l-smoothness of H is by Lemma 2.1, and the needed conditions on T are satisfied under
Assumptions 3,4,5.

A.4 Proofs in Section 3.3

Proof of Lemma 3.4. We first verify that T+(T, θ) is well-defined, namely minV ∈L2(P ) h(V ;T, θ) has unique
minimizer. We claim that for fixed (T, θ) ∈ L2(P )× Rp, the field

∂V h(V ) = ∂V h(V ;T, θ) = ∂TH(V, θ) +
1

s
(V − T ) (48)

= −∂vℓ(θ, V (x)) +
1

γ
(V (x)− x) +

1

s
(V (x)− T (x)), P − a.s. (49)

as a mapping from L2(P ) to L2(P ) satisfies that
a) it is continuous on L2(P ),

b) it is coercive, namely lim∥V ∥L2(P )→∞
⟨∂V h(V ;T,θ),V ⟩L2(P )

∥V ∥L2(P )
→∞,

c) it is (1/γ + 1/s− ρ)- strongly monotone on L2(P ).
If true, then ∂V h has a zero point V ∗ ∈ L2(P ) by Browder-Minty [12, Theorem 5.16], and V ∗ is also

the unique zero point due to the strongly monotonicity of ∂V h. Then, since the strongly monotonicity of
∂V h also implies strong convexity of h(·;T, θ) on L2(P ), one can verify that V ∗ is the unique minimizer of
h(·;T, θ). This V ∗ is then defined as T+(T, θ).

To finish proving the well-definedness of the proximal mapping T+, it remains to show a)b)c) above. We
first prove c): omitting the dependence on (T, θ) in the notation of ∂V h, we want to show that

⟨∂V h(Ṽ )− ∂V h(V ), Ṽ − V ⟩L2(P ) ≥ (1/γ + 1/s− ρ)∥Ṽ − V ∥2L2(P ), ∀Ṽ , V ∈ L2(P ). (50)
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By (49), we have

∂V h(Ṽ )− ∂V h(V ) = −∂vℓ(θ, Ṽ (x)) + ∂vℓ(θ, V (x))︸ ︷︷ ︸
1○

+ (
1

γ
+

1

s
)(Ṽ (x)− V (x))︸ ︷︷ ︸

2○

.

The term 2○ will contribute a (1/γ+ 1/s)∥Ṽ − V ∥2L2(P ) term after taking the L2 inner-product with Ṽ − V .
The first term 1○ satisfies that for each x,

(−∂vℓ(θ, Ṽ (x)) + ∂vℓ(θ, V (x))) · (Ṽ (x)− V (x)) ≥ −ρ∥Ṽ (x)− V (x)∥2

due to that ℓ(θ, v) is ρ-weakly concave in v. This implies that

⟨ 1○, Ṽ − V ⟩L2(P ) ≥ −ρ∥Ṽ − V ∥2L2(P ).

Putting together, this proves (50), so c) holds.
Next, we show that c) implies b): Define ν := 1/γ + 1/s− ρ, by the ν-strongly monotonicity of ∂V h on

L2(P ), we have ⟨∂V h(V )− ∂V h(0), V ⟩L2(P ) ≥ ν∥V ∥2L2(P ), and this means that

⟨∂V h(V ), V ⟩L2(P ) ≥ ⟨∂V h(0), V ⟩L2(P ) + ν∥V ∥2L2(P ).

Meanwhile, by (49), ∂V h(0)(x) = −∂vℓ(θ, 0) − 1
γx − 1

sT (x) is a field in L2(P ) independent from V . Thus,

|⟨∂V h(0), V ⟩L2(P )| ≤ ∥∂V h(0)∥L2(P )∥V ∥L2(P ) which grows linearly in ∥V ∥L2(P ). Thus, ⟨∂V h(V ), V ⟩L2(P ) will
be dominated by the quadratic growth from ν∥V ∥2L2(P ) as ∥V ∥L2(P ) →∞, and this proves b).

Finally, for a), we show that ∂V h is Lipschitz in V : by (49), it suffices to show that ∂vℓ(θ, V (x)) as a field
is Lipschitz in V . For any x, by that ℓ(θ, v) is l0-smooth on Rp×Rd, we have ∥∂vℓ(θ, Ṽ (x))−∂vℓ(θ, V (x))∥ ≤
l0∥Ṽ (x) − V (x)∥. Thus, Ex∼P ∥∂vℓ(θ, Ṽ (x)) − ∂vℓ(θ, V (x))∥2 ≤ l20∥Ṽ − V ∥2L2(P ), which gives the Lipschitz

continuity in V on L2(P ).
We have shown that T+ is well-defined, and to finish the proof of the lemma, we are to prove (17)(18). The

equation (17) follows from that Hs can be viewed as the Moreau envelope of H(·, θ) for fixed θ. Specifically,
the second equality in (17) is by the first-order optimality condition in the definition of V ∗ = T+(T, θ),
and the first equality is by Danskin’s type argument. The equation (18) again follows by Danskin’s type
argument.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. We consider the four inequalities in Definition 1, and denote the corresponding Lips-
chitz constants as l11, l12, l21, l22, respectively. We will derive the constants l11, l12, l21, l22, and then take l̄
to be the maximum of the four.

Recall that ∀V ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ ∈ Rp,

∂TH(V, θ)(x) = −∂vℓ(θ, V (x)) +
1

γ
(V (x)− x), P − a.s. (51)

∂θH(V, θ) = −Ex∼P∂θℓ(θ, V (x)). (52)

• l11: We want to show that

∥∂THs(T̃ , θ)− ∂THs(T, θ)∥L2(P ) ≤ l11∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ), ∀T̃ , T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ ∈ Rp.

By (17) in Lemma 3.4, we have, denoting T+(T, θ) as T+ and T+(T̃ , θ) as T̃+,

∂THs(T̃ , θ)− ∂THs(T, θ) =
1

s
(T̃ − T̃+)− 1

s
(T − T+),

and thus

∥∂THs(T̃ , θ)− ∂THs(T, θ)∥2L2(P ) =
1

s2
∥(T̃ − T )− (T̃+ − T+)∥2

=
1

s2
(
∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P ) − 2⟨T̃ − T, T̃+ − T+⟩L2(P ) + ∥T̃+ − T+∥2L2(P )

)
. (53)
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Recall that we have shown in (50) that ∂V h(·;T, θ) is (1/γ + 1/s− ρ)-strongly monotone on L2(P ). Then,

(
1

s
− ρ+

1

γ
)∥T̃+ − T+∥2L2(P ) ≤ ⟨∂V h(T̃+;T, θ)− ∂V h(T+;T, θ), T̃+ − T+⟩L2(P )

= ⟨∂TH(T̃+, θ) +
1

s
(T̃+ − T ), T̃+ − T+⟩L2(P )

where in the equality we used that ∂V h(T+;T, θ) = 0 and the expression (48). Meanwhile, (17) gives that

∂TH(T̃+, θ) = ∂TH(T+(T̃ , θ), θ) =
1

s
(T̃ − T̃+),

and then we have

(
1

s
− ρ+

1

γ
)∥T̃+ − T+∥2L2(P ) ≤

1

s
⟨T̃ − T, T̃+ − T+⟩L2(P ).

this implies that

0 ≤ ∥T̃+ − T+∥2L2(P ) ≤
1

1− s(ρ− 1/γ)
⟨T̃ − T, T̃+ − T+⟩L2(P ), (54)

and furtherly, by Cauchy-Schwarz,

∥T̃+ − T+∥L2(P ) = ∥T+(T̃ , θ)− T+(T, θ)∥L2(P ) ≤
1

1− s(ρ− 1/γ)
∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ). (55)

Inserting (54) back to (53), we have that ∥∂THs(T̃ , θ)− ∂θHs(T, θ)∥2L2(P ) is upper bounded by

1

s2

(
∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P ) + (

1

1− s(ρ− 1/γ)
− 2)⟨T̃ − T, T̃+ − T+⟩L2(P )

)
. (56)

There are two cases:
Case 1. 1

1−s(ρ−1/γ)−2 ≤ 0: then (56) is upper bounded by 1
s2 ∥T̃−T∥2, because ⟨T̃−T, T̃+−T+⟩L2(P ) ≥ 0.

Case 2. 1
1−s(ρ−1/γ) − 2 > 0: then by Cauchy-Schwarz and (55), (56) is upper bounded by 1

s2 (1 −
1

1−s(ρ−1/γ) )
2∥T̃ − T∥2L2(P ).

Combining the two cases, we have that the r.h.s. of (56) is always upper-bounded by( 1

s2
∨ (

ρ− 1/γ

1− s(ρ− 1/γ)
)2
)
∥T̃ − T∥2,

and this means that we can set l11 = 1
s ∨

|ρ−1/γ|
1−s(ρ−1/γ) .

• l12: We want to show that

∥∂THs(T, θ̃)− ∂THs(T, θ)∥L2(P ) ≤ l12∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ̃, θ ∈ Rp.

By (17) in Lemma 3.4, we have

∂THs(T, θ̃)− ∂THs(T, θ) = −1

s
(T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)),

and also

T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ) = −s(∂THs(T, θ̃)− ∂THs(T, θ))

= −s(∂TH(T+(T, θ̃), θ̃)− ∂TH(T+(T, θ), θ)).

Note that by the expression (51), one can verify that ∀Ṽ , V ∈ L2(P ),

⟨∂TH(Ṽ , θ)− ∂TH(V, θ), Ṽ − V ⟩L2(P )

= Ex∼P (−∂vℓ(θ, Ṽ (x)) + ∂vℓ(θ, V (x))) · (Ṽ (x)− V (x)) +
1

γ
∥Ṽ (x)− V (x)∥2

≥ (
1

γ
− ρ)∥Ṽ − V ∥2L2(P ). (57)
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We then have

∥T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)∥2L2(P ) = −s⟨∂TH(T+(T, θ̃), θ̃)− ∂TH(T+(T, θ), θ), T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)⟩L2(P )

= −s⟨∂TH(T+(T, θ̃), θ)− ∂TH(T+(T, θ), θ), T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)⟩L2(P )

− s⟨∂TH(T+(T, θ̃), θ̃)− ∂TH(T+(T, θ̃), θ), T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)⟩L2(P )

≤ s(ρ− 1/γ)∥T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)∥2L2(P ) + sl0∥θ̃ − θ∥∥T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)∥L2(P ),

where in the last inequality we applied (57) with Ṽ = T+(T, θ̃), V = T+(T, θ), and we also used that

∥∂TH(T+(T, θ̃), θ̃)− ∂TH(T+(T, θ̃), θ)∥ ≤ l0∥θ̃ − θ∥
due to (26), which holds when replacing L with H since H = −L. Because s(ρ − 1/γ) < sρ < 1, we then
have

∥T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)∥L2(P ) ≤ l0
s

1− s(ρ− 1/γ)
∥θ̃ − θ∥. (58)

As a result,

∥∂THs(T, θ̃)− ∂THs(T, θ)∥L2(P ) =
1

s
∥T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)∥L2(P ) ≤

l0
1− s(ρ− 1/γ)

∥θ̃ − θ∥.

This means that we can set l12 = l0/(1− s(ρ− 1/γ)).

• l21: We want to show that

∥∂θHs(T̃ , θ)− ∂θHs(T, θ)∥ ≤ l21∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ), ∀T̃ , T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ ∈ Rp.

By (18) in Lemma 3.4 and (52),

∂θHs(T̃ , θ)− ∂θHs(T, θ) = ∂θH(T+(T̃ , θ), θ)− ∂θH(T+(T, θ), θ).

By (25) (which holds for H in place of L due to that H = −L), we have

∥∂θH(T+(T̃ , θ), θ)− ∂θH(T+(T, θ), θ)∥ ≤ l0∥T+(T̃ , θ)− T+(T, θ)∥L2(P ).

Combined with (55), we have

∥∂θH(T+(T̃ , θ), θ)− ∂θH(T+(T, θ), θ)∥ ≤ l0
1− s(ρ− 1/γ)

∥T̃ − T∥L2(P ),

which means that l21 can be chosen to be l0/(1− s(ρ− 1/γ)).

• l22: We want to show that

∥∂θHs(T, θ̃)− ∂θHs(T, θ)∥ ≤ l22∥θ̃ − θ∥, ∀T ∈ L2(P ), ∀θ̃, θ ∈ Rp.

By (18) in Lemma 3.4 and (52),

∂θHs(T, θ̃)− ∂θHs(T, θ) = ∂θH(T+(T, θ̃), θ̃)− ∂θH(T+(T, θ), θ)

= Ex∼P (−∂θℓ(θ̃, T+(T, θ̃)(x)) + ∂θℓ(θ, T
+(T, θ)(x))).

Note that by the l0-smoothness of ℓ(θ, v), for any P -a.s. x,

∥∂θℓ(θ̃, T+(T, θ̃)(x))− ∂θℓ(θ, T+(T, θ)(x))∥2 ≤ l20(∥θ̃ − θ∥2 + ∥T+(T, θ̃)(x)− T+(T, θ)(x)∥2).

Then, we have

∥∂θHs(T, θ̃)− ∂θHs(T, θ)∥ ≤ Ex∼P ∥∂θℓ(θ̃, T+(T, θ̃)(x))− ∂θℓ(θ, T+(T, θ)(x))∥
≤ l0(∥θ̃ − θ∥2 + ∥T+(T, θ̃)− T+(T, θ)∥2L2(P ))

1/2

≤ l0∥θ̃ − θ∥(1 + (l0
s

1− s(ρ− 1/γ)
)2)1/2,

where in the last inequality we used (58). Thus, we can set l22 = l0(1 + l0
s

1−s(ρ−1/γ) ).
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Proof of Lemma 3.6. Introducing the notation of perturbation θ to θ + δθ, and δT = 0, we want to show
that for any local perturbation δθ,

(−∂θHs(T, θ + δθ) + ∂θHs(T, θ)) · δθ ≥ µ̄∥δθ∥2. (59)

By (18) in Lemma 3.4, and denoting T+(T, θ) = T+, T+(T, θ + δθ) = T+ + δT+, we have that

− ∂θHs(T, θ + δθ) + ∂θHs(T, θ)

= −∂θH(T+ + δT+, θ + δθ) + ∂θH(T+, θ)

= Ex∼P

(
∂θℓ(θ + δθ, (T+ + δT+)(x))− ∂θℓ(θ, T+(x))

)
= Ex∼P

(
∂2θθℓ(θ, T

+(x))δθ + ∂2θvℓ(θ, T
+(x))δT+(x)

)
, (60)

where in the second equality we used (52).
The expression of δT+(x) can be derived using (17) in Lemma 3.4: For P -a.s. x, we have

1

s
(T (x)− T+(x)) = ∂TH(T+, θ)(x) = −∂vℓ(θ, T+(x)) +

1

γ
(T+(x)− x).

Take perturbation on both sides, the above equation implies that

δT+(x) =
[
((

1

γ
+

1

s
)Id − ∂2vvℓ)−1∂2vθℓ

]
|(θ,T+(x))δθ, P − a.s.

Inserting back to (60), we have

− ∂θHs(T, θ + δθ) + ∂θHs(T, θ)

= Ex∼P

[
∂2θθℓ+ ∂2θvℓ((

1

γ
+

1

s
)Id − ∂2vvℓ)−1∂2vθℓ

]
|(θ,T+(x))δθ.

This means that (59) holds as long as the matrix Ex∼P

[
∂2θθℓ+ ∂2θvℓ((

1
γ + 1

s )Id− ∂2vvℓ)−1∂2vθℓ
]
|(θ,T+(x)) ⪰ µ̄I,

which is guaranteed when T ∈ T NC
µ̄ .

Proof of Corollary 3.7. By Lemma 3.4, the update (19) is equivalent to{
Tk+1 ← Tk − η∂THs(Tk, θk)

θk+1 ← θk + τ∂θHs(Tk, θk),

which is the GDA scheme (15) applied to M = Hs. This allows us to prove the corollary by applying
Theorem 3.2 with M = Hs and T = T NC

µ̄ , and we verify that the needed assumptions on M and T are

satisfied: the coordinate l̄-smoothness of Hs is by Lemma 3.5, the µ̄-strongly concavity of Hs in θ when
T ∈ T NC

µ̄ is by Lemma 3.6, and the other requirements of T and Tk are ensured by Assumptions 7,8.

B Experimental details

B.1 2D regression example

The data samples x ∼ P = Unif([−1, 1] × [−1, 1]), and the true response y∗(x) = e−∥x∥2/2σ2
y , σy = 0.5. An

illustration of the data and true response is given in Figure A.1.

B.2 General setup for image experiments

The classifier θ and the transport maps are all trained in the latent space, and we take θ0 as a pretrained
classifier. For the y-specific transport maps Ty, we parameterize them as a single neural network that
implements label-conditioning in the architecture, sharing the trainable parameters φ across y ∈ [K]. We
always initialize T 0 as the identity map, omitting the dependence on y in the notation. This is implemented
by computing Tφ(x) = x+Rφ(x), where Rφ is a neural network parametrized by φ and zero-initialized (by
setting the final layer to be zero).
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Figure A.1: L2 regression loss on 2D data. (a) True response. (b) Model function at initial θ0. (c) Loss
function ℓ at initial θ0.

VAE latent space. We train convolutional VAEs to obtain smooth latent representations. The network
architectures are adapted from [62]. The encoder and decoder follow a symmetric ResNet-style architecture
with group normalization and SiLU activations. Downsampling uses average pooling and upsampling uses
nearest-neighbor interpolation. More details are provided in each dataset-specific subsection.

Classifier θ and initialization. The decision model θ is an MLP classifier mapping a d-dimensional latent
code x to class logits fy(θ, x) for y ∈ [K]. The architecture contains two hidden layers of width 2d with
SiLU activations. We initialize θ by training it on the full training split of the corresponding image dataset
using Adam with weight decay ω. The resulting pretrained model serves as θ0 in our minimax optimization,
where the same weight decay ω is applied inside the loss ℓy(θ, x). Dataset-specific hyperparameters are given
in the subsections below.

Class-specific loss ℓ. We denote by Py the distribution of x conditioned on class y, and the loss ℓ has
the expression

ℓy(θ, x) = − log
exp(fy(θ, x))∑K
j=1 exp(fj(θ, x))

+
ω

2
∥θ∥2,

where fy(θ, ·) is the logit of class y, and ω is the weight decay parameter. Our methodology can be extended
to solve for y-specific Ty for each class. Specifically, we solve for {θ, Ty, y ∈ [K]} via the following minimax
problem

min
θ∈Rm

max
Ty∈L2(Py),y∈[K]

K∑
y=1

pyEx∼Py

[
ℓy(θ, Ty(x))− 1

2γ
∥Ty(x)− x∥2

]
,

where py is the (population) proportion of class y in the dataset. With finite samples, the expectation in
the above expression is naturally replaced by empirical averages, possibly on batches.

Training of Ty by matching loss. The neural transport map Tφ is trained using the matching loss (22),
optimized using Adam. To represent K class-specific maps {Ty}y∈[K] with one network, we condition Tφ
on the class label using a learnable label embedding concatenated to x. The resulting vector is fed into an
MLP with two hidden layers of width 2d and SiLU activations, producing a residual added back to x.

GDA with momentum. We set the momentum parameter νm and store over iterations indexed by k the
velocity vectors: hk for gradient in θ, and {gki }i for gradients in vi. The update scheme is

gk+1
i ← νmg

k
i +

(
∂vℓ(θ

k, vki )− 1

γ
(vki − xi)

)
, vk+1

i ← vki + ηgk+1
i , i ∈ B;

hk+1 ← νmh
k +

1

m

∑
i∈B

∂θℓ(θ
k, vki ), θk+1 ← θk − τhk+1.
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Here, gki and vki are only changed if i ∈ B, similarly as in (20).

B.3 MNIST

We provide in Table A.1 the detailed hyperparameter setup, including the neural network architectures, the
training configurations of the VAE, classifier θ, and neural transport map Tφ.

VAE architecture. The encoder begins with a 3×3 convolution mapping the input to 64 channels, followed
by three stages that progressively reduce spatial resolution. The first two stages each apply a ResBlock

and then average pooling, reducing 28×28 → 14×14 → 7×7. At 7×7, a third ResBlock is followed by
GroupNorm, SiLU, and a 4×4 convolution that produces a 4×4 feature map. A final ResBlock, GroupNorm,
SiLU, and a 1×1 convolution output the mean and log-variance of the latent code of shape (2, 4, 4). Each
ResBlock uses two 3×3 convolutions, GroupNorm with 16 groups, and SiLU activations.

The decoder mirrors this structure. A 1×1 convolution first lifts the latent tensor of shape (2, 4, 4) to
64 channels, followed by a ResBlock. GroupNorm and SiLU precede a 4×4 transposed convolution that
maps 4×4 back to 7×7 while reducing the channel width to 64. A ResBlock is applied at 7×7, followed
by two nearest-neighbor upsampling steps (7×7→ 14×14→ 28×28), each paired with a ResBlock. A final
normalization, SiLU activation, and a 3×3 convolution produce the reconstructed grayscale image.
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Figure A.2: GDA without momentum on MNIST. Same plots as in Figure 3, with all the other setups the
same.
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Figure A.3: GDA with momentum and varying step sizes η and τ , with m = 500. Same plots as in Figure 3.
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Figure A.4: Interpolation trajectories computed on testing samples x′i and the corresponding training sample
xi (the nearest neighbor of x′i in the training set). Each row shows the deformation of x′i (from x′i to Tφ(x′i))
on the left, and that of xi (from xi to the optimized particle vi) on the right. The x′is are selected in the
same way as in Figure 4(a), and the left block consists of the same plots as therein.

Ablation of momentum and varying step sizes. Figure A.2 reports the same set of MNIST experi-
ments as Figure 3 but without momentum. All three metrics show a decreasing trend after a short warm-up
phase, indicating that the GDA dynamics remain convergent. Compared with momentum = 0.7, the descent
of all three metrics is slower. This confirms the role of momentum in accelerating convergence.

The same plots with varying step sizes η and τ are shown in Figure A.3, with momentum 0.7. The GDA
dynamics converge under the different choices, and the found minimax solutions and the learned neural
transport map Tφ are also similar (not shown).

Training vs. test interpolation trajectories. For each test sample, we identify its nearest training
particle in the latent space and compare their respective interpolation trajectories. The results are shown
for m = 500, k = 20,000, the same as Figure 4(a). The visual alignment between the two paths in each row
illustrates that the learned transport Tφ generalizes continuously to unseen data.

B.4 CIFAR-10

The detailed hyperparameter setup can be found in Table A.2.

VAE architecture. The encoder begins with a 3×3 convolution mapping the input to 128 channels,
followed by three stages that reduce the spatial resolution from 32×32→ 16×16→ 8×8→ 4×4. Each stage
applies two ResBlock layers and then average pooling. The ResBlock design matches that used in MNIST
but uses GroupNorm with 32 groups, and a 1×1 shortcut whenever the input and output channels differ
(e.g., 128→ 256, 256→ 512). After reaching 4×4, an additional ResBlock, followed by GroupNorm, SiLU,
and a 1×1 convolution, outputs the mean and log-variance of the latent code of shape (16, 4, 4).

In the decoder, a 1×1 convolution first lifts the latent tensor to 512 channels, followed by a ResBlock.
Three nearest-neighbor upsampling steps then increase the spatial resolution (4×4 → 8×8 → 16×16 →
32×32), each followed by two ResBlock layers whose output channels decrease according to the encoder
widths. A final GroupNorm, SiLU, and a 3×3 convolution produce the reconstructed RGB image.
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Table A.1: MNIST hyperparameters for VAE, classifier, and transport map.

Component Hyperparameter Value

VAE

Latent dimension d 32
Hidden channels [64, 64, 64, 64]
Normalization layers GroupNorm with 16 groups
Reconstruction loss L2

KL regularization weight 10−2

Data augmentation Random affine transforms
Training epochs 200
Batch size 600
Optimizer AdamW
Learning rate 5× 10−3 (cosine schedule)
Weight decay 10−4

EMA decay 0.999

Classifier θ

MLP hidden width 64
Weight decay ω 10−2

Optimizer for θ0 Adam
Learning rate for θ0 10−3

Training batches for θ0 20,000
Batch size for θ0 600

Transport Map Tφ

MLP hidden width 64
Embedding size for y 64
Optimizer Adam
Learning rate 10−4

Weight decay 10−5
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Table A.2: CIFAR-10 hyperparameters for VAE, classifier, and transport map.

Component Hyperparameter Value

VAE

Latent dimension d 256
Hidden channels [128, 256, 512, 512]
Normalization layers GroupNorm with 32 groups
Reconstruction loss L1

Perceptual loss LPIPS (weight 0.2)
KL regularization weight 10−2

Data augmentation Horizontal flip, color jitter
Training epochs 1,000
Batch size 250
Optimizer AdamW
Learning rate 10−4 (cosine schedule)
Weight decay 10−4

EMA decay 0.999

Classifier θ

MLP hidden width 512
Weight decay ω 10−3

Optimizer for θ0 Adam
Learning rate for θ0 10−3

Training batches for θ0 20,000
Batch size for θ0 500

Transport Map Tφ

MLP hidden width 512
Embedding size for y 512
Optimizer Adam
Learning rate 10−4

Weight decay 10−5
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