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Abstract— We study a class of zeroth-order distributed op-
timization problems, where each agent can control a partial
vector and observe a local cost that depends on the joint vector
of all agents, and the agents can communicate with each other
with time delay. We propose and study a gradient descent-based
algorithm using two-point gradient estimators with diminish-
ing smoothing parameters and diminishing step-size and we
establish the convergence rate to a first-order stationary point
for general nonconvex problems. A byproduct of our proposed
method with diminishing step size and smoothing parameters,
as opposed to the fixed-parameter scheme, is that our proposed
algorithm does not require any information regarding the local
cost functions. This makes the solution appealing in practice as
it allows for optimizing an unknown (black-box) global function
without prior knowledge of its smoothness parameters. At the
same time, the performance will adaptively match the problem
instance parameters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Distributed optimization has found broad applications,
such as distributed learning [1], network source allocation
[2], and wind farm control [3]. Generally, such problems
are related to minimizing the sum Y., fi(x) of local
functions f;(x)s where f;(x) is only known to agent i.
There are two classes of distributed optimization problems.
Extensive research has been done on consensus-based dis-
tributed optimization, where each agent controls the full
vector  and needs to achieve consensus with other agents
on an optimal or stationary decision vector [4]-[8]. This
paper investigates the other class of problems, which we
call cooperative multi-agent systems. In these problems, each
agent can only partially control the decision vector, but the
local cost f; observed by agent i reflects the impact of all
agents’ decisions.

In many real-world situations, objective functions are
available only as the output of a black-box, or the relationship
between the objective function and the variables is so com-
plicated that the direct calculation of the derivatives could be
expensive or infeasible. This has led to a research interest in
black-box optimization. The well-known Kiefer-Wolfowitz
scheme [9] uses 2d (d is the dimension of the variable)
function evaluations to construct a gradient estimator, but
this does not scale up with high-dimensional problems.
Therefore, many existing works propose and analyze two-
point [10] and single-point [11] gradient estimators and show
that the convergence rates of two-point estimator algorithms
are comparable to their first-order counterparts [10].
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Recently zeroth-order methods have been investigated to
solve cooperative multi-agent problems. For example, [12]
and [13] proposed algorithms based on two-point gradient
estimator and analyzed the convergence rates in both convex
and non-convex, and both noiseless and noisy settings.
In [14] an asynchronous method is proposed based on single-
point gradient estimator and showed that their method out-
performs two-point methods under asynchronous updating.
However, both papers use constant step-size and smoothing
radius that depend on the total number of iterations and the
smoothness and Lipschitz parameters of objective functions,
which might not be known in practical applications.

Inspired by [12], we analyze a cooperative multi-agent

optimization problem with a (slightly) more generalized
communication scheme between agents. As opposed to [12],
we propose to use diminishing step-size and smoothing ra-
dius schedules, which have been used in a similar manner in
[15] and [16]. This leads to convergence guarantees without
any prior knowledge of the parameters of objective functions
(which are required in [12]). This also establishes a rigorous
asymptotic bound that was not established previously. We
demonstrate that for a class of diminishing step-sizes and
smoothing radius, our algorithm can obtain O(T~(279)
convergence rate, for sufficiently small € > 0.
Notations. We denote the set of real numbers by R and the
vector space of d-dimensional real-valued row vectors by
R<. We use bold letters to denote row vectors. We use I,; to
denote the identity matrix of dimension d. We use N'(0, ) to
denote the multi-dimensional Gaussian distribution with zero
mean and covariance 3. We use [n] to denote {1,...,n}.
We use ||-|| to denote the standard Euclidean norm, and (-, -)
to denote the standard Euclidean inner product.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a cooperative multi-agent optimization prob-
lem among n agents, where the agents seek to find

n

m?gé}ii flzt, ... x™) ::i;fi(ac17...,w7”). ()
We assume that ¢ € R% is the decision vector controlled
by agent i € [n], and f; : R% x ... x R — R is the local
cost function observed by agent i € [n].

In this paper, we consider the setting that each agent
i € [n] can only access the (noiseless) value of its local
cost function f;, and the information regarding higher order
derivatives of f; is unavailable to the agent. In addition,



agents are able to exchange information over a possibly time-
varying network. Therefore, we assume that the exchange
of information incurs a delay. More precisely, for any two
agents i,j € [n], when agent i receives some information
from agent j (with some delay), it also receives a time stamp
that denotes the time when agent j sends this information.

III. THE MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we introduce our algorithm to solve prob-
lem (I). Our algorithm operates on the discrete-time instants
t=0,1,2,.... At t = 0, each agent initializes a guess at an
arbitrary point z*(0) = x{ € R%. At time t = 0,1,2,...,
each agent i € [n] generates a random vector z'(t) ~
N(0,14,), adjusts its decision vector to be z!(t) + u(t)z'(t),
where u(t) is a positive scalar we refer to as smoothing
radius. Once, every agent does that, agent i € [n] observes
the corresponding local cost f; (x(t) + u(t)z(t)), where
x(t), z(t) are the concatenated vectors (x!(t),...,x"(t)),
(z%(t),..., z"(t)), respectively. Then, in the same way, each
agent i adjusts its vector to be x*(t) —u(t)z*(t), and observes
the corresponding local cost f;(a(t) —u(t)z(t)). Then, using
these two observations, the agent ¢ computes the approximate
derivative of f;(x(t)) along the vector z(t)

fi(®(t) + u(t)z(t) — fi(z(t)
2u(t)

Dl(t) — — u(t)z(t))

and sends it out. At the same time, each agent ¢ may receive
the derivative information of agent j € [n], and only stores
the latest D;(t) and the latest time stamp from each agent
7. To be specific, at each time ¢, we denote the latest time
s that D;(s) (calculated by agent j) is received by agent ¢
by time ¢ to be 7/(t). Thus, t — 7/(t) > O represents the
communication time delay between agent j and <. If agent ¢
has not received any D; from agent j, we denote 7; it) = —1.
For i = j, we have 7; (t) = t. Then, each agent z computes
a partial gradient estlmator as

> D(ri(1)F (7} (1)

n -
jiri ()>0
Finally, each agent 7 updates its decision vector as
't +1) =a'(t) —n(t)g'(t). 2)
A. Analysis

Here, we present our main result concerning the conver-
gence guarantee for our algorithm. In order to do so, we need
to assume some regularity conditions and assumptions on
various objects in our work. First, we discuss the assumptions
on local cost functions f;(-).

Assumption 1 (Assumption on Objective Functions): We
assume f* :=inf cga f(x) > —o0. Further, for i € [n],
fi : R — R is G-Lipschitz and L-smooth, i.e.,

|fi(z) — fi(y)| < Gllz -y, 3)
|V fi(x) = V fi(y)|| < Lllz -yl 4)

for all ¢,y € R%.

‘We may comment that the above assumptions can be replaced
by requiring that the trajectories of the dynamics are bounded
in a set F, and the f;s satisfy the above conditions only on
the set E.

The following is the assumption on the communication
delay between the agents.

Assumption 2 (Assumption on Communication Delay):
The communication delay between agents 4,5 € [n]
is a uniformly bounded non-negative integer, i.e.,
0<t-— T;(t) < B for some constant B.

Note that Assumption [2| subsumes the assumption on time
delay in [12], where information is flooding over a (time-
invarying) network connecting all agents and there, the time
delay between each pair of agents relates to their distance
over the network. Here, the network can be time-varying
and we only need bounded delay B between any two nodes
when the information is flooded over the network. This is
equivalent to the strongly B-connected assumption that is
commonly assumed in the distributed optimization literature
(see e.g. [4], [6]).

Finally, we discuss the assumption regarding the step-size
sequences and the smoothing radius sequences.

Assumption 3 (Assumption on Step-size Sequences): The
step-size 77( ) and the smoothing radius u(t) take the form
n(t) = (t+1)w and u(t) = (tH)ﬁ, respectively, where
Mo > 0, up > 0, @ and 3 are positive exponents satisfying
0O<a<landp>D0.

A practical and important caveat here is that in practice,
if u(t) is too small, noise could dominate the function dif-
ference, which leads to a bad approximation of the gradient
[17].

We are now ready to present our main result that charac-
terizes the convergence rate of our algorithm.

Theorem 1: Under assumptions

Jim. T—Zﬂ«: 195 ((®)]*) =
In particular, if o = %, b= %, for any 0<e < %, we have
1 T
—>SE 2= o(r-G9).
71 L BVl = o)

In a closely related work [12], the step-size and smooth-
ing radius were assumed to be constants given by n =

TVivRaVT=BTT’ where G, L are the Lipschitz and smooth-

ness parameters of f;s, and the number of iterations T’
is predetermined. They show that for these fixed param-
eters, given the number of iterations 7" > B, they have
=71 L BV (@(0))] 7Y for some
constant K > 0. Our diminishing step-size approach
achieves O(T~(279)) where ¢ > 0 can be arbitrarily close
to 0. Therefore, we show that using diminishing step-size
does not slow down the convergence in a significant manner.
However, in our result, we do not need to know any of these
parameters to design our step-size and smoothing radius.




IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENT

Here, we demonstrate the performance of our algorithm
on a wind farm power maximization problem studied in [3],
[12]. This example consists of n = 80 wind turbines, each
of which can adjust its own axial induction factor denoted
by decision variable 2° € R. The power generated by turbine
i, denoted by f;, depends on its own axial induction as well
as those of the wind turbines upstream. We denote x =
(x,...,2™), so the wind farm power maximization problem
can be written as max, f(z) = = >0 | fi().

In our experiment, we start from an initial point
x(0) = (3,...,3), and normalize the power f(z) by the
optimal power f* = f(x*), where &* is the optimal action
profile. We compare the performance of our algorithm with
the algorithm using constant 7 and w proposed in [12].
For our algorithm, we choose 19 = 0.1, ug = 0.01, and
two different (o, 8) pairs (o, 8) = (0.4,0.5) or (o, ) =
(0.51,0.25). For constant-step-size algorithm in [12], we
choose three different values for step size, n; = 0.05,
n2 = 0.01, n3 = 0.005, both with v = 0.001. We run the
algorithm for 7' = 8000 iterations and repeat this for 10
trials.
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Fig. 1. Optimal wind farm power extraction using diminishing step size
Vs constant step size algorithm.

In Figure|l} we note that for a constant step-size algorithm,
once we choose a step size 7, there exists a 7" such that when
t > T', x(t) will stay in a neighborhood of x*. When the
constant step size 7 is large, this neighborhood is large. When
1 is small, this neighborhood is small, but the convergence
to the neighborhood is slow. By contrast, for our diminishing
step size algorithm, we observe convergence to the optimal
point and choose proper parameters to achieve a balance
between accuracy and convergence rate.

V. PROOF OF MAIN RESULT

To prove the main result, first we establish a re-
cursive inequality for E[f(x(t))]. Using that, we can
bound ZZ;Bn(t)E[||Vf(a:(t))||2]. Finally, we translate
such a bound to a bound for the (empirical) av-

erage expected squared norm of the gradients, i.e.,

ﬁZZ:oE[||Vf(w(t))||2]~ We establish this using inter-
mediate results as discussed below.

First, we show that our gradient estimator is nearly un-
biased and its proof follows from a similar argument as the
derivation of (21) in [10] and the proof of Lemma 5(b)- [18].

Lemma 1: Consider the  smoothed  version  of
f and f; defined by f%(x) = E.[f(x + uz)]
and  f¥(x) :=E.[fj(x +uz)], respectively, where

z ~ N(0,I;). Then, if f; is G-Lipschitz and L-smooth
(see Assumption [I) for j € [n], so will be the smoothed
function f3 : R? — R. Moreover, for each « € R,

fi@ +uz) ~ fi(@—uz)
2u

IVf(m) = Vf“(@)| < uLVd. (6)

Our next intermediate result provides a bound on the

second moment of our gradient estimator, whose proof

follows the proof of Lemma 3 in [12] and Lemma 3 in [13].

Lemma 2: Let z ~ N(0,1;), and assume f : RY — R is
G-Lipschitz. Then

E, = Vfj'(x), and (5)

f(@ - uz)

E.

2
2u

‘f@+ud—

2
1 < 2V6G2,

for any ¢ = 1,...,d, where z; denotes the i’th entry of z.
In particular, if for all j € [n], f; is G-Lipschitz, then for
any t > 0 in the evolution of our algorithm, we have

E[[|D; (1) (7} (1) [1?] < 2v/6Gd;,
E[llg(t)]?] < 2V6G>d.

Our next result quantifies the effect of the delay on our
algorithm.

Lemma 3: Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem [I]
holds. Then, for any 4, j € [n] and any ¢ > B, we have

E[| V' f ((t)) = V' £} (7 (1) I*]
<2V6G°L*Bd »_ n*(t+7),
T=—B
and  similarly, HIVZ' f@(t) — Vif@(@Zm)IZ] <
2WO6G2LPBAY. L Lt + 7).

Proof: Since f}' is L-smooth, we have

B[V £ (2(0)) — V° £ ()]
<L2E[la(t) - (7} (1))
<LZE[(Y e+ gt + )

T=—B
<1 Y ) 3 Ellgle+ I
<2V6G*L*Bd Z (t+7).

T=—B

Here, the penultimate inequality is due to the Cauchy-
Schwartz inequality (31 in [19]), and the last inequality uses
Lemma [2] The second inequality follows similarly. [ |



Next, we introduce Lemma [ [5l and [ to bound
E[- 2LV f(=(1)), ().

Lemma 4: Let p(t) = \/Z;Zl_B n?%(t + 7). Then for any
t > B, we have

Proof: Let F; = CT(:E(T; (t))) be the o-algebra gener-
ated by «(7/(t)). Then, using the law of total expectation
(Theorem 4.1.13 in [20]), we have

1

. we b - RIS EeEO).D O o)
Bl L 57 (4 () - T Flalri1). Dy (7 (0) (7 (1) z
i =E[E[—— Ve f(x(ri(t ,D; T;t ziT;t Fr
VI B, SV (0. D)= 07
: i Lig? 2), we have . . ) o
Frocf U b Sglet I MEINE g S (9 el (0) BID, (7 (0)= () )
B2 Y (V@) - VS@O). DO TS
s - —E[-L 3 (V0. T £ 0)]
<L B[V f(2()) — V' £ (i (2)) ] ®
2n n P J . . . . .
VrBLD 5 - B[ LS (Vi (alr0) - V(). V£ (i 0)]
b o VaBLp(t) Y D, (1) (0] 5 - |
} FEL ST (9 @(0). V£ (5 1) - V0]
1 1 i,j
<3m \/ﬁLp(t)%:(2\/6G2L2Bd7_z_:3n2(t+ﬂ> FE[ (VS (@(t), V@ (1)) - V()

1
+ %\/nBLp(t) > 2v6G*d; = 2V/6G*LdvVnBp(t),
4,J

where the last inequality follows from Lemma [3] and
Lemma [ ]
Similar to Lemma 4] the following result is used to prove
Lemma
Lemma 5: For any t > B, we have

Bl Y (V' (@(r(0) - V' f(@(t),
V' @(7(1))) = D; (7 (1)) (7 (1)))]
< 2v6G*LdVnBp(t).
Proof: Similar to the proof of Lemma [d] we have

Bl SV (i) - V' f(a(0),
V£ (7} (0)
1 1

2n v/nBLp(t)

(7

= Dj(r} ()2 (r ()]
Y BV f(2(t) — V' fa(r (6)]]

,J

<

+ 5 VABL) Y EIID; (7(0)% (7)) ~ V' (a(r} (1)

Since  E[D;(7;(t)) 2" (7;(t))] V1)), we
have E[||D;((t)2'(7;(t)) — V' fi(=@(rj()IIP] <
E[||D;(7j(t))2" (7} (t))||*]. Finally, the proof of the lemma
follows by using this inequality in (7) and following the same
argument as of the proof of Lemma [4] [ ]

Now we can introduce our last lemma.

Lemma 6: For any t > B, we have

1 . . ‘ o
E[-— Y AV (r (1)), Dy(rj (1) (7} (1))
i,j

< —é B[V £((t)[%] + 4V/6G*Ldv/nBp(t)

+V6nG?*L?Bdp*(t) + qu (t)L2d.

— E[|Vf(=(®))I] (®)

To bound the first term in (§), we use Lemma [ and
Lemma [5] and get

Bl S (Y a(r} () — T (@(0), Vi el )
[~ 3 (Vi (rf (1))~ V' (w() Dy (1) (1)

B[ SV () - V()

5,
V' i (a(7j (1)) — Dy(7; (1) (7}(t)))]
< 4V6G?LdVnBp(t).
)
To bound the second term in (8), we use ab < 3(a? 4 b?)
and Lemma [3] and get

B[~ S (Vi ((0), V£ (i (1) — V£ (a(0)]

%

o 1
—E
I

Z|<Vif(w(t))|2]

1
—E
+2n

Z IV £ (a(rj (1)) — Vif}-‘(x(t))ll2]

<5 BV F(@(t) 7] + VonG> L Bap? (1) (10)

To bound the third term in , we use ab < 1(a® + b?)
Lemma [I] and get

E[—(Vf(z(t)), Vi (2(t)) = Vf(2(t)))]
< E %E{Ilvf(w(t))IIQ] +3[ V(1) - V()]

<

(11

S| = DN

B[V (2|2 + Su*(1)%d.



Plugging (@), (I0), and (TI) into (§), we get
E[—% Z (Vi f(((2))), Dj (75 (1) (7]()))]

<~ LE[IV ()] + 466> LavnBp(1)

+ V6nG2L?Bdp?(t) + =u?(t)Ld.

|
Now we are ready to prove the main result.

Since f is G-Lipschitz, we have

E[f(x(B))] < f(xo) + GE[|z(B) — z(0)]]
B-1

< flaxo) +G Y () Ellg(1)]]
t=0

< f(xo) + 2\/6G2\/&z_: n(t) =
t=0

. Therefore, using ([3) and letting S(T) =
Proof: [Proof of Theorem [[ Our algorithm (@) can ST n(6) E[J|V £ ((t))]%], we have
be compactly written as x(t + 1) = x(t) — n(t)g(t),
where g(t) is the d-dimensional vector that is obtained by T
concatenation of g'(t),...,g"(t) vectors. Using L-smooth T) <18v6G*LdvnB Z n(t)p(t)
condition (Lemma 5.7 in [21]) of f, we have t=B
T
L
Fl@(t+1)) < fla(t) = (V@) n()g )+ 5 Int)g (@) +3V6nG*L?Bd Z n(t)p? (¢)
=B
- : L
= n(t \Y g () + =% lg@®)|>.
03 0)+ 5@ (0] N mzu +3\[G2Ld2n e
Taking the expected value of both sides, we have
where Cy = 3(Cy — f*) is a constant.
Elf(=(t + 1)) < E[f (=(t))] 12) Since 177(t) (:0 (tfl)z and wu(t) (t“?)ﬁ we have
n + 1)
i i L 1 -
_ U(t)E[Z<V F((t)),g'(1))] + 5772(75) E[||g()|2]. p(t) O(7). Therefore, using Riemann sum approxima
P tion [22], we have
From Lemma [ and Lemma [6] we have O(T1—20 4 T1-a-28)
N i ; if0<a<landa+t28<1,
“ ; W), g ) O(T*—2) if0<a <2% and a4 23 > 1,
1 i i i i i i T)= 1—a-28 if 1 <
=B SV f(a(t) - Vi ((r(0), Dy ()= (i) 5T gEIT . ) dase< Bi at2B<,
i,j 0og I o= 5 an e
1 ; ; ; i or t<a<landa+28=1
= 7 i (A 10 2 5
+E[-— %:(V f@(7(1)), Dy(7(t) 2" (7(1)))] o) 1 ca<iandat2s> 1

<- %E[HVf(sc(t))HQ] + 6V6G2 LdvnBp(t)

+V6nG2L?Bdp*(t) + Su?(t)Ld.

Using the above inequality and Lemma [2} (I2) becomes

Elf(x(t+1))] < E[f(=(1))] - 1n() E[|[V £ ((t))]|°]
+ 6V6G2LdvnBn(t)p(t) + f 6nG2L>Bdn(t)p*(t)

3
+ §u2 (t)L2dn(t) + V6G>Ldn?(t).
By taking the telescoping sum, we get
T
n(t)

t=B

E[|[V f(2(t))]|*]
<3E[f(x(B)) — f*] + 18V6G*LdvVnB Y n(t)p(t)
+3V6nG2L*Bd Z n(t)p3(t)

+ deZu +3fG2LdZn

t=B

(13)

(14)

Next, we establish an upper bound for

) T
m;E[||Vf(ﬂf(t))Hz]~

For any 6 € (0, 1), define

M(T) =

T 1
M(T) = T_lmt_ZB@[nww»PDe] -

Note that by Holder’s inequality (Theorem 6.2 in [23]), for
any p,q > 1 with - + & = 1, and non-negative sequences
{a;}L., and {b;}L ;, we have

T a T T
<Z atbt> S (Z a#’) thq.
t=1 t=1 t=1

0 1 b
&

= (n(®) E[IVf(x(t)

15)

Let



and (p,q) 19,9> Noting Zt gb by — S(T), and
using (T3], we have
1 a ’
My(T)=| =———
o) =\ gy 2w
t=B
1-0
R N
<S(T-B+1)79 > a”’ ?
t=B t=B
T 7
=(T-B+1)7 Z’?O (L4 1) S(T)
1 0 %
yolumtd (T%ﬁl) S(T)) = O(T*"*S(T)).

Using a similar argument as in the proof of Proposition 1 in
[24], it can be shown that for any 6 € (0, 1)

=

T T
0
STENVA )P < | DRIV 0))
t=B t=B
Now for a given € > 0, if we let § = ﬁs/Q’ we have

M(T) < (T =B+ 1)0 " My(T) =
= O(T*"'T28(T)).

Therefore, using (T4), if 0 < /2 < min{a, 23,1 — a}, we

have M(T) - 0as T — oo for 0 < a < 1 and 8 > 0.

Finally, since the sum of the first B terms is finite, we have

limy_ o0 T%H ZtT o [||Vf( (t))]|?] = 0 and for a special

case of a = % and § = 7, we have

(T — B+ 1)2My(T)

T
Z IV f(2(1)]%] = O(log(T)T~279))
t=0

= O(T~59).

VI. CONCLUSION

We studied a zeroth order cooperative multi-agent opti-
mization problem with communication delay. We showed
that for a class of diminishing smoothing radius and step
sizes if the time delay between any two agents is uniformly
bounded, the objective functions are L-smooth, Lipschitz,
then our algorithm will converge to a first-order stationary
point of the underlying problem, in particular, the established
convergence rates are robust to the objective functions’
smoothness parameters.
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