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Abstract
Zeroth-order optimization, which does not use derivative information, is one of the significant research areas

in the field of mathematical optimization and machine learning. Although various studies have explored zeroth-
order algorithms, one of the theoretical limitations is that oracle complexity depends on the dimension, i.e., on
the number of variables, of the optimization problem. In this paper, to reduce the dependency of the dimension in
oracle complexity, we propose a zeroth-order random subspace algorithm by combining a gradient-free algorithm
(specifically, Gaussian randomized smoothing with central differences) with random projection. We derive the
worst-case oracle complexity of our proposed method in non-smooth and convex settings; it is equivalent to
standard results for full-dimensional non-smooth convex algorithms. Furthermore, we prove that ours also has
a local convergence rate independent of the original dimension under additional assumptions. In addition to
the theoretical results, numerical experiments show that when an objective function has a specific structure, the
proposed method can become experimentally more efficient due to random projection.

Keywords: zeroth-order optimization, random projection, convex optimization, oracle complexity

1 Introduction
We consider the following unconstrained optimization problem:

min
x∈Rn

f(x), (1)

where the objective function, f , is possibly non-smooth, but it is convex. Throughout this paper, we assume that
f is L-Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ L∥x− y∥2
holds for all x and y. Furthermore, we assume that (1) is zeroth-order optimization problem, which means that
only the function values f(x) are accessible and the derivatives of f are unavailable, or that the calculation of
∇f is expensive. Zeroth-order optimization has many applications such as bandit [5], adversarial attack [18], or
hyperparameter tuning [3]. Additionally, there are various types of optimization methods [23] for zeroth-order
optimization such as random search and model based methods, and these methods have been widely studied in
both a smooth setting [35, 2, 22, 36] and a non-smooth setting [14, 30, 11, 13, 4, 33].

However, one of the theoretical limitations of zeroth-order algorithms is that the oracle complexity depends on the
dimension n. For example, Duchi et al. [11] and Gasnikov et al. [14] proposed variants of mirror descent algorithms.
Duchi et al. [11] prove under the zeroth-order setting that a lower bound on the oracle complexity required for their
method to find an ε-approximate solution is O( nε2 ) for the case of linear losses. Gasnikov et al. [14] analyze their
method on the unit simplex Sn = {x|xi ≥ 0,

∑n
i=1 xi = 1} and prove that the oracle complexity is O( nε2 ). On the

other hand, Nesterov and Spokoiny [27] proposed a method using Gaussian smoothing, which is defined by

fµ(x) := Eu [f(x+ µu)] .
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By approximating the gradient of the smoothed function fµ by the forward difference: f(x+µu)−f(x)
µ u or the central

difference: f(x+µu)−f(x−µu)
2µ u, they obtain the oracle complexity under different settings; concretely, they obtain

a complexity of order O
(
n2

ε2

)
when the objective function is non-smooth and convex. Later, some papers using

random smoothing [33, 13, 30] are able to improve oracle complexity with O( nε2 ) using the central difference. An
oracle complexity with O( nε2 ) is a natural result in zeroth-order optimization, since standard subgradient methods
for non-smooth convex functions require O( 1

ε2 ) iterations and the approximation of the gradients using the finite
difference needs O(n) times function evaluations.

To overcome this dependence on the dimension n, several research [36, 15, 29] assume that f has a low-
dimensional structure. For example, Yue et al. [36] use a notion of effective dimensionality and prove that the
oracle complexity depends on the effective dimension EDα := supx

∑n
i=1 σi(∇2f(x))α, where σi denotes a singular

value, rather than on n. When the objective function is convex with L1-Lipschitz gradient and H-Lipschitz Hessian,
their algorithm is shown to have an oracle complexity where n in the oracle complexity of [27] has changed to ED1/2.
In practice, the effective dimension is often significantly smaller than the dimension n. In such a case, the oracle
complexity is improved under convex and Lipschitz gradient settings.

An alternative approach to reduce the dependency on the dimension in the complexity is to use random projec-
tions [6, 22, 2, 31]. Cartis and Roberts [6] combine random projections with a model based derivative-free method,
which approximates the objective function by interpolation. In their approach, they solve f(xk + Pku) using a
smaller-sized variable u ∈ Rd in each iteration, constructed with a random matrix Pk ∈ Rn×d and xk, instead of
the original function f(x). Using random projection theory, they prove that when the objective is smooth and
non-convex, the methods reduce the dimensionality of oracle complexity from O(n

3

ε2 ) to O(n
2

ε2 ), in order to find an
ε-stationary point. Kozak et al. [22] consider a zeroth-order variant of [21], approximating the exact gradient by the
random projected gradient. They obtain the iteration complexity under various parameter choices and assumptions
in the smooth setting. In the subsequent work, Rando et al. [30] propose a variant of [22] and obtain an oracle
complexity of order O( nε2 ) in the non-smooth setting. Berglund et al. [2] propose a zeroth-order variant of the
randomized subspace Newton method [16] and prove iteration complexity in the strongly convex case. Roberts
and Royer [31] propose a subspace variant of the direct search methods [17, 20]. They obtain some convergence
guarantees under a wide range of subspace projections and directions, and show that their randomized methods give
better results than the original full-dimensional ones. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no research
which reduces the dependency on the dimension n in oracle complexity for non-smooth functions.

1.1 Main Contribution
In this paper, we aim to reduce the dependency on the dimension in the worst-case oracle complexity by

employing random projections, specifically under a non-smooth and convex setting. We propose an algorithm
which combines Gaussian smoothing using central differences [27] and random projections. Our idea is to apply the
Gaussian smoothing to the objective function restricted to a subspace, i.e., h(k)(u) := f(xk + Pku), instead of the
original function f(x). We prove that our algorithm achieves an oracle complexity of O( nε2 ) globally, which is the
standard result under the non-smooth and convex setting. Moreover, under additional local assumptions on f , we
prove an oracle complexity of O(d

2

ε2 ) locally, where d is the dimension of the random subspace, defined by Pk. This
indicates that by choosing d much smaller than

√
n, our proposed method improves the local oracle complexity.

We can summarize our contribution as follows.
• We propose a zeroth-order random subspace algorithm by using random projection technique to a Gaussian

smoothing algorithm for non-smooth convex optimization problems.

• Our algorithm achieves an oracle complexity of O( nε2 ) globally, and also has a local convergence rate indepen-
dent of the original dimension under additional assumptions.

• Our numerical experiments show that the proposed method performs well due to random projection for an
objective function with a specific structure.

1.2 Related Works on L2 randomized smoothing
Recently, L2 randomized smoothing has been actively studied for smoothing non-smooth function f [11, 13, 33]. The
random variable u that defines fµ is assumed to be a random vector uniformly distributed on a ball with center 0 and
radius µ, instead of a normally distributed random Gaussian vector. For the L2 randomized smoothing, Shamir [33]
proposed the algorithm for bandit convex optimization and showed the optimal rate for convex Lipschitz functions
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using central differences. Gasnikov et al. [13] proposed the generic approach that combines smoothing and first-
order methods. They show that the approach achieves the optimal rate of zeroth-order methods and can utilize
various techniques in first-order methods for non-smooth zeroth-order optimization.

In fact, our proposed method can be modified so as to use a L2 randomized smoothing instead of a Gaussian
one, and theoretical guarantees are essentially the same for both methods (see Remark 1). In any case, since we use
properties of Gaussian random matrices to reduce the dimension of the problem, we use the Gaussian smoothing
in this paper for the simplicity of our discussion.

1.3 Organization
In Section 2, we introduce some properties of the smoothing function and random matrices and vectors for

our analysis. In Section 3, we present our algorithm, and in Section 4 we prove global convergence in O( nε2 ). In
Section 5, we prove local convergence in O(d

2

ε2 ). In Section 6, we show numerical results and demonstrate that when
the objective has a structure suitable for random projections, our method converges faster than existing methods,
by reducing the function evaluation time.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation
x∗ denotes one of the optimal solutions of (1). Let EX denote the expectation of a random variable X, and N (u,Σ)
denote the normal distribution with mean u and covariance Σ. Id denotes the identity matrix of size d.

We use ∥ · ∥ as the Euclidean norm and ∥ · ∥ψ2
as the sub-Gaussian norm of a sub-Gaussian random variable,

which is defined by
∥X∥ψ2 = inf{s > 0|EX [exp (X2/s2)] ≤ 2}.

From the property of the sub-Gaussian norm, ∥X∥ψ2 ≤ C is equivalent to

Prob(|X| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp (−ct2/C), (2)

where c is an absolute constant. Let λi(A) denote the i-th largest eigenvalue of a matrix A and let 1X (x) denote
the indicator function defined by

1X (x) =

{
1 (x ∈ X ),
0 (otherwise).

In particular, when X = {x|⟨x, u⟩ ≥ 0} or X = {x|⟨x, u⟩ < 0} for some u, we use 1+
u (x) or 1−

u (x), respectively.
∂f(x) denotes sub-differential at x.

2.2 Gaussian Smoothing Function
In this subsection, we introduce the definition of Gaussian smoothing function and recall its properties.

Definition 1. (e.g., [27]) The Gaussian smoothing of f : Rn → R is defined by

fµ(x) := Eu[f(x+ µu)], (3)

where u ∼ N (0, In) and µ is some positive constant.

It is well-known that if f is convex, then fµ is also convex. As derived from Definition 1, the gradient ∇fµ can
be calculated by the following:

Eu
[
f(x+ µu)

µ
u

]
= Eu

[
f(x+ µu)− f(x)

µ
u

]
= Eu

[
f(x+ µu)− f(x− µu)

2µ
u

]
= ∇fµ(x). (4)

We can evaluate the error bound between f and fµ when f is convex and Lipschitz continuous.

Lemma 1. [27] If a function f : Rn → R is convex and L-Lipschitz continuous, then

f(x) ≤ fµ(x) ≤ f(x) + µL
√
n (5)

holds for any positive µ.
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2.3 Random Matrices and Vectors
In this subsection, we introduce some properties of Gaussian random matrices and vectors.

Lemma 2. Let u ∈ Rd be sampled from N (0, Id).

1. [27, Lemma 1] For p ∈ [0, 2], we have
Eu [∥u∥p] ≤ dp/2. (6)

If p ≥ 2, then we have the two-side bounds

dp/2 ≤ Eu [∥u∥p] ≤ (d+ p)p/2. (7)

2. [25] Let A ∈ Rd×d be a symmetric matrix. Then,

Eu[u⊤Au] = tr (A) , (8)
Eu[(u⊤Au)2] = (tr (A))2 + 2tr

(
A2
)

(9)

hold.

3. [34] Consider an L-Lipschitz function f : Rn → R. Then,

∥f(u)− Eu [f(u)] ∥ψ2
≤ CL

holds, where C is an absolute constant.

In particular, when p = 2, the following relationship is derived from simple calculations:

Eu
[
∥u∥2

]
= d. (10)

From Lemma 2.3, we can evaluate the sub-Gaussian norm ∥f(u)−Eu[f(u)]∥ψ2
for random variables u ∼ N (0, µ2In)

as follows.

Corollary 1. Consider a random vector u ∼ N (0, In) and an L-Lipschitz function f : Rn → R. Then,

∥f(µu)− Eu [f(µu)] ∥ψ2
≤ CµL

holds.

From Corollary 1 and the property of the sub-Gaussian norm (2), we have

Prob(|f(µu)− Eu [f(µu)] | ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
− ct2

µ2L2

)
, (11)

where the constant c is independent of n. Next, we recall some properties of random matrices.

Lemma 3. Let P ∈ Rn×d(d < n) be a random matrix whose entries are independently drawn from N (0, 1).

1. [34] Then for any x ∈ Rn and ε ∈ (0, 1), we have

Prob

[
(1− ε)∥x∥2 ≤ 1

d
∥P⊤x∥2 ≤ (1 + ε)∥x∥2

]
≥ 1− 2 exp (−C0ε

2d),

where C0 is an absolute constant.

2. Then for any x ∈ Rn, we have
EP
[
∥PP⊤x∥2

]
≤ 2(n+ 4)(d+ 4)∥x∥2. (12)

3. [9, Theorem II.13] Let β = d/n with d ≤ n. Then for any t > 0,

Prob

(
σmin

(
1√
n
P

)
≤ 1−

√
β − t

)
< exp(−nt2/2)

holds, where σmin denotes the minimum nonzero singular value of a matrix.
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Proof of Lemma 3.2. We define P = (u1, u2, . . . , un)
⊤, where ui is a d-dimensional vector. Then, we have (PP⊤)ij =

u⊤
i uj , and therefore,

EP
[
∥PP⊤x∥2

]
= Eu1,..,un

[
n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

n∑
l=1

u⊤
l uiu

⊤
i ukxkxl

]

= Eu1,..,un

 n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

u⊤
k uiu

⊤
i ukx

2
k +

n∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

n∑
l ̸=k

u⊤
l uiu

⊤
i ukxkxl


= Eu1,..,un

 n∑
i=1

∥ui∥4x2
i +

n∑
i=1

n∑
k ̸=i

u⊤
k uiu

⊤
i ukx

2
k +

n∑
i=1

n∑
l ̸=i

u⊤
l uiu

⊤
i uixixl +

n∑
i=1

n∑
k ̸=i

n∑
l ̸=k

u⊤
l uiu

⊤
i ukxkxl

 .

Regarding the third and fourth terms on the right-hand side, since the index l is not equal to the other indices
i, k, and given that Eul

[ul] = 0, we have Eu1,..,un [u
⊤
l uiu

⊤
i uixixl] = 0 and Eu1,..,un [u

⊤
l uiu

⊤
i ukxkxl] = 0. Similarly,

regarding the second term on the right-hand side, since the index i is not equal to k and Eui
[uiu

⊤
i ] = I, we have

Eui
[u⊤
k uiu

⊤
i ukx

2
k] = ∥uk∥2x2

k. Hence, we obtain

EP
[
∥PP⊤x∥2

]
= Eu1,..,un

 n∑
i=1

∥ui∥4x2
i +

n∑
i=1

n∑
k ̸=i

∥uk∥2x2
k


(10)
= Eu1,..,un

 n∑
i=1

∥ui∥4x2
i +

n∑
i=1

n∑
k ̸=i

dx2
k


(7)
≤

n∑
i=1

(d+ 4)2x2
i +

n∑
i=1

n∑
k ̸=i

dx2
k

= ((d+ 4)2 + d(n− 1))∥x∥2
(d ≤ n, 1 ≤ n)

≤ ((d+ 4)(n+ 4) + (d+ 4)(n+ 4))∥x∥2

=2(n+ 4)(d+ 4)∥x∥2.

Remark 1. L2 randomized smoothing is defined by (3) with the random vector u sampled from the uniform dis-
tribution on the sphere of radius 1 (i.e., ∥u∥2 = 1), and it is known in [10, 13] to have a dimension-independent
upper bound for fµ(x) as

f(x) ≤ fµ(x) ≤ f(x) + µL. (13)

The difference between (5) and (13) comes from the norm of random vectors. In terms of upper bounds of fµ(x),
there is no essential difference between these two smoothing methods.

Indeed, our oracle complexity analysis also holds when the random vector u is sampled from the uniform distri-
bution on the sphere of radius

√
n. We can prove Lemmas 1 and 2 for a vector u uniformly sampled on the sphere

of radius
√
n. For example,

f(x) ≤ Euf(x+ µu) ≤ f(x) + µL
√
n

holds from [10, 13]. Instead of Lemma 2.1 we can directly state ∥u∥ =
√
n and equation (8) also holds. For

equation (9), Eu[(u⊤Au)2] = (tr (A))2 holds. Lemma 2.3 holds for the uniform distribution on the sphere from [34,
Theorem 5.1.4]. Then, the arguments in the following sections hold when we use these lemmas instead of Gaussian
versions that are described in this section.

3 Proposed Algorithm
In this section, we describe the Randomized Gradient-Free method (RGF) [27] and our proposed method. RGF, a
random search method, updates xk by (14), where gµ(x, u) denotes the approximation of the gradient at x along a
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Algorithm 1 Randomized gradient-free method (RGF) [27]

Require: x0, {αk}, {µk}.
for k = 0, 1, 2, ... do

Sample uk from N (0, In)

xk+1 = xk − αkgµk
(xk, uk) (14)

end for

Algorithm 2 Subspace randomized gradient-free method

Require: x0, {αk}, {µk}, d
for k = 0, 1, 2, ... do

Get a random matrix Pk ∈ Rn×d whose entries are sampled from N (0, 1).
h(k)(u) := f(xk +

1√
n
Pku)

Sample uk from N (0, Id)

xk+1 = xk − αk
h(k)(µkuk)− h(k)(−µkuk)

2µk
Pkuk (15)

end for

random direction u. The method can use forward differences or central differences for gµ(x, u), i.e.,

gµ(x, u) =
f(x+ µu)− f(x)

µ
u, or gµ(x, u) =

f(x+ µu)− f(x− µu)

2µ
u,

respectively. For a convex and Lipschitz continuous objective function, RGF using forward differences achieves
iteration complexity of O(n

2

ε2 ) [27] and RGF using central differences achieves one of O( nε2 ) [33]. For our proposed
method, we confirm that using central differences attains better oracle complexity than using forward differences.

Combining RGF and random projections, we propose Algorithm 2. We define h(k)(u) as the restriction of f to
the random subspace,

h(k)(u) := f(xk +
1√
n
Pku), (16)

where Pk ∈ Rn×d is a random matrix, whose elements are sampled from N (0, 1). Lemma 4 shows that the
expectation of random matrices generates smoothing functions.

Lemma 4.

EPk
[h(k)(µkuk)] = EPk

[h(k)(−µkuk)] = fµk∥uk∥√
n

(xk), (17)

EPk

[
h(k)(µkuk)

µk
Pkuk

]
= EPk

[
−h(k)(−µkuk)

µk
Pkuk

]
= ∥uk∥2

√
n

∇fµk∥uk∥√
n

(xk) (18)

hold.

Proof. Using rotational invariance of normal distribution, we have that EPk
[F (Pk)] = EPk

[F (−Pk)] holds for any
function F . Using this property, we obtain

EPk

[
h(k)(µkuk)

]
= EPk

[
f(xk +

µk√
n
Pkuk)

]
= EPk

[
f(xk −

µk√
n
Pkuk)

]
= EPk

[
h(k)(−µkuk)

]
.

Notice that the distribution of Pkuk is given by N (0, ∥uk∥2In). We can therefore replace Pkuk by ∥uk∥zk, where
zk is sampled from N (0, In). Then, we obtain

EPk
[h(k)(µkuk)] = Ezk

[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

]
= fµk∥uk∥√

n

(xk). (19)

Similarly, we have

EPk

[
h(k)(µkuk)Pkuk

]
= EPk

[
f(xk +

µk√
n
Pkuk)Pkuk

]
= −EPk

[
f(xk −

µk√
n
Pkuk)Pkuk

]
= −EPk

[
h(k)(−µkuk)Pkuk

]
,

6



and

EPk

[
h(k)(µkuk)

µk
Pkuk

]
= Ezk

f(xk + µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

µk
∥uk∥zk


=

∥uk∥2√
n

Ezk

f(xk + µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk

 (4)
=

∥uk∥2√
n

∇fµk∥uk∥√
n

(xk).

4 Global Convergence
In this section, we prove global convergence of our proposed method for convex and Lipschitz continuous functions.
We define Uk := (u0, P0, ..., uk−1, Pk−1).

Assumption 1. f is L-Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ L∥x− y∥

holds for all x, y, and convex.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Let the sequence {xk} be generated by Algorithm 2. Then for any
N ≥ 1,

N−1∑
k=0

αk(EUk
[f(xk)]− f(x∗)) ≤

√
n

2d
∥x0 − x∗∥2 + L(d+ 3)3/2

d

N−1∑
k=0

µkαk +
L2(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

cd
√
n

N−1∑
k=0

α2
k

holds.

Proof. We define rk := ∥xk − x∗∥. From (15), we have

r2k+1 = r2k − 2αk⟨
h(k)(µkuk)− h(k)(−µkuk)

2µk
Pkuk, xk − x∗⟩

+α2
k

(
h(k)(µkuk)− h(k)(−µkuk)

2µk

)2

∥Pkuk∥2. (20)

Taking the expectation with respect to uk and Pk, we then evaluate the second and third terms. Regarding the
second term on the right-hand side of (20), we have

Euk
EPk

[〈
h(k)(µkuk)− h(k)(−µkuk)

2µk
Pkuk, xk − x∗

〉]
(18)
= Euk

[〈
∥uk∥2√

n
∇fµk∥uk∥√

n

(xk), xk − x∗
〉]

convexity
≥ Euk

[
∥uk∥2√

n
(fµk∥uk∥√

n

(xk)− fµk∥uk∥√
n

(x∗))

]
(5)
≥ Euk

[
∥uk∥2√

n
(f(xk)− f(x∗)− Lµk∥uk∥)

]
(10)
=

d√
n
(f(xk)− f(x∗))− LµkEuk

[∥uk∥3]
n1/2

(7)
≥ d√

n
(f(xk)− f(x∗))− Lµk(d+ 3)3/2

n1/2
.

7



For the third term on the right-hand side of (20), from Pkuk = ∥uk∥zk (zk ∼ N (0, In)), we have

γ := EPk
Euk

[(
h(k)(µkuk)− h(k)(−µkuk)

2µk

)2

∥Pkuk∥2
]

(19)
=

1

4µ2
k

EzkEuk

[(
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− f(xk −
µk∥uk∥√

n
zk)

)2

∥uk∥2∥zk∥2
]

=
1

4µ2
k

EzkEuk

[(
(f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− β) + (β − f(xk −
µk∥uk∥√

n
zk))

)2

∥uk∥2∥zk∥2
]
.

By applying the inequality (x+ y)2 ≤ 2x2 + 2y2, we obtain

γ ≤ 1

2µ2
k

EzkEuk

[((
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− β

)2

+

(
β − f(xk −

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

)2
)
∥uk∥2∥zk∥2

]
.

From the rotational invariance of zk, we have

γ ≤ 1

2µ2
k

EzkEuk

[((
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− β

)2

+

(
β − f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

)2
)
∥uk∥2∥zk∥2

]
.

Selecting β = Ezk
[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)
]
, we have

γ ≤ 1

µ2
k

Euk

[
∥uk∥2Ezk

[(
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− Ezk
[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

])2

∥zk∥2
]]

Hölder’s ineq.
≤ 1

µ2
k

Euk

∥uk∥2
√√√√Ezk

[(
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− Ezk
[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

])4
]√

Ezk [∥zk∥4]

 .

We evaluate Ezk
[(

f(xk +
µk∥uk∥√

n
zk)− Ezk

[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)
])4]

using Corollary 1. Note that for any non-negative

random variables X, EX [X] =
∫∞
0

Prob(X ≥ t)dt holds. Using this relation, we have

Ezk

[(
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− Ezk
[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

])4
]

=

∫ ∞

0

Prob

((
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− Ezk
[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

])4

≥ t

)
dt

=

∫ ∞

0

Prob

(∣∣∣∣f(xk + µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)− Ezk
[
f(xk +

µk∥uk∥√
n

zk)

]∣∣∣∣ ≥ t1/4
)
dt

(11)
≤
∫ ∞

0

2 exp

(
− cnt1/2

µ2
k∥uk∥2L2

)
dt

=
µ4
k∥uk∥4L4

c2n2

∫ ∞

0

2 exp
(
−T 1/2

)
dT

=
4µ4

k∥uk∥4L4

c2n2
,

where the last equality follows from
∫∞
0

exp
(
−T 1/2

)
dT = 2. Then, we obtain

γ ≤ 1

µ2
k

Euk

[
∥uk∥2

√
4µ4

k∥uk∥4L4

c2n2

√
Ezk [∥zk∥4]

]

=
2L2

cn
Euk

[∥uk∥4]
√

Ezk [∥zk∥4]

(7)
≤ 2L2(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

cn
. (21)

8



Therefore, we obtain

Euk
EPk

[r2k+1] ≤ r2k −
2dαk√

n
(f(xk)− f(x∗)) +

2Lµkαk(d+ 3)3/2

n1/2
+

2L2α2
k(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

cn
.

Taking the expectation with respect to Uk, we obtain

EUk+1
[r2k+1] ≤ EUk

[r2k]−
2dαk√

n
(EUk

[f(xk)]− f(x∗)) +
2Lµkαk(d+ 3)3/2

n1/2
+

2L2α2
k(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

cn
.

Summing up these inequalities from k = 0 and k = N − 1, we obtain

EUN
[r2N ] ≤ r20 −

2d√
n

N−1∑
k=0

αk(EUk
[f(xk)]− f(x∗)) +

2L(d+ 3)3/2

n1/2

N−1∑
k=0

µkαk +
2L2(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

cn

N−1∑
k=0

α2
k.

Therefore,

N−1∑
k=0

αk(EUk
[f(xk)]− f(x∗)) ≤

√
n

2d
r20 +

L(d+ 3)3/2

d

N−1∑
k=0

µkαk +
L2(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

c
√
nd

N−1∑
k=0

α2
k.

With fixed αk = α and µk = µ, we obtain

min
0≤i≤N−1

EUi
[f(xi)]− f(x∗) ≤

√
n

2dNα
r20 +

L(d+ 3)3/2

d
µ+

L2(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

cd
√
n

α.

From this relation, the oracle complexity for achieving the inequality: min0≤i≤N−1 EUi
[f(xi)]− f(x∗) ≤ ε is

N =
8r20L

2(n+ 4)(d+ 4)2

c2d2ε2
= O

( n

ε2

)
with

α =

√
cnr0

L(d+ 4)
√

2(n+ 4)N
, µ ≤ εd

2L(d+ 3)3/2
.

These parameters are obtained by the relations of
√
n

2dNαr
2
0 = L2(d+4)2(n+4)

cd
√
n

α = ε
4 and L(d+3)3/2

d µ ≤ ε
2 .

Note that in each iteration, our algorithm calculates the function value twice. Therefore, the oracle complexity
is equal to twice the iteration complexity.

5 Local Convergence
In this section, we prove, under some local assumptions on f , local convergence of our proposed method.

5.1 Assumptions
Assumption 2. We have that d = o(n), and d → ∞ as n → ∞.

Next we consider the following local assumptions on f .

Assumption 3. There exists a neighborhood B∗ of x∗ and an Alexandrov matrix H̃(x) that satisfy the following
properties.

(i) There exist constants L̃ and τ , and a subgradient g ∈ ∂f(y) such that for all x, y ∈ B∗:

f(x) ≥ f(y) + ⟨g, x− y⟩+ τ

2
(x− y)⊤H̃(y)(x− y), (22)

f(x) ≤ f(y) + ⟨g, x− y⟩+ L̃

2
(x− y)⊤H̃(y)(x− y). (23)

9



(ii) There exist constants σ ∈ (0, 1) and λ̄ > 0 such that λσn(H̃(x)) ≥ λ̄ holds for all x ∈ B∗.

When the objective function is twice differentiable, we set g = ∇f(y) and H̃(y) = ∇2f(y). In the smooth
setting, (22) and (23) in Assumption 3(i) are called relative convexity and smoothness [16, 19], respectively, and
some functions achieve this property (e.g. logistic function, Wasserstein distance). This assumption implies that
the objective function f is τ -strongly convex and L̃-smooth under the semi-norm ∥ · ∥H̃(x) for all x, y ∈ B∗.

While non-smooth objective functions do not necessarily have gradients and Hessians at some points, we can
show that when f is convex, f is twice differentiable almost everywhere.

Theorem 2. [1, 28] Every convex function f : Rn → R is twice differentiable almost everywhere in the following
sense: f is twice differentiable at z with Alexandrov Hessian H̃(z) = H̃⊤(z) ⪰ 0, if ∇f(z) exists, and if for every
ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that ∥x− z∥ ≤ δ implies

sup
y∈∂f(x)

∥y −∇f(z)− H̃(z)(x− z)∥ ≤ ε∥x− z∥.

Assumption 3(i) is inspired by Theorem 2, because there exists H̃(x) almost everywhere such that

lim
h→0

f(x+ h)− f(x)− ⟨∇f(x), h⟩ − 1
2h

⊤H̃(x)h

∥h∥2
= 0.

Note that the subgradient g and the matrix H̃(x) are used only in the analysis, not in our algorithm.
In the following subsection, we assume the above two assumptions in addition to Assumption 1. The theoretical

results in this section can only hold locally around an optimal solution x∗. Indeed, we assume Lipschitz continuity
as Assumption 1 and relative convexity as Assumption 3(i). This implies that f(x) − f(x∗) = O(∥x − x∗∥) and
f(x)− f(x∗) = Ω(∥x− x∗∥2) hold, and then as ∥x− x∗∥ → ∞, these assumptions conflict.

5.2 Local Theoretical Guarantees
We define h

(k)
µk (u) as the smoothing function on the random subspace:

h(k)
µk

(u) := Euk
[h(k)(u+ µkuk)] = Euk

[
f

(
xk +

1√
n
Pk(u+ µkuk)

)]
. (24)

From (4), we have

∇h
(k)
µk (u) = Euk

[
h(k)(u+µkuk)−h(k)(u)

µk
uk

]
= Euk

[
h(k)(u+µkuk)−h(k)(u−µkuk)

2µk
uk

]
. (25)

Under some assumptions, we can show that P⊤H̃(x)P is a positive definite matrix with high probability.

Proposition 1. [12, Proposition 5.4] Let 0 < ε0 < 1. Then under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3(ii), there exists n0 ∈ N
(which depends only on ε0 and σ) such that if n ≥ n0, for any x ∈ B∗,

P⊤H̃(x)P ⪰ (1− ε0)
2n

2
σ2λ̄Id

holds with probability at least 1− 6 exp (−d).

Now, we prove local convergence of our proposed method.

Theorem 3. Let 0 < ε0 < 1 and n0 be as defined in Proposition 1, and the sequence {xk} be generated by
Algorithm 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold. If n ≥ n0, xk ∈ B∗, and µk ≤ 1

tr(P⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk)

hold for any

k ≥ 0, then for any N ≥ 1, at least one of the following holds:

1.
N−1∑
k=0

αk(EUk
[f(xk)]− f(x∗)) ≤ 1

2
r20 + L

√
d

N−1∑
k=0

αkµk +
L2(n+ 4)(d+ 4)2

cn

N−1∑
k=0

α2
k, (26)

2.

min
0≤k≤N−1

f(xk)− f(x∗) ≤ LC1

√
8d+ 41

d2
+

LC2

n
√
d
, (27)
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where C1 := 8L
(1−ε0)2τCσ2λ̄

, C2 := 2
√
3L̃

(1−ε0)2τCσ2λ̄
, and C := 1− 6 exp(−d)− 2 exp(−C0d

4 ).

Proof. Let gk ∈ ∂f(xk). Using the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 1, from (20) and (21), we obtain

Euk
EPk

[r2k+1] ≤ r2k − 2αkEuk
EPk

[〈
h(k)(µkuk)− h(k)(−µkuk)

2µk
Pkuk, xk − x∗

〉]
+

2L2α2
k

cn
(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

(25)
= r2k − 2αkEPk

[
⟨∇h(k)

µk
(0), P⊤

k (xk − x∗)⟩
]
+

2L2α2
k

cn
(d+ 4)2(n+ 4). (28)

We reevaluate the second term on the right-hand side. Now, we evaluate the error between Euk
[⟨∇h

(k)
µk (0), u⟩] and

⟨gk, 1√
n
Pku⟩ for any u. From relation (22) with x = xk +

1√
n
Pku+ µk√

n
Pkuk and y = xk, we have

f(xk +
1√
n
Pku+

µk√
n
Pkuk) ≥ f(xk) + ⟨gk,

1√
n
Pku+

µk√
n
Pkuk⟩+

τ

2n
(u+ µkuk)

⊤P⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk(u+ µkuk).

Taking the expectation with respect to uk, we obtain

h
(k)
µk (u) ≥ f(xk) + Euk

[〈
gk,

1√
n
Pku+

µk√
n
Pkuk

〉]
+

τ

2n
u⊤P⊤

k H̃(xk)Pku+ Euk

[τµk
n

u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(xk)Pku

]
+Euk

[
τµ2

k

2n
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(xk)Pkuk

]
Euk

[uk] = 0
= f(xk) + ⟨gk,

1√
n
Pku⟩+

τ

2n
u⊤P⊤

k H̃(xk)Pku+ Euk

[
τµ2

k

2n
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(xk)Pkuk

]
(8)
= f(xk) + ⟨gk,

1√
n
Pku⟩+

τ

2n
u⊤P⊤

k H̃(xk)Pku+
τµ2

k

2n
tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk

)
. (29)

First, we evaluate ⟨gk, 1√
n
Pku⟩. Using Euk

[uku
⊤
k ] = Id, we have

⟨gk, 1√
n
Pku⟩ = Euk

⟨gk,
1√
n
Pkuku

⊤
k u⟩

= Euk

[
⟨gk,

1√
n
Pkuk⟩⟨uk, u⟩

]
= Euk

[
⟨gk,

1√
n
Pkuk⟩⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)

]
+ Euk

[
⟨gk,

1√
n
Pkuk⟩⟨uk, u⟩1−

u (uk)

]
. (30)

We compute both an upper bound and a lower bound for ⟨gk, 1√
n
Pkuk⟩. From the convexity of f , we have

f(xk +
µk√
n
Pkuk)− f(xk)

µk
≥ ⟨gk,

1√
n
Pkuk⟩. (31)

From relation (23) with x = xk +
µk√
n
Pkuk and y = xk, we have

⟨gk,
1√
n
Pkuk⟩+

L̃µk
2n

u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(xk)Pkuk ≥

f(xk +
µk√
n
Pkuk)− f(xk)

µk
. (32)
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Using these relations, we have

⟨gk, 1√
n
Pku⟩

(30)
= Euk

[
⟨gk,

1√
n
Pkuk⟩⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)

]
+ Euk

[
⟨gk,

1√
n
Pkuk⟩⟨uk, u⟩1−

u (uk)

]
(31),(32)

≥ Euk

[
f(xk +

µk√
n
Pkuk)− f(xk)

µk
⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)

]
− Euk

[
L̃µk
2n

u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)

]

+Euk

[
f(xk +

µk√
n
Pkuk)− f(xk)

µk
⟨uk, u⟩1−

u (uk)

]

= Euk

[
f(xk +

µk√
n
Pkuk)− f(xk)

µk
⟨uk, u⟩

]
− Euk

[
L̃µk
2n

u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)

]

= Euk

[
h(k)(µkuk)− h(k)(0)

µk
⟨uk, u⟩

]
− Euk

[
L̃µk
2n

u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)

]
(25)
= ⟨∇h(k)

µk
(0), u⟩ − Euk

[
L̃µk
2n

u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)

]
. (33)

Regarding the second term, using Euk
[F (uk)] = Euk

[F (−uk)] from the rotational invariance of the normal distri-
bution, we have

Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)
]

=
1

2
Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)
]

+
1

2
Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)
]

rotation invariant
=

1

2
Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)
]

−1

2
Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (−uk)
]

=
1

2
Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1+

u (uk)
]

−1

2
Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk⟨uk, u⟩1−

u (uk)
]

=
1

2
Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk|⟨uk, u⟩|

]
. (34)

Now, we evaluate Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk|⟨uk, u⟩|

]
. From Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.2, we obtain

Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk|⟨uk, u⟩|

] Hölder’s ineq.
≤

√
Euk

[
(u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk)2

]√
Euk

[|⟨uk, u⟩|2]

=

√
Euk

[
(u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk)2

]√
Euk

[
u⊤uku⊤

k u
]

Euk
[uku

⊤
k ] = Id

=

√
Euk

[
(u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk)2

]√
∥u∥2

(9)
≤
√
(tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
)2 + 2tr

(
(P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk)2

)
∥u∥.

For any positive semidefinite matrix A, tr
(
A2
)
=
∑
i λi(A)2 ≤ (

∑
i λi(A))2 = (tr (A))2 holds. Then, we have

Euk

[
u⊤
k P

⊤
k H̃(x)Pkuk|⟨uk, u⟩|

]
≤

√
3tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
∥u∥. (35)

Finally, from (33),(34), and (35), we obtain

⟨gk,
1√
n
Pku⟩ ≥ ⟨∇h(k)

µk
(0), u⟩ −

√
3L̃µk
4n

tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
∥u∥. (36)
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Combining relations from (29) and (36), we obtain

h(k)
µk

(u) ≥ f(xk) + ⟨∇h(k)
µk

(0), u⟩ −
√
3L̃µk
4n

tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
∥u∥+ τ

2n
u⊤P⊤

k H̃(xk)Pku+
µ2
kτ

2n
tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk

)
.

By substituting −P⊤
k (xk − x∗) for u,

h(k)
µk

(−P⊤
k (xk − x∗)) ≥ f(xk)− ⟨∇h(k)

µk
(0), P⊤

k (xk − x∗)⟩ −
√
3L̃µk
4n

tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
∥P⊤

k (xk − x∗)∥

+
τ

2n
(xk − x∗)⊤PkP

⊤
k H̃(xk)PkP

⊤
k (xk − x∗) +

µ2
kτ

2n
tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk

)
holds, and then, regarding the second term on the right-hand side of (28), we have

⟨∇h(k)
µk

(0), P⊤
k (xk − x∗)⟩ ≥ f(xk)− h(k)

µk
(−P⊤

k (xk − x∗))−
√
3L̃µk
4n

tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
∥P⊤

k (xk − x∗)∥

+
τ

2n
(xk − x∗)⊤PkP

⊤
k H̃(xk)PkP

⊤
k (xk − x∗) +

µ2
kτ

2n
tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk

)
. (37)

After taking the expectation with respect to Pk, we evaluate the right-hand side. As for h
(k)
µk (−P⊤

k (xk − x∗)), we
have

EPk
[h

(k)
µk (−P⊤

k (xk − x∗))]
(24)
= EPk

Euk

[
f(xk −

1√
n
PkP

⊤
k (xk − x∗) +

µk√
n
Pkuk)

]
Lipschitz

≤ EPk

[
f(xk −

1√
n
PkP

⊤
k (xk − x∗))

]
+ EPk

Euk

[
Lµk√

n
∥Pkuk∥

]
Lipschitz

≤ f(x∗) + LEPk

[
∥(In − 1√

n
PkP

⊤
k )(xk − x∗)∥

]
+ EPk

Euk

[
Lµk√

n
∥Pkuk∥

]
.

Applying Lemma 2.1, we have EPk
Euk

[∥Pkuk∥] = EzkEuk
[∥zk∥∥uk∥] ≤

√
nd and

EPk

[√
∥(In − 1√

n
PkP⊤

k )(xk − x∗)∥2
] Jensen’s ineq.

≤

√
EPk

[
∥(In − 1√

n
PkP⊤

k )(xk − x∗)∥2
]

=

√
EPk

[
∥xk − x∗∥2 − 2√

n
∥P⊤

k (xk − x∗)∥2 + 1

n
∥PkP⊤

k (xk − x∗)∥2
]

EPk
[PkP

⊤
k ] = dIn
=

√
∥xk − x∗∥2 − 2d√

n
∥xk − x∗∥2 + EPk

[
1

n
∥PkP⊤

k (xk − x∗)∥2
]

(12)
≤

√
1− 2

d√
n
+ 2

(d+ 4)(n+ 4)

n
∥xk − x∗∥

=

√
2d+ 9 +

8d

n
+

32

n
− 2d√

n
∥xk − x∗∥

=

√
2d+ 9 +

6d

n
+

32

n
− 2d

(
1√
n
− 1

n

)
∥xk − x∗∥

(d ≥ 0, n ≥ 1)

≤
√
8d+ 41 ∥xk − x∗∥.

Finally, we have
EPk

[h(k)
µk

(−P⊤
k (xk − x∗))] ≤ f(x∗) + Lµk

√
d+ L

√
8d+ 41 ∥xk − x∗∥. (38)

For
√
3L̃µk

4n tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
∥P⊤

k (xk−x∗)∥ in (37), from µk ≤ 1

tr(P⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk)

and EPk
[∥P⊤

k (xk−x∗)∥] ≤
√
d∥xk−

x∗∥, we have

EPk

[√
3L̃µk
4n

tr
(
P⊤
k H̃(x)Pk

)
∥P⊤

k (xk − x∗)∥

]
≤

√
3dL̃

4n
∥xk − x∗∥. (39)
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Next, regarding (xk − x∗)⊤PkP
⊤
k H̃(xk)PkP

⊤
k (xk − x∗), we have

EPk
[(xk − x∗)⊤PkP

⊤
k H̃(xk)PkP

⊤
k (xk − x∗)] ≥ EPk

[λmin(P
⊤
k H̃(xk)Pk)∥P⊤

k (xk − x∗)∥2].

For applying conditional expectation property, we define A := {P |λmin(P
⊤H̃(xk)P ) ≥ (1−ε0)2n

2 σ2λ̄} , B :=

{P |∥P⊤(xk − x∗)∥2 ≥ d
2∥xk − x∗∥2} and X := (xk − x∗)⊤PkP

⊤
k H̃(xk)PkP

⊤
k (xk − x∗) ≥ 0. Then, we have

EPk
[X] = EPk

[X|A ∩ B]P (A ∩ B) + EPk
[X|A ∩ B](1− P (A ∩ B)) ≥ EPk

[X|A ∩ B]P (A ∩ B).

Applying Lemma 3.1 and Proposition 1, we have

P (A ∩ B) ≥ 1− P (A)− P (B) ≥ 1− 6 exp (−d)− 2 exp (−C0d

4
).

Let C := 1− 6 exp (−d)− 2 exp (−C0d
4 ), we have

EPk
[X] ≥ (1− ε0)

2Cdn

4
σ2λ̄∥xk − x∗∥2. (40)

From (37), (38), (39), and (40), we obtain

EPk
[⟨∇h(k)

µk
(0), P⊤

k (xk − x∗)⟩] ≥ f(xk)− f(x∗)− Lµk
√
d− L

√
8d+ 41∥xk − x∗∥

−
√
3dL̃

4n
∥xk − x∗∥+ (1− ε0)

2τCd

8
σ2λ̄∥xk − x∗∥2. (41)

To satisfy the condition:

−L
√
8d+ 41∥xk − x∗∥ −

√
3dL̃

4n
∥xk − x∗∥+ (1− ε0)

2τCd

8
σ2λ̄∥xk − x∗∥2 ≥ 0,

we need

∥xk − x∗∥ ≥ C1

√
8d+ 41

d2
+

C2

n
√
d
. (42)

When xk satisfies (42), we obtain

EPk
[⟨∇h(k)

µk
(0), P⊤

k (xk − x∗)⟩] ≥ f(xk)− f(x∗)− Lµk
√
d. (43)

Then, we have

Euk
EPk

[r2k+1]
(28)
≤ r2k − 2αkEPk

[⟨∇h(k)
µk

(0), P⊤
k (xk − x∗)⟩] + 2L2α2

k

cn
(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

(43)
≤ r2k − 2αk(f(xk)− f(x∗)) + 2Lαkµk

√
d+

2L2α2
k

cn
(d+ 4)2(n+ 4).

Taking the expectation with respect to Uk, we have

EUk+1
[r2k+1] ≤ EUk

[r2k]− 2αk(EUk
[f(xk)]− f(x∗)) + 2Lαkµk

√
d+

2L2α2
k

cn
(d+ 4)2(n+ 4). (44)

If {xk}k=1,..,N satisfy (42),

N−1∑
k=0

αk(EUk
[f(xk)]− f(x∗)) ≤ 1

2
r20 + L

√
d

N−1∑
k=0

αkµk +
L2

cn
(d+ 4)2(n+ 4)

N−1∑
k=0

α2
k.

When xk does not satisfy (42) for some k, i.e.,

∥xk − x∗∥ < C1

√
8d+ 41

d2
+

C2

n
√
d
,

from Lipschitz continuity of f , we have

f(xk)− f(x∗) ≤ LC1

√
8d+ 41

d2
+

LC2

n
√
d
.
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Table 1: Details of the datasets for Softmax regression [7].

Name feature class (c) training size (m)
SCOTUS 126,405 13 5,000
news20 62,061 20 15,935

With fixed αk = α and µk = µ, from (26) we obtain

min
0≤i≤N−1

EUi [f(xi)]− f(x∗) ≤ r20
2Nα

+ L
√
dµ+

L2(n+ 4)(d+ 4)2

cn
α.

From this relation, the iteration complexity for achieving the inequality: min0≤i≤N−1 EUi
[f(xi)]− f(x∗) < ε is

N =
8r20L

2(n+ 4)(d+ 4)2

cnε2
= O

(
d2

ε2

)
(45)

with

α =

√
cnr0

L(d+ 4)
√
2(n+ 4)N

, µ ≤ ε

2L
√
d
. (46)

From (27), when LC1

√
8d+41
d2 ≤ ε

2 and LC2

n
√
d
≤ ε

2 hold, we obtain f(xk)− f(x∗) ≤ ε. Then, the reduced dimension
d must satisfy d = Ω(ε−2). When comparing the global and local iteration complexity, the local behavior becomes
better when the original dimension n satisfies n = Θ(ε−p) with p > 4. In this case, while global iteration complexity
becomes O(nε−2) = O(ε−p−2), the local iteration complexity achieves O(d2ε−2) = O(ε−6), which is less than
O(ε−p−2), with reduced dimension d = Θ(ε−2).

Remark 2. Indeed, our algorithm uses only Pkuk, and does not use Pk and uk separately. This is the most
interesting part of this research using random projections. We consider that the advantage of Pkuk comes from the
relation

EPk
[min
u∈Rd

h(k)(u) = f(xk +
1√
n
Pku)] ≤ Evk [min

α∈R
f(xk + αvk)],

where vk ∈ Rn is a random vector whose entries come from N (0, 1). This relation is clear because all entries of Pk
and vk follow N (0, 1) and the left-hand side problem is identical to the right-hand side when d = 1. Noticing that
the function on the left-hand side is denoted by h(k)(u) in (16), we can regard (15) in Algorithm 2 as one iteration
of Algorithm 1 (i.e., RGF [27]) applied to the problem on the left-hand side.

6 Experiments

6.1 Softmax Regression
In this section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed method, Algorithm 2, and compare it with RGF [27]
with central differences, which is described as Algorithm 1, by optimizing a softmax loss function with L1 regular-
ization:

min
w1,...,wc,b1,...,bc

− 1

m

m∑
i=1

log
exp(w⊤

yixi + byi)∑c
k=1 exp(w

⊤
k xi + bk)

+ λ

c∑
k=1

(∥wk∥1 + ∥bk∥1),

where (xi, yi) denotes data and yi ∈ {1, 2, ..., c}. For the L1 regularization, we set λ = 10−6 and use reduced
dimensional size d ∈ {10, 50, 100}. For both methods, we set a smoothing parameter µk = 10−8 and use a fixed
step size αk = 10i (i ∈ N).

Figure 1 shows function values of RGF and the proposed methods per iteration for the datasets listed in
Table 1. From Figure 1, we can find that our algorithm converges faster than RGF after a sufficient number of
iterations, while RGF reduces the objective function value more rapidly in the early iterations. This behavior
might be consistent with the theoretical guarantees of global and local worst-case complexities (Theorems 1 and 3,
respectively), considering that the global complexity O( nε2 ) is the same to the one of RGF. However, it seems difficult
to see the difference between the coefficients of the local and global sublinear rates, i.e., that the local iteration
complexity is d2/n times the global one. Perhaps the reason is that the rate improvement of local convergence is
about worst-case complexity, and such worst-case may not always be achieved in practice.
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Figure 1: Softmax loss function with L1 regularization.

As for the result of function values in time, generating random matrices is time-consuming and there is no
benefit using random projections in view of time for general functions. In this setting, our proposed methods spend
more time for the same number of iterations.

6.2 Adversarially Robust Logistic Regression
We consider the next adversarially robust optimization, which is studied in [24]:

min
w,b

max
∥x̃∥≤δ

g̃(x̃;w, b) :=

− 1

m

m∑
i=1

log
1

(1 + e−yi(w⊤(xi+x̃)+b))
+ λ(∥w∥1 + ∥b∥1), (47)

where λ = 10−7. By letting θ⊤ = (w⊤, b) and η⊤ = (x̃⊤, 0), we can rewrite Problem (47) as minθ f(θ), where

f(θ) := max
η∈H

gθ(θ
⊤η), H := {η : ∥η∥ ≤ δ},

gθ(α) := − 1

m

m∑
i=1

log
1

(1 + e−yi(α+w⊤xi+b))
+ λ(∥w∥1 + ∥b∥1).

Note that the derivative of f is difficult to compute due to the non-smoothness of f in general.
In this formulation, we can take advantages of random projections in our proposed method. When we evaluate

the function value f(θk +
1√
n
Pku), it is necessary to solve

max
η∈H

gθk(θ
⊤
k η + u⊤ 1√

n
P⊤
k η). (48)

In this case, we solve the following approximated optimization problem:

max
(α,β)∈A

gθk(α+ u⊤β), (49)

where A = {(α, β)| α2

∥θk∥2 + β2 ≤ δ2}. We will explain that this approximated problem (49) is equivalent to the
original problem (48) when some condition holds, and also show that the condition holds with high probability.
Now, we confirm that we can obtain η such that ∥η∥ ≤ δ from the solution of the approximated problem (49). Let
(α∗, β∗) denote optimal solutions of this approximated problem (49). When d+1 < n, we can confirm the existence
of η that satisfies α∗ = θ⊤k η and β∗ = 1√

n
P⊤
k η by solving the linear equation;

z∗ = Aη, A :=

(
θ⊤k
∥θk∥
1√
n
P⊤
k

)
, z∗ :=

(
α∗

∥θk∥
β∗

)
. (50)

From the linear dependence of row vectors in A, the minimum norm solution of (50) is η = A⊤(AA⊤)−1z∗, and then
∥η∥2 = (z∗)⊤(AA⊤)−1z∗ ≤ λmax((AA⊤)−1)∥z∗∥2 holds. This inequality implies that when ∥z∗∥ ≤

√
λmin(AA⊤)δ

holds, ∥η∥ ≤ δ also holds. From (α∗, β∗) ∈ A, ∥z∗∥2 =
(

α∗

∥θk∥

)2
+ ∥β∗∥2 ≤ δ2 holds. Then, if λmin(AA⊤) ≥ 1 holds,

∥z∗∥ ≤ δ implies ∥η∥ ≤ δ. To show this relation, we prove next Lemma 5.
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Table 2: Details of the dataset for logistic regression [7].

Name feature class (c) training size (m)
news20(binary) 1,355,191 2 19,996

random 1,000,000 2 100

Lemma 5. Let A :=
(

x
∥x∥ ,

1√
n
P
)⊤

, where P ∈ Rn×d is a random matrix whose entries are sampled from N (0, 1)

and x ∈ Rn. Then, λmin(AA⊤) ≥ 1−2(3+ε)
√

d
n+

4d
n holds with probability at least 1−2 exp (−C0ε

2d)−exp (−d/2).

Proof. Let w1 ∈ R and w2 ∈ Rd. From the property of the minimum eigenvalue, we have

λmin(AA⊤) = min
∥w∥=1

w⊤AA⊤w = min
w2

1+∥w2∥2=1
w2

1 +
2√
n∥x∥

w1x
⊤Pw2 +

1

n
w⊤

2 P
⊤Pw2

≥ min
w2

1+∥w2∥2=1
w2

1 −
2√
n∥x∥

|w1|∥P⊤x∥∥w2∥+
1

n
w⊤

2 P
⊤Pw2.

Regarding the second term on the right-hand side, from Lemma 3.1 and w2
1 + ∥w2∥2 = 1, we obtain

2√
n∥x∥

|w1|∥P⊤x∥∥w2∥
Lemma 3.1

≤ 2(1 + ε)

√
d

n
|w1|∥w2∥ ≤ 2(1 + ε)

√
d

n

with probability at least 1− 2 exp (−C0ε
2d). Then, we have

λmin(AA⊤) ≥ min
w2

1+∥w2∥2=1
(w2

1 +
1

n
w⊤

2 P
⊤Pw2)− 2(1 + ε)

√
d

n
.

The first term on right-hand side is equivalent to the minimum eigenvalue of(
1 0
0 1

nP
⊤P

)
,

and then, we have minw2
1+∥w2∥2=1(w

2
1 + 1

nw
⊤
2 P

⊤Pw2) = min{1, σd( 1√
n
P )2}. Applying Lemma 3.3, σd(

1√
n
P ) ≥

1− 2
√

d
n holds with probability at least 1− exp (−d/2). Hence, we have

λmin(AA⊤) ≥

(
1− 2

√
d

n

)2

− 2(1 + ε)

√
d

n
= 1− 2(3 + ε)

√
d

n
+

4d

n

with probability at least 1− 2 exp (−C0ε
2d)− exp (−d/2).

When n is large enough and d = o(n), from Lemma 5, λmin(AA⊤) ⪆ 1 holds with high probability. Then,
∥η∥ ≤ δ holds with high probability.

Next, we confirm that the optimal solution to the original problem (48) can be obtained from (49). Let η∗

denote the global solution. When (θ⊤k η
∗, 1√

n
P⊤
k η∗) is contained in A, we can calculate the same maximal value as

in the original problem (48) from (49). We show that (θ⊤k η
∗, 1√

n
P⊤
k η∗) is contained in A with high probability. We

have
(θ⊤k η

∗)2

∥θk∥2
+

1

n
∥P⊤

k η∗∥2
Lemma 3.1

≤ (θ⊤k η
∗)2

∥θk∥2
+

d(1 + ε)

n
∥η∗∥2 ≤

(
1 +

d(1 + ε)

n

)
∥η∗∥2

with probability at least 1−2 exp (−Cε2d). Hence, with sufficiently large n and d = o(n), we have ∥Aη∗∥ ⪅ ∥η∗∥ ≤ δ
and Aη∗ is contained in A. Note that the problem (48) is not convex optimization even if H is a convex set, because
−g is concave.

In numerical experiments, we evaluate f(x) by solving the maximum optimization using the accelerated proximal
gradient method until the norm of the generalized gradient is less than 10−7. In our proposed method, we evaluate
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Figure 2: Adversarially robust logistic regression (f(x) vs time).

f(x+ 1√
n
P⊤u) using the approximated random optimization problem (49). Furthermore, we increase the sampling

size per iteration in both the proposed method and RGF, i.e., we update xk by

xk+1 = xk −
αk√
l

l∑
i=1

h(k)(µlu
(l)
k )− h(k)(−µlu

(l)
k )

2µk
Pku

(l)
k ,

xk+1 = xk −
αk√
l

l∑
i=1

f(xk + µlv
(l)
k )− f(xk − µlv

(l)
k )

2µk
v
(l)
k ,

respectively. We use a dataset from [7] and randomly generated one. For the random dataset, we use a matrix X
and a vector w whose entries are sampled from N (0, 1). The labels are generated as y := 1x≥0(Xw + ε), where ε
is a noise vector sampled from N (0, Im/100). In both methods, we set a smoothing parameter µk = 10−8 and use
a fixed step size αk = 10i (i ∈ N).

Figure 2 shows time versus the function values of RGF and the proposed methods for the datasets listed in
Table 2. From Figure 2 when evaluating f(x) is time-consuming due to solve maximization problems, our proposed
method converges faster than RGF. This efficiency comes from the random projection technique, which leads to a
reduction of function evaluation time.

7 Conclusion
We proposed a new zeroth-order method combining random projections and smoothing method for non-smooth
convex optimization problems. While our proposed method achieves O( nε2 ) worst-case iteration complexity, which
is equivalent to the standard result under convex and non-smooth setting, ours can converge with O(d

2

ε2 ), which does
not depend on the dimension n, under some additional local properties of an objective. In numerical experiments,
our method performed well when the function evaluation time can be reduced using random projection. As discussed
in Section 6.1, since we have shown in this paper is the improvement of the “worst-case” oracle complexity, it is not
always the case that the worst-case oracle complexity is achieved when the algorithm is actually run. Indeed, many
applications using zeroth-order methods have succeeded despite of large scale models and their oracle complexities
depending on the dimension n [35, 26, 8, 32]. It may be interesting to investigate whether iteration complexities of
zeroth-order methods are not affected by n in practical use, or whether it can strongly depend on it in any problem
setting as a future work. We also would like to investigate the convergence rate of our algorithm in a non-smooth
and non-convex setting in the future.
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