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Abstract

In this study, we consider an optimization problem with uncertainty dependent on decision variables,
which has recently attracted attention due to its importance in machine learning and pricing applications.
In this problem, the gradient of the objective function cannot be obtained explicitly because the decision-
dependent distribution is unknown. Therefore, several zeroth-order methods have been proposed, which
obtain noisy objective values by sampling and update the iterates. Although these existing methods
have theoretical convergence for optimization problems with decision-dependent uncertainty, they re-
quire strong assumptions about the function and distribution or exhibit large variances in their gradient
estimators. To overcome these issues, we propose two zeroth-order methods under mild assumptions.
First, we develop a zeroth-order method with a new one-point gradient estimator including a variance
reduction parameter. The proposed method updates the decision variables while adjusting the variance
reduction parameter. Second, we develop a zeroth-order method with a two-point gradient estimator.
There are situations where only one-point estimators can be used, but if both one-point and two-point es-
timators are available, it is more practical to use the two-point estimator. As theoretical results, we show
the convergence of our methods to stationary points and provide the worst-case iteration and sample
complexity analysis. Our simulation experiments with real data on a retail service application show that
our methods output solutions with lower objective values than the conventional zeroth-order methods.

1. Introduction

In this study, we consider the following problem:

(P) min  F(z) :=Eeop@lf(2,£)];

xcR4

where F' : R¢ — R is generally non-convex. The main feature of this problem is that the probability
distribution D () depends on the decision variable . This feature appears in a wide range of applications
such as performative prediction [Perdomo et al., 2020] and price optimization [Ray et al., 2022, Hikima
and Takeda, 2023]. Because of its importance for applications, various studies have addressed this problem
[Perdomo et al., 2020, Mendler-Diinner et al., 2020, Ray et al., 2022, Chen et al., 2023].!

In general, problem (P) is a non-convex problem: even if f(x,&) is convex with respect to @, it is
generally non-convex since the probability distribution D(x) depends on x. Moreover, there exists a diffi-
culty: we cannot access the gradient of the objective function because the probability distribution D(x) is
unknown in practical applications.
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!Codes of our experiments can be found in https://github.com/Yuya-Hikima/A A AI25-Zeroth-Order-Methods-for-Nonconvex-
Stochastic-Problems-with-Decision-Dependent-Distributions.


yuya-hikima@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp

Recently, several studies [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024, Chen et al., 2023] have proposed zeroth-order
methods for (P). Concretely, Ray et al. [2022] proposed a condition under which the objective function of
(P) is strongly convex, and employed a zeroth-order method based on the following one-point gradient
estimator:

d
gk = ;f(mk + v, &) vy,

where vy, is a unit vector sampled uniformly from the unit sphere in dimension d, & ~ D(xy + pvg),
and 1 € R>¢. Liu et al. [2024] considered non-convex problem (P) with a state-dependent setting where
the distribution evolves according to an underlying controlled Markov chain. They proposed a zeroth-
order method based on the above one-point gradient estimator and showed its convergence to a stationary
point. Chen et al. [2023] supposed that their optimization problem can be reduced to convex ones, and they
employed a zeroth-order method based on the following gradient estimator:

gk 1—262 (f(z + pog, &) — f(mp — pog, £)) v,
where vy, is a unit vector sampled uniformly from the unit sphere in dimension d, &} ~ D(z) + pwy),
& ~ D(xy — pvy), and p € Rxo.

Although these existing studies have successfully proposed zeroth-order methods with theoretical con-
vergence for problem (P), there exist limitations. First, zeroth-order methods with one-point gradient esti-
mators [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024] exhibit large variances of their gradient estimators, which may
increase the number of iterations and sampling. Specifically, although the variances of their gradient estima-
tors are bounded by using G := sup,, ¢ | f(x, )], G is generally large or unbounded. Second, the existing
zeroth-order method [Chen et al., 2023] with a two-point gradient estimator supposes that the distribution
D(z) is included in a special exponential family and the function f is required to satisfy a certain (intuitively
difficult to understand) inequality [Chen et al., 2023, Section 3, Appendix FJ.

In this paper, we propose two zeroth-order methods under mild assumptions, which do not restrict f
and D(x) to any particular one. First, we develop a new zeroth-order method with an improved one-point
gradient estimator. Specifically, we propose the following gradient estimator including variance reduction
parameter cy:

1
gri= (f(xr + prwg, &) — ck) ug, (1)

where uy, is sampled from the standard normal distribution A/(0, I) in dimension d, &, ~ D(xx + prvx),
. € Roo, and ¢, € R. Then, we theoretically show that if ¢y, is close to E¢p(z, ) [f(k, §)], the variance
of the above gradient estimator is reduced. Based on this fact, we propose a zeroth-order method that
updates the iterates @ using the proposed gradient estimator (1) while adjusting c;. Second, we develop a
zeroth-order method with the following two-point gradient estimator:

gk : (f(mr + prwn, &) — f(or — prur, £4)) v, (2)
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where wy, is sampled from the standard normal distribution (0, 1) in dimension d, &}, ~ D(zy, + pwy),
E,%, ~ D(x — pvyg), and p € Rsp. Although our method is similar to the zeroth-order method employed
by [Chen et al., 2023], it does not assume strong assumptions for the distribution D(a) and the function f.
Moreover, we also include the Gaussian homotopy technique [Iwakiri et al., 2022] in both proposed methods
to find potentially better stationary points.

As theoretical results, we show the convergence of our methods to stationary points and provide the
worst-case iteration and sample complexity analysis. In particular, we show that the worst-case sample



complexity of our methods is O(d%€_6). Since the sample complexity of the existing zeroth-order method
[Liu et al., 2024] for the non-convex problem (P) is O(G%d?c~%), the proposed method has an advantage
when G = sup,, ¢ | f(x, )| is large or unbounded.

We conducted simulation experiments with real-data on a retail service application. The results show
that our methods output solutions with lower objective values than conventional zeroth-order methods.

Our contributions are as follows.

* We propose a new zeroth-order method with an improved one-point gradient estimator. When G :=
sup, ¢ | f(x, &)| is large or unbounded, the sample complexity of the proposed method has an advantage
over existing zeroth-order methods [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024], which also utilize one-point
gradient estimators.

* We develop a zeroth-order method with a two-point gradient estimator under milder assumptions than the
existing ones [Chen et al., 2023], which utilize a two-point gradient estimator. Although (P) is generally
non-convex under our loose assumptions, we show the convergence of the method to stationary points
and provide its sample complexity.

Notation. Bold lowercase symbols (e.g., ¢, y) denote vectors, and ||z|| denotes the Euclidean norm of a
vector . Let R>o (R>0) be the set of positive (non-negative) real numbers. The gradient for a real-valued
function F(z) is denoted by VF(z). A binomial coefficient of a pair of integers m and n is written as () ).
Let [V] be the set of {1,2, ..., N}. The standard normal distribution in dimension d is written as N(0, I).

2. Related Work

2.1 Zeroth-order Methods

Zeroth-order methods are a class of powerful optimization tools to solve many complex problems, whose
explicit gradients are infeasible to access. Various types of zeroth-order methods have been proposed and
their convergence has been analyzed [Ghadimi and Lan, 2013, Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017]. Since then,
multiple techniques for zeroth-order methods have been proposed, such as techniques to reduce the variance
of the gradient estimator [Liu et al., 2018, Ji et al., 2019], to make the methods scalable through variable
selection [Wang et al., 2018], and to deal with regularized problems [Cai et al., 2022].

Recently, zeroth-order methods have also been proposed for problems with decision-dependent uncer-
tainty [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024, Chen et al., 2023]. Ray et al. [2022] and Liu et al. [2024] proposed
zeroth-order methods using one-point gradient estimators for (P) where the distribution changes dynami-
cally with time. Chen et al. [2023] showed that (P) can be reduced to a convex optimization problem for
particular combinations of the distribution D(x) and the function f. They then employed a zeroth-order
method using a two-point gradient estimator. In this study, we propose a new zeroth-order method that ex-
tends the conventional one-point gradient estimator used in [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024] by including
a variance reduction parameter. Moreover, we also develop a zeroth-order method with a two-point gradient
estimator without strong assumptions on the distribution and function.

2.2 Other Methods for Stochastic Problems with Decision-dependent Uncertainty

We describe different techniques, other than zeroth-order methods, for solving (P).”

2 Another formulation dealing with decision-dependent uncertainties is decision-dependent distributionally robust optimization
[Luo and Mehrotra, 2020, Basciftci et al., 2021], which aims to find an optimal solution in the worst case when the probability
distribution has ambiguity. Although such formulations are effective when the ambiguity set of the probability distribution is
known, we consider situations where the probability distribution is completely unknown.



Retraining methods [Perdomo et al., 2020, Mendler-Diinner et al., 2020]. Retraining methods update
the current iterate by fixing the distribution at each iteration. Specifically, Perdomo et al. [2020] proposed re-
peated gradient descent: 11 = proje(Tr—MkEep(zy) [V f(Tk, §)]), where C is the feasible region and
projc is the Euclidean projection operator onto C. They showed that the repeated gradient descent method
converges to a performatively stable point defined as xpg := arg ming E¢p(zpg) [f(x, &)]. However, these
methods assume the strong convexity of f(x, &) w.r.t. « and are not applicable to our problem.

Stochastic gradient descent methods [Hikima and Takeda, 2023, Sutton and Barto, 2018]. These
methods update the current iterate by the stochastic gradient such as xy1 (= T — nkg;i, where g,t is
an unbiased stochastic gradient for the objective function. Although these methods converge to stationary
points, they require access to Pr(§ | «) and VPr(£ | «) to find an unbiased stochastic gradient g,i,. Since
we assume that the probability density function of D(x) is unknown, these methods are not applicable to

our problem.

Two-stage approach [Miller et al., 2021]. This approach estimates a model of the distribution map D(-)
in the first stage and optimizes the proxy function of the objective function by using the estimated distribution
in the second stage. Since this approach assumes that the distribution map is included in location-scale
families [Miller et al., 2021, Eq. (2)], it is not applicable to our problem.

Bayesian optimization [Brochu et al., 2010, Frazier, 2018]. This method is a process of learning for
global optimization of black-box functions. When this method is applied to our problem, it is necessary to
obtain a large number of samples € ~ D(x) in order to widely search the entire space of decision variables.
This is not desirable from a practical point of view, since it is necessary to deploy decisions (x) in the
real-world to obtain & ~ D(x).

3. Preliminaries

3.1 Problem Definition

We restate the problem under consideration:

(P)  min me):::Eﬁwlxwﬂf(w7€”7
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where F'is generally non-convex. Note that problem (P) is a broad problem class that also includes the
following optimization problem:

min E¢.p[f(z, §)].

xcRd

Our goal is to obtain better solutions with low sample complexity for D(x). This is because, to obtain a
sample € ~ D(x), a decision (x) must be deployed in the real-world (e.g., a decision maker must sell some
products at price x to obtain a sample of demand & ~ D(x)), so the fewer samples the better.

3.2 Assumptions
We make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. For any x € R?, there exists a constant o € R> satisfying
E¢pa)|(F(x) — f(x,€))*] < 0”. 3
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Assumption 2. For any = € RY, there exists a constant o € R> satisfying
W(D(z), D(z')) < allz — 2’|,
where W represents the Wasserstein-1 distance.

Assumption 3. f(x,§) is L¢-Lipschitz continuous in §&. Moreover, f(x,&) is L.-Lipschitz continuous in
x.

Assumption 4. F'(x) is Hp-smooth.

For Assumption 4, the following lemma has been given as a sufficient condition.
Lemma 1. [Ray et al., 2022, Lemma 1] Suppose that there exist matrix A and distribution D’ such that
E~D(x) <= &=v+ Ax,
where v has mean ¥ := E,.p[v] and co-variance E,p/[(v — )(v — ©)T]. Moreover, suppose that
f(x, &) is p-smooth with respect to both & and &€. Then, Assumption 4 holds with

Hp = \/p2(1 + 1 All5,) max(1, [ All5,),
where || Al|qp is the operator norm of A.

Our assumptions are looser than those of an existing study [Ray et al., 2022] that tackles a problem
similar to ours. Assumption 5 in [Ray et al., 2022] implies that E¢..p(q)[(F(x) — f(=, £))?] < (2G)? for
G = sup, ¢ |f(x,§)|, which yields our Assumption 1. Moreover, Assumptions 1 and 3 in [Ray et al,
2022] yields our Assumptions 2—4. Conversely, we do not require Assumption 1(c) and Assumption 2 in
[Ray et al., 2022]. The price of our loose assumptions is that our problem becomes a non-convex problem.
Therefore, we develop zeroth-order methods that converge to stationary points, rather than optimal solutions.

3.3 Gaussian Smoothed Function
To propose our method, let us define the Gaussian smoothed function for F'.

Definition 1. We call the following function the Gaussian smoothed function of F'.

Fu () := Eyopno,) [F (2 + pu)].

Function F), is an approximation of F'. Here, the smoothing parameter . controls the level of approximation:
when p is small, F), is close to F.

In this paper, we propose two unbiased gradient estimators for F),. Our methods update x; using the
proposed gradient estimators while reducing the smoothing parameter .



4. Proposed Method with One-point Gradient Estimator

4.1 One-point Gradient Estimator

We propose the following one-point gradient estimator:?

i@ e, €) = L& +“:’§) —“u, @)

where u ~ N(0,1;) and € ~ D(x + pu). Here, g1 (x, i, ¢, u, €) is an unbiased gradient estimator of the
function F), as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 2. For any « € R?, ;1 € R, and ¢ € R, the following holds.

Eun(0,1y) [BemD(@tpu) [91(2, 1, ¢, w0, €)]] = VE, ().

The above gradient estimator is a generalization of the one-point gradient estimator in [Liu et al., 2024]:
when ¢ = 0, our estimator is the same as that of [Liu et al., 2024, Eq. (4)]. While ¢ does not affect the
unbiasedness of the gradient estimator, it affects its variance. This fact is shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 4 hold. Then, the following holds for any € R?, ¢ € R, and
m € N.

2

1 « ,
EUNN(O,Id) E{Ej T ~D(z+pu) m Z gi(x, pt,c,u, &)
g=1

302d N 3d(F(x) — c)2'

<
B p*m 1

p2HZ(d+6)2 +6(d + 4)|VF(x)||* +

N W

From Lemma 3, when c is close to F'(x), the variance of our gradient estimator is reduced. It is widely
known in the field of stochastic optimization that reducing the variance of the gradient estimator has a
positive impact on the convergence of the method [Johnson and Zhang, 2013]. Therefore, in the next section,
we give a method for setting ¢y, at each iteration k to reduce the variance of the proposed gradient estimator.

Discussion. In the existing studies [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024], the variance of their gradient es-
timators ([Ray et al., 2022, (3)] and [Liu et al., 2024, (4)]) are bounded by using G := max, ¢ f (=, £).
However, since G is generally large, their upper bounds are also generally large. In contrast to existing
studies, Lemma 3 provides an upper bound independent of G.

4.2 Setting of Variance Reduction Parameter c

To reduce the variance in Lemma 3, the parameter ¢ should be close to F'(x). Therefore, during the iterations
of the algorithm, we update c;, to bring it closer to the target value F'(x)). A naive method is to obtain
samples {&; }725° ~ D(z) for some jmax € N, and set ¢y, as follows:

]. jmax

cri=——3 " fm, &]).

jmax J=1

3The term “one-point gradient estimator” in this paper refers to the gradient estimator obtained by queries of the objective
function at a single point (x + pw). Note that “one-point gradient estimator” is also used to refer to a gradient estimator obtained
by one query of the objective function, but in our case, Algorithm 1 proposed later requires additional calculations of f(x, £) to set
parameter c. Moreover, if we use mini-batch gradients, Algorithm 1 requires multiple computations of f(x, &) for different £.



However, this method requires new samples to estimate cy, increasing the sample complexity. We propose
an approach, inspired by [Jagadeesan et al., 2022], to approximate F'(x}) from samples obtained in past
iterations. Specifically, using the sample set {EJ b2y ~ D(; + pyu;) ateach pasti € {k —s,...,k — 1}
iteration, which is obtained to compute the gradlent estimator, we compute ¢y as follows.

Cr = Zi:k—s m; j=1 f(mkh SZ )7 (5)
where a; € [0,1] and ZZ i—s @i = 1. Here, a; represents the importance of the samples of the :-th iteration.
For example, if 3, and x; + p;u; are close, then D(xy) and D(x; + u;u;) have similar distributions from
Assumption 2. Then, the samples of the i-th iteration are important, and it is better to make a; larger.

To set a; foreach i € {k — s,...,k — 1} appropriately, we first show the following lemma.

Lemma 4. Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Let ¢, be defined by (5). Then, the following holds:

k— 2
g
(F(a) — cx)® < 2 Z (LgOéQHQUk — @ — piw||* + m> : (6)
j=k— v

K3 S

From Lemma 4, a; that minimizes the right-hand side of (6) is desirable to bring ¢y close to F'(xy).
Such a; can be obtained in closed form from the following lemma.

Lemma 5. Consider the following optimization problem:

. k=1 o9 (.2 o 5y O
min Zi:kis a; | Lea®||lzr — i — piuq || + e
st. a; >0, Vie{k—s,...,k—1},

k—1
Z, a; — 1.
i=k—s

Then, the optimal solution is a* such that a} := —, where b; := L ||z — x; — piug||? + Z

bi Z] k—s bf E
Using the results of Lemmas 4 and 5, we can show the theoretical convergence of our method proposed in
the next section.

4.3 Proposed Method and Theoretical Results

We propose Algorithm 1. Lines 2—4 of Algorithm 1 update the iterate based on the gradient estimator (4).
Line 5 adjusts the smoothing parameter j;: Algorithm 1 starts with a sufficiently large ;0 and gradually
reduces i, so that the smoothed function F),, approaches the original objective function F'. Lines 68
calculate the variance reduction parameter ci1 from the past samples. We define sy ,x as the maximum
window size, which indicates how far back in the past the samples are considered for calculating cj1.
Note that lines 68, although requiring oracle computation of the function f, do not increase the sample
complexity since those do not need new samples.

Remark 1. The proposed method incorporates the Gaussian Homotopy technique [Iwakiri et al., 2022]
to obtain better stationary points. Specifically, the method starts from solving an almost convex smoothed
function F),(x) with sufficiently large 119 > 0 and gradually changes the optimization problem F},, (x) to
the original one F'(x). It is known that a better local solution can be potentially obtained by the technique
[Mobahi and Fisher, 2015, Mobahi and Fisher III, 2015, Hazan et al., 2016, Iwakiri et al., 2022].

To demonstrate the convergence of Algorithm 1, we first present the following lemma.



Algorithm 1 Zeroth-order method with the improved one-point gradient estimator

Input: w()v ,U/Os ,UJmins 607 Smax’ 63 PY’ {mk‘}g‘:o, Ma T
1. fork=0,1,...,7T:
2: Sample uk from NV(0,1;) and {EJ }m’“ from D(xg + prug)

3 gk < Z] 1gl($k7ﬂk7ck7uka£k)

4: Th+1 & mk; — B9k

5 gt < max(Yik, fmin)

6: S < min(Spax, k + 1)

7: a; & ———~—— foralli € [k — s+ 1,k], where b; := M ||z 1 — o — piug)® + L
b; ZJ =k—s+1 b mi

8: Ciy1 < Zz k—s+1 g{l Z;n:1 f(‘”k+1>£z]')

Lemma 6. Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let {x} and {c;} be the sequence generated by Algo-
2.2

L
rithm 1 with my > mpy, for k € {0,1,..., T}, 8 < 57 “““\“ﬁ and M : j? . Then, for any setting

parameter xg € R4, 1o € Ro, prmin < 10, €0 € R, Smax € N, and vy € (0, 1), the following holds:

k
1 p2. p3HE(d + 6)3 d+4 5
EC[O,k—l] [52] = <2> 53 e 2Fd +2 inn d L% + 8L§a2u%d * Mmin 0-27

where 6k = F(mk) — Ck, ke {17 000 7T}’ and C[O,k—l} = {’U'Oa EOa s UR—1, Ek—l}-

The above lemma shows that the estimation error of ¢ (i.e., d;) is bounded by a constant at each iteration
k. Intuitively, by keeping the step size below a certain threshold (timin/ 2L£a\/@), we ensure that the past
iterates are not too far from the current iterate. This reduces the difference between the distribution at past
iterates and that at the current iterate, which in turn reduces the estimation error of c.

From Lemma 6, we show the convergence of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let {mk} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 1

L -
with my = O(¢72d?) for all k € {0,...,T}, M : Uf; e — @(Ed_%>, fo = @(5d_%) such
. Sy g 1 Hmin & 7 s
that (o > fmin, and S := min (12(d+4)HF (T+1)2d?f ngmﬁ). Let & := x/, where k£’ is chosen
from a uniform distribution over {0, ...,7}. Then, for any g € R%, ¢y € R, spmax € {1,...,T}, and

€ (0,1), the iteration complexity required to obtain E[||VF(£)[]?] < % is O(dgg*‘l). Moreover, the
sample complexity is O(d2<~F).

Remark 2. The iteration complexity of our method is O(d%) larger than that of the Gaussian homotopy
method [Iwakiri et al., 2022, Theorem C.2], which considers the case where the oracle of the objective
function contains noise, but the random variables are independent of the decision variables. This increase
in iteration complexity is reasonable, given that we are dealing with a complex situation where the random
variables depend on the decision variables. Moreover, since the sample complexity of the existing zeroth-
order method [Liu et al., 2024] for non-convex problem (P) is O(G°d*c~%),* where G := sup,, ¢ | f(x, €],
the proposed method has an advantage when G is large or unbounded.

*[Liu et al., 2024] claim that the sample complexity of their method is O(e~2), but in our definition of the stationary point
E[|VF(£)|*] < ), it becomes O(¢~°).



Remark 3. In order to set the parameters of Theorem 1, it is necessary to know in advance o of Assump-
tion 1 and « of Assumption 2. While the existing study [Ray et al., 2022] also needs such information (e.g.,
~ in their paper), it may not be known practically. In such cases, it is possible to start with a sufficiently
large value and estimate it from the information obtained during the iterations.

5. Proposed Method with Two-point Gradient Estimator

5.1 Two-point Gradient Estimator

We consider the following gradient estimator:
f(@ A+ pu, €') — f(x — pu, €2)
2p

where u ~ N(0, 1), &' ~ D(x + pu), €2 ~ D(z — pu), and g € Ry
Then, the following lemmas hold for the two-point gradient estimator.

92(w>/’&au7£17£2) = u, (7)

Lemma 7. For any « € R% and 11 € R, the following holds.
]EuN/\/(O,Id) [E51~D(w+uu),§2~D(w7uu) [92 (32, o, u, Ela 52)” = VFH($)
Lemma 8. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 4 hold. For any & € R¢, the following holds.
2
1 & Li o
EUNN(OJd) E{ﬁl’j};nzlv{§2’j T E Zl 92(113, sy, £ ’]7 E ’])
‘7:

302d

<

pPHZ(d+6)3 + 6(d + 4)||VE(x)||> +

N W

where {€'7}7L) ~ D(x + pu) and {£27}72, ~ D(x — pu).

5.2 Proposed Method and Theoretical Results

We propose Algorithm 2. It changes the gradient estimator of Algorithm 1 to the two-point gradient estima-
tor (7). From Lemmas 7 and 8, we show the convergence of Algorithm 2.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let {a}} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2
with my = ©(e72d?) for all k € {0,..., T}, pmin = @(sd_%), o = @(ad_%) such that pg > fimin,

and / := min . Let & := x;s, where &’ is chosen from a uniform distribution

1
T34}
over {0,...,T}. Then, for any gy € R? and v € (0, 1), the iteration complexity required to obtain
E[|VF(2)]]?] < &?is O(dge_‘l). Moreover, the sample complexity is O(d%es_fj).

1
R(d+OHr |

Remark 4. Algorithm 2 has the same sample complexity as Algorithm 1. However, in practice, if we can
use both the one-point and two-point gradient estimators, the two-point gradient estimator often achieves
better performance (See the experimental results in Section 6.3). On the other hand, there are problems
where only a one-point gradient estimator can be used. For example, in the case where the distribution
changes with time, sampling in the same environment is not possible [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024].

> Although the two-point estimator is also discussed in [Liu et al., 2024] as gzpen, they do not prove the convergence of zeroth-
order methods using the estimator without G' = sup,, . | (=, §)|.
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Algorithm 2 Zeroth-order method with the two-point gradient estimator

Input: o, 10, fimin, B, 7, {meti_g. T

1. fork=0,1,...,7T:

2: Sample uy, from N (0, 1), {g;’j}y‘:ﬁ from D(xj + pru), and {Si’j};nz’“l from D(xy — prug).

3 o 4= o ST ga( @, pr u, €7, €57)
4 Tpyr < T — Pk
s.

U1 < max(f}/uka Mmin)

6. Experiments

We conducted experiments on an application of multiproduct pricing to show that Algorithms 1 and 2 output
solutions with lower objective values compared with the existing methods. We performed simulation exper-
iments with real retail data from a supermarket service provider in Japan.® The details of our experiments
are in the supplementary material.

6.1 Problem Setup

We consider a variant of [Gallego and Wang, 2014] where a seller determines the prices of multiple (n = 10)
products for multiple (m = 40) buyers. Each buyer can purchase at most one copy of any product. Let
x = (v1,22,...,7,) € R" be the price vector for the products. Let & € {0,1,...,m}""! denote a
random vector, where & represents the number of buyers not purchasing any product and §; fort =1,...,n
represents the number of sales of each product. Let s(x, &) and ¢(&) be real-valued functions representing
the sales and costs of products, respectively, and defined as:

n

s(@,8) = wi&, (&)= cl&),
i=1

i=1
where
2wi£i7 gl S li)
ci(&i) = wi(& — 1) + 2wl;, li < & <y,
B3w;i(& — wi) + wiu; — l;) + 2wily, & > uy.
Here, |; := %, u; = %, and w; := p;0;, where p; is the random variable generated from a uniform

distribution of [0.25,0.5] and 6; is the normalized recorded average selling price for each product . The
function c; represents the case where the cost rate varies with the number of sold products.” Then, the
revenue-maximizing problem is as follows:

;:Ielﬁkr’ll ngD(m) [_S(m7 S) + C(E)] )

where D(x) is the probability distribution that & follows.

SWe used publicly available data, “New Product Sales Ranking”, provided by KSP-SP Co., Ltd, http://www.ksp-sp.com. Ac-
cessed August 15, 2024.

7Such piecewise linear cost functions are considered in existing studies [Shaw and Wagelmans, 1998, Tunc et al., 2016, Ou,
2017].
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Settings of unknown parameters for D(x). We assume that buyers choose one product stochastically.
. . .. vi(0;—x;)
Each buyer chooses product i € I := {1,...,n} with probability p;(x) = a0+£?=1 ;= or does

Here, we let v; := \/267; and let

ag
a0+, ei0i=w5)"
ap = 0.1n. Then, Pr(§ | @) = (£ )pi(x)%. Note that the information of D(z) is not used by each
method.

not choose any product with probability po(x) =

6.2 Compared Methods and Settings

We implemented the following methods.
Proposed-1 (mini-batch). We implemented Algorithm 1 with pg := 0.19, pmin = 0.0001, ¢g :=
S22 F(o, £7(w0)), Smax = 10, B := 0.001 - 0.955+1, v = 0.95, my = 30 + 2k, and M = 0.1,
where k is the current iteration number.
Proposed-1 (batch size 1). We implemented Algorithm 1 with mj; = 1 and other same parameters as
Proposed-1 (mini-batch).
Proposed-2 (mini-batch). We implemented Algorithm 2 with po := 0.19, pmin := 0.0001, 8 := 0.001 -
0.95%+1, my, = 30 + 2k, and v = 0.95.
Proposed-2 (batch size 1). We implemented Algorithm 2 with m; = 1 and other same parameters as
Proposed-2 (mini-batch).
CZO-1 (mini-batch). This method is a Conventional Zeroth-Order (CZ0O) method with a one-point gradient
estimator. It is consistent with Algorithm 1 where ¢, = 0 for all k € {0,...,T}, 8 = 107°, pr = 0.001,
and the other parameters are the same as Proposed-1 (mini-batch). This method is analogous to the zeroth-
order method used in existing studies [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024].
CZO-1 (batch size 1). This method is the same as the CZO-1 (mini-batch) with batch size m;, = 1 for all
ke{0,...,T}

We performed our experiments under the following settings.
Initial points. For all methods, we set the initial points as o := 0.5e, where e € R™ is a vector with all
elements 1.
Metric. For the output & of each method, we computed obj = i3 Z;OZSI (—s(z,&4(x)) + c(&9(x))),
where £9(&) ~ D(x).
Termination criteria. We terminated each method when it had taken 5000 samples from D(x) for some x.

6.3 Experimental Results

Table 1 shows the results of the experiments using real data from different weeks. All proposed methods
were superior to the baselines (CZO-1) for all weeks of data.

Figure 1 shows the change in the objective value (obj) for each method with respect to the number of
samples. The figure implies that the proposed methods reduce the objective value more stably than CZO-1.
In particular, the Proposed-2 method shows high performance. While the Proposed-2 method requires twice
as many samples as the Proposed-1 method at each iteration, it still reduces the objective value with fewer
samples. Although the Proposed-1 method is slightly inferior to the Proposed-2 method, it outperforms the
CZO-1 in many cases. This fact shows the advantage of introducing the variance reduction parameter c.

7. Conclusion
We proposed two zeroth-order methods for non-convex problems with decision-dependent uncertainty: a

method using a new one-point gradient estimator including a variance reduction parameter and the one using
a two-point gradient estimator. As theoretical results, we showed their convergence to stationary points and
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Table 1: Results of simulation experiments with real data for 20 randomly generated problem instances. The
obj (sd) column represents the average (standard deviation) of the obj. The best value of the average obj for
each experiment is in bold. In all experiments, the differences between the proposed method with the best
value of the average obj and CZO-1 (both types) are significant (two-sided t-test: p < 0.05).

date Proposed-1 Proposed-1 Proposed-2 Proposed-2 CZ0-1 CZ0O-1
(mini-batch) (batch size 1) (mini-batch) (batch size 1) (mini-batch) (batch size 1)
obj sd obj sd obj sd obj sd obj sd obj sd

02/21-02/27 -7.39 1.92 -2.62 454 -7.26 1.68 -6.62 2.01 1.83 334 283 5.10
03/21-03/27 -7.61 1.80 -2.73 445 -1.78 1.48 -6.70 198 241 555 4.08 11.55
05/23-05/29 -5.28 1.74 -1.89 379 -6.38 1.54 -5.35 1.77  0.21 2.88  0.65 2.94
06/20-06/26  -5.58 1.69 1.81 462 -554 1.35 -5.61 1.87 7.04 973 9.83 11.51
07/18-07/24 -3.52 215 399 353 410 202 -417 2.08 1039 11.85 10.29 12.57
08/08-08/14  -6.40 1.68 -2.97 479 -7.01 129 -6.17 1.54 -1.05 1.35 -0.47 2.05
09/19-09/25 -3.21 226 332 494 -3.88 223 -3.83 244 1038 1492 12.15 12.09
12/05-12/11 -4.61 1.78  2.80 3.89 -4.88 2.10 -4.27 284  7.66 758 5.57 5.99

15 —— Proposed-1 (mini-batch) 20 —— Proposed-1 (mini-batch) 10 —— Proposed-1 (mini-batch) 15 —— Proposed-1 (mini-batch)
Proposed-1 (batch size 1) Proposed-1 (batch size 1) Proposed-1 (batch size 1) Proposed-1 (batch size 1)

—— Proposed-2 (mini-batch) 15 —— Proposed-2 (mini-batch) —— Proposed-2 (mini-batch) —— Proposed-2 (mini-batch)

—— Proposed-2 (batch size 1) —— Proposed-2 (batch size 1) —— Proposed-2 (batch size 1) —— Proposed-2 (batch size 1)

—— CZO-1 (mini-batch) 10 —— CZO-1 (mini-batch) 5 —— CZO-1 (mini-batch) —— CZO-1 (mini-batch)
- 5 CZO-1 (batch size 1) - CZO-1 (batch size 1) - CZO-1 (batch size 1) - CZO-1 (batch size 1)
= s P i T OO0 NCR !
S = 0 prme——————— ©
0 N 0
’ S
-5 _5 -5 “X\M =5

obj
obj

0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000
samples samples samples samples
(a) 02/21-02/27 (b) 03/21-03/27 (c) 05/23-05/29 (d) 06/20-06/26
—— Proposed-1 (mini-batch) —— Proposed-1 (mini-batch) 40 —— Proposed-1 (mini-batch) —— Proposed-1 (mini-batch)
30 Proposed-1 (batch size 1) 0 Proposed-1 (batch size 1) Proposed-1 (batch size 1) 1 Proposed-1 (batch size 1)
—— Proposed-2 (mini-batch) —— Proposed-2 (mini-batch) —— Proposed-2 (mini-batch) 5 —— Proposed-2 (mini-batch)
—— Proposed-2 (batch size 1) N —— Proposed-2 (batch size 1) 30 —— Proposed-2 (batch size 1) —— Proposed-2 (batch size 1)
20 — €Z0-1 (mini-batch) -2 — €Z0-1 (mini-batch) —— CZ0-1 (mini-batch) 101 — CZ0-1 (mini-batch)
H CZO-1 (batch size 1) E CZO-1 (batch size 1) 3 20 CZO-1 (batch size 1) B | CZO0-1 (batch size 1)
©10{ i) © -4 © © s M—"
6 10 ol l
0 = [
_8 0 -5
0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000
samples samples samples samples
(e) 07/18-07/24 (f) 08/08-08/14 (g) 09/19-09/25 (h) 12/05-12/11

Figure 1: Change in obj in the first 3000 samples in the simulation experiment with real data. Each graph
shows the result in one problem instance for each week. The horizontal axis indicates the number of samples,
and the vertical axis indicates 0bj.

provided the worst-case iteration and sample complexity analysis. Our simulation experiments with real
data on a retail service application showed good performance of our methods compared to the conventional
zeroth-order methods.

In future work, we would like to conduct theoretical analyses of the proposed method in different situa-
tions. For example, one might apply our method to problem (P) where the distribution changes dynamically
with time [Ray et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2024]. For such problems, since it is not possible to sample random
variables more than once in the same environment, only a one-point gradient estimator can be used. There-
fore, our improved one-point gradient estimator may be effective. Another future direction is to integrate
existing techniques [Wang et al., 2018, Cai et al., 2022, Liu et al., 2018] for zeroth-order methods into our
methods. For example, incorporating the variable selection technique [Wang et al., 2018] may enhance the
scalability of our method. Additionally, applying the variance reduction technique [Liu et al., 2018] for
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gradient estimation has the potential to speed up our methods.

References

B. Basciftci, S. Ahmed, and S. Shen. Distributionally robust facility location problem under decision-
dependent stochastic demand. European Journal of Operational Research, 292(2):548-561, 2021.

E. Brochu, V. M. Cora, and N. De Freitas. A tutorial on bayesian optimization of expensive cost func-
tions, with application to active user modeling and hierarchical reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1012.2599., 2010.

H. Cai, D. McKenzie, W. Yin, and Z. Zhang. Zeroth-order regularized optimization (zoro): Approximately
sparse gradients and adaptive sampling. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 32(2):687-714, 2022.

Y. Chen, W. Tang, C.-J. Ho, and Y. Liu. Performative prediction with bandit feedback: Learning through
reparameterization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.01094, 2023.

P. I. Frazier. A tutorial on bayesian optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1807.02811.,2018.
J. E. Freund and R. E. Walpole. Mathematical statistics. Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1986.

G. Gallego and R. Wang. Multiproduct price optimization and competition under the nested logit model
with product-differentiated price sensitivities. Operations Research, 62(2):450-461, 2014.

S. Ghadimi and G. Lan. Stochastic first-and zeroth-order methods for nonconvex stochastic programming.
SIAM journal on optimization, 23(4):2341-2368, 2013.

E. Hazan, K. Y. Levy, and S. Shalev-Shwartz. On graduated optimization for stochastic non-convex prob-
lems. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1833—1841, 2016.

Y. Hikima and A. Takeda. Stochastic approach for price optimization problems with decision-dependent
uncertainty. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.00492 (to appear in European Journal of Operational Research),
2023.

S. Ito and R. Fujimaki. Large-scale price optimization via network flow. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 29:3862-3870, 2016.

H. Iwakiri, Y. Wang, S. Ito, and A. Takeda. Single loop gaussian homotopy method for non-convex opti-
mization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:7065-7076, 2022.

M. Jagadeesan, T. Zrnic, and C. Mendler-Diinner. Regret minimization with performative feedback. In
International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 9760-9785, 2022.

K. Ji, Z. Wang, Y. Zhou, and Y. Liang. Improved zeroth-order variance reduced algorithms and analysis for
nonconvex optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 3100-3109, 2019.

R. Johnson and T. Zhang. Accelerating stochastic gradient descent using predictive variance reduction.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 26:315-323, 2013.

H. Liu, Q. Li, and H. T. Wai. Two-timescale derivative free optimization for performative prediction with
Markovian data. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 31425-31450, 2024.

13



S. Liu, B. Kailkhura, P.-Y. Chen, P. Ting, S. Chang, and L. Amini. Zeroth-order stochastic variance reduction
for nonconvex optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31:3731-3741, 2018.

F. Luo and S. Mehrotra. Distributionally robust optimization with decision dependent ambiguity sets. Opti-
mization Letters, 14:2565-2594, 2020.

C. Mendler-Diinner, J. Perdomo, T. Zrnic, and M. Hardt. Stochastic optimization for performative predic-
tion. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:4929-4939, 2020.

J. P. Miller, J. C. Perdomo, and T. Zrnic. Outside the echo chamber: Optimizing the performative risk. In
International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 7710-7720, 2021.

H. Mobahi and J. W. Fisher. On the link between gaussian homotopy continuation and convex envelopes.
In Energy Minimization Methods in Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 43-56, 2015.

H. Mobahi and J. Fisher III. A theoretical analysis of optimization by gaussian continuation. In AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pages 1205-1211, 2015.

Y. Nesterov and V. Spokoiny. Random gradient-free minimization of convex functions. Foundations of
Computational Mathematics, 17(2):527-566, 2017.

J. Ou. Improved exact algorithms to economic lot-sizing with piecewise linear production costs. European
Journal of Operational Research, 256(3):777-784, 2017.

J. Perdomo, T. Zrnic, C. Mendler-Diinner, and M. Hardt. Performative prediction. In International Confer-
ence on Machine Learning, pages 7599-7609, 2020.

M. Ray, L. J. Ratliff, D. Drusvyatskiy, and M. Fazel. Decision-dependent risk minimization in geometrically
decaying dynamic environments. In AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pages 8081-8088, 2022.

D. X. Shaw and A. P. Wagelmans. An algorithm for single-item capacitated economic lot sizing with
piecewise linear production costs and general holding costs. Management Science, 44(6):831-838, 1998.

R. S. Sutton and A. G. Barto. Reinforcement learning: An introduction. MIT press, 2018.

H. Tunc, O. A. Kilic, S. A. Tarim, and B. Eksioglu. The stochastic lot sizing problem with piecewise linear
concave ordering costs. Computers & Operations Research, 65:104-110, 2016.

Y. Wang, S. Du, S. Balakrishnan, and A. Singh. Stochastic zeroth-order optimization in high dimensions.
In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 13561365, 2018.

A. Details of Our Experiments

A.1 Common Settings

All experiments were conducted on a computer with an AMD EPYC 7413 24-Core Processor, 503.6 GiB
of RAM, and Ubuntu 20.04.6 LTS. The program code was implemented in Python 3.8.3. Our used libraries
are the following: numpy, scipy, math, GPyOpt, time, sys, pickle, matplotlib.
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A.2 Details of Used Data

We used publicly available data, “New Product Sales Ranking”, provided by KSP-SP Co., Ltd, http://www.ksp-
sp.com. The data are actual retail data from a middle-size supermarket located in Tokyo. The parameters of
our simulation experiments (¢; in our paper) were determined using the sales prices of confectionery prod-
ucts recorded in the data. We chose to use these data for the following two reasons. First, since the data are
open, we can make the experimental code publicly available. Second, since the data have been used in an
existing price optimization study [Ito and Fujimaki, 2016], we believe it is appropriate for our experiments
on price optimization.

A.3 Hyper Parameter Settings

To determine the parameters of the implemented methods, we performed some preliminary experiments
under the same setting as the experiments in our paper. As the parameters of the Proposed-1 (minibatch)
method, we adopted the ones that resulted in low objective values. We tested the following parameters:
po € {0.019,0.19, 1.9}, punin € {1072,1074,107%}, ¢o € {3272 f (w0, &% (w0)), 332 f(o, & (20))},
Smax € {1,10,100}, B € {1073 x 0.95%*+1 10~* x 0.95¥+1 1075 x 0.95k*1}, v € {0.9,0.95,0.99},
my, € {30,304 2k,30 + 5k}, and M € {0.01.0.1, 1}. Then, the parameters of the other methods were set
based on the parameters of the Proposed-1 method: for the Proposed-2 (mini-batch) method, all parameters
(i-e., po, fmin» 5, 7y, and my) were set the same as those of the Proposed-1 method; for the CZO (mini-batch)
method, the parameters  and m;, were set the same as those of the Proposed-1 method, and 3 := 107>
and py := 0.001 for all iteration k. Here, parameters 5 and py of the CZO method were selected from
{1073,107%,107°,107%,1077} and {1073,10~%, 1075}, respectively, with low objective values through
preliminary experiments as in the Proposed-1 method. The Proposed-1 (batch size 1), the Proposed-2 (batch
size 1), and the CZO (batch size 1) are identical to the Proposed-1 (mini-batch), the Proposed-2 (mini-batch),
and the CZO (mini-batch), respectively, except that mj; = 1 for all iteration k.

A.4 Random Seed Settings

We set the random seed in our experiments by “numpy.random.seed(2024)” in our code. Note that “2024”
is the used seed.

B. Proofs

B.1 Technical lemmas

We provide some technical lemmas, which are used to prove the lemmas and theorems in our paper.

Lemma B.1. [Jagadeesan et al., 2022, Lemma 2.1] Suppose that Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Then, F'(xz) =
E¢~p(a)Lf (2, €)] is Lp-Lipschitz continuous with respect to x, where Lp := Lg + aLg.

Lemma B.2. [Jagadeesan et al., 2022, Section 3.1] Suppose that Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Then, for any
x € R?and ' € R, the following holds:

E¢p@)[f(®@,8)] = Leallw — 2| < F(x) < Egop)[f (@, 8)] + Lealla — 2|
Lemma B.3. [Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017, Eq. (14)]

Eunon [lel?] = d.
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Lemma B.4. [Iwakiri et al., 2022, Lemma 3.2] When F'is H p-smooth, F), is H p-smooth for any ;1 € Rg.

Lemma B.S. [Iwakiri et al., 2022, Lemma 3.3] When F' is Lg-Lipschitz, F), is Lpﬁ—Lipschitz with
respect to i, that is, for any € R%, 11 € R, and po € R,

|Fluy (%) — Fpp(®)] < LpVd|p — pal.

Lemma B.6. [Freund and Walpole, 1986, p183] For any & € R¢,

2

1 & : 1
Efeiym  ~D(@) o Z f(®,8) — Egup(a)Lf (2, )] < EngD [Hf(fcaﬁ/) — E£~D[f(wa§)]H2} :
=

Lemma B.7. [Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017, Lemma 4] Suppose that Assumption 4 holds. Then, for any
x € R4 and u € Ry,

2
IVF@)IP < 2IVE,@)|* + 5-HE(d+6)°.

Lemma B.8. [Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017, Theorem 4] Suppose that Assumption 4 holds. Then, for any
x € R? and p1 € R, the following holds.

Eu (1)

|2 ) - F@)

2 2
] < S H2(d+6)* +2(d + 4)|[VF(@)|*

Remark. Lemma B.8 corresponds to the first inequality of (35) in [Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017, The-
orem 4]. Nesterov and Spokoiny [2017] show the inequality holds under the assumption that f (which is
corresponds to F' in Lemma B.8) is convex. However, the inequality holds even if the function f is non-
convex. This is because the convexity of f is not used in the proof. Therefore, Lemma B.8 does not require
the convexity of F'.

Lemma B.9. Suppose that Assumption 4 holds. Then, for any € R? and ;1 € R+, the following holds.

2 2
Eun(01) [H;Mmm + ) = F(@ — pu) u ] < EH2(d+6)* +2(d +4)|VF(@)|*

Proof. Since F'is Hp-smooth,
F(x + pu) — F(x — pu) = F(x + pu) — F(z) + F(x) — F(x — pu)
(%) ,u2 2 :U’2 2
< WV E (@), u)+ BBl + u{V (), u) + 2 Hrlu]

= 2(VF(x),u) + p* Hp |[u?,
where (*) comes from the fact that
1
Fla+ pu) < F(@) + (VF(@), pu) + 5 Hr o,

Pl — ) > F(@) — (VF(@), ps) — 5 el
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Similarly, we have F(z + pu) — F(z — pu) > 2u(VF(x),u) — u? Hg||u||?. Therefore,

(F(z + pu) = F(z — pu))® < 8u*(VF(2) Tu)® + 2 H ||

Then,
L (Pt ) — P — )| | = 5y B (P -+ ) — Pl — )l
“ 2 : : T 8 g
< b (B BRI+ Eulap (@) )
DI (44 6+ 2(d + 9| VF (@) 2

~ N

where (*) comes from [Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017, (17) and (32)]. ]

B.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2. For any « € R?, ;1 € R, and ¢ € R, the following holds.

EuNN(O,Id) [EﬁwD(az—i-uu) [gl (*T'7 un,cu, 5)]] = VFH<CC)

Proof.
EUNN(O,Id) [E.ﬁND(w+,uu) [gl (IB, u,c,u, E)H
flx+pu,§) —c
= ]EuNN(O,Id) |:E£~D(w+uu) |: 1y u
1 c
=Eun,1,) [MngD(m—&-uu) [f(z + pu, E)W} — Eu N1y [MU]
() 1
= ]E'uNN(O,Id) ;F(ZB + ,uu)u
=" Eun(0,10) pF(fB + pu)u| — ;F(w)EuwN(O,Id) [u]
1
= Eu~n(01y) [N (F(x + pu) — F(x)) U]
()
=" VE,(z),
where (*) and (**) follow from the fact that E,,zr(0,1,) [u] = 0, and (***) comes from [Nesterov and
Spokoiny, 2017, Eq. (21)]. 0

B.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 4 hold. Then, the following holds for any = € R?, ¢ € R, and
m € N.

1 & N
EuwN(O,Id) E{€J };."zle(m—&—,uu) E Z g1 (iB, K, C,u, 53)
7=1

30%d N 3d(F(x) — 0)2'

<
- prm p?

p2HZ(d+6)2 +6(d + 4)|VF(x)||* +

N W
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Proof. From the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means, the following holds for any € R?, y € R,
and z € R%:

)1 + llyll?
2 )

lyl* + =]

2] + ll|®
2 '

<
lyllll=ll < 5

([[ly]] < Iz[lll=] <

Then,

lz +y + 2 = llz|® + lyl* + |z]* + 22"y + 2y 2 + 22" 2
< lzl* + Iyl + 121> + 2l [yl + 20yl =] + 2]=||]=]
< 3fll* + 3llyl* + 3]|=)1*. (8)

]

gy fl@+pu, &) —c
1

We then show the inequality of Lemma 3:

1« ;
E Zgl(m7ﬂ7 ) u7£J)
=1

Eurn0,14) |:E{€j}_§”1~D(m+uu) [

]

F(x + pu) — F(z) = F(z + pu) + = 307 f(+ pu, &) + Fz) —c

= Eu~no1,) [E{sf};"l~D<m+w> [

1

= Eu~n0,1y) |:E{§j};_n=1ND(m+Mu)

u
n
: 2
() F(x + pu) — F(x 2 F(er,uu)f% L f(e 4w, €) F(x)—c |?
< Eunnvony) [E{y}m1~D<m+w> 3 H ot ) = Fl@) " 45 = uf| +3)F@ ey
i= J Iz Iz
F(z + pu) — F(z)) || (F(z + pu) — o 370 fa + pu, €))?
= 3Eun(0,1,) H( ( “#) @), +3Eunn01g) | Eqerym  ~D(@+uw) ui - [
3(F(x) — ¢)?
+ %I&mmo,m [[le]?]
)3 500 3 o 30%d  3d(F(zx) — c)?
< =
< S Hz(d+6)° +6(d+4)|VF(x)|” + M2m+ 2 ,
where (*) follows from (8), and (**) follows from Assumption 1, Lemmas B.3, B.6, and B.8. ]

B.4 Proof of Lemma 4

Lemma 4. Let ¢, := S 7! @ > f(a:k,fg), where {Ef};n:ll ~ D(x; + pyu;) for each i € {k —

i=k—s m;

S,...,k —1}. Then, the following holds:

—_

2
g

k—s v

k—
1=
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Proof.
k—1 a 2
ngD (zk) wk? Z TI”I:L Zf wkvsj
i=k—s "
k—1
ngD(mk)[f(wkaE)] = Y B p(mtpun [ (T, §)]
i=k—s
k—1 k=1 N2
+ Z aiEﬁND(wi+Mui)[f(wka€)] - El Zf($k7€3)>
i=k—s i=k—s © j=1

k-1 2
Z aiEEND(wi-i-Mui)[f(xk’5”)

i=k—s
k—1 a ) 2
. D flang)

+2 ai]ngD(mi—&—mui)[f(wka &)l -
i i=k—s © j=1
k—1

<2 <E§~D(wk) (xk, &

a
=

Il
B

2

= S S
wka Z — Zf wkagj
m;

+2 aiEﬁND(fvi+Muz)
i=k—s j=1

k—1
(;) ( Z azEng(:zzk) l’k, Z
i=k— i=k—

S

N

i=k—s
2

- ai]ngD(mi-i-,uiui) [f(mk, E)])

-1

(er) K
< 2 (aingD(mk)[f(xkv §)]
i=k—s
k—1 2
+2 @iB¢m D+ piun) [ (@h: &) — — Z Flm, &)
i=k—s
k—1 ,
=2 a7 (Egp(ag) Lf (@1, €)] — Egon (@t pusu) [F (@ €)])
i=k—s
k—1 L m 2
+2 Z azz E&ND(mi—l—/iiui) {f(mka E)] - E Z f(xk) Ei)
i=k—s vi=1
(eex) Bl k—1 o2
< 2 Z a2L§a2Hmk —x; — ,Uzqu +2 Z a E
i=k—s i=k—s
k—1 2
=2 a; <L§042H$k —x; — i) + > ;
) m;
i=k—s
where (*) follows from ZZ ks @i = 1, (**) is due to Jensen’s inequality and the convexity of L2 norm
O

(***) comes from Assumption 1, Lemma B.2 and Lemma B.6
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B.5 Proof of Lemma 5

Lemma 5. Consider the following optimization problem:

k-1
main Z bia?
i=k—s
st. a; >0, Viel:={k—s,...,k—1},

k—1
Z a; = 1,

i=k—s

where b; := LEQQHCUIC X — Mz"uz’H2 + ZTQ Then, the optimal solution is a* such that a := W.
7 j=k—s

i’\H

Proof. Let the Lagrangian function be as follows:

L(a,n,\ Zba +Z77,al+)\<2al—1>

icl el icl

The given optimization problem is a convex problem with a strongly convex objective function and satisfies
Slater’s condition. Therefore, if (a, A, 1) satisfies the following KKT conditions, a is the optimal solution
for the given optimization problem.

9L(a,m, )

aai

Z a; — 1= 0,

il

Th‘az‘ZU, a; >0,m; <0, Viel.

= 2a;+1mi+A=0, Viel,

Here, a* such that a] := LA = ——2 and n; = 0 for all 7 € I satisfy the above condition.
bi Zjel b 2161 b
O

B.6 Proof of Lemma 6

Lemma 6. Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let {x} and {c;} be the sequence generated by Algo-

rithm 1 with mg > mpy, for & € {0,1,...,T}, 8 < 2L“m‘\"ﬁ and M : L . Then, for any setting

parameter xg € R4, 1o € Ro, timin < 10, €0 € R, Smax € N, and vy € (0, 1), the followmg holds:

k 2
1 p2 . A HZ(d + 6)3 d+4 5
Clo,k—1] [5k‘] (2> 68 4t 2d + 2:“1211111 d L + SLEQZM(Q)d + Moin 027

where 6y, := F(xg) —cx, k € {1,..., T}, and (jg 1) := {u0, &0, - - -, Uk—1,&k—1}-

2 2

Proof. From M =

and the definition of a; in line 7 of Algorithm 1, we have a; = -, Where

b ZJ k—s b
b == L 2|z — i — uzqu2 + fn—i Then, from Lemma 5, the following holds for any {¢;}"= _such that
ZZ e 39 =1land@; > 0.

k—1

2 k—1 2
o o
E a; <L£a2Hwk —x; — i |)® + m) g 62 <L£O¢2ka —x; — i |)? + m> :
i—h— =k —

K 7
3 S K3 S
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Thus, considering the case ;1 = 1 and §; = 0 for i # k — 1, we have

k—1 2

g
> af <L§a2Hwk — @ — piwl|® + m) < Lga? ||y — xpo1 — prouwg |+
i=k—s v

0_2

mE—1

Then, from Lemma 4, it yields that

2

o
62 <2 <L§a2||wk — 1 — 1w |+ ) :
mE—1

Taking the expectation with respect to ([g 1) for both sides of the above inequality, the following holds
for k > 1 by letting (o, 1) := 0.

0.2
EC[O,]&‘*]] [513] < EC[O,k—l] [2 (Lga2”$k — Lk-1— /~Ll€*1uk*1”2 + Mh1 >:|

0.2
< By |2 (2202l — s P+ 2w+ - )]

202

= 4L§a2ﬁ2EC[o‘kf1] [”gkfl Hz] + 4Lza2ui71EC[o,kf1] [Hukfl H2] +

202

)
< AL BB,y g l*] + ALga i id +

(55) 3 , 302d 3dE¢, ,_y [07_]
< 4Lga’p? <2ui_1H%(d +6)° +6(d + DEq o [IVF (1)) + +

Miflmkfl :uifl
2 2
+4L2a2u£71d+ Z ;
(***) 12L2 2B2dE 52 2202 B%02d
i o 2 0] +6L307 %} HE(d+6)° +24L30 B (d + 4) L3 + —5———— ’
Hr—1 M 1Mk—1
202
+4L a /’Lk 1d+mk L
(****) 12L2 262d]E 5 12L2Q25202d
u .-k +6Lga” B2 g Hp(d + 6)° + 24L30° B(d + 4) Ly + —5——— p—

o2
+ 4L€a 2udd +

where (*) follows from Lemma B.3, (**) comes from Lemma 3, (***) is due to Lemma B.1, and (¥**%*)

follows from the fact that ppin < pr—1 < po and My < Mp_1.
Then, since 3 < —fmin

2L¢a/6d’
E¢ o [0%_1] 2HZ(d +6)? d+4 5
2 [0,k—2] Hoin 6 2 2 2 2 2
EC[O,k—l] [5k] < 2 + Ad Hmin =5 — d L + 4L€OZ :U’Od + zmmina
1\* 5 21\ 2 p2H2(d+ 6)3 d+4 5
< (= 52 - min/0 2 L 4L2 2 2d 2

k 2
1- p2 . udHZ(d + 6)3 d+4 5
52 min/0 2 L 4L2 2 2d 2
) 0" 1 ( 4d Himin ™57 d £ Ho 2mmma

1

2

1\" 2H2(d + 6 d 5

2) 53+Mm1n:u'0 ( + ) +2M2 + L2 +8L£Oé ﬂgd+ 0,2.

2d min Mmin

21



B.7 Proof of Theorem 1
Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let {ack} be the sequence generated by Algorlthm 1

L
with my, = ©(¢72d?) for all k € {0,...,T}, M : ? , fimin = O(ed™3), po = O(ed?) such
. o g Mmin D o J e
that (g > fmin, and S := min <12(d+4)HF (T+1)?d?f 2L£a\ﬁ> Let & := x/, where k' is chosen
from a uniform distribution over {0,...,T}. Then, for any g € RY ¢y € R, Smax € {1,...,T}, and

€ (0,1), the iteration complexity required to obtain E[||VF(£)[]?] < % is O(d35*4). Moreover, the
sample complexity is O(d2<~F).

Proof. Let Ay, := g, — VF,, (). From Assumption 4 and Lemma B .4, F},, is Hp-smooth. Then,

H
Fy (1) < Fiy (@) + VEy (@) T (@ar — @) + 5 |2 — @)

Fﬁ2

= Fyy (z1,) = BV Ey (1) " gi + g
= Fy () — BIV Eu (@) - ﬂvmmwmk NPT
Rearrange the terms in the above inequality, the following holds.
BV @) < Foyl1) = Fru(wis1) - BYE,, (@) A+ 25 g 2
= Fpy @)~ B (@) + oy @) — B ) + 09 E (@) A+ 205 g

(%) H 2
< Fu(®k) = Fuppy (@pr1) + LeVd|pgsy — | + BV, () T A + FB

g ||2

where (*) holds from Lemma B.5. Let F* := min, F'(). Summing up the above inequalities for 0 < k <
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T, we obtain

T T
> BIVE, (@)l” < Fuo(o) = Fupey (®r11) + LeVd Y |iki1 — i)
k=0

k=0
T /82 T
+BY VE,,(w) > gkl
k=0 k=0
(*) . d
< F(xo) + LrVdug — F* + LF\/&Z |1 — k]
k=0
T ,62
+BY VEu, (@) Ay + —— ZH
k=0
T
= F(.’Bo) —F*+ LF\/g (MO + Z ’,UkJrl - Mk‘)
k=0

d T HFﬂz 9
+ B8 VFu () Ak + ZH gkl

k=0

(#)
< F(xg) — F* + 2u0LF\/g

7B% 2
k=0

where (*) comes since F),, () < F(azo)—kLF\/guo from Lemma B.5 and F),;. , (®711) = Eyonr(o,1y) [F(xri1+
pryiw)] > By on(o1,)[F*] = F*. The inequality (**) follows from the fact that Zfzo lpk+1 — | =

Sh—o(tk — tra1) = po — prer < po. Here, let Gy == {ur, &} o = {0, &0, ..., ur, &7}, and
Mumin = ming my. Taking the expectation with respect to the random vectors (g 7], we obtain

T
+ 5 VEu ()
k=0

T
BY By IV EL, (@)]l]
k=0

T T
. Hpp?
< F(:Eo) - F +2u0LF\/;l+ﬂZEC[o,T] [VFMk(mk)TAk} + F2 ZEC[O‘T][HQKHQ]
k=0 k=0

) . k)
< F(ao) — F* +2u0LeVd+ 8 By, [VFuy (@) "Ee, [Ak | (o n1)]]

k=0
HpB? 3 30%d 363
+ S By [iuiH%ww)S+6<d+4>||VF<wk>H2+ : }
k= MMk Hi
- ) 382H3(d + 6)°
) Fao) — F* + 2u0LpvVd + W Zui

T

3
+3(d+4) HF/BQZ]EC[Ok 1] [HVF(:L‘k)H 2 2 2dz

k=0

a E([D,k—l] [513]
2

k

3HrB?*0%d(T +1)
2442 g Mmin

(x5) . 3p2B2H(d + 6)3(T + 1 o
< Plao) — B+ 2poLpd 0P RO T )+3<d+4>HFﬂQZqu,k,u IV F(i)?) +
k=0

3H d
F/B § EC[Ok 1] 6k]
2;’J/n’]ln k 0
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where (*) follows from Lemma 3, (**) holds from the fact that
B¢ [Ak | Cogp—1)] = B¢ [Ak] = Eyano,1y) [EﬁwD(waruu) [Ay]] = 0 from Lemma 2, and (**%) follows
from the fact that pmin < pr < po and mpin < mg fork =1,2,..., 7. Then, from Lemma 6,

T
BY By IV (x)]17]
k=0
3pgB*Hi (d + 6)°(T + 1)
4

3HrB?0%d(T +1)

2
21L‘Lminmmin

T
+3(d+ ) HrBY B,y [IVF()|°] +
k=0

T k 2 2772 3
3HrBd 1 > | PminkoHp(d+ 6) 2 d+4 2 2 2 5 o2
E — 1) 2 L2 8L d
+ 2/1’12nin k=0 <<2> 0 + 2d + Homnin == d r + Ea Ho + mmm

< F(xo) — F~ +2,LLOLF\/E+

3ud B HE(d+6)%(T + 1) 9HrB%0?d(T +1)

T
= F(xo) — F* + 2uoLrVd + +3(d+DHrB” Y By, [IVF()]?] +

2 k=0 //L?ninmmin
3HF52d50 SET B2 (d . ML (T 4 1 12HpB* Lo’ ndd* (T + 1)
() . 3u2B2H (d+ 6)3(T + 1 d 9HpB%0%d(T + 1
£ P(ao) = 1+ 2pot i+ PIEHHELONEA) s a3 B (19RO + D
k=0 min//¢min
3HpB%d6d 12HpB2 L2 udd* (T + 1
+7Fﬁ O 4 3HpB*(d+4)L3(T + 1) + rh 1;‘0 ( ), )
. _o—(T
where (*) holds since ZZ:O 2% = % < 2.
Here, from Lemma B.7,
2 3 T
o, , BHE(d + 6) 2
BZECOT |VF($/€ H < QﬁkZOEC[OT] |v k(mk)ll }+ fkiouk

)
<9 (F(:l:o) Py 2LW0\/&) 4 3u2B2H3(d + 6)%(T + 1)

T
18Hp[%02d(T + 1)
+6(d+4)Hpp? Y Eey, ) [IVF ()] + T
k=0 min '’ min

24Hp B2 L3o? udd*(T + 1)

6H r32d62
4 SHEBTA0 | 612 b g2 (a4 4y (T 4 1) +

min Himin

n BHZ(d+ 6)>ud(T + 1)
2

)

where (*) comes from (9) and the fact that i, < o for k& € {0,...,T}. Rearrange the terms in the above
inequality, we obtain

T
(8= 6(d+4)HrB%) Y B¢y [IVF(@i)]?]
k=0

18Hp[%0%d(T + 1)
M?ninmmin

6Hpp%do2 24Hp % L2 p3d*(T + 1 H2(d+6)32(T + 1
 SHEBTAN | 61 g2 (d g )T 1)+ e T+ | BHEd+ ;“0< b

min Hinin

<2 (F(a:o) A 2LF,L1,0\/3> 43282 HE(d + 6)3(T + 1) +
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Dividing both sides of the above inequality by (8 — 6(d + 4)HrB3?)(T + 1) yields

T

1

711 2 Bon [IVF ()]
k=0

F(wg) — F* +2LppovVd | 3u3B2H}E(d +6)° 18H o

(B—6(d+4)HpB?) (T +1)  B—6(d+4)HpB>  pjymmin(B8 — 6(d + 4)Hpfp?)
6 HpB2ds? 6L%Hp(?(d +4)
fioin (B = 6(d +4)HpB?)(T +1) ~ B —6(d+4)Hpp?
N 24Hp 3 Lga upd? BH2(d + 6)32 |
Pinin (B — 6(d +4)Hpp?) ~ 2(8 —6(d+ 4)Hp3?)

_l’_

Moreover, since S = min 1 L Hmin we have
’ ﬁ 12(d+4)HF7 (T—‘rl)%d% ’ 2L£O[\/@ ’

1 1 2

< o

6(d+4)HpB?> = f—6(d+HHFB - mginm: P
2Leon/6d

Hmin

p—
; 12(d + 4)Hp + (T +1)2d3 +

Then,

T
S B [IIVF ()]
0

k=
(

330) — F* —|—2,u0LF\/g
T+1

1
T+1

§4F

2Lear/6d
(12(d+4)HF+ (T +1)2d7 + 5O‘r>

Hmin

36HpBo%d  12HpBdo?
+ 6u2BHE(d +6)° + QFﬂ" FBdd

ER— (T+1)+12L%HF6(d+4)

48HpBL202udd?
g+ Hp(d +6)°u,

Hinin

and therefore, we obtain the following.

T
ZE< IV F (x|
k 0

0( (T +1)" +uod%(T+1)’1> <d+(T+1)%d%+d%u;}n)>

+O(u3Bd%) + O(Bdpg,moi,) + O(Bdug i (T +1)71) + O(8d)

+ OB il,) + O(d )

20(((T+1 +ed M(T+ 1)) (d+ (T +1)3dE + %))
+O(d™¥ T +1)726%) + O(d (T +1)"2) + O(d¥/(T + 1) 2e72) + O(dYX(T + 1) 2)
+O(d/HT +1)"2) + O(2),
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where (*) is due to the fact that pi,;, = G(ECF%), 1o = @(Ed*%), Mmin = O(e72d?), and 8 = O(d*% (T+

1)72). Let T := ©(d2e~*). Then,

1

T
77 2 Eaon [IVF (@) < O().
k=0

Therefore, the iteration complexity is O(dga*‘l). Moreover, the sample complexity is Zgzl mg =T -

O(d%e~2) = O(d2e79).

B.8 Proof of Lemma 7

Lemma 7. For any € R? and ;1 € R+, the following holds.
EUNN(O,Id) [E§1~D(w+uu),§2~D(w—uu) [92 (il:, M, u, 517 52)” = VFu(m)
Proof.

EuNN(O,Id) [Eﬁle(m+uu),§2~D(m—yu) [92 ($7 u,u, 517 52)”
f(x+/‘6u7€1) B f(w —,U/U,,Sz)u:|:|
24

= IE1:u~./\/(0,1d) |:E§1~D(w+uu),£2~D(m—uu) |:

F(x+ pu) — F(x — pu) u]
2p

=Eun,1,) [

(;) VFM(m)a

where (*) comes from [Nesterov and Spokoiny, 2017, Eq. (26)].

B.9 Proof of Lemma 8§

Lemma 8. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 4 hold. For any € R¢, the following holds.
2

=1’

1 & L
E'“'NN(O’Id) E{él’j };n {g2,j};_n=1 E Z 92 (d?, :U'v 'LL, 51’]7 52’])
7j=1

302d

<

| W

pPHZ(d+6)3 +6(d + 4)||VEF(x)||> +

where {5173}9”:1 ~ D(z + pu) and {52’3}9”:1 ~ D(x — pu).
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Proof.

2

m
1

Eunots) [Bgrg, e, ||| D ga(@ pu. 617,62
j=1

% Z;nzl fl@ + pu, &) — % 27:1 f(x — pu, £27)
2u

2
Fl@+p) - Fl@—p) w2y f(@ 4 pn £) — Fl@ + )

2 2u
—m gy J(@ — pu, €37) + Fx — pu) 2”

+ u
AT [+ pu, €)= F(@ + pu)
H 3 flx = pu, €27) + F(x — pu)

21
2p
2
302 302

Lom By lel] + 2o Euxion lul]

(eex) 3, 2, 30%d
< —u'H 4)||VE(
< SHHEA+ 6 + 6+ )IVF (@) + 3

= Eunn(0.1) [E{sw};%{sw}yu [

= Eunn(0.10) []E{eld};gl,{ezﬂ};gl [

()

< Eunnio1g) |3

u

HF(%LW)—F(:C—W)U

2
M + 3B qgriym [

T

+ 3E{€2,j};n:1 u

< S HE(d+6)° +6(d+ 4)[VF ()] +

where (*) follows from the fact that ||z 4+ y + z||> < 3||z||? + 3|ly||? + 3||2||? for any = € R?, y € R?, and
z € R?, as shown in the proof of Lemma 3, (**) follows from Assumption 1, Lemma B.6, and Lemma B.9.
(***) comes from Lemma B.3. ]

B.10 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let {x}} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2
with my = ©(e72d?) for all k € {0,...,T}, pmin = G)(Ed*%), o = @(sdfg) such that pg > fimin,

and /8 := min L L . Let £ := =z, where k' is chosen from a uniform distribution
b 12(d+)HF’ (74 1)3 4% K
over {0,...,T}. Then, for any &y € R% and v € (0,1), the iteration complexity required to obtain

E[|VF(2)|]?] < &2 is O(d%5_4). Moreover, the sample complexity is O(dgs_ﬁ).

Proof. Let A := g — VFp, (xr), G := {ur, &, €1 o) = {10, €5, €5, - - ur, €, €7}, and migin =
ming my. By the same arguments as in Theorem 1, we obtain the following:

T
83 Eqy [V, (@)
k=0

* H 62
SF( ) F +2MULF\[+6ZEC0T1 VF'uk(.’Ek) Ak a ZEC[OT Hng
k=0
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Let [0, —1] := (. Then, from Lemma 8, we have

T T
B ZEC[O,T] HlvFMk (xk)”Q] < F(.’I}Q) -+ QIUOLF\/Zl + B Z]EC[U,k—l] [VFHk (mk)TECk [Ak | C[O,kfl]]]
= k=0
n HpfB® &
2

3 9.0 3 5 30%d
Eio iy | gHetE(d+6)" +6(d + 4)[|VF ()" +

2
k=0 2u

. i 3B2H3.(d + 6)3
w F(xo) — F +2M0LFQ+%Z/&

k=0

T
+3HpB(d+4)> Eey, ) [V (k)| ]+ Su B de 1
k=0 e Oﬂk

(%) 2H3 d 3 T 1 2

T

3Hpf%0%d(T + 1)
+3HpB(d+4) 3 Eqoy [IVF @] + — 7=
k=0 min "’ min

) (10)

where (*) holds since E¢, [Ag | Cjo x—1]] = B¢, [Ak] = Euonvio,r,) [Ee D(karuu) [Ag]] = 0from Lemma 7.
The inequality (**) holds since tmin < pr and mpin, < my fork =1,2,...,T. Then, from Lemma B.7,

T
B Z ]EC[U,T] [IVE (k) HQ]
k=0
T

T
BHE(d+6)* d+6
<28 By [IVE (@)]%] + Z
k=0 k=0
(*) 382H3.(d T + 1)
<2 (F(a:o) — F* +2HOLFx/&) | 307y 2) T+ iy
% 2 3HpBdo*(T+1) | BHE(d+6)%(T + 1)u3
+6(d+4)HrB> Y B¢y, [IVF(@)]?] + 5 o 5 ;
k=0 min '’ ’min

where (*) comes from (10) and uy < . Rearrange the terms in the above inequality, we obtain

(B—6(d+4)Hpp%) > By [V (@)]|°]
k=0

382H3.(d+6)3(T + Vu2 3HpB%do?(T +1 HZ(d+6)3(T + 1) u?
<2 (Flag) - F*+ 2poLpvd) 4 2RI Dty gﬁg.”m(, ) BHEEA O T+ Do

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by (8 — 6(d + 4)Hg3?)(T + 1) yields

1 < ) F(xo) — F* + 2uoLpVd 382H3.(d + 6)312
T+1 kZ:Oqu nlIVE@IT < 2(5 —6(d+ D HpB)(T+1) ' 2(8—6(d+4)Hpp?)
3HpB%do? BH2(d + 6)312

T 2 (B — 6(d - D HFF) T 25— 6(d + H)HpF)

. . 1 1
Here, since § = min <12(d+4)HF’ Tk >, we have

1 1
6(d+4)HF,82 T B—6(d+4)Hpp -

_2
B T‘l)H /87
; (d+4)HF+(T+1)2d4.
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Then,

T
1 F(xzo) — F* + 2uoLpVd 1.8
—~ YE Fa)|? < 4 (12d O)Hp + (T +1)2d
THkZ:O o IIVF(@i)|7] < T (d+4)Hp + (T +1)2 4)
3Hppdo?
+3BHp(d+6) 1 + 5 Fig + HE(d+6)3p.

Therefore, we obtain

T P
e O B [IVE @RI = O(T + 1) + pod? (T + 1)7)(d + (T + 13
k=0

O(Bd*p )+0(6dumm mpk) + O(d1d)

(( T+1) ' +d N (T+1)7 ) (d+(T+ 1)%61%))
O(d™1(T +1)"2e2) + O(di (T +1)"2) + O(?),

:O(d(T+1) +dI(T+1)72 +(T+1) e +d (T + 1)—%5)

) +0(e?),

(*)

[T

N|=

FO(d (T +1)"262) + Od1(T + 1)~

where (*) follows from the fact that i, = @(5d_%), o = @(sd_%), = O0(e%d™?), and B =

O(T+1)"2d"1). Let T := ©(d3e4). Then,

Mmin

T

1

77 2 By [IVF @0 < 0.
k=0

Therefore, the iteration complexity is O(d%ef‘l). Moreover, the sample complexity is Z;{Zl my =
T-O(d22) = O(d2e7F).

29



	Introduction
	Related Work
	Zeroth-order Methods
	Other Methods for Stochastic Problems with Decision-dependent Uncertainty

	Preliminaries
	Problem Definition
	Assumptions
	Gaussian Smoothed Function

	Proposed Method with One-point Gradient Estimator
	One-point Gradient Estimator
	Setting of Variance Reduction Parameter c
	Proposed Method and Theoretical Results

	Proposed Method with Two-point Gradient Estimator
	Two-point Gradient Estimator
	Proposed Method and Theoretical Results

	Experiments
	Problem Setup
	Compared Methods and Settings
	Experimental Results

	Conclusion
	Details of Our Experiments
	Common Settings
	Details of Used Data
	Hyper Parameter Settings
	Random Seed Settings

	Proofs
	Technical lemmas
	Proof of Lemma 2
	Proof of Lemma 3
	Proof of Lemma 4
	Proof of Lemma 5
	Proof of Lemma 6
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Lemma 7
	Proof of Lemma 8
	Proof of Theorem 2


