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Abstract

Distributed demand response is a typical distributed optimization problem that requires co-
ordination among multiple agents to satisfy demand response requirements. However, existing
distributed algorithms for this problem still face challenges such as unknown system models,
nonconvexity, privacy issues, etc. To address these challenges, we propose and analyze two
distributed algorithms, in which the agents do not share their information and instead perform
local updates using zeroth-order feedback information to estimate the gradient of the global ob-
jective function. One algorithm applies to problems with general convex and compact feasible
sets but has higher oracle complexity bounded by O(d/e*), while the other algorithm achieves
lower complexity bound O(d/e) but is only applicable to problems with box constraints. We
conduct empirical experiments to validate their performance.

1 Introduction

With the higher proportion of renewable energy integrated into the smart grid [I], the real-time
generation-demand balance in power systems necessitates the management of more flexible resources
on both the generation side and the demand side. Demand response (DR) is an important approach
for demand-side management that coordinates the end-users’ electricity usage to change from their
normal patterns by incentive-based or price-based methods [2]. The benefits of DR include reduc-
tion in system operating costs and generation capacity requirements, increased economic efficiency,
etc. [3], and can be enjoyed by both the power grid and end users.

Distributed demand response (DDR) aims to coordinate different types of distributed energy
resources on the demand side, such as residential, commercial, and industrial loads, distributed
generators, energy storage, etc. [4 [5]. The distributed manner of coordination in DDR allows
the distributed users to participate in the computation and decision procedure by communicating
with neighboring users or aggregator iteratively. Existing works have proposed to adapt various
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distributed optimization methods for developing DDR algorithms, including alternative direction
multiplier method (ADMM) [0} [7 [8, 9], dual decomposition [10], consensus-based methods [11] [12],
game theoretic approaches [13| [14], etc.; see Section [Tl for a review of related works.

However, there still remain challenges in the design of DDR algorithms that are yet to be fully
addressed. Many formulations of DDR incorporate voltage and power flow constraints to ensure
safe operation [7,[9]. Considering that most existing DDR algorithms are gradient-based or model-
based, the optimization procedure of DDR will necessarily require knowledge of a detailed model
of the power grid. However, in practical scenarios, it can be challenging to develop a detailed
mathematical model describing the power grid’s physics that is both accurate and computationally
tractable, especially when the numbers of buses and lines in the power grid are huge and when the
connected devices are highly heterogeneous [15] [16]. Besides, the nonlinearity and nonconvexity of
the power flow add further layers of difficulty in deriving performance guarantees of DDR algorithms.
Furthermore, with the increasing level of digitization in the smart grid, privacy concerns become one
of the main obstacles that hinder the development and adoption of DR [I7]. Users are concerned
about privacy leakage when participating in DR and sharing load information with others [I§],
but most distributed optimization algorithms require information sharing among agents or between
agents and the aggregator, which can be a major source of privacy leakage. These challenges
motivate our study of zeroth-order feedback-based optimization algorithms for distributed demand
response.

1.1 Related Works

Distributed optimization algorithms for DDR As mentioned before, existing literature has
adapted various distributed optimization techniques for designing DDR algorithms, and here we
only provide an inexhaustive review. For example, the works [6l [7, [8, 9] employed distributed
ADMM to decompose the full DDR problem into iterative subproblems that are solved successively
on the users’ side and the aggregator/utility’s side, while [I0] used dual decomposition to formulate
the subproblems. The consensus method is another class of distributed optimization techniques
that drives local copies of the decision variable to simultaneously achieve consensus and optimality
and was employed by works including [IT, 12]. Game theoretic approaches, on the other hand,
model DDR as a game involving an operator and multiple distributed agents, and the goal is to
achieve equilibrium by strategic interactions [I3] [14]. We mention that most of these algorithms
require agents to share their load or preference information with others and require knowledge of a
mathematical model of the system.

Privacy preservation in DDR The information sharing among agents and the aggregator in ex-
isting DDR algorithms can be a major source of privacy leakage, and existing literature has proposed
different methods for privacy preservation. The techniques for privacy protection in DDR include
information encryption [I7, 19, 20] and differential privacy-based strategies |21, 22]. Information
encryption strategies prevent unauthorized users from accessing the encrypted information but have
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Table 1: Comparison of the two proposed DDR algorithms. The complexity is measured in terms of
the number of zeroth-order queries needed to achieve ming< i E[F (z(k)) — F*] < € (convex setting)
or ming< i E[||g(z(k); M)||?] < € (nonconvex setting); see Section [3] for detailed definitions. d is the
dimension of the decision variable.

very high computational overhead and require auxiliary devices that may be costly. Differential
privacy-based methods, on the other hand, ensure a controllable degree of privacy preservation with
low computational overhead but data accuracy will be impaired.

Zeroth-order optimization Zeroth-order gradient estimation is a promising technique in zeroth-
order/derivative-free optimization that has recently attracted much attention for designing opti-
mization algorithms in the model-free setting. The main idea behind zeroth-order gradient estima-
tion is to construct a stochastic gradient from zeroth-order function values at randomly explored
points, leading to zeroth-order algorithms that enjoy similar convergence guarantees as first-order
methods [23] 24]. Due to its close relation to stochastic first-order methods, zeroth-order gradient
estimation has also been successfully applied in distributed zeroth-order optimization [25] 26, 27].
We refer to [28] 29] for more detailed surveys of zeroth-order optimization methods and their ap-
plications.

1.2 Our Contributions

In this paper, we study distributed zeroth-order methods for distributed demand response. We
formulate a generalized DDR problem, in which an aggregator needs to coordinate multiple dis-
tributed agents to minimize global and local objectives. The technical contributions of this paper
can be summarized as follows:

1. We design two DDR algorithms that incorporate zeroth-order gradient estimation techniques to
address the issue of lacking system models. The two proposed algorithms do not involve gradient
computation of the global objective that requires a mathematical model of the power grid, but
instead exploit observed feedback values (zeroth-order information) of the global objective to
produce a stochastic gradient estimator. Furthermore, the participating agents do not need to
upload their load or preference information, which helps to preserve their privacy during the

optimization procedure.

2. We analyze and compare the performance of the two proposed DDR algorithms, which is sum-



marized in Table [l Specifically, we derive the complexity bounds for the two algorithms for
both the conver and the nonconver settings, which quantitatively characterize the efficiency of
the two algorithms. The 2-ZFGD algorithm applies to situations where the feasible region is
a general compact and convex set, but its complexities for both the convex and the noncon-
vex settings are upper bounded by O(d/e?) which is inferior. Whereas the RZFCD algorithm
achieves better complexity bounds O(d/¢) for both the convex and the nonconvex settings, but
only has performance guarantees when the feasible region is a multi-dimensional box.

To the best of our knowledge, existing literature has not yet proposed distributed algorithms
that can handle black-box system behavior and avoid sharing agents’ preferences to solve the DDR
problem. Moreover, our analysis includes both the convex and the nonconvex settings for con-
strained problems, and the design and analysis of RZFCD shed light on how to close the gap
between zeroth-order smooth unconstrained and constrained optimization (see the discussion after
Corollary @), which we believe has independent theoretical interest for researchers in the area of
general zeroth-order optimization.

Notations For a subset S C RP and a real number « € R, denote aS = {az | z € S}. The
interior of S C R? will be denoted by int S. For a multivariate function h(z) with = (z1,...,2N)
and each z; € RPi, we let V;h(x) denote the partial gradient of h with respect to z; evaluated
at x. To distinguish between subvectors and entries of a vector z, we use i, j to denote indices of
subvectors z;,z;, while Greek letters «, 8 are reserved for indices of entries xo,z3. We let (-,-)
denote the standard inner product and let || - || denote the ¢2 norm on RP. The closed unit ball in
RP will be denoted by B, := {z € RP : ||z|| < 1}, and the unit sphere in R? will be denoted by
Sp—1 :={z e RP: x| = 1}.

2 Problem Formulation and Preliminaries

2.1 Formulation of the Distributed Demand Response Problem

Consider an aggregator trying to satisfy certain DR requirements from a higher-level grid operator
by coordinating N distributed agents. On the one hand, the DR program needs to meet a certain
global goal such as curtailing specific amounts of load, minimizing peak-to-average rate, etc. On
the other hand, the discomfort losses or costs of users induced by participating in DR should also
be considered because DR is acceptable only based on low influence on user experience. Generally,
we can model DDR as an optimization problem, whose objective function consists of a global cost
that quantifies how well the global goal is achieved, and a set of local costs that characterize the
influence on user experience:

min F(z) = ¢(x) + Y _ filx). (1)

z=(z1,...,zN)EX



Here each agent is associated with a decision variable z; € X; where X; C R% is the corresponding
feasible set; the feasible set X; appears naturally in many practical scenarios, and can be used to
model, for instance, the range of power generation of a distributed generator. We assume that each
X; is compact and convex, and has a nonempty interior in R%; we also assume that 0 € int X;
without loss of generality. The joint decision variable is denoted by = = (z1,...,zxN), and we also
denote X = Hfil X;. Each f; : X — R is the local cost function of agent i; the value of f;(x)
only depends on the subvector z;, and it is for notational purposes that we let the domain of f;
be X instead of X;. The function ¢ : X — R is the global objective. We assume that the value of
the global objective function can only be observed by the aggregator, and each local cost function
is only known to the associated agent. For notational simplicity, we also denote d = Efil d; and
f@) =L, fi(a).

Next, we elaborate further details on the global objective ¢ and the local cost functions f;.

Global objective function. As mentioned before, different types of global objectives have been
proposed in existing literature, which can be convex or nonconvex. In this work, we shall assume
sufficient smoothness of the global objective without assuming its detailed formulation. On the
other hand, we impose the following restrictions on the type of information that can be accessed
about the global objective:

e The aggregator can only access the value of the global objective function ¢, and no gradient
information of ¢ is available.

e The global objective value can only be accessed by the aggregator but not by any of the agents.

We present one example to motivate the above restrictions: Suppose the aggregator needs to curtail
the load of a distribution feeder by coordinating multiple users to meet a certain target of the total
power consumption so that the safety of the distribution feeder will not be compromised. The
target of the total power consumption is specified by the demand response signal D sent by the
grid operator, and the aggregator needs to minimize the difference between the true total power
consumption of the distribution feeder and the demand response signal D, while also maintaining
the voltage magnitudes of the buses within certain operational limits. In this case, the global
objective function can be given by

$(x) = ap - (pe(r) — D)* + a - p(a), (2a)

where

plz) = Z (max{v;(z) — v,0}* + max{v — v;(z),0}?). (2b)

J

Here the mapping p. : X — R maps the joint decision variable x to the total power consumption
of the distribution feeder measured at the substation, and v; : X — R maps the joint decision x
to the voltage magnitude at bus j in the distribution feeder. p(x) denotes the penalty incurred
when any voltage magnitude is out of the specified range [v,7]. ap and «, are the positive linear
weights of the deviation term and the penalty term. Note that the global objective function ¢ will
in general not be available to the users, since it involves the structure of the distribution feeder



as well as the confidential DR signal D. Moreover, the mappings p. and each v; may have an
implicit or explicit relation with = depending on the modeling method. For example, [12] employs
the simplified model p.(z) = Zij\io(l + 7i)x;, where v; is a simplified power loss-related coefficient
depending on the network topology and parameters of transmission lines; however, the coefficients
7; in practice are hardly known, and employing this simplified model will inevitably compromise
accuracy. In principle, as indicated by the AC power flow equations, p. and v; can be nonlinear and
nonconvex and generally have no explicit forms. Furthermore, constructing a good mathematical
model of the distribution feeder requires knowledge of the detailed topology and system parameters
of the grid that are sufficiently accurate, which can be challenging when the number of buses is
large and the connected devices are highly heterogeneous. In such cases, only the value of the global
objective ¢(x) can be observed/measured by the aggregator, and its gradient computation can be
difficult. This hinders the application of traditional gradient-based optimization methods.

Local cost functions. Local costs are inevitable when users participate in DR, by adjusting their
load levels. Many existing works have proposed quadratic forms of local costs for different types
of load resources. For example, quadratic utility functions have been widely adopted [30} 12] for
residential users of which the load resources are adjustable household appliances, and as discussed
in [31], quadratic utility functions exhibit many excellent properties. For distributed generators,
[32, 12] used quadratic functions to model the revenue loss and costs incurred by adjustment of
the power generation. [33] [12] used quadratic functions to model the local costs for energy storage
load.

In this paper, we do not confine the local cost functions to be quadratic or even convex; our
theoretical analysis will take into account both the convex and the nonconvex settings. However,
we assume that a mathematical model of the local cost f; is known (and only known) to agent i,
which allows agent ¢ to compute the partial gradient V; f;(z) whenever the subvector x; is given.

At the end of this subsection, we introduce the notions of Lipschitz continuity and smoothness
that will be used for our theoretical analysis.

Definition 1. Let h: X — R be given.
1. We say that h is A-Lipschitz for some A > 0, if for all x,y € X, we have

Ih(x) = h(y)| < Allz —yl|.

2. We say that h is L-smooth for some L > 0, if h is continuously differentiable over X, and for
all z,y € X,
IVh(z) = Vh(y)|| < Lz — yl|

3. We say that h is (L1, ..., Lq)-coordinatewise smooth, if for each « =1,...,d,

Oh(z +teq) Oh(x)

0xq 0xq

forallx € X and all t € R such that x + te, € X, where ey, is a unit vector with the ath entry
being 1.

< Lalt]



2.2 Preliminaries on Zeroth-Order Optimization

In order to solve the DDR problem () with the restriction that only function value information
on ¢ is available, we resort to derivative-free optimization approaches, particularly the zeroth-order
gradient estimation technique.

Zeroth-order gradient estimation is a derivative-free optimization technique that has recently
attracted researchers’ attention. Existing works have shown that optimization methods based
on zeroth-order gradient estimation can usually enjoy theoretical convergence guarantees that are
similar to their first-order counterparts [23 24], and that it’s relatively straightforward to adapt
zeroth-order gradient estimation techniques for distributed optimization [25] 26] 27]. Given a con-
tinuously differentiable function A : RP — R, a commonly used zeroth-order gradient estimator for
h is the 2-point gradient estimator given by

Gp(z;ry 2) = Mz +rz) = h(x>z (3)

r

Here z € RP is a random perturbation vector whose distribution is usually chosen to be one of the
following:

1. The standard Gaussian distribution N (0, I,,);

2. The uniform distribution on the sphere of radius /p, which we denote by U(\/pS,_1).

The parameter > 0 is called the smoothing radius, which controls the amount of perturbation in
the gradient estimator. Note that to construct [B]), we need two function evaluations of h, hence the

name 2-point gradient estimator; in practice, these two quantities can be obtained by applying the
decision variables x and x + rz to the system and then observe the corresponding feedback values.

The following lemma bounds the bias of the 2-point zeroth-order gradient estimator.

Lemma 1 ([34]). Suppose h : RP — R is L-smooth, and let z be sampled from either N(0,1,) or
U(/DSp-1). Then

IE[Gh (57, 2) — Vh(2)]|| < VPLr.

Lemma [I] justifies that, Gp,(z;r, z) can serve as a stochastic gradient whose bias can be con-
trolled by the smoothing radius r. Then, by plugging [@]) into a stochastic first-order method (e.g.,
stochastic gradient descent or mirror descent), we obtain a zeroth-order optimization method.

3 Algorithms

In this section, we design distributed algorithms for the DDR problem () leveraging tools from
zeroth-order optimization. We shall present two zeroth-order feedback-based optimization algo-
rithms, one called 2-point Zeroth-order Feedback-based Gradient Descent (2-ZFGD) which is based
on the projected stochastic gradient descent framework, and the other called Randomized Zeroth-
order Feedback-based Coordinate Descent (RZFCD) which is based on the randomized projected



coordinate descent framework. The details of the two algorithms as well as their advantages and
disadvantages will be presented and discussed in the subsequent subsections.

3.1 2-ZFGD

Our first algorithm is based on the framework of stochastic projected gradient descent:
x(k +1) = Px[z(k) —ng(k)],

where 1 > 0 is the step size, and g(k) is an estimator of the gradient VF(z(k)). Since X is the
Cartesian product of &7, ..., X, we can rewrite the above iteration equivalently as

zi(k+1) = Px,[xi(k) —ngi(k)],

where z;(k) is now the subvector of z(k) associated with agent i, and each g;(k) is an estimator
of the partial gradient V;F(z(k)) = V,fi(z(k)) + Vi¢(z(k)). Recall that in our problem setup,
only zeroth-order information of the global objective ¢ can be accessed directly by the aggregator;
moreover, in distributed demand response programs, the users may prefer not to reveal information
on their local costs f; to the aggregator due to privacy issues. Meanwhile, it can be observed that
fi(z) and V, f;(x) are known to agent ¢ and are not dependent on other agents’ decision variables
xj for j # i. Taking these considerations and observations into account, we propose the 2-ZFGD
algorithm presented in Algorithm []

Algorithm 1: 2-point Zeroth-order Feedback-based Gradient Descent (2-ZFGD)
Input: Number of iterations K, step size 1, smoothing radii (r(k))x>0, shrinkage factor &
for k< 0to K —1do

Aggregator observes ¢(x(k)) and broadcasts it to all agents.

Each agent ¢ generates z;(k) according to ().

Each agent applies the perturbed iterate x;(k) + r(k)z;(k) to the system.
Aggregator observes ¢(x(k) + r(k)z(k)) and broadcasts it to all agents.
Each agent ¢ calculates

¢z (k) + r(k)z(k)) — o(x(k))
r(k)

gi(k) = Vifi(x(k)) + - zi(k).

Each agent ¢ updates
zi(k +1) = Pa—sx,[zi(k) — ngi(k)],

and applies x;(k + 1) to the system.

end

The design of the 2-ZFGD algorithm employs zeroth-order feedback techniques to coordinate



distributed agents. Based on the gradient estimation method (B]), we let

gi(k) = Vifi(xz(k)) + Plolk) + T(sz]i];)) — ¢lelk) - 2i(k),

where each z;(k) € R% is a random vector and we let z(k) € R? denote the concatenation of
z1(k), ..., zn(k). The probability distribution of each z;(k) needs to be designed carefully: On the
one hand, it is natural to sample z;(k) from the Gaussian distribution N(0, I,) independently, so
that the resulting joint random perturbation z(k) follows the Gaussian distribution N (0, I), and
we have E[g;(k)|z; (k)] = V, fi(x(k)) + Vid(x(k)) by Lemma[ll On the other hand, the distribution
N(0,14,) is not compactly supported, meaning that the perturbed iterate z(k) + r(k)z(k) is not
guaranteed to lie in the feasible set X. To address this issue, we adapt the technique proposed
in [27] and slightly modify the sampling of the perturbation z(k) as follows. For each agent i, define

S’i(:vi,r) = { 5
It is obvious that z; + rz; € X; for any z; € S;(x;,r). We then let z;(k) be sampled by
zi(k) = Ps,(as k) ,r k) [Zi(K)],  Zi(k) ~ N(0, I,), (4)

i.e., we first generate a random vector from the distribution N (0, I4,), and then project it onto the
set S;(x;(k),r(k)). We denote the distribution of z;(k) and z(k) by Z;(z;(k), r(k)) and Z(x(k),r(k))
respectively.

—x;

r

seXi}, x; €int X;, r >0,

In order for the distribution Z(x(k),r(k)) to be close to the original Gaussian distribution
N(0,1), we require that S;(x;(k),r(k)) should contain a ball with a sufficiently large radius, so
that projections in (@) happen rarely; in this case, the statistical properties of the partial gradient
estimators g;(k) will not change much, and we still have E[g;(k)|z;(k)] = V fi(x;(k)) + Vio(z(k)).
In order for S;(z;(k),r(k)) to satisfy this requirement, we employ the following modified version of
the projected gradient descent step

zi(k+1) = Pasyx, [xi(k) — ngi(k)],

where we project z;(k) — 1 ¢;(k) onto a shrunk set (1 — §)X; for some § € (0,1). As shown in [35]
Observation 3.2], when the shrinkage factor ¢ is chosen properly, the distance between z;(k) and
the boundary of X; will be sufficiently large, and consequently, the set S;(x;(k), r(k)) will contain
a ball with a sufficiently large radius.

After having explained the critical details in the design of the 2-ZFGD algorithm, we present
theoretical results on its convergence behavior. We define the following auxiliary quantities
R :=sup{R >0:RBy; C X}, R:=inf{R>0:X C RB,}.
Since we assume that & is compact and 0 € int X without loss of generality, we have 0 < R < R <
+o00.

We first provide the performance guarantees of 2-ZFGD for the convex case, summarized in the
following theorem.



Theorem 1. Suppose F is convexr, Ap-Lipschitz and Lp-smooth, and ¢ is Ay-Lipschitz and Lg-
smooth over X. Without loss of generality, we let Ay < Ap and Ly < Lp. Let 2™ be a minimizer of
F(x) over x € X. Then, for any sufficiently small € > 0, if we choose the algorithmic parameters
to satisfy

= - ' mle L o WR
T 5Ar (R+Ap/(2Lpd)’ T 2d+5) \BAZ L [ = e

S rlk) <2VAR, YT (k)< 4R

r(k) < Ok . Vk=0,...,K—1,

T2/t amE 1 om g

and

it can be guaranteed that the sequence {x(k)}&_, generated by 2-ZFGD satisfies

1$?KE[F($(/€)) — F(z")] <e.

The proof of Theorem [ is postponed to Appendix [Bl As a corollary, we have the following
complexity bound of 2-ZFGD for the convex case.

Corollary 1. Suppose the functions F and ¢ satisfy the conditions in Theorem [1l. Let € > 0 be
arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

foin, B[P (2(k)) — F(a7)] < €

for 2-ZFGD can be upper bounded by O(d/eQ).

To analyze the performance of 2-ZFGD for the nonconvex case, we introduce the following

stationarity measure
1
g(a; M) = M(w —Px [x — MVF(,T)])

for any * € X and M > 0. The following lemma suggests that we may employ ||g(z; M)||? to
quantify how close z is to being a stationary point of F' over X.

Lemma 2. Suppose F' : X — R is continuously differentiable, and let M > 0 be arbitrary. We
have

1. 2 |lg(z; M)||? is a continuous function over x € X.

2. Given z* € X, we have ||g(x*; M)||*> = 0 if and only if

4 pet +t@—a2)| >0
dt ‘=0

forallxz € X.

10



The results in Lemma [2] are standard in optimization theory and we omit the proofs here.
We also mention that ||g(z; M)||? has been adopted for measuring distance from stationarity for
constrained nonconvex smooth problems in existing literature [36], 37, [38].

The following theorem provides performance guarantees of 2-ZFGD for the nonconvex case,
whose proof is postponed to Appendix

Theorem 2. Suppose F' is Lp-smooth, and ¢ is Ay-Lipschitz and Ly-smooth over X. Without loss
of generality, we let Ly < Lp. Let F* := mingex F(x). Then, for any sufficiently small € > 0, if

we choose the algorithmic parameters to satisfy

€ € F(z - F
ve %mm{m’l}’ s > BE@(0) — F)

0 < — /S
5Lp(R+ Ay/(2Lpd)) Lp(d+5 ne

and

> o< TR s £
pt #(d+6) 2/ +4nF &

it can be guaranteed that the sequence {x(k)}1_, generated by 2-ZFGD satisfies

i ; 2 <e
min Elga(k) Le)?] < e
Corollary 2. Suppose the functions F' and ¢ satisfy the conditions in Theorem [2. Let € > 0 be
arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

i . 2] «
legéllr%_lE[”g(‘r(k%LF)” ] S €

for 2-ZFGD can be upper bounded by O(d/eQ).

Theorems[IH2land Corollaries[TH2 establish the convergence guarantees and iteration complexity
bounds for 2-ZFGD. Particularly, since each iteration of 2-ZFGD requires accessing two values of
¢, the bounds in Corollaries [H2] are also oracle complexity bounds in the sense that they bound
the number of zeroth-order queries needed to achieve certain degree of optimality/stationarity for
2-ZFGD. These complexity bounds provide quantitative characterizations of the efficiency of 2-
ZFGD.

We notice that the oracle complexity bound O(d/€?) suggests that 2-ZFGD may still have room
for improvement. Specifically, recalling that the oracle complexity of zeroth-order optimization for
unconstrained smooth problems can be upper bounded by O(d/e) [24], we can clearly see a gap
between the bound O(d/€?) of 2-ZFGD and the bound O(d/¢) in terms of the dependence on €. This
gap does not occur in first-order methods, as the oracle complexities of the first-order deterministic
(projected) gradient descent are O(1/¢) [39] regardless of whether the problem is constrained or
not. Theoretical analysis reveals that this gap is not due to the distributed setting but results from
the particular form of the variance of the zeroth-order gradient estimator: Given a smooth function

11



h:RP — R, it can be derived that

lriﬁ)l]E[HGh(x;T, z) = Vh()|*] = (d+ 1| V()| (5)

(see Appendix [D]). For unconstrained optimization mingcge h(z), as we approach an optimal point
x*, the gradient will converge to zero. Consequently, as long as the smoothing radii are chosen
appropriately, the variance of Gp(z(k);r(k), z(k)) will be negligible and the convergence of the
zeroth-order iteration x(k + 1) = xz(k) — nGp(x(k);r, z(k)) resembles deterministic gradient de-

1

scent, leading to a complexity bound proportional to e~*. However, for the constrained problem

mingex h(x), the optimal point z* may lie on the boundary of X with a nonzero gradient, meaning
[

that the variance of 2-point gradient estimation will be approximated by (d+1)||Vh(z*)||* > 0 as we

approach z*. Consequently, the convergence of the iteration 2(k+1) = Px[z(k)—n Gp(z(k);r, 2(k))]
resembles stochastic projected gradient descent, and the complexity bound is proportional to e2
which is strictly inferior. In Section [5 we will provide experimental results on certain numerical
test cases for 2-ZFGD, showing that the convergence of 2-ZFGD can indeed be slow and may not

meet the requirement on efficiency for practical applications.

The gap in the oracle complexity and the slow convergence of 2-ZFGD naturally raises the
following interesting and important question: Can we further improve the convergence behavior of
the distributed zeroth-order optimization algorithm and close the aforementioned gap in the oracle
complezity? We shall see in the next subsection that the answer to this question is positive, provided
that we impose further assumptions on the feasible set X.

3.2 RZFCD

To solve the above problem of slow convergence, we propose another distributed zeroth-order op-
timization method called Randomized Zeroth-order Feedback-based Coordinate Descent (RZFCD).
We impose the critical assumption in the design of RZFCD that each feasible set Xj is of the form
{z; € Ré : [, < x; < u;} for some I;,u; € R% ie., each X; is a multi-dimensional box. For
simplicity of exposition, we let d; = 1 for each ¢, but the extension to the situations with d; > 1 is
straightforward.

The details of the RZFCD algorithm are presented in Algorithm 2l The key difference between
RZFCD and 2-ZFGD is that the design of RZFCD employs randomized coordinate descent as the
framework. For each iteration k, the aggregator first randomly selects an agent a(k) uniformly
from the set {1,2,...,d}. We then fix all other entries of (k) and consider optimizing only over
the a(k)’th entry. The estimation of the partial gradient of F* with respect to x4 x) will be carried
out by the corresponding agent «(k) together with the aggregator, which is given by

_ Ofawy (k) o(x(k) + raw) (k)z(k)) — ¢(z(k))

a(k) (k) = + Za(i) (K),
Ja(k) (k) zoir) Fago (F) (k) (k)

i.e., only the partial gradient of one dimension is estimated. The error of gradient estimation is
bounded by controlling the smoothing radius r,x)(k). Here we let r(k) denote the sequence of
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Algorithm 2: Randomized Zeroth-order Feedback-based Coordinate Descent (RZFCD)

Input: Number of iterations K, step sizes 1, and smoothing radii (ro(k))g>0 for each «
for k< 0to K —1do
The aggregator samples a(k) uniformly from {1,...,d}.

The aggregator sends ¢(x(k)) to agent a(k).
if Ta(k) (k) + Ta(k) (k) > Ug(k) then
‘ Agent a(k) sets zq ) (k) = —1.
else if o) (k) — o) (k) < lo) then
‘ Agent a(k) sets zq ) (k) = 1.
else
‘ Agent a(k) samples 2, () (k) uniformly from {+1, —1}.
end
z5(k) < 0 for 5 # a(k).
Agent a(k) applies 2ok (k) + Ta(k) (k) za(k) (k) to the system, while other agents keep
their decision variables unchanged.
The aggregator observes ¢(x(k) + 7o) (k)z(k)) and sends it to agent a(k).
Agent a(k) calculates
_ Ofam (k) o(x(k) + raw) (F)z(k)) — ¢(x(k))

atk) (k) = + Za(k) (k).
Ja(k) (k) I Fato (F) ) (k)

Each agent 8 updates

,P[lg-,ug][‘r,@(k) - n,@g(k)]v B = Oé(k),

xzg(k+1) =
pl+1) {w(k), 8+ alk),

and applies zg(k + 1) to the system.

end

smoothing radii used for the 5’th coordinate, and we allow different coordinates to employ different
sequences of smoothing radii. The random perturbation z(k) € R? is a vector with only the a(k)’th
entry being nonzero, with z,(x) (k) given by

=1, Ta(k) (k) = Ta() (k) <lagw),
za(ky (k) § = —1, i) (B) + o) (k) > U,
~U{1,—1}, otherwise.
This sampling strategy for the random perturbation z(k) is different from 2-ZFGD, and is based
on the uniform distribution on the sphere \/pS,_1 = {1, —1} rather than the Gaussian distribution

(we have p = 1 since all entries but To(k) are fixed); we have also made slight modifications to
ensure that z(k) + rq ) (k)z(k) € X, which is simpler than 2-ZFGD as each A; is assumed to be a
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box. We then apply the projected coordinate descent step to update xq(x):

Ta(k) (K +1) = Pl e o] [Tatk) (k) = Tar) o) ()] -

The quantities ng for each 5 =1, ..., d are the step sizes, and we allow them to differ when different
entries of the decision variable are updated.

After having explained the rationale of RZFCD, we present theoretical convergence guarantees
for RZFCD. The proofs of these theoretical results will be given in Section @l

For the convex case and {x(k)}x>0 derived from Algorithm [ we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Suppose that the function F is convex and (Lg;,...,Lp q)-coordinatewise smooth,
and z* is a minimizer of F(x) over x € X. Further, suppose ¢ is (Lg1,. .., Ly q)-coordinatewise

smooth. Let the step sizes satisfy ngLrg <1 for all B =1,...,d and the smoothing radii satisfy
d oo
> rp(k) < +oo.
B=1k=1

Then, for the sequence {z(k)}r>o0 generated by RZFCD, we have

0<k<K

min E[F(z(k)) — F(a*)] < o(%) ,

Corollary 3. Suppose the functions F and ¢ satisfy the conditions in Theorem [3. Let € > 0 be

arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

OgllcignKE[F(x(k)) —F()] <e

for RZFCD can be upper bounded by O(d/e).

The following theorem summarizes the convergence results for RZFCD for the nonconvex case.

Theorem 4. Suppose F is (Lpa,...,Lpaq)-coordinatewise smooth, and ¢ is (Lya,...,Lg.d)-
coordinatewise smooth. Without loss of generality we let Lrg > Lg g for all 3. Let the step
sizes satisfy ngLpg <1 for all B =1,...,d, and let the smoothing radii satisfy

d oo
> rp(k) < +oo.
B=1k=1
Then, for the sequence {z(k)}r>o0 generated by RZFCD, we have

min | E(late(t): Lol < 0( 5 ).

0<k<K-1

where Ly = mini<g<q LFg.
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Corollary 4. Suppose the functions F' and ¢ satisfy the conditions in Theorem [4] Let € > 0 be
arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

1 . 2 <
o min Efllg(@(k); Lp)|l] < e

for RZFCD can be upper bounded by O(d/e).

We provide several discussions about the above theoretical results, particularly on the compar-
ison of complexity bounds and convergence conditions.

1. Comparison of complexity bounds with 2-ZFGD. By comparing Corollaries BH4 with
Corollaries [H2] we clearly see that the complexity bounds of RZFCD are superior to those of
2-ZFGD for both the convex and the nonconvex cases. We shall later see that these theoretical
implications accord with the numerical results presented in Section On the other hand,
RZFCD requires that the feasible set X’ is a compact box, while 2-ZFGD only requires that X
is a compact convex set, indicating that 2-ZFGD may have wider applicability than RZFCD.

2. Comparison of complexity bounds with unconstrained optimization. Recalling that
the complexity of zeroth-order optimization for deterministic unconstrained smooth problems
can be bounded by O(d/¢) [24], we see that RZFCD is able to close the gap between constrained
and unconstrained smooth optimization that was mentioned in the previous subsection when
the feasible set is a box.

Interestingly, the existing literature does not seem to have paid enough attention to this gap be-
tween zeroth-order constrained and unconstrained optimization. To the best of our knowledge,
without exploiting acceleration or variance reduction techniques, the best-known complexity
bound of two-point zeroth-order methods for deterministic constrained smooth convex opti-
mization prior to this work is given by O(d/e?) [23]; regarding zeroth-order optimization for
constrained smooth nonconvex optimization, the only relevant work that we are aware of is [38]
that adopted a cyclic block coordinate descent approach, leading to a complexity bound pro-
portional to e~! but exponential in the number of blocksﬂ We believe that our design and
analysis of RZFCD will be of independent interest to researchers in the area of general zeroth-
order optimization, and can provide important insight on how to close this gap for more general
settings.

3. Coordinatewise smoothness. In Theorems BH4, we impose coordinatewise smoothness on
the functions F' and ¢, rather than ordinary smoothness; similar conditions have been em-
ployed in [41] for analyzing first-order coordinate descent algorithms. It’s not hard to see that
L-smoothness implies (L, ..., L)-coordinatewise smoothness, while (L,..., L)-coordinatewise
smoothness only implies v/dL-smoothness. In many situations, an L-smooth objective function

1We also note that there are existing works on zeroth-order Frank-Wolfe methods [40] that achieve the O(d/e)
complexity bound. However, these methods require a linear minimization oracle (LMO) rather than a projection
oracle, which is different from our setting. In addition, these methods need Q(d) function values to construct one
gradient estimator, which can be inefficient when d is large.
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may be (L1, ..., Lg)-coordinatewise smooth with L, much smaller than L for all & € {1,...,d}.
Considering that the step sizes of RZFCD are chosen according to 7, < 1/L,, we see that
imposing coordinatewise smoothness on the objective functions allows larger step sizes, which
may lead to faster convergence.

Remark 1. The theoretical analysis in this paper assumes that the values of the function ¢ can be
accessed accurately without being corrupted by noise or error. This assumption provides conve-
nience for theoretical analysis but is only an approximation to practical situations. Apart from the
limited precision of numerical computation, noise and error from the sensors may also render the
obtained values of ¢ inaccurate. We expect that when the zeroth-order information has relatively
large noise/error, the choice of the smoothing radii r(k) needs to be more conservative, which may
lead to slower convergence. Detailed analysis of our proposed algorithms in the presence of noise
and/or error is beyond the scope of this paper and will be an interesting future direction.

Remark 2. Note that in the two proposed algorithms, the aggregator does not need to know or
collect any information on the utility functions f; of the agents; the local gradient V; f;(z(k)) is
only computed locally by each agent and will not be uploaded to the aggregator. This feature
helps preserve the agents’ privacy during the optimization procedure, which will be important for
the adoption of distributed demand response programs in practical scenarios. It will be interesting
to investigate whether our algorithms will enjoy theoretically guaranteed and quantified degrees
of privacy preservation from the perspective of, e.g., differential privacy, but we leave it to future
work.

4 Analysis of RZFCD

Define the filtration Fj, = o(2(0), «(0), 2(1),(1),...,z(k)). For notational simplicity, we denote
(k) = T (k).

We first derive some auxiliary results that will be used for subsequent analysis. Note that the
identity

Za(k) (4 1) = Pl ey wag] [Za ) (K) = Tae) oo ()]
implies
(Y = Tagry (k + 1)) - (Za() (k) = Ta(k) Ja(r) (k) = Tay (k+1)) <0

for any y € [lo (), Ua(r)]. Particularly,

(Ta(r) (k) = Ta@) (k + 1)) - (Zak) (k) = Nak) Jak) (k) = Ta@ (K +1)) <0 (6)

and, if £* € X is a locally optimal point of F,
(@) = Tak) ( +1)) - (Ta) (k) = Nak) Gak) (k) = Tagm) (k +1)) <0 (7)

Our analysis of RZFCD will be based on the following lemma that characterizes how well the
zeroth-order estimators approximate the true partial derivatives.
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Lemma 3. For each k =1,2,..., we have

- 8F(x(k))‘ 1

Ja(k) (k) < S Ly amr(k) (8)

85Ea(k)

Proof. We have

Gauro (k) — 3F($(’€))‘

’qﬁ(:v(k) +r(k)z(k)) — ¢(x(k)) 99 (x(k))
85Ea(k)

(k) Zai) (F) = W’

/011 (8¢($(k) (;rxz('k?)"(k)Z(k)) _ 321(251;))) ds‘
J

1
1
< / Lgaky - |5 7(k)zak) (k)| ds < §L¢,a(k)T(k)' U
0

¢(x(k) +s-r(k)z(k))  9¢(z(k))
0T o (k) DL (k)

IN

K

We now apply the coordinatewise smoothness of F' to get
F(z(k+1)) — F(z(k))

< OF((k)

LF,a k 2
o (@a( (k1) = 2aq () + =5 [aagy (k +1) = zagy (k)
To(k)

Lg ok 2
< Gaky (k) (@ay (b +1) — 2oy (k) + % |Zagky (k4 1) — za ) (k)|
OF (x(k

n (z(k))

Tragy Gate)) B)| - |Tagey (b + 1) = 2o ) (k)

which, combined with (8], leads to
F(z(k+1)) — F(x(k))
Lp o 2
< G () (@ay (k4 1) = 2ag (k) + =52 [ (k + 1) = Za( (8)] (9)

1
+ §L¢7a(k)7°(k)(ua(k) —la(k))-

4.1 The Convex Case

In this subsection, we assume that each f; and ¢ are convex functions on X.

We start our analysis by noting that the inequality (7)) implies

1
Jak) (k) - (@ar) (b +1) =z (k) + 277—(k)|$a(k) (k+1) — 2o (F)?
* 1 *
< o) (k) - (@50) — Tar) (F)) + T (@agk) (k +1) = za@ (k) (225,4) — Tak) (k) = Zaw (K +1))
. . * _ * _ 2 * _ 2
= Gak) (k) - (Tom) — Ta) (k) + T (|l’a(k) Tak) (B = |25y — Tak) (k + 1) ) :
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By combining it with ([@) and using the condition ngLpg < 1 for all 3, we can get
F(x(k +1)) — F(z(k))

< Jaky (k) (2g0) — Tage (F)) + (|$Z(k) = Za(k) (K)]* = |25y = Tagr) (k + 1)|2)

2Neu(k)
1
+ §L¢7a(k)7”(k)(ua(k) —la(k))-

By taking the expectation conditioned on Fj, we see that

E[F(z(k + 1)) = F(x(k)) | Fi]

< E| gam) (k) (@5 ey — Tam) (k) + —
() (B) ( (k) (k) (k) P 5

1 (25— 2B o — ol + DP?
_ Fi
2d (10)

p=1
1 d
+ 54 > Lo slug —lg)rs(k).
B=1

To bound ga k) (k) (231) — Ta(k) (K)), we first note that

Jak) (k) (Tam) — Tagk) (K))

OF (x(k)) PF(M))
< (@ gy — Tagn (k) + | — Gy (B)| 25y — e (K
Dy - o®) ) (F)) Py o ()| 20y = i ()
OF(x(k)) . 1
< 9. - - . —
< 3$a(k) ($a(k) La(k) (k) + 2L¢7a(k)’l“(/€) (ua(k) la(k))7

where we used ({]) in the last step. Then, by taking the expectation conditioned on Fj, we get

E[9“<k>(k) (o) = Ta (k) \ -7:19}

IN

(a5~ 25(0) + 5La(us ~ 5)ra(h))

d
= SAVEG(R), 2" — () + 55 D Los(us —ls)rs(H)
p=1
d
(™) = F@(k) + 52 > Loploss — Lg)ra(k),
B=1

<

SR

where we used the convexity of F' in the last step. By plugging this bound into (I0]), we can obtain
E[F(z(k +1)) — F(x(k)) | Fi]

d
(F(*) = F@(k) + 5 3 Lo.alus — )ra(k)
=1

P lap — sk + 1P
ng

<

ISR

d *
1 |:1c,3 —zg(k
+=Y E
2d =1 Np

fk] |
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We can now take the total expectation and the telescoping sum to get

E[F(z(K)) = F(2(0))]

<1EK—1F N Pl 1 . , K-1 . T |$}§_xﬂ(0)|
= d ;( (2%) — F(z(k))) +EZ ¢,/3(U/3—5)Z:rﬂ()+ﬁi ”
=0 B=1 k=0 B=1
Finally, observe that
d 1 K=
oin E[F(z(k) — F(2")] < g (F@(K)) = F@) + = > (F(z(k)) — F(z*)),
and we obtain
OﬁiSHK]E[F(ZE(k)) — F(z")]
< e | Fla0) = )+ 35 Laptus =190 X0 ot + 25 30 Ll
~ K+d T T d £~ ¢.8(ug —lg 2 s 22 .

4.2 The Nonconvex Case

Now we consider the situation where F' is not assumed to be convex.
We start our analysis by observing that

lae(k), L) 2 = }

Ly (x(k) — Py {x(k) - ﬁvp(x(k))b
( 1 aF(x(k))D

2

E) = Pu.. ua [wa(k) -

— g:l Ly (za(k) Lp 0Oz,

2

=dE

OF (x(k)) ] )

85170[(19)

(Ia(k) (k) = Plioua) [%(k)(kﬁ) — TNa(k)

fk]a

where the third step follows from [36l Lemma 2] and the fact that Ly < Lpo < 1/n, for all

Na(k)
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a=1,...,d. To bound the right-hand side of the above inequality, we note that

2

1 8F(x(k))]
Ty, k - P u T k T o
o ) (B) = Pl gt [ i (B) = Mati) =5~ =
1+1/4
< —5——|Ta@) (k) — Za (k + 1)|?
Mo (k)
1+4 OF (z(k)]|?
+ = |[Tat) (B + 1) = Pl 0] |:$a(k)(k) — Na(k)———
773(1@) () W (k) Do)
5 OF (z(k)) |*
< — k) — E+1)? k) — ————=
> 4772(1@ |‘ro¢(k)( ) Ia(k)( + )| +5 ga(k)( ) axa(k)
5 2 5 2 2
< ——|Tam) (k) — oy (E+1)]" + L ,a(k)T(k) )
477a(k) 4

where the second step follows from the nonexpansiveness of projection onto convex sets, and the
last step follows from the bound (8). Then, we can use (@) to derive a bound on the first term:

1
Te(k)

Ja(k) (k) (o) (k4 1) = 2o (k) < — |Za) (k + 1) = za@ (k)7

which, combined with (@), leads to

Fla(k+1)) - F(z(k))

1 No(k) LF ok 1
< - - (1 _ %) |$Ca(k)(k + 1) — To(k) (k)|2 + §L¢,a(k) (ua(k) — la(k))'r‘(k)
1 1
< - T o) (k +1) = Zagy (k)] + 3 Loate) (Uat) = lag)r(k)-
As a result,
1 aF(x(k»] ’
Lo k) — P u Lo k) — N .
ni(k) (k)( ) (o (k) U (k)] |: (k)( ) (k) axa(k)
5 5L¢>,o¢ k T(k) Ua (k) — la k
< 37— (F(a(k)) = F(a(k +1))) + —220 8 o Ly oy (F)
Na(k) Na(k)
2L —1 k
< 5 (F(a(k) — Fla(k +1))) + ¢,a(k)(ua(k) a(k))T( )7
2Ney(k) Nou(k)

where in the last step we used (k) < (uak) — lar))/2 and Na) Le,atk) < Nak)Lram) < 6/5. By
taking the expectation conditioned on Fj and denoting n = ming ng, we get

d
lote(h), Lol < 50 BLF((k) ~ Flalk + D)7 +2 3 %‘;‘l‘”rm
n B=1
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and by taking the total expectation and telescoping sum, we get

K-1 K-1

d 5 Ly s(ug —1g)
E[llg(@ (k). Lp)I] < = | 5= (F(0) — F7) dz Losltn =1) o DN roth)
k=0 -+ B=1 k=0

1

which completes the proof.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to validate the performance of the proposed
algorithms. Specifically, we first test our algorithms 2-ZFGD and RZFCD on a convex test case.
Then, we conduct experiments on a nonconvex test case in which AC power flow and voltage

constraints are taken into account.

5.1 The Convex Test Case

In the convex test case, the DDR. problem consists of 100 agents coordinated by an aggregator as
described in Section Bl In this test case, only the load following requirement is considered in the
global objective, i.e., the global objective function is given by ¢(z) = (p.(z) — D)2 without penalty
associated with voltage safety. Furthermore, we employ an approximate model for the function p.
given by 100
pe@) = " (14w

(see [12]), with each loss-related coefficient +; randomly selected from the interval (0.03,0.15). Each
feasible set X; is set to [0, u;] where each w; is randomly selected from (0kW,50kW). Each local
cost function is a quadratic function fi(x) = a;z? + b;z; with a; and b; randomly selected from
(0.5,1.5) and (0,5), respectively. The desired load level is set to D =" u; — 1500 kW.

We conduct experiments for both 2-ZFGD and RZFCD. For RZFCD, we test it with different
constant step size (CS) settings. For 2-ZFGD, apart from the constant step size settings that have
been studied for theoretical analysis, we also test it under the diminishing step size (DS) settings
that are popular in stochastic optimization and distributed optimization. For both algorithms, the
smoothing radius r(k) is set as 7(k) = min{1/(k + 1)*!,107*}. For 2-ZFGD under the setting of
the diminishing step size, we set n(k) = 7(0)/vk + 1 with different 7(0); the parameter § is also set
to be diminishing as (k) = 0.1/v/k + 1 under the setting of both constant and diminishing step
sizes. Performances are evaluated using two metrics versus the iteration index k: i) the relative
error (RE) (F(z(k)) — F*)/F*, where F* is the optimal value of the DDR problem; ii) the £ norm
of the stationarity measure ||g(x(k); M)||, where M = 1/0.3 for all convex cases. All settings are
tested for 50 random trials with the same algorithmic parameters, respectively.

Figures[IH3lillustrate the performance of 2-ZFGD and RZFCD. Here in the figures of the relative
errors, dark curves represent the averaged values of 50 random trials, while the light shades represent
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Figure 1: The performance of 2-ZFGD with constant step sizes in the convex case.
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Figure 2: The performance of 2-ZFGD with diminishing step sizes in the convex case.

08 RE of RZFCD sooNorm of the stationarity measure of RZFCD
— CSn=0.1

04l 500 --- CSn=03
— 4001

0.31 s

& g 300

>

0.21 =)
= 2001

017 100

0.0 T T T T T 0 T T T T T

0 500 1000 1500 2000 0 500 1000 1500 2000
Iteration Iteration

Figure 3: The performance of RZFCD with constant step sizes in the convex case.
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the standard variance of all trials; in the figures of the norms of the stationarity measure, we only
plot the average values for visual clarity. The figures show that both algorithms can converge with
proper step sizes. Specifically, it can be seen that RZFCD can achieve a smaller final relative error
than 2-ZFGD in both the CS and DS settings. For 2-ZFGD, we need to set the step size very small
to achieve convergence due to the variance of gradient estimation, which also results in a much
slower convergence rate. For RZFCD, the algorithm would fail to converge to the optimal solution
if the step size is too large, which is in accordance with the condition 7;L; < 1 in our theoretical
analysis for RZFCD. However, if the step size is too small, the convergence of RZFCD will also
become slow, which is typical behavior of first-order and zeroth-order methods.

To compare the two algorithms more clearly, we fix three levels of relative errors (5%, 1%, and
0.1%), pick out the random trials with the best-tested parameters whose relative errors can drop
below these levels within 20000 iterations, and compute the average numbers of iterations needed to
achieve the three relative errors. We also compute the proportions out of 50 runs that achieve these
relative errors. The results are listed in Table[2 in which “N/A” means no run can achieve such a
relative error. It is obvious that 2-ZFGD needs much more iterations and zeroth-order queries for
both settings. On the other hand, RZFCD achieves better performance with much fewer iterations.

. 5% 1% 0.1%
Relative error
Iteration/Proportion Iteration/Proportion Iteration/Proportion
9. 7FGD CS n =0.0001 6234.5/100% N/A N/A
DS n(0) = 0.01 2875.2/100% 18435.4/16% N/A
RZFCD CSn=0.3 376.7/100% 621.4/100% 981.7/100%

Table 2: Average numbers of iterations needed and proportions of trials for achieving certain levels
of relative errors in the convex case.

5.2 The Nonconvex Test Case

In the nonconvex test case, we consider an aggregator coordinating multiple agents in the distribu-
tion feeder. The distribution feeder is based on the 141-bus radial system from [42], of which we
adopt the topology and the line parameters. Decision variables include active and inactive power
loads at all buses, whose lower bounds [; are zero and upper bounds u; are the nominated load levels
from the original 141-bus system. The nonlinear and nonconvex AC power flows are incorporated
to formulate penalties for voltage safety. The global objective functions are then given by (2,

including the squared difference to the desired load level (p.(x) — D)?

as well as the penalty term
p(x) for voltage safety. We set v = 0.96 p.u., v = 1.04 p.u. and ap = a, = 20 in our test case.
The parameters a;, b; are generated in the same way as in the convex test case. We assume that

the aggregator can observe or measure the total active power fed into the network, as well as the
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Figure 4: The performance of 2-ZFGD and RZFCD in the nonconvex test case.

voltages of all buses. The total load to be curtailed is set to 0.15 p.u. = 1500 kW in this case.

We test the RZFCD algorithm with constant step size as well as the 2-ZFGD algorithm with
both settings of constant and diminishing step sizes. For RZFCD, the constant step size is set
to be n = 0.025 and the smoothing radius is set to be r(k) = min{0.1/(k + 1)*2,2 x 1074}.
For 2-ZFGD under the constant step size setting, we set n = 3 x 1075, § = 0.005 and r(k) =
min{0.01/(k 4+ 4000)**,1075}. For 2-ZFGD under the diminishing step size setting, we set n(k) =
3x107*/v/k + 1000, §(k) = min{50/(k+1),0.1} and r(k) the same as 2-ZFGD under the constant
step size setting. These parameters are tuned in such a way that the empirical convergence of the
algorithms can be as fast as possible.

Figure Ml illustrates the numerical convergence behavior of the three settings, where we plot the
objective value F'(z(k)) and the norm of the stationarity measure ||g(x(k); M)| with M = 1/0.025
versus k. Here, each dark solid curve shows the average trajectory of 100 random trials for each
setting, and the light blue shades represent the interval from the 5th percentile to the 95th percentile
among the 100 random trials. It can be seen that RZFCD with a proper constant step size converges
much faster than 2-ZFGD under both the constant and the diminishing step size settings. These
observations justify our theoretical results, and also suggest that 2-ZFGD does not seem to be able
to compete with RZFCD even if we employ diminishing step sizes.
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6 Conclusion

We studied a distributed demand response problem in which a mathematical model of the sys-
tem’s physics is not available. We proposed two distributed zeroth-order algorithms, 2-ZFGD and
RZFCD, to address the issue of lacking the system model. Furthermore, the two algorithms do not
require the agents to upload their load or preference information to the aggregator, which can help
preserve the agents’ privacy. We provided theoretical analysis of the two algorithms for both the
convex case and the nonconvex case, and compared their advantages and disadvantages in detail.
Numerical experiments were conducted to verify the performance of the proposed algorithms.

We emphasize that this work is only a starting point that illustrates the potential of applying
zeroth-order optimization methods to distributed demand response, and there are still questions
and issues that need to be addressed before the algorithms can be actually implemented in real
systems, such as how to choose the algorithm parameters, how to ensure safety of random explo-
ration during the optimization procedure, how to deal with measurement noise and error when
accessing zeroth-order information, how to handle temporal coupling introduced by energy storage,
etc. From a theoretical perspective, it will be interesting to see whether we can further reduce the
complexity of the algorithms by, e.g., employing Nesterov’s acceleration techniques or exploiting
the structural properties of the power grid. It would be also interesting to investigate quantitative
privacy guarantees for zeroth-order optimization methods.

References

[1] Napaporn Phuangpornpitak and Suvit Tia. Opportunities and challenges of integrating re-
newable energy in smart grid system. Energy Procedia, 34:282-290, 2013.

[2] Mohamed H. Albadi and Ehab F. El-Saadany. A summary of demand response in electricity
markets. FElectric power systems research, 78(11):1989-1996, 2008.

[3] Niamh O’Connell, Pierre Pinson, Henrik Madsen, and Mark O’Malley. Benefits and challenges
of electrical demand response: A critical review. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews,
39:686—699, 2014.

[4] Amir Safdarian, Mahmud Fotuhi-Firuzabad, and Matti Lehtonen. A distributed algorithm
for managing residential demand response in smart grids. IEEE Transactions on Industrial
Informatics, 10(4):2385-2393, 2014.

[5] Carlos Roldén-Blay, Guillermo Escrivé-Escrivd, and Carlos Rolddn-Porta. Improving the ben-
efits of demand response participation in facilities with distributed energy resources. Energy,
169:710-718, 2019.

[6] Zhao Tan, Peng Yang, and Arye Nehorai. An optimal and distributed demand response strategy
with electric vehicles in the smart grid. IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, 5(2):861-869, 2014.

25



[7]

[9]

[15]

[16]

[17]

Paul Scott and Sylvie Thiébaux. Distributed multi-period optimal power flow for demand
response in microgrids. In Proceedings of the 2015 ACM Sizth International Conference on
Future Energy Systems, pages 17-26, 2015.

Xiao Kou, Fangxing Li, Jin Dong, Michael Starke, Jeffrey Munk, Yaosuo Xue, Mohammed
Olama, and Helia Zandi. A scalable and distributed algorithm for managing residential de-
mand response programs using alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM). IEEFE
Transactions on Smart Grid, 11(6):4871-4882, 2020.

Ye Shi, Hoang Duong Tuan, Andrey V. Savkin, Chin-Teng Lin, Jian Guo Zhu, and H. Vincent
Poor. Distributed model predictive control for joint coordination of demand response and
optimal power flow with renewables in smart grid. Applied Energy, 290:116701, 2021.

Mian Hu, Jiang-Wen Xiao, Shi-Chang Cui, and Yan-Wu Wang. Distributed real-time demand
response for energy management scheduling in smart grid. International Journal of Electrical
Power & Energy Systems, 99:233-245, 2018.

Chen Chen, Jianhui Wang, and Shalinee Kishore. A distributed direct load control approach
for large-scale residential demand response. IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, 29(5):2219—
2228, 2014.

Jiahu Qin, Yanni Wan, Xinghuo Yu, Fangyuan Li, and Chaojie Li. Consensus-based distributed
coordination between economic dispatch and demand response. IEEE Transactions on Smart
Grid, 10(4):3709-3719, 2018.

Naouar Yaagoubi and Hussein T. Mouftah. User-aware game theoretic approach for demand
management. IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, 6(2):716-725, 2014.

Milad Latifi, Azam Khalili, Amir Rastegarnia, and Saeid Sanei. Fully distributed demand
response using the adaptive diffusion—-Stackelberg algorithm. IEEE Transactions on Industrial
Informatics, 13(5):2291-2301, 2017.

Alexander M. Prostejovsky, Oliver Gehrke, Anna M. Kosek, Thomas Strasser, and Henrik W.
Bindner. Distribution line parameter estimation under consideration of measurement toler-
ances. IEEE Transactions on Industrial Informatics, 12(2):726-735, 2016.

Tongxin Li, Lucien Werner, and Steven H. Low. Learning graphs from linear measurements:
Fundamental trade-offs and applications. IEFE Transactions on Signal and Information Pro-
cessing over Networks, 6:163-178, 2020.

Claudia Daniela Pop, Marcel Antal, Tudor Cioara, Ionut Anghel, and Toan Salomie. Blockchain
and demand response: Zero-knowledge proofs for energy transactions privacy. Sensors,
20(19):5678, 2020.

26



18]

[19]

[20]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

Georgios Tsaousoglou, Konstantinos Steriotis, Nikolaos Efthymiopoulos, Prodromos Makris,
and Emmanouel Varvarigos. Truthful, practical and privacy-aware demand response in the
smart grid via a distributed and optimal mechanism. [EFEE Transactions on Smart Grid,
11(4):3119-3130, 2020.

Hongwei Li, Xiaodong Lin, Haomiao Yang, Xiaohui Liang, Rongxing Lu, and Xuemin Shen.
EPPDR: An efficient privacy-preserving demand response scheme with adaptive key evolution
in smart grid. IEEE Transactions on Parallel and Distributed Systems, 25(8):2053-2064, 2013.

Mohammad Shahriar Rahman, Anirban Basu, Shinsaku Kiyomoto, and M. Z. A. Bhuiyan.
Privacy-friendly secure bidding for smart grid demand-response. Information Sciences,
379:229-240, 2017.

Muneeb Ul Hassan, Mubashir Husain Rehmani, and Jinjun Chen. Differential privacy tech-
niques for cyber physical systems: A survey. IEEE Communications Surveys & Tutorials,
22(1):746-789, 2019.

Endong Liu and Peng Cheng. Achieving privacy protection using distributed load scheduling:
A randomized approach. IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, 8(5):2460-2473, 2017.

John C. Duchi, Michael 1. Jordan, Martin J. Wainwright, and Andre Wibisono. Optimal rates
for zero-order convex optimization: The power of two function evaluations. IEEFE Transactions
on Information Theory, 61(5):2788-2806, 2015.

Yurii Nesterov and Vladimir Spokoiny. Random gradient-free minimization of convex functions.
Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 17:527-566, 2017.

Davood Hajinezhad, Mingyi Hong, and Alfredo Garcia. ZONE: Zeroth-order nonconvex multia-
gent optimization over networks. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 64(10):3995-4010,
2019.

Cong Wang, Shengyuan Xu, and Deming Yuan. Distributed online stochastic-constrained
convex optimization with bandit feedback. IFEE Transactions on Cybernetics, 2022.

Yujie Tang, Zhaolin Ren, and Na Li. Zeroth-order feedback optimization for cooperative multi-
agent systems. Automatica, 148:110741, 2023.

Jeffrey Larson, Matt Menickelly, and Stefan M. Wild. Derivative-free optimization methods.
Acta Numerica, 28:287-404, 2019.

Sijia Liu, Pin-Yu Chen, Bhavya Kailkhura, Gaoyuan Zhang, Alfred O. Hero III, and Pramod K.
Varshney. A primer on zeroth-order optimization in signal processing and machine learning:
Principals, recent advances, and applications. IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, 37(5):43-54,
2020.

27



[30]

31]

32]

33]

[36]

37]

[38]

39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

Ruilong Deng, Gaoxi Xiao, Rongxing Lu, and Jiming Chen. Fast distributed demand re-
sponse with spatially and temporally coupled constraints in smart grid. IEEE Transactions
on Industrial Informatics, 11(6):1597-1606, 2015.

Pedram Samadi, Hamed Mohsenian-Rad, Robert Schober, and Vincent W. S. Wong. Ad-
vanced demand side management for the future smart grid using mechanism design. IEEE
Transactions on Smart Grid, 3(3):1170-1180, 2012.

H. Nicholson and M. J. H. Sterling. Optimum dispatch of active and reactive generation by
quadratic programming. IEEE Transactions on Power Apparatus and Systems, PAS-92(2):644—
654, 1973.

Ruiyang Jin, Chao Lu, and Jie Song. Manage distributed energy storage charging and dis-
charging strategy: Models and algorithms. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management,
2020.

Dhruv Malik, Ashwin Pananjady, Kush Bhatia, Koulik Khamaru, Peter L. Bartlett, and Mar-
tin J. Wainwright. Derivative-free methods for policy optimization: Guarantees for linear
quadratic systems. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(21):1-51, 2020.

Abraham D. Flaxman, Adam Tauman Kalai, and H. Brendan McMahan. Online convex
optimization in the bandit setting: Gradient descent without a gradient. In Proceedings of the
Sixteenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, page 385394, 2005.

Yu. Nesterov. Gradient methods for minimizing composite functions. Mathematical program-
ming, 140:125-161, 2013.

Gesualdo Scutari and Ying Sun. Distributed nonconvex constrained optimization over time-
varying digraphs. Mathematical Programming, 176:497-544, 2019.

Pengcheng He, Siyuan Lu, Xin Guan, Yibin Kang, and Qingjiang Shi. A zeroth-order block
coordinate gradient descent method for cellular network optimization. In 2022 International
Symposium on Wireless Communication Systems (ISWCS), pages 1-6, 2022.

Yurii Nesterov. Lectures on Convex Optimization. Springer, 2nd edition, 2018.

Anit Kumar Sahu, Manzil Zaheer, and Soummya Kar. Towards gradient free and projection
free stochastic optimization. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Second International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 3468-3477, 2019.

Yu. Nesterov. Efficiency of coordinate descent methods on huge-scale optimization problems.
SIAM Journal on Optimization, 22(2):341-362, 2012.

H. M. Khodr, F. G. Olsina, P. M. De Oliveira-De Jesus, and J. M. Yusta. Maximum savings
approach for location and sizing of capacitors in distribution systems. FElectric power systems
research, 78(7):1192-1203, 2008.

28



[43] Damek Davis and Dmitriy Drusvyatskiy. Stochastic model-based minimization of weakly con-
vex functions. STAM Journal on Optimization, 29(1):207-239, 2019.

[44] Dmitriy Drusvyatskiy and Adrian S. Lewis. Error bounds, quadratic growth, and linear con-
vergence of proximal methods. Mathematics of Operations Research, 43(3):919-948, 2018.

A Auxiliary Results for 2-ZFGD

Let S(z,r) denote the Cartesian product Hfil Si(xs, 7).

Lemma 4. Suppose X C R? is a compact and convex set satisfying RBy C X C RB;. Let
h:X — R be A-Lipschitz and L-smooth. Let § € (0,1) and r € (0,0R/(3v/d)). Then

—2
, 4R d &*R?
IE.[Gr(z;T, 2)] — VR (2)]| < A <r—2 + 2) exp(§ — F)

for all x € (1 —0)X, where z ~ Z(x,r), and h" : (1 — §)X — R is a A-Lipschitz and L-smooth
function satisfying

|[h"(x) — h(z)] < min {TA\/E, %T‘2Ld} . IVA"(z) = Vh(z)| < rLVd.

Proof. This lemma is an extension of [27) Lemma 1]. Denote § = dR/(rv/d). By following the
proof of [27, Lemma 1], we can show that

4AR d 62R?
2 4r2 )

Bz Grlsr, 2)] = (r) VA" (@)]| <
Here h" : (1 — §)X — R is defined by
R () = Eymym[h(z + 1y)]

with )(r) being an isotropic probability distribution satisfying .y [[|y[*] < d; the quantity «(r)

1—r(r) < \/% (ﬂe*(ﬁzfl)ﬂ)d + (52617;-32)‘1/2,

where 3 = r_léR/\/a. By using x < e* /4 and 2 < /2 for ¢ > 0, we can derive that
1 d B%d d B%d
1-— < | —+1 — - )1 <2 —— .
K(r) < <m + >exp(2 1 ) < exp<2 1

Ean 2o G, 2)] = VA" ()
B2z o.r) (G >]— A(r) VR @) + (1= 5()IVA ()]

=2
INR® d B iR d B
< - — — < - -
S — 5 exp 1 > +A(l—rk(r) <A ( 2 + 2) exp<2 1
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As a result,
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The bound for |h"(z) — h(x)| can be proved similarly as in the proof of [27, Lemma 1]; the bound
for ||Vh"(z) — Vh(x)|| can be derived by
VA" (2) = Vh(2)|| = [[Ey~y @) [Vah(z +ry) — Vah(z)]|
< Eyy@ [IVah(z +ry) = Voh(z)[]
< EyeymlL - rllyll] < rLVd. O

Lemma 5. Let h: X — R be L-smooth. Then for any § € (0,1),

4

d+2+ 2R e d_ SR’
r P35 472

Proof. Let x € X and r > 0 be fixed. For notational simplicity, we denote Pz = Pg(,,,[2] and
h(z) = h(x +rz) for any z € R%. It’s not hard to check that h is r2L-smooth, and so

r212(d + 6)°

VA2 + =252

E.[|Gn(air, 2)]°] <2

where z ~ Z(z,T).

_ _ _ r2L r2L
[5(P2) — () - (Vh(0). P2)| < ZEIPe|? < ZEje

which leads to
2
Eozem [|Ga(@ir, 2) = (VA(2), 2)z7]

1 7 7 7 2

= 5 Eeono.n | [B(P2) = h(0) = (VR(0), P2)|* [P (11)
1 r4L? r2L?

< 2 1 Benvorw [lI=]1°] < T(d+6)3-

Then, since the distribution Z(z,r) has a density function in the interior of 5TEIBBd that coincides
with the standard Gaussian distribution par(o,7,)(2), we have

Borzten (VA P EI] = [ 1T, 2012 o0, () et comy ()
= Brzon) [|<Vh<a:>,z>| e 1”2”2@/@}
< s (UVR@)L AP ) - (1= Panzn (2] < 68/r)
z€S8(z,r), ||zl =6 R/ 7
2 4 i 2 62R2
< ||Vh(a)| sup [zt Panoy (Do > 15
2€8(ar) ||zl 20R/r "\ r2

— 4
2R d 62R?
< [IVA()I? (T ) exp (5 - ) ,

where we used the inequality
d p3d
Penn(0,12) (Zz > 3%d ) < exp(— - T)
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Next, we notice that

@), 2Pl () - Lpesyn() d=

< [ UH@).2)Plelpyosy (2) 82

= E.on(o,10) [ (VA(2), 2)?12]%]
= Vh(z)" - Eenonn [I12lI°227] - Vh(2)
= Vh(z)" - (d+2)I;- Vh(z) = (d+ 2)||Vh(z)|*.

As a result, we have
2R\"  (d &R
Eonzen (VA A1) < @+ DITH@IP +42 (2F) e (5 - 55 ).
We can now upper bound E. .z, [||Gh(x;r, z)||2] by

Eozam || Ga(aim, 2)|]

< 2B,z |G 7, 2) = (VA(), 2)2]%] + 2Eerzo [ (Vh(2), )]
4

d+2+ @ g_@
r eXp 2 4r2

Lemma 6. Let X C R? be a convex and compact set, and let § € (0,1) be arbitrary. Then for any

r2L2(d + 6)°

<2
- 2

IVh()]* + O

T E Rd, we have
[Plz] = Pa—s)x(z]]] < OR.

Proof. Since (1—6)Px[z] € (1—0)X and (1 —6)"'"Pr_s)x[z] € X, by the properties of projection
operators onto convex sets, we have

1
<£E — Px|[x], mp(lfa)x[w] - PX[$]> <0,
(z = Pa_sxlz], 1 = 8)Pxlz] = Pa_sxlz]) <0.
By multiplying the first inequality with 1 — § and adding it to the second inequality, we get
(Pa—s)x[x] — Pxlz], Pa_syxla] — (1 — §)Pxla]) <0.
We then see that
IPa—s)xlz] = Pa[ellI* < — 6 (Pa—sx[z] — Pxla], Px[a])
< 0|Pa-sxlz] — Px[z] ||| Palx]l
< OR|Pa-s)xlz] — Pala]l,

from which we can directly obtain the desired bound. O
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B Proof of Theorem [1]
We denote the filtration Fi, = o(z(1),2(1),...,2(k —1),2(k — 1), z(k)). We also denote

w(k) = (z1(k), ..., 2n(K),  g(k) = (91(k), ..., gn(F)),

so that the iterations of 2-ZFGD can be equivalently written as
z(k+1) =Pa_sxlz(k) —ng(k)].

First, we introduce the following general result for the analysis of projected-SGD-type algo-
rithms.

Lemma 7. Consider the iterations x(k + 1) = Pa_s)x[v(k) —ng(k)]. Suppose F is Lp-smooth
andn <1/(2Lp). Then we have

1 ~ 2 ~ 2 ~ 2
%(HZ7 —z(k+ D" = [z —2z(R)I") < (g(k), T — (k) +nllg(k) — VF(x(k))| (12)
+ F(z(k)) — F(z(k+ 1))
Proof. Let & € (1 —0)& be arbitrary. Note that x(k + 1) = P _s x[2(k) — ng(k)] implies
(x(k) —ng(k) —x(k+1),z —x(k+1)) <0.

By using [[z(k) — 2(k+ D|* + |2 — 2(k + 1)|1* = |2 — 2(k)||* = 2(x(k) — x(k +1),% — 2(k +1)), we
can derive from the above inequality that

% (17 = 2(k + DI* = 2 — 2(k)|*) < (g(k), T — x(k +1)) - 2—177||f1?(k +1) —a(k)]*.

The inner product term can be further bounded by

{g(k), & —a(k + 1)) = (g(k), & — z(k)) + (g(k) = VF(x(k)), z(k) — z(k + 1))
+ (VE(x(k)), z(k) — z(k + 1))

< (g(k),z — a(k)) +nllg(k) — VF(z(k))|* + 4—1nl\$(k) —a(k+1)|?
+ (VF(x(k)),z(k) — z(k + 1)),

and by plugging in F(z(k + 1)) < F(z(k)) + (VF(z(k)),z(k +1) — z(k)) + LTFHx(k +1) — (k)|
which is a consequence of the L p-smoothness of F', we get

(g(k), & — 2(k +1)) < (g(k), & — x(k)) +nllg(k) — VF(x(k))|

+ <L_F 4 4_177) (k) — 2(k + D) + F(a(k)) — F(a(k + 1)).
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Combining all previous results, we get
- (13 = (b + DI = |2 = 2 ()]
< (g(k), & —x(k)) +nllg(k) — VF(x(k))|*

+ F(2(k)) — F(z(k+ 1)) + (L—; - ﬁ) (k) — z(k + 1)|]2.

We complete the proof by using the condition that n < 1/(2LF). O

Our analysis consists of the following steps:

1. Bound the expectation of the right-hand side of (IZ]). The first term on the right-hand
side of (IZ) can be bounded by the following lemma.
Lemma 8. Assume 0 < r(k) < ;—f/—% and § € (0,1). Then for any & € (1 — )X,

=2

2 P2
E[(g(k), % — z(k))] < E[F (&) — F(x(k))] + 2r(k) Lo RVd + 2A4R ( 4(1:) + 2) (g - %).
Proof. We have

El(g(k),& — 2(k)IFi] = (Elg(k)|Fi] ;& - a(k))
= (VF(2(k)) + V"™ (2(k)) = Vo(x(k)), & — 2(k))
+ (Blg(k)| 7] = (VP((k)) = Vo((k)) - Vo' ® (a(k)), & - a(k))

For the first term on the right-hand side, we have

(VF(x(k)) + V" P (x(k)) — Vo(z(k)), & — x(k))
< (VE(z(k)), 7 — x(k)) + [|Ve"® (x(k)) — Vo(z(k))| - |7 — z(k)]|
< F(&) — F(x(k)) + r(k)LgVd - 2R,

where we used the convexity of F' and Lemma [l For the second term, we have

(Elg(k)|Fi] = (VF(2(k)) = Vo(a(k))) = Vo'P (x(k)), & — z(k))

~—

< [Elg(k)|Fi] = (VF(z(k)) — Vo (z(k))) — Vo™ ¥ (k)| - | — (k)|
4R d §°R?
< Ay <r(k) +2> exp (5_4r(k) ) 2R,

where we used Lemma []in the last step. Summarizing these bounds and taking the total expecta-
tion, we get the desired inequality. O
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For the expectation of the second term on the right-hand side of ([I2]), we note that

Ellg(k) — VF(@(k)|?|Fs] = E[||Go(x(k);r(k), 2(k)) — Vé(w(k))||*|F]
= B[|Go(x(k);r(k), 2(k))II*|Fx] = [ V(z(k))]?
— 2(E[Gy(x(k);r(k), 2(k))|Fi] — Vo(a(k)), Vo(z(k)))
< E[[|Go(@(k);r(k), 2() 1?1 Fx] — Vo (z(k))|?

+ 2|[E[Go (k) r(k), 2()) | Fi] = Vo(a(k)| - [IVo (k)]
By Lemma [ and the assumption that ¢ is Ag-Lipschitz and Lg-smooth, we have
2 |E[Go (w(k): 7(K), 2(0)|Fe] = Vo(a (k)| - [ V(e (h)]
< 2 (|[BLG s (@ k); r(h), 2(00) 1) = Vo) k)| + | Vo ® (k) - Vola(k)||) 19 o((8)]
< 20 |[BIG o (ah); (k). 2(0)IFe] — Vo ® (a(k))| + |96 ® (k) — Vota®)||| + 1960k
< 277 (% + 2) exp<g - %) +r(k)*L3d + |[Vo(z(k))|?,

and by Lemma [5]

o () (-]

By summarizing the previous bounds, we obtain

r(k)2L2(d + 6)3

E[Go(k):r(k), 2() | 7] < 243 2

E[llg(k) — VF(z(k)|I*|Fi] < 2A5(d +2) + r(k)*L3(d +5)°
R\ /2R \
(@) " (@) .

where we used (d + 6)3/2 +d < (d + 5)3. We remark that the bound (I3)) applies also to the

nonconvex case.

wo(d- LR, 1

2
244 2 dr(k)?

We can now take the expectation of ([I2]) and plug in all the derived bounds to get
1. -
o (12 = 2k + DII* = 12 — 2(k)]?)
< E[F(2) — F(z(k+1))] + 2r(k) LgRVd + 2nA3(d + 2) + nr(k)* L3 (d + 5)° (14)
—=2 — |4 =2
—( 4R 2R 2R d &R
i <r<k>2 +2> e ((rw) ’ (r<k>> ”) o (5 - 4r<k>2)'

2. Take the telescoping sum. Let z* denote the optimizer of F(x) over x € X, and let
T = (1-98)z*. Since ||z* —Z|| = 6||z*|| < R and F is A p-Lipschitz, we have F() < F(z*)+dRAF.

+2A4
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By combining it with (I4]) and taking the telescoping sum, we can derive

K 2 - K-1
El% S Fla(k) | - Fa®) < 5RAp + 12 = 2OIC : “OIE | opaz(a+2) + 2L¢£\/a S r(k)
k=1 k=0

(15)

MN

K
3 K—
Z + g

) Bt 25

Next, we use the conditions on the algorithmic parameters to show that the right-hand side of (I5l)

>
Il

where we denote

Wg = 2A¢

is upper bounded by €. Indeed, by the condition on § we have SRAx < ¢/5. Then by the conditions
on n and K, we get

i —xz(0)]* _ e
2mA2(d+92) < & 11z = z(0)|I” <&
Mold+2) < 5, omK  — 5
Moreover,
K—1
2L,RVd 1
¢ S (k) < 2L,RVd-2VdR < <,
— 2 d+5)LF 10R° 5
and Kt
nLi(d+5)3 — 9 1 2 9 4R €
- 7 k) < - L5(d+5 < —.
K ];)T( ) < 2(d+5)Lp 10R ( + ) d+5 — 10

Finally, to bound - Zk o Wk, we note that Ay < Ap, nLp < 1/(2d) and the condition on 7(k)

imply
— 4

Ay 2R d 6*R?

< . - =

a2 (e g2 ) 5 (755) oo (5 - )

4

— A, 4R |d SR d R\ /63
6Ar | R . 4In — + 21 = —
F('% ) sr\2 TR T n5) QR)(d)

2L pd
2 2
:%AF(R+ As )i(d+41 —R+21n1>

IN

2 R 93

3e 1 n 41 SR n 21 d
Sl m 2+ Zn—
2 d R d &

as long as € (and consequently §) is sufficiently small. We can now put together all previous bounds

and conclude that




C Proof of Theorem

We first define some auxiliary quantities and bounds. Define
1
gs(z; M) =M (w —Pa-s)x [x - MVF(LL‘):|> . (16)
By Lemma [6, we can relate ||gs(x; M)| with ||g(x; M)]|| by

)
la(e; M)|* < 1 llgs (; M)|* + 5 [|g(; M) — gs(a; M)]|*
2

Z lgs (s M)|2 + 5M2 | Pa_sx [;v - %VF(:C)] Py [:v - %VF(:E)] (17)

IN

5 _
7 los (= M)|? +56* MR

Then, we notice that the Lp-smoothnes of F implies that for any fixed z € R%, x + F(z)+ Lp|lz—
2||? is Lp-strongly convex. Thus we can define

#(k) = argmin (F(y) + Lrly — z(k)|?), F(z) =

in (F(y)+ Lrlly —=z|?).
ye(1-86)X ye(lﬂs)x( (y) Flly [ )

We next provide a bound on ||E[g(k)|Fx] — VF(x(k))]||, which will be used for subsequent analysis:

IElg(k)|Fr] — VE(z(k))|l
= |E[Gy(z(k);(k), 2(
HE[G¢($(/€);T‘(/€ 2 (k

IN

F] = VO @) + ||V (@k) - Volak))|

B2 2 2
< Ay <% + 2) exp(g - %) +r(k)LyVd

Our analysis consists of the following steps:

1. Derive a descent property for the iterates. We introduce the following lemma as our
starting point:

Lemma 9 ([43, Eq. (3.11)]). We have
otk +1) = &R < (1 = 20 L) (k) = (k) = n(g(k) = VF@k))II-
We continue our analysis from the inequality given by Lemmal Note that
E[II(1 = 20L ) (@(k) - 2(k)) = n(g(k) = VF @) 17|
= E[[|(1 = 2nLr)(a(k) - #(k)) = n(VF (a(k)) = VF(@(k)) = n(g(k) = VF(2(k)|* | 7]
(

= (1 = 2nLp)(a(k) — 2(k)) — n(VE(x(k)) = VF(@(E)I* +1° E[llg(k) — VF(x(k))||*| Fi]
= 20((L = 2nLp)(x(k) — 2(k)) = n(VF(2(k)) = VE(2(k))), Elg(k)|Fr] — VF(2(F))).
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Now for the first term, we have
(1 = 2nLFp)(2(k) — &(k)) — n(VE(x(k)) — VE(&(k)))|
= (1= 2nLp)?||lz(k) — w(k)||2+n IVE(z(k)) = VE(&(k))|?
—29(1 = 2nLp)(VF(z(k)) — VF(2(k)), z(k) — 2(k))
< (1 =2npLp)*|la(k) — &(k)|1* + n*Li||lz(k) — 2(k)[|* + 2n(1 — 2nLp)Lr[lz(k) — 2(k)[|?
= (1=nLp)* [lx(k) - 2(k)|,
which will further imply
—2n((1 = 2nLp)(x(k) — 2(k)) — n(VF(x(k)) — VF(2(k))), Elg(k)|Fi] — VF(x(k)))
< 2n[|(1 = 2nLp)(x(k) — 2(k)) — n(VF(x(k)) = VE(@(K)))[| - [[Elg(k)|Fi] = VF(z(k))]
< 29(1 —nLp)||lz(k) — 2(k)[| - [|E[g(k)|Fx] — VF(z(k))]|

—92 9 2
< 29lla(k) - (k)] A¢<4f,i)+2>exp(;’ )+ 2l ~ 2009 (0L

52 2 2
< 4nRA, <4(];i) + 2) exp(g 4(1(—]{)> +nLgl|lz(k) — z(k)|* + nL¢r(k)2d.

We can now apply Lemma [0 and combine all the previous bounds with ([I3]) to obtain

E[l[z(k + 1) — &(k)[*|F]
< (1=2nLp +nLy +n*L3)|lx(k) — &(k)||> + 2n*AZ(d + 2)

R\ [/ 2R\
(r(k)) * (W) .
_ (4R d  §°R?
+4nRAy <% + 2) exp(2 (k) > +nLgr(k)*d
< (L=nLp+n°Ly)|x(k) — #(k)||* 4+ 20*A5(d + 2) + nLer(k)*(nLe(d + 5)° + d) + 6wy,

d_ O°R*
KPR T (k)2

+ 0P LEr(k)*(d +5)° + 20° A

where we denote
_ R\ (d R
wi = Ap(2R 4+ nAy) <%> exp(§ - W)
Consequently,
E[F(x(k +1))] < E[F(&(k)) + Lpll#(k) — 2(k + 1)|°]
< E[F(&(k)) + Lr|x(k) — 2(k)|*] + E[-nLE(1 — nLp)|z(k) — 2(k)|]
+20°LpA%(d + 2) + nLpLer(k)*(nLe(d + 5)* + d) + 6nLpwy
= E[F(a(k)] - nL3 (1~ nLe)E[la(k) - 2(k)|?]
+20°LpA3(d + 2) + nLpLyr(k)*(nLe(d + 5)° + d) + 6nL poop.
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2. Take the telescoping sum. By taking the telescoping sum and using nLp < 1/6, we can
show that

6 (F2(0) ~E[F@(K)]) 120LpA2(d +2)

— E[L? E)I?] <
§j Flle(k) - 2(h)]°] < Ty + -
K-1
6LFL¢(’I7L¢ d+5 +d 2 36LF
374 E 7’ E Wk -
k=0 k=0

Notice that
. 1 1
L3 lak) = ()P 2 5 llas(e(0); 2L )2 2 3 s (k) L) P
2 =2
2 g”E(I(k);LF)HQ —20°LER",

where the first inequality follows from [44) Theorem 3.5], the second inequality follows from [30],

Lemma 2], and the last step follows from (7). Moreover, it’s not hard to see that F'(:(0)) < F(z(0))

and

F(z(K)) = min (F(y)+ Lrlly —=(K)|?) > min_ F(y) > min F(y) = F*.
(x(K)) yegg}s)x( (y) + Lrlly — =(K)|?) > jemin  F(y) > min F(y)

As a result, we can obtain

3(F(x(0)) — F* —
Z [lg(z(k); Lr)|?] < % +6nLpA2(d+2) + 562 L3R’
K—1 K—1
3LFL¢(’I7L¢(CZ + 5) + d 2 18LF
K Z T‘ + K Z Wi -
k=0 k=0
We can now apply the conditions on the algorithmic parameters and obtain
3(F(z(0)) —F*) _ e
AR < S, LpA2(d+2) <<, 28 ) o f
and
3LpLy(nLe(d+5)3 + d) Ki (b < BLrLy((d+5)2+d) e  Fa(0)—F _e¢
K = ~— 15(F(x(0))— F*) Lp(d+5) Ly(d+6) — 5

and for sufficiently small ¢,
4

Ay AR |d SR . d3 R\' &7
LpA dIh—+h=)|  |=] =
30Lr ¢<R+2L d> JR\/ M M <8R) &

L9 LrAg (., Ay \ & 8R &

<9€51+41 8§+11d3 <e
=5 27d "R Ta"y) "5

18prk

IN

The proof is now complete.
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D Proof of the Equality (5
Note that by (), we have
E%Ez~z(m,r) [||Gh(;v; r,z) — (Vh(z), z>z||2} =0.

Therefore we only need to show that

B0 E, 2 (a,r) [{Vh(z), 2)z = Vh(z)|*] = (d + 1)||Vh(z)|*.
Indeed, we have

ZNZ(;E n[IKVA(z), 2)z — Vh( ?] = (d+ 1)[IVh)|?
= Vh(z) Esnz(an (227 — d+1)}wL()
= Vh(z TIEZNZ(“ E ||22,z (d+2)I) —2(2z" — I)] Vh(z)
= Vh(z ) ( z~z(m,r)[|| ||222 ]— 2~N(0,14) [|| || zz })Vh T
—2VA(2)" (Bonz(on [227] = Boano,r [22']) Vi(z)
= Vh(:b)TIEZNN(OJd) [||’Pz||2 Pz Pzt —|2]%22" ] Vh(zx)
— 2Vh(:1c)TEZNN(OJd) [732 Pzl — 2z } Vh(z),

where we used E. 0,1, [12]/?227] = (d + 2)14, and P denotes the projection onto the convex set
S(x,r) = Hivzl Si(z;,7). Note that as r | 0, we have Pz — z and |Pz|| < ||z|| for every z € R%.
By using the dominated convergence theorem, we see that

E%EZNN(O’I” [|Pz]|* - Pz - PzT — ||2]]?22T] = 0,

and
. T T
g%EZNN(O7]d) ['Pz Pzl —zz ] =0.

As a result,
lsn (B 2.0 [|(VA(2), 2)2 = V(@) ] = (d+ 1) Vh(a) ) = 0

which completes the proof.
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