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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/ǫ2), while the other algorithm achieves

lower complexity bound O(d/ǫ) 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 [1], 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) [6, 7, 8, 9], dual decomposition [10], consensus-based methods [11, 12],

game theoretic approaches [13, 14], etc.; see Section 1.1 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 [17]. Users are concerned

about privacy leakage when participating in DR and sharing load information with others [18],

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 [6, 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 [10] 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 [11, 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 [13, 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 [17, 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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Feasible region Complexity (convex) Complexity (nonconvex)

2-ZFGD Convex & compact O
(

d

ǫ2

)

O
(

d

ǫ2

)

RZFCD Box O
(

d

ǫ

)

O
(

d

ǫ

)

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 mink≤K E[F (x(k))−F ∗] ≤ ǫ (convex setting)

or mink<K E[‖g(x(k);M)‖2] ≤ ǫ (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-
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marized in Table 1. Specifically, we derive the complexity bounds for the two algorithms for

both the convex and the nonconvex 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/ǫ2) which is inferior. Whereas the RZFCD algorithm

achieves better complexity bounds O(d/ǫ) 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 4), which we believe has independent theoretical interest for researchers in the area of

general zeroth-order optimization.

Notations For a subset S ⊆ R
p and a real number α ∈ R, denote αS := {αx | x ∈ S}. The

interior of S ⊆ R
p will be denoted by intS. For a multivariate function h(x) with x = (x1, . . . , xN )

and each xi ∈ R
pi , we let ∇ih(x) denote the partial gradient of h with respect to xi evaluated

at x. To distinguish between subvectors and entries of a vector x, we use i, j to denote indices of

subvectors xi, xj , while Greek letters α, β are reserved for indices of entries xα, xβ . We let 〈·, ·〉
denote the standard inner product and let ‖ · ‖ denote the ℓ2 norm on R

p. The closed unit ball in

R
p will be denoted by Bp := {x ∈ R

p : ‖x‖ ≤ 1}, and the unit sphere in R
p will be denoted by

Sp−1 := {x ∈ R
p : ‖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
x=(x1,...,xN )∈X

F (x) = φ(x) +
N
∑

i=1

fi(x). (1)
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Here each agent is associated with a decision variable xi ∈ Xi where Xi ⊆ R
di is the corresponding

feasible set; the feasible set Xi 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

Xi is compact and convex, and has a nonempty interior in R
di ; we also assume that 0 ∈ intXi

without loss of generality. The joint decision variable is denoted by x = (x1, . . . , xN ), and we also

denote X =
∏N

i=1 Xi. Each fi : X → R is the local cost function of agent i; the value of fi(x)

only depends on the subvector xi, and it is for notational purposes that we let the domain of fi
be X instead of Xi. The function φ : 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 =
∑N

i=1 di and

f(x) =
∑N

i=1 fi(x).

Next, we elaborate further details on the global objective φ and the local cost functions fi.

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:

• The aggregator can only access the value of the global objective function φ, and no gradient

information of φ is available.

• 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

φ(x) = αD · (pc(x)−D)2 + αv · ρ(x), (2a)

where

ρ(x) =
∑

j

(

max{vj(x)− v, 0}2 +max{v − vj(x), 0}2
)

. (2b)

Here the mapping pc : X → R maps the joint decision variable x to the total power consumption

of the distribution feeder measured at the substation, and vj : X → R maps the joint decision x

to the voltage magnitude at bus j in the distribution feeder. ρ(x) denotes the penalty incurred

when any voltage magnitude is out of the specified range [v, v]. αD and αv are the positive linear

weights of the deviation term and the penalty term. Note that the global objective function φ will

in general not be available to the users, since it involves the structure of the distribution feeder
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as well as the confidential DR signal D. Moreover, the mappings pc and each vj may have an

implicit or explicit relation with x depending on the modeling method. For example, [12] employs

the simplified model pc(x) =
∑N

i=0(1 + γi)xi, where γi is a simplified power loss-related coefficient

depending on the network topology and parameters of transmission lines; however, the coefficients

γi in practice are hardly known, and employing this simplified model will inevitably compromise

accuracy. In principle, as indicated by the AC power flow equations, pc and vj 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 φ(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 fi is known (and only known) to agent i,

which allows agent i to compute the partial gradient ∇ifi(x) whenever the subvector xi 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 Λ-Lipschitz for some Λ > 0, if for all x, y ∈ X , we have

|h(x)− h(y)| ≤ Λ‖x− y‖.

2. We say that h is L-smooth for some L > 0, if h is continuously differentiable over X , and for

all x, y ∈ X ,
‖∇h(x)−∇h(y)‖ ≤ L‖x− y‖.

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

∣

∣

∣

∂h(x+ teα)

∂xα
− ∂h(x)

∂xα

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Lα|t|

for all x ∈ X and all t ∈ R such that x+ teα ∈ X , where eα is a unit vector with the αth entry

being 1.
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2.2 Preliminaries on Zeroth-Order Optimization

In order to solve the DDR problem (1) with the restriction that only function value information

on φ 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 h : Rp → R, a commonly used zeroth-order gradient estimator for

h is the 2-point gradient estimator given by

Gh(x; r, z) =
h(x+ rz)− h(x)

r
z. (3)

Here z ∈ R
p is a random perturbation vector whose distribution is usually chosen to be one of the

following:

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

2. The uniform distribution on the sphere of radius
√
p, which we denote by U(√p Sp−1).

The parameter r > 0 is called the smoothing radius, which controls the amount of perturbation in

the gradient estimator. Note that to construct (3), 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, Ip) or

U(√pSp−1). Then

‖E[Gh(x; r, z)−∇h(x)]‖ ≤
√
pLr.

Lemma 1 justifies that, Gh(x; r, z) can serve as a stochastic gradient whose bias can be con-

trolled by the smoothing radius r. Then, by plugging (3) 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 (1) 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
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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 [x(k)− η g(k)] ,

where η > 0 is the step size, and g(k) is an estimator of the gradient ∇F (x(k)). Since X is the

Cartesian product of X1, . . . ,XN , we can rewrite the above iteration equivalently as

xi(k + 1) = PXi
[xi(k)− η gi(k)] ,

where xi(k) is now the subvector of x(k) associated with agent i, and each gi(k) is an estimator

of the partial gradient ∇iF (x(k)) = ∇ifi(x(k)) + ∇iφ(x(k)). Recall that in our problem setup,

only zeroth-order information of the global objective φ 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 fi to the aggregator due to privacy issues. Meanwhile, it can be observed that

fi(x) and ∇ifi(x) are known to agent i and are not dependent on other agents’ decision variables

xj for j 6= i. Taking these considerations and observations into account, we propose the 2-ZFGD

algorithm presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: 2-point Zeroth-order Feedback-based Gradient Descent (2-ZFGD)

Input: Number of iterations K, step size η, smoothing radii (r(k))k≥0, shrinkage factor δ

for k ← 0 to K − 1 do

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

Each agent i generates zi(k) according to (4).

Each agent applies the perturbed iterate xi(k) + r(k)zi(k) to the system.

Aggregator observes φ(x(k) + r(k)z(k)) and broadcasts it to all agents.

Each agent i calculates

gi(k) = ∇ifi(x(k)) +
φ(x(k) + r(k)z(k))− φ(x(k))

r(k)
· zi(k).

Each agent i updates

xi(k + 1) = P(1−δ)Xi
[xi(k)− ηgi(k)],

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

end

The design of the 2-ZFGD algorithm employs zeroth-order feedback techniques to coordinate
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distributed agents. Based on the gradient estimation method (3), we let

gi(k) = ∇ifi(x(k)) +
φ(x(k) + r(k)z(k)) − φ(x(k))

r(k)
· zi(k),

where each zi(k) ∈ R
di is a random vector and we let z(k) ∈ R

d denote the concatenation of

z1(k), . . . , zN(k). The probability distribution of each zi(k) needs to be designed carefully: On the

one hand, it is natural to sample zi(k) from the Gaussian distribution N (0, Idi
) independently, so

that the resulting joint random perturbation z(k) follows the Gaussian distribution N (0, Id), and

we have E[gi(k)|xi(k)] ≈ ∇ifi(x(k))+∇iφ(x(k)) by Lemma 1. On the other hand, the distribution

N (0, Idi
) is not compactly supported, meaning that the perturbed iterate x(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

Si(xi, r) :=

{

s− xi

r

∣

∣

∣

∣

s ∈ Xi

}

, xi ∈ intXi, r > 0,

It is obvious that xi + rzi ∈ Xi for any zi ∈ Si(xi, r). We then let zi(k) be sampled by

zi(k) = PSi(xi(k),r(k))[z̄i(k)], z̄i(k) ∼ N (0, Idi
), (4)

i.e., we first generate a random vector from the distribution N (0, Idi
), and then project it onto the

set Si(xi(k), r(k)). We denote the distribution of zi(k) and z(k) by Zi(xi(k), r(k)) and Z(x(k), r(k))
respectively.

In order for the distribution Z(x(k), r(k)) to be close to the original Gaussian distribution

N (0, Id), we require that Si(xi(k), r(k)) should contain a ball with a sufficiently large radius, so

that projections in (4) happen rarely; in this case, the statistical properties of the partial gradient

estimators gi(k) will not change much, and we still have E[gi(k)|xi(k)] ≈ ∇fi(xi(k)) +∇iφ(x(k)).

In order for Si(xi(k), r(k)) to satisfy this requirement, we employ the following modified version of

the projected gradient descent step

xi(k + 1) = P(1−δ)Xi
[xi(k)− η gi(k)],

where we project xi(k) − η gi(k) onto a shrunk set (1 − δ)Xi for some δ ∈ (0, 1). As shown in [35,

Observation 3.2], when the shrinkage factor δ is chosen properly, the distance between xi(k) and

the boundary of Xi will be sufficiently large, and consequently, the set Si(xi(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 : RBd ⊆ X}, R := inf{R > 0 : X ⊆ RBd}.

Since we assume that X is compact and 0 ∈ intX without loss of generality, we have 0 < R ≤ R <

+∞.

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

following theorem.
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Theorem 1. Suppose F is convex, ΛF -Lipschitz and LF -smooth, and φ is Λφ-Lipschitz and Lφ-

smooth over X . Without loss of generality, we let Λφ ≤ ΛF and Lφ ≤ LF . Let x∗ be a minimizer of

F (x) over x ∈ X . Then, for any sufficiently small ǫ > 0, if we choose the algorithmic parameters

to satisfy

δ ≤ ǫ

5ΛF

(

R+ Λφ/(2LFd)
) , η ≤ 1

2(d+ 5)
min

{

ǫ

5Λ2
φ

,
1

LF

}

, K ≥ 10R
2

ηǫ
,

∑∞

k=0
r(k) ≤ 2

√
dR,

∑∞

k=0
r(k)2 ≤ 4R

2

d+ 5
,

and

r(k) ≤ δR

2
√

d
2 + 4 ln 8R

R + 2 ln d
δ3

, ∀k = 0, . . . ,K − 1,

it can be guaranteed that the sequence {x(k)}Kk=0 generated by 2-ZFGD satisfies

min
1≤k≤K

E[F (x(k))− F (x∗)] ≤ ǫ.

The proof of Theorem 1 is postponed to Appendix B. As a corollary, we have the following

complexity bound of 2-ZFGD for the convex case.

Corollary 1. Suppose the functions F and φ satisfy the conditions in Theorem 1. Let ǫ > 0 be

arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

min
1≤k≤K

E[F (x(k)) − F (x∗)] ≤ ǫ

for 2-ZFGD can be upper bounded by O
(

d/ǫ2
)

.

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

stationarity measure

g(x;M) := M

(

x− PX

[

x− 1

M
∇F (x)

])

for any x ∈ X and M > 0. The following lemma suggests that we may employ ‖g(x;M)‖2 to

quantify how close x 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. x 7→ ‖g(x;M)‖2 is a continuous function over x ∈ X .
2. Given x∗ ∈ X , we have ‖g(x∗;M)‖2 = 0 if and only if

d

dt
F (x∗ + t(x− x∗))

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

≥ 0

for all x ∈ X .
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The results in Lemma 2 are standard in optimization theory and we omit the proofs here.

We also mention that ‖g(x;M)‖2 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 C.

Theorem 2. Suppose F is LF -smooth, and φ is Λφ-Lipschitz and Lφ-smooth over X . Without loss

of generality, we let Lφ ≤ LF . Let F ∗ := minx∈X F (x). Then, for any sufficiently small ǫ > 0, if

we choose the algorithmic parameters to satisfy

δ ≤
√
ǫ

5LF (R + Λφ/(2LFd))
, η ≤ 1

LF (d+ 5)
min

{

ǫ

30Λ2
φ

, 1

}

, K ≥ 15(F (x(0))− F ∗)
ηǫ

and ∞
∑

k=0

r(k)2 ≤ F (x(0))− F ∗

Lφ(d+ 6)
, r(k) ≤ δR

2
√

d
2 + 4 ln 8R

R + ln d3

δ7

,

it can be guaranteed that the sequence {x(k)}Kk=0 generated by 2-ZFGD satisfies

min
0≤k≤K−1

E
[

‖g(x(k);LF )‖2
]

≤ ǫ.

Corollary 2. Suppose the functions F and φ satisfy the conditions in Theorem 2. Let ǫ > 0 be

arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

min
0≤k≤K−1

E
[

‖g(x(k);LF )‖2
]

≤ ǫ

for 2-ZFGD can be upper bounded by O
(

d/ǫ2
)

.

Theorems 1–2 and Corollaries 1–2 establish the convergence guarantees and iteration complexity

bounds for 2-ZFGD. Particularly, since each iteration of 2-ZFGD requires accessing two values of

φ, the bounds in Corollaries 1–2 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/ǫ2) 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/ǫ) [24], we can clearly see a gap

between the bound O(d/ǫ2) of 2-ZFGD and the bound O(d/ǫ) in terms of the dependence on ǫ. This

gap does not occur in first-order methods, as the oracle complexities of the first-order deterministic

(projected) gradient descent are O(1/ǫ) [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
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h : Rp → R, it can be derived that

lim
r↓0

E
[

‖Gh(x; r, z)−∇h(x)‖2
]

= (d+ 1)‖∇h(x)‖2, (5)

(see Appendix D). For unconstrained optimization minx∈Rp h(x), 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 Gh(x(k); r(k), z(k)) will be negligible and the convergence of the

zeroth-order iteration x(k + 1) = x(k) − η Gh(x(k); r, z(k)) resembles deterministic gradient de-

scent, leading to a complexity bound proportional to ǫ−1. However, for the constrained problem

minx∈X h(x), the optimal point x∗ 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)‖∇h(x∗)‖2 > 0 as we

approach x∗. Consequently, the convergence of the iteration x(k+1) = PX [x(k)−η Gh(x(k); r, z(k))]

resembles stochastic projected gradient descent, and the complexity bound is proportional to ǫ−2

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

complexity? 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 Xi is of the form

{xi ∈ R
di : li ≤ xi ≤ ui} for some li, ui ∈ R

di , i.e., each Xi is a multi-dimensional box. For

simplicity of exposition, we let di = 1 for each i, but the extension to the situations with di ≥ 1 is

straightforward.

The details of the RZFCD algorithm are presented in Algorithm 2. 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 α(k) uniformly

from the set {1, 2, . . . , d}. We then fix all other entries of x(k) and consider optimizing only over

the α(k)’th entry. The estimation of the partial gradient of F with respect to xα(k) will be carried

out by the corresponding agent α(k) together with the aggregator, which is given by

gα(k)(k) =
∂fα(k)(x(k))

∂xα(k)
+

φ(x(k) + rα(k)(k)z(k))− φ(x(k))

rα(k)(k)
zα(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 rα(k)(k). Here we let rβ(k) denote the sequence of

12



Algorithm 2: Randomized Zeroth-order Feedback-based Coordinate Descent (RZFCD)

Input: Number of iterations K, step sizes ηα and smoothing radii (rα(k))k≥0 for each α

for k ← 0 to K − 1 do

The aggregator samples α(k) uniformly from {1, . . . , d}.
The aggregator sends φ(x(k)) to agent α(k).

if xα(k)(k) + rα(k)(k) > uα(k) then

Agent α(k) sets zα(k)(k) = −1.
else if xα(k)(k)− rα(k)(k) < lα(k) then

Agent α(k) sets zα(k)(k) = 1.

else

Agent α(k) samples zα(k)(k) uniformly from {+1,−1}.
end

zβ(k)← 0 for β 6= α(k).

Agent α(k) applies xα(k)(k) + rα(k)(k)zα(k)(k) to the system, while other agents keep

their decision variables unchanged.

The aggregator observes φ(x(k) + rα(k)(k)z(k)) and sends it to agent α(k).

Agent α(k) calculates

gα(k)(k) =
∂fα(k)(x(k))

∂xα(k)
+

φ(x(k) + rα(k)(k)z(k))− φ(x(k))

rα(k)(k)
zα(k)(k).

Each agent β updates

xβ(k + 1) =

{

P[lβ ,uβ ][xβ(k)− ηβg(k)], β = α(k),

xβ(k), β 6= α(k),

and applies xβ(k + 1) to the system.

end

smoothing radii used for the β’th coordinate, and we allow different coordinates to employ different

sequences of smoothing radii. The random perturbation z(k) ∈ R
d is a vector with only the α(k)’th

entry being nonzero, with zα(k)(k) given by

zα(k)(k)















= 1, xα(k)(k)− rα(k)(k) < lα(k),

= −1, xj(k)(k) + rα(k)(k) > uα(k),

∼ 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
√
p Sp−1 = {1,−1} rather than the Gaussian distribution

(we have p = 1 since all entries but xα(k) are fixed); we have also made slight modifications to

ensure that x(k) + rα(k)(k)z(k) ∈ X , which is simpler than 2-ZFGD as each Xi is assumed to be a

13



box. We then apply the projected coordinate descent step to update xα(k):

xα(k)(k + 1) = P[lα(k),uα(k)]

[

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k)gα(k)(k)
]

.

The quantities ηβ for each β = 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 4.

For the convex case and {x(k)}k≥0 derived from Algorithm 2, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Suppose that the function F is convex and (LF,1, . . . , LF,d)-coordinatewise smooth,

and x∗ is a minimizer of F (x) over x ∈ X . Further, suppose φ is (Lφ,1, . . . , Lφ,d)-coordinatewise

smooth. Let the step sizes satisfy ηβLF,β ≤ 1 for all β = 1, . . . , d and the smoothing radii satisfy

d
∑

β=1

∞
∑

k=1

rβ(k) < +∞.

Then, for the sequence {x(k)}k≥0 generated by RZFCD, we have

min
0≤k≤K

E[F (x(k)) − F (x∗)] ≤ O
(

d

K

)

,

Corollary 3. Suppose the functions F and φ satisfy the conditions in Theorem 3. Let ǫ > 0 be

arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

min
0≤k≤K

E[F (x(k)) − F (x∗)] ≤ ǫ

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

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

Theorem 4. Suppose F is (LF,1, . . . , LF,d)-coordinatewise smooth, and φ is (Lφ,1, . . . , Lφ,d)-

coordinatewise smooth. Without loss of generality we let LF,β ≥ Lφ,β for all β. Let the step

sizes satisfy ηβLF,β ≤ 1 for all β = 1, . . . , d, and let the smoothing radii satisfy

d
∑

β=1

∞
∑

k=1

rβ(k) < +∞.

Then, for the sequence {x(k)}k≥0 generated by RZFCD, we have

min
0≤k≤K−1

E
[

‖g(x(k);LF )‖2
]

≤ O
(

d

K

)

,

where LF = min1≤β≤d LF,β.
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Corollary 4. Suppose the functions F and φ satisfy the conditions in Theorem 4. Let ǫ > 0 be

arbitrary. Then the number of iterations needed to achieve

min
0≤k≤K−1

E
[

‖g(x(k);LF )‖2
]

≤ ǫ

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

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 3–4 with

Corollaries 1–2, 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 5. 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/ǫ) [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/ǫ2) [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 ǫ−1 but exponential in the number of blocks.1 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 3–4, we impose coordinatewise smoothness on

the functions F and φ, 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
√
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/ǫ)

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 Ω(d) function values to construct one

gradient estimator, which can be inefficient when d is large.
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may be (L1, . . . , Ld)-coordinatewise smooth with Lα much smaller than L for all α ∈ {1, . . . , d}.
Considering that the step sizes of RZFCD are chosen according to ηα ≤ 1/Lα, 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 φ 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 φ 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 fi of the agents; the local gradient ∇ifi(x(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 Fk = σ(x(0), α(0), x(1), α(1), . . . , x(k)). For notational simplicity, we denote

r(k) := rα(k)(k).

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

identity

xα(k)(k + 1) = P[lα(k),uα(k)]

[

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k) gα(k)(k)
]

implies

(y − xα(k)(k + 1)) ·
(

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k) gα(k)(k)− xα(k)(k + 1)
)

≤ 0

for any y ∈ [lα(k), uα(k)]. Particularly,

(xα(k)(k)− xα(k)(k + 1)) ·
(

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k) gα(k)(k)− xα(k)(k + 1)
)

≤ 0 (6)

and, if x∗ ∈ X is a locally optimal point of F ,

(x∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k + 1)) ·

(

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k) gα(k)(k)− xα(k)(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
∣

∣

∣

∣

gα(k)(k)−
∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1

2
Lφ,α(k)r(k). (8)

Proof. We have
∣

∣

∣

∣

gα(k)(k)−
∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

φ(x(k) + r(k)z(k))− φ(x(k))

r(k)
zα(k)(k)−

∂φ(x(k))

∂xα(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0

(

∂φ(x(k) + s · r(k)z(k))
∂xα(k)

− ∂φ(x(k))

∂xα(k)

)

ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∫ 1

0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂φ(x(k) + s · r(k)z(k))
∂xα(k)

− ∂φ(x(k))

∂xα(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

ds

≤
∫ 1

0

Lφ,α(k) · |s · r(k)zα(k)(k)| ds ≤
1

2
Lφ,α(k)r(k).

We now apply the coordinatewise smoothness of F to get

F (x(k + 1))− F (x(k))

≤ ∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)
(xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)) +

LF,α(k)

2

∣

∣xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)
∣

∣

2

≤ gα(k)(k) (xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)) +
LF,α(k)

2

∣

∣xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)
∣

∣

2

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)
− gα(k))(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

·
∣

∣xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)
∣

∣ ,

which, combined with (8), leads to

F (x(k + 1))− F (x(k))

≤ gα(k)(k) (xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)) +
LF,α(k)

2

∣

∣xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)
∣

∣

2

+
1

2
Lφ,α(k)r(k)(uα(k) − lα(k)).

(9)

4.1 The Convex Case

In this subsection, we assume that each fi and φ are convex functions on X .
We start our analysis by noting that the inequality (7) implies

gα(k)(k) · (xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)) +
1

2ηα(k)
|xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)|2

≤ gα(k)(k) · (x∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)) +

1

2ηα(k)
(xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k))(2x

∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)− xα(k)(k + 1))

= gα(k)(k) · (x∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)) +

1

2ηα(k)

(

|x∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)|2 − |x∗

α(k) − xα(k)(k + 1)|2
)

.
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By combining it with (9) and using the condition ηβLF,β ≤ 1 for all β, we can get

F (x(k + 1))− F (x(k))

≤ gα(k)(k) (x
∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)) +

1

2ηα(k)

(

|x∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)|2 − |x∗

α(k) − xα(k)(k + 1)|2
)

+
1

2
Lφ,α(k)r(k)(uα(k) − lα(k)).

By taking the expectation conditioned on Fk, we see that

E[F (x(k + 1))− F (x(k)) | Fk]

≤ E



gα(k)(k) (x
∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)) +

1

2d

d
∑

β=1

(

|x∗
β − xβ(k)|2

ηβ
−
|x∗

β − xβ(k + 1)|2
ηβ

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Fk





+
1

2d

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)rβ(k).

(10)

To bound gα(k)(k) (x
∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)), we first note that

gα(k)(k) (x
∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k))

≤ ∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)
(x∗

α(k) − xα(k)(k)) +

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)
− gα(k)(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
x∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k)

∣

∣

∣

≤ ∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)
(x∗

α(k) − xα(k)(k)) +
1

2
Lφ,α(k)r(k) · (uα(k) − lα(k)),

where we used (8) in the last step. Then, by taking the expectation conditioned on Fk, we get

E

[

gα(k)(k) (x
∗
α(k) − xα(k)(k))

∣

∣

∣Fk

]

≤ 1

d

d
∑

β=1

(

∂F (x(k))

∂xβ
(x∗

β − xβ(k)) +
1

2
Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)rβ(k)

)

=
1

d
〈∇F (x(k)), x∗ − x(k)〉+ 1

2d

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)rβ(k)

≤ 1

d
(F (x∗)− F (x(k))) +

1

2d

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)rβ(k),

where we used the convexity of F in the last step. By plugging this bound into (10), we can obtain

E[F (x(k + 1))− F (x(k)) | Fk]

≤ 1

d
(F (x∗)− F (x(k))) +

1

d

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)rβ(k)

+
1

2d

d
∑

β=1

E

[

|x∗
β − xβ(k)|2

ηβ
−
|x∗

β − xβ(k + 1)|2
ηβ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Fk

]

.
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We can now take the total expectation and the telescoping sum to get

E[F (x(K)) − F (x(0))]

≤ 1

d
E

[

K−1
∑

k=0

(F (x∗)− F (x(k)))

]

+
1

d

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)

K−1
∑

k=0

rβ(k) +
1

2d

d
∑

β=1

|x∗
β − xβ(0)|2

ηβ
.

Finally, observe that

min
0≤k≤K

E[F (x(k))− F (x∗)] ≤ d

K + d
(F (x(K)) − F (x∗)) +

1

K + d

K−1
∑

k=0

(F (x(k)) − F (x∗)),

and we obtain

min
0≤k≤K

E[F (x(k)) − F (x∗)]

≤ d

K + d



F (x(0)) − F (x∗) +
1

d

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)

K−1
∑

k=0

rβ(k) +
1

2d

d
∑

β=1

(uβ − lβ)
2

ηβ



 .

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

‖g(x(k), LF )‖2 =

∥

∥

∥

∥

LF

(

x(k)− PX

[

x(k)− 1

LF

∇F (x(k))

])∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=

d
∑

α=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

LF

(

xα(k)− P[lα,uα]

[

xα(k)−
1

LF

∂F (x(k))

∂xα

])∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤
d
∑

α=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

ηα

(

xα(k)− P[lα,uα]

[

xα(k)− ηα
∂F (x(k))

∂xα

])∣

∣

∣

∣

2

= dE

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

ηα(k)

(

xα(k)(k)− P[lα,uα]

[

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k)
∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)

])∣

∣

∣

∣

2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Fk

]

,

where the third step follows from [36, Lemma 2] and the fact that LF ≤ LF,α ≤ 1/ηα for all
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α = 1, . . . , d. To bound the right-hand side of the above inequality, we note that

1

η2α(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

xα(k)(k)− P[lα(k),uα(k)]

[

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k)
∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ 1 + 1/4

η2α(k)
|xα(k)(k)− xα(k)(k + 1)|2

+
1 + 4

η2α(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

xα(k)(k + 1)− P[lα(k),uα(k)]

[

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k)
∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ 5

4η2α(k)
|xα(k)(k)− xα(k)(k + 1)|2 + 5

∣

∣

∣

∣

gα(k)(k)−
∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ 5

4η2α(k)
|xα(k)(k)− xα(k)(k + 1)|2 + 5

4
L2
φ,α(k)r(k)

2,

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 (6) to derive a bound on the first term:

gα(k)(k) (xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)) ≤ −
1

ηα(k)
|xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)|2,

which, combined with (9), leads to

F (x(k + 1))− F (x(k))

≤ − 1

ηα(k)

(

1− ηα(k)LF,α(k)

2

)

|xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)|2 +
1

2
Lφ,α(k)(uα(k) − lα(k))r(k)

≤ − 1

2ηα(k)
|xα(k)(k + 1)− xα(k)(k)|2 +

1

2
Lφ,α(k)(uα(k) − lα(k))r(k).

As a result,

1

η2α(k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

xα(k)(k)− P[lα(k),uα(k)]

[

xα(k)(k)− ηα(k)
∂F (x(k))

∂xα(k)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ 5

2ηα(k)
(F (x(k)) − F (x(k + 1))) +

5Lφ,α(k)r(k)

4

(

uα(k) − lα(k)

ηα(k)
+ Lφ,α(k)r(k)

)

≤ 5

2ηα(k)
(F (x(k)) − F (x(k + 1))) +

2Lφ,α(k)(uα(k) − lα(k))r(k)

ηα(k)
,

where in the last step we used r(k) ≤ (uα(k) − lα(k))/2 and ηα(k)Lφ,α(k) ≤ ηα(k)LF,α(k) < 6/5. By

taking the expectation conditioned on Fk and denoting η = minβ ηβ , we get

‖g(x(k), LF )‖2 ≤
5d

2η
E[F (x(k)) − F (x(k + 1))|Fk] + 2

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)

ηβ
rβ(k)
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and by taking the total expectation and telescoping sum, we get

1

K

K−1
∑

k=0

E
[

‖g(x(k), LF )‖2
]

≤ d

K





5

2η
(F (0)− F ∗) +

2

d

d
∑

β=1

Lφ,β(uβ − lβ)

ηβ

K−1
∑

k=0

rβ(k)



 ,

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 3. In this test case, only the load following requirement is considered in the

global objective, i.e., the global objective function is given by φ(x) = (pc(x) −D)
2
without penalty

associated with voltage safety. Furthermore, we employ an approximate model for the function pc
given by

pc(x) =
∑100

i=1
(1 + γi)xi

(see [12]), with each loss-related coefficient γi randomly selected from the interval (0.03, 0.15). Each

feasible set Xi is set to [0, ui] where each ui is randomly selected from (0 kW, 50 kW). Each local

cost function is a quadratic function fi(x) = aix
2
i + bixi with ai and bi randomly selected from

(0.5, 1.5) and (0, 5), respectively. The desired load level is set to D =
∑

i ui − 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 r(k) = min{1/(k + 1)1.1, 10−3}. For 2-ZFGD under the setting of

the diminishing step size, we set η(k) = η(0)/
√
k + 1 with different η(0); the parameter δ is also set

to be diminishing as δ(k) = 0.1/
√
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 (x(k))−F ∗)/F ∗, where F ∗ is the optimal value of the DDR problem; ii) the ℓ2 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 1–3 illustrate 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.

Figure 2: The performance of 2-ZFGD with diminishing step sizes in the convex case.

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 ηiLi ≤ 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.

Relative error
5% 1% 0.1%

Iteration/Proportion Iteration/Proportion Iteration/Proportion

2-ZFGD
CS η = 0.0001 6234.5/100% N/A N/A

DS η(0) = 0.01 2875.2/100% 18435.4/16% N/A

RZFCD CS η = 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 li are zero and upper bounds ui 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 (pc(x) −D)2 as well as the penalty term

ρ(x) for voltage safety. We set v = 0.96 p.u., v = 1.04 p.u. and αD = αv = 20 in our test case.

The parameters ai, bi 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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(a) 2-ZFGD, constant stepsize (b) 2-ZFGD, diminishing stepsize (c) RZFCD

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 η = 0.025 and the smoothing radius is set to be r(k) = min{0.1/(k + 1)1.2, 2 × 10−4}.
For 2-ZFGD under the constant step size setting, we set η = 3 × 10−6, δ = 0.005 and r(k) =

min{0.01/(k+ 4000)1.1, 10−5}. For 2-ZFGD under the diminishing step size setting, we set η(k) =

3× 10−4/
√
k + 1000, δ(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 4 illustrates the numerical convergence behavior of the three settings, where we plot the

objective value F (x(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.
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A Auxiliary Results for 2-ZFGD

Let S(x, r) denote the Cartesian product
∏N

i=1 Si(xi, r).

Lemma 4. Suppose X ⊂ R
d is a compact and convex set satisfying RBd ⊆ X ⊆ RBd. Let

h : X → R be Λ-Lipschitz and L-smooth. Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and r ∈ (0, δR/(3
√
d)). Then

‖Ez [Gh(x; r, z)]−∇hr(x)‖ ≤ Λ

(

4R
2

r2
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r2

)

for all x ∈ (1 − δ)X , where z ∼ Z(x, r), and hr : (1 − δ)X → R is a Λ-Lipschitz and L-smooth

function satisfying

|hr(x)− h(x)| ≤ min

{

rΛ
√
d,

1

2
r2Ld

}

, ‖∇hr(x) −∇h(x)‖ ≤ rL
√
d.

Proof. This lemma is an extension of [27, Lemma 1]. Denote β = δR/(r
√
d). By following the

proof of [27, Lemma 1], we can show that

∥

∥Ez∼Z(x,r)[Gh(x; r, z)]− κ(r)∇hr(x)
∥

∥ ≤ 4ΛR
2

r2
exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r2

)

.

Here hr : (1− δ)X → R is defined by

hr(x) = Ey∼Y(r)[h(x+ ry)]

with Y(r) being an isotropic probability distribution satisfying Ey∼Y(r)[‖y‖2] ≤ d; the quantity κ(r)

satisfies

1− κ(r) ≤ 1√
πd

(

βe−(β2−1)/2
)d

+
(

β2e1−β2
)d/2

,

where β = r−1δR/
√
d. By using x ≤ ex

2/4 and x2 ≤ ex
2/2 for x > 0, we can derive that

1− κ(r) ≤
(

1√
πd

+ 1

)

exp

(

d

2
− β2d

4

)

≤ 2 exp

(

d

2
− β2d

4

)

.

As a result,
∥

∥Ez∼Z(x,r)[Gh(x; r, z)]−∇hr(x)
∥

∥

≤
∥

∥Ez∼Z(x,r)[Gh(x; r, z)]− κ(r)∇hr(x)
∥

∥ + (1− κ(r))‖∇hr(x)‖

≤ 4ΛR
2

r2
exp

(

d

2
− β2d

4

)

+ Λ(1− κ(r)) ≤ Λ

(

4R
2

r2
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− β2d

4

)

.
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The bound for |hr(x) − h(x)| can be proved similarly as in the proof of [27, Lemma 1]; the bound

for ‖∇hr(x) −∇h(x)‖ can be derived by

‖∇hr(x)−∇h(x)‖ = ‖Ey∼Y(r)[∇xh(x+ ry)−∇xh(x)]‖
≤ Ey∼Y(r)[‖∇xh(x+ ry)−∇xh(x)‖]
≤ Ey∼Y(r)[L · r‖y‖] ≤ rL

√
d.

Lemma 5. Let h : X → R be L-smooth. Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1),

Ez

[

‖Gh(x; r, z)‖2
]

≤ 2

[

d+ 2 +

(

2R

r

)4

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r2

)

]

‖∇h(x)‖2 + r2L2(d+ 6)3

2
,

where z ∼ Z(x, r).

Proof. Let x ∈ X and r > 0 be fixed. For notational simplicity, we denote Pz = PS(x,r)[z] and

h̄(z) = h(x+ rz) for any z ∈ R
d. It’s not hard to check that h̄ is r2L-smooth, and so

∣

∣h̄(Pz)− h̄(0)− 〈∇h̄(0),Pz〉
∣

∣ ≤ r2L

2
‖Pz‖2 ≤ r2L

2
‖z‖2,

which leads to

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖Gh(x; r, z)− 〈∇h(x), z〉z‖2
]

=
1

r2
Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

∣

∣h̄(Pz)− h̄(0)− 〈∇h̄(0),Pz〉
∣

∣

2 ‖Pz‖2
]

≤ 1

r2
· r

4L2

4
Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

‖z‖6
]

≤ r2L2

4
(d+ 6)3.

(11)

Then, since the distribution Z(x, r) has a density function in the interior of δR
r Bd that coincides

with the standard Gaussian distribution pN (0,Id)(z), we have

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2‖z‖2
]

−
∫

Rd

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2‖z‖2pN (0,Id)(z) · 1‖z‖<δR/r(z) dz

= Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2 ‖z‖21‖z‖≥δR/r(z)
]

≤ sup
z∈S(x,r),‖z‖≥δR/r

(

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2 ‖z‖2
)

·
(

1− Pz∼Z(x,r)(‖z‖ < δR/r)
)

≤ ‖∇h(x)‖2 sup
z∈S(x,r),‖z‖≥δR/r

‖z‖4 · Pz∼N (0,Id)

(

d
∑

i=1

z2i ≥
δ2R2

r2

)

≤ ‖∇h(x)‖2
(

2R

r

)4

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r2

)

,

where we used the inequality

Pz∼N (0,Id)

(

d
∑

i=1

z2i ≥ β2d

)

≤ exp

(

d

2
− β2d

4

)

.

30



Next, we notice that
∫

Rd

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2‖z‖2pN (0,Id)(z) · 1‖z‖<δR/r(z) dz

≤
∫

Rd

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2‖z‖2pN (0,Id)(z) dz

= Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2‖z‖2
]

= ∇h(x)T · Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

‖z‖2zzT
]

· ∇h(x)
= ∇h(x)T · (d+ 2)Id · ∇h(x) = (d+ 2)‖∇h(x)‖2.

As a result, we have

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

|〈∇h(x), z〉|2‖z‖2
]

≤ (d+ 2)‖∇h(x)‖2 + Λ2

(

2R

r

)4

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r2

)

.

We can now upper bound Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖Gh(x; r, z)‖2
]

by

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖Gh(x; r, z)‖2
]

≤ 2Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖Gh(x; r, z)− 〈∇h(x), z〉z‖2
]

+ 2Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖〈∇h(x), z〉z‖2
]

≤ 2

[

d+ 2 +

(

2R

r

)4

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r2

)

]

‖∇h(x)‖2 + r2L2(d+ 6)3

2
.

Lemma 6. Let X ⊂ R
d be a convex and compact set, and let δ ∈ (0, 1) be arbitrary. Then for any

x ∈ R
d, we have

‖PX [x]− P(1−δ)X [x]‖ ≤ δR.

Proof. Since (1− δ)PX [x] ∈ (1− δ)X and (1− δ)−1P(1−δ)X [x] ∈ X , by the properties of projection

operators onto convex sets, we have
〈

x− PX [x],
1

1− δ
P(1−δ)X [x]− PX [x]

〉

≤ 0,

〈

x− P(1−δ)X [x], (1− δ)PX [x]− P(1−δ)X [x]
〉

≤ 0.

By multiplying the first inequality with 1− δ and adding it to the second inequality, we get

〈

P(1−δ)X [x]− PX [x],P(1−δ)X [x]− (1− δ)PX [x]
〉

≤ 0.

We then see that

‖P(1−δ)X [x]− PX [x]‖2 ≤ − δ
〈

P(1−δ)X [x]− PX [x],PX [x]
〉

≤ δ‖P(1−δ)X [x]− PX [x]‖‖PX [x]‖
≤ δR‖P(1−δ)X [x]− PX [x]‖,

from which we can directly obtain the desired bound.
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B Proof of Theorem 1

We denote the filtration Fk = σ(x(1), z(1), . . . , x(k − 1), z(k − 1), x(k)). We also denote

x(k) = (x1(k), . . . , xN (k)), g(k) = (g1(k), . . . , gN(k)),

so that the iterations of 2-ZFGD can be equivalently written as

x(k + 1) = P(1−δ)X [x(k)− η g(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) = P(1−δ)X [x(k) − η g(k)]. Suppose F is LF -smooth

and η ≤ 1/(2LF ). Then we have

1

2η
(‖x̃− x(k + 1)‖2 − ‖x̃− x(k)‖2) ≤ 〈g(k), x̃− x(k)〉 + η‖g(k)−∇F (x(k))‖2

+ F (x(k)) − F (x(k + 1))

(12)

Proof. Let x̃ ∈ (1− δ)X be arbitrary. Note that x(k + 1) = P(1−δ)X [x(k)− η g(k)] implies

〈x(k) − η g(k)− x(k + 1), x̃− x(k + 1)〉 ≤ 0.

By using ‖x(k)− x(k+1)‖2 + ‖x̃− x(k+1)‖2 −‖x̃− x(k)‖2 = 2〈x(k)− x(k+ 1), x̃− x(k +1)〉, we
can derive from the above inequality that

1

2η

(

‖x̃− x(k + 1)‖2 − ‖x̃− x(k)‖2
)

≤ 〈g(k), x̃− x(k + 1)〉 − 1

2η
‖x(k + 1)− x(k)‖2.

The inner product term can be further bounded by

〈g(k), x̃− x(k + 1)〉 = 〈g(k), x̃− x(k)〉 + 〈g(k)−∇F (x(k)), x(k) − x(k + 1)〉
+ 〈∇F (x(k)), x(k) − x(k + 1)〉

≤ 〈g(k), x̃− x(k)〉 + η‖g(k)−∇F (x(k))‖2 + 1

4η
‖x(k)− x(k + 1)‖2

+ 〈∇F (x(k)), x(k) − x(k + 1)〉,

and by plugging in F (x(k + 1)) ≤ F (x(k)) + 〈∇F (x(k)), x(k + 1)− x(k)〉 + LF

2 ‖x(k + 1)− x(k)‖2
which is a consequence of the LF -smoothness of F , we get

〈g(k), x̃− x(k + 1)〉 ≤ 〈g(k), x̃− x(k)〉+ η‖g(k)−∇F (x(k))‖2

+

(

LF

2
+

1

4η

)

‖x(k)− x(k + 1)‖2 + F (x(k)) − F (x(k + 1)).
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Combining all previous results, we get

1

2η

(

‖x̃− x(k + 1)‖2 − ‖x̃− x(k)‖2
)

≤ 〈g(k), x̃− x(k)〉 + η‖g(k)−∇F (x(k))‖2

+ F (x(k)) − F (x(k + 1)) +

(

LF

2
− 1

4η

)

‖x(k)− x(k + 1)‖2.

We complete the proof by using the condition that η ≤ 1/(2LF ).

Our analysis consists of the following steps:

1. Bound the expectation of the right-hand side of (12). The first term on the right-hand

side of (12) can be bounded by the following lemma.

Lemma 8. Assume 0 < r(k) ≤ δR

3
√
d
and δ ∈ (0, 1). Then for any x̃ ∈ (1− δ)X ,

E [〈g(k), x̃− x(k)〉] ≤ E [F (x̃)− F (x(k))] + 2r(k)LφR
√
d+ 2ΛφR

(

4R
2

r(k)2
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

.

Proof. We have

E[〈g(k), x̃− x(k)〉|Fk] = 〈E[g(k)|Fk] , x̃− x(k)〉
= 〈∇F (x(k)) +∇φr(k)(x(k)) −∇φ(x(k)), x̃ − x(k)〉

+
〈

E[g(k)|Fk]− (∇F (x(k)) −∇φ(x(k))) −∇φr(k)(x(k)), x̃ − x(k)
〉

.

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

〈∇F (x(k)) +∇φr(k)(x(k)) −∇φ(x(k)), x̃ − x(k)〉
≤ 〈∇F (x(k)), x̃ − x(k)〉+ ‖∇φr(k)(x(k)) −∇φ(x(k))‖ · ‖x̃− x(k)‖
≤ F (x̃)− F (x(k)) + r(k)Lφ

√
d · 2R,

where we used the convexity of F and Lemma 4. For the second term, we have

〈E[g(k)|Fk]− (∇F (x(k)) −∇φ(x(k))) −∇φr(k)(x(k)), x̃ − x(k)〉
≤ ‖E[g(k)|Fk]− (∇F (x(k)) −∇φ(x(k))) −∇φr(k)(x(k))‖ · ‖x̃− x(k)‖

≤ Λφ

(

4R
2

r(k)2
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

· 2R,

where we used Lemma 4 in the last step. Summarizing these bounds and taking the total expecta-

tion, we get the desired inequality.
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For the expectation of the second term on the right-hand side of (12), we note that

E
[

‖g(k)−∇F (x(k))‖2|Fk

]

= E
[

‖Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k)) −∇φ(x(k))‖2|Fk

]

= E
[

‖Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))‖2|Fk

]

− ‖∇φ(x(k))‖2

− 2 〈E[Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))|Fk]−∇φ(x(k)),∇φ(x(k))〉
≤ E

[

‖Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))‖2|Fk

]

− ‖∇φ(x(k))‖2

+ 2 ‖E[Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))|Fk ]−∇φ(x(k))‖ · ‖∇φ(x(k))‖,

By Lemma 4 and the assumption that φ is Λφ-Lipschitz and Lφ-smooth, we have

2 ‖E[Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))|Fk ]−∇φ(x(k))‖ · ‖∇φ(x(k))‖

≤ 2
(∥

∥

∥E[Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))|Fk ]−∇φr(k)(x(k))
∥

∥

∥ +
∥

∥

∥∇φr(k)(x(k))−∇φ(x(k))
∥

∥

∥

)

‖∇φ(x(k))‖

≤ 2Λφ

∥

∥

∥E[Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))|Fk ]−∇φr(k)(x(k))
∥

∥

∥ +
∥

∥

∥∇φr(k)(x(k)) −∇φ(x(k))
∥

∥

∥

2

+ ‖∇φ(x(k))‖2

≤ 2Λ2
φ

(

4R
2

r(k)2
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R

2

4r(k)2

)

+ r(k)2L2
φd+ ‖∇φ(x(k))‖2,

and by Lemma 5,

E
[

‖Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))‖2|Fk

]

≤ 2Λ2
φ

[

d+ 2 +

(

2R

r(k)

)4

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

]

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

2
.

By summarizing the previous bounds, we obtain

E
[

‖g(k)−∇F (x(k))‖2|Fk

]

≤ 2Λ2
φ(d+ 2) + r(k)2L2

φ(d+ 5)3

+ 2Λ2
φ

[

(

2R

r(k)

)4

+

(

2R

r(k)

)2

+ 2

]

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

,
(13)

where we used (d + 6)3/2 + d ≤ (d + 5)3. We remark that the bound (13) applies also to the

nonconvex case.

We can now take the expectation of (12) and plug in all the derived bounds to get

1

2η

(

‖x̃− x(k + 1)‖2 − ‖x̃− x(k)‖2
)

≤ E [F (x̃)− F (x(k + 1))] + 2r(k)LφR
√
d+ 2ηΛ2

φ(d+ 2) + ηr(k)2L2
φ(d+ 5)3

+ 2Λφ

[

R

(

4R
2

r(k)2
+ 2

)

+ ηΛφ

(

(

2R

r(k)

)4

+

(

2R

r(k)

)2

+ 2

)]

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

.

(14)

2. Take the telescoping sum. Let x∗ denote the optimizer of F (x) over x ∈ X , and let

x̃ = (1−δ)x∗. Since ‖x∗− x̃‖ = δ‖x∗‖ ≤ δR and F is ΛF -Lipschitz, we have F (x̃) ≤ F (x∗)+δRΛF .
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By combining it with (14) and taking the telescoping sum, we can derive

E

[

1

K

K
∑

k=1

F (x(k))

]

− F (x∗) ≤ δRΛF +
‖x̃− x(0)‖2

2ηK
+ 2ηΛ2

φ(d+ 2) +
2LφR

√
d

K

K−1
∑

k=0

r(k)

+
ηL2

φ(d+ 5)3

K

K−1
∑

k=0

r(k)2 +
1

K

K−1
∑

k=0

ωk,

(15)

where we denote

ωk = 2Λφ

[

R

(

4R
2

r(k)2
+ 2

)

+ ηΛφ

(

(

2R

r(k)

)4

+

(

2R

r(k)

)2

+ 2

)]

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

.

Next, we use the conditions on the algorithmic parameters to show that the right-hand side of (15)

is upper bounded by ǫ. Indeed, by the condition on δ we have δRΛF ≤ ǫ/5. Then by the conditions

on η and K, we get

2ηΛ2
φ(d+ 2) ≤ ǫ

5
,

‖x̃− x(0)‖2
2ηK

≤ ǫ

5
.

Moreover,

2LφR
√
d

K

K−1
∑

k=0

r(k) ≤ 1

2(d+ 5)LF
· ǫ

10R
2 · 2LφR

√
d · 2
√
dR ≤ ǫ

5
,

and
ηL2

φ(d+ 5)3

K

K−1
∑

k=0

r(k)2 ≤
(

1

2(d+ 5)LF

)2

· ǫ

10R
2 · L2

φ(d+ 5)3 · 4R
2

d+ 5
≤ ǫ

10
.

Finally, to bound 1
K

∑K−1
k=0 ωk, we note that Λφ ≤ ΛF , ηLF ≤ 1/(2d) and the condition on r(k)

imply

ωk ≤ 2ΛF

(

R+
Λφ

2LFd

)

· 3
(

2R

r(k)

)4

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

≤ 6ΛF

(

R+
Λφ

2LFd

)

·





4R

δR

√

d

2
+ 4 ln

8R

R
+ 2 ln

d

δ3





4

·
(

R

8R

)4(
δ3

d

)2

=
3

8
ΛF

(

R+
Λφ

2LFd

)

δ2

d2

(

d

2
+ 4 ln

8R

R
+ 2 ln

d

δ3

)2

≤ 3ǫ

40
· δ
(

1

2
+

4

d
ln

8R

R
+

2

d
ln

d

δ3

)2

≤ ǫ

10

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

and conclude that

min
1≤k≤K

E[F (x(k)) − F (x∗)] ≤ E

[

1

K

K
∑

k=1

F (x(k))

]

− F (x∗) ≤ ǫ.
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C Proof of Theorem 2

We first define some auxiliary quantities and bounds. Define

gδ(x;M) := M

(

x− P(1−δ)X

[

x− 1

M
∇F (x)

])

. (16)

By Lemma 6, we can relate ‖gδ(x;M)‖ with ‖g(x;M)‖ by

‖g(x;M)‖2 ≤ 5

4
‖gδ(x;M)‖2 + 5 ‖g(x;M)− gδ(x;M)‖2

=
5

4
‖gδ(x;M)‖2 + 5M2

∥

∥

∥

∥

P(1−δ)X

[

x− 1

M
∇F (x)

]

− PX

[

x− 1

M
∇F (x)

]∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 5

4
‖gδ(x;M)‖2 + 5δ2M2R

2
.

(17)

Then, we notice that the LF -smoothnes of F implies that for any fixed z ∈ R
d, x 7→ F (x)+LF ‖x−

z‖2 is LF -strongly convex. Thus we can define

x̂(k) = argmin
y∈(1−δ)X

(

F (y) + LF ‖y − x(k)‖2
)

, F̂ (x) = min
y∈(1−δ)X

(

F (y) + LF ‖y − x‖2
)

.

We next provide a bound on ‖E[g(k)|Fk]−∇F (x(k))‖, which will be used for subsequent analysis:

‖E[g(k)|Fk]−∇F (x(k))‖
= ‖E[Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))|Fk ]−∇φ(x(k))‖

≤
∥

∥

∥
E[Gφ(x(k); r(k), z(k))|Fk]−∇φr(k)(x(k))

∥

∥

∥
+
∥

∥

∥
∇φr(k)(x(k)) −∇φ(x(k))

∥

∥

∥

≤ Λφ

(

4R
2

r(k)
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

+ r(k)Lφ

√
d

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

‖x(k + 1)− x̂(k)‖2 ≤ ‖(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(g(k)−∇F (x̂(k)))‖2 .

We continue our analysis from the inequality given by Lemma 9. Note that

E

[

‖(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(g(k)−∇F (x̂(k)))‖2 |Fk

]

= E

[

‖(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k)))− η(g(k)−∇F (x(k)))‖2 |Fk

]

= ‖(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k)))‖2 + η2 E
[

‖g(k)−∇F (x(k))‖2|Fk

]

− 2η〈(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k))),E[g(k)|Fk]−∇F (x(k))〉.
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Now for the first term, we have

‖(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k)))‖2

= (1− 2ηLF )
2‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2 + η2‖∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k))‖2

− 2η(1− 2ηLF )〈∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k)), x(k) − x̂(k)〉
≤ (1− 2ηLF )

2‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2 + η2L2
F ‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2 + 2η(1− 2ηLF )LF ‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2

= (1− ηLF )
2 ‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2,

which will further imply

− 2η〈(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k))),E[g(k)|Fk]−∇F (x(k))〉
≤ 2η ‖(1− 2ηLF )(x(k) − x̂(k))− η(∇F (x(k)) −∇F (x̂(k)))‖ · ‖E[g(k)|Fk]−∇F (x(k))‖
≤ 2η(1− ηLF )‖x(k) − x̂(k)‖ · ‖E[g(k)|Fk]−∇F (x(k))‖

≤ 2η‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖ · Λφ

(

4R
2

r(k)
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

+ 2η‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖ · r(k)Lφ

√
d

≤ 4ηRΛφ

(

4R
2

r(k)
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

+ ηLφ‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2 + ηLφr(k)
2d.

We can now apply Lemma 9 and combine all the previous bounds with (13) to obtain

E
[

‖x(k + 1)− x̂(k)‖2|Fk

]

≤ (1− 2ηLF + ηLφ + η2L2
F )‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2 + 2η2Λ2

φ(d+ 2)

+ η2L2
φr(k)

2(d+ 5)3 + 2η2Λ2
φ

[

(

2R

r(k)

)4

+

(

2R

r(k)

)2

+ 2

]

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

+ 4ηRΛφ

(

4R
2

r(k)
+ 2

)

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

+ ηLφr(k)
2d

≤ (1− ηLF + η2L2
F )‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2 + 2η2Λ2

φ(d+ 2) + ηLφr(k)
2(ηLφ(d+ 5)3 + d) + 6η̟k,

where we denote

̟k = Λφ(2R+ ηΛφ)

(

2R

r(k)

)4

exp

(

d

2
− δ2R2

4r(k)2

)

.

Consequently,

E[F̂ (x(k + 1))] ≤ E
[

F (x̂(k)) + LF ‖x̂(k)− x(k + 1)‖2
]

≤ E
[

F (x̂(k)) + LF ‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2
]

+ E
[

−ηL2
F (1− ηLF )‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2

]

+ 2η2LFΛ
2
φ(d+ 2) + ηLFLφr(k)

2(ηLφ(d+ 5)3 + d) + 6ηLF̟k

= E

[

F̂ (x(k))
]

− ηL2
F (1− ηLF )E

[

‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2
]

+ 2η2LFΛ
2
φ(d+ 2) + ηLFLφr(k)

2(ηLφ(d+ 5)3 + d) + 6ηLF̟k.
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2. Take the telescoping sum. By taking the telescoping sum and using ηLF ≤ 1/6, we can

show that

1

K

K−1
∑

k=0

E
[

L2
F‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2

]

≤
6
(

F̂ (x(0))− E
[

F̂ (x(K))
]

)

5ηK
+

12ηLFΛ
2
φ(d+ 2)

5

+
6LFLφ(ηLφ(d+ 5)3 + d)

5K

K−1
∑

k=0

r(k)2 +
36LF

5K

K−1
∑

k=0

̟k.

Notice that

L2
F‖x(k)− x̂(k)‖2 ≥ 1

2
‖gδ(x(k); 2LF )‖2 ≥

1

2
‖gδ(x(k);LF )‖2

≥ 2

5
‖g(x(k);LF )‖2 − 2δ2L2

FR
2
,

where the first inequality follows from [44, Theorem 3.5], the second inequality follows from [36,

Lemma 2], and the last step follows from (17). Moreover, it’s not hard to see that F̂ (x(0)) ≤ F (x(0))

and

F̂ (x(K)) = min
y∈(1−δ)X

(

F (y) + LF ‖y − x(K)‖2
)

≥ min
y∈(1−δ)X

F (y) ≥ min
y∈X

F (y) = F ∗.

As a result, we can obtain

1

K

K−1
∑

k=0

E
[

‖g(x(k);LF )‖2
]

≤ 3(F (x(0))− F ∗)

ηK
+ 6ηLFΛ

2
φ(d+ 2) + 5δ2L2

FR
2

+
3LFLφ(ηLφ(d+ 5)3 + d)

K

K−1
∑

k=0

r(k)2 +
18LF

K

K−1
∑

k=0

̟k.

We can now apply the conditions on the algorithmic parameters and obtain

5δ2L2
FR

2 ≤ ǫ

5
, 6ηLFΛ

2
φ(d+ 2) ≤ ǫ

5
,

3(F (x(0)) − F ∗)

ηǫ
≤ ǫ

5
,

and

3LFLφ(ηLφ(d+ 5)3 + d)

K

K−1
∑

k=0

r(k)2 ≤ 3LFLφ((d+ 5)2 + d)

15(F (x(0))− F ∗)
· ǫ

LF (d+ 5)
· F (x(0))− F ∗

Lφ(d+ 6)
≤ ǫ

5
,

and for sufficiently small ǫ,

18LF̟k ≤ 36LFΛφ

(

R+
Λφ

2LFd

)





4R

δR

√

d

2
+ 4 ln

8R

R
+ ln

d3

δ7





4

·
(

R

8R

)4

· δ
7

d3

=
9

2
· LFΛφ

2d

(

R+
Λφ

2LFd

)

δ3

d2

(

d

2
+ 4 ln

8R

R
+ ln

d3

δ7

)2

≤ 9ǫ

50
· δ
(

1

2
+

4

d
ln

8R

R
+

1

d
ln

d3

δ7

)

≤ ǫ

5
.

The proof is now complete.
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D Proof of the Equality (5)

Note that by (11), we have

lim
r↓0

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖Gh(x; r, z)− 〈∇h(x), z〉z‖2
]

= 0.

Therefore we only need to show that

lim
r↓0

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖〈∇h(x), z〉z −∇h(x)‖2
]

= (d+ 1)‖∇h(x)‖2.

Indeed, we have

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖〈∇h(x), z〉z −∇h(x)‖2
]

− (d+ 1)‖∇h(x)‖2

= ∇h(x)TEz∼Z(x,r)

[

(zzT − I)2 − (d+ 1)I
]

∇h(x)
= ∇h(x)TEz∼Z(x,r)

[

(‖z‖2zzT − (d+ 2)I)− 2(zzT − I)
]

∇h(x)
= ∇h(x)T

(

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖z‖2zzT
]

− Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

‖z‖2zzT
])

∇h(x)
− 2∇h(x)T

(

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

zzT
]

− Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

zzT
])

∇h(x)
= ∇h(x)TEz∼N (0,Id)

[

‖Pz‖2 · Pz · PzT − ‖z‖2zzT
]

∇h(x)
− 2∇h(x)TEz∼N (0,Id)

[

Pz · PzT − zzT
]

∇h(x),

where we used Ez∼N (0,Id)[‖z‖2zzT] = (d + 2)Id, and P denotes the projection onto the convex set

S(x, r) =
∏N

i=1 Si(xi, r). Note that as r ↓ 0, we have Pz → z and ‖Pz‖ ≤ ‖z‖ for every z ∈ R
d.

By using the dominated convergence theorem, we see that

lim
r↓0

Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

‖Pz‖2 · Pz · PzT − ‖z‖2zzT
]

= 0,

and

lim
r↓0

Ez∼N (0,Id)

[

Pz · PzT − zzT
]

= 0.

As a result,

lim
r↓0

(

Ez∼Z(x,r)

[

‖〈∇h(x), z〉z −∇h(x)‖2
]

− (d+ 1)‖∇h(x)‖2
)

= 0,

which completes the proof.
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