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Abstract
Large language models (LLMs) excel across vari-
ous tasks, but standard first-order (FO) fine-tuning
demands considerable memory, significantly lim-
iting real-world deployment. Recently, zeroth-
order (ZO) optimization stood out as a promis-
ing memory-efficient training paradigm, avoiding
backward passes and relying solely on forward
passes for gradient estimation, making it attractive
for resource-constrained scenarios. However, ZO
method lags far behind FO method in both conver-
gence speed and accuracy. To bridge the gap, we
introduce a novel layer-wise divergence analysis
that uncovers the distinct update pattern of FO and
ZO optimization. Aiming to resemble the learn-
ing capacity of FO method from the findings, we
propose Divergence-driven Zeroth-Order (DiZO)
optimization. DiZO conducts divergence-driven
layer adaptation by incorporating projections to
ZO updates, generating diverse-magnitude up-
dates precisely scaled to layer-wise individual op-
timization needs. Our results demonstrate that
DiZO significantly reduces the needed iterations
for convergence without sacrificing throughput,
cutting training GPU hours by up to 48% on var-
ious datasets. Moreover, DiZO consistently out-
performs the representative ZO baselines in fine-
tuning RoBERTa-large, OPT-series, and Llama-
series on downstream tasks and, in some cases,
even surpasses memory-intensive FO fine-tuning.

1. Introduction
Fine-tuning pre-trained large language models (LLMs) with
backpropagation demonstrates superior performance for
many natural language processing tasks (Yang et al., 2019;
Liu et al., 2019; Talmor et al., 2018; Chowdhery et al., 2023;
Zheng et al., 2020). However, the extensive parameteriza-
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tion imposes a substantial memory burden, limiting their
practicality for widespread downstream applications. In line
with the neural scaling laws (Hoffmann et al., 2022; Kaplan
et al., 2020), next-generation LLMs continue to increase in
parameter count. Specifically, model sizes are expanding
at a rate of 410× every two years, dramatically outpacing
the scaling of DRAM bandwidth (1.4× every two years)
and DRAM capacity (2× every two years). This disparity
leads to the memory wall challenge (Gholami et al., 2024),
which becomes even more severe when deploying LLMs
on memory-limited devices (Zeng et al., 2024; Chen et al.,
2024; Hur et al., 2023).

Recently, zeroth-order (ZO) optimization has emerged as
a promising memory-efficient training paradigm for LLM
fine-tuning, attracting significant attention (Zhang et al.,
2024; Liu et al., 2024; Malladi et al., 2023; Zhao et al.,
2024). By relying solely on forward passes (i.e., inference)
to estimate gradients and update model parameters, ZO by-
passes the need for backward propagation and significantly
reduces extensive storage requirements for activations, gra-
dients, and optimizer states. As reported in Malladi et al.
(2023), fine-tuning LLMs via ZO optimization reduces up
to 12× memory cost. Nevertheless, ZO optimization still
exhibits a gap in convergence speed and accuracy compared
to the conventional first-order (FO) method (i.e., compute
gradient via backpropagation). As shown in Table 1, one
can observe that the FO method substantially outperforms
ZO method in both accuracy and GPU hours. Though ZO
method achieves higher throughput due to its computational
simplicity, it requires more than 10× iterations for conver-
gence, dramatically increasing GPU hours. Previous studies
typically attribute this gap to the fact that ZO optimization
leverages random perturbation for gradient estimation, and
thus results in unavoidable estimation error, but without fur-
ther exploration of other underlying causes (Malladi et al.,
2023; Gautam et al., 2024; Zhao et al., 2024).

To bridge this gap, we begin by examining the distinct
update patterns shown by ZO and FO methods during
LLM fine-tuning. Our analysis reveals a substantial dif-
ference in their layer-wise update magnitudes. Specifically,
ZO method relies on high-dimensional random search and
tends to apply uniform-magnitude updates without consid-
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ering layer-wise individual characteristics. In contrast, FO
method benefits from fine-grained gradient estimation and
applies diverse-magnitude updates precisely scaled to the
layer-wise individual optimization needs. Motivated by
these observations, we are interested in investigating: if
we can also provide ZO with diverse-magnitude updates,
effectively achieving training acceleration and accuracy
improvement.

Drawing on these insights, we propose Divergence-
driven Zeroth-Order optimization (DiZO). DiZO conducts
divergence-driven layer adaptation by incorporating pro-
jections, enabling layer-wise adaptive updates that closely
resemble FO approaches. Notably, the projections can be
optimized without gradients, ensuring that DiZO retains the
appealing backpropagation-free features. Moreover, we vali-
date DiZO on a variety of tasks, including classification and
generation, using several LLMs such as RoBERTa-large, the
OPT series, and the Llama series. Experimental results show
that DiZO substantially decreases training iterations for con-
vergence while maintaining throughput, cutting training
GPU hours by up to 48% on diverse datasets. Furthermore,
our method can be seamlessly integrated with parameter-
efficient tuning techniques like low-rank adaptation (Hu
et al., 2021) for additional speedups. DiZO also consistently
outperforms the representative ZO baselines and, in some
cases, surpasses memory-intensive FO fine-tuning.

The summary of our contributions is as follows:

• We introduce a novel layer-wise divergence analysis
to uncover the fundamental differences in the updating
patterns of FO and ZO methods.

• We introduce DiZO, a novel ZO method using
divergence-driven layer adaptation, achieving a learn-
ing capacity closely resembling FO while maintaining
the throughput benefit of ZO optimization.

• DiZO consistently exceeds existing baselines in both
accuracy and GPU hours, and it can be seamlessly
integrated with LoRA for additional benefits. These
advantages hold across diverse tasks and LLM archi-
tectures.

2. Preliminaries and Pattern Analysis
2.1. Revisiting Zeroth-order Optimization

Recently, ZO optimization has gained significant attention
in machine learning (Verma et al., 2023; Dhurandhar et al.,
2019; Wang et al., 2022; Gu et al., 2021). Unlike con-
ventional FO optimization, which calculates gradients via
backpropagation, ZO optimization estimates gradients us-
ing only objective oracles via finite differences (Chen et al.,
2023; Liu et al., 2018; Ye et al., 2018). This property can

Table 1. Fine-tuning results on SST-2 datasets. Although ZO
method shows advantages in memory saving, left behind FO
method in terms of both accuracy and GPU hours.

Model Type Acc. Memory #Train
Iter.

GPU
Hours

RoBERTa FO 91.9 9.2 GB 6.6% 12.3%
ZO 90.5 4.5 GB 100.0% 100.0%

OPT-2.7B FO 94.2 45.4 GB 7.5% 16.8%
ZO 90.0 6.8 GB 100.0% 100.0%

be leveraged for LLM fine-tuning to alleviate the extensive
memory costs. Specifically, as ZO only needs two forward
passes to obtain the estimated gradients, it avoids comput-
ing and storing the most memory-consuming information
needed in the conventional FO training, i.e., activations in
the forward process, gradients in the backward process, and
the optimizer state.

The core idea of ZO optimization is to estimate gradients by
applying random perturbations to the weights and comput-
ing differences in the objective. For a mini-batch of data B,
sampled from a labeled dataset D = {xi, yi}|D|

i=1, a model
with parameters θ ∈ Rd, where d represents the dimension
of the parameter space, and the corresponding loss function
L(θ;B). The gradient is estimated as follows:

∇L(θ;B) = 1

q

q∑
i=1

[
L (θ + ϵui;B)− L (θ − ϵui;B)

2ϵ
ui

]
(1)

where ui is a random vector with the same dimension as the
model weights and is typically drawn from standard Gaus-
sian distribution N (0, I) (Malladi et al., 2023; Zhang et al.,
2024), or from Gaussian sampling over a unit sphere (Liu
et al., 2018; Shamir, 2017), q is the number of objective
queries, and ϵ > 0 is a small perturbation scalar for smooth-
ing.

Given the learning rate η and the mini-batch data Bt at t-th
iteration, once the estimated gradient ∇L(θ;Bt) is obtained,
then ZO-SGD updates the parameters with the following
rule:

θt+1 = θt − η∇L(θt;Bt) (2)

2.2. Layer-wise Divergence Analysis

Drawing insight from the update formula of ZO optimiza-
tion, we notice that ZO method applies uniform-magnitude
updates across layers, e.g., the L2-norm of the updates is
about the same for all layers in one iteration (see Appendix E
for proof). This fact may be the root of the inferior perfor-
mance of ZO optimization. To measure how the divergence
of update magnitude affects the convergence speed and ac-
curacy, we investigate the training dynamics of ZO and FO
methods, respectively.

2



 D
iv

er
ge

nc
e 

 In
cr

ea
se

s

ZO layer-wise divergence FO layer-wise divergence

Iter0: 58.8 (Acc)

Iter1000: 85.0

Iter2000: 90.0

Iter0: 58.8

Iter20: 88.2

Iter40: 93.0

+1000×

+1000×

+20×

+20×

+50×

+50×
    ZO
Updates

    ZO
Updates

    FO
Updates

    FO
Updates

Iter0: 58.8

Iter50: 60.0

Iter100: 62.0

Figure 1. Comparison of the training dynamics of ZO and FO methods. The X-axis represents layer names, and the Y-axis represents the
distance gap. Although they converge to different stable states, the divergence of the distance gap increases in both FO and ZO methods
during training. FO accumulates divergence rapidly through diverse-magnitude updates, while ZO applies uniform-magnitude updates,
requiring more iterations for an ideal divergence level. Results are obtained by fine-tuning OPT-2.7B on the SST-2 dataset, focusing on
weights in the attention module: K (Key), V (Value), Q (Query), and O (Output projection).

Analysis indicator. To quantify the effect of updates, we
adapt the layer-wise L2-norm distance gap between the
weights of the pre-trained and the fine-tuned model as an
indicator. The layer-wise L2-norm distance gap is defined
as:

∥∆θ
(ℓ)
t ∥ = ∥θ(ℓ)

t − θ
(ℓ)
0 ∥2 (3)

where t is t-th fine-tuning iteration, ℓ is ℓ-th layer of the
model, and θ

(ℓ)
0 indicates the weights of ℓ-th layer of pre-

trained model.

Analysis result. Figure 1 compares the training dynam-
ics of FO and ZO methods. Regardless of whether ZO or
FO is used, the divergence of distance gap among layers
grows during training, i.e., the line of distance gap gradually
’bends’. This pattern implies that different layers benefit
from maintaining diverse distance gaps with the pre-trained
model. However, FO and ZO diverge in how the distance
gap divergence is accumulated. FO employs fine-grained
gradient estimations, resulting in diverse-magnitude updates
(FO updates in Figure 1). Therefore, it can rapidly reach the
desired layer-wise distance gap in only a few iterations. In
contrast, ZO relies on random search in high-dimensional
parameter space and generates uniform-magnitude updates
(ZO updates in Figure 1), resulting in thousands more iter-
ations required for accumulating a meaningful layer-wise
distance gap.

With the above findings, we suspect the inferior performance
of ZO stems from its inability to deliver layer-wise adaptive
updates, a challenge that arises from its reliance on random
perturbations for gradient estimation.

Algorithm 1 Divergence-diven ZO Optimization (DiZO)
Require: parameter of t-th iteration θt and pre-trained
model θ0, loss function L, step budget T , perturbation scalar
ϵ, mini-batch data Bt, learning rate η, projection at t-th
iteration γt = {γi

t}Li=1

for t = 1 to T do
∇L = GradEst(θt, ϵ,Bt)
θt = θt−1 − η∇L
γ∗
t = argminγt

L(θ0 + γt

∥∆θt∥∆θt;Bt)

θt = ApplyProjection(θt,θ0,γ∗
t )

end
Subroutine GradEst(θ, ϵ, B):

Sample: u1, . . . , uq ∽ N (0, I)
Query: yi = L(θ + ϵui;B)− L(θ − ϵui;B)
Estimator: ∇L = q

2ϵ

∑q
i=1 yiui

return ∇L
return
Subroutine ApplyProjection(θt, θ0, γt):

for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L do
// Project l-th layer

θ
(ℓ)
t = θ

(ℓ)
0 +

γ
(ℓ)
t

∥∆θ
(ℓ)
t ∥

∆θ
(ℓ)
t

end
return θt

return

3. Methodology
We find that ZO applies uniform-magnitude updates for
all layers, which could be the root of its inferior perfor-
mance in accuracy and convergence speed. Consequently,
we introduce a variant of ZO optimization which per-
forms divergence-driven layer adaptation, thereby providing
diverse-magnitude updates to enhance the overall learning
capacity.
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3.1. Design of the Divergence-driven Layer Adaptation

To provide layer-wise adaptive updates for ZO optimization,
we apply projections to the updates of different layers, gen-
erating updates with diverse magnitudes. The pseudocode
for the proposed method is shown in Algorithm 1.

Specifically, We treat training iteration as a two-step process
that iteratively updates the weights and the projection factor.
Our approach involves two key steps performed in an alter-
nating manner. First, we perform vanilla ZO optimization as
defined in Eq. (2). Second, we identify the ideal projections
for the weights and apply them, generating the projected
weights. Formally, we define the ideal projection learning
as solving the following minimization problem:

min
γt

L(θ0 +
γt

∥∆θt∥
∆θt;Bt) (4)

where γt = {γ(ℓ)
t }Lℓ=1 is a projection vector at t-th iteration,

and L is the number of layers. While searching for the ideal
projection, we freeze the model weights and use the same
mini-batch data Bt that is employed for the main ZO weight
fine-tuning.

After finding the ideal projection for the t-th ZO step, we
project the weights as:

θt = θ0 +
γt

∥∆θt∥
∆θt (5)

where we get the new θt after projection, and then we use
the projected one for the following fine-tuning. When the
value of γt is larger than ∥∆θt∥, enlarges the distance gap
between the fine-tuned model and the pre-trained model ,
and vice versa.

3.2. How to Learn the Projection?

Although promising, finding the ideal projection (defined in
Eq. (4)) remains challenging due to the high complexity of
the objective. A straightforward solution is to also perform
backpropagation for gradient computation and optimize the
projection accordingly (FO-based method). For example,
we use Adam optimizer to directly update γt. The results
are shown in Table 2, one can observe that it significantly
reduces 67.7% of the iteration and 58.5% of the training
GPU hours, and increases by 3.4% in accuracy. These
results underscore the effectiveness of incorporating our
proposed divergence-driven layer adaptation.

However, searching projection with the FO method makes
DiZO only partially gradient-free. Specifically, while the
model weights are updated via ZO, the per-layer projec-
tion parameter γ(ℓ)

t is updated via FO, which still requires
the backward pass and storing memory-intensive activation.
The only memory saving, compared to the vanilla FO fine-
tuning, is the optimizer state. As a result, relying on FO to

Table 2. Fine-tuning OPT-2.7B on SST-2 dataset. ●: partial
gradient-free; DiZO†: learning projection by FO method;

Task Type
Gradient

Free Acc. #Train
Iter.

GPU
Hours

MeZO ✓ 90.0 100% 100%
DiZO† (w. FO) ● 93.4 33.3% 41.5%
FT ✗ 94.2 9.3% 16.8%

find the ideal projection, though it achieves faster conver-
gence speed and better accuracy in ZO optimization, offers
limited overall benefit. It is worth noting that the peak mem-
ory usage during training of the FO-based DiZO is similar
to that of low-rank adaptation (LoRA) (Hu et al., 2021).

Is the projection-based method for enhancing layer-wise
divergence in ZO a failed idea that seems promising at first
glance but is actually not after deliberation? Fortunately,
the answer is no. We develop a ZO projection learning algo-
rithm, which retains the memory-efficient advantages and
also achieves training acceleration and accuracy enhance-
ment.

3.3. Projection Learning by Zeroth-order Optimization

Our major goal is to find the ideal projection for adaptive
updates while avoiding memory-intensive backpropagation.
One potential promising solution is to also utilize the ZO
method to update the projection. We estimate the gradient
and update the projection as:

∇L̂(γt;θt) =

[
L̂ (γt + ϵu;θt)− L̂ (γt − ϵu;θt)

2ϵ
u

]
(6)

γt,j+1 = γt,j − η∇L̂(γt;θt) (7)

where u ∈ RL is a random vector from N (0, I), L̂ is the
objective defined in Eq. (4).

However, naively applying vanilla ZO optimization for the
sub-optimization (projection learning) results in unsatis-
factory enhancement. More critically, it can lead to sub-
optimization failure and undermine the main fine-tuning
process (see Appendix C.2 for results). Two primary issues
contribute to the failure. First, the values of projections
are not only related to γt but also the distance gap ∥∆θt∥.
Ignoring the distance gap when searching for projections
causes uninformative optimization and yields sub-optimal
solutions. Second, because the projection is derived through
noisy ZO optimization over only a few iterations, there is
a risk that the projection magnitude becomes inappropri-
ately small or large. A small projection drives the fine-tuned
model too close to the pre-trained model, nullifying many
previous updates, while a large projection applies overly ag-
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gressive weight updates, destabilizing the training process.

To address the above issues, two strategies are devised.
Re-initialization. To introduce the distance gap ∥∆θt∥ into
the projection learning process, the initial value γt,0 is reset
to ∥∆θt∥ each time the projection is optimized. This means
that, initially, the projection magnitude γt

∥∆θt∥ = 1. If pro-
jection updates are not performed, DiZO reverts to standard
ZO optimization.
Projection clipping. To prevent drastic weight changes and
maintain training stability, we introduce projection clipping.
Specifically, given a clipping range τ > 0, if the projec-
tion magnitude γt

∥∆θt∥ /∈ [1 − τ, 1 + τ ], it is clipped to
remain within this interval. This prevents aggressive model
adjustments that could destabilize training.

With the above two strategies, we enhance the learning
process of projection, more analysis can be found in Ap-
pendix C.2. We also provide a Pytorch-style implementa-
tion, please refer to Appendix F for details.

4. Discussion and Overhead Analysis
We have some discussion on our method and analyze the
computational overhead here and elaborate further later.

Would adjusting the learning rate be equally effective?
As discussed in Section 2.2, our main objective is to pro-
vide ZO optimization with diverse-magnitude updates. A
seemingly straightforward alternative is to assign different
learning rates to each layer. However, in practice, this ap-
proach yields results that are similar to or even worse than
vanilla ZO in terms of accuracy and GPU hours. We at-
tribute this to the noisy gradient estimation of one single ZO
step, which is likely to yield imprecise update directions.
Therefore, using unrefined layer-wise learning rates can in-
tensify this noise and further destabilize the optimization
process. In contrast, DiZO enables the awareness of the
pre-trained model during fine-tuning (see Eq. 5), robustifies
the training process (Dong et al., 2021; Oh et al., 2023; Zhai
et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024), and mitigates the noise
introduced by ZO’s random perturbations. More results and
analysis are shown in Appendix C.3.

Memory utilization. Our method requires additional mem-
ory as it involves storing the pre-trained model and calculat-
ing the weight distance gap with the fine-tuned model, which
can become costly when scaling to large LLMs. However, in
DiZO, we find that projecting only the weight updates of the
Query and Value layers in the attention module, instead of
updating all layers, not only reduces memory requirements
but also delivers better performance. As a result, we only
need to store the weights of these two types of layers from
the pre-trained model, accounting for approximately 16.7%
of the parameters in OPT-2.7B, which is a manageable over-
head. Similarly, LoRA (Hu et al., 2021) also focuses on

weight decomposition for Query and Value layers, which
echoes our observation. Further analysis and results on
projection layer selection are provided in Appendix C.1.

Computational overhead. Our method introduces extra
computational cost, as the projection is learned alongside
the main optimization (fine-tuning). However, we observe
that performing projection learning intermittently, only once
every few training iterations, does not compromise perfor-
mance and significantly reduces the added overhead. This
strategy reduces the computational burden while maintain-
ing efficiency, allowing DiZO to achieve throughput compa-
rable to vanilla ZO fine-tuning. Additionally, the reduced
frequency of projection updates ensures that DiZO remains
scalable for larger models and datasets. Please refer to Sec-
tion 5.4 and Appendix D.1 for more details on computational
overhead.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experimental Settings

Models and datasets. We evaluate DiZO with various
models, including medium-sized masked models (Liu et al.,
2019) (RoBERTa-large) and large-sized autoregressive mod-
els (Zhang et al., 2022; Touvron et al., 2023) with differ-
ent size, including OPT-2.7B, OPT-6.7B, Llama3-3B, and
Llama3-8B. The total parameter size is ranging from 355M
to 8B. Both classification and generation tasks are included.
More details on datasets are shown in Appendix B.1.

Baseline. We mainly compare with two ZO works, memory-
efficient ZO optimization (MeZO) (Malladi et al., 2023) and
Hessian-informed ZO optimization (HiZOO) (Zhao et al.,
2024). MeZO is a fundamental and representative work
in ZO LLM fine-tuning but suffers from slow convergence
speed. HiZOO1 is a recently proposed ZO acceleration for
LLM fine-tuning, which leverages the estimated second-
order information to speed up. In addition, we also incor-
porate the parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) technique
LoRA (Hu et al., 2021), applying it on top of FO fine-tuning,
MeZO, and HiZOO.

Evaluation. For training and evaluation, we follow previous
works (Gao et al., 2020; Malladi et al., 2023). We study few-
shot and many-shot settings on RoBERTa-large, randomly
sampling k samples per class for training and validation,
and 1000 samples for testing. For RoBERTa models, we
evaluate k = 16 and k = 512. For OPT and LLaMA, we
sample 1000, 500, and 1000 samples for training, validation,
and testing. All experiments are conducted on NVIDIA
A100 and A6000 GPUs.

1We implement HiZOO ourselves, please refer to Appendix B.2
for details.
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Table 3. Experiment results on RoBERTa-large (350M) on six classification datasets. Results of the baseline methods MeZO and MeZO
LoRA are taken from Malladi et al. (2023). All reported numbers are averaged accuracy with standard deviation shown. Better results
between MeZO and DiZO are highlighted in bold.

Dataset
Task Type

SST-2 SST-5 SNLI MNLI RTE TREC
——-sentiment——- ———-language inference———- –topic–

Zero-shot 79.0 35.5 50.2 48.8 51.4 32.0

Gradient-free methods: k = 16
MeZO 90.5 (1.2) 45.5 (2.0) 66.0 (2.7) 56.5 (2.5) 59.4 (5.3) 76.9 (2.7)
MeZO LoRA 91.4 (0.9) 43.0 (1.6) 69.7 (6.0) 64.0 (2.5) 64.9 (3.6) 73.1 (6.5)
DiZO 92.2 (0.9) 47.1 (1.3) 71.0 (3.1) 60.1 (3.5) 67.9 (4.7) 77.4 (2.4)
DiZO LoRA 91.7 (0.8) 44.6 (1.7) 71.6 (3.8) 65.6 (2.8) 67.3 (3.9) 74.6 (4.3)

Gradient-based methods: k = 16
FT 91.9 (1.8) 47.5 (1.9) 77.5 (2.6) 70.0 (2.3) 66.4 (7.2) 85.0 (2.5)
FT LoRA 91.4 (1.7) 46.7 (1.1) 74.9 (4.3) 67.7 (1.4) 66.1 (3.5) 82.7 (4.1)

Gradient-free methods: k = 512
MeZO 93.3 (0.7) 53.2 (1.4) 83.0 (1.0) 78.3 (0.5) 78.6 (2.0) 94.3 (1.3)
MeZO LoRA 93.4 (0.4) 52.4 (0.8) 84.0 (0.8) 77.9 (0.6) 77.6 (1.3) 95.0 (0.7)
DiZO 94.6 (0.1) 53.6 (1.7) 84.5 (0.6) 79.8 (0.9) 80.3 (1.8) 93.8 (1.5)
DiZO LoRA 94.3 (0.3) 54.1 (1.4) 83.7 (1.1) 77.6 (0.4) 79.3 (1.4) 95.7 (0.9)

Gradient-based methods: k = 512
FT 93.9 (0.7) 55.9 (0.9) 88.7 (0.8) 84.4 (0.8) 82.7 (1.4) 97.3 (0.2)
FT LoRA 94.2 (0.2) 55.3 (0.7) 88.3 (0.5) 83.9 (0.6) 83.2 (1.3) 97.0 (0.3)

Figure 2. Trajectory of training loss curves when using MeZO and DiZO to fine-tune Roberta-large on SST-2, MNLI, and RTE.

5.2. Medium-sized masked language models

We conduct experiments on RoBERTa-large across three
types of datasets and compare DiZO with two ZO base-
lines. We also explore PEFT by integrating LoRA. Table 3
presents the results, while Figure 2 shows the trajectory of
training loss curves, indicating the convergence speed of
DiZO and MeZO. Our key findings are as follows:

DiZO greatly increases the convergence speed over
MeZO. By using divergence-driven layer adaptation, the
loss curve of DiZO decreases much faster, cutting the re-
quired iterations by over 50% on SST-2, MNLI, and RTE.
In addition, DiZO improves accuracy by 1.7%, 3.6%, and
8.5% on these three datasets, respectively.

DiZO outperforms MeZO and achieves results on par

with full fine-tuning. From Table 3, DiZO consistently
surpasses MeZO on all six datasets. Notably, on SST-2 and
RTE datasets, DiZO even shows better performance than FO
full-parameter fine-tuning, increasing by 0.3% and 1.5%,
respectively.

DiZO is effective for both full-parameter fine-tuning
and PEFT. Although DiZO applies projections based on
the distance with the pre-trained model, while such prior
knowledge does not exist for the decomposed weights of
LoRA, it still delivers some gains.

5.3. Large autoregressive language models

To assess the broader applicability of DiZO, we run experi-
ments on the OPT and Llama series autoregressive LLMs
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Table 4. Experiments results of fine-tuning OPT-2.7B on seven classification datasets and two text generation datasets (with 1000 training
samples). Better results between MeZO, HiZOO, and DiZO are highlighted in bold.

Dataset
Task Type

SST-2 RTE CB BoolQ WSC WIC MultiRC SQuAD DROP
————————–classification————————– ——generation——

Zero-shot 56.3 54.2 50.0 47.6 36.5 52.7 44.4 29.8 10.0
FT 94.2 81.2 82.1 72.2 63.8 65.8 71.6 78.4 30.3
LoRA 94.6 80.8 82.7 77.7 59.8 64.0 72.8 77.9 31.1
MeZO 90.0 63.5 69.6 67.4 61.5 57.6 58.7 68.7 22.9
HiZOO 90.8 60.6 70.4 68.0 60.2 56.6 54.8 68.3 23.4
DiZO 92.5 68.2 71.4 67.0 63.4 57.9 56.4 69.0 24.3
MeZO LoRA 91.4 66.6 71.1 67.6 59.6 57.0 57.0 70.8 22.5
HiZOO LoRA 90.6 65.2 71.4 67.4 52.6 58.8 59.0 71.8 22.7
DiZO LoRA 91.5 68.4 71.8 70.0 61.6 58.4 56.2 74.4 23.3

Table 5. Experiment results on OPT-6.7B for four classification
datasets and one text generation dataset (with 1000 training sam-
ples). Better results are highlighted in bold.

Dataset
Task Type

SST-2 RTE CB WSC SQuAD
———classification——— –generation–

MeZO 90.2 73.2 71.4 62.2 76.0
HiZOO 90.7 74.2 71.8 62.1 77.3
DiZO 91.1 74.8 73.2 61.8 78.6
MeZO LoRA 91.6 71.2 71.4 61.8 76.3
HiZOO LoRA 91.3 71.3 71.4 62.1 76.1
DiZO LoRA 92.4 70.2 71.8 62.6 77.9

Figure 3. Experiment result on Llama3-3B and Llama3-8B for four
classification datasets and one text generation dataset. More results
and detailed numbers are shown in Appendix D.2.

covering both classification and generation tasks. The over-
all results are summarized in Table 4, Table 5, and Fig-
ure 3 for OPT-2.7B, OPT-6.7B, and Llama series, respec-
tively. We also compare the convergence speeds of DiZO
and MeZO on OPT-2.7B across multiple datasets in Fig-
ure 4. Below, we highlight the key observations from these
experiments.

DiZO dramatically reduces the training GPU hours com-
pared with the representative baseline MeZO. By incor-
porating divergence-driven layer adaptation, DiZO quickly
establishes meaningful divergence across layers, whereas
MeZO requires many more iterations to achieve the de-
sired layer-wise divergence. As shown in Table 4, DiZO
converges with far fewer iterations across nine datasets, re-
sulting in up to a 48% reduction in training GPU hours.
Moreover, unlike HiZOO, which reduces the number of iter-
ations needed but slows the throughput of MeZO by more
than 1.5× due to Hessian estimation, DiZO keeps its through-
put nearly on par with MeZO. This efficiency is achieved
because the additional projection learning procedure needs
only two forward passes and is performed intermittently.

DiZO outperforms baselines in both standard and
parameter-efficient settings. From Table 4, DiZO sur-
passes MeZO and HiZOO with or without the LoRA, achiev-
ing results comparable to FO methods. Across seven classi-

fication datasets, DiZO ranks first on five, and it also leads in
both text generation tasks. Table 5 shows that these advan-
tages persist even when scaling up to OPT-6.7B. Moreover,
as illustrated in Figure 3, the fine-tuning process of Llama-
series model also benefits from layer-wise adaptive updates.

5.4. Memory and Speed Analysis

In this section, we examine the memory utilization and
convergence speed of DiZO in comparison with both ZO
baselines and FO fine-tuning approaches (with and without
LoRA). Table 6 presents the results of fine-tuning OPT-2.7B
on the RTE dataset, more results are shown in Appendix D.1.

From the memory perspective, DiZO maintains the advan-
tage of avoiding backpropagation, getting rid of the storage
of memory-intensive data, and reducing memory usage by
about 90% compared to FO fine-tuning. As explained in Sec-
tion 4, the additional memory requirement of DiZO stems
from storing a portion of the pre-trained weights, includ-
ing the weight of the Query and Value, amounting to only
16.7% of the total parameters. In contrast, HiZOO needs to
store Hessian information for all layers, with memory usage
proportional to the size of the parameters.

From the perspective of convergence speed, DiZO greatly
reduces the required iterations while maintaining throughput
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- 48% - 47% - 45% - 41% - 41%
- 38% - 35%

- 31%
- 29%

# DiZO on Datasets# MeZO

Figure 4. Comparison of convergence iterations, forward pass, and training GPU hours between MeZO and DiZO across multiple datasets.
Results are presented as proportions, with the percentage of saved GPU hours highlighted for each dataset.

Table 6. Memory utilization and speed test on OPT-2.7B on RTE dataset (180 tokens per example on average). ●: partial gradient-free; ✓:
gradient-free; ✗: gradient-based. DiZO†: learning projection with Adam. For a fair comparison, the speed and memory are measured on
the same machine with the same setting using the same batch size. Please refer to Appendix D.1 for results on more datasets.

Task Type
Gradient

Free
LoRA
Added

Peak
Memory

Averaged
Memory Throughput #Train

Iter.
GPU

Hours
FT ✗ ✗ 62.2 GB 62.2 GB 1.05 it/s 10.0% 16.2%
LoRA ✗ ✓ 42.5 GB 42.5 GB 2.12 it/s 8.3% 6.6%
DiZO† ● ✗ 44.7 GB 10.1 GB 1.43 it/s 33.3% 39.6%
DiZO LoRA† ● ✓ 40.1 GB 9.8 GB 2.40 it/s 26.6% 18.8%
MeZO ✓ ✗ 7.8 GB 7.8 GB 1.70 it/s 100.0% 100.0%
HiZOO ✓ ✗ 13.2 GB 13.2 GB 1.21 it/s 63.3% 88.9%
DiZO ✓ ✗ 9.5 GB 9.5 GB 1.54 it/s 60.0% 62.3%
MeZO LoRA ✓ ✓ 7.7 GB 7.7 GB 3.10 it/s 94.2% 51.6%
HiZOO LoRA ✓ ✓ 13.0 GB 13.0 GB 2.07 it/s 80.0% 65.7%
DiZO LoRA ✓ ✓ 9.4 GB 9.4 GB 2.87 it/s 66.7% 39.5%

similar to MeZO, resulting in significantly fewer training
GPU hours. In contrast, HiZOO does not achieve compa-
rable iteration savings and lowers the throughput of MeZO
by about 1.5× because it requires Hessian information esti-
mation. As a result, it only shows a modest acceleration in
training GPU hours, in some settings, such as HiZOO with
LoRA on RTE, it even consumes more training GPU hours
than MeZO with LoRA.

A notable byproduct of our method is using a FO approach
(e.g., with the Adam optimizer) to learn the projections.
While this version has memory consumption comparable to
LoRA and requires additional training GPU hours, it offers
distinct advantages. Since DiZO does not update projections
at every iteration, FO-based DiZO exhibits significantly
lower average memory usage than FO-based LoRA, with
an average memory overhead close to that of the ZO-based
DiZO. Although average memory usage may seem less crit-
ical in single-process, single-GPU setup, many real-world
on-device training scenarios involve multi-process environ-
ments (Li et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2024). In such cases, the

FO-based DiZO can stagger memory usage phases across
processes, enabling parallel operations that purely FO meth-
ods cannot achieve. Furthermore, compared with ZO-based
DiZO, the FO version reduces extra training GPU hours
and delivers better performance. These qualities make it
particularly appealing for specific on-device training cases.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a novel layer-wise divergence
analysis to reveal the distinct update pattern between FO
and ZO methods. Building on these insights, we present
DiZO, an enhanced ZO method using divergence-driven
layer adaptation to resemble the learning capacity of the
FO method. DiZO achieves significant training acceleration
and superior performance across diverse tasks and architec-
tures. Moreover, our method can be seamlessly integrated
with PEFT techniques like LoRA for additional speedup.
For future work, we plan to explore DiZO in other fields,
particularly for fine-tuning large pre-trained vision models.

8



7. Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
consequences of our work, none of which we feel must be
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A. Related Work
A.1. Fine-tuning of Pre-trained Models

Fine-tuning a pre-trained model offers a powerful way to reuse learned representations and reduce training costs compared
to building models from scratch, often achieving superior performance (Gururangan et al., 2020; Ouyang et al., 2022).
Initially successful in NLP with models like BERT, RoBERTa, and GPT (Devlin, 2018; Liu et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2022),
fine-tuning has also shown promise in vision tasks such as CLIP and SWAG (Radford et al., 2021; Singh et al., 2022).
Recent parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT), including LoRA (Hu et al., 2021), and prefix tuning (Li & Liang, 2021),
further minimize resource needs by updating only a small subset of parameters, preserving most of the pre-trained weights
and ensuring valuable knowledge is retained.

A.2. Zeroth-order Optimization and Acceleration

ZO optimization emerges as an attractive technique that optimizes the model without backpropagation (Chen et al., 2023;
2017; Ye et al., 2018; Verma et al., 2023; Dhurandhar et al., 2018; 2019). Unlike most frequently used FO optimization
which directly obtains and leverages the gradient for optimization, the zeroth-order method utilizes objective function value
oracle only, estimating the gradient by finite differences. ZO method has a wide range of applications in machine learning
fields, including adversarial attack and defense (Chen et al., 2017; Ye et al., 2018; Verma et al., 2023), machine learning
explainability (Dhurandhar et al., 2018; 2019), reinforcement learning (Vemula et al., 2019), and on-chip training (Gu et al.,
2021). Recently, the ZO method has been proposed to be leveraged on LLM fine-tuning to address the significant memory
usage. Malladi et al. (2023) proposed MeZO, first scaling ZO optimization to fine-tuning parameter-intensive LLMs, greatly
reducing memory utilization. On top of MeZO, Zhao et al. (2024) proposed HiZOO, leveraging the estimated Hessian
information for better learning capacity, but reducing the throughput of MeZO to some extent.

ZO optimization, although it significantly saves memory, converges more slowly than FO methods due to higher variance
from random search. Liu et al. (2018) introduced ZO-SVRG by incorporating variance reduction techniques (Johnson &
Zhang, 2013). Shu et al. (2023) proposed using a Gaussian process to model objective function queries, thereby reducing
query complexity and allowing more frequent queries to lower gradient variance. Sener & Koltun (2020) performed random
search on a learned low-dimensional manifold, reducing the number of needed objective queries. However, existing ZO
accelerators face two main challenges when adapting to ZO fine-tuning for LLMs. First, these approaches were typically
designed for smaller-scale tasks involving fewer parameters and less data, and cannot be directly extended to large-scale
LLMs. Second, many prior methods focus on improving query efficiency, whereas recent work has shown that a single
query can suffice for LLM fine-tuning (Malladi et al., 2023). How to effectively accelerate ZO optimization on large model
fine-tuning remains a problem.

B. Experiment Settings and Analysis
B.1. Datasets and Evaluation

For the RoBERTa-large model, we use the following classification datasets: SST-2 (Socher et al., 2013), SST-5 (Socher
et al., 2013), SNLI (Bowman et al., 2015), TREC (Voorhees & Tice, 2000), MNLI (Yao et al., 2020), and RTE (Dagan et al.,
2005; Bar-Haim et al., 2006; Bentivogli et al., 2009; Giampiccolo et al., 2007). Following previous studies, we cap the test
set size at 1000 samples. Two training settings are considered: k = 16 and k = 512, where we randomly select 16 or 512
samples per class for both training and validation.

For the OPT and Llama series models, we use the SuperGLUE benchmark (Wang et al., 2019), which includes RTE (Da-
gan et al., 2005; Bar-Haim et al., 2006; Bentivogli et al., 2009; Giampiccolo et al., 2007), CB (De Marneffe et al.,
2019), BoolQ (Clark et al., 2019), WIC (Pilehvar & Camacho-Collados, 2018), WSC (Levesque et al., 2012), and
MultiRC (Khashabi et al., 2018). We also include SST-2 (Socher et al., 2013) and two question answering datasets,
SQuAD (Rajpurkar, 2016) and DROP (Dua et al., 2019). For each of these datasets, we randomly sample 1000 instances for
training, 500 for validation, and 1000 for testing.

B.2. Implementation of Baselines

Memory-efficient ZO (MeZO) MeZO (Malladi et al., 2023) serves as a fundamental baseline for fine-tuning large language
models (LLMs) using zeroth-order (ZO) optimization. By resampling perturbations with a fixed random seed, MeZO
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Table 7. The hyperparameter for experiments. For DiZO and DiZO LoRA, we only show the setting of extra hyperparameters, and have
the same setting in other common hyperparameters with MeZO and MeZO LoRA respectively.

Experiment Hyperparameters Values

FT
Batch size 8

Learning rate {1e-5, 5e-5}

Lr schedule
Constant for RoBERTa

Linear for OPT and Llama

MeZO

Batch size {64, 16}
Learning rate η (Lr) {1e-6, 5e-7}

ϵ 1e-3

Lr schedule
Constant for RoBERTa

Linear for OPT and Llama

MeZO LoRA

Batch size {64, 16}
Learning rate η (Lr) {1e-4, 5e-5}

ϵ 1e-2

Lr schedule
Constant for RoBERTa

Linear for OPT and Llama

DiZO (LoRA)

Projection update cycle {50, 100, 200, 400}
Smoothing scalar ϵ

′ {1e-1, 5e-2}
Clip range τ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3}

eliminates the need to store perturbations that are the same size as the model, thereby saving memory. For our implementation
of MeZO, we adapted the code released by the authors at https://github.com/princeton-nlp/MeZO with
minimal modifications.

Hessian-informed ZO (HiZOO) HiZOO (Zhao et al., 2024) is a recently proposed method for ZO fine-tuning of LLMs
that leverages estimated second-order information to accelerate optimization. During the implementation of HiZOO, we
identified several bugs in the released code at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/HiZOO-27F8, such as
overflows when computing the Hessian. Consequently, we implemented the baseline ourselves. Additionally, we used the
parameter settings from the original code instead of those described in the paper, as they resulted in better performance
according to our implementation.

B.3. Hyperparameter Setting

We use the hyperparameters in Table 7 for experiments on RoBERTa-large, OPT-series, and Llama-series models. Specifi-
cally, the choice of clip range did not significantly impact the performance. The selection of the projection update cycle and
scalar for projection affects the performance somewhat. Generally, for datasets that need larger iterations for convergence,
or for these harder datasets, DiZO prefers a larger update cycle, while for those less complicated datasets, DiZO benefits
from a smaller update cycle.

C. Closer look at DiZO
C.1. Ablation for Projection Layers Selection

Instead of applying projections to all layers, which would require storing the entire pre-trained model, we focus only on
projecting the weights of the Query and Value in the attention modules. As shown in Table 8, this strategy achieves the best
trade-off between the overall performance and extra storage requirements, does not reduce the performance and only 16.7%
of the parameters of the pre-trained model are needed to store. A Similar strategy has also been adopted in LoRA (Hu et al.,
2021).

C.2. Ablation for Strategies in ZO Projection Learning

As discussed in Section 3.3, we introduce two strategies, re-initialization (Re-init) and projection clipping (Clipping), to
enhance projection learning and improve the stability of fine-tuning. The ablation results for these strategies, along with the
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Table 8. Ablation study for selecting which layers to project. The highlighted line with a blue rectangle is the setting used in DiZO. Extra
memory indicates the extra memory needed due to pre-trained model storing. Attn Q: attention Query layer; Attn V: attention Value
layer; Attn K: attention Key layer; Attn O: attention output projection; Dense: dense fully connected layer.

Attn Q Attn V Attn K Attn O Dense Extra memory SST-2 RTE SQuAD
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 100% 91.7 68.4 67.3
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ 33.3% 92.2 67.9 69.2
✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ 25.0% 91.9 67.1 68.1
✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ 16.7% 92.5 68.2 69.0
✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ 8.4% 90.5 64.9 66.5

corresponding loss curves, are shown in Figure 5.

Overall (left in Figure 5), omitting either Re-init or Clipping significantly diminishes the benefits of DiZO, with MeZO
outperforming DiZO in these cases. Specifically, without Re-init, accuracy drops sharply, falling below MeZO. Similarly,
without Clipping, while DiZO slightly outperforms MeZO on simpler datasets like SST-2, it suffers from severe model
collapse on more challenging datasets, leading to a significant decline in accuracy.

From the loss curve trajectory (right in Figure 5), without Re-init, DiZO loses its advantage in training acceleration, as the
loss curve becomes noticeably slower to decrease. Without Clipping, the loss curve exhibits significant oscillations during
certain training steps. This instability arises when projections are optimized to unsuitable values, such as extremely large
or small magnitudes. These inappropriate projections cause substantial changes in model weights, leading to pronounced
oscillations in the loss.

Type Re-init Clipping SST-2 SNLI TREC
MeZO - - 90.5 66.0 76.9

DiZO
✗ ✓ 88.6 64.2 73.8
✓ ✗ 90.9 56.2 61.2
✓ ✓ 92.2 71.6 77.4

Figure 5. Ablation study for the two strategies: re-initialization and projection clipping, which is conducted on RoBERTa-large (k = 16).
Left: overall results when ablating the strategies. Right: loss curve when ablating the strategies.

C.3. Does Other Alternative Strategies for Layer-wise Divergence Work?

As discussed in Section 2.2, our objective is to enhance layer-wise divergence in ZO optimization. Naturally, with
consideration of this objective, one may raise two questions regarding the projection strategy we adopt: 1) Can we perform
layer-wise projections on the learning rate? 2) When updating weight by projection at t-th iteration, why do we use the
weights of pre-trained model θ0 as the base of the update (shown in Eq.5) instead of the weights from the (t− 1)-th iteration,
θt−1?

Table 9. Comparison on conducting projection on learning rate (LR) or use weight at (t− 1)-th iteration θt−1 instead of the weight of the
pre-trained model θ0 as the base of projection. Results are obtained by fine-tuning OPT-2.7B.

Dataset SST-2 RTE SQuAD

Acc.
GPU
Hours Acc.

GPU
Hours F1.

GPU
Hours

MeZO 90.0 100.0% 63.5 100.0% 68.7 100.0%
LR projection 89.5 94.7% 63.9 108.5% 67.9 89.8%
θt−1 projection 90.7 87.8% 64.5 90.3% 67.2 88.4%
DiZO 92.5 55.7% 68.2 62.3% 69.0 65.4%
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Table 10. Memory utilization and speed test on OPT-2.7B on SST-2 dataset (35 tokens per example on average). ●: partial gradient-free;
✓: gradient-free; ✗: gradient-based. DiZO†: searching projection with Adam.

Task Type
Gradient

Free
LoRA
Added

Peak
Memory

Averaged
Memory Throughput #Train

Iter.
GPU

Hours
FT ✗ ✗ 45.4 GB 45.4 GB 1.81 it/s 9.3% 16.8%
LoRA ✗ ✓ 18.4 GB 18.4 GB 4.50 it/s 5.6% 4.3%
DiZO† ● ✗ 17.8 GB 15.7 GB 2.63 it/s 33.3% 41.5%
DiZO LoRA† ● ✓ 16.1 GB 14.7 GB 4.16 it/s 22.2% 17.5%
MeZO ✓ ✗ 6.8 GB 6.8 GB 3.28 it/s 100.0% 100.0%
HiZOO ✓ ✗ 11.8 GB 11.8 GB 2.22 it/s 59.2% 87.4%
DiZO ✓ ✗ 7.5 GB 7.5 GB 3.05 it/s 51.8% 55.7%
MeZO LoRA ✓ ✓ 6.5 GB 6.5 GB 5.56 it/s 74.1% 43.7%
HiZOO LoRA ✓ ✓ 11.5 GB 11.5 GB 3.70 it/s 46.3% 41.0%
DiZO LoRA ✓ ✓ 7.2 GB 7.2 GB 4.92 it/s 38.9% 25.9%

Table 11. Memory utilization and speed test on OPT-2.7B on SQuAD dataset (300 tokens per example on average). ●: partial gradient-
free; ✓: gradient-free; ✗: gradient-based. DiZO†: searching projection with Adam.

Task Type
Gradient

Free
LoRA
Added

Peak
Memory

Averaged
Memory Throughput #Train

Iter.
GPU

Hours
FT ✗ ✗ 73.5 GB 73.5 GB 0.36 it/s 7.5% 27.7%
LoRA ✗ ✓ 58.5 GB 58.5 GB 0.73 it/s 6.3% 11.5%
DiZO† ● ✗ 57.8 GB 20.3 GB 1.22 it/s 41.7% 45.5%
DiZO LoRA† ● ✓ 49.4 GB 19.9 GB 2.44 it/s 31.7% 17.3%
MeZO ✓ ✗ 8.4 GB 8.4 GB 1.33 it/s 100.0% 100.0%
HiZOO ✓ ✗ 12.3 GB 13.3 GB 0.97 it/s 66.7% 91.5%
DiZO ✓ ✗ 9.7 GB 9.7 GB 1.22 it/s 60.0% 65.4%
MeZO LoRA ✓ ✓ 8.4 GB 8.4 GB 2.80 it/s 73.3% 34.8%
HiZOO LoRA ✓ ✓ 11.6 GB 12.6 GB 2.10 it/s 56.7% 35.9%
DiZO LoRA ✓ ✓ 9.6 GB 9.6 GB 2.49 it/s 45.0% 24.0%

To answer the above two questions. We investigate two alternative projection strategies: 1) searching layer-wise ideal
learning rate via ZO optimization and then applying the updates, and 2) conducting projection update based on θt−1 instead
of θ0. Results are illustrated in Table 9, neither approach achieves performance comparable to DiZO; both yield results
closer to MeZO in terms of accuracy and required GPU hours.

We attribute this phenomenon to the high noise inherent in each ZO update, which relies on random perturbations and thus
produces a highly imprecise update direction. In contrast, DiZO projects the optimization direction between the pre-trained
and fine-tuned models, and this direction is supposed to be correct. Otherwise, the entire optimization would fail and the
loss would not decrease. Moreover, recent studies suggest that the fine-tuned model is often less robust than their pre-trained
version due to catastrophic forgetting (Dong et al., 2021; Oh et al., 2023; Zhai et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024). Maintaining a
connection with the pre-trained model helps robustify the fine-tuning process and mitigate some of the noise introduced by
ZO’s random perturbations.

D. More Experiment Results
D.1. Memory and Speed Analysis

We present the memory and speed results for OPT-2.7B on the SST-2 and SQuAD datasets in Table 10 and Table 11,
respectively. DiZO significantly reduces the number of required iterations while maintaining throughput comparable to
MeZO, leading to substantially fewer training GPU hours. In contrast, HiZOO achieves only modest iteration savings and
further reduces the throughput of MeZO by approximately 1.5× due to its reliance on second-order information estimation.
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As a result, HiZOO offers only a slight improvement over MeZO in terms of training GPU hours. In some cases, such as
HiZOO combined with LoRA on SQuAD, it even consumes more training GPU hours than MeZO with LoRA.

D.2. Llama Experiments

To demonstrate the broader applicability of DiZO, we conducted experiments on the Llama-series models. The results for
Llama3-3B and Llama3-8B are presented in Table 12 and Table 13, respectively. DiZO consistently outperforms MeZO
across both the 3B and 8B Llama models.

However, we observed that ZO LoRA performs poorly with Llama models (including DiZO, MeZO and HiZOO). The loss
value remains stagnant, and the resulting accuracy is comparable to or even worse than zero-shot results. We leave it to
future work to investigate why ZO LoRA fails with Llama models. We suspect that this limitation may be related to the
Group Query Attention (GQA) (Ainslie et al., 2023) mechanism employed in Llama3.

Table 12. Experiments results on Llama3-3B for seven classification datasets and two text generation datasets (with 1000 training samples).
Better results between MeZO and DiZO are highlighted in bold.

Task
Task Type

SST-2 RTE CB BoolQ WSC WIC MultiRC SQuAD DROP
————————–classification————————– ——generation——

FT 94.2 81.2 91.4 72.2 63.8 65.8 78.2 79.6 40.3
MeZO 88.8 67.4 73.2 78.0 56.6 63.4 64.8 61.9 27.8
DiZO 90.0 68.2 76.7 76.8 57.8 63.8 64.2 63.2 29.7

Table 13. Experiments results on Llama3-8B for seven classification datasets and two text generation datasets (with 1000 training samples).
Better results between MeZO and DiZO are highlighted in bold.

Task
Task Type

SST-2 RTE CB WSC SQuAD
———-classification———- –generation–

MeZO 90.0 67.8 71.4 60.2 67.0
DiZO 91.5 69.4 73.2 63.4 67.4
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E. Proof
We consider a neural network with L layers (or parameter blocks) and wish to estimate the gradient of some loss function
L(θ;B) with respect to all parameters θ. We use a two-point finite-difference (zero-order) method with directions drawn
from an isotropic distribution. We show below why the expected norm-squared of the resulting gradient estimator is identical
(or follows the same dimension-based law) for each layer/block.

Consider the ℓ-th layer. Its estimator is

∇̂θ(ℓ)L =
1

q

q∑
i=1

[ L
(
θ + ϵui

)
− L

(
θ − ϵui

)
2 ϵ︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆i

]
u
(ℓ)
i ,

where ∆i is the same scalar for all blocks. We want

E
[
∥∇̂θ(ℓ)L∥2

]
.

Note that:

1. ∆i does not depend on ℓ; it is a single scalar for each direction i.

2. u
(ℓ)
i is the sub-vector of ui associated to the ℓ-th block.

3. ui is drawn from an isotropic distribution in Rd, meaning each coordinate has zero mean, unit variance, and there is no
cross-correlation between different coordinates. Thus, different blocks u(ℓ)

i and u
(m)
i (for ℓ ̸= m) are uncorrelated,

and each block u
(ℓ)
i has an identity covariance in its own subspace Rdℓ .

Hence, when we expand

∥∇̂θ(ℓ)L∥2 =
∥∥∥1
q

q∑
i=1

∆i u
(ℓ)
i

∥∥∥2,
the expectation w.r.t. {ui} depends on ℓ only through the dimension dℓ, not through any other distributional asymmetry. If
dℓ are the same for all ℓ, then the second moment is literally the same across all blocks. If dℓ differ, the dependence is only a
(known) function of dℓ.

In short, isotropy ensures that

E
[
∥∇̂θ(ℓ)L∥2

]
is the same functional form of ∥∇θ(ℓ)L∥2 for each layer ℓ.

Therefore, in the simplest scenario where dℓ are all the same, each layer gets the same second-moment behavior for its
gradient estimator.
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F. Implementation
The following is an implementation of our “ZO projection learning” in PyTorch.

d e f Z O P r o j e c t i o n L e a r n i n g ( t h e t a t , t h e t a 0 , Gammas , d e l t a , e t a , t au , x ) :
”””
Per fo rm Zero th − o r d e r P r o j e c t i o n L e a r n i n g .

Args :
t h e t a t : C u r r e n t model p a r a m e t e r s t o be f i n e − t u n e d .
t h e t a 0 : Pre − t r a i n e d model p a r a m e t e r s ( a nc h o r ) .
Gammas : P r o j e c t i o n p a r a m e t e r s need t o be o p t i m i z e d .
d e l t a : Smoothing p a r a m e t e r .
e t a : L e a r n i n g r a t e f o r p r o j e c t i o n g r a d i e n t d e s c e n t .
t a u : C l i p p i n g f a c t o r f o r p r o j e c t i o n bounds .
x : I n p u t d a t a f o r t h e f o r w a r d p a s s .

”””

# C a l c u l a t e t h e L2 norm of t h e d i s t a n c e gap
norms = {

name : t o r c h . norm ( param . d a t a − a nc ho r . d a t a )
f o r ( name , param ) , a nc ho r i n z i p ( t h e t a t . n a m e d p a r a m e t e r s ( ) , t h e t a 0 . p a r a m e t e r s ( ) )

}

# I n i t i a l i z e t h e p r o j e c t i o n v a l u e s
f o r name , gamma i n Gammas . n a m e d p a r a m e t e r s ( ) :

gamma . d a t a = norms [ name ]

f o r i i n r a n g e ( m a x i t e r s ) :
# S t ep 1 : P e r t u r b and a p p l y p r o j e c t i o n , t h e n compute l o s s
Gammas = PerturbGamma ( Gammas , d e l t a )
A p p l y P r o j e c t i o n ( t h e t a t , p r e t r a i n e d , Gammas )
l o s s 1 = Forward ( t h e t a t , x )
R e v e r s e P r o j e c t i o n ( t h e t a t ) # R e s e t t h e p a r a m e t e r b e f o r e p r o j e c t i o n

# S tep 2 : Reve r se and a p p l y p r o j e c t i o n , t h e n compute l o s s
Gammas = PerturbGamma ( Gammas , −2 * d e l t a )
A p p l y P r o j e c t i o n ( t h e t a t , p r e t r a i n e d , Gammas )
l o s s 2 = Forward ( t h e t a t , x )
R e v e r s e P r o j e c t i o n ( t h e t a t ) # R e s e t t h e p a r a m e t e r b e f o r e p r o j e c t i o n

# S tep 3 : R e s e t p r o j e c t i o n and compute g r a d i e n t
Gammas = PerturbGamma ( Gammas , d e l t a ) # R e s e t p r o j e c t i o n
g rad = ( l o s s 1 − l o s s 2 ) / (2 * d e l t a )

# S tep 4 : G r a d i e n t d e s c e n t w i th c l i p p i n g
f o r name , gamma i n Gammas . n a m e d p a r a m e t e r s ( ) :

t o r c h . m a n u a l s e e d ( seed ) # For r e s a m p l i n g p e r t u r b a t i o n
z = t o r c h . normal ( mean =0 , s t d =1 , s i z e =gamma . d a t a . s i z e ( ) )
gamma . d a t a = t o r c h . c l i p (

gamma . d a t a − e t a * g rad * z ,
(1 − t a u ) * norms [ name ] ,
(1 + t a u ) * norms [ name ] ,

) # Conduct d e s c e n t and a p p l y c l i p p i n g

r e t u r n Gammas
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