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Abstract— Online feedback optimization (OFO) enables opti-
mal steady-state operations of a physical system by employing
an iterative optimization algorithm as a dynamic feedback con-
troller. When the plant consists of several interconnected sub-
systems, centralized implementations become impractical due to
the heavy computational burden and the need to pre-compute
system-wide sensitivities, which may not be easily accessible
in practice. Motivated by these challenges, we develop a fully
distributed model-free OFO controller, featuring consensus-
based tracking of the global objective value and local iterative
(projected) updates that use stochastic gradient estimates. We
characterize how the closed-loop performance depends on the
size of the network, the number of iterations, and the level
of accuracy of consensus. Numerical simulations on a voltage
control problem in a direct current power grid corroborate the
theoretical findings.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimal steady-state operations of dynamical systems are
a frequent and important engineering task, with examples
from power grids, traffic networks, to mobile robot swarms.
These systems are inherently complex, preventing us from
constructing accurate models of their behaviors. Moreover,
exogenous disturbances that act on systems are unknown in
general, which adds to the difficulty of formulating explicit
input-output maps. Therefore, computing optimal steady-
state control inputs offline via numerical solvers and then
applying them to the system in a feedforward manner is often
suboptimal, lacking real-time adaptability and efficiency.

Online feedback optimization (OFO) [1]-[3] is an emerg-
ing control paradigm to steer complex dynamical systems to
optimal steady-state operating points. Its core principle is to
interconnect optimization algorithms in closed loop with a
physical plant, thus circumventing the need for an explicit
model of the plant and the exact value of the disturbance.
OFO enjoys closed-loop optimality and stability in various
scenarios, e.g., convex [4]-[6] and non-convex problems [7]-
[9] with input [10] and output constraints [11], as well as
linear [12], [13] and non-linear dynamical systems [6]. The
effectiveness of OFO has been empirically demonstrated in
real-world power distribution grids [14].

The above OFO controllers are mostly centralized. When
applied to large-scale networked systems involving intercon-
nected subsystems, they can face issues of scalability, robust-
ness, and privacy disclosure, which are common in large-
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scale centralized decision architectures [15]. First, a central
processor is needed to communicate with all the subsystems
and generate network-wide control inputs. Thus, there exist
severe computational and communication bottlenecks for
sizable networks. Second, this centralized architecture is not
robust against potential failures or attacks at the central
unit. Finally, since gradient-based OFO controllers (e.g.,
[11, [7], [10], [11]) require the system-wide input-output
sensitivity to perform local iterative updates, concerns on
privacy disclosure and local modeling also arise.

To tackle the issues of the centralized paradigm, multiple
decentralized or distributed OFO controllers have been de-
veloped. Some decentralized methods [8], [16], [17] leverage
local decision-making without inter-agent communication.
While these methods ensure convergence to competitive
equilibria (e.g., Nash), they experience sub-optimality com-
pared to the globally optimal solutions. Other distributed
approaches exploit consensus-based information exchange
for coordination among neighbors [18]-[20]. The aforemen-
tioned controllers all use first-order iterations, and, therefore,
still require local input-output sensitivities of agents. In terms
of large-scale complex systems, the estimation of those local
sensitivities can be highly non-trivial, prone to errors, or
prohibitive due to lack of measurements, nonlinearity, and
non-smoothness of input-output maps. To address unknown
sensitivities, another line of works [9], [21]-[23] explore
model-free OFO via stochastic gradient estimates developed
in zeroth-order optimization [24]-[26]. Nonetheless, how
to extend these centralized model-free methods to achieve
distributed decision-making remains unclear.

In this paper, we propose a distributed model-free OFO
controller to optimize the steady-state performance of a
networked nonlinear system. To circumvent local sensitivities
and satisfy input constraints, we leverage local iterative
updates based on gradient estimates and projection. More
importantly, to achieve fully distributed operations, we de-
sign a new protocol for maintaining and updating a queue
of historical local objective values, which facilitates each
agent to locally track the global objective value and construct
gradient estimates. Our work is aligned with [27] that pursues
cooperative optimization over networks. In contrast, we
consider the input-output coupling between agents through
dynamics and attain lower costs of local communication and
storage, because we do not require a table that records the
information of all the agents as [27]. We characterize the
optimality of the closed-loop interconnection between the
proposed controller and the networked system. Specifically,
we quantify the distance to the optimal point as a function



of the size of the network, the number of iterations, and
the accuracy of consensus. We further apply the proposed
distributed controller to a voltage control problem for a direct
current power system.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

Consider a networked system consisting of N subsystems,
or agents. The system is described by a graph G(N, &),
where N and € C N x N denote the set of agents and the set
of edges, respectively. Agent ¢ can communicate with agent
j if and only if (4, j) € &, where i, j € N. The neighborhood
of agent i is represented by N;. Given a vector w € RY, wy,
denotes its value at the k-th iteration, while w(i) represents
its i-th element.

A. Problem Formulation

Let the steady-state input-output map of a networked
system be given by a nonlinear function i : RV x RY — RY

y = h(u,d), (1)

where u € RY is the input, y € R is the output, d € RY
is a constant unknown exogenous disturbance drawn from a
certain distribution. The ¢-th elements of u, y, and d are the
local input, output, and disturbance of agent ¢, respectively,
where 7 = 1,..., N. We focus on a per-agent scalar setting
to simplify notation, however, our results readily extend to
scenarios involving multiple variables.

We aim to optimize the steady-state input-output perfor-
mance of the networked system (I)), i.e.,
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s.t. y=h(u,d), (2b)
ueU = vazll/li. (2¢)

In problem (2)), the global objective function ® : RN xRN —
R is the average of all the local objectives ®; : R x R —
R, and u(i) and y(4) are the input and output of agent 4,
respectively. Moreover, U; C R is the local input constraint
set of agent 7. The overall constraint set ¢/ is the Cartesian
product of all the local sets. By incorporating (2b) into the
objective ®(u,y), problem (2) can be transformed to:

min ~ ®(u)
u€RN 3)
st. uel,

where (u) = % 37, @i(u), and &;(u) £ & (u(i), y(i))
is the reduced local objective. Also, y(i) denotes the i-th
element of the overall output y = h(u,d). The disturbance
d acts as an unknown parameter of ®(u). We make the
following assumptions on the objectives and the network.

Assumption 1. The reduced objective ®, of agent i is Lo-
Lipschitz, Li-smooth, and m-strongly convex.

Assumption 2. The graph G describing the networked
system is undirected and connected.

Both Assumptions [[]and [2] are standard in the literature of
network control, see [27]-[29] and [15], [30], respectively.
For instance, the assumption that ®; is strongly convex can
be satisfied when the system has linear dynamics and the
objective ®; is a strongly convex function of (i) and (7).

Solving problem with numerical optimization algo-
rithms requires accurate knowledge of the static model h
and the disturbance d, which can be impractical in real-world
applications [1]. In contrast, in this paper we aim to develop
a fully-distributed OFO controller that leverages real-time
output measurements y to bypass the need for any model
information related to the input-output map h.

B. Gradient Estimation

The key technique that enables model-free operations is
zeroth-order optimization, where a gradient estimate, con-
structed based on objective values and random exploration
vectors, is used in the iterative update. In this paper, we
utilize the one-point residual feedback estimate proposed in
[25]. This scheme proposes to estimate the gradient of a
generic cost function ¢ : RV — R, evaluated at uy, using

?C(Uk) _ C(ug + dvx) — %(ukfl + 6”’“*1)%,

where uy,, up_1 € RV are optimization variables, V¢ (uy)
is the gradient estimate, § > 0 is the so-called smoothing
parameter, and vy,vr—1 are independent and identically
distributed random vectors sampled from a multivariate nor-
mal distribution. The expectation of (@) equals the gradient
of the smooth approximation (5 of ¢, where (s(u) :=
Eunro,n[¢(u+0v)], and I € RNV* s the identity matrix.
If ¢ is convex and L smooth, then (s is also convex and
L smooth. Moreover, the smooth approximation (s can be
bounded as ((u) < (s(u) < ((u) + 262N, Vu € RV,

III. DESIGN OF DISTRIBUTED MODEL-FREE OFO
CONTROLLERS

The centralized model-free OFO [9], [22], [23] for solving
requires a central processor to collect local objective
values i)l(u) evaluate the global objective to construct a
gradient estimate via (@), and then broadcast the updated
solution. In practice, however, this centralized design faces
challenges related to scalability, robustness, and privacy
preservation [15].

In contrast, we pursue an OFO controller to regulate the
system (I in a distributed manner. This controller employs
a novel communication protocol, where each agent stores
and exchanges a vector of historical evaluations of local
objectives for tracking the global objective value. This vector
is updated via average consensus in the same time scale as
the local optimization iterations. In the remainder of this
paper, we treat the unconstrained case of (e, U =RN)
separately, to derive sharper results.

4)

A. Unconstrained Setting

We first consider problem in the unconstrained sce-
nario, i.e., i/ = R™. The key idea of the proposed distributed



Algorithm 1 Model-free distributed OFO controller
Input: consensus parameter 7, step size 7, smoothing pa-
rameter §, uy € RY, initial vector zio € R7 of each

agent, total number of iterations T’
I: for k=0,...,7—1do

2. for every agent i do
3: evaluate @, (ug + 0vg) = @y (ug (i) + dvk (i), yx(i));
4: Zi,k(l):ZjeN Wiijk(l),Vl:].7...7T
5: zz(lk) = [zjk D, (ug + ovp)] "5
6: Upt1(1) = ug(i) — 77%, where
20 (1ol (i) if k=0,
1 1 init (;
Ar()=1 (23 (D =z (D)o ()
(=0 (=2 (D) ver (i) if k2T
&)
7: zigrr = [200@2), . 28+ 1]
8: end for
9: end for

Output: ur

OFO controller is to exchange and update local estimates
of the global objective values, construct gradient estimates
similar to (@), and then iteratively adjust local control inputs.

Let z; be a vector containing the local objective values
of agent ¢ at iteration k and z;;(j) be the j-th entry of
z; 1. The model-free distributed controller requires a suitable
initialization of z;0 € R7, where 7 € N is a design
parameter. For this, agent ¢ can evaluate the local objective
7 times using v (i) ~ N(0,1) for I = 0,...,7 — 1 and
stack the result in z; 9. Consequently, we have

-
Zi0= {CI) (uo + 5Umn) . (I) (uo + 5vlmt )]

We summarize the detailed steps of the proposed dis-
tributed OFO controller in Algorithm [I] The shared co-
efficients, such as 7,7, and J, can be either set in ad-
vance or synchronized via consensus mechanisms. At every
iteration k, each agent i generates a random exploration
signal vy (z) ~ N (0, 1) synchronously and evaluates its local
objective value ®;(uy + dvg) = D;(ug(i) + dvg (i), yr(7))
with its local input ug (i) 4+ dvy(7) and local measured output
yx(1), which captures the collective effect of the coupled
dynamics. These local objective values are stored in a vector
z;, € R7 of size 7. Then, the agents update z;; via the
average consensus step (see line [ in Algorithm [I)), where
W is a doubly stochastic matrix with Metropolis weights
[15]. Afterward, the new local evaluation of @i queues into

z; 1. We denote this vector with 7+ 1 elements by z(lk) The

first element of z( k) is taken out to facilitate the optimization

iterations (see hnes [6l{7] in Algorithm [I)). We illustrate the
process of communicating and updating z;  in Fig. []] l

In fact, when k¥ > 7 + 1, the first element of zi(’lk)
corresponds to performing 7 consensus iterations for the

. oo . Iteration
k—T1 k
I ki
ST Wrd (u vy STWEd(uy, +0v,,)
Zik Averaging :
ST wd STWB (uy, + 0
o, Vi | ), '
Zik-r* D, (uy_, +dv_,) 2t D (u Su,)
Fig. 1. Tllustration of the communication protocol.

local objective values at time k& — 7. This element closely

if 0<k <7, approximates the global objectlve value at time k—7 with a

suitable 7, since z(k( 1) = Z] T WD (u—r + 6vg—r).

We write Z, = [zgl,l(l) z](\})k( 1)]7, where Z;, € RV,
For k > 7 + 1, the update for all the agents is

1
Ug1 =Uk—775( Zy -

WTpk—r

Zio1 ) OUg—r, (6)
——
WTok—ra

where @p_r = [@1(uk—r + OVk—r),..., Py (up_r +
Svp_-)]" is of size N, and & ® y represents the Hadamard
product between two vectors x and y.

Remark 1. The parameter T regulates the trade-off between
the accuracy of the gradient estimate and the communication
burden. On the one hand, if T is large, then W™ approximates
%IIT well, where 1 € RY is an all-ones vector. Thus,
the distributed update (6) owns a comparable accuracy
guarantee as that of its centralized counterpart. On the
other hand, a large T indicates an increased amount of data
exchanged between neighboring agents at each iteration. In
practice, we can choose T according to the bandwidth of the
communication channel and the accuracy requirement.

B. Constrained Setting

In many applications, there exist constraints on the ad-
missible input. Such constraints can arise, for instance, from
the upper and lower bounds imposed by actuation limits. We
make the following assumption on the local input constraint
set U;, where t =1,..., N.

Assumption 3. The set U; C R is convex, closed, and
bounded with a diameter D;, i.e., Yu,u' € U;,|lu—u'| < D;.

Assumption [3] is commonly used in the literature, e.g.,
[71, [27], [31], and satisfied m applications. It implies the
overall constraint set U = Hl Ui is bounded by Dy =
Y Zi:l D3.

To handle the input constraint, we extend the proposed
distributed controller (6) with projection. Namely, every
agent ¢ performs the following update:

up+1 (i) = Projy, [“k(i) - gAk(z)}, O

where Proj,, [-] denotes the projection onto U;, and Ay is
defined as in (3).



IV. PERFORMANCE GUARANTEES

We provide convergence guarantees when the proposed
distributed model-free controller (6) is implemented in the
closed loop with system (). We use the expected distance
to the unique solution u* to problem (), i.e., E[||uy —u*||?],
as the convergence measure. This metric is common in the
literature when the objective is strongly convex and smooth
[15], [27].

A. Unconstrained Setting

We first focus on the unconstrained scenario of problem
@, with U = RY. Let the centralized gradient estimate as
per (@) and the consensus error be defined by

11
V(I)(uk’—‘r) = gﬁllT(sﬁk—T - @k—‘r—l) O Vg—r,

1 1

ehr = (W™ = 11T )(Prr = Prr1) © Vhr.

Therefore, the overall update @ can be transformed to
U1 = up — (VO (up_r) + ep_r), (3

where e,_, represents the error relative to the centralized
gradient estimate arising from a finite number of consensus
iterations. We further provide upper bounds on the second
moments of gradient estimates and errors.

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions |l| and |2| hold and U = RN, If
0<n< WOrT et then for any k > 1, E[||V®(ug) +
erll?], BlIV®(uy)||?], and E||ex||?] are bounded from above
by R, Ry, and R., respectively, where R = O(N?), Ry =
O(N?), and R, = O(N?, tr[(W™—+117)2]) are constants,
which can be found in Appendix B}

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [B] O

Note that R. exhibits a polynomial dependence on the
number of agents N. Furthermore, the term tr[(W7™ —
%IIT)Z] describes how the consensus error decreases when
7 increases. For 7 and § satisfying the conditions of
Lemma [T} we can choose 7 such that the error related to
e is arbitrarily small.

Next, we characterize the optimality of the closed-loop
interconnection of the proposed distributed controller (6) and
the system ().

Theorem 1. Given Assumptionsand ifU=RN, m>1,
)

and 0 < n < JIN D)’ then for any k > 7+ 1, the

closed-loop system satisfies

p

1(777), 9)
-p

where p=1— (m —1)n+mn? p(n) = a1’ + azn® + azn,

and ai,az, a3 are constants given by (14) in Appendix|[C]

Eflluk1 —u*|*] < p" TE[Jursr — )] +

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [C| O

Remark 2. Theorem |l| requires that the strong convexity
coefficient of ®; satisfies m > 1. For those objectives that do
not meet this requirement, we can scale them by some proper

constants bigger than 1, so that this condition is satisfied and
the optimal point remains unchanged.

The inequality (9) suggests that the transient behavior of
our distributed algorithm is captured by the convergence of
E[||ug+1 —u*||?] with a linear rate p. Further, the asymptotic
behavior reflecting the suboptimality of the limiting point is
dominated by errors due to stochastic gradient estimation and
consensus-based tracking mechanisms. We further show that
the bound of suboptimality (i.e., p(1)/(1—p)) asymptotically
converges to zero as 7 goes to infinity.

Corollary 1. Consider a sufficiently small € > 0. Let

ne = (\/ (a2 +0.5me)2 + (241 +32N2Ly L3ir(W27)) (m—1)e
— (az+0.5me))/(2a; +32N?Ly L3tr(W?3T)),

§ = 24/AN LEtr(W?27)n,.

By choosing 7 > In(U510%) /In(A3), we have 51 <

€, where Ao is the second largest eigenvalue of W.

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [D} O

B. Constrained Setting

Next, we consider the problem with an input constraint
set, i.e., U C RYN. Similar to Theorem [l the following
theorem provides an upper bound on the expected distance
to the optimal point when the projected controller (7)) is
interconnected in closed loop with the system (I)).

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions 1} 2} and [ hold. If 0 < n <
o the closed-loop interconnection attains the

VAN LZir(W2r)’

following upper bound
nk
1—p"”’

where p' =+/1—2mn+L3n? and R’ is a constant given by

* k—T1 *
Elllursr —w*ll] < 0™ "EflJursr — uw*ll] + (10)

ND
R = 2L0+4L0\/tr[W27](52u +4(N+4)2).
Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix O

With input constraints in place, the limiting bound on the
distance to the optimal point (i.e., nR’/(1 — p’)) depends
on the step size n and the diameter of the feasible set Dy,.
Compared to the unconstrained case, the distance between
any two points in the feasible set is not more than D;, in
the constrained case, which eliminates the need for dealing
with coupling transients in u. While the use of Dy, facilitates
analysis, the upper bound tends to be more conservative
than the bound ().

V. APPLICATION IN DISTRIBUTED VOLTAGE CONTROL

Consider the tree-shaped direct current (DC) power system
illustrated in Fig. 2] The line is modeled through a resistor
and an inductor. At each node, a droop controller (i.e., a
capacitor and a resistor connected to the ground) is applied



Fig. 2.  An 8-node DC power system.

such that the system is stabilized for any current injection
[32]. The system dynamics is given as

c o[Vl [¢ -Bl[V], [I*+L
o LI |87 -rllf]T] o |0 ay
Vm:V+da

where V' € R® is the node voltage, f € R” is the line
current, I* € R® is the reference current injection, I, € R3
is controllable current injection at each node, and V;, € R8 is
the voltage measurement corrupted by an unknown constant
noise d € R8. We denote the capacitance and resistance of
each node by the diagonal matrices C € R3%® and G €
R8*8 respectively. Moreover, the inductance and resistance
of each line are represented by the diagonal matrices L €
R™ 7 and R € R™*7, respectively. The network structure of
the power system is denoted by the incidence matrix B €
R8X7.

When there is an unknown load change Al € R8 in I*,
we aim to control the voltage of the system (TI) close to a
reference value Vj, s while minimizing the effort associated
to controllable current injection. The problem is formulated
as follows

pin S + Ve = Vi )
st. Vin=H{.+1I"—-AI)+d,
I.el,
where the input-output steady-state sensitivity matrix H =

(1 0] € RS, and Vi ot = HI* + d.

G -B| '[I

BT —-R 0
Note that local agents do not know the dynamics model
(1) or the sensitivity matrix H. Instead, they utilize local
output measurements and collaboratively solve problem (12)).
In simulations, the communication network is aligned with
the physical structure, and C, G, and L are set as identity
matrices. Further, I* and AI are all-ones vectors, and the
resistance R of each line is 10. We apply Euler’s forward
method to discretize the system (1)) by setting the discretiza-
tion step size € = 0.1. We set the step size n = 0.001 and
smoothing parameter § = 0.002.

For the unconstrained problem, we plot the relative errors
(i.e., |Jur —u*||/||w*||) in Fig.|3al The solid line represents the
average value over 20 independent numerical experiments.
The blue curve and green curve correspond to the distributed
model-free OFO controller (6) with 7 = 5 and 7 = 50,
respectively. The orange curve represents the centralized
counterpart (i.e., when 7 is set to zero and W7 is replaced

12)

103 103
= —— distributed, =5 = —— distributed, =5
X 102 - X 102 o
5 —— distributed, =50 5 —— distributed, =50
% 10! centralized % 10! centralized
2 100 2 100
[ [
$107? ~ | sw
9 102 9 102
1073 1073
0 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 0 1 2 3 4 5

Number of iterations [10%] Number of iterations [10%]

(a) Input error (unconstrained) (b) Input error (constrained)

0.5

°
%5 049 —====——c==o===—2 P e ——————————
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= centralized

0.47 1 3 3 3 :

Number of iterations [104]
(c) Trajectory for constrained input I.(6) (averaged results)

Fig. 3. Results for the distributed and centralized model-free controllers
on a DC power system.

by %11T in (6)). They all own a linear convergence rate.
The steady-state sub-optimality of the distributed controller
(@) results from the error of zeroth-order gradient estimates
and the finite consensus iterations reflected in W7. As 7
increases from 5 to 50, the performance of the distributed
controller approaches that of the centralized controller.

For the scenario with input constraints, the convergence
results are shown in Fig. BB Similar to the unconstrained
scenario, the distributed controller enjoys a fast convergence
rate. The gap between the distributed and centralized con-
trollers decreases as we increase 7. Constraint satisfaction
is illustrated by the averaged trajectory of the input I.(6)
in Fig. where the black dashed line represents the upper
bound on the input. By exchanging more data (i.e., increasing
T), the distributed controller converges to the optimal point,
which is at the boundary of the feasible set.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a distributed online feed-
back optimization controller to optimize the steady-state
performance of a networked nonlinear system. This con-
troller features fully model-free operations, moderate costs
of local computations and communication, and closed-loop
guarantees on optimality and constraint satisfaction. These
benefits were achieved via a consensus-based protocol that
exploits a queue of local objective values to track the global
objective, as well as iterative local updates involving gradient
estimates and projection. Future directions include asyn-
chronous implementations to handle delays or packet drops
and extensions to other applications, e.g., traffic networks
and process control systems.
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APPENDIX
A. Proof of a Supporting Lemma

We first provide a useful lemma, which will be imple-
mented in the following proofs. Let Fj be the o-algebra (see
[33, Section 1.2]) on the set formed by the random signals
v, - -+, Vp_1. From [25, Lemma 5], we have

E[@&)(uk_fﬂfk_ﬂr] = V&)(;(Uk_q-).
We further define

]EHW@(UO)JFGOHQ]: maX {E[H*(Wpsﬁo*wq oY © voll?]},

where @Mt = [®) (ug + dviM), ...
and vg both follow N'(0, In«n).
NLIfl<k<T+42

E[(®; (ug + dvg) — @, (ugp_1 + dvp_1)) %0k (4)?]
<2LZPE[||V®(uo) + eo|?] + 8L26*(N + 1).

CD (u0+5vlnll)] , ,U%)nit

Lemma 2. Leri,j € {1,...,

Fk>T1+2

E[(®;(ug + dvr) — @, (ugp_1 4 dvp_1))%vi(4)?]
2RV ®(up—r—1) + ex—r—1|*] + 8LZ*(N +1).

Proof. The upper bound is derived as follows

E[(‘i)j(uk + o) — éj(uk 1+ dv—1))?vi(i)?]
=E[E[(®; (ut + 6vy,) — ;(up—1 + dvg)
+ (i)(uk 1+ dvg) — (Uk 1+ 6vg— 1))2Uk(i)2|]:k”
<2L3E[E[|Jug — ug—1 >0k (i)?| Fr]]
+ 2L30°E[E[||lvg — vi—1]]2vk (4)?| F]]
2LGB[E[|Jug, — up—1[|vx ()?|Fi]] + 8LGO* (N + 1).
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where v = 4 L2n?tr[W?7], and the parametric conditions

B. Proof of Lemmall| ensure that oz < 1.When k > 7 4 2, we similarly have
Proof. We first provide an upper bound on E[| e || ~
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We establish upper bounds on terms (a)-(d). For (a), we have
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where (s.1) follows from the convexity of Dy (s.2) uses the
closeness between @5 and @; (s.3) holds because D(up—r) >
®* + 2 |lup—r — u*||*. For (b), we have
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where in (s.1) we rewrite i{(uk) — é(uij) as &)(uk) —
Q(ug—1) + P(ug—1) — -+ L(up—r41) — ®(ur—-) and use
the convexity of ®. For (c), we have

E[(V(ur) — VO (uy)) " (ur — up—r)]
<HELS Vs ) — VB(uw)|

1 .. .
+ §||V<I>(uk,1) +ep—1+ -+ VO(up_r)+ ek,T”z}

§%62NL%7 + %TRn.
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Hence, we can bound E[|lugy1 — u*||?] by
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where in (s.1) we incorporate the above upper bounds on
(a)-(d). In (s.2), we bound —E[(u —up_r) " (u* —up_)] by
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We define p = 1 — (m — 1)n + mn? and p(n) = a1n® +
asn? + asn, where

a1 =2mtR,
ay=27LoVR+6? L3N +2TR+4R;+mTR+R,
as=R. + L152N.
(14)
We telescope the inequality (I3) and arrive at (9). O
D. Proof for Corollary ]|

Proof. From Lemma [T] we have

p(n)  an*+am+az  an® + agn+ Re + L16°N
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By invoking the parametric conditions of 7. and J, we obtain
plne) _ € R.
1—p 2 (m—1)—mny
If we select 7 such that 7 > ln(%) /1n(\3), then
p(ne) _ €, €
— < -+ =-<e [
11—, 3t3<¢

E. Proof for Theorem

Proof. We derive the following recursive inequality of the
expected distance to the optimal point

Elllur1 — u*ll] = E[[Proj fur — n(V@(ur—r) + exr)]

— Proj,, [u™ — n(@‘i’(u*) +e")]II]
(s.1)
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AND
+ 277\/ 52 Y L2t [W27) + 16 L3t [W2T|(N + 4)2,

where (s.1) uses the non-expansiveness of the projection
operator when the constraint set is convex; (s.2) follows by
analyzing ||uz —u*||? using the properties of strongly convex
and smooth objectives; (s.3) is because a differentiable
Lipschitz function has a bounded gradient. Moreover, the
upper bound on E[|[V®(uy_,) + ex_-|] used in (s.3) is
obtained by following similar reasoning as the proof for
Lemma [I] and noting that the diameter of the feasible set
is Dy. We recursively apply the above inequality. Hence,

(TO) holds. O
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