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Abstract— Feedback optimization has emerged as a promis-

ing approach for optimizing the steady-state operation of

dynamical systems while requiring minimal modeling efforts.

Unfortunately, most existing feedback optimization methods

rely on knowledge of the plant dynamics, which may be

difficult to obtain or estimate in practice. In this paper, we

introduce a novel randomized two-point gradient-free feedback

optimization method, inspired by zeroth-order optimization

techniques. Our method relies on function evaluations at two

points to estimate the gradient and update the control input in

real-time. We provide convergence guarantees and show that

our method is capable of computing an ω-stationary point for

smooth, nonconvex functions at a rate O(ω→1), in line with

existing results for two-point gradient-free methods for static

optimization. Simulation results validate the findings.

Index Terms – Model-free control, zeroth-order optimization,

feedback optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Feedback optimization (FO) is concerned with the problem
of controlling dynamical systems to an optimal steady-
state point, as characterized by a mathematical optimiza-
tion problem [1]. Examples of the applicability of this
framework include optimal scheduling in communication
networks, resource scheduling in power grids, optimization
of transportation systems, and operation of industrial control
processes. Traditional numerical optimization methods [2]
provide a systematic approach to make control decisions
when an exact model of the plant to control is available,
and led to a rich class of model-based FO methods [1], [3]–
[8]. Yet, in real-world applications, an accurate model of the
plant to control is rarely available [9], and thus implement-
ing and ensuring the optimality of these methods remains
challenging. To overcome these limitations, a model-free
approach for FO has recently been proposed in [10], relying
on a one-point residual-feedback gradient estimate [11].
Unfortunately, as is well-known in the optimization literature
(see [11] for an insightful comparison), methods relying on
one-point gradient estimates are unable to recover the rate
of convergence of methods based on knowledge of the exact
gradient [11]. Motivated by these limitations, in this paper,
we propose a two-point random gradient-free method for
feedback optimization. The proposed controller relies on two
function evaluations of the plant performance to estimate a
descent direction, combined with a random exploration step
for the control input. To incorporate two function evaluations
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at each iteration, the controller is designed to operate at
a slower timescale than that of the plant, in line with
existing approaches on FO [5], [6], [8]. We show that, for
smooth nonconvex problems, the proposed two-point method
computes an ω-stationary point in O(ω→1) iterations, this
outperforms existing single-point methods [10], which are
characterized by a rate of O(ω→3/2) for the same problem.

Related works. Feedback optimization controllers have
attracted significant interest due to their capacity to steer
systems toward optimal steady states while effectively re-
jecting both constant and time-varying disturbances [5], [6],
[8]. These approaches integrate numerical optimization into
feedback control by leveraging real-time measurements to
estimate gradients, thereby removing the reliance on accurate
models of the plant and disturbances. In [12], a fast-stable
plant is considered as an algebraic steady-state map for the
power flow application. Particularly related to this work is the
recent work [10], which is the first fully model-free method
for feedback optimization, relying on a one-point residual-
feedback gradient estimate [11].

Another key development in FO that emerged to ad-
dress scalability and privacy issues in large-scale systems
is distributed FO. When centralized approaches become
impractical because of the system size or the need to keep
internal states private, decentralized methods provide a viable
alternative. Distributed gradient descent was first introduced
in [13] and further analyzed in [14], with other distributed
optimization algorithms extensively explored in [15]. Build-
ing on these foundations, the work [16] and [17] propose
distributed FO methods that integrate FO with distributed
computation to make FO practical for distributed architec-
tures.

The literature on (static) zeroth-order optimization [18]
is also related to this work. Zeroth-order methods refer to a
class of optimization techniques that estimate gradients using
function evaluations instead of explicit sensitivity informa-
tion. These methods, such as one-point feedback [19] and an
improved version [20], one-point residual feedback [11], and
two-point feedback [21]–[24] include randomized gradient-
free techniques. They have demonstrated convergence prop-
erties comparable to first-order approaches that make them
suitable for model-free optimization. Specifically, two-point
gradient-free methods that estimate gradients using finite dif-
ferences between function evaluations at two distinct points
are of particular interest because of their better rate of conver-
gence relative to other gradient-free methods. However, this
comes at the cost of increased computational complexity, as
they require two function evaluations per estimation.
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Contributions. This work features two main contributions.
First, we propose a two-point random gradient-free method
for feedback optimization. In a net departure from [10], we
utilize a two-point gradient estimate rather than a single-point
one. Second, we provide a rigorous convergence analysis of
our approach. Although our method requires two function
evaluations to estimate a descent direction, its rate of con-
vergence outperforms existing approaches based on a single
evaluation. Importantly, our analysis shows that the rate of
convergence of our method recovers that of established two-
point gradient methods in static optimization [21].

Organization. The paper is structured as follows. Section II
defines the problem focus of this work. Section III introduces
the proposed two-point random gradient-free controller. Sec-
tion IV presents the main theoretical results, followed by
numerical validation in Section V. Finally, Section VI con-
cludes the paper.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider plants that can be modeled by a discrete-time
dynamical models of the form:

xt+1 = f(xt, ut, d),

yt = z(xt, d), (1)

where xt → Rn is the system state at time t, ut → Rp the
control input, yt → Rq the measured output, and d → Rr

models a deterministic but unknown constant disturbance. In
this work, we are interested in an output regulation control
problem; for this to be well-posed, we make the following
assumption.

Assumption 1 (Properties of the plant): There exists a
unique map xss : Rp

↑ Rr
↓ Rn such that

↔u, d, f(xss(u, d), u, d) = xss(u, d); the mapping u ↗↓

xss(u, d) is globally Mx-Lipschitz in u, and the function
z(x, d) is globally Mz-Lipschitz in x. Moreover, for each
(u, d), the equilibrium point xss(u, d) of (1) is globally
exponential stable; that is, there exists ε, ϑ > 0 such that
for any x0 → Rn, the solutions of (1) with ut = u ↔t satisfy
↘xt ≃ xss(u, d)↘ ⇐ ε↘x0 ≃ xss(u, d)↘e→ωt. ↭

In other words, Assumption 1 guarantees the existence of
a function xss that maps each input pair (u, d) into the corre-
sponding equilibrium state and that the equilibrium of (1) is
globally exponentially stable. We note that these assumptions
are common in output regulation problems [25] as well as
in feedback optimization approaches [5], [8], [17]. Notice
also that if the plant to be regulated is not asymptotically
stable, (1) shall be viewed as a pre-stabilized version of such
a plant (e.g., stabilized via classical approaches based on
output feedback [26]). In what follows, we let

h(u, d) ↫ z(xss(u, d), d). (2)

It follows from Assumption 1 that (1) is globally input-to-
state stable with respect to the input (ut+1 ≃ ut) (see [27]);
that is, there exists1 a KL-function ε : R↑0 ↑ R↑0 ≃↓ R

1See [27] for notation.

and a K-function ϖ such that, for each input signal ut and
each x0 → Rn, it holds that

↘xt+1 ≃ xss(ut, d)↘ ⇐ max
1↓j↓t

{ϱ1(↘x1 ≃ xss(u0, d)↘), (3)

ϱ2(↘uj ≃ uj→1↘)},

for all x1 → Rn, where ϱ1,ϱ2 are two K-functions. Moti-
vated by this, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 2 (Properties of h(u, d)): There exists a µ ⇒

0 such that for any input ut → Rp,

↘yt+1 ≃ h(ut, d)↘
2
⇐ µ.

↭
The quantity µ can be interpreted as an estimate for the

speed of the dynamics of the plant (1), capturing the rate at
which (1) converges to its steady-state output. By comparison
with (3), µ can be viewed as an estimate for the right-
hand side of (3) (combined with the Lipschitz constant Mz).
Notice that a uniform bound for the right-hand side of (3) is a
reasonable approximation when ↘x1≃xss(u0, d)↘ is bounded
(in other words, the initial condition of (1) is close to the
plant’s steady-state), and the controller is sufficiently-slow,
so that ↘uj ≃ uj→1↘ is bounded. We leave a relaxation of
this assumption as the scope of future works.

In this work, we study the problem of designing a con-
troller that regulates (1) to the solution of the following
optimal output regulation problem:

min
u,y

!(u, y)

s.t. y = h(u, d),
(4)

where ! : Rp
↑ Rq

↓ R is a (possibly nonconvex)
loss function modeling performance requirements for system
inputs and outputs at steady-state. By substituting the con-
straint into the cost, (4) can be rewritten as an unconstrained
optimization problem:

min
u

!̃(u) ↫ !(u, h(u, d)). (5)

We make the following assumption on the loss functions.
Assumption 3 (Properties of the optimization): The

function !̃(u) is globally L-smooth, M -Lipschitz, and is
bounded below by !̃low. Moreover, the function !(u, y) is
globally M!-Lipschitz in y. ↭

The assumptions on Lipschitz continuity in Assumption 3
are standard and largely satisfied in applications.

A standard approach to regulate (1) to the solution of (5)
is as follows:
(S1) Apply an optimization algorithm to determine an opti-

mizer uε of (5)
(S2) Apply ut ⇑ uε to (1)
Unfortunately, such an approach is impractical because of
two main limitations:
(L1) Solving (5) requires knowledge of d, which in many

practical applications is unknown
(L2) Solving (5) requires knowledge of the mapping h(u, d)

and hence of the full model of the plant (1) (pre-
cisely, of the functions f(x, u, d), z(x, d), and xss(u, d)



implicitly through (2)), which is impractical in many
cases, as models are often unknown or inexact

Motivated by these observations, in this work we study
the following problem.

Problem 1: Design a control algorithm for (1), having
access only to performance evaluations of the plant at each
time (i.e., oracle evaluations of t ↗↓ !(ut, yt+1)) and
without any knowledge of the disturbance d nor of the model
of (1), such that the inputs and outputs of (1) converge
asymptotically to an optimizer of (4). ↭

We stress that we seek an algorithm that relies on function
evaluations of the map !(u, y) (cf. (4)) rather than !̃(u)
(cf. (5)) because the mapping h(u, d) is assumed to be
unknown (see limitation(L2)), thus seeking a method that
is entirely ‘model-free.’

III. THE TWO-POINT RANDOM GRADIENT-FREE
METHOD FOR FEEDBACK OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we propose a two-point random gradient-
free method for feedback optimization that achieves the ob-
jectives set forward in Problem 1. The method is summarized
in Algorithm 1. First, the input ut is applied to the plant and
the corresponding control performance is evaluated through
!(ut, yt+1) (cf. line 2). Then, the control input is randomly
perturbed around the current point ut (cf. line 3), applied to
the plant, and the control performance is re-evaluated at such
a perturbed point !(ut+1, yt+2) (cf. line 4). By using these
two function evaluations, a descent direction for the cost gϑt
is estimated (cf. line 5) and, finally, the control decision is
updated along this direction. In the algorithm, the parameter
ς > 0 is interpreted as the stepsize of the method and φ > 0
as the smoothing parameter modeling the magnitude of the
perturbation.

Algorithm 1: Two-point random gradient-free feed-
back controller

1: Data: u0 → Rp, x0 → Rn, t = 0, ς, φ > 0
2: Apply ut to (1) and evaluate !(ut, yt+1)
3: Set ut+1 = ut + φvt, vt ⇓ N (0, Ip)
4: Apply ut+1 to (1) and evaluate !(ut+1, yt+2)
5: Set gϑt = vt

ϑ

(
!(ut+1, yt+2)≃ !(ut, yt+1)

)

6: Set ut+2 = ut ≃ ςgϑt
7: t ⇔ t+ 2, go to step 2

Remark 1: Algorithm 1 can be seen as a variant of the
random gradient-free two-point optimization method [21],
[23], [28], specifically adapted for use in FO. This algo-
rithm is characterized by two main innovative features with
respect to [21], [23], [28]. First, each function evaluation
t ↗↓ !(ut, yt+1) implicitly requires one state update of the
plant (1) (namely, from xt to xt+1), and thus estimating a
descent direction (as in line 5 of the algorithm) requires a
combination of two plant updates. Moreover, because the
algorithm relies on function evaluations of !(u, y) (in place
of !̃(u)) for the limitations outlined in (L1)-(L2), the descent
direction estimated by gϑt is an approximation of a descent

direction for !̃(u). These two properties pose additional
challenges for the closed-loop performance analysis, which
will be addressed in the subsequent sections. ↭

The closed-loop dynamics, when Algorithm 1 is used to
control the plant (1) are, for2 t = 1, 2, 3, . . . , given by:

xt+1 = f(xt, ut, d), yt = z(xt, d), (6)

ut+1 =

{
ut + φvt, vt ⇓ N (0, Ip), if t = 2, 4, 6, . . . ,

ut→1 ≃ ς vt→1

ϑ gϑt→1 if t = 1, 3, 5, . . . ,

where gϑt→1 =
(
!(ut, yt+1) ≃ !(ut→1, yt)

)
. The following

result characterizes the control performance of Algorithm 1,
when applied as a feedback controller as in (6).

Theorem 3.1: Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Fix
ω! > 0, and assume that ς < 1/8L(p + 4) and φ ⇐√
2ω!/Lp. Then, the closed-loop system (6), after T > 0,

iterations satisfies3:

1

T

T→1∑

k=0

Ev[↘↖!̃(uk)↘
2] = O

(
1

Tς(1≃ ςp)

)
+O

(
ςφ2p3

(1≃ ςp)

)

+O

(
φ2p3

)
+O

(
µpς

φ2(1≃ ςp)

)
, (7)

where ω! is the precision satisfying |!̃ϑ(u) ≃ !̃(u)| ⇐ ω!
and the expectation is with respect to {v0, . . . , vT→1}. ↭

The proof of this result is presented in Section IV. In other
words, Theorem 3.1 guarantees that the control sequence uk,
produced by the closed-loop system (6), yields a sequence of
gradient errors ↘↖!̃(uk)↘2 that is summable in expectation.
The upper bound in (7) depends on the various parameters
of the optimization problem (4), of the plant (1), and of the
algorithm; in particular, the first term decreases to zero at a
rate 1/T , the second and third terms can be made arbitrarily
small by carefully choosing a suitable small ς and φ, while
the fourth term depends on the rate of convergence of the
plant and can be reduced when µ is a tunable parameter. In
fact, for a rapidly decaying system (µ close to zero), this
term can be neglected.

Remark 2: In Theorem 3.1, the average second moment
of the gradient of the !̃(u) is the convergence measure.
This measure is extensively used in the field of zeroth-order
optimization when the problem is nonconvex [11], [21]. We
say a solution u is ω-accurate if E[↘↖!̃(u)↘2] ⇐ ω. Note that
finding a globally optimal solution for nonconvex problems
is NP-hard [29]. Hence, this measure serves as a starting
point for analysis in this work. In addition, we need the
Gaussian smooth approximation !̃ϑ to be ω!-close to the
original objective function !̃, which requires φ ⇐

√
2ω!/Lp

according to Lemma 1.1 in the Appendix.
↭

The following result gives an explicit way to select all
parameters of the optimization method to ensure that the
iterates of (6) converge to an ω-stationary point of (5).

2See the detailed description in Algorithm 1 for initializations and the
special case t = 0.

3A function ω(n) is said to be O
(
f(n)

)
if there exists a constant C > 0

and n0 such that →n ↑ n0, |ω(n)| ↓ C|f(n)|.



Theorem 3.2: Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Fix
ω, ω! > 0, let ς = 1/16L(p+ 4),

φ2 =

√
4M2

!µp(8p+ 33)

L2(p+ 4)
(
(p+ 6)3 + (p+ 4)2

) , (8)

and suppose that µ ⇐ min{µ1, µ2}, where

µ1 =
(p+ 4)ω2

16L2M2
!p(8p+ 33)

(
(p+ 6)3 + (p+ 4)2

) ,

µ2 =
(p+ 4)

(
(p+ 6)3 + (p+ 4)2

)
ω2!

M2
!p

3(8p+ 33)
. (9)

Then, after T ⇒ 2c1/ω iterations, the closed-loop system (6)
satisfies:

1

T

T→1∑

k=0

Ev[↘↖!̃(uk)↘
2] ⇐ ω, (10)

where c1 = 128L(p+4)(!̃ϑ(u0)≃!̃low) and the expectation
is taken with respect to {v0, . . . , vT→1}.

The proof of this result is presented in Section IV. In
other words, given a desired accuracy ω, Theorem 3.2 gives a
method to select the parameters ς and φ so that (6) reaches an
ω-stationary point of (5). Notice the choice of ς and φ made
here are compatible with the range for these parameters given
in Theorem 3.1. Particularly, by combining (8) with (9), it
follows that, to reach an ω-stationary point, the smoothing
parameter should be chosen φ2 = O(max{ϖ,ϖ!}

L2p3 ).
Remark 3: Interestingly, the required iteration complexity

for the proposed algorithm is of order O(pω→1), which is
the same as the best complexity result for two-point zeroth-
order feedback established in [21], whereas the iteration
complexity for the one-point residual feedback is of order
O(p3ω→3/2). Note that this comparison holds when the
objective function is smooth and nonconvex [11]. ↭

IV. CONVERGENCE AND PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the iterates of (6) and present
the proofs of Theorems 3.1–3.2.

First, we introduce the compact notation:

g̃ϑ(ut) :=
vt
φ

(
!̃(ut + φvt)≃ !̃(ut)

)
,

gϑ(ut) :=
vt
φ

(
!(ut+1, yt+2)≃ !(ut, yt+1)

)
, (11)

and observe that g̃ϑ(ut) models the two-point gradient esti-
mator [21], [23], [28] based for the true function !̃(uk) that
we aim to minimize (see (5)). Moreover, define the gradient
estimator error:

et := gϑ(ut)≃ g̃ϑ(ut). (12)

A. Instrumental results

The following results are instrumental for the subsequent
analysis.

Lemma 4.1 ([21, Lemma 1]): Let v → Rp satisfy the
standard multivariate normal distribution. Then,

E[↘v↘t] ⇐

{
pt/2, if t → [0, 2],

(p+ t)t/2, if t > 2.

↭
Lemma 4.2: If Assumptions 1-3 hold, then

E[↘et↘
2] ⇐

4M2
!µp

φ2
. (13)

↭
Proof: By substituting (11) into (12):

et =
vt
φ

[
!(ut+1, yt+2)

≃ !(ut, yt+1)≃
(
!̃(ut+1)≃ !̃(ut)

)]
. (14)

Now, we take the 2-norm from both sides of the inequality
and use (a + b)2 ⇐ 2a2 + 2b2. Noting that !̃(ut) =
!(ut, h(ut, d)), we obtain

↘et↘
2
⇐

2↘vt↘2

φ2
∥∥!(ut+1, yt+2)≃ !(ut+1, h(ut+1, d))

∥∥2

+
2↘vt↘2

φ2
∥∥!(ut, yt+1)≃ !(ut, h(ut, d))

∥∥2,
(a)
⇐

2↘vt↘2

φ2
M2

!

(
↘yt+2 ≃ h(ut+1, d)↘

2

+ ↘yt+1 ≃ h(ut, d)↘
2
)
,

(b)
⇐

4↘vt↘2

φ2
M2

!µ, (15)

where (a) follows from the Lipschitz continuity of !(u, y)
in y, and (b) from Assumption 2. Taking the expectations
of both sides of 15, and utilizing Lemma 4.1 completes the
proof.

Let {ak}↔k=0, ak = 2k, denote the sequence of even, non-
negative, integers. With a slight abuse of notation, in what
follows, we will denote ak simply by k, such that k + 1 is
intended to denote ak+1 = 2(k+1). Notice also that we will
use the notation k to explicitly distinguish it from the time
index t in (6).

B. Proof of Theorems 3.1-3.2

We begin with the proof of Theorem 3.1. From Assump-
tion 3, we have

!̃ϑ(uk+1)

⇐ !̃ϑ(uk) +
〈
↖!̃ϑ(uk), uk+1 ≃ uk

〉
+

L

2
↘uk+1 ≃ uk↘

2

(a)
⇐ !̃ϑ(uk)≃ ς

〈
↖!̃ϑ(uk), g̃ϑ(uk) + ek

〉

+
Lς2

2
↘g̃ϑ(uk) + ek↘

2, (16)

where (a) follows from line 5 of Algorithm 1 and (12). By
taking the expectations of both sides of (16) with respect to
vk and using (a + b)2 ⇐ 2a2 + 2b2 inequality on the third



term, we have

Evk [!̃ϑ(uk+1)]

⇐ !̃ϑ(uk)≃ ς
〈
↖!̃ϑ(uk), Evk [g̃ϑ(uk)]

〉

≃ ς
〈
↖!̃ϑ(uk), Evk [ek]

〉
+ Lς2Evk

[
↘g̃ϑ(uk)↘

2
]

+ Lς2Evk

[
↘ek↘

2
]

(a)
⇐ !̃ϑ(uk)≃ ς↘↖!̃ϑ(uk)↘

2
≃ ς

〈
↖!̃ϑ(uk), Evk [ek]

〉

+ Lς2Evk

[
↘g̃ϑ(uk)↘

2
]
+ Lς2Evk

[
↘ek↘

2
]

(b)
⇐ !̃ϑ(uk)≃ ς↘↖!̃ϑ(uk)↘

2
≃ ς

〈
↖!̃ϑ(uk), Evk [ek]

〉

+ 4Lς2(p+ 4)↘↖!̃ϑ(uk)↘
2 + 3L3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3

+ Lς2Evk

[
↘ek↘

2
]

(17)

where (a) and (b) follow from Lemma 1.2(i) and (ii) in
Appendix, respectively. By rearranging terms, we obtain

(
ς ≃ 4Lς2(p+ 4)

)
↘↖!̃ϑ(uk)↘

2

⇐ !̃ϑ(uk)≃ Evk [!̃ϑ(uk+1)]≃ ς
〈
↖!̃ϑ(uk), Evk [ek]

〉

+ 3L3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3 + Lς2Evk

[
↘ek↘

2
]

(a)
⇐ !̃ϑ(uk)≃ Evk [!̃ϑ(uk+1)] +

ς

2
↘↖!̃ϑ(uk)↘

2

+
ς

2
↘Evk [ek]↘

2 + 3L3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3 + Lς2Evk

[
↘ek↘

2
]

(18)

where (a) follows from < a, b >⇐ ↘a↘↘b↘ ⇐
1
2 (↘a↘

2 +
↘b↘2). Exploiting Jensen’s inequality, we have

(ς
2
≃ 4Lς2(p+ 4)

)
↘↖!̃ϑ(uk)↘

2

⇐ !̃ϑ(uk)≃ Evk [!̃ϑ(uk+1)] + 3L3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3

+ (Lς2 +
ς

2
)Evk

[
↘ek↘

2
]
. (19)

Note that the left-hand side of (19) is positive (0 < ς <
1/8L(p + 4)). Now, we define ↼ :=

(
ς/2 ≃ 4Lς2(p + 4)

)
.

Combining (19) and Lemma 1.1(ii), we have

↘↖!̃(uk)↘
2

⇐
2

↼

(
!̃ϑ(uk)≃ Evk [!̃ϑ(uk+1)]

)
+

6

↼
L3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3

+
1

↼
(2Lς2 + ς)Evk

[
↘ek↘

2
]
+

1

2
φ2L2(p+ 6)3. (20)

Taking the expectations of both sides of (20) with respect to
v0, . . . , vk→1, we have

E
[
↘↖!̃(uk)↘

2
]

⇐
2

↼

(
E[!̃ϑ(uk)]≃ E[!̃ϑ(uk+1)]

)
+

6

↼
L3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3

+
1

↼
(2Lς2 + ς)E

[
↘ek↘

2
]
+

1

2
φ2L2(p+ 6)3. (21)

Summing up from k = 0, . . . , T ≃ 1, we obtain

T→1∑

k=0

Ev[↘↖!̃(uk)↘
2]

⇐
2

↼

(
E[!̃ϑ(u0)]≃ E[!̃ϑ(uT )]

)
+

6

↼
TL3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3

+
1

↼
(2Lς2 + ς)

T→1∑

k=0

E
[
↘ek↘

2
]
+

1

2
T φ2L2(p+ 6)3

(a)
⇐

2

↼

(
!̃ϑ(u0)≃ !̃low

)
+

6

↼
TL3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3

+
1

↼
(2Lς2 + ς)

T→1∑

k=0

E
[
↘ek↘

2
]
+

1

2
T φ2L2(p+ 6)3,

(b)
⇐

2

↼

(
!̃ϑ(u0)≃ !̃low

)
+

6

↼
TL3ς2φ2(p+ 4)3

+
4M2

!µpT

↼φ2
(2Lς2 + ς) +

1

2
T φ2L2(p+ 6)3, (22)

where (a) follows the fact that !̃ is bounded from below,
and (b) obtained from Lemma 4.2. Finally, we divide the
both sides of (22) by T , and substitute ↼, which lead to

1

T

T→1∑

k=0

Ev[↘↖!̃(uk)↘
2]

⇐
4
(
!̃ϑ(u0)≃ !̃low

)

Tς
(
1≃ 8Lς(p+ 4)

) +
12L3ςφ2(p+ 4)3

1≃ 8Lς(p+ 4)

+
8M2

!µp(2Lς + 1)

φ2
(
1≃ 8Lς(p+ 4)

) +
φ2L2(p+ 6)3

2

⇐ O

(
1

Tς(1≃ ςp)

)
+O

(
ςφ2p3

(1≃ ςp)

)
+O

(
µpς

φ2(1≃ ςp)

)

+O

(
φ2p3

)
. (23)

Completing the proof of Theorem 3.1, we continue to
prove Theorem 3.2. First, we set ς = 1/16L(p + 4) and
substitute it in (23). We obtain

1

T

T→1∑

k=0

Ev[↘↖!̃(uk)↘
2] ⇐

c1
T

+
c2L2φ2

2
+

c3µ

φ2
, (24)

where

c2 = (p+ 6)3 + (p+ 4)2,

c3 =
2M2

!p(8p+ 33)

p+ 4
.

Then, we minimize the right-hand side of (24) with respect
to φ. Substituting φ with its optimal value, as given in the
theorem statement, we get

1

T

T→1∑

k=0

Ev[↘↖!̃(uk)↘
2] ⇐

c1
T

+ L
√
2c2c3µ ⇐ ω. (25)

Solving c1/T ⇐ ω/2 for T and L
↙
2c2c3µ ⇐ ω/2 for µ give

the lower bound for the number of iterations required to reach



ω-accuracy convergence and µ1, respectively. Furthermore,
from Lemma 1.1(ii),

|!̃ϑ(u)≃ !̃(u)| ⇐
φ2

2
Lp =

p
↙
c3µ

↙
2c2

⇐ ω!. (26)

Solving (26) for µ gives µ2 and completes the proof.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we show the performance of the proposed
Algorithm 1. In line with [10], we consider the following
nonlinear system:

xt+1 = Axt +But + Edx

+ F
(
xt ≃ xss(ut, dx)

)
∝
(
xt ≃ xss(ut, dx)

)

yt = Cxt +Ddy,
(27)

where x → R10, u → R5, dx, dy → R5 and y → R5

are the state, input, disturbances, and output of the system,
accordingly. Moreover, xss(ut, dx) ↫ (I≃A)→1(But+Edx)
is the steady-state map, where I is the identity matrix of
the corresponding order. The final term in the state equation
of (27) can be interpreted as the residual error when linear
dynamics serve as an approximation for general nonlinear
dynamics at steady state. The system matrices in (27) are
randomly drawn from the standard uniform distribution.
Also, we let ↘A↘2 = 0.05 and ↘F↘1 = 0.01 to ensure
the stability of the system. The disturbances dx, dy are
produced from the standard normal distribution. We consider
the following instance of (4):

min
u,y

!(u, y) = u↗R1u+R↗
2 u+ ↘y↘2. (28)

In (28), we define the positive semi-definite matrix R1 =
R↗

3 R3 → R5↘5. The elements of R2 → R5 and R3 → R5↘5

are drawn from the standard uniform distribution. Thus, the
objective in (28) is a smooth convex function.

In Fig. 1, we propose a comparison between the perfor-
mance of Algorithm 1, the FO method with exact gradi-
ent [9], an idealized two-point method where the state of the
plant is restarted at each iteration mimicking [21], [23], [28],
and the one-point residual feedback optimization [10]. More
precisely, the FO method with exact gradient [9] is given by:

ut+1 = ut ≃ ς
(
↖u!(ut, yt+1) +G↗

↖y!(ut, yt+1)
)
,
(29)

where G ↫ C(I ≃A)→1B is the steady-state input to output
sensitivity of (27) and ς > 0 is the stepsize.

In Fig. 1, we compare the performance of the different
methods using the squared norm of the gradient of the
objective !̃(ut) and the optimality gap !̃(ut)≃ !̃low, where
!̃low is the minimizer of the problem (28). To obtain this
figure, we used φ = 5 ↑ 10→5; the selected stepsizes are
40↑10→5, 2.5↑10→5, and 100↑10→5 for the modified and
idealized two-point FO controller, the one-point residual FO
controller, and the first-order controller (29) with the exact
gradient of the objective, respectively. The selected stepsizes
have been optimized via trial-and-error, selecting the largest

(a) Comparison of the squared norm of the cost gradient for each method.

(b) Comparison of the optimality gap for each method.

Fig. 1. Comparison of the proposed modified two-point FO (ε =
40↔ 10→5), idealized two-point FO (ε = 40↔ 10→5), one-point residual
proposed in [10] (ε = 2.5↔10→5), and classical first-order gradient descent
with the exact gradient of the cost (ε = 100↔10→5). ϑ is set to 5↔10→5

for all methods.

values that yield a converging algorithm. In the figures,
the solid curve represents the average trajectory across
10 experiments, whereas the shaded region illustrates the
variation in these trajectories. We note that all randomized
methods yield moderate oscillatory trajectories, arising from
the stochastic nature of input perturbations. In contrast, the
exact method (29) does not exhibit this behavior because of
its deterministic nature.

In Fig. 1(a), we observe that the feedback controller using
the exact sensitivity G outperforms the others; Algorithm 1
gives a solution accuracy and a convergence rate compara-
ble to the idealized two-point but converges more slowly;
the one-point residual feedback methods [10] has a rate
a convergence that is considerably worse than all other
methods considered. This aligns with the existing theoretical
guarantees, which shows that random two-point gradient-free
methods generally exhibit faster convergence than random
one-point gradient-free methods [11]. A similar pattern is
observed in Fig. 1(b); the first-order controller achieves
the best performance, and the proposed modified controller
convergence rate is close to that of the idealized two-point
controller and surpasses the one-point residual controller.
Moreover, the feedback mechanism of these controllers in-
herently reduces spikes caused by disturbances.

Fig. 2 illustrates the impact of the stepsize (ς) and the
smoothing parameter (φ). Decreasing the smoothing ratio φ,
in general, leads to an improvement in steady-state accuracy
and reduces high-frequency variations due to large explo-
ration steps (cf. Fig. 2 blue line and red line). However, in
our simulations, we observed that exceedingly small values
of φ may lead to algorithms with poor robustness when noise



Fig. 2. Performance of the proposed modified two-point FO for different
stepsize (ε) and smoothing parameter (ϑ).

is involved in the sensing and actuation signals, as noise may
interfere with the exploration step (step 2 of Algorithm 1).
On the other hand, increasing the stepsize (ς) within the
allowable range improves the rate of convergence (cf. Fig. 2
green line and red line).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This paper introduced a two-point gradient-free feedback
optimization method for controlling dynamical systems to
an optimal steady-state point. Unlike traditional FO methods
that rely on model-dependent gradient estimates, the pro-
posed algorithm estimates the gradient using function eval-
uations, which makes it fully model-free. We modified the
standard two-point zeroth-order method to make it practical
for control systems. Theoretical analysis provided guarantees
on the convergence of the method, and we compared the pro-
posed algorithm with other existing zeroth-order algorithms
to show its effectiveness. Further studies could extend the
algorithm to a constrained optimization problem and explore
adaptive stepsize to enhance the performance. In addition,
relaxing the assumption on contraction properties would be
an interesting research direction.

APPENDIX

A. Zeroth-Order Optimization

Zeroth-order or gradient-free optimization is the concept
of utilizing function evaluations to estimate the gradient of
the cost without the need to access the gradient directly.
Zeroth-order optimization is a well-studied field; as such, the
seminal work of [21] sets a concrete framework in this field,
introducing two-point gradient estimates, which we utilize in
this work. The goal is to approximate the first-order gradient
of a function using only function evaluations. To achieve this,
we need to perturb the function around the current point in a
uniformly distributed manner across all directions that leads
to considering a Gaussian-smoothed version of the function
f(u) : Rp

↓ R, as introduced by [21],

fϑ(u) := Ev≃N (0,Ip)[f(u+ φv)], (30)

where the elements of the vector v are i.i.d. standard
Gaussian random variables. The following Lemma bounds
the approximation error of the function fϑ(u), which is
developed in [21].

Lemma 1.1 ([21, Theorem 1 and Lemma 4]): If
f : Rp

↓ R is L-smooth, then for any u → Rp,
φ > 0, and fϑ(u) given in (30),

(i) |fϑ(u)≃ f(u)| ⇐
φ2

2
Lp,

(ii) ↘↖f(u)↘2 ⇐ 2↘↖fϑ(u)↘
2 +

φ2

2
L2(p+ 6)3.

↭
For an objective function f(u) : Rp

↓ R, the gradient-
free oracle proposed in [21] is

g̃ϑ(ut) =
vt
φ

(
f(ut + φvt)≃ f(ut)

)
(31)

where vt is a random vector of the corresponding size drawn
from the standard multivariate normal distribution, and φ is a
smoothing parameter, which represents the amplitude of the
exploration noise. Note that the gradient estimation in (31)
requires two function evaluations at time t, which poses a
challenge in the control setting, as only one actuation step
can be applied to the system at a given time. In this work,
we modify the algorithm to make it compatible with the FO
setting.

Lemma 1.2 ([21, Lemma 5]): If f : Rp
↓ R is L-

smooth, given any u → Rp, φ > 0, v ⇓ N (0, Ip), fϑ(u)
in (30), and g̃ϑ(u) in (31),

(i) Ev[g̃ϑ(u)] = ↖fϑ(u),

(ii) Ev[↘g̃ϑ(u)↘
2] ⇐ 4(p+ 4)↘↖fϑ(u)↘

2 + 3φ2L2(p+ 4)3.

↭
Lemma 1.2 shows that the estimator (31) is an unbiased

gradient estimate of the smoothed function fϑ(u) at ut

besides a bound on the second moment of the gradient
estimate Ev[↘g̃ϑ(u)↘2], which is used in our analysis in
Section IV.
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