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Prox-DBRO-VR: A Unified Analysis on
Decentralized Byzantine-Resilient Composite
Stochastic Optimization with Variance Reduction
and Non-Asymptotic Convergence Rates

Jinhui Hu, Guo Chen, Huaqing Li

Abstract— Decentralized Byzantine-resilient stochastic gradi-
ent algorithms resolve effeciently large-scale optimization prob-
lems in adverse conditions, such as malfunctioning agents, soft-
ware bugs and cyber attacks. This paper investigates a class
of generic composite optimization problems over multi-agent
cyberphysical systems (CPSs), with the existence of an unknown
number of Byzantine agents. Based on the proximal mapping
method, two variance-reduced (VR) techniques and a norm-
penalized approximation strategy, we propose a decentralized
Byzantine-resilient proximal-gradient algorithmic framework,
dubbed Prox-DBRO-VR, which achieves an optimization and
control goal using only local computation and communication.
To reduce asymptotically the variance generated by evaluating
the noisy stochastic gradients, we incorporate two localized
variance-reduced techniques (SAGA and LSVRG) into Prox-
DBRO-VR, to design Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG.
Via analyzing the contraction relationships among the gradient-
learning error, robust consensus condition and optimal gap,
the theoretical result demonstrates that both Prox-DBRO-SAGA
and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG, with a well-designed constant (resp.,
decaying) step-size, converge linearly (resp., sub-linearly) inside
an error ball around the optimal solution to the optimization
problem under standard assumptions. The trade-offs between
the convergence accuracy and the number of Byzantine agents in
both linear and sub-linear cases are characterized. In simulation,
we show the effectiveness and practicability of the proposed
algorithms via handling decentralized learning problems based
on logistic regression and neural networks, respectively.

Index Terms—Decentralized optimization and learning,
Byzantine-resilient algorithms, CPSs security, variance reduction,
stochastic gradients, proximal gradient methods

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Literature Review

Recent years witness intensive research and significant
advancement on decentralized optimization in the field of
machine learning [1]-[3], smart grid [4]], cooperative control
[S] and uncooperative game [6]. Decentralized optimization
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algorithms have the advantages of high-efficiency for massive-
scale optimization problems, good scalability over large-scale
intelligent systems, and a lower cost in local computation and
short-distance communication.

With the rapid expansion of multi-agent systems (MASs)
and cyberphysical systems (CPSs), there are unavoidable
security issues in the process of optimization and control,
such as poisoning data, software bugs, malfunctioning devices
and cyber attacks [7], [8]. All these issues in the course
of multi-agent optimization and control are generalized as a
node-level problem model, namely Byzantine problems [9],
while the malfunctioning or compromised agents are called
Byzantine agents. Byzantine agents are able to deviate the
decision variable of decentralized optimization algorithms [1]],
[, [2], [4]-16], [LO]-[16] away from the optimal solution
to the optimization problem [17], or even cause disagree-
ment and divergence [18]. For example, if an honest agent
is attacked and controlled by adversaries, the attacker can
manipulate the agent to send various misleadingly falsified
information to its different reliable neighboring agents con-
stantly. This can easily deter the reliable agents from achieving
consensus, and even the decision variable will be infinite if
the received malicious information contains extremely large
elements. Therefore, researchers have been concentrating on
designing decentralized resilient algorithms [19]-[27]] to alle-
viate or counteract the negative impact caused by Byzantine
agents. In fact, there are various approaches to guarantee
decentralized Byzantine resilience. One popular line is to
combine various screening or filtration techniques with de-
centralized algorithms. To name a few, ByRDIE [28] requires
that every agent at each iteration discards a subset of the
largest and smallest messages in the received information,
which follows by a coordinate gradient descent step. One
imperfection of ByRDiE is its higher computational cost
and low efficiency in dealing with large-scale optimization
problems, due to the implementation of one-coordinate-at-
one-iteration update. Therefore, BRIDGE [22] combines re-
spectively four screening techniques including coordinate-wise
trimmed-mean, coordinate-wise median, Krum function and
a combination of Krum and coordinate-wise trimmed mean,
with decentralized gradient descent (DGD) [29] to devise a
Byzantine-resilient algorithmic framework. The analysis on
BRIDGE [22] covers both convex and non-convex objective
functions under typical assumptions. The follow-up literature
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[30] incorporates a self-centered clipping technique (adapted
from the centered clipping [31]) into DGD to not only realize
Byzantine resilience, but resolve a category of generic non-
convex objective functions. However, the decentralized algo-
rithm proposed in [30] assumes that each agent has the prior
knowledge of global parameters, for instance, the subset of
Byzantine agents. This may be impractical in real large-scale
CPSs, since the information exchange is only available in a
decentralized manner. Another literature [17] designs a two-
stage technique to filter out the Byzantine attacks, which can
work in a network with an arbitrary quantity of Byzantine
agents without any clairvoyant knowledge of the identities of
Byzantine agents. Recent work [25] systematically analyzes
the effects from two critical points, i.e., doubly stochastic
weight matrix and consensus, in developing decentralized
Byzantine-resilient methods. A screening-based robust aggre-
gation rule, dubbed iterative outlier scissor (10S), is designed
in [25]], which achieves Byzantine resilience and a controllable
convergence error relied on the assumptions of bounded inner
(node-level noisy stochastic gradients) and outer (network-
level aggregated gradients) variations.

All of the above mentioned decentralized Byzantine algo-
rithms [[17], [22]], [25], [28]], [30] achieve Byzantine resilience
via adopting various screening or filtering techniques. Never-
theless, the screening or filtration-based methods may not only
impose restrictions on the minimum number of neighboring
agents, but incur at least an additional computational cost of
O (n|N;]) (n and N; denote the dimension of single data
sample and the number of neighboring agents of the reliable
agent ¢, respectively) to each reliable agent ¢ at each iteration
(see [22) TABLE II]). This could be prohibitively expensive
for large-scale multi-agent CPSs or high-dimensional training
tasks. One possible solution to avoid introducing extra com-
putational costs for decentralized Byzantine-resilient optimiza-
tion is developed by RSA [27], which combines an a-norm-
penalized (a > 1) approximation method with the stochastic
sub-gradient descent method to realize robust aggregation in
a distributed fashion. [26] is a decentralized extension of
RSA [27]], which concentrates on the 1-norm approximation
penalty. Via integrating with a noise-shuffle strategy, [32]
extends [27] to distributed federated learning with a concern
of users’ differential privacy. However, both RSA [27] and
the literature [26], [32] establish only sub-linear convergence
rates of the proposed algorithms, which are rather slow and
have huge potential to be accelerated. A recent decentralized
Byzantine-resilient algorithm DECEMBER [33|] accelerates
the convergence rate via incorporating two variance-reduced
techniques. Although DECEMBER realizes simultaneously
Byzantine resilience and linear convergence, it is still confined
to resolving optimization problems with only a single smooth
objective function.

B. Motivations

All aforementioned decentralized Byzantine-resilient meth-
ods [I17], [22], [25]-[28], [30], [32]], [33] are not available to
handling optimization problems with the existence of any non-
smooth objective, which is indispensable in many practical

applications, such as sparse machine learning [34], [35]], model
predictive control [S]], and energy resource coordination [12].
On the other hand, despite that there are various decentralized
algorithms [3]], [[12], [34]-[36] providing different insights and
tactics to resolve the composite optimization problem, they
all fail to consider any possible security issues over MASs or
CPSs, which renders the reliable agents under the algorithmic
framework of [12], [34]-[36] easily misled by Byzantine
failures and vulnerable to Byzantine attacks. Therefore, to
close this gap, this paper focuses on studying a category of
composite optimization problems in the presence of Byzantine
agents, where the local objective function associated with each
agent consists of both smooth and non-smooth parts. In a nut-
shell, the study on decentralized Byzantine-resilient composite
stochastic optimization is non-trivial, which features the main
motivation of this paper.

C. Contributions

1) This paper first designs a decentralized Byzantine-
resilient and proximal gradient algorithmic framework,
dubbed Prox-DBRO-VR, to resolve a class of compos-
ite (smooth + non-smooth) optimization problems over
multi-agent CPSs under the worst case of Byzantine
attacks. The worst case indicates that the number of
Byzantine agents is unlimited and any information rele-
vant to their identities is not necessary known by reliable
agents. To achieve a lower the per-iteration computa-
tional cost than decentralized Byzantine-resilient batch-
gradient methods [19], [22], [28]], [37], [38], we propose
two decentralized stochastic gradient algorithms Prox-
DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG, via incorporat-
ing the localized versions of two variance-reduced tech-
niques SAGA [39] and LSVRG [40], into Prox-DBRO-
VR. Owing to the employment of the variance-reduced
techniques, Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG
reduce asymptotically the variance incurred by the local
stochastic gradients, which also eliminates the bounded-
variance assumption required by [14]], [25]-[27], [41].

2) In contrast to recent works [19], [22]-[25], [33], [37],
[38], this papers considers a more general composite
optimization problem model with local non-smooth ob-
jective functions. This superiority also brings challenges
in theoretical analysis, which have been addressed by
exploring the contraction properties of proximal oper-
ators over decentralized Byzantine-resilient optimiza-
tion. Different with [26], [27], [32]], [33], a unified
convergence analysis is conducted in this paper to
obtain more intuitive and complete theoretical results,
including both a sub-linear convergence rate (with a
smaller convergence error) and a linear convergence rate
(with a larger convergence error), which provides in-
depth knowledge of the trade-off between convergence
speed and convergence accuracy. Furthermore, the un-
coordinated parameter setup is considered in algorithm
development, i.e., uncoordinated penalty parameters of
Prox-DBRO-VR and uncoordinated triggered probabili-
ties of Prox-DBRO-LSVRG, which not only allows each



agent to decide independently their own parameters, but
contributes to attaining the more complete convergence
result.

3) The screening or filtration-based Byzantine-resilient
methods, such as [17], [18], [22]-[25], [28], [37], may
impose a rigorous assumption on the number of neigh-
boring agents of the reliable agents, which may be
impractical in the large-scale CPSs with a complex
system structure. To eliminate this requirement, Prox-
DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG adopt a gener-
alized penalized-norm approximation method to real-
ize Byzantine resilience. Moreover, both Prox-DBRO-
SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG achieve Byzantine re-
silience without incurring any additional costs in con-
trast to the decentralized Byzantine-resilient methods
L70-119], [22]-[25], [28], [38] that result in either
prohibitively expensive screening or observation costs,
especially when facing large-scale or high-dimensional
optimization problems. Besides, the theoretical analysis
of Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG only re-
quires one potential connected network among reliable
agents, which is much relaxed than the observation-
based methods [19], [38] relying heavily on the clair-
voyant observation probability.

D. Organization

We provide the remainder of the paper in this part. Section[II]
presents the basic notation, problem statement, problem refor-
mulation and setup of its robust variant. The connection of the
proposed algorithms with existing methods and the algorithm
development are elaborated in Section [l Section details
the convergence results of the proposed algorithms. Two case
studies on decentralized learning problems to illustrate the
effectiveness and performance of the proposed algorithms are
carried out in Section [Vl Section [VI concludes the paper
and states our future direction. Some detailed derivations are
placed in Appendix.

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Basic Notation

Throughout the paper, we assume all vectors are column
vectors if no other specified. For arbitrary three vectors
z,7y,z € R", a positive scalar a, and a closed, proper, convex
function, g : R™ — R, the proximal operator is defined as:
prox, ,{#} = argmingers {g () + %17 — #[}: let dg ()
denote the sub-differential of the proper, closed and convex
function g : R* — R at Z, such that

9g (¥) = {ylvz e R", g(2) + (4,2 - T) < g (3)};

denote 0,g(Z) by the sub-gradient of non-smooth convex
function g at . The remaining basic notations of this paper
are summarized in Table [Il

B. Problem Statement

A network of m agents connect with each other over an
undirected network V = R U B, where R and B indicate the

Symbols Definitions

R, R™, R™*X"  the set of real numbers, n-dimensional column real
vectors, m X n real matrices, respectively

In the n X n identity matrix

On an n-dimensional column vector with all-zero elements

1m an m-dimensional column vector with all-one elements

(~)T transpose of any matrices or vectors

diag {v} a diagonal matrix with all the elements of vector v €
R™ laying on its main diagonal

X <Y each element in Y — X is nonnegative, where X and
Y are two vectors or matrices with same dimensions

TRY the Kronecker product of vectors £ and gy

I, the a-norm of & € R™ equivalent to (3°7_; [v4]%) %,
a>1

[v]; the j-th element of any vector v

Amin (X) the minimum nonzero singular value of any matrix X

Amax (X the maximum singular value of any matrix X

TABLE T
BASIC NOTATIONS.

sets of reliable and Byzantine agents, respectively. Therefore,
we can formulate a decentralized composite optimization
problem as follows:

min Zf (%) + g (2), (1)

where T is the decision variable and the local objective func-
tion can be further decomposed as f; (Z) = S 1, f1(&)/q;.
Note that via fixing g1 = g2 = --- = gjgr| = g/ |R|, the
problem model degrades to the composite optimization
problem model with a non-smooth shared part in [34]-[36].
Denote the optimal solution to () by * and the local sample
set associated with agent ¢ as Q; = {1,...,¢;}, Vi € R.
To specify the problem, we need to make the following
assumptions ().
Assumption 1: (Convexity and Smoothness).

(a) For ¢ € R, the local objective function f; is pu;-strongly
convex and the local component objective function f/, is L;-
smooth, VI € Q;, i.e., VZ,z € R",

pillz — 2|3 < (Vi (@) - Vi (2) (@ - 2),
vazl (j) - szl (2)||2 < LZHj - 2”27

(2a)
(2b)

where p := min;er {#;} and L := max;er {L;}, with k; :=
L/w;

(b) For ¢ € R, the local objective function g; is convex and
not necessarily smooth.

Remark I: Assumption [T}(a) is standard in recent literature
[LO], [12]-[16]. According to [42, Chapter 3], we know that
0 < p < L, which indicates xy > 1. Moreover, in view of
(24, it is not difficult to verify that the local objective function
fi» 1 € R, is L-smooth as well. Under Assumption [1 the
optimal solution Z* to (1) exists uniquely. The consideration
of the possibly non-smooth term g; is meaningful, which finds
substantial applications in various fields, such as the standard
1-norm regularization term in sparse machine learning [34],
[35], the non-smooth indicator function in model predictive
control [3], and the non-differentiable emission cost in energy
resource coordination over smart grids [12].

Assumption 2: (Network Connectivity). All reliable agents
form a static network, denoted as (R, Eg ), which is bidirec-
tionally connected.



C. Problem Reformulation

In this section, we aim to transform the original opti-
mization problem into an equivalently decentralized fash-
ion. To achieve this goal, a global decision vector x =

{:vlT,x;,. € RIRI™ local copies of the decision

variable Z, is introduced, subject to the consensus constraint
x; = xj, (i, j) € . Therefore, it is natural to rewrite (2) as

min F (z) + G (),
zEeRIRIn 3)

s.t. x; = xj, (Z,]) € &R,
where F' (x) := . fi (z;) and G (2) := >, 9i (21).

¢
o]

D. Robust Consensus Problem Setup

To enhance the robustness in the consensual aggregation
process, we extend a scalar-valued consensus technique de-
signed in [43] to its vector-valued domain. We can solve for
the globally optimal solution z* of (3) via the following norm-
penalized approximation

"= 3rgH§ﬂZ fi(@i) +gi (zi) + ¢ Z zi — x5, |

iER JER;
4)

where p > 1 and ¢; is the local uncoordinated penalty
parameter associated with each reliable agent i, Vi € R.
The introduction of the TV norm penalty provides a resilient
replacement of the consensus constraint, i.e., the controllable
distance between x; and x;. The distance is controlled by
the uncoordinated penalty parameter ¢;, which means that
a larger ¢; can bring a small gap between x; and zj,
(i,7) € Er. To a certain extent, (I) can be considered as a soft
relaxation of (@), because the former tolerates the dissimilarity
among agents, for instance, the disagreement between reliable
agents and Byzantine agents. The equivalence between the
norm-penalized approximation problem @) and the original
optimization problem (@) is proved in Theorem [1

III. ALGORITHM DEVELOPMENT
A. Connection with Existing Works

Lian et al. in [44] design a decentralized stochastic gradient
descent algorithm, namely DPSGD, to resolve efficiently the
transformed optimization problem (@), in an ideal situation.
The ideal situation fails to consider the presence of any
malfunctioning or malicious agents, which may not be avoided
in practical applications [9]], [19]-[23], [25], [45]. We next
find out the reason why DPSGD cannot be applied directly to
solving (3) when there are Byzantine agents in the network,
and then seek out a feasible improvement, based on DPSGD,
to maintain Byzantine resilience. We first recap the updates of
the generalized DPSGD as follows:

Tik =ik — oV i (Tik), (52)
Tik+1 = Z Wi Tk, (5b)
JEN;U{i}
where N; = R; U B;, oy denotes a constant or decaying

step-size, V f (x; ) is the local batch gradient, w;; is the i-th

row and j-th column element of a doubly stochastic weight
matrix, meeting > v wij = >, wyi = 1. If there is a
Byzantine agent o with one reliable agent 4, %, could be
an incorrect or misleading information (depending on whether
agent o is out of action or manipulated by adversaries), to its
reliable neighboring agents, at k-th iteration. Then, z; 41 can
be arbitrarily deviate from its true model, if Byzantine agent
o is manipulated, since the adversary may send a maliciously
falsifying massage to agent ¢. For instance, Byzantine agent
0, 0 € B;, can blow z; ;41 up to infinity through transmitting
continually a vector with infinite elements to its reliable
neighbor i. Another example is that Byzantine agent o can
deter all reliable agents from achieving consensus at iteration
k, via sending various values Z;, to its different reliable
neighboring agents 7 € R,. The main reason of the above
mentioned issues comes to the fact that the aggregation step
(3B) is rather vulnerable to Byzantine problems. In fact, similar
problems also prevail in decentralized work [1], [2], [10]-
[L6], [41]. Therefore, the SGD family contains two important
extensions, RSA [27] and [26], both of which achieve Byzan-
tine resilience based on a robust consensus method [43]. [26]
is an decentralized extension of RSA [27|]. The theoretical
analysis of both RSA [27]] and [26] is based on a bounded-
variance assumption on the local stochastic gradient. With this
assumption and the other standard assumptions (see [26] for
details), the sequence {x}},~, generated by the decentralized
algorithm proposed in [26] exhibit a convergence property of

E[[lon1 = 1 @2 [3] < (1= now) E [ [lox - 1 23" 3]

+ aon + apAq,

(6)
where Ag = Y. 32n0°|Ri|> + 4nd?|Bi|* + 207 and
Al = D ier n¢2|B;|* /. Based on (B), one can establish
either a sub-linear convergence rate of a convergent error
determined by the number of Byzantine agents, or a linear
convergence rate with a convergent error determined jointly by
the number of Byzantine agents and reliable agents, together
with the bounded variance o;. In fact, this bounded variance o;
exists commonly in recent literature, such as [14], [26], [27],
[41]. Therefore, this paper aims to reduce asymptotically this
bounded variance in the linear convergence result and discard
the bounded-variance assumption as well. Inspired by the
recent exploration of decentralized variance-reduced stochastic
gradient algorithms diffusion-AVRG [2], S-DIGing [15], GT-
SAGA/GT-SVRG [11], GT-SARAH [1] and Push-LSVRG-UP
[L6] that seek the solution to the optimization problem under
an ideal Byzantine-free situation, we consider introducing two
popular localized variance-reduction techniques SAGA [39]
and LSVRG [40] to reduce asymptotically the variance arising
in the course of evaluating the noisy stochastic gradients.

B. A General Algorithmic Framework

Based on the above analysis, we propose a decentralized
Byzantine-resilient stochastic-gradient algorithmic framework
in Algorithm [If to resolve in the presence of Byzantine
agents.

Remark 2: The Byzantine resilience of Prox-DBRO-VR
is attained by adopting the robust consensus aggregation



Algorithm 1 Prox-DBRO-VR Framework

Algorithm 2 Prox-DBRO-SAGA

Require: Each reliable agent 7, ¢ € R, initializes with an ar-
bitrary starting point z; o € R", a well-designed constant
or decaying step-size oy, > 0, and proper uncoordinated
penalty parameters ¢; > 0, Vi € R.

1: forall k=0,1,2,... do

2:  Each reliable agent ¢, ¢ € R, sends its updated local
model z;; to its neighbors j € N; and receives the
possible delayed reliable information x; 5 or malicious
information z;; ;; from its neighbors j € N;.

3:  Each reliable agent i, ¢ € 'R, evaluates the local
stochastic gradient r; j.

4:  Each reliable agent ¢, 7 € R, updates an intermediate
variable according to the local robust stochastic gradient
descent step:

ik = Tijg — OkTik — i Z Oz |Tsk — Vijkll .
JEN;

ik, if j € Ry

Zij ks if § € B

5. Each reliable agent i, i € R, updates its current local
model according to the local proximal mapping step:

with Vij.k =

Tik+1 = PYOXqy,g; {ji,k} :

6: end for

based on total variation, which is initially studied in [43].
The literature [27], [32]] extends this strategy to handling
distributed federated learning problems and [26] studies it in a
decentralized manner. However, all these works [26]], [27]], [32]]
not only rely on a bounded-variance assumption in theoretical
analysis, but establish slower sub-linear convergence rates.
Thus, the most important goal of designing Prox-DBRO-VR
is to achieve linear convergence and remove the bounded-
variance assumption, with the help of VR techniques.

C. Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG

We introduce the localized version of two popular central-
ized VR techniques, SAGA [39] and LSVRG [40], into Prox-
DBRO-VR, to develop Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-
LSVRG. The detailed updates of Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-
DBRO-LSVRG are presented in Algorithms respectively.

Remark 3: All steps in Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-
LSVRG, together with Prox-DBRO-VR, are executed in parallel
among all reliable agents. It is also worthwhile to mention
that the expected cost in evaluating the stochastic gradient
under Prox-DBRO-LSVRG is triple that of Prox-DBRO-SAGA
at every iteration. However, this computational advantage of
Prox-DBRO-SAGA is at the expense of an expensive storage
cost of O (ng;) for each agent ¢ owing to the employment of
the gradient table, while Prox-DBRO-LSVRG does not need
extra storage to save the local batch gradients. Therefore,
adopting either Prox-DBRO-SAGA or Prox-DBRO-LSVRG in
practice involves a trade-off between per-iteration computa-
tional cost and storage. Users can also implement Prox-DBRO-

Require: Each reliable agent ¢, ¢ € R, initializes with an arbi-
trary starting point z; o € R", the auxiliary variable u! ; =
Ué,o = x;0,Vl € Q, gradient tables {Vfil (uliyo) 7;1, a
well-designed constant or decaying step-size oy > 0, and
proper uncoordinated penalty parameters ¢; > 0, Vi € R.

1: forall k=0,1,2,... do

2:  Each reliable agent i, i € R, sends its updated local
model z;; to its neighbors j € N; and receives the
possible delayed reliable information x; ; or malicious
information z;; ;; from its neighbors j € N;.

3:  Eachreliable agent i, i € R, selects uniformly a random
sample with index s; ; from the set Q;, and evaluates
the stochastic gradient

Si Si Si 1 &
rﬁk:Vfil’k (ig)—Vf"" (ulkk)"‘q_ E Cfil (uﬁk)
v=1

4 Each reliable agent i, i € R, takes u;;"; = ¥k
and replaces V f;"" (ufk’fﬂ) by Vf " (z;) in the

corresponding position of the gradient table, while
keeps Vf! (uikﬂ) = Vf! (uéyk), l € {Q—sik}

5:  Each reliable agent 7, 7 € R, updates its current model
according to Steps 4-5 in Algorithm
6: end for

Algorithm 3 Prox-DBRO-LSVRG

Require: Each reliable agent 4, ¢ € R, initializes with an
arbitrary starting point z; 0 € R", w; o = x;,0, a well-
designed constant or decaying step-size o > 0, and
proper uncoordinated penalty parameters ¢; > 0, Vi € R.

1: for all k=0,1,2,... do

2:  Each reliable agent i, i € R, sends its updated local
model z;; to its neighbors j € N, and receives the
possible delayed reliable information x; ; or malicious
information z;; 5, from its neighbors j € N;.

3:  Eachreliable agent 7, ¢ € R, selects uniformly a random
sample with index s; ; from the set Q;, and evaluates
the stochastic gradient

Sik Sik 1 =
rie =V (i) =V (wi,k)+; > OV (wig).
Yi=1

4:  Each reliable agent ¢, ¢ € R, takes w; p+1 = @ ; with
the uncoordinated probability p;, and keeps w; 11 =
w; 1, with the probability 1 — p;.

5:  Each reliable agent ¢, ¢ € R, updates its current model
according to Steps 4-5 of Algorithm [1l

6: end for

VR algorithms via incorporating different categories of VR
techniques based on their customized needs.



IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

For the simplicity of notation, we denote Fj, as the filter of
the history with respect to the dynamical system generated by
i=1,2,...,|R| o .
the sequence {sk} , and the conditional expectation
E [s|Fk] is shortly denoted by Ej [] in the sequel analysis.
To facilitate the subsequent analysis, we give the sequel
definitions.

T
T T T RIn
Tk .—[xl)k,:zrzk,...,xlm)k} e RIRI ,

T T T T |R|n
Tk ::[rl)k,rwg,...,rlm)k} eR ,
VE (or) = [Vi(ere)  Via(e2r) oo
717 n
V firi (xR k) } € RIRI,
amG (:Ek) = [awlg(xl,k)—ru awzg(x2,k)—r7 ceey
717 "
O 9(@imi )| € RIRI,

vi) =Y ¢ ¥ lwik —zikl, €R,

iI€ER JER;
o)=Y 0 Y llzik — 2l €R,
i€R  jEB;
a (xzk (bz Z 6:61 ‘xlk x7kH € R
JER:

Oux (1) 1= [ D x(@10) T, Oaax(@a) T

.
am\R\X(qu k)T:| S R‘RW’

=i Z O, |li i — zijkll, € R,
JER:

0,0 (wr) 1= [0u8(014) T Ora8w2) -

;
Ou (i) | € R,

(9 6(1‘11€

Based on these definitions, we next give briefly a compact
form of Prox-DBRO-VR for the subsequent convergence anal-
ysis as follows:

Tp = T — Qg (Tk + 895)( (xk) o) (:Ek)) ,

Tk41 = ProXa, ¢ {Tk} -

(7)
(7b)

In the sequel, we utilize Ej [-] to shortly denote the con-
ditional expectation E [-|F%], where F, serves as a filter of
the history of the dynamical system yielded by the sequence

12,.
{si, k};c>0

A. Auxiliary Results

Inspired by the unified analysis framework for centralized
stochastic gradient descent methods in [46], we introduce the
following two lemmas. To begin with, we define respectively
two sequences for Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG
in the following. For Prox-DBRO-SAGA, we define

qi
=Y ()~ ) -
Y =1

VH@E)T (uly — 7).

For Prox-DBRO-LSVRG, we define
1 qi
b= oD f i) = A7) -
v=1

Note that both sequences {t;‘k} and {t;“k}

) ieR k>0 ) ieR k>0
are non-negative according to the convexity of the local com-
ponent function ff, l € Q. For the sequel analysis, we define
respectively the gradient-learning quantities ¢! := >, » L'k
and t}) := ), ti, for Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-
LSVRG, the largest and smallest number of local samples
Qmin ‘= Min;erq; and @max = Max;crq;, the minimum
and maximum triggered probabilities py,i, := min;erp; and
Pmax ‘= MaX;cRPi, while Rq = qmax/qmin > 1

Lemma 1: (Gradient-learning Quantity) Suppose that As-
sumptions hold. For k& > 0, we have for Prox-DBRO-
SAGA,

T (wi,k — .’Z'*)

\H )

1 Dp (zg, x*
M[LJS<I— )%+ rlmdl) g
Gmax Gmin
and for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG,

Ek [t}cu-i-l} S (1 _pmin) tZ} +pmaxDF (:Ekax*)u (9)

where Dp (zg,2%) := F (z3) — F (2*) = VF(z*) " (2 — z%)
is known as the Bregman divergence of the convex cost
function F' due to the convexity preservation.
Proof 1: See Appendix [Al
We next seek the upper bound of the distance between the
stochastic gradient estimator r; and the optimal gradient
VF (z*) for both Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG.
Lemma 2: (Gradient-learning Error) Suppose that Assump-
tions hold. For k > 0, we have for Prox-DBRO-SAGA,

Ex [l = VF (03] < 4Lt; +2 2L - 1) Dr (wx,0"),

(10)
and for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG,

Ex [l = VF (0*)|3] < 4Lt +2(2L = ) Dr (a2,
1D

T T T =
where 7} = [(7”111@) , (ré‘k) sy (r‘“RLk) ] e RIRIn
T T 17
and r} := (r}“k) , (ré“k) s (rﬁ’%k) € RIRIn,

Proof 2: See Appendix
The following proposition is an important result for the
analysis of arbitrary norm approximation.

Proposition 1: Consider two positive constants a > 1
and b, such that 1/a + 1/b = 1. For an arbitrary vec-
tor £ € R", we denote the sub-differential 0|z, =
{zeR": (2,8) = |7, 2], < 1.

Proof 3: We refer interested readers to the supplementary
document of [27] for the proof of Proposition [l

Proposition 2: Recalling the definition of prox,, , {=;}, we
know that [prox,, ¢ {}], = prox, , (z;), Vi € V, and

[prox, ¢ {z} — prox, ¢ {y}|, < llz —yll,, (12

. T
x
IRJ

.
[yf,y; o yﬂgd € RIRI",

where z = € RIRI™ and y =

T .7
[xl,a:Q,...,



Proof 4: See Appendix [Cl

B. Main Results

We next derive a feasible range for the uncoordinated
penalty parameters to enable the equivalence between the
decentralized consensus optimization problem (@) and norm-
penalized approximation problem (@) as follows, which further
guarantees the equivalence between the original optimization
problem and norm-penalized approximation problem (4).

Theorem 1: (Robust Consensus Condition)
Suppose that Assumptions [ and hold. Given
any g; € 0zg;(2%), if we choose ¢ > ¢pim =

IRI? /IEr maxier 1V fi (%) + G | oo/ Amin (1D, the
optimal solution to the original optimization problem is
equivalent to the globally optimal solution to norm-penalized
approximation problem ), i.e., z* = 1z ® &*.

Proof 5: See Appendix

Remark 4: Theorem [l| demonstrates that the selection of
sufficiently large uncoordinated penalty parameters guarantees
the equivalence between the original optimization problem
(@ and norm-penalized approximation problem (). However,
the sequel convergence results will show that a larger ¢
causes a bigger convergence error. Therefore, the notion of
sufficiently large uncoordinated penalty parameters is tailored
for theoretical results and one can hand-tune this parameter to
obtain better algorithm performances in practice.

For simplicity, we fix the minimum and maximum un-

coordinated triggered probabilities as Pmin = 1/¢max and
Pmax = 1/Gmin, respectively. The following analysis con-
) ri, for Prox-DBRO-SAGA

siders 71, = and tp :=

ri, for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG
t};, for Prox-DBRO-SAGA

¥ for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG’
for both Prox-DBRO-SAGA (Algorithm and Prox-DBRO-
LSVRG (Algorithm [3) can be unified in a general framework.
Before deriving a linear convergence rate for Algorithms R3]
we first define the sequel parameters: ¢ := min;er ¢, b =

maxierdi, 7 = pL/ (j+ L), P 1= 160" Vcp Ril? +
Ang? 3o |Bil"s P i=mg? 3 |Bil" /v, E = 4P /.

i€R
Theorem 2: (Linear Convergence). Suppose that As-
sumptions [I2] hold. Under the condition of Theorem [II
if the constant step-size meets 0 < o = a <

1/ (nq (32(1 +rp) 4 qm;z,u), then the sequence {1},
generated by Algorithms 23] converges linearly to an error
ball around the optimal solution to the original optimization
problem (I) at a linear rate of (1 — O (ya))*, i.e.,

E|llzx = 1m © &1}

k pe k
<(1-30) th+a(Zar ) (1- (1-2a)").
4 ~ 4
(13)

where Uy = ||zg — z* ||§ + @min Yo/ (¢maxL) and the radius
of the error ball is no more than 4 (Pfa/y + E).

Proof 6: See Appendix [El
We continue to derive the sub-linear convergence rate of
Algorithms 213 with the aid of the following bounded-gradient

such that the theoretical results

assumption on the local non-smooth objective function g;,
i € R, which is standard in literature [47]], [48]].

Assumption 3: (Bounded Gradient). For ¢+ € R, the sub-
gradient J;g; (Z) at any point & € R"™ is bounded, i.e.,
maxer [|0z9i (7)||3 < G, where G can be an arbitrarily large
but finite constant.

To proceed, we define Pg =
16|R|G;|—1d6ngz_52 Sier [Ril*+4n@* S, |Bil*, E =
mas { 555 (6 = 36) [z — o° 3] + SPo + 0P, — ¢}
and £ = r, (64(1 +rp)? 4 qmin) 16 with 6 > 4/.

Theorem 3: (Sub-linear Convergence). Suppose that As-
sumptions 3] hold. Under the condition of Theorem [ if
the decaying step-size is chosen as ay, = 6/ (€ + k), then the
sequence {x},~, generated by Algorithms converges to
an error ball around the optimal solution to the original opti-
mization problem (I)), at a sub-linear rate of O (1/ (k + 1)),
ie.,

2 =
2} §€+k+E,Vk207
where the radius of the error ball is E.

Proof 7: See Appendix [

Remark 5: The convergence results established in Theo-
rems assert that the proposed algorithms achieve linear
convergence at the expense of a larger larger convergence
error. It is also clear from Theorem [3| that the convergence
error of Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG for the
sub-linear convergence case is determined by the number of
Byzantine agents. That is to say, the exact convergence of
Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG can be recovered,
when the number of Byzantine agents goes to zero. However,
the convergence error of Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-
LSVRG 1is determined jointly by the number of Byzantine
agents and reliable agents in the linear convergence case.

E [||ex - 1im) @ 2

(14)

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
A. Decentralized Logistic Regression with Sparsity
B. Decentralized Neural Networks
VI. CONCLUSIONS
APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemmalll

According to Step 4 in Algorithm[3] at iteration k, Vk > 1,
the auxiliary variables v, ,, i € R, take value ul, or z;,
associated with probabilities 1 — 1/¢; and 1/g;, respectively.
This observation is owing to the fact that selection of the
random sample for Prox-DBRO-SAGA, at each iteration k > 1,
is uniformly and independently executed. Hence, we have

1 qi . .
B | =Y VAE)" (ul oy — )
g =
1\ 1& 1
=(1-7) F L VHE) () + 1A
K3 3 =1 K2

X (xi,k —CZ'*). (15)



Similarly, it holds that

Er. [} (wipi1)] = (“‘)fl( Ok f%m) (16)

Via summing (I6) over index [ for all [ = 1, ...
further obtain

1 qi . [
k __Zfi (ui,kJrl)
(1“)%?% . +aal§§fl
(1__) Zfz Uik + fl(xlk)

,Qi, We can

a7

Recalling the definition of ¢}, and combining Eqs. (13) and
@ give

Ey | ?kﬂ]

:Ek[ r Zf Uy, k+1 fi(@ *)—Vfil(ff*)T (ué,k-i-l_ j*)]
(g

ViE) T (uly, —3)

+—fi (o) = (@) - ;wi(fc*f (w1 — 7)
_ (1 - ql> ot = (i) = (5 = A
X (x40 — T7).
(18)
Summing Eq. (I8) over i yields
Z]Ek [’#HJ
i€ER
=3 (filww) — @)~ VAE (@~ )
ier 1
+> <1 - _.> ik
i€ER di
1 (19)
<S—> " filwir) = fi (@) = VF@E) (@ip — )
qmln lGR
+ (1 _ ! > >t
:qmin DF (xk, ) ( qmax> Z tl k

i€ER

where the second inequality uses 1 < gmin < ¢ < ¢max and
the last equality is according to f(z) = 3, % fi (x;) and
the definition of Dp (z, «*). Substituting the definition of ¢}
obtains the relation (8). In view of Step 4 in Algorithm 2]
we know that at iteration k, Yk > 1, the auxiliary variables
w; k+1, ¢ € R, take value x; ;, with probability p;, or keep the

most recent update wj ; with probability 1 — p;. Therefore, it
can be verified that

1 qi }
k lf Z szl(x
p’L Z vfz
Likewise, we have

1 qi 1 qi

Ek[a > M (wi,k+1)] =(1-pi) @ > (wik)+pifi (zik) .
L. =

1 1 21

Recalling the definition of ¢}, and combining Eq. (20) with
I give

Ey [t?jk—i-l}

=K lqi iff (Wier1) = fi (F%) = V@) T (Wi 1 — )
v=1

)" (Wit — 57*)]

) (wig—&").
(20)

xz,k —&")+(1—-p;) Vfi(Z

= (1= ) O +pil fi (i) — fi @)=V :(3°) " (236 —77)),
(22)
where we apply f; (Z*) = (1/¢;) > 1., f} (Z*) in the last

equality. The relation (9) is reached through summing Eq. 22)
over ¢ and substituting the definitions of ¢}’ and Dp (x, z*).

B. Proof of Lemma
According to Step 3 in Algorithm 2] it holds that

Ex [HTi,k Vi (@) }
=Ex [Hﬁfk = Vi (@) = Vfi(zig) + Vi (F7) ;} (23)
+ IV fi(zix) = Vi (:E*)||§ ,

where the equality is due to the standard variance decompo-
sition B, [[A13] = 1B, [A])3 + Ex 114 - Bx [4)3] with
A =r}y, — Vfi(2"). We continue to handle the first term in
the right-hand-side of Eq. (23) as follows:

2

)

Ex |[Iri = V£ (5) = Vi (win) + Vi (3)
SB[ V17 (i) = VI (@) =V i (@) + Vi (5)]]

2B, ||| VA () = VA @) ——ZVfl (1t 1)

A AGeIH
SB[V (i) = VIS (3) =V i (@) + Y fi () 3]
+ 2By U]st““( )=V E j
=28, [||V£7 (i) = V57 @)
+ 28y U]fo“‘ (i) = v @)

— 2|V fi (zix) — Vi ()5,

(24)



where the second inequality utilizes Ej, {HB — Eg [B]||§} <

Ey, L||B|§}, with B = Vfi u,j) — Vf5F (%), and

K2
the last equality applies the standard variance decomposition

again. We proceed with substituting 24) into (23) to obtain

B ot - V1 G ||]
@)

_2Ek |:HVf ik :Z?l k)
rom o (o m) vs )
— IV fi (i) = Vi @)]]3 -
Summing Eq. 23) over ¢ reduces to

[l = s @)13]
<2 Y B [|[VE (i) - V5 @)

i€R

o (25
i

2

+22Ek[HVf“(fz) st”‘(*)]z] 0

= IV i (i) )|I5.

i€R

Since the local component objective function fil, Vvl € Q; and
Vi € R, is L-smooth according to Assumption [T} we have

||sz(m) Vi @),
<fz ( L) = @) = VAED) T (uly - 7).

Summing the both sides of 27) over [ from 1 to g; reduces

to
1 qi . .
P ; H fz (U k

Since the local component function fis “* has a uniform
distribution over the set { fho }, it is natural to obtain

[ (i) -5

1 & a2
=L S llwst ) - 9 @l
' =1
Combining Eq. 29) and (28) and then summing over ¢ yield
S ([ (uri) - vae @)
i€R

Summarizing 26) and (30) obtains

27)

— Vi@ <2Ltt,. (29

(29)

2
u <2LtY. (30)

Ex [l = V1 )13)]
<AL+ 2 B [V (@ar) = V@3] @1
i€R

—|IVF (ax) = VF (2")l3.
where we simplify . . |V fi(zir) — Vfi (Z* )H2 as
IVF () — VF (z )H2 Via applying the Lipschitz continuity
of Vf! again, we have
SR [[[VA (i) = VA @)]]] < 2LDr (k7).
i€R

(32)

where we use the fact that f; (z;%) = (1/¢)

and f (i) =
ates

qi l A
11 [i (Tik)
> ier fi (zik). Plugging (32) into (3I) gener-

Ex lIrk = VF @)
<4Lt} +4LDp (zg,2") —

, 3
IVE (x) - iz

Considering the p-strong convexity of the local objective
function f;, Vi € R, we have

@) < | VF (zx) —

VF (x

VE ()5 (34

Finally, one can obtain (I0) via plugging the relation (34) into
@3). For Prox-DBRO-LSVRG, we replace ui x With w;  to
obtain (II)), which completes the proof.

2uDp (v,

C. Proof of Proposition
According to the definition of prox, o {z}, we have
proxa,G {JJ}
1 2
= 1 G —_— —
g {G () + 5. Iy~ ol
. 1 2
=argmin {Z 9i (vi) + 5 Z llyi — $i|2}
i€ER i€ER
. ~ 1 ~ 2
arg min {91 (@) + 55 19— xlllg}

. ~ 1 ~ 2
arg min {92 (@) + 25 19— wgllz}

(35)

arg min { gy (7) + 2 (|7 = 23 |

geR?
which indicates [prox,, {x}} = prox, , {=;}. Based on
this equality, it is stralghtforward to verify (|EI) with the help
of the non-expansiveness of the proximal operator prox
which completes the proof.

«,gi’°

D. Proof of Theorem [I]

The optimal solution to (@) satisfies the optimality condition

On € Vi (@]) + 09 (x]) + 0 Z ||z — || . Vie R.
JER:

(36)

According to the definition of the sub-differential

Ozt —aill, = {wis € R* [ {yiy,2}) = llz}ll,, llyaslly < 1}

there exist g; € 0,,9 (2}) and §;; € 0|z} — ZZTJ‘ such that
forVie R
Vi@ +gi+oi | Y Gii— >, i ]| =0n
JER,I<] JER;,i>]
(37)
We next need to prove that the optimal solution Z* satisfies

@), such that

Vi (@

> G-

JERHI<]

Z Yji | = On,

JER,i>]
(38)

)+ 37 + ¢



where gf € 0zg(Z*). Since (38) can be decomposed into
element-wise, without loss of generality, the rest proof as-

sumes n = 1, i.e., the scalar case. Via denoting ® :=
. . T

diag {¢} € RIRXIRI with ¢ [61,02,....0r|] €
RIRI, together with ¢; = Vf; (Z*) + gf, the task to

prove (38) reduces to solving for a vector ¥ with ¥ :=
[1/)1, Vo, ... ,1/}‘73@T € RIRI, such that the following relation
holds

Olly + ¥ = Oy, (39)
where §j € RI®®l is the collected form of 1i; according to
the order of edges in £z. We need to solve for at least one
solution § meeting ||74; ||, < 1 with b > 1, such that (39) holds
true. To proceed, we decompose the task into two parts.
Part I: We first show that (39) has at least one solution. In
view of the rank of the node-edge incidence matrix II is |R|—
1 and the null space of the columns is spanned by the all-
one vector 1. Recalling the definition of 1);, the optimality
condition of () is ZieR 1p; = 0. Therefore, we know that
the columns of 1T and those of [®II, U] share the same null
space, which indicates the same rank of IT and [®II, ¥]. The
existence of solutions to (39) can be demonstrated according
to the property of non-homogeneous linear equations.

Part II: In this part, a solution with the b-norm of its elements
no larger than 1 is sought. Suppose that y € RI€®| is a solution
to (B9), such that ®Ily + ¥ = Oz |- We consider the least-
squares solution y = —IIT®~1¥, where II' is the pseudo
inverse of II. Then, it suffices to prove that ||y||, < 1. Since

1/b
lolly = (S ")

Therefore, we derive

Vb > 1, we know that ||y||, < |ly|;-

lyll, <[|tr' o= v,
Sy I P

<R[ VIErlo™ [T, 1¥]l,,

where the second inequality uses the vector-matrix norm
compatibility, and the last inequality applies the facts that
[wll, < [R[¥]l, and ||TIT||, < +/[Ex]|[TTT|,. Consider
Amax (HT) and Apin (IT) as the maximum and minimum
singular values of matrices II" and II, respectively. Based on
(@Q), we further obtain

IR \/I&al
lylly, <Amax (I17) 1l
|R| IRIVIER| |5R v

Since [|¥]|, < \/|R]|||¥].,. we further have
[RI* VIEr]
Amin (I i

If we consider n > 1, i.e, the arbitrary dimension case, (42)
becomes

(40)

(41)

(42)

lyll, < aglwil-

2 -
Iy M% max V£, (5) 4 3 43

10

The proof is completed by choosing an appropriate ¢ to meet

R|2\/[E
IR| IRImaXvai(j*

Do (6 253 )+ Gl =1

E. Proof of Theorem

Based on Proposition 2] and the optimality condition (36},
we know that

@t = prox, g {z" —a(VF (%) + 0:x (¢7))}.  (44)
In view of the compact form (@), it holds
B [loasr — 73]
=Ey, [||proxa.¢ {ZTx} — proxe,c {z* — aVF (z¥)
—ad,x («) 3]
<Ep |7 - (@ —a (VF @) +0ux @] )
= |lox — 2*[|5 — 20Ey, [(zx — 27,7 — VF (27))]
—2a(z — 2", 0ux (2) — Oux (27) + 026 (21))
+ By [[rx — VF (&%) + 0o x (w1) — Oax (27)
+ 0.0 ()]
where  the  inequality applies the  relationship
(2. We continue to seek an upper bound for
Ex llr = VF (2) + 0x (a1) = ox (@) + 08 () [13] a5
follows:

Ex [llr = VF (2) + 0x (w) = ax () + 0,8 ()1}
<A, |[Ire = VF (@13 + 20100 (21) = Oox ()11
+ 411020 (2213
<4 (4Lt +2 (2L — p) D (g,
+2(|0xx (z1) — 92X (I*)Hg )
(46)
where the first inequality applies [|c + d||* < 2¢% + 2d2 twice

and the second e%uahty employs Lemma [2l To proceed, we
bound [|0,6 (x1)||5 as follows:

@*)) + 40,6 (z1) |3

- 212

b1 Y. Oy llvr e — 215k,
JEB:
G2 D Ouyllwak — 225k,
2 jeB
1026 (1) |5 = e
PRl > 5%”90m|k—2m\akH
L JEB|5 4112
—Z i Z aacZszk Zw,k”
IER JjEB;
<nd® Y IB;[*,

i€R
(47)
where the inequality holds true, since the b-norm (b > 1)

of Og, ||k — 2ijkll,» Vi € R, is no larger than 1 owing to
Proposition [T} i.e.,
|[8x1. Ti k _Zijvk”a]e‘ <lL,Ve=1,...,n. (48)



Following the same technical line of (7)-(48), it is not difficult
to verify

102 (21) — Do ()|

:Z oy Z (aﬂu”xi,k ka”
iIER JER:

<4ng? Z Ril*.

1€ER
Combining @8)), @7) and {@9) obtains
Ex [lIr = VF (2) + Oox () = ax (") + 0,6 ()1}
) +8nd 3 [Rif?

i€R

2

0.

2

(49)

<4 2Lty + (2L — p) Dp (zg, x

+ 4n¢? Z 1B,
i€ER
(50)
Since the local objective function f; (x;), Vi € R, is -
strongly convex and L-smooth according to Assumption [
we have

— Ei [(xp — 2,7 — VF (27))]

—(xp — ™, VF (x) — VF( D)

VF ()3
(51)

Recalling the definition of x (z1), we know that x (z) is a
convex function. Therefore, it is straightforward to obtain

- amX (‘T

We next analyze the term —2 (x, — z*, 9 (x1)) with the aid
of an arbitrary constant v > 0,

i — a3 T 7 IVE (zk) =

“p+L

— {@k — ", 0z (1) ) <0. (52)

72
ne” Z i,
i€R
(53)
where we apply the Young’s inequality and (&7). Plugging the
results (30)-(33) into (@3) gives

%112
i [z = 713]
21 L -
<(1- (25 =) a) o - a1 + s0da? Y[R
i€ER
+4a® (2Lt + (2L — 1) D (wy, 2%)) + 4nd*a® Y |Bi|?

iIER
- —¢2 > 1B

i€ER

— 2(ay, — ", 06 (xy)) < ||z — 2|2 +

(54
Via setting v = uL/ (pn + L), we can rewrite (34) as follows:

b (o — 211}
< (1 —a) |ax—a*|5+40? 2Ltk + (2L—p) D (zx, %))
+8n2a? 3 RiI? + 4nd?a® 3 B + 2252 S B

iER i€ER i€ER
(55)

11

According to (8), we have for any ¢ > 0,
¢ (B [trr1] —te) < — Dp (w,z%).

Recall the definitions of Pf and P». Combining (33) and (36)
yields

Ey {HZC}H—l — :v*||§} + ¢ (B [tht1] — tr)
<(1—7a) |ze — 2*[l; + 4nd*a (2 ) [Ril* + D 1Bif*)

iI€ER i€R

ty +

(56)

max min

72
+ %a Z |Bi|> + 8La%ty, + 4 (2L — pi) &* Dp (z, 2*)

i€R

c

tr + Dp (,Tk, .’L'*)

Gmax Gmin
L 2 C %112
<(1-(ra-3 (2eL-ma®+ =) ) ) o — 2"l

+ Pfo® + Paa + (8La2 S ) th,
Qmax

(57)

where the last inequality employs the L-smoothness of the

local objective function f;, Vi € R. We proceed by choosing

0 < a<~v/(8L(2L — u)) and setting ¢ = ¢a with 0 < ¢ <
GminY/ L, such that (37) becomes

in YO
Eg {ka+1 — I*Hg} + Gniny

g(l_la) |y, — 2*||3 + (8La2— )tk—i-Pf 2
4 Gmax

(Eg [ter1] —tr)

—I—PQOé.
(53)
To proceed, via fixing ¢ = @miny/L and 0 < «a <
v/ (8L (2L — 1)), (B8) reduces to
* ‘minY &
Ey [Hivlm -z |I§] + % (Ek [to41] — tr)

< (1= 2a) lon = o3 + 4nd?a*@ Y [Ri + 3 |Bf)

i€ER i€ER
- .
%a Z |B:|” + (SLa - m) atg.
7 R Lmax
(59
We continue to define Uy := |xp —:v*||§ + gminyoty/L,

which is non-negative due to ¢; > 0. Based on this
definition, if we select the constant step-size 0 < o <
47/ (kg (32L? + gminy?)). then it is natural to convert (59)
into

Ey, [Uk41]
<By [[larsr — 2 [5) + TEI2E [t

< (1= 30 o=l + (1 = fo) =550+ Pra®

dmin Y&

L
+ P
= (1 - %a) U, + Pfa2 + Py

(60)
Summarizing all the upper bounds on the constant step-size
generates a feasible selection range as follows:

1 1
0<a< —.

Kq (32(1 +rp)? qmin) p

(61)



Based on (61), taking the full expectation on the both sides of
(60) obtains
~y

E[Upsi] < (1 - Za) E[Uy] + 2P +aPy.  (62)

For Vk > 0, applying telescopic cancellation to (62) obtains

E [llowsr — 23]

k+1 P k+1
S(l - la) Uy +4 (—1a+E> (1 - (1 _ 104) ) :
4 vy 4

(63)
where Uy = |zo — x*||§ + gminyoto/L. It is worthwhile to
mention that by specifying 7, and t; as r; and ¢} (resp., r}’
and t}), the linear convergence rate is established for Prox-
DBRO-SAGA (resp., Prox-DBRO-LSVRG).

F. Proof of Theorem

In view of the compact form (7)) associated with the pro-
posed algorithms, we make a transformation as follows:

Tp+1 =arg min
yeR\’R\n

0 (i) + 00 ()13}

1
{G(y)—i— 2an ly — xk + ag (rk

which gives
O|R|n ETp4+1 — Tk + O (’I“k + (91)( (Ik) + 0,0 (:Ek))
+ G (h11) .

This implies that if 211 is the minimizer of the next update of
the proposed algorithm, we are guaranteed to obtain a vector
Gr+1 € 0.G (xk41), such that

ORjn = Thy1 —Tp+ag (1 + Gryr + 0 X (1) + 020 (x1))
which can further rearranged as
Tht1 = T — Qg (1 + Grg1 + Opx (k) + 020 (xk)) . (64)

We next analyze the transformed version (64) of the compact
form (@) in the following.

Ep [loass — 23]
=|lzg — x*||§ — 20 By, [(zr, — 2™, 1k + Oux (zk) + Gri1)]
+—aiEk[Hrk+-6%+14-55x(wk)4-5%5(wkﬂg}

— 20y (xr — x*, 0,0 (x1)) -
(65)
Considering G* € 0,G (z*) and the optimality condition
VF (z*) + G* 4+ 9z x (x*) = Oyn, we continue to seek an
upper bound for Ej {Hrk + Grt1 + Oux (z1) + 050 (xk)Hg}
as follows:

B [k + Grr + 0ux () + 028 (a0) ]

=E¢ [[|rk = VF (") + Gry1 — G* 4 Oz X (21) — 02X (27)
+0,6 (»%)Hg}

<4y ||lry = VF (@*)3] +411Grs1 — 6"}

+ 4110ax (k) — Dox ()3 + 411020 ()3

12

<Ay [l = VF @)[13] +41Grar = G711
+16n6? Y [Ril* +4ne? Y |Bif
i€ER i€ER
<16Lty, + 8 (2L — p) Dp (zx, 2*) + 16 |R| G
+16n6> Y [Ril* +4né® Y |Bil,

iI€ER iI€ER

(66)

where the second inequality uses the results (7)) and (@9), and
the last inequality is owing to Lemma [Pl and Assumption[3 To
proceed, recalling the definition of 9, G (), it is not difficult
to verify

— <:Ek — :E*, Gk+1 — G*> S O, (67)

which is owing to the convexity of g; (Z) and x; (%), Vi € R.

Based on the relationships (32) and (§7), we know that
—2Eg [(xr — 2%, 7% + Gry1 + Oex (71))]

= —2E; [(xx, — x*, 1, — VF (z) + VF (2) — VF (z¥))]
- 2Ek [<xk - x*7 Gk-l—l -G* + aﬂcX (:Ck) - aﬂcX (:C*»]

< —=2(xx — 2", VF (z5) — VF (z"))

< _o ML

- w+L

* (12 2 *Y (12
ok —2"[l5 — L IVF (zr) = VF (2")]3,

(68)
where the last inequality follows (31). To recap, plugging the
results (33), (66) and (G8) into (G3) reduces to

By, ||[wrs1 — 2|5
< (1 —~yag) |lzx — x*||§ + 16La2ty + Plai + Pray, (69)
+8 (2L — p) a2 D (21, *) .

According to Lemma [II we introduce an iteration-shifting
variable ¢, > 0, such that

Ck Ck
ik +

ek (Bg [teg1] —te) < — Dr (zr,x%). (70)

Gmax Gmin

Combining (69) and (7Q) obtains

Eyx [||:vk+1 — x*Hﬂ + ¢k (B, [tra1] — tr)

Ck

<1 —yag)||lzx — x*Hg + (16Lai - > ty + Pla

max

Ck

+ Py, + ( +8(2L — ) ai) Dp (zg, ")

Ck)))nxk—xﬂ@
Qmin

) ty + Plad + Pyay,

min

L
s@—(wm—g(wu—um%+

Ck

+ (16Lai -

Qmax

(71)

where the last inequality uses L-smoothness of the local

objective function f;, Vi € R. Via setting ¢, = ¢ay and
0<ar<v/(16L (2L — u)), we have

* dmin®
Eyx [H:vk+1 -z ||§} 4 Ldmink T PRy [tht1]
1 min
<(1- %) ||$k — ZC*Hg + ((1 — p )q 7 + 16La;€> apty

+ PloZ 4 Pyay.
(72)



We define Uy, := ||z) — x*Hg + Gminyaxty /L, which is non-
negative, since t; is non-negative. We further set 0 < oy, <
47/ (kg (64L? + gminy?)) and take the full expectation on the
both sides of (72) to obtain

Gmin YOk
——FE|t
DO 1]

g(1—%mJEum+J#a%+&am

E [Uky1] <E [ka+1 — I*Hg} +
(73)

where the first inequality is due to the fact that the step-size
ay is decaying. Via summarizing all the upper bounds on
the decaying step-size, we attain a feasible selection range
as follows:

1 1
0< ap < —.

Hq(64(14-ﬂf)2*‘%nm) !

According to ([4), we set ap, = 0/ (£ + k), Vk > 0, with
6> 4/yand £ = K, (64(1 + Hf)Q + qmin) 10. We next prove

(74)

E[Uy) <E/(E+Fk)+ E,Vk >0, (75)
by induction. Firstly, for £ = 0, we know that
mg@-%%ym+ﬁm+%g. (76)

Therefore, for a sufficient large but bour~1ded constant E, if
E>(E—~0/4) Uy + 0*PL/¢ + 0Py — EE, we have
+ E,

O—%%ﬁ%+%ﬁ+%%§ 77

| (1]

with g = 6/€. We assume that for k = &/, ¥’ > 1, it satisfies
that

E [Uk/Jrl] < (1 — zak/) E [Uk/] + Ozi,Pl + ap P
4
= (78)
E
v
Then, we will prove that for k = k' + 1,

—

< -
SerR il
holds true. Define 4 := ~/4, and set E > P,/4 and E >
62Py/ (70 — 1) with 0 > 1/7. We have
E [Uk’+2]
S (1 — ’Nyakz_,_l)E [Uk/+1] + ai,HPl + ak/+1P2

o = .
<[1- E
(1 err) (e

<

E [U 4] E, (79)

62 P
)+@+H+U21

56 . 6
Eyr—2 p
§+H+J§ P ey
5y EG0-1)

(E+ K +1)
76 Z(30 —1) .
= _§+H+1)§ w*&g+w+&ng+wy+E

(80)
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which means the relation (Z3) holds true. Via replacing F with
its lower bound E = P, /7, it is straightforward to verify

—_
—
—

E|llox —a*l}] < == + Bk =0, @D

Stk

owing to tj > 0. Through specifying 7 and ¢ as 7} and ¢}
(resp., r;) and t}’), the sub-linear convergence rate is estab-
lished for Prox-DBRO-SAGA (resp., Prox-DBRO-LSVRG).
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