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Decentralized Byzantine-Resilient Composite
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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

[5] 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],

[1], [2], [4]–[6], [10]–[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 (IOS), 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 |Ni|) (n and Ni denote the dimension of single data

sample and the number of neighboring agents of the reliable

agent i, respectively) to each reliable agent i 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 [17], [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 [5], 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



3

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

[17]–[19], [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 III. Section IV 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 V. 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

x̃, ỹ, z̃ ∈ R
n, a positive scalar a, and a closed, proper, convex

function, g : Rn → R, the proximal operator is defined as:

proxa,g{x̃} = argminỹ∈Rn{g (ỹ) + 1

2a‖ỹ − x̃‖2}; let ∂g (x̃)
denote the sub-differential of the proper, closed and convex

function g : Rn → R at x̃, such that

∂g (x̃) = {ỹ|∀z̃ ∈ R
n, g (x̃) + 〈ỹ, z̃ − x̃〉 ≤ g (z̃)} ;

denote ∂xg (x̃) by the sub-gradient of non-smooth convex

function g at x̃. The remaining basic notations of this paper

are summarized in Table I.

B. Problem Statement

A network of m agents connect with each other over an

undirected network V = R∪ B, where R and B indicate the

Symbols Definitions

R, Rn, Rm×n the set of real numbers, n-dimensional column real
vectors, m× n real matrices, respectively

In the n× n identity matrix
0n an n-dimensional column vector with all-zero elements
1m an m-dimensional column vector with all-one elements

(·)⊤ transpose of any matrices or vectors
diag {ν} a diagonal matrix with all the elements of vector ν ∈

R
n 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

x̃⊗ ỹ the Kronecker product of vectors x̃ and ỹ

‖ν‖a the a-norm of x̃ ∈ R
n equivalent to

(
∑n

i=1
|νi|

a
) 1

a ,
a ≥ 1

[ν]j the j-th element of any vector ν

λmin (X) the minimum nonzero singular value of any matrix X
λmax (X) the maximum singular value of any matrix X

TABLE I
BASIC NOTATIONS.

sets of reliable and Byzantine agents, respectively. Therefore,

we can formulate a decentralized composite optimization

problem as follows:

min
x̃∈Rn

∑

i∈R

fi (x̃) + gi (x̃), (1)

where x̃ is the decision variable and the local objective func-

tion can be further decomposed as fi (x̃) =
∑qi

l=1
f l
i (x̃)/qi.

Note that via fixing g1 = g2 = · · · = g|R| = g/ |R|, the

problem model (1) degrades to the composite optimization

problem model with a non-smooth shared part in [34]–[36].

Denote the optimal solution to (1) by x̃∗ and the local sample

set associated with agent i as Qi = {1, . . . , qi}, ∀i ∈ R.

To specify the problem, we need to make the following

assumptions (1).

Assumption 1: (Convexity and Smoothness).

(a) For i ∈ R, the local objective function fi is µi-strongly

convex and the local component objective function f l
i , is Li-

smooth, ∀l ∈ Qi, i.e., ∀x̃, z̃ ∈ R
n,

µi ‖x̃− z̃‖2
2
≤ (∇fi (x̃)−∇fi (z̃))

⊤ (x̃− z̃) , (2a)
∥

∥∇f l
i (x̃)−∇f l

i (z̃)
∥

∥

2
≤ Li‖x̃− z̃‖

2
, (2b)

where µ := mini∈R {µi} and L := maxi∈R {Li}, with κf :=
L/µ;

(b) For i ∈ R, the local objective function gi is convex and

not necessarily smooth.

Remark 1: Assumption 1-(a) is standard in recent literature

[10], [12]–[16]. According to [42, Chapter 3], we know that

0 < µ ≤ L, which indicates κf ≥ 1. Moreover, in view of

(2a), it is not difficult to verify that the local objective function

fi, i ∈ R, is L-smooth as well. Under Assumption 1, the

optimal solution x̃∗ to (1) exists uniquely. The consideration

of the possibly non-smooth term gi 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 [5], 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, ER), which is bidirec-

tionally connected.
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C. Problem Reformulation

In this section, we aim to transform the original opti-

mization problem (2) into an equivalently decentralized fash-

ion. To achieve this goal, a global decision vector x =
[

x⊤1 , x
⊤
2 , . . . , x

⊤
|R|

]⊤

∈ R
|R|n local copies of the decision

variable x̃, is introduced, subject to the consensus constraint

xi = xj , (i, j) ∈ E . Therefore, it is natural to rewrite (2) as

min
x∈R|R|n

F (x) +G (x) ,

s.t. xi = xj , (i, j) ∈ ER,
(3)

where F (x) :=
∑

i∈R fi (xi) and G (x) :=
∑

i∈R gi (xi).

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 x∗ of (3) via the following norm-

penalized approximation

x∗ := argmin
x

∑

i∈R



fi (xi) + gi (xi) + φi
∑

j∈Ri

‖xi − xj‖a



,

(4)

where p ≥ 1 and φi is the local uncoordinated penalty

parameter associated with each reliable agent i, ∀i ∈ R.

The introduction of the TV norm penalty provides a resilient

replacement of the consensus constraint, i.e., the controllable

distance between xi and xj . The distance is controlled by

the uncoordinated penalty parameter φi, which means that

a larger φi can bring a small gap between xi and xj ,

(i, j) ∈ ER. To a certain extent, (1) can be considered as a soft

relaxation of (4), 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 (4) and the original

optimization problem (1) 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 (3), 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:

x̄i,k = xi,k − αk∇fi (xi,k), (5a)

xi,k+1 =
∑

j∈Ni∪{i}

wij x̄j,k, (5b)

where Ni = Ri ∪ Bi, αk denotes a constant or decaying

step-size, ∇f (xi,k) is the local batch gradient, wij is the i-th

row and j-th column element of a doubly stochastic weight

matrix, meeting
∑

j∈Ni
wij =

∑

j∈Ni
wji = 1. If there is a

Byzantine agent o with one reliable agent i, x̃o,k 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, xi,k+1 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 i. For instance, Byzantine agent

o, o ∈ Bi, can blow xi,k+1 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 x̃io,k to its different reliable

neighboring agents i ∈ Ro. The main reason of the above

mentioned issues comes to the fact that the aggregation step

(5b) is rather vulnerable to Byzantine problems. In fact, similar

problems also prevail in decentralized work [1], [2], [10]–

[16], [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 {xk}k≥0
generated by the decentralized

algorithm proposed in [26] exhibit a convergence property of

E

[

∥

∥xk+1 − 1|R|⊗x̃
∗
∥

∥

2

2

]

≤ (1− ηαk)E
[

∥

∥xk − 1|R|⊗x̃
∗
∥

∥

2

2

]

+ α2
k∆0 + αk∆1,

(6)

where ∆0 =
∑

i∈R 32nφ2|Ri|
2
+ 4nφ2|Bi|

2
+ 2σ2

i and

∆1 =
∑

i∈R nφ2|Bi|
2/γ. Based on (6), 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 σi. In fact, this bounded variance σi
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

[16] 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 1 to resolve (4) in the presence of Byzantine

agents.

Remark 2: The Byzantine resilience of Prox-DBRO-VR

is attained by adopting the robust consensus aggregation
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Algorithm 1 Prox-DBRO-VR Framework

Require: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, initializes with an ar-

bitrary starting point xi,0 ∈ R
n, a well-designed constant

or decaying step-size αk > 0, and proper uncoordinated

penalty parameters φi > 0, ∀i ∈ R.

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

2: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, sends its updated local

model xi,k to its neighbors j ∈ Ni and receives the

possible delayed reliable information xj,k or malicious

information zij,k from its neighbors j ∈ Ni.

3: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, evaluates the local

stochastic gradient ri,k.

4: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, updates an intermediate

variable according to the local robust stochastic gradient

descent step:

x̄i,k = xi,k − αkri,k − αkφi
∑

j∈Ni

∂xi
‖xi,k − vij,k‖a,

with vij,k =

{

xj,k, if j ∈ Ri

zij,k, if j ∈ Bi

.

5: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, updates its current local

model according to the local proximal mapping step:

xi,k+1 = proxαk,gi {x̄i,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 2-3, 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 (nqi) for each agent i 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-

Algorithm 2 Prox-DBRO-SAGA

Require: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, initializes with an arbi-

trary starting point xi,0 ∈ R
n, the auxiliary variable uli,1 =

uli,0 = xi,0, ∀l ∈ Q, gradient tables
{

∇f l
i

(

uli,0
)}qi

l=1
, a

well-designed constant or decaying step-size αk > 0, and

proper uncoordinated penalty parameters φi > 0, ∀i ∈ R.

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

2: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, sends its updated local

model xi,k to its neighbors j ∈ Ni and receives the

possible delayed reliable information xj,k or malicious

information zij,k from its neighbors j ∈ Ni.

3: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, selects uniformly a random

sample with index si,k from the set Qi, and evaluates

the stochastic gradient

rui,k=∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

+
1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∇f l
i

(

uli,k
)

.

4: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, takes u
si,k
i,k+1

= xi,k

and replaces ∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k+1

)

by ∇f
si,k
i (xi,k) in the

corresponding position of the gradient table, while

keeps ∇f l
i

(

uli,k+1

)

= ∇f l
i

(

uli,k

)

, l ∈ {Q − si,k}.

5: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, updates its current model

according to Steps 4-5 in Algorithm 1.

6: end for

Algorithm 3 Prox-DBRO-LSVRG

Require: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, initializes with an

arbitrary starting point xi,0 ∈ R
n, wi,0 = xi,0, a well-

designed constant or decaying step-size αk > 0, and

proper uncoordinated penalty parameters φi > 0, ∀i ∈ R.

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

2: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, sends its updated local

model xi,k to its neighbors j ∈ Ni, and receives the

possible delayed reliable information xj,k or malicious

information zij,k from its neighbors j ∈ Ni.

3: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, selects uniformly a random

sample with index si,k from the set Qi, and evaluates

the stochastic gradient

rwi,k = ∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (wi,k)+

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∇f l
i (wi,k).

4: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, takes wi,k+1 = xi,k with

the uncoordinated probability pi, and keeps wi,k+1 =
wi,k with the probability 1− pi.

5: Each reliable agent i, i ∈ R, updates its current model

according to Steps 4-5 of Algorithm 1.

6: end for

VR algorithms via incorporating different categories of VR

techniques based on their customized needs.
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IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

For the simplicity of notation, we denote Fk as the filter of

the history with respect to the dynamical system generated by

the sequence
{

sik
}i=1,2,...,|R|

k≥0
, and the conditional expectation

E [sk|Fk] is shortly denoted by Ek [·] in the sequel analysis.

To facilitate the subsequent analysis, we give the sequel

definitions.

xk :=
[

x⊤1,k, x
⊤
2,k, . . . , x

⊤
|R|,k

]⊤

∈ R
|R|n,

rk :=
[

r⊤1,k, r
⊤
2,k, . . . , r

⊤
|R|,k

]⊤

∈ R
|R|n,

∇F (xk) :=
[

∇f1(x1,k)
⊤
,∇f2(x2,k)

⊤
, . . . , ,

∇f|R|

(

x|R|,k

)⊤
]⊤

∈ R
|R|n,

∂xG (xk) :=
[

∂x1
g(x1,k)

⊤
, ∂x2

g(x2,k)
⊤
, . . . ,

∂x|R|
g
(

x|R|,k

)⊤
]⊤

∈ R
|R|n,

χ (xk) :=
∑

i∈R

φi
∑

j∈Ri

‖xi,k − xj,k‖a ∈ R,

δ (xk) :=
∑

i∈R

φi
∑

j∈Bi

‖xi,k − zij,k‖a ∈ R,

∂xi
χ (xi,k) :=φi

∑

j∈Ri

∂xi
‖xi,k − xj,k‖a ∈ R

n,

∂xχ (xk) :=
[

∂x1
χ(x1,k)

⊤, ∂x2
χ(x2,k)

⊤, . . . ,

∂x|R|
χ
(

x|R|,k

)⊤
]⊤

∈ R
|R|n,

∂xi
δ (xi,k) :=φi

∑

j∈Ri

∂xi
‖xi,k − zij,k‖a ∈ R

n,

∂xδ (xk) :=
[

∂x1
δ(x1,k)

⊤
, ∂x2

δ(x2,k)
⊤
, . . . ,

∂x|R|
δ
(

x|R|,k

)⊤
]⊤

∈ R
|R|n.

Based on these definitions, we next give briefly a compact

form of Prox-DBRO-VR for the subsequent convergence anal-

ysis as follows:

x̄k = xk − αk (rk + ∂xχ (xk)+∂xδ (xk)) , (7a)

xk+1 = proxαk,G {x̄k} . (7b)

In the sequel, we utilize Ek [·] to shortly denote the con-

ditional expectation E [·|Fk], where Fk serves as a filter of

the history of the dynamical system yielded by the sequence

{si,k}
i=1,2,...,|R|
k≥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

tui,k :=
1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i

(

uli,k
)

− f l
i (x̃

∗)−∇f l
i (x̃

∗)⊤
(

uli,k − x̃∗
)

.

For Prox-DBRO-LSVRG, we define

twi,k :=
1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i (wi,k)− f l

i (x̃
∗)−∇f l

i (x̃
∗)

⊤
(wi,k − x̃∗).

Note that both sequences
{

tui,k

}

i∈R,k≥0

and
{

twi,k

}

i∈R,k≥0

are non-negative according to the convexity of the local com-

ponent function f l
i , l ∈ Q. For the sequel analysis, we define

respectively the gradient-learning quantities tuk :=
∑

i∈R tui,k
and twk :=

∑

i∈R twi,k for Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-

LSVRG, the largest and smallest number of local samples

qmin := mini∈Rqi and qmax := maxi∈Rqi, the minimum

and maximum triggered probabilities pmin := mini∈Rpi and

pmax := maxi∈Rpi, while κq := qmax/qmin ≥ 1.

Lemma 1: (Gradient-learning Quantity) Suppose that As-

sumptions 1-2 hold. For k ≥ 0, we have for Prox-DBRO-

SAGA,

Ek

[

tuk+1

]

≤

(

1−
1

qmax

)

tuk +
DF (xk, x

∗)

qmin

, (8)

and for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG,

Ek

[

twk+1

]

≤ (1− pmin) t
w
k + pmaxDF (xk, x

∗) , (9)

where DF (xk, x
∗) := F (xk)−F (x∗)−∇F (x∗)⊤ (xk − x∗)

is known as the Bregman divergence of the convex cost

function F due to the convexity preservation.

Proof 1: See Appendix A.

We next seek the upper bound of the distance between the

stochastic gradient estimator rk and the optimal gradient

∇F (x∗) for both Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG.

Lemma 2: (Gradient-learning Error) Suppose that Assump-

tions 1-2 hold. For k ≥ 0, we have for Prox-DBRO-SAGA,

Ek

[

‖ruk −∇F (x∗)‖2
2

]

≤ 4Ltuk + 2 (2L− µ)DF (xk, x
∗) ,

(10)

and for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG,

Ek

[

‖rwk −∇F (x∗)‖2
2

]

≤ 4Ltwk + 2 (2L− µ)DF (xk, x
∗) ,

(11)

where ruk :=

[

(

ru1,k

)⊤

,
(

ru2,k

)⊤

, . . . ,
(

ru|R|,k

)⊤
]⊤

∈ R
|R|n

and rwk :=

[

(

rw
1,k

)⊤

,
(

rw
2,k

)⊤

, . . . ,
(

rw|R|,k

)⊤
]⊤

∈ R
|R|n.

Proof 2: See Appendix B.

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 x̃ ∈ R
n, we denote the sub-differential ∂‖x̃‖a =

{z̃ ∈ R
n : 〈z̃, x̃〉 = ‖x̃‖a, ‖z̃‖b ≤ 1}.

Proof 3: We refer interested readers to the supplementary

document of [27] for the proof of Proposition 1.

Proposition 2: Recalling the definition of proxα,g {xi}, we

know that
[

proxα,G {x}
]

i
= proxα,g (xi), ∀i ∈ V , and

∥

∥proxα,G {x} − proxα,G {y}
∥

∥

2
≤ ‖x− y‖

2
, (12)

where x =
[

x⊤1 , x
⊤
2 , . . . , x

⊤
|R|

]⊤

∈ R
|R|n and y =

[

y⊤1 , y
⊤
2 , . . . , y

⊤
|R|

]⊤

∈ R
|R|n.
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Proof 4: See Appendix C.

B. Main Results

We next derive a feasible range for the uncoordinated

penalty parameters to enable the equivalence between the

decentralized consensus optimization problem (3) and norm-

penalized approximation problem (4) as follows, which further

guarantees the equivalence between the original optimization

problem (1) and norm-penalized approximation problem (4).

Theorem 1: (Robust Consensus Condition)

Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Given

any g̃∗i ∈ ∂x̃gi (x̃
∗), if we choose φ ≥ φmin :=

|R|
3

2

√

|ER|maxi∈R ‖∇fi (x̃∗) + g̃∗i ‖∞/λmin (Π), the

optimal solution to the original optimization problem (1) is

equivalent to the globally optimal solution to norm-penalized

approximation problem (4), i.e., x∗ = 1|R| ⊗ x̃∗.

Proof 5: See Appendix D.

Remark 4: Theorem 1 demonstrates that the selection of

sufficiently large uncoordinated penalty parameters guarantees

the equivalence between the original optimization problem

(1) and norm-penalized approximation problem (4). However,

the sequel convergence results will show that a larger φ
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/qmax and

pmax = 1/qmin, respectively. The following analysis con-

siders rk :=

{

ruk , for Prox-DBRO-SAGA

rwk , for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG
and tk :=

{

tuk , for Prox-DBRO-SAGA

twk , for Prox-DBRO-LSVRG
, such that the theoretical results

for both Prox-DBRO-SAGA (Algorithm 2) and Prox-DBRO-

LSVRG (Algorithm 3) can be unified in a general framework.

Before deriving a linear convergence rate for Algorithms 2-3,

we first define the sequel parameters: φ := mini∈Rφi, φ̄ :=

maxi∈Rφi, γ := µL/ (µ+ L), P c
1 := 16nφ̄2

∑

i∈R |Ri|
2
+

4nφ̄2
∑

i∈R |Bi|
2
, P2 := nφ̄2

∑

i∈R
|Bi|

2
/γ, E := 4P2/γ.

Theorem 2: (Linear Convergence). Suppose that As-

sumptions 1-2 hold. Under the condition of Theorem 1,

if the constant step-size meets 0 < αk ≡ α ≤

1/
(

κq

(

32(1 + κf )
2
+ qmin

)

µ
)

, then the sequence {xk}k≥0

generated by Algorithms 2-3, converges linearly to an error

ball around the optimal solution to the original optimization

problem (1) at a linear rate of (1−O (γα))
k
, i.e.,

E

[

‖xk − 1m ⊗ x̃∗‖2
2

]

≤
(

1−
γ

4
α
)k

U0 + 4

(

P c
1

γ
α+ E

)(

1−
(

1−
γ

4
α
)k

)

,

(13)

where U0 = ‖x0 − x∗‖2
2
+ qminγαt0/ (qmaxL) and the radius

of the error ball is no more than 4 (P c
1α/γ + E).

Proof 6: See Appendix E.

We continue to derive the sub-linear convergence rate of

Algorithms 2-3 with the aid of the following bounded-gradient

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

Assumption 3: (Bounded Gradient). For i ∈ R, the sub-

gradient ∂x̃gi (x̃) at any point x̃ ∈ R
n is bounded, i.e.,

maxi∈R ‖∂x̃gi (x̃)‖
2

2
≤ Ĝ, where Ĝ can be an arbitrarily large

but finite constant.

To proceed, we define P d
1 :=

16|R|Ĝ+16nφ̄2
∑

i∈R |Ri|
2
+4nφ̄2

∑

i∈R |Bi|
2
, Ξ :=

max
{

θ2Pd
1

ηθ−1
,
(

ξ − γ
4
θ
)

[

‖x0 − x∗‖2
2

]

+ θ2

ξ P
d
1 + θP2 − ξE

}

and ξ := κq

(

64(1 + κf )
2
+ qmin

)

µθ with θ > 4/γ.

Theorem 3: (Sub-linear Convergence). Suppose that As-

sumptions 1-3 hold. Under the condition of Theorem 1, if

the decaying step-size is chosen as αk = θ/ (ξ + k), then the

sequence {xk}k≥0
generated by Algorithms 2-3 converges to

an error ball around the optimal solution to the original opti-

mization problem (1), at a sub-linear rate of O (1/ (k + 1)),
i.e.,

E

[

∥

∥xk − 1|R| ⊗ x̃∗
∥

∥

2

2

]

≤
Ξ

ξ + k
+ E, ∀k ≥ 0, (14)

where the radius of the error ball is E.

Proof 7: See Appendix F.

Remark 5: The convergence results established in Theo-

rems 2-3 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 is determined jointly by the number of Byzantine

agents and reliable agents in the linear convergence case.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Decentralized Logistic Regression with Sparsity

B. Decentralized Neural Networks

VI. CONCLUSIONS

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

According to Step 4 in Algorithm 3, at iteration k, ∀k ≥ 1,

the auxiliary variables uli,k+1
, i ∈ R, take value uli,k or xi,k,

associated with probabilities 1 − 1/qi and 1/qi, 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

Ek

[

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∇f l
i (x̃

∗)⊤
(

uli,k+1 − x̃∗
)

]

=

(

1−
1

qi

)

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∇f l
i (x̃

∗)⊤
(

uli,k − x̃∗
)

+
1

qi
∇fi(x̃

∗)⊤

× (xi,k − x̃∗) .
(15)
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Similarly, it holds that

Ek

[

f l
i

(

uli,k+1

)]

=

(

1−
1

qi

)

f l
i

(

uli,k
)

+
1

qi
f l
i (xi,k) . (16)

Via summing (16) over index l for all l = 1, . . . , qi, we can

further obtain

Ek

[

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i

(

uli,k+1

)

]

=

(

1−
1

qi

)

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i

(

uli,k
)

+
1

qi

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i (xi,k)

=

(

1−
1

qi

)

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i

(

uli,k
)

+
1

qi
fi (xi,k) .

(17)

Recalling the definition of tui,k and combining Eqs. (15) and

(17) give

Ek

[

tui,k+1

]

=Ek

[

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i

(

uli,k+1

)

−fi (x̃
∗)−∇f l

i (x̃
∗)

⊤ (

uli,k+1− x̃∗
)

]

=

(

1−
1

qi

)

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i

(

uli,k
)

−∇f l
i (x̃

∗)
⊤ (

uli,k − x̃∗
)

+
1

qi
fi (xi,k)− fi (x̃

∗)−
1

qi
∇fi(x̃

∗)⊤ (xi,k − x̃∗)

=

(

1−
1

qi

)

ti,k +
1

qi
(fi (xi,k)− fi (x̃

∗))−
1

qi
∇fi(x̃

∗)
⊤

× (xi,k − x̃∗) .
(18)

Summing Eq. (18) over i yields

∑

i∈R

Ek

[

tui,k+1

]

=
∑

i∈R

1

qi

(

fi (xi,k)− fi (x̃
∗)−∇fi(x̃

∗)
⊤
(xi,k − x̃∗)

)

+
∑

i∈R

(

1−
1

qi

)

tui,k

≤
1

qmin

∑

i∈R

fi (xi,k)− fi (x̃
∗)−∇fi(x̃

∗)
⊤
(xi,k − x̃∗)

+

(

1−
1

qmax

)

∑

i∈R

tui,k

=
1

qmin

DF (xk, x
∗) +

(

1−
1

qmax

)

∑

i∈R

tui,k,

(19)

where the second inequality uses 1 ≤ qmin ≤ qi ≤ qmax and

the last equality is according to f (x) =
∑

i∈R fi (xi) and

the definition of DF (xk, x
∗). Substituting the definition of tuk

obtains the relation (8). In view of Step 4 in Algorithm 2,

we know that at iteration k, ∀k ≥ 1, the auxiliary variables

wi,k+1, i ∈ R, take value xi,k with probability pi, or keep the

most recent update wi,k with probability 1− pi. Therefore, it

can be verified that

Ek

[

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∇f l
i (x̃

∗)
⊤
(wi,k+1 − x̃∗)

]

=
pi
qi

qi
∑

l=1

∇f l
i (x̃

∗)
⊤
(xi,k−x̃

∗)+(1−pi)∇fi(x̃
∗)

⊤
(wi,k−x̃

∗).

(20)

Likewise, we have

Ek

[

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i (wi,k+1)

]

=(1− pi)
1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i (wi,k)+pifi (xi,k) .

(21)

Recalling the definition of twi,k and combining Eq. (20) with

(21) give

Ek

[

twi,k+1

]

=Ek

[

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

f l
i (wi,k+1)−fi (x̃

∗)−∇f l
i(x̃

∗)
⊤
(wi,k+1−x̃

∗)

]

=(1− pi) t
w
i,k+pi(fi (xi,k)−fi (x̃

∗)−∇fi(x̃
∗)

⊤
(xi,k−x̃

∗)),
(22)

where we apply fi (x̃
∗) = (1/qi)

∑qi
l=1

f l
i (x̃

∗) in the last

equality. The relation (9) is reached through summing Eq. (22)

over i and substituting the definitions of twk and DF (xk, x
∗).

B. Proof of Lemma 2

According to Step 3 in Algorithm 2, it holds that

Ek

[

∥

∥rui,k −∇fi (x̃
∗)
∥

∥

2

2

]

=Ek

[

∥

∥rui,k −∇fi (x̃
∗)−∇fi (xi,k) +∇fi (x̃

∗)
∥

∥

2

2

]

+ ‖∇fi (xi,k)−∇fi (x̃
∗)‖2

2
,

(23)

where the equality is due to the standard variance decompo-

sition Ek

[

‖A‖2
2

]

= ‖Ek [A]‖
2

2
+ Ek

[

‖A− Ek [A]‖
2

2

]

, with

A = rui,k −∇fi (x̃∗). We continue to handle the first term in

the right-hand-side of Eq. (23) as follows:

Ek

[

∥

∥rui,k −∇fi (x̃
∗)−∇fi (xi,k) +∇fi (x̃

∗)
∥

∥

2

2

]

≤2Ek

[

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (x̃∗)−∇fi (xi,k)+∇fi (x̃

∗)
∥

∥

2

2

]

+ 2Ek

[∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

−∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗)−

1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∇f l
i

(

uli,k
)

+ ∇fi (x̃
∗)‖2

2

]

≤2Ek

[

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (x̃∗)−∇fi (xi,k)+∇fi (x̃

∗)
∥

∥

2

2

]

+ 2Ek

[

∥

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

−∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

=2Ek

[

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

2

2

]

+ 2Ek

[

∥

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

−∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

− 2 ‖∇fi (xi,k)−∇fi (x̃
∗)‖2

2
,

(24)



9

where the second inequality utilizes Ek

[

‖B − Ek [B]‖2
2

]

≤

Ek

[

‖B‖2
2

]

, with B = ∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

− ∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗), and

the last equality applies the standard variance decomposition

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

Ek

[

∥

∥rui,k −∇fi (x̃
∗)
∥

∥

2

2

]

=2Ek

[

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

2

2

]

+ 2Ek

[

∥

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

−∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

− ‖∇fi (xi,k)−∇fi (x̃
∗)‖2

2
.

(25)

Summing Eq. (25) over i reduces to

Ek

[

‖ruk −∇f (x̃∗)‖2
2

]

≤2
∑

i∈R

Ek

[

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

2

2

]

+ 2
∑

i∈R

Ek

[

∥

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

−∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

−
∑

i∈R

‖∇fi (xi,k)−∇fi (x̃
∗)‖2

2
.

(26)

Since the local component objective function f l
i , ∀l ∈ Qi and

∀i ∈ R, is L-smooth according to Assumption 1, we have

1

2L

∥

∥∇f l
i

(

uli,k
)

−∇fi,l (x̃
∗)
∥

∥

2

2

≤f l
i

(

uli,k
)

− f l
i (x̃

∗)−∇f l
i (x̃

∗)
⊤ (

uli,k − x̃∗
)

.
(27)

Summing the both sides of (27) over l from 1 to qi reduces

to
1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∥

∥∇f l
i

(

uli,k
)

−∇f l
i (x̃

∗)
∥

∥

2

2
≤ 2Ltui,k. (28)

Since the local component function f
si,k
i , has a uniform

distribution over the set
{

f1
i , . . . , f

qi
i

}

, it is natural to obtain

Ek

[

∥

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

−∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

=
1

qi

qi
∑

l=1

∥

∥∇f l
i

(

uli,k
)

−∇f l
i (x̃

∗)
∥

∥

2

2
.

(29)

Combining Eq. (29) and (28) and then summing over i yield

∑

i∈R

Ek

[

∥

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i

(

u
si,k
i,k

)

−∇f
si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

≤ 2Ltuk . (30)

Summarizing (26) and (30) obtains

Ek

[

‖ruk −∇f (x̃∗)‖2
2

]

≤4Ltuk + 2
∑

i∈R

Ek

[

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

2

2

]

− ‖∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)‖2
2
,

(31)

where we simplify
∑

i∈R ‖∇fi (xi,k)−∇fi (x̃∗)‖
2

2
as

‖∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)‖2
2
. Via applying the Lipschitz continuity

of ∇f l
i again, we have

∑

i∈R

Ek

[

∥

∥∇f
si,k
i (xi,k)−∇f

si,k
i (x̃∗)

∥

∥

2

2

]

≤ 2LDF (xk, x
∗) ,

(32)

where we use the fact that fi (xi,k) = (1/qi)
∑qi

l=1
f l
i (xi,k)

and f (xk) =
∑

i∈R fi (xi,k). Plugging (32) into (31) gener-

ates

Ek

[

‖ruk −∇f (x̃∗)‖2
2

]

≤4Ltuk + 4LDF (xk, x
∗)− ‖∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)‖2

2
.

(33)

Considering the µ-strong convexity of the local objective

function fi, ∀i ∈ R, we have

2µDF (xk, x
∗) ≤ ‖∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)‖2

2
. (34)

Finally, one can obtain (10) via plugging the relation (34) into

(33). For Prox-DBRO-LSVRG, we replace uli,k with wi,k to

obtain (11), which completes the proof.

C. Proof of Proposition 2

According to the definition of proxα,G {x}, we have

proxα,G {x}

=argmin
y

{

G (y) +
1

2α
‖y − x‖2

2

}

=argmin
y

{

∑

i∈R

gi (yi) +
1

2α

∑

i∈R

‖yi − xi‖
2

2

}

=



















arg min
ỹ∈Rn

{

g1 (ỹ) +
1

2α ‖ỹ − x1‖
2

2

}

arg min
ỹ∈Rn

{

g2 (ỹ) +
1

2α ‖ỹ − x2‖
2

2

}

...

arg min
ỹ∈Rn

{

g|R| (ỹ) +
1

2α

∥

∥ỹ − x|R|

∥

∥

2

2

}



















,

(35)

which indicates
[

proxα,G {x}
]

i
= proxα,gi {xi}. Based on

this equality, it is straightforward to verify (12) with the help

of the non-expansiveness of the proximal operator proxα,gi ,

which completes the proof.

D. Proof of Theorem 1

The optimal solution to (4) satisfies the optimality condition

0n ∈ ∇fi (x
∗
i ) + ∂xi

g (x∗i ) +
φi
2

∑

j∈Ri

∂
∥

∥x∗i − x∗j
∥

∥

a
, ∀i ∈ R.

(36)

According to the definition of the sub-differential

∂
∥

∥x∗i − x∗j
∥

∥

a
=

{

yij ∈ R
n| 〈yij , x∗i 〉 = ‖x∗i ‖a, ‖yij‖b ≤ 1

}

,

there exist g∗i ∈ ∂xi
g (x∗i ) and ỹij ∈ ∂

∥

∥x∗i − x∗j
∥

∥

a
, such that

for ∀i ∈ R

∇fi (x
∗
i ) + g∗i + φi





∑

j∈Ri,i<j

ỹij −
∑

j∈Ri,i>j

ỹji



 = 0n.

(37)

We next need to prove that the optimal solution x̃∗ satisfies

(37), such that

∇fi (x̃
∗) + g̃∗i + φi





∑

j∈Ri,i<j

ỹij −
∑

j∈Ri,i>j

ỹji



 = 0n,

(38)
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where g̃∗i ∈ ∂x̃g (x̃
∗). 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 Φ :=

diag {φ} ∈ R
|R|×|R| with φ :=

[

φ1, φ2, . . . , φ|R|

]⊤
∈

R
|R|, together with ψi := ∇fi (x̃∗) + g̃∗i , the task to

prove (38) reduces to solving for a vector Ψ with Ψ :=
[

ψ1, ψ2, . . . , ψ|R|

]⊤
∈ R

|R|, such that the following relation

holds

ΦΠỹ +Ψ = 0|R|, (39)

where ỹ ∈ R
|ER| is the collected form of ỹij according to

the order of edges in ER. We need to solve for at least one

solution ỹ meeting ‖ỹij‖b ≤ 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 Π is |R|−
1 and the null space of the columns is spanned by the all-

one vector 1|R|. Recalling the definition of ψi, the optimality

condition of (1) is
∑

i∈R ψi = 0. Therefore, we know that

the columns of Π and those of [ΦΠ,Ψ] share the same null

space, which indicates the same rank of Π and [ΦΠ,Ψ]. 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 ∈ R
|ER| is a solution

to (39), such that ΦΠy + Ψ = 0|R|. We consider the least-

squares solution y = −Π†Φ−1Ψ, where Π† is the pseudo

inverse of Π. Then, it suffices to prove that ‖y‖b ≤ 1. Since

‖y‖b =
(

∑|R|
i=1

|yi|
b
)1/b

, ∀b > 1, we know that ‖y‖b ≤ ‖y‖
1
.

Therefore, we derive

‖y‖b ≤
∥

∥Π†Φ−1Ψ
∥

∥

1

≤
∥

∥Π†
∥

∥

1

∥

∥Φ−1
∥

∥

1
‖Ψ‖

1

≤|R|
√

|ER|φ−1
∥

∥Π†
∥

∥

2
‖Ψ‖

2
,

(40)

where the second inequality uses the vector-matrix norm

compatibility, and the last inequality applies the facts that

‖Ψ‖
1

≤ |R| ‖Ψ‖
2

and
∥

∥Π†
∥

∥

1
≤

√

|ER|
∥

∥Π†
∥

∥

2
. Consider

λmax

(

Π†
)

and λmin (Π) as the maximum and minimum

singular values of matrices Π† and Π, respectively. Based on

(40), we further obtain

‖y‖b ≤λmax

(

Π†
) |R|

√

|ER|

φ
‖Ψ‖

2

=
|R|

√

|ER|

φλmin (Π)
‖Ψ‖

2
.

(41)

Since ‖Ψ‖
2
≤

√

|R|‖Ψ‖∞, we further have

‖y‖b ≤
|R|

3

2

√

|ER|

λmin (Π)φ
max
i∈R

|ψi| . (42)

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

becomes

‖y‖b ≤
|R|

3

2

√

|ER|

λmin (Π)φ
max
i∈R

‖∇fi (x̃
∗) + g̃∗i ‖∞. (43)

The proof is completed by choosing an appropriate φ to meet

|R|
3

2

√

|ER|

λmin (Π)φ
max
i∈R

‖∇fi (x̃
∗) + g̃∗i ‖∞ ≤ 1.

E. Proof of Theorem 2

Based on Proposition 2 and the optimality condition (36),

we know that

x∗ = proxα,G {x∗ − α (∇F (x∗) + ∂xχ (x∗))} . (44)

In view of the compact form (7), it holds

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

=Ek [‖proxα,G {x̄k} − proxα,G {x∗ − α∇F (x∗)

−α∂xχ (x∗)‖2
2

]

≤Ek

[

‖x̄k − (x∗ − α (∇F (x∗) + ∂xχ (x∗)))‖2
2

]

= ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
− 2αEk [〈xk − x∗, rk −∇F (x∗)〉]

− 2α 〈xk − x∗, ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗) + ∂xδ (xk)〉

+ α2
Ek [‖rk −∇F (x∗) + ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)

+ ∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

,

(45)

where the inequality applies the relationship

(12). We continue to seek an upper bound for

Ek

[

‖rk −∇F (x∗) + ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗) + ∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

as

follows:

Ek

[

‖rk −∇F (x∗) + ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗) + ∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

≤4Ek

[

‖rk −∇F (x∗)‖2
2

]

+ 2 ‖∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)‖2
2

+ 4 ‖∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

≤4 (4Ltk + 2 (2L− µ)DF (xk, x
∗)) + 4 ‖∂xδ (xk)‖

2

2

+ 2 ‖∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)‖2
2
,

(46)

where the first inequality applies ‖c+ d‖2 ≤ 2c2 +2d2 twice

and the second equality employs Lemma 2. To proceed, we

bound ‖∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2
as follows:

‖∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥



















φ1
∑

j∈B1

∂x1
‖x1,k − z1j,k‖a

φ2
∑

j∈B2

∂x2
‖x2,k − z2j,k‖a

...

φ|R|

∑

j∈B|B|

∂x|R|

∥

∥x|R|,k − z|R|j,k

∥

∥

a



















∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

=
∑

i∈R

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

φi
∑

j∈Bi

∂xi
‖xi,k − zij,k‖a

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤nφ̄2
∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
,

(47)

where the inequality holds true, since the b-norm (b ≥ 1)

of ∂xi
‖xi,k − zij,k‖a, ∀i ∈ R, is no larger than 1 owing to

Proposition 1, i.e.,
∣

∣

[

∂xi
‖xi,k − zij,k‖a

]

e

∣

∣ ≤ 1, ∀e = 1, . . . , n. (48)
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Following the same technical line of (47)-(48), it is not difficult

to verify

‖∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)‖2
2

=
∑

i∈R

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

φi
∑

j∈Ri

(

∂xi
‖xi,k − xj,k‖a − ∂xi

∥

∥x∗i − x∗j
∥

∥

a

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤4nφ̄2
∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2.

(49)

Combining (46), (47) and (49) obtains

Ek

[

‖rk −∇F (x∗) + ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗) + ∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

≤4 (2Ltk + (2L− µ)DF (xk, x
∗)) + 8nφ̄2

∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2

+ 4nφ̄2
∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
.

(50)

Since the local objective function fi (xi), ∀i ∈ R, is µ-

strongly convex and L-smooth according to Assumption 1,

we have

− Ek [〈xk − x∗, rk −∇F (x∗)〉]

=− 〈xk − x∗,∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)〉

≤
µL

µ+ L
‖xk − x∗‖2

2
+

1

µ+ L
‖∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)‖2

2
.

(51)

Recalling the definition of χ (xk), we know that χ (xk) is a

convex function. Therefore, it is straightforward to obtain

− 〈xk − x∗, ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)〉 ≤ 0. (52)

We next analyze the term −2 〈xk − x∗, ∂δ (xk)〉 with the aid

of an arbitrary constant γ > 0,

− 2 〈xk − x∗, ∂δ (xk)〉 ≤ γ ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+
nφ̄2

γ

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
,

(53)

where we apply the Young’s inequality and (47). Plugging the

results (50)-(53) into (45) gives

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

≤

(

1−

(

2µL

µ+ L
− γ

)

α

)

‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+ 8nφ̄2α2

∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2

+ 4α2 (2Ltk + (2L− µ)DF (xk, x
∗)) + 4nφ̄2α2

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2

+
nα

γ
φ̄2

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
.

(54)

Via setting γ = µL/ (µ+ L), we can rewrite (54) as follows:

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

≤ (1− γα) ‖xk−x
∗‖2

2
+4α2 (2Ltk + (2L−µ)DF (xk, x

∗))

+ 8nφ̄2α2
∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2
+ 4nφ̄2α2

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
+
nα

γ
φ̄2

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
.

(55)

According to (8), we have for any c > 0,

c (Ek [tk+1]− tk) ≤ −
c

qmax

tk +
c

qmin

DF (xk, x
∗) . (56)

Recall the definitions of P c
1 and P2. Combining (55) and (56)

yields

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

+ c (Ek [tk+1]− tk)

≤ (1− γα) ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+ 4nφ̄2α2(2

∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2
+

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
)

+
nφ̄2

γ
α
∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
+ 8Lα2tk + 4 (2L− µ)α2DF (xk, x

∗)

−
c

qmax

tk +
c

qmin

DF (xk, x
∗)

≤

(

1−

(

γα−
L

2

(

4 (2L− µ)α2 +
c

qmin

)))

‖xk − x∗‖2
2

+ P c
1α

2 + P2α+

(

8Lα2 −
c

qmax

)

tk,

(57)

where the last inequality employs the L-smoothness of the

local objective function fi, ∀i ∈ R. We proceed by choosing

0 < α ≤ γ/ (8L (2L− µ)) and setting c = c̃α with 0 < c̃ ≤
qminγ/L, such that (57) becomes

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

+
qminγα

L
(Ek [tk+1]− tk)

≤
(

1−
γ

4
α
)

‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+

(

8Lα2 −
c

qmax

)

tk + P c
1α

2

+ P2α.
(58)

To proceed, via fixing c̃ = qminγ/L and 0 < α ≤
γ/ (8L (2L− µ)), (58) reduces to

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

+
qminγα

L
(Ek [tk+1]− tk)

≤
(

1−
γ

4
α
)

‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+ 4nφ̄2α2(2

∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2
+

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
)

+
nφ̄2

γ
α
∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2
+

(

8Lα−
γqmin

Lqmax

)

αtk.

(59)

We continue to define Uk := ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+ qminγαtk/L,

which is non-negative due to tk ≥ 0. Based on this

definition, if we select the constant step-size 0 < α ≤
4γ/

(

κq
(

32L2 + qminγ
2
))

, then it is natural to convert (59)

into

Ek [Uk+1]

≤Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

+
qminγα

L
Ek [tk+1]

≤
(

1−
γ

4
α
)

‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+
(

1−
γ

4
α
) qminγα

L
tk + P c

1α
2

+ P2α

=
(

1−
γ

4
α
)

Uk + P c
1α

2 + P2α.

(60)

Summarizing all the upper bounds on the constant step-size

generates a feasible selection range as follows:

0 < α ≤
1

κq

(

32(1 + κf )
2
+ qmin

)

1

µ
. (61)



12

Based on (61), taking the full expectation on the both sides of

(60) obtains

E [Uk+1] ≤
(

1−
γ

4
α
)

E [Uk] + α2P c
1 + αP2. (62)

For ∀k ≥ 0, applying telescopic cancellation to (62) obtains

E

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

≤
(

1−
γ

4
α
)k+1

U0 + 4

(

P1

γ
α+ E

)(

1−
(

1−
γ

4
α
)k+1

)

,

(63)

where U0 = ‖x0 − x∗‖2
2
+ qminγαt0/L. It is worthwhile to

mention that by specifying rk and tk as ruk and tuk (resp., rwk
and twk ), the linear convergence rate is established for Prox-

DBRO-SAGA (resp., Prox-DBRO-LSVRG).

F. Proof of Theorem 3

In view of the compact form (7) associated with the pro-

posed algorithms, we make a transformation as follows:

xk+1 =arg min
y∈R|R|n

{

G (y) +
1

2αk
‖y − xk + αk (rk

+∂xχ (xk) + ∂xδ (xk))‖
2

2

}

,

which gives

0|R|n ∈xk+1 − xk + αk (rk + ∂xχ (xk) + ∂xδ (xk))

+ αk∂xG (xk+1) .

This implies that if xk+1 is the minimizer of the next update of

the proposed algorithm, we are guaranteed to obtain a vector

Gk+1 ∈ ∂xG (xk+1), such that

0|R|n = xk+1−xk+αk (rk +Gk+1 + ∂xχ (xk) + ∂xδ (xk)) ,

which can further rearranged as

xk+1 = xk − αk (rk +Gk+1 + ∂xχ (xk) + ∂xδ (xk)) . (64)

We next analyze the transformed version (64) of the compact

form (7) in the following.

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

= ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
− 2αkEk [〈xk − x∗, rk + ∂xχ (xk) +Gk+1〉]

+ α2
kEk

[

‖rk +Gk+1 + ∂xχ (xk) + ∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

− 2αk 〈xk − x∗, ∂xδ (xk)〉 .
(65)

Considering G∗ ∈ ∂xG (x∗) and the optimality condition

∇F (x∗) + G∗ + ∂xχ (x∗) = 0mn, we continue to seek an

upper bound for Ek

[

‖rk +Gk+1 + ∂xχ (xk) + ∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

as follows:

Ek

[

‖rk +Gk+1 + ∂xχ (xk) + ∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

=Ek [‖rk −∇F (x∗) +Gk+1 −G∗ + ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)

+∂xδ (xk)‖
2

2

]

≤4Ek

[

‖rk −∇F (x∗)‖2
2

]

+ 4 ‖Gk+1 −G∗‖2
2

+ 4 ‖∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)‖2
2
+ 4 ‖∂xδ (xk)‖

2

2

≤4Ek

[

‖rk −∇F (x∗)‖2
2

]

+ 4 ‖Gk+1 −G∗‖2
2

+ 16nφ̄2
∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2
+ 4nφ̄2

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2

≤16Ltk + 8 (2L− µ)DF (xk, x
∗) + 16 |R| Ĝ

+ 16nφ̄2
∑

i∈R

|Ri|
2 + 4nφ̄2

∑

i∈R

|Bi|
2,

(66)

where the second inequality uses the results (47) and (49), and

the last inequality is owing to Lemma 2 and Assumption 3. To

proceed, recalling the definition of ∂xG (xk), it is not difficult

to verify

− 〈xk − x∗, Gk+1 −G∗〉 ≤ 0, (67)

which is owing to the convexity of gi (x̃) and χi (x̃), ∀i ∈ R.

Based on the relationships (52) and (67), we know that

− 2Ek [〈xk − x∗, rk +Gk+1 + ∂xχ (xk)〉]

=− 2Ek [〈xk − x∗, rk −∇F (xk) +∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)〉]

− 2Ek [〈xk − x∗, Gk+1 −G∗ + ∂xχ (xk)− ∂xχ (x∗)〉]

≤− 2 〈xk − x∗,∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)〉

≤ − 2
µL

µ+ L
‖xk − x∗‖2

2
−

2

µ+ L
‖∇F (xk)−∇F (x∗)‖2

2
,

(68)

where the last inequality follows (51). To recap, plugging the

results (53), (66) and (68) into (65) reduces to

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

≤ (1− γαk) ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+ 16Lα2

ktk + P d
1 α

2
k + P2αk

+ 8 (2L− µ)α2
kDF (xk, x

∗) .

(69)

According to Lemma 1, we introduce an iteration-shifting

variable ck > 0, such that

ck (Ek [tk+1]− tk) ≤ −
ck
qmax

tk +
ck
qmin

DF (xk, x
∗) . (70)

Combining (69) and (70) obtains

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

+ ck (Ek [tk+1]− tk)

≤ (1− γαk) ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+

(

16Lα2
k −

ck
qmax

)

tk + P d
1 α

2
k

+ P2αk +

(

ck
qmin

+ 8 (2L− µ)α2
k

)

DF (xk, x
∗)

≤

(

1−

(

γαk −
L

2

(

8 (2L− µ)α2
k +

ck
qmin

)))

‖xk − x∗‖2
2

+

(

16Lα2
k −

ck
qmax

)

tk + P d
1 α

2
k + P2αk,

(71)

where the last inequality uses L-smoothness of the local

objective function fi, ∀i ∈ R. Via setting ck = c̃αk and

0 < αk ≤ γ/ (16L (2L− µ)), we have

Ek

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

+
γqminαk

L
Ek [tk+1]

≤(1 −
γ

4
) ‖xk − x∗‖2

2
+

(

(1−
1

qmax

)
qminγ

L
+ 16Lαk

)

αktk

+ P d
1 α

2
k + P2αk.

(72)
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We define Uk := ‖xk − x∗‖2
2
+ qminγαktk/L, which is non-

negative, since tk is non-negative. We further set 0 < αk ≤
4γ/

(

κq
(

64L2 + qminγ
2
))

and take the full expectation on the

both sides of (72) to obtain

E [Uk+1] ≤E

[

‖xk+1 − x∗‖2
2

]

+
qminγαk

L
E [tk+1]

≤
(

1−
γ

4
αk

)

E [Uk] + P d
1 α

2
k + P2αk,

(73)

where the first inequality is due to the fact that the step-size

αk is decaying. Via summarizing all the upper bounds on

the decaying step-size, we attain a feasible selection range

as follows:

0 < αk ≤
1

κq

(

64(1 + κf )
2
+ qmin

)

1

µ
. (74)

According to (74), we set αk = θ/ (ξ + k), ∀k ≥ 0, with

θ > 4/γ and ξ = κq

(

64(1 + κf )
2
+ qmin

)

µθ. We next prove

E [Uk] ≤ Ξ/ (ξ + k) + Ẽ, ∀k ≥ 0, (75)

by induction. Firstly, for k = 0, we know that

U1 ≤
(

1−
γ

4
α0

)

U0 + α2
0P

d
1 + α0P2. (76)

Therefore, for a sufficient large but bounded constant Ẽ, if

Ξ ≥ (ξ − γθ/4)U0 + θ2P d
1 /ξ + θP2 − ξẼ, we have

(

1−
γ

4
α0

)

U0 + α2
0P

d
1 + α0P2 ≤

Ξ

ξ
+ Ẽ, (77)

with α0 = θ/ξ. We assume that for k = k′, k′ ≥ 1, it satisfies

that

E [Uk′+1] ≤
(

1−
γ

4
αk′

)

E [Uk′ ] + α2
k′P1 + αk′P2

≤
Ξ

ξ + k′
+ Ẽ.

(78)

Then, we will prove that for k = k′ + 1,

E [Uk′+2] ≤
Ξ

ξ + k′ + 1
+ Ẽ, (79)

holds true. Define γ̃ := γ/4, and set Ẽ ≥ P2/γ̃ and Ξ ≥
θ2P1/ (γ̃θ − 1) with θ > 1/γ̃. We have

E [Uk′+2]

≤ (1− γ̃αk′+1)E [Uk′+1] + α2
k′+1P1 + αk′+1P2

≤

(

1−
γ̃θ

ξ + k′ + 1

)(

Ξ

ξ + k′
+ Ẽ

)

+
θ2

(ξ + k′ + 1)
2
P1

+
θ

ξ + k′ + 1
P2

≤

(

1−
γ̃θ

ξ + k′ + 1

)

Ξ

ξ + k′
+ Ẽ +

θ2

(ξ + k′ + 1)
2
P1

≤

(

1−
γ̃θ

ξ + k′ + 1

)

Ξ

ξ + k′
+ Ẽ +

Ξ(γ̃θ − 1)

(ξ + k′ + 1)2

≤

(

1−
γ̃θ

ξ + k′ + 1

)

Ξ

ξ + k′
+

Ξ(γ̃θ − 1)

(ξ + k′ + 1) (ξ + k′)
+ Ẽ

=
Ξ

ξ + k′ + 1
+ Ẽ,

(80)

which means the relation (75) holds true. Via replacing Ẽ with

its lower bound E = P2/γ̃, it is straightforward to verify

E

[

‖xk − x∗‖2
2

]

≤
Ξ

ξ + k
+ E, ∀k ≥ 0, (81)

owing to tk ≥ 0. Through specifying rk and tk as ruk and tuk
(resp., rwk and twk ), the sub-linear convergence rate is estab-

lished for Prox-DBRO-SAGA (resp., Prox-DBRO-LSVRG).
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Variance reduction, sampling, quantization and coordinate descent,” in
International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 2019,
pp. 680–690.

[47] X. Li, Z. Zhu, A. M.-c. So, and J. D. Lee, “Incremental methods for
weakly convex optimization,” arXiv:1907.11687, 2022.

[48] C. Xi and U. A. Khan, “Distributed subgradient projection algorithm
over directed graphs,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 62,
no. 8, pp. 3986–3992, 2017.


	I Introduction
	I-A Literature Review
	I-B Motivations
	I-C Contributions
	I-D Organization

	II Preliminaries
	II-A Basic Notation
	II-B Problem Statement
	II-C Problem Reformulation
	II-D Robust Consensus Problem Setup

	III Algorithm Development
	III-A Connection with Existing Works
	III-B A General Algorithmic Framework
	III-C Prox-DBRO-SAGA and Prox-DBRO-LSVRG

	IV Convergence Analysis
	IV-A Auxiliary Results
	IV-B Main Results

	V Experimental Results
	V-A Decentralized Logistic Regression with Sparsity
	V-B Decentralized Neural Networks

	VI Conclusions
	Appendix
	A Proof of Lemma 1
	B Proof of Lemma 2
	C Proof of Proposition 2
	D Proof of Theorem 1
	E Proof of Theorem 2
	F Proof of Theorem 3

	References

