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Abstract
We study the communication complexity of convex decentralized optimization over time-varying
networks, where n nodes hold private functions and must agree on the global minimizer using
only synchronous exchanges with neighbors. The cost is the number of communication rounds to
reach accuracy ε – a measure akin to round complexity in the LOCAL model, but constrained
by nodes sharing only oracle responses. We prove a new lower bound of Ω

(
χG

√
κg log n

χG
log 1

ε

)
communication rounds, where χG is the condition number of the network Laplacians and κg that
of the global objective, showing the round complexity attainable under uniform regularity cannot
be matched in the nonuniform regime. The construction rests on spectral graph theory: we embed
time-rotating star gadgets into the edges of an expander and patch them to preserve spectral
connectivity.

2012 ACM Subject Classification Theory of computation → Distributed algorithms; Theory of
computation → Convex optimization
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1 Introduction

Decentralized optimization is an active research direction in machine learning and distributed
computing. The area’s core problem is to minimize the sum of locally stored functions fi

min
x∈Rd

1
n

n∑
i=1

fi(x), (1)

by means of peer-to-peer communications. These functions are stored by the nodes of the
communication network, whose edges can change over time. Problem (1) is usually called
the consensus optimization problem, since all nodes must find the same global minimizer x∗

up to desired accuracy. The problem can, for example, represent federated learning tasks,
in which multiple independent parties aim to train a common model’s parameters x on the
combined set of data from all parties without actually sharing the data. In that case fi(x) is
the empirical loss over the training samples in the i-th party’s private dataset.

Theoretical analysis of distributed algorithms usually focuses on communication complexity,
which is the number of synchronous communication rounds (e.g. gradient transfers) between
all adjacent computation nodes, and computation complexity, which is abstracted by the
number of oracle calls (e.g. computations of gradients ∇fi(xi) at each node).

While the notion of communication complexity reveals similarities with the LOCAL
model, in decentralized optimization nodes are not allowed to share all information about
their functions fi. They can only exchange the oracle’s responses to their queries and results
of arithmetic manipulations of these responses. We formally define the computation model
in Section 3.2.

So-called centralized distributed algorithms, which utilize a central parameter-server (star
communication topology) or all-reduce communication schemes, converge at a rate depending
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on the global condition number κg = Lg/µg of the objective. This parameter quantifies
the ratio between the rates at which the global objective 1

n

∑n
i=1 fi(x) changes in different

directions, using global smoothness Lg and strong convexity µg parameters, see definitions
in Section 3.1. When a problem is parametrized by the global parameters κg, Lg, µg, we call
this the nonuniform setup, since it does not impose uniform restrictions on properties of
functions fi.

In contrast, decentralized algorithms usually depend on the local condition number
κl = Ll/µl which is the ratio of the worst (largest) smoothness parameter Ll and the worst
(smallest) strong convexity parameter µl over all local objective functions fi. In general, a
globally µg-strongly convex objective can have non-convex local terms fi, thus µl can be
infinitely worse than µg. The same holds for the smoothness parameters Lg, Ll, therefore
the local condition number κl can be arbitrarily larger than the global condition number
κg, or can even be undefined. This motivates the search for decentralized algorithms whose
complexity is parametrized by κg instead of κl.

1.1 Contribution
In this work we establish a new lower bound on the communication complexity of dis-
tributed algorithms over time-varying communication networks with smooth, strongly convex
deterministic objectives.

▶ Theorem 1. For any network condition number χG ≥ 8861, global objective condition
number κg > 1, and accuracy ε > 0, there is a decentralized optimization problem on n ≥ 4χG
nodes such that the communication complexity of any distributed algorithm is lower bounded
as

NG = Ω
(

χG
√

κg log n

χG
log 1

ε

)
. (2)

While there are decentralized algorithms that partially replace the dependence on κl

with κg, until recently there were no tighter communication complexity lower bounds
for the nonuniform setup. A brief note [13] announced an improved lower bound NG =
Ω
(√

χGκg log Ll

Lg
log 1

ε

)
for nonuniform decentralized optimization in static communication

networks, showing that optimal complexity in uniform setup NG = O
(√

χGκg log 1
ε

)
[30] is

not achievable in the nonuniform model.
We provide the same impossibility result for time-varying networks. Lower bound (2) can

also be restated as NG = Ω
(

χG
√

κg log Ll

Lg
log 1

ε

)
, matching the result of [13] up to a square

root of χG, which corresponds to the optimal complexity NG = O
(
χG

√
κg log 1

ε

)
of uniform

decentralized optimization on time-varying graphs [12].
The construction of our lower bound is based on expander graphs and spectral graph

theory, which differs from classical lower bounds for the uniform setup that rely on trivial path
and star graph constructions [30, 12, 31]. The idea of using expander graphs to introduce
a log n dependence on the number of nodes into communication lower bounds was also
mentioned in a blogpost of S. Bubeck2 accompanying [30]. That argument, however, only
yields a lower bound of the form Ω(max{√

χG, log n}), whereas both [13] and the present

1 In the complementary regime χG ∈ (1, 886) the factor χG in the bound is bounded by an absolute
constant; this range can be covered by a separate construction tailored to this case, which we omit since
it does not affect the asymptotic lower bound.

2 https://blogs.princeton.edu/imabandit/2017/07/05/smooth-distributed-convex-optimization/.

https://blogs.princeton.edu/imabandit/2017/07/05/smooth-distributed-convex-optimization/
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work obtain the stronger multiplicative bounds Ω(√χG log n) and Ω(χG log n), respectively,
which require more involved graph-theoretical analysis.

2 Related Work

Minimizing communication complexity is in high demand among practitioners training large
models. The performance of this essentially distributed process is often limited by network
capacity [18], motivating the development of communication compression techniques [32, 27, 3]
and optimization of communication schemes [4, 15, 19, 39].

Decentralized optimization is an approach to this problem which is rooted in gossip
consensus algorithms [24, 25, 9]. The framework of decentralized algorithms utilizes commu-
nication matrices (or gossip matrices) W for the atomic communication operation of taking
a weighted sum of vectors from immediate neighbors: vi =

∑
j:(i,j)∈EG

Wijvj . This approach
is favorable due to its simplicity of implementation and robustness, which allow it to be
generalized to the time-varying setup, where edges in the communication graph can change
between communication rounds [12, 23, 29].

The standard model of communication complexity in decentralized optimization simply
counts the number of communication rounds required to solve a problem for a given accuracy
[9, 38, 30]. Up to privacy constraints, this is similar to the LOCAL model [20, 28]. Our
model captures only a structural form of privacy: a node never shares its function fi directly,
but exposes oracle responses. A stronger, quantitative notion is differential privacy [7, 8],
which additionally bounds how much the shared responses can reveal about any individual
data point and has been studied for decentralized learning [1]. While no major works on
decentralized optimization seem to mention the connection, there are explicit comparisons of
the LOCAL and “gossip” models in the literature on distributed bandits and reinforcement
learning [6, 33, 16]. There are also more practical network models where communication
time depends on heterogeneous link delays and/or bandwidths [21, 35].

In the standard communication-round model there is a well-established complexity theory
for both static and time-varying setups with matching upper and lower bounds in many
setups [30, 12, 31, 37, 11, 36, 17]. Yet there is a gap in communication complexity in the
nonuniform smooth and strongly convex setup. A prominent result here is the Mudag
algorithm [38], which achieves NG = O

(√
χGκg

(
log Ll

Lg
+ log Lg

µg

)
log 1

ε

)
communication

complexity. Comparing with the optimal complexity of first-order decentralized algorithms
in the uniform setup O

(√
χGκl log 1

ε

)
[30, 14], we see that Mudag is optimal up to the

log Ll

Lg
+ log Lg

µg
term. It was recently shown [13] that the log Ll

Lg
term cannot be removed.

We extend this result to the case of time-varying communication networks.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Basic Definitions
Communication graphs. By λi(G) we denote the i-th eigenvalue of the Laplacian LG

of graph G = (VG, EG), |VG| = n, so that λ2(G) and λn(G) are the minimum nonzero and
maximum eigenvalues respectively. AG denotes the adjacency matrix of G. EG(S, T ) denotes
the set of edges between S ⊂ VG and T ⊂ VG in graph G.
Smoothness and strong convexity. A differentiable function h : Rd → R is called
L-smooth if its gradient is L-Lipschitz continuous:

∥∇h(x) − ∇h(y)∥ ≤ L ∥x − y∥ , ∀x, y ∈ Rd, (3)
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and µ-strongly convex if for all x, y ∈ Rd,

h(y) ≥ h(x) + ⟨∇h(x), y − x⟩ + µ

2 ∥y − x∥2
. (4)

If h is twice continuously differentiable, equivalent definitions are L = supx λmax(∇2h(x)) and
µ = infx λmin(∇2h(x)). We denote by Li, µi the smoothness and strong convexity constants
of fi, Ll= maxi∈[n] Li, µl= mini∈[n] µi, and by Lg, µg the corresponding constants of f . If
µg > 0 then the minimizer x∗ of (1) is unique.
Time-varying communication matrices. Communication rounds are indexed by t =
1, 2, . . . and are associated with a (finite or infinite) sequence of undirected connected graphs
G = {G(t)}t≥1 on the same node set of size n. For each communication graph G(t) we are
given a compatible communication matrix W (t), i.e. W (t) is symmetric positive semidefinite;
W

(t)
ij > 0 ⇒ (i, j) ∈ E(G(t)); ker W (t) = span({1n}). For our lower bound we will set

W (t)=LG(t) . We assume uniform spectral bounds for communication matrices: there exist
λ > 0 and λ̄ < ∞ such that for all t,

λmin+

(
W (t)

)
= λ2

(
G(t)

)
≥ λ, λmax

(
W (t)

)
= λn

(
G(t)

)
≤ λ̄. (5)

We denote the condition number of the sequence of graphs as χG = λ̄/λ. For a fixed graph
G we also write χG=λn(G)/λ2(G).
ε-solution. We say that {xk

i ∈ Mi,k}n
i=1 is an ε-solution of (1) if

max
i∈[n]

∥∥xk
i − x∗∥∥ ≤ ε. (6)

We introduce the notion of infection as an intuitive reference to the information spread.
In our worst-case problem a distributed algorithm cannot improve approximate solution at
any node until information obtained via computation round in one node reaches another
node. To measure communication complexity we will track the number of communication
rounds (or infection steps) required to spread the infection by bounding an effective distance.

Formally, we define effective distance ρ(S, T ) between node subsets S, T in a sequence of
graphs G, s, t ∈ V (G) as the minimal number of communication rounds that is enough to
spread infection from any s ∈ S to any t ∈ T . A similar notion was also introduced in [23]
under the name of information flow.

3.2 Computation Model
Decentralized first-order algorithms. We use the standard first-order oracle model [30],
closely related to the class of zero-respecting algorithms [5]. Each node i ∈ [n] maintains
a memory set Mi,k ⊂ Rd. Initially, each node has the same starting point, without loss
of generality we assume it to be the zero vector: Mi,0 = {0d}. At step k a decentralized
first-order algorithm performs either a local first-order computation at every node,

Mi,k+1 = span
(

Mi,k ∪ {∇fi(x) : x ∈ Mi,k}
)

, (7)

or a communication round t in which every node updates its memory with its neighbors’
memory using communication matrix

Mi,k+1 = span

Mi,k ∪


n∑

j=1
W

(t)
ij xj : xj ∈ Mj,k


 . (8)
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The number of communication rounds is denoted by NG .
Actually, we will bound communication complexity of more general distributed first-order

algorithms, which are not restricted by a communication matrix during the communication
step:

Mi,k+1 = span

Mi,k ∪

 ⋃
j:(i,j)∈E(G(t))

Mj,k


 . (9)

This model of communication complexity is reminiscent of the round complexity of the
LOCAL model, familiar in distributed computing, with one defining distinction. In LOCAL
the nodes may exchange arbitrary messages, so within a number of rounds equal to the graph
diameter every node can learn the entire topology together with all inputs, and the round
complexity of any problem is bounded by O(n). In our model the nodes are restricted to
sharing oracle responses and their linear combinations (8)–(9), which cannot reveal the local
functions fi in full. Consequently the communication complexity is no longer bounded by
the number of vertices: as our lower bound (2) shows, NG can substantially exceed n, since
the factors √

κg and log 1
ε grow independently of the network size.

4 Main Result

A worst-case communication network for the time-varying setup under the assumption of local
Ll-smoothness and µl-strong convexity is a star graph whose center changes cyclically at each
communication round over a subset of intermediate vertices [12]. We extend the corresponding
lower bound on communication complexity for the nonuniform strongly convex setup (the
stricter µl-assumption is relaxed to the more general µg-assumption) by embedding the star
construction into each edge of an expander graph and applying an edge patch procedure using
another expander graph on top of this to neutralize the reduction of spectral connectivity.

This approach follows the idea of the lower bound for static graphs [13], where each edge
of an expander graph was replaced with the path of length Ω(√χG). However, we cannot
directly follow this approach for time-varying setup: replacing each edge with a star not
only reduces the spectral connectivity λ proportionally to the increase in diameter, but also
increases maximum degree (related to λ̄), leading to the same ∆(G) = Ω(√χG) relation as in
the static case. To achieve the desired ∆(G) = Ω(χG) relation, we develop the edge patch
technique which restores spectral connectivity without harming the maximum degree.

4.1 Graph Construction
To construct a sequence of communication graphs, we take a (d = 8)-regular Margulis
expander H on |VH | = m2 ∼ Ll

Lg
vertices [10, Theorem 8.2]. Since the condition number

of the Laplacian matrix of the graph H does not depend on m, in order to obtain a lower
bound in terms of χ we construct, based on the graph H, its τ -star extension G0, in which
each edge (v, w) is replaced by a star graph consisting of the leaves v, w and τ additional
new vertices. To slow down the infection process (information spread), when the star center
is infected, we replace the center with an uninfected leaf by changing the edges as shown in
Figure 1. Consider vertices s, t ∈ VH whose distance in the graph H is equal to its diameter
∆(H). This construction guarantees that in order to transmit information from s to t at
least (τ + 1)∆(H) communication rounds are required. Indeed, to transmit information from
vertex v to vertex w such that (v, w) ∈ EH , two consecutive communications with the same
central vertex are needed, which requires τ + 1 communication rounds / infection steps.
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v w

(a) Original edge

v w
1

2 3 4 5
(b) Before infection step

v w
1

2 3 4 5
(c) After infection step

v w
2

1 3 4 5
(d) Center replacement

Figure 1 τ -star extension construction for τ = 5. (a) Edge (v, w) of the initial graph H. (b,c)
Infection step in the star subgraph of G0 embedded in edge (v, w). (d) Infected center 1 is replaced
with uninfected leaf 2 to delay infection of w.

Denote by n = |VG0 | = |VH |(1 + dτ/2) the number of nodes in graph G0 as well as in
graphs G1 and G, which will be built on the same node set. Let U ⊂ VG be the subset of
infected nodes, and define UH as its restriction on the nodes from H. Define ∂G0U = B ⊂ Ū

the set of nodes that will be infected at the next step (node boundary of U in G0), see
Figure 2.

4.1.1 Patch Procedure

The patch procedure G0 → G adds edges to G0 to increase its spectral connectivity without
supporting infection spread. Let F be an expander on VG0 with maximum degree dF . Define
G1 = (VG0 , EG0 ∪ EF ). An edge (v, w) ∈ EF is called bad if it extends node boundary, i.e.
v ∈ U , w ∈ Ū \B. Construct G by replacing each bad edge (v, w) with two edges (v, b), (b, w),
where nodes b ∈ B are assigned to bad edges uniformly, e.g., in a cyclic order.

▷ Claim 2. Any (not necessarily uniform) assignment of nodes b to bad edges does not
decrease the size of any edge cut: |EG(A, Ā)| ≥ |EG1(A, Ā)| ∀A ⊂ VG.

Proof. EG1(A, Ā) \ EG(A, Ā) includes only bad edges (v, w) : v ∈ U , w ∈ Ū \ B. Since
each bad edge (v, w) ∈ EG1 is replaced with two new edges (v, b), (b, w) ∈ G (parallel edges
allowed), the loss of (v, w) in EG1(A, Ā) is either compensated by (v, b) if b ∈ Ā, or by (b, w)
otherwise. ◀

▷ Claim 3. max deg(G) ≤ d + 3
2 dF + (dτ + 2) dF

λ2(H) + 1.

Proof. We begin with a lower bound on the number of nodes in the boundary B. By the
isoperimetric inequality [34, Theorem 20.1.1] applied to the smaller side of the cut (UH , ŪH),

|B| = |EH(UH , ŪH)| ≥ λ2(H)
2 min{|UH |, |ŪH |}. (10)
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H G0

F

U

B U\B

F

U

B

after patch

U\B

U

B U\B

Figure 2 Stages of constructing the communication graph. The figure illustrates: the initial
graph H (C4 in our example); its extension G0 with the highlighted information spread boundary
B = ∂G0 U (boundary vertices are denoted by ✩); the overlaid multigraph F (here, a torus graph)
containing bad edges (highlighted in red); and the final state of graph F after applying the patch
procedure to prevent premature information spread (new edges added during the patch procedure
are marked in violet).

Then, denote M the number of bad edges. It is upper bounded as

M = |EF (U, Ū)| + |EF (U ∪ B, Ū \ B)| − |EF (B, B̄)|
2

≤ |EF (U, Ū)| + |EF (U ∪ B, Ū \ B)|
2

≤ dF

2 (min{|U |, |Ū |} + min{|U ∪ B|, |Ū \ B|})

= dF

2 (2 min{|U |, |Ū \ B|} + |B|)

(11)

Since the assignment of boundary nodes b ∈ B to bad edges is uniform, the replacement of
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bad edges increases the degree of each node in B at most by⌈
M

|B|

⌉
(11)
≤
⌈

dF (2 min{|U |, |Ū \ B|} + |B|)
2|B|

⌉
≤ dF min{|U |, |Ū |}

|B|
+ dF

2 + 1

(10)
≤ 2dF min{|U |, |Ū |}

λ2(H) min{|UH |, |ŪH |}
+ dF

2 + 1

≤ 2
(

dτ

2 + 1
)

dF

λ2(H) + dF

2 + 1.

(12)

◀

We summarize the properties of G in the following lemma

▶ Lemma 4. By adding edges to G0 we can obtain graph G with λ2(G) ≥ λ2(F )/2, λn(G) ≤
2(d + 3

2 dF + (dτ + 2) dF

λ2(H) + 1) without extending node boundary of U : ∂G0U = ∂GU = B.

Proof. The node boundary B is preserved by the bad edges replacement procedure. Each
bad edge (v, w) ∈ E(F ) is replaced by two edges (v, b) and (b, w). For any vector x ∈ Rn, the
inequality (xv − xb)2 + (xb − xw)2 ≥ 1

2 (xv − xw)2 holds. Thus, the Laplacian of the replaced
edges dominates half the Laplacian of the original edge, giving LG ⪰ 1

2 LF . Consequently:

λ2(G(k)) ≥ λ2(F )
2 (13)

The bound for λn follows from Claim 3 and the fact that the maximum eigenvalue of a
Laplacian is not greater than the maximum degree multiplied by 2. ◀

▷ Claim 5. Let H be the (d = 8)-regular Margulis expander on m2 nodes. Then

d − 5
√

2 ≤ λi(H) ≤ 2d, i ∈ {2, . . . , m2}, (14)

and its diameter ∆(H) > log m − 0.15.

Proof. It holds for any m ≥ 1 that maxi∈{2,...,m2} |λi(AH)| ≤ 5
√

2, where λi(A) denote
eigenvalues of adjacency matrix ordered from the largest to the smallest [10, Theorem 8.2].
Since H is d-regular, we have LH = dIm2 − AH , therefore

λmin+(H) ≥ d − 5
√

2. (15)

Similarly, in each row a⊤
i of adjacency matrix AH all elements are nonnegative and their sum

is equal to d, thus its eigenvalue moduli are upper-bounded by d: let x be any eigenvector,
then

|λ||xi| = |a⊤
i x| ≤

m2∑
j=1

aij |xj | ≤ max
j∈[m2]

|xj |
m2∑
j=1

aij = d max
j∈[m2]

|xj |. (16)

In turn,

λmax(H) ≤ d + max
i

|λi(AH)| ≤ 2d. (17)
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Counting the number of vertices at distance at most ∆(H) from any fixed vertex (including
itself), we have the Moore bound

m2 ≤ 1 + d + d(d − 1) + d(d − 1)2 + . . . + d(d − 1)∆(H)−1

= 1 + d
(d − 1)∆(H) − 1

d − 2 ≤ d

d − 2(d − 1)∆(H),

log m2 ≤ log d

d − 2 + ∆(H) log (d − 1) ,

∆(H) ≥ log m2

log (d − 1) +
log d−2

d

log (d − 1)
d=8
>

1
2 log m2 − 0.15 = log m − 0.15. (18)

◀

▶ Lemma 6. Let M be an undirected d-regular graph on n′ vertices, and let F be a multigraph
on n > 5 vertices (n < n′) obtained by merging k = n′ − n disjoint pairs of vertices in
M . Assume that all edges of M are preserved in F (edges between merged vertices become
self-loops, and edges to the same neighbor become parallel edges). Then the second eigenvalue
of the Laplacian LF is bounded as:

λ2(F ) ≥ λ2(M) (19)

Proof. Let LM and LF be the Laplacians corresponding to graphs M and F . By the Courant-
Fischer theorem, the second eigenvalue of F is the minimum of the Rayleigh quotient over
zero-mean vectors:

λ2(F ) = min
x⊥1,x̸=0

x⊤LF x

∥x∥2 . (20)

Let x ∈ Rn be the eigenvector achieving this minimum, so
∑

v∈V (F ) xv = 0 and x⊤LF x =
λ2(F )∥x∥2. We define a lifted vector x̃ ∈ Rn′ for the graph M by assigning to each vertex in
M the exact value of its corresponding merged vertex in F . Because the edge sets perfectly
correspond (with internal merged edges becoming loops and adjacent edges becoming parallel),
the quadratic forms are exactly equal: x⊤LF x = x̃⊤LM x̃.

Let µ = 1
n′

∑
u∈V (M) x̃u be the mean of x̃. Since x sums to zero, the sum of x̃ comes

exclusively from the k duplicated vertices. Let xm1 , . . . , xmk
be the values on these vertices.

Thus µ = 1
n′

∑k
i=1 xmi

. Then vector x̃ − µ1 is orthogonal to 1. From the properties of
Laplacian and Courant-Fischer theorem:

x̃⊤LM x̃ = (x̃ − µ1)⊤LM (x̃ − µ1) ≥ λ2(M)∥x̃ − µ1∥2. (21)

Expanding the norm of x̃:

∥x̃ − µ1∥2 = ∥x̃∥2 − n′µ2 = ∥x∥2 +
k∑

i=1
x2

mi
− n′

(
1
n′

k∑
i=1

xmi

)2

. (22)

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields 1
n′ (
∑k

i=1 xmi
)2 ≤ k

n′

∑k
i=1 x2

mi
. Since k < n′,

it follows that n′µ2 ≤
∑k

i=1 x2
mi

. Therefore, ∥x̃ − µ1∥2 ≥ ∥x∥2.
Combining these relations yields:

λ2(F )∥x∥2 = x⊤LF x = x̃⊤LM x̃ ≥ λ2(M)∥x̃ − µ1∥2 ≥ λ2(M)∥x∥2. (23)

Dividing by ∥x∥2 establishes λ2(F ) ≥ λ2(M) which concludes the proof. ◀
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▶ Lemma 7. Let τ ≥ 1, m ≥ 2 be integer parameters. For any n = m2(1 + 4τ), n > 5
there exists a sequence of graphs G = {G(k)}∆(G)

k=1 on |VG | = n nodes, and two sets of nodes
S, T ⊂ VG with effective distance between them bounded as

ρ (S, T ) ≥ (τ + 1)(log m − 2.15) (24)

and the condition number of the sequence is χG ≤ 291 + 595τ .

Proof. The sequence G is constructed as follows. We start by setting H to be the (d = 8)-
regular Margulis expander on |VH | = m2 nodes [10, Theorem 8.2]. We take s and t — two
nodes in VH such that the distance between them is the diameter ∆(H) of graph H. At
the initial moment the communication graph G

(1)
0 = G(1) is just the τ -star extension of H,

and the set of infected nodes consists of the single node: U = {s}. Note that the condition
m ≥ 2 was required only for H to have more than one node, so that the effective diameter
could be increased by the star extension. After the k-th timestep (communication round)
we change centers of each star in G

(k)
0 in cyclic order, obtaining G

(k+1)
0 , and then we apply

the patch procedure, obtaining G(k+1). By Lemma 4 the patch procedure does not affect
information (infection) spread. Due to the cyclic change of star centers for each (v, w) ∈ EH

it takes τ + 1 timesteps to transmit infection from v to w, thus t becomes infected only after
(τ + 1)∆(H) timesteps, yielding

ρ ({s}, {t}) ≥ (τ + 1)∆(H). (25)

By Claim 5 Margulis expander H has ∆(H) > log m−0.15, and λ2(H) ≥ d−5
√

2 > 0.928
regardless of m.

For an integer n > 5, consider a Margulis expander M such that n′ = |VM | > n and n′

is the minimum possible. Let k = n′ − n. From our choice of M , k ≤ n
2 . We construct a

multigraph F on n vertices by merging k pairs of vertices of M . By Lemma 6 this merge
does not decrease second eigenvalue. Additionally, after performing all such identifications,
the degree of each vertex in F is bounded by dF = 2d = 16.

Now we bound the spectrum of the final graph G(k). By Lemma 4:

λ2(G(k)) ≥ 1
2λ2(F ) ≥ d − 5

√
2

2 > 0.464. (26)

For the maximum eigenvalue, using the degree bounds with dH = d = 8 and dF = 16:

λn(G(k)) ≤ 2
(

dH + 3
2dF + (dHτ + 2) dF

λ2(H) + 1
)

≤ 2
(

8 + 24 + 16(8τ + 2)
0.928 + 1

)
< 135+276τ.

(27)

Thus, the condition number of the sequence is bounded by:

χG = λn(G(k))
λ2(G(k))

≤ 135 + 276τ

0.464 < 291 + 595τ. (28)

Finally, we define S as the union of s, its neighbors in H, and all stars inserted into all
edges incident to s in H by the τ -star extension. Accordingly, T is the union of t and all its
neighbors and adjacent stars. We obtain:

ρ(S, T ) ≥ ρ({s}, {t}) − 2(τ + 1) ≥ (τ + 1)(∆(H) − 2) > (τ + 1)(log m − 2.15). (29)

◀
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Proof of Theorem 1. The objective is constructed in a standard way by splitting Nesterov’s
“worst function” f(x) zero-chain [5, 26] into two additive terms [2]

f(x) = 1
n

(φ1(x) + φ2(x)) , (30)

φ1(x) = n(Lg − µg)
8

(
x⊤M1x − 2x1

)
+ nµg

4 ∥x∥2
, (31)

φ2(x) = n(Lg − µg)
8 x⊤M2x + nµg

4 ∥x∥2
, (32)

where

M1 = diag (M0, M0, . . .) , M2 = diag (1, M0, M0, . . .) , M0 =
(

1 −1
−1 1

)
. (33)

Both φ1 and φ2 are nLg/2-smooth, f is µg-strongly convex, and Lg is the exact constant of
Lipschitz smoothness of f .

Let φ1(x) and φ2(x) be evenly distributed between two subsets of nodes S, T ⊂ V (G)
defined below, i.e.

fi(x) =


1

|S| φ1(x), i ∈ S,
1

|T | φ2(x), i ∈ T,

0, otherwise.

(34)

Each set S (resp. T ) consists of s (resp. t), its d neighbors in H, and the τ internal vertices
of each of the d stars inserted on the incident edges, so that |S| = |T | = 1 + d + dτ ≥ 2 + dτ .
This guarantees that all fi have Lipschitz constant of gradient being at most

nLg/2
|S|

≤ nLg/2
2 + dτ

= m2(1 + 4τ)Lg/2
2 + 8τ

= m2Lg

4
(35)
≤ Ll,

where we used n = m2(1 + dτ/2) = m2(1 + 4τ) with d = 8, if we set

m =
⌊√

Ll

Lg

⌋
. (35)

By requirement Ll/Lg ≥ 4 we have m ≥ 2. We take τ = ⌊ χ−291
595 ⌋, which is the inverse of

the bound χG ≤ 291 + 595τ of Lemma 7: this guarantees χG ≤ 291 + 595⌊ χ−291
595 ⌋ ≤ χ. Since

τ + 1 > χ−291
595 , Lemma 7 also gives ρ(S, T ) ≥ (τ + 1)(log m − 2.15) > χ−291

595 (log m − 2.15).
The construction requires τ ≥ 1, i.e. χG ≥ 886, which holds by the hypothesis of Theorem 1.

The idea of zero-chain-based lower bounds in convex optimization is to obtain an objective
function such that (a) all components of its minimum x∗ are nonzero; (b) each oracle call
(e.g. gradient computation) can increase the number of nonzero components q at most by 1.
Since this part of the proof is standard, we simply refer here to the classical result about the
properties of Nesterov’s zeros chain and its adaptation to distributed algorithms. By [26,
Theorem 2.1.13]

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥ ≥

(√
Lg − √

µg√
Lg + √

µg

)q ∥∥x0 − x∗∥∥ , (36)

where q is the index of the last nonzero component of xk. Assuming w.l.o.g. that x0 = 0, for
any first-order distributed algorithm q ≤

⌊
NG

ρ(S,T )

⌋
+ 1 [30, Lemma 1].
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Thus if
∥∥xk − x∗

∥∥ /
∥∥x0 − x∗

∥∥ ≤ ε, then

q ≥ log−1

(
1 +

2√
µg√

Lg − √
µg

)
log 1

ε
≥
√

Lg − √
µg

2√
µg

log 1
ε

= 1
2

(√
Lg

µg
− 1
)

log 1
ε

, (37)

and

NG ≥ ρ(S, T )·(q−1) ≥
(

χ − 291
595

)(
log
(√

Ll

Lg
− 1
)

− 2.15
)(

1
2

(√
Lg

µg
− 1
)

log 1
ε

− 1
)

.

(38)

It remains to reduce (38) to the form stated in Theorem 1. Recall that n = |VG | = m2(1 +
4τ) is the number of nodes. By the choice τ = ⌊ χ−291

595 ⌋ we have 595τ + 291 ≤ χ ≤ 595τ + 886,
so χG = χ = Θ(τ) and therefore

n

χG
= m2(1 + 4τ)

χ
= Θ(m2) = Θ

(
Ll

Lg

)
, (39)

using m =
⌊√

Ll/Lg

⌋
. Consequently log n

χG
= Θ(log m) = Θ

(
log
√

Ll/Lg

)
, which matches

the factor log(
√

Ll/Lg − 1) − 2 in (38). The side condition n/χG ≥ 4 of Theorem 1 is,
up to the constants absorbed in (39), the requirement m ≥ 2, i.e. Ll/Lg ≥ 4, which is
exactly the regime in which the τ -star extension is nontrivial. Substituting χ−291

595 = Ω(χG),√
Lg/µg = √

κg, and log n
χG

= Θ
(

log Ll

Lg

)
into (38), we obtain

NG = Ω
(

χG
√

κg log n

χG
log 1

ε

)
, (40)

which is the claimed bound. ◀

5 Conclusion

In this paper we showed that, similar to the static setup, simple replacement of µl with µg

in the communication complexity of decentralized algorithms cannot be achieved, due to
the log Ll

Lg
factor, because the diameter of expander graphs with fixed χG can be as large as

log(|VG|). Using the τ -star extension construction and the edge patch procedure we obtained
the natural NG = Ω(χG) scaling of communication complexity with the condition number of
communication graph.

The main open questions in this research direction are removing the log Lg

µg
term in the

best known communication upper bound in static setup (Mudag), and obtaining similar
upper bounds in the time-varying setup.

It is also interesting if a similar lower bound to Theorem 1 could be obtained for the
slowly time-varying setup, where the number of edges that can be added or removed between
communication rounds is limited [23, 22].
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