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ABSTRACT

We consider the task of minimizing the sum of convex functions stored in a decentralized manner
across the nodes of a communication network. This problem is relatively well-studied in the scenario
when the objective functions are smooth, or the links of the network are fixed in time, or both. In
particular, lower bounds on the number of decentralized communications and (sub)gradient computa-
tions required to solve the problem have been established, along with matching optimal algorithms.
However, the remaining and most challenging setting of non-smooth decentralized optimization over
time-varying networks is largely underexplored, as neither lower bounds nor optimal algorithms are
known in the literature. We resolve this fundamental gap with the following contributions: (i) we
establish the first lower bounds on the communication and subgradient computation complexities of
solving non-smooth convex decentralized optimization problems over time-varying networks; (ii) we
develop the first optimal algorithm that matches these lower bounds and offers substantially improved
theoretical performance compared to the existing state of the art.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we study the decentralized optimization problem. Specifically, given a set of n compute nodes connected
through a communication network, our goal is to solve the following finite-sum optimization problem with quadratic
regularization:

. _l n | f )
;fég}i p(z) = n ;fz(x) + 5 )17 M

where r > 0 is a regularization parameter, and each function f;(z): R? — R is stored on the corresponding node
i € {1,...,n}. Each node i can perform computations based on its local state and data, and can directly communicate
with other nodes through the links in the communication network.

Decentralized optimization problems find applications in a wide variety of fields. These include network resource
allocation (Beck et al., 2014), distributed model predictive control (Giselsson et al., 2013), power system control
(Gan et al., 2012), distributed spectrum sensing (Bazerque and Giannakis, 2009), and optimization in sensor networks
(Rabbat and Nowak, 2004). In addition, such problems cover the supervised training of machine learning models
through empirical risk minimization, thus attracting significant interest from the machine learning community (Lian
et al., 2017; Ryabinin et al., 2021; Ryabinin and Gusev, 2020).
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1.1 Time-varying Networks

In our paper, we focus on the setting in which the links in the communication network are allowed to change over time.
Such time-varying networks (Zadeh, 1961; Kolar et al., 2010) hold significant relevance to many practical applications.
For instance, in sensor networks, changes in the link structure can be caused by the motion of sensors and disturbances
in the wireless signal connecting pairs of sensors. Similarly, in distributed machine learning, connections between
compute nodes can intermittently appear and disappear due to network unreliability (Ryabinin and Gusev, 2020). Lastly,
we anticipate that the time-varying setting will be supported by future-generation federated learning systems (Konecny
et al., 2016; McMahan et al., 2017), where communication between pairs of mobile devices or between mobile devices
and servers will be affected by their physical proximity, which naturally changes over time.

1.2 Convex Setting

In this work, we consider the decentralized optimization problem in the case when the objective function is convex (or
strongly convex). At first glance, it may seem that the convexity assumption is restrictive and should not be considered.
However, as we will see further, even in this fundamental setting, the existing algorithmic developments are limited and
have significant gaps that need to be closed. Moreover, considering the convex optimization setting offers important
benefits compared to general non-convex functions. One such benefit is that convex optimization often serves as a
source of inspiration for the development of algorithms that turn out to be highly effective in solving practical problems,
even non-convex ones.

For example, state-of-the-art optimization algorithms such as Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2014) and RMSProp (Hinton
et al., 2012) employ the momentum trick, which is observed to be efficient for numerous tasks, including the training of
deep neural networks. However, from the perspective of non-convex optimization theory, momentum is useless because,
for non-convex problems, the iteration complexity of the standard gradient method cannot be improved (Carmon
et al., 2020). On the other hand, it was theoretically proven that momentum substantially boosts the convergence
speed of the gradient method when applied to convex functions (Nesterov, 1983). In other words, convex optimization
theory suggests that the momentum trick should be used, while non-convex theory suggests that it should not, and the
former aligns much more closely with practical observations. A similar situation can be seen with other state-of-the-art
optimization methods, including distributed local gradient methods (Mishchenko et al., 2022; Sadiev et al., 2022;
Karimireddy et al., 2020), adaptive gradient methods (Duchi et al., 2011), etc. Such inconsistency between non-convex
theoretical convergence guarantees for optimization algorithms and their actual performance in practice can be attributed
to the fact that the class of non-convex functions is far too broad. This is why many optimization research papers try to
narrow down this class by considering additional assumptions such as Polyak-tojasiewicz condition (Karimi et al.,
2016), bounded non-convexity (Carmon et al., 2018; Allen-Zhu, 2018), quasi-strong convexity (Necoara et al., 2019),
etc. However, these assumptions can be seen as relaxations of the standard convexity property. Therefore, we naturally
opt to focus on the convex decentralized optimization problem, leaving potential generalizations for future work.

1.3 Related Work and Main Contributions

Decentralized optimization has been attracting a lot of attention for more than a decade. Plenty of algorithms have been
developed, including EXTRA (Shi et al., 2015), DIGing (Nedic et al., 2017), SONATA (Scutari and Sun, 2019), NIDS (Li
et al., 2019), APM-C (Li et al., 2018; Rogozin et al., 2021), and many others. In recent years, the focus of the research
community has shifted towards the more complex task of finding, in some sense, the best possible algorithms for
solving decentralized optimization problems (Scaman et al., 2017, 2018; Lan et al., 2020; Kovalev et al., 2020, 2021b,a,
2022; Hendrikx et al., 2021; Li et al., 2022; Li and Lin, 2021; Metelev et al., 2024). This task consists of finding a
lower bound on the complexity* of solving a given subclass of decentralized problems and finding an algorithm whose
complexity matches this lower bound. Such algorithms are called optimal because their complexity cannot be improved
for a given problem class due to the established lower bounds.

We discuss the four main classes of decentralized optimization problems that cover smooth® and non-smooth objective
functions, and fixed and time-varying communication networks. We reference the existing state-of-the-art research
papers that collectively solve the task of finding optimal algorithms for these classes. These papers are summarized in
Table 1. In the case of smooth and strongly convex objective functions and fixed communication networks, Scaman
et al. (2017) established the lower bounds on the number of communication rounds and the number of local gradient
computations required to find the solution. These lower bounds were matched by OPAPC algorithm of Kovalev et al.
(2020). In the case of smooth and strongly convex problems over time-varying networks, lower complexity bounds

“By complexity, we mean, depending on the context, the number of subgradient computations or decentralized communications
required to solve the problem.
3A function is called smooth if it is continuously differentiable and has a Lipschitz-continuous gradient.
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Table 1: Summary of the existing state-of-the-art results in decentralized convex optimization. Multiple paper references
are provided for each problem setting: papers marked with * provide lower complexity bounds, and papers marked with
T provide optimal algorithms that match the corresponding lower bounds.

Smooth Setting Non-Smooth Setting
Fixed Kovalev et al. (2020)T Lan et al. (2020)f
Networks Scaman et al. (2017)* Scaman et al. (2018)"*

Time-Varying | Kovalev et al. (2021a)"* Algorithm 1 (this paper)’
Networks Li and Lin (2021)f Theorems 1 and 2 (this paper)*

were provided by Kovalev et al. (2021a), and two optimal algorithms were developed: ADOM+ (Kovalev et al., 2021a)
and AccGT (Li and Lin, 2021). In the case of non-smooth convex problems over fixed networks, lower bounds were
established by Scaman et al. (2018), and two optimal algorithms were proposed: DCS (Lan et al., 2020) and MSPD
(Scaman et al., 2018).

Our paper primarily focuses on the remaining and most challenging setting of non-smooth convex decentralized
optimization problems over time-varying networks. Only a few algorithms have been developed for this setting,
including the distributed subgradient method (D-SubGD) by Nedic and Ozdaglar (2009), the subgradient-push method
(SubGD-Push) by Nedi¢ and Olshevsky (2014), and ZOSADOM by Lobanov et al. (2023). Moreover, to the best of our
knowledge, neither lower complexity bounds nor optimal algorithms have been proposed in this setting. Consequently,
in this work, we close this significant gap with the following key contributions:

(i) We establish the first lower bounds on the number of decentralized communications and local subgradient
computations required to solve problem (1) in the non-smooth convex setting over time-varying networks,

(ii) We show that our lower bounds are tight by developing the first optimal algorithm that matches these lower
bounds. The proposed algorithm has state-of-the-art theoretical communication complexity, which outclasses
the existing methods described in the literature.

2 Notation and Assumptions

In this paper, we are going to use the following notations: & denotes the Kronecker matrix product, I,, denotes a
p X p identity matrix, 1, = (1,...,1) € RP, e € RP for j € {1,...,p} denotes the j-th unit basis vector, where
p € {1,2,...}. In addition, ||-|| denotes the standard Euclidean norm of a vector, and (-, -) denotes the standard scalar
product of two vectors.

2.1 Objective Function

Further, we describe the assumptions that we impose on problem 1. As discussed in Section 1.2, we assume the
convexity of the objective function in problem (1). In particular, we assume that functions f; (), ..., f,(z) are convex,
which is formally described in Assumption 1.

Assumption 1. Each function f;(x) is convex. That is, for all ', x € R? and T € [0, 1), the following inequality holds:
filrtz + (1 —7)2) < 7fi(z) + (1 — 1) fi(z"). @

In addition, we assume that the objective functions fi(x),..., f,(x) are Lipschitz continuous, which is formalized in
Assumption 2. This property is widely used in the theoretical analysis of non-smooth optimization algorithms, such as
the subgradient method (Nesterov, 2013), dual extrapolation method (Nesterov, 2009), etc.

Assumption 2. Each function f;(z) is M-Lipschitz continuous for M > 0. That is, for all ',z € RY, the following
inequality holds:

|fi(x) = fila")] < M|z — 2/]]. (©)

We also need the following Assumption 3, which ensures the existence of a solution to problem (1). Note that in the
strongly convex case (r > 0), the solution always exists and is unique. However, in the convex case (r = 0), we need to
explicitly assume the existence of a solution.

Assumption 3. There exists a solution x* € R? to problem (1) and a distance R > 0 such that ||z*|| < R.
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2.2 Decentralized Communication

Next, we formally describe the decentralized communication setting. The communication network is typically
represented by a graph G(V, £), where ¥V = {1,...,n} is the set of compute nodes and £ C V x V is the set of links in
the network. As mentioned earlier, we allow the communication links to change over time. Thus, we introduce the
continuous time parameter 7 > 0 and a set-valued function £(7): R, — 2Y*V, which represents the time-varying set
of edges.® Our time-varying network is then denoted as G(7) = (V, £(7)).

Decentralized communication is typically represented via a matrix-vector multiplication with the so-called gossip
matrix associated with the communication network (Scaman et al., 2017; Kovalev et al., 2021a). In the time-varying
setting, we represent the gossip matrix by a matrix-valued function W(7): R — R™*™, which satisfies the following
Assumption 4.

Assumption 4. For all T > 0, the gossip matrix W (1) € R"*" associated with the time-varying communication
network G(V, (7)) satisfies the following properties:

() W(r)i; =0 if i# jand(j,i) & E(7),
(i) W(r)1, =0 and W(r)"1,, =0.

We also define the so-called condition number of the network x > 1, which indicates how well the network G(7)
is connected (Scaman et al., 2017; Kovalev et al., 2021a). In particular, the communication complexity of most
decentralized optimization algorithms depends on x. Assumption 5 provides the formal definition of this quantity.

Assumption 5. There exists a constant x > 1 such that the following inequality holds for all T > 0:
[W(r)z — 2| < (1= 1/x) ||=|* forall € {(x1,...,2,) ER": 31" 2; =0}. @

3 Lower Complexity Bounds

3.1 Decentralized Subgradient Optimization Algorithms

In this section, we present the lower bounds on the number of decentralized communications and the number of local
subgradient computations required to solve problem (1). These lower bounds apply to a particular class of algorithms,
which we refer to as the class of decentralized subgradient optimization algorithms. This class can be seen as an
adaptation of black-box optimization procedures (Scaman et al., 2018) to the time-varying network setting, or an
adaptation of first-order decentralized optimization algorithms (Kovalev et al., 2021a) to the non-smooth optimization
setting.

Non-smooth optimization algorithms typically perform incremental updates by computing the subgradient of a given
objective function. The set of all subgradients of a convex function, called the subdifferential, can be multivalued
in general. Thus, it is necessary to select the specific subgradient that the algorithm will use. This is done by the
subgradient oracle, which is described by Definition 1.
Definition 1. For eachi € V, a function \Y fi(x): R — R is called a subgradient oracle associated with the function
fi(x) if, for all x € RY, it satisfies V f;(x) € Ofi(x). That is, for each i € V and for all x,z' € R?, the following
inequality holds:

fi@") = fi(x) +(Vfi(z),2" — z). )
Further, we provide the formal description of the class of decentralized subgradient optimization algorithms in the
following Definition 2.
Definition 2. An algorithm is called a decentralized subgradient optimization algorithm with the subgradient computa-
tion time Tgy, > 0 and decentralized communication time T.,, > 0 if it satisfies the following constraints:

(i) Internal memory. Az any time 7 > 0, each node ¢ € V maintains an internal memory, which is represented by

a set-valued function M;(7): Ry — 2" The internal memory can be updated by subgradient computation
or decentralized communication, which is formally represented by the following inclusion:

Mi(r) € M () UM (7), ©)

where set-valued functions M" (1), M (1): Ry — 28" are defined below.

5By 2V*V = {£: £ C V x V} we denote the set of all subsets of V x V.
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(ii) Subgradient computation. At any time T > 0, each node i € V can update its internal memory M;(t) by

computing the subgradient v fi(x) of the function f;(x), which takes time Ty That is, for all T > 0, the set
M (1) is defined as follows:

span({z, @fz(x) € M(T —Taw)}) T > Taw
%] T < Tsub ’

M (1) = { 7

(iii) Decentralized communication. At any time T > 0, each node i € V can update its internal memory M ()
by performing decentralized communication across the communication network, which takes time T.,n. That
is, for all T > 0, the set MS™ (1) is defined as follows:

. (7 — >
M (r) = {Zpa%u@,z)eg(wa (7 = Teom)) 7 2 Teom ®)

T < Teom

(iv) Initialization and output. At time 7 = 0, each node i € V must initialize its internal memory with the zero
vector, that is, M;(0) = {0}. At any time T > 0, each node i € V must specify a single output vector from its
internal memory, z,;(1) € M;(T).

3.2 Lower Bounds

Now, we are ready to present the lower bounds on the execution time 7 > 0 required to find an e-approximate solution’
to problem (1) by any algorithm satisfying Definition 2. Theorem 1 provides the lower bound in the strongly convex
case (r > 0), and Theorem 2 provides the lower bound in the convex case (r = 0). These lower bounds naturally depend
on the precision € > 0, the parameters of the problem, including the Lipschitz constant M/ > 0, the regularization
parameter > 0, the distance R > 0, and the parameters of the network, including the condition number xy > 1,
communication time 7.,y > 0, and subgradient computation time 7, > O.

Theorem 1. For arbitrary parameters M, 1, €, Teom, Tsup > 0 and x > 1, there exists an optimization problem of the
form (1) satisfying Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, corresponding subgradient oracles given by Definition 1, a time varying
network G(1) = (V,E(7)), and a corresponding time-varying gossip matrix W (1) satisfying Assumptions 4 and 5,
such that at least the following time T is required to reach precision p(z,,:(7)) — p(z*) < € by any decentralized
subgradient optimization algorithm satisfying Definition 2:

xM M?
>Q com = T — sub* — | - 9
720 (o Yt ) ®

Theorem 2. For arbitrary parameters M, R, €, Teom, Ty > 0 and x > 1, there exists an optimization problem
of the form (1) with zero regularization (r = 0) satisfying Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, corresponding subgradient
oracles given by Definition 1, a time varying network G(1) = (V, (7)), and a corresponding time-varying gossip
matrix W (1) satisfying Assumptions 4 and 5, such that at least the following time T is required to reach precision
P(Z0:(T)) — p(a*) < € by any decentralized subgradient optimization algorithm satisfying Definition 2:

xMR M2R2)

T>0Q (Tcom T+ Taup - — (10)
€ €

The proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 can be found in Appendix B. Further, we provide a brief and informal description of
the main theoretical ideas that underlie these proofs:

(i) We select a specific “hard” instance of problem (1). In particular, we choose the objective function of the form

p(z) =a Z?;i (e}, —e?,z)| —alef, z) + §[|z||*, which was used by Arjevani and Shamir (2015); Scaman

et al. (2018) in the proof of lower bounds on the communication complexity in centralized and fixed-network
settings. One can show that the gap p(x) — p(z*) is lower-bounded by a positive constant as long as the last
component of the vector x is zero, and it takes (g - d) time to break this bound due to the constraint on the
subgradient updates (7).

(i) We split the objective function between two nodes of a star-topology network with a time-varying central node,
which was previously utilized by Kovalev et al. (2021a) in the proof of lower bounds for optimizing smooth
functions. One can show that it takes {2(n) = Q() communications to exchange information between the

A vector z € R? is called an e-approximate solution to problem (1) if p(z) — p(z*) < e.
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Table 2: Lower bounds on the communication complexity of solving problem (1) in the centralized (Arjevani and
Shamir, 2015), decentralized fixed network (Scaman et al., 2018), and decentralized time-varying network (Theorems 1
and 2) settings.

Setting Centralized | Fixed networks® | Time-varying networks
Strongly convex | Q (M/\/re) | Q (\/xM/\/re) Q(xM//re)
Convex Q(MR/e) | Q(/XMR/e) Q(xMR/¢)

two selected nodes due to the time-varying center. This contrasts with the fixed path-topology network used by
Scaman et al. (2017, 2018), where such an exchange would take €2(n) = Q(,/x) communications. Moreover,
using the constraint (7), we can show that it takes (7com - nd) time to make the last component of the vector x
nonzero and break the lower bound on the gap p(x) — p(«™*), thanks to the way we split the objective function.

(iii) Based on the above considerations, we show that the total execution time required to solve the problem is
lower-bounded by € (Teom - nd + Taws - d). Thus, we obtain the desired results by making a specific choice of
the dimension d, network size n, and other parameters of problem (1).

3.3 Comparison with the Lower Bounds in Centralized and Fixed Network Settings

We compare the lower complexity bounds for solving non-smooth convex optimization problems in the three main
distributed optimization settings: centralized, decentralized fixed network, and decentralized time-varying network. The
lower subgradient computation complexity bounds coincide in these cases (Nesterov (2013),Scaman et al. (2018),Theo-
rems 1 and 2). However, the situation with the communication complexity is different. See Table 2 for a summary.

Theorems 1 and 2 imply that the communication complexity in the decentralized time-varying network setting is
proportional to the network condition number Y. In contrast, the communication complexity in the fixed network setting
is proportional to /¥, which reflects the fact that time-varying networks are more difficult to deal with compared to
fixed networks. In particular, there was a long-standing conjecture that the “upgrade” from the factor x to the factor /Y
in communication complexity is impossible in the time-varying network setting. Only recently, this conjecture was
proved for smooth functions by Kovalev et al. (2021a), and now we resolve this open question in the non-smooth case
as well.

4 Optimal Algorithm

In this section, we develop an optimal algorithm for solving the non-smooth convex decentralized optimization
problem (1) over time-varying networks. The design of our algorithm relies on a specific saddle-point reformulation of
the problem, which we describe in the following section.

4.1 Saddle-Point Reformulation

Let functions F(x): (RY)™ — R and G(y, 2): (RY)™ x (R%)"™ — R be defined as follows:

Fle) = 3w + Slel? and Gy, ) = "y + 2|1, an
where z = (21,...,7,) € (RY)", and r,,7,. > 0 are some constants that satisfy
Ty +1/ry, =71 (12)

Consider the following saddle-point problem:

min  ma ma z,y,2) = F(z) —{y,z) — Gy, z st. ze Lt 13
wE(Rd)"ye(Rf)nze(RdX)n[Q( Y2 (@) = (¥, ) (¥, )] 13)

where £+ C (R?)™ is the orthogonal complement to the so-called consensus space £ C (R%)", defined as follows:
L={(r1,...,zn) 01 =... =2}, LT={(1,...,2,): > 0,2 = 0}. (14)

One can show that the saddle-point problem (13) is equivalent to the minimization problem (1). This is justified by the
following Lemma 1. The proof of the lemma can be found in the Appendix A.

8Scaman et al. (2018) do not provide any lower complexity bounds in the strongly convex setting. However, the desired lower
bound on the communication complexity can be obtained by extending their analysis.
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Algorithm 1
1: input: 2° € (RH)", 40 € (RH™, 20 € £+, m° € (RF)"
2: parameters: K, T € {1,2,...}, {(ak,ﬁk,fyk,ak,)\k,ff,n’;,n’;,nfﬂ’;) o CRY
3: fork=0,1,...,K —1do
4: gk =¥ + (1 —ap)7t, 28 =2 + (1 —ap)z*
5: g8 =V,G(y*,2"), g¢F=V.G(y" z"), where function G(y, z) is defined in eq. (11)
6: 3= (Wi ek, §8=(W,aIL)(gk+m"),
where Wk denotes the gossip matrix W (7) at the current time 7

Ty =y gy £ 2FTY), M =R —bgl 2R = aF g (8F — 2P
g yhtl= y +op(yTt —yk), B =2F —ekgh, mMT = (kb (mP + gk — k)
9: k0 = gk

10: fort =0,1,..., T —1do
o L gyt = (Vfl(mlf’t)w-~,an(xﬁ’t))
R BN

12: — (g Bt R g (gt k)

13: gkt = kak Ty+(a- O’k) k1 ghtl — % Zthl Rt TR = 3R 4 (1 — ap)T*
14: (vayfa [5() (Zk 1)‘k) Zk 1)‘k(7 7@ Ek)

15: output: zX = L5 2K e RY where (z£,,... 2K ) =2 e (RN

Lemma 1. Problem (13) is equivalent to problem (1) in the following sense:

min  max max Q(x,y,z) =n- min p(x). 15
ze(JRd)"ye(]Rd)"ze,cLQ( K ) zede() (15)

The saddle-point reformulation of the form (13) was first introduced by Kovalev et al. (2020, 2021a) to develop optimal
decentralized algorithms for optimizing smooth functions. However, these are not applicable to the non-smooth case.
To the best of our knowledge, the only attempt to adapt the reformulation (13) to the non-smooth setting was made by
Lobanov et al. (2023). However, their results have significant downsides, which we discuss in Section 4.3.

4.2 New Algorithm and its Convergence

Now, we present Algorithm 1 for solving problem (1). We provide upper bounds on the number of decentralized
communications K and the number of subgradient computations K x 7T required to find an e-approximate solution to
the problem. Theorems 3 and 4 provide the upper bounds in the strongly convex (r > 0) and convex (r = 0) cases,
respectively. The proofs can be found in Appendix D. The total execution time of Algorithm 1 is upper-bounded as
7 = O (Tcom - K + Tawp - K x T'), where the communication time 7., > 0 and the subgradient computation time
Tsub > 0 are described in Definition 2. This upper-bound on the execution time cannot be improved because of the lower
bounds established in the previous Section 3. Therefore, Algorithm 1 is an optimal algorithm for solving problem (1).

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, let r > 0 (strongly convex case). Then Algorithm I requires
K=0 ( ) decentralized communications (line 6 of Algorithm 1) and K xT = O < ) subgradient computations

(line 11 of Algorithm 1) to reach precision p(zX) — p(z*) < e.

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, let r = 0 (convex case). Then Algorithm I requires K = O (XM R)

decentralized communications (line 6 of Algorithm 1) and K x T = O (M 2R ) subgradient computations (line 11 of

Algorithm 1) to reach precision p(zX) — p(z*) < e.

The design of Algorithm 1 is based on the fundamental Forward-Backward algorithm (Bauschke and Combettes,
2011). Let E = (RY)"™ x (R9)™ x L+ be a Euclidean space, and consider a monotone operator A(u): E — E and a
maximally-monotone multivalued operator B(u): E — 2E defined as follows:

0 OF(z) —y
Alu)=| V,G(y,2)|, B(u) = x 1 , (16)
PV.G(y,2) 0

where u = (v,y,2) € E,and P = (I, — (1/n)1,1]) ® I; € R"¥*"? 5 the orthogonal projection matrix onto £*.
Then problem (13) is equivalent to the following monotone inclusion problem:

find u € E such that 0 € A(u) + B(u). (17)
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Table 3: The execution time 7 required to find an e-approximate solution to the decentralized optimization problem (1)
by the following algorithms: D-SubGD (Nedic and Ozdaglar, 2009), SubGD-Push (Nedi¢ and Olshevsky, 2014),
ZO-SADOM (Lobanov et al., 2023), and Algorithm 1 (this paper). Decentralized communication and subgradient
computation complexities are marked with green and yellow colors, respectively. For D-SubGD, the complexity is not
provided because the algorithm converges only to a neighborhood of the solution. For SubGD-Push, poly (M, R, d)
denotes a certain polynomial in M, R, d. For ZO-SADOM, the differences from the optimal complexities are highlighted
in red color.

Algorithm Strongly-convex case complexity Convex case complexity
D-SubGD N/A
SubGD-Push poly(M, R, d) - n*" log? % poly(M, R, d) - n*" log? %
Tcom * 2 Tsub * 2
€ €
Md'/*log L M?dlog X MRd'/*log L M?R?dlog 1
ZO-SADOM Teom * XA o8 + Taup - MAaose Teom * XMa T 08 + Taup - 72@6
\/re re € €
. M M? MR M?2R?
Algorithm 1 T © % + Teub - g Trim © X c + Taub - =
M M? MR M?2R?
Lower Bounds Teom * % + Toub - e Poarin © X . + Teub * =

The basic Forward-Backward algorithm iterates u**! = (id + B) ™! (u* — A(u*)), where id is the identity operator and
(id + B)~! denotes the inverse of the operator id(u) + B(u), which is called resolvent. Algorithm 1 can be obtained
by making the following major modifications to these iterations:

(i) We accelerate the convergence of the Forward-Backward algorithm using Nesterov acceleration (Nesterov,
1983). Although this mechanism cannot be applied to the general monotone inclusion problem (17), Kovalev
et al. (2020) showed that it can be used when the operator A(u) is equal to the gradient of a smooth convex
function, which is true in our case.

(ii) Computation of the operator A(u) requires multiplication with the matrix P. This, in turn, requires an exact
averaging of a vector, which is difficult to do over the time-varying network. Kovalev et al. (2021b) showed
that this obstacle can be tackled with the Error-Feedback mechanism for decentralized communication, which
we also utilize.

(iii) At each iteration of the algorithm, we have to compute the resolvent, which requires solving an auxiliary

subproblem min, max,, % ||z —a*||?+F(z)—(y, ) — Z|ly—y*||*. This problem cannot be solved exactly, so
we have to find an approximate solution using an additional “inner” algorithm based on the subgradient method
(Nesterov, 2013) and the Chambolle-Pock operator splitting (Chambolle and Pock, 2011). We also have to
conduct a careful analysis to find an efficient way to combine the inner and the “outer” Forward-Backward

algorithms and avoid unnecessary waste of subgradient calls.

The design of Algorithm 1 shares some similarities with the algorithm of Kovalev et al. (2021a) such as (i) and (ii)
above. However, Kovalev et al. (2021a) simply add the gradient V F'(z) to the operator A(u) and use the accelerated
version of the Forward-Backward algorithm, which we obviously cannot do as the function F'(z) is not smooth. Instead,
we have to put the subdifferential OF () into the operator B(u) and follow (iii) above. Part (iii), in turn, shares some
similarities with the algorithm of Lan et al. (2020). However, Lan et al. (2020) simply have a zero operator A(u) = 0,
which makes (i) and (ii) above unnecessary in their case. In contrast, we cannot make such simplifications because we
work in the much more complicated setting of time-varying networks.

4.3 Comparison with the Existing Results

One could naturally expect that the existing optimal algorithms, originally developed for fixed networks, such as DCS
(Lan et al., 2020) and MSPD (Scaman et al., 2018), could be applied to solve problem (1) over time-varying networks.
However, this is not the case, which is justified by the lack of corresponding theoretical guarantees and was shown
empirically by Kovalev et al. (2021b). Therefore, we have to consider only those algorithms that were specifically
developed for the time-varying network setting.
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We provide a comparison of our Algorithm 1 with the existing state-of-the-art decentralized methods for solving convex
non-smooth optimization problems over time-varying networks in Table 3.° These include D-SubGD (Nedic and
Ozdaglar, 2009), SubGD-Push (Nedi¢ and Olshevsky, 2014), and ZO-SADOM (Lobanov et al., 2023). The first two
algorithms have poor performance: D-SubGD converges only to limited precision, and SubGD-Push converges at a slow
rate of O(log?(1/¢)/€?), which does not match even the iteration complexity of the standard centralized subgradient
method, let alone the improved complexity of Algorithm 1. The complexity of ZO-SADOM is also worse than the lower
bounds. Moreover, the theoretical results of Lobanov et al. (2023) have substantial drawbacks compared to ours:

(i) Lobanov et al. (2023) do not provide any theoretical insights or innovations in the analysis of their algorithm. In
particular, they use the randomized smoothing technique (Duchi et al., 2012) to obtain a smooth approximation
of the objective p(z), and apply the existing algorithm of Kovalev et al. (2021a) to minimize this approximation.
In contrast, we develop a new algorithm that directly works with the original non-smooth objective p(z).

(ii) ZO-SADOM has extra factors d'/* log(1/¢) and d log(1/¢) in the decentralized communication and subgradient
computation complexities, respectively, compared to the optimal complexity of our Algorithm 1. Thus, the
performance of ZO-SADOM can be poor when applied, for instance, to large-scale machine learning problems
in which the dimension d can be huge.
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Appendix

A Proof of Lemma 1

The orthogonal complement £ to the consensus space L is given as follows:
,CJ‘Z{(xl,...,xn)E(Rd)":x1+...+x,L:O}. (18)
Let us perform the maximization of Q(z, v, z) in the variable y € (R%)™:

max Q(z,y,2) Y max F(x)+ (y,2) - Gly,2)

=

yER)™ ye(RE)™
(®) Tyz 2
= F(z)4+ ma [ ,x) — —||ly+z
(x) x| {y,2) = 5~ lly + =l
= F(@) + gl — (2.2,

where (a) uses the definition of Q(z,y, z) eq. (13); (b) uses the definition of G(y, z) in eq. (11). Next, we perform
maximization in the variable z € £1:

1
max max z,y,z) = max |F(z) + —I|z||*> — (z, 2
zeL‘Lye(Rd)”Q( b:2) zeﬁ}f{ () 2Tyz|| I < >]

= F(z) + 5—l|* + max [—(z, 2)]

2ry.;

=F(z) + —|||* + Iz(x),

2r

Yyz

where I (z): (R?)™ — R is the indicator function, which is defined as follows:

I(z) = max [ (z, 2)] = {0 zeL (19)

zELL 400 otherwise

Now, we can rewrite the saddle-point problem (13) as follows

min  max max Q(z,y,2) @ min max max Q(z,y,z)

z€(R4)"™ y€(RI) z€LL z€(RH)" zeLL ye(RE)™
1

Q' g F(z) +

ze(Rd)" 21y,

9 in > (fz(xz) + W||$z|2> +1c(z)

1 + Ie ()

< min Z (fi(xi) + gllxiH?) + Iz (x)

where (a) uses the fact that we can exhange the order of the two consecutive maximizations; (b) uses the previous
equation; (c) uses the definition of F'(x) in eq. (11); (d) uses eq. (12); (e) uses the definition of p(x) in eq. (1) and the
definition of I (x). O
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B Proof of Theorems 1 and 2

B.1 The Hard Instance of Problem (1)

Compute nodes. In this proof, we consider the case when xy > 3. The case x < 3 can be proven using the fixed-
network argument of Scaman et al. (2018). We choose n = 3| x/3], which implies that n > 3 and n mod 3 = 0.
We also divide the set of nodes V = {1,...,n} into the following three disjoint subsets: V; = {1,...,n/3},
Vo={n/3+1,...,2n/3}and V5 = {2n/3 4+ 1,...,n}.

Objective functions. We fix an arbitrary odd integer d € {3,5,7, ...} and define functions f; (), ..., fo(z): R? —
R as follows: )2
Z( )/ hoj—1(z) — alz,e) i€V

fi(z) = az<d 2 )2 hy; () i€Vy, (20)
1€ Vs
where a > 0 is an arbitrary constant and functions k1 (z), . .., hg_1(z): R? — R are defined as follows:
hi(z) = |(z,€f41 —ef)|. 1)

Consequently, the objective function p(x) in problem (1) is given as follows:

d—1 r
hy(a) = 5 (e, a) + |l (22)

CO\Q

Jj=1
We also define the subgradient oracles V fy (z), ...,V f,(z): R — R? as follows:

ay VPV hy; 1 (z) — aef i€V,

Vfi(z) = az(d V2 by, () i€Vy, (23)
i€ Vs
where Vhi(z),..., Vhq_1(x): R — R? are the subgradient oracles associated with functions hy (z), ..., hq_1(x),
defined as follows:
A el —et (el ,z) > (ef,x)
Vhj(z) =40 (e;lﬂ,z) = (e?,z) . (24)

[SH

e? —e?_H <e?+1,;v> < (e§,z)

Time-varying network. We choose the time-varying network G(7) = (V, £(7)) to be a star-topology undirected
graph with the time-varying center node i.(7) € V. Formally, we define the edges of the time-varying network
E(T) CV x V as follows:

= U AGicn), Gelr),)}. (25)

i€V iZic(T)
We also specify the center node i.(7) at a given time 7 > 0 as follows:
ie(t) =2n/34+ 1+ (|7/7com| mod n/3). (26)

We choose the time-varying gossip matrix W (7) € R™*"™ to be the Laplacian matrix of the graph G(7). Formally,
W (7) is defined as follows:

1 0 i#£jand (4,5) ¢ E(7)
W(T)ij =—<—1 z;«éjand( ) 65(7) 27
deg() i=j
where deg, (7) denotes the degree of the node ¢ € V in the graph G(7), i.e
deg; (1) = [{7 : (4,5) € E(T)}I. (28)

One can observe, that the time-varying gossip matrix W (7) satisfies Assumption 4, in particular, ker W (7) =
ker W(7)T = span({1,}). Moreover, one can show that W (7) is a symmetric matrix, and A\ (W (7)) = 1 and
AF (W(T)) = 1/n > 1/x. Hence, W() satisfies Assumption 5.

min
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B.2 Auxiliary Lemmas
Further, we define linear spaces Ko, . .., KCq C R? as follows:

Ko={0} and K;=span({ef,...,e?}) for je{l,....d}. (29)

J
In order to prove Theorems | and 2, we will use the following auxiliary lemmas. The proofs of these lemmas can be

found in Appendix C. Furthermore, the proof of Theorem 1 is contained in Appendix B.3, and the proof of Theorem 2
is contained in Appendix B.4.

Lemma 2. Forall T > 0, the following statements hold:
(i) Leti € Vy. Then, forall j € {1,...,(d—1)/2},
MZ(T) C ]ng implies M;ub(T + Tsub) C ICQJ'. 30)

(ii) Leti € Vy. Then, forall j € {0,...,(d —1)/2},

M;(1) C Kgjq1  implies MEC(T 4 1) C Kajt1. 31

(ii) Leri € V3. Then, forall j € {0,...,d},
M(t) CK; implies M (1 + 105) C K;. (32)

The proof of Lemma 2 is contained in Appendix C.1.
Lemma 3. Lerk € {0,...,n(d —1)/6 — 1}. Then, for all T < (k + 1)Tcom, the following inclusion holds:

. ) <
Mi(r) {K2p+2 i1€Vior (1 €Vsandi<2n/3+q+1) (33)

Kopt1 i€Voor (i €Vsandi>2n/3+q+1)’
where p = |3k/n] and ¢ = k mod (n/3).

The proof of Lemma 3 is contained in Appendix C.2.
Lemma 4. Let functions f1,. .., f.(x) be defined by eq. (20). Then problem eq. (1) has a unique solution x* € R,
which is given as follows:

a
e —1y. 34
v 3rd ? (34)

Moreover, for all © € K4_1, the following inequality holds:

(35)
The proof of Lemma 4 is contained in Appendix C.3.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Decentralized communication. Lemma 3 implies that M;(7) C K4_1 as long as 7 < Teom - n(d — 1) /6. Hence,
Lemma 4 implies eq. (35) for all z € M;(7) as long as 7 < T¢om - n(d — 1)/6. Let the constant a > 0 be chosen as
follows: u

a=—-.

2V/d
Then, each function f;(x) defined by eq. (20) is M-Lipschitz. Indeed, the case i € V5 is trivial. In the case when
i € V1, we can prove the M -Lipschitz continuity of f;(x) as follows:

(36)

(d—1)/2
filz) = fi(a') = GZ (|<maegj - egj—1>’ - |<‘r/7egj - egj—1>|) —af{r — x/aef>
j=1
(d—1)/2
< aZ|<z — x’,egj — egj_1>| + a|<;1: — x’,e‘f)|
j=1
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(d—1) /2
< az x—a'e3)| + [(x—a' el 1)|) +al(z — 2’ ef)|

_aZ| +a| Jc',e‘li>|
<2aZ|x—x e <2a\f||x—x||<MHx—x||

In the case when i € Vs, we can prove the M -Lipschitz continuity of f;(x) similarly.
Without loss of generality, we assume € < M?/(576r) and define d € {3, 5, ...} as follows:
M
d=2|——=| -1 37
LzﬁJ 37)
Using eqs. (36) and (37), for all 7 < Teom - n(d — 1)/6 and x € M;(7), we obtain

2

p(z) —p(z*) > 362 > €.
Hence, to reach precision p(z) — p(z*) < € for some x € M, (7), it is necessary that 7 satisfies
d—1
> T %

— om - | 3] (HH 1)

(38)

Subgradient computation. We also need to prove that to reach precision p(x) — p(z*) < € for some x € M, (1), it
is necessary that 7 satisfies
M?
T>0Q (Tsub : > . (39)
re

We can do this by providing an extended version of our hard problem instance, described in Appendix B.1. In particular,
we consider the following instance of problem (1):

n

1
W o 2L+ ) + gl 1 (40)

(z,2')ERE xR T

where functions f(z),..., fn.(z): R? — R are defined in Appendix B.l by eq. (20), and functions
fi@), ..., f(«'): R" — R are defined as follows:

fi@)=b max (ef,a), (41)

where b > 0 is some constant. Then, by choosing an appropriate subgradient oracle v f1(x') associated with each
function f/(z’) (see Section 3.2.1 of Nesterov (2013)) we can obtain both lower bounds (38) and (39), which concludes
the proof. O
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B.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Our proof of Theorem 2 is very similar to the proof of Theorem 1 with the following differences. Let function
hs(x): R? — R be the Huber function, which is defined as follows:

hs(z) = zd:h]«ed ). where hi(t) = {2 1 <0 42)
0 =R A 1 T E T
Note that function hs(z) is continuously differentiable and (v/dd)-Lipschitz continuous.

In the proof of Theorem 3 we used functions fi(z),..., f,(z) defined in eq. (20) of Appendix B.1. Here we use a
slightly different choice, that is, functions f1(z), ..., f,.(x) are defined as follows:

a5 has 1 (2) — alw,ef) i€V
fi(z) = hs(w) + az;dgll)/zhgj(m) 1€V (43)
0 1€ V3

Consequently, our hard instance of problem (1), which is described in Appendix B.1, turns into the following:

IS8

-1
hj(z) — §<ef,x> + chs(z) |, (44)
1

min T) =
Iin p(z)

wl e

J
where ¢ > 0 is some constant, and functions hq (), ..., hq—1(z) are defined in eq. (21).

One can show that Lemmas 2 and 3 still hold true. We can also replace Lemma 4 with the following Lemma 5. The
proof of this lemma is a trivial extension of the proof of Lemma 4, which uses the fact that V(1 -[|?)(z*) = Vhs(z*)
as long as § and z* are defined by eq. (45) and eq. (46), respectively.

Lemma 5. Let § be defined as follows:

a
= —. 45
3cd “45)
Problem eq. (44) has a solution x* € R?, which is given as follows:
a
= —1y. 46
vt =gl (46)
Moreover, for all © € K4_1, the following inequality holds:
2
a
—p(z*) > . 47
pla) — pl(e") 2 1o @)

One can also show that each function f;(x) defined in eq. (43) is M ;-Lipschitz continuous, where M is defined as
follows:

My = 2aVd + ¢5Vd = 2aVd + a/(3Vd) < 3aVd. (48)
Let us choose a and c as follows: M M
= and c= —. 49
a Vi and ¢ = oy (49)
This choice of a and ¢ implies My < M and ||z*|| < R. Moreover, eq. (47) implies
MR
— N> T
ple) -~ pla®) > T (50)
as long as z* € KC4_1. Next, without loss of generality we can assume € < (M R)/72 and choose d € {3,5,...} as
follows: MR
d=2 -1 51
{ 36e J ’ D

which, for all z € M, (7), implies

as long as 7 satisfies
d—1 MR
2 - D g (rcom : X) : (52)
€

which concludes the proof. O
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C Proofs of Lemmas from Section B.2

C.1 Proof of Lemma 2
Statement (i). Leti € Vyandz C Ko; forj € {1,...,(d—1)/2}. Thenforl > 2j+ 1 we obtain (ef, | —ef, z) =0,
which implies @hl(x) = 0 due to eq. (24). Hence, we obtain the following:
15 fi(x) Y Vhi (2) + Vha(z) + - + Vha_o() — e

b) - ~ ~

Y Fhi () + Vhs(a) + - + Vhaj 1 () —
(c)
C span ({etljveg} U---u {egjfla egj})
(d)
C ICQJ‘,

where (a) uses eq. (23); (b) uses the fact that v () = 0forl > 2j + 1; (c) uses eq. (24); (d) uses the definition of
K2 in eq. (29). Hence, M; (1) C Ko, implies MS*®(7 + 1) C K2, by the definition of M3™°(-) in eq. (7).

Statement (ii). Leti € Vaandx C Kaj41 forj € {0,...,(d—1)/2}. Then for ! > 2j+2 we obtain (ef’, , —e{, z) =
0, which implies @hl(x) = 0 due to eq. (24). Hence, we obtain the following:

19 fi(z) Y Vha(x) + Vha(z) + -+ + Vha1(z)
(c)
C span ({eg, eg} u---u {egj, eng})
(d)

- ICQj,

where (a) uses eq. (23); (b) uses the fact that Vi () = 0forl > 2j + 2; (c) uses eq. (24); (d) uses the definition of
K2j+1 in eq. (29). Hence, M;(7) C Kaj.+1 implies M5 (7 + 7o) C K241 by the definition of M$*®(-) in eq. (7).

Statement (iii). This statement is trivially implied by the definition of \Y fi(z) ineq. (23) and the definition of M$*®(-)
in eq. (7). O]

C.2 Proof of Lemma 3
We prove the lemma using the induction on k.

Base case: £ = 0. In this case, we assume 7 < (k + 1)7com = Tcom- Hence, for all ¢ € V, we obtain M (1) = &
and M, (1) C M$*®(7). Using Lemma 2 and the fact that M$°™(7) = @, we can easily obtain

Ko eV,
Mi(T) C M (1) C K1 i€ Vs,
Ko i€Vs

which implies the desired eq. (33) for k = p = ¢ = 0.
Induction hypothesis. Let &’ € {0,1,2,...}. We assume that eq. (33) holds for all 7 < (k’ + 1)7com, that is,

, ) ) o ,
Mi(T)C{KQPH i€Vior (i€Vgandi <2n/3+q +1) (53)

]Cgp/+1 iGVgor (16V3andz>2n/3+q’—|—1)’
where p’ = |3k’ /n| and ¢’ = k' mod (n/3).

Induction step. We assume that the induction hypothesis (53) is true. Our goal is to prove that eq. (33) holds for
k =k +1. When 0 < 7 < kTeom, the desired eq. (33) is implied by the induction hypothesis (53). Thus, we can
assume k7eom < 7 < (k + 1)7com. Further, we consider two cases: g # 0 and ¢ = 0.
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Induction step, case ¢ # 0. In this case,p=p’ and ¢ = ¢’ + 1.

Part (i). First, we consider the case

kTeom < 7 < min{(k + 1)Tcom, KTcom + Tsub }- (54)

Equation (54) implies 7 — gy < (k' + 1)Teom and 7 — Teom < (K’ + 1)Tcom- Using the induction hypothesis (53) and
the fact that p’ = pand ¢’ = q — 1, we get

’C2p+2 1€V or (iEVg andz§2n/3+q)
[ — lsub /s A — Jcom . . . . 55
M7 = Tan), Mi(T =7 )C{K2p+1 i€Vyor (i € Vsandi > 2n/3 + q) (55)
Hence, using Lemma 2, we obtain
. Kopio 1€ V;or (i€V3andi§2n/3+q)
M§ub C P+ . 56
() {’C2p+1 t€Voor (1€ Vsandi > 2n/3 + q) (56)

Equations (26) and (54) imply i.(7) = 2n/3 + ¢ + 1. Hence, using eq. (55), we get
M () (T = Teom) C Kapy1.
For i # i.(7), using egs. (8) and (55), we get
M (1) = span (M () (T — Teom)) C Kop1. (57)
For i = i.(7) = 2n/3 4+ ¢ + 1, using eqgs. (8) and (55), we get

ES'(“T) (1) = span U M(T — Teom) | C Kopia- (58)
j?éiC(T)
Hence, using eqs. (57) and (58), for all « € V), we obtain
Kopiz i=2n/3+q+1
M (T) C P . . 59
¢ (T) {K2p+1 Z#Qn/3+q+1 ( )
Now, we combine egs. (56) and (59), and obtain
Kopio ’LGVlOI'(ZEVgandZ§2n/3+q—|—1)
i C sub U com C P+ .
Mi(r) © M (7) UM () {K2p+1 i€Voor (i €Vsandi > 2n/3+q+1)
Thus, we were able to prove eq. (33) for 7 satisfying (54).
Part (ii). We can prove the general case

chnm S T < mln{(k + l)Tcom7 chom + lTsub}

for arbitrary [ € {1,2,...} using the induction on [. The only difference compared to the proof in the previous part is in
eq. (55), which will change to

Kopra i€Vior (i €Vsandi <2n/3+4q+1)

Mi(T = Tan) C {’C2p+1 i€Voor (i €Vgandi>2n/3+q+1)°

However, eq. (56) will not change due to Lemma 2. Hence, the rest of the proof will also remain unchanged.

Induction step, case ¢ = 0. Inthiscasep =p' + land ¢ =n/3 — 1.
Part (i). First, we consider the case
ETeom < 7 < min{(k 4+ 1)7com, KTcom + Tsub }- (60)

Equation (60) implies 7 — 7gup < (k" + 1)7com and 7 — 7eom < (k" 4+ 1)7com- Using the induction hypothesis (53) and
the fact thatp’ = p — 1 and ¢’ = n/3 — 1, we get

/Czp i€Viori €Vy

61
K:Qp,1 1€ Vs 6D

Mi(T - 7—sub)v Mz(T - 7—com) C {

18
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Equations (26) and (60) imply i.(7) = 2n/3 + 1. Using eq. (61), we get
M () (T = Teom) C Kap.
For i = i.(7), using egs. (8) and (61), we get
M (1) = span (M, () (T — Teom)) C Kap. (62)

For i = i.(7) = 2n/3 + 1, using eqs. (8) and (61), we get

oty (m) =span | |J M;(T—Teom) | C Koy (63)
JFic(T)
Hence, using egs. (62) and (63), for all ¢ € V), we obtain
ME(T) C Kgp. (64)
Using Lemma 2, from eq. (61) we obtain
Kap i1€Viori €V

]Cgpfl i€ Vs 65

M®(7) C {

Hence, using egs. (64) and (65), for all © € V, we obtain
M;(T) € M (1) U ME™ (1) C Koy, (66)
which implies eq. (33) for 7 satisfying (60).
Part (ii). Next, we consider the case
kTeom + T < 7 < min{(k + 1) 7om; KTeom + 27sub } - (67)
Equation (64) still holds for all « € V and 7 satisfying eq. (67). From eqs. (66) and (67), for all ¢ € V, we obtain
Mi(T — Tawn) C Kap,

which, due to Lemma 2, implies the following:

Hence, using eqgs. (64) and (68), we obtain
Mi(r) € My UM < (i TET T e )
which implies eq. (33) for 7 satisfying (67).
Part(iii). We can prove the general case
ETeom + {Taup < 7 < min{(k 4+ 1)7com, K7com + (I + 1) Tsub (70)

forl € {2,3,...} using the induction on /. There will be no differences compared to the proof in the previous part.
Indeed, egs. (64) and (69) will still hold for all ¢ € V' and 7 satisfying eq. (70). O]
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C.3 Proof Lemma 4

One can show, that z* defined in eq. (34) is indeed the unique minimizer of the function p(z) defined in eq. (22).
Moreover, we can obtain the following:

“w_ _a
) = g
We can lower-bound function p(x) as follows:
T a a =l
ple) = SlelP = Stet 2+ 5 3| (e — el
j=1
a o =L
> (et + 23 ()| (o))
j=1
A\ynd
3 ‘ <ed7 .T> |
=0
as long as z € K4_1. Hence, for all z € KC;, we obtain
2
. a
pla) =) 2 1o,
which concludes the proof. O
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D Proof of Theorems 3 and 4

D.1 Auxiliary Lemmas

In order to prove Theorems 3 and 4, we will use the following auxiliary lemmas. The proofs of these lemmas can be
found in Appendix E. Furthermore, the proof of Theorem 3 is contained in Appendix D.2, and the proof of Theorem 4
is contained in Appendix D.3.

Lemma 6. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, let v > 0 (strongly convex case). Then there exists a solution (w*,y*, z*) €
L x (RH)™ x L1 to problem (1), which satisfies the following conditions

0€ 0, Qw*,y",z%), 0=V,Qw",y*,z"), L>V.Qw"y" z"). (71)
Moreover, the following inequalities hold:
lw [ < nd?/r2, ly|* < (14 7a/r)* M2, ||27]* < 4. (72)
The proof of Lemma 6 is contained in Appendix E.1.
Lemma 7. Under Assumptions I and 2, letn)?, . .. ,nf_l and By, . . ., B —1 be chosen as follows:
n=1/(tET), Br=rs, ox=7F/2F +B) for ke{0,...,K —1}. (73)

Then, for all v € (RY)™ and k € {0, ..., K — 1}, the following inequality holds:
(r5 + 3ra) 2" = 2)|® < 7fl|lah — z)|* + 200/ (70 T)

(74)
o (F(.’EkJrl) . F(l’) . (y’”l,fkﬂ . x> + %TfHCEkJrl . kaQ) )
The proof of Lemma 7 is contained in Appendix E.2.
Lemma 8. Under Assumption 4, for all k € {0, ..., K — 1}, the iterates of Algorithm 1 satisfy
P2l =2k PFhtl =zktl Pk =k (75)
where P € R"*"? is the orthogonal projection matrix onto L+, which is given as follows:
P=(I,-11,1)) 01, (76)
The proof of Lemma 8 is contained in Appendix E.3.
Lemma 9. Under Assumptions 4 and 5, for all k € {0, ..., K — 1} the following inequality holds:
[nEm® | < 2xllnEm* | — 2x (T m B + 4P nk gl 5. (77)
The proof of Lemma 9 is contained in Appendix E.4.
Lemma 10. Under Assumptions 4 and 5, let parameters 0, . .. 05~ be chosen as follows:
0% =1/(2ry,) for k=0,...,K —1. (78)
Then, forall k € {0,..., K — 1}, the following inequality holds:
0 < —ayt ((FFF = 25, g2) + e |25 = 25117) — (dawxry) g2 15 (79)
The proof of Lemma 10 is contained in Appendix E.5.
Lemma 11. Under Assumptions I and 2 and under conditions of Lemmas 7 and 10, let parameters oy, . .., a1 and
Y0, - - -, Vi —1 be chosen as follows:
ar=3/(k+3), w=k+2)/(k+3) for k=0,...,K—1. (80)
Let parameters 70, ... 7K~ ng, ey nf‘l, and ;... ,nE=1 be chosen as follows:
T_f = Tmagl, 775 = nyalzl, 77iC = 77204,;1 for k=0,....,K—1, (81)
where T, 0y and 1, are defined as follows:
Ty = %Tzv Ny = (47ﬂyz)717 UP e (10713;2)(2)717 Ty = %T‘, Tyz = 3/7“ (82)
Let parameters M1, . .., A\g be chosen as follows:
Ak =ap’, and M=o +a; —a? for k=1,....K 1. (83)
Let the input of Algorithm 1 be chosen as follows:
22=0, =0, =0, m’=o0. (84)
Then, for all v,y € (RY)™ and z € L, the following inequality holds:
2 18 45y 72nM?
Qe :2) = Qo€ 2 < 7 (el 4 1?21 )+ Do 5)

The proof of Lemma 11 is contained in Appendix E.6.
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D.2 Proof of Theorem 3

We can upper-bound % ||z — w*||?, where w* is defined in Lemma 6, as follows:
Tz K * (12 (@ K % _x EE
?Hxa —w H < Q(ma Y 2 >_Q(U} Y 2 )

< Qal .yt ") — Qw*, ¥k, )

© 2 co 18 L 4BxE 72nM>
< 2z (o4 2P + e ) +

- K2 rKT

(d) 2 2, 1 f2 2072 2

< 2 (nM n 18(1 + ry/7r)*nM n 180nx*M n T2nM
K2 r r r rKT

where (a) uses Lemma 6 and the strong convexity of Q(z,y, z) in x; (b) and (d) use Lemma 6; (c) uses Lemma 11.
Using the definition of 7, in eq. (82)

pa w2 < & <5lnM2 . 180nx2M2> | T2
@ - K2 r r rKT

< 1386n x> M? N 72nM?

rKk2 rKT °

Next, we can upper-bound n(p(zX) — p(z*)) as follows:

r T
Fill) = fila) + 2L Sy ol P = S ?)

,
5 w2

n . r
< 3 (Al = fila) + Ml = ) + 3251 = 3

i=1

= F(zg) — F(w )+Tllwf\\2*fllw 1P+ Ml — |

2ry.; 2ry.; Py
(9) 1 1
< Flaf) = Fw') + 5[l |2 = 5w
Yz Yz

/M [T K - a2

(h) « 1 1 «
= F(zf) — F(w*) + 5 (B CT [w*||* + VM |z ||p
Tyz Tyz

where (a) uses the definition of p(z) in eq. (1); (b) uses the definition of xff on line 15 of Algorithm 1; (c) uses the
convexity of ||-||%; (d) uses the definition of w* in eq. (93); (€) uses Assumption 2; () uses the definition of function
F(z)ineq. (11) and eq. (12); (g) uese the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality; (h) uses the definition of P in eq. (76).

Next, for arbitrary z € L+ we define y = —r,'oX — z. Then, we get V,Q(z[,y,2) = 0 and Q(zf,y,2) =

F(zE) + 2T1yz |z5||? — (2K, 2). Plugging this into the previous upper-bound gives the following:
1

2ry;

(@) * % _x
= Q(If,y,z) —Q(’LU Y s 2 )+ <‘T§7'Z> =+ \/EM”If”P

n(p(rg ) = p(a")) < Qzg',y,2) = F(w*) — o—[[w*||* + (x5, 2) + vVnM |z ||p
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< Qg y,2) = Quw’,yst, 255) + (g, 2) + VM|l [|e
where (a) uses the definition of y* in eq. (96) and the definition of z* in eq. (97); (b) uses Lemma 6.

Next, we choose z € £ as follows:

[~ VAMIPSE P o £ 0
2= {o i Z g (86)
Then, (2%, 2) = —/nM||zE||p and we obtain the following:
n(p(ay) = p(z*))

< Qagy,2) — Q" yg 1 2)
(@ 2 2 o 45x% ., 72nM?
< 2 (o e+ 2 gape ) + 2
v 2 12 4 “LK | 45x° o 72nM?
O (e Bttt app + e ) + 2

2 X2 72nM?
= 2z (P + Dl 0 w21+ B ) +
(© 2 2 B B B 45>< )\ |, 20
< sz (1P Sl =P TP S+ )+

2 54 54 99y 2 72002
< = 2 K %2 * (|2 2
< g (1P ool = S+ 2 ) )+ 2l
@ 2 v Bk s B4 Lo 99ny2M2\  72nM?
< g (ol + gl ) zuw (R0 i I
© 2 (nM?  54nM? 54 ey 99MEME | T2
<= 572 2 lz I”+ +

K r roTy T, r rKT
0 2 [TnM? ez 99N 7202
= K2( + 67|z <+ " + KT
< 212nx?M?  72nM> an |12

rK? rKT K2 ''e

@ 202 M2 | TmM? 12 (1386ny°M? | 720
- rk? rKT K? rKk? rKT

where (a) uses Lemma 11; (b) uses our choice of y; (c) uses the parallelogram rule and Young’s inequality; (d) uses our
choice of z; (e) uses Lemma 6; (f) uses the definition of r, in eq. (82); (g) uses the previously obtained upper-bound
on r||zX — w*||2. Dividing both sides of the inequality by n gives the following:

K N 212x2M?%  72M? 12 [1386x2M2%  72M?
p(z, ) —p(*) < 3 + 7= 2 :
rK rKT K rK rKT

Hence, choosing the parameters K and 7" such that

xM M?
K > — d KxT> -
_(9< r6> an X _O(re)

implies p(zX) — p(z*) < ¢, which concludes the proof. O
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D.3 Proof of Theorem 4

With r = 0, the original problem (1) turns into the following problem:

min [f(;v) = :LZfZ(x)] . (87)
i=1

z€eR4
Let z* € R< be the solution to problem (87), such that ||z*|| < R, which always exists due to Assumption 3. Letr > 0
be an arbitrary regularization parameter. We can upper-bound function f(x) using the regularized objective function
p(x) defined in eq. (1) as follows:
- - r
f(@) < f@) + 5llel* = pla).

On the other hand, we can lower-bound f(z*) as follows:

Fla) = pla) ~ 1 > min, pla) — 2 a2 > min pla) — "o
Hence, we can upper-bound the function suboptimality gap in problem (87) as follows:
F@) — F(a) < pla) — min pla!) + "
Let the regularization parameter > 0 be chosen as follows:
r=e¢/R? (88)
Then, we obtain the following:
J(@) = f(a*) < p(a) — min p(a’) + 5. (89)

We can apply Algorithm 1 to solving the regularized problem (1) with the regularization parameter r defined in eq. (88).
Theorem 3 implies that, to reach precision

. €
p(zy’) = min p(a) < 5 (90)

it is sufficient to perform the following number of decentralized communications:
M MR
K=0(XL)@Wo(X : oD
Ve €
and the following number of subgradient computations:

2 2 P2
KxT:(’)(M)(:b)(’)(MR>, 92)

re €2

where (a) and (b) use the definition of r in eq. (88). Using egs. (89) and (90), we also obtain the desired precision
f(zE) — f(x*) < ¢, which concludes the proof. O

o
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E Proofs of Lemmas from Section D.1

E.1 Proof of Lemma 6

First, we pick the solution z* € R to problem (1), which is unique due to Assumption 3 and the fact that » > 0. Next,
we define w* € L as follows:
w* = (z%,...,z%). 93)

From Assumptions 1 and 2 it follows that dom p(x) = R? and dom f;(x) = R? for all i € {1,...,n}, which implies
the following:

* * 1 - *
0€dp(z*)=rz*+ ﬁgafz(x ) 94)

Hence, there exists a vector A* = (A%,...,A%) € (R%)" such that A € Of;(x*) foralli € {1,...,n}, and the
following relation holds:

1 n
4 — AT =0. 95
re’ 4 - ; ;=0 95)
Next, we define y* € (RY)" as follows:
y = A" +raw”. (96)

From Assumptions 1 and 2 it follows that dom F(x) = (R%)", which implies y* € dF (z*) and 0 € 9(F(-) —
(", N(@*) = %Q(z”,y*, ).
Next, we define z* € £+ as follows:

2= —rw* — A", 97)
Note that the inclusion z* € £~ is implied by eq. (95). Further, we get

V.Q*y* #) Y —r( +2) Y (e — Pt € £,

where (a) uses the definition of Q(z,y, ) in eq. (13); (b) uses the definition of y* and z*, and the last inclusion follows
from the definition of w*. Moreover, we obtain the following

% ox %\ \@ * * (O — % (c
V, Qo y ) Y —w — 42 L s s — w0,

=

where (a) uses the definition of Q(x,y, z) in eq. (13); (b) uses the definition of y* and z*; (c) uses eq. (12).

From Assumption 2 it follows that |A¥|| < M for all i € {1,...,n}. Hence, using eq. (95), we get r||z*|| < M,
which implies ||w*||? < nM? /7. Moreover, we get

1™l < A+ rallw™]| < V(M + roM/r) = (1 + 12 /7)v/nM,
which implies ||y*||? < (1 + r,/r)?>nM?. Finally, we obtain
271l < rllw*|l + A% < 2v/nM,

which implies ||2*||? < 4nM? and concludes the proof. O
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E.2 Proof of Lemma 7

We start with the following upper-bound on 277% |kttt — |2
1
— ka 1 I||2
2n;
(@ 1 2 Bttl k2, L kil
rglloh =l = ol - g g (e
® 1 2 1 kt+1
aellsht ol = Lokt — o
_ <ga: + ﬂkxk,t+1 _ yk+1 + Tglcc(xk,tJrl _ xk)7xk,t+1 _ .CE>
Lokt 2 k1l k)2 K+l kt+1
:%HJU — x| —%Hx Ty
. <6kxk,t+1 + T§<xk,t+1 o .’Ek),xk’tJrl > <glxc t, k,it+1
(c)
kot 2 Lokt kg2 k+1 ko t+1
< ool = alP = Lok R 4 (g
k k k
b b T R a2 4
B Bk Bk
*EﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁfgﬂﬁMJ*ﬂP H|| — (gt x
(i) Lkaﬂ& _ .13”2 _ ink,t—i-l _ ij,t”Q + <yk+1 xk,t—i—l
T2 2% ’
k k k
T b T R g T
= Otz - Do gz y D
2 2
n
k.t kit kt+1 k.t
+Z(fz($1)_f1(m1 )_<gm,ia i — ;"))
i=1
where (071, ..., g%t) = (VAi(2)"), ...,V u(akt)) = gt

kit

xk,t, LRt
_ J?)
_ £L'>
_ 1}>

z) — (gh',x
_ .13)

—I>

E,t+1

— T

lc,t>

€ (R%)™, (a) and (c) uses the parallelogram rule; (b) uses

line 12 of Algorlthm 1; (d) uses line 11 of Algorlthm 1, Deﬁmtlon 1 and Assumption 1. Further, we obtain

T
20
(2) i”‘rk,t _ 33H2 _ i”xk,t%»l _ Z‘k’tH2 + <yk+1 xk,t+1 _ 33‘>
— )
2y 20y
k k k
Tt b e =l — al
—@WMW—@W“hw%%WW
kyt+1 k,t+1 k, k, k,t+1
+Zﬁ =A@ + M = B (bt
(%) Lka ||2 _ Tka,t+1 _ CCk’tHQ + <yk+1,.’lﬁk’t+1 _ .Z’)
21 2
k k k
ZEfab - gk - bt - o] 4 ot -
O L L LR M

n

+Z fz xz fz
i=1

kt 1 kottl kit
T 2M ||z =2t
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©
= 277k la*f — ]|? — ﬁ”xk’tﬂ — PP (P )
T

k k
T okt 2 = b g 4 ok — o

§F(a) Pt = gkt wll2+2( S = a2 4

1 k
= el =l T b a4 (R ) 4 2nnfA?
207 2
kil kg2 Te o kit 2 K t+1
=P = g T =P = P + Fa),
where (a) uses Assumption 2 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality; (b) uses the inequality || g’;ﬂ <

from Assumption 2; (c) uses the definition of 3y in eq. (73), the definition of F'(x) in eq. (11) and Young’s inequality.
After rearranging, we obtain

LA

k
B g’ < Mux — |2 4+ 2 et — |+ 2 b — AR

% (|2
where AFt+1 is defined as

Ak,tJrl _ F(xk,t+1) o F(x) o <yk+1,$k’t+1 o £L‘>

k Kk
n Ty ‘2‘?7”35 ||.’L‘k’t+1 _ I‘HQ + %ka,t-&-l _ .’L‘k||2
Now, we sum these inequalities for ¢ = 0,...,7 — 1 and obtain
1 1 a
THmk,T _ .13”2 < Tnxk,o _ l‘||2 TH x||2 + 2n77kM2T _ ZAk,t-

203 2n;

Dividing both sides of the inequality by 1" gives

1

2

k T
L 250 — ol + ok — 2] + 2nn % - 2 ST AR,

= 2pkT
Using the definition of A, the definition of #* on line 13 of Algorithm 1 and Assumption 1, we obtain

ol T a2
2nkT

k
< ol = ol + S llat =l + 2 Me?
_ (F(fk—i_l) _ F(l‘) _ (ka,fckH _ x>)

k k
T + 7Ty ||.’ik+1 B x||2 + TiijJfl _ ka2 )
2 2
Using the definition of n* and 3y in eq. (73), we obtain
E k k E
T T a4 T ke g < T k0 P 1 T ok 4 o2

k
. (F(jk-ﬁ-l) — F(z) — <yk+l,£k+1 — )+ %WH . ku) '

Using the definition of 2*° on line 9 of Algorithm 1, the definition of z¥*1
nk, Bi, and oy, in eq. (73) and the convexity of ||-||, we obtain

2nM?
Ti?T

k
. <F(:ﬁk+1) o F(:c) . (ykﬂ,ikﬂ o :L'> + %c”ijrl . xk|2) ,

which concludes the proof. O

on line 13 of Algorithm 1, the definition of

(2 + gra) 2™ — a|® < 7fll2" — 2] +
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E.3 Proof of Lemma 8

Using Assumption 4, and the definition of P in eq. (76), we obtain
PWirel)=WrI)P=(W;,I1,). (98)
Then, the desired relations can be trivially obtained by analyzing the lines of Algorithm 1. O

E.4 Proof of Lemma 9

k+1

We can upper-bound [|[n%+1m*+1||2 as follows:

k-+1 k+1||2 (a ‘

I’ Ik (m" + g% — ab)Ip

D 0k (m* + gk — (Wi @ L) (mF + gb))|1
D kP (mF + g*) — (W @ L)P(m* + gb))?

d)
< (1=1/x)[nEP(m* + g5)|I?

(110 (4 /@) IEmH B + (1 20) b 3)

< (1= 1/@0)) Infm® (B + 2x/Inf ot |5

where (a) uses line 8 of Algorithm 1; (b) uses line 6 of Algorithm 1; (c) uses eq. (98); (d) uses Assumption 5; (e) uses
the parallelogram rule and Young’s inequality. Using this, we obtain

[nfm® (|3 < 2x|nfm*|B — 2x|InE T m TR + 43 Ink el |13,

which concludes the proof. O

E.5 Proof of Lemma 10

We can upper bound ||g¥ — Pg”||? as follows:

i (@)
g5 — Pgk|? = (Wi ® Ly)gk — Py |?
()
= (Wi, @ 1,)Pgt — Pgh|?
(©)
< (1-1/)g%1B

where (a) uses line 6 of Algorithm 1; (b) uses eq. (98); (c) uses Assumption 5. On the other hand, ||§* — Pg¥||? is equal
to the following:

L X (a) .
I35 — Pgs|® = 113517 + gt e — 2(35, Pgl)

® 1
= SIZE =282+ gkl +

G s

where (a) uses the parallelogram rule; (b) uses line 8 of Algorithm 1. Hence, we obtain the following

k+l gk,Pg§>.

1
k K —k k ok k
[anr g 2N Pgl) + ;”gz”% <0.

z

(9’“)2

20&k ’

k
After rearranging and multiplying both sides of the inequality by o,

ek

-1 —k k k =k k‘ k
02 gt ({471 = 24 Py + P - )+ o2k

(@) _ - 1
) o (B - 29,48 + )+ g
Yz

1

®) 1kt k2

=28, g8) 7 = 2F))

where (a) uses eq. (78); (b) uses Lemma 8, which concludes the proof. O
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E.6 Proof of Lemma 11

We can upper-bound ﬁ |lyF+1 — y||? as follows:
@ 1 1 1
— I =yl = = =l = s T =P T R T =)
21y 21y 21y g
() 1 )
= ﬁllyk+1 —yll> - ﬁllyk+1 =y 1P = (g + T =y
Y Y
1 k 1 k k ~k k
= gl —ylI> - o 1Y U yFYP = @ g —y)
Yy Yy
- <g';7y’€+1 AR AR T S T
© )
an ly* =yl - Wlly’“+1 —y*IIP = @y —y)
Yy
—ak Yk, ght >+(1—ak)a;1<g§,?k—yk>+<g§,y—yk>
(@ ~
o Lt - yl? - o Y )

—ay <9y,y )+ (1= aw)og s 7F — v + (o y — )
T R s

where (a) uses the parallelogram rule; (b) and (d) uses line 7 of Algorithm 1; (c) uses Lines 4 and 8 of Algorithm 1.

Further, we can upper-bound the term (7511 — ZF+1 ¢+ +1 ) a5 follows:
<ﬁ’:‘k+1 _ i‘k+1, yk+l _ y>
(a) - - _
e (| AR A VAR )
_ ,yk<1,k71 _ fk,yk _ y> _ <$k _ ikJrl’ykJrl _ y> + ’Yk<xk71 _ ,:Ek7yk+1 _ yk>

() _ . ~ 1
< yelaF Tt — @Ry — ) — (2 — P R ) 4 WWH —y¥|?
Yy

+ 2yl - 2%

where (a) uses Line 7 of Algorlthm 1; (b) uses Young’s inequality. Plugging this into the previous inequality gives

k+1 k+1 <,1~jk+1 k+1

1
— T =yl < I =yl - = T =) - )
2nk 217"C dnk

— o Mab 7 = yh) + (- ak)@;?l(g’y“,?’“ — ")+ (g - y’“>

A T ) I e Al

e

+ <gy,y—y Y+ (1= ap)og Hap, 7° —y*) —a g 7" — o)
4nk 5 ||7k+1 ngQ +7k<xk_1 _ i‘k,yk _ y> _ <$k _ jk—‘rl’yk—‘rl _ y>

@ ﬁ\ly — yll? + 2Bt - FF|2 - @y )

(T = 2y — ) — (@ =TT — )+ (g — o)

+ (1 —an)ay gy, 7" —y") — ot ({95, 7" = o) +ryellg™ = F1P)
where (a) line 8 of Algorithm 1; (b) uses eqgs. (81) and (82).
Let 2% be defined for all k € {0,..., K} as follows:

gk =2k —pkPmk. 99)
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Using eq. (99) and lines 7 and 8 of Algorithm 1, we obtain
ShHL gk g kL ok p(pktlphl pkyky
= 2F —PEgE + T im T —pfm)
= 28— P2gh + Tt (m" + gE — g2) — ntm")
- - nngz
Hence, we can upper-bound 5 k [| 251 — 2|2 as follows:
skl _ 2 @ 5 skl _ g2 Lokt ok sk
2nkH ” _Tzz 2k|| H +777]Z€<Z —z,Z _Z>
® 1, 2 .
O Lot ol + Lk - (pot - 2)

1 . nk A
o2 = 2l + b p — (a2 = 2) + Pk 2 - 24
z

© 1
_7” Fr+ e ”ngP (Pgl, 2" — z) + 0k (Pgk, Pm"),

where (a) uses the parallelogram rule; (b) uses the update rule for 2* which we previously obtained; (c) uses eq. (99).
Further, we can upper-bound the term 7" (P gf, Pm*) as follows
(
i (Pgt, Pm") < ; g e e

(b)
QL <2x|7729z|p XInfm’“%)

—
INS

(xXlnE g2 1B + Infm (1B — [l m™3)

[N}
3‘»—‘3»—\
N N

23

where (a) uses the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality; (b) uses Young’s inequality; (c) uses Lemma 9. Plugging this into the
previous inequality gives

R . nk
277’“ |25 — 2| < 72775 (|27 — 2|1* + Ezllgf\lfa — (Pgh, 2F — 2)
- *271@ (AxIInE g5l + ImEm* (1B — Ink Tt m*3)
zz
k
@ (1 +4x)
an” — 2P+ 5 k113 — (g%, 2% — 27 + 2% — 2)

+7(||nz mF|p = Inf i m 3)
2n;3

—~
=

1. n% (14 4x)
— |2 — 2|2+ gk +

w (ImEm® (B — [lnE*tm" )

2k 2 277
k 1k

+<gz,Z—Z>+(1—Oék)Oék <gza >
@ 1 2 MEA+4X), & 1 k k
< 4 022 T EX) +1, k112
< gl =2l O oo (I — )
+ (g5, 2= 2") + (1 — aw)ay, gl 7" — 2F)

1/, 1
—a;t (<Zk+1 25,98 + |2 - k||2> - WHQ?H%

yz

() 1
< % k|| -zl + 277 = (Infm® 1B — s mFH1B) + (gF, 2 — 2F)

+ (1 —ar)oy gk 28 = 25) — P (= 28, 68) + e 250 = 2F))
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where (a) uses Lemma 8 and the fact that z € £=; (b) uses line 4 of Algorithm 1; (c) uses Lemma 10; (d) uses egs. (81)
and (82).

Now we combine the upper-bounds for 5, [[y**" — y||* and 5,[|2*" — 2||* and obtain the following:
Y z

k+1 _ y||2 + ZA,k—i-l _ zHQ

L L
RIS 1
2nk 2nk

1 1. - ) i
< 5l = ol gl = 2l 2Rt = P - @y )
2 Y 277,2

k—1 1 k+1mk+1”%>

=&t yt —y) — (@t M ) 4 W (IlmEm® (1% — [In
z

+{gyy—y") + (k2 =2+ (U —aw)ay ! ({95, 7" — o) + (g5,2" — 2))

+ Yl

_ a;l ((gﬁ:gk+1 _yk> + <§k+1 _ ék,g§> + ’I"yz”?kJrl _ngQ + ,ryZ”ElH»l —ngQ)
(@) 1 1 . - ) i
< 5l = ylP + gl — 2P+ 2Rl - @ - @y )

2771! 277z

L i 1
(@t —EF ) — (@ - T R ) 4 o (InEm* |13 = [InE T m %)
z

+ G(ya Z) - G(ykvgk) + (1 - ak)alzl (G(yk,zk) - G(Qkaék))
_ a};l (G(yk+17zk+1) _ G(gk7§k))

k

1 1 . _ - -
= 27k||ylc -yl + ank -zl + 2773,713”117}C PP - @y
y z

Y —y)

o ) 1
Fopfet Tt =2y ) — (@ - E T ) W (InEm®[[p — I m* 1)
4

+ (1 - alc)alzl (G<ykazk) - G<y’ Z)) - O‘lzl (G(yk-i_lvzk-i_l) - G(ya Z)) )

where (a) uses the definition of g’; and g% on line 5 of Algorithm 1 and the convexity and (2ry.)-smoothness of the
function G(y, z). Further, we divide both sides of the inequality by «, and, using eq. (81), obtain the following:

1, 1
Pl A B | el (/o

2ny 2n, 2.
Lo 2 1 9 1 e k2 o ot kel kra
a1 = 91 4 g = 217 b + 20,042 I
+7ka;1<xk—1 — gk k- y) — a}:1<xk — Gkt gkl y) — a};l<a~;k+17yk+1 —y)

+ (o =) (GEF",7") — Gy, 2)) — o (GEM, 2 = Gy, 2))

Next, we divide the inequality in Lemma 7 by v, and, using the definition of 7 and 7, in eqgs. (81) and (82), obtain the
following:
2nM?

T

-2
%ij-ﬁ-l _ ka? +

7o(o? + ag DIl = al|? < ot — 2l —
—ap ! (FEM) = F(x) = L8 1))
Combining this inequality with the previous upper-bound gives the following:

o, 1 1. 1
Tolog? + o Il =2l + o=y =yl 4 o 2P R

21y 21 21
1 1 1 2nM?
< -2k _ 12 E 02 sk 2 k, k2
< roo et =l 4 gyl g P g IR+
-2
TpeX - _ _ - _ -
N z2k ||.’Ek+1 _ .’L‘k||2 +277y0¢k2’71%||$k 1 _ {,Ck||2 _ ak1<xk _ $k+17yk+l _ y>

+ ey, (2T =3y —y) — P (FETY) = Flo) + T 2) — @)
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+ (a2 — o) (GEF ZF) — Gy, 2)) — o2 (G@ T, 2" = G(y, 2))

(a) N T RIS ST ST S SO SRS SENTR Sy AP
= Twoy " [lz" — x| +2nylly yl| +2nzllz z| +217Z||?7zm e+

2nM?
T

-2
T X - _ _ . _ -
= Tk R — M2 2 Rt - 3P — et et — Ly )

+ oy (@ = EF R —y) — ot (FEMT) — (@3 y) — Gy, 2))
+ (a;? — o) (GEF 2%) + (@F,2) — F(2)) — o2 (G 25 + (71 2) — F(2))
) _ . L 2nM?

1 1
:Tz%2||$k—$||2+ﬁ“yk—y||2+7||zk—z||2+277 T
Y z x

5 I+

-2
Ty Ol - _ _ - _ -
_ 'k ”xk—i-l_xk||2_’_277yak2,y%”xk 1—xk||2—ak1<xk—xk+17yk+l—y)

+ oy (@ =3y —y) — (07 — o DQ(, T, ) 4 0 2Q(a, g FF T
- alle(‘%k+l7yaz)

(e)

_ 1 1
< mao "o i+ g -l +
Yy

2n,

2nM?
Tl

1
skoon2 ok kg2
2% = 2]" + o, [nzm"[[p +

’7'10(]:2
2
NP = 3 yF — ) — (0 — o HQ(x, T, ) + o 2Q(a, Y, ZFHY)
—a2Q@ My, 1) + (a2 — a MO, v, 2)

& = a2 + 2y 2Bt — B4 — @k — 7y )

1 1 1 o2nM?
_ =201k 12 E 2 sk N2 L k. k2
oo "t =l + gl =yl + g2 = 2l g mim I +
-2
Ty - _ _ - _ -
— R — 2R 4 20 PR 2T = P - g (@R - 2R M — )

+ f)/ka];1<zk71 - jk,?Jk - y> + (Oé];2 - Oélzl) (Q(Tka Y, Z) - Q(‘T7ykazk))
— o7 (QEy,2) = Q7,2

where (a) uses the fact that y* 1 = o 'g* "1 —(1—ay)a; ' 7*, which follows from lines 4 and 8 of Algorithm 1; (b) uses
the definition of Q(z,y, z) in eq. (13); (c) uses line 13 of Algorithm | and Assumption 1.

Further, let ax = 3/(K + 3). Then from eq. (80) it follows that o, ” + o' > o7, yway - = (k +2)/3 and
a,;l = (k + 3)/3. Hence, we obtain the following:
1
2,
1
21

1
.
1
.

18558 — 2 5

1
— " —yl?+
Qny

o by —a]? +
2nM?

Te T
T(k+3)%, . dn,(k+2)2% . k+3 N

TEE @bt — |2 SR o = R - S e - )

%@’“*1 =3y )+ (g = ) (QE" . 2) - Qe 7", 7Y))

- ? (QE* Yy, 2) - Qa, 7" ZM)

- 1 5
< a2l =l oyt =yl + o=l = 2P+ | +

2,

+

(@) —2) .k _ 12 Looe e Lok 2 Loy g2, 2nM?
B el VA e U M UM Ry
20, (k + 3)? 20y (k + 2)? kE+3
_ 771/( 9+ ) ||a~:k+1 _ l’k”Q + 77y( 9+ ) ||xk71 _ i‘kHQ _ _; <Jfk _ jk+17yk+1 _ y>

k
;_ 2<xk71 - £k7yk - y> + (05];2 - Oélzl) (Q(jk7y7 Z) - Q(Ivykzzk))

— a2 (QE* Yy, 2) - Qa, 7" ZMY)
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where (a) uses eq. (82).

Next, we sum these inequalities for k = 0, . ..

, K — 1 and obtain the following:

1 1
2 K o2t K o2 nsK o2, K K2
reai o 4 gyl g P
1 1 onM?2K
—20..0 2 0 2 ) 2 0,02
< el — x| Jr%Hy =yl Jr%HZ | Jrﬁ”ﬂzm HPJFT
20, (K + 2)2
_ 77y( 9+ ) ||iK—xK_1||2—%(K+2)<{EK 1_ K’yK_y>
K—1
+ (O[;Q - 0‘1:1) (Q(fkvyvz) - Q(xayk7zk))
k=0
K—1
= o2 (QEM y, 2) — Qa, g ZM))
k=0
(a) 1 1 InM?K
w2120 — 12— l® — 2 1129 — 12 4 {11040
< 700 2P 4 5y~ 4 120 P R+
2n,(K +2)? _ ny(K+2)?2 o . 1
— y( 5 ) ||fo:17K 1”2+ y( 5 ) HxK 1*IK||2+H||?JK*QH2
Y
K-1
=+ (ak2 - a;l) (Q(fkvyaz) - Q(xaykvgk))
k=0
K—1
- a2 (QEM y,2) — Qa, g M)
k=0
(b 1 . 1 InM?K
= 7ll2® — 2| + ZHZJO —yl?+ %HZO -z’ + %Hﬁgmo\\% + T
Y z z T
n K +2)? _ 1 _ - e
- BBt~ 2 Dy =y - i, Q5 2) - Qa5 ,35)
Yy
K—1
+ (OZIZQ - 0‘1;1 - 0‘1131) (Q(Ek7yaz) - Q(‘rvykazk))
k=1
(c) 1 1. 1 InM?K
= 7af|2° 33H2+§||Z/O—Z/||2+ﬁ”ZO—ZHQ*'%HUSmOH%*'W
Yy z z T
K
ny (K +2)% _ 1 _ e
— e E =R I =l =D M (QER v, 2) — Q= T, FY)),
9 4ny —

where (a) uses the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Young’s inequality; (b) uses the fact that ag = 1, which follows

from eq. (80); (c) uses the definition of A\ in eq. (83). Further, we obtain the following:

_ 1 1
oo e — ) + ||y —ylI* + ||ZK—Z||2 o s m ™I
(a) ~ 1 2nM?K
< 7ol|z? —z|® + ﬁ”yo —yl*+ ﬂ”zo —2|* + glln&n‘)ll% t—7
Y z z T
K
ny (K +2)? . _
e i LR VLY L W (<17 S R CRV TS
k=1
® o, Lyo e Lo e Lo o 20MPK
rolla® = ol + g8 = oI + g w+%wWwp i
ny(K +2)% _ -
Al AR Z% (@5.9.9) ~ Qe =)
Y
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where (a) uses the convexity of Q(z,y, z) in « (follows from Assumption 1) and the concavity of Q(x,y, 2) in (y, 2),
line 14 of Algorithm 1, and the fact that Ay, > 0, which follows from egs. (80) and (83); (b) use the definition of \j in
eq. (83) and the fact that avg = 1, which follows from eq. (83). Next, we do rearranging and use eqs. (82) and (84),
which gives the following:

K-1
(Za,:l) (@l y.2) — QoS =) < Slell + Syl +
k=0

Next, we divide both sides of the inequality by ZkK:_ol oz,zl, which gives the following:

15x 12nM? K

2
e

K—1 -1
_ r 6 15)( 12nM2K
Qet y.7) — Qeyl =) < (Za;) (Ghell + 2?2 + 225
k=0

. K-1 —
Further, we can estimate ;" oy, ! as follows:

K-1 K-1 K-—1
—1 (a) k+3 1 B K(K—-1) K(K+5) K?
Yot @3 S g Yo g K KD 2
k=0 k=0 k=0
where (a) uses eq. (80). Plugging this into the previous inequality gives
6 (r 6 15x 12nM?K
K K _K 2Dzl + 2l + 2,
Qe .2) = Qe 28 < 0z (lhal? + 2i? + 2 app 4 2K
1 36 90X 72nM?
9 2 2, 2
— 3 (2l + e + el ) + 2
which concludes the proof. O
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