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Abstract

We introduce the “continuized” Nesterov acceleration, a close variant of Nesterov
acceleration whose variables are indexed by a continuous time parameter. The
two variables continuously mix following a linear ordinary differential equation
and take gradient steps at random times. This continuized variant benefits from
the best of the continuous and the discrete frameworks: as a continuous process,
one can use differential calculus to analyze convergence and obtain analytical
expressions for the parameters; and a discretization of the continuized process
can be computed exactly with convergence rates similar to those of Nesterov
original acceleration. We show that the discretization has the same structure
as Nesterov acceleration, but with random parameters. We provide continuized
Nesterov acceleration under deterministic as well as stochastic gradients, with
either additive or multiplicative noise. Finally, using our continuized framework
and expressing the gossip averaging problem as the stochastic minimization of a
certain energy function, we provide the first rigorous acceleration of asynchronous
gossip algorithms.

1 Introduction

In the last decades, the emergence of numerous applications in statistics, machine learning and signal
processing has led to a renewed interest in first-order optimization methods [10]. They enjoy a low
iteration cost necessary to the analysis of large datasets. The performance of first-order methods was
largely improved thanks to acceleration techniques (see the review by d’Aspremont et al. [14] and
the many references therein), starting with the seminal work of Nesterov [42].

Let f : Rd → R be a convex and differentiable function, minimized at x∗ ∈ Rd. We assume
throughout the paper that f is L-smooth, i.e.,

∀x, y ∈ Rd, f(y) 6 f(x) + 〈∇f(x), y − x〉+
L

2
‖y − x‖2 . (1)
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In addition, we sometimes assume that f is µ-strongly convex for some µ > 0, i.e.,

∀x, y ∈ Rd, f(y) > f(x) + 〈∇f(x), y − x〉+
µ

2
‖y − x‖2 . (2)

For the problem of minimizing f , gradient descent is well-known to achieve a rate f(xk)− f(x∗) =
O(k−1) in the smooth case, and a rate f(xk)− f(x∗) = O((1− µ/L)k) in the smooth and strongly
convex case. In both cases, Nesterov introduced an alternative method with essentially the same
iteration cost, while achieving faster rates: it converges with rate O(k−2) in the smooth convex
case and with rate O((1−

√
µ/L)k) in the smooth and strongly convex case [43]. These rates are

then optimal among all black-box first-order methods that access gradients and linearly combine
them [43, 41].

Nesterov acceleration relies on several sequences of iterates—two or three, depending on the
formulation—and on a clever blend of gradient steps and mixing steps between the sequences.
Different interpretations and motivations underlying the precise structure of accelerated schemes
were approached in many works, including [12, 24, 3, 32, 2]. A large number of these works studied
continuous time equivalents of Nesterov acceleration, obtained by taking the limit when stepsizes
vanish, or from a variational framework. The continuous time index t of the limit allowed to use
differential calculus to study the convergence of these equivalents. Examples of studies relying on
continuous time interpretation include [50, 33, 54, 53, 9, 18, 48, 49, 4, 5, 57, 40].

Continuized Nesterov acceleration. In this paper, we propose another continuous time equivalent
to Nesterov acceleration, which we refer to as the continuized Nesterov acceleration, which avoids
vanishing stepsizes. It is built by considering two sequences xt, zt ∈ Rd, t ∈ R>0, that continuously
mix following a linear ordinary differential equation (ODE), and that take gradient steps at random
times T1, T2, T3, . . . . Thus, in this modeling, mixing and gradient steps alternate randomly.

Thanks to the continuous index t and some stochastic calculus, one can differentiate averaged
quantities (expectations) with respect to t. In particular, this leads to simple analytical expressions for
the optimal parameters as functions of t, while the optimal parameters of Nesterov accelerations are
defined by recurrence relations that are complicated to solve.

The discretization x̃k = xTk , z̃k = zTk , k ∈ N, of the continuized process can be computed directly
and exactly: the result is a recursion of the same form as Nesterov iteration, but with randomized
parameters, and performs similarly to Nesterov original deterministic version both in theory and in
simulations.

The continuized framework can be adapted to various settings and extensions of Nesterov acceleration.
In what follows, we study how the continuized acceleration behaves in the presence of additive and
multiplicative noise in the gradients. In the multiplicative noise setting, our acceleration satisfies a
convergence rate similar to that of [30] and depends on the statistical condition number of the problem
at hand. The two acceleration schemes are not directly comparable as we work in a continuized
setting and only deal with pure multiplicative noise. Our analysis is nevertheless much simpler, as it
closely mimics that of Nesterov acceleration.

Application to accelerated gossip algorithms. The continuized modeling is natural in asyn-
chronous parallel computing where gradient steps arrive at random times. More importantly, there
are situations where the continuized version of Nesterov acceleration can be practically implemented
while the original acceleration can not. In distributed settings, for instance, the total number k of
gradient steps taken in the network is typically not known to each particular node; an advantage of
the continuized acceleration is that it requires to know only the time t and not k.

Gossip algorithms typically feature such asynchronous and distributed behaviors [11]. In gossip
problems, nodes of a network aim at computing the global average of all their values by commu-
nicating only locally (with their neighbors), and without centralized coordination. In this set-up,
pairs of adjacent nodes communicate at random times, asynchronously, and in parallel, so that the
total number of past communications in the network at a given time is unknown to all nodes. In
this paper, we formulate the gossip problem as a stochastic optimization problem. Thanks to the
continuized formalism, we naturally obtain accelerated gossip algorithms that can be implemented in
an asynchronous and distributed fashion.

Synchronous gossip algorithms rely on all nodes to communicate simultaneously [19]. Accelerating
synchronous gossip algorithms have been studied in previous works, including SSDA [47], Chebyshev
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acceleration [39], Jacobi-Polynomial acceleration [7]. To that day, acceleration in the asynchronous
setting has also been studied in a few works (see for instance geographic gossip [20], shift registers
[37], ESDAC [25], and randomized Kaczmarz methods [38]). However, no algorithm in an asyn-
chronous framework has been rigorously proven to achieve an accelerated rate for general graphs
[21]. Other acceleration schemes [25, 38] relied on additional synchronizations between nodes, such
as the knowledge of a global iteration counter. This departs from purely asynchronous operations,
hence causing practical limitation. Our accelerated randomized gossip algorithm (Section 6) recovers
the same accelerated rates, and only requires the knowledge of a common continuous-time t ∈ R>0.

In this context, the continuized acceleration should be seen as a close approximation to Nesterov
acceleration, that features both an insightful and convenient expression as a continuous time process
and a direct implementation as a discrete iteration. We thus hope to contribute to the understanding
of Nesterov acceleration. In practice, the continuized framework is relevant for handling asynchrony
in decentralized optimization, where agents of a network can not share a global iteration counter,
preventing accelerated decentralized and asynchronous methods.

Notations. The index k always denotes a non-negative integer, while indices t, s always denote
non-negative reals.

Structure of the paper. In Section 2, we recall standard results on gradient descent and Nesterov
acceleration. In Section 3, we introduce a continuized variant of Nesterov acceleration. In Section 4,
we show that discretizing the continuized acceleration yields an iterative method similar to that of
Nesterov but with random parameters. In Section 5, we study continuized Nesterov acceleration
under pure-multiplicative noise. We finally present accelerated asynchronous algorithms for the
gossip problem in Section 6, as well as for decentralized optimization in Section 7.

2 Reminders on Nesterov acceleration

For the sake of comparison, let us first recall the classical Nesterov acceleration. To improve the
convergence rate of gradient descent, Nesterov introduced iterations of three sequences, parametrized
by τk, τ ′k, γk, γ

′
k, k > 0, of the form

yk = xk + τk(zk − xk) , (3)
xk+1 = yk − γk∇f(yk) , (4)

zk+1 = zk + τ ′k(yk − zk)− γ′k∇f(yk) . (5)

Depending on whether the function f is known to be (1) convex, or (2) strongly convex with a known
strong convexity parameter, Nesterov provided a set of parameter choices for achieving acceleration.
Theorem 1 (Convergence of accelerated gradient descent). Nesterov accelerated scheme satisfies:

1. Choose the parameters τk = 1− Ak
Ak+1

, τ ′k = 0, γk = 1
L , γ

′
k = Ak+1−Ak

L , k > 0, where the
sequence Ak, k > 0, is defined by the recurrence relation

A0 = 0 , Ak+1 = Ak +
1

2
(1 +

√
4Ak + 1) .

Then

f(xk)− f(x∗) 6
2L‖x0 − x∗‖2

k2
.

2. Assume further that f is µ-strongly convex, µ > 0. Choose the constant parameters

τk ≡
√
µ/L

1+
√
µ/L

, τ ′k ≡
√

µ
L , γk ≡ 1

L , γ′k ≡ 1√
µL

, k > 0. Then

f(xk)− f(x∗) 6
(
f(x0)− f(x∗) +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2

)(
1−

√
µ

L

)k
.

This result can be found as is in d’Aspremont et al. [14, Sections 4.4.1 and 4.5.3]. In the convex case,
Nesterov acceleration achieves the rate O(1/k2), whereas gradient descent achieves a rate O(1/k)
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(see [43, Corollary 2.1.2] for instance). In the strongly convex case, Nesterov acceleration achieves
the rate O((1−

√
µ/L)k), where gradient descent achieves a rate O((1−µ/L)k) (see [43, Theorem

2.1.15] for instance). In both cases, this results in a significant speedup in practice, see Figure 1.

From a high-level perspective, Nesterov acceleration iterates over several variables, alternating
between gradient steps (always with respect to the gradient at yk) and mixing steps, where the running
value of a variable is replaced by a linear combination of the other variables. However, the precise
way gradient and mixing steps are coupled is rather mysterious, and the success of the proof of
Theorem 1 relies heavily on the detailed structure of the iterations. In the next section, we try to gain
perspective on this structure by developing a continuized version of the acceleration.

3 Continuized version of Nesterov acceleration

This paper uses several mathematical notions related to random processes. The following sections
expose the results from heuristic considerations of those notions, rigorously defined in Appendix C.

We argue that the accelerated iteration becomes more natural when considering two variables xt, zt
indexed by a continuous time t > 0, that are continuously mixing and that take gradient steps at
random times. More precisely, let T1, T2, T3, . . . > 0 be random times such that T1, T2 − T1, T3 −
T2, . . . are independent identically distributed (i.i.d.), of law exponential with rate 1 (any constant rate
would do, we choose 1 to make the comparison with discrete time k straightforward). By convention,
we choose that our stochastic processes t 7→ xt, t 7→ zt are càdlàg almost surely, i.e., right continuous
with well-defined left-limits xt−, zt− (Definition 6 in Appendix C). Our dynamics are parametrized
by functions γt, γ′t, τt, τ

′
t , t > 0. At random times T1, T2, . . . , our sequences take gradient steps

xTk = xTk− − γTk∇f(xTk−) , (6)

zTk = zTk− − γ′Tk∇f(xTk−) . (7)
Because of the memoryless property of the exponential distribution, in a infinitesimal time interval
[t, t+ dt], the variables take gradients steps with probability dt, independently of the past. Between
these random times, the variables mix through a linear, translation-invariant, ordinary differential
equation (ODE)

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt , (8)

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt . (9)
Following the notation of stochastic calculus, we can write the process more compactly in terms of
the Poisson point measure dN(t) =

∑
k>1 δTk(dt), which has intensity the Lebesgue measure dt,

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt− γt∇f(xt)dN(t) , (10)

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt− γ′t∇f(xt)dN(t) . (11)

Before giving convergence guarantees for such processes, let us digress quickly on why we can
expect an iteration of this form to be mathematically appealing.

First, from a Markov chain indexed by a discrete time index k, one can associate the so-called
continuized Markov chain, indexed by a continuous time t, that makes transition with the same
Markov kernel, but at random times, with independent exponential time intervals [1]. Following this
terminology, we refer to our acceleration (10)-(11) as the continuized acceleration. The continuized
Markov chain is appreciated for its continuous time parameter t, while keeping many properties
of the original Markov chain; similarly the continuized acceleration is arguably simpler to analyze,
while performing similarly to Nesterov acceleration.

Second, it can also be compared with coordinate gradient descent methods, that are easier to analyze
when coordinates are selected randomly rather than in an ordered way [55]. Similarly, the continuized
acceleration is simpler to analyze because the gradient steps (6)-(7) and the mixing steps (8)-(9)
alternate randomly, due to the randomness of Tk, k > 0.

In analogy with Theorem 1, we give choices of parameters that lead to accelerated convergence rates,
in the convex case (1) and in the strongly convex case (2). Convergence is analyzed as a function
of t. As dN(t) is a Poisson point process with rate 1, t is the expected number of gradient steps
done by the algorithm. Thus t is analoguous to k in Theorem 1. In the theorem below, E denotes the
expectation with respect to the Poisson point process dN(t), the only source of randomness.
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Theorem 2 (Convergence of continuized Nesterov acceleration). The continuized Nesterov accelera-
tion satisfies the following two points.

1. Choose the parameters ηt = 2
t , η
′
t = 0, γt = 1

L , γ
′
t = t

2L . Then

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
2L‖z0 − x∗‖2

t2
.

2. Assume further that f is µ-strongly convex, µ > 0. Choose the constant parameters
ηt = η′t ≡

√
µ
L , γt ≡ 1

L , γ′t ≡ 1√
µL

. Then

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
(
f(x0)− f(x∗) +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2

)
exp

(
−
√
µ

L
t

)
.

We give an elementary sketch of proof in Appendix D.1 and a complete proof in Appendix D.2. Many
authors have proposed continuous-time versions of Nesterov acceleration using differential calculus,
see the numerous references in the introduction. For instance, in Su et al. [50], an ODE is obtained
from Nesterov acceleration by taking the joint asymptotic where the stepsizes vanish and the number
of iterates is rescaled. The resulting ODE must be discretized to be implemented; choosing the right
discretization is not straightforward as it introduces stability and approximation errors that must be
controlled [57, 49, 46].

On the contrary, our continuous time process (10)-(11) does not correspond to a limit where the
stepsizes vanish. However, in Appendix F, we check that the random continuized acceleration has the
same deterministic ODE scaling limit as Nesterov acceleration. This sanity check emphasizes that
the continuized acceleration is fundamentally different from previous continuous-time equivalents.
Remark 1. A similar Markovian structure can be obtained in a discrete setting by flipping i.i.d. coins
to trigger gradient steps. By denoting p > 0 the probability to trigger a gradient step when flipping
a coin, (i) p = 1 gives the classical setting, and (ii) p → 0 while renormalizing time gives our
continuized framework. In fact, this setting with updates triggered randomly is an interpolation
between the classical and continuized frameworks, and consists in replacing exponential random
variables by geometric random variables of parameter p for the waiting-time between updates. We
thus believe the convergence guarantees described here and in the following can be adapted for this
discrete scheme.

4 Discrete implementation of the continuized acceleration with random
parameters

In this section, we show that the continuized acceleration can be implemented exactly as a discrete
algorithm. This contrasts with the discretization of ODEs that introduces discretization errors; here,
we compute exactly

x̃k := xTk , ỹk := xTk+1− , z̃k := zTk ,

with the convention that T0 = 0. The three sequences x̃k, ỹk, z̃k, k > 0, satisfy a recurrence relation
of the same structure as Nesterov acceleration, but with random weights. The resulting randomized
discrete algorithm satisfies performance guarantees similar to those of Nesterov acceleration.
Theorem 3 (Discrete version of continuized acceleration). For any stochastic process of the form
(10)-(11), we have

ỹk = x̃k + τk(z̃k − x̃k) , (12)
x̃k+1 = ỹk − γ̃k∇f(ỹk) , (13)

z̃k+1 = z̃k + τ ′k(ỹk − z̃k)− γ̃′k∇f(ỹk) , (14)

for some random parameters τk, τ ′k, γ̃k, γ̃
′
k (that are functions of Tk, Tk+1, ηt, η

′
t, γt, γ

′
t).

1. For the parameters of Theorem 2.(1), τk = 1−
(

Tk
Tk+1

)2

, τ ′k = 0, γ̃k = 1
L , and γ̃′k = Tk

2L .
Then

E
[
T 2
k (f(x̃k)− f(x∗))

]
6 2L‖z0 − x∗‖2 .
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2. For the parameters of Theorem 2.(2), τk = 1
2

(
1− exp

(
−2
√

µ
L (Tk+1 − Tk)

))
,

τ ′k = tanh
(√

µ
L (Tk+1 − Tk)

)
, γ̃k = 1

L , and γ̃′k = 1√
µL

. Then

E
[
exp

(√
µ

L
Tk

)
(f(x̃k)− f(x∗))

]
6 f(x0)− f(x∗) +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2 .

The law of Tk is well known: it is the sum of k i.i.d. random variables of law exponential with
rate 1; this is called an Erlang or Gamma distribution with shape parameter k and rate 1. One can use
well-known properties of this law, such as its concentration around its expectation ETk = k, to derive
corollaries of the bounds above. The performance guarantees are proved in Appendix D.2, and the
formula for the discretization is studied in E. In Appendix A.1, we provide simulations confirming
that this discrete random algorithm has a performance similar to Nesterov’s original acceleration.

5 Continuized Nesterov acceleration of stochastic gradient descent

We now investigate the design of continuized accelerations of stochastic gradient descent. We assume
that we do not have direct access to the gradient ∇f(x) but to a random estimate ∇f(x, ξ), where
ξ ∈ Ξ is random of law P . In the continuized framework, the randomness of the stochastic gradient
and its time mix in a particularly convenient way. For similar reasons, Latz studied stochastic gradient
descent as a gradient flow on a random function that is regenerated at a Poisson rate [35]. However,
this approach has the same shortcomings as the other approaches based on gradient flows: the
subsequent discretization introduces non-trivial errors. We avoid this problem here.

We keep the algorithms of the same form, replacing gradients by stochastic gradients. Let ξ1, ξ2, . . .
be i.i.d. random variables of law P . We take stochastic gradient steps at the random times T1, T2, . . . ,

xTk = xTk− − γTk∇f(xTk−, ξk) ,

zTk = zTk− − γ′Tk∇f(xTk−, ξk) .

Between these random times, the variables mix through the same ODE

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt ,
dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt .

This can be written more compactly in terms of the Poisson point measure dN(t, ξ) =∑
k>1 δ(Tk,ξk)(dt,dξ) on R>0 × Ξ, which has intensity dt⊗ P ,

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt− γt
∫

Ξ

∇f(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ) , (15)

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt− γ′t
∫

Ξ

∇f(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ) . (16)

Here, the discussion depends on the properties satisfied by the stochastic gradients ∇f(x, ξ). In
Appendix B, we study the so-called additive noise case. We show that the continuized acceleration
satisfies perturbed convergence rates with the same choices of parameters as in Theorem 2. We thus
show some robustness of the above acceleration to additive noise. Instead, in this section, we focus
on the so-called pure multiplicative noise case, as it is crucial for the study of asynchronous gossip
that follows. In this setting, parameters need to be chosen differently for our proof technique to work.
A continuized acceleration is still possible, depending on the statistical condition number.

We now focus on functions f is of the following form, typical to least-squares supervised learning:

∀x ∈ Rd, f(x) = E(a,b)∼P

[
1

2
(b− 〈x, a〉)2

]
, (17)

where ξ = (a, b) ∈ Rd × R is random of law P . We assume that our stochastic first order oracle is
the gradient of one realization of the expectation, namely,

∇f(x, ξ) = −(b− 〈x, a〉)a , ξ = (a, b) .

We investigate noiseless—or purely multiplicative—stochastic gradients, in the sense that almost
surely, for ξ = (a, b) ∼ P:

b = 〈x∗, a〉, so that ∇f(x∗, ξ) = 0 . (18)
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Noiseless stochastic gradients are relevant in several situations, such as coordinate gradient descent
with randomly sampled coordinates [51, 44, 55] (where ∇f(x, ξ) = m〈∇f(x), ei〉ei with i uni-
formly random in {1, . . . , d}), over-parameterized regime for least squares regression [52], function
interpolation and gossip algorithms [8].

For a symmetric non-negative matrix A and a vector x, we denote ‖x‖2A = x>Ax. Let H = E[aa>]
be the Hessian of f . Let R2 be the smallest positive real number such that:

E
[
‖a‖2aa>

]
4 R2H . (19)

Further, similarly to Jain et al. [30], we define the statistical condition number of the problem as the
smallest κ̃ > 0 such that:

E
[
‖a‖2H−1aa

>
]
4 κ̃H . (20)

Theorem 4 (Continuized acceleration with pure multiplicative noise). Assume that (18), (19) and (20)
hold true. Then the continuized acceleration satisfies the following.

1. Choose the parameters ηt = 2
t , η
′
t = 0, γt = 1

R2 , γ
′
t = t

2R2κ̃ . Then

1

2
E‖xt − x∗‖2 6

R2κ̃‖z0 − x∗‖2H−1

t2
.

2. Assume further that f is µ-strongly convex, i.e., all eigenvalues of H are greater or equal
to µ, where µ > 0. The condition number of f is then defined as κ = R2/µ. For the
parameters ηt = η′t = 1√

κκ̃
, γt = 1

R2 and γ′t = 1
R2

√
κ
κ̃ , we have:

1

2
E‖xt − x∗‖2 6

(
1

2
‖x0 − x∗‖2 +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2H−1

)
exp

(
− t√

κκ̃

)
.

In the strongly convex case, the benefits of this acceleration are similar to those of Jain et al. [30]
with classical discrete iterates: while stochastic gradient descent with stepsize 1/R2 is easily shown
to achieve an exponential rate of convergence 1/κ, the acceleration enjoys a rate of convergence of
1/
√
κκ̃. Note that from the definitions, κ̃ 6 κ, thus the acceleration performs as least as well as

the naive algorithm. However, depending on the distribution of a, the improvement might either be
significant or null. We refer the reader to the rich discussion in Jain et al. [30] which provides insights
on the interpretation of κ̃ and on the possibility to accelerate. Below, we provide a complementary
perspective on the statistical condition number in the context of gossip algorithms, where it can be
interpreted in terms of effective resistances of graphs.

Albeit more restrictive in terms of assumptions, our analysis is much simpler than that of Jain et al.
[30], as it relies on a standard Lyapunov function, similar to that of the continuized acceleration
(Theorem 2). In Appendix G, we use the same analysis framework to prove convergence of accelerated
coordinate descent, which is another noiseless stochastic method.

6 Accelerating Randomized Gossip

The continuized framework allows designing accelerated decentralized algorithms requiring syn-
chronized clocks, but no synchronization of the communications. In this section, we illustrate this
statement in the simple case of gossip algorithms; the more general case of decentralized optimization
is discussed in the next section.

Let G = (V, E) a connected graph representing a communication network of agents. Each agent
v ∈ V is assigned a real number x0(v) ∈ R. The goal of the averaging (or gossip) problem is to design
an iterative procedure allowing each agent of the network to know the average x̄ = 1

m

∑
v∈V x0(v)

using only local communications, i.e., communications between adjacent agents in the network.

We formalize the communication model of randomized gossip [11]. Time t is indexed continuously
in R>0. We generate a Poisson point measure dN(t, e) =

∑
k>1 δ(Tk,{vk,wk}) with intensity measure

dt⊗P , where dt is the Lebesgue measure on R>0 and P = (P{v,w}){v,w}∈E is a probability measure
on the set E of edges. For k > 0, Tk is a time at which edge {vk, wk} is activated: adjacent nodes vk
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and wk can communicate and perform a pairwise update. The Poisson point measure assumption
implies that edges are activated independently of one another and from the past: the activation times
of edge {v, w} form a Poisson point process of intensity P{v,w}.
To solve the gossip problem, Boyd et al. [11] proposed the following naive strategy: each agent v ∈ V
keeps a local estimate xt(v) of the average and, upon activation of edge {vk, wk} at time Tk ∈ R>0,
the activated nodes vk, wk average their current estimates

xTk(vk), xTk(wk) ←− xTk−(vk) + xTk−(wk)

2
.

In this section, we accelerate this naive procedure. Our strategy is to apply Section 5 as follows.
Consider the energy function

f(x) =
∑

{v,w}∈E

P{v,w}
2

(x(v)− x(w))2 , x = (x(v))v∈V . (21)

This function is convex, smooth, and writes in the form (17):

f(x) = E{v,w}∼P
[

1

2

〈
x, a{v,w}

〉2]
, (22)

where a{v,w} = ev − ew and (ev)v∈V forms the canonical basis of RV . As in Section 5, a stochastic
gradient of f is obtained by taking the gradient of one realization of the expectation, namely:

∇f(x, {v, w}) = 〈x, a{v,w}〉a{v,w} =


x(v)− x(w) at coordinate v,
x(w)− x(v) at coordinate w,
0 at all other coordinates.

(23)

As a consequence, a stochastic gradient step with stepsize 1/2 corresponds to a local averaging
alongside edge {v, w}, where {v, w} ∼ P . More generally, the randomized gossip algorithm as
described by Boyd et al. [11] is the stochastic gradient descent:

dxt = −1

2

∫
R>0×E

∇f(xt, {v, w})dN(t, {v, w}) . (24)

Using Section 5, we can accelerate this algorithm if we know the strong convexity parameter of f and
the constants R2 and κ̃ as defined in (19) and (20) respectively. These constants can be intepreted as
graph-related quantities here.

Definition 1 (Graph-related quantities). The Laplacian matrix L ∈ RV×V of graph G with
weights (P{v,w}){v,w}∈E on the edges is the matrix with entries Lv,w = −P{v,w} if {v, w} ∈ E ,
Lv,v =

∑
w∼v P{v,w}, and Lv,w = 0 if {v, w} /∈ E . We denote µgossip the second small-

est eigenvalue of L, corresponding to its smallest positive eigenvalue. For {v, w} ∈ E , let
Reff(v, w) = (e(v) − e(w))>L−1(e(v) − e(w)) be the effective resistance of edge {v, w}, and
Rmax = max{v,w}∈E Reff(v, w) be the maximal resistance in the graph.

The function f is quadratic with Hessian L, and strongly convex with parameter µgossip on the
hyperplane F = {x ∈ RV :

∑
v∈V x(v) = x̄}; hence we use the (perhaps abusive) notation µgossip

throughout. Moreover, the conditions (19) and (20) are satisfied with R2 = 2, κ̃ = Rmax.

These parameters being given, the accelerated stochastic gradient descent updates (15)-(16) can be
instantiated as follows. Each agent v ∈ V keeps two local estimates xt(v), zt(v) of x̄, initialized at
x0(v). Upon activation of edge {vk, wk} at time Tk,

xTk(vk) = xTk(wk) =
xTk−(vk) + xTk−(wk)

2
,

zTk(vk) = zTk−(vk) +
1√

2µgossipRmax

(xTk−(wk)− xTk−(vk)) ,

zTk(wk) = zTk−(wk) +
1√

2µgossipRmax

(xTk−(vk)− xTk−(wk)) .

8



Between these updates, xt(v) and zt(v) locally mix at all nodes v ∈ V , according to the coupled
ODE:

dxt(v) =

√
2µgossip

Rmax
(zt(v)− xt(v))dt,

dzt(v) =

√
2µgossip

Rmax
(xt(v)− zt(v))dt.

This algorithm is asynchronous in the sense that it does not require global synchronous operations: the
mixing of local variables does not require any synchronization since parameter t ∈ R>0 is available
at all nodes independently from the number of past updates, while a local pairwise update between
adjacent nodes v and w only requires a local synchronization.
Theorem 5 (Accelerated randomized gossip). Let (xt(v))v∈V,t>0 be generated with accelerated
randomized gossip. For any t ∈ R>0:

∑
v∈V

1

2
E
[(
xt(v)− x̄

)2]
6 2

(∑
v∈V

1

2

(
x0(v)− x̄

)2)
exp

(
−
√
µgossip

2Rmax
t

)
.

Let θARG =
√

µgossip

2Rmax
be the rate of convergence of accelerated randomized gossip, and θRG =

µgossip be the rate of convergence of randomized gossip [11]. We have θARG > θRG/
√

2. Let us
exhibit scenarios over which accelerated randomized gossip gains several orders of magnitude. Denot-
ing Pmin = min{v,w}∈E P{v,w}, Ellens et al. [22] ensures that for {v, w} ∈ E , PminReff(v, w) 6 1,
so that Rmax 6 P−1

min.
Corollary 1 (Comparison with randomized gossip). Accelerated randomized gossip achieves a rate
satisfying: √

θRGPmin

2
6 θARG.

Assume furthermore that there exist some constants c > 0 such that for all {v, w} ∈ E , P{v,w} 6
cPmin and dv + dw 6 2d. Then, with C = 1/

√
2cd:

C

√
θRG

|V|
6 θARG.

Assume now for simplicity that the Poisson intensities P{v,w} are all equal to 1/|E|. Denoting
|V| = m, on the cyclic and the line graph, this gives us θARG = Ω(1/m2) while θRG � 1/m3. On
a d-dimensional grid, we have θARG = Ω(1/m1+1/d) and θRG � 1/m1+2/d. However, on graphs
with unbounded degrees, no improvements are observed, as illustrated in Figure 2, Appendix A.2. In
the case of the complete graph, this is expected since at least θ−1

RG � m communications are needed
to compute the average. We thus recover the same rates as Dimakis et al. [20] for the graphs they
study, but generalized to any network.

7 Accelerating Asynchronous Decentralized Optimization

Our continuized framework for accelerating randomized gossip can be extended to the more general
problem of decentralized optimization: each node v in the network G previously defined holds a
function fv : Rd → R, µ-strongly convex and L-smooth. Nodes of the network collaborate to solve:

min
x∈Rd

{
f(x) =

1

|V|
∑
v∈V

fv(x)

}
. (25)

As in gossip averaging, only local communications are allowed. Quantities related to fv can only be
computed at node v. In the case of empirical risk minimization, fv represents the empirical risk related
to node v’s local data. Setting fv(x) = 1

2‖x− x0(v)‖2 leads to the averaging problem previously
described. Similarly to Section 6, time is indexed continuously by t in R>0, and communications are

9



ruled by the same Poisson point measure dN(t, e) =
∑
k>1 δ(Tk,{vk,wk}) on R>0 × E . Yet, we no

longer assume (as in Theorem 4) that the function f is quadratic. Instead, we write a dual formulation
of Problem (25) and minimize it using a continuized version of accelerated coordinate descent [45]
that we present in Appendix G. This leads to an accelerated decentralized algorithm to solve (25).
Our algorithm mimics the behavior of accelerated randomized gossip: a node possesses two local
parameters that mix continuously through a time-independent ODE. At time Tk, adjacent nodes vk
and wk use their local function in order to compute gradient conjugates ∇f∗v (x(v)),∇f∗w(x(w)).
Since the local functions are not simple quadratics anymore, the stochastic gradients ∇f(x, {v, w})
from Equation (26) are replaced by terms proportional to:

G(y, {v, w}) =


∇f∗v (y(v))−∇f∗w(y(w)) at coordinate v,
−∇f∗v (y(v))−∇f∗w(y(w)) at coordinate w,
0 at all other coordinates.

(26)

Due to lack of space, we describe the iterations more in details in Appendix H, together with a
relevant choice of parameters. The crucial point is that, similarly to the gossip averaging case, we do
not require nodes to be aware of a global iteration counter. Yet, we still obtain the same convergence
rate as [25], as provided by the following theorem. The same approach can be used to “continuize”
other accelerated randomized gossip algorithms for decentralized optimization, such as ADFS [26].
Theorem 6 (Accelerated asynchronous decentralized optimization). For (xt(v))v∈V =
(∇f∗v (zt(v)))v∈V generated by the accelerated coordinate descent on the dual of Problem (25):∑

v∈V

1

2
E
[
‖xt(v)− x∗‖2

]
6 C

(∑
v∈V

1

2
‖x0(v)− x∗‖2

)
exp

(
−θ
′
ARG√
κ
t

)
,

where κ = µ/L is an upper bound on the condition number of f , C is a constant that depends on the
graph and κ, and θ′ARG is the rate of convergence of accelerated randomized gossip on the graph G
as defined in Theorem 5 but with graph resistances are defined in a different way (see Theorem 10).

8 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced a continuized version of Nesterov’s accelerated gradients. In a nutshell,
the method has two sequences of iterates which take gradient steps at random times. In between
gradient steps, the two sequences mix following a simple ordinary differential equation, whose
parameters are picked to ensure good convergence properties of the method.

As compared to other continuous time models of Nesterov acceleration, a key feature of this approach
is that the method can be implemented without any approximation, as the differential equation
governing the mixing procedure has a simple analytical solution. A discretization of the continuized
method corresponds to an accelerated gradient method with random parameters.

Continuization strategies were introduced in the context of Markov chains [1]. Here, they allow using
acceleration mechanisms in asynchronous distributed optimization, where usually agents are not
aware of the total number of iterations taken so far. This is showcased in the context of asynchronous
gossip algorithms.
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A Numerical Simulations

A.1 Simulations of the discretized continuized acceleration

100 101 102 103

k

10 8

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

f(x
k)

f(x
*)

Gradient descent
Nesterov acceleration
Continuized Nesterov acceleration

0 50 100 150 200
k

10 16

10 13

10 10

10 7

10 4

10 1

f(x
k)

f(x
*)

100 101 102 103

k

10 8

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

f(x
k)

f(x
*)

0 50 100 150 200
k

10 18

10 15

10 12

10 9

10 6

10 3

100

f(x
k)

f(x
*)

Figure 1: Comparison between gradient descent, Nesterov acceleration, and the continuized version
of Nesterov acceleration, on a convex function (left plots) and a strongly convex function (right
plots). For the continuized acceleration, which is randomized, the results shown in the above plots
correspond to a single run. In the plots below, the thick line represents the average performance
over N = 1000 runs of the continuized acceleration, while the thin lines represent the 5% and 95%
quantiles.

In Figure 1, we compare this continuized Nesterov acceleration (12)-(14) with the classical Nesterov
acceleration (3)-(5) and gradient descent. In the strongly convex case (right), we run the algorithms
with the parameters of Theorem 1.(2) and 3.(2) on the function

f(x1, x2, x3) =
µ

2
(x1 − 1)2 +

3µ

2
(x2 − 1)2 +

L

2
(x3 − 1)2 ,

with µ = 10−2 and L = 1. In the convex case, we run the algorithms with the parameters of Theorem
1.(1) and 3.(1) on the function

f(x1, . . . , x100) =
1

2

100∑
i=1

1

i2

(
xi −

1

i

)2

,

which has negligible strong convexity parameter. All iterations were initialized from x0 = z0 = 0.
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A.2 Simulation of Accelerated Randomized Gossip

(a) Line graph, 30 nodes (b) Line graph, 30 nodes

(c) 2D-Grid, 225 nodes (d) 2D-Grid, 225 nodes

(e) Complete graph, 10 nodes (f) Complete graph, 10 nodes

Figure 2: Comparison between randomized gossip [11] and accelerated randomized gossip from
Section 6, on 3 different graphs: line with 30 nodes, 2D-Grid with 225 nodes and complete graph
with 30 nodes. The probability P on the set of edges that determines at every activation which
edge is activated is uniform in all cases. Parameters of the algorithm are taken as in Theorem 5. In
all simulations, initialization was taken with a vector x0 such that x0(v) = 0 at all nodes, except
one where x0(v) = 1. Figures on the left represent one run of the algorithms. Figures on the right
represent the average performance (thick line) for N = 1000 runes with the same settings, and the
5% and 95% quantiles (thin lines). As expected, we observe acceleration one the line and the grid,
but no such phenomenon on the complete graph.

B Robustness of the continuized Nesterov acceleration to additive noise

In this section, we study the continuized acceleration (15)-(16) under stochastic gradients. We assume
that our gradient estimates are unbiased, i.e.,

∀x ∈ Rd , Eξ∇f(x, ξ) = ∇f(x) , (27)
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and has a uniformly bounded variance, i.e., there exists σ2 > 0 such that

∀x ∈ Rd , Eξ ‖∇f(x, ξ)−∇f(x)‖2 6 σ2 . (28)

These assumptions typically hold in the additive noise model, where ∇f(x, ξ) = ∇f(x) + ξ, and
ξ ∈ Rd satisfies Eξ = 0, E‖ξ‖2 6 σ2. By an abuse of terminology, we say that our stochastic
gradients have “additive noise” when (27) and (28) hold.

We should emphasize that similar studies of Nesterov acceleration under additive noise has been done
[34, 27, 56, 17, 13, 6].
Theorem 7 (Continuized acceleration with additive noise). Assume that the stochastic gradients are
unbiased (27) and have a variance uniformly bounded by σ2 (28). Then the continuized acceleration
(15)-(16) satisfies the following.

1. For the parameters of Theorem 2.(1),

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
2L‖z0 − x∗‖2

t2
+ σ2 t

3L
.

2. Assume further that f is µ-strongly convex, µ > 0. For the parameters of Theorem 2.(2),

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
(
f(x0)− f(x∗) +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2

)
exp

(
−
√
µ

L
t

)
+ σ2 1√

µL
.

This theorem is proved in Appendix D.3.

In the above bounds, L is a parameter of the algorithm, that can be taken greater than the best known
smoothness constant of the function f . Increasing L reduces the stepsizes of the algorithm and
performs some variance reduction. If the bound σ2 on the variance is known, one can choose L
optimizing the above bounds in order to obtain algorithms that adapt to additive noise.

In Figure 3, we run the same simulations as in Figure 1, with two differences: (1) we add isotropic
Gaussian noise on the gradients, with covariance 10−4 Id, and (2) we initialized algorithms at the
optimum, i.e., x0 = z0 = x∗. Initializing at the optimum enables to isolate the effect of the additive
noise only. These simulations confirm Theorem 7: the noise term is (sub-)linearly increasing in the
convex case and constant in the strongly convex case.

Note that similarly to Theorem 3, one could obtain convergence bounds for the discrete implementa-
tion under the presence of additive noise.

C Stochastic calculus toolbox

In this appendix, we give a short introduction to the mathematical tools that we use in this paper. For
more details, the reader can consult the more rigorous monographs of Jacod and Shiryaev [29], Ikeda
and Watanabe [28], Le Gall [36].

C.1 Poisson point measures

We fix P a probability law on some space Ξ.
Definition 2. A (homogenous) Poisson point measure on R>0 × Ξ, with intensity ν(dt, dξ) =
dt⊗ dP(ξ), is a random measure N on R>0 × Ξ such that

• For any disjoint measurable subsetsA andB of R>0×Ξ,N(A) andN(B) are independent.

• For any measurable subset A of R>0 × Ξ, N(A) is a Poisson random variable with
parameter ν(A). (If ν(A) =∞, N(A) is equal to∞ almost surely.)

Proposition 1. Let N be a Poisson point measure on R>0 × Ξ with intensity dt⊗ dP(ξ).

There exists a decomposition dN(t, ξ) =
∑
k>1 δ(Tk,ξk)(dt,dξ) on R>0 × Ξ where 0 < T1 < T2 <

T3 < . . . and ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, · · · ∈ Ξ satisfy:

• T1, T2 − T1, T3 − T2, . . . are i.i.d. of law exponential with rate 1,
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Figure 3: Effect of additive noise on gradient descent, Nesterov acceleration, and the continuized
version of Nesterov acceleration, on a convex function (left) and a strongly convex function (right).
All algorithms are started from the optimum x∗. The results shown in the above plots correspond to a
single run. In the plots below, the thick line represents the average performance over N = 100 runs
of each algorithm, while the thin lines represent the 5% and 95% quantiles.

• ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, . . . are i.i.d. of law P and independent of the T1, T2, T3, . . . .

Definition 3. Let N be a Poisson point measure on R>0×Ξ with intensity dt⊗dP(ξ). The filtration
Ft, t > 0, generated by N is defined by the formula

Ft = σ (N([0, s]×A) , s 6 t, A ⊂ Ξ measurable) .

C.2 Martingales and supermartingales

Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space and Ft, t > 0, a filtration on this probability space.

Definition 4. A random process xt ∈ Rd, t > 0, is adapted if for all t > 0, xt is Ft-measurable.
An adapted process xt ∈ R, t > 0 is a martingale (resp. supermartingale) if for all 0 6 s 6 t,
E[xt| Fs] = xs (resp. E[xt| Fs] 6 xs).

Definition 5. A random variable T ∈ [0,∞] is a stopping time if for all t > 0, {T 6 t} ∈ Ft.
Definition 6. A function xt, t > 0, is said to be càdlàg if it is right continuous and for every t > 0,
the limit xt− := lims→t,s<t xs exists and is finite.

Theorem 8 (Martingale stopping theorem). Let xt, t > 0, be a martingale (resp. supermartingale)
with càdlàg trajectories and uniformly integrable. Let T be a stopping time. Then EXT = X0

(resp. EXT 6 X0).

C.3 Stochastic ordinary differential equation with Poisson jumps

The continuized processes are the composition of an ordinary differential equation and stochastic
Poisson jumps. It is thus a piecewise-deterministic Markov process [15, 16], a special case of
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stochastic models that do not include any diffusion term. The stochastic calculus of this class of
processes is particularly intuitive: there is no Ito correction term as with diffusive processes.

We fix P a probability law on some space Ξ, N a Poisson point measure on R>0 × Ξ with intensity
dt⊗ dP(ξ), and denote Ft, t > 0, the filtration generated by N .

Definition 7. Let b : Rd → Rd andG : Rd×Ξ→ Rd be two functions. An random process xt ∈ Rd,
t > 0, is said to be a solution of the equation

dxt = b(xt)dt+

∫
Ξ

G(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ)

if it is adapted, càdlàg, and for all t > 0,

xt = x0 +

∫ t

0

b(xs)ds+

∫
[0,t]×Ξ

G(xs−, ξ)dN(s, ξ) .

If we consider the decomposition dN(t, ξ) =
∑
k>1 δ(Tk,ξk)(dt,dξ) given by Proposition 1, then∫

[0,t]×Ξ

G(xs−, ξ)dN(s, ξ) =
∑
k>1

1{Tk6t}G(xTk−, ξk) .

Here, we consider only autonomous equations as b and G are a function of xt, but not of t. However,
there is no loss of generality, one can study time-dependent systems by studying the equation in the
variable (t, xt). This trick is used in Appendix D.

Proposition 2. Let xt ∈ Rd be a solution of

dxt = b(xt)dt+

∫
Ξ

G(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ)

and ϕ : Rd → R be a smooth function. Then

ϕ(xt) = ϕ(x0) +

∫ t

0

〈∇ϕ(xs), b(xs)〉ds+

∫
[0,t]×Ξ

(ϕ(xs− +G(xs−, ξ))− ϕ(xs−)) dN(s, ξ) .

Moreover, we have the decomposition∫
[0,t]×Ξ

(ϕ(xs− +G(xs−, ξ))− ϕ(xs−)) dN(s, ξ)

=

∫ t

0

∫
Ξ

(ϕ(xs +G(xs, ξ))− ϕ(xs)) dtdP(ξ) +Mt ,

where Mt =
∫

[0,t]×Ξ
(ϕ(xs− +G(xs−, ξ))− ϕ(xs−)) (dN(s, ξ)− dtdP(ξ)) is a martingale.

This proposition is an elementary calculus of variations formula: to compute the value of the
observable ϕ(xt), one must sum the effects of the continuous part and of the Poisson jumps. Moreover,
the integral with respect to the Poisson measure N becomes a martingale if the same integral with
respect to its intensity measure dt⊗ dP(ξ) is removed.

D Analysis of the continuized Nesterov acceleration

To encompass the proofs in the convex and in the strongly convex cases in a unified way, we assume
f is µ-strongly convex, µ > 0. If µ > 0, this corresponds to assuming the µ-strong convexity in the
usual sense; if µ = 0, it means that we only assume the function to be convex. In other words, the
proofs in the convex case can be obtained by taking µ = 0 below.

In this section, Ft, t > 0, is the filtration associated to the Poisson point measure N .

18



D.1 Sketch of proof for Theorem 2

A complete and rigorous proof is given in Appendix D.2. Here, we only provide the heuristic of the
main lines of the proof.

The proof is similar to the one of Nesterov acceleration: we prove that for some choices of parameters
ηt, η

′
t, γt, γ

′
t, t > 0, and for some functions At, Bt, t > 0,

φt = At (f(xt)− f(x∗)) +
Bt
2
‖zt − x∗‖2

is a supermartingale. In particular, this implies that Eφt is a Lyapunov function, i.e., a non-increasing
function of t.

To prove that φt is a supermartingale, it is sufficient to prove that for all infinitesimal time intervals
[t, t+ dt], Etφt+dt 6 φt, where Et denotes the conditional expectation knowing all the past of the
Poisson process up to time t. Thus we would like to compute the first order variation of Etφt+dt.
This implies computing the first order variation of Etf(xt+dt).

From (10), we see that f(xt) evolves for two reasons between t and t+ dt:

• xt follows the linear ODE (8), which results in the infinitesimal variation f(xt)→ f(xt) +
ηt〈∇f(xt), zt − xt〉dt, and

• with probability dt, xt takes a gradient step, which results in a macroscopic variation
f(xt)→ f (xt − γt∇f(xt)).

Combining both variations, we obtain that

Etf(xt+dt) ≈ f(xt) + ηt〈∇f(xt), zt − xt〉dt+ dt (f (xt − γt∇f(xt))− f(xt)) ,

where the dt in the second term corresponds to the probability that a gradient step happens; note that
the latter event is independent of the past up to time t.

A similar computation can be done for Et‖zt − x∗‖2. Putting things together, we obtain

Etφt+dt − φt ≈ dt

(
dAt
dt

(f(xt)− f(x∗)) +Atηt〈∇f(xt), zt − xt〉

−At (f(xt − γt∇f(xt))− f(xt)) +
dBt
dt

1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2

+Btη
′
t〈zt − x∗, xt − zt〉+

Bt
2

(
‖zt − γ′t∇f(xt)− x∗‖2 − ‖zt − x∗‖2

))
.

Using convexity and strong convexity inequalities, and a few computations, we obtain the following
upper bound:

Etφt+dt − φt . dt

((
dAt
dt
−Atηt

)
〈∇f(xt), xt − x∗〉+

(
dBt
dt
−Btη′t

)
1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2

+ (Atηt −Btγ′t)〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉+

(
Btη

′
t −

dAt
dt

µ

)
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2

+
(
Btγ

′2
t −Atγt (2− Lγt)

) 1

2
‖∇f(xt)‖2

)
.

We want this infinitesimal variation to be non-positive. Here, we choose the parameters so that
γt = 1/L, and all prefactors in the above expression are zero. This gives some constraints on the
choices of parameters. We show that only one degree of freedom is left: the choice of the function
At, that must satisfy the ODE

d2

dt2

(√
At

)
=

µ

4L

√
At ,

but whose initialization remains free. Once the initialization of the function At is chosen, this
determines the full function At and, through the constraints, all parameters of the algorithm. As φt is
a supermartingale (by design), a bound on the performance of the algorithm is given by

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
Eφt
At

6
φ0

At
.
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The results presented in Theorem 2 correspond to one special choice of initialization for the func-
tion At.

In this sketch of proof, our derivation of the infinitesimal variation is intuitive and elementary;
however it can be made more rigorous and concise—albeit more technical—using classical results
from stochastic calculus, namely Proposition 2. This is our approach in Appendix D.2.

D.2 Noiseless case: proofs of Theorem 2 and of the bounds of Theorem 3

In this section, we analyze the convergence of the continuized iteration (10)-(11), that we recall for
the reader’s convenience:

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt− γt∇f(xt)dN(t) ,

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt− γ′t∇f(xt)dN(t) .

The choices of parameters ηt, η′t, γt, γ
′
t, t > 0, and the corresponding convergence bounds follow

naturally from the analysis. We seek sufficient conditions under which the function

φt = At (f(xt)− f∗) +
Bt
2
‖zt − x∗‖2

is a supermartingale.

The process x̄t = (t, xt, zt) satisfies the equation

dx̄t = b(x̄t)dt+G(x̄t)dN(t) , b(x̄t) =

(
1

ηt(zt − xt)
η′t(xt − zt)

)
, G(x̄t) =

(
0

−γt∇f(xt)
−γ′t∇f(xt)

)
.

We thus apply Proposition 2 to φt = ϕ(x̄t) = ϕ(t, xt, zt) where

ϕ(t, x, z) = At (f(x)− f(x∗)) +
Bt
2
‖z − x∗‖2 ,

we obtain:

φt = φ0 +

∫ t

0

〈∇ϕ(x̄s), b(x̄s)〉ds+

∫ t

0

(ϕ(x̄s +G(x̄s))− ϕ(x̄s)) ds+Mt ,

where Mt is a martingale. Thus, to show that ϕt is a supermartingale, it is sufficient to show that the
map t 7→

∫ t
0
〈∇ϕ(x̄s), b(x̄s)〉ds+

∫ t
0

(ϕ(x̄s +G(x̄s))− ϕ(x̄s))) ds is non-increasing almost surely,
i.e.,

It := 〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉+ ϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t))− ϕ(x̄t) 6 0 .

We now compute

〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉 = ∂tϕ(x̄t) + 〈∂xϕ(x̄t), ηt(zt − xt)〉+ 〈∂zϕ(x̄t), η
′
t(xt − zt)〉

=
dAt
dt

(f(xt)− f(x∗)) +
dBt
dt

1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2 +Atηt〈∇f(xt), zt − xt〉

+Btη
′
t〈zt − x∗, xt − zt〉 .

Here, we use that as f is µ-strongly convex,

f(xt)− f(x∗) 6 〈∇f(xt), xt − x∗〉 −
µ

2
‖xt − x∗‖2 ,

and the simple bound

〈zt − x∗, xt − zt〉 = 〈zt − x∗, xt − x∗〉 − ‖zt − x∗‖2 6 ‖zt − x∗‖‖xt − x∗‖ − ‖zt − x∗‖2

6
1

2

(
‖zt − x∗‖2 + ‖xt − x∗‖2

)
− ‖zt − x∗‖2 =

1

2

(
‖xt − x∗‖2 − ‖zt − x∗‖2

)
.

This gives

〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉 6
(

dAt
dt
−Atηt

)
〈∇f(xt), xt − x∗〉+

(
Btη

′
t −

dAt
dt

µ

)
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2 (29)

+

(
dBt
dt
−Btη′t

)
1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2 +Atηt〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉 . (30)
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Further,

ϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t))− ϕ(x̄t) = At (f(xt − γt∇f(xt))− f(xt))

+
Bt
2

(
‖(zt − x∗)− γ′t∇f(xt)‖2 − ‖zt − x∗‖2

)
.

As f is L-smooth,

f(xt − γt∇f(xt))− f(xt) 6 〈∇f(xt),−γt∇f(xt)〉+
L

2
‖γt∇f(xt)‖2

= −γt (2− Lγt)
1

2
‖∇f(xt)‖2 .

This gives

ϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t))− ϕ(x̄t) 6
(
Btγ

′2
t −Atγt (2− Lγt)

) 1

2
‖∇f(xt)‖2 −Btγ′t〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉 .

(31)

Finally, combining (29)-(30) with (31), we obtain

It 6

(
dAt
dt
−Atηt

)
〈∇f(xt), xt − x∗〉+

(
dBt
dt
−Btη′t

)
1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2 (32)

+ (Atηt −Btγ′t)〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉+

(
Btη

′
t −

dAt
dt

µ

)
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2 (33)

+
(
Btγ

′2
t −Atγt (2− Lγt)

) 1

2
‖∇f(xt)‖2 . (34)

Remember that It 6 0 is a sufficient condition for φt to be a supermartingale. Here, we choose the
parameters ηt, η′t, γt, γ

′
t, t > 0, so that all prefactors are 0. We start by taking γt ≡ 1

L (other choices
γt <

2
L could be possible but would give similar results) and we want to satisfy

dAt
dt

= Atηt ,
dBt
dt

= Btη
′
t Atηt = Btγ

′
t , Btη

′
t =

dAt
dt

µ , Btγ
′2
t =

At
L
.

To satisfy the last equation, we choose

γ′t =

√
At
LBt

. (35)

To satisfy the third equation, we choose

ηt =
Btγ

′
t

At
=

√
2Bt
LAt

. (36)

To satisfy the fourth equation, we choose

η′t =
dAt
dt

µ

Bt
=
Atηtµ

Bt
= µ

√
At
LBt

. (37)

Having now all parameters ηt, η′t, γt, γ
′
t constrained, we now have that φt is Lyapunov if

dAt
dt

= Atηt =

√
AtBt
L

,
dBt
dt

= Btη
′
t = µ

√
AtBt
L

.

This only leaves the choice of the initialization (A0, B0) as free: both the algorithm and the Lyapunov
depend on it. (Actually, only the relative value A0/B0 matters.) Instead of solving the above system
of two coupled non-linear ODEs, it is convenient to turn them into a single second-order linear ODE:

d

dt

(√
At

)
=

1

2
√
At

dAt
dt

=
1

2

√
Bt
L
,

d

dt

(√
Bt

)
=

1

2
√
Bt

dBt
dt

=
µ

2

√
At
L
. (38)

This can also be restated as

d2

dt2

(√
At

)
=

µ

4L

√
At ,

√
Bt = 2

√
L

d

dt

(√
At

)
. (39)

21



D.2.1 Proof of the first part (convex case)

We now assume µ = 0, and we choose the solution such that A0 = 0 and B0 = 1. From (38), we
have d

dt

(√
Bt
)

= 0, thus Bt ≡ 1, and d
dt

(√
At
)

= 1
2
√
L

, thus
√
At = t

2
√
L

. The parameters of the
algorithm are given by (35)-(37): ηt = 2

t , η′t = 0, γ′t = t
2L (and we had chosen γt = 1

L ).

From the fact that φt is a supermartingale, we obtain that the associated algorithm satisfies

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
Eφt
At

6
φ0

At
=

2L‖z0 − x∗‖2

t2
.

This proves the first part of Theorem 2.

Further, one can apply martingale stopping Theorem 8 to the supermartingale φt with the stopping
time Tk to obtain

E [ATk (f(x̃k)− f(x∗))] = E [ATk (f(xTk)− f(x∗))] 6 EφTk 6 φ0 = ‖z0 − x∗‖2 .
This proves the formula of Theorem 3.1.

D.2.2 Proof of the second part (strongly convex case)

We now assume µ > 0. We consider the solution of (39) that is exponential:√
At =

√
A0 exp

(
1

2

√
µ

L
t

)
,

√
Bt =

√
A0
√
µ exp

(
1

2

√
µ

L
t

)
.

The parameters of the algorithm are given by (35)-(37): ηt = η′t =
√

µ
L , γ′t = 1√

µL
(and we had

chosen γt = 1
L ).

From the fact that φt is a supermartingale, we obtain that the associated algorithm satisfies

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
Eφt
At

6
φ0

At
=
A0(f(x0)− f(x∗)) +A0

µ
2 ‖z0 − x∗‖2

At

=
(
f(x0)− f(x∗) +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2

)
exp

(
−
√
µ

L
t

)
.

This proves the second part of Theorem 2. Similarly to above, one can also apply the martingale
stopping theorem to prove the formula of Theorem 3.2.
Remark 2. In the above derivation, in both the convex and strongly convex cases, we choose a
particular solution of (39), while several solutions are possible. In the convex case, we make the
choice A0 = 0 to have a succinct bound that does not depend on f(x0)− f(x∗). More importantly,
in the strongly convex case, we choose the solution that satisfies the relation

√
µ
√
At =

√
Bt, which

implies that ηt, η′t, γ
′
t, are constant functions of t, and ηt = η′t. These conditions help solving in

closed form the continuous part of the process

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt ,
dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt ,

which is crucial if we want to have a discrete implementation of our method (for more details, see
Theorem 3 and its proof). However, in the strongly convex case, considering other solutions would be
interesting, for instance to have an algorithm converging to the convex one as µ→ 0.

D.3 With additive noise: proof of Theorem 7

The proof of this theorem is along the same lines as the proof of Theorem 2 above. Here, we only
give the major differences.

We analyze the convergence of the continuized stochastic iteration (15)-(16), that we recall for the
reader’s convenience:

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt− γt
∫

Ξ

∇f(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ) ,

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt− γ′t
∫

Ξ

∇f(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ) .
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In this setting, we loose the property that

φt = At (f(xt)− f∗) +
Bt
2
‖zt − x∗‖2

is a supermartingale. However, we bound the increase of φt.

The process x̄t = (t, xt, zt) satisfies the equation

dx̄t = b(x̄t)dt+

∫
Ξ

G(x̄t, ξ)dN(t, ξ), b(x̄t) =

(
1

ηt(zt − xt)
η′t(xt − zt)

)
, G(x̄t, ξ) =

(
0

−γt∇f(xt, ξ)
−γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)

)
.

We apply Proposition 2 to φt = ϕ(x̄t) = ϕ(t, xt, zt) and obtain

φt = φ0 +

∫ t

0

Isds+Mt , (40)

where Mt is a martingale and

It = 〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉+ Eξϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t, ξ))− ϕ(x̄t) .

The computation of the first term remains the same: the inequality (29)-(30) holds. The computation
of the second term becomes

Eξϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t, ξ))− ϕ(x̄t) = At (Eξf(xt − γt∇f(xt, ξ))− f(xt))

+
Bt
2

(
Eξ‖(zt − x∗)− γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)‖2 − ‖zt − x∗‖2

)
.

As f is L-smooth,

f(xt − γt∇f(xt, ξ))− f(xt) 6 〈∇f(xt),−γt∇f(xt, ξ)〉+
L

2
‖γt∇f(xt, ξ)‖2 ,

Eξf(xt − γt∇f(xt, ξ))− f(xt) 6 〈∇f(xt),−γtEξ∇f(xt, ξ)〉+
L

2
Eξ‖γt∇f(xt, ξ)‖2 .

By assumptions (27) and (28), the stochastic gradient ∇f(x, ξ) is unbiased and has a variance
bounded by σ2, which implies Eξ‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2 6 ‖∇f(xt)‖2 + σ2. Thus

Eξf(xt − γt∇f(xt, ξ))− f(xt) 6 −γt (2− Lγt)
1

2
‖∇f(xt)‖2 + σ2Lγ

2
t

2
.

Similarly,

Eξ‖(zt − x∗)− γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)‖2 − ‖zt − x∗‖2 = −2γ′t〈Eξ∇f(xt, ξ), zt − x∗〉+ γ′2t Eξ‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2

6 −2γ′t〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉+ γ′2t ‖∇f(xt)‖2 + σ2γ′2t .

This gives

ϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t))− ϕ(x̄t) 6
(
Btγ

′2
t −Atγt (2− Lγt)

) 1

2
‖∇f(xt)‖2 −Btγ′t〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉

+
σ2

2

(
AtLγ

2
t +Btγ

′2
t

)
.

Combining the bounds, we obtain

It 6

(
dAt
dt
−Atηt

)
〈∇f(xt), xt − x∗〉+

(
dBt
dt
−Btη′t

)
1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2

+ (Atηt −Btγ′t)〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉+

(
Btη

′
t −

dAt
dt

µ

)
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2

+
(
Btγ

′2
t −Atγt (2− Lγt)

) 1

2
‖∇f(xt)‖2 +

σ2

2

(
AtLγ

2
t +Btγ

′2
t

)
,

which is an additive perturbation of the bound (32)-(34) in the noiseless case, with a perturbation
proportional to σ2. The choices of parameters of Theorem 2 cancel all first five prefactors, and satisfy
γt = 1

L , AtLγ2
t = Btγ

′2
t . We thus obtain

It 6 σ2At
L
.
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This bound controls the increase of φt. Using the decomposition (50), we obtain

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
Eφt
At

6
φ0

At
+

∫ t
0
EIsds
At

6
A0(f(x0)− f(x∗)) +B0‖z0 − x∗‖2

At
+
σ2

L

∫ t
0
Asds

At
.

D.3.1 Proof of the first part (convex case)

In this case, At = t2

2L and B0 = 1. Thus
∫ t

0
Asds = 1

2L
t3

3 . Thus

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
2L‖z0 − x∗‖2

t2
+ σ2 t

3L
.

D.3.2 Proof of the second part (strongly convex case)

In this case, At = A0 exp
(√

µ
L t
)

and B0 = A0
µ
2 . Thus

∫ t
0
Asds 6 A0

√
µ
L

−1
exp

(√
µ
L t
)

=√
L
µAt. Thus

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
(
f(x0)− f(x∗) +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2

)
exp

(
−
√
µ

L
t

)
+ σ2 1√

µL
.

D.4 With Pure Multiplicative Noise: Proof of Theorem 4

The proof of this theorem mimics the proof of Theorem 2, with a slightly different Lyapunov function.

We recall that in Section 5, the function f is of the form:

∀x ∈ Rd, f(x) = E
[

1

2
(〈a, x〉 − b)2

]
,

where ξ = (a, b) ∈ Rd × R is of law P . Thanks to the noiseless assumption, for H = E
[
aa>

]
, we

also have:
∀x ∈ Rd, f(x) =

1

2
‖x− x∗‖2H .

The Lyapunov function studied in the proof of Theorem 2 would then write as, for t ∈ R>0:

φt =
At
2
‖xt − x∗‖2H +

Bt
2
‖zt − x∗‖2.

An acceleration of stochastic gradient descent using this Lyapunov function has been done by Vaswani
et al. [52]. In order to have an analysis similar to Nesterov acceleration, the authors make a strong
growth condition, which is too strong for many stochastic gradient problems and for our application
to gossip algorithms. Instead, our analysis requires a bounded statistical condition number κ̃, and
performs a shift in terms of dependency over H: ‖x− x∗‖2H becomes ‖x− x∗‖2, and ‖zt − x∗‖2

becomes ‖zt − x∗‖2H−1 . The new Lyapunov function writes:

φt =
At
2
‖xt − x∗‖2 +

Bt
2
‖zt − x∗‖2H−1 .

As in Theorem 2, the proof consists in proving that for carefully chosen parameters, φt is a super-
matingale. The process x̄t = (t, xt, zt) satisfies the equation

dx̄t = b(x̄t)dt+

∫
Ξ

G(x̄t, ξ)dN(t, ξ), b(x̄t) =

(
1

ηt(zt − xt)
η′t(xt − zt)

)
, G(x̄t, ξ) =

(
0

−γt∇f(xt, ξ)
−γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)

)
.

We apply Proposition 2 to φt = ϕ(x̄t) = ϕ(t, xt, zt) and obtain:

φt = φ0 +

∫ t

0

Isds+Mt ,
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where Mt is a martingale and

It = 〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉+ Eξϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t, ξ))− ϕ(x̄t) .

Since the Lyapunov function is not the same, we need to explicit here each term. The first term writes:

〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉 =
1

2

dAt
dt
‖xt − x∗‖2 +

1

2

dBt
dt
‖zt − x∗‖2H−1

+Atηt〈xt − x∗, zt − xt〉+Btη
′
t〈H−1(zt − x∗), xt − zt〉.

Mimicking the proof of Theorem 2, we write
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2 6 ‖xt − x∗‖2 −

µ

2
‖xt − x∗‖2H−1 ,

and

〈H−1(zt − x∗), xt − zt〉 = 〈zt − x∗, xt − x∗〉H−1 − ‖zt − x∗‖2H−1

6
1

2

(
‖xt − x∗‖2H−1 − ‖zt − x∗‖2H−1

)
.

Hence:

〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉 6
dAt
dt
‖xt − x∗‖2 +

(
Btη

′
t −

dAt
dt

µ

)
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2H−1

+

(
dBt
dt
−Btη′t

)
1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2H−1 +Atηt〈xt − x∗, zt − xt〉 .

Further,

ϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t))− ϕ(x̄t) =
At
2

(
‖xt − γt∇f(xt, ξ)− x∗‖2 − ‖xt − x∗‖2

)
+
Bt
2

(
‖(zt − x∗)− γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)‖2H−1 − ‖zt − x∗‖2H−1

)
.

Then, expanding and taking expectation over ξ of the first term:

Eξ
[

1

2
‖xt − γt∇f(xt, ξ)− x∗‖2 −

1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2

]
=
γ2
t

2
Eξ
[
‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2

]
− γt〈H(xt − x∗), xt − x∗〉

6

(
R2γ2

t

2
− γt

)
‖xt − x∗‖2H ,

where we used the definition of R2 in Equation (19):

Eξ
[
‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2

]
= (xt − x∗)>E

[
aa>aa>

]
(xt − x∗)

= (xt − x∗)>E
[
‖a‖2aa>

]
(xt − x∗)

6 R2(xt − x∗)>H(xt − x∗).
The second term writes:

1

2
Eξ
[
‖(zt − x∗)− γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)‖2H−1 − ‖zt − x∗‖2H−1

]
=
γ′t

2

2
Eξ
[
‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2H−1

]
− γ′t〈xt − x∗, zt − x∗〉

6
κ̃γ′t

2

2
‖xt − x∗‖2H

− γ′t〈xt − x∗, zt − x∗〉,
where we used the definition of κ̃ in Equation (20):

Eξ
[
‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2H−1

]
= (xt − x∗)>E

[
aa>H−1aa>

]
(xt − x∗)

= (xt − x∗)>E
[
a‖a‖2H−1a

>
]
(xt − x∗)

6 κ̃(xt − x∗)>H(xt − x∗).
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Combining these inequalities gives the following upper-bound on It:

It 6

(
dAt
dt
−Atηt

)
‖xt − x∗‖2 +

(
dBt
dt
−Btη′t

)
1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2H−1

+ (Atηt −Btγ′t)〈xt − x∗, zt − x∗〉+

(
Btη

′
t −

dAt
dt

µ

)
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2H−1

+
(
κ̃Btγ

′2
t −Atγt

(
2−R2γt

)) 1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2H

Since It 6 0 is still a sufficient condition for φt to be a supermartingale, we choose parameters such
that all prefactors are equal to 0. We first take γt = 1

R2 , and we want to satisfy:

dAt
dt

= Atηt ,
dBt
dt

= Btη
′
t Atηt = Btγ

′
t , Btη

′
t =

dAt
dt

µ , Btγ
′2
t =

At
κ̃R2

.

To satisfy that last equality, we choose:

γ′t =

√
At

Btκ̃R2
.

The rest of the proof then follows just as in the proof of Theorem D.2.

E Proof of Theorem 3

By integrating the ODE
dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt ,
dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt ,

between Tk and Tk+1−, we obtain that there exists τk, τ ′′k , such that
ỹk = xTk+1− = xTk + τk(zTk − xTk) = x̃k + τk(z̃k − x̃k) , (41)

zTk+1− = zTk + τ ′′k (xTk − zTk) = z̃k + τ ′′k (x̃k − z̃k) .

From the first equation, we have x̃k = 1
1−τk (ỹk − τkz̃k), which gives by substitution in the second

equation,

zTk+1− = z̃k + τ ′′k

(
1

1− τk
(ỹk − τkz̃k)− z̃k

)
= z̃k + τ ′k(ỹk − z̃k) ,

where τ ′k =
τ ′′k

1−τk .

Further, from (6)-(7), we obtain the equations
x̃k+1 = xTk+1

= xTk+1− − γTk+1
∇f(xTk+1−) = ỹk − γTk+1

∇f(ỹk) , (42)

z̃k+1 = zTk+1
= zTk+1− − γ′Tk+1

∇f(xTk+1−) = z̃k + τ ′k(ỹk − z̃k)− γ′Tk+1
∇f(ỹk) . (43)

The stated equation (12)-(14) are the combination of (41), (42) and (43).

1. The parameters of Theorem 2.(1) are ηt = 2
t , η
′
t = 0, γt = 1

L and γ′t = t
2L . In this case, the

ODE

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt =
2

t
(zt − xt)dt ,

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt = 0 ,

can be integrated in closed form: for t > t0,

xt = zt0 +

(
t0
t

)2

(xt0 − zt0) = xt0 +

(
1−

(
t0
t

)2
)

(zt0 − xt0) ,

zt = zt0 .

In particular, taking t0 = Tk, t = Tk+1−, we obtain τk = 1−
(

Tk
Tk+1

)2

, τ ′′k = 0 and thus

τ ′k =
τ ′′k

1−τk = 0. Finally, γ̃k = γTk = 1
L and γ̃′k = γ′Tk = Tk

2L .
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2. The parameters of Theorem 2.(2) are ηt = η′t ≡
√

µ
L , γt ≡

1
L and γ′t ≡ 1√

µL
. In this case,

the ODE

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt =

√
µ

L
(zt − xt)dt ,

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt =

√
µ

L
(xt − zt)dt ,

can also be integrated in closed form: for t > t0,

xt =
xt0 + zt0

2
+
xt0 − zt0

2
exp

(
−2

√
µ

L
(t− t0)

)
= xt0 +

1

2

(
1− exp

(
−2

√
µ

L
(t− t0)

))
(zt0 − xt0) ,

zt =
xt0 + zt0

2
+
zt0 − xt0

2
exp

(
−2

√
µ

L
(t− t0)

)
= zt0 +

1

2

(
1− exp

(
−2

√
µ

L
(t− t0)

))
(xt0 − zt0) .

In particular, taking t0 = Tk, t = Tk+1−, we obtain τk = τ ′′k =
1
2

(
1− exp

(
−2
√

µ
L (Tk+1 − Tk)

))
and thus τ ′k =

τ ′′k
1−τk = tanh

(√
µ
L (Tk+1 − Tk)

)
. Fi-

nally, γ̃k = γTk = 1
L and γ̃′k = γ′Tk = 1√

µL
.

F Heuristic ODE scaling limit of the continuized acceleration

F.1 Convex case

With the choices of parameters of Theorem 2.(1), the continuized acceleration is

dxt =
2

t
(zt − xt)dt−

1

L
∇f(xt)dN(t) ,

dzt = − t

2L
∇f(xt)dN(t) .

The ODE scaling limit is obtained by taking the limit L → ∞ (so that the stepsize 1/L vanishes)
and rescaling the time s = t/

√
L. Some law of large number argument heuristically gives us that, as

L→∞, dN(t) = dN(
√
Ls) ≈

√
Lds. Thus in the limit, we obtain

dxs =
2√
Ls

(zs − xs)
√
Lds− 1

L
∇f(xs)

√
Lds ,

dzs = −
√
Ls

2L
∇f(xs)

√
Lds .

The second term of the first equation becomes negligible in the limit. Thus the equations simplify to

dxs
ds

=
2

s
(zs − xs) ,

dzs
ds

= −s
2
∇f(xs) .

Thus

−s
2
∇f(xs) =

dzs
ds

=
d

ds

(
xs +

s

2

dxs
ds

)
=

dxs
ds

+
1

2

dxs
ds

+
s

2

d2xs
ds2

,

and thus
d2xs
ds2

+
3

s

dxs
ds

+∇f(xs) = 0 .

This is the same limiting ODE as the one found by Su et al. [50] for Nesterov acceleration.
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F.2 Strongly-convex case

With the choices of parameters of Theorem 2.(2), the continuized acceleration is

dxt =

√
µ

L
(zt − xt)dt−

1

L
∇f(xt)dN(t) ,

dzt =

√
µ

L
(xt − zt)dt−

1√
µL
∇f(xt)dN(t) .

Again, we take joint scaling L→∞, s = t/
√
L, with the approximation dN(t) ≈

√
Lds. We obtain

dxs =

√
µ

L
(zs − xs)

√
Lds− 1

L
∇f(xs)

√
Lds ,

dzs =

√
µ

L
(xs − zs)

√
Lds− 1√

µL
∇f(xs)

√
Lds .

As before, the second term of the first equation becomes negligible in the limit. Thus the equations
simplify to

dxs
ds

=
√
µ(zs − xs) , (44)

dzs
ds

=
√
µ(xs − zs)−

1
√
µ
∇f(xs) . (45)

From (44), we have zs = xs + 1√
µ

dxs
ds , and by substitution in (45), we obtain

d2xs
ds2

+ 2
√
µ

dxs
ds

+∇f(xs) = 0 .

This is the so-called “low-resolution” ODE for Nesterov acceleration of Shi et al. [48].

G Continuized Accelerated Coordinate Descent with arbitrary sampling

In this section, we focus on the following problem:

min
x∈Rd

f(x), (46)

where f is of the form f : x 7→ g(Rx) for some function g and projector R ∈ Rd×d (such that
R2 = R). We further assume that f is smooth with respect to some matrix M ∈ Rd×d and µ-strongly
convex with respect to R, i.e.:

µ

2
‖x− y‖2R 6 f(x)− f(y)−∇f(x)>(x− y) 6

1

2
‖x− y‖2M .

Note that µ can be equal to zero, but convergence will be slower in this case. We analyze the
convergence of the following continuized coordinate descent iteration:

dxt = ηt(zt − xt)dt− γt
∫

Ξ

Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ) ,

dzt = η′t(xt − zt)dt− γ′t
∫

Ξ

∇f(xt, ξ)dN(t, ξ) ,

(47)

where
∇f(xt, ξ) =

1

Pξ
∇ξf(xt), (48)

with the coordinate gradient∇ξf(xt) = eξe
>
ξ ∇f(xt), with eξ ∈ Rd the unit vector associated with

coordinate ξ ∈ {1, . . . , d} and Pξ and dN are defined as in Section 6. Note that these iterations are
slightly different from the previous stochastic gradient iteration since the stochastic gradient is not the
same for xt and zt (same direction but different magnitudes). The following theorem is a continuized
version of Hendrikx et al. [25], which is itself largely based on Nesterov and Stich [45].
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Theorem 9 (Continuized acceleration of coordinate descent). Assume that the stochastic gradients
are of the coordinate descent form (48). Besides, choose parameter L such that:

L > max
ξ∈Ξ

MξξRξξ
P2
ξ

. (49)

Then the continuized acceleration (60) satisfies the following:

1. For ηt = 2
t , η
′
t = 0, γt = 1

L , γ
′
t = t

2L ,

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
2L‖z0 − x∗‖2R

t2
.

2. Assume further that µ > 0 and choose the constant parameters ηt = η′t ≡
√

µ
L , γt ≡ 1

L ,
γ′t ≡ 1√

µL
. Then ,

Ef(xt)− f(x∗) 6
(
f(x0)− f(x∗) +

µ

2
‖z0 − x∗‖2R

)
exp

(
−
√
µ

L
t

)
.

Proof. Similarly to the proof in Appendix D.3, the proof of this theorem is along the same lines as
the proof of Theorem 2, and we only highlight the major differences. The process x̄t = (t, xt, zt)
satisfies the equation

dx̄t = b(x̄t)dt+

∫
Ξ

G(x̄t, ξ)dN(t, ξ), b(x̄t) =

(
1

ηt(zt − xt)
η′t(xt − zt)

)
, G(x̄t, ξ) =

 0

−γt RξξPξ ∇f(xt, ξ)

−γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)

 .

We also consider a slightly different Lyapunov function φt that takes into account the projector R:

φt = At (f(xt)− f∗) +
Bt
2
‖zt − x∗‖2R

This change of norm is essential to take into account the fact that f is not strongly convex with respect
to the euclidean norm, but only with respect to ‖ · ‖R. We apply Proposition 2 to φt = ϕ(x̄t) =
ϕ(t, xt, zt) and obtain

φt = φ0 +

∫ t

0

Isds+Mt , (50)

where Mt is a martingale and

It = 〈∇ϕ(x̄t), b(x̄t)〉+ Eξϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t, ξ))− ϕ(x̄t) .

The computation of the first term remains the same: the inequality (29)-(30) holds. The computation
of the second term becomes

Eξϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t, ξ))− ϕ(x̄t) = At

(
Eξf

(
xt − γt

Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)

)
− f(xt)

)
+
Bt
2

(
Eξ‖(zt − x∗)− γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R − ‖zt − x∗‖2R

)
.

As f is M -smooth,

f

(
xt − γt

Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)

)
− f(xt) 6 〈∇f(xt),−γt

Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)〉+

1

2
‖γt

Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)‖2M .

In the additive case, the variance is bounded by σ2. In this case, we have that:

‖Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)‖2M =

MξξRξξ
P2
ξ

‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R 6 L‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R, (51)

and similarly:

〈∇f(xt),−γt
Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)〉 = −γt

Rξξ
P2
ξ

‖∇ξf(xt)‖2 = γt‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R. (52)
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Thus:

Eξf
(
xt − γt

Rξξ
Pξ
∇f(xt, ξ)

)
− f(xt) 6 γt(1− γtL)Eξ‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R .

Similarly, thanks to the unbiasedness of∇f(xt, ξ),

Eξ‖(zt − x∗)− γ′t∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R − ‖zt − x∗‖2R
= −2γ′t〈EξR∇f(xt, ξ), zt − x∗〉+ γ′2t Eξ‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R
6 −2γ′t〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉+ γ′2t Eξ‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R .

This gives

ϕ(x̄t +G(x̄t))− ϕ(x̄t) 6 −Btγ′t〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉

+
(
Btγ

′2
t −Atγt (2− Lγt)

) 1

2
Eξ‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R .

Combining the bounds, we obtain

It 6

(
dAt
dt
−Atηt

)
〈∇f(xt), xt − x∗〉+

(
dBt
dt
−Btη′t

)
1

2
‖zt − x∗‖2R

+ (Atηt −Btγ′t)〈∇f(xt), zt − x∗〉+

(
Btη

′
t −

dAt
dt

µ

)
1

2
‖xt − x∗‖2R

+
(
Btγ

′2
t −Atγt (2− Lγt)

) 1

2
Eξ‖∇f(xt, ξ)‖2R .

We see that we obtain a result that is very similar to that of the deterministic case. The choices of
parameters of Theorem 9 cancel all first five prefactors, and satisfy γt = 1

L , AtLγ2
t = Btγ

′2
t . We

thus obtain It 6 0 and so φt is a supermartingale, and the rest follows as in Appendix D.2.

H Accelerated Decentralized Optimization with Randomized Gossip
Communications.

We now consider the setting of decentralized optimization considered in Section 7. More specifically,
recall that we wish to solve:

min
x∈Rd

{
f(x) =

1

|V|
∑
v∈V

fv(x)

}
, (53)

where the function fv is privately held by node v ∈ V . To solve this problem, a classical approach is
to use a dual formulation [47, 25]. We first rewrite Problem (53) as:

min
X∈R|V|×d, Xu=Xv ∀{u,v}∈E

{
F (X) =

1

|V|
∑
v∈V

fv(Xv)

}
, (54)

where Xv ∈ Rd corresponds to the local parameter of node v, and the equality constraints ensures
equivalence between (53) and (54). The constraints are linear and can be expressed in matrix form as:

A>X = 0, (55)
with A ∈ RE×V such that ker(A>) = Span(1, ..., 1) the constant vector. The natural choice
for matrix A is to choose a square root of the Laplacian matrix of graph G. For (ev)v∈V and
(e{v,w}){v,w}∈E the canonical bases of RV and RE , A is thus that for any {v, w} ∈ E :

Ae{v,w} =
√
P{v,w}(ev − ew).

Matrix A then satisfies AA> = L the Laplacian matrix of graph G with weights P{v,w}. Indeed, if
W{v,w} = P{v,w}(ev − ew)(ev − ew)> corresponds to the gossip matrix for edge {v, w}, A is such
that:

AA> =
∑

{v,w}∈E

W{v,w} = L. (56)
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Then, introducing Lagrange multipliers λ, we obtain through Lagrangian duality that Problem (53) is
equivalent to:

max
λ∈RE×d

−F ∗(Aλ), (57)

with F ∗ the convex conjugate of F . Following the approach of Hendrikx et al. [25], we then
apply Accelerated Coordinate Descent to this dual problem. Yet, we use the continuized version of
Theorem 9, which allows us to remove the global iterations counter on which previous approaches
rely. We see that Problem (57) has exactly the right form to apply Theorem 9, leading to the following
dual iterations:

dλ
(y)
t = ηt(λ

(z)
t − λ

(y)
t )dt− γt

∫
R>0×E

R{v,w}

P2
{v,w}

e{v,w}e
>
{v,w}A

>∇F ∗(Aλ(y)
t )dN(t, {v, w}) ,

dλ
(z)
t = η′t(λ

(y)
t − λ

(z)
t )dt− γ′t

∫
R>0×E

1

P{v,w}
e{v,w}e

>
{v,w}A

>∇F ∗(Aλ(y)
t )dN(t, {v, w}) ,

(58)

where P = A†A with A† is the pseudo-inverse of A, R{v,w} = e>{v,w}A
†Ae{v,w}. Now, we multiply

these iterations by A on the left (which is standard), and we rewrite them with the following iterates:

yt = Aλ
(y)
t , zt = Aλ

(z)
t . (59)

Note that yt, zt ∈ R|V|×d, and are thus variables associated with nodes of the graph.

dyt = ηt(zt − yt)dt− γt
∫
R>0×E

R{v,w}

P2
{v,w}

W{v,w}∇F ∗(yt)dN(t, {v, w}) ,

dzt = η′t(yt − zt)dt− γ′t
∫
R>0×E

1

P{v,w}
W{v,w}∇F ∗(yt)dN(t, {v, w}) ,

(60)

where we recall that W{v,w} = P{v,w}(ev − ew)(ev − ew)> corresponds to the gossip matrix for
edge {v, w}. Besides, the dual gradients ∇F ∗(yt) are such that e>v ∇F ∗(yt) = ∇f∗v (e>v yt), and so
each component can be computed locally at node v.

In summary, the distributed decentralized algorithm writes as follows. Upon activation of edge
{vk, wk} at time Tk,

G{vk,wk}(Tk) = ω{vk,wk}

[
∇f∗((yT−k )vk)−∇f∗((yT−k )wk)

]
yTk(vk) = yT−k

(vk)− γt
R{vk,wk}

P2
{vk,wk}

G{vk,wk}(Tk) ,

yTk(wk) = yT−k
(wk) + γt

R{vk,wk}

P2
{vk,wk}

G{vk,wk}(Tk) ,

zTk(vk) = zT−k
(vk)− γ′tG{vk,wk}(Tk) ,

zTk(wk) = zT−k
(wk) + γ′tG{vk,wk}(Tk) .

(61)

Between these updates, yt(v) and zt(v) locally mix at all nodes v ∈ V , according to the coupled
ODE:

dyt(v) = ηt(zt(v)− yt(v))dt,

dzt(v) = η′t(yt(v)− zt(v))dt.

This algorithm can be implemented with local computations and pairwise communications only,
since an update along edge {v, w} only involves the parameters and functions of nodes v and w. In
order to fully describe this algorithm, we need to specify the various parameters. We do so, with the
corresponding rate of convergence, in the following theorem.
Theorem 10 (Asynchronous Accelerated Decentralized Optimization). Assume that each fv is
µ-strongly-convex with µ > 0 and L-smooth. Let Ldual = 1

µ max{v,w}
R{v,w}
P{v,w}

, where we recall
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that R{v,w} = (A†A){v,w},{v,w}. Then, let θ′ARG =
√
µgossip/max{v,w}

R{v,w}
P{v,w}

where µgossip is
the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of the Laplacian of the graph G, and κ = L/µ is a bound on
the condition number of f . We choose the constant parameters ηt = η′t ≡

θ′ARG√
κ

, γt ≡ 1
Ldual

,

γ′t ≡
√

L
µgossipLdual

. The iterates produced by the algorithm described in (61) verify:

E
∑
v∈V

1

2
‖∇f∗v (zt(v))− x?‖2 6 Cdual

0 exp

(
−θ
′
ARG√
κ
t

)
,

with Cdual
0 = λmax(AA>)

µ

(
F ∗(Aλ

(y)
0 )− F ∗(Aλ?) +

µgossip

2L ‖λ
(z)
0 − λ?‖2A†A

)
, with λ? a solution

to the dual problem.

Note that θ′ARG is slightly different from θARG. Yet, following Hendrikx et al. [25], an equivalent
of Corollary 1 can be obtained for θ′ARG. To obtain Theorem 6, we simply choose λ(y)

0 = λ
(z)
0 and

bound the dual function suboptimality by the distance to optim using the smoothness and strong
convexity of F ∗.

We stress the fact that the accelerated algorithm described in this section, as well as accelerated
randomized gossip in Section 6, are decentralized and asynchronous: operations are local and do
not require any global synchronization, provided that a continuous time clock can be shared. This
is possible only thanks to the continuized framework. However, there are some limitations: even if
these algorithms are the first to achieve these rates without any global synchronization, computations
and communications are here assumed to happen instantly, or to take a negligible time. Handling
communication and computation physical capacity constraints such as delays or node/edge overloads
in our algorithms as in [23] combined with accelerated schemes is left for future works.

Proof. First note that the Hessian of the dual objective writes for some λ ∈ R|E|×d:

A>∇2F ∗(Aλ)A <
1

L
A>A, (62)

since F ∗ is L−1 strongly-convex when F is L-smooth [31]. Thus, the dual objective is µgossip/L
strongly convex on the orthogonal of the kernel of A. Similarly, the smoothness of the dual objective
in direction {v, w} is equal to:

M{v,w}{v,w} = e>{v,w}A
>∇2F ∗(Aλ)Ae{v,w} 4

1

µ
e>{v,w}A

>Ae{v,w} =
P{v,w}

2µ
. (63)

Thus, we have that:

Ldual = max
{v,w}

M{v,w}{v,w}R{v,w}

P2
{v,w}

=
1

µ
max
{v,w}

R{v,w}

P{v,w}
. (64)

Then, the result follows directly from applying Theorem (9), together with the smoothness of the
dual gradients, since:

E
∑
v∈V

1

2
‖∇f∗v (zt(v))− x?‖2 6 E

1

2µ
‖Aλ(z)

t −Aλ?‖2 6
λmax(AA>)

2µ
E‖λ(z)

t − λ?‖2R. (65)

Note that the primal parameter that we are interested in is xt = ∇f∗(zt), and not yt or zt which are
dual parameters.
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