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ABSTRACT
This work is devoted to solving the composite optimization problem with the mixture
oracle: for the smooth part of the problem, we have access to the gradient, and for
the non-smooth part, only to the one-point zero-order oracle. For such a setup, we
present a new method based on the sliding algorithm. Our method allows to separate
the oracle complexities and compute the gradient for one of the function as rarely as
possible. The paper also present the applicability of our new method to the problems
of distributed optimization and federated learning. Experimental results confirm the
theory.
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1. Introduction

Composite optimization. In this paper, we focus on the composite optimization
problem [26, 34]:

min
x∈X

Ψ0(x)
def
= f(x) + g(x). (1)

This problem occurs in a fairly large number of applications. In particular, we can re-
call the problems of minimizing the objective function f(x) with regularization g(x),
which can often be found in machine learning [4]. Newer and more interesting ap-
plications of the composite problem arises in distributed optimization. In more de-
tail, the goal of distributed optimization is to minimize the global objective function
f(x) = 1

M

∑M
m=1 fm(x), where functions f1, . . . , fM are distributed among M devices,

and each device m has access only to its local function fm. Therefore, in order to solve
this problem, one needs to establish a communication process between devices. Two
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methods are distinguished: centralized and decentralized. In a centralized case, all de-
vices can only communicate with the central server – transfer information about the
fm function to it and receive responses. In a decentralized case, there is no a central
server; all devices are connected into a network, which can be represented as an undi-
rected graph, where vertices are devices, and edges are the presence of a connection
between a pair of devices. Communication in a decentralized network is typically done
with the gossip protocol [7, 24, 32], which uses the so-called gossip matrix W . This
matrix is built on the basis of the properties of the communication graph.

It turns out that distributed optimization problem can be written as a composite
one [6, 12, 17, 20, 21, 28]:

min
X∈XM

M∑
m=1

fm(xm)︸ ︷︷ ︸
f(X)

+
λ

M

M∑
m=1

‖xm − x̄‖22︸ ︷︷ ︸
g(X)

(2)

for the centralized case and

min
X∈XM

M∑
m=1

fm(xm)︸ ︷︷ ︸
f(X)

+λ‖
√
WX‖22︸ ︷︷ ︸
g(X)

(3)

for decentralized one. Here we introduce the matrix X = [x1, . . . , xM ]T , the vector

x̄ = 1
M

∑M
m=1 xm and the parameter of regularization λ > 0. The essence of expressions

(2) and (3) is very simple. On each device, we have local variables xm, and we penalize
their deviations at the expense of the regularizer. In the centralized case, we penalize
the deviation from the average across the entire network, and in the decentralized case,
the difference between the connected devices (this is what the W matrix is responsible
for). In fact, in the decentralized case, we can also write the penalized problem in form
(2). But if in case of a centralized architecture x̄ is easy to calculate on the server, then
in a decentralized network this is problematic (in particular, one of the devices have
to be used as a server). Another important question is how to choose the λ parameter.
To get a close solution to the real solution of the distributed problem, one needs to
take λ large enough [12]. But more recently, problems (2) and (3) are considered from
the point of view of personalized federated learning, in this case it makes sense to take
small λ as well [20, 21, 37].

Gradient-free methods. Now let us go back to the original problem (1). As noted
above, the function g often plays the role of a regularizer, usually it is a simple function
for which the gradient ∇g can be computed . At the same time, the objective function
f can be quite complex. In this paper, we focus on the case when for the function f
only zero order oracle (i.e., only the values of the function f , but not its gradient)
is available. In the literature, this concept is sometimes referred to as a black-box.
It arises when the calculation of gradient is expensive (in Adversarial training [9],
optimization [35], structured-prediction [41]) or impossible (in Reinforcement learning
[10, 15, 38], bandit problem [8, 39], black box ensemble learning [29]). To make the
problem statement even more practical we assume that we have access inexact values of
function f(x, ξ) with some random noise ξ. With the help of this oracle, it is possible
to make some approximation of the gradient in terms of finite differences. Next we
highlight two main approaches for such gradient estimates. The first approach is called
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a two-point feedback:

f̃ ′r(x, ξ)
def
=

n

2r
(f(x+ re, ξ)− f(x− re, ξ))e, (4)

where e is uniformly distributed on the unit euclidean sphere. For two-point feedback
there are a lot of papers with theoretical analysis [11, 14, 16, 18, 35, 39]. An important
thing of this approach is the assumption that we were able to obtain the values of the
function in points x+ re and x− re with the same realization of the noise ξ. But from
a practical point of view, this is a very strong and idealistic assumption. Therefore, it
is proposed to consider the concept of one-point feedback [1, 16, 36]:

f̃ ′r(x, ξ
±)

def
=

n

2r
(f(x+ re, ξ+)− f(x− re, ξ−))e. (5)

In general ξ+ 6= ξ−. In this paper we work with one-point concept.
The function f is ”bad”, while the function g is ”good”. The question arises how to

minimize Ψ0 from (1). The easiest option is to add the gradient g and the ”gradient”
f (from (5)) and make step along it. In this approach, there are no problems when
g is just a Tikhonov regularizer, but if we look at problems (2) and (3), to compute
the gradient of g we need to make communication, while to calculate the ”gradient” f
we do not need it. But communications are the bottleneck of distributed algorithms,
they require significantly more time than local computations. Therefore, one wants
to reduce the number of communications and to calculate the gradient g as rarely as
possible.

This brings us to the goal of this paper: to come up with an algorithm that solves
the composite optimization problem for one part of which we have a one-point zero
order oracle, and for the other – a gradient. At the same time, we want to call this
gradient as rarely as possible.

1.1. Our contribution

We present a new method based on the sliding technique for the convex problem (1)
with the mixture oracle: first order for the smooth part g and zeroth order for the non-
smooth part f . Our method solves the problems mentioned above in the introduction.
It reduces the number of calls for the gradient ∇g of the smooth part of the composite
problem, while using one-point feedback for the non-smooth part f .

Note that all the results were obtain in general (non-euclidean) proximal setup. This
allows sometimes to reduce f -oracle calls complexity ∼ n-times in comparison with
algorithms that use euclidean setup, where n is a dimension of the problem – see Table
1.

We also present the applicability and relevance of our new method for distributed
and federated learning problems in both centralized (2) and decentralized (3) setups
– see Table 2. It turns out that this method can be useful in terms of reducing the
number of communications.

1.2. Comparison with known results

Let us note some works related to our paper.
Sliding. The naive approach to (1) looks at it as a whole problem and not take into
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‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖2 ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖1

∇g O

(√
LD2

ε

)
O

(√
LD2

ε

)
f Õ

(√
LD2

ε + nG2D2

ε2 + n2G2σ2D2

ε4

)
O

(√
LD2

ε + lnnG2D2

ε2 + n lnnG2σ2D2

ε4

)
Table 1. Summary of complexity results on the number of ∇g and f calls for finding an ε-
solution of (1) in the different geometric setups: Euclidean and non-Euclidean. Convergence is
measured by the function distance to the solution. Notation: L = constant of L-smoothness of
g (in the corresponding norm), G = bound of ∇f (only for theory), n = dimension of vector
x (X ⊂ Rn), σ2 = variance of unbiased noise ξ, D = diameter of X (in the corresponding
geometry).

Centralized Decentralized

comm O

(√
λD2

ε

)
O

(√
λλmax(W )D2

ε

)
local O

(√
λD2

ε + nG2D2

ε2 + n2G2σ2D2

ε4

)
O

(√
λλmax(W )D2

ε + nG2D2

ε2 + n2G2σ2D2

ε4

)
Table 2. Summary of complexity results on communications (comm) and local computations
(local) for finding an ε-solution of centralized (2) and decentralized (3) distributed prob-
lems. Convergence is measured by the function distance to the solution. Notation: λmax(W )
= maximum eigenvalue of W , G = bound of ∇f (only for theory), n = dimension of vector x
(X ⊂ Rn), σ2 = variance of unbiased noise ξ, D = diameter of X (in the Euclidean norm).

account its composite structure. This can significantly worsen the oracle complexities
for one of the functions. Sliding technique allows to avoid those losses and to separate
oracle complexities. In particular, if we can solve a separate problem min f(x) by Tf
oracle calls (these can be calls of gradient or any other oracle, for example, zeroth
order), and a problem min g(x) by Tg oracle calls, then sliding techniques gives that
we can solve the composite problem by O(Tf ) oracle calls corresponds to f and O(Tg)
oracle calls corresponds to g. If we use naive approach we have the same complexities
O(max(Tg;Tf )) for both f and g.

There are various types of sliding in the literature, depending on what assumptions
are made for (1).

• Sliding was justified for smooth f and g with gradient oracles for convex opti-
mization problems in [3, 23, 27, 30, 42].
• In [13, 22] they considered case with smooth f and smooth g with zeroth-order

oracle for f and gradient oracle for g.
• In [25, 26] Sliding was used for non-smooth f and smooth g with stochastic

subgradient oracle for f and gradient oracle for g.
• Based on [25] in [6] Sliding was adapted for non-smooth f and smooth g with

two-point zeroth-order stochastic oracle (4) for f and gradient oracle for g.

The development of sliding technique is a quite popular issue in the literature, but
on the other hand it should be mentioned that there are still a lot of open problems
especially for mixture oracle. In this paper we concentrated on generalization of [6]
for non-smooth f and smooth g with one-point zeroth-order stochastic oracle for f
((5) feedback rather than (4) of [6]) and gradient oracle for g for convex optimization
problems. For strongly convex problems our results can also be generalized by using
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standard restart technique, see i.e. [6].
Gradient-free methods. Let us highlight the main works devoted to the zeroth-

order methods: for two-point feedback [11, 14, 16, 18, 35, 39, 40], for one-point feedback
[1, 5, 16, 36]. For two-point stochastic/deterministic feedback optimal methods for
smooth/non-smooth, convex/strongly convex problems were developed in cited papers.
For one-point problem there are still a gap between lower bounds and complexities of
the best known methods. In this paper we generalize the best-known composite-free
(g = 0) results concerning non-smooth f with stochastic one-point feedback from [16]
for smooth g 6= 0 with gradient oracle.

Distributed setup. For (strongly) convex optimization problems optimal (stochas-
tic) gradient decentralized method have been developed – see surveys [12, 19] and ref-
erences therein. For stochastic two-point feedback (with non-smooth target function
f) optimal decentralized methods were developed in [6]. To the best of our knowledge
this is the only optimal result in this field. For one-point stochastic feedback we know
only one result [2], they assume that target function f is highly-smooth and strongly
convex. Their result is best known for one-point stochastic feedback oracle, but the
method is very expensive in terms of decentralized communication. The reason is that
in [2] authors fight only for oracle calls criteria and do not use Sliding technique that
allows to split communication complexity from the oracle one. In our paper by using
Sliding technique we split these complexities in reduced problem (3) and obtain much
better communication complexity.

2. Preliminaries

First, we define several notation. We denoted the inner product of x, y ∈ Rn as 〈x, y〉 def
=∑n

i=1 xiyi, where xi corresponds to the i-th component of x in the standard basis in Rn.

Also, we denote `p-norms as ‖x‖p
def
= (
∑n

i=1 |xi|p)
1

p for p ∈ (1,∞) and for p =∞ we use

‖x‖∞
def
= max1≤i≤n |xi| And for the dual norm ‖ · ‖∗ for the norm ‖ · ‖ is defined in the

following way: ‖y‖∗
def
= max {〈x, y〉 | ‖x‖ ≤ 1}. Operator E[·] denotes full mathematical

expectation and operator Eξ[·] express conditional mathematical expectation w.r.t. all
randomness coming from random variable ξ.

Now let us introduce a few definitions

Definition 2.1 (L-smoothness). Function g is called L-smooth in X ⊆ Rn with L > 0
w.r.t. norm ‖ · ‖ when it is differentiable and its gradient is L-Lipschitz continuous in
X, i.e.

‖∇g(x)−∇g(y)‖∗ ≤ L‖x− y‖, ∀x, y ∈ X.

One can show that L-smoothness implies [34]

g(x) ≤ g(y) + 〈∇g(y), x− y〉+
L

2
‖x− y‖2, ∀x, y ∈ X. (6)

Definition 2.2 (Bregman divergence). Assume that function ν(x) is 1-strongly con-
vex w.r.t. ‖·‖-norm and differentiable on X function. Then for any two points x, y ∈ X
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we define Bregman divergence V (x, y) associated with ν(x) as follows:

V (x, y)
def
= ν(y)− ν(x)− 〈∇ν(x), y − x〉.

Then we denote the Bregman-diameter of the set X w.r.t. V (x, y) as DX,V
def
=

max{
√

2V (x, y) | x, y ∈ X}.

Definition 2.3 (convex function). Continuously differentiable function g(x) is called
convex in Rn if the inequality holds for x, y ∈ Rn any

g(y) ≥ g(x) + 〈∇g(x), y − x〉. (7)

3. Main part

Recall that we consider the composite optimization problem (1). To take into account
the ”geometry” of the problem, we work in a certain (not necessarily Euclidean) norm
‖ · ‖ (with dual norm ‖ · ‖∗ = ‖ · ‖q), and also measure the distance using the Bregman
divergence V . Assume that X ⊆ Rn is a compact and convex set with diameter
DX,V , function g is convex and L-smooth w.r.t. ‖ · ‖-norm on X, function f is convex
differentiable function on X. Assume we can use the first-order oracle for g(x) and
zeroth-order oracle with in unbiased stochastic noise for f(x), i.e. we have access to

f̃(x, ξ)
def
= f(x) + ξ (8)

where ξ is generated randomly regardless of the point x. Additionally, we assume that
the noise is bounded:

Eξ = 0, E[ξ2] ≤ σ2. (9)

Also assume that for all x ∈ X

‖∇f(x)‖2 ≤ G. (10)

Note that the boundedness of the (sub-)gradient f is needed only for the theoretical
analysis; in practice, the method uses only the oracle with the values of the function.

3.1. From first to zeroth order

Before presenting the main Algorithm, let us understand the properties of the approx-
imation (5) that we use. Most of these properties have already been encountered in
the literature [39], we modified only a few of them for our case. These properties are
associated with the next object

F (x)
def
= E[f(x+ re)]. (11)

The function F is called the ”smoothed” version of the function f . Our algorithm does
not use it in any way, but it will be used in the theoretical analysis.
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Lemma 3.1 (see Lemmas 1 and 2 from [6]). F (x) is convex, differentiable and it
holds that

sup
x∈X
|F (x)− f(x)| ≤ rG, (12)

E[f̃ ′r(x, ξ
±)]−∇F (x) = 0, (13)

E[‖f̃ ′r(x, ξ±)‖2∗] ≤ p2(n)

(
3nG2 +

2n2σ2

r2

)
, (14)

where p2(n)
def
= min{2q − 1, 32 log n− 8}n

2

q
−1.

Let us discuss these facts. The property (C4) gives that approximation (5) is an
unbiased estimation of the gradient, not of the original function f , but of the smoothed
function F . This means that we can replace the original problem (1) with min[F (x) +
g(x)] and now consider the oracle (5) for F as an unbiased stochastic gradient with a
second moment equal to (C5). The question arises how much the new problem differs
from the original one? (12) says that for a small parameter r the original problem (1)
and the new one are very close. The proof of the algorithm will be built on this idea.

3.2. Algorithm

As mentioned above, our algorithm is based on the sliding algorithm [6, 25]. Our
algorithm is a modification of the first order sliding with a zeroth order oracle. Sliding
(complexities splitting) effect is achieved due to the fact that the method consists of
an outer and inner loops. At the outer iterations, we calculate the gradient of the
function g, while at the inner loop (prox-sliding procedure), only the function f is
used, with fixed information about the gradient g.

Algorithm 1 One-Point Zeroth-Order Sliding Algorithm (OPZOSA)

1: Initial point x0 ∈ X and iteration limit N . Let βk ∈ R++, γk ∈ R+, and Tk ∈ N,
k = 1, 2, ..., be given and set x0 = x0.

2: for k = 1, ..., N do
3: Set xk = (1− γk)xk−1 + γkxk−1 and let hk(y) = g(xk) + 〈∇g(xk), y − xk〉
4: Set (xk, x̃k) = PS(hk, xk−1, βk, Tk)
5: Set xk = (1− γk)xk−1 + γkx̃k
6: end for
7: Result: xN

The PS procedure: (x+, x̃+) = PS(h, x, β, T )

1: Let the parameters pt ∈ R++ and θt ∈ [0, 1], t = 1, ... be given. Set u0 = ũ0 = x.
2: for t = 1, ..., T do

3: ut = argmin
u∈X

{
h(u) +

〈
f̃ ′r(ut−1, ξ

±
t−1), u

〉
+ βV (x, u) + βptV (ut−1, u)

}
4: ũt = (1− θt)ũt−1 + θtut
5: end for
6: Set x+ = uT and x̃+ = ũT .

The following theorem gives an estimate for the convergence of this method:
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Theorem 3.2. Suppose that pt = t
2 , θt = 2(t+1)

t(t+3) , βk = 2L
k , γk = 2

k+1 ,

Tk = max

{
1;

16Nk2

3D2
X,V L

2
·
(

14p2(n)nG+
p2(n)n2σ2

r2

)}

for t ≥ 1, k ≥ 1. Then for any number of iteration N it holds that

E[Ψ0(xN )−Ψ0(x∗)] ≤ 2rG+
12LD2

X,V

N(N + 1)
. (15)

Additionally, the total number of PS procedure iteration is

T total =
(N + 1)4

D2
X,V L

2
·
(

14p2(n)nG+
p2(n)n2σ2

r2

)
. (16)

This Theorem shows the significance of the choice of r. In particular, it follows from
(D30) that r should be taken as small as possible. On the other hand, it follows from
(16) that as r decreases, the total number of internal iterations increases. From here we
get a game to some extent: the parameter r must be controlled and adjusted carefully.

Corollary 3.3. Under assumptions of Theorem 3.2 and if we put r = Θ
(
ε
G

)
, then

the number of calling for ∇g and f required by Algorithm 1 to find an ε-solution xN
of (1) that E[Ψ0(xN )]−Ψ0(x∗) ≤ ε, is bounded by

O

√LD2
X,V

ε

 and

O

√LD2
X,V

ε
+
n · p2(n)G2D2

X,V

ε2
+
n2 · p2(n)G2σ2D2

X,V

ε4

 .

This is the result that we wanted to achieve in the use of Sliding. The oracle complex-
ity for ∇g was not affected in any way by the fact that we use a ”very bad” oracle for
f . Our results also cover those obtained for one-point feedback in the non-distributed
composite-free case [16].

Remark. Note that the second estimate depends on the ”geometry” of the problem.
In particular, in the Euclidean case q = 2 and then we have the following oracle
complexity for f

O

(√
LD2

X

ε
+
nG2D2

X

ε2
+
n2G2σ2D2

X

ε4

)
. (17)

A more interesting case is the case when we work in the non-Euclidean setting (for
example, on a probability simplex), then ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖1 and q = ∞ and D2

X,V = 2 lnn,
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in this case the estimate is transformed into

O

√LD2
X,V

ε
+

lnn ·G2D2
X,V

ε2
+
n lnn ·G2σ2D2

X,V

ε4

 . (18)

It can be seen that (18) improves the estimate (17) n times by using a different
geometric setup. Moreover, if the noise σ = 0, our estimates are the same (up to lnn)
with the estimates for the full-gradient method [25].

3.3. Applications to distributed optimization

Now let us move on to some examples, including those for which sliding gives the
estimates necessary from practice. We consider problems (2) and (3). We briefly men-
tioned in the introduction that in these problems, we need to reduce the number of ∇g
calls, thereby reducing the number of communications. Indeed, in order to calculate
the gradient g in the problem (2), we need to know the value of x̄. But there is no
way to calculate this only with the help of local computations, which means that one
need help of the central server: send all current xm and get the average x̄. At the same
time, any calculations of f do not require communications. To compute f(X) we need
to compute fm(xm), and this is just the values of local functions on local variables.
For problem (3), the same reasoning is valid, but communication takes place with
neighbors using the gossip protocol with W .

Then we a ready to obtain estimates for problems (2) and (3) from the general
results of the previous section. We consider the Euclidean case. Let assume that all
functions fm have bounded gradient with constant G. Then f(X) has also bounded
gradient. One can note that g is λ-smooth in (2) and λλmax(W )-smooth in (3). Recall
that the number of the computations of ∇g(X) corresponds to the number of the
communication rounds, and the calls f(X) – to the local gradient-free calculations.
Then the following estimates are valid for the number of communications and local
iterations:

• in the centralized case

O

√λD2
X,V

ε

 communication rounds and

O

√λD2
X,V

ε
+
nG2D2

X,V

ε2
+
n2G2σ2D2

X,V

ε4

 local computations;

• and in the decentralized case

O

√λλmax(W )D2
X,V

ε

 communication rounds and

9



O

√λλmax(W )D2
X,V

ε
+
nG2D2

X,V

ε2
+
n2G2σ2D2

X,V

ε4

 local computations.

This is a rather remarkable result. We have ”very bad” local functions (they are
non-smooth and only with the zeroth order information), but this fact does not re-
flect dramatically on communications. It remains only to discuss the selection of λ
parameter for problems (2) and (3). In fact, this is a key in personalized learning to
select of λ parameter: a small λ parameter is a small regularizer, and then a small
penalty for the fact that all local variables are not similar to each other, then each xm
takes a little information from others x and rely primarily on the local function fm.
The reverse situation is observed with a large λ. All xm tend to the same value. In
particular, there are two extreme cases:

• If λ = 0, then (2) and (3) becomes

min
X∈XM

M∑
m=1

fm(xm).

This is equivalent to independent local optimization without communications.
• As λ → +∞, (2) and (3) tends to the distributed problem with equal local

arguments

min
x1=···=xM∈X

M∑
m=1

fm(xm).

Note that an infinite λ can mess up estimates on communications. It turns out
λ can be taken large but not infinite [6, 12]. In particular, it is enough to take

λ = G2

λ+
min(W )ε

. And then we have the following communication complexities:

O

(
GDX,V

ε

)
, O

(
√
χ
GDX,V

ε

)
in the centralized and decentralized cases, respectively.

4. Experiments

The purpose of our experiments is to compare how our method works in practice
in comparison with classical methods. In particular, we compare our method with
methods that do not take into account the composite structure of the problem (1).
As such a method, we consider Mirror Descent in two settings: in the first case, we
consider full-gradient mirror descent [33], which uses ∇f +∇g as a gradient; we also
consider a gradient-free version of it, which uses f̃ ′r(x, ξ

±) +∇g as a ”gradient”.
Comparison is made up on the problem of distributed computation of geometric

median [6, 31]. We have m vectors b1, . . . , bm ∈ Rn:

min
x∈Rn

f(x) =

M∑
m=1

‖x− bm‖2.
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We distributed vectors b among 10 computing devices. Then the problem can be
written in the form (3):

min
X∈Rn×M

M∑
m=1

fm(xm)︷ ︸︸ ︷
‖xm − bm‖2︸ ︷︷ ︸
f(X)

+
λ

2
‖
√
Wx‖22︸ ︷︷ ︸

g(X)

. (19)

To make our problem stochastic. Each time when we compute ∇f or the value f , we
generate a small normal noise vector ξm for each vector bm.

We run Algorithm 1, the first order Mirror Descent [33] and the zeroth order Mirror
Descent [11] on problem (19) with n = 100, M = 50 and λ = 102. Vectors b1, . . . , bm
are generated as i.i.d. samples from normal distributed N (1, 2In), noise ξ is also gen-
erated from normal distributed N (0, σ2In), where σ = 0, 01. We consider different
decentralised topologies: star, cycle, chain, i.e. path, and complete graph. All methods
tuned for better convergence: in the first order Mirror Descent we tune step size, in the
zeroth order Mirror Descent we put r = 10−2 in (5) and also tune step size, Algorithm
0 is not tuned and is used with theoretical set of parameters from Theorem 3.2 and
r = 10−2 in (5). The main comparison criterion is the number of communications,
i.e. calls to the oracle ∇g = λWX. See Figure 1 for results. We notice that in these
tests Algorithm 1 outperforms even Mirror Descent which is a first-order method. This
shows the importance of taking into account the composite structure of the problem.
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Figure 1. Algorithm 0 (green), first order Mirror Descent (blue) and zeroth order Mirror Descent (orange)

applied to solve (19) for different network topologies.
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Supplementary Material

Appendix A. Basic Facts

Lemma A.1. For arbitrary integer n ≥ 1 and arbitrary set of positive numbers
a1, . . . , an we have (

m∑
i=1

ai

)2

≤ m
m∑
i=1

a2
i (A1)

Lemma A.2 (Hölder inequality). For arbitrary x, y ∈ Rn the following inequality
holds

〈x, y〉 ≤ ‖x‖∗ · ‖y‖ (A2)

Lemma A.3 (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for random variables.). Let ξ and η be real
valued random variables such that E[ξ2] <∞ and E[η2] <∞. Then

E[ξη] ≤
√

E[ξ2]E[η2]. (A3)

Lemma A.4 (Strong convexity of Bregman divergence.). For any points x, y ∈ X the
following inequality holds

V (x, y) ≥ 1

2
‖x− y‖2. (A4)

Appendix B. Auxiliary Results

Lemma B.1 (Lemma 9 from [40]). For any function g which is M -Lipschitz with
respect to the `2-norm, it holds that if e is uniformly distributed on the Euclidean unit
sphere, then

√
E[(g(e)− Eg(e))4] ≤ 4M2

n
.

Lemma B.2 (Lemma 3.5 from [26]). Let the convex function p : X → R, the points
x̃, ỹ ∈ X and scalars µ1, µ2 ≥ 0 be given. Let ν : X → R be a differentiable convex
function and V (x, z):

V (x, z) = ν(z)− [ν(x) +∇ν(x)>(z − x)].

If

ũ = argmin
u∈X

{p(u) + µ1V (x̃, u) + µ2V (ỹ, u)},

then for any u ∈ X, we have

p(ũ) + µ1V (x̃, ũ) + µ2V (ỹ, ũ) ≤ p(u) + µ1V (x̃, u) + µ2V (ỹ, u)− (µ1 + µ2)V (ũ, u).
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Lemma B.3 (Lemma 3.17 from [26]). Let wk ∈ (0; 1], k = 1, 2, . . . be given. Also let
us denote

Wk =

{
1, k = 1,

(1− wk)Wk−1, k > 1.

Suppose that Wk > 0 for all k > 1 and that the sequence {∆k}k≥0 satisfies

∆k ≤ (1− wk)∆k−1 +Bk, k = 1, 2, . . .

for some positive constants {Bk}k≥0. Then, we have

∆k ≤Wk(1− w1)∆0 +Wk

k∑
i=1

Bi
Wi

.

Lemma B.4. Assume that for the differentiable function f defined on a closed and
convex set X there exists such M that

‖∇f(x)‖∗ ≤ G ∀x ∈ X. (B1)

Then,

f(x) ≤ f(y) + 〈∇f(y), x− y〉+ 2G‖x− y‖, ∀x, y ∈ X.

Proof of Lemma B.4. For arbitrary points x, y ∈ X we have

f(x) = f(y) +

1∫
0

〈∇f(y + τ(x− y)), x− y〉dτ

= f(y) + 〈∇f(y), x− y〉+

1∫
0

〈∇f(y + τ(x− y))−∇f(y), x− y〉dτ.

Using (A2) and then (B1), we obtain

f(x) ≤ f(y) + 〈∇f(y), x− y〉+

1∫
0

‖∇f(y + τ(x− y))−∇f(y)‖∗ · ‖x− y‖dτ

≤ f(y) + 〈∇f(y), x− y〉+

1∫
0

2G‖x− y‖dτ

≤ f(y) + 〈∇f(y), x− y〉+ 2G‖x− y‖.
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Appendix C. Proof of Lemma 3.1

In this Section, we prove Lemma 3.1. For convenience, we divided the proof into two
lemmas. Lemma C.1 gives the properties of the function (11), and Lemma C.2 – the
properties of the approximation (5). Also, for convenience, we duplicate the statements
of Lemma 3.1.

Lemma C.1 (Lemma 8 from [39] and Lemma 1 from [6]). F (x) defined in (11) is
convex, differentiable and F (x) satisfies

∇F (x) = E
[n
r
f(x+ re)e

]
, (C1)

sup
x∈X
|F (x)− f(x)| ≤ rG, (C2)

‖∇F (x)‖∗ ≤ 2
√
np(n)G, (C3)

where p2(n) defined as follows:
√

E[‖e‖4∗] ≤ p2(n)
def
= min{2q − 1, 32 log n− 8}n

2

q
−1).

Proof of Lemma C.1: The convexity and differentiability of the function F (x) and
(C1) follows from Lemma 8 of [39]. Then using sequentially the definition of F (x) and
the properties of the expectation associated with the absolute value and the mean
value theorem, we get that for all x ∈ X.

|F (x)− f(x)| = |E[f(x+ re)]− f(x)|
≤ E[|f(x+ re)− f(x)|]
≤ E[‖∇f(z(x, x+ re))‖2 · ‖re‖2],

where z(x, x+ re) is a convex combination of x and x+ re. It remains to use (10) and
get

|F (x)− f(x)| ≤ rG.

As required to prove in (C2). Finally, we prove (C3). By the symmetry of the distri-
bution of e and (C1) we get:

‖∇F (x)‖2∗ =
∥∥∥E [n

r
f(x+ re)

]∥∥∥2

∗

=
∥∥∥E [ n

2r
f(x+ re)e

]
− E

[ n
2r
f(x− re)e

]∥∥∥2

∗

≤ n2

4r2
E[(f(x+ re)− f(x− re))2‖e‖2∗]

=
n2

4r2
E[((f(x+ re)− α)− (f(x− re)− α))2‖e‖2∗].

Next, we apply (A1) and obtain:

n2

4r2
E[((f(x+ re)− α)− (f(x− re)− α))2‖e‖2∗] ≤

n2

2r2
E[(f(x+ re)− α)2‖e‖2∗]

+
n2

2r2
E[(f(x− re)− α)2‖e‖2∗].
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Since the distribution of e is symmetric

n2

2r2

(
E[(f(x+ re)− α)2‖e‖2∗] + E[(f(x− re)− α)2‖e‖2∗]

)
=
n2

r2
E[(f(x+re)−α)2‖e‖2∗].

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (A3), we get

n2

r2
E[(f(x+ re)− α)2‖e‖2∗] ≤

n2

r2

√
E[‖e‖4∗]E[(f(x+ re)− α)4].

Taking α = E[(f(x + re)] and having that f(x + re) is Gr-Lipshitz w.r.t. e in terms
of the ‖ · ‖2 - norm and using Lemma B.1, we get:

n2p2(n)

r2

√
E[(f(x+ re)− α)4] ≤ 4n2p2(n)

r2
· G

2r2

n
= 4np2(n)G2.

That is, we proved that

‖∇F (x)‖∗ ≤ 2
√
np(n)G.

�

Lemma C.2 (see Lemma 2 from [6]). For f̃ ′r given in (5) the following inequalities
hold:

E[f̃ ′r(x, ξ
±)]−∇F (x) = 0 (C4)

E[‖f̃ ′r(x, ξ±)‖2∗] ≤ p2(n)

(
3nG2 +

2n2σ2

r2

)
. (C5)

where p2(n) is determined by
√
E[‖e‖4∗] ≤ p2(n).

Proof of Lemma C.2 We start from (C4). With definition (5), we get

E[f̃ ′r(x, ξ
±)] =

n

2r

(
E[f(x+ re, ξ+)e]− E[f(x− re, ξ−)e]

)
=

n

2r
(E[f(x+ re)e]− E[f(x− re)e]) +

n

2r
E[(ξ+ − ξ−)e]

Taking into account the independence of e, ξ and (9) we have E[(ξ+ − ξ−)e] =
Ee [Eξ[(ξ+ − ξ−)e]] = 0. Then, using (C1), we obtain

E[f̃ ′r(x, ξ
±)]−∇F (x) =

n

2r
E [f(x+ re)e]− n

2r
E [f(x− re)e]−∇F (x)

=
n

r
E [f(x+ re)e]−∇F (x) = 0
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Next, we prove (C5). With definition (5), we get

E[‖f̃ ′r(x, ξ±)‖2∗] = E
[∥∥∥ n

2r
(f̃(x+ re, ξ+)− f̃(x− re, ξ−))e

∥∥∥2

∗

]
= E

[∥∥∥ n
2r

(f(x+ re) + ξ+ − f(x− re)− ξ−)e
∥∥∥2

∗

]
.

Using the property (A1) twice, we get

E
[
‖f̃ ′r(x, ξ±)‖2∗

]
≤ n2

2r2
E
[
‖(f(x+ re)− f(x− re))e‖2∗

]
+
n2

2r2
E
[
‖(ξ+ − ξ−)e‖2∗

]
≤ n2

2r2
E
[
(f(x+ re)− f(x− re))2‖e‖2∗

]
+
n2

r2
E
[
((ξ+)2 + (ξ−)2)‖e‖2∗

]
.

By independence of ξ± and e, we have

E
[
‖f̃ ′r(x, ξ±)‖2∗

]
≤ n2

2r2
Eξ
[
Ee
[
(f(x+ re)− α− f(x+ re) + α)2‖e‖2∗

]]
+
n2

r2
Eξ
[
Ee
[
((ξ+)2 + (ξ−)2)‖e‖2∗

]]
≤n

2

r2
Eξ
[
Ee
[
(f(x+ re)− α)2 + (f(x− re)− α)2‖e‖2∗

]]
+
n2

r2
Eξ
[
Ee
[
((ξ+)2 + (ξ−)2)‖e‖2∗

]]
.

Taking into account the symetric distribution of e, also using Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity (A3), the definition of p2(n) and (9), we get

E
[
‖f̃ ′r(x, ξ±)‖2∗

]
≤n

2

r2
Eξ
[
Ee
[
(f(x+ re)− α)2‖e‖2∗

]]
+
n2

r2
Eξ
[
Ee
[
((ξ+)2 + (ξ−)2)‖e‖2∗

]]
≤n

2

r2
Eξ
[√

Ee [(f(x− re)− α)4]
√

Ee [‖e‖4∗]
]

+
n2

r2
Eξ
[
Ee
[
((ξ+)2 + (ξ−)2)‖e‖2∗

]]
≤n

2p2(n)

r2
Eξ
[√

Ee[(f(x− re)− α)4
]

+
2n2p2(n)σ2

r2
.

We have that f(x + re) is Gr-Lipshitz w.r.t e in terms of the ‖ · ‖2. By this fact and
using Lemma B.1, we get

E[‖f̃ ′r(x, ξ±)‖2∗] ≤ p2(n)

(
3nG2 +

2n2σ2

r2

)
.

�
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Appendix D. Proof of Theorem 3.2

In this Section we prove the main theorem. The following analysis is based on [6, 25].
Let us consider the following lemma provides an analysis of PS from Algorithm 1.

Lemma D.1. Assume that {pt}t≥1 and {θt}t≥1 in the subroutine PS of Algorithm 1
satisfy

θt =
Pt−1 − Pt

(1− Pt)Pt−1
, (D1)

Pt =

{
1 t = 0,

pt(1 + pt)
−1Pt−1 t ≥ 1.

(D2)

Then for any t ≥ 1 and u ∈ X:

β

1− Pt
V (ut, u) + (Φ(ũt)− Φ(u))

≤ βPt
1− Pt

V (u0, u) +
Pt

1− Pt

t∑
i=1

1

Pi−1pi

[
(G̃+ ‖δi‖∗)2

2βpi
+ 〈δi, u− ui−1〉

]
, (D3)

where

Φ(u)
def
= g(u) + F (u) + βV (x, u), (D4)

δt
def
= f̃ ′r(ut−1, ξ

±
t−1)−∇F (ut−1), (D5)

G̃
def
= 4p(n)

√
nG. (D6)

Proof of Lemma D.1:
Let us consider the following functions:

lF (ut−1, u)
def
= F (ut−1) + 〈∇F (ut−1), u− ut−1〉

l̃F (ut−1, u)
def
= F (ut−1) + 〈f̃ ′r(ut−1, ξ

±
t−1), u− ut−1〉

Using Lemma B.4 and then Lemma C.1, we get

F (ut) ≤ lF (ut−1, ut) + G̃‖ut − ut−1‖.

Adding g(ut) + βV (x, ut) to this inequality and applying (D4), we obtain:

Φ(ut) ≤ g(ut) + lF (ut−1, ut) + βV (x, ut) + G̃‖ut − ut−1‖
= g(ut) + l̃F (ut−1, ut)− 〈δt, ut − ut−1〉+ βV (x, ut) + G̃‖ut − ut−1‖.

Using (A2), we get

Φ(ut) ≤ g(ut) + l̃F (ut−1, ut) + βV (x, ut) + (G̃+ ‖δt‖∗)‖ut − ut−1‖. (D7)
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Next, we apply Lemma B.2 to Line 3 of PS procedure. Here p(·) = h(·) +〈
f̃ ′r(ut−1, ξ

±
t−1), ·

〉
, µ1 = β, µ2 = βpt, ũ = ut, x̃ = x and ỹ = ut−1. Then we ob-

tain that for all u ∈ X

g(ut) + l̃F (ut−1, ut) + βV (x, ut) + βptV (ut−1, ut)

≤g(u) + l̃F (ut−1, u) + βV (x, u) + βptV (ut−1, u)− β(1 + pt)V (ut, u)

=g(u) + lF (ut−1, u) + 〈δt, u− ut−1〉+ βV (x, u)

+ βptV (ut−1, u)− β(1 + pt)V (ut, u)

≤Φ(u) + βptV (ut−1, u)− β(1 + pt)V (ut, u) + 〈δt, u− ut−1〉. (D8)

Moreover, the strong convexity of V (Lemma A.4) implies that

−βptV (ut−1, ut) + (G̃+ ‖δt‖∗)‖ut − ut−1‖

≤ − βpt
2
‖ut − ut−1‖2 + (G̃+ ‖δt‖∗)‖ut − ut−1‖

≤(G̃+ ‖δt‖∗)2

2βpt
. (D9)

Combining (D7), (D8) and (D9), we get

Φ(ut)− Φ(u) ≤ βptV (ut−1, u)− β(1 + pt)V (ut, u) +
(G̃+ ‖δt‖∗)2

2βpt
+ 〈δt, u− ut−1〉.

Now dividing both sides of the above inequality by 1 + pt and rearranging the terms,
we get

βV (ut, u) +
Φ(ut)− Φ(u)

1 + pt
≤ βpt

1 + pt
V (ut−1, u) +

(G̃+ ‖δt‖∗)2

2β(1 + pt)pt
+
〈δt, u− ut−1〉

1 + pt
.

Next, we apply Lemma B.3 with 1−wk = pt
1+pt

, Wk = Pt and ∆k = βV (ut, u) and get

β

Pt
V (ut, u) +

t∑
i=1

Φ(ui)− Φ(u)

Pi(1 + pi)

≤βV (u0, u) +

t∑
i=1

[
(G̃+ ‖δi‖∗)2

2βPi(1 + pi)pi
+
〈δi, u− ui−1〉
Pi(1 + pi)

]
.

Multiplying by Pt

1−Pt
, we obtain

β

1− Pt
V (ut, u) +

t∑
i=1

Pt
Pi(1 + pi)(1− Pt)

· (Φ(ui)− Φ(u))

≤ βPt
1− Pt

V (u0, u) +
Pt

1− Pt

t∑
i=1

[
(G̃+ ‖δi‖∗)2

2βPi(1 + pi)pi
+
〈δi, u− ui−1〉
Pi(1 + pi)

]
. (D10)

ũt is a convex combination of ũt−1 and ut (Line 4 of PS procedure). In turn, ũt−1 is
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also a combination ũt−2 and ut−1. Continuing further, we have that ũt is a convex
combination of ut, ut−1, . . .u1. Using the definitions θt (D1) and ũt (Line 4 of PS

procedure) we have

ũt =
Pt

1− Pt

(
1− Pt−1

Pt−1
ũt−1 +

1

Pt(1 + pt)
ut

)
,

ũt =
Pt

1− Pt

(
1− Pt−2

Pt−2
ũt−2 +

1

Pt−1(1 + pt−1)
ut−1 +

1

Pt(1 + pt)
ut

)
= . . . =

t∑
i=1

Pt
1− Pt

1

Pi(1 + pi)
· ui. (D11)

Combining (D11), (D10) and using convexity of Φ, we get

β

1− Pt
V (ut, u) + (Φ(ũt)− Φ(u))

≤ βPt
1− Pt

V (u0, u) +
Pt

1− Pt

t∑
i=1

[
(G̃+ ‖δi‖∗)2

2βPi(1 + pi)pi
+
〈δi, u− ui−1〉
Pi(1 + pi)

]
.

Definition of Pi finishes the proof.

�

Theorem D.2. Assume that {pt}t≥1, {θt}t≥1, {βk}k≥1, {γk}k≥1 in Algorithm 1 sat-
isfy (D1), (D2) and

γ1 = 1, βk − Lγk ≥ 0, k ≥ 1, (D12)

Γk =

{
1, k = 1,

(1− γk)Γk−1, k > 1,
(D13)

γkβk
Γk(1− PTk

)
≤ γk−1βk−1

Γk−1(1− PTk−1
)
, k ≥ 2. (D14)

Then

E[Ψ(xN )−Ψ(x∗)] ≤ ΓNβ1

1− PT1

V (x0, x
∗) + ΓN

N∑
k=1

Tk∑
i=1

(G̃2 + ρ2)γkPTk

βkΓk(1− PTk
)p2
iPi−1

, (D15)

where Pt is from (D2) and x∗ is a solution for the problem

min
x∈X

Ψ(x)
def
= F (x) + g(x), (D16)

and

ρ2 def
= 14np2(n)G2 +

4n2p2(n)σ2

r2
. (D17)
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Proof of Theorem D.2
Function g is L-smooth. Then, with(6) and new definition

lg(x, y)
def
= g(x) + 〈∇g(x), y − x〉,

we obtain:

g(xk) ≤ lg(xk, xk) +
L

2
‖xk − xk‖2.

Then we use xk − xk = γk(x̃k − xk−1) (Lines 3 and 5 of Algorithm 1) and get

g(xk) ≤lg(xk, xk) +
L

2
‖xk − xk‖2

=(1− γk)lg(xk, xk−1)

+ γklg(xk, x̃k) +
Lγ2

k

2
‖x̃k − xk−1‖2

≤(1− γk)g(xk−1) + γk [lg(xk, x̃k) + βkV (xk−1, x̃k)]

− γkβkV (xk−1, x̃k) +
Lγ2

k

2
‖x̃k − xk−1‖2.

By strong convexity of V (Lemma A.4) and (D12) we get:

g(xk) ≤(1− γk)g(xk−1) + γk [lg(xk, x̃k) + βkV (xk−1, x̃k)]

−
(
γkβk − Lγ2

k

)
V (xk−1, x̃k)

≤(1− γk)g(xk−1) + γk [lg(xk, x̃k) + βkV (xk−1, x̃k)] ,

Using convexity of F and Line 5 of Algorithm 1, we obtain:

F (xk) ≤ (1− γk)F (xk−1) + γkF (x̃k).

Summing up previous two inequalities, and using the definitions (D16) and (D4), we
have

Ψ(xk) ≤ (1− γk)Ψ(xk−1) + γkΦk(x̃k).

and then

Ψ(xk)−Ψ(u) ≤ (1− γk)[Ψ(xk−1)−Ψ(u)] + γk[Φk(x̃k)−Ψ(u)]. (D18)

Using (D3) and (D4), we have that for all u ∈ X

βk(1− PTk
)−1V (xk, u) + [Φk(x̃k)− Φk(u)]

≤βkPTk
(1− PTk

)−1V (xk−1, u)

+
PTk

1− PTk

Tk∑
i=1

1

piPi−1

[
(G̃+ ‖δk,i‖∗)2

2βkpi
+ 〈δk,i, u− uk,i−1〉

]
. (D19)
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Combing of (D18) and (D19) gives for all u ∈ X:

Ψ(xk)−Ψ(u) ≤(1− γk)[Ψ(xk−1)−Ψ(u)] + γk

{
βk

1− PTk

[V (xk−1, u)− V (xk, u)]

+
PTk

1− PTk

Tk∑
i=1

1

piPi−1


(
G̃+ ‖δk,i‖∗

)2

2βkpi
+ 〈δk,i, u− uk,i−1〉

}.
Now we apply Lemma B.3 with wk = γk, Wk = Γk and ∆k = Ψ(xk)−Ψ(u) and get

Ψ(xN )−Ψ(u)

≤ΓN (1− γ1)[Ψ(x0)−Ψ(u)] + ΓN

N∑
k=1

βkγk
Γk(1− PTk

)
[V (xk−1, u)− V (xk, u)]

+ ΓN

N∑
k=1

γkPTk

Γk(1− PTk
)

Tk∑
i=1

1

piPi−1


(
G̃+ ‖δk,i‖∗

)2

2βkpi
+ 〈δk,i, u− uk,i−1〉

 .
(D20)

From (D14) we obtain for all u ∈ X

N∑
k=1

βkγk
Γk(1− PTk

)
[V (xk−1, u)− V (xk, u)]

≤ β1γ1

Γ1(1− PT1
)
V (x0, u)− βNγN

ΓN (1− PTN
)
V (xN , u).

With γ1 = Γ1 = 1, PTN
≤ 1 and V (xN , u) ≥ 0 we get:

N∑
k=1

βkγk
Γk(1− PTk

)
≤ β1

1− PT1

V (x0, u). (D21)

Combining (D20) and (D21), we get for all u ∈ X

Ψ(xN )−Ψ(u) ≤ βk
1− PT1

V (x0, u)

+ ΓN

N∑
k=1

γkPTk

Γk(1− PTk
)

Tk∑
i=1

1

piPi−1

[
(G̃2 + ‖δk,i‖2∗)

βkpi
+ 〈δk,i, u− uk,i−1〉

]
.
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Then we substitute u = x∗ and take a full expectation

E [Ψ(xN )−Ψ(x∗)]

≤ βk
1− PT1

V (x0, x
∗)

+ ΓN

N∑
k=1

γkPTk

Γk(1− PTk
)

Tk∑
i=1

1

piPi−1

[
(G̃2 + E[‖δk,i‖2∗])

βkpi
+ E [〈δk,i, x∗ − uk,i−1〉]

]
.

Using definition of δk,i from (D5), one can obtain that uk,i−1 does not depend on δk,i.
Then, by (C4), we get

E[〈δk,i, u− uk,i−1〉] = E[〈Ek,i[δk,i], u− uk,i−1〉] = 0. (D22)

Whence we obtain

E [Ψ(xN )−Ψ(x∗)]

≤ βk
1− PT1

V (x0, x
∗) + ΓN

N∑
k=1

γkPTk

Γk(1− PTk
)

Tk∑
i=1

1

piPi−1

[
(G̃2 + E[‖δk,i‖2∗])

βkpi

]
.

Next, we estimate E[||δk,i||2∗].

E[‖δ‖2∗] = E[‖f̃ ′r(x)−∇F (x)‖2∗] ≤ 2E‖f̃ ′r(x)‖2∗ + 2E‖∇F (x)‖2∗.

Using the results of Lemma C.1 and C.2, we get

E[‖δ‖2∗] ≤ 2p2(n)

(
3nG2 +

2n2σ2

r2

)
+ 8np2(n)G2.

As a result, by (D17) we get:

E[‖δ‖2∗] ≤ ρ2.

This completes the proof.

�

The next corollary offers a concrete choice of parameters and guarantees of convergence
of states in a more explicit way.

Corollary D.3. Suppose that {pt}t≥1, {θt}t≥1 are

pt =
t

2
, θt =

2(t+ 1)

t(t+ 3)
, ∀t ≥ 1, (D23)

N is given, {βk}, {γk}, {Tk} are

βk =
2L

k
, γk =

2

k + 1
, Tk = max

{
1;

4N(G̃2 + ρ2)k2

3D2
X,V L

2

}
(D24)
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for G̃ is from (D6) and ρ is from (D17). Then for all N ≥ 1

E[Ψ(xN )−Ψ(x∗)] ≤
16LD2

X,V

N(N + 1)
(D25)

Proof of Corollary D.3: First of all, we need to verify conditions of Theorem D.2:
(D1), (D2), (D12), (D14), (D13).

Let us put

Pt =
2

(t+ 1)(t+ 2)
. (D26)

One can check that such Pt and pt, θt from (D23) satisfy conditions (D1) and (D2).
Also with Tk from (D24), we get

PTk
≤ PTk−1

≤ . . . ≤ PT1
≤ 1

3
. (D27)

It is easy to verify that

Γk =
2

k(k + 1)
(D28)

satisfy (D13) with γk from (D24). Moreover, βk and γk from (D24) fit inequality (D12).
Finally, by (D24), (D26), (D27) we verify assumption (D14).

Now, we are ready to prove (D25). Simple calculations and relations (D23), (D26)
imply

Tk∑
i=1

1

p2
iPi−1

= 2

Tk∑
i=1

i+ 1

i
≤ 4Tk.

Next, from this estimate we can obtain

Tk∑
i=1

γkPTk

Γkβk(1− PTk
)p2
iPi−1

≤ 4γkPTk
Tk

Γkβk(1− PTk
)
.

Substituting γk, βk from (D24) and Γk from (D28), one can have

Tk∑
i=1

γkPTk

Γkβk(1− PTk
)p2
iPi−1

≤ 4γkPTk
Tk

Γkβk(1− PTk
)
≤ 2k2PTk

Tk
L(1− PTk

)
.

Using (D27), we can note that 1− PTk
≥ 2

3 . Also, substituting (D26) for PTk
, we get

Tk∑
i=1

γkPTk

Γkβk(1− PTk
)p2
iPi−1

≤ 6k2

L(Tk + 3)
. (D29)

25



Finally, we use the statement (D15) of Theorem D.2 and (D29)

E[Ψ(xN )−Ψ(x∗)] ≤ ΓNβ1

1− PT1

V (x0, x
∗) + 6ΓN (G̃2 + ρ2)

N∑
k=1

k2

L(Tk + 3)
.

Substituting Tak from (D24), we have

E[Ψ(xN )−Ψ(x∗)] ≤ ΓNβ1

1− PT1

V (x0, x
∗) + 5ΓN

N∑
k=1

D2
X,V L

N

≤ ΓN

(
β1

1− PT1

V (x0, x
∗) + 5D2

X,V L

)
.

It remains to put ΓN from (D28), β1 from (D24) and 1− PTk
≥ 2

3 .

E[Ψ(xN )−Ψ(x∗)] ≤ 2L

N(N + 1)
(3V (x0, x

∗) + 5D2
X,V )

≤ 2L

N(N + 1)
(3V (x0, x

∗) + 5D2
X,V ).

�

To get the final result we need to following corollary.

Corollary D.4. Under assumptions of Corollary D.3 we have that for all N ≥ 1 it
holds that

E[Ψ0(xN )−Ψ0(x∗)] ≤ 2rM +
12LD2

X,V

N(N + 1)
. (D30)

Additionally, the total number PS procedure iteration is

T total =
(N + 1)4

D2
X,V L

2
·
(

14p2(n)nG+
p2(n)n2σ2

r2

)
. (D31)

Proof of Corollary D.4: The inequality (D30) is proved by using (D25) and (C2).
To prove the bounds (D31) we use expression for Tk (D24)

N∑
i=1

Tk≤
N∑
i=1

(
4N(G̃2 + ρ2)k2

3D2
X,V L

2
+ 1

)

=
2

18

N2(N + 1)(2N + 1)(G̃2 + ρ2)

D2
X,V L

2
+N

≤ 2

9

(N + 1)4(G̃2 + ρ2)

D2
X,V L

2
+N

Substituting G̃ and ρ from (D6) and (D17) gives the result.

�
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