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ABSTRACT

Large-scale saddle-point problems arise in such machine learning tasks as GANs and linear mod-
els with affine constraints. In this paper, we study distributed saddle-point problems (SPP) with
strongly-convex-strongly-concave smooth objectives that have different strong convexity and strong
concavity parameters of composite terms, which correspond tomin andmax variables, and bilinear
saddle-point part. We consider two types of first-order oracles: deterministic (returns gradient) and
stochastic (returns unbiased stochastic gradient). Our method works in both cases and takes several
consensus steps between oracle calls.

Keywords: Decentralized optimization; time-varying graphs; saddle-point problem; stochastic optimization; consen-
sus subroutine; inexact oracle

1 Introduction

In this paper we study saddle-point problems (SPP) with two composite terms and a bilinear part

min
x∈Rdx

max
y∈Rdy

F (x, y) = f(x) + y>Ax− g(y), (1)

where function f is µx-strongly convex (µx > 0) and Lx-smooth and function g is µy-strongly convex (µy > 0) and
Ly-smooth. The interest to this class of problems has grown in the last few years [36, 1, 20, 34, 32, 14] due to the
general growth of interest in SPP in ML community. The lower complexity bound obtained in [36]:

O

((√
Lx
µx

+

√
λmax(ATA)

µxµy
+

√
Ly
µy

)
log

1

ε

)
. (2)

Optimal methods which work according to the lower bound were obtained independently and almost at the same time
in [15, 30, 11]. For the case µx = µy , Lx = Ly the lower bound and optimal methods were known much earlier
[23, 33, 18].

The case of stochastic oracle, in which we have access to unbiased stochastic gradients of f and g, is studied much
less in the literature. For example, in [37] a non-bilinear SPP was considered and composite terms f , g were assumed
to be proximal-friendly. We study a general case when f and g may be not proximal-friendly.

The problem (1) often arises in decentralized optimization [5, 35] and can be considered as a particular case (when g ≡
0) of decentralized convex optimization problems with affine constraints [9]. It is obvious that in such applications we
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have Ly � µx = µy ∼ ε, where ε is a desired accuracy in duality gap.2 The state-of-the-art results for decentralized
SPP (1) proposed in papers [4, 25, 12, 22] (both for deterministic and stochastic oracles) require µx = µy , Lx = Ly .

The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

1. (Sensitivity) we generalize (2) in the case when oracle returns inexact gradients of f and g [6];
2. (Stochasticity) by using sensitivity analysis and standard batch-technique (e.g. see [7]) we generalize (2) in

the case when oracle returns stochastic gradients of f and g (with different variances);
3. (Decentralization) by using consensus-projection trick from [27, 26] and sensitivity analysis we generalize

stochastic version of (1) for decentralized setup.

Note that we could try to implement the plan above starting with arbitrary optimal method from [15, 30, 11] that has
complexity bound (2). However, we are definitely preferred [15], because the results of [15] include also the situation
when µx = µy = 0, but we still have a linear rate of convergence [10, 1]. This gives us a stochastic generalization in
non-convex-non-concave setup. But at the same time we can only get results for the strongly-convex-strongly-concave
setup in decentralized case, it will be discussed in more detail below.

The drawbacks of the proposed approach are as follows:

• (Lack of overparametrization) Based on the proposed batch-technique we do not know how to replace vari-
ance determined on whole space to the variance determined only in the solution, see [8, 2] for µx = µy ,
Lx = Ly and non-distributed setup.

• (Extra logarithmic multiplier) Consensus-projection procedure leads to the addition of an extra logarithmic
multiplier (on a desired accuracy) in comparison with direct approaches, which was clearly demonstrated in
the case µx = µy , Lx = Ly in [3] and [12].

The advantages of the proposed approach are as follows:

• (Universality) The idea to propose general scheme that allows to build optimal decentralized stochastic meth-
ods based on non-distributed deterministic ones seems to be quite attractive [7]. But for the moment this was
done only for standard Nesterov’s accelerated (momentum) method [26]. The acceleration from [15] is much
more difficult3 So the starting point of the plan (sensitivity analysis) required significant generalization of
the results from [6], which was used in [26]. The results obtained in sensitivity part of this paper building a
bridge to much wider class of optimal modern non-distributed non-stochastic methods. It is very important
to note that proposed scheme preserve optimality (up to a logarithmic factor) of input method for output one
(see [25] for the lower bound in deterministic setup).

• (Average constants) As well as in the works [27, 26, 3] the complexity bounds (communication steps, oracle
calls) determined by the average (among all the nodes) smoothness, strong convexity (concavity) and variance
constants rather than the worse ones, which is typical for any other (which do not use dual oracle) approaches
[9].

• (Time-varying networks) As well as in the works [27, 26, 3] our results can be easily generalized on time-
varying networks, rather than almost optimal loop-less approaches that are much more tricky and developed
at the moment only for optimization problems [17, 13, 19, 29].

An alternative approach that could be used is based on decentralized Catalyst envelope [31]. In this approach we could
build an optimal method for SPP (1) based on decentralized accelerated method for optimization problem formulation
[16, 17, 13, 19, 29]. We could try to build an optimal (up to a logarithmic factors) method in the same way as it
was done in non-distributed setup [20, 32]. Unfortunately, this approach: a) can deal only with deterministic oracles;
b) is characterized by the worst-case constants (not the average ones); c) leads to the third degree (at least) of the
logarithmic factor [20, 32] that is worse than in described above approach.4

Prior to our paper, we were not aware of papers that considered decentralized strongly-convex-strongly-concave SPP
with different constants of strong convexity and strong concavity, even in deterministic case. The most competitive
paper to ours is [12] which considers equal constants of strong convexity and strong concavity. Therefore, the result
of [12] would contain 1/min{µx, µy}, whereas our result is 1/

√
µxµy , which may be much better.

2Strictly speaking, we must put µy = 0, since g ≡ 0. But without limiting generality, we can consider µy to be as small as ε
due to the regularization trick [34, 25].

3It seems that [15] is the most tricky approach among [15, 30, 11], which use significantly new ideas of acceleration rather than
standard ones [24, 21].

4May be this drawback could be eliminated over time, like it was done in [14] for non-distributed setup.
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1.1 Basic definitions and assumptions

The paper is mainly focused on the decentralized saddle point problems. Namely, we aim at solving

min
x∈Rdx

max
y∈Rdy

1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(x) + y>Ax− gi(y). (3)

We assume local functions fi and gi to be strongly convex and smooth.
Definition 1.1. Function h(x) : Rd → R is called L-smooth if for any x, y ∈ Rd it holds

‖∇h(y)−∇h(x)‖ ≤ L ‖y − x‖ .

Definition 1.2. Function h(x) : Rd → R is called µ-strongly convex if for any x, y ∈ Rd it holds

h(y) ≥ h(x) + 〈∇h(x), y − x〉+
µ

2
‖y − x‖2 .

Assumption 1.3. Function fi(x) : Rdx → R is µx,i-strongly convex and Lx,i-smooth function, µx,i ≥ 0, Lx,i > 0.
There exists i such that µx,i > 0.

Assumption 1.4. Function gi(y) : Rdy → R is µy,i-strongly convex and Ly,i-smooth function, µy,i ≥ 0, Ly,i > 0.
There exists i such that µy,i > 0.

Every agent’s oracle has access only to stochastic gradients of fi(x) and gi(y), we denote them as ∇fi(x, ξx) and
∇gi(y, ξy) correspondingly, where ξx and ξy are random variables.

Assumption 1.5. For each i there exists σ2
f,i such that

Eξx∇fi(x, ξx) = ∇fi(x), Eξx ‖∇fi(x, ξx)−∇fi(x)‖2 ≤ σ2
f,i.

Assumption 1.6. For each i there exists σ2
g,i such that

Eξy∇gi(y, ξy) = ∇gi(y), Eξy ‖∇gi(y, ξy)−∇gi(y)‖2 ≤ σ2
g,i.

Assumption 1.7. There exist constants Lxy > 0, µxy, µyx ≥ 0 such that

L2
xy ≥ λmax

(
ATA

)
= λmax

(
AAT

)
,

µ2
xy ≤

{
λ+
min(AA>), if ∇g(y, ξ) ∈ rangeA for all ξ and y ∈ Rdy
λmin(AA>), otherwise

µ2
yx ≤

{
λ+
min(A>A), if ∇f(x, ξ) ∈ rangeA for all ξ and x ∈ Rdx
λmin(A>A), otherwise

where λmin(·), λ+
min(·) and λmax(·) denote the smallest, smallest positive and largest eigenvalue of a matrix, respec-

tively, and range(·) denotes the range space of a matrix.

Each node holds its own copy of global variables x and y, and we introduce matrices X = [x1x2 . . . xn] ∈ Rdx×n
and Y = [y1y2 . . . yn] ∈ Rdy×n. We also denote x = 1

n

∑n
i=1 xi, y = 1

n

∑n
i=1 yi and X = (x . . . x) ∈ Rdx×n,

Y = (y . . . y) ∈ Rdy×n.

Introduce functions

F (X) =

n∑
i=1

fi(xi), G(Y ) =

n∑
i=1

gi(yi). (4)

Definition 1.8. Let S be a nonempty set of solutions of saddle-point problem. Then we call a pair of vectors (x, y) an
ε-solution to SPP (3) for given accuracy ε > 0 if it satisfies

min
(x∗,y∗)∈S

max{‖x− x∗‖2 , ‖y − y∗‖2} ≤ ε. (5)

The complexity of the algorithm is comprised of the number of communications between nodes and the number of
computations of matrix-vector products Ax, y>A and stochastic first-order oracle calls∇f(x, ξ),∇g(y, ξ).
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Remark 1.9. Our analysis provides an algorithm whose complexity linearly depends on global parameters

Lx =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Lx,i, µx =
1

n

n∑
i=1

µx,i, σ
2
f =

1

n

n∑
i=1

σ2
f,i,

Ly =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ly,i, µy =
1

n

n∑
i=1

µy,i, σ
2
g =

1

n

n∑
i=1

σ2
g,i

Local parameters are defined as Llx = maxi{Lx,i}, µlx = mini{µx,i}, Lly = maxi{Ly,i}, µly = mini{µy,i}.

1.2 Main idea: approximation of non-distributed algorithm via consensus subroutine

Problem (3) can be written as

min
X∈Cdx

max
Y ∈Cdy

1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(xi) + y>i Axi − gi(yi), (6)

where

Cdx =
{
X ∈ Rdx×n : x1 = . . . = xn

}
and Cdy =

{
Y ∈ Rdy×n : y1 = . . . = yn

}
.

We want to expand the existing algorithm to the decentralized case of finite sum SPP, and it would be very convenient
if we could pass the information about gradients from every node to a single center, average the gradients and pass
them back. It would be the same if we made one gradient iteration and averaged variables at each node. Therefore,
the main idea of consensus is to make this ”averaging” as precise as possible. The only thing we can do is to transmit
the information to neighbors. There is a number of solutions in the literature of how to make this ”averaging”, which
often translate to the properties, provided in the ”Consensus” section. The relevance of such properties is discussed in
more detail in ”Consensus” section in [27].

So we want to make our ”averaging” as close as possible to the ideal one, but there are always ”inexactness” in equality
of node values, which is expressed by the distance from Z to Cdz subspace. Hence, we need the Lemma 2.1 which
helps us to transform the ”averaging inexactness” to δ constant in the definition of inexact oracle which introduced in
the section below. Therefore, adjusting the number of consensus iterations, we bound the δ constant.

We use a fixed number of consensus iterations, so to get the theoretical guarantees that δ constant would be sufficiently
small during the algorithm. We need to prove that the possible ”inexactness” after a gradient iteration is bounded and
that this bound can be expressed polynomially through the initial constants. Since we work in a stochastic setup, we
can only get the bound for expectation of ”inexactness” after gradient iteration, therefore get the bound for expectation
of ”inexactness” after consensus, which guarantees us the bound in expectation of δ constant.

To sum up, implementation of this plan requires sensitive and stochastic (in stochastic decentralized setup) analysis of
the algorithm used in decentralized case.

In our case in particular, we take Algorithm 1 from [15] as a basis for our decentralized algorithm. For this purpose,
we need to expand results from [15] on the case of stochastic inexact oracle.

2 Inexact oracle framework

2.1 Preliminaries

We will use the definition of (δ, L, µ)-oracle. Let h(x) be a convex function defined on a convex set Q ⊆ Rm. We say
that (hδ,µ,L(x), sδ,µ,L(x)) is a (δ, L, µ)-model of h(x) at point x ∈ Q if for all y ∈ Q holds

µ

2
‖y − x‖2 ≤ h(y)− (hδ,µ,L(x) + 〈sδ,µ,L(x), y − x〉) ≤ L

2
‖y − x‖2 + δ.

With slight abuse of notation, we say that ∇fδ(x) is (δ, L, µ)-model of f(x) at point x if there exists c such that
(c,∇fδ(x)) is a (δ, L, µ)-model of f(x) at point x. Constants L and µ are derived from the context.

2.2 Inexact oracle for f(x)

Consider the sequence {fi(x)}ni=1, fi is Li-smooth and µi strongly convex.

4
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Define f(x) = 1
nF (X).

Lemma 2.1. Let X ∈ Rd×n and ‖X −X‖2 ≤ δ′

Define

δ =
1

2n

(
L2
l

Lg
+

2L2
l

µg
+ Ll − µl

)
δ′,

fδ,L,µ(x,X) =
1

n

(
F (X) + 〈∇F (X), X −X〉+

1

2

(
µl −

2L2
l

µg

)
‖X −X‖2

)
,

gδ,L,µ(x,X) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∇fi(xi).

Then (fδ,L,µ(x,X), gδ,L,µ(x,X)) is a (δ, 2Lg, µg/2)-model of f at point x.

Proof. The proof is provided in Lemma 2.1 in [27].

This theorem assumes that Lg, µg variables reflect global constants, while Ll, µl reflect local constants.

This is a fundamental theorem for our analysis because it allows us to use inexact oracle, through which we can use
such an approximations (consider the case of ‖X −X‖2 ≤ δ′).

µg
4
‖y − x‖2 ≤ f(y)− fδ,L,µ(x,X)− 〈gδ,L,µ(x,X), y − x〉 ≤ Lg ‖y − x‖2 + δ

If we could calculate the gradient at the point x, we could get rid of δ, but this is the price for decentralization, so we
are trying to call the oracle at the point that is as close as possible to Cz . The iteration of our decentralized algorithm
is performed as follows: being in the

√
δ′ neighborhood of Cz , we iterate the basic algorithm, then make projection to√

δ′ neighborhood of Cz .

2.3 Inexact APDG

In this section we consider the Algorithm 1 from [15], but for the sake of using it as a basis for decentralized SPP with
consensus subroutine we need its inexact variant.

Algorithm 1 Inexact APDG
Input: ηx, ηy, αx, αy, βx, βy > 0, τx, τy, σx, σy ∈ (0, 1], θ ∈ (0, 1)
x0
f = x0 ∈ rangeA>

y0
f = y−1 = y0 ∈ rangeA

for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
ykm = yk + θ

(
yk − yk−1

)
xkg = τxx

k + (1− τx)xkf
ykg = τyy

k + (1− τy) ykf
xk+1 = xk + ηxαx

(
xkg − xk

)
− ηxβxAT

(
Axk −∇gδ(ykg )

)
− ηx

(
∇fδ(xkg) +AT ykm

)
yk+1 = yk + ηyαy

(
ykg − yk

)
− ηyβyA

(
AT yk +∇fδ(xkg)

)
− ηy

(
∇gδ(ykg )−Axk+1

)
xk+1
f = xkg + σx

(
xk+1 − xk

)
yk+1
f = ykg + σy

(
yk+1 − yk

)
end for

Theorem 2.2. Let f(x) be µx-strongly convex and Lx smooth, and let g(y) be µy-strongly convex and Ly smooth
(where µx, µy > 0). Let us have access to (δx, Lx, µx)-oracle of f and (δy, Ly, µy)-oracle of g. Also suppose
Assumption 1.7 holds. Then there exist parameters of Algorithm 1 such that

‖xk − x∗‖2 ≤ 1

3Lxy

√
µy
µx

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy)

)
,

‖yk − y∗‖2 ≤ 1

4Lxy

√
µx
µy

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy)

)
,

5
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1

1− θ
≤ 4 + 4 max

{√
Lx
µx
,

√
Ly
µy
,
Lxy√
µxµy

}
.

Here Ψ0 depends polynomially on initial values.

Theorem 2.2 is a consequence of Theorem 3.5 with σ2
f = σ2

g = 0. We discuss Theorem 3.5 in Section 3 and its proof
is presented in Appendix A.

3 Stochastic inexact case

3.1 Inexact stochastic oracle

Consider the sequence {fi(x)}ni=1, fi is Li-smooth and µi strongly convex.

Lemma 3.1. Let X ∈ Rd×n and ‖X −X‖2 ≤ δ′.
Define

δ =
1

2n

(
L2
l

Lg
+

2L2
l

µg
+ Ll − µl

)
δ′,

fδ,L,µ(x,X) =
1

n

(
F (X) + 〈∇F (X), X −X〉+

1

2

(
µl −

2L2
l

µg

)
‖X −X‖2

)
,

gδ,L,µ(x,X) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∇fi(xi),

g̃δ,L,µ(x,X) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

r

r∑
j=1

∇fi(xi, ξji ).

Then (fδ,L,µ(x,X), gδ,L,µ(x,X)) is a (δ, 2Lg, µg/2)-model of f at point x. Moreover, we have

Eg̃δ,L,µ(x) = gδ,L,µ(x),

E‖g̃δ,L,µ(x)− gδ,L,µ(x)‖2 ≤
∑n
i=1 σ

2
f,i

n2r
=
σ2
f

nr
.

Proof. See Lemma 4.1 from [26].

This lemma is similar to the Lemma 2.1 and follows the same idea (to transform the ”inexactness” in equality of node
values in δ constant in inexact oracle), but also considers stochastic case.

3.2 Inexact stochastic APDG

Definition 3.2. There are a sequence of independent random variables for stochastic oracle, which represent a history
of stochastic process. Let ξk = (ξ1

x, ξ
2
x, . . . , ξ

k
x , ξ

1
y , ξ

2
y , . . . , ξ

k
y ). ξkx = {ξk,ix }

rf
i=1 and ξky = {ξk,jy }

rg
j=1 are random

variables for batches at iteration k, rf , rg denote the batch sizes for f and g respectively.

Definition 3.3. For every iteration k of the algorithm, the oracle has access only to stochastic inexact gradi-
ents ∇fδ(x, ξk,ix , ξk−1) and ∇gδ(y, ξk,jy , ξk−1), where 1 ≤ i ≤ rf , 1 ≤ j ≤ rg . Let ∇f iδ(x, ξk−1) =

Eξk,i
x
∇fδ(x, ξk,ix , ξk−1) and ∇gjδ(y, ξk−1) = Eξk,j

y
∇gδ(y, ξk,jy , ξk−1). ∇rfδ(x, ξkx , ξk−1) and ∇rgδ(y, ξky , ξk−1) are

batched gradients.

Assumption 3.4. (Inexact oracle property)
Let ∇gjδ(y, ξk−1) denote the (δy(ξk−1), Ly, µy)-model of g at point y and ∇f iδ(x, ξk−1) denote the
(δx(ξk−1), Lx, µx)-model of f at point x, respectively. We assume that Dξk,i

x
∇fδ(x, ξk,ix , ξk−1) ≤ σ2

f and
Dξk,j

y
∇gδ(y, ξk,jy , ξk−1) ≤ σ2

g . Moreover, we assume that Eξk−1δx(ξk−1) ≤ δx and Eξk−1δy(ξk−1) ≤ δy .

For brevity we write ∇gk = ∇rgδ(ykg , ξky , ξk−1), ∇fk = ∇rfδ(xkg , ξkx , ξk−1).

6
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Algorithm 2 Inexact stochastic APDG
Input: ηx, ηy, αx, αy, βx, βy > 0, τx, τy, σx, σy ∈ (0, 1], θ ∈ (0, 1)
x0
f = x0 ∈ rangeA>

y0
f = y−1 = y0 ∈ rangeA

for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
ykm = yk + θ

(
yk − yk−1

)
xkg = τxx

k + (1− τx)xkf
ykg = τyy

k + (1− τy) ykf
xk+1 = xk + ηxαx

(
xkg − xk

)
− ηxβxAT

(
Axk −∇gk

)
− ηx

(
∇fk +AT ykm

)
yk+1 = yk + ηyαy

(
ykg − yk

)
− ηyβyA

(
AT yk +∇fk

)
− ηy

(
∇gk −Axk+1

)
xk+1
f = xkg + σx

(
xk+1 − xk

)
yk+1
f = ykg + σy

(
yk+1 − yk

)
end for

Such general conditions are needed because they cover the properties of average values obtained after averaging Algo-
rithm 3. As already said, we keep the expectations of values

∥∥X −X∥∥2
and

∥∥Y − Y ∥∥2
small enough. By Lemma 3.1,

this implies that the expectations of gradients ∇gδ(ykg ) = Egrδ(ykg , ξky , ξk−1) and ∇fδ(xkg) = Egrδ(xkg , ξkx , ξk−1) are
(δy, Ly, µy)-model of g at point ykg and (δx, Lx, µx)-model of f at point xkg correspondingly.

Theorem 3.5. Let f(x) be µx-strongly convex and Lx smooth, g(y) be µy-strongly convex and Ly smooth (µx, µy ≥
0). We have access to (δkx, Lx, µx)-stochastic oracle of f with variance upper bounded by σ2

f and (δky , Ly, µy)-
stochastic oracle of g with variance upper bounded by σ2

g at iteration k. We also denote batch size with r. Also
suppose Assumption 1.7 and Assumption 3.4 hold in environment of Algorithm 2. Then there exist different sets of
parameters of Algorithm 2 such that

E‖xk − x∗‖2 ≤ ω

3Lxy

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
,

E‖yk − y∗‖2 ≤ 1

4Lxyω

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
,

Σ2 =

(
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f

rf
+

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g

rg
.

Here is the list of possible estimations depending on different constants:

1

1− θ
≤ 4 + 4 max

{√
Lx
µx
,

√
Ly
µy
,
Lxy√
µxµy

}
, ω =

√
µy
µx
, (7a)

1

1− θ
≤ 4 + 8 max

{√
LxLy

µxy
,
Lxy
µxy

√
Lx
µx
,
L2
xy

µ2
xy

}
, ω =

√
µ2
xy

2µxLx
, (7b)

1

1− θ
≤ 4 + 8 max

{√
LxLy

µyx
,
Lxy
µyx

√
Ly
µy
,
L2
xy

µ2
yx

}
, ω =

√
2µyLy
µ2
yx

, (7c)

1

1− θ
≤ 2 + 8 max

{√
LxLyLxy

µxyµyx
,
L2
xy

µ2
yx

,
L2
xy

µ2
xy

}
, ω =

µxy
µyx

√
Ly
Lx

. (7d)

Here Ψ0 depends polynomially on initial values.

The proof is provided in appendix A, including the constants values for every estimation.

Each line in the list of possible estimations symbolises particular case in a convex-concave conditions. Firstly, (7a)
expresses strongly-convex-strongly-concave case. Secondly, (7b) describes strongly-convex-concave and positive µxy
case. Thirdly, line (7c) expresses convex-strongly-concave and positive µyx case. Forthly, (7d) covers convex-concave
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and positive µxy , µyx case. Every case provides a linear convergence rate for corresponding class of problems. The
last case is associated with convex-concave problem with square full-range matrix(in this case µxy, µyx > 0 and
Assumption 1.7 holds).

Speaking about deterministic side, according to [36] this upper bound is optimal in strongly-convex-strongly-concave
case.

4 Decentralized algorithm and results

We take Algorithm 1 from [15] as a basis for our method. This algorithm works according to lower bounds and also
cover convex-concave case, therefore we obtain desirable non-decentralized stochastic generalization, which may be
futher generalized to decentralized case.

The algorithm can be executed in a decentralized way due to ”decentralized” property of mixing matrices in Consen-
sus algorithm (”Consensus” section). Every node has its own sequence of independent random variables (different
sequences are also independent), which is used in calls of stochastic oracle. Let rf,i and rg,i denote batch sizes at
node i for f and g, respectively, and let ξkx,i and ξky,i be the sets of random variables on i’th node at iteration k.
Also introduce ξkx = (ξkx,1ξ

k
x,2 . . . ξ

k
x,n), ∇rF (X, ξkx) = (∇rf1(x1, ξ

k
x,1)∇rf2(x2, ξ

k
x,2) . . .∇rfn(xn, ξ

k
x,n)). Here

∇rfi(xi, ξkx,i) is a batched gradient. Notations ξky and ∇rG(X, ξky ) are defined in the same way.

In the algorithm below, we write∇Fk = ∇rF (Xk
g , ξ

k
x),∇Gk = ∇rG(Y kg , ξ

k
y ) for brevity.

Algorithm 3 Decentralized APDG with consensus subroutine
Input: ηx, ηy, αx, αy, βx, βy > 0, τx, τy, σx, σy ∈ (0, 1], θ ∈ (0, 1)

X0
f = X0 = X0, x0 ∈ rangeA>

Y 0
f = Y −1 = Y 0 = Y 0, y0 ∈ rangeA

for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
Y km = Y k + θ

(
Y k − Y k−1

)
Xk
g = τxX

k + (1− τx)Xk
f

Y kg = τyY
k + (1− τy)Y kf

Uk+1 = Xk + ηxαx
(
Xk
g −Xk

)
− ηxβxAT

(
AXk −∇Gk

)
− ηx

(
∇Fk +ATY km

)
W k+1 = Y k + ηyαy

(
Y kg − Y k

)
− ηyβyA

(
ATY k +∇Fk

)
− ηy

(
∇Gk −AUk+1

)
Xk+1 = Consensus(Uk+1, T k)
Y k+1 = Consensus(W k+1, T k)

Xk+1
f = Xk

g + σx
(
Xk+1 −Xk

)
Y k+1
f = Y kg + σy

(
Y k+1 − Y k

)
end for

Algorithm 4 Consensus
Input: X0, the number of iterations T
for t = 0, 1, . . . , T − 1 do

Xt+1 = XtW t

end for

One may notice that it is possible to rewrite this algorithm in terms of average values of variables at nodes (algorithm
is provided in appendix B). We make Consensus iterations in order to make calls of stochastic oracle from relatively
close points, allowing average gradient by nodes to be inexact gradient at average point with sufficiently small δ.
Consensus iterations do not change the average value due to doubly stochastic property of mixing matrices.

4.1 Consensus

We consider a sequence of non-directed communication graphs
{(
V,Ek

)}∞
k=0

and a sequence of corresponding mix-
ing matrices

{
W k
}∞
k=0

associated with it. We impose the following assumption.

8
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Assumption 4.1. Mixing matrix sequence
{
W k
}∞
k=0

satisfies the following properties.

(Decentralized property) If (i, j) 6∈ Ek, then
[
W k
]
ij

= 0.

(Doubly stochastic property) W k1n = 1n, 1TnW
k = 1Tn .

(Contraction property) There exist τ ∈ Z++ and λ ∈ (0, 1), such that for every k ≥ τ − 1 it holds

‖W k
τ X −X‖ ≤ (1− λ)‖X −X‖,

where W k
τ = W k . . .W k−τ+1.

4.2 Complexity results for Algorithm 3

Our analysis shows that performance of Algorithm 3 depends on global constants.
Theorem 4.2. Let fi(x) be µx,i-strongly convex and Lx,i smooth, and let gi(y) be µy,i-strongly convex and Ly,i
smooth (µx,i, µy,i ≥ 0). Also assume that there exist i1 and i2 such that µx,i1 , µy,i2 > 0. The i’th node has access
only to unbiased stochastic gradients of function fi with variance σ2

f,i and of function gi with variance σ2
g,i. Also

suppose Assumption 4.1 holds. There exist Lxy , µxy and µyx, which satisfy Assumption 1.7 for pairs of functions
(fi, gi) at every node. Then there exist sets of constants of Algorithm 3, such that Algorithm 3 has the following
complexities.

The number of iterations of Algorithm 3

N = O
(

1

1− θ
log

(
D′′

ε

))
.

The number of communications

Ncomm = O
(

1

1− θ
κ log

(
D′′

ε

)
log

(
D′

ε

))
.

The number of stochastic oracle calls at node i

N i
comp = 2N +O

(
max{ω, ω−1}
nLxy(1− θ)2ε

((
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f,i +

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g,i

)
log

(
D′′

ε

))
.

Here is the list of possible estimations depending on different constants:

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
Lx
µx
,

√
Ly
µy
,
Lxy√
µxµy

})
, ω =

√
µy
µx
,

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
LxLy

µxy
,
Lxy
µxy

√
Lx
µx
,
L2
xy

µ2
xy

})
, ω =

√
µ2
xy

2µxLx
,

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
LxLy

µyx
,
Lxy
µyx

√
Ly
µy
,
L2
xy

µ2
yx

})
, ω =

√
2µyLy
µ2
yx

,

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
LxLyLxy

µxyµyx
,
L2
xy

µ2
yx

,
L2
xy

µ2
xy

})
, ω =

µxy
µyx

√
Ly
Lx

,

where D′ and D′′ are polynomial and not depend on ε.

The proof is provided in Appendix B.

The result associated with the number of communication calls is provided under the time-varying graph conditions.
However, in static graph setting we can use Chebyshev-Accelerated subroutine [28] to get

√
κ dependence from the

characteristic number of the network. Therefore, our result is optimal up to the logarithmic factor according to [12]
(when Lx = Ly = Lxy and µx = µy). Our stochastic oracle calls result is also optimal according to [4]. The
deterministic side for coupling term is optimal (up to logarithmic factor for communications) according to [25].

9
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It is worth mentioning, that this result only serves the case of µx, µy > 0 due to specificity of analysis of basis
algorithm. The Lemma 3.1 requires non-zero µg , therefore if we wanted to extend our result to convex-concave case,
we would need to use regularization trick, this would be possible with duality gap criterion, not in our case.

The work of A. Gasnikov was supported by a grant for research centers in the field of artificial intelligence, provided by
the Analytical Center for the Government of the Russian Federation in accordance with the subsidy agreement (agree-
ment identifier 000000D730321P5Q0002) and the agreement with the Ivannikov Institute for System Programming of
the Russian Academy of Sciences dated November 2, 2021 No. 70-2021-00142.
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Supplementary material

A Inexact setting

A.1 Proof of the Theorem 3.5

Lemma A.1. Let us introduce several definitions.

τx = (σ−1
x + 1/2)−1, (8)

αx = µx, (9)

βx = min

{
1

2Ly
,

1

2ηxL2
xy

}
. (10)

Then the following inequality holds

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky‖x

k+1 − x∗‖2 ≤
(

1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)
‖xk − x∗‖2

+

(
µx + Lxσx −

1

2ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky‖x

k+1 − xk‖2

+Bg(y
k
g , y
∗)−Bf (xkg , x

∗)− 2

σx
Eξkx ξkyBf (xk+1

f , x∗)

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗)− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
T (ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ δy +

(
4

σx
+ 1

)
δx + βxσ

2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f .

(11)

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma B.2 in [2]. But we should expand the proof to cover inexact
stochastic case. In order to do this we need replace several inequalities in the proof from above article on corresponding
inequalities with inexact stochastic oracle.

In the following analysis, we will need the following inequalities (the term ξk−1 is omitted).

1

2Ly
Eξky‖∇gδ(y

k
g , ξ

k
y )−∇g(y∗)‖2 ≤ Bg(ykg , y∗) + δy +

σ2
g

2Ly
, (12)

Eξkx〈∇fδ(x
k
g , ξ

k
x)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉 ≥ Eξkx〈∇fδ(x

k
g)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉 − ηxσ2

f , (13)

〈∇fδ(xgk)−∇f(x∗), xk+1
f − xkg〉 ≥ Bf (xk+1

f , x∗)−Bf (xkg , x
∗)− Lx

2
‖xk+1

f − xkg‖2 − δx, (14)

2〈∇fδ(xkg)−∇f(x∗), xkg − x∗〉 ≥ 2Bf (xkg , x
∗) + µx‖xkg − x∗‖2 − 2δx, (15)

〈∇fδ(xgk)−∇f(x∗), xkf − xkg〉 ≤ Bf (xkf , x
∗)−Bf (xkg , x

∗) + δx. (16)

Let us prove these inequalities.

12



A PREPRINT - OCTOBER 4, 2022

Inequality (12). Using Eξky∇gδ(y
k
g , ξ

k
y ) = ∇gδ(ykg ) and according to Theorem 1 from [6], we have

1

2Ly
Eξky‖∇gδ(y

k
g , ξ

k
y )−∇g(y∗)‖2 =

1

2Ly
Eξky‖∇gδ(y

k
g , ξ

k
y )−∇gδ(ykg )‖2

+
1

2Ly
‖∇gδ(ykg )−∇g(y∗)‖2

≤ g(ykg )− g(y∗)− 〈∇g(y∗), ykg − y∗〉+ δy +
σ2
g

2Ly

= Bg(y
k
g , y
∗) + δy +

σ2
g

2Ly
.

We choose inexact oracle (ĝδ,∇ĝδ) such that it is the same as (gδ,∇gδ) at all points except y∗, and at y∗ it equals
(g(y∗),∇g(y∗)).

Inequality (13):

Eξkx〈∇fδ(x
k
g , ξ

k
x)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉 = Eξkx〈∇fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k
x)−∇fδ(xkg), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ 〈∇fδ(xkg)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉.

Using Line 8 of the Algorithm 2 we obtain

Eξkx〈∇fδ(x
k
g , ξ

k
x)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉 = Eξkx〈∇fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k
x)−∇fδ(xkg),−ηx∇fδ(xkg , ξkx)〉

+ Eξkx〈∇fδ(x
k
g)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

= Eξkx〈∇fδ(x
k
g)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

− ηxEξkx‖∇fδ(x
k
g , ξ

k
x)−∇fδ(xkg)‖2

≥ Eξkx〈∇fδ(x
k
g)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉 − ηxσ2

f .

Inequality (14):

〈∇fδ(xgk)−∇f(x∗), xk+1
f − xkg〉 ≥ f(xk+1

f )− fδ(xkg)− Lx
2
‖xk+1

f − xkg‖2

− δx − 〈∇f(x∗), xk+1
f − xkg〉

≥ f(xk+1
f )− f(xkg)− Lx

2
‖xk+1

f − xkg‖2

− δx − 〈∇f(x∗), xk+1
f − xkg〉

= Bf (xk+1
f , x∗)−Bf (xkg , x

∗)− Lx
2
‖xk+1

f − xkg‖2 − δx.

Inequality (15):

2(f(x∗)− f(xkg))− 2〈∇fδ(xkg), x∗ − xkg〉+ 2δx ≥ 2(f(x∗)− fδ(xkg))− 2〈∇fδ(xkg), x∗ − xkg〉
≥ µx‖xkg − x∗‖2.

Inequality (16):

〈∇fδ(xgk)−∇f(x∗), xkf − xkg〉 ≤ f(xkf )− fδ(xkg)− 〈∇f(x∗), xkf − xkg〉
≤ f(xkf )− f(xkg)− 〈∇f(x∗), xkf − xkg〉+ δx

= Bf (xkf , x
∗)−Bf (xkg) + δx.
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Using Line 8 of the Algorithm 2 we get

1

ηx

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2

=
1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

2

ηx
〈xk+1 − xk, xk+1 − x∗〉 − 1

ηx

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

=
1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+ 2αx〈xkg − xk, xk+1 − x∗〉

− 2βx〈A>(Axk −∇gδ(ykg , ξky , ξk−1), xk+1 − x∗〉

− 2〈∇fδ(xkg , ξkx , ξk−1) + A>ykm, x
k+1 − x∗〉 − 1

ηx

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2
.

Using the parallelogram rule we get

1

ηx

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2

=
1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+ αx

(∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2 −
∥∥xkg − xk+1

∥∥2 −
∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+
∥∥xk+1 − xk

∥∥2
)

− 2βx〈Axk −∇gδ(ykg , ξky , ξk−1),A(xk+1 − x∗)〉

− 2〈∇fδ(xkg , ξkx , ξk−1) + A>ykm, x
k+1 − x∗〉 − 1

ηx

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2
.

Using the optimality condition∇g(y∗) = Ax∗, which follows from∇yF (x∗, y∗) = 0, and the parallelogram rule we
get

1

ηx

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2

=
1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+ αx

(∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2 −
∥∥xkg − xk+1

∥∥2 −
∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+
∥∥xk+1 − xk

∥∥2
)

+ βx

(∥∥A(xk+1 − xk)
∥∥2 −

∥∥A(xk − x∗)
∥∥2
)

+ βx

(∥∥∇gδ(ykg , ξky , ξk−1)−∇g(y∗)
∥∥2 −

∥∥∇gδ(ykg , ξky , ξk−1)−A(xk+1)
∥∥2
)

− 2〈∇fδ(xkg , ξkx , ξk−1) + A>ykm, x
k+1 − x∗〉 − 1

ηx

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2
.

Using Assumption 1.7 and Equation 12, we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤ 1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+ αx

∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2 − αx
∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+ αxEξkx,ξky
∥∥xk+1 − xk

∥∥2
+ βxL

2
xyEξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

− βxµ2
yx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+ 2βxLyBg(y

k
g , y
∗) + 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ

2
g

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈∇fδ(x
k
g , ξ

k
x , ξ

k−1) + A>ykm, x
k+1 − x∗〉

− 1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

=

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗)

+ αx
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2 − 2Eξkx,ξky 〈∇fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k
x , ξ

k−1) + A>ykm, x
k+1 − x∗〉

+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ
2
g .
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Using the optimality condition∇f(x∗) +A>y∗ = 0, which follows from∇xF (x∗, y∗) = 0 and Equation 13 , we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗)

+ αx
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2 − 2Eξkx,ξky 〈∇fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k
x , ξ

k−1)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ

2
g

=

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗) + αx

∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈∇fδ(x
k
g , ξ

k−1)−∇f(x∗), xk+1 − xk + xk − xkg + xkg − x∗〉

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ

2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f .

Using µy-strong convexity of f and Lines 6 and 10 of the Algorithm 2 and Equation 15 we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗)

+ αx
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2 − 2

σx
Eξkx,ξky 〈∇fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k−1)−∇f(x∗), xk+1
f − xkg〉

+
2(1− τx)

τx
〈∇fδ(xkg , ξk−1)−∇f(x∗), xkf − xkg〉 − 2Bf (xkg , x

∗)

− µx
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2

+ 2δx(ξk−1)− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ
2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f

=

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ (αx − µx)
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗)− 2Bf (xkg , x

∗)

− 2

σx
Eξkx,ξky 〈∇fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k−1)−∇f(x∗), xk+1
f − xkg〉

+
2(1− τx)

τx
〈∇fδ(xkg , ξk−1)−∇f(x∗), xkf − xkg〉

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ
2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f + 2δx(ξk−1).
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Using Equation 16, we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ (αx − µx)
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗)− 2Bf (xkg , x

∗)

− 2

σx
Eξkx,ξky 〈∇fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k−1)−∇f(x∗), xk+1
f − xkg〉

+
2(1− τx)

τx

(
Bf (xkf , x

∗)−Bf (xkg , x
∗)
)

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ
2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f + 2δx(ξk−1) +

2(1− τx)

τx
δx(ξk−1).

Using Equation 14, we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ (αx − µx)
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗)− 2Bf (xkg , x

∗)

− 2

σx
Eξkx,ξky

(
Bf (xk+1

f , x∗)−Bf (xkg , x
∗)− Lx

2

∥∥∥xk+1
f − xkg

∥∥∥2
)

+
2(1− τx)

τx

(
Bf (xkf , x

∗)−Bf (xkg , x
∗)
)

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ
2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f +

(
2

τx
+

2

σx

)
δx(ξk−1).

Using Line 10 of the Algorithm 2 we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ (αx − µx)
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗)− 2Bf (xkg , x

∗)

− 2

σx
Eξkx,ξky

(
Bf (xk+1

f , x∗)−Bf (xkg , x
∗)− Lxσ

2
x

2

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2
)

+
2(1− τx)

τx

(
Bf (xkf , x

∗)−Bf (xkg , x
∗)
)

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ
2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f +

(
2

τx
+

2

σx

)
δx(ξk−1).

16
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Transforming this inequality we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤

(
1

ηx
− αx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
βxL

2
xy + αx + Lxσx −

1

ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+ (αx − µx)
∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥2

+ 2βxLyBg(y
k
g , y
∗) +

(
2

σx
− 2

τx

)
Bf (xkg , x

∗)

− 2

σx
Eξkx,ξkyBf (xk+1

f , x∗) +

(
2

τx
− 2

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗)

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ 2βxLyδy(ξk−1) + βxσ
2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f +

(
2

τx
+

2

σx

)
δx(ξk−1).

Using the definition of τx, αx and βx we get

1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2 ≤

(
1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
µx + Lxσx −

1

2ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+Bg(y
k
g , y
∗)−Bf (xkg , x

∗)

− 2

σx
Eξkx,ξkyBf (xk+1

f , x∗) +

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗)

− 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A
>(ykm − y∗), xk+1 − x∗〉

+ δy(ξk−1) +

(
4

σx
+ 1

)
δx(ξk−1) + βxσ

2
g + 2ηxσ

2
f .

Lemma A.2. Let us introduce several definitions.

τy = (σ−1
y + 1/2)−1, (17)

αy = µy, (18)

βy = min

{
1

2Lx
,

1

2ηyL2
xy

}
. (19)

Then the following inequality holds

1

ηy
Eξkx,ξky‖y

k+1 − y∗‖2 ≤
(

1

ηy
− µy − βyµ2

xy

)
‖yk − y∗‖2

+

(
µy + Lyσy −

1

2ηy

)
Eξkx,ξky‖y

k+1 − yk‖2

+Bf (xkg , x
∗)−Bg(ykg , y∗)−

2

σy
Eξkx,ξkyBg(y

k+1
f , y∗)

+

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗) + 2Eξkx,ξky 〈A(xk+1 − x∗), yk+1 − y∗〉

+ δx(ξk−1) +

(
4

σy
+ 1

)
δy(ξk−1) + βyσ

2
f + 2ηyσ

2
g .

(20)

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of the previous lemma.

17
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Lemma A.3. Let ηx be defined as

ηx = min

{
1

4(µx + Lxσx)
,
ω

4Lxy

}
,

and let ηy be defined as

ηy = min

{
1

4(µy + Lyσy)
,

1

4Lxyω

}
,

where ω > 0 is a parameter. Let θ be defined as

θ = θ(ω, σx, σy) = 1−max{ρa(ω, σx, σy), ρb(ω, σx, σy), ρc(ω, σx, σy), ρd(ω, σx, σy)},
where

ρa(ω, σx, σy) =
[
max

{
4(µx+Lxσx)

µx
, 2
σx
,

4(µy+Lyσy)
µy

, 2
σy
,

4Lxy

µxω
,

4Lxyω
µy

}]−1

,

ρb(ω, σx, σy) =
[
max

{
4(µx+Lxσx)

µx
, 2
σx
,

8Lx(µy+Lyσy)
µ2
xy

, 2
σy
,

2L2
xy

µ2
xy
,

8LxLxyω
µ2
xy

,
4Lxy

µxω

}]−1

,

ρc(ω, σx, σy) =
[
max

{
4(µy+Lyσy)

µy
, 2
σy
,

8Ly(µx+Lxσx)
µ2
yx

, 2
σx
,

2L2
xy

µ2
yx
,

8LyLxy

µ2
yxω

,
4Lxyω
µy

}]−1

,

ρd(ω, σx, σy) =
[
max

{
8Ly(µx+Lxσx)

µ2
yx

, 2
σx
,

8Lx(µy+Lyσy)
µ2
xy

, 2
σy
,

8LyLxy

µ2
yxω

,
8LxLxyω
µ2
xy

,
2L2

xy

µ2
yx
,

2L2
xy

µ2
xy

}]−1

.

Let Ψk be the following Lyapunov function:

Ψk =
1

ηx
‖xk − x∗‖2 +

1

ηy
‖yk − y∗‖2 +

2

σx
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +
2

σy
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+
1

4ηy
‖yk − yk−1‖2 − 2〈yk − yk−1, A(xk − x∗)〉.

(21)

Then, the following inequalities hold

Ψk ≥ 3

4ηx
‖xk − x∗‖2 +

1

ηy
‖yk − y∗‖2, (22)

EΨk+1 ≤ θEΨk +
4

1− θ
(δx + δy) +

1

2

(
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f +

1

2

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g . (23)

Proof. The proof of this lemma is similar to the proof of Lemma B.4. in [15].

After adding up (A.3) and (A.2) we get

(LHS) ≤
(

1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

(
1

ηy
− µy − βyµ2

xy

)∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

+

(
µx + Lxσx −

1

2ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+

(
µy + Lyσy −

1

2ηy

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗)

+

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗) + 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y

k+1 − ykm,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉

+

(
2 +

4

σx

)
δx(ξk−1) +

(
2 +

4

σy

)
δy(ξk−1) + (βy + 2ηx)σ2

f + (βx + 2ηy)σ2
g ,

where (LHS) is given as

(LHS) =
1

ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − x∗
∥∥2

+
1

ηy
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − y∗
∥∥2

+
2

σx
Eξkx,ξkyBf (xk+1

f , x∗) +
2

σy
Eξkx,ξkyBg(y

k+1
f , y∗).

18
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Using Line 6 of the Algorithm 2 we get

(LHS) ≤
(

1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

(
1

ηy
− µy − βyµ2

xy

)∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

+

(
µx + Lxσx −

1

2ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+

(
µy + Lyσy −

1

2ηy

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉 − 2θ〈yk − yk−1,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉

+

(
2 +

4

σx

)
δx(ξk−1) +

(
2 +

4

σy

)
δy(ξk−1) + (βy + 2ηx)σ2

f + (βx + 2ηy)σ2
g .

Using Assumption 1.7 we get

(LHS) ≤
(

1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

(
1

ηy
− µy − βyµ2

xy

)∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

+

(
µx + Lxσx −

1

2ηx

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+

(
µy + Lyσy −

1

2ηy

)
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉 − 2θ〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉

+ 2θLxyEξkx,ξky
∥∥yk − yk−1

∥∥ ∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥

+

(
2 +

4

σx

)
δx(ξk−1) +

(
2 +

4

σy

)
δy(ξk−1) + (βy + 2ηx)σ2

f + (βx + 2ηy)σ2
g .

Using the definition of ηx and ηy and the definition of θ < 1 we get

(LHS) ≤
(

1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

(
1

ηy
− µy − βyµ2

xy

)∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

− 1

4ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2 − 1

4ηy
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉 − 2θ〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉

+
θ

2
√
ηxηy

Eξkx,ξky
∥∥yk − yk−1

∥∥∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥

+
4

1− θ
(
δx(ξk−1) + δy(ξk−1)

)
+

(
βy +

ω

2Lxy

)
σ2
f +

(
βx +

1

2Lxyω

)
σ2
g .
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Transforming this inequality we get

(LHS) ≤
(

1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

(
1

ηy
− µy − βyµ2

xy

)∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

− 1

4ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2 − 1

4ηy
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉 − 2θ〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉

+
θ

4ηx
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥xk+1 − xk
∥∥2

+
θ

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2

+
4

1− θ
(
δx(ξk−1) + δy(ξk−1)

)
+

(
βy +

ω

2Lxy

)
σ2
f +

(
βx +

1

2Lxyω

)
σ2
g .

Transforming further

(LHS) ≤
(

1

ηx
− µx − βxµ2

yx

)∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

(
1

ηy
− µy − βyµ2

xy

)∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

+
θ

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2 − 1

4ηy
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉 − 2θ〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉

+
4

1− θ
(
δx(ξk−1) + δy(ξk−1)

)
+

(
βy +

ω

2Lxy

)
σ2
f +

(
βx +

1

2Lxyω

)
σ2
g .

Using the definition of βx and βy we get

(LHS) ≤

(
1− ηxµx −min

{
ηxµ

2
yx

2Ly
,
µ2
yx

2L2
xy

})
1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
1− ηyµy −min

{
ηyµ

2
xy

2Lx
,
µ2
xy

2L2
xy

})
1

ηy

∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

+
θ

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2 − 1

4ηy
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉 − 2θ〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉

+
4

1− θ
(
δx(ξk−1) + δy(ξk−1)

)
+

1

2

(
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f +

1

2

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g
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Transforming this inequality

(LHS) ≤

(
1−max

{
ηxµx,min

{
ηxµ

2
yx

2Ly
,
µ2
yx

2L2
xy

}})
1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2

+

(
1−max

{
ηyµy,min

{
ηyµ

2
xy

2Lx
,
µ2
xy

2L2
xy

}})
1

ηy

∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2

+
θ

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2 − 1

4ηy
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+

(
2

σx
− 1

)
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +

(
2

σy
− 1

)
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉 − 2θ〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉

+
4

1− θ
(
δx(ξk−1) + δy(ξk−1)

)
+

1

2

(
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f +

1

2

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g .

Using the definition of θ we get

(LHS) ≤ θ
(

1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

1

ηy

∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2
+

1

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2
)

+ θ

(
−2〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉+

2

σx
Bf (xkf , x

∗) +
2

σy
Bg(y

k
f , y
∗)

)
− 1

4ηy
Eξkx,ξky

∥∥yk+1 − yk
∥∥2

+ 2Eξkx,ξky 〈y
k+1 − yk,A(xk+1 − x∗)〉

+
4

1− θ
(
δx(ξk−1) + δy(ξk−1)

)
+

1

2

(
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f +

1

2

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g .

After taking the expectation over all random variables, rearranging and using the definition of Ψk, using the fact that
Eδx(ξk−1) ≤ δx,Eδy(ξk−1) ≤ δy we get

EΨk+1 ≤ θEΨk +
4

1− θ
(δx + δy) +

1

2

(
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f +

1

2

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g .

Finally, using the definition of Ψk, ηx and ηy we get

Ψk ≥ 1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

1

ηy

∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2
+

1

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2 − 2〈yk − yk−1,A(xk − x∗)〉

≥ 1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

1

ηy

∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2
+

1

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2 − 2Lxy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥∥∥xk − x∗∥∥

≥ 1

ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

1

ηy

∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2
+

1

4ηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥2 − 1

2
√
ηxηy

∥∥yk − yk−1
∥∥ ∥∥xk − x∗∥∥

≥ 3

4ηx

∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2
+

1

ηy

∥∥yk − y∗∥∥2
.

Back to proof of the Theorem 3.5.

Let Σ2 ,
(

1
Lx

+ ω
Lxy

)
σ2
f +

(
1
Ly

+ 1
Lxyω

)
σ2
g . Then

EΨk ≤ θkΨ0 +

(
4

1− θ
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2

)
(1 + θ + θ2 + . . . )

≤ θkΨ0 +
4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)
,
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θkΨ0 +
4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)
≥ EΨk ≥ 3

4ηx
E‖xk − x∗‖2 +

1

ηy
E‖yk − y∗‖2.

Using the definitions of ηx and ηy , we get

E‖xk − x∗‖2 ≤ ω

3Lxy

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
, (24)

E‖yk − y∗‖2 ≤ 1

4Lxyω

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
. (25)

Also for such definitions we know from [15]

1

ρa
≤ 4 + 4max

{√
Lx

µx
,

√
Ly

µy
,
Lxy√
µxµy

}

for ω =

√
µy

µx
, σx =

√
µx

2Lx
, σy =

√
µy

2Ly
,

1

ρb
≤ 4 + 8max

{√
LxLy

µxy
,
Lxy

µxy

√
Lx

µx
,
L2

xy

µ2
xy

}

for ω =

√
µ2
xy

2µxLx
, σx =

√
µx

2Lx
, σy = min

{
1,

√
µ2
xy

4LxLy

}
,

1

ρc
≤ 4 + 8max

{√
LxLy

µyx
,
Lxy

µyx

√
Ly

µy
,
L2

xy

µ2
yx

}

for ω =

√
2µyLy

µ2
yx

, σx = min

{
1,

√
µ2
yx

4LxLy

}
, σy =

√
µy

2Ly
,

1

ρd
≤ 2 + 8max

{√
LxLyLxy

µxyµyx
,
L2

xy

µ2
yx

,
L2

xy

µ2
xy

}

for ω =
µxy

µyx

√
Ly

Lx
, σx = min

{
1,

√
µ2
yx

4LxLy

}
, σy = min

{
1,

√
µ2
xy

4LxLy

}
,

1

1− θ = min{ρ−1
a , ρ−1

b , ρ−1
c , ρ−1

d }.

Note, that adding up batches and choosing ω =
√

µy

µx
, σx =

√
µx

2Lx
, σy =

√
µx

2Lx
proves the Theorem 3.5.

Rewriting inequalities in batch setting and assuming δx = δy = 0 we get

E‖xk − x∗‖2 ≤ ω

3Lxy

(
θkΨ0 +

1

2(1− θ)

((
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f

rf
+

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g

rg

))
,

E‖yk − y∗‖2 ≤ 1

4Lxyω

(
θkΨ0 +

1

2(1− θ)

((
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f

rf
+

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g

rg

))
.

Therefore, we can estimate the number of algorithm iterations N = O
(

1
1−θ log C

ε

)
, where C is polynomial and not

depend on ε. Rewriting it we obtain N = O
(
min{ρ−1

a , ρ−1
b , ρ−1

c , ρ−1
d } log C

ε

)
.

It is sufficient to take such batch sizes rf =
⌈

max{ω,ω−1}
2Lxy(1−θ)ε

(
1
Lx

+ ω
Lxy

)
σ2
f

⌉
, rg =

⌈
max{ω,ω−1}
2Lxy(1−θ)ε

(
1
Ly

+ 1
Lxyω

)
σ2
g

⌉
.

Rewriting it with the selected constants

rf =

⌈
max

{√
Lx
µx
,

√
Ly
µy
,
Lxy√
µxµy

}
µ

2Lxy
√
µxµyε

(
1

Lx
+

1

Lxy

√
µy
µx

)
σ2
f

⌉
,
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rg =

⌈
max

{√
Lx
µx
,

√
Ly
µy
,
Lxy√
µxµy

}
µ

2Lxy
√
µxµyε

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxy

√
µx
µy

)
σ2
g

⌉
,

where µ = max{µx, µy}.

B Decentralized setting

Let us get an Algorithm 5 from the Algorithm 3, by multiplying every line by 1
n , where 1 is a column of 1.

Algorithm 5 shows what happens to the average values at the nodes.

Algorithm 5 Average values
Input: ηx, ηy, αx, αy, βx, βy > 0, τx, τy, σx, σy ∈ (0, 1], θ ∈ (0, 1)
x0
f = x0, x0 ∈ rangeA>

y0
f = y−1 = y0, y0 ∈ rangeA

for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
ykm = yk + θ

(
yk − yk−1

)
xkg = τxx

k + (1− τx)xkf
ykg = τyy

k + (1− τy) ykf
xk+1 = xk + ηxαx

(
xkg − xk

)
− ηxβxAT

(
Axk −∇gδ(ykg , ξky )

)
− ηx

(
∇fδ(xkg , ξkx) +AT ykm

)
yk+1 = yk + ηyαy

(
ykg − yk

)
− ηyβyA

(
AT yk + fδ(x

k
g , ξ

k
x)
)
− ηy

(
∇gδ(ykg , ξky )−Axk+1

)
xk+1
f = xkg + σx

(
xk+1 − xk

)
yk+1
f = ykg + σy

(
yk+1 − yk

)
end for

Supporting values X and Y to be in the neighborhood of C(dx) and C(dy) and using Lemma 3.1, conditions of
Theorem 3.5 hold.

Using Assumption 1.5, Assumption 1.6, we get

Eξx,k
‖fδ(xkg , ξx,k)−∇fδ(xkg)‖2 ≤

∑n
i=1 σ

2
f,i/rf,i

n2
,
σ2
F,r

n
,

Eξy,k
‖gδ(ykg , ξy,k)−∇gδ(ykg)‖2 ≤

∑n
i=1 σ

2
g,i/rg,i

n2
,
σ2
G,r

n
.

(26)

Let us support the number of iterations of Consensus to be sufficiently big to guarantee E‖Xk − Xk‖ ≤
√
δ′ and

E‖Y k − Y k‖ ≤
√
δ′.

Introducing some definitions, which correspond to Lemma 3.1

δx =
1

2n

(
L2
lx

Lx
+

2L2
lx

µx
+ Llx − µlx

)
δ′,

δy =
1

2n

(
L2
ly

Ly
+

2L2
ly

µy
+ Lly − µly

)
δ′,

L̂x = 2Lx, L̂y = 2Ly , µ̂x = µx/2, µ̂y = µy/2.

Consider the iteration k ≥ 1. Assuming, that E‖Xt−Xt‖ ≤
√
δ′ and E‖Y t− Y t‖ ≤

√
δ′ for t = 0, 1, . . . , k, we are

going to prove it for t = k + 1, using constant number of consensus iterations.

Using Line 10 and 6 of Algorithm 3, we get

Xk
g = τxX

k + (1− τx)Xk
f = (τx + (1− τx)σx)Xk − (1− τx)σxX

k−1 + (1− τx)Xk−1
g .

Define V k = Xk
g − σxXk. Using X0

g = X0, we get V 0 = (1− σx)X0, ‖V 0 − V 0‖ ≤ (1− σx)
√
δ′.
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V k = (1− σx)τxX
k + (1− τx)V k−1,

V k − V k = (1− σx)τx

(
Xk −Xk

)
+ (1− τx)

(
V k−1 − V k−1

)
,

E‖V k − V k‖ ≤ (1− σx)τx
√
δ′ + (1− τx)(1− σx)

√
δ′ = (1− σx)

√
δ′.

Let us now estimate Xk
f , k ≥ 1. Using Line 10, we get

Xk
f = V k−1 + σxX

k,

E‖Xk
f −Xk

f ‖ ≤
√
δ′.

Let us now estimate Xk
g and Y km. Using Line 6 and 5, we get

E‖Xk
g −Xk

g ‖ ≤
√
δ′,

E‖Y km − Y km‖ ≤ (1 + 2θ)
√
δ′.

The estimations for Y kg , Y kf are similar.

Let us now estimate E‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖. Using Line 8, we get

Uk+1 − Uk+1 = (1− ηxαx)
(
Xk −Xk

)
+ ηxαx

(
Xk
g −Xk

g

)
− ηxβxAT

(
A
(
Xk −Xk

)
−
(
∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)−∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)

))
− ηx

((
∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)−∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)

)
+AT

(
Y km − Y km

))
.

Using that ηxαx ≤ 1 and previous estimations, we get

E‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖ ≤ (1− ηxαx)
√
δ′ + ηxαx

√
δ′ + ηxβxL

2
xy

√
δ′

+ ηxβxLxyE‖∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)‖+ ηxE‖∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)‖+ ηxLxy(1 + 2θ)

√
δ′

= (1 + ηxβxL
2
xy + ηxLxy(1 + 2θ))

√
δ′ + ηxβxLxyE‖∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)‖

+ ηxE‖∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)‖.

Getting estimations for E
∥∥∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)

∥∥ and E
∥∥∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)
∥∥.

E
∥∥∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)
∥∥ ≤ E

∥∥∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)−∇F (Xk

g )
∥∥+ E

∥∥∥∇F (Xk
g )−∇F (Xk

g )
∥∥∥

+ E‖∇F (Xk
g )−∇F (X∗)‖+ ‖∇F (X∗)‖

≤
(
E
∥∥∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)−∇F (Xk
g )
∥∥2
) 1

2

+ LlxE
∥∥∥Xk

g −Xk
g

∥∥∥
+ LxE

∥∥∥Xk
g −X∗

∥∥∥+ ‖∇F (X∗)‖

≤

(
n∑
i=1

σ2
f,i/rf,i

) 1
2

+ Llx
√
δ′ + Lx

√
nE
∥∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥∥+ ‖∇F (X∗)‖ .

Let us define Mx

M2
x =

ω

3Lxy

(
Ψ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
,
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Σ2 =

(
1

2Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
F,r

n
+

(
1

2Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
G,r

n
.

We choose constants the same as in Equation 24 and Equation 25 for Algorithm 5.

Now we are going to estimate
∥∥∥xkg − x∗∥∥∥. As we know from Equation 24 and from Equation 26

E
∥∥xk − x∗∥∥2 ≤M2

x ,

E
∥∥xk − x∗∥∥ ≤√E ‖xk − x∗‖2 ≤Mx.

Let k ≥ 1. Using Line 10 and 6 of Algorithm 5, we get

xkg = τxxk + (1− τx)xkf = (τx + (1− τx)σx)xk − (1− τx)σxxk−1 + (1− τx)xk−1
g .

Let’s define vk = xkg − σxxk and v∗ = (1− σx)x∗. v0 = (1− σx)x0, therefore ‖v0 − v∗‖ ≤ (1− σx)Mx.

vk = τx(1− σx)xk + (1− τx)vk−1.

Firstly, we want to estimate E‖vk − v∗‖.

E‖vk − v∗‖ ≤ τx(1− σx)E‖xk − x∗‖+ (1− τx)E‖vk−1 − v∗‖
≤ (τx(1− σx) + (1− τx)(1− σx))Mx = (1− σx)Mx.

Using Line 10, we get

xkf = vk−1 + σxxk,

E‖xkf − x
∗‖ ≤ E‖vk−1 − v∗‖+ σxE‖xk − x∗‖ ≤ (1− σx)Mx + σxMx = Mx.

Let’s estimate E‖xkg − x∗‖. Using Line 5, we get

E‖xkg − x∗‖ ≤ τxE‖xk − x∗‖+ (1− τx)E‖xkf − x
∗‖ ≤Mx.

Returning to E
∥∥∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)
∥∥

E
∥∥∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)
∥∥ ≤√nσ2

F,r + Llx
√
δ′ + Lx

√
nMx + ‖∇F (X∗)‖ .

Let’s define My

M2
y =

1

4Lxyω

(
Ψ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
.

Then we can estimate E
∥∥∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)

∥∥ in a similar way

E
∥∥∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)

∥∥ ≤√nσ2
G,r + Lly

√
δ′ + Ly

√
nMy + ‖∇G(Y ∗)‖ .

Lemma B.1.
max

{
E
∥∥∥Uk+1 − Uk+1

∥∥∥ ,E∥∥∥W k+1 −W k+1
∥∥∥} ≤ D,

where
D = max

{
Dx,1

√
δ′ +Dx,2, Dy,1

√
δ′ +Dy,2

}
, (27)
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Dy,2 =
Lxy
2µy

Dx,2 +
1

2Lxy

(√
nσ2

F,r + Lx
√
nMx + ‖∇F (X∗)‖

)
+

1

2µy

(√
nσ2

G,r + Ly
√
nMy + ‖∇G(Y ∗)‖

)
,

(28)

Dy,1 =
3

2
+
Lxy
2µy

Dx,1 +
Llx

2Lxy
+
Lly
2µy

, (29)

Dx,2 =
1

2Lxy

(√
nσ2

G,r + Ly
√
nMy + ‖∇G(Y ∗)‖

)
+

1

2µx

(√
nσ2

F,r + Lx
√
nMx + ‖∇F (X∗)‖

)
,

(30)

Dx,1 =
3

2
+
Lxy
2µx

(1 + 2θ) +
Lly

2Lxy
+
Llx
2µx

, (31)

M2
x =

ω

3Lxy

(
Ψ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
,

M2
y =

1

4Lxyω

(
Ψ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
,

(32)

Σ2 =

(
1

2Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
F,r

n
+

(
1

2Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
G,r

n
. (33)

Proof.

E‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖ ≤ (1 + ηxβxL
2
xy + ηxLxy(1 + 2θ))

√
δ′

+ ηxβxLxyE‖∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)‖+ ηxE‖∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)‖.

Using the definition of ηx, βx and estimations on gradients, we get

E‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖ ≤
(

1 +
1

2
+
Lxy
4µ̂x

(1 + 2θ)

)√
δ′ +

1

2Lxy
E‖∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)‖

+
1

4µ̂x
E‖∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)‖

≤
(

3

2
+
Lxy
4µ̂x

(1 + 2θ) +
Lly

2Lxy
+
Llx
4µ̂x

)√
δ′

+
1

2Lxy

(√
nσ2

G,r + Ly
√
nMy + ‖∇G(Y ∗)‖

)
+

1

4µ̂x

(√
nσ2

F,r + Lx
√
nMx + ‖∇F (X∗)‖

)
= Dx,1

√
δ′ +Dx,2.

Let’s estimate E‖W k+1 −W k+1‖

W k+1 −W k+1 = (1− ηyαy)
(
Y k − Y k

)
+ ηyαy

(
Y kg − Y kg

)
− ηyβyA

(
AT
(
Y k − Y k

)
+
(
∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)−∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)

))
− ηy

((
∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)−∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)

)
−A

(
Uk+1 − Uk+1

))
.

Using that ηyαy ≤ 1 and previous estimations, we get
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E‖W k+1 −W k+1‖ ≤ (1− ηyαy)
√
δ′ + ηyαy

√
δ′ + ηyβyL

2
xy

√
δ′

+ ηyβyLxyE‖∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)‖

+ ηyE‖∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)‖+ ηyLxyE‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖

= (1 + ηyβyL
2
xy)
√
δ′ + ηyLxyE‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖

+ ηyβyLxyE‖∇rF (Xk
g , ξx,k)‖+ ηyE‖∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)‖.

Using the definition of βy , ηy and gradient estimations, we get

E‖W k+1 −W k+1‖ ≤
(

1 +
1

2

)√
δ′ +

Lxy
4µ̂y

E‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖+
1

2Lxy
E‖∇rF (Xk

g , ξx,k)‖

+
1

4µ̂y
E‖∇rG(Y kg , ξy,k)‖

≤
(

3

2
+

Llx
2Lxy

+
Lly
4µ̂y

+
Lxy
4µ̂y

Dx,1

)√
δ′ +

Lxy
4µ̂y

Dx,2

+
1

2Lxy

(√
nσ2

F,r + Lx
√
nMx + ‖∇F (X∗)‖

)
+

1

4µ̂y

(√
nσ2

G,r + Ly
√
nMy + ‖∇G(Y ∗)‖

)
= Dy,1

√
δ′ +Dy,2.

Now let us estimate the number of communication steps T .

(1− λ)T/τ max{E‖W k+1 −W k+1‖,E‖Uk+1 − Uk+1‖} ≤ δ′.

It would we sufficient to guarantee
(1− λ)T/τD ≤ δ′.

Above inequality leads from this

T ≥ τ

λ
log

(
D

δ′

)
.

Putting the proof together Using Lemma 2.1, we get

E
∥∥∥xk − x∗∥∥∥2

≤ ω

3Lxy

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
,

E
∥∥∥yk − y∗∥∥∥2

≤ 1

4Lxyω

(
θkΨ0 +

4

(1− θ)2
(δx + δy) +

Σ2

2(1− θ)

)
.

Define several notations

ν = max

{
1

3Lxy
ω,

1

4Lxy
ω−1

}
.

Using the definition of Ψk, we get

Ψ0 =
1

ηx
‖x0 − x∗‖+

1

ηy
‖x0 − x∗‖+

2

σx
Bf (x0, x∗) +

2

σy
Bg(y

0, y∗).

Where ηx = min
{

1
4(µ̂x+L̂xσx)

, ω
4Lxy

}
, ηy = min

{
1

4(µ̂y+L̂yσy)
, 1

4Lxyω

}
.

Rewriting it in terms of Llx, Lx, Lly, Ly , µlx, µx, µly, µy.

ηx = min
{

1
2µx+8Lxσx

, ω
4Lxy

}
, ηy = min

{
1

2µy+8Lyσy
, 1

4Lxyω

}
.
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νθkΨ0 ≤ ε

3
.

It would be sufficient to take N = k = 1
1−θ log

(
3Ψ0ν
ε

)
.

Finally, let us estimate the right part

δx, δy ≤
(1− θ)2ε

24ν
.

Define E as E = 1
2n max

{
L2

lx

Lx
+

2L2
lx

µx
+ Llx − µlx,

L2
ly

Ly
+

2L2
ly

µy
+ Lly − µlx

}
.

Using definition of δx and δy , we get

δ′ =
(1− θ)2ε

24Eν
.

Define Fx and Fy as Fx = ν
2n(1−θ)

(
1
L̂x

+ ω
Lxy

)
, Fy = ν

2n(1−θ)

(
1
L̂y

+ 1
Lxyω

)
.

Using the definitions of Σ2, σ2
F,r, σ

2
G,r we get, that it would be sufficient to take rf,i =

⌈
6Fxσ

2
f,i

ε

⌉
and rg,i =⌈

6Fyσ
2
g,i

ε

⌉
.

Finally

Ncomm = NT = O
(

1

1− θ
κ log

(
Ψ0ν

ε

)
log

(
D′

ε

))
,

N i
comp = N(ri,f + ri,g)

= 2N +O
(

max{ω, ω−1}
nLxy(1− θ)2ε

((
1

Lx
+

ω

Lxy

)
σ2
f,i +

(
1

Ly
+

1

Lxyω

)
σ2
g,i

)
log

(
Ψ0ν

ε

))
.

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
Lx
µx
,

√
Ly
µy
,
Lxy√
µxµy

})
,

ω =

√
µy
µx
, σx =

√
µx

8Lx
, σy =

√
µy

8Ly
,

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
LxLy

µxy
,
Lxy
µxy

√
Lx
µx
,
L2
xy

µ2
xy

})
,

ω =

√
µ2
xy

2µxLx
, σx =

√
µx

8Lx
, σy = min

{
1,

√
µ2
xy

16LxLy

}
,

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
LxLy

µyx
,
Lxy
µyx

√
Ly
µy
,
L2
xy

µ2
yx

})
,

ω =

√
2µyLy
µ2
yx

, σx = min

{
1,

√
µ2
yx

16LxLy

}
, σy =

√
µy

8Ly
,

1

1− θ
= O

(
max

{√
LxLyLxy

µxyµyx
,
L2
xy

µ2
yx

,
L2
xy

µ2
xy

})
,

ω =
µxy
µyx

√
Ly
Lx

, σx = min

{
1,

√
µ2
yx

16LxLy

}
, σy = min

{
1,

√
µ2
xy

16LxLy

}
.
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