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Abstract

This paper considers distributed online convex constrained optimization, in which various agents in a multi-agent system
cooperate to minimize a global cost function through communicating with neighbors over a time-varying network. When
the constraint set of optimization problem is high-dimensional and complicated, the computational cost of the projection
operation often becomes prohibitive. To handle this problem, we develop a distributed online Frank-Wolfe optimization
algorithm combining with gradient tracking technique. We rigorously establish the dynamic regret bound of the proposed
optimization algorithm as O(

√
T (1 +HT ) +DT ), which explicitly depends on the iteration round T , function variation

HT , and gradient variation DT . Finally, the theoretical results are verified and compared in the case of distributed
online ridge regression problems.

Keywords: Distributed online convex optimization; Frank-Wolfe algorithm; dynamic regret; gradient tracking method.

1. Introduction

Recently, distributed optimization over multi-agent
network has attracted much attention due to its wide
applications, such as power systems, sensor networks,
machine learning, etc (see, e.g., Nedić & Liu (2018),
Yang et al. (2019), Li et al. (2022), Liu et al. (2020),
Li et al. (2021), Xu & Soh (2016), Yuan et al. (2022),
Xu et al. (2022)). In such an optimization problem, dis-
tributed online optimization can be described as a re-
peated game as follows:

1. At every round t, agent i first generates a decision
xi,t ∈ X.

2. Agent i suffers a loss fi,t(xi,t) and the adversary re-
veals the information about loss function fi,t.

3. Then, agent i uses the information about loss function
fi,t to construct the next decision xi,t+1.

The main task of the network is to minimize the sum of
local objective function in problem (1) by mean of infor-
mation exchange among all agents and local computation,
where every agent only knows the information about itself
and its neighbors at each round.

min
x∈X

T∑

t=1

Ft(x) (1)

⋆This paper was not presented at any conference.
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where Ft(x) =
∑n

i=1 fi,t(x), X is convex and compact set
in R

d, and the function fi,t is convex in X. To measure
the performance of the proposed algorithm, the dynamic
regret Regretjd(T ) is defined, which represents the total
sum over time T of the difference between the cumulative
cost Ft(xj,t) of the agent j and the cumulative cost at the
optima x∗

t .

Regretjd(T ) =
T∑

t=1

Ft(xj,t)−
T∑

t=1

Ft(x
∗
t ) (2)

where x∗
t ∈ argmin

x∈X
Ft(x).

In such distributed online (off-line) optimization prob-
lems with constraint sets, projection operations are usu-
ally used as a fundamental technique to deal with con-
straints, such as distributed online gradient descent in
Sundhar Ram et al. (2010). In general, the projection
step is equivalent to solving a convex quadratic prob-
lem Hazan & Kale (2012). However, in high-dimensional
and complex constrained optimization problems such as
multiclass classification in Zhang et al. (2017b), opti-
mal control in Wu & Teo (1983), matrix completion in
Hazan & Kale (2012); Wai et al. (2017), electric vehicle
charging in Zhang et al. (2017a), and semidefinite pro-
grams in Hazan (2008), projection operations cause a
heavy computational burden. In contrast, Frank-Wolfe
(FW) method avoids such operations with expensive com-
putational cost through solving a linear minimization or-
acle. Because of its low computational cost, FW method
has been widely utilized in distributed online (off-line) op-
timization in recent years. In Zhang et al. (2017b), the
authors earlier proposed an online distributed FW algo-
rithm by extending online centralized FW algorithm in
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Table 1: The comparison among relevant works on online FW convex optimization.

Reference Loss function Distributed
Dynamic
regret

Dynamic
network

Linear
oracle

Regret bound

Zhang et al. (2017b) Convex and continuous ✓ ✗ ✗ O(T ) O(T 3/4)

Wan et al. (2020) Convex and continuous ✓ ✗ ✗ O(
√
T ) O(T 3/4)

Wan et al. (2021a) Strongly convex and continuous ✓ ✗ ✗ O(T 1/3) O(T 2/3 log T )

Thang et al. (2022) Convex and smooth ✓ ✗ ✗ O(T 3/2) O(
√
T )

Kalhan et al. (2021) Convex and smooth ✗ ✓ /
O(T ) O

(√
T

(

1 + HT +
√
DT

)

)

O(T 3/2) O
(

1 + HT +
√
T
)

Wan et al. (2021b)
Convex and continuous ✗ ✓ / O(T log

2
T ) O

(

max
{√

T , T 2/3H
1/3
T

})

Strongly convex and continuous ✗ ✓ / O(T log
2
T ) O

(

max
{√

THT log T , log T
})

This work Convex and smooth ✓ ✓ ✓ O(T ) O
(

√

T (1 + HT ) + DT

)

Hazan & Kale (2012) and obtained the static regret bound
O(T 3/4). Wan et al. (2020) considered an improved vari-
ant under full-information feedback and bandit feedback.
Based on the idea of dividing time T into

√
T equally-sized

blocks, the frequency of communication between agents
was reduced and the related regret upper bounds O(T 3/4)
and Õ(T 3/4) were established, respectively. The paper
(Wan et al., 2021a) further exploited the improved con-
vergence results under the condition of strong convexity
on the basis of Wan et al. (2020). Thang et al. (2022) an-
alyzed two algorithm versions of exact and stochastic gra-
dient under smooth loss function and showed the regret
upper bound O(

√
T ). However, in both algorithms, the

extra step size loop for each agent slows down the compu-
tation at time t.

Up to now, there is few research work on dynamic re-
gret of online FW algorithms, especially in distributed sce-
narios. Dynamic regret is a more stringent and effective
performance metric than static regret because of its dy-
namic rather than fixed benchmark, whose bound is gen-
erally related with the regularity of the optimization prob-
lem. From Besbes et al. (2015), it is well known that dy-
namic regret can not achieve sublinear convergence unless
the variation budget satisfies sublinear in T . With that
in mind, the function variation HT and gradient variation

DT related to the bound of Regretjd(T ) are defined as

HT =
T∑

t=1

max
i∈V

max
x∈X

|fi,t+1(x)− fi,t(x)|, (3)

DT =

T∑

t=1

max
i∈V

max
x∈X

‖∇fi,t+1(x)−∇fi,t(x)‖ . (4)

In Kalhan et al. (2021), the authors analyzed the dynamic
regret bounds of several centralized online FW algorithms,
in which HT has a limitation about application range. In
this paper, we aim to further improve the range under the
same conditions, thus the proposed algorithm has stronger
applicability. Wan et al. (2021b) considered a novel cen-
tralized online FW algorithm using a restarting strategy.
In detail, the comparisons among relevant works on online
FW convex optimization are summarized in Table 1.

It’s not hard to notice that the works in Kalhan et al.
(2021) and Wan et al. (2021b) only analyze the dynamic

regret for centralized online optimization. It is well known
that the large-scale optimization problems are difficult to
be addressed by the centralized online algorithms due to
the computational bottleneck of single machine. From the
comparisons and analysis in Table 1, the dynamic regret of
online FW algorithm under distributed scenarios needs to
be developed. Hence, the distributed online Frank-Wolfe
convex optimization algorithm (DOFW-CO) is designed to
fill this gap in this paper. This paper makes the following
contributions.

Firstly, we develop a distributed online Frank-Wolfe
convex optimization algorithm that can efficiently deal
with the high-dimensional and complicated constraint set,
which alleviates the high computational burden imposed
by the projection operator. Meanwhile, the gradient track-
ing technique is utilized in Algorithm DOFW-CO to up-
date the gradient change of loss function by using history
information. Moreover, different from the previous com-
munication topology in Zhang et al. (2017b), Wan et al.
(2021a), Wan et al. (2020), Thang et al. (2022), the dis-
tributed optimization algorithm over a time-varying net-
work topology is developed, which is more practical and
general than static network.

Secondly, inspired by Kalhan et al. (2021), the dy-
namic regret bound O(

√
T (1 +HT ) + DT ) for the pro-

posed algorithm is established, which can recover the cen-
tralized result and further broaden the range of HT com-
pared to Kalhan et al. (2021) under the same complexity
of linear oracle. The dynamic regret analysis of the FW
method in a distributed scenario, for the first time, is de-
veloped in this work. Finally, the case of distributed online
ridge regression problems is simulated to verify the perfor-
mance of the proposed algorithm.

Notation: R
n represents the Euclidean space with n

dimensions. Z (Z+) represents the (positive) integers set.
The Euclidean norm of a vector z is denoted as ‖z‖. [At]ij
signifies the element in the i-th row and j-th column of
matrix At and [w]i denotes the i-th element of vector w.

2. Problem Formulation

2.1. The Optimization Problem

Let Gt = {V , Et, At} represent a directed time-varying
network with the set V := {1, . . . , n} of agents, the edge set

2



Et ⊆ V×V and the weighted adjacency matrix At ∈ R
n×n.

In the network, agent i has permission to communicate
with the agents on inner neighbor sets N in

i (t) = {j |
(j, i) ∈ Et} ∪ {i} of agent i. Further, [At]ij > 0 holds
when j ∈ N in

i (t), and [At]ij = 0 holds otherwise.

The objective of this paper is to design a distributed
online algorithm for problem (1) to ensure that the dy-
namic regret of every agent j ∈ V grows sublinearly, i.e.,
limT→∞(Regretjd(T )/T ) = 0, ∀j ∈ V . Around the net-
work Gt, the constraint set and loss function in problem 1,
the following assumptions are made.

Assumption 1. (a) There exists a positive scalar ζ such
that [At]ij > ζ, t ∈ {1, . . . , T } when [At]ij > 0.

(b) At satisfies
∑n

j=1[At]ij =
∑n

i=1[At]ij = 1 for any
t ∈ {1, . . . , T } and all i, j ∈ V .

(c) With some Q ∈ Z+, the graph’s union
⋃(k+1)Q

i=kQ+1 Gi

is strongly connected for every integer k ≥ 0.

Assumption 2. The constraint set X has a finite diam-
eter M , i.e., for ∀x1,x2 ∈ X,maxx1,x2∈X ‖x1−x2‖ ≤ M.

Assumption 3. (Lipschitz Function) The function fi,t is
LX -Lipschitz, i.e., for ∀x1,x2 ∈ X, |fi,t(x1)− fi,t(x2)| ≤
LX‖x1 − x2‖, where LX is known positive constant.

Assumption 4. (Lipschitz Gradient) The gradient
∇fi,t(x) is GX -Lipschitz, i.e., ‖∇fi,t(x1) − ∇fi,t(x2)‖ ≤
GX‖x1 − x2‖, ∀x1,x2 ∈ X.

Remark 1. In centralized and distributed optimization,
Assumptions 1, 2, 3 are standard and similar set-
tings can be seen in Nedić et al. (2008); Yi et al. (2021),
Besbes et al. (2015); Wai et al. (2017). According to
Lemma 2.6 in Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2011), Assumption
3 implies ‖∇fi,t(x)‖ ≤ LX . Assumption 4 is equivalent to
the fact

fi,t(x1)− fi,t(x2) ≤ 〈∇fi,t(x2),x1 − x2〉

+
GX

2
‖x1 − x2‖2, ∀x1,x2 ∈ X. (5)

3. Algorithm Design and Convergence Analysis

3.1. Algorithm DOFW-CO

In this section, we first develop Algorithm DOFW-
CO. The algorithm description is presented in Algorithm
1. Specifically, the key ingredients include: 1) the gra-
dient tracking and Frank-Wolfe methods are utilized; 2)

the gradient ∇̂fi,t after the gradient tracking step replaces
the traditional gradient ∇fi,t(x̂i,t) in the linear oracle of
Frank-Wolfe step.

Algorithm 1 (DOFW-CO) Distributed Online Frank-
Wolfe Convex Optimization

Initialize: Initial variables xi,1 ∈ X and parameter 0 <
α ≤ 1.

1: for t = 1, 2, · · · , T do
2: for Each agent i ∈ V do
3: Agent i receives xj,t from j ∈ N in

i (t), and up-
dates

x̂i,t =
∑

j∈N in
i (t) [At]ijxj,t.

4: The gradient value ∇fi,t(x̂i,t) is revealed and
agent i executes gradient tracking steps:

5: if t = 1 then
6: ∇fi,1 = ∇fi,1(x̂i,1),
7: else
8: ∇fi,t = ∇̂fi,t−1 +∇fi,t(x̂i,t)−∇fi,t−1(x̂i,t−1).
9: end if

∇̂fi,t =
∑

j∈N in
i (t) [At]ij∇fj,t,

10: Frank-Wolfe step: update

vi,t = argmin
x∈X

〈
x, ∇̂fi,t

〉
,

xi,t+1 = x̂i,t + α(vi,t − x̂i,t).
11: end for
12: end for

3.2. Main Convergence Results

In this section, the upper bound of dynamic regret de-
fined in (2) for Algorithm 1 is analyzed in detail. In order
to facilitate the proof and analysis, we define the running
average vectors xavg,t and vavg,t, the max function varia-
tion ft,sup at time t, the max gradient variation gt,sup at
time t and gradient difference δi,t of agent i as follows:





xavg,t = 1
n

n∑
i=1

xi,t,vavg,t =
1
n

n∑
i=1

vi,t

ft,sup = max
i∈V

max
x∈X

|fi,t+1(x)− fi,t(x)|
gt,sup = max

i∈V
max
x∈X

‖∇fi,t+1(x)−∇fi,t(x)‖
δi,t = ∇fi,t(x̂i,t)−∇fi,t−1(x̂i,t−1)

(6)

Theorem 1. Let the decision sequence {xi,t} be generated

by Algorithm 1 and suppose Assumptions 1-4 hold. Then,

for T ≥ 2 and j ∈ V, the regret is bounded as follows:

Regretjd(T ) ≤ C1 + C2αT +
2n

α
HT +

C3

α
+ C4DT (7)

where

C1 = nLX

n∑

i=1

‖xi,1 − xavg,1‖+
2MnΓ

1− σ

n∑

i=1

‖∇fi,1(x̂i,1)‖

+

(
nLX + 2MGX +

4MnΓGX

1− σ

)
nΓ

1− σ

n∑

i=1

‖xi,1‖,

C2 = 2n2LXM +

(
4MGX + nLX +

4MnΓGX

1− σ

)
n2MΓ

1− σ

+
nGXM2

2
, C3 = nLXM,C4 =

2Mn2Γ

1− σ
+ nM,

3



σ =
(
1− ζ/4n2

)1/Q
, Γ =

(
1− ζ//4n2

)(1−2Q)/Q
.

Proof. According to Assumption 3, we have that

Ft(xj,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )

= Ft(xj,t)− Ft(xavg,t) + Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )

≤ nLX‖xj,t − xavg,t‖+ Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )

≤ nLX

n∑

i=1

‖xi,t − xavg,t‖+ Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t ). (8)

Based on Algorithm 1 and double stochasticity of
At−1, we obtain that xavg,t =

1
n

∑n
i=1[x̂i,t−1 + α(vi,t−1 −

x̂i,t−1)] = xavg,t−1+α(vavg,t−1−xavg,t−1). Thus, by con-
sidering Assumption 2, we have for any t ≥ 2 that

‖xi,t − xavg,t‖ = ‖x̂i,t−1 − xavg,t−1 + α(vi,t−1 − x̂i,t−1)

− α(vavg,t−1 − xavg,t−1)‖
≤ ‖x̂i,t−1 − xavg,t−1‖+ 2αM. (9)

With this condition and recalling the regret notion de-
fined in (2), we obtain from (8) that

Regretjd(T )

≤ nLX

n∑

i=1

‖xi,1 − xavg,1‖+ nLX

T−1∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

‖x̂i,t − xavg,t‖

+ 2αTn2LXM +

T∑

t=1

[Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )] . (10)

Based on this inequality together with the use of
Lemma 1, Lemma 3 and Lemma 4 in Appendix, we can
readily obtain the condition (7) in Theorem 1. The proof
is completed. �

Theorem 1 shows the main results of dynamic regret.
It is easy to note that the regret bound of Algorithm 1
depends on the choice of α. Hence, we have the following
corollary by choosing suitable step sizes.

Corollary 1. Suppose that the conditions in Theorem 1

hold. Then, if HT = o(T ), DT = o(T ) holds, taking α =

γ
√

HT+1
T , we have

Regretjd(T ) ≤ O
(√

T (1 +HT ) +DT

)
(11)

where γ is a positive adjustment constant guaranteeing α ≤
1.

Proof. According to (7), we obtain Regretjd(T ) ≤
O
(
αT + 1

α (1 +HT ) +DT

)
. Then, (11) is easily obtained

by taking αT = 1
α (1 +HT ). The proof is complete. �

Remark 2. In particular, this result shown in Corollary
1 matches the centralized result in Kalhan et al. (2021)
and is less conservative and tighter than its upper bound
O(

√
T (1 + HT +

√
DT )) under the same complexity of

linear oracle. Further, the range of HT in Kalhan et al.
(2021) is improved from O(

√
T ) to O(T ) when a sublinear

regret bound is expected, which effectively expands the
application field of optimization problems.

Remark 3. Note that HT as a prior knowledge is difficult
to be obtained accurately in practical applications. Two
discussions are shown as follows:

i) if an estimated upper bound satisfying HT ≤ ĤT =
O(T θ), 0 < θ < 1 can be known in advance, the sub-
linear dynamic regret is obtained by setting step size
α = γ

√
(T θ + 1)/T .

ii) when the loss function Ft(x) = F (x) is time-invariant,
HT = 0, DT = 0 hold and the dynamic regret bound
O(

√
T ) is established, which matches the results in

distributed off-line scenario, such as Hou et al. (2022).

4. Simulation

In this section, several numerical simulations are con-
ducted for ridge regression problem to verify the algo-
rithms we proposed. The problem of ridge regression is
formulated as

min
x∈X

T∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

[
1

2

(
a
⊤
i,tx− li,t

)2
+ λ1‖x‖22

]
(12)

where X := {x| 1Tx = 1}, λ1 = 5 × 10−6 is a regular
parameter and the pair (ai,t, li,t) ∈ R

d × R represents the
feature and label information only known by agent i at
time t. The feature vector ai,t is generated randomly and
its entries are distributed uniformly from −5 to 5 and the
label li,t satisfies li,t = a⊤

i,tx0+
2ξi,t
d
√
t
where [x0]i = 1/d and

ξi,t is generated uniformly in the interval [0, 1]. We execute
the algorithm over the network of n = 20 and d = 8 in this
simulation. In the following cases, the global average dy-
namic regret, the upper envelope and the lower envelope
ofRegretjd(T )/T are denoted as 1

n

∑n
j=1[Regretjd(T )/T ],

supj{Regretjd(T )/T } and infj{Regretjd(T )/T } to mea-
sure the performance of the algorithm, respectively. From
Fig. 1, it is clearly seen that the three average dynamic
regrets are convergent for Algorithm 1 under the condition
α = 1/(4T 0.4), which corresponds to the theoretical result.

To study the level of computational cost savings of Al-
gorithm 1, we compare the global average dynamic regret
and computational time of Algorithm 1 with distributed
online gradient descent (DOGD) algorithm Yan et al.
(2013) under two dimensions d = 8 and 160, where
the dynamic regret analysis of Algorithm DOGD can
be regarded as a special case satisfying that distance-
measuring function R(x) = ‖x‖2 and the mapping A =
I in Shahrampour & Jadbabaie (2017). The step sizes
α1 = 1/(4T 0.4), α2 = 1/(2T 0.4) and α3 = 1/(T 0.4), α4 =
1/(4T 0.4) are set for Algorithms 1 and DOGD, respec-
tively. From Figs. 2 and 3, we obtain that Algorithm 1
is able to achieve similar convergence performance to Al-
gorithm DOGD but using less computation time, which
convincingly reflects the advantages of the linear oracle.
In particular, when the dimension d is increased from 8 to
160, Algorithm 1 only has a slightly increase in computa-
tion cost compared to the significant increase of Algorithm
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Fig. 1: The convergence performance for Algorithm 1.
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Fig. 2: The comparison results of regret between
Algorithms 1 and DOGD under d = 8 and 160.

DOGD. In term of this point, the higher the dimension of
the constrained optimization problem is, the more promi-
nent and important the advantage of Algorithm 1 in saving
computational costs is.

5. Conclusions

For the distributed online convex optimization prob-
lem, this paper has developed Algorithm DOFW-CO to
reduce the expensive computational cost of the projection
step for the high-dimensional and complicated constraint
set. In this problem, each agent cooperates to minimize
a global cost function through local calculation and infor-
mation exchange with neighbors over a direct time-varying
network. We have rigorously established the dynamic re-
gret upper bound of the proposed optimization algorithm
as O(

√
T (1 +HT )+DT ). Finally, the performance of our

algorithm has been verified and compared by the simu-
lation of distributed online ridge regression problems. In
the future, a promising direction is to explore an improved
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Fig. 3: The comparison of the computation time
between Algorithms 1 and DOGD under d = 8 and 160.

version of Algorithm DOFW-CO from the perspective of
convergence speed or saving computing resources.

Appendix A. Some key lemmas

For the convergence analysis of Algorithm 1, the follow-
ing lemmas are essential. Define Φ(t, s) = AtAt−1 . . . As

as the transition matrix of At for all t, s with t ≥ s ≥ 1.

Lemma 1. Let the decision sequence {xi,t} be generated
by Algorithm 1. Then, under Assumptions 1 and 2, we
have for T ≥ 2 that

T∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

‖x̂i,t − xavg,t‖ ≤ nΓ

1− σ

n∑

j=1

‖xj,1‖+ αT
n2MΓ

1− σ
.

Proof. According to Algorithm 1, we get

x̂i,t =

n∑

j=1

[At]ijxj,t (A.1)

=

n∑

j=1

[At]ij x̂j,t−1 + α

n∑

j=1

[At]ij(vj,t−1 − x̂j,t−1)

=

n∑

j=1

[Φ(t, 1)]ijxj,1 + α

t−1∑

l=1

n∑

j=1

[Φ(t, l + 1)]ij(vj,l − x̂j,l).

According to Algorithm 1, the term xavg,t can be further
simplified as follows:

xavg,t =
1

n

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

[At−1]ijxi,t−1 +
α

n

n∑

i=1

(vi,t−1 − x̂j,t−1)

= xavg,t−1 +
α

n

n∑

i=1

(vi,t−1 − x̂j,t−1)

=
1

n

n∑

j=1

xj,1 +
α

n

t−1∑

l=1

n∑

j=1

(vj,l − x̂j,l) (A.2)
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where the third equality combines the double stochasticity
of adjacent weight matrix At−1.

Combining (A.1) and (A.2), for t ≥ 2, we achieve

‖x̂i,t − xavg,t‖

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥

n∑

j=1

[Φ(t, 1)]ijxj,1 −
1

n

n∑

j=1

xj,1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
+

∥∥∥∥∥∥
α

t−1∑

l=1

n∑

j=1

[Φ(t, l + 1)]ij(vj,l − x̂j,l)−
α

n

t−1∑

l=1

n∑

j=1

(vj,l − x̂j,l)

∥∥∥∥∥∥

≤
n∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣[Φ(t, 1)]ij −
1

n

∣∣∣∣ ‖xj,1‖

+ α

t−1∑

l=1

n∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣[Φ(t, l + 1)]ij −
1

n

∣∣∣∣ ‖vj,l − x̂j,l‖

≤ Γσt−1
n∑

j=1

‖xj,1‖+ αnMΓ
t−1∑

l=1

σt−l−1

≤ Γσt−1
n∑

j=1

‖xj,1‖+ α
nMΓ

1− σ
(A.3)

where the third inequality follows the property of Φ(t, s) 1

and the fact vj,l, x̂j,l ∈ X. Summing from i = 1 to n and
t = 1 to T on both sides of (A.3), we get

T∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

‖x̂i,t − xavg,t‖

≤
n∑

i=1

‖x̂i,1 − xavg,1‖+ nΓ
T∑

t=2

σt−1
n∑

j=1

‖xj,1‖+ αT
n2MΓ

1− σ

≤ nΓ

1− σ

n∑

j=1

‖xj,1‖+ αT
n2MΓ

1− σ
(A.4)

where the second inequality follows the fact
∑n

i=1 ‖x̂i,1 −
xavg,1‖ ≤ ∑n

i=1 ‖
∑n

j=1[A1]ijxj,1 − 1
n

∑n
j=1 xj,1‖ ≤∑n

i=1

∑n
j=1 |[A1]ij − 1

n |‖xj,1‖ ≤ nΓ
∑n

j=1 ‖xj,1‖. The
proof is complete. �

Lemma 2. Let the decision sequence {xi,t} be generated
by Algorithm 1. Then, under Assumptions 2 and 4, we
have for any T ≥ 2 that

(a)

n∑

i=1

∇fi,t =

n∑

i=1

∇fi,t(x̂i,t), ∀t ≥ 1. (A.5)

(b)

T∑

t=2

n∑

i=1

‖δi,t‖ ≤ 2GX

T∑

t=2

n∑

i=1

‖x̂i,t−1 − xavg,t−1‖

+ nDT + nMGXαT. (A.6)

1
Lemma (Nedić et al. (2008)) Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, for

all i, j ∈ V , we have
∣

∣[Φ(t, s)]ij − 1
n

∣

∣ ≤ Γσ(t−s) where σ = (1 −
ζ/4n2)1/Q and Γ = (1− ζ/4n2)(1−2Q)/Q.

Proof. (a) We utilize the mathematical induction method
to prove this part. Note that∇fi,1 = ∇fi,1(x̂i,1) according
to Algorithm 1. Thus, the equality in (A.5) holds when
t = 1. Now we assume that

∑n
i=1 ∇fi,t =

∑n
i=1 ∇fi,t(x̂i,t)

holds at some t, and we are going to show this equality also
holds at t+ 1. Actually,

n∑

i=1

∇fi,t+1

=
n∑

i=1

∇̂fi,t +
n∑

i=1

∇fi,t+1(x̂i,t+1)−
n∑

i=1

∇fi,t(x̂i,t)

=

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

[At]ij∇fj,t +

n∑

i=1

∇fi,t+1(x̂i,t+1)−
n∑

i=1

∇fi,t

=

n∑

i=1

∇fi,t+1(x̂i,t+1) (A.7)

where the last equality follows from the double stochastic-
ity of At.

(b) By using (6), we obtain for any t ≥ 2 that

n∑

i=1

‖δi,t‖ ≤
n∑

i=1

‖∇fi,t(x̂i,t)−∇fi,t−1(x̂i,t)‖

+

n∑

i=1

‖∇fi,t−1(x̂i,t)−∇fi,t−1(x̂i,t−1)‖

≤ ngt−1,sup +

n∑

i=1

(GX‖x̂i,t − x̂i,t−1‖)

≤ ngt−1,sup +GX

n∑

i=1

(‖x̂i,t − xavg,t−1‖

+ ‖x̂i,t−1 − xavt,t−1‖)

≤ ngt−1,sup + 2GX

n∑

i=1

‖x̂i,t−1 − xavg,t−1‖

+ nMGXα (A.8)

where the last inequality is obtained based on the
fact:

∑n
i=1 ‖x̂i,t − xavg,t−1‖ ≤ ∑n

i=1

∑n
j=1[At]ij‖xj,t −

xavg,t−1‖ ≤∑n
i=1 ‖x̂i,t−1−xavg,t−1+α(vi,t−1−x̂i,t−1)‖ ≤∑n

i=1 ‖x̂i,t−1 − xavg,t−1‖+ αnM.
Then, by summing the both sides of (A.8) from t = 2

to T , we can readily obtain the inequality in (A.6). The
proof is complete. �

Lemma 3. Let the sequence {∇̂fi,t,∇fi,t(x̂i,t)} be gen-
erated by Algorithm 1. Then, under Assumptions 1 and
4, we have for any T ≥ 2 that

T∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∇̂fi,t −

1

n

n∑

j=1

∇fj,t(x̂j,t)

∥∥∥∥∥∥

≤ nΓ

1− σ

n∑

j=1

‖∇fj,1(x̂j,1)‖+
nΓ

1− σ

T∑

t=2

n∑

i=1

‖δi,t‖ . (A.9)
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Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemma 1 and combining
Algorithm 1, (A.5), for any t ≥ 2 it can be verified that

∇̂fi,t =

n∑

j=1

[Φ(t, 2)]ij∇̂fj,1 +

t∑

l=2

n∑

j=1

[Φ(t, l)]ijδj,l, (A.10)

1

n

n∑

i=1

∇fi,t(x̂i,t) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

∇fi,1 +
1

n

t∑

l=2

n∑

i=1

δi,l. (A.11)

Similar to (A.3), combining the fact ∇̂fi,1 =∑n
j=1[A1]ij∇fj,1,∇fi,1 = ∇fi,1(x̂i,1), it follows from

(A.10) and (A.11) that ‖∇̂fi,t − 1
n

∑n
j=1 ∇fj,t(x̂j,t)‖ ≤∑n

j=1 Γσ
t−1‖∇fj,1(x̂j,1)‖ +

∑t
l=2

∑n
j=1 Γσ

t−l‖δj,l‖. This
implies that

T∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∇̂fi,t −

1

n

n∑

j=1

∇fj,t(x̂j,t)

∥∥∥∥∥∥

≤
n∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∇̂fi,1 −

1

n

n∑

j=1

∇fj,1(x̂j,1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥

+

T∑

t=2

n∑

j=1

nΓσt−1 ‖∇fj,1(x̂j,1)‖ +
T∑

t=2

t∑

l=2

n∑

j=1

nΓσt−l ‖δj,l‖

≤
n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣[A1]ij −
1

n

∣∣∣∣ ‖∇fj,1(x̂j,1)‖

+
σnΓ

1− σ

n∑

j=1

‖∇fj,1(x̂j,1)‖+ nΓ

(
T−2∑

l=0

σl

)(
T∑

t=2

n∑

i=1

‖δi,t‖
)

≤ nΓ

1− σ

n∑

j=1

‖∇fj,1(x̂j,1)‖+
nΓ

1− σ

T∑

t=2

n∑

i=1

‖δi,t‖ (A.12)

Substituting the above inequalities into (A.12), we can
readily obtain (A.9). The proof is complete. �

Lemma 4. Let the decision sequence {xi,t} be generated
by Algorithm 1. Then, under Assumptions 2, 3 and 4, we
have for any T ≥ 2 that

T∑

t=1

Ft(xavg,t)−
T∑

t=1

Ft(x
∗
t )

≤ 2n

α
HT +

nLXM

α
+ 2M

T−1∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥

n∑

j=1

∇fj,t(x̂j,t)− ∇̂fi,t

∥∥∥∥∥∥

+ 2MGX

T−1∑

t=1

n∑

i=1

‖x̂i,t − xavg,t‖+
nGXM2

2
αT + nMDT .

(A.13)

Proof. By using the smooth property in Assumption 4, we
have

Ft+1(xavg,t+1)− Ft+1(xavg,t) (A.14)

≤ 〈∇Ft+1(xavg,t),xavg,t+1 − xavg,t〉

+
nGX

2
‖xavg,t+1 − xavg,t‖2

≤ α

n∑

i=1

〈
1

n
∇Ft+1(xavg,t),vi,t − xavg,t

〉
+

nGXM2α2

2
.

It can be further verified that
〈
1

n
∇Ft+1(xavg,t),vi,t − xavg,t

〉

≤
〈
1

n
∇Ft+1(xavg,t)− ∇̂fi,t,vi,t − xavg,t

〉

+
〈
∇̂fi,t,x

∗
t − xavg,t

〉

≤ M

n
‖∇Ft+1(xavg,t)−∇Ft(xavg,t)‖ + 2M

∥∥∥∥
1

n
∇Ft(xavg,t)

− 1

n

n∑

j=1

∇fj,t(x̂j,t) +
1

n

n∑

j=1

∇fj,t(x̂j,t)− ∇̂fi,t

∥∥∥∥∥∥

+
1

n
〈∇Ft(xavg,t),x

∗
t − xavg,t〉

≤ Mgt,sup + 2M

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

j=1

∇fj,t(x̂j,t)− ∇̂fi,t

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(A.15)

+
2MGX

n

n∑

j=1

‖x̂j,t − xavg,t‖+
1

n
[Ft(x

∗
t )− Ft(xavg,t)]

where the first inequality is obtained by utilizing the fol-
lowing optimality condition:

〈
∇̂fi,t,x

∗
t

〉
≥ min

x∈X

〈
∇̂fi,t,x

〉
=
〈
∇̂fi,t,vi,t

〉
(A.16)

and the last inequality is derived based on the convexity
condition of Ft(x) together with Assumption 4. Then, it
follows from (A.14) and (A.15) that

Ft+1(xavg,t+1)− Ft+1(xavg,t)

≤ αnMgt,sup + α [Ft(x
∗
t )− Ft(xavg,t)] + Ψt. (A.17)

where Ψt = 2αM
∑n

i=1

∥∥∥ 1
n

∑n
j=1 ∇fj,t(x̂j,t)− ∇̂fi,t

∥∥∥ +

2αMGX

∑n
j=1 ‖x̂j,t − xavg,t‖ + nGXM2α2

2 . Based on this
inequality, we can further obtain that

Ft+1(xavg,t+1)− Ft+1(x
∗
t+1)

≤ Ft+1(xavg,t)− Ft+1(x
∗
t+1) + αnMgt,sup +Ψt

+ α [Ft(x
∗
t )− Ft(xavg,t)]

≤ nft,sup + Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t ) + Ft(x

∗
t )− Ft+1(x

∗
t+1)

+ αnMgt,sup + α [Ft(x
∗
t )− Ft(xavg,t)] + Ψt (A.18)

where the last inequality is established by using the fol-
lowing fact:

Ft+1(xavg,t)− Ft+1(x
∗
t+1)

= Ft+1(xavg,t)− Ft(xavg,t) + Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )

+ Ft(x
∗
t )− Ft+1(x

∗
t+1)
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≤ nft,sup + Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t ) + Ft(x

∗
t )− Ft+1(x

∗
t+1).

By summing the both sides of (A.18), we get

T−1∑

t=1

{
Ft+1(xavg,t+1)− Ft+1(x

∗
t+1)− [Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x

∗
t )]
}

+ α

T−1∑

t=1

[Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )]

≤ nHT + F1(x
∗
1)− FT (x

∗
T ) + αnMDT +

T−1∑

t=1

Ψt (A.19)

By recalling the facts that 0 < α ≤ 1 and FT (xavg,T )−
FT (x

∗
T ) ≥ 0, we have that

α
T∑

t=1

[Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )] (A.20)

≤ [FT (xavg,T )− FT (x
∗
T )] + α

T−1∑

t=1

[Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )]

≤ nHT + [F1(xavg,1)− FT (x
∗
T )] + αnMDT +

T−1∑

t=1

Ψt.

In addition, it can be obtained under Assumption 2 and
Assumption 3 that F1(xavg,1) − FT (x

∗
T ) = F1(xavg,1) −

F1(x
∗
T )+

∑T−1
t=1 [Ft(x

∗
T )−Ft+1(x

∗
T )] ≤ nLX‖xavg,1−x∗

T ‖+∑T−1
t=1

∑n
i=1 |fi,t(x∗

T )− fi,t+1(x
∗
T )| ≤ nLXM + nHT .

This, together with (A.20), yields that

α

T∑

t=1

[Ft(xavg,t)− Ft(x
∗
t )]

≤ 2nHT + nLXM + αnMDT +

T−1∑

t=1

Ψt. (A.21)

This further implies the result in (A.13) through recalling
the definition of Ψt. The proof is complete. �
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