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A Stochastic Operator Framework for Optimization
and Learning

with Sub-Weibull Errors
Nicola Bastianello, Liam Madden, Ruggero Carli, Emiliano Dall’Anese

Abstract—This paper proposes a framework to study the
convergence of stochastic optimization and learning algorithms.
The framework is modeled over the different challenges that
these algorithms pose, such as (i) the presence of random
additive errors (e.g. due to stochastic gradients), and (ii) random
coordinate updates (e.g. due to asynchrony in distributed set-ups).
The paper covers both convex and strongly convex problems, and
it also analyzes online scenarios, involving changes in the data
and costs. The paper relies on interpreting stochastic algorithms
as the iterated application of stochastic operators, thus allowing
us to use the powerful tools of operator theory. In particular,
we consider operators characterized by additive errors with
sub-Weibull distribution (which parameterize a broad class of
errors by their tail probability), and random updates. In this
framework we derive convergence results in mean and in high
probability, by providing bounds to the distance of the current
iteration from a solution of the optimization or learning problem.
The contributions are discussed in light of federated learning
applications.

Index Terms—Stochastic operators, inexact optimization, on-
line optimization, high probability convergence, federated learn-
ing

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent technological advances in a range of disciplines
– from machine learning, to data-driven optimization and
control, with their applications to smart power grids, traffic
networks, healthcare, etc. – introduced a wide set of chal-
lenges to the implementation and analysis of optimization and
learning algorithms. As a motivating example, we elaborate on
these challenges in the context of federated learning [1], [2],
which was designed to allow a set of agents to cooperatively
train a model without the need to directly share data. Due to
the distributed set-up, algorithms designed in this framework
need to deal with asynchrony, and limited or unreliable com-
munications. This is similarly a challenge in any application
where multi-agent systems are deployed, such as distributed
optimization and parallel computing [3]–[6]. Additionally, due
to the size of available data-sets, the agents may need to resort
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to the use of stochastic gradients, which are computed on a
sub-set of the available data [7]–[9]. Using stochastic gradients
reduces the computational cost but may lead to less accuracy.
Alternatively, when gradients are not directly accessible, for
example due to sparse users’ feedback [10], agents may need
to approximate them from functional evaluations (0-th order
gradients) [11]–[13]. Finally, the data on which the agents
train their model may change over time, due to changes in
the phenomenon being observed or new data arriving in real
time [14]–[17]. This turns the problem into an online learning
problem, with the agents now tracking the optimal model as
it changes in response to changes in the data.

Abstracting away from this example, in many applications
of optimization and learning we need to design and analyze
algorithms that are provably robust to different sources of
stochasticity and changes in the data. In particular, in this
paper we focus on the analysis side of this challenge by
leveraging the formalism of operator theory. Operator theory
has been shown to offer a valuable tool for the analysis of
algorithms, both in traditional static settings [18]–[21] and
in online settings [14], [16], [22], [23]. The key insight is
that algorithmic steps can be interpreted as operators (or
maps when working in an Euclidean space), with fixed points
of the operators coinciding with optimal solutions of the
optimization or learning problem [19]–[21]. This link gives
access to powerful tools to characterize the convergence of
existing algorithms [18], [20], [21], and it further inspires the
design of new ones, e.g. [24]–[26].

However, as discussed above, in many applications of
interest the algorithms we apply are stochastic. To analyze
their convergence, we will therefore make use of the formalism
of stochastic operators, which we review in the following. One
source of stochasticity is that of random coordinate updates,
in which only some part of the operator is applied at any
given iteration [4], [6], [27]–[30]. This class of operators
model distributed algorithms in which only some agents, e.g.
due to asynchrony, perform an update and hence apply the
corresponding part of the algorithm/operator. Operators subject
to additive errors, e.g. due to the use of stochastic gradients,
have also been studied, see [7], [27]–[29], [31]. It is typical
to handle stochastic errors in the algorithmic map or operator
by either assuming that their norm vanishes asymptotically,
or by multiplying them by a vanishing parameter. While this
choice allows one to prove almost sure convergence, in many
practical applications the additive error is not (or cannot be
made) vanishing, especially in an online scenario.
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To delineate our contribution in the context of the discussion
above, we analyze algorithms that can be characterized by the
stochastic iteration (formalized in section III):

xℓ+1
i =

{
Tixℓ + eℓi w.p. pi
xℓ
i w.p. 1− pi

, ℓ ∈ N (1)

where T x = (T1x, . . . , Tnx) is an operator, x =
(x1, . . . , xn), and eℓi is an additive error. The stochasticity
in (1) has two sources: (i) each “coordinate” of the operator
is updated with probability pi (e.g. due to asynchrony), and
(ii) the update is performed using an inexact version of the
operator (e.g. stochastic gradients). Additionally, we will be
interested in the (iii) online scenario in which the operator
changes over time to model applications in online optimization
and learning; that is, at time ℓ + 1 we apply T ℓ+1

i . The
iteration (1) will be studied under the assumption that the
operator is either contractive or averaged (in which case (1)
can be seen as a stochastic Krasnosel’skiı̆-Mann).

As in e.g., [27], [28], we model inexact operators as
operators subject to the additive errors ei. However, differently
from previous results, in this paper we perform our analysis
for errors with sub-Weibull distributions. That is, the norm of
ei satisfies

P [∥ei∥ ≥ ϵ] ≤ 2 exp

(
−
( ϵ
ν

)1/θ)
, ∀ ϵ > 0 (2)

for some parameters θ ≥ 0, ν > 0. The class of sub-Weibull
r.v.s allows us to consider distributions for the additive errors
that may have heavy tails [32]–[35]; this class is also general
and it includes the sub-Gaussian and sub-exponential classes
as sub-cases, as well as random variable whose distribution
has a finite support [36], [37]. As explained shortly, the
sub-Weibull model will allow us to provide high probability
bounds for the convergence of (1) by deriving pertinent
concentration results. As defined in (2), sub-Weibull random
variables are characterized by a tail parameter θ, that defines
the decay rate of the tails. Besides the convenient properties
of the sub-Weibull class (e.g. closure under scaling, sum, and
product) that allow for a unified theoretical analysis, there is
a growing body of work showing that heavy-tailed distribu-
tions arise in machine learning applications, see [32], [38]–
[44]. This is especially relevant while training (deep) neural
networks, and this phenomenon can also arise in decentralized
learning set-ups [45].

Contributions. Overall, this paper offers the following con-
tributions:

1) We study the convergence of (1), and provide conver-
gence results in mean and in high probability when the
errors follow a sub-Weibull distribution. In particular,
bounds are offered for the distance from the fixed point
(if the operator is contractive) or for the cumulative fixed
point residual (if the operator is averaged). These error
bounds hold for any iteration ℓ ∈ N with a given, arbi-
trary probability. We also show that the high-probability
bounds – in the form P [∥x∥ ≤ ϵ(δ)] ≥ 1 − δ for the
random variable x – scale with a factor ∼ log(1/δ), as

opposed to a scaling ∼ 1/δ that one would obtain via
Markov’s inequality.

2) The framework we propose leverages a sub-Weibull
model [32]–[35] for the norm of the additive errors. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that
sub-Weibull models are employed in combination with
operator-theoretic tools. By using sub-Weibulls, we are
able to model a very broad class of random variables,
fitting different practical applications.

3) As mentioned above, the convergence results proposed
in this paper hold with high probability, as opposed to
the almost sure convergence results of e.g. [27]. We
discuss the difference between the two viewpoints, and
also further characterize the convergence of (1) in almost
sure terms (under some additional assumptions, such as
vanishing errors).

4) The analysis provided also holds in online scenarios, in
which the operator characterizing (1) changes over time.

Organization. In section II we review some preliminaries in
operator theory, and introduce the sub-Weibull formalism. In
section III, building on the motivating example of federated
learning, we formalize and discuss the stochastic framework.
In sections IV and V we present and discuss, respectively,
mean and high probability convergence results derived in
the proposed framework. Finally, section VI presents some
illustrative numerical results.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Operators

Let Hi, i ∈ {1, . . . , n} be (possibly infinite-dimensional)
Hilbert spaces with inner product ⟨·, ·⟩i, induced norm ∥·∥i
and identity Ii : Hi → Hi. We consider the direct sum space
H = H1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Hn, whose elements are x = (x1, . . . , xn)
with xi ∈ Hi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. For x,y ∈ H, we define
the inner product as ⟨x,y⟩ = ∑n

i=1⟨xi, yi⟩i, and denote the
induced norm and identity of H as ∥·∥ and I : H → H,
respectively. We consider operators T : H → H defined as

T x = (T1x, . . . , Tnx) (3)

where Ti : H → Hi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
A central theme of the paper is to compute fixed points of

a given operator via iterative algorithms. To this end, in the
following we introduce pertinent definitions and results. For a
background on operator theory we refer to e.g. [20], [46].

Definition 1 (Fixed points). Let T : H → H : x 7→ T x =
(T1x, . . . , Tnx). The point x̄ ∈ H is a fixed point of T if
x̄ = T x̄. We denote the fixed set of T as fix(T ) = {x ∈
H |x = T x}.

Notice that a fixed point x̄ = (x̄1, . . . , x̄n) by definition is
such that x̄i = Tix̄ for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. In the following,
we review well-known definitions and properties of operators
(see, e.g., [20]).

Definition 2 (Non-expansive, contractive). The operator T is
ζ-Lipschitz continuous, ζ ≥ 0, if:

∥T x− T y∥ ≤ ζ ∥x− y∥ , ∀x,y ∈ H. (4)
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The operator is non-expansive if ζ = 1, and contractive if
ζ ∈ (0, 1).

Definition 3 (Averaged). The operator T is averaged if and
only if there exist α ∈ (0, 1) and a non-expansive operator
R : H → H such that T = (1 − α)I + αR. Equivalently, T
is α-averaged if

∥T x− T y∥2 ≤ ∥x− y∥2−1− α

α
∥(I − T )x− (I − T )y∥2

for any x,y ∈ H.

We discuss now the existence of fixed points of non-
expansive operators.

Lemma 1 (Browder’s theorem). Let D ⊂ H be a non-empty,
convex, compact subset, and let T : D → D be non-expansive,
then fix(T ) ̸= ∅ [20, Theorem 4.29].

Lemma 2 (Banach-Picard theorem). Let T : H → H
be a contractive operator, then fix(T ) is a singleton [20,
Theorem 1.50]. The unique fixed point is the limit of the
sequence generated by:

xℓ+1 = T xℓ, ℓ ∈ N.

If we want to compute a fixed point of the non-expansive
operator T , the following results can be used.

Lemma 3. Let T : H → H be a non-expansive operator with
fix(T ) ̸= ∅. Then for any α ∈ (0, 1), the α-averaged operator
Tα = (1− α)I + αT is such that fix (Tα) = fix(T ).

Proof. Let x̄ ∈ fix(T ), by definition x̄ = T x̄. Therefore given
α ∈ (0, 1) we have (1−α)x̄+αT x̄ = x̄−αx̄+αx̄ = x̄.

Lemma 4 (Krasnosel’skiı̆-Mann theorem). Let D ⊂ H be a
non-empty closed convex subset, and let T : D → D be a
non-expansive operator (notice that by Lemma 1 fix(T ) ̸= ∅).
Let α ∈ (0, 1), then the Krasnosel’skiı̆-Mann iteration

xℓ+1 = (1− α)xℓ + αT xℓ, ℓ ∈ N,

guarantees that
∥∥(I − T )xℓ

∥∥ → 0 as ℓ → ∞ [20, Theo-
rem 5.15].

In the remainder of the paper we will thus focus on studying
the convergence of the Banach-Picard in two cases: i) when
the operator is contractive, and ii) when it is averaged.

B. Probability

In this section, we provide some definitions and results in
probability theory that will be used in the paper to derive
convergence results in high-probability. Throughout the paper,
the underlying probability space will be (Ω,F ,P). We start
by introducing the definition of sub-Weibull random variables
[32]–[35].

Definition 4 (Sub-Weibull random variable). A random vari-
able x is said to be sub-Weibull if there exist θ ≥ 0, ν > 0
such that

∥x∥k = E
[
|x|k

]1/k ≤ νkθ, ∀k ≥ 1,

and we denote it by x ∼ subW(θ, ν).

The following equivalence result relates the moments
growth condition of Definition 4 with a bound for the tail
probability [35, Lemma 5].

Lemma 5 (Sub-Weibull tail probability). Let x ∼ subW(θ, ν),
then the tail probability verifies the bound

P [|x| ≥ ϵ] ≤ 2 exp

(
−
(

ϵ

c(θ)ν

)1/θ
)
, ∀ ϵ > 0, (5)

where c(θ) := (2e/θ)θ.

Lemma 5 shows that the tails of a sub-Weibull r.v. become
heavier as the parameter θ grows larger. Moreover, setting
θ = 1/2 and θ = 1 yields the class of sub-Gaussians and
sub-exponential random variables, respectively; see, e.g., [36],
[37]. The following lemma shows how the tail probability
equation (5) can be used to give high probability bounds.

Lemma 6 (High probability bound). Let x ∼ subW(θ, ν),
then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), w.p. 1− δ we have the bound:

|x| ≤ logθ(2/δ)c(θ) ν.

Proof. By Lemma 5 we have, for any ϵ > 0:

P [|x| ≥ ϵ] ≤ 2 exp
(
− (ϵ/(c(θ)ν))

1/θ
)
.

Setting the right-hand side equal to δ and solving for ϵ we get
ϵ = c(θ)ν logθ(2/δ) which implies that, w.p. 1 − δ we have
|x| ≤ ϵ = c(θ)ν logθ(2/δ).

We characterize now the properties of the sub-Weibull class
of random variables.

Lemma 7 (Inclusion). Let x ∼ subW(θ, ν), then x ∼
subW(θ′, ν′) for any θ′ ≥ θ, ν′ ≥ ν.

Proof. By assumption we have ∥x∥k ≤ νkθ. Using the fact
that νkθ ≤ ν′kθ

′
(which holds since k ≥ 1) yields the thesis;

cf. [32, Proposition 1].

Lemma 8 (Closure). The class of sub-Weibull random vari-
ables is closed w.r.t. product by a scalar, sum, product, and
exponentiation, according to the following rules.

1) Product by scalar: let x ∼ subW(θ, ν) and a ∈ R, then
ax ∼ subW(θ, |a|ν);

2) Sum: let xi ∼ subW(θi, νi), i ∈ {1, 2}, possibly
dependent, then x1+x2 ∼ subW(max{θ1, θ2}, ν1+ν2);

3) Product: let xi ∼ subW(θi, νi), i ∈ {1, 2}, and inde-
pendent, then x1x2 ∼ subW(θ1 + θ2, ν1ν2).

4) Power: let x ∼ subW(θ, ν) and a > 0, then xa ∼
subW(aθ, νa max{1, aaθ}).

Proof. See Appendix A.

We conclude with some remarks.

Remark 1 (Square of sub-Weibull). A consequence of 4) in
Lemma 8 is that the square of x ∼ subW(θ, ν) is itself
a sub-Weibull, characterized by x2 ∼ subW(2θ, 4θν2). A
particular case is the well known fact that the square of a
sub-Gaussian (θ = 1/2) is sub-exponential (θ = 1), see e.g.
[37, Lemma 2.7.6].
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Remark 2 (Mean of sub-Weibulls). Notice that the definition
of sub-Weibulls and their properties does not require that their
mean be zero. Moreover, if x ∼ subW(θ, ν) and x ≥ 0 almost
surely, then E [x] ≤ ν, since ∥x∥1 = E [x].

Remark 3 (Bounded r.v.s). We can see that bounded r.v.s are
sub-Weibull with θ = 0; indeed, let x be a r.v. such that a.s.
|x| ≤ b, then ∥x∥k ≤ b = bk0, k ≥ 1. This characterization
is “optimal” in terms of θ, since θ = 0 corresponds to the
lightest possible tail. However, it is sub-optimal in the other
parameter, ν, which does not reflect the overall distribution of
x, only its maximum absolute value. Alternatively, we know by
[37, p. 24] that the class of sub-Gaussian random variables
includes that of bounded r.v.s; this implies that bounded r.v.s
are sub-Weibull with θ = 1/2.

III. MOTIVATION AND FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT

We start this section by discussing a motivating example in
the context of federated learning [1], [2], around which we
will formalize our stochastic operator framework.

A. Motivating example: federated learning

Coord.

Agent 1 · · · Agent i · · · Agent n

Fig. 1. The architecture in federated learning.

In federated learning, a set of n agents, aided by a coordina-
tor, aim to cooperatively train a model without directly sharing
the data they store [1], [2]. In order to keep the data private, the
agents share the results of local training with the coordinator,
which aggregates them into a more accurate model. Formally,
the goal is to solve the optimization problem

min
xi∈Rq

n∑
i=1

fi(xi) s.t. x1 = x2 = . . . = xn (6)

where fi : Rq → R ∪ {+∞} is the loss function of agent i,
defined over the local dataset. Let {dhi }mi

h=1 be the mi data
points stored by i, then usually the local loss is of the form

fi(xi) =

mi∑
h=1

λ(xi; d
h
i ) (7)

with λ being a training loss (e.g. quadratic or logistic).
In principle, (6) could be solved via projected gradient

descent by applying, i ∈ {1, . . . , n}:

xℓ+1
i = Tixℓ :=

1

n

n∑
j=1

(
xℓ
j − γ∇fj(x

ℓ
j)
)
, ℓ ∈ N, (8)

where the agents compute local gradient descent steps, and
the coordinator computes their average (the projection onto

x1 = . . . xn) and transmits it to the agents. In the following,
using the notation defined in section II-A we write (8) as
xℓ+1 = T xℓ. However, when solving learning problems
there are several practical constraints that make implement-
ing (8) unrealistic. In the following we discuss some of these
practical challenges, and how they motivate the theoretical
developments of subsequent sections. The section concludes
by presenting a modified version of (8) that accounts for
these challenges, and which can be interpreted as a stochastic
operator, fitting in the framework of section III-B.

Challenge 1: additive errors: Learning problems are often
high dimensional, both in the size of the unknown x ∈ Rq

(especially when training neural networks), and in the size
of the local data sets. The size of the unknown poses a
first challenge, since algorithm (8) requires sharing of q-
dimensional vectors, and the larger q the more expensive
these communications become. In practice, then, quantization
or compression is applied before the agents communicate
with the coordinator [47], lessening the burden at the cost
of introducing some error.

A second challenge arises when computing the gradient of
local losses (7), since the larger mi is the more computa-
tionally expensive gradient computations are. To reduce the
cost of gradient evaluations, a standard strategy in learning
is to use stochastic gradients [48], which approximate the
true gradient using only a random subset of the local data
points. But, similarly to communications reduction techniques,
approximating local gradients introduces some error. In the
following, we denote by ∇̂fi(xi) a stochastic local gradient.

We are therefore interested in analyzing the modified ver-
sion of (8) given by xℓ+1 = T xℓ + eℓ, where eℓ is a random
vector modeling the errors introduced by the use of inexact
communications and stochastic gradients.

Remark 4 (Local training). In practice, federated learning
algorithm use local training, that is, the agents perform mul-
tiple local gradient steps in between communication rounds.
While this reduces the ratio of communications to gradient
evaluations, it introduces client drift [49]; interpreting it as
an additive error, one may then apply the results of the next
sections to analyze the convergence of algorithms employing
local training.

Challenge 2: asynchrony: The agents cooperating in the
learning procedure may be highly heterogeneous, in that they
have different computational resources [2]. In (8) all the
agents compute a local gradient at the same time – however,
heterogeneous agents will have different computation times.
Therefore, requiring the agents to work synchronously implies
that the faster agents will sit idle while waiting for the slower
ones to conclude the local computations [3].

One way to solve this problem is to allow asynchronous ac-
tivation of the agents, so that each agent is free to perform local
training at its own pace. More formally, let Iℓ ⊂ {1, . . . , n},
|Iℓ| ≤ n, be the subset of agents that concluded a local com-
putation at time ℓ ∈ N. Then we are interested in algorithms
in which the coordinator only aggregates information from
Iℓ, instead of all agents. Algorithm 1 presents a modified
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version of (8) that allows for asynchronous activations (see
Appendix B for the derivation).

We also remark that asynchrony could be enforced by
design as an additional measure to reduce the amount of
communications required at each time.

Challenge 3: online problems: The problem (6) discussed
so far is static, in the sense that the data sets defining the local
losses do not change over time. However, in many learning
applications the agents may be continuously collecting new
data and consequently modifying their loss. This results in an
online learning problem, characterized by [14]–[16]

min
xi∈Rq

n∑
i=1

f ℓ
i (xi) s.t. x1 = x2 = . . . = xn.

In this set-up the solution(s) to the problem at time ℓ ∈ N
may not coincide with those at time ℓ + 1, and our analysis
of Algorithm 1’s performance needs to account for this fact.

Algorithm 1 Federated gradient descent.
Input: Initial conditions z0, x0

i , and step-size γ.
1: for ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . .

// compressed communications
2: the coordinator compresses and transmits zℓ to the

active agents Iℓ
3: for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

// asynchrony
4: if i ∈ Iℓ then

// inexact gradients
5: the agent performs a local (stochastic) gradient

step
xℓ+1
i = zℓ − γ∇̂fi(z

ℓ)

// compressed communications
6: and compresses and transmits xℓ+1

i to the co-
ordinator

7: else
8: otherwise sets xℓ+1

i = xℓ
i

9: end if
10: end for
11: the coordinator computes

zℓ+1 =
1

n

∑
i∈Iℓ

xℓ+1
i +

∑
i ̸∈Iℓ

xℓ
i


12: end for

B. Stochastic operator framework
Motivated by the example discussed so far, we are now

ready to formalize the stochastic operator framework of inter-
est in this paper. Consider an operator T x = (T1x, . . . , Tnx),
in the following we analyze the convergence of the update,
for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}:

xℓ+1
i =

{
T ℓ+1
i xℓ + eℓi w.p. pi

xℓ
i w.p. 1− pi

(9)

= (1− uℓ
i)x

ℓ
i + uℓ

i

(
T ℓ+1
i xℓ + eℓi

)
=: T̂ ℓ+1

i xℓ + uℓ
ie

ℓ
i

where ℓ ∈ N is the iteration index, uℓ
i are Bernoulli random

variables that indicate whether a coordinate is updated or not
at iteration ℓ, and eℓ = (eℓ1, . . . , e

ℓ
n) is a random vector of

additive noise. As discussed in section III-A, in federated
learning only the coordinates corresponding to active nodes
(with uℓ

i ) are updated, and additive noise may be due to
inexact communications or stochastic gradients (hence eℓi ).
The operator T ℓ is allowed to change over time to account
for online learning problems defined by streaming sources of
data.

In the following we introduce and discuss some assumptions
to formalize the framework. We remark that throughout the
paper, the initial condition x0 ∈ H will be assumed to be
deterministic.

Assumption 1 (Stochastic framework 1). The following is
assumed.
(i) uℓ = (uℓ

1, . . . , u
ℓ
n) is a {0, 1}n-valued random vector

with pi := P [ui = 1] > 0, i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
(ii) The additive error eℓ ∈ H is an H-valued random vector

such that E
[∥∥eℓ∥∥2] ≤ ν2.

(iii) The random processes {uℓ}ℓ∈N and {eℓ}ℓ∈N are i.i.d.
and independent of each other.

We provide now two assumptions on the operator defin-
ing (9), which will be used to provide two different sets of
results. Notice that these assumptions apply to the underlying
deterministic operator T ℓ+1 only.

Assumption 2 (Contractive set-up). Consider an operator
T ℓ : D → D. The following is assumed.
(i) The operator T ℓ : H → H is ζ-contractive for all ℓ ∈ N,

and we denote by x̄ℓ its unique fixed point.
(ii) There exists σ ≥ 0 such that the fixed points of consecu-

tive operators have a bounded distance∥∥x̄ℓ − x̄ℓ−1
∥∥ ≤ σ, ∀ℓ ∈ N.

Assumption 3 (Averaged set-up). Consider an operator T ℓ :
D → D. The following is assumed.
(i) The operator T ℓ : D → D is α-averaged for all ℓ ∈ N,

with D ⊂ H being convex and compact.
(ii) There exists σ ≥ 0 such that given x̄ℓ ∈ fix(T ℓ), ℓ ∈ N,

then
inf

x̄ℓ−1∈fix(T ℓ−1)

∥∥x̄ℓ − x̄ℓ−1
∥∥ ≤ σ.

In the following we denote by diam(D) the diameter of D.
Before moving on to the convergence analysis, we discuss

the framework and the assumptions that characterize it.
1) Update model: We note that Assumption 1(i) does not

require independence among the components of uℓ. Inde-
pendence is only assumed between uℓ and uh, for any pair
ℓ, h ∈ N, ℓ ̸= h.

Under Assumption 1(i) there may exist times during which
none of the coordinates are updated, because uℓ

i = 0 for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. This is different from the framework used in
e.g. [27], [28], where at least one uℓ

i must always be different
from zero. Accounting for such events is important in online
scenarios, where the problem changes (e.g. due to changes in
the environment) even when updates are not performed.
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2) Additive error model: The error model characterized
by Assumption 1(ii) implies that the variance of the additive
error is bounded. This is a common assumption in learning
applications, where the error eℓ quantifies the difference
between the gradient and a stochastic approximation thereof
[48], [50]:

eℓ = ∇f(xℓ)− ∇̂f(xℓ).

Additionally, some quantization or compression errors also
verify this assumption. This is the case for uniform or random
quantization [51]; see also [47] for a comprehensive overview.

We remark that this model implies that errors are per-
sistently present over time. This sets the paper apart from
previous works on stochastic operators in which the additive
error is assumed to decay to zero (or, equivalently, that the
error is multiplied by a decaying parameter) [27]–[29]. Finally,
we note that Assumptions 1 and 4 do not require independence
of the error components at a fixed time ℓ, or between the errors
drawn at different times ℓ and h. Finally, the errors could also
be biased, that is, they could have mean different from zero.

3) Operators: In Assumption 3, the operators are defined
on a compact D, which is verified when for example T ℓ

contain a projection onto D. On the one hand, this implies that
Browder’s theorem (cf. Lemma 1) holds, and hence that the
operators have a non-empty fixed set. On the other, it allows
us to guarantee that additive errors do not lead to divergence.
This assumption is not required in e.g. [27] since the additive
errors converge to zero asymptotically, and thus cannot lead
to divergence.

In the context of convex optimization, we can relate As-
sumptions 2 and 3 to the properties of the cost function on
which the operator T ℓ is defined. For example, in the federated
learning set-up of section III-A convex loss functions yield av-
eraged operators, while strongly convex ones yield contractive
operators [21] (cf. also the discussion in Appendix B).

Finally, a remark about the dynamic nature of the operators.
As discussed in section III-A, in many applications we may
be interested in solving optimization problems that change
over time, as new data come in [16], [52], which motivates
our choice to analyze time-varying operators. In this context,
we can interpret (9) as an online algorithm, in which the
output (xℓ) computed at time ℓ is used to warm-start the
computation at time ℓ + 1. For this reason, it is necessary
to provide bounds on the difference between consecutive
operators (or equivalently, consecutive problems) to ensure that
they are “close enough” for the warm-starting to provide an
improvement in performance. This guarantee is provided by
Assumption 2(ii) and Assumption 3(ii), which can be obtained
for example bounding the rate of change of the operators.

IV. MEAN CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

We start by characterizing in section IV-A the mean conver-
gence of (9) for contractive and averaged operators. The results
and their implications will be discussed in section IV-B, while
section IV-C will present some corollaries on the asymptotic
convergence.

A. Main results
Proposition 1 (Mean – contractive operators). Let Assump-
tions 1 and 2 hold, and let {xℓ}ℓ∈N be the sequence generated
by (9). Then we have the following bound, for any ℓ ∈ N

E
[∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ

∥∥] ≤√ p̄

¯
p

(
χℓ
∥∥x0 − x̄0

∥∥+ 1− χℓ

1− χ
(χσ + ν)

)
where p̄ := maxi pi,

¯
p := mini pi, and χ :=

√
1−

¯
p+

¯
pζ2 ∈

(0, 1).

Proof. See Appendix C-A.

Proposition 2 (Mean – averaged operators). Let Assump-
tions 1 and 3 hold, and let {xℓ}ℓ∈N be the sequence generated
by (9). Then we have the following bound, for any ℓ ∈ N

E

[
1

ℓ+ 1

ℓ∑
h=0

∥∥(I − T h+1)xh
∥∥2] ≤ α

¯
p(1− α)

×

×
(

1

ℓ+ 1

∥∥x0 − x̄0
∥∥2 + σ2 + ν2 + 2diam(D)(σ + ν)

)
Proof. See Appendix C-B.

B. Discussion
1) Difference from deterministic convergence: In the fol-

lowing we discuss the difference between Propositions 1 and 2
and the convergence of the static and deterministic update
xℓ+1 = T xℓ, ℓ ∈ N.

a) Contractive case: By contractiveness we know that
xℓ+1 = T xℓ converges linearly to fix(T ) = {x̄}, that is∥∥xℓ − x̄

∥∥ ≤ ζℓ
∥∥x0 − x̄

∥∥ [20, Theorem 1.50]. Comparing this
bound with that of Proposition 1 we notice first of all that
the introduction of random coordinate updates degrades the
convergence rate – in mean – from ζ to χ ≥ ζ, in accordance
with the results of [28].

Secondly, the presence of additive errors implies that we
do not reach exact convergence to the fixed point, but rather
to a neighborhood thereof. Moreover, at any given time
ℓ ∈ N, the additive error may cause the overall stochastic
operator to be expansive

∥∥xℓ+1 − x̄
∥∥ ≥

∥∥xℓ − x̄
∥∥, but the

underlying contractiveness of T ensure that this lead to inexact
convergence rather than divergence.

b) Averaged case: The convergence of (9) for averaged
operators can be proved only in terms of the cumulative fixed
point residual 1

ℓ+1

∑ℓ
h=0

∥∥(I − T h+1)xh
∥∥2, due to averaged-

ness being weaker than contractiveness. On the other hand,
for the deterministic update xℓ+1 = T xℓ it is possible to
prove that {

∥∥(I − T )xℓ
∥∥}ℓ∈N is a monotonically decreasing

sequence that converges to zero [20, Theorem 5.15]. Similarly
to the contractive case, this is no longer the case in the
presence of additive errors, and the metric used to analyze
convergence needs to account for the overall evolution of the
fixed point residual.

We remark that the concept of cumulative fixed point
residual is similar to that of regret in convex optimization, and
in particular to that of dynamic regret in online optimization
[53]. Moreover, it includes as a particular case the different
concept of regret based on the residual of the proximal gradient
method proposed in [54].
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2) Time-variability: As mentioned in section III-A, the
stochastic framework we analyze allows for the operator to
change over time, as this models online optimization algo-
rithms [16], [52]. But the time-variability of the operators, and
hence of their fixed point(s), can be seen as a second source
of additive errors besides eℓ. This error is always present,
also when no update is performed, to account for the fact that
the environment changes at every iteration ℓ ∈ N. This is the
case in online optimization when the problem depends on e.g.
measurements of a system, and the system will evolve even
when no measurement is performed.

a) Path length: In online optimization, a widely used
concept is that of path-length, that is, the cumulative dis-
tance between consecutive optimizers. This concept can be
straightforwardly extended to the operator theoretical set-up,
by defining it as the cumulative distance between consecutive
fixed points:

∑ℓ−1
h=0

∥∥x̄h+1 − x̄h
∥∥ ≤ ℓσ. The path-length often

appears in regret bounds, see e.g. [53], but notice that in
the worst case it grows linearly with ℓ, and to carry out the
convergence analysis the additional assumption that it grows
sub-linearly is required. What instead appears in our bound is
a weighted path-length

ℓ−1∑
h=0

χℓ−h−1
∥∥x̄h+1 − x̄h

∥∥ ≤ 1− χℓ

1− χ
σ

which asymptotically reaches a fixed value, independent of ℓ.
This is due to the fact that we use the contractiveness of the
operator, allowing to reach a tighter bound.

3) Convergence without random coordinate updates: We
remark that the results of Propositions 1 and 2 can be
adapted in a straightforward manner to a scenario where no
random coordinate updates are performed. Indeed, if pi = 1,
i ∈ {1, . . . , n} then the two results provide bounds to the
convergence of inexact operators modeled by

xℓ+1 = T xℓ + eℓ, ℓ ∈ N.

This class of stochastic updates includes several optimization
methods such as stochastic gradient descent and 0-th order
methods [7]–[9], [11]–[13], which are widely used in machine
learning applications.

Section V-C will instead provide some convergence results
when only random coordinate updates are present.

C. Asymptotic convergence results

The mean convergence results of section IV-A can be further
used to characterize the asymptotic, almost sure convergence
of (9), as proved in the following. The results are presented in
the contractive case (cf. Assumption 2), but the same argument
can be applied in the averaged case as well.

1) Convergence to a neighborhood: We start by showing
that the output of (9) asymptotically and almost surely con-
verges to a bounded neighborhood of the fixed point trajectory
{x̄ℓ}ℓ∈N.

Corollary 1 (Asymptotic a.s. convergence to neighborhood).
Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and let {xℓ}ℓ∈N be the sequence
generated by (9). Then it holds that:

lim sup
ℓ→∞

∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ
∥∥ ≤

√
p̄

¯
p

χσ + ν

1− χ
a.s..

Proof. See Appendix C-C.

2) Exact asymptotic convergence: Corollary 1 shows that
in general we can only prove asymptotic convergence to a
neighborhood of the fixed point trajectory. The following result
proves that a zero asymptotic error can be achieved under the
assumptions that the operator is static and the additive error
eℓ vanishing.

Corollary 2 (Exact a.s. convergence). Let Assumptions 1
and 2 hold, with the difference that

(i) the errors are vanishing, with E
[∥∥eℓ∥∥2] ≤ (νℓ)2 and

limℓ→∞ νℓ = 0;
(ii) for all ℓ ∈ N, T ℓ = T ; we denote by x̄ the unique fixed

point of T .
Let {xℓ}ℓ∈N be the sequence generated by (9), then

lim sup
ℓ→∞

∥∥xℓ − x̄
∥∥ = 0 a.s..

Proof. See Appendix C-D.

The result of Corollary 2 is similar to [27], [28], in which
the additive errors are assumed to be vanishing (or to be
multiplied by a vanishing parameter).

Corollaries 1 and 2 leveraged Markov’s inequality to char-
acterize the almost sure behavior of (9) – but these results hold
only asymptotically, and do not characterize the transient. The
question then is: can we provide high probability bounds that
hold for any ℓ ∈ N? A first observation is that almost sure
convergence cannot be guaranteed during the transient, owing
to the ever-present disturbance of the additive errors eℓ. The
next section will instead provide transient bounds that hold
with assigned probability.

V. HIGH PROBABILITY CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In order to derive the high probability bounds for the tran-
sient, we introduce the following assumption, which models
additive errors as sub-Weibull r.v.s.

Assumption 4 (Stochastic framework 2). Assump-
tion 1 (i) and (iii) hold, and moreover:
(ii) the additive error eℓ ∈ H is an H-valued random

vector such that its norm is sub-Weibull, that is
∥∥eℓ∥∥2 ∼

subW(θ, ν2).

Sub-Weibull r.v.s can be used to model a broad range of
additive errors that arise e.g. in federated learning applications
(cf. section III-A). For example, quantization and compression
techniques that result in bounded additive errors can be mod-
eled as sub-Weibulls as discussed in Remark 3.

More importantly, a series of recent papers have highlighted
how stochastic gradients present heavy tails in many learning
applications [39]–[44], especially involving the training of
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deep neural networks. The same issues can therefore arise in a
federated learning set-up, where each agent computes a local
stochastic gradient [45].

A. Contractive set-up

In the following we will make use of the scaled norm
|||x|||2 :=

∑n
i=1

1
pi

∥xi∥2i introduced in Appendix C-A.

Proposition 3 (High prob. – contractive operators). Let As-
sumptions 2 and 4 hold, and assume that the random coordi-
nate update operators T̂ ℓ defined in (9) satisfy∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓx− x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ η(ℓ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣x− x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (10)

with η(ℓ) i.i.d., and there exist γ, χ ∈ (0, 1) such that
ℓ2∏

h=ℓ1

η(h) ∼ subW
(
γℓ2−ℓ1+1, χℓ2−ℓ1+1

)
. (11)

Let {xℓ}ℓ∈N be the sequence generated by (9), then for any
ℓ ∈ N, given δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability 1 − δ the following
bound holds:∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ

∥∥ ≤
√

p̄

¯
p
logθ+1(2/δ)c(θ + 1)×

×
(
χℓ
∥∥x0 − x̄

∥∥+ 1− χℓ

1− χ
(χσ + ν)

)
.

Proof. See Appendix D-A.

The following sections discuss the assumptions required in
Proposition 3, as well as the implications of such convergence
result.

1) Assumption (10): In this section we discuss and motivate
the use of assumption (10) in Proposition 3. We start by
remarking that the assumption is stated in terms of the random
coordinate updates operators T̂ ℓ defined in (9), and thus
depends exclusively on {uℓ

i}ni=1. In our setup, the underlying

x1

x2

x`

T x`
T̂ x`

Fig. 2. Random coordinate updates can lead to expansion.

operators T ℓ are assumed to be contractive, but these random
counterparts may not be, as exemplified in Figure 2 where
updating only the second coordinate leads to expansion. As-
sumption (10) thus allows for the whole gamut of possibilities
– contraction, non-expansion, expansion – since η(ℓ) ⋚ 1.

While an expansion is possible at any given time ℓ, the re-
sults of section IV motivate the second part of the assumption,
(11). First, the random operators T̂ ℓ are contractive in mean
(w.r.t. the scaled norm |||·|||), since inspecting the proof of
Proposition 1 in Appendix C-A we see that (cf. (16))

E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣] ≤ χE
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣]

with χ ∈ (0, 1). Thus by the discussion in Remark 2 we
expect the second sub-Weibull parameter of

∏ℓ2
h=ℓ1

η(h) to
be in (0, 1).

Secondly, Corollary 2 shows that the iterated application
of a random coordinate update operator leads to almost sure
convergence to the fixed point. This observation thus motivates
the choice of a tail parameter for

∏ℓ2
h=ℓ1

η(h) which decays
as the number of iterations increases.

2) Interpretation of high probability convergence results:
The high probability bound of Proposition 3 states that, w.p.
1− δ, the error satisfies:

∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ
∥∥ ≤

√
p̄

¯
p
logθ+1(2/δ)c(θ + 1)×

×
(
χℓ
∥∥x0 − x̄

∥∥+ 1− χℓ

1− χ
(χσ + ν)

)
.

First of all, we can see that the right-hand side is multiplied
by logθ+1(2/δ), which grows as δ decreases. This implies that
the more confidence we want in the bound (which requires
δ to be smaller), the looser the bound becomes. Intuitively,
smaller δ requires that we enlarge the bound to include more
trajectory realizations {xℓ}ℓ∈N. Similarly, if θ grows larger,
then the bound becomes looser. This is a consequence of the
fact that the larger θ is, the heavier the tails of the additive
noise are.

We can further observe that the high probability bound –
multiplicative factors notwithstanding – shares the structure
of the mean bound of Proposition 1. Indeed, both bounds
have a first term that depends on the initial condition and
decays to zero as ℓ → ∞, and a second term that bounds the
asymptotic distance from the fixed point, and which depends
on the additive error and the time-variability of the operators.

3) Sub-Weibull v. Markov’s inequality: The fact that the
dependence on 1/δ appears through its logarithm in the bound
of Proposition 3 is an important motivation for the use of the
proposed sub-Weibull framework. This feature of the bounds
ensures that the right-hand side grows relatively slowly when
we ask for increasing confidence (that is, δ → 0).

Consider instead the following alternative high probability
bound, which is based on Markov’s inequality: with this
approach, the dependence on the right-hand side is with 1/δ
and not its logarithm. Although Markov’s inequality holds for
a more general class of random variables than sub-Weibull,
this result makes it clear that using the sub-Weibull framework
allows to derive sharper bounds, while still considering a
number of relevant distributions as sub-cases.

Lemma 9. Let Assumptions 2 and 4 hold, and let {xℓ}ℓ∈N
be the sequence generated by (9). Then with probability 1−δ,
δ ∈ (0, 1), we have that

∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ
∥∥ ≤ 1

δ

√
p̄

¯
p

(
χℓ
∥∥x0 − x̄0

∥∥+ 1− χℓ

1− χ
(χσ + ν)

)
.

Proof. By Markov’s inequality we know that
P
[∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ

∥∥ ≥ E
[∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ

∥∥ /δ]] ≤ δ. Using the bound of
Proposition 1 then yields the thesis.
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B. Averaged set-up

In this section, we provide a convergence analysis for
averaged operators. The treatment of this case requires a some-
what more restrictive assumption than (10), owing to the fact
that averagedness is a weaker property than contractiveness.
Section V-B1 will discuss this assumption in detail.

Proposition 4 (High prob. – averaged operators). Let Assump-
tions 3 and 4 hold, and assume that the random coordinate
update operators T̂ ℓ+1 defined in (9) satisfy∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1x− x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣x− x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 − 1− α(ℓ)

α(ℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − T ℓ+1)x
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 (12)

where α(ℓ) ∈ (0, 1) almost surely.
Let {xℓ}ℓ∈N be the sequence generated by (9), then for any

ℓ ∈ N, given δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability 1 − δ the following
bound holds:

1

ℓ+ 1

ℓ∑
h=0

∥∥(I − T h+1)xh
∥∥2 ≤ logθ(2/δ)c(θ)

p̄

¯
p
×

× ᾱ

1− ᾱ

(∥∥x0 − x̄0
∥∥2

ℓ+ 1
+ σ2 + ν2 + 2

√
¯
p diam(D)(σ + ν)

)
,

where ᾱ = maxh∈{0,...,ℓ} α(h).

Proof. See Appendix D-B.

1) Assumption (12): As discussed in section V-A1, the
presence of random coordinate updates may cause expansion,
and assumption (12) is introduced to exclude such behavior.
This is needed due to the weaker nature of averagedness.
Indeed, we are currently not able to provide high probability
bounds for the metric 1

ℓ+1

∑ℓ
h=0

∥∥(I − T h+1)xh
∥∥2 when

expansion may occur.
Let us now discuss how assumption (12) can be guaranteed

in practice. If expansion may occur, then we can model the
operators T̂ ℓ as being β(ℓ)-conically averaged (in the scaled
norm |||·|||) [55]∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1x− x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣x− x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 − 1− β(ℓ)

β(ℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − T ℓ+1)x
∣∣∣∣∣∣2

where β(ℓ) > 0 almost surely. The case of β(ℓ) > 1
then models expansion. Inspecting Figure 2, it is clear that
expansion – when it occurs – is bounded, which implies that
β(ℓ) < β̄ a.s.

Therefore, following [55, Proposition 2.9], we can guarantee
averagedness by applying a relaxed version of the operators
T̂ ℓ:

(1− γ)I + γT̂ ℓ

for γ ∈ (0, 1/β̄). This shows that modifying the operator being
applied can indeed lead to assumption (12) being guaranteed.

C. Convergence without additive errors

We conclude this section with two high probability conver-
gence results derived in the absence of additive errors (eℓ = 0
a.s.) and when the operator is static (T ℓ = T , ℓ ∈ N). We
remark that Propositions 3 and 4 do hold in this scenario
by setting ν = 0 and σ = 0; however, the following results
present more refined bounds.

Proposition 5 (Without additive noise). Let Assumptions 2
and 4 hold, with eℓ = 0 a.s. and T ℓ = T , for all ℓ ∈ N. Let
{xℓ}ℓ∈N be the trajectory generated by (9).

Let ϵ ∈ (0, p] with p =
∏n

i=1 pi, then with probability 1 −
δ(ϵ, ℓ) we have:∥∥xℓ − x̄

∥∥ ≤ ζℓ(p−ϵ)
∥∥x0 − x̄

∥∥
where fix(T ) = {x̄} and

δ(ϵ, ℓ) = exp (−ℓD(p− ϵ||p)) ,

D(p− ϵ||p) = (p− ϵ) log

(
1− ϵ

p

)
+

+ (1− p+ ϵ) log

(
1 +

ϵ

1− p

)
.

(13)

Proof. Setting σ = 0 and eℓ = 0 in (19) we have∥∥xℓ − x̄
∥∥ ≤ ζβ(ℓ)

∥∥x0 − x̄
∥∥

where β(ℓ) ∼ B(ℓ, p). Using Sanov’s theorem [56, Theo-
rem D.3] (in particular its symmetric form in [56, eq. (D.7)])
we know that

P [β(ℓ) ≤ ℓ(p− ϵ)] ≤ exp (−ℓD(p− ϵ||p))

and, since P
[
ζβ(ℓ) ≥ ζℓ(p−ϵ)

]
= P [β(ℓ) ≤ ℓ(p− ϵ)], the

thesis follows.

We observe that in Proposition 5 the convergence rate is
characterized by ζp−ϵ, which is larger than the convergence
rate ζ achieved in the deterministic case (cf. the discussion in
section IV-B1). We further notice that δ(ϵ, ℓ) is a decreasing
function of ℓ, with δ(ϵ, ℓ) → 0 as ℓ → ∞. This implies that
asymptotically, the bound holds with probability limℓ→∞ 1−
δ(ϵ, ℓ) = 1. As a consequence, Proposition 5 yields the known
fact that asymptotic almost sure convergence is achieved [4],
[27] – but with the difference that a probabilistic bound is also
provided for any ℓ ∈ N.

A similar result can also be derived for the averaged case.

Proposition 6 (Without additive noise – averaged). Let As-
sumptions 3 and 4 hold, with ei = 0 a.s. for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n};
let {xℓ}ℓ∈N be the trajectory generated by (9).

Let ϵ ∈ (0, p] with p =
∏n

i=1, then with probability 1 −
δ(ϵ, ℓ+ 1) we have:∥∥(I − T )xℓ

∥∥2 ≤ 1

(ℓ+ 1)(p− ϵ)

α

1− α

∥∥x0 − x̄
∥∥2

where δ(ϵ, ℓ+ 1) and D(p− ϵ||p) are defined as in (13).

Proof. See Appendix D-C.
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Recalling again the discussion in section IV-B1, in the
deterministic case we know that {

∥∥(I − T )xℓ
∥∥}ℓ∈N is mono-

tonically decreasing, and such that [21]∥∥(I − T )xℓ
∥∥2 ≤ 1

ℓ+ 1

α

1− α

∥∥x0 − x̄
∥∥2 .

Therefore we see that the introduction of random coordinate
updates degrades the convergence rate, namely from 1/(ℓ+1)
to the larger 1/((ℓ+ 1)(p− ϵ)).

VI. ILLUSTRATIVE NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we illustrate the accordance of the theoretical
results provided in this paper with numerical results derived
when applying the federated learning Algorithm 1 to solve a
logistic regression problem. In particular, we consider prob-
lem (6), minxi∈Rq

∑n
i=1 fi(xi) s.t. x1 = x2 = . . . = xn,

where the local data {(ahi , bhi ) ∈ R1×q × {−1, 1}}mi

h=1 define
the loss

fi(x) =

mi∑
h=1

log
(
1 + exp(−bhi a

h
i x)
)
+

ϵ

2
∥x∥2 .

In our experiments we have n = 10 agents with mi = 150
data-points each, and the problem size is q = 10. The data
are randomly generated using the make_classification
utility of sklearn [57]. The regularization weight is set
to ϵ = 0.075. Owing to the regularization, the problem is
strongly convex, and thus the federated algorithm we apply is
contractive (cf. Appendix B).

In the following sections we apply Algorithm 1 to this
problem, subject to the challenges of asynchrony and additive
errors. The simulations are implemented using tvopt [58],
and all results are averaged over 100 Monte Carlo iterations.

A. Asynchrony

We start by considering Algorithm 1 in which each agent
has a probability p of updating at iteration ℓ ∈ N; therefore we
choose {ui}ni=1 to be i.i.d. Bernoulli of mean p. Table I reports
the empirical convergence rate attained for the different update
probabilities. Such rate is estimated by computing the slope of
the mean error curves {E

[∥∥xℓ − x̄
∥∥]}ℓ∈N. The results show

TABLE I
EMPIRICAL CONVERGENCE RATE FOR DIFFERENT UPDATE PROBABILITIES.

Update probability Convergence rate
0.1 0.9985
0.2 0.9972
0.3 0.9958
0.4 0.9945
0.5 0.9931
0.6 0.9917
0.7 0.9904
0.8 0.9890
0.9 0.9876
1.0 0.9862

how the larger the probability of each agent performing an
update, the smaller the convergence rate. This is in accordance
with the results of Proposition 1. We remark that the algorithm
still converges to the optimal solution, even if at different rates.

B. Synthetic additive errors

We evaluate now the effect of additive errors on the perfor-
mance of Algorithm 1, in a fully synchronous case (pi = 1).
In particular, each local update to xℓ

i (line 5 in the pseudo-
code) is subject to an additive error eℓi whose components are
drawn from the Weibull distribution 1. With this choice, by
Lemma 10 we know that the norm of eℓi is sub-Weibull and
thus satisfies Assumption 1(ii).

Lemma 10 (Norm of sub-Weibull vectors). Let e =
[e1, . . . , eq]

⊤ be a random vector in Rq , q < +∞, such that
ei ∼ subW(θ, ν), i ∈ {1, . . . , q}. Then the Euclidean norm of
e is sub-Weibull with

∥e∥2 ∼ subW(2θ,max{1, 22θ}qν).
Proof. We want to characterize ∥e∥2 =

∑q
i=1 e

2
i as

a sub-Weibull. By Lemma 8 we know that e2i ∼
subW(2θ,max{1, 22θ}ν2), and it follows that

∑q
i=1 e

2
i ∼

subW(2θ, qmax{1, 22θ}ν2).
In Table II we report the mean asymptotic error (computed

as the maximum mean error in the last 4/5 of the simulation)
for different values of θ and ν. Additionally, we report the
accuracy of the trained model on the training and test sets,
computed as the percentage of correctly classified data points.
The test set consists of 150 data points generated from the
same distribution as the training points. In accordance with

TABLE II
ASYMPTOTIC ERROR, TRAINING AND TEST ACCURACIES FOR DIFFERENT

SUB-WEIBULL DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE ADDITIVE NOISE.

(θ, ν) As. err. Training acc. [%] Test acc. [%]
(1/2, 0.01) 1.305 90.167 86.653
(1/2, 0.1) 17.842 72.757 76.727
(1, 0.01) 1.482 89.720 85.653
(1, 0.1) 20.406 71.939 76.627
(2, 0.01) 3.162 84.945 84.527
(2, 0.1) 43.330 67.924 72.060

the theoretical results (cf. Proposition 3), the heavier the tail
(i.e. the larger θ) or the larger the scaling parameter ν, the
larger the error attained by the algorithm. As expected, the
accuracy also degrades the larger the errors are. However, it is
interesting to notice that in moving from ν = 0.01 to ν = 0.1,
the test accuracy becomes better than the training accuracy.
This may be due to the fact that larger additive errors improve
the generalization capabilities of the model.

C. Stochastic gradients

We conclude this section by discussing the performance of
Algorithm 1 when the agents use stochastic gradients during
the local updates. In particular, the gradients are approximated
by using a random subset of B data points. We notice that the
larger the batch size, the smaller the asymptotic error, since the
additive error we introduce is smaller. This is also illustrated
by the training accuracy which roughly increases with B. On

1Notice that usually the Weibull distribution is characterized by the CDF
1− exp(−(x/ν)c) [59], and hence is indeed a sub-Weibull, with parameters
θ = 1/c and ν (cf. [32]).
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TABLE III
ASYMPTOTIC ERROR, TRAINING AND TEST ACCURACIES FOR DIFFERENT

BATCH SIZES OF THE STOCHASTIC GRADIENTS.

B As. err. Training acc. [%] Test acc. [%]
1 1.298 92.251 89.680
5 1.117 92.248 89.753
10 0.970 92.289 89.727
50 0.468 92.619 88.673
100 0.186 92.803 88.667

Full grad. 0 92.733 88.667

the other hand, the test accuracy degrades as the batch size
grows larger than 10, signaling that the smaller the errors
introduced by the stochastic gradients, the more the trained
model is over-fitting the training data.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 8

Proof of 1) The result follows by ∥ax∥k = |a| ∥x∥k ≤
|a|νkθ.

Proof of 2) For completeness we report the proof provided
in [32, Proposition 3]. Using the triangle inequality we write

∥x1 + x2∥k ≤ ∥x1∥k + ∥x2∥k
(i)
≤ ν1k

θ1 + ν2k
θ2

(ii)
≤ (ν1 + ν2)k

max{θ1,θ2},

where (i) holds by the assumption that xi are sub-Weibull, and
(ii) holds since k ≥ 1.

Proof of 3) By definition of ∥·∥k we can write

∥xy∥k ≤ E
[
|x|k|y|k

]1/k (i)
= E

[
|x|k

]1/k E [|y|k]1/k
(ii)
≤ ν1k

θ1ν2k
θ2 = ν1ν2k

θ1+θ2

where (i) holds by independence and (ii) by sub-Weibull
assumption.

Proof of 4) By definition of ∥·∥k we have ∥xa∥k =

E
[
|xa|k

]1/k
= E

[
|x|ak

]1/k
. Now, we distinguish two cases:

if 0 < a < 1 then by Jensen’s inequality we have

E
[
|x|ak

]1/k ≤
(
E
[
|x|k

]1/k)a ≤ (νkθ)a;

instead if a ≥ 1 then we can write

E
[
|x|ak

]1/k
=
(
E
[
|x|ak

]1/ak)a (i)
≤
(
ν(ak)θ

)a
= νaaaθkθ

where (i) holds by the fact that ak ≥ 1 and that x is sub-
Weibull.

APPENDIX B
ALGORITHM 1

A. Derivation of the algorithm

Consider (8), and redefine, i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

xℓ+1
i = zℓ − γ∇fi(z

ℓ) = Giz
ℓ

where zℓ = 1
n

∑n
i=1 x

ℓ
i represents the average computed by

the coordinator.

Consider now the asynchronous set-up described in sec-
tion III-A, in which only the subset Iℓ of the agents is active.
In this case, we need to modify the local update as follows

xℓ+1
i =

{
Giz

ℓ if i ∈ Iℓ

xℓ
i otherwise,

so that only the active agents update their state. Since the
coordinator receives new information only from the active
agents, then we can modify its update as

zℓ+1 =
1

n

∑
i∈Iℓ

xℓ+1
i +

∑
i ̸∈Iℓ

xℓ
i

 .

With this update, the coordinator aggregates the new informa-
tion received from Iℓ with the most recent information received
from the inactive agents (which may have been transmitted
several iterations ago, e.g. if xℓ+1

i = xℓ
i = xℓ−1

i ).

B. Interpretation as stochastic operator

The goal now is to show that Algorithm 1 derived in the
previous section can be interpreted as a stochastic operator
that fits into the framework of the paper.

We start with the deterministic algorithm (all agents are
always active). Using zℓ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 x

ℓ
i , the algorithm is

described as

xℓ+1
i = Gi

 1

n

n∑
j=1

xℓ
j

 .

Letting x = (x1, . . . , xn) the overall algorithm therefore is
characterized by the update xℓ+1 = T xℓ = (G ◦ A)xℓ

with ◦ denoting composition of operators, and where Gx =
(G1x1, . . . ,Gnxn) and

Ax =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

xi, . . . ,
1

n

n∑
i=1

xi

)
.

Let us now turn to the asynchronous set-up in which only
the active agents Iℓ perform an update. Letting uℓ

i be a
Bernoulli r.v. which is 1 if agent i updates at time ℓ, then
we can write

xℓ+1
i = (1− uℓ

i)x
ℓ
i + Tixℓ,

which fits exactly into the framework of section III-B.
We conclude this section by discussing the properties of T

as derived from the properties of the problem

min
xi∈Rq

n∑
i=1

fi(xi) s.t. x1 = x2 = . . . = xn.

We remark first that A is non-expansive, and we need to
characterize the properties of G. Assume that the local costs
have λ̄-Lipschitz continuous gradients, and that they are

¯
λ-

strongly convex, where we allow
¯
λ = 0 to signify that the

costs are convex. Then we have the following cases:
• convex costs (

¯
λ = 0): if γ < 2/λ̄ then G is averaged, and

hence so is T [21, section 3.3];
• strongly convex costs (

¯
λ > 0): if γ < 2/λ̄ then G is

contractive and by [60, Lemma 4.11] so is T .
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Finally, notice that the fixed point(s) of T do not coincide
with solutions of the optimization problem, but rather given
x̄ ∈ fix(T ) then z̄ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 x̄i is a solution to the problem.

APPENDIX C
PROOFS OF SECTION IV

A. Proof of Proposition 1

Similarly to e.g. [4], [27], the first step is to define the norm

|||x||| :=

√√√√ n∑
i=1

1

pi
∥xi∥2i

for which, letting p̄ := maxi pi and
¯
p = mini pi, it holds that

¯
p|||x|||2 ≤ ∥x∥2 ≤ p̄|||x|||2. (14)

By the triangle inequality and the fact that∣∣∣∣∣∣(uℓ
1e

ℓ
1, . . . , u

ℓ
ne

ℓ
n)
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣ we have∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣
where T̂ ℓ+1 is defined in (9). Taking the expected value,
by (14) we have E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣] ≤ E
[∥∥eℓ∥∥] /√

¯
p, and by As-

sumption 1(ii) and Jensen’s inequality we have E
[∥∥eℓ∥∥] ≤ ν,

hence E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣] ≤ ν/

√
¯
p. We focus now on the first term.

By the law of total expectation and Jensen’s inequality we
have

E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣] = E
[
Eℓ

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣]]

≤ E

[√
Eℓ

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2]]

where Eℓ [·] denotes the expectation conditioned on xℓ. By
linearity of the expected value we can write

Eℓ

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2] =

=

n∑
i=1

Eℓ

[
1

pi

∥∥∥T̂ ℓ+1
i xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

i

∥∥∥2
i

]
(a)
=

n∑
i=1

Eℓ

[
uℓ
i

pi

∥∥T ℓ+1
i xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

i

∥∥2
i
+

1− uℓ
i

pi

∥∥xℓ
i − x̄ℓ+1

i

∥∥2
i

]
(b)
=
∥∥T ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∥∥2 + n∑
i=1

1− pi
pi

∥∥xℓ
i − x̄ℓ+1

i

∥∥2
i

(15)

(c)

≤ ζ2
∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∥∥2 + n∑
i=1

1− pi
pi

∥∥xℓ
i − x̄ℓ+1

i

∥∥2
i

=

n∑
i=1

1

pi
(1− pi + piζ

2)
∥∥xℓ

i − x̄ℓ+1
i

∥∥2
i

(d)

≤ χ2
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 (16)

where (a) holds by definition of T̂ ℓ+1, (b) by the fact that
uℓ
i ∼ Ber(pi), (c) holds by the contractiveness in Assump-

tion 2(i), and (d) by defining χ =
√

maxi 1− pi + piζ2 =√
1−

¯
p+

¯
pζ2.

Putting this bound together with that for E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣]:

E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣] ≤ χE
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣]+ ν/
√
¯
p

≤ χE
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣]+ χσ + ν/
√
¯
p (17)

where the last inequality holds by triangle inequality and
Assumption 2(ii). Iterating and using the geometric sum

E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣] ≤ χℓ
∣∣∣∣∣∣x0 − x̄0

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ 1− χℓ

1− χ
(χσ +

ν
√
¯
p
),

and the thesis follows by (14).

B. Proof of Proposition 2
Let ⟨⟨·⟩⟩ be the inner product that induces |||·|||, then we

can write∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 =

=
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣∣∣(uℓ
1e

ℓ
1, . . . , u

ℓ
ne

ℓ
n)
∣∣∣∣∣∣2+

+ 2⟨⟨T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1, (uℓ
1e

ℓ
1, . . . , u

ℓ
ne

ℓ
n)⟩⟩

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + 2diam(D)
√
¯
p
∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣

where the last inequality follows by
∣∣∣∣∣∣(uℓ

1e
ℓ
1, . . . , u

ℓ
ne

ℓ
n)
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣ and by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Using the law of

total expectation we can write E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2] =

E
[
Eℓ

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2]] where recall that Eℓ [·] is

conditioned on xℓ. Following the steps leading to (15) we
have

Eℓ

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2] =

=
∥∥T ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∥∥2 + n∑
i=1

1− pi
pi

∥∥xℓ
i − x̄ℓ+1

i

∥∥2
i

(a)

≤
∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∥∥2 − 1− α

α

∥∥(I − T ℓ+1)xℓ
∥∥2 +

+

n∑
i=1

1− pi
pi

∥∥xℓ
i − x̄ℓ+1

i

∥∥2
i

=
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 − 1− α

α

∥∥(I − T ℓ+1)xℓ
∥∥2

where (a) follows by averagedness in Assumption 3(i). Let
x̄ℓ ∈ fix(T ℓ), then∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 =
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣∣∣x̄ℓ − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣2+

+ 2⟨⟨xℓ − x̄ℓ, x̄ℓ − x̄ℓ+1⟩⟩
≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + σ2/
¯
p+ 2diam(D)σ/

√
¯
p

where we used Assumption 3(ii), (14), and the fact that D is
bounded. Putting all these results together yields

E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2] ≤ E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣2]+ σ2/
¯
p+

+ 2diam(D)σ/
√
¯
p+ E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + 2diam(D)
∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣]+

− 1− α

α

∥∥(I − T ℓ+1)xℓ
∥∥2

≤ E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣2]+ d− 1− α

α

∥∥(I − T ℓ+1)xℓ
∥∥2 (18)
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where the bound

d :=
1

¯
p

(
σ2 + ν2

)
+

2diam(D)
√
¯
p

(σ + ν)

was derived using Assumption 1 (ii) and Jensen’s inequality.
Reordering (18) and averaging over time yields

1

ℓ+ 1

ℓ∑
h=0

E
[∥∥(I − T h+1)xh

∥∥2] ≤
≤ α

1− α

(
1

ℓ+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣x0 − x̄0
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + d

)
where we used the telescopic sum and removed the negative
term −E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣2]. The thesis follows by (14) and

√
¯
p ≤ 1.

C. Proof of Corollary 1

By Proposition 1 we know that

E
[∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ

∥∥] ≤√ p̄

¯
p

(
χℓ
∥∥x0 − x̄0

∥∥+ 1− χℓ

1− χ
(χσ + ν)

)
and, defining the random variable

yℓ := max

{
0,

√
¯
p

p̄

∥∥xℓ − x̄ℓ
∥∥− 1− χℓ

1− χ
(χσ + ν)

}
,

this fact implies E
[
yℓ
]
≤ χℓ

∥∥x0 − x̄0
∥∥.

By Markov’s inequality then we have that, for any ϵ >
0: P

[
yℓ ≥ ϵ

]
≤ E

[
yℓ
]
/ϵ ≤ χℓ

∥∥x0 − x̄0
∥∥ /ϵ, and summing

over time yields
∞∑
ℓ=0

P
[
yℓ ≥ ϵ

]
≤ 1

1− χ

∥∥x0 − x̄0
∥∥

ϵ
< ∞.

By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, this fact implies that almost
surely lim supℓ→∞ yℓ ≤ ϵ, and, since the inequality holds
for any ϵ > 0 the thesis is proved.

D. Proof of Corollary 2

By assumption (ii) the operator is static, which implies that
σ = 0; hereafter x̄ denotes the unique fixed point of T .

Following the same derivation leading to (17) yields

E
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄

∣∣∣∣∣∣] ≤ χE
[∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄

∣∣∣∣∣∣]+ νℓ/
√
¯
p

with the difference that now the right-most term is a function
of ℓ as well. Iterating and using (14) we have

E
[∥∥xℓ − x̄

∥∥] ≤√ p̄

¯
p

(
χℓ
∥∥x0 − x̄

∥∥+ ℓ−1∑
h=0

χℓ−h−1νh

)
.

Similarly to Corollary 1, by Markov’s inequality we have

lim
ℓ→∞

∥∥xℓ − x̄
∥∥ ≤

√
p̄

¯
p

lim
ℓ→∞

ℓ−1∑
h=0

χℓ−h−1νh = 0

where the right-hand side is equal to zero since {νℓ}ℓ∈N is
summable and we can apply [61, Lemma 3.1(a)] because χ ∈
(0, 1).

APPENDIX D
PROOFS OF SECTION V

A. Proof of Proposition 3
We start by deriving the following chain of inequalitites:∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (i)≤ ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣

(ii)

≤ η(ℓ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣
(iii)

≤ η(ℓ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ η(ℓ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣x̄ℓ+1 − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣
(iv)

≤ η(ℓ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ η(ℓ)
σ
√
¯
p
+

∥∥eℓ∥∥
√
¯
p

where (i) follows by the triangle inequality and the fact that∣∣∣∣∣∣(. . . , uℓ
ie

ℓ
i , . . .)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣; (ii) by assumption (10); (iii)
by triangle inequality, and (iv) by (14) and Assumption 2(ii).

Iterating this inequality and using (14) again, we derive∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

√
¯
p

(
ℓ∏

h=0

η(h)
∥∥x0 − x̄0

∥∥+
+ σ

ℓ∑
h=0

ℓ∏
j=h

η(j) +

ℓ∑
h=0

∥∥eh∥∥ ℓ∏
j=h+1

η(j)

)
.

(19)

The goal now is to show that the right hand side of (19) is
sub-Weibull. First of all, by (10), Lemma 8, and simplifying,
we get that

ℓ∑
h=0

ℓ∏
j=h

η(j) ∼ subW

(
γ, χ

1− χℓ+1

1− χ

)
.

Similarly, using the fact that
∥∥eℓ∥∥2 ∼ subW(θ, ν) and hence∥∥eℓ∥∥ ∼ subW(θ/2, ν) by Lemma 8, we get

ℓ∑
h=0

∥∥eh∥∥ ℓ∏
j=h+1

η(j) ∼ subW

(
θ + 1, ν

1− χℓ+1

1− χ

)
.

Combining these results, and using Lemma 8 again, yields

(19) ∼ 1
√
¯
p
subW

(
θ + 1,

χℓ+1
∥∥x0 − x̄0

∥∥+ 1− χℓ+1

1− χ
(χσ + ν)

)
.

Using (14) and Lemma 6 then yields the thesis.

B. Proof of Proposition 4
Using the fact that

∣∣∣∣∣∣(. . . , uℓ
ie

ℓ
i , . . .)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣, and

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we can write∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ≤

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣T̂ ℓ+1xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + 2diam(D)
∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣.

But by assumption, the random coordinate update operator
T̂ ℓ+1 is α(ℓ)-averaged, hence∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2+ (20)

− 1− α(ℓ)

α(ℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − T ℓ+1)xℓ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2+

+
∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + 2diam(D)

∣∣∣∣∣∣eℓ∣∣∣∣∣∣.



14

Now, by Assumption 3, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (14)
we have that∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + σ2

¯
p

+
2diam(D)σ

√
¯
p

and using this fact into (20) yields∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ+1 − x̄ℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣xℓ − x̄ℓ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2+ (21)

− 1− α(ℓ)

α(ℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − T ℓ+1)xℓ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2+

+

∥∥eℓ∥∥2 + σ2

¯
p

+ 2diam(D)
∥∥eℓ∥∥+ σ

√
¯
p

.

Rearranging (21), averaging over time, and using the tele-
scopic sum we have

1

ℓ+ 1

ℓ∑
h=0

1− α(h)

α(h)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(I − T h+1)xh
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ≤

≤ 1

ℓ+ 1

(∥∥x0 − x̄0
∥∥2

¯
p

+

+

ℓ∑
h=0

∥∥eh∥∥2 + σ2

¯
p

+ 2diam(D)
∥∥eh∥∥+ σ

√
¯
p

)
.

Now defining ᾱ = maxh∈{0,...,ℓ} α(h), and using (14) we have
that

1

ℓ+ 1

ℓ∑
h=0

∥∥(I − T h+1)xh
∥∥2 ≤ (22)

≤ p̄

¯
p

1

ℓ+ 1

ᾱ

1− ᾱ

(∥∥x0 − x̄0
∥∥2 +

+

ℓ∑
h=0

∥∥eh∥∥2 + σ2 + 2diam(D)
√
¯
p
(∥∥eh∥∥+ σ

))
.

Finally, by Assumption 4 and the properties of sub-Weibull
r.v.s (cf. Lemma 8) we know that the right hand side of (22)
is a sub-Weibull with parameters θ and

σ2 + ν2 + 2diam(D)
√
¯
p(σ + ν)

and by Lemma 6 this yields the thesis.

C. Proof of Proposition 6
Setting σ = 0 and

∥∥eℓ∥∥ = 0 in (20) yields∥∥xℓ+1 − x̄
∥∥2 ≤

∥∥xℓ − x̄
∥∥2−uℓ 1− α

α

∥∥(I − T )xℓ
∥∥2 , (23)

which implies
∥∥xℓ+1 − x̄

∥∥2 ≤
∥∥xℓ − x̄

∥∥2, that is, the op-
erator is stochastic Fejér monotone [27], [28]. This means
that the fixed point residual {

∥∥(I − T )xℓ
∥∥}ℓ∈N|uℓ=1 is a.s.

monotonically decreasing [27, Theorem 3.2] (cf. in particular
[27, (3.3)]).

Therefore, summing (23) over time and using Fejér mono-
tonicity we can write

β(ℓ)
∥∥(I − T )xℓ

∥∥2 ≤
ℓ∑

h=0

uh
∥∥(I − T )xh

∥∥2
≤ α

1− α

∥∥x0 − x̄
∥∥2

where we used the fact that the sequence
{
∥∥xℓ+1 − xℓ

∥∥}ℓ∈N|uℓ=1 has β(ℓ) non-zero terms. Dividing
by β(ℓ) on both sides we get∥∥xℓ+1 − xℓ

∥∥2 ≤ 1

β(ℓ)

α

1− α

∥∥x0 − x̄
∥∥2 .

We have now the following fact

P
[

1

β(ℓ)

∥∥x0 − x̄
∥∥2 ≥ 1

(p− ϵ)(ℓ+ 1)

∥∥x0 − x̄
∥∥2] =

= P [β(ℓ) ≤ (ℓ+ 1)(p− ϵ)]
(i)
≤ exp (−(ℓ+ 1)D(p− ϵ||p))

where (i) holds by Sanov’s theorem [56, Theorem D.3] (cf.
[56, eq. (D.7)]), and the thesis follows.
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