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Impact of redundancy in resilient distributed
optimization and learning*
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Abstract

This paper considers the problem of resilient distributed optimization and
stochastic learning in a server-based architecture. The system comprises a
server and multiple agents, where each agent has its own local cost function.
The agents collaborate with the server to find a minimum of the aggregate of
the local cost functions. In the context of stochastic learning, the local cost
of an agent is the loss function computed over the data at that agent. In this
paper, we consider this problem in a system wherein some of the agents may be
Byzantine faulty and some of the agents may be slow (also called stragglers). In
this setting, we investigate the conditions under which it is possible to obtain
an “approximate” solution to the above problem. In particular, we introduce
the notion of (f,r;e)-resilience to characterize how well the true solution is
approximated in the presence of up to f Byzantine faulty agents, and up to
r slow agents (or stragglers) — smaller e represents a better approximation.
We also introduce a measure named (f,7;€)-redundancy to characterize the
redundancy in the cost functions of the agents. Greater redundancy allows for a
better approximation when solving the problem of aggregate cost minimization.

In this paper, we constructively show (both theoretically and empirically)
that (f,r; O(e))-resilience can indeed be achieved in practice, given that the
local cost functions are sufficiently redundant.

*This is a full version of the paper of the same title in ICDCN 2023 [1]. This version updates
the results in Section 4 and their proofs in Appendix C, among other minor fixings.
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1 Introduction

With the rapid growth in the computational power of modern computer systems
and the scale of optimization tasks, e.g., training of deep neural networks [2], the
problem of distributed optimization in a multi-agent system has gained significant
attention in recent years. This paper considers the problem of resilient distributed
optimization and stochastic learning in a server-based architecture.

The system under consideration consists of a trusted server and multiple agents,
where each agent has its own “local” cost function. The agents collaborate with the
server to find a minimum of the aggregate cost functions (i.e., the aggregate of the
local cost functions) [3]. Specifically, suppose that there are n agents in the system
where each agent i has a cost function @; : W € R? — R. The goal then is to enable
the agents to compute a global minimum z* such that

v cargmin > Qi(a). )
i=1

where W C R? is a compact set where the problem is defined on. As a simple
example, consider a group of n people who want to pick a place for a meeting. Sup-
pose that function Q;(x) represents the cost for the i-th person (agent) to travel to
location x, x being its coordinates. Then, z* € argmin,cga ., Q;(z) is a location
such that the travel cost of meeting at z*, when aggregated over all the agents, is
the smallest possible. In the context of training of a deep neural network, Q;(x) rep-
resents the loss function corresponding to the data at agent ¢ when using machine
parameter vector z. Thus, our results are relevant in the context of distributed
machine learning [3]. The above multi-agent optimization problem has many other
applications as well, including distributed sensing [4], and swarm robotics [5].

Such distributed multi-agent systems may encounter some challenges in practice.
We consider two challenges in this paper:

e Byzantine faulty agents: A Byzantine faulty [6] agent may share wrong infor-
mation with the server, or not send any information at all. The Byzantine
fault model [6] does not impose any constraints on the behavior of a faulty
agent. An agent’s faulty behavior may occur either due to software/hardware
failure or due to a security compromise of the agent. Prior work has shown that
even a single faulty agent can compromise the entire distributed optimization
process [7].

e Slow agents (Stragglers): Stragglers are agents that operate much more slowly
than the other agents. Synchronous algorithms that require each agent to
communicate with the server in each “round” of the computation can perform

poorly, since the stragglers will slow down the progress of the computation
8, 9, 10].

The related work is discussed in more detail in Section 2. Recall the travel and
meeting example in the previous paragraph. A “faulty” person may deliberately
send a wrong cost function so that the minimum would be his desired place; while a
“straggler” may be unresponsive, delaying everyone from reaching a decision. The
above two challenges have been considered independently in the past work [11, 12,



13, 14, 15, 16, 17]. This paper makes contributions that further our understanding of
distributed optimization algorithms that are resilient to both the forms of adversities
above.

1.1 Contributions of this paper

It is known that, under the above adverse conditions, it is not always possible to
solve the problem of interest exactly. This paper addresses the interaction between
these two forms of adversities. In particular, we consider a multi-agent system with
up to f faulty agents and up to r stragglers (or slow agents) out of n agents. It
is possible that the same agent may be both faulty and slow. Let H denote the
set of non-faulty (or honest) agents in a given execution. Note that an agent in H
may be slow (i.e., stragglers). In this paper, we consider the Resilient Distributed
Optimization (RDO) problem, with the goal of approximately computing

arg min > Qilx), (2)

1€H

where W C R? is a compact set where the problem is defined on, in the presence
of up to f Byzantine faulty agents and up to r slow agents. For the problem to
be solvable, we assume that n > 2f + r. Previous research has established that
Byzantine fault-tolerance problem is solvable when the non-faulty agents dominates
the set of agents, or n > 2f [13]; we also need enough agents to be synchronous for
the problem to be solvable.

We characterize how well the true solution of (2) can be approximated, as a
function of the level of “redundancy” in the cost functions. As a trivial example, if
all the agents have an identical cost function, then (2) can be obtained by simply
taking a majority vote on the outcome of local cost function optimization performed
by each agent separately. In general, such a high degree of redundancy may not be
available, and only an approximate solution of (2) may be obtainable. We introduce
the notion of (f,r;€)-resilience to characterize how well the true solution is approx-
imated in the presence of up to f Byzantine faulty agents, and up to r slow agents
(or stragglers) — smaller e represents a better approximation. We also introduce
a measure named (f,r;e)-redundancy to characterize the redundancy in the cost
functions of the agents. Greater redundancy allows a better approximation when
solving the problem of aggregate cost minimization.

We constructively show (both theoretically and empirically) that (f,r; O(e))-
resilience can indeed be achieved in practice, provided that the local cost functions
are sufficiently redundant. Our empirical evaluation considers a distributed gradient
descent (DGD)-based solution; in particular, for distributed learning in the presence
of Byzantine and asynchronous agents, we evaluate a distributed stochastic gradient
descent (D-SGD)-based algorithm.

1.2 (f,r;e)-resilience and (f,r;e)-redundancy

1.2.1 Euclidean and Hausdorff Distance

To help define the notions of (f,r;€)-resilience and (f,r; €)-redundancy, we will use
Euclidean and Hausdorff distance measures. Let ||-|| represents the Euclidean norm.



Then Euclidean distance between points z and 3 in R? equals ||z —y||. The Euclidean
distance between a point = and a set Y in R?, denoted by dist (2, Y), is defined as:

dist (z, Y) = inf dist = inf ||z — y]|.
ist (z, V) Jnf, dis (x, y) ;gy\lx vl

The Hausdorff distance between two sets X and Y in R, denoted by dist (X, V),
is defined as:

dist (X, Y) £ max {sup dist (z, Y'), sup dist (y, X)} .
zeX yey

It is worth noting that Huasdorff distance is a metric on compact sets, and therefore
satisfies triangle inequality [18].

1.2.2 Define (f,r;¢)-resilience and (f,r;e)-redundancy

We now define the notion of (f,r;e)-resilience to characterize how closely (2) is
approximated by a given RDO algorithm (the definition below denotes by = the
output produced by the RDO algorithm).

Definition 1 ((f,r;e¢)-resilience). For ¢ > 0, a distributed optimization algorithm
is said to be (f,r;e)-resilient if its output T satisfies

dist [ = i ; <
is (l’, arggé%ZQl(x)) <e
1€H
for each set H of n — f non-faulty agents, despite the presence of up to f faulty
agents and up to r stragglers.

This resilience notion captures how well a given RDO algorithm performs in
terms of approximating the solution of (2). Observe that the above definition con-
siders the distance of Z (i.e., the output of the given RDO algorithm) from the true
solution for every sub-problem corresponding to n— f non-faulty agents. Intuitively,
the reason is as follows: Consider the case when the faulty agents behave badly in a
manner that is not detectable — that is, by simply looking at the information received
from the faulty agents, the trusted server cannot determine if they are faulty. Thus,
it is difficult to know how many agents are faulty. In particular, it is possible that
exactly n— f agents are non-faulty, with the rest being faulty. Therefore, intuitively,
we want Z to be within e of the true solution that minimizes the aggregate cost over
any n — f non-faulty agents.

In this paper, we show how the redundancy in agents’ cost functions can be
utilized to obtain (f,r;e)-resilience. Formally, we define the property as (f,r;€)-
redundancy, stated below.

Definition 2 ((f,r;e)-redundancy). For € > 0, the agents’ local cost functions are
said to satisfy the (f,r;e)-redundancy property if and only if for every pair of subsets

of agents S,§§ {1,...,n}, where |S| =n— f, ’g‘ >n—r—2f and§§ S,

dist | arg minz Qi(z), arg minz Qi(z) | <e.

iES ’LE§



0.6
0.5+

'

W 0.4

N = ©

© 0.31

;

S 0.2

f

0.1+

0.01

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
value of r

Figure 1: Trade-off between €, f and r for the numerical example in Section 5. The
total number of agents n = 10.

Deterministic / Stochastic ‘ Synchronous ‘ Asynchronous
Fault-free | - | Sec. 3.2.1 / Sec. 4.1.2
With Byzantine agents | [19, 13] / Sec. 4.1.1 | Sec. 3.1 / Sec. 4

Table 1: Problem space of solving RDO using resilience in cost functions.

The (f,r;€)-redundancy condition also characterizes the trade-off between pa-
rameters f, r and e. In particular, for any set of local cost functions (i.e., Q;(z)’s),
and for any » < n and f < (n —r)/2, there exists some € such that the agents’ cost
functions satisfy the (f,r;e)-redundancy property for that e value. For a given set
of local cost functions,

e With a fixed value of f, larger r results in larger e.
e With a fixed value of r, larger f results larger e.

Thus, the notion of (f, r; €)-redundancy is a description of the redundancy in the cost
functions. Note that for a given set of functions, we always consider the smallest
€ for which redundancy condition holds. We will discuss a numerical example of
distributed linear regression in Section 5. For this example, Figure 1 shows the
relationship between €, f and r. Each curve in Figure 1 corresponds to a fixed value
of f. The horizontal axis varies parameter r. The corresponding value of €, plotted
on the vertical axis, illustrates the trade-off discussed above.

In the context of solving RDO problems with resilience in cost functions defined
above, there are several special cases that have been solved in previous work. The
current status of the problem space is shown in Table 1. There are three dimen-
sions: deterministic vs. stochastic, synchronous vs. asynchronous, and fault-free
vs. Byzantine agents in presence. We provide analysis from the redundancy-in-cost-
function perspective for all remaining problems, as indicated in Table 1, showing
that redundancy can be utilized to solve RDO problems.

1.3 Paper Outline

The related work is discussed in more detail in Section 2. In Section 3, we propose
a gradient-based algorithm framework that can be used to solve the RDO problems
in practice, and analyze its resilience under various settings, while utilizing the



redundancy property of the local cost functions. In Section 4, we adapt the proposed
framework to solve resilient distributed stochastic optimization problems, which has
relevance in distributed machine learning, and present convergence results for the
stochastic algorithm. To validate our theoretical findings, we present empirical
results in Section 5.

Table 2 in Appendix A provides a reference for some notions that appear in this
paper. Proofs for theoretical results in Sections 3 and 4 are provided in Appendix B
and Appendix C.

2 Related work

Byzantine fault-tolerant optimization Byzantine agents make it difficult to
achieve the goal of distributed optimization (1) [20, 12]. Various methods have
been proposed to solve Byzantine fault-tolerant optimization or learning problems
[21], including robust gradient aggregation [12, 22|, gradient coding [11], and other
methods [23, 24, 25].

In general, instead of solving the problem exactly, an approximate solution may
be found. In some cases, however, exact solution is feasible. For instance, when every
agent has the same (identical) cost function, it is easy to see that an exact solution
may be obtained via majority vote on the output of the agents, so long as only a
minority of the agents are faulty. Stochastic versions of distributed optimization
algorithms are also proposed to exploit such forms of redundancy in the context of
distributed machine learning (e.g, [12, 22]). [19] obtained conditions under which it
is possible to tolerate f Byzantine agents in a synchronous system and yet obtain
accurate solution for the optimization problem. [13] obtained a condition under
which approximately correct outcome can be obtained in a synchronous system.

The contribution of this paper is to generalize the results in [19, 13] to a system
that allows some asynchrony in the form of stragglers — allowing for stragglers makes
the proposed approach more useful in practice; we also discuss deterministic and
stochastic methods at the same time, closing all remaining gaps in the context
of solving resilient distributed optimization problem through redundancy in cost
functions.

Asynchronous optimization For fault-free systems (i.e., in the absence of fail-
ures), there is past work addressing distributed optimization under asynchrony.
Prior work shows that distributed optimization problems can be solved using stale
gradients with a constant delay (e.g., [26]) or bounded delay (e.g., [27, 28]). Methods
such as HogwiLD! allow lock-free updates in shared memory [17]. Other works use
variance reduction and incremental aggregation methods to improve the convergence
rate [29, 30, 31, 32].

Coding has been used to mitigate the effect of stragglers or failures [33, 16, 34,
35]. Tandon et al. [14] proposed a framework using maximum-distance separable
coding across gradients to tolerate failures and stragglers. Similarly, Halbawi et al.
[15] adopted coding to construct a coding scheme with a time-efficient online de-
coder. Karakus et al. [36] proposed an encoding distributed optimization framework
with deterministic convergence guarantee. Other replication- or repetition-based
techniques involve either task-rescheduling or assigning the same tasks to multiple



nodes [37, 38, 39, 40, 41]. These previous methods rely on algorithm-created redun-
dancy of data or gradients to achieve robustness, while (f,;€)-redundancy can be
a property of the cost functions themselves, allowing us to exploit such redundancy
without extra effort.

3 Algorithmic framework for resilient distributed opti-
mization problems

From now on, we use [n] as a shorthand for the set {1, ...,n}. In this section, we study
the resilience of a class of distributed gradient descent (DGD)-based algorithms. In
the algorithms considered here, a server maintains an estimate for the optimum. In
each iteration of the algorithm, the server sends its estimate to the agents, and the
agents send the gradients of their local cost functions at that estimate to the server.
The server uses these gradients to update the estimate.

Specifically, Algorithm 1 is a framework for several instances of the RDO algo-
rithms presented later in this paper. Different instances of the algorithm differ in
the manner in which the iterative update (3) is performed at the server — different
gradient aggregation rules are used in different instances of the RDO algorithm.

Algorithm 1: Resilient distributed gradient descent under (f,7;¢€)-
redundancy

Input: n, f, r, e. A convex compact set W. Each agent i has its cost

function Q;(z).

The initial estimate of the optimum, 2°€ W, is chosen by the server. The

new estimate 2'*! is computed in iteration t > 0 as follows:

Step 1: The server requests each agent for the gradient of its local cost function
at the current estimate 2. Each agent j is expected to send to the server the
gradient (or stochastic gradient) with timestamp ¢. Let us denote by g;- sent
by an agent j in this iteration. If agent j is non-faulty, then g§< will be the
gradient (or stochastic gradient) of Q;(z) at z'. If agent j is faulty, then it
may send arbitrary g§.

Step 2: The server waits until it receives n — r vectors with the timestamp of .
Suppose S C {1,...,n} is the set of agents whose vectors are received by the
server at step t where ‘St‘ =n —r. The server updates its estimate to

2 = [at — 1, GradAgg (g} 7 € S"sm. £.7)], (3)

where 1, > 0 is the step-size for each iteration ¢, and [- ]y denotes a
projection onto W.

A gradient aggregation rule (GAR)
GradAgg(-;n, f,r)  Réx(n=r) _, Rd

is a function that takes n — r vectors in R? (gradients) and outputs a vector in R?
for the update, with the knowledge that there are up to f Byzantine faulty agents
and up to r stragglers out of the n agents in the system. As an example, the GAR
used in synchronous distributed optimization with no faulty agents is averaging, i.e.,



GradAgg(g5lj € [n];n,0,0) = (1/n) > i1 g%. The fact that only n —r gradients are
in use reflects the asynchrony of the optimization process caused by stragglers, while
the GAR counters the effect of Byzantine agents and stragglers, together achieving
resilience.

3.1 Convergence of resilient distributed gradient descent

Recall the problem setting that in a n-agent system, there are up to f Byzantine
agents and up to r stragglers. With the existence of Byzantine agents, the goal is
to solve (2) (cf. Section 1). First, we need to introduce some standard assumptions
that are necessary for our analysis. Suppose H C [n] is any subset of non-faulty
agents with [H|=n — f.

Assumption 1. For each (non-faulty) agent i, the function Q;(x) is p-Lipschitz
smooth, i.e., Vx,z' € W,

Q) - 9Qua)] < x| 0

Assumption 2. For any set S C H, we define the average cost function to be
Qs(z) = ﬁ > jes @j(x). We assume that Qs(z) is y-strongly convez for any S
subject to |S| > n —2f, i.e., Vx,2' € W,

(VQs(x) — VQs(a'), x — ') > v ||z — /|| (5)

We also need to assume that a solution to the problem exists. Specifically, for
each subset of non-faulty agents S with |S| > n — f, we assume that there exists
a point g € arg min,cpa Zjes Qj(x) such that g € W. By Assumption 2, there
exists a unique minimum point x% € W that minimize the aggregate cost functions
of agents in H, i.e.,

{zn} =Wnargmingepa -9 Qj(2). (6)

Recall (3) in Step 2 of Algorithm 1. The GAR used for RDO problems with up
to f Byzantine agents and up to r stragglers is

GradAgg (gﬂj e Stn, f, r) = GradFilter (g§|j e Stin—r, f) (7)

for every iteration t, where GradFilter is a robust GAR, or gradient filter, that enables
us fault-tolerant capability [13, 42, 43]. Specifically, a gradient filter GradFilter(-; m, f) :
R¥>*™ _ R is a function that takes m vectors of d-dimension and outputs a d-
dimension vector given that there are up to f Byzantine agents, where m > f > 0.
Each agent j sends a vector
. { VQ; (x1), if the agent is non-faulty, (8)
9 = arbitrary vector, if the agent is faulty

to the server at iteration t.

Following the above GAR in (7), the server receives the first n — r vectors from
the agents in the set S?, and sends the vectors through a gradient filter. Now we
present an asymptotic convergence property of Algorithm 1.



Theorem 1. Suppose x3 is any point in W. Assume that n, satisfy > ;°one =
oo and Zfionf < ©00. Suppose that for the gradient aggregation rule

GradAgg (g}]j € Shn, f, r> in Algorithm 1, there exists M < oo such that

||GradAgg (g5 j € S%sn, f,r)|| <M (9)

for all t. Algorithm 1 satisfies the following:
For the point xq; € W, if there exists D* € [0, maxzew || — zy]|) and € > 0 such
that for each iteration t,

¢t £ (x' — w3, GradAgg (gl € S5, f,7)) > &

10
when Hajt —:L';L[H > D*, (10)

then we have lim;_soo th — :U;.[H < D*.

The proof of Theorem 1 is presented in Appendix B.1.

Intuitively, so long as the point x3 and the gradient filter in use satisfy the
desired properties in Theorem 1, the iterative estimate ! in Algorithm 1 will even-
tually be within D* distance to xy. If the point x4 is the minimum point of the
aggregate cost functions of agents in H, as defined in (6), then the algorithm is
(f,r; D*)-resilient.

Gradient filters that satisfy condition (10) in Theorem 1 include CGE [13] and
coordinate-wise trimmed mean [25, 13]. As an example, for the CGE gradient filter!,
we obtain the result that

¢r > a(n —r)yD* (D* — D) > 0 when ||z* — x| > D*,

* A4M(f+r)6
for all D > D= T, (12)
— 2
n f_i,u'f~l—r>0’

n—r Y n—r

where o =

and therefore, lim;_, H:L‘t — IL‘HH < D*. The proof for these results in (12) is pre-
sented in Appendix B.2.

Intuitively, by applying CGE, the output of our new algorithm can converge
to a e-dependent region centered by the true minimum point x4 of aggregate cost
functions of non-faulty agents, with up to f Byzantine agents and up to r stragglers,
i.e., Algorithm 1 with CGE is (f,r; O(e))-resilient. For other valid gradient filters,
the parameters in (12) may vary.

3.2 Special cases of RDO problems

There are several meaningful special cases of RDO problems. When f = r = 0, RDO
degenerates to the synchronous distributed optimization problem with no faulty

'The definition of CGE is the following: in each iteration ¢, sort m vectors gi’s as H 9t H <
Hgf2 H <...< | gfm , then we have CGE gradient filter:

m—f

GradFilterccr (gtlj € S'sm, f) = Y gl,. (11)
=1

10



agents in the system, which can be solved by several existing methods including
DGD [3, 44, 45, 46]. When r = 0, RDO becomes the Byzantine fault-tolerant
distributed optimization problem we discussed in Section 2. (f,0;¢)-redundancy is
necessary to achieving (f, 0; €)-resilience [13].

3.2.1 Asynchronous distributed optimization

When f = 0, RDO becomes the fault-free asynchronous distributed optimization
problem. As discussed in Section 2, prior research has not considered exploiting the
existing redundancy in cost functions. When f = 0, we have H = [n]. The goal (2)
of distributed optimization becomes (1). Recall (3) in Step 2 of Algorithm 1. With
f =0, we define the GAR for asynchronous optimization to be

GradAgg (g5lj € S%n,0,r) = Z g9 (13)
jest

for every iteration ¢. That is, the algorithm updates the current estimates using
the sum of the first n — r gradients it receives. Note that g;- = VQ;(") is the full
gradient. For this problem, it can be shown for Theorem 1 that if (0, r; €)-redundancy
is satisfied,

¢t > anyD*(D* — D) > 0 when th — xHH > D*,

2rp
for all D* > D = —
or a > a'ye’ (14)
Whereazl—z-ﬁ>0,
n.

and therefore, lim;_, oo th — UUHH < D*. By substituting (12) with f = 0, we see
that (14) is a tighter bound. Also, note that there could be other GARs for the
asynchronous problem to achieve better efficiency or further reduce computational
overhead. The proof for these results in (14) is presented in Appendix B.3.

For asynchronous distributed optimization problems, we can also utilize stale
gradients, i.e., gradients from previous iterations to further reduce waiting time.
We define the following two sets: during iteration ¢, T%* denotes the set of agents
from whom the most recent gradient that the server has received is computed using
zF. Note that the definition implies TH~* N T%!~J = & for any i # j. Let us further
define Tt = Ui TH=1 where 7 > 0 is a predefined straggler parameter. To use
stale gradients, we define the GAR in the iterative update (3) to be

GradAgg (g§|j € Shn, f,r) = Z Z gé-*i. (15)

=0 ]‘ETt;t7i

Also, we change the waiting criteria in Step 2 of Algorithm 1 to be “The server
waits until it receives n — r vectors with timestamps between ¢ — 7 and t”, in other
words, |Tt‘ > n —r. With the above GAR, suppose that there exists a 7 > 0 such
that ‘Tt| > n —r for all ¢, and the step sizes satisfy n; > n.y1 for all ¢, in addition

11



to conditions in Theorem 1, then Theorem 1 holds with the following parameters

¢t > anyD*(D* — D) > 0 when th - 93?-[” > D*,
w(2r + 7'770G)6
ary

whereazl—z-ﬁ>O,G:nu(2ne+F),
n.7

Al = — 2.
an max ||z — oy

for all D* > D =

i

The proof for these results in (16) is presented in Appendix B.4.

Intuitively, this method allows gradients of at most 7-iteration stale. This result
indicates that the algorithm would still be resilient even when using stale gradients.
It can be expected that with less waiting time involved, the algorithm will be more
efficient. Still, comparing (16) to (14), the bound on D indicates that the error range
of the output is also affected, and the convergence rate will also be affected by 7
when stale gradients are introduced.

4 Resilient stochastic distributed optimization

As mentioned briefly in Section 1, stochastic optimization is useful when the compu-
tation of full gradients is too expensive [47, 48, 49, 50], which is commonly used in
various scenarios including machine learning [50]. So it is worthwhile for us to also
examine the potential of utilizing ( f, r; €)-redundancy for solving resilient stochastic
distributed optimization problems.

Consider a distributed stochastic optimization problem on a d dimensional real-
valued space R?. Each agent i has a data generation distribution D; over R™. Each
data point z € R™ is a real-valued vector that incurs a loss defined by a loss function
¢: (x;z) — R. The expected loss function for each agent i can be defined as

Qi(z) =E,p,l(x;2), forall xze RY. (17)

With this problem formulation above, the gradient-based Algorithm 1 proposed
in Section 3 can also be adapted to a stochastic version for solving various problems
including resilient distributed machine learning (RDML).

Naturally, the goal of resilient distributed stochastic optimization is also (2), the
same as RDO. For machine learning problems, the machine learning model II can
be parameterized as a d-dimensional vector 2 € R?, which is the optimization target
vector.

We first briefly revisit the computation of stochastic gradients in a distributed
optimization system. To compute a stochastic gradient in iteration ¢, a (non-faulty)

agent 7 samples k i.i.d. data points zfl, - sz from its distribution D; and computes

g; =

=

k
Z Vit zfj), (18)
i=1

where k is referred to as the batch size. A faulty agent i sends an arbitrary vector
¢
9i-



We will also use the following notations in this section. Suppose faulty agents (if
any) in the system are fized during a certain execution. For each non-faulty agent ¢,
let z = {zz L Zk} denote the collection of k i.i.d. data points sampled by agent
i at 1terat10n t. For each agent i and iteration ¢, we define a random variable

29

Ct

_ { 2!,  agent i is non-faulty, (19)

gf , agent i is faulty.

Recall that g¢ can be an arbitrary d-dimensional random variable for each Byzantine
faulty agent i. For each iteration ¢, let ¢t = {Cf, 1=1,. n}, and let E; denote the
expectation with respect to the collective random Varlables ¢Y, ..., ¢t given the initial
estimate 2°. Specifically, E¢(-) £ Epo_e(-).

Similar to Section 3, we make standard Assumptions 1 and 2. We also need an
extra assumption to bound the variance of stochastic gradients from all non-faulty
agents.

Assumption 3. For each non-faulty agent i, assume that the variance of gt is
bounded. Specifically, there exists a finite real value o such that for each non-faulty
agent 1,

2 2
‘ <o (20)

—E (97)

We make no assumption over the behavior of Byzantine agents.

Suppose H C [n] is a subset of non-faulty agents with |H| = n — f, and a
solution xy exists in W. The following theorem shows the general results for Re-
silient distributed stochastic optimization problems. Note that here Algorithm 1
uses stochastic gradients instead of full gradients.

Theorem 2. Consider Algorithm 1 with stochastic gradients, and the GAR in use
is the CGE gradient filter (11). Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold true, the
expected cost functions of non-faulty agents satisfy (f,r;€)-redundancy, a resilience
margin o« > 0, and the step size in (3), ;¢ = n > 0 for all t. Let M denote an
error-related margin. There exists an 1 such that, for n < m, the following holds
true:

o The value of a convergence rate parameter p satisfies 0 < p < 1, and

o Given the initial estimate x° arbitrarily chosen from R, for all t > 0,

+1

e N 1)

We have the following parameters when f > 0 and r > 0 for Theorem 2:
n—f f+4r 2p

n—r n-—r 7y’
2(n — 1)y
= TP 2 — 1)
—2(n— f)my + 4(f +r)nu+ (n— P70 + 2 —r)*np?, (22)

M =4 ((2(f +7) + (n— £)*np)’ + m?(n f)2772u2)

+<4<f+r> (\/TH) n_f)2772>02.

e
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Note that we also need n > 2f + 3r to guarantee that p > 0. The proof for these
results in (22) is presented in Appendix C.2.

4.1 Special cases of resilient distributed stochastic optimization

Similar to what we have in Section 3, the stochastic version of resilient optimization
also has several meaningful special cases. When f = r = 0, the problem degenerates
to the synchronous distributed stochastic optimization with no faulty agents in the
system. The problem has also been solved by various methods without redundancy,
including D-SGD with convexity assumptions which is commonly used in machine
learning [51].

4.1.1 Stochastic Byzantine optimization

When r = 0, the problem becomes the Byzantine fault-tolerant problem. CGE
gradient filter (11) degenerates to averaging (13). Theorem 2 holds with (f,0;¢)-
redundancy and the same parameters as in (22), substituting with » = 0.

4.1.2 Stochastic asynchronous optimization

When f = 0, our problem degenerates to the asynchronous problem. Without
faulty agents, the goal becomes (1). We also have H = [n]. Note that when f =0,
the gradient filter CGE degenerates to the GAR (13), i.e., plain summation of all
received stochastic gradients. Theorem 2 holds with (0, 7;e€)-redundancy and the
following parameters:

1 T _ 2nya
o = - R = )
n oy g 3n?u?
p=1=2(ny—rp)n+ 3n’n’p?,

M=14 ((r + n27m)2 + n4772,u2) €

+ <n2772 + <nTM)2 (Vn—1+ 1)2> o2,

Note that the requirement of n > 2f + 3r is not needed here. The proof for these
results in (23) is presented in Appendix C.3.

(23)

4.2 Discussion

The results provided above indicate that with (f,r;e)-redundancy, there exist al-
gorithms to approximate the true solution to (1) or (2) with D-SGD, where linear
convergence is achievable, and the error range of that approximation is, in expecta-
tion, proportional to € and o. Specifically, in (21) when t — oo,

t+1 _ H2 1

< —M

_1_ )

P (24)

lim E, Ha: Ty

t—o0

where M changes monotonically as € and o.
Note that Gupta et al. [23] showed a special case of the Byzantine fault-tolerant

problem with redundancy, where all agents have the same data distribution. Our

results can be applied to a broader range of problems, including heterogeneous

problems like federated learning [52].
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5 Empirical studies

In this section, we empirically show the effectiveness of our scheme in Algorithm 1
on some benchmark distributed machine learning tasks.

5.1 Machine learning experiments

Now we examine some more complex optimization problems: resilient distributed
machine learning with deep neural networks. Here, we use stochastic version of
our Algorithm 1, validating theoretical results in Section 4. It is worth noting that
even though the actual values of redundancy parameter € are difficult to compute,
through the following results we can still see that the said redundancy property exists
in real-world scenarios and it supports our algorithm to achieve its applicability.

We simulate a server-based distributed learning system using multiple threads,
one for the server, the rest for agents, with inter-thread communications handled
by message passing interface. The simulator is built in Python with PyTorch [53]
and MPI4py [54], and deployed on a virtual machine with 14 vCPUs and 16 GB
memory.

The experiments are conducted on three benchmark image-classification datasets:

e MNIST [47] of monochrome handwritten digits,
e Fashion-MNIST [55] of grayscale images of clothes, and
e KMNIST [56] of monochrome Japanese Hiragana characters.

Each of the above datasets comprises of 60,000 training and 10,000 testing data
points in 10 non-overlapping classes. For each dataset, we train a benchmark neural
network LeNet [57] with 431,080 learnable parameters. Data points are divided
among agents such that each agent gets 2 out of 10 classes, and each class appears
in 4 agents; D; for each agent ¢ is unique.

In each of our experiments, we simulate a distributed system of n = 20 agents
with f = 3 and different values of r = 0,1,3,5,10. Note that when » = 0, the
problem becomes synchronous Byzantine fault-tolerant learning. In each execution,
we always designate the first f agents to be Byzantine faulty. Stragglers are agents
in each iteration whose gradients are the last r ones received by the server. We also
compare these results with the fault-free synchronous learning (f = r = 0). We
choose batch size b = 128 for D-SGD, and fixed step size n = 0.01. Performance
of algorithms is measured by model accuracy at each step. We also document the
cumulative communication time of each setting. Communication time of iteration
t is the time from the server’s sending out of x! to its receiving of n — r gradients.
Experiments of each setting are run 4 times with different random seeds?, and the
averaged performance is reported. The results are shown in Figure 2. We show
the first 1,000 iterations as there is a clear trend of converging by the end of 1,000
iterations for both tasks in all four settings.

For Byzantine agents, we evaluate two types of faults: reverse-gradient where
faulty agents reverse the direction of its true gradients, and label-flipping where
faulty agents label data points of class ¢ as class 9 — 1.

2Randomnesses exist in drawing of data points and stragglers in each iteration of each execution.
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Figure 2: Results for resilient distributed learning with n = 20 and f = 3 using Al-
gorithm 1 with D-SGD and CGE gradient filter. Datasets: (a)(d) Fashion-MNIST,
(b)(e) MNIST, (c)(f) KMNIST. Byzantine faults: (a-c) reverse-gradient, (d-f) label-
flipping. Solid line for average; shade for standard deviation. Communication time
for fault-free synchronous cases is omitted since the fault-free algorithm does not
use CGE.

As is shown in the first row of Figure 2, the learned model reaches comparable ac-
curacy to the one learned by the synchronous algorithm at the same iteration; there
is a gap between them and the fault-free case, echoing the error bound M. In the
second row of Figure 2, we see that by dropping out r stragglers, the communication
time is gradually reduced when increasing the value of 7.

5.2 Algorithm 1 for practical use

It is worth noting that f and r as parameters of Algorithm 1 bear different meanings
as f and r in the (f,r;€)-redundancy property. In the redundancy property, f and
r together with e describe how redundant the group of cost functions is. For the
algorithm, f and r are hyperparameters set by users and indicate the numbers of
faulty agents and stragglers we intend to tolerate; these two values are not neces-
sarily equal to the actual numbers in the system, which we may never know. Still,
it is possible to estimate the value of €, and based on the theorems in Section 3 and
4, to estimate how close the output can be expected to be to the true solution.

Like other hyper-parameters in optimization problems, there is no golden stan-
dard in choosing the values of f and r. It would be better that f and r are close to
the real numbers of faulty agents and stragglers in the system, which can be esti-
mated by, for example, previous logs and statistics of the distributed system in use,
to see how often are there failure of agents or how long of waiting can be qualified
as stragglers.

Another interesting observation is that the algorithm does not require the Byzan-
tine agents or stragglers to be “fized”. In practice, it might be more common that

16



the stragglers change from time to time during the training process, while malicious
agents remains the same. Nonetheless, the gradient-based nature of our algorithm
allows both of them to be changing; as long as the total number of them are bounded
by f and r, the algorithm remains valid.

6 Summary

We studied the impact of (f,r;e)-redundancy in cost functions on resilient dis-
tributed optimization and machine learning. Specifically, we presented an algorithm
for resilient distributed optimization and learning, and analyzed its convergence
when agents’ cost functions have (f,r;e)-redundancy — a generic characterization
of redundancy in cost functions. We examined the resilient optimization and learn-
ing problem space. We showed that, under (f,r;e)-redundancy, Algorithm 1 with
DGD achieves (f,r; O(e))-resilience for optimization, and Algorithm 1 with D-SGD
can solve resilient distributed stochastic optimization problems with error margins
proportional to e. We presented empirical results showing efficacy of Algorithm 1
solving resilient distributed linear regression problems and resilient distributed learn-
ing tasks. Possible future work includes showing necessity of (f,r; €)-redundancy in
solving RDO problems, analyzing the impact of redundancy in decentralized net-
work, verifying our findings on larger, more complicated tasks, and so on.

Discussion on limitations Note that our results in this paper are proved under
strongly-convex assumptions. One may argue that such assumptions are too strong
to be realistic. However, previous research has pointed out that although not a global
property, cost functions of many machine learning problems are strongly-convex in
the neighborhood of local minimizers [49]. Also, there is a research showing that the
results on non-convex cost functions can be derived from those on strongly-convex
cost functions [58], and therefore our results can be applied to a broader range of
real-world problems. Our empirical results showing efficacy of our algorithm also
concur with this argument.

It is also worth noting that the approximation bounds in optimization problems
are linearly associated with the number of agents n, and the error margins in learning
problems are related to I, the size of YWW. These bounds can be loose when n or I is
large. We do note that in practice WW can be arbitrary, for example, a neighborhood
of local minimizers mentioned above, making I'" acceptably small. The value of €
can also be small in practice, as indicated by results in Section 5.
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A Table of notations in this paper

For reference purposes, Table 2 summarizes common notations that have appeared
in this paper.

Notation

Meaning

n The total number of agents in a distributed system
w A compact set in R? where the optimization problem is defined
f Upper bound on the number of faulty agents

r Upper bound on the number of stragglers

€ The approximation parameter in the redundancy notation

H A set of n — f non-faulty agents

B A set of faulty agents, see context for details

S? The set of agents whose gradients are received in iteration ¢

m Lipschitz constant in Assumption 1

5 Strong-convexity constant in Assumption 2

z;, The k-th data point sampled by agent ¢ in iteration ¢
(x5 2) Loss incurred by data point z with model parameter =
2! A batch of k data points sampled by agent ¢ in iteration ¢
o Upper bound on the variance of the norm of a non-faulty agent’s stochastic
gradient
[]]] Euclidean norm of a vector
|| Size of a set, or absolute value of a value
dist (-, -) Hausdorff distance between two points or sets
(k] Shorthand for the set {1,...,k}

GradAgg (;n, f,r) | A gradient aggregation rule (GAR)

Table 2: Common notations in this paper and their meanings

B Proofs of theorems in Section 3

In this section, we present the detailed proof of the asymptotic convergence results
presented in Section 3, i.e., Theorem 1, with parameter settings (12) or (14). For
each of them, we restate the theorem with the parameters substituted in in full,
then proceed with the proofs of the theorems.

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of this theorem uses the following sufficient criterion for the convergence
of non-negative sequences:

Lemma 1 (Ref. [47]). Consider a sequence of real values {us}, t = 0,1,.... If
Ut > 0, Vt,

> o Up — U < OO,

Z(utH —u)4 < 0o implies t—o00

t=0 Z?io(utﬂ - ut)— > —0Q,

where the operators (-)4+ and (-)— are defined as follows for a real value scalar x:

(), = z, x>0, and (z)_ = 0, >0,
T 0, otherwise, ~ | z, otherwise.
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O]

Recall that we defined in Section 3 that for any non-faulty agents H with |H| =
n — f in an execution, zy € W is a unique minimum point of the aggregate cost
function of agents in H.

THEOREM 1. Suppose xy; is any point in W. Assume that n satisfy Y oo qne =
0o and Y ;omi < oo. Suppose that for the gradient aggregation rule GradAgg (g§

j €St f,r)
in Algorithm 1, there exists M < oo such that

|GradAgg (g51j € S'm, f,7)|| <M (24)

for all t. Algorithm 1 satisfies the following:
For the point x3y € W, if there exists D* € [0, maxzew || — x]||) and £ >0
such that for each iteration t,

o £ (o' —ay, GradAgg (g5]j € S"sn, f,r)) > € when |ja* — 3| > D, (25)

then we have limy_o th — :CHH < D*.

Consider the iterative process (3). From now on, we use GradAgg|[t] as a short-
hand for the output of the gradient aggregation rule at iteration t, i.e.

GradAgg[t] £ GradAgg (gﬂj e Shn, f,r). (26)

Proof. Let e; denote th — xy.[H Define a scalar function 1,

0, y < (D)?,
vly) = { (y — (D*)2>2, otherwise. (27)

Let ¢'(y) denote the derivative of ¢ at y. Then (cf. [47])

P(z) = P(y) < (z =P (y) + (2 — )*, Yy, 2 € Rxo. (28)

Note,

Now, define

From (28) and (30),

hist —he = (e3y) = ¥ () < (Fy — ) 0 () + (X1 — €))”, ¥t € Zo. (31)

From now on, we use v; as the shorthand for ¢’ (e?), ie.,

P2 (ef) . (32)

From above, for all ¢ > 0,
2
hist — e < (efy1 =€) o+ (efr —€f) (33)
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Recall the iterative process (3). Using the non-expansion property of Euclidean
projection onto a closed convex set,

thH - a:HH = H [l’t — ntGradAgg[tHW — :E’HH < th — n:GradAgg[t] — ZL'HH . (34)
Taking square on both sides, and recalling that e; = th — .T}HH,
etp1 < ef — 2 (w — wy, GradAgglt]) + 177 || GradAgg]1]]|* .
Recall from (25) that (x; — x4, GradAgg[t]) = ¢, therefore,
ety1 < € — 2oy + 17} || GradAgg[t]||*, ¥t > 0. (35)

As ¢; > 0, Vt € Z>(, combining (33) and (35),
2
hiy1 —hy < (—277t<15t +n; HGradAgg[t]H2> Ui+ (e —€ef)”, VE>0. (36)

Note that
|€?+1 - e?‘ = (err1 +e) leryr — e - (37)

As W is assumed compact, there exists

I'= - < 00.
max ||z — x| < oo (38)

Let ' > 0, since otherwise W = {x3} only contains one point, and the problem
becomes trivial. As 2 € W, Vt > 0,

€t S F, (39)
which implies
€41 + €t S 2T, (40)
Therefore,
’efﬂ—eﬂ < 2T'|epr1 — e], Vit > 0. (41)
By triangle inequality,
v — el = [l —anl — o' —anlll < a1 -2t @)

From (3) and the non-expansion property of Euclidean projection onto a closed
convex set,

thﬂ — a;tH = H [a;t — ntGradAgg[tHW — :ctH < n ||GradAgg][t]]| . (43)
So from (41), (42), and (43),
€71 — €f| < 2nT" || GradAgglt]||,
= (41— })” < 4nT? |[GradAgg[1]*. (44)
Substituting above in (36),
hess = he < (~2m0 + n? |GradAgelt]|”) v} + 4T ||GradAgelt]
= — 2} + (¥; + 4007 ||GradAgelt]|*, ¥t > 0. (45)
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Recall that the statement of Theorem 1 assumes that D* € [0, max,ew || — zx]|),
which indicates D* < I'. When e; > D*, using (29) and (39), we have

0< P <2 (ef - (D*)Q) <2 (r2 . (D*)2> < or? (46)

Also, when e; < D*, we have ¢, = 0 < 2I'2. Recall from (24) that ||GradAgglt]|| <
M < oo for all ¢. Substituting (46) in (45),
hip1 — he < = 2mu) + (202 + AT?)EM? = =21y + 6020 M2, VE > 0. (47)

Now we use Lemma 1 to show that ho, = 0 as follows. For each iteration ¢,
consider the following two cases:

Case 1) Suppose e; < D*. In this case, ¢} = 0. By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
(60] = |(&" — wu, GradAgglt])] < e ||GradAggl{]]|. (48)
By (24) and (39), this implies that
lo¢] <TM < 0. (49)

Thus,
¢ty = 0. (50)

Case 2) Suppose e; > D*. Therefore, there exists 6 > 0, e, = D* 4+ §. From (29),
we obtain that

W =2 ((D* +6)2 - (D*)2> =25 (2D* +6). (51)
The statement of Theorem 1 assumes that ¢, > £ > 0 when e; > D*, thus,
Gey > 26€ (2D + 8) > 0. (52)

From (50) and (52), for both cases,

Gitpy >0, ¥t > 0. (53)
Combining this with (47),
hit1 — by < 6T%02M2. (54)
From above we have
(he1 — hy), < 6T n7 M2 (55)
Since 72, n? < 0o, I', M < oo,
o0
D (e =), < 6r2|\/|22nt < 0. (56)
t=0 t=0

By the definition of h;, we have hy > 0, Vt. Then Lemma 1 implies that

ht —— heo < 00, and (57)
t—o0
(ht+1 — ht>7 > —0oQ. (58)
t=0
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Note that hoo — ho = Y 1= (ht41 — he). Thus, from (47) we have
hoo —ho < =2 "t + 6T2M* > . (59)
t=0 =0
Therefore, from above we obtain
2 i) < ho — hoo + 6T2M? Y 7. (60)
t=0 t=0

By assumption, Y ;oqn? < oo. Substituting from (39) that e; < oo in (30), we
obtain that

ho = (6(2)) < 0. (61)
Therefore, (60) implies that
o0 o0
2> mup < ho + 6T°M? D " n? < oo (62)
t=0 t=0
Or simply,
[e.e]
Zﬁtﬁbﬂ/}é < 0. (63)
t=0

Finally, we reason below by contradiction that ho, = 0. Note that for any ¢ > 0,
there exists a unique positive value 8 such that ¢ =20 (2D* + \/3)2 Suppose that

heo = 283 (2D* + \/3)2 for some positive value 5. As the sequence {h;}§°, converges
to hoo (see (57)), there exists some finite 7 € Z>( such that for all £ > 7,

i = ool < B (20" + \/B)Q (64)
—hy > hoo — 8 <2D* + \Fﬁ)Q. (65)
As hoo =28 (2D* + \/B)Q, the above implies that
hy zﬁ(QD*+\/E)2,VtzT. (66)
Therefore (cf. (27) and (30)), for all ¢ > 7,
(ef - (D*)2)2 >p <2D* + \/B>2, or
‘e? - (D*)"’) > VB (20" +/B).
Thus, for each t > 7, either
2> (07 + VB (20" +V/B) = (0" + v/B) . (67)
or
2 < (D)2 — /B (2D* n \/B) < (D*)2. (68)
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If the latter, i.e., (68) holds true for some t' > 7,

hy =1 (ef) = 0, (69)

which contradicts (66). Therefore, (66) implies (67).

From above we obtain that if hoo = 253 (2D* + \/B)Q, there exists 7 < oo such
that for all ¢ > 7,

er > D* + /. (70)
Thus, from (52), with § = /3, we obtain that

ér; > 26/B (20" + V/B) vt > 7. (71)

Therefore,

> mény > 26v/B (20" +V/B) Yoo (72)
t=1 t=1

Note that > ;) n; is finite, and 3°7° ny = >0%m — S.i— . Combining the
assumption that > ;2 n; = oo and above, we have

> mony = 26/B (20" + V/B) 3w = . (73)
t=1 t=T1

This is a contradiction to (63). Therefore, ho = 0, and by (30), the definition of A,
— 1 2\
hoo = lim (ef) =0. (74)
Hence, by (27), the definition of #(-),
: t_ < D*
tgngoum l’HH <D™ (75)

O]

B.2 Derivation of (12) when using CGE
Recall the CGE gradient filter defined in (11): in each iteration ¢, sort m vectors

gy's as [|gf || < [lgi, || < - < lgi,. ||, then
m—f
GradFiIter(g§-|j € Shm, f) = Z gfl. (76)
=1

Also recall the definition of ¢ in (25):

¢r = (a' — xy, GradAgg (gf|j € S'sn, f,r)).

Recall that we defined in Section 3 that for any non-faulty agents H with |H| = n— f
in an execution, xg € W is a unique minimum point of the aggregate cost function
of agents in H.
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THEOREM 1-CGE. Let H be any set of n — f non-faulty agents in the sys-
tem. Let xy = argmingcpa Eje?—t Qj(x); zy € W is unique. Suppose that
Assumptions 1 and 2 hold true, and the agents’ cost functions satisfy (f,r;e)-
redundancy. Assume that n satisfy Y goqme = 00 and Y oo ni < oo. Suppose
the GAR in Algorithm 1 is CGE, as defined in (76). Assume that

f—r_27u.f—|—r
n—r vy n-—r

a®21-—

> 0. (77)

It can be shown that for ¢y defined in (25),

¢t > a(n — r)yD*(D* — D) > 0 when H:Ut — xHH > D*,
w(f 7
ay '

for all D* > D £

Therefore, Algorithm 1 converges with

lim Hl‘t —:L‘HH <D*.

t—o0

Proof. Throughout, we assume f > 0 to ignore the trivial case of f = 0. In this
proof, we use a shorthand m =n —r.

First, we show that for CGE, )GradFiIter (g}\j eStn—r, f) H = HZT:?C gfj
oo, Vt. Consider a subset S1 C H with |S1| = m — 2f. From triangle inequality,

<

ST Vi) - Y. V)| < Y IVQ;(z) - VQi(aw)ll, VxR

JEST JjE€SL JES1

Under Assumption 1, i.e., Lipschitz continuity of non-faulty gradients, for each non-
faulty agent j, |[VQ;(z) — VQj(zn)| < pl|lx — zy||. Substituting this above implies
that

S VQ(@) — 32 VQ,(an)|| < 151l u lle — el (78)

JEST JES1

As |S1| = m — 2f, the (f,r; €)-redundancy property defined in Definition 2 implies
that for all 21 € argming ) ;¢ Q;(z),

|1 — x| <e.
Substituting from above in (78) implies that, for all x; € arg min, Zjesl Qj(z),
D> VQj(x1) = Y VQi(wn)| < ISt p llzy — | < S| e (79)
JES1 JES1
For all z1 = argming ) ;g Qj(z), Vs Qj(z1) = 0. Thus, (79) implies that
> VQi(w)|| < || pe. (80)
JES1
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Now, consider an arbitrary non-faulty agent i € H \ S;1. Let Sy = S; U {i}. Using
similar arguments as above we obtain that under the (f,r;€)-redundancy property
and Assumption 1, for all z5 € argmin, Zjes2 Qj(x),

D VQi(an)| = || D] VQji(wa) = Y VQj(ww)| < [Sa pre. (81)

jESs JES2 JES2

Note that > ;s VQj(z) = > cs, VQj(2) + VQi(z). From triangle inequality,

IVQi(za)ll — | D VQj(n)|| < || VQj(aw) + VQilxa)|| - (82)

JES VISSH

Therefore, for each non-faulty agent i € H,

IVQi(za)ll < || VQj(ww) + VQilza)|| + || D VQj(aa)|| < [Sal pe + || pe

JEST JES1
=(m—2f+Dpue+ (m—2f)pe = 2m —4f + 1)pe. (83)

Now, for all x and ¢ € ‘H, by Assumption 1,
IVQi(z) = VQi()|| < plle — zn] -
By triangle inequality,
IVQi(@)[| < VQi(z)ll + |z — nll -
Substituting from (83) above we obtain that
IVQi(x)[| < (2m —4f + Vpe + plle — oyl < 2mpe + pllz —znl. (84)

We use the above inequality (84) to show below that HZT:_lf gfj is bounded for all

t. Recall that when defining CGE we have, for each iteration t,

lgis | < - <

<<l |-

t t
gim—f” S ginz—f+1

As there are at most f Byzantine agents, for each ¢ there exists oy € H such that

i, (85)

e
As gf = VQ;(a") for all j € H, from (85) we obtain that

g;?j < HVQUt(l‘t)Hv Vied{l,...,m— f}, t.

Substituting from (84) above we obtain that for every j € {1,...,m — f},

t
9,

<|

| <2mue et —enl.
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Therefore, from triangle inequality,

m—f

m—
D dh|| < Z
7j=1 7j=1

Recall that 29y € W. Also recall that we defined in (38) that I' = max ey ||:c — x|
As Wis a compact set, [' < co. Recall from the update rule (3) that z* € W for
all t. Thus, ||z*— JZHH < maxgew ||z — 2yl = T’ < co. Substituting this in (86)
implies that

gi, || < (m = f) (2mpe + p|[2" — z4]) (36)

Z glj < (m—f)(2mpe + pI') < oco. (87)
Recall that in this particular case, Z] \ gl HGradFiIter (gﬂj c€Stn—r, f) H
Therefore, from above we obtain that
|GradFilter (g5]j € S'sn—r, f)|| < oo, Vi (88)
Second, we show that for an arbitrary D* > D = %;FT)E,

¢té<x — zy, Zgz > > a(n —r)yD*(D* = D) when |[Ja* —ay]| > D,

where « is defined by (77).
Consider an arbitrary iteration ¢. Note that, as |H| = n — f, there are at
least m — 2f agents that are common to both sets H and {iy,...,im—r}. We let
= {i1,..im—s} N H. The remaining set of agents B = {i1,...,im—s} \ H'
comprises of only faulty agents. Note that ‘Ht‘ >m —2f and ‘Bt‘ < f. Therefore,

w(om Tl Td)

JEH? keBt

Consider the first term on the right-hand side of (89). Note that

<$t_ng§>:<xt—m,29§+ 2 6 2 g§>

JEH! jEH? JEH\H? JEH\H!

:<x xﬂ,zgj> <—H 5 g;>.
JEH JEH\H?

Recall that g§- = VQ,(z"), Vj € H. Therefore,

<xt — Xy, Z g§> = <xt — T, ZVQj(a:t)> — <xt — Xy, Z VQj(xt)>.

jeHt jeH JEH\H!
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Due to the strong convexity assumption (i.e., Assumption 2), for all z, y € RY,

<a; —y, VY Qjx) - VZQy(y)> > M|yl -yl

JEH JEH

As xy is minimum point of Zje% Qj(z), V Zje% Qj(x) = 0. Thus,

<xt — Ty, ZVQj(a:t)> = <xt — Ty, VZQj(:ct) - VZ Q]($H)>

JEH JEH JEH
> [H] 5 o — 2| (o1)

Now, due to the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

<xt—xq.[, Z VQj(wt)>— Z <$t—$H7 VQj(ﬂft»

JEH\H! JEH\H?

< Dt = VR (92)

FEH\H?

Substituting from (91) and (92) in (90) we obtain that

<wt—xﬂ, Zg§>zv|H| ot —aul? = 3 ot - o [VQi@D]. (93)

jeHM? JEH\H?
Next, we consider the second term on the right-hand side of (89). From the
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
(@ =2, gh) 2 = [|2" —onl| gil]-
Substituting from (93) and above in (89) we obtain that

o2y ot —aoul'= D2 fla e (1VQia)= 3 lla el llohll- (9)

FEH\H? keBt

Recall that, due to the sorting of the gradients, for an arbitrary k& € B and an
arbitrary j € H\H?,
lgxll < llgjll = [[VQ; @Ol (95)
Recall that B = {i1, ..., ip—s}\H'. Thus, |Bf| = m—f—|H'|. Also, as |H| =n—f,
|’H\’Ht’ =n—f— "Ht‘ That is, Bt‘ < ’H\?—lt‘ Therefore, (95) implies that

> llaill= > [IvQi@hl-

keBt JEH\H?!

Substituting from above in (94), we obtain that

o =y | [|lo" —an|® =2 30 lo! —an| [VQs(")]]-
JEH\H?
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Substituting from (84), i.e., |[VQi(z)| < 2mpue + p ||z — zy]|, in above we obtain
that

602y M [ — 2~ 2 [0 (o — ]| @i o — ]
> (o] = 230 [FR]) o — | — e [P0\ [ — ]

As |H|=n— f and ’H\Ht‘ < f +r, the above implies that

¢ > (Y(n—f)—=2u(f +7)) |l2" - a:HHZ — dmpe(f +7) |2 — 2y
— (~v(n — f) — Nzt — 2t — el — dmpe(f +r)
= =D =2utg + ) o = (o ol - S LS )
dmpe(f +r) >
Y= f)=2u(f+r)

= (v —r+r—f)=2u(f +7)) ||z’ — x| <th — o -

_ 9 4 4 +
SRS (-
y(1- L+ 2. )
m ¥y om
(96)

Recall that we defined
for 2 fir
a=1-— - — .
m y m

Substituting from above in (96) we obtain that

4 +17)e
ér > amy |2t — | (th_m\ _“<f>>. (o7)
ary
As it is assumed that « > 0, (97) implies that for an arbitrary D* > D,
¢t > a(n —r)yD*(D* — D) > 0 when ||z — ay|| > D*. (98)
Combining (98) with Theorem 1, we have lim;_,, th — x;.,gH < D*. O
B.3 Derivation of (14)
In this case of f =0 and r > 0, we use the averaging GAR defined in (13)
GradAgg (gﬂj e Stn,f, 7’) = Z VQj(a:t). (99)

jest
Also recall the definition of ¢ in (25):

¢y 2 (a' — 29, GradAgg (gi|j € S'im, f.7)).

Recall that we defined in Section 3 that for any non-faulty agents H with |H| = n— f
in an execution, z € W is a unique minimum point of the aggregate cost function
of agents in H. Note that H = [n], so x3 = argmin,ey Zje[n] Qj(x) is the unique
minimum of the aggregate cost functions of all agents, and the vector g§~ =VQ,(z")
is the gradient of Q; at '
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THEOREM 1-ASYNC. Let H = [n] be all agents in the system. Let xy =
arg min,cpa Zje?—[ Qj(z); zy € W is unique. Suppose that f = 0, r > 0,
Assumptions 1 and 2 hold true, and the agents’ cost functions satisfy (0,7;¢€)-
redundancy. Assume that n; satisfy Y oqne = 00 and Y oo n? < oo. Suppose
the GAR in Algorithm 1 is (99). Assume that

aél—z-ﬁ>0.

noy

It can be shown that

¢ > anyD*(D* — D) > 0 when Hmt — :UHH > D*,

2
foraliD* >D 2 Fe.
ay
And therefore, Algorithm 1 converges with
. t < D*
tli)rglo Hx mHH < D, (100)

Proof. First, we need to show that HZjeSt VQj(g;t)H is bounded for all t. By
Assumption 1, for all j € [n],

IVQ;(x) = VQj(zwn)| < pllz — 2l (101)

Let xg € argming » jes Q;(z) be a minimum point of the aggregated cost func-
tions of a set S of n —r agents, i.e., [S| =n —r. Note that >, ¢ VQ;(zs) = 0. By
triangle inequality,

Y VQjxs) =Y VQji(xn)|| < Y IVQj(xs) — VQj(aw)ll- (102)
jeSs JjES jeSs

Combining (101) through (102),

> VQ (x| < IS pllws — (103)

JjeSs
By Definition 2 of (0, r;€)-redundancy, ||zs — x#/|| < e. Therefore,
S VQ(aw)| < peln ). (104)
jeSs

Now, consider an arbitrary agent i € [n]\S. Let T = S U {i}. Using a similar
argument as above, we obtain

> VQj(a)|| < pe(n —r+1). (105)
jeT
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Therefore,

IVQien)ll = || > VQj(xn) = Y VQi(en)|| < 1> VQj(x)| + Y VQj(an)

jET jes jer jes
<(n—r)ue+ (n—7r+1)ue=(2n —2r + 1)pe. (106)
Note that the inequality (106) can be applied to any i € [n] with a suitable choice
of S above.

On the other hand, by Assumption 1, for any = € R%,
IVQi(x) = VQi(3)ll < pllw — wnl| - (107)
By triangle inequality,
IVQi(2)[| < IVQi(zz)|l + pllz — 2l - (108)
Combining above and (106),
IVQi@)| < @n — 2 + Ve + prlle — onll < 2npee + pllo —apll . (109)

Recall that ' € W for all ¢, where W is a compact set. Also recall that we defined
in (38) that there exists a I' = maxgew ||z — 25| < oo, such that ||z’ —ay|| < T
for all t. Therefore, for all t,

590,69 £ 9@ < 151 e+ o~
jest JjeS?t
< (n—r)(2nue+ ul') < co. (110)

Second, consider the following term ¢; = <a:t — Ty, Z VQ; (mt)> We have
jES?

or = <xt — Ty, Z VQj(iL’t)>

jest

= <5€t — 2y, Y, VQ (ah) Z VQy(x Z VQy(x >
jest [n]\S* n]\St

= <xt — Ty, Z VQj(xt)> — <£L't — Ty, Z VQk(:rt)> . (111)
Jj€ln] ke[n]\S*

For the first term in (111), recall that Qs(x) = |1?|sz5 Qj(z) with |[S| = n,
i.e, S = [n]. Also note that by the definition of z;, Zje[n] VQ;(xzy) = 0. With
Assumption 2,

<xt — Ty, Z VQj(IL‘t)> = <l‘t — Ty, Z VQ;(x') — Z VQj(fL"H)>

J€[n] j€ln] J€ln]
=n - <xt — 34, VQpy (z') — VQ (a:H)> > nry th - xHHQ (112)
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For the second term in (111), by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

<mt_% > vczk<xt>>: > (! — 2w Vi)

ken]\St ke[n]\St

IN

ke[n]\St

Combining (111), (112), and (113),

sz mlat = oul’ = Y [l ol [VQu)]

ke[n]\St

Substituting from (109) in above, note that |[n]\S?| = r,

szt~ el Y ot o 2nuet pllat — )
ke[n]\St

=ny th — SCHH2 —r th - xHH (2npe + p Hazt - 557-[”)

2
=y (1= 2 B ot = | [t = ) - — s
(=54

Recall that we defined o 2 1 — r.H > 0. We have
i

3

2rp

o1 2 am o = o] (|l - ou] - 22e).

2
(116) implies for any D* > D £ ﬂ<—t,
ay

¢t > anyD*(D* — D) > 0 when H:pt - 93?—[“ > D*.
Combining above with Theorem 1, we have

lim Hl‘t —I‘HH <D*.

t—o0

> et =l [VOr)] -

(113)

(114)

(115)

(116)

(117)

(118)

B.4 Derivation of (16) with stale gradients

In Section 3.2, we also discussed an asynchronous special case utilizing stale gradi-
ents. Substituting the parameters (14) in Theorem 1, we write the result in its full
form as follows, and provide its proof. Note that in this case f = 0 and r > 0, we

use the GAR (15):

GradAgg (gjlj € S%in, f,r) = Z Z vQ; ().

1=0 jeTt;t—i

35

(119)



The definition of T%'~% and its relationship with S? can be found in Section 3.2.
Also recall the definition of ¢, in (25):

¢y 2 (o' — z9, GradAgg (gi|j € S'in, f.7)).

Recall that we defined in Section 3 that for any non-faulty agents H with |H| = n— f
in an execution, z3 € W is a unique minimum point of the aggregate cost function
of agents in H. Note that H = [n], so x3 = argmin,ep Zje[n] Q;(x) is the unique
minimum of the aggregate cost functions of all agents, and the vector g} =VQ,(z")
is the gradient of Q; at '

THEOREM 1-ASYNC-STALE. Let H = [n] be all agents in the system. Let
Ty = argming pa Zje?-t Qj(x); xy € W is unique. Suppose that f =0, r >0,
Assumption 1 and 2 hold true, and the cost functions of all agents satisfies
(0,75 €)-redundancy. Assume that ny satisfy Y oo = 00, Y oo MF < 00, and
N > Mes1 for all t. Suppose the GAR in Algorithm 1 is (119), and there exists
a7 >0 such that ‘Tt‘ >n—r for all t. Assume that

B

aél—z
nov

It can be shown that

¢¢ > anydD* > 0 when th — mHH > D*,

for all D* > D & 12T £TG)
ay

)

where G = nu(2ne + T'), I' = maxzew || — x|, and 7 is the parameter in
(119). Then Algorithm 1 with the GAR (119) converges with

Jim [z — 3] < D, (120)

For the convenience of our argument, we let T%% £ & for all k > t, meaning
the set of agents from which the server receives gradients in a negative iteration
number is empty, by a slight abuse of notation. Similarly, we also define 1, = ng for
—7 <t < 0. Note that we have n; > m41 and ng > n, for t > —7.

Proof. First, we show that HZ::O > jertit—i VQ; (x| is bounded for all t. By

Assumption 1 and (0, ; €)-redundancy, following the same argument in the proof of
Theorem 1-Async in B.3, we obtain that for all j € [n], (cf. (106))

IVQj(za)| < (2n = 2r + 1)pe. (121)
Furthermore, by Assumption 1, for all 2 € R?, (cf. (109))
IVQ;()|| < 2npe+ p |z — x| - (122)

Recall that 2 € W for all ¢, where W is a compact set. There exists a I' =
maxgzew [|# — 23| < oo, such that ||z — || < T for all t.
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Recall that we defined T%*~% £ & for all k > t. Therefore, for all t,

2 2 VOET<) > IV

1=0 jeTt‘t—i =0 jeTt:z—i

<Z’T“ Z 2n,ue+u”1:t Z—x;L[H <Z|T” 1 - (2npe 4 pl) (123)
=0

Recall that by the definition of 75!, we have T~ N TH~2 = & for all 0 <
i1,i2 < T, i1 # io. Therefore, |, |Tt?t*i} < n. Thus,

T

> V)| < n(2npe+ puT) < . (124)

1=0 jeTt;tfi
Let us define

G =nu(2ne+T). (125)

We have HZZ:O > jern-i VQ;(a )| < G < oo

Second, consider the term

Oy = <xt — Ty, Z Z VQj(xt_i)> . (126)

1=0 jeTt;t—i

Note that with the non-expansion property of Euclidean projection onto a closed
convex set we have

2
.
e e ED DD S [N I
1=0 jeTt;t—i w
_ 2
<ot =me ). Y Vi) —ay
=0 jeTtt—1
- 2
<laf —aul® —2mer+ 07 || D VT . (21)
i=0 jeTtit—i

Let Tt = U T %=1 be the set of agents whose gradients are used for the update
at iteration t.

YD VeiE Z Y (V") = VQ;(a') + V(=)

1=0 jET“t*i 1=0 ]eTtt [
= Z Z VQj(z Z Z VQJ — V@, (gvtii))
1=0 ]eTtt i 1=0 jeTtt 7
= VQj(x Z > (VQ;i(a") - vVQ;(a') . (128)
jET! i=0 jeTtit—i
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Therefore, we have

b = <x w,z > V@ “>

i=0 jeTtit—i
=<xt—xm > VQj(xt)> <l’ — T, Z Y. (VQj= ij(xti))>‘
JET? i=0 jeTtit—i
(129)

Let us denote

¢t;1 = <1‘t — TH, Z VQJ(.%'t)> s (130)

jJeET?
b2 —<:c — oy, Z > (VQj(x vczj<xf—">)>- (131)
1=0 jeTtt—1

From (129) we have ¢y = ¢r.1 — ¢r.o.
For the first term in (129), ¢¢.1, we have

b1 = <3?t — T, Y VQj(xt)>

jeTt

=<93t—$7{, VR + > V) - ) VQi(x >
jET? ken\T* ken)\T?

= <xt — Ty, Z VQj(mt)> - <a;t — Ty, Z VQk(xt)> . (132)
jJE€[n] ke[n]\T?

Recall (112) and (113), we have the same result as we have in (114):
bzl —anl = X e el V. (39
ke[n]\T*

Note that |T*| > n —r, or [[n]\T*| < r. Combining above and (122),

Gr1 >Ny HfL’t — a:HHZ —r H:ct — xHH (2n,ue +u th — l’HH) . (134)

For the second term in (129), ¢.2, by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

Pt —<9€ — T, Z > (VQ(x VQj(mt_i))>

1= OjeTtt 7

<l = @] -

Z > (V") = VQ;(" )| - (135)

1= OJGTtt 7
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Consider the factor
ity,

S o > jertit—i (VQj(a') — VQ,;(z'™")) H By triangle inequal-

T

> Y (V) - Ve[ <Y Y [veih - e

i=0 jeTtit—i i=0 jeTtit—i
(136)
By Assumption 1 and zt € W for all ¢,
IV@Q; (@) = V@, )| < o[l — 2t (137)

Recall that we defined T5'"% £ & Vk > t. By repeatedly applying the update rule
(15), we have

.
H:Bt _ xt—iH — | g1 = -1 Z Z ij(xt—l—h) _ i

h=0jeTt—1;t—1—h

o N Ni—1 ZT: Z ij(xtflfh) _ gt

<
h=0 jeTt—1it—1~h
T T
t—2 t—2—h —1- —1
=" 2 Y VQIETEM —ne ) Y VT ot
hZOjGTt*Q?t*Q*h w h:Ojethl;t—lfh
T T
—2 —2— —1— —1
< $t — s Z Z ij(xt h) —— Z Z ij(xt 1 h) o l‘t 7
h:OjeTt—Z;t—Q—h h=0 jeTt—l;tfl—h

_ Zm A Z Z ij(xt—k—h) _ gt

h=0 jeTt—kit—k—h

< Zm kZ S vty ot (138)

h=0 jeTt—kst—k—h

Therefore,

|l2* - ”H<ZTMZ > VT

h=0 jeTt—kit—k—h

<Zm K Z S vt . (139)

h=0 jeTt—kit—k—h

Recall that we defined G = nu(2ne+T') in (125). Also note that for all ¢, ny > ny;.
Substitute from (124) in above, we have

i
th — xtﬁiH < Znt—kG <i-m_G. (140)
k=1
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Combining (136), (137) and above, we have

Z Y (VQ;(") — V(') <Z Y Vi) = v, )

1= OjeTtt 7 1= OJETtt 7
T

<Y i (141)
1=0 jeTt;tfi

Recall that we defined T5!~" = @ if i > ¢, and 1; = 1 for all —7 <t < 0. Therefore,
we have

Z Z wi-n—iG <G - Z Z putne—r = p7G - Z Nt—r SUTN—7G - N

1=0 jeTt;tfi 1=0 jeTt;t—i jETt
(142)
Combining with (135), from above we have
¢t;2 < prn—nG th - i’HH . (143)

Recall that ¢y = ¢r.1 — ¢p.2. Also, note that n, > ney1, thus g > n; (Vt). Combining
(134) and (143), we have

Ot =41 — Gp;2
2yl = onl? = ot = o] @ + o = ) - -G " — o]
> (ny —rp) || —-THH (2rnpe + prnonG) ||a* — x|
—nry (1_7".”) |2t — 23 th_w”_w , (144)
n oy oW
s
nooy
Recall that we assume o =1 — % g > 0. We have
b1 > oy |Jat — o (th || - ’“‘@”;T”UG)G) . (145)
(145) implies for any D* > D £ WE,
¢r > anyD*(D* = D) > 0 when ||z' — 23| > D*. (146)
Combining above with Theorem 1, we have
tgngo |zt — zx]| < D*. (147)

C Proofs of theorems in Section 4

In this section, we present the detailed proof of the convergence rate results pre-
sented in Section 4 of the main paper. We substitute the parameters under different
problem settings and state the theorems separately, then proceed with the proofs.
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C.1 Observations and lemmas from the assumptions

Before the proof, we first introduce and prove some results derived from the assump-
tions we made.

C.1.1 Preliminaries

We defined the following notations in Section 4:
For a stochastic iterative algorithm, we denote z! = {zfl, . sz} to be the set
of k data samples sampled i.i.d. by agent i at iteration ¢. For each agent ¢ and

iteration t, we define a random variable

2 (148)

)

ta zf, agent ¢ is non-faulty,
gf , agent i is faulty

representing the source of randomness introduced by agent i at iteration ¢. We
further denote (! = {Cf, i=1, ,n} to be the source of randomness introduced
in iteration ¢, and let E; be a shorthand for the expectation with respect to the
collective random variables (Y, ..., ¢?, given the initial estimate 2. Specifically,

Ei(-) £ B, ee(:), VE=>0. (149)

Let us further define the notation E¢(-) to be the expectation with respect to the

random variable ¢! and given zf, and IEC;(-) to be the expectation with respect to

the random variable ¢! and given z'.

C.1.2 Observations

Consider an arbitrary iteration ¢ of the stochastic version of Algorithm 1. Given the
current model estimate !, recall from definition (18) that for each non-faulty agent
1 we have

where the gradient of loss function #(-,-) is with respect to its first argument z!

and zfl, s sz denotes i.i.d. data samples from distribution D;. Therefore, from the

definition of ¢?, generally, for each non-faulty agent i and a deterministic mapping
¥, we have

Ec ¥ (g;) =E.0 ¥ (g5) (150)
where recall that z{ = {z! ..., z} } for all non-faulty agent i, and E,:(-) stands for

the expectation with respect to the randomness in z! and given a'. Accordingly,
given x!, we obtain that
1 k
Eot o] =Bz [60] = 7 Ex D (Ve 4)). (151)
j=1
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As 2! is a collection of k elements z“, ...,zL drawn independently from D;, given !,

) 1k
from (151) we obtain that

E. [gf] ZEzt o, V', 2)). (152)

Note that
VQi(x) = E.up,Vl(w, 2), Yw € R%. (153)

Substituting from (153) in (152), we obtain that for any non-faulty agent i,

k
Ect (9] Z = VQ;(a"). (154)

wM—‘

C.1.3 Lemma 2 on expectations related to gradients

Lemma 2. For any iteration t, if Assumption 3 holds true, for each non-faulty
agent i, the two inequalities hold true:

~Ey 4] <o (155)

Ec [|gf]|* < o + | VQi(=")|| (156)

Proof. For the first inequality: Note that ()2 is a convex function. By Jensen’s
inequality,

2 2
(B ||ot — B [98)])) < B ok — Eee [0 (157)
Substitute above in Assumption 3, we have
2
(Be ot — et [1]])) < o (158)

Since both sides are non-negative, taking square roots on both sides we have (155)
that

~ B [gl]| <o

For the second inequality: Let ¢ be an arbitrary non-faulty agent. Using the
definition of Euclidean norm, for any ¢,

l9f = Ecr [gf]1” = llghll” — 2 (ot Eer [gl]) + [Ece [af]]I"- (159)
Upon taking expectations on both sides, we obtain that
Ec |lgf — Eet [g1]|I° = e |9 * — Ece2 (g}, Ece [9f]) + Ece [[Bee [g1]
= Ec |lgt|* - 2Bt [g]" - Ecr [gf] + [|Ece [of]]
= Ec gt ~ IIEc: [af]] (160)
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where 27 stands for the transpose of a vector z. Note that from (150), E H gt — B¢t [g!] H2 =
E.t||gf — Ezt [¢f] H2, and Egt [gf] = E¢ [g!]. therefore

Ext o — Ext [of]|* = Ect [lgf]” — [|Ext [o] (161)
Combining (151) and (154) we have E_: [g}] = Ey [g/] = VQi(a'). Substituting
this in (161), ' '

I°.

Ex flof —Ext [o]|” = Bt [laf]|* — V@it (162)

Combining Assumption 3 and (150), we have E_: Hg;t —E,: [gﬂ H2 < o2, Substitut-
ing this in (162), we obtain (156) that

Ec [lof|* < o* +[|VQi(")]|"-
O

C.1.4 Lemma 4 on the bound of the largest norm of the gradients among
honest agents

We first recall below a general order-statistics bound to obtain an upper bound on
the largest gradient norm among honest agents.

. . ~ A
Lemma 3. Consider n random variables x1,...,x,. Let i = max;E[x;], and

G £ max; [\/IE [(xl ) [xl])QH . For T £ max; x;, the following holds true.

E[Z] <6vn—1+ . (163)

Proof. Let y; = x; — u;, where p; denotes the expectation x;, i.e., u; = E[z;]. Note
that, for all i, E[y;] = 0, and E [(yi ~E [yi])2} <52

Let yi.,, denote the k-th order of y;, ..., y,. That is, given the values of the random
variables y;, ..., yn, the value of yi., is given by the k-largest value in {y;,...,yn}.
From results on order statistics (specifically, (2) and (4) in [59]),

. k—1
nl < _—.
E [yon] < 5| —— (164)

Let ¥ £ yn.n. Therefore, (164) implies that
Efy] <&dvn —1. (165)
Now, recall that i £ max; ;. Therefore,
Y= mzax{xi — it > mzax{xi — max Wit =% — [, (166)
where T £ max; z;. From (166), we obtain that
Ely] = E[z] — &
Substituting from (165) in the above concludes the proof, i.e., we obtain that

E[Z] <6vn—1+f.
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Lemma 4. Let H be a set of n— f honest agents in any given execution. Let vy
be the agent that sends the stochastic gradient of the largest norm among agents
in H in iteration t (and break tie in favor of the smallest index). Specifically,

v :=min{i € H ; Hng > Hg}fH Vj € H}. If Assumption 3 holds true, we have

Ec[lgl, || < o(v/n = f = 1+1) + max [[VQi(a")]. (167)

Proof. By Jensen’s inequality, since the square function is convex, for all i € H,
2
Ect [|gi] < /B¢ llgil™ (168)
Also, recall, from (156) in Lemma 2, that
t2 2 INIE
Eee |lgil” < o® + [[VQi(a")]"

Therefore, substituting (156) in (168), we have

et laf] < v/o? + 1961 a)|1" (169)
Also, consider the variance of ||gf||:
Ece |(ll98]l — Ecllfl)’] = Eeellgtll” = (Eeellgtll)* (170)
Since the FEuclidean norm is convex, by Jensen’s inequality,
Eeelg]| = B [g7]] - (171)
Combining with (154) that E¢ [gf] = VQi(z"), we have
Eeelgil| > [[VQi()]]. (172)
Therefore,
Ece | (19t — Eeel9tl)?] = Beelgt” = (Berllgf )’
< B |lgf]” ~ [VQitat)]*. (173)
Combining above with (156), i.e., Eqt HngZ — HVQi(xt)Hz < 02, we have
Ece | (19t — Eeelgt])?] < Eee [lgf]]” = [ VQitat)* < o (174)

Now recall (163) from Lemma 3. In our case, we have a group of random variables
’s, where i € H, |H| =n — f. Therefore,

gt

Eee|lgt, ]| < (mH /e [l ~ B¢ ugfufD VI =T+ max (B lgf]]) - (175)
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Substituting from (169) and (174) in above, we have
Bl | < max /o? + [VQuaHI? + 0 /FHT 1
-7 QP o i

<o —i—riré%i(HVQi(xt)H +oyn—f-—1
=o(l+Vn—f-1)+max|[VQia")] .

C.1.5 Lemmas on v and u

Lemma 5. If assumptions 1 and 2 hold true simultaneously then

v < (176)

The proof of this lemma can be found in Appendix C of [60].

C.1.6 Lemma 6 on expected convergence of estimates

Recall that we defined in Section 3 that for any non-faulty agents H with |H| =n—f
in an execution, g € W is a unique minimum point of the aggregate cost function
of agents in H.

Lemma 6. Consider the general iterative update rule (3). Suppose M > 0 and
p € 10,1) are two real values. If

Et th'“ - xHHZ <p|at - :EHHZ + M. (177)

we have

o+l
E, ([t — 2> < o |20 — 2> + (11_’)p> M. (7s)

The proof of this lemma can be found in the appendices of [23], and is inspired
by the analysis presented in [49, Section 4].
C.2 Proof of Theorem 2 - Derivation of (22)

Recall that we defined the following parameters in Section 4:
e The resilience margin

f—r_f+r_27u

a=1- (179)
n—r n—r v
e The parameter that determines the step size
2(n —r)ya
- (n—7)y (180)

n— )22+ 2(n — )2
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Recall the definition of x4 in Section 3: for any non-faulty agents H with |H| =
n — f in an execution, x € W is a unique minimum point of the aggregate cost
function of agents in H. The results in (22) can be described in full as follows:

THEOREM 2-CGE. Consider Algorithm 1 with stochastic updates, and the GAR
in use is the CGE gradient filter (11). Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold
true, the expected cost functions of the agents in the system satisfy (f,r;e€)-
redundancy, o > 0, step size in (3) ny = n > 0 for all t, and n > 2f + 3r.
Let

M =4 ((Q(f + 1)+ (n— £)?nu)” +mP(n — f)2n2u2) €

+ <4 <fnjur>2< n—f—1+ 1)2 +(n— f)2n2> o2, (181)

If n <7, the following holds true:

o The value of

p=1=2(n— fypy+4(f +rynu+ (n— [)?n?u® +2(n —r)*n°p® (182)

satisfies 0 < p < 1, and

o Given the initial estimate 20 arbitrarily chosen from R, for all t > 0,

1—

_ 1
By || — ag]|” < o1 |20 — aa|* + <1pp> M. (183)

Proof. First, we show a recursive bound over the expected value of th — Ty H2 We
use m = n — r as a short hand throughout this proof. Following the first part of
the proof of Theorem 1-CGE in Appendix B.2, we know that by Assumption 1 and
(f,r; e)-redundancy, for every non-faulty agent i € [n], we obtain (84) that

IVQi(2)[| < (2m — 4f + 1)pe + pllz — yl| < 2mpe + p |z — - (184)
Let us denote g’ the output of the gradient filter applied, i.e.
g' = GradAgg (g}f»]j e St:m, f) . (185)
With 7; = 7 and above, for each iteration ¢ we have
gt = [2" — ngt]w. (186)

Subtracting x4 and taking norm on both sides. Using the non-expansion property
of Euclidean projection onto a closed convex set,

[~ ] = o~ mgTyy — ol < o'~ ma’ 2l (187)

Taking square on both sides, we have

= on]|” < ot an|* — 20 (st —an, g+ P l6]F. (188)
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Consider the CGE gradient filter, where

m—f
Jirs (189)
=1

where the gradients are sorted by their norms as

gt |l < - <ot S N9l S i || S - S gl (190)

<

As there are at most f Byzantine agents, in each iteration ¢, for each i; ¢ H and
l € [m — f], there exists a unique k; € H and k; ¢ {i1,...,im—s}, such that

g || < gk - (191)
The above implies that

lg*ll < Z il < > llgsll- (192)

JEH

By triangle inequality and AM-QM inequality (i.e., % ;L 125 < /% L Zj 1 JQ for

any n positive real x;’s),

JEH JEH JEH

gl < (Z 9§) <HIP NI =m-n3 Nl (93)

Now, consider the term <xt — Ty, gt>. let H' = {i1,...,im—f} NH, and let B' =
{i1, ey im—f Y\ H'. Note that

‘"Ht‘ >m —2f, and ‘Bt‘ </ (194)
From (189),
g => d+> g (195)
JEH?E jeBt

Therefore,

(' —ay, g') = <xt — Ty, Z g§> + <:1:t — Ty, Z g§> . (196)
JEH?E jeEBt
We define

Or = <a: — T, g > = Z <xt — Xy, g§> + Z <xt — Xy, g§> (197)

JEH? jeBt

Substituting above and (193) in (188), we obtain that

|2 — anl|* < |2 = 20| = 2000+ (n = Yty |lat] (198)
1EH
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Recall that ¢* = {¢},...,¢L}, and 2! is a function of the set of random variables

¢t. Also note that Et th — 1’7—1H2 = Ha:t — Xy
Taking expectation Eq+ on both sides, we have

2 .,
, since 2! does not depend on (.

Et Hx“‘l - azq.LHz < ||la* - mHH2 — 2nEee [¢¢] + (n — f)n? ZEG Hgf”2 (199)
1€H

From (197) the definition of ¢,

Et [¢¢] = Ect Z <xt — Ty, g§> + E¢t Z <xt — Ty, g§>

JEH? jeBt
=Y (2" — 2y, Ber [gh]) + B > (2" — 23y, g) - (200)
JEH! jent

The first term of (200) becomes

S (- o B ) = (oo Tralf]) - (# - on. 3 mal])
JjeEH?E JeEH JEH\H?!
(201)

Recall from (154) that for any j € H, Eqt [g}f] = VQ;(z"). By Assumption 2 and
the fact that ijeH Qj(xy) =0,

<xt — a3, Yy Ee [9§]> = <-’L‘t — 3, ZVQj(mt)>

JEH JEH
(o o w06 - w00 ) > i -
JEH JEH

(202)
By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
<fvt—fr% > Ec [9§]> = >, (@ —ouEBag]) < D [|l2* - anl|Ee g5l
JEH\H? JEH\H! JEH\H?
(203)

Therefore, by combining (202) and (203), we have

S (ot —an Be [g]) = M7 ot = anl* = Y [lof — aul B gl (200)
jeHM? JEH\H?!

Also, by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, for any j € [n],
(2" =2, g5) = = ||« =2 || g5 - (205)

Recall the sorting of vectors {g;};‘:l. For an arbitrary j € B! and an arbitrary
J' e H\H',

lgjl < llgi [l (206)
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Recall that BY = {i1, ..., im—s} \H'. Thus, |B!| = m—f—|H!|. Also, as |[H|=n—f,
|H\M!| =n — f —|H!|. That is, |B'| < |H\H!|. Therefore, we have

DRI i P [ P11/l P /71 Be'cs

jeBt jeBt JEH\H?

Taking expectation on both sides, for the second term of (200) we have

Eee ) (' —an, ) > B { >l =] 95-] == > |l — el B flgill-

JjeB? JEH\H! JEH\H!
(208)
Combining (200), (204), and (208), we have
Eet (9] > [H] 7 ||o" - a:HHZ =2 Y |lat =z Be ||gh]] - (209)

FEH\H?

Note that in each iteration ¢, there exists a vy € H such that H gg- H < H gf,t H for all

j € H, i.e., the gradient sent by agent v; has the largest norm among all gradients
from non-faulty agents in H in iteration ¢t. By Lemma 4,

> Nl =zl B gl < [HAH [|2" — 23] B 193, |
JEH\H?

< |[H\H| ||2* — 2| <a (\/n —f-1+ 1) + max HVQi(xt)H>

= (V=T =1+ 1) [0 0t - au) + PR fo" — 2] <r%%i< chgi(mu) .
(210)

Combining (209) and (210), we have

Ect [0 > [H] 7 [l2" = an|” = 2 [H\H] | — ]| (gé%uth)u)

—20 (V= F=141) AR [l2 — . (211)
Substituting (184) in above, we have
Ece [¢0] > [y [l = ao]|” = 2 [H\H| Jo — ] (2mpe + g |* = o ])
—20 (V= F=141) AR [l2 — 2. (212)

As [H| =n—f, [H'| > m—2f, and |[H\H'| = n— f — |H'| < f +r, the above
implies that

Eee ] > (n— )y [ = on|” = 2F +7) ' — | (2mpe + p |2 — 2a]])
—2(f 470 (Va—F=1+1) o' — x|
> ((n = fyy = 2f + 1)) |2t — o]

—2(2m,ue+a(\/n—7f—1+1))(f+r) [E=p (213)
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Now consider the third term (n — f)n* >4 Eet HngQ in (199). Recall from
Lemma 2 that for any non-faulty agent j, we have (156)

Ect [|gf]|” < o + | VQ; ()]
Substituting (84) in above, we have
Ec |lgfl|” < o® + [[VQi )| = 0® + (2mpe + p|a’ —zn))*. (214)

Therefore,

ZE@ |ng <(n-f |H]77 <02+(2m,ue+u}|xt—xHH)2)
i€EH

= (n— f)*n? (02+ (2mu6+,uth—a:HH)2> : (215)
Substituting (213) and (215) in (199), we have

Ec o'+ = a3]|” < [|a' — ]| — 2nEe: [60] + > Ee gt
1€EH

<2’ - axll”
20 |((n = fyy=2(f +)u) —HJHH —2<2mu6+0(\/n—7+1)) (f +7) || = 2]
+(n— )% (2mpe + p |2t — 23]))* + (0 — £)?0P0”
= (1=2n— Py +4(F + e+ (n— £)*n2p2) ||2* — 23
+(4m77u6( (f + 1)+ (n = f)nu) +4(f +7) (\/mH)na) [
+4m?(n — )P p?e + (n — f)*n’0”. (216)

Consider the second term in (216). Notice that for any two real values a and b, we
have 2ab < a? + b%. Thus we have

(4mmpee (2 + 1)+ (0= 1)) +4(f +71) (Vo= T =1+ 1) o) [|a* = on
=2 (2mnpe (2(f + 1)+ (n = fPnp) |2 = o)) +2 (20 +7) (V= F=1+1) o) o — 2]
<mPn?ii? ot — al|* + 4 (2(f +7) + (n = )" €

+m2772M2H$t—xHH2+4<f+r> (\/ - f- —1—1) o?
:2m2772,u2th—xyuz—|—4(2(f+7“)+(n—f)277u) € +4< > (x/ —f- +1) 0.

(217)
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Substituting above in (216), we have

E o'+ — an]|” < [|a' — ]| — 20 [60] + Y Ee gt
1€EH

< (=200 Fmy+4(F + )+ (n— 2 [|2* — 2y
+2m2n2,u2th—xHHQ+4(2(f+r)+(n—f)277u)262+4(f+r> (Va—T-1+1) 0
+4m®(n — [)*n?u*e + (n - f)*n’a?

= (1= 2(n — f)y +4(F + )+ (n— £)*0?p? + 2m*n?p?) ||a" — 2ay||”

H4 (U 1)+ (= D)+ mn— ) €
+< <f+r> (\/TJrl) n—f)2n2> o’ (218)

Let B = (( (f +7) + (n— ) +m?(n f)2772M2) and C £
(f+r> (\/n—i-i— 1) (n — f)?n?. Thus, from (218) we obtain

Ec |Ja™*! — 2p|® < (1 2(n — f)iy + 4(f +r)np+ (n— 2022 + 2m2 ) ||2* — aa|?
+ Be? + Co?. (219)

Recalling (182) the definition of p, we have
Et thH _957-LH2 Spth—xHH2—|—B€2+CU2. (220)

Note that B,C > 0.
Second, we show 0 < p < 1. Recall that in (179) we defined

f-r f4r 2u
m m oy

a=1-—
where m = n — r. We have

(n—f)y—=2(f +r)p=mya. (221)
So p can be written as

p=1-=2mmpya+ (n— f)2n2M2 + 2mPn?
=1— 2mnya — ((n — f)*4* +2m°p) n*)

2mya

=1-((n— f)?p®+2m*p? —n). 222

((n f) uo+ mu)n (nff)2,u2+2m2,u2 n ( )
_ 2mya :

Recall (180) that 7 = . From above we obtain that

(n — f)?u? + 2m?p?

p=1—((n—f)?u?+2m*p?)n(—n). (223)
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Note that

n(m—mn) = (;’)2— (77—727)2- (224)
Therefore,

i o s [(2) - (-]

2 N\ 2
=((n— £)2u? + 2m2u2) <n — g) +1—((n— )2+ 2m2u2) <g) . (225)
Since n € (0,7), the minimum value of p can be obtained when 1 =7/2,
7\ 2
mninp =1-((n— )2+ 2m2u2) <2> . (226)

On the other hand, since n € (0,7), from (222), p < 1. Thus,

—\ 2
1—((n— )22+ 2m2u2) (g) <p<l. (227)
Substituting (180) in above implies that | (mya)” 1]. Not
S — .
ubstituting ( in above implies that p CES RS ote

that since a > 0, due to (221) we have (n — f)y — 2(f + ) > 0. Recall from
Lemma 5 that v < p. Also note that for two non-negative values a and b, (a —b)? =
a? — 2ab + b% < a? + b%. Thus

0<((n=fy=2(f+r)u)* < (n— > +4(f +r)°0* < (n = )* +4(f + T)? /ﬁ)-

228
Recall from (221) that (n — f)y —2(f +r)u = mya and that we defined m =n —r,
we have

(mye) (e £ A )
R T T T e O RS TIL
2(n—r)2—A(f+r)?
RO T
_2(n+\@f+(\@—1)7') (n—V2f—(1+V2)r)
- (0 17+ 217

1—

(229)

Note that we assume n > 2f + 3r (cf. Theorem 2-CGE description). Thus, the
right-hand side of the above is positive. Therefore, 0 < p < 1.
Third, we show the convergence property. Recall that in (181) we defined

M =Be* + Co”.
From (220), definition of p in (182), and definition of M above, we have

Ece || = 2y <p |t — za||* + M. (230)
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By Lemma 6, since M > 0 and p € [0,1), we have

_ ot
Y A et S = I

C.3 Derivation of (23)

For the special case of asynchronous stochastic optimization discussed in Section 4.1,
there are 0 Byzantine faulty agents, and up to r stragglers. In (23) there are the
following parameters:

e The resilience margin

a=1-—

T
—.B 231
i (231)

e The parameter that determines the step size

2nya
n=_—'_ 232
n 3n2M2 ) ( )
Recall the definition of x4 in Section 3: for any non-faulty agents H with |H| =
n — f in an execution, x € W is a unique minimum point of the aggregate cost
function of agents in H. When f = 0 there is only one set H = [n] and one
corresponding z;. The results in (23) can be described in full as follows:

THEOREM 2-AsyNC. Consider Algorithm 1 with stochastic updates, and the
GAR in use is as follows:

GradAgg (g5lj € S'in,0,r) = Z g5,
jest

where th~ 18 the stochastic gradient of agent j at iteration i. Suppose Assump-
tions 1, 2, and 3 hold true, the expected cost functions of the agents in the
system satisfy (0,r;€)-redundancy, o > 0 and step size in (3) ne =n > 0 for all
t. Let

M =4 ((r + n277,u)2 + n4n2u2> e+ (n2772 + (&)2 (Vn—1+ 1)2> o2
(233)
If n <m, the following holds true:
o The value of
p=1=2(ny—rpn+3n°ny’, (234)

satisfies 0 < p < 1, and
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e Given the initial estimate 20 arbitrarily chosen from W, for all t > 0,

i+l
E, [l — on|” < o |2 — an|* + <11_”p> M. (235)

Proof. First, we show a recursive bound over the expected value of H.Z‘t — QUHHQ
Following the first part of the proof of Theorem 1-Async in Appendix B.3, we know
that by Assumption 1 and (0, r;€)-redundancy, for all i € [n], we obtain the same
result as in (109) that

IVQi(@)|| < 2npe + p ||z — x| - (236)

Define gt = > jest g§. Recall our iterative update (3). Using the non-expansion
property of Euclidean projection onto a closed convex set?, with 7; = n for all ¢, we

have
thﬂ —xHH < Ha:t—ngt—xHH. (237)

Taking square on both sides, we have

ot = en]|” < fla — aul|* 20 (2’ o, ¢') + o |lg']* (238)

By triangle inequality and AM-QM inequality (i.e., %22:1 zj < 4/ P a:? for

any n positive real x;’s),

lo' I < ( DNl | < | 22 Mgl | <1l D2 Mlggl* = 3 Nlgh”- (239)

jest J€ln| J€[n| J€ln|

Substitute above in (238), we have

2 = ap]|* <ot = zn]|* - 20 (2t — 230, g% + 0 Y |1t (240)
JEn]
We define
b= (ot —on gy = Y (o —an gl 24)
jeSt

Substituting above in (240), we have

|21 = || < [la" = 20l |* = 2000 +mn* > [gf]1* (242)
JEM]

Recall that ¢! = {¢?,....,¢!}, and 2! is a function of the set of random variables

¢t. Also note that Eee th — HTHH2 = th — xHH2 Taking expectation E¢+ on both
sides, we have

Eee ||z — HTHHQ <||z* — acHHQ — 2nE¢: [¢e] +nn? Z Et Hg§||2 (243)
J€ln]

*lle = zall 2 [z — 22|, Yw € R
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Consider E¢t [¢]. With the definition of g* we have

E¢t [¢1] = B¢ (2 — z34, g') = B <9€t — a3, Y 9§> ‘ (244)

jESt

Recall from (154) that for any j € [n], Eq [gﬂ = VQj(z"). Substituting this in
(244), we have

Ect [¢r] = Et <xt — Ty, Z g§>

jest
S SIS W WD o)
jest JE[n]\S? Jem\S*
:Ect <xt—$7-[, Zg§>—<xt_37?-h Z g§>
J€n] JEMNS!
J€[n] JE€n\S!
= <xt — Ty, Z VQj(a:t)> Et <x — Ty, Z g]t> . (245)
je[n] JE\S?

For the first term in (245), recall that z is the minimum of } ;. Q;(x), ie.,
Zje[n] VQ;(z2) = 0. By Assumption 2, we have

<:r:t — Ty, Z VQj(wt)> = <xt — Ty, Z VQj( Z VQj(xy > > ny H:L’t — xf;.[H2

JEn] JEn] JEn]

(246)
For the second term in (245), by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
E¢ <wt—% ) 9§> > —E¢ { > 2t =] |9§] == > " —onl B g5 -
j

jelm\s* ln)\s* jelm)\s*
(247)

Note that in each iteration ¢, there exists a v; € [n] such that Hgﬁ” < ||gL,|| for all

j € [n], i.e., the gradient sent by agent v; has the largest norm among all agents in
[n] in iteration ¢t. Now,

S ot el Bt < ] o — ] B
J€[n]\S*

g\[n]\StH\xt—xHH( (V=T 1) +max [VQ,(a" H> (by Lemma 4)

o (VA=T+1) [ wwu~mww\MW—mw@wWQ 91)-
(248)
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Combining (245), (246), (247), and (248), we have
Ect[¢e] > ny ||a* — mHHQ — o (Vn—=1+1)|[n]\S] ||z" — 2|
! ot = o (max [P Qi) 219
Note that |[n]\S?| = r. Substituting (236) in above, we have

Eeeler] = ny |’ — x”HHQ —ro (Vn—1+1) ||lz" —a|
= ||a" —wu| Gnpe + plla’ —aul). (250)

2
Now consider () E¢t g}fH . Recall (156) from Lemma 2 that

Egelgf]|* < o + [ VQi)I"

Combining above and (236), we have

ZEU Hgﬂf §n<02+ (2n,ue+uth—:L'HH)2) . (251)
Jj€[n]

Substituting (250) and (251) in (243),
Ege o —
-
—2n {(nv —rp) ||a - x%HQ — (2npe+o (Vn—1+1))r|a" - f?—l”]
+ n2772 (02 + (QTLME + p Hl‘t — a:HH)2>

<(1=2(ny = rpjn + n°n?w) [t —
+ (4m],ue (r + n277,u) + 27 (\/n -1+ 1) 770) H:Ut — xHH
+ n2n% (0% + 4n’p2e?). (252)

Consider the second term in (243). Notice that for any two real values a and b, we
have 2ab < a® + b%. Thus, we have

(4m7ue (r + n277,u) + 2r (\/n -1+ 1) 770) Ha:t — xHH
<2 (2nnpe (r+nnp) [[o = anl]) + 2 (r (Vi =T+ 1) o ||z’ — o)
<n’n?p? ||z’ — HTHHQ +4(r+ n2nu)2 €

2
=+ n2772u2 th — iL"HH2 + (&) (\/n -1+ 1)2 o?

2
<on’n?u? H;rt - JUHHZ +4(r+ n277u)2 e+ (7:11,> (Vn—1+ 1)2 0. (253)
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Substituting above in (252), we have
Eee thﬂ —QUHH (1 —2(ny — rp)n + nn?u?) th—:pHHQ
+2n2n2u2Hx fUHH +4(r+n ma) e+ < ) (Vn—1+ ) o2

—|—TL2’I7 (O‘ +41’L2 2 2)
< (1=2(ny —rp)n + 3n*n*p?) ||2* —

+4((r—|—n277u) +n4772u2) e+ (n n° + ( > (Vn—1+1) )
(254)

2
o

Let B = 4<(r+n2nu) +n4772,u,2> and C = | n2n? + ( )2 (Vn—1+ )
Thus, from (254) we obtain
Ec [Jat* — aa||” < (1 2(ny — rp)n + 3020202 ||2t — 23]|* + Be® + Co®. (255)
Recalling (234), the definition of p, we have
B || — o < p o’ — 2" + B + Co>. (256)

Note that B,C > 0.
Second, we show 0 < p < 1. Recall that in (231) we defined

a=1-

S
==

We have
ny — ry = nya. (257)

Recall from (234) that p = 1 — 2(ny — ru)n + 3n?n?u2. So p can be written as

p = 1—2n17’ya+3n2 212
2nya
2 2
=1— (3n°p*)n (3n2;¢2 - 77> . (258)

. __ 2ma :
Recalling (232) that 7 = T2 from above we obtain
np

p=1—(3n"u%) n(m—n). (259)

n(m—mn) = <Z>2 - (n - ?27)2 (260)
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Therefore,

N2 \ 2
— 1 — (3022 n _(,_"n
v (1) o
.2 N\ 2
= (3n212) (n - 727> +1— (3n%2) (Z) . (261)
Since n € (0,7), the minimum value of p can be obtained when n = 77/2,

2
minp=1— (3n2u2) <77> .
n

262
! (262)
On the other hand, since n € (0,7), from (259), p < 1. Thus,
7\ 2
1— (3n%n?) <2> <p<l (263)

2

nyo

1-— u, 1|. Note that since
3n2'u2

a > 0, we have ny — ru > 0. Thus, with v < p (cf. Lemma 5),

Substituting (232) in above implies that p €

(ny —rp)® < (n—r)?p?.

(264)
Recalling that ny — ru = nya, we have
nya)? n—r)2u? 1
(’Y)S( )ugf. (265)
3n2u? 3n2pu? 3

Therefore the lower bound of p>1—-1/3>0. So0< p < 1.
Third, we show the convergence property. Recall that in (233) we defined

M = Be? + Co?.

From (256), definition of p in (234), and definition of M above, we have

Ber o — ] < p o — a4 M.

(266)
By Lemma 6, since M > 0 and p € [0,1), we have
_ gl
B 1 < 041 o0 P+ (2 Y
0
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