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Abstract
Distributed training of deep neural networks faces
three critical challenges: privacy preservation,
communication efficiency, and robustness to fault
and adversarial behaviors. Although significant
research efforts have been devoted to addressing
these challenges independently, their synthesis re-
mains less explored. In this paper, we propose
TernaryVote, which combines a ternary compres-
sor and the majority vote mechanism to realize
differential privacy, gradient compression, and
Byzantine resilience simultaneously. We theo-
retically quantify the privacy guarantee through
the lens of the emerging f -differential privacy
(DP) and the Byzantine resilience of the proposed
algorithm. Particularly, in terms of privacy guar-
antees, compared to the existing sign-based ap-
proach StoSign, the proposed method improves
the dimension dependence on the gradient size
and enjoys privacy amplification by mini-batch
sampling while ensuring a comparable conver-
gence rate. We also prove that TernaryVote is
robust when less than 50% of workers are blind
attackers, which matches that of SIGNSGD with
majority vote. Extensive experimental results val-
idate the effectiveness of the proposed algorithm.

1. Introduction
In the past decades, the ever-growing computational power
distributed across the network and massive data generated
daily have enabled the unprecedented success of distributed
machine learning techniques (Dean et al., 2012). In the clas-
sic parameter server paradigm for distributed learning, the
training process consists of multiple workers coordinated
by the central server that updates a global model iteratively
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using the model updates from the workers. In distributed
stochastic gradient descent (SGD), the server updates the
model with the average of the stochastic gradients com-
puted by the workers using their local datasets (Bertsekas &
Tsitsiklis, 2015).

While harnessing the computing power of the distributed
workers, distributed SGD faces several critical challenges.
Firstly, the local training data collected by the workers may
contain sensitive information (e.g., medical data (Rieke
et al., 2020)), which hinders their willingness to participate
in collaborative training. Despite that the federated learning
(FL) paradigm offers a certain degree of privacy protection
by practicing the principle of data minimization, there is
no formal and rigorous quantification of privacy (Kairouz
et al., 2021b). Secondly, in applications like FL, the workers
are usually equipped with limited communication capability
while the size of modern neural networks is unprecedentedly
growing, which renders communication latency a major
bottleneck. Finally, the distributed training paradigm is
vulnerable to fault and adversarial behaviors, and any faulty
worker can ruin the convergence of distributed SGD by
sending a sufficiently large gradient (Bernstein et al., 2019).

Significant research efforts have been devoted to addressing
the aforementioned challenges. More specifically, various
differentially private (DP) mechanisms (Abadi et al., 2016;
Agarwal et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2020a; Kairouz et al.,
2021a; Agarwal et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2022), gradient
compression schemes (Alistarh et al., 2017; Haddadpour
et al., 2020; Stich et al., 2018; Bernstein et al., 2018; Karim-
ireddy et al., 2019; Safaryan & Richtárik, 2021; Jin et al.,
2024), and Byzantine robust aggregators (Blanchard et al.,
2017; Yin et al., 2018; Xie et al., 2019; Karimireddy et al.,
2021; Farhadkhani et al., 2022; Allouah et al., 2023a), have
been proposed to alleviate the privacy concern, the com-
munication efficiency issue, and the vulnerability against
Byzantine attacks, respectively. Although a few pioneering
works, e.g., (Guerraoui et al., 2021; Allouah et al., 2023b),
have studied the combination of DP mechanisms and Byzan-
tine robust schemes, the requirement for communication effi-
ciency is often ignored. Among these approaches, SIGNSGD
with majority vote (Bernstein et al., 2019) is of particular
interest since it offers both Byzantine resilience and a sig-

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

10
81

6v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

6 
Fe

b 
20

24



TernaryVote: Differentially Private, Communication Efficient, and Byzantine Resilient Distributed Optimization

nificant reduction in communication overhead. However, it
fails to converge in the presence of data heterogeneity (Chen
et al., 2020b). (Xiang & Su, 2023) shows the differential
privacy guarantee of the stochastic-sign compressor that is
proposed in (Jin et al., 2020) to address the non-convergence
issue of SIGNSGD, which reveals the potential of providing
differential privacy, communication efficiency, and Byzan-
tine resilience in a unified framework. Nonetheless, the
ϵ-DP guarantee in (Xiang & Su, 2023) has a linear depen-
dency on d (i.e., the dimension of gradients), which renders
the privacy protection less meaningful for modern neural net-
works with d in the order of hundreds of millions. Recently,
(Jin et al., 2023) has observed that incorporating random
sparsification into the stochastic-sign compressor leads to
privacy amplification for distributed mean estimation. In-
spired by this, we incorporate ternary compression into the
majority vote mechanism and propose TernaryVote. Similar
to the sign-based approaches, the ternary-based majority
vote mechanism is expected to provide a certain degree of
Byzantine resilience. We make the aspiration rigorous and
show that the non-convergence issue of the sign-based ap-
proach can be addressed while ensuring differential privacy
and further improving communication efficiency.

Our contributions. Our main technical contributions are
summarized as follows.

• We analyze the differential privacy guarantee of the
ternary compressor (Jin et al., 2023) in the use case
of SGD, based on which TernaryVote is proposed. In
sharp contrast to the results in (Xiang & Su, 2023),
the privacy guarantee of TernaryVote has a dependency
on

√
d (instead of d), and TernaryVote enjoys privacy

amplification by mini-batch training data sampling.

• Under the bounded gradient assumption, we show
that TernaryVote converges in expectation with a rate
O(1/

√
T +B/

√
M) (which matches that of StoSign

(Xiang & Su, 2023)) in the low-privacy regime (i.e., a
small B), in which T is the number of communication
rounds, M is the number of workers, and B is a tuning
parameter for ternary compression. In the high-privacy
regime (in µT -GDP) with B = O(

√
T/µT ), it con-

verges in expectation with a rate O(1/µT + µT /
√
T ),

which matches that of DP-SGD with the classic Gaus-
sian mechanism (Fang et al., 2022).

• We theoretically quantify the Byzantine resilience of
TernaryVote, which can tolerate up to K = M − 1
blind attackers (Bernstein et al., 2019) in which M is
the number of normal workers.

• Experimental results on the MNIST, Fashion-MNIST,
and CIFAR-10 datasets validate the effectiveness of
the proposed method.

2. Related Work
Differential Privacy Mechanism: Since the seminar work
(Abadi et al., 2016) introduces the classic Gaussian mecha-
nism into deep learning, there has been a surging interest in
developing various DP mechanisms. To cope with the com-
munication efficiency issue, significant research efforts have
been devoted to studying discrete mechanisms. (Dwork
et al., 2006) introduces the one-dimensional binomial noise,
which is extended to the general d-dimensional case in
(Agarwal et al., 2018) with more comprehensive analysis
in terms of (ϵ, δ)-DP. (Canonne et al., 2020; Kairouz et al.,
2021a) investigate the DP guarantees of discrete Gaussian
noise. (Agarwal et al., 2021) and (Chen et al., 2022) propose
the Skellam mechanism and the Poisson binomial mecha-
nism, respectively, with Rényi DP guarantees. (Chaudhuri
et al., 2022; Guo et al., 2023) achieve privacy-aware com-
pression through numerical mechanism design, and (Zhu
& Blaschko, 2023) studies the impact of random sparsifica-
tion on DP-SGD (Abadi et al., 2016). For distributed mean
estimation, (Chen et al., 2020a) proposes the subsampled
and quantized Kashin’s response (SQKR) mechanism that
achieves order-optimal estimation error. (Chen et al., 2023)
studies privacy amplification by compression for central
(ϵ, δ)-DP, while (Jin et al., 2023) considers the privacy am-
plification of random sparsification through the lens of f -DP.
However, none of these works takes the Byzantine resilience
of the proposed mechanisms into consideration.

Robustness: In practice, the workers may fail to deliver cor-
rect information due to hardware or software failure, data
corruption, transmission error, or malicious adversaries. To
address this issue, various Byzantine resilient mechanisms
have been proposed (Blanchard et al., 2017; Xie et al., 2018;
Mhamdi et al., 2018; Yin et al., 2018; Karimireddy et al.,
2021; Farhadkhani et al., 2022; Karimireddy et al., 2022;
Zhu et al., 2023; Allouah et al., 2023a). A few works inves-
tigate the robustness of differentially private mechanisms.
Specifically, (Sun et al., 2019; Naseri et al., 2022) empiri-
cally show that adding Gaussian noise to the model updates
mitigates backdoor attacks and white-box membership in-
ference attacks. (Nguyen et al., 2022) combines clustering,
adaptive clipping, and the Gaussian mechanism to defend
against poisoning attacks while realizing client-level DP.
(Guerraoui et al., 2021) shows that most of the existing
Byzantine resilient aggregation rules, including Krum (Blan-
chard et al., 2017), Bulyan (Mhamdi et al., 2018), Trimmed
mean (Yin et al., 2018), and Median (Yin et al., 2018), suf-
fer from the curse of dimensionality when combined with
the Gaussian mechanism. (Allouah et al., 2023b) studies
the tradeoff between privacy, robustness, and accuracy in
distributed learning and proposes the smallest maximum
eigenvalue averaging method for Byzantine resilient aggre-
gation. However, it results in a computational complexity
of O(d3). In addition, none of the aforementioned works
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considers the communication efficiency.

(Zhang & Hu, 2023) incorporates sparsification and vari-
ance reduction into the classic Gaussian mechanism, which
demonstrates robustness against Byzantine attackers em-
pirically. (Zhu & Ling, 2022) shows the DP guarantees
of the sign-flipping mechanism (only for the scalar case)
and extends the robust stochastic model aggregation (RSA)
method (Li et al., 2019) to its differentially private variant.
(Xiang & Su, 2023) proves the differential privacy guarantee
and the Byzantine resilience of the stochastic-sign compres-
sor in (Jin et al., 2020). However, the privacy guarantee in
(Xiang & Su, 2023) has a linear dependency on d.

3. Problem Setup and Preliminaries
3.1. Problem Setup

We consider a classical parameter server paradigm for dis-
tributed learning that consists of M honest workers (de-
noted by M) and a central server. Each worker holds a local
dataset Dm, and the goal of the workers is to minimize the
finite-sum objective of the form

min
w∈Rd

F (w)
def
=

1

M

M∑
m=1

fm(w), (1)

where fm(w) is a local loss function defined by the local
dataset of worker m and the parameter vector w ∈ W . More
specifically, fm(w) = 1

|Dm|
∑

s∈Dm
l(w; s) where |Dm| is

the size of worker m’s local dataset Dm and l : W×D → R
is the loss function that measures the loss of prediction on
the data point s ∈ D made with w.

3.2. Privacy Measure

Each honest worker m aims to protect the privacy of their
local dataset Dm from all the other participants, i.e., the
server and the other workers. In this work, we adopt the
well-known differential privacy as the privacy measure. We
first introduce the most commonly used differential privacy
measure (ϵ, δ)-DP (Dwork et al., 2006), followed by the
emerging concept of f -DP (Dong et al., 2021). Particularly,
compared to (ϵ, δ)-DP, f -DP enjoys the hypothesis testing
interpretation and a better composition property.

(ϵ, δ)-Differential Privacy: Formally, (ϵ, δ)-DP (Dwork
et al., 2006) is defined as follows.

Definition 1 ((ϵ, δ)-DP). A randomized mechanism Q is
(ϵ, δ)-differentially private if for all neighboring datasets
S and S′ and all O ⊂ O in the range of M, we have
P (Q(S) ∈ O) ≤ eϵP (Q(S′) ∈ O) + δ, in which S and S′

are neighboring datasets that differ in only one record, and
ϵ, δ ≥ 0 characterize the level of privacy.

f -Differential Privacy: For two neighboring datasets S
and S′, from the hypothesis testing perspective, we consider

two hypotheses
H0 : the underlying dataset is S,
H1 : the underlying dataset is S′.

(2)

Let P and Q denote the probability distribution of the out-
puts of the randomized mechanism Q(S) and Q(S′), respec-
tively. Consider a rejection rule 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1 (i.e., rejecting
H0 with a probability of ϕ), there exists a tradeoff between
the achievable type I and type II error rates defined as

αϕ = EP [ϕ], βϕ = 1− EQ[ϕ], (3)
respectively. f -DP characterizes this tradeoff through the
following tradeoff function.

Definition 2 (tradeoff function (Dong et al., 2021)). For any
two probability distributions P and Q on the same space,
the tradeoff function T (P,Q) : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is defined as

T (P,Q)(α) = inf{βϕ : αϕ ≤ α}, (4)
where the infimum is taken over all (measurable) ϕ.

Formally, f -DP (Dong et al., 2021) is defined as follows.

Definition 3 (f -DP). Let f be a tradeoff function. A mech-
anism Q is f -differentially private if for all neighboring
datasets S and S′,

T (Q(S),Q(S′)) ≥ f, (5)
which suggests that the attacker cannot achieve a type II
error rate smaller than f(α) given that the type I error rate
is no larger than α.

f -DP can be converted to (ϵ, δ)-DP as follows.

Lemma 1. (Dong et al., 2021) A mechanism is f(α)-
differentially private if and only if it is (ϵ, δ)-differentially
private with

f(α) = max{0, 1− δ − eϵα, e−ϵ(1− δ − α)}. (6)

Finally, we introduce a special case of f -DP with f(α) =
Φ(Φ−1(1−α)−µ), which is denoted as µ-GDP. Specifically,
µ-GDP corresponds to the tradeoff function of two normal
distributions with mean 0 and µ, respectively, and a variance
of 1. It enjoys the following composition property.

Lemma 2. The T -fold composition of µi-GDP mechanisms
is
√
u2
1 + u2

2 + · · ·+ u2
T -GDP.

3.3. Gradient Compression

In applications like FL, the workers are usually mobile de-
vices that are equipped with limited communication capa-
bility, and gradient compression is commonly adopted to
improve communication efficiency. In this work, we con-
sider the following ternary stochastic compressor.

Definition 4 (Ternary Stochastic Compressor). For any
given x ∈ [−c, c], the compressor ternary outputs
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ternary(x,A,B), which is given by

ternary(x,A,B) =


1, with probability A+x

2B ,

0, with probability 1− A
B ,

−1,with probability A−x
2B .

(7)

The privacy guarantee of the above ternary compressor con-
cerning x is given by (Jin et al., 2023) as follows.

Theorem 1. (Jin et al., 2023) The ternary compressor in
Definition 4 is f(α)-differentially private with

f(α) =


1− A+c

A−cα, for α ∈ [0, A−c
2B ],

1− c
B − α, for α ∈ [A−c

2B , 1− A+c
2B ],

A−c
A+c −

A−c
A+cα, for α ∈ [1− A+c

2B , 1].

(8)

3.4. Threat Model

In addition to the M normal workers, it is assumed that
there exist K Byzantine attackers, and its set is denoted
as K. The attackers may send arbitrary information to the
central server, with their identities a priori unknown.

Algorithm 1 Differentially Private, Communication Effi-
cient, and Byzantine Resilient Distributed SGD

Initialization: The initial model weights w0, the differ-
entially private compression mechanism C(·), the robust
aggregator Agg(·), the batch size b, the clipping func-
tion Clip(·), the learning rate η, and the total number of
communication rounds T .
for communication round t = 0, 1, 2, · · · , T do

Server randomly samples a subset of workers Nt and
sends the model weights w(t) to them.
for each worker i ∈ Nt do

if i ∈ M then
Sample a mini-batch B(t)

i training examples of
size b at random from Di. Then compute and
clip the per-example gradients and average the
mini-batch gradients:

ḡ
(t)
i =

1

b

∑
s∈B(t)

i

Clip(∇l(w(t); s)) (9)

Apply the differentially private compression
mechanism and send Z

(t)
i = C(ḡ(t)

i ) back to the
central server.

else if i ∈ K then
Send arbitrary information Z

(t)
i to the server.

end if
end for
The central server aggregates the received gradients
ĝ(t) = Agg({Z(t)

i }i∈Nt
) and updates the model by

w(t+1) = w(t) − ηĝ(t). (10)
end for

3.5. The Overall Distributed Learning Process

Algorithm 1 summarizes the overall distributed training
process. During each communication round t, the server
randomly samples a subset of workers and broadcasts the
global model weights to the selected workers. The workers
sample a mini-batch of training examples, compute and clip
the corresponding per-example gradient, and send the aver-
age mini-batch clipped gradients to the server after applying
the differentially private compression mechanism. Upon
receiving the gradients from all the workers, the server ag-
gregates them and updates the global model weights accord-
ingly. We remark that the vanilla DP-SGD (Abadi et al.,
2016) is a special case of Algorithm 1 with Clip(g;C) =
g ·min{1, C/||g||2}, C(g) = g+ξ where ξ is the Gaussian
noise, and Agg({Z(t)

i }i∈Nt
) = 1

|Nt|
∑

i∈Nt
Z

(t)
i .

4. The Proposed Mechanisms
In this section, we introduce the proposed mechanisms.
During communication round t, the workers clip the per-
example gradients with l∞ norm of c and obtain Z

(t)
i by

applying the ternary stochastic compressor to each coordi-
nate of the average mini-batch gradient independently, i.e.,
Z

(t)
i = [ternary(ḡ

(t)
i,1, A,B), · · · , ternary(ḡ(t)

i,d, A,B)].
For the server, we consider two candidate aggregators:
ĝ(t) = Agg({Z(t)

i }i∈Nt
)

=


1

|Nt|
∑

i∈Nt
Z

(t)
i , Scheme I,

sign
(

1
|Nt|

∑
i∈Nt

Z
(t)
i

)
, Scheme II.

(11)

We note that the privacy guarantee in Theorem 1 assumes
compressing the private data x ∈ [−c, c] that is symmetric
about 0, which means that it can be applied to the SGD sce-
nario with gradient clipping. For mini-batch SGD, however,
the results cannot be directly applied. More specifically,
since the neighboring datasets differ in only one training
example (denoted by s′), we have

ḡ
(t)
i =

1

b
Clip(∇l(w(t); s′))︸ ︷︷ ︸

xi

+
1

b

∑
s∈B(t)

i /s′

Clip(∇l(w(t); s))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
y

.

(12)

Therefore, ḡ(t)
i (i.e., the data to be compressed) is symmetric

about some y instead of 0 concerning the difference caused
by the private training example s′ (i.e., ḡ(t)

i,j ∈ [
yj

b − c
b ,

yj

b +
c
b ] is no longer symmetric about 0 when yj ̸= 0), which
renders the result in Theorem 1 not applicable directly. With
such consideration, in the following, we extend the result in
Theorem 1 to cover the mini-batch SGD scenario.
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Algorithm 2 Ternary Compressor for Vectors

Input: c, b > 0, x̄i = 1
b (y + xi), in which xi,j ∈

[−c,+c],∀1 ≤ j ≤ d and y ∈ [−(b− 1)c, (b− 1)c]d.
Privatization:
Zi ≜ [ternary(x̄i,1, A,B), ..., ternary(x̄i,d, A,B)].

4.1. Privacy of the Ternary Compressor

In this subsection, we first present the privacy guarantee of
Algorithm 2 for the scalar case (i.e., d = 1). Specifically,
we extend the differential privacy guarantees of the ternary
compressor in Theorem 1 to a more general case, in which
the input to the ternary compressor is a linear combination
of another (unknown) variable y and the private data xi as
shown in Algorithm 2. For mini-batch SGD, b in Algorithm
2 corresponds to the mini-batch size, while xi and y corre-
spond to the gradients of the training example of interest
and the remaining training examples.

Theorem 2. Assuming that B > A + c, the ternary com-
pressor is f(α)-DP for the scalar xi with
f(α) =

1− Ab−(b−2)c
(A−c)b α, for α ∈ [0, A−c

2B ],

1− c
Bb − α, for α ∈ [A−c

2B , 1− Ab−(b−2)c
2Bb ],

(A−c)b
Ab−(b−2)c (1− α), for α ∈ [1− Ab−(b−2)c

2Bb , 1].

(13)

In the following, we extend the result to the vector case by
utilizing the central limit theorem in (Dong et al., 2021).

Theorem 3. Assuming that B > A + c, the ternary com-
pressor is f(α)-DP for the vector xi with

Gµ(α+ γ)− γ ≤ f(α) ≤ Gµ(α− γ) + γ, (14)
in which

µ =
2
√
dc√

(A− c)Bb2 +Bbc− c2
, (15)

γ =
0.56

[
A−c
2B

∣∣1 + c
Bb

∣∣3 + Ab−(b−2)c
2Bb

∣∣1− c
Bb

∣∣3]
( (A−c)b+c

Bb − c2

B2b2 )
3/2d1/2

+
0.56

[(
1− (A−c)b+c

Bb

) ∣∣ c
Bb

∣∣3]
( (A−c)b+c

Bb − c2

B2b2 )
3/2d1/2

.

(16)

Remark 1 (Privacy Improvement via Mini-batch Sam-
pling). Similar to the classic Gaussian mechanism in which
mini-batch SGD reduces the global sensitivity (and therefore
improves the privacy) compared to SGD, Theorem 3 implies
that the privacy guarantee of the ternary compressor also
improves (i.e., µ decreases) as b increases. When b = 1, it
recovers the result in (Jin et al., 2023). Besides, instead of
distributed mean estimation, we focus on distributed learn-
ing with analyses on convergence and Byzantine resilience.

Remark 2. (Xiang & Su, 2023) proves that the stochastic-
sign compressor, which is a special case of the ternary

compressor with A = B, is (ϵ, 0)-DP with ϵ = d log(B+c
B−c ),

which has a linear dependency on d. Besides showing the
privacy amplification effect of mini-batch sampling, Theo-
rem 3 implies that the privacy guarantee µ = O(

√
d).

4.2. Convergence Results in the Absence of Attackers

To facilitate the convergence analysis for Algorithm 1, we
make the following commonly adopted assumptions.

Assumption 1. (Lower bound). For all x and some constant
F ∗, we have objective value F (x) ≥ F ∗.

Assumption 2. (Smoothness). ∀y,x, we require for some
non-negative constant L,

F (y) ≤ F (x) + ⟨∇F (x),y − x⟩+ L

2
||y − x||22, (17)

where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the standard inner product.

Assumption 3. (Variance bound). For any worker m, the
stochastic gradient oracle gives an independent unbiased
estimate gm that has coordinate bounded variance:
E[gm] = ∇fm(w),E[(gm,i −∇fm(w)i)

2] ≤ σ2
i , (18)

for a vector of non-negative constants σ̄ = [σ1, · · · , σd].

Assumption 4. (Gradient bound). For any worker m, the
stochastic gradient satisfies gm,i ≤ c,∀1 ≤ i ≤ d.

We note that in the implementation of differentially pri-
vate SGD algorithms, clipping is usually applied to ensure
bounded gradients (Abadi et al., 2016). In this work, we
follow the literature (e.g., (Xiang & Su, 2023)) and adopt
the bounded gradient assumption, i.e., Assumption 4, for
convergence analysis. The impact of gradient clipping has
also been studied in the literature, e.g., (Zhang et al., 2022),
which is left for future work. In the following results, we
consider C(·) = ternary(·, A,B) in which B ≥ 2A ≥ 2c
and Nt = M,∀t in Algorithm 1. Moreover, we term Al-
gorithm 1 with the scheme I aggregator and the scheme II
aggregator TernaryMean and TernaryVote, respectively.

Theorem 4 (Convergence of TernaryMean). Suppose As-
sumptions 1-4 are satisfied, then by running Algorithm 1
with TernaryMean for T iterations, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||22 ≤ F (w(0))− F ∗

T
(
η
B − Lη2

2B2

)
+

Lη2

2B2
(
η
B − Lη2

2B2

) [ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

]
.

(19)

Remark 3. When η ≤ B
L , we have η

B − Lη2

2B2 ≥ η
2B . Set-

ting η =
√
M√

TLd
gives 1

T

∑T
t=1 ||∇F (w(t))||22 ≤ O( B√

MT
+

A√
MT

+
||σ̄||22

B
√
MT

) = O( 1√
MT

), which matches that of dis-
tributed SGD (Jiang & Agrawal, 2018).

Theorem 5 (Convergence of TernaryVote). Suppose As-
sumptions 1-4 are satisfied, and the learning rate is set as
η = 1√

TLd
. Then by running Algorithm 1 with TernaryVote
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for T iterations, we have
1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ (F (w(0))− F ∗)
√
Ld√

T

+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
4||σ̄||1√

M
+

2Bd√
M + 1

(
1− 1

M + 1

)M
2

≤ O
(

1√
T

+
B√
M

)
.

(20)

Remark 4. We note that taking the majority vote during
aggregation (assuming sign(0) = 0) enables downlink com-
pression since the model updates are also ternary. The con-
vergence rate derived in Theorem 5 matches that of StoSign
in (Xiang & Su, 2023). It is possible to improve the con-
vergence rate to O(1/

√
T +B/M) for full-batch gradient

descent (c.f. Appendix C).

It is worth mentioning that Theorem 5 implies a convergence
rate of O(1/

√
T + B/

√
T ) when M ≥ T and B is some

finite constant, which echoes the results in (Jin et al., 2020;
Xiang & Su, 2023) that the convergence of the sign-based
SGD methods approaches that of the vanilla SGD for a large
enough M . However, when M is small, setting a large B
seems to ruin its convergence, while Theorem 3 implies that
increasing B yields better privacy preservation. We address
this dilemma with the following theorem.

Theorem 6 (Convergence of TernaryVote). Suppose As-
sumptions 1-4 are satisfied, |∇F (w(t))i| < Q, ∀i, t, B ≥
2A = O(

√
T ), and limT→∞ M/

√
T = 0. Then by run-

ning Algorithm 1 with TernaryVote and the learning rate
η = 1√

TLd
for T iterations, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||22 ≤ 1

I(A,B,M)
×

[
(F (w(0))− F ∗)

√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+

M∑
n=2

(
1− A

B

)M−n[(
M

n

)
O
(
An−2

Bn

)]
Qd

]
≤ O

(
B√
T

)
+O

(
1

B

)
,

(21)

in which

I(A,B,M) =

M∑
n=1

(1−A

B
)M−n

[( n−1
⌊n−1

2 ⌋
)
MAn−1

(
M−1
n−1

)
2n−1Bn

]
.

Remark 5. We note that Theorem 3 characterizes µ-GDP
guarantees of the ternary compressor for one iteration. The
composition of µ-GDP mechanisms in Lemma 2 gives an
overall privacy guarantee µT = O(

√
T/

√
AB). By set-

ting a fixed sparsity ratio A
B and A = O(

√
T/µT ), we

obtain 1
T

∑T
t=1 ||∇F (w(t))||22 ≤ O(1/µT ) +O(µT /

√
T ),

which matches that of the classic DP-SGD with the Gaus-
sian mechanism. Note that DP-SGD has a convergence rate
of O(log(1/δ)/ϵ) for (ϵ, δ)-DP (Fang et al., 2022), which

is equivalent to O(1/µ) for µ-GDP.

The Impact of Worker Sampling: Theorems 4-6 assume
that all the workers are sampled for training during each
communication round. However, the proofs can be readily
extended to incorporate worker sampling. For example,
suppose that each worker is sampled independently with
a probability ps (Yang et al., 2021). Combining worker
sampling with the ternary stochastic compressor yields

C(x,A,B, ps) =


1, with probability A+x

2B ps,

0, with probability 1− A
B ps,

−1,with probability A−x
2B ps,

(22)

which implies that incorporating the uniform worker sam-
pling strategy is equivalent to increasing the parameter B
by a factor of 1/ps.

5. Byzantine Resilience
In this section, we investigate the Byzantine resilience of
TernaryVote, i.e., Algorithm 1 with the Scheme II aggrega-
tor. Since each normal worker m ∈ M only shares a ternary
vector Zm ∈ {−1, 0, 1}d, the Byzantine attackers will be
easily identified if it shares anything other than a ternary
vector. Therefore, we assume that each Byzantine attacker
k ∈ K first obtains a gradient estimate g(t)

k , and then shares
Z

(t)
k = [ternary(g

(t)
k,1, A,B), · · · , ternary(g(t)

k,d, A,B)]

with the server, in which g
(t)
k ∈ [−c, c]d can be arbitrary.

Theorem 7. Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied,
|∇F (w(t))i| < Q,∀i, t, and the learning rate is set as
η = 1√

TLd
, then by running Algorithm 1 with TernaryVote

and Nt = M∪K for T iterations, we have
1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ (F (w(0))− F ∗)
√
Ld√

T

+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
4K(Q+A)d

M +K
+

4
√
M ||σ̄||1

M +K

+
2Bd√

M +K + 1

(
1− 1

M +K + 1

)M+K
2

≤ O

(
1√
T

+
B√

M +K
+

√
M +K

M +K

)
.

(23)

Remark 6. Compared to Theorem 5, there is an additional
term O(

√
M+K
M+K ) in Theorem 7. If K = O(

√
M), then the

last two terms in (23) scale in M with order O( 1√
M
), which

means that when M = O(T ), the proposed TernaryVote
algorithm can tolerate O(

√
M) Byzantine attackers.

Theorem 8. Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied,
|∇F (w(t))i| < Q, ∀i, t, B ≥ 2A = O(

√
T ), and

limT→∞(M +K)/
√
T = 0. Then by running Algorithm

1 with TernaryVote, Nt = M ∪ K, and the learning rate
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Table 1. Test Accuracy on MNIST with A/B = 0.01 (200 communication rounds)

µ 0.1 0.5 1 2

GAUSSIAN NOISE &
RANDOM SPARSIFICATION

24.68± 1.63% 66.57± 1.35% 76.40± 1.97% 84.19± 0.24%

TernaryMean 54.62± 2.68% 79.60± 0.45% 84.07± 0.15% 85.33± 0.47%
TernaryVote 55.25± 3.26% 80.93± 0.89% 84.18± 0.94% 85.53± 0.64%

Table 2. Test Accuracy on Fashion-MNIST with A/B = 0.01 (200 communication rounds)

µ 0.1 0.5 1 2

GAUSSIAN NOISE &
RANDOM SPARSIFICATION

32.79± 4.57% 66.66± 1.39% 71.55± 0.49% 74.88± 0.81%

TernaryMean 60.77± 0.84% 74.09± 0.65% 75.89± 0.78% 76.31± 0.62%
TernaryVote 61.42± 1.58% 74.89± 0.35% 76.63± 0.21% 76.98± 0.78%

η = 1√
TLd

for T iterations, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

d∑
i=1

(
M
∣∣∣∇F (w(t))i

∣∣∣− ∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈K

g
(t)
k,i

∣∣∣∣∣
)
|∇F (w(t))i|

≤ O
(

B√
T

)
+O

(
1

B

)
.

(24)

Remark 7 (Robustness against Blind Attackers).
Theorem 8 implies that the convergence of the pro-
posed TernaryVote algorithm is guaranteed as long as
M |∇F (w(t))i| − |

∑
k∈K g

(t)
k,i| > 0. For instance, if

the attackers have access to the true gradients ∇F (w(t))
and adopt C(∇F (w(t))) = ternary(−∇F (w(t)), A,B)
(i.e., blind attackers as in (Bernstein et al., 2019)), we
have |

∑
k∈K g

(t)
k,i| = K|∇F (w(t))i|. Then, the proposed

TernaryVote algorithm can tolerate K = M − 1 Byzantine
attackers, which is the same as SIGNSGD with majority vote
with homogeneous data distribution across workers (Bern-
stein et al., 2019). Note that SIGNSGD fails to converge in
the presence of data heterogeneity (Jin et al., 2020)), while
we do not make assumptions on the data distribution.

6. Experimental Results
In this section, we examine the performance of the proposed
methods with a three-layer fully connected neural network
on MNIST and Fashion-MNIST, and a CNN with four con-
volutional layers on CIFAR-10. In the absence of attackers,
we compare the proposed algorithm with the combination
of the Gaussian mechanism (Abadi et al., 2016) and random
sparsification (Zhu & Blaschko, 2023) to ensure the same
sparsity as the ternary compressor. For the selection of A
and B, we fix the sparsity ratio A/B and the privacy guar-
antee µ, and then find the corresponding A and B such that
(15) is satisfied. We use a batch size of 128 in our experi-
ments and clip the per-example gradient by L2 norm with

a threshold of C = 2 (Abadi et al., 2016) for the baseline
algorithm and by magnitude with a threshold of c = 0.0003
for the proposed algorithm. In the presence of attackers,
we further incorporate Multi-Krum (Blanchard et al., 2017)
and the recently proposed centered clipping (Karimireddy
et al., 2021) into the baseline algorithm. We note that in the
high-sparsity regime, the median-based and trimmed mean-
based methods may fail since the results will be 0 with a
high probability. We run all the algorithms for 5 repeats
and present the results for high-sparsity and high-privacy
scenarios, which are of more practical interest. More results
for lower sparsity scenarios and implementation details can
be found in Appendix A and Appendix D, respectively.

6.1. Accuracy in the Absence of Attackers

Tables 1-4 compare the test accuracy of the proposed meth-
ods with the baseline algorithm that combines the Gaussian
mechanism and random sparsification. For MNIST and
Fashion-MNIST, we consider a scenario of M = 100 nor-
mal workers with the training data on each worker drawn
independently with class labels following a Dirichlet distri-
bution Dir(α) with α = 0.1, and 50 workers are sampled
uniformly at random for training during each round. For
CIFAR-10, we consider a scenario of M = 300 normal
workers with α = 3, and 90 workers are sampled uniformly
at random for training during each communication round. It
can be observed that TernaryMean outperforms the baseline
algorithm for all the examined scenarios, while TernaryVote
achieves a comparable performance to TernaryMean. We
note that despite the same sparsity, both TernaryMean and
TernaryVote require only 1 bit to represent the value of each
nonzero coordinate, while the baseline algorithm uses 32
bits (assuming that 32 bits are used to represent a float num-
ber). In this sense, the proposed methods achieve higher test
accuracy while reducing the communication overhead from
the workers to the parameter server. In addition, by taking
the majority vote on the server side, TernaryVote further
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Table 3. Test Accuracy on CIFAR-10 with A/B = 0.01 (500 communication rounds)

µ 0.1 0.5 1 2

GAUSSIAN NOISE &
RANDOM SPARSIFICATION

13.03± 1.24% 26.80± 0.85% 30.84± 0.37% 35.17± 0.42%

TernaryMean 21.71± 1.19% 32.29± 1.32% 37.35± 1.13% 43.21± 0.44%
TernaryVote 23.15± 1.21% 31.04± 1.53% 36.08± 1.52% 37.66± 0.73%

Table 4. Test Accuracy on CIFAR-10 with A/B = 0.05 (500 communication rounds)

µ 0.1 0.5 1 2

GAUSSIAN NOISE &
RANDOM SPARSIFICATION

20.27± 1.46% 31.52± 0.95% 33.66± 0.59% 40.31± 0.60%

TernaryMean 24.87± 0.65% 32.62± 1.04% 38.25± 1.15% 41.95± 0.96%
TernaryVote 22.98± 1.68% 31.76± 0.73% 37.44± 1.47% 41.43± 0.98%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Number of attackers

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

Ac
cu
ra
cy

TernaryVote-A/B=0.001
CC-A/B=0.01
CC-A/B=0.001
Multi-Krum-A/B=0.01
Multi-Krum-A/B=0.001

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Number of attackers

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

Ac
cu
ra
cy

TernaryVote-A/B=0.001
CC-A/B=0.01
CC-A/B=0.001
Multi-Krum-A/B=0.01
Multi-Krum-A/B=0.001

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Number of attackers

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

Ac
cu
ra
cy

TernVote-A/B=0.001
CC-A/B=0.01
CC-A/B=0.001
Multi-Krum-A/B=0.01
Multi-Krum-A/B=0.001

Figure 1. Left, middle, and right figures compare TernaryVote with Centered-Clipping (CC) and Multi-Krum under the flip sign (FS), the
fall of empire (FoE), and the little is enough (LIE) attacks, respectively, on Fashion-MNIST given the same setting as that in Section 6.1.

reduces the communication overhead from the server to the
workers compared to TernaryMean.

6.2. Accuracy in the Presence of Attackers

In this subsection, we consider three types of attackers with
the same data distribution as normal workers. The flip sign
(FS) attackers flip the signs of gradients (Bernstein et al.,
2019) before applying random sparsification or the ternary
compressor, the little is enough (LIE) attackers follow the
method in (Baruch et al., 2019) to generate the perturbed
gradients before applying compression, while the fall of
empire (FoE) attackers (Xie et al., 2020) flip the signs of
the average gradients of the normal workers before applying
compression. We assume that the attackers do not add noise
(for the baseline algorithm) or set A = c (for TernaryVote)
since they do not have any privacy concerns. We consider
two different Byzantine robust aggregators for the baseline
algorithm: the multi-krum aggregator (Blanchard et al.,
2017), and the centered-clipping mechanism (Karimireddy
et al., 2021). Fig. 1 compares TernaryVote with the baselines
under the above three types of attackers with µ = 0.5 on
Fashion-MNIST. It can be observed that TernaryVote with
A/B = 0.001 outperforms the baseline algorithms with
A/B = 0.01 and A/B = 0.001 in the presence of up to 20
attackers, which corroborates its effectiveness.

Raw Images

Gaussian
Noise &
Random

Sparsification
LPIPS 0.336

Ternary
LPIPS 0.491

Figure 2. Reconstructed images using the ROG attack for µ = 1.

6.3. Protection Against Data Reconstruction Attacks

Finally, we examine the privacy preservation capability of
the proposed method against the reconstruction with ob-
fuscated gradient (ROG) attack (Yue et al., 2023), which
is proposed for training data reconstruction based on com-
pressed gradients. We consider training the LeNet (Zhu
et al., 2019) using the validation dataset of ImageNet (Deng
et al., 2009) with a mini-batch size of 32 and A/B = 0.05.
LPIPS is adopted to measure the data reconstruction quality,
and a larger LPIPS value indicates better privacy protection
against the attack (Yue et al., 2023). Overall, we obtain
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average (over the entire batch) LPIPS values of 0.365 and
0.446 for the baseline algorithm (i.e., the combination of
the Gaussian mechanism and random sparsification) and the
ternary compressor, respectively. Four exemplary images
and their average LPIPS values are presented in Fig. 2,
which validate the effectiveness of the proposed method.

7. Limitation
We note that, in this paper, the privacy guarantee µ is com-
puted for each communication round, and the results in
Theorem 3 asymptotically approximate that of the Gaussian
mechanism. While it can be readily extended to accumulate
privacy across communication rounds, the privacy amplifica-
tion due to subsampling has not been accounted for, which
will be an interesting and important future direction.

8. Conclusion
In this work, we propose a ternary compressor-based algo-
rithm that is differentially private, communication efficient,
and Byzantine resilient. Both the privacy guarantees and
Byzantine resilience are theoretically quantified, and the
convergence is established. It is expected that the proposed
methods can find wide applications in areas such as fed-
erated learning where privacy, communication efficiency,
and robustness are major bottlenecks. Further incorporating
error feedback and momentum to reduce compression error
and gradient variance remains interesting future works.
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A. Additional Experimental Results
Table 5. Test Accuracy on MNIST with A/B = 0.1 (200 communication rounds)

µ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 1

GAUSSIAN NOISE &
RANDOM SPARSIFICATION

53.22± 1.91% 69.21± 1.23% 75.08± 0.89% 80.14± 1.29% 87.41± 0.31%

TernaryMean 56.34± 1.99% 69.73± 1.17% 76.74± 1.03% 82.84± 0.84% 86.99± 0.78%
TernaryVote 55.57± 1.50% 69.91± 1.69% 76.19± 0.83% 81.38± 0.42% 86.43± 0.44%

Table 6. Test Accuracy on Fashion-MNIST with A/B = 0.1 (200 communication rounds)

µ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 1

GAUSSIAN NOISE &
RANDOM SPARSIFICATION

50.79± 3.48% 67.43± 0.99% 70.32± 1.12% 73.13± 0.47% 76.24± 0.14%

TernaryMean 57.53± 2.17% 69.26± 0.75% 72.77± 0.97% 73.38± 0.55% 76.07± 0.83%
TernaryVote 57.80± 3.23% 68.91± 1.16% 71.50± 0.76% 74.58± 0.51% 77.00± 0.27%

Table. 5 and Table. 6 compare TernaryMean and TernaryVote with the baseline algorithm on MNIST and Fashion-MNIST,
respectively, given A/B = 0.1. It can be observed that TernaryMean and TernaryVote outperform the baseline in the
high-privacy scenario (i.e., small µ). As µ increases (i.e., the privacy requirement becomes less stringent), TernaryMean
and TernaryVote do not necessarily outperform the baseline. For instance, when µ = 1, the baseline algorithm achieves a
higher test accuracy than TernaryMean. We note that the ternary compressor is a combination of the one-bit compressor
(Jin et al., 2020; Xiang & Su, 2023) and random sparsification. When privacy is less of a concern, the bias introduced
by one-bit compression may be larger than that of the Gaussian noise (for the coordinates that are not zeroed out), which
leads to performance degradation. In this case, however, the proposed TernaryMean and TernaryVote still enjoy savings in
communication overhead.

B. Proofs of Theoretical Results
B.1. Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2. Assuming that B > A+ c, the ternary compressor is f(α)-DP for the scalar xi with

f(α) =


1− Ab−(b−2)c

(A−c)b α, for α ∈ [0, A−c
2B ],

1− c
Bb − α, for α ∈ [A−c

2B , 1− Ab−(b−2)c
2Bb ],

(A−c)b
Ab−(b−2)c (1− α), for α ∈ [1− Ab−(b−2)c

2Bb , 1].

(25)

The proof of Theorem 2 utilizes the following lemma from (Jin et al., 2023).

Lemma 3 ((Jin et al., 2023)). For two neighboring datasets S and S′, suppose that the range of the randomized mechanism
R(M(S)) ∪ R(M(S′)) = ZU

M = [ZU
L , . . . ,ZU

R ] ⊂ Z and R(M(S)) ∩ R(M(S′)) = ZI
M = [ZI

L, . . . ,ZI
R] ⊂ Z. Let

X = M(S) and Y = M(S′). Then,

Case (1) If M(S) ∈ [ZI
L,ZI

L + 1, . . . ,ZU
R ], M(S′) ∈ [ZU

L ,ZU
L + 1, . . . ,ZI

R], and P (Y=k)
P (X=k) is a decreasing function of k

for k ∈ ZI
M, the tradeoff function in Definition 2 is given by

β+
ϕ (α) =

{
P (Y ≥ k) + P (Y=k)P (X<k)

P (X=k) − P (Y=k)
P (X=k)α, if α ∈ (P (X < k), P (X ≤ k)], k ∈ [ZI

L,ZI
R].

0, if α ∈ (P (X < ZI
R + 1), 1].

(26)

Case (2) If M(S) ∈ [ZU
L ,ZU

L + 1, · · · ,ZI
R], M(S′) ∈ [ZI

L,ZI
L + 1, · · · ,ZU

R ], and P (Y=k)
P (X=k) is an increasing function of k

for k ∈ ZI
M, the tradeoff function in Definition 2 is given by

β−
ϕ (α) =

{
P (Y ≤ k) + P (Y=k)P (X>k)

P (X=k) − P (Y=k)
P (X=k)α, if α ∈ (P (X > k), P (X ≥ k)], k ∈ [ZI

L,ZI
R].

0, if α ∈ (P (X > ZI
L − 1), 1].

(27)
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Given Lemma 3, we are ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof. Let Y = ternary( 1b (y + x′
i), A,B) and X = ternary( 1b (y + xi), A,B), we have

P (Y = −1)

P (X = −1)
=

A− 1
b (y + x′

i)

A− 1
b (y + xi)

,

P (Y = 0)

P (X = 0)
= 1,

P (Y = 1)

P (X = 1)
=

A+ 1
b (y + x′

i)

A+ 1
b (y + xi)

.

(28)

When xi > x′
i, we have 1

b (y + xi) >
1
b (y + x′

i). It can be observed that P (Y=k)
P (X=k) is a decreasing function of k. According

to Lemma 3, we have

β+
ϕ (α) =


1− A− 1

b (y+x′
i)

A− 1
b (y+xi)

α, for α ∈ [0,
A− 1

b (y+xi)

2B ],

1 +
x′
i−xi

2Bb − α, for α ∈ [
A− 1

b (y+xi)

2B , 1− A+ 1
b (y+xi)

2B ],

A+ 1
b (y+x′

i)

A+ 1
b (y+xi)

− A+ 1
b (y+x′

i)

A+ 1
b (y+xi)

α, for α ∈ [1− A+ 1
b (y+xi)

2B , 1].

(29)

When xi < x′
i, we have 1

b (y + xi) <
1
b (y + x′

i). It can be observed that P (Y=k)
P (X=k) is an increasing function of k. According

to Lemma 3, we have

β−
ϕ (α) =


1− A+ 1

b (y+x′
i)

A+ 1
b (y+xi)

α, for α ∈ [0,
A+ 1

b (y+xi)

2B ],

1− x′
i−xi

2Bb − α, for α ∈ [
A+ 1

b (y+xi)

2B , 1− A− 1
b (y+xi)

2B ],

A− 1
b (y+x′

i)

A− 1
b (y+xi)

− A− 1
b (y+x′

i)

A− 1
b (y+xi)

α, for α ∈ [1− A− 1
b (y+xi)

2B , 1].

(30)

For any given y, the infimum of β+
ϕ (α) is attained when xi = c and x′

i = −c, while the infimum of β−
ϕ (α) is attained when

xi = −c and x′
i = c. As a result, we have

β+
ϕ,inf(α) =


1− A− 1

b (y−c)

A− 1
b (y+c)

α, for α ∈ [0,
A− 1

b (y+c)

2B ],

1− c
Bb − α, for α ∈ [

A− 1
b (y+c)

2B , 1− A+ 1
b (y+c)

2B ],

A+ 1
b (y−c)

A+ 1
b (y+c)

− A+ 1
b (y−c)

A+ 1
b (y+c)

α, for α ∈ [1− A+ 1
b (y+c)

2B , 1],

(31)

and

β−
ϕ,inf(α) =


1− A+ 1

b (y+c)

A+ 1
b (y−c)

α, for α ∈ [0,
A+ 1

b (y−c)

2B ],

1− c
Bb − α, for α ∈ [

A+ 1
b (y−c)

2B , 1− A− 1
b (y−c)

2B ],

A− 1
b (y+c)

A− 1
b (y−c)

− A− 1
b (y+c)

A− 1
b (y−c)

α, for α ∈ [1− A− 1
b (y−c)

2B , 1].

(32)

Assume that B > A+ c, we have [
A− 1

b (y+c)

2B , 1− A+ 1
b (y+c)

2B ] ∩ [
A+ 1

b (y−c)

2B , 1− A− 1
b (y−c)

2B ] ̸= ∅. In this case, when y > 0,

min{β+
ϕ,inf(α), β

−
ϕ,inf(α)|y > 0} =


1− A− 1

b (y−c)

A− 1
b (y+c)

α, for α ∈ [0,
A− 1

b (y+c)

2B ],

1− c
Bb − α, for α ∈ [

A− 1
b (y+c)

2B , 1− A− 1
b (y−c)

2B ],

A− 1
b (y+c)

A− 1
b (y−c)

− A− 1
b (y+c)

A− 1
b (y−c)

α, for α ∈ [1− A− 1
b (y−c)

2B , 1].

(33)

When y < 0,
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min{β+
ϕ,inf(α), β

−
ϕ,inf(α)|y < 0} =


1− A+ 1

b (y+c)

A+ 1
b (y−c)

α, for α ∈ [0,
A+ 1

b (y−c)

2B ],

1− c
Bb − α, for α ∈ [

A+ 1
b (y−c)

2B , 1− A+ 1
b (y+c)

2B ],

A+ 1
b (y−c)

A+ 1
b (y+c)

− A+ 1
b (y−c)

A+ 1
b (y+c)

α, for α ∈ [1− A+ 1
b (y+c)

2B , 1].

(34)

It can be verified that min{β+
ϕ,inf(α), β

−
ϕ,inf(α)|y > 0} and min{β+

ϕ,inf(α), β
−
ϕ,inf(α)|y < 0} are minimized when y = (b−1)c

and y = −(b− 1)c, respectively. As a result,

f(α) =


1− A− (b−2)c

b

A−c α, for α ∈ [0, A−c
2B ],

1− c
Bb − α, for α ∈ [A−c

2B , 1− A− (b−2)c
b

2B ],

A−c

A− (b−2)c
b

− A−c

A− (b−2)c
b

α, for α ∈ [1− A− (b−2)c
b

2B , 1],

(35)

which completes the proof.

B.2. Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem 3. Assuming that B > A+ c, the ternary compressor is f(α)-DP for the vector xi with
Gµ(α+ γ)− γ ≤ f(α) ≤ Gµ(α− γ) + γ, (36)

in which

µ =
2
√
dc√

(A− c)Bb2 +Bbc− c2
, (37)

γ =
0.56

[
A−c
2B

∣∣1 + c
Bb

∣∣3 + Ab−(b−2)c
2Bb

∣∣1− c
Bb

∣∣3]
( (A−c)b+c

Bb − c2

B2b2 )
3/2d1/2

+
0.56

[(
1− (A−c)b+c

Bb

) ∣∣ c
Bb

∣∣3]
( (A−c)b+c

Bb − c2

B2b2 )
3/2d1/2

. (38)

Before proving Theorem 3, we first define the following functions as in (Dong et al., 2021),

kl(f) = −
∫ 1

0

log |f ′(x)|dx, (39)

κ2(f) =

∫ 1

0

log2 |f ′(x)|dx, (40)

κ3(f) =

∫ 1

0

| log |f ′(x)||3dx, (41)

κ̄3(f) =

∫ 1

0

| log |f ′(x)|+ kl(f)|3dx. (42)

The central limit theorem for f -DP is formally introduced as follows.

Lemma 4 ((Dong et al., 2021)). Let f1, ..., fn be symmetric trade-off functions such that κ3(fi) < ∞ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d.
Denote

µ =
2||kl||1√

||κ2||1 − ||kl||22
, and γ =

0.56||κ̄3||1
(||κ2||1 − ||kl||22)3/2

,

and assume γ < 1
2 . Then, for all α ∈ [γ, 1− γ], we have

Gµ(α+ γ)− γ ≤ f1 ⊗ f2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ fd(α) ≤ Gµ(α− γ) + γ. (43)

Given Lemma 4, we are ready to prove Theorem 3.

14



TernaryVote: Differentially Private, Communication Efficient, and Byzantine Resilient Distributed Optimization

Proof. Given fi(α) in (13), we have

kl(f) = −

[
A− c

2B
log

(
A− c+ 2c

b

A− c

)
+

A− b−2
b c

2B
log

(
A− c

A− c+ 2c
b

)]

=

[
A− b−2

b c

2B
− A− c

2B

]
log

(
A− c+ 2c

b

A− c

)
=

c

Bb
log

(
A− c+ 2c

b

A− c

)
,

(44)

κ2(f) =

[
A− c

2B
log2

(
A− c+ 2c

b

A− c

)
+

A− b−2
b c

2B
log2

(
A− c

A− c+ 2c
b

)]
=

A− c+ c
b

B
log2

(
A− c+ 2c

b

A− c

)
, (45)

κ3(f) =

[
A− c

2B

∣∣∣∣log(A− c+ 2c
b

A− c

)∣∣∣∣3 + A− b−2
b c

2B

∣∣∣∣log( A− c

A− c+ 2c
b

)∣∣∣∣3
]
=

A− c+ c
b

B

∣∣∣∣log(A− c+ 2c
b

A− c

)∣∣∣∣3 ,
(46)

κ̄3(f) =

[
A− c

2B

∣∣∣1 + c

Bb

∣∣∣3 + A− b−2
b c

2B

∣∣∣1− c

Bb

∣∣∣3 + (1− A− c+ c
b

B

) ∣∣∣ c

Bb

∣∣∣3] ∣∣∣∣log(A− c+ 2c
b

A− c

)∣∣∣∣3 . (47)

The corresponding µ and γ are given as follows

µ =
2d c

Bb√
A−c+ c

b

B d− c2

B2b2 d
=

2
√
dc√

(A− c+ c
b )Bb2 − c2

, (48)

γ =
0.56

[
A−c
2B

∣∣1 + c
Bb

∣∣3 + A− b−2
b c

2B

∣∣1− c
Bb

∣∣3 + (1− A−c+ c
b

B

) ∣∣ c
Bb

∣∣3]
(
A−c+ c

b

B − c2

B2b2 )
3/2d1/2

, (49)

which completes the proof.

B.3. Proof of Theorem 4

Theorem 4 (Convergence of TernaryMean). Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied, then by running Algorithm 1 with
TernaryMean for T iterations, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||22 ≤ F (w(0))− F ∗

T
(

η
B − Lη2

2B2

) +
Lη2

2B2
(

η
B − Lη2

2B2

) [ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

]
. (50)

The proof of Theorem 4 follows the well-known strategy of relating the norm of the gradient to the expected improvement
of the global objective in a single iteration. Then accumulating the improvement over the iterations yields the convergence
rate of the algorithm.

Proof. According to Assumption 2, we have
F (w(t+1))− F (w(t))

≤ ⟨∇F (w(t)),w(t+1) −w(t)⟩+ L

2
||w(t+1) −w(t)||22

= −η

〈
∇F (w(t)),

1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

〉
+

Lη2

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑

m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2.
(51)
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Noticing that E[Bternary(g
(t)
m , A,B)] = g

(t)
m , we have

E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑

m=1

Bternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
]

= E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑

m=1

Bternary(g(t)
m , A,B)− 1

M

M∑
m=1

g(t)
m

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
]
+ E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑

m=1

g(t)
m

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
]

=
1

M2

M∑
m=1

E
[
ABd− ||g(t)

m ||2
]
+ E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑

m=1

g(t)
m

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
]

≤ ABd

M
+ E

[∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑

m=1

g(t)
m −∇F (w(t))

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2
]
+ ||∇F (w(t))||2

≤ ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

+ ||∇F (w(t))||2.

(52)

Therefore, taking expectations on both sides of (51) yields

E[F (w(t+1))− F (w(t))] ≤ E

[
−η

〈
∇F (w(t)),

1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

〉]
+

Lη2

2B2

[
ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

+ ||∇F (w(t))||2
]

= −η||∇F (w(t))||22
B

+
Lη2

2B2

[
ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

+ ||∇F (w(t))||2
]

= −
(
η

B
− Lη2

2B2

)
||∇F (w(t))||22 +

Lη2

2B2

[
ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

]
(53)

Adjusting the above inequality and averaging both sides over t = 1, 2, · · · , T , we can obtain

1

T

T∑
t=1

(
η

B
− Lη2

2B2

)
|||∇F (w(t))||22 ≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]

T
+

Lη2

2B2

[
ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

]
. (54)

Dividing both sides by
(

η
B − Lη2

2B2

)
gives

1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||22 ≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]

T
(

η
B − Lη2

2B2

) +
Lη2

2B2
(

η
B − Lη2

2B2

) [ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

]

≤ F (w(0))− F ∗

T
(

η
B − Lη2

2B2

) +
Lη2

2B2
(

η
B − Lη2

2B2

) [ABd

M
+

||σ̄||22
M

]
.

(55)

which completes the proof.

B.4. Proof of Theorem 5

Theorem 5 (Convergence of TernaryVote). Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied, and the learning rate is set as η = 1√
TLd

.
Then by running Algorithm 1 with TernaryVote for T iterations, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ (F (w(0))− F ∗)
√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
4||σ̄||1√

M
+

2Bd√
M + 1

(
1− 1

M + 1

)M
2

≤ O(1/
√
T ) +O(B/

√
M).

(56)

Before proving Theorem 5, we first present the following lemma from (Jin et al., 2024) and extend it to the ternary stochastic
compressor in Lemma 6.

Lemma 5 (Probability of Wrong Aggregation for Generic Sign-based Compressor (Jin et al., 2024)). Let
u1, u2, · · · , uM be M known and fixed real numbers and consider binary random variables ûm, 1 ≤ m ≤ M . Sup-
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pose p̄ = 1
M

∑M
m=1 P

(
sign

(
1
M

∑M
m=1 um

)
̸= ûm

)
< 1

2 , then

P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ûm

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
≤
[
4p̄(1− p̄)

]M
2 . (57)

Lemma 6 (Probability of Wrong Aggregation for ternary). Let u1, u2, · · · , uM be M known and fixed real numbers
and consider binary random variables ûm, 1 ≤ m ≤ M , which is given by

ûm = ternary(um, A,B) =


1, with probability A+um

2B ,

0, with probability 1− A
B ,

−1,with probability A−um

2B ,

(58)

Suppose B ≥ 2A, then

P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ûm

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
≤
(
1−

|
∑M

m=1 um|2

B2

)M
2

. (59)

Proof. For each um, we construct the following two random variables

ûm,1 =


1, with probability 1

2 + um

2B +
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

−1,with probability 1
2 − um

2B −
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

(60)

ûm,2 =


1, with probability 1

2 + um

2B −
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

−1,with probability 1
2 − um

2B +
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

(61)

It can be observed that ûm,1+ûm,2

2 follows the same distribution as ûm, which means that

P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ûm

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
= P

(
sign

(
1

2M

M∑
m=1

[ûm,1 + ûm,2]

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
. (62)

In this case, p̄ = 1
2M

∑M
m=1

[
P
(
sign

(
1
M

∑M
m=1 um

)
̸= ûm,1

)
+ P

(
sign

(
1
M

∑M
m=1 um

)
̸= ûm,2

)]
= 1

2 −
| 1
M

∑M
m=1 um|
2B . Invoking Lemma 5 completes the proof.

Given Lemma 6 at hand, we are ready to prove Theorem 5.

Proof. According to Assumption 2, we have
F (w(t+1))− F (w(t))

≤ ⟨∇F (w(t)),w(t+1) −w(t)⟩+ L

2
||w(t+1)

i −w
(t)
i ||22

= −η

〈
∇F (w(t)), sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

)〉
+

L

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ηsign( 1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2

≤ −η

〈
∇F (w(t)), sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

)〉
+

Ldη2

2

= −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 2η

d∑
i=1

|∇F (w(t))i| × 1
sign( 1

M

∑M
m=1 ternary(g

(t)
m,i,A,B)) ̸=sign(∇F (w(t))i)

,

(63)

where ∇F (w(t))i is the i-th entry of the vector ∇F (w(t)) and η is the learning rate. Taking expectations on both sides
yields
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E[F (w(t+1))− F (w(t))]

≤ −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[
|∇F (w(t))i|P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g
(t)
m,i, A,B)

)
̸= sign(∇F (w(t))i)

)]

≤ −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[
|∇F (w(t))i|

[
P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g
(t)
m,i, A,B)

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

))

+ P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

)
̸= sign(∇F (w(t))i)

)]]

≤ −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[
|∇F (w(t))i|

(
1−

| 1
M

∑M
m=1 g

(t)
m,i|2

B2

)M
2
]

+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[
|∇F (w(t))i|P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

)
̸= sign(∇F (w(t))i)

)]

≤ −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[∣∣∣∣∇F (w(t))i −

1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣(1− | 1
M

∑M
m=1 g

(t)
m,i|2

B2

)M
2
]

+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[∣∣∣∣ 1M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣(1− | 1
M

∑M
m=1 g

(t)
m,i|2

B2

)M
2
]

+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[
|∇F (w(t))i|P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

)
̸= sign(∇F (w(t))i)

)]
.

(64)

In addition,
d∑

i=1

E
[∣∣∣∣∇F (w(t))i −

1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣] = d∑
i=1

√√√√[E[∣∣∣∣∇F (w(t))i −
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣]]2

≤
d∑

i=1

√√√√E
[∣∣∣∣∇F (w(t))i −

1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣2]

=

d∑
i=1

√√√√E
[∣∣∣∣ 1M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(w(t))i −
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣2]

=
d∑

i=1

√√√√ 1

M2

M∑
m=1

E[|∇fm(w(t))i − g
(t)
m,i|2] ≤

d∑
i=1

√
σ2
i

M
=

||σ̄||1√
M

.

(65)

d∑
i=1

|∇F (w(t))i|P
(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(w(t))i

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

))

≤
d∑

i=1

|∇F (w(t))i|P
(∣∣∣∣ 1M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(w(t))i −
1

M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ∣∣∣∣ 1M
M∑

m=1

∇fm(w(t))i

∣∣∣∣)

≤
d∑

i=1

|∇F (w(t))i|
E[| 1

M

∑M
m=1 ∇fm(w(t))i − 1

M

∑M
m=1 g

(t)
m,i|]

| 1
M

∑M
m=1 ∇fm(w(t))i|

≤
d∑

i=1

|∇F (w(t))i|

√
E[( 1

M

∑M
m=1 ∇fm(w(t))i − 1

M

∑M
m=1 g

(t)
m,i)

2]

| 1
M

∑M
m=1 ∇fm(w(t))i|

≤ ||σ̄||1√
M

.

(66)
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Moreover, for a function h(x) = x(1 − x2

B2 )
M
2 , it can be derived that h′(x) = (1 − x2

B2 )
M
2 −1[1 − (M+1)x2

B2 ]. Since
B ≥ 2A > x, we can conclude that h(x) attains the maximum when x = B√

M+1
. As a result, we have

E
[∣∣∣∣ 1M

M∑
m=1

g
(t)
m,i

∣∣∣∣(1− | 1
M

∑M
m=1 g

(t)
m,i|2

B2

)M
2
]
≤ B√

M + 1

(
1− 1

M + 1

)M
2

. (67)

Plugging (65) and (67) into (64) yields

E[F (w(t+1))− F (w(t))] ≤ −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 4η

||σ̄||1√
M

+
2ηBd√
M + 1

(
1− 1

M + 1

)M
2

. (68)

Adjusting the above inequality and averaging both sides over t = 1, 2, · · · , T , we can obtain

1

T

T∑
t=1

η||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]

T
+

Ldη2

2
+ 4η

||σ̄||1√
M

+
2ηBd√
M + 1

(
1− 1

M + 1

)M
2

. (69)

Letting η = 1√
LTd

and dividing both sides by η gives

1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]
√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
4||σ̄||1√

M
+

2Bd√
M + 1

(
1− 1

M + 1

)M
2

≤ (F (w(0))− F ∗)
√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
4||σ̄||1√

M
+

2Bd√
M + 1

(
1− 1

M + 1

)M
2

.

(70)

which completes the proof.

B.5. Proof of Theorem 6

Theorem 6 (Convergence of TernaryVote). Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied, |∇F (w(t))i| < Q, ∀i, t, B ≥ 2A =
O(

√
T ), and limT→∞ M/

√
T = 0. Then by running Algorithm 1 with TernaryVote and the learning rate η = 1√

TLd
for T

iterations, we have
1

T

T∑
t=1

||∇F (w(t))||22

≤ 1

I(A,B,M)

[
(F (w(0))− F ∗)

√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+

M∑
n=2

(
1− A

B

)M−n[(
M

n

)
O
(
An−2

Bn

)]
Qd

]
≤ O

(
B√
T

)
+O

(
1

B

)
,

(71)

in which

I(A,B,M) =

M∑
n=1

(1− A

B
)M−n

[( n−1
⌊n−1

2 ⌋
)
MAn−1

(
M−1
n−1

)
2n−1Bn

]
.

Remark 8. Since nn+1e−n
√
2π√

n
≤ n! < nn+1e−n

√
2π√

n−1
(Batir, 2008), we can readily show that

( n−1
⌊n−1

2 ⌋
)
/2n−1 ≥ 2(n −

1)/[
√
2π(n− 1)3/2] = O(1/

√
n). Therefore, utilizing the fact that M/

√
n ≥

√
M , we have I(A,B,M) ≥

∑M
n=1

(
1−

A
B

)M−n(M−1
n−1

)
An−1

Bn−1O(
√
M
B ) = O(

√
M
B ), which measures the impact of M .

Before proving Theorem 6, we first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 7. Let u1, u2, · · · , uM be M known and fixed real numbers with |um| < c, ∀m, and consider ûm =
ternary(um, A,B), 1 ≤ m ≤ M . Suppose that B ≥ 2A = O(

√
T ) and limT→∞

M√
T
= 0, then

P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ûm

)
= 1

)
− P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ûm

)
= −1

)

=

M∑
n=1

(
1− A

B

)M−n[( n−1
⌊n−1

2 ⌋
)
An−1

2n−1Bn

(
M − 1

n− 1

) M∑
m=1

um

]
+

M∑
n=2

(
1− A

B

)M−n(
M

n

)
O
(
An−2

Bn

)
.

(72)

19



TernaryVote: Differentially Private, Communication Efficient, and Byzantine Resilient Distributed Optimization

Proof. According to the definition of the ternary compressor, we have

ûm = ternary(x,A,B) =


1, with probability A+um

2B ,

0, with probability 1− A
B ,

−1,with probability A−um

2B ,

(73)

Suppose that n ≥ 2 of the ûm’s are non-zero and denote the set by Fn
̸=0. In this case, sign

(
1
M

∑M
m=1 ûm

)
=

sign
(
1
n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
ûi

)
. Let Ẑ =

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
1ûi=1, then

P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= 1

)
= P

(
Ẑ >

n

2

)
+

1

2
P

(
Ẑ =

n

2

)
, (74)

in which we break the tie randomly. Particularly, there are two possible cases.

Case 1: n is odd. In this case, P
(
Ẑ = n

2

)
= 0, and P

(
Ẑ > n

2

)
=
∑n

H=n+1
2

P (Ẑ = H), where

P (Ẑ = H) =

∑
A∈FH

∏
k∈A(A+ uk)

∏
j∈Fn

̸=0\A
(A− uj)

(2B)n
=

an,HAn + an−1,HAn−1 + · · ·+ a0,HA0

(2B)n
, (75)

and
n∑

H=n+1
2

P (Ẑ = H) =

∑n
H=n+1

2
an,HAn

(2B)n
+

∑n
H=n+1

2
an−1,HAn−1

(2B)n
+ · · ·+

∑n
H=n+1

2
a0,HA0

(2B)n
, (76)

in which FH is the set of all subsets of H integers that can be selected from Fn
̸=0; ai,H ,∀0 ≤ i ≤ n is some constant. It can

be easily verified that an,H =
(
n
H

)
.

In particular, ∀i, we have∑
A∈FH

∏
k∈A

(A+ uk)
∏

j∈Fn
̸=0\A

(A− uj)

= (A+ ui)
∑

A∈FH ,i∈A

∏
k∈A\{i}

(A+ uk)
∏

j∈Fn
̸=0\A

(A− uj) + (A− ui)
∑

A∈FH ,i/∈A

∏
k∈A

(A+ uk)
∏

j∈Fn
̸=0\A,{i}

(A− uj).

(77)
As a result, when 1 ≤ H ≤ n− 1, the ui related term in an−1,H is given by[(

n− 1

H − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

H

)]
ui. (78)

When H = n, the ui related term in an−1,H is given by[(
n− 1

H − 1

)]
ui. (79)

When H = 0, the ui related term in an−1,H is given by[(
n− 1

H

)]
ui. (80)

By summing over i, we have

an−1,H =

[(
n− 1

H − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

H

)] ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui, if 1 ≤ H ≤ n− 1, (81)

an−1,H =

[(
n− 1

H − 1

)] ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui, if H = n, (82)

and

an−1,H = −
[(

n− 1

H

)] ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui, if H = 0. (83)

By summing over H , we have
n∑

H=n+1
2

an,H =

n∑
H=n+1

2

(
n

H

)
= 2n−1, (84)
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n−1
2∑

H=0

an,H =

n−1
2∑

H=0

(
n

H

)
= 2n−1, (85)

n∑
H=n+1

2

an−1,H =

(
n− 1
n−1
2

) ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui, (86)

and
n−1
2∑

H=0

an−1,H = −
(
n− 1
n−1
2

) ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui. (87)

Following the same procedure, it can be shown that

an−v,H =

[
v∑

i=0

(
v

v − i

)(
n− v

H − v + i

)
(−1)i

]∑
Fv

∏
j∈Fv

uj , (88)

in which Fv is the set of all subsets of v integers that can be selected from Fn
̸=0 and

(
M−v

H−v+i

)
= 0 if H − v + i > M − v.

For v > 0, summing over H yields
n∑

H=n+1
2

an−v,H =

v−1∑
i=0

 i∑
j=0

(
v

j

)
(−1)j

( n− v
n+1
2 − v + i

)∑
Fv

∏
j∈Fv

uj . (89)

In particular,
n∑

H=n+1
2

an−2,H =

[(
n− 2

n+1
2 − 2

)
−
(

n− 2
n+1
2 − 1

)]∑
F2

∏
j∈F2

uj = 0, (90)

and ∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

H=n+1
2

an−v,H

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣
v−1∑

i=0

 i∑
j=0

(
v

j

)
(−1)j

( n− v
n+1
2 − v + i

)∑
Fv

∏
k∈Fv

uj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
v−1∑

i=0

 i∑
j=0

(
v

j

)
(−1)j

( n− v
n+1
2 − v + i

)(n
v

)
cv

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
(91)

Since limT→∞
n√
T
= 0,

∑n
H=n+1

2
P (Ẑ = H) is dominated by the first two terms in (76) when T is large enough. As a

result,

P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= 1

)
= P

(
Ẑ >

n

2

)
=

n∑
H=n+1

2

P (Ẑ = H)

=
2n−1An +

(n−1
n−1
2

)∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
uiA

n−1

(2B)n
+O

(
An−2

Bn

)

=
An

2Bn
+

(n−1
n−1
2

)
An−1

2nBn

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui +O
(
An−2

Bn

)
.

(92)

Similarly,

P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= −1

)
= P

(
Ẑ <

n

2

)
=

n−1
2∑

H=0

P (Ẑ = H)

=
2n−1An −

(n−1
n−1
2

)∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
uiA

n−1

(2B)n
+O

(
An−2

Bn

)

=
An

2Bn
−

(n−1
n−1
2

)
An−1

2nBn

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui +O
(
An−2

Bn

)
.

(93)
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Therefore,

P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= 1

)
− P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= −1

)
=

(n−1
n−1
2

)
An−1

2n−1Bn

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui +O
(
An−2

Bn

)
. (94)

Case 2: n is even. In this case, P
(
sign

(
1
n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
ûi

)
= 1
)
−P

(
sign

(
1
n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
ûi

)
= −1

)
= P (Ẑ > n

2 )−P (Ẑ < n
2 ).

Similarly,

P (Ẑ = H) =

∑
A∈FH

∏
k∈A(A+ uk)

∏
j∈Fn

̸=0\A
(A− uj)

(2B)n
=

an,HAn + an−1,HAn−1 + · · ·+ a0,HA0

(2B)n
, (95)

and
n
2 −1∑
H=0

an,H =

n
2 −1∑
H=0

(
n

H

)
=

n∑
H=n

2 +1

(
n

H

)
=

n∑
H=n

2 +1

an,H , (96)

n∑
H=n

2 +1

an−1,H =

(
n− 1

n
2

) ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui, (97)

n
2 −1∑
H=0

an−1,H = −
(
n− 1
n
2 − 1

) ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui = −
(
n− 1

n
2

) ∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui. (98)

Following the same procedure as that when n is odd, it can be shown that

P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= 1

)
− P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= −1

)
=

(
n−1
n
2 −1

)
An−1

2n−1Bn

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui +O
(
An−2

Bn

)
. (99)

Overall, we have

P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= 1

)
− P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ûi

)
= −1

)
=

( n−1
⌊n−1

2 ⌋
)
An−1

2n−1Bn

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0

ui +O
(
An−2

Bn

)
. (100)

Then we consider the scenario n < 2. It is obvious that P
(
sign

(
1
n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
ûi

)
= 1
)
−P

(
sign

(
1
n

∑
i∈Fn

̸=0
ûi

)
= −1

)
= 0

when n = 0. In addition, when n = 1, we have

P

(
sign

(
1

n

∑
i∈F1

̸=0

ûi

)
= 1
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Therefore,
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(102)

which completes the proof.

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 6.
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Proof. According to Assumption 2, we have
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where η is the learning rate. Taking expectations on both sides yields
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(104)

Adjusting the above inequality and averaging both sides over t = 1, 2, · · · , T yields
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Let η = 1√
LTd

and I(A,B,M) =
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which completes the proof.

B.6. Proof of Theorem 7

Theorem 7. Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied, |∇F (w(t))i| < Q,∀i, t, and the learning rate is set as η = 1√
TLd

,
then by running Algorithm 1 with TernaryVote and Nt = M∪K for T iterations, we have
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√
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√
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Proof. Let 1
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where ∇F (w(t))i is the i-th entry of ∇F (w(t)) and η is the learning rate. Taking expectations on both sides yields
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ĝ
(t)
M+K,i

)
̸= sign

(
ḡ
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|ḡ(t)
M+K,i|2

B2

)M+K
2
]

+ 2η

d∑
i=1

E
[
|∇F (w(t))i|P

(
sign

(
ḡ
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In addition,
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Similar to (67), we can readily show that
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Plugging (110), (111), and (112) into (109) yields
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Adjusting the above inequality and averaging both sides over t = 1, 2, · · · , T , we can obtain
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Letting η = 1√
TLd

and dividing both sides by η gives
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which completes the proof.

B.7. Proof of Theorem 8

Theorem 8. Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied, |∇F (w(t))i| < Q,∀i, t, B ≥ 2A = O(
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Proof. Let 1
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where η is the learning rate. Taking expectations on both sides yields
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in which I(A,B,M,K) =
∑M+K

n=1

(
1− A

B

)M+K−n[ ( n−1

⌊n−1
2

⌋)A
n−1

2n−1Bn

(
M+K−1

n−1

)]
. Adjusting the above inequality and aver-

aging both sides over t = 1, 2, · · · , T yields

1

T

T∑
t=1

ηI(A,B,M,K)

[
d∑

i=1

M |∇F (w(t))i|2 +∇F (w(t))i
∑
k∈K

g
(t)
k,i

]

≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]

T
+

Ldη2

2
+

η

T

T∑
t=1

d∑
i=1

∇F (w(t))i

M+K∑
n=1

(
1− A

B

)M+K−n[(
M +K

n

)
O
(
An−2

Bn

)]

≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]

T
+

Ldη2

2
+ η

M+K∑
n=1

(
1− A

B

)M+K−n[(
M +K

n

)
O
(
An−2

Bn

)]
Qd.

(119)

Let η = 1√
TLd

and dividing both sides by ηI(A,B,M,K) gives
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Since
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we have
1

T

T∑
t=1

d∑
i=1

(
M
∣∣∣∇F (w(t))i

∣∣∣− ∣∣∣∣∣∑
k∈K

g
(t)
k,i

∣∣∣∣∣
)
|∇F (w(t))i| ≤ O

(
B√
T

)
+O

(
1

B

)
, (122)

which completes the proof.

C. Convergence of Algorithm 1 with Full-Batch Gradient
Theorem 9. Suppose Assumptions 1-4 are satisfied, and the learning rate is set as η = 1√

TLd
. Then by running Algorithm 1

with TernaryVote for T iterations, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

c0||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]
√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
2Bd

M

≤ (F (w(0))− F ∗)
√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
2Bd

M
,

(123)

where 0 < c0 < 1 is some positive constant.

Before proving Theorem 9, we first introduce the following lemmas.

Lemma 8. Let Xi denote a Bernoulli random variable with a successful probability of pi and SX1:M
=
∑M

i=1 Xi. Without
loss of generality, suppose 0 < p1 ≤ p2 ≤ · · · ≤ pM < 1. Then P (SX1:M

≥ k) < 1
2 for k ≥ 1 +

∑M
i=1 pi.

The following proof of Lemma 8 is inspired by the method in (Jorgensen et al., 2018).
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Proof. Decomposing SX1:M
as SX2:M−1

+X1 +XM , we have
P (SX1:M

≥ k) = p1pMP (SX2:M−1
≥ k − 2) + [p1(1− pM ) + pM (1− p1)]P (SX2:M−1

≥ k − 1)

+ (1− p1)(1− pM )P (SX2:M−1
≥ k)

= p1pM [P (SX2:M−1
≥ k − 2)− 2P (SX2:M−1

≥ k − 1) + P (SX2:M−1
≥ k)]

+ (p1 + pM )[P (SX2:M−1
≥ k − 1)− P (SX2:M−1

≥ k)] + P (SX2:M−1
≥ k).

(124)

Further, define another set of Bernoulli random variables Yi with a successful probability of qi. If q1 = qM = p1+pM

2 and
qi = pi ∀i ∈ {2, 3, ...,M − 1}, similarly, if we decompose SY1:M

as SY2:M−1
+ Y1 + YM , we have

P (SY1:M
≥ k) = q1qMP (SY2:M−1

≥ k − 2) + [q1(1− qM ) + qM (1− q1)]P (SY2:M−1
≥ k − 1)

+ (1− q1)(1− qM )P (SY2:M−1
≥ k)

= q1qM [P (SY2:M−1
≥ k − 2)− 2P (SY2:M−1

≥ k − 1) + P (SY2:M−1
≥ k)]

+ (q1 + qM )[P (SY2:M−1
≥ k − 1)− P (SY2:M−1

≥ k)] + P (SY2:M−1
≥ k).

(125)

Since q1 + qM = p1 + pM and P (SX2:M−1
≥ k) = P (SY2:M−1

≥ k), we have
P (SY1:M

≥ k)− P (SX1:M
≥ k) = (q1qM − p1pM )[P (SX2:M−1

≥ k − 2)− 2P (SX2:M−1
≥ k − 1) + P (SX2:M−1

≥ k)]

=

(
p1 − pM

2

)2

[P (SX2:M−1
≥ k − 2)− 2P (SX2:M−1

≥ k − 1) + P (SX2:M−1
≥ k)]

=

(
p1 − pM

2

)2

[P (SX2:M−1
= k − 2)− P (SX2:M−1

= k − 1)].

(126)

Therefore, P (SX2:M−1
= k − 2) > P (SX2:M−1

= k − 1) is a sufficient condition for P (SX1:M
≥ k) < P (SY1:M

≥ k).
According to Theorem 1 in (Samuels, 1965), if pM +

∑M
i=1 pi < k + 1, then P (SX1:M

= k) > P (SX1:M
= k + 1).

Similarly, if pM−1 +
∑M−1

i=2 pi < k − 1, then P (SX2:M−1
= k − 2) > P (SX2:M−1

= k − 1). Therefore, given that
k ≥ 1 +

∑M
i=1 pi, we have P (SX1:M

≥ k) < P (SY1:M
≥ k).

Applying the techniques above repeatedly, we will finally obtain P (SX1:M
≥ k) < P (SX̂1:M

≥ k) for k ≥ 1 +
∑M

i=1 pi,
where {X̂i}Mi=1’s are Bernoulli random variables with a successful probability of p̄ = 1

M

∑M
i=1 pi. Therefore, P (SX1:M

≥
k) < P (ŜM ≥ k), where ŜM ∼ BIN(M, p̄).

Now, define another Poisson Binomial random variable SM+2 = 0+ ŜM +1. Note that the constants 0 and 1 correspond to
Bernoulli trials with success probabilities of 0 and 1, respectively. Then, we have

P (ŜM ≥ k) = P (SM+2 ≥ k + 1) < P (ŜM+2 ≥ k + 1), (127)

where ŜM+2 ∼ BIN(M+2, pM+2) with (M+2)pM+2 = 1+
∑M

i=1 pi. By applying the same argument repeatedly, we can
obtain a sequence of Binomial random variables ŜM+2j ∼ BIN(M + 2j, pM+2j), where (M + 2j)pM+2j = j +

∑M
i=1 pi.

Particularly, P (ŜM+2j ≥ k + j) increases as j increases.

Notice that the success probability pM+2j =
j+

∑M
i=1 pi

M+2j approaches 1
2 as j increases, while the variance grows and

approaches ∞. Invoking the central limit theorem implies that the probability distribution of ŜM+2j approaches normal

distribution with mean j +
∑M

i=1 pi and variance σ2
M+2j = (j +

∑M
i=1 pi)(1 − j+

∑M
i=1 pi

M+2j ). Therefore, P (ŜM+2j ≥

k + j) = P (
ŜM+2j−(j+

∑M
i=1 pi)

σM+2j
≥ k−

∑M
i=1 pi

σM+2j
) approaches 1

2 as j increases. As a result, we have P (SX1:M
≥ k) < 1

2 for

k ≥ 1 +
∑M

i=1 pi, which completes the proof.

Lemma 9. Let u1, u2, · · · , uM be M known and fixed real numbers and consider binary random variables ûm, 1 ≤ m ≤ M ,
which is given by

ûm = ternary(um, A,B) =


1, with probability A+um

2B ,

0, with probability 1− A
B ,

−1,with probability A−um

2B ,

(128)
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Suppose B ≥ 2A and |ū| = | 1
M

∑M
i=1 uM | ≥ B

M , then there exists some positive constant c0 such that

P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ûm

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
≤ 1− c0

2
. (129)

Proof. For each um, we construct the following two random variables

ûm,1 =


1, with probability 1

2 + um

2B +
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

−1,with probability 1
2 − um

2B −
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

(130)

ûm,2 =


1, with probability 1

2 + um

2B −
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

−1,with probability 1
2 − um

2B +
√

1
4 + |um|2

4B2 − A
2B ,

(131)

It can be observed that ûm,1+ûm,2

2 follows the same distribution as ûm, which means that

P

(
sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ûm

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
= P

(
sign

(
1

2M

M∑
m=1

[ûm,1 + ûm,2]

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
.

(132)

Denote pm,j = P (ûm,j ̸= sign
(

1
M

∑M
m=1 um

)
),∀i ∈ {1, 2}, it can be shown that p̄ = 1

2M

∑M
m=1[pm,1+pm,2] =

1
2−

|ū|
2B .

Then, let Xm,j denote a Bernoulli random variable with a success probability of pm,j , we have

P

(
sign

(
1

2M

M∑
m=1

[ûm,1 + ûm,2]

)
̸= sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

um

))
≤ P

( M∑
m=1

Xm,1 +Xm,2 ≥ M

)
. (133)

Lemma 8 implies that P
(∑M

m=1 Xm,1+Xm,2 ≥ M
)
< 1

2 as long as M ≥ 1+2Mp̄ = 1+M − M |ū|
B , which is equivalent

to |ū| ≥ B
M . This essentially means that there exists some constant c0 such that P

(∑M
m=1 Xm,1 +Xm,2 ≥ M

)
≤ 1−c0

2 ,
which completes the proof of Lemma 9.

Given Lemma 9 at hand, we are ready to prove Theorem 9.

Proof. According to Assumption 2, we have
F (w(t+1))− F (w(t))

≤ ⟨∇F (w(t)),w(t+1) −w(t)⟩+ L

2
||w(t+1)

i −w
(t)
i ||22

= −η

〈
∇F (w(t)), sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

)〉
+

L

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ηsign( 1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2

≤ −η

〈
∇F (w(t)), sign

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

ternary(g(t)
m , A,B)

)〉
+

Ldη2

2

= −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 2η

d∑
i=1

|∇F (w(t))i| × 1
sign( 1

M

∑M
m=1 ternary(g

(t)
m,i,A,B)) ̸=sign(∇F (w(t))i)

,

(134)

where ∇F (w(t))i is the i-th entry of the vector ∇F (w(t)) and η is the learning rate. Taking expectations on both sides
yields
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E[F (w(t+1))− F (w(t))]

≤ −η||∇F (w(t))||1 +
Ldη2

2
+ 2η

d∑
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E
[
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Ldη2

2
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Adjusting the above inequality and averaging both sides over t = 1, 2, · · · , T , we can obtain

1

T

T∑
t=1

c0η||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]

T
+

Ldη2

2
+

2ηBd

M
. (136)

Letting η = 1√
LTd

and dividing both sides by η gives

1

T

T∑
t=1

c0||∇F (w(t))||1 ≤ E[F (w(0))− F (w(t+1))]
√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
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+
2Bd
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≤ (F (w(0))− F ∗)
√
Ld√

T
+

√
Ld

2
√
T

+
2Bd

M
,

(137)

which completes the proof.

D. Details of the Implementation
Our experiments are mainly implemented using Python 3.8 with packages Numpy 1.19.2 and Pytorch 1.10.1.

D.1. Dataset and Pre-processing

We perform experiments on the standard MNIST, Fashion-MNIST, and CIFAR-10 datasets. The MNIST dataset is for
handwritten digit recognition consisting of 60,000 training samples and 10,000 testing samples. Each sample is a 28×28
size gray-level image. The Fashion-MNIST dataset shares the same image size, data format and the structure of training and
testing splits as the MNIST dataset. We normalize the data by dividing it by the max RGB value (i.e., 255.0). The CIFAR-10
dataset contains 50,000 training samples and 10,000 testing samples. Each sample is a 32×32 color image. The data are
normalized with a zero-centered mean.

D.2. Neural Network Setting

For MNIST and Fashion-MNIST, we implement a three-layer fully connected neural network with softmax of classes with
cross-entropy loss. The two hidden layers have 512 and 256 hidden ReLU units, respectively. For CIFAR-10, we implement
a simple convolutional neural network with 4 convolution layers. It has two contiguous blocks of two convolution layers
with 64 and 128 channels, respectively, followed by a max-pooling, and then it has one dense layer with 256 hidden units.
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D.3. Learning Rate Tuning

For all the algorithms, we tune the initial learning rates from the set {0.00001, 0.00002, 0.00005, 0.0001, 0.0002, 0.0005,
0.001, 0.002, 0.005, 0.01, 0.02, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 5.0, 10.0, 20.0, 50.0, 100.0}. For MNIST and Fashion-MNIST,
we use a fixed learning rate, while for CIFAR-10, we decrease the learning rate by a factor of 10 after 250 communication
rounds.
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