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Abstract. This work addresses the problem of decentralized optimization on a compact submanifold
within a communication network comprising n nodes. Each node is associated with a smooth, non-convex
local cost function, and the collective objective is to minimize the sum of these local cost functions. We
focus on an online scenario where local data arrives continuously in a streaming fashion, eliminating the
necessity for complete data storage. To tackle this problem, we introduce a novel algorithm, the De-
centralized Projected Riemannian Stochastic Recursive Momentum (DPRSRM) method. Our approach
leverages hybrid local stochastic gradient estimators and utilizes network communication to maintain a

consensus on the global gradient. Notably, DPRSRM attains an oracle complexity of O(ϵ−
3
2 ), which

surpasses the performance of existing methods with complexities no better than O(ϵ−2). Each node in
the network requires only O(1) gradient evaluations per iteration, avoiding the need for large batch gra-
dient calculations or restarting procedures. Finally, we validate the superior performance of our proposed
algorithm through numerical experiments, including applications in principal component analysis and
low-rank matrix completion, demonstrating its advantages over state-of-the-art approaches.
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1. Introduction. Decentralized optimization has emerged as a prominent area of
research, particularly for its application in large-scale systems, such as sensor networks,
distributed computing, and machine learning. In these contexts, data is often partitioned
across numerous nodes, rendering centralized optimization approaches impractical due
to challenges such as privacy limitations and restricted computational resources. In this
work, we are concerned with the distributed smooth optimization on a compact subman-
ifold

(1.1)

min
1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(xi),

s.t. x1 = · · · = xn,

xi ∈ M, ∀ i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

where n is the number of nodes, fi is the smooth nonconvex local objective at the i-th
node, and M is a (nonconvex) compact smooth submanifold embedded in Rd×r with the
extrinsic dimensions (d, r), e.g., the Stiefel manifold St(d, r) := {x ∈ Rd×r : x⊤x = Ir}.
Problem (1.1) is prevalent in machine learning, signal processing, and deep learning, see,
e.g., the principal component analysis [35], the low-rank matrix completion [4, 20, 12],
the low-dimensional subspace learning [1, 22], and the deep neural networks with batch
normalization [8, 17]. One challenge in solving (1.1) comes from the nonconvexity of the
manifold constraint, which causes difficulty in achieving the consensus [7, 12, 19].
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In this paper, we investigate an online setting where each node i interacts with its
local cost function fi through a stochastic first-order oracle (SFO). This SFO setting
is particularly relevant in various online learning and expected risk minimization prob-
lems, where the noise introduced by the SFO stems from the variability of sampling over
streaming data received at each node. A notable example is online principal component
analysis [5]. Our primary focus is on the oracle complexity, defined as the total number of
SFO queries required at each node to compute an ϵ-stationary point tuple {x1, · · · , xn},
as formalized in Definition 2.1.

1.1. Related works. Decentralized optimization in Euclidean space (i.e., M =
Rd×r) has been extensively studied over the past few decades (see, e.g., [3, 27, 34, 23, 13,
30, 31, 36, 16, 37, 25, 28]). However, since problem (1.1) involves a manifold M, which
is often nonlinear and nonconvex, these works may fail when directly applied to solve
problem (1.1).

Perhaps the earliest works for solving (1.1) are [22, 26]. However, these methods re-
quire an asymptotically infinite number of consensus steps for convergence, which limits
their practical applicability. For the case where M is the Stiefel manifold, [7] propose a
decentralized Riemannian gradient descent method and its gradient-tracking version. To
use a single step of consensus, augmented Lagrangian methods [32, 33] are also investi-
gated, where a different stationarity is used. [29] propose a decentralized retraction-free
gradient tracking algorithm, and show that it exhibits ergodic O(1/K) convergence rate.
However, these studies rely on the orthogonal structure of the Stiefel manifold. Recently,
[12] used the projection operators instead of retractions and expanded the distributed
Riemannian gradient descent algorithm and the gradient tracking version to the compact
submanifolds of Euclidean space. Moreover, the integration of decentralized manifold op-
timization with other algorithms has also been proposed, including the conjugate gradient
algorithm [6] and the natural gradient method [19]. Furthermore, [18] achieves single-step
consensus for the general compact submanifold by carefully elaborating on the smoothness
structure and the asymptotic 1-Lipschitz continuity of the projection operator associated
with the submanifold geometry.

Several studies have focused on the finite-sum setting of problem (1.1), where fi =
1
m

∑mi

r=1 fi,r. [7] propose a decentralized Riemannian stochastic gradient descent method.
By combining the variable sample size gradient approximation method with the gradient
tracking dynamic, [38] propose a distributed Riemannian stochastic optimization algo-
rithm on the Stiefel manifold. Although both methods can also be used in the online
setting, the oracle complexities are O(ϵ−2), which is not optimal. It is worth noting that
the decentralized variance reduced method [33] has been studied. However, they need to
periodically calculate the full gradient, making it not suitable for the online setting.

1.2. Contribution. In this paper, we propose DPRSRM, a novel online variance-
reduced method for decentralized non-convex manifold optimization with stochastic first-
order oracles (SFO).

• To achieve fast and robust performance, the DPRSRM algorithm is built upon
gradient tracking [7, 12] and a stochastic gradient momentum estimator [10, 15],
which can be viewed as online variance reduction method. The only existing
decentralized stochastic variance-reduced manifold optimization algorithm is the
VRSGT proposed by [33]. Note that VRSGT is a double-loop algorithm that
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Table 1
Comparison of the oracle complexity results of Riemannian online decentralized methods. “Com-

munication” means rounds of communications per iteration. “Tracking” denotes the gradient tracking,
“VR” denotes variance reduction. We do not list the work in [33] since they focus on the finite-sum
setting and are not applicable to the online setting.

Algorithm Manifold types Communication Tracking VR Oracle
[7] Stiefel manifold multiple ✗ ✗ O(ϵ−2)
[38] Stiefel manifold multiple ✗ ✗ O(ϵ−2)

This paper compact submanifold single ✓ ✓ O(ϵ−3/2)

requires very large minibatch sizes. Conversely, the proposed DPRSRM is a
single-loop algorithm with O(1) oracle queries per update. Numerical experi-
ments demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed methods compared to state-
of-the-art ones through eigenvalue problems and low-rank matrix completion.

• Our algorithm achieves an oracle complexity of O(ϵ−
3
2 ). A comparison of the ora-

cle complexity of DPRSRM with related algorithms is provided in Table 1, where
DPRSRM achieves a lower oracle complexity than the existing decentralized sto-
chastic manifold optimization algorithms [12, 7, 33, 38]. Moreover, DPRSRM
uses a single step of consensus to achieve communication, compared to other pro-
ject/retraction algorithms [7, 12, 38] that need logσ2

( 1
2
√
n
) rounds of consensus,

where σ2 is the second largest singular value of the communication graph matrix.

1.3. Notation. For the compact submanifoldM of Rd×r, we always take the Euclid-
ean metric ⟨·, ·⟩ as the Riemannian metric. We use ∥·∥ to denote the Euclidean norm. We
denote the n-fold Cartesian product of M as Mn = M× · · · ×M. For any x ∈ M, the
tangent space and normal space of M at x are denoted by TxM and NxM, respectively.
For a differentiable function h : Rd×r → R, we denote its Euclidean gradient by∇h(x) and
its Riemannian gradient by gradh(x). For a positive integer n, define [n] = {1, . . . , n}. Let
1n ∈ Rn be a vector where all entries are equal to 1. Define J := 1

n1n1
⊤
n . Unless otherwise

explicitly defined, we now provide explanations for all lowercase variables used in this pa-
per. Take x as an example, we denote xi as a local variable at i-th node; x̂ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 xi

is the Euclidean average. Moreover, we use the bold notations x := [x⊤
1 , . . . , x

⊤
n ]

⊤ ∈
Rnd×r, x̂ := [x̂⊤, . . . , x̂⊤]⊤ ∈ Rnd×r, where x denotes the collection of all local variables
xi and x̂ is n copies of x̂. When applied to the iterative process, in k-th iteration, we
use xi,k to denote a local variable at i-th node and x̂k = 1

n

∑n
i=1 xk,i. Similarly, we also

denote xk := [x⊤
1,k, . . . , x

⊤
n,k]

⊤ ∈ Rnd×r, x̂k = [x̂⊤
k , . . . , x̂

⊤
k ]

⊤ ∈ Rnd×r. Other lowercase

variables can also be denoted similarly as x. Define the function f(x) :=
∑n

i=1 fi(xi).
Let W := W ⊗ Id ∈ Rnd×nd, where ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product.

2. Preliminary. This section introduces the definition of stationary point for prob-
lem (1.1), and gives a key property for compact submanifolds, i.e., proximal smoothness.

2.1. Stationary point. Let x1, · · · , xn ∈ M represent the local copies of each node.
Let PM be the orthogonal projection onto M. Note that for {xi}ni=1 ⊂ M,

argminy∈M

n∑
i=1

∥y − xi∥2 = PM(x̂).
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Any element x̄ in PM(x̂) is the induced arithmetic mean of {xi}ni=1 on M [24]. Let
f(z) := 1

n

∑n
i=1 fi(z). The ϵ-stationary point of problem (1.1) is defined as follows.

Definition 2.1 ([12]). The set of points {x1, x2, · · · , xn} ⊂ M is called an ϵ-
stationary point of (1.1) if there exists a x̄ ∈ PM(x̂) such that

1

n

n∑
i=1

∥xi − x̄∥2 ≤ ϵ and ∥gradf(x̄)∥2 ≤ ϵ.

We refer to these two terms as consensus error and optimality error, respectively.

2.2. Proximal smoothness. Proximal smoothness is an effective tool for address-
ing the nonconvex nature of manifold constraints within decentralized optimization set-
tings [12]. Define the distance from a point x ∈ Rd×r to the manifold M and the
nearest-point projection of x onto M as dist(x,M) := infy∈M ∥y − x∥ and PM(x) :=
argminy∈M ∥y − x∥, respectively. For a given number R > 0, the R-tube around M
is defined as the set UM(R) := {x : dist(x,M) < R}. A closed set M is said to be R-
proximally smooth if the projection PM(x) is unique whenever dist(x,M) < R. Following
[9], an R-proximally smooth set M satisfies that for any real δ ∈ (0, R),

(2.1) ∥PM(x)− PM(y)∥ ≤ R

R− δ
∥x− y∥, ∀x, y ∈ ŪM(δ),

where ŪM(δ) := {x : dist(x,M) ≤ δ}. For instance, the Stiefel manifold is known to be
a 1-proximally smooth set [2].

3. Problem setup and the proposed DPRSRM. In this section, we present
the problem setup considered in this paper, outlining the assumptions for the objective
function and the communication network. Building on this setup, we then develop a
decentralized algorithm to solve problem (1.1) and provide the main convergence rate
results.

3.1. Problem setup. Let us start with the following assumptions on problem (1.1).
For the manifold M, it is shown that any compact C2-submanifolds in Euclidean space
belong to proximally smooth set [2, 9, 11]. Without loss of generality, we assume that M
is R-proximally smooth. For the objective function fi, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 3.1. Each objective function fi is gradient Lipschitz continuous with
modulus Lf on the convex hull of M, denoted by conv(M). Moreover, the objective
function f(x) has an optimal value f∗ over Mn.

Under this assumption, the following Riemannian quadratic upper bound for fi has been
estabilshed in [12].

Lemma 3.2 ([12], Lemma 2). Under Assumption 3.1, there exists Lg, for any x, y ∈
M, the following inequality holds:

(3.1) fi(y)− fi(x) ≤ ⟨gradfi(x), y − x⟩+ Lg

2
∥y − x∥2, i ∈ [n],

Moreover, there exists a constant LG > 0 such that

(3.2) ∥gradfi(x)− gradfi(y)∥ ≤ LG∥x− y∥, i ∈ [n].
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We now present the assumption for the communication network. Denote by the
undirected graph G := {V, E}, where V = {1, 2, . . . , n} is the set of all nodes and E is the
set of edges. Let W be the mixing matrix associated with G and Wij ̸= 0 if there is an
edge (i, j) ∈ E and Wij = 0 otherwise. We use the following standard assumptions on W ,
see, e.g., [7, 37].

Assumption 3.3. We assume that the undirected graph G is connected and W is
doubly stochastic, i.e., (i) W = W⊤; (ii) Wij ≥ 0 and 1 > Wii > 0 for all i, j; (iii)
Eigenvalues of W lie in (−1, 1]. In addition, the second largest singular value σ2 of W
satisfies in σ2 ∈ [0, 1).

Consider a sufficiently rich probability space {Ω,P,F}. For a given decentralized algo-
rithm, we assume it generates an iterative sequence {xi,k}k≥0, where xi,k denotes the
k-th iteration at node i. At each step, node i observes a random vector ξi,k. We then
define an increasing sequence of sub-σ-algebras within F , constructed from the random
vectors observed in succession by the network nodes: for all k ≥ 1, F0 := {Ω, ∅}, Fk :=
σ ({ξi,0, ξi,1, . . . , ξi,k−1 : i ∈ V}) , where ∅ represents the empty set. The following assump-
tions are made regarding the stochastic gradient ∇fi(x, ξi,k):

Assumption 3.4. For any Fk–measurable variable x ∈ M and k ≥ 1, the algo-
rithm generates a sample ξi,k ∼ Ω for each node i and returns a stochastic gradient
gradfi(x, ξi,k), there exists a parameter ν = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ν

2
i such that

E [gradfi(x, ξi,k)|Fk] = gradfi(x),(3.3)

E
[
∥gradfi(x, ξi,k)− gradfi(x)∥2|Fk

]
≤ ν2i .(3.4)

Moreover, the collection {ξi,k : i ∈ V, k ≥ 1} consists of independent random variables
and gradfi(x, ξi,k) is the mean-squared L̄-Lipschitz:

(3.5) E[∥gradfi(x, ξi,k)− gradfi(y, ξi,k)∥|Fk] ≤ L̄E[∥x− y∥].

To measure the oracle complexity of our algorithm, we give the definition of a sto-
chastic first-order oracle (SFO) for (1.1).

Definition 3.5 (stochastic first-order oracle). For the problem (1.1), a sto-
chastic first-order oracle for each node i is defined as follows: compute the Riemannian
gradient gradfi(x, ξi) given a sample ξi ∈ Ω.

3.2. The Algorithm. In this subsection, we introduce the Decentralized Projected
Riemannian Stochastic Recursive Momentum (DPRSRM) method for addressing (1.1),
along with its associated convergence results. Inspired by the notable effectiveness of
variance reduction and gradient tracking in decentralized frameworks [33, 12, 7], we seek
a novel combination of variance reduction and gradient tracking for decentralized online
problems on compact submanifolds for improving the oracle complexity. In particular,
we focus on the following stochastic gradient estimator using the momentum technique
introduced in [10, 15]:

(3.6)
qi,k =gradfi(xi,k, ξi,k)

+ (1− τ)(di,k−1 − gradfi(xi,k−1, ξi,k)).
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We note that (3.6) can be rewritten as

(3.7)
qi,k =τgradfi(xi,k, ξi,k) + (1− τ)di,k−1

+ gradfi(xi,k, ξi,k)− gradfi(xi,k−1, ξi,k)),

which hybrids stochastic gradient gradfi(xi,k, ξi,k) with the recursive gradient estimator
in RSARAH/SRG [14, 39] for τ ∈ [0, 1]. Since the direction qi,k may be unbounded, we
introduce a clipped gradient estimator di,k

(3.8) di,k =

{
qi,k if ∥qi,k∥ ≤ B,

B
qi,k

∥qi,k∥ otherwise,

where B > 0 is a user-defined constant. To further reduce the variance of the gradient
estimator in different nodes, we compute the gradient tracking iteration as follows:

(3.9) si,k =

n∑
j=1

Wijsj,k−1 + di,k − di,k−1, i ∈ [n].

A crucial advantage of gradient tracking-type methods lies in the applicability of the use
of a constant step size α. Since si,k may not remain in in the tangent space Txi,k

M, we
introduce the projected variable vi,k and update the new iterate xi,k+1 as follows:

(3.10) xi,k+1 = PM(

n∑
j=1

Wijxj,k − αvi,k), i ∈ [n].

For ease of analysis, we stack variables in each node and rewrite (3.6), (3.9) and (3.10) as

(3.11)


qk =gradf(xk, ξk) + (1− τ)(dk−1 − gradf(xk−1, ξk))

sk =Wsk−1 + dk − dk−1

vk =PTxMn(sk)

xk+1 =PMn(Wxk − αvk),

where ξk = {ξi,k}i∈V and PTxMn := PTx1,k
M × · · · × PTxn,k

M. The overall algorithm is

given in Algorithm 3.1.

3.3. Main results. The convergence analysis of Algorithm 3.1 can be divided into
two parts: the consensus error and the optimality error, as defined in Definition 2.1.
Let us first focus on the consensus error. We define a neighborhood around x ∈ Mn as
follows:

(3.12) N (δ) := {x ∈ Mn : ∥x− x̄∥ ≤ δ}.

Note that if x ∈ N (δ), then xi ∈ ŪM(δ) for any i ∈ [n].
By appropriately selecting the step size α and an integer t, and initializing with

x0 ∈ N (δ), we can establish an explicit relationship between the consensus error and the
step size. The proof is given in Section 4.1.
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Algorithm 3.1 The DPRSRM for solving (1.1)

Input: Initial point x0 = x̄0 ∈ M, s−1 = d−1 = 0, α, τ .
1: Sample ξi,0, let si,0 = di,0 = gradfi(xi,0, ξi,0).
2: vi,0 = PTxi,0

M(si,0).

3: xi,1 = PM(
∑n

j=1 Wijxj,0 − αvi,0).
4: for k = 1, 2, · · · ,K do
5: Update stochastic gradient estimator qi,k via (3.6)
6: Update the clipped gradient estimator di,k via (3.8).
7: Update Riemannian gradient tracking si,k via (3.9).
8: Project onto tangent space: vi,k = PTxi,k

M(si,k).

9: Update new iterate xi,k+1 via (3.10).
10: end for

Theorem 3.6 (Consensus error). Let {xk}k be the sequence generated by Algorithm

3.1. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3 hold. Define ρ := R
R−2δσ2, D := (3L)2

(1−σ2)2
and

C := D
(1−ρ)2σ2

2
. Let α and δ satisfy that

(3.13)
α ≤ min

{
1

4L
,

δ√
nD

,
(R(1− σ2)− 2δ)δ

R
√
nD

}
,

δ <
1

2
min {R,R(1− σ2)} .

If x0 ∈ N (δ), it holds that

(3.14)
1

n
∥x̄k − xk∥2 ≤ Cα2.

Now we present the following main theorem of the DPRSRM. The proof is given in
Section 4.2. For the ease of analysis, we define

(3.15) L := max{Lg, LG, L̄c},

where Lg, LG are given in Lemma 3.2 and L̄ occurred in Assumption 3.4.

Theorem 3.7 (Optimality error). Let {xk}k be the sequence generated by Algorithm
3.1 with B ≥ L. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1-3.4 hold. Let α and δ satisfy (3.13). If
x0 ∈ N (δ), there exists constants M2, Q, L2 such that

min
1≤k≤K

E[∥gradf(x̄k)∥2]

≤4(f(x̄0)− f∗)

αK
+ 4(G1α

2 + G2α
3) + 6(ρ3α

2 + ρ2ν
2τ2)

48L2

(1− σ2
2)K

+
12

n
(1 + ρ2τ

2)(ν2τ + ρ3n
α4

τ
),
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where ρ2 :=
6(1+σ2

2)

(1−σ2
2)

2 , ρ3 := ρ2(8CL2 + 4DL2) and G1,G2 are defined as:

(3.16)

G1 : =
3

2
CL2 + (

3

2
M2

2 +
3

2
(
√
nL2 + 8Q)2)C2

+ 24Q2D2 +
1

4
LL2

2 + LD,

G2 : = 2(8Q+
√
nL2 +M2)

2LC2 + 8Q2D2L+ 2M2C
2L.

The following corollary addresses the finite-time convergence rate of DPRSRM with
specific choices of the algorithmic parameters α and τ .

Corollary 3.8. Let {xk}k be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1 with B ≥ L.

Suppose that Assumptions 3.1-3.4 hold. Let α = 1
K , τ = 1

K2/3 and δ ≤ min{R
2 ,

R(1−σ2)
2 }.

If x0 ∈ N (δ), and K ≥ max
{
4L,

√
nD/δ, R

√
nD

(R(1−σ2)−2δ)δ

}
, it holds that

(3.17)
1

n
∥x̄k − xk∥2 ≤ C

K2/3
,

and

(3.18) min
0≤k≤K

∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 ≤ Γ1

K2/3
+

Γ2

K
+

6ρ2ν
2

K4/3
,

where Γ1 = 4(f(x̄0) − f∗) + 4G1 + 6ρ3 + 12σ
n (1 + ρ2) and Γ2 = 4G2 + 48L2

(1−σ2
2)
. As a

consequence, DPRSRM obtains an ϵ-stationary point with at most

K := O(max{K1,K2,K3})

iterations. Here, K1,K2,K3 are given as follows:

(3.19) K1 : = (C + Γ1)
1.5ϵ−

3
2 ,K2 := Γ2ϵ

−1,K3 := (6ρ2ν
2)3/4ϵ−

3
4 .

According to Corollary 3.8, DPRSRM achieves an oracle complexity of O(ϵ−
3
2 ), out-

performing existing methods [7, 38], which have an oracle complexity of at most O(ϵ−2).

4. Outline of convergence analysis. As shown in Section 3.3, the convergence
analysis consists of two critical components: the consensus error and the optimality mea-
sure, corresponding to Theorem 3.6 and Theorem 3.7, respectively. In this section, we
will outline the proof.

4.1. Consensus error. This subsection addresses the consensus error in Theorem
3.6. In Algorithm 3.1, the update of the main iterate xk+1 involves the projection on
M. Due to the nonconvex nature of compact submanifolds, the projection is not always
unique. Before proving Theorem 3.6, we will first demonstrate that the projection oper-
ator in Algorithm 3.1 is well-defined, meaning that the points being projected are always
ensured to be within a neighborhood that belongs to ŪM(R).

We first investigate the uniform boundedness of ∥sk∥ in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let {xk}k be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1. Suppose that
Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3 hold. Then for all k, it holds that

(4.1) ∥sk∥2 ≤ nD, D :=
(3L)2

(1− σ2)2
.
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The following lemma demonstrates that the iterates xk will always remain in the
neighborhood N (δ) under certain conditions.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that Assumption 3.3 holds. Let xi,k be generated by Algorithm
3.1. Let α and δ satisfy (3.13). If x0 ∈ N (δ), then for any k ≥ 1, it holds that xk ∈ N (δ)
and

n∑
j=1

Wijxj,k − αvi,k ∈ ŪM(2δ), i = 1, · · · , n.(4.2)

Now we give the proof of Theorem 3.6.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. Since x0 ∈ N (δ), it follows from Lemma 4.2 that for any
k > 0, xk ∈ N (δ) and

(4.3)

n∑
j=1

Wijxj,k − αvi,k ∈ ŪM(2δ), i = 1, · · · , n.

By the definition of x̄k+1, we have

∥xk+1 − x̄k+1∥ ≤ ∥xk+1 − x̄k∥
= ∥PMn(Wxk − αvk)− PMn(x̂k)∥

≤ R

R− 2δ
∥Wxk − αvk − x̂k∥

≤ R

R− 2δ
σ2∥xk − x̄k∥+

R

R− 2δ

√
nDα

≤ ρ∥xk − x̄k∥+
√
nDα

σ2
,

where the first inequality follows from the optimality of x̄k+1, the second inequality utilizes
(4.3) and the R

R−2δ -Lispchitz continuity of PM over ŪM(2δ). Then

(4.4)

∥x̄k+1 − xk+1∥ ≤ ρ∥x̄k − xk∥+
√
nDα

σ2

≤ ρk+1∥x̄0 − x0∥+
√
nD

(1− ρ)σ2
α.

By the initialized strategy of x0 in Algorithm 3.1, we have x0 = x̄0. The proof is
completed.

4.2. Optimality error. In this subsection, we outline the proof of Theorem 3.7.
For ease of notation, let us denote

ĝk :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

gradfi (xi,k) , ĝk := (1n ⊗ Id) ĝk.

By applying the Lipschitz-type inequalities on compact submanifolds from Section
2.2 and combining them with the above lemma, we can demonstrate a sufficient decrease
in f .
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Lemma 4.3. Let {xk}k be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1. Suppose that
Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3 hold. Let α and δ satisfy (3.13). If x0 ∈ N (δ), it follows that

f(x̄k+1) ≤ f(x̄k)−
α

4
∥gradf(x̄k)∥+ G1α

3 + G2α
4

+
3α

2n
(∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2 + ∥d̂k − sk∥2),

where G1 and G2 are constant defined by (3.16).

Let us build the following lemma on the relationship between sk and d̂k.

Lemma 4.4. Let {xk}k be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1. Suppose that
Assumptions 3.1-3.4 hold. It holds that for any k,

(4.5)

K∑
k=0

E[∥d̂k − sk∥2] ≤ ρ2

K−1∑
k=0

τ2E[∥dk − gradf(xk)∥2]

+
8nL2

1− σ2
2

+ ρ3nα
2K + ρ2ν

2nτ2K.

We also have the following gradient estimation error bound.

Lemma 4.5. Let {xk}k be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1 with B ≥ L. Sup-
pose that Assumptions 3.1-3.4 hold. Then the expected estimation error of the estimator
is bounded by

(4.6)
K∑

k=0

E[∥dk − gradf(xk)∥2] ≤
nν2

τ
+ 2ν2τK + 2ρ3n

α4

τ
K,

where ρ3 is defined in Lemma 4.4.

With these preparations, we give the proof of Theorem 3.7.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Combining Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4 yields that

(4.7)

K∑
k=0

α

4
E[∥gradf(x̄k)∥2] ≤ f(x̄0) + (G1α

3 + G2α
4)K

+
3α

2n

K∑
k=0

E[∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2 + ∥d̂k − sk∥2]

≤f(x̄1) + (G1α
3 + G2α

4)K +
3α

2
(ρ3α

2 + ρ2ν
2τ2)K

+
12L2

1− σ2
2

α+
3α

2n
(1 + ρ2τ

2)

K∑
k=0

E[∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2].

Incorporating Lemma 4.5 into (4.7) completes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 3.8. Given the choice of α andK ≥ max
{
4L,

√
nD/δ, R

√
nD

(R(1−σ2)−2δ)δ

}
,

we can infer that α satisfies the condition (3.13). Therefore, it follows from Theorem 3.7
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that

(4.8)

min
1≤k≤K

∥gradf(x̄k)∥2

≤4(f(x̄0)− f∗)

αK
+ 4(G1α

2 + G2α
3) + 6(ρ3α

2 + ρ2ν
2τ2)

48L2

(1− σ2
2)K

+
12

n
(1 + ρ2τ

2)(ν2τ + ρ3n
α4

τ
)

≤
4(f(x̄0)− f∗) + 4G1 + 6ρ3 +

12σ
n (1 + ρ2)

K2/3

+ (4G2 +
48L2

(1− σ2
2)
)
1

K
+

6ρ2ν
2

K4/3
.

The proof is completed.

5. Numerical experiments. In this section, we compare our proposed DPRSRM
with DRSGD in [7] and DRPGD in [12] on decentralized principal component analysis and
low-rank matrix completion problem. It is important to note that the original DRPGD
is a deterministic algorithm that utilizes the local full gradient. To adapt it to the online
setting, we replace the full gradient with a stochastic gradient for the local updates.
The numerical results on decentralized low-rank matrix completion are provided in the
supplementary material.

5.1. Decentralized principal component analysis. The decentralized principal
component analysis (PCA) problem can be expressed mathematically as follows:

(5.1) min
x∈Mn

− 1

2n

n∑
i=1

tr(x⊤
i A

⊤
i Aixi), s.t. x1 = . . . = xn,

where M is the Stiefel manifold St(d, r), Ai ∈ Rmi×d is the data matrix corresponding
to the i-th node, and mi denotes the number of samples. It is worth noting that if x∗

is a solution to this problem, then any transformation of x∗ by an orthogonal matrix
Q ∈ Rr×r is also a valid solution. The distance between two points x and x∗ is then
calculated as:

ds(x, x
∗) := min

Q∈Rr×r, Q⊤Q=QQ⊤=Ir
∥xQ− x∗∥.

5.1.1. Synthetic dataset. In our study, we set the parameters as follows: m1 =
. . . = mn = 1000, d = 10, and r = 5. A matrix B ∈ R1000n×d is generated, and its singular
value decomposition (SVD) is performed, yielding B = UΣV ⊤, where U ∈ R1000n×d and
V ∈ Rd×d are orthogonal matrices, and Σ ∈ Rd×d is a diagonal matrix. To control the
distribution of singular values, we define Σ̃ = diag(γj) with γ chosen from the interval
(0, 1). The matrix A is then formed as A = U Σ̃V ⊤ ∈ R1000n×d. The matrices Ai are
derived by partitioning the rows of A into n equally sized subsets. It can be shown
that the first r columns of V represent the solution to (5.1). In our experiments, the
parameters γ and n are set to 0.8 and 8, respectively.

We employ fixed step sizes for all algorithms. The step size is set to α = β̂√
K

with K

being the maximal number of iterations. The grid search is utilized to find the best β̂ for
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each algorithm. The momentum parameter is chosen as τ = 0.999. The batch size in each
node is set as 10 and the maximum iteration is set K = 2000. The clipping constant is set
as B = 108. We choose the polar decomposition as the retraction operator for DRSGD.
We test several graph matrices to model the topology across the nodes, namely, the Erdos-
Renyi (ER) network with probability p = 0.3, 0.6, and the Ring network. Throughout
this section, we select the mixing matrix W to be the Metropolis constant edge weight
matrix [27].
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Fig. 1. Numerical results on the synthetic dataset with different network graphs.

Firstly, We test all algorithms with different network graphs, namely, Ring, ER p =
0.3, and ER p = 0.6. The results are shown in Figure 1. It can be seen that there is not
much difference among different graphs except for the consensus error. This is consistent
with the existing results for DRSGD [7] and DPRGD [12]. Secondly, Figure 2 presents a
comparison among the three algorithms. Our DPRSRM outperforms the other two, with
DRSGD and DPRGD showing comparable performance.

5.1.2. Mnist dataset. To evaluate the efficiency of the proposed DPRSRM, we also
conduct numerical tests on the Mnist dataset [21]. The training images consist of 60000
handwritten images of size 32 × 32 and are used to generate Ai’s. We first normalize
the data matrix by dividing 255 and randomly split the data into n = 8 nodes with
equal cardinality. Then, each node holds a local matrix Ai of dimension 60000

n × 784. We
compute the first 5 principal components, i.e., d = 784, r = 5.

For all algorithms, we use the fixed step sizes α = β̂
60000 with a best-chosen β̂, batch

size 1500 and momemtum parameter τ = 0.999. Similar to the synthetic setting, our
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Fig. 2. Results on the synthetic dataset with ER p = 0.6.

DPRSRM algorithm demonstrates superior performance compared to other algorithms in
terms of objective function values, gradient norms, and distances to the optimal solution.
It is important to note that due to the use of stochastic gradients, consensus among the
algorithms may be affected by noise, which can be reduced by using a smaller step size.

5.2. Low-rank matrix completion problem. The low-rank matrix completion
(LRMC) problem aims to reconstruct a matrix A ∈ Rd×T with low rank from its partially
observed entries. Let Ω represent the set of indices corresponding to the observed entries
in A. The LRMC problem of rank r can be expressed as:

(5.2) min
X∈Gr(d,r),V ∈Rr×T

1

2
∥PΩ(XV −A)∥2,

where Gr(d, r) represents the Grassmann manifold of r-dimensional subspaces in Rd, and
PΩ is a projection operator that selects the elements of A indexed by Ω, setting the rest
to zero.

In a decentralized context, assume the matrix PΩ(A) is divided into n equal parts by
columns, labeled as A1, A2, . . . , An, each part corresponding to a different node. Replacing
the Grassmann manifold constraint with the Stiefel manifold, the decentralized LRMC
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Fig. 3. Results on Mnist dataset with ER p = 0.3.

problem [12] is therefore formulated as:

(5.3)

min
1

2

n∑
i=1

∥PΩi
(XiVi(X)−Ai)∥2,

s.t. X1 = X2 = · · · = Xn,

Xi ∈ St(d, r), ∀i ∈ [n],

where Ωi is the corresponding indices set of Ω and Vi(X) := argminV ∥PΩi(XV −Ai)∥.
For numerical tests, we consider random generated A. To be specific, we first generate

two random matrices L ∈ Rd×r and R ∈ Rr×T , where each element obeys the standard
Gaussian distribution. For the indices set Ω, we generate a random matrix B with
each element following from the uniform distribution, then set Ωij = 1 if Bij ≤ ν and 0
otherwise. The parameter ν is set to r(d+T−r)/(dT ). In the implementations, we set T =

1000, d = 50, r = 10, and α = β̂√
K

for all algorithms with K being the maximal number

of iterations. β̂ is tuned to get the best performance for each algorithm individually. The
Ring graph is used. The results are reported in Figure 4, where DPRGD is omitted due
to its similar performance with DRSGD. We see that DPRSRM outperforms DRSGD.

6. Conclusions and Limitations. This develop a decentralized projection Rie-
mannian stochastic recursive momentum method by assuming that each node has access
to a stochastic first-order oracle. Our algorithm leverages local hybrid variance reduction
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Fig. 4. Numerical results for the decentralized LRMC problem with the Ring graph.

and gradient tracking to achieve a lower oracle complexity compared with the existing
online methods. It requires only O(1) gradient evaluations per iteration for each local
node and does not require restarting with a large batch gradient.

Limitations. Our paper motivates several important questions for future research.
The lack of closed-form solutions for the projection operator on certain manifolds suggests
a need to explore methods for approximate projection calculation. Additionally, our
step-size selection depends on the proximal smoothness constant R, emphasizing the
importance of accurately estimating R for specific manifolds.
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Appendix A. Technical Lemmas.

Lemma A.1. Given any vectors a, b ∈ Rn, it holds that

(A.1) ⟨a, b

∥b∥
⟩ ≥ ∥a∥ − 2∥a− b∥.

Proof. It follows from the Cauchy inequality that

(A.2) ⟨a, b

∥b∥
⟩ = ⟨a− b,

b

∥b∥
⟩+ ∥b∥ ≥ −∥a− b∥+ ∥b∥ ≥ −2∥a− b∥+ ∥a∥,

where the second inequality use ∥a∥ ≤ ∥a− b∥+ ∥b∥.
Lemma A.2 ([34], Lemma 2).
Let uk and wk be two positive scalar sequences such that for all k ≥ 1

(A.3) uk ≤ ηuk−1 + wk−1,

where η ∈ (0, 1) is the decaying factor. Then we have

(A.4)

K∑
k=0

uk ≤ u0

1− η
+

1

1− η

K−1∑
k=0

wk.

The following inequality is the control of the distance between the Euclidean mean x̂
and the manifold mean x̄ by the square of consensus error.

Lemma A.3 ([12]). For any x ∈ Mn satisfying ∥xi − x̄∥ ≤ δ, i ∈ [n], we have

(A.5) ∥x̄− x̂∥ ≤ M2
∥x− x̄∥2

n
,

where M2 = maxx∈ŪM(δ) ∥D2PM(x)∥op.
The following Lipschitz-type inequality for the projection operator PM(·) is crucial

in the analysis of projection-based methods.

Lemma A.4 ([12]). For any x ∈ M, u ∈ {u ∈ Rd×r : ∥u∥ ≤ δ}, there exists a
constant Q such that

(A.6) ∥PM(x+ u)− x− PTxM(u)∥ ≤ Q∥u∥2.

Appendix B. Proof of Section 4.

B.1. Proof of Section 4.1.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. We prove it by induction on both ∥sk∥. By the initial strategy

and the update rule, we have ∥s0∥ = ∥d0∥ ≤
√
nL < 3

√
nL

1−σ2
. Suppose for some k ≥ 0 that

∥si,k∥ ≤ 3
√
nL

1−σ2
. Then, we have

∥sk+1 − d̂k∥ = ∥Wsk − d̂k + dk+1 − dk∥
= ∥Wsk − ŝk + dk+1 − dk∥
= ∥[(W − J)⊗ Id]sk + dk+1 − dk∥
≤ σ2∥sk∥+ 2

√
nL

≤ 3
√
nLσ2

1− σ2
+ 2

√
nL.
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Hence,

∥sk+1∥ ≤ ∥sk+1 − d̂k∥+ ∥d̂k∥ ≤ 3
√
nLσ2

1− σ2
+ 3

√
nL ≤ 3

√
nL

1− σ2
,

where we use ∥d̂k∥ ≤ 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∥di,k∥ ≤ L and ∥d̂k∥ ≤

√
n∥d̂k∥ =

√
nL. The proof is

completed.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let us prove it by induction. Assume that xk ∈ N (δ). Note
that for any i ∈ [n],

∥
n∑

j=1

Wijxj,k − αvi,k − x̄k∥ ≤∥
n∑

j=1

Wij(xj,k − x̄k)− αvi,k∥

≤
n∑

j=1

Wij∥xj,k − x̄k∥+ α∥vi,k∥

≤δ +
√
nDα ≤ 2δ.

By δ < R/2, we have
∑n

j=1 Wijxj,k + αvi,k ∈ ŪM(2δ). Moreover, it follows from the
definition of ∥ · ∥ that maxi ∥xi,k − x̄k∥ ≤ ∥xk − x̄k∥ ≤ δ, which implies that x̂k ∈
ŪM(δ) ⊂ ŪM(2δ). This allows us using the R

R−2δ -Lipschitz continuity of PM(·) over

ŪM(2δ), namely
∥xk+1 − x̄k+1∥ ≤ ∥xk+1 − x̄k∥
= ∥PMn(Wxk − αvk)− PMn(x̂k)∥

≤ R

R− 2δ
∥Wxk − αvk − x̂k∥

≤ R

R− 2δ
∥[(W − J)⊗ Id](xk − x̂k)− αvk∥

≤ Rσ2

R− 2δ
∥xk − x̂k∥+

Rα

R− 2δ
∥vk∥

≤ Rσ2

R− 2δ
δ +

Rα

R− 2δ

√
nD.

Given δ, one can deduce ∥xk+1 − x̄k+1∥ ≤ δ when α satisfy that

(B.1) α ≤ (R(1− σ2)− 2δ)δ

R
√
nD

.

Note that the right hand of the above inequality is quadratic with respect to δ. When

0 ≤ δ ≤ R(1−σ2)
2 , the right hand is greater than 0. We complete the proof.

B.2. Proof of Section 4.2. For ease of analysis, we first introduce the expression
for the consensus problem. we consider the following consensus problem over M:

(B.2) min
x

ϕ(x) :=
1

4

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

Wij∥xi − xj∥2, s.t. xi ∈ M, i ∈ [n],

The gradient of ϕ(x) is ∇ϕ(x) := [∇ϕ1(x)
⊤,∇ϕ2(x)

⊤, · · · ,∇ϕn(x)
⊤]⊤ = (I − W)x,

where ∇ϕi(x) := xi −
∑n

j=1 Wijxj , i ∈ [n]. In particular, the update rule (3.10) of xk+1
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can be rewritten as

(B.3) xk+1 = PMn(xk −∇ϕ(x)− αvk).

Proof of Lemma 4.3. It follows from the Riemannian quadratic upper bound of f in
Lemma 3.2 and Lg ≤ L that
(B.4)

f(x̄k+1) ≤ f(x̄k) + ⟨gradf(x̄k), x̄k+1 − x̄k⟩+
L

2
∥x̄k+1 − x̄k∥2

=f(x̄k)−
α

n

n∑
i=1

⟨gradf(x̄k), si,k⟩+ ⟨gradf(x̄k), x̄k+1 − x̄k + αŝk⟩+
L

2
∥x̄k+1 − x̄k∥2

=f(x̄k)−
α

2n

n∑
i=1

(∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 + ∥si,k∥2 − ∥si,k − gradf(x̄k)∥2)

+ ⟨gradf(x̄k), x̄k+1 − x̄k + αŝk⟩+
L

2
∥x̄k+1 − x̄k∥2

≤f(x̄k)−
α

2
∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 −

α

2n
∥sk∥2 +

α

2n
∥gradf(x̄k)− sk∥2

+ ⟨gradf(x̄k), x̄k+1 − x̄k + αŝk⟩+
L

2
∥x̄k+1 − x̄k∥2,

where the second inequality utilizes Lemma A.1. According to Young’s inequality, we
have
(B.5)
⟨gradf(x̄k), x̄k+1 − x̄k + αŝk⟩ = ⟨gradf(x̄k), x̄k+1 − x̄k + αv̂k⟩+ α ⟨gradf(x̄k), ŝk − v̂k⟩

≤ α

4
∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 +

1

α
∥x̄k+1 − x̄k + αv̂k∥2 + α ⟨gradf(x̄k), ŝk − v̂k⟩ .

Combining (B.4) and (B.5) leads to

(B.6)

f(x̄k+1) ≤f(x̄k)−
α

4
∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 −

α

2n
∥sk∥2 +

α

2n
∥gradf(x̄k)− sk∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

a1

+
1

α
∥x̄k+1 − x̄k + αv̂k∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

a2

+
L

2
∥x̄k+1 − x̄k∥2.︸ ︷︷ ︸

a3

+α ⟨gradf(x̄k), ŝk − v̂k⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
a4

.

Now, let us bound a1, a2, a3, and a4, respectively. Applying Lemma 3.2 yields

a1 ≤ 3 ∥gradf(x̄k)− ĝk∥2 + 3∥ĝk − d̂k∥2 + 3∥d̂k − sk∥2

≤ 3n∥gradf(x̄k)− ĝk∥2 + 3n∥ĝk − d̂k∥2 + 3∥d̂k − sk∥2

≤ 3

n∑
i=1

∥gradf(x̄k)− gradf(xi,k)∥2 + 3

n∑
i=1

∥gradf(xi,k)− di,k∥2 + 3∥d̂k − sk∥2

≤ 3L2∥x̄k − xk∥2 + 3∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2 + 3∥d̂k − sk∥2.

For a2, it follows from the triangle inequality that

(B.7)

∥x̄k+1 − x̄k + αv̂k∥ ≤ ∥x̄k − x̂k∥+ ∥x̄k+1 − x̂k+1∥+ ∥x̂k+1 − x̂k + αv̂k∥
(A.5)

≤ M2

n
(∥x̄k − xk∥2 + ∥x̄k+1 − xk+1∥2) + ∥x̂k+1 − x̂k + αv̂k∥.
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Therefore, it follows from [12, Lemma 5] that there exists a constant L2 such that

(B.8)

∥x̂k+1 − x̂k + αv̂k∥ = ∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

(xi,k+1 − xi,k + αvi,k)∥

≤ 1

n
∥

n∑
i=1

(xi,k+1 − xi,k + αvi,k + gradϕi(xk))∥+
1

n
∥

n∑
i=1

gradϕi(xk)∥

(A.6)

≤ Q

n

n∑
i=1

∥αvi,k +∇ϕi(xk)∥2 +
1

n
∥

n∑
i=1

gradϕi(xk)∥

≤2Qα2

n
∥vk∥2 +

2Q

n
∥∇ϕ(xk)∥2 +

L2√
n
∥xk − x̄k∥2

≤2Qα2

n
∥vk∥2 +

(
√
nL2 + 8Q)

n
∥xk − x̄k∥2.

Plugging (B.8) into (B.7) and using the fact that ∥vk∥ ≤ ∥sk∥ gives

a2 ≤ ∥x̄k+1 − x̄k + αv̂k∥2

≤ 3M2
2 + 6(

√
nL2 + 8Q)2

n2
∥xk − x̄k∥4 +

3M2
2

n2
∥x̄k+1 − xk+1∥4 +

24Q2α4

n2
∥sk∥4.

By [12, Lemma 6] and ∥v̂k∥2 ≤ 1
n∥vk∥2, we obtain

a3 ≤4(8Q+
√
nL2 +M2)

2

n2
∥xk − x̄k∥4 +

16Q2α4

n2
∥vk∥4 + 4α2∥v̂k∥2

+
4M2

2

n2
∥xk+1 − x̄k+1∥4

≤4(8Q+
√
nL2 +M2)

2

n2
∥xk − x̄k∥4 +

16Q2α4

n2
∥sk∥4 +

4α2

n
∥sk∥2

+
4M2

2

n2
∥xk+1 − x̄k+1∥4.

Now we are going to bound a4, since si,k − vi,k ∈ Nxi,k
M, it follows that

(B.9)

a4 =

〈
gradf(x̄k),

1

n

n∑
i=1

α(si,k − vi,k)

〉

=
α

n

n∑
i=1

〈
gradf(x̄k)− PTxi,k

M(gradf(x̄k)), si,k − vi,k

〉
≤ 1

4n

n∑
i=1

∥PTx̄k
M(gradf(x̄k))− PTxi,k

M(gradf(x̄k))∥2 +
α2

n

n∑
i=1

∥PNxi,k
M(si,k)∥2

≤L2
2

4n

n∑
i=1

∥xi,k − x̄k∥2∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 +
α2

n
∥sk∥2

≤L2L2
2

4n
∥xk − x̄k∥2 +

α2L

n
∥sk∥2.
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Combining a1, a2, a3, a4 with (B.6) and using the fact that α < 1/(4L) imply that

Ef(x̄k+1) ≤ f(x̄k)−
α

4
∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 −

α

2n
∥sk∥2 +

α

2n
a1 +

1

α
a2 +

L

2
a3 + αa4

≤f(x̄k)−
α

4
∥gradf(x̄k)∥2 +

3L2α

2n
∥x̄k − xk∥2 +

3α

2n
∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2 +

3α

2n
∥d̂k − sk∥2

+
3M2

2 + 6(
√
nL2 + 8Q)2

n2α
∥xk − x̄k∥4 +

3M2
2

n2α
∥x̄k+1 − xk+1∥4 +

24Q2α3

n2
∥sk∥4.

+
2(8Q+

√
nL2 +M2)

2L

n2
∥xk − x̄k∥4 +

8Q2α4L

n2
∥sk∥4 +

2M2
2L

n2
∥xk+1 − x̄k+1∥4

+
L2L2

2α

4n
∥xk − x̄k∥2 +

α3L

n
∥sk∥2

Since 1
n∥sk∥

2 ≤ D and 1
n∥x̄k−xk∥2 ≤ Cα2 by Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 3.6, it holds that

f(x̄k+1) ≤ f(x̄k)−
α

4
∥gradf(x̄k)∥+ G1α

3 + G2α
4

+
3α

2n
(∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2 + ∥d̂k − sk∥2),

where G1 and G2 are two given by

(B.10)
G1 : =

3

2
CL2 + (

3

2
M2

2 +
3

2
(
√
nL2 + 8Q)2)C2 + 24Q2D2 +

1

4
LL2

2 + LD,

G2 : = 2(8Q+
√
nL2 +M2)

2LC2 + 8Q2D2L+ 2M2C
2L.

The proof is completed.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. We observe that
(B.11)

di,k+1 − di,k =gradfi(xi,k+1, ξi,k+1) + (1− τ)(di,k − gradfi(xi,k, ξi,k+1))− di,k

=gradfi(xi,k+1, ξi,k+1)− gradfi(xi,k, ξi,k+1) + τ(gradfi(xi,k)− di,k)

+ τ(gradfi(xi,k, ξi,k+1)− gradfi(xi,k))

Then we have that

(B.12)
dk+1 − dk =gradf(xk+1)− gradf(xk) + τ(gradf(xk)− dk)

+ τ(gradf(xk, ξk+1)− gradf(xk)).

The Lipschitz continuity of gradf(x) and Assumption 3.4 yields

(B.13) E[∥dk+1 − dk∥2] ≤ 3L2E[∥xk+1 − xk∥2] + 3τ2E[∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2] + 3nτ2ν2.

On the other hand, it holds that

∥xk+1 − xk∥ ≤ ∥xk+1 − xk + (Ind −W)xk + αvk∥+ ∥(Ind −W)xk + αvk∥
= ∥PMn(Wxk − αvk)− (Wxk − αvk)∥+ ∥(Ind −W)xk + αvk∥
≤ 2∥(Ind −W)xk + αvk∥ ≤ 4∥xk − x̄k∥+ 2α∥vk∥,
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where the first inequality is from the triangle inequality and the second inequality is due
to the definition of xk+1. Combing with (B.13) yields

(B.14)
E[∥dk+1 − dk∥2]
≤ 3τ2E[∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2] + 24L2E[∥xk − x̄k∥2] + 12L2α2E[∥vk∥2] + 3nτ2ν2.

It follows from the definition of d̂k+1 that

sk+1 − d̂k+1 = ((In − J)⊗ Id)sk+1

= ((In − J)⊗ Id)((W ⊗ Id)sk + dk+1 − dk)

= ((W − J)⊗ Id)(sk − d̂k) + ((In − J)⊗ Id)(dk+1 − dk).

Here we use ((W − J) ⊗ Id)d̂k = 0. Note that for any constant ζ > 0 and two vectors
a, b, it holds that ∥a+ b∥2 ≤ (1+ ζ)∥a∥2 +(1+ 1

ζ )∥b∥
2. Using the spectral property of W

and combining with (B.14) yields
(B.15)

E[∥sk+1 − d̂k+1∥2] ≤ (1 + ζ)σ2
2E[∥sk − d̂k∥2] + (1 +

1

ζ
)E[∥dk+1 − dk∥2] ≤ (1 + ζ)σ2

2E[∥sk − d̂k∥2]

+ (1 +
1

ζ
)(3τ2E[∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2] + 24L2E[∥xk − x̄k∥2] + 12L2α2E[∥vk∥2] + 3nτ2ν2)

Since ζ is any positive number, we let ζ =
1−σ2

2

2σ2
2
. Incorporate it into (B.15) to obtain

(B.16)

E[∥sk+1 − d̂k+1∥2] ≤
1 + σ2

2

2
E[∥sk − d̂k∥2]

+ 3
1 + σ2

2

1− σ2
2

(τ2E[∥gradf(xk)− dk∥2] + 8L2∥xk − x̄k∥2 + 4L2α2∥vk∥2 + nτ2ν2).

Apply Lemma A.2 to obtain
(B.17)

K∑
k=0

E[∥d̂k − sk∥2]

≤2E[∥d̂0 − s0∥2]
1− σ2

2

+
6(1 + σ2

2)

(1− σ2
2)

2

K−1∑
k=0

(τ2∥dk − gradf(xk)∥2 + 8L2∥xk − x̄k∥2 + 4L2α2∥vk∥2 + nτ2ν2)

≤ 8nL2

1− σ2
2

+
6(1 + σ2

2)

(1− σ2
2)

2

K−1∑
k=0

τ2∥dk − gradf(xk)∥2 +
6(1 + σ2

2)

(1− σ2
2)

2
(8nCL2α2 + 4nDL2α2 + nτ2ν2)K,

where the last inequality follows from (4.1) and (3.14), and uses the fact:

(B.18)

E[∥d̂0 − s0∥2] = E[∥d̂0 − gradf(x0, ξ0)∥2]

≤
n∑

i=1

E[∥d̂0 − gradfi(xi,0, ξi,0)∥2]

≤
n∑

i=1

E[
1

n

n∑
j=1

∥gradfj(xj,0 − gradfi(xi,0, ξi,0)∥2] ≤ 4nL2.
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We conclude that (4.5) holds.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Let us denote

∆k : = dk − gradf(xk),

∆nc
k : = qk − gradf(xk).

It follows from the update rule of dk that

(B.19)
∆nc

k = (1− τ)∆k−1 + (1− τ)(gradf(xk, ξk)− gradf(xk−1, ξk) + gradf(xk−1)− gradf(xk))

+ τ(gradf(xk, ξk)− gradf(xk))

Now, let us compare ∥∆nc
k ∥ and ∥∆k∥. If ∥qi,k∥ ≤ B, then

(B.20) di,k = qi,k → ∥∆nc
i,k∥ = ∥∆i,k∥.

If ∥qi,k∥ > B, ∥di,k∥ = B. Since di,k and qi,k are co-linear, ∥qi,k∥ − ∥di,k∥ = ∥qi,k − di.k∥.
Therefore

(B.21) 2B∥qi,k − di.k∥ ≤ (∥qi,k∥+ ∥di,k∥)(∥qi,k∥ − ∥di,k∥).

Then we have that
(B.22)
∥∆i,k∥2 = ∥di,k∥2 − 2⟨di,k, gradfi(xi,k)⟩+ ∥gradfi(xi,k)∥2

≤ ∥di,k∥2 − 2⟨qi,k − di,k, gradfi(xi,k)⟩+ 2⟨qi,k, gradfi(xi,k)⟩+ ∥gradfi(xi,k)∥2

≤ ∥di,k∥2 + 2L∥qi,k − di,k∥+ 2⟨qi,k, gradfi(xi,k)⟩+ ∥gradfi(xi,k)∥2

≤ ∥di,k∥2 + (∥qi,k∥+ ∥di,k∥)(∥qi,k∥ − ∥di,k∥) + 2⟨qi,k, gradfi(xi,k)⟩+ ∥gradfi(xi,k)∥2

≤ ∥qi,k∥2 + 2⟨qi,k, gradfi(xi,k)⟩+ ∥gradfi(xi,k)∥2 = ∥∆nc
i,k∥2,

where the third inequality uses L ≤ B. Combining with (B.20), we have that for any k,

(B.23) ∥∆k∥2 ≤ ∥∆nc
k ∥2.

Now take expectation and apply Jensen inequality to obtain:
(B.24)

E
[
∥∆k∥2 |Fk

]
≤ E

[
∥∆nc

k ∥2 |Fk

]
≤E

[
∥gradf (xk, ξk) + (1− τ) (dk−1 − gradf (xk−1, ξk))− gradf (xk)∥2 |Fk

]
≤E [∥τ(gradf(xk, ξk)− gradf(xk)) + (1− τ)(gradf(xk, ξk)− gradf(xk−1, ξk))

+ (1− τ)(gradf(xk−1)− gradf(xk)) + (1− τ) (dk−1 − gradf (xk−1)) ∥2|Fk

]
≤ (1− τ)

2 ∥∆k−1∥2 + E
[
2τ2 ∥gradf (xk, ξk)− gradf (xk)∥2 |Fk

]
+ 2(1− τ)2E

[
∥gradf (xk, ξk)− gradf (xk)− (gradf (xk−1, ξk)− gradf (xk−1))∥2 |Fk

]
≤ (1− τ)

2 ∥∆k−1∥2 + 2τ2ν2 + 2(1− τ)2E
[
∥gradf (xk, ξk)− gradf (xk−1, ξk)∥2 |Fk

]
≤ (1− τ)

2 ∥∆k−1∥2 + 2τ2ν2 + 2(1− τ)2L2α2∥xk − xk−1∥2

≤ (1− τ)
2 ∥∆k−1∥2 + 2τ2ν2 + 2(1− τ)2L2α2(8∥xk−1 − x̄k−1∥2 + 4α2∥vk−1∥2).
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Take full expectation and Apply Lemma A.2 to obtain

(B.25)

K∑
k=0

E[∥∆k∥2] ≤
E[∥∆0∥2]

1− (1− τ)2
+

2τ2ν2

1− (1− τ)2
K

+
8(1− τ)2L2α2

∑K−1
k=0 (2∥xk−1 − x̄k−1∥2 + α2∥vk−1∥2)

1− (1− τ)2

≤nν2

τ
+ 2ν2τK +

8L2α2

τ

K−1∑
k=0

(2∥xk−1 − x̄k−1∥2 + α2∥vk−1∥2)

≤nν2

τ
+ 2ν2τK + (16C + 8D)nL2α

4

τ
K,

where the last inequality follows from (4.1) and (3.14), the second inequality utilizes
1− (1− τ)2 ≥ τ , (1− τ)2 ≤ 1 and uses the fact:
(B.26)

E[∥∆0∥2] = E[∥gradf(x0, ξ0)−gradf(x0)∥2] ≤
n∑

i=1

E[∥gradfi(xi,0, ξi,0)−gradfi(xi,0)∥2] ≤ nν2.

The proof is completed.
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