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Abstract

Over the last decades, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) has been intensively
studied by the Machine Learning community. Despite its versatility and excellent
performance, the optimization of large models via SGD still is a time-consuming
task. To reduce training time, it is common to distribute the training process across
multiple devices. Recently, it has been shown that the convergence of asynchronous
SGD (ASGD) will always be faster than mini-batch SGD. However, despite these
improvements in the theoretical bounds, most ASGD convergence-rate proofs still
rely on a centralized parameter server, which is prone to become a bottleneck when
scaling out the gradient computations across many distributed processes.
In this paper, we present a novel convergence-rate analysis for decentralized and
asynchronous SGD (DASGD) which does not require partial synchronization
among nodes nor restrictive network topologies. Specifically, we provide a bound
of O(σϵ−2)+O(QSavgϵ

−3/2)+O(Savgϵ
−1) for the convergence rate of DASGD,

where Savg is the average staleness between models, Q is a constant that bounds
the norm of the gradients, and ϵ is a (small) error that is allowed within the bound.
Furthermore, when gradients are not bounded, we prove the convergence rate of

DASGD to be O(σϵ−2)+O(
√

ŜavgŜmaxϵ
−1), with Ŝmax and Ŝavg representing a

loose version of the average and maximum staleness, respectively. Our convergence
proof holds for a fixed stepsize and any non-convex, homogeneous, and L-smooth
objective function. We anticipate that our results will be of high relevance for the
adoption of DASGD by a broad community of researchers and developers.

1 Introduction

Over the last decades, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) [1] has been intensively studied by the
Machine Learning community. SGD and its many variants (mini-batch SGD [2], ADAM [3], AdaGrad
[4], etc.) have demonstrated their robustness by frequently achieving state-of-the-art results in diverse
problems. In particular, Large Language Models (LLMs) such as GPT-4 [5], Generative Models such
as Stable Diffusion [6], and other Neural Network (NN) models such as [7, 8, 9], involving billions
of parameters could not have been trained without the usage of SGD-based optimizers.

Despite its versatility and excellent performance, SGD demands a substantial amount of iterations to
converge when solving complex problems over a large number of parameters. Consequently, training
a large model with SGD may be a time-consuming task [10]. To mitigate this issue, it is common
to distribute the computations performed by the SGD optimizer across multiple CPUs, GPUs, or
even across multiple compute nodes. Various settings used to distribute the SGD optimizations are
described in the literature [11, 12]; in this paper, we will focus on data parallelism, which is the most
common form of distributed training for SGD-based optimizers [12].
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When performing data-parallel training, multiple workers are initialized with the same parameters
(i.e., weights), and they simultaneously calculate their models’ gradients based on different data
samples obtained from the training data [11]. In a distributed (but synchronous) SGD setting, the
gradients of all workers are aggregated periodically and used to update a centralized model stored
in a single parameter server which is then broadcast to all workers [12]. This setting however has
two main disadvantages: (1) synchronization idle times, which occur whenever a worker finishes
calculating its gradient faster than other workers and it spends resources waiting for delayed workers
[12]; and (2) bottlenecks in the parameter server, which may occur due to all workers communicating
with the same centralized server simultaneously [13]. To further reduce the training time when using
SGD-based optimizers, researchers therefore actively studied how to overcome these issues coming
from synchronization and centralization.

To avoid synchronization barriers among workers, current efforts are mostly focused on asynchronous
SGD (ASGD). In an ASGD setting, workers do not wait for updates from the parameter server
to resume computing new gradients [11]. Therefore, they eliminate the workers’ synchronization
barriers and, consequently, idle times. However, as a consequence, the parameter server may
receive also delayed gradients calculated during past iterations, which complicates the ASGD
convergence proof. Very recently, Koloskova, Stich, and Jaggi [14] proved an ASGD convergence
rate of O(σ

2

ϵ2 ) + O(
√
τavgτmax

ϵ ) to an ϵ-small error with τ representing the gradient delay; and
O(σ

2

ϵ2 ) +O(
τavgG

ϵ3/2
) +O(

τavg

ϵ ) when the norm of the gradients is additionally also bounded by G.
These results are very broadly applicable because, based on them, the authors could also prove that
ASGD always converges faster than mini-batch SGD.

To avoid these bottlenecks arising from centralized parameter servers, one may choose a decentralized
setting, in which it is not necessary to aggregate gradients in a centralized parameter server. Instead,
workers exchange gradients directly among themselves, aggregate them locally, and update themselves
accordingly [12]. The exchange of gradients among workers may be performed based on different
network topologies. Common such topologies are the fully connected topology, in which all workers
are pairwisely connected; and the ring topology, in which the workers are connected in the form of a
closed loop or ring, with each worker communicating to two adjacent workers [12].

Algorithms that consider ASGD in a decentralized topology are still rare due to the complexity of
proving its convergence under both of these relaxations simultaneously. Most authors have studied
the convergence rate of decentralized ASGD for convex functions [15, 16, 17] and a few others
proved convergence rates also for non-convex ones [18]. Nevertheless, most of those proofs still rely
on partial synchronization during models communication and specific network topologies.

1.1 Contributions

• We formally prove a convergence rate for DASGD of O( σ
ϵ2 )+O(

QSavg

ϵ3/2
)+O(

Savg

ϵ ) to an ϵ-small
error, with Q bounding the norm of the gradients, and Savg representing the average staleness
among all models. Here, staleness is defined as the pairwise symmetric difference between
the sets of gradients calculated by one model and applied by another model (cf. Section 4).
This convergence rate is guaranteed for any non-convex, L-smooth, and homogeneous objective
function with bounded gradients and for a constant stepsize of η ≤ (4LSavg)

−1.

• With no assumption over the size of the gradients, we additionally prove a convergence rate

for DASGD of O( σ
ϵ2 ) + O(

√
ŜavgŜmax

ϵ ) to an ϵ-small error, using a constant stepsize of η ≤

(4L
√
ŜavgŜmax)

−1. Here, Ŝavg and Ŝmax represent a loose version of the average and maximum
staleness among the distributed models, respectively.

• We empirically demonstrate how staleness impacts the convergence rate of a logistic regression,
a quadratic function, and a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) model when optimized with
DASGD.

1.2 Limitations

• Our proof currently does not contemplate varying stepsizes.

• The stepsize shall be defined based on the staleness, which may not be known before the training.
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• Our proof does not currently contemplate heterogeneous functions, commonly observed in
federated learning problems. Nevertheless, the effect of the heterogeneity should be orthogonal
to the effect of our staleness measure.

2 Related Works

Decentralized SGD. The idea that decentralized SGD (DSGD) can outperform centralized SGD
has been shown in [19]. However, depending on the topology of the underlying network, the
communication cost when not relying on a centralized parameter server can increase quadratically
with the number of distributed worker nodes n [12]. One approach to lower the communication cost
is to use so-called “gossip algorithms” [19, 20, 21], which allow workers to exchange and aggregate
their gradients only with their immediate neighbors (usually 2 to 3), instead of all worker nodes.
Then, those neighbors disseminate the messages received across the network iteratively, and after
approximately 1.639 log2(n) communication steps all workers will receive the initial message [22].
However, networks with more than 32 workers may suffer in terms of convergence and performance
due to this relatively high delay in the exchange of messages [22].

Asynchronous SGD. Introduced already decades ago, the study of asynchronous SGD (ASGD)
has gained an increasing amount of attention again recently. At first, works such as Hogwild! [23]
focused on proving the convergence of ASGD under the assumption of the sparseness of the optimized
models. Recently, less restricted convergence proves were developed, which also contemplate dense
models as [14, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31]. A main aspect to facilitate the proof of convergence
used by [24] is to scale the gradients based on their delay, such that delayed gradients have less
impact when updating the model. Another technique seen in [25] is to simply discard gradients which
are too delayed. Both techniques described above are easy to implement in a centralized setting, in
which a parameter server can adapt its learning rate based on the delay of the gradient that it applies.
However, this adaptation is not straightforward in a decentralized setting, in which there is no server
to decide how delayed the gradients are. Furthermore, part of these ASGD convergence proofs do not
cover the optimization of non-convex functions [26, 27, 31]. In addition, some proofs also rely on
varying stepsizes, which may hinder convergence proofs under a decentralized setting (cf. Section
4). Thus, only very few convergence proofs provided in the literature [14, 28, 29, 30] cover ASGD
with fixed learning rates and non-convex objective functions. We highlight here the recent proof by
Koloskova, Stich and Jaggi [14] which provides the currently best convergence rate for ASGD under
mild assumptions, while considering a fixed learning rate and non-convex functions. Specifically,
they were able to prove that ASGD convergence does not depend on the maximum delay of gradients
when those gradients are bounded.

Decentralized and Asynchronous SGD. To mitigate the bottleneck from centralized parameter
servers and avoid idle time from synchronizing distributed models, some authors focused their
research on decentralized and asynchronous SGD [32, 33, 34, 16, 15, 35, 36, 37, 18]. However,
most of those studies make strong assumptions as [32, 33, 34, 15, 16, 35, 36], which do not prove
convergence for non-convex functions, or they prove the convergence of their models only when
the number of iterations goes to infinity [32, 36, 37]. Contrarily, [18] proved the convergence rate
of decentralized and asynchronous SGD for non-convex functions by relying on specific network
topologies and atomic communication among nodes, which requires a partial synchronization between
any two nodes during the optimization process, hindering the convergence time in practice [17, 38, 39].
In a concurrent work, [40] reached a similar convergence rate to ours by also using a wait-free
approach that eliminates the partial synchronization and special network architecture requirements.
Their optimization process relies on a novel client-communication matrix that governs the models
averaging. Differently, we freely exchange gradients among models and introduce the new staleness
metric to measure the difference between those models. At last, both approaches were able to
eliminate from the convergence rate the dependency from the slowest model in the network. We
eliminate this dependency by assuming gradients are bounded while they eliminate it by defining a
minimum amount of iterations until convergence and choosing their learning rate based on it.

A detailed comparison of all papers discussed above under these aspects can be found in Table 1.
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References Asynchronous Decentralized Non-convex
functions

Convergence
rate

[19, 21, 20, 25] No Yes Yes Yes
[20] No Yes No Yes

[14, 28, 30, 24, 25, 29] Yes No Yes Yes
[23, 27, 31, 26] Yes No No Yes

[32, 36] Yes Yes No Infinity
[33, 34, 15, 16, 35] Yes Yes No Yes

[37] Yes Yes Yes Infinity
Theorem 1, [18], [40] Yes Yes Yes Yes

Table 1: Comparison between SGD convergence proofs.

3 Optimization Objective & DASGD Algorithm

In this section, we present the setup under which we prove an upper bound of the convergence rate
of decentralized and asynchronous SGD (DASGD). First, we formally describe the optimization
problem solved and the assumptions made. Then, we present the characteristics expected from the
network topology and communication strategy on which our convergence analysis is based. Finally,
we present the algorithm describing the protocol followed by each of the decentralized worker nodes.

Our setting is based on the one presented in [14], which provides tight convergence rates for ASGD
under various settings. We in particular generalize their analysis of ASGD under a homogeneous
setting with a fixed stepsize (their Theorem 6), and extend this to a decentralized setting which no
longer relies on a centralized parameter server. The main intuition behind our approach is that, if
we can assume that any gradient computed by any of the local models also eventually reaches all
the other models, then each of the local models effectively works like a parameters server itself,
and therefore all local models will converge to the same global model. This allows us to develop
analogous constructions to the proofs provided in [14] and [28] for our decentralized setting.

3.1 Optimization Objective

Following [14], we consider the optimization objective shown below:

min
x∈Rd

[
f(x) :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

[fi(x) = Eξ∼D Fi(x, ξ)]

]
(1)

Here, Fi represents a local loss function which is accessed by node i with parameters (i.e., weights)
x on data samples ξ ∼ D, considering i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (in the following abbreviated as i ∈ [n]).
As in [14], each fi(x) with fi : Rd → R is assumed to be a stochastic function, i.e., fi(x) =
Eξ∼Di

Fi(x, ξ), and is accessed only via its local gradients ∇Fi(x, ξ).

We remark that this is a very generic setting, which captures any data distribution D and applies to
any (smooth, but possibly non-convex) objective function. In case the optimization problem, for
example, is deterministic, we may set fi(x) = Fi(x, ξ),∀ξ; if, on the other hand, D is a uniform
distribution with local samples {ξ1i , . . . , ξ

mi
i }, we have fi(x) =

1
mi

∑mi

t=1 Fi(x, ξ
t
i). However, as

opposed to [14], we assume all samples ξ to come from the sample global distribution D rather than
allowing different local distributions Di (which, together with fixed stepsizes, matches the setting of
Theorem 6 in [14]). Consequently, we also only look at homogeneous functions fi(x), as stated in
Assumption 2 below.

3.1.1 Notation

Below we summarize the notation we use to describe our setup (and also later refer to in Appendix A
for our proof of Theorem 1):

• η, fixed learning rate;

• n, number of distributed worker nodes and models;

• x0, initial model (distributed across all worker nodes);
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• xt
i, local model i at iteration t, with x0

i = x0 and i ∈ [n];

• xt, any model xt
i,∀i ∈ [n];

• gti , gradient calculated using model xt
i and sample ξti ; thus, gti = ∇F (xt

i, ξ
t
i);

• Gt
i, set of gradients applied from x0 to xt

i; thus, xt
i = x0

i − η
∑

g∈Gt
i
g;

• St,s
i,j , staleness between set of gradients Gt

i and Gs
j (cf. Definition 1);

• Ŝt,s
i,j , loose version of staleness between Gt

i and Gs
j (cf. Definition 1);

• δt,si,j , sum of gradients in St,s
i,j weighted by η; thus, δt,si,j = η

∑
g∈St,s

i,j
g, with δt,si,j ∈ Rd;

• ∆t,s
i,j , upper bound of δt,si,j ; ∆t,s

i,j = η
∑

g∈St,s
i,j

|g|, with ∆t,s
i,j ∈ Rd.

Throughout this paper, we refer to L2-norm ∥ · ∥2 as our default norm for vectors and thus simplify
our notation by writing ∥ · ∥. Moreover, with |v|, for a vector v ∈ Rd, we denote a corresponding
vector consisting of the absolute values along v’s dimensions, i.e., |v| = ⟨|v1|, |v2|, . . . , |vd|⟩.

3.1.2 Assumptions

The following assumptions are considered throughout the description of our setting and the conver-
gence analysis provided in Appendix A.

Assumption 1 (Bounded variance). There exists a constant σ, such that:

Eξ∼D ∥∇Fi(x, ξ)−∇fi(x)∥2 ≤ σ2 ∀i ∈ [n],∀x ∈ Rd (2)

Assumption 2 (Function homogeneity). The functions fi are homogeneous, thus:

∥∇fi(x)−∇fj(x)∥ = 0 ∀i, j ∈ [n],∀x ∈ Rd (3)

Assumption 3 (Lipschitz gradient). The gradient is L-smooth and there exists a constant L ≥ 1,
such that:

∥∇fi(y)−∇fi(x)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥ ∀i ∈ [n],∀x, y ∈ Rd (4)

Assumption 4 (Bounded gradient). There exists a constant Q ≥ 0, such that:

∥∇fi(x)∥2 ≤ Q2 ∀i ∈ [n],∀x ∈ Rd (5)

The above assumptions are very common in the context of SGD and have been adopted by various
classical works. Specifically, Assumptions 1 and 3 are commonly used for most SGD proofs. The only
restriction we make when compared to other papers is to consider L ≥ 1 (instead of the commonly
used L ≥ 0), which allows us to perform simplifications during our proof that guarantee the provided
convergence rate without further theoretical or practical implications. For Assumption 4, we adopt the
same strategy as [14] by providing two different bounds, one considering this assumption and one not
considering it. At last, considering Assumption 2 (also explored by [26, 30, 41, 42, 43, 44]), we focus
our analysis on distributed gradient computations as they are typically performed in a data center
[45] and in which all worker nodes (using CPUs or GPUs) process data from the same distribution D,
and, consequently, guarantee Assumption 2.

3.2 Network Topology & Communication Protocol

Our convergence proof for DASGD is flexible enough to allow any network topology or communica-
tion protocol between the worker nodes (e.g., fully connected, ring, and mesh topologies [12]) as
long as the following characteristics are respected.

• connected graph: there must exist a communication path between any two nodes in the network;

• non-lost messages: a message (encoding gradients) that is sent by a worker node shall eventually
be received by all other nodes in the network;
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• non-repeated messages: each message will be received at most once by each worker node.

We remark that neither our DASGD algorithm (cf. Section 3.3) nor our convergence analysis (cf.
Section 4) depend on the order of the sent messages to be preserved among the worker nodes. We
see this as a strong feature of our approach which enhances the flexibility of the communication
protocol that may be adopted. In practice, the longer it takes for two nodes to exchange their local
gradients, the larger the staleness among their models will become and the worse the bounds for the
convergence rate will be (cf. Section 4). Moreover, as our messages are timestamped (using local
step counters t only), our staleness measure immediately complies also with unordered messages,
since we can exactly determine the amount of lagging messages from these step counters. However,
in practice, one will observe better convergence rates when using denser network topologies with a
frequent and ordered communication between the worker nodes.

3.3 Decentralized & Asynchronous SGD Algorithm

We next introduce our DASGD algorithm, as summarized in Algorithm 1. From a practical perspective,
the idea behind it is to calculate new gradients only if no updates (i.e., gradients received from
other models) are available. In doing so, we reduce the dissimilarity between the asynchronous
models throughout the training. Specifically, we eliminate idle times coming from synchronization
barriers between nodes (common on synchronous SGD) and prevent bottlenecks on parameter servers
(common on centralized SGD).

Algorithm 1: DASGD Algortihm.
1 Constructor initializeModel(x0, i):
2 t = 0;
3 xt

i = x0;
4 Function trainModel:
5 while true do
6 g = receiveGradient(); //returns NULL if there is no incoming gradient
7 if g ̸= NULL then
8 xt+1

i = xt
i − ηg;

9 t = t+ 1;
else

10 if ∃ ξti then
//only then compute a new gradient

11 gti = ∇F (xt
i, ξ

t
i);

12 xt+1
i = xt

i − ηgti ;
13 sendGradient(gti); //non-blocking operation
14 t = t+ 1;

end
end

end

In Algorithm 1, we show the protocol performed by all i ∈ [n] worker nodes. First, all nodes are
initialized with the same model parameters x0, their node id i, and a local iteration counter t = 0.

During training, on Lines 6 and 7, node i checks if any gradient g computed by another node is
available. If so, it immediately (i.e., asynchronously) updates itself based on the received gradient
and by using a fixed learning rate η (Line 8). It then also increments its iteration counter t by 1 (Line
9) and resumes its training back on Line 5.

If, on the other hand, no gradients were received, worker i checks if a new training sample ξti is
available (Line 10). It then calculates a new gradient gti based on its current model’s weights xt

i and
iteration counter t (Line 11). After calculating gti , worker i updates itself based on this gradient and
the learning rate η (Line 12). It then sends (i.e., in the simplest case “broadcasts”) this gradient to the
other workers it is connected to in the network (line 13). At last, it increments its iteration counter t
by 1 (Line 14); and it resumes its training back on Line 5.

The training is performed until ∄ ξti ,∀i ∈ [n] and all gradients gti were applied by all nodes i,∀i ∈ [n],
which assumes only a single (and final) synchronization point among all worker nodes.
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4 Convergence Rate Analysis

Throughout the execution of Algorithm 1, a local model xi will update itself using gradients calculated
by a model xj , with i, j ∈ [n]. As opposed to current works, considering our asynchronous and
decentralized setting, we cannot guarantee that xi and xj represent the same model at different
iteration points. Thus, neither xt

i = xt−τ
j nor xt

j = xt−τ
i ,∀τ ∈ N are assured, considering t as the

model’s iteration and τ a possible delay. Strictly speaking, we cannot even assume that the iteration
counters t at each model are synchronized. Therefore, we rely on a different approach to calculate
the difference between models. We start by representing a model xt

i via a set of gradients Gt
i it either

received or computed itself at iteration t.
Remark 1. The set of gradients Gt

i uniquely represents the evolution of model x0 into xt
i when using

a fixed learning rate η. Thus, we can describe xt
i as:

xt
i = x0 − η

∑
g∈Gt

i

g (6)

Therefore, we can quantify the dissimilarity between models based on the set of gradients which
they applied to themselves since they were initialized, provided that these were initialized with the
same parameters x0 and updated with the same learning rate η. More specifically, we calculate
the symmetric difference between these two sets, which produces the staleness of gradients [46],
represented here as St,s

i,j , between pairs of models i, j and iterations t, s (cf. Figure 1). Our
convergence bounds depend on the average and the maximum sizes of these staleness sets, represented
as Savg and Smax, respectively.

Figure 1: Staleness S2,3
1,2 at the time when Model2 applies gradient ∇3 calculated by Model1. The

grey areas determine the sets of gradients G2
1 and G3

2 used to calculate the symmetric difference.

For the following definition, let xs
j represent model j that calculated a gradient gsj at iteration s, and

let xt
i represent the model i that applies gsj at iteration t+ 1. We then represent xs

j and xt
i using Gs

j

and Gt
i respectively, assuming that both models were initialized with the same parameters x0 and

updated with the same learning rate η.

Definition 1 (Staleness). Under Assumption 4 (bounded gradients), we define staleness St,s
i,j as the

symmetric difference between the sets of gradients Gt
i and Gs

j applied by models i and j at steps t
and s, respectively:

St,s
i,j = (Gt

i \Gs
j) ∪ (Gs

j \Gt
i) (when Assumption 4 holds) (7)

Moreover, for our convergence proof in the case when Assumption 4 (bounded gradients) does not
hold, we also define a looser version of staleness Ŝt,s

i,j . This version is defined as the union of (1) the
symmetric difference between the sets of gradients Gt

i and Gs
j (as before); and (2) the staleness Ŝt,u

i,k ,
which recursively also includes gradients Gu

k calculated by another model k at step u (and which
belong to Gs

j but not to Gt
i):

Ŝt,s
i,j = (Gt

i \Gs
j) ∪ (Gs

j \Gt
i) ∪gu

k∈(Gs
j\Gt

i)
Ŝt,u
i,k (when Assumption 4 does not hold) (8)

We highlight here that, when calculating the staleness between models xt
i and xs

j (using Gt
i and Gs

j),
each model requires only a local iteration counter, i.e., 0 ≤ t ≤ Ti and 0 ≤ s ≤ Tj (cf. Algortihm 1).
To simplify further notations, we thus refer to T as the maximum step counter Ti of the model that is
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currently under consideration. When analyzing the staleness St,s
i,j between pairs of models i, j, then

by convention T will represent the step counter of the left-hand model (in this case, and throughout
the rest of the paper, the one of model i).
Definition 2 (Average & Maximum Staleness). Let gsj be the gradient applied to model i at step
t + 1. Then, |St,s

i,j | and |Ŝt,s
i,j | denote the sizes of the staleness sets between model i at step t and

model j at step s. Consequently, we define the maximum and average staleness among all models in
the same manner for S and Ŝ:

Smax := max
0<i≤n, 0≤t≤T

{|St,s
i,j |} and Savg := max

0<i≤n
{ 1

(T + 1)

T∑
t=0

|St,s
i,j |} (9)

Ŝmax := max
0<i≤n, 0≤t≤T

{|Ŝt,s
i,j |} and Ŝavg := max

0<i≤n
{ 1

(T + 1)

T∑
t=0

|Ŝt,s
i,j |} (10)

The key idea behind our DASGD approach comes from the observation that gradient applications with
a fixed learning rate are both associative and commutative. Therefore, we can guarantee convergence
among multiple decentralized models as long as (1) the models are initialized with the same weights;
(2) the models apply the same gradients (independently of their order); (2) and the same gradients are
applied with the same learning rate. Moreover, by considering our definition of staleness, we can
estimate the dissimilarity between models and thereby determine the expected convergence rate of
the global model.

Below, we present the central results of our convergence analysis.
Theorem 1. Considering Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, and a constant stepsize η ≤ 1

4LSavg
, Algorithm 1

reaches 1
T+1

∑T
t=0(∥∇f(xt)∥2) ≤ ϵ after

O(
σ

ϵ2
) +O(

QSavg

ϵ
3
2

) +O(
Savg

ϵ
) iterations. (11)

Moreover, without Assumption 4 and using η ≤ 1

4L
√

ŜavgŜmax

, Algorithm 1 reaches

1
T+1

∑T
t=0(∥∇f(xt)∥2) ≤ ϵ after

O(
σ2

ϵ2
) +O(

√
ŜavgŜmax

ϵ
) iterations. (12)

Our detailed proof of Theorem 1 is available in Appendix A.2.

4.1 Discussion

DASGD vs. SGD. As seen in Theorem 1, the importance of the staleness decreases over time.
Therefore, we can conclude that if Smax ≤

√
T or Ŝmax ≤

√
T , DASGD converges at a similar rate

as synchronous SGD. Nevertheless, DASGD eliminates idle time coming from slower nodes, which
makes it calculate gradients at a higher pace and, consequently, converging faster than synchronous
approaches.

Network topology. The convergence of DASGD is directly impacted by Savg or by Ŝavg and
Ŝmax (when Assumption 4 does not hold), which depend on three factors: (1) network topology;
(2) communication latency; and (3) computational resources available among nodes. Assuming a
scenario with computational resources being equally distributed and the latency being smaller than the
computation time it takes to calculate gradients, we can directly measure the impact of the network
topology chosen. For example, in the above mentioned conditions, in a fully connected topology
with n nodes, one can expect Savg = n+1

2 and Smax = n. On the other hand, in a ring topology,
messages will take longer to reach their destinations (up to n times longer), with Savg = n2+1

2 and
Smax = n2.
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Tightness. When compared to a centralized setting, the sizes of our staleness sets behave analogously
to the delay used in works such as [14, 28]. Therefore, we can also interpret the delay as a special case
of our staleness, the latter representing the size of the symmetric difference of gradient sets obtained
from the same model (i.e., the one at the parameter server) across different iterations. Considering
this, we can view the convergence proof provided in this paper as a generalization of Theorem 6
presented in [14], which in turn also extends traditional mini-batch SGD with constant stepsizes.
This indicates the tightness of the given convergence rate, coinciding with the known lower bound for
mini-batch SGD of Θ( σ2

nϵ2 + 1
ϵ ) batches which are necessary to reach ϵ as stationary point (when

setting Smax = n and Savg = n
2 in Equation (12)).

Practical limitations. Despite the simplicity of Algorithm 1, there still are practical limitations
when choosing the learning rate η. First, η shall be fixed throughout the training, which is known not
to be optimal in practice. Second, η shall be bounded by Savg or by Ŝmax and Ŝavg , which may not
be known beforehand. Nevertheless, in practice, one can estimate those values and reach convergence
under the provided bounds without further concerns, as seen in our experiments in Section 5.

5 Experiments

In this section, we show how the theoretical bounds for DASGD introduced in Theorem 1 traverse to
practical experiments. The experiments were run on a DELL PowerEdge R840 server with 192 cores
using an MPI environment which simulates multiple ranks with no shared memory.

Inspired by [14], we assessed DASGD by performing our first two experiments in a scenario with no
stochastic noise, i.e., σ = 0. In doing so, the convergence rate of the model being optimized is reduced

to O(
√

ŜavgŜmax ϵ−1), thus depending only on the staleness observed during the optimization. In

both experiments, we fixed n = 2, ϵ = 1e−12, η = 0.002 and varied Ŝmax from 0 to 100, which in

particular maintains η < (4L
√
ŜavgŜmax)

−1.

To artificially control the staleness during the optimization, we followed two strategies: (1) we reduced
the gradient calculation speed of one of the models, making it x times slower; (2) we artificially
increased the time it took to calculate each gradient by 0.05 seconds. The first technique guarantees
that one of the workers outperforms the other one, thereby increasing the maximum staleness. The
second technique guarantees that the gradient calculation takes orders of times more than the actual
gradient application, which gives the slower model the chance to calculate new gradients instead of
being overloaded by the application of the gradients calculated by the fastest model (which is the case
in most real-world use-cases). Thus, with both techniques described above and the other parameters
fixed, we can expect Ŝmax = x during the optimization. Furthermore, we estimated the error of the
optimized functions based on the average of the L2-norm of their gradients over the last 30 iterations.
We chose to optimize the same functions as in [14]:

• a quadratic function f(x) = 1
2∥Ax − b∥2, with x, b ∈ R10, i ∈ [1, 10], bi ∼ N (0, 1), and

A ∈ R10x10 being a random matrix with λmin(A) = 1, λmax(A) = 2 (cf. Figure 2a);

• a logistic-regression function f(x) = 1
m

∑m
j=1 log(1 + exp(−bja

T
j x)), with aj ∼ N (0, 1)20,

x ∈ R20, m = 100, and bj is sampled uniformly at random from {−1, 1} (cf. Figure 2b).

In addition, we analyzed the impact of staleness on the convergence rate and time of a Convolutional
Neural Network (CNN) for image classification [47], which we trained using the CIFAR-10 dataset
[48]. In this experiment, we set ϵ = 1, η = 1e−4, and varied n between 1 and 25. By varying n, we
ended up increasing Ŝmax indirectly—close to what we may expect in a real-world scenario. The
results of this experiment can be seen in Figure 2c.

When analyzing Figure 2, we observe no significant impact of Ŝmax on the number of iterations
necessary to reach ϵ. This confirms the very good convergence of DASGD in a homogeneous
setting with a fixed learning rate, which is largely invariant of Ŝmax and much better in practice than
predicted by our bounds. Consequently, in Figure 2c, we observe a considerable decrease in the
amount of time necessary to reach ϵ, which exemplifies the practical viability of DASGD.
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(a) Logistic regression (b) Quadratic function (c) CIFAR

Figure 2: Numbers of iterations and runtimes needed to reach an error of ϵ (each averaged over 4
runs, the shaded areas denote one standard deviation).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we prove the convergence rate of decentralized asynchronous SGD (DASGD). Our
proof does not depend on partial synchronization among models, complex network topologies, or
unrealistic assumptions about the objective function. We introduce a generic staleness measure to
quantify the difference between decentralized models over time. Moreover, our resulting bounds show
that, over time, the impact of the stochastic noise σ on the convergence of the function is higher than
the impact of the staleness components Savg, Ŝmax, and Ŝavg, respectively. We demonstrated that
our theoretical results are even outperformed by our empirical evaluation over various optimization
objectives, including a logistic regression, a quadratic function, and a CNN.
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A Appendix

A.1 Useful Inequalities & Remarks

A.1.1 Inequalities

Below, we list a number of useful inequalities to which we will refer in our proof of Theorem 1.

Lemma 1. In analogy to [14], we establish the following inequality for any set of n vectors {ai}ni=1

with ai ∈ Rd:

∥
n∑

i=1

ai∥2 ≤ n

n∑
i=1

∥ai∥2 (13)

Lemma 2. For a vector a ∈ Rd and a multiplier m ∈ R, it holds that:

∥ma∥2 ≤ m2∥a∥2 (14)

Lemma 3. Considering Assumption 3, for any function f , it holds that:

∥∇f(y)∥ ≤ ∥∇f(x)∥+ L∥x− y∥ ∀x, y ∈ Rd (15)

Lemma 4. From the polarization identity, we have:

⟨a, b⟩ = ∥a∥2

2
+

∥b∥2

2
− ∥a− b∥2

2
(16)

Lemma 5. For any a, b ∈ R, it holds that:

(a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 (17)

A.1.2 Remarks

Here, we provide the following useful remarks.

Remark 2. ∆t,s
i,j is larger or equal to the sum of any subset A ⊆ Ŝt,s

i,j (scaled with η), that is:

η
∑
g∈A

|g| ≤ ∆t,s
i,j

We can guarantee this because ∆t,s
i,j is the sum of the absolute values of all gradients in Ŝt,s

i,j (also
scaled with η). Take as an example a set Ŝt,s

i,j = {gα, gβ , gγ}. Thus, ∆t,s
i,j = η(|gα| + |gβ | + |gγ |).

Evidently, ∆t,s
i,j ≥ η|gα|. Consequently, we can also reach the following remark.

Remark 3. Considering |xα| = xt
i − η

∑
g∈A |g| and A ⊆ Ŝt,s

i,j , we can guarantee that:

xt
i − |xα| ≤ ∆t,s

i,j (18)

Remark 2 follows the same idea as Remark 3. By definition, ∆t,s
i,j = xt

i − |xα| − |xβ |, considering

|xβ | = xt
i − η

∑
g∈B |g| and B being the complementary set of A and Ŝt,s

i,j , that is B = (A ∪ Ŝt,s
i,j ).

Thus, xt
i − |xα| ≤ ∆t,s

i,j .

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Our proof for Theorem 1 closely follows the structure of the proofs provided in Koloskova, Stich,
and Jaggi in [14] (specifically the ones leading to Theorem 6).

First, let us recall our Theorem 1 from Section 4.
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Theorem 1. Considering Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, and a constant stepsize η ≤ 1
4LSavg

, Algorithm 1

reaches 1
T+1

∑T
t=0(∥∇f(xt)∥2) ≤ ϵ after

O(
σ

ϵ2
) +O(

QSavg

ϵ
3
2

) +O(
Savg

ϵ
) iterations. (11)

Moreover, without Assumption 4 and η ≤ 1

4L
√

ŜavgŜmax

, Algorithm 1 reaches

1
T+1

∑T
t=0(∥∇f(xt)∥2) ≤ ϵ after

O(
σ2

ϵ2
) +O(

√
ŜavgŜmax

ϵ
) iterations. (12)

First, we define δt,si,j ∈ Rd as the difference between two models xt
i and xs

j , which can also be
represented as the sum of the gradients in the staleness set St,s

i,j scaled by η, as follows:

δt,si,j =
∑

g∈St,s
i,j

ηg (19)

Then, we represent its upper bound ∆t,s
i,j ,∈ Rd as the summation of the absolute values of the

gradients in St,s
i,j (also scaled by η), expressed as follows:

∆t,s
i,j =

∑
g∈St,s

i,j

η|g| ≥ δt,si,j (20)

Now, we define Lemma 6 which will be used to reach the convergence rates of Equations (11) and
(12).

Lemma 6 (Descent Lemma). Considering Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 with a stepsize η ≤ 1
2L , we have:

Et+1

[
f(xt+1

i )
]
≤ f(xt

i)−
η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 + Lη2σ2 +
ηL2

2
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2 (21)

Proof.

Following [28, 14] and due to the L-smoothness of f , when model xt
i updates itself with a gradient

computed by model xs
j , it then holds that:

Et+1

[
f(xt+1

i )
]
= Et+1

[
f(xt

i − η∇F (xt
i + δt,si,j , ξ

s
j ))

]
≤ f(x(t))− η Et+1

[
⟨∇f(xt

i),∇F (xt
i + δt,si,j , ξ

s
j )⟩

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
T1

+ Et+1

Lη2

2
∥∇F (xt

i + δt,si,j , ξ
s
j )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

T2


Note that, due to the function homogeneity assumption (Assumption 2), we omit the indices of F and
f throughput our proofs to simplify their notations.

We first transform T1 as follows:

T1 = −η Et+1

[
⟨∇f(xt

i),∇F (xt
i + δt,si,j , ξ

s
j )⟩

]
= −η ⟨∇f(xt

i),∇f(xt
i + δt,si,j )⟩

(16)
= −η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 −
η

2
∥∇f(xt

i + δt,si,j )∥
2 +

η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)−∇f(xt
i + δt,si,j )∥

2
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Next, we transform T2 as follows:

T2 = Et+1

[
∥∇F (xt

i + δt,si,j , ξ
s
j )∥2

]
(2)

≤ σ2 + ∥∇f(xt
i + δt,si,j )∥

2

Then, we combine again T1 and T2:

Et+1

[
f(xt+1

i )
]
≤ f(xt

i)−
η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2−
η

2
(1−Lη)∥∇f(xt

i+δt,si,j )∥
2+

η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)−∇f(xt
i+δt,si,j )∥

2+
Lη2σ2

2

By exploiting the L-smoothness to estimate ∥∇f(xt
i)−∇f(xt

i + δt,si,j )∥2 ≤ L2∥xt
i − (xt

i + δt,si,j )∥2,
we obtain:

Et+1

[
f(xt+1

i )
] (4)

≤ f(xt
i)−

η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2−
η

2
(1−Lη)∥∇f(xt

i+δt,si,j )∥
2+

ηL2

2
∥xt

i−(xt
i+δt,si,j )∥

2+Lη2σ2

Simplifying the fourth term, we get:

Et+1

[
f(xt+1

i )
]
≤ f(xt

i)−
η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 −
η

2
(1− Lη)∥∇f(xt

i + δt,si,j )∥
2 +

ηL2

2
∥δt,si,j ∥

2 + Lη2σ2

By applying η ≤ 1
2L , we then obtain:

≤ f(xt
i)−

η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 −
η

4
∥∇f(xt

i + δt,si,j )∥
2 + Lη2σ2 +

ηL2

2
∥δt,si,j ∥

2

By discarding −η
4∥∇f(xt

i + δt,si,j )∥2 from the right-hand side of the inequality and considering
∆t,s

i,j ≥ δt,si,j , we reach Lemma 6.

A.2.1 Preliminaries for the Proof of Theorem 1 with the Convergence Rate of Equation (11)

Lemma 7 (Estimation of the residual – bounded gradients). Considering Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4
with a constant stepsize η ≤ 1

4LSavg
, we have:

1

T + 1

T∑
i=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
≤ S2

avgη
2Q2 + Savgη

2σ2

Proof.

From Equation (24), when using the tighter representation of staleness |St,s
i,j |, we obtain:

≤ |St,s
i,j |η

2 E

 ∑
gu
k∈St,s

i,j

∥∇f(xu
k)∥2

+ |St,s
i,j |η

2σ2

By considering Assumption 4, in which ∥∇f(xu
k)∥2 ≤ Q2, we have:

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
] (5)

≤ |St,s
i,j |

2η2Q2 + |St,s
i,j |η

2σ2

Then, by averaging over all steps t ∈ T , we already obtain the statement of the lemma.
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A.2.2 Proof of Theorem 1 with the Convergence Rate of Equation (11)

We are now ready to give the proof of Theorem 1 with the convergence rate of Equation (11). We start
by passing f(xt+1

i ) to the right-hand side of the inequality of Lemma 6 and f(xt
i) to the left-hand

side, respectively.

η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 ≤ f(xt
i)− Et+1

[
f(xt+1

i )
]
+ Lη2σ2 +

ηL2

2
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2

Then, we average over all steps t ∈ T and divide by η.

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

1

2
E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ 1

η(T + 1)
(f(x0

i − f∗) + Lησ2 +
1

T + 1

L2

2

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]

We next apply Lemma 3 to the last term.

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

1

2
E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ 1

η(T + 1)
(f(x0

i − f∗) + Lησ2 +
L2S2

avgη
2Q2

2
+

L2Savgη
2σ2

2

Let again f(x0
i )− f∗ =: r0. We simplify the inequality with the following conditions:

• we multiply the inequality by 2;
• let η ≤ 1

4LSavg
on the last term of the inequality;

• we consider that 2L2Savgη
2σ2

2 ≤ Lησ2

4 ≤ Lησ2.

We therefore obtain:

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ 2r0

η(T + 1)
+ 3Lησ2 + L2S2

avgη
2Q2

Let us assume η ≤ 1
4LSavg

, then together with Lemma 17 from [21], we obtain:

ΨT ≤ 2(
3Lσ2r0
T + 1

)
1
2 + 2(L2S2

avgQ
2)

1
3 (

r0
T + 1

)
2
3 +

4Lr0Savg

T + 1

This finally yields the bound of Theorem 1 with the convergence rate of Equation (11).

O(
σ√
T
) +O(

QSavg

T
2
3

) +O(
Savg

T
)

A.2.3 Preliminaries for the Proof of Theorem 1 with the Convergence Rate of Equation (12)

Lemma 8 (Estimation of the residual). By considering Assumptions 1, 2 3 and a constant stepsize
η ≤ 1

4L
√

ŜavgŜmax

, we have:

1

(T + 1)

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
≤ 1

7L2(T + 1)

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
+

2ησ2

7L
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Proof.

First, we unroll ∆t,s
i,j as follows:

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
= E


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑
g∈Ŝt,s

i,j

η|g|

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

Let guk ∈ Ŝt,s
i,j be a gradient calculated by any model k at any iteration u, then we have:

= E


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑
gu
k∈Ŝt,s

i,j

η|∇F (xu
k , ξ

u
k )|

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

Now, by considering Lemmas 1 and 2 as well as Assumption 1, we have:

(2)

≤ E


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑
gu
k∈Ŝt,s

i,j

η|∇f(xu
k)|

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2+ |Ŝt,s

i,j |η
2σ2 (22)

(13)

≤ |Ŝt,s
i,j | E

 ∑
gu
k∈Ŝt,s

i,j

η∥∇f(xu
k)∥2

+ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2σ2 (23)

(14)

≤ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2 E

 ∑
gu
k∈Ŝt,s

i,j

∥∇f(xu
k)∥2

+ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2σ2 (24)

By considering the L-smoothness to estimate ∇f(xu
k), we obtain:

(15)

≤ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2 E

 ∑
gu
k∈Ŝt,s

i,j

(∥∇f(xt
i)∥+ L∥xt

i − xu
k∥)2

+ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2σ2

Next, consider Remark 3.

(18)

≤ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2 E

 ∑
g∈Ŝt,s

i,j

(∥∇f(xt
i)∥+ L∥∆t,s

i,j∥)
2

+ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2σ2

Let us assume η ≤ 1

4L
√

ŜavgŜmax

in the first term of the right-hand side of the inequality and

|Ŝt,s
i,j | ≤ Ŝmax. We then obtain:

≤ 1

16L2Ŝavg

E

 ∑
g∈Ŝt,s

i,j

(∥∇f(xt
i)∥+ L∥∆t,s

i,j∥)
2

+ |Ŝt,s
i,j |η

2σ2

By summing over all steps t ∈ T , we obtain:

17



T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
] (10)

≤ 1

16L2Ŝavg

T∑
t=0

∑
g∈Ŝt,s

i,j

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥+ L∥∆t,s
i,j∥

]2
+ (T + 1)Ŝavgη

2σ2

By considering that the inner summation from the right side of the equation is bounded by |Ŝt,s
i,j | and

is executed T times, we can simplify the equation by using Definition 2. This simplification upper
bounds the number of iterations over ∇f(xt

i) and ∆t,s
i,j to Ŝavg times, thus leading us to:

(10)

≤ 1

16L2

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥+ L∥∆t,s
i,j∥

]2
+ (T + 1)Ŝavgη

2σ2

From Lemma 5, we consider that E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥+ L∥∆t,s
i,j∥

]2 ≤ E
[
2∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 + 2L2∥∆t,s
i,j∥2

]
,

thus:

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
≤ 1

16L2

T∑
t=0

E
[
2∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 + 2L2∥∆t,s
i,j∥

2
]
+ (T + 1)Ŝavgη

2σ2

Then, by taking all terms based on ∥∆t,s
i,j∥ to the left side of the inequality:

(1− 2

16
)

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
≤ 1

16L2

T∑
t=0

E
[
2∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
+ (T + 1)Ŝavgη

2σ2

Later simplifying the inequality, we reach:

7

8

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
≤ 1

8L2

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
+ (T + 1)Ŝavgη

2σ2

Then, by multiplying the inequality by 8/7, we have:

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
≤ 1

7L2

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
+

8(T + 1)

7
Ŝavgη

2σ2

At last, by assuming η ≤ 1

4L
√

ŜmaxŜavg

, and Ŝmax ≥ Ŝavg such that
√

ŜmaxSavg ≥ Ŝavg . Then, it

holds that:

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]
≤ 1

7L2

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
+

2(T + 1)

7
Lησ2

After dividing by (T + 1), we reach the statement of the lemma.

A.2.4 Proof of Theorem 1 with the Convergence Rate of Equation (12)

Finally, we give the proof of Theorem 1 with the convergence rate of Equation (12). We start by
passing f(xt+1

i ) to the right-hand side of the inequality of Lemma 6 and f(xt
i) to the left-hand side.

Then, for every model i ∈ [n], it holds that:
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η

2
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2 ≤ f(xt
i)− Et+1

[
f(xt+1

i )
]
+ Lη2σ2 +

ηL2

2
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2

Then, we average over all t ∈ T and divide by η. In the following, let f∗ denote the value of our
objective function at a local minimum ϵ.

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

1

2
E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ 1

η(T + 1)
(f(x0

i )− f∗) + Lησ2 +
1

(T + 1)

L2

2

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∆t,s

i,j∥
2
]

We next apply Lemma 8 to the last term in order to obtain:

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

1

2
E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ 1

η(T + 1)
(f(x0

i )− f∗) + Lησ2 +
1

14(T + 1)

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
+

Lησ2

7

By setting f(x0
i )− f∗ =: r0 and considering that Lησ2

7 < Lησ2, we get:

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

(
1

2
E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2)
]
≤ r0

η(T + 1)
+ 2Lησ2 +

1

14(T + 1)

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]

We next pass E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]

to the left-hand side of the inequality.

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

(
1

2
− 1

14
) E

[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ r0

η(T + 1)
+ 2Lησ2

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

3

7
E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ r0

η(T + 1)
+ 2Lησ2

We then multiply the inequality by 7
3 as follows:

1

T + 1

T∑
t=0

E
[
∥∇f(xt

i)∥2
]
≤ 7r0

3η(T + 1)
+

14

3
Lησ2

Using η ≤ 1

4L
√

ŜavgŜmax

together with Lemma 17 from [21].

cΨT ≤ 2(
14Lσ2r0
3(T + 1)

)
1
2 +

4Lr0

√
ŜavgŜmax

T + 1

This finally yields the bound of Theorem 1 with the convergence rate of Equation (12).

O(
σ√
T
) +O(

√
ŜavgŜmax

T
)
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