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Abstract

Decentralized optimization over directed graphs is essential for applications such as robotic swarms,

sensor networks, and distributed learning. In many practical scenarios, the underlying network is a Time-

Varying Broadcast Network (TVBN), where only row-stochastic mixing matrices can be constructed

due to inaccessible out-degree information. Achieving exact convergence over TVBNs has remained a

long-standing open question, as the limiting distribution of time-varying row-stochastic mixing matri-

ces depends on unpredictable future graph realizations, rendering standard bias-correction techniques

infeasible.

This paper resolves this open question by developing the first algorithm that achieves exact con-

vergence using only time-varying row-stochastic matrices. We propose PULM (Pull-with-Memory), a

gossip protocol that attains average consensus with exponential convergence by alternating between row-

stochastic mixing and local adjustment. Building on PULM, we develop PULM-DGD, which converges

to a stationary solution at O(ln(T )/T ) for smooth nonconvex objectives. Our results significantly extend

decentralized optimization to highly dynamic communication environments.

1 Introduction

This paper investigates decentralized optimization over a network of n nodes:

min
x∈Rd

f(x) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(x). (1)

Each objective function fi is accessible only by node i and is assumed to be smooth and potentially nonconvex.

The local losses fi generally differ from each other, which poses challenges to both the design and analysis

of distributed algorithms.
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Decentralized optimization eliminates the need for a central server, thereby enhancing flexibility and

enabling broad applicability in edge-to-edge communication scenarios. Consequently, the design of dis-

tributed optimization algorithms is strongly influenced by the underlying communication network among

nodes, which is typically modeled as a graph or characterized by a mixing matrix. This study focuses on

decentralized optimization over directed graphs, or digraphs. Directed communication provides an appro-

priate model for numerous real-world scenarios, including robotic swarms with asymmetric linkages [1, 2],

sensor networks supporting unidirectional message transmission [3, 4], and distributed deep learning systems

in which bandwidth asymmetry constrains communication [5, 6].

1.1 Time-Varying Broadcast Network.

The need for distributed optimization over directed graphs arises from complex communication constraints

in real-world scenarios. Depending on the nature of these constraints, the underlying digraph may exhibit

various challenging properties, including (1) not being weight-balanced, (2) having a time-varying topology,

and (3) nodes lacking knowledge of their own out-degrees. In the most demanding communication settings, all

three properties must be addressed simultaneously. We refer to a network exhibiting all these characteristics

as a Time-Varying Broadcast Network (TVBN).

In many practical applications, the communication setting can only be accurately modeled as a TVBN.

The following three examples illustrate such scenarios.

Example 1 (Random Radio Broadcast). In radio communications, transmitted information is received by

any node within broadcast range, and the sender has no knowledge of which nodes have received the message.

The network topology varies over time as nodes enter or exit the broadcast range.

Example 2 (Byzantine Attack). A Byzantine attack occurs when a subset of agents in the system behaves

maliciously or transmits corrupted information to other nodes. Nodes receiving such malicious information

may attempt to ignore or discard these unreliable signals, resulting in a TVBN.

Example 3 (Packet Loss and Network Failure). When packet loss or network failure occurs, receivers

obtain incomplete or corrupted messages, creating uncertainty regarding the status of message delivery. Such

scenarios can be modeled as a TVBN.

While decentralized optimization over time-varying digraphs has been extensively studied, all existing

results, to our knowledge, require nodes to be aware of their out-degrees. Building upon the push-sum

protocol, seminal works [7, 8, 9] investigate decentralized algorithms over time-varying column-stochastic

networks. To ensure column-stochastic mixing matrices, each node must know its out-degree, which is not

feasible in highly dynamic communication environments. Even if a node correctly determines its out-degree

and scales the weights accordingly for its neighbors, a network failure occurring after transmission (but before

reception) may prevent some neighbors from receiving the message. In this case, the effective out-degree
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Figure 1: Left: A time-varying network with n = 4 nodes experiencing partial network failure; “tx” and “rx” denote

“transmission” and “reception,” respectively. Middle and right: The corresponding column- and row-stochastic

mixing matrices. The network failure results in an incorrect column-stochastic matrix due to sudden changes in out-

degree information. However, a correct row-stochastic matrix can still be constructed since it relies only on in-degree

information, which remains accessible.

changes unexpectedly, and column-stochasticity can no longer be guaranteed; see Figure 1 for an illustration.

Another important line of work [10, 11, 12] studies push-pull or AB algorithms over time-varying digraphs.

Since these methods alternately rely on row-stochastic and column-stochastic matrices, they also require

out-degree knowledge. In fact, only algorithms relying purely on row-stochastic mixing matrices are feasible

in TVBNs, since each node only needs to know its in-degree, which is naturally immune to highly dynamic

communication environments; see Figure 1 for an illustration.

1.2 Open Questions and Challenges

Decentralized optimization over time-varying column-stochastic digraphs is now well understood, with foun-

dational methods [7, 13, 8] developed over a decade ago and subsequently extended by [9, 10]. However,

developing algorithms that exactly solve problem (1) over purely time-varying row-stochastic digraphs (i.e.,

TVBNs) remains a long-standing open question.

Since the out-degree is inaccessible in TVBNs, even developing decentralized algorithms to achieve average

consensus is challenging. Assume each node i ∈ [n] in the network initializes a vector xi. Traditional

gossip algorithms [14, 15] can only achieve consensus among nodes in TVBNs, but not average consensus

n−1
∑n

i=1 xi. The approach most related to our setting is that of [16], which proposes a pre-correction

strategy for static row-stochastic mixing matrices. This strategy exploits the following property: for a

nonnegative row-stochastic matrix A with strong connectivity, there exists a unique Perron vector πA (i.e.,

πA > 0, π⊤
AA = π⊤

A , 1
⊤
n πA = 1) satisfying

Ak → 1nπ
⊤
A , k →∞.

Using this property, [16] initializes z
(0)
i = (n[πA]i)

−1xi at each node and iteratively propagate zi over the

network (which is equivalent to left-multiplying by A):

z(k) = Akdiag(nπA)
−1x(0) → 1nπ

⊤
Adiag(nπA)

−1x(0) = n−11n1
⊤
n x

(0), k →∞,

3



where we let z(k) := [(z
(k)
1 )⊤; (z

(k)
2 )⊤; · · · ; (z(k)n )⊤] and x(0) := [x⊤

1 ;x
⊤
2 ; · · · ;x⊤

n ].

However, this approach does not extend to time-varying row-stochastic matrices A(k). For the product

Φ(k +B, k) = A(k+B−1) · · ·A(k), the limiting matrix is

Φ(k +B, k)→ 1nπ
⊤
k , B →∞,

where πk is a limiting vector depends on the entire unpredictable future sequence {A(t)}t≥k. To see it, the

above relation implies π⊤
k = π⊤

k+1A
(k) = π⊤

k+2A
(k+1)A(k) = π⊤

k+3A
(k+2)A(k+1)A(k) = · · · , revealing that

πk depends on future sequence {A(t)}t≥k. Consequently, πk cannot be estimated from past observations

{A(t)}t≤k alone, and no pre-correction at initialization can uniformly eliminate the consensus bias across all

admissible time-varying sequences. Since average consensus is the essential building block for decentralized

optimization, its failure renders the overarching optimization problem exceptionally challenging.

1.3 Related Work

In connected networks, the topology is characterized by a mixing matrix. For undirected networks, construct-

ing symmetric and doubly stochastic mixing matrices is straightforward. Early decentralized algorithms for

such settings include decentralized gradient descent (DGD) [17], diffusion [18], and dual averaging [19]. These

methods, however, exhibit bias under data heterogeneity [20]. To address this limitation, advanced algo-

rithms have been developed based on explicit bias-correction [21, 22, 23] and gradient tracking [24, 25, 9, 26].

Extending these algorithms to time-varying undirected networks [9, 27] is natural, as time-varying doubly

stochastic mixing matrices readily preserve essential average consensus properties.

For directed networks, constructing doubly stochastic matrices is generally infeasible. When the out-

degree of each node is accessible, column-stochastic mixing matrices can be constructed [7, 28]. Decentralized

algorithms using such column-stochastic matrices are well studied. They leverage the push-sum technique [29,

28] to correct the bias in column-stochastic communications and achieve global averaging of variables or

gradients. While the subgradient-push algorithm [7, 28] guarantees convergence to optimality, its sublinear

rate persists even under strong convexity. Subsequent work—including EXTRA-push [30], D-EXTRA [31],

ADD-OPT [32], and Push-DIGing [9]—has achieved faster convergence by explicitly mitigating heterogeneity.

Recent work [33] has established lower bounds and optimal algorithms for decentralized optimization over

column-stochastic digraphs. Since the push-sum technique naturally accommodates time-varying column-

stochastic digraphs, all the aforementioned algorithms readily extend to such settings.

When only in-degree information is available, one can construct row-stochastic mixing matrices. Dif-

fusion [18, 34] was among the earliest decentralized algorithms using row-stochastic mixing matrices, but

converges only to a Pareto-optimal solution rather than the global optimum. Just as push-sum underpins

column-stochastic algorithms, the pull-diag gossip protocol [16] serves as an effective technique to correct

the bias caused by row-stochastic communications. Reference [35] first adapted distributed gradient descent

to this setting. Subsequently, gradient tracking techniques were extended to the row-stochastic scenario
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by [36, 37, 38], while momentum-based variants were developed in [39, 40]. However, all of these algorithms

are designed exclusively for static row-stochastic digraphs. To the best of our knowledge, no existing al-

gorithm can achieve exact convergence to the solution of problem (1) using purely row-stochastic mixing

matrices due to the challenges discussed in Section 1.2.

In digraphs where both in-degree and out-degree information are available, the Push-Pull/AB meth-

ods [41, 42, 43, 44] can solve problem (1) by alternately using column-stochastic and row-stochastic mixing

matrices [45, 46]. These algorithms typically achieve faster convergence than methods relying solely on

column- or row-stochastic matrices and can handle both static and time-varying scenarios. However, they

require knowledge of the in-degree at each node, which is unavailable in TVBNs.

1.4 Main Results

This paper develops the first algorithm to achieve exact convergence for problem (1) using only time-varying

row-stochastic mixing matrices, thereby making decentralized optimization feasible over TVBNs and signif-

icantly enhancing its robustness to highly dynamic environments. Our results are:

C1. Effective average consensus protocol. We propose PULL-with-Memory (PULM), a decen-

tralized gossip protocol that achieves average consensus over time-varying row-stochastic broadcast

digraphs. By alternating between a standard row-stochastic gossip step and a local adjustment step,

we theoretically prove that PULM converges to average consensus exponentially fast.

C2. The first exactly converging algorithm. Built upon PULM, we develop a decentralized gradi-

ent descent approach over TVBNs, termed PULM-DGD. For nonconvex and smooth optimization

problems, we establish that PULM-DGD converges to a stationary solution at a rate of O( ln(K)
K ). To

the best of our knowledge, PULM-DGD is the first algorithm that achieves exact convergence using

only time-varying row-stochastic mixing matrices.

Organization. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Notation and assumptions are pro-

vided in Section 2. In Section 3, we examine the mixing dynamics in TVBNs and derive our PULM approach

for achieving distributed average consensus. Performing decentralized optimization through PULM is dis-

cussed in Section 4, where we provide the main convergence theorems. We conduct numerical experiments

to verify the effectiveness of PULM and PULM-DGD in Section 5 and conclude in Section 6.

2 Notations and Assumptions

In this section, we declare necessary notations and assumptions.

Notations. Let 1n denote the vector of all-ones of n dimensions and In ∈ Rn×n the identity matrix. We

denote En := 1
n1n1

⊤
n . We use [n] to denote the set {1, 2, . . . , n}. For a given vector v, Diag(v) signifies the
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diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are comprised of v. We define n× d matrices

x(k) := [(x
(k)
1 )⊤; (x

(k)
2 )⊤; · · · ; (x(k)

n )⊤]

g(k) := [∇F1(x
(k)
1 ;ξ

(k)
1 )⊤;· · ·;∇Fn(x

(k)
n ; ξ(k)n )⊤]

∇f(x(k)) := [∇f1(x(k)
1 )⊤; · · · ;∇fn(x(k)

n )⊤]

by stacking all local variables vertically. The upright bold symbols (e.g. x,g) always denote network-level

quantities. For vectors or matrices, we use the symbol ≤ for element-wise comparison. We use ∥ · ∥ for ℓ2

vector norm and ∥ · ∥F for matrix Frobenius norm. We use ∥ · ∥2 for induced ℓ2 matrix norm, which means

∥A∥2 := max∥v∥=1 ∥Av∥. Unless otherwise specified, product signs for matrices always indicate consecutive

left multiplication in order, i.e.,
∏K

k=1 A
(i) := A(K)A(K−1) · · ·A(2)A(1). When a directed graph G is strongly

connected, it means there exists a directed path from i to j for any nodes i, j in G.

Gossip communication. When node i collects information xj ∈ Rd, j ∈ N in
i from its in-neighbors, it

can mix these vectors using scalars aij , producing xnew
i =

∑
j∈N in

i
aijxj . This process is called gossip

communication. Using the stacked notation x = [x⊤
1 ;x

⊤
2 ; . . . ;x

⊤
n ] and A = [aij ]n×n, the update can be

written as xnew ← Ax, where A is called the mixing matrix. When out-degrees are accessible, A can be

constructed as either column-stochastic or row-stochastic. When out-degrees are inaccessible, A can only be

row-stochastic.

Assumptions. The following assumptions are used throughout this paper.

Assumption 1 (B̃-Strongly Connected Graph Sequence). The time-varying directed graph sequence

{G(k) = (V, E(k))}k≥0 satisfies the following: there exists an integer B̃ > 0 such that for any k ≥ 0, the

B̃-step accumulated graph

GB̃k :=

V, k+B̃−1⋃
l=k

E(l)


is strongly connected. Additionally, each graph G(k) contains a self-loop at every node.

Assumption 2 (Rapidly Changing Broadcast Network). For each k ≥ 0 and i ∈ [n], node i does not

know its out-degree d
out,(k)
i in graph G(k). Additionally, for each k ≥ 0, the mixing matrix generated from

G(k) can only be used once.

The single-use constraint on mixing matrices in Assumption 2 reflects the rapidly changing topology: by

the time communication using A(k) completes, the network has already transitioned to G(k+1), making A(k)

incompatible with the current network structure. This is typical in highly dynamic environments such as

mobile ad-hoc networks or drone swarms.

Definition 1 (Compatible Mixing Matrices). A mixing matrix A = [aij ]n×n is compatible with graph G if

aij > 0 if (j → i) ∈ E , and aij = 0 otherwise.

Any compatible A for G satisfying Assumption 2 is row-stochastic, i.e., A1n = 1n.
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Assumption 3 (Lower Bounded Entries). Suppose that for each k ≥ 0, we have a mixing matrix A(k)

that is compatible with G(k). There exists a scalar τ > 0 such that all nonzero entries of A(k) satisfy a
(k)
ij ≥ τ

for all k ≥ 0.

Assumption 3 is naturally satisfied by setting A
(k)
ij = 1/d

in,(k)
i and τ = 1/n.

Proposition 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Then there exist an integer 0 < B < nB̃ and a scalar

η ∈ [τB , 1) such that

Φ(k +B, k) :=

B−1∏
l=0

A(k+l) ≥ η, ∀k ≥ 0.

Proposition 1 establishes that, for any starting time k, the B-step product of mixing matrices Φ(k+B, k)

is entrywise lower bounded by a constant η > 0. This property is central to the convergence analysis: it

implies uniform mixing over every B-step window, ensuring that each node’s information influences every

other node with weight at least η, independent of k. We next introduce our final assumption.

Assumption 4 (Smoothness). There exist constants L,∆ ≥ 0 such that for all i ∈ [n] and all x, y ∈ Rd,

∥∇fi(x)−∇fi(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥, and fi(x
(0))− inf

x∈Rd
fi(x) ≤ ∆.

3 Achieving Average Consensus over TVBN

In this section, we analyze how information are mixed and propagated across TVBNs using row-stochastic

mixing matrices only. To formalize this process, let each node i initialize a vector z
(0)
i = xi. The k-th

communication round is governed by the row-stochastic mixing matrix A(k). At the beginning of the k-th

round, we assume each node i stores a vector z
(k)
i , which can be expressed as a linear combination of all

initial vectors:

z
(k)
i =

n∑
j=1

w
(k)
ij xj , (2)

where w
(k)
ij are some weights at iteration k. Without loss of generality, we assume the initial vectors {xi}ni=1

are linearly independent, which ensures that the coefficients {w(k)
ij } are uniquely determined. We term

process (2) the mixing dynamics.

3.1 Mixing Dynamics over TVBNs

By collecting coefficients w
(k)
ij in (2), we define the distribution matrix W (k) := [w

(k)
ij ]ni,j=1 ∈ Rn×n, which

maps the initial vectors {xj}nj=1 to the node states at round k. In particular, letting z(k) :=
[
z
(k)
1 , . . . , z

(k)
n

]⊤
and x :=

[
x1, . . . , xn

]⊤
, the mixing dynamics (2) can be written compactly as z(k) = W (k)x. At initialization,

each node stores its own vector z
(0)
i := xi, hence W (0) = In. Moreover, average consensus is achieved if

7



W (k) → 1
n1n1

⊤
n as k → ∞. Using the mixing dynamics in (2), the gossip update z

(k+1)
i =

∑n
j=1 a

(k)
ij z

(k)
j is

equivalent to performing the following matrix update

W (k+1) = A(k)W (k), (3)

where A(k) = [a
(k)
ij ]n×n is row-stochastic. However, the simple gossip update (3) cannot drive W (k) to

n−11n1
⊤
n . Instead, it converges to a biased average:

Proposition 2 (Limiting Property). For {G(k), A(k)}k≥0 satisfying Assumptions 1–3, define Φ(k +

B, k) =
∏B−1

i=0 A(k+i). It follows that limk→∞ Φ(k + B, k) = 1nπ
⊤
k , ∀, where πk ∈ Rn is determined by

the sequence {A(t)}t≥k. Moreover, the convergence occurs at an exponential rate.

Proof. See Appendix B.3.

While Proposition 2 guarantees asymptotic consensus, the limit is a πk-weighted average rather than the

average consensus n−1
∑n

i=1 xi. Moreover, since πk is determined entirely by the future sequence {A(t)}t≥k,

for any past sequence {A(t)}t<k, one can construct infinitely many future sequences (all satisfying the

connectivity and weight assumptions) that yield any desired stochastic vector πk. Thus, past observations

provide no information about πk, which poses a fundamental challenge for pre-correction as discussed in

Section 1.2. We illustrate this in the example below.

Example 1. Consider a two-node network with row-stochastic matrices

A1 =

0.9 0.1

0.5 0.5

 , A2 =

0.5 0.5

0.1 0.9

 .

Suppose A(k) = A1 for all k < t. If A(k) = A1 for k ≥ t, then πk = (5/6, 1/6)⊤; whereas if A(k) = A2 for

k ≥ t, then πk = (1/6, 5/6)⊤. Since the past sequences are identical, no estimator relying on past {A(t)}t<k

can predict πk.

3.2 Shifting the Limits toward Average Consensus

Our method leverages a simple observation: since the limiting distribution πk depends on the entire sequence

of mixing matrices, judicious modifications of the intermediate W (k) can steer πk toward any desired value.

Specifically, before left-multiplying by A(k), we introduce an adjustment step designed to shift the limiting

vector closer to the uniform distribution. Through repeated adjustments, the process is progressively driven

toward the desired average n−11n. This two-stage process can be represented as:

· · · −→W (k) A(k)

−→W (k+ 1
2 )

adjust−→ W (k+1) A(k+1)

−→ W (k+1+ 1
2 )

adjust−→ W (k+2)−→· · · ,

where
A(k)

−→ denotes the gossip step and
adjust−→ denotes the adjustment step. Crucially, this adjustment must

be communication-free and rely on locally available information.
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Algorithm 1 Matrix-level procedure for driving W (k) to n−11n1
⊤
n

1: Initialize W (0) = In.

2: for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,K − 1 do

3: W (k+ 1
2 ) = A(k)W (k);

4: Replace the diagonal entries of W (k+ 1
2 ) by 1

n , and name it W (k+1);

5: end for

6: Output: W (K)

0 1 2 3
column index

0

1

2

3

ro
w 

in
de

x

.64 .27 .04 .02

.81 .91 .61 .73

.54 .94 .82 .00

.86 .03 .73 .18

W(k)

0 1 2 3
column index

.25 .27 .04 .02

.81 .25 .61 .73

.54 .94 .25 .00

.86 .03 .73 .25

W(k+ 1/2)

0 1 2 3
column index

.53 .26 .32 .37

.53 .26 .32 .37

.68 .59 .43 .37

.84 .14 .67 .49

W(k+ 1)

0 1 2 3
column index

.25 .26 .32 .37

.53 .25 .32 .37

.68 .59 .25 .37

.84 .14 .67 .25

W(k+ 3/2)

0 1 2 3
column index

.46 .43 .29 .37

.68 .20 .50 .31

.46 .43 .29 .37

.57 .31 .39 .34

W(k+ 2)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

di
st

an
ce

 to
 1

/n
 (h

er
e 
n

=
4)

Figure 2: Diffusion of the 1/n diagonal anchor under the adjust–gossip update. The adjust step anchors

each diagonal entry w
(k+ 1

2
)

jj at 1/n; the gossip step then diffuses this value down column j, pulling off-diagonal entries

toward 1/n. Cell colors indicate distance to 1/n (greener means closer), showing how the anchored mass spreads

from the diagonal throughout each column, driving W (k) toward average consensus.

Algorithm 1 summarizes our proposed procedure. The intuition behind why it drives W (k) toward

n−11n1
⊤
n is straightforward: Each iteration alternates between an adjust step, which resets diagonal entries

to 1/n, and a gossip step, which computes W (k+1) = A(k)W (k+ 1
2 ) via convex combinations of rows. Although

gossip averages across rows, its effect manifests column-wise: entries within each column are repeatedly

mixed, progressively converging to the same value. Since column j always contains the anchored value

W
(k+ 1

2 )
jj = 1/n, this mixing pulls off-diagonal entries toward 1/n—effectively diffusing the anchor throughout

the column (see Figure 2). Over successive iterations, all entries converge to 1/n, yielding average consensus.

Figure 3: Convergence ofW (k). The definition

of “W Error” and details of different topologies

can be found in Appendix E.7.

We illustrate the performance of Algorithm 1 with a sim-

ple numerical simulation, demonstrating that the procedure

converges exponentially fast to average consensus over vari-

ous time-varying networks using row-stochastic matrices (see

Figure 3). A node-wise implementation of Algorithm 1 is pro-

vided in Algorithm 2. We name this algorithm PULM (Pull

with Memory) because gossiping with a row-stochastic matrix

is commonly referred to as a “pull” operation, and our method

additionally requires each node to store and update its distri-

bution vector w
(k)
i , which serves as a “memory” of the mix-
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ing process. The following theorem establishes that PULM

achieves monotonic and exponentially fast convergence.

Algorithm 2 Pull with Memory (PULM)

1: Input: Vector xi ∈ Rd at each node i ∈ [n] to be averaged

2: for each node i ∈ [n] in parallel do

3: Initialize z
(0)
i = xi and w

(0)
i = ei, where ei is the i-th column of In

4: for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,K − 1 do

5: Gossip: z
(k+ 1

2 )
i =

∑n
j=1 a

(k)
ij z

(k)
j and w

(k+ 1
2 )

i =
∑n

j=1 a
(k)
ij w

(k)
j

6: Adjust: d
(k)
i = [w

(k+ 1
2 )

i ]i − 1
n

7: Update: z
(k+1)
i = z

(k+ 1
2 )

i − d
(k)
i · xi and w

(k+1)
i = w

(k+ 1
2

i − d
(k)
i · ei

8: end for

9: end for

10: Output: z
(K)
i at each node i ∈ [n]

Theorem 1. For {G(k)}k≥0 satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2, and {A(k)}k≥0 satisfying Assumption 3, the

following statements hold:

1. In Algorithm 1, the sequence {maxi,j |[W (k)]ij − n−1|}k≥0 is non-increasing.

2. In both Algorithms 1 and 2,

∥W (K) − n−11n1
⊤
n ∥F ≤

n

1− η
(1− η)K/B .

3. In Algorithm 2,

∥z(K) − n−11n1
⊤
nx

(0)∥F ≤
n

1− η
(1− η)K/B∥x(0)∥F .

Here, the constants B > 0 and η ∈ (0, 1) are defined in Proposition 1.

Proof. See Appendix C.1.

Remark 1 (Column-stochastic vs. row-stochastic matrices). Average consensus is comparatively easy to

achieve over time-varying networks when column-stochastic weights are available. In this case, the required

correction admits a simple forward recursion that can be maintained incrementally as the network evolves. In

contrast, with row-stochastic weights, the analogous correction requires backward-in-time propagation through

the matrix sequence, which cannot be computed online using only past information. See Appendix A for more

details.
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Algorithm 3 PULM-based Decentralized Gradient Descent (PULM-DGD)

1: Input: Step size γ > 0, inner iterations {Rk}k≥0

2: for each node i ∈ [n] in parallel do

3: Initialize all variables to the same arbitrary value x
(0)
i = x(0)

4: for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,K − 1 do

5: Compute local gradient: g
(k)
i = ∇fi(x(k)

i )

6: Initialize z
(k,0)
i = x

(k)
i − γg

(k)
i and w

(k,0)
i = ei

7: for r = 0, 1, 2, . . . , Rk − 1 do ▷ PULM inner loop

8: Gossip: z
(k,r+ 1

2 )
i =

∑n
j=1 a

(k,r)
ij z

(k,r)
j , w

(k,r+ 1
2 )

i =
∑n

j=1 a
(k,r)
ij w

(k,r)
j

9: Adjust: d
(k,r)
i = [w

(k,r+ 1
2 )

i ]i − 1
n

10: Update: z
(k,r+1)
i = z

(k,r+ 1
2 )

i − d
(k,r)
i g

(k)
i , w

(k,r+1)
i = w

(k,r+ 1
2 )

i − d
(k,r)
i ei

11: end for

12: x
(k+1)
i = z

(k,Rk)
i

13: end for

14: end for

15: Output: x
(K)
i at each node i ∈ [n]

4 Decentralized Optimization over TVBN

In this section, we present Algorithm 3, the first decentralized optimization algorithm that achieves exact

convergence over TVBNs. The algorithm employs a double-loop structure. At the beginning of each outer

iteration k, every node i computes and stores its local gradient g
(k)
i = ∇fi(x(k)

i ). The inner loop then

executes two parallel consensus processes, as illustrated in (4).

x
(k)
i

Gossip7−−−−→ x̂
(k)
i → x

(k+1)
i

↓ ↑ k-th iteration of PULM-DGD (4)

g
(k)
i

PULM7−−−−→ ĝ
(k)
i

• Gradient averaging. The PULM protocol (Algorithm 2) is applied to the local gradients {g(k)i } to

compute an accurate average ĝ
(k)
i ≈ 1

n

∑n
j=1 g

(k)
j .

• Parameter mixing. A standard gossip protocol is applied to the parameters {x(k)
i } to reach a biased

consensus x̂
(k)
i ≈ π⊤x(k), where π is a weight vector determined by the TVBN topology.

The outer loop update is x
(k+1)
i = x̂

(k)
i − αĝ

(k)
i , where α > 0 is the step size. This structure closely

resembles centralized gradient descent, with the key difference being that each node uses consensus-based

approximations of the global gradient and parameter average.

In practice, communicating the parameters x
(k)
i and gradients g

(k)
i through separate channels would be

inefficient. Algorithm 3 optimizes this process by performing a local gradient step first (line 4), allowing

11



nodes to communicate only a single combined state vector z
(k,r)
i in each inner iteration (lines 6–9). This

significantly reduces the total communication cost compared to naive implementations that would require

separate consensus processes for parameters and gradients.

Now we state the main convergence results. We use the notation W (k,r) = [w
(k,r)
ij ]n×n in the following

theorem.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumption 1, 2 and 3 hold. To simplify the notations, in Algorithm 3 we further

assume that there exists CW > 0 and 0 ≤ βW < 1 such that ∥W (k,r) − n−11n1
⊤
n ∥2 ≤ CWβr

W for all k and

r. When γ ≤ 1
24nC2

WL
and Rk ≥ max{ ln(CW )

1−βW
, ln(k)
1−βW

}, we have

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ 18∆

γK
, where x̄(k) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

x
(k)
i .

By choosing γ = 1
n24C2

WL
and Rk = max{ ln(CW )

1−βW
, ln(k)
1−βW

} for all k ≥ 0, we have

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ 432nC2
WL∆

K
, (5)

and the total number of communication rounds equals to

K−1∑
k=0

Rk ≤ max{
K−1∑
k=1

ln(k)

1− βW
,

K−1∑
k=1

ln(CW )

1− βW
} = max{K ln(K),K ln(CW )}

1− βW
.

In Theorem 2, when we define the total number of communication rounds T =
∑K−1

k=0 Rk, we obtain

K = O(T/ ln(T )). Plugging this into (5) results in an overall convergence rate of O( ln(T )
T ).

5 Experiments

To verify the effectiveness of Algorithms 2 and 3, we conducted extensive experiments on a series of problems

over various time-varying network topologies. The problem types we considered are summarized as: (i)

consensus problem; (ii) logistic regression with non-convex regularization and (iii) neural network training for

MNIST and CIFAR-10 classification. In this section, we only demonstrate several representative experimental

results. Further supplementary experiments, the details of problem setting and network topology selection

strategies can be found in Appendix E.

5.1 Comparison with Push-Family Algorithms

Push-DIGing [9] and its consensus counterpart, Push-Sum [29] are among the few methods that explicitly

address time-varying directed networks. Nevertheless, push-based schemes typically require knowledge of

the out-degrees to construct properly normalized (column-stochastic) mixing weights. Under packet loss,

the effective out-degree becomes random and time-varying: although a node attempts to transmit to its out-

neighbors, only a subset of messages is successfully received. Since the nominal out-degree does not reflect

12



these successful deliveries, the resulting weights may violate the algorithm’s normalization conditions. As a

result, Push-DIGing can become unstable and may fail to converge in packet-loss networks. Meanwhile,

PULM-Family remains robust, see Figure 4.

Figure 4: Performance comparison of push-family and PULM-family algorithms under packet loss on time-varying

directed networks. In consensus, push denotes push-sum and pulm denotes PULM; in regression, push denotes

push-DIGing and pulm denotes PULM-DGD. The packet-loss probability at time t is pt. See Appendix E.1 for full

experimental settings.

The first sub-figure in Fig. 4 reports average-consensus performance with N = 20 nodes and randomly

generated data of dimension d = 1024; the communication graph is resampled each interval with sparsity

s = 0.2. The remaining sub-figures report regression on synthetic data: 10 nodes each hold 1000 samples with

30 features, the heterogeneity parameter is σh = 0.1, and the stepsize is γ = 0.1. Communication is based

on a strongly connected graph of sparsity 0.3, with link disconnections occurring with probability pd = 0.4,

and the inner communication rounds are fixed as Rk ≡ 10. Across all cases, the push-family methods

(push-sum and push-DIGing) are highly sensitive to packet loss—even pt = 0.05 can prevent convergence—

whereas PULM and PULM-DGD remain robust, consistent with the fact that they do not rely on out-degree

information for normalization.

5.2 Effect of Different Inner Communication Rounds Rk

The inner communication rounds Rk control how much mixing (i.e., consensus refinement) is performed per

outer iteration and therefore directly determine the communication cost. Theorem 2 provides a sufficient

choice, requiring Rk to grow on the order of ln(k) to guarantee the stated convergence bound. In practice,

however, we often observe that constant values of Rk already yield nearly identical optimization performance,

suggesting that the theoretical schedule is conservative. We next quantify this effect empirically.

Figure 5 indicates that changing the inner communication rounds Rk mainly affects communication cost

rather than the final performance. Across logistic regression, MNIST, and CIFAR-10, the loss/accuracy

curves for different Rk are close and often nearly overlap, suggesting that Algorithm 3 is not particularly

13



Figure 5: Effect of the inner communication rounds Rk on the performance of Algorithm 3. Top row: logistic

regression on synthetic data (loss and accuracy) and on real data (loss and accuracy) for Rk ∈ {1, 3, 5, 10, 20}.

Bottom row: MNIST training (loss and accuracy) for Rk ∈ {1, 3, 5, 7, 10}, and CIFAR-10 training (loss and accuracy)

for Rk ∈ {1, 6, 10, 20}. Larger Rk increases communication per outer iteration but yields only marginal changes in

convergence behavior. See Appendix E.5 for experimental details.

sensitive to this hyper-parameter. Larger Rk can slightly improve the early-stage progress by enhancing

mixing, but the benefit quickly saturates; hence, a small constant Rk is typically sufficient in practice.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we studied average consensus over time-varying broadcast networks (TVBNs). We showed that

the limiting Perron (influence) vector induced by the mixing process can be future-dependent; consequently,

the common strategy of estimating the limiting Perron vector and applying an inverse correction is not ap-

plicable in TVBNs. To address this difficulty, we proposed PULM, a row-stochastic, broadcast-compatible

protocol motivated by the mixing-dynamics analysis, and proved that it achieves average consensus at an ex-

ponential rate. We further integrated PULM with distributed gradient descent to obtain PULM-DGD: model

parameters are propagated via standard broadcast communication, while incremental gradients are mixed

using the PULM protocol, which improves communication efficiency. Under nonconvex objectives (under

the assumptions specified in our analysis), PULM-DGD attains a near-linear convergence rate. Numerical

experiments corroborate the effectiveness of the proposed algorithms.
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[4] Soummya Kar and José MF Moura. Distributed consensus algorithms in sensor networks with imperfect

communication: Link failures and channel noise. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 57(1):355–

369, 2008.

[5] Zhen Zhang, Chaokun Chang, Haibin Lin, Yida Wang, Raman Arora, and Xin Jin. Is network the

bottleneck of distributed training? In Proceedings of the Workshop on Network Meets AI & ML, pages

8–13, 2020.

[6] Feng Liang, Zhen Zhang, Haifeng Lu, Victor Leung, Yanyi Guo, and Xiping Hu. Communication-efficient

large-scale distributed deep learning: A comprehensive survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.06114, 2024.
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[40] Qingguo Lü, Xiaofeng Liao, Huaqing Li, and Tingwen Huang. A nesterov-like gradient tracking algo-

rithm for distributed optimization over directed networks. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and

Cybernetics: Systems, 51(10):6258–6270, 2020.
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A Achieving Average Consensus Using Column Stochastic Matri-

ces

In this section, we briefly explain why average consensus is comparatively easy to obtain over time-varying

networks when column-stochastic weights are available. Suppose there exists a sequence of column-stochastic

matrices {B(k)}k≥1 compatible with the graph sequence {G(k)}k≥1 and satisfying Assumption 1. Then it

can be shown that

lim
k→∞

Diag
(
B(k)B(k−1) · · ·B(1)1n

)−1
B(k)B(k−1) · · ·B(1) = n−11n1

⊤
n . (6)
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The reason is that the required normalizer admits a simple online recursion. Indeed, letting vk := B(k)B(k−1) · · ·B(1)1n

with v0 = 1n, we obtain vk+1 = B(k+1)vk. Hence Diag(vk)
−1 can be maintained incrementally as the network

evolves, which makes the normalization in (6) readily implementable.

In contrast, when only row-stochastic matrices {A(k)}k≥1 are available, the analogous normalization takes

the dual forms

lim
k→∞

A(k)A(k−1) · · ·A(1) Diag
(
1⊤
nA

(k)A(k−1) · · ·A(1)
)−1

= n−11n1
⊤
n . (7)

Here the normalizer 1⊤
nA

(k)A(k−1) · · ·A(1) corresponds (after transposition) to the vector uk := A(1)⊤A(2)⊤ · · ·A(k)⊤1n.

However, computing uk requires a backward-in-time propagation through A(k), A(k−1), . . . , A(1), which is not

implementable in a time-varying network.

B Proofs of Lemmas

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Given starting time k, starting node s ∈ V and ending node e ∈ V, our goal is to find a finite state

transition trajectory from s to e. Since the directed graphs always contain self loop, it is trivial to find a

trajectory when s = e. And when s ̸= e, we define the sets of nodes which have already been searched as V⊖,

and initiate it as V⊖ = {s}, to which we will add more nodes later. Meanwhile, we introduce two notations:

(1) v1 → v2 means there exists a path from v1 to v2 for a given graph G (G may be an accumulated graph

as demonstrated in Assumption 1.); (2) v1
t−→ v2 means that v1 sends information to v2 exactly during the

time interval t.

The searching process can be broken down into the following steps.

Step 1. Use Assumption 1, during B̃ time intervals, we can find at least one path from s to e, from which

we pick out a shortest path s → v1 → · · · → e. If v1 = e, the searching process can be finished. Otherwise

we add v1 into V⊖, and there exist at least one time point t1 ∈ [k, k + B̃ − 1] such that (s, v1) ∈ E(t1), we

construct the transition trajectory as

s
k−→ s

k+1−−→ · · · s t1−1−−−→ s
t1−→ v1

Step 2. Changing starting node as v1 and time point as t + 1, using Assumption 1 again, during

B̃ time intervals, we can find at least one path from v1 to e, from which we pick out a shortest path

v1 → v2 → · · · → e. The searching process ends if v2 = e. Otherwise, if v2 ̸= e and v2 /∈ V⊖, we can

further add v2 into V⊖ and repeat the above process. However, if v2 ∈ V⊖, we should find the first new node

v∗ /∈ V⊖ from the path v1 → v2 → · · · → v+ → v∗ → · · · → e and a time point t∗ ∈ [t1 + 1, t1 + B̃] such that

(v+, v∗) ∈ E(t∗), where v+ is the last point which still stays in V⊖. In this case, we retrace our trajectory

back to the node v+ and keep it until the time point t∗, i.e.,

s
k−→ s

k+1−−→ · · · t+−→ v+
t++1−−−→ · · · v+

t∗−→ v∗,
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where t+ is the first time point v+ was searched. Consequently, we can use v∗ instead of v2 as the new search

point and repeat the above process.

...

These steps will be repeated no more than n times. We can find a state transition trajectory starting at

time point k from s to e whose length B is no longer than nB̃. According to Assumption 3, the transition

probability η from s to e during B time intervals can be lower bounded by τnB̃ . All of the constants are not

related to time points k and nodes indices, so the existence of B and η is proved.

B.2 Linear Convergence Lemma

Lemma 1. For a sequence of row-stochastic matrices Ã(1), Ã(2), · · · ∈ Rn×n, assuming Ã
(t)
i,j ≥ η > 0, ∀i, j ∈

[n], ∀t = 1, 2, . . . , we have

1. The limit Ã∞ :=
∏+∞

t=1 Ã
(t) exists. And Ã∞ is a row-stochastic matrix with identical rows, i.e.,

Ã∞ = 1nπ
⊤,

where π is an asymptotical steady distribution.

2. The maximum deviation converges with geometric rate, i.e.

max

∣∣∣∣ T∏
t=1

Ã(t) − Ã∞
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1 + η

η
(1− η)T

Proof. The process of proof here is adapted from that in [17, 47]. However, our lemma can be more easily

used under milder Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 which [17, 47] did not introduce.

1. Consider an arbitrary vector x(0) ∈ Rn, we are going to prove that the limit of x(t) := Ã(t) · · · Ã(1)x(0)

exists. Note that x(t) can be decomposed into a consensus part and a surplus part, i.e.,

x(t) = p(t)1n + z(t), z(t) ≥ 0. (8)

where p(t) is a scalar and z(t) is a vector. Our goal is to construct a Cauchy sequence {p(t)}∞t=0 and

{z(t)}∞t=0 → 0. We first choose

p(0) = min
1≤i≤n

{x(0)
i }, z(0) = x(0) − min

1≤i≤n
{x(0)

i }1n.

Using the decomposition, the recursion of x(t) can be expanded as

x(t+1) = Ã(t+1)x(t) = Ã(t+1)(p(t)1n + z(t)) = p(t)1n + Ã(t+1)z(t).

We define the index i∗ as

i∗ := argmin
1≤i≤n

Ã
(t+1)
i,· z(t),
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which means min1≤i≤n{Ã(t+1)
i,· z(t)} = Ã

(t+1)
i∗,· z(t). And we further specify z(t+1) and p(t+1) as

z(t+1) = Ã(t+1)z(t) −
(
Ã

(t+1)
i∗,· z(t)

)
1n, p(t+1) = p(t) + Ã

(t+1)
i∗,· z(t).

Because matrices A(t) are row-stochastic, according to our choice of p(t) and z(t), all z(t) are non-negative

with minimum zero.

Next we prove the geometric convergence of z(t). Consider each entry of z(t+1), for i = 1, . . . , n,

z
(t+1)
i = Ã

(t+1)
i,· z(t) − Ã

(t+1)
i∗,· z(t).

We divide the indices i = 1, . . . n into two subsets of {1, . . . , n}:

J+ := {j|Ã(t+1)
i,j − Ã

(t+1)
i∗,j ≥ 0}, J− := {j|Ã(t+1)

i,j − Ã
(t+1)
i∗,j < 0}.

Since Ã(t+1) is row-stochastic, the positive index subset J+ is non-empty. Then, for any i ∈ [n], we have

0 ≤ z
(t+1)
i = Ã

(t+1)
i,· z(t) − Ã

(t+1)
i∗,· z(t) =

∑
1≤j≤n

(Ã
(t+1)
i,j − Ã

(t+1)
i∗,j )z

(t)
j

≤
∑
J+

(Ã
(t+1)
i,j − Ã

(t+1)
i∗,j )z

(t)
j ≤ ∥z

(t)∥∞
∑
J+

(Ã
(t+1)
i,j − Ã

(t+1)
i∗,j )

= ∥z(t)∥∞
(∑

J+

Ã
(t+1)
i,j −

∑
J+

Ã
(t+1)
i∗,j

)
≤ (1− η)∥z(t)∥∞,

where the last inequality is because η ≤ Ã
(t+1)
i,j ≤ 1, ∀i, j ∈ [n] and

∑n
j=1 Ã

(t+1)
i,j = 1. Then we have

∥z(t+1)∥∞ ≤ (1− η)∥z(t)∥∞, ∀t = 0, 1, . . . ,

and further

∥z(T )∥∞ ≤ (1− η)T ∥z(0)∥∞.

Therefore, z(t) → 0 with geometric rate.

On the other hand,

0 ≤ p(t+1) − p(t) = Ã
(t+1)
i∗,· z(t) =

n∑
j=1

Ã
(t+1)
i∗,j z

(t)
j ≤ ∥z

(t)∥∞
n∑

j=1

Ã
(t+1)
i∗,j

≤ ∥z(t)∥∞ ≤ (1− η)t∥z(0)∥∞,

(9)

implying

p(t) =p(t) − p(t−1) + p(t−1) − p(t−2) + · · ·+ p(1) − p(0) + p(0)

≤
t−1∑
i=0

(1− η)i∥z(0)∥∞ + p(0) =
1− (1− η)t

η
∥z(0)∥∞ + p(0) ≤ 1

η
∥z(0)∥∞ + p(0).

Hence, the sequence p(t) is monotonically increasing and bounded, which implies an existent limit p̃.
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For any arbitrary x(0) ∈ Rn, we have z(t) → 0 and p(t) → p̃ (the limit p̃ is related to x(0) and the property

of each row-stochastic matrix Ã(t)), which ensures the existence of limit
∏+∞

t=1 Ã
(t). Specifically, we choose

the arbitrary vector x(0) as n unit vectors e1, . . . ,en, we can derive,

+∞∏
t=1

Ã(t) = lim
t→+∞

Ã(t) · · · Ã(1)(e1, . . . ,en) = (p̃11n, . . . , p̃n1n),

where the exact value of p̃1, . . . , p̃n cannot be further determined.

Since each matrix Ã(t) is row-stochastic, the finite product
∏T

t=1 Ã
(t) is also row-stochastic, and the limit

Ã∞ =
∏+∞

t=1 Ã
(t) is still row-stochastic with identical rows. We denote π := (p̃1, . . . , p̃n)

⊤, and then

Ã∞ = 1nπ
⊤.

2. Still consider an arbitrary x(0) ∈ Rn with decomposition 8, we have

(Ã(t) · · · Ã(1))x(0) − Ã∞x(0) = x(t) − p̃1n = z(t) + (p(t) − p̃)1n. (10)

The coefficient of the second term can be bounded as

0 ≤ p̃− p(t) = lim
T→+∞

p(T ) − p(t) ≤ lim
T→+∞

T−1∑
s=t

(1− η)s∥z(0)∥∞ =
(1− η)t

η
∥z(0)∥∞,

where the second inequality is from 9. So the infinite norm of 10 can be bounded as

∥(Ã(t) · · · Ã(1))x(0) − Ã∞x(0)∥∞ ≤ ∥z(t)∥∞ + (p̃− p(t))

≤(1− η)t∥z(0)∥∞ +
(1− η)t

η
∥z(0)∥∞ =

1 + η

η
(1− η)t∥z(0)∥∞.

Substitute x(0) with unit vectors ej , j = 1, 2, . . . , n, and notice that ∥z(0)∥∞ = max1≤i≤n x
(0)
i −min1≤i≤n x

(0)
i =

1 for unit vectors ej , we have

∥(Ã(t) · · · Ã(1))·,j − p̃j1n∥∞ ≤
1 + η

η
(1− η)t,

which leads to the conclusion.

B.3 Proof of Property 2

Proof. According to Proposition 1, there exist a positive period integerB. Based on the sequence
{∏k−1

i=0 A(i)
}∞
k=1

,

by adding brackets to every B factors, we get a new sequence:

Ã(t) · · · Ã(1) :=

( tB−1∏
i=(t−1)B

A(i)

)
· · ·

(B−1∏
i=0

A(i)

)
, t = 1, 2, . . . ,

where all the Ã(t), t = 1, 2, . . . satisfy Ã
(t)
i,j ≥ η > 0, ∀i, j ∈ [n]. According to Lemma 1, there exists a limi-

tation Ã∞ := limt→∞ Ã(t) · · · Ã(1) = 1nπ
⊤. We then prove the original sequence

{∏k−1
i=0 A(i)

}∞
k=1

converges

to the same limitation Ã∞.
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For a given k > 0, we make the following decomposition,

k−1∏
i=0

A(i) =

( k−1∏
i=TB

A(i)

)( TB−1∏
i=(T−1)B

A(i)

)
· · ·

(B−1∏
i=0

A(i)

)
:= Ã(−1)Ã(T ) · · · Ã(1),

(11)

where T = ⌊k/B⌋. Using the linear convergence result from Lemma 1, we have:

max

∣∣∣∣ T∏
t=1

Ã(t) − Ã∞
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1 + η

η
(1− η)T .

Therefore, the total deviation can be bounded as∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∏
i=0

A(i) − Ã∞

∥∥∥∥∥
F

=

∥∥∥∥∥Ã(−1)
T∏

t=1

Ã(t) − Ã∞

∥∥∥∥∥
F

=

∥∥∥∥∥Ã(−1)

( T∏
t=1

Ã(t) − Ã∞
)∥∥∥∥∥

F

≤
∥∥∥Ã(−1)

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥∥∥
T∏

t=1

Ã(t) − Ã∞

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤
√
n · nmax

∣∣∣∣ T∏
t=1

Ã(t) − Ã∞
∣∣∣∣

≤ n3/2 1 + η

η
(1− η)T ,

Without loss of generality, we let k > B, so that T = ⌊k/B⌋ ≥ k/B − 1. The norm can be bounded as∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∏
i=0

A(i) − Ã∞

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ n3/2 1 + η

η(1− η)
·
(

B
√
1− η

)k
.

Therefore, the limit limk→∞
∏k−1

i=0 A(i) exists and the value is given by the limit of {Ã(t)}∞t=1. Further, the

convergence is exponentially fast.

Through the process of proof in Lemma 1, we already know the limitation Ã∞ or the limitation vector

π is related to each row-stochastic matrix Ã(t), which is enough to explain that the limitation cannot be

accurately determined by any finite number of its initial terms. The following logical reasoning further

substantiates the unpredictability.

Suppose we already have the information of A(0), A(1), . . . , A(k−1). The latent subsequent matrices

A(k), A(k+1), . . . may be arbitrary. According to our previous conclusion, the limitation
∏∞

i=k A
(i) = 1nπ

⊤
k

also exists, and can be arbitrary. Then we have an equation showing the relationship between the original

limitation and the new limitation from the k-th matrix on:

1nπ
⊤ =

∞∏
i=0

A(i) =

∞∏
i=k

A(i)
k−1∏
i=0

A(i) = 1nπ
⊤
k

k−1∏
i=0

A(i),

namely the limitation vector we want π⊤ = π⊤
k

∏k−1
i=0 A(i). Given that π⊤

k is arbitrary, the original limitation

vector π⊤ is unpredictable using only finite number of initial terms {A(i)}k−1
i=0 , ∀k <∞.
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B.4 Sub-matrices Inequality

Lemma 2. For any S row-stochastic matrices A(1), . . . , A(S) ∈ Rn×n, we have

0 ≤
S∏

s=1

A
(s)
−ℓ,−ℓ ≤

( S∏
s=1

A(s)

)
−ℓ,−ℓ

,

where M−ℓ,−ℓ represents the (n− 1)× (n− 1) matrix obtained by removing the ℓ-th row and the ℓ-th column

of M ∈ Rn×n.

Proof. The left inequality is trivial as non-negative combination cannot produce negative elements. For

the right inequality, it is sufficient only to consider the case S = 2. The case S > 2 can be obtained by

mathematical induction. Without loss of generality, we let ℓ = 1 to simplify our notation. In this way,

A(1)A(2) =

 A
(1)
1,1 A

(1)
1,−1

A
(1)
−1,1 A

(1)
−1,−1

 A
(2)
1,1 A

(2)
1,−1

A
(2)
−1,1 A

(2)
−1,−1

 .

Hence,

(
A(1)A(2)

)
−1,−1

= A
(1)
−1,1A

(2)
1,−1 +A

(1)
−1,−1A

(2)
−1,−1,

where A
(1)
−1,1A

(2)
1,−1 is a 1-rank matrix generated by two vectors. Since all entries of A

(1)
−1,1 and A

(2)
1,−1 are

non-negative, we have A
(1)
−1,1A

(2)
1,−1 ≥ 0, which leads to the conclusion.

C Proofs of Main Theorems

C.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof.

1. Denote Xi,j as the (i, j) element of X ∈ Rn×n; X−i,−j as the (n− 1) × (n− 1) sub-matrix obtained

by removing the i-th row and j-th column of X ∈ Rn×n; Xi,−j , X−i,j can be defined similarly.

Now we consider the ℓ-th column of W (k) generated by Algorithm 1, which we denote as W
(k)
·,ℓ . According

to the algorithm, W
(k)
ℓ,ℓ = 1/n. When i ̸= ℓ, we have

W
(k+1)
i,ℓ − 1/n =

n∑
j=1

A
(k)
i,j W

(k)
j,ℓ −

1

n
=

n∑
j=1,j ̸=l

A
(k)
i,j (W

(k)
j,ℓ − 1/n).

The last equation utilizes the fact that the row sum of A(k) = 1 and W
(k)
ℓ,ℓ = 1/n. Consider each row of W

(k)
·,ℓ
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except the ℓ-th row:

W
(k+1)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1 = [W

(k+1)
1,ℓ − n−1, . . . ,W

(k+1)
n,ℓ − n−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

without ℓ-th row

]⊤

=

[∑
j ̸=l

A
(k)
1,j (W

(k)
j,ℓ − 1/n), . . . ,

∑
j ̸=ℓ

A
(k)
n,j(W

(k)
j,ℓ − 1/n)︸ ︷︷ ︸

without ℓ-th row

]⊤

= A
(k)
−ℓ,−ℓ(W

(k)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1)

(12)

Take the infinite norm on both sides of the equation and use the inequality between the vector norm and

the corresponding matrix norm, we have

∥W (k+1)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1∥∞ = ∥A(k)

−ℓ,−ℓ(W
(k)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1)∥∞

≤ ∥A(k)
−ℓ,−ℓ∥∞∥W

(k)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1∥∞

On one hand, we have ∥A(k)
−ℓ,−ℓ∥∞ ≤ 1, since A(k) is non-negative and the row sum of A(k) is no more than

1. On the other hand,

∥W (k)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1∥∞ = max |W (k)

−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1| = max |W (k)
·,ℓ − n−11n|.

Therefore, for each column of W (k), we have

max |W (k+1)
·,ℓ − n−11n| ≤ max |W (k)

·,ℓ − n−11n|.

Taking all columns of W (k) into consideration, we have

max |W (k+1) − En| ≤ max |W (k) − En|,

which indicates that the sequence {max |W (k) − n−11n1
⊤
n |}k≥0 is non-increasing.

2. Using 12 recurrently and noticing W
(0)
−ℓ,ℓ = n−1, we have

W
(k)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1 =

( k−1∏
i=0

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

)
(−n−11n−1),

implying

∥W (k)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1∥2 ≤

∥∥∥∥ k−1∏
i=0

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∥∥∥∥
2

· ∥n−11n−1∥2

≤ 1√
n

∥∥∥∥ k−1∏
i=0

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1√
n

∥∥∥∥ k−1∏
i=0

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∥∥∥∥
F

.

(13)

Considering the product of k row-stochastic sub-matrices, under the conclusion of Proposition 1, we suppose

k > B. Denoting T = ⌊k/B⌋, we use the similar decomposition as 11 and then

k−1∏
i=0

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ =

( k−1∏
i=TB

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

)( TB−1∏
i=(T−1)B

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

)
· · ·

(B−1∏
i=0

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

)

≤
( k−1∏

i=TB

A(i)

)
−ℓ,−ℓ

( TB−1∏
i=(T−1)B

A(i)

)
−ℓ,−ℓ

· · ·
(B−1∏

i=0

A(i)

)
−ℓ,−ℓ

= Ã
(−1)
−ℓ,−ℓÃ

T
−ℓ,−ℓ · · · Ã1

−ℓ,−ℓ,
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where the inequality is due to Lemma 2 and Ã
(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ is defined in 11. From Proposition 1 we know that

Ã
(t)
i,j ≥ η,∀i, j ∈ [n], so each row sum of Ã

(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ is no more than 1− η. Next, we can prove that for two series

of non-negative scalars a1, . . . , an−1; b1, . . . , nn−1, if
∑n−1

i=1 ai ≤ 1 − η, then
∑n−1

i=1 aibi ≤ (1 − η)maxi{bi}.

Now consider two non-negative matrices A,B ∈ R(n−1)×(n−1), if each row sum of A is no more than 1− η,

we have (AB)i,j =
∑n−1

k=1 Ai,kBk,j ≤ (1 − η)maxk Bk,j . By choosing A = Ã
(t+1)
−ℓ,−ℓ, B = Ã

(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ · · · Ã

(1)
−ℓ,−ℓ,

taking maximum for all elements of the left hand side and maximum for all columns of the right hand side,

we obtain the following recursive inequality,

max |Ã(t+1)
−ℓ,−ℓÃ

(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ · · · Ã

(1)
−ℓ,−ℓ| ≤ (1− η)max |Ã(t)

−ℓ,−ℓ · · · Ã
(1)
−ℓ,−ℓ|, t = 1, . . . , T − 1.

With max |Ã(1)
−ℓ,−ℓ| ≤ 1− η, multiplying all the recursive inequalities in terms of t = 1, 2, . . . , T − 1, we have

max

∣∣∣∣ T∏
t=1

Ã
(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (1− η)T .

For the rest factor Ã
(−1)
−ℓ,−ℓ, since its row sum is no larger than 1, we can similarly obtain

max

∣∣∣∣Ã(−1)
−ℓ,−ℓ

T∏
t=1

Ã
(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ max

∣∣∣∣ T∏
t=1

Ã
(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (1− η)T .

Hence, continuing 13, we have

∥W (k)
−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1∥2 ≤

1√
n

∥∥∥∥ k−1∏
i=0

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∥∥∥∥
F

≤
√
nmax

∣∣∣∣ k−1∏
i=1

A
(i)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∣∣∣∣
≤
√
nmax

∣∣∣∣Ã(−1)
−ℓ,−ℓ

T∏
t=1

Ã
(t)
−ℓ,−ℓ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ √n(1− η)T .

Knowing that W
(k)
ℓ,ℓ − n−1 ≡ 0, we have ∥M (k)

−ℓ,ℓ − n−11n−1∥2 = ∥M (k)
·,ℓ − n−11n∥2. Taking all columns of

W (k) into consideration, we finally have

∥W (k) − En∥F ≤ n(1− η)T .

Without loss of generality, we let k > B, so that T = ⌊k/B⌋ ≥ k/B − 1. So the convergence rate can be

bounded as

∥W (k) − En∥F ≤
n

1− η

(
B
√
1− η

)k
.

3. We introduce compact notation D(k) := Diag{A(k)W (k)} − In, where Diag{X} represents a diagonal

matrix whose diagonal elements are identical to that of X. So the iteration of Algorithm 1 can be expressed

as

W (k+ 1
2 ) = A(k)W (k)

D(k) = Diag{W (k+ 1
2 )} − In

W (k+1) = W (k+ 1
2 ) −D(k)
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Further, the iteration of z(k) can be expressed as

z(k+
1
2 ) = A(k)z(k)

z(k+1) = z(k+
1
2 ) −D(k)x

Therefore, we have

z(k+1) = A(k)z(k) −D(k)x = A(k)z(k) − (A(k)W (k) −W (k+1))x

= A(k)z(k) −A(k)W (k)x+W (k+1)x,

which implies

z(k+1) −W (k+1)x = A(k)(z(k) −W (k)x).

By consecutive multiplication, we have

z(k) −W (k)x =

k−1∏
i=0

A(i)(z(0) −W (0)x) = 0,

where the second equation is because we choose z
(0)
i = xi and W (0) = In. Hence, the consensus error

∥z(k) − Enx∥F can be bounded as

∥z(k) − Enx∥F = ∥W (k)x− Enx∥F ≤ ∥W (k) − En∥F ∥x∥F ≤
n

1− η

(
B
√
1− η

)k∥x∥F

D Convergence

Lemma 3 (Descent Lemma).

D.1 Descent

Lemma 4. Define ∆
(k)
x := x(k) − Enx

(k). When γ ≤ 1
3L and Rk ≥ max{ ln(CA)

1−βA
, ln(CM )

1−βM
}, for any k ≥ 0 we

have

γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 + γ

6
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ (1 + 8γLC2

Mβ2Rk

M )(f(x̄(k))− f∗)− (f(x̄(k+1))− f∗) (14)

+
4

nγ
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F . (15)

Proof. Suppose Consider the update of x̄(k+1):

x̄(k+1) = n−11⊤
nA

(k)x(k) − γ

n
1⊤
nM

(k)g(k)

= x̄(k) − γḡ(k) + n−11⊤
n (A

(k) − En)∆
(k)
x︸ ︷︷ ︸

Consensus Error

− γ

n
1⊤
n (M

(k) − En)g
(k)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Descent Deviation

We apply the L-smooth inequality on x̄(k+1) and x̄(k):

f(x̄(k+1)) ≤ f(x̄(k))− γ
〈
ḡ(k),∇f(x̄(k))

〉
+ n−1

〈
1⊤
n (A

(k) − En)∆
(k)
x ,∇f(x̄(k))

〉
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− n−1γ
〈
1⊤
n (M

(k) − En)g
(k),∇f(x̄(k))

〉
+

3γ2L

2
∥ḡ(k)∥2

+
3L

2n2
∥1⊤

n (A
(k) − En)∆

(k)
x ∥2 +

3γ2L

2n
∥(M (k) − En)g

(k)∥2 (16)

To proceed on, we split the right-hand side into 5 terms, which are

∆
(k)
1 := −γ

〈
ḡ(k),∇f(x̄(k))

〉
+

3γ2L

2
∥ḡ(k)∥2,

∆
(k)
2 := n−1

〈
1⊤
n (A

(k) − En)∆
(k)
x ,∇f(x̄(k))

〉
,

∆
(k)
3 := −n−1γ

〈
1⊤
n (M

(k) − En)g
(k),∇f(x̄(k))

〉
,

∆
(k)
4 :=

3L

2n2
∥1⊤

n (A
(k) − En)∆

(k)
x ∥2, ∆

(k)
5 :=

3γ2L

2n
∥(M (k) − En)g

(k)∥2.

When γ ≤ 1
6L , the first term can be bounded as:

∆
(k)
1 = −γ − 3γ2L

2
∥ḡ(k)∥2 − γ

2
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 + γ

2
∥ḡ(k) −∇f(x̄(k))∥2

≤ −γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 − γ

2
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 + γL2

2n
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the second term can be bounded as:

∆
(k)
2 ≤ n−1∥1⊤

n (A
(k) − En)∆

(k)
x ∥ · ∥∇f(x̄(k))∥

≤ ∥∆(k)
x ∥F · ∥∇f(x̄(k))∥ ≤ pk

2
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F +
1

2pk
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2,

where the second inequality comes from: for any w ∈ Rn×d,

∥n−1(1⊤
nA

(k) − 1⊤
n )w∥ =

√√√√ d∑
j=1

(n−11⊤
nA

(k)w.,j − n−11⊤
nw.,j)2

≤

√√√√ d∑
j=1

(w.,j − n−11⊤
nw.,j)2 = ∥w − Enw∥F .

Parameter pk is to be determined. Similarly, the third term can be bounded as:

∆
(k)
3 ≤ γn−1∥1⊤

n (M
(k) − En)∥F ∥g(k)∥F · ∥∇f(x̄(k))∥

≤ γ
CMβRk

M√
n

(
qk
2
∥g(k)∥2F +

1

2qk
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2),

where qk is a constant to be determined.

The fourth term is smaller than
3LC2

Mβ
2Rk
M

2n ∥∆(k)
x ∥2, and the fifth term is smaller than

3C2
Mγ2Lβ

2Rk
M

2n ∥g(k)∥2F .

Now combine these estimates and plug them into (16), we obtain that

γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 + (

γ

2
− 1

2pk
−

CMβRk

M γ

2qk
)∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2

≤ f(x̄(k))− f(x̄(k+1)) + (
γL2

2n
+

pk
2

+
3LC2

Mβ2Rk

M

2n
)∥∆(k)

x ∥2F
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+ (
γCMβRk

M qk
2
√
n

+
3C2

Mγ2Lβ2Rk

M

2n
)∥g(k)∥2F .

Select qk =
3CMβ

Rk
M√

n
, pk = 3

γ , we obtain that

γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 + γ

6
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2

≤ f(x̄(k))− f(x̄(k+1)) + (
γL2

2n
+

3

2γ
+

3LC2
Mβ2Rk

M

2n
)∥∆(k)

x ∥2F

+ (
3γC2

Mβ2Rk

M

2n
+

3C2
Mγ2Lβ2Rk

M

2n
)∥g(k)∥2F .

To further simplify the inequality, we require Rk ≥ ln(CM

1−βM
, which indicates that CMβRM

A ≤ e−1. This gives

γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 + γ

6
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ f(x̄(k))− f(x̄(k+1)) +

3γ(1 + γL)C2
Mβ2Rk

M

2n
∥g(k)∥2F

+ (
γL2

2n
+

3

γ
+

3L

5n
)∥∆(k)

x ∥2F .

By taking γ ≤ 1
3L , we obtain that

γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 + γ

6
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ f(x̄(k))− f(x̄(k+1)) +

2γC2
Mβ2Rk

M

n
∥g(k)∥2F

+
7

2γ
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F .

Finally, to deal with the stacked gradient term, with L-smooth assumption, we know that ∀x, y ∈ Rd, i ∈

[n],

fi(y) ≤ fi(x) + ⟨∇fi(x), y − x⟩+ L

2
∥y − x∥2.

By taking y = x− 1
L∇fi(x), we obtain that 1

2L∥∇f(x)∥
2 ≤ fi(x)− fi(y) ≤ fi(x)− f∗

i . Furthermore, using

L-smoothness property and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

∥∇f(x(k))∥2F ≤ 2∥∇f(x(k))−∇f(x̄(k))∥2F + 2∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2F (17)

≤ 2L2∥∆(k)
x ∥2F + 2

n∑
i=1

∥∇fi(x̄(k))∥2

≤ 2L2∥∆(k)
x ∥2F + 4L

n∑
i=1

(fi(x̄
(k))− f∗

i )

= 2L2∥∆(k)
x ∥2F + 4nL(f(x̄(k))− f∗),

where f∗ := n−1
∑n

i=1 f
∗
i . When the gradient is not stochastic, we have g(k) = ∇f(x(k)). Replace g(k) using

(17), we have

γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 + γ

6
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ (1 + 8γLC2

Mβ2Rk

M )(f(x̄(k))− f∗)− (f(x̄(k+1))− f∗)

+
4

γ
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F .
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D.2 Consensus Error

Lemma 5. When Rk ≥ ln(CM )
1−βM

and γ ≤ 1
6L , we have

∥∆(k+1)
x ∥2F ≤

1

3
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F + 8nγ2C2
Mβ2Rk

M L(f(x̄(k))− f∗) (18)

Proof. The update of parameters can be written as

x(k+1) = A(k)x(k) − γM (k)g(k). (19)

Left-multiply (I − En) on both sides of (19) and we obtain that

∆(k+1)
x = (I − En)(A

(k) −A(k)
∞ )∆(k)

x − γ(I − En)(M
(k) − En)g

(k) (20)

Therefore, we can apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on (20) and obtain that

∥∆(k+1)
x ∥2F ≤ 2∥(I − En)(A

(k) −A(k)
∞ )∆(k)

x ∥2F + 2γ2∥(I − En)(M
(k) − En)g

(k)∥2F
(17)

≤ (2C2
Aβ

2Rk

A + 4γ2L2C2
Mβ2Rk

M )∥∆(k)
x ∥2F + 8nγ2C2

Mβ2Rk

M L(f(x̄(k))− f∗)

≤ 1

3
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F + 8nγ2C2
Mβ2Rk

M L(f(x̄(k))− f∗),

which finishes the proof.

To proceed on, we can left-multiply 24
γ on both sides of (18) and add it to (14). This gives

γ

4
∥ḡ(k)∥2 + γ

6
∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 + 24

γ
∥∆(k+1)

x ∥2F (21)

≤ (1 + 40nγLC2
Mβ2Rk

M )(f(x̄(k))− f∗)− (f(x̄(k+1))− f∗) +
12

γ
∥∆(k)

x ∥2F

D.3 Absorbing Extra Errors

We use the following lemma to deal with the extra f(x̄(k))− f∗ term.

Lemma 6. Suppose that there exists ∆k, Sk, Fk, c, Rk ∈ R+, β ∈ [0, 1), satisfying

Sk ≤ (1 + cγβ2Rk)∆k −∆k+1 + Fk, ∀k ≥ 0,

then, by selecting γ ≤ 1
3c and Rk ≥ ln(k)

1−β , we can prove that

K∑
k=0

Sk ≤ 3∆0 + 3

K∑
k=0

Fk.

Proof. Define Uk =
∏k

i=0(1 + γcβRi), ∀k ≥ 0, U−1 = 1. Then we have

U−1
k Sk ≤ U−1

k−1∆k − U−1
k ∆k+1 + U−1

k Fk, ∀k ≥ 0. (22)
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By summing up (22) from k = 0 to K, we have

K∑
k=0

U−1
k Sk ≤ ∆0 − U−1

K ∆K+1 +

K∑
k=0

U−1
k Fk.

When γ < 1
3c , we have

Uk = exp(

k∑
i=1

ln(1 + γcβ2Ri)) ≤ exp(

k∑
i=1

γcβ2Ri) ≤ exp(γc

k∑
i=1

1

i2
) < e

2
3 < 2

Therefore,

K∑
k=0

Sk ≤ UK(

K∑
k=0

U−1
k Sk) ≤ UK(∆0 − U−1

K ∆k+1 +

K∑
k=0

U−1
k Fk) ≤ 3∆0 + 3

K∑
k=0

Fk,

which finishes the proof.

With inequality (21) in hand, we are ready to apply Lemma 6 and absorb extra f − f∗ terms. Choose

Sk = γ
6 ∥∇f(x̄

(k))∥2 + γ
6 ∥ḡ

(k)∥2 + 24
nγ ∥∆

(k+1)
x ∥2F , ∆k = f(x̄(k)) − f∗, Fk = 8

nγ ∥∆
(k)
x ∥2F , Rk = Rk, β = βM ,

c = 8nC2
ML. When γ ≤ 1

24nC2
ML

and Rk ≥ ln(k)
1−βM

, we have

γ

6

K∑
k=0

∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 + γ

6

T∑
k=0

∥ḡ(k)∥2 + 24

γ

K∑
k=0

∥∆(k+1)
x ∥2F ≤ 3∆ +

24

γ

K∑
k=0

∥∆(k)
x ∥2F ,

Note that we start from consensual x(0), so ∆
(0)
x = 0 and the inequality can be simplified to

γ

6

K∑
k=0

∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 + γ

6

T∑
k=0

∥ḡ(k)∥2 ≤ 3∆. (23)

Finally, we conclude our results.

Theorem 3. When γ ≤ 1
24nC2

ML
and Rk ≥ max{ ln(CM )

1−βM
, ln(k)
1−βM

}, we have

1

K + 1

K∑
k=0

∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ 18∆

γ(K + 1)
. (24)

If we further choose

γ =
1

n24C2
ML

, Rk = max{ ln(CM )

1− βM
,

ln(k)

1− βM
}

We obtain that

1

K + 1

K∑
k=0

∥∇f(x̄(k))∥2 ≤ 432nC2
ML∆

K + 1
,

and the total number of communication rounds equals to

K∑
k=0

Rk ≤ max{
K∑

k=1

ln(k)

1− βM
,

k∑
k=1

ln(CM )

1− βM
} = max{K ln(K),K ln(CM )}

1− βM
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E Experiment Details and Supplementary Experiments

E.1 Settings of Network Topology

Throughout our experiments, all the network topologies can be classified into two categories. The one

contains purely random networks, and the other contains fixed latent topologies with possibilities of discon-

nection. For purely random networks, we only need a communication probability pc, and each node i is

expected to send information to each node j in each time interval k with probability pc. For networks with a

latent topology, we first need a strongly connected directed network, which can be ring topology or a strongly

connected directed network with a given sparsity rate. Next, each edge of the latent network can disappear

in each time interval k with a probability pd. This also produces a series of time-varying topologies.

In the experiments comparing Push-Sum/Push-DIGing with our methods, we also considered the fol-

lowing case: Information may be intercepted or damaged during transmission with probability pt. This

case is different from the case stated before where disconnections occur, as information interception cannot

be anticipated before sending messages. Therefore, Push-Sum/Push-DIGing cannot capture this form of

information packet loss.

E.2 Settings of Consensus Problem

Consensus problem is to reach the average of a series of vectors x1, x2, . . . , xn ∈ Rd. Algorithm 2 together

with Push-Sum [cite] are designed to solve the consensus problem. To test the effectiveness of Algorithm 2,

we define the following error metric

e(k) :=
∥z(k) − x̄∥F
∥x− x̄∥F

, (25)

where z(k), x are defined in Algorithm 2 and x̄ := Enx.

E.3 Settings of Logistic Regression

Logistic regression problem considers dataset {xs, ys}Ss=1, where xs ∈ Rd, ys ∈ {+1,−1}, S is the number of

total samples. In distributed context, we divide the dataset into n sub-dataset {xi,s, yi,s}Si
s=1, i = 1, 2, . . . , n.

And for each node with a local sub-dataset, we define the local objective function as

fi(w, b) :=
1

Si

Si∑
i=1

log
(
1 + exp

(
− yi,s(x

⊤
i,sw + b)

))
+ λ

(
b2

1 + b2
+

d∑
j=1

w2
j

1 + w2
j

)
,

where wj indicates the j-th element of vector w ∈ Rd, λ is the penalty parameter which controls the

proportion of the non-convex penalty term. Throughout our experiments, we always chose λ = 0.1. Finally,

we define the global objective function f(w, b) := 1
n

∑n
i=1 fi(w, b).

For experiments with synthetic data, we use the following data generation strategy: 1. Randomly choose

global latent weight and bias w∗, b∗. 2. Given a heterogeneity coefficient σh ≥ 0, generate each local latent

weight and bias w∗
i , b

∗
i by sampling w∗

i ∼ N (w∗, σ2
hId), b

∗
i ∼ N (b∗, σ2

h). 3. For each sample s of each node
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Figure A1: Effect of communication rounds Rk in logistic regression with synthetic data

i, randomly generate xi,s, and compute pi,s = σ(x⊤
i,sw

∗
i + b∗i ), where σ(x) := 1/(1 + e−x) is the sigmoid

function. Then determine yi,s = +1 with probability pi,s and yi,s = −1 with probability 1− pi,s.

In our experiments of logistic regression with synthetic date, we chose n = 10, d = 30, S = 1000, σh = 0.1.

For experiments with real data, we choose the UCI machine learning dataset “Human Activity Recogni-

tion Using Smartphones”, whose URL is https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/240/human+activity+

recognition+using+smartphones. We divided the dataset into 10 subsets, and chose the class id 1 as the

response variable.

E.4 Settings of MNIST and CIFAR-10 Classification

The training of MNIST dataset was conducted on the LeNet neural network model; and meanwhile we chose

ResNet-18 to handle the training of CIFAR-10 dataset. The training dataset can be divided either randomly

or by labels. Dividing dataset by labels means arranging samples into ten nodes according to their ground

truth label from 0 to 9. Throughout our all experiments on MNIST and CIFAR-10, we set the batch-size

b = 100.

E.5 Details of Experiments Concerned with Different Inner Communication

Rounds Rk

Figures A1, A2, A3, A4 show the detailed results of experiments corresponding to Section 5.2. For all the

four sets of experiments, we chose the time-varying topologies with a fixed latent strongly connected network,

whose sparsity s = 0.3, but suffered a disconnection rate pd = 0.4. We allocated samples randomly into 10

nodes for MNIST and CIFAR-10 training. Except for the logistic regression on the real dataset which used

a learning rate of 0.01, the rest of the problems all used a learning rate of 0.1.

We defined the following metric to indicate the consensus error among all nodes:

e(k) :=

√√√√1

d

d∑
j=1

( 1

n

n∑
i=1

(x
(k)
i,j − x̄

(k)
j )2

)2

,
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Figure A2: Effect of communication rounds Rk in logistic regression with real data

Figure A3: Effect of communication rounds Rk in MNIST training

Figure A4: Effect of communication rounds Rk in CIFAR-10 training
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Figure A5: Comparison with Push-DIGing on real dataset

Figure A6: Consensus problems on different topologies

where x̄
(k)
j := 1

n

∑n
i=1 x

(k)
i,j . It can be noticed that the consensus error decreases as the rounds of inner

communications increase, but not linearly. The contribution of the rounds of communications to error

reduction become less obvious as the rounds increase. And for most non-convex problems, the consensus

error is not decisive.

E.6 Supplementary Experiments: Comparison with Push-DIGing on Real Dataset

To further illustrate the effectiveness of our algorithm compared with Push-DIGing, we also conducted

experiments of logistic regression on real dataset for comparison. The other settings were identical to those

in Section 5.1, while the learning rate was set as 0.01 for the convergence on real dataset. The results are

demonstrated in Figure A5. And the conclusion is the same as in Section 5.1.

E.7 Supplementary Experiments: Performances on Different Topologies

To examine the effectiveness of our algorithms, we further conducted experiments on different topologies.

Figure A6 shows the performance of Algorithm 2 on different topologies. The number of nodes was 20,

and the seven topologies we chose were respectively: topo 1, ring topo with disconnection rate 0.2; topo 2,
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Figure A7: Logistic regression with synthetic data on different topologies

Figure A8: Logistic regression with real data on different topologies

fixed latent topo of sparsity 0.2, with disconnection rate 0.2; topo 3, fixed latent topo of sparsity 0.3, with

disconnection rate 0.2; topo 4, fixed latent topo of sparsity 0.3, with disconnection rate 0.4; topo 5, random

topo with connection rate 0.1; topo 6, random topo with connection rate 0.2; topo 7, random topo with

connection rate 0.3. For the data to be averaged, we considered two cases. The one used randomly generated

data, while the other generated n − 1 data randomly, but the last one significantly far from the cluster of

the other nodes, which was to some degree a worst case. The metric to measure error of x is defined in 25,

and we were also interested in the error of W (k), namely ∥W (k) − En∥F .

Based on the results, we can draw two main conclusions: Algorithm 2 is robust dealing with different

cases to be averaged, as it performed similarly in random and worst cases. Besides, purely random topologies

own better convergence properties than topologies with a fixed latent network, as purely random topologies

may have a smaller B or larger η defined in Proposition 1.

Figure A7 and A8 show the results of Algorithm 3 on logistic regression problem using synthetic data and

real data respectively. The seven topologies used for them were identical to those in Figure A6. The inner

communication rounds Rk were always 10. Learning rates were 0.1 for synthetic dataset and 0.01 for real

dataset. Consistent with the former experiments, topologies owning a better convergence property led to a

smaller consensus error. But on the other hand, a rough accuracy of consensus is sufficient for non-convex
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Figure A9: MNIST training on different topologies

problems, when better consensus brings no significant benefits.

Figure A9 shows the results of Algorithm 3 on MNIST training. Learning rate was set as 0.1. There were

six cases which we considered: case1, random data distribution on ring latent topology; case2, random data

distribution on fixed latent topology; case3, random data distribution on random topologies; case 4, label-

based distribution on ring latent topology; case5, label-based distribution on fixed latent topology; case6,

label-based distribution on random topologies. Data were always distributed into ten nodes, and the two

data distribution strategies can be referred to Section E.4. The three topology types used were: ring latent

topology with a disconnection rate 0.2; fixed latent topology with sparsity 0.3 and with a disconnection rate

0.4; random topologies with connection rate 0.3. When allocating data by their labels, we should notice that

different nodes might not own the same number of data. Hence, the process of epochs among different nodes

might not be synchronous. We took the number of epochs within the slowest node as the indicator of the

global number of epochs. Based on the results, we draw the conclusion that the properties of topologies and

the distribution strategies of dataset play a more important role in the convergence of the whole problem

than the inner communication rounds. However, in fairly mild settings, Algorithm 3 is still able to show

good performance without a large overhead of communication or computation.
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