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Distributed Byzantine-Resilient Stochastic Optimization With
Event-Triggered Communication

Shota Tanaka, Naoki Hayashi, and Masahiro Inuiguchi

Abstract— We consider Byzantine-resilient distributed opti-
mization with event-triggered communication. The proposed
algorithm is designed to handle non-convex optimization prob-
lems in a network of agents where some agents may exhibit
Byzantine behavior. Each normal agent has an estimate of a
critical point of the global cost function and transmits the esti-
mate to neighbors when the difference between the current and
previously communicated values exceeds a predefined threshold.
Normal agents then update their estimates by averaging the
received values from a trusted set that is determined through
the Iterative Outlier Scissor (IOS) procedure. By combining the
event-triggered communication and the IOS filtering procedure,
the proposed approach ensures resilience to Byzantine behavior
and guarantees convergence even in adversarial settings.

I. INTRODUCTION

Distributed optimization is a framework in which multiple
agents collaboratively solve an optimization problem. In
distributed optimization, each agent has access to only a
subset of the total information, and the objective is to find an
optimal solution that is collectively determined by all agents
through iterative communication and computation [1]–[3].

In recent years, the increasing interconnectivity of agents
in distributed systems has introduced significant vulnerabil-
ities and a critical threat to the reliability and security of
the networks [4]. These vulnerabilities are critical in the
presence of Byzantine attacks, where malicious agents are
capable of acting arbitrarily to disrupt the system. There have
been developed various defensive approaches that utilize the
aggregation mechanisms [5], [6]. These robust aggregation
techniques incorporate filtering methods that identify and
mitigate the influence of outlier information. Examples of
such Byzantine-resilient aggregation rules include a geomet-
ric median [7] which selects a point minimizing the sum of
distances to all received inputs, Krum [8] which identifies
the vector with minimal sum of distances to its closest
neighbors, and trimmed mean approaches [9]–[12] which
exclude extreme values before computing an average.

However, most existing algorithms for Byzantine-resilient
methods rely on a time-triggered communication scheme,
where agents are required to exchange information with their
neighbors at every iteration. The time-triggered scheme can
be highly inefficient in resource-constrained environments,
particularly in sensor networks where individual sensors have
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limited battery capacity and restricted communication capa-
bilities. To address this limitation, event-triggered communi-
cation has been investigated as an alternative approach that
reduces unnecessary message exchanges while maintaining
reliable system performance [13]–[16]. In the event-triggered
scheme, agents transmit information to their neighbors only
when a specific trigger condition is met. By dynamically
adjusting communication frequency based on real-time sys-
tem conditions, this approach significantly conserves network
resources and extends battery life in sensor networks.

This paper proposes a distributed Byzantine-resilient al-
gorithm for non-convex optimization that integrates event-
triggered communication. Each normal agent has an estimate
of a critical point of the global cost function. The local
communication between agents is carried out in an event-
triggered manner, where each normal agent transmits its
estimate to neighboring agents only when the difference
between the current value and the last transmitted value
exceeds a predefined threshold. After the local communi-
cation, normal agents update their estimates by averaging
the received values from a trusted set that is determined
through the Iterative Outlier Scissor (IOS) procedure [10]. By
combining the event-triggered communication and the IOS
filtering procedure, the proposed approach ensures resilience
to Byzantine behavior and guarantees convergence even in
adversarial settings.

Compared to existing Byzantine-resilient approaches [5]–
[12], the proposed method introduces a more adaptive and
resource-efficient communication strategy, which extends
battery life in sensor networks and lowers bandwidth re-
quirements. Moreover, by limiting unnecessary message ex-
changes, the event-triggered strategy can reduce the exposure
of the system to adversarial manipulations. Therefore, the
proposed event-triggered Byzantine-resilient algorithm can
enhance security and robustness of distributed optimization
in resource-limited multiagent systems.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II addresses
the formulation of a stochastic optimization problem with
Byzantine attacks. Section III presents a distributed resilient
algorithm with event-triggered communication. The analysis
of the proposed algorithm is shown in Section IV. The
numerical example is presented in Section V. Finally, con-
cluding remarks are given in Section VI.

Notations: The sets of real numbers and nonnegative
integers are represented by R and N, respectively. ∥ · ∥
represents an ℓ2-norm of a vector or a spectral norm of
a matrix. 1n represents the n-dimensional vector whose
elements are all 1. For a set S , |S| represents the cardinality



of S . When referring to the elements of a matrix, the notation
[A]ij is used to represent the (i, j)-th element of the matrix
A. The projection of x ∈ Rn to a closed convex set Z ⊆ Rn

is given by ΠZ [x] = argminy∈Z ∥x− y∥.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a multiagent system where the information
exchange among n agents is represented by an undirected
graph G = (V, E), where V = {1, 2, . . . , n} is the set of
agents and E is the set of the communication links. The graph
G is said to have a spanning tree if there exists a node ℓ such
that there is a path from ℓ to j for all nodes j ∈ V \{ℓ}. For
any given r ∈ N, a subset of agents C ⊆ V is said to be r-
reachable if there exists an agent i ∈ C such that |Ni\C| ≥ r,
where Ni = {j ∈ V | (j, i) ∈ E , j ̸= i} is the set of in-
neighbor agents of agent i [6]. For r ∈ N, G is said to be
r-robust if for all pairs of disjoint nonempty subsets C1, C2 ⊂
V , at least one of C1 or C2 is r-reachable [6]. An agent j ∈ V
is said to be a Byzantine agent if it is capable of sending
arbitrary values to different neighbor agents [6]. In this paper,
the set of Byzantine agents is defined by B ⊂ V and R =
V \ B is the set of normal agents which cooperatively solve
a given optimization problem. The number of the normal
agents is represented by R = |R|.

Let ξi be an independent sample of agent i, where ξi ∼ Si

and Si is the data set of agent i. Each agent i has a
local non-convex cost function fi : Rm → R such that
fi(x) = Eξi [fi(x; ξi)], where fi(x; ξi) represents the local
loss associated with the random variable ξi. A group of
normal agents collaboratively solve the following stochastic
optimization problem:

minimize f(x) =
1

R

∑
i∈R

fi(x). (1)

We consider a distributed algorithm to estimate a critical
point x∗ ∈ Rm of the problem (1). Let xi,t ∈ Rm be the
estimate of the critical point x∗ of agent i at iteration t of
the algorithm (see Algorithm1). The random variable ξi,t is
assumed to be independent of the estimates {xi,τ}tτ=0. We
define ∇fi(x; ξi,t) as the stochastic gradient of fi at x ∈ Rm,
where ξi,t is the random variable generated by agent i at
iteration t.

Assumption 1: i) fi : Rm → R is a smooth function
for all i ∈ R.

ii) There exists f̌ > −∞ such that fi(x) ≥ f̌ for all
i ∈ R and x ∈ Rm.

iii) The expected value of the stochastic gradient satisfies
Eξi,t [∇fi(x; ξi,t)] = ∇fi(x) for all i ∈ R, t ∈ N, and
x ∈ Rm.

iv) There exists a positive constant σ such that
Eξi,t [∥∇fi(x; ξi,t) − ∇fi(x)∥2] ≤ σ2 for all i ∈ R,
t ∈ N, and x ∈ Rm.

v) There exists a positive constant δ such that
maxi∈R ∥∇fi(x) − ∇f(x)∥2 ≤ δ2 for all i ∈ R and
x ∈ Rm.

vi) There exists a positive constant Df such that
∥∇fi(x; ξi,t)∥ ≤ Df for all i ∈ R, t ∈ N, and
x ∈ Rm.

Assumption 1 plays an important role in guaranteeing
the convergence of the distributed optimization algorithm
[17]. From the smoothness of the local cost function in
Assumption 1, for all i ∈ R and x, y ∈ Rm, there exists a
positive constant L such that ∥∇fi(x)−∇fi(y)∥ ≤ L∥x−y∥.

For simplicity of notation, in the following discussion, we
use the abbreviation E for Eu, where u is a random variable.

III. EVENT-TRIGGERED DISTRIBUTED RESILIENT
ALGORITHM

In this section, we propose a Byzantine-resilient dis-
tributed optimization algorithm with event-triggered commu-
nication. The proposed algorithm is summarized in Algo-
rithm 1.

At each step, normal agent i computes the intermediate
variable zi,t, which corresponds to a projected stochastic
gradient descent step, where Z ⊂ Rm is a closed and
convex set. At the first iteration, the agent initializes a
variable ži,0 as zi,0, which stores the most recent estimate
that was transmitted to its neighbors. The variable ži,t ∈ Rm

represents the estimate that the normal agent i sent to the
neighbors at the last trigger time until iteration t:

ži,t =

{
zi,t, if t ∈ κi,
ži,t−1, otherwise, (2)

where κi is the set of all trigger times of agent i. We note
that, from the projection step (3), there exists a positive
constant Dz such that ∥zi,t∥ ≤ Dz for all i ∈ R and t ∈ N.

If the error between their current estimate zi,t and their
last transmitted estimate ži,t−1 exceeds a threshold Ei,t, the
normal agent updates ži,t to match the current estimate zi,t
and sends this updated value to its neighbors. Similarly, if
the trigger condition is satisfied for one of the neighbors,
the agent receives the updated estimate from that neighbor.
Otherwise, the agent continues using the last received value.

After exchanging information with its neighbors, each nor-
mal agent runs the Iterative Outlier Scissor (IOS) procedure
[10] in Algorithm 2 to filter out potentially faulty estimates.
This filtering ensures that the normal agent only incorporates
trustworthy information from its neighbors into its update. At
each step of the IOS procedure, the agent first calculates the
total weight w′

i(U
(s)
i,t ) in the current trusted set at Step 3.

Here, we consider the weight wij of the communication
link {i, j} that determines how much influence each neigh-
bor’s estimate has on the overall decision.

Assumption 2: For each agent i ∈ V , there exists a
positive constant Cw ∈ (0, 1) such that

wij

{
≥ Cw, j ∈ Ni,

= 0, j /∈ Ni,

and wii = 1−
∑

j∈Ni
wij > Cw. ∀j ∈ V .

With these weights, the normal agent i computes a
weighted average z̃

(s)
i,t of all the event-triggered estimates



Algorithm 1 Event-triggered resilient algorithm of normal
agent i
Require: Initial estimate xi,0 ∈ Rm.

1: while t = 0, 1, . . . , T − 1 do
2: Compute the variable zi,t by

zi,t = ΠZ [xi,t − α∇fi(xi,t; ξi,t)]. (3)

3: if t = 0 then
4: Set ži,0 = zi,0.
5: end if
6: if trigger error of agent i satisfies ∥ži,t−1 − zi,t∥ >
Ei,t then

7: Set ži,t = zi,t.
8: Send ži,t to neighbor agent j ∈ Ni.
9: else

10: Set ži,t = ži,t−1.
11: end if
12: if trigger error of neighbor agent j ∈ Ni satisfies

∥ži,t−1 − zi,t∥ > Ej,t then
13: Receive žj,t from j.
14: end if
15: Run the IOS procedure in Algorithm 2.
16: Update the estimate by

xi,t+1 = (1− ri,t)
∑

j∈U(q)
i,t \{i}

pij,tžj,t + ri,tzi,t. (4)

17: Set t := t+ 1.
18: end while

in the trusted set U (s)
i,t at Step 4 in Algorithm 2. This

average serves as a reference point for filtering out the faulty
estimates. At the next step, the normal agent identifies the
estimate that deviates the most from the computed weighted
average z̃(s)i,t at Step 5. The agent j(s) whose estimate has
the largest deviation from the average is flagged as the most
suspicious at that iteration. The flagged agent is then removed
from the trusted set at Step 6. After q iterations, Algorithm
2 outputs the set U (q)

i,t that contains the neighbors of the
normal agent i whose estimates have been considered reliable
through the IOS procedure.

Based on the filtered information, at Step 16 in Algorithm
1, the normal agent i updates its own estimate by (4), which
computes the weighted average of the agent’s intermediate
variable and the values received from neighboring agents
who are considered trustworthy after the IOS procedure.

Let ei,t be the trigger error of the normal agent i due to
the event-triggered communication, that is, ei,t = ži,t − zi,t.
Steps 6–14 in Algorithm 1 guarantee the boundedness of the
trigger error as

∥ei,t∥ ≤ Et, ∀i ∈ R, ∀t ∈ T = {1, 2, . . . , T}, (5)

where Et = maxi∈REi,t. In this paper, we assume the
square-summability condition on the trigger threshold.

Algorithm 2 Iterative Outlier Scissor (IOS) procedure of
normal agent i
Require: Estimates {žj,t}j∈Ni∪{i},

Weights {wij}j∈Ni∪{i}.
1: Construct the initial trusted set U (0)

i,t = Ni ∪ {i}.
2: for s = 0, 1, . . . , q − 1 do
3: Compute the weight w

(s)
i,t by w′

i(U
(s)
i,t ) =∑

j∈U(s)
i,t
wij .

4: Compute the weighted average z̃
(s)
i,t by z̃

(s)
i,t =

(1/w′
i(U

(s)
i,t ))

∑
j∈U(s)

i,t
wij žj,t

5: Choose the removing agent as j(s) =

argmax
j∈U(s)

i,t \{i} ∥žj,t − z̃
(s)
i,t ∥.

6: Remove agent j(s) from the trusted set as U (s+1)
i,t =

U (s)
i,t \ {j(s)}.

7: end for
8: return U (q)

i,t .

Assumption 3: There exists a positive constant E such
that

∑∞
t=1E

2
t ≤ E.

To guarantee the convergence, we also make the following
assumptions:

Assumption 4: G is (q+1)-robust, where q is the number
of iterations performed in the IOS procedure.

Assumption 5: For all i ∈ V , t ∈ T , and s ∈ S =

{0, 1, . . . , q−1}, w′
i(B

(s)
i,t ) < w′

i(R
(s)
i,t ) holds, where R(s)

i,t =

R∩ U (s)
i,t and B(s)

i,t = B ∩ U (s)
i,t .

Assumption 5 is naturally satisfied if Assumption 2 holds
and if the number of Byzantine neighbors is relatively small
compared to the number of normal neighbors. Moreover, un-
der Assumption 4, the connectivity of the graph is maintained
after applying the IOS procedure, as stated in Lemma 1 [6]:

Lemma 1: Suppose that G satisfies Assumption 4. Let G′

be a graph obtained by removing q or fewer incoming edges
from each node in G. Then, G′ has a spanning tree.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

Let Ri and Bi represent the sets of normal and Byzantine
neighbors of agent i, that is, Ri = Ni∩R and Bi = Ni∩B.
We define the set Umax

i as the subset of q neighbors of node
i whose sum of the weights is the largest, that is, Umax

i =
argmaxU⊆Ni,|U|=q

∑
j∈U w

′
ij .

We introduce the weight matrix for normal agents Ω ∈
RR×R, where the (i, j)-th element is defined as

[Ω]ij =

{
wii +

∑
ℓ∈Bi

wiℓ, j = i, i ∈ R,
wij , j ̸= i, i, j ∈ R.

(6)

From Assumption 2 and (6), the matrix Ω is row-
stochastic, that is, for all i ∈ R, the following holds:∑

j∈Ri∪{i}

[Ω]ij = 1, ∀i ∈ R. (7)



Let z̄i,t be the weighted average of the intermediate
variable zi,t such that z̄i,t =

∑
j∈Ri∪{i}[Ω]ijzj,t.

Lemma 2: Suppose that Assumptions 1–5 hold. Suppose
also that B ≤ q and w′

i(Umax
i ) < 1/3. Then, for all i ∈ R

and t ∈ T , there exists a constant ρ > 0 such that

∥xi,t+1 − z̄i,t∥ ≤ ρ max
j∈Ri∪{i}

∥žj,t − z̄i,t∥+ 2ρDz + 2Et.

(8)
We define the average estimate of all normal agents as

x̄t = (1/R)
∑

i∈R xi,t. We also define the mean squared
error as Ht = (1/R)

∑
i∈R ∥xi,t − x̄t∥2.

The next theorem is the main result of this paper, which
shows the convergence of the proposed event-triggered
Byzantine-resilient algorithm in terms of an upper bound
on the average squared gradient norm of the global cost
function.

Theorem 1: Suppose that Assumptions 1–5 hold. Suppose
also that B ≤ q and w′

i(Umax
i ) < 1/3. If the step-size satisfies

α ≤ 1/(2
√
3L), then we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[∥∇f(x̄t)∥2]

≤ 2f(x̄0)

αT
+ 2ασ2L

+ 3R

(
L2 +

8(χ+ 9ρ2)(1 + 3L2(R+ 1)α2)

α2

)
× 1

T

T∑
t=1

E[Ht]

+
3(32χ+ 297ρ2 + 16)E

α2

1

T
+

36ρ2D2
z

α2

+ 72(χ+ 9ρ2)Rδ2 + 12(8(χ+ 9ρ2)R+ 1)σ2

+ 12(8(χ+ 9ρ2) + 1)D2
f , (9)

where χ = (1/R)∥Ω⊤1R − 1R∥2.
Proof: From the smoothness of the local cost function,

we have

E[f(x̄t+1)] ≤ f(x̄t) + E[⟨∇f(x̄t), x̄t+1 − x̄t⟩]

+
L

2
E[∥x̄t+1 − x̄t∥2]. (10)

For vectors x, y ∈ Rm, we have ⟨x, y⟩ = (1/2)∥x+y∥2−
(1/2)∥x∥2−(1/2)∥y∥2. Then, the second term of the R.H.S.
of (10) is given by

E[⟨∇f(x̄t), x̄t+1 − x̄t⟩]

= E
[
α

〈
∇f(x̄t),∇f(x̄t; ξt)−∇f(x̄t) +

1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

〉]
=
α

2
E

[∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt) + 1

α
(x̄t+1−x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]
− α

2
E[∥∇f(x̄t)∥2]

− α

2
E

[∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt)−∇f(x̄t) +
1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]
,

(11)

where ξt = {ξi,t}i∈R and the second equality follows from
Assumption 1 iii).

The third term at the R.H.S. of (10) is bounded by

E[∥x̄t+1 − x̄t∥2]

= E
[∥∥∥∥α(∇f(x̄t; ξt)−∇f(x̄t))

−α(∇f(x̄t; ξt)−∇f(x̄t)) + α
1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]

≤ 2α2σ2

+ 2α2E

[∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt)−∇f(x̄t) +
1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]
,

(12)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that ∥a+b∥2 ≤
2∥a∥2 +2∥b∥2 for vectors a, b ∈ Rm and Assumption 1 iv).

Since α ≤ 1/(2L), by substituting (11) and (12) for (10),
we have

E[f(x̄t+1)]

≤ f(x̄t) +
α

2
E

[∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt) + 1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]

− α

2
(1− 2αL)

× E

[∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt)−∇f(x̄t) +
1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]

− α

2
∥∇f(x̄t)∥2 + α2σ2L

≤ f(x̄t) +
α

2
E

[∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt) + 1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]

− α

2
∥∇f(x̄t)∥2 + α2σ2L. (13)

The second term of the R.H.S. of (13) is given by∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt) + 1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
=

∥∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt) + 1

αR

∑
i∈R

(xi,t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 3S1 + 3S2 + 3S3, (14)

where S1 = ∥∇f(x̄t; ξt) − (1/R)
∑

i∈R ∇fi(xi,t; ξi,t)∥2,
S2 = ∥(1/(αR))

∑
i∈R(z̄i,t − x̄t +

(α/R)
∑

ℓ∈R ∇fℓ(xℓ,t; ξℓ,t))∥2, and S3 =
∥(1/(αR))

∑
i∈R(xi,t+1 − z̄i,t)∥2. We note that

E[∥x∥2] = ∥E[x]∥2 + E[∥x − E[x]∥2] holds for any
probability variable x ∈ Rm. Thus, for S1, we have

E[∥∇fi(x̄t; ξi,t)−∇fi(xi,t; ξi,t)∥2]
= ∥∇fi(x̄t)−∇fi(xi,t)∥2

+ E[∥(∇fi(x̄t; ξi,t)−∇fi(xi,t; ξi,t))
− (∇fi(x̄t)−∇fi(xi,t))∥2]

≤ L2∥x̄t − xi,t∥2 + 4σ2, (15)

where the first equality and the last inequality follow from
Assumption 1 iii) and iv), respectively. Thus, S1 is bounded



as follows:

E[S1] ≤ L2R
1

R

∑
i∈R

∥xi,t − x̄t∥2 + 4σ2. (16)

For the term S2, we have

1

αR

∑
i∈R

(
z̄i,t − x̄t +

α

R

∑
ℓ∈R

∇fℓ(xℓ,t; ξℓ,t)

)

=
1

αR

∑
i∈R

(z̄i,t − z̄t) +
1

αR

∑
ℓ∈R

ψℓ,t, (17)

where z̄t = (1/R)
∑

i∈R zi,t and ψi,t = zi,t − (xi,t −
α∇fi(xi,t; ξi,t)). Since

∑
j∈U(q)

i,t
(wij/

∑
ℓ∈U(q)

i,t
wiℓ) = 1 and

zi,t ∈ Z for all i ∈ R and t ∈ N, we have v
(q)
i,t ∈ Z

for all i ∈ R and t ∈ N. Then, from the property of the
projection in [18], we have ∥zi,t+1 − v

(q)
i,t ∥2 ≤ ∥ε(q)i,t −

α∇fi(xi,t+1; ξi,t+1))∥2 − ∥ψi,t+1∥2. This yields

∥ψi,t+1∥ ≤ Et +Dfα. (18)

From (17) and (18), we have

S2 ≤ 2

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

αR

∑
i∈R

(z̄i,t − z̄t)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ 2

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

αR

∑
ℓ∈R

ψℓ,t

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 2

∥∥∥∥ 1

αR
1⊤
R

(
ΩZt −

1

R
1R1

⊤
RZt

)∥∥∥∥2
+ 2

1

α2R2
R
∑
ℓ∈R

∥ψℓ,t∥2

=
2

α2R2

∥∥∥∥(1⊤
RΩ− 1⊤

R)

(
Zt −

1

R
1R1

⊤
RZt

)∥∥∥∥2
+

2

α2R

∑
ℓ∈R

∥ψℓ,t∥2

≤ 2χR

α2

1

R
max
i∈R

∥zi,t − z̄t∥2 +
4

α2
(E2

t +D2
fα

2), (19)

where Zt ∈ RR×m is the matrix whose rows are the vectors
{z⊤i,t}i∈R.

From the contraction property in (8), S3 is bounded as
follows:

S3 =

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

αR

∑
i∈R

(xi,t+1 − z̄i,t)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

α2R

∑
i∈R

(
ρ max
j∈Ri∪{i}

∥žj,t − z̄i,t∥+ 2ρDz + 2Et

)2

≤ 3ρ2

α2R

∑
i∈R

max
j∈Ri∪{i}

∥žj,t − z̄i,t∥2 +
12ρ2D2

z

α2
+

12

α2
E2

t .

(20)

For any normal agent i ∈ R, we have

∥z̄i,t − z̄t∥ ≤
∑

j∈Ri∪{i}

[Ω]ij∥zj,t − z̄t∥

≤ max
ℓ∈R

∥zℓ,t − z̄t∥, (21)

where the last equality follows from (7). Therefore, for i ∈
R, we have∑
i∈R

max
j∈Ri∪{i}

∥žj,t − z̄i,t∥2

=
∑
i∈R

max
j∈Ri∪{i}

∥(žj,t − zj,t) + (zj,t − z̄t)− (z̄t − z̄i,t)∥2

≤ 6Rmax
i∈R

∥zi,t − z̄t∥2 + 3RE2
t . (22)

From (20) and (22), we have

S3 ≤ 18ρ2

α2
max
i∈R

∥zi,t − z̄t∥2 +
12ρ2D2

z

α2
+

3(3ρ2 + 4)

α2
E2

t .

(23)

By substituting (16), (19), and (23) for (14), we have

E

[∥∥∥∥∇f(x̄t; ξt) + 1

α
(x̄t+1 − x̄t)

∥∥∥∥2
]

≤ 3L2R
1

R

∑
i∈R

∥xi,t − x̄t∥2 + 12(σ2 +D2
f )

+
3(6χ+ 9ρ2)R

α2
E
[
1

R
max
i∈R

∥zi,t − z̄t∥2
]

+
3(9ρ2 + 16)

α2
E2

t +
36ρ2D2

z

α2
. (24)

By following the similar argument of Lemma 2 in [10], we
obtain

E
[
1

R
max
i∈R

∥zi,t − z̄t∥2
]

≤ 4(1 + 3L2(R+ 1)α2)Ht + 4α2(3δ2 + 4σ2)

+
16

R
(E2

t +D2
fα

2). (25)

From (13), (24), and (25), we have (9). ■

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of the pro-
posed event-triggered Byzantine-resilient distributed opti-
mization algorithm (hereinafter referred to as ET-IOS). We
consider a classification task by softmax regression using the
MNIST dataset [19]. We consider a complete graph with 10
agents, where 2 agents behave as Byzantine agents. The data
is partitioned among agents in a non-i.i.d. manner, where
each agent holds data belonging to only one specific class.
As the Byzantine attack strategy, we employ the Gaussian
attack [4], where Byzantine agents send values that are close
to the local average of normal agents’ transmitted values but
are intentionally corrupted by adding Gaussian noise with a
large variance.

We evaluate the impact of the trigger threshold E on the
learning accuracy and communication cost of the proposed
ET-IOS algorithm. We conduct experiments by varying the
threshold E ∈ {0, 0.005, 0.01, 0.012, 0.015, 0.02}.

Fig. 1 shows the test accuracy evolution for each threshold
value. E = 0 corresponds to the case with time-triggered
method [10], where communication occurs at every iteration.
As observed from the figure, even when the threshold E is



Fig. 1. Test accuracy evolution for ET-IOS with different trigger thresholds.

Fig. 2. Cumulative communication events for ET-IOS with different trigger
thresholds.

increased from 0 to 0.02, the final test accuracy remains
largely unaffected, maintaining a high level (approximately
91%).

Fig. 2 shows the evolution of cumulative communication
events for different thresholds. As expected, a larger thresh-
old E leads to less frequent communication, resulting in a
slower increase in the cumulative communication count. The
ratio of total communication events compared to the case
with time-triggering (E = 0) can be reduced to 98.7% by
setting the threshold E = 0.005, 76.2% for E = 0.01, and
35.5% for E = 0.02.

The results of Figs. 1 and 2 show that the proposed ET-
IOS algorithm can achieve substantial communication cost
reduction by appropriately setting the trigger threshold while
maintaining high accuracy.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper investigated a distributed Byzantine-resilient
algorithm for non-convex optimization that incorporates
event-triggered communication. By introducing an adaptive
communication strategy, the proposed approach significantly
reduces unnecessary message exchanges, thereby enhancing
the efficiency and resilience of large-scale distributed opti-
mization. We showed that the proposed algorithm maintains
convergence properties even in the presence of Byzantine
agents. Future work will focus on extending the proposed

framework to more general settings, such as time-varying
networks and heterogeneous agent capabilities.
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