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Communication-Efficient
Local Decentralized SGD Methods

Xiang Li, Wenhao Yang, Shusen Wang, Zhihua Zhang

Abstract—Recently, the technique of local updates is a powerful
tool in centralized settings to improve communication efficiency
via periodical communication. For decentralized settings, it is
still unclear how to efficiently combine local updates and decen-
tralized communication. In this work, we propose an algorithm
named as LD-SGD, which incorporates arbitrary update schemes
that alternate between multiple Local updates and multiple
Decentralized SGDs, and provide an analytical framework for
LD-SGD. Under the framework, we present a sufficient condition
to guarantee the convergence. We show that LD-SGD converges
to a critical point for a wide range of update schemes when the
objective is non-convex and the training data are non-identically
independent distributed. Moreover, our framework brings many
insights into the design of update schemes for decentralized
optimization. As examples, we specify two update schemes and
show how they help improve communication efficiency. Specifi-
cally, the first scheme alternates the number of local and global
update steps. From our analysis, the ratio of the number of local
updates to that of decentralized SGD trades off communication
and computation. The second scheme is to periodically shrink
the length of local updates. We show that the decaying strategy
helps improve communication efficiency both theoretically and
empirically.

Index Terms—Distributed Optimization, Federated Learning,
Local Updates, Communication Efficiency

I. INTRODUCTION

E study distributed optimization where the data are

partitioned among n worker nodes; the data are not
necessarily identically distributed. We seek to learn the model
parameter (aka optimization variable) & € R¢ by solving the
following distributed empirical risk minimization problem:

. 1 ¢

min f(2) = E;fk(ﬂ 0
where fi(x) := E¢up, [Fi (z;€) | and Dy, is the distribution
of data on the k-th node with k € [n] := {1,--- ,n}. Here ¢
denotes by a sample point for simplicity and can be extended
to a batch of data [[1]. Such a problem is traditionally solved
under centralized optimization paradigms such as parameter
servers [2]]. Federated Learning (FL), which often has a central
parameter server, enables massive edge computing devices to
jointly learn a centralized model while keeping all local data
localized [3[], [4], [S], [6], [Z]. As opposed to centralized
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optimization, decentralized optimization lets every worker
node collaborate only with their neighbors by exchanging
information. A typical decentralized algorithm works in this
way: a node collects its neighbors’ model parameters x, takes
a weighted average, and then performs a (stochastic) gradient
descent to update its local parameters [8]. Decentralized opti-
mization can outperform the centralized under specific settings
(8.

Decentralized optimization, as well as the centralized, suf-
fers from high communication costs. The communication cost
is the bottleneck of distributed optimization when the number
of model parameters or the number of worker nodes are large.
It is well known that deep neural networks have a large number
of parameters. For example, ResNet-50 [9] has 25 million
parameters, so sending x through a computer network can
be expensive and time-consuming. Due to modern big data
and big models, a large number of worker nodes can be
involved in distributed optimization, which further increases
the communication cost. The situation can be exacerbated if
worker nodes in distributed learning are remotely connected,
which is the case in edge computing and other types of
distributed learning.

In recent years, to directly save communication, many
researchers let more local updates happen before each synchro-
nization in centralized settings. A typical and famous example
is Local SGD [4]], [10], [ILL], [12], [13]. As its decentralized
counterpart, Periodic Decentralized SGD (PD-SGD) alternates
between a fixed number of local updates and one step of
decentralized SGD [12]. However, its update scheme is too
rigid to balance the trade-off between communication and
computation efficiently [[14]]. It is still unclear how to combine
local updates and decentralized communications efficiently in
decentralized settings.

To answer the question, in the paper, we propose a meta
algorithm termed as LD-SGD, which is able to incorporate
arbitrary update schemes for decentralized optimization. We
provide an analytical framework, which sheds light on the re-
lationship between convergence and update schemes. We show
that LD-SGD converges with a wide choice of communication
patterns for non-convex stochastic optimization problems and
non-identically independently distributed training data (i.e.,
Dy, -, D, are not the same).

We then specify two update schemes to illustrate the effec-
tiveness of LD-SGD. For the first scheme, we let LD-SGD
alternate (i.e., I; steps of) multiple local updates and multiple
(i.e., I» steps of) decentralized SGDs; see the illustration in
Figure (1| (b). A reasonable choice of I could better trade
off the balance between communication and computation both
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theoretically and empirically.

We observe that more local computation (i.e., large I1/I5)
often leads to higher final errors and less test accuracy. There-
fore, in the second scheme, we propose and analyze a decaying
strategy that periodically halves I;. From our framework, we
theoretically verify the efficiency of the strategy. Finally, as
an extension, we test LD-SGD

II. RELATED WORK

A. Decentralized stochastic gradient descent (D-SGD)

Decentralized (stochastic) algorithms were used as compro-
mises when a powerful central server is not available. They
were studied as consensus optimization in the control com-
munity [15], [16l], [L7]. [8] justified the potential advantage
of D-SGD over its centralized counterpart. D-SGD not only
reduces the communication cost but achieves the same linear
speed-up as centralized counterparts when more nodes are
available [8]]. This promising result pushes the research of
distributed optimization from a sheer centralized mechanism
to a more decentralized pattern L8], [[19], [20], [14], [21].

B. Communication efficient algorithms

The current methodology towards communication-efficiency
in distributed optimization could be roughly divided into three
categories. The most direct approach is to reduce the size of
the messages through gradient compression or sparsification
[22], 1231, [241], [25], [26], [27]. An orthogonal one is to pay
more local computation for less communication, e.g., one-shot
aggregation [28l], [29], [30], [31], [32], primal-dual algorithms
[33]], [34]], [35] and distributed Newton methods [36], [37],
(381, [39]], [40]. Beyond them, a simple but powerful method
is to reduce the communication frequency by allowing more
local updates [41], [L1], [LO], [42], [12], which we focus on
in this paper. The last category is the push-sum methods that
is popular in control theory community [43]], [44].

C. Federated optimization

The optimization problem implicit in FL is referred to as
Federated Optimization (FO). One of the biggest difference
that differs FO from previous distributed optimization is that
the training data is generated independently but according to
different distributions. One typical optimization method for
FO is is Federated Averaging (FedAvg) [43], [4], [46], which
is a centralized optimization method and is also referred to
as Local SGD. In every iteration of FedAvg, a small subset
of nodes is activated, and it alternates between multiple SGDs
and sends updated parameters to the central server. PD-SGD is
an extension of FedAvg (or Local SGD) towards decentralized
optimization [12], [47]. MATCHA [14]] extends PD-SGD to a
more federated setting by only activating a random subgraph
of the network topology each round. Our work can be viewed
as an attempt to generalize FedAvg to decentralized non-iid
settings.

D. Most related work

Our work is most closely related with ones in [12]], [14]].
Specifically, [12] proposed PD-SGD that can also combine
decentralization and local updates. However, they only consid-
ered the case of one step of decentralized SGD after a fixed
number of local updates. Moreover, they analyzed PD-SGD
by assuming all worker nodes have access to the underlying
distribution (hence data are identically distributed).

MATCHA [14] makes communication happen only among a
random small portion of worker nodes at each round When
no node is activated, local updates come in. Consequently,
the theory of MATCHA is formulated for random connection
matrices (i.e., W in our case) and does not straightforwardly
extend to a deterministic sequence of W. Our work mainly
studies a deterministic sequence of W but could also extend
to random sequences.

III. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

A. Decentralized system

In Figure [1| (a), we illustrate a decentralized system that
doesn’t have a central parameter server where each node only
communicates with its neighbors. Conventionally, a decentral-
ized system can be described by a graph G = ([n], W) where
W is an n xn doubly stochastic matrix describing the weights
of the edges. A nonzero entry w;; indicates that the -th and
j-th nodes are connected.

Definition 1. We say a matrix W = [w;;] € R"*" to be
symmetric and doubly stochastic, if W is symmetric and each

row of W is a probability distribution over the vertex set [n],
ie, wi; >0, W= W', and W1, = 1,.

B. Notation

Let 2(*) € R? be the optimization variable held by the k-
th node. The step is indicated by a subscript, e.g., wgk) is the
parameter held by the k-th node in step ¢. Note that at any time
moment, V), - .-, (") may not be equal. The concatenation
of all the variables is

X:= 2D, ... ™| e R, )

The averaged variable is  := 23> «® = 1X1,. The
derivative of Fj, w.r.t. (®) is VE,(z®);¢®) € R? and the
concatenated gradient evaluated at X with datum & is

G(X;€) = [VR (2V;€0), - VF, () 60)] e RO

We denote the set of natural numbers by N = {1,2,---}.
We define [n] := {1,2,--- ,n} and [s : ] means the interval
between the positive integers s and ¢, i.e., if s < ¢, [s:¢] =
{l e N:s <[ <t}, otherwise [s : t] = (. For any set Z and
real number z, we define Z +x:={t=y+z:y €T}

I'Specifically, they first decompose the network topology into joint match-
ings (or subgraphs), then randomly activates a small portion of matchings.
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Fig. 1: (a) [lustration of decentralized system. (b) Illustration of how five nodes run a round of LD-SGD with the first scheme
where I1 = 3 and I = 2. Blue and red arrows respectively represent local gradient computation and communication among
neighbor nodes. Different nodes may finish their local computation in different time due to the straggler effect.

C. Decentralized SGD (D-SGD)

D-SGD works in the following way [48]), [18]]. At Step ¢, the
k-th node randomly chooses a local datum @@, and uses its
current local variable :cgk) to evaluate the stochastic gradient
VE; (wgk)' t(k)). Then each node performs stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) to obtain an intermediate variable mii)%
finally finishes the update by collecting and aggregating its
neighbors’ intermediate variables:

and

o, — - nVE (2M;g"), 3)

2

2 — > waaly, 0
1EN},

where NV}, = {l € [n]|wy; > 0} contains the indices of the
k-th node’s neighbors. In matrix form, this can be captured
by Xi+1 = (Xt —nG(Xy;&))W. On the right of the vertical
imaginary line in Figure [T] (b), we depict two rounds of D-
SGD. D-SGD requires 7' communications per 1 steps.

Remak 1. The order of Step [3| and Step {] in D-SGD can be
exchanged . In this way, we first average the local variable
with neighbors and then update the local stochastic gradient
into the local variable. The update rule becomes azti)l —
DN, wklmgl) — nVF; (:cgk); ,Ek)). The benefit is that the
computation of stochastic gradients (i.e., VF}, (wgk)' 7gk)))
and communication (i.e., Step @) can be run in parallel. Our
theory in latter section is applicable to these cases.

IV. LocAL DECENTRALIZED SGD (LD-SGD)

In this section, we first propose LD-SGD which is able
to incorporate arbitrary update schemes. Then we present
convergence analysis for it.

A. The Algorithm

Algorithm [T| summarizes the proposed LD-SGD algorithm.
We can write it in matrix form:

Xir1 = (Xi — G(X; &)Wy, @)

Algorithm 1 Local Decentralized SGD (LD-SGD)

Input: total steps 7', step size 7, communication set Zp
if use randomized W then
Compute the distribution D according to [14].
end if
fort=1to T do
X1 Xy = nG(Xe; &)
if t € Zp then
if use randomized W then
Independently generate W ~ D
end if
Xt+1 — Xt _,’_%W
else
Xt+1 — Xt +1
end if
end for

//  Communication

/I Local updates

where W, € R™"*" is the connected matrix defined by
[ 1, ifté¢Zr,
W, = { v

ifteZr.

Here W is a prespecified doubly stochastic matrix that is
deterministic. At each iteration ¢, each node first performs one
step of SGD independently using data stored locally. When
t ¢ Zr, each node doesn’t communicate with others and
goes into the next iteration with X,y = X; — G(Xy;&).
When ¢t € Zp, each node then perform one step of decen-
tralized communication and use the resulting vector as a new
parameter, i.e., X1 = (X — G(Xy;&:))W. Tt periodically
performs multiple local updates and D-SGD. Without local
updates, LD-SGD would be the standard D-SGD algorithm.
As an extension, we can use a randomized W that is generated
independently at each round. This is motivated by [14] which
proposes to use a randomized W that only activates a small
portion of devices to improve communication efficiency. For
clear presentation, we use the deterministic W for our theory.
However, it is handy to parallel our theoretical results to an
i.i.d. sequence of W's.

(6)
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Let Zr index the steps where decentralized SGD is per-
formed. Different choices of Zr give rise to different update
schemes and then lead to different communication efficiency.
For example, when we choose Z2 = {t € [T] : t mod I = 0}
where [ is the communication interval, LD-SGD recovers the
previous work PD-SGD [12]]. Therefore, it is natural to explore
how different Zp affects the convergence of LD-SGD. Our
theory allows for arbitrary Zp C [T

B. Convergence Analysis

1) Assumptions: In Eq. (1), we define fip(x) :=
Ee~p, [Fr (x;€) ] as the objective function of the k-th node.
Here, x is the optimization variable and & is a data sample.
Note that fj(x) captures the data distribution in the k-th node.
We make a standard assumption: fi,--- , f,, are smooth.

Assumption 1 (Smoothness). For all k € [n], fi is smooth
with modulus L, i.e.,

|V fr(x) —

We assume bounded stochastic gradients variance, an as-
sumption has been made by the prior work [8], [12], [19],
[25]].

Vi) < Lz -y, ¥V yeR

Assumption 2 (Bounded variance). There exists some o > (
such that V' k € [n],

2
EEkaHVFk(w7£)_vfk(w)H < 027 VCBGRd.
Recall from (I) that f(z) = 137" | fi(z) is the global
objective function. If data distributions are not identical (Dy, #
D, for k # 1), then the global objective is not the same to the
local objectives. In this case, we define « to quantify the degree

of non-iid. If the data across nodes are iid, then x = 0.

Assumption 3 (Degree of non-iid). There exists some k > 0
such that

%Z vak-(ﬂ?) -
k=1

Finally, we need to assume the nodes are well connected;
otherwise, the update in one node cannot be propagated to
another node within a few iterations. In the worst case, if the
system is not fully connected, the algorithm will not minimize
f(x). We use p = |\z] to quantify the connectivity where Ao
is the second largest absolute eigenvalue of W. A small p
indicates nice connectivity. If the connection forms a complete
graph, then W = %1711,:, and thus p = 0.

Vi@ < &% VazeR

Assumption 4 (Nice connectivity). The n X n connectivity
matrix W is symmetric doubly stochastic. Denote its eigen-
values by 1 = |Ai| > |Aa| > -+ > |A,| > 0. We assume the
spectral gap 1 — p € (0,1] where p = |X2] € [0,1).

Actually, our theory can be directly extended to stochastic
W, that is, at each communication round, we generate an
instance of W that conforms to a given distribution D in
an independent and identical manner. For completeness, the
resulting Algorithm is summarized in Algorithm ??. The only
difference for theory is to replace p(W) with p(Eg, ,W)

and similar results follows. In experiments, we test random
W for LD-SGD following the same way as [14] did. This
is because nodes in reality are often connected via wireless
connections, and hence, random matrices are more realistic.

2) Main Resulis: Recall that & = 1 37 | &) is defined
as the averaged variable in the ¢-th 1terat10n Note that the
objective function f(x) is often non-convex when neural
networks are applied. ps ;1 is very important in our theory
because it captures the characteristics of each update scheme.
All the proof can be found in [A]

Typically a single step of decentralized communication
pushes all local parameters to move towards their mean, but
can’t make sure they are synchronized (and identical). This
implies one decentralized communication happening many
iterations before will affect the current update due to such
incomplete synchronization. For example, the aggregation per-
formed at iteration s will propagate the variance of stochastic
gradient computed at iteration s to the current update t,
incurring a multiplier to the final variance term (o2). However,
communication shrinks the effect in a exponential manner with
the exponent p. We capture the shrinkage effect caused by
decentralized communication starting from iteration s to ¢ by

Ps,t—1-
Definition 2. For any s < t deﬁne Psi—1 = ||[Psi—1 —
11 nly, || where D1 = Wl with W given in (0).

Actually, we have ps 1 = p‘[g - UNTrl ywhere [s - t — 1] =
{leN:s<I<t—1}andpis deﬁned in Assumption

Theorem 1 (LD-SGD with any Zr). Let Assumptions|I] 2}
hold and the constants L, r, o, and p be defined therein. Let
A = f(®Zy) — ming f(x) be the initial error. For any fixed T,

S99

tls

t—1

= z(zpﬂ )
Z Psi- 1<th 1)-

If the learning rate n is small enough such that

= mnax
se[T— 1]

. 1 1
n < mm{ﬂ/ m}, (7N
then
1 d — 12
72 E[vi@)|
=1

2A nLo?
nT

fully sync SGD

*L? (Apo® 4+ Brw®).  (8)

residual error

The constant learning rate can be replaced by annealing
learning rate, but the convergence rate remains the same.

Corollary 1. If we choose the learning rate as 1 = \/? in

Theorem | I then when T > 4L*nmax{1,4Cr}, we have,

ZEHW

I < 2A+Lo? N 16nL? (Apo®+Brk?)
vnT T '
©)
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C. Sufficient condition for convergence.

If the chosen Zp satisfies the sublinear condition that

AT = 0(’1—')7 BT = O(T) and CT = 0(’1—')7 (10)

we thereby prove the convergence of LD-SGD with the update
scheme Zr to a stationary point asymptotically, e.g., a local
minimum or saddle point (which follows from Corollary [I).
However, not every update scheme satisfies (I0). For example,
when Iy = {T'}, we have ps4—1 = 1 forall s < ¢t < T
and thus A7 = O(T), Br = O(T?) and Cr = O(T?). But
Theorem [2| shows that as long as gap(Zr) is small enough
(for example, gap(Zr) = O(T*) for some a € [0,1/2)),
the sublinear condition holds. The gap indicates the largest
number of local SGD steps before a communication round
of D-SGD is triggered. Intuitively, frequent communication
results a small gap. So there is still a wide range of Zp that
meets the condition as long as we control the gap.

Definition 3 (Gap). For any set Iy = {e1,--- ,e4} C [T]
with e; < e; for 1 < j, the gap of Ir is defined as

gap(Zr) = max (e; —e;—1) (11

i€[g+1]
where eg = 0,e441 = T.
Theorem 2. Let Ar, By, Cr be defined in Theorem [I| Then
for any Iy, we have
2
Ap < gap(Ir) [1+p

gap(Zr)?
- 2 1— p?

(1—p)2~

- 1} ,max{Br,Cr} <

V. Two PROPOSED UPDATE SCHEMES

Before we move to the discussion of our results, we first
specify two classes of update schemes, both of which satisfy
the sublinear condition (I0). The proposed update schemes
also deepen our understandings of the main results.

A. Adding Multiple Decentralized SGDs

One centralized average can synchronize all local models,
while it often needs multiple decentralized communication to
achieve global consensus. Therefore, it is natural to introduce
multiple decentralized SGDs (D-SGD) to I%. In particular, we
set

I3 ={te[T]:t mod (I, + I,) ¢ [I1]}, (12)

where [, I, are parameters that respectively control the length
of local updates and D-SGD.

Therefore, in a single round of LD-SGD, nodes perform
local updates only for a given number of “sub-rounds”, then
preform local updates and communication for a given num-
ber of other “sub-rounds”. In particular, each worker node
periodically alternates between two phases in a single round.
In the first phase, each node locally runs I; (I3 > 0) steps
of SGD in parallel In the second phase, each worker node
runs Iy (I; > 1) steps of D-SGD. As mentioned, D-SGD
is a combination of (B) and (@). So communication only

happens in the second phase; a worker node performs Illj n T

2That is to perform @]) for 1 times.

communication per 71" steps. Figure [I] (b) illustrates one round
of LD-SGD with I% when I; = 3 and Iy = 2. When LD-SGD
is equipped with 7., the corresponding Ar, By, Cr are O(1)
w.r.t. T'. The proof is provided in

Theorem 3 (LD-SGD with Z1.). When we set Iy = Ik for
PD-SGD, under the same setting, Theorem |I| holds with

1 1+p212 ) 1+p2 p2
ATSH(1PQI2II+1,0211 +17p27 (]3)

I p
L—pl  1-p
Therefore, LD-SGD converges with L.

max {Br,Cr} < K* K = (14)

The introduction of I extends the scope of previous frame-
work: Cooperative SGD [12]. As a result, many existing
algorithms become special cases when the period lengths
I, I, and the connected matrix W are carefully determined.
As an evident example, we recover D-SGD by setting I; =0
and I, > (ﬂ and the conventional PD-SGD by setting I; > 0
and I = 1. Another important example is Local SGD (or
FedAvg) that periodically averages local model parameters in
a centralized manner [49], [[10], [11], [50]. Local SGD is a
case with I; > 1, I, =1 and W = 11,17, We summarize
examples and the comparison with their convergence results

in[E

B. Decaying the Length of Local Updates

Typically, larger local computation ratio (i.e., I1/I3) incurs
a higher final error, while lower local computation ratio enjoys
a smaller final error but sacrifices the convergence speed. A
related phenomena is observed by an independent work [[13],
which finds that a faster initial drop of global loss often
accompanies a higher final error.

To decay the final error, we are inspired to decay I; every
M rounds until I; vanishes. In this way, we use ([, 1)
for a first M rounds, then use (|/;/2],I3) for a second M
rounds, then use (|/;/22],I3) for a third M rounds... We
repeat this process until the J = [log, I1] phase where we
have |I;/27| = 0. To give a mathematical formulation of
such Z7, we need an ancillary set

I(Il,IQ,M) = {t S [M(Il —|—Ig)] :t mod (Il —i—[g) ¢ [Il]}7
and then recursively define Jy = Z([1, 12, M) and

I
J; :zQQ;J,IQ,M) +max(J;_1),1<j<J,

where max(J;_1) returns the maximum number collected in
Jj—1 and J = [log, I, ]. Finally we set

I} = U/_oJ; U max(J;) : T). (15)

The idea is simple but the formulation is a little bit compli-
cated. From the recursive definition, once ¢ > max(J;), I3
is reduced to zero and LD-SGD is reduced to D-SGD. When
LD-SGD is equipped with Z2, the corresponding Ar, Br, Cr
are O(1) w.r.t. T. The proof is provided in

3We make a convention that [0] = , so in this case T}, = [T7].
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Theorem 4 (LD-SGD with Z%). When we set Ip = 12
for LD-SGD, under the same setting, for T > max(Jy),
Theorem [1] holds with

1 I o(T— max(Jy), p°
< = (T—max(Js)) 4 (12 J)
T'=71-ph + T )1—p27
S max(Jy), p
Br< K |= max(Js) § (it b Y
T < Tl—pbp + ( T )l—p ;
Cr < K?,

where K is the same in Theorem @ Therefore, LD-SGD
converges with T%.

From experiments in Section [VII| the simple strategy em-
pirically performs better than the PD-SGD.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this section, we will discuss some aspects of our main
results (Theorem 1) and shed light on advantages of proposed
update schemes.

A. Error decomposition

From Theorem [T} the upper bound (8) is decomposed into
two parts. The first part is exactly the same as the optimization
error bound in parallel SGD [51]. The second part is termed
as residual errors as it results from performing periodic local
updates and reducing inter-node communication. In previous
literature, the application of local updates inevitably results
the residual error [18]], [IL1]], [12], [52], [46l, [53]].

To go a step further towards the residual error, take LD-
SGD with Z% for example. From Theorem the residual error
often grows with the length of local updates I = I + Is.
When data are independently and identical distributed E] (.e.,
k = 0), [12] shows that the residual error of the conventional
PD-SGD grows only linearly in I. [52] achieves the similar
linear dependence on I but only requires each node draws
samples from its local partitions. When data are not identically
distributed (i.e., & is strictly positive), both [S0] and [49] show
that the residual error of Local SGD grows quadratically in I.
Theorem [3| shows that the residual error of LD-SGD with Z7.
is O(Io®+12k?), where the linear dependence comes from the
stochastic gradients and the quadratic dependence results from
the heterogeneity. The similar dependence is also established
for centralized momentum SGD in [53]].

B. On Linear Speedup

Assume Zp satisfies
AT = O(\/T) BT = O(\/T) and CT = O(T)

Note that Condition (I6) is sufficient for the sublinear condi-
tion (I0). From Corollary [I] the convergence of LD-SGD with
Zr will be dominated by the first term O(\/%), when the total
step T is sufficiently large. So LD-SGD with Zp can achieve a
linear speedup in terms of the number of worker nodes. Both

(16)

4This is also possible if all nodes have access to the entire data, e.g.,
the distributed system may shuffle data regularly so that each node actually
optimizes the same loss function.

of I}, and 72 satisfy Condition (T6). Taking LD-SGD with
T4 for example, we have

n

Corollary 2. In the setting of Theorem 3| if we set n = \/#
and choose 11,1 to satisfy that nK?/T = 1//nT then the
bound of ZtT:1 EHVf(Et)HQ becomes

2A + Lo? + 4L (0% + K2)
vnT .

However, if Zr fails to meet @, the second term
O(% - n) will dominate. As a result, more worker
nodes may lead to slow convergence or even divergence. As
suggested by Theorem one way to make the first term
dominate is to involve more communicationF]

C. Communication Efficiency

LD-SGD with Zy needs only |Zp| communications per T
total steps. To increase communication efficiency, we are mo-
tivated to reduce the size of Zp as much as possible. However,
as suggested by Theorem 2] to guarantee convergence, we are
required to make sure Zr is sufficiently large (so that gap(Zr)
will be small enough). The trade-off between communication
and convergence needs a careful design of update schemes.
The two proposed update schemes have their own way of
balancing the trade-off with a bounded gap(Zr).

For LD-SGD with I}, it only needs %T communications
per T total steps where I = I; + I. Similar to Local
SGD which has O(T %n%) communication complexity in
centralized settings [50], LD-SGD with I} also achieves that
level. This follows by noting from Corollary to ensure
nK?/T =1/v/nT, we have I; = (Tin~1 — £-)(1 — p'2).
Then the communication complexity of LD-SGD with Z%. is

I

— T =O(Tin?),
L+ (Tin~% — t£)(1— pl2)

which is an increasing function of I5 (which follows since (1—
p'2) /I decreases in I, and T5n~% > 2 for large enough
T). Hence, large I increase communication cost. On the other
hand, a large I, fastens convergence (since all bounds for
Ap,B7,Crin TheoremE] are decreasing in I5). Therefore, I,
helps trade-off convergence and communication (with a fixed
I;). In experiments, larger I5 often results a smaller training
loss, a higher test accuracy and a higher communication cost.
The introduction of I, allows more flexibility to balance the
trade-off between communication and convergence.

For LD-SGD with I%, it has much faster convergence rate
since from Theorem [4] the bounds of Ar and B are much
smaller than those of I}. However, it needs MIyJ + (T —
max (7)) communications per T total steps, which is more
than that of Z}, but less than that of D-SGD. Therefore, 72,
can be viewed as an intermediate state between Z1. and D-
SGD. When I; gradually vanishes, we expect that the residual
error will be reduced and better performance will follows, even
though larger |Z%| may increase a little bit communication
cost. From experiments in Section T2 empirically has

3By pigeonhole principle, we have gap(Zr) > # In order to reduce

gap(Zr), one must perform more communication.
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less training loss and obtains higher test accuracy than the
non-decayed LD-SGD.

D. Effect of connectivity p

The connectivity is measured by p, the second largest
absolute eigenvalue of W. The network connectivity p has
impact on the convergence rate via p, ;1. Each update scheme
corresponds to one way that ps;—; depends on p. Generally
speaking, well-connectivity helps reduce residual errors and
thus speed up convergence. If the graph is nicely connected,
in which case p is close to zero, then the update in one
node will be propagated to all the other nodes very soon, and
the convergence is thereby fast. As a result, the bounds in
Theorem [2| are much smaller due to p =~ 0. On the other
hand, if the network connection is very sparse (in which case
p ~ 1), p will greatly slows convergence. Take LD-SGD with
T4 for example. When p = 1, from Theorem [3| the bound
of Ar ~ 151~ and the bound of Br ~ (12 1.)?, both of
which can be extremely large. Therefore, it needs more steps
to converge.

VII. EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate LD-SGD with two proposed update schemes
(Z} and Z%) on two tasks, namely (1) image classification on
CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100; and (2) Language modeling on
Penn Treebank corpus (PTB) dataset. All training datasets are
evenly partitioned over a network of workers. We will inves-
tigate (i) the effect of different (I3, I5); (ii) the effect of data
heterogeneity; (iii) the effect of connected topology (different
p); (iv) the effect of i.i.d. generated W. We run LD-SGD in
a sufficient number of rounds that guarantees the convergence
of all algorithms. LD-SGD with (I, I) = (0,1) is the PD-
SGD. A detailed description of the training configurations is
provided in Appendix [{

a) Different I /Is: We evaluate the performance of LD-
SGD with various (I,I3) on the three datasets. The first
column of Figure [2| shows training loss v.s. epoch. Since
the learning rate is delayed twice for image classification
tasks, there is two sudden jumps in losses for curves therein.
Typically, the larger I; /I, the larger final loss error. This is
because, when I /I5 is large, LD-SGD performs a relatively
many number of local computation, which would accumulate
a large residual error according to our theory and thus make
the loss error larger than that of small I /I5. However, when
we study the optimization through the len of running time (that
is the sum of computation time and communication time), we
will find that local computation is useful in fastening realtime
convergence and sometimes does help in better accuracy (see
Figure [7| in the Appendix). Indeed, larger I/Is completes
the training more earlier without degrading the accuracy too
much. The main reason is that communication is more time-
consuming than local computation, while both of them could
help convergence. Once we trade communication for more
local computation, we could achieve both faster convergence
and good accuracy.

b) Same I,/Iy: Then, we fix the ratio of I;/I> and
investigate the performance of different realizations of (I, I5).
We show the result of loss v.s. running time in the third column
of Figure [2| It seems that with the ratio I; /I, fixed, the real
time convergence remains almost unchanged. In particular, all
curves of PTB results collapse to one single curve. It implies
the ratio I /I5 actually controls the communication efficiency.

¢) The decay strategy.: We observe that larger I/I
often incurs a large final error. It is intuitive to gradually decay
11 /15 until I; reaches zero, in order to have a smaller error. In
experiments, we heuristically halve I; every M = 40 epochs,
i.e., Iy = [I1/2]. The result of the decay strategy is shown in
the rightmost column of Figure [2 We can see that LD-SGD
with the decay strategy typically has smaller final training loss
that the non-decayed counterparts, though at the price of a little
bit communication efficiency. Clearly the decay strategy does
lower the final error and even improve the test accuracy.

d) Data heterogeneity: In previous experiments, we dis-
tributed data evenly and randomly to ensure each node has
(almost) iid data. We then distribute all samples in a non-
ii.d. manner and want to explore whether and how data
heterogeneity slows down convergence rate. It means « in
our theory could be very large. For image classification tasks,
we evenly distribute different classes of images so that each
node will only have samples from a same number of specific
classesE] Therefore, the classes are not assigned uniformly
randomly and the training data on each node is skewed. Since
language itself has heterogeneity, for language modeling, we
just divide the whole dataset evenly into different nodes instead
of giving each node a copy of the whole dataset.

The result is shown in Figure 3] For a given choice of
(I1,I5), we have the following observations. First, non-i.i.d.
dataset often makes the training curves have larger fluctua-
tion (see (b)). Second, LD-SGD converges slightly faster on
ii.d. data than on non-i.i.d. one in real time measurement
(see (a), (b) and (e)). This can be explained by our theory.
Data heterogeneity enlarge the quantity « and slows down
convergence from the main theorems. Third, models trained
from i.i.d. datasets have slightly better generalization since it
obtains slightly higher test accuracy (see (c) and (d)). Indeed,
non-iid data makes the training task harder and sacrifices
generalization a little bit. Finally, non-i.i.d. dataset often results
in larger final training errors (see (a), (b) and (e)).

e) Different topology: In our theory, the topology affects
the convergence rate through p. Smaller p will have smaller
residual errors and faster convergence rate. We test two graphs
that both have n = 16 nodes (see Figure [f] in the Appendix
for illustration); for Graph 1, p = 0.964 while for Graph 2,
p = 0.693. With the results in Figure ] we find that LD-SGD
indeed converges slightly faster and has a higher test accuracy
on Graph 2. However, in the task of Language modeling on
PTD dataset, the convergence behaviors on the two graphs
have little difference (see (e) in the Figure[d). We speculate this
is because language modeling is typically harder than image
classification and is not sensitive to the underlying topology.

6 After this procedure, if we has unassigned classes, we then distributed
these samples from those classes evenly and randomly into all nodes.
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one can refer to Figure [7]in Appendix.
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sacrifices a little bit generalization.

f) Random W: In the body, we focus on the case
where W is fixed and deterministic at each communication
round. MATCHA proposes to improve communication
efficiency by carefully designing a random W for D-SGD.
In particular, MATCHA decomposes the base communication
graph into total several disjoint matchings and activate a
small portion of the matchings at each communication round.
Mathematically speaking, MATCHA is identical to LD-SGD
by letting (11, I2) = (0, 1) and randomizing W. It is natural to
apply such randomized W to LD-SGD as a further extension.
In this case, W is independently generated and conforms to
the distribution D given in [13].

We then test the performance of LD-SGD with the i.i.d.
generated sequence of W’s. The randomized W constructed
in will only activate a small portion of devices, therefore,

the straggler effect, which means some quick devices have
to wait for slower devices to response, can be alleviated. So
intuitively the communication time will be reduced.

We show the results in Figure [5] Recall that MATCHA is
actually identical to LD-SGD with (Iy,I3) = (0,1) and W
randomized. From the first row of Figure 5} LD-SGD and
its variants have advantages on real time convergence than
MATCHA even a small portion of device participates in the
training. The reason is similar as before: local updates is still
much cheaper than communication, even though the communi-
cation is much more affordable than before by using a random-
ized W. Trading local computation for less communication
is still a good strategy to improve communication efficiency.
Besides, though MATCHA often has a lower training loss,
LD-SGD and its variants can obtain comparative test accuracy
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Fig. 5: LD-SGD and its variants with randomized W on three datasets. The first row shows losses v.s. real time, while the

second row shows test accuracy v.s. real time.

using much less real time (see the second row of Figure [3).

We also test our decay strategy in this part. In terms of
loss, the decayed LD-SGD often has a smaller final loss than
its non-decayed LD-SGD. However, if in terms of real time,
the non-decay LD-SGD converges a little bit faster than the
decayed one; indeed, the decayed LD-SGD will gradually in-
crease communication frequency and communication is more
time-consuming. Again, by trading more local updates for
smaller communication, we can save a lot of communication
measured in real time.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper we have proposed a meta algorithm LD-
SGD, which can be specified with any update scheme Zr.
Our analytical framework has shown that with any Z; that
has sufficiently small gap(Zr), LD-SGD converges under
the setting of stochastic non-convex optimization and non-
identically distributed data. We have also presented two novel
update schemes, one adding multiple D-SGDs (denoted Z7.)
and the other empirically reducing the length of local updates

(denoted by 72) . Both the schemes help improve communi-
cation efficiency theoretically and empirically. The framework
we proposed might help researchers to design more efficient
update schemes.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF MAIN RESULT

A. Additional notation

In the proofs we will use the following notation. Let
G(X;€) be defined in Section [l previously. Let

S

be the averaged gradient. Recall from (I) the definition
fi(@) == Eeup, [Fi (z;€) |. We analogously define

VI(X) = E[GX:8)] = [VAi@D). - V(@

) ¢y e RY

g(X;¢) = % (X

(n)):| c Réxn

Proof. Recall that from the update rule (I8) we have

—ng(X¢, &)

When Assumptions [I] and [2] hold, it follows directly from
Lemma 8 in [19]] that

E[f(@1)] < E[f@)] - 3E[|Vi@)|’

T4l = Ty

LU2’I72
2n

— 21— nL)E|[VF(X,)||”
+ JE||Vi@) - VIX)|.

" The conclusion then follows from

- 1 1 n
VFAX):=E[gX;0)] = -Vi(X)1l, ==Y Vf(z®) e RY o n 2
00 = BB AT = V000 =5, 2 VI €y sy - w70k = L8] S [e) — el |
1 n k=1
Vi(x):= T) = — Vfe(®) € R
f(=) n; fr(®) € ZEka 3) — il (k))H
Let Q=11,1] and T, = + >}, 2" Define the residual
error as

V= B X1 QU =B > el ~mlf
where the expectation is taken with respect to all randomness
of stochastic gradients or equivalently & = (&1, , &, --)
where &, = ( S), ceey §”))T € R™. Except where noted, we
will use notation E(-) in stead of E¢(-) for simplicity. Hence
Ve= B || — |

As mentioned in Section [[T] LD-SGD with arbitrary update
scheme can be equivalently written in matrix form which
will be used repeatedly in the following convergence analysis.
Specifically,

Xt+1 = (Xt - G(Xt;&))Wt

where X; € R is the concatenation of {a;ﬁ“}g:l,
G (X&) € R s the concatenated gradient evaluated
at X; with the sampled datum &;, and W, € R"*" is the
connected matrix defined by

I,
Wt—{w

B. Useful lemmas

(18)

if t ¢ Ip;

iftelr. (19

The main idea of proof is to express X; in terms of
gradients and then develop upper bound on residual errors.
The technique to bound residual errors can be found in [13],
(2], [14], (501, 5310

Lemma 1 (One step recursion). Let Assumptions[I)and 2] hold
and L and o be defined therein. Let 1 be the learning rate.
Then the iterate obtained from the update rule (I8) satisfies

E[f(@141)] < E[f@)] - ﬂ(l — pL)E|[VF(X,)|

L2
+L‘/ta

2n

where the expectations are taken with respect to all random-
ness in stochastic gradients.

n —
- §E’|Vf($t)

- n ZE||m£k) 7EtH2
k=1
= L%V,

where (a) follows from Jensen’s inequality, (b) follows from
Assumption [T} and V; is defined in (I7). O

Lemma 2 (Residual error decomposition). Let X; = x11,] €
RYX"™ be the initialization. If we apply the update rule (T8),
then for any t > 2,

t—1
XL, - Q) =-1) G(X;&) (1 - Q) (2D
s=1
where @, ;1 is defined in 22) and W is given in (19).
I, ifs>t

b, 4= 22
-1 { ;' 1Wl if s <t. (22)
Proof. For convenience, we denote by G; = G(Xy; &) €

R the concatenation of stochastic gradients at iteration t.
According to the update rule, we have

Xt(In - Q) = (thl - nthl)Wtfl(In - Q)
@ X, (L, Q)Wf e 1(Wf - Q)
X, (1, HW—UZG @1 - Q)
s=t—I . s=t—I
DX (L - Q@11 — 1Y Gy (@yo1 — Q)
s=1

where (a) follows from W;_1Q = QW,_;; (b) results by
iteratively expanding the expression of X from s = ¢t — 1
to s =t — 1+ 1 and plugging in the definition of ®,, 1
in (T9); (c) follows simply by setting [ = ¢ — 1. Finally, the
conclusion follows from the initialization X; = x; 1,TL which
implies X;(I — Q) = 0. O
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Lemma 3 (Gradient variance decomposition). Given any
sequence of deterministic matrices {As}._,, then for any
t>1,

2

Ee|| Y [G(Xs:&) — VF(XS)] As

M~

1 F

w
Il

M-

Ee (23)

s

(G(X6) - VI (X)) A

1

S

where the expectation E¢(-) is taken with respect to the

randomness of € = (&1, -+ ,&, -+ ) and E¢ () is with respect
to & = (¢, &")T ern
Proof.
¢ 2
Ee|| 2 [G(Xsi&) — V(X)) A

s=1

- ZEfH (G(Xai6) - VAX)] A

v Y mea[([6(%6) - VI(X) A

1<s<I<t
[G(Xi:8) — V/(X0)] Ar)|
where the inner product of matrix is defined by (A, B) =
tr(ABT).
Since different nodes work independently without inter-
ference, for s # | € [t], & is independent with & . Let
Fs = o({&};_,) be the o-field generated by all the random

variables until iteration s. Then for any 1 < s < [ < t, we
obtain

Fe. o [( (G(Xi6) - VF(X,) A,

(G(Xi5&) = V(X)) Ar)|
= B, B, [( (G(X,:6) - VF(X,) A,

(G(Xi:&) — VI(X0) Ar) | Fio
Dre {((@Xa8) - V(X)) A,

Ee, [ (G(Xi:&) = V(X0) AdlFii] )}
DB [(G(X,:6) - VI(X,), 0)] =0

where (a) follows from the tower rule by noting that X, and
& are both F;_j-measurable and (b) uses the fact that ¢
is independent with F,(s < ) and G(X;;¢;) is a unbiased
estimator of V f(X;). O

Lemma 4 (Bound on second moments of gradients). For any
n points: {mgk)}zzl, define X; =
concatenation, then under Assumption [I) and [3}

[mgl), e ,m,ﬁ")] as their

1 _
“E|[VAX) < 8L°Vi+4x” + 4E[ VA" @4)

Proof. By splitting V f(X;) into four terms, we obtain

E(V f(X:)|[3
=E|Vf(X) = Vf@1,)) + V(@) — V@)1,

+ V@)1, — VX)L, + VI (X)L, |

(a)
<AE(Vf(X4) = V(@1 )7
+AE|Vf(:1,) - V(@)L |7
+HAE|Vf (@)1, — VI (Xo)1, |F +4E|VF(X)1, [|F
Cur2ny; + 4BV (@, 1)) - V@13
+4L*nV; + 4nE||V £ (X))
Y8120V, + dnk? + 4n|[VF(X,)|?

where (a) follows from the basic inequality || > | A;[|% <
ny.r_; [[As]|%; (b) follows from the smoothness of {fx}7_;
and f = %Zzzl fx (Assumption |1)) and the definition of V;
in (T7); (c) follows from Assumption [3] as a result of the fact
IV @) =V i@0L = 2 IV @) - Vi@l

Lemma 5 (Bound on residual errors). Let ps—1 = ||®s 11—
Q|| where ® ;1 is defined in 22). Then the residual error
can be upper bounded, i.e.,

V, < 20°U;
where
t—1 t—1 t—1
RS SR (z p) (z ps,tlLs) )
s=1 s=1 s=1
and

L, = 8LV, + 4x% + 4E||V f(X,)|%.

Proof. Again we denote by G; = G(Xy; &) for simplicity.
From Lemma [2] we can obtain a closed form of V;. Then it
follows that

nV;
t—1 2
= E[IX:(I- Q)3 =n’E| Y G(®.:1 - Q)
s=1 F
t—1 t—1 2
=n"E|| Y (G —EG,)(®.i-1 — Q) + > _EG (.11 - Q)
s=1 s=1 F
() t—1 2
< 2°E|| ) (G, — V(X)) (®si-1 — Q)
s=1 F
t—1 2
+27°E( Y V(X (@ar1 — Q)
s=1 F

t—1
YorEY (G, - V(X)) (@01 — Q2
s=1

t—1 2
+2°E|| > V(X)) (Per1 - Q)
s=1 F
©_, t—1 ,
< 2p IEZ [(Gs = V(X)) (Rs,t-1 — Q)7
s=1

t—1 2
2R (Z 197 (X.) (@01 Q>|F>
s=1
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(d)
< 27721EZ IGs — V(X

el Rs—1 — Q)II>

+ 21°E (Z [V f(X
© t—1
= 21 ZP?,t—lE”Gs - ViX)|F

NN ®sim1 — QI

s=1

s=1
t—1 2
+ 27}2E (Z Ps,t—1 Vf(XS)”F>
s=1

fn =t
<2n22pst1EllG - VX

s=1

t—1 -1
+ 2772 (Z ps¢t1> (Z ps,tflE”vf(Xs)H%

t—1 t—1
<Z ps,tl) (Z Ps,t—1 " an)
s=1 s=1

t—1 t—1 t—1
o Zpg,tfl + (Z ps,t—l) (Z ps7t—1Ls>
s=1 s=1 s=1

= 2n0°U,

N——

(9)
< 27722/)5,: 1no’ + 207
s=1

= 2nn?

where (a) follows from the basic inequality ||a + bl||? <
2(Jlall> + ||b||>) and EG; = Vf(Xs); (b) follows
from Lemma Bt (c) follows from the triangle inequality
| Z A lr < E HA |lF; (d) follows from the basic
1nequahty |AB||r < HAHFHBH for any matrix A and B; (e)
directly follows from the notation ps¢—1 = ||®s1—1 — Q|

(f) follows from the Cauchy inequality; (g) follows from
Assumption [2] and Lemma [4} O

Lemma 6 (Bound on average residual error). For any fix T,
define

1 T t—1
=50 > P (26)

t=1 s=1

| I 2

—TZ< ps,t1> : 27)

t=1 \s=1
= max Z Ps,t—1 szt 1] - (28)

QET 1 t s+1

Assume the learning rate is so small that 1602 L2Cr < 1, then

T T

1 1 —

i< [ATUQ Bk 4 O jE||Vf(Xt>||2]
t=1 t=1

8n?2

1 —16n2L2Cr

Proof. Denote by Z, = 8L*V, + 4E|Vf(Xy)||? for short.
Then L, = Z, + 4x>. From Lemma [5| V; < 212U, then

SACEE S

(29)

'ﬂ\
'ﬂ\

@ 1 T T /t-1 2
(@) o1 2 L
=7 Z Psi—1 T4k T Z (Z Ps,t—1>
t=1 s=1 t=1 \s=1
| I (=t t—1
s zpl,H) ( pz)
t=1 =1 s=1
o 1 T t—1 T /t-1 2
= O.QTZ pit_1+4l€ *Z (Zpst—l)
t=1 s=1 t=1 \s=1
= T t—1
+ T Zy Z Ps,t—1 (Zpl t—1>
s=1 t=s+1 =1

(c)
< O'ZAT —|—4K,QBT + CT* Z Z

©) i
< 02 Ar + 4K2Bp + SLQCT Z

T
1 \va3 2
+40r ;EIIW(XJII
(©) 1 &
< 0® A +45* Br + 160’ L*Cr ) Ui
t=1

T
1 o7 2
+40r ;EIIW(XJII (30)
where (a) follows from rearrangement; (b) follows from the
equality that

2

T t—1 t—1
(Z ps,t1> (Z ps,tIZs>
t=1 =1 s=1

ET: (ZPH 1) (Tzlﬂs,tlZsl{t>s}>

t=1 s=1

T— t—1
z z poi (z p) ;
1=1
(c) following from the notation (26); (d) follows from the
definition of Zs; (e) follows from Lemma [3]
By arranging (30) and assuming the learning rate is small
enough such that 16n?L2Cr < 1, then we have

1z
T;Utﬁ

T
1 R
Aro® +4Brr® +4Cr ) EIIVf(Xt)IIQ]

1
1 16n2L2Cr

T
1 _
Aro® + Brr® + CTT vaf(xt)zl

t=1

4

R — 1
1—16n2L2Cr 6D
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Our conclusion then follows by combining (29) and (3I). O

Lemma 7 (Computation of p,;—1). Define ps—1 = 1 for
any t < s and ps1—1 = ||®si—1 — Q|| when s < t. Then
Pst—1 = Hffi pL with py = p ifl € Iy, else pp =1, where p
is defined in Assumption l As a direct consequence, pg 1 =
Psi—1P1i—1 for any s < 1< t and thus ps 1 = pl5t= 1InZr|,

Proof. By definition, we have ps;—1 = [[®s:-1 — Q| =
I f;: W; — Q]|. Since for any positive integer [, W;Q =
QW,, then W; and Q can be simultaneously dlagonahzed
From this it is easy to see that || Hf;; -Q| = Hz < Pl
where p; is the second largest absolute eigenvalue of W;. Note
that Wy is either W or I according to the value of [ as a result
of the definition @) Hence py = pifl € Zp,else =1. O

C. Proof of Theorem |
Proof. From Lemmal (T} it follows that

E[f(@1)] < E[f(@)] - 31— nLE[VF(X,)|”
LO’2’172
2n

Note that the expectation is taken with respect to all random-
ness of stochastic gradients, i.e., & = (&1, &s. -+ ). Arranging
this inequality, we have

n _ nL?
— SE[Vi@)| + Ve

BIvi@ < Z{Elf@)] ~Elf@a)]} + 2%

]
Lo*n
p_—

— (1 - L)E|VF(X,)|” + (32)

Then it follows that

LS B s

T t=1

< 2 {Elr@)] - Eli@ra)]} +
T —

(b) -

s%{l e

Lo®n

n

T
S E|VIX)|
t=1

1—nL

Lo?n

els wm}+ n

8n?L?
16772L20T

)IIQ]

+ 160* L2 Apo? + 16n> L2 Brk?

E[[Vf(Xd)||

1 _
Apo® + Bre* + Cr= § E|Vf(X;
t=1

< Z (@) - Elf @)}

L 2
L 27
1z
272 2
—(1—=nL—16n°L CT)T ;:1 E[[Vf (Xl

< 2 {El@)] ~Eli@ra)]} +

+ 160* L2 Apo? + 16n> L2 Brk?

Lo?n
n

(33)

where (a) follows by telescoping and averagmg 32);
follows from the upper bound of = Zt . V¢ in Lemma

(c) follows from the choice of the learning rate 7 which
satisfies W < 2 (since 16n*>L?Cr < 1 from (7)) and
rearrangement; (d) follows the requirement that the learning
rate 7 is small enough such that nL + 16n?L2Cr < 1 (which
is satisfied since nL < % and 16n?L2K? < 3). O

D. Proof of Theorem 2]

For any prescribed Zp, denote by g = |Zr| and Zp =
{e1,€9,--- ,eg} with eg = 1 < e < €3 < --- < g5 <
T = eg41. For short, we let s; = e¢; — e;—1 for i € [g + 1].

Therefore, gap(Zr) = max;e[g41) 8; from Definition [3] I and

T=31¢5141-
Recall the definition in (26):

T t—1

Zzpst g

t 1s=1
1 Il 2
BTTZ<Zps,t—1> )
Z Ps,t— 1<Zplt 1>-

In this section, we will provide proof for the bound on A, By
and Cr in terms of gap(Zr) (Theorem [2).

SE[T 1]

Proof. Recall that from Definition |Z| and Lemma |Z|, Pst—1 =
pllst=U0Trl where [s : t — 1] = {le N:s <1 <t—1}
and p is deﬁned in Assumption [ For simplicity, let A =
gap(Zr) = max;e[q) 5i-

Let’s first have a glance at Ei;l Ps,i—1. Without loss of
generality, we assume e; < t < ;41 for some ! € [g] U {0}.
There, we have

t—1 1
Zps,t—l =(t—-e—1)+ Z sipl e
s=1 i=1

As a direct result, for any ¢, Zt‘;;l Psi—1 < A+ Aﬁ =
A

1—
D imst1 Pet—1 < 1%;)' Therefore, we have

2
BT§<A)
I—p

Cr < <Sénjgwxl Z Psi—1 ) <szt 1) = (é

Finally, for Ar, by using (34), we have

(34)

. Similarly, by symmetry, we have for any s < T,

max
te[T+1]

T t—1

Zzpbt 1

t 1s=1
el+1 t—

Z Z Zpst 1

l: t=e;+1 s=1

g et !
(t—e—1)+ Zsip”l*i

i=1

)2.
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13
:TZ
1=0

l
S S -1 .
+1( ;—1 ) +5l+1§ :Sipl+1 ’L‘|
i=1

1< A1 l
- [+1—i
A—-1 Al 1
< _Ar_AL:fﬂ_,.
2 1—0p 21—p 2
O
APPENDIX B

PROOF OF LD-SGD WITH MULTIPLE D-SGDs

The task of analyzing convergence for different communi-
cation schemes Z7 can be reduced to figure out how residual
errors are accumulated, i.e., to bound Ar, By and C7p. In this
section, we are going to bound Ap, By and Cp when the
update scheme is I}. To that end, we first give a technical
lemma, which facilitate the computation. Lemma [§] captures
the accumulation rate of residual errors for Iilp.

A. One technical lemma
Lemma 8 (Manipulation on ps;_1). When Iy = I7., the
following properties hold for ps;_1:

1) pst—1 = H;;i o with pp = 1 if l mod I € [I], else
p1 = p where I = I1 + I and p is defined in Assump-
tion 4} As a direct consequence, psi—1 = Ps1—1P1,t—1
forany s <1<t

2) Define
G+ t—1
= D> D pei (35)
t=j1+1 s=1
Then for all j > 0,
1/1+p" 5 1+4p p
<= I I I— 36
Oé]_2<1_p121+1_p1 + 1— ( )
3) Define
(G+DI t—1
YD P (37)
t=jI+1 s=1
Then for all 5 > 0,
1+p212 ) 1_|_p2 p2
fi<g (1—p212[1 T gt O9)
4) Foranyt>1, 22;11 Psi—1 < K where
I P
K= —_— 39
et (39)
As a direct corollary, o; < IK.
5) Define
GG+ -1
> O paia)? (40)
t=jI+1 s=1

Then ~vj < Kaj, where K is given in (39).
6) Assume T = (R+1)I for some non-negative integer R.

Define
T
- Z Ps,t—1

t=s+1

(41)

Then for all s € [T),ws < K where K is given in (39).

Proof. We prove these properties one by one:

1) It is a direct corollary of Lemma [7]

2) We now directly compute o; = Zgﬁj_}i_]l Zé 1 Pst—1-
Without loss of generality, assume t = 51 4 ¢ with j >
0,1 <¢<1I.(G)Whenl<+¢<I;+1, then

t—1
Zps,t—l
sS=

j—1 I
(i —1) +Ilzp1«m N3OS
r=0 [=1
_ pl2(3+1) _ pila+1
:(ze1)+11p : P p_p
—p' L—p
, p" p

L—pl  1-p
(ii) When I; +1 < i < I, then

t—1
Zps,tfl
s=1
J J—1 I
z I—1 lll pIz(] r +Zzp12(jr)+ll]

r= r=0[=1
i—1 1— 1
+ pl 11 1
=1
_ e[ 1o UHD - p— pifatl L=t
LY 1—p 1—p
— i—11—1 I 1 B 12(j+1) p_pjl2+i7]1
1—ph 1—p
i1 —1
P P
<IJ —_ 43
shi— o TS, 43)

Therefore, by combining (i) and (ii), we obtain

(F4+1)I t—1
= D D Pein
t=jI+1 s=1
< p" p
< i~ 1)+ T £
_Z;((z ) + e +1_p>
I +1> z Ii—1
p
> ( +1—p>
i=I1+1
L(1+p2 5 14p p
=_ I L) +1-—"—.
2(1—pfz e A

3) Note that 3;’s share a similar structure with a;;’s. Thus
we can apply a similar argument in the proof of (33) to
prove (37). A quick consideration reveals that can
be obtained by replacing p in (33) with p?.

4) Without loss of generality, assume ¢ = jI 47 with j > 0
and1<i<I When 1 < ¢ < I; + 1, from @2),

I
ZS 1Pst 1 <(2_1)+111 p12+1 p < 1[,1;12"'
= K. When[1+1<z<I1+I2,from@[)

1
pi—T1—
Zé 1pst 1<Il —plz 7K

1—p— —
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5) The result directly follows from this inequality

— ’ t—1
<S;Ps,t1> S (I?ftf(zpst 1) . (;ps,t1>
<K (Z ps’t1>
s=1

where K is defined in (39).

6) Without loss of generality, assume s = 71 + ¢ with 0 <
7 < R,1 << 1. (1) We first consider the case where
1<i< I +1, then

T+1
W S Z Ps,t—1
t=s+1
_ 41N BI I
(h—i+1) <11+p - ) Py g
=1 =1
I>+1 Iz
p—p P
(Il—Z+1)+<I+ )
1—p 1— pl2
p—p=t!
_|_
I—p
I P
< —_—
— 11— ph + 1—p

(i) Then consider the case where I; +1 < ¢ < I. If

R=j,thenw, =Y, p' < & < K. IfR>j+1,
then
T+1
Z ps,tfl
t=s+1
_ 41y Rl I—it1
pll+1(f1+p1f ) Z pl2l 4 sz
P 1=0 =1
< p1—7,+1 s p— pI2+1 p— pI i+2
< 7 1+ +
1—ph 1—p 1—p
I—itl
=1 L — + L
1—p2 1—-p
< Db g
Tl-phk 1-p
O

B. Proof of Theorem

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume 7' is a multiplier
of I, i.e., T = (R + 1)I for some positive integer R. This
assumption will only simplify our proof but will not change
the conclusion.

For Ar, by using (38) in Lemma [§] we have

T t—1

Zzpst 1

tlel

—_

2

1—p?

1
- 21

1+ p*

1+ p?
1—p2l271 h

1—

( )+

For Br, by using the result about ; in Lemma @ we have

-;im
|

- R 1 G+
ZI >

t=j31+1

t—1
(Zpst 1

s=1

14 p2
1—ph

where (a) follows the fact that v; < K«; and (b) follows the
two bounds on «; provided in Lemma

For Cr, by using the results about w, and K in Lemma @
we have

max
se[T— 1]

Z . 1(2% 1)
Z Psi—1 (maXszt 1)

—s+1
2
Z Ps,t—1 S K-
t=s+1

max
t€T 1

< K max
teT—1

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM [4]

In this section, we will give the convergence result of
Theorem [ which states that the convergence will be fastened
if we use the decaying strategy Z%. Again, by using the
framework introduced in Appendix [A] we only needs to give
bounds for A7, By and Cp. To that end, we need a modified
version of Lemma [8| which reveals how the residual errors are
accumulated for Z%..

Recall that to define I%, we define an ancillary set

M)={te [M(I, + I,)] : t mod (I + I>) ¢ [I1]},
and then recursively define Jy = Z(Iy, I, M) and

I(IlaIZa

7 ZIQIIJ 12,M> +max(F; 1), 1<5 < J

where max(J;_1) returns the maximum number collected in
Jj—1 and J = [log, I, ]. Finally we set

Ufzojj U [max(Jy) : T1.

In short, we first run M rounds of LD-SGD with parameters
I; and I, then run another M rounds of LD-SGD with

parameters L%J and I, and keep this process going on until

1t =
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we reach the J + 1 th run, where I; shrinks to zero and we
only run D-SGD.

Lemma 9. Recall M is the decay interval, T the total
steps and psy—1 = ||®s1—1 — Q|| where ®,,_1 is defined
in with Wy given in (19). Let I, 15 be the initialized
communication parameters. Assume T > max max(Jy). Then
for LD-SGD with the decaying strategy, we have that

1) th 125 1P9t 1 S %1I;2pT+127maX(‘7J)71 +
J.
(l_maX} J))ﬁ.

2) 7 Zt D 1p9t 1 < 7 T1 {;212 pHIlmmax(J7)=1) 4

max 2
(1 _ ma (jj))lpp%

3) F()ranyt>1 ES 1pst 1 < K where K = 7

9’2 +

1 p
4) Forany T > s> 1, Zt:SJrl psi—1 < K.

Proof. We verify each inequality by directly computation:

1) By exchanging the order of sum, we have

2) One can complete the proof by replacing p with p?
the last argument.

3) If t € Jj, let tg = max(J;—1) (which is the largest
element in J;_1), then we have

t—1
Zps,t—l

s=1

(@ -

L Z Z Ps o Pto+1,t—1 + Z Ps,t—1

1=0 seJ; s=to+1

j—1 M-—1
X sla ﬁ + ﬂ
P bY 1—p

1M
= P 20 Y

=0 s=0

t—1
+ Z Ps,t—1

s=to+1

< Pro+1,t—1 1= o

1_ k}IzM
1er( p ))

I—p

t—1
+ Z Ps,t—1

s=to+1

(o T

<L 4+ Pf _g
1—p2 1—-p

where (a) uses the fact that ps 1 = ps,10Pt0+1,t—1;
(b) follows from [g—%j < I;; to obtain (c), one can
conduct a similar discussion like what we have done
in Lemma [§] by discussing whether ¢ locates in the local
update phase or the communication phrase. The case
is more complicated since we should also think about
which round ¢ locates. No matter which case here, (c)
always holds.

4) The idea here is very similar to the that for the latest
statement. If s > max(Jy), then ZtT:Sﬂ Psit—1 <
Yooyt = ﬁ < K. Otherwise, local updates are
involved in. Similarly, one can imitate what we have
done in Lemma [§] by discussing which round and which
phase s locates in. Actually, this bound is rather rough.

O

Proof of Theorem [d]. By Lemma [9] we have

T t-1
Ar = *Zzpst 1
t=1 s=1
<l D w4 (g = BTy, p?
—T1-—p2l2 T 1—p2?
1 I [t 2
By = fz <ZP5 t1>
t=1 s=1

AN
o~
EE
G
iMI
s
fla
v
N——
el
-

1 L T max(Jy), p
<K max(J.r) 1
- {Tl—pl2 + T )1—p
t—1 T
Cr < st—1 | - o b
TS (2%2_:1/) )t 1) <€H[17§3(1]f;_1p t 1)

Then by combing Theorem [l} we finish the proof of Theo-

rem [4]
O

APPENDIX D
CONVERGENCE OF ANOTHER UPDATE RULE

A. Main result

For completeness, in this section, we study another update
rule in this section:

Xt+1 =X;W; — UG(Xt; ft)

where W, is given in (I9). Since in this update rule, the
stochastic gradient descent happens after each node commu-
nicates with its neighbors, we call this type of update as
communication-before. By contrast, what we have analyzed
in the body of this paper is termed as communication-after. A
lot of previous efforts study the communication-before update
rule, including [S5], [8]]. Fortunately, our framework is so
powerful that the convergence result for this new update rule
can be easily parallel.

Theorem 5 (LD-SGD with any Zr and the update rule (@4)).
Let Assumption([l) M hold and the constants L, k, o, and p
be defined therein. Let A = f(To) — ming f(x) be the initial
error. For any fixed T, define

(44)

T t—1

Zzps+lt 1

tlsl

R | I 2
Br = T Z <Zps+l,t1> )

A=

t=1 \s=1

Z Ps+1,t—1 <ZP1+M 1)-

‘?E[T 1]t pu]

If the learning rate n is small enough such that

< { 1 1 }
n < min —_— 7,
2L’ 4217/ Cr

(45)
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then

T 2 R R
%ZEHVJC(@)HQ = ,27% + MTU+4772L2(AT02 + Brr?).

Sully sync SGD residual error

(46)
Remak 2. Comparing the difference of results between The-
orem |I| and Theorem 5| one can find that only the value of
Ap, By and Cp have been modified. In this way, one can
parallel the conclusions derived for the update rule to
those with the update rule (IED by simply substituting A, Br
and Ct with Ar, Br and Cr.

Note that Ar, By and Cr is always no less than Ar, By
and Cp. This indicators that the communication-after update
rule (I8) converges faster than the communication-before
update rule @4). As an example, we also given a counterpart
of Theorem [3] in the latter section.

B. Useful lemmas and missing proof

Lemma 10 (Residual error decomposition). Let X; =
x11) € RYX" be the initialization, then for any t > 2,

t—1
X(I-Q)=-n Z G(Xs; &) (Por1.0-1— Q) (47)
s=1

where @1 is already given in @22)).

Proof. We still denote the gradient G(Xy; &;) as Gy. Accord-
ing to the update rule, we have

Xt(In - Q)
= (Xt—lwt—l - TIGt—l)(In - Q)
@ Xi1(In Q)Wt 1 —nGy 1( - Q)
b
Yx, H W, - Z Gy(®ur1i-1 — Q)
s=t—I s=t—I
© —
=Xi(I, - Q)P 1 — 772 Gi(Psr1t-1— Q)
s=1

where (a) follows from W;_1Q = QW;_y; (b) results by
iteratively expanding the expression of X from s =¢ —1 to
s =t—141 and plugging in the definition of ®,;_; in (22));
(c) follows simply by setting [ = ¢t — 1. Finally, the conclusion
follows from the assumption X4 (I,, — Q) = 0. O

Lemma 11 (Bound on residual errors). Let ps;—1 =
|®s:—1 — Q|| where ®54_1 is defined in 22). Then the
residual error can be upper bounded, i.e., Vi < 2772Ut where

t—1 t—1 t—1
U, = o? Zpgﬂ,t_l + (Z ps+1,t_1> (Z ps+1,t—1Ls> .
s=1 s=1 s=1

I

Proof. The proof can be simply parallel by replacing p, ¢—1
with pgy1 -1 in Lemma@ O

where Ls = 8L*V + 4r% + 4E||V f(X

The next thing is to bound the average residual error, i.e.,

T
T Lima Vi

Lemma 12 (Bound on average residual error). For any fixed
T, define

T t—1
Zzps+1t 15 (43)

t 1s=1

R 1 I (il 2

Br=7) (Zpsml) : (49)

t=1 s=1

t—1

Cr = éemjijtxl t;1p5+1t 1 <z§; Pls1,i— 1) . (50

Assuming the learning rate is so small that 16772L26T <1,
then

1 T
T;Vtg

T
—~ ~ ~ 1 —
Aro? + Brr? + OTT ZEVf(XtHQ] x

8772

1 —16n2L2Cr
Proof. One can replace Lemma [5| with Lemma [[T]in the proof
of Lemma [6] to achieve the conclusion. O

Proof of Theorem[5] To prove Theorem [5} one can simply
replace Lemma [6] with Lemma in the proof of Ap-

pendix O

C. Example: Results of LD-SGD with T and the other update
rule

In this part, we are going to bound ET, ET and éT when
the update scheme is Z}. The result shown below shows the
superiority of the original update (T8).

Lemma 13 (Manipulation on ps1,—1). Noting that

t—1 t t t—1
Zps+1,t71 = Zps,tq < Zps,tfl = Zps,tq +1,
s=1 s=2 s=1 s=1

(5D
When Ir = I}, we can immediately deduce the following
properties from Lemma [(E’]for Ps+1,t—1-

. i+1)I —~t—1
D a; = Z;‘jl-t,-l) D a1 Pstlt—1 <
I
L(Mern v den) + 11
3 G+nI
2) B = Zt] j1+1 Zs 1Ps+1t 1 <
21
% (1+p212 11 + 1+P Il) +Il—p2
3) Let K = L + L = K 4+ 1, then

1-p'2 1—p

Zg 1ps+1t 1<Kanda]<IK

i+1)1 t—1 _
?:j[l—l(Zs 1Ps+1,0-1)% < K.
5 If T = (R+ 1)I, we have W, = Zt 1 Pstii1 =
1+Zt sqoPst1t—1=1+twsy1 <1+ K =K.
Theorem 6 (LD-SGD with Z}. and the update rule (@4)).

When we set Iy = I for LD-SGD with update rule {@4),
under the same setting, Theorem 3| holds with

~ L (14+p%2 , 14 p? 1
Ar 21( p21211+17p211 +—17p2,

4) 7 =
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I 1
1—ph

1—p
Therefore, LD-SGD converges with I+ and the update
rule {@4).

max {ET,GT} < f({f( =

APPENDIX E
DISCUSSION ON OTHERS’ CONVERGENCE RESULTS

As discussed in Section[V] LD-SGD with the update scheme
T7 incorporates many previous algorithms by setting I, I and
p correspondingly. Taking the difference between the update
rule (TI8) and (@4) into account, we could give convergence
results for previous algorithms via Theorem [I] or Theorem [3]
(see Table [B) In this section, we compare the result obtained
from our analytical framework with their original ones.

A. Convergence for PR-SGD

PR-SGD [49], [S0], [53] is the special case of LD-SGD
when I, = 1 and p = 0 (ie, W = Q = 11,1). [50]
derives its convergence (Theorem [/) by requiring Assump-
tion [5] which is definitely stronger than our Assumption [3]
Roughly speaking we always have bound x? < 4G? since
L |VA@) = V@) < 250 IVA@))? +
2||Vf(z)||* < 4G?. Then our bound matches theirs up to
constant factors. Another interesting thing is in this case our
bound only depends on I; = I — 1 while [50]]’s relies on I.
Though they are the same asymptotically, our refined analysis
shows that the step of model averaging doesn’t account for
the accumulation of residual errors.

Assumption 5. (Bounded second moments) There are exist
some G > 0 such that for all k € [n],

Eeop, |VF(2;))* < G2

Theorem 7 ([50]). Let Assumption[l}[2|and | hold and L, o, G
defined therein. Let {x;}1_, denote by the sequence obtained
by PR-SGD and A = f(To) — ming f(x) be the initial error.
If0<n< % then for all T, we have

1 ) 2 2A nL02
f;EHVf(wt)H S

+ 4n?I*G? L2

B. Convergence for D-SGD

D-SGD [55], [8]] is the special case of LD-SGD where
L = 0,1, = 1,1 > p > 0 and the communication-
after update rule (introduced in Appendix is applied. The
original paper [8] provides an analysis for D-SGD, which
we simplify and translate into Theorem [§] in our notation.
To guarantee convergence at a neighborhood1 of stationary

points, [8] requires a smaller learning rate O(ﬁ) than our

(’)(i—p). By contrast their residual error is larger than ours up
to a factor of O(n). They could achieve as similar bounds on
residual errors as ours by shrinking the learning rate, but the
convergence would be slowed down.

Theorem 8 ([8]). Let Assumption and [ hold and
Lo,k defined therein. Let {x;}_, denote by the sequence
obtained by D-SGD and A = f(%o)—min, f(x) be the initial

error. When the learning rate is small enoug such that n <

31\;6@; ﬁ then for all T, we have
1 & ,
7 2 ElVI@)|
t=1
1A | 2yLo” 6n°L%0?  54n?L2k?
s =+ +n
nT n 1—p2 1-p)2

C. Convergence for PD-SGD

The PD-SGD is derived as a byproduct of the framework of
Cooperative SGD (C-SGD) in [12f]. In that paper, [12] terms
PD-SGD as Decentralized Periodic Averaging SGD (PDA-
SGD). In our paper, the PD-SGD (or DPA-SGD) is the case of
LD-SGD with Z} when Iy = 1 and 1 > p > 0. We translate
their original analysis into Theorem [9] for ease of comparison.

First, our residual error is exactly the same with theirs
up to constant factors. Second, they didn’t consider the case
when the data is non-identically distributed. Third, we allow
more flexible communication pattern design by introducing
parameters Is.

Theorem 9 ([12]). Let Assumption and | hold and
L,o defined therein. Let {x;}]_, denote by the sequence
obtained by PD-SGD and A = f(Ty) — ming f(x) be the
initial error. When the learning rate is small enough such that

: 1 1—p
n < min{ 57, NATIA }, then for all T, we have

T
1 2 2A  nLo? 5 5 5, 1+p?
— E|V < — 4+ L ——71-1).
T; Vi@ < T7+ = Lot (5T = 1)
APPENDIX F

EXPERIMENTS DETAILS

Our experiment setting follows [14] closely and is imple-
mented with PyTorch and MPI4Py. We adopt the code released
by [32].

a) Image Classification.: CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100
consist of 60, 000 color images in 10 and 100 classes,
respectively. We set the initial learning rate as 0.8 and it
decays by 10 after 100 and 150 epochs. The mini-batch size
per worker node is 64.

b) Language Modeling.: The PTB dataset contains 923,
000 training words. A two-layer LSTM with 1500 hidden
nodes in each layer [54] is adopted. We set the initial learning
rate as 20 and it decays by 4 when the training procedure
saturates. The mini-batch size per worker node is 10. The
embedding size is 1500. All algorithms are trained for 40
epochs.

¢) Machines.: The training procedure is performed in
a single machine which is equipped with four GPUs (Tesla
P100 PCIe 16GB). We uniformly distribute models (as well
as the associated data) into the four GPUs. Therefore, the
communication in our paper actually means the inter-GPU
communication. If we use a realistic wireless environment,
then the communication cost will be larger than that of our
current experiments. Hence, the advantage of LD-SGD in real
time will be much larger.

"In this way, their Dy > % and D, > %, and this result follows from

replacing D1, D2 with these constant lower bounds.
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TABLE I: Convergence results of LD-SGD with Z}. To recover previous algorithms, I1,l5 and p (which is defined by
Assumption [4) are determined as following. The result is directly obtained by combining the bounds derived in Theorem [3]
with Theorem |1 or Theorem |5 In this table, A = f(%() — min, f(x) is the initial error, 7 the learning rate and I = I; + I5.
The result for D-SGD is obtained from Theorem EI while the rest from Theorem r_fl

Algorithms I I P o K Convergence Rate
SGD 0 1 0 0 0 24 4 nLe®
PR-SGD >1 1 0 >0 >0 28 LT 42252 41622k T
D-SGD 0 1 [0,1) >0 >0 224 % + 16’}2_6)2"2 16’172_@?52
PD-SGD [12] >0 1 [0,1) >0 0 2+ # + 8772L202(f_%1 —1)

(a) Graph 0 (p = 0.808) (b) Graph 1 (p = 0.964) (c) Graph 2 (p = 0.693)

Fig. 6: Three topologies that will be used in following experiments.

80
80 1 801
60
60 604
g g g
© — (0,1) ® 40 © — (10,1)
401 — (10,1) 40 4 —— (10,1)-decay
— (10,5) —— (10,5)-decay
— (10,10) 20 | — (10,10)-decay
201 — (10,20) 20 —— (10,20)-decay
0 500 1000 1500 0 50 100 150 0 500 1000 1500
time time time
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(d) different I3 /T2 on CIFAR10
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60 1
© 40
@ — (3.1
— (6,2)
201 — (9,3)
— (12,4)
—— (15,5)
0 - . v - -
0 100 200 300 400
time

(e) same Iy /I2 on CIFAR100

(c) decay strategy on CIFAR10
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(f) decay strategy on CIFAR100

Fig. 7: Test accuracy of LD-SGD with different (I3, I5). The first column shows the results of different I; /I, the column row
shows show those of the same I /15, and the rightmost column shows those of the decay strategy. The first row is the results
on CIFAR 10, while the second row in on CIFAR 100.
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