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Abstract

In this work, we propose a distributed algorithm for stochastic non-convex optimization. We consider a worker-
server architecture where a set of K worker nodes (WNs) in collaboration with a server node (SN) jointly aim to
minimize a global, potentially non-convex objective function. The objective function is assumed to be the sum of
local objective functions available at each WN, with each node having access to only the stochastic samples of
its local objective function. In contrast to the existing approaches, we employ a momentum based ‘“single loop”
distributed algorithm which eliminates the need of computing large batch size gradients to achieve variance reduction.
We propose two algorithms one with “adaptive” and the other with “non-adaptive” learning rates. We show that the
proposed algorithms achieve the optimal computational complexity while attaining linear speedup with the number of
WNs. Specifically, the algorithms reach an e-stationary point z, with E||V f(z,)| < O(K~Y/3T-1/24 K ~1/37-1/3)
in T iterations, thereby requiring O(K ~1¢73) gradient computations at each WN. Moreover, our approach does
not assume identical data distributions across WNs making the approach general enough for federated learning
applications.

Index Terms

Non-convex stochastic optimization, worker-server architecture, distributed optimization, federated learning,
momentum based variance reduction

I. INTRODUCTION

Unconstrained stochastic non-convex optimization problems aim to minimize a function f : R — R denoted as:

min { (2) := Beon|f(2:€)]}. (1)
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where f(x;&) represents a sample function (potentially non-convex), specifically, a sample of f drawn from
distribution D, i.e. £ ~ D. This setting is sometimes also referred to as the online setting [1]], where stochastic
samples of the function f are observed in a streaming setting. Non-convex stochastic optimization problems of
the form given in () cover a myriad of machine learning applications [2]]. Such problems often arise in training
of deep neural networks [3]], matrix completion [4], principal component analysis [S]], [6], tensor decomposition
[7], inference in graphical models [8] and maximum likelihood estimation with hidden variables to name a few.
Moreover, in the current age of Big-Data, the learning systems on a consistent basis have to draw inferences with
large (potentially infinite) or streaming data samples. For such models, it is not always feasible to implement
the algorithms and perform all the computations at a single central node [9]. To alleviate this shortcoming and
to speedup the computations, modern machine learning applications utilize the worker-server architecture, where
multiple worker nodes (WNs) in collaboration with a server node (SN) jointly aim to solve (I). The worker-server
architecture entails off-loading data as well as computations to the WNs which helps not only in speeding up the
algorithms as well as providing some level of data privacy [10]. The SN acts as the central server responsible for
sharing the parameters between the WNs. Assuming that there are X WNs present in the network, problem (1)) for
a distributed setup can be reformulated as:
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min {f(ac) = %ZE&D(M[JC(M(&U;O]}. 2)
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where D*) represents the distribution of the samples at the k-th WN for k € [K]. Since the distributions D*) can be
different across different WNss, (2)) also models the popular federated learning models [11]]. Finding a global solution
of the non-convex problem (I)) (or (2)) is, in general, an NP-hard problem. Therefore, the solution methodologies for
finding the minimizer of f generally rely on iterative methods for finding an approximate solution. These methods
are often designed to find one of the approximate stationary points x, (see Definition of the function f such
that E[V f(z,)] is close to 0.

The goal of this work is to design such algorithms for solving (2) with the help of K WNs and a SN, which
utilizes only the stochastic gradient information to find an approximate stationary point of function f. The de facto
standard algorithm used in large scale machine learning for such problems is stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
[12], which can be written for problem (1) as:

Tt41 = Tt — ntVf(wt; ft)

where {z;}]_, are the iterates returned from SGD, V f(z¢;&;) is the direction of the stochastic gradient at tth
time with & ~ D and 7, is the step size (sometimes also referred to as the learning rate). The convergence
performance of the SGD is sensitive to the choice of the step-size [[13] and it has been shown to converge only
under restrictive conditions on the step-size [2], [12]. To remedy this sensitivity and make SGD robust to the
choice of parameters “adaptive” SGD methods are often used where the step-size is chosen on the fly using
stochastic gradient information of the current and the past samples [[13]]-[17]. In this work, we propose one such
“adaptive” method for distributed non-convex stochastic optimization which utilizes the current stochastic gradient
information to design the step-sizes. The proposed algorithm is a substantial extension of the centralized algorithm
STORM proposed in [[17] for worker-server types of architecture. The major advantage of the proposed algorithm
is that it achieves the optimal computational complexity (please see Definition while achieving linear speed-up
with the number of WNs without computing any batch gradients at each WN in contrast to the current state-of-
the-art methods which almost exclusively rely on computing mega batch-size gradients at each WN to guarantee
optimal convergence guarantees. Moreover, the proposed algorithm executes in a “single loop” and achieves variance
reduction by designing the descent direction based on momentum-based constructions [17]], [18]. In contrast, the
most popular variance reduction based methods utilize double loop structure to achieve variance reduction, with
one loop designed for variance reduction and the other for speeding-up the algorithm [19]-[21]].

A. Related Work and Contributions

1) Centralized Algorithms: Due to the inherent variance of the stochastic gradients, the SGD proposed in [2], [12],
has been shown to converge to the e-stationary point at a modest rate of O(T‘l/ 4) for non-convex smooth objective
functions. This rate was improved to O(T' =3/ 10) in non-convex SVRG [20]], [22] and in SCSG [23]], by using the
ideas initially developed in SVRG [19] for strongly convex objectives. Based on similar ideas, the convergence
guarantees of stochastic gradient based methods for smooth non-convex objective functions were further improved
to O(T‘l/ 3) in SPIDER [21]], SpiderBOOST [24] and Nested SVRG proposed in [25]]. This convergence rate was
later shown to be optimal in [26]]. As discussed earlier, these algorithms relied on a double loop structure to achieve
variance reduction by computing large batch size gradients and, thereby, improving upon the performance of SGD
methods. To circumvent the need for computing these large batch gradients, Hybrid-SGD [18] and STORM [17]
algorithms were developed recently which execute in a single loop and achieve variance reduction using momentum
based gradient updates. These algorithms were shown to achieve the same optimal convergence rate of O(T‘l/ 3)
(up to a logarithmic factor in [17]) while computing only the stochastic gradients. Note that Hybrid-SGD in [18]]
requires computation of one mega batch size gradient compared to [20]-[25]], where mega batch size gradients are
computed for each outer loop.

Moreover, as pointed out earlier, SGD based methods are not only sensitive to the choice of the parameters but
are also convergent only under restrictive assumptions. To robustify SGD based algorithms, adaptive algorithms like
AdaGrad, ADAM and RMSProp [14]—-[16] have been proposed where the step size naturally adapts to the past and
present stochastic gradients of the objective function. In the non-convex setting, these methods have been extended
in [13], [27], [28] and more recently in [17]]. In contrast to other methods, STORM proposed in [17] has shown
that the state-of-the-art convergence guarantees can be achieved even with adaptive methods when combined with
momentum based techniques.



2) Distributed Algorithms: In distributed networks, linear speedup implies that the total IFO calls (please see
Definition required to achieve an e-stationary point (please see Definition at each WN are reduced by
a factor equal to the number of WNs, K, present in the network compared to a centralized system. In distributed
setups, primary goal is to achieve linear speedup with the number of WNs present in the network. Distributed (also
referred to as parallel) versions of SGD for minimizing non-convex objectives was initially proposed in [29]], [30].
To further reduce the communication complexity, restarted versions of SGD for non-convex problems, where the
communication was performed less frequently was proposed in [31]-[33]]. In contrast to [31] and [32], the authors
of [33] employed momentum based techniques to further improve the communication efficiency of distributed SGD
based algorithms. All the above algorithms achieved a convergence rate of O(K —1/Ap-1/ 4), thereby achieving
linear speed up with the number of WNs present in the network. In this work, we propose a momentum based
SGD algorithm which improves upon the convergence rate of distributed as well as restarted versions of SGD and
also achieves linear speedup with the number WNs. The proposed algorithm outperforms the existing algorithms
by achieving variance reduction via momentum based descent direction construction.

As pointed out in [34], the literature on distributed variance reduction methods has almost exclusively focused on
convex and strongly convex problems with a few exceptions including [34] and [35]. In [35], a robust distributed
algorithm was developed with convergence rate of O(K ~1/5T7—3/10) where the responsibility of computing the mega
size batch gradients was given to the WNs. This convergence rate was uniformly improved to O(K —1/3p-1/ 3)
in PR-SPIDER proposed in [34], which is not only optimal [26], but is also shown to achieve state-of-the-art
communication complexity. However, similar to the centralized algorithms, this convergence performance was
achieved at the expense of computing mega batch size gradients. Moreover, as pointed out earlier, we utilize the
ideas developed in STORM proposed in [17], and, therefore, design an adaptive algorithm which utilizes momentum
based techniques to achieve variance reduction. Specifically, in this work we propose the first distributed algorithm
for stochastic non-convex optimization which:

e Proposes a single-loop algorithm which eliminates the need for computing stochastic gradients over large

batches. The algorithm computes stochastic gradients only to update the descent direction.

o The proposed algorithm is shown to achieve linear speed up with the number of WNs in the network.

o We first propose the algorithm which uses adaptive step sizes to achieve variance reduction. Then we propose

a special case of the adaptive algorithm with non-adaptive step sizes, which requires a constant order less
communication compared to the adaptive algorithm while providing the same convergence guarantees.

B. Paper Organization

In Section [ we discuss the problem along with the corresponding assumptions and definitions. In Section
MI we first introduce the Adaptive algorithm “AD-STORM” and then in Section we present its convergence
guarantees. Then in Section [V] we propose the non-adaptive version of the algorithm “D-STORM” along with its
associated convergence guarantees. Finally, in Section [VIl we conclude the paper. For improved readability, some
of the proofs and results are provided in the Appendix. Below, we describe the notations used in the paper.

C. Notations

The expected value of a random variable X is denoted by E[X] and its conditional expectation conditioned on
an Event A is denoted as E[X|Event A]. We denote by R (and R?) the set of real numbers (and d-dimensional real-
valued vectors). The set of natural numbers is denoted by N. Given a positive integer X € N, [K] = {1,2,..., K}.
Throughout the manuscript, || - || denotes the /3-norm and (-,-) the Euclidean inner product.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
The objective is to minimize f : R? — R

o {f@) == éf(’“)(w)},

W



where K is the number of WNs. The K functions, f (k) . R — R, are distributed among K WNs with each node
having access to stochastic samples of the locally available function. The function at the kth node is given as

FP (@) = Eeupo [fP (23 6)].
where D) represents the distribution of the samples at the kth WN.

Assumption 1 (Gradient Lipschitz Continuity). All the functions f*) (-, ¢®)) with £*) ~ D®), for all k € [K] are
assumed to be L-smooth, i.e.,

E(|V ) (2;6®)) - VB (y;6®)|| < Lllw —y|| for all z,y € R

Assumption 2 (Unbiased Bounded Gradient and Variance Bound). For all the functions f*) (x,¢ (k)) with %) ~
D®), for all k € [K] we have:
1) Unbiased gradient: We assume that each stochastic gradients computed at each WN is an unbiased estimate
of the corresponding function of the WN, i.e.,

E[Vf®(z;6W)] = VP ().

Moreover, we assume that each node chooses samples £*) independently across all k € [K].
2) Variance bound: We assume that the variance of the stochastic gradients computed at each node is universally
bounded as:

E|VF®) (2;60) — v ®) (2|2 < 02,

3) Bounded Gradient: Finally, to design the adaptive algorithm AD-STORM, we additionally need the stochastic
gradients to be bounded at each WN, i.e.,

IV 8 ;6™ < G

Definition II.1 (e-stationary Point). A point z is called e-stationary if |V f(z)|| < e. Moreover, a stochastic
algorithm is said to achieve an e-stationary point in ¢ iterations if E[||V f(x;)|]] < €, where the expectation is over
the randomness of the algorithm until time instant .

Definition IL.2 (Computation complexity). We assume an Incremental First-order Oracle (IFO) framework, where
given a sample £(¥) at the kth node and iterate x, the oracle returns (f)(z;£®)), Vf*)(z;£*))). Each access to
the oracle is counted as a single IFO operation. We measure the computational complexity in terms of the total
number of calls to the IFO each WN makes to achieve an e-stationary point given in Definition

IIT. ADAPTIVE DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHM: AD-STORM
A. A Biased Gradient Estimator

In this work, we use the gradient estimator similar to the one employed in [17] and [18]]. The proposed gradient
estimator at each node takes a convex combination of the popular SARAH estimator [36]] and the unbiased SGD
gradient estimator [12]]. We can write the gradient estimator at node k € [K]| at time instant ¢ 4 1 as:

k k k k k k k k
A = a4 VIO @® e 41— ar) (@ + VO @) e — v r® @R M)
SGD SARAH

k k k k k
= VO @ 6B + (1= a) (dF — v O @ eM)).

with the parameter a;y1 < 1 as the momentum parameter. Note that similar estimators have been previously used
in [17] and [18]] in centralized settings where all the data is available at a single node. In contrast to [21]]-[24]],
[34]-[36], the gradient estimator proposed above does not require the computation of large batch-size gradients
to achieve optimal computational complexity. In contrast, the proposed gradient estimator above computes two
stochastic gradients, V f <’f>(x§i>1;§t(_’?1) and V f <k>(x§’“>;§t(_’?1) at each node for £ € [K] at each time instant. A
similar estimator used in a centralized setting for the STORM algorithm was shown to achieve optimal convergence
guarantees in [17]] recently. Next, we discuss the algorithm.




Algorithm 1 Adaptive Distributed STORM - AD-STORM
1: Input: Parameters: &, wy and ¢
2: Initialize: Iterate xgk) = I, descent direction dgk) =d = + Zle Vf(k)(mgk); {YC)) for all k£ € [K], step size

k) _ _F
o~ = 1/3
3: fort—ltono
4 for k =1to K do
5: gt(k) = HVf(k)(ﬂ?gk); fﬁk))H — Forward gt(k) to SN
6 G} = + z:,f:l(gt(k))2 — Receive G7 from SN
7 w; = max {QGZ, R3L3 — Zﬁ:l G?, R303/L3}
8 =—r
ui (wt—i-zt léf /

k k k
o: 3:§+)1 = :L'E ) ntdg )
10: agr1 = cn?

k k
1 dith = V0 t+17§t+1) (1= ars1) (@ — VB (@ M) — Forward d;" to SN
12: dgljr)l =di1 = % Zszl d§+1 — Receive d; from SN
13: end for
14: end for

B. Algorithm: AD-STORM

In this section, we propose an adaptive distributed algorithm AD-STORM based on STORM proposed in [17]].
The pseudo code of AD-STORM is presented in Algorithm [1l After specifying the required parameters, we
initialize the algorithm with the same initial iterate, xgk) = T1, at each WN. Also, each node uses the same initial

descent direction, dgk) = d;, which is constructed using unbiased estimates of the gradients at individual WNss,

vk ( (k)) for all k£ € [K] with ék) ~ D®*)_ Then in Step 5, the WNs share the norm of stochastic gradients
computed at each WN with the SN, which is a scalar value. The SN computes aggregated statistic GZ and sends
it back to the WNs. Based on the received statistic G7, each WN updates the parameter w; in Step 7 and designs
its corresponding step-size 7 in Step 8 (note that alternatively Steps 7 and 8 can be preformed at the SN and 7,
can be send to the WNs instead of G?). In Step 9 of the algorithm, the individual WNs update their corresponding
iterate, mgk). Note at this stage that as each node had the same initial iterate, ¥;, and each node uses the same
descent direction the updated iterate, z, |, will be same across all k € [K]. Therefore, we denote zf,, = Z;41 for
t € [T]. Next, the momentum parameter, a1, is updated in Step 10. Using the updated iterate and the momentum
parameter, each WN in Step 11 updates the descent direction and forwards it to the SN. The SN aggregates the
received descent directions and sends them back to the WNs in Step 12. The process repeats until convergence.

Remark 1. The parameter w; for ¢ € [T] is a non-increasing function of time, in contrast to the STORM algorithm
proposed in [[17]], where the parameter w; remained fixed over time. Moreover, the parameter s given in Theorem
is larger than the one used in STORM. In conclusion, the distributed architecture allows us to choose the step-
sizes 7 that are larger compared to the centralized case. This choice of increased step sizes and the corresponding
analysis shows that AD-STORM (and D-STORM in Section [V)) is capable of achieving linear speed up with the
number of WNs, K, present in the network.

Next, we provide the convergence guarantees for AD-STORM.

IV. ANALYSIS: AD-STORM
The goal of Algorithm [l is to guarantee:

K
< e where 7; = ngk)

SRR RS WL

which is the definition of the e-stationary point.



In this section, we present the analysis of AD-STORM and present its convergence guarantees. As a starting

point, we first need the basic descent lemma as proved below.

Lemma IV.1 (Descent Lemma). For n; < 1 and &, = d; — V f(Z;), we have:

Elf (@111)] < E[f(ft) ~ IV @I+ %uanﬂ.

Proof. Using the smoothness of f we have:

Elf(Zi11)] < E [f(xt) +(V (@), Tey1 — T4) + ngtJrl - th2]

2
V1@ - (V1@ + LE ]

=

2
— B[ 7@~ mldh P + lde — (@, i+ E ]

—
=

n;L
2 2

~[s@) - (% - L) 1P - 219 (@0 + 21de - V1@l

(o) -
<[ () - 210 s @I + Fla - Vi@

2
_ s Nt 7 _ M 7 7 _ n L -
= E[f(xt) — el + EtHdt — V@) + EtHdtHZ - gltHVf(ﬂCt)H2 + —t2 Hdtﬂz}

3)

where (a) follows from the update given in Step 9 of Algorithm [Il (b) follows from the relation (a,b) = %HaH2 +

511> — 3lla — b||* and (c) follows from the choice 7; < 7.
Finally, using the notation é; = d; — V f(Z;) we have the proof.

O

Now, to study the contraction of the average gradient error, &;, we analyze the contraction properties of ||&/]| in
the next lemma. Specifically, we analyze how the term ||&;]|?/7;_1 contracts across time. Note that this construction
helps us analyze the non-trivial potential function defined later in the section. We name the lemma as Error

contraction lemma.

Lemma IV.2 (Error Contraction). The error term & from Algorithm [I] satisfies the following:

”etH2:| [( o 41— at)2L277t2—1> le—1]? | 401 — ) L?n
B <E|((1-a)?+ +
|:77t—1 ( t) K Nt—1 K

IV f(@-0)? +



Proof. Using the definition of e; we have

E[ueﬂ [Hdt wwﬁ

Nt—1 M—1

M—1

2

2
95| L Zvﬂk )+ - a0 a 1——2Vf<’“ 569 - Vi) |
- K 2
98| %Z[(Vf(k)(ftv 9 = O @) (1 - a) (VO @r:67) — VO @)| + (1 - a)e ]
- k=1
(1 \2|15 2 K
(QE_(l “;1_”1615—1” M 1K2 kZ[ B (@ ¢") - Vf(k)(i’t))—(1—at)(vf(k)(ft—1;§§k))—Vf(k)(ft—l))}
2 <1—at>ét_1,— (vﬂ’f)(fu ) — v fO(3)) — (1= a) (VFO @17 = VO3, 1))
Ni—1 K
N1 "7t 1K2 Tt; t t t t—1, Gt t—1
o > <(Vf (@) = VIO @) — (1= a) (VO @) - VO @),
L L lE[K kA
(Vf(”(a?t;&(”) - Vf(l)(ft)) -(1- at)(vf(l)(ft—l; dl)) - Vf(l)(xt—l))>]
O [AL—a)?le)® | 1 & 2
- F o : 1K2Z\\(Vf(k)(ft;ét(k))—Vf(k)(:ﬁt)) — (1= a) (VB (@_1; €M) = VIO (@e20) | ]
- k=1

4

where (a) follows from the definition of the descent direction dik) given in Step 11 of Algorithm [I} (b) follows
from adding and subtracting (1 — a;)+ SR VF®(E 1) (= (1 — a))Vf(Z1)), the fact that a:,gk) = 7 for all
t € [T] (please see Step 9 of Algorithm [I)) and using the definition of &;_1, (c¢) follows from expanding the norm
using inner products, (d) follows from the application of Lemma[A.Tl and again expanding the norm using the inner
products across k € [K], finally (e) results from the usage of Lemma



Now let us consider the 2nd term of (@) above we have:
S Z (V506 = 91@0) - (L a) (V1O @r1s€) - VW)
- E[m e Z 1@ = a0 [(VF P @ &) = VP @) = (VIO @i ) = VD @) |
+ar (VO (@ ¢") = V0 (@) !\2]

a —Qa K
(g)E[MZH(Vf<k><$t ) = v §B(3,_1;6)) - (Vf““)(ft)—Vf<k><:zt_1>)H2]

[Q“t zuw (#:60) ~ VW (@ M

ne—1K?
B \V ER V0 @) 26 m 1 v PONIE
<E\S ZH o O @ ZH IO
© _[2(1 —ay) 2L 2 2¢2n3- 1Gt}
<E T — T
sE= R E 2t — Ze—a||” +
@ o [200 = a)? Ly 5 o, 26°004GF
R e )

where (a) follows from using LemmalC.2] (b) results from the use of Lemma[A.3and the definition of a;. Inequality
(¢) follows from the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient given in Assumption [1 and the definition of G? given in
Step 6 of Algorithm [1l Finally, (d) follows from the update Step 9 of Algorithm

Replacing, (@) in @) we get:
2112 5 2 21 — a2L2m . - 223 (2
E[Hetﬂ } gE[(l—at)znet il n (1 —a)*Ln, Ly | 4+ 22 G

N—1 Ne—1 K K
() A1 = a)’ L7\ le—1® 401 — ag)? L4 2¢2n; G}
S (1= a)? -1 5 )12 =19t |
R ol A g g+ 2
(6)
where (a) above follows by adding and subtracting V f(Z;_1) inside the norm ||d;_1|* and using Lemma
Therefore, we have the result. |

Before, proceeding further we first define the Lyapunov potential function to be used to get the main result of
the paper. We define the Lyapunov potential function, ®;, similar to [17] as:

K
@ = T _—
t f(xt) + 48L277t—1

Using the above two lemmas, we can state the main result of the work in the next theorem.

[ (7)

Theorem IV.3. Under the assumptions given in Section [l and for the choice of parameters:
92/3
(i) For any b> > TR
KaG2/3
(i) k= ——.

(iii) ¢ =

L
28L2+22/3G2_ (28 2¥3 \ () 5612
K = 3Le3 T \K



(iv) We have {w;}1_; as

3.3 =373 t A2 2323
wt:max{2G, ZG“ Lg}:G max{2,—G2 _2@7(;2[/3}
i=1
(id), (iid) G?  (56b)3
2 3 13
< G max{2 b’ K ZG2’ m}

Then the algorithm AD-STORM satisfies:

ZHVf )12

g | M (%, wo, ¢, 0)(wr + GQT)l/T 1/2

with M (R, wo, c,0) defined as

M (R, wq,c,0) :3(f(:i1)—f(:£*)) + S0LF + 1OL21 n(T + 2).

Proof. First, using Lemma and adding over t =1 to T, we get:
T

E[f(xTH)—f(xl)]SE[—Z IV f( H2+Z”tuetu2} ®)

t=1
Now using Lemma we compute:

€1 ]| HetHT K 9, 41— at+1)2L277t2> &2
E - <E|{(1-a +
[ Mt Nt—1 ( t+1) K Nt

A0 =P oo 200G @l
\V4 —
S | S

- 4L"n
~ e[ (w0 o) (14 258) gl

4(1 —a 2L2 2C G
@ [/ i e )
< E|:<77t 1(1—at+1)<1—|— Knt> _nt 1>Het||2 nt”Vf( )H2 Tm:|

(©))

where (a) follows from the fact that 0 <1 —a; < 1
Let us consider the coefficient of the first term of (9):

4L2 2 4L2 2 4L2 2
-1 n -1 -1 -1 -1 n n
yr (1_at+1)<1+ Kt>_77t—1:77t — M1t ( Kt _at+1<1+ Kt>>

_ _ 412
=1 T 77t—11 + Nt (7 - C>- (10)

where inequality (a) utilizes the fact that 4L2n? /K > 0.



First, considering 1, ' — 7"} in (I0) we have from the definition of 7; in Algorithm [It

R (5.0 3i G (wy + 121G
t—1 —

K
) (we + Y G — (w0 + TGN

K

—~
Q

IN

—~
=
=

G}
3R (w; + Y21 G2)*°
G
3 (w, — G2+ Y1, G2)*/*
G
3 (we/2+ i, G2)*
213G
3% (we +230_ G?)
92/3 (2 () 92/3 (1252 () 22/3G2 , (9) 22/3G2
= - — 73 S ¢ ~2\2/3  3R8 n < 3.3 (1)
3 (wy + 3052, G7) 373 (we + 205, G7) a &
where inequality (a) uses the fact that we have w; < w;_; which follows from the definition of w; given in the
statement (iv) of Theorem [V.3] and (b) follows from:

13 _ 1/3 < Y
(z+y) < 5.2

In (c) we have used G? < G2 for all t € N (please see (I8)), in inequality (d) we have used the fact that w; > 2G2,
which follows from the definition of w; given in statement (iv) of Theorem[IV.3l Inequality (e) again uses G7 < G2
for all ¢ € N. Finally, in (f) and (g) we used the definition of n; given in Algorithm [I] and the fact that n; < 1/L,
respectively.

IN

A
INe

INE

2/3

412 2817  22/3G?
Now consider the term 7 (7 — c> in (I0), since we have ¢ = e + eV we get:
412 2412 22/3G2
"t<7‘0>:"t<‘ K ‘W) 12
Replacing and in (10D, we get:
_ 4L%n? _ 2417
Yo 1(1 - at—i—l)(l + Knt ) - 77t—11 < - Knt' (13)
Replacing (13) in @), we get:
&6 HétHT [ 24L%n; 2, AL? 77t 2 202G?+177§]
E — <E|—-——|e \Y +
Lol _ o Ee? + L2 ) + 25
Now summing over ¢ and multiplying by —— we get:
482
T
e+ E\Ietll2 77t _ 12 2 t+177t
. 14
MZ R B PO +Z Vsl +Z ol ay

10



Finally, considering the last term of (I4)) above and using the definition of 7; from Algorithm [I] we have:
T —

Z C2G%+177t Z %+1

2412 24L2 (wy + Zz 1 G2)

~+~
Il
—

—~
S
N

M=

3Gt+1
24L2(2G2 +30 ., G?)
3Gt—l—l
< 24 L2(G2 + z?“ G2)
(2 c R | ) T+1
Szt U7 Z
(d) C2H3
< —_
= 2412

where inequality (a) uses the fact that w; > 2G? (see Theorem [V3), (b) follows from the fact that G? < G?
(please see (I8)) for all t € N and (c) follows from Lemma Finally, (d) again follows from the fact that
G? < G?forall t € N,

Replacing (I3) in (14), we get:

t=1

—~
=
=

MH

t

l\)

In(T + 2). (15)

T _ _ T
Kyl JEE S ey e ]« Smr 2. a6
48[/2 —1 Mt MNt—1 - —1 2 12 24[/2
: : . . : _ K 2
Adding (8) and (16) above and using the definition of the potential function ®; = f(Z;) + m”etﬂ given
-1

in @) we get:

T
E[®r4 — @] < ZE[ — %HVf(:ft)Hz + %HVf(ﬂ?t)”ﬂ 24L2 ln(T +2)
t=1
T
on,
=Y &= s + S m +2),
t=1
Rearranging the terms we get;
) 253
[Zmuw @)IP| < ZE®: - Bral + £y T+ 2)
(<)3IE‘ * K Eje? + 231T2
< 3E[f(z1) — f(=)] + 2002, lex]]” + 1012 n(7T +2)
(b) B . w1/302 02/{3

where (a) follows from the definition of ®; and the fact that ®7,1 > f(2*) and inequality (b) uses the definition
of 79 and Lemma to bound ||&1]|2.

Finally, note from the choice of w; = max {2G2, R ZG“ KLg } in the statement (iv) of Theorem
I

(we + Yoimy GHY?
nr < n for all ¢t € [T] in the above, we get

and the definition of 7, = that 7; is non-increasing with ¢. Therefore, using the fact that

T 2 w1/30'2 02/413
B[ 3 IV H@IE] < 3(5t0) — £) + Ghp + g T +2)
=

11



Now let us denote:

é/ o2 2R3
M (R, wo,c,0) =3(f(z1) — f(z¥)) + 20L27 + T0L2 In(T + 2).
Using the analysis similar to one conducted in [17]], we get:
2
M (R, wqy,c,o
o] [ wsaon| <u[Mmeo)
nr
@ [ M wo,c.0)(wr + 3y GPM?
K
®) _[M(k 2)1/3
R
where (a) follows from the definition of 77 and (b) uses the fact that G; < G? which follows from:
A N k
Gt =22 (0")" = = IV E®:g"P < 6 (1)
Hence, we have the proof. U

Using Theorem and utilizing the definition of wp, we can now compute the computation complexity
(Definition [[L.2) of the algorithm.

2
Corollary 1. For a = 3 and rest of the parameters chosen according to Theorem [V 3l
(i) For K=« > 56b/21/3, we have:

E‘|Vf($a)||§0<1+a+\/m> <1+a+\/m>

K1/371/2 K1/371/3

and for K'=® < 56b/2'/3 we have

EHVf(wa)”§O<1+a+\/lnT+2> <1+a+\/ln(T+2)>.

K1/271/2 K1/371/3

(ii) To reach an e-stationary solution we need O(K ~Le=3), gradient computations at each node, thereby, achieving
linear speedup with the number of WNs K in the network.

2 b)3
Proof. We know from the statement of Theorem that w; < G? max {2, b K3 Z g2’ KE,)S e } This

implies that, for ¢ = 0, in the worst case we will have wg = O(b3K 30‘). Note that here the Worst case refers to the
worst case speedup achievable in terms of the number of WNs, K, present in the network.

T
Moreover, after a finite number of iterations, specifically, for any 7" such that P{Z(Gf / Gz) > VK 30‘} =1
i=1
(56b)3
K33
V f(Z:) go to zero, the variance of the stochastic gradients of the individual nodes (variance of V [
keeps them from going to zero. Now we consider two regimes as:

we will have wr < G? max {2, }, i.e., a constant. Note that this follows because even if the gradients

( (k). (k)))

15t

Regime 1: When we have K~ > 56b/21/3.

This means 2 > (56b)3/K373® which further implies that we have wy = O(2G?). So under Regime 1, using
. KoG?/3 56.L°
wr = 2G? and wg = bPK3* along with & = — and ¢ <

as given in the statement of Theorem

12



in the result of Theorem we get:

1 o In(T + 2) 1 o In(T + 2)
T ZEHVf /S O<Ka/2T1/2 T Ka/2T1/2 T Kl-aTl/2 ) T O<K0‘/2Tl/3 T Ka/2T1/3 T Kl-aT1/3 |

This follows by using (z + y)? < 2P 4 yP for z,y > 0 and p < 1, to expand the terms in (wr + G*T)'/6 and
1/3 2 23
(M (%, wo,c,0))'/2. Specifically, treating terms 3(f(z1) — f(2*)), T35 and 160’22 In(T + 2) as three separate
R
terms for expanding the powers of M (%, wy, ¢,0). Moreover, on the left hand side of the inequality we have used

Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to get:

= E Vi@ < E IV £ (@)]1*.
) 2
Choosing o = 3 we get:

—ZEHVf |<O<1+a+\/lnT+2> <1+0+\/1nT+2>

K1/371/2 K1/371/3

Therefore, we have (i) under Regime 1. Moreover, to obtain the e-stationary solution we need:
In(T +2) 3 fc—1.-3

Now, we consider Regime 2 as:

Regime 2: When we have K~ < 56b/2'/3.

This means 2 < (56b)%/K373% which further implies that we have wr = O(1/K373%),

Ko 2/3 12
So under Regime 2, using wr = 1/K373% along with & = TG and ¢ < o0

of Theorem in the result of Theorem we get:

1 o In(T + 2) 1 o In(T + 2)
— < .
ZEHVf ” O<K1/2T1/2 + K1/271/2 + K(3—3a)/2T1/2> + O<Ka/2T1/3 + Ka/271/3 + Kl-a71/3
. . 2
Again, choosing oo = 3 we get:

lzT:EHVf \<0<1+”+m>+ (””Vm)

as given in the statement

T K1/271/2 K1/371/3

Therefore, we have (i) under Regime 2. Moreover, to achieve e-stationary solution we need:
ID(T + 2) ~ —-1 —3
0<7K1/3T1/3> <e = T>O0K ')

Therefore, we have the corollary. O

.

Remark 2. Centralized STORM proposed in [17], requires 0(6_3) gradient computations to achieve an e-stationary
solution. In contrast to the centralize STORM, Corollary [1] given above implies that for AD-STORM the total
number of gradient evaluations at each WN in the worst case is reduced by a factor of K. This implies that AD-
STORM is capable of achieving linear speedup with the number of WNs, K, while at the same time achieving
optimal computational complexity compared to the state-of-the-art up to logarithmic factors [26].

Remark 3. Note that the design of AD-STORM given in Algorithm [If requires knowledge of the gradient bound,
G, given in Assumption 2l Moreover, the design of AD-STORM does not rely on the knowledge of the variance
parameter o2, however, the convergence depends o2.

13



Algorithm 2 Distributed STORM - D-STORM
1: Input: Parameters: &, {w;}._, and c
2: Initialize: Iterate x(k) = I, descent direction d(k) =d; = L K: v f (k) x(k); (k) for all k € | K], step size
1 1 K 2ok=1 1 561
— _k_
Mo = wil®
fort =1to T do

3:
4 for k=1to {( do
: " = Tt
k k k
6: ) = o™ = i
7 atzl = Cn); i . i i . .
8 d£+)1 = Vf(k)(ZU,EJF)l; ft(+)1) +(1- at+1)(d§ ) Vf(k)(iﬂi );é’t(Jr)l)) — Forward d§+)1 to SN
9: dil.?l = Czt+1 = % Zszl dﬁi’l — Receive CZt+1 from SN
10: end for
11: end for

12: Return: z, chosen uniformly randomly from {z;}/_,

Next, we present a non-adaptive version of the algorithm, D-STORM. The proposed non-adaptive algorithm is
a special case of the adaptive algorithm which does not require the knowledge of GG. Moreover, it does not even
require the bounded gradient Assumption [2| to hold true. However, the design of the non-adaptive algorithm requires
the knowledge of the variance parameter o to design the step sizes.

V. NON-ADAPTIVE DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHM: D-STORM

In this section, we present the non-adaptive version of the distributed algorithm developed in Section Il As
pointed out earlier, the proposed algorithm, D-STORM, does not rely on the Bounded Gradient Assumption given
in Assumption 2 In fact D-STORM, replaces G2 by o2 in the design of the step sizes and still guarantees the same
convergence as for AD-STORM.

The steps of the algorithm D-STORM are given in Algorithm 2l After specifying a few parameters (please see
Theorem [V.3), in Step 2 of the algorithm we initialize the algorithm with the same initial iterate, xgk) = I, at
each WN. Also, each node uses the same initial descent direction, dgk) = d;, which is constructed using unbiased
estimates of the gradients at individual WNs, V f (k)(:ngk); gk)), for all k£ € [K] with £§k) ~ D), Each node then
computes the step size, 7, according to Step 5 and then updates the iterate in Step 6 of the algorithm. Note at this
stage that as each node had the same initial iterate, Z;, and each node uses the same descent direction, the updated
iterate, acfH, will be same across all k& € [K]. Therefore, we denote wfﬂ = Zy4q for ¢t € [T]. Then in Step 7, the
momentum parameter is updated which is then used to compute the new local descent direction, dgi)l, in Step 8.
Finally, in Step 9 of the algorithm, the local descent directions, dglfr)l, are forwarded to the SN and updated descent
direction, d;; 1, are received from the SN at the WNs. The process is repeated until convergence.

Next, we present the convergence guarantees associated with the algorithm.

A. Analysis: D-STORM

The proof for the convergence of D-STORM follows the same approach as for the AD-STORM. However, the
proof is relatively simpler as the step size 7, for D-STORM does not depend on the stochastic gradients and is
thereby deterministic.

First, we present the Descent lemma.

Lemma V.1 (Descent Lemma). For n, < + and & = dy — V f(Z;), we have:
_ _ Mt _ Mt =
Ef (@) < Ef(@) — ZEIVI @I + Ll
The proof follows exactly the same approach as the proof of Lemma Next, we present the lemma for error

contraction.

14



Lemma V.2 (Error Contraction). The error term e; from Algorithm [2 satisfies the following:

A(1 — a))2L2n2 4(1 — ap)*L*n}
Bt I Ve P+ S B v )+

Proof. Using the definition of e; we have

Ellel|? = E||d; — V£ ()|

K
—)EH%ZW““(@’“;Q’“HG—at <dt 1——va ()5 €] >> V(@)

20?0
K

Ella < ((1 — )+

2

N |

HK (V19 = v50@)) - (1= a) (VIO @g?) - VP @en) | + 1= aen 2
k=1
9 (1 — afEleci + B 3 [(T0 @) - 95060) - (- a) (VO @) - 0 )] [
k=1
+2E<(1_‘” R i[( fO@Ee") = ViO(@)) - (1 -a) (Vﬂ’f’(xt_l;é’f’)—vﬂ“(xt-l))w

~~

=0

D (1 - @ Bl + ZEH (VA9 @ €M) - V19 @) — (10— ) (VP @0e) - VP @) |

N> E< (Vf(k (#:60) = VO (@) = (1= ar) (VO (@e1:67) = VIO(@1-))

kl€[K] kAL
(Vf(l) (Ty; gt(l)) - Vf(l)(ﬂ_jt)> — (1 —ay) <Vf(l)(3_3t—1§ &Sl)) - Vf(l)(jt—1)> >

N

=0

D (1 Bl + o ZEH (VO ) = VW) - (10— a) (VP @ 6M) - 9P |
(19)

where (a) follows from the definition of the descent direction dik) given in Step 9 of Algorithm 2l (b) follows
from adding and subtracting (1 — a;)+ SR VF® (@) (= (1 — a))Vf(Z1)), the fact that wﬁk) = 7 for all
t € [T] (please see Step 6 of Algorithm [2)) and using the definition of &;_1, (c¢) follows from expanding the norm
using inner products, (d) follows from Lemma [B.1l and again expanding the norm using the inner products, finally
(e) results from the usage of Lemma
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Now let us consider the 2nd term of (I9) above we have:

K
% SB[ (VP @se) - viP @) - (1 - a) (TP @) - v P@)) |
k=1

K
= 2 B0 - a) [(Vi@sel) - ViO@) - (VIO - v @)
k=1
o (VIO ) - v O @) |

<L ZEH( Vi@ e) = Vi @) = (VO @) - VO @) |

2at ZEHVf(k (Zs; k))_vf(k)(@)uz

(b) 2 20202

< S ZEHW (@ 69) — VO @) + 2

¢l —a) L7 t ZEHwt — &+

@ 2(1— at)2L277t_1 - 9 2a3 252

= Elldi— 2
K lde—1||* + % (20)

where (a) follows from Lemma (b) follows from Lemma and the variance bound given in Assumption
(c) follows from the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient given in Assumption [I] and, finally, (d) follows from the
update Step 6 of Algorithm [21

Replacing, 20) in we get:

2(1 — ay)?L*n?_ - 20202
Bl < (1 - a Bl |2 + 20— Pt gyg, ey 20
(a) 4(1 — ag)?Ln?_ 4(1 — ay)?L?n?_ 20202
< (- ap+ B gy L g+ 222

where (a) above follows by adding and subtracting V f(Z;_1) inside the norm ||d;_1||?> and using Lemma
Therefore, we have the result. O

Note the similarity of (2I) with (&), G; in (@) is replaced by o2 in @2I). Moreover, since the step sizes and Gy are
random in (6), we have the expectations with all the random quantities. We again use the same Potential function
as defined earlier in (7). Here, we define it again for convenience.

O = f(z0) + — |l &l (22)

48L2

Using the above two lemmas finally we can state the main convergence result for D-STORM in the next theorem.

Theorem V.3. Under the assumptions given in Section [l and for the choice of parameters:

92/3

(i) For any b> > TR

Kg2/3

(i) = 20T
(i) 28172 N 22352 (28 N 2%/3 ©) 5617

iii) ¢ = = — .

O T Y 3K ) = K

=303 ) (i1),(444) 560)3

(iv) wy = max {202, R — o, HL—(;} < o?max {2, K3 — ¢, ;{3_2)0( }
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Then the algorithm D-STORM satisfies:

1/3 _ « 1/3 1/3 o 1/3 9_9
1 [Bw/ E[f (1) — f(a*)]  wi wy 0®  wi ¢’k
E I < ==L Lt L In(T + 1
L (30l = fG)] | oM o
T2/3 I 20L2R2 10L2 )
Proof. First, using Lemma and adding over t = 1 to T, we get:
d n d n
_ _ t _ b
E[f(@rs1) — [(@)] < =Y SEIVF@)|* + > S Ele* (23)
t=1 t=1
Now using Lemma we compute:
El|e 2 Ellel? 4(1 — 2202\ Ell&)?
[€c+1ll®  Eéll < <(1—at+1)2+ (1 —ai1) 77t> [l
N Ni-1 K U
401 = ag1)*L*ne vz, 208507 Ele?
E(|Vf(z + -
9 P + 2 - 21
B 4L%n? _ _
= (0 (14 2 ) < Bl
4(1 — ag41)?L? 2¢%n} o0
7
(@ [ _ AL%n? _ 4L* 2¢%n}o?
< (= an) (14 25 ) o JEle? + RN sl + 2

where (a) follows from the fact that 0 < 1 —a; < 1
Let us consider the coefficient of the first term of (24):

_ 4L%n? _ 1 - _1 (AL} 4L%n?
Utl(l—at+1)<1+ Kt>_77t—11:77t1_77t—11+77t1< t—at+1<1+ t>>

K K
(a) _ _ _ 4L2772
<t =+ 1< i7a ! —at+1>
_ _ 412
=1 t— 77t—11 + Nt <7 - C>- (25)

where inequality (a) utilizes the fact that 4L2n? /K > 0.
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First, considering 7, ' — n,'; in (23) we have from the definition of 7; in Algorithm [

B Al (TR
t t—1 — —

K
@ (w+ %) — (w4 0%t = 1)
= R
(0) o2
< 373
3k (we + 02(t — 1))
0.2
a 3R(wt —o0?+ 02t)2/3
3R (w2 + o2t)*?
92/3 52
= 2/3

3k (wy 4 20°t)
92/3 ;2 22/3 ;22 () 92/3 ;2 (e) 92/3 ;2

= = = n < 7
37 (w +o-2t)2/3 3%3(u&-+-a2t)2/3 33 0 = 3LR3

(26)

where inequality (a) uses the fact that we have w; < w;_; which follows from the definition of w, given in the

statement (iv) of Theorem [V.3] and (b) follows from:

1/3 _ .1/3 Y
(x +vy) x S—ng/s'

In inequality (c), we have used the fact that w; > 202, finally in (d) and (e) we used the definition of n; given in

Algorithm [2] and the fact that 7, < 1/L, respectively.
2

AL 2812 2%/342
Now consider the term 7, <? — c) in (23), since we have ¢ = 8 U

K + 3LR3

4172 242  22/352
— —C f— J— e —
"\ K " K 3Li3

Substituting 26) and in 23), we get:

_ 4L2n? _ 2412
un 1(1_at+1)<1+ t) _77t—11 < - K M-

we get:

Substituting 28) in @4), we get:

Elz. 12  Elal2 24L72 AL?
lenl? _ Elle? _ —LE|a | + —EIIV (@) +

2202
Nt Ne-1 K

Now summing over ¢ and multiplying by we get:

K
8L’

T _ _ T
K EHet+1|!2 Euet”2 M= 112 2 o 77t
E — < — E —E + IE V + E .
4812 t=1 < - t=1 2 el t= [Vl 2412

uis M—1

18
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Finally, considering the last term of (29) above and using the definition of 7; from Algorithm 2] we have:
ET: 620'27]? . ET: Ao’k
4L? £ 2402 (wy + 0?t)

(@) L 2 2-3
< Z C"0O°KR
24L2%(0? + ot)

In(T +1). (30)

where inequality (a) uses the fact that w; > 202 > o2 and (b) follows from Lemma
Substituting (30) in 29), we get:

T
K Eleril®  Elled? n 2 m 2, ?R3
— —E E In(T +1 1
Y% ;( " e Z el + IVF@EIP+ gz (T +1). GD)
K
Adding and above and using the definition of potential function ®; = f(7;) + WHQHQ given in
-1
22), we get: '
d n d Ui
E[@riy — 0] < - ~E Ik g 7|12 + lTl
(Pres = 1] < = 3 GRIVAGI + 32 GBIV + 5 m(T+ )
_—Z5mEIIVf 2+ S T+ 1),
- 2412 "
Rearranging the terms we get;
T
12 2R3
> B[V (@) < 7 El®1 = Sr] + g (T + 1)
t=1
(a) K c
< 3E[f(Z1) — f(z*)] + ———FEl|&1|* + 1 T+1
< SEIf() — @) + gy Elal? + 157 T + 1)
(b) w1/302 2R3
< 3E[f(71) — f(z* 0 —— In(T + 1).

where (a) follows from the definition of ®; and the fact that (I)T—i-l > f(z*) and inequality (b) uses the definition

of 79 and Lemma to bound ||&1]|2.
33
Finally, note from the choice of w; = max {20’2, RAL3 — ot HL—?’} in the statement (iv) of Theorem [V.3] and

that 7; is non-increasing with ¢. Therefore, using the fact that np < n; for all

R
the definition of 0y = ——

Tt (wy + o2t)1/3
t € [T] in above, we get

1/3 2 23
nTZEuv.f )P < BELf (@) — fla")] + 50— + T (T + ).

Substituting 1y = in the above, we get

Kk
(wr + o2T)1/3

— ZEva ||2 3(wr + 0'2T)1/3E[f(:i1) — f(z")]  (wr+ O'2T)1/3w(1]/30-2 . (wr + O'2T)1/3c -
RT 20L2R2T 10L2T

In(T + 1).
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Using the identity (z + y)'/3 < z'/3 + y'/3, we have:

ZEHVf P2 < 3w1/3E[f(z1) — @] wy/ Py o N wyl® 25?2 (T + 1)
T R 20L2R2 10L2

. 1 302/3E[f(921) — F(2")] . 08/3wé/3 . o2/3 22
T2%/3 R 20L2R? 10L2

Hence, we have the proof. O

In(T + 1)].

Using Theorem [V.3] we can now compute the computation complexity (Definition of the algorithm.

2
Corollary 2. For a = 3 and the rest of the parameters chosen according to Theorem [V.3]

(i) For K=« > 56b/21/3, we have:

14+ 0%3 4 o2 In(T + 1) 14+0*3 40> In(T +1)
2
E[|V f(za)[I” < O( K2/3T ) + O< K2/372/3 >

and for K= < 56b/21/3, we have

1_|_04/3—|-021n(T—|—1) 0 1+O’4/3+0'21n(T+1)
w7 + K2/372/3

E[V/ (o) < 0(

(ii) To reach an e-stationary solution (please see Definition [[[ 1) we need O(K ~Le=3), gradient computations at
each node, thereby, achieving linear speedup with the number of WNs K in the network.

(56b)3
K3-3a
that, for ¢t = 0, in the worst case we will have wy = O(b3K3). Note that here the worst case refers to the worst

case speedup achievable in terms of the number of WNs, I, present in the network. Moreover, after a finite number
(56b)3

K3-3a

Proof. We know from the statement of Theorem that wy, < o?max< 2, BPK3* — ¢, } This implies

of iterations, specifically, T' > K3 we will have wy < % max {2, } Now we consider two regimes

as:

Regime 1: When we have K~ > 56b/21/3.

This means 2 > (56b)%/K373* which further implies that we have wr = O(20?%). So under Regime 1, using
a-2/3 562

wr = 202 and wy = b3 K3 along with & = TU and ¢ <

the result of Theorem [V.3] we get:

4/3 2In(T + 1 1 4/3 210(T + 1
ool ) ol e S2E50)

as given in the statement of Theorem in

KaT KaT K2-2aT KaT2/3 KaT2/3 K2-2a72/3

2
Choosing a = 3 we get:

14+ 0%3 4 o2 In(T + 1) 1403+’ In(T +1)
2
T ZE”Vf H < O< K2/3T > + O( K2/372/3 )

Therefore, we have (i) under Regime 1. Moreover, to achieve e-stationary solution we need:

4/3 | 2
O<1—|—J +o ln(T—|—1)> <e

BT/ = T>O0(K'e??)

Now, we consider Regime 2 as:

Regime 2: When we have K~ < 56b/2'/3.
This means 2 < (56b)3/K373% which further implies that we have wy = O(o2/K33%).
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bKg2/3 4 56 L2

So under Regime 2, using wy = ¢2/K373% along with & = —71 and ¢ < as given in the statement
of Theorem [V.3] in the result of Theorem [V.3] we get:
3 o2 In(T +1 1 4/3 2In(T + 1
9 o o“In(T + 1) o o”In(T +1)
T ZE”Vf || < O<KT KT + K3-3aT +0 KaT2/3 + KaT2/3 + K2-2a72/3 |

2
Again, choosing oo = 3 we get:

1+0%3 +62In(T +1 1+ 0%3 402 In(T + 1
B[V £z = ZEHW e <of ) o (M ),

Therefore, we have (i) under Regime 2. Finally, using Jensen’s inequality for the norm, i.e., (E|V f (xa)H)2
E[IVf(za)]?, we get

K1/271/2 K1/371/3
Moreover, to achieve e-stationary solution we need
2/3
0 1+0%° 4+0/In(T+1) <
K1/371/3 -

Therefore, we have the corollary. O

1 2/3 In(T"+1 1 2/3 T =1
E\|Vf(ja)||§0< +0%° +oy/In(T + )>—|—O< + 0% + o/In(T + )>‘

= T>O0(K '),

Remark 4. Corollary [2| again implies that the total number of gradient evaluations at each WN in the worst case
is reduced by a factor of K for D-STORM when compared to the centralized version of the algorithm [17]. This
again implies that D-STORM is also capable of achieving linear speedup with the number of WNs, K, while at the
same time achieving optimal computational complexity compared to the state-of-the-art up to logarithmic factors
[26].

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed two distributed algorithms for stochastic non-convex optimization. The proposed
algorithms AD-STORM and D-STORM are non-trivial extensions of the STORM algorithm proposed in [17]].
In contrast to the existing approaches, the proposed algorithms utilize momentum based construction of descent
direction and execute in a “single loop” which eliminates the need of computing large batch sizes to achieve
variance reduction. Moreover, the “adaptive” version of the algorithm utilizes the current gradient information
across all WNs to design adaptive step-sizes. Importantly, we showed that the proposed algorithms achieve optimal
computational complexity while attaining linear speedup with the number of WNs. Moreover, our approach did
not assume identical data distributions across WNs making the approach general enough for federated learning
applications. The future extensions of the proposed work include developing restarted versions of AD-STORM
and D-STORM to improve the communication complexity of the proposed algorithms [31]-[33]]. Moreover, the
extension of the proposed algorithms to decentralized (server less) architectures is also desirable.
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APPENDIX A
AD-STORM

Lemma A.l. For &_1 = d;_1 — Vf(Z;_1) we have

K
1 1
L \= 4 &) (7. c(B)y _ K=\ _ (1 _ k) (7 . elR)y (k) (= _
E[m_l <(1 ay)é—1, K ; {(Vf (T;6,7) =V f (ib"t)) (1—ay) (Vf (T3¢, )=V f ($t—1))}>] 0
Proof. Given Z; and the past, &_; which is given as d;_1 — Vf(Z;_1) and a; = c®n;_1 is fixed as ;1 is fixed.
Therefore, we can write

E[L <(1_“t for i[( fP@e") - viP@)) - (1 -a) (Vﬂ’f)(xt_l;d’“)—Vf“”/)(a:t-l))m

Nt—1 k:

77t—1—1<(1 —ay)ei-1, 7 ZE[ v ﬂft;ft(k)) —Vf(k)(!ft))

=E

(1 a) (V@) - VO )

T and past] >] .

Note from Assumption [2] given Z; and the past we have: E[V f(zy; éfk))] = Vf(z,) for all k € [K]. This implies
that we have:

E va(k)(ﬂ_fﬁ ft(k)) — v (i"t)) —(I—a) (Vf(k)(i"t—l;fgk)) - Vf(k)(ft—1)> |Z; and past] =0

for all k € [K].
Therefore, we have the result. |
Lemma A.2. For k,l € [K] and k # 1,
(i) We have,
1
E[—< (Vf(k) (T4 t(k)) - Vf(k)(ft)> —(1—ay) (Vf(k)(ft—l; flgk)) —vf® (ft—l)) )
Mt—1
(V106" = 919@0) - (1= ) (V1O @6") - V1 @1) )| =0
(ii) and

E| 21 (VP @ ¢Y) = V0 (@), VO @s6”) - V(@) )| = 0

Proof. Notice that given Z; and the past, 1,1 is fixed and the samples ft(k) and ft(l) at the kth and the /th nodes
are chosen uniformly randomly, and independent of each other for all k,l € [K| and k # [. Therefore, we have;

E[L< (Vf(k)(ft; ) - Vﬂ“(@)) —(1—a) (Vf(k)(zt_l; ¢®y _ vf(k)(j;t_l)) 7
Ne—1

(VFO@se) - v O@)) — (- ) (V0@ 16" - VO ) >}
=k [nt—l_l <E |:(Vf(k)(ﬂft§§t(k)) - Vf(k)(iﬁ) —(1—a) (Vf(k)(it_l; §§k)) _ Vf(k)(j;t_l)> Z; and past} ,

E{(Vf“)(:zh D) =f0@) = (0= a) (YO8 = VIO (@)

Z¢ and past} >}

Note from Assumption 2} given 7; and the past a; = cn?_; is fixed as 7,1 is fixed, we have: E[V f(z;; éfk))] =
V f(z;) for all k € [K]. This implies that we have:

E [(Vf(k)(:it; t(k)) — Vf(k)(a_:t)> — (1 —ay) <Vf(k (Ty—1; (k ) — Vf(k)(a_:t_l)> ‘:Z"t and past] =0,
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for all k € [K].
Therefore, we have the proof of (7).

The proof of (ii) uses the same argument as (7): Given Z; and the past, 7,1 is fixed and the samples é’t(k) and
ffl) at the kth and the /th node are chosen uniformly randomly and independent from each other for k,l € [K| and
k # 1. Using the fact that E[V f ) (z,; gt(’f’)m and past] = Vf®)(z;) we get (ii). O

Lemma A.3. For any k € [K],
(i) We have

[m 1K2 H( v (26 - Vf(k)(:it_u&t(k)))—(Vf(k)(ft)—Vf(k)(ft_l))HQ]

201 — a;)?
SE[%HW““(@;&?) V0@ M) }

(ii) and

2¢2

B[t ) - 9000 < B[22 s
Proof. Considering individual terms in (i), we have:
E[2E71 1K2 H(Vf t;ft(k)) - Vf(k)(ft—lffk))) - (Vf(k)(ﬂ_ft) - Vf(k)(lft—l))H2:|
2
_E{ 57 7 e ecdl?) -9 el } [%Q\Wf“f’(m—vﬂ%t_l)ﬂ
_2E[2571—_1f(?2) <Vf (@ (k ) _Vf(k)(ft—l;ffk))aVf(k)(ft) _vf(k)(ift—l)>:|

_ 2
—Hw“f’(ft;d’“))—Vf““)(ft_l;éﬁ’f’)!ﬂ —E[Q(l_lm VP @) = VO (F M

2
§E[@HW(’“(@;£§'€) VIO @ H

where (a) follows from the fact that: Note from Assumption 2] given Z; and the past, we have: E[V f(Z; {gk))]
V f(z,) for all k € K], moreover, a; = cn?_; and 1;_; are fixed. This implies that we have: E[V f(¥)(z,; ét(k ) —
V) (34 q; ﬁgk)”:ﬁt and past] = Vf®)(z,) — Vf*®)(z,_1), using this we get

E [Mwwm N -0 (3, 1;60), VO (@) - VB (220))
(E[VFE (3:6") = V0 (@156")| 70 and past], V0 (z,) — VO (3,4))
_E [an(k) (50) = VO ()]

Therefore, using this in above, we have the proof of (). The result of (i¢) follows from argument similar to (). O

Lemma A.4. For &, chosen according to Algorithm[Il we have:

2
g
Elail < .

24



Proof. Using the definition of e; we have:

Ele | = Eldi — V(@)

’EHKZW @) - V()

2

2

K
=EH1 kZ_l(Vf“f’(:ch Wy w0 (@)

K
1 K k 2
< S E|VIW (@) - v )|
k=1
1
tm 2 EWiPesd?) - viW@) vl @) - vil@)
kle[K]k#l A
() o2
< —.
- K

where (a) follows from the definition of d; in Algorithm [l (and Algorithm ) and () follows from Assumption
and the following:

From Assumption 2 given 7; we have: E[V f*)(zy; Ry Vf*)(z1))] = 0, for all k € [K]. Moreover, as
discussed in the proof of Lemma above, given T; the samples ﬁgk) and {%l) at the kth and the /th nodes are
chosen uniformly randomly, and independent of each other for all k,l € [K] and k # [.

E[(V P @ 6) - VO @), VO @se!) - VO @)
—B[(B[vPel”) - VY @)[n] B[V d) - 90| )]

~~

-0 =0

=0.

Therefore, we have the proof. O

APPENDIX B
D-STORM

Lemma B.1. For &;_1 = d;_1 — Vf(Z;_1) we have
K
E <(1 —at)é1, % 1;1 [(Vf(k)(ﬂ_?t;ft(k)) - Vf(k)(!ft)) — (1 —ay) <Vf( (T4 hft ) Vf(k)(ft—1)>]> -

Proof. Given T; and the past €;_; which is given as di1—V f(Z4—q) is fixed. Therefore, we can write
K
1
E <<1 — a1, Z (VD @) = 9D @) - (1= a) (VIO @160 - VO (@) >
:E<(1—at et 15 55 ZE[ Vf :L't7 ) Vf(k ( ))

(- a) (VO - V0@ )

Z; and past] >

Note from Assumption 2] given z; and the past we have: E[V f(Zy; ft(k))] = V f(z;) for all k € [K]. This implies
that we have:

E va(k)(ft; flgk)) A (ft)) —(I—a) (Vf(k)(ft—l;ft(k)) - Vf(k)(ft—1)> |Z; and past] =0
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for all k € [K].
Therefore, we have the result. |

Lemma B.2. For k,l € [K] and k # [, we have
B (V06 - 91@) - (1= ) (VIO a1i) - v 0(a0)
(ViO@ag") = viO @) = (1 = a) (VO @i6") = VO (@) > =0

Proof. Notice that given Z; and the past, the samples ﬁt(k) and ffl) at the kth and the /th nodes are chosen uniformly
randomly, and independent of each other for all k,! € [K] and k # [. Therefore, we have;

E< (Vr® @) = v r¥@)) = (1= a) (VO @-16") - 7P @),
(ViO@se) = V@) = (1= a) (VD @1:60) = VO (@-) >
—B(E | (/¥ @) - V1 O@) - (1 - 0 (V7P @ri6) - V19 @io)

Z; and past] ,

x; and past} >

Note from Assumption 2] given z; and the past we have: E[V f(Zy; ft(k))] = V f(z;) for all k € [K]. This implies
that we have:

B[ (vi® @) - viWa) = 1= a) (V@60 = VIO @) ) o and pasi] <0,

for all k € [K].
Therefore, we have the proof. O

E{(Vf(”(ﬂft;ft(”)—Vf(”(xt)> — (1 —a) (VIO @16 - VIO @)

Lemma B.3. For any k € [K|, we have
E[| (V0 (z6") - VB (@156")) = (VP (@) - VIO (@)
<E(|V® (2 6M) - P (@156
Proof. We have:
E|| (V™ (2 & Ky v (xt—1;§§k))) — (VW (zy) — Vf(k)(i”t—l))u2
= E|| V¥ (z;6") - v 0 (@, 1-@(’“)!\2 +E|[ V0 (z0) - VIO (@)
—2E(Vf¥)(,; ét ) = VIO @1 60), V) (z,) - VIO (@)
W E|v®(@: M) - VO @y )P — BV @) — VIO (@)
<E|Vi®(z;6M) - V0 (z,- 1,§t )%

where (a) follows from the discussion similar to in Lemma [B.2] above as: Note from Assumption [2, given Z; and
the past we have: E[V f(Zy; {gk))] = Vf(z;) for all k € [K]. This implies that we have:

E[VF® (@6") - VIO (@ 67)] = E[VF P (z,) - VO (@)
Therefore, we can write:
E(V®(@:6) = V0 (@156M), VP (@) — VIO (2021))

= E(E[VF O @ 6") = VIO (@156 and past], V0 (&) — VP (@,-1))
=E|V®(z,) — VP (1)
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Hence, we have the proof.

APPENDIX C
Lemma C.1 (From [17]). Let ag > 0 and ay,as,...,ar > 0. We have

T

t .
> — o <m <1 + izl al>.

=] ao + Zi:t a; ag
Lemma C.2. For X1, Xs,..., X, € R% we have

X1+ Xo 4 ...+ X,u||? < n||X1]|? + 0| Xa||? + ... + n|| X%
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