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IMPROVING THE TRANSIENT TIMES FOR DISTRIBUTED
STOCHASTIC GRADIENT METHODS*

KUN HUANG! AND SHI PUT

Abstract. We consider the distributed optimization problem where n agents each possessing
a local cost function, collaboratively minimize the average of the n cost functions over a connected
network. Assuming stochastic gradient information is available, we study a distributed stochastic
gradient algorithm, called exact diffusion with adaptive stepsizes (EDAS) adapted from the Exact
Diffusion method [37] and NIDS [11] and perform a non-asymptotic convergence analysis. We not
only show that EDAS asymptotically achieves the same network independent convergence rate as
centralized stochastic gradient descent (SGD) for minimizing strongly convex and smooth objective
functions, but also characterize the transient time needed for the algorithm to approach the asymp-

totic convergence rate, which behaves as Kp = O ( ), where 1 — A2 stands for the spectral gap

n
1—Xg
of the mixing matrix. To the best of our knowledge, EDAS achieves the shortest transient time when
the average of the n cost functions is strongly convex and each cost function is smooth. Numerical

simulations further corroborate and strengthen the obtained theoretical results.
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1. Introduction. In this paper, we consider the distributed optimization prob-
lem, where a set of n agents each possessing a local cost function f;, seek to collabo-
ratively solve the following optimization problem:

(1.1) min f(z) :%Zfi(x) ,

zERP

where each f; : RP — R is assumed to have Lipschitz continuous gradients, and f
is strongly convex. The agents are connected over a network, where they may only
communicate and exchange information with their direct neighbors.

To solve problem (1.1), we assume that at each iteration k of the algorithm we
study, each agent 1 € N’ = {1,2,...,n} is able to obtain a stochastic gradient sample
of the form g;(x; k, & k), given input z, ; € RP, that satisfies the following condition:

Assumption 1.1. For all k& > 0, each random vector &, € RY is independent
across ¢ € N. Denote by Fj, the o-algebra generated by {z; 0,2 1,..., 2% | ¢ € N'}.
Then,

Elgi(wik, i) | Fil = V fi(wi ),

(1.2) ) )
Elllgi(@ik: &ik) — Vi(zip)|? | Fu] <of, for some o; > 0.

Stochastic gradients appear in many machine learning problems. For instance,
suppose f;(x) := E¢,[F;(x, ;)] represents the expected loss function for agent ¢, where
&; are independent data samples gathered continuously over time. Then for any x and
&, gi(x,&) = VFE;(z,&;) is an unbiased estimator of Vf;(x). For another example,
let fi(x) := (1/]Si]) Ec,-esi F(z,(;) denote an empirical risk function, where \S; is the

*This work was partially supported by the Shenzhen Research Institute of Big Data (SRIBD)
under Fund No. J00120190011 and by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC)
under grant No. 62003287.

TSchool of Data Science, Shenzhen Research Institute of Big Data, The Chinese University of
Hong Kong, Shenzhen (kunhuang@link.cuhk.edu.cn, pushi@cuhk.edu.cn).

1


mailto:kunhuang@link.cuhk.edu.cn
mailto:pushi@cuhk.edu.cn

2 KUN HUANG AND SHI PU

local dataset of agent i. Under this setting, the gradient estimation of f;(x) can incur
noise from various sources such as sampling and discretization [10].

Problem (1.1) has been studied extensively in the literature using various distrib-
uted algorithms [32, 18, 19, 13, 6, 7, 28, 5, 26, 17, 34, 25], among which the distributed
gradient descent (DGD) method proposed in [18] has drawn the greatest attention.
Recently, distributed implementation of stochastic gradient algorithms has received
considerable interest. Several works have shown that distributed methods may com-
pare with their centralized counterparts under certain conditions. For example, the
work in [2, 3, 4] first showed that, with a sufficiently small constant stepsize, a dis-
tributed stochastic gradient method achieves comparable performance to a centralized
method in terms of the steady-state mean-square-error.

More recent works have demonstrated that various distributed stochastic gradi-
ent methods enjoy the so-called “asymptotic network independence” property, that is,
the generated iterates asymptotically converge at the same network independent rate
compared to centralized stochastic gradient descent (SGD) for minimizing smooth
objective functions [29, 24, 23, 12, 8, 30, 33]. Nevertheless, it always takes a certain
number of updates before this network independent convergence rate can be reached,
which is always network dependent and referred to as transient time of the algorithm.
For example, when considering smooth and strongly convex objective functions, the
shortest transient time that has been shown so far is achieved by the distributed sto-

chastic gradient descent (DSGD) method [23], which behaves as O (ﬁ), where

1 — Ao stands for the spectral gap of the mixing matrix. For general undirected net-
works such as ring graphs, the transient time of DSGD is as large as O (n5), which
can be significant for large-scale networks. Therefore, it is critical to develop new
algorithms with shorter transient times.

Recently, a class of closely related algorithms, termed EXTRA [28], D? [30], Ex-
act Diffusion [37, 36] and NIDS [11] have been proposed to solve problem (1.1) under
both exact and stochastic gradient settings. These methods achieve linear conver-
gence for minimizing smooth and strongly convex objective functions under exact
gradient information [11]. When only stochastic gradients are available, the work
in [36] compared the performance of various distributed optimization methods under
constant stepsizes and demonstrated the effectiveness of Exact Diffusion compared to
other distributed stochastic gradient algorithms.

In this work, we consider a distributed stochastic gradient algorithm adapted
from NIDS/Exact Diffusion/D?, termed EDAS (Exact Diffusion with Adaptive Step-
sizes) and perform a non-asymptotic analysis. In addition to showing the asymptotic
network independence property of EDAS, we carefully identify its non-asymptotic
convergence rate as a function of characteristics of the objective functions and the
underlying network. Moreover, we derive the transient time needed for EDAS to

achieve the network independent convergence rate, which behaves as O (ﬁ) This

is the shortest transient time for minimizing strongly convex and smooth objective
functions in a distributed fashion to the best of our knowledge. Numerical experiments
corroborate and strengthen the theoretical findings.

1.1. Related Work. Our work is closely related to the concept of “asymptotic
network independence” in distributed optimization over networks, that is, asymptot-
ically, the distributed algorithm converges to the optimal solution at a comparable
rate to a centralized algorithm with the same computational power. In addition to
[2, 3, 4] discussed before, the work in [14, 15] proved that distributed stochastic ap-
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proximation methods perform asymptotically as well as centralized schemes by means
of a central limit theorem. The papers [20, 21] demonstrated the advantages of dis-
tributively implementing a stochastic gradient method assuming that sampling times
are random and non-negligible. The first “asymptotic network independence” result
appeared in [31], where it assumed that all the local functions f; have the same min-
imum. A recent paper [29] discussed an algorithm that asymptotically performs as
well as the best bounds on centralized stochastic gradient descent subject to possible
message losses, delays, and asynchrony. In a parallel recent work [8], a similar result
was presented with a further compression technique which allowed agents to save on
communication. The work in [22] considered a distributed stochastic gradient track-
ing method (DSGT) which asymptotically performs as well as centralized stochastic
gradient descent. The result was generalized to the setting of directed communication
graphs in [27]. For nonconvex objective functions, the paper [12, 30] proved that de-
centralized algorithms can achieve a linear speedup similar to a centralized algorithm
when the number of iterates k is large enough. The work in [1] further extended
the theory to directed communication networks for training deep neural networks. A
recent survey [24] provided a detailed discussion on this topic.

When restricted to considering strongly convex and smooth objective functions,
several recent works have not only shown asymptotic network independence for the
proposed algorithms, but also provided the transient times for the algorithms to reach
the network independent convergence rate. Table 1 compares the transient times for
some existing algorithms, which are functions of the network characteristics. In partic-
ular, the paper [23] showed that for the distributed stochastic gradient descent(DSGD)

method, it takes O (ﬁ) (1— Mg stands for the spectral gap of the mixing matrix)

to achieve network independence. This result was also proved to be sharp. For an-
other distributed stochastic gradient tracking (DSGT) method, the paper [33] showed

the transient time is O (m .

DSGD with DSGD & Dif-

. . DSGT EDAS (this paper)
compression fusion
Transient O (%) O(we) O (%) 0 (12:)
Time 8] [23] [33] -
TABLE 1

Transient times of distributed stochastic gradient methods for minimizing strongly convexr and
smooth objective functions.

1.2. Main Contribution. We summarize the main contribution of the paper
as follows. First, we consider a distributed stochastic gradient algorithm (EDAS)
adapted from NIDS/Exact Diffusion and perform a non-asymptotic analysis. For
strongly convex and smooth objective functions, we show in Theorem 4.4 that EDAS
asymptotically achieves the same network independent convergence rate of centralized
stochastic gradient descent (SGD). We also carefully characterize the convergence
rate of EDAS as a function of the characteristics of the objective functions and the
communication network.

Second, by comparing the convergence result of EDAS to that of SGD, we derive
the transient time needed for EDAS to achieve the network independent rate, which

is upper bounded by Kp = O (ﬁ) under mild conditions. This is the shortest
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transient time so far to the best of our knowledge, and significantly improves upon
the shortest transient time previously obtained, i.e., O ﬁ . This is the main

contribution of the paper.

Finally, we provide two simulation examples that corroborate and strengthen the
obtained theoretical results. For solving a “hard” problem with EDAS, the observed
transient times are consistent with the theoretical upper bounds for both the ring
network topology and the square grid network topology, which verifies the sharpness of
the theoretical results. For the problem of classifying handwritten digits with logistic
regression, the observed transient times are even better than the upper bounds. For
both problems, we compare the performance of EDAS with other existing algorithms
and show the superiority of EDAS.

1.3. Notation. Throughout the paper, we use column vectors if not otherwise
specified. Let each agent ¢ hold a local copy x; 1 € RP of the decision variable at the
k-th iteration. We denote

Xp 1= (T1,ks T2 s s Tnp) | € RMFP,
k
_ 1
T = E Z Li,k-
1=1
We also define the following aggregative functions,

F(x) = Z fi(-ri,k)y

VE(xp) = (Vfi(z1k), Va(22k), oo, Vin(@nr) | € R™P,
= (g1(T18,E10)5 G2 (T2,1s E2.8) s woos G (T, Enie)) | € RXP,

and write
1 n
VF = — Vfi(zir),
(k) = — ; filzix)
2= l zn:az
* n 2:1 19
S
Gk = > gi(wik, ik)-
i=1

For two vectors a, b of the same dimension, (a,b) denotes the inner product. For two
matrices A, B € R"*P we define

n

(A,B) = (A;,B;),

i=1

where A; (respectively, B;) represents the i-th row of A (respectively, B). ||-|| denotes
fo-norm for vectors and Frobenius norm for matrices.

Next we specify the conditions concerning the local cost functions and the com-
munication network.
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Assumption 1.2. Each f; : RP — R has L-Lipschitz continuous gradient, and
f:RP = R is p-strongly convex, i.e., Vx,z’ € RP,

IV fi(x) = Vfi(a")| < Llla—2"ll, Vi,

(Vf(z) = Vf(a'),x—a) > plle - 2|

Under Assumption 1.2, problem (1.1) has a unique optimal solution z* € RP.

The agents are connected through a graph G = (N, €), where A is the set of
nodes and £ C N x N denotes the set of edges. Regarding the graph G and the
corresponding mixing matrix W = [w;;] € R™*", we make the following standing
assumption.

Assumption 1.3. The graph G is undirected and strongly connected. There exists
a link from ¢ and j (¢ # j) in G if and only if w;;, w;; > 0; otherwise, w;; = wj; = 0.
The mixing matrix W is nonnegative, symmetric and stochastic, i.e., W1 = 1. In
addition, suppose the smallest eigenvalue of W satisfies \,, > A > 0 for some fixed A
independent of n.!

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we present the EDAS
algorithm and its transformed error dynamics in the form of a primal-dual-like algo-
rithm. Next we provide some supporting lemmas and prove the sublinear convergence
rate of EDAS in section 3. The main convergence results of the algorithm are pre-
sented in section 4, where we derive the convergence rate of EDAS as a function of the
characteristics of the objective functions and the mixing matrix, and subsequently,
obtain the transient time of EDAS. Numerical experiments are provided in section 5,
and we conclude the paper in section 6.

2. Algorithm. We study the following algorithm adapted from EXTRA [2§],
Exact Diffusion [37], NIDS [11] and D? [30], where the main characteristics of EDAS
lie in the diminishing stepsize policy aj = Ok(%):

Algorithm 2.1 EDAS (Exact Diffusion with Adaptive Stepsizes)

1: Initialize ;9 € RP for all agent ¢ € N, determine W = [w;;] € R"*™, stepsize
ak:mforsomee>0andm>0.
2: for k=0,1,2,... do

3 fori=1,2,...,n do
4: Agent i acquires a stochastic gradient g;(x; i, & r) € RP.
5 ifk=0 thegl
6 Tigr1 = D Wi (Tjk — ks (%50, &jik))
=1
7 else .
Tigr1 = p Wij (2055 — Tjp—1 — axgi(Thn, &k) + 195 (Tjk—1,&5,k—1))
j=1
9: end if
10: end for
11: end for

ITo satisfy such an assumption, it is convenient to let the mixing matrix W be chosen as W =
BIn+(1—B)W for some B € (%, 1) with W being nonnegative, symmetric and stochastic. Therefore,
the condition is not restrictive.
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Using the notation in subsection 1.3, EDAS can be written in the following com-
pact form:
(2.1&) X1 = W(XO — Oéogo),
(2.1b> Xkt+1 = W(2Xk — Xk—1 — Ok8L + Oz;cflgkfl), Vk > 1.

For further investigation, note that since W is nonnegative, symmetric and sto-
chastic, it has a spectral decomposition given by

(2.2) W= QAQT,

where

A = diag(Ag, Az, ooy, M),

with 1=X >Xo>---> X\, >—1. Thus I,, - W =Q(I,, — A)Q".
Let V := (I, — W)Y/2. EDAS can be rewritten in the following equivalent form
that resembles a primal-dual algorithm (see [37]): let yo = 0, for k& > 0,

(2.3a) X1 = W(xp — argr) — Vi,
(2.3b) Vi1 =Yk + VXpy1.

To verify the equivalence relationship, note that from (2.3), when k& > 1, we have

Xpp1 — Xp = W (Xp — Xp—1 — ax@r + k—18k-1) — Vyr + Vyr1
=W (xp —Xp-1 — o8k + _18k—1) — V(¥Yr — Yr-1)
= W(2xp — Xp—1 — Bk + W 18k—1) — Xk
2.1. Optimality Condition. To facilitate the analysis of EDAS, we consider

the optimality condition for problem (1.1). From the condition we are able to con-
struct the error dynamics for Algorithm 2.1.

LEMMA 2.1 (Optimality Condition [35]). Under Assumptions 1.2 and 1.3, if
there exists some (x*,y}) that satisfies:*
(2.4a) ayWVF(x*)+Vy, =0
(2.4b) Vx* =0,

where x* = (z%, 2%, ...,x5) " € R" P then it holds that

by

* *

i =ay=..=a,=2a"

Proof. We follow the proof of Lemma 2 in [37], where the stepsize oy, was assumed
to be a constant. First, since null(V) = span{1,}, we have

(2.5) 0 =Vx" <= x* € null(V),
and hence 2] =25 = ... = z,.

Additionally, multiplying 17 on both sides of (2.4a) and noticing that 1TV = 0,
we have

(2.6) a1l TWVF(x*) = ap1TVF(x") = o Y Vfi(z]) =0,
1=1

2Note that Y}, depends on k.
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where we use the column stochastic property of W, ie., 1TW = 1T. Relation
n
> Vfi(x¥) = 0 then implies that 7 = 3 = ... = 2% must coincide with the minimizer
i=1

x* of problem (1.1). d

We next show the existence of (x*, y}) and how to select a unique pair of (x*,y})
in light of the singularity of V.

LEMMA 2.2. Under Assumptions 1.2 and 1.3, there exists (x*,y5) that satisfies
(2.4). In particular, we can choose
(2.72) X" =1(z")",
(2.7h) ¥i =~V (@WVFx")),

where V'~ is the pseudoinverse of V' given by
v =Q(VI.-4) Q7

in which Q is the same orthogonal matriz as in decomposing W, and (\/In — A)_ =
diag(dy,ds, ..., d,) is the pseudoinverse of \/I,, — A with

- {gim none

0 otherwise.

Proof. The proof for the existence of (x*,y}) is inspired by Lemma 3 in [37]. Let
x* = 1(z*)". Then noticing that V'1,, = 0, we have Vx* = 0. To prove that y; exists
for all £ > 0 is equivalent to showing that the following linear system is consistent
w.rt. yi:

(2.8) Vyr = —a,WVF(x").
Hence we need only show that —apWVF (x*) lies in range(V) for all £ > 0. By
Assumption 1.3,

1T (—,WVF(x%)) = —ay Zfz(x*) =0,

we have

(—axWVF(x*)) L span{1} = null(V),
& (—apWVF(x*)) € range(V ") = range(V), a

which proves the existence of yj.

We next verify that y; = =V~ (o, WV F(x*)) satisfies (2.8). First of all, it is easy
to see that the choice of V™ is indeed a pseudoinverse of V. Then since the linear
system (2.8) is consistent, we have that V'~ (—a;WVF (x*)) is a solution of (2.8), or
Vy} = —as WV F(x*).

Remark 2.3. Throughout the paper, we let (x*,y}) be the unique pair given in
(2.7).
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2.2. Preliminary Analysis. In light of the optimality condition of problem
(1.1) given in Lemma 2.1, we consider the following error dynamics as the starting
point of the convergence analysis for EDAS.

LEMMA 2.4. Denote Xy, =Xy, —X*, Ji :=yr — ¥; and s, := VF(x) — gx. We

have
( ?:Ckﬂ ) B( ik-i-ak(VF(f(*)—VF(Xk)) >+akB< Sk >
Yi+1 Yk 0
(2.9)
(i)
+ * * b
Y = Yik+1
where
w -V

(2.10) B = ( p— )

Proof. From relation (2.3) and the definitions of X, ¥, and si, we have

Xpr1 = Xpp1 — X
= W(xr — argr) — Vyr —x"
=W X + a (VF(x*) — VF(xz))] + s Wsp — a, WVF(x*) = Vyy
=W ki + ar (VF(x*) = VF(x%))] — Vyr + apWsy,

(2.11)

and
(212)  Yr1 = Vht1 — Yip1 = Ve + VX1 = Vg1 = Y6+ VX1 + (Vi — Yig1)-

Substituting (2.11) into relation (2.12), we obtain

( ?Ei > _ < Wy ) ( ik+ak(VF(5>,<;) _VF(xp)) )

o w ) (3) (v )
\vwow 0 Vi Yin )

In the next lemma, we show the matrix B € R?"*2" has an eigendecomposition
in the form of B = UDU™!, inspired by the arguments in [37]. In light of the
decomposition, we are able to derive the transformed error dynamics for EDAS, which
is then used for performing the non-asymptotic analysis for EDAS in Section 3.

(2.13)

LEMMA 2.5. Under Assumption 1.3, the matriz B has an eigendecomposition
given by

qr 0

B—uputi= (v O Urau diag(1,1,D;) | O g7
0 ].n CUR’I 1 1” n

ULy ULy

where Dy is a diagonal matriz with complex entries, matrices Ug ., Ugr,; € R"X(”_Q),
Ur.,Upy, € R=2)%1 gnd ¢ > 0 is an arbitrary scaling parameter.
Denote

Uru
Ur := (UIIZ’,Z> s Uy, = (UL,I UL,r) .
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Then the product |UL||3||Ur||3 has an upper bound that is independent of n. More
specifically,
IULI3IURIS < +— <

[>1 =

1
An

Proof. see Appendix A.1. ]

Based on Lemma 2.5, we derive the transformed error dynamics for EDAS by
multiplying U~! on both sides of the error dynamics (2.9). In this way, we decompose
the error (X, ¥x) into two parts: Zx that measures the difference between the average
iterate and x*, and Z; that represents the remaining error. Then we further study
the relationship between z; and Zj in section 3.

LEMMA 2.6. Under Assumptions 1.2 and 1.3, the transformed error dynamics for
Algorithm 2.1 is given by

< 1 > _ < zr + 21, (VF(x*) — VF(xy)) )

(2 14) Z’k+1 Dli’k + %"DlULJ (VF(X*) - VF(Xk))
' L1 sk ) ( 0 )
+ U + * * )
A ( %DIULJSIc %UL,r(yk - yk+1)
where
2k =1, Xy,
2.15 - = n-n - Vk.
(2.15) ( Zk ) ( L(Upxk + UL, Yi) )
Proof. Denote

2k % %1;5%
2.16 g | =0 (2F) = 47y ,
(2.10 4 (5 iy

~ 1 ~ 1 ~
2y Upixe + UL Yk

Multiplying U~! on both sides of (2.9) leads to

Zk41 - ¥y _
2k+1 _ DU—I (Xk: + oy (VF(X ) VF(XR))) +OékDU_1 <Sk>

s Yk 0
+Ut ( L0 )
Yie = Yi41
Zp+ %1 (VF(x*) — VF(xy)) 21 lsy,
= 2, + 0
Dz, + %DlULJOzk (VF(X*) — VF(Xk)) %DlUL,lSk
0
+ %12(}’2_)’2“) . a

%UL,T(YZ = Yit1)

3. Analysis. In this section, we provide some useful supporting lemmas based on
Lemma 2.6, and then prove the sublinear convergence rate of EDAS in Lemma 3.7. For
the proof of sublinear convergence, we first propose Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5 to derive two

coupled recursions for E {||Zk||2} and E {HékHQ} respectively according to Lemma 2.6.

Then we introduce a Lyapunov function Hy := E [||Zk\|2} + wiE [||2k||2}, and by
constructing the recursion for Hj, we derive the sublinear convergence rate.



10 KUN HUANG AND SHI PU

3.1. Supporting Lemmas. In this part, we provide two important coupled
recursions regarding E {||Zk||2] and E [||Zk\|2}, respectively. Before introducing these

results, we state some preliminary lemmas.

LEMMA 3.1. Suppose Assumption 1.1 holds, then

(3.1a) E [8x|Fx] = 0,
5.2
(3.1b) E [llsu* 17 < =

The results of Lemma 3.1 directly come from Assumption 1.1.

LEMMA 3.2. Under Assumption 1.2, there holds

_ _ L
[VPOE) ~ P00 | < 5 Ielruzil

Proof. By definition,

_ _ 1 &
|VF(1z)) — VF(xp)|| = - Z (Vfi(@k) = Vi(zix)) |
=1
L n
(3.2) < Z 7k — @il
=1
L - — * *
= —Zka—x + 2" — |
n 4
=1
L
(3.3) < NG %k — 12|
(3.4 = L eUr il
. = \/ﬁ CURu?k]| 5

where (3.2) holds because of Assumption 1.2, inequality (3.3) results from Cauchy-
Schwarz’s inequality, and (3.4) comes from

% “k
3.5 F)=U|:2
5) (5)=v (=),

which implies X, = 12}, + cURr,u2k- O
In light of Lemma 10 in [26], we have the following contraction result:

LEMMA 3.3. Under Assumption 1.2, suppose oy < “% There holds

(3.6) |2 — arVEzg)|| < (1= agp) || 2] -

With the above results in hand, we provide an upper bound for E {szHQ} in

Lemma 3.4, following Lemma 2.6.

LEMMA 3.4. Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, suppose oy <
min{z-, 2=}, we have
3p? pt+L

3 3ap L2 ||UR|? . o252
67 E[lmal?] < (- SaE 7] + 22 g gy 4 67
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Proof. Denote §; := %Z?:l SIk, where s; ;. is the i-th row of s;. We have from
Lemma 2.6 that
Zk+1 = 2k + g (?F(x*) — ?F(xk) + gk)
= Z — Oéka(Xk) + oSk,

where the second equality follows from VF(x*) = 37" | Vfi(z*) = 0 in light of the
optimality of z*. Hence

~ _ = _ 2
E |:HZ]§+1||2 |]:k} =E {sz — OékVF(Xk) + OszkH |]:k]
_ = 2 _
(3.8) = ||z = eV (x)|* + oFE [15i)* 1 7]
For the first term on the right hand side of (3.8), we have

|2k — arVE(xi)||” = |25 — ax VF(1x) + i (VF(123) — VF(x))
= |2k — anVFQz)|) + o [|[VF(1) — VE(xp)|”
+ 20y, (2, — ayVF(12;), VF(1Z),) — VF(xp))
39) < |z - aVEQm)|* + o} ||[VFAz) - VE(xy)|
+ 204 || 2k — e VE(12y,)|| - || VF (1) — VF(xg) ||

(3.10) < (14m) ||z — axVFAz)||* + (1 + %)ai IVF(1zy) — VF(xi)|?,

where (3.9) comes from Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality and (3.10) holds because 2 ||a]| [|b]] <
7 lla))® + 7—11 16]%,¥y1 > 0. Substituting (3.10) into (3.8) and taking full expectation
on both sides of (3.8), we get

(3.11)

- ~ 0212 |Ug|?
E I3 1] < (30) (1 B [)?] + (17 2 ITRIE

. 252
B | ll2]1°] + =,

where we invoked relations (3.6), (3.1b),and Lemma 3.2. Let 71 = 3y and notice
that oy < i We conclude from (3.11) that

2 _
n 3o L2 ||Ug|| E aio?
n

B [l311]] < (0 = Saw 2] Nzl + =

This finishes the proof. O
We obtain the recursion for E [||Z441/|?] stated in Lemma 3.5 below.

LEMMA 3.5. Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, suppose

11—V

o < o
2||ULI Ul L

where Ay is the second largest eigenvalue of W. Then for all k > 1, we have

B4V oy ofdenllUL|® (AL 0y
2tvap e
AUL|PIV IRV E (x| et — an?
c2(1 - \/E) "

E [[Z4107] <
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Proof. By squaring and taking conditional expectation on both sides of the second
recursion in Lemma 2.6, we obtain

(67
E (||l 7] = D1z + = DiULu(VF(x") = VF(xi))]

| D1UL 1
62

« 1
2( i+ 2 DULATF() = VFO)), U5 - ¥in))

1 * *
+ E [llskll*|7e] + Z 10 Plyies — vill?

«
< (L4 Daz + = DU i(VE(x") = VE(xi)) |

o | D |? UL || 2 ULl
(.12 # SO g ey 7]+ (10 1) L e,

where v > 0 is arbitrary. To further bound the right hand side of (3.12) in terms of
| Ze]|” and ||2]|?, first consider

(6%
D124+ — DiULI(VE () = VF(x)||”
Ty @ «
(3.13) < (L +72) [ Dizel® + (1 + 7 1)II?leUL,z(VF(X ) = VF(x))|?
where vo > 0 is arbitrary. Since Ag := |Ao(W)], it can be seen from (A.4) that

1D 12 = V(W) = Vs

Take v2 = 1/4/A2 — 1, and notice that

IVF(x") = VF(x)|* = levfz i) = Vfi(a])|?

(3.14) <r? Z l2s,6 — 2|2
=1

= L[[%e]* = L2 12k + U2
< L2012 ]1* + 2¢*[UR|1]| 2 ]1%)-
Relation (3.13) leads to

«
| D12, + {DlUL (VE(x*) — VF(x))|?

(0% )\2 2 9
< Vel + k7IIUL,z|| IVE(X") = VE(x)]|
2(1- V)
o < VRl + 2L nl s + 26 U )
1=VAg) "
2030 UL |1? IIUR|2L2) .2, 2nog AQIIULIIQL2 2
< [ VA k

We then bound the term ||y} —yj_ ;|| on the right hand side of (3.12). As stated
in Lemma 2.2, y; = =V~ a;WVF(x*) where V™ is the pseudoinverse of V. Then,

Vi1 = Yill = [V WVF() (ap1 — o) ||
(3.16) < |V IVEG) | kst — o
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where (3.16) holds since ||W| = 1.
Substituting (3.15) and (3.16) into (3.12), and taking full expectation on both
sides of the inequality, we obtain

(3.17)
. 202 X || UL|IP|UR P L? . a2 X ||UL |IPna?
E[sz—ﬁ—le} < (1+,Y) (\/E#’ k 2||1L||\/ER” )E“ZkHz] + k 2“ L“

2nai Ao || UL ||2L?

c2

1 E [||z]?
R ey I

1 1 ||UL||2 V— 2 VF *\ (|2 _ 2
+( +7)702 IVEIPIVE) o1 — awll”.

Given that oy < we have

1—+/A2
2[ULIURIIL>

2020 |UL|IPURIPL? VA2 +1
\/E—i— < .
1—vX 2

Further choosing v = L-vX2 gch that

2v X2 +2
V2 +1) (VA2 +3)
1 1 = .
(315) (147) 22 2
We obtain the desired result. 0

3.2. Preliminary Convergence Results. We now prove the sublinear conver-
gence rate of the EDAS algorithm under the diminishing stepsizes policy
0
o = ——,
"7 u(k+m)

where 6, m > 0 are to be determined later. For simplicity, we let
(3.19) My =E[|z|?], T»:=E[||z/?], vk > 0.

Our analysis builds upon constructing a Lyapunov function (3.20), which is in-
spired by the arguments in [23]. The sublinear convergence results will then be com-
bined with Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.4 respectively, so as to derive the improved
convergence rates for My and T} which will be stated in the next section.

The following result comes from Lemma 4.1 in [23] and will be used for bounding
specific terms in the proofs. It will be used repeatedly in the analysis.

LEMMA 3.6. V1<a<k(aeN) and1 <~y <a/2,

a®v

; 5 o

< I0-7) <5
The Lyapunov function is defined as

(320) Hy .= My + w1y, Yk > 0,

where
24,2\ Ug||?PL?
(3.21) wp 1= 2Aowc||URIFL
np(l = v/Az)

It will be made clear why wy, takes this particular form in the proof of Lemma 3.7.
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LEMMA 3.7. Suppose

2
(3.22) mzmw{ 240 %%nwmvn}’9>4

L=VA p2(1 =)

Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, for all k > 1, we have

H, Hy

3.23 M, <
(3.23) k_k+m+(k+m)2’
where

2 1 D5 2 2 2p3

= o (e + 25) M= mPH :

Vg s\t 2=t 9T
with constants pa, p3, ps defined in (3.30).
In addition,
(3.24)
8 8 8
Ty, < quO+ q2 43 dq

V) ktm? A Va)ErmP (- V) ktm)t

where constants qo, q2,qs,qs are defined in (3.33).

Proof. Step 1: bounding Hj. From Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5 and the definition of
Hy. 1, we have for all £ > 0 that

3 42 N L2 UL ||*n
Hep < |(1-2 “eezn IELT R gy,
k1 < {( 26%#) + wi AT~ ) k
3ayc?||Ug||>L? 3+VA
+{ o |Unl"L7 |, B+ 2)]Tk
nh 4
(3.25) ) o[ U |
+ ( + a1l 7l 2n2 L ) ai&Q
n c
ULV IPIVE)]? 2
+ — %
Wk 2(1— o) lok1 — axll
We now show the following inequalities hold for all £ > 0:
3 42 X L2 UL ||*n 4
2 1-= ke Tl <1 — =
(3.26a) ( Zak/i) + Wk 21— o) = 3akﬂ7
3aic?||Ugl||?L? 3+VA 4
(3.26b) anc WURIPLZ | 3+ VAe (g 4 .
ny 4 3
First of all, condition (3.26b) is equivalent to
4 3 + v/ )\2 3O[kc2||UR||2L2
l——oapp—— |wpy > —M———.
3 4 n
Since m > 1_2‘\1/95, we have o, < % for all £ > 0, and so that
4 34+ A 1 -+ 1—+vX 1—+vXo
1— Zapp - > VA ST VAZ_ 2T VA

3 4 4 8 8
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Hence for (3.26b) to hold, it is sufficient that

(3.27) o > B Ur|PL
ol =VAg)

which is satisfied given the definition of wy, in (3.21).
Second, condition (3.26a) requires

(1—X)c?u 1

3.28 < - 25—
(3:28) “E S e LPn|[UL|%

or

24ac?||UR||?L? < (1—X2)cPu 1
nu(l—+vX2)  — 24L2n||UL|? ai’

It is sufficient that

(1 = Vo) 240 L2||U|| U, |
(3'29) ap < ————— Vk>0 or m>
QAL [U||[[ U2 2(1— /)

We have verified condition (3.26), and thus obtain the following recursion for
Hj 41 from (3.25):
4 1 A 2
HkJrl < (]_ _ akﬂ) H + ( + kanW) OZ£52
3 n c
A ULV IPIVF(x)|1?
I | |2\ FIVEE]
C (1 —V )\2)
< (1_ 46 )H [249L2|UL|2||UR||2)\2 1} 6252
U Bk T 2=V (k+m) o] w2k m)?
240 |Ug|?L?  A|ULIPIVZIPIVEE)I® 67
el o) ktm) A1 -vhs) 2kt m)

40 > b2 D3 b5
=|l-g7—= | He + + +
( 3( (

k41 — agl?

where
6%52
p2 = TMQ,
240352 UL 12| UR |2 L2
(3.30) py = 200 IO IPIURIPL”
Pt (1 = VAz)

Dy = 960°| UL I |Us[I> L2V~ PIVF (x*)]]?
v (1= /)2 '
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Then for all £ > 1, we have

40
H, < 1-—
* ll( 3(t + J ’
£ 020l e
= |2 3(5+m) (t+m) (t+m) (t+m)
< m H0+k1(m+t+1)438[ b2 b3 D5 }
T (k+m)¥ 0 (k+m)%  [E+m)2 (t+m)®  (t+m)
m#
(k+m)% 0
460 )
3(k+m)s =

where we invoked Lemma 3.6 for the second inequality. Additionally, since 8 > 4, we
have

k—1 k
3 46 .
(3.31) § t*—1< HE A< — kY3 il =923 5.
t:0m+ /_1(m+) S s mth P E= 59

40

. . 2 .
Further noticing that (krnj)%, < (kfm)2 since 7 < 1, we have

m? 1 n dps 1 " 4ps 1
G my2 ! 40 i 10— 6(m+k2  40—12(m+ k)
1 4po 1 2 2p3
H
k+m{49 379 30m +k)3}+(k+m)2 {m 0+293]
1 1 2 2193
[9 3 p2+ )]+(k+m)2 [m H°+29—3]
1 2

k+m+(k+m)

Since Hy = My, + w1y > My, we get

H, i
3.32 M,
(3.32) k_k+m+(k+m)2’

vEk.

Step 2: bounding Tj. To bound T}, we substitute (3.32) into Lemma 3.5 and
get

T < 4)\2’TL||UL||292L2 ]ﬁfl n _HQ )\271||UL||25'292 1
i 122 (1 — Xp) (k+m)3  (k+m)* c2p? (k+m)?
LB+ \/E)Tk n A|UL|PIV-IPIVEED|P* 1
4 p2c(1 = /A2) (k+m)*
— qoTh + q2 a3 d4

Grm? T hrmp " hrm)t
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where
(3.33)
3+ vV )\2 )\27L||UL||25'202
=" Q== 55
cAu
. AXon||UL |02 L2 H, . Aon||UL 262 L2 H,y N ANULIPIV =PIV E (x*)]]262
3 1= = .

21 —x) T 21— ) 12c2(1 — /)

Hence for all £ > 0, we have

k—1
k k—1—t q2 q3 q4
T’“S%T”t;% [<m+t>2+<m+t>3+<m+t>4]

1= qaTo + Ax(k) + As(k) + Aa(k),

with
k=1 k—t-1 k=1 k—t—1
Ag(k) =3B Ay =YL,
(3,30 = (m+1)  (m+1)
’ k=1 p_t_
A4(k) = qg : 1q4.
= (m+1)

Note that for i = 2, 3, 4,

k-1
Ak +1) = ht=1 @ G A k) + —E vk >0
(k+1)=q ;‘JO im0 Tt w| - AR e YR 2
By induction we obtain
1 i .
(3.35) Ai(k) < : B =234
(k+m)' (1-77)" —a
Since m > 1_2‘\1/95, it can be verified that
1\ l-q 1-vA |
. - = > = = .

(3.36) (1 m—l—l) Q= —5 g ¢ 2,3,4

We conclude that for all & > 0, there holds
(3.37) ]

8q2 843 844

R (Y, T D (e [ A v e

4. Main Results. In this section, we present the main convergence results for
EDAS. First, we show EDAS performs asymptotically as well as the centralized sto-
chastic gradient descent (SGD) method in Theorem 4.1. In other words, EDAS enjoys
the so-called * asymptotic network independence” property. Then we refine the con-
vergence results by iteratively combining the existing results with Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5.
Finally, we derive the transient time for EDAS to approach the network independent
rate in Theorem 4.6 by comparing with the performance of centralized SGD.
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THEOREM 4.1. Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, suppose 8 > 4
and m is chosen according to (3.22). We have

2-2 301 30
Mk S 40 0’2 4cOT0m - + m M(ie
(B0 —2np*(k+m)  (1—qo)(k+m)=  (k+m)%
32¢o q2 i qs I q4
1—vX [(B0—4)(m+ k)2 B0—6)(k+m)3 (30 —8)(k+m)*]’
where ¢g 1= 73%2;2‘5]%“2

Proof. From Lemma 3.4, we have

122 2 222
My < (1 B 304;;1) M+ 3ap L*c?||Ug|| T+ a,;a .

ny

Thus for all £ > 0,

=0
k-1 [ k-1
30 30L2E2 U2 4252
(4.1) + II (1 . ) { 2(: |Ur|| T(t)+202]
t=0 |j=t+1 2(j +m) nu?(t +m) nu?(t +m)

39
m t+m+1 coT(t) 0252
< [ —
_<k+m> °+Z< k+m ) {t+m+nu2(t+m)2 ’
where Lemma 3.6 was invoked for obtaining the second inequality. In light of (3.24),

’§<t+m+1>?[coT(t)+ 6252 }
= k+m

t+m  nu?(t+m)?

<CTZ_: (m+1+1)% g L b kZ:l (m+t+1)¥%
ik m) T 2k +m)E = (mtt)?
8co kl{ @pm+t+1)%Y  gm+t+1)7
1=V k+m)% = (m+1t)? (m +t)*
u(m+t+1)2
(m +1t)°
k—1 30 _1 2-9 k—1
m+t)2 2045 30
<2egTy Y EDE oy 2O Ny %
= (k+m)= np(k+m)z =5
+ 1 5 [q (m+)% 3 4 ga(m+H)¥ 1+ (m+t)%—5}
2 3 4 .
(1= VA)(k+m)% =

Since (m +t)¥ ~1qf is decreasing in ¢ and

1 360
EL RN o0 30_9 4 301 4
hlqod(( )z ) = ( 5 1) (m41)=2 “qpdt + (m+1t)=2 " "qudt
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we have

k—

Ju

+oo
(m+t)% ¢} < / (m+t)¥ lgidt
t=0 0

< L [Tt

~ Ingo J,, dt
Qm%_l 2m%_1
— S A
Inqo 1—qo

In addition, from an argument similar to (3.31), we obtain

k—1

. 1 ,
Sm+ ¥ < G (m+ k) ¥ i=2,34,5.
= 5 —it+1
Hence for all £ > 0,
0
Mj, < 16%° + dcoTom ¥~ + m ¥ My
T B0-2)np2(k+m)  (1—q)k+m)¥  (k+m)¥
32¢y q2 qs g4
TN [(394)(m+k)2 + *

(39— 6)(k+m)s ' (30 —8)(k + m)

From Theorem 4.1, we can see that the asymptotic convergence rate of EDAS,
which behaves as %, is of the same order as that of the centralized SGD
method [23]. Our next goal is to derive the transient time needed for EDAS to reach
this asymptotic convergence rate. In particular, we would like to characterize the
dependence relationship between the transient time and the network characteristics
as well as function properties. For this purpose, we first simplify the presentation of
Theorem 4.1 with O(-) notation in Corollary 4.3 and then improve the convergence
results by iteratively substituting the existing upper bounds into Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5.

In the following lemma, we estimate the constants g;,7 = 2, 3,4, My, Ty, Hy, and
¢p appearing in the statement of Theorem 4.1 with O(-) notation.

LEMMA 4.2. Let the free scaling parameter ¢ in Lemma 2.5 be chosen as

& =n||UL|*

Then we have

My=0 <|X0 - X*||2> , To=0 ('XO — X*”2 + (01— ) |VF(X*)||2>

n n

i o (nxO —x P4 (1) ||VF<x*>|2> Cw=0Q)

n

1 1
1_q0_0<1_)\2>7 q2_0(1)

T w2 #1(12
:O<1+IIVF<X>II>, q_0<||><0 <|° VR, 1 )

n(l — Ao) n(l—2X2)3  n(l—2Xx2)2 (1—A2)?

Proof. See Appendix A.2. ]



20 KUN HUANG AND SHI PU

In light of Lemma 4.2, we again iteratively apply Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5 to derive
Corollary 4.3 based on Theorem 4.1.

COROLLARY 4.3. Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, suppose 6 >
4 and m be chosen according to (3.22). We have for all k > 0,

46%52 1 1
<
Me= Ge—meteem T O <1 —Ag) (k+m)?

IVE ()| 1 o — x** 1
+0 (n(lkz)‘g) (k+m)* +0 (n(i )\2)6> (k+m)s’

and

Tk§0<||><o—x i HITEG] ) (3+4¢E)’€+0(11A2) (k+1m)2

IVEE)|? 1 o — x*? 1
+0 (n(l—/\2)3> Grmy 9 (n(l—/\g)6> (& +m)

Proof. From Theorem 4.1, noticing that m = Q(ﬁ) we have when k£ > 0,
(4.2)

46°5* degTom™ ~1 N m% Mo
(B0 =2)np?(k+m)  (1-q)(k+m)¥  (k+m)%
32¢ q2 q3 qa }

M, <

1=V, [(39 “Dm k2 (B0—6)(k+m)? (30 —8)(k+m)

4625? Ixo = x*[1* + (1 = A) [VF(x")|)* 1
= 5 + O 36 30
(30 — 2)np2(k +m) n(l— )% (k+m)=

1 1 1+ || VF9)|? 1
+O<1—)\2>(k+m)2+0< (1= Ag)2 )(k—i—m)?’

o —x*|I° | IVE(x)| 1 1
+0 (n(i VTR TR WA G >\2)3> (& + m)?

6252 1 1
=G meGrm O (1/\2> &+ m)?

IVE(x)|” 1 Ixo — x*||* 1
+0 <n(1—)\2)2> (k+m)3 +0 (n(i—)\g)‘l) (k+m)*

_ 46°5° S B S
CB0-2np2(k+m)  (k+m)2  (k+m)3  (k+m)¥

_ 1 IV EG)I] _ o[ Ixo—x?
CQ—O<1_/\2>, Cg—O( (1_)\2) ), 64_(9(71(2—)\2)‘1)
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Substituting (4.2) into Lemma 3.5, we have

T < T, + 92>\2 4L2 4925'2 4 Co
R+l = G0k pik+m)2 {1 -2\ (30 —2)nu2(k+m) (k+ m)?
402 |V 12|V F (x*)]|? 1
L o 4) +52} L WIVIPIVEG] ;
(k+m)3 " (k+m) 2(1—=+vA2)  (k+m)

92>\252 1 160452>\2L2 1

=Tt T e m)? T B0 Dt (1= ) (kb m)?
L [V PV Fe)? 492A202L2] 1
B —Ag) 0= ()
402Ny L2 ¢ 1 402)5L%¢, 1
2= ) (h+m)P  m2(1— ) (k+m)o
= qoT} + by + bs + b

(k+m)2  (k+m)*  (k+m)s

where
VF(x %o — x*||?
=)
Then,
k—1 b:
Tp <q6To+ > a5 """ o
t=0 i=2,4,6 (k +m)

Similar to the derivation of (3.35), we obtain that for all k¥ > 0,

8 by be
<
T aTo+ V&[%+m) (e m)t @+mw]
1 VPG 1
< k
_QOTO+O<1—)\2 k+m (n(l—/\2)3 (k+m)4

(4.3)

0 — x** 1
+0 <n(1 —>\2)6 K+ m)®

(
=T+ )
i= 246 k+m

where each e; is of the same order of (l_bii)\z) for i = 2,4,6.
Substituting (4.3) into Lemma 3.4, we obtain

0252 Co |:

30
4.4) Mpy1 < |1— ——— | M,
(4.4) k+1_< 2(k:+m)> k+n,u2(k’+m)2+k+ 2 246

BTt 3 Gy

i

21
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Similar to relation (4.1), we derive

30 k—1 30
mz (m+t+1)2 |cogiTh Co€;
M S G E M 7 |trm 2 Trm
(k+m)= i (k+m)= i=2,4,6 m
0252 = (m+t+1)¥
np2(k+m)% = (t+m)?
46252 L m% My + 2(;0T0m%_1
= B0-2mpr(k+m) | (k+m)%¥ 0 (1-qo)(k+m)¥
40062 + 40064 + 40066
(30 4)(k+m)2 (30 —8)(k+m)* (30 —12)(k +m)S

B 1025 Lo ! 1
© (30 —2)nu2(k +m) 1—=X2 /) (k+m)?

IVF (x| 1 [x0 — x*|| 1
+O<n(1)\2)3> &+ m)? ( (1)42 >(k+m)6'

Again we considered the fact that (k +m) > Q(3 ) with m chosen according to
(3.22) for all k > 1. d

We now state the convergence rate for the EDAS algorithm under the measure
LS VE{llwik — 2*|?] = E[||%kl|?], i.e., the average expected optimization error
over all the agents in the network. Note that from Corollary 4.3, the error X can be
decomposed into X, = 1z;, 4 cUg, 2. Therefore,

(4.5) %611 < 20|26 1% + 2¢* | Url* [ 2]

Taking full expectation on both sides of (4.5) and noting the choice ¢ = n ||UL|?,
we obtain

(4.6) E [[|%x*] < 2nMy, + 20| UL |*|Ur|* T

Combining Corollary 4.3 and (4.6) leads to the improved convergence rate of
EDAS stated in Theorem 4.4.

THEOREM 4.4. Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, suppose 8 > 5,
and m is chosen as in (3.22). We have for all k > 1,

1 ) 40%5° 1 1
n ;E [lesx —a"IP] < (30 — 2)nu2(k + m) +0 (1 - )\2> (k 4+ m)?
Lo (o= x P+ IV (34"
n 4
IV F ()| 1 Ixo — x| 1
+0 ( n(l—X2)3 ) (k+m)? +0 n(l—X2)% | (k+m)s"

Proof. Substitute the bounds on M}, and T}, in Corollary 4.3 into (4.6), and notice

that the product ||[Ug||* ||UL||* is independent of n according to Lemma 2.5. We obtain
the result. O
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4.1. Transient Time. In this part, we estimate how long it takes for EDAS to
achieve the convergence rate of centralized stochastic gradient descent (SGD) method,
i.e., transient time of the algorithm. First, we state the convergence rate of SGD [23].

THEOREM 4.5. Under the centralized stochastic gradient descent method (SGD)

with stepsize policy oy, = , suppose m > {%—‘ We have

0
u(k+m)

625> 1 1
[Hl‘k -z H ] (20 — 1)n NQ(k +m) +0 <n) m

In the next theorem, we derive the transient time for EDAS.

THEOREM 4.6. Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, suppose 8 > 5
and m is chosen according to (3.22). Then it takes
2\ 5
%0 — 7|
10) n=0 == I
o((F=5) )

_ n [VE)|
K7 = max (’)(1_/\2>,O <(1_)\2) >

max {log (|Ixo = x*|I° + IVF(x")[*) , ~ Tog(1 - A2) }
1— X

col=

time for Algorithm 2.1 to reach the asymptotic, network independent convergence rate,

that is, when k > Kr, we have = > E [[|z;; — 2*||?] < %0(1).
i=1

Proof. From Theorem 4.4, we have

1 & . 6252 4(20 — 1) n
E; [lsx = a"IP] < (20 — )n/ﬂk{ 30 — 2 +O<1—)\2>k

3+ A
+0 (Ixa = x4 1976)) (2 )

[VE()|| %0 — x| 1
+O((l—A) >k3+0< 10—)\2 )k

Let K1 be such that

420 —1) n 1
o) = 30 — 2 +O<1—)\2> Kr

+0 (%o - <[ + [V G)]?) (3“2) Kz

VR 1o (o= x ) 1
+0< EEwE ) K7 +O<(10—/\2)6> ey
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We obtain

n IVEE* o — x*|I*\ 7
K = —_— _—
7 = Inax O(l)\2>70 ( (17/\2)3 , O (17)\2)6 ,
max {log (|xo = x*||* + [VF()*) .~ log(1 — M)}
1— X ’

which finishes the proof. 0

Under mild additional conditions, we can obtain a cleaner expression for the
transient time of EDAS in the following corollary.

COROLLARY 4.7. Under Algorithm 2.1 with Assumptions 1.1 to 1.3, suppose 6 >
5 and m is chosen according to (3.22). Assume in addition that ||xo — x*||> = O (n3),

IVE(x*)|? = O (n?) and =x; = O(n9) for some g > 0. Then it takes

n
Ko —
’ O<1—>\2>

steps for Algorithm 2.1 to reach the asymptotic, network independent convergence
rate.

Remark 4.8. Assuming that ||xo — x*||* = O (n®) and IVFx)|? = 0 (n?®) is
mild. This condition can be satisfied for many problem settings including the ones
we consider in Section 5. In addition, 175> = O(n%) is generally satisfied since
=x; = O (n?) holds under common choices of the mixing weights for undirected

graphs [16].

5. Numerical Examples. In this section, we present two numerical examples to
verify and complement our theoretical results. To begin with, we define the transient
time for the algorithms of interest as follows for practical consideration:

(5.1) inf {k > 100 : iiE [||xi,k - x*llz] <2E [Ilrck - x*lﬂ } ;

where xj € RP stands for the k-th iterate for the centralized SGD algorithm.

In the first experiment, we construct a “hard” optimization problem for which the

_n__
1—A2

the upper bound given in Theorem 4.6. This verifies the sharpness of the obtained
theoretical results. Then we consider the problem of logistic regression for classify-
ing handwritten digits from the MNIST dataset [9]. In this case, EDAS achieves a

transient time close to O (W), which is better than the upper bound in Corol-

experimental transient time of EDAS is of the order of O ), which agrees with

lary 4.7. Hence in practice, the performance of EDAS depends on the specific problem
instances and can be better than the worse-case scenario.

For both problems, we consider two different types of network topologies, i.e.,
ring network shown in Figure la and grid network shown in Figure 1b. The mixing
matrices compliant with the networks are constructed under the Lazy Metropolis
rule [16]. In addition to presenting the transient times for EDAS, we also compare
its performance with other algorithms enjoying the asymptotic network independent
property, i.e., distributed stochastic gradient descent (DSGD) [23, 37] and distributed
stochastic gradient tracking method (DSGT) [22].
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(a) Ring network topology with 8 nodes (b) Grid network topology with 16 nodes

Fic. 1. Two network topologies.

5.1. A Near-Sharp Quadratic Problem. Consider the following problem:

. 1~/ 2
(5:2) min f(z) = E;THx_diH :
where d; = a;1/il and a; is the i-th smallest eigenvalue of W. The unique solution
to problem (5.2) is given by z* = 13" | d;. In the experiments, we set the initial
solution to O for each node in the network; for centralized SGD we use the same
initialization. Let p = 1, and each node i is able to obtain noisy gradients in the form
of gi(x;) = /n(z; — d;) + w, where w ~ N(0,0.1%) denotes the noise. Stepsizes are
chosen as ay, = 20/(k + 200), Vk.

Fist, we illustrate the property of “asymptotic network independence” by com-
paring the performance of EDAS and SGD in Figure 2a. We can see that the error
of EDAS gets close to that of centralized SGD as the number of iteration grows.
Eventually, it is as if the network were not there and the convergence rate for EDAS
is exactly the same as SGD. Hence the phenomenon is called “asymptotic network
independence”.

— B

#*[|(EDAS, ring)
)~ z*|*)(SGD)
oo LS By - 2 2] (EDAS, grid)

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Number of Iterations

(a) Error terms for centralized and decentral-
ized methods.

Fic. 2. An illustration of asymptotic network independence.

6n
1—Xo

In Figure 3a, we plot the observed transient times of EDAS and against
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the network size n for the ring network topology.® We then consider the grid network
topology in Figure 3b. It can be seen that the two curves are close in both cases, which

suggests that the theoretical upper bound Ky = O (1—%2) given in Corollary 4.7 is

sharp.
4 4
6 x10 . . 8 x10
+— Transient Time +— Transient Time
5
6
4
5
3 4
3
2
2
1
v 1
o =
= =
0 IOUBRES s . . 0 Laa—"
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 0 20 40 60 80 100
Network size n Network size n

(a) Transient time for the ring network topology. (b) Transient time for the grid network topology.

Fic. 3. Comparison of the transient time for Algorithm 2.1 and multiples of 17’32. The

expected errors are approximated by averaging 500 simulation results.

In Figure 4, we further compare the early stage performance of DSGT, DSGD,
and EDAS with the same initialization. It can be seen that the error term of EDAS
decreases faster than that of the other two decentralized methods and quickly gets
close to the error of SGD. This is particularly true when the network is not well
connected, e.g., when the network has a ring topology with a large number of nodes
(see Figure 4c).

5.2. Logistic Regression. We consider classifying handwritten digits 1 and 2 in
the MNIST dataset using logistic regression. There are 12700 data points S = {(u,v)}
with u € R denoting the image input and v € {—1, 1} being the label.* Each agent
possesses a distinct local dataset S; randomly selected from S. The classifier can then
be obtained by solving the following optimization problem using all the agents’ local
datasets S;,i =1,2,...,n:

(5.3a) Jmin_f(z) = % ; fi(x),
1
(5.3b) fila) = rgp D og [1 -+ exp(—aTugeg)] + 3l

JES:

where p > 0 is a regularization parameter (hyperparameter). To solve the problem,
each agent can obtain an unbiased estimate of V f;(x) using a minibatch of randomly
selected data points from its local dataset S;. In the experiment, we let p = 1,
ar = 6/(k + 20),Vk for all the considered algorithms with the same initial solutions:

3For problem (5.2), the upper bound on the transient time is K7 = O < n ) from Corollary 4.7

T—Xs2
since we have ||xo — x*||*> = [|[VF(x*)||? = O (n?).
4Label —1 represents handwritten digit 2 and label 1 represents digit 1.
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(a) Error terms over a ring net-(b) Error terms over a ring net-(c) Error terms over a ring net-
work with 20 nodes. work with 40 nodes. work with 60 nodes.

10 0
[ 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 [ 05 1 15 2 o o5 1 15 25
Number of lterations Number of fterations 10t Number of fterations 10t

(d) Error terms over a grid net-(e) Error terms over a grid net-(f) Error terms over a grid net-
work with 49 nodes. work with 81 nodes. work with 121 nodes.

Fic. 4. Comparison among DSGT, DSGD, and EDAS over ring and grid network topologies
for problem (5.2). The curves stand for E(|z(k) — 2*||?) for SGD and % 2 B(||li e 7{2”‘”2)
for decentralized methods. The expected errors are approximated by averaging over 100 simulation
results.

x;,0 = 0, Vi (distributed methods) and zy = 0 (centralized SGD). Each local dataset
has |S;| = 100 data points and the mini-batch size is set to be 1.

In Figure 5, we can see that the observed transient times of EDAS are close to
the multiple of W Hence in practice EDAS may achieve a better transient time
than the derived worst-case upper bound.

We also compare the performance of EDAS with DSGD and DSGT for the lo-
gistic regression problem in Figure 6. On one hand, similar to problem (5.2), EDAS
achieves significantly shorter transient times for ring networks when the network size
is moderately large; see Figures 6a to 6¢. On the other hand, for grid networks, EDAS
and DSGT both achieve better transient times than DSGD; see Figures 6d to 6f.

6. Conclusions. In this paper, we consider a distributed stochastic gradient
algorithm (EDAS) and perform a non-asymptotic analysis. In addition to showing
that EDAS achieves asymptotic network independence, we identify its non-asymptotic
convergence rate as a function of characteristic of the objective functions and the
network. We show that EDAS achieves the fastest transient time so far to the best
of our knowledge. Future work will explore the lower bound of transient times for a
general class of distributed stochastic gradient methods.

Appendix A. Proofs.
A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.5.

Proof. Since W is a stochastic symmetric matrix, the matrices W and V have
the following spectral decomposition:

W=QAQ", V=QVI,-AQ"
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(a) Transient time for the ring network topology. (b) Transient time for the grid network topology.

Fic. 5. Comparison between the transient times for EDAS and multiples of W‘ The

expected errors are approrimated by averaging over 200 simulation results.
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(a) Error terms over a ring net-(b) Error terms over a ring net-(c) Error terms over a ring net-
work with 20 nodes. work with 40 nodes. work with 60 nodes.
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(d) Error terms over a grid net-(e) Error terms over a grid net-(f) Error terms over a grid net-
work with 49 nodes. work with 81 nodes. work with 121 nodes.

F1c. 6. Comparison among DSGT, DSGD, and EDAS over ring and grid network topologies
for problem (5.3). The y-agis stands for E(||z(k) — z*||?) for SGD and % S EB(|wik — I*HQ) for
decentralized methods. The expected errors are approximated by averaging 100 simulation results.
where @ is an orthogonal matrix, and

A :=diag (1, A, ..., \y) .

Therefore,
(A1)

(e )% )t T )

Noticing the particular form of the middle term on the right hand side of (A.1),
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there exists a permutation operator II; € R??*2"” such that

A —VI, = A :
(MA A ):Hldlag(EhEg,...,En)HlT,

where

o . Ak —/1 =X _
(A2) E1 .—.[2, Ek _()\km )\k ,k—2,3,...,ﬂ.

Hence
T
(A.3) B= ( @ 0 )Hldiag(IQ,EQ,...,En)H1T< @ QT )
We then consider the eigendecomposition of Fy for £ = 2,3,...,n. It can be

verified that

A i/ — A2 0 .
Ad E, =27 k 4
(44 =z (T TR/ v v R

where > = —1, and
(A.5) 7 = < Lo > 7 —( % 7%
—ivAe iV ) Tk 3 T

Therefore, from (A.3), we have

(A.6) B= ( @ 0 )HlZ(diag(Ig,Dl))ZlﬂlT ( Q' QT )

where Z = diag (I, Z1, Za, ..., Zy) and Dy is a complex diagonal matrix.

Additionally, note that (ITTL, OT)T and (OT, 1;)T are the two eigenvectors of B
w.r.t. eigenvalue 1. Thus after a permutation Ilz, we reach a decomposition for B
given by B = UDU !, where

D = diag([27D1),

T Q _ ]-n 0 UR,u

U := ( 0 I, Z1I, = 0 1, Uni)’
for some Ug,,,Ur,; € R™*("=2)  We then further choose ¢ > 0 as a free parameter,
to obtain B = UDU ™!, where

19T 0
e G ) Fl (R
" Rl %UL,I %UL,r

We next bound ||Ugl|2 and ||UL||2. By definition, we have

> Q
oalle < 01 < (@ 4 )

T [l2]| Z][2 [ T2 ]|z = [|Z]]2-
2

Since

/ o~ 2 0 . .
||Zk||2 - AmaX(Zka) - \/)\max ( 0 2|)\k| ) - \/i, Vk = 2,37. Lo, n,
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we obtain ||Ug|lz < ||Z]]2 = V2.

Similarly,
ULl < 1Tz < 1272
Given that
zzy =1 th o
K \Ce ) = _ 1 )
I\ 1=y 1t
we have
1252 = P Auax (2 (27 = 4 5
k 2 max\#[ k 2|)\k|
Hence ||ULll2 < |1Z7 Y2 = 1/ﬁ < /35 by assuming A\, > A > 0. 0

A.2. Proof of Lemma 4.2.
Proof. From the definitions of My, T in (3.19), we have

_ 1 ) x0 — x* |2
My = ol = 1 217 (0 ~x)2 = 0 <Inll> |

QHULH2

1 > ~ * *
To = (Urixo + Upryo)lI* < (lIxo = x*[I* + llyo — volI*) -

For ||y —y§|I%, notice that yo = 0 in Algorlthm 2.1, and y§ = =V - agWVF(x*)
by Lemma 2.2, we have

lyo =yl = ||V aeWVE(x")]| .

Given that [|[V~|| = HQ (\/In - A)_ Q' = ,/1_1/\2 and ag < 17‘2 from (3.22),

we derive
o <||xO =X (1) ||VF<x*>||2> |

n

240¢*||UR|?L? _ — 01

Noting that wg = (1), it follows that

()
w2 B w112
A7) Ho= Mot wyTy= 0 (IIxO — x| + (1n Xo) [VE(x)| ) |
To estimate qo, g2, g3, g4, consider
6%52 1
A. = — -
(s m="T-0(3).
240005 ||UL ||*||UR|1*L? ( 1 )
A.8b = -0
( ) b3 N4(1—\/E) T
3 2 272011/~ 112 112
(A.8¢) _ 966°|| U] ||U11|| DIV PIVFE)I® _ ||VF( )”
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Combining (A.8) and (A.7) leads to

oo 1 P5\ 1+ |[VF))?
H1_9—3<p2+m3>_0 n ’
y 2ps %o — x*|* | IV (x| 1
Hy = m?H, =0
2=t oy n1—)2 ' n(l—X) | 1
Therefore,
O
30L%2||Ug|I? 1 4 1
o= Pl _ o), = —o(=3).
np 1—q0 1—vX 1— X2
Aon||UL||25262 Agn||UL 202 L2 H 1+ ||[VEx)|?
, = 2onl 2L||2 _O0(), g5 22||2L|| L IVEG)I” Y
2 u2c2(1—Xp) n(l — Ao)
_ Aon||UL |26 L*Hy n AL PV IPIVEx)]1%6?
p2e?(1 = As) p2c?(1 = /Ag)
%o —x*[* | IVF(x")| 1

=0

n(l—X2)3 = n(l—X)2  (1—X)?
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