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Variance-Reduced Stochastic Quasi-Newton
Methods for Decentralized Learning: Part I

Jiaojiao Zhang', Huikang Liu?, Anthony Man-Cho So', and Qing Ling?

Abstract—In this work, we investigate stochastic quasi-Newton
methods for minimizing a finite sum of cost functions over a
decentralized network. In Part I, we develop a general algo-
rithmic framework that incorporates stochastic quasi-Newton
approximations with variance reduction so as to achieve fast con-
vergence. At each time each node constructs a local, inexact quasi-
Newton direction that asymptotically approaches the global,
exact one. To be specific, (i) A local gradient approximation is
constructed by using dynamic average consensus to track the
average of variance-reduced local stochastic gradients over the
entire network; (ii) A local Hessian inverse approximation is
assumed to be positive definite with bounded eigenvalues, and
how to construct it to satisfy these assumptions will be given
in Part II. Compared to the existing decentralized stochastic
first-order methods, the proposed general framework introduces
the second-order curvature information without incurring extra
sampling or communication. With a fixed step size, we establish
the conditions under which the proposed general framework
linearly converges to an exact optimal solution.

Index Terms—Decentralized optimization, stochastic quasi-
Newton methods, variance reduction.

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been steadily growing interest in machine learning
over networks in various areas, such as large-scale learning
[1]-[4], privacy-preserving learning [5], [6l], decentralized
system control [7], [8], etc. These applications often can be
formulated as decentralized learning problems. In this paper,
we focus on a decentralized learning problem over an undi-
rected and connected network, where n nodes cooperatively
look for a minimizer of the average cost

n

r* =arg min F(z) £ %Zfz(x) (1)

rERC

Here, = is the decision variable and f; : R? — R is the
local cost function of node i, represented as the average of
m,; sample costs in the form of

fi@) & =3 fuul), @)
=1

in which f;; : R? — R is the I-th sample cost on node ¢,
assumed to be differentiable. To agree on an optimal solution
z* to (1), the nodes are allowed to communicate with their
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neighbors and perform local computation. However, at each
time each node ¢ is unable to access the local cost function
fi or the local full gradient Vf; since they may involve a
large number of samples. Instead, at each time each node i
can access one or a mini-batch of sample costs and compute
the local stochastic gradient.

In recent years, a large number of algorithms have been pro-
posed for solving (I). Among them, decentralized stochastic
first-order methods are appealing due to their low computation
complexity. In contrast, decentralized stochastic second-order
methods are rarely studied. The goal of this paper is to devise
computationally affordable decentralized stochastic second-
order methods to accelerate the learning process.

A. Decentralized Deterministic Algorithms

For the decentralized learning problem (1), when the num-
bers of local samples m; are sufficiently small such that each
node 7 is affordable to compute the local full gradient V f; or
even the local full Hessian V2 f;, there are many decentralized
deterministic first-order and second-order algorithms.

Distributed gradient descent (DGD) is a popular first-order
method that combines local gradient descent with average
consensus, but is unable to achieve exact convergence when
using a fixed stepsize [9]], [10]. This convergence error can
be eliminated with local historic information, for example, in
exact first-order algorithm (EXTRA) [11], [12]], primal-dual
methods [13]-[15], exact diffusion [16], [17], and gradient
tracking [[18]]-[20].

Although the first-order algorithms are widely used in de-
centralized learning due to their low computation complexity,
second-order methods are able to achieve faster convergence.
Several works penalize the consensus constraints (namely, all
the local decision variables must be eventually consensual) to
the cost function, and obtain approximate Newton directions
that are computable in decentralized manners [21]-[23]]. A
decentralized quasi-Newton method is proposed in [24], also
using the idea of penalization. However, with the penalty
term, these algorithms only converge to a neighborhood of
an optimal solution when using fixed stepsizes. This issue
has been addressed in second-order primal-dual methods [25]—
[28]. A decentralized approximate Newton-type algorithm is
proposed in [29]], adopting the gradient tracking technique
such that the local gradients can track the global ones. A
cubically-regularized Newton method with gradient tracking
is explored in [30], running inexact, preconditioned Newton
steps on each node. The work of [31] proposes a decentralized
adaptive Newton method, where at each time each node runs
a finite-time consensus inner loop.
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B. Decentralized Stochastic Algorithms

When the numbers of local samples m; are large, decen-
tralized deterministic algorithms become prohibitive due to
the time-consuming computation of local full gradients and
Hessians. Hence, decentralized stochastic algorithms, where
at each time each node only accesses one or a mini-batch of
sample costs and computes the local stochastic gradient, are fa-
vorable [32]—[34]. To remedy the gradient noise brought by the
local stochastic gradients, variance reduction techniques such
as stochastic variance reduced gradient (SVRG) can be applied
[29], [35]-[40]. However, to the best of our knowledge,
computationally affordable decentralized stochastic second-
order methods have not been investigated.

In Part I of this work, we propose a general algorithmic
framework that incorporates decentralized stochastic quasi-
Newton approximations with variance reduction so as to
achieve fast convergence. To be specific, at each time, each
node first uses a variance reduction technique (for example,
SVRG) to obtain a local corrected stochastic gradient, and then
uses the dynamic average consensus method [41] to obtain
an approximation of the global gradient. Further, the gradient
approximations are used to construct the Hessian inverse
approximations. We prove that if the constructed Hessian
inverse approximations have bounded positive eigenvalues,
then the proposed general framework converges linearly to an
exact optimal solution of (D).

Note that using the gradient approximations to construct
the Hessian inverse approximations is quite adventurous, since
the gradient approximations are not necessarily reliable due to
stochastic gradient noise and disagreement among the nodes.
Naively adopting centralized quasi-Newton methods may end
up with almost-singular Hessian inverse approximations, or
even non-positive semidefinite ones. To address this issue, in
Part II of this work, we propose two methods, damped reg-
ularized limited-memory DFP (Davidon-Fletcher-Powell) and
damped limited-memory BFGS (Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-
Shanno), which are able to adaptively construct positive
definite Hessian inverse approximations. Further, in Part II,
we prove that the generated Hessian inverse approximations
have bounded positive eigenvalues, which fits into the general
framework in Part I. Convergence rates of the proposed general
framework and the existing decentralized stochastic methods
are summarized in Table [l

Throughout Part I and Part I, the cost functions are assumed
to be differentiable but not necessarily twice differentiable. In
the proposed framework we only use stochastic gradients to
estimate Hessians, while in the analysis we do not need to use
the true Hessians.

'For all algorithms, we set the numbers of local samples m; = m for all
nodes ¢. The mini-batch sizes are b; = b for all nodes <. o is the second largest
singular value of the mixing matrix W defined in Assumption[3 L and p are
the smoothness and strong convexity constants, respectively. kg = L is the
condition number of the cost function F'. v and ¢ are defined in Theorem [II

2Here, W =1LW,

3Here, K = A—? is the condition number of H defined in Theorem

[0 DFP needs extra O(Md?) computation and O(d? + Md) storage per
iteration, while BFGS needs extra O(Md) computation and O(Md) storage
per iteration. This will be shown in Part II.

Notations. I; € R?*? denotes the d x d identity matrix,
and 1,, € R™ denotes the n-dimensional column vector of
all ones. || - || denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector. ®
denotes the Kronecker product. For two vectors z and y,
x < y denotes that each entry of x is smaller than that of
y. For two matrices A and B, A < B denotes that each
entry of A is smaller than that of B. A = 0 and A > 0
refer that the matrix A is positive semidefinite and positive
definite, respectively. A = B and A = B mean A— B > 0
and A — B > 0, respectively. Ayax(+) and Anpin(+) denote the
largest and smallest eigenvalues of a matrix, respectively. The
i-th largest eigenvalue of a matrix is denoted by A;(-). p()

denotes the spectral radius of a matrix and || - || denotes its

.. T d
spectral norm. For a positive vector z = [z1,---,24] € R
and an arbitrary vector a = [a1,--- ,aq] € R, [ja|?, =

max; |a;| /z; denotes the weighted infinity norm of vector a

and || A||%, is the weighted infinity norm of matrix A induced

by the vector norm || - ||%,. Define W = W @ I; € Rndxnd
T

and W, = % ® I; € R"*" Define the aggregated
variable x = [z1;--- ;2,] € R™ for x1,--- ,z, € R?, and
similar aggregation rules apply to other variables d, g, v and
7. Define the average variable over all the nodes at time k as
¢ =215 ok =117 ® I;)x* € R? and similar average
rules apply to other variables H’“,gk,vk and 7*. Define the
aggregated gradient Vf(x*) = [Vfi(z}); -+ ; Vfn(zE)] €
R"™. Define the average of all the local gradients at the
local variables as Vf(x") = 1 3" | Vf,;(2¥) € R% Define
VE (XF) = 157" Vfi(X*) € R? as the average of all the
local gradients at the common average X*. Define a block
diagonal matrix H* = diag{ HF} € R"4*"4 whose i-th block
is H¥ € R%%d and an average matrix H' = LS (HF €
R?*4, Given a random variable v, E[v] denotes the expectation
and E[v|F] denotes the expectation conditioned in F.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND ALGORITHM
DEVELOPMENT

This section begins with introducing the problem formu-
lation of decentralized learning and basic assumptions. Then
we propose a general framework of variance-reduced decen-
tralized stochastic quasi-Newton methods.

A. Problem Formulation

We consider an undirected and connected graph G = (V, £)
with node set V = {1,...,n} and edge set £ C V x V.
Nodes 7 € V and j € V are neighbors and allowed to send
information to each other if they are connected with an edge
(i,4) € €. Each node i has a local cost function f; in the form
of @), and makes decisions based on stochastic gradients of f;
and information obtained from its neighbors. Define N; as the
set of neighbors of node i including itself and let z; € R be
the local copy of decision variable x kept on node ¢. Since the
network is bidirectionally connected, the optimization problem
in () is equivalent to

s 1y
x* = argmin f(x)= - Zfi (x;), 3)
i=1

x=[z1;;2Zn]

s.t. x; = xj, A7 E.A/i, Vi,



TABLE I
STOCHASTIC GRADIENT COMPUTATION COMPLEXITY OF DECENTRALIZED LEARNING METHODS TO REACH AN €-OPTIMAL SOLUTION OF .

Algorithm! Step size Stochastic gradient computation complexity Batch size
p— I]]ln(W) K/4 1 1 p—
DSA [33] o= ( ) O(max {mnF,%,W}logg) b=1
(1 o2 IiF logkp _
GT-SVRG [36] ( an Of(m+ (i=o3y? log 1 b=1
_ 1 (- oy 1 _
GT-SAGA [36] | a=min {o (i%).0 ( - )} O (max ym, ( “Eyy log | b=1
VR-DIGing [37] a=0|—1 O ((m+rp)log ) b= —maxilomu}
max{L #} € max{L #}
1-o)? a-o)?
Acc-VR-DIGing [37] a=0(1) O ((m + /mkF)log 1) b= \/w
; o (17‘72)2 bliFliH log EERH 1 m—b C(1702)2
DFP and BFGS? a=0(fEs) o <<m+ i | log ) | ey < g min {1, <05}
in which we know that x* £ [z*;--- ;2*] € R™ by stacking Assumption 2 (u-strong convexity). The global cost function

n vectors * to a long column. By observation, and (@)
are equivalent in the sense that the optimal local variables z;
of (@) are all equal to the optimal argument z* of (I, i.e.,
x*—...—x* —x*

1= =Ty =T

Throughout this paper, we make the following assumptions
on the cost functions.

Assumption 1 (Convexity and L-smoothness). Each local
sample cost f; is convex and has Lipschitz continuous gra-
dients, i.e.,

fiily) =fiu(@) + V() (y — ),
fialy) <fip(z) + Vi) (y — z) +

for all x,y € RY and L > 0 is the Lipschitz constant.

“

L
Sly=al*,

Assumption[Ilimplies that the local cost functions f; defined
in and the global cost function F' defined in are also
convex and L-smooth. Under Assumption we have the
following lemma, which will be used in the later analysis.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption (I} for all z,y € R?, we have

o IV Faa(@) = V) ©
<fiul@) = fialy) = Vi)' (x —y).
Proof. We consider the function
o(x) = fia(@) = fia(y) = Vi)™ (x —y). (7

It is easy to see that ¢ is convex and achieves the global
minimal value 0 at the point y because V¢(y) = 0. In addition,
¢(x) is also L-smooth, such that

0 < min {¢(x — nVe(x))}

2
< min {¢<x> Ve + —"|v¢<x>||2} ®

1 2

— 6(a) — 57 Vo)
By substituting the definition of ¢ into the above inequality,
we complete the proof. O

Note that similar arguments also hold for the local cost
functions f; and the global cost function F'.

F' is strongly convex, i.e.,
F(y) > F(x) + VF(2)" (y — =) +

for all x,y € R and yu > 0 is the strong convexity constant.

Sly—al*,  ©)

To reach the consensual and optimal solution, the nodes
need to mix their local decision variables with those from
their neighbors according to predefined weights. Let w;; > 0
represent the weight that node ¢ assigns to node j and define
the mixing matrix W = [w;;] € R™ ", which satisfies the
following assumption.

Assumption 3 (Mixing matrix). The mixing matrix W is
nonnegative with w;; > 0. The weight w;; = 0 if and only if
j¢ N;. W is symmetric and doubly stochastic, i.e., W = wT
and W1,, = 1,,. The null space of I,, — W is span (1,).

Mixing matrices satisfying Assumption [3] are common in
the literature of decentralized learning over an undirected and
connected network; see, e.g., [42], [43] for details. According
to the Perron-Frobenius theorem [44], Assumption [3 implies
that the eigenvalues of W lie in (—1,1] and the multiplicity
of eigenvalue 1 is one. It also implies that the second largest
singular value o of W is less than 1, i.e.,

1
o= |W—-=1,1%2 < 1.
n

B. A General Framework of Variance-Reduced Decentralized
Stochastic Quasi-Newton Methods

We propose a general framework of decentralized stochastic
quasi-Newton methods combined with variance reduction to
solve (@). In the proposed framework, node ¢ updates its local
decision variable xf“ according to the following decentral-

ized stochastic quasi-Newton step

Z wij;

where £ is the time and o > 0 is a constant stepsize. If
the local cost function f; is twice differentiable, one ideal
choice of the direction korl is the global negative Newton

direction (n S VAfi(x k+1)) ( S VX k+l))

ah = — ad¥, (10)



(VQF(ik“)) VF(xF*1), i.e., multiplication of the global
Hessian inverse and the global gradient at the average vari-
able ¥ = 157" 2%+! However, computing the global
negative Newton direction is expensive in the decentralized
stochastic learning setting for two reasons. First, computing
the global Hessian inverse and the global gradient is impossi-
ble, since each node only has access to the information from
itself and its neighbors, instead of from the entire network.
Second, even computing the local Hessian inverse and the local
gradient is unaffordable because they involve all the sample
costs on each node.

In our proposed general framework, we update the direction

df“ with carefully constructed Hessian inverse approximation
H Z-k'H and gradient approximation gf“, given by
di_cﬂ Hk+1 k+1 )

Compared with the global negative Newton direction, the

Hessian inverse approximation H; R s to estimate the global

Hessian inverse (£ 37" | V2 fi(X k“)) = (V*F(x k“))

and the gradient approximation gk+1 is to estimate the global

gradient 1 3" | V f;(xFT!) = VF(x*1). We will construct
f“ below and Hf“ in Part II of this work.

For the gradient approximation gf“, we consider the case
that the sample size m; is too large such that it is unaffordable
to compute the local full gradient V f;(z¥™!). Thus, node i
uniformly randomly chooses a subset Sf“ c{1,...,m;}
with cardinality |S¥*?| = b;, computes their stochastic gradi-
ents Vf;(x k+1), and obtains a corrected stochastic gradient

vit! with SVRG, as

1
k+1 _ k+1 k+1
o = 3 (VA = Vi) a2)
leskt!
+ Vi),
where Tk+1 € R is an auxiliary variable. Given a positive

integer T Tk+1 =

¥ if mod (k + 1,7) = 0 and

TfH =7k otherwise. Therefore, node i calculates its local
full gradient once at every 7' times, and saves it to correct
the consequent 7' local stochastic gradients. With SVRG,
vF*1 is a reliable, unbiased estimate to the local full gradient
Vf;(z¥*1). However, we expect gF*! to estimate the global
gradient £ > | Vfi(x k+1) Inspired by the gradient tracking
strategy [41] we construct ng with a dynamic average

consensus step, given by

k+1 k
g w”gj—l-vJr —v;,
j=1

k-‘rl (13)

with initialization g9 = v) = V f;(z?).

Intuitively, the local corrected stochastic gradient v’”l will
gradually approach the local full gradient V f;(x k“) with
the help of SVRG. If the local decision variables a:k“ are
almost consensual, then the gradient approximations g]chl will
gradually approach the global gradient < >°7" | Vf;(X kL)
with the help of dynamic average consensus. With the gradient
approximations ng at the hand of each node ¢, in Part
II, we will introduce how to obtain the Hessian inverse
approximation H, f“ that estimates the global Hessian inverse

- -1 . .
(2300 V2f(xF)) . As we will show in Part II, the
Hessian inverse approximations HF is constructed locally
given g¥ and z¥, without extra sample or communication.
Just as the first-order gradient tracking methods, the proposed
second-order methods require two rounds of communication
of d-dimension vectors at each iteration.

Algorithm 1 Variance-reduced decentralized stochastic quasi-
Newton methods on node 3

Require: o; T; b;; 205 dV; 70 = 295 g9 = 0) = Vfi(2?).
1: for k=0,1,2,... do
2: Update local decision variable xf“ as in (10).

3 Select SF™ C {1,...,m;} with batch size b;.
4 Tl = 7k or Tk“ = 2¥ if mod (k+1,7T) = 0.
5 Update corrected stochastrc gradient Uf“ as in (12).
6: Update gradient approximation gk+1 as in (13).

7 Construct Hessian inverse approximation 1 f“.

8 Update direction d¥** as in (IT).

9

: end for

The proposed variance-reduced decentralized stochastic
quasi-Newton methods are described in Algorithm The
general framework can be written in a compact form of

L= wx* — ad”,
gk-‘rl _ ng 4 Vk-‘rl _ Vk, (14)
dk+l _ HkJrlngrl.

III. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

This section establishes the linear convergence rate of the
general framework in Algorithm given that the Hessian
inverse approximations HY satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 4 (Bounded Hessian inverse approximations).
There exist two constants My and My with 0 < My, < My <
oo such that

MI; = HF < Moy, Yi=1,...,n, Yk > 0. (15)

We will not describe how to construct H }C until in Part II,
where specific updating schemes for HY satisfying Assump-
tion 4] will be proposed.

A. Preliminaries

We start the convergence analysis of the general framework
with several preliminaries.

First of all, we have the following “averaging” property of
the mixing step

Hka

- Wooxk” =

((W - %1,112) ® Id> (xF — Wox¥)

<o||xF — Wox"|.

(16)

By Assumption Bl we know 0 < o < 1. Thus, (I6) implies
that WxF is closer to the average W ,x" than the unmixed
x*. This “averaging” property will be frequently used over x*
and other variables in the analysis.




We recall that in (I4) the gradient approximation g* is
updated by dynamic average consensus [41]. Under the ini-
tialization g = v? = Vf(x"), taking average over all the
nodes and using induction [[19], we have

g =v*, Vk. (17)

It implies that each g% approximately tracks the average of
gradient estimators v¥ when all g¥ are almost consensual.

To handle the randomness caused by sampling, we denote
F* as the history of the dynamical system generated by
UE’{C; L n} S¢. For each node 14, the stochastic vector v¥ is
an unbiased estimator of local gradient V f;(z¥) conditioned
in 7*. Thus we have

E [vf|F*] = Vi (2F). (18)
Further, by and (I8) we have
E [g"|F*] = E [¥"|F*] = VF (x*). (19)

Under Assumption [1| we have
V7 64) = VP (=) < &= [l = Weesd| vk 20)

The proof can be found in Lemma 8 of [[19].

B. Main Theorem

Motivated by the analysis in [19], [36], we will use the
consensus error E[||x* — W x*||?], network optimality gap
E[F(x*) — F(z*)] and the gradient tracking error E[|gF —
W.g¥||?] to establish the convergence rate. Collect all the
three errors mentioned above into a vector u* € R? such that

E[llx* — Woox*|1?]
uf = | 2E [F(x") - F(a*)]

L2F [||lg* — Woogk||?]

Thus, u” is a distance measure between z¥ and 2* since u* =

0 implies 2¥ = X" = 2*, Vi. Define

B 4 — b 1
N zé%nl,ax,n} { (mi — 1)1)1} <
We call B the non-sampling rate, since B = 0 means that each
node ¢ uses all m; samples to compute the local full gradient
V fi, degenerating to the deterministic setting.

We first summarize the conditions of the parameters, includ-
ing the step size «, the non-sampling rate B and the period
T of SVRG, to guarantee the linear convergence rate, in the
following theorem.

2y

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions[IH4) if the parameters satisfy
o< U= UQ)QMM17
= T200L2M2

1 ) C 1— 2\2
Bgﬁmln{l,%}v (22)
7~ 21os(280/(¢(1 - 02)2))7

2 2712

B u)2<Ml> M ML
(B (Z2L), y=1-2L a= a. (23
¢ ( 7 Mo Mg )

Then, the proposed Algorithm [I| converges linearly to the
optimal solution of (B).

Theorem [I] implies that if the step size « and the non-
sampling rate B are small enough and the period T' of SVRG
is sufficiently large, then the proposed Algorithm [Tl converges
at a linear rate to the optimum. Substituting

(1- UQ)Q,LLMl)
a=0 <7 ,
TEIVE

we can see that

o [ Frr log TGk
T= (1—02)2 ’
where kp = L/u denotes the condition number of global
cost function F, kg = My/M; denote the condition number
of Hessian inverse approximations, and 1 — o2 represents
the connectedness of the network. Therefore, to achieve an
e-optimal solution, the total number of stochastic gradient
evaluations required by Algorithm [1] is

max;{b;} - n%/@fq log 554 1
O ((mlax{mi} + 1= o2 L log -]

Remark 1. When m; = m and Hl’C = Iy, we have v = 0,
b; = O(1) and kg = 1, such that the number of stochastic
gradient evaluations of Algorithm [l is

2 KF
K7 log T 1
O — | log —

which is similar to

2
O | m+ 222850 log m‘; 1og1 ,
(-0 ) e

given in [36|]. Our analysis cannot show better dependence
on K, because we only assume that Hf have bounded
positive eigenvalues in the general framework, which includes
the worst case, for example, when HF fails to involve any
curvature information. The work of [45|] studies determinis-
tic, quadratic cost functions and shows that communicating
second-order information helps obtain better dependence on
the condition number of cost functions. Our work investigates
stochastic, general cost functions and does not communicate
Hessians. Besides, it is recommended to set the batch sizes
b; = 1 for the variance-reduced stochastic first-order method
in [36], since smaller batch sizes reduce the number of
stochastic gradient evaluations per iteration, although increas-
ing the number of iterations. For the proposed variance-
reduced stochastic second-order methods, the above analysis
also suggests to use moderate batch sizes. However, numerical
experiments in Part I will show that slightly larger batch sizes
are beneficial. Our conjecture is that using larger batch sizes
enables constructing stabler gradient and Hessian estimators,
and hence helps convergence.




C. Linear Convergence Rate

Next, we will specify the linear rate given the parameters
in Theorem [1l The analysis includes four steps, where the
consensus error E[||x* — W x¥||?], the network optimality
gap E[F(X¥)— F(2*)] and the gradient tracking error E[||g* —
W .g¥||?] are bounded in Steps I, IT and III, respectively. In
Step IV, we reorganize the previous three bounds in a compact
form and choose the parameters to establish the linear rate.

1) Step I: The following lemma gives a recursion of the
consensus error E[||x* — W ox*||?].

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions [[H4) consider the sequence
{x*} generated by (I4). For all k > 1, we have

E [kaJrl _ WOOXkJrl ”2]

1 2 2 2 2M2L2
S( —1—20 n a17 3 )]E[|xk—Wooxk|2}

(24)

— 52

202 M2
3 (2B [lg* -

+292LnE [F(®") — F(2")] )

+

Proof. According to the update of x**! in (I4), we have

”XkJrl _ WOOXkJrl ”2

=[[Wx* — ad* — W_x* + aW . d"|]?
=[[W(x* = W_x") — a(Ig — Wao)d¥||?

(25)

1
S(L+ ) IW(xF = Weex®)[|* + (1 + ) | (Ing — Woo)d¥|?
1—|—0 (1 +02)a2
< W (x" = Wox")||” + ﬁ”(fnd - Wo)d*|2
1 —l—o 202
STHXk - Woox*|? T 2”( nd — Woo)d*|1%,

where we use W, = WW_, in the first and the second
equalities, use Young’s 1nequa11t2y with parameter > 0 in the
first inequality, and set n = 2’ Z— in the second inequality. For
the last inequality, we use |[W(x* — W x*)||? = [|[Wx* —
Woox¥||2 < 02||x¥ — W .x*||2 obtained by (I6) and the fact
of 0 < 1 by Assumption

Next, we bound the term ||(I,,4 — W4 )d¥|| in @3). By the
triangle inequality, we have

1(Ina — Weo)d¥| (26)
=[(Ina = Weo)(H* = MIua)g" + M(Ina — Weo)g"||
My — M, -
<=2t + Mgt - W
where M = M The inequality holds because ||I,q —
W2 <1 and M;1,q < H* < M1, . Further, we have
8"l <llg® — Woog"[l + vnlig"| 27
<|lg* — Waog®|| + va(lg" - VFE")|| + [VF (")),

which implies
[(Zna — WOO)dk” < M2||gk - Woogk”

+ 22 (gt — VRG] + IVFE)),

where v = 1 — M;/M,. By taking square on both sides
and applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality twice on the above
inequality, we get
1(Zna — Woo)d"|*
<2M;3||g" — Weeg"|®
*n([g" - VFE"|* + IVFE)]?).
For the sake of handling the second term in (28], we expand
E [Ilg* - VF(K’“)HQIJ”’“} as

(28)

E[|g" — VF(&")[1*|F*] (29)
—E [|[v* — VF(x*) + VF(x*) — VF(&")|]?|F"]
_E [||—k ") = VEE)|P|F]

)

TICHI? + (V7 (x
2

<E | T lvE = VFE)P et — W2

where we use §" = V* obtained by in the first equality

Woegh] + B v - V)| Jad BI(VF () = VE(2) v~ VI6)) 7] = 0 by

in the second equality. For the inequality, in addition to
([Z)]), we use the fact that vf — V f;(zF) is independent for
each node i given the history F* and thus

2

B 1 ¢
E (|7 - V70 |217] = B Hg > (o - VA 17
i=1
1
= SE[IVF = VENIPIF (30)
For the third term in 28], we apply Lemma [T] to get
IVEE|? < 2L(FF") - F(a7)), (31)

where we use VF'(z*) = 0. Taking conditioned expectation
on both sides of (28)) and substituting and into it, we
get

E [H(Ind - WOO)dk”Zl]:k] (32)
<M} E[2]g" - Woogh |2 + 7L x" — Woox®|?
2
7 - .
T+ IVE = VG2 + 2920 (FRE) - F(ah)) |F].

Finally, taking total expectation on and (23), and then
combining the results, we get 24) and complete the proof. [

2) Step II: In order to bound the network optimality gap
E[F(X*) — F(x*)], we first give the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions consider the sequence
{d*} generated by ([4). For all k > 1, we have

E[Jd" - H VF&")?] (33)

9 2
§2]7\’L42 (LQE [ka - Wooxk||2] + FYZE [Hgk - OongQ}
1 k k\1|12
+ ~E[IIv* - Vi) })-

Proof. According to Assumption 4l we have
—k =k _
E[jd" - H VP&
—E[|d" -H'g"+H' (8" - VF()) |2 34
=E || g +H (g () (34)

—k —=k__ _ _
<E [2[d" - H'g"|* + 2M3 )" — VF(=")|?].



For the first term in (34), we compute where the first equality holds because of (33) and the
last equality holds because of the fact that E[g"|F*] =

— 1 —
= Z HFgk = Z HF (g )+Hg g (35) E[¥F|F¥] = Vf(x*). Then, using the triangle inequality and
' the fact that || HF — M1I,]ly < 222 i and |[H' — M1, <
1 & _ _ May
= (HE - NI (gF - gh) + g, TF o Mo e
i=1 4k e =k 12
where M = M Thus we have HE [H VIR —d | F }H (“42)

2 by ok (2L MYk k|2
ja" -~ H'gh? < Zu (- i) o - Ge  SE[PMEIVEE) =TT+ T e - W'

+ M3 VT (") = ¥ |27

M2’Y K k|2
<——lg" - Wog" || M2 2
| An | <SR[ - Woox" 2+ L Jlg" - Weegh?
Taking total expectation on both sides of (36) and (29) and )
substituting the results into the two terms at the right-hand + ”Y_Hvk v f(xk)H2| ]_-k}
side of (34), we get (33) and complete the proof. O n ’
With Lemma 3l we are ready to give the recursion of the where: the last inequality hqlds bec?use of m) and m Thus,
network optimality gap E[F(X*) — F(2*)] as follows. applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the third term in (39),
we get
Lemma 4. Under Assumptions [[I- @ when the parameters £
satisfy the conditions in Theorem [I} consider the sequence E [<VF(§’“), (ﬁkVF(ik) _ak) > | ]_—k} (43)
{x*} generated by (I4). For all k > 1, we have M ) . )
— N _1 —k\|2  _ * owF —=k\y _ 3 k
nE [F(R1) - F(a*)] @7 = IVECOIE+ 57 HE H'vFE)-d" | F ]H

- — N aM? M2
<(1-jic)-nE [F(X")—F(z*)] + 2n]\2/[717IE [IvE =V £(x")?] <_||vF(—k)|\2 ﬁ -E[4L2||xk — Woox¥|?
1
1.01aM2

2 2
v
R LB [l = W 2]+ L [l — Wogh17] )+ L g - Wogh 2+ L - 9 21

- _ _ .2
where we define [i = 0.99uMy and 1) = v*+4aLlM; < 1.02. By taking total expectation on both sides of (39), as well

Proof. Taking the average of the update of x**1 in (I4) over as substituting (0), @3) and (33), we have
all the nodes, we have

_ F(xMh (44)
1 — % —qd”. (38) E| ) oM
27 172 <k (|2
Then we compute the global cost at the average X**! and get [F(X )] < 2 ¢ LM2> E [HVF(X il }
— Lo? —k 2aM2  2M202L
<hH1Y < (k) _ —k\ ¥ 2 2 2 2 E_ k2
FEY) <P a<VF(x ),d >+ oal (39) n < Lt )L E [[[xF — Woox*||?]
<FE" - o VF(E"), B VFE" aM3i~?  2M2a’L
<F(®") - o(VF(E"),H VF (")) J (M BN Ly Gk
2nM, n n

+ao(VFE) H VFE) -d)

N (aM2272 M3a2~%L

_ _ - + E[|lg" — Wag|?] .
+a’L (||HkVF(§’“)||2+HHkVF(i’“)—dkH?) AnlM; 2n ) lie el

where we use Assumption[Tlin the first inequality and Cauchy- Next, we bound the four coefficients at the right-hand side
Schwarz inequality in the second inequality. of (@4). The parameters in Theorem [I] imply that
For the second term in the last inequality of (3%), we have
— alMy 2702 — alMy 204LM22 > 04 M
<VF(§’“),H VF(E’“)> > M||VEEH2 40) —y T LMy =—— (1= == ) > 04950y,
i i i i 2aM3  2M3a’L M3 2.01aM3
In orde'r to bound the third term in the last inequality of (39), oM n sa’L  aM; (24 200 L) < aM; 7
we derive nM; n nM; nMy
— - 2,2 2.2 2
E[H'VFE)-d" | 7] @) oMB? | 2M3aL _aMin
2nMy n - 2nM;
A - _ M3y?  M3a®y*L _ 1.0laM3y?
=E VFEF -gh) - - HF — M1, (gF —g~) | F&| 24027 2L L 27 45
H'(VF(E) - ") ) ) (g —g") | ek e (45)
k —=k - = _
{ (VF(E") - VI(x") + (H - MId) (VF(x")=¥*)  where we use aMsL < sooa> OMiL < g5 and 1) = 7% +
n 4aLM; < 1.02. By Assumptlonlﬂ we have
1 k k
- =3 (HE - M) (gF - 8) | F4,

= IVFE")|? > 2p [F(RY) — F(a")] . (46)



Substituting (@3) and (@6) into (@4) and subtracting F(z*) on
both sides, we have

E [F(®F!) — F(z*)]
<(1-0.99aMp)E [F(X*) — F(z*)]
aM3in 1.01aM2 y
2TL2M1 MlTL

2
(2L2E [Jlx* — Woox"([2] + LB [g* — Waeg"[?] ).

(47)

+

E[Iv" = VNI +

By multiplying n on both sides and using the definition of
i = 0.99M;u, we get (37) and complete the proof. O

3) Step III: The following lemma establishes a recursion
of the gradient tracking error E[|g¥ — Wo.g*||?].

Lemma 5. Under Assumptions [[I- B when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theorem [ consider the sequence
{g"} generated by ([4). For all k > 1, we have

E[|lgh! — Wegh™|?] 48)

1+0? AL?
<—E [llg" - Weeg!IP] + 7= E [Ix**" - x*|]
4
1=z [V VI P HE [V - 6)17)

Proof. By the update of gF+! in (I4), we have
gk+1 _ Woogk+l
:ng + Vk-‘rl _ Vk _ Woo (ng + Vk+1 _ Vk)
=W (g" — Woogh) + (Ina — Woo)(vFH = vF),

(49)

where we use W, = W W = WW,,. Taking square on
both sides of ([@9), using Young’s inequality with parameter
2
1=9” and then taking total expectation, we get

= 552
E [Hngrl o WoongrlHQ]
<E[(1+7)|W(g" - Wag")*
(L) (Tnd = W) (vVFF = )|

1402 2
THg’“ - Wog"|* + m”vkﬂ - VkHQ},

(50)

<E|

where we use the facts [|[W (g" — Wo.g")|? < o?|lgF —g"|]2
and || Ing — Weo|l2 = 1 in the second inequality.
For the second term at the right-hand side of (30), expand
E [Hvk-i-l _ VkH2} as
E [Hvk-i-l _ vk||2]
§2E [Hvk-i-l _ vk _ (vf(xk-‘rl) _
+2E [|[V (M) = V(x")))?]
<2E [[IVHH = VMY P+ 2B [|[vE - V(<)1)
+2L°E [ka+1 - xk||2] ,

(51)
VI(x) 7]

where in the last inequality, we use Assumption[I] and the fact
that

E [(vFH - V), vE - v (xF))]
=E [E [(v}*! = VF(xF1),vE - T f(xh) |F1])] =0,

By substituting (31)) into (30), we obtain (48) and complete
the proof. O

Up to now, we have already bounded the consensus error
E[||x* — W x*||?] in Lemma 2] the network optimality gap
E[F(X*)— F(2*)] in LemmaM@ and the gradient tracking error
E[||g* — W g"||?] in Lemma[3] respectively. Observe that the
upper bounds in Lemmas [ and [l contain the variable differ-
ence ||x**1 — x¥||, as well as the variances of gradient esti-
mators E [[|vF — Vf(x*)[|?] and E [||vF+T — ¥ f(xF1)||2].
Below we proceed to further bounding these terms.

The following lemma bounds the difference of two succes-
sive iterations [|x*+1 — x*¥||.

Lemma 6. Under Assumptions [IN4) when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theorem [I| consider the sequence
{x*} generated by (I4). For all k > 1, we have

E [|x* — x¥||?] (52)

<8.01E [||x* — Woox*|2] + (V" = V£ (x")]]
+ 160’ M3 L - nE [F(X*) — F(a*)]
+40” M3E [|lg" — Woogh(P] .

40”2 M2
QE
n

Proof. By the update rule of x**! in the (I4), we have
xM_ xk =wWxF — ad® — x* (53)
=(W — I,g)(x* — W x*) — ad”,

where we use the fact that (W — I,,4)W x* = 0 in the last

equality. Then we have

[ = x| < 2 (W = Lna) (x* = Woex®)|| + 20°||a"||?
< 8||x" — Woox®||* + 20* M3 [g"]%, (54)

where we use the facts of |[W — I4ll2 < 2 and ||d¥||? =

S I1HEgi||? < M2|g*||? in the last inequality. For the
term |g*||2, we have

E[|g"?] <E[2)|g" - Waegh|? + 2| Weg"?] (55
=E [2|lg" — Wog"|? + 2n[Ig"||?] .
For the term ||g*||%, we have
E|g" || =E||v"|? (56)

=E[|I¥* ~ T7H) P + V)]
=E |5 |v* — VIO + VRGP

in which to derive the last equality we use the fact that
E [E [(vf — Vfi(af),vf — Vf;(h))|F*]] =0, Vi # j. For
the term ||V f(x*)||?, we have

IVFM)P <2V F(x") = VEE[I? + 2 VEEN|? (57)
212
<X = WooxM||2 + 4L (F(XY) — F(2Y)) ,
n

where we use 20) and (3I) to derive the last inequality.
Taking total expectation on both sides of (34), substituting
(33)-(37) into the result and using the fact 8 + 8a?MZL? <
8.01 with the parameters in Theorem [Il we obtain (32) and
complete the proof. o



The following lemma bounds the the variance of gradient
estimators E [||[v¥ — V f(x*)||?] at time k.

Lemma 7. Under Assumptions[IH4) consider the iterates {v"*}
generated by (Id). For all k > 1, we have

E [V — V£ (x")|]
<4BL? - (E [Ix* - Woox" |
2n _ *
Y+ TR [P - P ).

Proof. Defining vf_l = (Vf”(:z:f) — Vfl-_,l(nk)) + Vfi(rF),
which is the special case with b; = 1, we have

(58)

2n

+TE [F(xF) -

+E [HTk — Wt

g 1 ok

Ui—g CINE
z k
lesk

(59)

Under the condition F*, since v¥ is a random sampling of

{vF,}M, with size b; and without replacement, we have
m; — b
where we use the definition of non-sampling rate B =

} in @1). Then (60) implies

Var(vF) = Var( 1) < B-Var(v)),  (60)

maX;e{1,...,n} { mi—1)b;

E[|[v* — Vf(x")|]?|F*] = ZVar <BZVar k). (6

By the definition of ”i,l’ we have

Var(vf) )

1 &
SEZHVJCLZ(I
v=1

(62)

2
I

- Vfi-,l(Tik)

4 & 2
SEZHVJ‘}J(%?)—Vfi,l(fk)HQ-i-vai,z(ik)—Vfi,z(iv*)H% (1+U +
v=1

W+ |V fin7*) = V fia(rk

4 &
<— 3 L[|t =" + |V - V)
v=1

+ ||V fiu(a*) = Vi (7

+ Vi) = Va2 7 =t
(e - )+ 2 5
(IV£ua®) = Vfaal@)|[* + [V fiale) = V1 )])-

With Lemma [I] we have

[V fia(X*) = V fiu( H
<2L (fir(x > = fiala ) — V(e (® - 2%))

By taking the mean wrt. [ from 1 to m; and taking
the sum wrt. ¢ from 1 to n, and using the fact that

mln S SV fia(a*) = VE(x*) = 0, from (63) we get

Z; ZZH%

<2nL (F(%*) — F(z*)).

(63)

)= Via@)|® 6

We use similar derivation on HVfi,l(:c*) - sz-,l(?’“)W. Thus,

combining (&), (62) and (64), we have

)]
WooxF||2 + ||7F - Woork||2)

E[|v" — V f(x"
<E [41;23 (%~ —

(65)

+8nLB (F(X) — F(z*)) + 8nLB (F(7") — F(a")) } ,
which completes the proof. o

Prior to bounding the variance of gradient estimators
E [[[v¥Tt — V f(x*1)]|?] at time k 4 1, we need the follow-
ing corollary which bounds the consensus error E[||x**! —
Woox**1||2] at time k + 1.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions [[H4 when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theoremll] consider the iterates {v*}
generated by (I4). For all k > 1, we have

E [[[x*! = Weox* 2] (66)
0.99( 1 0.01(1—02 M
( o ) [l — Woox"|2] + ( ;)au 1

( [lg" -

4L2B~y

Woog”[|?] +2.0592LnE [F(X*) — F(2*)]

+ < (||~ WOOTkHQ]—I—%nE [F(Fk)—F(x*)D).

Proof. By substituting Lemma [7] into Lemma 2] we have

E [[|x" — Weox* 2] (67)
2v2a? M3 L2 4B & L2
2 1_ o2 (1+7))E[HX - Wx H}
2 L2 2 M2
Iy 2 <2E (g~ Wog"|)

) — F(z")]
<IE (177 = Woot™[|?] + %nE [F(?k)—F(x*)D).

+2L~%(1 + ﬁ) -nE [F(X
n

AL2B~?
N g
n

Then, by substituting the parameters in Theorem [Tl we have

1+o0%  2y2a?M3ZL> 4B 0.99(1 — 0?)

1+—)<1-—

2 1— o2 (1+ n )< 2 ’

202M3 _ 0.01(1 — o?)auM;
1—02 — L2 ’
4B
2L7%(1 + —) < 2.05L7.
n
This completes the proof. O

With Corollary [[I we bound the variance of gradient esti-
mators E [[[vFT! — ¥ f(x*1)2] at time & + 1.



Corollary 2. Under Assumptions [[H4] when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theoremll] consider the iterates {v"}
generated by (I4). For all k > 1, we have

E V5 — V(x| (68)
<4LQB(]E [ka - W Xk||2] +ME [”gk _W gk”Q]
B > LM, o0

+1.01- 2an [F(XF) — F(z*)] + 1LOIE [||7% — Woo7*||?]

2n _ .
+1.01- —E [F(7%) — F(x )})

Proof. If mod (k+1,T) = 0, then v¥*! = V f(x¥*!) and
the proof is trivial. We consider mod (k 4+ 1,7) # 0 and
thus 751 = 7% We have

E [Hkarl _ Vf(karl)HQ}
<4L°B (E [l — Wooxh 2] +

(69)
2n

2 2n = *
+E (I - Woor 2] + TE[F(F) - F(z")] )

<4L?B-E [||x" — Woox"11?]
2
+4L°B - 7 <(1 — fic)nE [F(X*) — F(2*)]

1.01a M2
+7

A (2L2E [[[xF — Woox®||?]
2
v k_ k2
+ 2 g - W]

1.0204M22 & &
WE [HV - Vf(x )||2}

+4L*B (E [I7% = W ||?] + %n]E [F(7F) — F(x*)}>

_ g2 2 2
<4L’B (1 _ 0.99(1 — o*) n 4.04aM5 L n 4.08aM2LB>

2 M1 an
x E [ka - WookaQ}

TE [FEM) — F(z7)]

0.02(1 — o?)auM;  2.02aM3
4L°B 2
+ ( L2 o
x E[|lg" - Weog"|I’]
_ 4.08aM2LB
+4L%B (1 . ua+L+o.o11(1—02)auMl)
TLMl
2
x an [F(%*) — F(a™)]
2 2 2
apep (1. LOSQMZLB | 001(1 - o®)apdly AL’B
nM; L2 n

< (B[ - War ) + B (17 - P )

In the derivation, we use Lemma[Zland 751 = 7% in the first

inequality. We use Lemma [l in the second inequality. We use
Corollary [Tl and Lemma [7] and regroup the results in the third
inequality. Then, with the parameters in Theorem [l} we can

10

check that

0.99(1 0% | 4.040MFL
2 My

0.02(1 — o?)auM; n 2.02aM3
L2 LM, —
4.08aM3LB

+ an
n 4.08aM3LB n 0.01(1 — o?)auM; . 4AL°’B

nM; L2 n

4.08aM2LB
<1
an
3aM3
< )
LM,

1

1 — fia +0.011(1 -0 apuM; < 1.01,

1 < 1.01.

This completes the proof. o

4) Step IV: With the definition of optimality measure u”,
we are going to reorganize the bounds of the previous three

steps into a compact form and specify the linear rate.

Proposition 1. Under Assumptions[[H4) when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theoremll] consider the iterates {u*}
generated by (I4). For all k > 1, we have

utt < g ik + Houk. (70)

where we define

E[[[7* — Woor"||?]
u" = |22E [F(Fko) — F(z*)]

Consequently, we have

u(t+1)T < <(Jo¢)T + Z(Ja)tHa> utT7 (71)

where J,, H, € R3*3 are used to aggregate the constants
and their specific forms can be found in the proof.

Proof. By combining the previous lemmas, we can bound
u**! in terms of only u* and @*. By regrouping the right-
hand side of (67) in Corollary [l we specify the coefficients
in Corollary [ as

E [ka-i-l _ Wooxk-‘rl H?} (72)

M) E [ka _ Wooxk”z]

<(1-
<( :

Ja11

+0.011(1 — o?)y?aul; -%”E [F(XF) — F(z")]

Ja12
1— o2
+0.020uM; -———E [||g* — Weg® || F*]
———— L

Ja13

0.04(1 — 0?)y?auM B
+ - E [H7JC — WOOTkHQ]

Ha11
0.04(1 — o2)v2auM1B 2
L 0040 = 0Py apy 2R [F(7F) - F(at)] .
n L
Ho2



After substituting Lemma [7] into Lemma [ we specify the
coefficients in Lemma 4] as

2n —k+1 *
TE[FET) - F)]

2 M3 2.02a M2
<z <u.4L23+%L2) E [[|x* — Woox"||?]
1

(73)

— L \ 2nM;
r]a21
CYM2277 ~ 2n —k *
LB 1-— -—FE|F —F
+(SrsLs+ (1 ) ) F8 [Pt - Fa)]
r]a22

0.51ay?’M2L 1 —o?

k k2
Mi(1—0?) L2 E[llg" ~ Woeg"|"]
—_—— —

Ja23

0<M2277 2 k k|2
LnM14L BE[”T - W }

Hao21
aMin
nLM1

Heao2

+

+ 4L°B -%nIE [F(F)—F(r)].

After substituting Lemma [6] Lemma [7] and Corollary 2] into
Lemma [3] we specify the coefficients in Lemma [3] as

1—o2
L2
B
< (32.04 +32B + 64a2M22L2—> E [||lx" — Woox"|?]
n

E[|lg"! — Wegh™|?] (74)

Jas1

B
+ (32a2M22L2 +32.16B + 64a2M22L2—) -
n

Jas2
2n - N
T E [F(X*) - F(z*)]
1+ o2 16L20¢2M22 4 9 30¢M22
4L°B .
+< 2 + 1—62 +1—02 LM,
r]aSS
1—02
= E [lg" - Weog"||”]

B
+ <64a2M22L25 + 32.163) E [||7F — Woor*||?]

Hus1

B 2
+ <64a2M22L25 + 32.163) an [F(7*) — F(r%)] .

Hg32
Thus, we have
Ja11 Jar2 Jais
u < | Jao1 Jazz Jaos| uf (75)
Jasz1 Jazz Jass
Hyin Hai2 O E[r" — W]
+ [Hg21 Hgoo O %E[F(Fk)—F(x*)] ,
Hy31 Hazo 0 0

11

By recursion, from we get
u(k+l)T S (Ja)TukT + (Ja)TleaﬁkT + . + HaﬁkT+T71

S (Ja)TukT 4 ((Ja)Tlea R (JQ)OHQ) ﬁkT
T-1

< ((Ja)T - Z(Ja)lﬂa> u*’,
=0

where we use the fact that 7F7 = ... = 7F(T+1)=1 = xk for
SVRG in the second inequality, and E[||7*T — W, 7¢T||?] =
E[||x*T — Woox*T||?] so that a*7 = u*T in the third
inequality. o

(76)

The following lemma replaces the matrix coefficients J,
and H, with their upper bounds J, g and H, g, where J, <
Ja_ﬂ and Ha S Ha_ﬂ.

Lemma 8. 7o simplify the notation, we define

Mt p?

M3L?

Under Assumptions if the parameters satisfy the condi-

tions in Theorem /[l there exist Jo 3 and H, g which are
defined by

B8=16B and (=

1- 99020 0 011(1 - 0?)Cay®  0.02(a
Jop = 4.1a 1-0.96¢a 05157
33 c 1 09900
and
0.01687%(1 — 02)  0.01a87%(1 — 02) 0
Hap= | 0.03aC(1 — 02  0.03a¢(1—02)? 0],
2.033 2.0383 0
where ¢ = 0.162(1 — 0?)a¢ + 2.0158. We have
Jo < Jap, and Hy, < H, g.
Thus, if
T-1
u(t+1)T < <(JOZ;B)T + Z(JOZ,B)IHOZ,B> u? (77)
t=0

converges linearly, then we have that u"+1)7T < ((Ja)T +
tT:_Ol(Ja)lHa)utT also converges linearly.

Proof. Tt is easy to verify that the parameters satisfying (22)
in Theorem [I] imply

_ (1 —=0?%)? 1
<2< — d <0.1. 78
OS50 S0 M PS 7%
By the definitions in Lemma [IQ, we have
apM; =C¢a and o®*MZL*=(a* <a®  (79)

To get J, s and H, g, we compute the upper bounds of all
entries of J, and H, using (Z8) and (Z9) as follows. With
(72), we have

Ja12 = 0.011(1 — oH)auMv* < 0.011(1 — 0?)¢an?,
Jalg = 0.020(/LM1 = 0.02Cd,

B
Ho1 = Haio = 0.04(1 — 0?)y2aud; = < 0.019%a6(1 — o?).
n



With (Z3), since n < 1.02, we have

2 (aM3n 2.02aM?
Ja21 == 2ALPB 4+ ————2[%) <4.la.
7L (2nM1 T2 =0
Noticing that v = 0.99Ca, we have
~aM3n _
Jagg = 2nM1 8LB + (1 - /J,Oé)
4o ~
=2 BBy 4 4aLlMy) +1 - 0.99¢a

L
<0.03¢a+1—0.99¢a < 1 — 0.96(a,

L _051aMELY? _ 051672
2T = 0?) 1—02"
Using the fact that n = v2 + 4aL M7, we have
alMin

Hyo1 = Hyoo <
21 22_LM1n

With (74), we have

“4L*B <0.03a¢(1 — 0?)%.

B
Jas1 = 32.04+ 32B + 64a® M5 L*— < 33,
n

B
Jasz = 320° M3 L* 4 32.16B + 64a° M3 L*—
n

<0.162(1 — o?)a¢ +2.018 £ ¢,

1+0% 16L%°MZ 4, 3aM3
Jazs = —5— = =32 1—024LBLM1
< 1+02 0.08(1-0?) 3(1—0?)
- 2 200 2000
_ 2
1 0.99(12 )

B
Hys1 = Hazo = 640> MZL?>— +32.16B < 2.038.
n

By replacing the entries of J, and H, with their upper bounds
above, we get J, g and H, g such that

Jo < Japand Hy, < H, 6.

If utDT < ((Ja,ﬂ)T+ZtT:Bl(Ja,B)lHa,ﬂ) u'T con-

verges linearly, u“tV7 < ((J,)7 + ZtT:_Ol(Ja)lHa) ut”
also converges linearly since all the terms are non-negative.
This completes the proof. |

In the following, we will show that

T—1
ut+ DT < <(Ja_ﬂ)T + Z(Ja,ﬁ)lHa.ﬂ> utT
t=0

converges linearly. Since J,, g is non-negative, we have that

T-1

Y Jap) €3 (Jas) = (Is = Jas)

=0 =0

Therefore, to prove

T—1
ut+nT < ((JOZ,B)T + Z(Ja,,@)lHa,B> —
t=0
converges linearly, it is sufficient to prove that

a7 < ((Ja,ﬁ)T + (IB _ Jaﬁ)*l Ha,ﬁ) uT

12

converges linearly. The rest of the convergence analysis is to
derive the conditions on the parameters «, B and 7, such that
the following inequality holds

P ((Ja,ﬁ)T + (I3 = Jag) Haﬂ) <L

To do so, we will bound the spectral radius of J, g and
(Is — Ja7,3)_1Ha7ﬂ, respectively. The following lemma in
[46] is a useful tool to bound the spectral radius of a matrix.

Lemma 9. Ler A € R¥*? be non-negative and x € R? be
positive. If Az < Bx for 8> 0, then p(A) < ||A||%, < B.

The following lemma bounds the spectral radius of J, g.

Lemma 10. Under Assumptions [[H4) when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theorem[I] we have

Jag-2 < <1—%l) z, z = [1; z9; 23], (80)
where
10 1.27223 B 200(¢ + B)
2ETr ey Py O
and thus ~
z (o
pas) < Wapllte < 1= 55 52)

Proof. To prove (80), by substituting the definitions of J, g
and H, g, we know it is sufficient to prove

0.99(1 —0%) (G
2 2

S 046<a22,

0.011(1 — 0*)¢ay?z + 0.02¢azz <

_  0.51ay?
4.1a+ o2 23

33 + czp < 0.49(1 — 0%)2z3, (83)

where we use 0.49(1 — 02)z3 < (%)23.
242
With ¢ <1 and a < (1580) , the first inequality in (83)
holds since

10, 2000%C+8) 10 24011
¢ 1 -02)2 T ¢ 21 -o02)2
where we use v2j3 < W and
200(1 + 1/10)
¢(1—02)

280
~ (M=%

Z2

220
T (1 -o?)

23 =

so that

0.99(1 — o2 ~ ~ a
_ 0991 = o7) +0.011(1 — o*)¢an?zy + 0.02¢azs + %1

2
< —0.495(1 — 0%) + 0.06(1 — 02) + L=
- ' ' 400 —
The second inequality in (83) holds since
10 1.27%2 0.5572%23
0.46 =046((— + ———+) > 46+ ——.
<Z2 <(< +<(1_0,2))— + 1— o2

With ¢ = 2.018 + 0.162(1 — 02)(a, the third inequality in
(83) holds since

280
5 < 2.0182,+0.3,

2y < 2.01&#0162(1_02)@@



<

and

20.183 1.2+%B23 20.183 9
2.01 =—"4201 < 0.25(1—
P =T Ry = T 0l
where we use 72ﬁ < W again, so that
20.1
33+ cz9 <333+Tﬁ+025(1—0’ )23
< w +0.25(1 — 0?)23 < 0.49(1 — 0?)z3.

Thus, (80) holds. By Lemma [0 we get (82) and complete the
proof. O

The following lemma bounds the determinant of I3 — J, g,
which will be used to compute (Is — Jo )

Lemma 11. Under Assumptions [} when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theorem|l] the determinant of matrix
Is — Ju g satisfies

(1-0%)%a
e

Proof. By the definition of J, g, we compute the determinant
of I3 — Ju.g as

det (I3 — Jo,5) > (84)

det(Is — Ja,8)

- 0.51av?
= 0.495(1 — 02) (0'96C04 -0.495(1 — 02) - a'YQC)
— 0
~ ~ 16.83a+2
+0.011(1 — o?)¢any? (—4.1a x 0.495(1 — 0?) — . az )
— 0

—0.02¢a (4.1Gc + 33 x 0.96¢a)
(1-0%)%ca
6 b)
where we use ([Z8), ¢ = 2.018 + 0.162(1 — 02)¢a < 0.21

and y%c < 0.202¢(1 — 02)? in the first inequality. Thus, we
complete the proof. |

> 0.173(1 — 0?)*Ca >

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions [[H4l when the parameters
satisfy the conditions in Theorem[I} we have

_ (1 —0?)? 1. { (1-— UQ)QC}
a<— < —min<ql,——= %, (85)
200 10 2
and
1 2108(280/(C(1 — 0)?) 6
> a .
Thus, for q = [1;10; W], we have
[T, < 0.9]u|L,. (87)
Proof. The adjoint matrix of (I3 — J, g) satisfies
adj(Is — Ju,p) (88)
0.5¢a 0.011¢ 0.03¢a?
199 0.26(1 —02)?2  0.26a((1 — 02)%¢ +~?)
33.1a(C+B) (1-0?)(B+C) 0.5(1 — o2)¢a

)
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where we use (78) in the inequality. By the definitions of H,, g
and g, we compute

0018872
H,p-q =(1+g2) [0.03a((1 — 02)2 (89)
2.033
0.001a¢(1 — 02)2
<11 | 0.03a¢(1 — 02)?
2.033
With (88) and (89), we have
0.01¢a2
adj(Is — JQ)B)HQHQ -q<11 0.12&((1 — 02)2 , (90)

1.5a(1 —a?)¢(¢+ B)

where we use the fact that ((1—02)2¢+~2)8 < 0.2(1—02)2C.
Thus, by substituting Lemma 1] we have

8) 'Hap - q
0.0001

0.12
1.5(¢+3)
1—02

(I3 = Ja, 91)

_Lag(1 - o?)?
= det(Is — Ju.p5)

0.0001 1

0.12 <0.8 10
1.5((+2ﬁ) 200(<+ﬁ)
1—0

1—02

<66

= 0.8q.

Lemma [9] and (O1) imply that
p (s = Jop) " Hap

Since % < z9 <

) <0.8. (92)

4(72)2 , we have

28
((1-02)?
According to [46], this yields

28
==

Taking norm |- ||, on both sides of {I7), and then substituting
(82) and ([©2), we have

q<z< - q.

1(Ja)" (o) FlI%-

V7Y, < o) Hall%,

T-1
T Z(J
t=0
(1(Ja) 71, + 0.8) [[uT]| L
28
(m ’ (HJa”go)T + 0.8> ||utTHZO

(ﬁ -exp{_C&_T
o)l <

where we use the fact that ||(J, (1a]1%)" and 1 +
a < exp{a},Va € R. By setting T > 210g(280/(<(1 "))
in the last inequality above, we get (87) and complete the
proof. O

[l

IN

IN

<

By Theorem[2] we know that Algorithm[I]converges linearly
to the optimum at the rate of 0.9, which is a constant.

}+O.8> a2



IV. CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this work is to develop viable stochastic quasi-
Newton methods for decentralized learning. In Part I, we
develop a general algorithmic framework where each node
adopts a local inexact quasi-Newton direction that approaches

the

global one asymptotically. To be specific, each node

uses gradient tracking to estimate the average of variance-
reduced local stochastic gradients, and then constructs a local
Hessian inverse approximation by the DFP and BFGS methods
without incurring extra sampling or communication. Under the
assumption that the local Hessian inverse approximation is
positive definite with bounded eigenvalues, we prove that the
general framework converges linearly to the exact solution.
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