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ABSTRACT

Large-scale saddle-point problems arise in such machine learning tasks as GANs and linear mod-
els with affine constraints. In this paper, we study distributed saddle-point problems (SPP) with
strongly-convex-strongly-concave smooth objectives that have different strong convexity and strong
concavity parameters of composite terms, which correspond to min and max variables, and bilinear
saddle-point part. We consider two types of first-order oracles: deterministic (returns gradient) and
stochastic (returns unbiased stochastic gradient). Our method works in both cases and takes several
consensus steps between oracle calls.

Keywords: Decentralized optimization; time-varying graphs; saddle-point problem; stochastic optimization; consen-
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1 Introduction

In this paper we study saddle-point problems (SPP) with two composite terms and a bilinear part

min max F(z,y) = f(z) +y" Az — g(y), (1
zERdz yeRdy

where function f is p15-strongly convex (u, > 0) and L,-smooth and function g is j,-strongly convex (,, > 0) and
L,-smooth. The interest to this class of problems has grown in the last few years [36, [1, 20, 34, [32, [14]] due to the
general growth of interest in SPP in ML community. The lower complexity bound obtained in [36]:

T
0(( /&4_ 7)\’””(14 A)+1/Ly> log1>. (2)
Kz oz oy Hy €

Optimal methods which work according to the lower bound were obtained independently and almost at the same time
in (15, 30, [11]]. For the case p, = py, Ly = L, the lower bound and optimal methods were known much earlier
(231133, [18]).

The case of stochastic oracle, in which we have access to unbiased stochastic gradients of f and g, is studied much
less in the literature. For example, in [37]] a non-bilinear SPP was considered and composite terms f, g were assumed
to be proximal-friendly. We study a general case when f and g may be not proximal-friendly.

The problem () often arises in decentralized optimization [3] 35]] and can be considered as a particular case (when g =
0) of decentralized convex optimization problems with affine constraints [9]. It is obvious that in such applications we
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have L, > u, = uy ~ €, where ¢ is a desired accuracy in duality gapﬂ The state-of-the-art results for decentralized
SPP (1)) proposed in papers [4, 125, 12, 22] (both for deterministic and stochastic oracles) require (1, = iy, Ly = Ly,,.

The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

1. (Sensitivity) we generalize (2) in the case when oracle returns inexact gradients of f and g [6]];

2. (Stochasticity) by using sensitivity analysis and standard batch-technique (e.g. see [7]) we generalize (2)) in
the case when oracle returns stochastic gradients of f and g (with different variances);

3. (Decentralization) by using consensus-projection trick from [27, 26] and sensitivity analysis we generalize
stochastic version of (T)) for decentralized setup.

Note that we could try to implement the plan above starting with arbitrary optimal method from [15} {30} [L 1] that has
complexity bound (2). However, we are definitely preferred [135]], because the results of [15] include also the situation
when p1, = p,, = 0, but we still have a linear rate of convergence [[L0, [1]]. This gives us a stochastic generalization in
non-convex-non-concave setup. But at the same time we can only get results for the strongly-convex-strongly-concave
setup in decentralized case, it will be discussed in more detail below.

The drawbacks of the proposed approach are as follows:

* (Lack of overparametrization) Based on the proposed batch-technique we do not know how to replace vari-
ance determined on whole space to the variance determined only in the solution, see [8, 2] for j1; = fiy,
L, = L, and non-distributed setup.

* (Extra logarithmic multiplier) Consensus-projection procedure leads to the addition of an extra logarithmic
multiplier (on a desired accuracy) in comparison with direct approaches, which was clearly demonstrated in
the case iz = fiy, Ly = Ly in [3] and [12].

The advantages of the proposed approach are as follows:

* (Universality) The idea to propose general scheme that allows to build optimal decentralized stochastic meth-
ods based on non-distributed deterministic ones seems to be quite attractive [7]]. But for the moment this was
done only for standard Nesterov’s accelerated (momentum) method [26]. The acceleration from [[15] is much
more difﬁculﬂ So the starting point of the plan (sensitivity analysis) required significant generalization of
the results from [6], which was used in [26]. The results obtained in sensitivity part of this paper building a
bridge to much wider class of optimal modern non-distributed non-stochastic methods. It is very important
to note that proposed scheme preserve optimality (up to a logarithmic factor) of input method for output one
(see [23]] for the lower bound in deterministic setup).

* (Average constants) As well as in the works [27} 26} 3] the complexity bounds (communication steps, oracle
calls) determined by the average (among all the nodes) smoothness, strong convexity (concavity) and variance
constants rather than the worse ones, which is typical for any other (which do not use dual oracle) approaches
(9.

 (Time-varying networks) As well as in the works [27 26| [3]] our results can be easily generalized on time-
varying networks, rather than almost optimal loop-less approaches that are much more tricky and developed
at the moment only for optimization problems [[17, [13}[19}[29].

An alternative approach that could be used is based on decentralized Catalyst envelope [31]. In this approach we could
build an optimal method for SPP (I)) based on decentralized accelerated method for optimization problem formulation
(16, (17, 13} [19, [29]. We could try to build an optimal (up to a logarithmic factors) method in the same way as it
was done in non-distributed setup [20, |32]]. Unfortunately, this approach: a) can deal only with deterministic oracles;
b) is characterized by the worst-case constants (not the average ones); c) leads to the third degree (at least) of the
logarithmic factor [20, |32] that is worse than in described above approach

Prior to our paper, we were not aware of papers that considered decentralized strongly-convex-strongly-concave SPP
with different constants of strong convexity and strong concavity, even in deterministic case. The most competitive
paper to ours is [12]] which considers equal constants of strong convexity and strong concavity. Therefore, the result
of [12] would contain 1/ min{y,, s, }, whereas our result is 1/, /i, ft,, which may be much better.

“Strictly speaking, we must put ,, = 0, since ¢ = 0. But without limiting generality, we can consider 1, to be as small as &
due to the regularization trick [34} 25].

31t seems that [13] is the most tricky approach among [15} 30} [IT]], which use significantly new ideas of acceleration rather than
standard ones [24} 21]].

“May be this drawback could be eliminated over time, like it was done in [14] for non-distributed setup.
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1.1 Basic definitions and assumptions

The paper is mainly focused on the decentralized saddle point problems. Namely, we aim at solving

min max — Z fi(x) +y Az — gi(y). (3)

z€RY yecR N
We assume local functions f; and g; to be strongly convex and smooth.
Definition 1.1. Function h(x) : R? — R is called L-smooth if for any x,y € R? it holds
IVA(y) = Vi(z)|| < Ly — || .

Definition 1.2. Function h(x) : R? — R is called pi-strongly convex if for any x,y € R? it holds
7
h(y) 2 h(z) + (Vh(z),y — ) + 5 |ly — 2.

Assumption 1.3. Function f;(x) : R% — Ris Mz i-strongly convex and L, ;-smooth function, jiz; > 0, Ly ; > 0.
There exists i such that (i, ; > 0.

Assumption 1.4. Function g;(y) : R% — R is y, ;-strongly convex and L, ;-smooth function, p,; > 0, L, ; > 0.
There exists i such that fi, ; > 0.

Every agent’s oracle has access only to stochastic gradients of f;(x) and g¢;(y), we denote them as V f;(z,&,) and
Vgi(y, &) correspondingly, where &, and &, are random variables.

Assumption 1.5. For each i there exists 0]207 ; such that

Ee,Vfi(z, &) = Vfi(z), Ee, |V fi(z, &) — Vi(@)|]* < o,

Assumption 1.6. For each i there exists U;i such that

Ee,Vgi(y:&) = Vo). Be, [Vai(y. &) = Vaiw)|* < o7 .
Assumption 1.7. There exist constants Ly, > 0, gy, ftyz > 0 such that
Liy 2 Am‘” (ATA) = AMnax (AAT) )
/”'2 < m7.n (AAT)7 lf Vg(y7 é-) € range AfOV all f andy & Rdy
W mzn(AAT)7 otherwise
u2 < A (ATA), if Vf(z,€) € range A for all € and x € R
ve = mzn(ATA)7 otherwise

where Apin (), A (+) and Aoz (+) denote the smallest, smallest positive and largest eigenvalue of a matrix, respec-

tively, and range(-) denotes the range space of a matrix.

Each node holds its own copy of global variables x and y, and we introduce matrices X = [z172 ... 2,] € RIXn
and Y = [y1y2...yn] € RW*". Wealsodenote 7 = 13" 2,7 = L5 y,and X = (Z...7) € Rxn,
Y =(7...5) € R

Introduce functions

= Zfz‘(l"i)a G(Y)= Zgi(yi)- 4

Definition 1.8. Let S be a nonempty set of solutions of saddle-point problem. Then we call a pair of vectors (x,y) an
e-solution to SPP (3) for given accuracy € > 0 if it satisfies

min__max{|le —2"|*, |ly —y"|*} <e. )
(z*,y*)€S

The complexity of the algorithm is comprised of the number of communications between nodes and the number of
computations of matrix-vector products Az, 3 " A and stochastic first-order oracle calls V f(z, £), Vg(y, £).
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Remark 1.9. Our analysis provides an algorithm whose complexity linearly depends on global parameters

1 — 1 — 1 —
b= 0 b e = 0 3 i = 5 D2k
=1 1=1 i=1
1 n 1 n 1 n
2 2
L=y Db = S 7= 1 30,
i=1 =1 =1

Local parameters are defined as Lj; = max;{Lg ;}, iz = min;{z;}, Liy = max;{Ly;}, py = ming{p,;}.
1.2 Main idea: approximation of non-distributed algorithm via consensus subroutine

Problem (3] can be written as
1

. T
= i( ; Az — gi(yi), 6
P B A ) N

where
Co, ={X ERW": gy = . =zx,}andCq, = {Y ERW": y; = ... =y, }.

We want to expand the existing algorithm to the decentralized case of finite sum SPP, and it would be very convenient
if we could pass the information about gradients from every node to a single center, average the gradients and pass
them back. It would be the same if we made one gradient iteration and averaged variables at each node. Therefore,
the main idea of consensus is to make this “averaging” as precise as possible. The only thing we can do is to transmit
the information to neighbors. There is a number of solutions in the literature of how to make this “averaging”, which
often translate to the properties, provided in the "Consensus” section. The relevance of such properties is discussed in
more detail in ’Consensus” section in [27]].

So we want to make our “averaging” as close as possible to the ideal one, but there are always “inexactness” in equality
of node values, which is expressed by the distance from Z to C,_ subspace. Hence, we need the Lemma [2.1| which
helps us to transform the “averaging inexactness” to d constant in the definition of inexact oracle which introduced in
the section below. Therefore, adjusting the number of consensus iterations, we bound the § constant.

We use a fixed number of consensus iterations, so to get the theoretical guarantees that § constant would be sufficiently
small during the algorithm. We need to prove that the possible “inexactness” after a gradient iteration is bounded and
that this bound can be expressed polynomially through the initial constants. Since we work in a stochastic setup, we
can only get the bound for expectation of ’inexactness” after gradient iteration, therefore get the bound for expectation
of “inexactness” after consensus, which guarantees us the bound in expectation of J constant.

To sum up, implementation of this plan requires sensitive and stochastic (in stochastic decentralized setup) analysis of
the algorithm used in decentralized case.

In our case in particular, we take Algorithm 1 from [15]] as a basis for our decentralized algorithm. For this purpose,
we need to expand results from [[15] on the case of stochastic inexact oracle.

2 Inexact oracle framework

2.1 Preliminaries
We will use the definition of (¢, L, ut)-oracle. Let i(x) be a convex function defined on a convex set (Q C R™. We say
that (hs . (), S5, 1()) is a (J, L, p)-model of h(x) at point z € @ if for all y € Q holds

L
Elly = 2l> < h(w) = (har (@) + (5,0 (@),y = 2)) < Slly = al]* +6.

With slight abuse of notation, we say that V f5(z) is (0, L, u)-model of f(z) at point z if there exists ¢ such that
(¢, Vfs(x))isa (4, L, u)-model of f(x) at point . Constants L and y are derived from the context.

2.2 Inexact oracle for f(x)

Consider the sequence { f;(x)}"_,, f; is L;-smooth and p; strongly convex.
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Define f(7) = LF(X).

T n

Lemma 2.1. Let X € R and | X — X|> < ¢

Define
1 [L? 2L?
5—<l+l+Ll—,uz>5’,
L, Hg

S

foro@, X) = & (PO + (VP C0.X =) + 5 (= 20 ) - )P

n

9o,0.u(T, X) = %vai(l‘i)-

i=1

Then (f5,0,.(T, X), 95,0, (T, X)) is a (6,2Lg, ptg/2)-model of f at point Z.
Proof. The proof is provided in Lemma 2.1 in [27]. O

This theorem assumes that L, u, variables reflect global constants, while L;, p; reflect local constants.

This is a fundamental theorem for our analysis because it allows us to use inexact oracle, through which we can use
such an approximations (consider the case of || X — X |2 < ).

21 —7° < £@) — fo.n(@ X) = {950 X). T =) < L [7 - 7* + 0

If we could calculate the gradient at the point T, we could get rid of §, but this is the price for decentralization, so we
are trying to call the oracle at the point that is as close as possible to C,. The iteration of our decentralized algorithm
is performed as follows: being in the v/8’ neighborhood of C.,, we iterate the basic algorithm, then make projection to
/8’ neighborhood of C..

2.3 Inexact APDG

In this section we consider the Algorithm 1 from [[15], but for the sake of using it as a basis for decentralized SPP with
consensus subroutine we need its inexact variant.

Algorithm 1 Inexact APDG

Input: 1,7y, &z, 0, e, By > 0, 7y, Ty, 04,04 € (0,1], 6 € (0,1)
x(} =20 c range AT
y? =7y ! =" €range A
fork=0,1,2,... do
yE = y* 40 (yF — ")
ab = rpab + (1 - 1) x’fc
y,’,f = Tyyk +(1—-7y) ylf
$k+1 = xk + Nz Oz (iE]; - lk) - nzﬂmAT (Axk - Vgé(y];)) — Nz (Vfé(fg) + ATyfn)
Y=yt oy (g —y*) = nyBy A (ATYR + YV s(ag)) —ny (Vas(yg) — AztH)
x?“ =2k + oy (P — 2F)

uitt = v oy (U - o)
end for

Theorem 2.2. Let f(x) be pi,-strongly convex and L, smooth, and let g(y) be pi,-strongly convex and L, smooth
(where iz, 11, > 0). Let us have access to (0g, Ly, j1z)-oracle of f and (8y, Ly, py)-oracle of g. Also suppose
Assumption[I.7)holds. Then there exist parameters of Algorithm[I| such that

1 I 4
k_ %2 < 2y | gkgO . ’
|2k — %] < 3Lwy’/um( +7(1_9)2(5 +4,) ),

1 w 4
ka2 < [EZ (k00 + = (5, +6
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1 / /
—— <4+ 4max
1-46 { \/Uwﬂy}

Here W' depends polynomially on initial values.

Theorem isa consequence of Theorem with UJ% = 03 = 0. We discuss Theorem in Sectionand its proof
is presented in Appendix [A]

3 Stochastic inexact case

3.1 Inexact stochastic oracle

Consider the sequence { f;(x)}"_,, f; is L;-smooth and p; strongly convex.
Lemma 3.1. Let X € R and | X — X2 < ',
Define

fé,L,;A(f7 X) =

g6L,u , X vaz

gé,L,u(x X Z vaz xzafj

=1 gj=1
Then (f5,0,,(T, X), 95,0, (T, X)) is a (6,2Lg, pig/2)-model of f at point T. Moreover, we have

Egs,r.u(%) = gs,0,u(),
n 2 2
H2 < D1 9fi _ 9f

5 =

Elg5,.u() = 95,0, (2) .

nr
Proof. See Lemma 4.1 from [26]. O

This lemma is similar to the Lemma [2.1]and follows the same idea (to transform the “inexactness” in equality of node
values in § constant in inexact oracle), but also considers stochastic case.

3.2 Inexact stochastic APDG

Definition 3.2. There are a sequence of mdependent mndam variables for stochastic oracle, which represent a history
of stochastic process. Let €& = (¢L,€2,... ¢k, ,... ,fk) & = {¢by ) and fk {fk’J} ¢, are random
variables for batches at iteration k, vy, 74 denote the batch sizes for f and g respectively.

Definition 3.3. For every iteration k of the algorithm, the oracle has access only to stochastic inexact gradi-
ents V f5(x, &8 €51 and Vgg(y,f’y”,ﬁk_l), where 1 < i < ry, 1 < j < 715 Let Vfi(z, 1) =

Eglzvivfé(xa flmc’i, Ekil) and vQ; (ya gkil) - k 2J VQJ(ya ko gkil)' Vrf(s(l', f]:f,’ gkil) and Vrgé(y’ 553 gkil) are
batched gradients.

Assumption 3.4. (Inexact oracle property)

Let Vgé( ,E8=1) denote the (6,(¢¥71), Ly, py)-model of g at point y and Vfi(x,E¥"1) denote the

(6.(&+7Y), Ly, g )-model of f at point x, respectively. We assume that DEI;.ing(x,glaf’i,fk’l) < 0]20 and
gs,ngg(y,flyc’J,fk h< ag. Moreover, we assume that Efkqém(fk’l) <, and Efkﬂéy(fk’l) < dy.

For brevity we write Vg, = Vrg(;(y;f,gl’j,fk*l), Vi = Vrfg(x’;,fl;,fk*l).
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Algorithm 2 Inexact stochastic APDG

Input: 7,7y, &y, oy, Ba, By > 0, Ty, Ty, 04,04 € (0,1], 6 € (0,1)
acsjc =20 c range AT
¥ =7 "' =" erange A
fork=0,1,2,... do
e, =y" +0 (yF =y
k k

ah = Tezk 4 (1 —Tw)xf

y]; = Tyyk + (1 -7y y’;
a =k papag (of — 2*) — 0B, AT (Ad* — Vi) — 0. (Vi + ATyl
Y =yt ey (vg = 0*) =By A (ATY" + V fie) =y (Ve — A1)
I;C'H =2k + o, (2P —2b)
yit =y oy (VT - )
end for

Such general conditions are needed because they cover the properties of average values obtained after averaging Algo-
rithm As already said, we keep the expectations of values HX — YHQ and HY — YHQ small enough. By Lemma
this implies that the expectations of gradients Vgs(y¥) = Egj (yF, &8, €1) and V f5(af) = Egj(zk, ¢k, 1) are
(0y, Ly, 11y )-model of g at point y’; and (0, L, pt,.)-model of f at point x’g“ correspondingly.

Theorem 3.5. Let f(x) be p,-strongly convex and L, smooth, g(y) be ji,-strongly convex and L, smooth (i, pt, >
0). We have access to (6%, L., u,)-stochastic oracle of f with variance upper bounded by 0]20 and ((5 y Ly, uy)

stochastic oracle of g with variance upper bounded by ag at iteration k. We also denote batch size with r. Also
suppose Assumption [I.7) and Assumption [3.4) hold in environment of Algorithm 2] Then there exist different sets of
parameters of Algorlthm 2] such that

4 2
Ellzk — 24112 < W w0 = (5, =
ot =217 < g (0490 + g0+ + ,

Elly* —y*||* < L (o0 1 © +5)+722
VU = w 1-02 "% 5019 )

1 w) o} 1 1\ o;
2= (=4 L=+ -
L;E Lwy rf Ly Lwyw Tg
Here is the list of possible estimations depending on different constants:
—— <4 +4max = @, (7a)
1 VL:L, L, . L2, 2
L <4 Smax{ YT Sy =) o, (7b)
1-46 Ky Ky ,Uaf /J’:Ly 2pz Ly

1 L L L’m L?ﬂ? 2 1 L1
<44 8max{ VY oy S = [T (7¢)

\/ L2 L2
{ LzLyLmy Ty Ty } W Mmy Ly . (7d)

Y207 2
Moy oy Hyz  Hzy

1
170§2+8max

Here WO depends polynomially on initial values.

The proof is provided in appendix[A] including the constants values for every estimation.

Each line in the list of possible estimations symbolises particular case in a convex-concave conditions. Firstly, (7al)
expresses strongly-convex-strongly-concave case. Secondly, (7b) describes strongly-convex-concave and positive fiq,
case. Thirdly, line (7c)) expresses convex-strongly-concave and positive ji,, case. Forthly, COvers convex-concave
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and positive fizy, flys case. Every case provides a linear convergence rate for corresponding class of problems. The
last case is associated with convex-concave problem with square full-range matrix(in this case fiyy, fty, > 0 and
Assumption[T.7] holds).

Speaking about deterministic side, according to [36] this upper bound is optimal in strongly-convex-strongly-concave
case.

4 Decentralized algorithm and results

We take Algorithm 1 from [[15] as a basis for our method. This algorithm works according to lower bounds and also
cover convex-concave case, therefore we obtain desirable non-decentralized stochastic generalization, which may be
futher generalized to decentralized case.

The algorithm can be executed in a decentralized way due to ”decentralized” property of mixing matrices in Consen-
sus algorithm (”Consensus” section). Every node has its own sequence of independent random variables (different
sequences are also independent), which is used in calls of stochastic oracle. Let r;; and ry; denote batch sizes at
node ¢ for f and g, respectively, and let 5_!;1 and 551 be the sets of random variables on i’th node at iteration k.

Also introduce €5 = (€5,&5, - €8,.). VIF(X,€5) = (V7 fi(01, 6 )V fola, €6 5) . 97 ol €5,)). Here

*Sz,n

V" fi(s, &5 ;) is a batched gradient. Notations £ and V" G/(X,£F) are defined in the same way.

In the algorithm below, we write VF}, = V" F(X} k), VG, = V"G(Y ), &) for brevity.

Algorithm 3 Decentralized APDG with consensus subroutine

Input: Nas Ty Oy Oy, ﬁmﬁy > O, Tay Ty, 0x,0y S (Oa 1]’ 0 e (07 1)

X7 =X"=X07° crange A"

YJQ =Y 1=Y°=Y0 3° ¢ range A

fork=0,1,2,... do
Vi =Yk4+0(Yk—yrt)
Xp =7 XF+(1-7,) X}
ng =r,Y*+(1-1) Yfk
UF = XE 4 g0, (XF — XF) — 1,8, AT (AXF = VGy) =, (VF, + ATYE)
WHH =y ¢ Ty Qy (ng - Yk) —nyByA (ATYk + VFk) — Ny <VG’€ - AUkH)
X*+1 = Consensus(U**1, TF)
Y#+1 = Consensus(W*+1, T*)
Xt = XF + o, (XM — XF)

k+1 _ vk k k

Vit =Y + o, (YF —YF)

end for

Algorithm 4 Consensus

Input: X 0. the number of iterations T’
fort=0,1,..., 7T —1do

Xt+l — tht
end for

One may notice that it is possible to rewrite this algorithm in terms of average values of variables at nodes (algorithm
is provided in appendix [B). We make Consensus iterations in order to make calls of stochastic oracle from relatively
close points, allowing average gradient by nodes to be inexact gradient at average point with sufficiently small ¢.
Consensus iterations do not change the average value due to doubly stochastic property of mixing matrices.

4.1 Consensus

We consider a sequence of non-directed communication graphs { (V, E k) }20_0 and a sequence of corresponding mix-
ing matrices {W } oo associated with it. We impose the following assumption.
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Assumption 4.1. Mixing matrix sequence {Wk }2020 satisfies the following properties.

(Decentralized property) If (i, j) & E, then [W"] =0

(Doubly stochastic property) W¥1,, = 1, 1TW* =17,

(Contraction property) There exist T € 7. and X € (0,1), such that for every k > 7 — 1 it holds
IWrEX =X < (1= M]x - X,

where WF = Wk . Wk-T+L

4.2 Complexity results for Algorithm 3]

Our analysis shows that performance of Algorithm [3|depends on global constants.

Theorem 4.2. Let f;(x) be iy ;-strongly convex and L, ; smooth, and let g;(y) be (i, ;-strongly convex and L, ;
smooth (figq, fiys = 0). Also assume that there exist iy and iy such that Ha,irs fy,in > 0. The ©’th node has access
only to unbiased stochastic gradients of function f; with variance O'f , and of function g; with variance ag ;- Also
suppose Assumption 4.1 E holds. There exist Ly, [iyy and [y, which satisfy Assumption u 1.7) for pairs of functions
(fi,gi) at every node. Then there exist sets of constants of Algorithm l 3l such that Algorithm I 3| has the following
complexities.

The number of iterations of Algorithm

The number of communications

1 /
Neomm = O 1 klog D— log 2 .
1-6 € €

The number of stochastic oracle calls at node i

max{w,w '} 1 w 9 1 1 9 D"
Ni o _oNgo( W g (1 [ Nios (22))
oy " (any(l —0)% ((Lm " Lmy) pi (Ly i Lfﬂyw) 7o) %8\ e

Here is the list of possible estimations depending on different constants:

I _0 iy
— max W= /—7
1-46 ﬂx \/m

L,L,

b = O | max{ Y—=4, Loy [Le , W= iy
1-40 Hzy Hzy pa Nzy 2p5Ly

1 Laly Ly |L 2
—— =0 | max{ —, = = HyL
1-90 Pyz  Hya uyr Myr

2 2

1 — 0 [ max LyLyLy, L’ry LTy = Hay /7y7

1-0 Hxy oy :u’yz Mmy Pyz V Ly

where D' and D" are polynomial and not depend on e.

The proof is provided in Appendix [B]

The result associated with the number of communication calls is provided under the time-varying graph conditions.
However, in static graph setting we can use Chebyshev-Accelerated subroutine [28]] to get \/x dependence from the
characteristic number of the network. Therefore, our result is optimal up to the logarithmic factor according to [12]
(when L, = Ly = Lgy and pu, = p,). Our stochastic oracle calls result is also optimal according to [4]. The
deterministic side for coupling term is optimal (up to logarithmic factor for communications) according to [25]].
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It is worth mentioning, that this result only serves the case of jiz, 1, > 0 due to specificity of analysis of basis
algorithm. The Lemmarequires non-zero (4, therefore if we wanted to extend our result to convex-concave case,
we would need to use regularization trick, this would be possible with duality gap criterion, not in our case.
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the Analytical Center for the Government of the Russian Federation in accordance with the subsidy agreement (agree-
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Supplementary material

A Inexact setting

A.1 Proof of the Theorem[3.3

Lemma A.1. Let us introduce several definitions.

= (0, +1/2)7}, )
Oy = Uz, €))
1 1
x — i ar 0 . 1
8 mln{2 T Lgy} (10)

Then the following inequality holds

L

1
k * k *
Byl = o< (= B ) o - P

T
1

* * 2 *
+ By(yg.y") = By(wg, %) = —Eeper By(ay™,2%) (11)

2
+ ( - 1) By(x}, %) = 2Bk e (AT (yp, — y*), 2 —a¥)

Ox

4
+ 3y + ( + 1> 8z + B0y + 2107
Ox

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma B.2 in But we should expand the proof to cover inexact
stochastic case. In order to do this we need replace several inequalities in the proof from above article on corresponding
inequalities with inexact stochastic oracle.

In the following analysis, we will need the following inequalities (the term ¥~ is omitted).

2

1 " . o
o7 EerVos(yy, &) = Va)I* < By, ™) + 0y + 57— (12)
y y
Eer (Vfs(rg, &) — V(") o — ") > Bep (Vfs(ag) — VF(2"), 2™ —27) — nao, (13)
. L, .
(Vfs(xy) — Vf(x*),x’}“ - xZ) > Bf(:vl;ﬂ,a:*) - Bf(x’;,x ) — 7”37]}“ - sc§||2 — O, (14)
2(Vf5(a?§) - Vf(x*),x’; —z*) > QBf(a:g,x*) + /,LIHQTI; —2*||? - 28,, (15)
(Vfs(xf) — Vf(x*),a:fc - x§> < Bf(x]}‘,x*) — Bf(x’;,x*) + 0y (16)

Let us prove these inequalities.

12
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Inequality (T2). Using E¢x Vs (yf,&F) = Vgs(yk) and according to Theorem 1 from [6], we have

1 . 1
— B[ Vas(yh, €8) — Vo )II> = s—Eee | Vs (s, €5) — Vs (ys)|I?
oL, oL,
1 k *\ (12
+ TLyIIVga(yg) Va(y)ll

< 9(y¥) — g(y™) — (Va(y™),yk —y7) +6, + %

2

O'
:Bg(yW )+ 0y +ﬁ

We choose inexact oracle (gs, Vgs) such that it is the same as (g5, Vgs) at all points except y*, and at y* it equals

(9(y™), Vg(y™)).-
Inequality (T3):

Eer (V fo(ay, &) = Vf(2), 2" —a%) = Ber (V fs (g, &5) — V fs(ag), 2™+ —a¥)
+ (Vs(al) = Vf(z*), " —a*).

Using Line 8] of the Algorithm 2] we obtain

Eer (Vfs(rg, &) — VI ("), o — %) = Bep (Vs (ag, €5) — Vis(ag), —n.V fs(wg, &)
+ Egx <Vf5(x§) — Vf(z*), a1t —z%)
= Eer (Vfs(wg) — Vf(z*), 2" —a*)
— B ||V f5 (2, €8) — V f5(2)]1?
> Eex (Vf(;(x];) —Vf(x*),x k1 _ ") — 17350]20.

Inequality (T4):
(Vis(af) ~ V), 5t = ab) > flah™) — (o) — 22kt b2
— 8, = (Vf(z"), 2t —af)
> f(akH) - F(ah) - Bt e
— 6, — (Vf(2*), 2™ —af)
= By(z*! %) — By(ah, 2") — || AL — 2k |? — 6,
Inequality (T3):

2f(a") — F(ah)) = AV fs(ak) a® — k) + 25, > 2(f(2") - f5(ak)) — 2V fs(ah),a" — o)

> piollzy — 2.

Inequality (T6):

(Vfs(f) = V"), 2§ - ap)
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Using Line [§]of the Algorithm 2] we get

1 ka+1 _ m*H2 _ 1 ka g |2 n 3<xk+1 L 1 kaH B kaQ
MNa Nz Ne T

= ni ||xk _ 1‘*”2 n 2()lx<.73§ o xk7xk+1 _ 1‘*>

— 28, (AT (Azk — vgé(yl; ?Ij’gk—l)’xk-',-l — 2

- 2<vf¢5(l‘]g€7§§5§k71) + ATyfn7xk+1 _ I’*> o ni ||xk+1 o l‘k||2 )

Using the parallelogram rule we get

ol -

e |
N z

2"

2 2 2 2
o (g — | = flaf =25 = ot =P ot - )

— 28, (Axk = Vgs(yp, &5, €7, A(eH T — 7))
1

— 2V fs(ak ek €Ny ATyE gkt ) - o [+ — |

Using the optimality condition Vg(y*) = Az*, which follows from V, F(«*,y*) = 0, and the parallelogram rule we
get

1 2 1
L = =
xr xT

o ([l — |~ fla§ — 25— ot — ot

k 2

-l

g

+ 8 (A =) = AE* - o))

+ 8 (98w, €5, = V)| = [ Vsl 66,1 = AGH|)
— 2V Ss(ay, €, + ATyh o —a7) - ni ket — ok,

[l =)

Using Assumption[I.7]and Equation[I2] we get

1
Tz

1
Ne
+ 0B g [l = aH||” + BoL2Bepgy [l* @
_ ﬁx:“f/x ka - I*HQ + 25$LyBg(y§, y*) + 2ﬂxby5y(§k*1) n ﬂxfff,
— 2B e (Vfs(g, 6,657 + ATyh, o — %)

— iEg};’Es Hl’kJrl — l‘kHZ == (1 — Oy — Baju/zm) ka —z*

1 2 *
’ (BILiy +ar - n) Eergr [|o" " — 2¥||” +28: Ly By (g, y7)
xr

et g o+ — a7 < = [l " + e b — a*|* — o — o

I

2

3 2 B *
2 £§,§5< fa(x’;,g’;,gk Dp ATyE gH )
2 xLydy(é‘kfl) + Bxag

Fa s o
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Using the optimality condition V f(z*) + A Ty* = 0, which follows from V, F(z*,y*) = 0 and Equation, we get

T e O |
Nz N
1
+ (6zLiy T~ 17) ]Eﬂi’f); ka—H o kaQ + QﬁwLyBg(ylgy y)
+a [[of = 2*|| - 2Beg 5 (Vs(ah, €5, 6571 = V(") 2t o)
~ 2Ees e (AT (v, — v, — ) +28,L,6,(657) + Baoy

1 w112
= (% -y — Bmufﬂ) ka —x

|.Z‘k+1

Sl

1
2

* c %2
+2B: Ly By (yp y*) + o |2 — @

— 2Ber o (Vfs(ah, €671 = Vf(a*), 2" — 2k + 28 —ak 4 o — 27)
— 2y e (AT (g, —y"), 2™ = 2"+ 26,100, (6571) + oo + 2m0F.

Using 1,-strong convexity of f and Lines[6|and [I0]of the Algorithm 2]and Equation T3] we get

H%Eszz,sz [

k+1 2

: |

T

P2 (o e B ) et ot

1 2 *
# (02 = D) B 5 7 2508, B, k)

2 2 B .
— o Be g (V ol €71 = V), — )

+az [|lzg - 2® f

+ 202 9 g ) - V(). k) - 2By (aa)

* 2 — " .
,Nm”gslgC*x H +2(5T(€k 1)*2E£§75§<AT(yfnfy ),:Z?k+1—1; >
+ QﬂzLydy(fk_l) + ﬁxag + 21796(7]2[

1
= ( — Qg — ﬁwﬂiz) ka —z* 2
N

1 2 2
+ (gngy - n) Bes er [[54 — 22 + (a — o) 2 — 2°
. :
+ QﬂmLyBg(ygay*) - 2Bf(l‘§, Q:*)
2 _ *
- aEﬁz,ﬁb <vf5('r]gcvfk 1) - Vf(l' )7ml;+1 - Z‘];>

2(1 — 7, _ «
+ %wmx'g,sk D - V() — )
— 2E¢p ¢n (AT (yr, —yr), 2t —a¥)

+ 2Ba¢Ly5y(§k71) + on'§ + 27]3:0']2‘ + 2537(5]671)-
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Using Equation[T6] we get

k+1 LL'*

. 2§<1_az_ﬁw,u/§z> |2+ — & 2
Na
X

+26:LyBy(yg,y") — 2By (g, %)

1
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— EE&’&?? <Vf5($’;,§k 1) —Vf(zx ),x’}“ — xZ)
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Tx
Using Equation[T4] we get

L
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x T

Using Line[10]of the Algorithm 2] we get
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Transforming this inequality we get
1

0 EEI;@;; kaﬂ _ x*HQ < <1 —a, — Bmﬂng) ka _ x*H2
xT

N

+ <ﬂxLiy +ag + Lyoy — 771) Eer et ||xk+1 - $k||2
xT

2 2

+ (ap — pz) Hx’; -z
xr TI

2 k * 2 *
— ZES.’T?’E?’?Bf(fo’x )+ (T — 2) Bf(:v’},x )

x

— 2Eex er (AT (yp, — "), 2! — %)

2
+ QBwLyéy(gk_l) + Bwaz + 27790‘7]2” + (

T Os
Using the definition of 7., a, and 3, we get
1

1
T e R R | e
xT

Nz
1 k+1 k2
+ o+ Loow = 5= ) Eer g |27 — 2|
21y xSy
+ By(yy,y*) — By(zy, 2"
2 * 2 *
_ J—mEglé’gbe(aj];+17x )+ (0‘1 — 1) Bf(l‘];,.ﬁ )

— 2Eex ex (AT (yp, — "), 2! —a¥)

Oz

+ 0, (€571 + (4 + 1) 5:(8"1) + Boo? + 2np07.

Lemma A.2. Let us introduce several definitions.
Ty = (o'y_1 + 1/2)_17
Ay = [y,
. 1 1
=l gz |

Then the following inequality holds

1 1
LRl - ) < ( - ﬂyuiy) I — v
My My

1
+ (Ny + Lyoy — 277) Bex e [y — "2
y

* * 2 *
+ By(ap,x*) — By(yh, y*) — ;yEg;,gng(y'f““,y )

P . \ \
+ (0, - 1) By(yf,y*) + 2Ber en (A(x™H —a%),y*H — )
Y

4
#0670 +1) 8,065 + By + 2,02
Yy

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of the previous lemma.
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2 * *
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Lemma A.3. Let 1, be defined as

. 1 w
z = 11N ) )
L A(py + Lyoy) 4Ly
and let 1, be defined as

. 1 1
= min ) )
Ty { A(pty + Lyoy) ALayw }
where w > 0 is a parameter. Let 0 be defined as
0= 6‘(w,am,ay) =1- maX{Pa(wvaz7Uy)7pb(W7 Oz, Uy)a pC(wvJz7oy)7pd(w7om7oy>}7

where

4HI+L 0r) 2 Aytlyoy) 2 Aley ALeye -1
o2’ oy Yoy ppw ) iy ’

pa(w,04,0,) = |max

—1
4uI+L,am) 2 8Lu(py+Lyoy) 2 2L3, 8LiLuyw 4Lmy}]
b)

W, 0,0 max
pb( yUx, y) I ) 'ugy ) oy, M%y? Hiy ) ppw

2 2 2
v nZ, Vop? B2, 0 paw 0y

pe(w,04,0,) = |max

'E'

—1
{4 u+Lqu) l 8Ly (pa+Lyosz) 2 2Liy 8Ly Loy 4Lﬂww}:|
)

-1
8L, (;@—i—Lchl) 2 8L (uy+L 0y,) 2 8LyLs, 8LsLsyw 2L3, 2L2, H

W, 05,0 max a7}
pa(w, 0z, 0y) = 12, Yoy 12, Yoy p2aw 0 pZ, 0 pE v

Let U be the followmg Lyapunov function:

1 . 1 . 2 2
UF = —|lz* —2*|* + —ly* — y*|I* + =By (a}, 2%) +- B 0 (UF. Y%
Nz Ny Oz
: @)
o = 2 -y A -,
Ty

Then, the following inequalities hold

. . 1 .
AR At el A T (22)
x Yy
4 1/1  w 1/1 1
EWF ! < ETF + —— (5, + 6 — 2+ — 2, 23
T ettt ) e\, T L) % o

Proof. The proof of this lemma is similar to the proof of Lemma B.4. in [15].
After adding up (A:3) and (A22) we get
1

1
(0HS) < (== B ) o =+ (= = By )
Nz My

1
iz + Looy — 2%) Eer ex ka+1 _ ka2

1 2 2 N
+ (,uy + Lyoy — 2773;) ng;,s;j y’“‘1 — ka + <% — 1) Bf(m’},x )

2 * *
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4 _ 4 _
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where (LHS) is given as

1 1
(LHS) = Bt gp [|="* — 2P+ —Ee g o4 -y

2 2
+ B er By (e 2%) + —Eex r By (y; ™, y").
O-IL‘ xSy O'y xIdvY
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Using Line[6|of the Algorithm 2] we get

1 1
nx Ty

t (1o + Loos - )Egk e [l — 2|
- 5 ) Bes I+ o

Y

1 1
(LHS) < < ~Ha = BJ‘”?/I) ka - JU*HQ + ( — My — ﬁyﬂiy) Hyk -y |2
Nz My
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1
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Y
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Using the definition of 1, and 1, and the definition of § < 1 we get

1 1
(LHS) < (n - ﬂxufm) et — 2> + (T]y oy - ﬁyu§y> s — ||

1 2 1 2
= g Ber 1= =" = By 0™ — o
2 k% 2 k , *
+ 0’—71 Bf(l‘f,zli)+ 0771 Bg(yfvy)
T Yy
—|—2E§£’55<yk+1 —yk,A(ﬂl‘]H_l *)> 29< k ! A(-I - )>
0 _
N T | ot

4 _ _ 1
+ 1-9 (&g(fk 1) + 5y(§k 1)) (53; Lly> UJ% + </Bz + Qwa) O’;.

19



A PREPRINT - OCTOBER 4, 2022

Transforming this inequality we get

1 1
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Transforming further
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o f fa oy g yf7y
+ 2B e (" — yF A —2)) = 2007 — o AR - a7))

4 1
+ 15 (@€ +d,(€") + <B oL ) o} + <Bm + 2L£yﬂ}> o2,

Using the definition of /3, and 3, we get

2 2
. Na b 2 1 2
LHS) < ol — yz  Cye k _
( >_< — ot mm{ 5% 2L§y}> o =t =]

2 2
. nyﬂxy iuwy 1 k
R o

AN ST b1 k|2
gy W= - g B I o

n <2 - 1> By (zh,z*) + <02 - 1) By (yf.y")

Oy Y
+ 2B o (y" ! — o AT —27)) - 20000 — F L AR — 2))
1
2

(z
4 k-1 k-1 Ly @ N (L 1 2
+ —— (0" + 6,65 ) + Lx+ny a7ty Ly+nyw %9
20

*|2
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Transforming this inequality

2 2
. Na b x 1% x 1 k 2
(LHS) < | 1 — max ] 7y by, min LA — [|z" — 2z~
2L, 212, e | |

2 2
B . nyﬂmy Mxy i k o 2
+ (1 maX{nyuy,mm{ 2L, ’ZL%y}}> Ty Hy Y ”

2
I

k+1 _

0 kg2 L
gy I =0 = g Be g Ml

+ (2 - 1) By (zh,x*) + (2 - 1) By(yj,y")

o Oy
2B e (T — yF AT —27)) - 200F — P AGF - o))

4 1/1 w 1/1 1
5 k—1 ) k—1 i 2 i 2.
+1_9($(§ )"’ y(f ))"‘2 Lz+ny 0'f+2 Ly+Lzyw o,
Using the definition of 6 we get
1 201 2 1 1112
(0H) <0 (o o =l 4 o ¥ =57+ = o)
N Ty dny

2
#0 (-20f - LA - )+ D Brlahat) +
x

1 2 %
_ %Ei’;,&’; Hyk+1 . ka + 2E§§,E’; <yk+1 . yk,A(mk-&-l —z*))

4 k—1 k—1 /i1 w 2 L (1 1 2
+170<6I(§ )+5y(§ ))+2 Lm Lmy Uf+2 Ly+ 09'

Lyyw

After taking the expectation over all random variables, rearranging and using the definition of W*, using the fact that
Eé, (€F71) < 6., B, (€F1) < 6, we get

1 1/1  w 1/1 1
EUFH < EU* + —— (5, +8,) + = | — Pt
= T ettt e\, T L) %

Finally, using the definition of ¥*, 1, and 1, we get

ok > nix % — || + ;y lv* —v*||” + 4; " — o Y° = 2% — o Al — 27))
> ot oo o 0 g 5 = 20 = o o
2 ol = o o =9I g = - e et -
e LA I T

Back to proof of the Theorem [3.3]

22 (1 2 1 1 2
Let X2 = (L—T—i-%w) Uf+(fy+ >Ug.Then

Lyyw

4 »2
E\II’“SG’“\IIO—&-(H(&—H&,)—FQ) (1+0+6*+...)
k1,0 22
<O+ ———— (5,
<0 +(1_9)2(5L+6y)+2(1_9),

21
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4 by 3 1
00 4 —— (6, +0,) + ——— > EU* > —E|z* — 2*|> + —E|y* — y*||>.

Using the definitions of 77,, and n,,, we get

. w 4 %2
Ellz* — 2*|* < 5L (9’“\110 + g0+ + ) 7 (24)
1 4 2
E <~ (0P — (6,46 — . 2
I =51 < s (490 + g+ )+ ) 25)

Also for such definitions we know from [[15]]

L.L, L, L2
1<4—|—8max{ y Ly Ly y}

Pe
[2p Ky M
forw = % , 0z = Min {1, 4Ly2 } Oy = 2Lyy’

/LiLyLsy, L2, L2
<2—|—8max{yyy y}

—

P2 0 2
Hay fya Hya ﬂuny

/ Ky . 13
for umy E—mln{ 4LyL }7ay:m1n{1, 4LzyLy}7

! :min{/f1 Py PP}
1-0 a sPb sPc 5P .

Note, that adding up batches and choosing w = , /%, O = 4 /ﬁ, oy =

Rewriting inequalities in batch setting and assuming J, = J,, = 0 we get

1 1 w \ o2 1 1\ o2
Emk—m* QSL 9/&'\1,0_’_7 (+ >f+(+ ) g ;
I H 3L,y 2(1-196) Ly  Lyy) 1y L, Lyw)r

1 1 1w\ o7 1 1\ o2
Ello* — 12 < —— [ gkgp0r = = / - -9 )
lv™ =" < 37 ( saeg\\L L) T\L, T Le) T,

Therefore, we can estimate the number of algorithm iterations N = O ( 1= log Q) where C is polynomial and not

depend on ¢. Rewriting it we obtain N = O (min{p;*, p; ", po %, 0y }1og E) .

47~ proves the Theorem

ax -1 max -1
It is sufficient to take such batch sizes r; = [% (% + LL) aﬂ, re = [% (% ! w) 0’;—‘ .
zy z zy zy zy

Rewriting it with the selected constants

ry = |max H (1+ 1 ,uy) o2
s \/,U/a:MU 2Lgy\/Fabiye \ Lz = Loy \ pa) 7

22
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Ty = |max K (1+ ! M) o2
g '\/ :ualluy 2Lacy vV Mwﬂyg LU Lwy :LLU g 7

where /1 = max{fiz, {1y }.

B Decentralized setting

Let us get an Algorithm from the Algorithm by multiplying every line by %, where 1 is a column of 1.

Algorithm [5]shows what happens to the average values at the nodes.

Algorithm 5 Average values

Input: nr,ny,ax,ay,ﬂz,ﬂy >0, Ty, Ty, 0z, 0y € (0,1], 6 € (0,1)
I?c =797 ¢ rangeA
y =7 1—y y € range A
for k =0, 1 2,...do
U =7 +9(y -7 1)
f’; =77 +(1— Tz)xf
?’5 =7, +(1— Ty)ylff
TH =2 4 o (T — TF) — 0o B.AT (AZF — Vgs(Th, €8)) — 0. (st(”;,ﬁ’“) ATgy)
7 =g vyay (T — ") — nyBy A (ATT + f5(@h,€8)) — g (Vs (5, €5) — ATH)
it =2k 4o, (T - T)
vt =g o, @ )
end for

Supporting values X and Y to be in the neighborhood of C(d,) and C(d,) and using Lemma conditions of
Theorem [3.3] hold.

Using Assumption[I.5} Assumption[I.6] we get
die1 U?,i/rf’i 2 J%‘,r

Ee, | fs(@h, Ca) — Vs (@D)|* <

n2 n )
(26)
_ Zﬂ:l o2 /‘/Tg,i Ué ‘
Efy,k ||96(ylg€7§y, ) Vg(;(yg)”Q i ng,b A n,'r .

Let us support the number of iterations of Consensus to be sufficiently big to guarantee E[|X* — XFk|| < /6§ and
E|YF —Yk| < V7.
Introducing some definitions, which correspond to Lemma [3.1]
1 [L? 217
517 =— (= le L xz — Mz 5/7
2n<Lw+um+l ﬂl)

1 (L}, 2L7,
= — | == L 5,
Yo op (Ly + fhy + Ly~ iy

Ly = 2Ly, Ly = 2Ly, [ix = 12 )2, iy = f1y/2.

Consider the iteration & > 1. Assuming, that || X* — X¢|| < /¢’ and E[|Y* — Y| </ fort = 0,1,..., k, we are
going to prove it for ¢ = k + 1, using constant number of consensus iterations.

Using Line[I0]and [6] of Algorithm[3] we get

X:; =7 XF+ (1- Tz)X}]cC =(r+ (1 - ng)om)Xk —-(1- 7'96)033)(’“1 +(1- Tm)X;C*l.

Define V¥ = X — 0, X*. Using X0 = X% we get VO = (1 — 0,) X", [V = VO < (1 — 0,)V¥".
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VF=(1— o) XF + (1 - 1) V* 1,
VE-VE = (1= a)r, (X5 = XF) + (1= ) (VF1 = VET),
E[[VF = VE| < (1 = 00)meV + (1 = 72)(1 — 0)V = (1 — 02)V5.

Let us now estimate X }“ , k> 1. Using Line we get

Xf=V4o,x"

E||XF — XF| < V6.
Let us now estimate X and Y,%. Using Line|§|and we get

E|X; - XF| < Vo,

E|Y,E - VE|| < (1+20)V0.

The estimations for Yg”“, Yf’C are similar.

Let us now estimate E||U*+1 — U*+1||. Using Line we get

U T = (1= ) (X5~ XF) 4 neo, (XF - XF)
a8 AT (A (XF = XF) = (VG0 ) - VOV E))
— o (V7 FX 6p) = VTF(XE o)) + AT (Y - VE)).

Using that n,,c, < 1 and previous estimations, we get

B[R — TR < (1= 0pn) VO + nau Vo' + 0B L2,V
+ nmﬁwLwaHer(ngv Ey.)ll + nIEHVTF(X!I;, o) || + MLy (1 + 29)\/(?
=(1+ nzﬂwLiy + Mo Lay(1+ 29))\/(? + nmﬁszyE||er(ng> €y o)l
+ anHVTF(Xg, gwk)H

Getting estimations for E || V"G(Y}, &, )| and E || V" F(XEF, & 1) -

E [V F(Xg, &) < B[V F(XE,&0) = VE(XE)| +E |[VF(XS) — VF(X)|
+E|VF(XEF) = VE(X)| + [VF(X)|
< (BIVFOG &) - VFODIT) + s ) - X

+ LE | X - X*|| + IVF(x)

< (Z a,%,i/rf,i> + LipV/E + Lo/ [[of - * (X))
=1

Let us define M,
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1 w U%T 1 1 O—%‘r
22 = ) _ =T
<2Lm + ny> n + 2L, + Lyyw n

We choose constants the same as in Equation [24]and Equation [25] for Algorithm 5]

Now we are going to estimate H;?k — z*||. As we know from Equationand from Equation

g
Eka -z 2 < MZQ,
E|z* - 2*|| < VE|z* — 2*||* < M.

Let k > 1. Using Line[I0]and [6]of Algorithm[5] we get

ok = rpab + (1 — 1)z = (o + (1= 7)op)aF — (1 — 7o)oaah T+ (1— 7)o L

Let’s define vF = ;’g — opzF and v* = (1 — 0)2*. 10 = (1 — 0,)20, therefore [0 — v*|| < (1 — 0,) M.

vk =7, (1 — 0,)zk + (1 — 7)vF—1.
Firstly, we want to estimate E[vfF — v*||.

E[[oF —v*|| < 7o(1 = 03)El|l2* — 2*|| + (1 — 7)) E[[o*~T - o*|

S (Tr(l - Urc) + (1 - TT)(l - UT))MT == (1 - Ur)MT
Using Line[I0] we get
E = vh—1 4 g zb,
]E||E —z*|| < E[vF—1 — v*|| + 0, E|jzF — ¥ < (1 — 02) M, + 0, M, = M,.
Let’s estimate E||x7’; — z*||. Using Line we get
Ellzf — 27| < Ell2® — 27| + (1 — 72) B2 — 2™|| < M,.

Returning to E HV’"F(XZ;7 Eai)||

E|V'F(X} &u)l| < \fnod, + LisVd + Lov/nb, + [VF(X"))).

Let’s define M,
1

4 2
M? = o .
v iLw ( Az T g 9))

Then we can estimate E | V"G(Y¥, &, x)|| in a similar way

E||V'G(YS &)l < y/nod, + LiyVe + Ly, + |[VG(Y™)|.

Lemma B.1.
max {E HU’““ _ Uk+1H E HW’““ _ Wk+1H} <D,

where
D = max {DM\/(?' + Dya, Dy 1V + Dy,g} , 27)
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L
Dys= =D, ( L/nM, F )
o = 52Dea+ i (yfnok, + Lo + [VF(X)|

1
2 *
+ o (\/no2, + Lyvad, + IVG)])

3 L L L
Dyi1=-+2Dy1+ )
2 2py 2Ly 2y

1
Dyo = 57— (y/nod, + LM, + VG )]
Ty

5 (\fnod, + Lovide + IVF(X)])

3 5 Ly, n Ly

D = —
x,l1 — + 2Lzy 2/1430’

i=3 (1 +20) +

2 W 0 4 »?
M; = 3L, (\IJ + (1_9)2(5x+5y)+2(1_9)),

=1 (g0 1 © +5)+722
Y 4Lgw 1—02"" " Y 201-0))’

1 0%, 1 1\ o0&,
¥2 — v ) By + G,
2L, Ly n 2L Lyyw n

Proof.

E(|UFY — ORI < (1 + 0oBoL?, + o Loy (1 + 20))VE
+ N2 Be Lay BV G(Yy &y )| + BV F(X), &a o) -

Using the definition of 7, 3, and estimations on gradients, we get

_ 1 L,
E|U’“+1—Uk+1||<(1++ y<1+29>)f + L Event. gl

2 " 4 oy
F(X}, &)l
3 Lq; Ll le
< Y(1420) + ¥ 5
_< +4M$( +20) + o +4u})\ﬁ

+ 57— (o, + Lyvadt, + 9601
1

+ - (\/not, + Lov/nM, + [VF(X*)]) = DaaVd' + Do

Let’s estimate E||WF+! — WWk+1||
W — Wkt = (1 - Tyory) (Yk - W) + 1y 0y <ng - Yigk>
— By A (AT (Y* =) + (VT F(XE, €op) - VF(XE &) ))

=y ((VTG(ng’Sy,k) —WM) _A (Uk+1 —W)) .

Using that 7, a, < 1 and previous estimations, we get

26
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E[WH — Wh|| < (1 — nya, )V + nya, Ve +n,8,L2 V6
+ nyﬂnyyE”er(Xg, Ee )l
+ BV GYE, &0l + 0y Loy E| U — TR
=(1+ %ﬁyl’iy)ﬁ + 77yLwa||Uk+1 - W||
+ 0y By Lay BV F (X}, o) + myEIIV G(Yy, &y i)l

Using the definition of 3, 7, and gradient estimations, we get

— 1 L, — 1
B W) < (14 5 ) VE -+ 2B T + BV P 6o
zy

+ BV GO 6]

(3 Llac Lly LmyD 1>f+ aryD )
> oL, o, T, i, "

s (V/nok + Lovidt, + [VF(XO))

1 2
— (y/no%  + Lyv/nM, + |[VG(Y*)|) = Dy1Vd + D, .
, ( G, y y ) Yy y

Now let us estimate the number of communication steps 7.

(1 — N7 max{E| Wkt — WEHL||, E| U — UFT||} < ¢

It would we sufficient to guarantee
1-MN"D<¥.

T>— log (?)

Putting the proof together Using Lemma[2.1] we get

2 w B0 4 32
< — \\/ — (). [
= 3L, (9 + (1—0)2“”51’”2(1—9))’

2 1 4 2
" < PV b — (5, 45,) + ).
_4L$yw< t Azt y)+2(1_9)>

Above inequality leads from this

E ka -z

Define several notations

1 1
UV = max w w .
3Ly, ALy,

Using the definition of ¥*, we get

1 1 2 2
l:[/Ozf 0 _ . - 0 ,.* 2B 0, * iy > 07*.
e~ @ e <ot + B ) + By )

z Yy z Yy

Where 7, = min { ——— & = min L L .
e 4(fiz+Lgoy)’ 4Ly f° My 4(/fy+L’yo'y)’ 4Lyyw

Rewriting it in terms of Ly, Ly, Ly, Ly, fie, iz, fiys fy-

—min{-—1 @ —mnd-—_1t 1
Mz = I { 22 +8L,0 1L, } Ty = mun { 21, +8L,0,° 4wa} :
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kg0 < .
=3
It would be sufficient to take IV = k = 15 log (2% ).
Finally, let us estimate the right part
(1-6)%
5m7 oy <
Y= 24

2

2 2 2
Define F as E = ﬁmaX{LL‘: + % + Lz — tia, L7, + 2Liy + Ly */llz}.

L, oy

Using definition of J, and 9,,, we get
5 = (1-6)2%e
- 24FEv

Define F; and Fy as Fy = 5.5 (i + L%y), Fy = snti=ay (Li/ + L:yw) )

2
6F,T,a'f)i

Using the definitions of X2, 0%, 0& -

6Fy o7,
— .

Finally

T

we get, that it would be sufficient to take ry; = { -I and rg; =

1 po D’
Neomm = NT = @ K IOg - IOg - )
1-0 € €

Nclomp = N(’f’i’f + 7"7;,9)

max{w,w ™!
— 9N maxw,w 5
O <any(1 — 0y (

_ [Hy [ Ha _ My
W= ano—az 8L$70y 8Ly7
1 L;Ly Ly [L, L
—— =0 | max L g 2y ,
1-46 Hay  Haoy || Hz Hiy
Ma%y Kz /1’5%’?!
= x = b) = ]‘7 b
YT\, 7 16L,L,
2
71 = O | max LwLy, Lay ﬂ, L;y )
1—40 My Hyz \| Ky Hyg
2ty Ly . [y iy
- 3y O = ]-7 ) = or
w 2, 0y = min 6L L, oy 5L,

2 2
L _ o (max {,/Ll.LyLwy L2, Lw}

Y2 7 2
Hay oy Hyz Hzy
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