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Abstract

In distributed machine learning, where agents collaboratively learn from diverse private data sets, there
is a fundamental tension between consensus and optimality. In this paper, we build on recent algorithmic
progresses in distributed deep learning to explore various consensus-optimality trade-offs over a fixed
communication topology. First, we propose the incremental consensus-based distributed SGD (i-CDSGD)
algorithm, which involves multiple consensus steps (where each agent communicates information with its
neighbors) within each SGD iteration. Second, we propose the generalized consensus-based distributed SGD
(g-CDSGD) algorithm that enables us to navigate the full spectrum from complete consensus (all agents
agree) to complete disagreement (each agent converges to individual model parameters). We analytically
establish convergence of the proposed algorithms for strongly convex and nonconvex objective functions;
we also analyze the momentum variants of the algorithms for the strongly convex case. We support our
algorithms via numerical experiments, and demonstrate significant improvements over existing methods
for collaborative deep learning.

1 Introduction

Scaling up deep learning algorithms in a distributed setting [1, 2, 3] is becoming increasingly critical,
impacting several applications such as learning in robotic networks [4], the Internet of Things (IoT) [5, 6],
and mobile device networks [7]. Several distributed deep learning approaches have been proposed to
address issues such as model parallelism [8], data parallelism [8, 9], and the role of communication and
computation [10, 11].

We focus on the constrained communication topology setting where the data is distributed (so that each
agent has its own estimate of the deep model) and where information exchange among the learning agents
are constrained along the edges of a given communication graph [9, 12]. In this context, two key aspects
arise: consensus and optimality. We refer the reader to Figure 1 for an illustration involving 3 agents. With
sufficient information exchange, the learned model parameters corresponding to each agent, 9]1«' =123
could converge to 6, in which case they achieve consensus but not optimality (here, 6, is the optimal model
estimate if all the data were centralized). On the other hand, if no communication happens, the agents may
approach their individual model estimates (6%) while being far from consensus. The question is whether
this trade-off between consensus and optimality can be balanced so that all agents collectively agree upon a
model estimate close to 0.

Our contributions: In this paper, we propose, analyze, and empirically evaluate two new algorithmic
frameworks for distributed deep learning that enable us to explore fundamental trade-offs between consensus
and optimality. The first approach is called incremental consensus-based distributed SGD (i-CDSGD), which
is a stochastic extension of the descent-style algorithm proposed in [13]. This involves running multiple
consensus steps where each agent exchanges information with its neighbors within each SGD iteration. The
second approach is called generalized consensus-based distributed SGD (g-CDSGD), based on the concept



Table 1: Comparisons between different optimization approaches

Method f Con.Bou. Opt.Bou. Con.Rate Mom.Ana. C.C.T. Sto.
FedAvg [15] Nonconvex N/A N/A N/A No No Yes
DGDT [13] Str-con (’)(ﬁ) O(ﬁ) O(eh) No Yes  No
MSDA [16] Str-con N/A N/A O(e") Yes Yes No
- _a ___ayFl k
CDSGD [9] Str-con O(ry;) Ol tany) O(e) No Yes  Yes
Nonconvex O(fy) Oay+1-Ay) N/A
T
Acc-DNGD-SC [17] Str-con  O(—*—) N/A O(eh) Yes Yes  No
(1=2p)A3
_ o ay+1 k
i-CDSGD [This paper] ~ OcOn O(x) Oty O(e") Yes Yes  Yes
Nonconvex O(ﬁ) O(ay +1—AY) N/A
_ Cwa ay—1+w™ T k
g-CDSGD [This paper] Str-con O(:%%,) o= —) O(e") Yes Yes  Yes

Nonconvex  O(14%)  Oway+(1-w)(1-Ay)) N/A

Con.Bou.: consensus bound. Opt.Bou.: optimality bound. Con.Rate: convergence rate. Str-con: strongly convex. Mom.Ana.: momentum
analysis. a: step size. Ay € (0,1): the second largest eigen-value of a stochastic matrix. T € IN: positive constant. w € (0,1]: a positive constant.
€ € (0,1): a positive constant, and it signifies the representative meaning. They are not exactly the same in different methods. Sto.: stochastic.
C.C.T:: constrained communication topology. c1,cp > 0: condition numbers. H: strong convexity constant. 7y1,72,73 > 0: smoothness constants.
of generalized gossip [14]. This involves a tuning parameter that explicitly controls the trade-off between

consensus and optimality. Specifically, we:

o (Algorithmic) propose the i-CDSGD and g-CDSGD algorithms (along with their momentum variants).

o (Theoretical) prove the convergence of g-CDSGD (Theorems 1 & 3) and i-CDSGD (Theorems 2 & 4) for
strongly convex and non-convex objective functions;

o (Theoretical) prove the convergence of the momentum variants of g-CDSGD (Theorem 5) and i-CDSGD
(Theorem 6) for strongly convex objective functions;

o (Practical) empirically demonstrate that i-CDMSGD (the momentum variant of i-CDSGD) can achieve
similar (global) accuracy as the state-of-the-art with lower fluctuation across epochs as well as better
consensus;

o (Practical) empirically demonstrate that g-CDMSGD (the momentum variant of g-CDSGD) can achieve
similar (global) accuracy as the state-of-the-art with lower fluctuation, smaller generalization error and
better consensus.

We use both balanced and unbalanced data sets (i.e., equal or unequal distributions of training samples

among the agents) for the numerical experiments with benchmark deep learning data sets. Please see Table 1

for a detailed comparison with existing algorithms.

Related work: A large literature has emerged that studies distributed deep learning in both centralized
and decentralized settings [8, 15, 18, 19, 3, 20, 21, 22], and due to space limitations we only summarize the
most recent work. [23] propose a gradient sparsification approach for communication-efficient distributed
learning, while [24] propose the concept of ternary gradients to reduce communication costs. [16] propose a
multi-step dual accelerated method using a gossip protocol to provide an optimal decentralized optimiza-
tion algorithm for smooth and strongly convex loss functions. Decentralized parallel stochastic gradient
descent [12] has also been proposed.

Perhaps most closely related to this paper is the work of [13], who present a distributed optimization
method (called DGDT) to enable consensus when the cost of communication is cheap. However, the authors
only considered convex optimization problems, and only study deterministic gradient updates. Also, [17]
propose a class of (deterministic) accelerated distributed Nesterov gradient descent methods to achieve linear
convergence rate, for the special case of strongly convex objective functions. In [25], both deterministic and
stochastic distributed were discussed while the algorithm had no acceleration techniques. To our knowledge,
none of these previous works have explicitly studied the trade-off between consensus and optimality.

Outline: Section 2 presents the problem and several mathematical preliminaries. In Section 3, we present
our two algorithmic frameworks, along with their analysis in Section 4. For validating the proposed schemes,
several experimental results based on benchmark data sets are presented in Section 5. Concluding remarks
are in Section 6.
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Figure 1: A closer look at the optimization updates in distributed deep learning: Blue dots represent the current states (i.e., learned model parameters)
of the agents; green dots represent the individual local optima (6.,), that agents converge to without sufficient consensus; the purple dot (6) represents
the ideal optimal point for the entire agent population; another purple dot § represents a possible consensus point for the agents which is far from
optimal; blue and red curves signify the convergence trajectories with different step sizes; the green dashed circles indicate the neighborhoods of 6 and
8, respectively; d, represents the consensus bound/error and dy represents the optimality bound/error; ideally, both of these bounds should be small.

2 Problem Formulation

We consider the standard unconstrained empirical risk minimization (ERM) problem typically used in
machine learning problems (such as deep learning):

min% Y_F(6), 1)
i=1

where 6 € R denotes the parameter vector of interest, f : R? — R denotes a given loss function, and f' is the
function value corresponding to a data point i. Our focus is to investigate the case where the ERM problem is
solved collaboratively among a number of computational agents. In this paper, we are interested in problems
where the agents exhibit data parallelism, i.e., they only have access to their own respective training datasets.
However, we assume that the agents can communicate over a static undirected graph G = (V,£), where V is
a vertex set (with nodes corresponding to agents) and £ is an edge set. Throughout this paper we assume
that the graph G is connected.

Let Dj, j=1,...,n denote the subset of the training data (comprising n; samples) corresponding to the

j™ agent such that Z]'I\i 11j =n, where N is the total number of agents. With this formulation, and since
f(0) = Zszl £fi(0), we have the following (constrained) reformulation of (1):

min ) Y £(0)), s.t. 0/ =0' V(1) €&, )
j=1i€D;

Equivalently, the concatenated form of the above equation is as follows:

min F (@) := i Y. fi(0), st (e 1;)0 =0, 3)
j=1lieD;

where O := [91 ;02 oN ]T e RN, 1T e RV*N g the agent interaction matrix with its entries TTj| indicating
the link between agents j and [, I; is the identity matrix of dimension d x d, and ® represents the Kronecker
product.

We now introduce several key definitions and assumptions that characterize the above problem.

Definition 1. A function f : R? — R is said to be H-strongly convex, if for all x,y € R?, we have f(y) > f(x) +
V() (y —x) + Ly — x||% it is said to be ~y-smooth if we have f(y) < f(x) + Vf(x)T(y — x) + ||y — x| it
is said to be h-Lipschitz continuous if we have | f(y) — f(x)| < h|ly — x||. Here, || - || represents the Euclidean norm.

Definition 2. A function c is said to be coercive if it satisfies: c(x) — oo when ||x|| — oco.

Assumption 1. The objective functions f; : R? — R are assumed to satisfy the following conditions: a) each fiis
7yj-smooth; b) each f; is proper (not everywhere infinite) and coercive; c) each f; is hj-Lipschitz continuous.



Assumption 2. The interaction matrix 11 is normalized to be doubly stochastic; the second largest eigenvalue of 1 is
strictly less than 1, i.e., Ao (IT) < 1, where Ay(IT) is the second largest eigenvalue of L. If (j,1) & £, then 7t; = 0.

For convenience, we use A, to represent A (IT) and similar Ay for Ay (IT), which signifies the N-largest
eigenvalue of II. An immediate consequence from Assumption 1 (c) is that Z}il fj(x) is h-Lipschitz continu-
ous, where h = max {h;}.

1<j<N

We will solve (2) in a distributed and stochastic manner. For solving stochastic optimization problems,

variants of the well-known stochastic gradient descent (SGD) have been commonly employed. For the

formulation in (2), the state-of-the-art algorithm is a method called consensus distributed SGD, or CDSGD,
recently proposed in [9]. This method estimates 6 according to the update equation:

0., = Y mib—ag6)) @)
IEND(})

where Nb(j) indicates the neighborhood of agent j, a is the step size, g; (6]) is the (stochastic) gradient of fjat
9£, implemented by drawing a minibatch of sampled data points. More precisely, gj(Q{;) =1 Yyep'V f]q, (9@,

where b’ is the size of the minibatch D’ selected uniformly at random from the data subset D; available to
Agent j.

3 Proposed Algorithms

State-of-the-art algorithms such as CDSGD alternate between the gradient update and consensus steps. We
propose two natural extensions where one can control the emphasis on consensus relative to the gradient
update and hence, leads to interesting trade-offs between consensus and optimality.

3.1 Increasing consensus

Observe that the concatenated form of the CDSGD updates, (4), can be expressed as
®k+l = (H X Id)®k — D(g(@k).

If we perform T consensus steps interlaced with each gradient update, we can obtain the following concate-
nated form of the iterations of the parameter estimates:

Opy1 = (IT" ® 1) O — ag(Oy) (@)

T
where, g(©;) = {ng (60), 82(62),...,85,(6N)| . We call this variant incremental consensus-based distributed

SGD (i-CDSGD) which is detailed in Algorithm 1. Note, in a distributed setting, the this algorithm incurs an
additional factor T in communication complexity.

A different and more direct approach to control the trade-off between consensus and gradient would be
as follows:

O = (1 - w)(I1® ;)0 + w(O — ag.(O)) (6)

where, 0 < w < 1is a user-defined parameter. We call this algorithm generalized consensus-based distributed
SGD (g-CDSGD), and the full procedure is detailed in Algorithm 2.



Algorithm 1: i-CDSGD Algorithm 2: g-CDSGD

1: Initialization: 0{),0{), j=12,.,N,a, N, t,m,1II 1: Initialization: w, 66,216, j=12,.,N,a N,
2: Distribute the training data set to N agents m, I1
3: for each agent do 2: Distribute the training data set to N agents
4:  Randomly shuffle each data subset 3: for each agent do
5. fork=0:mdo 4 Randomly shuffle each data subset
6: t=0 5. fork=0:mdo
7 fOI‘jZL...,N do 6: é:Zler(j) 71']'19][(
8 0, =6, 7 60, =(1—wl+ w6 —ag6])
9: end for // Generalized Consensus
10: forj: 1,...,N do 8: end for
11: whilet <7 —-1do 9. end for
12: 9£+1 = ZlENb(j) 7‘[]‘195 // Incremental
Consensus
13: t=t+1
14: end while
15: end for
16: 0=0,

17: 0,1 =0—ag;i(6])
18:  end for
19: end for

By examining Eq. 6, we observe that when w approaches 0, the update law boils down to a only consensus
protocol, and that when w approaches 1, the method reduces to standard stochastic gradient descent (for
individual agents).

Next, we introduce the Nesterov momentum variants of our aforementioned algorithms. The momentum
term is typically used for speeding up the convergence rate with high momentum constant close to 1 [26].
For the purpose of reference and convenience, we embed the momentum variants of i-CDSGD and g-CDSGD
within the Algorithms 1 and 2. More details can be found in Algorithms 3 and 4 in the Supplementary
Section A.1.

3.2 Tools for convergence analysis

We now analyze the convergence of the iterates {G{C} generated by our algorithms. Specifically, we identify
an appropriate Lyapunov function (that is bounded from below) for each algorithm that decreases with each
iteration, thereby establishing convergence. In our analysis, we use the concatenated (Kronecker) form of the
updates. For simplicity, let P = IT® I; € RN4>*Nd,

We begin the analysis for g-CDSGD by constructing a Lyapunov function that combines the true objective
function with a regularization term involving a quadratic form of consensus as follows:

V(0) = wF(©) + %@T(IW _p)o @

It is easy to show that Zjlil fj(Gj ) is ym = max;{~y;}-smooth, and that V(@) is y-smooth with
g 1= wym+ (1 — )& Amax(Ing — P)
= wym + (1 —w)a (1= Ay).

Likewise, it is easy to show that Zjlil fj(GJ ) is Hy := min;{ H; }-strongly convex; therefore V(@) is H-strongly
convex with
H:= wHy + (1 - w)(za)_l/\min(INd - P)
= wHy + (1 —w)(2a) 711 = Ay).



We also assume that there exists a lower bound V¢ for the function value sequence {V(©y)}, Vk. When the
objective functions are strongly convex, we have Vi, = V(®*), where ®* is the optimizer.

Due to Assumptions 1 and 2, it is straightforward to obtain an equivalence between the gradient of Eq. 7
and the update law of g-CDSGD. Rewriting (6), we get:

Ops1 = (1 — w)PO; + w (O — ag(Oy)) ®)

Therefore, we obtain:
Opy1 =0 — O + (1 — w)PO; + w(O — ag(®y))

=0 — awO — (1 — w)INgO + (1 — w)PO

1 ©)
= O — a(wg(O) + (1~ w)(Ing — P)O)
Lyapunov Gradient

The last term in (9) is precisely the gradient of V(©). In the stochastic setting, g(©y) can be approximated
by sampling one data point (or a mini-batch of data points) and the stochastic Lyapunov gradient is denoted
by S(0), Vk.

Similarly, the update laws for our proposed Nesterov momentum variants can be compactly analyzed
using the above Lyapunov function. First, we rewrite the updates for g-CDMSGD as follows:

Vi1 = Ok + 4(O — O 1) (10a)
Ops1 = (1 — w)Pyji1 + w(yir1 — ag(yi+1)) (10b)
With a few algebraic manipulations, we get:
Ops1 =Yrr1 — Yir1 + (1 — @) Pyjepq
+ w(Yk+1 - “g(YkJrl)) (11)
1-w
= Y1 — &(w (Y1) + ——(Ina = P)yrs1)
The above derivation simplifies the Nesterov momentum-based updates into a regular form which is

more convenient for convergence analysis. For clarity, we separate this into two sub-equations. Let
1-w

S(Yit1) = wg(Ykt1) + 72 (Ing — P)yk41. Thus, the updates for g-CDMSGD can be expressed as

Vit1 = O + u(Of — O_q) (12a)
Ok1 =Yks+1 — “S(Yk+1)/ (12b)

Please find the similar transformation for i-CDMSGD in Supplementary Section A.1.
For analysis, we require a bound on the variance of the stochastic Lyapunov gradient S(®y) such that
the variance of the gradient noise! can be bounded from above. The variance of S(®y) is defined as:

Var[S(©)] == E[|S(0)) %] - [E[S(O))]||*.
The following assumption is standard in SGD convergence analysis, and is based on [28].

Assumption 3. a) There exist scalars ry > r1 > 0 such that VV (0,) TE[S(®)] > r1||VV(O)||? and ||E[S(O})]|| <
12| V'V (@y)|| for all k € N; b) There exist scalars B > 0 and By > 0 such that Var[S(©y)] < B + By || VV(Oy)|?
forallk € N.

Remark 1. While Assumption 3(a) guarantees the sufficient descent of V in the direction of —S(©y), As-
sumption 3(b) states that variance of S(©y) is bounded above by the second moment of VV(©®y). The
constant B can be regarded to represent the second moment of noise involving in the gradient S(©y).
Therefore, the second moment of S(®j) can be bounded above as E[||S (@) |?] < B + By ||VV(©y)||?, where
By :=By 413 >17>0.

1 As our proposed algorithm is a distributed variant of SGD, the noise in the performance is caused by the random sampling [27].



For convergence analysis, we assume:
Assumption 4. There exists a constant G > 0 such that | VV (x)|| < G,Vx € R%.

As the Lyapunov function is a composite function with the true cost function which is Lipschitz continu-
ous and the regularization term associated with consensus, it can be immediately obtained that ||VV (x)]| is
bounded above by some positive constant.

Before turning to our main results, we present two auxiliary technical lemmas.

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. The iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following inequality
Vk € IN:
E[V(®11)] = V(©k)

. 13
< —aVV(0)TE[S(0)] + %“2]E[||S(®k)||2]- o

Lemma 2. Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold. The iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following inequality

e E[V(©4,1)] - V(©)

< (1~ LaBu)a| VV(©)) | + La?B. 9
We provide the proof of Lemmas 1 and 2 in the Supplementary Section A. To guarantee that the first term

on the right hand side is strictly negative, the step size a should be chosen such that

r—(1—-w)(l —AIT\,)Bm.

O<a<
- wWByym

(15)

4 Analysis and Main Results

This section presents the main results by analyzing the convergence properties of the proposed algorithms.
Our main results are grouped as follows: (i) we provide rigorous convergence analysis for g-CDSGD and
i-CDSGD for both strongly convex and non-convex objective functions. (ii) we analyze their momentum vari-
ants only for strongly convex objective functions. It is noted that all proofs are provided in the Supplementary
Section A.1.

4.1 Convergence Analysis for i-CDSGD and g-CDSGD

Our analysis will consist of two components: establishing an upper bound on how far away the estimates
of the individual agents are with respect to their empirical mean (which we call the consensus bound), and
establishing an upper bound on how far away the overall procedure is with respect to the optimum (which
we call the optimality bound).

First, we obtain consensus bounds for the g-CDSGD and i-CDSGD as follows.

Proposition 1. (Consensus with fixed step size, g-CDSGD) Let Assumptions 1, 2, 4 hold. The iterates of g-CDSGD
(Algorithm 2) satisfy the following inequality Vk € IN, when « satisfies Eq. 15,

: h
E[l6) — s, [|] < -4 16
(116}, — sill] < % (16)

where s, = 1 Zjlil 9{;, Ay is the second-largest eigenvalue of the matrix Q = (1 — w)P + wlyy.

Proposition 2. (Consensus with fixed step size, i-CDSGD) Let Assumptions 1, 2, 4 hold. The iterates of i-CDSGD

(Algorithm 1) satisfy the following inequality Yk € IN, when « satisfies 0 < a < %,
- oh
E[l|6; = sill] < 7= (17)
2



We provide a discussion on comparing the consensus bounds in the Supplementary Section A.2. Next,
we obtain optimality bounds for g-CDSGD and i-CDSGD.

Theorem 1. (Convergence of g-CDSGD in strongly convex case) Let Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. When the step
size satisfies Eq. 15, the iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following inequality Vk € IN:

k—1
E[D <C¥ D1+ G Y ] (18)
q=0

where D =V (©) — V*,C;1 =1 — (waH,y, + 1_T“’(l —A))r,Co = ("‘27"1“’“‘(1;“’)(17)‘]\’))3.

Theorem 2. (Convergence of i-CDSGD in strongly convex case) Let Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. When the step size

satisfies 0 < a < % the iterates of i-CDSGD (Algorithm 1) satisfy the following inequality Vk € IN:

k—1
E[Dy <C5'Di+ G Y C] (19)
q=0

2 AT
where Dy = V() — V*, C3 = 1 — (aHy + (1 - AJ))ry, G = 1t a{IA)E

Although we show the convergence for strongly convex objectives, we note that objective functions are
higly non-convex for most deep learning applications. While convergence to a global minimum in such
cases is extremely difficult to establish, we prove that g-CDSGD and i-CDSGD still exhibits weaker (but
meaningful) notions of convergence.

Theorem 3. (Convergence to the first-order stationary point for non-convex case of g-CDSGD) Let Assumptions 1, 2,
and 3 hold. When the step size satisfies Eq. 15, the iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following inequality
VK € IN:

1 K
E[Z Y IIVV(©y)|]
Kk:l

wyme+ (1 —w)(1—AN))B n 2(V(01) — Vi)
1 Kria

(20)
<!

Theorem 4. (Convergence to the first-order stationary point for non-convex case of i-CDSGD) Let Assumptions 1, 2,

and 3 hold. When the step size satisfies 0 < a < %, the iterates of i-CDSGD (Algorithm 1) satisfy the

following inequality VK € IN:

1 K
E[ ). IVV(©)|]
Kk:l

< ('Ym‘x + (1 - AIT\,))B n Z(V(®1) - me)
- 2 Kria ’

2D

Remark 2. Let us discuss the rates of convergence suggested by Theorems 1 and 3. We observe that when the
objective function is strongly convex, the function value sequence {V(®y)} can linearly converge to within a
fixed radius of convergence, which can be calculated as follows:

' Blway, + (1 —w)(1—An)]
Jim B[V (Or) — V4] < 5 T = )= )

When the objective function is non-convex, we cannot claim linear convergence. However, Theorem 3
asserts that the average of the second moment of the Lyapunov gradient is bounded from above. Recall that
the parameter B bounds the variance of the “noise” due to the stochasticity of the gradient, and if B =0,
Theorem 3 implies that {©®; } asymptotically converges to a first-order stationary point.



Remark 3. For g-CDSGD, let us investigate the corner cases where w — 0 or w — 1. For the strongly convex

case, when w — 1, we have %, where ¢ = gl—’;’l is the condition number. This suggests that if consensus

is not a concern, then each iterate {Gi} converges to its own respective 6, as depicted in Fig. 1. On the
lXB(l*)LN)
2rq (1 7)\2)
communicates its own information with other agents to arrive at an agreement. In this case, the upper bound
depends on the topology of the communication network. If Ay =/ 0, this results in:

other hand, when w — 0, the upper bound converges to . In such a scenario, each agent sufficiently

Ba
. V< — 2"
kh—>nc}o]E[V(®k) v ] - 21’1(1 - )\2)

aymB

For the non-convex case, when w — 1, the upper bound suggested by Theorem 3 is ==, while w — 0

leads to w,

We also compare i-CDSGD and CDSGD with g-CDSGD in terms of the optimality upper bounds to
arrive at a suitable lower bound for w. However, due to the space limit, the analysis is presented in the
Supplementary Section A.2.

which is roughly % if Ay = 0.

4.2 Convergence Analysis for momentum variants

We next provide a convergence analysis for the g-CDMSGD algorithm, summarized in the update laws
given in Eq. 12. A similar analysis can be applied to i-CDMSGD. Before stating the main result, we define
the sequence ¢ (©), k=1,2,... as:

a
$1(0) =V(01) + =[O~ ®]? and

P =(1 — VHAR)$(0) + VAx(V(yy)
O , (22)
+ (SO —yi) + 5 10—yl

where V represents the average of the objective function values of a mini-batch. We define ¢; as follows

Pk = min ¢r(©)

Further, from Assumption 3, we see that Var[S(yx)] < B + By||VV (y;)||?. Combining Assumption 4 and
Var[S (ye)] == E[|:S(y) — VV(y1)[12], we have E[[:S(y) — VV(y;)[?] < B + By G2,

We now state our main result, which characterizes the performance of g-CDMSGD. To our knowledge,
this is the first theoretical result for momentum-based versions of consensus-distributed SGD.

Theorem 5. (Convergence of g-CDMSGD, strongly convex case) Let Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4 hold. If the step size

satisfies & < min{ a 7(17;;3),%;/\]\1)8"' , %, % }, we have:

E[V(®)) — V] < (1-V Ha) "} (¢7 — V)

(23)
X 2
+4/ H<B+BVG ).

Theorem 6. (Convergence of i-CDMSGD, strongly convex case) Let Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4 hold. If the step size
_(1_/\}'\1)3711 1 1

. e . T
satisfies a < mm{lBT, 7 ﬂ} we have:

E[V(©) — V'] < (1-VHa)* ' (gf — V¥)
(24)

+ (B + By G?).

=i



Note, although the theorem statements look the same for g-CDMSGD and i-CDMSGD, the constants H
are significantly different from each other. Theorem 5 suggests that with a sufficiently small step size, using

Nesterov acceleration results in a linear convergence (with parameter 1 — v Ha) up to a neighbourhood of
V* of radius , / % (B + ByG?). When k — oo, the first term on the right hand side vanishes and substituting

H=wHy + (1 -w)(2a)"1(1 - A,) into \/%(B + By G?), we have

«
\/me + (1 —w)(2a)=1(1 = Ay) (B + ByG?),

which implies that the upper bound is related to the spectral gap 1 — A, of the network; hence, a similar
conclusion Theorem 1 can be deduced. When w — 0, the upper bound becomes «, / ﬁ (B + By G?).

However, w — 1 leads to ,/7-(B + By G?). These two scenarios demonstrates that the “gradient noise”

cased by the stochastic sampling negatively affects the convergence. One can use w to trade-off the consensus
and updates.
Next, we discuss the upper bounds obtained when k — oo for g-CDSGD and g-CDMSGD. (1) w — 0:

When By is sufficiently small and 7; ~ —1, it can be observed that the optimality bound for the Nesterov

2\/5 ’
: : Bua Ba
momentum variant is smaller than that for g-CDSGD as 1 > N

carefully selected such that ;’7”]’ ~ 1, we have B, /7~ < E—f; when g~ > 1. Therefore, introducing the
momentum can speed up the convergence rate with appropriately chosen hyperparameters.

; (2) w — 1: When v, and r; are

5 Experimental Results

We validate our algorithms via several experimental results using the CIFAR-10 image recognition dataset
(with standard training and testing sets). The model adopted for the experiments is a deep convolutional
neural network (CNN) (with ReLU activations) which includes 2 convolutional layers with 32 filters each
followed by a max pooling layer, then 2 more convolutional layers with 64 filters each followed by another
max pooling layer, and a dense layer with 512 units. The mini-batch size is set to 512, and step size is set to
0.01 in all experiments. All experiments were performed using Keras with TensorFlow [29, 30]. We use a
sparse network topology with 5 agents. We use both balanced and unbalanced data sets for our experiments.
In the balanced case, agents have an equal share of the entire training set. However, in the unbalanced case,
agents have (randomly selected) unequal parts of the training set while making sure that each agent has at
least half of the equal share amount of examples. We summarize our key experimental results in this section,
with more details and results provided in the Supplementary Section A 4.

Performance of algorithms. In Figure 2a, we compare the performance of the momentum variants of
our proposed algorithms, i-CDMSGD and g-CDMSGD (with w = 0.1) with state-of-the art techniques such
as CDMSGD and Federated Averaging using an unbalanced data set. All algorithms were run for 3000
epochs. Observing the average accuracy over all the agents for both training and test data, we note that
i-CDMSGD can converge as fast as CDMSGD with lesser fluctuation in the performance across epochs.
While being slower in convergence, g-CDMSGD acheves similar performance (with test data) with less
fluctuation as well as smaller generalization gap (i.e., difference between training and testing accuracy).
All algorithms significantly outperform Federated Averaging in terms of average accuracy. We also vary
the tuning parameter w for g-CDMSGD to show (in Figure 2b) that it is able to achieve similar (or better)
convergence rate as CDMSGD using higher w values with some sacrifice in terms of the generalization gap.

Degree of Consensus. One of the main contribution of our paper is to show that one can control the
degree of consensus while maintaining average accuracy in distributed deep learning. We demonstrate
this by observing the accuracy difference between the best and the worst performing agents (identified by
computing the mean accuracy for the last 100 epochs). As shown in Figure 2c, the degree of consensus is
similar for all three algorithms for balanced data set, with i-CDMSGD performing slightly better than the rest.
However, for an unbalanced set, both i-CDMSGD and g-CDMSGD perform significantly better compared to
CDMSGD. Note, the degree of consensus can be further improved for g-CDMSGD using lower values of w

10
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Figure 2: Results from numerical experiments with CIFAR-10 data set

as shown in Figure 2d. However, the convergence becomes relatively slower as shown in Figure 2b. We do
not compare these results with the Federated Averaging algorithm as it performs a brute force consensus
at every epoch using centralized parameter server. We also do not vary 7 as the doubly stochastic agent
interaction matrix for the small agent population becomes stationary very quickly with a very small value of
7. However, this will be explored in our future work with significantly bigger networks.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

For investigating the trade-off between consensus and optimality in distributed deep learning with con-
strained communication topology, this paper presents two new algorithms, called i-CDSGD and g-CDSGD
and their momentum variants. We show the convergence properties for the proposed algorithms and
the relationships between the hyperparameters and the consensus & optimality bounds. Theoretical and
experimental comparison with the state-of-the-art algorithm called CDSGD, shows that i-CDSGD, and
g-CDSGD can improve the degree of consensus among the agents while maintaining the average accuracy
especially when there is data imbalance among the agents. Future research directions include learning with
non-uniform data distributions among agents and time-varying networks.
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A Supplementary Materials

A.1 Onmitted algorithms

Update rules for the momentum variant, i-CDMSGD. The compact form of i-CDMSGD is expressed as
follows:

Vit1 = O + u(Of — O_q) (25a)
Orr1 =Pyri1 — ag(Yit1)- (25b)

Rewriting the above equations yields:

Ok1 = Vi1 — Y1 + PTyrr1 — ag(yrr1)

1 . (26)
= Vi1 — a(8(Yk41) + &(INd —PY)yis1)-
Letting S(yx11) = 8(yx41) + 3 (Ing — PT), we have
Vit1 = O + p(O — Or_1), (27a)
Ort1 = Vir1 — S (Yis1)- (27b)

A.1.1 Proofs of main lemmas

We repeat the statements of all lemmas and theorems for completeness.
Lemma 1: Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. The iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following

Vk € IN:
E[V(Oks1)] — V(6%)

< —aVV(0,)TE[S(0;)] (28)

+5 0 E[|5(@0) ]
Proof. By Assumption 1, the iterates generated by g-CDSGD satisfy:
V(Ops1) — V(Oy)
< VV(O) (@1 — ©) + %ﬁfﬂ@kﬂ — O? (29)
= —aVV(O)VS(©) + 2907 VS ()
Taking expectations on both sides, we can obtain
E[V(Ors1) — V(O]

30
<E[-aVV(@)TVS(©)) + 1302| S(00) ). o

While V(©) is deterministic, V(®j.1) can be considered to be stochastic due to the random sampling aspect.
Therefore, we have
E[V(Op41)] — V(©k)
T L, 2 2 (1)
< —aVV(0r) E[VS(0)] + 572 E[[[ VS(©y)[[7],
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 2: Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold. The iterates of i-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following
inequality Vk € IN:

E[V(Ox1)] — V(0) (32)
< —(r— %szm)szVV(@k)Hz + %zsz. (33)
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Proof. Recalling Lemma 1 and using Assumption 2 and Remark 1, we have
E[V(O41)] = V(©) < —r1a| YV (©p)||*

+ S E[[[VS(0y)|P] < —ra VV(©)|?
34

N[> N[>

+ 70(B+ Bu|[VV(©y) )

= —(r1 = 2aBu)a| VV(©))|? + 1 a?B
O

which completes the proof.
Proposition 1: Let Assumptions 1, 2, 4 hold. The iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following

wah (35)

inequality Vk € IN, when « satisfies Eq. 15,
E[||6] — s¢]l] < =~
[” k k ||] -1 /\2

where s; = % Z]N: 1 o/ , A, is the second-largest eigenvalue of the matrix Q = (1 — w)(II1® I;) + wlyny.
Proof. Rewriting the expression 6 in another form yields Oy 1 = QO — wag(®y). Recursively applying the
new form of Eq. 6 results in the following expression
k—1
O = —wa ) Q1 g(6y) (36)
0=0
which follows from that the initial value of @y is set 0. Let s = [sy;5k;...;5x] € RN? such that s = 1\}d (1Nd11T\]d)®k
Therefore, we have '
16 — sill < [|©k — sk

1
=0 — m(

k—1
= | —wa) Q"' g(®,)
0=0

Inal},) Okl

k-1
1 -
+wa ) 1 (a1 QT )g(@0)
0=0

k—1
= | —wa ) Q"' g(®,)
0=0 (37)

k-1
1
ron Y < (i) g(@y) |
0=0

k—1
1 1
= wal| ¥ Q17 — =1 h)8(©0)]
0=0

k-1
a 1
<awn Y 04170 — Ll g(©0)]
0=0

k-1
=wa ) Ay llg(@0)ll
0=0
where the third equality follows from that ﬁl Ndlff Q= ﬁl Ndle\] ;- the second inequality is obtained by

using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, Ay < 1.
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Therefore, the following relationships can be obtained:

. k—1
E[]16; — s¢ll] < waB[Y_ A57"°||g(®0)|l]
0=0

k-1
= wa ) A3 Ellg(®0)] @)
0=0
< anxfz /
T1-X
which completes the proof. O

Similarly, the consensus bound for i-CDSGD is shown as follows.
Proposition 2: Let Assumptions 1, 2, 4 hold. The iterates of i-CDSGD (Algorithm 1) satisfy the following
. . - r1—(1=A%)Bu ,
inequality Vk € IN, when « satisfies 0 < a < 1%”7&'1:’.
oh

1-A%

E[6] — sill] < (39)

where s; = % Zszl 9£.
Proof. Rewriting Equation (5) yields
Op1=PT O — ag(O).

Recursively applying the new form of Equation (5) results in the following expression:
k-1
O = —a ) PTE1)g(@y) (40)
0=0

which follows from the fact that that the initial value of ®y, is set 0.
Let s; = [sg;5%;...;5k] € RN such that
1 T
Sk = m(lNled)®k-

Therefore, we have: ‘
164 — sill < 10 — sk

1
= [|® — m(lNdllgd)®k||

k—1
= || —a ) PT1g(@,)
0=0

k-1
0

+a)

1 _1-
ng (1P )g(0,) |
=0

k-1
= || —a)_ P 0g(0,)
0=0 (41)

k-1
1
+a), Nd (Inalng)8(Ok) |
0=0

k-1
1 1
= a| Yo (P10 — g 1,)8 (@) |
0=0

k-1
4 1
<w), [prlk-izo) mlNdl{IdHHg(@o)H
0=0

=l T(k—1-0)
=a) A 18(®0)ll,
0=0
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where the third equality follows from that %1 N1LP = %1 N1k, and the second inequality is obtained by
using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Therefore,

. k—1
E[)16] — sell] <a«E[Y_A35 7 |g(@0)]
0=0

k—1
- Z()AE("”*O)IE[Hg(@o)n] (42)

ah

< .
=1-A

which completes the proof. O

We next show the main results for g-CDSGD and i-CDSGD with both strongly convex and nonconvex
objective functions.
Theorem 1 (Convergence of g-CDSGD to global optimum, strongly convex case): Let Assumptions 1, 2
and 3 hold. When the step size satisfies Eq. 15, the iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the following
inequality Vk € IN:

k—1
E[D{] <C{ D1+ G ) C (43)
=0

where Dy =V (©;) — V*,C; =1 — (waH,, + l7T“'(1 — M), Co = (“27’"w+“(1;“’>(17)w))3.
Proof. Recalling Lemma 2 and using Definition 1 yield:
E[V(©5;1)] - V(©))
< —(r1 = JaBu)a|[ VV (@) |2

7 1 «*4B (44)
+ 26?B < —an || V(@I +
2 A
< —enAW(©) - v') + 18

L6}

The second inequality follows from that a < 8, which is implied by Eq. 15. The expectation taken in the

above inequalities is only related to 6, 1. Hence, recursively taking the expectation and subtracting V* from
both sides, we get:

~ . 024B
E[V(©x41) = V'] < (1 - afn)E[V(©p) — V'] + . (45)
N ag) ag) -
AsO<aHr < ;;;] < {::% = % <1, the conclusion follows by applying Eq. 1 recursively through iteration
k € N and letting Dy = V(©y) — V*,C; =1 — (waHy + 159 (1 = Ay))ry, Gy = Wrmetall @)(I-An)B

Theorem 2 (Convergence of i-CDSGD to global optimum, strongly convex case) Let Assumptions 1, 2 and 3

hold. When the step size satisfies 0 < a < ”7(“1;7)?5%, the iterates of i-CDSGD (Algorithm 1) satisfy the
following inequality Vk € IN:
k-1
E[D <C5 D1+ G Y C] (46)
q=0

2 AT
where Dy = V(0) — V*,C3 =1 — (aH,, + 1(1 = AZ))ry, Cy = E0neIARE.

Proof. We omit the proof here and one can easily get it following the proof techniques shown for Theorem 1.
The desired result is obtained by replacing C; with C3 and C, with Cy, respectively. O
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Theorem 3 (Convergence of g-CDSGD to a first-order stationary point, non-convex case): Let Assump-
tions 1, 2, and 3 hold. When the step size satisfies Eq. 15, the iterates of g-CDSGD (Algorithm 2) satisfy the
following inequality VK € IN:

7 Z IVV(©)]]
Pk @)
(wvmw +(1-w)A=-An))B | 2(V(O1) — Vinf)
< +
- 1 Kria
Proof. Recalling Lemma 2 and taking expectations on both sides lead to the following relation:
E[V(Or41)] - E[V(©y)]
4aB 'yoc B (48)
—(n = = )aE[[|VV () |*] +
< ﬁm , we get:
rloc zf?B
E[V(Op41)] — E[V(©y)] < ——E[[VV(O) ] + —— (49)
Applying the above inequality from 1 to K and summing them up can give the following relation
Ving = V(01) <E[V(Op41)] — V(01)
rloc me 'yB (50)

S ZIE IVV (@)% +
The last inequality follows from the Assumption 3. Rearrangement of the above inequality, substituting
4 = wym+a (1 —-w)(1— Ay), and dividing by K yields the desired result. O

Theorem 4 (Convergence of i-CDSGD to a first-order stationary point, non-convex case): Let Assump-

tions 1, 2, and 3 hold. When the step size satisfies 0 < a < rl_g;igi’)&", the iterates of i-CDSGD (Algorithm 1)
satisfy the following inequality VK € IN:

1 K
E[z Y IVV(©y)|]
Kk:l

(e + (1= AR)B | 2(V(©1) — Vin)
71 Kria

1)
<

Proof. The proof for this theorem is rather similar to the one provided for Theorem 3 above, and we omit the
details. O

We now give the proof for g-CDMSGD as well as the proof for i-CDMSGD for completeness. Note that
for i-CDMSGD, the strongly convex and smooth constants are different from those of g-CDMSGD. We first
present several auxiliary technical lemmas.

Define
o = arg min ¢ k(©)

Lemma 3. The process generated by the Eq. 22 preserves the canonical form of functions {¢y(©)} when ¢1(0) =
+5)1© - o

H
P(©) =g + S 11O — O (52)
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(1-w)(1-Ay)Bw 1

Lemma 4. Ifa < min{" , 77 1, then the sequences {vy} and {vy — yi} are defined as follows:

wWBmym
Uk = (1= VHa)oe + VH yww/ S(yx) (53a)
1
ey e 53b
[ @(Yk k) (53b)

The proof of both Lemmas follow from [31]. We also have:

Lemma 5. Let Assumptions 1,2, 3, and 4 hold. If & < min{ n-(-w)A-Axn)Bu % Zi} then for Vk € IN, we have:

WBmYm
E[¢x(®)] < V(©) + (1 - VHa) ! (¢1(©) — V(9)), (54)
E[V(0)] < %+21—V a)k oy
N VA & (55)
H1-— VHu«
{—2¢§an@W1WF+Mvvww—SmeH
The proof of this lemma follows from Lemmas 3 and 4, Lemma 1 of [32], and the expressions:
(VV(yr), S(yx)

= %(HVV(Yk)HZ +ISEI? = 1VV(ye) = Syoll?),

ISy l? <2(IVV (v |? + IV V (yi) = Sy %),
IVVyOlI? <2(IS 1> + 1V V(ye) = Sya)l1?).

The last two inequalities directly follow from the triangle inequality.

Theorem 5 (Convergence of g-CDMSGD, strongly convex case): Let Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4 hold. If the
n—(1-w)(1-An)Bn 1

step size « satisfies « < min{ 11, then we have

wWBmYm Ta’ 2')’
E[V(@) — V] < (1 — VHa) (¢ — V)
56
+ \/5(3 + ByG?) 56

Proof. From Lemma 5, it can be obtained that

k—1
gi+ Y (1— VA1

p=1

{alls) - Vv

E[V(0;)] <E

(57)

The last inequality follows from that the coefficient — H L \/@ < 0. Recalling Eq. 54 and letting ©® = ©*, and

combining Eq. 57, we have

E[V(©))] < E[V* + (1 — VHx)* (¢} — V*)]

k-1
E| Y (1—VAx)k1r
+ p;l( ) 58)

{wswm—vvwmﬁ”
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As E[||S(yx) — VV(yx)|I?] £ B + ByG?, therefore, the following inequality can be acquired

E[V(®)) - V] < (1 - VA (¢; - V*)

k=1 _ (59)
+E| Y (1-VHx)1"P(B+ByG?)
p=1
Using 21;;11(1 —VHa)* 7P <y® (1 - VHa) = \/}{7 completes the proof. O

A.2 Discussion on consensus and optimality trade-offs for various algorithms

As shown in Figure 1, we formally denote the consensus bound after sufficient iterations by d;. Observe
that the consensus (upper) bound is a function of the spectral properties of the underlying communication
topology (specifically, proportional to 1 — A, for g-CDSGD, or 1 — AJ for i-CDSGD). Let us consider two
illustrative example communication topologies: dense (A, = 0.01) and sparse (A, = 0.8). We can observe
that with even T =2, i-CDSGD has a much smaller consensus bound compared to that of CDSGD for the
sparse topology. However, the improvement is negligible for the dense topology. Therefore, in practice one
can achieve better consensus with higher 7 for sparser topologies. For g-CDSGD, as 4 is also a function
of the parameter w, it can be seen that with an appropriately chosen w, one can reduce the consensus
bound significantly. However, the tuning of w can affect the optimality as we discuss later in the paper. For
i-CDSGD, the smallest consensus bound is ah when T — oo, which leads to a large communication cost.

Considering 1“”"){’ < 1%’“ , we obtain the condition w < 271{27)57 that guarantees g-CDSGD to have a better
—A2 2 2

consensus bound than i-CDSGD.

In sparse networks, i-CDSGD performs empirically better than CDSGD in terms of optimality; here we
attempt to explain why our theory suggests this is the case. For completeness we also compare g-CDSGD
with i-CDSGD and CDSGD.

Comparisons between i-CDSGD and g-CDSGD. We provide optimality bounds (which can be inter-
preted as the Euclidean distance between § and 6* in Figure 1. In this context, we give the upper bound for
i-CDSGD, which is

. B(aym +1—A%)
Im E[V(O,) — Vx| < ,
dim E[V(©y) *]_21’1(Hm+0c_1(1f)\§))

which demonstrates that the optimality bound is related to 7. Theorem 1 shows the optimality bound of
g-CDSGD is a function of w. We discuss the comparison for the strongly convex case; the non-convex case
follows from the similar analysis techniques to obtain the conclusion. Suppose the following condition holds:

Blwaym + (1 —w)(1 —Ay)]
2r1(wHpy +a~1(1 — w)(1—Ap))
Blaym +1—AY]
= 2r1(Hp +a71(1—A3))

(60)

which leads to
2Hya — byy + (be — da)a™!

>
“w= 2Hy(a+e) + (ad —be)a=t — v, (b +d)
wherea=1—-An,b=1-A3e=1—-A};,d=1—-Aj. Let

A1 =2Hya —byy + (be — da)ofl,
Ay =2Hy(a+e) + (ad — be)a™t — 4, (b +d).

To guarantee the lower bound is positive and less than 1, the following condition should be satisfied:

A1>0, Ay >0, A1 < A (61)
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Based on the above condition, we obtain:

2a+e 2Hye —2(bc —ad)a™!

¢ <min{2s g dHy, }

Thus the lower bound for w is obtained for the guarantee that g-CDSGD has a better optimal bound than
i-CDSGD in strongly convex case.

Comparison between CDSGD and g-CDSGD. Given the optimality upper bound of CDSGD when
k — o0 [9] as follows:

: B(aym +1—AN)
lim E[V(6)) — V] < ,
P VO =V < S i+ T - A9))

we have:
Blwaym + (1 —w)(1 —Ay)]

2r1(wHy +a~1(1 — w)(1 = Ap))
B[“’)’m +1-— /\N]
= 2r(Hp +a71(1-12))

After some mathematical manipulations, we can obtain the following lower bound for w:

(62)

w> s
-2

. Combining the lower bound for w after comparing i-CDSGD with g-CDSGD, it can be obtained that

0> maxd L 2Hua — by + (be — da)a™!
- 2'2Hy(a+e) + (ad — be)a=t — (b +d)

Such a result may improve the lower bound for w to be tighter. However, since for sparse networks, i-CDSGD
outperforms CDSGD, the lower bound for w we have shown in the main contents is an enough guarantee
for improving the optimality.

A.3 Additional pseudo-codes of the algorithms

Applying momentum term to optimization methods has been done for speeding up the convergence rate
and it provably shows the efficiency improvement in many problems. This section presents the Nesterov
momentum variants of i-CDSGD (Algorithm 3) and g-CDSGD (Algorithm 4).

A.4 Additional Experimental Results

In all our experiments. we consider the number of agents to be 5. We choose the following sparse agent
interaction matrix for all our experiments.

034 033 00 0. 033
033 034 033 00 0.0
7= |00 033 034 033 0.0
00 0.0 033 034 0.33
033 00 00 033 034

More results are shown in Figure. 3. In Figure 3a, we see that fluctuations in the average accuracy are
almost negligible for the case where each agent gets balanced and uniformly distributed dataset. Algorithm
i-CDMSGD performs as good as CDMSGD. We also notice that g-CDMSGD has a lower convergence rate
but achieves slightly better test error which shows similar trend with Unbalanced data distribution case
shown in Figure 2a. Figure 3b shows the performance of the non-momentum versions of the same settings.
Algorithms i-CDSGD and CDSGD perform similar to Federated Averaging whereas g-CDSGD is slow but
the generalization gap is lesser.

For all the experiments until this point, each agent is allocated data from a uniform distribution of data
(assured by shuffling of the data). However, it is possible that each agent can have non-uniformity in the
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Algorithm 3: i-CDMSGD

1: Initialization: 6),v), j=1,2,..,N,a, N, T, m,II,
2: Distribute the Non-IID training data set to N agents
3: for each agent do

4:  Randomly shuffle each data subset

5. fork=0:mdo
6: t=0
7: forj=1,..,Ndo
8: 9{‘ = 9]k
9: ZJ{L = ZJ]
10: end for
11: forj=1,..,Ndo
12: whilet <7 —-1do
13: 6{#1 = Zler(j) 7'[]'19%
14: v]t +1 = LIeN(j) njlvi{Momentum Consensus}
15: t=t+1
16: end while
17: end for
18: 0=0,
19: 0 =10
20: U;CH =6 - 0, + o — ag;(6L)
J ) J
2L: O = O T U
22:  end for
23: end for

distribution of data they are receiving. One of the aspect of non-uniformity is when each agent gets samples
biased towards a few (not all) classes and gets very few samples of other classes. Note that this kind of
distribution is referred as non-iid data distribution in Federated Averaging[15]. For simulating this, we
allocate a portion of samples pertaining to a class to a specific agent and the other portion will be pooled,
shuffled and distributed. Figure 3c- 3e represents the performance of different algorithms with different
percentage of non-uniform distribution of data (percentage of data per class allocated without any shuffling).
For Figure 3c, we split 20% of data pertaining to two classes to an each agent. Thus, each agent has a bias of
~ 30% towards a class. In such a non-uniform distribution of data, the performance of each agent fluctuates
a lot more than the other the uniform distribution of data. With several values of w we see that as the
value of w increases, the performance is close to CDMSGD and is even slightly better than it. At the same
time, as the percentage of non-uniformity is increased to 60%, we see that the increasing w deteriorates the
performance. This can be corroborated with the increase in the agent level difference in the performance and
lack of consensus as well as more emphasis on local gradient updates (w = 0.5). Since, the algorithms have
not reached stability, we could not compute the degree of consensus among the agents.

Finally, we also compare our proposed algorithms to CDMSGD on another benchmark dataset - MNIST.
The performance of the algorithms is shown in Figure 3f which follows similar trend as observed for
CIFAR-10.
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Algorithm 4: g-CDMSGD

1: Initialization: w, Hé,v{), j=1.2,.,N,a, N,m,11L u

2: Distribute the Non-IID training data set to N agents

3: for each agent do

4:  Randomly shuffle each data subset

fork=0:mdo
0 = Yienn(j) i
0= LieNu(j) 7010} ' ' ' ‘
v{ﬁl = (1—w) (6 — 6, + ud) + wuv, — wag;(6; + pv})

. ® N 9

j gl j
Ori1 =0 + Uy
10:  end for
11: end for
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Performance with balanced and uniform data
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Figure 3: Results from numerical experiments on several data distributions for CIFAR10 and also one experiment on MNIST data set
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