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CONVERGENCE RESULTS OF A NESTED DECENTRALIZED
GRADIENT METHOD FOR NON-STRONGLY CONVEX PROBLEMS

WOOCHEOL CHOI, DOHEON KIM, AND SEOK-BAE YUN

ABSTRACT. We are concerned with the convergence of NEAR-DGD™ (Nested Exact
Alternating Recursion Distributed Gradient Descent) method introduced to solve the
distributed optimization problems. Under the assumption of the strong convexity of
local objective functions and the Lipschitz continuity of their gradients, the linear con-
vergence is established in [I]. In this paper, we investigate the convergence property
of NEAR-DGD™ in the absence of strong convexity. More precisely, we establish the
convergence results in the following two cases: (1) When only the convexity is assumed
on the objective function. (2) When the objective function is represented as a composite
function of a strongly convex function and a rank deficient matrix, which falls into the
class of convex and quasi-strongly convex functions. Numerical results are provided to

support the convergence results.

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent years have seen a growing interest in developing algorithms to optimize a system
in which several networked agents cooperate to minimize the aggregate cost function:

z€RP

min f(z) = %Zfi(x), (1.1)
=1

which often goes by the name of the distributed optimization in the literature. Here
fi : RP — R is a local objective function (or cost function of agent ¢) and n is the number
of agents. Such formulation is relevant in various situations where the resource has to be
optimally allocated. Examples include multi-agent system [4, [5], wireless sensor networks

[13, 26, [33], and machine learning problems [6], 9, 29, [37], to name a few.
The system (|1.1)) is often studied as an equivalent decentralized optimization problem:

mlénp F(x) under the constraint (W ® I,)x = x,
xeR™

where F' denotes the aggregate cost function in ([1.1)):
n

F(x)=>_ fi(x).
i=1

Here I, is the p x p identity matrix, x denotes an np dimensional column vector made by
stacking up x; e RP (i =1,--- ,n):
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X = ($I7x;" ’l,;ZF)T7

and the consensus matrix W is the n x n matrix that contains the information on the
connectivity of the underlying network:

Wil Wiz v Wi
wo1 W22 ot W2

W = ] L ] : (1.2)
Wn1 Wp2 -+ Wnpp

For a k x [ matrix A and an m x n matrix B, the Kronecker product A ® B is defined as
the following km x In matrix:

ApB --- AyB
A®B= S
ApB -+ AuB

where A;; B denotes an m x n block matrix. Throughout this paper, we assume the
following properties for the consensus matrix:

e W is a doubly-stochastic n x n matrix.
e The directed graph associated to W is strongly connected, and has a self-loop at

every vertex.

In Lemma we will show that the graph associated to W W is connected, and so the
eigenvalue 1 of W W is simple and all other eigenvalues have modulus strictly less than
1. We let 3 € [0,1) be the square root of the second largest eigenvalue of W W, which
is equal to the spectral norm of W — %1,11;1r , where 1, is a column vector in R"™ whose
entries are all 1. We let f* be the optimal objective value of and denote by X* the
set of optimal solutions to (1.1)) which is assumed to be nonempty, i.e.,

X*={zeRP : f(z)=f}

Several approaches have been suggested to solve the distributed optimization problem
. Since the literature is huge, we only review works that are directly related to the
decentralized method. The most common category of algorithms to solve the aforemen-
tioned distributed optimization is the distributed gradient descent (DGD), which
is a gradient descent method with a weighted averaging operation using the consensus
matrix in the non-gradient part. After the introduction of DGD in [20] (See also [30]),
numerous extensions and modifications of this method have been suggested. For example,
extension to the case where noise or randomness is present [14] [17, [30} 5], extension to
optimizations on the network represented by an undirect graph [21], constrained problems
[25], and quantization effect [24] to name a few. Nice overview of DGD can be found in
[10, 23, 18]. For a comparison of the decentralized method and centralized method, we
refer to [12].
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A common problem shared by the family of the distributed gradient methods is that,
when the step size is fixed [34], the iteration does not lead to the exact optimizing solution,
but only to a neighborhood of it. The exact optimizing solution can be reached only when
a proper diminishing of the step size is accompanied. Several attempts to overcome this
drawback and to obtain the convergence to the exact optimizing solution with fixed time
step have been suggested. In [34], a multi-step decentralized gradient descent is suggested
by subtracting the DGD of one step from the next. The gradient tracking method was
introduced in [27, [15, 22] where an auxiliary variable is introduced to track the difference
of the gradients in a consensus setting. In NEAR-DGD™ method [I, 2], increasingly
aggregate consensus process is imposed on each step to guarantee the convergence to the
exact optimizing solution without reducing the step size. In [I], the linear convergence
was obtained for NEAR-DGD™ when each local cost function f; is strongly convex and
smooth. In the current work, we extend the convergence estimate to the cases of convex
functions when such strong convexity is missing. Specifically, we establish the convergence
results in the following two cases: (1) When only the convexity is assumed on the objective
function f. (2) When the objective function f is represented as a composite function of a
strongly convex function and a rank deficient matrix, which falls into the class of convex
and quasi-strongly convex functions.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section [2] we state the main results of this paper
and prove two preliminary lemmas concerning the property of cost functions. In Section
we prove a couple of preliminary results used for the convergence analysis. Section []is
devoted to analyzing the convergence properties of NEAR-DGD™ in the case of convex cost
functions. In Section p| we apply the argument used in Section |4] to obtain a convergence
result of NEAR-DGD™ for the quasi-strongly convex case. In Section@, we develop another
argument to establish more sharp convergence results in the quasi-strongly convex case.
Section [7] provides numerical tests supporting the validity of our result.

Before ending this section, we state the following notation used in the paper.

Notation. || - | denotes the standard ¢?>-norm in the Euclidean space, or the operator
norm induced by the ¢?-norm, depending on the context.

2. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we describe the detail of NEAD DGD™ and state the main results of
this paper.

Definition 2.1. For given « > 0, a function f : R? — R is called a-strongly convex
(convex if a = 0) if

£(y) > £(a) + (y — @ VE@) + 5 |y — ol ¥,y € RP.
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Definition 2.2. We say that a function f : R? — R is called L-smooth for given L > 0 if
f has Lipschitz continuous gradient with constant L, i.e.,

IVE(z) = VE(y)l| < Lz —yll ¥V 2,y R

2.1. NEAR-DGD™. The Nested Exact Alternating Recursion Distributed Gradient De-
scent (NEAR-DGD™) was introduced in [T} 2] to solve (1.1):

Xpt+1 = (Wt(k) ® Ip) (xk — ,uVF(xk)) vV k>0, (2.1)

where x; = (ka,x;k, e ,:L‘TTLJC)T and pu > 0. Here VF(x;) € R™ denotes

VEG) = (Vi) Vnlann)) |

and the exponent ¢(k) € N indicates the number of consensus step.

To state convergence results, we introduce the averaging of any np-dimensional vector

X:
_ 1 T
X = 5(1”1”‘8 I,)x (2.2)
where 1,, is a column vector in R™ whose entries are all 1. In particular, we have
1 — 1
Ry = 5(1,11;@ I)x; and VE(xy) = E(L,JI@ I,)VF(xy). (2.3)

We note that
1 n
- - ~T =T ~TN\T
Xk:1n®<nle,k>:1n®xk:(xkaxk77wk) .

Using these notation for averaged quantities, we derive the following averaged version
of (2.1) which plays an important role as a useful intermediate step in the convergence
analysis:

Xk41 = Xi — /LVF(X]C), (2.4)

where we used the property that 1] W = 1] coming from the column-stochasticity of the
consensus matrix W.

Under the assumptions of strong convexity and Lipschitz continuity of the gradient of
each function f;, the linear convergence of with ¢(k) = k is established in [, i.e.,
there exist constants C' > 0, D > 0 and p € (0, 1) such that

Ik — k]| < 8D and  [[%g — x.|| < Cp*

forall 1 < i < nand k € NU{0}. We recall that 5 € [0,1) is the spectral norm of
wW—11,1]

In the current work, we are interested in the case where the strong convexity of the
cost functions are missing. Precisely, we obtain the convergence results when either (1)
the cost function is convex or (2) it is given in the form of the composite function of a
strongly convex function and a linear function. We note that the objective function of the

latter is convex and quasi-strongly convex.
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2.2. e Main result I: Convergence for convex functions. Our first results concern
the case where only the convexity (not the strong convexity) is assumed on the cost
function f. Throughout this paper, || - || denotes the usual Euclidean norm. We also recall
that 8 € [0,1) is the spectral norm of W — %lnlg.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that the cost function f is convex and each local cost f; is Lj-
smooth for some L; > 0. Assume that p € (0,2/L] with L = maxi<ij<p L; and the sequence
{t(k) }renugoy satisfies Y77 BtF) < 0o. Then, for any minimizer x, € X* , we have

1%k — %] = O(1)  and ||Rps1 — xpia] = O(B™),  k — oo, (2.5)
where Xy =1, @ xy = (), 2], 2T,

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that the cost function f is convex and each local cost f; is Lj-
smooth for some L; > 0. Assume that p € (0,1/L] with L = maxi<ij<p L; and the sequence
{t(k)}renuqoy satisfies Y32 BtF) < 0o. Then we have

1 1
f(TZxk> ~1=0(3)
k=0
for T € N.

In order to obtain the above results, we will find a recursive inequality for the sequence
of vectors consisting of ||Xx —X.|| and ||X; —xg||. The recursive inequality at step k involves
a multiplication with a 2 x 2 matrix depending on Bt*) followed by an addition with a
two-dimensional vector depending on S4*). By obtaining a sharp bound on multiplications
of those matrices, we first prove the uniform boundedness of the sequence. We then make

use of the bound with the convexity of the cost function to derive the convergence result.

Remark 2.1. We note that obtaining estimates (2.5) is equivalent to obtaining similar
estimates for ||Zy, — || and [|z; , — Zy|| for 1 < i < n in view of the following relations:

1/2

n
b = ) = Viallak =l andxe = xil = (3 ok - 201)
j=1

e Main result 2: Convergence for quasi-strongly convex functions. Our second
result is concerned with the case where the quasi-strong convexity is assumed on the cost
function in place of the strong convexity. Especially, we shall consider the case when
the quasi-convexity arises from the composition of a strongly convex function and a rank-
deficient matrix, which appears ubiquitously in optimization problems or machine learning
tasks. The following is the definition of the quasi-strongly convex function:

Definition 2.3 ([19]). Continuously differentiable function f is called quasi-strongly con-

vex on set X if there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

F* = min f(y) > f(@) + (V@) la] = o) + e~ [a]

for all x € X. Here [z] denotes the projection of 2 onto the optimal set

X' ={zeX: f(zx)=f"}
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The projection [z] is well defined if X* is closed and convex (see From Theorem 1.5.5 in
[8]). The following composite objective function constitutes a relevant example of quasi-
strongly convex functions [16]:

n

fl)=>_(hlx—y)? = |He -y, (2.6)
i=1
where x € RP, h; € RP, and y; € R and

H = (h17"' 7hn)T and Y= (yla"' 73/n)T-

Note that the above function f is strongly convex if H is full ranked, while it is only quasi-
strongly convex if H is not of full rank. In general, if g : R™ — R is an a-strongly convex
and L-smooth function and H € R™*P then the function f(x) = g(Hz) is quasi-strongly

convex. Now we state our main result for quasi-strongly convex functions.

Theorem 2.3. Suppose that each local cost f; is L;-smooth for some L; > 0 and the
aggregate cost function f : RP — R takes the form f(x) = g(Hzx) for an a-strongly convex
and L-smooth function g : R™ — R with H € R™*P.  Assume further that f has a
minimizer and

n 1/2
D := xseu)lé)* <]; HVfJ(a:)H2> < 0. (2.7)

If the stepsize 1 > 0 and the sequence {t(k)}renuqoy satisfy

2CH )
< and Z BV < o0,
L+a —

then the discrepancy ||xi — [Xg]|| vanishes as k — oo, where we adopted the convention
[Xi] =1, @ [Zg]. Moreover we have

[rror = fralll < €( max | #9) +€((1 - Ca™?).

where Cy = %

in the Hoffman inequality and Cy = 1/||H||3 with |H||2 := supgere\ {0} |1 H |2/ |z[[2. Also,

and constant C > 0 is independent of T'. Here cy denotes a coefficient

[2] is the least integer greater than or equal to z.

Remark 2.2. The assumption (2.7) holds if H is the identity matrix since X* is a point
set. In the Lemma below, we prove that the assumption (2.7)) is true for natural cases

containing the example ([2.6]).

Remark 2.3. Hoffman coefficient ¢y [11], [19] is defined by the constant that satisfies the
following inequality

|Ha — Hz]|* > cnlle — (]|
for all z € R™. More general definitions are available, but this is sufficient for our purpose.
The above inequality implies that cy < 1/Cy = || H||3 since |Hx — H[z]|| < || H |2z —[]].
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Remark 2.4. In the above theorem, we note that f is a convex function either. Therefore
the optimal set X™* is closed and convex, and so the projection [z] onto X* is well defined.
We remark that a quasi-strongly convex function need not be a convex function in general.

In order to prove the above result, we establish a coercivity estimate for the quasi-
strongly convex functions of the composite form (see Lemma . With the help of
the coercivity estimate, we will derive a recursive inequality for the sequence of vectors
consisting of ||xx — [Xx]|| and ||Xx — xk||. Then, as in the proof of Theorems [2.1{and we
find a sharp bound on multiplications of the matrices in the recursive inequality to derive
the convergence result.

It will be an interesting problem to extend this convergence result to general quasi-
strongly convex functions. We refer to the recent paper [19] where the linear convergence
was obtained for gradient descent methods applied to quasi-strongly convex functions.

The results of above theorems are proved by analyzing the growth of the matrix norm
appearing in the sequential inequality of the vectors || X — [Xx]| and ||Xx — xk||. We also
provide another approach for analyzing the sequential inequality of the vectors, which
gives an improved estimate under weak assumptions on {t(k)}. In the approach, we first
prove that the sequences are uniformly bounded and then use this fact to analyze two
types of inequalities for the vectors, separately. We first find a sharp bound of ||x; — [X]]|,
and then use it to obtain a sharp bound of [|x; — xg||.

By the procedure stated above, we aim to obtain refined results for the convergence of
when the cost f is of the form f(z) = g(Hz) as in Theorem In the following

two theorems, we use the notations
Ay = Hf(() — [io]” and By = HXO — X()H.
In addition, we use the constant D > 0 given in (2.7) and a constant R > 0 defined by
uDp’ }
v = (uL + (1 +pL)p7 l’

where v = 1=vi-Cap VNIZCQ“ and L = maxj<;<n L; with Cy > 0 and L; > 0 defined in Theorem

First we obtain the result when the number ¢(k) of communications at each step is

R = max {Ao, By /7,

constant for k.

Theorem 2.4. Suppose that local costs and the aggregate cost function are given as in

Theorem [2.5, Assume that t(k) = J € N for all k € NU{0} and

< i { 2CH 02 1-— BJ}

min , .

#= L+a’ Co+L(1++v2) L7

with constant Cy > 0 given in Theorem[2.3 and L = maxi<i<n L;. Then, for all k >0 we

have

%kt — [Kis1]|| < (V1= Cop)*(Ag + pLBy) +

uL3” ( w(2LR + D)

-\ ﬁ_cz'u—i-Bo) (2.8)
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and
uB7 (2LR + D)

1-p7

Next we elaborate the argument used in the above result to obtain a sharp convergence

1%k — x| < (87)FBo +

result of (2.1)) for general non-decreasing sequence {t(k)}. In particular, we do not assume
that >_p2, B/ < oc.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose that local costs and the aggregate cost function are given as in
Theorem 2.3 Assume that {t(k)} is non-decreasing and we let J := t(0) € N. Suppose
that

<o {20 G 1P
PET LY L+ vR) LB
Then for k > 2 we have

1Xkr1 — X ]|l

< (V1= Cop)*(Ag + pLBo)

pL t([k/2]) <Lk/2j+1>q
2LR+ D B 2.
+ 1 ﬁCZM[M( + D)3 + Bof (2.9)
lk/2]—1 lk/2]—1 ]

+ uL(\/1 = Cop)l#/2! [M(QLR +D) > pU4By > gt
=0 =0

and
X1 — Xppp1 || < p*TII By + pw(2LR + D)Bt(k)

Here |a| for a > 0 denotes the largest integer not less than a.

Before ending this section, we prove two lemmas regarding the cost functions in the
setting of Theorem

Lemma 2.6. Suppose that each local cost f; is Li-smooth for some L; > 0 and the ag-
gregate cost function f : RP — R takes the form f(x) = g(Hx) for an a-strongly convex
and L-smooth function g : R™ — R with H € R™*P. Then L = maxi<;<n L; satisfies the
inequality L > || H||3.

Proof. The strong convexity of g implies
9(Hy) > g(Hz) + (Vg(Hz), (Hy - He)) + S||Hy — Hal* VeyeR™. (210
Since f(z) = g(Hz) and Vf(z) = H'Vg(H), this yields that
) = F@) + (Vf(@).y =) + Sl Hy = Ha|]®.

On the other hand, the aggregate cost f = %Z?:l fi is L-smooth since each f; is L;-
smooth and L = maxj<;<y L;. Therefore,

F(w) < @)+ (T (@)y — ) + 2y — 2l



Combining these two inequalities, we find
a|H( —y)|® < Lz —y|* ¥,y eR™, (2.11)
which implies L > o H||3. O

Lemma 2.7. Suppose that each local cost f; is Li-smooth for some L; > 0 and the aggre-
gate cost function f : RP — R takes the form f(x) = g(Hzx) for an a-strongly convex and
L-smooth function g : R™ — R with H € R™*P. Assume one of the following statements
holds:

(1) The local cost f; is bounded below for all 1 < i < n.
(2) The local cost f; satisfies fi(x) = fi(x +v) for all x € RP and v € Ker(H) and
1< <n.

Then we have

n 1/2
sp (; IV f5@)2) " < oc. (2.12)

Proof. We assume that the first statement holds true. By a standard argument using the

smoothness of f;, we have

1 1 )
in < filp - —VF < f. _ . P
min fi(y) < fi(2 ~ - Vi@) < file) ~ 5 [VA@I? Ve R,
which yields
) 2 < | £ — min f:
IV £i(a)|* < 2Li(fi(w) ~ min filw) ). (2.13)
Since f(x) = %Z?:l fi(x) is constant as the optimal value f* for z € X* and each f; is

bounded below,

sup fi(z) < oo.
reEX*

Combining this with (2.13)) proves ([2.12)).
Next we assume the second statement. Take a point x, € X*. Then, using (2.10)) with

f(z) = g(Hz) and Vf(x) = H'Vg(Hz), we see that

X*={z.+v : veKer(H)}.
For all v € Ker(H), we have f;j(z) = fi(z + v) for all z € RP. Thus we have Vf;(x) =
Vfi(x 4+ v), and so

sup [Vfi(z)| = sup [[Vfi(z. +0)|| = [Vfi(z.)]| < oo
reX* vEKer(H)

This proves ([2.12]). O

In the above lemma, we remark that the statement (2) is trivially holds when H is
given by an identity matrix since Ker(H) = {0}. This corresponds to the case that the

aggregate cost f is a strongly convex function.
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3. PRELIMINARY RESULTS

In this section, we establish a proposition which will play a key role in the proofs of
the main theorem. We begin with recalling the following well-known lemma (see e.g. [3]
Lemma 3.11]).

Lemma 3.1. Assume that f : R™ — R is a-strongly convexr and L-smooth. Then, for any
xz,y € R™ we have

(Vf(x) =V f(y),z—y) >

La
L+«

e =yl + —— IV () - Vi)

In the proofs of the main theorems, we will consider a sequence {(Ayg, By)}ren defined
in (4.1) and derive a recursive estimate for the sequence. Then, to obtain the desired
results from the recursive estimate, we will use the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2. Let {Xy}x>0 and {Yi}r>o0 be sequences of non-negative vectors in R?
and { My }i>0 be a sequence of 2x2 matrices. Assume that { X >0, {Yi >0 and {M}e>o0

satisfy the following iterative relation:
Xpp1 < My Xy + Y.

Suppose further that {Yy}r>0 is a sequence of non-negative vectors such that y 5o HYkH <
00, and {My}r>o takes the following form:

1
ap Qg

for some fized r > 0 and a sequence of non-negative real numbers {ax}r>0 Satisfying
Y orepar < oo. Then, we have

(1) The matriz MyMy_1 ... M, is uniformly bounded for 0 < a < b < oo.

(2) {Xk}rk>0 is uniformly bounded.

Proof. (1) We take ¢ = max{r, 1} and define a weighted norm || - || in R? by

(2, 9) " lle =[] +cly|  for =,y € R.

For a matrix M € R?*2, we define the operator norm by

Mo
IMlle = sup 12Ele
ver2\{o} llvlle

We claim that
[Mglle <1+ cay.

To show this, we take an arbitrary v = (z,y)’ € R? and compute

Mo = 1 r ) _ T+ry ’
o o Y ORI + oY

which has the weighted L' norm as

| Mvlle = |z + ry| + clagz + apy| < (1 + co)|z| + (r + cog) |yl
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Since ¢ = max{r, 1} we have
r 4 cay < (1 + cay)
so that
[Myvlle < (1 + cag)lz] + (r + con)|y]

< (L+ cag)(lz| + clyl) = (1 + cag)||vle.

This proves the claim. Using , for any 1 < a < b < oo we obtain

HMbe,1 M,

b
< TTIMle
k=a

b
<[]+ o)
k=a

b b
< H ‘Y = exp (cz ock).
k=a k=a
Combining this with the assumption that > ;7 ; oy < 00, we conclude that HMbe_1 ..M, ,
is uniformly bounded for 0 < a < b < o0.
(2) By induction, the iteration implies that

k-1
X1 < (MkMk,1 R M())XO + Z <M]€Mk,1 R Mj+1)Y} + Y. (31)
=0

This gives the desired uniform boundedness of Xj since MyMy_q... M, is uniformly
bounded and > 77, V5] < oe. O

We finish this section by proving that the two conditions on the consensus matrix W
introduced earlier actually leads to 5 € [0,1). Its proof was sketched briefly in [2§]. We
provide a more detailed version of the proof for the readers’ convenience.

Lemma 3.3. [28] Assume that the consensus matriz W satisfies the following:

o W is a doubly-stochastic n X n matriz.
e The directed graph associated to W is strongly connected, and has a self-loop at
every vertex.

Then the following assertions hold:

(1) The graph associated to WTW is connected and aperiodic. (Since WTW is sym-
metric, we may either interpret its associated graph as a strongly connected directed
graph, or a connected undirected graph, depending on preference.)

(2) The largest eigenvalue of WTW is 1, and it is simple.

(3) The spectral norm 3 of W — 11,1 satisfies 3 € [0,1).

Proof. (1) The assumption that the graph associated to W has a self-loop at every vertex,
is equivalent to w;; > 0 for all 1 <7 <n. Let wy := r<nl£ wi; > 0and W := W — wyl,.
<i<n

N[
—
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Then all entries of W are nonnegative, and the directed graph associated to W is precisely
the same as that of W. Note that

WTW = (W +wol,) " (W + wol) > woW,

with the inequality being in entrywise sense. Hence the graph associated to W T W contains
that associated to W (or W) as its subgraph, which is indeed strongly connected and

aperiodc.

(2) Since WTW is symmetric positive semidefinite, we can arrange its eigenvalues as
A > A > -+ > )\, > 0. The Perron-Frobenius theorem combined with (1) yields
1=X1 > )Xo

(3) Since W W is symmetric, it can be diagonalized by an orthogonal matrix, i.e.,
WW = Qdiag(\1,.... \)QT, Q= [w1]...|un],

with u; being an eigenvector associated to \;, ¢ = 1,...,n. Note that A\ = 1 and u; =
ﬁln, because W is doubly-stochastic. Hence

n n
1
i=1 =2

which yields

1

1
HW — —1 1) \/the largest eigenvalue of (W — —1 AL T(W — =1,1)
n

\/the largest eigenvalue of WTW — —1 1) =X <1,

where the second equality follows using that 1,1, W = 1,1] and WT1,1,} = 1,1} since
W is doubly-stochastic. The proof is finished. O

4. PROOF OF THEOREM [2.1] AND THEOREM

In this section, we obtain the convergence estimates of NEAR-DGD™ when the global
objective function f is convex.

Proof of Theorem [2.1 We define
Ap = [%e = %] = VnllZe — 2.ll,  Br = [|xx — %] (4.1)

and proceed to obtain a recursive estimate for Ay and By. We first estimate By in terms
of Ay and By. For this, we use the algorithm ([2.1)) along with (2.4)) and (2.3) to find

1Xk+1 — Xpot1 ||

= ||(& — pVF(x1)) = (W'®) @ L) (x, — pVF(x1))]|
= H [(ilnll - W“’”) ® Ip} (xk — PV F ()

[k (s v o] e

(4.2)
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Here we can estimate the right hand side using
1 1
{<1n1;[ - Wt(k)> ® Ip} %, =0 and H—lnlz - Wt<’f>H2 < ) (4.3)
n n
where the second inequality came from Lemma and the relation
1 1 t(k)
wik — Z1,1 = (W — 1,11;) .
n n

Using (4.3) in (4.2)) and the triangle inequality, we achieve

[%rt1 — Xpep || < B E) |3 — x| + B P VF (xy)
< BW)1xy, — x| + pBE) {||[VF(xz) — VF(Xy)|| (4.4)
HIVF(X%) = VE(x:) || + [[VF (%) [} -

We note that the L;-smoothness of f; yields that for x,y € R™ we have

n 1/2
IVE(z) = VF(y)|| = (Z IV £i(2?) ~ ij(yj)|!2>
j=1

" 1/2
< (mnwﬂ —w)
j=1

< Lz —yl],

where we denoted z = ((z")7,---, (™))" and y = ((y")7,---,(¥y™")")T. Using this in

(4.4) we obtain

[Rpt1 — Xppa || < (14 pL) B0 ||xg — %] + (nL) B[Ry, — x| + pst®

(4.5)
= (1+ pL) "W x), — =i || + (uv/nL)BF) |17, — 2| + uﬁt
where D := ||[VF(x,)||. This gives
Biy1 < (uL)B"™ A + (14 pL)" M By + up"*) D. (4.6)

Next we estimate the error A1 between the average and the optimizer x, in terms of Ay
and Bj. Using (2.4) and the triangle inequality, we find

T2 = 24| =

Tp — Ty — % Z_: Vfi(zjk)

PR fZVf] ) +u<iiwj<xk> iinm,k))H (47)

_ 1 &
< |2 — a0 — uV £ (z0) H+MH ij —ij 2i1)

3
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We make use of V f(z,) =0 to compute
|25 =z — pV f (@)
= (|2 — 2.1 = 20(Zh — 24, Vf(Z0) + 12V f (2| (4.8)
= &k — wl)? = 20(@k — 24, Vf(@k) = V[ (22)) + @2V f(@8) = V f ()]
From Lemma we find
(@4 — 70, V(20) = V(@) > 7 IV (@)~ V)P, (19)
and apply it to to obtain
|Z — 24 — uV f(Zg)

< Mok — P+ g ( - ) V4 () — VF(a)?

I

for pn € (0,2/L]. This gives us the estimate
12 — 2s = uV f(@R)]] < (176 — 2] (4.10)

On the other hand, we use the Lj;-smoothness of f; and the triangle inequality to deduce

1 — 1 « 1 «
&> - > Vh )| < £ 3Ll - ol
j=1 j=1 Jj=1 (4.11)
< xi— il
— | X — X .
>~ \/ﬁ k k
Combining (4.7), (4.10) and (4.11)), we get
L
|Zh — 2ol < 25— 2] + “—ﬁuxk — - (4.12)

From (4.6) and (4.12)), we get the following iterative relation:

Ak+1 1 /jJL Ak (k) 0
( Bt ) = ( (uL)ﬂt(k) (1+ML),8t(k) > ( B, ) +0 < 1D ), (4.13)

which clearly implies

Ak+1 < 1 ,U,L Ak —i—ﬁt(k) 0
Beri )~ \ (L4 uL)p'™® (14 pL)s™ By, pD )

Now we apply Proposition to conclude that there exists R > 0 such that
IXg — x| <R and [|Xp —xx|| <R
for all k € N. By applying this bound to , we obtain
1Rt = xeall < B0 (1 + 2uL)R + D).

This completes the proof. O
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Proof of Theorem [2.3. Applying (4.10) and (4.11) to (4.7), we find

Ha_jkdrl — IB*H < H-i'k — Tx — /J,Vf(i'k)H2

2ul 3
+ —= 12k — ||| %h — x4l +

f
We use Vf(z.) =0 and apply (4.9) to obtain

=2u(Tg, — Txy, V(Tk)) = =20(Tg — 34, V(Tg) = Vf(24))
< —plEr — 2o V@) = LIV @I
< p{f(e) = @)} - FIVF@I,
where we used the convexity of f in the second inequality. Using this we find
12k — 2 — uV f (2|
= |2k — 2 ||” — 20(Tk — @0, VI(Z2)) + 2V f (@8] (4.15)
<NEp — @l 4 p {f(22) = F(@R)} + (0° = /D) IV £ (@)
Inserting into , we obtain
1Zki1 — zall” < N2k — 2all® + 0 {f(22) = f(@)} + (1 — p/ DIV F (@)1

272 ) (4.14)
1% — X"

212
\mek—ﬂf*HHXk—XkHJr - %5 — x|
) (4.16)
< g — 2l + p{f (@) — f(20)}
2 L 2r2
P2 @ — 2l 3n — xal] + [ — 2

f
provided p € (0,1/L]. Combining ([2.5)) with -, we obtain

|21 = @l® < N2k — 2l® + p {f (@) = f@)} + Y 4 cp2 D

for some constant C' > 0. Summing this up over k =1, ---T — 1, we get

MZ{f (@%) = f(2:)} + 27 — 2]

T—2 T—2
<z —zlP+C > WD g0,

k=0 k=0

Dividing both sides by T" and applying the convexity of f to the left-hand side, we obtain

=
f(T $k> — f(Z4)
k=0

T-1 T-1
p{f (@) — f@)} + 171 — 2P+ C D 0+ 0> pHE

1
SOT
K k=0 k=0

which completes the proof. O
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5. PROOF OF THEOREM [2.3]

In this section, we establish the convergence result for the NEAR-DGD™ when the
global objective function belongs to a class of convex and quasi-strongly convex functions.
Namely, we consider the class of convex functions that arise from the composition of
strongly convex function and possibly rank-deficient matrix. The following lemma provides
a coercivity estimate for those functions which will be an essential tool for the convergence

analysis.

Lemma 5.1. Assume the function f : RP — R takes the form f(x) = g(Hzx) for H € R™*P
and an a-strongly conver and L-smooth function g : R™ — R. Then for some cg > 0, we

have

(Vf(z) = Vf([z]),z — [z])
Lacy
T L+«

C
TV @) = Vi,

lx = []1* +

where cp s the coefficient of the Hoffman inequality [19, B1], and Cyg = 1/||H||2 with

H.
|H 2 := sup,can oy L2l

Proof. By applying Lemma [3.1] with the fact that g is strongly convex and smooth, we
find

(Vf(x)=Vf(y), z—y)
= (H'Vg(Hz) — H Vg(Hy), x — y)
= (Vg(Hz) - Vg(Hy), Hx — Hy)

La 1

> Lt~ Hy P [ Ve(Hr) — V(Hy)|
With the choice of y = [z], we get
(Vf(x) = Vi(a]), v — [2])
L 1 (5.1)
> o |[He — Hlx)|P + - [Vg(He) — Vo(H[a])|*

Then, we have from the Hoffman inequality [19} B1] that
|Hz — H[z]|* > calle — [2]|? (5:2)
and from the definition of f that

IVg(Hz) — Vg(H[a])l| > Cr||A"Vg(Hz) — H'Vg(Hla])|
= Cu|Vf(z) = V()]

Inserting (5.2)), (5.3) into (5.1]), we get the desired result. O

We now turn to the proof of Theorem [2.3
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5.1. Proof of the Theorem : In this proof, we denote any positive constant that
is independent of the number of iterations £ € NU {0}, by C > 0. First we use (2.11)) to
compute

1Zr+1 — [Tr]ll = ||Zk — [Ta] — vaj Tjk)

IN

o — o] — v flaw)| + —ank il

< [ — el = wvs@)| + 22 ||xk — x|
For the first term of the last line, we use V f([ﬂck]) =0 to compute
|~ 2] - w9 0|
=|1Zx, — [Z]]|* — 2u(Zs — [Zk), V. (@k)) + 12|V f(Z5) ||
= ||z, — [Z)II” — 20(@ — [Z0], V(@) — V F([Zk)))
+u?|Vf (@) = VF([zR)]1*

Then we apply Lemma and use 0 < p < 2CH to bound the last line by

||xk[xk1||22u(i‘°f§ Hw[mu%f}’ V40 - V(DI

+ 12|V f(@x) — V()2
< <1 _ QMLO‘CH> 1z — (2]

L+«

Therefore, we have
12k — [Z6] = uV (@) < V1 = Copllzk — (@]l (5.5)
where Cy = 2%?‘:” Inserting (5.5 into (5.4)), we get

1Zrs1 — [Zh]l] < V1 — Copl|Zp — [Zx]|| + fHXk — Xg||-

This implies

L
71 = ol < V1= Caplian — ]|+l — (5.6)

since [z] is the projection of z onto the minimizing set X*. On the other hand, we recall

from that
ki1 = Rpa | < (14 pL) 8™ |Ixy, = Ril| + pv/nLB" D |2y — 23] ]| + DB, (5.7)
where D > 0 is now defined as in . If we put
Ay = v/nllze — [zl Bk = lIxk — %l (5.8)
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we get the following system of difference inequalities:

Apt1 < V1—=Cop  pl Ay, L pt®) 0 (5.9)
Bry1 )~ Copt™®  Cppt™ By, pD )’ ‘

where Cp = (1 + pL). We let ¢ = /1 — Caop and define

o Ak _ nt(k) 0 . vV 1-— CQIU/ ,LLL
Zk = (Bk) y Yk = B ,uD s and Mk = Coﬁt(k) Coﬁt(k) .

Noting that
1 (1L)/q
My =q
((Co/qwt(k) (Co/q)B'™
and applying Proposition we see that
|MyMy_1 ... M,||; < C g0t (5.10)

forall 1 <a <b< oo. We now expand (5.9) as in (3.1)) and apply (5.10) with the triangle
inequality to deduce

T—-1
HZT+1|| < (MTMT,1 - M1>Zo + Z (MTMT,1 - Mj+1)Y} + Yr
=0
T-1 ‘
<Cq" | Zol +C D q" Vil + I Yrl
=0

T
< CqTHZoH + CZ qT*jﬁt(j).
7=0
We estimate this further as
T o [T/2]-1 o
1Zrnll < CqMllZol +C > "IV 1 C > D)
J=[T/2] Jj=0
T/2]-1

oo [
S 1)) 37 g "
< Cq HZOH+C<(T/I2I]I?J('STﬂ );)q e Jz:% '

1—q+ 1—q

. 1 C T/2
< 0q"| Z| + C( s t(J)) q

Since || Zk|| = /nl|zx — [Zx]]|2 + ||xx — Xx||2 for k € N, the above estimate gives the desired
estimate. The proof is finished.

6. CONVERGENCE RESULTS FOR FIXED STEPS OF CONSENSUS

In this section, we provide another approach to analyze the sequential inequality .
We first prove the uniform boundedness of the sequences from the inequality and then use
it to analyze each of the two sequential inequalities in . This approach results in the
improved convergence estimates of under weaker condition on ¢(k) containing the
case that t(k) is constant.
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We recall from ([5.8) the sequences defined by
Ay = vnllze — [zl Br = [lxi — %ill.

In the following lemma, we show that the sequences {Ay}r>0 and {By}x>0 are uniformly
bounded.

Lemma 6.1. Fiz J € N. Assume that t(k) > J for all k € NU {0} and

<min{ 2Cn & l_ﬁJ}
: L+a’ Cot L(1+v2) LB7 )
where Cy = 72%1?' We take v = 1=Vi=Chp V;;CZ“ and
uDpB’
R = Ao, B . 6.1
max {40, Bo/t: = T ) (6.1)
Then we have

for all k € NU{0}.

Remark 6.1. In the definition of R of the above lemma, we need the condition (y + (1 +
Y)pL)B7 < 7, which is written as

v(1-p7)

s (6.3)

Noting that v = %and Cou < 1, we have

SO B
L(1+v?2)
It yields that ﬁ > m, and so the following condition
Cy 1-p87

M<02+L(1+x/§)' Lp’

is a sufficient condition for (6.3]).

Proof of Lemma[6.1. We argue by an induction. Combining ¢(k) > J with (5.6) and (5.7),
we have the following estimates

Api1 < V1= CopAy + pLBy,

; 5 ; (6.4)
Biy1 < pLf”Ag + (1 + pL) " By + pDB”.
Note that (6.2)) holds for £ = 0 by the definition of R. Assume that it holds that
Ap <R, Bp <R (6.5)

for a fixed value k € NU {0}. Combining this with the first estimate of (6.4) yields

A1 < (v/1—-Cop+~yuL)R = R.
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We also use the second estimate of (6.4) with (6.5)) to deduce
Biy1 < pLBR+ (1+ pL)B’yR+ pDp’
= (uL +~(1 + pL))B’ R+ uDB’

<R,
. . N/Dﬁj .
where the second inequality holds due to R > B g7y o s wy S yR R This completes the
inductive argument, and so the proof is completed. O

Remark 6.2. Notice that using the definition of Cy along with the inequality cy < || H||3
(see Remark and L > o H||3 of Lemma we have
_ 02
TT LA+ VIt Cop)
Cy 2Lacy
=92L 2L(L+ «)
ol HIBL
~ L(L+ o)
L
T L+ta

(6.6)

<1

Using the uniform boundedness of the above lemma, we proceed to analyze the sequen-
tial estimates (5.6) and (5.7) further to derive a sharp bound on Ay and By. For this we

shall use an elementary lemma given in the below.

Lemma 6.2. Let a € (0,1) and B > 1. Suppose that a sequence {v;}32, C R satisfies
vpr1 < avg + (6.7)

for all k € NU{0}. Then we have

v < Oék’U() + .
11—«
Proof. Using (§6.7]) inductively, we find

k—1

Vg Sakvo—i-ﬁZaj < akvo—i-%.
j=0

The proof is done. U
We derive a convergence for when the number of the consensus steps t(k) is fixed
in the following result, which corresponds to Theorem [2.4]
Proof of Theorem[2.4]. Using the bound of Lemma with and , we find
Biy1 < 87 B+ pB’(2LR + D).
By applying the above lemma, we deduce that

w3’ (2LR + D)

By < (B7)"Bo+ ——— 37
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Inserting this estimate into the first inequality of @ 6.4]) yields

2LR+ D
A1 < V1= CopAy + MZLﬁJ( ) + puL(B”)* Bo.

BJ
We consider two sequences vg and wj, such that
2LR+ D
Vk+1 =V 1-— CQ/J/ Vi + IU'QLBJ(l_ﬂj) (68)

for k£ > 1 with v; = Ay, and

W1 = /1 — Copwy, + ;LL(ﬁJ)kBO (6.9)
for k > 1 and wy; = 0. Then it is easy to see that Ay < v + wy for all &k > 1. Applying

Lemma 6.2 to yields
2

_ LB’ (2LR+ D
ng(\/l—CQ,u)k 1A1+1—\//1L—702M (1—6‘] )

Also, noting that implies that wyy < wy, + pL(87)* By, we deduce that
k—1

wy, < ZML(BJ)IBO <
=1

pLBy
187

Combining the above estimates with the fact that Ay < vy + wg, we get

2 7
k-1 p L3 (2LR+D) uLBy ,;
Ap < (V1= Cop) A1+1_ T=Con Y 1_5J3

Using that A1 < Ay + uL By from (6.4]), we obtain

87,

_ LB? s u(2LR + D)
Ap < (V1 = Cop)F=Y(Ag + uLBy) + B 6.10
b S (V= Con) (o + uLBo) + {5 ({2 =g+ o) (6.10)
The proof is done. U

Remark 6.3. We notice that (6.10]) gives a bound of the form

J
Ay < (V1 = Cop)*~Y(Ag + uLBo) + o(lﬂfﬁﬁj)

using that
©? pw(l+ /1T —=Cou ) <
1—+/1—-Chyu (s - Cg

We utilize the above argument to handle general step size {5(k)} to get the following

result, which corresponds to Theorem
Proof of Theorem [2.5. Using (5.7), we have
Biy1 < uLB"™ Ay, + (1 + uL)p"™ By, + uDp'™®)
= B9 By, 4+ uB" ™) (LA, + LBy, + D) (6.11)
< '™ By + u(2LR + D)B'*),
where we used Lemma and in the second inequality. Since t(k) > J, we have
Biy1 < 7B+ p(2LR + D)’
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By applying Lemma [6.2] to the above inequality, we get

w(2LR + D)p”’

By < B Bo+ =

Inserting this estimate into (6.11]), we get

J
Biy1 < 8440 By 4+ p(2LR + D)0 (- 5 5t 1)
1(2LR + D)BHk)
1- 87

Combining this with the first inequality of (6.4) yields

L(2LR + D)p!k=1)
Apr < /T~ CopAg + - 1_+ﬁJ)B + uLBoB*

for £ > 1. Using this iteratively gives

k‘
H

p*L(2LR + D e
Apr < (mf%ww (V1= Cop)t g0

T
=

B (6.12)
+ uLBy Z(m)kflflﬁ(ﬂrlﬂ

Splitting the summation, we estimate

k—1
(V1= G150
1=0
lk/2)—1 k—1
_ Z (m)k—1—lﬁt(l)+ Z (m)k—l—lﬂt(l)
1=0 I=k/2]
oy AT gtk
< (/1-0C _
Similarly,
k—1
Z 1_02 k 1— lﬁ(l—&-l
1=0
lk/2]—1 k—1
_ Z (V1 = Cop)k— 115007 Z (/1= Cop)b— 11517
1=0 I=|k/2]
[k/2]-1 B(k/2)+1)J

< (V1= Cop)l/2 Z pUFT 4 I—Vi=Cp
1=0 v
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Combining the above two estimates in (6.12]) we have

Api1 < (V1= Cop)ka,

2 Lk/2] -1 #(1k/2))
p“L(2LR + D) ( k/2) "0 B >
it el el 1-C i

LR D) (a3 s

o lk/2]-1 (t+1)7 Blk/2)+1)7
LB 1-C —_ .
+p 0<(\/ 24t) ;:0 B8 NP CzM)
Using that A1 < Ag + uLBy from (6.4]), we obtain

Ap1 < (V1= Cop)*(Ag + pLBy)

nL H((k/2)) (U/2)+1)]
————— |\u(2LR+ D B
+ 1—VI-—Con [M( + D)8 + Byf
[k/2]-1 |k/2]—-1
=0 =0
The proof is done. .

7. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present numerical results which validate the convergence results
obtained in this paper.

7.1. Regression Problem. We perform the numerical test for the regression problem

n

flx) =Y lIhl e —yill® = | He -y,
i=1

where z € RP, h; € RP*%, and y; € R® and
H:(hh"'hn)T and y:(y;ra>y;)—r

This function f is quasi-strongly convex, and it is strongly convex if and only if ker(H) =
{0}. We recall that ker(H) = {0} is equivalent to H ' H being invertible. Thus we may
determine whether f is strongly convex or not, by computing det(H " H).

We present the simulation for the case when f is quasi-strongly convex but not strongly
convex (ker(H) # {0}). In this case we let X™* be the set of minimizers of f, and for
x € RP we denote by [z] the projection of z onto the set X*. We measure ||z — [Z]|| and

plot this quantity in terms of the following measures (see Figure 1 below)

(1) Number of iterations;
(2) Cumulative cost of communication and computation, i.e., sum of the costs corre-
sponding to the iteration numbers 0,1,2, ..., k.

Here the cost of communication and computation is defined by

Cost = # Communications Xc. + # Computations xc,.
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The above cost introduced in [I] concerns both the cost of communications and that of
gradient computations with suitable weight ¢, > 0 and ¢; > 0 reflecting the background
of the problem.

Relative error
|
-
Relative ermor

lterations Cost

FIGURE 1. Performance of NEAR-DGD™ for the regression problem with
respect to: (1) Logio of Number of iterations, (2) Logio of Cumulative cost

of communication and computation.

We set the dimension p = 50, the number of agents n = 8, and s = 7. For each
1 < i < n, we set the p X s matrix h; by sampling each entry according to the uniform
distribution on the interval [0,1]. Note that the ns X p matrix H must have a nonzero
kernel since ns = 56 > 50 = p. Then, we set y; = h;x; with a vector x; € RP. Each
element of the initial data x;¢ is sampled accoring to the uniform distribution on [0, 1].
Given the initial data, we perform the algorithm with the following choices:

Case 1 : t(k) = [0.5*log(k +1)] + 1.
Case 2 : t(k) = [log(k+1)] + 1.

Case 3 : t(k) = [3xlog(k+1)] + 1.
Case 4 : t(k) = |k /100J +1.

Case 5 : t(k) =k+

where |a| denotes the greatest integer no larger than a. The left plot in Figurerepresents
the graph of log,,(||Zx — [Zx]|l/||Zo — [Zo]||) with respect to the number of iterations in the
logarithmic scale. The right plot in Figure [2is the graph of logo(||Zr — [Z&]||/||Zo — [Zo]]|)
with respect to the cost in the logarithmic scale with ¢, = 0.2 and ¢, = 1. The learning
rate is chosen to be y = 0.1. The graph G is constructed as a 3-regular graph topology
where each node is connected to its 3 immediate neighbors. In the graph ‘Iteration-Error’
we observe that the convergence rate is fastest for Case 4 and Case 5. On the other
hand, in the graph ‘Cost-Error’ we see that Case 3 and Case 4 are most efficient. The
second largest singular value 8 of the connectivity matrix W for the network of agents is
computed as § ~ 0.577. For Cases 1-3, the dominating term in the right hand side of the
convergence estimate of Theorem is

8 t(lk/2]) ~ 5qlog k/2+1) (/{3/2 + 1)q10gﬂ (k/Q + 1)_‘1|10g'8‘7 (71)
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where g € {0.5,1,3}. The log of these bounds are observed in the first graph of Figure 1.
For Cases 4-5, the dominating term in the right hand side of (2.9) is

[k/2] -1

WT=Cal/2 Y 0 = (T G2, 72)
=0

This bound is also observed in the graph (1) of Figure 1. In fact, for these cases, the graph
exhibits two phases of exponential decays. This is related with the bound (2.9) involving
two exponentially decaying terms

1 (V1= Cou) /2 4 o172, (7:3)

where o1 and o9 are suitable positive constants. If (/1 — Cau) > 8 ~ 0.577 and 01 < o9,
then the graph of the log value of with increasing £ > 1 involves two phases: the
decay induced by o28415/2]) for 1 < k < k¢ for some value kg € N, and the decay induced
by o1(v/T — Cap) ¥/ for k > ko.

We also perform the above numerical test with different choices of c. and ¢, for the

Cost. We test the following two values
(cg,cc) = {(1,0.02), (0.02,1)}. (7.4)

The result shows that Cases 3-4 exhibit robust efficiency for any choices of (¢4, ¢.) while

the order of efficiency of Cases 1 and 5 depend on the choices of (cg4, c.).

v S === gasel v “‘k‘ === casel
\\ —a- casel \‘;\‘\5 —a- case2

2 \ -®- casel 3 “‘\:“‘!‘ -®- casel
LRV =w= cased

=w=- cased W
\. —%=- caseS v\\&qs —%=- case5
- —
ey i

-4

Relative error
sk
|
"
/!g/
-
¥
.?il-f
i
Fl
!
Relative error
|
o
’.
i
204
*él
)
IE
[]
I,
—
7
I
/

FIGURE 2. Performance of NEAR-DGD™ for the regression problem with
respect to different costs. Cost 1 (resp., Cost 2) denotes the Logig of
cumulative cost of communication and computation with (cg4,c.) given by

(1,0.02) (resp., (0.02,1)).

7.2. Convex Problem. We consider the convex (but not quasi-strongly convex) problem

posed in [28] given by

1 ¢ 1 ¢
f(z) = - > file) = - > (u(x) + bix), (7.5)
i=1 i=1
where b; is randomly chosen to satisfy Y ,b; = 0, and u(z) = 12* for |2| < 1, and

u(z) = |z| — 3 for |z| > 1. Again, we consider the same seven cases of ¢(k) as in the
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previous simulation. The left and the right plots of Figure [3| measure the summation of

the agents’ regret .
toga (= ° () - 1)) ).

i=
where 0 is the minimizer of the function f, with respect to the number of iterations and
the cost with c¢. = 0.2 and ¢, = 1, respectively. The learning rate is chosen to be p = 0.5.
The graph G is a 3-regular topology. In the graph ‘Iterations-Regret’ we see that Cases 2-5
are fastest in convergence. The function cost decreases consistently also for Case 1. In
the graph ‘Cost-Regret’ it is observed that Case 2 is most efficient, and the performance
of Case 3 is better than Cases 4-5. From , we see that the condition ) - BHR) < 5o
is satisfied for Cases 3-5 and not satisfied for Cases 1-2. However the numerical result
shows that the Case 2 exhibits a similar decay to Case 3. This might suggest that the
bound obtained in Theorem could be improved for the convex cost function using

its property f(z) ~ |z|* near the zero.
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FIGURE 3. Performance of NEAR-DGD™ for the convex problem with re-
spect to: (1) Logyp of Number of iterations, (2) Logig of Cumulative cost

of communication and computation.

8. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied the convergence property of the NEAR-DGD™ (Nested Exact
Alternating Recursion Distributed Gradient Descent) method when the strong convexity
assumption is missing. First, we obtained the O(1/T) convergence result when the cost
function is convex and smooth. Secondly, we established the linear convergence for a
class of quasi-strongly convex functions which are given as composition of a degenerate
linear mapping and a strongly convex function. We also provided the numerical results
supporting the theoretical convergence results. Extending our result to general quasi-

strongly convex functions will be an interesting future work.
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