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Abstract

Optimization in distributed networks plays a central role in almost all distributed machine learning problems. In
principle, the use of distributed task allocation has reduced the computational time, allowing better response rates and
higher data reliability. However, for these computational algorithms to run effectively in complex distributed systems,
the algorithms ought to compensate for communication asynchrony, network node failures and delays known as
stragglers. These issues can change the effective connection topology of the network, which may vary over time, thus
hindering the optimization process. In this paper, we propose a new distributed unconstrained optimization algorithm
for minimizing a convex function which is adaptable to a parameter server network. In particular, the network worker
nodes solve their local optimization problems, allowing the computation of their local coded gradients, which will be
sent to different server nodes. Then within this parameter server platform each server node aggregates its communicated
local gradients, allowing convergence to the desired optimizer. This algorithm is robust to network’s worker node
failures, disconnection, or delaying nodes known as stragglers. One way to overcome the straggler problem is to
allow coding over the network. We further extend this coding framework to enhance the convergence of the proposed
algorithm under such varying network topologies. By using coding and utilizing evaluations of gradients of uniformly
bounded delay we further enhance the proposed algorithm performance. Finally, we implement the proposed scheme

in MATLAB and provide comparative results demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed framework.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Many problems in distributed systems over the cloud, or in wireless ad hoc networks [13} 21} 22], are formulated
as convex optimization programs in a parallel computing scheme. Depending on the computation architecture of
these networks; that is, centralized, decentralized or fully distributed, the optimization techniques are adapted to
accommodate such structures. However, the malfunctioning of processors directly impacts the overall performance

of parallel computing. This malfunctioning is referred to as the straggling problem. Many applications, whether



over the cloud or in local distributed networks, have experienced considerable time delays, due in part to this
straggling problem. Asynchronous [[17]], [12] and synchronous algorithms [27]], [[7] have been proposed to overcome
this problem. While Lee et al. [14] and Dutta et al. [9] describe techniques for mitigating stragglers in different
applications, a recent work by Tandon et al. [26] focused on codes for recovering the batch gradient of a loss function
(i.e., synchronous gradient descent). Specifically, a coding scheme in [26]] was proposed, enabling a distributed
division of tasks into uncoded (naive) and coded parts. This partition alleviates the effect of straggling servers in a
trade-off between computational complexity, communication complexity and time delay. This novel coding scheme
solves this problem by providing robustness to partial failure or delay of nodes in a centralized master/workers
network.

For example, in machine learning applications, gradient descent algorithms are employed to optimize parameters
of the model. When the size of the training datasets are large, it is not practical to train the model on a single
machine. To speed up the used algorithms, gradient computations can be distributed among multiple machines. In a
centralized network framework, a parameter server platform with synchronous gradient descent updating, consists of
a number of servers which are connected to multiple workers where each worker computes a partial gradient from
its local dataset. Then the servers aggregate the partial gradients to obtain a full gradient and solve the model. This
aggregation can be done under a full-gradient/ unique-estimate scheme or under distributed partial-gradients/ non-
unique-estimate scheme utilizing the stochastic gradient descent approach and achieving consensus. To overcome
the effect of delaying nodes, failures, or disconnections, the data is distributed among the workers in a redundant
manner, and workers return coded computations to the servers according to the aforementioned coding scheme.
To this end, we present a novel algorithm implementable on a parameter server network, with multibus connection
between server and worker nodes under a synchronous updating paradigm, which is robust to stragglers by utilizing
coding schemes and allowing asynchronous implementation through the use of stale gradients with a uniformly
bounded delay. Asynchronous evaluation of gradients with uniform bounded delay is realized with no other statistical
assumption. Under such relaxed assumption we analyze the convergence of our algorithm and find its convergence

rate. We also provide numerical simulations to back our theoretical analysis.

II. PROBLEM SETUP AND BACKGROUND
We consider a network of n server nodes indexed by V' = {1,2,...,n} and m worker nodes on a parameter
server platform using a multi-bus multiprocessor system with shared memory. Thus, we require arbitrary interleaved
connections according to availability. The objective is to solve a minimization problem

% =arg min f(x) = Y fO(x) (1
(

x€ERN
)=1
Hence, the global function f to be minimized is divided into p partitions with arbitrary number of replication for
each. After dividing the load into different partitions each partition (¢) € {1,...,p} is distributed with an arbitrary

redundancy X,y among the workers. And each replica r(,) of partition (¢) consists of nr,, Worker nodes that utilize

a gradient coding similar to that in [26] to enable robustness to an allowed number of stragglers.



To solve Problem (), we use a robust gradient-based algorithm which we call the Straggler-Robust Distributed
Optimization (SRDO) Algorithm. As its name infers our algorithm has the extra feature of being robust to stragglers.

SRDO uses gradient coding to mitigate stragglers and delayed gradient information.

Q Server node
. Worker node

Parameter Server

Partition 1 Partition 2 Partition n
n; worker nodes n, worker nodes n, worker nodes

Fig. 1. Parameter server network in the special case with n server nodes and m workers nodes. The worker nodes are divided into p = n

partitions where partition ¢ has N, workers and each server is connected to its unique partition at all iterations.

A. Gradient Coding Scheme

As previously discussed, when solving Problem (I)) using a distributed synchronous gradient descent worker nodes
may be stragglers either due to failure, being compromised or just communicaiton issues with relaying information
to the server nodes. To address this probem, Tandon et al. [26] proposed replicating some data across machines via
a coding scheme, which allows for the recovery of the overall gradient from the aggregated local gradients of the
connected nodes active in the network at a specific time step.

In [26], the authors derived a lower bound on the structure of the coding partition scheme that allows the
computation of the overall gradient in the presence of s or fewer stragglers; that is, if we have fewer stragglers
than the maximum allowed, we can use any v — s combination of the connected nodes where v is the total number
of worker nodes.

To successfully code and decode the overall gradient when the number of stragglers is less than s, we require a
scheme in which [26]]:

BecRr¥4, AcREX” snd AB = 1(+)xa 2)

where the decoding matrix A and the encoding matrix B can be calculated from Algorithms 1 and 2 in [26],
respectively (see Appendix H).
We exploit the above coded scheme to compute V f(*), where Vf = Zﬁ):l V £(). Thus, we apply this coding

n". . . . .. . .
scheme to compute V) = 3 A:('i) f;(") (i.e., in the coding scheme, the number of data partitions d is without



loss of generality equal to the number of nodes v; therefore, in our partition’s replica r(,), d = n,,,, the number

of nodes of replica 7,y of partition () and the number of maximum allowed number of straggler is Sr(,,)- Thus

(0 )

)

. VX Ny
B"® e RV, A" R

3)
and A"OB"® :1( v )

re XM,y

are the encoding and decoding matrices of the coding scheme employed at replica r(,) of partition (v).

III. MAIN ALGORITHM: STRAGGLERS ROBUST DISTRIBUTED OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM (SRDO)

To solve Problem (IJ), we propose a synchronous iterative gradient descent method - the SRDO algorithm, which
is robust to stragglers and applicable on a time-varying network topology (i.e., arbitrary connections) with more
than the allowed number of stragglers through the use of gradients evaluations with uniformly bounded delay.
As we have mentioned before, an appropriate implementable platform for the algorithm is a multi-bus distributed
parameter server shared memory network. The network is equipped with a universal clock that synchronizes the

actions of its server nodes.

Algorithm 1 SRDO Algorithm
Given: f(x) = }70,_, fW(x); to compute z* € R™

1: Initialization: Server i sets v;(0) arbitrarily; set tol; set €; = small number

2: while ¢; > tol do

3: for server i = 1,...,n do

4: Send v;(k) to workers > push step
5: Decode partition gradient ﬂm (k). (SRDO-1) > pull step
6 xi(k+ 1) = vi(k) — V1" (k). (SRDO-2)

7: vi(k+1) = >0 [W(k 4+ 1)]ijx;(k 4 1). (SRDO-3)

8: & = [[vi(k + 1) = vi(k)||2

9: end for

10: end while

Output x* = x;(k).

Distribution of Load: At the beginning of the algorithm, the total load is divided into p partitions and each
partition (¢) is replicated R,y times. Each replica r(,) of a partition (¢) consists of a number of worker nodes
nr.,, and utilizes a coding scheme in the distribution of the load upon its workers (see Section [II-A). We note that
not only replicas of different partitions employ different coding schemes but also the coding scheme need not be
unanimous among replicas of the same partition.

After the distribution of the load in the distribution step accordingly, we can implement the algorithm as follows:
Initialization: Each server node ¢ at global iteration k = 0 begins with random weighted average v,(0) € R for

q €{1,2,...,n}, and sends v,(0) to arbitrary number of worker nodes in the push step, as shown in Fig. 2.



Push step: Under a global clock each server g sends a message containing the weighted average v, (k) to an arbitrary
number of workers (i.e., that could be in different partitions’ replicas). Using the weighted averages received, worker
nodes compute the coded local gradients.

Pull step: Under a global clock each server ¢ gets activated and calls for coded gradients from an arbitrary partition’s
replica. Without loss of generality, let us assume that the connected replica is 7(,y. Thus, the worker node w from
replica r(,) of partition (¢) will send the coded gradient Vg;“) to the connected server 7. After server ¢ receives the
coded gradients from the sending worker nodes of the partition, it decodes the gradient of partition V f(*). Using
the decoded gradient, server ¢ computes the estimate x;(k + 1) according to (SRDO-2).

Consensus step: Under a global clock each server 7 gets activated again and computes its weighted average
v, (k+1) from its connected servers estimates x;(k+ 1) according to (SRDO-3). The iterative process, summarized

in Algorithm [I] continues until the weighted averages between consecutive estimates are small enough.

Remark 1. Here, we seek arbitrary server to worker connection in the push steps and arbitrary partition to server
connection in the pull steps. That is, servers are not only connected to the same partition in the pull step all the

time.

On the workers side:
Worker Computation of Coded Gradient: When a worker w of a replica r(,) of partition (¢) receives a
weighted average v, (k) from a server ¢ it computes its coded gradient Vg evaluated at vq(k) relative to
the coding scheme used on replica () of partition (¢). Thus, the coded local gradient (Vg,,"»)7 = By” V)
evaluated at v, (k) where f(*) corresponds to the partition (1) function where f(*) = ZZ;(? £ and Vo =
(VT (V)T ... (Vf,:ﬁ,;i))T}T. The function f,“ corresponds to A € {1,2,... s M,y }» Where f@ =
ZZ!f £, and Ny, is the number of worker nodes in replica (,) of partition (¢) (see Section . Workers can
get delayed in their computation of coded gradients and might not send their computed gradients to a connected
server to their partition at a subsequent time instant. Here, there is one aspect of asynchronous behavior in the
algorithm that is attributed to the computed partition gradient used at the connected server. That is, we do not
require that the coded gradients of which the partition’s (or connected server) partial gradient is decoded to be of
the consecutive previous instant weighted averages evaluations but rather of possibly older weighted averages. That
is, vy (k—Ak(q,w,7(,), k)) where 0 < Ak(q,w,7(,), k) < H and k— Ak(q, w,7(,, k) is the instant at which server
q has sent its weighted average to replica r(,) of partition (¢). More precisely, the received coded local gradient
Vg (vq(k — Ak(q,w,7(,,k)) of worker w of replica r(,y of partition (¢) where 0 < Ak(q,w,7(,),k) < H,
i.e., here, gfu“) is a function employed due to the coding scheme used at replica 7, of partition (¢), and ngu(”)
corresponds to g, = Zzz(f BZEL; ;("). In other words, we advance asynchronous behavior through allowing the

use of coded gradients of uniformly bounded delay in the evaluation of the partitions’ partial gradients utilized in

the iteration update of each server.

Remark 2. It is worth noting the following about the synchronous behavior of SRDO:

o If at the push step of iteration k a worker w of replica r(,y is unable to receive any of the weighted averages



vo(k — Ak(q,w, 7, k)) for all 0 < Ak(q,w,r(,), k)

< H forall g € {1,...,n}, that allows it to compute its local coded gradient in time before the pull step for
the same instant k, then that worker is considered a straggler. A worker can also become a straggler if its
computed coded gradient gets delayed in the network.

Each worker has to finish its computation before interacting with a server in the pull step. In that respect,
gradients evaluated at previous weighted averages v(k — Ak(q,w,7(,), k)) for all 0 < Ak(q,w, 7y, k) < H
for all g € {1,...,n}, can still be used by a server as long as the worker would send its coded gradient
when it finishes computation at the time k of the server nodes’ synchronous update. Another scenario is when
these coded gradients from prior instants are kept as stale gradients in the memory of a server and are used
in the subsequent updates. These stale gradients can be used at instant k by the server if they are of weighted
averages evaluations vq(k — Ak(q,w,r(,),k)) for all 0 < Ak(q,w,r,, k) < H for all ¢ € {1,...,n}. The
benefit of the latter scenario on the prior one is that it mitigates the effect of disconnection at the instant of
update.

If at instant k server i does not receive coded gradients of any of the partitions that are evaluated at weighted
averages vq(k — Ak(q,w, vy, k)) for all 0 < Ak(q,w, 7y, k) < H for all ¢ € {1,...,n} and thus is unable
to decode the partition’s partial gradient, it sets its estimate x;(k+1) = v;(k) (i.e., Unanimous full straggling

partitions scenario.)

A. Remark on the Computation of the Gradient under Different Scenarios

We distinguish three scenarios in which the partition’s gradient is computed at the pull step:

1y

2)

3)

Scenario 1; Allowed Number of Stragglers Gradient Computation Scenario: In this scenario, the number
of all partition’s worker nodes disconnected to their respective server node ¢ at the pull step is less than or
equal to the maximum allowed number of stragglers (i.e., |FET(L) (k)| < sp(,,)- And the server decodes the
partition’s inexact gradient Wm by the brute application of the described coding scheme.

Scenario 2; Ignore Stragglers Gradient Computation Scenario: In this scenario, the number of all
partition’s worker nodes disconnected (i.e., fail or get delayed) from their respective server node 7 at the
pull step is greater than the maximum allowed number of stragglers, (i.e., \I‘E’T(L)(kﬂ > Sr,,)- And server
node 7 uses only the received coded local gradients from its connection set I'; ., (k) to compute the partition’s
inexact gradient W(L).

Scenario 3; Ignore Stragglers-Stale Gradients Gradient Computation Scenario: In this scenario,

C
re,. ()
S Server node 7 uses the received local gradients at instant k from its connection set Pi’m)(k) of the
connected worker nodes of partition ¢ identified with server ¢ and stale coded local gradients saved at the

. o . . —. (1)
server at prior instants to compute the partition’s inexact gradient Vf ". 0 < Ak(q, w, T k)< H.



B. The General Tractable Updating Step used in the Analysis

In order to include all possible scenarios, in the SRDO step (SRDO-2) the iterate x;(k + 1) employing the

partition’s decoded gradient is calculated by the server node. i.e.,
(1)
xi(k+1)=vi(k) — VS (k) “)

—.(¢) T(, T(,
and vf (k) = Zwel—‘i,r“) (k) Af(it),wvgw( )(Vq(k - Ak(qa W, T (), k)))
where 0 < Ak(q,w,r,),k) < HandgeV ={1,...,n}. W(L)(k) can be further written in a more reduced form

corresponding to each index i € {1,...,n} as:

)
—(v) . T T
VI k) =V i)+ > AN D B
A=1

wEFfit,r(L)

(&)

(VA (valk = Ak(gw,r(), k) = VA (vi(k)))-
Where the set of connected worker nodes of replica r(,) of partition (¢) at iteration k pull step to server node 4
is I r,, (k), and thus, the set of stragglers to server node i as FE)T(L)(I{) 2 11,2,... 3Ty} \ Tir,, (K). And T's
is the support’s column indices of row s of matrix A" defined in (3). While fit = argmax|l'; ., NTsl, the
index of the row of matrix A" whose support has maximum intersection with the indices identified with the set

Fi-,m) and I Fitr(ys and A;ﬁﬁ are the corresponding column indices of the support of that row and the row itself,

respectively.

Remark 3. The term V f,“ (vq(k — Ak(q,w,7(,),k))) in @) is zero if w € T, \ Tip,, (k) and is as is if
w e Fi,r(,‘) (k‘)

C. Assumptions on the Convex Functions

Assumption 1. We assume:

(@) The functions f) : RN — R, i = 1...,n are convex, differentiable and have Lipschitz gradients with
constants L; over RN, forall x, y € RY,

(b) f© in their turn are such that ) = Z:\l:(’l) f;(” and each f;(“’ is convex with Vf;(") having Lipschitz
constant cTLilA where ¢, \ is dependent on replica v,y of partition () subpartition of functions f;“), ie.,

Criya > L. Let L = max; L; then

IV (x) = VIO < Lix -y (6)
and
T(, T, Lz
IVAY () = VAT I < - R [x =yl < Llx -yl @)
T(L)»

since ¢y, » > 1. Notice, Assumption 1(c) follows from the additivity of Lipshitz constants.
(¢) The solution set of (1)) is denoted by X* = {x|x = argmin f(x)}. And x* = min f(x), x*) = min f)(x)

and fA") =min f, " (x).



The assumed structure on f is typical for problems of this kind and enables a detailed convergence analysis.

Next, we make the following assumptions about the server-server edge weights in the consensus step.

Assumption 2. [Row Stochastic] At each iteration k of Algorithm|l| the matrices W (k) in (SRDO-3) are chosen
such that [W (k)];; depends on the network server to server connection topology in a way that allows the servers
to reach consensus:

(@ 5 [W(k)ij=1—pforalli€Vand0<p<L

(b) There exists a scalar v € (0,1) such [W(k)];; > v if [W(k)];; > 0.

() Y [W(k)yj=1—pforallj €V and 0 < p <1

(d) If server i is disconnected from server j at instant k, then [W (k)];; = 0.

Assumption 3. Bounded Delayed Evaluation and Gradient Computation:

In the pull step server i decodes the gradient V f“)(k) of partition (1) at time k from coded gradients of
workers of replica v,y of partition (1) that are evaluated from weighted averages vq,(k — Ak(q,w,r(,), k)) where
0 < Ak(q,w,rq, k) < H. We also assume the use of stale gradients saved at the memory of each server i
evaluated from weighted averages of instants k — Ak(q,w,7(,),k)) where 0 < Ak(q,w,r(,, k) < H of arbitrary
server € V. ={1,2,...,n}.

Assumption 4. Choice of Partition by Server in Pull Step
Each server i gets connected to a partition (1) out of the p partitions with a probability ~y(, and gets no connection
with any partition with a probability ). Here, 7,y can depend not only on the redundancy X,y but also on other

factors, e.g. the traffic in the network.

Assumption 5. Diminishing Coordinated Synchronized Stepsizes
The stepsizes oy, of server i are coordinated and synchronized where o ), = o, > 0 and , oy, — 0. Z,;“;O ap =

o] 2 . . o 1 . . .
00, > 1o v < 00. For example, a unanimous stepsize o j, = o = 751 among all servers i per iteration k.
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Fig. 2. Parameter server schematic with coding scheme 1 of allowed number of stragglers on partition 1 of 3 worker nodes connecting to sever

2. Notice that in this general scenario, the \Y f2 that is calculated at server node 2 is identified with partition 1 gradient v Fm,

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS FOR THE MAIN ALGORITHM SRDO

Let R;(k) be defined as (see (@) and (3))

Ri,r(,() (k) :akei,r(b) (k)

r ' r r r ®)
= —Qg Z Af(;t)’w Z Bw(:;\(vf)\“) (Vq(k - Ak(Q: w, T(L)? k)) - Vf)\(L) (Vz(k)))
A=1

wel'sit,r,\ (k)

where 0 < Ak(q,w,r(,),k) < H and g € {1,...,n}.
Hence, from @) and (3) we have

xi(k+ 1) = vi(k) — ax V) (vi(k)) + Ri(k), ©)

or

XZ(k + 1) = il(k + ].) + Ri,r([,) (k), (10)
where X;(k + 1) = v;(k) — ap V. O (vi(k)).

Condition 1. If the sequence {v;(k)} generated by Algorithm 1| satisfy

max ||x* — xM®| <  max ||Vq(lA£) — x*|| then Algorithm 1| is said to satisfy Condition |
(¢):A k—H<k<k

Remark 4. Notice this is generally most probably satisfied at the beginning of the algorithm process unless when

all x»") = x* for all replicas () of partitions (1) where it is satisfied throughout the algorithm process.

We partition Scenario 1, 2 and 3 into two parts:

o Division 1: includes Scenario 1, 3 , and Scenario 2 where Scenario 2 satisfies Condition

« Division 2: includes Scenario 2 not satisfying Condition



10

A. Evaluation of 37_ Ry, (k)|

Then for scenarios included in Division 1 we have

IR, (B)]| < g max [[A"O [ o[ B []2,00(2L  max  [[vg(k) —2™])
() k—H<k<k,geV

IRy, (R)II? < of max JATO[2 BT 5 (4% max [lvy(k) —2"|*)
(v) k—H<k<k,qcV

For scenarios in Division 2, that is, Scenario 2 where Condition |I| is not satisfied, we have

s HBT(L)

2,00

||RJ7T<L)(k)|| < ag H(1?)X A"

)

x (2L  max ||Vq(l%) — 2*|| + L max ||x* — xM"®)
k—H<k<k (1),\
IR, (B)* < o max [ AT 12 1B" 13 .

x (417 max |vg(k) — 2*|| + 207 max ||x* — x7©]|?)
k—H<h<k (1):A

And we can get the upper bounds for ||¢; ., (k)|| and [|e;,., (k)|* for both divisions by substituting €;,, , (k) =

O%k IRy, (k)| respectively. For all scenarios irrespective of which part they belong, we have
IRy, (R)] < max [A" oo [|B"[|2,00

x (2L max [vg(k) - 2*|| + Lmax [x* — x "0])
k—H<k<k (O

||Rjﬂ“(1,)(k)||2 < ai H(I%X A" c2>o||BT(L) %,oo
x (4L% max |vg(k) — 2*|| + 2L% max [|x* — x"0)||?)
k—H<k<k OR)
Proof. See Appendix A for the results in this subsection. O

And then

Dl (B) < maas [ AT oo [B 1.0
= (11)

n
x (2L max Y |vg(k) — 2| + nLmax |x* — x*"|)
k—Hgicgkj:l (1),A
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And squaring both sides and using 2ab < a? + b2, we have

leém) ||2<maX||A””|| IB"3
" (12)

x (42 max Y [lvg(k) — o] + 2nL? max||x" — x 70 |)
k—H<k<k =] (¢)sA

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions|l} 2| Fland[5] hold. Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)} be generated by Algorithm|[lI]

Then we have

ZIIVz (k+1) —x"|* < ZIIV; ) —x"”

n P
+ 200 Z Z Y (VFO Vi (R)),x" = vi (k) + 20k D > vy lesng, (k). vi(k) — x7) (13)
J=1 (=1 J=1 (1)=1
+2(1 = y0)) i Z Z Yo IVF V5 RN + llesrc,y (F)II°]
=1 (v)=1
Proof. See Appendix B for proof. [

B. Convergence Results for SRDO in Scenario 1, 3 and in Scenario 2 satisfying Condition [I]

Lemma 2. Ler Assumptions and |5| hold. Let the functions in Assumption |l| satisfy ) (x*) = ) (x) for
all (v). Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm |I| Then we have

Z IVilk +1) = X2 < (L= @) Y llv; (k) = x7|?
=1 j=1

n p

220030 Y A (i) = x°) 21— 20)ad 30 3 Al (BIP (14)
J=1 (=1 j=1()=1
n P
=206 ) > V) (kwr (boy (0,00 — (1= Y(0))Qhay, (k)20 ) [ V5 (k) — 72
=1 ()=1
Proof. See Appendix C for proof. O

Proposition 1. Let Assumptions hold. Let the functions in Assumption |l| be strongly convex and satisfy
fO(x*) = fOxW) for all (1). Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm
under scenarios of Division 1 with stepsizes and errors as given in Assumptions 3] and 0] Assume that problem
(1) has a non-empty optimal solution set X* as given in Assumption [lI| Then, the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)},

1 € V converge to the same random point in X* with probability 1.

Proof. With errors as in Assumption [3| we have ||R;(k)|| and ||¢; ., (k)| as given in Appendix or Section [VIII-A
for Division 1 scenarios. Then having f)(x*) = f®)(x()) for all (1) also then we have Lemma [2] satisfied. Then
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we can use the resulting inequality (T4) with the substitution of [|¢; ., (k)| from Appendix to get

Svilk+1) = x| < (1= p) Y [lvi(k) — x7|?
=1 j=1

+4pLog, Y max AT [B O fla0e  max [lvg(k) — x|
= () k—H<k<k;qgeV
(15)

n

+8p(1 — ) L2a Y max AT |, [BT |3 oy ax NGRSk

= (¢) —H<k<k;qeV

[vj(k) —x*|)?

n p
— 2ay, Z Z V() o (k) (bu; (k) 2 — (1= 7(0)) Ok Gy (k) 0%
J=1()=1

To prove convergence we employ Lemma [4] But in order to be able to use Lemma [4] the last term in (I3 should
be negative so that it can be deleted from the inequality. Which means b, (x), .+ — (1- 'y(o))ozkavj( k),z= = 0 where
bu, (k) e+ = (W, 7). And V£ (v;(k)) = VO (x*) = Ao (k)2 ||v; (k) —x*|| where o, (k) < L. However, f@

is strongly convex for every (¢), then (V f) (v;(k)) = VW (x*), v;(k) =x*) = ay, ()0~ | V; (k) — x*|2(d, 7)) >

ol lIvi(k) — x*||, that is (W, V) > —24_ Therefore, a sufficient condition is

T Qo (k),x*

o L
(1 = %0)) ko, (k),(0) < (1 = v0))onL < Y@, (16)
Av;(k), ()

The sufficient condition in (T6) is satisfied for k > k{ since ay — 0. Then by deleting the last term of (I3) it
will be similar to the martingale inequality of Lemma 4] for &k > &k} = max(k§, k", H + 1) where k] is the
iteration at which 0 < (1 — u) + 4Ly max A7 [l oo || B™0) [ 2,00 + 8(1 — (o)) L2, max A2 B3 <1
for the first time.

By the result of Lemma |4 we have for v, = >, ||v;(k) — x*||? that
D lvilk) =x*|1* < piVg (17)
i=1

for k > ky + H + 1 where p; = p, Vo = Vo, H = B and k; = k and ki = k* are as in the lemma, i.c., take
k1 = ki — 1. Therefore, as k — oo we have Y i ||v;(k) — x*||*> — 0. That is, ||v;(k) —x*|| — 0 for all i € V.
Then in view of (SRDO-2) where x;(k + 1) = vi(k) — axVf)(v;(k)) 4+ Rir, (k) and since R, (k) — 0
because ||v;(k) — x*|| = 0, ay — 0 and axVf®(v;(k)) — 0 since oy, — 0 where Vf)(v;(k)) < G since
VFO (vilk)) = T (3 () =V FO () < Llfwa(k) = [+ L —x O], [x* =) | = const. and v;(k) = x*.
Therefore, x;(k + 1) = v;(k) = x* as k — oc.

O

Proposition ] follows from Proposition 2] We explicitly present Proposition[I]to delineate the different convergence

rate for the case with strongly convex functions.

Proposition 2. Let Assumptions hold. Let the functions in Assumption |l| satisfy f)(x*) = ) (x) for all
(1). Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm |l|under scenarios of Division 1 with

stepsizes and errors as given in Assumptions [3| and 5] Assume that problem (1) has a non-empty optimal solution
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set X* as given in Assumption [I| Then, the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V converge to the same random

point in X* with probability 1.

Proof. With errors as in Assumption [3| we have ||R;(k)|| and [l (k)| as given in Appendix or Section [VIII-A
for Division 1 scenarios. Then having f*)(x*) = f)(x()) for all (1) also satisfied we have Lemma [2| satisfied.
Then we can use the resulting inequality (T4) with the substitution of [|¢; ., (k)| from Appendix to get

ZHVz (k+1) —x*|* < Z”VJ - x|

=1

n
+apLop Y max Ao [B oo max v (k) - x|
= () " k—H<k<k;qeV

" (18)
+38p(1 =) LPai Y m max A" 2B max [lvy(k) — x|
= k—H<h<k;qeV
— 20y, (k),2* Ok Z Z V) (bo; (k)2 — (1= Y(0)) ko, () o |V (k) — X712
=1 (=1

But in order to be able to use Lemma Ié—_l| on (T8) with the use of the convexity of f(*) only, we must take the

negative part of the last term of the RHS of the above inequality so that we have

n n
>l + 1) = < Z v, (k) — x|

~ max |vg(k) — x*[?
j=1 k—H<k<k;qeV
n (19)
+8p(1 — y(0)) L%} Y max| , max  [lvg(k) — x*|?
= (¢) k—H<k<k;qgeV
n p

2(1 -7 Yyora max v (k) — x*||?
DDIPILEL AT SN ACCE
Then (19) is similar to the martingale inequality of Lemma [ for & > k3 where k3 is the iteration at which

0 < (1—p)+4Lay max,) | 2B 13 o +2(1—(0))af L <

50 IB™® [|2,00 +8(1=7(0)) L2 max ) ||

1 for the first time (i.e., since a%j(k),x* < L?).

By the result of Lemma 4 we have for v, = > ., ||v;(k) — x*||? that
> lvilk) =7 < p5Vy (20)

for k > ko + H + 1 where P2 = P, VOH =Vy, H =B and ko = k and ks = k* are as in the lemma, i.e., take
ko = max(kj — 1, B). Therefore, as k — oo we have > ., ||vi(k) — x*||> — 0. That is, ||v;(k) — x*|| — 0 for all
i € V. Then in view of (SRDO-2) where x;(k+1) = v; (k) —a, V. f®) (vi(k))+Ri,, (k) and since R; ., (k) — 0
because ||v;(k) — x*|| = 0, ax — 0 and o, VW (v;(k)) — 0 since ay — 0 where V) (v;(k)) < G since
VW (vi(k)) = VIO (vi(k) -V O (xW) < L||vi(k)—x*||+L|x*—x®|, [[x* —x®|| = const. and v;(k) — x*.
Therefore, x;(k + 1) = v;(k) = x* as k — oo.



14

O

Fact 1. Note that Proposition [I| and 2] are valid under Scenarios 1 or 3. However, under Scenario 2 they are valid
if Condition [I] is satisfied. That is, under Scenario 2 usually at the beginning of the algorithm process or always

if x") = x* for all replica () of all partitions (1). Therefore, we have the following two corollaries.

Corollary 1. Let Assumptionshold. Let the functions in Assumptionbe strongly convex and satisfy x»"(») = x*
for all replica r(,y of all partitions (). Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm
under Scenario 2 with stepsizes and errors as given in Assumptions [3| and [ Assume that problem (1) has a
non-empty optimal solution set X* as given in Assumption |I| Then, the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V

converge to the same random point in X* with probability 1.
Proof. Follows from Proposition [I| and condition x*") = x*. O

Corollary 2. Let Assumptions hold. Let the functions in Assumption (1| satisfy x ") = x* for all replica T()
of all partitions (1). Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm|l|under Scenario 2
with stepsizes and errors as given in Assumptions [3] and 5} Assume that problem (I) has a non-empty optimal
solution set X* as given in Assumption (I} Then, the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V converge to the same

random point in X* with probability 1.
Proof. Follows from Proposition [2 and condition x*" ) = x* O

C. Convergence Results for SRDO in any scenario

Lemma 3. Let Assumptions I, 2, 4 and 5 hold. And let the functions that satisfy f*)(x*) = ) (x")) for any (1)
be strongly convex. Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm|l| Then we have

Solvilk+1) = x> < (1= p) Y [lv; (k) — x|
=1 =1

n p " »
205 3 D Al (B v; = x7) 20 =)0} 30 D vwllesr, BIP
I=t= =1 (=1
- n (21)
+ 2ay, Z || Ymae L||x* — %) ||2 1 20, Z [ Ymaz || v (k) — ):((L)”z
Jj=1 j=1
np
=206 ) D 0.0 o 0,00 — (1= 70k (1.0 v (k) = <]
j=1()=1
Proof. See Appendix D for proof. -

Proposition 3. Let Assumptions hold. Let the functions that satisfy f®)(x*) = f)(x()) be strongly convex.
Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm |I| with stepsizes and errors as given in
Assumptions [3| and 5] Assume that problem (1)) has a non-empty optimal solution set X* as given in Assumption []]

Then, the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V converge to the same random point in X* with probability 1.
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Proof. With errors as in Assumption 3| we have |[R; () (k)|| and [|€j,r,, (k)|| as given in Appendix or Section [VIIT-A|
for any algorithm scenario. Then having f(*)(x*) > f()(x()) for at least one (:) and the functions that satisfy
fO(x*) = fO(x®) for any (1) strongly convex then we have Lemma [3|satisfied. Then we can use the resulting
inequality (21) with the substitution of ||€; ., (k)| and [|v;(k) — |2 < 2vi(k) — x*[|% + 2|x* — |2,

v (k) =x*|1* < mawy_ g cjcpger Iva(k) =x7||* and [x* = %@|? < [[x* = x| = max, [x* —x“|| to get
ZHVz (k+1) —x"||* < ZHV] - x"|?

+6agn|I|Lmax [|x* —x“|* + dag|[TIL  max > |lvg(k) —x*|?
() k—H<k<kqeV =

+ 4pLay, max A" ||

Inax Z ||vq —x*||?

<k<k; eV

- 22
+8p(1 o) P max A2 BTO S, max vaq ()= x| )
¢ iq

+ apn(l+4(1 - 'y(o))ak.L ngg;x A7 [l oo BT [|2,00 )

X pL HE%X ||AT(L) ”oo ”BT(L) ”2700 H(H%X HX* . X)"T(’/) H2
L 2

n p
=20 ) Y )y (), (s k00 — (1= (0) )tk i) ) [V () — x|
i=1(1)=1

But in order to be able to use Lemma [3] the last term in (22) should be negative so that it can be deleted from the
inequality. Which means b’[)j(k}),(b) — 2(1 — ’7(0))011.3(1%.(]@),@) >0 where bvj(k),(L) = <7, 7> And Vf(L) (V](k‘)) —
Vi (xW) = o, (k) () [V (k) — x| 7 where Ay, (k),() < L. However, @) is strongly convex for every (i),

then (V£) (v, (k) = VO (), v; (k) = xO) = ay, .0 [v5 (k) = xOU2(2, T) > 02 [[v; (k) — x|, that is
<7 7> > aa(ﬁ Therefore, a sufficient condition is
g L
(1= Y0k, < (1= Yo)awl £ —— = (@, 7) 23)

Qo; (k), (1)

The sufficient condition in (23) is satisfied for k > k§ since ay, — 0.

Let us choose oy, = ﬁ where @ > 0 and 6 € (0, 1]. Let k3 1 be the iteration at which 0 < (1 —p) +4ay|I| L+
dpLan, e | A7 o[ B0 2.

+8p(1 — 7(0))L204k max, oo < 1 for the first time. And let kg, 2 be the first iteration at which

+ 8p(1 — Y0))LPos,

~ Bio0 < W +p—1
for the first time. Then one choice is by, = a;, and an [ > 1 such that we can find a feasible k3 » depending on the

value of p.

Since max(,) [|x* — x| and max(, [|x* — x 2 are fixed independent of k then by deleting the last term

of (22) it will be similar to the martingale inequality (30) of Lemma || for k > k3 where k3, k3.1, k32)-
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By the result of Lemma [5| we have for v, = >, ||v;(k) — x*||? that

> i) = 1P < A5+ b 24)

111

for k > ks + H + 1 where p3 = p, V; = Vo, H = B and k3 = k and kj, i.e., take k3 = k} — 1 are as
in the lemma and where 73 = 1 > 0 as substituted from the inequality (22) by using the lemma. Therefore,
as k — oo we have >.I", [|vi(k) — x*||* — 0 since by — 0. That is, ||v;(k) — x*|| — 0 for all i € V.
Then in view of (SRDO-2) where x;(k + 1) = v;(k) — ax V. O (vi(k)) + Ri;, (k) and since R; ., (k) — 0
because ||v;(k) — x*|| = 0, ax — 0 and ., VW (v;(k)) — 0 since ay — 0 where V) (v;(k)) < G} since
VFO@i(k)) = VO (vi(k) =V FO (x©) < Llvi(k) x|+ Lx* —xO, [x*—xO|| = const. and vi(k) - x".
Therefore, x;(k + 1) = v;(k) = x* as k — oc.

O

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions[I}3| hold. Let the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V be generated by Algorithm
with stepsizes and errors as given in Assumptions[3|and 5] Assume that problem (1) has a non-empty optimal solution
set X* as given in Assumption |l| Then, the sequences {x;(k)} and {v;(k)}, i € V converge to the same random

point in X* with probability 1.

Proof. With errors as in Assumption [B| we have ||R;(k)|| and [|e; ., (k)|| as given in Appendix Section
for any algorithm scenario. Then having Assumptions 1-5 holding satisfied we have (I3) inequality of Lemma []
satisfied. Then we can use (I3) with the substitution of ||¢; ., (k)| and &I, @) and ||v; () —xW)12 < |lv;(k) -
X2 < 2vj(k) —x*||2 + 25" = KO|2, [[v; (k) =x*|* < mawy_yjcpger Ivq(k) —x7|% and x* =02 <

x* — %W = max,) [|x* — x()]|2 to get

Solvilk+1) = x| < (1= p) Y [[vi(k) — x*|?
=1 j=1

+ 4pLay max |ATO || |B"® [2.00  max Z [[vq(k) — x*|?
() 7H<k<k,qev
+8p(1 — (o)) LPaf max A" ||| B"[|3 |, ax Z v (k) —x*|1?
(¢) e k:<lc,q€V
) (25)
+ g (max AT oo [ BT [lg.00 + 4(1 — 7o) )k L)pL Z max vy (k) - x|
(v) T k—H<k<kiqeV

+ axn(2 + 4(1 — o)) L)pL max [x* —x))2
L ek T

¢ pLmi [ A7 o [ B0 3 mie " 36700

Let us choose ap = ﬁ where @ > 0 and 6 € (0,1]. Let k4 be the iteration at which 0 < (1 — u) +
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|B7“<L>

+8p(1—(0)) Lo max,) [|A" |12 ] 3 .00 T8(1=(0)) 2D Ymaz L*+a (14+4(1—(0) )ar L)pL < 1 for the first

time. And let k4 > be the first iteration at which 4pLay max A7 [l oo [[B") [ 2,00 +8p(1—7(0) ) L? af max,y || A" |2, || B"®

2,00 T4(1 —(0))orL)pL < % + 1t — 1. Then one choice

OO||BT<L>

+8(1 = (0)) R PYmaz L* + vk (H(ISX |AT®
is by, = o, and an [ > 1 so that we can find a feasible k42 depending on the value of p.

Since max(,) [|x* — x(*)||? and max(, |x* — x*7[|? are fixed independent of k then (23) is similar to the
martingale inequality @ of Lemma |5| for k > k} where kj = max(ka1,ka2).

By the result of Lemma [5| we have for v, = > " ||v;(k) — x*||? that

> lvilk) = x* (12 < p5Vy" + bima (26)
=1

111

for k > ky + H+ 1 where py = p, V; = Vo, H = B and ky = k and kj = k* are as in the lemma, i.e.,
take k; = max(kj — 1, H) and where 14 = 1 > 0 as substituted from the inequality (23) by using the lemma.
Therefore, as k — oo we have >, [|vi(k) — x*||* — 0 since by — 0. That is, ||v;(k) — x*|| — 0 for all i € V.
Then in view of (SRDO-2) where x;(k + 1) = v;(k) — ax V) (v;(k)) + Rir, (k) and since R, (k) — 0
because ||v;(k) — x*|| = 0, ax — 0 and o, VW (v;(k)) — 0 since ay — 0 where V) (v;(k)) < G since
VIO (vi(k)) = VO (vi(k) =V O (xW) < L||vi(k)—x*||+L||x* —x®||, ||[x*—x)| = const. and v; (k) — x*.

Therefore, x;(k + 1) = v;(k) = x* as k — oo.

O
Corollary 3. If Theorem [I| holds then Proposition [1) 2] [3] also hold.
Proof. Premises of propositions are also satisfied from premise of Theorem [I] O
D. Martingale 1
Lemma 4. Assume the following inequality holds a.s. for all k > k¥,
Vgt1 S a1vg +agy  Mmax v 27

k—B<k<k
Vg, a1 and agy, are non-negative random variables where a1 + as, < 1 and {az 1} is a decreasing sequence.

Then if for p = (a1 + a27E)ﬁ where k > k* — 1 and k > B (i.e., we index from k = 0) we have
Vo < pE+B+1VO a.s. (28)

for1<n<B+1and
v < kao a.s. 29)

for all k >k + B + 1 where Vi > 0 as in proof and p as before.

Proof. See Appendix E for proof. O

1300
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E. Martingale 2

Lemma 5. Assume the following inequality holds a.s. for all k > k¥,

Vel < avg +azyx  max v+ asg (30)
k—B<k<k

Uk, @1, G2, and a3 are non-negative random variables where a1 + a2, < 1 and {a27k} is a decreasing sequence.

Then if for p = (a1 + agjc)B#ﬂ where k > k* — 1 and k > B (i.e., we index from k = 0), a; < 1 — p,

asj < (;I_ijy,—l—u—landag,k < b’“%n where bk:ﬁ' 1>1,0€(0,1] and n= 174173(1” we have
Vpn < PPFPHVY + b5 n as. 31)
for1<n<B+1and
ok < PVo by as. (32)

for all k > k + B + 1 where Vy > 0 as in proof and p and 1 as before.

Proof. See Appendix F for proof. O

V. CONVERGENCE RATE

In this subsection are going to find the expected convergence rate of SRDO under any scenario where the function
f to be minimized is a strongly convex formed of p functions f(*) that are strongly convex.

Then by elaborating upon Lemma [] for the case above we have

ok +1) = x [P < (1= p) Y lx;(k) — x71?
=1 =1

1
+ 6akn|l|7mawL maX ”X* — X(L)H2
+ 4a I mazl max v (B) — x*|12
1= . |lep/y k— Hffcék;qevu al ) I
| max lvg(k) — x| (33)
1= j=1 k—H<k<k;qeV
+78p1—'y L2a ' ' max v, (k) — x*||?
—-80(1 = %0) JZ:” o lva(k) =]
1
t1o Makn(l +4(1 — o)) L) AT [ o | )

since 33,y [[vi(k) —x*[1* < (1= p) 20y [er(k) — x|

Lemma 6. Let {d;} and {uy} be scalar sequences such that dj, < cdp_1 + ug—1 for all k > 1 and some scalar

€ (0,1). Then, limsup,,_, ., di < 7 limsup,,_, o, uy.
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But using Proposition [3| we have inequality (22)) for k > k3 in the form (30) is valid. Thus, using Lemma [5] we
get S0 |vi(k) — x*||2 < phVy" + brms where by, = s, ps and 73 (see Appendix G) for k > kz + H + 1.
Using Lemma [6] we get

Z ||Xj(k‘> _ X*||2 S GH‘IIP,YmaxL
j=1

o max ||x* — x(V)]|2
(1 —p) 0)

1
T 7(}]“”(1 + 4(]‘ - )akL”AT(L) ooHBT(L) |2oo)
u(l - p) © :
X DLIAT | BT 2,00 max " — X7 (34)
2
«
+ /,[,(17%(4})‘[/06153 HAT(L) OOHBT(L) 2,00 + 8p(1 _ ’7(0)).[/20[%3 HAT(L) io”BT(L) %700

+8(1— 7(0))a%3pvmawL2 + ar (14 4(1 = vy )arL)pL)ns

A. Convergence Rate for Strongly Convex Function with f)(x*) = f(x()) for all (1) under scenarios of
Division 1

The convergence rate of SRDO in minimizing strongly convex function f formed of p strongly convex functions
with f()(x*) = f()(x?) for all () under scenarios of Division 1 can be deduced by applying Proposition E] and is

E[Y fvi(k) —x*|*] <
i=1 (35)

_k
(1= p 4 4(1 = o) Lag, [[A" oo [B" ||2,00 (1 + 2Larg, [|A™ [|oo [ B" ||2,00) T Vo

for k >k, +H + 1.

VI. NUMERICAL SIMULATION

Our aim in the simulation is to verify the convergence of the proposed algorithm while showing its convergence
rate for different algorithm’s scenarios.

In this section, we restrict the optimization problem to the following unconstrained convex optimization problem
on a parameter server network

in |Gx —yl?, 36
arg min ||Gx —y/3 (36)

where the network contains n server nodes, GG is a random matrix of size M x N whose entries are independent

and identically distributed standard normal random variables, and
y = Gx, € RM (37)

has entries of x, that are identically independent random variables sampled from the uniform bounded random
distribution between —1 and 1. The solution x* of the optimization problem above is the least squares solution of
the overdetermined system y = Gx,, r, € RY. We demonstrate the performance of SRDO to solve the convex
optimization problem (), and match it with the calculated convergence rates.

Accordingly, the random measurement matrix G, the measurement data y, and the objective function f(x) :=

|Gx —y||3 in as follows: f(x)=Y" | fO(x) =Y | |Gix —yil3.
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In the simulations, without a loss of generality, we assume the number of workers’ partitions equals the number of
server nodes; i.e., p = n. We also require that we have one replica per partition and that the repartitioned parts have
the same size; i.e., the number of rows in G; and the lengths of vectors y;, 1 < i < n are the same, respectively
and obviously equal. Then we can partition the network around m worker nodes, where the number of workers per
replica of partition (¢), N, = () = const and s, = s(,) = const, the maximum number of allowed stragglers
per replica of partition (¢). We further require that 7o) is small (i.e., vy = 0.05) and = () = %(1 —%Y(0))» that is
all partitions are connected to a server at the pull step with the same probability and the probability of disconnection
of a server from all partitions at each pull step is relatively small.

For each simulation, we ran the experiment 100 times and average the results. Thus, we present the simulation
for 100 samples of parameter server networks of p = 5 equal sized partitions (¢), with unanimous N, =Ny =3,
Sry = 8@ =land ni) =5, s, =2forl< (1) < p, respectively (i.e., m(,) = 300 and 500 where 1 < () < p,
and M = 1500 and 2500 and m = 100, N = 100, respectively). Here, m stands for the number of rows in a
partition sub-partition, which is assumed equal all over the network and m,) is the number of rows used by partition
(¢). That is, m corresponds to the functions f;(‘), where A corresponds to repartition 1 < A < n,, in an arbitrary
replica r(,) of partition (). Each worker node finds its local coded gradient through a combination of uncoded
local gradients computed through local optimization problems of overdetermined linear systems of equations. That
is, for partition (1) where n(,) = 3, each worker takes a total of rows which is at least m to calculate its coded
gradient according to the used coding scheme in [26].

1

The stepsizes ay, are chosen such that ay = 757 where a > 0 and 0 € (0, 1].

[I%i (k) —%o |2
Ixo0ll2

lI¢: (k) =%(F) |2

We define the absolute error AE := maxj<i<n ERP

and consensus error CE := maxi<i<n

which are used to measure the performance of SRDO.

Moreover, in this simulation we have used a fixed coding scheme in each experiment. We could have adapted other
coding schemes that can be adjusted to improve the convergence rate as the performance of SRDO is dependent
on the used coding scheme. To that end, we can effectively improve the performance of our algorithm by adjusting
the coding scheme in a manner dependent on the factors that govern this performance such as independence and
probability of stragglers, partitions’ connections’ probabilities, full disconnection probability, prioritization of stale
gradients, the delay uniform bound H of the allowed delayed coded, respectively uncoded gradients used in the
gradient computation schemes. If done efficiently, by the use of a learning algorithm for example we can aim to
outperform the Centralized-SGD.

For our chosen coding scheme, we compare SRDO in gradient computation scenario 1 to Centralized—SGD with
full connection in Fig [3] We see that both have almost the same performance, this is due to the fact that they both
compute the full batch inexact gradient although SRDO is mitigating the effect of an allowed number of stragglers.

That is, Centralized-SGD has an equivalent estimate of the gradient at the expense of a higher communication cost.
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---SRDO Absolute error

o SRDO Consensus error

\ SRDO Consecutive error
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Fig. 3. Allowed number of stragglers connection for SRDO algorithm network (n(,) =5, s(,) = 2) with == and Centralized-SGD

1
(k+300)0-55
with full connection and no stragglers (n(,) = 5, s(,) = 0), for M = 2500, N = 100.

A lower bound on the convergence rate performance of SRDO is in scenario 2 which converges slower than
Centralized-SGD (with no failures) as shown in Fig. f]

We apprehend that if H > 0 then the behavior of SRDO in scenario 2 would be much worse than SRDO
scenario 2 with H = 0 since the partial inexact gradient computed in the first is of delayed evaluations.

Meanwhile, SRDO in scenario 3 would perform better than SRDO in scenario 2 since the stale delayed gradients
are added in an attempt to allow the servers to form an overall inexact gradient and thus its performance might match
that of Centralized-SGD with no failures depending on the used coding scheme and the adequate stepsize calibration
as we are going to discuss later in Subsection [VI-A] Although SRDO in Scenario 3 has better convergence rate
than Centralized-SGD with the same type of failures depending on the value of the delay uniform bound H, where
smaller H favors a better performance, and this is due to the leverage allowed by the utilized coding scheme.

The above analysis is clearly seen in Fig. 5] [f] and [7] where an increase in H degrades the convergence rate and it
is up to the stepsize calibration, as we are going to show later in Subsection to provide suitable performance

accomodation
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Fig. 4. More than the allowed number of stragglers connection for SRDO algorithm network (n(,y = 5, s,y = 3) where H = 20 for

ap = W using gradient computation scenario 2 and Centralized-SGD with full connection and no stragglers (n(,y = 5, s(,) = 0),
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Fig. 5. More than the allowed number of stragglers connection for SRDO algorithm network (n(,) = 3, s(,) = 2) where H = 5 for

g W using gradient computation scenario 3 and Centralized-SGD with same type of failures (n(,) = 3, s(,) = 2), for

M = 1500, N = 100.
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Fig. 6. More than the allowed number of stragglers connection for SRDO algorithm network (n(,) = 3, s(,) = 2) where H = 10 for

o = W using gradient computation scenario 3 and Centralized-SGD with same type of failures (n(,) = 3, s(,) = 2), for

M = 1500, N = 100.
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Fig. 7. More than the allowed number of stragglers connection for SRDO algorithm network (n(,) = 3, s(,) = 2) where H = 20 for
ap = W using gradient computation scenario 3 and Centralized-SGD with same type of failures (n(,) = 3, s(,) = 2), for
M = 1500, N = 100.

A. Discussion relative to stepsize and delay uniform bound

The convergence can be faster or slower depending on the condition number of the coded matrices in relation
to the uncoded matrices at each node; i.e., this is related to the respective Lipschitz constants. The fluctuation

of the average consensus error for the SRDO has a larger variation, while the proposed algorithm corresponding
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absolute error behaves more smoothly. We can conceive from the simulations that SRDO has faster convergence for
a smaller exponent 6 € (0, 1], which confirms its convergence rate estimate in Section |[V| However, the simulations
also indicate that decreasing more the exponent § moves SRDO into the divergence phase, which could be directly
related to the complexity of the network.

It is worth noting that we can adequately calibrate this convergence/divergence trade-off by increasing the value of
a in our illustrated examples for a fixed exponent 6. We can see that for a fixed value of H, the delay uniform bound,
and a fixed condition number, i.e., fixed Lipschitz constant,(more specifically for a fixed matrix G;), a considerable
decrease in the exponent 6 (i.e., the increase in the stepsize) allows the algorithm to enter the divergence instability
region. Then an increase in 6 (i.e., a decrease in the stepsize) will make it converge the fastest where then any other
increase in 6 (i.e., other decrease in the stepsize) will ultimately degrade the algorithm to a slower convergence.
Similarly, if we fix H and the stepsize, the behavior of the convergence of the algorithm relative to the change in
the condition number is the same as that relative to the stepsize in the previous scenario. Moreover, we see that
when H increases, and the allowed number of stragglers of the same instant connection becomes less frequent,
then the convergence under the same stepsize and fixed coding matrices is replaced by an anticipated divergence.
Then, for that H, we can reenter the convergence region of the algorithm by increasing the exponent 6 for a fixed
optimization problem. Convergence is also achieved for problems with matrices of higher condition numbers when
the stepsize and H are fixed.

For scenario 3 of SRDO, we can also see in Fig. [5|that the value of § = 0.35 allowed a comparable convergence
rate of the SRDO for H =5 as that of the Centralized-SGD algorithm with same type of failures. In Figs. [6] and
we realize that the lower value of # = 0.35 is not permissible, because the SRDO algorithm will considerably
enter the instability region, while a higher value of 8 = 0.55 favors a better convergence rate for H = 10, and the
highest value of §# = 0.75 a better convergence rate for H = 20. And this better convergence rate is relative to
Centralized-SGD with the same type of failures although the overall performance here of the first is much degraded
relative to the latter. We could have also acquired a better convergence rate for = 10 and H = 20 relative to
Centralized-SGD with same type of failures or even no failures if we adequately calibrated 6 (i.e., increase 6) so
that the algorithm is the fast convergence region as described at the beginning of this subsection. Moreover, as we
mentioned earlier, in the simulation we have used a definite coding scheme introduced in [26] using the encoding
algorithm [3] and decoding algorithm [2] described in Subsection We could have adapted other coding schemes

that can be adjusted to improve the convergence rate.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have considered in this paper a parameter server network algorithm, SRDO, for minimizing a convex function
that consists of a number of component functions. The parameter server updates estimates synchronously with the
possibility of asynchronous use of computed gradients’ evaluations and straggler workers mitigation. Computed
gradients can be of a delayed time with uniform bound on that delay and no other statistical assumptions. We
restricted the simulation for the case of a quadratic function which corresponds to solving an overdetermined system

of linear equations. A convergence proof for this algorithm in its general form (not necessarily a quadratic function)
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was provided in the case of network topologies where the number of stragglers is under the allowed threshold and
when the number of stragglers exceeding the quantity allowed. In Section |V| we describe the convergence rates.
Furthermore, the simulation showed optimistic results for the algorithm convergence rate. The metrics matched
the centralized gradient descent method metrics with the bonus of robustness to an allowed number of stragglers.
Furthermore, we analytically showed that the convergence rate can be considerably enhanced through applying an

adequate coding scheme as shown from the dependency of the convergence rate on the coding matrices.

VIII. APPENDIX
A. Evaluation of Y7, Ry, (k)|

Then by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have
HRJ}T(L) (k)” < O‘k”

VA (velk — Ak(g,w, (), k) — VA (vilk d
om0l IV (gl = Ak, 1) = VA (vilk)] an
IRjr, (B)II* < o [ATO 5B @13 o
X VAY (volk — Ak(q,w,7(,), VAY 2
onocatix VA (ol = Ak wro,8) = VAU i)
For scenario 1 and 3 of Division 1, we have the contribution relative to each w € Iy, of (V fr< "(vg(k —

Ak(q,w, 7y, k) — V£ (vi(k))) satisfying the inequality
IVA (valk = Ak(g, w7, k) = VA (vi(R))| <
IVA (valk = Ak(g, w70, k) = VA @)+ IVAY (vi(k) = VA (@) <
L|vy(k — Ak(q,w,rqy, k) — 2% + L||vi(k) — 2"

where we used the Lipschitz assumption on the gradients for the last inequality. Thus, we have

max IVA (Va(k = Ak(g, w7, k) = VLY (vilk))| <

X, 0<Ak(q,w,r(,y,k)<H,qeV

max (VA (va(k = Ak(g, w0y, k) = VLY (@)

X 0<Ak(q,w,r(,y,k)<H,qeV
+HIVAY (vilk) = VAY (@)]) <

L k— Ak k) —a*|| + L||vi(k) — ™).
oroeak M o (EVa(k = Sk, B) =]+ Llvilh) =)

But we have

max vy(k — Ak(q,w,r(,), k) — 2| < max v, (k) — z*
oM V= Ak g F) = < g () o] G8)

where ¢ € {1,...,q}.

max vi(k) —z"|| < max vy (k) — 2*
o ) =Tl S max [vf) -] )
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where ¢ € {1,...,q}.

Then we have for scenario 1 and 3

VI (v, (k — Ak(q, VY (v, <
A,OSM(%“{{;?;MSHMEV|| N (Vg (q,w, ), k) = VY (vi(k)]| <

2L max [vq (k) —z*|.

k—H<k<k,qeV

Therefore, for scenario 1 and 3 we have

(2L max |lvy(k) — ")

IR, ()] < o 1
k—H<k<k,qeV

ool

And squaring both sides and using 2ab < a? + b, we have

wo(AL?  max vy(k) — 2|

IR, (R)I* < )
k—H<k<k,qeV

For scenario 2, we have the contribution relative to each w € I'fit, r(,) (), © (Vfr“) (vo(k—Ak(gq,w, 7y, k))—
V£ (vi(k))) satisfying the inequality

IVAY (valk = Ak(g,w, 7, k) = VS (vi(k)]| <
IVAY (valk = Ak(q,w, 7, k) = VA @)+ [IVAY (vilk) = VA (@) <
L|vy(k — Ak(q,w, 7y, k) — % + L||vi(k) — 2"
And the contribution relative to each w € I'git ., I'ir(,,
of (Vfr( "(vg(k — Ak(q,w,r(,), k) — Vfr( '(vi(k))) satisfying the inequality
IVAY (volk = Ak(g,w, 7, k) = VI (vi(k)]| =
IVAY (Vi) < VY (vilk) = VAR )+ VA (@) <

Llvi(k) = x| + Llx" —x

where we used the Lipschitz assumption and V f, (L)( ATw) = 0 in the last inequality.

Thus, we have for scenario 2

||vf;(b)(vq(k_Ak(Q7waT(L)7 )) vfr()( 1( ))H <

max
X,0<Ak(g,w,r(,y,k)<H,q

maX(A,OgAk(glﬁ)ﬁ(L),k)gH(anq(k - Ak(vavr(L)a k) -z ||

L||vi(k) — z*|), L|lvi(k) — x*|| + L||x* —
PO =), (L) =+~ x

)

Therefore, for scenario 2 in Division 1, that is, where Condition 4.1 is satisfied we have
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() B oW (e <
)\,OSAk(qI,?U?;sz),k)SH,q||Vf/\ (Vq(k Ak(vaaT(L)7k)) Vf)\ (Vz(k))H =

InaX(A,OgAk(ZI}I?,):(L),k)gH(L”Vq(k — Ak(q,w, 7y, k) — x*||

+ L|vi(k) = 2"[)), (LlIvi(k) = x*|| + Lljx* = %7

)

max
X, 0<Ak(q,w,r () k) <H

<max(2L max  [vg(R) =", 20 max  |vg(k) — 2|
k—H<k<k,q k—H<k<k,q

2L max  [vy(k) - a7,
k—H<k<k,qeV

where we used (38) and (39) in the second inequality.

Therefore, for scenario 2 in Division 2, that is, where Condition 6 is not satisfied we have

IV (Va(k = Ak(g, w70y, k) = VA (Vi(R))|| <

max
X 0<Ak(q,w,r(,y,k)<H,q

L k— Ak k) — «*
max(| o omax o (LIg(k— Ak(g, v, k)~ 7|

L|jvi(k) — x* L|jvi(k) — x*|| + L||x* — xM"©)
FLIiR) =), max (L) = =)
Smax(2L  max  |[vg(k) —a*|, L max |[lvg(k) — 7|+ Llx* — x*"0])
k—H<k<k,q k—H<k<k,q
<2L  max |vy(k) — 2*|| + L max ||x* — x|
k—H<k<k,q A

where we used (39) in the second inequality.

Then for scenarios included in Division 1 we have

2oL max [vy(k) —a”|)
k—H<k<k,qeV

oo HBT(L)

IR, (B < o max |A"®

And squaring both sides and using 2ab < a? + b?> we have

B3 (4L max |vg(k) = a"|?)

2,00 X
k—H<k<k,qeV

HRJ’,m) (k>||2 < 0‘% H(lgx A"

For scenarios in Division 2, that is, Scenario 2 where Condition 4.1 is not satisfied, we have

I HBT(")

2,00

IR, (K)[| < o max A"

X (2L  max ||vq(I%) — 2*|| + Lmax ||x* — x*"@|)
k—H<k<k (¢):A
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And squaring both sides and using 2ab < a? + b2, we have

IR;

am)(k)HQ <o H(I?)X A" |2 IB @ gm
x (4L% max ||vq(fg) — 2" + 2L2 max ||x* — x>
k—H<k<k (A

%)

And we can get the upper bounds for [|¢; ., (k)| and [[€;r,, (k)||? for both divisions by substituting €y (k) =
Q%HRM(,,) (k)||, respectively. For all scenarios irrespective of which part they belong, we can upper bound by the

bound which is a maximum for both parts, that is the bound of Division 2, so we have
IR, (B)] < o max [A" [0 [[B"|2,00
L

x (2L  max ||Vq(i€) — 2*|| + Lmax ||x* — x*"@||)
k—H<k<k (¢)sA

And squaring both sides and using 2ab < a? + b2, we have

IRj ., (B)I” < of max JATO (|2, [BT®|[3

x (4L* max ||Vq(i€) — 2*|| 4+ 2L% max ||x* — xV"0||?)
k—H<k<k ()2

And then
D e (B) | < maas [ AT oo [B 1.0
— L
e : (40)
x (2L  max vo(k) — 2*|| + nL max || x* — x™"®
oL, e 37 vl =7+ ko] )
And squaring both sides and using 2ab < a? + b2, we have
Dl (B < mac| AT 2, BT B o
= (41)

n

4L2 ]% ok 2 L2 * A,T(L)
XL max 3 vh) = o]+ 2n a0 )

k—H<k<k <
=F=F =1
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B. Proof of Lemma 1

n

Iva(k +1) —x*[|* < Z (k + D)ol (k + 1) — x|

[W(k+ 1]l Z Vv (k) = arvf" (Vi ()] + v0yvi(k) —x*||?
(1)=1

(W (k + Dl jllvi(k) — an Z v - x"|?
(1)=1

Wk D)1 v (B) — %12 = 200 3 ) (VT (v (), v, (k) — x°)
(v)=1

NE

<

<.
Il
—

NE

<.
Il
—

NE

<.
Il
—

+ o Z ’Y()Vf v (k))[1?]
(1)=1

< DWW+ Dliglllvy (k) = X7 + 205 ) 0 (VY (v (k) x" = v;(k))
Jj=1 (v)=1

p
+ 2ay, Z V) <€j,r(b) (k)a Vj(k) - X*>

(=1
ral ()Z (TS 09) — e (DI)
< i{W(k F DIl () — 7 + 20 ()il A VO 5 (B), % = vy ()
=
+20, )Z e (9w, () — x7)
(= 20) 32 AT 0) e BI?

(1)=1
where the first inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality and convexity of ||z — b||? and where we used Jensen’s
inequality for the last inequality. Then summing from ¢ = 1 to n and knowing that the sum of each column is less

than or equal to 1 — p then the lemma follows.
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C. Proof of Lemma 2

Having Lemma 1 then we have

Slvilk+1) =x* 2 < (1= p) > [lv;(k) = x*||?
=1 j=1
n p
+20‘kz Z V)€ X*) +2(1 = v0)a2 > D v llejrg, (0112
i=1()=1 J=1 (=1
n p
205 Y Y (VO (vi(R)), x* = v;(k))

J=1(1)=1

0023 ST 4 IVFO (v;(k))|1?

J=1()=1

But
(VO (v k), x*=v; (k) = —(Vf O (v (k)), v;(k) —x")
(VO (v;(k)) = VIO (x*), vj(k) = x)
Notice that in the second equality we used x* to be a minimizer of f(*) that is V() (x*) = 0 since f()(x*) =

F@(x®) for all (1). While

(42)

V() = VIO XT) = @y, h) o0 1V (k) = x| T (43)
where ||| =1 and 0 < o, (k),e+ < L, and
vi(k) = x" = |[v; (k) — x| 7 (44

where ||7|| = 1. Using what preceded we have the expression in [@2) equal to

(VO (v 8)), 5 =, () = —(9 £ (v;(1) = V7O (), v (0) = x°)
vi(k) x|, 7)

o (k),z*

But since <7, 7) > 0 due to the monotonicity of the gradient we have 0 < by, (x),o+ = <7, 7) < 1. Then

(VIO (v k), x" = v (k) = —ay, (5),0-

v (k) = X*|*by, (40" (45)

where 0 < by, (r),0+ < 1.
Similarly,
IVFO v (k)1 = (VW (vi(k) = VIO ("), VO (v (k) = VO (x))
vi(k) = x* |2, W) = af gy e V5 (R) = 7|12

(46)

_ 2
= Qy; (k),a



Then substituting @3)) and @6) in @7) we have

an (k1) — x| < vaj ) x|
+2akz Z 'Y(L)<€j7T(L)(k)vvj —-x7)

=1 (1)=1
n P
2(1 =)k Z Z Y llegre, (O
=1 (=1
n p
=208 > D U000 (o, 1.0
=1 ()=1

= (1 = 50)) Wk, 1),z ) IV (k) — x|
IX. PROOF OF LEMMA 3

From Lemma 1, we have

lew (k+1) —x*|* < ZHVJ - x|

=1
n p
+ 20 Z Z V() <€jﬂ“(L) (k), Vi— x")
J=1()=1
n p
2(1 - ’Y(O) A Z Z Y L)Hej,T‘( ) ||2
Jj=1()=1
+ 2%2 Z Y (VO (v (k), X" = v; (k)
+2akZ Z Y (VI (v5(k)), " = v ()

L)ert

21 = y0)er Y Y Y lIVFD (v, (k)12

j=1(1)=1

But for () € I we have f®)(x()) < f&)(x*) and for (1) € I we have f®)(x*) = f()(x(

31

47

(48)

)}, then the above
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inequality becomes

STivilk+1) = x| < (1= ) > [lvy (k) — x|
=1 Jj=1
n p

+ 20 Z Z V) €Girey (K); v = x7)

J=1()=1

n p
0)2% Y Y vl B)I1?
J=1()=1

+ 2ay, Z D (VO (v, (k) x* = x = x — (k)

Jj=1 (eI
+2akz Y (VY (vik))x = v;(k))

Jj=1 (eIt

n

aizz oIV (vy(R)?

Notice that in the fifth term of RHS we used the strong convexity of f(*)(z) for (1) € I®. That is, since f()(2*) =
FOz®) for (1) € I and f()(z) strongly convex for (1) € I® we have a unique minimizer and therefore z* = z()
on I¢,

Then the above becomes

n

DoIvilk+1) =x7|P < (1) Y llvyk) — x|
=1

J=1

n p
+ QOék Z Z fY(L) <6j7’r‘(b) (k)7 V] - X*>

J=1(1)=1

nop
_70))aiz Z V) |€j T(n ”2

j=1()=1

205 Y ) (VD (v(k), x* —x)

j=1 (eIl

+2a5 ) > A (VY (vi(k), x = v;(k))

i=1(1)=1
nop
)i Y Y 1wV v, (k)P
J=1 ()=
Meanwhile, (V £©)(v; (k)), x" — x9) < (V£ (v; (k)), x" — v; (k)
+ (VO (v;(k)), v (k) —x“)). And
(VO (v k), x* = v (k) < fO(x7) = f(v;(k))
< FOG) - O =)
since x(*) is the minimizer of f()(z). But f)(x*) — f)(x)) < (VW (x*) — V) (x)), x* — x()) where we
used V) (x(*)) = 0 in the inequality.

—

(49)

—

(50)
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Let x* —x(*) = || x* —x(®)|| 7" where ||7''|| = 1. Using what preceded we have the expression in (50) less than

or equal to
(VSO (v k), x* = v;(k)) < fO(x") = fO(v;(k))

< fOT) = )

(51)
< <Vf(L)(x*) _ Vf(L)(x(L)),x* _ X(L)>
= Qe IX* — x|, V)
But since (7, 7'') > 0 due to the monotonicity of the gradient we have 0 < (@', 7'') < 1. While
VIO (x*) = VO (x) = age ) [x* = x| 7 (52)
where ||| =1 and 0 < Az, () < L. Then
PO = D) < (VO ) = VO ), x" = x)
= Q= (L)HX* — X(L)H2bm*’u)
where 0 < b« () < 1.
Similarly, we also have
(VIO v () = VIO (), v (k) = %)
(53)

= au, (k). 01V (]) = Xy, 1))
From what have preceded we have (Vf(b) (v;(k)),x* fx(L)> < g ()= (1) [|x* —x(®) ||2+avj(k)7(L)bvj(k)7(L) l|v;(k)—
x()||2. Using this upper bound on the fourth term of RHS of [@9) then (#9) becomes

Do vilk+1) = x| < (1= p) Y llvy(k) — <77
j=1

=1

n p
+ 20y, Z Z V() <€j,r(L) (k)7 Vi — X*>

i=1()=1

n p
+ 2(1 - ’V(O))Oéi Z Z (O HEJIT(L) (k)”2

j=1()=1

+ 20, Z Z ’Y(L)aw*,(L)bx*,(L)HX* - X(L)”2
J=1 (v)el
n
+ 2ay, Z Z V() o, (k) ()b (), () 1V (B) — xW|12
J=1()erl

20> > Y (VO (k) xY = (k)
=1 (=1

p

+2(1 = o) > > vV vik)?
=1 (

)=1
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But
(V5O (g )= (R)) = ~(V 5 (g ), w5 (k) — <) s
= (VO (s (8) = VIO (=), v () — <)
Notice that in the second equality we used V£ (x()) = 0 since f)(x*) = f)(x)) for all (). While
-
VI (vi(k) = VIO X)) = a, ) o0 llvi(k) — x| d (55)
=
where || @[ =1 and 0 < a, (). < L, and
_>
vj(k) = x = |lv;(k) = x| ¢ (56)
%
where || 0 || = 1. Using what preceded we have the expression in (54) equal to
(VO (v k), x =v(k)) = —(VF(v;(k)) = VI (), v (k) = x)
- =
= Ty (k),z® IV (k) - X(L) ||2< u,v >
But since <_ﬁ>, _17>> > 0 due to the monotonicity of the gradient we have 0 < b, () (1 = <_11>, 7) < 1. Then
(VFO v (k)% = v(k)) = =ay, (k) 20 V5 (k) = xO12by 1) o 57
where 0 < by, () 20 < 1.
Similarly,
IVFO v (R)P = (V£ (v; () = VO (), VO v (k) = VFO(x)) -
2/ .
— 2 a3 (B) = X7, T = a2 o Vs (8) — X
Let
£ = argmaz o ||x* —xW|? (59)
and
) = argmaz,. ||v;(k) — xV|? (60)
Then using the above two equalities and (37) and (38) we get the result.
A. Martingale 1
Proof of Lemma 4:
Assume the following inequality holds a.s. for all £ > k*
Vkt+1 < a1V + a2  Max g (61)

k—B<k<k
where the variables are as defined in hypothesis.
We can list any consecutive B + 1 terms in an increasing order. Let us say we choose B + 1 consecutive instants

. . . 7 T 1
terms v, beginning from instant kg = k — B until k. Take p = (a1 + ay ;)BT then v! < v? < ... < oBH!
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where v! = vy such that ¢(I) is a bijective mapping from [1, B + 1] — [k — B, k]. Then we can bound each
vt < pBHI=mY, where 1 < i < B+1 and Vy = max Z—i, i.e., p<1land p" < p.And m is an arbitrary constant
such that m € Z*. Let us choose k > k* — 1 where k > B (i.e.,if we index from k& = 0). For a neat final result
we choose m = k, that is, v’ = vy(,) < pBTIHRY e, vl < pFTBV, L oBTL < RV

For v, we have
vp < PP (62)

where 0 < | < B since the terms vy, at instants from ko = k — B till k can be put as defined earlier and vz can
be any term in that order.

Take k + 1 > k*.

First since a1 + ay 5 < 1 and a1 + agx < a1 + ay; for k > k.

then we have 1 < (aq + a27,-€)_BL;1 and 1 < (aq + ag,k)_BL;1 which implies for k > k that

ar +azrp " = a1 + agp(ag + ag,,;)_ﬁ%1
<aq(a; + agjc)_BL*l + ag k(a1 + ag,;;)_%“

= (a1 + azx)(a1 +ay ) B
1
< (a1 +ayE)B T =p
That is
artazpp B <p (63)

N.B. We aim to find the tightest upper bound for each case and the bound that holds for all cases, i.e., that takes

into consideration the worst case possibility.

For Base case k + 1 > k* we have v < p"TB~1V; where 0 <1< B and max vy, < p*Vo, then
f—B<k<k

V1 S a1vp +agp  max v < a1 pF B, + agjgpk'Vo
k—B<k<k
k+B—i—(B—I k 2
< arp"PEEIIV, ag 1" Vo = (a1 + ag1)0" Vo

< pE+B+1V0 a.s.

For k + 2 we can have max v, < pEHVO or max v < pf“‘/b if the maximum which is

- k+1—B<k<k+1 k+1-B<k<k+1 -
< pFVp is in vz_p or not, respectively. Similarly with case k + 2 included and for k + 1 + n where 1 <

n < B we can have max v < pk“Vo for each 0 < 7 < n. And for each of these cases the set
k4+n—B<k<k+n _ _ _
{VE_ B, VE_B41s- -+ Vs—Bins1} contains terms that are {p*Vy, pT1Vy, ..., pF =1V} for each 0 < i < n.
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k+B+1 a5 we have proved. For induction case (i.e., we have

For base case k = k + 1 we have vy, < Vop

Vg, < VopEJFB *land  max v < p’;“VO as mentioned in the previous paragraph) k = k + 2 until
- k+n—B<k<k+n

k=k+B+1wehave B+1—14 >0 since 0 <i <n < B. Then for this induction case where 1 < n < B and

Vka14n < a1V, + a3 fitn max v,

k+n—B<k<k+n

< a1pF BTV, 4 a, ¢ ktiy
S ayp 0 2,k+nP 0 (64)

/5+B+1—(B+1—i)v

i
<ap 0+ a2 fynp Vo

= (a1 + a27,;+n)pk+iVo < pPHBFIFIYL almost surely.

But the most relaxed bound that takes into consideration all cases 0 < i < n for each n is v, < V()p’;“g+1

and  max v < PV}, as mentioned in the previous paragraph.
k+n—B<k<k+n

Thus, for k = k + 1 until K = k + B + 1 we have vj, < VopF™B+1 which is in turn used in the induction step of
(64) and is the subsequent result.

For base case k = k + B + 2 we have vg, 5, < p"TP+17} and max v;, < pFHBHIV, then
k+1<k<k+B+1

Vi+B+2 S Q1VEypi1 T Ao fppyr . Max U},
F+1<k<k+B+1

E+B+1VO IE+B+1—BVO

< arp +as 1P

E+B+1‘/O

P)p

= (a1 +ayhypr1P

< p]_”'B'*'QVb a.s.

For induction case k =k + B+ 2+n where 1 <n < B+ 1, that is, from k =k + B+ 3 until k = k + 2B + 2

(i.e., we have vj g 1 < pF BT LY that is, v < p*Vp and max vy, < PP BT1V) we have
k+n+1<k<k+B+n+1
B+1—n>0since 1 <n < B+ 1. Thus, for 1 <n < B we have

VitB424n = QVk4Bint1 T 92 it B4nt1 _ max P
k4+n+1<k<k+B+n+1
k+B+n+1 _ k+B+1—(B—n 65
<arp Vo o 1P By, (©5)
_ B —B\ k+B4n+1 k+B4+n+2
= (a1 + 2 4 Bng1P )P Vo<p Vo as.

and max vy < MBIV, with vy, < PRV,
k+n+1<k<k+B+n+1

(.e., Vippynt1 < pFHBHHLY0) (o be used inductively in the induction step of (63) giving the latter term as the
final result. N.B. Notice in the second inequality of (]7_'1'[) that n < B and n > 1, that is B > 1 since for B = 0 we
have n = 0 and we have only the base case, no induction case for this step. Therefore, from k = k + B + 2 until
k =k + 2B+ 2 we have v, < pFVj.

For k > k-+2B+3 we have for base case k = k+2B+3 that vg, o5 » < pF25+2V and max v;, <

k+B42<k<k+2B+2

pE+B+2Vb Ge., vp < kaO and max v < pk*BVO) and for induction case k > k + 2B + 4, we also have
k—B<k<k
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vg < p*Voand  max vy < p" BV, therefore, we can join both cases in one inequality
k—B<k<k

Vps1 < a1V +asy  max v < aip Vo + az e PV
k—B<k<k (66)

-B 1
= (a1 + azep” P)p" Vo < PV aus.
and max vy < pF BV and v, < PRV (e, vpgr < pFTVG) to be used inductively in (66) induction step and
k—B<k<k

the latter term as the final result.

Therefore, the lemma follows.

B. Martingale 2

Proof of Lemma 5:

Assume the following inequality holds a.s. for all £ > k*

Vg1 < a1V + a2 Mmax  vg +asyg (67)
k—B<k<k

where the variables are as defined in hypothesis.

We can list any consecutive B 4 1 terms in an increasing order. Let us say we choose B + 1 consecutive instants
terms vy beginning from instant ky = k — B until k. Take p = (a1 + 6127,;)13#+1 then v! < 0% < ... < oBHL
where v! = vy such that ¢(I) is a bijective mapping from [1, B + 1] — [k — B, k]. Then we can bound each
vt < pBFI=+mY where 1 <4 < B+ 1 and Vj = max Z—:, ie., p < 1and p" < p and 7 as in hypothesis. And m
is an arbitrary constant such that m € Z*. Let us choose k > k* — 1 where k > B (i.e.,if we index from k = 0).
For a neat final result we choose m = k, that is, v* = vg(,) < pBH= RV e, vl < pFTBY, L 0BT < R,

For v, we have
vp < PP (68)

where 0 < | < B since the terms vy, at instants from ko = k — B till k can be put as defined earlier and vz can
be any term in that order.
Take k + 1 > k*.
First since a1 + ay 5 < 1 and a1 + agx < a1 + ay; for k > k.
then we have 1 < (aq + a27,—€)_13ii1 and 1 < (aq + ag,k)_BL+1 which implies for k > k that
_B __B_
ar +agkp” 7 = a1 +azk(ar +ag ) B
__B_ __B_
<aq(a; + agjg) BT + a2,k:((l1 + agjc) B+l
__B_
= (a1 + az)(a1 +ag )" PH1
1
< (a1 +ayE)T T =p

That is

a1+a2,kpiB <p (69)
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N.B. We aim to find the tightest upper bound for each case and the bound that holds for all cases, i.e., that takes
into consideration the worst case possibility.

For Base case k + 1 > k* we have v < prB’lVO +n where 0 </ < Band max v < pEVO + 7, then
k—B<k<k

Vg1 S @10 +agf  max v +asg
" k—B<k<k

< a1 PG + ag 5o Vo + ag g

< aypF BBy, GQ,EPEVO +asj

(a1 + ay 1) p" Vo + bpyan < PPV + b m as.

For k+2 we canhave  max vy <p"™'Wo+bymor  max vy < p"Vy+bj,qn if the maximum
F+1-B<k<k+1 F+1-B<k<k+1

which is < p’iC Vo +bg, 17 is in vg_p or not, respectively. Similarly with case k+2 included and for k+1+n where

1 < n < B we can have max v < p’;“Vo—i-b,;Hn for each 0 < ¢ < n. And for each of these cases the set
k4+n—B<k<k+n ~ ~ ~
{Vh_ B+ Vi B41s- - -+ Vi pans1 ) contains terms that are {p*Vo + by 1m, p" Vo + bpym, ..., pF TV + b yan}

for each 0 < i < n.
For base case k = k + 1 we have Vpy1 < %pE+B“ + b 1m as we have proved. For induction case (i.e., we
have v, <V pf”B by +n7 and max vg, < pEHVO + by 1 as mentioned in the previous paragraph)

_ _ E-l—n—BSl%STH—n
k=k+2untilk=k+B+1wehave B+1—17>0since 0 <i<n < B. Then for 1 <n < B we have

Vigign S 010fqn + Ao fyr max Uy t+a3pi,
E+n—B<k<k+n

FtB1 i
< arp"™ PV + ag kT Vo + arbi i + ag fpn bpean

+ a3 p1n
< alpE+B+1—(B+1—i)VO + a2,l}+np]_€+i‘/b + arbyy o1
+ ag iy bri1M + A3 fpn
= (a1 + a2,E+n)PE+iVO + arbp i+ a2 fynbrpan + a3 pin

k+B+1+i
<p HEHTY, + aybg .+ az,%+nb15+177 + a3 fyn
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+ b’“f"“n
< pE+B+1+z‘VO + (1 — ) (bggp — bpp1)n + (Bbl_i:;)gﬁ + bl%+ln+1n
SPE+B+1+i%+ (1- %) 1+ n

(B+2)%(k+1+a)
1-9) n
(Br2)E+1+a)f ! iktntlta)
1-7)
(n+2)(k+1+a)?" l(k+n+1+a)
(1-17) N 1
(nk+n+nat2k+2+2a)°"  ik+tntlta)
(1-17) 1
(l%+n+1+a)077 I(k+n+1+a)?

I(k+n+1+a)’

< pEJrBJrlJriVO +

n (70)

< pk+B+1+iV +

n+ n

< pE+B+1+i% +

< pE+B+1+z‘VO +

n

S pE+B+1+iVO+bE+n+1n

Notice for induction case we have n > 1 then B > n > 1 so for induction case to exist B > 1 however the

base case can exist for any B > 0. Then we choose the values of a, j accordingly, or to be consistent we take the

maximum of the bounds, but we choose the first alternative which depends on whether an induction step is needed

or not according to the value of B. But the most relaxed bound that takes into consideration all cases 0 < ¢ < n for

each n is v5_ 1., < VopF™ B+ +bg,, qn and max vi, < p*tiVy + by1m as mentioned in the previous

I§+7L—B§E§I§+n

Thus, for k = k + 1 until ¥k = k 4+ B + 1 we have vy < VOpIHB+1 + bgm which is in turn used in the induction

step of (70) and is the subsequent result.

For base case k = k-+B+2 we have vg, 5, < pFBH1Vy+b, 5 qmand max v, < pPPEBTIV b

k4+1<k<k+B+1
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Vi+B+2 S Q1VEyp41 T Ao fypyr . Max Vg T a3 k+B+1

k+1<k<k+B+1

E+B+1‘/O E+B+1_B%

< aip +as p1B1P

+a1bpi 1N+ g kB bi1M T A3 k4B

B)pk+B+1‘/()

= (a1 + a9 fypr1p”
+a1bpi g+ g fy g1 b + a3 kB

k+B+2 _ _ _ _
<p Vo + a1bpy g1 + g kg 410k + a3 51541

1
— 1 b7
Spk+3+2vo+(1_ﬂ)b,5+3+177+(ﬁnLu—l)bmmjL%n
1
— 1 b7
Spk+B+2VO++(17M)(bE+B+1n—bE+1)+mbﬁ+1n+%n
— 1 —% Ok+ B2
<p Vo + (1= 1) (b4 411 — b)) + B+oPk+e’ 1 "
<pE+B+2‘/0+ 1,_% N+ —= - n
= (B+2)(k+1+a)""  U(k+B+2+a)
] 1-1
< k+B+2V _ 7
=7 T BTG riva)y Wkt Br2ray
i -7
< B2y _ : 2
=7 Y BE+BrBr2kr2+200 Wkt Br2ta)

1

< E+B+2V+ _ l
=P """ k+B+2+a

: 1
< k+B+2V _
p T ErBrzral”

)9n+l(E+B+2+a)9n

< PE+B+2V0 + bE+B+277

Thus, for induction case k = k+B-+1+4n where 1 < n < B+1, that is, from k = k+B+2 until k = k+2B+2 (i.e.,

we have v g, < p" BTV, + b, gL, that is, v < pPVo 4+ ben or vy g < PP BTG 4 b5y g,
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and  max vfcSpE+B+1%+b@+nn)wehaveB—i—l—nZOsince1§n§B+1
k+n<k<k+B+n

VitB424n = Q1Vk4B4nt+1 T @2 it B4ntl max v},
Ftn+1<kh<k+B4n+l

+ Q3 E+Bn+1

E+B+n+1vo E+B+1*(Bfn)vo

<ap + a1bgprns1

+ G2 gy Bint1P

_ _ _ 71
+ @2 bt Brnt10k4nt1M + O3 kit Brnt1 7D

_ _ —B\ k+B+n+1 _

= (a1 + @y g pini1P )P Voa1bg pini1m

+ Q3 kit Bnt10ktnt1M + O3 kit Brnt1

% /)B BJ;M Voarbgy gyni1m + as k+B+Ini1[i'k+n+177 + 03 k4 B4n+1
< PPEIEEVG + (1 = )by pnsan + ((B n 2) + 1= Db ipgan

+ bl%+Bl+n+2
2 1—1
B4n+2
< PPV + (1= 1) (kg Bt — D)+ (B+2) T Ohtnt 1
b,
+ k+Bl+n+2
< PB4 ki Nt — . n
- (B4+2)?(k+n+1+a)’ (k+B+n+2+a)
. 1-1 1
< pktBnt2y L _ L + — (72)
=P T B r)Fktntita) " Wk+Brnt2+a)y
_ 1-1
< k+B+n+2V + _ l7
=P T Bk+Bn+B+Bat2k+2n+2+2a)0"
. 1
l(k+B+n+2+a)9n
< pRBint2y o 17 " 1
=P T k+Brn+2+a)° lk+tBrnt2+a)P’
1
< k+B+n+2V
=P +(k+B+n+2+ )77
SPE+B+n+2Vo+b;;+B+n+277
and max vy, < PFHBHIG b with vy < pFVo 4 by

k+n+1<k<k+B+n+1
(- Vi pingr < PPTBT VG + b5, 5o 0 1) to be used inductively in the induction step of (72)) giving the latter

term as the final result.
Therefore, from k = k + B + 2 until k = k + 2B + 2 we have v, < p*Vj + ben.
For k > k + 2B + 3 we have for base case k = k + 2B + 3 that vy 55,9 < pF 2By, 4 bjyop1on and
max v, < PPEBT2V) 4 bpy pyon (e v, < pFVo + by and  max v < pF~ BV 4 by_pn) and

k+B+2<k<k+2B+2 k—B<k<k

for induction case k > k + 2B +4, we also have v, < pFVy+ by and  max vy < p* BV + by_pn, therefore,
k—B<k<k
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we can join both cases in one inequality

Vg1 S @10 a2 Mmax v+ agg
k—B<k<k

< alka() + agvkpkiBV() + arbrn + a2 xbr—pn + as i (73)

= (a1 + a2 ,p" B)p*Vo + arben + ag kbe_pn + az
< PPPIVG + arben + ag kb0 + az,
1

(B+2)

bk+1

PPV + (1= wbin + (L5 ]

+p—1)bg_pn+ ——

1

b
B k+1

< k+1 _ _

l

G G-Bra T i ar

é pk?JerO + n

—
N\,_.

S pk?JerO +

gt n

((B+2)(k: B+a))
11 1

k+1V 1

SNt BE B f Bat2k—2B+2a) Tkt 1t a)p”

1_,

(k(B+1)— BQ—l-Ba—i-k 2B—|—2a)

I(k+14a)?

< kaero +

(74)

1

< pF iy L
=P N (GBI (B+ 1) - B+ Bat k—2B+2a)°"

T Erirap”

1-1 1
< k+1V
=P °+(B2+4B+2+Ba+k—2B+2a) TErirae”
1-1 1
< k+1V
e L ey +1)9n+l(k+1+a)9n
1
< k+1V -
=Pt !

< PPVG + b
since we have used before the last inequality that Bk — B> — B > 0 since k > k+ 2B +2 where k > 0 and B > 0.
And max vy < PP BVL 4+ by and v < pFVo + b (e, vpgr < pPTVG 4 ban) to be used
k+1—B<k<k+1
inductively in induction step and the latter term as the final result.

Therefore, the lemma follows.
C. ps and n3

p3 =((1 = p) + 4pLag, [ A" [ [B"® 2,00

+8p(1 — () L?aj | (75)

+8(1— 7(0))04%3P’7mazL2 + ag (1 +4(1 — yo))arL)pL) T
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N3 =13,1/M3,2 (76)
n
3,1 :20%3 Z(‘I‘ + 2p)7mawL||X* - X(L) H2
i=1
1 .
+ 1 akn(l + 4(1 - 'y(o))akL n%aix HAT(L) . ||B7(L) 2,oc) (77)
< pLma A7 o B e i = 70
T,z =t — dpLag, max A7 [ BT 2,00
— 8p(1 — o)) Lo, max AT 15 [IB7 |3, (78)

= 8(1 = v0)) s, PYmazL? + (1 4+ 4(1 = y(0) ) L)pL

D. Gradient Coding Algorithms

The following are the gradient decoding and encoding algorithms, respectively.

Algorithm 2 Algorithm to compute A

1: Input: B satisfying Condition 4.1, s(< n)
2: QOutput: A such that AB = 1(2,)”
3: f = binom(n, s);

4: A = zeros(f, n);

s: foreach I C [n] st |[I|=(n—s) do
6: a = zeros(1, k);

7: x = ones(1, k)/B(, :);

8 a(l
9: A =[A; a];

~—

=X;

10: end
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Algorithm 3 Algorithm to construct B = B,

1: Input: n,s(<n)

2: Output: B € R™*™ with (s + 1) non-zeros in each row
3: H = randn(s,n);

4 H(:yn) = —sum(H(:y1:n—1),2);

5: B = zeros(n);

6: for i=1:n do

7: j = mod(i-1:s+i-1,n)+1;

& B, ) = (1, —H(, (25 + D\HG, (1))

9: end
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