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Abstract—The distributed subgradient method (DSG) is
a widely discussed algorithm to cope with large-scale dis-
tributed optimization problems in the arising machine learn-
ing applications. Most exisiting works on DSG focus on
ideal communication between the cooperative agents such
that the shared information between agents is exact and
perfect. This assumption, however, could lead to potential
privacy concerns and is not feasible when the wireless
transmission links are not of good quality. To overcome
the challenge, a common approach is to quantize the data
locally before transmission, which avoids exposure of raw
data and significantly reduces the size of data. Compared
with perfect data, quantization poses fundamental chal-
lenges on loss of data accuracy, which further impacts the
convergence of the algorithms. To settle the problem, we
propose a generalized distributed subgradient method with
random quantization. We provide comprehensive results
on the convergence of the algorithm for (strongly/weakly)
convex objective functions. We also derive upper bounds
on the convergence rates in terms of the quantization bit,
stepsizes and the number of network agents. Our analysis
extends the existing results, where special cases of step-
sizes and convex objective functions are considered, to
general conclusions on non-convex cases. Finally, humer-
ical simulations are conducted on convex and non-convex
settings to support our theoretical results.

Index Terms— Distributed consensus, distributed opti-
mization, nonconvex optimization, multiagent systems.

[. INTRODUCTION

Distributed optimization in multiagent networks has been re-
ceiving widespread research interest in the past few years with
application to wireless sensor networks, robotic networks, and
social networks [1]. There are a wide range of problems which
can be formulated via distributed optimization such as coop-
erative detection, target tracking, and edge learning. Different
from a (semi-)centralized manner, agents in fully distributed
networks only share information with local neighboring agents
instead of a public center. This significantly promotes effi-
ciency of local decision making and the system performance
suffers much less from the growth of the number of agents than
a centralized network. Moreover, the decentralized techniques
have gained popularity due to the robustness against local
failures, the remarkable cut on transmission overheads of
individual agents and the modest privacy protection for local
data. In terms of efficiency promotion and privacy issues, it

Z. Xia, J. Du, and Y. Ren are with the Department of Electronic
Engineering, Tsinghua University, Beijing, 100084, China, (e-mail: xi-
azy19@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn; {jundu,reny }@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn).

is of considerable importance to use distributed optimization
to cope with large-scale distributed networks while handling
substanstial amounts of generated data [2]. In such distributed
networks, the agents cooperatively accomplish a task, which is
equivalent to training a global model and optimizing a global
function correpsonding to the specific task. The global function
is composed of local functions, where each local function is
only available to the corresponding individual agent. Since
there is no central connection between agents in the network,
they can only share local information with neighboring nodes
and cooperatively optimize the global function.

Typical solutions to distributed optimization problems,
which have been widely investigated recently, can be catego-
rized into three classes in general, namely, the alternating di-
rection method of multipliers (ADMM) [3], distributed primal-
dual methods [4], and distributed subgradient methods (DSG).
ADMM is an algorithm that solves convex optimization prob-
lems by dividing them into smaller subproblems. Since the
subproblems are easier to solve, the solutions can be obtained
via iteration. Distributed primal-dual methods are proposed
to deal with constrained optimization problems. Primal-dual
algorithms are conducted in the augmented Lagrangian frame-
work, which generally requires the separability of globally
coupled constraints. In this article, we restrict our discussion
to DSG since DSG methods are convenient to demonstrate and
have stronger convergence guarantees than those for ADMM
and primal-dual methods. For more information on DSG, it
refers to [5], [6] on its properties, applications and extensions.

Throughout this article, we focus on developing a theoretical
convergence result on the generalized distributed subgradient
methods (GDSRQ), which is generalization to existing results
reported in [7]. Different from a typical DSG method, the com-
munication overhead limitation is considered in the scheme.
That is, the shared information between agents are firstly
quantized locally at a fixed bit length, and then transmitted
over wireless links. In the scheme, one stepsize o is used
to control the subgradient, and another stepsize ) indicates
the mixing rate between the local parameter of an individual
agent and the received parameters from its neighboring ones.
We will show that under mild conditions and via appropriate
choices of the two stepsizes, strong convergence results are
available with respect to the optimal solution.

A. Main Contributions

The main contributions of the article can be summarized as
follows. We firstly propose the generalized distributed subgra-
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dient method as a generalization to [7]. This method uses two
different stepsizes to control the process of gradient descent
and parameter mixing between the local agent and neighboring
ones. Then we present different covnergence results with
respect to convex and non-convex objective functions.
Convex Cases: We derive the sufficient conditions for the
almost sure convergence of local parameters x;; and the
corresponding weighted time-average parameters z; ;. In [7],
the convergence results of weighted time-average parameters
are established on specific forms of time-average weights.
To extend the results, we derive general conclusions on the
convergence of weighted time-average parameters by showing
that the function value at z;; approches the theoretically
optimal value f* with respect to iteration k& for both strongly
convex objective functions and convex objective functions.
In addition, we provide the explicit form of convergence
rates when the two stepsizes ay, [, and the time-average
weights ;yli are given by ag(k + 1), Bo(k + 1)7*4, and
(t+1) "™

St
of z; . is independent of the time-average weights ~/, which

means the convergence rate of z;j precisely reflects the
covnergence rate of the local parameter x; j.

Weakly-Convex Cases: Common methods applied to an-
alyze convergence of the proposed algorithm with respect to
convex objective functions are no longer effective for non-
convex objective functions. This stems from the observation
that the typical stationarity measures x; — x* and f(x;) —
f(x*) deteriorate and cannot precisely reflects the continuous
evolution of the algorithm. Since weakly convex problems
natuarally admit continuous measure of stationarity through
implicit smoothing, we introduce the Moreau envelope [8]
which is a key construction for the problem. In this article,
theoretical results are provided that the proposed algorithm
generates an iterate sequence for each agent that subsequen-
tially converges to a stationary point identified by the Moreau
envelope. In addition, convergence rates are derived associated
with quantization error A, number of agents N, Lipchitz
parameter L, and two stepsizes «j and [y.

respectively. We find that the convergence rate

B. Related Works

We briefly review the related works on distributed consensus
from two different perspectives, i.e., imperfect information
exchange for network consensus and convergence results for
non-convex problems. In addition to quantized information,
delayed information caused by communication latency is
another kind of imperfect information. Methods for delayed
information have been widely discussed in [9]-[13]. In these
works, the evolution of the algorithm is viewed as (stochastic)
differential equations and the delay is transformed into the
corresponding delayed timesteps and agent status.

Convergence analysis of distributed gradient methods with
random quantization is a novel area where the pioneering
work is conducted by [14]. The authors consider decentralized
consensus optimization for strongly convex settings. It is
reported in this work that under standard strong convexity and
smoothness assumptions for the objective function, quantiza-
tion vanishes under customary conditions for quantizers. Based

on a similar paradigm, following works [7], [15] extend the
result in [14] from two distinct viewpoints. To be specific,
theoretical results on upper bounds of the convergence rates
for both convex and strongly convex objective functions are
provided in [7], which extends the convergence results of
strongly convex settings to convex settings. Established from
previous results [7], [14], it is evident that quantization slows
convergence speed of the distributed gradient methods com-
pared with ideal cases. To settle the problem, an adaptive quan-
tization method is proposed [15] which applies a time-varying
quantization scheme with diminishing quantization errors. The
authors show that the proposed scheme achieves the same
convergence rate as that for perfect communications. Despite a
similar quantization scheme, our work distinguishes the afore-
mentioned results with respect to two aspects. First, general
conclusions are derived on the convergence of weighted time-
average parameters. Moreover, we extend convergence results
from convex settings to weakly convex settings.

Most recent works on analysis of convergence for non-
convex problems focus on weakly convex settings [16]-[18].
In [16], a distributed algorithm with Nesterov momentum
for accelerated optimization of non-convex and non-smooth
problems is proposed, and achieves O(1/c2) computaion com-
plexity. Via a deep investigation into typical points of methods
for non-convex problems, authors [18] propose a general
stochastic unified decentralized algorithm and establish the
convergence under specific settings. From a different aspect,
the problem of non-convex learning with linearly coupled
constraints is studied [17]. Except for weakly convex settings,
there is a pioneering work on weakly quasi-convex settings
[19], which improves non-asymptotic bounds in the convex
setting for stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and applies to a
class of weakly quasi-convex problems.

Il. PRELIMINARIES
A. Notations and Definitions

We first introduce some notations and definitions which will
be used throughout the article. For a vector x and a matrix X,
||x|| and ||X]| are used to represent the Euclidean norm and
the Frobenius norm, respectively. We use (x,y) to represent
the inner product x’y of two vectors x and y. Let 1 be
the vector with all entries 1 and I be the identity matrix.
The mathematical expectation is expressed by E[-]. Given a
closed convex set X, the projection of x onto X is denoted
by Px[x]. For a sequence of vectors {x1,Xa,...,Xx} in R%,
x is used to represent the mean vector X = + Zivzl x;, and
X € R"*4 stands for the corresponding matrix comprised by
the sequence. Throughout the article, a sequence {x,,} is said
to converge to some x* with convergence rate x if

% —x*[* € O (x). (D

In addition, we introduce the following necessary definitions
to be considered in the context.

Definition 1 (pu-Strongly Convex): f is
with parameter p, if Vx, x’ € R?,

strongly convex

JO¢) 2 100) + (00, =)+ G = x[* @
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where g(x) denotes the subgradient of f estimated at x.
Definition 2 (p-Weakly Convex): f is weakly convex with
parameter p, if Vx,x’ € R?,

FO) 2 J () + (g(x). % = x) = Slx =’ @)

where g(x) denotes the subgradient of f estimated at x.

In Definition[d] the concept of “subgradient” is introduced to
cope with the case where f is non-smooth and the existence of
the gradient is unavailable. The subgradient g of f is defined
on a subdifferential estimation set, i.e.,

of(x) £ {g € RY|f(y) > f(x)+ (g8, y —x),Vy € RY}, (4)

where f is convex. If f is p-weakly convex, there exists
a convex function h(z) such that f(x) = h(x) — §||x[]*.
Therefore, the subdifferential of f can be written as 0f(x) =
Oh(x) — px, and the corresponding subgradient u € Jf(x).

B. Distributed Subgradient with Random Quantization

We consider a network of agents that can exchange in-
formation locally, which is defined through a connected and
undirected graph G = (V, &), where V = {1,2,...,N}
denotes the set of nodes and £ C V x V represents the set
of links among the nodes. Each agent is associated with a
non-smooth function f; : X — R defined on a compact set
X C R? which is known to all agents. The objective is to
optimize an averaging function defined as

xeX

1 &
min f(x) = > filx), ®)
i=1

where each f; is only available to agent 7. A distributed
consensus subgradient method is applied where each agent 7
maintains a local variable x; € R?. To make all x;’s converge
to the optimal solution to (@), it is necessary for each agent 7 to
communicate with neighboring agents to exchange information
about x;. We denote by N; = {j € V : (i,j) € E} U {i} the
set of agent ¢’s neighbors including agent ¢ itself. To capture
the topology of G, an adjacency matrix A = [a;;|nx n is used
to demonstrate the connectivity between agents.

To derive theoretical guarantees for convergence results of
solutions to (3), several common assumptions are adopted in
the context as follows:

Assumption 1 (Lipchitz): The local functions f;, Vi are L;-
Lipchitz continuous, i.e.,

[fi(x) = filx)] < Liflx — x|,

where || - || represents the Euclidean norm of a vector. Further-
more, taking L = Zivzl L;, we obtain

If(x)— f(x)| < LIx—x'||, Vvx,x' €X. (7
Assumption 2 (Doubly Stochastic): The matrix A is irre-
ducible, symmetric and aperiodic. Furthermore, the matrix A
is doubly stochastic, i.e., S a;; = Zjvzl a;j = 1. The
entries a;; are positive if and only if (¢,7) € £.

Note that Assumption [2| indicates that A has the largest
eigenvalue 1 and other eigenvalues strictly less than 1. We
denote the second largest eigenvalue of A by oo which will
be useful in the convergence analysis.

vx,x € X, (6)

Algorithm 1: Generalized Distributed Subgradient
Method with Random Quantization (GDSRQ).
Initialization: Each agent ¢ initializes a local
parameter x;(0) € X, shares common stepsizes
{aw, Br}, and determines {v}};
for £ <1 to K do
Each node 7 sends quantized vector q;(k) to
neighboring nodes j € A\j;
Each node 7 receives q; (k) from node j € N;;
Each node updates local parameter x;(k) as (@);
Update the time-average z;(k) of {x;(k)} as (10).
end

In practice, information exchange between agents is affected
by communication bandwidth, physical equipment limitations,
and signal inteferences, which result in deteriorated feasible
transmission data rates. Lower data rates will cause higher
transmission latency, which potentially harms performances of
distributed optimization. An alternative solution to the problem
is quantization. By quantizing the data to be transmitted,
transmission overhead can be significantly reduced.

To be specific, there exists some integer ¢ for any x € R
satisfying ¢ < x < ¢ + 1. For a b-bit quantization scheme, x
falls in an interval [7;,7;41), where 7; = £ 4+ 27%(i — 1). In
this article, we consider a stochastic b-bit quantization scheme
based on relative location in the interval. Denoted by ¢, x is
represented by 7; or ;41 randomly according to

P(g=7i11)=2"(x — 1), P(¢=m7) = 2°(ri41 — ), (8)

which indicates that E[q] = =, Var[q] < 47—, Without loss
of generality, we use A to stand for the length of quantization
interval in the context, i.e., 27 in this case.

Next, we proceed to introduce the algorithm procedure for
generalized distributed subgradient with random quantization
(GDSRQ), which is an extension of the previous work [7].
The iteration update for GDSRQ can be written as

Xikt1 = Px[Vik — 0x8ikl, 9)

where vi i = (1 — Bi)Xik + Br D jen; @ijQjks ik is the
randomly quantized data vector of x; ; according to (8), g; x
is the subgradient of f; evaluated at x;, and oy, S, are
two time-scale stepsizes. We note that the iteration update
of GDSRQ is the same as that in [7], while the output of
the algorithm is generalized as follows. Except for the local
parameter {x; ;. }, a weighted time-average of {x; 1} denoted
by {2z} is also maintained as

k
_ t
Zik = E Vi Xt
t=0

where {7}} are time-average weights independent of {cvy, B }.
We will show later that {z;;} provides a lower-bound ap-
proximation to the expectation of f(x;), which demonstrates
the convergence process towards the optimal value f*. The
complete procedure of GDSRQ is presented as Algorithm [Il

(10)
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I1l. MAIN RESULTS AND CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we state the main convergence results
of GDSRQ. We consider two main cases where the ob-
jective functions are (strongly) convex and weakly convex,
respectively. For (strongly) convex objective functions, the
convergence analysis follow the standard outline for a gen-
eral distributed stochastic subgradient method. In comparison,
such methodology is not applicable for weakly convex ob-
jective functions since underlying prerequisites of common
approaches for convex cases are violated. To resolve this
problem, the Moreau envelope ¢ /5(-) is introduced to provide
a continuous measure to monitor the progress of GDSRQ
[20]. By deriving the convergence properties of ¢ ,5(-) and
the gradient Oy, /5(-), we provide the convergence result of
GDSRQ when the objective functions are weakly convex.

A. Analysis of Convex Objective Functions

Throughout this subsection, we use Xy, Qg, and Y to
represent the matrix at iteration & comprised by {x; 1}, {Qi x}
and {x; j — Xy}, respectively. To be specific, X}, is expressed
by [x1(k), x2(k),--- ,xn(k)]T € RN*4 Moreover, ry, is used
to denote the deviation of X; from the minimizer x* of the
optimization objective function @), i.e., 7x = [|Xx — x*|[|2.

We first state without proof the following lemmas to facili-
tate the theoretical derivation in the context. For more detailed
analysis on the lemmas, it directly refers to [7].

Lemma 1: Let 7}, be the filtration containing all the history
upto time k, i.e., Fp = {Xo, Qo,X1,Q1,..., Xk, Qr}. In
terms of the generated sequences {z; i}, Vi € V, we have

E [[Yes|212] < [1— (1 — 02)B:] Yl
4o L*(Bo +1)
Br(1 — o2)
where o9 is the second largest smgular value of adjacency

matrix A. If Y27, Bk =00, > pe 1;’“ <ocand Y oo, fBi <
oo, we have

11
+ No2A2E + (b

> BlYil? < 00 = lim E|[Yi|=0.  (12)
k=1
Lemma 2: Let x* be a minimizer of f(x), then we have
6L%a2 2L2%a3
E [rp1|Fx] < i + ko E 4+ A?BE
[r1|Fk] < i Ni—5) " VA Bi )
N
28k Yl 200 g~ .
+T N ;gi (Xix) (X — X7),

Furthermore, if Y77, B = 00, Y po; G = 00, o 13 O"‘ <
oo and >_p2, B < oo, the limit of E [ry] exists and satlsﬁes

lim E[rg] = 0. 14)

k— 00
As can be conlcuded from Lemma [I] and Lemma 2] Xk
converges to the optimal parameter vector x* for each node 7
as k — oo. Since the objective function f is assumed to be
Lipchitz continuous, the convergence process of x; . provides
an lower bound guarantee for the convergence speed of f.
Nevertheless, it is still difficult to explicitly express the con-
vergence speed of f. To clearly demonstrate the convergence

process of f, we use a weighted time-average of {x;;} to
capture the characteristics of evolution of f with respect to
step sizes and quantization bits.

Before proceeding to provide the main theorem, we intro-
duce the following lemma to facilitate the derivation:

Lemma 3: Let 0 < § < 1 be a positive constant, and
{z1} be a positive decreasing sequence defined on R with
0 < xp < 1,VEk. Assuming the series of {x}} is divergent
while quadratically convergent, we have [];— (1 — dz) = 0.
Furthermore, if we assume limy_ o 2x(k + 1) = oo, then
Sy Mip(1 = dax) < oo.

We provide sufficient conditions that {v}} should satisfy
for the convergence of {z;} towards the minimizer of (3).

Theorem 1: Let x* be a minimizer of strongly convex
function f(x), and let decreasing stepsizes {ay}, { Ok} satisfy

hm kB, = oo, hm k—<02ﬁk<oo Z—<oo
(15a)
(15b)

o0 oo

Z ap = 00, Z B = 00

k=0 k=0
where C' is chosen to be a positive constant. In addition,
suppose that each node ¢ maintains a local random variable
z; ), initialized arbitrarily and updated as

k
Zik = Y VWXik, (16)
t=0
where 0 < 7}; < 1 is designed satisfying Vj < k, Vk,
ol " ta :
Tk kXt
&%Z B =0 Jim 3 S5 =0 2k
(17a)
j+1 J k=11 _j j+1
Vi e oo E Tk
1—pa; < £ =~ - E _1=0.(17b
O‘J+1( Hasi) < a;’ kggoz:: Qj Gyl (70
Then for all 7 € V we have
hm zikr =X, as. (18)

For Theorem [ bullds on the condltlon that f is strongly
convex, the proof is established on basic methods of stochastic
gradient analysis. Note that the fundamental methodology
of stochastic gradient analysis naturally applies to convex
objective functions. Therefore, by relaxing condition (I7a) or
(I7B), we can intuitively generalize the conclusion in Theorem
[ to the case where f is convex as follows:

Proposition 1: Let x* be a minimizer of convex function
f(x), and let decreasing stepsizes {ay }, {81} satisfy (I32) and
(I3B). Suppose that z; j is updated as (I6), and 0 < 7} < 1
is designed satisfying (I7a) for all j < k, Vk and

j+1 J
W gy (2RO g (19)
(eFER ] - O(j7 k—oo \ (697 '
Then for all © € V we have
hmzlk—x, a.s. (20)

Theorem[Iland Proposmon [Mreveal the sufficient conditions
for the convergence of {z;} to x*. To explicitly express
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the convergence rates of f(z; ), exponentially diminishing
stepsizes are investigated as a typical example to provide
more specific insights into the factors which exert significant
influences on the convergence of f.

Proposition 2: Let x* be a minimizer of convex function
f(x), and let decreasing stepsizes {ay}, {Sk} be set as

ar = ag(k+1)7* By, = ok + 1),

where 1/2 < Ao <1, 1/2 < Ag < 1,2Xg > Ay and (1 —
02)B0 < 1. Suppose that z;; is updated as (I6), and 0 <
vk < 1 is designed satisfying

21

t+1)"M
= 22)
Zt:o(t +1)~M
where A\, < A, < 1. Then for all 7 € V we obtain
E[f(zix)] — f* <

L? 23
o (N(k F 1) L o APk + 1)1“&%) o @

Therefore, the convergence rate order x of z; j is
X = max{Ag — Ao, 1 + Ao — 4Ag}. (24)

Moreover, the optimal convergence rate is obtained as % — %/\5
by letting A\, = %/\[5 — % if \g < %

As can be deduced from (23), the convergence rate is
independent of the order of +/ when the weight and step sizes
are exponentially diminishing. Moreover, the gap between
current function value and the optimal value increases with
respect to the length of quantization intervals A, the second
largest eigenvalue o9 and Lipchitz parameter L. The reasons
for the result are three-fold. First, lower bits of quantization
produce larger length of quantization intervals, cause more
quantization error, and deteriorate training performances. In
addition, 1 — o9 represents the spectral gap of a Markov
chain corresponding to the doubly stochastic matrix, which
is a quantitative measure of ergodicity of the Markov chain.
Therefore, the greater 1 — oy is, the faster is the speed
of convergence of any initial distribution to an equilibrium.
Moreover, L provides information about “sharpness” of the
objective function. Given some fixed parameter improvement,
a larger L means less objective function value drop.

B. Weakly-Convex Case

In this subsection, we discuss the non-convex objective
functions. That is, local functions f;(x) and the corresponding
global function f(x) are all weakly convex with parameter
p. The derivation of non-convex functions follows a different
methodology. Let ¢(x) = f(x) + 1x(x), where 1x(x) is the
indicator function of X. The Moreau envelope is defined as

(8]
1
po(x) = ming(y) + 55y = x|, 0<6<1/p. (25

As can be deduced from 23), ¢(y) + 55 [ly — x|[|? is strongly
convex of parameter % — p with respect to y. Therefore, there

exists a unique minimizer to the optimization problem in 23).
That is, the minimizer is written as
X := argmin o(y) + i||y —x|% (26)
v 20
which is called the proximal mapping written as X =
proxew(x). We note that the proximal mapping is only used in
our analysis and will not be included in the algorithm. Our aim
is to provide the convergence result that the Moreau envelope
sequence oy (X;) converges to the unique minimum value with
a geometrically diminishing step size.

Apart from the two assumptions mentioned earlier, we make
an auxiliary assumption on the boundedness of f as follows:

Assumption 3: The objective function f is lower bounded,
i.e., there exists some fT such that f(x) > fT for Vx.
Moreover, the subgradient of f; is Lipchitz continuous with
parameter v, ic.. |gi(x) - gi(y)| < vlx - y|-

A significant element of convergence analysis is the devia-
tion of individual errors ||Yk]||. In the former subsection, the
convergence of ||Yy|| was established for convex objective
functions. For weakly convex problems, such result still holds
based on the proof of Lemma[Ilreported in [7]. In addition, we
state without proof a fundamental property of weakly convex
functions which is analogous to the convex counterpart:

Lemma 4 ( [21]): If f(x) is p-weakly convex, it follows
that

N N
f <Z Cin‘> < Zcif(xi) + g
i=1

i=1

N—-1 N
> cicillxi —x;1%,

i=1 j=i+1
27)
where ¢; > 0,V: and vazl ¢ = 1.

Moreover, we provide an important lemma on the Lipchitz
continuity of proximal mapping, which is very useful to proof
of the main theorem in this subsection.

Lemma 5: If o(x) is p-weakly convex, the proximal map-
ping with parameter 0 < 6 < 1/p satisfies Vx,y

[[proxg, (x) — proxg, (y)|| < lx=yl, @8

1—46p
where the proximal mapping proxew(x) is the counterpart of
vp(x), and 1 — Op > 0 ensures the inequality is well-defined.
Based on the lemmas, we provide the convergence results of
Algorithm [T] for weakly convex objective functions as follows:
Theorem 2: Let 0 < 6 < 2 and {x;} be generated by
Algorithm [ If {oy} and {ﬂkf satisfy

00 00 00 o 042
2 : E E 2 E k

Qp = 00, ﬁk:OO, ﬁk<OO, B_<OO7
k=1 k=1 k=1 =1 "k

(29)
then there exists pg = miny g (y) such that
lim ©o (Xi,k) = lim (pg(ik) = (Z)g. (30)
k—o0 k— o0

Moreover, we have the following convergence rate

T 2.2
§ L b
inf E||Vs(x:)|2 < O | Zt=0 a;+ LA ) gy
0<t<T N o

where L denotes the Lipchitz parameter of f, N is the number
of agents, A represents the ?antization error of transmitted

parameters, b, = O (%—f + (%) and q; = O(BrauA).
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Remark. (30) reveals the fact that the Moreau envelope
function values evaluated at Xj; converge to the optimum
and local parameters x;j reach distributed consensus. The
convergence rate (31) is the decentralized counterpart of the
centralized algorithm [20]. By comparing the convergence rate
with that of the centralized algorithm, we notice that there are
extra terms b; and ¢;, which are interpreted as additional cost
for distributed consensus and quantization errors.

IV. SIMULATION

In this section, we apply the proposed GDSRQ to solve the
linear regression problems, which have been the most popular
verification method in machine learning conducted over a
networks of agents. In the problem, we aim to find the linear
relationship between the training set and the correpsonding
label (some real value). To be specific, given a training set
D = {(a;,b;) € R? x R} for i € V, the objective of the
network is to learn some parameter x which optimizes

1
min — Z fi(x;a;,b;),

xeX N -
1=1

(32)

where X C R, d = 10, and f; denotes the local loss function
defined over the dataset. We consider the performance of
the proposed algorithm on a symmetric undirected connected
graph of 150 nodes, i.e., |V| = N = 150. In the network, the
nodes’ coordinates are generated randomly following uniform
distribution over a bounded plane. Two nodes are viewed as
connected if the distance between them is less than a prede-
fined threshold r, which is set as » = 0.5 in the simulation.
Given the generated graph, connectivity is checked. If the
graph is not connected, we regenerate a graph following the
same procedure.

In the network, we adopt a lazy Metropolis matrix as the
adjacency matrix A corresponding to the generated graph G:

1
2 max{ NG, NG} 3 €&,
A = [a] = 0, (,7)¢&i#j, (33)
1= > ay, i=j.
JEN;

Note that it is straightforward to verify A to be doubly
stochastic. We use Matlab to compute the optimal solution
to the optimization problem and use the results as a reference
to examine the performance of the algorithm.

A. Convex Case

In the first simulation for convex objective functions, we
consider quadratic loss functions defined as

N

S alx -

i=1

1
in — b;)?. 34
L ) (34)
We use a synthetic dataset which is generated by uniformly
sampling from [0, 1], i.e., (a;, b;) € [0,1]'% x [0, 1].

In Fig. [ we illustrate the results in Theorem [ by showing

the convergence of square distances of the iterates to the

10% w
v --<-- No quantization
--©- b=1
b=2
- b=3
\&\ --A - 2:451
e -
= O |6
© --©-- b=7 -
e ey p=8
]
)
=
o]
&
c
10t ]
'\\
B - S B a
[N = &
\::fﬁ-wl.”,n i O R b o
= @ @ & < @ <
0 500 1000 1500 2000

Iteration

Fig. 1. Convergence of function value under quadratic loss functions.

0.65 “\‘ <= No quantization E
0.6 ) ‘\‘ -
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Pokiifed
TTTFIERT

Error of z

0.25 f~

&
\'s
I I

1000
Iteration

&3
<

R

o &3
g -

I
1500 2000

Fig. 2. Convergence of z under quadratic loss functions.

optimal value. In the simulation, we chose o = 1/k and
B = 1/k%5, which satisfies the sufficient conditions for the
convergence. The convergence of the time-average parameter
z is demonstrated in Fig. [2l As can be concluded from the
figure, z converges the optimal parameter correpsonding to
the optimal global function value with respect to iteration
k. Moreover, both figures exhibit the relationship between
quantization bit and the convergence rates. As quantization bit
increases, i.e., more accurate transmitted data, the convergence
becomes faster. In addition, we can notice that the increase
of quantization bit contribute much less when b > 6. This
observation motivates us that there exists some threshold on
the contribution of data accuracy. Without appropriate choices,
the loss of increasing quantization bit will outweigh the gain.

B. Weakly Convex Case

In the second experiment, a phase retrieval problem is
considered as follows:

) 1
min ——

xcRd N M (35)

N M
DD @5 by,
i=1 j=1
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Fig. 3. Convergence of function value for phase retrieval.

where the standard Gaussian measurements a;; ~ N(0,Lixq)
are independently and identically generated from a d-
dimensional normal distribution. A target signal x' and an
initial point xy are generated uniformly on the unit sphere.
bij is set to be (al;x")? for each i, j.

To accelerate the convergence of the proposed algorithm,
we combine standard SGD method [21] and apply a popular
technique in deep learning called early stopping [22]. The
accelerated algorithm is named as two-stage GDSRQ with
early stoppping, which is distinguished from the naive version
where B; = 1/t§. As can be deduced from Fig. Bl the
convergence results for weakly convex objective functions are
significantly different from the quardratic loss function. In the
phase retrieval problem, the quantization bit exhibits much
more influences than the convex case. In Fig. @ we compare
the proposed two-stage GDSRQ with early stoppping (ES-
GDSRQ?2) with standard SGD method and the naive GDSRQ
(N-GDSRQ). Simulation results show that the proposed ES-
GDSRQ?2 has superior convergence speed over N-GDSRQ and
outperforms standard SGD in terms of final accuracy. The
pleasant performances of ES-GDSRQ2 motivates us that an
appropriate choice of the stepsizes (3; can remarkably boost
the capability of GDSRQ. It still remains an open problem how
to adaptively determine stepsizes in consideration of specific
features of problems and algorithm evolution.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemmal3
Proof: Firstly, the existence of limg_, Hfzo(l — dx4)
directly follows the monotone convergence theorem. Next we
proceed to prove the first half of the lemma by contradiction.
Assume there exists some constant 0 < p < 1 such that

o0

H(1 —dxp) = (36)
k=0
Then we have
Z In(1 — ézy) = Inp, (37)
k=0

Iteration

Fig. 4. Comparisons of different methods. N-GDSRQ: Naive GDSRQ,
Standard SGD: Standard distributed subgradient method, ES-GDSRQ2:
Two-stage GDSRQ with early stopping.

which indicates that
> 1
> In <1+ 15#;) —In-
=0 — 00X p

Rewriting the left-hand side using Taylor’s expansion with the
Peano remainder 6(zy) € o(x%), we obtain

5:Ek
Zm <1+ 1_6%)

(38)

k=0
- > 5:Ek 1 5:Ek 2
_21—5$k_§<1—5$k> +9(Ik)7 (39)
k=0
>4 xk—?z 1_5$ +Z6‘$k
k=0 k:O

Since the series of {xx} is quadratically convergent, we have
(40)

Then it can be concluded that

Zxk<ln 4= Z 1_5%2—%2 z),) < 0o, (41)

k=0

which contradicts the divergence of >~ ; xx. This completes
the proof for the first half of the lemma. To derive the other
half, weuse 1 —z < e " for 0 < 2 <1 as follows:

oo k 00 k
ZH(l—&vk) SZexp{—&th}. (42)
t=0

k=0t=0 k=0

Since limg_yo0 xx(k + 1) = oo, we can choose € = 2/4, a
positive constant F' > 0 and a corresponding M = M(, F)

such that z;(t + 1) > ¢ and ’ZZ —0 F - lnt’ < F for all
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t > M. Then we obtain
-0 Z T

Zexp{ 5th}§ Z { }7
"La(t+1)
(o),

"o
et

< Z —2(Ink—In M—2F) ,

o+

Il
Mgg

o]

ex

i
S

il
8:

k=M
= M2t Z k2 < 0.
k=M
(43)
This indicates that
oo k M-—1 . 00 .
Z H(l —oxy) < Z e 020t 4 Z e 020t < oo,
k=0 t=0 k=0 k=M
which completes the proof. ]
B. Proof of Theorem[d]
Proof: According to (I7a), we have
0 t 52
lim £ < fim S 2L g, (44)
k—o0 (/g k— o0 =0 atﬁo
From (I7D), we can deduce that Vj < k
t—1 0
Z L S S 45)
Ot Q1 (&%)
which indicates that
J J t t—1 0
lim &< qim Y| Tk | Tk oo 46)
k—o0 (o7 k—o0 Q' [T} Q

t=1

To find the relationship between r(k+1) and r(k), the first step
is to estimate — 2« Zl 187 (x;(k))(x;(k) — x*) by Lemma

Therefore, we have

(47)
Next we analyze each term respectively. Since f; is L;-
Lipchitz continuous, we have

[fi(xi(R)) = fi(x(R))| < Lillxi (k) = %(k)I| = Lillyi(F)|l;

(48)

and expanding this via a little trick, we obtain

akL

2ax Lillyi(k N A A (k)12
(49)
In addition, using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have
1 Y1 ’
*]2 * —
= 37 2 ) =P < = 35 Tl = | =
(50)

To derive f;(x(k)) —
fi(x(k)) = fi(x") = fi(x(k))— fi(xo(k))+ fi(xo(k))— fi(x").

(51
To estimate f;(X(k)) — fi(x¢(k)), the Cauchy-Schwartz in-

equality is adopted similarly as (@9):

2o Zfl %(k

Substituting the results above into (47), we obtain
2L2%a3
_ X*) < k

20, o T (s (k k
_T;gi (xi(k))(xi (k) ~ N§By

+ 2Bk Y5 |1? — panry — 20y, [f(x0(k)) — f(x7)] -
The inequality in Lemma 2] can be represented by
6L2ai 4L2ai

+
N -pBo)  NBx
48] Y ||? x
A0 gy o () — )

where &, = 1 — paj. Note that without loss of generality, we
assume for convenience of writing that

(1 — O'Q)BO < 1,

By taking expectation at both sides, the recursive upper bound
formula can be written as follows:

E[Tt+1] S gtE[Tt] + ht — 2atIE[f(x

fi(x*), we first fix some 0 € V:

2.2

Qg
NPy

— fi(xq(k)) < b4 Bl Yel?. (52)

(53)

Elrg1|Fn) < &err +
(54)

+ A?BE +

app < 1. (55)

o(t)) — f(x7)];

where h; stands for the estimation drift error. Moving the last
term to the left-hand side and multiplying ~/, we obtain

(56)

t
[T“t+1] + ht)—k

2 (B[S (%0 ()] = F(x")) < (&Elr] -
< E[m% ~ By 2 - e h%,
t t+1 (t57)

where the last inequality results from & < 1 and (I7D).
Applying (37 recursively for ¢ from 0 to k, we obtain

— Y 20k Bl Ga(t)] - £ %)
t=0

< B8 g2y 3o 2k

= BiTro o +1 at-
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Next we use Lemma Il to derive E|Y||2. To be specific, (IT)
can be written as a recursive formula:

402 L%(1 +
E Y1 l? < okE|Yi|® + No3A?BE + dai L*(1 + Bo)

1— o ’
9
where ¢ = 1—(1—03) . Via recursive expansion, we obtain
k
E|Yiiil® <E[Yol* [] v
t=0
k k k
402L 1 + 5o
+> Nosa?s ] J+Z 2o L7+ o) I ¢
t=0 j=t+1 v j=t+1
(60)
Then we continue to derive Zf:o E||Y¢||? as follows:

k¢
Z%Enmﬁ
t—1 k t t—1
@wwﬂn T YN
i=0 t=0 1=0
t—1 t—1
II -

n i 7_ 402 L2(1 + Bo)
oy 1—¢; -
Jj=i+1

t—1
s I

j=i+1

t=0 i=0

(61)

Accordlng to Lemma [l we expand the term concerning

Zt oE[Y.||? as (62) at the top of the next page, where

k = Y Yo — Ak Jay for 0 < t < k, w) = v2/ap and

wk = * /ay,. To estimate (62)), we derive each term separately.
First we have

k t—1 k t—1
ZMZH%SZWZGXP{—(SZ@}, (63)
t=1 =0 t=1 i=0

where § = 1 — 03. Then we adopt similar derivation in
the proof of Lemma [3 as ({@3)). Recall that we have assumed
limy o0 (k + 1)Br = 0o and limy 00 k= 1/ < C. We can
choose 1 =2/d,69 >0, F >0, and a corresponding integer
My = Mi(e1,¢e9, F) such that t3; > €1, Ef é Pl 1nt} <
F, and (t —1)72 < gq for all t > M;. Then we obtain the
following upper bound for & > M; + 1:

k k
Z wieiézz;éﬁiSMfe‘lF Z wh(t—1)72
t=M1+1 t=M1+1
k
< egMiett Z wi,
t=M; +1

which by (13a) indicates that
k t—1 k t—1
kgngogwi}'[wi < JEBOZ”'@ exp{—azﬂi}

< lim wk—l— g wk—|—52M2 ar g ka
k— o0
t=M7+1

(64)

go+o+0=n

Next we continue to derive the second term:

t—1 k t—1 L
t— .
0j <D wk Y Ble  Timin fi
t=0 1=0

k t—1
PIEIILI
t=0

i=0  j=it1

(65)

Recall the assumptions in (I3a). We choose €3, €4, and a
corresponding integer M > M; such that for all £k > M,

k

(t+1)%p7
> —m

t=M+2

k

t2
S €3, Z 26 5‘4-

t=M+2

(66)

For ¢ > M + 1, we have the following relationship which is
different from (@3):

t—1 2
_ 1
St S (15) @

i=M
which can be further written as
t—1

[

(i + 1 ﬁ2
wkZﬂ2 H oy efup Y
- (68)
Jj=1+1 =M
< e'fesuy.
Therefore, we obtain
k t—1 t—1
li ¢ 2 i =0.
Jim >0 wi >0 8 ] wi=0 (69)
t=M+2 =M j=1+1
Moreover, we have
wkZﬁ2 H @]kaZBQHQPW
s (10)
By taking limit of the sum at both sides, we obtain
k M—1 t—1
li ! 2 =0.
Jim. Z wh Zﬂz H ;=0 (71)
t=M+2 =0 Jj=i+1
In terms of the finite sum part, we have
M+1  t—1 t—1
li = 2 =0.
kg{)lowk O:>11rn ZwkZﬁ H p;=0. (72)
1=0 Jj=i+1
Therefore, we finally obatin
hm Zwk2ﬁ2 H p; =0. (73)
1=0 Jj=i+1
Similar derivation can be made once again to prove
li = 74
k;ﬂ;ozwkz H 5 =0, (74)

J=1+1
which is omitted here due to page limit. The limit of the last
term in (62) is direct to obtain as follows:

403A%B2 4032
Z % 2 t _ *02 Z ”Yk ﬂt -0,
k~>oo (o7 1—0’2 1—0’2 k~>oo

(75a)

E ot
Vit

— b
Combining (64), 3), (74), [Z34), and [Z3b), we obtain

k
. 4ﬁt'71€ 2
1 —E|Y|"=0
Jim 2 g, BV

16L%(Bo + 1)

Ve ) =0.
N(1— 02)2 koo

(75b)

(76)
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45% 2 45%@ EY:* - E[| Y]
—=E|Y:|]* <
; . Na Yl E T

k+1

- ZwaEHYtH? +Z 7’;

402A252 1607 L*(Bo + 1)
Mo Bl ; 2
( [Yol? ZMJI[‘P +Z|wk|; { N(l —02)20;

I /\

k
n Z 48k [NJEAQﬁf

1602L2(Bo + 1)

402 L?(Bo + 1)}

NO[t 1— ©®t (1 — (,Ot)Q
¢ 4a§A25§ 16a2L2(Bo + 1)
|: 1—02 N(l—Ug)Qﬂt :|
i (62)
] H ¥j
j=1+1

k 202
Wk do5A ﬁt
+Za—t [ -

1—0o
t=0 2

N(1—02)25,

|\

Applying (734d) and (73B) again, we have

k ¢
lim > h, 2k =0,
k—o0 =0 Qg

Due to the strong convexity of f and using Jensen’s inequality,
we obtain for all k£ and any 6 € V

(77)

I * *
5 Ellzo(k) —x||* < E[f(2:(k))] - F(x"),
k (78)
< Ef(xe (k)] = f(x7)
t=0
Based on this, we obtain
lim E||zg(k) — x*||*> =0, (79)
k—o0
which completes the proof. ]

C. Proof of Proposition[]

Proof: The last term in Lemma [2| can be written as

- [mex )~ F&(R) + fi(x(k)) — filx")

By adopting Cauchy-Schwartz ineuqality and based on the fact
that f; is L-Lipchitz continuous, we obtain

(i (R)) — i(x())] < Lillxi (k) — x(B)]| = Lllys(h)]l.
N ail?
‘“L Bl < S By ()

fi(x(k))—fi(x") = fi(i(k))—fi(xe(k))+fi(xe(k))—fi(x*)~
Then by Lemma 2l we have
41202

Efre1| ] < re + 6L} E oy A232
U ST T 5y T NG, k
ABk || Yk

+ N 2a[f(xa(k)) — f(x")].

204 L; ||y (K)| =

81)

By taking expectation at both sides and rearranging the
ineuqality, we obtain

t

— Elrey1] + he) ak
t

29k (E[f (x0(1)] = f(x")) < (E[r]

t t+1 t
< B[] — Elryyq] L 4 by 2k
Qi Q41 Qg

where the second inequality results from v}, /o, > ”y,i“
Summing both sides recursively, we have

/OétJrl.

k
2 <Z VEE[f (xa(£))] — f(X*)>
t=0
k
=" 29k (E[f (x0(1))] - f(x7)), (82)
- ,.YO k
< Efro] 2% ~ Elric] Z 1,

which is in consistency with (58). Based on similar derivation
of the proof of Theorem 1, we have

lim E||zg(k) — x*||* =0, (83)
k—o0
which completes the proof. [ ]

D. Proof of Proposition[3

Proof: Denote by @, the approximation to the denomi-
nator of 7}, for sufficiently large k, which is expressed as

In(k+1), Ay =1,

O (k) = {(k—l—l)lA”, A < 1L (84)

Such approximation is non-expansive since we have Vk > 1

k k
dt+1)M g/ (t+1)"Mdt <20,(k),  (85a)
t=0 0

k
S+ > i/ (t+1)"Mdt > %(I)V(k). (85b)
t=0
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Based on (81)), we have
6L%ad 1
N(1—Bo) (t+1)*
2%
(t+1)2s
2

Elres1] < Efre +

4120 1 N
NPy (t+1)2r"2s

ABoE[[Y||?
NE)t )N (t4 1)« [f (x6(k)) =

Moving the last term to LHS and applying the fact A\, > A,,
we obtain the following approximate result for large k:

k
<Z kE (x0(1))] — f(x ))

=D 2, (E[f(xo(1))] — f(x")),
0

t=

(86)

FE)-

87)

Elro]
~ Py (k)

E[Tk+1](k+1 YAa—Ay
040(1)

Z ht
By the definition of ®,, we have

(k4 1)1
={ In(k+1) "’
(k+ 1)1 X\ <1

(k4 1AM Ay =1,

88
(k) (88)

Applying B8) and the limit of E[rg] in (I4), we obtain

lim Elro] E[rgr1](k + 1)
k— o0 OAO(I)’Y(IC) O[Oq).y(k)

=0, lim

k—o00

=0. (89)

We proceed to derive the items in the last term separately. For
all k, we have

6L%a} M 62 gt < L2 ®ayy (k)
 N(1-pBo) ~ Jo NI=5o) ~ N(—PBo) Py(k)
Z’“: Alany _ [*4L%anf L B4L%00 @asy 5 (k)
— NB: ~Jo NG Nfo  @y(k)

k
AL /’“ A28 o o 16A%G8 @iy alk)
—~ a o oy - ., (k)

Next we derive the term containing E||'Y |2

that 1 — (1 — 02)f) can be written as

(1—0’2)ﬁ0 < k
(k+1)* — \k+1

. Firstly, we notice

Ag
) ;0D

where “<” results from 1 — (1 — 02)8p < 0. According to
Lemma Il E|Y;41]|? can be expanded as

1—(1—02)Br=1-

E|[Y 1]

s 402 L2(By + 1)
< ——F|Y|? + NozA?p} 4 —b= 2 1 72
= (k—i—l))‘ﬁ H k” + 02 Bk + ﬂk(l _0_2)

k k
1 AL2(Bo + 1) — oF
< ————— | No2A2 L LI/ i 2
~ (k4 1) 2 ;ﬂf (1—09) ; Bt
No2A2B2  402L%(By +1) 1

- (k + 1)3)‘571 Bo(l — 02) (k + 1)2>‘°‘_1 ’

Then we have

k

k
3 ABoE( Y * i <y 4Boos A
N(t+ I)AB o ag(t + 1)PstrA—ra=1@

t=0 v

=0 92)

16L2a0(ﬁo +1)

Case I: A, = 1. Then we have

i 6L2ozt’yk
pre N(1-

96L% (k+1)A
N(1—pB) In(k+1) "~

(93a)

(93b)

Z ”yk 64L%aq (k+ 1)>‘57>“1
e ~— Npfp ln(k + 1) ’

k _
S A% 16A%H8 (k + 1 030
(673 -

— Qg In(k+1) ~’

and (©2) can be written as

zk: ABoE[ Y * vk < 4Bo02 A2 (k + 1)1HAa—4Xs
Nt+1)* oy — ap n(k + 1)

16L2cg(Bo + 1) (k + 1)1 Aa=2s
N(l —0’2) 1n(k+ 1)

Case II: A, < 1. Then we have

1=0 (94)

k 9612

N(1 = po)

6L2ozt’yk
N(l

(k4+1)7* (95a)

t=

k 2, ~t 2
Z 4L QY < 64L Q) (k—i—l))\ﬁ_)\"‘,

NB = Nho (93)

t=0

k 202t 232
ZA ﬂtvk < 16A ﬁo (k+1))\a—2)\37

< (95¢)
Qi (%))

t=0
and (O2) can be written as
k
4BoE( Y ell* vk < 48003 A°
ZN(t+1)Ma —

16 L2 (fBo + 1)
N(l - 02)

(k4 1)1HAa—4rs

(96)
(k+ 1)t e,

Combining the two cases above, the convergence rate x
determined by the minimum loss decay rate is expressed as

x =max{Ag — A, 1 + Ao —4Ag}. 97
To minimize Y, it is sufficient to set
5 1
Aa = =Ag — =, 98
5\ T 5 (93)
and we obtain )
i =—-—=A 99
min y 5779 B 99)
which completes the proof. [ ]
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E. Proof of Lemmal3

Proof: Denoting u = prox,,,(x) and v = prox,,,(y), by
the definition of proximal mapping, it follows that

x ; Ue dp(u), Y ; Ve dp(v). (100)
Thus, by the subgradient inequality,
1
(V) = p(w) + 5 (x—uv —u) = Flv —ul’, (1010
1
p(w) 2 ¢(v) + 5y —viu—v) = Sv —ul%  (101b)
Summing the two inequalities, we have
(1—pd)|lv—u|®*<(x—y,u—v). (102)
Using the Cauchy-Swarchtz ineuqality, it follows that
1
—v|| < — 103
o=l < =% =yl (103)
which completes the proof. ]

F. Proof of Theorem[3

Proof: The proof follows a similar methodology to
analysis of convex functions. The main distinction between
the methods applied in the proof and typical methods used in
convex analysis lies in the analysis of the Moreau envelope. To
discuss the convergence property of ¢; g(X;.+), it is significant
to exploit the relationships between ¢; 9(X;.+), ©i.0(Xit+1)
and ;9(v;). Without special statement, the term “a.s.”
(almost sure) is omitted in the context for brevity of writing.
Letting ¢y(x) = + Zfil wio(x) and recalling ;9 : X —
fi(%) + 25 [lx — %||%, we expand pg(x;111) as

vo(Xit+1)

. 1
=min f(y) + = lly = xieall* 7,
y 20

IN

. 1.
f(¥Vie) + 29 IVi,e — Px[vie — atgi,t]||2 )

. 1 .
= f(Vie) + 2% 1Px[vis — Vit — atgi,t]||2 ,

AN

. 1 .
< f(Vig) + %0 | Vie — Vig — atgi,t||2 ) (104)

af 2, %,
< @o(vit) + oo llgiell” + 5 (Vi — Vi, wie)
20 0
ag o,
+ 7<Vi,t — Vi, it — Wig),
272
ar L « R
< wo(Vie) + ;9 + gt [fi(Vie) = fi(vig)]
o oy .
+ %Hvi,t - Vi,t||2 + 7t<vi,t — Vit it — Wig),

where u; + denotes the subgradient of f; evaluated at v; ;, and
the last inequality stems from that f; is p-weakly convex and
L-Lipchitz. Based on Assumption 3l we have

at
?<Vi,t — Vi, 8it — ui,t>
Qg
< V?HVM — Vitllllxie — Vil (105)
N

> aijlixin — ajll.

j=1

v ~
< EatﬁtHVz‘,t — Vit

Recall that v; ¢, V; + € X and X is a compact set, which means
that there exists some constant C'y such that ||[V;; — v; .|| <
Cy. Similarly, ||x;; — q; || can be expanded as

it — el < 1% =%l 4+ %56 —qjell < Cx+A. (106)

In terms of the above derivation, it follows that

T Vis = Vir 8t = i) < 5Cx(Coe + D)y, (107)
which is actually summable with respect to .

As can be concluded from (I04), the primary challenge to
obtain the iterative expression of g(x;+1) is finding the
connection between @g(v; ;) and pg(x; ;). Before discussing
o (Vi) and @g(x;), we first put focus on f(V; ) — f(viy)
and ||V; + —v;¢||?. To establish a relationship among v; ¢, X; ¢
and V;;, we rely on an auxiliary variable s; := Proxg (%¢)
which is a proximal point of ¢(X;).

p
2

= g”vi,t — X+ X — S+ 8¢ — ‘A’i,tsz

||‘A’i,t —Vi,t||2
_ _ ) (108)
< pllse = Zel|” + pllvie — % +s¢ — Vi |?,

< pllse — %> +2p {14— HVz',t—fCtHQ-

1
(1—0p)?
|vit — %X¢||* can be expanded as

Ellvie — %|*|-74]

N
< (1= Bo)lIxie = =e* + B > aijElllaje — %174,

Jj=1

N
< (1= B)lIxie — =el|* + B Z aijl|xj,0 — %I

Jj=1

N
+ 80> aiEllx0 — a?1 7,

j=1
(109)
where by (8), the last term satisfies
N
A2
BBl - P17 < B 10
=
Similarly, f;(¥;+) — fi(vi+) can be written as
fi(Vie) = fi(viz)
= fi(Vie) = fi(se) + fi(se) — fi(Xe) + fi(Xe) = fi(Vie),
< LVie = sel| + Ll Vi — Xe|| + fi(se) — fi(%e),
1
<L (1 + 1_—9p> Vit = Xell + fi(se) — fi(%e),
1 _ _
<1 (14 125 ) (0= Wl — el + fils) — fi(x)
N
ol <1 = 9p) > il = % + s = el
(111)
Moreover, by (8), we have
Ellxj: — ajuell < A/2. (112)
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Next we proceed to expand pg(v; ;) as

1 2
(pg(V»L'ﬁt) = f( ) + - ||V'L t — V’i,t” )

N
< LA =Bo%ie + Be Z aijX;t
j=1
2

N
(1= Bo)%ie + B > aiXjn — Vie||

Jj=1

Ll
20

where “<” stems from the proximality of v;;. According to
the definition of v;;, we have

N 2
(1—B)%xis + B Z aiXj it — Vit
j=1
2
N
= (|(1 = B) it — xie) + B Y aiy (R0 — aje)||
j=1
N
< (1= Bo)lI%ie — x> + Be Zainij,t —q;ell?,
j=1
N
= (L= B)l%ie = %ia|* + B Y %50 — x5
j=1
N
+ 8 Y aii(lIx5e — aiall® +2(R50 — X0, %50 — @e)),

Jj=1

where the last two terms are induced by quantization. By
Lemma[] f(-) can be written as

N
FlA=Bo%ie+ b Z ai;Xj ¢

j=1
N
SA=B)f i)+ By aif(%)  (113)
j=1
p N-1 N
+3 > Z cijcitll%je — Xl
7=0 l=j+
Summing the terms above, we obtain
©o(Vit)
N
< (1= B)po(xin) + B > aijen(x;.1)
j=1
N
+ B> ai (e — el + 2% — X5, %50 — ae)
j=1
p N-1 N
+3 Z cijcill X — Xl
7=0 l=75+1
(114)
where ¢;; is given by
1- ’ j = 07
ey 4P d (115)
ﬂtal’ijv J > 05

and Xo. is defined as %; . Note that (IT4) bridges the gap
between g (v; ) and @g(x;,¢), Vj. Taking expectation at both
sides to evaluate the quantization error, we obtain

Elpo(vi,t)]

N B,A?
< (1 - Bt)E[SDG (xi,t)] + ﬁt Z aij(pg(xj)t) + t4
P (116)
p N-1 N
T3 D0 cieall®ie — %l

Jj=0 l=j+1

Observe that the function x = fi(x)+ e ||x %42 is strongly
convex with parameter 7 — p if 6 < 5. It follows that

filse) = fi(%e) + pllse — %e|?
< filsn) + gl — %l - [fxxt) v

1
+ (- 35) s = xalP
3 1
< (30-7) st -l <o.
(117)

Substltutmg (]]IB[) (ﬂ]]]) ({I16) and (I17) into (104) and

letting @), := + ZZ 1 ¢6(xi,t), we obtain
Elgh+ |7

%Hf‘it—f‘itﬂ2

< (1—-BE[

La 1 N
t —
NO (1+ 9p) ;Hxi,t_xtn (118)
N
2pay 1 e
1 -
=5 [+ ] e s
BroupA? 1 a?L?
1
T oNe T aZez) e
atﬂtLA 1 v
*3Ne (1 Tz 9p) + 5 Cx(Cx + Aaif.
Moreover, we have
2L2
Elpy™ | F1] < ¢§+bt+qt+o‘t7, (119)

where b; consists of the terms containing ||x;; — X¢||, and
q: represents the terms containing quantization error. It is
straightforward to verify that

o0 2 o0

Z%<oo:>2qt<oo.

t=1 t=1

(120)

Next, we continue to derive b;. According to the definition of
c;j as (I13), we have

2a4 8¢

(1 gz i =Xl I = xl®),

(121)

cijcitll % — %iel® < (I3¢,¢
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which by Lemma [1 yields Y, ¢;jcull%X;j: — Xi,4]]* < oc.
In addition, since Y ,-, ai/B; < 00, > 4oy = 00, and

S22 Bellxie — %¢[|* < oo, we conclude
(122)

OthXM — XtH2 < 0oQ.

Moreover, a;||x;; — X;|| can be written as

o0
D anlxie — x| = Z \/Bt”xzt
t=1

o0

< 1 OA? ” < ”2 <
—= E — + /3 Xt — X Q.
-2 = ﬁt t ot t

Therefore, we have »_,° by < cc.
Since f is assumed to be 10wer bounded, @}, is also lower

it”u

bounded, i.e., there exists gp =inf @ t such that
; 2 2
Elgg™ 7] — oh < @) — eyt bt a+ —gp—,  (123)

which, by the convergence theorem of almost supermartingales
[23] and in consideration of the finiteness of > | by, > 1oy G
and >";°, o, indicates that there exists @}, satisfying
. -t __ =x*
tlggo Do = Pp, as. (124)
Furthermore, since ¢p(-) is continuously differentiable [20,
Lemma 2.2] and lim;_,« ||x;¢ — X¢|| = 0, it follows that

Elpg (xi,1) — (125)

Therefore, the limitation of ¢g(X;) can be established as

2
ZQPO xzt

— @o(Xe)|
1 _ N2
SN ZEM(XM) — o (x0)I%,
=1

wo(%e)[* — 0.

Elpg (%) — @5l =
(126)

which means that pg(X;) — @}, a.s. Combining (124), (123)
and (I26), we conclude that @g(x; ;) — @5, Vi € V.

Next we proceed to show that the limit ¢y is actually the
extreme point of ¢g(X:). Recall that @g(-) is continously
differentiable. Therefore, it is sufficient to show the gradi-
ent of ¢p(X;) diminishes with respect to iteration ¢, i.e.,
IVpg(xt)|]| — 0. Vpp(X¢) can be written as [20, Lemma
2.2]

Vipo(%e) = (X0 = s0)- (127)
Rearranging (IT7), (IT8) and (I1%), we obtain
o (13 B 2L2
7<§_§)|St—xt|2§sﬁ9 gﬁt9+1+bt+qt+ T

Unfolding the recursion yields for some 7" > 0

T
24 §¢>2+Z<t—
t=0

3 T
(1 —~ 59,;) > allVes(x)lIP, (128)

t=0

where ¢; = 9 —|— b+ q; denotes the summable term. Lower
bounding the left hand side by cpg, we have

T T
3 _ _
(1= 300) S cuBlVentxI? < Y Bl + 65 - o

t=0 t=0

Rearranging both sides, we obtain

2 Y7 Bl + @) - o)
—36p ZtT:O oy

Since Y,° Elg;] < o0, and Y2, oy = 00, it follows that

2
o El[Ves(x)|I” <

ligninfE||Vg09(it)||2 =0. (129)
—00
Therefore, there exists a subsequence {Xy, } such that
lim E||Veg(x,)|I* =0, (130)
£— 00
which incdicates that
©o(Xk,) — Po = Hlyimpe(}’)- (131)

Since g is smooth and convex, we conclude g; = @y and
[IVpa(%,)|] — O by the convergence of {pg(X;)}. [ |

REFERENCES

[11 Y. Zeng, R. Zhang, and T. J. Lim, “Wireless communications with
unmanned aerial vehicles: opportunities and challenges,” IEEE Commun.
Mag., vol. 54, no. 5, pp. 36-42, May 2016.

[2] M. Chiang and T. Zhang, “Fog and IoT: An overview of research
opportunities,” IEEE Internet Things J., vol. 3, no. 6, pp. 854-864, Dec.
2016.

[3] N. Mohamadi, M. Dong, and S. ShahbazPanahi, ‘“Low-complexity
admm-based algorithm for robust multi-group multicast beamforming
in large-scale systems,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 70, no. Mar.,
pp- 20462061, 2022.

[4] Y. Su, Q. Wang, and C. Sun, “Distributed primal-dual method for convex
optimization with coupled constraints,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process.,
vol. 70, pp. 523-535, 2022.

[5] A. Nedic and A. Ozdaglar, “Distributed subgradient methods for multi-
agent optimization,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 54, no. 1, pp.
48-61, Jan. 2009.

[6] A. Nedi¢, A. Olshevsky, and M. G. Rabbat, “Network topology and
communication-computation tradeoffs in decentralized optimization,”
Proc. IEEE, vol. 106, no. 5, pp. 953-976, May 2018.

[71 T. T. Doan, S. T. Maguluri, and J. Romberg, “Convergence rates of
distributed gradient methods under random quantization: A stochastic
approximation approach,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 66, no. 10,
pp. 4469-4484, Oct. 2021.

[8]1 R. T. Rockafellar, Convex Analysis.
Press, 1970.

[9] R. Huang and Z. Ding, “On compensating actuator delays in consensus
control under undirected graphs,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 66,
no. 10, pp. 4769-4776, Oct. 2021.

[10] T. Qi, R. Lu, and J. Chen, “Consensus of continuous-time multiagent
systems via delayed output feedback: Delay versus connectivity,” IEEE
Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 66, no. 3, pp. 1329-1336, Mar. 2021.

[11] K. Li, C.-C. Hua, and X. You, “Distributed asynchronous consensus
control for nonlinear multiagent systems under switching topologies,”
IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 66, no. 9, pp. 43274333, Sept. 2021.

[12] C.Bi, X. Xu, L. Liu, and G. Feng, “Robust cooperative output regulation
of heterogeneous uncertain linear multiagent systems with unbounded
distributed transmission delays,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 67,
no. 3, pp. 1371-1383, Mar. 2022.

[13] H. Fan, A. Ramierz, and R. Sipahi, “Consensus stability of a large-
scale robotic network under input and transmission delays,” IEEE Trans.
Control Netw. Syst., vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 789-799, Jun. 2022.

[14] A. Reisizadeh, A. Mokhtari, H. Hassani, and R. Pedarsani, “An exact
quantized decentralized gradient descent algorithm,” /EEE Trans. Signal
Process., vol. 67, no. 19, pp. 4934-4947, Oct. 2019.

[15] T. T. Doan, S. T. Maguluri, and J. Romberg, “Fast convergence rates
of distributed subgradient methods with adaptive quantization,” [EEE
Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 66, no. 5, pp. 2191-2205, May 2021.

[16] Z. Wang, J. Zhang, T.-H. Chang, J. Li, and Z.-Q. Luo, “Distributed
stochastic consensus optimization with momentum for nonconvex nons-
mooth problems,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 69, pp. 4486-4501,
2021.

New Jersey: Princeton University



Z. XIA et al.: CONVERGENCE THEORY OF GENERALIZED DISTRIBUTED SUBGRADIENT METHOD WITH RANDOM QUANTIZATION

(17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

J. Zhang, S. Ge, T.-H. Chang, and Z.-Q. Luo, “Decentralized non-
convex learning with linearly coupled constraints: Algorithm designs and
application to vertical learning problem,” /IEEE Trans. Signal Process.,
vol. 70, pp. 3312-3327, 2022.

S. A. Alghunaim and K. Yuan, “A unified and refined convergence
analysis for non-convex decentralized learning,” IEEE Trans. Signal
Process., vol. 70, pp. 3264-3279, 2022.

X. Fontaine, V. D. Bortoli, and A. Durmus, “Convergence rates and
approximation results for sgd and its continuous-time counterpart,” in
Proc. Thirty Fourth Conference on Learning Theory, vol. 134, Boulder,
Colorado, 15-19 Aug. 2021, pp. 1965-2058.

D. Davis and D. Drusvyatskiy, “Stochastic model-based minimization of
weakly convex functions,” SIAM J. Optim., vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 207-239,
Jan. 2019.

S. Chen, A. Garcia, and S. Shahrampour, “On distributed nonconvex
optimization: Projected subgradient method for weakly convex problems
in networks,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 67, no. 2, pp. 662-675,
Feb. 2022.

M. Liu and G. Cheng, “Early stopping for nonparametric testing,” in
Advances Neural. Inf. Process. Syst., vol. 31, Palais des Congres de
Montréal, Montréal Canada, 2—8 Dec. 2018.

H. Robbins and D. Siegmund, “A convergence theorem for non nega-
tive almost supermartingales and some applications,” Optim. Methods
Statist., pp. 233-257, Jun. 1971.



	I Introduction
	I-A Main Contributions
	I-B Related Works

	II Preliminaries
	II-A Notations and Definitions
	II-B Distributed Subgradient with Random Quantization

	III Main Results and Convergence Analysis
	III-A Analysis of Convex Objective Functions
	III-B Weakly-Convex Case

	IV Simulation
	IV-A Convex Case
	IV-B Weakly Convex Case

	Appendix
	A Proof of Lemma 3
	B Proof of Theorem 1
	C Proof of Proposition 1
	D Proof of Proposition 2
	E Proof of Lemma 5
	F Proof of Theorem 2

	References

