arXiv:2406.02939v1 [math.OC] 5 Jun 2024

Achieving Near-Optimal Convergence for Distributed
Minimax Optimization with Adaptive Stepsizes

Yan Huang Xiang Li
College of Control Science and Engineering Department of Computer Science
Zhejiang University, China ETH Zurich, Switzerland
huangyan5616@zju.edu.cn xiang.li@inf.ethz.ch
Yipeng Shen Niao He
College of Control Science and Engineering Department of Computer Science
Zhejiang University, China ETH Zurich, Switzerland
223320740zju.edu.cn niao.he@inf.ethz.ch
Jinming Xu

College of Control Science and Engineering
Zhejiang University, China
jimmyxu@zju.edu.cn

Abstract

In this paper, we show that applying adaptive methods directly to distributed
minimax problems can result in non-convergence due to inconsistency in locally
computed adaptive stepsizes. To address this challenge, we propose D-AdaST, a
Distributed Adaptive minimax method with Stepsize Tracking. The key strategy
is to employ an adaptive stepsize tracking protocol involving the transmission of
two extra (scalar) variables. This protocol ensures the consistency among step-
sizes of nodes, eliminating the steady-state error due to the lack of coordination of
stepsizes among nodes that commonly exists in vanilla distributed adaptive meth-
ods, and thus guarantees exact convergence. For nonconvex-strongly-concave dis-
tributed minimax problems, we characterize the specific transient times that ensure
time-scale separation of stepsizes and quasi-independence of networks, leading to
a near-optimal convergence rate of O (e’(‘”‘;)) for any small 6 > 0, matching
that of the centralized counterpart. To our best knowledge, D-AdaST is the first
distributed adaptive method achieving near-optimal convergence without knowing
any problem-dependent parameters for nonconvex minimax problems. Extensive
experiments are conducted to validate our theoretical results.

1 Introduction

Distributed optimization has seen significant research progress over the last decade, resulting in
numerous algorithms (Nedic and Ozdaglar, 2009; Yuan et al., 2016; Lian et al., 2017; Pu and Nedic,
2021). However, the traditional focus of distributed optimization has primarily been on minimization
tasks. With the rapid growth of machine learning research, various applications have emerged that go
beyond simple minimization, such as Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) (Goodfellow et al.,
2014; Gulrajani et al., 2017), robust optimization (Mohri et al., 2019; Sinha et al., 2017), adversary
training of neural networks (Wang et al., 2021), fair machine learning (Madras et al., 2018), and just
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to name a few. These tasks typically involve a minimax structure as follows:

min max f (),

where X C R, )Y C R4, and x,y are the primal and dual variables to be learned, respectively. One
of the simplest yet effective methods for solving the above minimax problem is Gradient Descent
Ascent (GDA) (Dem’yanov and Pevnyi, 1972; Nemirovski et al., 2009) which alternately performs
stochastic gradient descent for the primal variable and stochastic gradient ascent for the dual vari-
able. This approach has demonstrated its effectiveness in solving minimax problems, especially for
convex-concave objectives (Hsieh et al., 2021; Daskalakis et al., 2021; Antonakopoulos et al., 2021),
i.e., the function f(-,y) is convex for any y € ), and f(z, -) is concave for any x € X.

Adaptive gradient methods, such as AdaGrad (Duchi et al., 2011), Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2014),
and AMSGrad (Reddietal., 2018), are often integrated with GDA to effectively solve min-
imax problems with theoretical guarantees in convex-concave settings (Diakonikolas, 2020;
Antonakopoulos et al., 2021; Ene and L& Nguyen, 2022). These adaptive methods are capable of
adjusting stepsizes based on historical gradient information, making it robust to hyper-parameters
tuning and can converge without requiring to know problem-dependent parameters (a characteristic
often referred to as being “parameter-agnostic"). However, in the nonconvex regime, it has been
shown by Lin et al. (2020); Yang et al. (2022b) that it is necessary to have a time-scale separation in
stepsizes between the minimization and maximization processes to ensure the convergence of GDA
and GDA-based adaptive algorithms. In particular, the stepsize ratio between primal and dual vari-
ables needs to be smaller than a threshold depending on the properties of the problem such as the
smoothness and strong-concavity parameters (Li et al., 2022; Guo et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2021),
which are often unknown or difficult to estimate in real-world tasks, such as training deep neural
networks.

Applying GDA-based adaptive methods into decentralized settings poses additional challenges due
to the presence of inconsistency in locally computed adaptive stepsizes. In particular, it has been
shown that the inconsistency of stepsizes can result in non-convergence in federated learning with
heterogeneous computation speeds (Wang et al., 2020; Sharma et al., 2023). This is mainly due
to the lack of a central node coordinating the stepsizes of nodes in distributed settings, making it
difficult to converge, as observed in minimization problems (Liggett, 2022; Chen et al., 2023b). As
a result, the following question arises naturally:

“Can we design an adaptive minimax method that ensures the time-scale separation and consistency
of stepsizes with provable convergence in fully distributed settings?"

Contributions. In this paper, we aim to propose a distributed adaptive method for efficiently solving
nonconvex-strongly-concave (NC-SC) minimax problems. The contributions are threefold:

* We construct counterexamples showing that directly applying adaptive methods designed
for centralized problems will lead to inconsistencies in locally computed adaptive stepsizes,
resulting in non-convergence in distributed settings. To tackle this issue, we propose the
first distributed adaptive minimax method, named D-AdaST, that incorporates an efficient
stepsize tracking mechanism to maintain consistency across local stepsizes, which involves
the transmission of merely two extra (scalar) variables. The proposed algorithm exhibits
time-scale separation in stepsizes and parameter-agnostic capability in fully distributed set-
tings.

Theoretically, we prove that D-AdaST is able to achieve a near-optimal convergence rate
of O (e~(4*+9)) with arbitrarily small § > 0 to find an e-stationary point for distributed NC-
SC minimax problems. In contrast, we also prove the existence of a constant steady-state
error in both the lower and upper bounds for GDA-based distributed minimax algorithms
when being directly integrated with the adaptive stepsize rule without the stepsize tracking
mechanism. Moreover, we explicitly characterize the transient times that ensure time-scale
separation and quasi-independence of the network, respectively.

We conduct extensive experiments on real-world datasets to verify our theoretical findings
and the effectiveness of D-AdaST on a variety of tasks, including robust training of neural
networks and optimizing Wasserstein GANs. In all tasks, we demonstrate the superiority
of D-AdaST over several vanilla distributed adaptive methods across various graphs, initial
stepsizes and data distributions (see also additional experiments in Appendix A).



1.1 Related Works

Distributed nonconvex minimax methods. In the realm of federated learning, Deng and Mahdavi
(2021) introduce Local SGDA algorithm combining FedAvg/Local SGD with stochastic GDA

and show an O (6_6) sample complexity for NC-SC objective functions. Sharma et al. (2022)

provide improved complexity result of O (6_4) matching that of the lower bound (Lietal.,
2021; Zhang et al., 2021a) for both NC-SC and nonconvex-Polyak-Lojasiewicz (NC-PL) settings.
Yang et al. (2022a) integrate Local SGDA with stochastic gradient estimators to eliminate the data
heterogeneity. More recently, Zhang et al. (2023) adopt compressed momentum methods with Local
SGD to increase the communication efficiency of the algorithm. For decentralized nonconvex mini-
max problems, Liu et al. (2020) study the training of GANs using decentralized optimistic stochastic
gradient and provide non-asymptotic convergence with fixed stepsizes. Tsaknakis et al. (2020) pro-
pose a double-loop decentralized SGDA algorithm with gradient tracking techniques (Pu and Nedic,
2021) and achieve O (6*4) sample complexity. There are also some other works that incorporate
variance reduction techniques to achieve a faster convergence rate (Zhang et al., 2021b; Chen et al.,
2022; Xian et al., 2021; Tarzanagh et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2024; Zhang et al.,
2024), at the cost of more memory and computing power for lager batch-size or full gradient eval-
uation. However, all the above-mentioned methods use a fixed or uniformly decaying stepsize,
requiring the prior knowledge of smoothness and concavity.

(Distributed) adaptive minimax methods.

For centralized nonconvex minimax problems, Yang et al. (2022b) show that, even in deterministic
settings, GDA-based methods necessitate the time-scale separation of the stepsizes for primal and
dual updates. Many attempts have been made for ensuring the time-scale separation requirement
(Lin et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2022c; Bot and Bohm, 2023; Huang et al., 2023). However, these meth-
ods typically come with the prerequisite of having knowledge about problem-dependent parameters,
which can be a significant drawback in practical scenarios. To this end, Yang et al. (2022b) introduce
a nested adaptive algorithm named NeAda that achieves parameter-agnosticism by incorporating an
inner loop to effectively maximize the dual variable, which can obtain an optimal sample com-
plexity of O (6_4) when the strong-concavity parameter is known. More recently, Li et al. (2023)
introduce TiAda, a single-loop parameter-agnostic adaptive algorithm for nonconvex minimax op-
timization which employs separated exponential factors on the adaptive primal and dual stepsizes,
improving upon NeAda on the noise-adaptivity. There has been few works dedicated to adaptive
minimax optimization in federated learning settings. For instance, Huang et al. (2024) introduces
a federated adaptive algorithm that integrates the stepsize rule of Adam with full-client participa-
tion, resembling the centralized counterpart. Ju et al. (2023) study a federated Adam algorithm for
fair federated learning where the objective function is properly weighted to account for heteroge-
neous updates among nodes. To the best of our knowledge, it is still unknown how one can design
an adaptive minimax method capable of fulfilling the time-scale separation requirement and being
parameter-agnostic in fully distributed settings.

Notations. Throughout this paper, we denote by E [-] the expectation of a random variable, ||-|| the
Frobenius norm, {-,-) the inner product of two vectors, ® the Hadamard product (entry wise), ®
the Kronecker product. We denote by 1 the all-ones vector, I the identity matrix and J = 117 /n
the averaging matrix with n dimension. For a vector or matrix A and constant o, we denote A the
entry-wise exponential operations. We denote @ () := f (x,y* (z)) as the primal function where
y* (x) = argmax f (x,y), and Py (-) as the projection operation onto set ).

Yy

2 Distributed Adaptive Minimax Methods

We consider the distributed minimax problem collaboratively solved by a set of agents over a net-
work. The overall objective of the agents is to solve the following finite-sum problem:

;161]11@ Igleaxf x,y) ZE51~D1 (z,y;&)], M
7f'b( )7/)

where f; : RPtY¢ — R is the local private loss function accessible only by the associated node
i€ N =1{1,2,--- ,n}, Y C R%is closed and convex, and &; ~ D; denotes the data sample locally
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Figure 1: Comparison among D-SGDA, D-TiAda and D-AdaST for NC-SC quadratic objective
function (6) with n = 2 nodes and v,, = 7y,. In (a), it shows the trajectories of primal and dual
variables of the algorithms, the points on the black dash line are stationary points of f. In (b), it

shows the convergence of || V,.f (¢, yx)||> over the iterations. In (c), it shows the convergence of
the inconsistency of stepsizes, (2 defined in (8), over the iterations. Notably, ¢? fails to converge for
D-TiAda and ¢? = 0 for non-adaptive D-SGDA.

stored at node i € A" with distribution D;. We consider a graph G = (V, £), here, V = {1,2,...,n}
represents the set of agents, and £ C V x V denotes the set of edges consisting of ordered pairs
(1, 7) representing the communication link from node j to node 3. For node ¢, we define ; = {j |
(i,7) € &} as the set of its neighboring nodes. Before proceeding to the discussion of distributed
algorithms, we first introduce the following notations for brevity:

. T X L T xd
Xp = [Tk, Tok, s Tak) € R™Pyri= Y1k, Y2k, Ynk) € R™FY,

where z; 1, € RP, y; . € ) denote the primal and dual variable of node ¢ at each iteration k, and
VaoF (Xk, ¥k &8) = [+ Vo Fs (%ig, Yiks Ex) 5
T

va (Xk7}’k§§Z) = |: o 7va7, (:Ei,ku yz,]mg;{k) s T :|

are the corresponding partial stochastic gradients with i.i.d. samples &7, £} in a compact form.

]T

)

Next, we will first explain the pitfalls of directly applying centralized adaptive stepsize rules to
decentralized settings, and then introduce our newly proposed solution to address the challenge.

2.1 Non-Convergence of Direct Extensions

For the distributed minimax optimization problem as depicted in (1) involving NC-SC objective
functions, we will show shortly that the Distributed Stochastic Gradient Descent Ascent (D-SGDA)
method may not converge due to the inability of time-scale separation with constant stepsizes (c.f.,
Figure 1), which is also observed in centralized settings (Lin et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2022b). To
address this issue, one can adopt the adaptive stepsize rule used in centralized TiAda (Li et al., 2023)
for each individual node, which is renowned for its ability to adaptively fulfill the time-scale sepa-
ration requirements. As a result, we arrive at the following Distributed TiAda (D-TiAda) algorithm.

Xpr1 = W (Xk =%V AV F (xk,yk;@f)) , (2a)

yirr =Py (W (y6 + U Vo F (s yis€)) ) (2b)

where 7, and vy, are the stepsizes, W is a doubly-stochastic weight matrix induced by graph G
(Xiao et al., 2006) (c.f., Assumption 4), and

n n
—a _ 73: —« —B T —ﬂ
VkJrl = diag {Ui7k+1}i:1 , UkJr1 = diag {ui7k+l}i:1 , 3)
: _ Yy Y
with v; 41 = max {mﬁkﬂ, mi7k+1} Wikl =T iy and

2
2
M g1 = MG + || VaFi (@i Yins E6) |70 MY = miy + Hv”Fl (Ii”“’yi”“;gz’“) H @
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are the local accumulated gradient norm. Note that we impose a maximum operator in the precon-
ditioner v; , and employ different stepsize decaying rates, i.e., 0 < S < a < 1, for the primal and
dual variables, respectively. Such design allows to balance the updates of x and y, and achieves the
desired time-scale separation without requiring any knowledge of parameters (Li et al., 2023).

However, in the distributed setting, such direct extension may fail to converge to a stationary point
because v; j, and u; ;, can be inconsistent due to the difference of local objective functions f;, In
particular, we can rewrite the above vanilla distributed optimization algorithm (2) in the sense of
average system of primal variables as below,

i ()"
Thi1 =1 Uy *—V,F 134 MV, F 3
Th+1 = Tk — VaUy, Ve (XkaYk,fk) _%vT x (Xk7}’k7§k)a 3)
adaptive descent inconsistancy

where (f;k_o‘)T = [ . ,v;,? -0 % l, 7y, = 1Txy /n and vy, := 1/”2?:1 Vi k-

It is evident that, in comparison to centralized adaptive methods, an unexpected term (i.e., ) on
the right-hand side (RHS) arises due to inconsistencies. This term introduces inaccuracies in the
directions of gradient descent, degrading the optimization performance. The theorem presented
below reveals a gap near the stationary points in a properly designed counterexample, indicating the
non-convergence of D-TiAda. The proof is available in Appendix B.3.

Theorem 1. There exists a distributed minimax problem in the form of Problem (1) and certain
initialization such that after running D-TiAda with any 0 < 8 < 0.5 < o < 1 and 75,7y, > 0, it
holds that foranyt = 0,1,2, ..., we have,

H vwf(xt’yt) ”:H me(l'o,yo) ”7 H vyf(xtvyt) ”:H Vyf(l'o,yo) ”7

where ||V f(z0,y0)| and ||V f (z0,yo)| can be arbitrarily large depending on the initialization.

Remark 1. The counterexample we constructed consists of three nodes, forming a complete graph.
Without the stepsize tracking, D-TiAda will remain stationary, and the iterates will not progress if
initiated along a specific line. In this counterexample, the only stationary point is at (0,0), but initial
points along the line (c.f., Eq. (72)) can be positioned arbitrarily far away from this stationary point,
implying the non-convergence of D-TiAda with certain initialization.

Apart from the counterexample discussed in Theorem 1, we also experimentally observe the diver-
gence of D-SGDA and D-TiAda even in a simple scenario involving only two connected agents.
This phenomenon is illustrated in Figure 1 and the functions are depicted as follows:

9 3 1

_ .2 S _ 2
Ji(z,y) = 50Y TEY Tty - 577, ©
fz(x,y):—;—0y2+gy—x+2xy—2x2-

It is not difficult to verify that the points on the line 3y = 5x 4 2 are stationary points of f (z,y) =
1/2(f1 (z,y) + f2 (x,y)). It follows from Figure 1(a) and 1(b) that D-SGDA does not converge to a
stationary point because of the lack of time-scale separation, and D-TiAda also fails to converge due
to stepsize inconsistency, as shown in Figure 1(c). In contrast, the utilization of the stepsize tracking
protocol in D-AdaST ensures convergence to a stationary point, with the inconsistency in stepsizes
gradually diminishing (c.f., Lemma 9). These two motivating examples effectively highlight the
challenges associated with applying adaptive minimax algorithms to distributed settings.

2.2 The Proposed D-AdaST Algorithm

To address the issue of stepsize inconsistency across different nodes, we propose the following
Distributed Adaptive minimax optimization algorithm with Stepsize Tracking protocol, termed D-
AdaST, which allows us to asymptotically eliminate the stepsize inconsistency in a decentralized
manner over networks. The pseudo-code for the algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1, and can



Algorithm 1 Distributed Adaptive Minimax Method with Stepsize Tracking (D-AdaST)
Initialization: ;¢ € R?, y; o € ), buffers mﬁo = mf_o = ¢ > 0, stepsizes 7,, vy > 0, exponen-
tial factors 0 < 8 < « < 1 and weight matrix W.
1: for iteration k = 0,1,---, each node i € [n], do
2 Sampleiid. g7y = V. F; (:Ti,k,yi,k;gﬁk) and g/, =V, F; (:Ti,kayi,k?giy,k)'
3:  Accumulate the gradient norm:

mf,k+1 = mﬁk + ngﬂkaQa mi’,kﬂ = ml’k + ||9?k”2
4:  Compute the ratio:
Ginr = (M8 jepn)*/ max { (m ), (ml 1) b < 1
5:  Update primal and dual variables locally:

o x - _ Yy -6 .Y
Tiktr = Tk — VaViktr (M gg1) G0k Viktr = Yik +v(m? ) g?,
6: Communicate adaptive stepsizes and decision variables with neighbors:

x Y x Yy
{mi,kH,mLkH,wi,k+17yi,k+1} <~ E Wi,j {m_j,]g+17mj7k+17xj,k+17yj,k+l}-
JEN;

7:  Projection of dual variable on the set V: y; k11 < Py (Vi k+1)-
8: end for

be rewritten in a compact form as follows:

mj ;= W (mj + hj), (7a)
my,, =W (my +hy), (7b)
Xkt = W (3 = Vil §Va F (,yu:€7) (7c)
yirr =Py (W (i + U Vo F ey €))) ) (7d)
where my, = [+, m{,, - AT, mY = [+ ,m?,, -7 denote the tracking variables for the accu-

mulated global gradient norm, i.e., for z € {z, y},

17 1 k
—mi = Z;l <Zt_0 gz + mf,o)

while i = [---, || g7, |I?,---]", and Vi, U}, are diagonal matrices with v; , = max {mfﬁk, mzk}
and u; , = m7,. Note that we also provide a variant of D-AdaST with coordinate-wise adaptive
stepsizes in Algorithm 2, along with its convergence analysis in Appendix B.5.

3 Convergence Analysis

In this section, we present the main convergence results for the proposed D-AdaST algorithm and
compare it with D-TiAda to show the effectiveness of the proposed stepsize tracking protocol.

To this end, letting 4y := 1/n Z?:l u;,,, we define the following metrics to evaluate the level of
inconsistency of stepsizes among nodes, which are ensured to be bounded by Assumption 3.

2 -« ——Q 2 ——a)2 2 -8 ~—B 2 ~—B 2

(5= sup (Uz‘,k — ) /(vk ) , (2= sup (ui)k — Uy, ) /(u,C ) - (8)
i€[n],k>0 i€[n],k>0

3.1 Assumptions

We consider the NC-SC setting of Problem (1) with the following assumptions that are commonly
used in the existing works (c.f., Remark 2 and Remark 3).



Assumption 1 (u-strong concavity in y). Each objective function f; (x,y) is u-strongly concave in
y, Le,Vr € RP, Yy, 4y’ € YVand pu > 0,

fi(z,y) = fi(x,y") = (Vyfi(x,9),y —¥) + % Ly -y )

Assumption 2 (Joint smoothness). Each objective function f; (z,y) is L-smooth in x and y, i.e.,
Va,z' € RP andVy,y' € Y, there exists a constant L such that for z € {x,y},

2 2 2
19251 (29) = Ve fi @) < 22 (2 = 1+ ly = /1) (10)
Furthermore, f; is second-order Lipschitz continuous for y, i.e., for z € {z,y},

V2,6 (w.9) = 2,8 @) < 22 (e = o1 + Jly = o)1) an

Remark 2. Assumption 1 does not require the convexity in x and the objective function thus can be
nonconvex. Assumption 1 and 2 ensure that y* () is smooth (c.f., Lemma 2), which is essential for
achieving (near) optimal convergence rate (Chen et al., 2021; Li et al., 2023).

Assumption 3 (Stochastic gradient). For i.i.d. sample &;, the stochastic gradient of each i is un-
biased, i.e., YV € RP,y € Y, B¢, [V, F; (2,y;&)] = V. fi(z,y), for z € {z,y}, and there is a
constant C > 0 such that |V . F; (z,y;&)]| < C.

Remark 3. Assumption 3 on stochastic gradient is widely used for establishing convergence rates
of both minimization and minimax optimization methods with AdaGrad (Kavis et al., 2022; Li et al.,
2023) or Adam (Zou et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2023a; Huang et al., 2024) adaptive stepsize. We
note that under Assumption 2, this assumption can be easily satisfied in many real-world tasks by
imposing constraints on the compact domain of f, e.g., neural networks with rectified activation
(Dinh et al., 2017) and GANs with projections on the critic (Gulrajani et al., 2017).

Next, we make the following assumption on the underlying graph to ensure its connectivity.
Assumption 4 (Graph connectivity). The weight matrix W induced by graph G is doubly stochastic,
ie, W1 =1,1"W =17 and pw = |W = J||3 < 1.

Note that one can always find a proper weight matrix W compliant to the graph that satisfies As-
sumption 4 once the underlying graph is undirected and connected. For instance, the weight matrix
can be easily determined based on the Metropolis-Hastings protocol (Xiao et al., 2006). Moreover,
this assumption is more general than that in Lian et al. (2017); Borodich et al. (2021) in the sense
that W is not required to be symmetric, implying that certain directed graphs can be included in this
assumption, e.g., directed ring and exponential graphs (Ying et al., 2021).

3.2 Main Results

We are now ready to present the key convergence results in terms of the primal function & () :=
f(z,y* (z)) with y* (2) = argma);}cf (z,y), whose proofs can be found in Appendix B.4.
ye

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. Let 0 < 8 < « < 1 and the total iteration K satisfy

s (1 b
Q | max 5 s | = (12)
Yy (1—PW)

with k := L/p to ensure time-scale separation and quasi-independence of the network. For D-
AdaST, we have
K—1
1 2 ~ 1 1 ~ 1 1
—Y°E [ @ } -0 _ 10) .
7 2 B[Ive ) (K ey K) ; (KH, +5 _pr)
(13)

Remark 4 (Near-optimal convergence). Theorem 2 implies that if the total number of iterations
satisfies the conditions (12), the proposed D-AdaST algorithm converges to a stationary point exactly

for Problem (1) with an O (67(4+6)) sample complexity for arbitrarily small § > 0, e.g., letting



a=054+6/(8+2)and B =0.5— 05/ (8+ 20). It is worth noting that this rate is near-optimal
compared to the existing lower bound O (674) (Li et al., 2021) for centralized minimax optimization
problems, and recovers the centralized TiAda algorithm (Li et al., 2023) as special case, i.e., setting
pw = 0, without assuming the existence of interior optimal point (c.f., Assumption 3.3 Li et al.
(2023)). To the best of our knowledge, there is no existing fully parameter-agnostic method that
achieves a convergence rate of O (6_4), even in a centralized setting.

Remark 5 (Parameter-agnostic property and transient times). The above results show that D-AdaST
converges without requiring to know any problem-dependent parameters, i.e., L, |1 and pw, or tun-
ing the initial stepsize v, and vy, and is thus parameter-agnostic. Moreover, we explicitly charac-
terize the transient times (c.f., Eq. (12)) that ensure time-scale separation and quasi-independence
of the network, respectively. Indeed, we can see that if o and 3 are close to each other, the time
required for time-scale separation to occur increases significantly, which has been observed in
(Li et al., 2023). On the other hand, if a and 3 are relatively large, then ) (l/Klfo‘ + l/Kl’ﬁ)
dominates the other terms, indicating independence on the network. These observations highlight
the trade-offs between the convergence rate and the required duration of the transition phase.

For proper comparison, we also derive an upper bound for D-TiAda as follows. Together with
the lower bound in Theorem 1, we demonstrate that without the stepsize tracking mechanism, the
inconsistency among local stepsizes prevents D-TiAda from converging in the distributed setting.

Corollary 1. Under the same conditions of Theorem 2. For the proposed D-TiAda, we have

E (192 @] =6 (s + 7=y s

. 1 1 N
+0 (Klﬁ T —pW)Kﬁ) +O((¢+r%¢CH)C?).

1 K-1

K
k=

_|_

0 (14)

4 Experiments

In this section, we conduct experiments to validate the theoretical findings and demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of the proposed algorithm on real-world machine learning tasks. We compare the proposed
D-AdaST with the distributed variants of AdaGrad (Duchi et al., 2011), TiAda (Li et al., 2023) and
NeAda (Yang et al., 2022b), namely D-AdaGrad, D-TiAda and D-NeAda, respectively. These ex-
periments run across multiple nodes with different networks, and we consider heterogeneous distri-
butions of local objective functions/datasets. For example, each node can only access samples with
a subset of labels on MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets, which is a common scenario in decentralized
and federated learning tasks (Sharma et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2022). The experiments cover three
main tasks: synthetic function, robust training of the neural network, and training of Wasserstein
GANSs (Heusel et al., 2017). For the exponential factors of stepsize, we set « = 0.6 and § = 0.4
for both D-TiAda and D-AdaST. More detailed settings and additional experiments with different
initial stepsizes, data distributions and choices of « and 3 can be found in Appendix A.

Synthetic example. We consider a distributed minimax problem with the following NC-SC local
objective functions over exponential networks with n = 50 (p,, = 0.71) and n = 100 (p,, = 0.75).

1 L2
fi(z,y) = —§y2 + Lizy — 7%2 — 2Lz + Ly, (15)

where L; ~ U (1.5,2.5). The local gradient of each node is computed with an additive A/ (0,0.1)
Gaussian noise. It follows from Figure 2 (a) and 2 (b) that the proposed D-AdaST algorithm outper-
forms other distributed adaptive methods for both initial stepsize settings, especially in cases with
a favorable initial stepsize ratio, as illustrated in plots (b) and (d) where -y, /v, = 0.2. Similar
observation can be found in Figure 2 (c) and 2 (d), demonstrating the effectiveness of D-AdaST.

Robust training of neural networks. Next, we consider the task of robust train-
ing of neural networks, in the presence of adversarial perturbations on data samples
(Sharmaet al., 2022; Deng and Mahdavi, 2021). The problem can be formulated as

min max1/nYy " | fi(z;&+y) —n lly||”, where = denotes the parameters of the model, y de-
z

notes the perturbation and &; denotes the data sample of node :. Note that if 7 is large enough, the
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Figure 3: Comparison of the algorithms on training robust CNN on MNIST dataset. The first row
shows the results of AdaGrad-like stepsize, and the second row is for Adam-like stepsize. For
the first three columns, we compare the algorithms on different graphs with n = 20. For the last
column, we show the scalability of D-AdaST in terms of number of nodes. Initial stepsizes are set
as y; = 0.01, v, = 0.1 for AdaGrad-like stepsize, and v, = 0.1, y, = 0.1 for Adam-like stepsize.

problem is NC-SC. We conduct experiments on MNIST dataset over different networks, e.g., ring
graph, exponential (exp.) graph (Ying et al., 2021) and dense graph with n/2 edges for each node.
We consider a heterogeneous scenario in which each node possesses only two distinct classes of
labeled samples, resulting in heterogeneity among the local datasets across nodes, while the data is
i.i.d within each node.

In Figure 3, we compare D-AdaST with D-AdaGrad, D-TiAda and D-NeAda, using adaptive step-
sizes in AdaGrad (first row) and Adam (second row, name suffixed with Adam) respectively, it can
be observed from the first three columns that the proposed D-AdaST outperforms the others on
three different graphs and it is not very sensitive to the graph connectivity (i.e., py), demonstrating
the quasi-independence of network as indicated in Theorem 2. It should be noted that Adam-like
algorithms exhibit more fluctuations in the later stages of optimization as the gradient norm van-
ishes, leading to an inevitable increase in the Adam stepsize as the optimization process converges
(Kingma and Ba, 2014). In plots (d) and (h), we further demonstrate that D-AdaST can scale effi-
ciently with respect to the number of nodes, while keeping a constant batch-size of 64 for each node.
This showcases the algorithm’s ability to handle large-scale distributed scenarios effectively.

Generative Adversarial Networks. We further illustrate the effectiveness of D-AdaST on another
popular task of training GANs, which has a generator and a discriminator used to generate and
distinguish samples respectively (Goodfellow et al., 2014). In this experiment, we train Wasserstein
GANSs (Gulrajani et al., 2017) on CIFAR-10 dataset in a decentralized setting where each discrimina-
tor is 1-Lipschitz and has access to only two classes of samples. We compare the inception score of
D-AdaST with D-Adam and D-TiAda adopting Adam-like stepsizes in Figure 4. It can be observed
from the figure that D-AdaST achieves higher inception scores in three cases with different initial
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Figure 4: Training GANs on CIFAR-10 dataset over exponential graphs with n = 10 nodes.

stepsizes, and has a small score loss as the initial step size changes. We believe that this example
shows the great potential of D-AdaST in solving real-world problems.

5 Conclusion

We introduced a new distributed adaptive minimax method, D-AdaST, designed to tackle the issue
of non-convergence in nonconvex-strongly-concave minimax problems caused by the inconsisten-
cies among locally computed adaptive stepsizes. Vanilla distributed adaptive methods could suffer
from such inconsistencies, as highlighted by the carefully designed counterexamples for demonstrat-
ing their potential non-convergence. In contrast, our proposed method employs an efficient adaptive
stepsize tracking protocol that not only ensures the time-scale separation, but also guarantees step-
size consistency among nodes and thus effectively eliminates steady-state errors. Theoretically, we
showed that D-AdaST can achieve a near-optimal convergence rate of O (e_(4+5)) with any arbi-
trarily small § > 0. Extensive experiments on both real-world and synthetic datasets have been
conducted to validate our theoretical findings across various scenarios.

References

Antonakopoulos, K., Belmega, V. E., and Mertikopoulos, P. (2021). Adaptive extra-gradient meth-
ods for min-max optimization and games. In ICLR 2021-9th International Conference on Learn-
ing Representations, pages 1-28.

Borodich, E., Beznosikov, A., Sadiev, A., Sushko, V., Savelyev, N., Taka¢, M., and Gas-
nikov, A. (2021). Decentralized personalized federated min-max problems. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2106.07289.

Bot, R. I. and Bohm, A. (2023). Alternating proximal-gradient steps for (stochastic) nonconvex-
concave minimax problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 33(3):1884—1913.

Chen, C., Shen, L., Liu, W., and Luo, Z.-Q. (2023a). Efficient-adam: Communication-efficient
distributed adam. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing.

Chen, L., Ye, H., and Luo, L. (2022). A simple and efficient stochastic algorithm for decentralized
nonconvex-strongly-concave minimax optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2212.02387.

Chen, L., Ye, H., and Luo, L. (2024). An efficient stochastic algorithm for decentralized nonconvex-
strongly-concave minimax optimization. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence
and Statistics, pages 1990-1998. PMLR.

Chen, T., Sun, Y., and Yin, W. (2021). Closing the gap: Tighter analysis of alternating stochastic
gradient methods for bilevel problems. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
34:25294-25307.

Chen, X., Karimi, B., Zhao, W., and Li, P. (2023b). On the convergence of decentralized adaptive
gradient methods. In Asian Conference on Machine Learning, pages 217-232. PMLR.

10



Daskalakis, C., Skoulakis, S., and Zampetakis, M. (2021). The complexity of constrained min-
max optimization. In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of
Computing, pages 1466—1478.

Dem’yanov, V. E. and Pevnyi, A. B. (1972). Numerical methods for finding saddle points. USSR
Computational Mathematics and Mathematical Physics, 12(5):11-52.

Deng, Y. and Mahdavi, M. (2021). Local stochastic gradient descent ascent: Convergence analysis
and communication efficiency. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statis-
tics, pages 1387-1395. PMLR.

Diakonikolas, J. (2020). Halpern iteration for near-optimal and parameter-free monotone inclusion
and strong solutions to variational inequalities. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1428—
1451. PMLR.

Dinh, L., Pascanu, R., Bengio, S., and Bengio, Y. (2017). Sharp minima can generalize for deep
nets. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1019-1028. PMLR.

Duchi, J., Hazan, E., and Singer, Y. (2011). Adaptive subgradient methods for online learning and
stochastic optimization. Journal of machine learning research, 12(7).

Ene, A. and Lé Nguyen, H. (2022). Adaptive and universal algorithms for variational inequalities
with optimal convergence. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
volume 36, pages 6559-6567.

Goodfellow, 1., Pouget-Abadie, J., Mirza, M., Xu, B., Warde-Farley, D., Ozair, S., Courville, A.,
and Bengio, Y. (2014). Generative adversarial nets. Advances in neural information processing
systems, 27.

Gulrajani, 1., Ahmed, F., Arjovsky, M., Dumoulin, V., and Courville, A. C. (2017). Improved
training of wasserstein gans. Advances in neural information processing systems, 30.

Guo, Z., Xu, Y., Yin, W., Jin, R, and Yang, T. (2021). A novel convergence analysis for algorithms
of the adam family. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.03459.

Heusel, M., Ramsauer, H., Unterthiner, T., Nessler, B., and Hochreiter, S. (2017). Gans trained by a
two time-scale update rule converge to a local nash equilibrium. Advances in neural information
processing systems, 30.

Hsieh, Y.-P., Mertikopoulos, P., and Cevher, V. (2021). The limits of min-max optimization al-
gorithms: Convergence to spurious non-critical sets. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, pages 4337-4348. PMLR.

Huang, F.,, Wang, X., Li, J., and Chen, S. (2024). Adaptive federated minimax optimization with
lower complexities. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages
4663-4671. PMLR.

Huang, F.,, Wu, X., and Hu, Z. (2023). Adagda: Faster adaptive gradient descent ascent methods for
minimax optimization. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages
2365-2389. PMLR.

Huang, F., Wu, X., and Huang, H. (2021). Efficient mirror descent ascent methods for nonsmooth
minimax problems. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:10431-10443.

Huang, Y., Sun, Y., Zhu, Z., Yan, C., and Xu, J. (2022). Tackling data heterogeneity: A new
unified framework for decentralized SGD with sample-induced topology. In Proceedings of the
39th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research, pages 9310-9345. PMLR.

Ju, L., Zhang, T., Toor, S., and Hellander, A. (2023). Accelerating fair federated learning: Adaptive
federated adam. arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.09357.

Kavis, A., Levy, K. Y., and Cevher, V. (2022). High probability bounds for a class of nonconvex
algorithms with adagrad stepsize. In International Conference on Learning Representations.

11



Kingma, D. P. and Ba, J. (2014). Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980.

Li, H., Farnia, F, Das, S., and Jadbabaie, A. (2022). On convergence of gradient descent ascent:
A tight local analysis. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 12717-12740.
PMLR.

Li, H., Tian, Y., Zhang, J., and Jadbabaie, A. (2021). Complexity lower bounds for nonconvex-
strongly-concave min-max optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
34:1792-1804.

Li, X., YANG,J., and He, N. (2023). Tiada: A time-scale adaptive algorithm for nonconvex minimax
optimization. In The Eleventh International Conference on Learning Representations.

Lian, X., Zhang, C., Zhang, H., Hsieh, C.-J., Zhang, W., and Liu, J. (2017). Can decentralized
algorithms outperform centralized algorithms? a case study for decentralized parallel stochastic
gradient descent. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30.

Liggett, B. (2022). Distributed learning with automated stepsizes.

Lin, T, Jin, C., and Jordan, M. (2020). On gradient descent ascent for nonconvex-concave minimax
problems. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 6083-6093. PMLR.

Liu, M., Zhang, W., Mroueh, Y., Cui, X., Ross, J., Yang, T., and Das, P. (2020). A decentralized
parallel algorithm for training generative adversarial nets. Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems, 33:11056-11070.

Madras, D., Creager, E., Pitassi, T., and Zemel, R. (2018). Learning adversarially fair and trans-
ferable representations. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 3384-3393.
PMLR.

Mohri, M., Sivek, G., and Suresh, A. T. (2019). Agnostic federated learning. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4615-4625. PMLR.

Nedic, A. and Ozdaglar, A. (2009). Distributed subgradient methods for multi-agent optimization.
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 54(1):48-61.

Nedic, A., Ozdaglar, A., and Parrilo, P. A. (2010). Constrained consensus and optimization in multi-
agent networks. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 55(4):922-938.

Nemirovski, A., Juditsky, A., Lan, G., and Shapiro, A. (2009). Robust stochastic approximation
approach to stochastic programming. SIAM Journal on optimization, 19(4):1574-1609.

Pu, S. and Nedié, A. (2021). Distributed stochastic gradient tracking methods. Mathematical Pro-
gramming, 187(1):409-457.

Reddi, S. J., Kale, S., and Kumar, S. (2018). On the convergence of adam and beyond. In Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations.

Sharma, P., Panda, R., and Joshi, G. (2023). Federated minimax optimization with client heterogene-
ity. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.04249.

Sharma, P., Panda, R., Joshi, G., and Varshney, P. (2022). Federated minimax optimization: Im-
proved convergence analyses and algorithms. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 19683-19730. PMLR.

Sinha, A., Namkoong, H., Volpi, R., and Duchi, J. (2017). Certifying some distributional robustness
with principled adversarial training. arXiv preprint arXiv:1710.10571.

Tarzanagh, D. A., Li, M., Thrampoulidis, C., and Oymak, S. (2022). Fednest: Federated bilevel,
minimax, and compositional optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 21146-21179. PMLR.

12



Tsaknakis, I., Hong, M., and Liu, S. (2020). Decentralized min-max optimization: Formulations, al-
gorithms and applications in network poisoning attack. In ICASSP 2020-2020 IEEE International
Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), pages 5755-5759. IEEE.

Wang, J., Liu, Q., Liang, H., Joshi, G., and Poor, H. V. (2020). Tackling the objective inconsistency
problem in heterogeneous federated optimization. Advances in neural information processing
systems, 33:7611-7623.

Wang, J., Zhang, T., Liu, S., Chen, P.-Y., Xu, J., Fardad, M., and Li, B. (2021). Adversarial attack
generation empowered by min-max optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 34:16020-16033.

Wu, X., Sun, J., Hu, Z., Zhang, A., and Huang, H. (2023). Solving a class of non-convex min-
imax optimization in federated learning. In Thirty-seventh Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems.

Xian, W., Huang, F., Zhang, Y., and Huang, H. (2021). A faster decentralized algorithm for noncon-
vex minimax problems. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:25865-25877.

Xiao, L., Boyd, S., and Lall, S. (2006). Distributed average consensus with time-varying metropolis
weights. Automatica, 1:1-4.

Yang, H., Liu, Z., Zhang, X., and Liu, J. (2022a). Sagda: Achieving O (5_2) communication
complexity in federated min-max learning. In Koyejo, S., Mohamed, S., Agarwal, A., Belgrave,
D., Cho, K., and Oh, A., editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35,
pages 7142-7154. Curran Associates, Inc.

Yang, J., Li, X., and He, N. (2022b). Nest your adaptive algorithm for parameter-agnostic nonconvex
minimax optimization. In Oh, A. H., Agarwal, A., Belgrave, D., and Cho, K., editors, Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems.

Yang, J., Orvieto, A., Lucchi, A., and He, N. (2022c). Faster single-loop algorithms for minimax
optimization without strong concavity. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and
Statistics, pages 5485-5517. PMLR.

Ying, B., Yuan, K., Chen, Y., Hu, H., Pan, P., and Yin, W. (2021). Exponential graph is provably
efficient for decentralized deep training. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
34:13975-13987.

Yuan, K., Ling, Q., and Yin, W. (2016). On the convergence of decentralized gradient descent. SIAM
Journal on Optimization, 26(3):1835-1854.

Zhang, S., Choudhury, S., Stich, S. U., and Loizou, N. (2023). Communication-efficient gradient
descent-accent methods for distributed variational inequalities: Unified analysis and local updates.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.05100.

Zhang, S., Yang, J., Guzman, C., Kiyavash, N., and He, N. (2021a). The complexity of nonconvex-
strongly-concave minimax optimization. In Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, pages 482—-492.
PMLR.

Zhang, X., Liu, Z., Liu, J., Zhu, Z., and Lu, S. (2021b). Taming communication and sample com-
plexities in decentralized policy evaluation for cooperative multi-agent reinforcement learning.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:18825-18838.

Zhang, X., Mancino-Ball, G., Aybat, N. S., and Xu, Y. (2024). Jointly improving the sample and
communication complexities in decentralized stochastic minimax optimization. In Proceedings
of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 38, pages 20865-20873.

Zhou, D., Chen, J., Cao, Y., Tang, Y., Yang, Z., and Gu, Q. (2018). On the convergence of adaptive
gradient methods for nonconvex optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1808.05671.

Zou, F, Shen, L., Jie, Z., Zhang, W., and Liu, W. (2019). A sufficient condition for convergences of
adam and rmsprop. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, pages 11127-11135.

13



A Additional Experiments

In this section, we provide detailed experimental settings and perform additional experiments on the
task of training robust neural networks with different choices of hyper-parameters. All experiments
are deployed in a server with Intel Xeon E5-2680 v4 CPU @ 2.40GHz and 8 Nvidia RTX 3090
GPUs, and implemented using distributed communication package torch.distributed in PyTorch 2.0,
where each process serves as a node, and we use inter-process communication to mimic communi-
cation between nodes. For the AdaGrad-like algorithms considered in the experiments of training
neural networks, similar to the Adam-like stepsize, we adopt a coordinate-wise adaptive stepsize
rule as commonly used in existing centralized adaptive methods (Yang et al., 2022b; Li et al., 2023).
Moreover, since we attempt to develop a parameter-agnostic algorithm that does not need much
effort in tuning hyper-parameters, we set « = 0.6 and S = 0.4 for all tasks in the main text, and
evaluate the effect of the choices of a and  on the performance of D-AdaST individually in an
additional experiment on the synthetic objective function as shown in Appendix A.3.

A.1 Experimental details

Communication topology. For the experiments in the main text, we utilize three commonly used
communication topologies: indirect ring, exponential graph and dense graph. An indirect ring is a
sparse graph in which each node is sequentially connected to form a ring, with only two neighbors
per node. Exponential graph (Ying et al., 2021) is a directed graph where each node is connected to
nodes at distances of 29, 21..., 21°8™ Exponential graphs achieve a good balance between the degree
and connectivity of the graph. A dense graph is an indirect graph where each node is connected to
nodes at distances of 1,2, 4, ..., n. We also consider directed ring and fully connected graphs, which
are more sparsely and densely connected, respectively, in the additional experiments.

Robust training of neural network. In this task, we train CNNs with three convolutional layers
and one fully connected layer on MNIST dataset containing images of 10 classes. Each layer adopts
batch normalization and ELU activation. The total batch-size is 1280, and the batch-size of each
node during training is 1280/n. For Adam-like algorithms, we set the first and second moment
parameters as 51 = 0.9, S2 = 0.999 respectively. Since NeAda is a double-loop algorithm, for fair
comparison, we imply D-AdaGrad and D-Adam using 15 iterations of inner loop in this task.

Generative Adversarial Networks. In this task, we train Wasserstein GANs on CIFAR-10 dataset,
where the model used for discriminator is a four layer CNNs, and for generator is a four layer CNNs
with transpose convolution layers. The total batch-size is 1280, and the batch-size of each node
during training is 128 with 10 nodes. For Adam-like algorithms, we use 51 = 0.5, 82 = 0.9. To
obtain the inception score, we use 8000 artificially generated samples to feed the previously trained
inception network.

A.2 Additional experiments on robust training of neural network.

In this part, we conduct additional experiments on robust training of CNNs on MNIST dataset consid-
ering a variety of settings. We compare the convergence performance of D-AdaST with D-AdaGrad,
D-TiAda and D-NeAda using adaptive stepsizes of AdaGrad and Adam. Unless otherwise specified,
the total batch-size is set to 1280; the initial stepsizes for « and y are assigned as 7y, = 0.01,~, = 0.1
for AdaGrad-like algorithms, and 7, = =, = 0.1 for Adam-like algorithms. Specifically, we con-
sider two extra graphs that are more sparse and more dense, respectively in Figure 5, e.g., directed
ring and fully-connected (fc) graphs. We consider more initial stepsizes settings for x and y respec-
tively in Figure 6. Further, we also consider different data distributions where each node has samples
from 4 of the 10 classes in Figure 7. Finally, we perform a comparison experiment with 40 nodes
in Figure 8. Under all settings, the proposed D-AdaST outperforms the others, demonstrating the
superiority of D-AdaST.

A.3 Additional experiments with different choices of o and 3

In this part, we evaluate the effect of the choices of « and /3 on the performance of D-AdaST. In
particular, we provide an additional experimental result on the synthetic quadratic objective func-
tions (15) with a larger ratio of initial stepsizes, i.e., 75/, = 20 (indicating faster minimization
and slower maximization processes at the beginning). As shown in Figure 9, it can be observed that
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the transient time (iteration before the inflection point) becomes longer as @ — 3 decreases, while
the convergence rate is relatively faster, which is consistent with Theorem 2 and the result in the
centralized TiAda algorithm (c.f., Figure 5, Li et al., 2023).
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B Proof of the main results

We recall here some definitions used in the main text. The averaged variables and the inconsistency
are defined as follows:

n
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The inconsistency of stepsizes of the primal and dual variables is defined as follows:

e N2, a2 B N2 /N2
¢2:= sup {(UM -0, ) / (0.%) }, 2= sup {(ui)g—ukﬁ) /(ukﬁ) }
i€[n],k>0 i€[n],k>0
Proof Sketch. The convergence analysis of the main results in Theorem 2 is mainly based on
carefully analyzing the average system as shown in (5), and the difference between the distributed
system and the averaged system. In general, under Assumption 1-4, we first give a telescoped
descent lemma from 0 to K — 1 iterations in Lemma 3, which is upper bounded by the following
key error terms:
« S = 2:01 E {T)k_fl IV.F (xk,yk;ﬁ,ﬂj)ﬂz}: The asymptotically decaying terms by
adopting adaptive stepsize;

_ 1 K-1
* 52 := R 2o

tween the distributed system and the average system;

E {ka — 17 + [lyx — 1gk|\2}: The consensus error of z and y be-

¢ S3:= & kK:_Ol E[f (Zk,v* (Zx)) — f (Zk, Jx)]: The optimality gap in dual variable y;

e a\T
Cut) . F (x, yus €8)

nv; Y

2
* Sy % kK;Ol E U 1 : The inconsistency of stepsize of x.
Next, we prove the contraction properties of these terms in Lemma 4-8 and Lemma 9 respectively.
Finally, these results are integrated into the descent lemma to complete the proof. We note that the
proof is not trivial in the sense that these terms are coupled and therefore are needed to be carefully
analyzed. This proof can also be adapted to analyze the coordinate-wise adaptive stepsize variant of
D-AdaST as explained in Appendix B.5, which is of independent interest.

B.1 Supporting lemmas

In this part, we provide several supporting lemmas that have been shown in the existing literature,
which are essential to the subsequent convergence analysis.
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Lemma 1 (Lemma A.2 in Yang et al. (2022b)). Let {:Ct}tT:_Ol be a sequence of non-negative real
numbers, xo > 0 and « € (0, 1). Then we have,

T1 l-a - 1 T-1 l-a
< . 16
<;It> 20 (Zk oxk) 1-a <; xt) (e

When o« = 0, we have

- T-1
<1+1log <7t_0 xt) . 17
; (Zk of%) o ()

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumption I and 2 hold. Define @ () := f (x,y* (x)) as the envelope function
and y* (x) = argmaj)ff (x,y). Then, we have,
ye

* & () is Lg-smoothwith Ly = L (1 + k), and VP (z) = V. f (z,y* (x)) (c.f, Lemma 4.3
in Lin et al. (2020));

e y* () is w-Lipschitz and L-smooth with L = r(1+ k)*(c.f, Lemma 2 in Chen et al.
(2021)).
B.2 Key Lemmas
In this subsection, we give the key lemmas to help the analysis of the main results. For simplicity,

we define Ay, := ||xx — 1Z4|* + |lyx — 17 |)” as the consensus error for primal and dual variables.
Then, we have the following lemmas.

Lemma 3 (Descent lemma). Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. Then, we have

LS s et

K-1

802& (@max —QY)* 4
X T E|: ’ :|
KT ~% IVaf @k, gn)l
k=0
1 K-1 1 K-1
+8% Lo (1+¢7) — H]E (501 IV F (e yas €01 +8L7— Z E[A]
Sl S2
1 K—1 (,l-}—a )T 2
Sk~ ZE (Tay* (T0)) = (T, T)]) + 1652 D B || EE V0 F (kv 67|
k=0 m)kJrl
53 54

(18)
where k := L/ is the condition number of the function in y, ™** = max ¢ (z) ,P* = min P (z).
Proof. By the smoothness of ¢ given in Lemma 2, i.e.,
~ _ - _ Le | _ 2
D (Zr+1) = D (2) < AVP(Tn) Trrr = Tu) + = 1T — Tl
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and noticing that the scalar vy, U, are random variables, we have

E lds (Thy1) — P (wk)]

——a
VaVky1

N
<-E [<V¢ (fk)a%VxF(Xk,Yk;fk)ﬂ - <V¢ (@%MV F(Xk,}’k7§k)>]

nvk+1
~ T
v 1T ;¢
( ki1 +( ) )VmF(Xk,yk;éi)

L 1
+72¢E

2
)
n n

Ukt

(19)
where we have used the definition of ;1 as presented in (5). Then, we bound the inner-product
terms on the RHS. Firstly,

1T
—E Kvgﬁ (Tr) 7V1F(x;@,y/€;§$)>]
17 17 1’

17 2
‘TL

+ 5 (B[Ive @) - ver @k,mﬂ —E [V @0)lI°] —E |IV.f (@0, 5]

< 2B [Ive @] + ZE 1A + L [l5 - v @OI] - 28 [19.7 @ a0l

1 1T
1[IV @I ] + B || VuF (0 yi) = Vo (1o, 150) 20

wherein the last inequality we have used the smoothness of the objective functions. Then, for the
second inner-product in (19), using Young’s inequality we get

T
—E <v¢($k),Mv F(Xk7}’k,§k)>‘|
nv
1 (500 )T 2 (21)
< LB [Ive @] + 28 |%vw<xk,yk;gz>
k+1

Then, for the last term on the RHS of (18), recalling the definition of stepsize inconsistency in (8),
we have

2

VoL 1 Uy, 11 (~’f_a1)T
: E _— + + + VmF(Xk,Yk;fzf)
= o n (22)
VoL (14 ¢2
< +)E[ 5t IV P (e v €6)7]
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Plugging the obtained inequalities into (18) and telescoping the terms, we get

K-1
E[st }
k=0
K—-1 @((Ek . K-1
< E[ ] -4 S (19,4 @l
%Uk k=0
K-1 12 K1

L3 E (7 —51] + 2 Z E[A] (23)
+

=0
8 . 1 2 K 1
8voLe (1+¢7) Z E [ﬁ,ga ||V1F(Xk,yzc;€;f)||2]

=0

~ T

v,

U= fa) Vo F (Xp, yi; )
Wit

K—1 2
+16 Y E ‘
k=0

Now it remains to bound the first term on the RHS of the above inequality. With the help of Assump-
tion 3, we have

K—
1E D (Zy) Ik+1)]
k=0 %vkﬂ
K-1 _
d(x 1 1
Y g |20 <k+al>+¢(wk)< 1 )]
k=0 ’vak Yz Vk41 Yz Vk41 YUy
@max 1 1 24
<E[ __a] ZIE o [ — - L @4
”szo 'YIUK Yz Vg1 VU
(q)max 45*) —a
X E [vk]
YV
d)max KC2
e #) (KC?)
Y

Noticing that E [Hyjk —y* (jk)HQ} < 2E[f (Zg,v* (Zk)) — f (Zk, Gx )], we thus complete the proof.
O

Next, we need to bound the last four terms S1-S4 in (18) respectively. For S1, we have the asymptotic
convergence for both primal and dual variables in the following lemma.

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. Then, we have

1 K—1 - 9 0272a
K 2 IE[ U 01 IV F (i, v €0 } ST-a ks (25)
and
K-1
1 _—B . ¢YY (12 Chilg
— k—OE [ukH IVyF (i, i3 61 } SU-p P (26)
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Proof. With the help of Lemma 1 and Assumption 3, taking the primal variable = as an example,
and noticing that v; o > 0,4 € [n], we have

S

-1
E (2 IV F (o s €017
0

1
K

b
Il

=

|

=] =
iN\g
3=

-1

2
zn: HVmFl (wi,k,yi,k§§$k) H

ey
i=1 vk-‘rl

2
i HVsz (fi,kayi,k;ff,k)“
= ? E Z E o1 n V. F Cew 2\ ¢
k=0 "=t (Limo w X Vel (@i 955650
j et
1 1 1 n 9 22
< - - Vo Fi (Tik, Yik: &, S — %
1—aK<k0n;H (xkykgk)H) (1-—a)K«
The similar result can be obtained for dual variable y and we thus complete the proof. o
Next, we bound the the consensus error term S in the following lemma.
Lemma 5. Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. Then, we have
2E [A
ZE [ 0]
K (1—pw)K
SHPWFYE (1 + Cv) ( c2ie i 1 +logvk — logvy I ) 27
(1 _ pw)2 (1 — 20[) K 2a a<l/2 K’E%a_l a>1/2
8npw”y§ (1 + Cﬁ) C2—48 I N 1+ loguy — log Ui
(- pw)  \(—2B) K% <2 T

where 1) € {0, 1} is the indicator for specific condition, and the initial consensus error Ay can be
set to O with proper initialization.

Proof. By the updating rule of the primal variable, we have

E [kaﬂ — 15?k+1|\2}

= E[|[W (5 = % Vi35 Vol (ki v €0) = 3 (% = % Vg3 Vi F (e v €6)) ]

1+ _ 292 (1 + P (28)
< TP g [ — 1 7]+ DLW g 219 (s ) ]
2 1 —pw
27; (1+ pw) pw _
+ 1— pw E[H(Vkﬂ Ui )V F (xk, vk &) || }
where we have used Young’s inequality. Then, by the definition of (,, in (8), we have
E[[[(Vias = oo D) VaF (o yis€0)|°] < CE [525 192F (e yis€DIP] . @9)
and thus
K-1
Z E [kaﬂ - 15?k+1|ﬂ
k=0 . (1 <2) . (30)
2 _ YePw L+ 6y ——2q
< B [Ixe — 1)) + 0 ST R [ Ve F (o v €617
1- 147 (1 — pw) k=0
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Then, we bound the last term on the RHS of the above inequality by Lemma 4. For the case v < 1/2,
by Assumption 3 we have

K-1
E[ Vs IV F (i, i 60| }
k=0
2 31
K-1 iIE HVIE (.Tikayi kffk)H n (KCQ)PM
= =2a <
k=0 i=1 Uit (1=20)
For the case « > 1/2, with the help of Lemma 1, we have
K—1
__ x|2
E [525 190 F Gon,yas €)1
k=0
K—1 n V. F; 32
B ZE H (xzkvyzkv zk)H (1—|—1ogvT—logvl)
k=0 i=1 Ukt - ”k+11 G

For the dual variable, we have
yier =Py (W (e + U Vo F (v €0) ) )
= Wyr + 'nyyG

where

ViG = = (P (W (e 4 WU VP (onovic ) = W)

Then, using Young’s inequality with parameter A, we have
E [||Yk+1 - 1?jk+1||2}
) [HWyk + VG =3 (Wyk +7,V,G) m
< (LX) pwE llyi = Iy ]

(o)l (v s ttmr cnat)) - w ]

1+ pw
< —LVE |llyx = Il

1+PW

.
[HP;V (71 + WUV F Gy €D)) ) = W |
Noticing that Wy, = Py (Wyy) holds for convex set ), we get

E [Hyk-l‘l - 1§k+1||2}

L+ pw
< —LYE lvi - Iy,

1+ [ 2
o' | (([|Py (W (71 4 WU VoF Gon i) ) = Py (W) }
1+p r 1+p - 2

< L8 [y - 33l + TR | UV F (vl

42 (1+¢2 -
7{“1(_7;))@{ i IV F ey €)1

< 1tow

< [|lye - Iyl +
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where we have used the non-expansiveness of the projection operator. Then, we have

K-—1
> By - 15)°]
k=0

2 83 (L+C) "=y -
< 2B [lyo-3wol?] + 2 S (29, s 1)
- (1—pw) k=0
Similar to the primal variable, we can bound the last term above, which completes the proof. O

Next, we need to bound the term S5 i.e., the optimality gap in a dual variable. The intuition of
the proof relies on the adaptive two time-scale protocol, that is, for given v and /3, we try to find
the threshold of the iterations kg, after which the inner sub-problem can be well solved (faster) to
ensure that the computation of outer sub-problem can be solved accurately (slower). In specific, we
suppose that there is a constant GG such that @y, < G hold fork =0,1,--- , kg — 1, then the analysis
is divided into two phases.

Lemma 6 (First phase). Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. If uy, < G,k = 0,1,--- kg — 1, then we
have
ko 1

ZE:IE @k, y" (Zn)) — S (Zh Un)]

ko 1 K2 (1 + Cg) G28 ko—1
Z E [E1 ] e 2

i Yy (1 + Cﬁ) =
n

B [0025 1V F oy €0)17]
(33)

4kl " A
B [0y IV F (ce v €0 17] + 22 37 B [k — 127
k=0 k=0

2 ko—1 1
CY E|/=llyr — 15|
+ gg% [ n,Hyk Ukl ],

__5 . /o 2
1= 3yt /4 1o (5|2 — MYkt = 1" (@aia) |
Y E— HYk — 1y (xk)H - __B 5

27yuk+1n (2 + N’quk+1) TYyUp T

ko—1

4
+->E

u
k+1 \Y F(Xkaykagk)
nuk+1

where

Elkiz

)

(34)

Proof. Using Young’s inequality with parameter A\, we get

1 e
- Iyrt1 — 15" (T

(1+ ) =

< Iyesn — 19" @) +(1+i) Iy (@) — " @)

Recalling that y,4+1 = Py (W (yk + vy Uk_HVyF (Xks Yi; 5}5)) ), we further define
Frer =W (yi+ Uil Vo F (o €)))

Then, for the first term on the RHS of (35), by the non-expansiveness property of projection operator
Py(-) (c.f., Lemma 1 in (Nedic et al., 2010)), we have

1 _ 2
o Y1 — 1y™ (@) |

1 . N S | . 2
< — HYk+1 —1y* ()| — — ||Yk+1 — Vil

1 2
<y — 1" () HU,J’V F(xk,yk;s;;')H
1 & - . .
T h 2<’7yukf1ggkuyi,k -y (xk)> - _Z < ( U; kv uk+1) gz wYik —Y (xk)>7
=1

(36)



wherein the last inequality we have used the fact HW||§ <1
Then, multiplying by 1/ (%ﬂ;fl) on both sides of (35) we get

1
— lyrkr1 — 17 (@)
YyUgi

14+ A e 9
S — 5 177 (@k) =¥ (Zrta) |l
/\Wy“kﬂ

1 2
(14 M) (—ﬁ lye = 1" (@) + va F (xk,y1: 60| )

Yyt
1 - y z k+1 ukfl y * /=
= (14 Ax) 522<9i7k7yi,k— (T >——22 ————— | 9 Yik =Y (@) ) |-
i=1 uk+1
(37

For the inner-product terms on the RHS, taking expectation on both sides, we have
1 & y ¥ [
~> E {—2 <g;,k, Yik =Y (xk)>]

E[=2(Vyfi (T, Yik) s vik —y" (Tk))]

E[-2(Vyfi (i, vir) — Vo fi @rYik) ik —y" (Zr))]

M= 1=

+
S|

1

.
Il

N
S|
=

N
Il
-

(=206 @ry™ @) = Fi @r i) — ik — 5" (@)1 (38)

+
S|

8
E [; IVy fi @ik Yik) — Vo fi (Fe,yin)l” + 5 ”yzk -9 (wk)||2]
1

E[-2(f (Zk,y" (Tr) —  (Zk, k)] + % ZE (=2 (fi (k> k) — fi (Tk, Yi k)]

+ 25 ZE (s = 217 = 2 3O [l — 97 @0I°].
=1

where we have used Young’s inequality and strong-concavity of f;, and

k+1 “kf1
Z —
951 Yik — Y (Zk)
uk+1
8
1

" 2 (39)
k+1 — Upiy
uk+1

For the consensus error of dual variable on the objective function, using strong-concavity of f; and
Jensen’s inequality, we have

-
Il

N

1 n
gZ

i=1

I NP
+ 3 ik =y (@)l

n

1
EZ—Q(fz‘ @k, Ur) — fi (T, Yik)
=1
1 n
< 2V @) = ) = e = 20 (40)

1 - _ 1 ~
- E yik — Ukl <2C\/—Hyk—1ykllz-
n P n
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Letting A\, = ;wyﬂ,;flﬂ we get

E[f (Zx,y" (k) — f (Zk, Ur)]

~—B
<E 1 —3uyyty iy /

ez e = 1y @)
— lyr =1y (@)l - R w—
27yt 4 (2 + /L”qukﬂ) Yyl M
2(1+¢3)G*»
2B (5,25 IV F (on, yis €017
2 Vit |l ( il
1+3) &
4 Yy ( ¢ )

(4D
__ 4k L
o) S B [ IV F (o i €0)112] + o [ — 1]
i=1
4 o ’ /1
+ —FE 7k+1 \Y% F(Xk,yk;fz) + CE — Hyk — lngQ .
K nukJrl n
By the k-smoothness of y*, we have
ly* (1) = y* (@)
K ||Zgr — 2|
(5:0)" 2
——a z 42
= R T eV Gy ) — L P sy ) @
2 1+ 2\ ~—2«
e (G

Tt 157 F (x50, yis €8)12

Telescoping the obtained terms from 0 to ko — 1 and noticing that @, < G for k
complete the proof.

< kg — 1 we

(]
For the second phase, i.e., kK > kg, we have the following lemma.
Lemma 7 (Second phase). Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. If uy, < G,k =0,1,--- kg — 1, then we
have
K-1
> B (@, 7" (7)) — f @k, 5x)]
k=ko
K-1 2
8 1+
< E[E1 ] + 1k (L4 6)

k=k

2G2a 23 Z ||V f xkuyk)”
0 y k= k[)
N 8v2k%L? (1+ ¢2)

4kl =2
)13 Ela
nuy2G2o—28 T ) [44]

k=ko
I YTy (1 + Cg)
n

K—-1
B[54, IV F Gowyis&)l?] +

: (43)
CY E l\/ —llyx — 1yk||2]
k=ko
L= 0+6) <,€2 L2 (4G L

- E k+1 HV F(XImYk,fk)H ‘|
Oh /L”Yyl_)fa o ) Z

YyU1 k=ko
2

n dyek(1+G)C

4K—l
_ ]E[aﬂ]—k— E

k+1 v F(XkaYk7§k)
nuk+l
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Proof. Firstly, by the non-expansiveness of the projection operator, we have
- 2
1Yikr1 — ¥ (Zrtr)l
" - 2 n 2
< giktr =y @)™ = lyikrr = Diseral

~ % /= 2 * [ — * /= 2
= Gik+1 =y @) + |y (Trs1) =y (@)l

=2 (@ikt1 =y (Zr),y" (Zrr1) —y" (Zn)) (44)
= [Igiee1 = " @I + ly* @rer) = y™ @)
—2@iprr —y" (@) VY (@) (@1 —2)"
=2 (e =y @) (v @) =7 @) = Vo7 @) @i — 7))
Then, for the first inner-product term on the RHS, letting V.F. = V,F (X, Vi3 k) —

V. F (X, yk), we get
—2@ippr — " @) VY (@) (@hs1 — 3%) "

15-0 5.
= 2% (Gihrr — " (@) V" (28) (Vo F (x5, y5)) " (% + k+l>

n

» * (= T * (= - \T 1/Dk_f1 17];?1
+ 27, (yz,k-l-l_y (ZCk)) Vy (xk) (Vka) ( W s)

1v, ¢
2'71!“5Hy1 k+1 _y ZCk H H V. F Xkayk)) ( k+1 k+1> H

- 1v v
2% (ks — v @) VY (@) (VaFr) (L - L) .

n n

wherein the last inequality we have used the fact that y* is x-Lipschitz. Then, using Young’s in-
equality with parameter \;, we get

—2(fi1 — ¥ (@) VY (@) @rgr — Tn) "

<[ Fipr1 — Y (T )|I”
2

2720, 2962 (|17 2 —a)
% V F (X, yr)|| + @V F (Xk,yk) (46)
AL nvk_H

T (17, & &
+ 27 (Gipsr — v (@) Vy* (21) (Vka) <% + ﬁ) .

n

For the second inner-product term on the RHS, noticing that y* is L=« (1+ m)2 smooth given in
Lemma 2, we have

2 (Gipsr — v (@x))" (y* (Z) — ¥* (Tks1) + VY (&) (Trg1 — fk)T)
<2lJier1 — v @) 1y (@) — ¥ (@rsr) + Vy* (@) (@1 — 30|12

. . _ 2
< 2Pkt =y (@n)|l 5 1 Zrt1 — Tkl
~ T
v > 1T .o
( bt +( kzl) )VmF(Xk,yk;&f)

2002 (14G)C
n

2

V2L k1 — v (7)) |

IV F (x5, yi: &)

2-—2a 2\ T
B . - Y2 1+¢;)L
<200 (14 ) C2 L[ ginr — v (zn)|° + =2 £n »)

V2L |Giger1 — v (@)

HVIF (kay]c;é.lf)|‘2 )
47)
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wherein the last inequality we have used Young’s inequality with parameter 7. Plugging the obtained

inequalities into (44), we get

= 2
i1 —y" (Zrra)|
< (1 M+ 20 (L4 G) CL) s — v (@)

2-—2a 2 [

YU 1+<v L
L2t (1 +6) (252 + ;) IV (i s 601
(48)

n
2

P )"
%VIF(kach)
nvk+1

+

2725, 2% k2 17
+ %% H Vi F (Xk, Y&)
k

N\T 1v ,E—oz
29 (upr — " (@) V" (@) (Vo F) (%+ ’if)

Setting the parameters for Young’s inequalities we used as follows

== 2
/L”quk-yl . H’Y’yvoa b (49)

Ap = —LEHL o -
T 42 (1+¢2) 0L

then we get

* (= 2
Yik+1 =y (Trs1)l|

B
vy A .
< (1 + kaH> 19 k+1 — Y™ (xk)HQ

Vk+1

2 2
L (1+¢2)
(50)

n

A2 (1+¢2) 0212\
<2H2+ 7z (1+¢) 02 |V F (%1 vk 661
2

8%%42(11’{52 ? (~k_f1)T
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nvk+l

:LWyuk-',-l

-\NT [ 1v oo
+29% (Giess — v (@) Vy* @) (VaFi) <T+ n>
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~-Y E [—B 95541 — 7° (@0 ]
n TYyUrkiq

1 — 3uy,a, L, /4
< 3°E lLﬁ*/ i — " (@)
i=1 YyUpiq
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and multiplying by (2+wyuk251)7yﬂ,§ 7, on both sides of (50), we obtain that

E[f (Zr, " (Zx)) — [ (Zk, Ur)]

(146 KL
<BlE) + 2 g [0 19, P v €01] + 2528 [, - 100)°]
4 o ’ 1
25 || 20, eyt |+ CE (2 v - 100
K nuk_H n
2
4,_)/1,0 204[42 1T 2 —a
+E % ‘WVIF(XIC,}%) + %V F (xx,yx)
Pyt k
Yy k41 +1 (51)
]E[Eg’k]
2 2 2 2) (1272 2
Y2 (14 ¢ 2v:(1+¢)C°L
+ ¥ <:‘$2 4 ( 2a) 3 E k+1 Hv F(xlmyk,gk)”
" HYyUy 'quk+1
]E[E:;’k]
1 n \T 157 oo
= Z [ Giksr — ¥ (@) VY™ (30) (Vka) <ﬂ + k+1>]-
n i=1 ”quk+1 n n
]E[E4)k]
Telescoping the terms from ¢y to K — 1, we get
K-1
E[f (@, §" (Z)) — f (Zr: Ur)]
k=ko
K—1 K—1 K—1 K—1
<D E[El+ ) E[Ep]+ ) E E3k+ZEE4k
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K-1
vy (1+Ca 4kL _ 2
+ 2 B [t 19, oy 2] + 22 2 E (I = 1))
k=ko
4 ~1;B ’ = 1 2
+—E -V F oy 60| | +C D B[y = llye — 1307 |-
H nuk_H Py n
0

Next we need to further bound the running sums of E [E3 x|, E [Es ;] and E [E4 4] respectively. For

E [Es k], with the help of Assumption 2 and noticing that u, < G,k =0,1,--- ko — 1, we get
K-1
D ElEz]
k=ko
K—-1 2 —2a .2 T 2 —« T 2
4yZv K 1
Z E|—A ‘ =V F (xi,y0)| + @v «F (Xk, Yk) (53)
k=ko U'quk+1 n nvk-i—l
_ 8k (14 )
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Then, for the term E [E; x|, noticing that @11 < k41 and U471 > U1, we have

K—1
> ElBsu
k=ko
K-1 2 2 2 272\ 2«
Yo 1+ G 292 (1+¢2) C2L%\ v
<Y g|Elro) <n2 ( M)ﬁ Vo F (ke ys €)1 (54)
k=ko "y HYyUy “k+1
2 2 2\ ~272 - 5
< (T,@) <“2 : ,ga)_g Z E | |1V, P (kv €)1
Yy V1 Ky Uy k=ko

For the term F}4 1, we denote

~—a

e = F_Yiﬁ (% i (Gip1 — Y (fk))T> Vy* (zx) (vka)T (% +—htl ) ,

VyUpya i=1 nu,

then we have

7& 1
lex| < — ZH%kJrl_y xk)||

(-5 <%+?k—%>|\

Tyl k+1 NV 1

’}/xli(l-i-gu) 1 n 1 _ N H H
<———= | — g —IVyf (Zk, s, Tk, Y V.F

’Yy\/ﬁﬁ;;fl niaH H yf( kY 'kJrl) yf( F (GR))

< 276 (1 + &) 021_1,?(
HYy
M

where we have used the Lipschitz continuity of y* given in Lemma 2 and Assumption 3. Then,
noticing that E {Vmﬁk} = 0, we obtain

K—1 K—1
Z E[Es ] = Z E [ext,2,]
k=ko k=ko
K-1
=E [ekﬂl_)k_oo-ll-l} + Z ek”k Z E _ek v, " — ﬁk_fl)
k=ko+1 k=ko+1 _;6—’ (56)
0
K—1
<E[Moga]+ 3 E[M (5% - )]
k=ko+1
4,k (14 ) C?
<ok [uas,) < D) P T
HYy1
Therefore, combining the obtained inequalities, we complete the proof. O
Now, it remains to bound the term E j.
Lemma 8. Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. Then, we have
K-1 241
1 4ﬁc2 173
E [Eix) < s~ lvo — 1y" (@) |* + 2{ +) (57)
k=0 Yyl n M3+1 3,7 1-8 2 2,8
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Proof. Recalling the definition of E; j, as given in (34), we have

K-1 _— * (7
1= By /4 ey e = 1y @)
El—F—F— llyr — 1y™ (ze)|I” — — 5 5
k=0 2y U (2 + /Wyukﬂ) Yyl 411
1—3uy u;? /4 %= \I2
< WU 1y, 1y (2o
2,1, "
K—1 _—B
1—3uyyt, /4 1 .
+> E o lyx = 1y* (@)
2y, 0 TG ™
k=1 VyUp1M 2nryy 1y, (2+H’quk ) (58)
1—3uy u;? /4 %= \)I2
< 22 Ly, — 1y o)
2yyty "
K1
1 1 1 .
+ Y E - —— -t D v - @)l
k=1 2ty Ay, 2 (2 + pyyty, )
<0
Next, we show that the term ﬁ— — #5 — & is positive for only a constant number of iterations.
yUpi1 yUp
If the term is positive at iteration k, then we have
U
0 < _kt1 U M
27y 27y 8
B
2,
I R R A i N
2 2 8
Yy , Yy (59)
(L BIVF Goyis €I i) o,
< - e B
27y 27y 8
2
_ BIVyF ke, yus €)I°  p
2Fyynﬂ,1€7ﬁ 8’

wherein the last inequality we used Bernoulli’s inequality. Then we have the following two condi-
tions,

2 ~1—p5 —1—8
%HV:UF (kayk;é.k)H 2 VyZEJrl 2 ’YyZé ’

1562 < IV POyt o 1op 60)
wyy = Hyyn Z Upt1>
which implies that we have at most
1
4BC?N\ TP 4
Yy Yy Uy

constant number of iterations when the term is positive. Furthermore, when the term is positive, by
the inequality (59), we have

1 1 w1 N
— — ———5 — 5 | =y — 1y" (@)
(2%%4[31 2%“1@6 8)”
BV, F (x,yx; €017 1 . (n
< YR Sy — 1y (@)
2 A n
Ty (62)
BC? 1 — _ _ 2
————— Vyfi @k, yik) — Vyfi (T, y"
o 2 Vs i) = V)|
26C*
,UzﬂYyﬂiiﬁj
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where we have used the concavity of f; in y and Assumption 3. Then, we have

K-1 1 o\ 1
E —s — < | llye — 1y (wk)lﬂ
k=1 l<27yukf1 27@/“1@[5 8) n

260 (4502)115 43

< —— (63)
w2yt P\ pyy iy ”
1
(4602)2"'1—5
= 2415
M3+1 Ty = 2 28’
which completes the proof. o

Next, we show in the following lemma that the inconsistency terms, as described in (5), exhibit
asymptotic convergence for the proposed D-AdaST algorithm.

Lemma 9 (Convergence of inconsistency terms). Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. For the proposed
D-AdaST in Algorithm I, we have

(50" i
k+1 V F(Xk7yk7§k)

|

P < dpw >a<1+cv><vc2-a
= nl—a (

nu 1—pw)? (1—a)Ko
(64)
and
s\" ’ 8
K-1 0
1 (“k+1) 1 dpw (1+¢u) uC>P
= D B ||V (xryui &) | < -
K~ m]kH nt=8\ (1 - pw)? (1-8)K?P
(65)
Proof. By the definition of v; , in (3), we have
(52)" 2
E %VzF(Xk,yzc;&f)
nu
r 2
1 & 2 gik ’
SE | =) (0 — o) e (66)
i=1 i,k+1
- 2
g 2 7y o8]
<E|= (U711 — v Py
n2 ; + 1) v T

30



.. e, —v
Noticing that W < ¢y, we have
i,k+1

2

()"
E k_#lv F(kay]ﬁé.k)
m’k+1
r 2
1 2 Ukg1 ~ Vit 1 gik”
< E ﬁ Z (’U?-l‘l - ’U?:/H'l) < ,U2a + v e
i=1 i,k+1 i,k+1 k+1
- - 2 2
1 n (’Ul?-l—l z,k-l—l) _ ’ gz k
SE| 5>~ er = Uk | T (67)
im1 i k+1 Uit
L ) -
1 }’Ug-i-l i k+1‘ ‘ 9ik ’
+E|— a |01 = 01 |
=1 Ui ka1 Upyq
2:
1 " _ 1 n ‘gz k ‘
S(1+G)GE |- Z U1 — Vi1 = Z
i mia U1
By Lemma 4, we get
K— ~—a\T 2
”k )
Z _tla VIF (Xkaykagk)
—0 NV 1
| -1l Zz 1 gzk ’
<(1+6G)GE _Z’Uk-i—l —Uzk+1‘ = Z T
Vi1 (68)
1 n - 0272a
SI+G)GE |~ ; |01 = 0f | o)k~

1 7 o C2—2a
<(1+¢) <U\/EE [||’Uk+1 - 1Uk+l||2 }m

Next, for the term of inconsistency of the stepsize ||v, — 1;||%, we consider two cases due to the
max operator we used. At iteration k, for the case mf > m{ with [|m§ — 1mf |* = 0, we have

E [lors1 = 10 || = E [|[mi,, — 1, 7]

—E[l(W = 3) (mf — 1) + e (W = 3) b ||

1+pw 2] L A+ pw) pw )2
< E|lhmg — 1 |*] + =L LYE g ]
W (69)
k k—t
L+ pw e 4-wy2] , PC*(1+pw) pw 1+ pw
<( )E[||mo—1mo|}+ 2 > (A
2 1—pw Pt 2
o 2nC?% (1 + pw) pw
(1= pw)?
For the case m} < mj, with ||m{ — 1mg|\2 =0,
_ 2 _ 2”02 1+ PW ) PW
E |:H’U]€+1 — 1’Uk+1H :| =E |:Hmz+l - 1mz+1H :| X ( 2) ’ (70)
(1 —pw)
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Combining these two cases, and using Lemma 4 and the fact ||vf — 16,‘3‘”2 < ok — 1o ||** for
a € (0, 1), we obtain the result for primal decision variable. Following the same proof, we can also
derive the result for dual decision variable. We thus complete the proof. O

We further give the following lemma to show that the inconsistency of stepsize remains uniformly
bounded for the vanilla D-TiAda algorithm as given in (2).

Lemma 10 (Inconsistency for D-TiAda). Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. Then, for D-TiAda, we

have

L [ @) 2
= DB |||V F (v 1)) | < G0C7

k=0 Wkt

i T 2 (71)

1 R (ﬂ;?fl)
— Y E||——VF ke yi; €))|| | < G2C%
K nu B

k=0 k+1

Proof. By the definition of the inconsistency of stepsizes in (8) and Assumption 3 on the bounded
gradient, we immediately get the result. o

B.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Consider a complete graph with 3 nodes where the functions corresponding to
the nodes are as follows:

1 1
fi(z,y) = —§y2 + oy — 5562,
1 1 1 1
fa(z,y) = f3(x,y) = —§?J2 -1+ p + E)Iy - 5502,

-1 =1
where ¢ = 22a-7 and b = 2277,

Notice that the only stationary point of f(z,y) = (fi(z,y) + fo(z,y) + f3(x,y))/3 is (0,0). We
denote g, = V. fi(xy, y) and g, =V, fi(2r, yr).

Now we consider points initialized in line

1+a
V= —ayE® (72)
where we have
2ab+a+b
910 =Y — To = — ab+a Zo
. 1 1 2ab+a+b
92,0—930——<1+g+_>y0 0= a?(b+1) To
2ab+a—+b
910 =%0o — Yo = ab+a Zo
y _ 2ab+a+b
P20 =80 = Ty

Note that by our assumptions of the range of o and 3, we have a < b. Thus, we have

lgiol = |97 ol and |g50| > |95l
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which means g5 , would be chosen in the maximum operator in the denominator of TiAda stepsize
for 2. Therefore, after one step, we have

R < o, g0 gk )
(|9:f,0|2)a (|9§,0|2)a (|9§,0|2)a
=0
9'71!.0 ggo gg.o )
Y1 =yo — 1Y ( ' + : + ' )
(926" (980" " (19%02)°
=0

Next, we will use induction to show that x and y will stay in zg and yg for any iteration. Assuming
for all iterations kin 1, ..., ¢, xx = xo and yx = Yo, then we have in next step

Cory = 7 — 1 910 N 930 930

t+1 — Lt — [ [ [ .
(t-lgfol?)™  (t-19501)"  (t-19501%)

Note that g7 = —a - g5 o. Then, we get

I P90 . 290
t+1 = Tt — 7] te - g2a . |9§,0|2a e |9§,0|2a

93,0
o _ 5 _ 12«
= Tt 7#1 ; | = |2a (2 a )
930
=0 (by definition of a)

= T¢.

Similarly, we can show that y; 11 = y;. Therefore all iterates will stay at (xo, yo) if initialized at line

Yy = — Zf—tg x, which implies that the initial gradient norm can be arbitrarily large by picking x( to
be large. o

B.4 Proof of Theorem 2 and Corollary 1

Proof of Theorem 2. Combining the results obtained in Lemma 6, 7 and 8, we get

Z]E @k, y" (Zk)) — f Tk, U]

ko 1 K-1
Z E[f @k y" (@) = f @6 0] + D BI (@ y" (@) — | (@5, 50)]
k=Fo
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22 (14 Q) G R 1,
4 2 U G) O S 20 9, (s €)1

nuyy —
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+T ZE[ Wy |V F (i, i &) } +C ) E \/EH}’k—lﬂkH
k=0 k=0
B 2 K-1
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- Z \% F(Xkaykagk) 2/ 120—2 Z HV f Ikvyk)H
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75057 ey

. 2 K-1
+7x(1+év) ( 2+27§(1+<3)02L2> Y E

k;l ||v F(XkaYk7§k)|| ]
k=ko
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Letting the separation point between the two phases discussed in Lemma 6 and 7 satisfy
1
16 (14 ¢2) 42t
G=|\—3 ’
Ty

then, plugging above inequality into (18), with the help of Lemma 4-8 and Lemma 9, we get

—Z (IV® @)1]

EO C2a (q*)max _ 45*)
— 4+ Eqg+ FE
K + + Lw + ”yzK1*°‘
N 329,k% (1+C,) C?28 8Ly, (1+(2) C*28
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W T e -k

L dpw ) 16(1+¢) (07
nl (1—pw)? (1-a)K~
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8own2 (1+ (2 C2-48 1+ logug — 1
+8kLC pwy (1 + G <( +logux Ogvlﬂﬁ>1/2

Igci/o + =
e T ag Rt e

where L = k(1 + k)*, Lo = L (1 + k), and

Ak ey

By i= ——E |llyo — 1y (@0)I*| + ,
vyl B /LHW”Y;JF 17511?726
1672k* (14 ¢2) G* O e 1+ logvg — logv;
) 1_9 K2aﬂa<1/2 + Pa—1 Ho¢>1/2 )
’Yy ( - O[) KUl

162 (4[302)

Eq =

32 (8kL + 3L?) pw2 (14 ¢2)
Ew = 3 sala<1/2 + G y—
(1 - pw) (I—2a) K2 Ko’

(74)

(75)

C?de 1+logvg — logv; I )
a>1/2

2 (8L + 3L?) pwr (1+¢2) < C?48 1+1oguK—1ogv1]I / )
B>1/2

I
(1—pw)’ (2B K2 P2 T T g

Letting the total iteration K satisfy the conditions given in (12) such that the terms E¢ and Eyy are

dominated by the others, we thus complete the proof.

O

Proof of Corollary 1. With the help of Lemma 10, we can directly adapt the proof of Theorem 2 to

get the result in (14).

B.5 Extend the proof to coordinate-wise stepsize

O

In this subsection, we show how to extend our convergence analysis of D-AdaST to the coordinate-
wise adaptive stepsize (Zhou et al., 2018) variant. We first present this variant in Algorithm 2, which

can be rewritten in a compact form with the Hadamard product denoted by ©.
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Algorithm 2 D-AdaST with coordinate-wise adaptive stepsize

Initialization: ;¢ € R?, y;o € V), buffers mfy,my, > 0, stepsizes 7,7, > 0and 0 < 3 <
a <1 '
1: for iteration k = 0,1, - -, each node ¢ € [n], do
2 Sampleiid{f, and £/, , compute:

gir = Vafi (xlkvyzkyffk) , gzk =Vyfi (fzk,yzk,ﬁzyk) .
3:  Accumulate the gradient with Hadamard product:

x _ x T x Y _ Y Yy Y
Mikr1 = Mk T 95k OGigs Mipr1 =Mk T 9,1 Oy

2a
}gl.

4:  Compute the ratio:

ien = i |2 /e o |2 ot

5:  Update primal and dual variables locally:
Tidr1 = Tik — VaoVisrt (Mipe1) O GFps

Y A Y
Yik+1 = Yik + Yy (mi,k-l—l) © G k-

6:  Communicate parameters with neighbors:

x Yy x Y
{mi,k+1ami)k+1;Ii,kJrlvyi,kJrl} — g Wi {m_j)]g+17mlj7k+17xj,k+17yj,k+1}-

JEN;

7. Projection of dual variable on to set V: y; k+1 < Py (Yik+1)-

8: end for
mi,y =W (mf +hy). (762)
mZH =W (mz + hZ) , (76b)
X1 = W (%6 =%V © Vo F (x5, ¥5;€F)) (76¢)
yier =Py (W (e +20Us © Vo F (e yisl) ) ) (764)

where

hk:[.'.7gi,k®gi7k7.'.] GRXP, hy:|:-..7g,‘z{k®g;{k7...:| ERXd7
and the matrices U} and Vkﬂ are redefined as follows:
—a -« T x Yy .
Vi &= { Ui ke ,} ) [Uz’,k]j :ma'x{[mi,k]j7 |:m’Lk:| }a i €lpls
. ! an
U;BZ |: 7u;5,} , [ui,k]j: {mzk}j7 je [d]7

where []; denotes the j-th element of a vector.

Recalling the definitions of the inconsistency of stepsize in (8), we give the following notations:

~ _ _ 1 B 1 ~ 1
Vi = Vi =0 11], 0 = — ZZV@', Uik = —ZVij, Ujk = _ZVija
P P "= -
1 n d 1 d 1 n ( )
Ui = U —akllf, Uup = %ZZU@ Uj | = EZU“’ Ujp = - ZUija
i=1 J i1



and

2
Vo — o117 . Hv—a—(m )~
<%=sup{” /S H | } & =sup{ 1 -
k20 np (0;%)

Sl ()

[

() (v
Gy = sup 3 s Gu = sup 3
k=0 nd (ﬁ;ﬁ) k=0 nd (ﬁ;ﬁ)

Building upon the established definitions of coordinate-wise stepsize inconsistency, the subsequent
lemma is presented to show the non-convergence of the inconsistency term compared to Lemma 9.

Lemma 11 (Inconsistency, coordinate-wise). Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. For the proposed D-
AdaST algorithm, we have

T 2

1 1 -
— E ||| —5Vi1 © Vo F (Xk, ¥k &1)
K é nu. +
— (79)
1 4C2pyy 22 R
2(1+¢) o — + 2np(C?
nl [e% (1 _ pW)2 ( _ a) Ko
and
_ 2
1 K-—1 1T
= I k+1 GV F(XImYk»gk)
k=0 k41 80)
1 AC?pw ’ c22p 22 ~2
<2(14Cu)Cu — + 2nd(;C~.
=P\ (1-pw)? ) (1—B)KP
In contrast, for D-TiAda, we have
= T 2
E ZE p——— k+1®v F(Xm}’k,fk) <pC‘%C&’
k=0 MWt
- ; (81)
1= 1T
k=0 | nu k+1

Proof. For the coordinate-wise adaptive stepsize, with the definitions of Frobenius norm and
Hadamard product, we have

T 2
E k+1®v F(Xkakafk)
n k+1
17 _ _ ’
—E || —— (V,;+1 (Visr d) ™ + (Vi)™ — 50,117 )@VIF(xk,yk;fi)
n’l)k+1
. ) (52)
<2E ||| —— ((V;HlJ)_ kallT)@V F (%5, yi; £°)
n’l}k+1
1 . ’
+ 2E (Vidd = (Vhind) ™) © Vo F (i, yi61)
n’l)k+1
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For the first term on the RHS, according to the definitions given in (78), we have

2
1T —Q —— T
E ||| — ((Viennd)™* = 55411]) © Vi F (0,3 )
k+1 (83)
1 - O O 2 T 2
<E |55 > (08 — 1) Ve i (@i vins €607 -
LN
Then, for the second part, we have
17 —a ’
E (|| ——=5 (Vk_fl — (Vird) ) O Vo F (Xk, Y &r)
nv.Y
2
1 vee = sy ) (84)
<-E ||| 2H—r IV F (xi, 15 €01
n Vg1

<pCE [V, F (x i 60)1°]

where the term ég is not guaranteed to be convergent because the stepsizes between the different
dimensions of each node are not consistent. Then, similar to the proof of Lemma 9, we can obtain
the result presented in (79).

Next, noticing that for D-TiAda,

2 . 2
1T ~ o - 1 V,..“ T
E ||| —=5 Vi3l © VoF (ai,yii 0| | < B ||| 2250 Ve F (e, yis €017 | < pCHC2
nUg Uk+1
(85
and using Lemma 9, we complete the proof. O

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumption 1-4 hold. Let 0 < 8 < « < 1 and the total iteration satisfy

P 1 1
2,4\ a8 1 max{%. 5}
o (e (27 (L
Yy (1—PW)

to ensure time-scale separation and quasi-independence of the network. For D-AdaST with
coordinate-wise adaptive stepsize, we have

1 K—-1
_ 2
= Y E|IVe @]
k=0
—_ 1 1 1 1 ;2 2 172 2
_(’)<K1a t e Tt (1—pW)Kﬁ) +0 (n (pC2 +K2al2) C?).

(86)

Proof. With the help of Lemma 11 and the obtained result (75) in the proof of Theorem 2, we can
derive the convergence results for D-AdaST with coordinate-wise adaptive stepsize. O

Remark 6. In Theorem 3, we show that the coordinate-wise variant of D-AdaST exhibits a steady-
state error in its upper bound. This error depends on the number of nodes and the dimension of
the problem, which stems from the stepsize inconsistency in each dimension of the local decision
variables for each node (c.f., Line 3 of Algorithm 2).
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