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Abstract

We consider the decentralized minimization of a separable objective >, f;(z;),
where the variables are coupled through an affine constraint >, (A;z; — b;) = 0.
We assume that the functions f;, matrices A;, and vectors b; are stored locally by
the nodes of a computational network, and that the functions f; are smooth and
strongly convex.

This problem has significant applications in resource allocation and systems control
and can also arise in distributed machine learning. We propose lower complexity
bounds for decentralized optimization problems with coupled constraints and a
first-order algorithm achieving the lower bounds. To the best of our knowledge,
our method is also the first linearly convergent first-order decentralized algorithm
for problems with general affine coupled constraints.

1 Introduction

We consider the decentralized optimization problem with coupled constraints

n

min CRin ; fi (xz) S.t. Z(Azxz — bt) =0, (1)

z1ERY ... 2, i1

where for i € {1,...,n} functions f;(x;): R% — R are continuously differentiable, A; € R™*d:
and b; € R™ are constraint matrices and vectors respectively.

We are interested in solving problem (1)) in a decentralized distributed setting. That is, we assume
the existence of a communication network G = (V, £), where V = {1, ..., n} is the set of compute
nodes, and £ C V x V is the set of communication links in the network. Each compute node ¢ € V
locally stores the objective function f;(x;), the constraint matrix A; and the vector b;. Compute node
i € V can send information (e.g., vectors, scalars, etc.) to compute node j € V if and only if there is
an edge (i, ) € £ in the communication network.

Coupled constraints arise in various application scenarios, where sharing of resources or information
takes place. Often, due to the distributed nature of such problems, decentralization is desired for
communication and/or privacy related reasons. Let us briefly describe several practical cases of
optimization problems with coupled constraints.
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o Optimal exchange. Also known as the resource allocation problem Boyd et al.| [201 1]}, Nedic et al.
[2018]], it writes as

n

o H,I;SE]R Zfl x;) st ZIZ =b,
i=1

where 2; € R? represents the quantities of commodities exchanged among the agents of the system,

and b € R? represents the shared budget or demand for each commodity. This problem is essential in

economics |Arrow and Debreu| [[1954]], and systems control Dominguez-Garcia et al.[[2012].

e Problems on graphs. In various applications, distributed systems are formed on the basis of
physical networks. This is the case for electrical microgrids, telecommunication networks and drone
swarms. Distributed optimization on graphs applies to such systems and encompasses, to name a
few, optimal power flow Wang et al.|[2016]] and power system state estimation Zhang et al.|[2024]]
problems.

As an example, consider an electric power network. Let z; € R? denote the voltage phase angle and
the magnitude at i-th electric node, and let s be the vector of (active and reactive) power flows for
each pair of adjacent electric nodes. Highly accurate linearization approaches |Yang et al.| [2016]],
Van den Bergh et al.|[2014] allow to formulate the necessary relation between voltages and power
flows as a linear system of equations Z?:l A;x; = s. An important property of the matrices A;
is that their compatibility with the physical network (but not necessary with the communication
network). This means that for each row of the matrix (Aq,..., A,,), there is a node k such that A

can have nonzero elements in this row only if nodes ¢ and & are connected in the physical network, or
k =1.

o Consensus optimization. Related to the previous example is the consensus optimization |Boyd
et al. [2011]]

min E film;) st x1 =z =...=2a,.
2, ER4 4

It is widely used in horizontal federated learning |Kairouz et al.[[2021], as well as in the more general
context of decentralized optimization of finite-sum objectives (Gorbunov et al.|[2022]],[Scaman et al.
[2017].

To handle the consensus constraint, decentralized algorithms either reformulate it as Z?:l W;z; =0,
where W is the i-th vertical block of a gossip matrix (an example of which is the communication
graph’s Laplacian), or utilize the closely related mixing matrix approach |Gorbunov et al.| [2022].
Mixing and gossip matrices are used because they are communication-friendly: calculating the sum
>, W,z; only requires each compute node to communicate once with each of its adjacent nodes.
Clearly, consensus optimization with gossip matrix reformulation can be reduced to (I) by setting
A; = W,. However, the principial difference between this example and (T)), is that (I)) does not
assume A ; to be communication-friendly.

o Vertical federated learning (VFL). In the case of VFL, the data is partitioned by features, differing
from the usual (horizontal) federated learning, where the data is partitioned by samples|Yang et al.
[2019], Boyd et al|[2011]. Let F be the matrix of features, split vertically between compute nodes
into submatrices F';, so that each node possesses its own subset of features for all data samples. Let
I € R™ denote the vector of labels, and let z; € R% be the vector of model parameters owned by the
i-th node. VFL problem formulates as

n

min 0z,1) + Zrl x;) ZFlSL’Z =z, 2)
i=1

where £ is a loss function, and r; are regularizers. The constraints in (2) are coupled constraints, and
the objective is separable; therefore, it is a special case of (I)). We return to the VFL example in
Section

Paper organization. In Section [2| we present a literature review. Subsequently, in Section |3| we
introduce the assumptions and problem parameters. Section 4] describes the key ideas of algorithm
development and Section 5| presents the convergence rate of the method and the lower complexity
bounds. Finally, in Section|6] we provide numerical simulations.



2 Related work and our contribution

Decentralized optimization algorithms were initially proposed for consensus optimization Nedi¢ and
Ozdaglar| [2009], based on earlier research in distributed optimization [Tsitsiklis| [[1984]], Bertsekas
and Tsitsiklis|[1989] and algorithms for decentralized averaging (consensus or gossip algorithms)
Boyd et al.| [2006], Olshevsky and Tsitsiklis|[2009], which assumed the existence of a communication
network, as does the present paper. The optimal (accelerated) O(\/@ In %) complexity for consensus
optimization was first achieved with a dual (requiring to compute gradients of Fenchel conjugates
of f;(z)) accelerated gradient descent in Scaman et al.|[2017]], where the corresponding complexity
lower bounds were also established. This result was later generalized to primal algorithms (which
use gradients of the functions f;(z) themselves), time-varying communication graphs [Li and Lin
[2021]], |[Kovalev et al.|[2021] and stochastic gradients [Dvinskikh and Gasnikov|[2021]]. Today there
also exist algorithms with communication compression [Beznosikov et al.| [2023]], asynchronous
algorithms Koloskoval[2024]], algorithms for saddle-point formulations [Rogozin et al.| [2021]] and
gradient-free oracles [Beznosikov et al.| [2020], making decentralized consensus optimization a quite
well-developed field Nedic| [2020]], (Gorbunov et al.| [2022], benefiting systems control Ram et al.
[2009] and machine learning [Lian et al.|[2017].

Beginning with the addition of local constraints to consensus optimization |[Nedic et al.[[2010], /Zhu
and Martinez| [2011]], constrained decentralized optimization has been established as a research
direction. A zoo of distributed problems with constraints was investigated inNecoara et al.|[2011]],
see also|Necoara and Nedelcu! [2014,[2015]).

Primarily motivated by the demand from the power systems community, various decentralized
algorithms for coupled constraints have been proposed. Generally designed versatile for engineering
applications, many of these algorithms assume restricted function domains [Wang and Hul [2022]],
Liang et al.| [2019], Nedic et al.|[2018], |Gong and Zhang| [2023]], Zhang et al.| [2021]], [Wu et al.
[2022], nonlinear inequality constraints [Liang et al.|[2019],|Gong and Zhang|[2023]], Wu et al.| [2022],
time-varying graphs Zhang et al.[[2021]], Nedic et al.|[2018]] or utilize specific problem structure Wang
and Hu| [2022].

Works of [Doan and Olshevsky Table 1: Comparison of algorithms for decentralized optimiza-

[2017]], ILi et al] [2018], Nedié tion with coupled constraints
et al.| [2018]] focus on the resource

allocation problem. For undi- | Reference L Oracle Rate

rected time-varying graphsDoan | [Doan and Olshevsky|[2017]] T| First-order Linear

and Olshevsky| [2017] proposes | [Falsone et al.| [2020] Prox Sub-linear
a first-order algorithm with N = | Wu et al[2022] Prox Sub-linear
o( f@ngﬁ Inl ) complexity bound, WC.hang [2016] Prox Sgb—linear
where B is the time the graph | [Lietal|[2018] il Prox Linear
takes to reach connectivity. [Li | \Gong and Zhang|[2023]] Inexact prox | Linear

et al| [2018] applies a combina- | [Nedi¢ et al.|[2013]] T First-order Accelerated
tion of gradient tracking and push- | This work First-order | Optimal
sum approaches from |Nedic et al. T Applicable only for resource allocation problem

[2017]] to obtain linear conver-

gence on directed time-varying graphs in the restricted domain case, i.e., x; € §2;, where €); is
a nonempty closed convex set. [Nedi€ et al. [2018]] achieve accelerated linear convergence via a
proximal point method in the restricted domain case. When €2; = R?, they also show that Nesterov’s
accelerated gradient descent can be applied to achieve optimal O(\/@ In %) complexity. In|Gong
and Zhang| [2023]] an inexact proximal-point method is proposed to solve problems with coupled
affine equality and convex inequality constraints. Linear convergence is proved when the inequalities
are absent, and €; are convex polyhedrons. The papersWu et al|[2022]], |[Chang|[2016]), Falsone et al.
[2020] present algorithms with sub-linear convergence.

As summarized in Table[I] there is no accelerated linearly convergent algorithms for general affine-
equality coupled constraints. Also, most of the algorithms require proximal oracle, which allows
to handle more general problem formulations, but has higher computational burden than the first-
order oracle. We propose a new first-order decentralized algorithm with optimal (accelerated) linear
convergence rate. We prove its optimality by providing lower bounds for the number of objective’s
gradient computations, matrix multiplications and decentralized communications, which match
complexity bounds for our algorithm.



3 Mathematical setting and assumptions

Let us begin by introducing the notation. The largest and smallest nonzero eigenvalues (or singular
values) of a matrix C are denoted by Anax(C) (0r 0max(C)) and A+ (C) (or opn+ (C)),
respectively. For vectors z; € R we introduce a column-stacked vector z = col(xy,...,xm) =
(z{ ...2])T € RY. The symbol @ denotes the Kronecker product of matrices. By £,,, we denote
the so-called consensus space, which is given as £,,, = {(y1,...,9n) € (R™)™ : y1,...,yn €
R™ and y; = --- = y,}, and £;, denotes the orthogonal complement to L,,,, which is given as

LJ,,;:{(yl,...,yn)E(Rm)":yl,...,yneRm and y1 + -+ y, =0}. 3)

Assumption 1. Continuously differentiable functions f;(z): R% — R, i € {1,...,n} are L;-
smooth and |ig-strongly convex, where Ly > puy > 0. That is, for all x1,z2 € R% and i €
{1,...,n}, the following inequalities hold:

L
%”@ — a1 £ fi(we) — fi(@1) = (Vfi(z1), 22 — 21) < ?fﬂfz —z 2.

By k7 we denote the condition number

L
=L @)
Hy
Assumption 2. There exists x* = (x7%,...,x%), 2} € R% such that 3 (A;xf — b;) = 0. There
exist constants Ly > pa > 0, such that the constraint matrices A1, . .., A, satisfy the following
inequalities:
J?nax(A) = E{HilaX }Ur2nax(Ai) < LA? Ha < )‘min"' (S)v )
7 T /)

where the matrix S € R™*™ is defined as S = % Z?:l AZ-AZT . We also define the condition number
of the matrix A as ko = La/pia.

For any matrix M other than A we denote by Lys and pps some upper and lower bound on its
maximal and minimal positive squared singular values respectively:
Amax(lv[—rlv-[) = 0'2

max

(M) S LMa Hm S Ufmn+ (M) = /\min+ (MTM) (6)

We also assume the existence of a so-called Gossip matrix W € R"™*"™ associated with the communi-
cation network G, which satisfies certain assumptions.

Assumption 3. The gossip matrix W is a n X n symmetric positive semidefinite matrix such that:

1. W;; #0ifand only if (i,5) € Eori = j.

2. Wy=0ifandonly ify € L4, i.e. y1 = ... = yYp.

3. There exist constants Ly > pw > 0 such that pw < A?nnﬁ (W) and N2, (W) < Lw.
From the properties of the Kronecker product of matrices it follows that )\ilin+ (W) = )‘imﬁ
and \2,, (W) = A2 (W). By kw we denote the condition number

)\max(w) LW
= fmad ) [OW 7
W >‘min+ (W) Hw @

Moreover, the kernel and range spaces of W and W are given by

(W)

ker W = L4, rangeW:L’f, kerW = L,,, rangeWzE,ﬁ. ®)

4 Derivation of the algorithm

4.1 Strongly convex communication-friendly reformulation
Let W’ be any positive semidefinite matrix such that

range W = (ker W)+ = £ )



and multiplication of a vector y = (y1,...,yn) € (R™)™ by W’ can be performed efficiently in the
decentralized manner if its ¢-th block component y; is stored at ¢-th node of the computation network.
Similarly to eq. (7), we define

)\max (W/) LW’
= = . 10
)‘min+ (W/) MW’ (10)

Due to the definition of W and eq. , the simplest choice for W’ might be to set W/ = W. Later
we will specify another way to choose W’ for optimal algorithmic performance.

KW'

Problem (T)) can be reformulated as follows:

min G(x,y) st Ax++yW'y=Db, (11)
zER, ye(R™)™

where the function G(z,y): R x (R™)" — R is defined as
Gla.y) = F(x) + 5| Az +7W'y — b|?. (12)

the function F(z): RY — Ris defined as F((z) = i, fi(z;), where z = (1, ...,2,),7; € R%,
the matrix A € R™"* is the block-diagonal matrix A = diag (Ay,...,A,), the vector b is the
column-stacked vector b = col (b1, ...,b,) € R™", and r,~y > 0 are scalar constants that will be
determined later.

From the definitions of A, b and £ (eq. ) it is clear that > ; (A;z; — b;) = 0 if and only if
Az —b e L. Since range W’ = £, the constraint in problem (TT) is equivalent to the coupled

m: m?
constraint in (I). For all x, y satisfying the constraint, the augmented objective function G(z, y) is

equal to the original objective function F'(x). Therefore, problem is equivalent to problem ().
The following Lemma shows that the function G(x, y) is strongly convex and smooth.
Lemma 1. Let r and vy be defined as follows:

s o pa+La
r=—_—— =—. (13)
2L A 7 HwW
Then, the strong convexity and smoothness constants of G(x,y) on R? x L:- are given by
1 L La Lw:
;muNMﬁ§fﬁgAA} Lamw{h+upw“§;Auz}- (14)

Let the matrix B € R™"*(@+7)n be defined as B = [A  yW']. The following Lemmaconnects
the spectral properties of B, A and W'.

Lemma 2. The following bounds on the singular values of B hold:

LW’

Thins (B) 2 i = 78, 00, (B) < L = L+ (La + i) 0 (15)
and 2 (B) L L
ag B W/
m“S—nB—2<nA+ 1+nA>. (16)
72, B) = hip o )

Proofs of Lemma[I|and Lemma [2]are provided in Appendix [A]

4.2 Chebyshev acceleration

Chebyshev acceleration allows us to decouple the number of computations of the objective’s gradient
V F(x) from the properties of the communication network and the constraint matrix — specifically,
from the condition numbers xw and K4 .

First, we choose W' as a polynomial Py (W) to make its condition number kv be bounded by
some small constant. Require Py (A) = 0 < X\ = 0 for every eigenvalue A of W. Then, by eq. ,
range Pw (W) = range W = L., and we can set W/ = Py (W).

m?



Next, we aim to reduce k. Let Pg be a polynomial such that Pg(\) = 0 < A\ = 0 for every
eigenvalue A\ of BT B. For compactness, we denote by u = (z,v) the stacked primal variable of
problem (TI). We denote any feasible point for the affine constraint Bug = b as ug. Then,

Buzb@B(u—uo)zOgBTB(u—uo):O

Y Py (BTB)(u— u) = 02 /Pa(BTB)(u — up) = 0

where (a) and (c) is due to ker M "M = ker M for any matrix M; (b) is due to ker PB(BTB) =
ker BT B by the assumption about Pg()). This implies that by denoting K = /Pg(BTB) and
b’ = /P(B"B)uy we can reformulate the constraint in problem (21)) equivalently as Ku = b’.

Following Salim et al.|[2022a] and|Scaman et al.| [2017]], we choose Py, Pg to be the translated and

scaled Chebyshev polynomials, because they are the best at compressing the spectrum |Auzinger and
Melenk! [2011]].

Lemma 3 (Salim et al.| [2022al], Section 6.3.2). Consider a matrix M. Let n = [ Lm | >

KM -

Amax(M ™M) L L .
{ /\fw Define Pp(t) =1 — T((((“f;il‘:ij)(gMMM‘ﬁ’;)), where T, (t) is the Chebyshev

polynomial of the first kind of degree n. Then, Py (0) = 0, and
19

Amax MM t) < =, 17
(Pu(MIM)) < max  Pu(t) < 32 (17)
11
Amint (PM(MT™™)) > min  Pm(t) > —. 18
min™t ( M( )) = tG[/ILrnl/[l,IEM} M( ) =15 (18)
Results of this section are summarized in the following Lemma[4]
Lemma 4. Define
W' = Pw (W) = P w(W) 19)
and
K =/Pa(BTB) = /Pa(BTB). 20)
Let G(u) = G(x,y), U = R4 x L and b’ = /P (BT B)ug. Then, problem
minG(u) st Ku=b (21)

ueU

is an equivalent preconditioned reformulation of problem (1)), and, in turn, of problem (I)).

4.3 Base algorithm

Our base algorithm, Algorithm|[I] Algorithm 1 APAPC
is the Proximal Alternating
Predictor-Corrector (PAPC) with I: Paraf)neterg. uO eUn,0,a>0,7¢c(0,1)
Nesterov’s acceleration, called 2: Set up=u- 2" = oeu
Accelerated PAPC (APAPC). 3: for k,; 0, 1»,%7 ... do
It was proposed in [Salim et al| % ug = Tu + (1 = m)uf
[2022a] to obtain an optimal 5:
algorithm ~ for  optimization . Shl = ok QKT(Kuk—Q—% —b)

7

8

9

bt = (1 4+ na) L (uP — (VG (uf) — aul + 2¥))
problems formulated as (2I). K+l . Ak N S |
See|[Kovalev et al.| [2020], [Salim uk+1 ’ (1k+ 17(;2 (1:11 U(ICVG(%) ang +277))
et al. [2022b]] for the review of upt =g+ 5 (U —uh)
related algorithms and history of
their development.

APAPC algorithm formulates as Algorithm I} and its convergence properties are given in Proposi-

tion[ll

Proposition 1 (Salim et al.|[2022a], Proposition 1). Denote kx = L—K. Set the parameter values of

Algorithmas T = min {1 L [ K } n= 4TLG 0= nL and o = pg. Denote by u* the solution

6



of problem (21 and by z* the solution of its dual problem satisfying z* € range K. Then the iterates
ub, 2F ofAlgorzthm 1| satisfy

k *[]2 TNtk *1]2
= ="+ —— ¥ =z 22
. H I (1 +na) 1K) I (22)
2(1—7) . 1 1 1\ F
L -Tp < (14= — -\ ¢
+ . G(uf’u ) = +4mln /{GKK,KJK 5
where C' == 71] [|u® — u*H2 + 212 = 2*)12 + @Dg(u?,u*), and D¢ denotes the Bregman

divergence of G.

5 Main results

5.1 Algorithm

As stated in Lemma [ problem @ Algorithm 2 Main algorithm

is equivalent to problem (). 7
to LemmalT] its objective is strongly con- |: Parameters: z° Ten]lf 'l 0,a = 0,7 (0,1)
2: Sety? =0 € (R™)", :_( 0 40,

vex, allowing us to apply Algorithm [1|to
it. Using Lerrglma WIe):pol}),taingthat the Elon- “? =u’ 20 =0¢€ Rd x (R™)"
dition numbers of W’ and K are bounded ~ 4: for £ =0, 1, 2» ...do
as O(1), but a single multiplication by W’ 5: U]; = ruf 4+ (1 - 7)uf
and K, K" translates to O(y/kw) multi-  6: gk = grad_G(ug) —auk
7
8
9

wt

g
plications by W and O(,/kg) multiplica- ukts — (14 na)~ L — n(gk + 25))
tions by B, BT respectively.

ZF+1 .= ¥ 4 . K_Chebyshev(uft2)
We implement multiplications by W’ and : uFtl = (14 na) "L (u¥ —n(gF + 2FH1))
K, K" through numerically stable Cheby- 10: w5t == ub + 2= (u*+! — uF)

shev iteration procedures given in Algo- 11: end for

rithms [3|and E} which only use decentral-
ized communications and multlphcanons
by A,AT. Lemmas [I| to 3 allow us to express the complexity of Algorithm I in terms of the
parameters of the initial problem given in Assumptions [I[|to[3] All this leads us to the following
Theorem ] a detailed proof of which is provided in Appendix [A.3]

Theorem 1. Set the parameter values of Algorithm [2| as T = min{l, %, /m},

n = 4TmaX{Lf1+M78M}, 0 = % and o = ’fo. Denote by x* the solution of problem (I).
Then, for every € > 0, Algorithm Eﬁnds zk for which ||z% — x*||? < e using O(/Frlog(1/e))
objective’s gradient computations, O(,/fy\/ka log(1/¢)) multiplications by A and AT, and

O(\/Ff\/ka/Ew log(1/e)) communication rounds (multiplications by W ).

5.2 Lower bounds

Let us formulate the lower complexity bounds for decentralized optimization with affine constraints.
To do that, we formalize the class of the algorithms of interest. In the literature, approaches with
continuous time |Scaman et al.| [2017]] and discrete time Kovalev et al.| [2021]] are used. We use the
latter discrete time formalization. We assume that the method works in synchronized rounds of three
types: local objective’s gradient computations, local matrix multiplications and communications. At
each time step, algorithm chooses one of the three step types.

Since the devices may have different dimensions d; of locally held vectors z;, they cannot commu-
nicate these vectors directly. Instead, the nodes exchange quantities A;z; € R™. For this reason,
we introduce two types of memory M (k) and H,;(k) for node 7 at step k. Set M, (k) stands for the
local memory that the node does not share and ;(k) denotes the memory that the node exchanges
with neighbors. The interaction between M, (k) and H;(k) is performed via multiplications by A;
and A .

Below we describe how the sets M;(k), H; (k) are updated.



Algorithm 3 mulW/’(y): Multiplication by W’  Algorithm 5 K_Chebyshev(u): Computation

1: Parameters: y of K" (Ku —b’)
2 p=(VLw — /MW)2 /16 1: Parameters: v = (z,y)
3 vi=(VLw + Viiw) /2 2: p=(Lp fuB) /16
4: 6 = —v/2, n = [/rW| 3 V= (Ls +pB) /2
50 p¥ = -Wy/v, yl =1y +p° 400 = —v/2, n= [\/ KB
6: forizl,‘..,n—ldo 5: qo:Aw+7~mu%Vg’(y)*b
7 61 1._ p/6i—1 6: 0._ _1 A
8: 61 =—(v+ B Sp v 7y - mulW’(¢°)
9: = (Wy' + pi=1pi=1) /& 7wl i =u+p°
10: yz+1:_y+p 8: fori=1,...,n—1do
11: end for 9:  Bili=p/sit X
12: Output: y — 3" 10: 6t =—(v + BH)
11: (x yh) =
Algorithm 4 grad_G(u): Computation of 12: = Az’ +’Y mulW’(y ) b
NASIC) 13: pi = 4 < ATg ) +
1: Parameters: u = (z,v) S\ mlﬂwl(ql)
2: 2 —r(Ax—Fv mulW’ (v) pgripten
) +ATz 14wl =l 4 pt
3: Output: ( mulW’ ) 15: end for

16: Output: v — u”

1. Algorithm performs local gradient comutation round at step k. Gradient updates only operate in
M, (k) and do not affect #;(k). For all i € V we have

Mi(k+1)={2,Vfi(z),Vi(x): z € My(k)}, Hi(k+1) =H;(k),
where f is the Fenchel conjugate of f;.
2. Algorithm performs local matrix multiplication round at step k. Sets #,(k) and M, (k) make
mutual updates via multiplication by A; and A, . For all i € } we have
Mi(k+1) =(A] b, Al y: yeHi(k)), Hi(k+1) ={b;, Aiz: € M;(k)}.
3. Algorithm performs a communication round at step k. The non-shared local memory M; (k) stays

unchanged, while the shared memory #,;(k + 1) is updated via interaction with neighbors. For all
1 €V we have

Mi(k+1) = My(k), Hi(k+1) ={H;(k): (i,j) € E}.

Under given memory and computation model, we formulate the lower complexity bounds.

Theorem 2. Forany Ly > iy > 0, ka, kw > 0 there exist L g-smooth p ¢ -strongly convex functions
{fi}i |, matrices A; such that kA = La/ua (where La, pa are defined in (), and a communi-
cation graph G with a corresponding gossip matrix W such that kw = Amax(W)/ )\mm( ), for
which any first-order decentralized algorithm on problem (1)) to reach accuracy € requires at least

1
Na =0Q (, /Kfv/Ea log (zs)) multiplications by A and AT
1
Nw = <, /K v/ Eav/KEw log <€)> communication rounds (multiplications by W ).

Moreover, there exists a different set of L g-smooth pi¢-strongly convex functions { f; }?:1, matrices
A’ and a communication graph G' with gossip matrix W' such that ko = La//ua, kw =
)\maX(W’ )/XE. (W), for which any first-order decentralized algorithm requires at least

1
Ny =Q (\/Ef log (5)) gradient computations.

A proof of Theorem [2]is provided in Appendix

min



6 Experiments

The experiments were run on CPU Intel(R) Core(TM) i19-7980XE, with 62.5 GB RAM.

o Synthetic linear regression. In this section we perform numerical experiments on a synthetic
linear regression problem with ¢5-regularization:

n n

. 1 0
min Z (2|Cﬂ?i —di|5 + 2|x¢||§) s.t. Z(Aﬂi —b;) =0, (23)

T1,...,xn ERYE = Py

where we randomly generate matrices C; € R% > A; € R™*% and vectors d; € R%, b; € R™
from the standard normal distribution. Local variables z; € R% have the same dimension d;, equal
for all devices. Regularization parameter 6 is 10~3. In the Fig. 1| we demonstrate the performance of
the our method on the problem, that has the following parameters: xy = 3140, ko = 27, kw = 89.
There we use Erd6s—Rényi graph topology with n = 20 nodes. Local variables dimension is d; = 3
and number of linear constraints is m = 10. We compare performance of Algorithm 2] with Tracking-
ADMM algorithm [Falsone et al.{[2020] and DPMM algorithm Gong and Zhang|[2023]]. Note that
Tracking-ADMM and DPMM are proximal algorithms that solve a subproblem at each iteration. The
choice of objective function in our simulations (linear regression) makes the corresponding proximal
operator effectively computable via Conjugate Gradient algorithm |[Nesterov| [2004] that uses gradient
computations. Therefore, we measure the computational complexity of these methods in the number
of gradient computations, not the number of proximal operator computations.

108 - 10° 10
L —— Tracking-ADMM . —— Tracking-ADMM L —— Tracking-ADMM -
10 DPMM 10749 DPMM 1074 DPMM
10-5 — Main algorithm 1074 —— Main algorithm 10754 — Main algorithm
%107 109 1071
«L 1071 10-13] 10-13 ]
10717 107174 107174
1072 10-2 102
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
Gradient calls x10* Mult. by A and AT x10° Communications x10°

Figure 1: Synthetic, Erd6s—Rényi graph, n = 20, d; = 3, m = 10

o VFL linear regression on real data. Now we return to the problem, that we have announced in the
introduction section. We apply VFL in the linear regression problem: £ is a typical mean squared loss

function, that is £(z,1) = 3|z — 1|3, and r; are {y-regularizers, i.e. 7;(x;) = Al|z;||3. To adapt this
from (IZ]) to @ we redefine x1 := (I;) and x5 := x9,...,T, := T,. Thus, we can derive constraints
matrices as in the (I):
A1 = (F1 —I)7 All‘l = F1w1 —Z, (24)
n n
Ai=F;, i=2..n Y Ami=)Y Fuw -z (25)
i=1 i=1

For numerical simulation, we use mushrooms dataset from LibSVM library |Chang and Lin| [2011]].
We split m = 100 samples subset vertically between n = 7 devices. Regularization parameter
A = 1072, The results are in the Fig.

Our algorithm exhibits the best convergence rates, as evidenced by the steepest slopes. The slopes vary
for gradient calls, matrix multiplications, and communications. This is due to the fact that Algorithm2]
involves many communications per iteration, in contrast to DPMM and Tracking-ADMM, which
make numerous gradient calls per iteration.
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Appendix / supplemental material

A Missing proofs from Section 4]

A.1 Proof of Lemmalil
Proof. Let Dg(2',y'; x,y) denote the Bregman divergence of G:
Da(a' s 2,y) = G(a',y') = Gla,y) = (VaGlx,y),2" — 2) = (VG(x,9),0 —y).  (26)
The value of . can be obtained as follows:
Do (e, y's.y) = Di('s) + S| AG - 2) + W'y — )|

(a) o r
> Gl =2l + S A —2) + W'y —y)?

= o’ 2| + AR — 2)|? + (A —2), YWy — 1))
,
+ 3 I W (' = y)l?

QY r r
> Gl = al + W — )| - ZIAG - o))

(© 2w L
> Hle’ —alf? + Ty — il - S2 0! — 22
2
@D Kfy 0 g2 BEYHW o
< e~ all? + G o),
© 1 L 2\
> ﬁmln *,7MA+ A 1’/ . )
2 2 4L A Yy -y

where (a) is due to Assumption |I|; (b) is due to Young’s inequality; (c) is due to Assumption |ZL
y —ye Efn, eq. (EI) and eq. @; (d) and (e) is due to eq. .

The value of L can be obtained as follows:
r
Da(a'y's2,y) = Do) + SllAG —2) + W'y = y)[”
(a) [,
< 21

r
< Sl =P + FIAG —2) + Wy — )l

,\
INS

L
{le’ =zl + W'y = y)|I* + rllA" - @)

(o L
< e — 2l + Ly’ =yl + rLale’ —

@ Ly+ppy o o B Lwe o

D LIER oy — g2+ LIy,

(1 A + La Lw o — 2\ |
< - L _

<3 maX{ FE s pf Ia  nw Y —y )

where (a) is due to Assumption|[T} (b) is due to Young’s inequality; (c) is due to Assumption[2]and
eq. (6); (d) and (e) is due to eq. O

A.2 Proof of Lemma[2

Proof. To obtain the formula for Ly, consider an arbitrary z € (R™)™:
IBT 22 = AT2)2 + W2 2

(a)
< (La +72Lw)| 2|?

b L 7
® (LA T (La wA)W) ]2,
Hw
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where (a) is due to Assumption[2]and eq. (6); (b) is due to eq. (T3).
To derive the formula for ug, first of all, note that by eq. (9)

(ker BT)* = range B = range A + range W’ = range A + L-. (27)

Letz € (kerBT)t = w+v, where u = (uy,...,u,),v = (vg,...,v9) € (R™)" such thatu € L
andv € L,,.

We can show that vy € range S. In order to do that, let us show that (vg, wo) = 0 for all wy € ker S.
Let w = (wo,...,wy) € L. The fact that wy € kerS and w € L,, implies w € ker AAT =
ker A T. Hence, it is easy to show that w € ker BT = (range B)*. Then, we obtain

n{vg, wo) @ (v, w) = (u+v,w) = (z,w) = 0,

where (a) follows from the definition of v and w; (b) follows from the fact that u & Eﬁl and
v € Ly; (c) follows from the fact that z € range B and w € (range B)J-. Hence, vy € range S.

Further, we get

@
B2l = AT (w+ )| + [y W (u + v)|?

b
QAT (w+ )2 + ]y W a2

©

> AT (u+)l* + 72w |

= [|ATul® + | AT ol* + 2(ATu, ATv) + 92w [|u?
@ 1

> | ATull* + S ATl + 72wl

e) 1
= —|lulliaT + 5””0”% + 9w [|u|?

—~

—~
[

) HA
> —Lalul® + 20l + 52w lul®

(9) KA
D ER ol 4 poa

)
> B2,

where (a) and (h) is due to the definitions of u and v; (b) is due to the fact that v € L,,; (¢) is due to

eq. @ and eq. @); (d) uses Young’s inequality; (e) is due to the definitions of v and S; (f) is due to
Assumption 2]and the definition of v; (g) is due to eq. (I3).

O

A.3 Proof of Theorem [Tl

Lemma 5 (Salim et al.|[2022a], Section 6.3.2). Let M be a matrix, r € range M and Muvg = r. Then
Pm(MTM)(v — v9) = v — Chebyshev (v, M, r), where Chebyshev is defined as Algorithm@
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Algorithm 6 Chebyshev (v, M, r): Chebyshev iteration (Gutknecht and Réllin|[2002], Algorithm
4)
1: Parameters: v, M, r.

n = [ Lm

»

2%
3 p=(Lm— MM)2/16, vi=(Lm+ pm)/2
4: 6V = —v)2

5 p0=-MT(Mv—r)/v

6: vl i=v+p°

7:fori=1,...,n—1do

8 ﬁi—l — p/(si—l

9: 5= —(v+ 71

10: = (MT(Mvi —r)+ Bi’lpifl)/(;i
11: vt =t 4 p

12: end for

13: Qutput: v"

Applying Lemma to W and B " B, we derive that, due to eq. , it holds

2
A max

(W') < Lw = (19/15)%, X2, +(W') > pwr = (11/15)?, (28)

min™t
and by eq. the polynomial Pw has a degree of [/ky, |. Similarly, due to eq. , it holds

02 (K) = Anax (KTK) < Ly =19/15, 02, (K) = A\t (KTK) > pux = 11/15, (29)

max mint

Le
uB’
We implement computation of the term K " (Ku — b’) in line E] of Algorithm via Algorithm by
Lemma

and since kg = the polynomial Pg has a degree of [\/kg].

K" (Ku—b) =K K(u—ug) = Ps(B"B)(u — up)
= u — Chebyshev(u,B,b) = K_Chebyshev(u).

Similarly, utilizing Lemma[5] we get

W'y =P w(W)y = P\/W(\/WT\/W)(Q —0) = y — Chebyshev(y, VW, 0) = mulW’(y),

(30)
where mulW’ is defined as Algorithm 3]
Therefore, Algorithm [2]is equivalent to Algorithm [I]
From eqs. (@), (T4) and (28) we get
ua+La LW’
I max{/ﬁf—l—l,“*i—,}
ke = =8 = Ea twr ) o gmax {14 kp,2 - (19/11)%} < Amax {1 + ry,8} .
HG min {l pa+La }
27 ALa
(3D
From eqs. (I6) and (28) we get
L
kB = —2 <2 (ka + (19/11)%(1 + ka)) < 10k4 + 8. (32)
B

From eq. we obtain kg = ﬁ—‘; = 19/11, and substituting egs. || and to Proposition ,
we obtain as its direct corollary that k = O(,/ky log(1/e)). Each iteration of Algorithm require

O(1) computations of VF, O(,/rB) = O(,\/ka) multiplications by A, AT and O(\/ka\/Fw)
multiplications by W, which gives us the statement of Theorem I}
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B Proof of Theorem 2

B.1 Dual problem

Let us construct the lower bound for the problem dual to the initial one. Consider primal problem
with zero r.h.s. in constraints.

The dual problem has the form

min  max Zfl(a:l) — (w,AmQ] = max [ max Z <A?w,mi> — filxy)
o T1,...

1717-“7177,6Rd w i—1
n
_ : * T
= —min E (A w).
w
i=1

Introducing local copies of w at each node, we get

W yeney Wi,

min > £ (A w;)
i=1
s.t. Ww =0

B.2 Example construction

We follow the principle of lower bounds construction introduced in [Scaman et al.|[2017]. Let the
functions be held by the nodes organized into a path graph with n vertices, where n is divisible by
3. The nodes are divided into three groups Vi = {1,...,n/3} , Vo = {n/3+1,...,2n/3},V5 =
{2n/3 +1,...,n} of n/3 vertices each. Welete; = (10 ... 0) " denote the first coordinate vector
and define functions

- 2
[y La L2
(pt)="Lllp— =L )2,
filp ) = o= 5, 2al| + 50
Correspondingly,
. 1 1 VLa
fi(w,0) = s—|lull®* + 5—|lv]|* - uy.
2pg 2Ly 24
To define matrices A, we first introduce
1 -1 0 0 00 0O 0 O
01 -1 0 O
’ 00 0 1 -1

Let ﬁA = %LA — %uA, N %;LA and introduce

[VLAE] Viall, i€V
Ai = [\/ LAeleI 0], 1€ VQ
[VLAE] Viall, i€ Vs
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Let us make sure that the choice of A; guarantees constants L a , s from (©).

max Amax(AiAT) = Auax (LAE] By + fia ) = 2L + fia = La,

1,. ) 1,. A 1.
mln ( Z A, AT) - 6)\$1n (3(LAEIE1 + MAI) + g(LAE;—EQ + /’LAI) + 3LA6161F>
2,

= glJ'A = ,LLA'

The dual functions take the form
zw IVEIAE? + g |Vinzll? — 2821, i€
gi(2) = f{ (Al 2) = ¢ |V Laere] 2|, i€V,

S IVEAE? + g Viasl? - 282, i€ vy
1T (LiAElTElJr*LL—‘;I)zfﬁzl, iewn
= éﬁiz%7 i€ Vs

1.7 (EawT ia _ La .
52 (WE E; + & I)z PTTELE i € Vs

Therefore, we have

n A .
L L

E gi(z) = 3 lmj 2T (E/E; +EJEy 4+ eje] )z + BA T, - A
i=1 f

La 1
_nta |:ZTMZ—Z 4 HAby T:|

BENTRE YU LaLy
where
2 -1 0 0 0
-1 2 -1 0 0
M = 0 -1 2 -1 0

In the lower bound example in Scaman et al.|[2017] it was shown that function
1 2
h(z) = 52" Mz + B%a||z||2 -

VB-va\*

. . . - .

attains its minimum at z;, = ( VAT \/a> . Adapting it for our case, we get
2

o Half
[3704 LALf

LaL;)~
O‘:<1+2 A f>
B HAfLf

1— HARF
mAapg+2LaLy
R VTR
mAapg+2LaLy

It remains to show the lower bound on the number of matrix multiplications and communications.
Following the proof of Theorem 2 in|Scaman et al. [2017]], we construct a gossip matrix W such
that x(W) < (n + 1)?/2. After that, let s;(k) denote the number of nonzero coordinates at node 7 at
step k (such notation was used in|Kovalev et al.|[2021]]). According to the rules for updating the sets
M;(k), H;(k) in section[5.2] primal and dual variables have the same block-structure and thus the
same upper bound for the number of nonzero coordinates. Also denote k; the number of algorithm

and therefore 2} = ¢*, where

(33)
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step at which ¢-th communication round happens. Due to the structure of functions corresponding to
V1, Vo, Vs, it holds s;(k;) < O(t/n). To lower bound the distance to consensus, we write

o — o220 Y ] = (e00) —a(gm).
k=si(ke)

Using the expression for ¢ in (33)) and noting that g ~ 1 — , / Zii’; , we can lower bound the number

of communications needed to yield Z such that ||# — 2*||? < ¢, that is:

o6 (82110 (1)) - 0 (srvimvion (1)

Analogously, we get a lower bound on matrix multiplication rounds:
1
Na =9 (1//<;f\//<;A log ()) .
€

B.3 Lower bound on the number of gradient computations

For the lower bound on the number of gradient computations, we simply recall the lower bounds
from Corollary 2 of |Scaman et al.|[2017].
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NeurlIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: the algorithm for decentralized optimization with coupled constraints is the
main contribution of the paper, which is mentioned in the abstract.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

* It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]

Justification: the paper uses standard assumptions for decentralized convex optimization:
smoothness and strong convexity of the objective functions (Assumption[I)) and properties
of gossip matrix (Assumption [3)).

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

* The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

¢ The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

* If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory Assumptions and Proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
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Answer: [Yes]

Justification: main results for the algorithm convergence are given in Theorem [I] and
the lower complexity bounds are given in Theorem 2} Assumption [I]describes objective
functions, Assumption [2]refers to constraint matrices and Assumption [3|describes the gossip
matrix.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

* All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

* All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.

* The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

¢ Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

* Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.

. Experimental Result Reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Section [6]describes the problem statements and gives the references to the
algorithms which we compare with.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
* If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.
If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.
Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-

sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the

nature of the contribution. For example

(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how
to reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.
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5. Open access to data and code

Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: we provide the code in supplementary material.
Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

* Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental Setting/Details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: the experiments in Section|[6]include the optimization problem and optimization
methods. The parameters of methods are described in our paper or in the papers that the
methods appeared.

Guidelines:

» The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail
that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.

7. Experiment Statistical Significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: the paper studies deterministic algorithms and does not include error bars.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-
dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.
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8.

10.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

¢ It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

* For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

* If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.
Experiments Compute Resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: in Section [ we write about the needed computational resources.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

 The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

. Code Of Ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines]?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: the research does not violate Ethics Guidelines.
Guidelines:

¢ The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

* If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

Broader Impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: this is a mostly theoretical paper on convex optimization.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

* If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
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» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

* The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

« If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: the paper does not use pretrained models. It only uses open-source data.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

 Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: we cite the sources of data that we use.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.

* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

 The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.

* If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the
package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.
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15.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.
* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.
New Assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]
Justification: our work does not release new assets.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.

» Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

Crowdsourcing and Research with Human Subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: the paper gives theoretical results in convex optimization and their numerical
validation, it does not include crowdsourcing.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approvals or Equivalent for Research with Human
Subjects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: the work does not include interaction with human subjects and crowdsourcing.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.
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