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Communication-Censored Linearized ADMM for
Decentralized Consensus Optimization

Weiyu Li, Yaohua Liu, Zhi Tian, and Qing Ling

Abstract—In this paper, we propose a communication- and
computation-efficient algorithm to solve a convex consensus
optimization problem defined over a decentralized network.
A remarkable existing algorithm to solve this problem is the
alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM), in which
at every iteration every node updates its local variable through
combining neighboring variables and solving an optimization
subproblem. The proposed algorithm, called as communication-
censored linearized ADMM (COLA), leverages a linearization
technique to reduce the iteration-wise computation cost of
ADMM and uses a communication-censoring strategy to al-
leviate the communication cost. To be specific,c, COLA intro-
duces successive linearization approximations to the local cost
functions such that the resultant computation is first-order and
light-weight. Since the linearization technique slows down the
convergence speed, COLA further adopts the communication-
censoring strategy to avoid transmissions of less informative
messages. A node is allowed to transmit only if the distance
between the current local variable and its previously transmitted
one is larger than a censoring threshold. COLA is proven to
be convergent when the local cost functions have Lipschitz
continuous gradients and the censoring threshold is summable.
When the local cost functions are further strongly convex, we
establish the linear (sublinear) convergence rate of COLA, given
that the censoring threshold linearly (sublinearly) decays to 0.
Numerical experiments corroborate with the theoretical findings
and demonstrate the satisfactory communication-computation
tradeoff of COLA.

Index Terms—Decentralized network, consensus optimiza-
tion, communication-censoring strategy, linearized approxima-
tion, alternating direction method of multipliers.

I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we consider solving a convex consensus
optimization problem

= argn%inz f:(@), (1)
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which is defined over a bidirectionally connected decentral-
ized network consisting of n nodes. All the nodes cooperate
to find an optimal argument £* of the common optimiza-
tion variable £ € RP, but the convex local cost function
fi(Z) : RP — R held by every node i is kept private. We
focus on the scenario that the nodes are unable to afford com-
plicated computation, while the communication resources
are also limited. Our goal is to devise a communication-
efficient decentralized algorithm, which relies on light-weight
computation, to solve (1).

Decentralized consensus optimization has attracted ex-
tensive interest in recent years. Problems in the form of
(1) are involved in a variety of research areas, including
wireless sensor networks [1]-[3], communication networks
[4], [5], multi-robot networks [6], [7], smart grids [8]-[10],
machine learning systems [11]-[13], to name a few. Popular
algorithms to solve (1) span from the primal domain to
the dual domain. The primal domain algorithms, such as
sub-gradient descent [14]-[16], dual averaging [17]-[19] and
network Newton [20], have to use diminishing step sizes to
guarantee exact convergence to an optimal solution, and thus
suffer from slow convergence. On the other hand, (1) can
be reformulated as a constrained optimization problem and
solved by dual domain algorithms, among which the cele-
brated alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM)
is able to achieve fast and exact convergence [2], [21]-[23].
When ADMM is implemented in a synchronous manner, at
every iteration, every node solves an optimization subprob-
lem dependent on its local cost function, and then exchanges
the calculated local variable with its neighbors. Therefore,
if the local cost functions are not in simple forms, solving
the subproblems is computationally demanding. To alleviate
the computation cost, the decentralized linearized ADMM
(DLM) replaces the local cost functions in ADMM by their
linear approximations, and attains a dual domain method with
light-weight computation [24], [25]. Similar techniques have
also been applied to develop other first-order dual domain
algorithms, such as EXTRA [26], NEXT [27], and gradient
tracking methods [28]-[32]. If computing the inverse of a
Hessian matrix is affordable at a node, one can replace the
local cost functions by their quadratic approximations. The
resultant second-order algorithms, DQM and ESOM, have
faster convergence than their first-order counterparts [33],
[34]. Between the first- and second-order algorithms, a recent
work in [35] develops a primal-dual quasi-Newton method
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that approximates the second-order information with local
gradients. The lower complexity bounds and rate-optimal
algorithms of decentralized optimization are developed in
[36]—[38]. Note that the communication cost in the aforemen-
tioned algorithms is proportional to the number of iterations,
since after a given number of iterations every node needs to
communicate with its neighbors.

In all decentralized algorithms, there is an essential
communication-computation tradeoff [39]-[43]. An algo-
rithm with light-weight iteration-wise computation generally
needs more number of iterations, and in consequence more
communication cost, to reach a target accuracy. For example,
compared with ADMM, DLM enjoys simple gradient-based
computation, but suffers from relatively slow convergence
speed and high communication cost. In this paper, we aim at
achieving a favorable communication-computation tradeoff in
a decentralized network, where the nodes are only affordable
to light-weight gradient-based computation. The limitation on
the computation power may come from that the nodes are
equipped with cheap computing units in a wireless sensor
network, or from that using higher-order information is
prohibitively time-consuming for finding a high-dimensional
solution in a machine learning system.

Given the constraint on the computation cost, we adopt
the communication-censoring strategy to further save the
communication cost. The basic idea of the communication-
censoring strategy is to only allow transmissions of infor-
mative messages over the network. A simple yet powerful
protocol is to prevent a node from transmitting a variable that
is close to its previously transmitted one, where the “close-
ness” is determined by comparing the Euclidean distance
with a predefined time-varying censoring threshold. The
communication-censoring strategy is tightly related to event-
triggered control of continuous-time networks [44]—[46], and
finds successful applications in discrete-time decentralized
optimization [47]-[50]. It has been combined with primal
domain methods such as sub-gradient descent [47] and dual
averaging [48], as well as dual domain methods such as dual
decomposition [49] and ADMM [50]. However, similar to
their uncensored counterparts, the primal domain methods
in [47], [48] have to use diminishing step sizes to guarantee
exact convergence. On the other hand, the dual domain meth-
ods in [49], [50] require the nodes to solve computationally
demanding subproblems. Our proposed algorithm, called as
communication-censored linearized ADMM (COLA), com-
bines the communication-censoring strategy with the first-
order dual domain method DLM. Particularly, we modify the
standard communication-censoring strategy in [47]-[50] to fit
for the special algorithmic structure of DLM so as to attain
better performance. We rigorously establish convergence as
well as sublinear and linear convergence rates of COLA. To
the best of our knowledge, COLA is the first communication-
censored method that only uses gradient information but
achieves linear convergence.

Starting from the derivation of the classical ADMM in
Section II-A, we introduce COLA in Section II-B. COLA
modifies ADMM in two aspects. First, linearizing the lo-
cal cost functions enables approximately solving the time-
consuming subproblems in ADMM, and thus saves com-
putation. Second, the communication-censoring strategy is
applied to remedy the poor communication efficiency caused
by the linearization step. To further demonstrate the design
principles of COLA, its tradeoff between communication
and computation is discussed and compared with those of
several existing dual domain algorithms in Section II-C. In
Section III, we prove that when the censoring threshold is
properly chosen, COLA converges to an optimal solution of
(1) (Theorem 1). Moreover, when the local cost functions
are strongly convex, the linear and sublinear convergence
rates of COLA are established (Theorems 2 and 3). The
analysis provides guidelines for choosing the parameters
of COLA to reduce computation and communication costs.
Section IV presents numerical experiments and demonstrates
the communication-computation tradeoff of COLA. Section
V summarizes our work.

Notation. For matrices A € R*>™ and B € RbV*",
[A; B] € R(@+0)*" stacks the two matrices by rows. Define
the inner product of two vectors v; and vy as (vq,vs) :=
v¥'vy, which naturally induces the Euclidean norm ||v|| :=

(v,v) of a vector v. For a matrix M, define Apin(M)
as the smallest eigenvalue, op,ax (M) as the largest singular
value, and Gy (M) as the smallest nonzero singular value.
When M is a block matrix, (M), ; denotes its (7, j)-th block.

Throughout the paper, we consider a bidirectionally con-
nected network G = {V, A}, where V = {1,...,n} denotes
the set of n nodes and A = {1,...,m} is the set of
m directed arcs. Nodes ¢ and j are called as neighbors if
(i,j) € A and (j,i) € A. We denote the set of node
i’s neighbors as AN; with cardinality d; = |N;|. Further
define the extended block arc source matrix A, € R™PX"P
containing m X n square blocks (Ags)e; € RP*P. The
block (As)e,i = I, if the arc e = (i,j) € A and is null
otherwise, where I, is the p-dimensional identity matrix.
Likewise, define the extended block arc destination matrix
Ag € R™*" whose block (Ag)e,; € RP*P is not null
but I, if and only if the arc e = (4,j) € A terminates at
node j. Then, define the extended oriented incidence matrix
as G, = A, — A, and the unoriented one as G, = A, + A,.
The oriented Laplacian is written as L, = %GZGO and the
unoriented Laplacian L, = %GgGu. The degree matrix is
defined as D = %(L0 + L,), which is block diagonal with
diagonal blocks D; ; = dy; 1.

II. ALGORITHM DEVELOPMENT

In this section, we propose COLA, the communication-
censored linearized ADMM to solve the decentralized con-
sensus optimization problem (1). Rooted on ADMM, COLA



features in two ingredients, linearization to reduce the com-
putation cost and communication censoring to reduce the
communication cost. We shall first introduce the development
of ADMM in Section II-A, and then combine the lin-
earization and communication-censoring techniques to devise
COLA in Section II-B. The tradeoff between computation
and communication is discussed in Section II-C.

A. ADMM: Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers

ADMM is a powerful tool to solve a structured opti-
mization problem with two blocks of variables, which are
separable in the cost function and subject to a linear equality
constraint. To rewrite (1) into the standard bivariate form, we
introduce local variables x; € R” as copies of & at nodes ¢,
and auxiliary variables z;; € R” at arcs (i, j) € A. Since the
network is connected, (1) is equivalent to

> filws),

min
teiblziit
s.t. x; = Zij, Tj = Zij, V(’L,]) S .A (2)

An optimal solution of (2) satisfies z; = &* and z; = 7%,
where z* is an optimal solution of (1).

Concatenate the variables as x = [z1;...;2,] € R" and
z = [z1;...;2m] € R™P, introduce the aggregate function
f(z) =", fi(w;), and denote A := [Ay; Ag] € R2mP*1P
and B := [—I,p; —Inp]. The matrix form of (2) is

min f(x), s.t. Az+ Bz =0, 3)

which is the standard bivariate form handled by ADMM,
except that the variable z is absent in the cost function.
Introduce the augmented Lagrangian of (3) as

L(z,z,\) = f(x) + (\, Az 4+ Bz) + §||A:v + Bz||?,

where the penalty parameter ¢ > 0 is an arbitrary positive
constant and the Lagrange multiplier \ := [¢;1)] € R?™P.
The two vectors ¢, 1 € R™P are the Lagrangian multipliers
associated with the two constraints A;z — 2z = 0 and Agz —
z = 0 respectively. At time k, the ADMM update follows

k+1

T = argminL(x,zk,/\k),
xT

k+1

z = argminL(ka,z,)\k),
V4

AL = \F (AP B2,

According to [23], if the variables are initialized with o0 =
—0 and G,2° = 229, then we can eliminate z**! and
replace \**! by a lower-dimensional dual variable, such that
the update is reduced to

ijJrl = arg min f(:c) —+ <,LLk — CLqu, I> + chDx, 4)
,u’”l = ,uk + cLO:ck"'l, %)

where p* == GT ¢k € R™. By splitting 1 = [uf, ..., uk],

uF € RP denotes the local dual variable of node i.

Using the definitions of f(z), D, L,, and L,, we describe
how the decentralized ADMM is implemented. At time k,
every node ¢ updates its local primal variable xf“ using its
x} and pf, as well as 2% from all neighbors j via
¥ = argmin fi(z;) + (uf — ¢ Z (zF + xf),:cﬁ + cdyx?.

o JEN;
(6)

Then node 7 broadcasts its xf“ to all neighbors. Finally,
M1 using its ot

node 4 updates its local dual variable i
and ¥, as well as x?“ from all neighbors j via
pitt = e Y (@ =, @)
JEN;

The costs of implementing ADMM are two-fold. The first
is in computing the local primal and dual variables ¥ and
u¥, in which the update of ¥ in (6) is particularly demanding
when the local cost function f;(x;) is complicated. The

second is in transmitting the local primal variables xf“,
which is expensive when the bandwidth resource is limited.

B. COLA: Communication-Censored Linearized ADMM

COLA adopts two strategies to improve the computation
and communication efficiency of ADMM: linearization and
communication censoring. The linearization technique has
been used in [24], [25] to devise DLM, a gradient-based
variant of ADMM. DLM effectively reduces the computation
cost of solving subproblems in ADMM, but sacrifices on the
convergence speed and thus results in high communication
cost. Therefore, we use the communication-censoring strat-
egy to prevent transmissions of less informative messages.
Note that though the communication-censoring strategy has
been applied to improve the communication efficiency of
sub-gradient descent, dual averaging, dual decomposition
and ADMM [47]-[50], we customize it in COLA so as to
achieve a satisfactory balance between communication and
computation, as we shall explain below.

Linearization. Notice that the update of the primal vari-
able xf“ in (6), which usually has no explicit solution,
dominates the computation cost of ADMM. Therefore, a
computationally demanding inner loop should be used to
solve :cf“. To address this issue, [24], [25] linearizes the
local cost functions at every iteration. To be specific, at time
k, the function f;(z;) in (6) is replaced by its quadratic
approximation f;(zF)+ (V fi(aF), x; — aF) + &||z; — 2F||? at
x; = x¥, where p > 0 is a positive linearization parameter.
Therefore, the primal variable is updated via

(VFi(al) +e ) (@ —af) +uf).

JEN;
(3)

Note that the main computation cost of (8) is in calculating
the gradient V f;(z¥), which is light-weight. The update of
dual variable remains the same as (7) in ADMM.

1
okl =gk

¢ i _2Cd“+p



Communication censoring. The linearization technique sig-
nificantly reduces the computation cost of ADMM, but slows
down the convergence speed, and hence results in high com-
munication cost. Hence, we introduce the communication-
censoring strategy to further reduce the communication cost.
Intuitively, when ka is close to ¥, it is not necessary
for node 7 to transmit both of them to nelghbors. Motivated
by this fact, the communication-censoring strategy prevents
transmissions of less informative messages so as to reduce
the communication cost.

To rigorously explain the communication-censoring strat-
egy, define a state variable #¥ € RP as the latest value
that node ¢ has transmitted to neighbors before time k.
At time k, after calculatlng ka, node 7 evaluates the
difference between ¥ and xf“ by their Euclidean distance
EFE — |2k — 2%, and then compares the difference with
a predefined censoring threshold 7#+1 > 0. Node i is allowed
to transmit 27! to neighbors and update ZF! = 2!

=, if
and only if 5’““ > Tk“ Otherwise, the transmlsswn is

censored and ka . With the state variable a: , COLA
changes the DLM updates in (8) and (7) to
1
k+1 _ &k _ b
i =i 2cdi; + p (vfl + ¢ Z + 'ul)
JEN;
)
pfth = pf e > (@ — k), (10)
JEN;
Stacking the state variables in & = [&1;...;&,] € R"P, we

can write (9) and (10) in the matrix form of
A —(2¢D + pI)~t (Vf(a:k)—i-cLO:Ek—i—uk) ,
et ’LLk + CLOZEk+1.

(1)
12)

COLA run by node i is outlined in Algorithm 1. At time
0, node 7 initializes its local variables to a:? =0, u; =0,
i) = 0 and &} = 0 for all j € N;. For all times F,
node ¢ first computes its local primal variable xf“ by (9).
The computation of ka at node ¢ is based on its latest
local primal- dual vanables xk and p¥, the latest broadcast
information 7 :c of itself and :ck from its neighbors j, as well
as the gradlent of the local cost function f;(x;) at x; = :v’“
Then ¢F, the difference between the newly computed primal
variable a:k“ and the previously transmitted 2% is calculated
and denoted by 5?“. If §f+1 > 7F+1) meaning that the
difference exceeds the threshold to communicate, node 7

k+1
I

transmits 2" to neighbors and lets $k+1 = g1, Oth-
erwise, node 7 does not transmit and lets #¥** = ¥, On the
other hand, if node 7 receives ka from any neighbor j, then
it lets xf“ = xf“ Otherw1se it lets 1 = f Observe

that this communication protocol guarantees that node 7 and
its neighbors store the same state variable :Ef“. Finally, the
local dual variable ukH is updated by (10).

Remark 1. Comparing (8) and (7) with (9) and (10), we
observe that the only difference between DLM and COLA is

Algorithm 1 COLA Run by Node i

Require: Initialize local variables to z0 = 0, p) = 0, 29 = 0 and
i?:Oforallj e N;.
1: for times £k =0,1,--- do
2:  Compute local primal variable :cf+1 by

k1 k 1
et =g - —— [ Vi) -l—cz @b — @by ol
2cdii + p fav
3. Compute £F1 = ||k — k+1||

4 IfEFTt > 71 transmit 21 to neighbors and let #5 7! =

k“ ; else do not transmit and let :ck+1 &k
5. If receive 2" from any neighbor j, let mk“ = b else
let ka = :?:k
6: Update local dual variable nk“
k+1 _ kK Akl k1
H Mi"’_cZ(mi — ;7).

JEN;

7: end for

replacing ¢ . (zf — 2%) by Cdien: (2 — &%) in the
primal-dual updates. This is not the standard strategy used
in the other communication-censored algorithms [47]-[50],
where all the local primal variables x; are replaced by the
state variables T;. We customize the communication censor-
ing strategy for COLA and keep the local primal variable x*
in x¥ — 2Cd“_H)Vfl( ) as it is, because x¥ has already
been available for node i, and is more up-to-date than
@k, Recall that the term x% — mez(:cf) comes from
the linearization of f;(x;). Intuitively, linearization around
T, = 9cf leads to faster convergence than linearization
around x; = :C , which has been validated in our preliminary
numerical experiments. On the other hand, we do not change
the state variables ¥ by the corresponding local primal
variables =¥ in the term CdieN: (2k — xj) in both primal
and dual updates. Note that x* and ¥ are not equal when
communication censoring happens and the error between
them is determined by the censoring threshold 7%, while the
dual update (10) accumulates all the previous diﬁ‘erences
between the neighboring state variables :C and :C . Thus,
replacing the state varzables &% therein by the correspondzng
local primal variables =¥ shall accumulate the errors, and
result in instability or even divergence of the recursion.

The censoring threshold 7% is a critical factor that in-
fluences the communication-computation tradeoff of COLA.
Setting a large 7% prevents less-informative transmissions,
and thus reduces the iteration-wise communication cost,
though the recursion needs more number of iterations and
hence more computation cost to reach a target accuracy.
However, a too large 7 slows down the convergence speed,
which in turn increases both the overall computation and
communication costs Since 7' sets an upper bound for the
distance between z¥ and ¥, a small improvement of the



local primal variable xf cannot be accepted to the state
variable :%f and diffused to the network. In this sense, the
primal variable cannot converge faster than 7%. We shall give
rigorous analysis on this issue in the theoretical analysis.
If we expect to obtain a linear rate of convergence, a choice
for the censoring threshold will be
™ =a-(B)F, (13)
where 3 € (0,1) and @ > 0 are constants. If 7% is set as
a- (k)" with r > 1, a sublinear rate depending on r will be
derived. A special case is 7F = 0 for all times k, meaning
that there is no censoring and COLA degenerates to DLM.

C. Tradeoff between Communication and Computation

Here we discuss the communication-computation tradeoff
in ADMM, DLM, as well as their communication-censored
versions, COCA and COLA.

Generally speaking, among the four algorithms, ADMM
needs the least number of iterations to reach a target accuracy,
but the computation cost of solving subproblems is often re-
markable. DLM alleviates the iteration-wise computation cost
through linearization, but requires more number of iterations
and higher overall communication cost than ADMM.

The communication-censoring strategy in COCA and
COLA adjusts the communication-computation tradeoff
through tuning the censoring threshold 7%. As we have
discussed in Section II-B, a larger 7% leads to more iterations
and thus higher computation cost, but lower iteration-wise
communication cost. Regarding the overall communication
cost required to reach a target accuracy, there is a phase
transition in tuning 7%. When 7" is too large, communication
censoring is too often and much more number of iterations is
necessary to compensate the information loss, which would
deteriorate the overall communication cost.

Though COCA and COLA both adopt the communication-
censoring strategy, their application scenarios are different.
COCA fits for applications where computation of solving
complicated subproblems is not an issue, but communication
is the main bottleneck. Examples include distributed resource
allocation in a data center network and collaborative target
tracking in a radar network. On the contrary, COLA inherits
the advantage of light-weight computation from DLM, and
further reduces the communication cost on top of it. In this
sense, COLA fits for applications where nodes are unable
to afford solving complicated subproblems due to hardware
or time constraints, such as an IoT network equipped with
cheap computation units and a drone network cruising in a
fast changing environment.

An illustration of the tradeoff between computation ef-
ficiency and communication efficiency in ADMM, DLM,
COCA and COLA is given by Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the tradeoff between computation efficiency and
communication efficiency in ADMM, DLM, COCA and COLA.

IIT. CONVERGENCE AND RATES OF CONVERGENCE

In this section, we prove that COLA converges to an
optimal solution of the convex consensus optimization prob-
lem (1) under mild conditions. Further, if the local cost
functions are strongly convex, COLA converges to the unique
optimal solution of (1) at a linear or sublinear rate, depending
on the choice of the censoring threshold. Section III-A
provides assumptions and lemmas for the proofs. Section
III-B analyzes the convergence of COLA, while linear and
sublinear rates are established in Section III-C.

A. Preliminaries

We make the following assumptions for the analysis. As-
sumptions 1-4 are sufficient for proving the convergence of
COLA to an optimal solution of (1). Further with Assumption
5, COLA is guaranteed to converge to the unique optimal
solution of (1) at a linear (sublinear) rate when the censoring
threshold is linearly (sublinearly) decaying to 0.

Assumption 1 (Network connectivity). The communication
graph G = {V, A} is bidirectionally connected.

Assumption 2 (Convexity and differentiability). The local
cost functions f; are convex and differentiable.

Assumption 3 (Lipschitz continuous gradients). The gradi-
ents of the local cost functions V f; are Lipschitz continuous
with constant M > 0. That is, given any z,y € RP?,
IVfi(@) = Vi@l < M|z — gl| for any i.

Assumption 4 (Initialization). The dual variable 1 of COLA
is initialized in the column space of GL. That is, there exists
a vector ¢° € R™P such that 11° = GT ¢°.

Assumption 5 (Strong convexity). The local cost functions
fi are strongly convex with constant m > 0. That is, given
any 7,5 € R?, (Vfi(&) — V(). & — §) = mlz - 5]° for
any 1.



Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 5 are standard in analysis of
decentralized algorithms. The initial condition in Assumption
4 can be easily satisfied, with the simplest choice u° = 0.

COLA involves a primal sequence {z*} and a dual se-
quence {¢*}. In the theoretical analysis, we shall construct
a triple (z%,2% ¢*) from the pair (2, %), and prove its
convergence to (z*,z*,¢*), which is optimal to (3). Here
2k 2 ¢F ¢* € R™P. The next lemma gives the properties
of (x*,z*, ¢*).

Lemma 1. (Lemma 1, [24]) Given a primal optimal solution
z* of (3) and z* = %Guzzr*, there exist multiple optimal
dual variables [¢*; —¢*| such that every (z*, z*, [¢p*; —¢*])
is a primal-dual optimal solution of (3). Among all these
optimal dual variables, there exists a unique [¢*; —p*] in
which ¢* lies in the column space of G,. Moreover, any
primal-dual optimal solution (x*, z*, [¢p*; —¢*]) satisfies the
KKT conditions

Vi) +Gle™ =0, (14)
Gor* =0, (15)
%Gux* = z*. (16)

According to Lemma 1, it is natural to construct 2k =
£Gyz% € R™P. To construct ¢¥, note that under Assumption
4, 10 lies in the column space of G, and by the definition
of L, = %GOTGO, every p**1 in the dual update (12) also
lies in the column space of GZ. Thus, there exists a vector
#F € R™P satisfying pF = GT ¢ for any k > 0, such that
the recursion of COLA can be rewritten as

af =2k — (2¢D + pI)™? (Vf(:z:k) + cLoi" + Gg¢k) ;
A7)

PF+l = gk 4 gGoi.k+1' (18)

Combining (17) and (18) with the KKT conditions (14)—
(16), the next lemma gives two equations that are corner-
stones of the theoretical analysis. To emphasize the error
caused by the communication-censoring strategy, we define
an error term E* := z* — &F therein.

Lemma 2. Let z* and ¢* be a primal-dual optimal pair of
(3), with ¢* lying in the column space of G,. Then, for all
k >0, the recursion of COLA satisfies

Vf(h) = V(@) =(cLy, + pI)(z® — 1) (19)
— G (@M = ¢") + cLo(BY — EFFY),

gGo(xk-l-l _ I*) :¢k+1 _ ¢k + gGoE]H_l- (20)

Proof: See Appendix A. [ |

The convergence analysis of COLA relies on the following
energy function

P * * 1 *
VE = Dt — a2 4ol - 2+ L6t - 072 @)

where the auxiliary variables z* and ¢F as well as their
optimal values z* and ¢* are defined above. This energy
function also appears in the analysis of DLM, the uncensored
version of COLA [24]. However, due to the existence of the
communication-censoring strategy which introduces an error
term in the recursion, the analysis of COLA is significantly
different to that of DLM.

B. Convergence

The convergence of COLA is established as follows.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1-4, in COLA we choose
the penalty parameter ¢ > 0 and the linearization parameter
p > 0 such that c\pin(Ly) + p > %, and set the censoring
threshold {T*} as a non-increasing non-negative summable
sequence such that Z;OZO 7k < 00. Then the primal variable

x¥ converges to an optimal solution x* of (3).

Proof: See Appendix B. [ ]
Theorem 1 asserts that COLA converges to an optimal
solution of (1) under mild conditions and provides guide-
lines for setting parameters. It is interesting to see that the
requirement cAyin(Ly) + p > % is the same as that in
DLM [24]. Fixing p, a network with better connectedness
(namely, larger A\pin(L,)) allows us to choose a smaller
penalty constant ¢. Fixing ¢ and Apin (L), the linearization
parameter p must be large enough to guarantee convergence.
Note that pI, approximates the Hessians of the local cost
functions f;(x;). A large p over-approximates the curvature
and forces xf“ to be close to x¥, which stabilizes the
recursion. On the contrary, a small p under-approximates the
curvature and allows the local variables to change quickly, at
the cost of possible divergence. Fig. 2 illustrates the impact
of p. Regarding the censoring threshold 7%, we require it
to be summable. Intuitively, 7% determines the maximal
error introduced to the primal update. When this error is
controllable, the convergence of COLA is guaranteed

C. Rates of Convergence

In Section ITI-B, we have shown that COLA requires {7"}
to be summable so as to guarantee convergence. Below, we
shall prove that convergence rate of COLA also depends on
convergence rate of {7*}. In addition to Assumptions 1-
4, we need the local cost functions to be strongly convex,
as stated in Assumption 5. In this circumstance, COLA
converges to the unique optimal solution of (1) at a linear
(sublinear) rate when {7*} is linearly (sublinearly) decaying.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1-5, in COLA we choose
the penalty parameter ¢ > 0 and the linearization parameter
p > ]2\4—;, and set the censoring threshold % = o - (B)*
with « > 0 and B € (0,1). Then there exists a positive
constant 6 > 0 such that the primal variable x* converges
to the unique optimal solution x* of (3) at a global linear

rate O((1 + 6)2).



Fig. 2. An illustration of choosing different approximation parameters p.
In this situation, at the top-right point, we approximate the original cost
function (in blue) by the dashed lines (in cyan, green and red). When p = 2
and p = 5 that are both larger than the accurate second derivative, the
updates are conservative and go to the green and red points, respectively.
When p = 0.8 that is smaller than the accurate second derivative, the update
is aggressive and goes to the cyan point.

Proof: See Appendix C. [ ]
As shown in (60) in the proof of Theorem 2, the constant §
depends on the algorithm parameters ¢, p and (3, the network
topology parameterized by Gmin(Go) and opmax (G ), and the
properties of the local cost functions parameterized by M and
m. Define the condition numbers of cost functions and graph
as Ky = % and kg = %ég:)), respectively. The following
corollary shows clearer that, by properly setting ¢ and p, how
the constant ¢ is determined by s, ke and .

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions 1-5, in COLA we choose

c= WA&{W(GO) and p = Mky. Then the global linear

rate O((1 + 6)~2) satisfies

5 < . 1 1 Iif 1 1
min{ —s-, , = —
- 8KZ, 2/@? + 16krke 126G + 6/@?/{@ 32

(22)
1 1 K
In (22), the terms S5 3IT10m g and rc T orZng

are monotonically decreasing when either x; or kg in-
creases, meaning that the convergence is slower when
the cost functions are worse-conditioned and/or the net-
work is less-connected. In addition, § is bounded by
% — 1. Therefore, (22) shows that among all [ that
do not affect the convergence rate, the one satisfying
min {8%, 2/@2+116/< —, 5—m—} = 4 — 1 achieves
& I e KG+6K%KEG B
largest communication reduction per iteration.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 1-5, in COLA we choose
the penalty parameter ¢ > 0 and the linearization parameter
p> ]2\4—; and set the censoring threshold TF = o~ (k) ™" with
a > 0 and r > 1. Then there exists a finite time index kg
such that the distance between the primal variable x* and
the unique optimal solution x* of (3) is upper-bounded by a

g

sequence decaying sublinearly to 0 at a rate of O((k)™2),

where q € (0,2r — 1), when k > k.

Proof: See Appendix D. |
Theorems 2 and 3 indicate that, to achieve linear (sublin-
ear) convergence, we have to impose stronger requirements
on the parameters. The sequence of censoring threshold
should be not only summable, but also linearly (sublinearly)
decaying. The parameters ¢ and p should be larger, too. Note
that because M > m, p > g—fs > % and consequently
CAmin (L) + p > %, which is required in Theorem 1.
According to the upper bound of ¢ given in (60), the
linear rate of x* reaching x* (namely, O((1 + &)~%/2))
must be slower than the linear rate of 7% decaying to 0
(namely, (’)(ﬁk)). From Theorem 3, one can also see that the
sublinear rate of z* reaching z* (namely, O((k)~ %) where
g € (0,2r — 1)) must be slower than the sublinear rate of
7k decaying to 0 (namely, O((k)~")). Therefore, in both
the linear and the sublinear cases, the sequence of censoring
threshold 7% bounds the convergence rate of z* to x*. This
makes sense because 7% means the maximal error allowed to
enter the recursion of 2* due to communication censoring.

Remark 2. Though COLA is devised from DLM, the error
caused by the communication-censoring strategy makes its
analysis different to that of DLM. The analysis of COLA
is also different to that of COCA, the censored version of
ADMM. The reason is that COLA updates x* by gradient de-
scent steps, while COCA updates x* by solving optimization
subproblems. This is analogous to the difference in the proofs
of DLM and ADMM. In addition to the difference in the proof
techniques, we also establish the sublinear convergence of
COLA, which is absent in the analysis of DLM and COCA.

Remark 3. When the censoring threshold 7k is set to 0,
COLA degenerates to DLM. Intuitively, the convergence rate
of COLA is no faster than that of DLM due to the introduc-
tion of the communication-censoring strategy. This is also
observed from, for example, the linear convergence constant
0 in Corollary 1. Nevertheless, the slower convergence in
terms of the number of iterations is acceptable, since COLA
effectively reduces the iteration-wise communication cost. We
shall demonstrate with numerical experiments that COLA can
reduce the overall communication cost comparing to DLM.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

This section provides numerical experiments to demon-
strate the satisfactory communication-computation tradeoff of
COLA. In particular, we shall show that COLA inherits the
advantage of cheap computation from its uncensored coun-
terpart DLM [24], [25], but significantly reduces the overall
communication cost. Beyond DLM, we compare COLA with
the classical ADMM [23] and its censored version COCA
[50], both of which do not use the linearization technique
and are not computation-efficient. We also compare with the
event-triggered sub-gradient descent (ETSD) algorithm [47],



which is a primal domain first-order method but much slower
than COLA in terms of convergence speed. We consider two
decentralized consensus optimization problems, least squares
in IV-A and logistic regression in IV-B. The cost functions
are both smooth, but the latter is not strongly convex. For
ADMM and COCA, subproblems in least squares have
explicit solutions, while those in logistic regression needs
computationally demanding inner loops. We use the accuracy
of the primal variable as the performance metric, defined
by ||z* — 2*|?/||2° — 2*||?. Logistic regression may have
multiple optimal solutions, among which we choose the
one closest to the limit of iterate as x*. The computation
cost is evaluated by time spent to reach a target accuracy,
and the communication cost is defined as the accumulated
number of broadcast messages. The simulations are carried
out on a laptop with an Intel I7 processor and 8 GB memory,
programmed with Matlab R2017a in macOS Sierra.

A. Decentralized Least Squares

The local cost function in the decentralized least squares
problem is f;(Z) = 3||A¢;)Z — y;)l13. with A;) € RP*P and
Y(s) € RP being private for node . Thus, the primal update
of node ¢ at time %k in COLA is

wf T = — (2edii + p) 7! {A%;) (Awyzi —ya))

+cZ(i¢f—:ﬁ§)+uf].

JEN;

Note that node i can compute (2cd;; + p)~! in advance to
accelerate the computation. In the experiments, entries of A ;)
and b(;) are independently and identically sampled from the
uniform distribution within [0, 1]. Then we let y¢;y = A beiy.
We set the network size as n = 50 and the dimension of the
local variables as p = 3.

First, we compare four algorithms, COLA, DLM, COCA
and ADMM, over four network topologies: line, random, star
and complete, as shown in Figs. 3-6. In the random network,
10% of all possible bidirectional edges are randomly chosen
to be connected. The accuracies are compared with respect to
the number of iterations and the cumulative communication
cost. The parameters ¢ and p are tuned to be the best for the
uncensored algorithms DLM and ADMM, and kept the same
in their censored counterparts, respectively. We use the linear
censoring threshold in the form of 7% = o - (8)*, where the
parameters « and /3 are hand-tuned in COLA and COCA so
as to achieve the best communication efficiency. Taking the
random network as an example, we choose ¢ = 0.45, p = 1.1
in DLM and o = 0.7, § = 0.94 in COLA, while ¢ = 0.35
in ADMM and o« = 0.9, 8 = 0.92 in COCA.

In all the networks, the two censored methods COLA and
COCA require more iterations to reach the target accuracy
than their uncensored counterparts due to the error caused by
censoring, but the saving in communication is remarkable.
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Fig. 3. Performance over line network for decentralized least squares.

10

3 —COLA
--DbM
o COCA
* ADMM

Accuracy

0 100 200 300 400
Number of Iterations

—COLA
--DbM

© COCA
*x ADMM

Accuracy

0 0.5 1 15 2
Cumulative Communication Cost | 194

Fig. 4. Performance over random network for decentralized least squares.

Compared to DLM and given a target accuracy of 1075,
COLA saves ~ 1/2 communication costs in the line and
random networks, and ~ 1/3 in the star and complete
networks. The required number of iterations in the line
network is much more than those in the other networks,
since the connectedness of the line network is the worst.
In better connected networks such as star and complete,
variable updating is often informative, such that the deteriora-
tion of convergence speed caused by skipping transmissions
becomes more noticeable, yet communication per iteration is
still saved by censoring.

We study the influence of communication censoring over
the random network. The censoring pattern of the first 200
iterations is shown in Fig. 7. The horizontal axis is the
number of iterations, and the vertical axis is the node index.
A white dot means that the node broadcasts at the time,
while a black dot means that the node is silent. Observe that
communication censoring happens uniformly, namely, the
frequency of communication censoring does not change too
much along the optimization process. In addition, the nodes
have similar communication costs eventually. On average,
every node broadcasts 0.35 ~ 0.45 message per time.

Next, we compare the choice of the censoring threshold in
COLA over the random network. We compare four censoring
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Fig. 5. Performance over star network for decentralized least squares.

N —COLA
= --DLM

°o COCA

* ADMM

Accuracy

0 50 100 150 200 250
Number of Iterations

—COLA
--DLM

o COCA
* ADMM

Accuracy
=
o
&
)
/

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000
Cumulative Communication Cost
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thresholds, the linear sequences 7% = - (8)F with a = 0.7
while 5 = 0.93, 0.95 and 0.97, as well as the sublinear
sequence 7F = a - (k)™" with @ = 1000 and r = 2.5.
The parameters ¢ and p remain the same. As shown in Fig.
8, the linear censoring thresholds outperforms the sublinear
censoring threshold, in terms of both communication and
computation. The reason is that the sublinear rate of the
threshold limits the convergence rate of COLA, as we have
theoretically analyzed in Section III. Regarding the different
choices of the linear rate, we observe that a smaller 5 needs
less number of iterations to reach a target accuracy, since
it leads to faster decay of the censoring threshold, and thus
less communication censoring per iteration. In contrast, with
a larger 3, we need more number of iterations and less
communication cost per iteration. Therefore, a moderate [,
such as S = 0.95 in this case, is preferred.

In Fig. 8, we also compare COLA with ETSD, a
communication-censored primal domain first-order method.
ETSD adopts the Metropolis-Hastings rule to design its
mixing matrix. It uses a linear censoring threshold o - (3)*
and a sublinear step size O((k)~ 3 ), where the parameters are
all hand-tuned to achieve the best communication efficiency.
From Fig. 8, we observe that ETSD requires much more
number of iterations and communication cost to reach a

Fig. 7. Censoring pattern of the first 200 iterations of COLA over random
network for decentralized least squares. The horizontal axis is the number of
iterations, and the vertical axis is the index of node. A dark dot represents
that the node is censored at that time.
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Fig. 8. Performance of DLM, ETSD and COLA with different censoring
thresholds over random network for decentralized least squares. In COLA,
with the linear censoring thresholds 7% = « - (8)*, we fix @ = 0.7 and
choose different 3. With the sublinear censoring threshold 7% = a/(k)~",
we choose o = 1000 and r = 2.5.

target accuracy comparing to COLA. The main reason of
the unsatisfactory performance of ETSD is the diminishing
step size, which is used to guarantee exact convergence.
Similar performance gap can be observed in comparing the
uncensored algorithms, sub-gradient descent and DLM.

B. Decentralized Logistic Regression

In the decentralized logistic regression problem, the local
cost function of node ¢ is

l,
- 1< _
fi(@) = T Zln (1 + exp(—y(i)lqg)lw)),
b=1

where q(;); € RP is the [th column of a matrix ()(;) € Rpxli,
Y@y € {—1,+1} is the Ith element of a binary vector ;) €
R!, and [; is the number of samples held by node i. The
primal update of node ¢ at time k in COLA is

L k
S N S [_ 1 3 Yo eXP(=Y (@7 e
i " 2cdy; + p L — 1+ exp(—y(i)lq&ll’f)
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Fig. 9. Performance over random network with 50 nodes for decentralized
logistic regression.
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Fig. 10. Performance over random network with 100 nodes for decentral-
ized logistic regression.

while the primal updates of ADMM and COCA have no ex-
plicit solutions. Therefore, we solve the subproblems therein
by a gradient descent inner loop, which terminates when the
/5 norm of the gradient is less than 1078,

We conduct simulations over two random networks with
n = 50 and n = 100 nodes, in both of which 10% of
all possible bidirectional edges are randomly chosen to be
connected. The dimension of local variables is p = 3. The
numbers of samples held by the nodes are i.i.d. and uniformly
chosen from integers within [1,10]. Entries of the first two
rows of Q(;) follow the i.i.d. discrete uniform distribution
on the set {0.1w}, w = 1,---,10, while entries of the last
row are all set as 1. Entries of y(;) are i.i.d. and follow the
uniform distribution on {—1, 1}. As we have done in Section
IV-A, cin ADMM is tuned to achieve the fastest convergence,
and is also used for COCA; c and p in DLM are tuned to
achieve the fastest convergence, and are also used for COLA.
The censoring threshold in both COCA and COLA is set as
78 = a- (B)*, with parameters o and 3 hand-tuned to obtain
the best communication efficiency.

As depicted in Figs. 9 and 10, the four algorithms behave
similarly to those in the least squares problem (Figs. 3-06).
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n Accuracy | COLA | DLM COCA | ADMM

50 10-1 1.076s | 0.971s | 30.119s | 9.629s

50 1073 1.126s | 1.055s | 37.198s | 12.467s

100 104 1.466s | 1.320s | 37.488s | 11.175s

100 1077 1.879s | 1.721s | 45.302s | 15.797s
TABLE 1

THE TIME SPENT OF THE FOUR ALGORITHMS IN TWO NETWORKS WITH
DIFFERENT NUMBERS OF NODES n AND TARGET ACCURACIES.

COLA saves nearly 2/3 communication cost with few more
iterations compared to DLM. To demonstrate its computation
efficiency, we also show the CPU time for the four algorithms
to reach target accuracies 10~ and 10~° in Table I. Notice
that the two linearized algorithms, COLA and DLM, compute
much faster than COCA and ADMM. The time spent by
COLA in both networks is slightly more than that of DLM
due to the communication censoring operations.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose COLA, a communication- and
computation-efficient decentralized consensus optimization
algorithm. Compared to the classical ADMM, COLA uses
the linearization technique to reduce the iteration-wise com-
putation cost, and fits for networks where only light-weight
computation is affordable. To compensate the sacrifice in
the convergence speed, which is caused by the linearization
step and results in low communication efficiency, COLA
further introduces the communication-censoring strategy to
prevent a node from transmitting its “less-informative” local
variable to neighbors. We establish convergence and rates of
convergence for COLA, and demonstrate the computation-
communication tradeoff with numerical experiments. Our
future work is to apply the linearization and communication
censoring techniques to decentralized optimization applica-
tions in dynamic, online and stochastic environments.

REFERENCES

[1] M. Rabbat and R. Nowak, “Distributed optimization in sensor net-
works,” In: Proceedings IPSN, 2004

[2] 1. Schizas, A. Ribeiro, and G. Giannakis, “Consensus in ad hoc
WSNs with noisy links - Part I: Distributed estimation of deterministic
signals,” IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing, vol. 56, no. 1, pp. 350—
364, 2008

[3] S. Dougherty and M. Guay, “An extremum-seeking controller for dis-
tributed optimization over sensor networks,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic
Control, vol. 62, no. 2, pp. 928-933, 2017

[4] F.Zeng, C. Li, and Z. Tian, “Distributed compressive spectrum sensing
in cooperative multi-hop wideband cognitive networks,” IEEE Journal
of Selected Topics on Signal Processing, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 3748, 2011

[5] G. Giannakis, Q. Ling, G. Mateos, 1. Schizas, and H. Zhu, “De-
centralized learning for wireless communications and networking,”
In: Splitting Methods in Communication and Imaging, Science and
Engineering, Springer, 2016

[6] F. Bullo, J. Cortes, and S. Martinez, Distributed Control of Robotic
Networks, Princeton University Press, 2009

[7]1 Y. Cao, W. Yu, W. Ren, and G. Chen, “An overview of recent progress
in the study of distributed multi-agent coordination,” IEEE Trans. on
Industrial Informatics, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 427-438, 2013



[8]

[9]

[10]

(11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

G. Giannakis, V. Kekatos, N. Gatsis, S. Kim, H. Zhu, and B.
Wollenberg, “Monitoring and optimization for power grids: A signal
processing perspective,” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 30,
no. 5, pp. 107-128, 2013

K. Antoniadou-Plytaria, I. Kouveliotis-Lysikatos, P. Georgilakis, and
N. Hatziargyriou, “Distributed and decentralized voltage control of
smart distribution networks: Models, methods, and future research,”
IEEE Trans. on Smart Grid, vol. 8, no. 6, pp. 2999-3008, 2017

H. Liu, W. Shi, and H. Zhu, “Distributed voltage control in distribution
networks: Online and robust implementations,” IEEE Trans. on Smart
Grid, vol. 9, no. 6, pp. 6106-6117, 2018

X. Zhao and A. Sayed, “Distributed clustering and learning over
networks,” IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing, vol. 63, no. 13, pp.
3285-3300, 2015

A. Mokhtari, Efficient Methods for Large-Scale Empirical Risk Mini-
mization, PhD Thesis, University of Pennsylvania, 2017

X. Lian, C. Zhang, H. Zhang, C. Hsieh, W. Zhang, and J. Liu,
“Can decentralized algorithms outperform centralized algorithms? A
case study for decentralized parallel stochastic gradient descent,” In:
Proceedings of NIPS, 2017

A. Nedic and A. Ozdaglar, “Distributed subgradient methods for
multiagent optimization,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, vol. 54,
no. 1, pp. 48-61, 2009

D. Jakovetic, J. Xavier, and J. Moura, “Fast distributed gradient
methods,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, vol. 59, no. 5, pp. 1131—
1146, 2014

K. Yuan, Q. Ling, and W. Yin, “On the convergence of decentralized
gradient descent,” SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 30, no. 5, pp.
1835-1854, 2016

J. Duchi, A. Agarwal, and M. Wainwright, “Dual averaging for
distributed optimization: Convergence analysis and network scaling,”
IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, vol. 57, no. 3, pp. 592-606, 2012
K. Tsianos and M. Rabbat, “Distributed dual averaging for convex
optimization under communication delays,” In: Proceedings of ACC,
2012

S. Lee, A. Nedic, and M. Raginsky, “Stochastic dual averaging
for decentralized online optimization on time-varying communication
graphs,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, vol. 62, no. 12, pp. 6407—
6414, 2017

A. Mokhtari, Q. Ling, and A. Ribeiro, “Network Newton distributed
optimization methods,” IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing, vol. 65, no.
1, pp. 146-161, 2017

S. Boyd, N. Parikh, E. Chu, B. Peleato, and J. Eckstein, “Distributed
optimization and statistical learning via the alternating direction
method of multipliers,” Foundations and Trends in Machine Learning,
vol. 3, pp. 1-122, 2010

G. Mateos, J. Bazerque, and G. Giannakis, “Distributed sparse linear
regression,” IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing, vol. 58, no. 10, pp.
5262-5276, 2010

W. Shi, Q. Ling, K. Yuan, G. Wu, and W. Yin, “On the linear
convergence of the ADMM in decentralized consensus optimization,”
IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing, vol. 62, no. 7, pp. 1750-1761, 2014
Q. Ling, W. Shi, G. Wu, and A. Ribeiro, “DLM: Decentralized
linearized alternating direction method of multipliers,” IEEE Trans.
on Signal Processing, vol. 63, pp. 4051-4064, 2015

T. Chang, M. Hong, and X. Wang, “Multi-agent distributed optimiza-
tion via inexact consensus ADMM,” IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing,
vol. 63, no.2, pp. 482-497, 2015

W. Shi, Q. Ling, G. Wu, and W. Yin, “EXTRA: An exact first-order
algorithm for decentralized consensus optimization,” SIAM Journal on
Optimization, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 944-966, 2015

P. Lorenzo and G. Scutari, “NEXT: In-network nonconvex opti-
mization,” IEEE Trans. on Signal and Information Processing over
Networks, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 120-136, 2016

Y. Sun, G. Scutari, and D. Palomar, “Distributed nonconvex multiagent
optimization over time-varying networks,” In: Proceedings of ASILO-
MAR, 2016

G. Qu and N. Li, “Harnessing smoothness to accelerate distributed
optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, vol.
5, no. 3, pp. 1245-1260, 2017

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

(371

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

(471
[48]

[49]

(501

11

A. Nedic, A. Olshevsky, and W. Shi, “Achieving geometric conver-
gence for distributed optimization over time-varying graphs,” SIAM
Journal of Optimization, vol. 27, no. 4, pp. 2597-2633, 2017

R. Xin and U. Khan, “A linear algorithm for optimization over directed
graphs with geometric convergence,” IEEE Control Systems Letters,
vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 325-330, 2018

S. Pu, W. Shi, J. Xu, A. Nedic, “A push-pull gradient method for
distributed optimization in networks,” In: Proceedings of CDC, 2018
A. Mokhtari, W. Shi, Q. Ling, and A. Ribeiro, “DQM: Decentralized
quadratically approximated alternating direction method of multipli-
ers,” IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing, vol. 64, no. 19, pp. 5158-5173,
2016

A. Mokhtari, W. Shi, Q. Ling, and A. Ribeiro, “A decentralized
second-order method with exact linear convergence rate for consensus
optimization,” IEEE Trans. on Signal and Information Processing over
Networks, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 507-522, 2016

M. Eisen, A. Mokhtari, and A. Ribeiro, “A primal-dual quasi-Newton
method for exact consensus optimization,” arxiv: 1809.01212, 2018
K. Scaman, F. Bach, S. Bubeck, Y. Lee, and L. Massoulie, “Optimal
algorithms for smooth and strongly convex distributed optimization in
networks,” In: Proceedings of ICML, 2017

K. Scaman, F. Bach, S. Bubeck, Y. Lee, and L. Massoulie, “Optimal
algorithms for non-smooth distributed optimization in networks,” In:
Proceedings of NeurIPS, 2018

H. Sun and M. Hong, “Distributed non-convex first-order optimization
and information processing: Lower complexity bounds and rate optimal
algorithms,” arxiv: 1804.02729, 2018

K. Tsianos, S. Lawlor, M. Rabbat, “Communication/computation trade-
offs in consensus-based distributed optimization,” In: Proceedings of
NIPS, 2012

A. Berahas, R. Bollapragada, N. Keskar, and E. Wei, “Balancing
communication and computation in distributed optimization,” arxiv:
1709.02999, 2017

G. Lan, S. Lee, and Y. Zhou, “Communication-efficient algorithms for
decentralized and stochastic optimization,” arxiv: 1701.03961, 2017
A. Nedic, A. Olshevsky, and M. Rabbat, “Network topology and
communication-computation tradeoffs in decentralized optimization,”
arxiv: 1709.08765, 2017

H. Tang, S. Gan, C. Zhang, T. Zhang, and J. Liu, “Communication
compression for decentralized training,” arxiv: 1803.06443, 2018

D. Dimarogonas, E. Frazzoli, and K. Johansson, “Distributed event-
triggered control for multi-agent systems,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic
Control, vol. 57, no. 5, pp. 1291-1297, 2012

E. Garcia, Y. Cao, H. Yu, P. Antsaklis, and D. Casbeer, “Decentralised
event-triggered cooperative control with limited communication,” In-
ternational Journal of Control, vol. 86, no. 9, pp. 1479-1488, 2013
C. Nowzari and J. Cortes, “Distributed event-triggered coordination for
average consensus on weight-balanced digraphs,” Automatica, vol. 68,
pp. 237-244, 2016

Q. Lu and H. Li, “Event-triggered discrete-time distributed consensus
optimization over time-varying graphs,” Complexity, 5385708, 2017
K. Tsianos, S. Lawlor, J. Yu, and M. Rabbat, “Networked optimization
with adaptive communication,” In: Proceedings of GlobalSIP, 2013
W. Chen and W. Ren, “Event-triggered zero-gradient-sum distributed
consensus optimization over directed networks,” Automatica, vol. 65,
pp. 90-97, 2016

Y. Liu, W. Xu, G. Wu, Z. Tian, and Q. Ling, “COCA: Communication-
censored ADMM for decentralized consensus optimization,” In: Pro-
ceedings of ASILOMAR, 2018



APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Proof: From (18), it holds that

¢k+1 _ (bk _

= EGO(,TIH_l

c ., . 15) € .
EGokarl 15 §G"(xk+1 — )

(23)

_ Ek-i—l _ (E*),

where the last equality uses the definition EF+1 = gh+1 —
gRt1 Rearranging terms in (23) yields (19).

Also rearranging terms in (17) to place V f(z*
side, we have

V(") =

Subtracting (24) with (14) and noticing the definitions of
D=2%(L,+ Ly,) and L, = GT G, we have

) at the left

(2¢D + pI)(z* — 2F 1)

—cLyi* — GT ok, (24)

V(") = V)
=(2¢D + pI)(a* — &) — cLod" — G (¢" — %)
=(cLy + pI)(z* — 2" 4 cLo(a® — 281 — eL, 2"
— GE(" — 9"+ GL (8" — o)
BeLy + pI)(2* — &) + Ly (2" — 2F1) — eLyi*
~GT (S — ) + eLo(zh ! — L _ %)
el + ph)(a* —aMh) = GT (M — )
+ cLo(EF — EFY),
which completes the proof. [ ]
APPENDIX B

PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof: Throughout the proof, we assume 7° > 0. When
7% = 0 such that all 7% = 0 and COLA degenerates to DLM,
since the value of 7° does not affect the operation of COLA,
we can simply set 7V as any positive constant.

Step 1. The proof in this step is analogous to the proof
of Lemma 3 in [24], but more complicated due to the
existence of censoring error. From Assumptions 2 and 3, the
gradients of the convex local cost functions V f; are Lipschitz
continuous with constant A > 0. Thus, we have

—HV f@®) =V f)|? (25)

<(Vf(a*) = Vf(a*),a" —a¥)

=(Vf(a") = Vf(z*),a" ")
+(Vf(a"*) = Vf(x*),a" —x’““>

For the second term at the right-hand side of (25), we
choose an upper bound

(V") - V@
1 .
<7 IVFER) = VIEIIP+

k+1>

M), xk —x (26)

Zka _ xk+l|‘2'

12

To establish an upper bound for the first term at the right-
hand side of (25), we use (19) in Lemma 2 to rewrite it as
(V") = Vi), o —a”) 27)
=((cLy + pI)(z® — 2P 1), 2kt — o)
— (G (¢ —¢"), M —a)
+ (cLo(E* — EFL) gkl _ 2%y,
We shall handle the terms at the right-hand side of (27) one
by one. The first one satisfies
((cLy + pI)(a*
:E<Gu(xk _ xk+1)7Gu($k+1

2
I S

226<2k _ ZkJrl,ZkJrl —Z*> +p<xk _karl’karl —$*>,

which uses the definitions L, = %GZGU, 2k
z2* = %Gux*. The second one satisfies

— (G — ), o)
= —(QFTL g%, G (zP T — z%))
@>§<¢k+1 o7, g — ghTly (gt
The third one satisfies

(cLo(E* -

¢
=—(Go(E" -
e
@)<G (E* — EFFY), gkl
¢

+ §<GO(Ek

which uses the definition L, = %GOTGO. Summing up (28),
(29) and (30), applying the equality 2(v, — vp, vp — V.) =
lva —vell? —||va —vp||? —||vs —ve||? that holds for any vectors
Vg, Up and v, to (2K —2FHL 2Rl o) gk gkt L phtl gy

7:CkJrl _ $*>

— ")

$k+1) (28)

= %Guxk and

(29)
_ (b*’ GoEk+1>.

Ek+1),$k+1 _ JI*>

EMY),Go(a" — )
- ¢")
_ Ek+1) GoEk+1>

(30)

and (pFT1 — ¢* ¢F+1 — ¢F), and then reorganizing terms,
we can rewrite (27) as
(VF(a*) = Vf(a"), 2" —a7) (31)
=c(l|2" = 2|2 = ||2F = 2P — 12— 2)?)
+ Sl =P — [l — ot — [l = a?)
(16 = 02— 16 — g — R — 7?)
— (" = ¢ GO BEY) 4 (Go(BY — EMH), ¢ — o)
+ §<GO(Ek — EF) G, ERH)
@Dk yktl
_ Csz _ Zk+1||2 _ ngk _ xk+1H2 _ %H(bk _ ¢k+1”2
(G EFY @k — §%) + (Go(EF — 2EM1), gk — oF)

c

+ 5<Gvo(Ek _ Ek-l—l), GOEk+1>.



For the term —(G,E*T! ¢* — ¢*), we observe that
_ <G0Ek+l,¢k _ ¢*>
c *
<LGo B 16 — 61 +

ClUmaX(GO)HEk+1H * Tmax(Go)
< 1PN e ey Tmn(Go) s,

> 0 is any positive constant. Similarly, for
2EFHL) @kl — @) it holds
2Ek+1),¢k+1 _ ¢k>
—2EMH)| [l — o*)?

(32)
1
- GoEk+l
50 | |

where ¢
<G0 (Ek -

<GO(Ek -
<G G

(33)

1
- Go Ek 2Ek+1
+ Gl I
< ©20max(Go) (1 E™[ + 2| EM ) er
< : o

Umax(Go)
t (IE*] + 21 B*H)),
2

where ¢, > 0 is any positive constant. For $(G,(EF —
EFY) G,E*1), we have

¢

c
5 (Go(E" = M), G B (34)
§§<G E*, G EF)
<G, E*|* + HGoE’““||2
C
<Z 2 Ek 2 2 . EkJrl 2'
< 7%max(Go) [ E¥[" + 4 Tmax (Go) [ BV

Using (32), (33) and (34) to rewrite (31) followed by substi-
tuting the result and (26) into (25), we obtain

Vk _ Vk+1 (35)

M 1
—CHZk _ Zk+1||2 _ (B o _) ||$k _ xk+1”2 _ _H(bk _ ¢k+1H2

2 4
ClUmaX(GO)||Ek+1H * Tmax(Go)
olIE g g 4 ZolCe) ey
c20max (Go) (| E¥ || + 2| E*H)
+ . 65+ — g2
Um'x(Go)
4 ZmexlGo) (e 4 g
2
C 2

c
+Zamax(GO)HEkH2 + Zoglax(GO)||Ek+1”2 > 0.

Step 2. Now we characterize the upper bound of ||E*||.
According to the censoring strategy, & A- — z¥, the ith block

of E*, becomes 0 if |51 — 2| > 7% or equals gt gk

K3
otherwise. In both cases, it holds ||#¥ —2%|| < 7* Therefore,
we know ||E¥|| < /n7*. Since 7% is non-increasing, it also

holds ||E¥*Y|| < /nrk*tt < \/n7*. Thus, (35) becomes

M
R R (e | e

o)\/ﬁr’“)

(36)

302 Omax (

(i “
c 2

¢k+1”2

l¢* —

13

C10max (Go) \/ﬁTk

<vh -y 5 6% — |1+
1 3 k Cngr%lax(GO) k\2
(2_01 + 2_02> Omax (Go)V/nT" + 5 (%)~

Setting the constants c¢; and ¢y in (36) as
1
Go)/nr0’

Cc1 = 362 ==
CUmax(

we rewrite (36) to

p M
ol = 22+ (5 = )l =" 37
1 k _ ak41)12
+ (5 = 3ga)lle” =™
k k+1 ™ ok |2
<VF-V +m”¢ -9
4 50710 (G )TOTk 4 Cnar%lax(GO)(Tk)Q
max o 2 .
Since 7% is non- decreasrng, - 2Zi 2 . Meanwhile, by
the definition of the energy functlon Vk 1 ¢* —¢*|%. By

the definitions of zF = 1G 2F and L, = 1GTGU, | 2% —

2k+1”2 _ %HGu(xk k+1)H2 > 1)\mm( )Hx k_HHQ
Applying these three facts to (37) yields
1 M 1
E(c/\min(Lu) +p— 7)”:1;@ _ 2 %H(bk pUSIE
< (1 + T_k)Vk _ ket
- 270
2 G k2
+ 5enop, (Go) 7% + Cmmaxg o)) (38)
Step 3. Define
2 G k2
9]9 - 5cn0max(Go)TOTk + CnUmaX( O)(T )

2 )
which is a non-increasing non-negative summable summable

sequence as 7F is. The left-hand side of (38) is non-negative
because cAmin(Ly) +p > % Thus, (38) leads to

k
270

We use this inequality to show that V* has a finite upper
bound. From (39) we have

(14 -—=)VF =V 10" >0. (39)

k
ﬂ)v’we’f

Tk Tk 1
g(1+ﬁ) ((1+ 50

Vk-l—l S (1 +

—)VF 4 oh 1)+9’c

<
k—1 k 1%
VOH 1+— Z(ek” 11 (1+ﬂ)>+9’c
k=0 k=K' 41

k k k'

+ >0 I] 1+ 55)

k"' =0 k=0



<(VO+ i 0"

oo k/
H 1+ ﬁ)
k// 0 k/

Vo—i— Z 9]“ exp{z 270} 00,

k'’ =0

(40)

where we use the inequality 1 + a < exp{a} that holds for
all @ € R, and the fact that 7% and 6" are both non-negative
and summable. Thus, we conclude that V* has a finite upper
bound, denoted as V.

Step 4. Now we begin to prove the convergence. Summing
up (38) from k£ =0 to k = oo yields

Z B (cAmin(Lu) + p — %)ka —x

k=0

k+1H2
gk — gt
2¢
<10 — 7" k 0091@
<V +Zﬁv +Z
<VO+—ZT +Z€k<oo.

Thus, we conclude that hmkﬁoo(:z:k — ¢ = 0 and
limg o0 (0F — ¢F*1) = 0. Following these limiting proper-

(41)

ties, when k£ — oo, the dual update (18) leads to G,i%" =0,
which implies that
Gox® = Goi* + G,EF — 0. (42)

Also, we have L,2* — 0 as L, =

in the limit (17) becomes

% GT@,. Consequently,

Vi@Eh) +GLe% — 0. (43)
Meanwhile, by definition
1
§Guxk — =0 (44)

Comparing (43), (42) and (44) with the KKT conditions (14),
(15) and (16), we conclude that the triple (2%, z¥, ¢*) satisfies
the KKT conditions when k& goes to infinity.

Next, we show that {(z*, z¥, #*)} converges when k& —
oc. Since the sequence V* is bounded, ||z¥ — z*|| and
||¢* —¢*|| are also bounded. Thus, there exists a subsequence
{(z**, $¥*)} which converges to a cluster point (z°°, ¢>°) of
{(z*, ¢*)} and (2°°,¢>) is optimal to (3).

Construct another energy function V% := £||z% — 2|2
cllzF = 2%°[12 + L|¢* — ¢°°||?, where 2> := $G,2*°. The
analysis for V¥ can be applied to VX . In particular, analogous
to (40), given any fixed k;, we have

vk < (VO’Z‘ + i 9’“//> exp{ i ::t}
k' =k k'=k,
[ee] k'’
Jool 2 )

oo
ks K
< (VOO' + g 0
k' =k k' =k

(45)
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for any k > k;. Observe that (z¥, ¢**) — (2°°, ¢>°) leads to

VXt — 0. In addition, the sequences 6% and 7" Zk// 0"

oo and Y, ™ < o0, respectively. Therefore, for any € >

0 there exists an integer £y such that

> 7" €
oF < -,

D ;

k”:kto

Z T < 70 log 2.

K =k,

and

Then according to (45) we have VX < e for all k > ky,.
Therefore, VX — 0 as k — oo. From the definition of VX,
we conclude that {(z*, 2*, ¢*)} converges to (2°°, 2, $>),
which is optimal to (3). |

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof: Step 1. From Assumption 5, the local cost
functions f; are strongly convex with constant m > 0. Thus,
we have

mla™ Tt — |2 (V) = V(") 2" =) (46)
=(Vf(") = Vi@ )»v’““ :c*>
H(Vf@*) =V f ("), 2" —a%).
Observe that (V f(2%) -V f(z*), 2%+ —2*), the first term

at the right-hand side of (46), also appears in (25) in the proof
of Theorem 1. We follow the derivation to obtain (31), but
then look for new upper bounds of (G,E**!, ¢* — ¢*) and
(G,E*, ¢F*+1 — ), which are different to those in (32) and
(33). For the term (G,E**1, ¢*F — ¢*), we observe that

(GoEME g% — ¢%) 47)
<G Ek-l—l Qz)k-i-l ¢*> + <G0Ek+1,¢k _ ¢k+1>
LGB + g+ - o)
+ NGB + 56 — 6+
<1 G
el = 67 St -

where ¢; > 0 is any positive constant. For (G,E*, ¢F+1 —
#%), it holds

(GoE", ¢t — ¢) (48)
c2 k|2 1 k41 k2
<Z|GLE*|? + — -
SPGB + 56+ = 6"
c anax G, || EF||? 1
Lo OB | U e
2 202

where ¢y > 0 is any positive constant.
For the second term at the right-hand side of (46), we have

(Vi@ = V@), 2"
<SIVHE) = VFEh)IP +

) (49)

_kaJrl _ x*”Q

203



<

2
al A

C3
where c3 > 0 is any positive constant. The last inequality
uses the fact that the gradients of the local cost functions V f;
are Lipschitz continuous with constant M > 0 according to
Assumption 3.

Using (47), (48) and (34) to rewrite (31) followed by
substituting the result and (49) into (46), we obtain

ka-ﬁ-l _ ka2 +

VkJrl S Vk _ CHZk _ ZkJrl”Q (50)
M2
_ (g _ C:))T)ka _ $k+1||2
1 1 1 k k412
(C 201 202)||¢ (b ||
1 k+1 * (12 1 k+1 * |12
(m = 5 )[4 =2 4 Sk = g7

& C
+ (5 + Z)O—Iznax(GO)HEle + (cl + _)Ufnax(GO)|‘Ek+1”2'

4

By the same reasoning in the proof of Theorem 1, ||[E¥|| <
vn7* and ||EFHY|| < \/ntF. Thus, (50) becomes

V]C"rl S V]i} _ CHZ]C _ Z]C+1||2 (51)

p  c3M?
o (5 _ 5 )ka o Ik+1||2

1 1 1 k k+12
_(5_5_2_@)% — "

1 1
= (m— 2_%)||Ik+l —z*||* + 2—01H¢k+1 — ¢*||2 + sn(TM)2.

where

o cC
s = (61 + 52 + 5) o2 . (G,) > 0.

Step 2. Now we are going to find constants § > 0 and
~ > 0 such that
(1+0)VFHE < VF 4 an(rF)2 (52)

Given any 9, using the definition of the energy function
Vk+1 to rewrite (51) as

(1+OVHFFL <VE g2k — -2 (53)

M2
— (5 =25 ) llah — 2~
2 2
1 1 1 k k+1112
(C 2C1 2C2)||¢ ¢ ||
1 0
= (m— 5= = B)llet* — a2
2c 2
1 9
(g + I = I+ el =2 + (7).

We shall replace the terms ||z*+1 —2*(|2 and ||¢*+1 —¢*||? in

(53) with terms [|2F — 2FH1|2, || 2P — 272, ||l2% — 2F )12, —

||zF*+t — 2*(|2 and (7F)2.
For ||zF+1 — 2*||2, because 2F*! — 2* =
we have

o2 (Gu)

max

k+1 _ *2<
b+t — o2 < e
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To handle ||¢* 1 — ¢*[|%, use the fact that L, = 3GLG,
and reorganize (19) to obtain
Gy (" = ¢")
= — (Vf(a*) = Vf(2") + Gy (2" — 2
+ p(ak — ") 4 eL, (EF — EFL).

(55)

Since both ¢**! and ¢* are in the column space of G, the
left-hand side of (55) is lower-bounded by

Tonin (Go) 0" — %[> < IG5 (@ =671, (56)
The right-hand side of (55) is upper-bounded by
| — (Vf(ack) — V(") + cGT (F — L+ (57)

—|—p(:vk _karl) -‘rCLO(Ek —Ek+1)|‘2
<AV (") = V)| + 4] eGr (2" — 212
+4p(a* — 2|7 + 4l|lcLo(EF — EMY)|1?
Q|| Vf (") = VF(@)|]P + 8|V f(2") = Vf(")|?
+4)eG (28 = 2P+ 4| p(a® — 212
+ 8||cLoE¥||? + 8||cL,E**1||?
§8M2ka+1 _ :C*||2 4 (8M2 +4p2)”$k _ xk+1H2
+ 400 (Gu)l|27 = 2P + AP0y, (Go)n (7).

The last inequality uses the fact that V f is Lipschitz contin-
uous with constant M > 0 such that

IVF(™) = VE@E")|? < M2||l" — 2|2,
IVF(z") = VP < M2 — a7,

and the definition of L, = GG, such that

2
C
2
< Z Omax

2
C
leLo B |? (Go)IBFI* < omax(Gon(r")?,

C2
< Zo':lnax(GO)n(Tk)z'

Combining (55), (56) and (57), we obtain
E+1 %12 <
164 = "1 < 57—y

+ (8M% +4p%) |2 — " + AP0l (Gu) |27 — 2P
+ 4c2afnax(Go)n(T’“)2) )

HCLOEIH-1”2

(8M2||$k+1 _UC*HQ (58)

Thus, we can use (54) and (58) to rewrite (53) as
(59)
4co?

(1+0)VkHt
1 0 (Gu)
<k _ 1—(— Z max \ MU k _ Jk+12
V-1 g+ DRI -
B_C3M2_(i é)(8M2—|—4p2)
2 2 2c1 ¢/ 62,,(Gy)

) ||$k _ $k+1||2

Gy k+1 _ % 1 1 1
2(58 x), _(____2_>||¢k_¢k+1”2
1 C2

1 pd  cdo2, (Gy)

k+1 P — m_____L_(i_Fé)Siw
2™ =27 (54 2%; 2 4 2% /52 (G,)



&

1 6 4620ﬁ1ax(G0) k\2
+ (s+(2 o + c)iﬁiin((}o) )TL(T )2.

For convenience, set the constants as

c 1
‘=3 T m@mp - M52, (Gy)

<4M2(2mp + M?)

+16m?(2M? + p?) + 2co?, (Gu)m(2mp — MQ)),

- ci1C
02_201—07

_1/2m+p/M?*  2mp+ M? 1 p
= 2 TS VR (%W)

where the range of c3 is from the hypothesis that p > —.
Then (52) is achieved with constants

60 < min M _ ¢ CUrQnm(Go)(Qmp — MQ) _
4Ur2nax(G ) 2cl 32m(p2 -+ 2M2) 2¢4
m(2mp—M?) - AM2
2mp+M2 mm(G ) }
nmx(Gu) 2 I
(§+° + ij(G )
o (04 1) A0man(Go)
vt aa) Faea
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the energy function V¥ converges to 0 at a linear rate of
O((1+6)~%). Moreover, by the definition of V*, it holds that
V# > £||zk — 2*||%. Thus, the primal variable xkk converges
to the unique optimal solution z* at O((1 +0)~2). [

_ 8M _
Remark 4. IfWe set ¢ = m and P = Mﬁ'/f
and further set +— 0 = o 2}: = - e and c3 = 3% in
(59), then followmg the proof of Theorem 2, we can derive

another upper bound of 0 as shown in (22) of Corollary 1.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof: Step 1. As in Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 2,
we obtain the inequality (51).
Step 2. Now our aim is different to that in Step 2 of the
proof of Theorem 2, as we are going to find constants ¢ > 0
and nk > 0 as well as a time index kg such that

(k + 1)q (Vk+l + ,rlk-i—l) < (k)q (Vk + ,rlk) ,

for all k > kg.
From (61), in which kg, ¢ and nk will be determined later,
we have

(kb + 1)1 (VEFL 4 gt

(61)

Note that § > 0 and v > 0. =(k)IVF 4 [(k + 1)1 — (k)] (g”:vk“ —z*|?
Step 3. Now we prove the linear convergence of V* to 0, 1
which implies the linear convergence of z* to z*. Using the + |2 = 2)1% + - @5t — ¢*1?) + (k + 1)ttt
censoring threshold rule 7% = «a - (B)¥, we further rewrite 1)
(52) as S (R)VE = e(k)T)|2" — 22
(14 6)VFL < VF 4 yna? - (B2)*. (e - chz)ka EAsTE
Analogous to the technique used in handling (40), it holds % 12 1 . it yo
R (= =5 —5)lle" =" |
VERL < (14 6)H (VFE +yna - (%)) ( 2¢y 2C2)
_ _ _ _ 1
<@+8) A+ (VE 4 ana? - (BH)FY) +na’ - (8] — {(k)q(m — 2—) — [(k+1)7— (k)q]g}-
3
< S
— . ||:17k+1 _I*H2
< (14 6)"EDYO 1 Opa? ((1 + )~ (k1=K (32)k ) cl(k+1)7 = (k) |25+ — 2|12
k=0 k)¢ k+1)1— (k)4
L + |:(2c)1 + ( )C ( ) :|||¢k+1 _¢*H2
(k+1) [y,0 2\ K’
(1 + 5) VZ +yna klzzo ((1 + 5)5 ) 1 + (k)qsn(Tk)Q + (k + 1)q77k+1
(54),(58) q _ q
(1+6) (1) (10 yna? < qVk_(k)q[c_L_w.
1—(1+6)p%)" 2c, (k)4
. . 2 4601211ax(Gu) k _ _k+1y2
where the last inequality holds when (1 4 ¢6)8° < 1. 52 (Gy) 2% = 2"
In summary, for any positive § > 0 that satisfies mini o
Sy S O A e Vi 1Y
5 < mm{ Tain(Go) ¢ cani(Go)(2mp — M?) ¢ 2 2 261 (k)4
- 40%.x(Gu)  2e17 32m(p? + 2M?) 2¢1” SM? +4p* |\ & ky1yp2
m(@mp=M?) _ __an? IR L
2mp+ M2 162, (Go) i 1 (60) min\~"0 )
(& +¢ mdx(Gu) + - 8M?2 ) e — (k) |m - 1AM (k+1)7 - (k)q'
p) 52, (Go) 2c5  162,,(Go) (k)q



2 2
/_) Camax(Gu) 8M k+1 k|2
G+ Tyl
1 1 1
_(pYe(s kg k+1p2
(05 = 5o = 362 16" = 61
+ (k)1 ()2 + (k + 1)7*
where
P oy 2 he(Go) | (b 1) = (07 4ot Go)
Cl&rznin(GO) (k)q &Izlin(Go) '

Set the constants ¢y, c¢o and c3 the same values as those

in the proof of Theorem 2. Notice that W =

(1 + %)q — 1 — 0 as k goes to infinity. Then, there exists a
time index kg such that for any k > ko, it holds

(k+1)7 — (k)1 | 52in(Go) 1
wre o \v _“min\*0/ (., =
(k) =M 102 (G (e 201)’
G in(Go) (E _esM? 200 + QMQ))
A2 +2M2)\2 2 0162 (Gy)

1 403 -
M= 5~ w5, G 0am(Go) } 62)
co2 u ’ ’
% + maZ(G ) + C~28M2 ) 400;411&)(((;0)

o}

min °

where the right-l;agld side is larger than 0. In this situation,
th <t .= 54 2 Zmax(Go) 4 | Fyrther, using the censoring

€164, (Go)
threshold 7% = (7 We have

tno?
E+1)9 (VR gty < (pyayk g
(1) (VI ™) < ()i e

Now we determine the values of ¢ and 7*. Since
Sk (k/)%,q < oo for any time index k when 2r —q > 1,

+(k+1)In*+L. (63)

setting (k)In* == > _, (J,’)’T"ii] in (63) leads to an equiv-
alent form

(k + 1)(1 (VkJrl + nkJrl) < (k)q (Vk + nk) ,

which is exactly what we want in (61). Therefore, for any
k > kg, it holds

(ko)q (Vko + nko)

(k)4
That is, the energy function V* converges to 0 at a sublinear
rate of O((k)~7). Moreover, by the definition of V*, it

holds that V* > £]|lz% — 2*||2. Thus, the primal variable "

converges to the unique optimal solution z* at a sublinear
q

rate of O((k)~2). [ |

VE<VF b <
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