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Abstract

We consider strongly convex distributed consensus optimization
over connected networks. EFIX, the proposed method, is derived us-
ing quadratic penalty approach. In more detail, we use the standard
reformulation — transforming the original problem into a constrained
problem in a higher dimensional space — to define a sequence of suit-
able quadratic penalty subproblems with increasing penalty param-
eters. For quadratic objectives, the corresponding sequence consists
of quadratic penalty subproblems. For the generic strongly convex
case, the objective function is approximated with a quadratic model
and hence the sequence of the resulting penalty subproblems is again
quadratic. EFIX is then derived by solving each of the quadratic
penalty subproblems via a fixed point (R)-linear solver, e.g., Jacobi
Over-Relaxation method. The exact convergence is proved as well
as the worst case complexity of order O(e~!) for the quadratic case.
In the case of strongly convex generic functions, the standard result
for penalty methods is obtained. Numerical results indicate that the
method is highly competitive with state-of-the-art exact first order
methods, requires smaller computational and communication effort,
and is robust to the choice of algorithm parameters.

Key words: Fixed point methods, quadratic penalty method, dis-
tributed optimization., strongly convex problems



1 Introduction

We consider problems of the form

N

min f(y) = 3 fi(y), (1)

E€R®
Y i=1

where f; : R — R are strongly convex local cost functions. A decentralized
optimization framework is considered, more precisely, we assume decentral-
ized but connected network of N nodes.

Distributed consensus optimization over networks has become a main-
stream research topic, e.g., [2, B, 14, 6] 8, [10], motivated by numerous appli-
cations in signal processing [12], control [I5], Big Data analytics [22], social
networks [I], etc. Various methods have been proposed in the literature, e.g.,
[211, 23, 26], 27, 28, 29, 31, B32], B3], [34].

While early distributed (sub)gradient methods exhibit several useful fea-
tures, e.g., [17], they also have the drawback that they do not converge to
the exact problem solution when applied with a constant step-size; that is,
for exact convergence, they need to utilize a diminishing step-size [36]. To
address this issue, several different mechanisms have been proposed. Namely,
in [24] two different weight-averaging matrices at two consecutive iterations
are used. A gradient-tracking technique where the local updates are modified
so that they track the network-wide average gradient of the nodes’ local cost
functions is proposed and analyzed in [I1], 20]. The authors of [2] incorporate
multiple consensus steps per each gradient update to obtain the convergence
to the exact solution.

In this paper we investigate a different strategy to develop a novel class
of exact distributed methods by employing quadratic penalty approach. The
method is defined by the standard reformulation of distributed problem
into constrained problem in R™¥ with constraints that penalize the differ-
ences in local approximations of the solution. The reformulated constrained
problem is then solved by a quadratic penalty method. Given that the se-
quence of penalty subproblems is quadratic, as will be explained further on,
we employ a fixed point linear solver to find zeroes of the corresponding gra-
dients. Thus, we abbreviated the method as EFIX - Exact Fixed Point. As
it will be detailed further ahead, the EFIX method possesses properties that
are at least comparable with existing alternatives in terms of efficiency and
required knowledge of system parameters.



In more detail, the proposed approach is as follows. The constrained dis-
tributed problem in R™ is reformulated by adding a quadratic penalty term
that penalizes the differences of solution estimates at neighbouring nodes
across the network. Then the sequence of penalty problems are solved in-
exactly, wherein the corresponding penalty parameters increase over time to
make the algorithm exact. The algorithm parameters, such as the penalty
parameter sequence and the levels of inexactness of the (inner) penalty prob-
lems are designed such that the overall algorithm exhibits efficient behaviour.
We consider two types of strongly convex objective functions - quadratic
and generic strongly convex function. For quadratic objective function the
subproblems are clearly quadratic, while in the case of generic function we
approximate the objective function at the current iteration with a quadratic
model. Hence the penalty subproblems are all quadratic and strongly con-
vex. Solving these problems boils down to finding zeroes of the gradients, i.e.
to solving systems of linear equations for each subproblem. To solve these
systems of linear equations one can employ any distributed linear solver like
fixed point iterative methods. The proposed framework is general and we
exemplify the framework by employing the Jacobi Over-Relaxation (JOR)
method for solving the penalty subproblems. Numerical tests on both sim-
ulated and real data sets demonstrate that the resulting algorithms are (at
least) comparable with existing alternatives like [20] in terms of the required
computational and communication costs, as well as the required knowledge of
global system parameters for proper algorithm execution such as the global
(maximal) Lipschitz constant of the local gradients L, strong convexity con-
stant 1 and the network parameters.

From the theoretical point of view the following results are established.
First, for the quadratic cost functions, we show that either a sequence gener-
ated by the EFIX method is unbounded or it converges to the exact solution
of the original problem (). The worst-case complexity result of order O(e™!)
is proved. In the generic case, for strongly convex costs with Lipschitz con-
tinuous gradients, the obtained result corresponds to the well-known result
in the classical, centralized optimization - if the iterative sequence converges
then its limit is the solution of the original problem. Admittedly, this result
is weaker than what is known for existing alternatives like, e.g., [20], but are
enough to theoretically certify the methods and are in line with the general
theory of quadratic penalty methods; see, e.g., [I8]. Numerical examples
nevertheless demonstrate advantages of the proposed approach. Moreover,
the convergence results of the proposed method are obtained although the



Linear Independence Constraint Qualification, LICQ is violated.

It is worth noting that penalty approaches have been studied earlier in
the context of distributed consensus optimization, e.g., [I3], 14, 25, [37]. The
authors of [37] allow for nondifferentiable costs, but their analysis relies on La-
grange multipliers and the distance from a closed, convex feasible set which
plays a crucial role in the analysis. In [25], a differentiable exact penalty
function is employed, but the problem under consideration assumes local
constraints and separable objective function. Moreover, LICQ is assumed to
hold. In our case, separating the objective function yields the constrained
optimization problem where the LICQ is violated. The authors of [14]
consider more general problems with possibly nondiffrenetiable part of the
objective function and linear constraints and provide the analysis for the
decentralized distributed optimization problems in particular (Section 4 of
[14]). They show the convergence to an exact solution by carefully designing
the penalty parameters and the step size sequence. The proposed algorithm
boils down to the distributed gradient with time-varying step sizes. The con-
vergence is of the order O(1/vk), i.e., O(1/k) for the accelerated version.
Comparing with EFIX, we notice that EFIX algorithm needs the gradient
calculations only in the outer iterations, whenever the penalty parameter is
increased and a new subproblem is generated, which makes it computation-
ally less demanding. The numerical efficiency of the method in [I4] is not
documented to the best of out knowledge, although the convergence rate re-
sults are very promising. The strong convexity is not imposed in [14], and
possibilities for relaxation of convexity requirements in EFIX are going to be
the subject of further research. The algorithm presented in [13] is also based
on penalty approach. A sequence of subproblems with increasing penalty
parameters is defined and solved by accelerated proximal gradient method.
Careful adjustment of algorithmic parameters yields a better complexity re-
sult than the results presented here. However, with respect to existing work,
the proposed EFIX framework is more general in terms of the subsumed
algorithms and can accommodate arbitrary R-linearly-converging solver for
quadratic penalty subproblems. Finally, another important advantage of
EFIX is the robustness with respect to algorithmic parameters.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we give some preliminaries.
EFIX method for quadratic problems is defined and analyzed in Section 3.
The analysis is extended to general convex case in Section 4 and the numerical
results for both quadratic and general case are presented in Section 5. Some
conclusions are drawn in Section 6.



2 Preliminaries

The notation we will use further is the following. With A, B, ... we denote
matrices in R™ X"V with block elements A = [4;;], A;; € R™" and elements
a;; € R. Consequently, we denote A, B, ... € R"*". The vectors of correspond-
ing dimensions will be denoted as x € R™ with components x; € R" as well
as y € R™. The norm || - || is the Euclidean norm.

Let us specify more precisely the setup we are considering here. The
network of connected agents is represented by a communication matrix W =
WT € R¥*YN which is assumed to be doubly stochastic. The elements of W
have the property w; ; > 0 if and only if there is a direct link between nodes
i and j. Denote by O; the set of neighbors of node i and let O; = O; [J{i}.
The assumptions on the network are stated as follows.

A 1. The matriz W € RV*N s symmetric, doubly stochastic and

The network represented by the communication matrix W is connected and
undirected.

Let us assume that each of N nodes has its local cost function f; and
has access to the corresponding derivatives of this local function. Under the
assumption , the problem has the equivalent form

N
in F(x):= S(x) st (I—W)Y2x =0, 2
min_ F(x) ;f(rv) s (I—W)"/2x (2)
where x = (21;...;2n5) ER™W, W =W ® [ € RN and T € R"V*"V s the
identity matrix. Therefore, denoting by . = I — W the Laplacian matrix,
the quadratic penalty reformulation of this problem is

0
min ®p(x) := F(x) + —x'Lx, 3
min B(x) = F(x) + 5 Q
where 6 > 0 is the penalty parameter. EFIX method proposed in the sequel
follows the sequential quadratic programming framework where the sequence
of problems are solved approximately.



3 EFIX-Q: Quadratic problems

Quadratic costs are very important subclass of problems that we consider.
One of the typical example is linear least squares problem which comes from
linear regression models, data fitting etc. We start the analysis with the
quadratic costs given by

1
fily) = 5(9 - bz’)TBii(y — b)), (4)
where By = BL € R™" b; € R". Let us denote by B = diag(Bii, ..., Byn)
the block-diagonal matrix and b = (by;...;by) € R™™. Then,

1 6
Dp(x) = §(x —b)"B(x — b) + EXTLX

and
V&y(x) = (B + 0L)x — Bb.

Thus, solving V®y(x) = 0 is equivalent to solving the linear system
Ax=c, A:=B+0L, c:=Bb. (5)

Under the following assumptions, this system can be solved in a distributed,
decentralized manner by applying a suitable linear solver To make the pre-
sentation more clear we concentrate here on the JOR method, without loss
of generality.

A 2. Fach function f;, i =1,..., N is u-strongly convez.

This assumption implies that the diagonal elements of Hessian matrices
B;; are positive, bounded by p from below. This can be easily verified by the
fact that y” Byy > ully||? for y = e;,j = 1,...,n where ¢; is the j-th column
of the identity matrix I € R™*". Clearly, the diagonal elements of A are
positive. Moreover, A is positive definite with minimal eigenvalue bounded
from below with ;. Therefore, for arbitrary xo € R™ and A, ¢ given in ,
we can define the JOR iterative procedure as

xFt = Mx* + p, (6)

M=¢D'G+(1-¢), p=g¢D'c, (7)



where D is a diagonal matrix with d; = a;; foralli =1,...,.nN, G=D — A,
I is the identity matrix and ¢ is the relaxation parameter. The structure of
A and M makes the iterative method specified in @ completely distributed
assuming that each node i has the corresponding column of M, and thus we do
not need any additional adjustments of the linear solver to the distributed
network. The convergence interval for the relaxation parameter ¢ is well
known in this case, see e.g. [7].

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that the assumptions AI-AZ are satisfied. Then the
JOR method converges for all q € (0,2/p(D7A)).

The JOR method @— can be stated in the distributed manner as
follows. Notice that the blocks of A are given by

Therefore, we can represent JOR iterative matrix M in similar manner, i.e.,
M = [M,;] where

My = qD3'Gy + (1= q), My = qwy Dyt for i j, (9)
and p = (p1;...;pn) is calculated as
pi = qD;; ' Bib;. (10)
Thus, each node i can update its own vector x; by
ot =" Myak + pi. (11)
j€0;

Notice that requires only the neighbouring xf , i.e. the method is fully
distributed. The iterative matrix M depends on the penalty parameter 6,
so the JOR parameter ¢ needs to be updated for each value of the penalty

parameter. Let us now estimate the interval stated in Lemma [3.1 We have
p(D~'A) < IDTIA] < DAY

Since the diagonal elements of B;; are positive and ID is the diagonal matrix
with elements d;; = b;; +600;;,i = 1,...,nN, with L = [(;;] € R™*"Y we can
upper bound the norm of D! as follows

1
DY < ——o
I < Gy

7



where w := max; w; < 1. On the other hand,

IA]| < [|B]| + 20 < maxl; + 26 := L+ 26,

where [; is the largest eigenvalue of B;;. So, the convergence interval for the
relaxation parameter can be set as

20(1 — w)

1€ 0, =75

)- (12)
Alternatively, one can use the infinity norm and obtain a bound as above with
B := max; || Bii|| instead of L. The iterative matrix depends on the penalty
parameter and thus can be updated for each penalty subproblem, defined
with a new parameter. However the upper bound in is monotonically
increasing with respect to 6, so one can set ¢ € (0,26y(1 — w)/(L + 26,))
without updating with the change of 6. In the test presented in Section 5 we
use 6y = 2L, which further implies that the JOR parameter can be fixed to
any positive value smaller than 4(1 — w)/5.

The globally convergent algorithm for problem with quadratic func-
tions is given below. In each subproblem we have to solve a linear system
of type . The algorithm is designed such that these linear systems are
solved within an inner loop defined by . The penalty parameters {6}
with the property 6, — 0o, s — 00, and the number of inner iterations k(s)
of type are assumed to be given. Also, we assume that the relaxation
parameters ¢(s) are defined by a rule that fulfills (12)). Thus, for given 6
the linear system A(f,)x = c is solved approximately in each outer iteration,
with the iterative matrix

M(60,) = q(s)D7'G + (1 — gq(s))L.

The global constants L and w are needed for updating the relaxation param-
eter in each iteration but the nodes can settle them through initial commu-
nication at the beginning of iterative process. Thus, they are also treated as
input parameters for the algorithm.
Algorithm EFIX-Q.

Given: {0,}, 2 e R",i=1,...,N, {k(s)} CN, L, w. Set s = 0.

S1 Set £k = 0 and choose g according to (12) with 0 = 6. Let M =
M(6y),2? = 25,i=1,...,N.

7



S2 For each i =1,..., N compute the new local solution estimates

k+1 __ 2 k
Zi = Miij +p7,
J€0;

and set k =k + 1.

S3 If k < k(s) go to step S3. Else, set x*t1 = (2F,...,2%), s=s+ 1 and
go to step S1.

Our analysis relies on the quadratic penalty method, so we state the
framework algorithm (see [18] for example). We assume again that the se-
quence of penalty parameters {6} has the property §; — oo and that the
tolerance sequence {es} is such that e, — 0.

Algorithm QP.
Given: {0}, {es}. Set s =0.

S1 Find x® such that
[V &g, (x°)]| < & (13)

S2 Set s = s+ 1 and return to S1.

Let us demonstrate that the EFIX-Q fits into the framework of Algo-
rithm QP, that is given a sequence {es} such that e, — 0, there exists a
proper choice of the sequence {k(s)} such that is satisfied for all penalty
subproblems.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that the assumptions Al A are satisfied. If |V g, (x*)|| <
es then ||V Py, (x| < eqp1 for
w : (14)

where psi1 s a constant such that |[M(0s11)]| < pst1 <1 and ¢ = ||c||.

log(pest1) — log(L + 260541)(es + 2¢)
K = “ log(ps+1)

Proof. Notice that A(#) is positive definite for all § > 0 and thus there exists
an unique stationary point xj of V®y, i.e., an unique solution of A(f)x = c.



With notation z* = (2§;...; 2%), 2% = x*, we have

V@, (2| = [V, (2") = V0, (x5, (15)
< Az — x5, |
< (L4 2000))2" = x5l
< (L4 2050)p5n 1" = x5, |
< (L4 205)pa (I — x5, 1|+ l1xp, — x5, ).

Let us now estimate the norms in the final inequality. First, notice that
V&, (x%) = V&, (x°) = VO, (x5,) = A(l)(x* — x3,).
Thus, since pull < A(f) we obtain

s * — s Es
Ix* = x| < [JA7H:) [V P, (x°)]| < s (16)

Moreover, for any 6 we have

N _ c
el < 1A @) el < —. (17)
i
Putting and into we obtain
L+20 K 2c
V0, () < L 2er Pl 220
o
Imposing the inequality
L+ 20441)pk, (5 + 2
( +1)Zs+1< C) < Eotl,
and then applying the logarithm and rearranging, we obtain that ||[V®,_,, (z*)| <

gs+1 for all k > k(s) defined by (14)). Therefore, for z**) = x*™ we get the
statement. 0

The previous lemma shows that EFIX-Q fits into the framework of quadratic
penalty methods presented above if we assume e, — 0 and set k(s) as in (14),
with {x*} being the outer iterative sequence of Algorithm EFIX-Q. Notice
that the inner iterations (that rely on JOR method) stated in steps S2-S3 of

10



EFIX-Q can be replaced with any solver of linear systems or any optimizer
of quadratic objective function which can be implemented in decentralized
manner and exhibits linear convergence with factor ps. Moreover, it is enough
to apply a solver with R-linear convergence, i.e., any solver that satisfies

12" — x5, I < Copallx® = x5, 1541,

where Csy is a positive constant. In this case, the slightly modified k(s)
with (L + 2604,1) multiplied with C,; in fits the proposed framework.

Although the LICQ does not hold for , following the steps of the stan-
dard proof and modifying it to cope with LICQ violation, we obtain the
global convergence result presented below.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that the assumptions AT-AZ are satisfied. Assume
that 5 — 0 and k(s) is defined by (14). Let {x°} be a sequence generated
by algorithm EFIX-Q. Then, either the sequence {x°} is unbounded or it
converges to a solution x* of the problem and x? s the solution of problem

for everyi=1,...,N.
Proof. Assume that {x*} is bounded and consider the problem (), i.e.,
min F'(x), s.t. h(x) =0

where
h(x) = LY?x.

Let x* be an arbitrary accumulation point of the bounded sequence {x°}
generated by algorithm EFIX-Q), i.e., let

lim x® = x*.
seKy

The inequality implies
0| VI h(x*)h(x*) || = IVF (x)] < es. (18)
Since VT'h(x?*) = (L'/?)T = L1/2, we obtain
VTh(x*)h(x®) = Lx*,

and ((18) implies
S 1 S
L[} < 5= (IVEGE)] + es)- (19)

s

11



Taking the limit over K; we have Lx* = 0, i.e., h(x*) = 0, so x* is a feasible
point. Therefore Wx* = x*, or equivalently zj = 25 = ... = 2}y, so the
consensus is achieved.

Now, we prove that x* is an optimal point of problem . Let us define
As := 05h(x®). Considering the gradient of the penalty function we obtain

Vdy, (x°) = VF(x*) + 0,Lx* = VF(x*) + LY2),. (20)

Since x* — x* over K and £5 — 0, from ({19 we conclude that (, := 6,Lx*
must be bounded over K;. Therefore, \; = 6,L1/?x* is also bounded over K;
and thus, there exist Ky C K7 and \* such that

lim Ay = \*. (21)
seKo
Indeed, by the eigenvalue decomposition, we obtain . = UVU7, where U is
an unitary matrix and V is the diagonal matrix with eigenvalues of L. Let
us denote them by v;. The matrix is positive semidefinite, so v; > 0 for all

i and we also know that LY/2 = UVY2U7. Since (, is bounded over K7, the
same is true for the sequence U7 ¢, = VO,UTx* := Vv*. Consequently, all the
components v;[v°]; are bounded over K; and the same is true for NGO [V°];.
By unfolding we get that V'/20,UTx® is bounded over K; and thus the same
holds for

UV!/29,UTx* = 0,LYx* = ).

Now, using and taking the limit over K5 in (20) we get
0= VF(x") +LY2\",

ie., VF(x*) + VIh(x*)A\* = 0, which means that x* is a KKT point of
problem with A* being the corresponding Lagrange multiplier. Since F'
is assumed to be strongly convex, x* is also a solution of the problem .
Finally, notice that x} is a solution of the problem for any given node
1=1,...,N.

We have just proved that, for an arbitrary ¢, every accumulation point
of the sequence {3} is the solution of problem (I)). Since the function f is
strongly convex, the solution of problem must be unique. So, assuming
that there exist accumulation points x* and x such that x* # x yields con-
tradiction. Therefore we conclude that all the accumulation points must be
the same, i.e., the sequence {x°} converges. This completes the proof. O

12



The previous theorem states that the only requirement on {es} is that
it is a positive sequence that tends to zero. On the other hand, quadratic
penalty function is not exact penalty function and the solution xj of the
penalty problem (3)) is only an approximation of the solution y* of problem
(1). Moreover, it is known (see Corollary 9 in [35]) that for every i = 1,..., N,
there holds

ely =ty — vl = O,

More precisely, denoting by A, the second largest eigenvalue of W in modulus,

we have L7 J
ly < ——— 426071 ——— 22
0= G (1 ha) SRR N W 22)

where K = pL/(u+ L) and J = /2L f(0) since the optimal value of each
local cost function is zero. Thus, looking at an arbitrary node ¢ and any
outer iteration s we have

llz; — || < ||of — 25 | + |25, — ¥l := 612,95 + ezl,es- (23)

So, there is no need to solve the penalty subproblem with more accuracy
than e, - the accuracy of approximating the original problem. Therefore,
using and and balancing these two error bounds we conclude that
a suitable value for 4, see , can be estimated as

LJ J
=l ———— A — 2O — 24
55 ﬂ(esﬁ:(l o )\2) 'Lies + 05<1 _ )\2)) ( )

Similar idea of error balance is used in [36], to decide when to decrease the
step size.
Assume that we define ¢, as in Together with we get

1
s l=0(=).
”'rz 'TZ,HSH (95)

Furthermore, using and we obtain

s _oa— (L
lat -v1=0(5.)-

Therefore, the following result concerning the outer iterations holds.

13



Proposition 3.1. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem hold and
that €4 is defined by . Let {x°} be a bounded sequence generated by
EFIX-Q . Then for everyi=1,...,N there holds

s _oai— (L
lat-v1=0 (7).

The complexity result stated below for the special choice of penalty pa-
rameters, s = s can be easily derived using the above Proposition.

Corollary 3.1. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition hold and
0, =s fors=1,2,.... Then after at most

g

iterations we have ||z — y*|| < € for alli =1,...,N and any ¢ > 0, where J
and Ay are as in (22)).

Proof. Notice that , and imply for arbitrary ¢

. LJ J
St < Z4el, <2 ————\/4—2%07T 4+ ———
lof =97l < =+ e, < (esm_xz) s +98(1—>\2))
20 (2(u+L) ) 2.J
< 1) <L (3 +2L/p).
—es<1—A2>( p BT WA

For 6, = s, the right-hand side of the above inequality is smaller than e for

27(3+2L/p) _,

s> =) (25)

which completes the proof. O]

Notice that the number of outer iterations 5 to obtain the e-optimal point
depends directly on J, i.e., on f(0) and the Lipschitz constant L. Moreover,
it also depends on the network parameters - recall that A\, represents the
second largest eigenvalue of the matrix W, so the complexity constant can
be diminished if we can chose the matrix W such that Ay is as small as
possible for the given network.

14



4 EFIX-G: Strongly convex problems

In this section, we consider strongly convex local cost functions f; that are
not necessarily quadratic. The main motivation comes from machine learning
problems such as logistic regression where the Hessian is easy to calculate
and, under regularization, satisfies Assumption AR} The main idea now is
to approximate the objective function with a quadratic model at each outer
iteration s and exploit the previous analysis. Instead of solving (13)), we form
a quadratic approximation Q4(x) of the penalty function ®y_(x) as

Qs(x) = F*H+VIF"Yx-—x"1+ (26)

(x —x* IV F(x*"N(x—x"1) + %XTLX

DN | —

+

and search for x° that satisfies
IVQ:(x°)[| < es. (27)
In other words, we are solving the system of linear equations
Ax = c,,

where
A, =V F(x*1 +0,L,
Cs = v?F(Xs—l)Xs—l _ VF(Xs_l).
Under the stated assumptions, A is positive definite with eigenvalues bounded

with g from below and the diagonal elements of A are strictly positive.

Therefore, using the same notation and formulas as in the previous section
with V2f;(z:~") instead of Bj; in we obtain the same bound for the JOR

parameter, (12)).

Before stating the algorithm, we repeat the formulas for completeness.
The matrix A, = [A;;] has blocks A;; € R™*" given by

Aii = V2f1($fil> + 05(1 — w“)I, and Aij = —Gswijf for i % ] (28)
The JOR iterative matrix is My = [M;;] where

Mii - QSD;zlG'L'L + (1 - Q)[7 Mij = QSeswijDizl for # .jv (29>

15



and the vector p, = (p1;...;pn) is calculated as p, = ¢D; 'c,, where Dy is a
diagonal matrix with d;; = a; for all i = 1,...,nN and G, =D, — A4, i.e.,

pi:qu_ilci, where VQfZ( 5 1) s=1 - Vfi(x} -, (30)

The algorithm presented below is a generalization of EFIX-Q and we
assume the same initial setup: the global constants L and w are known,
the sequence of penalty parameters {f,} and the sequence of inner iterations
counters {k(s)} are input parameters for the algorithm.

Algorithm EFIX-G.
Input: {6,}, 29 e R i=1,...N, {k(s)} CN,L,w. Set s = 0.

S1 Each node i sets g according to (12)) with 6 = 6.

S2 Each node calculates V f;(zf) and V2f;(x$). Define M = M given by
29), 22 =z, i=1,...,N and set k = 0.

S3 For¢=1,..., N update the solution estimates
o
= Z =5 +p%
j€0;

and set k =k + 1.

S4 If k < k(s) go to step S4. Else, set x*t1 = (2F;...:2%), s = s+ 1 and
go to step Sthe.

The algorithm differs from the quadratic case EFIX-Q in step S2, where
the gradients and the Hessians are calculated in a new point at every outer
iteration. Following the same ideas as in the proof of Lemma we obtain
the similar result under the following additional assumption.

A 3. For each y € R™ there holds ||V2fi(y)|| <1;,i=1,...,N.
Notice that this assumption implies that [|[V2F (x)|| < L := max; ;.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that Assumptions AL-AS hold. If [[VQ.(x%)|| < e,
holds then ||V Qi1 (x| < 441 for
L o

where psi1 1s a constant such that ||Mgy1]] < psi1 < 1 and ¢s = ||cg|

I(s) — log(pest1) — log(L + 26541)(es + Cs + Cs41)
(s) =
log(ps-l—l)

16



The Lemma above implies that EFIX-G is a penalty method with the
penalty function @ instead of ®, i.e., with instead of . Notice that
due to assumption AR without loss of generality we can assume that the
functions f; are nonnegative and thus the relation between ¢, and 6 can re-
main as in . We have the following convergence result which corresponds
to the classical statement in centralized optimization, [I§].

Theorem 4.1. Let the assumptions ALFAS hold. Assume that {x°} is a
sequence generated by Algorithm EFIX-G such that k(s) is defined by (31))
and 5 — 0. If {x°} is bounded then every accumulation point of {x°} is
feasible for the problem (2|). Furthermore, if lim, o X* = x* then x* is

the solution of problem (2)), i.e., x} is the solution of problem for every
i=1,..N.

Proof. Let us consider the problem and denote h(x) = L'?x. Let x =
lim,e i X° be an arbitrary accumulation point. Notice that

V@, (x*) = VQ.(x°)| (32)
= |[VF(x") = VF(x""1) + V2 F(x" ) (x" — x|
< 2L|xF — x| =

and thus the error of the quadratic model r, is also bounded over K. Now,
inequality together with the previous inequality implies that

[V, (x)| < &5+ 7, (33)
i.e., we obtain
S 1 S
L[} < Z=(IVEGE) + &5 + 7).

Taking the limit over K in the previous inequality, we conclude that Lx = 0,
so the feasibility condition is satisfied, i.e., we have T; = Ty = ... = Iy.
If lim,_,, x* = x* we have that the error in quadratic model converges

to zero from , ie. limg, ,o s = 0 and thus implies that

lim V&g, (x*) = 0.

seK

Following the same steps as in the second part of the proof of Theorem [3.1],
we conclude that x* is optimal and the statement follows. O
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5 Numerical results

5.1 Quadratic case

We test EFIX-Q method on quadratic functions (4] generated as follows, [L1].
Vectors b; are drawn from the Uniform distribution on [1, 31], independently
from each other. Matrices B;; are of the form B;; = P,S;P;, where S; are
diagonal matrices with Uniform distribution on [1,101] and P, are matrices
of orthonormal eigenvectors of 1(C; + C{') where C; have components drawn
independently from the standard Normal distribution.

The network is formed as follows, [I1]. We sample N points randomly
and uniformly from [0, 1] x [0, 1]. Two points are directly connected if their
distance, measured by the Euclidean norm, is smaller than r = \/log(/N)/N.
The graph is connected. Moreover, if nodes ¢ and j are directly connected,
we set w; ; = 1/ max{deg(i),deg(j)}, where deg(i) stands for the degree of
node 7 and w; ; = 1— Z#i w; j. We test on graphs with N = 30 and N = 100
nodes.

The error metrics is the following

Hy H

where y* # 0 is the exact (unique) solution of problem ().

The parameters are set as follows. The Lipschitz constant is calculated
as L = max; [;, where [; is the largest eigenvalue of B;;. The strong convexity
constant is calculated as ¢ = min; p;, where p; > 0 is the smallest eigenvalue
of B;;.

The proposed method is denoted by EFIX-Q k(s) balance to indicate
that we use the number of inner iterations given by ([14]) where L, u, ¢ are
calculated at the initial phase of the algorithm and imposing to balance
two types of errors as discussed in Section 3. The initial value of the penalty
parameter is set to 6y = 2L. The choice is motivated by the fact that the
usual step size bound in many gradient-related methods is o < 1/(2L) and
1/ corresponds to the penalty parameter. Hence, we set § > 2L. Further,
the penalty parameter is updated by 0,1 = (s + 1)f,. We tested the Jacobi
method, i.e., the relaxation parameter is set to ¢ = 1. We also tested JOR
method with the parameter ¢ = 2/3 but the results are quite similar and
hence not reported here. The method is designed to solve the sequence of

18



quadratic problems up to accuracy determined {e,}. Clearly, the precision,
measured by e, determines the computational costs. On the other hand it
is already discussed that the error in solving a particular quadratic problem
should not be decreased too much given that the quadratic penalty is not an
exact method and hence each quadratic subproblem is only an approximation
of the original constrained problem, depending on the penalty parameter
0. Therefore, we tested several choices of the inner iteration counter and
parameter update, to investigate the error balance and its influence on the
convergence. The method abbreviated as EFIX-Q k(s) is obtained with
g0 =0y =2L, e, =¢¢/s for s > 0, and k(s) defined by . Furthermore, to
demonstrate the effectiveness of k(s) stated in (14]) we also report the results
from the experiments where the inner iterations are terminated only if
holds, i.e. without a predefined sequence k(s). We refer to this method as
EFIX-Q stopping. Notice that the exit criterion of EFIX-Q is not computable
in the distributed framework and the test reports here are performed only to
demonstrate the effectiveness of .

The proposed method is compared with the state-of-the-art method [20,
16] abbreviated as DIGing 1/(mL), where 1/(mL) represents the step size,
ie, a = 1/(mL) for different values of m € {2,3,10,20,50,100}. This
method is defined as follows

N N

k+1 _ k koo kbl _ k K+l kY 0 0

i = E wiry — aug, uit = g wijui + Big(xi™ —x7),u; = V fi(xy).
j=1

j=1

The cost of this method, In terms of scalar products, per node and per
iteration can be estimated as 3n as ) ; wijxé? takes n scalar products as well

as Y wiub and B(af ™ — 2F).
In order to compare the costs, we unfold the proposed EFIX-Q method
considering all inner iterations consecutively (so k below is the cumulative

counter for all inner iterations consecutively) as follows
o* = gD Gk 4+ (1 — ¢)af + ¢0D};? Z wijx? + qD;;' Biib;.
i#j

Since D;; is diagonal matrix, ¢D,; 1Giixf takes n + 1 scalar products as well
as D;; ! > 4 wijx;‘. Moreover, B;;b; is calculated only once, at the initial
phase, so D;;' Byb; costs only 1 scalar product. Therefore, the cost of EFIX-
Q method can be estimated as 2n + 3 scalar products per node, per iteration.
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cErrorce(xk)c

The difference between EFIX-Q and DIGing can be significant especially for
larger value of n, given the ratio 3n versus 2n + 3. Moreover, DIGing method
requires at each iteration the exchange of two vectors, z; and u; among all
neighbours, while EFIX requires only the exchange of z;, so it is 50% cheaper
than the DIGing method in terms of communication costs.

We set x” = 0 for all the tested methods and consider n = 10 and n = 100.
Figure 1 presents the errors e(x*) throughout iterations k for N = 30 and
N = 100. The results for different values of n appear to be very similar and
hence we report only the case n = 100.

T T T
EFIX-Q stopping EFIX-Q stopping
- - EFIX-Qk(s) - - EFIX-Qk(s)
--EFIX-Q k(s) balance ---~EFIX-Q k(s) balance
DIGing 1/(2L) DIGing 1/(2L)
—DIGing 1/(3L) —DIGing 1/(3L)
—DIGing 1/(10L) —DIGing 1/(10L)
DIGing 1/(20L) . DIGing 1/(20L)
—DIGing 1/(50L) < —DIGing 1/(50L)
—DIGing 1/(100L) T, —DIGing 1/(100L)
o
&,
100 120 1o 2 ) ) a0 100 120 20
Iteration Iteration

Figure 1: The EFIX methods (dotted lines) versus the DIGing method, error prop-
agation through iterations for n = 100, N = 30 (left) and n = 100, N = 100 (right).

Comparing the number of iterations of all considered methods, from Fig-
ure 1 one can see that EFIX-Q methods are highly competitive with the best
DIGing method in the case of N = 30. Furthermore, EFIX-Q outperforms
all the convergent DIGing methods in the case of N = 100. Moreover, we
can see that EFIX-Q k(s) balance behaves similarly to EFIX-Q stopping, so
the number of inner iterations k(s) given in Lemma is well estimated.
Also, EFIX-Q k(s) balance improves the performance of EFIX-Q k(s) and
the balancing of errors yields a more efficient method.

We compare the tested methods in terms of computational costs, mea-
sured by scalar products and communication costs as well. The results are
presented in Figure 2 where we compare EFIX-Q k(s) balance with the
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best convergent DIGing method in the cases n = 10, N = 30 (top) and
n = 100, N = 100 (bottom). The results show clear advantages of EFIX-Q,
especially in the case of larger n and N.

- - EFIX-Q k(s) balance P - - ‘EFIX-Q k(s) balance
—DIGing 1/(3L) ] [ —DIGing 1/(3L)

< <
e 3
[} [}
< 8
i i
10?2 102+
seamoo 1 . ~
« . . . . . 109 . , . , , . !
o S0 1000 100 00 200 000 300 4000 4500 5000 o 2 ) E) a0 100 120 w0 60 180 20
Scalar products Communications
10° ' ' 1 10 i '
- - ‘EFIX-Q k(s) balance || - - ‘EFIX-Q k(s) balance
—DIGing 1/(10L) ] —DIGing 1/(10L)
k3 @
s s
o o
S S
[im} fim}
107 102
;3 L L L - 4 L L L L L L L i S - J
0 0s 1 15 2 25 3 a5 4 s s 0 % W E) a0 100 120 0 160 180 20
. e
Scalar products 1o Communications

Figure 2: The proposed method (dotted line) versus the DIGing method, error and
the computational cost (left) and communications (right) for n = 10, N = 30 (top) and
n =100, N = 100 (bottom).

5.2 Strongly convex problems

EFIX-G method is tested on the binary classification problems for data sets:
Mushrooms [30] (n = 112, total sample size T' = 8124), CINAO [5] (n = 132,
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total sample size 7' = 16033) and Small MNIST [19] (n = 100, total sample
size T" = 7603). For each of the problems, the data is divided across 30
nodes of the graph described in Subsection 5.1 The logistic regression with
the quadratic regularization is used and thus the local objective functions
are of the form

s LB
y) =Y log(l+e %) || =" fiw) + S llyll,

Jjedi Jj€J;
where J; represents the part of the data assigned to node ¢, d; € R" is the
corresponding vector of attributes and (; € {—1,1} represents the label.
Evaluation of one local cost function f; requires |J;| + 1 scalar products.
However, calculations of the gradient and the Hessian do not require any
additional scalar products since

Viiy) = 11_/}j—1€2§y)<jdj +py, V2 fi(y) =

Y;(y) — 1

d;d" + pl,
Viy) T

Ui(y) =1+ e 90,
Moreover, (¢;(y) — 1)/12(y) € (0,1) and thus all the local cost functions
are p-strongly convex. The data is scaled in a such way that the Lipschitz
constants [; are 1 and thus L = 1+ pu. We set u = 1074,

We test EFIX-G k(s) balance, the counterpart of the quadratic version
EFIX-Q k(s) balance, with k(s) defined by (31). The JOR parameter g; is
set according to ((12]), more precisely, we set ¢ = 265(1 — w)/(L + 265). A
rough estimation of ¢, is s 3Lv/N since

lesll < IV2F DI+ IVE ) = V)| < L3max{||x* ], %]},

where X is a stationary point of the function F. The remaining parameters
are set as in the quadratic case.

Since the solution is unknown in general, the different error metric is
used - the average value of the original objective function f across the nodes’

estimates N N N
=y L =5 3 ph) (35)

i=1 j=1
We compare the proposed method with DIGing which takes the following
form for general non-quadratic problems

o = wax —auf ultt = wauj—i—sz( M)V fi(2F), u) = V fi(2?).

j=1
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For each of the data sets we compare the methods with respect to itera-
tions, communications and computational costs (scalar products). The com-
munications of the Harnessing method are twice more expensive than for
the proposed method, as in the quadratic case. The computational cost of
the Harnessing method is 3n + |J;| scalar products per iteration, per node:
weighted sum of x? (n scalar products); weighted sum of uf (n scalar prod-
ucts); evaluating Vf;(z¥) (n + |J;| scalar products) because evaluating of
cach gradient Vf;(zF),j € J; costs 1 scalar product (for df x} needed for
calculating ;(x%)) and evaluating the gradient V f;(x¥) takes the weighted
sum of d; vectors

k
Vi)=Y %dej + pay,
jeg, Pl
which costs n scalar products. On the other hand, the cost of EFIX-G k(s)
balance per node remains 2n + 3 scalar products at each inner iteration while
in the outer iterations (s) we have additional |.J;| + 2n scalar products for
evaluating ¢;,

s—1
(77 ) —1
¢ = Z %(22 s)—l) djd;rmf_l + ,u:pf_l — Vfi(xf_l).
jes Vit

Thus we have |J;| scalar products of the form d]Txf_l, a weighted sum od d;
vectors which costs n SP and the gradient V f;(z5~") which costs only n SP
since the scalar products d;frxf_l are already evaluated and calculated in the
first sum.

The results are presented in Figure 3 y-axes is in the log scale). The
first column contains graphs for EFIX - G k(s)balance and all DIGing meth-
ods with error metrics through iterations. Obvously, the EFIX -G method is
either comparable or better in comparison with DIGing methods. To empha-
size the difference in computational costs we plot in column two the graphs
of error metrics with respect to scalar products for EFIX -G and the two
best DIGing method. The same is done in column three of the graph for the
communication costs.

6 Conclusions

The quadratic penalty framework is extended to distributed optimization
problems. Instead of standard reformulation with quadratic penalty for dis-
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Figure 3: The proposed method (dotted line) versus the DIGing method on Mushrooms

(top), CINAO (middle) and Small MNIST data set (bottom).
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tributed problems, we define a sequence of quadratic penalty subproblems
with increasing penalty parameters. Each subproblem is then approximately
solved by a distributed fixed point linear solver. In the paper we used the
Jacobi and Jacobi Over-Relaxation method as the linear solvers, to facili-
tate the explanations. The first class of optimization problems we consider
are quadratic problems with positive definite Hessian matrices. For these
problems we define the EFIX-Q method, discuss the convergence properties
and derive a set of conditions on penalty parameters, linear solver precision
and inner iteration number that yield an iterative sequence which converges
to the solution of the original, distributed and unconstrained problem. Fur-
thermore, the complexity bound of O(e™!) is derived. In the case of strongly
convex generic function we define EFIX-G method. It follows the reasoning
for the quadratic problems and in each outer iteration we define a quadratic
model of the objective function and couple that model with the quadratic
penalty. Hence, we are again solving a sequence of quadratic subproblems.
The convergence statement is weaker in this case but nevertheless corre-
sponds to the classical statement in the centralized penalty methods - we
prove that if the sequence converges then its limit is a solution of the orig-
inal problem. The method is dependent on penalty parameters, precision
of the linear solver for each subproblem and consequently, the number of
inner iterations for subproblems. As quadratic penalty function is not ex-
act, the approximation error is always present and hence we investigated
the mutual dependence of different errors. A suitable choice for the penalty
parameters, subproblem accuracy and inner iteration number is proposed
for quadratic problems and extended to the generic case. The method is
tested and compared with the state-of-the-art first order exact method for
distributed optimization, DIGing. It is shown that EFIX is highly compara-
ble with DIGing in terms of error propagation with respect to iterations and
that EFIX computational and communication costs are lower in comparison
with DIGing methods.
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